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Ghapter 2 ———

SCIENTISTS
SPEAK

Evolutionary scientists say
the theory is unscientific and worthless

This chapter is based on pp. 959-998 (Scientists Speak) of Other
Evidence (Volume Three of our three-volume Evolution Disproved
Series), and includes nearly 150 quotations. Not included are a
large number of other statements from that chapter. You will find
them on our website: evolution-facts.org.
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1 - EVOLUTIONISTS EXPLAIN
THEIR OBJECTIVE

There are reasons why evolutionists are so concerned to hold
on to a theory that has no evidence to support it, one which has
been repeatedly disproved. These are important reasons. This
section explains why these men cling so fanatically to a false-
hood.

Objective: Men do not want to beresponsibleto anyonefor
their actions.

“[Man] stands aonein the universe, aunique product of along,
unconscious, impersonal, material processwith unigque understand-
ing and potentialities. These he owesto no onebut himself anditis
to himself that he is responsible. He is not the creature of uncon-
trollable and undeterminable forces, but he is his own master. He
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can and must decide and make his own destiny.”—*George G.
Simpson, “The World into which Darwin Led Us,” in Science,
131 (1980), p. 968.

Objective: Separation from God and identification with the

brute.

“The real issue is whether man must think God's thought after
him in order to understand the world correctly or whether man’'s
mindisthe ultimate assigner of meaning to brute and orderlessfacts
.. Evolutionary thought is popular becauseit isaworld view which
facilitates man’s attempt to rid himself of all knowledge of thetran-
scendent Creator and promises to secure man’s autonomy.” —G.L.
Bahnsen, ““On Worshipping the Creature Rather Than the Cre-
ator,” in Journal of Christian Reconstruction, 1 (1974), p. 89.

Obijective: Sexual freedom.

“1 had motivesfor not wanting the world to have meaning; con-
sequently assumed it had none, and was able without any difficulty
to find satisfying reasons for this assumption . . The philosopher
who finds no meaning in the world is not concerned exclusively
with aproblem in pure metaphysics; heis also concerned to prove
thereisno valid reason why he personally should not do ashewants
todo. . For myself, asno doubt for most of my contemporaries, the
philosophy of meaninglessnesswas essentially aninstrument of lib-
eration. The liberation we desired was simultaneously liberation
from acertain political and economic system and liberationfrom a
certain system of morality. We objected to the morality because it
interfered with our sexual freedom.”—*Aldous Huxley, ““Confes-
sions of a Professed Atheist,”” Report: Perspective on the News,
Vol. 3, June, 1966, p. 19. [Grandson of evolutionist *Thomas
Huxley and brother of evolutionist *Julian Huxley, *Aldous Huxley
was one of the most influential writers and philosophers of the
20th century.]

Objective: A way to hide from God.

“Darwinism removed the whole idea of God as the creator of
organisms from the sphere of rational discussion. Darwin pointed
out that no supernatural designer was needed; since natural selec-
tion could account for any new form of life, thereisno room for a
supernatural agency in its evolution.”—*Julian Huxley. “At Ran-
dom, A Television Preview,” in Evolution after Darwin (1960), p.
41.

Objective: We can choosetolivelikeanimalsand not mind

“Intheworld of Darwin man has no special status other than his
definition asadistinct speciesof animal. Heisinthefullest sensea
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“Evolution is the most intrigu- “We have stacks of evidence that
ing little fairy tale we’ve ever come evolution really occurred. We just
up with. But few people complain, haven’t shown it in public. It really is

too scientifically advanced for presen-
tation to common people.”

so that’s all that counts.”

e

“We spend millions in govern-
ment, private, and corporate grants,
searching for evidence of evolution.
One of these days we’ll find some.”

We speak about Darwin with
deepest pride—but, please, don’t
read his book!”

“Our religion is humanism. We wor-
ship man and what he can do. Surely,
he can do a lot, considering he only has
the mutated DNA of a monkey!”

“There are only two alternatives.
One is the truth and the other is evo-
lution. We prefer evolution because
then we’re free to live as we please.”
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part of nature and not apart fromit. Heisakin, not figuratively but
literally, to every living thing, beit an ameba, atapeworm, aflea, a
seaweed, an oak tree, or a monkey—even though the degrees of
relationship are different and we may feel less empathy for
forty-second cousins like the tapeworms than for, comparatively
speaking, brotherslikethe monkeys.”—* George Gaylord Simpson,
“The World into Which Darwin Led Us,” Science 131 (1960), p.
970.

Objective: Men would rather havetheforbidden treethan
the presence of God.

“With this single argument the mystery of the universe is ex-
plained, the deity annulled, and a new era of infinite knowledge
ushered in.”—*Ernst Haeckel, The Riddle of the Universe (1899),
p. 337.

Objective: It will help destroy religion.

“Beyond itsimpact on traditional science, Darwinism was dev-
astating to conventional theology.”—*D. Nelkin, Science Textbook
Controversies and the Politics of Equal Time (1977), p. 11.

2 - THE BEST EVIDENCES OF EVOLUTION
Throughout this set of books we have found that there are

no genuine evidences that any aspect of evolutionary theory is
scientifically correct. Yet the evolutionists themselves have, at

last, produced five reasons why they believe evolution to be true.
Here they are:

1 - We know that evolution is true because living things
have parents.

“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 Bothell, ““Agnostic Evolutionists,” Harper’s,
February 1985, p. 81.

2 - We know that evolution is true because living things
have children.

“Thetheory of neo-Darwinismisatheory of the evolution of the
population in respect to leaving offspring and not in respect to any-
thing else . . Everybody hasit in the back of his mind that the ani-
malsthat |eave the largest number of offspring are going to bethose
best adapted also for eating peculiar vegetation or something of this
sort, but thisis not explicit in the theory . . There you do come to
what is, in effect, a vacuous statement: Natural selection is that
some things leave more offspring than others; and it is those that
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leave more offspring [that are being naturally selected], and there
is nothing more to it than that. The whole real guts of evolution—
whichishow do you cometo have horsesand tigersand things—is
outside the mathematical theory.”—* C.H. Waddington, quoted by
Tom Bothell, in “Darwin’s Mistake,” Harper’s Magazine, Febru-
ary 1978, p. 75.

3 - We know that evolution istrue because there are per-
fections.

“So natural selection as a process is okay. We are also pretty
sure that it goes on in nature although good examples are surpris-
ingly rare. The best evidence comes from the many cases where it
can be shown that biological structures have been optimized—that
is, structuresthat represent optimal engineering solutionto the prob-
lemsthat an animal has of feeding or escaping a predator or gener-
ally functioninginitsenvironment . . The presence of these optimal
structures does not, of course, prove that they developed through
natural selection, but it does provide strong circumstantial argu-
ment.”—*David M. Raup, “Conflicts between Darwin and Pale-
ontology,” Bulletin of the Field Museum of Natural History, Janu-
ary 1979, pp. 25-28.

4-Weknow that evolution istruebecausethereareimper-
fections.

“1f there were no imperfections, there would be no evidence to
favor evolution by natural selection over creation.”—* Jeremy
Cherfas, “The Difficulties of Darwinism,” New Scientist, Vol. 102
(May 17, 1984), p. 29. [*Cherfas was reporting on special lec-
tures by *S.J. Gould at Cambridge University. Notice what this
expert said: Apart from imperfections, there is no evidence.]

“The proof of evolution lies in imperfection.”—* Stephen Jay
Gould, The Panda’s Thumb (1980).

5-Weknow that evolution istrue because species become
extinct.

“The best clincher is extinction. For every speciesnow in exis-
tence, roughly ninety-nine have become extinct. The question of
why they have become extinct is of enormous importance to ev-
olutionists. It has been studied by many men, but a convincing an-
swer has not been found. It remains unclear why any given species
has disappeared.”—* David Raup, ““Conflicts between Darwin and
Paleontology,” Field Museum of Natural History Bulletin, Janu-
ary 1979, p. 29.

“[Charles] Darwin wrote to him [Thomas Huxley about hisre-
marks about a certain extinct bird], ‘ Your old birds have offered
the best support to the theory of evolution.” ”—*G.R. Taylor, Great
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Evolution Mystery (1983), p. 119.
3 - SCIENITISTS SPEAK AGAINST EVOLUTION

Earnest, conscientious scientists have something far differ-

ent to say about evolutionary theory. These are men, highly com-
petent in their respective fields, who can see the flaws in evolu-

tion far better than the man on the street. Here is what they
would like to tell you.

After morethan a century of research, no one hasyet fig-
ured out how evolution could have occurred.

“The evolution of the animal and plant worldsis considered by
all those entitled to judgment to be afact for which no further proof
is needed. But in spite of nearly a century of work and discussion
thereis still no unanimity in regard to the details of the means of
evolution.”—*Richard Goldschmidt, “Evolution, as Viewed by One
Geneticist,” in American Scientist, Vol. 409, January 1952, p. 84.

A leading scientist of our time hasthisto say:

“Evolutionisbaselessand quiteincredible.”—* Ambrose Flem-
ing, president, British Association for Advancement of Science, in
The Unleashing of Evolutionary Thought.

Evolutionary theory isnothing morethan amyth, and concer ned
scientistsrecognized it needsto beobliterated in order for sci-
enceto progress. * Grasse isaleading French scientist:

“Today our duty isto destroy the myth of evolution, considered
as asimple, understood and explained phenomenon which keeps
rapidly unfolding before us. Biologists must be encouraged to think
about the weaknesses and extrapol ations that the theoreticians put
forward or lay down as established truths. The deceit is sometimes
unconscious, but not always, since some people, owing to their sec-
tarianism, purposely overlook reality and refuse to acknowledge
theinadequaciesand fasity of their beliefs.”—*Pierre-Paul Grasse,
Evolution of Living Organisms (1977), p. 8.

A growing number of scientistsconsider it the primary work of
science to defend this foolish theory. For thisreason it isruining
scientific research and conclusionsin our modern world.

“It is not the duty of science to defend the theory of evolution,
and stick by it to the bitter end, no matter which illogical and un-
supported conclusionsit offers. On the contrary, it is expected that
scientistsrecognize the patently obviousimpossibility of Darwin’s
pronouncementsand predictions. . Let’scut theumbilical cord that
tied us down to Darwin for such along time. It is choking us and
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holding us back.”—*L.L. Cohen, Darwin Was Wrong: A Study in
Probabilities (1985).

Not one smallest particle of scientific evidence has been

found in support of evolutionary theory.

“ * Scientistswho go about teaching that evolutionisafact of life
aregreat con men, and the story they aretelling may bethe greatest
hoax ever. In explaining evolution we do not have oneiotaof fact.’
[Tahmisian called it] atangled mishmash of guessing games and
figurejuggling.”—*Fresno Bee, August 20, 1959, p. 1-B [quoting
*T.N. Tahmisian, physiologist for the Atomic Energy Commission].

“The reader . . may be dumbfounded that so much work has
settled so few questions.”—* Science, January 22, 1965, p. 389.

The truth about the precarious position of the theory, and the

falsity of theevidenceinitsbehalf, iskept from science students—
and even Ph.D. graduates. An evolutionist who teachesin auni-
versity speaks:

“1 personally hold the evolutionary position, but yet lament the
fact that the majority of our Ph.D. graduates are frightfully igno-
rant of many of the serious problems of the evolution theory. These
problemswill not be solved unlesswe bring them to the attention of
students. Most students assume evolution is proved, the missing
link isfound, and all we have |eft is afew rough edges to smooth
out. Actually, quite the contrary istrue; and many recent discover-
ies. . haveforced usto re-evaluate our basic assumptions.”—*Di-
rector of a large graduate biology department, quoted in Cre-
ation: The Cutting Edge (1982), p. 28.

*Singer admitsthereisno evidencefor such an incredible
theory, but heisunwilling to consider any other possibility.

“Evolutionisperhaps unique among major scientific theoriesin
that the appeal for its acceptanceis not that there is evidence of it,
but that any other proposed interpretation of the dataiswholly in-
credible.”—*Charles Singer, A Short History of Science to the
Nineteenth Century, 1941.

Thinking scientistsincreasingly question such an obsolete

theory.

“Evolution . . is not only under attack by fundamentalist Chris-
tians, but is also being questioned by reputabl e scientists. Among
pal eontol ogists, scientistswho study thefossil record, thereisgrow-
ing dissent from the prevailing view of Darwinism.”—*James
Gorman, “The Tortoise or the Hare?”” Discover, October 1980, p.
88.

*Jastrow, a leading astronomer, admits that the evidence



838 Science vs. Evolution

lieswith Creation, not with evolution.

“ 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.

*Bonner makes a broad admission.

“Oneisdisturbed because what is said gives usthe uneasy feel-
ing that we knew it for along time deep down but were never will-
ing to admit this even to ourselves. It is another one of those cold
and uncompromising situations where the naked truth and human
naturetravel in different directions.

“The particular truth issimply that we have no reliable evidence
as to the evolutionary sequence of invertebrate phyla. We do not
know what group arose from what other group or whether, for in-
stance, the transition from Protozoa occurred once, or twice, or
many times. . We haveall been telling our studentsfor yearsnot to
accept any statement on itsface val ue but to examinethe evidence,
and therefore, it israther ashock to discover that we havefailed to
follow our own sound advice.”—*John T. Bonner, book review of
Implications of Evolution by *G.A. Kerkut, in American Scientist,
June 1961, p. 240. [*John Bonner is with the California Institute
of Technology.]

*Simpson, aleading evolutionist writer of the mid-20th cen-
tury, saysit istimeto give up trying to find a mechanism for
evolutionary originsor change.

“Search for the cause of evolution has been abandoned. Itisnow
clear that evolution has no single cause.”—*G.G. Simpson, Major
Features, pp. 118-119.

“1t might be argued that the theory is quite unsubstantiated and
has status only as a speculation.”—*George G. Simpson, Major
Features, pp. 118-119.

Simpson tried harder than most evolutionists to defend
evolution. Commenting on one of *Simpson’s earlier efforts to
present evolutionary causes, Entomology Studies recognized it as
but another in the confusing use of empty wordsto supply the place
of solid evidence.

“When Professor [* George Gaylord] Simpson saysthat homol-
ogy isdetermined by ancestry and concludesthat homology isevi-
dence of ancestry, heisusing the circular argument so characteristic
of evolutionary reasoning. When he adds that evolutionary devel-
opments can be described without paleontological evidence, heis
attempting to revive thefacile and irresponsi ble specul ation which
through so many years, under the influence of the Darwinian my-
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thology, has impeded the advance of biology.”—*“Evolution and
Taxonomy,” Studia Entomologica, Vol. 5, October 1982, p. 567.

*Thompson, aleading scientist, was asked to write the intro-
duction for anew printing of * Darwin’sOrigin of the Species. But
Thompson’s Introduction proved to be a stunning attack on
evolutionary theory.

“Modern Darwinian paleontologists are obliged, just like their
predecessors and like Darwin, to water down the factswith subsid-
iary hypotheses, which, however plausible, arein the nature of things
unverifiable. . and thereader isleft with thefeeling that if the data
do not support the theory they really ought to . . This situation,
where scientific men rally to the defense of adoctrine they are un-
ableto define scientifically, much less demonstrate with scientific
rigor, attempting to maintain its credit with the public by the sup-
pression of criticism and the elimination of difficulties, isabnormal
and undesirable in science.”—*W.R. Thompson, “Introduction,”
Origin of Species; statement reprinted in Journal of the American
Affiliation, March 1960.

Although they fear to say too much openly, * Denton reveals
that there are a surprising number of biologists who cannot
accept thefoolishness of Darwinian theory.

“Throughout the past century there has always existed asignifi-
cant minority of first-rate biologists who have never been able to
bring themsel vesto accept the validity of Darwinian claims. Infact,
the number of biologistswho have expressed some degree of disil-
lusionment ispractically endless.”—*Michael Denton, Evolution:
A Theory in Crisis (1985), p. 327.

*Denton saysthat the evolutionary myth hasalwaysbeen a
problem to scientists. The“evolutionary crisis’ isnothing new.

“Theoverriding supremacy of the myth has created awidespread
illusion that the theory of evolution wasall but proved one hundred
years ago and that all subsequent biological research—paleonto-
logical, zoological and in the newer branches of genetics and mo-
lecular biology—has provided ever-increasing evidence for Dar-
winian ideas. Nothing could be further from the truth.

“The fact is that the evidence was so patchy one hundred years
ago that even Darwin himself had increasing doubtsasto thevalid-
ity of hisviews, and the only aspect of his theory which has re-
ceived any support over the past century iswhereit appliesto mi-
croevolutionary phenomena. Hisgeneral theory, that al lifeon earth
had originated and evolved by agradual successive accumulation
of fortuitous mutations, isstill, asit wasin Darwin’stime, ahighly
speculative hypothesis entirely without direct factual support and
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very far from that self-evident axiom some of itsmore ‘ aggressive
advocates would have usbelieve.”—*Michael Denton, Evolution:
A Theory in Crisis (1985), p. 327.

Kenyon, aWest Coast scientist, summarizes some of the evi-
dence against evolutionary theory.

“Laboratory dataand theoretic arguments concerning theorigin
of thefirst lifelead oneto doubt the evolution of subsequent forms
of life. The fossil record and other lines of evidence confirm this
suspicion. In short, when all the available evidenceis carefully as-
sessed in toto [in the whole, entirely], the evolutionary story of
origins appears significantly less probable than the creationist
view.”—Dean Kenyon, Creationist View of Biological Origins,
NEXA Journal, Spring 1984, p. 33 [San Francisco State Univer-
sity].

*Macbeth says that when men cling to an outworn theory
with no supporting evidence, the problem iswithin the mind.
They are entrenched dogmatists, fearful to consider aternativefacts
and conclusions.

“When the most |earned evol utionists can give neither the how
nor the why, the marvels seem to show that adaptation is inexpli-
cable. Thisisastrange situation, only partly ascribableto therather
unscientific conviction that evidence will befound in thefuture. It
isdueto apsychological quirk.”—*Norman Macbeth, Darwin Re-
tried (1971), p. 77.

*Bonner declares there is no evidence that any species de-
scended from any other species.

“The particular truth issimply that we have no reliable evidence
asto the evolutionary sequence . . One can find qualified, profes-
sional argumentsfor any group being the descendant of almost any
other.”—*J. Bonner, ““Book Review,”” American Scientist 49:1961,
p. 240.

Thereareno facts supporting the evolutionary claim that
any speciesever changed into any other.

“The German zoologist, Bernhard Rensch [1959], was able to
provide along list of leading authoritieswho have beeninclined to
the view that macroevolution [changes across species] cannot be
explained in terms of microevolutionary processes [changeswithin
species], or any other currently known mechanisms. These dissenters
cannot be dismissed as cranks, creationists, or vitalists, for among
their ranks are many first-rate biologists.”—*Michael Denton,
Evolution: A Theory in Crisis (1985), p. 86.

All that the evol utionists can point to is change within species;
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they have no evidence of change across species.

“The very success of the Darwinian model at a microevolution-
ary [sub-species] level . . only serves to highlight its failure at a
macroevolutionary [across species] level.”—*Michael Denton,
Evolution: A Theory in Crisis (1985), p. 344.

Thereisno evidence on the origin of species.

“The facts fail to give any information regarding the origin of
actual species, not to mention the higher categories.”—*Richard
Goldschmidt, The Natural Basis of Evolution, p. 165.

Instead of intergraded changes from one speciesto another, we
only find distinct speciestypes.
“Increase of knowledge about biology has tended to emphasize
theextremerigidity of type, and more and moreto discount theidea
of transmutation from one type to another—the essential basis of

Darwinism.”—*McNair Wilson, “The Witness of Science,” in the
Oxford Medical Publications (1942).

Evolutionary theory cannot square with scientific facts.

“The theory of evolution suffers from grave defects, which are
more and more apparent astime advances. It can no longer square
with practical scientific knowledge.”—* Albert Fleishman, zoo-
logist.

Evolutionary theory facesa granitewall.

“Where are we when presented with the mystery of life? Wefind
ourselves facing agranite wall which we have not even chipped . .
We know virtually nothing of growth, nothing of life.”—*W.
Kaempffert, “The Greatest Mystery of All: the Secret of Life,”
New York Times.

*Toulmin senses that a supernatural power must be at
wor k. Theintricate galactic systems, the environment on Earth, the
myriads of carefully designed plantsand animals; it all pointsto a
super-powerful, massively intelligent Creator.

“1t seemsto me astronomy has proven that forcesare at work in
the world that are beyond the present power of scientific descrip-
tion; these are literally supernatural forces, because they are out-
side the body of natural law.”—*S. Toulmin, ““Science, Philoso-
phy of,”” in Encyclopaedia Britannica Vol. 18 (15th ed. 1974), p.
389.

Thetwogreat riddlesfor evolutionistsarethese: “Nothing
cannot become something”—a Big Bang cannot turn nothing
into stars.

“Nobody can imagine how nothing could turn into something.
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Nobody can get aninch nearer to it by explaining how something
could turn into something else.”—* G.K. Chesterton (1925).

Not a singlefact in nature confirmsit.

“ *The Darwinian theory of descent has not asinglefact to con-
firm it in the realm of nature. It is not the result of scientific re-
search, but purely the product of imagination.””—*Dr. Fleishmann,
quoted in F. Meldau, Why We Believe in Creation, Not Evolution,
p. 10 [Erlangen zoologist].

Evolution, which issupposed to be caused by accidents, is
itself headed for acollision.

“For al itsacceptancein the scientific works asthe great unify-
ing principle of biology, Darwinism, after a century and a quarter,
isinasurprising amount of trouble.” —* Francis Hitching, The Neck
of the Giraffe (1982), p. 12.

The problemsaretoo severe and unsolvable.

“Nearly al [evolutionary biologists] take an ultimately conser-
vative stand, believing that [the problems] can be explained away
by making only minor adjustmentsto the Darwinian framework. In
thisbook . . | havetried to show why | believethat the problemsare
too severe and too intractable to offer any hope of resolution in
terms of the orthodox Darwinian framework.”—* Michael Denton,
Evolution: A Theory in Crisis (1985), p. 16.

Thetheory istotally inadequate.

“Thetheory of evolutionistotally inadequateto explain the ori-
gin and manifestation of the inorganic world.”—*Sir Ambrose
Fleming, F.R.S., quoted in H. Enoch, Evolution or Creation (1968),
p. 91 [discoverer of the thermionic valve].

One of the outstanding scientists of the 19th century said
this:
“ *Sciencepositively demandscreation.’ "—Lord Kelvin, quoted
in H. Enoch, Evolution or Creation, (1988), p. 94.
Biological specialists recognize that the theory is inad-
equate.

“Thetheories of evolution, with which our studious youth have
been deceived, constitute actually a dogmathat all the world con-
tinues to teach: but each, in his specialty, the zoologist or the bot-
anist, ascertainsthat none of the explanationsfurnished isadequate
.. It results from this summary: the theory of evolution isimpos-
sible”—*P. Lemoine, “Introduction: De I’evolution,” Encyclo-
pedie Francaise, Vol. 5 (1937), p. 8.

It isall onebig scientific mistake.
“The theory [of evolution] is a scientific mistake.”—*Louis
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Agassiz, quoted in H. Enoch, Evolution or Creation (1986), p.
139. [Agassiz was a Harvard University professor.]

It isatottering mass of speculation.

“Tomy mind, thetheory doesnot stand up at al.”—* H. Lipson,
“A Physicist Looks at Evolution,”” Physics Bulletin 31 (1980), p.
138.

How to make a pseudoscience:

“Present-day ultra-Darwinism, which is so sure of itself, im-
presses incompletely informed biologists, misleads them, and in-
spiresfallaciousinterpretations. .

“Through use and abuse of hidden postulates, of bold, often
ill-founded extrapolations, a pseudoscience has been created. It is
taking root in the very heart of biology and isleading astray many
biochemists and biol ogists, who sincerely believethat the accuracy
of fundamental concepts has been demonstrated, which is not the
case.”—*Pierre P. Grasse, The Evolution of Living Organisms
(1977), p. 202.

A mass of opinions heavily burdened with hypothesis.

“From the almost total absence of fossil evidencerelativeto the
origin of the phyla, it follows that any explanation of the mecha-
nismin the creative evol ution of the fundamental structural plansis
heavily burdened with hypothesis. This should appear as an epi-
graph to every book on evolution. Thelack of direct evidenceleads
to the formulation of pure conjecture asto the genesis of the phyla;
we do not even have abasisto determine the extent to which these
opinions are correct.”—*P.P. Grasse, Evolution of Living Organ-
isms (1977), p. 31.

Thereare so many waysto disproveit.

“1 can envision observations and experiments that would dis-
prove any evolutionary theory | know.”—*Stephen Jay Gould,
“Evolution as Fact and Theory,” Discover 2(5):34-37 (1981).

Forty yearswork and completely failed.

“My attempts to demonstrate evolution by an experiment car-
ried on for more than 40 years have completely failed. At least |
should hardly be accused of having started from any preconceived
anti-evolutionary standpoint.”—*H. Nilsson, Synthetic Speciation
(1953), p. 31.

“Not the slightest basisfor the assumption.”

“It isalmost invariably assumed that animals with bodies com-
posed of asingle cell represent the primitive animals from which
all othersderived. They are commonly supposed to have preceded
all other animal typesintheir appearance. Thereisnot the slightest
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basis for this assumption.”—*Austin Clark, The New Evolution
(1930), pp. 235-236.

The head of the paleontology department of amajor U.S.
museum speaks:

“It'struethat for thelast eighteen monthsor so I” ve beenkicking
around non-evolutionary or even antievolutionary ideas. .

“Sothat ismy first theme: that evol ution and creation seemto be
sharing remarkable parallelsthat areincreasingly hard to tell apart.
The second themeisthat evolution not only conveysno knowledge
but it seems somehow to convey anti-knowledge.”—* Colin
Patterson, Address at the American Museum of Natural History
(November 5, 1981).

In thestudy of natural history, we only find degeneration,
extinction, and sub-species changes.

“The majority of evolution movements are degenerative. Pro-
gressive casesare exceptional . Characters appear suddenly that have
no meaning toward progress[i.e., that do not evolve into anything
elsg] . . Theonly thing that could be accomplished by slow changes
would be the accumul ation of neutral characteristicswithout value
for survival.”—*John B.S. Haldane, quoted in Asimov’s Book of
Science and Nature Quotations, p. 91 [English geneticist].

Morelike medieval astrology than 20th-century science.

“Despite thefact that no convincing explanation of how random
evolutionary processes could have resulted in such an ordered pat-
tern of diversity, theideaof uniform rates of evolutionis presented
intheliteratureasif it werean empirical discovery. Thehold of the
evolutionary paradigm is so powerful that an idea which is more
likeaprinciple of medieval astrology than a serious twentieth-cen-
tury scientific theory has become areality for evolutionary biolo-
gists. . Weface great, if not insurmountable conceptual, problems
in envisaging how the gaps could have been bridged in terms of
gradual random processes. We saw thisin the fossil record, in the
case of the avian [bird] lung, and in the case of thewing of the bat.
We saw it againinthe case of theorigin of lifeand we seeit herein
this new area of comparative biochemistry [molecular biochemis-
try] .. Yetintheface of thisextraordinary discovery, the biological
community seems content to offer explanationswhich are no more
than apologetic tautologies [circular reasonings].”—*Michael
Denton, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis (1988), p. 308.

Sub-species changes are worlds apart from providing an
explanation for cross-species changes.

“Thefacts of microevolution [change within the species] do not
suffice for an understanding of macroevol ution [theorized change
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from one species to another].”—*Richard Goldschmidt, Material
Basis of Evolution (1940).

Just asmuch of apuzzlenow asever before. . Only explain-
able on sociological grounds.

“All in al, evolution remains almost as much of a puzzle as it
was before Darwin advanced histhesis. Natural selection explains
asmall part of what occurs: the bulk remains unexplained. Dar-
winism is not so much atheory, as a sub-section of sometheory as
yet unformulated . .

“ ‘I for one. . am dtill at alossto know why it is of selective
advantagefor the eelsof Comacchio to travel perilously to the Sar-
gasso sea. .’ complains Bertalanffy. ‘| think thefact that atheory so
vague, soinsufficiently verifiable. . hasbecome adogmacan only
be explained on sociological [not scientific] grounds,” von Ber-
talanffy concludes.”—*G.R. Taylor, Great Evolution Mystery
(1983), pp. 232-233.

Relying entirely upon theimagination to find asolution.

“How can one confidently assert that one mechanism rather than
another was at the origin of the creation of the plans of [evolution-
ary] organization, if onereliesentirely upon theimagination to find
a solution? Our ignorance is so great that we cannot even assign
with any accuracy an ancestral stock to the phyla Protozoa, Ar-
thropoda, Mollusca and Vertebrata . . From the almost total ab-
sence of fossil evidence relative to the origins of the phyla, it fol-
lowsthat an explanation of the mechanisminthe creative evolution
of the fundamental plansisheavily burdened with hypotheses. This
should appear as an epigraph to every book on evolution.”—*Pierre
P. Grasse, Evolution of Living Organisms (1977), p. 178.

*Milner isvery much in favor of evolutionary theory, but
he does have a few questionsthat need answering:
“1. Origin of life. How did living matter originate out of
non-living matter?. .
“2. Origin of Sex. Why is sexuality so widespread in nature?
How did maleness and femaleness arise?. .

“3. Origin of Language. How did human speech originate? We
seeno examplesof primitivelanguageson Earth today; al mankind's
languages are evolved and complex.

“4. Origin of Phyla. What is the evolutionary relationship be-
tween existing phyla and those of the past? . . Transitional forms
between phylaare almost unknown.

“5. Cause of Mass Extinction. Asteroids are quite in vogue, but
far from proven as a cause of worldwide extinctions. .
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“6. Relationship between DNA and Phenotype. Can small steady
changes (micromutations) account for evolution, or must there be
periodic larger jumps (macromutations)? s DNA acomplete blue-
print for theindividual?. .

“7. How Much Can Natural Selection Explain? Darwin never
claimed natural selection is the only mechanism of evolution. Al-
though he considered it amajor explanation, he continued to search
for others, and the search continues.”—*R. Milner, Encyclopedia
of Evolution (1990), pp. 159-180.

Yes, the search continues. Thetheory was devel oped 150 years
ago; and men are still searching for evidence in support of it and
mechanisms by whichit could operate.

4 - SCIENTISTS DECLARE EVOLUTION
TOBEUNWORKABLE AND USELESS

Not only is evolution entirely an hypothesis, it is a most pecu-

liar one. This is the conclusion of a number of conscientious sci-
entists. They have spent yearstrying to work with an unworkable
theory, and they want it discarded entirely.

Instead of ignoring the growing opposition to evolutionary
theory, researchers need to consider the overwhelming mass of evi-
denceinoppositiontoit. Weneed to stop letting thissacred cow
walk through our hallsof science.

“Fundamental truths about evolution have so far eluded us all,
and that uncritical acceptance of Darwinism may be counterpro-
ductive as well as expedient. Far from ignoring or ridiculing the
ground-swell of opposition to Darwinism that is growing, for ex-
ample, in the United States, we should welcomeit asan opportunity
to reexamine our sacred cow moreclosely.”—*B. Storehouse, ““In-
troduction,” in *Michael Pitman, Adam and Evolution (1984), p.
12.

[11 ITIS AN UNWORKABLE HYPOTHESIS

Weknow so little now, and apparently little moreislikely
be lear ned.

“We still do not know the mechanics of evolution in spite of the
over-confident claimsin some quarters, nor are we likely to make
further progressin thisby the classical methods of paleontology or
biology.”—*Errol White, Proceedings of the Linnean Society, Lon-
don 177:8 (1988).

All we haveisfaith to go on, for there are no facts.
“The hypothesis that life has devel oped from inorganic matter
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is, at present, still an articleof faith.”—*J.W.N. Sullivan, The Limi-
tations of Science (1933), p. 95.

A leading evolutionist writer says: If it doesnot fit in with
reality, it hasnothing to do with science.

“It isinherent in any definition of science that statements that
cannot be checked by observation are not really saying anything—
or at least they are not science.”—* George Gaylord Simpson, ““The
Nonprevalence of Humanoids,” in Science 143 (1964) p. 770.

Itisatheory that standsin splendid isolation from experi-
ment and evidence.

“In accepting evolution as fact, how many biologists pause to
reflect that scienceis built upon theories that have been proved by
experiment to be correct, or remember that the theory of animal
evolution has never been thus proved.”—* L.H. Matthews, ““Intro-
duction,” Origin of the Species, Charles Darwin (1971 edition).

Does not stand up at all.

“1 have always been slightly suspicious of the theory of evolu-
tion because of its ability to account for any property of living be-
ings (the long neck of the giraffe, for example). | have therefore
tried to see whether biological discoveriesover thelast thirty years
or sofitinwith Darwin’stheory. | do not think that they do. Tomy
mind, thetheory does not stand up at all.”—*H. Lipson, ““A Physi-
cist Looks at Evolution,” Physics Bulletin 31 (1980), p. 138.

It isan assortment of pipe dreams.

“Unfortunately, in the field of evolution most explanations are
not good. Asamatter of fact, they hardly qualify asexplanations at
all; they are suggestions, hunches, pipe dreams, hardly worthy of
being called hypotheses.”—*Norman Macbeth, Darwin Retried
(1971), p. 147.

[2] IT IS AUSELESS HYPOTHESIS

Itisonly aformulafor classifying imaginativeideas.

“1 arguethat the ‘theory of evolution’ does not take predictions,
sofar asecology isconcerned, but isinstead alogical formulawhich
can be used only to classify empiricisms|[theories] and to show the
relationships which such a classification implies . . these theories
are actually tautologies and, as such, cannot make empirically test-
able predictions. They are not scientific theories at all.”—*R.H.
Peters, “Tautology in Evolution and Ecology,” American Natu-
ralist (1976), Vol. 110, No. 1, p. 1 [emphasis his].

It doesnot belong in the realm of science.
“A hypothesisisempirical and scientific only if it can be tested
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by experience . . A hypothesis or theory which cannot be, at |east
in principle, falsified by empirical observations and experiments
does not belong to the realm of science.”—*Francis J. Ayala,
“Biological Evolution: Natural Selection or Random Walk?”
American Scientist, Vol. 82, Nov.-Dec. 1974, p. 700.

Posterity will marvel at 20th-century scientists.

“Posterity will marvel that so very flimsy and dubious an hy-
pothesis [Darwinism] could be accepted with the credulity that it
has. | think . . thisage is one of the most credulousin history.” —
Malcolm Muggeridge, The End of Christendom (1980), p. 59.

Creation fits the facts while evolution has yet to find any
that provesit.

“A theory loses credibility if it must be repeatedly modified over
yearsof testing or if it requires excuses being continually madefor
why its predictions are not consistent with new discoveries of data.
Itisnot a propitious attribute for atheory to have required numer-
ous secondary modifications. Some evol utionists misunderstand this
and attempt to point to the continuous string of modifications to
evolution theory asajustification for classifying it asthe exclusive
respectable scientific theory on origins. They often makethestrange
claim that creation theory could not be scientific becauseit fitsthe
evidence so perfectly that it never has required any modification.
That line of reasoning is like saying that the law of gravity is not
scientific sinceit fitsthe facts so perfectly that it never needs modi-
fication.”—Luther Sunderland, Darwin’s Enigma (1988), p. 31.

The label on the outside of the package may say “ knowl-
edge,” but inside it isempty.

“| feel that the effect of the hypotheses of common ancestry in
systematics has not been merely boring, not just alack of knowl-
edge; | think it has been positively anti-knowledge . . Well, what
about evolution?It certainly hasthefunction of knowledge but does
it convey any?Well, we are back to the question | have been putting
to people, ‘ Isthere onething you can tell me about evolution? The
absence of answers seemsto suggest that it istrue, evolution does
not convey any knowledge.”—* Colin Patterson, Address at the
American Museum of Natural History (November 5, 1981).

The great myth of our century.

“Ultimately, the Darwinian theory of evolution is no more nor
less than the great cosmogenic myth of the twentieth century.” —
*Michael Denton, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis (1985), p. 358.

That which retards scientific study.

“ Science has been seriously retarded by the study of what isnot
worth knowing.”—* Johann van Goethe (1749-1832), quoted in
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Asimov’s Book of Science and Nature Quotations, p. 257.

5-SCIENTISTS VIAINTAIN
THAT EVOLUTION HINDERS SCIENCE

Thoughtful scientists have concluded that, not only is evolu-
tionary theory a total waste of time, but it has greatly hindered
scientific advancement as well. Scientists work at a great disad-
vantage, try to make everything fit the theory, and ignore the mass
of evidence which doesnot.

It istotally useless.

“Evolutionism is a fairy tale for grown-ups. This theory has
hel ped nothing in the progress of science. Itisuseless.” —*Bounoure,
Le Monde et la Vie (October 1983) [Director of Research at the
National Center of Scientific Research in France].

It isa seriousobstruction to biological science, and every-
thing must be forced to fit it.

“The evolution theory can by no means be regarded as an in-
nocuous natural philosophy, but rather is a serious obstruction to
biological research. It obstructs—as has been repeatedly shown—
the attainment of consistent results, even from uniform experimen-
tal material. For everything must ultimately be forced to fit this
theory. An exact biology cannot, therefore, be built up.”—*H.
Neilsson, Synthetische Artbildng, 1954, p. 11

It hasresulted in ascientificretreat from factual thinking.

“Thedoctrine of continuity [evolutionary theory] hasawaysne-
cessitated aretreat from pure empiricism [facts and scientific test-
ing], and contrary to what is widely assumed by evolutionary bi-
ologiststoday, it has always been the anti-evol utionists, not the evo-
[utionists, in the scientific community who have stuck rigidly to the
factsand adhered to amorestrictly empirical approach.”—*Michael
Denton, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis (1985), p. 353.

It hasproduced a declinein scientific integrity.

“1 am not satisfied that Darwin proved hispoint or that hisinflu-
ence in scientific and public thinking has been beneficia . . the
success of Darwinism was accomplished by adeclinein scientific
integrity.”—*W.R. Thompson, Introduction to *Charles Darwin,
Origin of the Species.

6 - SCIENTISTS SPEAK
ABOUT DARWIN AND HIS BOOK

In this section, we shall listen to what scientists have to say
about *Charles Darwin and his writings.
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*John Dewey, the leader of “ progressive education” and a
confirmed evolutionist, said that *Darwin’s book affected all
futureviewstoward morals, politics, and religion.

“The Origin of Species introduced amode of thinking that in the
end was bound to transform the logic of knowledge, and hencethe
treatment of morals, palitics, and religion.”—*John Dewey, “The
Influence of Darwinism on Philosophy,” in Great Essays in Sci-
ence, p. 18 (1957).

*Mora explainsthat all of Darwin’s theoriesrun counter
to thefacts.

“Unfortunately for Darwin’sfuture reputation, hislife was spent
on the problem of evolution which is deductive by nature .. . It is
absurd to expect that many facts will not always be irreconcilable
with any theory of evolution; and, today, every one of histheoriesis
contradicted by facts.”—*T. Mora, The Dogma of Evolution, p.
194.

*Darwin’stheoryin relation tofossilsisatheory and noth-
ing more.

“Paleontol ogists have paid an exorbitant price for Darwin's ar-
gument. We fancy ourselves as the only true students of life's his-
tory, yet to preserve our favored account of evolution by natural
selection we view our data as so bad that we almost never see the
very process we profess to study.”—* Steven Jay Gould, The
Panda’s Thumb (1882), pp. 181-182.

If one tiger is “fitter” than another, that does not prove
that it evolved from something or is evolving into something
else.

“Darwin made a mistake sufficiently serious to undermine his
theory. And that mistake has only recently been recognized assuch
. . One organism may indeed be ‘fitter’ than another . . This, of
course, is not something which helps create the organism . . It is
clear, | think that there was something very, very wrong with such
anidea” “Asl seeit the conclusion is pretty staggering: Darwin’s
theory, | believe, is on the verge of collapse.”—*Tom Bothell,
“Darwin’s Mistake,”” Harper, February 1978, pp. 72, 75.

* Darwin tried hard to provide us with a comprehensive
theory, and that is all that can be said in itsfavor. *M acbeth
saysit well:

“I1t seemsthat the standards of the evolutionary theoristsarerela

tive or comparative rather than absolute. If such atheorist makesa
suggestion that is better than other suggestions, or better than noth-
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ing, he feels that he has accomplished something even if his sug-
gestion will obviously not hold water. He does not believe that he
must meet any objective standards of logic, reason, or probabil-
ity.”—*Norman Macbeth, Darwin Retried (1971), pp. 71-78.

Histheorieshave been found to beinadequate, outmoded,

and invalid.

“1 assert only that the mechanism of evolution suggested by
Charles Darwin has been found inadequate by the professionals,
and that they have moved on to other views and problems. In brief,
classical Darwinism isno longer considered valid by qualified bi-
ologists.”—*N. Macbeth, Darwin Retried (1971).

*Darwin himsalf admitted that theevidencefor evolution—

which should be found in the fossil strata—simply was not
there.

“Charles Darwin, himself thefather of evolutionin hislater days,
gradually became aware of the lack of real evidencefor hisevolu-
tionary speculation and wrote: * Asby thistheory, innumerabletran-
sitional forms must have existed, why do we not find them embed-
ded in the crust of the earth? Why is not al nature in confusion
instead of being, as we see them, well-defined species? "—*H.
Enoch, Evolution or Creation (1968), p. 139.

Darwinism isa belief in the meaninglessness of existence.

“Darwinismisacreed not only with scientists committed to docu-
ment the all-purpose role of natural selection. It is a creed with
masses of peoplewho have at best avague notion of the mechanism
of evolution as proposed by Darwin, let alone as further compli-
cated by his successors. Clearly, the appeal cannot be that of a sci-
entific truth but of a philosophical belief which is not difficult to
identify. Darwinism is a belief in the meaninglessness of exis-
tence.”—*R. Kirk ““The Rediscovery of Creation,” in National Re-
view (May 27, 1983), p. 841.

*Darwin launched science into a maze of research, in an
effort to find proof for histheory; yet it isbut the pursuit of a

will-0’-the-wisp.

“A great deal of this work [research work stimulated by Dar-
winism| was directed into unprofitable channels or devoted to the
pursuit of will-o’-the-wisps.”—*W.R. Thompson (Introduction),
Darwin’s Origin of Species (1983), p. 20.

*Darwin’sunderlying objective wasto fight against God.
“Theorigin of al diversity among living beingsremainsamys-
tery astotally unexplained asif the book of Mr. Darwin had never
been written, for no theory unsupported by fact, however plausible
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it may appear, can be admitted in silence.”—*L. Agassiz on the
Origin of Species, American Journal of Science 30 (1880), p. 154.

*Darwin convinced himself, and then tried to convince oth-
ers. Theresult: fragiletowersof hypothesis.

“When | was asked to write an introduction replacing the one
prepared a quarter of a century ago by the distinguished Darwin-
ian, Sir Anthony Keith [one of the " discoverers’ of Piltdown Man],
| felt extremely hesitant to accept theinvitation . . | am not satisfied
that Darwin proved his point or that hisinfluence in scientific and
public thinking has been beneficial. If argumentsfail toresist analy-
sis, consent should be withheld and awhol esale conversion due to
unsound argument must be regarded as deplorable. Hefell back on
speculative arguments.

“He merely showed, on the basis of certain facts and assump-
tions, how thismight have happened, and as he had convinced him-
self he was able to convince others.

“But the facts and interpretations on which Darwin relied have
now ceased to convince.

“This general tendency to eliminate, by means of unverifiable
speculations, the limits of the categories Nature presentsto usisthe
inheritance of biology from The Origin of Species. To establish the
continuity required by the theory, historical argumentsareinvoked,
even though historical evidence is lacking. Thus are engendered
those fragiletowers of hypothesis based on hypothesis, where fact
and fiction intermingle in an inextricable confusion.”—*W.R. Th-
ompson, “Introduction,” to Everyman’s Library issue of Charles
Darwin, Origin of Species (1958 edition).

*Himmelfarb spent yearsanalyzing *Darwin’swritings.

“[Darwin could] summon up enough general, vague and conjec-
tural reasons to account to this fact, and if these were not taken
seriously, he could come up with a different, but equally general,
vague and conjectural set of reasons.”—* Gertrude Himmelfarb,
Darwin and Darwinian Revolution (1988), p. 319.

An ever-higher mountain of speculations was gradually
erected by *Darwin.

“[In Darwin’swritings] possibilities were assumed to add up to
probability, and probabilitiesthen were promoted to certitudes.” —
*QOp. cit., p. 335.

*Kuyper, a contemporary of *Darwin’s, recognized the
terrible danger to those new theories.

“The doctrine of evolution isanewly invented system, anewly
concerted doctrine, anewly formed dogma, anew rising belief which
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placesitself over against the Christian faith and can only found its
temple on the ruins of our Christian confession.”—* Dr. Abraham
Kuyper, “Evolution,” speech delivered in 1899.

Evolutionary theory may not betheroot of thetree of evil,
but it liesclosetoit. Theroot isthelove of evil; evolution pro-
videsan excusefor continuing that indulgence.

“Thismonkey mythology of Darwinisthe cause of permissive-
ness, promiscuity, pills, prophylactics, perversions, abortions, por-
nography, pollution, poisoning, and proliferation of crimes of all
types.”—*Braswell Dean, 1981 statement, quoted in Asimov’s
Book of Science and Nature Quotations, p. 92 (Atlanta Judge).

*Denton, acareful Australian scientist, getstotheheart of
the problem: Thereisno evidencefor thetheory.

“[Darwin’s theory that all evolution is due to the gradual accu-
mulation of small genetic changes] remains as unsubstantiated asit
was one hundred and twenty years ago. The very success of the
Darwinian mode at amicroevolutionary level [finding changewithin
species] . . only servesto highlight itsfailure at amacroevol ution-
ary level [finding change across species].”—* Michael Denton, Evo-
lution; A Theory in Crisis (1985), pp. 344-345.

While hewasalive, *Darwin admitted it.

[Inaletter written to AsaGray, aHarvard professor of biology:]
“1 am quite conscious that my speculations run quite beyond the
bounds of true science.”—*Charles Darwin, quoted in *N.C.
Gillespie, Charles Darwin and the Problem of Creation (1918), p.
2 [University of Chicago book].

Itisall just amyth.

“Ultimately the Darwinian theory of evolution is no more nor
lessthan the great cosmogenic myth of the twentieth century . . the
origin of lifeand of new beingson earthisstill largely asenigmatic
aswhen Darwin set sail on the Beagle.”—* Michael Denton, Evo-
lution: A Theory in Crisis (1985), p. 358.

A century and a half of research hasprovided not onewhit
of evidence.

“The problem of the origin of species has not advanced in the
last 150 years. One hundred and fifty years have aready passed
during which it has been said that the evolution of the speciesisa
fact but, without giving real proofs of it and without even a prin-
cipleof explaining it. During the last one hundred and fifty years of
research that has been carried out along thisline[in order to prove
the theory], there has been no discovery of anything. Itissimply a
repetition in different ways of what Darwin said in 1859. Thislack
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of results is unforgivable in a day when molecular biology has
really opened the veil covering the mystery of reproduction and
heredity . .

“Finally, there is only one attitude which is possible as | have
just shown: It consists in affirming that intelligence comes before
life. Many peoplewill say, thisisnot science, it is philosophy. The
only thing | am interested inisfact, and this conclusion comes out
of an analysis and observation of the facts.”—*G. Salet, Hasard et
Certitude: Le Transformisme devani la Biologie Actuelle (1973),
p. 331.

Fallacious solutionswithout any real answers.

“Thetheory of evolution givesno answer to theimportant prob-
lem of the origin of lifeand presentsonly fallacious solutionsto the
problem of the nature of evolutive transformations.”—* Jean
Rostand, quoted in *G. Salet, Hasard et Certitude: Le Tians-
formisme devani la Biologie Actuelle (1973), p. 419.

It istoo easy to complacently think that atheory has, with
the passing of time, changed into a fact.

“Because scientists believe in Darwinism, there is a strong so-
cial tendency inthiskind of situation for everybody to become sat-
isfied with aweak explanation.”—*Op. cit., p. 22.

Haugton isquoted as having said thisto *Darwin in 1858,
ayear beforethe publication of Origin:

“When Darwin presented a paper [with * Alfred Wallace] to the
Linnean Society in 1858, a Professor Haugton of Dublin remarked,
‘All that was new was false, and what was truewas old.” This, we
think, will bethefinal verdict on the matter, the epitaph on Darwin-
ism.”—*Fred Hoyle and *N. Chandra Wickramasinghe, Evolu-
tion from Space (1981), p. 159.

Haugton is also quoted as having said thisto * Darwin:

[Speaking to Darwin:] “[If your theory accomplishes what you
intend,] humanity, in my mind, would suffer a damage that might
brutalizeit, and sink the human raceinto alower grade of degrada-
tion than any into which it hasfallen, since its written records tell
usof itshistory.”—* Ibid.

7 - ONLY TWO ALTERNATIVES

One thing is certain: If scientists—and the rest of us—de-
cide not to accept the folly of evolution, the only alternative is
creation. If stars, planets, plants, animals, and men did not make
themselves,—then the only alternative is that God made them!

“Either evolutionary change or miraculous divine intervention
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lies at the back of human intelligence.”—*S. Zuckerman, Func-
tional Activities of Man, Monkeys and Apes (1933), p. 155.

Either God created everything, or everything made or
evolved itself.

“Such explanationstend to fall into one or the other of two broad
categories: special creation or evolution. Various admixtures and
modifications of these two concepts exist, but it seemsimpossible
toimagine an explanation of originsthat liescompletely outside the
two ideas.”—* Davis and *E. Solomon, The World of Biology
(1974), p. 395.

Everywhereweturn, intheanimateand inanimate, we see
specific design and car eful purpose. Only an Intelligent Being
of massiveintellect and under standing could have produced it
all.

“Honest thinkersmust see, if they investigate, that only aninfal-
libleMind could have adjusted our world and itslifeinitsamazing
intricacies.”—Paul Francis Kerr, quoted in F. Meldau, Why We
Believe in Creation, Not Evolution, pp. 50-51.

There are no other possibilities. “Organisms either ap-
peared on the earth fully developed or they did not.”

“Creation and evolution, between them, exhaust the possible ex-
planationsfor the origin of living things. Organismseither appeared
on the earth fully developed or they did not . . If they did appear in
afully developed state, they must have been created by some om-
nipotent intelligence.”—* D.J. Futuyma, Science on Trial (1983),
p. 197.

Evolutionary theory isnot a science, for it hasno factsto
support it.

“Thefact of evolution isthe backbone of biology, and biology is
thus in the peculiar position of being a science founded on an un-
proved theory. Isit then a science or faith? Belief in the theory of
evolutionisthusexactly parallel to belief in special creation—both
are concepts which believers know to be true but neither, up to the
present, has been capable of proof.”—*L.H. Matthews, ““Introduc-
tion” to The Origin of Species by Charles Darwin, pp. X, xi (1971
edition).

The alternative theory, Creation, has the factsto support

“1 think, however, that we must go further than this and admit
that the only acceptable explanationis creation. | know that thisis
anathemato physicists, asindeed it isto me, but we must not reject
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atheory that we do not like if the experimental evidence supports
it.”—*H. Lipson, *““A Physicist Looks at Evolution,” Physics Bulle-
tin 31 (1980), p. 138.

Thetwo cannot (cannot!) bereconciled. Either thefirst one
must be accepted and the second re ected, or the second must
be accepted and thefirst regjected. And the facts are only on
oneside.

“The creation account in Genesis and the theory of evolution
could not be reconciled. One must be right and the other wrong.
The story of the fossils agreed with the account of Genesis. In the
oldest rockswe did not find aseries of fossils covering the gradual
changes from the most primitive creaturesto devel oped forms; but
rather in the oldest rocks, developed species suddenly appeared.
Between every speciesthere was acompl ete absence of intermedi-
atefossils.”—D.B. Gower, ““Scientist Rejects Evolution,” Kentish
Times, England December 11, 1975, p. 4 [biochemist].

The concept that the universe hasno origin, no plan, and
no norms—produces people with no purpose, no fulfillment,
and nofuture.

“It was because Darwinian theory broke man’s link with God
and set him adrift in a cosmos without purpose or end that itsim-
pact was so fundamental. No other intellectual revolution in mod-
erntimes. . so profoundly affected theway men viewed themselves
and their place in the universe.”—*Michael Denton, Evolution: A
Theory in Crisis (1985), p. 87 [Australian molecular biologist].

Therearetwo alter natives, and no third one.

“Thereasonable view wasto believein spontaneous generation;
the only alternative, to believe in a single, primary act of super-
natural creation. Thereisno third position.”—* George Wald, ““Ori-
gin of Life,” Scientific American, August 1954, p. 48.

8 - EVOLUTION IS A RELIGIOUS FAITH

The charge is frequently made that belief in a Creator and
creation is merely part of “religion”” and devoid of scientific evi-
dence. Throughout these series of books we have clearly observed
that all the evidence is on the side of creation, not evolution.
Now we shall learn that it is evolution which is a religious faith.
Yes, it is true that there are religious people who believe in cre-
ation, but it does not take religiosity to accept scientific evidence.

On the other hand, it requires the religious fervor of evolution-
ary theory to reject all that evidence and cling instead to a myth.
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Darwinismisamythology all initsown.

“With the failure of these many efforts, science was left in the
somewhat embarrassing position of having to postul ate theories of
living originswhich it could not demonstrate. After having chided
the theologian for hisreliance on myth and miracle, science found
itself in the unenviable position of having to create amythology of
its own: namely, the assumption that what, after long effort, could
not be proved to take place today had, in truth, taken place in the
primeval past.”—*Loran Eisley, The Immense Journey (1957), p.
199.

It isafaith.

“[Thetheory of evolution] forms asatisfactory faith on whichto
base our interpretation of nature.”—*L. Harrison Matthews, “In-
troduction to Origin of Species,” pp. xxii (1977 edition).

Evolution makes man into hisown god. It is“anon-theis-
ticreligion.”
“Humanismisthe belief that man shapeshisown destiny. Itisa
constructive philosophy, a non-theistic religion, away of life.”—
* American Humanist Association, promotional brochure.

This bewitching power that captivates men so that they
will live and die in defense of pointless thinking and factless
theory istermed by them a“religion.”

“Itisareligion of sciencethat Darwinism chiefly held, and holds
over men’s minds.”—*Encounter, November 1959, p. 48.

A co-developer of the Piltdown Man hoax, said this:

“A Belief in Evolution is abasal [basic] doctrine in the Ratio-
nalists' Liturgy.”—*Sir Arthur Keith, Darwinism and its Critics
(1935), p. 53.

Thetheory of evolution, up the ladder from simple organ-
ismsto morecomplex ones,—requiresalevel of faith not based
on fact; thisisastonishing.

“1f complex organisms ever did evolve from simpler ones, the
process took place contrary to the laws of nature, and must have
involved what may rightly be termed the miraculous.”—*R.E.D.
Clark, Victoria Institute, 1943, p. 63.

Is evolution, then, a science or a faith? Lacking evidence
for itssupport, what isit?

“Thefact of evolution isthe backbone of biology, and biology is
thus in the peculiar position of being a science founded on an un-

proved theory. Isit then ascience or faith?’—*L.N. Matthews, “In-
troduction” to *Charles Darwin, Origin of the Species (1971 edi-
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tion), pp. X, xi.

Therearethousandsof factsin support of creation and the
existence of the Creator who made that creation. But evolu-
tion isasolo fide; it isby faith alone.

“The more one studies pal eontology, the more certain one be-
comesthat evolution isbased onfaith alone. . exactly the same sort
of faithwhich it isnecessary to have when one encountersthe great
mysteries of religion.”—*Louis Trenchark More, quoted in Sci-
ence and the Two-tailed Dinosaur, p. 33.

Thebest description of thefactsdiscovered by geologists—
isto befound in the book of Genesis.

“1f | asageologist were called upon to explain briefly our mod-
ern ideas of the origin of the earth and the devel opment of lifeon it
toasimple, pastoral, people such asthetribesto whom the Book of
Genesiswas addressed, | could hardly do better than follow rather
closely much of the language of the first chapter of Genesis.”—
*Wallace Pratt, quoted by W.L. Copithorne, in “The Worlds of
Wallace Pratt,” The Lamp, Fall 1971, p. 14.

After looking over all the evidence, the Genesisaccount of
creation isfar more believablethan isthe evolutionary tale.

“Given the facts, our existence seems quite improbable—more
miraculous, perhaps, than the seven-day wonder of Genesis.”—
*Judith Hooper, “Perfect Timing,” New Age Journal, Vol. 11, De-
cember 1985, p. 18.

*Rifkin glories in the fact that, because of evolutionary
theory, henolonger needstojustify hisbehavior toany Higher
Being. Hedesiresto bethe god in hisown univer se.

“We no longer fedl ourselvesto be guestsin someoneelse'shome
and therefore obliged to make our behavior conform with a set of
preexisting cosmicrules. It isour creation now. We maketherules.
We establish the parameters of reality. We create the world; and
because we do, we no longer feel beholden to outside forces. Weno
longer haveto justly our behavior, for we are now the architects of
the universe. We are responsible to nothing outside ourselves; for
we are the kingdom, the power, and the glory forever and ever.”—
*Jeremy Rifkin, Algeny (1983), p. 244.

*Rifkin tellsusthat “ evolution somehow magically creates
greater overall value and order.” In blatant violation of the
Second Law of Thermodynamics, *Rifkin sees all disorder
producing more perfect order.

“We believe that evolution somehow magically creates greater
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overal value and order on earth. Now that the environment we
liveinisbecoming so dissipated and disordered that it is apparent
to the naked eye, we are beginning for the first time to have sec-
ond thoughts about our views on evolution, progress, and the
creation of things of material value . . Evolution means the cre-
ation of larger and larger islands of order at the expense of ever
greater seas of disorder in the world. There is not a single biolo-
gist or physicist who can deny this central truth. Yet, who is will-
ing to stand up in a classroom or before a public forum and admit
it?’—*Jeremy Rifkin, Entropy: A New World View (1980), p. 55.

Evolution hasbecamea scientificreligion which men come
and bow before and yield their reasoning powers.

“In fact [subsequent to the publication of Darwin’sbook, Origin
of Species], evolution became in a sense a scientific religion; al-
most all scientists have accepted it and many are prepared to ‘ bend’
their observationsto fit withit . . To my mind, the theory does not
standupatall .. If living matter isnot, then, caused by theinterplay
of atoms, natural forces, and radiation, how hasit comeinto being?
.. 1 think, however, that we must go further than thisand admit that
theonly acceptable explanationiscreation. | know that thisisanath-
ema to physicists, asindeed it is to me; but we must not reject a
theory that we do not like if the experimental evidence supports
it.”—*H.S. Lipson, “A Physicist Looks at Evolution,” Physics
Bulletin, Vol. 31, p. 138 (1980) [emphasis his].

We do not know how it could have happened, we have no
evidence, and appealing toit asour religion isno solution.

“We still do not know the mechanics of evolution in spite of the
over-confident claimsin some quarters, nor are we likely to make
further progressin this by the classical method of paleontology or
biology; and we shall certainly not advance matters by jumping up
and down shrilling, ‘Darwin is god and I, So-and-so, am his
prophet.”—The recent researches of workers like Dean and
Henshelwood (1964) already suggest the possibility of incipient
cracksinthe seemingly monolithic walls of the neo-Darwinian Jeri-
cho.”—*Errol White, Proceedings of the Linnean Society, Lon-
don 177:8 (1966).

Thetheory ismerely an article of faith, part of the atheis-
tic creed.

“The hypothesis that life has devel oped from inorganic matter
is, at present, still an article of faith.”—*J.W.N. Sullivan, Limita-
tions of Science (1933), p. 95.

It hasbecomean orthodoxy that ispreached with religious
fervor. Only thoselackingin faith hesitateto accept thistheory
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with no evidence supporting it.

“Today the tables are turned. The modified, but still character-
istically, Darwinian theory hasitself become an orthodoxy. Preached
by itsadherentswith religious fervour and doubted, they feel, only
by afew muddlersimperfect in scientific faith.”—* M. Grene, ““Faith
of Darwinism,” Encounter, November 1959, p. 49.

It takes plenty of faith, boys, plenty of faith.

“Evolution requires plenty of faith: afaithin L-proteinsthat defy
chance formation; afaith in the formation of DNA codes which if
generated spontaneously would spell only pandemonium; afaithin
aprimitive environment that in reality would fiendishly devour any
chemical precursorsto life; afaith in experimentsthat prove noth-
ing but the need for intelligence in the beginning; afaithin aprimi-
tive ocean that would not thicken but would only hopelessly dilute
chemicdls; afaithin natural laws of thermodynamicsand biogenesis
that actually deny the possihility for the spontaneous generation of
life; a faith in future scientific revelations that when realized al-
ways seem to present more dilemmas to the evolutionist; faith in
improbabilitiesthat treasonousdly tell two stories—onedenying evo-
[ution, the other confirming the creator; faith in transformationsthat
remain fixed; faith in mutations and natural selection that add to a
double negative for evolution; faith in fossils that embarrassingly
show fixity through time, regular absence of transitional formsand
striking testimony to aworldwidewater deluge; afaithintimewhich
proves to only promote degradation in the absence of mind; and
faith in reductionism that ends up reducing the materialist’s argu-
ments to zero and facing the need to invoke a supernatural cre-
ator.”—R.L. Wysong, The Creation-Evolution Controversy (1981),
p. 455.

Evolution would require incredible miracles, and it mat-
ters not whether they be fast or slow; they would still be in-
credible miracles.

“Slowness hasreally nothing to do with the question. An event
isnot any moreintrinsically intelligible or unintelligible because of
the pace at which it moves. For a man who does not believe in a
miracle, aslow miraclewould bejust asincredible asaswift one.” —
*G.K. Chesterton (1925).

By deifying *Darwin, men have retarded the progress of
science.

“Just as pre-Darwinian biology was carried out by peoplewhose
faith was in the Creator and His plan, post-Darwinian biology is
being carried out by people whose faith isin, almost, the deity of
Darwin. They’ ve seen their task as to elaborate his theory and to
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fill thegapsinit, tofill thetrunk and twigs of thetree. But it seems
to me that the theoretical framework has very little impact on the
actual progress of the work in biological research. In away some
aspects of Darwinism and of neo-Darwinism seem to me to have
held back the progress of science.”—* Colin Patterson, The Lis-
tener (senior paleontologist, British Museum of Natural History,
London).
Evolution is based on faith alone, for there is no fact to
accompany it.

“What isit [evolution] based upon? Upon nothing whatever but
faith, upon belief in the reality of the unseen—Dbelief in the fossils
that cannot be produced, belief in the embryological experiments

that refuse to come off. It isfaith unjustified by works.”—* Arthur
N. Field.

“ Acceptance of evolutionisstill based on agreat deal of faith.” —
L.W. Klotz, Lutheran Witness Reporter, November 14, 1965 [col-
lege science teacher].

It hasbecomethe great religion of science.

“Infact, evolution becamein asenseascientific religion; almost
all scientists have accepted it and many are prepared to ‘ bend’ their
observationstofitinwithit.”—*H. Lipson, ““A Physicist Looks at
Evolution,” Physics Bulletin 31 (1980), p. 138.

It givesto mankind the most incredible of deities: random
chance.

“Theirony isdevastating. The main purpose of Darwinism was
todriveevery last trace of anincredible God from biology. But the
theory replaces God with an even more incredible deity: omnipo-
tent chance.”—*T. Rosazak, Unfinished Animal (1975), pp.
101-102.

It is a creed dispensed by the intellectuals to the great
masses of mankind.
“Darwinismisacreed not only with scientists committed to docu-
ment the all-purpose role of natural selection. It is a creed with
masses of peoplewho have at best avague notion of the mechanism

of evolution as proposed by Darwin, let alone as further compli-
cated by his successors.”—*S. Jaki, Cosmos and Creator (1982).

It isan entrenched dogma that substitutesfor religion.

“[Karl] Popper warns of a danger: ‘A theory, even a scientific
theory, may become an intellectual fashion, a substitute for reli-
gion, an entrenched dogma.” This has certainly been true of evolu-
tionary theory.”—* Colin Patterson, Evolution (1977), p. 150.

Itistheunderlying mythology in the great temple of mod-
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ern atheism.

“Evolution is sometimesthe key mythological element in aphi-
losophy that functionsasavirtua religion.”—*E. Harrison, “Ori-
gin and Evolution of the Universe,” Encyclopaedia Britannica:
Macropaedia (1974), p. 1007.

*Lesd saysthat * Sagan’s boastful declarations, about evo-
lutionary theory, actually changes matter and energy into a
god with moral qualities.

“By calling evolution fact, the process of evolution isremoved
from dispute; it isno longer merely a scientific construct, but now
stands apart from humankind and its perceptual frailties. Sagan ap-
parently wishesto accomplish what Peter Borger calls® objectifica-
tion,” the attribution of objectivereality to ahumanly produced con-
cept . . With evolution no longer regarded as a mere human con-
struct, but now as apart of the natural order of the cosmos, evolu-
tion becomes a sacred archetype agai nst which human actions can
be weighed. Evolution is a sacred object or process in that it be-
comes endowed with mysterious and awesome power.”—*T. Lessl,
““Science and the Sacred Cosmos: The ldeological Rhetoric of
Carl Sagan,” Quarterly Journal of Speech, 71:178 (1985).

The American Humanist Association, founded in 1933, is
the 20th-century equivalent of the 19th-century American Athe-
ist Association and isone of theleading evolutionists' bastions
in the United Sates. A decade later it became a non-profit or-
ganization. Noticethat they themselvesconsider it a“religion”:

“Humanism is the belief that man shapes his own destiny. Itisa
constructive philosophy, a non-theistic religion, away of life. . The
American Humanist Association is a non-profit, tax-exempt organi-
zation, incorporated in the early 1940's in Illinois for educational
and religious purposes . . Humanist counselors [can be called upon]
to solemnize weddings and conduct memorial services and to assist
inindividual value counseling.”—* American Humanist Association
promotional literature.

EVOLUTION COULD NOT DO THIS

The U.S. military wishes it had a cheaper stealth bomber (pres-
ently the most expensive plane in the world). But the tiger moth has a
radar jamming device which switches on as soon as a bat heads his
way—and the bat cannot locate him! The Department of Defense needs
to ask the little fellow how he does it. The tiger moth never paid a
dollar for his equipment. It was given to him.
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CHAPTER 23 - STUDY AND REVIEW QUESTIONS
SCIENTISTS SPEAK

1- Insection 1 (Evolutionists Explain Their Objectives), evo-
[utionists explain their purposesin devising these strange theories.
List some of them.

2 - Theevolutionists have had over ahundred yearsto come up
with outstanding scientific evidence supporting their theory. But,
instead, in section 2 (Best Evidences of Evolution), they list astrange
set of “best evidences.” What arethey?Why do not the evolution-
ists, instead, present scientific factsin support of their theory?

3 - Section 3 (Scientists Speak against Evolution) discusses
several urgent reasons why people must be warned against evolu-
tionary teaching. Discuss some of them.

4 - In section 4 (Scientists Declare Evolution to be Unwork-
able and Useless), conscientious scientists have something to say
about the foolishness and underlying fallacies of the theory. Write
out two of the statements that you think summarizes the situation
well. Which writer said it best? Why?

5 - In section 5 (Scientists Maintain that Evolution Hinders
Science), scientists speak about the great damage an adherenceto
the theory has done to scientific progress in the 20th century.
Thoughtfully explainthreewaysit has hindered the acquirement of
learning by scientists.

6 - Charles Darwin is the man who got the full-blown theory
started over acentury ago. Scientists have wordsto say about him
also. Discuss four problems that they find with Darwin and/or his
writings (Section 6, Scientists Speak about Darwin and His Book).

7 - It isof highest significance that there are only two alterna-
tives: Onemust either choose evol utionary theory or the facts about
Creation and the Flood. In section 7 (Only Two Alternatives), rec-
ognized scientists acknowledge this. Which writer saysit the best?
Why?

8 - A key issue is the fact that evolutionary theory is itself a
religion! In section 8 (Evolution Is a Religious Faith) are state-
ments establishing the fact. Write out two quotations that say it
well.





