










































































































Tiu� Testimony of Ge,ologic History 51 

are dated by the...foS5ik __ the.y contain, rocks containing simple 
1ossilslieing considered old and vice ver�. This amounts simply 

to assuming as a prior fact that evolution is known to have 
occurred throughout geologic time. Then, the resulting geologic 
column, with its fossil series, is said to be the main, and in­
deed the only, proof that evolution has occurred. 

This is such an important point that we shall call in other 
authorities as confirming witnesses. Cornell geologists, 0. D. von 
Engeln and Kenneth E. Caster, state: 

'The geologist utilizes knowledge of organic evolution as pre­
sen·ed in the fossil record, to identify and correlate the lithic 
records of ancient times.''6 

E. Ivl. Spieker, of Ohio State, emphasizes that the geologic
time-scale is based predominantly on the paleontological evi­
dence (that is, on the fossil sequences postulated by evolution)
rather than on any physical evidence (such as the physico­
chemical nature of the rocks, or their relative position in terms
of vertical succession, etc.):

"And what essentially is this actual time-scale ... on what 
criteria does it rest? When all is winnowed out, and the grain 
reclaimed from the chaff, it is certain that the grain in the 
product is mainly the paleontologic record and highly likely 
that the physical evidence is the chaff."7

One of the most prominent European paleontologists has said: 
"The only chronometric scale applicable in geologic history for 
the stratigraphic classification of rocks and for dating geologic 
events exactly is furnished by the fossils. O·wing to the ir­
reversibility of evolution, they offer an unambiguous time 
scale for relative age determinations and for world-wide cor­
relations of rocks."8

In spite of this frank recognition of the pre-eminent importance 
of the fossils in dating rock formations, the obvious circle of 
reasoning involved in this process is rarely admitted, at least 

6 Geology (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1952), p. 417. 
7 "Mountain-Building Chronology and Nature of Geologic Time­

Scale," Bulletin, American Assoc. of Petroleum Geologists, Vol. 40, 
August, 1956, p. 1803. · 

8 0. H. Schindewolf: ''Comments on Some Stratigraphic Terms,"
American Jonrrial of Science, Vol. 255, June, 1957, p. 394. 
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in print.0 One exception was R. H. Rastall, of Cambridge 
University, who said: 

1'It cannot be denied that from a strictly philosophical stand­
point geologists are here arguing in a circle. The succession of 
organisms has been determined by a study of their remains 
buried in the rocks, and the relative ages of the rocks are 
determined by the remains of organisms that they contain."10

Now o course these men, as well as other geologists and 
paleontologists, would hasten to insist that, even though the 
titne scale is built upon the basis of an assumed evolution, the 
resulting system is so consistent and so universally verified that 
this assumption is fully validated. That is, the fossils are always 
found in the same order, no matter in what part of the world 
they are discovered, and always the order is from simple to 
con1plex. Rocks buried lowest have the simpler fossils and 
those near e sur ace ave the rnr'\TA ex OSSl s. e 
' eo o 1c co umn is the sa er where. 

But this is simpl not so, 1n s of the evolutionists' wis -
� f f'ul thin 1ng w 1ch woul like for it to be so. There are great
...; · numbers of :xceptions and �s to this · generaliza­

tion. As a matter of 1act, the geologic column really exists only 
in the minds of the historical geologists, since it has been built 
up by superposition of deposits from various parts of the world. 

"If a pile were to be made by using the greatest thickness of 
sedimentary beds of each geologic age, it would be at least 
I 00 miles high .... It is, of course, impossible to have even 
a considerable fraction of this at one place. The Grand Canyon 
of the Colorado, for example, is only one mile deep .... By 
application of the principle of superposition, lithologic identi­
fication, recognition of unconformities, and reference to fossil 
successions, both the thick and thin masses are correlated with 
other beds at other sites. Thus, there is established, in detail,
the stratigraphic succession for all the geologic ages."11 

9 A number of geologists have acknowledged this verbally, off 
the record. 

10 Article "Geology," in Encyclopedia Britannica 1956 Vol. 10,p. 168 (University of Chicago Press). ' ' 
1

8
1 0. D. van Engeln and Kenneth E. Caster: Geology, pp. 417-41 
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Neither is much of the geologic column present at any one 
site necessarily continuous. Fossils are almost always found in 
sedimentary rocks, and below whatever sedimentaries are found 
in a given location there will always be found at the bottom 
crystalline rocks of the so-called "basement complex." The latter 
presumably is remnant from that period in the earth's history 
before the formation of sedimentary rocks began. It is sig­
nificant that literally any rock system in the entire geologic 
column may be found lying directly on the basement complex 
and that any combination of rock systems may be found above 
it, at any given location. 

"Further, how many geologists have pondered the fact that 
lying on the crystalline basement are found from place to place 
not merely Cambrian, but rocks of all ages?"l2 

And, similarly, any series of rock systems may be found above 
the bottom, and there need be no difference in appearance, 
except for the fossils they contain. 

"An unconformity separating the oldest Pre-Cambrian from 
the latest Pleistocene may have the same physical appearance 
as one between the latest Pleistocene and the middle Pleisto- •, 
cene. The fossils of the strata bounding an unconformity are 
the only indicators of time-value, and these are not always 
decisive for determination within narrow limits."13 

An unconformity is supposedly a boundary between two 
rock formations of widely different ages, supposedly caused by 
erosion during those ages. These often are found with perfectly 
parallel bedding and every other appearance of immediate suc­
cession of deposition instead of long ages intervening. They 
are then called, variously, "disconformities," "paraconformities," 
or even "deceptive conformities." 

Far more serious than this. is the fact that i_t is 
1
common � ;��C!nc1en1'1 rocK formations_ rest1n . in_ essentlill...J

onFormity on supposealyyoun · ormat1on.s.,/ This 1s exactly 
contrary to e requuements o evo ut1on, which would neces­
sitate that the oldest rocks should be at the bottom. Neverthe-

12 E. 1\.1. Spieker: "l\1ountain-Building Chronology and Nature
of Geologic Time-Scale," p. 1805. 

13 W. H. Twenhofel: Principles of Sedimentation (2nd Ed., 
New York, Mc-Graw-Hill, 1950), p. 562. 
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less, this anomalous condition is quite common. Carl 0. Dunbar 
admits these conditions in the following words: 

"In disturbed areas, of course, the normal succession may be 
locally inverted, as in the lower limb of an overturned fold, 
or it may be interrupted or duplicated, by faults, but such 
abnormalities will betray themselves in evidences of disturb­
ance and in an unnatural sequence of fossils."14

Although sometimes there may be evidences of physical 
disturbance (leading to faulting and folding) in these "upside­
down" areas, it is quite_ often true that they can only be re-
vealed by an "�ural se uence · " w · means that 
the oss1 s are not foun in th order re-s b t eir 
evolutionary re at1ons ips. Walter E. Lammerts comments: 

"The actual percentage of areas showin this ro ressive order 
from 1e s1m e to t e com ex · i inol sma . n ee 

rmat10ns wit very comp ex forms of life are o ten found 
resting directly on the basic granites. Furthermore, I have in 
my own files a list of over 500 that attest to a reverse 

t at is, s1mp e forms on to o � a vance 
In order to account for these numerous exceptions to the 

supposed universal order of evolutionary development as re­
vealed in the fossiliferous rocks, theory has to be piled on top 
9f theory. Thus, the missing ages indicated by a disconformity 
are explained by a supposed regional uplift and period of 
erosion. An inverted order of fossils is explained by a regional 
uplift followed by a horizontal thrust fault followed by a period 
of erosion. And so forth. One is reminded of Occam's Razor, 
the principle that cautions against any unnecessary multiplication 
of hypotheses to explain a given set of phenomena. 

In any case, it becomes obvious that the theory of evolution 
does not really provide. a very simple and satisfactory frame­
work for the correlation of the data of paleontology. It is 
emphatically clear that evolution is assumed in building up 
the. geologic time scale and that, .even so, there are so many 
problems involved that subsidiary theories continually have 

· to be appended to it in order to explain the exceptions and

14 Historical Geology (New York, McGraw-Hill, 1961), p. 9. 
_16 "Growing Doubts: Is Evolutionary Theory Valid'?", p. 4 .. 

__,,,,. 
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contradictions.16 The charge of circular reasoning which has 
been lodged against the critically important paleontological evi­
dence of evolution is not simply to be laughed off or ignored 
as evolutionists too commonly attempt to do. It quite plainly 
involves the presupposition of evolution, with numerous in­
volved deductions based on that premise. It is not, therefore, 
valid to offer this presupposition and these deductions as proof 
of evolution, and especially in view of the tremendously im­
portant fact that there is no real evidence of present evolution, 
and of the even more significant fact that the two universal 
laws of thermodynamics plainly imply universal stability or 
deterioration rather than evolution! 

The first of the two questions asked concerning this main 
proof of evolution, namely its logical independence of presup­
positions involving its own proof, must therefore be answered 
emphatically in the negative. But even if it did not involve 
circular reasoning and even if it did present a fully consistent 
explanation of the fossil record, the second question would still 
have to be faced. Is evolution the only, or even the best, pos­
sible explanation of the fossils? And the answer is, most certain­
ly, that it is not! The Biblical revelation of earl terrestrial 
histor , to ether wit t e so 1 

• ific foundation of the first 
aE secon aws o t ermodynamics, lead to a much more
satisf in ex lanation of the fossil record than does the theory 
o evolution.

The Biblical framework involves three major facts of history,
each of tremendous importance with respect to the scientific 
study of data bearing on these problems. These facts are of such 
obvious significance that to ignore them means that one is 
arbitrarily rejecting even the possibility that God could have 
given a genuine revelation of beginnings in l-lis Book of Be-· 
ginnings. The three facts are: (I) a real Creation; (2) the 

10 Space limitations necessarily restrict discussion of the problems 
involved in the evolutionary interpretation of the paleontol�ical 
data. For a considerably fuller discussion, see The Genesis Flood,
by John C. Whitcomb, Jr., and Henry 1\1. Morris (Nutley, N.J.: 
Presbyterian & Reformed Publishing Co., 1961), pp. 130-211. 
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Fall of man and resultant Curse on the earth; and (3) the 
--.---.-- ----�-:-.:---:----�-------- --

!:!!liversaIDelugt_.uLl J.e..=_.Eys of Noah. 
l'he first two have already been discussed in part. According 

to the Bible, God created all things in heaven and earth, in­
cluding all living kinds of animals, as well as man, in the six­
day period of creation. Following this period of creation, He 
rested. Thus, no true creation is now taking place in the world, 
and this revelation is confirmed by the great principle of mass 
and energy conservation. 

Now this can only n1ean that, since nothing in the world 
has been created since the end of the creation period, every­
thing 1nust then have been created by means of processes which 
are no longer in operation and which we therefore cannot study 
by any of the means or methods of science. We are limit�d 
exclusively to divine revela inn as ta the date of reation, tht; 
-duration o creation, the �!hod of creation, arul._eyery oth£_r
qi.ie'stfon concerningthc creation. f\nd a very important fact
- to� recognize is that true creation ne�nvolves creation
of an "appearance of a e." It is im ossible to ima ine a enuine

� · n o a�t ing wit out that entity having an a12pearance _
o"f age at the instant of its creation. It would always be possible
to imagine some sort of evolutionary history for such an entity,
no matter how simple it might be, even though it had just
been created. 

This is seen most clearly in the record of the creation of Adam 
� . 

- -

�. i\ccoroing to the record, f\aam was createcl as a 
mature man, formed by God out of the elements of the physical 
e_arth. He was not created first as an embryo or a baby, and 
then allowed to develop. Similarly, Eve was created directly 
out of Adam. In like manner, everything· was created as a fully 
developed, perfectly functioning whole. Soil was created for 
the p]ants to grow in; chemical molecules and compounds were 
·created; light from the sun and stars and moon was seen on
the earth at the instant of their creation; and so on. Thus,
everything in the earth must have had an appearance of age,
if there had been any true creation at all. The earth and universe
constitute a great clock which was originally wound up by God,
in a manner and at a time which can only be known, if at all,
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by means of divine revelation. The "apparent age" at which the 
''clock" was originally set mayhave been anything that pleased .... , 

Jilin. In any case, when the creation was finished, God judged 
it all to be "very good" - perfectly functioning and fully har­
monious, with nothing incomplete or out of order, and then 
God "rested." And this primeval condition continued until "sin 
entered into the world." 

The possibility of creation of apparent age is recognized by 
even such a doctrinaire evolutionist as George Simpson, Pro­
fessor of Vertebrate Paleontology at Harvard University, who 
says: 

"We cannot disprove the postulate that the universe was 
created one second ago, complete with all our apparent mem­
ories of our own earlier days, or that it was not created in 
4004 B.C., with all the apparent record of earlier billions of 
years. But that would not make sense, and we must pretend, 
at least, that both we and the universe are sane."17

Simpson is obviously caricaturing the problem and, since he 
is an avowed disbeliever in any divine purpose in the universe, 
the concept of "creation" of any kind to him would not "make 
sense." Other uld say that the concept of apparent age in­
volves tlie Creator in some 1n o ece t10n an t ere Q�, 

#!ey reject it out o so icitu e for the divine honor.: 
But, as we 

have pointed out above, to say that God could not create any­
thing with apparent age is tantamount to saying nothing could 
be created and, therefore, is essentially the same position as the 
atheism of Simpson. In fact, rather than honoring God's truth­
fulness by rejecting any supposed "deception" on his part in 
creating apparent age, such men in reality are charging him 
with falsehood, since they deny the truth of his revealed Word 
concerning the creation. We insist as emphatic-ally as we kno� 
how that the doctrine of cr�tio arent a e does not in 
the remotest egree involve a divine deception, byt is� 
l!iherent io tbe very �re of creation. Further, God in grace 
has even revealed much concerning t� true age of the crea-

17 "The :History of Life," in The Evolution of Life (Sol Tax, 
Ed., University of Chicago Press, 1960), p. 175. 
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tion, in His written Word, but men have simply refused to 
accept it. 

The second great reve fact of earth histor is that of the 
fal10f man, fo owed b God's divine curse on the whole 
� 'l'he effects of the curse, manifeste particularly in the 
universal tendency toward decay and disorder and death in the 
world, have been discussed somewhat already. The second 
law of thermodynamics has been seen to approximate a scienti­
fic state1nent of the effects of the curse. 

For our present purposes, the point to be noticed is that, 
· i the fossil record, there is an abundance of testimon to the
.,e�ct at ecay, isorder, an eath have existed in the world 
durin all the geolo ic a es re resented by the fossil-beari 

T e ver act of demonstrates the fact of 
eat an t ere is also much geologic evidence of disease f 

p ysical catastro hes u erin , o struggle - in short, of a 
pre- 1stonc world which wa " · an travailin together 
le p� ven the very concept of evolution itself, especial1y 
asfurthered by natural selection, involves a struggle for exis-
tence, with the strong exterminating the weak. Jt is certai!ily 
�ifficult to imagine that this was_ the state of things at� 
-nd of the creation enod when Cod who i [ove saw every­
t@ng that he had made an pronounced it to be "very_good::

. Th · · 1 framework, therefore, requires that we � 
goricall re· ect s il recor as a recor o t e istory of the 
develo ment of life on the earth. It cannot ossibl ascri ed 
to __ the eriod and events recorded in t e first chapter of Genesis, 
,�-uring_w.hk God was creatin �avens an t e earth an� 
everything in them. 
-Ana the same is the testimony derived from the two laws of
thermodynamics. There is certainly no indication that the sedi­
mentary rocks of the earth's crust, with their fossil contents,
were laid down under conditions and at a time when the two
laws were not i t existence. Such a notion would certainly be
completely conti ry to the doctrine of uniformitarianism which
supposedly gove1 ns the interpretation of the geologic records.
Now, since the bringing into existence of matter and energy
and order-in a state of low entropy (that is, of high order

... 

--
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and high energy availability) - essentially requires a process 
or processes of creation, and since such processes are precisely 
opposite to those of stability and deterioration postulated by the 
first and second laws of thermodynamics, it therefore follows 
that the period of true creation (even call it true evolution, if 
you will) could not possibly have been the same period as the 
period represented by the deposition of the fossil-bearing rocks. 
The simply cannot scientifically be re arded as a record of 
t e evolution or creation, as pre erred) of higher and 
forms of life on the earth. 

But then what do they represent? They must have been 
laid do a ter the introduction of the present ord�s 
into the universe an epos1 un er t e action of t e resent 

sical laws w 1c now contra t e behavior of nature. Uni­
formitanans s ou not o Ject to t 1s statement. This means 
that th�y must have been deposited after God finished creating 
all things, - since the law of conservation of mass and energy 
was ·in operation when they were laid down. It also means 
that they must have been deposited after God pronounced the 
curse on the creation, since they were laid down while the 
second law of thermodynamics was in operation. More directly 
to the point, they could only have been deposited after death en­
tered into the world, which means after man had sinned! There­
fore, it is both scientific and Scriptural to insist that the fossil 
deposits of the earth's crust must have all been brought into 
place at some time or times after the creation and fall of man. 

But these deposits are so extensive an o thick s read all 
gver the earth's cn1st, £omet1me� ta a depth measured in mi es, 
that it is quite impossible that they could have been formeµ 

-b the ordinar rocesses of deposition that are taking place
at present. They were un oubte y orme un er e operation

<if the sa�e basic physical laws that now exist (and this is
true uniformitarianism), but they could not have been formed 
by geologic processes acting at the same rates as at present. 
Rather these processes (sedimentation, erosion, volcanism, tecton­
ism, radioactivity, glaciation, etc.) must have operated at great­
ly augmented rates and over greatly enlarged areas. In short, the 
old geologic doctrine of catastrophism, which has been stig-
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matizcd ever since the days of Lyell and Darwin, must be re­
vived if there is to be any hope of a scientific accounting for the 
facts of the fossil record. 

Once this is recognized, and the doctrinaire uniformitarian­
ism of the past one hundred years rejected as completely un• 
able to correlate all the facts of the record, then it will be seen 
that a much more satisfactory explanation of the fossil record can 
be developed than is possible on the basis of evolution. Two 
Canadian geologists contrast catastrophism and uniformitarian-
1sm as follows: 

"One of the aids to the interpretation of sedimentary rocks is 
the principle of uniformitarianism. This principle states that 
the processes we see at work on the crust of the earth today 
are sufficient to account for all the events of the past that 
have formed the crust. In other words, 'the present is the 
key to the past.' When the science of geology was young and 
the great age of the earth unknown, geologists believed that 
the features of the crust were formed by a series of catastro­
phes."18 

This type of uniformitarianism has been extremely important in 
geologic interpretation for over a century. 

"This is the great underlying principle of modern geology and 
is known as the principle of uniformitarianism . ... Without 
the principle of uniformitarianism there could hardly be a 
science of geology that was more than pure description."H> 

With true uniformitarianism, based on the strict application 
of the two laws of thermodynamics and other basic physical 
laws, we have no quarrel whatever. For if these universal laws 
were given full consideration in the development of a geologic 
history, it would soon be recognized that evolution is practically 
impossible statistically and that, therefore, the geologic data 
must be explained in terms of creation and subsequent de­
terioration. But this perfectly legitimate and proper application 
of the principle of uniformity has been ignored in favor of 
the entirely unwarranted assumption that secondary processes 

18 Thomas H. Clark and Colin W. Steam: The Geological Evo­
lution of North America, (New York: Ronald Press, 1960), PP· 
5, 6. 

10 William D. Thornbury: Principles of Geomorphology (New 
York: Wiley, 1954), pp. 16, 17. 

-
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such as radiogenic accumulations; erosion and deposition must 
have always been occurring, not in accordance with the same 
physical laws as at present, but rather at the same rates as at 
present! For this assumption, there is not the slightest warrant 
whatever, except that it yie]ds the tremendous expanse of 
geo1ogic time that is necessary to give even a semblance of 
plausibility to the evolutionary hypothesis. 

As a matter of fact, this assumption does not at any point 
provide a satisfactory explanation for the geologic data. For 
example, the most recent geological epoch before the prescn t 
one is called the Pleistocene. By all rights, if the standard geo­
logic time table is at all valid, the record of this epoch ought 
to be the plainest and easiest to interpret in uniformitarian 
terms. But, on the other hand, the Pleistocene has been in­
terpreted in terms of a geo]ogic catastrophe of first magnitude, 
namely, as the great Ice Age, or perhaps series of ice ages! 
And so inadequate is the principle of uniformity, for explaining 
the onset, oscillations, and decline of the great complex of 
continental ice sheets supposedly characteristic of this period, 
that theories by the carload have been proposed, . each in turn 
rejected for one reason or another! As Loren Eiseley has recently 
observed: 

"Even on a more dramatic scale no one to date has been quite 
able satisfactorily to account for that series of rhythmic and 
overwhelming catastrophes which we call the Ice Age."20

Other types of geologic deposits fare little better in terms of 
a really consistent application of geologic uniformitarianism. 
Practically all fossils are found in sedimentary rocks, especially 
in shales and limestones, and most of these were presumably 
laid down in relatively shallow water, such as might be found 
along the continental shelves. But little success has been at­
tained in relating these sedimentary rocks to actual sedimentary 
environments of deposition, such as are now actually observed 
in the present. A prominent marine geologist, Francis P. Shep­
ard, has said: 

"Most sedimentary rocks are believed to have been deposited 

20 "Man, the Lethal Factor," American Scientist, Vol. 51, March, 
1963, p. 74. 
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in the seas of the past. One of the primary purposes in geo­
logical investigations has been to interpret the conditions 
under which these ancient sediments were deposited. One 
of the obvious places to 1ook for guidance in these interpreta­
tions is in the deposits of the present. It is, therefore, rather
surprising to find how little attention geologists had paid to 
these recent marine sediments until very recent years."21

Similarly, the great expanses of volcanic terrains in the Pacific 
Northwest, the Canadian Shield, the Indian plateaus, and 
many other places, have to be explained in terms of great 
systems of volcanic vents and fissures which are completely in­
commensurate with any type of volcanic activity ever observed 
by man in modern times. The tremendous earth movements 
implied by the great faults and folds in the earth's crust and 
even by the obviously recent uplifts of most of the world's 
great mountain regions certainly have no present-day parallel. 
In fact, wherever one looks in the deposits of the crust, he 
finds phenomena that cannot possibly be explained in terms of 
present-day rates of geologic processes. The inadequacies of 
geological uniformitarianism to account for the fossiliferous 
rocks have been rather thoroughly discussed and documented22

and need not be discussed in more detail here. 
One further aspect of this particular problem should be 

mentioned, however, and that is the matter of the fossils them­
selves. Remember that the fossils in the rocks provide the very 
means of dating the rocks and that the paleontologic series 
thus constructed is the only real proof of evolution. Consider 
also that these rocks are supposed to have been laid down by 
means of the slow operation of geologic processes occurring at 
present. 
-)\nd then meditate upon the remarkable fact that, for the 

n1ost part, the fossils simply must have been laid down under 
sudden and probably catastrophic conditions or else they would 
never have been preserved as fossils at all! Even such a con­
sistent evolutionary uniformitarian geologist as Dunbar recog­
nizes that practically all fossils must have been formed by 
floods or other catastrophes. 

21 "1\1arine Sediments," Science, Vol. 130, July 17, I 959, p. I 41. 
22 Whitcomb and Morris, op. cit., pp. 130-169. 
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"A carcass left exposed after death is almost sure to be tom 
apart or devoured by carnivores or other scavengers, and if 
it escapes these larger enemies, bacteria insure the decay of 
all but the hard parts, and even they crumble to dust after 
a few years if exposed to the weather. If buried under moist 
sediment or standing water, however, weathering is prevented, 
decay is greatly reduced, and scavengers cannot disturb the 
remains. For these reasons burial soon after death is the most 
important condition favoring preservation .... Water-home sedi­
ments are so much more widely distributed than all other 
kinds, that they include the great majority of all fossils. 
Flooded streams drown and bury their victims in the shifting 
channel sands or in the muds of the valley ffoor."_23 ________ _

Other catastrophes such as falls of volcanic ash can account 
for some large concentrations of fossils

"--
In fact, it could be 

said that with onl insi ni exceptions, all of the fossJls 
must ave een deposited by some in of catastroQhe or el�e 
Tijey would not have been 12reserved at all� Normal rates of 
sedimentation, etc., as postulated by the uniformity principle, 
are meaningless as far as the fossil record is concerned. 

And even the occasional destructive Rood or volcanic eruption 
that occurs in modern times cannot be taken as typical of the 
cause of the most important fossil deposits. Some of these have 
no modern parallel at all. The fantastic deposits of hundreds, 
possibly millions, of mammoths and other animals in the mucks 
of the Arctic provide an example. The great "fossil graveyards0

found in many parts of the world, sometimes containing mil­
lions of fish, sometimes hordes of dinosaurs or other animals, 
sometimes a heterogeneous mixture of animals of all kinds, 
all testify that present-day rates and phenomena cannot possibly 
account for them. 

Modern paleontologists are beginning to be more realistic 
than they once were with regard to the necessity of at least 
some degree of catastrophism in the interpretation of the fossil 
record. Norman D. Newell, of Columbia University and the 
American Museum of Natural History, has recently commented: 

"Yet the fossil record of past life is not a simple chronology of 
uniformly evolving organisms. The record is prevailingly one of 
erratic, often abrupt changes in environment, varying rates of 

23 Op. cit., pp. 3 5•36, 39. 
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evolution, extermination and repopulation. Dissimilar biotas re­
place one another in a kind of relay. .l\1ass extinction, rapid 
migration and consequent disruption of biological equ ilibrium 
on both a local and a worldwide scale have accompanied con­
tinual environmental changes .... The cause of these mass ex­
tinctions is still very much in doubt and constitutes a major 
problem of evolutionary history."24 

Eric Larrabee, discussing the recent revival of interest in 
catastrophism and, in particular, the type of catastrophism pro· 
posed a decade ago by Immanuel Velikovsky, appropriately 
observes: 

"The nineteenth century found it natural to think in terms of 
continuity and reassurance, of slow evolution and gradual proc­
esses undisturbed by sudden and unpredictable disruptions. We 
of the twentieth have known a different universe, have seen 
the overturning of stability in every sphere, have come to live 
from day to day with the constant threat of violence unimagin­
able. For us catastrophes are less difficult to visualize .... "25

Now since catastrophes of tremendous severity must certain-
ly be invoked to explain most of the geological deposits and 
formations, the next question is how niany such catastrophes 
are involved. Application of Occam's Razor would suggest that 
the smallest possible number of such catastrophes that can 
explain the data would provide the best hypothesis. If it should 
be at all conceivable that only one great catastrophe, with many 
more or less simultaneous concomitant effects, could suffice for 
the purpose, then this should very seriously be considered as 
the most reasonable of all possible explanations for the fossil 
record. And this, of course, brings us to the third great his­
torical fact revealed by the Bible, namely the universal deluge 
of the days of Noah. 

24 "Crises in the History of Life," Scientific American, Vol. 208, 
February, 1963, p. 77. 

2:; "Scientists in Collision: Was Velikovsky Right?", Harper's Mag­
azine, August, 1963, p. 55. 



Chapter IV 

Water and the Word 

Strikingly significant is the { that nearl all of the earth's 
sedimentary rocks and their contained fossils have en e-

-posited under moving water, in stratified beds, and that there 
are many indications that thi osition was catastro hie. It is 
c ear y more than coincidental that the Biblical revelation de­
scribes a great aqueous catastrophe in which "the world that 
then was, being overBowed with water, perished." _furthermore, 
the divinel ins ired record of the Hood in the Bible is corrob­
orated by hundreds of reflections of this same eat event an ed 

own in e egends and historical records of pract1ca y a l 
6ations and tribes in the earth. It is eminently scientific and 
reasonable, therefore, to consider with full seriousness the prop­
osition that the fossil record may be in large measure a record 
of the effects of the Noahic flood. 

This was, in fact, exactly the interpretation placed on the 
fossil record for several generations prior to the time of Lyell 
and Darwin. The philosophy of uniformity and evolution later 
displaced "Hood geology," but this was more on the basis of 
philosophical preference than scientific necessity. In view of all 
the considerations outlined above, especially the scientific weak­
ness of the theory of evolution and of geological uniformitarian­
ism, we propose that a return to a clear-cut doctrine of Biblical 
creationism and catastrophism is amply justified at this time. It 
is recognized that there are many serious problems involved in 
such a position, and that we do not by any means have all the 
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answers to these problems as yet, but the basic framework seems
much more realistic than that of evolutionary uniformitarianism,
and the problems and objections much less serious.

Space will only allow a brief discussion of the Hood and its
effects. For this discussi course, the ible will be taken as
basic an as a so utely and litcra y true. This is admittedly a
pre-suppos1hon, from which we shall then proceed to deduce
certain conclusions; the latter will then be compared with the
known geological phenomena. This is exactly Earallel to the
procedure of the evolutionist, whetheI..__Q_I not 1-ie will acknowl·
e:age 1t, s1ntc he starts from the re-supposition that evolution
� true an t 1en procee s to interpret t e p enomena in accord·
a� that assumption.

ur discussion can 6e expeditiously pursued in terms of a
Biblical cosmology centered around the theme of water, which
is the most important substance in the material earth and which,
of course, was the primary agent in the Sood and in the deposi­
tion of the fossils and the sedimentary rocks.

The third chapter of the second epistle of Peter provides a
most remarkable outline for this study, and we shall therefore
quote verse 3 through 13 of this chapter below:

"Knowing this first, that there shall come in the last days 
scoffers, walking after their own lusts, ( 4) And saying, Where 
is the promise of his coming? for since the fathers fell asleep, 
all things continue as they were from the beginning of the 
creation. (5) For this they willingly are ignorant of, that by 
the world that then was, being overflowed with water, perished: 
standing out of the water and in the water; ( 6) \¥hereby 
the world that then was, being overflowed with water, perished: 
(7) But the heavens and the earth, which are now, by the
same word are kept in store, reserved unto fire against the
day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men. (8) But,
belO\·cd, be not ignorant of this one thing, that one day is
with the Lord as a thousand years, and a thousand years as
one day. (9) The Lord is not slack concerning his promise,
as some men count slackness; but is long-suffering to usward,
not willing that any should perish, but that all should come
to repentance. (IO) But the day of the Lord will come as
a thief in the night; in the which the heavens sl1all pass away
with a great noise, and the elements shall melt with fervent
heat, the earth also and the works that are therein shall be
burned up. ( 11) Seeing then that all these things shall be
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dissolved, what manner of persons ought ye to he in all holy 
conversation and godliness, ( 12) Looking for and hasting 
unto the coming of the day of God, wherein the heavens 
being on fire shall be dissolved, and the elements shall melt 
with fervent heat? ( 13) Nevertheless we, according to his 
promise, look for new heavens and a new earth, wherein 
dwelleth righteousness." 

Notice that this passage divides cosmology into three distinct 
historic periods: (I) the heavens and the earth which were "Qf 
�" in verse Sj (2) ffie �s aod the earth which "a.re now,"
I!!_ verse 7; and (3) t�--heavens and the earth which we are
s�ill lookin for a hich shall be "ne_lV," as mentionifJ!i
verse . These three cosmologies are separated by n-vo great
world-wide catastrophic events: (a) the great flood, which de­
stroyed the old heavens and earth, and (b) a judgment by fire,
perhaps atomic disintegrations, at the day of the Lord, which
shall destroy the present heavens and earth. Let us now con­
sider briefly each of these three cosmologies, and especially the
role played by water in each.

The creation of the original earth, with its atmospheric 
heavens, as described in verse 5, obviously carries us back to the 
creation recorded in Genesis I. This was accomplished "by the 
word of God," not by processes of evolution. It has already 
been pointed out that present processes can give us no informa­
tion concerning the processes used by God in creation; any such 
information must necessarily come by divine revelation, and. not 
by application of the uniformity principle. In this verse is con­
tained just such a revelation. The earth was formed "standin 

.._out of the water and in the water. e merican tan ard 
Version translates. this phrase: ;compacted out of water 39d 
amidst water.,

" Numerous other translations have been suggested 
and it is likely that the reason it has seemed to be such a diffi­
cult phrase to translate is that we subconsciously try to impress 
our experience of present physical phenomena back upon these 
events which took place in the creation period, and this is not 
legitimate. In some way, the initially formless earth was caused 
by the divine Word to be "compacted out of the water." This 
most probably describes the primeval condition when the Spirit 
of God moved over the face of the waters comprising the "deep" 
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(Genesis I: 2) an sed a "division of the w the_ waters. irst God caused a division of the "waters under thefirmament" from the "waters above the firmament" �e._sis 1 :6, 7) and then He caused a division of the waters under the · firmament from the "dry land" (Qenesis I :9, 10). The "firma­ment" was merely the atmosphere, called ufieaven," in whichbirds were later to fly, and light from the sun and moon to bescatt ed and diffused (Genesis I: 8, 15, 20). In order for the upper waters to be maintained aloft by the gases of the lower atmosphere and also to be transparent to the light of the sun, they must have been in the form of a vast blanket of water vapor, extending far out into space, invisible .-- and yet exerting a profound influence on terrestrial climates and / living conditions. Such a "canopy" would have caused a world­wide warm, mild climate, with only minor seasonal and lati­tudinal differences. This in turn would have inhibited the great air circulational patterns which characterize the present atmos­phere and which constitute the basic cause of our winds, rains, and storms. here could have been no rain in the form with which we Jre familiar, and this is exactly the testimony of Scripture.(Geo-
1 

/esis �: 5, 6). But there was a system of rivers and seas (Gene i 
_,1 _.,,. !;JO· · 0-14 noun e ro a y waters that ad been confined under ressure beneat t e an s when tne1� e ers were separated � we as y t e low- y1ng va� _.thaL-w�evaporated and recondensed (Genesis 2:6). These rivers, e�pecfaily one which emerged from a great arte­sian spring in the Garden of Eden (Genesis 2: 10), were the main sources of water for Adam and his descendants. The vapor canopy also would have served as a highly effec­tive shield against the many powerful and harmful radiations ·) - that surround the earth, and which are now only partially fil­tered by our present atmosphere. Such radiations are now knownto be the cause of much damage to man's genetic system, tend­ing to cause harmful mutations and general biological deteriora­tion. It is quite possible that the healthful environment createdby this great thermal vapor blanket was one major factor con­tributing to human longevity in those days.
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But this pristine environment was disturbed by corrupting 
influences. "Sin entered the world, and death by sin" (Romans 
5: 12). The corrupting leaven spread throughout the world 
until almost "the whole was leavened." The Bible says that 
"God looked upon the earth, and, behold, it was corrupt; for all 
Resh had corrupted his way upon the earth" (Genesis 6: 12). 
Therefore, God finally said that He would "bring a Hood of 
waters upon the earth, to destroy all Resh, wherein is the breath 
of life, from under heaven; and everything that is in the earth 
shall die" ( Genesis 6: 17). 

The very waters out of which the earth had been compacted 
and which had sustained its life and pleasant climatic condi­
tions were now to cause its destruction. "Whereby," by this 
same water, as Peter says, "the world that then was, being over­
flowed with water, perished" (II Peter 3:6). T e great expanse 
of waters above the firmamerff was condensed an un e to

the eart , continuing everyw ere at u lest intensit for fort 
I I.. d-a s an ort n1 ts enesis 7: I ). The "great deep," in- /7�� 

c u in the waters of t e seas and also that part of the nmeva1 .3/F,, 1
;J 

j 

deep which had been locked as vast store ouses of waters 
neat the roe s o t e eart s crust also issued a 
t e ountains of the reat dee were broken u " Genesis 7: 11 ). 

is latter upheaval must have been accompanied by the erup­
tion of subterranean magmas, and these by great earthquakes, 
and these in turn by tremendous tsunami waves in the seas. 
D ion ond ima ination must have been wrou ht on 
t e antediluvian earth! The waters rose until "all t e igh hills, 
tliat were under the whole heaven, were covered," and "the 
mountains were covered," and "all flesh died that moved upon 
the earth, both of fowl, and of cattle, and of beast, and of every 
creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth, and every man" 
(Genesis 7: 19-21). Once again, as in the b in there w s 
a-universal ocean. e sa stained t e life 
o h ec 

1 This discussion has been taken in part from an article "Water 
and the Word," by the present author, in Bibliotheca Sacra, Vol.
118, July, 1961, pp. 203-215.
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In view of such statements by the Biblical writers, it is a
remarkable testimony to man's perverse reluctance to accept the
Word of God in preference to the reasonings of man that Chr!s­
tian expositors co ever have ro Josed the "toe 1-Hood-theor "
T e enesis account so clearly recor s t e act of a wor -wide,
uniquely destructive deluge that it would hardly be possible to
present such a concept in any clearer and more emphatic terms 
than are actually recorded. �re arc...J!!.., least thirty distinct_

t ,,, references in Genesis 6 throu h 9 to the Hooas univcrsali � 
../ All the mountains under the w o e eaven were covered with"'- wat� everything in the dfyiariclctJeg; ma�

1- tobe destroyed "ivith 1he._eiif.th" (Genesis 6: 13; 9_J}); and the
ar'k was to be constructed as a special vehicle for the very pur­

Y- 1fose of F_�eping seed alive upon the face of the ear!S· These
�criptions cannot possibly be understood except 1n terms of
a universal flood. T ver fact of the ark is itself sufficient to
demonstrate this, for it wou d have been absurdl unnecessar 

Y
.� ·J for refuge rom a ocal flood. In the one 1undred twenty years ..

� o u1 1ng_t oa andhis fam1I not to mention the 
hjrds and the beasts

1 
could.have migrated far beyond the utmost�

!imit�oy caoceivable local 809..d. 
With the precipitation of the vapor canopy, there was no

longer the world-wide mild climate that prevented the develop­
ment of winds and storms. Soon great winds began to blow
(Genesis 8: I), generating great waves and currents (Genesis
8: 3); perhaps these forces also triggered the tectonic forces

. / which must have been acting when "the waters hasted away
[the mountains rose, the valleys sank down] unto the place
which thou hadst founded for them. Thou hast set a bound
that they may not pass over; that they turn not again to cover
the earth" (P�alm 104:6-9, ASV). 

An entirely different climatic mechanism henceforth prevailed.
Distinct seasons were inaugurated (Genesis 8:22), and the
rainbow was established (Genesis 9: 13), neither of which was
possible with the antedi luvian vapor canopy. Furthermore,
human life spans began to decline, probably as a result of the
increase in atmospheric radiations and the general austerity of
climate and living conditions. The "heavens and the earth which
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are now" involve an entirely new, though still quite effective, 
hydrologic cycle. 

The oceans are now much larger than they were before the 
Hood, since they now contain the waters that were formerly 
"above the firmament," as well as those released throu h the 
"fou 

· 
of the reat ec ." t 1s constitute the 

great "storehouses" of water that are essential for the operatkin 
of the present hydrologic cycle (Psalm 33:J). Waters are evapo­
rated from the oceans (Psalm 135: 7), carried inland by the 
winds (Ecclesiastes l :6), caused to encounter particles of dust 
and sea salt to serve as nuclei of condensation (Proverbs 8: 26), 
condense into liquid water droplets in the form of clouds (Job 
26:8), \Vhich in turn under the proper conditions coalesce and 
fall as rain (Job 36:27-28), providing water for maintenance of 
life on the earth (Isaiah 55: IO), and finally return by the rivers 
to the oceans from which 

ut this present cosmology is being "kept in store" (II Peter 
3:7), perhaps an implicit reference to the principle of mass and 
energy conservation, for another great world-wide destruction in 
the "day of the Lord," when both the present earth and its 
atmospheric heavens will be melted with "fervent heat." This 
judgment, like that of the Hood, will be universal and will re­
sult in a completely changed environment once again. And this 
time, there will be a ''new heavens and a new earth, in which 
dwelleth righteousness" (II Peter 3: 13). 

The present great water storehouse will no longer be needed, 
and there shall be "no more sea" (Revelation 21: l). As the 
present great and wide sea (Psalm 104:25) should have been 
to mankind an ever-present reminder of God's former judgment 
by water, so the Lake of Fire will be an eternal reminder of 
God's greater and final judgment by fire. 

There is no need or justification for "spiritualizing" the prom­
ises concerning the new heavens and the new earth, any more 
than the account of the first creation should be spiritualized, or 
the Biblical descriptions of the present cosmology need to be 
spiritualized. In eternity, there will not only be new heavens but 
also a new earth, and this can hardly refer to anything other 
than this planet on which man now lives. However, the earth 
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will be "made new" (that is, renovated) and will be perfectly 
suited as an abode for righteousness. The curse will be removed 
(Revelation 22: 3), so there will be no evidence of the effects 
of sin, disorder, decay, and death. The second law of thermo­
dynamics will no longer control physical processes. Possibly 
there may be a restoration of the original vapor canopy around 
the earth. As far as the Scriptures indicate, the earth

,
s needs 

for water will be fully satisfied by the "pure river of water of 
life" (Revelation 22: I), which proceeds from the throne of God 
and of the Lamb. 

Regardless ·of how precisely we are able to interpret these 
properties of the future earth and atmosphere, however, the im­
portant point that needs to be stressed here is that the Bible 
emphatically teaches, in both the Old and New Testaments, that 
the antediluvian cosmology was completely and globally changed 
by the great deluge. The tremendous torrents of rain, the vol­
canic upheavals, the complex of destructive tsunamis, the raging 
streams of water, the tectonic movements- all must have exerted
such a profound influence on the earth

,
s prior economy that, as 

Peter said, "the world that then was, being overflowed with 
water, perished." 

The £loo _ t discontinui in the ordi-
n - geolo ica rocesses of the earth. ny 
geo og1ca deposits which may have existed efore the Hood 
must have been eroded, re-worked and re-deposited in some new 
location and sequence, such that it would not be possible to 
deduce now, by analogy with present processes, the geologic 
history of the antediluvian earth. Pre-8ood geography must have 
been completely revised, with new continents formed by great 
uplifts after the flood, as well as new ocean basins for the re­
tention of the mass of Hood waters covering the earth. It follows 
as plainly as anything could be that any system of historical 
geology which ignores the fact and effects of the universal flood 
must be largely fallacious. Geologic dating methods which as­
sume continuity of rates of the associated geologic processes, as 
all such methods necessarily do, can only be valid for a period 
of time extending, at most, back to the 8ood. 

All of this does not mean, however, that the flood deposits 

-

:......... 
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would be a completely heterogenous and confused mass, with no order and no possible system for interpretation. Although the destruction and upheavals were world-wide, the basic physical processes (as controlled by the laws of thermodynamics, by gravity, stress-strain relations, the laws of motion, etc.) were of course not affected. Out of all the apparent chaos of destruc­tion that must have been caused by the Bood, it is apparent that the final deposits ·which resulted from it would have assumed a certain statistical order. --For example, there would naturally be a tendency f�sc sediments and organisms which occup1ed�the lowest elevations '6efore the Hood to be buried deepest by the Rood. Thus, simple marine organisms and manne sediments \vould tend to be buried deepest, then fishes and more complex marine creatures, then reptiles and amphibians, then mammals, and finally, man. Another fa r controllin to some extent the order of de -sition of tne iments an t e organisms contained in them __ w be that of the relation etween e spcCific gravity ana the y o �amic� ac 1 part1c e o materia , as we as t eremains of each anima , would tend to fall by gravity out of the aqueous mixture in which it was being carried. This tend­ency would be resisted by the hydrodynamic drag force of the water acting upward on it. The latter depends on the state of turbulence of the water and also on the shape of the object, being greatest for objects of complex shape and least for objects of streamlined shape. Thus, there would be a tendency for organisms of high density and simple structure to settle out most rapidly and, therefore, to be buried deepest. This factor of hydrodynamic selectivity is often highly efficient and would tend to cause rather highly sorted sediments and fossils, with organisms of similar size and shape being buried together. A third factor which would have an impQrtant effect, so far, Ja "Tivin · s were concernea,would be their relativ� a 1 1t1es to esca the onrus ung oo waters retreat1n to ig er groun . , e simp er, ess mo i e, smaller creatures would thus be caught and trapped first, whereas higher animals, and especially man, would often be able to retreat to the very high­est points in the region before being inundated. This, too, would 
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mean that n1ost 1nen and higher animals would never be buried 
at all in sediments, but would float on the surface of the waters 
until decomposed or destroyed by scavenger fish. 

Many other criteria might be deduced for harmonizing the 
data from the resulting flood deposits, but it is significant that 
these three important factors would all tend to produce a fair­
ly well graded series of de osits · 1n size and com-

. ity v.'1Ih 111crease in c evation of burial. And, of course this 
is exact the . cner, order found in ecord! There 
are many exceptions, as would be expected from the complex 
of phenomena associated with the great deluge, but this is most 
definitely the statistical order. Thus, the fossil deposits and the 
sediments in which they are contained can very logically be 
viewed as an actual historical record, preserved in tablets of 
stone, of the terrible events of the year of the great Hood. 

We conclude this section, then, by noting that the great flood 
offers a plausible solution to the enigma of the fossil record. 
Although there are undoubtedly many difficulties2 that may 
appear in attempting to understand particular geological forma­
tions in terms of the flood, these difficulties are not . nearly so 
great as in attempting to interpret them consistently in terms of 
uniformity and evolution. If one is willing simply to reject his 
innate bias in favor of uniformitarian explanations and to accept 
the Biblical framework by an act of faith, centered around the 
three great facts of revealed Biblical history- namely, a real 
creation of a fully functioning and harmonious universe, the 
fall of man and resulting curse of God on the whole creation, 
and the great universal deluge in the days of Noah - then he 
will find that the entire scope of scientific data will begin to 
become meaningful and inter-related instead of confused and 
contradictory. The universe will become a living testimony to 
the presence of a God of both love and judgment. "In Christ 
are hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge" (Colossians 
2:3). 

2 The most serious of these difficulties are dealt with in con­
siderable detail in The Genesis Flood (by John C. Whitcomb and 
:Henry M. Morris, 331 ff.), and shown to be fully capable of 
resolution and harmony with Biblical creationism an<l catastrophism. 



Chapter V 

The Origin of Evolution 

The idea of evolution did not, of course, originate with Dar­
win. Its �ro widespread acreptaoce does date from tbe pub­
lication of Darwin's Ori in of Species, but it was a doctrine 

e d b many scientists and 1 osop ers e ore arwin. Belief 
in spontaneous generation of i e rom t e non-living and in 
transformations of the species was quite common among the 
ancients. Among the early Greeks, for instance, Anaximander 
taught tHat men had evolved from fish and Empedocles that, 
animals had been derived from plants._ 

The doctrine of spontaneous generation was well-nigh uni­
versal among the ancients. It was commonly thought that not 
only insects and fishes, but probably also the higher animals 
and man himself, were on occasions generated directly from 
mud or slime or some other inorganic medium. And if such 
great marvels as this could and did occur, there was no great 
problem in believing that one species could be transmuted into 
another. 

As Paul Amos Moody remarks: 
"Ideas that by one means or another evolution does occur far 
antedated Darwin, however. In fact, such ideas are probably as 
old as human thought."1

One striking fact emerges from the study of all the ancient 
cosmogonic myths, whether from Babylon, Greece, Egypt, India, 

1 "Introduction to Evolution" (2nd Ed. New York, Harper & Broth­
ers, 1962), p. 3. 
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or wherever. T��� t that the uni_vcrsc had ��jgin _alJy��
created, out of nothing, by an act of God, is completely absent. 
A1",ays there IS a pnmcval cnaos or a primeva system of some 
kind, upon which the "gods," or the forces of nature, begin to 
work in order to bring the world and its inhabitants into their 
present state. Special creation seems to have been a doctrine 
completely unknown (or, if known, rejected) by the ancients. 

Of ten the naive assertion is made by modern skeptics that 
the Genesis account of creation · "accommoda-
tion" to the sin1cl culture of the earl I-Iebrews - that it cou 
not have been presented in the ramewor' o evo ution ccause 
tney were incapaole of comprehending an evolutionary s stem 
o on 1ns. uc a notion as t is is ri icu ous on its ace, or
t e s1mp e reason that alf earl co les were accustomedtoffimk
on )' 1n evo uuonary terms. The idea o s creation - t1ill-
is, creation ex nihilo by an omnipotent, eterna o who alone 

././ existed "in the beginning,, - was a tremendously new and revo­
lutionary thougb_t! Further, the idea of a recet]J creation of the 
lfn1verse, measurable in terms of cnealo ital records kc t s1 
t man, wou ave en much har er or t e ancients to 
accept than the idea of billions of yea!§_ of geologic time would 
havebeen. It 1s well known that many ancient astronomers and 
philosophers dated the universe almost infinitely old. Thus, the 
Biblical revelation of origins was unique in the ancient world, 
and was in fact almost un · 11 resisted and re· ected u · the 
S.,!lpposed triump of Christianit i . ur e. And even this 
apparent tnump was s 1ort-lived, as evolutionary speculations 
continued to thrive even within the church, preparing the way 
finally for the emergence of modern Darwinism in the 19th 
century. 

As far as the modern ,vorld is concerned, we have already 
seen at some length that the philosophy of. evolution completely 
dominates modern thought, whether in the natural sciences, the 
social sciences, philosophy or even religion. It is considered so 
basic that, as Huxley says, "the whole a£ reality is evoluti� 
The Biblical co ecial creation of all things only a few 
thousan years ago is widely dcri ed as ridiculous 1 ' 
the hopelessly ignora r preJu ·ced could possibly believe it. 

-
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Yet, despite the almost universal prevalence of evolutionary 

thinking, both in the past and in the present, it is completely 
CQntra to all true cience as well as to Biblic;l revelation as

. ' ,ve have sho,vn at some engt In t e oregmng pages. IITs is 
surely a most amazing state of affairs! 

If evolution is basically impossible from a scientific point of 
view (as demonstrated by the universality of the two la·ws of 
thermodynamics) and untrue from a historical point of view (as 
den1onstrated by God's revelation of a finished creation and 
subsequent curse on creation), then how can we explain the 
well-nigh universal insistence that all things must have come 
about by evolution? The real answer, \\'e sug est, is found 1n 
ll..,Corinthians 4: 3, 4: 

"But if our gospel be hid, it is hid to them that are lost: In 
whom the god of this "vorld hath blinded the minds of them 
which believe not, lest.the lightJ•of the glorious gospel of Christ, 
who is the image of God, should shine unto them." 

The answer is Satan! He has blinded the minds of men with 
respect to the gospel. The gospel is the good news of a Saviour, 
,vho has borne the sins of men on the cross, that all who believe 
on him might be saved. But if men have evolved by natural 
processes out of the elementary "stuff'� of the universe, then 
there is no responsibility to a Creator, there has been no fall 
and no curse ai1d, therefore, there is no need of a Saviour! 

The "great dragon ... that old serpent, called the Devil, and 
Satan," who "deceiveth the whole world" (Revelation 12:9 -
must without anv doubt be the one who has fat ere t Is mon­
strous lie of ev�lution, for he is the father of lies. The Lord 
Jesus called him the "pri.nce of this world" (John 12:31; 16: l !); 
the Apostle Paul called him "the prince of the power of the air, 
the spirit that now worketh in the children of disobedience,> 
( hesians 2:2); the Apostle John stressed that "the whole world 
lieth in t e wicked one" (l_,John 5: !2), an� Sa�an hi�self was
not contradicted by Jesus when he tolq Hnn All this po,\1er 
(i.e., all the kingdoms of the world] �s delivered unto me" 
(Luke 4:6)� 

When one' recognizes the Satanic ong1n of evolution, then
many otherwise confusing issues begin to come int� focu�. The
ultimate issue in the universe, in fact the only real issue, is that
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of God's sovereignty versus the asserted autonomy of his creatures. Is God reallv the Creator and Kin of the u. · erse or 
, is he limitc to rcatcr or css extent b his creatures?1cre arc not many religions and philosophies among men. 

( There is rcall onlv one, and that is th rebellious and blas­emous belief that autonomous man is ca able of controllin I is own cstin indc endcntlv of the will of his Creator. Every rc1igion ot er t an Christianity) is an attempt on man's part to earn "salvation" or to improve his standing in the world, either temporally or eternally. Eyery non-Christian philosophy !S an attempt to deduce ultimate truth concerning the universewithout submission to the re\'cale<l Word of (;oa. All of man'sreligions and philosophies, apart from the grace of Cod revealedin his Word, are 111an-centered- or, perhaps more generally,
creature-centerec!_- r;ther than Creator-centered. They all in­volve some system of works, of improvement, of development, ofhuman betterment, of evolution! - rather than simple submissionin helpless faith to the sovereign grace of God manifest in thesacrifice of the Lamb of God for the sins of the world.gt is perhaps providenual that, in the generally adopted sys­m of verse divisions, the middle verse of the Bible is the pie statement of Psalm llfu8 that: 

• 
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-:-

--'..:.'I.:..t z;is:-:.:,;i��.w-a4M.,�t�i�n_:t�h�e..!L;:::o�r�d�t�h;a�n_:t�o:Jpt::u�t�c�o�n�6�d�e
;.;
n�ce�in�m!.!!a:!!n.!!._,, _., In a very real sense, this is really the message of God to man. It is better to trust in God to provide salvation than in any system of human works. It is better to believe the revealed Word of God than any science or philosophy devised by man. And since man and all of man's works are now under the dominion of the god of this world, Satan, putting confidence in man means, in the last analysis, putting confidence in Satan. Doubting God's Word is tantamount to accepting Satan's word. As Paul says "But I fear, lest by any means, as the serpent beguiled Eve through his subtility, so your minds should be corrupted from the simplicity that is in Christ" (II Corinthians _ 

11:31- F But Satan, with all his power, is like man, only a creature! I-le is not omnipotent, nor omniscient, nor omnipresent, as is God. 
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How is it, then, that he is able to deceive the whole world, 
and even a host of angels who follow him in rebellion against 
the Creator, God? I-low can any number of mere creatures, 
even when led by such a powerful 111cmber of creation as Satan, 
ever possibly hope to be ultimately successful in a revolt against 
God? This seems, on its very face, to be the height of insanity! 

According to the Bible,2 Satan originally was "full of wisdom 
and perfect in beauty." He was "the anointed cherub that 
covereth-perfect in [his] ways" (Ezekiel 28:12-15). But "thine 
heart was lifted up because of thy beauty, thou hast corrupted 
thy wisdom by reason of thy brightness'' (Ezekiel 28: 17). Satan 
said in his heart: "I will ascend into heaven, I will exalt my 
throne above the stars of God: ... I will be like the most I-Iigh" 
(Isaiah 14:13-14). 

Because of this rebellion, in which he was accompanied by 
a great host of other created beings (perhaps "a third part of the 
stars of heaven" as intimated in Revelation 12:4), he was "cast 
to the ground" (or "earth" - Ezekiel 28: 17), and will ultimately 
be "brought down to hell" (Isaiah 14: 15). 

But why did this one, the Anointed Cherub, Lucifer, choose 
to become the Adversary, Satan? The answer, of course, is pride. 
His ''heart was lifted up," and he desired to usurp the place of 
God in the universe. 

But, again, why did he allow this pride to deceive him into 
thinking that such a desire could possibly be fulfilled? I-le knew 
that his great beauty and wisdoni were his only because God 
had, in grace, given· them to him. He knew that he was only a 
creature of the eternal God, in spite of all his exalted position. 

2 Commentators are in disagreement as to whether these passages 
(Ezekiel 28:12-19 and Isaiah 14:2-15) apply specifically to Satan 
or only to his human instruments, the King of Tyre and King of 
Babylon respectively. The pr�sent writer believes that they apply 
initially to the earthly kings, hut ultimately and more fully to the 
powerful spirit of evil energizing these men, and therefore to Satan 
himself, since many of the statements made seem impossible . �f 
specific application to any human. being. In either case, the spir!t
of rebellion and pride described in these passages is surely Satanic 
in nature and graphically illustrates the character of his revolt 
against his Creator. 
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Or did he? To be sure, God had told him these things. He
was not in existence from eternity, as was God, for there had
been a day w11en he "was created" (Ezekiel 28:13, 15). But
there must have come a time when he began to wonder if this
were really so. After all, the only evidence he had that this was
so was God's Word. Perhaps, in order to k�ep him satisfied in
a secondary role, God had merely told him that I--Ie had created
him. Could it not be that both he and God had come into exist­
ence in some way unknown and that it was just an accident of
priority in time that enabled God to exercise control? With all
his beauty and wisdom, he could undoubtedly win the alle­
giance of many other angels who had similar reason to question
the Word of God.

And so pride begets unbelief and unbelief strengthens pride
and this twin sin of unbelieving pride becomes the root sin of
all other sins. It led to Satan's rebellion, and later to Adam's
fall, and is the very foundation of all the world's sin and suffer­
ing from that day to the last day.

How could Satan possibly rationalize this notion that both
he and God and all other beings had come into existence in
similar fashion and therefore were of essentially the same order?
If God had not created him, who had? If God were not all­
powerful, who was? In other words, who was really God? The
only possible answer that could be given by Satan which would
in any way rationalize his rebellion was that there was really no
Creator at all! Somehow everything must have come about by
a process of natural growth, of development, of evolution. If he
would not believe the Word of God, then this is what he 1nust

believe.
And this is what he still believes! For, despite the clear

testimony of the Word of God concerning his ultimate defeat
and eternal punishment (and Satan thoroughly knows the Scrip­
tures), he still refuses to believe that it is really so, and so con­
tinues to rebel and hope that he will ultimately be victorious
in this conflict of the ages.

How utterly, fantastically, hopelessly, tragically foolish! ''The
fool hath said in his heart, there is no God" (Psalms 14 · J;

� And this same tragic foolishness was later r�roduced by
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Satan in Adam and in Adam's children. Because, after all, any 
doubting of the Word of the Creator- or any insertion of 
creaturely reasoning or efforts in lieu of the revealed grace of 
God- is, in the last analysis, a denial that God is really God. 

This must be the original source of the theory of evolution. 
This is the only possible explanation of origins apart from God. 
Some kind of process of evolution will, therefore, be found at 
the core of every religion or philosophy of man, apart from the 
Word of God, as revealed in the Holy Scriptures and in the 
Living Word, Jesus Christ. 

The sin of Adam and Eve, essentially, was believing the 
serpent's suggestion that God's Word was not to be trusted, 
that he was withholding knowledge which they had a right to 
have, and that they also could be "as gods, knowing good and 
evil" (Genesis 2: 5). This was the same old deception with 
which Satan had deceived himself. Their desire for "knowledge" 
(one might say "science") led to their fall and the resultant 
curse of God on man and on his "dominion," which had now 
passed under the apparent control of Satan. 

Since the curse, the history of mankind has been a history of 
almost continual deterioration, interrupted only by occasional 
infusions of regenerative power by God, in grace, upon those 
men whom he chose. The tragic story is summarized in Romans 
1:21-25: 

"Because that when they knew God they glorified him not 
as God, neither were thankful; but became vain in their im­
aginations, and their foolish heart was darkened. Professing 
themselves to be wise, they became fools, And changed the 
glory of the uncorruptible God into an image made like to 
corruptible man, and to birds, and fourfooted beasts, and 
creeping things. Wherefore God also gave them up to un­
cleanness through the lusts of their own hearts, to dishonor 
their own bodies between themselves: Who changed the truth 
of God into a lie, and worshipped and served the .creature 
more than the Creator, who is blessed forever. Amen." 

This-seari-ng-passage dcscribes-rhe-al-l-httt-mrivrual'--'-r-of 
the��n � 

reator into. a e c 
manis .This is the basic framework of all man-centered, as 

opposed · to Creator-centered, religion. It is evolutionary J?ecause
"'" 
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J - it rejects creation ex nihilo and alwa s accounts for the world
- as som - · nt materials; it is�-

� nature 1n one way <?r
ano 1t exa ts man s reason

nd, now, w at is the difference between this ancient pagan­
ism and our modern evolutionary philosophy? The answer is
that there is no essential difference whatever! It is the same lie
of Satan, perhaps in a more sophisticated garb, to suit modern
tastes, but there is really no difference. Modern scientism is
evolutionary, because it seeks to account for all things in the
universe in terms of natural developmental processes from pre­
existent materials. It is pantheistic because God is identified with
and limited by his "creation." And it is humanistic because it
"worships and serves the creature more than the Creator." Man,
as the highest stage to which evolution has yet attained, is in
essence his own God.

This is the state of things in the intellectual world today, and
this is the situation foretold by the Apostle Peter as prevalent in
"the last days." He said that the latter-day scoffers \vould jeer:
'Where. is the promise of his coming? For since the fathers fell
asleep, all things continue as they were from the beginning of
the creation" II Peter 3: 3, 4)

1s, men in e as ays will resist the very thought that
the Creator might one day come in judgment, requiring them
to give an account of their stewardship. In order to rationalize
away such a notion, they would propound a doctrine of "uni­
formitarianism," insisting that "all things continue as they
,vere," and that, therefore, there is no cause to be worried over
a possible future suspension of those processes. In support of
this contention, they assert that these processes have continued
unchanged since the very 'peginning of creation."_ This can
only mean that creation itself was accompiished f;i.y these same
processes, and not by any divine creation ex nihilo. -�
this_js a ain nothin but the same old denial that God is­
t'.ieat� and, the ref ore, t at d is God. Therefore, e cannot
"co!!!e". again as he had promi . a. i judgment_!/

In' refu_tation of this false and wicked philosophy, the apostle
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merely reminded the believers of the two great revealed facts of 
a primeval creation by the Word of God and of a subsequent 
world-destroying judgment when "the world that then was, 
being overflowed with water, perished." Both of these facts com­
pletely and irrefutably discredit the doctrine of uniformitarianism 
and evolutionism advocated by the last-day scoffers. 

In summary of this section, we have seen that the origin of 
all the evil in the universe must have been coincident with the 
origin of the idea of evolution, both stemming from Satan's 
rejection of God's revelation of himself as Creator and Ruler of 
the universe. This primal act of unbelief and pride led to 
Satan's fall; the same basic act of unbelief and pride later led 
to the fall of man. Similarly, unbelief in God's Word and man's 
pride in his own ability to rule his own destiny have yielded 
the bitter fruits of these thousands of years of human sin and 
suffering on the earth. And today, this God-rejecting, man­
exalting philosophy of evolution spills its evil progeny - mate-
•rialism, modernism, humanism, socialism, Fascism, communism,
and. ultimately Satanism - in terrifying profusion all over the
world.

l 

1 
l



Chapter VI 

The Death of Evolution 

In view of the world-wide prevalence of the evolutionary 
philosophy in modern times, not to mention its age-long priority 
in the thought-structure of men rebelling against their Creator, 
it may still seem strange to the reader that one would suggest 
such a title as "The Twilight of Evolution" for this book. Espe­
cially is this so since much of the book has been devoted to 
pointing out what seems to be the very opposite, namely, that 
evolution is now almost universally accepted as the basic frame­
work for almost all disciplines of human study and research. A 
more fitting title, it might seem, would be something like "The 
Triumph of Evolution." 

But there are two definite ways in which the selected title 
is singularly appropriate. In the first place, the whole area of 
evolutionary "science" seems to lie in a strange twilight zone. 
Its whole premise contradicts not only divine revelation but 
also basic scientific law (e.g., the two laws of thermodynamics). 
Its numerous suppositions and speculations evaparate away 
whenever the warm light of either Biblical or scientific facts is 
brought to bear on them. Its seemingly imposing arrays of 
evidence turn out to be nothing but shadows when closely 
examined. 

But evolution is also in its twilight period chronologically 
speaking. This may not yet be obvious, but nevertheless its 
night is fast approaching. 

In spite of the tremendous pressure that exists in the scien· 

84 
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tific world on the side of evolutionary propaganda, there a� 
increasing signs of discontent and skepticism. As noted before, /
all the important scientific periodicals and all the major sciep--1
tific book publishing houses are completely under the dominance
of evolution. Somehow the fiction that evolution is a proven
fact and that no one but. a scientific obscurantist could possibly
question it has become so powerful a club that these outlets will
hardly touch anything remotely savoring of creationism� Fur-

lthermore, it would be difficult or impossible for a known anti- ./ 
' 'evolunon1st to et or to retain a osition on at least a ma·ori y

� e maJor university faculties. And it is �xtremely difficu_!! 
for a known anti-evolutionist or an._ti-uniformitarian to obtain 9 -Z

- )aoctoral de ree in such fields as eology, biolo , anthro ology,
�a socio10�
�ite of all these and other pressures, it is certain that

there are great numbers of well-educated and well-informed
people in many areas of science today who do not believe in
evolution and who do believe in the Biblical accounts of crea­
tion and the Hood. These may not often be willing or able to
make their views widely known, but they do exist, nevertheless.
In his own relatively small circle of acquaintances, the writer
personally knows men with the Ph.D. degree in geology, in
biology, in anthropology, physics, chemistry, astronomy, ento­
mology, hydrology, mathematics, genetics, archaeology, and
other sciences - as well, of course, as numerous men with
Ph.D.'s in engineering- who do not believe in evolution. There
is obviously nothing in any of these sciences, therefore, that
really compels their practitioners to accept the supposed "fact"
of evolution. The latter is nothing but a propaganda device
which has been used - and very effectively- to awe people into
accepting it. 

Here and there, surprisingly enough, even in the standard
scientific publications media, there are beginning to appear
evidences of doubts concerning evolution. Nothing much which
is overtly skeptical of evolution as a whole can be published,
of course, but at least signs are appearing which indicate that
there may exist a very substantial substratum of dqubt concern­
ing evolution today.
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For example, one of the speakers at the Darwinian Centen­
nial Celebration, Everett C. Olson, who is Professor of Geology 
at the University of Chicago, made the following comment: 

"There exists, as well, a generally silent group of students 
engaged in biological pursuits who tend to disagree with 
much of the current thought but say and write little because 
they are not _particularly interested, do not see that contro­
versy over evolution is of any particular importance, or are so 
strongly in disagreement that it seems futile to undertake the 
monumental task of controverting the immense body of in­
formation and theory that exists in the formulation of modem 
thinking. It is, of course, difficult to judge the size and com­
position of this silent segment, but there is no doubt that the 
numbers are not inconsiderahle."1

Dr. Olson was not saying that this group of scientists were 
anti-evolutionists, of course, but only that they rejected the 
dominant theory of evolutionary mechanisms held by such men 
as Huxley, Simpson, Mayr, et al. This dominating theory, com­
monly known as the "modern evolutionary synthesis," involves 
the factors of genetic mutation, Mendelian inheritance, popula­
tion drifts, and the critical role of natural selection. This is the 
more-or-less standard theory of evolution as promulgated by the 
large majority of evolutionary spokesmen today. It completely 
rejects any form of creative or causative principle in evolution, 
as well as any effect of "saltations," or "jumps," in evolutionary 
progression. The great strength of this theory is that it recog­
nizes that there is no basis in the biology of present processes 
for any kind of biologic change except very small mutations, 
Mendelian variation and natural selection. 

But many biologists feel that this concept tends to ignore the 
significance of the very distinctive and discrete character of the 
different kinds of organisms, both past and present. The "syn­
thetic" theory tends to regard all units, whether species, genera, 
or others, as only temporary and fluctuating, so that any attempt 
at classifying these organisms must be cast in an evolutionary 
mold. The school of thought of which Olson speaks, on the 
other hand, feels that classification is a science which is essen-

1 Morphology, Paleontology, and Evolution" in The Evolution of 
Life (Sol Tax, Ed., University of Chicago Press, 1960), p. 523. 
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tially independent of any particular theory of evolution and, in 
fact, independent even of the supposed fact of evolution� 

From the vantage-point of the anti-evolutionist, however, this 
controversy is obviously occasioned by the fact that there is no 
real evidence for evolution in present genetic processes. These 
processes simply do not account for the present kinds of organ­
isms, with their clear-cut "gaps" between species, genera, fam­
ilies, etc. Consequently, this school of "systematic classification­
ists" or "typologists" prefers to do its work quite independently 
of the embarrasing restrictions imposed upon it by some specific 
theory of evolution. Thus, although neither Olson nor most of 
the silent segment of whom he speaks would be bold enough 
to question the fact of evolution, yet, the very fact of their 
recognition that the evolutionary synthesis cannot really ac­
count for the known facts of biology with which they deal, is 
real grounds for an encouragement to think that many may be 
on the verge of recognizing the fallacy in the very idea of 
evolution itself. 

Two systematic biologists at Stanford University have re­
cently been able to publish a provocative paper along this line. 
They stress the circular reasoning involved in the popular ap­
proach to evolutionary synthesis as follows: 

"For nearly 200 years taxonomists have followed Linnaeus 
in arranging organisms in 'natural groups.' Darwin supplied 
a rationale for the existence of such groups, and in the minds 
of many workers the existence of groups and their probable 
cause have become inseparable. This has led to the so-called 
phylogenetic approach to taxonomy, in which, in the absence 
of satisfactory fossil records, taxonomic systems often are used 
as the basis for constructing phylogenetic trees. Unfortunately, 
these trees sometimes are then employed to alter the original 
taxonomic system. This circular procedure produces systems 
with some predictive value and information content, although 
the process of creating these systems throu�h repeated revision
is time-consuming and relatively inefficient.' 2 

It may also be noted in passing that this method of building 
phylogenies (that is, supposed evolutionary histories of particu-

2 Paul R. Ehrlich and Richard W. Holm: "Patterns and Popula­
tions," Science, Vol. 137, August 31, 1962, p. 655. 
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lar organisms) is so constructed that it is practically impossible 
to refute it. This is because of the circular reasoning implicit 
in the development of such a phylogeny. The phylogeny is built 
up on the basis of what the particular evolutionist thinks it 
ought to be, and then this phylogeny is taken as proof that the 
organism has evolved in that manner, and that this proves that 
the method employed is correct! Olson says: 

"That no organic event has been discovered that cannot be 
explained by the 'synthetic theory,' or selection theory, as is 
often stated, is in a sense true. On the other hand, the feel­
ing of a slight sense of frustration in the elasticity involved in 
developing a universal explanation is hard to avoid, a feel­
ing somewhat in sympathy with V. Bertalanffy (1952) when 
he noted 'a lover of paradox could say that the main objection 
to selection theory is that it can't be disproved.' ... In t:his 
sense, there is little or nothing that cannot be explained under 
the selection theory, and, at present, this theory appears to be 
unique in this respect."3

The objections of Olson and other paleontologists to the 
standard evolutionary theory results mainly from the fact that 
the fossil evidence often is missing with which to test the postu­
lated phylogenies. Often, too, the available fossil evidence does 
not seem to fit comfortably into the synthetic framework, but 
the latter is sufficiently elastic to permit the formulation of some 
kind of explanation, regardless. Thus, the concept cannot be 
refuted, because of its high degree of Hexibility and because of 
the · impossibility of reproducing the postulated evolutionary 
history in the laboratory to test it. As Olson says: 

"Somehow a theory in which each case seems to he a special 
case fails to convey a sense of adequacy ."4

From a different perspective, that of the systematic biologist, 
Ehrlich and Holm conclude: 

"Finally, consider the third question posed earlier: What 
accounts for the observed patterns in nature?' It has become 
fashionable to regard modern evolutionary theory as the only 
possible explanation of these patterns rather than just the 
best explanation that has been developed so far. It is con­
ceivable, even likely, that what one might facetiously call a 

· non-Euclidean theory of evolution lies over the horizon. Per-

3 Op. cit., p._ 530.

4 Ibid., p. 540.

\ 
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petuation of today's theory as dogma will not encourage 
progress toward more satisfactory explanations of observed 
phenomena."5

It is interesting that, in a criticism of the above position, an 
orthodox neo-Darwinian says: 

"The proponents of strictly empirical approaches to biology have 
sometimes played a Yery useful role in restraining excesses of 
phylogenetic speculation by those in the Darwinian camp. But 
the extreme operationalist point of view not only carries with it 
the dangers of shallowness and superficiality but is fundamental­
ly anti-evolutionist in emphasis, despite assertions to the con­
trary ."6

The epithet of "anti-evolutionist," of course, is considered to 
be the acme of derision and usually has the effect of cowing any 
who might be bold enough even to raise a question about pro­
nouncements of the accepted authorities. The courageous prob­
ings of men like Olson, Ehrlich, and Holm are, therefore, quite 
significant of what may well be an underlying discontent with 
much of modern evolutionary theory. An even more outspoken 
attack has been made by W. R. Thompson, for many years 
Director of the Commonwealth Institute of Biological Control 
at Ottawa, Canada, and a world-ren·owned entomologist. In de­
fending the traditional approach· to systematic classification of 
organisms, he says: . 

"Though the remark may be regarded as provocative, I must 
say how far superior the genetic, like the physico-chemical ap­
proach to the problems of organic form and therefore of 
systematics, is, to the conventional speculative approach in 
terms of evolutionary theory. Genetic analysis, like ph ysico­
chemical analysis, belongs to the field of positive science. 
Evolutionary speculation as it is commonly developed in rela­
tion to morphological and systematic problems is only too often 
a·t best merely a dressing up of comparative anatomy in such a 
way as to foster the illusion that we know things we do not 
know and are never likely to know."7 

In a still more recent paper, Dr. 'Thompson severely criticizes 
the views of the "New Systematists," and especially of one of 

5 Op. cit., p. 656. 
6 Grady L. Webster: "Population Biology," Science, Vol. 139, 

January 18, 1963, p. 236. 
7 "Systematics: the Ideal and the Reality/' Studia Entomologica, 

Vol. 3, December, 1960, p. 498. 
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their most prominent spokesmen, George Gaylord Simpson, 
whom we have encountered before in these pages. After detailed 
and incisive criticisms of Simpson's efforts to reconstruct tax­
onomy along evolutionary lines, he says: "When Professor Simpson says that homology is determined by ancestry and concludes that homology is evidence of ancestry, he is using the circular argument so characteristic of evolution­ary reasoning. When he adds that evolutionary developments can be described without paleontological evidence, he is at­tempting to revive the facile and irresponsible speculation which through so many years, under the influence of the Darwinian mythology, has impeded the advance of biology."8

Dr. Thompson was selected to write the foreword to the new 
edition of Darwin's Origin of Species published in the Dar­
winian Centennial Year as a part of the Everyman's Library 
Series. His entire foreword was a devastating indictment and 
refutation of Darwinian evolution, and perhaps even more so 
of the scientific morality of evolutionists! The following state­
ment is significant: "As· we know, there is a great divergence of opinion among biologists, not only about the causes of evolution but even about the actual process. This divergence exists because the evidence is unsatisfactory and does not permit any certain con­clusion. It is therefore right and proper to draw the attention of the non-scientific public to the disagreements about evolution. But some recent remarks of evolutionists show that they think this unreasonable. This situation, where men rally to the de-fense of a doctrine they are unable to define scientifically, much less demonstrate with scientific rigor, attempting to maintain its credit with the public by the suppression of criticism and the elimination of difficulties, is abnormal and desirable in science."9

If t e rea er esires a brief, yet complete refutation of all 
the so-called "evidences" of the theory of evolution, written by 
a man who is a recognized and respected biological authority, 
he would do well to get and read this essay by Thompson.10

8 "Evolution and Taxonomy," Studia Entomologica, Vol 5, Octo­ber, I 962, p. 567. 
0 Introduction to The Origin of Species by Charles Darwin, (New York, Everyman's Library, E. P. Dutton & Co., Inc., 1956). 

<. 
10 Thompson's Introduction has also been reprinted in the Journal. � of the American Scientific Affiliation, Vol. 12, March, 1960, pp. 2-9.
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A recent book by G. A. Kerkut11 is to the same effect, not 
completely rejecting evolution, but demolishing its arguments 
a1!d insisting that it is not a �proved fact," as its proponents_so
loudly and frequently protest. Kerkut also is a recognized scien­
tist, and whenever a recognized scientist questions evolution, 
cries of anger and denunciation quickly rise from the evolu­
tionists' camp. In a review of his book, John T. Bonner s�ys: 

"This is a book with a disturbing message; · points to some 
unseemly cracks in the foundations. One is disturbed because 
what is said gives us the uneasy feeling that we knew it for a 
long time deep down but were never willing to admit this 
even to ourselves. It is another one of those cold and uncom­
promising situations where the naked truth and human nature 
travel in different directions. The particular truth is simply 
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 instance, the 
transition from Protozoa occurred once, or twice, or many 
times .... We have all been telling our students for years not 
to accept any statement on its face value but to examine the 
evidence, and, therefore, it is rather a shock to discover that we 
have failed to follow our own sound advice. "12

In spite of these admissions, -however, onner petulantly 
insists that Kerkut has in no w unde of evolu-
�- Theodosius obzhansky, another protagonist of the eo-
Darwinian school, similarly insists: 

"The basic conclusion of the author is, however, something 
else - since we cannot yet reconstruct in all details (sic) the 
phylogeny of the animal kingdom, therefore evolution is not 

� 'proven'! This is a confusion of two distinct problems: we may 
be sure that life ( or, for that matter, the Cosmos) had a history, 
but it does not follow that we know all ·the events of which 
these histories are composed with their respective dates. The 
author has been wise not to suggest any alternatives to the 
theory of evolution: ... "13

It is not too well known in this country that Darwinian evo-

11 Implications of Evolution (New York, Pergamon- Press, 1960)�_.----,:---
174 pp. 

12 Review of Kerkut's book, American Scientist, Vol. 49, June, 
1961, p. 240. 

13 Review of Kerkut's book, Science, Vol. 133, March 17, 1961, 
p. 753.

l 
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lution has been under intense attack by scientists in France for 
quite a few years. A recent review of this French discussion 
says: 

"This year saw the controversy rapidly growing, until recently 
it culminated in the title 'Should We Burn Darwin?' spread 
over two pages of the magazine Science et Vie.
"The article, by the science writer Aime l\1ichel, was based on 
the author's interviews with such specialists as Mrs. Andree 
Tetry, professor at the famous Ecole des Hautes Etudes and a 
world authority on problems of evolution, Professor Rene 
Chauvin and other noted French biologists, and on his thorough 
study of some 600 pages of biological data collected, in collabor­
ation with Mrs. Tetry, by the late Michael Cuenot, a biologist 
of international fame. 
"Aime Michel's conclusion is significant: the classical theory of 
evolution in its strict sense belongs to the past. Even if they do 
not publicl take a definite stand, almost all F�ts 

o ay strono menta reserv · as to t c va i 1ty o 

This does not mean, of course, that these French biologists 
have rejected the "fact'' of evolution. But evidently the best 
mechanism they can suggest is that "genetic change may be ... 
controlled by the good judgnient of the organism itself"(!).rn

Thus, there is good reason to believe that more and more 
qualified scholars today are recognizing that the scientific basis 
of the evolution theory is very weak, and many are rejecting it 
entirely. Personally, after talking with hundreds of evolutionists 
and after reading hundreds, probably thousands, of evolutionary 
books and articles, the writer is more and more convinced of 
wo facts: (I) there is not one shred of enuine evidence, either 

science or Scnp ure, va 1 1t of evol tion; t e 
n y reason w y mos peo e seem to believe in evolution is 

eit er ecause t e want to believe in it or else 

�gnorant or reactionary or some sue ear u name. 
great many peop e, part1cu ar y 1nte ectua s, simply prefer 

an evolutionary theory of origins, because this device either 

14 Zygmunt Litynski: "Should We Bum Darwin?", Science Digest,
Vol. 51. January 1961, p. 61. 

15 Ibid, p. 63.
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consciously or subconsciously relegates the Creator to a far-off, 
indefinite, or even illusory, role in the universe and in the 
lives of men who are in moral rebellion against him. They have 
simply rejected God and their responsibility to him, and so 
scoff: 'Where is the promise of his coming?" They prefer to 
"worship and serve the creature rather than the Creator." 

Many others, including many who sincerely desire to know 
God and his truth, believe in evolution for the simple reason 
that they think science has proved it to be a "fact" and, there­
fore, it must be accepted. They know relatively little about 
either the scientific or philosophical questions involved, never 
having bothered to make a study of them, and have been per­
suaded by those in the first group that "all educated people 
must accept evolution." In recent years, a great many people in 
this group, having finally been persuaded to make a real exam­
ination of the problem of evolution, have become convinced of 
its fallacv and are Ii.ow convinced anti-evolutionists. The writer 

� 

would himself be included in this group. 
But behind both groups of evolutionists one can discern the 

malignant influence of "that old serpent, called the Devil, and 
Satan, which deceiveth the whole world" (Revelation 12:9). 
As we have seen, it must have been essentially the deception of 
evolution which prompted Satan himself to rebel against God, 
and it was essentially the same great lie with which he deceived 
Eve, and with which he has continued to "deceive the whole 
world." 

Consequently, until Satan himself is destroyed, we have no 
hope of defeating the theory of evolution, except intermittently 
and locally and temporarily. It is not the fact that many here 
and there are awakening to the falseness of evolution, or to the 
weaknesses in its scientific base, that encourages us to think we 
are in evolution's twilight period. Neither is it the fact that· 
more and more people are becoming aware _of the real issues 
and are having to make a choice between creation and evolu­
tion, with all the implications stemming fr01n this choice. 
· But we can speak confidently of the im�inent death. of evo·

lution because we can qiscern ample signs of the imminent 
"coming" of the Lord, which the latter-day scoffers so vigorously 
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resist. The very fact that uniformitarian and evolut ionary 
thought seems to have captured the intellectual world is noted 
by the Apostle Peter (II Peter 3: 3, 4) as indicative of the "last 
days." Similarly, the Apostle Paul, in the last epistle written 
before his martyrdom, emphasized that "in the last times," men 
would be "having a form of godliness, but denying the power 
thereof" (II Timothy 3: I, 5). That is, they would profess some 
kind of religion or morality, but would deny that there was any 
"power" to it, and this is nothing else than the denial of the 
miraculous, of creation, of His coming in judgment, and so 
again is essentially an allegiance to the concept of uniformity 
and, therefore, evolution. 

The culmination of all rebellion against the Creator, both on 
the part of man and of Satan, will ultimately be a unified and 
world-wide system of humanistic culture, religion and govern­
ment. As noted in the first chapter, practically all disciplines 
of modern thought are now structured around the evolutionary 
philosophy. That is to say, essentially all of modern society and 
its culture is man-centered, rather than God-centered. Man has 
"created" God in his own image, so that man considers himself 
capable of working out his own salvation and that of human 
society. Man is the pinnacle of all the evolutionary processes of 
the ages, and now is capable of bringing about further evolu­
tion as needed for the per£ ectibility of himself and his environ­
ment. 

This monstrous system, toward which numerous world move­
ments seem now rapidly to be gravitating (e.g., international 
communism, the ecumenical movement in religion, world so­
cialism, the United Nations and its multitudinous tentacles, etc.) 
seems all but certain to culminate sooner or later in the Biblical 
Antichrist, which will be both a world-system and the Satan­
inspired man at the pinnacle of that system. Of this man, 
Scripture says: 

"And he opened his mouth in blasphemy against God, to 
blaspheme his name, and his tabernacle, and them that dwell 
in heaven. And it was given unto him to make war with the 
saints, and to overcome them: and power was given unto him 
over all kindreds, and tongues, and nations. And all that dwell 
upon the. earth shall worship him, whose names are not 
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written in the hook of life of the Lamb slain from the founda­
tion of the world. If any man have an ear, let him hear" 
(Revelation I 3: 6-9). 

If anyone should wonder how it is, iri this age of science and 
enlightenment, that all the world should actually worship a man, 
or a man-system, let him reRect how it is that in this 20th 
century millions have all but worshipped Lenin, Stalin, and 
Mao; and how other millions have all but worshipped Musso­
lini, and Hitler, and Hirohito, and Nkrumah, and Gandhi, 
and Father Divine, and assorted other latter-day "deities"; and 
then the possibility will not sound so far-fetched after all. Add 
to this the well-nigh universal teaching of evolution with its 
implication that the cosmic process has "come to consciousness'' 
in man, the liberal religious dogma of the divinity of man, the 
psychological rejection of the reality of sin, and all the other 
aspects of modem man-centered culture; and the imminence of 
an all-powerful state, with some great representative of mankind 
at its head, worshipped by all men (who thereby in reality are 
worshipping themselves in him), assumes an aspect of high 
probability. 

We do not propose to speculate on how this will be brought 
about, although there are certain intimations in Scripture, but 
it is evident that there are numerous very powerful movements 
in the world today which are -directed to just such a goal. And 
that it will come is plainly stated in the Bible: 

"Let no man deceive you by any means: for that day shall not 
come [ that is, the day of the Lord], except there come a falling 
away [literally, the apostasy J first, and that man of sin he re­
vealed, the son of perdition; who opposeth and exalteth himself 
above all that is called God, or that is worshipped; so that he 
as God sitteth in the temple of God, showing himself that he 
is God" (II Thessalonians 2: 3, 4). 

This world-system and its Premier, when they come, will be 
especially prepared and energized by Satan himself, with the 
purpose of one last all-out assault against the throne of God. 
'Woe to the inhabiters of the earth and of the sea! for the 
devil is come down unto you, having great wrath, because he 
knoweth that he hath ·but a short time" (Revelation 12: 12). 

Finally, this world religio-political power will become openly 
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and blatantly the final assault of Satan against God. It will no 
longer be necessary to camouflage his rebellion as "humanism," 
or "socialism," or some other movement designed to glorify man. 
Men will have finally and knowingly and irrevocably rejected 
God and his Christ. 

"The kings of the earth set themselves, and the rulers take 
counsel together, against the Lord, and against his Christ, 
saying, Let us break their bands asunder, and cast away their 
cords from us" (Psalm 2:2, 3). 

Men will then come under the full spell of the great delusion 
which has energized Satan through all the ages, thinking that 
God is of the same order as his creatures and can ultimately be 
defeated under the leadership of Satan. 

"And then shall that Wicked [One] be revealed .... whose 
coming is after the working of Satan with all power and signs 
and lying wonders, and with all deceivableness of unrighteous­
ness in them that perish; because they received not the love of 
the truth, that they might be saved. And for this cause, God 
shall send them strong delusion, that they should believe a 
lie" (II Thessalonians 2:8-1 I). 

Men will come to acknowledge the great Man, the Antichrist 
(also called the Beast in the Bible), as God. But through him, 
they will sooner or later see that in reality they are worshipping 
Satan who has supernaturally endowed and equipped this per­
sonage with his tremendous abilities and power, and they will 
enthusiastically follow the devil in his all-out drive to dethrone 
God. 

"and the dragon gave him his power and his seat, and great 
authority .... and all the world wondered after the beast. And 
they worshipped the dragon which gave power unto the beast: 
and they worshipped the beast, saying Who is like unto the 
beast? who is able to make war with him?" (Revelation 13:2-4). 

Perhaps the Russian communist Zinonieff was not speaking 
metaphorically at all when he boasted: "We shall grapple with 
the Lord God. In due time ·we shall vanquish him from the 
highest Heaven, and where .he seeks refuge, we shall subdue 
him forever." 

But in spite of the proud boastings of. Satan and all the mul­
titudes of men who have followed him in his great delusion, 
God and his Christ will triumph one day, forever! Then will 
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be the death of evolution and unbelief and pride, and of all 
the systems of ·man which have been built upon these things. 
Speaking of the final confederation of nations of the world and 
their united opposition to God, the Bible says: 

"These have one mind, and shall give their power and strength 
unto the beast. These shall make war with the Lamb, and the 
Lamb shall overcome them: for he is Lord of lords, and King 
of kings: and they that are with him are called, and chosen, 
and faithful" (Revelation I 7: I 3, 14 ). 

It is intensely significant that, in the context of the terrible 
prophecies concerning this final rebellion and its consummation, 
it is recorded that God sends forth an angel to preach the 
everlasting gospel to all the kindreds and nations and tongues 
and peoples of the earth, with one last call to repentance and 
acknowledgment of God as true God and Creator. It is of mar­
velous timeliness that the burden of this everlasting gospel (and 
of course there is only one gospel, the good news of atonement 
and redemption and reconciliation of man to God through the 
death and resurrection of the Lord Jesus Christ), is centered 
around the theme of the fact of creation, implying that no one 
really accepts Jesus Christ and his salvation who does not also 
accept him as Creator. The angel says: 

"Fear God, and give glory to him; for the hour of his judgment 
is come: and worship him that made heaven and earth, and the 
sea, and the fountains of waters" (Revelation 14:7). 
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