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Introduction ————

BY VIATTHEW D. STAVER
AND PETER S. RUCKMVIAN

Thebook of Proverbs saysthat * he who states his case
first seemsright until another comes and challenges him.”
That is certainly true regarding the theory of evolution.
This book, The Evolution Handbook, is a must-read, be-
cause it presents scientific evidence that challenges the
theory of evolution. The destructive nature of evolutionary
theory has permeated most of our social sciences, under-
mined objectivetruth, and fostered nihilism. Thisbook isa
great tool for parents, teachers, and students who want to
understand the truth about the origins of life. Everyonewho
is concerned about our future ought to read this book.

—Matthew D. Staver, J.D., President, Liberty
Counsel - Orlando, FL, a prominent Christian legal firm.

The Evolution Handbook can easily replace as many
as forty books on the subject. It isthe final and definitive
statement on everything that could be found in any library
that deals with evolutionary theory, as it relates to astro-
physics, biology, speciation, calendation, paleontology, or
geochronology. The greatest thing about this book is its
compl ete coverage. It can save you alot of money in ob-
taining comprehensive data on evolutionary theory, and
how to reply to it. The definitive work on the subject, it
answers every basic theory; yet it is remarkably easy to

read. _pr. peter S. Ruckman, Pastor, Bible Baptist Church,
Pensacola, Florida, author of over three dozen books.
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Preface ——

A TREASURE HOUSE
OF INFORMATION

The origin of this book
and how to use it

This paperback is based on our 1,326-page, three-
volume Evolution Disproved Series. Not included in this
paperback are several thousand statements by scien-
tists. You will find them (plus links to major Creationist
organizations) on our website: evolution-facts.org. We
frequently update the collection with additional ones.

SYMBOL S—The following symbols are used in this
book:

* Anasterisk beforeanameindicatesthat the person named
and/or quoted is not known to be a Creationist.

Underlining generally indicates a special evidence dis-
proving evolution. This helpsyou more quickly grasp the key
points.

(*#1/19 Scientists Oppose the Explosion Theory*) Ex-
ample: Thisreferenceisfound in our chapter on the Big Bang.
Go to the same chapter title on our website. Then go to itsAp-
pendix 1. You will there find 19 more quotations, plus other
data.

A BOOK OF SCIENTIFIC FACTS FOR READING
AND REFERRAL—This book contains part of our 1,326-
page, 3-volume Evolution Disproved Series, which has thou-
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sands of items of evidence, plus several thousand quotations
by evolutionist scientists.

Thisbook providesyou with common sensefactswhich
you can usein study, conver sation, and research. It isavail-
able, in small boxfuls, at an extremely low cost. I n fact, the
boxful priceis so low (only a dollar a copy, plus postage),
you can easily purchase boxfulsand giveor sell it to others
who need it.

With an easy-to-read print size, you will want to keep this
paperback for yearsto come—for general reading and to check
on acontroverted point. If you plan to take a science coursein
school, or go into any field related to science or technology,
you will want to read this book several times. Many of the
pointswill remain in your memory, so you can sharethem with
others. The scientific facts presented herewill help insulate
you from the desolating effects of evolutionary theory.

Thisbook isvery interesting reading! Yet it isalso an
excellent reference manual. By using the table of contents
and index, you can quickly find what you arelooking for—
just when you need it. By looking in the Index for a key
word, you will find still moreinformation on a given topic.

ADDITIONAL COPIES—Additional copiesmay be pur-
chased from your bookseller. This paperback is also available
at the very lowest cost in small boxful amountsfrom us, soyou
can share them with your friends. Others need thisinformation
as much as you do! The schools are leading people into athe-
ism! Our address is on the bottom of page 2.

Although the cover price of this book is quite low,—the
price of a small boxful of these books is terrifically low,
whether you want to givebooksaway or sell them at a profit.
It isurgent that thetruth about Creation and evolution be
shared aswidely as possible!

WHERE TO FIND THE 1,326-PAGE SET—It isunfor-
tunate that, while preparing this paperback, we had to omit so
many scientific quotations which arein the three-volume set it
is extracted from.

The complete three-volume set can be purchased from
us for $60.00 a set, plus $9.00 shipping (while our limited
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supply lasts), or viewed free of charge on our website:
evolution-facts.org

Copy whatever you want from our website, at no char ge,
and share it widely. Thereisareal need for thisinforma-
tion to be widely circulated. However, this present paper-
back will be your best tool for the widest education of oth-
ers, whether students, church members, or thegeneral pub-
lic. Thislow-cost book can beused to directly reach people,
asfew other books can.

The 3-volume set (which you can find on our website) in-
cludes about 4,000 quotations. More are added to the website
from timeto time. It also contains many more illustrations (50
diagrams, 27 charts, 10 reproductions, 74 sketches or draw-
ings, 8 maps, 5 pictures, and 222 pen-point pictures). Only 43
pages of thoseillustrations are in this paperback.

QUOTATIONSINTHISBOOK—Thereare 1,352 quo-
tations in this book, nearly all of them from evolutionist
scientists. Those statements provide you with solid scientific
factsfrom experts. Dates of quotation sourcesvary from Charles
Darwin'stime, down to 2006.

QUOTATION SOURCES—Quotation references are al-
ways given immediately in the text, not off somewhere at the
back of the book. You do not have to repeatedly flip pages to
find references. (* before aname = heis not a Creationist.)

UNDERSTANDABLE CONTENT—A primary objective
of the book isto keep everything simple and easily understood.
No complex mathematics are included.

MEASUREMENT EQUIVALENTS—Each measure-
ment (whether given in English or metric) isimmediately fol-
lowed within brackets by itsequivalent. Thisisafeaturerarely
found evenin scientific publications. That makesthisbook use-
ful al over the world.

VARIATION IN CHAPTER CONTENT—Becauseof its
content, the second chapter of this book (The Big Bang and
Stellar Evolution) lent itself to asomewhat different layout style
than the other chapters. That chapter condenses 116 large
pages and is in a point-by-point summary arrangement.
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Theremainder of the book isin alooser style.

TRANSLATION PERMISSION—You arehereby given
permission to trandate any part of this book into any for-
eign language for sale or free distribution. We would ask,
however, that you try to keep the sale price low. There is an
urgent need for people—especially young people—to learn what
isin this book.

BACKGROUND OF THIS BOOK—In the summer of
1989, the author learned that the California State Department
of Education had recently notified the private, non-tax funded
Graduate School of the Institute for Creation Research (ICR),
that it would haveto closeits doorsif it did not begin teaching
evolutionary origins and processes in its science classes.

Since 1972, ICR hasworked steadily to educate the public
in regard to the many evidences disproving evolution. An at-
tempt to closetheir college becauseit would not teach that which
its doctoral scientists knew to be error—and had satisfactorily
shown to be error—was ridicul ous; yet thisis the situation our
nation is coming to.

That education department ruling crystallized in the au-
thor the conviction that an in-depth book needed to be written
to help awaken the thinking public to what scientific facts re-
ally haveto say about Creation science and evol utionary theory.
(Incidentally, by court action, the ruling was later rescinded.)

The three-volume set, on which this present paperback is
based, was the result. It brought together one of the largest,
single collections of data on the subject, and is based on about
200 periodicals and an equal number of books. It is a book
written for thinking people everywhere. Scientific profession-
alscanlearn alot from it, but it was written for everyone.

HOW TO USE THISBOOK—T hispaper back, contain-
ing the best of thethree-volume set, isexcellent for (1) per-
sonal knowledge enrichment; (2) data when you need it on
acertain sciencetopic; (3) private school and home-school
chapter reading or resear ch topic assignments; (4) church-
group study; and (5) sermon, prayer meeting, and lecture
source material. Theindex at the back of this book will help
you quickly find what you are looking for.
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There is enough material in this present book to form
the basis for a sizeable number of high-school, college, or
univer sity research papers. Even those working on advanced
theses will find the source material, provided here, extremely
helpful. When conducting such research, you will want to also
use the greatly expanded collection of data and statements by
scientists, found on our website: evolution-facts.org.

STUDY AND REVIEW QUESTIONS—Thequestions at
the end of each chapter are designed for grades 5 through 12.
The student can use the questions as a basis for further study.
The teacher may wish to assign some of them. The simplest are
generaly given first, followed by more advanced ones.

INDEX—You will want to usethe excellent index included
in this paperback. When you read in this book, or elsewhere,
about atopic of special interest,—check our index and you are
likely to find more information.

SHARE COPIESOFTHISPAPERBACK WITH OTH-
ERS—The more you study and learn, the more you can help
other people. They need this information as much as you do.

SPECIAL RESEARCH GUIDE—Appendix | of thisbook
is A Research Guide. It will help students in school prepare re-
ports based on these scientific facts.

SCIENTIFIC STATEMENT S—Inaddition to those found
all through this book, chapter 23 has an outstanding collection
of them.

POSITION OF THIS BOOK—This book agrees with a
broad range of scientific evidence, that our worldisonly several
thousand years old and that a worldwide Flood has occurred.
See chapter 4, Age of the Earth, for more on this.

NATURE NUGGETS—The “design factor” is an over-
whelming evidence of Creation. You will find examplesof natural
wonders, which evolution could not possibly produce, at the end
of most chaptersin this book. The location of all 28 islisted on
the top of page 980. (Turn to page 316 for asample.)
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SOVIETHING TO THINK ABOUT

“The evolutionary establishment fears creation science
because evolutionitself crumbleswhen challenged by evidence.
In the 1970s and 1980s, hundreds of public debates were ar-
ranged between evolutionist scientists and creation scientists.
The latter scored resounding victories, with the result that, to-
day, few evolutionists will debate. | saac Asimov, Stephen Jay
Gould, and the late Carl Sagan, while highly critical of cre-
ationism, all declined to debate.”—James Perloff, Tornado in
a Junkyard (1999), p. 241.

“It was because Darwinian theory broke man’s link with
God and set him adrift in a cosmos without purpose or end
that itsimpact was so fundamental. No other intellectual revo-
[utionin modern times . . so profoundly affected the way men
viewed themselvesand their placein the universe.” —* Michael
Denton, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis (1985), p. 67 [Austra-
lian molecular biologist].

“Unfortunately, in the field of evolution most explana-
tions are not good. As a matter of fact, they hardly qualify as
explanationsat al; they are suggestions, hunches, pipe dreams,
hardly worthy of being called hypotheses.”—*Norman
Macbeth, Darwin Retried (1971), p. 147.

“No one has ever found an organism that is known not to
have parents, or a parent. This is the strongest evidence on
behalf of evolution.”—*Tom Bethell, *“Agnostic Evolutionists,”
Harper’s, February 1985, p. 61.

“As by this theory, innumerable transitional forms must
have existed. Why do we not find them embedded in the crust
of the earth? Why is not all naturein confusion instead of be-
ing, as we see them, well-defined species?” —*Charles Dar-
win (1866), quoted in H. Enoch, Evolution or Creation, p. 139.

“Scientists have no proof that life was not the result of an
act of creation.”—*Robert Jastrow, The Enchanted Loom:
Mind in the Universe (1981), p. 19 [a leading astronomer].

“Evolution becamein a sense ascientific religion; almost
all scientists have accepted it and many are prepared to bend
their observationstofit in withit.”—*H. Lipson, “A Physicist
Looks at Evolution,” Physics Bulletin 31 (1980), p. 138.
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Chapter 1 ———

BRIEF HISTORY OF
EVOLUTIONARY THEORY

How modern science
got into this problem

This chapter is based on pp. 895-934 (History of Evo-
lutionary Theory) and 1003-1042 (Evolution and Soci-
ety) of Other Evidence (Volume Three of our three-vol-
ume Evolution Disproved Series). Not included in this
chapter are at least 318 statements by scientists, which
you will find in the appendix to those chapters, plus
much more, on our website: evolution-facts.org.

This chapter is heavily condensed and omits many,
many quotations by scientists, historians, and evolution-
ists. You will find many of them later in this book.

INTRODUCTION

Introduction: Stellar evolution is based on the con-
cept that nothing can explode and produce all the stars and
worlds. Life evolution is founded on the twin theories of
spontaneous generation and Lamarckism (the inheritance
of acquired characteristics);—yet, athough they remainthe
basis of biological evolution, both were debunked by sci-
entists over a century ago.

Science is the study of the natural world. We are
thankful for themany dedicated scientistswho arehard
at work, improving life for us. But we will learn, in this
book, that their discoveries have provided no worthwhile
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evidence supporting evolutionary theory.

Premises are important. These are the concepts by
which scientific facts are interpreted. For over a century,
efforts have been madeto explain scientific discoveries
by amid-19th century theory, known as*“ evolution.” It
has formed the foundation for many other theories,
which also are not founded on scientific facts!

Restating them again, here are the two premises on
which the various theories of evolution are based:

1 - Thisisthe evolutionary formula for making a
universe;
Nothing + nothing = two elements + time = 92 natu-
ral elements + time = all physical laws and acompletely
structured universe of galaxies, systems, stars, planets,
and moons orbiting in perfect balance and order.
2-Thisistheevolutionary formulafor makinglife:
Dirt + water + time = living creatures.

Evolutioniststheorize that the above two formulas
can enableeverything about usto makeitself—with the
exception of man-made things, such as automobiles or
buildings. Complicated things, such aswooden boxeswith
nails in them, require thought, intelligence, and careful
workmanship. But everything else about usin nature (such
as hummingbirds and the human eye) is declared to be the
result of accidental mishaps, random confusion, and time.
You will not even need raw materials to begin with. They
make themselves too.

How did all this nonsense get started? We will begin
this paperback with a brief overview of the modern his-
tory of evolutionary theory.

But let us not forget that, though it may be nonsensi-
cal, evolutionary theory hasgr eatly affected—and dam-
aged—mankind in the 20th century. Will we continueto
let this happen, now that we are in the 21st century? The
social and mor al impact that evolutionary conceptshave
had on the modern world has been terrific.
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Morality and ethical standar dshave been greatly re-
duced. Children and youth are taught in school that they
arean advanced level of animals, and there areno mor al
principles. Since they are just animals, they should do
whatever they want. Personal survival and success will
come only by rivalry, strife, and stepping on others.

Here is a brief overview of some of the people and
eventsin the history of modern evolutionary theory. But it
isonly aglimpse. Much morewill befound asyou read
farther in this paperback. And it is all fascinating read-
ing!

Only afew itemsare listed in this chapter, but they are
enough to provide you with anice entry point to the rest of
this paperback. Keep in mind that you can look in the In-
dex, at the back of this paperback, and frequently find still
more information on a given subject (“Linnaeus,” “Ther-
modynamics,” “Guadel oupe Woman,” “Mendel,” etc.).

1 - 18th AND 19th CENTURY SCIENTISTS

Prior tothe middle of the 1800s, scientistswerere-
sear cher swho firmly believed that all nature was made by
aMaster Designer. Those pioneerswho laid the founda-
tions of modern science were Creationists. They were
men of giant intellect who struggled against great oddsin
carrying on their work. They were hard-working research-
ers.

In contrast, the philosophers sat around, hardly stir-
ring from their armchairs and theorized about everything
while the scientists, ignoring them, kept at their work.

But a change cameabout in the 19th century, when
the philosophers tried to gain control of scientific en-
deavor and suppress research and findings that would be
unfavorable to their theories. Today’s evolutionists vigor-
ously defend the unscientific theories they thought up over
a century ago.

William Paley (1743-1805), in his 1802 classic, Natu-
ral Theology, summarized the viewpoint of the scientists.
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He argued that the kind of carefully designed structures
we seein thelivingworld point clearly to a Designer. If
we see awatch, we know that it had adesigner and maker;
it would be foolish to imagine that it made itself. This is
the “argument by design.” All about us is the world of
nature, and over our heads at night is a universe of stars.
We can ignore or ridicule what is there or say it all made
itself, but our scoffing does not change the reality of the
situation. A leading atheistic scientist of our time, *Fred
Hoyle, wrote that, although it was not difficult to disprove
Darwinism, what Paley had to say appeared likely to be
unanswerable (*Fred Hoyle and *Chandra Wickrama-
singhe, Evolution from Space, 1981, p. 96).

It is a remarkable fact that the basis of evolutionary
theory was destroyed by seven scientific research find-
ings,—before *Charles Darwin first published the theory.

Carl Linn (Carolus Linnaeus, 1707-1778) was a sCi-
entist who classified immense numbers of living organ-
isms. An earnest Creationist, heclearly saw that therewere
no halfway species. All plant and animal species were
definite categories, separate from one another. Varia-
tion was possible within a species, and there were many
sub-species. But ther ewereno cross-over sfrom one spe-
cies to another (*R. Milner, Encyclopedia of Evolution,
1990, p. 276).

First Law of Thermodynamics (1847). Heinrich von
Helmholtz stated the law of conservation of energy: The
sum total of all matter will always remain the same. This
law refutessever al aspectsof evolutionary theory. * | saac
Asimov callsit “themost fundamental generalization about
the universe that scientists have ever been able to make”
(*Isaac Asimov, “In the Game of Energy and Thermody-
namics You Can’t Even Break Even,” Journal of
Smithsonian Institute, June 1970, p. 6).

Second Law of Thermodynamics (1850). R.J.E.
Clausius stated the law of entropy: All systems will tend



Brief History of Evolutionary Theory 19

toward the most mathematically probable state, and even-
tually become totally random and disorganized (*Harold
Blum, Time’s Arrow and Evolution, 1968, p. 201). In other
words, everything runs down, wears out, and goes to
pieces (*R.R. Kindsay, “Physics: to What Extent is it De-
terministic,” American Scientist 56, 1968, p. 100). This
law totally eliminatesthebasic evolutionary theory that
simple evolvesinto complex. *Einstein said the two laws
were the most enduring laws he knew of (*Jeremy Rifkin,
Entropy: A New World View, 1980, p. 6).

Guadeloupe Woman Found (1812). This is a well-
authenticated discovery which has been in the British Mu-
seum for over a century. A fully modern human skeleton
was found in the French Caribbean island of Guadel oupe
inside an immense slab of limestone, dated by modern ge-
ologists at 28 million years old. (More examples could be
cited.) Human beings, just like those living today (but
sometimes larger), have been found in very deep levels
of strata.

Gregor Mendel (1822-1884) was a Creationist who
lived and worked near Brunn (now Brno), Czechoslove-
kia. He was a science and math teacher. Unlike the theo-
rists, Mendel was atrue scientist. He bred garden peas and
studied the results of crossing various varieties. Beginning
his work in 1856, he concluded it within eight years. In
1865, he reported his research in the Journal of the Brunn
Society for the Study of Natural Science. The journal was
distributed to 120 libraries in Europe, England, and
America. Yet hisresearch wastotally ignored by the scien-
tific community until it was rediscovered in 1900 (*R.A.
Fisher, “Has Mendel’s Work Been Rediscovered?”” Annals
of Science, Vol. 1, No. 2, 1936). His experiments clearly
showed that one species could not transmute into an-
other one. A genetic barrier existed that could not be
bridged. Mendel’s work laid the basis for modern ge-
netics; and hisdiscoveries effectively destroyed the ba-
sis for species evolution (*Michael Pitman, Adam and
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Evolution, 1984, pp. 63-64).

Louis Pasteur (1822-1895) was another genuine sci-
entist. Inthe processof studying fermentation, he performed
his famous 1861 experiment, in which he disproved the
theory of spontaneousgeneration. Lifecannot arisefrom
non-living materials. This experiment was very impor-
tant; for, up to that time, amajority of scientistsbelievedin
spontaneous generation. (They thought that if apile of old
clotheswereleftinacorner, it would breed mice! The proof
was that, upon later returning to the clothes, mice would
frequently be found there.) Pasteur concluded from his
experiment that only God could createliving creatures.
But modern evolutionary theory continuesto be based
on that out-dated theory disproved by Pasteur : sponta-
neous gener ation (life arises from non-life). Why? Be-
cause it isthe only basis on which evolution could oc-
cur. As* Adams notes, “With spontaneous generation dis-
credited [by Pasteur], biologists were left with no theory
of the origin of life at all” (*J. Edison Adams, Plants: An
Introduction to Modern Biology, 1967, p. 585).

August Friedrich Leopold Weismann (1834-1914) was
aGerman biologist who disproved *Lamarck’snotion of
“theinheritance of acquired characteristics.” Heispri-
marily remembered as the scientist who cut off the tails of
901 young white mice in 19 successive generations, yet
each new generation was born with a full-length tail. The
fina generation, hereported, had tailsaslong asthose origi-
nally measured on thefirst. Weismann a so carried out other
experiments that buttressed his refutation of Lamarckism.
His discoveries, along with the fact that circumcision of
Jewish malesfor 4,000 years had not affected the foreskin,
doomed the theory (*Jean Rostand, Orion Book of Evolu-
tion, 1960, p. 64). Yet Lamarckism continues today as the
disguised basis of evolutionary biology. For example, evo-
lutionistsstill teach that giraffeskept stretching their necks
to reach higher branches, so their necks became longer! In
a later book, *Darwin abandoned natural selection as
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unwor kable, and returned to L amarckism asthe cause
of the never-observed change from one species to an-
other (*Randall Hedtke, The Secret of the Sixth Edition,
1984).

Here is a brief, partial overview of what true scien-
tists were accomplishing in the 18th and 19th centuries.
All of them were Creationists:

Louis Agassiz (1807-1873): glacia geology, ichthyology.

Charles Babbage (1792-1871): actuarial tables, calculating
machine, foundations of computer science.

Francis Bacon (1561-1626): scientific method of research.

Robert Boyle (1627-1691): chemistry, gas dynamics.

Sir David Brewster (1781-1868): optical mineralogy,
kal eidoscope.

Georges Cuvier (1769-1832): comparative anatomy,
vertebrate paleontology.

Sir Humphry Davy (1778-1829): thermokinetics.

Jean Henri Fabre (1823-1915): entomology of living
insects.

Michael Faraday (1791-1867): electric generator, electro-
magnetics, field theory.

Sir John A. Fleming (1849-1945): electronics, thermic
valve.

Joseph Henry (1797-1878): electric motor, galvanometer.

Sir William Herschel (1738-1822): galactic astronomy,
double stars.

James Joule (1818-1889): reversible thermodynamics.

Lord William Kelvin (1824-1907): absolute temperature
scale, energetics, thermodynamics, transatlantic cable.

Johannes Kepler (1571-1630): celestial mechanics, ephem-
eris tables, physical astronomy.

Carolus Linnaeus (1707-1778): classification system,
systematic biology.

Joseph Lister (1827-1912): antiseptic surgery.

Matthew Maury (1806-1873): hydrography, oceanography.
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James C. Maxwell (1831-1879): electrical dynamics,
statistical thermodynamics.

Gregor Mendel (1822-1884): genetics.

Samuel F.B. Morse (1791-1872): telegraph.

Isaac Newton (1642-1727): calculus, dynamics, law of
gravity, reflecting telescopes.

Blaise Pascal (1623-1662): hydrostatics, barometer.

Louis Pasteur (1822-1895): bacteriology, biogenesis law,
pasteurization, vaccination, and immunization.

Sir William Ramsey (1852-1916): inert gases, isotropic
chemistry.

John Ray (1627-1705): natural history, classification of
plants and animals.

John Rayleigh (1842-1919): dimensional analysis, model
analysis.

Bernhard Riemann (1826-1866): non-Euclidean geometry.

Sir James Simpson (1811-1870): chloroform, gynecol ogy.

Sir George Stokes (1819-1903): fluid mechanics.

Rudolph Virchow (1821-1902): pathology.

2 - 18th AND 19th CENTURY EVOLUTIONISTS

And now we will view the armchair philosophers.
Hardly one of them ever set foot in field research or en-
tered the door of a science laboratory, yet they founded the
modern theory of evolution:

*Emmanuel Swedenborg (1688-1772) was ado-noth-
ing expert. In his 1734 book, Principia, he theorized that a
rapidly rotating nebulaformed itself into our solar system
of sun and planets. He claimed that he obtained theidea
from spirits during a séance. It is significant that the
nebular hypothesis theory originated from such a
sour ce.

*Comte de Buffon (1707-1788) was a dissolute phi-
losopher who, unable to improve on the work of Linnageus,
spent his time criticizing him. He theorized that species
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originated from oneanother and that a chunk wastorn
out of the sun, which became our planet. As with the
other philosophers, he presented no evidence in support of
his theories.

* Jean-Baptist Lamarck (1744-1829) made anamefor
himself by theorizing. He accomplished little else of sig-
nificance. He laid the foundation of modern evolution-
ary theory, with hisconcept of “inheritance of acquired
characterigics” which waslater giventhename Lamarck-
ism. In 1809, he published abook, Philosophie zoologique,
in which he declared that the giraffe got its long neck by
stretching it up to reach the higher branches, and birds that
lived in water grew webbed feet. According to that, if you
pull hard on your feet, you will gradually increase their
length; and, if you decide in your mind to do so, you can
grow hair on your bald head, and your offspring will never
be bald. Thisis science?

*Lamarck’sother erroneous contribution to evolu-
tion was the theory of uniformitarianism. This is the
conjecturethat all earlier ageson earth wereexactly as
they are today, calm and peaceful with no worldwide
Flood or other great catastrophes.

*Robert Chambers (1802-1883) was a spiritualist
who regularly communicated with spirits. As a result
of hiscontacts, hewrotethefirst popular evolution book
inall of Britain. Called Vestiges of Creation (1844), it was
printed 15 years before * Charles Darwin’s book, Origin of
the Species.

*Charles Lyell (1797-1875). Like *Charles Darwin,
Lyl inherited great wealth and was able to spend histime
theorizing. Lyell published his Principles of Geology in
1830-1833; and it becamethebasisfor themoderntheory
of sedimentary strata,—even though 20th-century dis-
coveries in radiodating, radiocarbon dating, missing
strata, and overthrusts (older strata on top of morere-
cent strata) have nullified the theory.

Inorder to prove histheory, Lyell wasquitewillingto
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misstatethefacts. Helearned that Niagara Fallshad eroded
a seven-mile [11 km] channel from Queenston, Ontario,
and that it was eroding at about 3 feet [1 m] a year. So
Lyell conveniently changed that to one foot [.3 m] ayear,
which meant that the falls had been flowing for 35,000
years! But Lyell had not told the truth. Three-foot erosion
ayear, at its present rate of flow, would only take us back
7000 to 9000 years,—and it would be expected that, just
after the Flood, the flow would, for a time, have greatly
increased the erosion rate. Lyell was a close friend of
Darwin, and urged him to write hisbook, Origin of the
Species.

* Alfred Russell Wallace (1823-1913) is considered to
be the man who developed the theory which *Darwin
published. *Wallace was deeply involved in spiritism at
thetime he formulated the theory in his Ternate Paper,
which* Darwin, with the help of two friends (* CharlesLyell
and * Joseph Hooker), pirated and published under hisown
name. * Darwin, awealthy man, thus obtained the royalties
which belonged to Wallace, a poverty-ridden theorist. In
1980, *Arnold C. Brackman, in his book, A Delicate Ar-
rangement, established that Darwin plagiarized Wallace's
material. It was arranged that a paper by Darwin would be
read to the Royal Society, in London, while Wallace'swas
held back until later. Priorities for the ideas thus having
been taken care of, Darwin set to work to prepare his book.

In 1875, Wallace came out openly for spiritism and
Mar xism, another stepchild of Darwinism. This was
Wallace's theory: Species have changed in the past, by
which one species descended from another in a manner
that we cannot prove today. That is exactly what modern
evolution teaches. Yet it has no more evidence supporting
the theory than Wallace had in 1858, when he devised the
theory while in afever.

In February 1858, whilein adelirious fever ontheis-
land of Ternate in the Molaccas, Wallace conceived the
idea, “survival of the fittest,” as being the method by
which species change. But the concept proves nothing.
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The fittest; which one is that? It is the one that survived
longest. Which one survives longest? The fittest. Thisis
reasoning in a circle. The phrase says nothing about the
evolutionary process, much less proving it.

Inthefirst edition of hisbook, Darwin regarded “ natu-
ral selection” and “survival of thefittest” as different con-
cepts. By the sixth edition of his Origin of the Species, he
thought they meant the same thing, but that “survival of
thefittest” wasthe more accurate. In astill later book (De-
scent of Man, 1871), Darwin ultimately abandoned
“natural selection” as a hopeless mechanism and re-
turned to Lamarckism. Even Darwin recognized the
theory wasfalling to pieces. The supporting evidencejust
was not there.

*Charles Darwin (1809-1882) was born into wealth
and able to have alife of ease. He took two years of medi-
cal school at Edinburgh University, and then dropped out.
It was the only scientific training he ever received. Be-
cause he spent the time in bars with his friends, he barely
passed his courses. Darwin had no particular purpose in
life, and hisfather planned to get him into anicely paid job
as an Anglican minister. Darwin did not object.

But an influential relative got him a position asthe
unpaid “naturalist” on a ship planning to sail around
the world, the Beagle. The voyage lasted from Decem-
ber 1831 to October 1836.

Itisof interest that, after engaging in spiritism, certain
men in history have been seized with a deep hatred of God
and have then been guided to devise evil teachings, that
have destroyed large numbers of people, while othershave
engaged in warfarewhich have annihilated millions. In con-
nection with this, we think of such known spiritists as
*Sigmund Freud and *Adolf Hitler. It is not commonly
known that * CharlesDarwin, whileanaturalist aboard
the Beagle, was initiated into witchcraft in South
America by nationals. During horseback travels into
theinterior, hetook part in their ceremoniesand, asa
result, something happened to him. Upon hisreturn to
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England, although his health was strangely weakened,
he spent the rest of his life working on theoriesto de-
stroy faith in the Creator.

After leaving South America, Darwin was on the
Galapagos|slandsfor afew days. Whilethere, he saw some
finches which had blown in from South America and
adapted to their environment, producing several sub-spe-
cies. He was certain that this showed cross-species evolu-
tion (change into new species). But they were still finches.
Thistheory about thefincheswasthe primary evidence
of evolution he brought back with him to England.

Darwin, never a scientist and knowing nothing about
the practicalities of genetics, then married hisfirst cousin,
which resulted in all seven of his children having physical
or mental disorders. (One girl died after birth, another at
10. His oldest daughter had a prolonged breakdown at 15.
Three of his children became semi-invalids, and his last
son was born mentally retarded and died 19 months after
birth.)

Hisbook, Origin of the Species, wasfirst published
in November 1859. The full title, On the Origin of the
Species by Means of Natural Selection or the Preservation
of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life, revealsthe vi-
ciousness of the underlying concept; this concept led di-
rectly to two of the worst wars in the history of mankind.

In hisbook, Darwin reasoned from theory to facts,
and provided little evidence for what he had to say.
M oder n evolutionists are ashamed of the book, with its
ridiculous arguments.

Darwin's book had what some men wanted: a clear
out-in-the-open, current statement in favor of species
change. So, in spite of its laughable imperfections, they
capitalized on it. Hereiswhat you will find in his book:

» Darwin would cite authorities that he did not men-
tion. He repeatedly said it was “only an abstract,” and “a
fuller edition” would come out later. But, although hewrote
other books, try as he may he never could find the proof
for histheories. No one since has found it either.
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» When he did name an authority, it was just an opin-
ion from a letter. Phrases indicating the hypothetical na-
ture of his ideas were frequent: “It might have been,”
“Maybe,” “probably,” “it is conceivable that.” A favorite
of hiswas: “Let ustake an imaginary example.”

» Darwin would suggest a possibility, and later refer
back to it asafact: “ Aswe have already demonstrated pre-
vioudly.” Elsewhere he would suggest a possible series of
events and then conclude by assuming that proved the point.

» Herelied heavily on storiesinstead of facts. Confus-
ing examples would be given. He would use specious and
devious arguments, and spent much time suggesting pos-
sible explanations why the facts he needed were not avail-
able.

Hereisan example of hisreasoning: To explain the
fossil trans-species gaps, Darwin suggested that species
must have been changing quickly in other parts of the world
where men had not yet examined the strata. Later these
changed species traveled over to the Western World, to be
found in strata there as new species. So species were chang-
ing on the other side of the world, and that was why spe-
cies in the process of change were not found on our side!

With thinking like this, who needs science? But re-
member that Charles Darwin had very little science
instruction.

Here is Darwin’s explanation of how one species
changesintoanother: Itisavariation of * Lamarck’stheory
of inheritance of acquired characteristics (*Nicholas Hutton
111, Evidence of Evolution, 1962, p. 138). Calling it pan-
genesis, Darwin said that an organ affected by the environ-
ment would respond by giving off particles that he called
gemmules. These particles supposedly helped determine
hereditary characteristics. The environment would affect
an organ; gemmules would drop out of the organ; and the
gemmules would travel to the reproductive organs, where
they would affect the cells (*W. Stansfield, Science of Evo-
lution, 1977, p. 38). Asmentioned earlier, scientists today
are ashamed of Darwin’s idess.



28 The Evolution Handbook

In hisbook, Darwin taught that man came from an ape,
and that the stronger races would, within a century or two,
destroy the weaker ones. (Modern evolutionists claim that
man and ape descended from a common ancestor.)

After taking part in thewitchcraft ceremonies, not
only was his mind affected but hisbody also. He devel-
oped a chronic and incapacitating illness, and went to his
death under adepression he could not shake (Random House
Encyclopedia, 1977, p. 768).

Hefrequently commented in privatelettersthat he
recognized that there was no evidence for his theory,
and that it could destroy themor ality of thehuman race.
“Long beforethereader hasarrived at thispart of my work,
acrowd of difficultieswill have occurred to him. Some of
them are so serious that to thisday | can hardly reflect on
them without in some degree becoming staggered”
(*Charles Darwin, Origin of the Species, 1860, p. 178;
quoted from Harvard Classics, 1909 ed., Vol. 11). “Oftena
cold shudder has run through me, and | have asked myself
whether | may have not devoted myself to a phantasy”
(*Charles Darwin, Life and Letters, 1887, Vol. 2, p. 229).

*Thomas Huxley (1825-1895) wastheman *Darwin
called “my bulldog.” * Darwin was so frail in health that
hedid not make public appearances, but remained secluded
in the mansion he inherited. After being personally con-
verted by Darwin (on avisit to Darwin’s home), Huxley
championed the evolutionary cause with everything he
had. Inthelatter part of the 19th century, while* Haeckel
labored earnestly on the European continent, Huxley
was Darwin’s primary advocate in England.

The *X Club was a secret society in London which
worked to further evolutionary thought and suppress sci-
entific opposition to it. It was powerful, for al scientific
papers considered by the Royal Society had to be first ap-
proved by this small group of nine members. Chaired by
*Huxley, its members made contacts and powerfully af-
fected British scientific associations (*Michael Pitman,
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Adam and Evolution, 1984, p. 64). “ ‘But what do they
do? asked acuriousjournalist. ‘ They run British science,’
aprofessor replied, ‘ and onthewhole, they don’'t doit badly’
" (*R. Milner, Encyclopedia of Evolution, 1990, p. 467). In
the 20th century, U.S. government agencies, working
closely with the* National Science Federation and kindred
organizations, have channeled funds for research to uni-
versitieswilling totry to find evidencefor evolution. Down
to the present day, the theorists are still trying to control
the scientists.

The Oxford Debate was held in June 1860 at Oxford
University, only seven months after the publication of
*Darwin’s Origin of the Species. A special meeting of the
British Association for the Advancement of Science, it
marked amajor turning point in England,—just asthe
1925 Scopes Trial would be theturning point in North
America. Scientific facts had little to do with either
event; both werejust battles between personalities. In both
instances, evolutionists won through ridicule. They
dared not rely on scientific facts to support their case,
because they had none.

Samuel Wilberforce, Anglican bishop of Oxford Uni-
versity, was scheduled to speak that evening in defense of
Creationism. *Huxley had lectured on behalf of evolution
in many English cities and was not planning to attend that
night. But * Chambers, aspiritualist adviser to Huxley, was
impressed to find and tell him he must attend.

Wilberforce delivered a vigorous attack on evolution
for half an hour before a packed audience of 700 people.
His presentation was outstanding, and the audience was
apparently with him. But then Wilberforce turned and rhe-
torically asked Huxley a humorous question, whether it
wasthrough hisgrandfather or hisgrandmother that Huxley
claimed descent from an ape.

Huxley was extremely sharp-witted and, at the bishop’s
guestion, he clasped the knee of the person sitting next to
him, and said, “He is delivered into my hands!”

Huxley arose and worked the audience up to a climax,
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and then declared that he would feel no shamein having an
ape as an ancestor, but would be ashamed of a brilliant
man who plunged into scientific questions of which heknew
nothing (John W. Klotz, ““Science and Religion,” in Stud-
ies in Creation, 1985, pp. 45-46).

At this, the entire room went wild, some yelling one
thing and others another. On a pretext so thin, the evolu-
tionists in England became a power which scientists
feared to oppose. We will learn that ridicule heaped on
ridicule, through the public press, accomplished the same
results for American evolutionists in Dayton, Tennessee,
in 1925.

The Orgueil Meteorite (1861) wasone of many hoaxes
perpetrated, to further the cause of evolution. Someonein-
serted various dead microbes, and then covered it over
with asurface appearing like the meteorite. The objec-
tive was to show that life came from outer space. But
the hoax waslater discovered (*Scientific American, Janu-
ary 1965, p. 52). A remarkable number of hoaxes have oc-
curred since then. Men, working desperately, have tried to
provide scientific evidence that does not exist. In the mid-
1990s, ameteorite“from Mars’ with “dead organisms’ on
it wastrumpeted in the press. But ignored were the conclu-
sions of competent scientists, that the “discovery” was
highly speculative.

*Sir Francis Galton (1822-1911). Galton was
*Charles Darwin’s cousin who amplified on one of the
theory’s logical conclusions. He declared that the “ sci-
ence” of “eugenics’ was the key to humanity’s prob-
lems: Put the weak, infirm, and aged to sleep. * Adolf
Hitler, an ardent evolutionist, used it successfully in World
War 11 (*Otto Scott, “Playing God,”” in Chalcedon Report,
No. 247, February 1986, p. 1).

*Wallace’s Break with *Darwin. Darwin’sclosefriend,
Russell Wallace, eventually separated from Darwin’s posi-
tion—a position he had given Darwin—when Wallacere-
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alized that the human brain was far too advanced for
evolutionary processes to have produced it (Loren C.
Eiseley, “Was Darwin Wrong about the Human Brain?”
Harpers Magazine, 211:66-70, 1955).

*Herbert Spencer (1820-1903), along with certain
other men (*Friedrich Nietzche, *Karl Marx, *Sigmund
Freud, * John Dewey, etc.), introduced evol utionary modes
and morality into social fields (sociology, psychology, edu-
cation, warfare, economics, etc.) with devastating effects
on the 20th century. Spencer, also a spiritist, wasthe one
whoinitially invented theter m, “evolution” (*R. Milner,
Encyclopedia of Evolution, 1990, p. 159; cf. 424). Spen-
cer introduced sociology into Europe, clothingit in evo-
lutionary terms. From thereit traveled toAmerica. He
urged that theunfit beeliminated, so society could prop-
erly evolve (*Harry E. Barnes, Historical Sociology, 1948,
p. 13). In later years, even the leading evolutionists of the
time, such as Huxley and Darwin, becametired of the fact
that Spencer could do nothing but theorize and knew so
little of real-life facts.

Archaeopteryx (1861, 1877). These consisted of sev-
era fossilsfromasinglelimestone quarry in Germany, each
of which the quarry owner sold at a high price. One ap-
peared to possibly be a small dinosaur skeleton, com-
plete with wings and feathers. European museums paid
high prices for them. (Aswe will learn below, in 1985 Ar-
chaeopteryx was shown to be afake.)

*Ernst Haeckel (1834-1919), ateacher at the Univer-
sity of Jenain Germany, was the most zealous advocate
of Darwinism on the continent in the 19th century. He
drew a number of fraudulent charts (first published in
1868) which purported to show that human embryos were
almost identical to those of other animals. Reputable sci-
entistsrepudiated them within a few years, for embry-
ologists recognized the deceit. (See chapter 16, Vestiges
and Recapitulation on our website for the charts.) *Dar-
win and *Haeckel had a strong influence on therise of
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world communism (*Daniel Gasman, Scientific Origins
of National Socialism: Social Darwinism in Ernst Haeckel
and the German Monist League, 1971, p. xvi).

*Marsh’s Horse Series (1870s). *Othniel C. Marsh
claimed to have found 30 different kinds of horse fos-
sils in Wyoming and Nebraska. He reconstructed and ar-
ranged them in asmall-to-large evolutionary series, which
wasnever inastraight line (*Encyclopedia Britannica, 1976
ed., Vol. 7, p. 13). Although displayed in museumsfor a
time, the great majority of scientists later repudiated
this “horse series’ (*Charles Deperet, Transformations
of the Animal World, p. 105; *G.A. Kerkut, Implications of
Evolution, 1960, p. 149).

*Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900). * Nietzsche was a
remarkable example of a man who fully adopted Dar-
winist principles. Hewrotebooksdeclaring that theway
to evolvewasto havewarsand kill theweaker races, in
order to produce a “super race” (*T. Walter Wallbank
and *Alastair M. Taylor, Civilization Past and Present, Vol.
2, 1949 ed., p. 274). *Darwin, in Origin of the Species,
also said that this needed to happen. The writings of both
men were read by German militaristsand led to World War
I. *Hitler valued both Darwin’sand Nietzche' sbooks. When
Hitler killed 6 million Jews, he was only doing what Dar-
win taught.

It isof interest, that a year before he defended * John
Scopes' right to teach Darwinism at the Dayton “Monkey
Trial,” *Clarence Darrow declared in court that the mur-
derous thinking of two young men was caused by their
having learned * Nietzsche' svicious Darwinismin the pub-
lic schools (*W. Brigan, ed., Classified Speeches).

*Asa Gray was thefirst leading theistic evolution-
ist advocate in America, at the time when Darwin was
writing his books. Gray, a Presbyterian, worked closely
with*CharlesW. Eliot, president of Harvard, in promoting
evolution asa“ Christian teaching,” yet teaching long ages
and the book of Genesisasafable.
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The Challenger was a British ship dispatched to find
evidence, onthe ocean bottom, of evolutionary change. Dur-
ing its 1872-1876 voyage, it carried on seafloor dredg-
ing, but found no fossils developing on the bottom of
the ocean. By thistime, it was obvious to evolutionists
that nofossilsweredeveloping on either land or sea, yet
they kept quiet about the matter. Over the years, theo-
ries, hoaxes, false claims, and ridicule favoring evolution
were spread abroad; but factsrefuting it, when found, were
kept hidden.

*Karl Marx (1818-1883) is closely linked with Dar-
winism. That which *Darwin did to biology, Marx with
the help of othersdid to society. All theworst political phi-
losophies of the 20th century emerged from the dark cave
of Darwinism. Marx was thrilled when he read Origin
of the Species; and he immediately wrote Darwin and
asked to dedicate his own major work, Das Kapital, to
him. Darwin, in hisreply, thanked him but said it would be
best not to do so.

In 1866, Marx wroteto * Frederick Engels, that Origin
of the Species contained the basisin natural history for their
political and economic system for an atheist world. Engels,
the co-founder of world communism with Marx and
*Lenin, wroteto Karl Marx in 1859:; “Darwin, whom |
am just now reading, issplendid” (*C. Zirkle, Evolution,
Marxian Biology, and the Social Scene, 1959, p. 85). In
1861, Marx wrote to Engels: “Darwin’s book is very im-
portant and serves me asabasisin natural selection for the
class struggle in history” (*op. cit., p. 86). At Marx’s fu-
neral, Engles said that, as Darwin had discovered the law
of organic evolution in natural history, so Marx had dis-
covered thelaw of evolutionin human history (*Otto Ruhle,
Karl Marx, 1948, p. 366).

As Darwin emphasized competitive survival asthekey
to advancement, so communism focused on the value of
labor rather than the laborer. Like Darwin, Marx thought
he had discovered the law of development. He saw history
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in stages, as the Darwinists saw geological strata and suc-
cessive forms of life.

*William Grant Sumner (1840-1910) applied evolu-
tionary principles to political economics at Yale Univer-
sity. He taught many of America’s future business and
industrial leaders that strong business should succeed
and the weak perish, and that to help the unfit wasto
injure the fit and accomplish nothing for society (*R.
Milner, Encyclopedia of Evolution, 1990, pp. 59, 446, 72).
Millionaires were, in his thinking, the “fittest.” Modern
laissez-faire capitalism was the result (*Gilman M.
Ostrander, The Evolutionary Outlook: 1875-1900, 1971,

p. 5).

*William James (1842-1910) was another evolution-
ist who influenced American thinking. His view of psy-
chology placed the study of human behavior on an ani-
malistic evolutionary basis.

Tidal Hypothesis Theory (1890). *George Darwin,
son of *Charles Darwin, wanted to come up with some-
thing original, so he invented the theory that four million
years ago the moon was pressed nearly against the earth,
which revolved every five hours—Then one day, a heavy
tide occurred in the oceans, which lifted it out to its present
location! Later proponents of George'stheory decided that
the Pacific Basin is the hole the moon left behind, when
those large ocean waves pushed it out into space.

3-1898 TO 1949

Bumpus’ Sparrows (1898). Herman Bumpus was a
zoologist at Brown University. During the winter of 1898,
by accident he carried out one of the only field experi-
mentsin natural selection. One cold morning, finding 136
stunned house sparrows on the ground, he tried to nurse
them back to health. Of the total, 72 revived and 64 died.
He weighed and carefully measured all of them, and found
that those closest to the average survived best. This fre-
guently quoted research study is another evidence that the
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animal or plant closest totheoriginal speciesisthemost
hardy. Sub-species variationswill not be as hardy, and
evolution entirely across species(if the DNA code would
permit it) would therefore be too weakened to survive
(*R. Milner, Encyclopedia of Evolution, 1990, p. 61).

Mendel’s research discovered. In 1900, three scien-
tists independently discovered Gregor Mendel’s astound-
ing research findings about heredity. Intheyearssince then,
genetic research has repeatedly confirmed that there
are only changes within species—never cross-species
changes (which would be true evolution). This is true of
plants, animals, and even microbes.

*Hugo deVries (1848-1935) was a Dutch botanist and
one of the three men who, in 1900, rediscovered Mendel’s
paper on the law of heredity.

One day while working with primroses, deVries
thought he had discovered anew species. Thismade head-
lines. He actually had found anew variety (sub-species) of
the primrose, but deVries conjectured that perhaps his
“new species’ had suddenly sprung into existenceasa
“mutation.” He theorized that new species ““saltated”
(leaped), that is, continually spring into existence. Hisidea
is called the saltation theory.

This was a new idea; and, during the first half of the
20th century, many evolutionist biologists, finding abso-
lutely no evidence supporting “natural selection,”
switched from natural selection (*“Darwinism”) to mu-
tations (*“neo-Darwinism”) as the mechanism by which
the theorized cross-species changes occurred.

Later inthisbook, wewill discover that mutations can-
not produce evolution either, for they are always harmful.
I'n addition, decades of experimentation have reveal ed they
never produce new species.

In order to provethe mutation theory, deVriesand other
researchers immediately began experimentation on fruit
flies; and it has continued ever since—but totally without
success in producing new species.
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Ironically, deVries saltation theory was based on
an observational error. In 1914 * Edward Jeffries discov-
ered that deVries' primrose was just a new variety, not a
new species.

Decades|ater, it was discovered that most plant variet-
ies are produced by variations in gene factors, rarely by
mutations. Those caused by gene variations may be strong
(although not as strong as the average original), but those
varieties produced by mutations are always weak and
have a poor survival rate. See chapter 10, Mutations, for
much, much more on the mutation problem.

*Walter S. Sutton and *T. Boveri (1902) indepen-
dently discovered chromosomes and the linkage of ge-
netic characters. Thiswas only two years after Mendel’s
research was rediscovered. Scientists were continually
learning new facts about the fixity of the species.

*Thomas Hunt Morgan (1886-1945) was an Ameri-
can hiologist who developed the theory of the gene. He
found that the genetic deter minants were present in a
definitelinear order in the chromosomes and could be
somewhat “ mapped.” Hewasthefirst towork intensively
with thefruit fly, Drosophila(*Michael Pitman, Adam and
Evolution, 1984, p. 70). But research with fruit flies, and
other creatures, has proved atotal failurein showing muta-
tions to be a mechanism for cross-species change (*Rich-
ard B. Goldschmidt, “Evolution, as Viewed by One Ge-
neticist,” American Scientist, January 1952, p. 94).

*H.J. Muller (1890-1967). Upon learning of the 1927
discovery that X-rays, gammarays, and various chemicals
could induce an extremely rapid increase of mutationsin
the chromosomes of test animals and plants, Muller pio-
neered in using X-raysto greatly increasethe mutation
rateinfruit flies. But all heand the other researchersfound
was that mutations were aways harmful (*H.J. Muller,
Time, November 11, 1946, p. 38; *E.J. Gardner, Principles
of Genetics, 1964, p. 192; *Theodosius Dobzhansky, Ge-
netics and the Origin of the Species, 1951, p. 73).



Brief History of Evolutionary Theory 37

*Sigmund Freud (1856-1939) was deeply indebted
totheevolutionary training hereceived in Germany as
ayoung man. Hefully accepted it, aswell as* Haeckel’s
recapitulation theory. Freud began his Introductory Lec-
tures on Psychoanalysis (1916) with Haeckel’s premise:
“Each individual somehow recapitulatesin an abbreviated
form the entire development of the humanrace’ (*R. Milner,
Encyclopedia of Evolution, 1990, p. 177).

Freud's “ Oedipus complex” was based on a theory of
“primal horde” he developed about a “mental complex”
that caveman families had long ago. His theories of anxi-
ety complexes, and “oral” and “ana” stages, etc., were
based on his belief that our ancestors were savage.

*H.G. Wells (1866-1946), the science fiction pioneer,
based his imaginative writings on evolutionary teach-
ings. He had received a science training under Professor
*Thomas H. Huxley, * Darwin’s chief defender.

*Sir Arthur Conan Doyle (1859-1930), likeavariety
of other evolutionist leaders before and after, was an
avid spiritist. Many of his mystery stories were based
on evolutionary themes.

*George Bernard Shaw (1856-1950) was so deeply
involved in evolutionary theory, that he openly declared
that he wrote his plays to teach various aspects of the
theory (*R. Milner, Encyclopedia of Evolution, 1990, p.
461).

Piltdown Man (1912). In 1912, parts of a jaw and
skull were found in England and dubbed * Piltdown
Man.” News of it created a sensation. The report of a
dentist, in 1916, who said someone had filed down the teeth
wasignored. Aswewill learn below, in 1953 the fact that
it wasatotal hoax wasuncovered. This, like all the later
evidences that our ancestors were part ape, has been ques-
tioned or repudiated by reputable scientists. See chapter
13, Ancient Man.

World War | (1917-1918). Darwinism basically taught
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that thereisno moral code, our ancestor s wer e savage,
and civilization only progressed by violence against oth-
ers. It therefore led to extreme nationalism, racism, and
warfare through Nazism and Fascism. Evolution was de-
clared toinvolve” natural selection”; and, in thestruggle
tosurvive, thefittest will win out at the expense of their
rivals. *Frederich von Bernhard (a German military of-
ficer) wrote a book in 1909, extolling evolution and ap-
pealing to Germany to start another war. *Heinrich von
Treitsche, a Prussian militarist, loudly called for war by
Germany in order to fulfill its “evolutionary destiny”
(*Heinrich G. von Treitsche, Politics, Vol. 1, pp. 66-67).
Their teachingswere fully adopted by the German govern-
ment; and it only waited for a pretext to start the war (*R.
Milner, Encyclopedia of Evolution, 1990, p. 59).

Communist Darwinism. *Marx and *Engels’ accep-
tance of evolutionary theory made *Darwin’s theory the
“scientific” basisof al later communist ideol ogies (*Rob-
ert M. Young, “The Darwin Debate,” in Marxism Today,
Vol. 26, April 1982, p. 21). Communist teaching declared
that evolutionary change, which taught class struggle,
came by revolution and violent uprisings. Communist
dogma declares that Lamarckism (inheritance of acquired
characteristics) is the mechanism by which this is done.
Mendelian geneticswas officially outlawed in Russiain
1948, since it was recognized as disproving evolution.
Communist theorists a so settled on “ synthetic speciation”
instead of natural selection or mutations as the mechanism
for species change (*L.B. Halstead, ““Museum of Errors,”
in Nature, November 20, 1980, p. 208). This concept is
identical to the sudden change theory of * Goldschmidt and
*Gould, which we will mention later.

*John Dewey (1859-1952) was another influential
thought leader. A vigorousDarwinist, Dewey founded and
led out in the* progressive education movement” which
so greatly affected U.S. educational history. But it was noth-
ing more than careful animal training (*Samuel L.
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Blumenfeld, NEA: Trojan Horse in American Education,
1984, p. 43). Thepurposewasto indoctrinate theyouth
into evolution, humanism, and collectivism. In 1933,
Dewey became acharter member of the American Human-
ist Association and itsfirst president. Its basic statement of
beliefs, published that year as the Humanist Manifesto,
became the unofficial framework of teaching in most
school textbooks. Theevolutionistsrecognized that they
must gain control of all public education (*Sir Julian
Huxley, quoted in *Sol Tax and *Charles Callender, eds.,
Evolution after Darwin, 3 vols., 1960). Historically, Ameri-
can education was based on morals and standards; but
Dewey declared that, in order to be “progressive,” educa-
tion must leave “the past” and “evolve upward” to new,
modern concepts.

The Scopes Trial (July 10to July 21, 1925) wasa pow-
erful aid to the cause of evolution; yet scientific discov-
erieswerenot involved. That wasfortunate; since, except
for asingle tooth (later disproved) and afew other frauds,
the evolutionists had nothing worthwhile to present (*The
World’s Most Famous Court Trial: A Complete Steno-
graphic Report, 1925).

TheACLU (* American Civil LibertiesUnion) had been
searching for someone they could use to test the Butler
Act, which forbade the teaching of evolution in the public
schoolsin Tennessee. * John Scopes (24 at thetime) volun-
teered for the job. He later privately admitted that he
had never actually taught evolution in class, sothe case
was based on a fraud; he spent the time teaching them
football maneuvers (*John Scopes, Center of the Storm,
1967, p. 60). But no matter, the ACLU wanted to so hu-
miliatethe State of Tennessee, that no other statewould
ever dareopposetheevolutionists. Theentiretrial, widely
reported as the “ Tennessee Monkey Trial,” was presented
to the public as something of acomic opera. (A trained ape
was even sent in, to walk around on achain in the streets of
Dayton.) But the objective was deadly serious; and they
succeeded very well. Although the verdict was against
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SCOPES TRIAL—Evolutionists turned the
Dayton trial into a ridiculous circus in order to
frighten other State governments into banning
Creationism from their school curricula.
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Scopes, America’spoliticianslearned thelesson: Do not
oppose the evolutionists.

The Scopes trial, the first event nationally broadcast
over the radio, was a major victory for evolutionists
throughout the world. Ridicule, sideissues, misinfor ma-
tion, and false statements were used to win the battle.

Nebraska Man Debunked (1922, 1928). In 1922 a
single molar tooth was found and named Hesperopithecus,
or “Nebraska Man.” An artist was told to make an
“apeman” picture based on the tooth, which went
around the world. Nebraska Man was a key evidence at
the Scopes trial in July 1925. (The evolutionists had little
else to offer!) *Grafton Smith, one of those involved in
publicizing Nebraska Man, was knighted for his effortsin
making known this fabulous find. When paleontologists
returned to the sitein 1928, they found the rest of the
skeleton,—and discovered the tooth belonged to “an
extinct pig”! (*R. Milner, Encyclopedia of Evolution, 1990,
p. 322). In 1972, living specimens of the same pig were
found in Paraguay.

George McCready Price (1870-1963) had a master’s
level degree, but not in science. Yet hewasthe staunchest
opponent of evolution in thefirst half of the 20th cen-
tury. He produced 38 books and numerous articlesto vari-
ous journals. Price was the first person to carefully re-
sear ch into the accumulated findings of geologists; and
hediscovered that they had no evidencesupportingtheir
claimsabout strata and fossils. Since histime, the situa-
tion has not changed (*R. Milner, Encyclopedia of Evolu-
tion, 1990, p. 194).

Alongwith mutations, thestudy of fossilsand strata
ranksastheleading potential evidencessupporting evo-
lutionary claims. But no transitional species have been
found. Ancient species (aside from the extinct ones) were
like those today, except larger, and strata are generally
missing and at times switched—with “younger” strata
below “ older.” Becausethereisnofossil/strataevidence
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supporting evolution, the museums display dinosaurs
and other extinct animals as proof that evolution has
occurred. But extinction is not an evidence of evolution.
Much more on thisin chapter 12, Fossils and Strata.

*QOliver Wendel Holmes, Jr. (1841-1935), powerfully
affected the U.S. Supreme Court in both viewpoint and le-
gal precedents. Hewasforceful in hispositionsand alead-
ingjusticefor 30 years. Theprevalent view sincehistime
isthat lawisaproduct of evolution and should continu-
ally evolve in accord with social policy. But this, of
cour se, keepstaking Americafurther and further from
the U.S. Constitution.

*Vladimir (Nikolai) Lenin (1870-1924) and * Josef
Stalin (1879-1953). L enin was an ardent evol utionist who,
in 1918, violently overthrew the Russian government and
founded the Soviet Union.

According to * Yaroslavsky, aclosefriend of his, at an
early age, whileattending a Christian Orthodox schooal,
Salin began to read *Darwin and became an atheist
(*E. Yaroslavsky, Landmarks in the Life of Stalin, 1940,
pp. 8-9). Stalin was head of the Soviet Union from 1924 to
1953. During thoseyears, hewasresponsiblefor thedeath
of millionsof Russianswhorefused toyield to hisslave-
state tactics. The Soviet Union under Stalin was an out-
standing example of Darwinist principles extended to an
entire nation.

* Austin H. Clark (1880-1954), an ardent evolutionist,
was on the staff of the Smithsonian Institute from 1908 to
1950 and amember of several important scientific organi-
zations. A prominent scientist, he authored several books
and about 600 scientific articles. But, after years of hon-
estly trying to deal with the fact that there is no evi-
dence of cross-species change, in 1930 he wrote an as-
tounding book, The New Evolution: Zoogenesis. In it,
he cited fact after fact, disproving the possibility that
major types of plants and animals could have evolved
from oneanother. Thebook wasbreathtaking and could
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not be answered by any evolutionist. His aternate pro-
posal, zoogenesis, wasthat every major typeof plant and
animal must have evolved—not from one another—but
directly from dirt and water! (*A.H. Clark, The New
Evolution: Zoogenesis, 1930, pp. 211, 100, 189, 196, 114).
The evolutionary world was stunned into silence; for he
was an expert who knew all the reasons why trans-species
evolution was impossible.

*Richard Goldschmidt (1878-1958). The same year
that * Clark wrote his book (1930), Goldschmidt gave up
also. An earnest evolutionist, he had dedicated his life to
proving it by applying X-rays and chemicals to fruit flies
at the University of California, Berkeley, and producing
large numbers of mutations in them. After 25 exhausting
years, in which he had worked with more generations
of fruit flies than humans and their ape ancestors are
conjectured to have lived on our planet, Goldschmidt
decided that he must figure out a different way that
cr oss-speciesevolution could occur. For the next ten years,
as he continued his fruit fly research, he gathered addi-
tional evidence of thefoolishness of evol utionary theory;—
and, in 1940, wrote hisbook, The Material Basis of Evolu-
tion, in which he exploded point after point in the am-
munition box of thetheory. Heliterally toreit to pieces
(*Norman Macbeth, Darwin Retried, 1974, p. 152). No
evolutionist could answer him. Like them, he was a con-
firmed evolutionist atheist, but he was honestly facing the
facts. After soundly destroying their theory, he announced
his new concept: a megaevolution in which onelifeform
suddenly emer ged completely out of adifferent onel He
called them *“hopeful monsters.” Oneday afish laid some
eggs, and some of them turned into afrog; asnake laid an
egg, and a bird hatched from it! Goldschmidt asked for
even bigger miracles than A.H. Clark had proposed!
(*Steven M. Stanley, Macroevolution: Pattern and Process,
1979, p. 159).

American Humanist Association (1933). “Human-
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ism” is the modern word for “atheism.” As soon as it
wasformedin 1933, theAHA began working closely with
sciencefederations, to promoteevolutionary theory and,
with the ACLU (American Civil Liberties Union), to
provokelegal action in the courtsforcing Americansto
accept evolutionary beliefs. Signatoriesincluded * Julian
Huxley (* T.H. Huxley’s grandson), * John Dewey, *Mar-
garet Sanger, *H.J. Muller, *Benjamin Spock, *Erich
Froom, and * Carl Rogers (*American Humanist Associa-
tion, promotional literature).

*Trofim Lysenko (1893-1976) rose to power in the
1930sinthe USSR, by convincing the government that he
could create a State Science that combined Darwinian
evolution theory in science, animal husbandry, and ag-
riculturewith Marxist theory. With* Stalin’ shearty back-
ing, Lysenko becameresponsiblefor the death of thousands,
including many of Russia'sbest scientists. Lysenko banned
Mendelian geneticsasabour geoisheresy. Hewas ousted
in 1965, when his theories produced agricultural disaster
for the nation. (He claimed to be able to change winter
wheat into spring wheat, through temperature change, and
wheat into rye in one generation.)

* Adolf Hitler (1889-1945) was chancellor of Nazi
Germany from 1933 to 1945. He carefully studied the
writingsof *Darwin and * Nietzsche. Hitler’sbook, Mein
Kampf, was based on evolutionary theory (*Sir Arthur
Keith, Evolution and Ethics, 1947, p. 28). The very title of
the book (““My Struggle™ [to survive and overcome]) was
copied from a Darwinian expression. Hitler believed he
was fulfilling evolutionary objectives by eliminating
“undesirable individuals and inferior races’ in order
toproduceGermany’s“ Master Race’ (*Larry Azar, Twen-
tieth Century in Crisis, 1990, p. 180). (Noticethat the “ mas-
ter race” people aways select the race they are in as the
best one.)

*Benito Mussolini (1883-1945), the Italian Fascist
dictator, was also captivated by *Darwin and *Niet-



Brief History of Evolutionary Theory 45

zsche; and Neitzsche said he got his ideas from Darwin
(*R.E.D. Clark, Darwin: Before and After, 1948, p. 115).
Mussolini believed that violenceisbasicto social trans-
formation (*Encyclopedia Britannica, 1962, Vol. 16, p.
27).

Coelacanth Discovered (1938). It was once an “index
fossil, used to date a sedimentary strata. Evolutionists de-
clared it as having been dead for 70 million years. If
their strata theory was correct, no living specimens
could occur, since no coelacanth fossils had been found
in the millions of years of higher strata. But then, on
December 25, 1938, a trawler fishing off South Africa
brought up onethat was5 feet inlength. Morewere found
later. Many other discoveries helped disprove the evolu-
tionists' fossil/stratatheories. Even living creatureslikethe
trilobite have been found! (*“Living Fossil Resembles
Long-extinct Trilobite,” Science Digest, December 1957).

Hiroshima (1945) is an evolutionist’s paradise; for it
isfilled with people heavily irradiated, which—accor d-
ing to evolutionary mutation theory—should beableto
produce children which are new, different, and a more
exalted species. But this has not happened. Only injury
and death resulted from the August 6, 1945, nuclear explo-
sion. Mutations are always harmful and frequently lethal
within a generation or two (*Animal Species and Evolu-
tion, p. 170, *H.J. Muller, Time, November 11, 1946, p.
38).

First Causal Changeover (1940s). * Darwin originally
wrote that random activity naturally selects itself into
improvements (a concept which any sensible per son will
say istotally impossible). In alater book (Descent of Man,
1871), Darwin abandoned “ natural selection” as hopeless,
and returned to Lamarckism (the scientifically discredited
inheritance of acquired characteristics; if you build strong
muscles, your son will inherit them). But evolutionists
remained faithful to Darwin’s original mechanism
(natural selection) for decades. They were called “Dar-



46 The Evolution Handbook

winists.” But, by the 1940s, many were switching over
to mutationsasthe mechanism of cross-specieschange.
Itsadvocateswer e called “neo-Darwinists.” The second
changeover would comein the 1980s.

Radiocarbon dating (1946). *Willard Libby and his
associates discovered carbon 14 (C 14) as a method for
the dating of earlier organic materials. But later re-
search revealed that its inaccuracy increasesin accor-
dance with the actual age of the material (*C.A. Reed,
“Animal Domestication in the Prehistoric Near East,” in
Science, 130, 1959, p. 1630; University of California at
Los Angeles, “On the Accuracy of Radiocarbon Dates,” in
Geochronicle, 2, 1966 [Libby’s own laboratory]).

Big Bang Hypothesis (1948) Astronomersweretotally
buffaloed as to where matter and stars came from. In des-
peration, * Geor ge Gamow and two associates dreamed
up the astonishing concept that an explosion of nothing
produced hydrogen and helium, which then shot outward,
then turned and began circling and pushing itself into
our present highly organized stars and galactic systems.
This far-fetched theory has repeatedly been opposed by a
number of scientists (*G. Burbidge, “Was There Really a
Big Bang?” in Nature 233, 1971, pp. 36, 39). By the 1980s,
astronomers which continued to oppose the theory began
to berelieved of their research time at major observatories
(“Companion Galaxies Match Quasar Redshifts: The De-
bate Goes On,” Physics Today, 37:17, December 1984). In
spite of clear evidence that the theory is unscientific and
unworkable, evolutionists refuse to abandon it.

Steady State Universe Theory (1948). In 1948, * Fred
Hoyle, working with * Hermann Bondi and * Thomas Gold,
proposed this theory as an alternative to the Big Bang. It
declared that matter iscontinually “ blipping” into exist-
ence throughout the univer se (*Peter Pocock and *Pat
Daniels, Galaxies, p. 114; *Fred Hoyle, Frontiers of As-
tronomy, 1955, pp. 317-318). We will learn that in 1965,
the theory was abandoned. *Hoyle said it disagreed with
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4 -1949 - PRESENT

Chinese Communism (1950-). When thecommunists
took control of Chinain 1950, the first new text intro-
duced into all the schools was neither Marxist nor
L eninist, but Darwinian. Chinese communist |eaders ea-
gerly grasped evolutionary theory as a basic foundation
for their ideology. The government established the Paleon-
tological Institute in Beijing, with alarge staff of paleon-
tologists, dedicated to proving evolution.

*Sir Julian S. Huxley (1887-1975). Grandson of
*Darwin’s “bulldog” (* Thomas Huxley), * Julian Huxley
wastheleading spokesman for evolution by natural se-
lection in the mid-20th century. Upon being named the
first director-general of UNESCO, he was able to make
evolution the keystone of United Nations scientific policy.
He saw it as his opportunity to extend evolutionary
thinking to the nations of the world; and he made the
most of it (*Julian Huxley, UNESCO pamphlet).

Piltdown Skull Debunked (1953). T his piece of skull
and separ ate jaw wasthe only clear evidence that man
wasdescended from an apelikecreature. In 1953, *Ken-
neth Oakley (British Museum geologist), * Joseph Weiner
(Oxford University anthropologist), and *Le Gros Clark
(anatomy professor at Oxford) managed to get their hands
on the Piltdown skull and jaw—and proved it to be a
total forgery. The newly devel oped fluorine test revealed
the bones to be quite recent. Additional research showed
the bones had been stained with bichromate, to make them
appear aged. Drillingsinto the bone produced shavingsin-
stead of ancient powder. The canine tooth was found to
have been filed and stained. Weiner published abook about
the Piltdown forgery in 1955 (*William L. Straus, Jr., “The
Great Piltdown Hoax,” Science, February 26, 1954; *Rob-
ert Silverberg, Scientists and Scoundrels: A Book of Hoaxes,
1965).
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Amino Acid Synthesis (1953). When * Stanley Miller
produced a few amino acidsfrom chemicals, amid acon-
tinuous small sparking apparatus, newspaper headlines pro-
claimed: “Life hasbeen created!” But evolutionistshid the
truth: The experiment had disproved the possibility that
evolution could occur.

The amino acids were totally dead, and the experi-
ment only proved that a synthetic production of them
would result in equal amountsof left- and right-handed
amino acids. Since only left-handed ones exist in ani-
mals, accidental production could never produce a liv-
ing creature (*R. Milner, Encyclopedia of Evolution, 1990,
p. 274).

Discovery of DNA (1953). *Rosiland Franklin took
some special photographs which were used in 1953 by
*Francis Crick and *James Watson (without giving her
credit), to develop the astounding helix model of the DNA
molecule. DNA has crushed the hopes of biological evo-
lutionists; for it providesclear evidencethat every spe-
ciesislocked into its own coding pattern. It would be
impossiblefor one speciesto changeinto another, since
the genes network together so closely. It is a combina-
tion lock, and it is shut tight. Only sub-species varia-
tionscan occur (varietiesin plants, and breedsin animals).
Thisisdonethrough gene shuffling (*A.l. Oparin, Life: Its
Nature, Origin and Development, 1961, p. 31; *Hubert P.
Yockey, ““A Calculation of Probability of Spontaneous Bio-
genesis by Information Theory,” Journal of Theoretical
Biology, Vol. 67, 1977, p. 398).

The odds of accidentally producing the correct DNA
codein aspeciesor changing it into another viabl e species
are mathematically impossible. This has repeatedly been
established. (*J. Leslie, “Cosmology, Probability, and the
Need to Explain Life,” in Scientific American and Under-
standing, pp. 53, 64-65; *E. Ambrose, Nature and Origin
of the Biological World, 1982, p. 135).

Five Polls about Evolution (1954). (1) The general
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public supportstheteaching of Creation in publicschools,
not just evolution, by a massive majority of 86% to 8%
(AP-NBC News poll). (2) A national poll of attorneysagree
(56% to 26%) and find dual instruction constitutional (63%
to 26%, American Bar Association-commissioned poll). (3)
A magjority of university studentsat two secular colleges
also agree (80% at Ohio State, 56% at Oberlin, Fuerst,
Zimmerman). (4) Two-thirdsof public school board mem-
bersagree (67% to 25%, American School Board Journal
poll). (5) A substantial minority of public school teach-
ersfavor Creation over evolution (Austin Analytical Con-
sulting poll; source: W.R. Bird, Origin of Species Revis-
ited, 1954, p. 8).

Courville’s Research (1956). After 15 years of careful
research, Donovan A. Courville, aLomaLindaUniversity
biochemist, published animportant book, Exodus Problem
and Its Ramifications. Courville cor related ancient Egyp-
tian and Bible events and dates, providing us with one
of the best ancient chronologies available. He showed
that Manetho’s king-lists overlapped, resulting in a major
reduction in the duration of Egypt’s dynastic history and a
placement of itsfirst double-ruler dynasty at around 2150
B.C. This study, along with others reviewed in chapter 21,
Archaeological Dating, showsthat archaeological dating
doesindeed correlate closely with Bible history. (Dueto
alack of space, as we neared publishing time we had to
omit most of this chapter; but it is on our website.)

*Thompson’s Attack on * Darwin (1956). W.R. Thomp-
son, aleading evolutionist scientist, was asked to writethe
Introduction to the 1956 reprint edition of Darwin’s
Origin of the Species. Init, Thompson scathingly attacked
Darwin’stheories on every essential point asworthless
(*W.R. Thompson, Introduction to Charles Darwin, Ori-
gin of the Species, 1956 edition).

Children’s Books (1958). While evolutionists secretly
recognize that their theory is falling through the floor, to
thegullible publicit is praised more and more asthe scien-
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tifically proven answer to the mystery of life and matter.
In 1958, the Wonderful Egg was published and immedi-
ately recommended by the*American Association for the
Advancement of Science asaworthwhile science guide for
little children. Two major NEA affiliates (the *American
Council on Education and the *Association for Childhood
Education International) gave it their highest recommen-
dation. Thebook tellsabout amother dinosaur wholaid
a “wonderful egg” which hatched into a baby bird—
“the first baby bird in the whole world! And the baby bird
grew up . . with feathers. . thefirst beautiful bird that ever
sang asong highinthetreetops. . of long, long ago” (quoted
in H. Morris and G. Parker, What is Creation Science? p.
148).

Geoscience Research Institute (1958). This Creation-
ist organization (GRI), now located in Loma Linda, Cali-
fornia, was organized specifically to carry on research
work, in the area of Creationism, and produce educa-
tional materialsfor scientistsand science teachers.

Darwinian Centennial Celebration (1959). Astheyear
1959 approached, evolutionists saw it as a splendid oppor-
tunity to ballyhoo the glories of evolutionary theory. As
the 100th anniversary of Darwin’s Origin of the Species
approached, a flood of books and articles appeared. The
largest meeting was held at the University of Chicago,
where*Julian Huxley gavethe keynote address, focus-
ing his attention on a triumphant, total repudiation of
God.

The same year, two major books attacking evolu-
tionary theory in great detail were released: The first
was * Gertrude Himmelfarb's Darwin and the Darwinian
Revolution. Holding adoctorate from the University of Chi-
cago, her book was a powerful exposé on the havoc the
theory has wrought on the modern world. The second in-
depth book was by * Jacques Barzun, history professor and
dean of the Graduate Facultiesat ColumbiaUniversity. His
book, Darwin, Marx, Wagner, declared that evolutionary
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theory was directly responsible for European wars from
1870 to 1945.

Biological Sciences Curriculum (1959). Another sig-
nificant event that year was the establishment of a stan-
dardized Biological Sciences Curriculum Study (BSCS) for
public secondary schools. The stated objective was the
teaching of evolution, sex education, racial problems,
and the need for legalizing abortion (*A.B. Grobman,
Biological Science: An Inquiry into Life, p. xv). BSCS
quickly received a$7 million grant from the National Sci-
ence Foundation, to develop this new series.

Shortly afterward, a second major textbook revi-
sion project, Man: A Course of Study, was given $7 mil-
lion by the National Science Foundation. It wasfilled with
humanism and mor ally obj ectionableinter pretations of
personal and social life.

Revolt in France (early 1960s). A large number of
French biologists and taxonomists (species classifica-
tion experts) rebelled against the chains of the evolu-
tionary creed and declared that they would continue their
research, but would no longer try to prove evol ution—which
they considered an impossible theory. Taxonomists who
joined therevolt took the name “cladists™ (*Z. Litynski,
“Should We Burn Darwin?” in Science Digest, Vol. 51,
January 1961, p. 61).

First Quasar Discovered (1962). Telescopesfound a
mysteriousobject, which wasnamed 3C273. It had a spec-
trum that was unintelligible. This peculiar object radiated
most strongly in the fringes of the visible spectrum. It was
atotal mystery until February 1963, when * Jesse Schmidt
recognized that the problemwasthat it had aradical 16%
shift toward thered. If the speed theory of redshift, pro-
moted by evolutionists, was correct,—that meant the ob-
ject was moving away from us at 16% of the speed of
light—and was a massive 3 billion light-years from
earth!

Asmore—and apparently “faster”—quasarswere dis-
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covered, the situation kept worsening. Ultimately, their ex-
istencedebunked theevolutionists speed theory of red-
shift. Yet the redshift and background radiation were the
only two “evidences” of an earlier Big Bang! For example,
in 1977, a quasar was found which, according to the red-
shift theory, was moving faster (eight timesfaster) than the
speed of light! Of course, scientists know it isimpossible
for anything totravel faster than the speed of light (*George
Abell, Exploration of the Universe, 1973, p. 409; *Time-
Life, Cosmic Mysteries, 1990, pp. 68-69; *Sky and Tele-
scope 53, 1977, p. 1702).

Creation Research Society (1963). Thisimportant Cre-
ation research organization was founded by doctoral sci-
entists, with the express purpose of conducting research
into Creation-evolution topics and publishing regular
reports on them. Its Journal reports have been of ahigh
scientific caliber. (See our website for address.)

Background Radiation (1965). Using a sensitive ra-
dio astronomy telescope, * A.A. Penziasand * R.W. Wilson
(researchers at Bell Laboratories) discovered low-ener gy
microwaver adiation coming from outer space. Big Bang
theoristsimmediately claimed that this proved the Big
Bang! They said it was the last part of the explosion. But
further research disclosed that it came from every direc-
tion instead of only one; that it wasthewrong temper a-
ture; and that it was too even. Even discoveries in the
1990s have failed to show that this radiation is “lumpy”
enough (their term) to have produced stars and planets.

Steady State Universe Theory Abandoned (1965).
*Fred Hoyleabandoned hissteady statetheory entirely
in apublic announcement at a meeting of the British Asso-
ciation for the Advancement of Science. Helisted five sci-
entific reasons why it was impossible (Nature, October 9,
1965, p. 113). (See our website for the five.)

The Switzerland Meeting (1965). It was not until the
1960s that the neo-Darwinists (those who had given up on
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natural selection and believed that mutations were the
mechanism of cross-species change) began fighting with
oneanother in earnest. At thismeeting of mathematicians
and biologists, mathematical doubtswereraised about
the possibility of evolution having occurred. At the end
of several hours of heated discussion, it was decided to
hold another meeting the next year.

The Wistar Institute Symposium (1966). A milestone
meeting wasthe four-day Wistar Institute Symposium, held
in Philadelphiaiin April 1966. A number of mathemati-
cians, familiar with biological problems, spoke—and
clearly refuted neo-Darwinism in several ways. Anim-
portant factor was that large computers were by this time
abletowork out immense cal culations—showing that evo-
lution could not possibly occur, even over a period of
billions of years, given the complexities of DNA, pro-
tein, the cell, enzymes, and other factors.

We will cite one example here: *Murray Eden of MIT
explained that life could not begin by “random selection.”
He noted that, if randomness is removed, only “design”
would remain,—and that required purposive planning by
an Intelligence. He showed that it would be impossible for
even asingleordered pair of genesto be produced by DNA
mutations in the bacteria, E. Coli (which has very little
DNA), with 5 hillion years in which to produce it. Eden
then showed the mathematical impossibility of protein
forming by chance. He also reported on his extensive in-
vestigations into genetic data on hemoglobin (red blood
cells). Hemoglobin has two chains, called alpha and beta.
A minimum of 120 mutationswould be required to convert
alpha to beta. At least 34 of those changes require
changeoversin 2 or 3 nucleotides. Yet, Eden pointed out, if
a single nucleotide change occurs through mutation, the
result ruins the blood and kills the organism! For more on
the Wistar Institute, read the following book: *Paul
Moorhead and *Martin Kaplan (eds.), Mathematical Chal-
lenges to the Neo-Darwinian Interpretation of Evolution,
Wistar Institute Monograph No. 5.
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Antelope Springs Tracks (1968). Trilobites are small
marine creatures that are now extinct. Evolutionists tell
usthat trilobites are one of the most ancient creatures
that have ever lived on Planet Earth, and they lived
millionsof year sbeforetherewerehuman beings. *Wil-
liam J. Meister, Sr., a non-Christian evolutionist, made a
hobby of searching for trilobite fossils in the mountains of
Utah. On June 1, 1968, he found a human footprint and
trilobites in the same rock, and the footprint was stepping
on some of the trilobites! The location was Antelope
Springs, about 43 miles [69 km] northwest of Delta, Utah.

Then, breaking off alargetwo-inch thick piece of rock,
he hit it on the edge with ahammer, and it fell openin his
hands. To his great astonishment, he found on one side
the footprint of a human being, with trilobitesright in
the footprint itself! The other half of the rock slab
showed an almost perfect mold of a footprint and fos-
sils. Amazingly, the human was wearing a sandal! To
make alonger story short, the find was confirmed when
scientists came and found more sandaled footprints.
Meister was so stunned that he became a Christian. This
was Cambrian strata, the lowest level of strata in the
world; yet it had sandaled human footprints! (“Discov-
ery of Trilobite Fossils in Shod Footprint of Human in “Tri-
lobite Beds,” a Cambrian Formation, Antelope Springs,
Utah,” in Why Not Creation? 1970, p. 190).

The Alpbach Institute Symposium (1969). A follow-
up meeting of scientists was held and given the title, “Be-
yond Reductionism.” But it only resulted in fruitless dis-
cussions by scientists who had carefully researched the
problemswith men who wer e desperately trying to de-
fend evolutionary theories, against an ever-growing moun-
tain of evidence to the contrary.

First Moon Landing (1969). By the 1950s, scientists
were ableto predict that, if themoon wasbillionsof year s
old, it would haveathick layer of dust many milesthick.
Thisis due to the fact, as *R.A. Lyttleton explained, that
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the lunar surface is exposed to direct sunlight; and strong
ultraviolet light and X-raysfrom the sun gradually destroy
the surface layers of exposed rock and reduce them to dust
at the rate of afew ten-thousandths of an inch per year. In
5 to 10 billion years, this would produce 20-60 miles
[32-97 km] of dust (*R.A. Lyttleton, quoted in R. Wysong,
Creation-Evolution Controversy, p. 175).

Because of this, NASA first sent an unmanned lander,
which made the discovery that there is very little dust on
the moon’ssurface. In spite of that, Neil Armstrong fear ed
that he and Edwin Aldrin might suffocate when they
landed. But because the moon is young, they had no
problem. Landing on July 20, 1969, they found an aver-
age of 3/4inch [1.91cm] of dust on its surface. That isthe
amount one would expect if the moon were about 6000-
8000 years old (at arate of 1 inch every 10,000 years).

In *Isaac Asimov’s first published article (1958), he
predicted that the first rocket to land on the moon would
sink inglorioudly in the dust, and everyone inside would
perish (Article mentioned in *Isaac Asimov, Asimov on Sci-
ence: A Thirty-Year Retrospective, 1989, pp. xvi-xvii).

Bone Inventory (1971). A completelisting of all the
Australopithecinefinds, upto theend of 1971, was printed
in a new book. Thisincluded all the African bones of our
“half-ape/hal f-human ancestors” (*Time-Life, The Missing
Link, Vol. 2). Although over 1,400 specimens are de-
scribed, most arelittle morethan scraps of boneor iso-
lated teeth. Not one complete skeleton of oneindividual
exists. When parts of bones are found, they, of course, can
be moved into various positions and be interpreted as be-
longing to different creatures with very different skull and
jaw shapes. To thisday, thereisnoreal evidence of any
genuinenon-human ancestor of ours. Chapter 13 explains
why reputabl e scientists question or reject the variousfinds
by anthropol ogists.

*Matthews Attacks Darwinism (1971). By the latter
part of the 20th century, even though the ignorant public
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continued to betold that evol ution was atriumphant, proven
success, it was difficult to find any scientist who would
defend Darwin’stheoriesbeforehispeers. *L. Harrison
Matthews, another distinguished scientist, was asked
to write a new introduction to Darwin’s Origin of the
Species, to replace *Thompson’s 1956 Introduction
which scathingly attacked Darwinism. In his Introduc-
tion, Matthews said that Thompson’s attacks on Dar-
win were “unanswer able.” Then Matthews proceeded
to add more damaging facts (*L. Harrison Matthews,
Introduction to Charles Darwin, Origin of the Species, 1971
edition). The evolutionary theory must have run into hard
times, when book publishers cannot find areputabl e scien-
tist who is appreciative either of its basic teachings or its
founder.

Nice Symposium (1972). By the early 1970s, not only
were biological evolutionists in turmoil, but cosmologists
(astronomical evolutionists) were also. The Nice Sympo-
sium met in April 1972, to summarize what had been
accomplished and list what was still unknown. Theun-
answered questionsincluded just about every aspect of
evolution in outer space! (See “Nice” in the back index
for a number of the questions.) How did hydrogen clouds
form themselvesinto stars? How did linear momentum from
the theorized Big Bang change itself into angular momen-
tum—and begin circling. How did the planets and moons
form? The entire list is mind-boggling. After all these
years, the astronomers still do not have answersto any
of the basic evolutionary problems (Review of the Nice
Symposium, in R.E. Kofahl and K.L. Segraves, The Cre-
ation Explanation, pp. 141-143).

Institute for Creation Research (1972). Henry Morris
and associates founded the Institute for Creation Research
(ICR) thisyear. It hassince becometheleading anti-evo-
lution organizationin theworld andislocatedin El Cgjon,
Cdlifornia

Return of the Hopeful Monster (1972). * Stephen Jay
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Gould, ahighly respected paleontologist at Harvard; *Niles
Eldredge, the head pal eontol ogist at the American Museum
of Natural History in New York City; and * Steven M.
Stanley, of Johns Hopkins University, led out in resusci-
tating *Richard Goldschmidt’'s “hopeful monster”
theor y—and demanding that the community of evolution-
ist scientists consider it asthe only possible mechanismfor
trans-species changeovers.

It wasfirst revived in a cautious science paper pre-
sented by *Gould and *Eldredge in 1972 (Punctuated
Equilibria: An Alternative to Phyletic Gradualism, 1972),
but it was not until 1977 that an article by Gould brought it
back to center stage (““Return of the Hopeful Monsters,” in
Natural History, June-July, 1977). The increasing despon-
dency among evolutionists, over their inability to use natural
selection or mutations to provide even the slightest evi-
dence of cross-speciesevolution, eventually led large num-
bers of scientists, in the 1980s, to switch over to this as-
toundingly ridiculous concept that millions of beneficial
mutations occur once every 50,000 years to two crea-
tures, a male and female, who are living near each
other—thus producing a new species pair!

Poll of Citizens and Parents (1973). A survey of 1,346
homesfound that 89% said Creation should betaught in
thepublic schools. In aseparate poll of 1995 homes, 84%
said scientific evidencefor Creation should bepresented
along with evolution (““A Comparison of Students Study-
ing . . Two Models,” in Decade of Creation, 1981, pp. 55-
56).

Dudley’s Radiodating Research (1975). Radiodating
of the sedimentary rocks, based on uranium, thorium,
and other chains, had been relied on heavily to provide
the “millions of years’ dates. But a broad variety of re-
search datarepeatedly demonstrated that these methods are
extremely unreliable (much more on this in chapter 6, In-
accurate Dating Methods). *H.C. Dudley, one of these
researchers, found that using pressure, temperature,
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electric and magnetic fields, stress in monomolecular
layers, etc., he could change the decay rates of 14 dif-
ferent radioisotopes. The implications of this are astound-
ing. The strata were laid down under great pressure, and
samples would vary widely to temperature and other
changes. Such discoveries, dong with thefact that the dates
never agree with one another, greatly reduce the value of
radiodating uranium, thorium, and other rocks (*H.C.
Dudley, “Radioactivity Re-Examined,” in Chemical and
Engineering News, April 7, 1975, p. 2).

*Leakey’s Footprints (1977). Throughout the 20th cen-
tury, human footprints have been found in supposedly
ancient rock, sometimes with dinosaur prints. We will
mention only a couple examples in this chapter (see chap-
ter 13, Ancient Man, for more). In approximately 1977,
*Mary Leaky found at Laetoli in Africa, 30 miles [48
km] south of Olduvai Gorge, human footprints which,
by the strata they are on, evolutionists date at nearly 4
million yearsin the past. Yet they areidentical to modern
human footprints. These and other footprints disprove evo-
lutionary theories, especially thosein which dinosaur prints
are found with human footprints. Dinosaurs are said to
be dated from 65 million to 135 million years ago;
whereasman issaid to haveappeared far morerecently
(National Geographic, April 1979; Science News, Febru-
ary 9, 1980).

Plesiosaur Discovered (1977). Scientists have won-
dered for decadeswhether an “ extinct” dinosaur would
ever befound alive. Then, in April 1977, a Japanese fish-
ing vessel caught a 4,000 pound [1814 kg], 10 meter [33
yd] creaturein its nets off the east coast of New Zealand. A
qualified zoologist, who was on board, photographed and
examined it carefully; he confirmed that, indeed, it was a
plesiosaur, a sea-dwelling dinosaur which supposedly
had been dead for 100 million years! They were so
thrilled, that they published scientific paperson it and is-
sued a postage stamp! But, recognizing that the creature
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would disprovetheir fossil/stratatheory, Western scientists
said it must have been a sealion! There was an almost
total news blackout on thisin the West, with the excep-
tion of afew publications (* New York Times, July 24, 1977,
Nature, July 28, 1977). (There is more data in chapter 12,
Fossils and Strata; our website has pictures.)

Chinese Characters Explained (1979). Chineseisone
of themost ancient written languagesin existence. Each
Chinese character is a combination of several different
words. C.H. Kang and Ethel R. Nelson did extensive re-
search into Chinese words and discovered the characters
contain the story of Creation, the Garden of Eden, the
fall of Adam and Eve, and the Flood story. For example,
theword, “boat,” ismade up of two words: vessel and eight
(Genesis 7:7, 13:8:13). Tempter is devil, cover, and tree
(Genesis 3:1-6). In chapter 14, Effects of the Flood, will be
found several more examples, plus an illustration of what
some of them look like (C.H. Kang and Ethel R. Nelson,
The Discovery of Genesis: How the Truths of Genesis Were
Found Hidden in the Chinese Language, 1979).

Poll of University Students (1979). A poll of students
at Bowling Green State University, Ohio, found a clear
majority of both undergraduate and graduate students
taking biology classesfavored theteaching of both Cre-
ation and evolution in the schools. Undergraduate stu-
dents: 91%, graduate students: 71.8% (Jerry Bergman,
“Attitude of University Students toward the Teaching of
Creation and Evolution in the Schools, Origins, Vol. 6, 1979,
pp. 64-66).

Polystrate Mystery Solved (1980). Upright (polystrate)
tree trunks, 10-30 ft [31-95 dm] in length, have often been
found in coal beds. Yet the coal beds were supposed to
have been laid down over millions of years. Why are verti-
cal tree trunks in them? Just after the Mount St. Helens
explosion in May 1980, analysis of nearby Spirit Lake re-
vealed many vertical, floating tree trunksin it. During the
Flood, such treetrunks could easily have quickly been sur-
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rounded by sediments and buried (*Edward L. Hold, “Up-
right Trunks of Neocalamites form the Upper Triassic,”
Journal of Geology, 55:511-513, 1947; Steven A. Austin,
“Mount St. Helens and Catastrophism,” in Impact, July
1986, pp. 1-3).

Sunderland Interviews the Experts (1980-1981). Over
a one-year period, and with their permission, Luther
Sunderland tape-recorded interviewswith three of the
most important paleontologists in the world, who are
in charge of at least 50 percent of the major fossil col-
lections on the planet, covering every basic fossil dis-
covery in the past 150 years. He found that not one of
them could name a single missing link, a halfway spe-
cies between our regular species (L.D. Sunderland,
Darwin’s Enigma, p. 89). There are no transitional forms.
For more on this, see chapter 12, Fossils and Strata.

Chicago Evolution Conference (1980). While the
newspapers, popular magazines, and school textbooks em-
blazoned evolutionary theory as being essentially proven
scientifically in so many ways, the evolutionist scientists
were discouraged. They knew the truth. The Switzerland,
Wistar, and Alpbach meetings had clearly shownthat theirs
wasalosing cause. However, in yet another futile effort, in
October 1980, 160 of the world’s leading evolutionist
scientists met again, thistime at the University of Chi-
cago. In brief, it wasa verbal explosion. Facts opposing
evolution were presented, and angry retortsand insultswere
hurled in return. The following month, *Newsweek (No-
vember 3, 1980) reported that a large majority of evolu-
tionists at the conference agreed that not even the neo-
Darwinian mechanism (of mutationswor king with natu-
ral selection) could no longer be regarded as scientifi-
cally valid or tenable. Neither the origin nor diversity
of living creatures could be explained by evolutionary
theory (*Roger Lewin, ““Evolutionary Theory Under Fire,”
in Science, November 21, 1980; *G.R. Taylor, Great Evo-
lution Mystery, 1983, p. 55). Why is the public till told
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that evolution is essentially proven and all the scientists
believe it,—when both claims are far from the truth?

New York City Evolution Conference (1981). The fol-
lowing year, another important meeting was held, this one at
the American Museum of Natural History in New York City.
*Colin Patter son, senior paleontologist at the British M u-
seum of Natural History, read apaper in which hedeclared
that evolution was* positively anti-knowledge” and added,
“All my lifel had been duped into taking evolution asre-
vealed truth.” Yet Patterson isin charge of millions of fossil
samples; and heis well-acquainted with the collection. Com-
menting on the crisis, another scientist, *Michael Ruse, wrote
that the increasing number of criticsincluded many with “the
highest intellectual credentials’ (*Michael Ruse, “Darwin’s
Theory: An Exercise in Science,” in New Scientist, June 25,
1981, p. 828).

Panspermia (1981). Amid the cries of desperation and
despair arising from evolutionist scientists, one of the most
famous scientists of the 20th century, a Nobel Prize winner,
came up with a new theory. In 1981, * Francis Crick, the co-
discoverer of the structure of the DNA molecule, published a
book, declaring that “directed panspermia’ was responsible
for life on earth. According to thistheory, people from an-
other planet sent arocket down here, with living creatures
onit,inorder to populateour planet! Crick admitsthat this
does not explain how nearly al our plant and animal species
came into existence. Nor does it explain the transportation
problem. Centuries of travel through the cold of outer space
would be required. This theory is a desperate, gasping effort
to provide a solution to the question of how living creatures
originated, apuzzlewhich thousands of scientistsin 150 years
of diligent work have not been able to solve. Very few intel-
lectuals have accepted panspermia.

Cambridge Evolution Conference (1984). Desperate for
asolution, at a 1984 seminar held at Cambridge University,
*Stephen Gould’s* hopeful monster” theory was discussed
(thewild ideathat alizard laid an egg, oneday, and abird
hatched). * Karl Popper’stheory of sciencewas also discussed.
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Popper istheleading expert on the philosophy of science. His
positionisthat atheory must betestable. Evolution, of course,
does not meet thetest. (See chapter 37, Philosophy of History,
on our website.)

Second Causal Changeover (1980s). The utterly unsci-
entific “hopeless monster” theory, which *Richard
Goldschmidt proposed in the 1930s, totally astounded the evo-
lutionary world. Yet, asthe year spassed and a great moun-
tain of evidence surfaced against both natural selection
and mutationsas mechanismsof cross-specieschange, the
experts felt desperate. —There was nothing left but the
theory of sudden, miraculous* million mutation,” benefi-
cial changes once every 50,000 years, which *Gould,
*Sanley, and their associateswereincreasingly urging. Just
as astronomers had, in desperation, accepted the ridiculous
Big Bang explosion theory 20 years before as the cause of a
universe of orderly galactic systems, so the biological evolu-
tionists now went further out on their own evolutionary limb.
Geneticists, biologists, and paleontologists recognized that
the evolution of one species out of another was impossible
otherwise. Evolutionists, in hopeless desperation, fled to an
imagined “ hopeful monster.”

Answers in Genesis (1980s). Ken Ham started Answersin
Genesis, aCreationist organization now |located in Florence, Ken-
tucky. It has rapidly become a powerful voice in unveiling
evolutionary errors in meetings on college and university
campuses and elsewhere. For every one Creationist organiza-
tion now in operation, there ought to be a hundred. Why not
start one yourself?

*Halton C. Arp Eliminated (1983). A leading astronomer
and president of the Astronomical Society of the Pacific in the
early 1980s, Arp carried on research for over 30 years, includ-
ing extensive research time at Palomar and Mount Wilson Ob-
servatories. He studied over 260 galaxiesin morethan 80 groups
and tabulated 24 main galaxies and 38 discordant redshift com-
panions, plusmuch more. Hisstudiesclearly refuted the speed
theory of redshift which, along with background radiation,
wasthe crutch that evolutionistsleaned on to defend the Big
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Bang (*Halton Arp, Quasars, Redshifts and Controversies, 1987,
p. 5, plus many scientific articles). Threatened with disbar-
ment from U.S. observatories, if hedid not stop tearing down
one of the two Big Bang pillars, he refused. A few eminent
astronomers, including the renowned astrophysicist, * Geoffrey
Burbidge, madeimpassioned pleasfor everyoneto keep an open
mind, but to no avail. In 1983, Caltech’s telescope allocation
committee decided that Arp’sline of research was not wor-
thy of support and he wasto receive no more timefor hiswork
at the telescopes of the Mount Wilson and Palomar observato-
ries. Refusing to switch over to politically acceptable studies,
he left Caltech for a position at the Max Planck Institute in
Munich, where he continued to pursue his ideas. Referring to
his abrupt and ignoble ouster, Burbidge later wrote, ‘No re-
sponsiblescientist | know, including many astronomerswho were
strongly opposed to Arp’s thesis, believes justice was served' ”
(*Time-Life, Cosmic Mysteries, 1990, pp. 67-68).

Orce Man Debunked (1984). Thrilling news! At last one of
our half-ape ancestors had been found in the Andalusia region of
Spain. Certified asthe” oldest man in Europe’ by adistinguished
team of paleontologists, it made the headlines as invitations were
mailed to scientists throughout the continent to attend a meeting
where they could deliver learned papers about the matter.

But then scientists in Paris discovered that it was a skull
fragment of a four-month-old donkey. Spanish officials had to
quickly mail 500 letters canceling the meeting (““Ass Taken for Man,”
*London Daily Telegraph, May 14, 1984).

Archaeopteryx Debunked (1985). Although no cross-species
“missing links” (half of one species and half of another) had ever
been found, something close to it had been discovered. As men-
tioned earlier, in 1861 a fossilized feather was found in the lime-
stone deposits in Solnhofen, Germany (near Eichstatt). It was con-
sidered valuable since it reportedly came from the late Jurassic
strata—and there were not supposed to be any birds back then. Soon
another fossil was offered for sale (always from the owners of the
same quarry). It was a bird with feathers, with the head and neck
missing. The British Museum paid alot for it. So, in 1877, another
bird with feathers was offered for sale—and this one looked
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likeit might have the head of a small dinosaur!

In 1985, six leading scientists, including *Fred Hoyle, ex-
amined the fossil—and found it to be a hoax. For details, see
chapter 17, Evolutionary Showcase.

Arkansas Creation Trial (1981). In December 1981 at the Fed-
era District Courtin Little Rock, Arkansas, Judge William Overton
presided over a trial to decide whether the State of Arkansas
could place conceptsabout Creation in public school textbooks.
The courtroom of 200 was packed with reporters. The ACLU had
over 50 lawyers and paralegal sworking on the case. In contrast, the
Arkansas Attorney General’s office could only commit three of its
attorneysto the case. One ACLU witness, * Francisco J. Aya a, tes-
tified that the origin of living creatures from dirt and water, though
it occurred, was not part of evolution! That nicely took that evolu-
tionary puzzle out of the court trial. At any rate, on the basis of a
variety of dodgesand misstatementsby the plaintiffs, thejudge
ruled against Arkansas State. It is a known fact that the ACLU
has advised every state legislature, considering enactment of alaw
permitting equal timefor both views, that the ACLU will givethem
another full-blown “monkey trial,” asthey did at Dayton, Tennes-
seein 1925. The evolutionists never defend their position with sci-
entific facts, for they do not have any. Instead, they useridicule and
lawsuits (Norman Geisler, The Creator and the Courtroom, 1982;
Robert Gentry, Creation’s Tiny Mystery, 1986).

Radioactive Halos Disprove Molten Earth Theory (1986).
Rabert V. Gentry carried on research into radiohalos in granite for
years, but was discharged from Oak Ridge Research Laboratory in
1982 because hetestified in defense of Arkansas State at the above-
mentioned trial. He then put his years of research findings and pro-
fessional articles into a book (Creation’s Tiny Mystery, 1986). In
brief, billions upon billions of polonium- 218 radiohalos arein
granite; yet each halowasformed in lessthan 3 minutes. There
is no way the halos could get in there after the granite was
formed; yet the granite had to be solid when the halos formed.
This means the granite was created solid in less than three min-
utes! Since granite is the basement rock under every continent, it
would be impossible for the earth to once have been a molten
mass as conjectured by the evolutionists. Interestingly enough, gran-
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ite can be melted; but it will reforminto rhyolite, never into granite.
See chapter 3, Origin of the Earth, for a brief summary of data on
this. Go to our website for a complete study on the subject.

Poll of Biology Teachers (1988). A survey, conducted by the
University of Texas, found that 30% of 400 high-school biology
teachers believe in Biblical Creation and only 19% believe in
evolution (Waco Tribune-Herald, September 11, 1988).

Chernobyl (1986) is another evolutionist’s paradise. Since
mutations are today thought to be the leading mechanismfor achiev-
ing evolutionary changefor the better, theintenseradiation which
the peoplereceived on April 26, 1986, should have brought them
great benefit becauseof all themutationsit induced. They should
bestronger, healthier, haveimproved organs, and produce chil-
dren which are higher forms of life. But this has not happened.
Scientists know that even Marie Curie and her daughter died as a
result of working with radiation. Mutationsresult in harm and death,
never in evolutionary change (*Isaac Asimov, Asimov’s New Guide
to Science, 1984, pp. 691-692).

A timeline of more recent events, up to 2006, will be
found in a later chapter in this book.

“1 have often thought how little | should liketo have
to prove organic evolution in a court of law.”—*Errol
White, Proceedings of the Linnean Society, London
(1966) [an ichthyologist (expert on fish) in a 1988 ad-
dress before a meeting of the Linnean Society in Lon-
don].

“1 doubt if there is any single individual within the
scientific community who could copewith thefull range
of [Creationist] arguments without the help of an army
of consultants in specia fields.”—*David M. Raup,
“Geology and Creation,” Bulletin of the Field Museum
of Natural History, Vol. 54, March 1983, p. 18.
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EVOLUTION COULD NOT DO THIS

Themalleebird livesinthe Australian desert. In May or June, with
hisclawsthe male makes apit in the sand that isjust theright size: about
3feet [9dm] deep and 6 feet [18 dm] long. Then hefillsit with vegeta-
tion. Asitrots, it heats up. The bird waits patiently until therains, which
increase the heat to over 100° F [38° C] at the bottom of the pile. The
bird waitsuntil it isdown to 92° F [33° C]. When theright temperatureis
reached, he calls for his wife; they mate; she lays one egg a day for 30
days and then leaves. The mal e then covers the eggs with sand and con-
tinually checks the temperature with his amazing thermometer bill for 7
weeks. He cannot | et the temperature go up or down even one degree. If
it coolsat night, he pileson moresand. If it overheatsin the day, he pulls
off sand. At hatching time, the chicks break their shells—and crawl up
through as much as 2 feet of sand! Arriving at the top, each oneisfully
ableto fly and is on its own. Neither father or mother mallee bird gives
it any further attention or training. When it grows up, it doesjust asits
parents did.

You do not know what a“riblet” is? It isnot an animal. Airlinesin
the United States are saving $300,000 a year because of riblets. Hereiis
the story behind them:

Scientists at NASA tried to figure out how certain water creatures
could swim so rapidly. They studied some fast-moving fish for months.
They discovered that the friction of the fish’s body, as it moves through
the water, ought to be great enough to slow it quite abit. Yet the amount
of drag that should be present—simply was not there! Given the drag of
thewater and the amount of fin motion, something was enabling the fish
to swim much faster through the water than it ought to be able to swim.

Then the experts figured it out: riblets. These are small triangular-
shaped grooves on the outer surface of the skin. Riblets are only found
on fast-moving fish; never on fish which have no need to swim rapidly.

These grooves run from front to back. As the water touches the
body, it is carried along in these riblets, and this reduces the amount of
frictional drag as the creature swims rapidly through the water.

NASA's Langley Research Center devel oped the riblets and tested
them in wind tunnels. They then asked 3M Company to manufacture
ribletsin large, flat vinyl sheets. When these sheets were placed on the
outside of large airplanes, the resulting savings were immense. It now
costs airline companies alot lessin fuel to fly their jets.



CHAPTER 1 - STUDY AND REVIEW QUESTIONS
HISTORY OF EVOLUTIONARY THEORY

GRADES 5 TO 12 ON A GRADUATED SCALE

1 - From the list of 34 pioneers of modern science,
select 5 that in your view made especially important dis-
coveries.

2 - Gregor Mendel was atrue scientist. Using an ency-
clopedia, write a one-page paper on the life and work of
Mendel.

3 - Thefollowing men were highly influential in their
time: Linnaeus, Paley, *Buffon, *Lamarck, *Cuvier,
*Erasmus Darwin, *Hutton, *Lyell, and *Wallace. On a
sheet of paper, list their names in the left column; in the
center column, writewhether each wasa Creationist or evo-
[utionist; intheright column, note whether each wasagenu-
ine scientist or just someone who liked to come up with
original, new ideas. What relationships exist on this chart?
On the bottom of the sheet, writeageneral conclusion based
on the information given on the sheet.

4 - |t is of interest that the neo-Darwinian theory (of
mutations asthe means of cross-species change) beganwith
amistake by *Hugo deVries. In a paragraph, explain what
the mistake was.

5 - The 1860 debate, at Oxford, and the 1925 Scopes
trial, in Dayton, were turning points in favor of evolution
in England and America. Yet neither victories were won
because of scientific evidence. Explain why.

6 - Why isit that evolutionary theory has not produced
its outstanding accomplishments in scientific discoveries,
but it isin hoaxes, imaginative claims and artwork, law-
suits, and government and employment coercion?

7 - *Sephen Jay Gould was a very influential evolu-
tionist of the 1980s. What is histheory? Why isit so weak?

8 - Write a full-page report on one or severa of the
special evolutionist meetings, convened to try to resolve
theterrible problems confronting evol utionists (1966, 1969,
1980, 1981, 1984). Which one special scientific discovery,
and which new scientific technology, especially damaged
evolutionary theory?
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Chapter 2 ——

THE BIG BANG
AND STELLAR EVOLUTION

Why the Big Bang is a fizzle
and stars cannot evolve out of gas

This chapter is based on pp. 1-47 of Origin of the
Universe (Volume One of our three-volume Evolution
Disproved Series). Not included in this chapter are at
least 104 statements by scientists. You will find them,
plus much more, on our website: evolution-facts.org.

INTRODUCTION

Look about you. There are clouds, seas, and moun-
tains, grass carpets, the plains, and birds sing in the
trees. Farm animals graze in the meadows, and water
brooksrun through thefields. In city and country, people
use their astounding minds to plan and produce intricate
things. At night the stars come out, and overhead are hil-
lions of stars in our galaxy. Beyond them are 100 hillion
island universes, each with 100 billion stars.

Yet all of these things are made of matter and en-
ergy. Wheredid it all come from? How did everything
begin—all the wonderful thingsof life and nature?

Evolutionist scientists tell usthat it all came from
nothing. Yes, nothing.

That iswhat is being taught to your friends, children,
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and loved ones. You need to know the facts.

In this chapter we shall briefly view what evolu-
tionist scientiststeach about theorigin of matter, stars,
galaxies, and planets,—and we will give you basic sci-
entific reasons why their cosmological theoriesarein-
correct. (Cosmology is the word used for theories about
the origin of matter and stellar objects.)

1 - THE BIG BANG THEORY

The Big Bang theory has been accepted by amajority of
scientists today. It theorizesthat a large quantity of noth-
ing decided to pack tightly together,—and then explode
outward into hydrogen and helium. This gas is said to
haveflowed outward through frictionlessspace (“ friction-
less,” so the outflowing gas cannot stop or sow down) to
eventually form stars, galaxies, planets, and moons. It al
sounds so simple, just as you would find in ascience fiction
novel. Andthat isal itis.

WHATITIS ALL ABOUT

The originators—*George Lemaitre, a Belgian,
struck on the basic idea in 1927; and * George Gamow,
*R.A. Alpher, and * R. Herman devised the basic Big Bang
model in 1948. But it was * Gamow, a well-known scien-
tist and science fiction writer, that gave it its present name
and then popularized it (*Isaac Asimov, Asimov’s New Guide
to Science, 1984, p. 43). Campaigning for theideaenthusi-
astically, he was able to convince many other scientists.
Heused quaint little cartoonsto emphasize the details. The
cartoonsreally helped sell the theory.

The theor y—According to this theory, in the begin-
ning, there was no matter, just nothingness. Then this
nothingnesscondensed by gravity intoasingle, tiny spot;
and it decided to explode!

That explosion produced protons, neutrons, and elec-
trons which flowed outward at incredible speed through-
out empty space; for there was no other matter in the uni-
verse.
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As these protons, neutrons, and electrons hurled
themselves outward at super sonic speed, they are said
to have formed themselves into typical atomic struc-
turesof mutually orbiting hydrogen and helium atoms.

Gradually, the outward-racing atoms are said to
have begun circling one another, producing gas clouds
which then pushed together into stars.

These first stars only contained lighter elements (hy-
drogen and helium). Then all of the stars repeatedly ex-
ploded. It took at |east two explosions of each star to pro-
duce our heavier elements. Gamow described it in scien-
tificterms: Inviolation of physical law, emptinessfled from
the vacuum of space—and rushed into a superdense core,
that had a density of 10%gm/cm?and atemperature in ex-
cess of 10* degrees absolute. That isalot of density and
heat for agigantic pileof nothingness! (Especially when
we realize that it isimpossible for nothing to get hot.
Although air gets hot, air is matter, not an absence of it.)

Where did this* superdense core” comefrom? Gamow
solemnly came up with ascientific answer for this; he said
it came as a result of ““the big squeeze,” when the empti-
ness made up its mind to crowd together. Then, with true
scientific aplomb, he named this solid core of nothing,
“ylem” (pronounced “ee-lum”). With a name like that,
many peopl e thought thismust be agreat scientific truth of
some kind. In addition, numbers were provided to add an
additional scientificflair: Thisremarkablelack-of-anything
was said by Gamow to have a density of 10 to the 145th
power g/cc, or one hundred trillion times the density of
water!

Then all that packed-in blankness went boom!

Let'stakeit point by point—That isthe theory. It al
sounds so simple, just as you would find in a science fic-
tion novel. Andthat isall itis. Thetheory standsin clear
violation of physical laws, celestial mechanics, and com-
mon sense. Here are a number of scientific reasons why
the Big Bang theory is unworkable and fallacious.
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THE BIG BANG EXPLOSION

1- TheBig Bang theory isbased on theoretical ex-
tremes. It may look good in math calculations, but it can’t
actually happen. A tiny bit of nothing packed so tightly
together that it blew up and produced all the matter in
theuniver se. Seriously now, thisisafairy tale. Itisabunch
of armchair calculations, and nothing else. It is easy to
theorize on paper. The Big Bang is a theoretical extreme,
just asisablack hole. It is easy to theorize that something
istrue, when it has never been seen and there is no defini-
tive evidence that it exists or ever happened. Let us not
mistake Disneyland theories for science.

2 - Nothingness cannot pack together. It would have
no way to push itself into apile.

3 - A vacuum has no density. It is said that the noth-
ingness got very dense, and that iswhy it exploded. But a
total vacuum isthe opposite of total density.

4 - There would be no ignition to explode nothing-
ness. No fire and no match. It could not be a chemical ex-
plosion, for no chemicals existed. It could not be anuclear
explosion, for there were no atoms!

5- Thereis no way to expand it. How can you ex-
pand what isn’t there? Even if that magical vacuum could
somehow be pulled together by gravity, what would then
cause the pile of emptiness to push outward? The “grav-
ity” which brought it together would keep it from expand-
ing.

6 - Nothingness cannot produce heat. The intense
heat caused by the exploding nothingness is said to have
changed the nothingness into protons, neutrons, and elec-
trons. First, an empty vacuum in the extreme cold of outer
space cannot get hot by itself. Second, an empty void can-
not magically change itself into matter. Third, there can be
no heat without an energy source.

7 —Thecalculations aretoo exacting. Too perfect an
explosion would be required. On many points, the theo-
retical mathematical calculations needed to turn a Big
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Bang into stars and our planet cannot be worked out;
in others they are too exacting. Knowledgeable scien-
tistscall them “too perfect.” Mathematical limitationswould
have to be met which would be next to impossible to
achieve. The limits for success are simply too narrow.

Most aspects of the theory are impossible, and some
require parameters that would require miracles to fulfill.
Oneexampleof thisistheexpansion of theoriginal fire-
ball from the Big Bang, which they place precisely within
the narrowest of limits. An evolutionist astronomer, *R.H.
Dicke, saysit well:

“If the fireball had expanded only .1 percent faster,
the present rate of expansion would have been 3 x 10°
times as great. Had the initial expansion rate been 0.1
percent less, the Universe would have expanded to only
3 x 10- of its present radius before collapsing. At this
maximum radius the density of ordinary matter would
have been 10-12 grm/m?, over 10 times as great as the
present massdensity. No stars could haveformedin such
aUniverse, for it would not have existed long enough to
form stars.”—*R.H. Dickey, Gravitation and the Uni-
verse (1969), p. 62.

8 - Such an equation would have produced not a
universe but a hole. *Roger L. St. Peter in 1974 devel-
oped acomplicated mathematical equation that showed that
the theorized Big Bang could not have exploded outward
into hydrogen and helium. Inreality, St. Peter saysthe theo-
retical explosion (if one could possibly take place) would
fall back on itself and make atheoretical black hole! This
means that one imaginary object would swallow another
one!

9 - Thereisnot enough antimatter in the universe.
Thisis a big problem for the theorists. The original Big
Bang would have produced equal amounts of positive mat-
ter (matter) and negative matter (antimatter). But only small
amounts of antimatter exist. There should be as much anti-
matter as matter—if the Big Bang was true.
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“Since matter and antimatter are equivalent in all re-
spects but that of electromagnetic charge oppositeness,
any force [the Big Bang] that would create one should
haveto create the other, and the universe should be made
of equal quantities of each. Thisis a dilemma. Theory
tells us there should be antimatter out there, and obser-
vation refusesto back it up.”—>*Isaac Asimov, Asimov’s
New Guide to Science, p. 343.

“We are pretty sure from our observations that the
universe today contains matter, but very littleif any an-
timatter.” —*Victor Weisskopf, “The Origin of the Uni-
verse,” American Scientist, 71, p. 479.

10 - The antimatter from the Big Bang would have
destroyed all theregular matter. Thisfact iswell-known
to physicists. As soon as the two are produced in the labo-
ratory, they instantly come together and annihilate one an-
other.

We have mentioned ten reasons why matter could not
be made by a supposed Big Bang. But now we will discuss
what would happen IF it actually had.

THE OUTWARD RUSHING PARTICLES

1 - There is no way to unite the particles. As the
particles rush outward from the central explosion, they
would keep getting farther and farther apart from one an-
other.

2 - Outer spaceisfrictionless, and there would be
no way to slow the particles. The Big Bang is postul ated
on atotally empty space, devoid of al matter, in which a
singleexplosionfillsit with outward-flowing matter. There
would be no way those particles could ever slow.

3 - The particles would maintain the same vector
(speed and direction) forever. Assuming the particleswere
moving outward through totally empty space, there is no
way they could change direction. They could not get to-
gether and begin circling one ancther.

4 - Thereisno way to slow the particles. They are
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traveling at super sonic speed, and every kilometer would
separate them farther from one other.

5 - Thereisno way to change the direction of even
one particle. They would keep racing on forever, never
slowing, never changing direction. There is no way to get
the particles to form into atoms or cluster into gaseous
clouds. Angular momentum [turning motion] would be
needed, and the laws of physics could not produce it.

6 - How could their atomic structuresoriginate? At-
oms, even hydrogen and helium, have complex structures.
There is no way that outward shooting particles, continu-
ally separating farther from each other asthey travel, could
arrange themselves into atomic structures.

We will now assume that, contrary to physical laws,
(1) the particles magically DID manage to move toward
one another and (2) the particles COULD slow down and
change directions.

THE PARTICLES CHANGED DIRECTIONS
AND FORNMED GAS CLOUDS

The theory—Gradually, the outward-racing particles
are said to have begun circling one another, forming at-
oms. These atomsthen changed direction further (thistime
toward one another) and formed gas clouds which then
pushed together into stars.

This aspect of the stellar evolution theory is as strange
as that which preceded it.

1 - Gas molecules in outer space are widely sepa-
rated. By “gas,” we mean atoms of hydrogen and/or he-
lium which are separated from one ancther. All gasin outer
space hasadensity sorarified that it isfar lessthan the
emptiest atmospheric vacuum pressure bottle in any
laboratory in theworld! Gasin outer spaceisrarer (less
dense; atoms more separated) than anything on earth.

2 - Neither_hydrogen nor helium in outer space
would clump together. In fact, there is no gas on earth
that clumps together either. Gas pushes apart; it does not
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push together. Separated atoms of hydrogen and/or helium
would be even lesslikely to clump together in outer space.

We will now ASSUME that the outward-moving, ex-
tremely fast, ever separating atoms (shot out by the Big
Bang explosion) could slow, change direction, and form
themselves into immense clouds.

GAS CLOUDS
PUSH THEMISELVES INTO STARS

1 - Because gas in outer space does not clump, the
gas could not build enough mutual gravity to bring it
together. And if it cannot clump together, it cannot form
itself into stars. The idea of gas pushing itself together in
outer space to form stars is more scienceless fiction. Fog,
whether on earth or in space, cannot push itself into balls.
Once together, a star maintains its gravity quite well, but
there is no way for nature to produce one. Getting it to-
gether in the first place is the problem. Gas floating in a
vacuum cannot form itself into stars. Once a star exists, it
will absorb gasinto it by gravitational attraction. But be-
fore the star exists, gas will not push itself together and
form a star—or a planet, or anything else. Since both hy-
drogen and helium are gases, they are good at spreading
out, but not at clumping together.

2 - Careful analysis has revealed that there is not
enough matter in gas cloudsto produce stars.

3 - There would not be enough time for the gas to
reach the currently known expanse of the universe, so
it could form itself into stars. Evolutionists tell us that
the Big Bang occurred 10 to 15 billion years ago, and stars
were formed 5 billion years later. They only alow about
2 hillion years for it to clump together into stars! Their
dating problem has been caused by the discovery of sup-
posedly faraway quasars (whichwewill discusslater), some
of which aredated at 15 billion light-years, sincethey have
aredshift of 400 percent. That would make them 15 billion
years old, which is too old to accommodate the theory. It
doesn’t take a nuclear scientist to figure out the math in
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this paragraph. Simple arithmetic will tell you thereis not
enough time.

4 - Gas clouds in outer space expand; they do not
contract. Yet they would have to contract to form any-
thing. Any one of these points aloneisenough to eliminate
the stellar evolution theory.

5 - If the Big Bang theory were true, instead of a
universe of stars, there would only be an outer rim of
fast-moving matter. The outwardly flowing matter and/or
gascloudswould keep moving outward without ever slow-
ing. Infrictionless space, with no matter ahead of it to col-
lide with, the supposed matter from the initial explosion
would keep moving outward forever. Thisfact is as solid
as the ones mentioned earlier.

6 - In order for the gasto produce stars, it would
have to move in several directions. First, it would have
to stop flowing outward. Then it would have to begin mov-
ing in circles (stellar origin theories generally require ro-
tating gas). Then therotating gaswould have to move closer
together. But there would be nothing to induce these mo-
tions. The atoms from the supposed Big Bang should just
keep rushing outward forever. Linear motion would have
to mysteriously change to angular momentum.

7 - A quantity of gas moving in the same direction
infrictionlessspaceistoo stableto do anything but keep
moving forward.

8- Gasin outer spacewhich wascirclingacommon
center would fly apart, not condensetogether.

9-Thereisnot enough massin theuniversefor the
varioustheories of origin of matter and stars. The tota
mean density of matter in the universe is about 100 times
less than the amount required by the Big Bang theory. The
universe has a low mean density. To put it another way,
there is not enough matter in the universe. This “missing
mass”” problem isamajor hurdle, not only to the Big Bang
enthusiasts but also to the expanding universe theorists
(*P.V. Rizzo, *““Review of Mysteries of the Universe,” Sky
and Telescope, August 1982, p. 150). Astronomers are
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agreed on the existence of this problem. *Hoyle, for ex-
ample, says that without enough mass in the universe, it
would not have been possible for gas to change into stars.
“ Attempts to explain both the expansion of the uni-
verse and the condensation of galaxies must be largely
contradictory solong asgravitationistheonly forcefield
under consideration. For if the expansive kinetic energy
of matter isadequateto give universal expansion against
thegravitational field, it isadequateto prevent local con-
densation under gravity, and vice versa. That iswhy, es-
sentially, the formation of galaxiesis passed over with
little comment in most systems of cosmology.”—*F.
Hoyle and *T. Gold, quoted in *D.B. Larson, Universe
in Motion (1984). p. 8.

10 - Hydrogen gas in outer space does not clump
together. *Harwit’'s research disproves the possihility that
hydrogen gas in outer space can clump together. Thisisa
major breakthrough in disproving the Big Bang and related
origin of matter and starstheories. The problemistwofold:
(1) Thedensity of matter in interstellar spaceistoolow.
(2) Thereisnothing to attract the particles of matter in
outer space to stick to one another. Think about it a
minute; don’t those facts make sense?

This point is so important (for it devastates the origin
of stars theory) that *Harwit’s research should be men-
tioned in more detail:

*Harwit’sresear ch dealt with themathematical like-
lihood that hydrogen atomscould stick together and form
tiny grains of several atoms, by the random sticking of in-
terstellar atoms and molecules to a single nucleus as they
passed by at a variable speed. Using the most favorable
conditions and the maximum possible sticking ability for
grains, Harwit determined that the amount of time needed
for gas or other particlesto clump together into a size
of just ahundred-thousandth of acentimeter in radius—
would takeabout 3 billion year st Using morelikely rates,
20 billion years would be required—to produce one tiny
grain of matter stuck together out in space. Aswith nearly




78 The Evolution Handbook

all scientistsquoted in our 1,326-page Evolution Disproved
Series (which thisbook is condensed from), * Harwit is not
a Creationist (*M. Harwit, Astrophysical Concepts, 1973,
p. 394).

11 - *Novotny’s resear ch findings are also very im-
portant. * Novotny, in abook published by Oxford Univer-
sity, discussesthe problem of “‘gaseous dispersion.” It isa
physical law that gas in a vacuum expands instead of
contracts; thereforeit cannot form itself into stars, plan-
ets, etc. That which cannot happen, cannot happen given
any amount of time. Do you agree?

If you agree, you are being scientific (for you are agree-
ing with scientific facts); if you disagree, you are fooling
yourself.

We will now ASSUME that the clouds formed them-
selves into what evolutionists call proto-stars, or first-gen-
eration stars.

STARS EXPLODE AND SUPERNOVAS
PRODUCE HEAVY ELEVIENTS

Theproblem—TheBigBangonly produced hydro-
gen and helium. Somehow, the 90 heavier (post-helium)
elementshad to be made. Thetheoristshad tofigureout a
way to account for their existence.

Thetheory—Thefirst stars, which wereformed, were
so-called “first-generation stars’ (also called “population
Il stars”). They contained only lighter elements (hydro-
genand helium). Then all of these starsrepeatedly exploded.
Billions upon billions of stars kept exploding, for billions
of years. Gradually, these explosions are said to have pro-
duced all our heavier elements.

This concept is as wild as those preceding it.

1- Another imaginative necessity. Like al the other
aspectsof thistheory, thisoneisincluded in order to some-
how get the heavier (post-helium) elements into the uni-
verse. The evolutionists admit that the Big Bang would
only have produced hydrogen and helium.
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2-Thenuclear gapsat mass5 and 8 makeit impos-
siblefor hydrogen or helium to changeitself into any of
the heavier elements. This is an extremely important
point, and is called the “helium mass 4 gap” (that is,
there is a gap immediately after helium 4). Therefore ex-
ploding stars could not produce the heavier elements. (Some
scientists speculatethat alittle might be produced, but even
that would not be enough to supply all the heavier ele-
mentsnow in our universe.) Among nuclidesthat can actu-
aly be formed, gaps exists at mass 5 and 8. Neither hy-
drogen nor_helium can jump the gap at mass 5. This
first gap is caused by the fact that neither a proton nor a
neutron can be attached to a helium nucleus of mass 4.
Because of this gap, the only element that hydrogen can
normally changeintoishelium. Evenif it spanned thisgap,
it would be stopped again at mass 8. Hydrogen bomb ex-
plosions produce deuterum (hydrogen 2), which, in turn,
forms helium 4. In theory, the hydrogen bomb chain reac-
tion of nuclear changes could continue changing into ever
heavier elements until it reached uranium;—nbut the pro-
cessis stopped at the gap at mass 5. If it were not for that
gap, our sun would be radiating uranium toward us!

“In the sequence of atomic weight numbers 5 and 8
are vacant. That is, there is no stable atom of mass 5 or
mass 8 . . The question then is: How can the build-up of
elements by neutron capture get by these gaps? The pro-
cess could not go beyond helium 4 and evenif it spanned
this gap it would be stopped again at mass 8. Thisbasic
objection to Gamow’s theory is a great disappointment
in view of the promise and philosophical attractiveness
of the idea”—*William A. Fowler, California Institute
of Technology, quoted in Creation Science, p. 90.

Clarification: If you will look at any standard table of
the elements, you will find that the atomic weight of hy-
drogen is 1.008. (Deuterum is aform of hydrogen with a
weight of 2.016.) Next comes helium (4.003), followed by
lithium (6.939), beryllium (9.012), boron (10.811), etc.
Gaps in atomic weight exist at mass 5 and 8.
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But cannot hydrogen explosions cross those gaps? No.
Nuclear fision (anuclear bomb or reactor) splits (unevenly
halves) uranium into barium and technetium. Nuclear fu-
sion (ahydrogen bomb) combines (doubles) hydrogeninto
deuterum (helium 2), which then doubles into helium 4—
and stopsthere. So a hydrogen explosion (evenin astar)
does not go across the mass 5 gap.

We will now ASSUME that hydrogen and helium ex-
plosions could go across the gaps at mass 5 and 8:

3 - There has not been enough theoretical time to
produceall the needed heavier elementsthat now exist.
We know from spectrographs that heavier elements are
found all over the universe. Thefirst stars are said to have
formed about 250 million years after the initial Big Bang
explosion. (No one ever datesthe Big Bang over 20 billion
years ago, and the date has recently been lowered to 15
billionsyears ago.) At somelengthy time after the gas coa-
lesced into “first-generation” stars, most of them are theo-
rized to have exploded and then, 250 million years later,
reformed into ““second-generation” stars. These are said
to have exploded into “third-generation” stars. Our sunis
supposed to be a second- or third-generation star.

4 - There are no population |11 stars (also called
first-gener ation star s) in the sky. According to thetheory,
there should be “population 11" stars, containing only hy-
drogen and helium, many of which exploded and made
“population 11" (second-generation stars), but thereareonly
population | and Il stars (*Isaac Asimov, Asimov’s New
Guide to Science, 1984, pp. 35-36).

5 - Random explosionsdo not produceintricate or-
bits. The theory requires that countless hillions of stars
exploded. How could haphazard explosions result in the
marvelously intricate circlings that we find in the orbits of
suns, stars, binary stars, galaxies, and star clusters? Within
each galactic system, hundreds of hillions of stars arein-
volved in these interrelated orbits. Were these careful
balancings not maintained, the planets would fall into the
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stars, and the stars would fall into their galactic centers—
or they would fly apart! Over half of al the starsin the sky
are in binary systems, with two or more stars circling one
another. How could such astonishing patterns be the result
of explosions? Because there are no “first generation”
(“Population 1") stars, the Big Bang theory requires that
every star exploded at |east one or two times. But random
explosions never produce orhits.

6 - There are not enough supernova explosions to
producetheneeded heavier elements. Thereare 81 stable
elements and 90 natural elements. Each one has unusual
properties and intricate orbits. When a star explodes, it is
called anova. When alarge star explodes, it becomes ex-
tremely bright for a few weeks or months and is called a
supernova. It is said that only the explosions of superno-
vas could produce much of the needed heavier elements,
yet there have been relatively few such explosions.

7 - Throughout all recorded history, therehavebeen
relatively few supernova explosions. If the explosions oc-
curred in the past, they should be occurring now. Research
astronomers tell us that one or two supernova explosions
are seen every century, and only 16 have exploded in our
galaxy inthe past 2,000 years. Past civilizations carefully
recorded each one. The Chinese observed one, inA.D. 185,
and another in A.D. 1006. The one in 1054 produced the
Crab nebula, and was visible in broad daylight for weeks.
It was recorded both in Europe and the Far East. Johannes
Kepler wrote abook about the next one, in 1604. The next
bright one was 1918 in Aquila, and the latest in the Veil
Nebula in the Large Magellanic Cloud on February 24,
1987.

“Supernovae are quite different . . and astronomers
are eager to study their spectrain detail. The main diffi-
culty istheir rarity. About 1 per 650 yearsisthe average
for any one galaxy . . The 1885 supernova of Androm-
edawasthe closest to usin thelast 350 years.”—* Isaac
Asimov, New Guide to Science (1984), p. 48.

8-Why did thestellar explosionsmysteriously stop?
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The theory required that al the stars exploded, often. The
observablefactsarethat, throughout recorded history, stars
only rarely explode. In order to explain this, evolutionists
postulate that 5 billion years ago, the explosions suddenly
stopped. Very convenient. When the theory wasformulated
inthe 1940s, through tel escopes astronomers could see stars
whose light left them 5 hillion light-years ago. But today,
we can see stars that are 15 billion light-years away. Why
are we not seeing massive numbers of stellar explosions
far out in space? Thestarsaredoing just fine; it isthetheory
which iswrong.

9 - The most distant stars, which are said to date
nearly to the time of the Big Bang explosion, are not
exploding,—and yet they contain heavier elements. We
can now see out in spaceto nearly the beginning of the Big
Bang time. Because of the Hubbl e telescope, we can now
seeamost asfar out in space asthe beginning of the evolu-
tionists theoretical time. But, aswith nearby stars, the far-
thest oneshave heavier el ements (are* second-generation”),
and they are not exploding any more frequently than are
the nearby ones.

10 - Supernovasdo not throw off enough matter to
make additional stars. There are not many stellar explo-
sions and most of them are small-star (nova) explosions.
Yet novas cast off very little matter. A small-star explosion
only loses a hundred-thousandth of its matter; a supernova
explosion loses about 10 percent; yet even that amount is
not sufficient to produce all the heavier elementsfound in
the planets, interstellar gas, and stars. So supernovas—
Gamow’sfuel sourcefor nearly al the elementsin the uni-
verse—occur far too infrequently and producefar too small
an amount of heavy elements—to produce the vast amount
that existsin the universe.

11 - Only hydrogen and helium have been found in
the outflowing gas from supernova explosions. The
theory requires lots of supernova explosions in order to
produce heavy elements. But there are not enough super-
novas,—and research indicates that they do not produce
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heavy elements! All that was needed was to turn a spectro-
scope toward an exploded supernova and analyze the ele-
ments in the outflowing gas from the former star. *K.
Davidson did that in 1982, and found that the Crab nebula
(resulting from an A.D. 1054 supernova) only has hydro-
gen and helium. This means that, regardless of the tem-
perature of the explosion, the helium mass 4 gap was never
bridged. (It had been theorized that a supernovawould gen-
erate temperatures high enough to bridge the gap. But the
gap at mass 4 and 8 prevented it from occurring.)

12 - An explosion of a star would not produce an-
other star. It hasbeen theorized that supernovaexplosions
would cause nearby gas to compress and form itself into
new stars. But if a star exploded, it would only shoot out-
ward and any gas encountered would be pushed along with
it.

So we find that the evidence does not support the vari-
ous aspects of the Big Bang and stellar evolution theo-
ries.

2 - VIORE FACTS
WHICH BURY THE THEORY

MORE PROBLEMVIS FOR STELLAR EVOLUTION

1 - According to the theory, older stars should have
more heavy elements because they are continually making
them. But the so-called “ older stars’ havebeen found to
have no more heavy elements than the so-called
“younger stars.” All stars, from “young” to “old,” have
the same amount of heavy elements.

2 - Thetheory saysthat gasfloating ininterstellar space
isleftover from the Big Bang, and can only consist of hy-
drogen and helium. But * Rubins has shown that thisis not
true. Extra-galactic gashasavariety of heavier elements
init.

3 - Thetheory saysthat the super-fast particles, hurled
outward by the Big Bang, were evenly radiated. Yet, as
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scientists have noted, a perfectly smooth cosmic explo-
sion would only have produced perfectly smooth, in-
creasingly rarified (ever farther apart) particles. Sothe
very existence of stars disproves the theorized original gi-
ant explosion.

4 - The theory requires a continual rush of particles
outward—Ieaving nothing inside this outer parimeter of
outflowing matter. Yet there are stars and galaxies all
through space, not just at the outer edge. Even if
clumped gas could have formed any stars, everything
would continueto be hurled to the thin, outer edges of
space—with an expanding center containing nothing.

5 - According to the theory, the farther we look out
into space, the farther back into past eons of time we are
gazing. This means that the farthest stars and galaxies
ought to be the youngest. Yet research reveals the far-
thest starsarejust like those near by.

6 - Angular momentum isanother serious problem.
Why do stars turn? Why do galaxies rotate? Why do plan-
ets orbit stars? Why do binary stars circle one another?
How could the super-fast linear (straight line) motion,
started by the supposed Big Bang, have changed into
rotation (spinning or revolving motion) and revolutions
(orbiting motion)? How could angular momentum exist—
and in such perfectly balanced orbits throughout space?
Thereis no possible way that floating gas could transform
itself into rotating and orbiting objects, like stars, planets,
and moons.

7 - Inwar d pushing gaswould not changeto arotat-
ing star. According to the theory, stars were formed by the
“inward gravitational collapse of hydrogen gas clouds.” If
so, why do theresultant starsrotate? Some starsrotate very
fast. If ten people in a circle pushed marbles in toward a
common center, the marbles would not begin rotating or
circling after they reached it.

8- Matter-origin theories cannot explain why stars
spin. Thetheoriststell usthat stars somehow started spin-
ning; but, with age, they slow down. Yet some stars spin
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faster than either “younger” or “older” stars. Some spin
oncein lessthan an earth-day. The fastest, Hz 1883, has a
spin period of only 6 hours.

9- Somestarsorbit backward to that of other stars.
The theorists cannot explain this.

10- Therearehigh-velocity starsthat aretraveling
far too fast to accommodate the evolutionary theories of
matter and stellar origins.

11 - If the Big Bang theory were true, al stars would
move in the same direction; but stars, clusters, and gal-
axies are moving in various directions opposite to one
another. (More about the expanding universetheory later.)

12 - Evidence is accumulating that the entire uni-
verseisrotating! Thisisangular momentum on the most
gigantic of proportions. Yet the Big Bang should only have
produced linear movement outward fromit.

13 - Theorists are deeply bothered by, what they call,
the “lumpy” problem. Theuniverseis”lumpy”; that is,
it has stars, planets, etc. in it. Yet none should exist if
the Big Bang theory weretrue. They argue fiercely over
these problemsin their professional journals, while assur-
ing the public the theory is accepted by all astrophysicists.
They consider thisto be a major unsolved problem.

“AsIBM’sPhilip E. Seiden, put it: ‘ The standard Big
Bang model does not giveriseto lumpiness. That model
assumes the universe started out as a globally smooth,
homogeneous expanding gas. If you apply the laws of
physicsto thismodel, you get auniversethat isuniform,
a cosmic vastness of evenly distributed atoms with no
organization of any kind.” No gal axies, no stars, no plan-
ets, no nothing. Needless to say, the night sky, dazzling
inits lumps, clumps, and clusters, says otherwise. How
then did the lumps get there? No one can say.”—*Ben
Patrusky, “Why is the Cosmos ‘Lumpy’?”” Science 81,
June 1981, p. 96.

14 - Theuniverseisfull of stars, with relatively little
gas. But it should be the other way around: full of gas
and no stars. The Big Bang should have produced a “ ho-
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mogeneous’ universe of smooth gas ever flowing outward
with, at best, amost no “inhomogeneities,” or “lumps’ such
as stars and island universes.

15 - Theuniverseisfull of super clusters. These are
the biggest “lumps” of al. It has recently been discovered
that the galaxies are grouped into galaxy clusters, and these
into still larger super clusters. The “Big Bangers,” astheir
colleagues call them, excuse the problem by saying that
“gravity waves’ produced the galaxies. But gravity, in any
form, could not press floating hydrogen and helium into a
star or planet out of gas, make a marvelously organized
disk network of stars, or produce the precisely balanced
spinning and orbiting of planets and stars.

“The main efforts of investigators have been in pa
pering over holesin the Big Bang theory, to build up an
idea that has become ever more complex and cumber-
some. . | havelittle hesitation in saying that asickly pall
now hangs over the Big Bang theory. When a pattern of
factsbecomes set against atheory, experience showsthat
thetheory rarely recovers.”—*Sir Fred Hoyle, “The Big
Bang Theory under Attack,” Science Digest, May 1984,

p. 84.

16 - Solar collapse, not nuclear fusion hasbeen found
to be the cause of solar energy. But that would under-
cut the entire theory of the Big Bang. We will briefly
summarize the data here. You will find it discussed more
fully (along with additional quotations) in the chapter, Ori-
gin of the Stars, in our 3-volume set on our website. It is
also partially referred toin ““6 - Solar Collapse” inthe Age
of the Earth chapter in this paperback.

There is evidence that our_sun “shines,” not by hy-
drogen explosions, but by solar collapse. Yet stellar evo-
lution iskeyed to thefact that starsarefueled by (shine
because of) hydrogen explosions (nuclear fusion). The
amount of mass/energy our sun would have to lose daily
amounts to 4 million tons [3.6 million mt] a second. The
problemisthefusion processshould producelotsof sub-
atomic particles called neutrinos, and each squareinch
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of earth’s surface should be hit each second by a tril-
lion neutrinos. Scientists have neutrino detectorsin place
and have searched for them sincethe mid-1970s, but hardly
any arrive from the sun. Thisfact alone would appear to
disprove the hydrogen theory of solar energy (cf. *J.H.
Bahcall, Astronomical Journal, 76:283, 1971). *Corliss,
theworld leader intracking down scientific anomalies, con-
siders the “missing neutrinos’ to be “one of the most sig-
nificant anomaliesin astronomy” (*W.R. Corliss, Stars, Gal-
axies, Cosmos, 1987, p. 40). It was not until the 1930s that
the nuclear theory of starlight was developed by *Hans
Bethe and * Carl von Weizsacker. Yet it remains a theory.
In contrast, there is strong evidence pointing to solar col-
lapse as the true cause of solar energy.

The scientific basisfor solar collapse, asthe source
of solar energy, was developed over a century ago by
two brilliant scientists: Hermann von Helmholtz and
Lord Kelvin. If each star is slowly contracting, great
amounts of energy would be constantly released. But evo-
lutionistscannot accept thispossibility, becauseit would
mean the universe (and the earth) is much younger.
Nuclear fusion would mean billionsof yearsfor astar’s
life; solar collapse only a few million. A change in the
radius of our sun of about 80 feet [24.27 m] ayear is all
that would be necessary to produce our sun’sactual energy
release. This is a radius shrinkage of only .009 feet [.27
cm] per hour.

Some scientists have found evidence of solar col-
lapse. One major study was done by *John A. Eddy and
* Aram Boornazian (*New Scientist, March 3, 1983, p. 592).
The basis for thisis an analysis of solar transit measure-
ments, made at the Royal Greenwich Observatory since
1836 and the U.S. Naval Observatory since 1846. It was
calculated that the sun is shrinking at the rate of 5 ft/hr in
diameter (0.1% per century, 2 arc-sec/century). They also
analyzed solar eclipses for the past four centuries. A sepa-
rate report by *Ronald Gilliland confirmed the * Eddy and
*Boornazian report (*op. cit., p. 593).
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“The sun has been contracting about 0.1% per cen-
tury . . corresponding to a shrinkage rate of about 5 feet
per hour [15.24 dm].”—*G.B. Lublihn, Physics Today,
\Vol. 32, No. 17, 1979.

The above findings would indicate that our sun’s out-
put of radiant energy is generated by this shrinkage and
not by hydrogen explosions (thermonuclear fusion) deep
within it. As aready mentioned, if hydrogen was the so-
lar fuel, we should bereceiving avery lar ge quantity of
neutrinos; yet almost none ar e detected.

Jupiter isalso apparently contracting, becauseit is
giving off more heat than it receives from the sun. A
surface contraction of just one centimeter per year would
account for the measured heat flow from Jupiter. A similar
situation existsfor Saturn.

“Jupiter . . radiates twice as much energy as it ab-
sorbs from the sun through a contraction and cooling
process.”—*Star Date radio broadcast, November 8,
1990.

“Saturn emits 50% more heat than it absorbsfromthe
sun.”—*Science Frontiers, No. 73, January-February
1991.

Thesefacts are known; but, in order to defend evolu-
tionary theory, the decision hasbeen madeto stick with
solar fusion (hydrogen explosions) as the cause of solar
energy and sunshine.

“Astronomers were startled, and laymen amazed,
when in 1979 Jack Eddy, of the High Altitude Observa
tory in Boulder, Colorado, claimed that the sun was
shrinking at such a rate that, if the decline did not re-
verse, our local star would disappear within a hundred
million years.”—*John Gribbin, “The Curious Case of
the Shrinking Sun,” New Scientist, March 3, 1983.

“Geological evidence, however, indicatesthat theter-
restrial crust [our earth’s rock strata] has an age of sev-
eral billion years, and it is surely to be expected that the
sun is at least as old as the earth . . We must conclude
that . . another source must be responsible for most of
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the energy output of a star.”—*Eva Novotny, Intro-
duction to Stellar Atmospheres and Interiors (1973), p.
248.

Summarizing solar collapse: The evidence that hy-
drogen explosions (thermonuclear fusion) is the cause
of solar energy (sunshine) would be a great abundance
of neutrinoradiation. But that evidenceismissing. The
evidence that solar collapse (gradual shrinkage) isthe
cause hasbeen definitely found. Evolutionistsreject so-
lar collapse as the cause, (1) since it would mean our
sun and the univer se could not be morethan afew mil-
lion years old; (2) their cosmology theories would be
wrong and (3) the Big Bang theory would be gutted.

Is there no evidence that supports the Big Bang
theory? Evolutionists are able to point to only TWO. Here
they are:

[11 BACKGROUND RADIATION
NOT EVIDENCE OF THE BIG BANG

Thefact—Thereisafaint amount of heat radiating
throughout outer space. It iscalled background radia-
tion. Since it comes uniformly from all directions, it is
believed to exist throughout the universe. It isavery small
amount of “heat”: infact, only 2.73°K above absolute zero
(0°K, whichis-270°C or -454°F).

Thetheory—Background radiation (also called mi-
crowave radiation), first discovered in 1965, is said to be
the single, best evidence that the Big Bang occurred. It is
said to be the leftover remains, the last remnant, from
the Big Bang explosion.

Scientists said that background radiation would prove
the theory in four ways: (1) It would come from only one
direction—the Big Bang source. (2) It would havetheright
radiational strength to match the Big Bang mathematical
theory. (3) It would emit the proper spectrum. (4) 1t would
not be a smooth radiation.

But we find that, if this is the best evidence that the
theorists can produce for their speculation, it surely is weak.
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1 - It is omnidirectional. Background radiation
comesfrom every direction instead of one. The Big Bang
theory requiresthat it comefrom only one direction—from
where the Big Bang occurred. Since its discovery, scien-
tists have been unable to match itsdirectional radiation (its
isotropy) with the Big Bang predictions. Its
omnidirectionality tells where the background radia-
tion is coming from: “Background radiation” is actu-
ally a dlight amount of heat given off by star s through-
out the universe. Would they not be expected to emit a
very faint amount of heat into outer space?

2-Theradiation doesnot fit thetheory, for it istoo
weak. It should be far more powerful than it is. *Fred
Hoyle, aleading 20th-century astrophysicist, said it should
have been much stronger.

3- Background radiation lackstheproper spectrum.
It does not have the ideal “black body” (total light absorp-
tion) capacity which would agree with the *Max Planck
calculation. Thisradiation does not fit the theoretical 2.7K
black body spectrum required for the Big Bang theory.

4 - Thespectrum should befar hotter than it is. The
heat emitted by the radiation should have afar higher tem-
perature. The radiation should emit a 100°K black body
radiation spectrum, which is far greater than the 2.73°K
spectrum it now has.

5 - Background radiation istoo smooth. The theory
requiresthat it be much moreirregular and “lumpy” (with
“density fluctuations”) in order for it to explain how stars
could be formed from the Big Bang explosion. In recent
years, some slight variations in smoothness have been de-
tected, but thisis still not enough to fit the theory.

“It seems difficult to believe that, whereas visible
matter is conspicuously clumpy and clustered on all
scales, the invisible intergal actic gasis uniform and ho-
mogeneous.”—*G. de Vaucouleurs, “The Case for a Hi-
erarchical Cosmology,” Science 167, p. 1203.

“The problem wasto reconcil e the apparent evenness
of the early expansion, as indicated by the steady back-
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ground radiation, with the observed large-scale struc-
tures [stars, planets, etc.]. A perfectly smooth cosmic
explosion would have produced only an increasingly
rarified [ever thinner] gas cloud.”—*Peter Pocock and
*Pat Daniels, Galaxies (1988), p. 117.

6 - All of the above points (omnidirectionality, very
slight amount of heat, general smoothness, with radia-
tive fluctuations in strength) is what we would expect
from radiational heat from the multiplied billions of
stars throughout the universe. It would be understand-
able for al those stars to emit a slight amount of uniform,
omnidirectional radiative heat. And we would expect the
radiational heat emitted by the stars should, at great dis-
tances, show very dlight fluctuations. Does not each one
send forth both heat and occasional gigantic solar flares
into space? If you do not believe stars emit heat into space,
then you do not believe the sun keeps you warm.

[2] THE REDSHIFT
NOT EVIDENCE OF THE BIG BANG
OR AN EXPANDING UNIVERSE

The fact—Relatively white light can be split by atri-
angular prism of glass into al the colors of the rainbow.
Using a spectrometer, this can be done to starlight. Dark,
vertical bands mark the spectrum at various points. Ana-
lyzing these dark bands, the type of elements in each star
can be ascertained. Spectral type isastar’ s classification—
based on its spectrum, surface temperature, and mass. A
spectrogram is a photograph of a star’s spectrum. Spec-
troscopy isthe study of spectra.

Ultraviolet ison oneend of aspectrum and hasahigher
frequency and shorter wavelength than visible blue light.
Infrared is the other end of the visible spectrum (astrono-
merscal it “red”).

Every star is redshifted to some extent (that is, the
entire spectrum of that star is moved toward the red
end). Thefarther a star or galaxy isfrom us, the more
its light is shifted. This displacement is called the red-
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shift.

The theory—The “Big Bangers’ (as scientists call
them) theorize that this redshift shows that the uni-
verse is expanding outward from the source of the
Big Bang explosion. They base this on the hypothesis
that the “speed theory” of the redshift is the only cause
of the redshift. Thismeansthat if light istraveling toward
us, the wavelength is slightly compressed or shortened.
This would cause the light to be ““blueshifted” (shifted
toward the ultraviolet). If it is moving away from us, the
wavelengthisstretched out, which causes aredshift (shifted
toward the infrared).

“This redshift, observed in the spectral lines of dis-
tant galaxies and interpreted as a Doppler [ speed] effect,
isthekey to cosmology.”—*Carl Sagan, Cosmos, p. 252.

What causes the redshift? It is quite obvious that the
distance of the star from us has something to do with the

redshift. Here are FOUR scientific explanations for the
redshift, each of which are accepted by various scientists:

» The Speed redshift (also called the Doppler theory
of redshift): This would occur if the star were moving
away from us. Evolutionists say all the stars are moving
away from us, and that there is no other cause for the re-
corded redshifts. But there are three other possibilities:

* Gravitational redshifts: The pull of gravity on light
rays would cause a loss of energy in the beam of mov-
ing light. In 1915, * Albert Einstein predicted that gravity
could bend light—and that it would cause a redshift. This
was later proved to betrue. Aslight travelstoward usfrom
distant stars, it passes other stars, which slightly slowsthe
beam, causing its spectrum to shift toward the red.

“Einstein’sviews of gravity led to the prediction that
light emitted by a source possessing avery strong gravi-
tational field should be displaced toward the red (the
Einstein shift).”—*Isaac Asimov, Asimov’s New Guide
to Science, 1984, p. 50.

Yet, in order to bolster their Big Bang and expanding
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universetheories, evolutionistsignore gravitational, second-
order Doppler, and energy-loss shifts.

» Second-order Doppler shift: A light source moving
at right anglesto an observer will alwaysberedshifted.
Thiswould occur if the universe were moving slowly in a
vast circle around a common center. We know that every
body in the universe is orbiting and, at the same time,
moving in some direction with its orbital body. Much of
that movement is at right anglesto us.

* Energy-loss shift: Light waves could themselves
directly loseener gy asthey travel acrosslongdistances.
This would nicely explain why the farthest stars from us
have the most dramatic redshifts. This is also called the
tired-light redshift.

Big Bang theorists maintain that the speed redshift
is the ONLY cause of the redshift,—because they can then
say that the universe is expanding outward as a result of
the Big Bang.

But the evidence reveals that the speed redshift
theory—as the ONLY cause of the redshift—is wrong:

1- Nearly all the stars and galaxies are redshifted.
This fact agrees with the gravitational-loss, second-order
Doppler, and energy-loss redshifts. But, if only the speed
theory is accepted as the cause of this—nearly all the
universe is moving away from us—our planet! A true
expanding universetheory would mean that everything was
moving outward from a common center somewhere else,
not from our planet. If the Big Bang really occurred, the
univer sswould berushing outward from wherethe ex-
plosion occurred,—not from our planet! Example: A
bomb explodes in outer space, hurling shrapnel in every
direction. Some pieces would be flying in our direction
while others traveled in other directions. This differential
could be measured. Some pieces would be flying toward
us, others sideways, and others away from us. If therewas
a Big Bang, we could locate its origin by measuring red-
shifts. But, instead, we only find evidence that everything
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in space is redshifted; that is, everything is supposedly
moving away from us. This point disproves both the Big
Bang and the expanding universe theory.

2 - Theclosest stars and galaxies are the least red-
shifted, and some of the closest stars are actually mov-
ing toward us—yet still seem redshifted. The farther
that starlight hastotravel beforereaching us, themore
those two types of shiftswould slow it.

3 - Thereis evidence that photons (light particles)

THE REDSHIFT—Shown here are five spectra, taken by
spectrometer photographs of distant objects in the universe.
The figures are in accordance with the speed theory of red
shift.

The top one is from a stellar object which, according to
the speed theory, is 78 million miles distant and is moving
away from us at a speed of 1,200 kilometers per second.

The second one is thought to be 1 billion light-years dis-
tant and rushing away at 15,000 kps.

The third is listed at 1.4 billion-light years and 23,000 kps.

The fourth is esti-
mated at 2.5 billion light-
years and 39,000 kilome-
ters per second.

The bottom spectrum
is thought to be located at
a distance 3.96 billion
light-years from us and
rushing away at a speed of
61,000 kilomoters per sec-
ond.
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do slow down. Thiswould be nicely explained by gravita
tional and energy-loss redshifts.
4 - Quasars strongly disprove the speed theory

of redshift. They are unknown objects which show

drastically shifted spectrums toward the red. Yet, if the
eed theory is accepted as the cause of those shifts,

hey would be at impossibly great distances from us.
Some have redshifts of 200 and 300 percent! This would
equal distances up to 12 hillion light-years and recession
(moving away from us) speeds exceeding 90 percent of
the speed of light! Many astronomers renounced the speed
theory when they learned this. But then came the discov-
ery of quasars with even higher redshifts: 300-400 per-
cent! Ultimately, they found three quasars which, ac-
cording to the speed theory, are moving faster than
the speed of light! One of these is eight times faster
than the speed of light! In a desperate attempt to save
their theory, the evol utionistsrecal cul ated the* Hubbl e con-
stant,” whichisthe formulafor the speed of light. But they
are unable to change it. Now they really have a quandary
on their hands! As*Vincent A. Ettari wrote, “An increase
of 100 percent in the Hubble constant would decrease the
computed age of the universe by 50 percent.”—And the
evolutionists cannot accept that!

5- Light hasweight. Some suggest that light and grav-
ity could not affect one another. But * Einstein was right:
Light can be pulled by gravity because it has weight.
Because light has weight, it can be pulled by matter and
pushit! Becauselight hasweight, starsit passes pull on
it, slightly redshifting it.

“If aset of fine scalesis arranged so that one scaleis
kept dark, and light is allowed to fall on the other, the
lighted scale will sink slowly. Light has ‘weight.” The
pressure of light on the Earth’s surface is calculated as
two pounds per square mile[90 kg per 2.6 km?].”—*Isaac
Asimov, Asimov’s Book of Facts (1979), p. 330.

6 - No one has ever seen a blue-shifted stellar light
spectrum. This nicely agrees with the alternate redshift

— [N
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theories (gravitational, second-order Doppler, and energy-
loss) of redshift. Even nearby stars, which wethink are
moving toward us, are very dightly redshifted. But, if
the speed theory is the only cause of redshifts, every
star_in the universe is actually moving away from us!
Why should webethecenter of thisexpanding univer se?
On pages 67-68 of his book, Asimov’s New Guide to
Science, *|saac Asimov, a confirmed evolutionist, lists 10
reasons why quasars do not agree with the speed theory of
light. (We quote that lengthy section on our website.)

3 - OTHER ORIGIN
OF THE UNIVERSE THEORIES

There are several other origin of matter theories which
are but variants of the Big Bang. Essentially the same
problems apply to them:

» The Steady State Universe Theory. Originated by
*Fred Hoyle in 1948, this theory says that, in the space
between gal axies, new matter isquietly but continually ap-
pearing out of nothing. In 1965, Hoyle publicly abandoned
the theory as ridiculous. (On our website, we list his rea-
sons for that decision.)

» The Oscillating Universe Theory. Thisisanother idea
by * George Gamow. It says that when the universefinaly
runs down, another Big Bang will start it going again. The
main differenceisthat, whilethefirst Bang occurred when
nothing exploded into all the matter in the universe, the
later oneswould be theresult of all the matter packing into
atiny point and then exploding again.

1 - *Robert Jastrow, founder and director of NASA’'s
Goddard Institute for Space Studies disproved this theory
with the fact that, when all thehydrogen isused up, there
will be nothing to replaceit.

2 - Why would matter, that is ever expanding out-
ward toward infinity, suddenly stop and reverseitsdi-
rection?
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3 - If all matter had finally moved into the outer
perimeter of the universe, that is where the center of
gravity would be. Why would matter want to reverse
and move back away from the gravitational field?

4 - The universe could not collapse inward unless
there wereten times as much matter in the universeas
therenow is. Thisisthe “missing mass” problem. Evo-
lutioniststry to solveit by theorizing that 97% of the mass
in the universeis “dark matter”” which cannot be located,
seen, or identified with any scientific instruments.

5 - All the matter, shooting back inward, is supposed
to collidein one miniature point. In reality, inertia would
carry everything past that central stopping point. Why
would everything go to one little dot and stop there? More
fairy tales. Remember, it was * Gamow who also invented
the Big Bang theory.

* The Inflationary Universe Theory. This one, partly
invented by * Allan Guth and * Paul Steinhardt in 1984, says
that the universe (including all space and time) began asa
singleinfinitesimal particle. No one hasfigured out where
that particle came from and how everything got jammed
intoit. First, itwasinits “cold big whoosh” stage. When it
reached fiveinches, it suddenly got hot (the ““hot big bang™
stage)—and blew up. Those two men now speculate that
the particle initially swelled out of nothingness into its
“whoosh” pinpoint stage.

All of thesetheoriesarecheap sciencefiction. Along
with the Big Bang theory, these other theories violate
natural laws—including the First and Second L aws of
Thermodynamics (which wewill discussin chapter 18 of
this paperback). Even* Stephen W. Hawking of Cambridge
University, one of the most influential theoretical physi-
cistsin the world, has rejected the Big Bang theory (*Na-
tional Geographic, December 1988, p. 762).

4 - ADDITIONAL FACTS WHICH
DISPROVE STELLAR EVOLUTION
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How did the stars get there? Not from evolution. Here
are more reasons why the stellar evolution theories do not
agree with the facts:

1 - Galaxies never exist done. They are aways found
inpairsor inlarger collections of galaxies. Yet cloud con-
densation would not favor formation of nearby pairs
and groups of stars.

2 - Asarule, the amount of matter within each gal-
axy is not enough to explain why its stars clumped to-
gether as they did. The space-to-mass ratio within the
galaxy istoo great to bind them together.

3 - The usual shape of the galaxiesis that of a saucer
with acentral sphere. This shape defies explanation by the
laws of physics. Island univer ses should not have their
highly coordinated, inter-orbiting structure arrange-
ment. The stars should all fly apart. Each galaxy isacare-
fully organized city in the sky. In an attempt to explain
thispattern, theoristsdeclarethat there must be* dark
matter” pressing the galaxies together! But there is no
evidence that such fanciful stuff exists. It takes a lot of
imagination to hold evolutionary theory together. The theo-
rists declare that “97% of the universe is missing.” They
are speaking of the dark matter (“exotic matter”) which
they cannot find (*Marcia Bartusiak, “Missing: 97% of
the Universe,” Science Digest, 91:51, December 1983).

4 - Why are disk galaxies shaped like a disk? As-
tronomers say there is no explanation for what could
placestarsintothat galactic structural pattern. It surely
isbeautiful, with the globular clusters outside the disk, hang-
ing in space like chandeliers,—but how could random mo-
tions produce such balanced, artistic harmony?

5 - Each galaxy, with all its stars, is moving together
in acertain direction; but the cor por ate velocities within
a galaxy should gravitationally unbind the starswithin
it, yet this does not happen.

6- All theevidenceindicatesthat thesegalaxieswere
formed in their present shape, and are held together by
a power unexplainable by natural forces as we know
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them.

7 - Morethan one half of all the starsthat we can
individually examine through our telescopes are bi-
nary or multiple star systems. The other word for evo-
lution is “randomness.” How could random accidents
and gaseous contractions produce two, three, or four
stars circling one another? They should crash into one
another or fly apart. Try placing two magnets close to one
another; will they orbit one another or smash together?

8 - Differential binaries. Most stars circling one
another are different in composition. Spectrums revea
different physical properties for each one. Most binaries
are composed of different types of stars. Evolution cannot
explain this.

9 - Globular clusters are massive clusters of stars.
Thereisno possible way they could be formed by evo-
lutionary means or_even exist. Yet there they are. Each
one contains from 20,000 to 1 million stars! In our Milky
Way Galaxy aloneit isestimated that there are 200 of these
giant clusters. Other galaxies have comparable numbers of
them.

10 - There are no binaries or multiple systems in
globular clusters. Thisfact isunexplainable by stellar ori-
gin theories.

11 - Globular clustersareextremely stable, yet they
ought to be the most unstable objectsin the universe.
Thestarswithin globular cluster sought to all be crash-
inginto oneanother. The organization of starswithin clus-
tersis fabulous. Any nonthinking force capable of bring-
ing these tens of thousands of starsinto the globular clus-
ter—would have crashed them all together!

12 - It cannot be said that evolutionary forces gra-
dually “built them up”; for globular cluster salwayshave
a minimum size below which they do not occur.

13 - Globular clusters rotate separately, and even
passthrough thegalactic plane—without colliding with
any stars! Evolution cannot explain this! These clusters
arefantastic ballsof stars, each one scattered aboveand
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below the galactic plane of an island universe.

14 - Elliptical galaxiesaretruly huge! Far larger than
the globular clusters scattered about island universes,
elipticals are super-gigantic balls of stars. Thereis abso-
lutely noway that therandom, evolutionary movements
and explosions could produce ellipticals. How could all
those stars get into that cluster, with absolutely nothing
outsidethe cluster extending out for many light-years? How
could they all be there, without crashing into one another
or flying out from the cluster? They could never come to-
gether by random chance. Think, reader, think. What are
we confronted with here?

15-Why aregalaxiesnot equally spaced all through
the universe instead of being clumped into super
cluster s? Even super clusters have adefinite order and ar-
rangement. One or two giant elliptical galaxiesare usually
in the center of each cluster.

16 - Sars never get closer than a certain distance
from one another (3.5 light-years apart). This highly or-
ganized arrangement could never be caused by evolution-
ary forces.

17 - Evidencedisprovestheevolutionary stellar size
theory. The evolutionary theory isthat stars gradually
get larger until they become red giants; then they col-
lapse into very small stars. This so-called “evolution of
stars” is charted in accordance with the theorized
Hertzspring-Russell diagram. But it has recently been dis-
covered that a physical barrier exists between the red gi-
ants and the white dwarfs they are said to evolve into.
“Mass-shedding” istheoretically supposed to occur, asthe
star shrinks down, but it is now known that this does not
happen. Instead, the star’'s immense gravitational field
quickly reabsorbs whatever is thrown off.

18 - The First L aw of Thermodynamics (the law of
conservation of mass/energy) maintains that the universe
and our world began in perfect completeness and quality.
It saysmatter could not have started itself. It forbidsthe
self-origin of matter or life.
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19 - The Second L aw of Thermodynamics (the law
of entropy) says that al systems will eventually become
totally random and disorganized. It repudiates the pos-
sibility that either matter or life could evolve into
greater complexity. Everything runs down and wears out.
* Albert Einstein declared that, of all the laws of physics,
the two laws of thermodynamics would never be negated
or replaced. (See chapter 18, The Laws of Nature, for
much more on this powerful evidence against evolution.)

20 - Sellar_evolution is non-observable science.
Many evolutionists have admitted that no evidence exists
that evolution has ever occurred anywhere in the uni-
ver se. Stars are not now evolving in outer space, and ani-
mals and plants are not evolving in our world.

5 - WHAT ARE BLACK HOLES?

(For additional information, see *#3/10 What about
Black Holes?*) (Seep. 9 for explanation of this paragraph.)

Black holes are a theoretical extreme. If an object
could become large enough, it could, in theory, collapse
into a cavernous something that could absorb nearby mat-
ter. Do such horriblethings actually exist? Thewholething
isatheory, for which thereis no substantial evidence.

Evolutionist theorists point to locationsin the universe,
where large amounts of radiational activity (X-rays) are
occurring, and declare that they are black holes. The cause
of that stronger radiation is not known; it is only specula-
tiveto say it comes from ablack hole.

Yet, if black holes absorb everything, there should
beno X-raysintheir area. Even thetheoristsadmit they
could not see a black holeif they were close to one.

Since the entire universe is so orderly and all the stars
never exceed acertain size, why should we expect that star-
eating black holes would exist, destroying great quantities
of stars?

It is of interest that some of these suspected black
holes are located rather close to stars—yet they have
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not gobbled them up.

Black holes are just another non-existent theory.

Like the Big Bang, the theorized early non-oxy-
gen environment; the origin of life from non-living
materials; the chance production of protein mol-
ecules; and evolution of life forms from one phylum,
class, order, or family into other ones,—black holes
look good on paper but do not exist in reality.

Thisistheevolutionists reasoning: “Weknow that black
holes (‘singularities’) exist, because some sources emit a
lot of X-rays. If alot of X-rays are coming from a single
source, it must be a black hole.” Based on this, they have
invented accretion disks, capturing and evaporating black
holes and mini-black holes. The only evidence for black
holes is X-rays from outer space. Remember that.

6 - THE ORIGIN OF
THE SOLAR SYSTEM

(For additional information, see *#1/4 History of
Cosmological Theories [extensive data] / #2/2 A Final
Look at Matter and the Solar System: What Happens
When a New Moon Arrives, Three Men Who Gave Us
Our Modern Stellar Theories, How Unscientific Can
We Become?*)

DISPROVING THE SEVEN THEORIES

There are seven theories about the origin of the
Solar System (Nebular Hypothesis, Fision Theory, Cap-
ture Theory, Accretion Theory, Planetary Collision
Theory, Stellar Collision Theory, and Gas Cloud
Theory) which, on pp. 79-84 of our 3-volume book set
(and on our website), we discuss in some detail. Here are
several key points:

1 - The Nebular Hypothesis (also called the Plan-
etesimal Theory) says that, as the gas swirled around,
eddies of gas caused the sun and planets. All seven
theories require circling gas which contracts into the sun.
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We have already disproved the basics underlying this con-
cept. Many say that material from the sun made the plan-
ets and moons. But the elemental composition of each
of the planets is different from the sun and from one
another. One could not come from the other. In addition,
the sun would have to rotate extremely fast to hurl
off planets and moons, yet it rotates very slowly. More
onthislater.

2 - The Fision Theory says that our sun burst and
sent out the planets and moons. But they would fly out-
ward forever; they would not stop and begin circling
the sun or one another.

3 - The Capture Theory saysour planetsand moons
werewandering around and wer e captured by our sun.
But_they would then crash into the sun; they would not
circleit or one another. We never see planets or moons
flying by ustoday, yet wenow know of at least 150 moons
in our solar system (Jet Propulsion Laboratory, 2006).

4 - The Accretion Theory says that small chunks of
material gradually got together and formed our planet.
Then more chunksformed our moon, which began circling
us. Thisideais pretty far out also. The planets, moons, and
asteroids are all in carefully arranged orbits. The meteors
fly fast in linear motion. No chunks are just floating
around, and those chunkswould not stick together any-
way.

5 - The Planetary Collision Theory says our world
collided with a small planet, producing our moon. But
such an impact would totally destroy our planet. How
could such an impact produce a circling moon? This
would have had to berepeated for all 150 moonsin our
solar system. The theory would require thousands of plan-
ets passing through our solar system, for enough direct hits
to produce al our moons. Why are not such flybys occur-
ring today?

6 - The Stellar Collision Theory says that two stars
collided, and produced our planetsand moons. But they
would not then pause and circle one of the suns which
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waswaiting placidly to receivethem. They would either be
hurled away from the sun or crash back into it.

7 - The Gas Cloud Theory saysgascloudswerepulled
in from outer space by our sun’s gravity; then they
paused, formed themselvesinto planetsand moons, and
began circling one another. But gas does not clump,

and linear motion toward the sun would not change
into circular motion around it.

These solar system theories do not explain where
stars, planets, and moons originated or how they ar-
rived at their present, intricate pattern. Such precision
could not come about by chance.

Every moonislocated at the precisedistanceto keep
it from flying into or away from its planet. How could
all this originate from a single explosion or collision?
None of these theories fit into the laws of physics, as we
know them.

On pp. 97-101 of his book, Asimov’s New Guide to
Science, the leading evolutionist science writer of the 20th
century describes and tears to pieces each of the stellar/
solar system theories. (It is quoted on our website.)

FACTS ABOUT PLANETS AND VIOONS

Here are avery few of many facts about our solar sys-
tem which disprove the possibility of itsbeing the result of
evolutionary origins.

1 - Thereisno known mechanical processthat can

accomplish a transfer of angular (turning, spinning,

orbiting) momentum from the sun toits planets.
A full 99.5 percent of all the angular (rotational)

momentum in the solar system is concentrated in the
planets—yet a staggering 99.8 percent of all the mass
is located in our sun! To an astrophysicist, this is both
astounding and unexplainable. (Their theory isthat the sun
was rotating so fast, it hurled out the planets.)

Our sun isrotating rather slowly, but the planets
are rotating far too fast in comparison with the sun. In
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addition, they are orbiting the sun far faster than the
sun is itself turning. But if the planets did not orbit so
fast, they would hurtle into the sun; and if the sun did not
rotate slowly, it would fling its mass outward into space.

According to *David Layzer of Harvard, in order for
the sun to originally have been part of the same mass
as the planets and moons, it would have to rotate ten-
million timesfaster. *Layzer adds, if the sun lost so much
of its momentum, why did the planets not lose theirs?

2 - The orbits of Mercury, Pluto, asteroids, and
comets each have an extreme inclination from the
plane of the sun’s ecliptic. The solar origin theories can-
not explainthis.

3 - Both Uranus and Venus rotate backward, com-
pared to all the other planets. The other seven rotate for-
ward, in relation to their orbit around the sun. Uranus ro-
tatesat a98° angle fromitsorbital plane. Itisliterally roll-
ing along!

4 - One-third of the moons have retrograde (back-
ward) motion, opposite (!) to therotational direction of
their planets. The official evolutionists' theory for how
these backward-rotating moons formed is this: The planet
hurled them out, then drew them back, and they began or-
bitingit. Evolutioniststry to explain everythingin our world
and the universe as a bunch of fortunate accidents.

5 - Thecontinued existence of these moonsisunex-
plainable. For example, Triton, the inner of Neptune's
moons, with adiameter of 3,000 miles[4827 km], isnearly
twice the mass of our moon, yet revolves backward every
six days, has anearly circular orbit,—and is only 220,000
miles [353,980 km] from its planet! It should fall into its
planet any day now, but it does not do so.

6 - Therearesuch striking differences between the
various planets and moons, that they could not have
originated from the same source.

“The solar system used to be a simple place, before

any spacecraft ventured forth from the Earth . . But 30
years of planetary exploration have replaced the smple
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picture with afar more complex image. ‘ The most strik-
ing outcome of planetary exploration is the diversity of
the planets,” says planetary physicist David Stevenson
of the Californialnstitute of Technology. Ross Taylor of
the Australian National University agrees:. ‘If you look
at all the planets and the 60 or so satellites[moong], it's
very hard to find two that are the same.” "—*Richard
A. Kerr, “The Solar System’s New Diversity,” Science
265, September 2, 1994, p. 1360. [150 moons now
known.]

7 - Many say that material from the sun made
the planets and moons. But the ratio of elements in
the sun is far different than that found in the planets
and moons. One could not come from the other. How
then could the earth and other planets be torn out of the
sun (planetesimal theory) or come from the same gas
cloud that produced the sun (nebular hypothesis)

“We see that materia torn from the sun would not
be at all suitable for the formation of the planets as we
know them. Its composition would be hopelessly
wrong.”—*Fred Hoyle, “Where the Earth Came from,”
Harper’s, March 1951, p. 65.

8 - How could the delicate rings of Saturn have
been formed from gas, collisions, or some other
chance occurr ence? (Thoseringsincludeammonia, which
should rather quickly vaporize off into space.)

9 - Saturn has 17 major moons, yet none of them
ever collidewith therings. Thefarthest oneout is Phoebe,
which revolvesin amotion oppositeto Saturn and itsrings.
How could that happen?

10- Nearly all of Saturn’smoonsar edifferent from
one another in the extreme. Titan, alone, has a thick at-
mosphere (thicker than ours). Enceladus has an extremely
smooth surface, whereas the other moons are generally
much rougher. Hyperion is the least spherical and shaped
like a potato. The surface of lapedus is five times darker
on one side than on the other. One moon is only 48,000
miles [77,232 km] above Saturn’s cloud cover! There are
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three co-orbital moon sets; that is, each set shares the
same or bit and chases its one or two companions around
Saturn endlessly. Some of Saturn’s moons travel clock-
wise, and others counterclockwise. How could all those
moons originate by chance?

11 - As noted earlier, the chemical makeup of our
moon isdistinctly different than that of earth. Thetheo-
rists cannot explain this.

“To the surprise of scientists [after the Apollo moon
landings], the chemical makeup of the moon rocksisdis-
tinctly different from that of rocks on Earth. This differ-
ence implies that the moon formed under different con-
ditions. Prof [A.GW.] Cameron explains, and meansthat
any theory on the origin of the planets now will have to
create the moon and the earth in different ways.”—*J.E.
Bishop, ““New Theories of Creation,” Science Digest 72,
October 1972, p. 42.

12 - Our moon islarger in relation to the planet it
orbitsthan is any other moon in our solar system. Go
out at night alook at it. To have such a huge body cir-
cling so close to us—without falling into the earth—is
simply astounding. Scientists cannot keep their satel-
litesorbiting the ear th without occasional adjustments.
Lacking such adjustments, the orbits decay and the satel-
lites eventually fall and crash. Yet, century after century,
our moon maintains an exquisitely perfect orbit around the
earth.

“The moon is always falling. It has a sideways mo-
tion of its own that balances its falling motion. It there-
fore staysin aclosed orbit about the Earth, never falling
altogether and never escaping altogether.”—*Isaac
Asimov’s Book of Facts (1979), p. 400.

“Now the moon's elliptical motion around the earth
can be splitinto horizontal and vertical components. The
vertical component is such that, in the space of asecond,
the moon falls a trifle more than 1/20 inch [.127 cm]
toward the earth. In that time, it also moves about 3300
feet [1001 m] in the horizontal direction, just far enough
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to compensate for the fall and carry it around the earth’s
curvature.”—*Isaac Asimov, Asimov’s New Guide to Sci-
ence (1984), pp. 873-874.

7 - THE ELEMENTAL FORCES
OF THE UNIVERSE

* Gravity. Gravity isthe weakest force in the universe,
yet it isin perfect balance. If gravity were any stronger,
the smaller stars could not form; any weaker, the big-
ger stars could not form and no heavy elements could
exist. Only red dwarf stars would exist, and these would
radiate too feebly to support life on a planet.

» Proton to Neutron ratio. A proton is a subatomic
particle found in the nucleus of all atoms. It has a positive
electric charge that is equal to the negative charge of the
electron. A neutron isasubatomic particle that has no elec-
tric charge. The mass of the neutron must exceed that of
the proton in order for the stable elementsto exist. But the
neutron can only exceed the mass of the proton by an
extremely small amount—an amount that is exactly
twice the mass of the electron. That critical point of
balanceis only one part in a thousand.

If theratio of the mass of the proton to neutron wereto
vary outside of that limit—chaos would result. | f it were
any less or more, atoms would fly apart or crush to-
gether—and ever ything would be destroyed. If the mass
of the proton were only dlightly larger, the added weight
would cause it to quickly become unstable and decay into
aneutron, positron, and neutrino. This would destroy hy-
drogen, the dominant element in the universe. A Master
Designer planned that the proton’s mass would be slightly
smaller than that of the neutron. Otherwise the universe
would collapse.

* Photon to baryon ratio. A photon is the basic quan-
tum, or unit, of light or other electro-magnetic radiant en-
ergy, when considered as a discrete particle. The baryonis
a subatomic particle whose weight is equal to or greater
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than that of a proton. This photon-to-baryon ratio is cru-
cial. If theratio were much higher than it is, stars and
galaxies could not hold together through gravitational
attraction.

* Nuclear force. It is the nuclear force that holds the
atoms together. If it were larger, there would be no hy-
drogen, only helium and the heavy elements. If it were
smaller, there would only be hydrogen and no heavy
elements. Without hydrogen and the heavy elementsthere
could benolife. Without hydrogen, there could be no stable
stars.

If the nuclear force were only one part in a hun-
dred stronger_or weaker than it now is, carbon could
not exist, and carbon is the basic element in every living
thing. A two-percent increase would eliminate protons.

* Electromagnetic force. If it werejust a very small
amount smaller or larger, no chemical bondscould form.
A reduction in strength by a factor of only 1.6 would
result in therapid decay of protonsinto leptons. A three-
fold increase in the charge of the electron would render it
impossible for any element, other than hydrogen, to exist.
A threefold decrease would bring the destruction of all neu-
tral atoms by even the lowest heat—such as is found in
outer space.

* It would be impossible for evolution to produce
thedelicate balancesof thesefor ces. They were planned.
In spite of the delicate internal ratio balance within each of
thefour forces (gravitation, electromagnetism, and theweak
and strong forces), those basic forces have strengths
which differ so greatly from oneanother that the stron-
gest isten thousand billion billion billion billion times
mor e power ful than the weakest of them. Yet the com-
plicated math required for the Big Bang theory requires
that all basic forces had to be the same in strength—
during and just after that explosion occurred!

Evolutionists cannot claim that these delicate bal-
ances occurred as a result of “natural selection” or
“mutations,” —for we are here dealing with the basic
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propertiesof matter; thereisnoroom herefor gradual
“evolving.” The proton-neutron mass ratio, for example,
iswhat it has always been—what it was since the Begin-
ning! It has not changed; it will not change. It began just
right; there was no second chance! The same appliesto all
the other factors and balances in elemental matter and the
physical principles governing them.

8 - ADDITIONAL DATA

SIX FUNDANENTAL REQUIRENIENTS
OF STELLAR EVOLUTION THEORIES

Itis difficult to even think about outer space. You and |
have never lived there. So we shall consider six primary
aspects of matter and stellar evolutionary theories as oc-
curring right here on earth. In doing so, we can see the
utter foolishness of each of these requirements for outer-
space evolutionary theory.

1. When nothing makes itself into something. Ex-
periment One: Go into an empty room and cleanit out well.
Remove dl the furniture and even the dust. Sea up the
windows and lock the doors and leave. Come back peri-
odically and check to see what happens. The air inside the
room should change itself into different types of matter,
such ashirds, chemicals, grass, etc. Or take avacuum bottle
and extract as much air and gaseous material as possible.
Seal it. The contents should change into something else.
Conclusion: Nothing never makes itself into anything.

2. When gas begins twirling. Experiment Two: With
all the doors and windows shut, and everything inside and
outside the house evenly cold, the air in the house should
begin rotating and then push itself into a solid. Conclu-
sion: Gas left alone in a cold place will not do anything.

3.When gasgravitatesintoa solid. Experiment Three:
Gas is supposed to push itself into solids. We will help it
along, by starting with the high-pressure propane tank in
your backyard. Fill it as full as possible, thus helping to
push the gas together. Wait and check it periodically. The
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contents should change themselvesinto asolid. Then open
the valve to see how the situation is proceeding: All the
contents will rush out. Conclusion: “Nature may abhor a
vacuum,” but gas abhors being pushed together!

4. When hydrogen changes itself into the heavier
atoms. Experiment Four: Asarule, hydrogenin starsonly
changes into helium. But when a large-enough star ex-
plodes, sizeable amounts of the hydrogen are said to change
into heavier elements (el ements above helium). Admittedly,
we cannot equal this experiment on earth, since the explo-
sion of alarge star isrequired. But we have evidence from
outer space on this point. The A.D. 1054 explosion of a
star produced the Crab nebula. Analysis of the gas from
that nebularevea ed few, very few heavier elements. Con-
clusion: Supernova explosions, which are infrequent, could
not have produced the present amounts of heavier elements.

5. When stars get together. Experiment Five: There
are hundreds of millions of multiple star systems, inwhich
severa stars are close to one another and mutually orbit
each other. Simulate this by taking three or four circular
magnets (you will find one on the back of every TV setin
thejunkyard). Place them close together and, by hand, have
them orbit one another. They are never to come together,
but only to circle one another. Scientists know that the
gravitational (“magnetic-like’) attraction of an aver-
age star isabout 5 light-years. They also know that mul-
tiplestarsarefar closer to each other than 5light-years!
So, like magnets, they ought to rush together if not prop-
erly kept apart by exacting orbits. Conclusion: You cannot
put magnets close together without them coming together,
no matter how carefully you try to keep them from doing
so. It is impossible for stars to randomly arrange them-
selves into short- or long-term orbits with anything. Try
dropping one magnet past another repeatedly, and seeif it
will accidentally go into orbit!

6. When randomness organizes itself. Experiment
Six: Gotoyour local junkyard and ask that it be locked up
and closed off for a year. Return from time to time and
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watch how it cleansitself up and then arranges itself into
an orderly collection of materials. Conclusion: Random-
ness never organizes itself. Incoherent matter in outer space
could never arrange itself into orbiting stars, galaxies, and
planetary systems.

THE AGE OF THE UNIVERSE

What isthe age of the univer se, as calculated by some
of the most prominent theories being considered in our time?
Here they are:

*Gamow: 3-5 billion years. * Peebles and * Wilkinson: 7
billion years. * Ashford: 10-15 billion years. * Shklovski: 70
billion years. *Alfven: trillions of years. *Hoyle: infinite
time.

By thelate 1980s, evolutionist scientistswere pretty much
in agreement that the universe was 15-20 hillion years old.
But new data surfaced in the early 1990s, which required
them to lower the age to 15 billion years or less. The prob-
lem isthe Big Bang theory leans heavily on the speed theory
of the redshift;—and there are now quasars which, accord-
ing to the speed theory, are older than 15 billion years. So the
evolutionists are being squeezed on both ends of their grand
time continuum.

THE NICE SYMPOSIUVI

By theearly 1970s, so much scientific data had poured
inrepudiating the basic aspectsof thevariouscosmologies,
that something had to be done. In the past, the elusive hope
had always offered itself that, even though all the past theories
of matter and stellar origins might be in shambles, there was
alwaysthe possibility that some brilliant mind might yet come
up with a solution.

In April 1972, thetop mindsin stellar physics, chem-
istry, and astronomy gathered at the Nice Symposium. A
declaratory statement of purpose included this comment:

“The Symposium has also served in delineating the
areas of our ignorance, in particular in relation with the
hydrodynamics of the nebula [motions of gas clouds],
and with the physicochemistry of the ‘ sticking process
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[getting gas together into stars and planets].”—*Sym-
posium Statement, quoted in R.E. Kofahi and K.L.
Segraves, The Creation Explanation, p. 141.

Many insurmountable problems were discussed,
but it seemed that all the participants could do was
list the problems. No one seemed to have any answers.

“[1] Yet to be discussed adequately is the detailed
fragmentation of the massive cloud in which protostars
are born. [2] Also in question are the hydrodynamics
and stability considerations of the protosun nebula. [3]
Most important, there remain to be specified the cru-
cial experimental tests that can distinguish between the
availableviabletheories. [4] It isparticularly disappoint-
ing that we have ailmost no useful information on the
specific solid state processes at work in the accretion
phase.”—*Review of Nice Symposium, quoted in op.
cit.,, p. 143.

Here, in simple language, is a restatement of the
above questions, for which scientists have no answers:
(1) How did the first cloud break apart and change into
stars? (2) How did the gas clouds whirl themselvestoward
production of stellar objects, in such away asto solve the
angular momentum problem? (3) Boys, we ought to be able
to experimentally prove at least one of these theories! (4)
How did the gas push itself into solids?

*H. Reeves, the editor of the final Symposium Re-
port, listed seven fundamental problems. The above re-
viewer guotes them:

“Do the sun and planets originate in the same inter-
stellar cloud? If so, how was the planetary matter sepa-
rated from the solar gas? How massive was the nebula?
How did the collapsing cloud cross the thermal, mag-
netic, and angular momentum barriers? What were the
physical conditions in the nebula? What was the mech-
anism of condensation and accretion [of gas into stars,
planets, etc.]? How did the planets, with their present
properties and solar distances, form?’—*lbid.

If you open a typical science book on astronomy,
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you will find theories about the origin of the universe
and stars stated with great certainty, and you will be
bombarded with paintings of gas clouds and protostars.

If you attend aclosed-door conference, such astheNice
Symposium, you will find worried men, desper atetheo-
ries, scientific factswhich condemn thosetheories, alack
of alternative explanations, an atmosphere of hopeless
despair in the face of unproven and unprovable ideas,
and no solutions or scientific experiments able to al-
leviate the situation.

SCIENTISTS SPEAK ABOUT ASTRONOMY

We will conclude with a few quotations. You will
find far more on our website. The first one, by an evolu-
tionist, describes the evolutionary, or sorry state, universe:

“Our Universe had its physical origin as a quantum
fluctuation of some preexisting true vacuum, or state of
nothingness.”—*Edward P. Tryon, “What Made the
World?”” in New Scientist, March 8, 1984, p. 16.

Another scientist, aleading astronomer who spent his
time studying the starsinstead of speculativewritings, said
this:.

“A scientific study of the universe has suggested a
conclusion which may be summed up in the statement
that the universe appearsto have been designed by apure
mathematician.”—>*Sir James Jeans, The Mysterious
Universe, p. 140.

Another astronomer, writing more recently, put it this
way:

“It seems to be one of the fundamental features of nature
that fundamental physical laws are described in terms of a
mathematical theory of great beauty and power, needing quite
a high standard of mathematics for one to understand it . .
One could perhaps describe the situation by saying that God
is a mathematician of a very high order, and He used very
advanced mathematics in constructing the universe.”—*Sci-
entific American, May 1963, p. 53.

The problem is that, although the evolutionists do
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not want the public to know it, the scientists cannot
figure out how galaxies, stars, and planets originated.
Although there are hillions of stars out there, the experts
do not have the dlightest idea of how even one was pro-
duced.

“A handful of sand contains about 10,000 grains, more
than the number of stars we can see on aclear night. But the
number of stars we can seeis only afraction of the number
of stars that are [there] . . The cosmos is rich beyond mea-
sure: the total number of stars in the universe is greater
than all the grains of sand on al the beaches on the planet
earth.”—*Carl Sagan, Cosmos, 1980.

“The universe we see when we look out to its farthest
horizons contains a hundred billion galaxies. Each of these
galaxies contains another hundred billion stars. That's 102
starsall told. Thesilent embarrassment of modern astrophys-
icsisthat we do not know how even a single one of these
starsmanaged to form.”—* Martin Harwit, “Book Reviews,”
Science, March 1986, pp. 1201-1202.

“The problem of explaining the existence of the galaxies
has proved to be one of the thorniest in cosmology. By all
rights, they just shouldn’'t be there, yet there they sit. It's
hard to convey the depth of frustration that this simple fact
induces among scientists.”—* James Trefil, Dark Side of the
Universe (1988), p. 55.

“If starsdid not exist, it would be easy to provethat thisis
what we expect.”—*G.R. Burbidge, quoted by *R.L. Sears
and *Robert R. Brownlee (eds: *L.H. Aller and *D.
McLaughlin) Stellar Structures (1963), p. 577.

“But if we had areliabletheory of the origin of planets, if we
knew of some mechanism consistent with the laws of physics so
that we understood how planetsform, then clearly we could make
use of it to estimate the probability that other stars have atten-
dant planets. However no such theory existsyet, despitethelarge
number of hypotheses suggested.”—*R.A. Lyttleton, Mysteries
of the Solar System (1968), p. 4.

“1 suspect that thesunis4.5 billion yearsold. However, given
some new and unexpected results to the contrary, and sometime
for frantic recalculation and theoretical readjustment, | suspect



116 The Evolution Handbook

that we could live with Bishop Ussher’s value for the age of the
Earth and Sun [4004 B.C.]. | don’t think we have much in the way
of observational evidence in astronomy to conflict with that.”—
*John Eddy, Geotimes (1978).

It is for such reasons as the above, that many scientists
are turning to the only other cause of stars, galaxies, and
planets.

“Like most scientists, Einstein included, | have an almost reli-
giousbelief inabasic underlying order—abelief that natural forces
are just manifestations of some deeper thing.”—*William
Kaufmann, “Luminous Reputations,” in Science Digest, \Vol. 89,
No. 1 (1981), p. 8.

“The details differ, but the essential elementsin the astronomi-
cal and biblical accounts of Genesis are the same: the chain of
events leading to man commenced suddenly and sharply at a defi-
nite moment in time, in a flash of light and energy . . For the
scientist who has lived by his faith in the power of reason, the
story ends like a bad dream. He has scaled the mountain of igno-
rance; heis about to conquer the highest peak; as he pulls himsel f
over thefinal rock, heisgreeted by aband of theologianswho have
been sitting there for centuries.”—*Robert Jastrow, God and the
Astronomers (1978) [one of the best-known astronomers of the
20th century].

“Everything pointswith overwhelming forceto adefinite event
or eventsof Creation at sometimeor timesnot infinitely remote.” —
*Sir James Jeans, Eos or The Wider Aspects of Cosmogeny, p. 35.

Sir Isaac Newton is considered one of the two greatest
scientists of the last 500 years. He clearly saw the implica-
tionsof celestial mechanicsand theintricately designed won-
dersin the sky.

“One day, as Newton sat reading in his study with his mecha-
nism on alargetable near him, afriend, who saw thingsdifferently
than he did, stepped in. Scientist that he was, he recognized at a
glance what was before him. Stepping up toit, he slowly turned the
crank, and with undisguised admiration watched the heavenly bod-
iesall moveintheir relative speed in their orbits.

“Standing off afew feet he exclaimed, ‘My! What an exquisite
thing this is! Who made it? Without looking up from his book,
Newton answered, ‘Nobody.’
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“Quickly turning to Newton, his friend said, ‘ Evidently you did
not understand my question. | asked who made this? Looking up
now, Newton solemnly assured him that nobody made it, but that the
apparatus had just happened to assume the form it was in.

“The astonished man replied with some heat, * You must think | am
afool! Of course somebody madeit, and heisagenius, and I’d liketo
know who heis!’

“Laying hisbook aside, Newton arose and said, ‘ Thisthing is but
apuny imitation of amuch grander system, whose laws you know,—
and here | am not able to convince you that this mere toy before you
iswithout a designer and maker!

“ ‘Yet you professto believe that the great original from which the
design is taken, with its more massive and complicated orbital mo-
tions, has comeinto being without either designer or maker! Now tell
me by what sort of reasoning do you reach such aconclusion? "—The
Minnesota Technolog, October 1957.

“1 know of no reason [for the motion of the planets] but because
the Author of the system thought it convenient.”—Isaac Newton,
Four Letters to Richard Bentley, in *Milton K. Munitz (ed.), Theories of
the Universe (1957), p. 212.

EVOLUTION COULD NOT DO THIS

The marsupials are the pouched mammals. Two of the best-known
are the American opossum (the only marsupial in North America) and the
Australian kangaroo.

An egg developsinsidethe mother marsupial, and whenitisbornitis
no larger than atiny bean! It isblind, deaf, hairless, and |ooks somewhat
likeatiny worm. A newborn opossum is smaller than ahoney bee, and six
will fit in aspoon. There are 12-15 in each litter.

Emerging from the birth canal, this ailmost brainless baby ought to
drop onto the ground and dieright there. But no, it holdstightly to the fur
of its mother, and slowly crawls along distance over to the pouch. The
mother usually knows nothing about its birth, so does not help it in any
way. How does the baby know which direction to travel?

Down into the pouch it goes, and there it fastens onto a nipple.
Immediately, the nipple enlarges, locking the tiny creature to it. There it
remains for many months as it grows.

The kangaroo makes two kinds of milk simultaneously: milk for the
tiny baby, and other milk for a young kangaroo hopping alongside. Each
type of milk differs considerably in nutritional content.



CHAPTER 2 -STUDY AND REVIEW QUESTIONS
THE BIG BANG AND STELLAR EVOLUTION

GRADES 5 TO 12 ON A GRADUATED SCALE

1 - Draw a simple sketch of our solar system, with the
sun, planets, and some of the moons. Then draw a second
sketch of what our part of the sky would look like if an out-
ward moving explosion of gas [from a “Big Bang”] were to
pass through it. Would it produce our sun, with planets cir-
cling it, and moons circling the planets?

2 - Draw a sketch of the supposed Big Bang in the center
of asheet of paper. All around it jot down brief-sentence rea-
sons why that theory would be impossible.

3 - Draw apicture of electrons circling a nucleus. Find a
Periodic Table of Elements. Do you believe those very com-
plicated elements, with their whirling electrons, could have
made themselves out of nothing?

4 - *Fred Hoyle devel oped an incorrect theory, known as
the steady-state theory. Later he repudiated it publicly. What
do you think of Dr. Hoyle for doing that? Do you think it is
common for most evolutionists to later reject a theory they
have held for many years?

5 - Write a paper disproving one of the following: Big
Bang theory, background radiation theory, redshift theory,
expanding universe theory.

6 - Could outward-flowing gas and random action of
molecules really have produced stars, planets, and life on our
world? Tell why you do or do not think so.

7 - Explain the difference between “Kelvin,” “Celsius,”
and “absolute zero.” How is““Celsius” different than *““Fahren-
heit”?

8 - Explain the difference between the four types of red-
shift explanations: (1) first-order Doppler effect (speed theory),
(2) gravitational shift, (3) second-order Doppler effect, and
(4) energy-loss, tired-light shift.

9 - Research the meaning of the following terms and ex-
plain each in a brief statement: laws of nature, angular mo-
mentum, helium mass 4 gap, periodic table of elements, su-
pernova, inverse-square law, Hubble constant, second law of
thermodynamics.
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Chapter § ———

THE ORIGIN
OF THE EARTH

Why the Earth did not evolve
out of a molten state

This chapter is based on pp. 117-151 of Origin of the
Universe (Volume One of our three-volume Evolution
Disproved Series). Not included in this chapter are at
least 38 statements by scientists. You will find them,
plus much more, on our website: evolution-facts.org.

Within the past 50 years there has surfaced a large
amount of scientific data that disproves evolution. In this
present study, we will primarily focus on just one of these
discoveries.

And this one discovery, which took years to care-
fully research, itself disproves the theories of the Big
Bang, stellar evolution, and theformation of earth from
molten rocks.

That discovery concerns something that is very
small in nature, yet therearetrillionsof them! Although
evolutionist scientists havetried very hard to disprovethis
discovery, they have been unable to do so.

The man who researched it out is Robert V. Gentry,
and the incredible discovery is astounding (*#1/9 What
Scientists and Research Writers Have Said about the Re-
search of Robert Gentry / #2/16 What Other Scientists Have
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POLONIUM-218 HALO—lllustrated below is
an idealized cross section of a polonium-218
halo. Its alpha particles have 6.00 MeV (million
electron volts) of energy. Polonium 218 (Po 218)
has a half-life of 3 minutes. Its decay is followed
by two other alpha halo producers: polonium 214
(Po 214) and polonium 210 (Po 210). Each one
produces a halo in the granite. When sliced
through the central grain, they appear to be three
concentric circles.
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Said about It / #3/14 What Evolution Has Said about It*).

Consider these facts, which were uncovered by Gentry’s
research:

(1) The major basement rockson our planet (gran-
ite) did not originate from the gradual cooling of mol-
ten lava, but cameintobeingin their present solid form.
That fact completely disproves the Big Bang and every
evolutionary theory of the origins of stars and our world.

(2) Thosemaj or rock for mationscameinto existence
within a space of less than three minutes time! Incred-
ible? Yes! But scientific evidence confirmsit.

You are about to learn about thetrillions upon trillions
of radiohalos that are in all the granite rocks, boulders,
mountains, and foundation strata of the world. Thoselittle
halos prove that those rocks came into existence in solid
form within less than 180 seconds!

The above is the introduction to a lengthy chapter in
our three-volume set. The complete chapter (chapter 5) is
on our website. Here is a brief summary of the findings:

Po-218 HALOS - AND THE ORIGIN OF GRANITE

In the late 1800s, scientists began studying rocks with
microscopes in order to better understand their crystals and
composition. Learning how to cut rocks into thin slices, they
turned their microscopes on certain rocks, especially gran-
ite—and found small colored concentric circlesinside them.
It was eventually realized that these were actually spherical
shells that went around a central grain in the center (some-
thing like slicing an onion through the middle, and finding
circles; that is, circlesinside circles.) These circles (actualy
dliced sections of the spheres) were given the name, “ha-
los.” We today call them ““radiohalos.” (The technical term
is pleochroic halos.)

A radiohalo is the mark left around a particle of aradio-
active substance by the radiation coming from the particle.
It can only form in asolid, such asrock; since, in aliquid or
in molten rock, the mark would dissipate and could not be
seen.
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1 - There are many polonium 218, 214, and 210 halosin
granite; in fact, careful specimen counts and extrapolations
based on them reved that there aretrillions upon trillions
of them in granites all over the world.

2 - The vast mgjority of these polonium 218, 214, and
210 radiohal os have no uranium 238 halos with them. There-
fore they are primary polonium halos, and not daughter
products of (not made by) uranium 238.

3 - The primary polonium-218 (Po 218) halos are totally
independent of radioactive parents. They are origina in all
rock in which they are found. There is no evidence that
they were caused by uranium in the central grain or by
passing uranium streams.

4 - Theseindependent Po-218 halosdevelop their half-
life halo in only three minutes (in other words, they emit
radiation for only afew minutes), so the radiohalos had to
bein those rocks when the rocks were first brought into
existence.

5 - Therock in which they are found had to be solid
at the time it was first brought into existence, or those
halos could not form inside it within that three minutes.
However, all evolutionary theories say that the earth was
molten for millions of years.

6 - Since Po-218 halos are found by the trillions
throughout all the granite of theworld, all of that granite
had to originally become solid in far lessthan three min-
utes, when it was first created, in order for the Po-218
halosto form properly.

7 - Since this granite is the basement rock, forming a
thick layer, with the continents of the world above it and the
basalt and magma below it, all this continental foundation
had to be formed solid in less than three minutes time.
With this fact in mind, there is little reason to expect the
magma below and the continents above to have been
formed in millions of years, if the granite between them
was formed in less than three minutes.

For example, nearly everyone has dropped an Alkaseltzer
tablet into a glass of water and watched it fizz away. If you
found a glass of ice with half an Alkaseltzer tablet in the
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bottom, and bubbles going up in the ice, what would you
conclude? Obviously theice froze very quickly, or the tablet
and bubbles would have disappeared. So we can know that
the granites became solid in minutes, or the polonium
radiohal os would not have formed.

8 - The alpha-recoil technique has proven that these
isolated, independent Po-218 hal oswere definitely not caused
by “passing uranium or other radioactive solutions” as theo-
rized by critics of this discovery. Alpha-recoil research re-
vedls that radioactive damage trails are aways left by pass-
ing radioactive solutions.

9 - The granites should not be classified with the igne-
ousrocks (all of which camefrom molten rock), but rather as
primordia or Genesisrocks. Granite (generally amost white
in color) is original in its present solid form and is not
secondary to a prior cooling from the black basalt be-
neath it or from anything else.

10 - Granite with its large crystals cannot be made
from any molten rock, including molten granite! When
men melt granite, and then let it cool, it always reformsitself
into ryolite, never into granite. Ryolite has smaller crystals
and looks different. Thisisanother evidence that granite was
not formed from molten rock.

11 - Po-218, Po-214, and Po-210 halos in granite cannot
be reproduced in the laboratory. No one has provided an
acceptable explanation of how independent polonium
could have gotten inside those granitesin the first place.
It is an impossible situation, but there they are.

12 - Lab tests on polonium hal os are often made on mica
in granite. But fluorite, another large granite mineral, aso
has polonium halos. Unlike mica, fluoriteis a totally solid
mineral, and polonium halos imbedded within it are the
same as though they were imbedded in solid, thick,

unflawed glass.
13 - Another strong evidence that the independent

polonium halosare unique, and not daughter products of
uranium, isthefact that thering structures of polonium
aredifferent than thosein uranium-chain halos. The sun-
burst pattern of delicate needle fision tracks, always seenin
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uranium radiohal o chains after etching, istotally missing from
polonium radiohalos.

Po-210 HALOS IN WOO0D - AND THE FLOOD

14 - Research into true secondary polonium halos (com-
ing from uranium) revealed that only polonium-210 (and not
also 214 or 218) halos are to be found within coalified wood.
This is due to the fact that secondary Po-214 and Po-218,
with their very short half-lives, could not escape and relo-
cate rapidly enough from uranium parents to form halos.

15 - The presence of Po-210 halosin the wood reveals
avery rapid deposition of the wood during a flood.

16 - Elliptical (squashed, oval-shaped) Po-210 halos
reveal that rapid covering of thiswood occurred, as ma-
terial was piled on top of it.

17 - The existence of double Po-210 halos (squashed
halos, with round ones superimposed on top of them) re-
veals that rapid formation of the rock strata above the
coalified wood occurred; for, within only a few decades,
theincrease of pressure from additional overlay material had
stopped occurring.

18 - Because these wood samples came from three
different geological strata levels, separated according to
evolutionary theory by millions of years, and becausethe
seven major eventsthat happened to onegroup of samples
happened tothem all—firm evidenceisthusprovided that
a single Flood (occurring at onetime in history) wasre-
sponsiblefor therapid deposition of all these strata. This
is strong evidence against evolutionary dating of the rock
strata of earth.

HELIUMVI INl ZIRCON CRYSTALS
- AND THE AGE OF THE EARTH

19 - Analysis of zircon crystals, from five levels of
hot rock in a 15,000-foot hole, revealed that almost no
increase of lead escape had occurred at even the lowest
level. Thisis powerful evidence in favor of ayoung earth
and is consistent with a 6000-year age.

20 - Analysisof helium content in those small zircon
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crystals revealed amazingly high retention in 197° C
[386.6° F] zircon crystals. This providesadouble proof for
avery young age for the earth. If the earth were millions of
years old, that helium would have totally escaped from the
zircon crystals.

21 - Thelead-206/lead-207 ratio istoo high, whichis
additional evidence that the independent polonium halos
were not originally derived from uranium.

Robert Gentry has written a 316-page book about his findings.
Youwill find it to be fascinating reading. It not only discussesthe scientific
facts, but aso tells the story of how he made the discoveries, reported on
them extensively in professional journals,—and eventually was shut out of
the scientific community, when it was realized that his discoveries sup-
ported Creation. The book is entitled, Creation’s Tiny Mystery, and can be
obtained by sending $12.95, plus $2.00 to cover shipping charges, to Earth
Science Associates, Box 12067, Knoxville, TN 37912.

CHAPTER 3 - STUDY AND REVIEW QUESTIONS
THE ORIGIN OF THE EARTH
GRADES 5 TO 12 ON A GRADUATED SCALE

1 - Draw adiagram of apolonium 218 halo and identify
the various parts.

2 - Write abrief report on granite, what it is composed of,
whereit isfound, and its commercia importance.

3- Why does Gentry classify granite asa” Genesisrock”?

4 - List 10 of the 21 findings of Robert Gentry and their
implications.

5- Writeabrief paragraph or two, describing aradiohal o.
Also explain why and how was it formed.

EVOLUTION COULD NOT DO THIS

It was not until the 13th century that navigators began using com-
passes (needles floating on oil). But bacteria, animals, and birds have
tiny bits of magnetite, a natural magnetic stone, in their brains to help
guide them in their travels. How can this possibly be? Where did the
stones come from? How do they use them to orientate and guide them?
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Chapter § ———

THE AGE
OF THE EARTH

Why the Earth
is not millions of years old

This chapter is based on pp. 153-179 of Origin of the
Universe (Volume One of our three-volume Evolution
Disproved Series). Not included in this chapter are at
least 15 statements by scientists. You will find them,
plus much more, on our website: evolution-facts.org.

How old is Planet Earth? Thisis an important ques-
tion. Even though long ages of time are not a proof of evo-
lution, yet without the long ages evolution could not occur
(if it were possible for it to occur).

Actually, there are many evidences that our world is
quite young. Here are some of them:

First we shall consider EVIDENCE FROM THE
STARS that the universe itself is quite young:

1- STAR CLUSTERS—Thereare many star clustersin
the universe. Each oneisacircular ball composed of hil-
lions upon billions of stars, each with its own orbit. Sci-
ence tells us that some of these clusters—with their
stars—are moving so rapidly, together, in a certain di-
rection that it should beimpossiblefor them toremain
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together if the universe were very old.

2- LARGE STARS—Some stars are so enormousin
diameter that it isthought that they could not have ex-
isted for even afew million years, otherwisetheir initial
larger mass would have been impossibly large. These
massive stars radiate energy very rapidly—some as much
as 100,000 to 1 million times more rapidly than our own
sun. On the hydrogen basis of stellar energy, they could
not have contained enough hydrogen to radiate at such fast
rates for long ages, because their initial mass would have
had to be far too gigantic.

3 - HIGH-ENERGY STARS—Some stars are ra-
diating energy so intensely that they could not possibly
have survived for a long period of time. This includes
the very bright O and B class stars, the Wolf-Rayfert stars,
and the P Cygni stars. Radiation levels of 100,000 to 1
million times as much as our own sun are emitted by these
stars! Yet, by the standard solar energy theory, they do not
contain enough hydrogen to perpetuate atomic fusion longer
than approximately 50,000 to 300,000 years.

4 - BINARY STARS—Many of the starsin the sky are
binaries: two stars circling one another. But many of these
binary systemspoint ustoayoungagefor theuniverse,
becausethey consist of theoretically “young” and “ old”
starscircling one another.

5 - HYDROGEN IN UNIVERSE—According to one
theory of solar energy, hydrogen is constantly being con-
verted into helium as stars shine. But hydrogen cannot be
made by converting other elementsinto it. *Fred Hoyle, a
leading astronomer, maintains that, if the universe were
as old as Big Bang theorists contend, there should be
littlehydrogen init. 1t would all have been transfor med
into helium by now. Yet stellar spectra reveal an abun-
dance of hydrogen in the stars, therefore the universe must
be youthful.
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Next we shall consider EVIDENCE FROM OUR
SOLAR SYSTEM that our solar system is quite young:

6- SOLAR COL L APSE—Research studiesindicatethat
our sun is gradually shrinking at a steady rate of seconds
of arc per century. At its rate of shrinkage, as little as
50,000 year s ago the sun would have been so lar ge that
our oceanswould bail. But in far lessatimethan 50,000
years, life here would have ceased to exist. Recent stud-
ies have disclosed that neither the size of the sun, nor our
distance from it, could be much greater or smaller—in or-
der for life to be sustained on our planet.

“By analyzing data from Greenwich Observatory in
the period 1836-1953, John A. Eddy [Harvard-Smith-
sonian Center for Astrophysics and High Altitude Ob-
servatory in Boulder] and Aram A. Boornazian [math-
ematician with S. Ross and Co. in Boston] have found
evidence that the sun has been contracting about 0.1%
per century during that time, corresponding to a shrink-
age rate of about 5 feet per hour. And digging deep into
historical records, Eddy has found 400-year-old eclipse
observationsthat are consistent with such ashrinkage.” —
**Sun is Shrinking,” Physics Today, September 1979.

Extrapolating back, 100,000 years ago, the sun would
have been about twice its present size, making life unten-
able.

7- SOLARNEUTRINOS—IN1968it wasdiscovered
that the sun is emitting hardly any neutrinos. This evi-
dence pointsdirectly to a very youthful sun. These neu-
trinos ought to be radiating outward from the sun in very
large amounts, but thisis not occurring. Thisfact, coupled
with the discovery that the sun is shrinking in size, point to
arecently created sun.

8- COMETS—Comets, journeying around the sun, are
assumed to have the same age as our world and solar sys-
tem. But, as *Fred Whipple has acknowledged, astrono-
mers have no ideawhere or how comets originated. Yet we
know that they are continually disintegrating. This is
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because they are composed of bits of rocky debris held
together by frozen gases and water. Each time a comet
circles the sun, some of the ice is evaporated and some of
the gasis boiled away by the sun’s heat. Additional mate-
rial islost through gravitational forces, tail formation, me-
teor stream production, and radiativeforces. The most spec-
tacular part of acomet isitstail, yet this consists of mate-
rial driven away from its head by solar energy. All the tail
material islost in space as the comet moves onward.

A number of comets have broken up and dissipated
within the period of human observation. Some of those regu-
larly seen in the nineteenth century have now vanished.
Others have died spectacularly by plunging into the sun.

Evidently all thecometsshould self-destruct within
atimeframethat isfairly short. Careful study hasindi-
cated that the effect of this dissolution process on short-
term comets would have totally dissipated them within
10,000 years.

Thereare numerous cometscircling our sun, including
many short-term ones, with no source of new cometsknown
to exist.

9- COMET WATER—It hasonly beeninrecent years
that scientists have discovered that comets are primarily
composed of water, and that many small cometsare con-
tinually striking the earth. Yet each strike adds more
water to our planet. Scientific evidence indicates that, if
the earth was hillions of years old, our oceans would be
filled several times over with water.

10 - SOLAR WIND—ASs the sun’s radiation flows
outward, it appliesan outward forceon very, very small
particles orbiting the sun. All of the particles smaller
than 100,000th of a centimeter in diameter should have
long ago been “blown out” of our solar system, if the
solar system were hillions of years old. Yet research stud-
ies by satellites in space have shown that those small par-
ticlesare abundant and still orbiting the sun. Therefore our
solar system is quite young.
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11 - SOLAR DRAG—Thisisaprinciple known as the
“Poynting-Robertson Effect.”” Our sun exertsasolar drag
on the small rocks and larger particles (micrometeor-
oids) in our solar system. This causesthese particlesto
spiral down into thesun and bedestroyed. The sun, act-
ing like agiant vacuum cleaner, sweeps up about 100,000
tons [82,301 mt] of micrometeoroids each day. The actual
process by which this occurs has been analyzed. Each par-
ticle absorbs energy from the sun and then re-radiatesit in
al directions. This causes a slowing down of the particle
initsorbit and causesit to fall into the sun. At its present
rate, our sun would have cleaned up most of the par-
ticlesin lessthan 10,000 year s, and all of it within 50,000
years.

Yet thereis an abundance of these small piecesof rock,
and thereis no known source of replenishment. Thisisbe-
cause each solar system would lock in its own micromete-
oroids, so they could not escape to another one; and the
gravity on each planet and moon would forbid any of its
gravel to fly out into space.

Next we shall consider EVIDENCE FROM THE
OTHER PLANETS IN OUR SOLAR SYSTEM that the
solar system is quite young:

12 - COMPOSITION OF SATURN’S RINGS—*GP.
Kuiper reported, in 1967, that the trillions of particlesin
theringscircling the planet Saturn are primarily com-
posed of solid ammonia. Since solidified ammonia has
a much higher vapor pressurethan even ice, reputable
scientistsrecognizethat it could not survive long with-
out vaporizing off into space. Thisisastrong indicator of
ayoung age for Saturn’srings.

13 - BOMBARDMENT OF SATURN'S RINGS—Me-
teoroids bombarding Saturn’s rings would have de-
stroyed them in far less than 20,000 years.

14- MORE RING PROBL EM S—NASA Voyager treks
have disclosed that Jupiter and Uranus also have rings en-
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circling them! (In addition, 21989 Neptune flyby revealed
that it also hasrings—four of them.) These discoverieshave
only augmented the problem of the evolutionists; for this
would indicateayoung agefor thosethree planetsalso.

15- JUPITER'SMOONS—The Voyager | space probe
was launched on September 5, 1977. Aimed at the planet
Jupiter, it madeits closest approach to that planet on March
5, 1979. Thousands of pictures and thousands of measure-
ments were taken of Jupiter and its moons.

lo is the innermost of the four original “ Galilean
moons,” and was found to have over sixty active vol-
canoes! These volcanoes spew plumes of g ectafrom 60 to
160 miles [97 to 257 km] above 10's surface. Thisis as-
tounding.

Nothing on our planet can match this continuous stream
of material being shot out by 10’'svolcanoesat avelocity of
2,000 miles per hour [3218 km per hour]! The usual evolu-
tionary model portrays al the planets and moons as being
molten 5 billion years ago. During the next billion years
they are said to have had active volcanoes. Then, 4 billion
years ago, the volcanism stopped asthey cooled. loisquite
small; yet it hasthe most active volcanoes we know of.
Obvioudly, it is quite young and its internal heat has
not had time to cool.

16 - MOONS TOO DIFFERENT—If all four moons
of Jupiter’s“ Galilean moons’ evolved, they should be
essentially alikein physical characteristics. Thetheorized
millions of years they have existed should cause them to
have the same amount of volcanoes and impact craters, but
thisisnot so. In contrast, arecent Creation would explain
|0's volcanoes and the variety of other surface features.

Next we shall consider EVIDENCE FROM OUR
OWN MOON that it is quite young:

17 -MOON DUST—AIthough most people do not
know it, one of the reasons so much money was spent to
send a rocket to the moon was to see how thick the dust
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was on its surface!

Evolutionists had long held to the fact (as we do) that
the earth and moon are about the same age. It is believed,
by many, that the earth and its moon are billions of years
old. If that weretrue, themoon would by now havebuilt
up a 20-60 mile [32 to 97 km] layer of dust on it!

In *Isaac Asimov’s first published essay (1958), he
wrote:

“ ..l getapicture, therefore, of thefirst spaceship [to
themoon], picking out anicelevel placefor landing pur-
poses, coming slowly downward tail-first and sinking
majestically out of sight.”—*Isaac Asimov, Asimov on
Science: A Thirty-Year Retrospective (1989), xvi-xvii.

Inthe1950s, *R.A. Lyttleton, ahighly respected astro-
nomer, said this;

“The lunar surface is exposed to direct sunlight, and
strong ultraviolet light and X-rays [from the sun] can
destroy the surface layers of exposed rock and reduce
them to dust at the rate of a few ten-thousandths of an
inch per year. But even this minute amount could, dur-
ing the age of the moon, be sufficient to form a layer
over it several miles deep.”—*R.A. Lyttleton, quoted in
R. Wysong, Creation-Evolution Controversy, p. 175.

In5to 10 billion years, 3 or 4/10,000ths of an inch per
year would produce 20-60 miles [32-97 km] of dust. In
view of this, our men at NASA were afraid to send men to
the moon. Landing there, they would be buried in dust and
quickly suffocate! So NASA first sent an unmanned lander
to its surface, which made the surprising discovery that
there was hardly any dust on the moon! In spite of that
discovery, Neil Armstrong was decidedly worried about
this dust problem as his March 1970 flight in Apollo 11
neared. He feared his lunar lander would sink deeply into
it and he and Edwin Aldrin would perish. But because the
moon is young, they had no problem. Thereisnot over 2
or 3inches[5.08 or 7.62 cm] of dust on itssurface! That
istheamount onewould expect if the moon were about
6000-8000 years old.
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*Dr. Lyttleton’sfactswere correct; solar radiation does
indeed turn the moon rocksinto dust. With only afew inches
of dust, the moon cannot be older than afew thousand years.

It is significant that studies on the moon have shown
that only 1/60th of the one- or two-inch dust layer onthe
moon originated from outer space. This has been cor-
roborated by still more recent measurements of the influx
rate of dust on the moon, which also do not support an old
maoon.

18- LUNAR SOIL—Analysis of lunar soil negates the
possibility of long agesfor the moon’s existence. Thedirt
on the moon does not reveal the amount of soil mixing
that would be expected if the moon were very old.

19 - LUNAR ISOTOPES—Many wonder what value
there has been in collecting moon rocks. One of the most
surprising moon rock discoveries is seldom mentioned:
Short-lived Uranium 236 and Thorium .230 werefound
in those stones! Short-term radioactive isotopes do not
last long; they quickly turnintotheir end product, which
islead. If the moon were even 50,000 years old, these
short-life radioisotopes would long since have decayed
into lead. But instead they wererelatively abundant in the
moon rocks! Theimportance of this should not be underes-
timated. The moon cannot be older than several thousand
years.

20 - LUNAR RADIOACTIVE HEAT—Rocks brought
by Apollo teams from the moon have been dated by the
various radiometric methods. A variety of very conflict-
ing dates haveresulted from thesetests. But the factor
of relatively high radioactivity of those rocksindicates
ayoung age for the moon.

21 - LUNAR GASES—Severd inert gases have been
found on the surface of the moon. Scientists believe that
these gases came from the sun, in the form of “solar
wind.” Mathematical calculation revealsthat, at today’s
intensity of solar wind, theamount of inert gasesfound
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on the moon would be built up in 1,000 to 10,000
years, —and no longer. These calculations are based on
Argon 36 and Krypton 84 concentrations. Even 20,000 years
ago would be far too lengthy atime. Therefore the moon
could not be older than about 6,000-10,000 years.

22-LUNAR PHENOM ENA—A growing collectionof deta
of transient lunar activity (moon quakes, lava flows, gas
emissions, etc.) reveals that the moon is not a cold, dead
body. It is still adjusting to inner stresses and is not yet in
thermal equilibrium. Yet, all things considered, if the moon
were very old it should not show such thermal activ-
ity.

23- LUNAR RECESSION—Scientistshavediscovered
twointeresting facts: (1) Themoon isalready far too close
totheearth, and (2) it isgradually moving farther away
from us. Thisiscalled recession of the moon. Dueto tidal
friction, the moon is slowly spiraling outward away from
planet earth! Based on therate at which the moon isreced-
ing from us, the earth and the moon cannot be very old.
This is an important point and can in no way be contro-
verted. The present rate of recession clearly indicates a
young age for the earth-moon system. If the moon were
older—even 20 to 30,000 years old,—it would at that
earlier timehave been so closethat it would havefallen
into the earth!

“The moon is slowly receding from Earth at about 4
cm[1¥2in] per year, and therate would have been greater
in the past. The moon could never have been closer than
18,400 km [11,500 miles], known as the Roche Limit,
because Earth’s tidal forces would have shattered it.”—
Jonathan Sarfati, Creation Ex Nihilo, September 1979.

Next we shall consider EVIDENCE FROM THE AT-
MOSPHERE that the earth is quite young:

24 - ATMOSPHERIC HELIUM—The radioactive de-
cay of either uranium or thorium produces helium. Accor d-
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ing to evolutionary theory, these decay chains have
been going on for billions of years, and should there-
fore have produced a much larger quantity of helium
than isfound in our world. The amount of helium on our
planet is far too small, if our world has existed for long
ages.

“There ought to be about a thousand times as much
helium in the atmosphere as there is.”—* “What Hap-
pened to the Earth’s Helium?”” New Scientist, 24, De-
cember 3, 1964.

To fit the evolutionary pattern, our atmosphere would
now have to contain much more than our present 1.4 parts
per million of helium. Someevolutionists have suggested
that the helium is escaping out into space, but no evi-
dencehasever been found to substantiatethis. Research
has shown that, although hydrogen can escape from the
earth, helium is not able to reach “escape velocity.” In or-
der to do so, thetemperature of the planet would haveto be
too high to support the life that evolutionists say has been
here for over abillion years.

To make matters worse, not only are we not losing he-
lium to outer space—we are getting more of it from there!
*Cook has shown that helium, spewed out by the sun’'s
corona, is probably entering our atmosphere (Melvin A.
Cook, “Where is the Earth’s Radiogenic Helium?”” Nature
179, January 26, 1957).

Atmospheric helium is produced from three sources.
(1) radioactive decay of uranium and thorium. (2) Cosmic
helium flowing into our atmosphere from space, but espe-
cially the sun’s corona. (3) Nuclear reactionsin the earth’s
crust, caused by cosmic ray bombardment.

Kofahl and Segraves conclude that, using all three
helium sourcesin the calculation, earth’s atmospheric
agewould bereduced to 10,000 year s. In addition to this,
aworldwide catastrophic event in the past such asthe Flood
could, for ashort time, have unleashed much larger anounts
of helium into the atmosphere. Such an event could sig-
nificantly reduce the total atmospheric age. Helium con-
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tent isagood measure, since there is no known way it can
escape from the atmosphere into outer space.

Also see Larry Vardiman, The Age of the Earth’s
Atmosphere: A Study of the Helium Flux through the
Atmosphere (1990), in which he argues that, on the basis
of atmospheric helium content, the earth cannot be over
10,000 yearsold.

25 - CARBON-14 DISINTEGRATION—T he present
wor [dwide buildup of radiocarbon in the atmosphere
would have produced all the world’s radiocarbon in
several thousand years. Yet, ironicaly, it is Carbon 14
that isused by evolutionist scientistsin an attempt to prove
that life has existed on our planet for millions of years!

Robert Whitelaw, a nuclear and engineering expert at
Virginia Polytechnic Institute, found that the production
rate is not equal to the disintegration rate. In fact, his cal-
culations reveal a recent turning on of the C-14 clock,—
otherwise the two factors would be balanced. Whitelaw’s
research indicates that the clock was turned on approxi-
mately 8,000 years ago. (See chapter 6, Inaccurate Dating
Methods, for more on radiocarbon dating.)

Next we shall consider EVIDENCE FROM
METEORITES that the earth is quite young:

26 - METEOR DUST—Meteors are continually hur-
tling into the atmosphere and landing on our planet. They
are then known as meteorites. But small amounts of me-
teor dust (called micrometeors and too small to see) also
enter our atmosphere and gradually settleto earth. The com-
position of these materialsisiron, nickel, and silicate com-
pounds.

On the average, about 20 million meteors collide
with the earth’s atmosphere every 24 hours. It is now
known that, because of meteorites and meteorite dust, the
earth increases in weight by about 25 tons [22.7 mt] each
day.
We have here another evidence of a young earth; for
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the amount of meteorites and meteorite dust earlier
accumulated in rock strata, in relation to the amounts
reaching the earth at present, would indicate an age
in thousands of years, not millions.

27- METEOR CRATERS—Meteor cratersarefairly easy
tolocate, especially sincewe now have such excellent aerial
and satellite mapping systems. For example, the meteor
crater near Winslow, Arizona, is¥amile[1.2 km] in diam-
eter and 600 feet [1,829 dm] deep. Efforts have been
made to locate meteor cratersin the rock strata, but
without success. They always lie closeto or on the sur-
face. This and erosional evidence indicate that all the
meteor craterswhich havestruck theearth areall only
a few thousand years old. No larger meteors struck the
earth prior to that time, for no meteor craters are found
anywhere in the lower rocks.

28 - METEOR ROCK S—M eteors of various types are
continually plunging into earth’s atmosphere, and some
reach the surface and are then called meteorites. Suppos-
edly this has happened for millions of years—yet all the
meteorites discovered are always right next to the earth’s
surface! Thereareno exceptions! No meteoritesareever
found in thedeeper (“older”) sedimentary strata. If the
earth werevery ancient, many should befound farther
down. Thisis an evidence of ayoung earth. It is aso an
indication that the sedimentary strata was rather quickly
laid down not too long in the past.

“No meteorites have ever been found in the geologic
column.”—*Fred Whipple, “Comets,” in The New As-
tronomy, p. 207.

*Asimov’s theory is that “crustal mixing” has re-
moved all trace of the meteorites. But the nickel from
those meteoritesshould still betherelitteringtheearth’s
surface and to be found beneath it. But thisis not the
case.

“For many years, | have searched for meteorites or
meteoric material in sedimentary rocks [the geological
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strata)] . . | have interviewed the late Dr. GP. Merrill, of
the U.S. National Museum, and Dr. GT. Prior, of the
British Natural History Museum, both well-known stu-
dents of meteorites, and neither man knew of a single
occurrence of ameteoritein sedimentary rocks.” —*W.A.
Tarr, “Meteorites in Sedimentary Rocks?”” Science 75,
January 1932.

29-TEKTITES—Tektitesareaspecial typeof glassy
meteorite. Large areas containing them are called *“strewn
fields.” Although some scientists claim that tektites are of
earthly origin, thereisdefinite evidence that they are actu-
aly meteorites.

Every so often, a shower of tektites falls to the earth.
The first were found in 1787 in what is now western
Czechoslovakia. Those in Australia were found in 1864.
They were given the name tektites, from a Greek word for
“molten,” because they appear to have melted in their pas-
sage through the atmosphere. Tektites have also been found
in Texasand several other places. Each shower lieson the
surface or in the topmost layers of soil; they are never
found in the sedimentary fossil-bearing strata. If the
earth were 5 billion years old, as suggested by evolution-
ists, we should expect to find tektite showersin all the strata.
If the earth is only a few thousand years old, and a Flood
produced al the strata, we would expect to find the tektites
only in the topmost layers of the ground and not in the
deeper strata. And that is where they are.

Thetektitesarefound on top of, what evolutionary
theory calls, “recent” soil, not beneath it. The evidence
isclear that thetektitesdid not work their way up from
beneath or wash down from older sedimentsat a higher
elevation.

Next we shall consider EVIDENCE FROM THE
GLOBE that the earth is quite young:

30 - EARTH ROTATION—T he spin of the earth—
which is now about 1,000 miles [1609 km] an hour—is
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gradually slowing down. Gravitational drag forces of the
sun, moon, and other factors cause this. If the earth were
really billionsof yearsold, asclaimed, it would already have
stopped turning on its axis! This is yet another evidence
that our world is not very old.

Lord Kelvin (the 19th-century physicist who introduced
the Kelvin temperature scale) used this slowing rotation as
areason why the earth could not be very old. The decline
in rotation rate is now known to be greater than previously
thought (Thomas G. Barnes, ““Physics: A Challenge to ‘Geo-
logic Times,””” Impact 16, July 1974).

Using adifferent cal culation, we can extrapol ate back-
ward from our present spin rate; and 5 billion years ago
our planet would have had to be spinning so fast it would
have changed to the shape of a flat pancake. We, today,
would still havethe effects of that: Our equator would now
reach 40 miles [64 km] up into the sky, and our tropical
areas—and al our oceans—would be at the poles. So, by
either type of calculation, our world cannot be morethan a
few thousand years old.

31 - MAGNETIC FIELD DECAY—AS you probably
know, the earth has a magnetic field. Without it, we could
not use compasses to identify the direction of magnetic
north (which is close to the North Pole). Dr. Thomas G
Barnes, a physics teacher at the University of Texas, has
authored awidely used college textbook on electricity and
magnetism. Working with data collected over the past 135
years, he has pointed out that earth’s magnetic field is
gradually decaying. Indeed, he has shown that this mag-
neticfield isdecreasing exponentially, according to ade-
cay law similar to the decay of radioactive substances.

In 1835 the German physicist, K.F. Gauss, made the
first measurement of the earth’s magnetic dipole moment;
that is, the strength of earth’s internal magnet. Additional
evaluations have been carried out every decade or so since
then. Since 1835, global magnetism hasdecreased 14 per-
cent!

On the basis of facts obtained from 1835 to 1965, this
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magnetic field appears to have a half-life of 1,400 years.
On this basis, even 7,000 years ago, the earth would have
had amagnetic field 32 times stronger than it now has. Just
20,000 years ago, enough Joule heat would have been gen-
erated to liquefy the earth. One million years ago the earth
would have had greater magnetism than all objectsin the
universe, and it would have vaporized! It would appear
that the earth could not be over 6,000 or 7,000 years old.
(On the accompanying graph, beyond the point where the
curve becomesvertical, our planet would have had the mag-
netosphere power of amagnetic star!)

“The over-all intensity of the field is declining at a
rate of 26 nanoteslas per year . . If the rate of decline
were to continue steadily, the field strength would reach
zero in 1,200 years.”—*““Magnetic Field Declining,”
Science News, June 28, 1980.

“In the next two millennia, if the present rate of de-
cay is sustained, the dipole component of the [earth’s
magnetic] field should reach zero.”—*Scientific Ameri-
can, December 1989.

This magnetic decay processisnot a local process,
such as one would find in uranium, but worldwide; it
affectstheentireearth. It hasbeen accurately measured
for over 150 years, and is not subject to environmental
changes since it is generated deep in the earth’s inte-
rior.

If any fundamental planetary process ought to be a
reliable indicator of the earth’s age, it should be our earth’s
magnetic field—and it indicates an upper limit of decid-
edly less than 10,000 years for the age of the earth.

Most of the factors described above would apply to
the age of the earth, which appears to be decidedly less
than 10,000 years.

Most of the following items of evidence would apply
to the length of time since the Flood, which evidence in-
dicates may have occurred about 4350 years ago.
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Next we shall consider EVIDENCE FROM BE-
NEATH THE SURFACE that the earth is quite young:

32- ESCAPING NATURAL GAS—Oil and gasare usu-
ally located in aporous and permeabl e rock, like sandstone
or limestone, which is sealed by an impermeabl e rock-like
shale. Fluids and gas can easily travel through the contain-
ing rock, but more slowly pass out of theimpermeabl e cap.
Evolutionary theory postulates that, tens or hundreds of
millions of years ago, the oil and gasweretrapped in there.

But natural gas can still get through the shale cap.
A recent study analyzed therate of escape of gasthrough
shale caps. It was found to be far too rapid for ac-
ceptance by evolutionary theory. If the world were bil-
lions of years old, all the natural gas would already have
escaped.

33 - OlL PRESSURE—Frequently, when oil well drill-
ersfirst penetrateinto oil, ageyser (“gusher”) of oil spews
forth. Studies of the permeability of the surrounding rock
indicate that any pressurewithin theoil bed should have
bled off within afew thousand year s, but thisobviously
hasnot happened yet. The excessive pressurewithin these
oil beds refutesthe “old earth” theory and provides strong
evidencethat these deep rock formations and the entrapped
oil are less than 7,000-10,000 years old. The great pres-
sures now existing in oil reserves could only have been
sustained for a few thousand years.

“Why do we see an explosive gusher when a drill
strikes oil? Because oil, like natural gas, is maintained
in the earth at enormously high pressure—about 5,000
pounds per square inch at a depth of 10,000 feet. Sup-
posedly oil and gas have been lying there for millions of
years. But how could they have lasted that long without
leaking or otherwise dissipating those extreme pres-
sures.”—James Perloff, Tornado in a Junkyard (1999),
p. 136.

34-OlL SEEPAGE—A 1972 article, by *Max Blumer,
(**“Submarine Seeps: Are They a Major Source of Open
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Ocean Oil Pollution?”” in Science, Vol. 176, p. 1257)
offers decided evidence that the earth’s crust is not as old
as evolutionist geologists had thought. * Blumer says that
oil seepage from the seafloor cannot be a source of
oceanic oil pollution. He explains that if that much
had been regularly seeping out of the ocean floor, all
the ail in offshore wells would be gone long ago if the
earth were older than 20,000 years.

In contrast, geologists have already located 630 billion
barrels[1,002 billion kI] of oil that can be recovered from
offshore wells. But if our planet were older than 20,000
years, there would be no offshore oil of any kind to locate
and recover through oil rigs.

35 - LACK OF ANCIENTLY DESTROYED RE-
SERVOIRS—AII of the ail in the world must have been
placed there only in the recent past. We can know this be-
cause if long ages of time had elapsed for earth’s his-
tory, then we should find evidence of anciently destroyed
oil reservoirs. There would be places where all the oil
had leaked out and left only residues, which would show
in drilling cores! But such locations are never found. Coal
isfound in various stages of decomposition, but oil reser-
voirs are never found to have seeped away.

36 - MOLTEN EARTH—Deep within the earth, the
rocks are molten; but, if the earth were billions of years
old, long agesago our planet would have cooled far more
than it now has.

37-VOLCANIC ERUPTIONS—Therearefew active
volcanoestoday; yet, at sometimein thepast, therewere
thousandsof them. In chapter 14, Effects of the Flood, we
will learn that many of these were active during the time
that the oceans were filling with water.

Thegreater part of theearlier volcanism apparently
occurred within a narrow band of time just after the
Flood. If it had lasted longer, our world today would have
afar larger amount of volcanic material covering its sur-
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face. Instead we find that the Deluge primarily laid down
the sedimentary deposits.

But eventoday’svolcanoesare anindication of an early
age for the earth. If even the present low rate of volcanic
activity had continued for the long ages claimed by evolu-
tionists for earth’s history, there would be far more lava
than there now is. Only a young age for our world can
explain the conditions we see on earth’s surface now.

38 - ZIRCON/LEAD RATIOS—This and the next dis-
covery were made by R.V. Gentry; both are discussed in
detail in chapter 3, Origin of the Earth, and in his book,
Nature’s Tiny Mystery.

Zircon crystals were taken in core samples from five
levels of avery hot, dry 15,000-foot [45,720 dm] hole in
New Mexico, with temperatures always above 313° C
[595.4° F]. That is more than 200° C [392° F] hotter than
the sea-level temperature of boiling water.

Radiogenic lead gradually leaks out of zircon crys-
tals, and does so more rapidly as the temperature in-
creases. But careful examination revealed that essen-
tially none of the radiogenic lead had diffused out of
that super-heated zircon. This evidence points strongly
to ayoung age for the earth.

39- ZIRCON/HELIUM RATIOS—When uranium and
thorium radioactively decay, they emit alpha particles—
which are actually helium atoms stripped of their electrons.
Analysisof thehelium content of those samezircon crys-
tals, from that same deep New Mexico hole, revealed
amazingly high helium retention in those crystals. Yet
helium is a gas and can diffuse out of crystals much more
rapidly than many other elements, including lead. Since
heat increases chemical activity, al that helium should be
goneif the earth were more than afew thousand years ol d.

40 - SOIL-WATER RATIO—There is clear evidence
in the soil beneath our feet that the earth is quite young;
for itisstill inthepartially water-soaked condition that
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it incurred at the time of the Flood. This evidence indi-
catesthat aFlood took place, and that it occurred not more
than a few thousand years ago. This is shown by water
tablelevels(which, asyou know, wetoday arerapidly drain-

ing).

Next we shall consider EVIDENCE FROM THE
EARTH’S SURFACE that the earth is quite young:

41 - TOPSOIL—The average depth of topsoil
throughout the world is about eight inches. Allowing
for losses due to erosion, it has been calculated that it re-
quires 300 to 1,000 years to build one inch [2.54 cm] of
topsoil. On this basis, the earth could only be afew thou-
sand years old.

42 - NIAGARA FALLS—The French explorer, Hen-
nepin, first mapped Niagara Fallsin 1678. From that time
until 1842, thefalls eroded the cliff beneath them at arate
of about 7 feet [213 cm] per year. More recent calcula-
tions would indicate a rate of 3.5 feet [106.68 cm] of
erosion per year. Since the length of the Niagara Falls
gorgeisabout 7 miles[11 km], the age of the fallswould
be 5,000 to 10,000 years.

But, of course, thewor ldwide Flood, the existence of
which is clearly established by rock strata and other
geological evidence, would have been responsible for a
massive amount of initial erosion of thefalls.

There are a number of large waterfalls in the world
which plungeinto gorges; and, over the centuries past, these
were dug out as the waterfall gradually eroded away the
cliff beneath it. In each instance, the distance of the cut
that has been made, in relation to the amount of erosion
that is being made each year by the falls, indicates only a
few thousand years since the falls began.

Next we shall consider EVIDENCE FROM THE
OCEANS that the earth is quite young:

43 - RIVER DELTAS—Did you ever see an air-view
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photograph of the Mississippi River delta?You can find an
outline of it on any larger United States map. That river
dumps 300 million cubic yards [229 million cubic meters]
of mud into the Gulf of Mexico every year, at the point
wheretheriver entersthe gulf. For thisreason, the State of
L ouisiana keeps becoming larger. Yet, for the amount of
sediment dumping that occurs, the Mississippi deltais
not very large. Infact, calculationsreveal it hasonly been
forming for the past 4,000 years.

The Mississippi-Missouri river system is the longest
in theworld and isabout 4,221 miles[6,792 km] in length.
Because, below Cape Girardeau, flatland inundation along
the Mississippi has always been aproblem, over ahundred
years ago, Congress commissioned * General Andrew A.
Humphreys to make a survey of the whole area. It was
completed in 1861. The English evolutionist, * Charles
Lyell, had earlier made a superficial examination of the
river and itsdeltaand declared theriver system to be 60,000
years old since, he said, the delta was 528 feet [1609 dm]
deep.
But Humphreysshowed that the actual depth of the
deltawasonly 40 feet. Below that was the blue clay of the
Gulf, and below that, marinefossils. Hisdiscovery revealed
that the lower Mississippi valley used to be a marine estu-
ary. Using Lyell’sformulafor age computation, Humphreys
arrived at an age of about 4,620 years, which would be
approximately the time of the Genesis Flood.

Lessdataisavailablefor other world river systems,
but what isknown agreeswith findingsabout the age of
the Mississippi delta.

Ur of the Chaldeeswas aseaport several thousand years
ago. Today it is almost 200 miles [322 km] from the Per-
sian Gulf. That distancewasfilled in asdelta for mation
filled from the Tigrisand Euphratesrivers. Archaeol o-
gists date the seaport Ur at 3,500 B.C. Assuming that date,
the deltaformed at 35 miles[56 km] for every 1000 years.

Accordingtoevolutionary theory, everything occur s
at a uniform rate and the earth is billions of years old. If
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that is so, 80,000 years ago the Persian Gulf would have
reached to Paris! At the same rate of delta formation,
120,000 years ago the Gulf of Mexico would have extended
up through the Mississippi River—to the North Pole!

44 - SEA OOZE—Asfish and plantsin the ocean die,
they drop tothebottom and gradually form an ooze, or
very soft mud, that isbuilt up on the ocean floors. This
occurs at the rate of about 1 inch [2.54 cm] every 1,500
years. Measuring the depth of this ooze, it is clear that the
earth is quite young.

45- EROSION IN THE OCEAN—If erosion hasbeen
occurring for millions of years, why below sea level in
the oceans do we find ragged cliffs, mountains not lev-
eled, oceans unfilled by sediments, and continents still
above sea level?

An excellent example of this is the topology of
Monterey Bay, California. It is filled with steep underwa-
ter canyons—so steep that small avalanches occur on them
quite frequently. (See **“Between Monterey Tides,”” Na-
tional Geographic, February 1990, pp. 2-43; especialy
note map on pp. 10-11.) If the earth were as old as the
evolutionistsclaim, all thiswould long ago have been flat-
tened out.

46 - THICKNESS OF OCEAN SEDIMENTS—About
29 billion tons[26.3 billion mt] of sediment isadded to
the ocean each and every year. If the earth were billions
of years old, the ocean floor would be covered by sedi-
ments from land measuring 60 to 100 miles[96.5 to 160.9
km] thick, and al the continents would be eroded away.
But, instead, we find only afew thousand feet of sediment
in the ocean and no indication that the continents have
eroded away even once. Calculations on the thickness of
ocean sediments yield only a few thousand years for our
planet.

The average depth of sediments on the ocean floor
isonly a little over ¥2 mile [.804 km]. But if the oceans
werebillionsof yearsold, therate of sediment deposit from
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the continents would have resulted in a minimum of 60
miles[96.6 km] of sediments, on the ocean floors, and closer
to 100 miles[160.9 km].

Plate tectonics theory (chapter 20, Paleomagnetism
[omitted from this book for lack of space; you will find it
in chapter 26 on our website]) declares that gradually
subducting plates bury themselves deep into the earth, car-
rying with them the sediments on top of them. But, accord-
ing to that theory, this would only remove about 2.75 x
10" tons [2.49 mt x 10%] per year, or merely 1/10th of the
annual new sediments being added from the continents!

The 60 miles[96.6 km] of ocean sediments needed by
the evolutionists for their theory is hopelessly missing.

47- OCEAN CONCENTRATIONS—Wehaveafairly
good idea of the amount of various elements and salts
that arein the oceansand also how much isbeing added
yearly by rivers, subterranean springs, rainwater, and
other sources. A comparison of the two factors pointsto a
young age for the ocean and thus for the earth.

Of the 51 primary chemical elements contained in sea-
water, twenty could have accumulated to their present con-
centrationsin 1,000 years or less, 9 additional elementsin
no more than 10,000 years, and 8 others in no more than
100,000 years. For example, the nitratesin the oceans could
have accumulated within 13,000 years.

48 - GROWTH OF CORAL—Coral in the ocean
grows at a definite rate. Analysis of coral growth in the
oceans reveals that oursis ayoung world.

“Estimated old agesfor the earth are frequently based
on ‘clocks' that today areticking at very slow rates. For
example, coral growth rateswerefor many yearsthought
to be very slow, implying that some coral reefs must be
hundreds of thousands of years old. More accurate mea-
surements of these rates under favorable growth condi-
tions now show us that no known coral formation need
be older than 3,500 years (A.A. Roth, ‘Coral Reef
Growth,’ Origins, Vol. 6, No. 2, 1979, pp. 88-95)." —W.T.
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Brown, In the Beginning (1989), p. 14.

Next we shall consider EVIDENCE FROM LIV-
ING THINGS that the earth is quite young:

49- TREE RINGS—Thegiant sequoiasof Cdiforniahave
no known enemies except man. And only recently did man
(with his saws) have the ability to easily destroy them. In-
sects do not bother them, nor even forest fires. They live
on, century after century. Yet the sequoias are never
older than about 4,000 year s. These giant redwoods seem
to be the original trees that existed in their timber stands.
Sequoia gigantea, in their groves in the Sierra Nevada
Mountains, never have any dead trees (“snags’) among
them. Unless man cuts them down, there is no evidence
that they ever die!

The University of Arizona has a department that spe-
cializes in tree dating. *Edmund Schulman of its Den-
drochronological Laboratory discovered astand of still
older treesin theWhite Mountainsof California. These
were bristlecone pines (Pinus longalva).

Beginning in 1978, Walter Lammerts, aplant scientist,
spent several yearsworking with bristlecone pine seedlings
in their native habitat of Arizona. He discovered that the
San Francisco Mountain region, in which they grow, has
spring and fall rains with a very dry summer in between.
Working carefully with the seedlings and giving them the
sametypeof watering and other climatic conditionsthat
they would normally receive—he found that much of
thetimethebristlecone pinesproducetwo growth rings
ayear. Thisisanimportant discovery, for it would indi-
cate that the sequoias—not the bristlecone pines—are
probably the oldest living things on earth.

Think of it! Today we have just ONE generation of the
Sequoia gigantea! Both the parent treesand their offspring
arestill alive. Thereisno record of any tree or other living
thing that is older than any reasonable date given for the
Genesis Flood. Inthe case of the giant sequoias, thereisno
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reason why they could not have lived for many thousands
of years beyond their present life span.

For additional information ontreering dating, see chap-
ter 6, Inaccurate Dating Methods.

50 - MUTATION L OAD—Before completing this sec-
tion on the evidencefrom living things, it is of interest that
one researcher, *H.T. Band, discovered in the early 1960s
that natural selection wasnot eliminating the ““genetic load™
(the gradually increasing negative effect of mutation on
living organisms). Thusmutational defectsareaccumu-
lating, even though some are only on recessive genes.
Calculations, based on genetic load, indicatethat lifeforms
could not have continued more than several thousand
years—and still be asfree from mutational defects asthey
now are.

Much moreinformation on mutations, including amore
compl ete discussion of genetic load, will be givenin chap-
ter 10, Mutations.

Next we shall consider EVIDENCE FROM
CIVILIZATION that the earth is quite young:

(The information given in this section is somewhat
paralleled by material to be found in Ancient Culturesand
As Far Back as We Can Go, near the end of chapter 13,
Ancient Man. Additional material will be found there.)

51-HISTORICAL RECORDS—If mankind hasbeen
living and working on Planet Earth for millionsof years,
why dowefind recordsof man only dating back to about
2000-3500 B.C.? And theserecords, when found, reveal
the existence of highly developed civilizations.

As is shown more fully in chapter 13, Ancient Man,
the writings, language, and cultures of ancient mankind
started off fully developed—nbut are not found to have be-
gun until about 2000-3000 B.C.

(1) Early Egyptian Records. The earliest historical
books arethose of the Egyptiansand the Hebrews. The
historical dates assigned to the beginnings of Egyptian and
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Sumerian history are based primarily onking lists. The ear-
liest records are the Egyptian king-lists, dating from about
the First Dynasty in Egypt, between 3200 and 3600 B.C.
But internal and external evidenceindicatesthat these dates
should be lowered. An Egyptologist writes:

“Wethink that the First Dynasty [in Egypt] began not
before 3400 and not much later than 3200 B.C. . . A.
Scharff, however, would bring the date down to about
3000 B.C.; and it must be admitted that his arguments
aregood, and that at any rate it ismore probable that the
date of the First Dynasty is later than 3400 B.C., rather
than earlier.”—"H.R. Hall, “Egypt: Archaeology,” in En-
cyclopedia Britannica, 1956 edition, Vol. 8, p. 37.

The problem with First Dynasty dates is they are
based on the king-lists of Manetho, an Egyptian priest
who lived many centuries later, in 250 B.C. Manetho's
writings have only been preserved in afew inaccurate quo-
tations in other ancient writings. Barton, of the University
of Pennsylvania, points out the problem here:

“The number of years assigned to each [Egyptian]
king, and consequently the length of time covered by
the dynasties, differ in these two copies, so that, while
the work of Manetho forms the backbone of our chro-
nology, it gives us no absolute reliable chronology.” —
George A. Barton, Archaeology and the Bible, p. 11.

Confusion in regard to Egyptian dating has con-
tinued on down to the present time.

“In the course of asingle century’s research, the ear-
liest date in Egyptian history—that of Egypt’s unifica-
tion under King Menes [first king of the first Egyptian
dynasty]—has plummeted from 5876 to 2900 B.C., and
not even the latter year has been established beyond
doubt. Do we, in fact, have any firm dates at al?'—
Johannes Lehmann, The Hittites (1977), p. 204.

It is difficult to obtain exact clarity when examining
ancient Egyptian texts. A number of Egyptologiststhink
that Manetho's lists dealt not with a single dynasty—
but with two different onesthat reigned simultaneously
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in upper and lower Egypt. Thiswould markedly reduce
the Manetho dates.

Manetho’s king lists give us dates that are older than
that of any other dating records anywhere in the world.
But there are anumber of scholarswho believethat (1) the
list deal with two simultaneously reigning sets of kings,
(2) that they are not numerically accurate; and (3) that
Manetho fabricated names, events, numbers, and his-
tory, as did many ancient Egyptian Pharaohs and his-
torians, in order to magnify the greatness of Egypt or
certain rulers. For example, it is well-known among ar-
chaeologists and Egyptologists that ancient Egyptian
records exaggerated victories while never mentioning de-
feats. The Egyptians had a center-of-the-universe attitude
about themselves, and they repeatedly colored or falsified
historical reporting in order to make themselves look bet-
ter than other nations around them.

In contrast, it is highly significant that well-authen-
ticated Egyptian dates only go back to 1600 B.C.! Ex-
perts, trying to unravel Egyptian dating problems, have
cometo that conclusion.

“Frederick Johnson, coworker with Dr. Libby [in the
development of, and research into, radiocarbon dating],
cites the general correspondence [agreement] of radio-
carbon datesto the known ages of various samplestaken
fromtombs, temples, or palaces out of the historical past.
WEell-authenticated dates are known only back as far as
1600 B.C. in Egyptian history, according to John G. Read
(J.G. Read, Journal of Near Eastern Studies, 29, No. 1,
1970). Thus, the meaning of datesby C-14 prior to 1600
B.C. is still asyet controversial.”—H.M. Morris, W.W.
Boardman, and R.F. Koontz, Science and Creation
(1971), p. 85.

Because cosmologists, chronologists, historians, and
archaeologists heavily rely on Egyptian datesfor their
theories, Egyptian dating has become very important
in dating the ancient world, and thus quite influential.
Thisisbecauseit purportsto provideuswith theearli-
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est historical dates. Thereisevidence availablethat would
definitely lower archaeological dates and bring them into
linewith Biblical chronology.

We planned to include a more complete study on this
subject in chapter 21, Archaeological Dating, but we had
to heavily reduce it for lack of space. However, you will
find it in chapter 35 on our website, evolution-facts.org.

(2) The Sumerians. The Sumerians were the first
people with written records in the region of greater
Babylonia. Their earliest datespresent uswith thesame
problemsthat wefind with Egyptian dates. * Kramer, an
expert in ancient Near Eastern civilizations, comments:

“The dates of Sumer’searly history have alwayshbeen
surrounded with uncertainty.”—*S.N. Kramer, “The Sum-
erians,” in Scientific American, October 1957, p. 72.

(We might here mention that the carbon-14 date for
these earliest Near Eastern civilizations is not 3000, but
8000 B.C. In chapter 6, Inaccurate Dating Methods, we
will discover that radiocarbon dating seriously decreases
in reliability beyond about 1500 years in the past.)

52 - EARLY BIBLICAL RECORDS—(*#1/10 Ancient
Historical Records*) TheBibleisvalid history and should
not be discounted in any scientific effort to determine
dates of earlier events. The Bible has consistently been
verified by authentic historical and archaeological re-
search. (For an in-depth analysis of a primary cause of
apparent disharmony between archaeological and Biblical
dates, see chapter 35, Archaeological Dating, on our
website).

It is conservatively considered that the first books of
theBiblewerewritten by M osesc. 1510-1450 B.C. (The
date of the Exodus would be about 1492 B.C.) Chrono-
logical data in the book of Genesiswould indicate that
Creation Week occurred about 4000 B.C., and that the
date of the Flood was about 2348 B.C.

Some may see aproblem with such adate for the Gen-
esis Flood. But we are dealing with dates that are quite



154 The Evolution Handbook

ancient. The Flood may have occurred at a somewhat ear-
lier time, but it may also be that the earliest-known secular
dates should be lowered somewhat, which is probably the
case here. It is well to remember that, in seeking to cor-
roborate ancient dates, we can never have total certainty
about the past from secular records, such aswefind in Egypt
and Sumer.

53-ASTRONOMICAL RECORDS—T hroughout an-
cient historical writings, from timetotimescholarscome
across comments about astronomical events, especially
total or almost total solar eclipses. Thesearemuch more
accur atetimedating factor sl Because of theinfrequency
of solar eclipsesat any given location and becauseastro-
nomer s can date every eclipse going back thousands of
years, a mention of a solar eclipse in an ancient tablet
or manuscript isan extremely important find!
A solar eclipseis strong evidence for the dating of an
event, when ancient records can properly corroborate it.
We can understand why the ancients would mention
solar eclipses since, as such rare events, they involve the
blotting out of the sun for ashort timein the area of umbra
(the completely dark, inner part of the shadow cast on the
earth when the moon covers the sun). Yet, prior to 2250
B.C., we have NOT ONE record of a solar eclipse ever
having been seen by people! Thisis a very important
item of evidence establishing ayoung agefor theearth.
“Theearliest Chinese date which can be assigned with
any probability is 2250 B.C., based on an astronomical
reference in the Book of History.”—*Ralph Linton, The
Tree of Culture (1955), p. 520.

54 - WRITING—The oldest writing is pictographic
Sumerian inscribed on tabletsin the Near East. Theold-
est of these tablets have been dated at about 3500 B.C.
and were found in the Sumerian temple of manna.

The earliest Western-type script was the proto-
Sinaitic, which appeared in the Sinai peninsula about
1550 B.C. Thiswastheforerunner of our Indo-Aryan script,
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from which descended our present a phabet.

55 - CIVILIZATIONS—It is highly significant that no
truly verified archaeological datings predate the pe-
riod of about 3000 B.C. When larger dates are cited,
they come from radiocarbon dating, from methods other
than written human records, or from the suspect Manetho's
Egyptianking-list.

56 - LANGUAGES—Mankind is so intelligent that
languages were soon put into written records, which
were left lying about on the surface of the earth. We
know that differencesin dialect and language suddenly de-
veloped shortly after the Flood, at which time men sepa-
rated and traveled off in groups whose members could un-
derstand one another (Genesis 11:1-9).

The records of ancient languages never go back
beyond c. 3000 B.C. Philological and linguistic studies
revea that a majority of them are part of large “lan-
guage families’; and most of these appear to radiate
outward from the area of Babylonia.

For example, the Japhetic peoples, listed in Genesis
10, traveled to Europe and India, where they became the
so-called Aryan peoples. These all use what we today call
the Indo-European Language Family. Recent linguistic
studiesreveal that theselanguagesoriginated at a com-
mon center in southeastern Europe on the Baltic. This
would be closeto the Ararat range. * Thieme, a Sanskrit
and comparative philology expert at Yale University, gives
this estimate:

“Indo-European, | conjecture, was spoken on the Bal-
tic coast of Germany late in the fourth millennium B.C.
[c. 3000 B.C].”—*Paul Thieme, ““The Indo-European Lan-
guage,” in Scientific American, October 1958, p. 74.

For more information on languages, see chapter 13,
Ancient Man.

57 - POPULATION STATISTICS—Our present popu-
lation explosion is especially the result of improved sani-
tary conditions at childbirth and thereafter. In earlier cen-
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turies, many more children died before the age of three.

It is thought that the period between 1650 and
1850 would be a typical time span to analyze pop-
ulation growth prior to our present century, with its
many technological advantages. One estimate, based
on population changes between 1650 and 1850, provides
us with the fact that at about the year 3300 B.C. there was
only onefamily!

“The human population grows so rapidly that its
present size could have been reached in less than 1%
(3200 years) of the minimum time assumed (%2 million
years) for man on the basis of radiometric dating.”—
Ariel A. Roth, summary from “Some Questions about
Geochronology,” in Origins, Vol. 13, No. 2, 1886, pp.
59-60.

Therate of world population growth hasvaried greatly
throughout history asaresult of such things as pestilences,
famines, wars, and catastrophes (floods, volcanoes, earth-
guakes, andfires). But with all thisin mind, estimatesgen-
erally focuson 300 million asthe population of theearth
at thetimeof Christ. Based on small-sized families, from
the time of the Flood (c. 2300 B.C.) to the time of Chrigt,
the population by that time would have been about 300
million people.

If, in contrast, the human race had been on earth for
one million years, asthe evolutionists declare, even with a
very low growth rate of 0.01 (1/100) percent annually, the
resulting population by the time of Christ would be 2 x
10® people (2 x 10*® isthe numeral 2 followed by 43 ze-
rosl). A thousand solar systems, with nine planetslike ours
could barely hold that many people, packed in solid!

58-FACTSVS. THEORIES—IN 1862, * Thompson said
the earth was 20 million years old. Thirty-five years later,
in 1897, he doubled it to 40 million. Two years later, *J.
Joly said it was 90 million. *Rayleigh, in 1921, said the
earth has been here for 1 billion years. Eleven years later,
*W.0. Hotchkiss moved the figure up to 1.6 billion
(1,600,000,000). *A Holmesin 1947 declared it to be 3.35
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billion (3,350,000,000); and, in 1956, he raised it to 4.5
billion (4,500,000,000). Just now, the age of the earth stands
at about 5 billion years. Pretty soon, someone will raise it
again.
Men dream up theories, and then they call it science.
“These dates for the age of the earth have changed,
doubling on average every fifteen years, from about 4
million years in Lord Kelvin's day to 4500 million
now.”—*Michael Pitman, Adam and Evolution (1984),
p. 235.

“Dr. A.E.J. Engel, Professor of the California Insti-
tute of Technology, comments that the age for the earth
accepted by most geologists rose from a value of about
50 millionyearsin 1900 to about 5 billion years by 1960.
He suggests facetiously that ‘if we just relax and wait
another decade, the earth may not be 4.5 to 5 aeons [1
aeon = 1 hillion years], as now suggested, but some 6 to
8 or even 10 aeons in age.” "—H.M. Morris, W.W.
Boardman, and R.F. Koontz, Science and Creation
(1971), p. 74 [referring to *A.E.J. Engel, “Time and the
Earth,” in American Scientist 57, 4 (1969), p. 461].

Those long ages were assigned primarily because
of a 19th-century theory about rock strata (see chapter
12, Fossils and Strata) and supposedly confirmed by
radioactive dating (the serious problems of which are
discussed in chapter 6).

In this chapter, we have seen a surprising number
of solid evidencesfor ayoung earth. They all pointtoa
beginning for our planet about 6,000 to 10,000 years
ago.

Theyoung earth evidenceis power ful. As discussed
in this chapter, (1) ultraviolet light has only built up athin
layer of moon dust; (2) short half-life radioactive non-ex-
tinct isotopes have been found in moon rocks; (3) themoon
is receding from earth at a speed which requires a very
young earth;—and on and on the solid evidence goes,
throughout the remainder of the chapter you havejust com-
pleted. Read it again. It is solid and definite. (4) The lack



158 The Evolution Handbook

of ancient human records on solar eclipsesis aone enough
to date man’s existence on the earth. Men are so intelligent
that, in various places on earth, they have dwayskept written
records—yet such records do not exist prior to about 4300
years ago.

Theevidencefor Creation scienceisclear and forth-
right.

Imaword, itisscientific.——————————
EVOLUTION COULD NOT DO THIS

The sponge is a creature which lives in many parts of the world,
and isregularly harvested in the Gulf of Mexico. Thislittle fellow has
no heart, brain, liver, bones, and hardly anything else. Some sponges
grow to severa feet in diameter; yet you can take one, cut it up in
pieces, and sgueeze it through silk cloth, thus separating every cell
from every other cell, and then throw part or all of the mash back into
seawater. The cellswill all unite back into asponge! Yet aspongeisnot
ahaphazard arrangement of cells; it isacomplicated structure of open-
ings, channels, and more besides. Yes, we said they have no brains; but
now consider what these amazing little creatures do: Without any brains
to guide him, the male sponge knows—to the very minute—when the
tideisabout to begin coming in. Immediately he releases seedsinto the
water and the tide carries them in. The female sponge may be half a
mile away, but she is smart enough (without having any more brains
than he has) to know that there are seeds from the male above her in the
water. Immediately recognizing this, she releases thousands of eggs
which float upward like a cloud and meet the male sperm. The eggs are
fertilized and new baby sponges are eventually produced. Really, now,
Uncle Charlie, you never explained the origin of the species. Can you
explain anything else about them?

Desert ratsin Western U.S. can manufacture their own water! Oh,
how we wish we could do it as inexpensively! Our worldwide water
shortageisgoing to keep worsening. Therat doesit be eating dry seeds,
and then combining the hydrogen in them with oxygen from the air—
and presto! nice, wet water! Itistimefor our scientiststo journey out to
the desert and interview the little creature. Apparently, that littlerat is
the only onewho can solve our problem. If hewill just tell ushissecret,
we can al start making our own water from grain and air.



CHAPTER 4 - STUDY AND REVIEW QUESTIONS
THE AGE OF THE EARTH
GRADES 5 TO 12 ON A GRADUATED SCALE

1 - Working with your class, make some tree ring
samples and date them.

2 - Do you live near any of the types of evidences
listed in this chapter? Name them.

3 - On a map of the world, find where some of the
things which are evidences of a young earth are located.

4 - Out of al theevidencesgiveninthischapter, which
show that our planet is quite young? Which five do you
consider to be the best? Memorize them, so you can later
tell them to others.

5 - Which five do you consider to be the most surpris-
ing? Why?

6 - Why isit that no historical records of any kind go
back beyond only afew thousand years B.C.?

7 - Scientists were certain that there should be an ex-
tremely thick layer of dust on the moon. Why did they find
almost no dust on the moon?

8 - List seven of the strongest reasons from the other
planets that indicate a youthful age for our solar system.

9- List three of the best evidencesfrom our moon that
our world is only afew thousand years old. Which one do
you consider to be the best? Why?

10 - Which evidence from natural gas and oil do you
consider to be the best? Why?

11 - Why do evolutionists find it necessary every few
years to keep dramatically increasing the supposed age of
the earth and the universe?

12 - How many of thelarge number of evidencesgiven
inthis chapter would be sufficient to provethat the earthis
not very old?

13 - Why isthe decay of earth’s magnetic field such a
powerful argument in favor of a young earth only a few
thousand years old?

14 - Write areport on one “early earth” evidence (that
the earth is not millions of years old) which especialy in-
terested you. After completing it, explain it orally in class.
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Chapter 8 ———

THE PROBLEM
OF TIME

Why long ages
cannot produce evolutionary change

This chapter is based on pp. 181-183 and 210 of Ori-
gin of the Universe (Volume One of our three-volume
Evolution Disproved Series). You will find additional in-
formation on our website: evolution-facts.org.

In the next chapter, we will discuss the inaccuracy of
many current methods for dating ancient materials and ob-
jects. Although an understanding of dating technology is
important, we should keep in mind that the accuracy of
modern dating techniques really have no direct rela-
tion to whether evolution has ever occurred or could
occur.

Long ages are not evolution: long ages cannot pro-
duce evolution! Evolution can only occur by a sequence
of production of matter from nothing (chapter 2), genera-
tion of living organisms from non-living matter (chapters
7-8), and evolution of living organismsinto more advanced
lifeformsby natural selection or mutations (chapters 9-10,
12-13). —And, even giventrillions of yearsinwhichto do
it, evolution cannot do any of that.

MAGICAL TIME—It isthought that timecan some-
how produceevolution, if thereisenough timein which
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todoit! Theevolutionist tells us that, given enough time,
al the insurmountable obstacles to spontaneous genera-
tion will somehow vanish and life can suddenly appear,
grow, and flourish.

“Theorigin of life can be viewed properly only inthe
perspective of an almost inconceivable extent of time.” —
*Harold Blum, Time’s Arrow and Evolution, p. 151.

Inlater chapters, wewill learn that even split-second,
continuous, multiple chemical activity (going on for
ages) and using all timeand all spacein the universeto
carry on that activity could not accomplish what isneeded.
It could not produce life out of nothing.

“Itisno secret that evol utionistsworship at the shrine
of time. Thereislittle difference between the evolution-
ist saying ‘time did it' and the Creationist saying ‘God
did it.” Time and chance is a two-headed deity. Much
scientific effort has been expended in an attempt to show
that eons of time are available for evolution.”—Randy
Wysong, The Creation-Evolution Controversy (1976), p.
137.

Just what is time? It is not some magical substance.
Timeismerely alot of past momentsjust likethe present
moment. Imagine yourself staring at adirt pile or at some
seawater, at a time when there was nothing alive in the
world but you. Continue carefully watching the pile or
puddlefor athousand yearsand more. Would life appear in
that dirt or seawater? 1t would not happen. Millions of years
beyond that would be the same. Nothing would be particu-
larly different. Just piled sand or sloshing seawater, and
that is all there would beto it.

You and | know it would not happen in afull year of
watching; thenwhy think it might happeninamillion years?
Since aliving creature would have to come into existence
al at once—suddenly, in al its parts—in order to survive,
it matters not how many ages we pile onto the watching;
nothing is going to happen!

To say that life originated in that seawater in someyes-
teryear—" because the sand and seawater was there long
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enough”—is just wishful thinking and nothing more. It
surely isnot scientific to imagine that perhapsit cametrue
when no one was looking. There is no evidence that self-
originating life or evolving lifeis happening now, has ever
happened, or could ever happen.

THE MORE TIME, THE LESS LIKELIHOOD—*G.
Wald, in ““The Origin of Life,” in the book, Physics and
Chemistry of Life, says“Doestime perform miracles?’ He
then explains something that you and | will want to re-
member: | f the probability of a certain event occurring
isonly 1/2000 (one chancein a thousand), and we have
sufficient time to repeat the attempts many times, the
probability that it could happen would continue to re-
main only onein athousand. Thisisbecause probabili-
ties have no memory!

But *Wald goesfurther. Heexplainsthat if theevent
is attempted often enough.—the total probability of
obtainingit would keep reducing! If itistried athousand
times and does not even occur once, and then it is tried
thousands of moretimesand never occurs—then the chance
of it occurring keepsreducing. If itistried amilliontimes—
and still has not occurred,—then the possibility of it occur-
ring has reduced to less than one chancein amillion! The
point hereisthat timenever worksin favor of an event
that cannot happen!

Can time change rocks into raccoons, seawater into
turkeys, or sand into fish? Can time invent human hor-
mones, the tel escopic eye of an eagle, or causethe moon to
orbit the earth? Can it increase complexity and invent or-
ganisms?

Thetruthisthat thelonger thetime, thegreater the
decay, and the less possibility that evolution could oc-
cur.

*Bernal, of McGill University, explains the evolu-
tionists' theory of how the origin and evolution of life took
place:

“Life can bethought of aswater kept at the right tem-
perature in the right atmosphere in the right light for a
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long period of time.”—*J.0. Bernal, quoted in *N.J.
Bernal, You and the Universe (1958), p. 117.

In contrast, two of England’s |eading evol utionist sci-
entists, *Hoyle and *Wickramasinghe, working indepen-
dently of each other, came to a different conclusion than
*Berna’s: The chance of life appearing spontaneously from
non-life in the universe is effectively zero! (*Fred Hoyle
and *C. Wickramasinghe, Evolution from Space). One of
these researchers is an agnostic and the other a Buddhist;
yet both decided from their analyses that the origin of life
demands the existence of God to have created it.

The London Daily Express (August 14, 1981) put the
conclusion of thesetwo scientistsinto headlines: ““Two skep-
tical scientists put their heads together and reached an
amazing conclusion: There must be a God.” *Hoyle and
*Wickramasinghe concluded in their book that the prob-
ability of producing life, anywhere in the universe from
evolutionary processes, was as reasonable as getting afully
operational Boeing 747 jumbo jet from a tornado going
through ajunkyard (*Fred Hoyle, Science, November 12,
1981, p. 105). The co-discoverer of the DNA molecule said
this:

“An honest man, armed with all the knowledge avail-
able to us now, could only state that in some sense, the
origin of life appears at the moment to be almost a
miracle, so many are the conditions which would have
had to have been satisfied to get it going.”—*Francis
Crick, Life Itself: Its Origin and Nature (1981), p. 88.

REAL TIME VS. THEORY TIME—A lot of this“mil-
lions of years’ talk does not agree with the facts. Evolu-
tionist scientists tell us that the past stretches into over a
billion years of life on the earth. Man, we are informed,
has been here over amillion years. That is the theory, yet
the facts speak far differently. When welook at thosefacts,
as available from ancient studies of al types, we find that
recor ded history goesback only several thousand years.
Beforethat time, we have absolutely no verification for
any supposed dating method of science. (More evidence
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onthiswill befound in chapters4 and 13, Age of the Earth
and Ancient Man.)

If human beings have been on this planet for over a
million years, astheorized by evol utionists, then we should
have alarge amount of structures and written records ex-
tending back at least 500,000 years.

FLAWED DATING METHODS—Evolutionists try to
prove long ages of time by certain theoretical dating meth-
ods. Yet as we analyze those dating methods, we find each
of them to be highly flawed and extremely unreliable.

Aside from the known inherent weaknesses in as-
sumption and methodology (which we shall begin dis-
cussing shortly),—we cannot even verify those dates
obj ectively. Not even uranium dating can be confirmed.

Apart from recorded history, which goes back no
further than a few thousand years, we have no way of
verifying the supposed accuracy of theoretical dating
methods. In fact, not even the dating methods confirm
thedating methods! They all give different dates! With
but very rare exception, they always disagree with one
another!

There are anumber of very definite problemsin those
dating methods. In the next chapter, we are going to learn
that there are so many sources of possible error or misin-
terpretation in radiometric dating that most of the dates
are discarded and never used at all! Only those are used
which bear some similarity to one another—and, moreim-
portant, to the 19th-century theory.

Some peoplethink that the various dating methods
(uranium, carbon 14, etc.) can beverified by rock strata
and fossils, or viceversa. But thisisnot trueeither. The
geologic column and approximate ages of all thefossil-
bearing strata weredecided on long beforeanyoneever
heard or thought about radioactive dating. Thereisno
relation between the two theories or between the dates
they produce. More information on this will be given in
chapter 12, Fossils and strata.




The Problem of Time 165

L ONG AGESNEEDED—For nearly two centuries, evo-
[utionists have known that, since there was no proof that
evolution had occurred in the past and there was no
evidence of it occurring today, they would need to pos-
tulatelong agesasthe meansby which it somehow hap-
pened!

*Weisz in his book, The Science of Biology (p. 636),
tells us that, by the beginning of the eighteenth century,
evolutionists* recognized that any concept of evolution de-
manded an earth of sufficiently great age; and they set out
to estimate this age.” The long ages were the result of
wishful thinking.

*Darwin himself recognized the problem.

“Thebelief that speciesareimmutable[unchangeabl €]
productions was almost unavoidable as long as the his-
tory of theworld wasthought to be of short duration.” —
*Charles Darwin, Origin of the Species (conclusion to
second edition).

That is a meaningful statement. *Darwin said it, be-
cause there is no evidence of evolution occurring at any
time in recorded history. Evolution could not occur in the
past unless the earth had been here for long ages. Yet there
isclear-cut evidencethat our planet isnot over 6000-10,000
years old (see chapter 4, Age of the Earth). And when all
thefactsare studied, the age of the earth |leans more toward
the 6000 mark than the 10,000 mark.

Scientific dating evidence is needed to prove long
ages. But no such evidenceexists. All the non-historical
datingmethodsareunreliable. That iswhat wewill learn
in the chapters on Inaccurate Dating Methods and Fossils
and Strata.

Darwinists claim that our planet is 5 billion years old.
Long ages of time are desperately needed by evolutionist
theorists; for, whenever confronted with the facts dis-
proving the possibility of evolutionary processes, they
can reply, “Well, given enough time, maybe it could oc-
cur.” lronically, even if the earth were trillions upon tril-
lionsof yearsold, evolution still could not havetaken place.
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The chapters, DNA and Protein, Mutations, and Laws of
Nature will clearly show that life origins and species evo-
lution could not occur in abillion trillion trillion years!

First, long ages of time cannot PROVE evolution;

and, second, long ages of time cannot PRODUCE evolu-
tion. Evolutionary processes—across basic types of life

forms—isimpossible both in the short run and in the long
run.

CHAPTERS - STUDY AND REVIEW QUESTIONS
THE PROBLEM OF TIVIE
GRADES 5 TO 12 ON A GRADUATED SCALE

1 - Evolutionists consider time to have miraculous
qualities. Can long ages of time produce an event which
cannot happen? Thisis agood topic for class discussion.

2 - Hoyle said that evolution of lifeisas probable as a
tornado inajunkyard producing afully operational Boeing
747. Estimate the number of ages of time it would require
for a continual succession of tornadoes to put that plane
together into working condition.

3 - What does * Wald mean, when he saysthat the more
time, the less likely that evolution could take place?

4 - If an impossible event (like dirty water changing
into an animal, or afish crawling out of water and chang-
ing into a frog) cannot happen in a year, why should we
expect it to be able to happen at some time in the past mil-
lion years? Would not such an event still have to happenin
thelifetime of asingle creature? During that creature'slife-
time, could he make all his organs, find a mate like him-
self, and produce offspring?

5 - In your opinion, is evolutionary theory based on
scientific facts or on afairy tale?

EVOLUTION COULD NOT DO THIS

The leaf-binding ant builds nests out of leaves sewn together. It
picks up one of itslarvachildren, carefully holdsit in its jaws, presses
liquid from the baby—as a glue gun to spot weld the leaves together.
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Chapter 6 ———

INACCURATE
DATING VIETHODS

Why the non-historical
dating techniques are not reliable

This chapter is based on pp. 183-221 of Origin of the
Universe (Volume One of our three-volume Evolution
Disproved Series). Not included in this chapter are at
least 62 statements by scientists. You will find them,
plus much more, on our website: evolution-facts.org.

Severa methodsfor dating ancient materials have been
developed. Thisisanimportant topic; for evolutionistswant
the history of earth to span long ages, in the hope that this
will make the origin and evolution of life more likely.

Thereforeweshall devotean entirechapter toadis
cussion of every significant method, used by scientists
today, to date ancient substances.

1 - RADIODATING

MAJOR DATING METHODS—Sever al typesof dat-
ing methods ar e used today. Chief anong them are:

(1) Uranium-thorium-lead dating, based on the dis-
integration of uranium and thorium into radium, helium,
etc., and finally into lead.

(2) Rubidium-strontium dating, based on the decay
of rubidium into strontium.
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(3) Potassium-argon dating, based on the disinte-
gration of potassium into argon and calcium.

Inthischapter, we shall discussthe strengths and weak-
nesses of each of these dating methods.

Thereis abasic pattern that occursin the decay of ra-
dioactive substances. In each of these disintegration sys-
tems, the parent or original radioactive substance gradu-
aly decays into daughter substances. This may involve
long decay chains, with each daughter product decaying
into other daughter substances, until finally only an inert
element remainsthat hasno radioactivity. In someinstances,
the parent substance may decay directly into the end prod-
uct. Sometimes, the radioactive chain may begin with an
element partway down the decay chain.

A somewhat different type of radioactive dating method
is caled carbon 14-dating or radiocarbon dating. It is
based on the formation of radioactive elements of carbon,
in the atmosphere by cosmic radiation, and their subse-
guent decay to the stable carbon isotope. We will also dis-
cuss radiocarbon dating in this chapter.

SEVEN INITIAL ASSUMPTIONS—At thevery begin-
ning of thisanalysis, we need to clearly understand abasic
fact: Each of these special dating methods can only have

accuracy | F (if!) certain assumptionsALWAY S (always!)
apply to EACH specimen that istested.

Here are seven of these fragile assumptions:

(1) Each system has to be a closed system: that is,
nothing can contaminate any of the parents or_the
daughter products while they are going through their
decay process—or the dating will be thrown off. Ideally,
in order to dothis, each specimen tested needsto have been
sealedinajar withthick lead wallsfor al itspreviousexis-
tence, supposedly millions of years!

But in actual field conditions, thereisno such thing as
a closed system. One piece of rock cannot for millions of
years be sealed off from other rocks, aswell asfrom water,
chemicals, and changing radiations from outer space.
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(2) Each system must initially have contained none
of its daughter products. A piece of uranium 238 must
originally have had no lead or other daughter productsin
it. If it did, thiswould give a false date reading.

But this assumption can in no way be confirmed. It is
impossible to know what was initialy in a given piece of
radioactive mineral. Wasit all of thisparticular radioactive
substance or were some other indeterminate or final daugh-
ter products mixed in? We do not know; we cannot know.
Men can guess; they can apply their assumptions, come up
with some dates, announce the consistent ones, and hide
the rest, which is exactly what evolutionist scientists do!

(3) The process rate must always have been the
same. The decay rate must never have changed.

Yet we have no way of going back into past ages and
ascertaining whether that assumption is correct.

Every processin nature operates at arate that is deter-
mined by anumber of factors. These factors can change or
vary with a change in certain conditions. Rates are really
statistical averages, not deterministic constants.

Themost fundamental of theinitial assumptionsisthat
al radioactive clocks, including carbon 14, have aways
had a constant decay rate that is unaffected by external
influences—now and forever inthe past. But it isaknown
fact among scientists that such changesin decay rates
can and do occur. Laboratory testing has established
that such resetting of specimen clocksdoeshappen. Field
evidence reveal sthat decay rates have indeed varied in the
past

The decay rate of any radioactive mineral can be
altered [1] if the mineral isbombarded by high energy
par ticlesfrom space (such asneutrinos, cosmic rays, etc.);
[2] if thereis, for atime, a nearby radioactive mineral
emitting radiation; [3] if physical pressure is brought
to bear upon the radioactive mineral; or [4] if certain
chemicals are brought in contact with it.

(4) One researcher, *John Joly of Trinity College,
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Dublin, spent years studying pleochroic halos emitted by
radioactive substances. In hisresearch he found evidence
that thelong half-life minerals have varied in their de-
cay rate in the past!

“His[Joly’s] suggestion of varying rate of disintegra-
tion of uranium at various geological periods would, if
correct, set aside all possibilities of age calculation by
radioactive methods.” —*A.F. Kovarik, “Calculating the
Age of Minerals from Radioactivity Data and Prin-
ciples,” in Bulletin 80 of the National Research Coun-
cil, June 1931, p. 107.

(5) If any changeoccurred in past agesin theblan-
ket of atmosphere surrounding our_planet, this would
greatly affect the clocksin radioactive minerals.

Cosmic rays, high-energy mesons, neutrons, electrons,
protons, and photons enter our atmosphere continually.
These are atomic particlestraveling at speeds close to that
of the speed of light. Some of these rays go several hun-
dred feet underground and 1400 meters [1530 yards] into
the ocean depths. The blanket of air covering our world is
equivalent to 34 feet [104 dm] of water, or 1 meter [1.093
yd] thickness of lead. If at someearlier timethisblanket
of air was more heavily water-saturated, it would pro-
duce a major change—from the present rate—in the
atomic clocks within radioactive minerals. Prior to the
time of the Flood, there was a much greater amount of wa-
ter intheair.

(6) TheVanAllenradiation belt encirclestheglobe. It
is about 450 miles [724 km] above us and is intensely ra-
dioactive. According to *Van Allen, high-altitude tests re-
vealed that it emits 3000-4000 times as much radiation as
the cosmic rays that continually bombard the earth.

Any changein theVan Allen belt would powerfully
affect thetransfor mation time of radioactive minerals.
But we know next to nothing about this belt—what it is,
why it is there, or whether it has changed in the past. In
fact, the belt was only discovered in 1959. Even small
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amounts of variation or changein the Van Allen belt would
significantly affect radioactive substances.

(7) A basic assumption of all radioactive dating
methodsisthat the clock had to start at the beginning;
that is, no daughter products were present, only those
elements at thetop of theradioactive chain werein ex-
istence. For example, al the uranium 238 intheworld origi-
nally had no lead 206 in it, and no lead 206 existed any-
where else. But if either Creation—or a major worldwide
catastrophe (such asthe Flood) occurred, everything would
begin thereafter with, what scientistscall, an ““appearance
of age.”

By thiswe mean “ appearance of maturity.” Theworld
would be seen as mature the moment after Creation.
Spread before us would be a scene of fully grown plants
and flowers. Most trees would have their full height. We
would not, instead, see a barren landscape of seeds litter-
ing the ground. We would seefull-grown chickens, not un-
hatched eggs. Radioactive minerals would be partially
through their cycle of half-lives on the very first day.
This factor of initial apparent age would strongly affect
our present reading of the radioactive clocks in uranium,
thorium, etc.

Evolutionist theorists tell us that originally there was
only uranium, and al of its daughter products (radioactive
isotopes farther down its decay chain) developed later. But
“appearance of maturity” at the Creation would mean that,
much of the elements, now classified by evolutionists as
“daughter products,” were actually original—not daugh-
ter—products and were already in the ground along with
uraniuminstead of being produced by it. Wealready know,
from Robert Gentry’sstudies, that original (primordial)
polonium 218 wasin the granite when that granitein-
itially came into existence suddenly and in solid form;
yet polonium is thought by evolutionists to only occur as
an eventual daughter product of uranium disintegration.

TWENTY DATING METHODS—We have looked at




172 The Evolution Handbook

the basic assumptions relied on by the radiodating ex-

perts; now let us examine the primary dating methods.
Here are the first twenty of them:

(1) Uranium-lead dating

(2) Thorium-lead dating

(3) Lead 210 dating

(4) Helium dating

(5) Rubidium-strontium dating

(6) Potassium-argon dating

(7) Potassium-calcium dating

(8) Srata and fossil dating, asit relates to radiodat-
ing, will be briefly considered; although we will discuss
rock strata dating in much more detail in chapters 12 and
14 (Fossils and Strata and Effects of the Flood).

In addition, there are three dating methods used to date
ancient plant and animal remains:;

(9) Radiocar bon (carbon 14) dating
(10) Amino acid decomposition dating
(11) Racemization dating

Lastly, wewill briefly overview several other supposed
“dating methods’ which, athough not expected to provide
much accuracy in dating, are still used in an attempt to
postulate long ages for earth’s history:

(12) Astronomical dating

(13) Paleomagnetic dating has gained prominencein
the past few decades. Because this present chapter is al-
ready quite long, we planned to fully deal with paleomag-
netic dating in chapter 20 of this paperback; but, for lack
of space, the greater portion of that material will be found
in chapter 26 on our website.

(14) Varvedating

(15) Treering dating

(16) Buried forest strata dating

(17) Peat dating

(18) Reef dating

(19) Thermoluminescence dating
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(20) Salactite dating

In the remainder of this chapter, we will consider each
of these 20 dating methods:

1—URANIUM-LEAD DATING—Because of similari-
ties in method and problems with uranium and thorium
dating, we will frequently refer to both under the category
of uranium dating.

Three main types of uranium/thorium dating are
included here:

(1) Uranium 238 decaysto lead 206, with a half-life
of 4.5 hillion years.

(2) Uranium 235 decaysto lead 207, with a half-life
of 0.7 billion years.

(3) Thorium 232 decaysto lead 208, with a half-life
of 14.1 billion years.

These three are generally found together in mixtures,
and each one decays into several daughter products (such
as radium) before becoming lead.

FIVE URANIUM/THORIUM DATING INACCURA-

CIES—Here are some of the reasons why we cannot rely
on radioactive dating of uranium and thorium:

(1) Lead could originally have been mixed in with
the uranium or thorium. Thisis very possible, and even
likely. It is only an assumption that integral or adjacent
lead could only be an end product.

In addition, common lead (lead 204), which has no
radioactiveparent, could easily bemixed into the sample
and would seriously affect the dating of that sample.
* Adolph Knopf referred to this important problem (* Sci-
entific Monthly, November 1957). * Faul, aleading author-
ity in the field, recognized it also (*Henry Faul, Nuclear
Geology, 1954, p. 297).

When a uranium sampleistested for dating purposes,
itisassumed that the entire quantity of lead initis*“daugh-
ter-product lead” (that is, the end-product of the decayed
uranium). The specimen is not carefully and thoroughly
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checked for possible common lead content, because it is
such a time-consuming task. Yet it is that very uranium-
lead ratio which isused to date the sample! The same prob-
lem applies to thorium samples.

(2) Leaching isanother problem. Part of theuranium
and itsdaughter productscould previoudy haveleached
out. Thiswould drastically affect the dating of the sample.
Lead, in particular, can be leached out by weak acid solu-
tions.

(3) Therecan beinaccuratelead ratio comparisons,
dueto different types of lead within the sample. Corre-
lations of various kinds of lead (lead 206, 207, etc.) inthe
specimen is done to improve dating accuracy. But errors
can and do occur here a'so.

Thus, we have here astounding evidence of the mar-
velousunreliability of radiodating techniques. Rock known
to belessthan 300 yearsold isvariously dated between
50 million and 14.5 billion years of age! That isa 14-
billion year error in dating! Yet such radiodating tech-
niques continue to be used in order to prove long ages of
earth’sexistence. A chimpanzee typing numbersat random
could do aswell.

Sample datings from a single uranium deposit in the
Colorado Caribou Mineyielded an error spread of 700 mil-
lion years.

(4) Yet a fourth problem concerns that of neutron
capture. *Melvin Cooke suggeststhat theradiogeniclead
isotope 207 (normally thought to have been formed only
by the decay of uranium 235) could actually have been
formed from lead 206, smply by having captured free
neutrons from neighboring rock. In the same manner,
lead 208 (normally theorized as formed only by thorium
232 decay) could have been formed by the capture of free
neutronsfrom lead 207. Cooke checked out this possibility
by extensive investigation and came up with a sizeable
quantity of dataindicating that practically all radiogenic
lead in the earth’s crust could have been produced in
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thisway instead of by uranium or thorium decay! This
point alone totally invalidates uranium and thorium dat-
ing methods!

(5) Afifth problem dealswith theorigin of therocks
containingtheseradioactive minerals. According to evo-
lutionary theory, the earth was originally molten. But, if
true, molten rocks would produce a wild variation in
clock settingsin radioactive materials.

“Why do the radioactive ages of lavabeds, laid down
within a few weeks of each other, differ by millions of
years?’—*Glen R. Morton, Electromagnetics and the
Appearance of Age.

It is a well-known fact, by nuclear researchers, that
intense heat damagesradiodating clock settings; yet the
publicissolemnly presented with dates of rocksindicating
long ages of time when, in fact, the evolutionary theory of
the origin of rocks would render those dates totally use-
less.

2—THORIUM-LEAD DATING—A_majority of the

flaws discussed under uranium-lead dating. above. apply

equally to thorium-lead dating.
The half-lives of uranium 238, 235, and thorium 232

are supposedly known, having been theorized. But when-
ever dates are computed using thorium,—they always
widely disagree with uranium dates! No one can point
toasinglereason for this. We probably havehereaclus-
ter of several major contamination factors; and all of
these contamination factors are beyond our ability to
identify, much less calculate. To make mattersworse, con-
taminating factors common to both may cause different
reactionsin the thorium thaninthe uranium! (*Henry Faul,
Nuclear Geology, p. 295).

“The two uranium-lead ages often differ from each
other markedly, and the thorium-lead age on the same
mineral isamost always drastically lower than either of
the others.” —*L.T. Aldrich, “Measurement of Radioac-
tive Ages of Rocks,” in Science, May 18, 1956, p. 872.
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3-4—LEAD 210 AND HELIUM DATING—Two other
methods of dating uranium and thorium specimens should
be mentioned.

Firgt, there is uranium-lead 210 dating. Lead 210 is
frequently used to date uranium.

Second is the uranium-helium method. Helium pro-
duced by uranium decay is also used for the same dating
purpose.

But the lead 210 method issubject to the very same
entry or leaching problems mentioned earlier. Helium
leakage is so notorious as to render it unfit for dating
purposes.

Uranium and thorium are only rarely found in fossil-
bearing rocks; so recent attention has been given to ru-
bidium dating and two types of potassium dating, all of
which areradioactive isotopes of alkali metalsand are
found in fossil rocks. Let us now consider both of these:

5—RUBIDIUM-STRONTIUM DATING—Rubidium
87 gradually decays into strontium 87.

Rubidium: All aside from leaching and other contami-
nation, the experts have so far been unable to agree on
the length of a rubidium half-life. Thisrendersit use-
lessfor dating purposes. Thisisbecausethe samplesvary
so widely. * Abrams compiled alist of rubidium half-lives
suggested by various research specialists. Estimates, by
the experts, of the half-life of rubidium varied between
48 and 120 billion years! That isa variation spread of
72 billion years. a number so inconceivably large asto
render Rb-Sr dating worthless.

Strontium: In addition, only a very small amount of
strontium results from the decay; and much of the stron-
tium may be non-radiogenic, that is, not caused by the
decay process. Thisisduetothefact that strontium 87
iseasily leached from one mineral to another, thuspro-
ducing highly contaminated dating test results.

Granite from the Black Hills gave strontium/rubidium
and various lead system dates varying from 1.16 to 2.55
billion years.
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6—POTASSIUM-ARGON DATING—Radioactive po-
tassium decays into calcium and argon gas. Great hopes
wereinitially pinned on this, for potassium occurs widely
in fossil-bearing strata! But they were greatly disappointed
to discover: (1) Because of such wide dating variations,
they could not agreeon potassium half-life. (2) Therare
gas, argon, quickly left the mineral and escaped into
other rocksand into the atmosphere (*G.W. Wetherill, ““Ra-
dioactivity of Potassium and Geologic Time,”” Science, Sep-
tember 20, 1957, p. 545).

Sinceitisagas, argon 40 can easily migratein and out
of potassium rocks (*J.F. Evernden, et al., “K/A Dates and
the Cenozoic Mammalian Chronology of North America,”
American Journal of Science, February 1964, p. 154).

Not only isargon an unstable gas, but potassium itself
can easily beleached out of therock. * Rancitelli and * Fisher
explain that 60 percent of the potassium can be leached out
of aniron meteorite by distilled water in 4.5 hours (*Plan-
etary Science Abstracts, 48th Annual Meeting of the Ameri-
can Geophysical Union, 1967, p. 167).

Rainwater isdistilled water. In heavy downpours, fairly
pure rainwater can occasionally trickle down into deeper
rock areas. When it does, rainwater transfer spotassium
from onelocation to another.

Another problemisthat potassium-ar gon dating must
be calculated by uranium-lead dating methods! _This
greatly adds to the problem, for we have already seen
that uranium datingisitself extremely unreliable! This
is something like the blind leading the blind.

In view of such information, it is a seemingly unbe-
lievable—but true—fact that K/A (potassium-argon)
datingis, at the present time, akey dating method used
in developing and verifying advanced evolutionary theo-
ries. (SeePaleomagnetism, briefly discussed in chapter 20.)
Thelong ages applied to the major new theory of “sea-
floor spreading” is based entirely on potassium-argon
datesin basalts(lava) taken from the ocean bottom. You
will frequently read articles about potassium-argon dating
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projects.

Submerged vol canic rocks, produced by lavaflows off
the coast of Hawaii near Hualalai, in the years 1800-1801,
were dated using potassium-argon. Thelavaformingthose
rocksisclearly known to belessthan 200 yearsold; yet
the potassium-argon dating of the rocks yielded great
ages, ranging from 1.60 million to 2.96 billion years!
(See *Science, October 11, 1968; *Journal of Geophysical
Research, July 15, 1968).

Potassium isfound in most igneous (lava), and some
sedimentary (fossil-bearing), rocks. In spite of itsnotori-
ousinaccuracy, to this day potassium-argon dating contin-
ues to be the most common method of radioactive dating
of fossil-bearing rock strata.

Only those radioactive dates are retained, which
agree with the 19th-century geologic column dating
theories. Research workersaretold just that! (*L.R. Stieff,
*T.W. Stern and *R.N. Eichler, “Evaluating Discordant
Lead-Isotope Ages,”” U.S. Geological Survey Professional
Papers, 1963, No. 414-E).

7—POTASSIUM-CALCIUM DATING—If possible,
the situation is even wor se for dating with this method.
Radioactive potassium decays to both argon and calcium
(calcium 40). But the problem hereisthat researchers
cannot distinguish between calcium 40 and other
calciums because the two are so commonly and thor-
oughly intermixed. Theargon isof littlehelp, sinceit so
rapidly leaches out.

PROBLEMSWITHALL RADIODATINGMETHODS
—Therocks brought back from the moon provided an out-
standing test for the various dating methods—because all
those techniques were used on them. The results were a
disaster.

The age spread of certain moon rocksvaried from
2million to 28 billion year s! Now scientistsarearguing
over theresults. Some say themoon is2 million yearsold
while others say it is 28 hillion years old. We have here a
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weighty scientific problem, and a headache for evolution-
ists. (For more on this, see *Proceedings of the Second,
Third and Fourth Lunar Conferences; Earth and Planetary
Science Letters, Volumes 14 and 17.)

Yet there is clear-cut non-radiogenic evidence that the
moon is less than 10,000 years old. (See chapter 4, Age of
the Earth). In contrast with these inaccurate dating me-
thods, scientific facts, such asthe amost total |ack of moon
dust, lunar soil mixing, presence of short half-life U-236
and Th-230 in moon rocks, low level of inert gases, and
lunar recession,—provide strong evidence that the moon
is less than 10,000 years old. (See chapter 4, Age of the
Earth.)

EMERY’'SRESEARCH—In order for aradioactive
clock to be usable, it hasto run without variation. But
*G.T. Emery has done careful research on radiohalos
(pleochroic halos) and found that they do not show con-
stant decay r ates. When thelong half-liferadiohal os (made
by uranium, thorium, etc.) are examined, the time spans
involved show inaccuracies in the decay rates.

JUST ONE CATASTROPHE—AS* Jeaneman explains
so well, just one major catastrophe—such as a world-
wide Flood—would have ruined the usefulness of all
our radiodating clocks.

Why would a single worldwide catastrophe reset al
the atomic clocks? First, there would be massive con-
tamination problems, as fluids, chemicals, and radioac-
tive substances flowed or were carried from one place to
another. Second, there would be major radioactive rate-
changing activities (atmospheric, radioative, and mag-
netic changes) which would tend to reset the clocks di-
rectly. Third, amajor shifting and redistribution of rock
pressur e occurring above radiogenic rockswould reset their
clocks. Fourth, there would berever sals of earth’s mag-
netic core, which was caused by the shock-wave vibra-
tionsthrough that fluid core from what was happening closer
to the surface (volcanoes, earthquakes, gigantic geysers,
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seafloor sinking, and massive mountain building—see chap-
ter 14 (Effects of the Flood) and chapter 20 (Tectonics and
Paleomagetism).

Now read this:

FIVE WAYS TO CHANGE THE RATES—Careful
laboratory tests by *H.C. Dudley revealed that external
influences can very definitely affect decay rates. He
CHANGED (!) the decay rates of 14 different radioiso-
topes by means of pressure, temperature, electric and
magneticfields, stressin monomolecular layers, etc. The
implications of this are momentous, even astounding! (see
*H.C. Dudley, “Radioactivity Re-Examined,” Chemical
and Engineering News, April 7, 1975, p. 2). The sed-
imentary rock strata were laid down under massive pres-
sure. This involved great stress. (See chapter 12, Fossils
and Strata, for more on both points.) Dramatic tempera-
ture changes occurred shortly after the strata were laid
down; and Earth’s iron core was disturbed to such an ex-
tent, that magnetic reversals occurred at the poles (see Pa-
leomagnetism, on our website). Yet * Dudley showed that
each of these forces would have dramatically affected
the clocks within radioactive rocks.

Immense forceswere at work, during and just after the
Flood, that could and did affect the constancy of radioac-
tive half-lives—which, in turn, are the only basis for
radiodating methods!

The consequenceisinaccurate dating resultswhich
arenot reliable and which cannot bereset—sincetheir
earlier settings are not now known.

*Time magazine (June 19, 1964) reported an intrigu-
ing item which was overlooked by much of the scientific
community. Although scientists generally consider that
no known force can change the rate of atomic disinte-
gration of radioactive elements,—researchers at
Westinghouse labor atories have actually done it. How
didthey doit? Simply by placing inactive “dead” iron next
to radioactive iron. The result was that the disintegration
rate was altered!
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Radioactive iron will give off particles for atime and
then lapse into an inactive state. When the researchers
placed radioactive iron next to inactive iron, the inactive
iron gradually became active. In thisway, the apparent age
of the radioactive iron was changed by about 3 percent
whilethe clock of the previously inactiveiron wasreturned
to its original radioactive mass. Its clock was set back to
zero!

If so much variation can be accomplished in small lab
samples, think what has been taking place out in the field.
All that, in this case, would be required would be for ra-
dioactive lead solutions to flow by and coat inactive lead.

2 - ROCK STRATA DATING

8—STRATA AND FOSSIL DATING—In two later
chapters (Fossils and Strata and Effects of the Flood), we
will discussthe stratadating method in detail. We will here
discussonly itsrelationship to radioactive dating methods—
and learn that there are no relationships!

Thereareonly three primary methods of long-ages
dating: (1) fossil-bearing rock strata, (2) radioactive dat-
ing, and (3) carbon-14 dating.

In the chapter on Fossils, wewill discover that dating
rocksby their fossilsisbased on circular reasoning: (1)
Each strata is a certain age because of certain key fos-
silsin it; (2) the fossils in the strata are a certain age
because evolutionary theory says they should be that
certain age, and also becausethey areinrock stratasaid to
be that age. Thus, fossil/strata-dating methods are hope-
lessly foundered.

Yet fossil/stratadatingiscrucial totheevolutionary
theory! Without it, the whole thing collapses! (1) None
of the other dating methods (the twelve methods discussed
in this present chapter) are reliable either, but instead are
in continual conflict with one another and with fossil/strata
dating conclusions. (2) The 19th-century dating theory
was applied to the fossils and strata; and evolutionists
in later decades are required to bring their dates into
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alignment with those dates theorized over a century
ago! Yet it cannot be done. Thisis a most serious prob-
lem.

In chapter 12 (Fossils and Strata), we shall discussin
detail the problems associated with fossil and strata dating.
But let usright now put torest a frequently stated mis-
conception: that radiodating methodshave successfully
dated and positively established as reliable the dating
system conjectures in the so-called “geologic column”
of rock strata. That is not true!

ONLY THREE USEABLE TEST RESULT S—Inredlity,
it isimpossibleto date sedimentary rock strataand the fos-
sils within it by radioactive mineral dating. In fact,
radiodating is so conflicting in its results, that, out of hun-
dreds of thousands of tests—ONLY THREE test results
have agreed sufficiently with evolutionary theory to be
used as “norms.” Each of these, of course, could only
apply to a single stratum.

Out of tensof thousandsof testsonly threeradioac-
tive sampleshave been found to be near enough torock
strata age theories to be useable,—and two of them are
just interpolated guesses based on * strata thickness.” Evo-
lutionistsusebut threeundiscar ded radiodatingstovin-
dicatetherdiability of thehundred-year-old strataand
fossil dating theory!

INTERLOCKING IMAGININGS—A brief historical
review will help explain the situation:

(1) Early inthe 19th century, evolutionists decided that
fossils in certain rock strata should be such-and-such an
age

(2) Sothey gavethe stratacontaining those fossilsdates
which would match their fossil age theories.

(3) Then they announced that they had thought up the
dates by peering at so-called “index fossils.”

(4) They declared that they could now prove the ages
of thefossilsin the rocks—by the rock stratathey werein.
Thus, they started out by dating the strata by imagined
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dates for fossils; and they ended up dating the fossils
by applying those imagined dates to the strata!

This circular reasoning pattern has continued on
down to the present day in regard to the dating of fos-
silsand strata.

But then, as the 20th century began, radioactive min-
eral dating began to be discovered. Repeatedly, scientists
havetried to correlateradioactivedating with thedates
they applied to fossils and strata a century beforera-
diodating was known. But they have not been able to
doso. Out of literally thousands of tests, they have been
able to correlate only three of them (the Colorado, Bo-
hemian, and Swedish dates given in the * Knopf quotation
[a lengthy statement we did not have room to include in
thispaperback]. The evolutionistsdecided that three suc-
cesses out of hundreds of thousands of test failureswere
enough to make their fossil/strata theory " scientific,”
by matchingradiodating. Itisonthisbasisthat evolution-
ist scientists now grandly proclaim that the fossiliferous
strata have been dated by radioactive minerals! See chap-
ter 12, Fossils and Strata, for much, much more on this.

SOME DATING SAM PLES—To conclude this section
on radiodating problems, here are a few dating samples.
Many, many, many more could have been cited!

“Sunset Crater, an Arizona Volcano, is known from
tree-ring dating to be about 1000 years old. But potas-
sium-argon put it at over 200,000 years [*G.B.
Dalrymple, ‘40 Ar/36 Ar Analyses of Historical Lava
Flows,” Earth and Planetary Science Letters 6, 1969,
pp. 47-55].

“For thevolcanicisland of Rangitotoin New Zealand,
potassium-argon dated the lava flows as 145,000 to
465,000 years old, but the journal of the Geochemical
Society noted that ‘the radiocarbon, geological and bo-
tanical evidence unequivocally shows that it was active
and was probably built during the last 1000 years.” In
fact, wood buried underneath its lava has been carbon-
dated aslessthan 350 yearsold [*lan McDougall, *H.A.
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Polach, and *J.J. Stipp, ‘Excess Radiogenic Argon in
Young Subaerial Basalts from Auckland Volcanic Field,
New Zealand,” Geochimica et Cosmochimica Acta, De-
cember 1969, pp. 1485, 1499].

“Even the lava dome of Mount St. Helens [produced
in 1980] has been radiometrically dated at 2.8 million
years[H.M. Morris, ‘Radiometric Dating,” Back to Gen-
esis, 1997].”—James Perloff, Tornado in a Junkyard
(1999), p. 146.

3 - RADIOCARBON DATING

9—THE CARBON-14 CYCLE—*Willard F. Libby
(1908-1980), working at the University of Chicago, dis-
covered the carbon-14 dating method in 1946. This was
considered to be a great breakthrough in the dating of re-
mains of plants and animals of earlier times. It isthe spe-
cial method used, by scientists, to date organic materi-
alsfrom earlier timesin history.

Cosmicraysthat enter our atmosphere from outer space
strike the earth and transform regular nitrogen (nitrogen
14) toradioactive carbon (carbon 14). Carbon 14 hasahalf-
life of about 5730 years. This method of datingis called
carbon-14 dating, C-14 dating, or radiocarbon dating.
Within about 12 minutes after being struck by cosmic rays
inthe upper atmosphere, the carbon 14 combineswith oxy-
gen, to become carbon dioxide that has carbon 14 in it. It
then diffuses throughout the atmosphere, and is absorbed
by vegetation (plants need carbon dioxide in order to make
sugar by photosynthesis). Every living thing has carbonin
it. While it is alive, each plant or animal takes in carbon
dioxide from the air. Animals also feed on the vegetation
and absorb carbon dioxide from it. There is some carbon
14 in dl of that carbon dioxide. At death, the carbon 14
continues on with its radioactive decay. Theoretically,
analysis of this carbon 14 can tell the date when the object
oncelived, by the percent of carbon-14 atoms still remain-
inginit.

*Libby’smethod involves counting the Geiger counter
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clicks per minute per gram of a dead material in order to
figure out when that plant or animal died.

It sounds simple and effective, but in practice it does
not turn out that way.

MOST TEST RESULTSARE TOSSED OUT—Before
we begin our study of radiocarbon dating, here is a quota-
tion to think about:

“It may come as a shock to some, but fewer than 50
percent of the radiocarbon dates from geological and ar-
chaeol ogical samplesin northeastern North Americahave
been adopted as ‘acceptable’ by investigators.”—*J.
Ogden 111, “The Use and Abuse of Radiocarbon,” in
Annals of the New York Academy of Science, Vol. 288,
1977, pp. 167-173.

*Hint and *Rubin declare that radiocarbon dating is
consistent within itself. What they do not mention is that
the published C-14 datesare only “ consistent” because
the very large number of radiocarbon dateswhich are
not consistent are discar ded!

Two researchersfrom the University of Uppsala, Swe-
den, in their report to the Twelfth Nobel Symposium, said
this:

“C-14 dating was being discussed at a symposium on

the prehistory of the Nile Valley. A famous American
colleague, Professor Brew, briefly summarized a com-
mon attitude among archaeol ogiststoward it, asfollows:
‘If a C-14 date supports our theories, we put it in the
main text. If it does not entirely contradict them, we put
itin afootnote. And if it is completely ‘ out-of-date,” we
just drop it.”"—*T. Save-Soderbergh and *Ingrid U.
Olsson, “C-14 Dating and Egyptian Chronology,” Ra-
diocarbon Variations and Absolute Chronology, ed.
*Ingrid U. Olsson (1970), p. 35 [also in *Pensee, 3(1):
44].

THIRTEEN ASSUMPTIONS—AS mentioned above,
radiocarbon dating wasinvented by *Willard Libby. From
the beginning—and consistently thereafter—heand hisas-
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sociates proceeded on the assumption that (1) the
way everything is now, so it always has been, and (2)
no contaminating factor haspreviously disturbed any ob-
ject tested with radiodating techniques.

Theresult isanice, tidy little theory that is applied to
samples, without regard for the immense uncertainties of
how the past may have affected them individually and col-
lectively. It is for this reason that *Libby was able to ig-
nore all of asample’'s past.

Now let us consider the underlying assumptions about
radiocarbon dating that are made in order to make it a
workable method, even though not a reliable one.

(1) Atmospheric carbon: For the past severa million
years, theair around us had the same amount of atmospheric
carbon that it now has.

(2) Oceanic carbon: During that time, the very large
amount of oceanic carbon has not changed in size.

(3) Cosmic rays. Cosmic raysfrom outer space have
reached the earth in the same amounts in the past as now.

(4) Balance of rates. Both the rate of formation and
rate of decay of carbon 14 have alwaysin the past remained
in balance.

(5) Decay rates: Thedecay rate of carbon 14 hasnever
changed.

(6) Nocontamination: Nothing hasever contaminated
any specimen containing carbon 14.

(7) No seepage: No seepage of water or other factor
has brought additional carbon 14 to the sample since death
occurred.

(8) Amount of carbon 14 at death: The fraction of
carbon 14, which the living thing possessed at death, is
known today.

(9) Carbon 14 half-life: The half-life of carbon 14
has been accurately determined.

(10) Atmospheric nitrogen: Nitrogen isthe precursor
to Carbon 14, so the amount of nitrogen in the atmosphere
must have always been constant.
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(11) Instrumentation and analysis: The instru-
mentation is precise, working properly, and analytic meth-
ods are always carefully done.

(12) Uniformresults: Thetechnigue alwaysyieldsthe
same results on the same sample or related samples that
are obviously part of the same larger sample.

(13) Earth’s magnetic field: Earth’s magnetic field
was the samein the past as it is today.

We have some big “ifs” in theabove 13 assumptions!
Inreality, thereisnot oneinstancein which wecan point
to a C-14 sample and declarewith certainty that EVEN

ONE of those assumptions appliesto it.

LIBBY'S OTHER DISCOVERY—*Willard Libby’'s
training wasin science, not history; so heand hisco-wor k-
erswereinitially startled tolearn that recorded history
(actual historical events) only goes back to about 3000
B.C. They had been taught in school that it extended
back 20,000 years!

(We will learn in the chapter on Ancient Man, that the
earliest dates of Egypt are based on the uncertain and in-
completeking-lists of Manetho. Theearliest Egyptian dates
should probably be lowered to 2200 B.C.)

Like many other bright hopesthat men had at last found
away to date things prior to 4300 years ago, radiocarbon
dating has turned out to be just another headache to con-
scientious scientists.

They work with a method that does not give accu-
rateresults. But they keep working, collecting data, and
hoping for better dating methods at some futuretime.

“Well-authenti cated dates are known only back asfar
asabout 1600 B.C. in Egyptian history, according to John
G Read [J.G. Read, Journal of Near Eastern Studies,
Vol. 29, No. 1, 1970]. Thus, the meaning of datesby Car-
bon 14 prior to 1600 B.C. is still asyet controversial.” —
H.M. Morris, W.W. Boardman, and R.F. Koontz, Science
and Creation (1971), p. 85.

Aside from the few that can be checked by historical
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records, there is no way to verify the accuracy of C-14
dates.

SIXTEEN RADIODATING PROBLEM S—Here isa brief
discussion of some of the serious hurdles to accuracy
in C-14 (radiocarbon) dating:

(1) TYPE OF CARBON—Uncertaintiesregardingthe
type of carbon that may be in a given sample causes
significant errorsin dating. As mentioned earlier, every
living thingisfull of carbon compounds, and includes some
carbon 14. But, after death, additional radioactive carbon
may have drifted into the sample. Few researcherstake the
exhaustive time needed to try and figure out which carbon
is which. Frankly, in most instances, it would be impos-
sibleto be certain how much of this secondary or intrusive
carbon had entered the sample from elsewhere.

(2) VARIATIONSWITHIN SAMPLES—Thenthereis
the problem of variations within each of the samples. Part
of the sampletests oneway and part testsanother way.
So many factors affect this that the experts are finding it
seemingly impossible to arrive at accurate dates.

(3) LOSSOF Carbon 14—Rainfall, lakes, oceans, and
below-ground moisture will cause a loss of Carbon 14,
and thus ruin its radiation clock.

(4) CHANGESIN ATMOSPHERIC CARBON—In ad-
dition, it is not known what carbonic and atmospheric
conditions were like in ancient times. We know it was
different, but do not know to what degree. Evidence is
surfacing that changes have occurred which would in-
validate ancient dates determined by carbon-14 analysis.

(5) SUNSPOT EFFECT ON C-14 PRODUCTION—
Sunspot production radically affects radiocarbon pro-
duction in the atmosphere.

Important discoveries have been made recently in re-
gard to sunspots. Mgor variations in sunspot production
have occurredinthe past, some of which weknow of. These
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have resulted in decided changes in radiocarbon produc-
tion. (1) From A.D. 1420 to 1530 and from 1639 to 1720
there were few sunspots; during those years not a single
aurora was reported anywhere around the globe. Northern
Europe became something of an icebox; and there was an
increase in solar wind, with consequent higher C-14 pro-
duction in the atmosphere at that time. (2) In the 12th and
early 13th centuries, there was unusually high sunspot ac-
tivity for anumber of years. At that time, there was less C-
14 production, warmer climate, increased glacial melt, and
unusually brilliant displays of the aurora borealis. Thus,
we see that the past is not the same as the present in regard
to radiocarbon production; yet “uniformity” —"the past is
like the present”—is abasic premisein al carbon-14 dat-
ing. When radiocarbon production in the atmosphere
is so drastically changed, dating results, based on car-
bon 14 in creatureswholived at that time, areseriously
affected.

A number of additional sunspot changes in the centu-
ries before then have been discovered. Each mgjor change
has generally lasted from 50 to several hundred years.

(6) RADIOCARBON DATE SURVEY—A magjor sur-
vey of 15,000 dates obtained by carbon 14 dating revealed
that, in spite of itserrors, radiocar bon dating continually
yieldsdatesthat are millions and even billions of years
younger than those obtained by other radiodating
techniques (uranium, thorium, potassium, etc.).

(7) CHANGE INNEUTRINO RADIATION—A change
in neutrino radiation into our atmosphere in earlier
timeswould also affect radiocar bon levels. But we have
no way of measuring past neutrino radiation levels.

(8) COSMIC RAYS—The amount of cosmic radia-
tion entering our atmosphere and reaching the earth
would also be crucial.

A partial change in cosmic radiation amounts would
also greatly affect C-14 dating. But a change in cosmic
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radiation from outer space would not be necessary, only a
change in the amount of water or warmth—or both—in
our atmosphere.

(9) MAGNETIC FIELD—Scientists now know that
therehasbeen afairly rapid weakening of earth’smag-
netic field. (This was discussed in chapter 4, Age of the
Earth.) It is cosmic radiation entering our atmosphere
that changes Carbon 12 into Carbon 14. The three go
together: earth’s magnetic field, cosmic rays, and Car-
bon 14. Thus the strength of earth’s magnetic field has a
major effect on the amount of carbon 14 that is made.

(10) MOISTURE CONDITIONS—Atmospheric
changesin moisture content in the past would also sig-
nificantly affect C-14 amounts. Changesin ground mois-
ture, even temporary ones, would have an even greater
impact. How much moisture cameinto contact with agiven
sample at various times in past ages? Could water have
trickled alongside or through the sample at some earlier
time? What about storage problems in more recent times
or after the sample was collected? Prior to testing, wasthe
sample placed in alocation more damp than where it was
found? —AlI these factors can decidedly affect the inter-
nal clockwork of radiocarbon samples.

(11) IF WARMER AND MORE WATER VAPOR—If
the earth was either warmer at an earlier time or had
morewater in the atmospher e (both of which we believe
happened before and during the Flood), then the C-14 clocks
would register long ages of time prior to about 2000 B.C.

(12) DRAMATIC CHANGES AFTER FLOOD—For
some time after the Flood there were changes in the atmo-
sphere (aloss of water from the vapor canopy), changesin
climate (dueto worldwide warmth changing to cooler con-
ditions), and changes due to volcanism and glaciation.

Because of these dramatic worldwide alter ations,
plants, animals, and peoplelivingin theearly centuries
after the Flood would have received much less carbon
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14 than they would receive today. This would make
those earlier life forms and civilizations appear to be
much more ancient by radiocarbon dating methods
than they actually were.

With the passing of the centuries, the carbon-14 radia-
tion levels would have gradually increased until, by about
1000 B.C., they would have been closeto early nineteenth-
century levels.

Thisiswhy radiocarbon dates for the past 2600 years
(going back to c. 600 B.C.) generally show a better corre-
lation with historically verified chronologies. But evenin
datesfrom 2600 B.C. on down to the present there are dis-
crepancies in carbon-14 dates.

(13) RECENT DATESARE MOST ACCURATE—Itis

rather well-known that carbon-14 dates, going back about
2600 years, tend to be the most accurate. But, prior to
about 600 B.C., the dates given by radiocarbon analysis
beqin lengthening out excessively.

(14) EVEN MODERN SPECIMENS ARE INACCU-
RATE—It isasurprising fact that even specimensfrom
recent centuries show serious problems. Consider a few
examples. They reveal that radiocarbon dating cannot be
relied on as accurate evidence for anything:

Mortar from Oxford Castle in England was dated by
radiocarbon as 7370 yearsold, yet the castleitself wasonly
built 785 yearsago (E.A. von Fange, “Time Upside Down,*
quoted in Creation Research Society Quarterly, November
1974, p. 18).

Freshly killed sealshave been dated at 1300 years. This
means they are supposed to have died over a millennium
ago. Other seals which have been dead no longer than 30
years were dated at 4,600 years (*W. Dort, “Mummified
Seals of Southern Victoria Land,” in Antarctic Journal of
the U.S., June 1971, p. 210).

Wood was cut out of living, growing trees. Although
only afew daysdead, it was dated as having existed 10,000
years ago (*B. Huber, “Recording Gaseous Exchange Un-
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der Field Conditions,” in Physiology of Forest Trees,
ed. by *K.V. Thimann, 1958).

Various living mollusks (such as snails) had their shells
dated, and werefound to have“died” asmuch as 2300 years
ago (*M. Keith and *G. Anderson, ““Radiocarbon Dating:
Fictitious Results with Mollusk Shells,” in Science, 141,
1963, p. 634).

(15) CARBON INVENTORY—Due to drastic changes
at the time of that immense catastrophe, the Flood, thereis
reason to believe that dramatic changes were occurring at
that time in the carbon-14 content of the atmosphere. In
addition, massive amounts of carbon were buried then. Im-
mense worldwide forests became fossils or coal, and mil-
lions of animals became fossils or petroleum.

Aworld carboninventory by *W.A. Reinersreveals
that the total amount of carbon in the world today is
lessthan 1/500th of thetotal amount that islocked into
fossil plantsand animalswithin sedimentary rock strata!
(See *W.A. Reiners, Carbon and the Biosphere, p. 369).
An enormous amount of carbon wasburied at thetime
of the catastrophe of the Flood. If the same world in-
ventory of carbon 14—asnow exists—weredistributed
in that pre-Flood biosphere as living plants and ani-
mals, the level of C-14 activity back then would have
been 500 times as much asthe amount existing now.

This alone would account for nine C-14 half-lives, or
51,000 years of theradiocarbon timescale. Thisfactor a one
totally destroys the usefulness of radiocarbon dating.

(16) THROWING OFF THE CLOCK—In hisbook, Ev-
olution or Degeneration (1972, pp. 80-81), H.R. Siegler
mentions that *Willard F. Libby, the developer of ra-
diodating, found aseriousdiscrepancy at acertain point
in past history that indicated his assumed build-up of
terrestrial radiocar bon wasinaccur ate. But, ssincehewas
convinced that the earth was millions of years old, he went
ahead with his date assumptions. Siegler suggests that a
relatively recent Creation (plus, we might add, the cata-
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strophic effects of the Flood) would account for thedis-
crepancy. Keep in mind that, before the Flood, a vast
vapor canopy wasin our atmospher e, which would tend
to shield the earth from radiocarbon buildup.

This is the problem: Prior to about 1600 B.C.,
radiodating tends to go wild. Something happened back
then that threw the clock off. Creation scientists recognize
that the problem was the Genesis Flood and the abnormal
conditions that existed for centuries after it ended.

C-14 DATA POINTSTO THE FLOOD—AnN immense
number of plantsand animalsdied at the time of the Flood,
asrecorded in Genesis6-9. Onewould expect that radio-
carbon dating should produce a large number of speci-
mensthat died at about the same time. Dueto errorsin
dating, we would not expect those carbon-14 dates to cor-
respond with the time of the Flood, but we should expect
them to nonetheless point to atime when there was adra-
matic increase in the number of deaths.

In 1970, R. Whitelaw, of VirginiaPolytechnic Institute,
went through the research literature on radiocarbon dating
and carefully compiled 25,000 C-14 dates up to that year.
The specimens were of people, animals, and vegetation
obtained from above and below sea level. Whitelaw then
applied certain principlesto help avoid disparity problems
between radiocarbon production and disintegration. Hethen
put the results of his research into a single graph.

The chart (shown on the next page) shows a gradual
increase in deaths from about 5000 B.C. onward. The
deaths peaked at about 4,000 yearsago (2000 B.C.). Er-
rors in radiocarbon dating would be responsible for the
2,000-year spread in thelargest number of deaths—although
the Flood took placeinamuch smaller period of time. (Bib-
lical chronology indicatesthat the Genesis Flood occurred
. 2348 B.C.) But the basic facts are there:

A giganticlossof lifeoccurred at about that time. Robert
Whitelaw found that 15,000 C-14 dates placed it about 2500
B.C. (See R. Whitelaw, “Time, Life and History in the Light
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of 15,000 Radiocarbon Dates,”” in Creation Research
Society Quarterly, 7 (1970):56.)

MASSSPECTROMETER—Hereisatechniquethat you
are not likely to hear much about. The problem for evo-
lutionists is that it consistently yields dates that are
too low. Yet if its conclusions were accepted, ALL fos

RADIOCARBON DEATH DATES—The graph
below portrays Whitelaw’s 25,000 corrected
carbon-14 datings. The graph peaks in section
B, when the huge destruction occurred at the
time of the Flood. Section C would represent
the gradual increase in dateable remains as life
slowly multiplied again after the Flood.

Whitelaw arrived at a 7000-year B.P. (before
present) Creation date by comparing radiocar-
bon production and disintegration, which is
based on the assumption that there was no
change in the vapor canopy or amount of avail-
able carbon prior to the Flood. Adjusting for
changes in those two factors could easily bring
the date of Creation down to c. 6000 years B.P.
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sils, ALL coal, ALL petroleum, and ALL hominid (an-
cient man) bones would be dated less than 5000 years
in the past!

The mass spectrometer techniqueisfairly new, and the
equipment is quite expensive. Unfortunately, when work-
ing with radiocarbon, the resultswill still be skewed (dates
will appear to be too ancient) because the atmaosphere in
ancient times had a different amount of carbon 14 than it
now has. (The mass spectrometer isdiscussed againin chap-
ter 13, Ancient Man.)

LESSON FROM JARM O—Jarmo was an ancient vil-
lage that was inhabited for not over 500 years. It was dis-
coveredinnortheast Irag. Eleven different C-14 testswere
made there, and dates with a 6000-year spread were
tallied up! A fundamental scientific principleisthat acor-
rect method will give the same result when repeated; if it
cannot do this, it is not scientific.

CONCL USION—As with the other methods of non-
historical dating, we find that radiocarbon dating is aso
highly inaccurate.

“The troubles of the radiocarbon dating method are
undeniably deep and serious. . It should be no surprise,
then, that fully half of the dates are rejected. The wonder
is, surely, that the remaining half cometo be accepted.” —
*R.E. Lee, “Radiocarbon, Ages in Error,” in Anthropo-
logical Journal of Canada, March 3, 1981, p. 9.

4 - AMINO ACID DATING

10—AMINO ACID DECOMPOSITION—In 1955,
*Philip Abelson reported on a new dating method, and im-
mediately anumber of researchers began exploring its pos-
sibilities.

Amino acids arethe building blocks of proteins. At the
death of the creature that they were in, amino acids begin
decomposing at varying rates.

A major difficulty in applying this dating method is
that, of the twenty amino acids, some decompose much
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more rapidly than others. Scientists can only try to esti-
mate the age when an animal died by the amount of
decomposition it has experienced since death. Gradually
more stable compounds remain while others decompose
in varying ways.

Accompanying thisisthe problem that various organ-
ismshavedifferent ratios of amino acids. Eachtype of plant
and animal hasits own special amino acid ratios. Because
of this, trying to analyze their later decomposition to es-
tablish the dateswhen they died isrisky business. Because
thereisawidevariation in decomposition time among
different plant and animal species, researchers who
have worked with thisdating method havewritten sev-
eral reportsstatingthat amino acid dating, on thebasis
of comparative decomposition, can only yield broad
ranges of fossil age. In other words, it is not a useful

dating method.

NO ANCIENT FOSSIL S—One worthwhile discovery
that scientists made when they applied amino acid dating
methods (both amino acid decomposition and amino acid
racemization) out in the field—was that traces of amino
acid still exist all through the fossil strata! This means
that none of thefossils are ancient!

Although we cannot accurately date with amino acid
methods, yet we can know that, when amino acids still
exist in the field,—they are not very old! We will discuss
thismorein alater chapter (Fossils and Strata).

11—RACEMIC DATING—This is a different dating
method based on amino acid remainsfrom once-living crea-
tures. Itisalso called racemization. A leader inresearchin
both amino acid dating methods has been the Carnegie In-
stitute of Washington, D.C.

Of thetwenty amino acids, all but one (glycine) can be
formed in one of two patterns: the L (left-handed) and the
D (right-handed). The chemical structure of the L and D
are identical to one another. The difference lies only in
their shape. Imaginetwo gloves: aleft-handed gloveand a
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right-handed one. Both are made of the same materials,
but they are mirror opposites. TheL and D amino acidsare
both identical in every way; except, in the L form, some
molecules stick out on the left side and, on the D form,
some protrude on the right side. (In two later chapters,
Primitive Environment and DNA, we will discuss L and D
amino acids again.)

ONLY L—Onlythel (left-handed) amino acidsever
occur in animal tissue. The D (right-handed) ones are
never found in the protein of animalsthat are alive.

When man makes amino acids in alaboratory, he will
always get an equal number of both L and D. Only very
complicated methods are able to separate them so the ex-
perimenter can end up with only L amino acids. Thereis
no way to synthetically make only L amino acids. This
isa marvelous proof that living things could not form
by chance. More on thisin chapter 8, DNA and Protein.

SEEKING A RACEMIC MIXTURE—This brings us
back to racemization as a dating method: At death, the L
amino acids begin converting to the D type. The changeover
inanimal remainsis completely random, with Lschanging
into Ds, and Ds changing back to Ls. Gradually, over a
period of time, a““racemic mixture” istheresult. Theamino
acids become “racemic” when they contain equal amounts
of both L and D types.

Scientistsmuch prefer racemicdatingtoaminoacid
decomposition dating. Analyzing for aracemic mixture
can bedonemorequickly and with lessexpensive equip-
ment than the amino acid decomposition method. In
addition, the starting point will, with the exception of gly-
cine (the simplest amino acid, which is neither L nor D),
aways be 100 percent L amino acid content.

But there are serious problems in trying to use race-
mic activity to date ancient materials:

TEN RACEMIC PROBLEM S—Many different factors
can affect the accuracy of racemic dating methods; and, as
with problems accompanying radioactive and radiocarbon
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dating analysis, for any given specimen no one can know
which factors are involved or to what degree. Why? Be-
cause the person would have to be there studying the speci-
men since its clock first started thousands of years ago, at
itsdeath, and its L amino acids began their journey toward
racemization.

The rate at which racemization occurs is dependent
on at least ten different factors:

(1) What have been the surrounding water concen-
trations? (2) What amount of acidity and/or alkalinity
has been nearby at different times? (3) What has been
the varying temperature of the specimen since death?
(4) Towhat degreehastherebeen contact with clay sur-
faces in the past? (Clay is highly absorbent.) (5) Could
aldehydes—especially when associated with metal
ions—have contacted the sampleat some past time? (6)
What buffer compounds have contacted it? What were
their concentrations? (7) Towhat degreein thepast has
the amino acid specimen been “bound” (isolated from
surrounding contamination)? (8) If bound, what was
the location of the tested specific amino acid, in rela-
tion to the outer membrane or shell of the specimen?
(9) How lar gewasthe specimen it wasin? Have changes
in sizeoccurred in thepast? (10) Were bacteria present
at some earlier time? Because bacteria can produce one
of the amino acids (D-alanine), test results can be thrown
off by this one factor.

CONTAMINATION FACTOR—Soft materialsarethe
most easily contaminated. Using this method, amino ac-
ids in very hard materials, such as bone, tend to produce
dates up to 20,000 years. But amino acids in more easily
contaminated materials, such as sea shell meat, will run to
long ages of time, peaking out about 150,000 years.

TEMPERATURE CHANGE—Just a one degree in-
crease in temperature at 23° C [73.4° F]—just one de-
gree—will produce a nearly 16 percent increase in the
rate at which racemization occurs. So any temperature
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change will significantly affect the racemic clock
within the amino acid mixture.

Interestingly enough, the only time when racemic
dating agrees with the theorized long-ages dating of
radioactive materialsiswhen theracemization hasbeen
done in the laboratory with very high temperatures!
Thus, as would be expected, samples from out in the field
reveal ages that are far less than those acceptable to
evolutionary conjectures.

THE COLD STORAGE PROBLEM—Another prob-
lem lies with the fact that “ cold storage” slows down ra-
cemization and givean appear ance of alonger age span
since death. After the Flood, intense volcanic activity
spewed so much dust into the air that the earth cooled and
glaciers spread from the poles southward for quite some
time. Since then, the climate has gradually been warming
up. Thus, if an animal died in A.D. 500, and if it wasfree
from variouscontamination factors, it might yield adate
of 1,500 years. But an animal dyingin 2200B.C., shortly
after the Flood, might yield an age of 150,000 years.

The Racemic researchers themselves admit that their
dates can only betentative at best. Thefact is(asthey know
al too well), there is no characteristic racemization rate
that isreliably constant.

MOISTURE: A DOUBLE PROBLEM—*Wehmiller
and *Hare have suggested that racemization can only oc-
cur during the hydrolysis of the protein. In other words,
moisture has to be present all during the time that the
amino acids areracemizing. But that moisture, coming
from outside and flowing in and through the specimen,
will bring with it contamination of various kinds. In
contrast, amino acid samples from extinct dinosaurs, from
the La Brea tar pits in southern California, indicate that
they died only yesterday! Thisis because tar sealed water
away from the samples. Yet scientists can have no way of
knowing the temperature and other factors of the water and
air that earlier contacted any given sample.
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pH FACTOR—If the water moistening the amino
acids had a higher pH (if it was more alkaline), then
racemization would occur in only a fraction of its nor-
mal time, giving theimpression of great ageto the sample.
But who can know the pH of the contaminating water at
various timesin the past?

A SAMPLE TEST—One example of racemic dating
problems is the dating of a single Late Pleistocene
Mercenaria shell, which, when several testswererunonit,
produced a variety of dates ranging from 30,000 to 2 mil-
lionyearsfor itsvariousamino acids! Other examplescould
be cited (see the radiodating section on our website).

ANOTHER RADIODATING PROBLEM—Efforts
have been made to confirm racemization dating by radio-
carbon dating, but this has failed also.

Because of thevery low datesit produces, racemic dat-
ing has cast yet another shadow over the integrity of the
high-age dates produced by the various radioactive dating
methods.

5 -0THER DATING VIETHODS

12—ASTRONOMICAL DATING—The speed of light
is also used as a ““dating method.”” The time required for
light to travel to us from distant stars and galaxies is gen-
erally given in the millions of light-years. If suchtime spans
are correct, then one would expect those light sources (the
stars the light came from) to be millions of years old.

But to agreat degree, theselong ages of timefor dat-
ing starlight are based on the redshift theory and on
the Einsteinian theory of the nature of space, both of
which have been seriously questioned.

(1) Redshift Theory. Several of the very serious weak-
nesses of the redshift theory, which requires speeding stars,
immense distances, and an expanding universe, were dis-
cussed in chapter 2, Big Bang and Stellar Evolution.

More reasonable explanations of the spectral redshift,
which fit astronomical facts better, would eliminate the ex-
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panding universe theory and bring the stars much closer to
us.

(2) Einstein’s Theory. Albert Einstein theorized that
the speed of light is the only constant (186,000 miles
[299,274 km] per second) and that everything elseisrela
tiveto it. Theoretical effects of that theory are little short
of astounding (peoplethat become almost infinitein length
if they travel too fast, time that stops, etc.).

But there are anumber of scientistswho do not believe
Einstein was correct. They believein a Euclidean universe
which has normal time, energy, and matter init. Theveloc-
ity of light would not then be a constant.

One important implication of the Euclidean view-
point would bethat thetimerequired for light to travel
from a star to the earth would be greatly reduced. This
ishighly significant.

13—PALEOMAGNETIC DATING—Because paleo-
magnetic dating is such a new field, and is so intricately
associated with seafloor spreading and plate tectonics,
which has taken the geological world by storm since the
1960s, it deserves special discussion and far too much space
for this present chapter. Within the past 25 years, paleo-
magnetic dating has become asignificant method of trying
to prove long ages for earth’s history. There are serious
flawsin paleomagnetic dating, one of which isthat K/A
(potassium-argon) dating isheavily relied on. (Dueto a
lack of space, the datain chapter 20, Paleomagnetism, has
been aimost entirely removed from this paperback; go to
our website).

14—VARVE DATING—There are sedimentary clays
that are known asvarved deposits. These clays are banded
sediments, with each band generally quite thin. The color
of each band will vary from light to dark. Evolutionists
arbitrarily interpret each varve as being exactly—no
more and no less—equal to oneyear! On thisbasis, they
count the “varves’ and attempt to work out “varve chro-
nologies.”
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In reality, any brief flooding discharge into a lake
will cause a varve, which is a settling out of finer par-
ticles. * Thornbury, a major geology writer, discussed the
problems in that theory (*W.D. Thornbury, Principles of
Geomorphology, p. 404).

Pebbles, plants, insects, and dead animalshavebeen
found embedded in varves. How could adead fish rest on
the bottom of alake for two hundred years without rotting
while slowly accumulating sediments gradually covered
and fossilized it? This does not occur in modern lakes, and
it would not have happened anciently.

15—TREE RING DATING—The giant sequoias (Se-
quoia gigantea) of the Sierra Nevada Mountains of Cali-
fornia, along with the bristlecone pines of Arizonaand Cali-
fornia, are the oldest living things on earth.

Nothing can kill a mature sequoia, with the exception
of man and hissaws. Yet no sequoiasar e older than 4000
years of age. They date back to the time of the Flood,
and no further.

The bristlecone pines of the White Mountainsin Cali-
fornia and nearby Arizona are said to be somewhat older.
But research by Walter Lammerts, aplant scientist, hasdis-
closed that the bristlecone pine routinely stops growth
during thedry summer and when both spring and fall
arerainy (which is common). It produces two rings a

year. Thus, the giant redwoods (Sequoia gigantea) are
with certainty the oldest living thing, not the bristle-

cone pine.
For more information on this, see chapter 4, Age of the
Earth.

16—BURIED FOREST STRATA DATING—Buried
trees are to be found in the sedimentary deposits. Some
are horizontal, others diagonal, and many are vertical.
Thistopic will be discussed in more detail in two later chap-
ters (Fossils and Strata and Effects of the Flood). Because
these vertical trees are at times found above and below one
another, evolutionists assumethat hereisanother way to prove
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long ages. Outstanding examples are to be found in Amethyst
Mountain and Specimen Ridge in the northwestern part of
Yellowstone National Park. Fifteen to eighteen successive
levels of buried trees areto be found there. This could be
the result of local floods occurring over a period of many
centuries (although such floods never today wash over these
mountains). The Genesis Flood—a worldwide inundation
that covered everything would more easily explain these
treelevels. Asit rose, it successively laid down trees, plants,
and animals, covered them over with sediment, and then re-
peated the operation again and again. A dead tree would
rot; it would not remain vertical whilelong ages of strata

gradually covered it!

17—PEAT DATING—Peat moss is any of a group of
pal e-green mosses, genus Sphagnum. They grow in swamps
and are the major source of peat. Peat is made up of deposits
of this decomposed plant matter found in what were once
swamps. Itisfound in bogs and similar poorly drained areas.
Theresidue of these mossesis sold as mulch under the names
of “peat moss’ or “sphagnum moss.” Peat isnot only used as
aplant covering (mulch), but is aso burned as afuel.
Scientists have worked out the theory that peat forms at
therate of about one-fifth inch per century, or onefoot in 6000
years. Thus, evolutionists use peat bogs to help support the
theory that long ages were required to form peat bogs. But_re-
sear ch evidence contradicts the theorized uniform rate of peat
moss formation. Here are several examples:
“Morethan acentury ago . . peat farmers said that therate
[of peat formation] was about 2%z inches [6.35 cm] per year.
A large number of embarrassing finds soon supported the
experience of the peat farmers:

“Elephant bones found under afew inches or feet of peat
inAmericaarestill dated in termsof many thousands of years.
In some places in Scotland old Roman roads were covered
with peat to a depth of eight feet [24.38 dm], but one could
hardly argue for an age of 48,000 years for such work by
human beings.

“Other findsincluded datable metal objectsfound at great
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depths in peat. In Abbeville, France, a boat loaded with
Roman bricks was found in the lowest tier of peat. In the
Somme Valley, beech stumps up to four feet in height were
found covered by peat before they had decayed.”—Erich
A. von Fange, “Time Upside Down,” in Creation Research
Society Quarterly, June 1974, p. 17.

18—REEF DATING—During his five-year voyage on the
Beagle (1831-1836), * Charles Darwin first learned about coral reefs.
Sailors and explorers were well-acquainted with them, but no one
knew how they got there. *Darwin developed a theory that coral
reefsgradually grew higher asthe oceansfilled over millions of
years, and later, in 1842, he wrote a book about it.

Coral, which makes the reefs, only lives within a couple
hundred feet of sea level; yet remains of coral are to be found

deep in the ocean. Therefore, at some past time the oceansr ose.
According to * Darwin’s uniformitarian theory, oceans haverisen at
aslow, steady rate for millions of years.

What actually happened wasafilling of the oceans, during
the Flood astherains fell, and shortly afterward as mountain
buildingtook place. Theup-raised continentsflooded the ocean
basinswith yet more water. (See chapter 14, Effects of the Flood
for more on this.)

19—THERMOLUMINESCENCE DATING—A little-
known method of dating is thermoluminescence dating, but it is
onethat hasalso failed to meet expectations. Speaking of Ban Chiang
pottery dating from southeastern Asia, we are told:

“The Ban Chiang painted pottery, thought on the basis of
thermoluminescence dates to be more than 6000 years old, is
now found by radiocarbon dating to be no older than the first
millennium B.C.”—Quoted in News Notes, Creation Research
Society Quarterly, June 1977, p. 70.

20—STALACTITE FORMATION—In almost every coun-
try there are limestone caverns. Water running through limestone
dissolves some of the mineral. Asit preparesto drip from cracksin
the ceiling, some of the water evaporates and leaves a mineral de-
posit. Theresult isdripstone. Asit growslonger, it becomes stalac-
tites. Dripping onto the ground, more formations are built up, called
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stalagmites. (Memory device: “c” comes before “g,” and stalac-
tites come before and result in stalagmites; therefore stalactites are
on top, stalagmites are on the floor.)

Salactites arethelong conical formationsthat hang down
from the ceiling of caves. They are often cited as a proof of the
earth’sgreat age. But that isnot correct, Thereisevidence that
stalactites can form fairly rapidly. Dr. Ken Ham tells of acavein
Queensland, Australia that, because it is a comparatively dry cave
with little moisture, ought to have an especially slow stalactite
growth. Itisknown that, in the 1890s as ameans of recreation, men
destroyed the stalactites within that cave with shotgun blasts. By
the 1980s, the stalactites had aready made six inches[15.24 cm] of
new growth.

A London subway tunnel that has not been used since 1945,
when it was an air-raid shelter, was opened again 33 years later in
1978. In hisbook, In the Minds of Men (p. 336), lan Taylor showsa
picture of the 24-inch [61 cm] stalactites that had devel oped in that
brief space of time.

Over adozen other examples of lengthy stalactites that devel-
oped within amatter of a decade or less could have been described.
But the above illustrations should suffice. Neither stalactites nor
stalagmites are evidence that the earth is millions of years old, and
the standard scientific measurement applied to them (oneinch
[2.54 cm] equals a thousand years) istotally inaccur ate.

SUMMARY —In this chapter, we have learned that the vari-
ous methods used to date materials, supposedly older than a few
thousand years, are notoriously unreliable. Thisfact should be kept
in mind.

EVOLUTION COULD NOT DO THIS

The 6-inch Craseonycteris thonglongyal bat weighsonly 0.06 ounce.
Yet it has all the multiplied thousands of specialized organs that every
mammal has. How can this be? Evolution could not produce it.

The blackpoll warbler weighs only three-quarters of an ounce; yet
twice each year it flies 2,400 miles [3862 km] non-stop for 4 days and
nights. Theselittle birds spend the summer in Alaskaand then, in the fall,
on one day they all know to begin flying eastward. Arriving in New En-
gland, they head out over the ocean for anon-stop journey. Climbing high
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in the air, and quickly becoming separated from one another, they climb
higher and higher in the sky. Although they want to go to South America,
they begin by heading toward Africa. Climbing to 20,000 feet [6096 m] in
the sky, they head off. How can each bird keep warm at such a high alti-
tude? Thereis very little oxygen for it to breath, and it is so much harder
to fly when itstiny wings must beat against that thin atmosphere. Yet and
on it goes, with nothing to guide it but a trackless ocean below and sun,
stars, and frequently overcast sky overhead. At a certain point, the little
bird encounters awind which doesnot blow at alower altitude. It isblow-
ing toward South America. Immediately, the little bird turns and goesin
that direction. It had no maps, and no one ever instructed it asto the direc-
tion it should take. Well, you say, it may have taken the trip before. No,
this might be one of this year’s new crop of birds which hatched only a
few months before in Alaska. And its parents never told it what it was to
do. Now, alone, separated from all the other birds, it keeps flying. It can-
not stop to rest, eat, or drink. It dares not land on the water; for it will
drown. Thefollowing spring, the little bird will once again fly to Alaska.

Many other examples could be cited. One is a bronze bird in New
Zealand which abandons its young and flies off. In March, when strong
enough to fly, they follow after, taking the same route: first 1250 miles
over open seato northern Australia; then to Papua, New Guinega; then the
grueling distance to the Bismarck Archipelago—a migration of 4000 miles
from New Zealand where they hatched not long before.

Specialized features enablethe bat to fly, yet al those features had to
be placed there together in the beginning. Its pelvic girdle is rotated 180°
to that of other mammals. That meansit is backwards to yours and mine.
The knees bend opposite to ours also. Thisideal for bats, but an impos-
sible stuation for evolutionary theory to explain. The pelvis, legs, knees,
and feet of a bat are structured so that they can sleep, while hanging up-
side down at night from rocks and trees.

Young bats have specia infantile teeth with inside tooth hooks on
them. These allow the immature bats to hold into the thick hair on their
mother’s shoulders. without those juvenile teeth, few bats would survive
to adulthood. It would be equally hazardous to the bat race if the babies
lacked the awareness to grip the fur with their teeth.

The radar abilities of bats surpasses man’'s copy of it. In adarkened
roomwith finewiresstrung acrossit, batsfly about and never touch them.
Thisis called “echolocation,” but the bat was never taught the word.

A true bird, the oilbird, also usesradar to fly in and out of caves. So
do porpoises and whales, but theirsis called “sonar” instead of “radar.”



CHAPTER 6 - STUDY AND REVIEW QUESTIONS
INACCURATE DATING VIETHODS
GRADES 5 TO 12 ON A GRADUATED SCALE

1 - What isthe oldest species of tree in the world?

2 - Why are evolutionists so afraid to tell the public
that their theories and dating techniques do not agree with
scientific facts?

3 - There are five factors that render inaccurate the
results of uranium or thorium dating. List three of them.

4 - List three of the four reasons why a worldwide
Flood would have ruined the clocks in radiodating results.

5 - Why are evolutionists so concerned to try to make
radiodating conclusions agree with the 19th-century theo-
retical dates applied to sedimentary strata?

6 - List five of the thirteen radiocarbon assumptions
which you consider to be the most flawed, and most likely
to produce inaccurate carbon-14 test results.

7 - How can we know that a dating technique is accu-
rate if there is no way to verify a particular date?

8 - Why should anyone think that a radiodating
method has any possible accuracy, when all its dates are
wildly different from one another, and with every other
dating technique—even on the same tested substance?

9 - Is a scientific method “scientific” which cannot
be verified by other data or duplicated by aternate tests?

10 - Summarizefive of the most significant of the sev-
enteen major problems in radiocarbon dating.

11 - Twelve methods for figuring out the date of an-
cient materials are listed near the beginning of this chap-
ter. Write a brief report on one of them, and why it does
not accurately date.

12- List three of the reasons why racemic amino acid
dating is so inaccurate.

13 - Why isthe evolutionary varve theory not true?

14 - Inview of thefactsgiven in this chapter, which of
the twenty dating methods discussed in this chapter can be
reliably used?

15-Why isit that ancient records of total solar eclipses
are the most accurate way of dating ancient events?
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Chapter ] ———

THE PRIMITIVE
ENVIRONMENT

Why raw materials
on earth cannot produce life

This chapter is based on pp. 233-263 of Origin of the
Life (Volume Two of our three-volume Evolution Dis-
proved Series). Not included in this chapter are at least
52 statements by scientists. You will find them, plus
much more, on our website: evolution-facts.org.

1 - THE PRIMITIVE ENVIRONIVIENT

HOW THE THEORY TELLS IT—According to the
evolutionary theory, life began in this way:

(1) There was just the right atmosphere—and it was
totally different from the one we now have.

(2) The ground, water, or ocean where life began had
just the right combination of chemicals in it—which it
does not now have.

(3) Using an unknown source of just theright amount
of energy, amino acids then formed in sufficient quan-
tities that—

(4) they could combineintolotsof proteinsand nucle-
otides (complex chemical compounds).

(5) They then reformed themselves into various or-
gansinside a main organism.

(6) They did some careful thinking (as with all the
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other points, beyond the mental abilities of even our best
scientists today), and developed a genetic code to cover
thousands of different factors.

(7) At this point, they were ready to start reproducing
young. —Of coursg, this last point revealsthat all the
previoussix had to occur within thelifetime of just one
bacterium. Since microbes and bacteria do not live very
long, thisfirst one had to think and act fast.

Charles Darwin did alot of daydreaming in hisletters
and in hisbook, Origin of the Species. Herewas one of his
hopeful wishes, as expressed in a letter to a close friend:

“But if (and oh! what a big if!) we could conceivein
some warm little pond, with all sorts of ammonia and
phosphoric salts, light, heat, electricity etc., present, that
aprotein compound was chemically formed ready to un-
dergo still more complex changes.”—*Charles Darwin,
in *Francis Darwin (ed.), The Life and Letters of Charles
Darwin (1887 ed.), p. 202 (the parenthetical comment is
his also).

*Darwin was totally puzzled asto how even one of
theplant or animal speciescould haveoriginated, much
lessthe millionswe havetoday. Yet he wrote abook which,
according to the title, explained the problem. An ardent
evolutionist refers to the difficulty:

“Since Darwin’s seminal work was called The Origin
of Species one might reasonably suppose that his theory
had explained this central aspect of evolution or at |east
made a shot at it, even if it had not resolved the larger
issues we have discussed up to now. Curiously enough,
thisisnot the case. As Professor Ernst Mayr of Harvard,
the doyen [senior member] of species studies, once re-
marked, the ‘book called The Origin of Species is not
really on that subject,” while his colleague Professor
Simpson admits: * Darwin failed to solvethe problemin-
dicated by the title of hiswork.’

“You may be surprised to hear that the origin of spe-
cies remains just as much a mystery today, despite the
efforts of thousands of biologists. Thetopic has been the
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DARWIN’S FAMOUS “POND” STATEMENT—
Reprinted below is a page from *Charles
Darwin’s letter in which he conjectured as to
the possible origin of living creatures. That con-
jecture was about as far as he took the pro-
cess; for nowhere, in his Origin of the Species,
is the origin of the species discussed or even

hinted at.

The spelling and punctuation was revised
when *Francis Darwin later (1887) placed in print
an edited version of his father’s writings. (*Dar-
win died in the year 1882.)

can have been present. —
But if
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main focus of attention and is beset by endless contro-
versies.”—*Gordon R. Taylor, Great Evolution Mystery
(1983), p. 140.

One of the greatest scientists of the last 200 years said
this about the possihility of life making itself out of water
and mud:

“Mathematics and dynamicsfail uswhen we contem-
platethe earth, fitted for life but lifeless, and try to imag-
ine the commencement of lifeuponit. Thiscertainly did
not take place by any action of chemistry, or electricity,
or crystalline grouping of molecules under theinfluence
of force, or by any possible kind of fortuitous concourse
of atmosphere. We must pause, faceto facewith the mys-
tery and miracle of creation of living things.”—Lord
Kelvin, quoted in Battle for Creation, p. 232.

OUR WORLD BEGINS—Evolutionary theoriststell us
that long ago, our world spun off from a stellar condensa-
tion or collision of somekind. At first it wasamolten mass
of very hot rock. Gradually thisis supposed to have cooled
over aperiod of millions upon millions of years.

THE PRIMITIVE ENVIRONMENT—(*#1/20 The
Primitive Environment*) Finadly it wastimefor lifeto origi-
nate by spontaneous generation from (according to which
theorist is speaking) warm wet dirt, seashore, hot and dry
dirt, ocean water, desert sand, lake, poisonous chemicals
or fumes, electrified mud puddle, avolcanic rim, or some-
thing else. An atmosphere of some type had formed, and
occasionaly lightning would strike the earth.

Scientists have tried to analyze what conditions
would havehad tobelikein order for spontaneousgen-
eration of life from non-lifeto occur. They call thisthe
“primitive environment.”

What wereconditionslikeat that fir st moment when
lifeissupposed to havecreated itself by random chance
out of a mud hole or sloshing seawater ? Evolutionists
try to figurethisout. Their conclusions are not only as-
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tonishing; but, in this chapter, we will learn—they even
more disprove evolution!

The theorists tell us that the first life form developed
from nothing about 4.6 billion years ago. But * Steven Jay
Gould of Harvard, one of the leading evolutionary think-
ersof thelatter part of the twentieth century, maintainsthat
there would have been very little time for this highly im-
probable event to have occurred:

“We are left with very little time between the devel-
opment of suitable conditionsfor life on the Earth’s sur-
faceand the origin of life. . Life apparently arose about
as soon asthe Earth became cool enough to supportit.”—
*Steven Jay Gould, “An Early Start,” in Natural His-
tory, February 1978.

*Fred Hoyle wrote in the November 19, 1981 issue of
New Scientist, that there are 2000 complex enzymesre-
guired for a living organism,—yet not a single one of
these could have been formed on earth by shuffling pro-
cessesin even 20 billion yeard!

2 - THE ERROR OF LIFE FROIVI NON-LIFE

SPONTANEOUSGENERATION—(*2/9 Spontaneous
Generation*) The theory of life from non-living things
istheerror of “spontaneous generation,” an error which
was not fully eliminated until more than a century ago.
M oder n evolutionists believe in and teach spontaneous
generation, which they now call biopoiesis, so students
will not recognize that they are still advocating spontane-
ous generation. (Earlier in the twentieth century, it was
called abiogenesis.)

In contrast, Biogenesis is the scientific name for the
important biological truth confirmed by Louis Pasteur and
others, that life can only come from life.

“Biogenesisisaterm in biology that is derived from
two Greek words meaning life and birth. According to
thetheory of biogenesis, living things descend only from
living things. They cannot develop spontaneously from
nonliving materials. Until comparatively recent times,
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scientists believed that certain tiny forms of life, such as
bacteria, arose spontaneously from non-living sub-
stances.”—* ““Biogenesis,”” World Book Encyclopedia, p.
B-242 (1972 edition).

Spontaneous generation was believed by many scien-
tists, prior to the careful experiments of Spallanzani (1780),
and Pasteur (1860), which totally disproved that foolish
idea. People thought that fruit flies spontaneously came
forth from fruit, geese from barnacles, mice from dirty
clothes, and bees from dead calves. Even Copernicus,
Galileo, Bacon, *Hegel, and * Shilling believed it, but that
did not make it right. Great people believing an error does
not make the error truth.

Evolution teaches spontaneous generation. Think
about that for a moment. We'rereturning to the Dark
Ages!

“Pasteur’s demonstration apparently laid the theory
of spontaneous generation to rest permanently. All this
left a germ of embarrassment for scientists. How had
life originated after all, if not through divine creation or
through spontaneous generation? . .

“They [today’s scientists] are back to spontaneous
generation, but with a difference. The pre-Pasteur view
of spontaneous generation was of something taking place
now and quickly. The modern view is that it took place
long ago and very slowly.”—*Isaac Asimov, Asimov’s
New Guide to Science (1984), pp. 638-639.

In contrast, true science teaches biogenesis, which
means, in general, that life can only come from life and,
specifically, that species can only come from living par-
ents in the same species. Speaking of *Rudolf Virchow,
the Encyclopedia Britannica tells us:

“His aphorism ‘omnis cellula e cellula’ [every cell
arisesfrom apreexisting cell] rankswith Pasteur’s “‘omne
vivum e vivo’ [every living thing arisesfrom apreexisting
living thing] as among the most revolutionary generali-
zations of biology.”—*Encyclopedia Britannica, 1973
Edition, Vol. 23, p. 35.
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“ * Spontaneous generation isachimera illusion].”—
Louis Pasteur, French chemist and microbiologist.”—
*|saac Asimov’s Book of Science and Nature Quotations
(1988), p. 193.

INSTANT SUCCESSNECESSARY—In order for life
to arise from non-life, there would have to be instant
success. All the partswould suddenly haveto bethere,
and all would haveto immediately function with essen-
tial perfection.

In the next chapter (chapter 8), we will learn that, in
order for lifeto occur, DNA and protein would haveto link
up with easeinto long, extremely complicated coded strings.
I'n addition, thousands of other complicated chemical com-
binationswould have to be accomplished within afew mo-
ments. How long could you live without a beating heart?
How long without blood? And on it goes, item after item.
The situation would be no different for the simplest of life
forms. Everythingwould havetobein place, suddenly,—
instantly. In structure, arrangement, coor dination, cod-
ing, chemical makeup, feeding, elimination, respiration,
circulation, and all therest,—everythingwould haveto
be perfect—right at the start!

The formation of amino acids, protein, DNA, en-

zymes, and all the rest needed to form the first living

creature, had to occur within an extremely short amount
of time! 1t would all have had to occur within far lessthan

asingle generation or even half-hour. It would have had
to occur within a single moment! Otherwise the next
moment the or ganism would be dead. Millions of func-
tions had to come together all at once.

IMMEDIATE REPRODUCTION NEEDED—BI0lo-
gists are deeply concerned how that first living cell could
have originated; but *Montalenti goes a step beyond that
point and says “what really matters, to start life, isthe fa-
culty of reproduction” (*G. Montalenti, Studies in the Phi-
losophy of Biology, 1974, p. 13). What good would one
amoebabe, if it did not haveall the needed DNA coding
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and fision ability to divide, or the reproduction abil-
ity—and a mate—to produce offspring?

3 - CHEMICAL COVIPOUNDS

CHEMICAL COMPOUNDSAND LABORATORIES—
Complicated chemical compoundsareprepared in well-
equipped laboratories, staffed by intelligent, highly
skilled workers. They do not work with the sand in the
back lot, but with shipments of specialized chemicalswhich
arrive at their loading dock.

About all that most evolutionists offer for the origina
primitive environment for the first amino acids, proteins,
etc., isdirt or seawater. Yet when scientists want to synthe-
Size amino acids, they go to a very well-equipped labora-
tory, with instruments, gauges, apparatus, chemicals, and
machines costing hundreds of thousands of dollars. They
use high temperatures, special solutions, sparking devices,
and glasstraps. They do not go down tothe seashoreand
start sloshing around in seawater in the hope of pro-
ducing those amino acids.

Becausethey areintelligent and highly trained, they
know how to doit in million-dollar laboratories, fitted
out with expensiveequipment and lotsof purified chemi-
cals. Yet, according to evolutionary theory, seawater
somehow did it by itself.

CHEMICAL COMPOUNDSAND THE LAW OF MASS
ACTION—Evolutionists recognize that, if alife form sud-
denly appeared from nothing, it would probably have had
to do it in an ancient sea. It is generally felt that water
would have had to be present.

But theLaw of Mass Action would immediately neu-
tralizethe procedure and ruin the outcome. Thisis be-
cause chemical reactions always proceed in a direction
from highest to lowest concentration (assuming that the
exact amount of energy is even present to perform that re-
action).

“It istherefore hard to see how polymerization [link-
ing together smaller moleculesto form bigger ones| could
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have proceeded in the aqueous environment of the primi-
tive ocean, since the presence of water favors depoly-
merization [breaking up big moleculesinto smpler ones)
rather than polymerization.”—*Richard E. Dickerson,
“Chemical Evolution and the Origin of Life,”” Scientific
American, September 1978, p. 75.

Wearetold that amino acids miraculoudly formed them-
selves out of seawater. But the seawater needed to make
the amino acidswould prevent them from forming into pro-
tein, lipids, nucleic acidsand polysaccharides! Even if some
protein could possibly form, the law of mass action
would immediately become oper ative upon it. The pro-
tein would hydrolyze with the abundant water and re-
turn back intotheoriginal amino acids! Those, in turn,
would immediately break down into separate che-
micals—and that would be the end of it.

“ Spontaneous di ssol ution is much more probable, and
hence proceeds much more rapidly than spontaneous syn-
thesis . . [This fact is] the most stubborn problem that
confronts us.”—*George Wald, “The Origin of Life,”
Scientific American, August 1954, pp. 49-50.

Thelaw of massaction would constituteahindrance
toprotein formation in the sea aswell asto the success-
ful formation of other life-sustaining compounds, such
as lipids, nucleic acids, and polysaccharides. If any could
possibly form in water, they would not last long enough to
do anything.

This law applies to chemical reactions which are
reversible—and thusto all life compounds. Such reac-
tions proceed from reactant substances to compounds pro-
duced in the manner normally expected. But these reac-
tions tend to reverse themselves more easily and quickly
(*““Review of R. Shubert-Soldern’s Book, Mechanism and
Vitalism,” in Discovery, May 1962, p. 44).

Not just a few, but hundreds of thousands of amino
acids had to miraculously make themselves out of raw sea-
water devoid of any life. But the amino acids would sepa-
rate and break up immediately and not remain in existence
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long enough to figure out how to form themselvesinto the
complex patterns of DNA and protein. The problem here
isthat, as soon as the chemical reaction that made the
amino acidsoccurred, the excesswater would have had
to immediately be removed.
“Dehydration [condensation] reactions arethermody-
namically forbidden in the presence of excess water.” —
*J. Keosian, The Origin of Life, p. 74.

CHEMICAL COMPOUNDS AND CONCENTRA-
TION—(*#3/4 The Primitive Ocean*) We never find the
concentrations of chemicalsin seawater that would be
needed for amino acid synthesis. All the elements are
there, but not in the proper concentrations. Most of what is
in seawater—isjust water! (*H.F. Blum, Time’s Arrow and
Evolution (1968), p. 158).

CHEMICAL COMPOUNDSAND PRECIPITATES—
Even if water loss could occur, enzyme inhibitors would
neutralize the results. The problem here is that a power-
fully concentrated combination of chemicalized “ primitive
water” would be needed to produce the materials of life,—
but those very chemica swould inhibit and quickly destroy
the chemical compounds and enzymes formed (David and
Kenneth Rodabaugh, Creation Research Society Quarterly,
December 1990, p. 107).

Even if they could survivetheother problems, many
organic productsformed in the ocean would beremoved
and rendered inactive as precipitates. For example, fatty
acidswould combinewith magnesium or calcium; and argi-
nine (an amino acid), chlorophyll, and porphyrins would
be absorbed by clays.

Many of the chemicals would react with other chemi-
cals, to form non-biologically useful products. Sugars and
amino acids, for example, are chemically incompatible
when brought together.

The chemical compounds within living creatures
weremeant to beinsidethem, and not outside. Outside,
those compounds are quickly anihilated, if they do not
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first quickly destroy one another.

CHEMICAL COMPOUNDS AND FLUID CONDEN-
SATION—In addition to synthesis problems, there are
also condensation problems. Fats, sugars, and nucleic ac-
ids can come from the proteins only by very careful re-
moval of fluid, amid other equally complicated activities
conducted by the laboratory technicians. Without water
loss, proteins cannot form in water.

CHEMICAL COMPOUNDS AND WATER—S0 most
of the chemicals needed by life could not arise in awatery
environment, such asseawater. Infact, thelab technicians
dotheir work with fluidsother than water! They do not
use seawater or even regular water, when they prepare
dead amino acids. (That which they synthesize is aways
dead; it never haslifeinit.)

“Beneath the surface of the water there would not be
enough energy to activate further chemical reactions;
water in any case inhibits the growth of more complex
molecules.”—*Francis Hitching, The Neck of the Gi-
raffe (1982), p. 65.

CHEMICAL COMPOUNDS AND ENERGY—ANd
then there is the problem of an energy source. Scien-
tistsknow that there had to be some form of energy to
work the chemical transformations. They generally
think it had to beabolt of lightning, since there were no
wall outlets back in the beginning to plug electrical cords
into. But anything struck by lightning is not enlivened,
but killed!

“[Arrhenius] contends that if actual lightning struck
rather than the fairly mild [electrical] discharges used
by [Stanley] Miller [in making the first synthetic amino
acidg], any organics that happened to be present could
not have survived.”—*Report in Science News, Decem-
ber 1, 1973, p. 340.

CHEMICAL COMPOUNDSAND OXY GEN—(*#4/20
Fighting it Out Over Early Environment*) Another prob-
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lem is the atmosphere. It is a well-known fact among
biochemiststhat the chemicals of life will decompose if
oxygen isin the air.

“First of all, we saw that the present atmosphere, with
its ozone screen and highly oxidizing conditions, is not
asuitableguidefor gas-phase s mulation experiments.” —
*A.L Oparm, Life: Its Nature, Origin and Development,

p. 118.

Living plantsand animalsonly have certain proportions
of the 92 elements within their bodies. These elements are
arranged in specia chemical compounds. Chemists say they
have been reduced. When the chemicalsfound in living
beingsareleft in theopen air, they decompose or, asthe
chemistssay, they oxidize. (A similar process occurswhen
iron isleft in abucket of water; it rusts.)

In the presence of oxygen, these chemicalsleavethe
reduced (or chemical combination) state and break
down to individual chemicals again.

“The synthesis of compounds of biological interest
takes place only under reducing conditions [that is, with
no free oxygen in the atmosphere].”—*Stanley L. Miller
and *Leslie E. Orgel (1974), p. 33.

“With oxygen in the air, the first amino acid would
never have gotten started; without oxygen, it would have
been wiped out by cosmic rays.”—*Francis Hitching,
The Neck of the Giraffe (1982), p. 65.

CHEMICAL COMPOUNDS AND SUPPLY—There
simply would not be enough other chemicals available
to accomplish the needed task.

Since most biochemicals contain nitrogen, Gish, abio-
chemist, hasdiscovered that ther enever hasbeen enough
concentration of nitrogen, in air and water, for amino
acidstoform by themselves. It doesnot occur naturally
in rich enough concentrations.

Similar studies have been made on the availability of
phosphorus by *Bernal. There would not have been
enough phosphorus available for the many chemical
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combinationsneeded. Phosphorusisneeded for DNA and
other high-energy compounds. But phosphorus concentra-
tions are too low outside of living things.

Even worse news. *Carl Sagan found that adenosine
triphosphate (high-energy phosphate) could not possibly
form under the prebiological conditions.

CHEMICAL COMPOUNDS AND RICH MIX-
TURES—AnN extremely rich mixtur e of chemicalswould
be required for the aleged formation of the first living
molecule. There ought to be placesin theworld where such
rich mixtures are found today, but they do not exist.

“If there ever was a primitive soup, then we would
expect to find at least somewhere on this planet either
massive sediments contai ning enormous amounts of the
various nitrogenous organic compounds, amino acids,
purines, pyrimidines, and the like, or aternatively in
much metamorphosed sediments we should find vast
amounts of nitrogenous cokes. . In fact, no such materi-
alshavebeen found anywhere on earth. Thereis, in other
words, pretty good negative evidence that there never
was a primitive organic soup on this planet that could
have lasted but a brief moment.”—*J. Brooks and *G.
Shaw, Origins and Development of Living Systems
(1973), p. 360.

4 - PROTEIN AND OTHER SUBSTANCES

PROTEIN SYNTHESIS—Protein is a basic con-
stituent of all lifeforms. It iscomposed of amino acids.
There are 20 essential amino acids, none of which can
produce the others. How wer e these made? How could
they make themselves? First, let us examine the simplest
amino acid: glycine. *Hull figured out that, due to inad-
equate chemicals and reaction problems, even glycine
could not form by chance. There was only a10?” (minus
27) concentration of the materials needed to make it. If
oneglycinemoleculewasformed, it would haveto hunt
through 1029 other moleculesin the ocean before find-
ing another glycinetolink up with! Thiswould be equive-
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lent to finding one person in a crowd that is
100,000,000,000,000,000,000 times larger than all the
people on earth!

But what about the other nineteen amino acids? Check-
ing out the others, *Hull found that_it was even less pos-
sible for_the other 19 amino acids to form. The con-
centration needed for glucose, for example, would be 103,
That isan extremely high improbability! (*D. Hull, “Ther-
modynamics and Kinetics of Spontaneous Generation,” in
Nature, 186, 1960, pp. 693-694).

PROTEINSAND HYDROLY SIS—Even if protein had
been made by chance from nearby chemicals in the
ocean, thewater in the primitive oceanswould have hy-
drolyzed (diluted and ruined) the protein. The chemi-
cals that had combined to make protein would immedi-
ately reconnect with other nearby chemicals in the ocean
water and self-destruct the protein!

A research team, at Barlian University in Israel, said
that this complication would make the successful for-
mation of just oneprotein totally impossible, mathemati-
cally. It would be 1 chance in 107, They concluded that
no proteins were ever produced by chance on this earth.

PROTEINSAND SPONTANEOUS DISSOLUTION—
Evolutionists bank on the fact that, somehow, somewhere,
in someway,—asmall bit of inorganic matter formed some
amino acids. Yet even if such an impossible event could
have happened,—it would rapidly have disintegrated
away!

“In the vast majority of processes in which we are
interested, the point of equilibrium lies far over toward
the side of dissolution. That is to say, spontaneous dis-
solution [automatic self-destruct process| is much more
probable, and hence proceeds much more rapidly, than
spontaneous synthesis [accidental put-together process|
.. The situation we must face isthat of patient Penelope
waiting for Odysseus, yet much worse: each night she
undid theweaving of the proceeding day, but hereanight
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could readily undo the work of a year or a century.”—
*G. Wald, “The Origin of Life,” in The Physics and
Chemistry of Life (1955), p. 17.

Intheworld of biochemistry, automatic dissolution
isalwayseasier than accidental once-in-a-thousand-life-
times putting-together. Regarding this massive obstacle
to the initial formation of life, *Wald says it is “the most
stubborn problem that confronts us” (ibid.).

FATTY ACID SYNTHESIS—Scientists are not able
to even theorize how fatty acids could originally have
come into existence.

“No satisfactory synthesis of fatty acidsis at present
available. The action of electric discharges on methane
and water gives fairly good yields of acetic and propi-
onic acids, but only small yields of the higher fatty ac-
ids. Furthermore, the small quantities of higher fatty ac-
idsthat arefound are highly branched.”—*S. Miller, and
*L. Orgel, The Origins of Life on the Earth (1974), p.
98.

OTHER SYNTHESES—Thereismoretoaliving or-

ganism than merely chemical compounds, proteins, and
fatty acids. There are also enzymes, which scientistsin
laboratories do not know how to produce. Yet there are
thousands of complicated, very different enzymesin atypi-
cal animal!

Therearealso massive DNA and other coding prob-
lems. Has any scientist ever synthesized even one new ani-
mal code? No, he would have no idea how to accomplish
thetask successfully. The key word hereis* successful.” If
the researcher could somehow interject one new code he
invented, it would only damage the organism. Scientists
are now ableto slightly adapt existing codes (genetic engi-
neering); but they do not dare invent brand new ones. The
list of necessities goes on and on.

WHAT ABOUT LIFE I TSEL F?—But what about life
itself? Oneminute after it dies, an animal still hasall its
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chemicals, proteins, fatty acids, enzymes, codes, and all
therest. But it nolonger haslife. Scientists cannot pro-
duce life; why then should they expect rocks and sea-
water to havethat ability?

5 - THE PRIMITIVE ATVIOSPHERE

ATMOSPHERE WITHOUT OXYGEN—Could anon-
oxygen atmosphere ever have existed on Planet Earth?
It surely seems like an impossibility, yet evolutionary
theorists have decided that the primitive environment
had to have a “reducing atmosphere,” that is, one with-
out any oxygen. Now, thetheoristsdo not really want such
a situation, but they know that it would be totally impos-
siblefor the chemical compounds needed for lifeto be pro-
duced outsideinthe open air. If oxygen was present, amino
acids, etc., could not have been formed. So, in desperation,
they have decided that at some earlier timein earth’s his-
tory, there was no oxygen—anywhere in the world! And
then later it somehow arrived on the planet!

“At that time, the ‘free’ production of organic matter
by ultraviolet light was effectively turned off and a pre-
mium was placed on alternative energy utilization mecha-
nisms. Thiswas amajor evolutionary crisis. | find it re-
markablethat any organism survived it.”—*Carl Sagan,
The Origins, p. 253.

But thereis a special reason why they would prefer to
avoid areducing atmosphere: Thereis no evidence any-
wherein naturethat our planet ever had a non-oxygen
atmosphere! And there is no theory that can explain
how it could earlier have had a reducing (non-oxygen)
atmosphere,—which later transformed itself into an oxi-
dizing one! As *Urey himself admitted, a non-oxygen
atmosphereisjust an assumption—aflight of imagination—
in an effort to accommodate the theory (*Harold Urey, ““On
the Early Chemical History of the Earth and the Origin of
Life,”” in Proceedings of the National Academy of Science,
38, 1952, p. 352).

*Stanley Miller was one of the pioneersin laboratory
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synthesis of non-living amino acids in bottles with a non-
oxygen (reducing) atmosphere. (He was afterward hailed
by the press as having “created life.””) Miller later said the
theory that the earth once had no oxygen isjust “specul a-
tion” (*Stanley L. Miller, “*Production of Some Organic
Compounds under Possible Primitive Conditions,”” in Jour-
nal of the American Chemical Society, 7, 1955, p. 2351).

A “reducing atmosphere”’ could have had methane, hy-
drogen, ammonia, and nitrogen. An oxidizing atmosphere,
such as now exists, would have carbon dioxide, water, ni-
trogen, and oxygen.

(1) A reducing (non-oxygen) atmosphere never ex-
isted earlier on our planet; yet, without it, biological
chemicals could not form. (2) If areducing atmosphere
had existed, so biological chemicals could form (and if
they could somehow be injected with life), they would
immediately die from lack of oxygen!

Here are some of the reasons against a reducing atmo-
sphere:

(1) Oxidized iron. Early rocks contain partly or to-
tally oxidized iron (ferric oxide). That proves that the at-
mosphere had oxygen back then.

(2) Water means oxygen. A reducing atmosphere
could not have oxygen. But thereisoxygen—Iotsof it—
in water and in theatmosphere. According to * Brinkman,
this fact alone disproves the origins of life by evolution
(*R.T. Brinkman, ““Dissociation of Water Vapor and Evo-
lution of Oxygen in the Terrestrial Atmosphere,” Journal
of Geophysical Research, 74, 1969, p. 5366). Are the evo-
lutionists daring to tell usthat, anciently, our planet had no
water? No water above, on, or under the planet?

(3) No Life without it. How long would animalslive
without oxygen to breathe? How long would plantslive
without carbon dioxide? Without it, they could not make
chlorophyll. When plants take in carbon dioxide, they
give out oxygen. But a reducing atmosphere has neither
oxygen nor carbon dioxide! Therefore no plants could
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either live or be available for food. In addition, plants
need oxygen for cellular respiration.

(4) Deadly peroxides. A reduction atmospherewould
form, through the photolysis of water, into peroxides,
which are deadly to living creatures (* Abelson, “Some As-
pects of Paleobiochemistry, ““in Annals of the New York
Academy of Science, 69, 1957, p. 275).

(5) No ozone layer. If there were no oxygen in the
atmosphere, therewould beno ozoneeither. Without the
ozone layer, ultraviolet light would destroy whatever
life was formed.

(6) Ultraviolet light. Ironically, it could do more dam-
age in an atmosphere without oxygen. Just as oxygen in
theair would destroy the chemicalsof life, ultraviolet light
beaming in through a sky unshielded by ozone would
be deadly!

Recent studies of the ozone layer have revealed that,
without it, most living organisms now on our planet would
die within an hour, and many within a second or two!

(7) Not with or without. Evolutionists are locked into
a situation here that they cannot escape from. Spontane-
ousgener ation could not occur with oxygen, and it could
not occur without it!

FORMULA FOR THE PRIMITIVE ATMOS-
PHERE—Our present atmosphere (the air which we
breathe) iscomposed of carbon dioxide (C02), nitrogen (N2),
oxygen (0?), and water (H20).

The generally postulated primitive atmosphere would
have had to have been composed of almost totally differ-
ent chemicals: methane (CH*), carbon monoxide (CO), am-
monia (NH3), nitrogen (N2), hydrogen (H2), and water (H20).

INSTANT ATMOSPHERIC CHANGE—ASsyou might
imagine, all this bad news brought evolutionary originsto
something of acrisis, especially the problem about the at-
mosphere.

So the intransigent evolutionists came up with the
wild theory that at the very instant when life was cre-
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ated on earth,—at that instant it just so happened that
theentireworld changed itsatmosphere! It dramatically
shifted suddenly from reducing to oxidizing!

But this possibility collapsed when a *University of
Chicago study found that the plants could not suddenly
have made all that oxygen,—and the oxygen had nowhere
else to come from! If all the plants NOW on earth were
suddenly formed on Day One on our_planet, it would
still take them 5000 years to produce as much oxygen
aswe now have!

However, the plants were not there at that time, and
whatever plants might have been therewould all have died
soon after, sincethey themselves need oxygen for their own
cellular respiration.

In order to avoid the problem of mass action degrada-
tion of amino acidsformed in seawater, someone el se sug-
gested that theamino acidsweremadein dry claysand
rocks. But in that environment either the oxygen or ul-
traviolet light would immediately destroy those amino
acids.

UNUSUAL CHEMICALS—Men began to beat their
brains against the wall, trying to figure out a way for
those amino acids to form by themselvesin the primi-
tive environment.

*Sidney Fox suggested that the amino acidswere made
on the edges of volcanoes, *Melvin Calvin decided that
dicyanimide (a compound not naturally occurring in na
ture) did the job, and * Shramm declared that phosphorus
pentoxide in ajar of ether did it! Another research worker
came up with an even more deadly solution: hydrogen cya-
nide—astheenvironment in which all theamino acids made
themselves.

But again tragedy struck: It was discovered that the
volcanic heat would ruin the amino acids as soon as they
were formed. Phosphorus pentoxide isanovel compound
that could not possibly be found in earth’s primitive atmo-
sphere. The hydrogen cyanide would require an atmosphere
of ammonia, which geological evidence shows never ex-




The Primitive Environment 227

isted in our atmosphere. Dicyanimide would not work, be-
cause the original mixture in which the first amino acids
were made had to have a more akaline pH.

On and on it goes, one conjecture after another; al-
ways sear ching for the magic mixtureand fairyland en-
vironment needed to make life out of nothing.

“Every time | write a paper on the origin of life, |
determine | will never write another one, because there
is too much speculation running after too few facts.”—
*Francis Crick, Life Itself (1981), p. 153. [*Crick re-
ceived a Nobel Prize for discovering the structure of
DNA.]

6 - THE LABORATORY EXPERIVIENTS

THE MILLER EXPERIMENT—It was *Stanley
Miller in 1953 who first produced amino acids from
chemicals. Wewant to know how hedid it, for THAT is
the way the so-called “ primitive environment” would
have had to do it by merest chance:

The laboratory apparatus he used to accomplish this con-
sisted of two confluently interconnected, chemical flasks (or
bottles), arranged one above the other. Thelower flask was heated
and contained boiling water. The upper flask contained a mix-
ture of gasesincluding ammonia, methane, hydrogen, and water
vapor. (The upper flask had the presumed “primitive atmo-
sphere,” since it was known that if oxygen were present, the
experiment would be afailure.)

First, he boiled a mixture of water, methane, anmonia, and
hydrogen gases in the upper bottle while a small electric spark
continually played over them all. (That was supposed to be
equivalent to agigantic lightning ball in the primitive environ-
ment which might strike the spot once every so many years,
instantly destroying everything it touched.) The lower bottle of
water was kept boiling in order to keep the mixture in the upper
bottle stirred up and circulating. (The “primitive ocean” must
have been pretty hot!) There was a trap in the bottom of the
glass apparatus to catch any soluble organic products, so they
would not be broken down after formation by the spark. (Chem-
ists knew that the Law of Mass Action would almost immedi-
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MILLER’S LABORATORY APPARATUS—This is
how *Stanley Miller simulated lightning hitting
some dirty water. The few non-living amino acid
specks, which he produced, had equal amounts
of L and D forms, so were biologically useless.

Here is *Miller’s simulation of a “primitive
environment”:

A vacuum pump to continually circulate the
vapors; special tubing to seal off the outside
world; special distilled water inlets and outlets;
an electric element producing 212° F [100° C]
water temperature; electrical contacts to make
a continuous, very low-amperage spark; and a
trap arrangement to immediately siphon off ni-
trogenous products before they were destroyed
in the boiling water and resultant vapors.

Where in the world could you find such a
“primitive environment”?
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ately have destroyed the amino acids that were formed, without
atrap to catchthemin quickly. The“primitive ocean” must have
had similar bottle trapsin it.)

After aweek of this, the fluid in the traps were chemically
analyzed—and were found to have microscopic traces of afew
L and D (right- and left-handed) nitrogen-containing com-
pounds—“amino acids,” they called them—which had been
formed. (Of course, if both L and D amino acids were formed
by chemical action—as they always are when formed outside
of living cells—it would be impossible for the amino acid which
formed to be useable for life purposes.)

Newspapers around theworld heralded the news: ““Life
has been created!”” But no life had been created, just a
few biochemical compounds. Remember that neither
nitrogen compoundsnor amino acidsare, of themselves,
living things. Just becausethey arein living things, does
not make them living things.

In summary then, * Stanley Miller's experiment was
one of the early origin-of-life attempts. It used a reducing
atmosphere (with no oxygeninit). A significant part of his
experiment was a “cold trap.” Thiswas a glass cup at the
bottom of the tubing that caught the products of the week-
long water-chemical-spark activity. The purpose of thetrap
was to keep the reaction going in the right direction. If it
had not been there, the smple amino acids would have
been destroyed faster than they could be made!

“ ‘This is the primitive atmosphere,” said Stanley
Miller, the chemistry professor at the University of Cali-
forniaat San Diego, as he pointed to the transparent mix-
ture of gases inside the globe. ‘ And this represents the
primitive ocean,’ he said, indicating a pool of water in
the bottom of his apparatus.”—*Rick Gore, “Awesome
Worlds Within a Cell, ““National Geographic Society,
September 1976, p. 390.

What does that complicated lab experiment have to
say about the possibility of nature doing it by accident—
without the help of man? Outdoors, it could not be done
without his help—or withiit.
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“What we ask isto synthesi ze organic moleculeswith-
out such a machine. | believe this to be the most stub-
born problem that confronts us—the weakest link at
present in our argument.”—*G. Wald, “The Origin of
Life,” in the Physics and Chemistry of Life (1955), p. 9.

The test tube attempts to “create life” have only re-
sulted in dismal failure.

“In 1953, at the University of Chicago, Stanley L.
Miller and Harold C. Urey mixed ammonia, water va-
por, hydrogen and methane to simulate Earth’s early at-
mosphere, then crackled lightning-like electrical sparks
throughiit . .

“Unfortunately, as Margolis admits, ‘no cell has yet
crawled out of atest tube,” and thousands of similar ex-
periments have produced goopy organic tars, but no rec-
ognizable life. Decades of persistent failure to ‘create
life' by the ‘spark in the soup’ method (or to find such
productions in nature) have caused some researchers to
seek other approaches to the great enigma . . [He then
discussed panspermiatheories: the possibility of bacte-
riaflying in from outer space.]”—*Richard Milner, En-
cyclopedia of Evolution (1990), p. 274.

NOT LEFT-HANDED AMINO ACIDS—Every typeof
protein in animals is left-handed (L-aminos). None are
ever right-handed (D-aminos). Yet all amino acids syn-
thesized in laboratories consist of an equal amount of
left- and right-handed amino acids (aracemic mixture).
It would require days of work in the laboratory to separate
just afew L from D forms. Resear cher scannot figur e out
how to produceonly theL form. Yet no animalsor man
could liveif they had any of the D form in them. Thisis
amajor problem to the evolutionists. More on this in the
next chapter.

NOT THE ESSENTIAL AMINO ACIDS—Out of the
hundreds of possible combinations, there are 20 essential
amino acids, yet |abor atory synthesisof amino acidspro-
ducesonly afew of the 20 essential amino acids—plusa
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lot of non-essential or even useless ones.

THE OPARIN EXPERIMENT—Prior to*Miller, *A.l.
Oparin, a Russian chemist, tried to produceliving cells
from coacervates, which are like fat dropletsin a bowl
of soup. He carefully kept all oxygen away from the soup
and the bowl, and he hoped that, given enough time, they
would join together and, somehow, life would enter into
them! But the outer film kept breaking apart, and no life
entered into them. * Oparin was disappointed. No reputable
chemist today considers Oparin’stheory to be of any value.

THE FOX EXPERIMENTS—After *Miller’'s exper-
iment, *Sydney Fox in 1960 worked out a different ar-
rangement, but he began his with left-handed amino
acids already formed. He took them from a dead ani-
mal! He claims that his method is how it was done in
the primitive environment. This should have been good
news for the evolutionary world; but, when we learn his
complicated procedure, we can understand why few scien-
tistshaveany faith in the possibility that the Fox proce-
dure was done by chance in the ocean, near a volcano,
or in amud puddle.

Here is how nature, armed with time and chance, is
supposed to have produced that first dead amino acid:

“Typica panpolymenzation: Ten grams of L. glutamic acid
(aleft-handed amino acid] was heated at 175°-180° C [347°-356°
F) until molten (about 30 minutes), after which period it had
been largely converted to lactum. At this time, 10 g. [.352 ay.
oz.] of DL-aspartic acid and 5 g. [.176 ay. 0z.] of the mixture of
the sixteen basic and neutral (BN) amino acids were added. The
solution was then maintained at 170° + or -2° under an atmo-
sphere of nitrogen for varying periods of time. Within a period
of afew hours considerable gas had been evolved, and the color
of theliquid changed to amber. The vitreous mixture was rubbed
vigorously with 75 ml. [4.575 Cu. in.] of water, which converted
it to ayellow-brown granular precipitate. After overnight stand-
ing, the solid was separated by filtration. This was washed with
50 ml. [3.05 cu. in.] of ethanol, and as substance S dialytically
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washed in moving Multidialyzersin water for 4 days, the water
being changed thrice daily. (The term dialytic washing indicates
dialytic treatment of a suspension.) In some preparations, the
solid was dissolved completely in sodium bicarbonate solution
and then dialyzed. The dialysis sacs were made of cellulose tub-
ing, 27/32in., to contain 50 ml. [3.05 cu. in.]. The nondiffusible
material was ninhydrin-negative before the fourth day. The non-
aqueous contents of the dialysis sac were mainly solid A and a
solublefraction B recovered as solid by concentration in avacuum
dissicator. The mother liquor of Swas also dialyzed for 4 days,
and then dried to give additiona solid C.”—*S.W. Fox and *K.
Harada, Journal of the American Chemical Society, 82 (1960),
p. 3745.

We commend * Sydney Fox and his associates for
their remarkable intelligence and excellent lab equip-
ment, days of exhausting work, and the university scien-
tists who trained them to perform such experiments. But
we can make no such commendation of sand, gravel, and
seawater, which is supposed to have done the same thing
by itself.

Fox began with aquantity of |eft-only (no right) amino
acids and made sure no oxygen, sugars, etc. were present,
since they would doom the experiment. Then he under-
went a lot of tedious work that requires a high degree of
intelligence, careful planning, and many adjustments with
pH, temperature, cooking time, etc. as he proceeded with a
staff of assistants.

Fox is modest about his abilities; for he says that
random events, in abroad sea or on the slopes of a vol-
cano, could have done it just as easily. But he began
with pure, left-handed amino acids, which are available
nowhere outside of living things, he did not begin with
pebbles, mud, and water.

Fox then heated the amino acids for 10 hours at 150°-
180° C [302°-356° F]. That is a pretty hot way to make
amino acids!

Where would you find such conditions in nature?
*Sanley Miller, who first synthesized amino acidsin a
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laboratory later stated that his own experiment could
not possibly havebeen doneby chance outside of a mod-
ern laboratory. Other scientists have agreed.

“Such experiments are no more than exercisesin or-
ganic chemistry.”—*P. Mora, “The Folly of Probabil-
ity,”” in Origins of Prebiological Systems and their Mo-
lecular Matrices, Ed. *S.W. Fox (1965), p. 41.

Three key ingredients are (1) proper chemicalsin ex-
acting amounts, (2) a continuous energy source (such asa
continuous spark), and (3) quick-dry apparatus. As soon
astheamino acidsare made, they must immediately be
dried out. (Living tissue never contains dried out amino
acids or comes from it.) Fox tells us the reaction must be
“hot and dry” (op. cit., p. 378).

“To keep areaction going according to thelaw of mass
action, there must be a continuous supply of energy and
of selected matter (molecules) and a continuous process
of elimination of the reaction products.”—Op. cit., p.
43.

Andthereisafourth key ingredient: Whether done
in nature, or by researchersin a high-tech laboratory,

theselife substances are alwaysthe result of careful or-

ganization with specific purposes by a high-level intelli-
gence. No one tosses the chemicalsinto a pan in the labo-

ratory, walks off, hoping it will produce amino acids all by
itself.
A living organism isnot just dried out ocean soup.
[t ishighly integrated, complex, and pur posive. —It has
life, which no man can produce. And that living crea-
ture had to have all its parts on Day One of its exist-
ence. And it had to have a mate and be able to repro-
duce offspring.
Not even * Darwin could figure it out.
“Darwin never really did discussthe origin of species
in his[book] On the Origin of Species.”—*David Kitts,
“Paleontology and Evolutionary Theory,” Evolution,
Vol. 28, September 1974, p. 466.
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7 - THE VIIRACLE OF LIFE

Reputable scientists tell us that life could neither
originate nor continue—without intelligence being in-
volved.

“Any living thing possesses an enormous amount of
‘intelligence’ . . Today, this ‘intelligence’ is caled ‘in-
formation,” but it is still the same thing . . This ‘intelli-
gence' is the sine qua non of life. If absent, no living
being isimaginable. Where doesit comefrom?Thisisa
problem which concerns both biologists and philoso-
phers, and, at present, science seems incapable of solv-
ing it.”—*Pierre-Paul Grasse, Evolution of Living Or-
ganisms (1977), p. 3.

A Nobel Prize laureate wrote this:

“An honest man, armed with all the knowledge avail-
able to us now, could only state that in some sense, the
origin of life appears at the moment to be almost a
miracle.”—*Francis Crick, Life Itself, Its Origin and
Nature (1981), p. 88 [co-discoverer of the DNA mol-
ecule].

Even * Sydney Fox, the researcher who went through
so much scientific rigmarole to make amino acids out of
amino acids, admitsiit:

“The present laws of physics . . are insufficient to
describe the origin of life. To him this opens the way to
teleology, even, by implication, to creation by anintelli-
gent agent . . If he thinks he has shown conclusively that
life cannot have originated by chance, only two rationa
aternativesremain. Thefirstisthat it did not arise at all
and that all we are studyingisanillusion.”—*S.W. Fox,
The Origins of Prebiological Systems and Their Molecu-
lar Matrices (1965), pp. 35-55.

Another Nobel Prize laureate and, like the others, a
confirmed evolutionist made this comment:

“All of uswho study the origin of life find that the
more we look into it, the more we feel it istoo complex
to have evolved anywhere. We all believe as an article
of faith that life evolved from dead matter on this planet.
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Itisjust that its complexity isso great, it ishard for usto
imaginethat it did.”—*Harold C. Urey, quoted in Chris-
tian Science Monitor, January 4, 1962, p. 4.

THE MAGIC FORMULA—The formula for the evo-
lutionary origin and development of life goes something
likethis:

NOTHING + TIME + CHANCE = “SIMPLE” CELL

ONE CELL + TIME + CHANCE = MAN

Isthis modern science or isit afairy tale? It isan as-
tounding thought that all modern biological, genetic, and
geological science is keyed to such a mythical formula.

Oneevolutionist explainsin philosophical rhetoric how
it al happened:

“Randomness caught on the wing, preserved, repro-
duced . . and thus converted into order, rule, necessity. A
totally blind process can by definition lead to anything;
it can even lead to vision itself.”—*Bur, quoted in
*Jacques Monod, Chance and Necessity (1972), p. 98.

That is neither true nor scientific. If randomness
can produce such living wonders as are all about us,
then highly intelligent scientists, working in well-
equipped labor atories, ought to beableto produce eyes,
ears, and entirely new speciesin afew months' time.

The Great Evolutionary Myth is that randomness plus
time can do anything; the Truth is that randomness, with
or without time, can accomplish almost nothing. And those
changes which it does accomplish will quickly be blotted
out by the next random action or two,—that is, if they are
constructive changes. If they are erosional, they will re-
main much longer.

Throughout inorganic nature we see randomness pro-
ducing decay and inertness; we do not find it building
houses and, then, installing the plumbing in them.

“All thefacile speculations and discussions published
during the last ten to fifteen years explaining the mode
of origin of life have been shown to be far too simple-
minded and to bear very little weight. The problem in
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fact seemsasfar from solution asit ever was.”—* Francis
Hitching, The Neck of the Giraffe (1982), p. 68.

THE EVOLUTIONARY ORIGIN OF LIFE IN ANUT-
SHELL—Theorigin of life by random meansis an impos-
sibility. Only evolutionists and the authors of children’s
fairy tales say otherwise.

Thefollowing evolutionary five-step theor etical pro-
gram of events consists of little more than armchair
guessing combined with Alice in Wonder land hopeful -
ness. Hereit is:

“Evolution Model for the Origin of Life on the Earth:

“According to the evolution model, the story of life
on the earth began somefive billion years ago and gradu-
aly unfolded through a series of five stages:

“Stage 1. Evolutionists have imagined that the atmo-
sphere of the early earth was quite different from the
present atmosphere. In contrast to the present oxidizing
atmosphere, which contains 21 percent free oxygen (0?),
78 percent nitrogen (N?), and 1 percent of other gases,
supposedly the early earth was surrounded by a reduc-
ing atmosphere made up mostly of methane (CHi), am-
monia (NH?), hydrogen (H?), and water vapor (H20).

“Stage 2. Because of ultraviolet light, electric dis-
charge, and high-energy particle bombardment of mol-
eculesin areducing atmosphere, stage 2 came about with
the formation of small organic molecules such as sug-
ars, amino acids, and nucleotides.

“Stage 3. Presuming all of this happened billions of
yearsago in areducing atmosphere, then stage 3 isimag-
ined during which combinations of various small stage
2 moleculesresulted in formation of large polymerssuch
as starches, proteins, and nucleic acids (DNA).

“Stage 4. These large molecules supposedly joined
together into a gel-like glob called coacervates or
microspheres. Possibly these coacervates attracted
smaller molecules so that new structures, called proto-
cells, might have formed.
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“Stage 5. Evolutionists believe that finally, at least
one of these globs absorbed the right molecules so that
complex molecules could be duplicated within new units
calledliving cells. Thesefirst cells consumed molecules
left over from earlier states, but eventually photosynthe-
sis appeared in cells, in some way, and oxygen was re-
leased into the atmosphere. As the percentage of oxygen
in the early atmosphere increased, most of the known
forms of life on the earth today began to appear. Be-
cause of the presence of oxygen, these early life forms
destroyed all the molecules from earlier stages, and no
more chemical evolution was possible.”—John N. Moore,
“Teaching about Origin Questions: Origin of Life on
Earth,” in Creation Research Society Quarterly, June
1985, page 21.

APPLYING MATH TO IT—*Sir Fred Hoyle, the fa
mous British mathematician and astronomer, teamed up
with *Chandra Wickramasinghe in an analysis of the ori-
gin of life and the possibility that it could possibly have
begun by chance.

*Hoyleisan evolutionist, and * Wickramasinghe aBud-
dhist. They mathematically determined that thelikelihood
that asinglecell could originatein a primitive environ-
ment, given 4.6 billion yearsin which todoit,—wasone
chancein 10%% That isone chancein 1 with 40 thou-
sand zeros after it! (*Fred Hoyle and *Chandra Wickra-
masinghe, Evolution from Space, 1981, p. 28).

Everything would suddenly haveto bethereall at once.
It would al have to work perfectly, and it would have to
split and divide into new cellsimmediately, and reproduce
offspring quickly. And, of course, it would haveto bealive!

Livingformsaretoo awesometorelegatetotheten-
der mercies of time and chance. It took special design,
special thinking, special power to makeliving beings.

And that brings us to the next chapter: the incredible
wonders of DNA and the impossibility of it accidentally
making itself out of chance, gravel, mud, and water.
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SEARCH FOR LIFE IN OUTER SPACE—(*#5/2
Searching for Life Elsewhere*) Evolutionists are rabid
about proving their theory. For over 30 years, working
through the National Science Foundation and other agen-
cies, they have gotten the U.S. Government to spend vast
amounts of money on attemptsto achieve their goal. They
are searching for lifeformson other planets.

First, we will tell you of the multimillion-dollar projects.
Then we will give you the warning:

“Bioastronomy”” and “exobiology” are the studies of
life in outer space. These are the only fields of “science”
without evidence or subject matter. Researchers in these
fidldsaretryingto detect signalsfrom outer spacethat would
imply an intelligent source. Here is a brief listing of 15 of
the projects funded by the United States. The search for
life was not always the sole objective of each of these
projects:

Ozma 1—1960 - $1 million - A Green Bank radio telescope probe
of two nearby stars (Epsilon Eridoni and Tau Ceti) for signals indicat-
ing intelligent life. Result: No signals detected.

Apollo—1969-1972 - $30 hillion - Exploration of the moon, inthe
hope of finding evidences of life. Result: No life detected.

Pioneer 10—1972 - Cost not available - Thisinterspace probe was
sent out beyond our solar system in the hope that intelligent beings
would find it and contact us. A plaque isinside it. Result: No life/sig-
nals detected.

Ozma 11—1973 - Cost not available - 500 of the closest stars have
been monitored for intelligent radio signals. Result: No signalsdetected.

Arecibo—1974 - Cost not available - This, the largest radio tele-
scope on earth, was constructed for the purpose of continuously moni-
toring nearby stars for signals. Result: No signals detected.

National Radio Astronomy Observatory—1974 - Cost not avail-
able - The NRAO scanned 10 nearby stars for intelligent signals. Re-
sult: No signals detected.

Two Viking landers—1977 - $1 billion - These two landers were
sent out in the hope of finding evidences of life on the planet Mars.
Result: No life detected.
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Voyager 1 and 2—1977 - Cost not available - Probes sent to outer
planets, each carrying detailed messages from earth. Result: No life/
signals detected.

Pioneer Venus—1977 - $230 million - Probes sent to planet Venus
to measure atmospheric conditions and the possibility of life onits sur-
face. Result: No life detected.

Very Large Array—1980 - $78 hillion - 27 radio antennas con-
structed in New Mexico. They are probing for evidence of organic
moleculesin interstellar gas. Result: No life detected.

Mariner—1980 - Cost not available - This probe was specifically
designed to analyze Saturn’s largest moon for signs of life. Result: No
life/signals detected.

Hubble Space Telescope—1990 - $1.5 billion - This orbiting tele-
scope has been searching for planets circling other planets. Result: No
life/signals detected yet.

Cyclops—1990s - $20 hillion - A large array of radio telescopes,
each 100 meters [109 yds.] in diameter. Result: Not constructed yet.
“Such an array would detect radio beams of the kind Earth, isinadver-
tently leaking at a distance of a hundred light-years, and should detect
a deliberately aimed radio wave beacon from another civilization at a
distance of athousand light-years.”—* Asimov’s New Guide to Science
(1984), pp. 648-649.

A WARNING FROM ROSS—Hugh Ross, an astro-
physicist at Caltech, did some checking; and, about the year
1989, he came up with an intriguing observation. Immense
pressure has been placed on the U.S. Government and
NASA to fund, at enormous expense, a manned voyage to
Mars. Ross has discovered a primary reason for this seem-
ingly senseless waste of money.

Asyou may know, winds carry small living creatures,
such as microbes and spiders, to high atmospheric levels.
Ross saysthat solar winds are able to waft particles of
formerly living substances out of our high-level atmo-
sphere—and blow them away from the sun, outward
into space. Ross declares that some of the particles,
caught in Mar’s gravitational field, could well have
landed on the surface of Mars.

He believes that evolutionists are well-aware of this
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possibility, and that they want to send that manned flight to
Mars to recover those particles. The main objective of
the mission would beto find dead lifeformson the sur-
faceof M ars, and then usethat as“ evidence’ that life once
must have independently evolved on Mars! It is felt that
this would provide a powerful boost to the evolutionary
cause.

We have here another example of evolutionary deceit
at work; and such a* discovery” may occur within the next
decade or two.

EVOLUTION COULD NOT DO THIS

Scientists estimate that over 400 million-million horsepower
of solar energy reaches the earth every day. Photosynthesis is
the process by which sunlight istransformed into carbohydrates
(the basis of all the food on our planet). This takes place in the
chloroplasts. Each one is lense-shaped, something like an al-
most flat cone with the rounded part on the upper side. Sunlight
entersfrom above. Insidethe chloroplast aretiny cylinders, called
lamelliae, that look something like the small circular batteries
usedin small electrical devices. Each cylinder isactually astack
of several disk-shaped thylakolds. Each thylakold is the shape
of acoin. Several of these are stacked on top of each other, and
this makes a single stack, or lamelium. A small narrow band
connects each stack to another stack. They look like they are all
wired like abunch of batteries. Sunlight is processed by chloro-
phyll in those stacks, and is then stored (!) there as chemical
energy in the form of sugar molecules. Chlorophyll, itself, is
very complicated and never exists outside of the plant, just as
DNA and ten thousands of other chemical structures never exist
outside plants and/or animals. If they are not found outside, how
did they ever get inside? In many plants, the tiny disks contain-
ing chlorophyll move about within plant cellsand adjust for dif-
ferent light and heat conditions. When the sunlight istoo strong,
the little disks turn edgewise. On an overcast day, they lie as
paralel to the sky asthey canin order to take in the most light.
They have brains?



CHAPTER 7 - STUDY AND REVIEW QUESTIONS
THE PRIMITIVE ENVIRONMENT
GRADES 5 TO 12 ON A GRADUATED SCALE

1 - List 3 reasons why water could not change itself
into an animal.

2 - Discuss with your class the reasons why evolu-
tionists are desperately trying to figure out away that wa-
ter could change itself into an animal.

3- Listatleast 10 body organs or functionsthat would
need to instantly be present and fully operating, in order
for aliving creature to not die within 3 minutes.

4 - Scientists generally agree that spontaneous gen-
eration of living creatures from non-living materials can-
not happen. Is there any way, other than by spontaneous
generation, that non-living materials could makethemselves
into aliving organism?

5 - Evolutionists only offer lightning as a possible en-
ergy source for the formation of the first living creature.
Why would lightning not be able to accomplish the needed
task? Where would that first living creature afterward be
ableto find food to giveit nourishment and provide it with
an ongoing energy source?

6 - List six reasons why the oxygen problem (oxygen
in water or oxygen in the atmosphere) would eliminate the
possibility of alife form coming into existence from non-
living materials.

7 - Could the oxygen problem—alone—be enough to
doom to failure the chance formation of life?

8 - Declaring that “life had been created!” the Miller
experiment was said to have provided important evidence
about the possibility of [non-living] proteinsinitially form-
ing themselves from non-living materials. What did the
Miller experiment actually reveal?

9 - Thefacts about left- and right-handed amino acids
provideimportant evidence regarding the possibility of non-
living materials making themselves randomly into protein.
Explain why left-handed amino acids are a great wall for-
bidding the chance formation of living protein.

10 - List several reasons why the Miller experiment
could not be duplicated by raw materials out in nature.
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Chapter 8 ———

DNA
AND PROTEIN

Why DNA and protein
could not be produced by random chance

This chapter is based on pp. 265-313 of Origin of the
Life (Volume Two of our three-volume Evolution Dis-
proved Series). Not included in this chapter are at least
110 statements by scientists. You will find them, plus
much more, on our website: evolution-facts.org.

One of the most important discoveries of the twentieth
century wasthe discovery of the DNA molecule. It hashad
apowerful effect on biological research. It hasalso brought
guandary and confusion to evolutionist scientists. I f they
cared to admit the full implications of DNA, it would
also bring total destruction to their theory.

This chapter goes hand in hand with the previous one.
In that chapter (Primitive Environment), we learned that
earthly surroundings—now or earlier—could never permit
the formation of living creatures from non-living materi-
as. Thispresent chapter will primarily discussthe DNA
code, and the components of protein—and will show
that each areso utterly complicated asto defy any possi-
bility that they could have been produced by chance
events.

Yet random actions are the only kind of occurrences
which evolutioniststell us have ever been used to accom-
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plish the work of evolution.

The significance of all this is immense. Because of
thebarrier of the multi-billion DNA code, not only was
it impossiblefor lifetoform by accident,—it could never
thereafter evolve into new and different species! Each
successive speciation change would require highly exact-
ing codeto bein place onthe very first day of its existence
as a unique new species.

As with a number of other chaptersin this book,
this one chapter alone is enough to completely annihi-
late evolutionary theory in regard to the origin or evo-
lution of life.

1 -DNA AND ITS CODE

GREGOR MENDEL—(*#1/7 Gregor Mendel’s Monu-
mental Discovery*) It wasMendel’s monumental work with
genetics in the mid-19th century that laid the foundation
for all modern research work in genetics. The complete
story will be found on our website.

YOUR BODY’'S BLUEPRINT—(*#2 The Story of
DNA*) Each of us starts off as atiny sphere no larger than
a dot on this page. Within that microscopic ball there is
over six feet of DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid), al coiled
up. Inside that DNA is the entire code for what you will
become,—all your organs and all your features.

The DNA itself is strung out within long coiling
strips. DNA isthecarrier of theinheritancecodein liv-
ing things. It islike a microscopic computer with a built-
in memory. DNA stores afantastic number of “blueprints,”
and at the right time and place issues orders for distant
parts of the body to build its cells and structures.

You have heard of “genes’ and “chromosomes.” In-
side each cell inyour body isanucleus. Insidethat nucleus
are, among other complicated things, chromosomes. Inside
the chromosomes aregenes. The genesare attached to chro-
mosomes like beads on achain. Inside the genesisthe com-
plicated chemical structure we call DNA. Each gene hasa
thousand or more such DNA units within it. Inside each
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THE DNA MOLECULE—Here is a look inside
the marvelous DNA molecule.
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cell are tens of thousands of such genes, grouped into 23
pairs of chromosomes.

Insidethe DNA isthetotal of all the genetic possi-
bilitiesfor a given species. Thisis called the gene pool of
genetic traits. It is aso called the genome. That is al the
traits your species can have; in contrast, the specific sub-
codefor YOU isthe genotype, whichisthe codefor all the
possible inherited features you could have. The genotype
istheindividua’s code; the genome appliesto popul ations,
the entire species.

(For clarification, it should be mentioned here that the
genotype includes all the features you could possibly have
in your body, but what you will actually haveiscalled the
phenotype. Thisis because there are many unexpressed or
recessive charactersin the genotype that do not show upin
the phenotype. For example, you may have had both blue
and brown eye color in your genotype from your ances-
tors, but your iriseswill normally only show one color.)

COILED STRIPS—(*#3/33 The Origin of DNA*) Your
own DNA is scattered all through your body in about
100 thousand billion specks, which is the average num-
ber of living cellsin a human adult. What does this DNA
look like? It has the appearance of two intertwined strips
of vertical tape that are loosely coiled about each other.
From bottom to top, horizontal rungs or stairsreach across
from onetape strip to the other. Altogether, each DNA mol-
ecule is something like a spiral staircase.

Thespiraling sidesinthe DNA ladder are made of com-
plicated sugar and phosphate compounds, and the cross-
pieces are nitrogen compounds. It is the arrangement of
the chemical sequenceinthe DNA that containsthe needed
information.

The code within each DNA cell is complicated in
the extreme! |If you were to put all the coded DNA in-
structions from just ONE single human cell into En-
glish, it would fill many lar gevolumes, each volumethe
size of an unabridged dictionary!
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DOUBLE-STRANDED HELIX—Deoxyribonucleic
acid (DNA) isadouble-stranded helix found within the
chromosomes, which arelocated inside the nucleus of ev-
ery living cell. The molecule consists of just four nucle-
otide units, one containing adenine, one guanine, one cy-
tosine, and one either thymine (in DNA) or uracil (in RNA).
The sides of the helix consist of aternating deoxyribose
sugars and phosphates.

The illustration on page 244 shows the strange shape
of DNA. It hasthat shape becauseit must fit inside the
chromosome. It doesthis by squashing animmense length
into the tiny chromosome. It could not do thisif it did not
have atwisted shape. The four illustrations show progres-
sively smaller views of aDNA molecule and what isinit.

DIVIDING DNA—DNA hasavery special way of di-
viding and combining. The ladder literally “unhooks’
and “rehooks.” When cells divide, the DNA ladder splits
downthemiddle. Therearethen two singlevertical strands,
each with half of the rungs. Both now duplicate themselves
instantly—and there are now two compl ete ladders, where
a moment before there was but one! Each new strip has
exactly the same sequence that the original strip of DNA
had.

This process of division can occur at the amazing
rate of 1000 base pairs per second! If DNA did not di-
videthisquickly, it could take 10,000 yearsfor you to grow
from that first cell to a newborn infant.

Human cells can divide more than 50 times before dy-
ing. When they do die, they areimmediately replaced. Ev-
ery minute 3 billion cellsdiein your body and areimmedi-
ately replaced.

THE BASE CODE—(*#7 Coding in the Information*)
The human body has about 100 trillion cells. Inthe nucleus
of each cell are 46 chromosomes. In the chromosomes of
each cell are about 10 billion of those DNA ladders. Sci-
entists call each spiral ladder a DNA molecule; they also

call thembase pairs. |t isthe sequence of chemicals within
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thesebase pairsthat providestheinstructional codefor
your body. That instructional code over seesall your he-
redity and many of your metabolic processes.

Without your DNA, you could not live. Without its
own DNA, nothing else on earth could live. Within each
DNA base pair is amost fantastic information file. A-T-C-
T-G-G-G-T-C-T-A-A-T-A, and on and on, is the code for one
creature, T-G-C-T-C-A-A-G-A-G-T-G-C-C, and on and on, will
begin the codefor another. Each code continues on for mil-
lionsof “letter” units. Each unitismade of aspecial chemi-
cal.

The DNA moleculeisshaped likeacoiled ladder, which
the scientists describe as being in the shape of a “double-
stranded helix.”” Using data from a woman researcher
(which they did not acknowledge), *Watson and * Crick
“discovered” the structure of DNA.

UTTER COMPLEXITY—In order toform aprotein,
the DNA molecule hasto direct the placement of amino
acidsin a certain specific order in a molecule made up
of hundreds of thousands of units. For each position, it
must choose the correct amino acid from some twenty dif-
ferent amino acids. DNA itself is made up of only four
different building blocks (A, G C, and T). These are ar-
ranged in basic code units of three factors per unit (A-C-C,
G-T-A, etc.). Thisprovides 64 basic code units. With them,
millions of separate codes can be sequentially constructed.
Each code determines one of the many millions of factors
in your body, organs, brain, and all their functions. | f just
one codewereomitted, you would bein serioustrouble.

ANASTOUNDING CLAIM—Theevolutionistsapplied
their theory to the amazing discoveries about DNA—and
came up with a totally astonishing claim:

All the complicated DNA in each life form, and all
the DNA in every other life form—made itself out of
dirty water back in thebeginning! Therewassomegravel
around, along with some dirt. Nearby was some water, and
overhead a lightning storm. The lightning hit the dirty
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water and made living creatures complete with DNA.
They not only had their complete genetic code, but they
were also immediately able to eat, digest food, move
about, perform enzymatic and glandular functions, and
all therest.

Instantly, they automatically knew how to produce
additional cells; their DNA began dividing (cells must
continually replenish themselvesor thecreaturequickly
dies); their cellsbegan making new ones; and every new
cell could immediately do the myriad of functions that
the entire creature must do.

That samestroke of lightningmadeboth amaleand
afemale pair and their complete digestive, respiratory,
and circulatory organs. It provided them with complete
ability to produce offspring and they, in turn, more off-
spring. That same stroke of lightning also made their
food, with all itsown DNA, maleand female pairs, etc.,
etc.

And that, according to this children’s story, is where
we al came from! But it is a story that only very little
children would find believable.

“Laboratory experiments show that the basic build-
ing blocks of life, the proteins and organic molecules,
form pretty easily in environments that have both car-
bon and water.”—*Star Date Radio Broadcast, January
24, 1990.

In this chapter, we will not consider most of the above
claims. Instead, we will primarily focus on the DNA and
protein in each cell within each living creature.

TRANSLATION PACKAGE NEEDED AT BEGIN-
NING—The amount of information in the genetic code is
sovast that it would beimpossibleto put together by chance.
But, in addition, there must be a means of trandating it
so thetissues can use the code.

“Did the code and the means of trandating it appear
simultaneoudly in evolution? It seems almost incredible
that any such coincidences could have occurred, given
the extraordinary complexities of both sides and the re-
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guirement that they be coordinated accurately for sur-
vival. By apre-Darwinian (or a skeptic of evolution af-
ter Darwin) this puzzle surely would have been inter-
preted as the most powerful sort of evidence for specia
creation.”—* C. Haskins, ““Advances and Challenges in
Science” in American Scientist 59 (1971), pp. 298.

Not only did the DNA have to originate itself by
random accident, but thetrandation machinery already
had to beproduced by accident—and also immediately!
Without it, the information in the DNA could not be
applied to the tissues. Instant death would be the re-
sult.

“The codeis meaningless unlesstrans ated. The mod-
ern cell’s translation machinery consists of at least fifty
macromolecular components which are themselves en-
coded in DNA [!]; the code cannot be translated other-
wise than by products of trandation. It is the modern
expression of omne vivum ex ovo [‘every living thing
comes from an egg’]. When and how did this circle be-
come closed? It is exceedingly difficult to imagine.”—
*J, Monod, Chance and Necessity (1971), p. 143.

This trandation package has also been termed an
“adapter function.” Without atrandator, thehighly com-
plex coding contained within the DNA molecule would
be uselessto the organism.

“The information content of amino acid sequences
cannot increase until agenetic code with an adapter func-
tion has appeared. Nothing which even vaguely re-
semblesacode existsin the physio-chemical world. One
must conclude that no valid scientific explanation of the
origin of life exists at present.”—*H. Yockey, “Self
Organization Origin of Life Scenarios and Information
Theory,” in Journal of Theoretical Biology 91 (1981), p.
13.

“Cellsand organisms are also informed [intelligently
designed and operated] life-support systems. The basic
component of any informed system isits plan. Here, ar-
gues the creationist, an impenetrable circle excludes the
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evolutionist. Any attempt to form a model or theory of
the evolution of the genetic code is futile because that
code is without function unless, and until, it is trans-
lated, i.e., unlessit leadsto the synthesis of proteins. But
the machinery by which the cell trandl ates the code con-
sists of about seventy componentswhich are themselves
the product of the code.”—*Michael Pitman, Adam and
Evolution (1984), p. 147 [emphasis his].

DESIGNING CODES—* Sir Arthur Keith, aprominent
anatomist of the 1930s (and co-producer of the Piltdown
man hoax), said: “We do not believe in the theory of Spe-
cial Creation because it isincredible.” But lifeitself and
all its functions and designs are incredible. And each
true species hasits own unique designs. A single living
cell may contain one hundred thousand million atoms, but
each atom will be arranged in a specific order.

Yet all thisis based on design, and design requires
intelligence—in this case an extremely high order_of
intelligence. Man's most advanced thinking and planning
has produced airplanes, rockets, personal computers, and
flight paths around the moon. But none of thiswas done by
accident. Car eful thought and structuringwasrequired.
Design blueprintswere carefully crafted into products.

The biological world is packed with intricate, co-
operative mechanismsthat depend on encoded and detailed
instructionsfor their devel opment and interacting function.
But complexity, and the coding it is based on, does not
evolve. L eft to themselves, all thingsbecome moreran-
dom and disorganized. The more complex the system,
the mor e elabor ate the design needed to keep it oper at-
ing and resisting the ever-pressing tendency to decay
and deterioration.

DNA and other substanceslikeit arevirtually unknown
outside living cells. Astoundingly, they produce cells and
areproductsof cells; yet they are not found outside of cells.
DNA isexclusively aproduct of the cell; we cannot man-
ufactureit. The closest we can cometo thisisto synthesize
simple, short chains of mononucleotide RNA—and that is
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asfar aswe can go, in spite of al our boasted intelligence
and million-dollar well-supplied, well-equipped laborato-
ries.

MESSENGER RNA—Special “messenger RNA”
molecules are needed. Without them, DNA isuselessin
the body. Consider the story of s-RNA:

“The code in the gene (which is DNA, of course) is
used to construct a messenger RNA molecule in which
is encoded the message necessary to determine the spe-
cific amino acid sequence of the protein.

“The cell must synthesize the sub-units (nucleotides)
for the RNA (after first synthesizing the sub-units for
each nucleotide, which include theindividua basesand
the ribose). The cell must synthesize the sub-units, or
amino acids, which are eventually polymerized to form
the protein. Each amino acid must be activated by an
enzyme specific for that amino acid. Each amino acid is
then combined with another type of RNA, known as
soluble RNA or s-RNA.

“Thereisaspecific ssRNA for each individual amino
acid. Thereis yet another type of RNA known as ribo-
somal RNA. Under theinfluence of the messenger RNA,
theribosomes are assembl ed into units known as polyri-
bosomes. Under the direction of the message contained
in the messenger RNA whileit isin contact with polyri-
bosomes, the amino acid-s-RNA complexes are used to
form a protein. Other enzymes and key molecules are
required for this.

“During al of this, the complex energy-producing
apparatus of the cell is used to furnish the energy re-
quired for the many syntheses.” —Duane T. Gish, “DNA:
Its History and Potential, ““in W.E. Lemmerts (ed.), Sci-
entific Studies in Special Creation (1971), p. 312.

THE LIVING COMPUTER—DNA and its related
agencies operate dramatically like an advanced com-

puter.
“All this is strikingly similar to the situation in the
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living cell. For discsor tapes substitute DNA; for ‘words'
substitute genes; and for ‘ bits’ (abit isan electronic rep-
resentation of ‘yes’ or ‘no’) substitute the bases adenine,
thymine, guanine and cytosine.”—*Fred Hoyle and *C.
Wickramasinghe, Evolution from Space (1981), p. 106.
Everywhere we turn in the cell we find the most
highly technical computerization. Electrical polarity is
akeyinthe DNA. Thisis positive and negative electrical
impulses, found both in the DNA and about the cell mem-
brane, cytoplasm, and nucleus. Theresult isabinary sys-
tem, similar to what wefind in themost advanced com-
puters in the world, but far more sophisticated and
miniaturized. In computer science, a “byte” is composed
of eight bits and can hold 256 different binary patterns,
enough to equal most letters or symbols. A bytetherefore
stands for a letter or character. In biology the equiva-
lent is three nucleotides called a codon. The biological
code (within DNA) is based on these triplet patterns, as
*Crick and *Brenner first discovered. Thistriad is used to
decide which amino acid will be used for what purpose.

THE BIOLOGICAL COMPILER—Thecodein both
plantsand animalsisDNA, but DNA is chemically dif-
ferent from the amino acids, which it gives orders to
make. This code also decides which of the 20 essentia
proteins (proteins your body must have to survive) the
amino acids will then form themselves into. Thereis an
intermediate substance between DNA and the amino
acids and proteins._ That mediating substance is t-RNA.
But now the compl exity getsworse: Each of the 20 essen-
tial proteins requires a different intermediate t-RNA!
Each one works specifically to perform its one function;
and chemically, each t-RNA molecule is unlike each of
theother t-RNA molecules.

The biological compiler that accomplishes these
code tasks is m-RNA. It changes DNA code language
into adifferent languagethat the cellscan under sstand—
so they can set about producing the right amino acids
and proteins. Without these many m-DNA molecules, the
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entire code and what it should produce would break down.

DNA INDEXING—Information that is inaccessible is
useless, even though it may be very complete. Every com-
puter requires a data bank. Without it, needed infor-
mation cannot be retrieved and used. Large computer
data banks have libraries of disc storage, but they require
an index to use them. Without the index, the computer will
not know where to look to find the needed information.

DNA isadata bank of massive proportions, but in-
dexes are also needed. These are different from the trans-
lators. There are non-DNA chemicals, which work as
indexes to specifically locate needed information. The
DNA and theindexesreciprocate; information iscycled
around a feedback loop. The index triggers the produc-
tion of materialsby DNA. The presence of these materials,
in turn, triggers indexing to additional productions. On a
higher level of systems (nervous, muscular, hormonal, cir-
culatory, etc.), additional indexes are to be found. The ut-
ter complication of al this is astounding. The next time
you cut your finger, think of al the complex operations
required for the body to patch it up.

CELL SWITCHING—"What is most important;
what should bedonenext?” Computer sfunction by fol-
lowing a sequential set of instructions. “First do this,
and then do that,” they are told, and in response they
then switch from one subroutine to another. But how does
the cell switch its DNA from one process to another?
No one can figurethis out.

“In bacteria, for example, Jacob and Monod demon-
strated a control system that operates by switching off
‘repressor’ molecules, i.e., unmasking DNA at the cor-
rect ‘line number’ to read off the correct (polypeptide)
subroutines. With eukaryotes [a common type of bacte-
ria], Britten and Davidson have tentatively suggested that
‘sensor genes' react to an incoming stimulus and cause
the production of RNA. This, in turn, activates a ‘ pro-
ducer gene,” m-RNA issynthesized and the required pro-
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tein eventually assembled as a ribosome. Many DNA
base sequences may thus be involved, not in protein or
RNA production, but in control over that production—
in switching the right sequences on or off at the right
time.”—*Michael Pitman, Adam and Evolution (1984),
p. 124.

THE FIVE CHEMICALSIN DNA AND RNA—DNA
is an extremely complex chemical molecule. Where did it
come from? How did it form itself back in the beginning?
How can it keep making copies of itself? There are two
kinds of basesin the DNA code: purines (adenine and
guanine) and pyrimidines (thymine or, in RNA, uracil;
and cytosine). Where did these five chemicals come
from? Charlie, you never told usthe origin of the species;
now help usfigure out the origin of DNA!

Do you desire fame and fortune? If you want a Nobel
prize, figure out how to synthesize all five DNA chemi-
cals. If youwant amajor placein history, figure out how to
make living, functioning DNA. If sand and seawater are
supposed to have doneit, our highly trained scientists ought
to be able to do it too.

Scientists eventually devised complicated ways in
expensive laboratories to synthesize dead compounds
of four of these five, using rare materials such as hydro-
gen cyanide or cyanoacetylene. (Thymine remains unsyn-
thesizable.) Sugar can be made in the laboratory, but the
phosphate group is extremely difficult. In the presence of
calciumions, found in abundance in oceans and rivers, the
phosphate ion is precipitated out. Enzymesin life forms
catalyze the task, but how could enzymatic action oc-
cur outside of plants or animals? It would not happen.

Then therearethepolynucleotide strandsthat have
to be formed in exactly the fit needed to neatly wrap
about the DNA helix molecule. A 100 percent exact fit is
required. But chemists seem unable to produce much in
the way of synthesized polynucleotides, and they are to-
tally unableto makethemin predetermined sizes and shapes
(*D. Watts, ““Chemistry and the Origin of Life,” in Life on
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Earth, Vol. 4, 1980, p. 21).

If university-trained scientists, working in multi-
million-dollar equipped and stocked labor atories, can-
not make DNA and RNA, how can random action of
sand and dirty water produceit in the beginning?

NON-RANDOM: ONLY FROM INTELLIGENCE—
Non-random infor mation iswhat isfound in thegenetic
code. But such information is a proof that the code came
from an intelligent Mind.

Those searching for_evidence of lifein outer space
have been instructed to watch for non-random signals
asthebest evidencethat intelligent peoplelive out there.
Ponnamperuma says that such a “non-random pattern”
would demonstrate intelligent extraterrestrial origin (*C.
Ponnamperuma, The Origins of Life, 1972, p. 195). *Carl
Sagan adds that a message with high information content
would be “an unambiguously artificial [intelligently pro-
duced] interstellar message” (*Carl Sagan, Cosmos, 1980,
p. 314).

“To involve purpose is in the eyes of biologists the
ultimate scientific sin . . The revulsion which biologists
feel to the thought that purpose might have aplaceinthe
structure of biology istherefore revulsion to the concept
that biology might have a connection to an intelligence
higher than our own.”—*Fred Hoyle and *Chandra
Wickramasinghe, Evolution from Space (1981), p. 32.

EACH CHARACTERISTIC CONTROLLED BY
MANY GENES—The more the scientists have studied ge-
netics, the worse the situation becomes. Instead of each
gene controlling many different factorsin thebody, ge-
neticistshavediscover ed that many different genescon-
trol each factor! Because of this, it would thus be im-
possible for the basic DNA codeto gradually “evolve.”
The underlying DNA code had to be there “all at once’;
and once in place, that code could never change!

“However it gradually emerged that most characters,
even simple ones, are regulated by many genes: for in-
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stance, fourteen genes affect eye color in Drosophila.
(Not only that. The mutation which suppresses ‘purple
ey€e enhances " hairy wing,’ for instance. The mechanism
is not understood.) Worse still, asingle gene may influ-
ence severa different characters. This was particularly
bad newsfor the selectionists, of course. . In 1966 Henry
Harrisof London University demonstrated, to everyone's
surprise, that as much as 30 per cent of all charactersare
polymorphic [that is, each character controlled severa
different factorsinstead of merely one]. It seemed unbe-
lievable, but his work was soon confirmed by Richard
Lewontin and others.”—*G.R. Taylor, Great Evolution
Mystery (1983), pp. 165-166.

(A clarification is needed here about the basic DNA
code in a true species which never changes. Chapter 11,
Animal and Plant Species, will explain how the DNA gene
pool within a given true species can be broad enough to
produce hybrids or varieties. This is why there are so
many different types of dogs or why some birds, when iso-
lated on an island—such as Darwin’s finches on the
Galapagos—can produce bills of different length. Thisis
why there are two shades of peppered moth and various
resistant forms of bacteria.)

In order to make the evolutionary theory succeed,
thetotal organic complexity of an entire species some-
how had to beinvented long ago by chance,—and it had
to do it fast, too fast—within seconds, or the creature
would immediately die!

2 - MATHEMATICAL POSSIBILITIES OF DNA

SCIENTIFIC NOTATION—Thisisa number plusa
small superscript numeral. Usingit, small numberscan
bewritten to denote number sthat are soimmensethat
they areincomprehensible and can only with difficulty
bewritten out. Thus, 8trillion (8,000,000,000,000) would
bewritten 8 x 102, and 1 billion (1,000,000,000) would be
written simply as 10°. Here are afew comparisonsto show
you the impossible large size of such numbers:
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Hairs on an average head 2x 108
Seconds in ayear 3x 107
Retirement age (0 to 65) in seconds 2x10°
World population 5x10°
Miles[1.6 km] in alight-year 6 x 10w
Sand grains on all shores 107
Observed stars 10%
Waeter dropsin al the oceans 10%
Candle power of the sun 3x 107
Electronsin the universe 10%

It issaid that any number larger than 2 x 10* can-
not occur in nature. In the remainder of this chapter, we
will look at some immense numbers!

MATH LOOKSAT DNA—(*#4/37 More Mathemati-
cal Impossibilities*) Intheworld of living organisms, there
canbenolifeor growth without DNA. What arethemath-
ematical possibilities (in mathematics, they are called
probabilities) of JUST ONE DNA molecule having
formed itself by the chance?

“Now we know that the cell itself is far more com-
plex than we had imagined. It includesthousands of func-
tioning enzymes, each one of them a complex machine
itself. Furthermore, each enzyme comes into being in
response to a gene, a strand of DNA. The information
content of the geneinits complexity must be as great as
that of the enzyme it controls.

“A medium protein might include about 300 amino
acids. The DNA gene controlling this would have about
1000 nucleotidesin its chain. Since there are four kinds
of nucleotidesin a DNA chain, one consisting of 1000
links could exist in 4x10% different forms.

“Using a little algebra (logarithms) we can see that
4100 js equivalent to 10°%°, Ten multiplied by itself 600 times
givesthe figure 10 followed by 600 zeros! This number
is completely beyond our comprehension.”—*Frank
Salisbury, “Doubts about the Modern Synthetic Theory
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of Evolution,” American Biology Teacher, September
1971, pp. 336-338.

So the number of possible code combinations for
an average DNA molecule is a fabulously large num-
ber! That is not 4000 (4 followed by 3 zeros), but 4 times
itself a thousand times—or a little more than 10%°? How
could random action producetheright combination out
of that many possibilitiesfor error?

LIFE REQUIRED—In addition to DNA, many other
materials, such as proteins, enzymes, carbohydrates, fats,
etc., would haveto beinstantly made at the sametime. The
beating heart, the functioning kidneys, the circulatory ves-
sels, etc. They would all need to be arranged within the
complicated structure of an organism,—and then they
would have to be endued with LIFE!

Without LIFE, none of the raw materials, even
though arranged in proper order, would beworth any-
thing.

Onedoes not extract lifefrom pebbles, dirt, water, or a
lightning bolt. Lightning destroyslife; it does not makeit.

GOLEY’'S MACHINE—A communications engineer
tried to figure out the odds for bringing anon-living organ-
ism with few parts (only 1500) up to the point of being
able to reproduce itself.

“Suppose we wanted to build a machine capable of
reaching into bins for all of its parts, and capable of as-
sembling from those parts a second machine just like
itself.”—*Marcel J.E. Goley, “‘Reflections of a Commu-
nications Engineer,” in Analytical Chemistry, June 1961,

p. 23.

Likeningaliving organismtoamachinethat merely
reached out and selected partsneeded to make a dupli-
cateof itself, Goley tried to figurethe oddsfor 1,500 needed
items—requiring 1,500 right choices in a row. Many dif-
ferent parts would be needed, and Goley assumed they
would all belying around near that manufacturing machine!
Goley assumesthat itsmechanical arm will haveonly a
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50-50 chance of error in reaching out and grabbing the
right piece! Such aratio (1,500 50.50 choices) would be
impossible for the randomness of chance (“ natural se-
lection”) to produce. Goley then figures the odds based
on such a one-in-two success rate of reaches. But if such a
high rate of accurate selection were possible, Goley dis-
covered there was only one chance in 10° that the ma-
chine could succeed in reproducing itself! That is 1 fol-
lowed by 450 zeros! The more it tried to reproduce itself,
the further it would get from success.

Far smaller are all thewordsin all the books ever
published. They would only amount to 102, and that would
be equivaent to only 66 of those 1,500 50-50 choices all
made correctly in succession!

TOO MANY NUCLEOTIDES—Just the number of
nucleotidesalonein DNA would betoo many for Goley’s
machine calculations. There are not 1,500 parts but mul-
tiplied thousands of factors, of which the nucleotides con-
stitute only one.

(1) There are 5,375 nucleotides in the DNA of an ex-
tremely small bacterial virus (theta-x-174). (2) There are
about 3 million nucleotides in a single cell bacteria. (3)
Therearemorethan 16,000 nucleotidesin a human mi-
tochondrial DNA molecule. (4) Thereareapproximately
3 billion nucleotides in the DNA of a mammalian cell.
(People and many animals are mammals.)

Technically, a “nucleotide” is a complex chemical
structure composed of a (nucleic acid) purine or pyrimi-
dine, onesugar (usually ribose or deoxyribose), and aphos-
phoric group. Each one of thosethousandsof nucleotides
within each DNA is aligned sequentially in avery spe-
cificorder! Imagine3billion complicated chemical links,
each of which hastobein aprecisely correct sequence!

NOT POSSIBLE BY CHANCE—Many similar math-
ematical comparisons could be made. The point is that
chance cannot produce what isin a living organism—not
now, not ever before, not ever in the future. It just cannot
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be done.

And even if the task could be successfully completed,
when it was done, that organism still would not be alive!
Putting stuff together in the right combination does not pro-
ducelife.

And once made, it would have to have an ongoing
sour ce of water, air, and living food continually avail-
ableassoon asit evolved intolife. Whentheevolutionist’s
organism emerged from rock, water, and a stroke of light-
ning hitting it on the head,—it would have to haveits liv-
ing food source made just as rapidly.

The problems and hurdles are endless.

“Based on probability factors . . any viable DNA
strand having over 84 nucleotides cannot be the result of
haphazard mutations. At that stage, the probabilities are
1in 4.8 x 10%. Such anumber, if written out, would read:

480,000,000,000,000,000,000,-
000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000.

“Mathematicians agree that any requisite number be-
yond 10 has, statistically, a zero probability of occur-
rence (and even that givesit the ‘benefit of the doubt’).
Any speciesknown to us, including ‘ the smallest single-
cell bacteria,” have enormously larger numbers of nucle-
otides than 100 or 1000. In fact, single cell bacteriadis-
play about 3,000,000 nucleotides, aligned in avery spe-
cific sequence. This means, that there is no mathemati-
cal probability whatever for any known species to have
been the product of arandom occurrence—random mu-
tations (to use the evolutionist’sfavorite expression).” —
*|.L. Cohen, Darwin was Wrong (1984), p. 205.

Wysong explains the requirements needed to code
one DNA molecule. By this he means selecting out the
proper protens, all of them left handed, and then plac-
ing them in their proper sequence in the molecule—
and doing it all by chance:

“This means 1/10* DNA molecules, on the aver-
age, must form to provide the one chance of forming the
specific DNA sequence necessary to code the 124 pro-
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teins. 1022 DNAswould weigh 10%%7 times more than
the earth, and would certainly be sufficient to fill the
universe many times over. It is estimated that the total
amount of DNA necessary to code 100 hillion people
could be contained in %2 of an aspirintablet. Surely 1097
times the weight of the earth in DNASs is a stupendous
amount and emphasizes how remotethe chanceistoform
the one DNA molecule. A quantity of DNA this col ossal
could never haveformed.”—R.L. Wysong, The Creation-
Evolution Controversy, p. 115.

A GEM OF A QUOTATION—Evolutionists claim that
everything impossible can happen by the most random of
chances,—simply by citing alarge enough probability num-
ber. *Peter M oraexplainsto hisfellow scientiststhetruth
about evolutionary theorizing:

“A further aspect | should like to discuss is what |
call the practice of avoiding the conclusion that the prob-
ability of a self-reproducing state is zero. This is what
we must conclude from classical quantum mechanical
principles, as Wigner demonstrated.

“These escape clauses [the enormous chance-occur-
rence numberscited as proof by evolutioniststhat it could
be done] postulate an amost infinite amount of timeand
an almost infinite amount of material (monomers), so
that even the most unlikely event could have happened.
This is to invoke probability and statistical considera-
tions when such considerations are meaningless.

“When for practical purposes the condition of infi-
nite time and matter hasto be invoked [in order to make
evolution succeed], the concept of probability [possibil-
ity of its occurrence] is annulled. By such logic we can
prove anything, such as that no matter how complex,
everythingwill repeat itself, exactly and innumerably.” —
*P.T. Mora, “The Folly of Probability,” in *S.W. Fox
(ed.), The Origins of Prebiological Systems and of Their
Molecular Matrices (1965), p. 45.

3 - AMINO ACIDS AND PROTEIN
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PROTEIN NEEDED AL SO—(*#6 Amino Acid Func-
tions*) Now let’slook at protein:

Putting protein and DNA together will not make them
alive; but, on the other hand, there can be no life without
BOTH the protein and the DNA. Proteinswould also have
had to be made instantly, and in theright combination
and quantity,—at the very beginning. And do not forget
the sequence: Protein hasto bein its proper sequence,
just as DNA hasto bein itscorrect sequential pattern.

Proteinscomein their own complicated sequence! They
havetheir own coding. That codeis*” spelled out” inalong,
complicated string of materials. Each of the hundreds of
different proteinsis, inturn, composed of still smaller units
called amino acids. There are twenty essential amino acids
(plus two others not needed after adulthood in humans).
The amino acids are complex assortments of specifically
arranged chemicals.

Making those amino acids out of nothing, and in
the correct sequence,—and doing it by chance—would
bejust asimpossible, mathematically, as a chance for-
mation of the DNA code!

ONLY THE LEFT-HANDED ONES—We mentioned,
in chapter 6 (Inaccurate Dating Methods), the L and D
amino acids. That factor is highly significant when con-
sidering the possibility that amino acids could make them-
selves by chance.

Nineteen of the twenty amino acids (all except gly-
cine) comeintwoforms: a“D” andan“L” version. The
chemicals are the same, but are arranged differently for
each. The difference is quite similar to your left hand as
compared with your right hand. Both are the same, yet
shaped oppositeto each other. Thesetwo amino acid types
arecalled enantiomers [en-anti-awmers]. (Two other names
for them are enantiomorphs and sterioisomers). (On the
accompanying chart, note that they are alike chemically,
but different dimensionally. Each oneisamirror image of
the other. Oneis like aleft-handed glove; the other like a
right-handed one. A typical amino acid in both forms is
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illustrated.)

For simplicity’s sake, in this study we will call them
the left or left-handed amino acid (the“L") and the right or
right-handed amino acid (the“D”).

Living creatures have to have protein, and protein is
composed of involved mixtures of several of the 20 left
amino acids. —And all those amino acids must be left-
handed, not right-handed! (It should be mentioned that all
sugarsin DNA are right-handed.)

(For purposes of simplification we will assume that
right-handed amino acids never occur in living amino ac-
ids, but there are afew exceptions, such asinthe cell walls
of some bacteria, in some antibiotic compounds, and all
sugars.)

“Many researchers have attempted to find plausible
natural conditions under which L-amino acids would
preferentially accumulate over their D-counterparts, but
all such attempts have failed. Until this crucial problem
is solved, no one can say that we have found anaturalis-
tic explanation for the origin of life. Instead, these iso-
mer preferences point to biochemical creation.”—Dean
H. Kenyon, affidavit presented to U.S. Supreme Court,
No. 85-15, 13, in “Brief of Appellants,” prepared under
the direction of William J. Guste, Jr., Attorney General
of the State of Louisiana, October 1985, p. A-23.

TOTAL IGNORANCE—(*#5/29 DNA, Protein and the
Cell*) Scientists have a fairly good idea of the multitude
of chemical stepsin putting together aDNA molecule; but,
not only can DNA not besynthesized “ by nature” at the
seashore, highly trained technicianscannot doit in their
million-dollar labor atories!

“The evolution of the genetic machinery is the step
for which there are no laboratory models; hence we can
speculate endlessly, unfettered by inconvenient facts.” —
*R. Dickerson, “Chemical Evolution and the Origin of
Life,”” in Scientific American, September 1978, p. 70.

Dozensof inherent and related factor sareinvolved.
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One of theseisthe gene-protein link. Thishad to occur
before DNA could be useable; yet no one has any idea

how it can be made now, much lesshow it could doit by
itself in a mud puddle.

“None has ever been recreated in the laboratory, and
the evidence supporting them all [being produced by ran-
dom chance in the primitive environment] is very thin.
The emergence of the gene-protein link, an absolutely
vital stageontheway up fromlifelessatomsto ourselves,
isdtill shrouded in almost complete mystery.”—*A. Scott,
“Update on Genesis,” in New Scientist, May 2, 1985, p.
30.

4 - SYNTHESIZED PROTEIN

THE MILLER EXPERIMENTS—In 1953, a graduate
biochemistry student (* Stanley Miller) sparked anon-oxy-
gen mixture of gasesfor aweek and produced some micro-
scopic traces of non-living amino acids. We earlier dis-
cussed thisin some detail in chapter 7, The Primitive Envi-
ronment (which included a sketch of the complicated ap-
paratus he used); this showed that * Stanley’s experiment
demonstrated that, if by any means amino acids could
be produced, they would be a left-handed and right-
handed mixture—and therefore unable to be used in
living tissue.

“ Amino acids synthesized in thelaboratory areamix-
ture of the right- and left-handed forms.”—*Harold
Blum, Time’s Arrow and Evolution (1968), p. 159.

Even if a spark could anciently have turned some
chemicalsinto amino acids, the presence of theright-handed
oneswould clog the body machinery and kill any lifeform
they werein.

(1) There are 20 essential amino acids. (2) There are
300 amino acids in aspecialized sequencein each medium
protein. (3) Therearebillionsupon billions of possible com-
binations! (4) The right combination from among the 20
amino acidswould have to be brought together in theright
sequence—in order to make one useable protein properly.




266 The Evolution Handbook

(5) In addition to this, the ultra-complicated DNA
strands would have to be formed, along with complex en-
zymes, and more and more, and still more.

IMPOSSIBLE ODDS—What arethe chances of accom-
plishing all the above—and thus making aliving creature
out of protein manufactured by chance from dust, water,
and sparks? Not one chance in billions. It cannot happen.

Evolutionistsspeak of “ probabilities’ asthough they
were " possibilities,” if given enough odds. But reality is
different from their make-believe numbers.

There are odds against your being ableto throw a
rock with your arm—and land it on the other side of
themoon. Thechancesthat you could doit areabout as
likely asthisimagined animal of theevolutionists, which
makesitself out of nothing and then evolvesinto every-
body else.

A mathematician would be able to figure the odds of
doing it asascientific notation with 50 or so zeros after it,
but that does not mean that you could really throw arock
to the moon! Such odds are not really “probabilities’; they
are “impossihilities!”

The chances of getting accidentally synthesized left
amino acids for one small protein molecule is one chance
in 1020, That isanumeral with 210 zeros after it! The num-
ber is so vast as to be totally out of the question.

Herearesomeother bignumbersto help you grasp
the utter immensity of such gigantic numbers: Ten bil-
lion year sis 108 seconds. The earth weighs 10% ounces.
From onesideto theother, theuniver sehasa diameter
of 102inches. Thereare 10® elementary particlesin the
univer se (subatomic particles. e ectrons, protons, neutrons,
etc.). Compare those enormously large numbers with
theinconceivably lar ger numbersrequired for achance
formulation of the right mixture of amino acids, pro-
teins, and all therest out of totally random chance com-
bined with raw dirt, water, and so forth.

How long would it take to walk across the 10?8 inches
from one side of the universe to the other side? Well, after
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you had done it, you would need to do it billions of times
more before you would even have time to try al the pos-
sible chance combinations of putting together just ONE
properly sequenced left-only amino acid protein in the right
order.

After *Miller’'s amino acid experiment, researchers
later tried to synthesize proteins. The only way they
could do it waswith actual amino acidsfrom living tis-
sue! What had they accomplished? Nothing, absolutely
nothing. But this mattered not to the media; soon newspa-
per headlines shouted, “ SCIENTISTS MAKE PROTEIN!”

“The apparatus must consist of a series of proteinsas
well as nucleic acids with the ‘right’ sequences.” —*R.
W. Kaplan, “The Problem of Chance in Formation of
Protobionts by Random Aggregation of Macromol-
ecules,” in Chemical Evolution, p. 320.

5 - MIORE PROBLEMIS WITH PROTEIN

ALL 20-BUT IN 39 FORMS—The evolutioniststell
usthat, at sometimein thedistant past, all the proteins
made themselves out of random chemicals floating in
thewater or buried in the soil.

But there are approximately 20 different essential
amino acids. Each of them, with the exception of glycine,
can exist in both the L (left-handed) and D (right-handed)
structual forms. In living tissue, the L form is found; in
laboratory synthesis, equal amounts of both the L and D
forms are produced. There is no way to synthesize the L
form by itself.

Here are all 39 forms. What a hodgepodge for the
random accidents of evolution to sort through—and come
up with only the L forms. Each one has its own compli-
cated sequence of amino acids.

1 - Glycine
2a - L-Alanine 2b - D-Alanine
3a - L-Valine 3b - D-Vvaline
4a - L-Leucine 4b - D-Leucine

5a - L-Isoleucine 5b - D-Isoleucine
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TRYPTOPHAN SYNTHETASE A—Here is the
amino acid sequence of just one protein in your
body. The amino acid units (written from left to
right) are connected. If separated, they would
read like this: methionyl, glutaminyl, arginyl, etc.
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6a - L-Serine

7a - L-Threonine

8a - L-Cysteine

9a - L-Cystine
10a - L-Methionine
11a - L-Glutamic Acid
12a - L-Aspartic Acid
13a - L-Lysine
14a - L-Arginine
15a - L-Histidine
16a - L-Phenylalanine
17a - L-Tyrosine
18a - L-Tryptophan
19a - L-Proline
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6b - D-Serine

7b - D-Threonine

8b - D-Cysteine

9b - D-Cystine

10b - D-Methionine
11b - D-Glutamic Acid
12b - D-Aspartic Acid
13b - D-Lysine

14b - D-Arginine

15b - D-Histidine

16b - D-Phenylalanine
17b - D-Tyrosine

18b - D-Tryptophan
19b - D-Proline

20a - L-Hydroxyproline 20b - D-Hydroxyproline

WHY ONLY THE L FORM—You might wonder why
the D form of protein would not work equally well in
humans and animals. The problem is that a single strand
of protein, onceit isconstructed by other proteins (yes, the
complicated structure of each proteinisconstructed in your
body cells by other brainless proteins!), immediately folds
into acertain pattern. If therewaseven oneright-handed
aminoacid in each lengthy string, it could not fold prop-
erly.

(See our specia study on Protein on our website. It is
fabulous, and shows the astoundingly complex activities
of proteinsinside the cell.)

6 - ORIGINATING FIVE SPECIAL VMIATERIALS

We are omitting this section from this paperback. It
consists of detailed information on the step-by-step re-
quirements needed to produce proteins, sugars, enzymes,
fats, and DNA. The complexity of al thisisfabulous. Over
threelarge pagesarerequired just to list the steps! You will
find thison pp. 280-283 of Vol. 2 of the three-volume Evo-
lution Disproved series set or on our internet site, evolu-
tion-facts.org.
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7 - ADDITIONAL VIATHEMATICAL
IMPOSSIBILITIES

ALL BY CHANCE—Earlier in this chapter, we said
that the possible combinations of DNA were the numeral 4
followed by a thousand zeros. That tells us about DNA
combinations; what about protein combinations?

Thepossiblearrangementsof the 20 different amino
acids are 2,500,000,000,000,000,000. If evolutionary
theory betrue, every protein arrangement in alifeform
had to beworked out by chanceuntil it worked right—
first one combination and then another until one was
found that worked right. But by then the organism
would have been long dead, if it ever had been alive!

Once the chance arrangements had hit upon the right
combination of amino acids for ONE protein—the same
formulawould have to somehow be repeated for the other
19 proteins. And then it would somehow have to be cor-
rectly transmitted to offspring!

THE STREAM OF LIFE—The primary protein in
your red blood cellshas574 amino acidsin it. Until that
formulaisfirst produced correctly by chance, and then
always passed on correctly, your ancestors could not
live a minute, much less survive and reproduce.

You have hillions upon billions upon billions of red
blood cells(“RBCs,” the scientistscall them) inyour body.
This is what makes your blood red. Each red blood cell
has about 280 million molecules of hemoglobin, and it
would take about 1000 red blood cellsto cover the pe-
riod at the end of this sentence. (Hemoglobin istheiron-
carrying protein material in RBCs, which carries oxygen
from the lungs to the tissues, and carbon dioxide from the
tissues to the lungs.) Both in complexity and in enormous
quantity, your red blood cells are unusual. Severa large
books could befilled with facts about your red blood cells.

MAKING PROTEIN BY CHANCE—T he probability
of forming 124 specifically sequenced proteins of 400
amino acids each by chanceis1 x 108#%, THAT isaBIG
number! If we put a thousand zeros on each page, it would
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take a 64-page booklet just to write the number!

The probability of those 124 specifically sequenced
proteins consists of 400 all-left-amino acids, each being
formed by chance. If EVERY moleculein all the oceans of
10% planet earths was an amino acid and these kept linking
up in sets of 124 proteins, EVERY second for 10 hillion
yearswould be 1 x 107846, And THAT isanother BIG num-
ber! That is one followed by 78,436 zeros!

Asmentioned earlier, such “ probabilities” are*“im-
possibilities.” They are fun for math games, but noth-
ing more. They havenothingto dowith reality. Yet such
odds would have to be worked out in order to produce just
124 proteins! Without successin such odds asthese, multi-
plied amillion-fold, evolution would betotally impossible.

Throughout thisand the previous chapter, we have only
discussed the basics at the bottom of the ladder of evolu-
tion. We have, asit were, only considered the first few in-
stants of time. But what about all the development after
that?

More total impossibilities.

ENZYMES—*Fred Hoylewrotein New Scientist that
2,000 different and very complex enzymesarerequired
for_a living organism to exist. And then he added that
random shuffling processes could not form a single one of
thesein even 20 billion years! He then added this:

“l don’'t know how long it is going to be before as-
tronomers generally recognize that the arrangement of
not even one among the many thousands of biopolymers
[enzymes, proteins, hormones, etc.] on which life de-
pends could have been arrived at by natural processes
here on the earth.

“Astronomers will have a little difficulty in under-
standing this because they will be assured by biologists
that it is not so; the biologists having been assured in
their turn by others that it is not so. The ‘others are a
group of persons [the evolutionary theoreticians] who
believe, quite openly, in mathematical miracles.

“They advocate the belief that, tucked away in nature
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outside of normal physics, thereisalaw which performs
miracles (provided the miracles are in the aid of biol-
ogy). This curious situation sits oddly on a profession
that for long has been dedicated to coming up with logi-
cal explanations . . The modern miracle workers are al-
ways found to be living in the twilight fringes of [the
two laws of] thermodynamics.”—*Fred Hoyle, ““The Big
Bang in Astronomy,” in New Scientist, November 19,
1981, pp. 521-527.

*Taylor says that proteins, DNA, and enzymes—all
of which are very complicated—would all be required
as soon as a new creature was made by evolution.

“Thefundamental objectionto all these[evolutionary]
theoriesisthat they involveraising oneself by one’'sown
bootstraps. You cannot make proteins without DNA, but
you cannot make DNA without enzymes, which are pro-
teins. It is a chicken and egg situation. That a suitable
enzyme should have cropped up by chance, even in a
long period, isimplausible, considering the complexity
of such molecules. And there cannot have been a long
time [in which to do it].”—*G.R. Taylor, Great Evolu-
tion Mystery (1983), p. 201.

Enzyme systems do not work at all in the body—
until they areall there.

“Dixon [a leading enzymologist] confesses that he
cannot see how such a system could ever have origi-
nated spontaneously. The main difficulty is that an en-
zyme system does not work at all until it is complete, or
nearly so. Another problem is the question of how en-
zymes appear without pre-existing enzymes to make
them. ‘ The association between enzymesand life,” Dixon
writes, ‘is so intimate that the problem of the origin of
life itself is largely that of the origin of enzymes.” "—
*Michael Pitman, Adam and Evolution (1984), pp. 144-
145,

DIXON-WEBB CALCULATION—In 1964 *Malcolm
Dixon and *Edwin Webb, on page 667 of their standard
reference work, Enzymes, mentioned to fellow scientists
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that in order to get the needed amino acids in close
enough proximity to form a single protein molecule, a
total volume of amino-acid solution equal to 10 times
the volume of our earth would be needed! That would
be 1 with 50 zeros after it multiplied by the contents of a
mixing bowl. And the bow! would be so large that planet
earth would bein it!

After using the above method to obtain ONE protein
molecule, what would it take to produce ONE_hemoglo-
bin (blood) molecule which contains 574 specificall
coded amino acids? On page 279 of their Introduction to
Protein Chemistry, * SW. Fox and * J.F. Foster tell how to
doit:

First, large amounts of random amounts of all 20 basic
types of protein molecules would be needed. In order to
succeed at this, enough of the random protein molecules
would be needed to fill a volume 10°*2 TIMES the volume
of our entire known universe! And all of that space would
be packed in solid with protein molecules. In addition, all
of them would have to contain only left-handed amino ac-
ids (which only could occur 50 percent of the timein syn-
thetic laboratory production).

Then and only then could random chance produce
just the right combination for ONE hemoglobin mol-
ecule, with theproper sequenceof 574 |eft-handed amino
acids!

Yet there are also thousands of other types of pro-
tein moleculesin every living cell, and evenif al of them
could be assembled by chance,—the cell would still not be
aive.

BEY OND DNA AND PROTEIN—We havefocused our
attention on DNA and protein sequencein this chapter. Just
for amoment, let uslook beyond DNA and proteinto a
few of themore complicated or gansin thehuman body.
Aswedo so, therequirementswhich randomnesswould
have to hurdle becometruly fabulous. Consider the hu-
man brain, with its ten billion integrated cells in the cere-
bral cortex. How could all that come about by chance? Ask
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an expert on ductless glands to explain hormone produc-
tion to you. Your head will swim. Gaze into the human eye
and view how it is constructed, how it works. You who
would cling to evolution as atheory that isworkable, give
up! give up! Thereisno chance! Evolution isimpossible!

COMPUTER SIMULATION—Prior to the late 1940s,
men had to work out their various evolutionary theories
with paper and pencil. But then advanced computers were
invented. This changed the whole picture. By the 1970s, it
had become clear that the “long ages” theoriesjust did not
work out. Computer calculations have established the
fact that, regardless of how much time was allotted for
the task,—evolution could not produce life for ms!

Evolutionists can no longer glibly say, “Given
enough time and given enough chance, living creatures
could arise out of seawater and lightning, and pelicans could
change themselvesinto elephants.” (Unfortunately, evolu-
tionists still say such things, because the ignorant public
does not know the facts in this book.)

But computer scientistscan now feed all thefactors
into a large computer—and get fairly rapid answers.
Within a dramatically short time they can find out
whether evolution is possible after all!

Unfortunately, the evolutionists prefer to stay away
from such computer simulations; they are afraid to face the
facts. Instead they spend their time discussing their dreamy
ideaswith one another and writing articles about their theo-
riesin scientific journals.

A computer scientist who spoke at a special biology
symposium in Philadel phiain 1967, when computers were
not as powerful as they are today, laid out the facts this
way:

“Nowadays computers are operating within a range
whichisnot entirely incommensurate with that dealt with
in actual evolution theories. If a species breeds once a
year, the number of cyclesinamillion yearsis about the
same as that which one would obtain in aten-day com-
putation which iterates a program whose duration is a
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hundredth of a second . . Now we have less excuse for
explaining away difficulties[viaevolutionary theory] by
invoking the unobservabl e effect of astronomical [enor-
mously large] numbers of small variations.”—*M.P.
Schutzenberger, Mathematical Challenges to the Neo-
Darwinian Interpretation of Evolution (1967), pp. 73-
75 (an address given at the Wistar Institute of Anatomy
and Biology Symposium).

* Schutzenberger then turned his attention to the key
point that scientists admit to be the only real basis of evo-
lution: gradual improvements in the genetic code through
beneficial mutations, resulting in new and changed spe-
cies:

“We believe that it is not conceivable. In fact, if we
try to simulate such a situation by making changes ran-
domly at the typographic level—by letters or by blocks,
the size of the unit need not matter—on computer pro-
grams, we find that we have no chance (i.e., lessthan 1/
10%9%) even to seewhat the modified program would com-
pute; it just jamg!

“Further, thereis no chance (less than 1/10%%%) to see
this mechanism (this single changed characteristicin the
DNA) appear spontaneously and, if it did, even less
[chance] for it to remain!

“We believe that there is a considerable gap in the
neo-Darwinian theory of evolution, and we believe th