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WEAT IS SCIENCE?

by R. i Helms

October 23, 1961

The mature student who is about to begin the study of a science
is apt to have only a vague idea as to the general nature of sciencea,
1t is quite true that he uses the term [reely and casually assumes
familiarity with it. When impelled, by approaching enrollment in the
sclence course, to consider its characteristics he is dismayed by the
haziness of his concept of science, Hor is he alone in his haziness,
Even the student whe heas successfully studied several science courses
shares a similar view. Here, 1t is because he has been so intent on
the particulars of the course that he has not formed a unified concept
of science; he has not identified the place of scilence in the affairs
of the intellect. Clarification of the concept may be attained by
consideration of several svecific questionse

le What is Science?

Science 1s systematized knowledge, orzaniged around theories and
laws, Dby means of which accurate interpretations and dependable pre-
dictions can be made, uvsually of guantitative nature.

Zs What is the basile assumption of Science?

The basic assumption of science is the acceptance of the princi-
ple of cause and effect: there is a recognizable natural sequence
and relationship between causative clrcumstances and the resuliting el=
fects., Effects are not Tthe result of operation of mere chance, nor
yet of an arbitrary will. Sometimes this is referred to as the order-
liness of nature.

3s What is the criterion of Science?

The criterion of Science is the submission of all gquestions and
tentative answers to nature for verification or rejection by repeated
experimentation and observation,.

lie What is the method of Science?

The scientific method may be stated in six steps: (1) recogni-
tion of a problem; (2) isolation of the pertinent aspect of the prob-
lem; (3) formulation of a hyvothesis in answer to the problem; )
submission of the hypothesis to ezxperimentation until affirmative re-
sults are attained and (6} co~ordination of the vroblem solution with
the rest of The body of organized science,

5. What is the difference between scholarly method and scientie

fic method?

Scholarly method consists essentially of logical study of the
heritage of man as recorded in his literature. Basically 1t consists
of compilation, correlation, reconciliation, abjuration, annctation,
suwmariszation, extension, deduction, and induction. Sclentific method
is based on logical study by experimentation and observation of nature
rather than by study of literature. Thus the library is the work
place of the scholar and citation to the literature is the mark of
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his work, while the laboratory is the work place of The scientist
and. tabulated date is the mark of his work. The scholar submits to
the judgement of the intellect as revealed by ideas of recognized
authorities: +he scientist submits to the avthority of nature as
revealed by experimentation,

Tt is evident that while intellectual endeavor may rely solely
on the scholarly method, the use of scientifilc method reguires schol-
arly vrocedure for the formulation of a working hypothesis, and for
the Tinal correlation with the body of sciences

6. What are the stages of a scientific idea?

The stages in the development of a scientific idea may be listed
as: (1) conjecture, (2) hypothesis, (3) theory, (L) law: The con-
jecturs may be in the nature of a hunch. The conjectures having been
rerined, and considered as to reasonableness but not rejected, be-
comes a hypothesis, The hypothesis is then submitted to experimenta-
tion in every conceivable aspect and, if not rejected, in i%s re=~
fined form becores a theory, The theory is then considered in the
light of the rest of the body of science and upon being correctly
fitted and correlatsd becomes a law, Either hypothesis, theory, or
iaw may be used as 2 working principle in the formulation of inter-
vretations and predictions which are the functions of science., {(Yop=
ular usage assigns to theory the sense of speculation. Such usage
may also consider a specific situation in the 1ight of a single as-
pect rather than the whole and refer to 14 as theoreticale. DBoth are

to be regretted.)

A pooular enumeration of the stages of a scientific i1dea has
been stated as ! ? . 3 l(exclamation, auestion, geclaration, explolita-

tion).

7. what are the goals of Science?

The goals of sclence are three-fold: (1)} to increase wman's
knowledge and understanding of the universe, which is to say that
the purpose of sclence is the attaimment of more science; \2) to
provide knowledge baslec to nen-scientific intellectual pursuits;
and (3) to produce know-how and things contributing to mants needs,
comforts, and luxuries, Th is last 1s called applied scieance, OX
invention and engineering in physical sciences and horticulture,
husbandry, and health science in blological geciences

8, wWhat are the classes of 3cilence?

The classes of sclence may be taken as pure and applied. ‘The
study of pure science 1ls directed to the attainment of knowledge and
study of »uwve sclence is directed bto the attairment of knouledge and
its systemization for its own sake, with no regard for its opotentlal
use, The pure sclentist supposes that others may follow and perhaps
find sow-called practical application; but the pure scientist will
insist that nothing is so vractical as knowledge itselfs Applied
science is directed to the use of science Tor satisfaction of human
wants; attaimment of new knowledge is secondary to sconomic goals
and is sousht as means Lo that énd.



9. what is the difference beiween Scisnce and Art?

The body of science is distinzuished by its orderly cummulative
nature, by ivs organiec growth, by its articulated growth. Science
vertaing o ;aowledge; art to acu_evene1ﬁ. Science meay be wure,
directed to the inbtellect alone; or an-lied and dﬂ?ected to rphysical
nesds. Art may ob fine, directed to the emotions; or ;ractlcal and
directed to zhysical needs Zeilther science nor aft can girow with-

out the other. The advancemenL of secience 1s by art, and each

achievement of sclence is a work of art, sometimes a ﬁasterﬁieoe,

capable of emotional stimulation and satisfaction inherent in art.
1,

The »roduction of a work of art reguires "know-how", and implements
and materials, all of which are oarts and »nroducts of scilences

10, What are the aspects of Science {a) to lavmen? (b) to scien-
tLSBSO
The layman who lacks maturlty and has had 1little formal contact

with seclence may look upon 1t as a2 kind of maglc which by the ver-
Tormance of some nysterlous ritval can bring iorth new inventions ox
nronouncements, Somewhat greater maturity leads the layman to con-
sider sclence as an gnecyclovedic body of knowledge which serves as
arbiter in widely varied guestions, FHe may also look on sclence as
the =wroducer of new inventlons asnd pronouncements., <5111 other lay-
men look on it as a nrocedure which may be invoked for the solution
of perplexing nroblems, There are also cersons who in fear and dis-
trust consider sclence to be a source of evil and a threat to man-
kind, nartly because of complications which it intorudces to human
living, nartly because of its delving inbto tabood mysteries ol nature,
and nartly wecause of dangerous pobtentialities which it develonse
Proubably more serious to human uociety are those naive and sometimes
mnserupulous persons who present scilence as personified in certain in-
dividuals who are thereby made %o speak as with the full authority of

all sclence,

To the scientist, and often to the informed layman, science is
fund of knowledge laboriously gained and systematized., He 1s ant
to consider sclence to be a continuing searvch for truths.To sone,
sclence may seem bo be a fellowship devoted fto research, and per=-
haps a court which establishes the validity of the results of his re-
search, To the devotee, sclence may become a faith, talking on the

nature and status of religion,

1l. wWhat are the differences between empirical, rigorous, and
descprinptive science?

Empirical sclence ls science only partly understood, based on
observation and experimentation, but without logical derivationi rom
the body of science, It includes hypotheses and even some theories
usvelly of limited application, They are like ocutnosts of gcience
awalting complebte union with the whole of scilence, Rigorous science
is science fully deductible and logicalliy »roven, by the rest of the
body of sclence. It's logic resembles that of geometry. Growing
gcience is avnt to be largely empirical, rigorous sclence 1s mature,
Hmpirical science is concerned with what; rigorous sclence with why;
both may ask how much.
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Descriptive science ls concerned with what and why butbt gives
less abtention to how much. It is »reoccupied with the nature of
phenomena and avolds rigorous treatment,

12, What are the levels of 3cience?

The levels of science are ggpregate and atomistic, Sometimes
these are called macro and micro, in which case the Terms microchem-
istry and miecrcanalysis must be recognized as belonging to the ag-
gregate, or macro level even though the amounts invoived may be mill-
ionths of grams. The atomistbic, or micro, level is concerned with
ultimate particles: of matter, abtoms and subatomic partlcles; of
energy, vhotons and gquanta. Atomistic sclence involves three prin-
ciples not common to aggregate science: (1) discontinuity, (2)
statistical probability, and (3) reletivity. Surprlsingly these
princinles, especially the last two, also find common application
in cosmology, which is large scale study of astronomy. Aggregate,
or macro, science deals with objects of commonplace size, and fami-
liar to all persons. In biological science the micro level is con-
cerned with viruses, and certain studies of individ ual cells,

13, What is the organization of Science?

Science is divided firstly in two divisions: abstract and
concrete, The former is chiefly mathematics, and the latter natur-
al science, Natural scilence is divided inbto the division which per-
bains bto living things, and into that which pertains to inanimate
things. The former is known as the biological sciences, and the lat-
ter as the esrih and »hysical sciences., Blological sclence is divi-
Ged into botany=-- concerned with plant 1ife, and z oology-~concerned
with animal life; human physiology also merits separate mention.
Barth sciences include geology, hydrology, and meteorology; physi-
cal sciences include astronomy, vhysics, and chemistry. Each of these
sciences is further subdivided: thus physics includes mechanics, heat,
electricity, sound, 1ight, radiocactivity, structure of substance, and
structure of atoms. For any division of sclence there are areas of
nutual concern with practically all other divisions of science, IMany
of these are of such importance as to have developed into sclences
themselves. Thus in connection with vhysics there are biophysics,
geovhysics, astrovhysics, and physical chemistry,

Tn addition to the natural sciences, there have been recent ad-
vances in the study of human affairs to such exbent that the term
soclal science is becoming fairly common, [this field with its sev-
eral b ranches, a wpears to lack the exactness common to science, and
generally allows only & rationalizing explanation of phenomena, rather
than concrets internretation and certainty of nrediction

1l What 1s the history of Secience?

At the risk of over-simplification the history of science may
ve divided into seven ages: L) the period of priests and maglc in
which phenomena of science was used for the perpetuation and enrich-
ment of religion and its »riesthood. Our term "magic’ is derived
from the marvels as practiced by the nriest--scientist. Religlon
in ancient Egypt and Babylonia offer typlcal instances ol this era
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of science, (£) Often coezisbent with the vriestly era was that

of the artisan's empiricism, Indeed this whase of sclence has per-
sisted Trom manis beginnings as an intelligent being to the present.
Empiricism of bthe artisan may be considered to have reached its

peak in the countries of Asia Minor several centuries before Christ.
{3) The third era of science was the Greek age of loglec based on
obzervation. No zrevious era had been so productive nor so near

to the »resent nature of science, Notable achisevements included

the neasurements of the circumference of the earth, Uy Zratosthenes,
the measurement of the distances to t he moon and o the sun by Ari-
starchus, and the formulation of the science of bhotany by 4ristotle.
Though first class observers and superb loglecians, the Greeks were
voor exverimentalists, and this lack prevented firm establishment of
their sciencee. (L) Following the decline of Greek intellectualism
came the age of utll_uaflanlsm and dogma which persisted Lbroughout
the dark ages. (5) With the Renaissance ceme renewed interest in
gcience and an independence of thought which resulted in rejection
of old dogmas and conseqvent (o}v)alels ition and persecution by the es-
tavlished church. In this weriod GXuerlqentaulon was Llrmly estabe
lished as the basis for scientific reasoning, The period is there-
fore known for the rebirth of science. 6) Follow*ng the establish—
nent of exverlimentation came the rteriod of o“genwz ation and e xpan

sion which is known as the classical veriod of the 10 and 19 cen-
turies. In that period the various sclences were clearly delineated
and brought to a presentable wholeness, (7) With the approach of
the 20th century science invaded the fislds of the unseen and no-
dern science may be sald to be the sciences of the invisible with
atomistic research leading the way., These sclences give much atten-
tion to electronics, electromagnetic radiation, atomic and nuclear
structure, organic molecules, cellular functionin z, and COSMOLOZY .

It is significant that the mode of human living has undergons
greater chanze since the advent of classical science than in ull
the centuries since the stone age, that the greater vart of that
change has occured since the advent of modern science less than a
century ago, and that the rate of change apnpears to be locked To
the rate of advancement of science.






Does HCIEHCE Conflict with the BIBLE?

ot

1. s the Bible a textbook on Science?

Qv

in college class rooms, end even high schools, instructors
unable to reconcile their teachings in evolutionary "sclence”
with the teachings of the Bible, tell students Tthe #ible 1s not
a textbook on scilence.’ This is true, bubt they give the inference
that the Bible was written by men ignorant of "sclence' or the
laws our modern sclentists have discovered, and were wrlting mere-
1y on "relizion” and not on "sclence,’ and consequently we must
not be surprised if we find statements in the Bible that are not
seientifically t.ue---or that are contrary fto truth a s o ur modern
scientists teach it today.

How we shall see that Lhere ARE contradictlons between the
teachings of the Blble, and what modern instructors are teaching
as "science'. This is imporbant, because thelr teachings are lead-
ing millions of students to believe the Bible is not true. It the
Bible statements on scientific subjects are not true, then all of
the Bible is not true, and all of the Bible is not given "by in-
spiration of God" {II Tim. 3:16), A4nd if SThese parts of it are
not true, how -can we know those parts are true that wromise eternal
1ife thru Christ Jesus? If ALL of the Bible is not true, we can-
not know that ANY of it is true. 4nd if ALL of it is true, and if
PART of it contradicts some of the teachings of modern "sclence",
then that vart of modern "science" is not true, They cannot both
be true. This is important because you cannot bellieve both, and
vou will come in contact with scientific teachings, and with other
voung people who believe these "scientific" fteachings that refute
varts of the Bible, and if you are vo have a sound B4SIS for your
faith, and be able to defend it, yo u must know and understand
what these differences between 'scienceand the Bible arve, and
which 1s true, and WHY.

Here are Lthe true facts. The Bible is ¥0T a sclentiflc text-
book. It does HOT deal wrimerily. but incide ntally, with what we
e all Vscience'!s Why? Iirst, because 'science” deals only with
the MATIRIAL universe, and with organlc and inowrganic BMATYER,
while the Pible is o REVELATION from Almighty God, revealing 1o
man what he does nob know and cannot find out except by revelation
from God--wthe TRUTH orimerily aboub SPIAITUAL matters and ETLANAL
LIME, and only secondarily about the physical and material, The
Bible deals with lost and Tallen man, revealing to him Godig plan
of redemptiun, dJecond, because it is a Rz ELATION from God, and
God does notr eveal that which man can £ind out for himselfl; and
tpue science is merely an inftellectual study of the material things,
most of which & man can ©ind out for himsell,

th the

However, the Bible deals indirectly or secondarily v
n c factse

i
MATERTAL, and contains many statements bearing on scientil
God is the Creator of all matter, force, and energy. He 1
Crestor of all the L.w3 of the vhysical universe., aAnd S0
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inevitaeble t
tain Tacts and truths of a scientific nabure, having to do with
the material universe, 1ts laws and prineiples, and oi life, and

-

and inorsanic matter., How keep in mind, that many of

ve should Find in the Bible & HAVIELATION ol cepw

. P sbatenente in the Bible do disasree with and contraclct
many explanations andlteachings of “modern scilence.” The Bible
itgelf clalms it is the Word ol God, a revelatlon of YHUTHL from

God, and that its words are TAUTH. We shall see whether the
teachings of nodern “sclience' diswnrove any of these 2ible state-

nentg.

&. that ip Science?

“Seience! is a mystic word that frightens many people. OSiu-
dents in school are taght to believe that whatever "sclence’ siys
is true, and must never te questioned, But the Bible tells us o
QUASTION these things---to PROVE ALL THINGS (I Thes, 5:21). The
word "science" means organized knowledge of facts, or laws and
nrineiples. It is a French word derived from the Latin Tscientia,”

knowledge, and from the "scire,” to know. And so wiat we call
science" secks bo KHOW, and to ZAPLATH, and to clessily, know-
ledge of the material universe, The sclence called aAstronomy seecks
to find out, understand, and know, and explain, sand clgssliiy know-
ledge of other planets, and suns, ebe., which we call the stars,

in the sky. The science we call Geology seeks bto classifly know-
ledge of the earth, its crust, strata, lakes, rivers, oceans, noun-
tains, deserts, ete. The scilence we call Blology seeks bo explain
and classify lmuwiedre PP jovomg wnrganisms, botl: in the plant and
animal kingdoms. The tools of modern science are said Lo De ob-
servation and reason. UWhat is therefore classified as deflinite
knowledge or THUTH, and called scientific facts, is merely the con-
clusions man has arrived at by processes of human reasoning, in ex-
Jlaining things actually seen ond messured. How 1t 1s a fact that
men called "scientists” are exceedingly careful and cautlous and
conservative and scevrate in makling observabtions and messurenents,
But it is also true thet these same ~entlemen are extremely ex-
travapant, and prone %o error, in thelr orocesses of reasoning from
what they have observed and measured.

It is freely taught in schools and colleges that everything
our secientists claim heas been FROVED. The student ls lnduced to
accept every theory and claim of "modern science’ as demonstrated
and nroven FACT that you must not question, bub accenl.,

Zut this is nob true. The men called scientists as a class
are very careful and cautlous in observing snd measuring things---
but they ave very careless in thelr reason ing---that is, in trying
Lo EXPLAIN, by their own reason, what they have seen and measured,
So we may learn from this tha t, if the teschings of sclence deal
enly with actual rfacts that have been seen and measured, the teach-
ing will probably be the truth. Hut when the teaching ls an EX-
PTLANATION of the things observed, then it is likely to be an error
or a Talry tale. Fore instance, when they tell us that two plus
two equals four, that is a FACT that can be UEEN and both nlant
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and animal, juslt sorang oub of dead matier meny millions of years
ago, they are tellin ng us something they have never Sl nor HUAS-
UnkDwew=but have only IHMAGINAED in thelr minds, Therefore this is
likely to be a falry tele, It is only a theory, not a »roven fact.
When they tell us, in the science of chemistry, thalt water is com-
noged of two atoms of hydrogen to one of oxygen, they are telling
us a definite fact they have 3BLH, and LHEASURED, and fﬂOVHD. But
when they tell us aboult the 014 Stone Age, and the lece Age, and
other prehistoric ages, they are telling something tihey haVG mace
wo IH Y LGIEAETONS , which no men ever SAW or NIABURRD, and
which can never be PROVED, and is only a theory and a .ung001t10ne
e ghould noL, therefore, accent such o stetement as a proved facty
for it 1ls nobe-~-and il it is, then the Bible is not true. Yet they
teach this in all »nublic schools as il it were an absolutely proven
fact, and most neonle hHlindly accent such stabtements without ever
thinking to guestion them,

'J :-'-u

iow ig it that our scilenbists e nearly always wROHG in
thelr THBORIES and thelr EXPLAN xTiOhS? It is because all scient-
ists of international standing---all the leaders who originate the
cheories that come to be Laugﬂt ag scilentific facts~--are actually
atheists and infidels., They may CLAIM to believe in God. 3ut they
do not, Hone of them bellieves that God is a ZiERSOWAL BEING. Hone
believes God is the God deseribed in the Bible-~-a PEASCHAL BEING
who is a S5PIRIYT, who has a face, eyes, mouth, ears, arms and hands,
Teet, eltc., who actuvally CREATED all things V1sible end invisible,
in the heavens and the emrth, and who CRZATED men in fis own image,
and who sees and hears and tnows ALY, THINGS, who can THINK, and PLAN,
and has LHOVWLEDGE, and JUDGHENT, and WI3DOM, and who brought into
belng every law, every iOTC@, according to a definite plan. They

do not helieve in a God who ever did, or does, or even can, periorm
miracles, dvery sclentist claims miracles CAUNOT HaAPPEN, They do
not helieve man is a fallen, sinful b eing who needs redemption thru
a Saviour. They do not believe God sent His only begotien Son, Je-
sus Christ, into the world to be born in the human flesh of a vir-
gin, and whose blood atones for our sins. They do not believe there
ever was or ever will be a resurrection from the grave, Iin other
words, they do not believe in the God you and I beliceve ln---they

do not bhelleve in Christ as personal Saviour from sin-~--they do not
believe the literal statements of the Bible. Hvery real 'sclentist”
belleves wmiracles cennot and never did hapoen, WYhey believe all
change has come about in a graduval, slow~moving way, according bto
xwxed laws of a material nature, Uluhout any sudden action or change
produced by a personal God. And so you can see that these scien-
tists have done ALL O THEIR WwHINKING AND ﬂﬁAJOIIRm FROM THIS rOINT
OF VIEW, ‘They have itried to O"ﬁl&ln everything from this viewpoint,
Consequently, everything in science based on bthis kind of AuASONING
ig true OWLY IF ‘“Jb VLH’”‘I‘r 1% TRUE,  And i€ it 1s true, Tihen

the Bible 1s false

L._I.
) L’J

]

Now have our sclentists ever mede any mistakes? Yes, they have
! dav a hundred years
fac

had to aclkinowledge many mistakes. In Lanarck Vs
before Darwin, 1t was accenbed as a gclentific fact that man came by

o
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Lamarck's theory of "Use and Disuvse”, or adantation to nature and
enviromment. But in Darwin‘s day Tnﬂs pecame all out of date, and
it vas considered °016Dblflc fact that man cane by Darwints theory
of "Hatural Selection.” But the absence of any "missing link" or
comecting or intermediaebe svecles, elther in fossil form or in life,
has so discredited this theory thet today the latest fad 1s to be-
lieve -that man came by a series of mutations, or sudden jumns, 350
what was considered sclence 25 yoars ago is now all out of date,
Again, 25 years ago you would have been considered as ignorant un-
less you believed that the earth came into being by the "Spiral Ne-
bulae' hypothesis of La Place., But today vou must believe the Crow-
der Chamberlain, if you are to avnrear to be educated. If you be=
lieve God CREATED the earth and set it turning on its axis and trav-
eling in its course Just as it does, because God thought and PLANKI
it all, and had suvernatural POVER to bring 1t aboulb, a sclentist
today will call you ignorant and say that you believe in surersti-
tion,

If the Bible ig the TRUTH, as it claims to be, (Jdohn 17:17),
there 1is no confllict between ube Bible and WAUE sclence---for Dcl iNCE
is TRUTH, 2But a great part of the teachings called sclence are only
theories and sweculations of misguided men vbo are ignorant of TRULH
which is revealed from God, and is only “science Laluely so called”
{II Pim, 5:20)s The scientist assumes that because his theories are
contradicted by the Bible, and he cells his theories sclence, thav
this wroves the Bible is not twrue., The only teachinzs of modern sci-
ence which do HOT agree with the Bible are these theories and specu~-
lations of man's reasoning. The scientiflc viewrpolnt is the opposite
of The truth of the Bible, so all explanations of things observed
through the evolutionary concent must of course disagree with the
Bihle.

30 An ixamnle of Scientific Reasoning

If we reason from PART of the facts, or Irom a falge assumpllon,
we arrive at a conclusion a)ourontly FROVED--~yet uvtteriy falsel
Here is an exarple., There is a well-~known law that neat expands,
and cold contracts, This is a FACT, It has heen sesn, observed,
measured, Now let us reason from this fact, as an example of arriv-
ing at a sclentific conclusion. We will reason, then, that as soon
ag the surface of the water Ireezes, the ice, heing contracted under
the influence of the cold air, would of necessity become heaviers
And so 1t would sink to the bottom a layer at a time. How this is
a perfectly logical conclusion, based on that particular law, A
sclentist, living in the hot torrid zone, who had never seen ice,
but had made bests to wrove that cold contracts and heat expands,
might work out this conclusion, and call it a PACT of sciences. This
is the sort of wrocess by which most scientilfic facts have been worked
out. But we know this conclusion is not true. It is wrong because
it assumes in regard to creation, But we hawvpen to hknow that just
before water rowches the freezing point, a DIFFIRENY LAY 1s sudden-
1y brought into operation; whereby, 1t ceases To contract and com-
mences to B{PAND, Hence lee does not sink, 1t floats, being lighter
than the unirozen wabsr beneath it. This sudden ClANGZ of law »roves
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Our earth is not controlled by BLIMD law---but by a Wise and Intel-
Ligent LAWGIVER

Here are three examples of where sclence contradicted the Bi-
ble. Several years ago Six Charles Lyell, one of the world's grest
scientists, told the world of a great scientific discovery. In the
Nile River in Africa, the flow of the river brings down mud which it
deposits in the delta at its mouth. Scientists had carefully calcu~-
lated the rate at which this mud was devosited. While boring in the
delta, they discovered at a considerable depth what was evidently a
piece of human-made pottery., They measured carefully from the sur-
face to the spot where this was found, From their cereful calcula-
tions, they sald it must have taken 30,000 years for this gquantity
of mud to be denosited above ite So Fhis "PROVED" that the ZEgypb-
iens were making pobtery 30,000 vears ago! How this contradicted
the Bible, for the Bible chronology shows that man was first placed
upon the earth aboubt 6,000 years ago, and the ancient Zgyptian civ-
ilization was not more than li,300 wears apo. At the time this was
hailed as a great triumph for science, and as disvroving the Bible.
This marvelous niece of pottery excited zreat interest and was ex-
hibited all over Europe as the latest scientific discovery., Bub
when it was baken to be exhibited in Home, it was found %o be a some-
what modern piece of Roman pottery, that had in some unusual way gobe
ten buried deepn into the Wile delta! So this bit off science that
vroved the Bible Talse turned out to be another of the BLUKDERS of
modern sclence, DBut it was the sclence of the dayl

Some years ago a great stir was ceaused in the scientific world.
An immense guentity of {lint imnlements was discovered near the Del-
aware Hiver in a bed of gravel sald to belong to the great "Ice Age',
This »roved once more, of course, that man was on bthe earth long be-
fore the Blble says he was, Agaln, this proved the Bible wasz notb
true, DBut 1t was later learned that these implements were not found
in the ancient undisturbed gravel at all, but among & lot of loose
debris in a place where modern Indiansg resorted to find flint matep-
ial for their implements, These "prehistoric discoveries” proved to
be nothing more than the unfinished viecces which these modern Indians
had rejected and left bhehindl

Agalin, for many vears sclentists maintained that writing was notb
known until long after the days of Hoses. This nroved, they argued,
that HMoges could not possibly have written the Pentateuch, JEven Je-
sus Hinmself saild lMoses VROTH these boolrs (Mark 10:5; John 5ilb),.

But they said Jesus shared the ignoerance and wrejudices of IHis dayl
But the spade has since dug up nroof oul of the ground showing it
was these sclentists and not Jdesus, which were going by ilgnorance
and prejudices In the British Fuseum today you can see the Tel-gl-
fmarna tablets covntaining writing in the cuniform sald to be dated
100 years berore loses! In another mart of that musewn, vou will
now see the huge, black stone eight feet high discovered by . de
Horgan at Susa in December, 1901, It containg the wriltten laws of
King Hammurabi, sald to have lived Z00 years before losese.
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e

This gives sn illustration of whet was looked upon, ab various
recent dates, as sclence, e may be thankinl the Bible does not
agree with such sclence.

The Bible is a R&EVELATION ¥FROK GOD, It reveals to man things
he does not know and cannot find out, It REVIALS the truths thru
which he may come to understand, and RIGHEYLY explain what he dis-
covers and sees and measures, the Bible, then, is not a texlbook
on science, but a ILZVILATION of truths upon which to base a TRUEZ
SCIENCE, True scilence and the Bible will always agree. Next week
we will take up the Sci ence of Antprooo105y--~or tuc science ol MaN.
We shall consider: (1) Fow man came, (2) When man cane, ana (3)
What man is, After that we shall consider the Science of Geology
and of Astronomy. Actual observabtion and measurement in these
PROVIES THE TRUTH OF THE BIBLE. Yet modern scientific texthooks do
not contain this truthl




Were the days of creation week “ages™? People insist that
God could not set the world in order and create life forms in

-y Has doubt zbout creation
entered Christian minds to-
day? Why do men in this
“enlightened age” reject the unmistak-
able meaning of the Word of God?

For over 3000 years men of God
have believed the literal meaning of the
account of creation recorded in Genesis
I and 2, To them the Scripture said
that in six 24-hour days God created the
heavens and the earth and rested the
seventh day.

Holy men of old rested on the Sab-
bath day believing that it had its begin-
ning as the final day of that creation
week — that it was 2 memorial of cre-
ation. For 3000 years righteous men
have dared to take God’s inspired
record at face value.

No record is found of “ages™ rather
than days of creation In the ancient his-
tory of the Hebrews or of early
Christians.

Why, then, does an “enlightened
age” reject the truth of literal days of
creation ?

How the Idea of “Ages” Began

Since the days of Darwin a con-
troversy has raged between the Bible
“literalists” and  evolutionists. The
theory of evolution, a theory which re-
mains unproven even today - and
always will — became the entering
wedge to separate the Bible scholars
from their trust in the truth of the

Scriptures.
The evolutionist looked to the evi-
dence on hand — fossils of varying

types in the earth and evidence of vari-
ation among living organisms., With his
mind stubbornly set that he would not
believe what could not be demonstrated
before his eyes, he preached the idea to
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six literal days. Why?
by Kenneth C. Herrmann

the world that man had evolved from
lifeless matter over a period of millions
of years and that the Scriptural account
of creation was gross superstition.

With few exceptions, religious cir-
cles demounced evolution with equal
vigor. Some of these refused even to
look at the facts the evolutionist pre-
sented, much less to question his fauity
reasoning.

Between the two broad extremes a
third group sprang up, accepting the
tacts of the atheist and swallowing his
reasoning  without question. Rever-
encing the Bible and not willing to give
itup, yet thinking that perbaps it didn’t
mean guite what it said, this group con-
cluded that perhaps Moses misunder-
stood, perhaps the record had become
confused or altered, Evolution looked so
plausible, evolutionists’ arguments so
sincere and the Bible so old and uncer-
tain in meaning, so dificult to under-
stand. “Ages” of creation hecame the
cry of this school of thought.

That is the history of the teaching in
regard with creation week, An attempt to
believe contrary to Scripture and yet be-
lieve the “easier” portions of the
Scripture,

What proof is there that God created
the present order of things on this
earth in six literal days? What differ-
ence does it make whether one believes
in “ages” of creation or literal days of
creation? Let’s question the record and
set aside doubts once and for all time.

What the Scriptural Record
Really Says

Distorted interpretations of the cre-
ation record have resulted mainly from
two causes: (1) a desire to read a false
meaning into the Word of God, and
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(2) a pitiful ignorance of ihe acconnt
asely.

A brief review of the account of cre-
ation is certainly in order here. Open
your Bible and study the account thor-
oughly as you read further in this article
and after reading it,

“In the beginning God created the
heaven and the ecarth” — this tells
about the original creation. The secand
verse of Genesis 1 refers to a destruc-
tion which came upon the earth follow-
ing the sin and rebellion of Satan and
the angels who followed him. (Request
our free article, “Did God Create a
Devil?” for details,)

Darkness was upon the face of the
ocean. The renewing of our earth to a
state of crder followed in six days.

At dawn the first day, light pene-
trated the dense clouds. The clouds rose
the second day and an expanse or
heaven was formed, the one in which
the birds fly. Thus the waters on the
carth (“waters under”) were separated
from: the clouds (“waters above”). The
ocean receded, dry land appeared and
grass and herbs were planted the third
day. As the fourth day progressed the
sun became visible through the thinning
clouds. Toward evening the moon and
stars appeared, (For further informa-
tion on Day 1 in relation to Day 4,
write for our free printed letter on the
subject.)

Notice how agreeable with the laws
of science this 1s. Birds and sea life
were created the fifth day, the land ani-
mals with Adam and Eve the sixth, and
a day of rest and worship for the man
the seventh. Thus in one week order
was restored to the earth.

But was it 2 literal week? Carefully
notice that no close is mentioned to the
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seventh day. Check this point in Gen-
esis 2:1-3. All the other days were “an
evening and a morning” but this ex-
pression does not follow the seventh
day. Why?

Now if, as some teach, the seventh
day hasn’t ended yet, it would already
be almost 6000 years long. And if it
~ were that long couldn’t the first six days
" be similar periods?

The Seventh Day Did End!

Here’s proof not from the imagina-
tion of men but from God’s Word fhat
the seventh day did end!

Genesis 2:2. “He [God] rested on
the seventh day from all his work.”
Not “is resting” from all His work!

Exodus 20:11. “The Lord .. . rested
the seventh day.”

Again Genesis 2:3. “In it [the sev-
enth day} he had rested.” He blessed
the sabbath AFTER HE had rested on it.

Hebrews 4:4, “God did rest the sev-
enth day from all his works.” Not “is
resting”!

The seventh day of creation is PAST,
for on it God resred. No Scripture exists
saying He ir resting on 2 continuing
seventh day! The seventh day of cre-
ation week did end,

Double proof of this fact is found in
the scriptures telling of the work God
has done since that day of rest. “My
father WORKETH hitherto {even now],
and I work” (John 5:17).

Teremizh 50:25. “This is the WORK
of the Lord God of hosts in the land of
the Chaldeans.”

Exodus 32:16. “The tables were the
work of God, and the writing was the
writing of God, graven upon the
tables.”

Joshua 24:31. “Joshua, and ... the
elders . .. which had known all the
works of the Lord, that he had done
for Israel.”

God has worked since that seventh
day. Both the Father and the One who
became Jesus Christ by flesh birth have
worked since that first Sabbath day
ended!

Man Still Disagrees!

Yet in the face of God’s Word, men
will believe “days” to be “ages” and
that God is now resting and being
refreshed. Thus one sect teaches, “Mea-

sured by the length of the ‘seventh day,’
on which God desists from work and is
refreshed, each of those days was 7000
years long.”

Reread the preceding scriptures: The
24-hour day upon which God rested
bad passed and has been followed by
nearly 6000 years in which God has
worked. Thea compare the above quote
with Exodus 31:17, “In six days the
Loid made heaven and ecarth, and on
the seventh day he rested and was
refreshed.” Not 75 (being) refreshed!

Here is the truth from which man
seeks to shiefd himsell. It was on a lit-
eral seventh day that God rested. It was
a literal seventh day of the week that
God hallowed for the human race. The
observance of the seventh day and the
origin of the week go back to Adam,
not Moses!

Following that rest, God blessed the
seventh day and set it apart for holy
use. The first week, creation week, bhad

ended.
The $Witness of Nature

In the time of Moses the witness of
two men was accepted as being the
truth, Many “witnesses” have been
given from the Word of God that these
creation days were literal days and there
is yet more proof. God leaves no room
for doubt in the minds of those who
diligently study His Word.

Consider the plants which were cre-
ated on the third day. The sun did not
appear until the next day. If these
“days” were each 7000 years long then
these plants would have had to sutvive
7000 years withowi sunibine. Those
who believe the days to have been ages
which were millions of years long are
faced with an even greater absurdity.

Or consider this, plants were made
the third day, insects on the sixth. How
did certain specialized plants continue
to exist through ages without their in-
sect partners ? The Encyclopaedia Britan-
nica states that two groups of insects
which inclode bees, wasps, bntterflies
and moths coutd not have exisled with-
ont the boney- or nectar-bearing planis,
NOR COULD THESE PLANTS HAVE
EXISTED WITHOUT THE INSECTS, With-
out insects to pollinize them they could
not bear seed.

The types of plants which require in-

sects for pollinization are those with
brightly colored flowers, having an odor
to attract insects and containing nectar
to provide them with food. They in-
clade such common plants as the maple
tree, the strawberry, the blackberry, the
honeysuckie, and the poppy. The Bible
states that these planis iwere made on
the third day and that the insects were
not made wniil 1hree days later. Those
who claim creation days were each 7000
years long are faced with the conclusion
that theie oviginal plamis must bave bad
i live 21,000 years before they conld
produce seed ~-— an wmiter impossibility!

People find it easier to swallow a
camel than to believe the plain simple
statement of scripture: “In six days God
made heaven and earth.” You will ei-
ther have to accept God's account of
creation as being true or lose your faith
and trust that His Word is dependable.
Evolution wiil not mix with the Scrip-
ture any more than iron will mix with
clay. Ages and evolution must go!

What Is the Meaning of “Day”?

The word “day” in the Bible is often
used to represent an indefinite period of
time. In fact the Hebrew word, Yom,
translated day is occasionally transiated
“time.” B/ jn EVERY CASE wheie the
numerals first, second, thivd, ele. occur,
the word day is obviously and clearly
referring to a natural 24-hour day as we
know it.

The Scripture speaks of the day of
vengeance, the day of adversity, the day
of temptation, just as we do today,
meaning a time or season. Yet when it
speaks of the fourteenth day of the
month (Lev. 23}, the seven days of
tJnleavened Bread or the fifty days until
Pentecast, the word “day’ can mean
only a 24-hour period.

Symbolically a day may represent a
“year” (Ezek. 4:6), or a “thousand
years” (II Peter 3:8), but symbolic
interpretations may aot be applied in all
cases, The three days Christ was in the
grave were not 3 years or 3000 years.
Neither would any symbolic inter-
pretation fit in the first chapters of Gen-
esis where we have proven from nature
that they must have been natural days
of twenty-four hours,

Another Bible meaning of the word
“day” as a 12-hour pericd is also in



common usage today. When it speaks of
the three days and three nights Jonah
was in the great fish’s belly or the three
days and three nights Christ was in His
grave, the word “day” refers to the day-
light part of the 24-hour period. This
“day” is by Christ's own definition 12
hours. “Are there not 12 hours in the
day?” (John 11:9.)

The sceipture used by many as an
excuse to believe the days of creation
were ages really suggests no such mean-
ing. It is Gen. 2:4 which refers to the
time of creation, “In the day that the
Lord God made the eazth and the heav-
ens, and every plaat.. . and every
herb.” Lacking a numeral before it, it
can refer to a longer period of time
than 24 hours and it does! This “day”
refers to the first six days of creation
week.

It takes a great deal of imagination to
use this as a proof that a day means an
age or even 7000 years.

The Obvious Meaning

Can the word day mean 24 hours in
one part of a sentence and an age in
another part? It would have to if one
were to believe in “ages” of creation!
Exodus 20:9-11: “Six daps shalt thou
labour and do all thy work: but the sev-
enth day 15 the sabbath of the Lord thy
God . .. for in six days the Lord made
heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in
them is, and rested the seventh day
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wherefore the Lord blessed the sabbath
day, and hallowed it.”

The word day occcurs five times in
this one sentence. Can you believe that
in the third and fourth occurrences it
means an age while in the other three it
means a day? Had God meant an age,
wouldn't He have used the Hebrew
word dor to mean age as in Job 8:8,
“Enquire, I pray of thee, of the former
age”?

In each of these five occurrences in
Exoduns 20, God is obviously speaking
of the same unit of time, 2 24-hour day.
And as the word “day” means a twenty-
four hour period here # har to mean the
same i Genesis!

If God had created light, day and
night, and then waited 1000 years (or
7000 years) to form the heavens, He
would have been resting before the sev-
enth day arrived!

If He formed the heavens on a sec-
ond day and then waited 100G years to
form the seas and the land, He would
have been resting again before the sev-
enth day arrived. Note the Scripture
again: “For /n six days the Lord made
heaven and earth, and on the seventh
day he rested, and was refreshed.” After
six days of continual labor — six days
spent in bringing our earth to a state of
order — God rested. He was refreshed
on the seventh day. If that seventh day
were still  continuing, the Scripture
would read that He is wow “being
refreibed.”
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As a final proof that the days of cre-
ation were literal days, reread Genesis
1:3-5, 14-19 with special attention on
the words evening and morning, night
and day, darkness and light, All have
continued since creation. We are not
confused as to what they are.

Note that the sun was appointed “to
divide the light from the darkness”
to divide day from night. Does sun-
down divide anything but /iteral dayr?

No place in the Scripture does God
imply that He took arything but a natu-
ral weck of ordinary days to bring fife
and order to the earth.

Evenings and mornjngs have contin-
ued, the week has continued, the Sab-
bath set apart for rest at creation has
continued, all pointing back to that first
creation week. The truth is plain and
without Scriptural contradiction, There
is no room to believe in the ages which
evelutionists require, when you accept
the Scriptures as they are, explained not
in the fog of human imagination but in
the light of the Word of God and in
accordance with nature, the handrwork

of God. 0

i you are not yet a subscriber
1o Tomorrow’s World, a magazine
of Biblical understanding published
by our School of Theology, be sure
o request a free subscription,

And don’t forget o write for cur
free reprint article “Did God Create
a Devil?”
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Determining the Genesis Kind by Reproduction and Fertility
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Urystals which grow on the outside, may twin or stimulate the
growth of additional crystals

Virus multinlication
Amoeba renroduction

Parthenogenesis with ovum activated by chemicals, =alt water,
pilnprick or centrifuzing

Farthenogenesis with ovuw activated by a forelign sperm even from
a different phylum

Hybridization with offspring born dead or wiscarried earlier in
Dregnancy

A, Offsvringe sterile
B, 0Offspring sterile except toward a parent stock
1. Reversion talking place in one generation
2, Reversion taking place in several generations

Hybridization which creates a 'new kind" with a differing number

ith 3
of chromosomnes, The kind is fertile with like individuals but
sberile with both narent stocks

“Hybridization' between isolated varieties nroducing Fertile offw
spring which are alsofertile with both vparent stocks
Reproductively isolated "species' becaunse of different habitats,
breeding seasons, scenb, courtship patterns, etc.; yvet normally
cross fertile

Artificlally isolated varieties such as breeds of dogs or variew
tieg of wheat

Nations of mankind soearated by ¢t radition and obedlence to law

Wild plants, animels and nations that cross without tradition or
iaw
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HISTORICAL GECLOGY = The Determination of The Geneslis Kind or

What

What

"atural Species”

units of 1life &id God create? Separate Hinds, the male and his
Temale, with a command to be fruitful and to multiply after
that kind, 4 single oalr of lhumans was created; perhaps Two
pair of unclean enimals; verheps seven nalr of clean animals,
many individuals of each I'ish Kind and others such as insects
and microsconic Torms, Numerous individueals of the plant Kinds
must have been created to provide food for the anlmals. The
“natural species”, a “breeding unit", is thus the proper Len-
egls Kinde

Fow was variatlon to be achieved? ‘Peas-in-a-pod" renroduction was

not intended Ffor it would have made the identification of in-
dividuals impossible, Rather the potential for variatlon was
puilt into the first vair, Some characteristics are sex linked,
some arve dominant, other recessive, some show incomplebe dom-
inence over bthe recessive characteristic. Hajor variations
showed un in the first generations, while many ninor variations
are still showing wp today, Hany variations are, however, not
those "built into" the orizinal wairis) bub degeneration due

to disease, chemicals, injury or radioactiviiy.

vrevents one Xind from crogsing wi 0
is no tendency to mate but with man's intervention some Hybrids
nave hsen vroduced, <Lhe usual rule ls a complebe wall of sterw
i1ity between Kinds: in some cases this wall is only marbiale.

ith enother? Normally there
n

descendants of & sinple Genesis Kind elways mate and be fertile?
Wo, varieties are produced which because of various physiolog-
ical factors either do not normally mate or in cases 1If mated

do not wroduce offsvring. Or offsvring mizht be weak and at
times infertile., Yel where fertile, characteristics are traded
and passed on in accord with Hendel's Lau,

might cauvse sterility among members of a single Genesis Kingd
and the development of Variebies from an original ind%? Var-
ious Physiological isolating mechanisms: a) Bcological isola=-
tion -- different habitats, b) Breeding seasons coming at aiff-
erent times of the year, c¢) Physchological factors -- scent,
behavior, etc. -~ (Dogs, wolves, jackals, coyotes might occupy
the same territory, vet rarely hybridize in nature, bul when
they do characteristics are passed on in accord with lendel's
Law, Leversion does not take place. where a Eybrid would be
formed between one of these dog-type animals and a fox (which
ie another Kind rather than a variety), reversion and sberili-~
ty are encountered,

Can animals and nlants be classilied intc larger grouns than the Gen-
Yes

i
esis Kind? will they cross? e Por example The horse-type
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would include the horse, ass and zebra, BHecause the three are
distinet Genesis Zinds, offspring nroduced are normally sterile,
Where the Hynrid is ferblle with one warent stock or the other,
the vhenomena of "reversion' talkes nlace and in a single gen-
eretion the characteristics of the "forelzn" Xind are forced
ovt and Cfertility returns, or in some cases a second or third
generation, Traits are not inherited in line with the numeri
cal pattern of HMendel'is Law, In some few cases chromosomes

are doubled (or added) to form a Jybrid that is fertile with
itsel? but sterile with its two vnarents, Thus a true "Hybrid
Rind" has been formed,

st1i1) larger grouping is described in designating clean and
unclean naimals, in noting which are Ungulates, which are even-
tocd and odd-toed, which are ruminants. Thus while it is the
Genesis Kind that is the “created unit”, there are uroper larger
groupings; l.c. fish, brids, irult trees, mammals, etce Vel
these larger groups have their excevtions such as the camel, the
platypus, the marsupial frog, etc.

Can fertility itself be used to determine the Genesis Kind? How?
There are four different kinds of fertility and they can be dis-
tinguished by the rule of "being Ifrultful and mulblpl ring after
the Kind". They are 1) normal Tertility within the King, d)
ster ile offspring (if any) between Kinds, 3) "Hybrid hlnds
formed by doubling (or adding) of the chromosomes, and l) I
thenogenesis,

Bxplein iendel's lew and "belng fruitful, multiplying and reproduc-
ing after its Eind? The genetic oontent of the Kind was built
into the first palr and given dominant and recessive nature, or
in cases only nartlal dominence. Crossing dominant brown eyes
uith recessive blue zives all brown the first gensration, then
a ratlo of 3 brown and 1 hlue in the second generation., Lwhen
twe cheracteri SthS are considered as dOMLnﬂnt round=yellow Deas
with recessive wrinkled~green neas, the [irst generation pro-
duces round yellow peas, the second generation splits up the
characteristics on a 9,3,32,1 retio for: 1) round and wc] low, &)
round and sreen, 3) wrinkled and yellow, and i) wrinikled and
areens wWith thousands of auch tralts considered, the mumber of
differing offspring possible becomes astronomicale.

Can Iigbrid offswring between similar Genesis Kinds be =roduced? Hor-
mally no conception talkes nlace; where it does the foetus \among
animals} seldom gdevelops Ho a live birth; those born are ¢o-
wletely sterile with each other (except as described in the next
varagraph), sometimes fertile with one narent stock or the other,
and where fertile the factor of reversion talkes place, the char-
acteristics of the obther wvarent stocek beling forced out almost
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we ‘e uObOPW?FaLlOﬂ of the Jenesgls nind or
"Hatural Snecieg”

mpletely in a single generatlion and to the exter
are the individual 18 once more fe: secli
nroner Harent stocls,

Py osimiler Genesis Kinds will very rarely
roalding of chrowmoscmes, forming & Hybrid
itseld but sterile with both warents.

i are very ionlreguent cnd Ifrom an extreme

excertion to Lno normal rule of renrocuction,

cenesis (renroduction by the develotment of an un-
fewtlllzmd egz) oceur? This occurs chiefly among insecte,

crustaceans and worms, butb is *nowr everl in turkeys. dabbit
ovums have been stimulabted to begin division by contact with
salt waver, resulting in the doveIOﬂmen and Dirth of a normal
female yvoung, CeQuP;iUWl“O, chemicals, even a oin prick may
initiate this action. Or the qotivating influence of a foreign
sperm (even from an individual of a different »hylum) but the
entire sverm nucleus is thrown oult of the epg abt the first Seg-
mentation division.

Are there factors other than normal "built-in" variation that might
make individuals different? Yes, age, nubtrition, disease, in-
jury, genetic damage br radistion or chem1cals, mental and phys-
ical r alning, ,Aoeflenoe, sxposure Lo sunshine, attitude, and
the Tew cases ol hybridization described above .
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HISTORTCGAL GVOLOGY -« Why some Genesis Kinds split into Specles
/ others wemain as a single unibs, fully fertile throughout the

“hat does the taxonomist call a sne
individuals renroductively i

Common ancestry of all life

g7 It is the noopuletion of
=d from obher nopulations,

s the human race formed no svecies? Why only nations? What
en we learn sboubt racisl relations and prover marital tiles
from the wmatterns set by the animal world?

Hhy ha

There are five Gifferent smecies of thrushes in Worth America,
They resemble one another closely; yet they do nob mate, wWhy¥
"They are kepbd from mating with each other DY their distinctilve
covrtshin sonss, which are so effective as lsolabing mechanisms
that not o sinsle hybrid has ever been found.” Fage 1z ol 4
Guide to the Hatural world, LIFEI Nature ibrary. In a sense
we have Tive different 'mations" of thrushes separated Irom one
, It

tiould the humen rece have sevarabed into nations without God's in-
tervention at the Tower of Rabel? Hations were to be rormed
and rressrved. LInbermarriage would have destroyed these na-
tions. de rind that nations were first isolated by a language
barrier, then seopravhically separated on earth. Hach segment
of the human vowulabtlon is imnortant.

Why conld Isaac introduce Hebecca as hig sister? And why could Ab-
raham introduce Sarah as his sisber? Xach had married very
closely in order To Tetain certaln characteristics for the fan-
ily line of Israel, Sarah did not want Isaac marrying one of
the daughters of the land., Ishmael had chosen gauchters of
the children of Heth (meaning terrible) bo be nis wives., C(en-
turies earlier Hoah had chosen & wife who was very simiier to
himselfs So did hisg son Shems,

tere men intended to form "svecies” that would be 'reproductively
isolabed and geogrephically isolated™? It would appear 50.
The Jewish people today might be considered such a "specles,
The Mennonibtes, the Mormons, many groups ave btending to 1so-
late themselves., we are using the term specles hele as a nere
bpanch of the Genesis Xind or "Hatursl Specles,” which Linnaeus
sought to discover, The Jewlsh people narry among themselves
to preserve their customs and language. Had all men done this,
the earth would now be vponulated with perhaps 30 or LO distinet
Tspecies” of mane

e

Did Gentiles by nature follow the ways of Abraham? Some families
aid, most did not. Thus Gentile natlons Torm &8 blend, and even



sradation frowm dark to light, from tall to short, & mizbture of
talents and features, Some (Fentile nations 6id separete them=
selves from others. The Indians and Sskimos, for sxamtle,

have remained sevarate though living in the same general arcé.
Gonsider the Sentre Promise to Judah, wWithout Jacobis marriage
4o Leah, Judah (alzo Simeon and Tevi) would never nave bDeen DOIrN.
Leah was able to pass on hereditary Ch&““@ﬁOT:”tiCS that her
wealrer sigter Hachel could not., Jacob by nature would have ¢ho=-
sen the wrong vwife, dOtr*VAnt himself of becoming the father of
teachers, »riests, and kings, OConsider the mistalkke Judah made
in SOl@Cblnb a Ganeanite wife for himself, The Scentre Promise
was his and to be passed on bto his firstborn son., Yet he too

by nature chose the wrong type of wife. Not one of his three
sons gualified for Plnqsnln, Put for his firstborn son, Judah
chose Tamar, & wife of queenly gualities. The hirth of rharerg
and Zaﬁa n ov1ded the solution. By denying thatb third sgon ©o
Tamar, Judah had placed himself in the position of ‘mext of kin."

Yow are birds, dogs, and men different in their obedlence to lawu?

Only man has [ree moral agency. e is normally obedient to the
nstural law that is within him, a law of "sin and death”. Ab-
raham struggled against that natural law. He was instructed in
s better way and might also have observed the example of the
birds, Noah and his son Shem had followed in that wWay 2ls80.
Put all other prewFlood Pemilies had followed the way ol human
neture, the way of the Gentiles,.

2

Why have not dogs senarated oub into species? In a sense they have

Couldnit the breeds of dogs aslso he consilder

become two svecies, The dog is tame, the wol® is wild. They
tend to remain reovroductively isolated, wsau and Jacoh senar-
ated for the same I'eason,.

ol
@
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A
o
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es¥ Dozs seen
to show 1little mreference in mating. LT lelt to themselves
they would soon blend baclk together into a single zeneral tyoe
of dos., FMan has carefully selected aut tThe LP“iG he Wantedae
e has been able to subdivide this Genesis Kind into many Gl
ferent rreeds. Bub dogs are dogs. They do not follow the
careful rwattern of division by ”1a.koaJe that we saw so eiflec~
tive an isolabing mechanism in the case of the birds,

a study of dogs and birds can Leach ug now the nabtlons of man
ouzht to conduct their marital affairs? Yes, birds do not sing
neither do Gogse. Yebt birds by nature follow & watbern God ine
tended man to follow by obedisnce. Abrahdm Was obedient to
this pattern in SGTGCblng his own wife and in goleobﬂnb a wife
for his son Isaa By contrast dogs (a tyve of the Gentile
world) Show us what would hanpen 1f +his sevaratlion were not
practiced, All would soon blend inte ons gcneral type of doge
The notential Tor service by the dog world is so much greater
when separated oub into distinet breedss



How

Thus

Thus

1t is not merely a mebter of seperation of races because

racial inter-merriage is wrong, but rather a matter of nations

and

thelr ;“eservatlon. The Lrlbe of Benjamin was to be pre-

-

served, Inter-tribal marriage allowed the Benjaminites to bew-
come a nation. The wives of Ham and Japhetli were used to bring

L .
Cne

genetic traits of the Wegro and Oriental races through the

Flood, (It could have been done in a diflerent way.) it was
intended that the nre~flood nations be wmreserved. Intermarriage
in both cases wrevented the loss of a portion of the human fame-

1lye

God's elect today is interracial,

Abraham's decision to ftake Hager as a wife was a human decision
with the same goal ol “sell w%csewvation“ in mind. The daughe

S
cels

of Lot were motivated br that sames deslire Lo preserve mali-

kind, Tor they thousht their father the only 1iving man on earth,

were
sidered their
give thelr dsughters in wmarrisce and accepnt the daug

it
..F

early nations formed?
N

anilies considered sach o
similar traits, and decided whether they

ters of the

other family for their own sons., Two sinilar nations were thus
Peing built. A dissizil ar individual such as Hsau (Vh 0 was sven

a twin) found a wif
mariedly different

*

uited to him. He Tormed a separate nation,
103 Israel,

e have five disgstinet situations:

1.

2e

dnatomically different Genesis XKinds such as the horse, cow,
bear and dog which are separated by a complete wall of sters
ilitye. '"The commonest barrier Lo interbreeding is anabome
ical, for most organisms are structurally too different to
mate, Paze 13, é Gulde to the Natural #orld, LIsSa Hature
Livrary.

Anatomically similar Genesis Kinds such as the horse, zehbra,
ass and onager where hybrids are sterile or show the charac-
teristics of "reversion” to one marent stock or the obther,
The taxonomist wrongly assumes that the horse and ass are
blood relatives; and have become separated in the same way
that these five different thrushes bhecome five dilffersnt
species. He does not consider that God could have created
four d¢ifferent animals after the "howrse pattern™. A1l four
Genesls Rinds are similar in anpearance and almost identi-
cal in skeletal structure, The wall o sterility between
them I8 nolt complete. When crogssed the offspring is nor-
mally sterile. If it should hapnen to be fertile, it is
fertlle with one parent stock or the other, not with a hyw
brid like itself., uifspring oroduced by these hybrids would
then show the characteristic of "revwrsion', reverting to
the vparent stock usually in & single generatlon.




3o Reproductively isolated sneeiles within the Genesis wind

tlrushes in Horth Americas

ne
Such &s the five Specieo O[
These snecles are continuing to be developed by the nat-
ural bullt-in tendency bto vary and by various 1solating
mechanisms, The woll and dog would represent & wild and
tame species, lsolated by Lﬂelf dilfierent ways oi life,
the wolf being in a sense a "demented" svecics of doge

=]

5 (

I ArtlfﬁCLallv igolated breeds ol qo 1. whese breeds or

[ )
"specie have been wroduced by n an's selection and iso=-
lation, Dogs by nature would not form senarate snecles,
Hor would any of the domesticated animalse
5. HNations of men isolated geohraﬁhmcal*y end by languaze

taught by Godls Law to be servarate, vet by a law Uluhlu
themselves fa 11ling to achieve that full separation.
Then wmay ve consider Lho nations of men to represent

Hgnecies” just es much as these five different specles of
thrushes do? Yes, thoush the means of achieving that re-
nroductive lsoletion is different. The nations bhsjan teo

-+ 3

latio

develon nronerly only afler God had separated them both
in language and In geographic location. By God's Law
they should remain 28 sevarabed as those Live specles of

thrushes.

ozt '7:)

gz Kind to the order, family and genus of

Can we relate the Genesli
1odofn bilology? Linmacus began with Lhe concopt that
here are as many sreclies as were creabted in the beginne
inz"e Fvolutionists have d rastically changed that con-
cent till today a snecies refers to any branch of the Kind,
vhether isolated renroductively, geogranhically, or by geo-
lopic period. assumed common ancestry of all Kinds has
led to chaos in defining large groups, At bimes the genus
(or even Tamily) classificationa re but a single Kind s
at other times two or three kinds. Linnaeus! criterion
for the "Nabural Svecies® was identical with loses' Gene-
gis Kind :



The cueshion of Mutations, Hybrids and 3Specles

by Kenneth €. Herimann

Any hrief staterment is obviously going to fﬂﬁl to cover all condle-

tiong, vebt certalin princinles are obviously true. Whet Linnaeus
had in nind in attemnting to classliiy the wlant and animal kingdom

was the Natural Preeding Unit or (Genesis [ind. bﬂOuuLbLbLlibV was

to be the criterion, sterility wvould show that no Pel&ti@ﬂ“llo ey
histed., Horwhologicael characteristics would generally aelb, thouzh
o*ton ruo distinet Genesis Kinds might have quite similar appearance.

Confusion resul O because the bilologist attaches the Tern
3mecies to nere val es' that umev‘ewavﬂued goosraphically or
senarated by behaviour so no longer intervreed Lreely ag &

sten further and classilies identl-
i fierent snecles nmerely because they sare

Then zoing another step into confusion,
| relationshin by similerity of bones,
wnee Tfor any crossfertility checl on hig
eisd and feoTﬁﬂ st then assume ev olutlon in

<

Snecies and beliefl concerning the originel

unit. The
cel ap:
found in 41
ne "oroves’
Chw '%01a°1"'
conclusion, bBoth
their definitloﬂs
new Hmeclese.

ceologis

n From Sc g Kinds were

e basic inYormatlo rinture shows -Lenes 5
to reproduce 'efter thelr kind", rather than be lost in any raulti-
ple hybridization. 4 study of nature bears out the truth of this
recorde The flrst rule is that of SCOﬂlll{W between the different
Gene%'s Kinds (yet this rule ls not sithout exceptions). A second

putle is that within the wind veriation Tollows endel's Lawe Dom-
inent and recessive charachbaristics were designed into the origineal
nair (or wairs in the case ol clean animals und riuch plant TLfe.)
Complete fertility and free trading back and forth of these charac-
teristics in crocamrhed¢n shows that they are a single Zind and
should be called a single S“ecweso Tvhrid corn is an ezampnle of

the crossing of two vqwieoles within the Genesis Kind. The poten-
tial for the mulbinle verietics of corn was inten rded in the original
created varvent stock.

futations are of two general tynes, the sually merely
the avrearance ol recessive characteriatbi ominant one
is abSGPUo el cituations such as cory Pactors, in-
hibiting facbors, duplicate factors, 1Hn”%~o, tions in gene
appangenent by “hJSLCS] hemical V&fLﬁLlOﬂ“ &t the complef-
ity of the iuioﬁqoﬁ va ﬂluhft the G@HGS¢S Kind. fengeinea-

ich an asowmntion by evolutlone
create a man and womon whose
hem, immossible to dis stingulsh

h netlic 4amigea

Ith ce on

wod renroductlon wWos
isbe would have i
children would b 2 _ sek
excent Tor age, soX lenrec nourishment, iﬂJurg 01
Sl1ch A orEs s ;

the part of
ists who —row




”ho second *vpe of Futation is one of degeneration, the loss
: , or the loss ol contwrol in the uovelogment of
Tairless animals, slbinos, hornless cattle, short-
itional algits and other similer utations demon-
we of the genetic code to function propsrlly. Dam-
ation, from dlgeas Laproner nourisihment, Ifrom
alay a mart in € to the originally dew

a Tor renroduc
Trae, nnvwro* nt snd gelectl
of the Oduluy Dut these are ha
Vance.,

ion ] mwia,“oa within the Kinde
z the continuation
g of any cvolutlionary ad-

that hap—ens when Genesls linds are not separated DY & coui-
nlete wall ol “te“i]ity? Hormally there is no inclinatlon to mabe,
el (mqiny th the interventlon of man) & number Aybrids be-

Gonsider how different thess results ore from uya id corn or
from Iybrids betueen beelf and dalry cattle, nere the offsnring are
comﬁlebelf fertile snd characteristics traded bucl and rorth with-

out any barrier. The sheep-goat Eybrid dies ?U°t before wirth, the

cb;c1 n—wvlnoa Fyphrid is sterile, The horse-~as brid  (the mule)
18 almost always sterile, the couw-lilson cross ﬂbnuw“; in sterile
)

males bubt itk bhe female fertils, Doesn't this desiroy the con-
ce=t of the Matural 3necies that Linncous intended? Lol at alle.
h cxmeantions wrove the rule., The few fertiloe miles ore nob Ler-
tile uith each other but can onlv be crossed vith thie horse O asSe
here such mating is successful the offanring “reverts’ once more

Lo the non=!

Jvfld sarent almost completely in a sinzle “eno“qulon

and once more becomes a fertile animel. The return of Tertili TT
varies with the degree of reversion®, ”bv the CGenesis WLHQ ig
rreserved even where the ususl wall of terility is incomplete.
Crossing of vheat ond rye shows this proceus of revsrsion in & very

strilting and nositive mammer. Sterlle or nearly sterile Hj
betueen the denesi% ¥inds sve nossible dubt they do not reproduce
"after their kind',

The confusion in terms can be cleared un by using the Seript-

ural Genesis ind as a Specles, rec ilzing howevef that the DloWOw
zist and zeclosist have split these Kinds into wﬂnj multinie Yspecles”
o svit their owm fancy., The term fybeid also must be viewed in two
ay¥s, & cross bebtween varieties vithin the Kind or a8 between
el comnletely different results being obtal: reae two difl-
- ‘ in that

crosses, The berm Mutetlon hag s
to vevrssent degenerative cond

ance of recessive Pﬂ“““Cu riat

Sapther detballed inforu v i S1@ u“e
b Byron G, Melson i "eg‘vom and

] f:!']'? <l 1'1

Lo C"" l’J’l te
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LaWOillCal, Guulusl - « - The Problem of Thrust Faults

.t is accented by about 50% of

The theory of cont
e in 1933 46 is estimeted that

the w P1€V}’OOWO‘ STr i

no more than 2o be lieved this bﬂeor; true. fhe current view
ig that the continents, the ocean floor, and the unner nart

of the mantle are moving as & unit ratnor then the older idea
That the continants were moving across the ocean floor. IThou~

[
sands ol miles of digmlacement are involved,

Glaclers have moved many hundreds of miles uwith embedded rocks
in their undersides qrindinﬁ slowly across Ledrock. At times
this overides a considerable thickness of ground moraine rather
than movins it ;OPU“WOo The ﬁ nL in both cases 1 and 2 is
that we have actual “thrust '

on & very lairge sceles

,-_l
o
(..l.

PR

If the oubter crust of the earth were to shift, new wortions
would be moved over the eguaborial resions and these new nor-
tlons would have to sitretch to £it the equatorial buldge, #Rift
vallieys would result fr om this stretehing of the crust,.

L
-
J
D
f

the earth's crust moving from the eguatorial reg-

cerate zones would find themselves too large to Tit
o clircumference, Thrust Tavltians on a scale of

wmiles could resultb.

Disvlacerient of un to 600 miles has Teen mea

indreas Foult, 1T 1z conceivable that wedge:s

be crowded For poom and cause locael thrustia
e g P

e transferred to an &;OQ mils

forced un along the trace of

A TE e
-‘;’ﬂ.}.”f‘t‘ il g

Aol =
(VRSN P

are el

\
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[ TR R -
o auilt guch

Deen focus earthqua:es alonz the
lationshin between volcanoes,
a ]

notivateq DY CUTLOg-
T any
'tlﬁf evolution nor

The men who discovered thrust faults
ity and 4diswuted the vhenomenon among
religious doctrine involved in any way.

atheisgm vas involved,

Lately ovvosed tihwust faults honed
and *00“11u to disnrove the Eon(,ral
nd thereby discredlt the concept of
Faunal Succession whi ed evolution. Ywo Creations are
buried in scequence, and in aCh “Hlood" the sloy o ov~nu, wealier
and bottom dwelling forms are buried Tirst. Faunal uecegsion
is merely burial order,

The religlcous men vho lmmedd
to use "wrong order” sitrata
< ot

[l ®)

30 m
Tou
BTN
s =_l [y
or
Hou
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WﬁiWU“e of these religious wribers to recognize The pre-ddanmilc
creation as sewarate {rom the creatures made to be with Adem
led bhem bo insiet on one Flood to account for 21l Tossils,
They could not idstinguish 3atan's world from man'g. Hor do
Enoy see Ssban as uler of today's world.

Whet avwoears to be very wmoor qualilty rescarch, 1T not delilb-

1

erate falsification of evidence ond guotation out of oontext,
ig evident in the writings of mmiber of prom inent cabase
trochists,. 4in thelr geal to diswrove the one wwrong ldea of
ovoilu¢0ﬂ, they have added a leglon of errors and untold conw-
fuglon to the j‘OﬂT“ﬂ that faced the Bible-believing G istlane
o
&

~e 1)

The notivation of many a cabastrovhict is that of urholding
the church doctrine ﬂﬂo%or than to search oubt the trubth of the
matbter, Hach has added his o1 t

i errors to the confusion ol the
ne before him., The guality of thelr reszcarch 1=z only surpassed
by the decenblon thelr leaders ~ractice in malntaining the docw

trinal errors of the particular & i}

o

I

fenomination.

P

SCLUBTON =-=Thrust Paults do indeed exist on both small and
worldwide scales., They in no way support ev olublonary theory,
though they do sunport the idea of two creations and tuwo de-
structions by water which buried 1ife forms in a general se-
quence ags the violence of the desbruction increased,
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e U™ pirn 13 inbermediate transition elements
( ik Aadivm, Jadon and OolopleJ to I orm non-

inecluding [0\11 nq,
radioactive et

2l

S The rate of is constant, unaliected by heatb,

nresstre oY

2, ‘This rate is exoressed as the half-life, l.e., the ?eriod in
' zimabtely half (of any riven large number; of aboms
“:sintﬂﬁﬂ”cco to forml the next element 1n the serles,

li. fhe 1ife of an individual atom of radioactive substance ig un-
3

5, Hor can we wredlct . atorng would 1laste. t
only wogsseible To atateg, that in 1f TG AL half of a _glven large

number of atoms of ; ‘ n22e .

other 1590 rears another

5o s is buu Ul I tical ana lysigs of the
» or a large muiber of atoms.
- . JEENTA M o PR + oty n .'r' O :
Te Fowr He U“”“D trhis half-1ife is 1590 T7ecrs: ior Uranium~-Y it
Oe ﬂiatiOL, o“ orisinal amount of the mab-

=

al

nlus all its DJD?oducts),
s 1t hecomes wossible bo determine the
gration has been continuing.

-.
o

»1d to the sum of U =30 ﬁng a1l its

broroduc which inecludes transition Glemonuo, Phe aloha

narticTCu, heto varticles and gamma rediation) is ron“ﬂlJ 650%
an age of avnrozximately 3 billion jearss

9, The rmatio of U‘3d in the =o
{7

PHAT TERER BITLLIOH YEARSY

cn
. . . s 1 R P
ty were a —roperty ziven to U Y three bile

-
- ls cord chat ., fin

Pe Yes, if U7 were formed Twom o warent matsrial at cﬁagqglne,
5 ol hd s N - - ) = A
Vot none of this suvvosed maberial remeins boday and U Y is not
heine formed ab this tine.



3. Any warent element or mechanlcal k
the orlglnal creation of matter 21N
not evadce tihe force oi the ; I 3 = bdw i
 roars ago {this may be atched 100 hilldion by some
ies) o real creation of the haslc narticles of natter did
place and scanaeble concluslon that follows dg thatb
& creatlion nec a Creator,
CoOUTD ! DU Und BLLILICH Faiatld
o Tes, 1T the 1hL transiticn,and Tinal oroducts ol the series were
* o L ’
created along with the U777,
2o HTes, il the earith re made ot a later date fwonl nather created
3 Lillion wears ago.

the creatlon of matlter took placo annromle

ek ﬁo due to ube correlation of that date

treat and with the age of the stars them-
haged on the I to He ratio, Other metiiods

‘ormatlion of the solid ecarith may have ta-
from this orizinal material.

gneed of ste
selves from a calculat
cive slmilar results. 1
en nlace considerable la

J 0 " B: lore vrecent calculations are nutting the age of our earth
and the material universe aswell at 5 to § billion years.

PHE RADIDACRIVE CLOCK

iTn the cooling of a masgma, the ursnium (or thoriwm) unites with cer-
tain obther slements to form one of several compounds (for example,
araninite, o complex uvraniwm oxide, or ellsworthite) which erystall-
i-e out lilke other minerals. After the crystal has loried, Lne v an-
ivm slowly wastes away, and helium and lead aceunulatc. in so far

as these two elements do not escane from the crystal, they Towm a
Pecord of thne arount or uranium (or thowium) bhat has been transforied.

"Portunatbely the rate of ﬁ*ﬂﬁ:““* sbion is very slow and is absolutely
under 21l Imovm conditions of temperature, nressure, or chen-

rate can be determined
with verwv oreat wrecision by countine the i atoms emdtied withlin
& piven time br e measured cuentity of uranium (or Thor LU ) e LNEYT
Ay be recorded avcon:tically by a sensivive electrical deviece on
nay be counted (1?@Culy L observablon. for o:aMW1es il a small guan-
v‘*y of urenium iz nlaced on a serecen of zince sulnh ide, cach escap-
ing atom of helium melres a flash as it strikes the sulvhide, and un-
der a Mtc“ouco“e these can be seen like fireflies on a dark nighta nd
cen be counted., Sueh counts indicabe that 1 gream of uranium yields

wniform
ical snvireommant; and, also I
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annually 1/7,600,000,000 of a sram of lead. 4t this rate U YIS
will produce 1 x U = 7T,600,000,000,"  (Historical Geology DJ Cﬁrl

0. Dunbar, ng. “ﬁ w26}
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‘Only one means is available for sstimabi & peologic time in years,
and this method can be apnlied to only a wvery Tew rociks. The me-
thod is borroired from the ~hysicist's work on radioasctive substances,

ith the 'redioactive clock' tell
n the eartl: ahout 2 willion TEars s
1 remains of meamaels awre aboub 200 million yoara
tl'da?d shells first became abundent about 500

old, g
million Tesrs q"o0 1@ oldest rocks Wl 3 u;w; 39vo been determined
? shly 1,000 nillion

are inbtruvsive roclrs 1?Oﬂ rarelis in
vears old, These intrude metasmorsh y rocks which
must be 2till older, bubt how wmuch old

'a?mf

"Mizures lilke these are ¢ xtremnely vnlvuo]e, FTor they give us an ac-
curate idea of the immense reaches of time involved in geologlic DYOw
cesses, But unfortunately rocks with sufficient radiocactive material
to make the measurements nossible are scarce., Only 2 handful of exach
age determinations have been made, for the rocks of a few isolated
localitiese In the general problem of cowrelation, measurements of
radiocactive substances are not very helplu tfundamentals of Physw
icel Science by Konrad Irauskopf pg. fbb-wbé)






OLD IS Tilm BARS

Is Radiocarbon Yating feliable?

By Robert W, Voods
Professor of Fhysics
College of Medical dvangelists
Loma Linda, Callfornia

the Times macazine
Anpil 7, 1953

in regent months a great deal of nublicity has been flven to
the new G+ method of datln* archacological 99001menue L have fol-
lowed this new method with preat interest from the time of its
first oublic ammouncement. It has held npromise of belng the most
objectﬁve method to be ubnlied toward the solution of this problem,
and it 1s certainly uorlhy of study and wider understanding by fun-
damentalist Christians, for the measurements aﬂreadv made have
cavsed archacologlsts to revise downward by thousand of vears
their estimates of the age of man on carth .

3uch research is revealing and very significant to the Chris-~
tian who believes that between the word of God end the world of
science there can be no contradiction, Harmony must exist between
the word as exnressed in revelation and the word as expre ssed in
crestion--if we can but find the integrating and harmonizing prin-
cinle which will enable us ©o felnuor’ret both irithout doing vio~
lence to sither.

Contradiction between truths is only apparent, and becomes less
with the discovery of new btruth. Wihen harmony between revelation
and science 18 ﬂ?ocovmfoa, it strengthens our faith in the one and
our apnreciation ol the olbher,

If we accept the premises Of the argument nrovosed by the L
vestigabors, Tthe method using iy 1g canaalo, us1n@ nodern counting
equinment, of measuring some LO,OOO vears into the past. This span
of time is based on two nremises:

1. The rates of Formation and decay of Ll are the same now
28 they have always bheell.

2o Equilibrivm bebtween Formation and decay was established
nrior to the earliest date that could be measvred by the
method.



These wremises are in the best tradition of the logoohy of
scicnce, Whev are in harmony with the wrincinle of corntinulty
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Ners., (le) They measured sa
suriace and _ouqﬂ ssnential

wany welnls of the ez Ft“ “ )
of af tubion of CHh,  This also deternined level of acbiv-
ity of & fresh sammle of carbon, (Y “ifesn d@‘ﬁlo WO MCan care
hon Irom & Qldﬁb or animal leh, owly iration of the
orraniss, is ezxchangine ato with its .« «wnen the tree
is cut down or the animal dies, the cari =d In locatlon,
and from that Ttime on, radiocactivity decreases BUBTO sedly to hall

+ dec
the initial value in 5,000 wears, to one Fourth in 10,000 years,
LX0

one eichth in 15,000 Vecfs, and one zimbteenth in 20,000 vears,)
{2,) They measured the age of svecimens which had been Lndepend—
ently datea bw other means; for Yhmfle, by tree-ring count or by

hiStOP'Cal oaulnm. in thlo study they found GuSCDUlml aﬁreeuont
between the CLi method and the 1ndepondeab.uat1n$ back some L,500
uearu. Dating Dcvond this exbension into the past is exureuolatlon
cevond the accuracy controls of the method, These accuracy controls
Loll us that the metaod is good as far back as shortly this side of
the Floode-which seems to be the practical 1limit of historical dating.

1l neth

The dates so far determined by the C
of events thet is cuite interesting to a fund
somewhat as follows:

eveal & sequence
‘st. They run

1, Buffaloes and mammoths buried in the ice in Alaska and
Siberia-- 28,000 years
2. Tormation of the earliest »eat bogs-~-~ 20,000-17,000 years

3¢ Logs from earliest lce~aze glacial mol a“nesuﬂ
17,000~12,000 years

e HBarlicst trace of man--charcoal from a fire in a4 cave--
15,000 vears

5, lhe first appeerence of man in Chile, Oregon, Horthern

be
Jurone, and Hear sast -~ 9,000
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rier than revious estlimotes,

Vhile these dates are much sho i :
they are not in harmony with Biblical chronolopy. In view of Thilsg
discrepancy, let us examine with care the wremlises ol the arguient.

Yhe Tirst premize 1o ‘e rates of foruation snd decay of C
v been, dhe rate of radioactiwve
25 been very accurately determined,
£ thisg article can be taken in roumnd
‘ ‘ wd hies been found to accelerate or
retard the radicactive decommosition of an element. LIt seems to be
indenendent of temperature, vressure, chemical combination, or any
other eanvirommental factor found in nature, IFrobably that ovart of

the wremise relating to the constancy of decomvositlon is accurate.
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The wmethod or formation of Cla is ¥nown, and the present rate
of formation has bteen neasured. Secondary neutrons, liberated LY
the action of »rimary, cosmic rays on the upper atmosphers, are ab-
sorbed by nitrogen N7, TﬂiOh almost immediately emlits a nroton,
with the wroduction of ¢7F, It is estimated that more than 90 per
cent of th-bcosmic rays are 5o absorbed and that apocroximately 5
atoms of C™™. are »roduced ver second per square inch of the earth's
s1ﬁface. However, the assumpbion that this rate of Lformabion of

C™™ has besn the sane for long ages nast, is subject to consider-
able uncertainty. Such zs assumoetion must include several other
agssumntions, namely: L. The rate of cosmic-ray activity has al-
been the same as abt vresent; 2. The magnetic ield of the sarith
The nature ol the unper atiog-

weys
has always been the same as 20W. 3.
e s it 18 now.

ohere has always boeel the

e 18 el A tiie cosmic-ray
nd sven sxtragalaci n oorigin., Jhile
a ziki ation in cos-
~hgnomena
condlivion

- e ey 2
ek

this orisin does
nig=ras act Kz
sre so arresbine that one would
other than couilibriuwn and continultye. de turn Lo
the mernetic £ield of the earth we sre dealing with a nown velli-
able, It iz sublect to dlurnal variations as well as to lonz-term
variation, Our observation covers boo gshort a time Tor us to be
ahgolutely certain ol the exzact nature of this cobserved long-term
variation, lMagnetic storms occur which materially alffect both the
direction and nagnitude of the maznetic Tield may be that all
these variations are werlodic or fluctuate statistically about a
mean, and that an aversage behavior of the magnebtic fleld can be ex-
tended into the naste OUne is inelined Lo accept this nroposal, but
the possibility remains that the maznetic field of The earth has
not always had its mresent value,

°
bt
oy

“hen we examine the third subpremise we must pauses AL creaw
tion there were wabters above the firmament as well as beneqtha
Genosis 1:7., Frior to the ¥lood no main fell. Genesis Zih,b, At
the time of the sgreat Deluge the fountaing of the grest deep were
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of heaven were omencd., Lhe regulting ca-
e icecans over the northern and soubhern
water sccumulated on bhe earth to cover the
&
,

hroken un
tastrovhe 3
hemlignheres,
entire suri acb more
Suech a change must

deep, il the surface were levsel.
>d the nature of Tthe unzer atinos “hove.

The water which was above The firmamenu wrlor to the Flood, whether
in the Iorm of wvajnor ice, would have aclted as & Qu¢el,,
absorbing much of tJ istion and reducins the energy of

its more intense Co
rate of FTormation of
Tormed myrobably would
above the
be wreciwitated ws
C”“TC“uS would soon o
tion over the earth.

neve materially reduced the
larse _PQGULOQ of the CLli

saolved in Loqgater
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intellectual abstraction which provides &
mowvin facts it without madiction,
sces in the Tromeworlk ~ravide stlmuletion to regearch,
to the fom: and location of missing facts. Lruth sub-
scovered must Tit into the theory, or the theory must
A even d‘“ﬁax led. IFf not 2ll the sirnificant Tacts are
MNown, b?ere may exist simulianeously two or mere theories which it
the lrnown Tacts and ave thus temporarily satisfectory. Coal, netro-
loum and limestone show mractlically no ﬂaQioaoLivc carbon in their
comcontion, This may be interwreted on the basls of the above cla-
sical wremiscs as showing extreme age, or, accepting the story of
a unuvovﬁal pelugez.it ney simply mean thet before the Flood there
res little or no G- in organic tissues. Since animals and plants
were buried at the lood and thus were unable to renew thelr carbon
content by the interchanging »rocess of respiration and asgimila~
tion, the carbon, through dscay of the ver) small radicactive com-
ponent in 1t to start with, shows even less QCuﬁv1t7 nowes Arom this
viewnoint, coal, wnetroleum and limestone are not sxitremely old.
they merely started their dating at a low level at tne Mlocde

& mood theowry iz an
fromerrory into vhich all

jas a cabastrovhe, & cataclic
511 nature and all nafpral ovrocesses., Lt ls not dH?ﬂ?iSiﬁ“
svidence for 1little G on the earthls surfece hel

and = wractica AN : after.

3 Sone

juqﬁﬁfjoation o sudden rise in COﬂGCﬁu”&blﬁn of ©

in the carefu aopes of the Diblic ~1 skuntﬂﬁa 1y One of

i 3 sbion woisoning is aze, The
Teas qwan or ,QOﬁv‘mvaT won j 2alavely alter

<.
1IAS OOQOJ“‘Oﬂu *'th the assumed rige in COHO@nb“ﬂblOﬁ of
v heen observed that in the assinilation of food, ani-
a tendency to favor the heavy isobones of an olemc“bo Thus

~e in dietery hablts at the Jlood in ppft may account ¢?r the
shorter 1ife sran in reletion to the rise of concentra tion of &7
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The daoog determined by this method and guoted aoovw, wnlle not
in hermony with Biblical chronology, show a geguence of events that
is in harmogy with the Biblical cmromology, show & sequence of events
that is in harmony =ith the Biblical account, “he modification of
Xa ¢ suggested here does not change this segquence, nor will it
change the actual dating as far beck as the accuracy controls of The
method extend; nemely, Tor some 1,000 to 0,500 vears., bDub it will
change the dabting bevond that time. It will crown these dates o=
zother into a few decades or wossibly centuries after the Mlood, &
date will still be determined by the intersection of two curves plot-
ved on a time axig:

ta

-

‘he curve of fresh-samnle activity.

=

1o

2o The curve of radiocactive decay.

it should be readily apvarent to the reader that 1L a Ifresh sam-
nle bepan its decay at & lower level of radloactivity it would appear
to be older cn the claszica J theory than it really is. HFor exomple,
if 5,000 wears & fresh samnle h&d only halfl the strengti of a
fresh samgl LOO@;, such a savaP deteriorabineg since that time would
™ to he two hall lives, or 10,000 wears old. COWVGﬁ“el,, a sam-
wle wiich annears to Le Z0 vears old may be ie<w\u wmn 5,000 years

< o
O
O
o0

old if it startsed its dec curve with a level of ¢ content less
than one elghth ths strength of R fresh samnle today. This if orig-
inally there was L1ittle or no ©77 on the earthis surface and alter

<3
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the Mood there wes ar anld rise 1n its con acentration, & ssmmle of
arediluvian carbon sor extrenmely anclent, a sample a few
de th 114 anpear Lo be, sav, “U 000 vears olde

years this g1 3
In a f=u» ades a ’®1?7 would amnear to ba UOO rears old,
not because of =zo long a lapse of time, but bew

¥ 3
couse of a rioe 'n concentration. The crowdinz tonether of fThese

dates wrovides a wilcture of what hannened soon after the Flood, which
is both ﬂoasqpablo end in narmony with the 3crintures, Instead of

fragumentary evidence over tens of thousands of vears, we have an ine-
tegrated sequence of events,

lLoes and memmoths burled in the lce in alaeska and siberia.
were ~rediluvian creatures, ceupht Ln the Deluge and

Lo a
e
en, Thers is 1little evidence of decay before freezing,
-
i

Frovably
audde n’l by
znd it
tation i
elys
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en reported that some have undigested subtropical vege-
ir alimenbary orcans, rfow could this be excent a cabge
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the cavrlicst veab borse The many marshy nlaces
after the rFiood nrovided ideal conditions for
the Torx i Dogs.e. wome of the V@Weﬁablop may neve heen
antediluvvisn; some oi tuese w Aly aroving marsh nlants may nave
sroun afber the flood. J1In elther event the wmi ture would show 2 low

“LLT . T -
C% pontent then, and an annarent exireme ane NOW.
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Lieve that the oceans have been getting deepcsr;
he oceans were some 200 Teet Iovcr than now
8 arricr bo the distribution of man.
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ite  Harliest trace of man--charcosal from a fire in a cave.
This isolated date ig frorl & five that may neve been puilt shortly

after the #loocde The fire maker may sven have used some »rediluv-
ian driftwood for his fire.

5. The rirst apnearance of man in Chili, Uregon, Horthern
Huropve snd the Hear East. This aslmost simultancous ppearance of
man in several places in the HiﬁTd, when (accord*ng to our modified
theory) the concentration of C~7 had risen to a 1i tlo more than
half its nresent valuve, is e strilking parallel to the Biblical story
ol the d’"ﬂo“”ﬂQﬁo This wes socon after the flood, while the con-
centration of C™7 was 50111 inecreasing,

Bouilibrium must have been usua%lmSpod in a “eﬁﬁklvely short
time after the “13 nd, since dates in early .Jgy-iisn history, as de-
vermined by the v me'bod aﬁree guite ”ell ith those determined

“”th

r.fJ

ok nistorical argunent, <Ihe longevity and stature of mend ecrreased
mtil by Davidis tlne seventy years maried old age as 1t does today,
and there were only a few glants left.

Discontinuity end catastrorhe interrunt the smooth I[low of
events and male 1t imnossible bto extrarolate conditions and things
that are, into condltions and thincss that vers, ecross the time of
the discontinuity. This diffianty is provhetically foretold in II
reter 3:5,6, “For this they willingly are ignorant of, that ﬂj the
word of Uod the reavensw ere of old, snd the earth standing out of
The water and in the webter: whereby the world that then was, belng
overfloued with water, Terished,”

| A e A yem - .4 S " o T e ‘\'j—z!' - LR O |

Por the fundamentalist, resczareh in debting by €77 is signifi-
cant, 4t will establich a seauence of events in —rehistory and serve
as & check on historical dating, I =rowverly interpreted, 1t will
aid in elucidating truth, and truth nrovides a reason for our falth
in the Cod of btruth,



THE OVALIDIYY 0@ ¢AaRrTod-Ll DalEG

By the smbassador Collese Ueolocy Denarbment

Until recently archeologists have had no wractical
scientific method for establishing an age in years
for hunan or mammalian remains Agsigned dates wvere :
i 12inly guessovrk based on the amounL of time an
i evolh*“on¢3u asgumed would be needed for These ”lfh¢3

molex cveatures to ¢ volve, The last "ice age,’
tpc Fizconsin Glaciation, was sunnosed to have begun

50,000 vears apgo, How uefoon—lh ating has slashed o
uﬁat cevwngjpﬁ to a mere 25,000 wvears! Toving
. placiers are placed in “isconsin as recent oS 11,000
- Tears 0.0, fhis article shocs the regl slgnificance “
§ of this latest means of "estimoting® time and volnts f
- out bobh the scientific and hisbtoricsl basis for 2 -
) Turther LF”SulC shortening of even these radiocarbon i
. datos. The mainstey of evolution, sons of t;me, is -
) being rapldly eroded away. ”
rolution is now an integral part of 2ll peneral education and
e 2

culture, 4o sup™
intellectual barbe
One culcel way to

o merely hint at cuestioning the valldlity of svolution. The modern

mind tressures the evolubtionary concent above all.

" sn”eo be abandoned i; to live in
lem cmistse evn“u LOuP“? wrliter Henshoaw dard.
se “he intellsctusl resmect of btoda)'s society is
a

o

Thousands today find thems eWVO% in vhe dilemma of wanting to
accent the Bible as the inswvired iord of God, put ave faced with m
almost universal accentance of 1ho dorma of evolutilon, They are dis-
concerted by the so-called evidence thch, the OVOlUulODlStS purnowt,

Fanti

turna the Binle into Table. 'The evolutionist's labtest line of "vroof
lies in citing radiocarbon deting as evidence Lma% man ig older than
the mere 6000 vears allowed by Serinture.

Tow accurate ig radiocarbon dabing? Voes it really discredit
the Genesis Chronoclogy of man's be ﬂlnn31M? Shall we accent the view
held by many modern theologians as well as scientists relegating God's

account of C“euthn to the realm of Babylonian mythology? Can we Dbe
cerualn?
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YWe coan be certain of this much: The ooc“ﬂlne of evolution and
the Yord of God cannot he recondiled -~ wealb »fmeed, guavering apol=-
ogists nobt-withstanding, Yo disnel any oouot of this fact, note
what one of the worldis leading spokesmen for modern evolutionary
thought has to saye This note~worthy individual, George Gaylord
3impson, eminent naleontologist wrote in the 4n°11 1, 1 650 igsue
of Science: "Precention of the truth of OVOlUblOﬂ was an enormous
stride from uuper3u1tlon to a rational universe.

Simpson referred to the ignorant beliefs and practices of un-
civilized veonle as being “the lower supers stition,” Lhen he ”ocs on

to saj "4 is nevertheless superior in some respects to the hdgher
surerstition celebrated weekly in every hamlet of the United states, "

Con&nnblnH on the wurvcse of 1life, a subject on which the Bible
also has something to say, Hr, Simpson ventures:

“ihere has been disagreement and indeed confuslon through
tre aces regarding o whom and for whab man ls wesponsible.
The louer and hizher suverstitions have nroduced thelr
SeVeral answers. 4in Lhe vost-Daruvinian world another answer
seems failrly clear: HMan LS responsible Lo himself end Ior
hiﬂﬂe]f” (empheasis oUrs Je A world in which man musb wely

+

on himself, in which he is not the darling of the gods but
only another albelt extraordinary, asvect of neture, ig by
no means congenial to the immature or wishful thinkers.

Here we have the bestimony of one of evolution's grests, Any-
one wanting to know the real truth of man‘s res ponsipility ieg invited

to write for the booklet "wWhy Were You Born?" fyvoltuionists certainly
lack the answerl,

The Rapid Rise of Avolubionary Concents

'.‘

fAvolubionary theories have been exbant since the days of Flato,
Yet thevy found no vosular accentance until )an1n camne on the scene.s
Zven the greatest scientists of the denalssance -- Hewton, Da Vinci,
Kenler, Galileo, and Descertes believed in a Supreme Ruler of the
vniverse. What led to btoday's confusion?

1t was dquring this mvpericd of the 1bth, 1
[}
a2

{ &
that the groundwork was laid for the later mass acceptance of The
Goctrine of evolution. This groundwork was lald, surbrising as it
maw seem, 10t by sclience but hy false relicious leaders who had set

i
shemselves un as the official interpreters o

Tnaividual Fiple study was ofbt-u rewarded with e burning stale.
anmy nmersons were nub to death for even privately owning Bibles.
These self=~ordained exrposibors set forth thelr own theological 1ldeas,
hesed on Eheir own human carnal reasoning and dosmatlic traditions,



“chaﬂ ne the true teaching of the TRy L
%) . ¥ ho Houio'Coﬂ‘s iinisters De?" is sva to clLarify
the true roll of these Talse teachsars,

When evidence of geolomy, Lﬂonom,, or whysics came to 1ight
that tended to contradict the f&nglOmh dogzmas of that day, the
macses loolked Lo the Pone and hiersrchy of the Homan church as toe
final authority ww 1ot Lo the Bible! The common ceonle merely as-
sumed that these and later Protestant religious leaders had based

their concWMSJonf and ex-lsnations solely on the Biblel Hather
than search out truth rallglodo leaders ansvered seriously posed
cuestions with vain hunan voasoning ~w haclred-un by the bludgeon-
ing cudgel of the Inguisition.

Some Lynical -xamples

To see Tthils bipgotry at its finest, take ihe exawmmle of Gallleo,

At the turn of +ke L7th century he had ]JSu finished some very lme
sortant astronomical observatlons disproving the comrionly neld be=
lief that the earth was the cenbter of the universe, Gallileo's work
Purnished the wroof needed Tfor the sarlier Copernican Theory that
the ecrth rev olves around the sun and that the sun is the center
of our solar sysbem, Leaders of the Catholic Church declared hils
discoveries decentions and his ammouncements Blasoholif. He was dew=
clared a fool. ifor even saying that the moon shines DY reflected
light,

An ecarlier nrofessor Gteordano Bruno {(George Brown) had ably
toaurht these same coacnfu%, which ave Xnown todey ©o be true. Bruno
was bebraved to the Ingulsition, immiisoned 1owzscven vears and bor-

r : v L

T s L
tured, e remained true to his belliefs and on 7, 1600
was oubklically burned at the stolie,

Galilec had access Lo Wow it was Gelileso's
[ 6]

turn to face The sane ac userS, The ens {nﬁ “*“Uﬁ?l@ to crush Gal-
1leo involved an entire rebinue ol exas™ erated, vindletive wricsts,
n srdinels nobt to mention the two ovoos

bilshows, archbisho 3 card:
in the center of i Faul V and Urban VIII, Tope raul solemnly

endered a decree tha 'the doctrine of the double motion of the
carth sbout its axis and about the sun ig false, and entilolv cOon-
trary o Holy Scripture.” Laber Fope Urban, the ost bitter of
Galileo's att aclers, declared that the Holy Scripture specilically
declares thab the sun and heavenly bodies revolve about the earth
and to say otherwise ig simply to dispute revelation.

Brovgnt hefore the Inguilsition, now 70 years 0ld, Gealileo was
reveatedly menaced with the threat of to rture and imprisonment by
the express opder of Pope Urban, This is thoroughly established
Ppom the trial documents themselves, which show fhat the Ilnguisie
tion wlaced the whole responslbllity of this mabtter on the papal
authority itself, After imprisonment and other threats, he was ab



Ltl n on nis
3 u.o n ..L *’l::;
n1E eycug SEVeN years

last foresd bto mubiicly nronounce hi
Snared from Geath by beings Torced to
£ g, Gaslileo later develowned catals
later he was totally wlind,

“westions werce asked by honest inguirers about fossils and rock
strate wondsering if These ”oro the remains of & »ossible rre-idamic
ere ation which Cenesis 1:1 actually deocribes; see tho renrinted
PLAT OTRTTE article 'Did UOd Create o Devil?“) They met a similear
recention and & number recelved treatment neo ;OthOP unlike that

recer toalt
of Galileo. Such muerile explanetions as the following were gilven:
foscsils are really only the vroduct of some 81 one 1A deing force"

or sorle “Tormative ouality," or as some sald they "grew Trom seed."

The Aristolien doctrine of swnontaneous generation was constant-
1v used to prove that These stony fossils noscessed powers ol renro-
duction like nTaqtu and animals! Others explained that fossilsw eve
the »roduet of "fabiy macter set into ¢0f“entatlon by heat"; or of
a “tumultuous movomunt of terrestrial exhalations” -- whatever that

alght mean.

Honest ingulry was informed that the iageientific doctrine”
that fosslls rewvresent animals which died belore Adam' contradicted
Lhe theologlcal doctrine of "Adam's fall”, Since a great super-
tructure of dogma was bullt on the concent of ag roat “Pell of man”
it wouvld have OOOHF.CVaStBtln’ to sdmit anything that would tend to
woekon or unset tbose raditions. The Roman church was oeuerm1ped
hat she was ©o d ecide what was truth. o one was to heve the right

to quostlon hgr Gecisionse
1tly rejected the

1
2ible wlbhout ocuhOflng Lo look Lnto it for themsel s, a trend
which continues even todey. From this time  orward evolutionary
T
L
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o
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ideas began to teke root and fourish, Darwlin ¢ome he scene in

the early 1800!'s and found a ready-made f EWOuLnW Thi

s brings us
to the current chavnber of man‘s struggle %o be freed from decestion.

Fodern Scientific Thouszht

Tntil recently science has had no concrete means of establishing
1te evolutionary myth -- that man is much older than 6000 veors.
However, since 1945 has come the development of rodiocarbon datinge
) smethod is claoimed to bhe wracitically free from ervor, foolproof
-~ 2nd it is the omly "absolute” dabing method available for human

alls,.

Other methods such as suo rwoo.lﬁnOH aszsocioted plant and
animal remains or human srtifachs “177 give el ative' o

Tins and
2llow & hisbtorical sequonce bto be e stablished. Sub

o)
=
jt
L2

11 the Carbon-~1liL
method has been calibrated to read an "age” in years!
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Grwpone-iin wating s Loonholes

been deseribed here has been nictures

Lo fece reallty, many cormlicatl ise neccoslitat-
Liong Iin owder to arrive a‘ "acceontable” radio-

in order for radiocarbon dating to he of any value, it is ab-
golntely euuential that the amount of Carbon-ll available in the at-
woushﬁ”e of the nast be the same as thaet today (or that any nast
woe be known and carefully mcasured). DBut the amount availsble
2% an" given time in the mast must be ASSUNEDD  This as sumptlon is
merely the =wroduct of guessworlk based on Lyell's princivle of uni-
formitarianisn -~ which states that all the natural wnrocesses of
the nast are the same ag those today.

That there hos hesn a constant emount of available atmosvheric
Carbon-1ly for the wvast caqgot be wroven. Un the contrary, it can
e sosily demonstrated thabt there has not been a uniform sunaly
available to nlant and animal 1life,.

Keen in mind this impowtart fach: Unless there nas

iform and mown sum aniaole to all

been & un-
2ly of Carbon-ll av ;

orzanians

of the wast, radiocarbon dating is Usiis B ome desy mMany
wlaudits ascribed to 1t. 4in what ways can it nave ver
de have discussed only the availability of Carbon-llL in the abt-
mosvhere through the mdelum of carbon dioxides However, surprising
as it may ssen, the bulls of Carbon-1lL is ctored in uhe 5El. ithere
continual interchanse 2 eir and

dismolved in the s=a. the balan i the other
on the volums, bemverature and 8¢l ?157 of the ocean

SNSRI RIS 1 wolterd,
auch as one of theseo three faCESEHMJBL¢JS, the rabtio of
nt end & daht vary cccordingly,
3 . aceurate to that same dezree, since the
Hotﬁod asgumes fthere has been no such verlation. 1% is merely

e
has not boen wrovens
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QUMUJOG no vard

The reliability of Carbon-lly dating rests on a second assump-
tion of a constant rate of Carbon-liL nroduction over the past millen-
1is.  This necessitates, first of all, a constancy in coamic=ray
nroductlon, 1T the in v of of cosmic radiation has varied for
any lensth of time, Then Cerbon-1ll vroduction has similarly varied.
Therefore, in omder Tor radiocarbon dabing to stand up under criti-

i srove their claim

of a constancy in cosmic radiation intensity. g

ifisd on the basis of fact or is 1t nevely fancy?

cel scrutiny it is necessary row its —~roponents to

claim just-

[N
=.

Totice the s tatement occuring on vware 350 of Saulis suthorita-
tive work HJucleor Geolosy: “so for there ig mo rood inuepenueﬂb
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of this method, that the cosmic-ray intensity has remained constant,
and, however reasonable i{ may be, we must rank this as pure assumpe

tion”™ (emphasis ours).

It is a well established fact that the amount of cosmic radiae
tion entering the earth's atmosphere is governed by the strength of
the earth's magnetic field. The stronger the field the less the
cosmie radiation., The lower the intensity of cosmic radliation; the
lower the amount of Carbon-ll produced. The less Carbon-ll, the
older the apparent date and the greater the error of a dated sample.

Magnetic Field Variations

The bebruary 1957 issue of Scientific American and the Decem~
ber 1, 1956 issue of Nature report the results of the studies of
three American Geophyslcists, showing that, based on magnetic field
research in France, Carbon-llL production in the past has been markedly
Less than the present rate., Samples dated by the radlocarbon method
thus gppear much older than they actually should bel

Their studies showed that the total intensity of the magnetic
field had dropped 65 percent during the past two thousand years. At
this rate an object "dated" as five thousand years would be one thou~
sand years younger then indicated. 4nd this does not include other
possible variations. In the research done, data was only available
for the past two thousand years; taken further back only speculation
could debtermine how much greater the error might be. Indeed Biblical
chronology, the inspired record provided as the foundation for man's
research, proves that it has been much greater. This comparatively
recent scilence of paleomagnetism proves that the magnetic field has
been anything bul stable!

Evidence thus indicates that there has been much less "avail-
able” Carbon~ll in the past. Therefore, the older the specimen, the
"older” it appears in relabion to what its true age should bees For
the moment, however, let us examine the implications of these Carbon-
1l dates., Will they lend support to the beloved and cherished uni-
formitarianism principle of Lyell and to the docbrine of evolution?

The Downfall of Uniformitarianism

Long periods of +time are assumed to be involved in the ice-ages
of pleistocene Geology, but are based entirely on this principle of
uniformity. Heretofore the only means of checking the veracity of
these assumed long ages was by counting clay varves and assuming
gaps of thousands of years in bthese annual sedimentary lake dsposits.
Now with the advent of radiocarbon dabting, means have become avail-
able Tfor re-~evaluating these long held theories.

Until 1951, it was the considered opinion of most geologists
that the last "ice age' in North America, referred to as the Wiscon-
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sin Glaclation, began about 150,000 years ago and ended about 30,000
vears ago. HEstimates were supported by the carefvl counting of clay
varves (and liberal estimating of “missing” thousands of varves)

and by numerous supposedly reliable estimates of the age of Niagars
#alls based on its rate of retreat. Lrlelstocene Geologists feel that
the ice ages in North America and Burope were simultaneous.

On this basis the Wisconsin Glacjation in North America is con-
sidered to be the equivalent of the wurm Glaciation and its preced-
ing interglacial period in Burope. The Cro-lMagnon and Neanderthal
Men are assumed bo have lived during this period of the Pleistocene,
according to the reckoning of LeGros, Clark, Movius, vakley and
Zeuner. Here would be an excellent opportunity for Carbon-1l dating
to establish both the antiquity of fossil man and the Plelstocene
Glaciati . n.

Tests were made and the results are in. These results indicate
that the beginning of the Wisconsin ice age should be moved up from
150,000 years ago to a mere 25,000 years ago. Tests also indicated
that the ice was still advancing in Wisconsin as late as 11,000
vears ago. These dates require the Wisconsin glacler ice front to
have moved at a rate of over itwot housesnd feet per year. This rate
is from two to nine times preater than the rate indicated by varves
and annual moraines. Uniformitarisnism assumed for the Carbon-l
method has led to violence in glacial movement, & correctly calib-
rated Carbon-ll time scale based on paleomagnetism would unvell cate-
strophic glacial advances and climabic changes!

The problem is discussed by Mr, Leland Horberg in an article
"Radiocarbon Dates and Pleistocene Geological Problems of the Missi-
ssippi Valley Region” appearing in the Journal of Geology, Volume
63, Nos 3 (May 1955). Mr, Horberg states, "Probably only time and
the progress of fubture studies can tell whether we cling too tena-
ciously to the uniformitarianism principle in our unwillingness to
accept fully the rapid glacier fluctuations evidenced by radiocarbon

datinge*®

Relation to the Age of Man and the Flood

If the Wisconsin is moved up then Wirm should also be moved,
since they were contemporansous, This puts féssil man within the
range of 25,000 years of recent time, When we couple this with the
fact that radiocarbon dates gppear much older than they actually
are, we can recadily see that many events of the recent geological
past have occurred within the past few thousand years. The eons
of time for mammalisn 1life "to evolwve™ have vanished.

Much of this recent evidence, along with that which ha&s been
already understood, points more and more to some great g¢abastrophic
event in the earth's recent past, bearing out the universal Deluge
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deseribed in Genesis, If modern scientists would properly evaluate
the available evidence, without being biased by thelr preconceived
notions, they would be forced to come to the recognition of a recent
universal destruction by water and ice. The Pleisbocene “Age" when
Gro-iMagnon and Heanderthal are assumed to have lived then becomes
the catastrophy in which they were buried.

The following quotations from a recent book (Fogsgil Man by
Boule & Vallois) written by the present and the preceding Director
of the French Institute of Human Paleontology illustrates the prob-
lem facing archeologists. It begins describing the deposits con-
taining the most recent human and animal remains -- the Reindeer
Age {(obviously post-Flood)e.

"The bones they contain are barely fossilized; nearly
all of them belong to animals or men in every way simie
lar to their modern representatives. DBut when we go
back as far as the Housterian Period (deposits conbtaine
ing Neanderthal and Cro-Magnon men) we observe many im=
portant changes. Here every thing bears witness to a
different Lopogra;hy, brought about by physical forces
of which impressive traces are everywhere vigible: the
demolition of mountain regions, the accumulation of
moraine deposits over thousands of squave miles, the last
stages of sculpturing of the valleys, and the formatiun
of the lower alluvial bterraces; enormous deposits of
8ilt over the land surfaces, and of clays contalning
bones in subterranean caves; veariations in the shore-
line; orogenic movements; repeated volcanic manifesta-

tions and so on,*

"These physicel phenomena are accompanied by apprecia-
ble changes in the fauna, particularly by the disappear-
ance of several specles of large mammals, whose bone-
Temains are more fossilized than those of the Reindeer
Age.... Who can hope to have any accurabte notion of the
duration of this period? (p.bl, Fossil Men by Marcellin
Boule and Henri V. Vallois, The Dryden Press, 1957.)

Yes, who can hope to know unless it is revealed by the Creator
Himself? That the time element involved here was extremely short,
is evidenced by the frozen remains of some of these extinet large mam-
mals, the Siberian Memmothse. These beasts were ilnstantly frozen with
food still in their mouths, That they lived in a btemperate climate
is clearly proven by the type of food found in their mouths and sto-
machs ~- buttercups and moderate-climate grasses.

A sudden climabic revolution took place burying millions of an-
smals in sn “avalanche" of snow and ice. Paleontologists are admit-
tedly unable to explain this evidence by "uniformitarian” principles,
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The Value of Carbon-lli Dates

Radiocarbon dates fall into three general groups, those reach-
ing back to approximately 710 B.C., which follow fairly close to
established historical dates: a second group covering the time from
1000 B,C. back to Noah's Flood (2370 B.C.), which show marked dis-
agreement and frequent irregulerities even when compared with the
generally accepted (but incorrect) Bgyptian based chronologies;
and a third group which covers the actual Flood devposits themselves.
Pre-Adeamic fossil deposits (normally labeled Paleozoic and Meso-
zoic) show no measureable Carbon-1li, Upper Creteceous deposits gen-
erally belong with the Noachian disaster.

Consider esch of these perilods briefly in their proper chrono-
logical order. The earliest, covering the bLime of the Pre-Adamic
destruction, was either at a time so remote that all Carbon~1l. has
now reverted to nitrogen, or else that reptilian world lived in an
atmosphere that contalned little or no Carbon-ll. %Lhe giant size
of some of these early creabtures might be indicative of old age with
little radioactiviby to shorten life. Reptiles differ from memmals
in that they continue to grow with age, They do not have a natursal
life span to limit their growth.

Next consider the world between Adam and Noah. Climate was
warm even to the poles as was mentioned earlier with regard to the
Siberian mammoth found frozen with buttercups in its mouth. Plen-
tiful vegetation to support millions of mammoths and other mammels
was available in this northern region, A sudden climatic change
brought death to all. Since that bone chilling moment northern Si-
beria has continued a frozen wasteland!

Radiocarbon dates for the mammoths range around 18,000 years
which might merely indicate a low ratio of Carbon-li in the atmos-
phere giving these frozen beasts the appearance of extreme age.
lnstead of the present 15.3 disintegrations per minute from the Capre
bon~ll contained in a gram of modern carbon, the rate would have
been in the neighborhood of 3 or I d&/p/m. One-half life later in
our present age the activity has dropped to 1-1/2 to 2 giving a
decevtive age reading of 18,000 to 20,000 years. There is no
seientific control, n. index or guide available to ¢ alibrate the
time scale unless you depend upon the historical account of the
Flood itself., Science has merely assumed a uniform 15.3 d/p/m
for all past time,

The Life Span Cut Short

It is interesting to note that one of the symptoms of slow red=
iation poisoning is a shortening of the normal life span. The near-
thousand-year lifetime of the pre-Noachian patriarchs is suddenly
cut in half, then diminishes slowly to the present three score and
bon of the past three milleniums, The csuse is not known but an ine
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crease in internal beta-radiation from the assimulation of food
containing & higher portion of Carbon-lli could certainly be a prime
contributing factor.

Note also the reduction in size of some of the mammals today
compared with the same animal when found fossil. Climatic change
certainly affected the food supply. Colder weather following the
Flood favored the warm-blooded mammals in their competition with the
reptilian world. Many were instilled with a fear of man and became
ferocious and wild in nature., The giant men and animals from the
pre~Flood era have vanished today. The causes are not yet fully dee
termined.

An increase in radiation to all cells of the body, especially
to the reproductive glands could easily explain this marked decrease
in life span. At the same time 1t would explain why Carbon-lly dates
since the Noachian Deluge bear a semblance $o historical reality,
while those from obvious Flood deposits are five, ten and fifteen
thousand years out of the way.

For older radiocarbon date readings the obvious explanation is
pollution of the sample with materisl from the pre-~adamic world
which contained Little or no Carbon-lli, Extreme age reading are
thus found for specimens which belong with the {flood deposit or to
the sarly post-Flood era.

Blind Faith Versus Enowledge

When all factors are vaken into consideration, it becomes in-
creasingly plain that chronology based on the radiocarbon dating
method, cannot be accepted as a substitute for God's chronology re-
vealed in the Bible., & blind faith is regquired to believe the as=~
sunptions of evolutionary science infallible, but it is possible
to vrove the existance of the Creator and Author of the Bible and
then know the veracity of Iis VWonrd,

Further research 1s needed to determine quantitatively each of
the errors of the Carbon-ll dating method., While it has placed evol-
utionists in a dilemma by taking away the hundreds of thousands of
vears they had assumed for the appearance of mammals, anglosperms
(flowering plants), birds and man, yet its results are nelther con-
gsistant nor trustworthy. In some cases the method is going to aid
in correcting previously incorrect archeologlcal time relationships;
in others it has added immeasureably to the confusions

Man apart from the revelation of God can only reason himself
astray. Carbon-ll dating is not yet established as an exact sclence.
when all its variations have been carefully sesrched and measured, it
will be found to be in exact accord with the revealed chronology of
Seripture,
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CARBON 1i. DATING LECTURE FOR 201 SYSTEMATIC YTHEOLOGY
by Kenneth C. Herrmann

1. THE PROBLEM: Carbon-ll dates going back to the time of King
David are reasonably reliable, They have helped
put many segments of history in thelr proper order,
But dates earlier than King David become progress-
ively more in srror. ‘“‘hey give 10,000, 15,000 and
20,000 year ages for cempfires, mammoth bones, and
human artifacts. Obviously something is wronge.

Why does this system of dating work for recent dates
but not for the ones that deal with man‘s early his-
tory?

2, ARE BIBLE DATES CCRRECT? This you should already know. Are these
ages of the patriarchs correct? Did men live close
to a thousand years? Did they keep an accurate re-
cord of time? Ur d4id Moses write fiction? what
about the six thousand years since Adam that is
rapidly coming to a close? Add the millennium and
you have T000 years., Is this 7000 year cycle correct?

3. THE CONFLICT is thus bebween Biblical dates and Carbon-ll. dates,
we want bo know both why Carbon-lli dating works and
why it doesn'!t work.

i, THRE CONCEPT OF HALF-LIFE:  Start with 6l pennies, Flip them, throw
away the tails; keep the heads. How many times would
vou do this before they are all gone? 64 to start
1:32 2316 3:0 Ll 5:2 6:1 7:?7 Would 1t work out
exactly that way? Suppose you started with 6l,0007
Very close to 1000 after the seventh flip. All rad-
io active elements have this half-life, Carbon-ll
drops to about half its original amount in 6000 years.

Te HUW DOES CARBON-Ll. GET INTC LIVING THLNGS?

1, Cosmic radiation

2. Barrier of the magnetic field of the earth

3. Nitrogen particles struck by Carbon-ll

lie Carbon-lly manufactured in upper atmosphere

5. Upper atmosphere mixes slowly with lower ab-
mosphere

6, Plants absorb carbon dioxide to form sugar and
starch

7e¢ 4#nimals eat plants and other animals

8o At death of the plant or animal the amount of
Carbon~1llL begins to drop and the clock beginsto run

6, HOW DO WE MEASURE THE LENGTH OF TIME SINCE THE DEATH OF THE rLANY
OR ANTMAL? we assume that he or it had the present
day level of Carbon-ll at death., why? Because the
Carbon«lly dates agree with historical dates back to
the time of King David and the ring counts. And have
a semblence of agreement with daves assigned by
Bgyotian chronologers for the next 500 to 1000 years
back. And they lend weight to the antiquity of man.
And they disapgree with the Bible Dates. This is
human nature.
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15 THERE A CHANCE THAT CARBON-1L LEVELS WERE LUwER BEUWEEN

ADAM AND NOAH? Yes, they have %o be. If we can
determine that early level we can make the clock
work by correctly calibrating it. Start with a
level of L, let it drop about to 2 for a piece of
wood in Adam's campfire or a mammoth hunter just
prior to the Flood. Instead of 16, 8, L4, 2 for
three half-life periods, with an age of 18,000
years, we have only one half-1ife and about 6000
Cars.e

WHAT WOULD MAKE THE LEVEL OF CARBON-lly LOWER IN THE BONES OF THESE
PRE~FLOUD CREATURES AND IN PLANT LIFE OF THAT TIME?

Was cosmic radiation different? Doubtful.

Was nitrogen in the air different? Doubtful.

Was the magnetic fleld that shields the earth dif-
ferent? Yes, and it would control the height at
which cosmic rays struck the air and with what force,
Thus any Carbon-lli formed would be formed much higher,
Was the mixing of the atmosphere, the upper and the
lower any different? Yes, and since it is only the
lower atmosphere that the plants breath, this could
be the criticel factor holding the level of Carbon-ll
low prior to the Floods.

WHAT ARE THE MAIN PROBLEM3 IN CARBON-1lL DATING?

1. Determining whether the present 15.3 level has
been constant throughout the past 40 or 50,000 years,
De. Libby had assumed that he could go to the hist-
orian and gebt good dates back 30,000 years, Histore
ians have lied to us, Dr., Libby has had to depend
upon Egyptian history for dabtes bo 5000 years ago.
The older dates by Carbon-ll. depend upon the assump-
tion that the present 15.3 level has been fairly
congtant in the past,

2s Contamination of the sample, moss, water circu-
lating,

3s Correlating the sample with the event in history,
How old was the wood used in the camplfire? From what
part of the tree Aid it come? Generally small new
trees would be chopped down and used for campfirese
What about buildings? Suppose they were rebullt?

DID THE INCREASE IN CARBON-1l SHORTEN THE LIFESPAN OF MAN?

While there is no proof that Carbon-ll was the agent,
it is known thet radicactive maberials will cubt the
lifespan. Animals prior to the Flood were also larger
and must have been longlived. Some natural agent such
as Carbon-ll could have been used to carry out this
drastiec shortening of man's lifespan and that of the
animals, :

HOW DID EARLY POST-FLOOD MAN REACT TO THE SHORTENING OF HIS LIFBESPANT

This is theory but consider what you would do if you
saw yourself gray at thirty, your children gray at
twenty, their children gray at ten years of age. it
would seem that the end had come for the human race.



Make a B~line for Bee Balser-s Birdseed store?
Wwhat did they do? ‘Yhe body tissue ages, The germ-
inal material is able to propogate itself without
aging. Just as an amoeba created with Adam has
never aged nor died., You might look at any one
amoeba today and say it is the one created with
Adam and is nearly 6000 years olde JYhose people
went in for egg eating, make-up, health foods of
all kinds....clean and unclean, eating blood be-
cause they knew the 1ife was in it, sacrificing
their children to appease God, experimenting with
eunochs (Castor) to preserve that boylsh voice and
youthful sppearance, sunbathing and sunworshipping
with the sun the source of life. Some portion of
thelr action at least must have been motivated by
seeing their lives cut short. Carbon-ll. may have
been instrumental in cutting 1ife to 70 years,

12, HAS CARBON=1ll. DATING WORKED IN FAVOR OF =VOLUTION?
It has seemingly given validity to anclent dates
for man whereas before, snything older than Egypt-
ian history was just an estimate. Bubt Carbon-ll
has shown varve counts to be far too high; that
more than one varve per year must form, or that as
in Egyptisn history some sections are counted in
sequence when they should be parallel., Carbon-ll
dating has also made the "Ice Ages™ much shorter
and the ice fronts move at catastrophic rates.
Estimates of 150,000 years have had to be cut to
25,000 "earbon-1l. years®,






THE POTASSIUM ARGON METHOD OF DATING
by John Lundberg

Presently, the Potassium Argon method has met wide acceptance
in the field of Geochronologye. The complexity of the method is be-
yond the reach of any casual student in the field, who is not firmly
based in the physical sciences, The following is therefore, a briesfl
sketeh of the problems presently noted in the Pobassium Argon method
complete with a listing of source material from which the student
may expand his knowledge.

CONTAMINATION AND 3AMPLING

The very important guestion of contamination and samples will
now be briefly reviewed. The importance is shown by the following:
"Sampling is of extreme importance in geochronology, and it took
years to choose the right samples for the K/A methode Suess had
consulted chemists end mineralogists who were specialists for salt
mines, but they gave him samples which Jater turned out to have
been re-crystallized in recent times. “l Po pick the correct sample
for dating one must be aware of the contamination problems involved.

“Dates obtained by all radiometric methods for older geologic
rocks are suspect because of the inereasing probablility with age
of their having been subjected to metamorphic conditions with con-
sequent diffusion losses of the radiocactive and radlogenic isobopes,.
Dates obtained for younger rocks are suspect because of the in-
creasing importance of contamination with decreaslng age."

Also it is important that during a crystals growth potassiume
bearing crystals do not incorporate radiogenic argon present in
their envirorment in the form of dissolved gas or in older crystalse
Tﬂsre ig also the unsolved problem of how much initial radiogenic
AV may oceur in igneous minerals as a result of incorporation dur-
ing growth in a magma containing some radiogenic argon. ﬁsntner and
Lippolt give evidence of the presence of excess initial A in sev-
eral tuffs of the Eifel volcanic district of Germany, one of which
vielded an age at least two mill%on years greater than it should be
based on ages of tuffs below it

¢. H. Gurtis reports that from one sample of sanidine he ob-
tained FIVE different ages from different splits of the sample
w?&ch varied from 200,000 to 700,000 years, <Lhis con{radicted the
G work which indicated an age of only 12,000 years.

We can see here there are not a few contradictions resulting
from contamination of samples, Contamination occurs geologlcally
in a variety of ways, and the amount of convamination in a partic-
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wlar sample can depvend in part on the mode of origin of the material
used, lava flows are usually the least contaminated and derived or
reworked buffs the most contaminated.

BXAMPLES OF EXCESSIVE ARGON IN MINERALS

We will now examine a few papers of recent years concerning the
problem of excess argon in beryl, pyroxenes, and other minerals.

Demon and Kulp found that, "All beryl crystals appear bto contain
a quantity of helium and argon in great excess over that which can
be accounted for from radiocactive decay. Other magmatic minerals
which have structural sites suitable for large non-essential atoms,
such as cordierite and tourmaline, also show this excess in variable
amount." Damon and Kulp sum up their work with the following con-
clusions, Quotesse

1, 411 beryl, cordierite and tourmeline studied in this
work contained a large excess of both helium and argon
over that required from radioactive decay. In many
cases the asmount of helium and argon produced wWithin
the mineral by radioactive decay was only a fraction
of one per cent of the total,

2, The content of helium, argon and potassium and the
alpha activity varied in crystals of beryl from the same
permatite and even within a single crystal. The content
of helium and argon in crystals from different locali-
ties is extremely variable.

3, The ratio of helium to argon in crystals from differ-
ent permatites varied from .5 to 130 and even varied
from one to five in a single crystale

e ‘'he three minerals, for which a gross excess of inert
gas has been found, have in common an atomic structure
based upon a six-membered silica tetrahedron ringe

5, There appears to be no direct relationship between
the helium and argon content end the immediate environ-
mente,

6, The elemental and isotopic abundances of the inerd
gases are not at all similar to their abundances in the
atmosphere,

7o ‘here was a marked tendency for the oldest beryls to



contain the largest guantity of helium, Yhe rela-
tionship is peculiar; qualitatively the helium con-
tent increases with age very much as might be ex-
pected if beryl were a radioactive mineral containe-
ing varying amounts of pure alpha emission and helium
contents.

It may be stated that the helium and argon content

of beryl and cordierite inereases with the age of the
mineral and there is no relationship between this
phenomenon and the alpha emission, potassium content,
chemical composition or mineralogical environment of
the mineral, Unouote3

Damon and Xulp also thought that amphiboles might also co n-
tain excess gas, owing to the partial vacancy in the alkalication
pogition. In 1vy6l, Hart investigating amphibolass and pyroxenes
for use with K/4 dating, found no evidence for excess argon in
hornblendes, The pyroxenes were considered to be unlikely hosts
for excess argon, &5 they do not have structural vacancies or holes,
as do the amphiboles and ring silicates. DBut '"lhe pyroxene samples
show ages that are clearly too high. Loss of potassium at some
fime during the history of the samples could produce gpparent ages
such as this. It is considered unlikely but not proven), that
potassium could be lost without a comparable loss of argon. It is
concluded that the only reasonable explsnation is incorporation of
radiogenic argon inte the pyroxene, either dgfing initial crystalle
ization.or during & later recrystallization,

The authors go on to state that, "Under these conditions we
mipght expect to find excess radiogenic gases in many minerals.
The magnitude of Lhis eXcess (relative to that in pyroxene) is
qulite unknown and is likely 40 exhibit large variations, depending
on the particular mineral and its thermal and stress history."H

"These results clearly restrict the usefulness of pyroxenes
for K/A dating, They also suggest that excess argon should be con=
sidered a possibility in other minerals, particularly in young same
ples from deep-seated enviromments."H

Time has not provided ananswer for these questions. INcDougall
and Green report that, “Potassium-argon measurements on eclogites
enclosed in gneisses of the Nordfiord area, HNorway, show that the
pyroxenes contain excess radiogenic argon, indicating the presence
of a high partial pressure og argon at one or more periods during
the history of these rocks.”

This problem is also stated by Hamilton, "In defermining a
potassium~argon age it 1s necessary to assume thalt there has been
no loss of argon from the mineral since il was formed. JIn general
the latter requirement is valid provided fthat the mineral has not
been heated at a later date, or ThePe has not been a2 loss of argon




through the process of diffusion.”

Even the basis of the %ethod i8 held in guestio&o "lhe valid-
ity of the decay scheme (KW branching to CA™ and A"Y) has been
discussed by Morrison and some uncertainty exists a Otg the import-
ance of K~capture directly to the ground state of A

At this point it would be appropriate to review the opening
statement of F.G. Houbtermun regarding the Potassium Argon method,
"The history of the Potassium Argon method for absolute dating of
minerals and rocks is full of surpriges and good guesses.” A few
paragraphs later he states, '"The next good guess is due to H.H,
Stuess., This author is noted for the fact that he comes to right
conciusions on very scanty evidence or no evidence at all.”

This is only a partial listing of questions remeining to be
resolved before this method of dating can be used with confidence.
The source listed in the bibliography should provide amble source
material, a more complete description of the method itself has been
compiled by the author,’
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from The Hew Biology

Theories of Descent with Change

1. LAMARCE 'S THEQRY OF ACGUIRED GHARACTERISTICS (1609). La-
marck attempted to explaln differences in individuals by suggesting
that through disuse or uvse for specific purposes certain parts of
an organism were under--or overdeveloped, and that such differences
were later inherited by future offspring, The first part is true;
use and disuse modify structures and functions; but even today we
have no conciusive evidence that such or similar modifications of
the body or somatic cells are inheritable.

2y DARWINGZ THmOrY OF NAYURAL SELECLTON A5 A FACTOn LN THE
0AIGIN vl SPECIES (1lo59). Darwin observed that animals produce
larger numbers of off-spring than can nasurally snd normally exlst
in any given locality, but that the total numbers of that particu-
lar species remaln more or less constant or stationary.

Because of their morphologic and functional differences (or
variabions duve to descent with change), there ensues between these
offspring a "struggle for existence” and a conseguent "survival of
the Tittest," This permits a “natural selection™ of the best to
survive and thus the race as a whole is chenged or benefited. If
there were no natural selection or survival of the fittest through
the various individual struggles for existence, there would be pre-
sent many of the weaker types from which future populations might
arise, In other words, the stronger win naturally in their struggle
with the less fit, This is a factor in the explenation of the char-
acteristics of a group of animals,

3, BIMERTS THEORY OF ORTHOGENESIS (1890¢). Tie theory of or-
thogenesis (or definitely directed evolution) suggested that the
evolution of organisms has followed a perfectly predetermined dir-
ection or pathway:; that complex organisms arose through a series of
directed and orderly segquences from simpler forms, much in the same
way that a complex adult develops from the egg through a serles of
predetermined stages. This theory is on the borderline ol a vital-
istic or supernatursl interpretation of the directive physicochemi-
cal factors which cause evolution, According to this theory, cer-
tain types of variations are naturally destined to arise, and hence
determine the course of evolubion not merely at random but along &
definite or straight line. This theory attempts to explain the or-
igin of many characters which arise spontaneously without visible
or apparenlt causes.

i, DE VRIES: THEURY OF MUTATIONS (1901). De Vries suggested
that the production of sudden mubtations resulbts in the appesrance
of profound changes and differences between parents and offspring,
thereby produeing new species., Nabural selection operates to elime
inate or retain such organisms which have mutateds. Undoubtedly
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some species have arisen through mutation, as shown by tailless dogs
and cats, the short-legged breed of sheep (Ancon sheep) descended by
nmutation from a long-legged ram, the hornless Hereford cattle des-
cended from a single calf born in Kansas in 1o8Y.

5. wHISHANN<S THEORIES UF THH CONTINUITY OF GERM PLASM AND NON-
INHERTTANCE UF ACQUIAED CHARACTERISIICS, wune essentlial feature of
Weismann's doctrine is that the germ plasm {germinal material) is
continuous or forms a direct path from one generatlion to the next
and is not derived from the soma or body plasm. Secause of experi-
mental evidence, he maintained that characters acquired by the body
plasm were not inheritable, FHe suggested that only germinal varia-
tions which might arise as a result of new combinatlions in The germ
cells (independent of environment) were inheritable, e recognized
the almost limitless number of combinations possible when the germ
cells of parents fuse during fertilization. This, together with na-
tural selection, he held to be sufficient to determine which charac-
ters might arise and perish or persist and consequently be transmitted
to future offspring.

6. THE THEORY OF BYBRIDIZATION. This theory attempts to explain
how evolution might occur by the appearance of characters that are
new by a combinatlion of genes of organisms of the same specles or more
rarely of organisms of different species. Hybridization bebween an-
imals of different specles rarely occurs, although an example of such
a new type is the infertile mule produced by crossing a horse and an

8538,
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- THE DOCTRINE OF BVOLUTION®™
from Historical Geology by Dunbsr pp. 57-9

A thoughtful person can hardly survey the great diversity of 1ife
about him without wondering h ow the many kinds of plents and ani-
mals came to be, 4And if he contemplates the foszsil record and
finds that in each geologic age the Harth was inhabited by still
different types of life, that question becomes more insistent.
Thus far two, and only two, answers have been suggested -- the
first is Special Creation; the second, Evolution,

The fipst theory, that of Crestion, assumes that each kind of an-
imal and plant was "molded from the dust of the Larth” and “given
the breath of 1ife" in its present form, each being a “"speclial”
and independent creation. Lo primitive people who knew but a few
hundred kinds of animals and plants, and had no knowledge of blo-
logy, bthis seemed the simplest and most acceptable explanation, as
natural as the belief that the Harth was flat and that it formed
the center of the Universe about which Sun and Moon and stars re-
volved., From such early speculation this theory was incorporated
in the ancient Hebrew scriptures, and so, fur ceuburies, it exerted
a profound influence on the tThought of the Gnristian world.

The long and extensive experience ol breeding domestic animals and
plants suggested a different origin, It is known, for example,
that all modern breeds of dog can be traced back to a single species
of wild dog, that all our domestic horses have come from one or
two specles of wild pony, and that the many breeds of cattle have
sprung from one, or at most a few, wild ancestorse If it has been
possible, within a few thousand years, to change & wild dog into
forms as diverse as the whippet, the bulldog, and the poodle, and
if, by careful selection and breeding, it has been possible to
transform the scrawny wild pony of central Asia into the sleek
Arsbian race horse, the toylike Shetland pony, and the ponderous
Percheron, then we can only wonder if in similar fashion each kind
of wild life has developed from some other by gradual change and
specialization, This line of thought led to the doctrine of Urganic
Evolution, which is the belief that from some geologically remote,
primitive form of life all the diverse kinds of animals and plants
have developed, each svolving from some pervious form by gradual
and orderly change. According to this conception, all creatures
are genetically related, like the members of a great humen family,
and the degree of relationship of different groups of animals and
plants may be represented by the branches of & family treee

Tt may be noted that evolution is no less a speclal Creation than
that conceived in the Seriptures; it is only a different method of
cpreation -- one that is sbill taking place about us and that we can
hope to understand. There is still much to learn about the ways ahd
means by which evolution is brought about, but enllghtened people
can no longer doubt that it is the method of creation, end it 1s now
universally asccepted as a gulding principle in all fields of biologye
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201 SYSTEMALTIC THEOLOGX

BASIC QUESTIONS ON EVOLUTLON

By Herbert W, Armsitrong

Almost in its entirety the argument presented will seem log=
ical, reasonable, plausable, and will "fit" the facts and hy-
potheses upon which the argument is based, This is natural,
because Evolution, we all admit, is the product of highly ed-
ucated and intelligent men, and such men could not have pro=-
duced, and accepted so universally, a theory which was not log-
ical, convincing, and whieh “fits" at every points <This, how-
ever, does not prove Evolution true, nor that these highly ed-
ucated men have not made a mistake, or been misled.

Virtually all these numerous convincing arguments which will

so forcefully appeal to your reason ARE ARGUMENTS on HON =S5 EN-
TIAL, POINTS, or are based UPON A FALSE AND ASSUMED PREMISK,
treated either as established fact or as an axiom, (in which
case the argument would be logicaelly true, were the hypothesis,
or premise, upon which it is based, true), or are in Tthe nature
of an analogy or comparison, which in realiby proves nothing
whatever.

fhe basic fundamental points which must prove or disprove the
theory will be cleverly side-tracked, lost sight of, or con-
fused, by an intricate, tengled maze of complex details on none
sssentisl points, or based on an assumed, unproved, and usually

false premise,

These premises upon which such elaborate detailed arguments will
be based, are uvsually assumed--stated as a proved fact, the
premise itself is the basic fundamental fact upon which proof
must reste--yet you will find this stated AS FACT, btaken for
granted, and never discussed, or proved., or example, the pre-
mise that the Cambrian and urdoviecian strata, so-called, and so-
nemed, were deposited before, and are older than, the Pleisto=-
cene or the Miocene, IF these so~called older strate ARE older,
and were deposited long ages previous to the so-called later
straba, then the argument based upon this premise, that the fos-
sils found in the Cambrian lived long ages before the fossils
found in the Pleistocene, would naturally be true. But you will
not find any evolutionist dwelling on the basic point, or the
premige~~he confidently ASSUMES this one strata to have been de=-
posited long ages before the other, and devotes his words to an
argument based upon that ASSUMPTION which will be true only pro-
vided the premise is true, HUW DUES HE KNOW that the Cambrilan
strata was deposited long ages before the Pleistocene? He will
not answer that question--YEE THAT IS THE sSASIC QUESYLION TPUlN
WHICH HIS BNTIAE ARGUMENT RESTS. 1f you should ask him, the
author would have to reply to you, ~why, . know that the Ceame
brian strata was deposited long ages before the Plelstocene Dh-




BASIC QUSSTIONS ON ZVOLUTIONW (Continued) 2=

CAUSE THH SIMPLEST FOSIIL FOMMS ARE FOUND 1IN THEM® in other
words, his premise is SUPPOSED, and based upon the very as-
smption he is trying to prove by it! 4n assumption cannot
be proved FACT by another ASSUMPTION based upon the first as=
sumption!

Toe be truly convincing, any argument in Ffavor of Bvolution must
PROVE:

1.

Ze

3.

Lo

How life itself originated out of dead mabter--the actual Lirst
origin of life, Spontaneous generation, or some other Fform

or method of origin of active 1life out of dead matter must be
proved Lo have been accomplished through natural causes by HiES-
IDEWL forces of naburse tWhlch excludes the CVUTSIDE power of Godl.
This must be proved, and not assumed. Otherwise ORIGIN itself
must be accevted as a direct creation of the outside force,

God, or other supernabural outside forces other than the res-
ident natural forces of nature and dead matter.

That one species not only can be made to change inbto or develop
into, (even through many successive generations), another and
different species, bub that IT HAS DONE 80 WITHOUT THE ALD OF
MAN:S SELECTIVE BREEDING, THE AID CF GOD, OR OTHER OUDSIDE OR
SUPERNATURAL CAUSES. The change of one species into another
different species must be proved, and by HNATURAL RESIDENT
CAUSES of nature alone., But man has never been able to affect
this change or bridge this gap from one species into another,
even with his selective breeding and all the skill of sclence,
Is science ready to concede that blind nature can accompllsh
what science, with all its brains, skill, equipment, and power,
has been unable to do? We define a specles, of course, as one
capable of continuo us and indefinite fertile interbreeding.,
Crosses and hybrids do not come within the definition.

That, if there has been such change by such natural causes, the
change has been steadily upward,--that is, from simple to comp-
lex physically, and tending toward constant improved and ad-
vancing intelligence--and that in specific instances, such as
that of man and higher ape, the change has not been reitrogress-
ion, or degeneration., This, I say, must be PROVED, and not
simply easily assumed. Some hold it possible that the higher
apes are degenerated men,

That, since paleontology offers the sole positive proof, 1f any,
the so=called oldest fossilg=~-the more elemenbtary and simple,--
have been taken froms trata which can be PROVED %o be The older
strata--universally and without exception. And that the more
complex and advanced fossils were taken f rom strata which must
be FROVED were deposited later,
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Be Lf the fossll contents are to be accepted as proof of the age
and order of the rock strata, then 1t must be PHOVED Dby eviw~
dences other than the rock strata that

{a) the more elementary fossils lived first,
ib} they did not exist SIMULTANKOUSLY, and
v¢) that they did not appear in the reverse order,

6o Since Darwin and all Evolutionists admit that the number of
intermediate varieties--stages of development BELWIELN KNOWN
PPECLES ~-must have been “truly enormous,” to use Darwin's ex
pression, and naturally much greaber in number than those of
well-defined distinet species, then this basic fundamental
proof must be produced:

ia&) that in fossil 1life a grealt number, or a greater num-
ber of intermediate stages or varieties have been
found than of true fixed species, and

tb) that, since evolution is continuous, vast intermediate
stages or varieties exist todaye.

Failure to prove this basic point 1s fallure to prove or estab-
lish the theory as fact, Ior,

EVEN THOUGH wE ASSUME THEISTIC EVOLUTION, (which pone of the
outstanding great evolutionists have assumed} AND CLAIM GOD
AS THE CAUSE OF VARIOQUS STAGES, AND EVOLUTLION, RATHER (IAN
DIRECT CREATION, AS GOD'S METHOD, Wi STILL MUST PRrODUCE EVi.-
DENCE OF THE VAS:H NUMBERS OF INTERMEDIATE VARIETIES, BEI'WEEN
HRECOGNIZED SPECIES, BOTH LN FOSIIL FOSM, AND 1IN REAL LIFB
TODAY, Isn't it, then significent, that WO ONE AEAL GEiU-
INE exhibit of an intermediate link has ever been discov-
ered in fossil form, or in life today?-~while thousands and
thousands which have been discovered all adhere to the lines
of well-defined species? Feathered wings first appear in
fossil life FULLY DEVELOPED, 4nd so it goes, THERE LS Wu
EVIDENCE. Hvolutionists may cleverly cloud the issue with
aprealing and reasonable arguments on non-essential points,
but they CANNOT PRODUCE EVIDENCE ON THESE BASIC FURDAMBNTAL
POINTS, And the truth or falsity of the theory rests upon
these basic fundamental poinits.

Embryology, comparative anatomy, etc., may look reasonable and
may “fit" circumstances, but are mere comparisons or analogles, and
do not establish anything further than that. They might add weight
to a fact already established, but they do not establish a fact, and
both are JUST AS READILY, IF HOT MORE PLAUSIBLY, EXPLALNED FROM THE
STANDPOINT OF SPECIAL CREATION AS FROM WHAT O0F EVOLUTLUN. They prove
one no more than the other,






GHROLOGIC RECORD

EONS ERAS PERIODS

T. COSHIC: Age of Barth and Solar System

II, CRYPTCZOIC: Phylum PROTOZOA-Single-celled, generally mlcros-
copic animals Hx: Amoeba, foraminifera, radio=
laria, and many disease gernmse.

1., Archeozoic =~ Colorade River Bed in Grand Cenyon
2., Proterozoic - Age of Alcae
Vishnu Schist layer

ITL, PIANEROZOIC:
3s Paleozolic~ Invertebrata

Phylum PURLFERA -~ Sponges
Phylum CUELENTERATA-Coral=-like animals, lacking viscera
Class Hydrozoa--hydroids, graptolites-water animals
Class Anthozia--corals and sea-anemones, tetracorals,
hexacorals {flower animal 416), honeycomb corals.
Phylym PLATYHELMINTHES--flatworms (never fossil)
Phylum NEMATHELMINTHES--threadworns (never fossil)
Phylum TRUGHELMINTHES-urotifeﬁs, all microscopic (never
fossil
Phylum BRACHIOFODA--brachiopods (divided into 2 sides,
left to right.)
Phylum BAYOZOA--moss animals
Phytum ECHINUDERMATA~-echinoderms {divided into 5 in cire-
cular spiny skin)
Class Asteroidea--starfish
Class Echinoidea--sea-urchins, heart-urchins, sand dollars
Class Crinoidea~-sea-~lilies oxr feather-stars
Class Blastoidea-=sea buds or blastoids

B, Cambrian--Age of Trilobites and Yonto rock layer
Phylum MOLLUSCA-~-mullusca (\divided into two-~lefl?l
to right)
Clags Pelecypeda-~clams, oysbers, scallops
Class Gastropoda~-snails, conchs, ebce \Stomach
food}
Class Cephalopoda=-~squids, devilfish, nautiloids,
smmonites, and belemnites thead food)

e Ordovicisn~-annelida--Age of Brachiopods and Graphlo-
lites
Phylum ANNELIDA--gegmented worms, earthworms, beach
worms, etc.

Ce Silurian--Age of Eurypterid
Phylum ARTHROPUDAw--invertebrate animals with Jjointed
legs




GEVLOGIC HECOHD (Page 2)

Class Crustacea~-lobsters, crabs

Class myriapoda= cenulpedes, milliipeds, eotc.
(many feet)

Class Arachnoidea--spiders, SOOPplOﬂS, euryn-
terids, trilobites., - s~innen

Class Insecta~~insects (cut into)

de Devonlan--idge of Figsh--pisces (fishes)
Temple Butte limestone layer
Phylum VERTEBRATA {CHOHDALA)w=animals with backbones
Class pisces~~fishes (actually four clagses)

e, Carboniferous Carbon}
Class Amphibia--salamanders, frogs, labyrinthodonts
\1) Miss.~Age of Sharks and ichinoderms
Redwall limestone layer
v2) Penne~Agze of Amphibians and Cockroaches
(3) Permian-Supai Formation
Coconino sandstone
Toroweep formation
Kaibab Limestone Formation
Him of Grand Canyon

lLe Mesozole -« Age of Dinosaurs

Class Reptlilia-=crocodiles, turtles, dinoseurs, ichty-
osaurs, pleslosaurs, mosassaurs, pbterosaurs, snakes.
Limesozoic,

a, TIriassic~Petrified forest and Chocolate c¢liffs
Moenkopi layer
Shinarump and Chinle Layer

be Juriassic-3irds (aves) - Age of Cycads and Zion Canyon
Kayenta=Wingate layer
Navajo sandstone layer
San nafael layer

ce L GCretaceoung-Dakota sandstone

de Ue Cretaceous-Mancos shale
Mesa Verde layer

e Cenezoic -~ Mammalig--milk-feeding, warm=-blooded animals

a, Yertiary--Age of Man and Mammals .Wasatch Formation)
{1} Paleocene
\2) Eocene
{3) Oligocene
{1} Miocene
(5) Pliocene
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b. Quaternery--Gladial Age
{l) Pleistocene~Loess and [1ll, Morains and Terraces,
and Volcanic Cones
(2} Recent-lodern

NOTE: UThe preceeding is a general classification and its authenticity
is subject to question and variance,






EVvoeoLuriovd LACKS PROOSF

"If it really is true that (man) is merely the inevitable cul-
mination of an improbable chemical reaction ...then the fact that
he has been ables... t0o trace himself back to it ig remarkable....
That chemicals which are 'merely mabterial:‘ should come %o under-
stand their own nabure is a staggering supposition. It 1s also a
preposterous one?" The Great Chain of Life by Krutch guoted in
Life January 28, 1957 page 28,

At the dawn of the Cambrian, 1life has already exlsted on the
Earth for possibly & thousand million years., It is small wonder,
therefore, that nearly all the great branches of the animal king-
dom were revresented, and that complex forms of arthropods, such
as trilobites, held the center of the stage, Although exceedingly
rare in the Pre-Cambrian rocks, fossils appear in ebundance at the
base of the Cambrian, revealing this highly varied 1life as though
a curtain had suddenly lifted on a drama already In progresse Hige
torical Geology by Dunbar, page 110,

“The many converging lines of evidence point so clearly to the
central fact of the origin of forms of 1life by an evolutionary pro-
cess that we sre compelled to accept this deduction, but as to al-
most all the essential features, whether of cause or mode, by which
specific diversity has become what we perceive it to be, we have to
confess an ignorance nearly total.,” Bateson guoted in General Bio=

logy page 5l0.

Several hypotheses have been advanced to account for the origin
of the Solar System, but as yet none is free of serious objectionse
iven so, the best of them deserve brief study because they represent
the present trends of thought about one of the greatest unsolved
problems of our world. Historical Geology by Dunbar pp. TTs (Oo

Laplace...5ried to show how a hot g aseous nebula, in cooling,
would automatically develop into a solar system. This seemed a sim-
ple explenation of most of the features of our Solar System known
at the time, and ILaplace's hypothesis was widely acclaimed during
the nineteenth century; in the light of our present knowledge, how=
ever, it has only historic interest. Historical Geology by bunbar
page TOs

Tndecd, there are nNUMerols... obstacles,....that make all pre=-
sent theories of the origin of the Solar System seem inadequate,
Tidal disruption of an ancestral sun still azpears to be the most
probable starting point, but the development of the Solar System
continues to offer unsoived problems." Historical Geology by Dune

bar page 09,




EVOLUTION LACHES TPROCEF - page 2

Barthis beginning was followed by long eras that are veiled
in the shadows of antigulity. Historical Geology by Dunbar page Yl

"Mane.e..n0ld the truth in unrightecusness...that which may be
nown of God is manifest in them; for God hath shewed it unto them.
Por the lnvisible things of him from the creation of the world are
clearly seen, being understoced by the things that are made, even
his eternal power and Godhead; so that they are without excuse:
eves e rPofessing themselves to be wige, they became fools...they
did not lide to retain God in their knowledge, God gave them over
to a reprobate mind....tomans 1:1u=-22,20.

“Yhe fool hath seid in his heart, there is no God." rsalm Ll:l
and Psalm 53:1,

"To be carnally minded is deathe...because the ¢ arnal mind is en~-
mity against God: for it is not subject to the law of God, neither
indeed canbe,” Homans U:6,7.
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This is the most vital decade of all history! NEVER has it been

more uvrgently necessary fo answer the question, "Does God
Exist?" Atheists, scientists and historical geologists assume He
does not! Churchgoers, some Christians assume He does! It's

time to QUIT ASSUMING! It's time you saw #he PROOF!

HERE is a delusion gripping the

minds of more people today than

Communism! It holds them jn its
sway, deluding and deceiving them, mak-
ing them veritable slaves/ It is the con-
cept of "no God."

Recendy, Sir Julian Huxley, grandson
of the famed evolutionist, stated: “There
is no longer either need or room for
supernatural beings capable of affecting
the course of events in the evolutionary
pattern of thought. The earth was not
created, it evolved. So did all the animals
and plants that inhabit it, including our
human selves, mind and sounl as well as
brain and body.”

Is there "no longet any need for a
concept of God”? Is the Bible merely a
collection of Hebrew fables, or the dy-
namic living word of an intelligent, all-
wise Creator Being?

These questions demand an answer!
Your very life, the lives of your loved
ones, and the future of this world hang
in the balance!

Proof Number One

Need “Christians” be afraid or appre-
hensive of science textbooks? Is the Bible
totally out of harmony with all science?
Do modern-day discoveries in the sci-
ences render the Christian helpless to
reconcile his belief with the “enlightened
age” in which he lives?

This first POSITIVE PROOF of the ex-
istence of God is so broad, so all-encom-
passing, so divetse in its many ramifica-
tions that it is possible only to barely
scratch the surface in this brief article.
However, there can be no clearer way
to substantiate this proof than to quote
from a typical college textbook which
discards the Bible record. In the foreword
material, the authors offer vatious expla-
nations as to the origin of the earth:

"Our own galaxy, which we remember
is but a tiny part of the universe, has
probably existed a million, million years.

“But some progress has been made in
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attempting to explain how and when
the sun and its nine planets came into
being. The study of the solar system
gives us at least a clye to the origin of
that part of the universe most important
to us—the earth.

“The explanation commonly accepted
today is called the Hypothesis of Dynam-
ic Encounter, formulated aboutr 1900 by
T. C. Chamberlzin and F. R. Moulton
of the University of Chicago. In brief 4
ruggests that our solar system had its
birth when the sun was approached by
another huge star. The latter, through
the operation of the law of gravitation,
detached from the sun great masses of
flaming gas. The orphan masses from
the parent sun gradually cooled and crys-
tallized to become the nuclei of planers.
These continued to revolve around the
sun, held in their orbits by the gravita-
tional pull of the parent body.

“The evolution of the earth to its pres-
ent state was very gradual” (Civiliza-
tion Past and Present, Vol. 1, Page 31,
Wallbank and Taylor.)

I quote this statement in full for a
very special reason!

Let's go back and carefully ANALYZE
what we have just read!

Notice carefully the étalicized words
in the quotation you have just read. We
have such words in the opening phrases
as “probably; some progress has heen
made; attempting to explain; at least a
clue; explanation commonly accepted;
Hyposhesis; and # suggests.”

Whar a collection! Here are numerous
“attempts” to explain, “some progress”
being made, at least a “clue,” and the
“suggestion” of an “hypothesis” — the
very word itself meaning “WE GUESS™!

Then, in very careful wording, having
begun with 2 number of “possibles” and
“perhapses” the book begins to tell of
definite PAST OCCURRENCES which are
said 2o have taken place!

But let’s analyze further. Let's ger to
the very trunk of the tree of this very
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vital FIRST PROOF of the existence of
God!

Notice it!

In the very BEGINNING the writers,
even though beginning with many a-
temprs to explain, cluwes and guesses,
admit the existence of our solar sysiem,
a “sun,” another “huge star,” the “oper-
ation of the law of gravitation,” great
“masses of flaming gas,” and admit that
these gases “gradually cooled!”

They also mention how these gases
“crystaliized” and then continued to “re-
volve around the sun, held in their orbits
by the gravitational pull of the parent
body!”

Whar a fantastic array! Here is a tre-
mendous, limitless, imagination-defying
expanse—an emtire universe! Hete is a
whole solar system, a huge sun, the oper-
ation of cerrain, definite, immautable, un-
changeable LAWS! Here is a supposed
collision between gigantic, breathtaking-
ly huge astral bodies, resulting in the
supposed formation of our present solar
system!

Think of ie! All of these myriad lews,
of heat, light, energy, motion, the rora-
tion of astral bodies, the laws of gravity,
the principle of isostasy, which demands
that every orbital body must gradually
assume and maintain a near-round shape,
and myrziad other laws, entirely too
numerous t0 mention, are admtted to
exst;

Yes, THINK!

Get back w the real TRUNK of the
tree! Where is the place to begin? Is it
an attempt to explain the existence of
our present solar system? Decidedly not!
Scientists and astronomers tell us that
our solar system is only one of many
such systems in our great galaxy called
the "Milky Way.” Howevet, even our
galaxy is only owe of myriad galaxies,
which form only a part of the vast, limit-
less expanse of the universe. Our planet,
astronomers assure us, is merely a third-
rate planet in a second-rate solar system,
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fost in the expanses of seemingly limir-
less space!

Do you. begin to comprehend? By
what 1AW did one star approach
another? By what LAW did hear gradu-
ally cool? By what LAW was there
& “gravitational pull”? By what LAW
was there the existence of the “operation
of the law of gravitation”?

Yes, there it is. In dissecting and look-
ing carefully into the statements of some
of the preposterous hypotheses which
have been advanced, you begin 1o see
thar in every case the wrizers have begun
with an orderly, LAW-ABIDING universe,
governed by srrefutable LAWS!

The existence of LAW, unchangeable,
immurable, irrevocable, unseen and yet
active, absolutely DEMANDS the exist-
ence of a GREAT LAWGIVER!

“There is one LAWGIVER who is able
to save and to destroy .. ." (James 4:12}.

That LAWGIVER is GOD!

Proof Number Two

Before seeing this next amazing, irre-
futable proof, it is first necessary to state,
in simple terms, the meaning of the
word “evolution.” Of course, there are
many processes called “evolution.”

The process of development of music
from simple to complex is, in 2 sense,
an “evolutionary” process, This, as is true
in ali technological inventions, has per-
haps led many 10 arsume such a develop-
ment is also true in organic, living ma-
terial!

“Evolution is the gradual development
from the simple, unorganized condition
of primal matter to the complex struc-
ture of the physical universe; and in like
manner, from the beginning of organic
life on the habitable planet, a gradual
unfolding and branching out into all
the various forms of beings which consti-
tate the animal and plant kingdoms.”
(Organic Evolution, p. 6, Lull.)

Notice it! Evolution theorizes from
the beginning of organic life—already
having LIFE with which t begin! It
does not now show, nor has it ever
shown, nor will it ever be able to show
how life CAMER into existence!

The theory of evolution (the word
“theory" means "we think”) states sim-
ply, that all life forms that we know
today, including humankind, all plame
and animal life in all of its myriad

species, have gradually evolved from
the most simple life forms to the com-
plex, intricate, interdependent species
we see about us today, each having its
own peculiar cyclical life character, each
reproducing according to its own kind,

Evolution states that this life evolved
in a “gradual process,” by “resident
forces” inta the complexity of life roday.

And hercin, at the very basic rrunk
of the tree of all evolutionary thought,
lies one of the greatest proofs of God!

Evolutionists, geneticists, biologists,
sciencists in any field wharsoever have
never been able to demonstrate, nor to
offer the slightest evidence that the LIv-
ING can come into existence from the
not-living!

It is true that certain laboratory ex-
periments have waken place in which
supposed “dead cells” are said to have
been “revived” and brought back to life
by the means of certain chemical com-
pounds! This, however, is a far cry from
“spontaneous generation.”

There is a broad, gaping, yawning
chasm of separation between Jife and
death. The great gap between the not-
Iiving and the living is 50 broed, so in-
surmonntable, so unfatbomable by man,
that evolutionists can only “suppose”
and gwess, offering vague, ethereal,
nebulous “theories” as to how life “might
have” begun!

However, on the other hand, there is
an absolute, demonstrable Jaw of science
which comprises the second major proof
of the existence of a life-giving God!

Thar is the law of biogenesis!

“Bio” means life! “Genesis” means
beginning. This law, then, is a law con-
cerning the BEGINNING of lifel This
law, simply stated, is the absolute law
that kfe comes only from life. That the
not-living can never give rise to, give
birth to or produce the living.

There is pethaps no law known to
science that can be any more firmly and
easily demonstrated than the law of bio-
genesis.

The very existence of LIFE demands
a LIFEGIVER/

God states dogmatically, "And the
Eternal God formed man of the dust
of the ground and breathed into his
nostrils the breath of kfe, and man
became a living soul” (Gen. 2:7%.

Almighty God, the Life Self-Existent,

the One who has life, who IS Life, who
was before all things, IMPARTED life to
the first man, and ser within man, the
animals, and all plants, the cyclical char-
acter of life which enables them to
repraduce according to certain set laws!
GOD IS THE GREAT LIFEGIVER!

Proof Number Three

Many of these amazing proofs of the
existence of an Almighty God “overlap.”

That is, each is, to a degree, intetre-
lated with the other. The third major
proof of God can be stated quite simply
from the quotation you saw under Proof
Number Oge.

You will notice that evolutionists, in
trying to substantiate their theory, always
BEGIN with an orderly universe, and
the existence of matter. Notice the so-
called Theory of Evolurion BEGINS with
matter, laws, and “simple” life!

What #r matter? Matter occupies
space and bas weight, Ir is not always
necessarily seen, since cerrain gases, and
even the air which you breathe, are also
classified as “matter.”

Until recently, scientists ralked of the
law of the "conservation of matter.”
However, with the discoveries in nuclear
physics, and following Madame Curie's
experiments with radium, scientists have
now found there 4s a certain amount of
“disincegration” in matzer!

This deterioration of matter is a sci-
eatific fact! Uranium (U 238) gradu-
ally disintegrates through many inter-
mediate stages into lead (Pbh 206).
Uraninm, as you may well know, is
radioactive and gives off energy in the
form of radiation,

Gradually, over a period of seemingly
limirless years, this radioactive material
disintegrates into lead! There ir no new
wranium comaing into existence today!

This means, simply stated, thar sci-
ence has proved that this earth is gradu-
ally running down! The earth, and the
whole universe, is like a great, giant
clock, which at one time was wound up!
It has been gradually “running down”
evet since, and is not now by any process
known or observed or measured being
“wound up” again!

It is as if man has arrived on the
scene in the midst of an erderly wniverse
which is gradually “running down”! Ob-
serve even the fields, mountains, valleys,



and various topographical features about
you! Years ago, a2 man named John
Powell, an early American explorer and
geologist, observed the process of erosion
from various streams and rivers, and was
fed to the conclusion that, given enough
time, streams would wear dowr any
land surface, #o matter how bigh it had
been originally, to what he called the
grand bare level fixed by the level of the
acean surface.

This process of erosion is seen about
you constantly. That is, that the higher
and the steeper the mountains, the more
rapid is the erosion, and gradually all
high areas of the earth are being low-
ered. The sea botroms, river valleys and

low areas are gradually becomning higher,
so that eventually, given enongh time,
the earth would, should this process con-
tinue, become smoother and smoother.

This, while a wrally different con-
sideration from the disintegration of
uranium, nevertheless serves to show the
gradual “running down” of the earth.

Science has firmly established, then,
there bas been no past erernity of mar-
ter!

Matter must have at one time COME
INTO EXISTENCE! Since matter by its
very nature has had no past eternity, it
had to have been, at one time, broughs
into existence!

Creation, then, the very existence of
things, absolutely demands and requires
a Creator! That which is made requires
a Maker! That which is produced re-
quires a Prodncer!

Matter, it has been firmly established,
has been made—it did not just “happen”
and has had no past eternity! Therefore,
the third grear proof is that the cres-
Hom requires a great Creator!

Proof Number Four

The One who is quoted in the first
person as being God said, “Let the earth
bring forth the living creature after his
kind, cardde, and creeping thing, and
beast of the earth after hir kind, and it
was s0. And God made the beast of the
earth after bis kind, and cattle after their
kind, and everything that creepeth upon
the earth afrer bis kind, and God saw
that it was good” (Gen. 1:24-25),

Scientists have attempted to show the
evolutionary pattern by “comparative
embryology”; by a study of selective
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breeding, genetics, and various other as-
pects of binlogy.

However, without taking the tre-
mendous amount of space necessary to
even faintly scratch the surface of such
& broad subject, sufhice it o say there
is an absolute, irrefutable, immutable,
unchangeable LAW, which absolutely
prohibits a jump from ome kind
another kind! (See “After Its Kind” by
Nelson.)

There are hundreds of different va-
riesies within a certain species, and while
there may be small, tiny dogs, such as
the Mexican Chihuahua, and also great
huge dogs such as the St. Bernard or the
Great Dane, they are still dogs! They ate
not cats, notr horses, nor are they even
beginning to show a gradual trend
toward developing into anozher species/
They are all of the same kind.

Comparative Embryology tries to
point out that the beginning embryos
of fish, polliwogs, and humans look very
much alike. This is absolutely true! But
it proves absolutely nothing for the
case of evolution, but does offer a
STRONGER proof of the existence of
Ged! Scientists are defied to atternpt to
make the embryo of a fish turn out to
be a polliwog, a man, or anything other
than a fish from the exact same kind of
fish which laid the egg in the first place!

Scientists have attempted to prove
their evolutionary theoties by “selective
breeding” and studies in “mutations.”

These do not prove evolution! They
prove, rather, the existence of absolute,
unchangeabie LAWS governing the re-

production of ail animal and plant life,

and that these laws function within cer-
tain limited bounds rthar cannot be
transcended or broken!

While we are able 1o breed and culsi-
vate today new varieties within a great
kind, they are still of the same KIND and
not a new species of life!

Any farmer who labors in his fields,
raising corn, wheat or other crops,
knows some of the basic proofs of selec-
tive breeding.

Scienrists working with guinea pigs
or other amimals in laboratories can
arrange an absolute pattern of just how
the genes and chromosomes are going
to react in the interbreeding of certain
animals according to their coloring and
various characteristics.
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They are able to tell in advance just
exactly what the offspring are going to
look like! Again, this does not prove
anything except demonstrate the exist-
ence of an all-wise, all-powerful God
who made these laws, and who also sus-
rains them! The fact God said let the
earth bring forth “after his kind," and
has been enforcing and swstaining that
law ever since is the fourth major proof
of the existence of God!

In attempting to array the skelerons
of an orangutan, chimpanzee, ape,
gorilla, and a man, evolutionists assure
us there is a definite patzern showing all
have come from one common ancestor!

This is an absolute fallacy! And again,
this merely serves to show another clear
proof of God! It does noz prove an evo-
lutionary process, but it doer prove,
rather, if men were willing to fook at the
FACTS, simifarity of DESIGN! It shows
that the same "Atchitect” had the same
general plan and design in mind! It
shows functional similarity, NoOT the
evolution of one to the other,

This absolutely proves, not only the
existence of a Lawgiver, bur that there
is, alive, acting RIGHT NOW, a Great
Sustainer of all that is?

These laws are wpheld, sustained,
KEPT in action! How? By the Swstainer,
who is Gon!

Proof Number Five

Look about you! You live in a highly
complex, intricate and interdependent
worid!

It is 2 world of GREAT DESIGN.

You have never seen an ugly sunset!
You have never seen an ugly scene in
the desert, in the mountains, at sea, or
anywhere on the surface ot this entire
earth, zwnlers it were a scene made ugly
by man! All is in harmony.

Life, as we know It, is entirely inter-
dependent upon other forms of life.
Nothing lives or dies to itself.

The question to the evolutionist is:
Which “evolved” first, the corn or the
bee? Did the bee evolve slowly for
thousands, millions or billions of years
independent of the corn stalks, the
flowers and the pollens from growing
things which are his life source?

Did the flowers, grasses, trees, and
grains all “evolve” slowly and gradually
over 2 period of millicns or billions of
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years independent of the little bee, upon
whom they must rely for their very con-
tinuation of life?

These are totally insurmountable, and
unanswerable questions to the evolution-
ists! The old question, "Which came
first, the chicken or the egg?” is a ques-
tion which the evolutionist feels worthy
only of disdain. Why? Simply becanse
he cannot answer it!

It is better from his point of view,
to metely scoff, make fun of and atrempt
o déismiss such = question when he can-
aot answer jt!

This total interdependency of all life
forms — the tremendous design within
this universe shows a common Beginner,
one main Architect, one great Designer
with an over-all framework of a plen
of creaticn into which all life forms fic,

Nothing lives or dies 1o itself, Each
living thing, whether plant or znimal,
when it dies, supplies furcher life for
other living things. Obsetve a forest. A
tree grows, finally dies and falls, only to
become part of the fallow forest floor,
supplying life-giving elements for the
young trees which it had sown in its
lifetime!

This great universe, and the complex,
Intricate earth on which you live and
draw breath, is a world of great design.
It is a world of such complex and in-
tricate design so as to take the very
breath in beginning to investigate even
the minutest pare.

The cleavage properties of minerals,
the wings of a bird or a fly, the beaury
of a sunset, the facets of a quartz crystal,
and above all, the marvejous, tremendous
masterpiece of all design, the buman
body, zll point out that for such intricare
design, THERE HAD TO BE AN ETERNAL
DESIGNER!

DESIGN in the universe proves the
exiszence of a DESIGNER!

Proof Number Six

This sixth proof of the existence of an

Almighty God is perhaps the most as-
tounding of all!

It is fulfilled prophecy!

About one full chitd of your Bible is
prophecy~and while most of that one-
third pertains to our present day, there
are many, many prophecies which bave
already been fulfilled, and which are
presently BEING fulfilled!

God sent His prophets hundreds of
years ago to such major cities as Babylon,
Ekron, Ashdod, Askelon, Tyre and Sidon.
These prophets~—simple human beings
who had been commissioned with a
message — foretold the decay, fall and
particular type of fare which was 1o
befall each of these ancient cities!

And without fail, in every single in-
Stance, exactly ar the time prescribed,
all these things HAPPENED!

Since we have the technical derails of
the fulfillment of many of these proph-
ecies in booklet form and in order to
save space, | invite you to write for Mr,
Armstrong's free booklet, “The PROOF
of the Bible!"

This attractively printed booklet will
give you the particular fulfillments of
these many prophecies. It will show you
by pictures exactly how these prophecies
were fulfilled.

You will see with your own eyes, how
the prophecies of God have come to
pass exactly as He said!

The very fact that God is able two

foretell the future, and bring it to pass,
is a great proof of His existence!

Proof Number Seven

This last proof is perhaps the greatest
proof of all o Christians. It is the proof
of anrwered prayer!

However, since the skeptics, atheists
and doubters have never prayed, and
hence have never had prayers answered,
they contifiue t© DOUBT!

Or take George Mueller's example.

George Mueller is dead now, but he
probably was the greatest modera apos-
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tle of FAITH. He founded five great
orphanages and other charitable instita-
tions in Bristol, England. He started out,
as FAITH always does, with a very small
work, without any financial backing,
and absclutely #o means of support,
except 10 get down on knees and send
up @ believing prayer to God.

For neatly seventy years George
Mueller continued that great work, and
it grew into a tremendous institution
until it housed THOUSANDS, Every dime
for feeding, clothing, sheltering, and
schocling those thousands of orphans
came in only one way—as a result of
believing prayer,

Altogetber he received more than a
million four hundred thousand POUNDS
—that was about SEVEN MILLIONS DOL-
LARS—rthat was femr to him in answer
to his prayers!

Real answered prayer is NOT the
mere "working our of events” as a re-
sule of “concentration.” Many people
today seem to assume prayer is merely
an accomplishment as a result of “posi-
tive thinking” or a psychological adjust-
ment!

This is a gross error!

Real answered prayer is a direct,
divine, supernatural INTERVENTION, a
completely MIRACULOUS intervention
and direct answer from Almighty God!
Ir is the result of being obedient to
God's laws, asking according o His
will, and then BELIBVING, in faith until
the answer corpes!

These seven, irrefutable, unchalienge-
able PROOFs of the existence of Al-
mighty God represent only the minurest
beginning of the subject! They are, nev-
ertheless, proofs! It's about time people
quit assuming—it's about time they be-
gin to really PROVE all things!

It's about time You should say, with
Job, “For ] KNOW that MY REDEEM-
ER LIVETH, and that he shall stand at
the latter day upon the earth” (Job
19:25).



Here is PROOF that nothing in the universe except God
has been existing forever. He alone is without beginning

oNsIDER for a moment. Could
q God be anything but eternal? He

reveals Himself as the Crearor of
all there is: the material universe, an-
gelic beings, light, life.

Now if God creared ali these, then He
certainly existed before they did. His
time goes back before all of them.

God continues to exist today. He
promises o give us erernal life in the
world tomorrow. Could He give us
something He does not have? Could
God give man eternal life if He were
not eternal Himself? Would men exist
forever in the future and God cease to
exist?

OFf course not. God will exist forever
into the futuge—an eternal existence.

Bur has God always existed? He was
first in existence. No one could be His
Creator. The One who was before all
else must necessarily be Eternal.

Consider again a moment. Can some-
thing come from nothing of itself? Could
an empry room suddenly become filled
with furniture without a cause? Could
an empty "universe” suddenly be filled
with stars, planets like our earth, plant
and animal life, & planned orderly uni-
verse where a moment before there had
been nothing? No. Then 2 Creator God
was before them.

Such an event as creation could not
take place withoutr a cause. No sound
mind could entertain such an idea for
long.

The Universe an Illusion?

Ideas have been suggested in an ef-
fort to do away with the need of a
Creator. Suppose that the wuniverse
doesu's really exist—that i is but an
imaginary thing, just an illusion, some-
thing that seems to exist but really
doesn’t. Observe where this idea comes
from. Modern physical science describes
the universe in mathematical terms.
From the tiniest particles of marter, t©
the motions of the stars—al} can be de-
scribed by mathematical equations. So
perfectly and orderly bas our universe
been constructed that it can be repre-
sented by numerical relationships.

But does this lack of confusion in na-
ture prove that the material world does
not exist? Not at all. The mathematical
equarions of the scientists are based
upon the existence of a material uni-
perse which the equations describe.

The mathematics is based upon mat-
ter which exists just as a house is based

of days or end of years.
by Kenneth C. Herrmann

upon its foundation. How can any clear
thinking person claim rthat only the
mathematics exists—that its basis does
not? A house built upon sand may
stand a short time, but 2 house that does
away with its own foundation has al-
ready fallen.

The uvniverse, the material world s
no illusion! Mathematics may be used
to describe it because of the orderly ar-
rangement, bur the lack of confusion
does not make the world any less seal.

An Eternal Universe?

A universe thar had always existed
would require no Creator. That is obvi-
ous. Is it possible that the universe has
erernally existed? Scripture and Science
cry out a united, NO! Seripture insists
that all was created and describes che
events of such a creation. Science 1
anxionsly assigning dates either to events
associated with creation or to crestion
itself.

Our moon, they say, has slowly moved
away from the earth at the rate of a few
feet per year, The moon is now 239,000
miles away. If time were turned back
a thousand million years the moon would
be very close 1o the earth or even joined
with it. This suggests the possibility that
creation may have taken place less than
a2 thousand million years ago with the
moon being created already some dis-
rance {rom the earth,

Other methods of dating give equally
enormous figures. Uranium and other
radioactive elements disintegrate at &
constant rate. By measuring the quantity
of disintegrated material against the orig-
inal quantity of the element which
existed, a date for irs creation is as-
signed. The age of the earth according
to this method is estimated to be several
thousand millicn years—not eteraal!

Notice that radioactivity points o cre-
ation, and hence to a Creator. There must
have been & time when radioactive mat-
ter began to disintegrate.

Meteorizes reaching us from outer
space contain small portions of radio-
active elements. The same method of
dating is applied to them. With the aid
of these radioactive elements, the me-
teorites show about the same age as that
calculated for the earch.

These measurements prove Creation
could not have been earlier than sev-
eral thousand million years ago. It could
have been later. This is important 10
remember, There was a beginning!
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On the other hand, the Scripture does
not set a definite date for the creation
of matter either, Adam and the world
of plants and animals we are acquaini-
ed with were created approximately
4000 B.C., but the heavens and earth
were brought into exisience ar an earlier
time. They were created first of all—"In
the beginning” as stated in Gea. 1:1.

Earth NOT Created in Chaos

When first created, the world was in
harmony and order for "God is not the
author of confusion” (I Cor. 14:33).
The condition described in Gen. 1:2
where the earth “was (or became)
without form (fohz), and void; and
darkness was upon the face of the deep”
refers to a later time following a de-
struction of that original creation, "He
(God) created it not in vain (tohw).”
The identical Hebrew word is used here
in Isaiah 45:18 as we found in Gen. 1:2.
Since God Himself says the earth was
not created in vain or chaotic—zobu, in
Hebrew—then it BECAME that way
afrerward.

Thus creation of the origina: heav-
ens and earth may have been millions
of years before Adam; while the creation
be looked wpon was fashioned only a
few days before him,

The heavens and earth referred o in
Gen. 1:3-28 are the atmosphere of this
earth and the comsiments. They were
brought from darkness and waste to 2
state of order in six literal days as was
explained in a previous article. The
fousth commandment “for in six days
the Lord made beaven and earth”, re-
fers 1o this same “earthly” heavens and
earth {continent).

The creation of the heavens contain-
ing the sun, moon, stars, and planets
(which includes the earth} took place
at a time prior to this second fashioning
of the earth. No word is found in
Scripture giving a definite date for that
original creation.

It is not a matter of great importance
to the Christian way of life just when
the material heavens and earth were
created. God's existence goes back
eternally; forever imto the past. A bil-
lion years would not be even a fraction
of God's life!

Should a study of the heavens defi-
nitely prove creation to be two or three
thousand million years ago, it wouid
only add to the glory of God. It would
also bring us to the sober realization
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that our three score years and ten are
but a moment in the life of our Creator.
We may well wonder as David did in
the eighth Psalm: “When I consider thy
heavens, the work of thy fingers, the
moon and the stars, which thou hast
ordained; What is man, rthat thou art
mindful of him?” A study of the stars
can teach us to be humble; it can bring
us closer to the Creator of the universe,

David was not prejudiced against the
study of the heavens. He looked up and
saw that “The heavens declare the glory
of God; and the firmament (the ex-
panse of the heavens) sheweth his han-
dywork. Day uato day uttereth speech,
(Each day the heavens will teach us),
and night unto night sheweth kaowl-
edge (Each night the starry skies tel] us
of our Creator).”

A Limited Universe?

Let's look again into the height of
the heavens to see the glory of God. A
thousand stars perhaps are visible to our
eyes. A small telescope brings ten thou-
sand fainter ones into view. With each
increase in power the telescope makes
it possible 1o see farther into space. Dis-
tant stars invisible to the unaided eye
come into view.

Uncountable billions of them e
within the reach of the 200-inch tele-
scope atop Mt Palomar in southern
Californja. 200,000 billion, billion (the
number 2 followed by 23 zeros) are
estimated to be within range of this
huge machine. How many timer more
lie beyond its range, no one would dare
estimate.

We have been looking at the heavens
from man's viewpoint. Suppose we were
to see this through the eyes of God.
Man struggles to estimate the stars in
bur a section of the universe, David was
inspired o write that God “telleth zhe
number of the stars; he calleth them all
by their names. Grear is our Lord, and of
great power: his understanding is in-
finite” {Psalms 147:4, 5).

God's understanding is infnite, with-
out limit. Our understanding, our abili-
ty, can not be compared with it The
number of stars God has created is a
finite or countable thing. Numbers go
on forever; the stars do nor, Yet we can
not counr them. All the two rhousand
million people of the earth together
could count but a small fraction of the
stars in their entire lifetime. By con-
wast He who made these stars krows
both them and ws by name, Yes, even
the hairs of our head He has num-
bered (Marct. 10:30).

The estimate given for the number
of stars is not the toral number in the
entire creation but only the nearer ones,

How far our God’s creation extends no
man knows, God bas set it in the human
heart 10 search out all things, bur the
height of the heavens and the depth of
the earth will forever remain mysteries
to the mind of man. "It is the glory of
God to conceal a thing: but the honour
of kings is to search out a matter. The
heaven for height, and the earth for
depth, and the heart of kings is un-
searchable” (Proverbs 25:2, 3).

Retreating Stars

Astronomers have discovered that all
the stars appear 10 be moving away
from owr wicinity in the universe. Those
farthest away appear to be retreating
fastest. Careful caiculations as to their
distance and speed of retreat make it
possible to conclude that they all left
our approximate position an estimated
two thousand million years ago.

Did creation take place at that time?
All the stars of the universe must bave
been gathered closely together and sons
speeding out toward their presemt po-
sitions, Thus another measurement of
the heavens appears to point o a remote
but yer definite time in the past—a mo-
ment when the universe was born.

The immense distances of stars
point our the age of the universe in
another manner. These distances are
measured in terms of the length of time
it requires the light from them to reach
the earth. For instance, light from our
sun requires about eight and a third
minutes o make the wip of 93 million
miles to the earth. Light from the near-
est stars requires three and fowr years
to reach us. Bur light from the farthest
stars photographed so far is estimated
to have left them over & rbonsand mil-
lion years ago and has only reached us
today. Thas we can conclude that these
stars were them in existence,

Creation Proves God FEternal

All these figures may be somewhat
unfamiliar and confusing. Bur the con-
clusions from them are important. Three
definite conclusions may be drawn which
in no way conflict with Scripture but
rather support it #nd add to God's glory.

One, that the science of the heavens
proves the need of a Creator.

Two, that creation could aot have
been over 4 thousand million years ago.

Three, that creation appears t0 have
been at least 1 thousand million years
ago. {Figures will vary on this and
will change as more accurate means
are available for man’s search inro the
heavens.)

Thus it stands proven ibat the heay-
ens are not eternal. No one method
of calculation of its age is safe ro de-

Peinted in U 5. a

pend on. Still taken rogether they do
point out an ancient universe—an-
cient in years, yet created at a definite
time in that remote age. At a definite
date in the past—perhaps berween one
and four thousand million years ago our
earth, moon, sun and stars were created.

Compare this with the Inspired Rec-
ord, "In the beginning (or first of all}
God created the heavens and the earth.”
No rtime is stated for this creation but
it was a definite event and did take
place at a definite time. The date is not
revealed but rather hidden for man to
search out to the glory of his Creator.

How doss all of this prove the eterni-
ty of God? It becomes very simple
when we realize that something or some-
one has to be eternal. Since the universe
is not eternal, a Being apart from it
must be. The universe includes every-
thing there is except the God who re-
veals Himself as the Creator of it. He
then must have been existing forever
inbthe past. No other conclusion is pos-
sible.

Wheo Created God?

We have shown beyond doubt from
Scripture and from God's Creation that
this universe of ours is not eternal
It has not always been. It had to have
a date of creation and 2 Creator. God
existed before ir.

But who created God? Someone is
cerrain to ask. Well, who did create
God? The question is often heard, It
does enter our minds. The answer is
simple. Those things which have not
always been require a Creator. But
God is eternal. GOD HAS ALWAYS BEEN,
Do you need a creator for a Being that
has always been, has always existed? Of
course not!

The dificulty in understanding eter-
nity lies in our human miads. We deal
in finite things, dollars and cents, years,
miles, acres, gallons, pounds. We meas-
ure, count, and estimate in units always
arriving at a definite quantity. Brernity
is withoas beginning, It is wathout end.
Erernity can not be limited to a definite
number of years. Even as numbers czn
go on forever so does God's life into
both the past and the future,

Things which are temporal, which
have been brought into being, require a
creator. Bur things which have always
existed need no creator., The material
universe was created and at a definite
time in the past. Both Science and Scrip-
ture are firm on this point, Therefore
the creation is temporal and had a cre-
ator. Stnce all in existence except this
Creator is temporal, HE MUST BE ETER-
NAL. He could nor have had a begin-
ning of days! He ALONE 15 eternal.

3M1268
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Have scientists found evidence that life evolved from dead
matter? Are the first fossils simple and primitive as the theory

oU AND T are supposedly end

products of an evolutionary pro-

cess. This concept is taught as
truth in almost all of our educational
institutions  today. But where is the
proof?

A single simple one-celled animal, it
is said, happened into existence mil-
lions of years ago. Then, slowly, grad-
ually evoiution produced our present-
day life.

Spontaneous generation plus evolu-
tion supposedly produced the myriad of
complex living forms of today’s world.
Dead matter became living matter; then
living matter evolved.

Proof is supposed to be found in
geology. A study of the fossil strata,
they say, reveals that in the “earliest”
fossil deposits simple, primitive life is
found. “Later” strata contain increas-
ingly complex life till we come to the
uppermost layers in which are deposited
man and present-day forms of life.

The proof of this theory is rather
¢lusive as we shall see. We ought to
examine the evidence before drawing
any conclusion.

Jast how did life originate?

A Course Entitled
“The Qrigin of Life”

One of the outstanding large univer-
sities of the Los Angeles area made the
error of labeling a geology course, “The
Origin of Life™ I say error, for when
the topic came up in class, the professor
expressed openly the with that the
conrse had been given a different name.

Speaking frankly, this professor,
qualified scientist, said there was LITTLE
OR NOTHING KNOWN ABOUT THE ORI-
GIN OF LIiFE.

This fact is important. The educators
who Jabeled the course believed their
professors capable of teaching a course
on how life came into being. Yet the
professor  assigned to  the course
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of evolution demands?
by Kenneth C, Herrmann

indicated that Jistle or nothing could be
said concerning the origin of life.

Will the conclusions of scientists
concerning the origin of life disagree
with the Scripture?

Three Alternatives

Life does exist. Na cne questions this
fact. No one, that is, except a few
philosophers whe for the sake of an
argument will contend that the world
might be an ilusion, just a dream; and
that there is really nothing that does
exist. “How would one know?” they
ask in idle speculation. Let's not awaken
them!

The real problem is this: Life exists.
Just where, when and how did it come
into being?

Let us examine the problem from a
standpoint of hard, cold logic and apart
from Biblical revelation. Evolutionists
do not accept the Scriptural explana-
tion. To answer them properly, we
must examine lheir own conclusions
and the facts upon which they are
lased.

Present-day theories will be consid-
ered one by one in the light of fact
and logic alone, Error will be discarded,
Will the pure science remaining agree
with God’s revelation? We shall soon
see.

Concerning the ORIGIN AND EXis-
TENCE OF LIFE on this planet ibree
alternatives present themselves:

1) “LiFE HAS ALWAYS EXISTED.”
This idea, scientists admit, is the weak-
est of the three. It is wntenable because
the earth has not always existed! In
their estimation it has not bheen fit for
life but for a portion of its estimated
3 to 5 billion-year existence, Some have
suggested, “Perhaps life came to the
earth from cuter space, from the explo-
sion of another planet in the remote
regions of space. Spores of this primi-
tive life might have been pushed afong
by radiation pressure from starlight or
sunlight. Arriving on the earth they
found an ideal place to propagate and
evolve”

Thinking logically, it is very anlikely
that life conld have come from another
planet or from outer space. The chance
of such an occurrence and possibility of
life surviving such an ordeal is extreme-
ly remote. This idea does not answer
the question of the origin of life,
It merely attempts to avoid facing
the question by putting it beyond the
reach of investigation. The real question
of the origin of life remains upan-
swered. Since the material universe is
admittedly not eternal, fife had to come
into being at some definite date in the

This supposedly extinct fish — the crossopterygian — has recently been
found ALIVE IN TODAY'S OCEAN. Fossil beds containing it are said to
be 300 million years old.
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past. Previously scientists had believed
the carth to be young, the universe old.
These last few decades have seen that
idea discarded. The earth in their con-
clusion is now as old as the wniverse.
Is it strange that that should agree
with Genesis 1:1? “In the beginning
God created the heaven and the earth.”

2) “LIFE CAME INTO BEING BY SOME
SLOW NATURAL PROCESS.” This is the
favorite belief of the “educated” man
of today. Scientists comment that this
idea “can be presented plausibly” and
that the arguments are “very convinc
ing.” Yet the aniversal opinion of all
scientists familiar with the feld is that
there is “na evidence that this has ever
taken place or does at this time”

Plausible presentations and very con-
vincing arguments do wof constitute
proof. The truth of 2 matter cannot be
determined by the cleverness or elo-
quence of the orator. Facts and logic
(and, if they would accept it, revealed
knowledge) alone constitute the basis
of all material science.

3) “LIFE WAS SUDDENLY CREATED.”
This of course implies a Creator. Since
neither life nor the material creaticn
has eternally existed, this Great First
Cause would of necessity have existed
from eternity. This theory thus postu-
lates the creation of life forms by an
eternally existing God who had life
inherent in Himself.

Could men of science consider this
as a possibility in their search for the
origin of life? They have, and here are
a few of their comments: “The idea is
as good as any “Whether you care
to accept the idea depends upon per-
sonal taste” “It disposes of the wery
great difficnity of creating lLiving mat-
ter out of inorganic (dead) matter.”
“Much of our culture is based upon
such a belief.”

Yes, our scientists do consider the
possibility of life having been created.

Reexamine These Alternatives

Consider  these three alternatives
again. The first is untenable, The
SECOND i5 COMPLETELY LACKING IN
EVIDENCE. The THIRD is listed by sci-
ence as a possibility.

To accept the THIRD is to believe in
a Creator. But atheists {men with a
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Evolutionists are astonished at the complexity of these Cambrian Trijobites
found in the LOWEST fossil strata. (After Le Conte),

Complex transverse section of a Trilobite {after Wolcott). q, dorsal crust;
b, visceral cavity; ¢, legs; d, epipodite (struciure fo keep gills clean and
maintain fresh water circulation); e, spiral gills.




remarkable faith that there is no God)
prefer the second. Not because of evi-
dence of spoataneous generation of life,
but solely because they prefer the “no
God” idea. To accept this SECOND
ALTERNATIVE is to have biind faith
that there is no Creator,

The facts and logic are inescapable.
An atheist is 2 man with false faith
that his Creator does not exist. He has
absolutely no evideace upon which to
base his faith. The atheist “hopes” to
find that evidence.

So far we have considered only how
the first bits of life may have come
into being. Have evolutionists erred in
assuming that the first life to exist was
primitive, one-celled animal life?

Here is evidence and logic apart from
Biblical revelation using only accepted
facts and sound reasoning to test the
theories presented ia books on science.

We are going to search for evidence
of these few, small, simple, primitive
fossil specimens which supposedly are
to be found in the first fossil strata. We
are going to examine the foundaticn of
the evolutionary theory. If the founda-
tion is hypothetical the whole structure
of historical geology based upon evola-
tion wiill crumble.

The First Fossil Remains

The THEORY OF EVOLUTION WOULD
REQUIRE that in the earliest layer simple
forms would be found, few in number,
gradually developing step by step into
present-day forms, The evidence in this
first fossil layer will have a great bearing
on whether you may logically believe that
God created bits of life and then spent
millions of years watching them evolve
into present-day life. “Theistic” evolu-
tionists have apparently never consid-
ered these facts.

Here is the evidence from the first
fossil layer, the Cambrian strata:

1) Instead of few forms of life, 455
different species are found. There are
100 genera of trilobites alone, Of the
13 phyla (divisions) into which all ani-
mals are classified, various authorities
state that 9, 12 or all 13 are repre-
sented.

Thus instead of a few forms of life,
evolutionists are forced to admit “a
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remarkable  assemblage . of  animal
remains,” The Cambrian layer is “just
teeming with all kinds of fossils,” to
use their own words.

2) Instead of simple forms of life
as the theory of evolution would
requite, this first fossil layer contains
such complex life as the chambered
mollusks and the highly developed
trilobite which has one set of legs for
walking on the ocean bottom and
another set for swimming.

“It is very interesting to observe that
a complex mechanism, the compound
eye like that of crustaceans and insects
of the present day, was already devel-
oped even in the earliest Primordial
times” (from Elements of Geology by
Joseph Le Conte).

3y Ingtead of small specimens these
so-called “early” forms were cften
giants compared to “later” forms. The
“ancient”  trilobite, for  instance,
attained a length of 27 inches. Close
modern fepresentatives in appearance
ate the pill or sow bugs so common
today where decaying vegetation is
found. The trilobite, however, was an
ocean-dwelling creature.

4) Instead of “primitive” iypes a
considerable number of them bave iden-
tical or almost identical living repre-
sentatives today.

Perhaps the most widely known
example of this is the muscular-jointed
fin fish called the crossopterygian
found only i Devonian strata (3
“ages” later than the Cambrian) but
also fownd alive 1oday. Specimens have
been caught in the waters off Africa
much to the consternation of the pro-
ponents of evolution. Rather than ad-
mit that something is radically wrong
with their faith, they cover up by
publishing detailed studies on  the
structure of the fish, showing how it
(supposedly) became the ancestor of
land life by changing its fins to the
jointed condition and then to legs. The
missing link between the fish and land
animeals is thus supposedly found alive
in the ocean today. These first fossils
are certainly not primitive,

5) Instead of natural deposition such
as might occur along beaches or deltas
today, the fossils of this Cambrian
strata show evidence of having been
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buried alive by some sudden cafasire-
phe. The “ages” required for a certain
strata to form thus become a myth.

It is obvious that these first fossils
do not fit the “few, simple and primi-
tive” pattern demanded by the evolu-
tionary theory. But the proponents of
evolution are not through yet. Hope
springs eternal in the human heart and
for the evolutionist there is always the
“hope” that he may find his “proof”

Pre-Cambrian Rocks

Suppose we follow the thinking of
evolutionists one more step.  They
rationalize: Since evolution Is true, the
first life must be simple, and since
Cambrian life is not simple, it cannot
be the first life. The pre-Cambrian
rocks, they contend, must hold the
answer to the origin of life.

A thorough search of the pre-
Cambrian rocks reveals the following
facts: IN ALL ROCKS TERMED PRE-
CAMBRIAN, the sum total of fossils
found amounts to 4 few worm burrows,
one or two broken shells which may be
brachiopods, some algae, fragments of
sponge spicales and A LOT OF WISHFUL
THINKING, The wishful thinking is
that of evolutionists and the expression
that of an evolutionist.

How they wish they could find 2
fossil [ayer with a “few, simple, primi-
tive” forms of life to establish their
dogged faith in evelution. The pre-
Cambrian layer fails to give them evi-
dence.

The list of fossils for this layer is
probably incorrect. Another source just
as reliable, yet just as anxious to prove
evolution, thought the term “The Ag-
nostizoic” {meaning “we don't know
whether there was life during it”)
would be quite fitting for this pre-
Cambrian layer. In his opinion, the
sample of algae he passed around to his
class may or may not have been algac
and he spoke of the “NEARLY INSUR-
MOUNTABLE PROBLEM of the swdden
appearance of complex Jife IN THE
CAMBRIAN ROCKS.”

The conclusion from these facts
ought to be easy. In the Cambrian layer
is complex life; in a supposedly earlier
layer, a few fragments of the same
thing or perhaps nothing. (Remember
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also that a layer is identified by the
fossils in it and thus these fragments
might be Cambrian.)

YOUR CONCLUSION: If this complex
life of the Cambrian layer were depos-
ited over a long period of time, then
life must have been suddenly created
near the beginning of the period. If
deposited quickly, a creation of com-
plex life is still implied and @ destrue-
tion by a flood i1 a rertainty. But men
of science struggle on without the
scriptures to guide them.

The Lost Interval

Retreating from the facts, the evolu-
tionist must now resort fo theory to pre-
serve his religion. We have come this
far, we may as well continue in put-
suit. All reason is dropped and ratio-
nalization takes aver completely.

The evolutionist comes up with an
idea. Since no life is found in some
layers, which they therefore term pre-
Cambrian, and complex life is found in
the simplest layer they have discovered,
supposedly an enormous period of time
between these two layers existed. Names
like “The Lost Interval” and “The
Lipalian Interval” are given to make
the case seem more authentic, The
DESTRUCTION OF THE SUPPOSED REC-
orD of these intervals 15 termed the
Kilarneyen Revolution or the Penokee-
nan Revolution,

Was there ever an earlier record?
How could such a worldwide vecord
be destroyed?

Five Rejected Theories

Evolutionists claim their record s
destroyed. Yet, true men of scieace
among them have inadvertently given us
the following facts. They list FivE
THEORIES for the lack of preservation
of the life which they believe existed
in the pre-Cambrian - then they take
each in its turn and disprove it.

We ask: Why are there no fossils in
the pre-Cambrian rocks? They answer
with a theoty and then give objections
which disprove the theory.

Hete are their theories and their
objections.

THEORY No. 1) All life was de-
stroyed by the metamorphism of the



rocks in which they occurred. Objec.
tion: 90% of pre-Cambrian rocks are
schists, gneiss and marble, distorted by
heat and pressure, but the remaining
10% are not. The remaning 10%
should contain fosrils if evolntion were
frie.

THrory No. 2% Life only existed
i those areas which were meta-
morphosed. Objections: This would be
very fortunate for the theory of evolu-
tion but is most improbable due to the
widespread occurrence of the unmeta-
morphosed areas which were certainly
accessible to ocean life and thus ought
to contain forsils.

THEORY No. 3) The oceans were too
acid for calcium to be used for shells
and thus no trace of the animal was
preserved. Objections: The oceans were
more fikely fresh to hegin with, Also,
siliceons and ehitinons skeletons cowld
have been formed and preserved apart
from the calcinm  yeguivement. Such
types are found in the Cambrian rocks.

Trurory No. 4) There wasn’t enough
calcium in the ocean for the animals to
have shells, Objection: Limestone layers
50,000 feet thick were deposited in this
carly strata showing an abundance of
calcinm.

THeory No. 5) Life forms lived
only in the upper zones of the ocean at
first and had no hard parts. Either they
became lfazy, grew hard paris, and be-
ing heavier settled to the bottom, or
else they found the ocean bottom fizst,
then became lazy in their new environ-
ment and grew hard parts. Thus the
sudden appearance of fossils, Objec-
tons: For life to spend many millions
of years in the uppermost portions of
the ocean withont fmding thore, shal-
low water or ocean boitornr is nothing
short of ridiculous. Even after accept-
ing such an idea the problem remains
as to why suddenly many forms of life
should take on complete  skeletons
with 7o “evolutionary
steps.”

petermediate

forms are found.
Each species thus learned to develop its
hard shell swddenly!

A great number of species occur
together with hard shells in the lower
Cambrian. All must have “Jearned” the

No transitional
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secret of hard shell development simewi-
taneonsly.

Thus this fifth theory 15 also com-
pletely lacking in facts, logic and plain
good judgment.

Why Men Can’t See

Thus at present scientisis have lefi
themselves without an explanation for
the complex, numerous “‘advanced” life
forms of the Cambrian rocks and the
complete absence of life in the layer
usually beneath it. In rejecting the
Scriptural account (Genesis 1) as evi-
dence they find themselves without any
explanation,

THE CORRECT CONCLUSION  you
ought to have drawn from the evidence
presented is that in the beginning /fife
forms were created complex as we find
them; then at a later date they were
buried in the rocks by catastrophic np-
heavals of earth and water. They did
not evolve to that complex stage as the
evolutionary theory demands,

Since the days of Darwin, men have
clung tenaciously to the theory he pub-
lished but never proved, even to
himself. Why? Because to believe other-
wise would in the end Jlead to the
acknowledgement  of  the  Creator
revealed in the Bible. To acknowledge
this Creator would be to consent that
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certain obligations might be due Him,
It would also put these educated men in
the rather uncomfortable place of hav-
ing a rival whose knowledge 1was as
far superior fo theirs as wisdom iy to
foolishners. Intellectual pride would
have to vanish,

Man’s mind, the carnal mind he is
born  with, is emmity against God
(Romans 8:7). It will not think ratio-
nally when faced with the Biblical facts
proving the existence of the Creator
who has revealed Himself to man
through the Scriptures.

It is quite possible that bad no
Bible ever been written proclaiming the
existence of our Creator, that the efforts
of scientists in ¢very field would have
quickly discovered the facts of creation.
Had no fleods ever been described in
ihe Scriptnres, historians and archaeolo-
gists alike would have discovered the
evidence, reasoned correctly with it and
arrived at the correct historical account
of the earth, Geologists would have
studied the fossil strata and held forth
the truth to the world with fervor equal
to that with which they now propagate
the godless doctrine of evolution.

But the human mind is rebellious
against God; it will not willingly sub-
ject itself to the law of God; neither
will it acknowledge that a revealed his-
tory of the earth and life forms is cor-
rect,

Ewolntion thus becomes the opiate of
the atheist to distort his vision and
keep him from seeing his God.

The carnal mind cannot accept God,
It must cling to this “faverite belief”
that life came into being by some
slow natural process.

Where Is the Evolutionary Tree?

The roots from the tree of evolution
disappear in our search for the evolu-
tion of life from dead matter. The
stump vanishes when we ask for those

Do you know the mystery of this littie creature? Here is evidence thot each
creature produces affer ifs own kind — that it doesn’t become a different,

more advanced kind,

Sir  Archibald Geikie, F.R.5., ardent evolutionist, admits that though
"Brachiopod species of the genera LINGULA {which you see abovel are the

otdest known molluses . .

. [they] are still represented by living species in

the ocean. They have persisted with but little change during the whole of
geological time, from the early Paleozoic periods downward, for the living
shells do not appear to indicate any marked divergence from the earliest

forms.”” From GEOLOGY by Geikie.
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“few, simple, primitive” life forms.
The thirieen great branches, the thirteen
phyla into which all animals are classi-
fied, fade away when we find all repre-
sented in the earliest fossil strata. Even
the smaller brancher vanish when we
see this Cambrian life “already evolved”
into classes, orders, genera, and species.

It’s about time to ask, “Where is the
tree #** The roots, trunk and branches are
gone, Only the twigs remain.

Blood relation between individuals
and many so-called species of the Cam-
brian strata is certain. Further specula-
tion is in the rezlm of philosophy, not
true science.

This tree of evolution is thus shown
to be but 2 dream in the minds of men,
and like a dream it will disappear for
them when their eyes are opened.
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Many fish living today ARE IDENTICAL WITH or little different from the fish
pictured here, which evolutionists say evolved, lived, and BECAME EXTINCT
hundreds of millions of years ago. {After Le Conte.)



BrACHICPRCD
bracke.e.0.p0d
arwlike foot

CCRAL
core.al
little stone

TRILOBITE
tfiolow.bite
having three lohes

CEFPHALOPOD
seff.aclo.nnd
head-foobed

AMMONITE
am.mon.lilte
Hovy ptian god, Amon

BUAYPTERID
Jou.rip.ter.id
broad~-winged

SCORPIUN
Score.nee,yun
barbed whip

MEGANEURON
MEZL e Qe NUT s LML
great nerve

CEPHALASPIS

seff.2.la8ps1s
head shield

BIRKENIA
burr.keen.ya
Birltenhead, Burn
Scotland

PTERASPIS
ter.asp.is
winged shield

CLIMATIUS
cly.mat.ee,us
steep slant of the
face

PREHISTORIC ANIMALS

. by
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COCCUSTETS
koJzahse.tee.us
geed bone

DIHICITHYS
dye.nick, this
terrible fish

CLADCSELACHE
klad.ossecll,a.kkey
sprout =hark

CHEIROLEPIS
care.0.leep.is
scaled hand

HOLOSTEAN and
SUBHULOSTHSAN F13SH
ho.lah.steesan
entire bone

LEPPOLEPIS
lepl.boweleep.is
thin-scaled

PORTHEUS
nOore the . us
the ravager

BUSTHENOFPTERON
yeus,then.on. tel.on
strong fin

DIPYERTS
dig.ter.us
two-winged

DIPLOVERTERBRON
div.lo.ver.ta.bron
double vertebra

FOGYHINUS
eeoOon.rlnoUS
first tadnole

DIPLOCAULUS
dipeslo.call.us
double membrane
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RYOPS
Bl eCE,0DS
drawn=-out eye

N
e

CACOPS
18T « KOUS
bad eye

3] b
¥
1]

SEYHOURTA
S@eogg£gneeoya
Seymour, Texas

ARCHELON
ar.kel.on
ruler turtle

LCHIHYOSAUR
ick.thes,0esawr
lizard that looks
1like a fish

PLEISTOSAUR
DLEEZ.TO.SAUD
near-lizard

RUYNCHOCHPHALLIAN
rink.o.sef.2le.yan
beak«headed

MOSASAUR
110 ¢ 586 8 EWD _
reptile from the leuse

PALABOPHIS
pay.lee.0.fis

THECGODUNT
theee.co.dont
teeth in sockets

PHYTOSAUK
Ly .bowesawy
plant reptile

REAMPHORHYNCHUS

ram.forink.us
prow beak
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PTERANOLUN
tear.an.o.don
winged, but without
teeth

STEGOS AURUS
steg.0.8aur.us
roofed lizard

PALECSCINCUS
palecca0oegkinkz.us
ancient lizard like
a skink

DITLODOCTUS
di.plahe.dos.cuss
double~beamed

BRONTOSAURUS
bron.tow,. Sanr ,us
thunder lizard

ORWNITHOLESTES
ornith.oc.less.tees
bird stealer

STPHUTET OMIMUS
gstroo.bthee.0.mim.us
ostrich mimic

HESPERORNIS
hes.per.orn.is
western bird

DIATHYMA
dye.a.try.ma
through a hole

PHORORHACUS
for.or.hock.us
ragged.  thiefl

PRULOCERATOLS
Pr0.toW.8er.a.t0OPS
forerunner of the
horned face

STYRACOSAURUS
sty.rack.o.s8Wr,us
spiked lizard

TRTICHRATOPS
try.ser.a.tops
three-horned face

DIMETRODON
dy.met.ro.don
double~measure teeth

TYRANHGSAURUS
TY e 18116110 6 SAWE » US
tyrant lizard

PARASAUROLOFHUS
par.g.sawr.gll.lof.us
beslide the ilizard with
a crest

ARCHABGPTERYX
ark.ece.0Reters1lx
ancient wing

ARCHABORNIS
ark.ee.orn.is
ancient bird

ICEIHYORNIS
lck.thee.orn.is
fish~eating bird

ALLOSAURUS
Ale0aSaWr,us
other lizard

CYNOGHATHUI
sign.no.naith.us
dog=jawed
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RIDDL: OF THE PROZEW GTANLS

Jhat killed the prehistoric mammoths found preserved
in the arctic? FHere 1s a new explanation of the
eerie catastrophe that may have claimed them.

by: IVAN T, SANDERSON

A cartoon appeared in this magazine some years age showing
two scientists staring at a small pile of dust in the middle of
a laboratory bench. This was captioned, "0f course, nobody really
wanted a dehydrated elephant, but it's nice to see what we can do,”

Nobody, as far as L have been able to ascertaln, wants To
guick~-freeze an elephant, but the idea has begun to interest some
people in the frozen-foods industry since i started asking if they
could tell me how to do such a thing., The reason for my question
is simply that we already have lots of frozen elephants; the flesh
of some of them has retained its full flavor, and L want to know
how the job was done, There is one corpse in particular that is
exceptionally irksome., This is the famous Beresovka mammoth that
was thawed out of Northern Siberia just after the turn of this cen-

tury.

Some yvears ago L wrote an article which was rather blithely
titled "The Hiddle of The Mammoths® (The Saturday Evening Post,
December 'f, 196), just as if these poor creatures had, by becom=
ing extinct, presented us with but a single puzzle, wn rereading
this, I am not a little disturbed, for just about everything said
therein has, during the intervening years, been almost completely
reversed, Far from being a mere riddle, mammoths have duiped a
seemingly endless parade of conundrums in our scientific lap. How
I would like to make a fresh starb.

About one seventh of the entire land surface of our earth,
stretching in a great swath round the Arctic Ocean, is permanently
frozen. The surface of some of thig territory is bare rock, but
the greater pert of it is covered with a layer, varying in bthick-
ness from a few feet to more than 1000 feet, of stuff we call muck,
This is composed of an assortment of different substances, all
bound together withifrozen water, which becomes and acts as a rocke.
While its actual composition varies considerably from place to place,
it is usuwally for the most part composed of {ine sand or coarse
silt, but it also includes a high proportion of earth or loan, and
often also masses of much of the last i1s there on occasion that
even strong men Find it almost impossible to stand the stench when
it is melting. Yhis muck is spread all across northern Asia and is
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exceptionally widespread in Northern Siberia, It appears again in
Alaska, and lies right across the top of Canada almost bo Hudson
Bay.

The list of animals that have been thawed out of this mess would
cover several vpages, Lt includes the famous woolly mammoths and wool-
1y rhinoceroses, horses like those still existing wild in 4Asla, glant
oxen and a kind of huge tiger., In Alaska it also includes glant bi-
son, wolves and beavers, and an apparently gquite ordinary lion as
well as many other animals now extinet and some which are still in
existence, like the musk ox and the ground squirrel, <The presence
of the extinet species vrovides us with a fine set of riddles, and of
those that are not exbinet, with another set; and the absence of still
others, like man, for instance, with a third set. The greatest riddle,
however, is when, why end how did all these assorted creatures, and
in suech absolutely countless numbers, get killed, mashed up and fro-
zen into this horrific indecency?

There was a time when there hardly seemed to be any real mystery
here, apart from the preservation of animals long since extinct in
what was sometimes a perfect state. When western sclence first be-
came aware of the matter, they summarily dlsmissed 1t in the classic
statement that “the animals fell into the ice.” And, for guite a
time this suggestion seems to have proved gquite satisfactory to most
people; those who murmured thalb one cannot fall into ice were hushed
by dismal accounts of Swiss mountaineers falling into crevasses in

glaciers,

It came to light, however, that there are not--and never were--
any glaciers in Siberia except on the upper slopes of a few mount-
ains, and that the animals ave never found in mountains, but always
on the level plains and only a little above sea levels [urther, it
was pointed out that no bit of one has ever been found in ice., ‘lhey

are all in the nuck,

hese facts indicated water as the agency which engulfed the
creatures. It was explained that they fell into rivers and were then
deposited miles asway in delbas and estuaries under layers of silt,
This sounded splendid at first, but then the next lot of riddles ap=
peared. These animal remains were not in deltas, swamps or estuaries,
but were scatbtered all over the country. Almost without exceptlon,
they were stuck in the highest levels of the curious, flat, low plat=~
eans that occur all over the tundra between the river valleys. 1T
was also pointed oub that the whole of Worthern Asia, Alaska and Wegtm
ern Canada could never have been one vast delta, nor could their ri-
vers have wandered about all over this higher land, depositing muck
uphill, But last, and worst of all, many of these animals were per-
fectly fresh, whole and undamaged, and still elther standing or at
least kneeling upright.
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A mammoth falling into a river filled with melt water 1s not go=-
ing to be carried along in an upright position and deposited thus
miles away. Also, elephants are the very best swimmers in any case,
and, owing bto the huge amounts of vegeitable matter they must keep in
their stomachs at all times and which develops much gas, it is well~
nigh impossible to sink them., DBefore this can be accomplished they
have to be in an advanced state of decomposibtion or even to have
vursts “Lhen their remains would be shoved, bumped and probably rolled
over and over along the bottom of the river before coming torest in
their final silty graves. But these standing animals were perfoect,
not burst, and with their fur coats in good order; t hey were not de-
composed, On the contrary, their flesh was perl ectly preserved--
the water theory had to be abandoned.

Next, mud became popular, <There are certain kinds of clays found
on the tundra only a few inches of which are sticky enough to hold a
man by his feet; and so some intrepid Bussian sclentists suggested
that, given a few feet of this substance, it could hold & mermoth till
he froze to death. Despite the fact that no such substance has ever
been found elther holding or iying under any frogen animal, this idea
at first came almost as a relief and was heartily adopted by almost
everybodys Bub there are always, it seems, some spollsports in mam-
moth hunting: they pointed out not only the above fact but also that
this hypothetical “goo' would have had to be unfrozen at the tine,
and that this could only mean that the temperature of the alr was
well sbove freezing. <The animals must therefore have been f rozen
after death~-probably by starvation--in which case they would have
£ allen over and started to decompose. Two emendations were therefore

rropoged.

The first was the idea that the animals fell into gulches, break-
ing down the banks as they fell and besing enguifed in mud, and that
then a sudden drop in temperature took place and they were frozen,
upright. The other was that after they got stuck a gigantic blizzard
blew up and froge both them and the goo forever. Both theories sounded
possible, but both were immediately shown to be impossible. Lt was
particularly this Beresovka specimen that proved this,

The Beresovka mammoth was discovered by a Siberian tribesman
around the turn of the century. It was sticking headfirst out of a
bank of the Beresovka HAiver, a tributary of the mighty Kolyma which
debouches into the Arctic Ccean, This man axed off the tusks and took
them for sale to the nearest trading post, at Yakulsk, and he there
£01d the Cogsack who bought them about the rest of the animal, Now
there was a ukase promulgated by the Czar, in force at that time,
stating that all mammoth or other f rozen-animal discoveries were to
be reported to the goverrment, Th is the Cossack did, and a scienti-
fic expedition was sent by the NHational Academy o I Sciences from 5%,
Petersburg. The members of this company bullt a shack over the corpse
and lighted fires within to thaw it out. They then dismembered it
carefully, packed up the parts, refroze them in the alr outside and
sledded them to the Trans-Siberian Rallroade
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‘his corpse was sort of sguatiing at the back end, but was ralsed
on one foreleg in front, with the other held forward as il about to
salute, Much cof the head, which was sticking out of the bank, had
been eaten down to the bone by local wolves and other animals, butb
most of the rest was perfect. Host important, however, was that the
1ips, the lining of the mouth and the tongue were nreserved. Upon
the last, as well as between the tseth, were poriions of the animalts
last meal, which for some almost incomprehensible reason it had not
had time to swallow,

This meal proved to have been composed of delicate sedges and
gragses and--nost amazing of all--fresh buttercup flowers, ‘the stom-
ach contained many more guarts of similar material. This discovery,
in one fell swoop, just about demolished all the previous theories
about the origin of these Irozen animals and set at naught almost
everything that was subsequently put forward. In fact, it presented
a royal flush of new riddles,

#irst, the mammoth was upright, but it had a broken hipe. Second,
its exterior was whole and perfect, with none of its two~foot-long
shaggy fur rubbed or torn offe Third, it was fresh; its perts, al-
though they started to rot when the heat of the fire got at them, were
just as they had been in 1ife; the stomach contents had not begun to
decompose, [IMinally there were these bubttercups on its tongue,.

Perhaps none of these things sound very startling at first, but
if you will examine them one at a bime, employing simple logic and
good, common horse sense, you will immediately find that they add up
to an incredible picture. Let us take the points in succession.

That the animal had a broken hip shows thal some very strong
force must have been exerted upon it either before or alter death.
By the position of the corpse 1t would at first seem thalt this was
caused before death by the animalts falling into one of the famous
gulches and then having struzgled tog et out with its forefeets How-
ever, there is no reason why the fracture could not have taken place
after the animal was dead and be due Lo some great welght placed upon
it while loose material remained beneath it. The animal may, indeed,
have slipped and injured itself, though from what or into what there
is absolutely no evidence. It had obviously not been elther inun-
dated or washed away by a flocod, and it had not been drowned, Third
and very importantly, it wes not only fro_en but perfectly so, and
here is where we come to the first of the more vital pointse.

Freezing meat is not guite so simple a vprocess as one might
think, It will jell once you drop the temperature below Ireezing,
and it will then theoretically remain forever, provided its conbained
moilsture does not melts So also will a whole corpse. However, the
frozen-food technicians have discovered two vital facts. UYhe first
is that simply freezing meat is not sufficient, because it loses its
flavor and finally becomes unfit for human consumption after a time
if only just frozen., Yo preserve it properly, temperatures of minus-
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twenty degrees Fahrenhelt or lower are needed, The second and more
important point is that to vpreserve it at all it must be Irozen very
rapidly, and the faster the better, The slower the Jjob is done, the
larger are the crystals that form in the water and other liguids con-
tained in its cells; the Taster the process, the smaller they are.
Above a cerbain size, these crystals burst the cellse. The wmeat then
becomes dehydrated on being unfrozen, and loses all its flavor.

The flesh of many of the animals found in the muck must have been
very rapidly and deeply fro,en, for i1ts cells were not burst and, al-
though one mammoth has been found by the radiocarbon dating method
to be just over 10,000 years old, the flesh of these animals was re-
markably fresh and some was devoured by the explorers' sledge dogs.

At minus~forty degrees Fahrenheit, it takes twenty minutes to
quick-freeze a dead burkey and only thirty to preserve a whole side
of beef. Bubt these are mere bits of meat, not live animals clothed
in fur and containing blood, internal organs and food, at a living
temperature of about ninety-eight degrees.

The nroblem is bo extract all the heat from the whole beast, but
this can only be done from the outside and by working inward. Unless
we have tremendous cold o utside, the cenber of the animal--and notably
its stomach--will remain comparatively warm for some time, probably
long enough for decomposition to sbart in its contents, while the act-
ual chilling of the flesh will be slow encugh for large crystals to
form within its cells, Neither event occurred with the mammoths,

Here we must digress for a moment to consider a related riddle--
namely, how these animals were all killed so suddenly. <Yemperatures
of lower than minus-100 degrees fah renheit have recently been re-
corded in Antarctica, and the air customarily registers much less than
zero over wide areas of the earth, yet very large numbers of animals
Iive happily at such temperatures. Sled dogs burrow into the snow
to sleep in Antarctica and thereby obtain some protection, but they
also stand about in the open for hours, even when a near hurricane
is blowing--end moving air has a much greaber chilling effect than
still aire. DMen, though admittedly well clothed, have been out in
temperatures of minus-100 degrees for up to half an hour--and in a
roaring blizzard to bootw--without their lungs freezing; but much nore
amaezing were the little Shetland ponies that Scott took on his 1ll-
fated dash to the South Fole in 191l. He got these to the dome of
the Antarctic icecap, and they had to staend out in the open all the
time, yot they survived as long as their food supply lasted, in fact,
it takesz a very great deal of cold to kill a warm-blooded animal, and
especially one that is already somewhat inured to 1t

it now transpires, from several sbtudies, that mamoths, though
covered in a thick underwool and a long overcoat--and in some cases
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having guite a layer of fat -- were not specially designed for arcw
tic conditions; & little further consideration will make 1t plain
that they did not live in such conditions,

That they did not live perpetually or even all year round on
the arctic tundra is reslly very obvious., First, the average Ine-
dian elephant, which is a close relative of the mammoth and just
about the same size, has to have several hundred pounds of food
dally Just to swrvive, For more than six months of the year, there
is nothing for any such creature to eat on the btundra, and yet there
were tens ol thousands of mammoths, Further, not one trace of pine
needles or of the leaves of any other trees were in the stomach of
the Beresovka mammoth; 1ittle flowering buttercups, tender sedges
and grasses were found sxzclusively. DButtercups will not grow even
at Torty degrees, and they cannot flower in the absence of sunlight.
A detailed analysis of the contents of the Beresovka mammothis sto-
mach brought to light a long list of plants, some of which still
grow in the arctic, but are actually much more typical of Southern
Siberia todaye. Therefore, the mammoths either made annual migra=-
tlons north for the short summer, or the part of the earth where
their corpses are found today was somewhere slse in warmer latitudes
at the time of thelr death, or both,

Here is a really shocking--to our previcus way of thinking--
plcture. Vast herds of onormous, well-fed heasts not specifically
designed for extreme cold, placidly feeding in swmy pastures, del-
ieately plucking flowering buttercups at a temperature in which we
would probably not even have needed a coat, Suddenly they were
killed without any visible sign of violence and before they could
so much as swallow a last mouthful of food, and then were guick-
frozen so rapidly thalt every cell of their bodies is perfectly pre-
served, despite their great bulk and their high temperature. what,
we may well aslk, could nossitly do this?

flossils of plants requiring sunlight every day of the yearw-
winich is far from the condition pertaining about the poleg--have
been found in Greenland and on Antarctica. This alone proves thatb
at some time in the past elther the poles have not been where they
are now, or those portions of the earth's surface that lie about
the poles today were once elsewhere, Astronomers and engineers
concur in stating that the axis of the earth camnot ever have ghif-
ted because the sarth is a vast fly-wheel, and even 1f any force
great enough could be found to so shift 1t, it would therefore Ily
apart.,

Brgo, the crust of the earth must have shifted. <“hether it
did so in bits and the bits then shifted around reciprocally as sug-
gested by wegener, or whether it moved as a whole as recently pro-
vounded by Hapgood (Uhe Saturday ivening Post, Janvary 10, 1vy59},
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cannot e debated here, The latbter seems the more »nrobable at pre-
sent, but in either case, if the crust does from time to Time come
unstuck from the central body of the spinning eorth, it will start
to move and new smarts of it will drift in under the npoles, Iowever,
the circumference of the earth as measured north and south through
the poless This means that any portion of the crust heading for
the equator is going To have bto stretch by twenty-one miles, while
any nmoving toward a vpole will have bo coantract by the same amount,
4nd what must then havpen?

ihe crust of the earth is estimated to be variously between
twenty and sixty miles thick., ‘his is really very little compared
to the whole earth, being only aboubas thick as the outer skin of
of an onion. Its rocks are to some extent vlastlc, but are like
talfy in that they can be stretched slowly, but will break if pul-
led too fast, Therefore, if a part of the crust goes up over the
rise of the equator too fast, 1t will crack open and form vast rock-
bergs, while the materlal from the layer bensath it will come wellw-
ing up to f11l these cracks and sometimes even bo flow out in great
sheets such as are found all over the earth. 4Also, both about the
equator and toward the poles, where the crust is belng squeezed,
every available volcano will bes set off,

Fow veolcances, when in eruption, not only spew out lava and
hurl out rocks but also eject masses of just particles, steam and
other gases. Some of the dust may be shot into the upper atmos-
phere and then drift all around the earth. After the Indonesian
igland of Krakatoa blew up in 1803, there were magnificent sunsets
all over the earth for several years because of this dust. Uther
great volcanic eruptions have actuslly affected the rainfall be-
cause molisture gathers around small particles, and the gasesw-w-
notably carbon dioxide, if opresent--have a marked eflfect upon the
content of the atmosphere. 1t has been estimated that il only
twenty major volecanoes went off at the same time, all manner of
positively terrifying things could happen to our old earth and thus
also to both us and mammoths, J1n fact, this may be the answer to
most of our riddles. This theory is buttressed by the fact that
great layers of volcanic dust have been found interlarded with the

muck in Alaska,

A svdden mass extrusion of dust and gases would cause the forw-
mation of monstrous amounts of rain and snow, and it might even be
50 heavy as to cut out suniighl altogether for days, weeks, months
or even years i1if The crustal movements continued. #Winds beyond any-
thing known today would be whipped up, and cold fronts of vast len-
gths would build up with violent extremes of temperature on either
side. There would be forty days and nights of snow in one place,
continent-wide floods in another, and roaring hurricanes, seaquakes
and earthqualkes bringing on landslides and tidal waves in others,
and many other disturbances. Bub perhaps most ilmportant wmay have
been the gases which would probably have been shot up highest of 4al.
+hat would happen to them?
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And this is where we get back to quick-Ireezing mammoihs, for
the frozen-food exnerts have pointed out that to do this, starting
with a healthy, 1live specimen, you would have to dcrop the tempera-
ture of the air surrounding it down to a point well below minus-150
degrees Fahrenhelt., there are two ways of Tfreezing raplidly--one is
Ly the blast method, the other by the mist process; ithese terms ex=-
plain themselves, loreover, the colder air or any other gas becomes,
the heavier it gmets. 1T these volcanic pases went up far enough
they would be violently chillsd by the “"cold of space,” as it is
called, and then as they spiraled toward the poles, as all the at-
mosvhere in time does, they would begin to descend. Jhen they came
upon a warm layer of air, they would weigh down upon 1t and pull
2ll the heabt out of it and then would eventually fall through it,
probably with increasing momentum and »erheps in great blobs, pour-
ing down through bthe weakest spote 4nd if they did this, the blobs,
would displace the air already there, outward in all directions and
with the utmost violence. Such descending gases might well be cold
enough to kill and then instantly freeze a mammoth.

Consider now our poor mammoth placidly munching away in his
neadow, verhaps even under & warm sun. The sky need not even cloud
over, and there need not even be & dust haze where he is living,
which would appear to have then been about where Central Asia 1s
todays A1) of a sudden, in a matter of minutes, the alr begins to
move in that peculier way one may experience boday at the end of the
arctic swmmer when the first cold front descends and the temperature

may drop sixbty degrees in an hour.

All the memmoth feels is a sudden violent tingling all over
his skin and a searing pain in his lungs; the air seems suddenly to
have turned to fire. He takes a few breaths and explres, his lungs,
throat, eyeballs, ears and outer skin already crystallized. L he
is near the center of the blob, the terrible mist envelops him,
and in a Tew hours he is a standing monument of what 1s virtually
rocke. Nor need there be any violence until the snow comes softly
to pile up on him and bury him. 4nd here we leave him for a momendt
and turn to his distant cousin chewing away in Alaska, just outside

i

the arvea where the blob descends., «hat happens to him?

‘“he sky here probably does cloud over, and it may even start
to snow, somebhing he has not before encountered in seplbember, when
he is in the north on his summer migration. He starts to pad off
for cover. Sut then comes a wind that rapidly grows and grows in
fury and explodes into something unimaginable. He is lifted off
his feet and, along with bison, lion, beaver from ponds and fish
from rivers, is hurled against trees and rocks, torn literally to
bits and then bowled along to be finally flung into a seething cal-
dron of water, mud, shattered trees, boulders, mangled grass and
shrubbery and bits of his fellows and of other animalse then comes
the cold that freezes the whole lot, and finally when the holocaust
is over, bthe snow to cover it all.



This is exactly the state of affairs that we find in alaska,
where the mamaoths and other animals, with one or two signirficant
exceptions, were all literally born to viecces while stlll fresh.
Young and old alike were cast aboulb, mangled and then frozen.

There are also, however, other areas where the animals are mangled,
but had time to decompose before being frozen; snd still others
where they decomuosed down to bones and were then either frozen or
not. Seyond these agein, there are similar vast masses of animals,
including whole families or herds, all piled together into gulleyws
and riverbeds and other holes, but where only bones remain,

Here may be the answer fto our riddle of why we find mammoths
with bubtercups in their teeth in one place, shredded but still-
edible mammoths in another, rotting wmawmroths in a third, and mame
moth boneyards somewhere else, whe animals were frozen whole where
the Dlobs of cold air descended before the winds began, shredded
and frozen where the winds came before the cold had spread out, and
reduced to bones wvhere the animals had time to decomovose before the
cold reached them or the moving crust carried them north.

The remains, if still sticking oubt of the ground where the mid-
dle of the blob occurred, would have bheen salely sealed in when the
snow came, as the Beresovka mammoth ovrobsbly was. Ythis wonld seen
to be additicnal proof, for a itrue icecap never formed in Siberia,
because the crust was still shifting. There is evidence thal one
once started to grow there, but that it soon died away, and as 1t
did so, vast {loods of melted water brought great quantities of
81ilt down from the south~-which is the dirvection the rivers flow
in Siberia-~and deposited 1t upon the compacted snow, This Iroze
in the fall, but melted in the spring, and since a dark material
absorbs more heat, 1t gradually, year by year, dissclved the snow
below and descended upon and eventuwally enveloped the quick-Ifrozen
mammoth by the slow substitution of chilled silt Tfor compacted

SNOW,

Nobody, as we have sald, particularly wanted frozen elephants
in the first place. Now there are starting to be many who are
more than grateful Tor thelr existence, because they may help us
solve & thousand other riddles, some of which are of the most vital
importance to our own well-being and future, Ab the same time,
they may be a warning of most unpleasant things to come-~-if a sgim-
ilar convulsion of nature should ocecur again,.
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The Humesen #ace Is Une by vur, Sachman

quoted from Ureatlon's westimony to itts God by thomas

Hagg pne. 220-L Charles Uriffin and Company LoY3

in every important, every u‘SCﬂb¢al structural vertlcular,

the human race ls one., Dr. Sachman suas up the marks of unity
in the folliouins sixteen particulars:

£33,
hat

21l the variebies evidence a complete and minubc ¢orreg-

nondence in the number of teeth, & nd 200 additlonal hones con-

That

in the veculierity in the sheddins of the teeth, so diff-

erent from all other animals, they all corresnonde

That

J_f]u.u

with

they all vossesgs the same eyect stature.

they are perlfectly s8like in the arvticulation of the head
the spinal column.

That
That
That

That

they all nossess Lwo hands {(not “"four"}.

there is universally an absence of the intermaxillary bons.

they all have teeth of equal lenath,

all have smooth sking on the body, and heads covered with

hair,

Yhat all the races have the same number and arrangement of mus-
cles in every nart of the body, the digestive and all other organs,
That they all possess organs of sveech, and the power of singinge
Lhat they are all omnivorous, and capable of living on ail kinds
of Toode

That they are capable of iphabiting all climetes,

That they possess 2 glower growth than any other animal, and are

later in srriving st puberty.

That
cons

in every race there is the same pecuvliarity in the physical
titution of the female, differing from all other mammallians.

Lhat
age

all the maces have the gsame period of gestation, on an aver-

produce the same number of wvouns, and are subject to simdliar

disenses,

In which, most of all, they differ from e¢very other creatulre--

that

they all possess mental faculbties, a conse¢lence, and a hope

of immortalitye







ANTHAHOP OLOGY
1

The SCIELCH & MAN

Under this Sclence, we shall consider,

1. How men cane;
2. When man came:
3. hat man is.

47,

de shall see what actuval proved Sclence has to say to the Scrip-
cure record on these important vpoints,

In the »nresent lesson, we shall btegin the ztudy of,

le How man came,

Where a id man come Trom? Iow does he hapwnen to be living on
this earth? How did he come to be formed as he is? where did his
1ife come from, and how?

There are just two theories--only the two possibilities, Uthey

are called "Special Creation," the teaching of the 3ible, and "&vol-

ution”, the teaching of our modern 3cientists.

Je shall carefully examine both theories, “Special Creation-
says that there is a personal, living God, who is a »personal being-
an actual Supreme Personalitye=having supreme Mind, and unlimited
power--and that this Almig htv living God rLAEHEZED the whole universe,
brought all things intc existence out of nothing, actually created
the heavens, including the stars, sun and moon, and also the earth,
and all *ha“ 1n them 1g, “3vecial Creabtion~ bteaches that this sSu-
preme God CalAwsD man, after Iiis own lmege, and gave him the breath

of life, witl-u the spnace of a literal 2l~hour day--the sixth day
of the first weelk of this earth's existence, lmowm as Creation week,
This teaching we shall study ca refully from the Bible, alter we have

hin
studied, first, the theory of volutlono

What bvolution Yeaches

The modernly accented theory of #volubion teaches:

1. That this sarth, and all life unon j t, came by some method
o ﬁorm of conbtinuous rrogressive change, by nabtural causes (that

ig, HOT by sucernatural power of God), accordllg to fixed natural
law

g, and brought about only by ““Sldenu Torces.

Let us explain that in simpler language. "Progressive change®
means a constantly IMPROVIEG cbanﬂeo This mesns that the material
substances that forn the earth have, over wnriods of millions of years,
been continuously CHANGING, by oqlv the nower of force and energy,




and that the chas .
It has coms sbout v wio--n0t DYy the super-
natural Hower of a It has been according to [ixed
netural laws that no man or God could interfere with--such as the
law of grevity, the law of inertia, ete., 4#And 1t has been brought
about by ASSIUENY forceg--not 2 God in heaven, but forces thatb
are natural, znd that are HRHE

2, ‘1hat the carth came by what is known as the rlanitesimal
Hypothesis of Prof, Thomas Chrowder Chamberlain. #e need not ex-
plain this, for it is mersly Chamberlainis theory of the MaHliz in
which the earth came, as explained in (1) above., However, IO years
ago, scientists clalmed the carth came by the “Spiral hebular Hy-
pothesis”™ of La Flace, and you would have been considered "IGWunafe”
wiless you belisved 1%, Bub now that has been found wrong, and is
out of date., This is an example of some of the nistakes "sclence”

haes made,

lMan came according to Darwin's theory of "'Natural Selectw

ion of specles=--a law of the
survival of the fittest--which means naturce selescts the fittest
for survival, the weaker and the unfit, and the more unintelligent
being exterminated in the strupgels for existence. therelore, pro-
gress is ever unuard,

3
I
lon™, a fixed natural law of wvaria

=y

e Yhat the first Life upon the earth came by “svpontanecous
meneration”, or by "electro-chemical action’, or some Wlnowvn nru-
cess, many millions of years ago, in the war ocean glime, ‘hus,
3 o el i\ AT

t do the theory .7 evcolution that LIFD surung oulbt of DEAD HaTllig--
that the living came Irom the not-living.

=

toplasnic ross,

The first active Llife was 2 sing 3 T
g : sraall 1t could not

which thoy have named an “"amocha’, NS
be meen excent through e high-vovered microscones Iiis single-
celled LIt of wrotoplasm gonerated, of itselfl, into additional cells,

fhese cells develoned, and multinlied, until the oceans became peo-
pled with vast swarms of worms, Yhese worms, evolutlon says, are

OUl' ANCEeSLOrSe

‘hese worms develoned, grew, muliinlied, advanced, gradually
changing into entirely different forms of 1life., Some of these sup-
noged early sea forms gradually btook to land, developing lungs as
well as gills for breathing, becoming uvhat are called amphibians,
Some of them stayed on the land altogether, and ultimately their
lungs replaced thelr gills, and their gills disapneared. They de-
veloned into land animals. The amphibians continued to i1ive both
in water and on land, continuing to use both gills and Iungs. The
purely sea forms remained in the water having gills and no lungs.
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svom thiese esarly forms there gradually developed, through a
fixed natvral law of variation of specles (which means one swvecles
or fovu, or kind of iife gradually talktes on new characteristics,
and varies ““O”PG»SIVblv"“tlab is, toward bthe more complex ohysical
form and toward edvancing intelligence--until it has become changed
into another and totally different species, or kind of animal) there
graduvally develoned in this way rentile forms, and then memuals,
(animals having a spinal column, whose Ffemeéle guckles its young).
his wrocess of wrogressive develowment, and chanpe [rom one spnecles
or kind to entirely different and higher apecles or kinds, contlnued
t““ough the millions of years, braenching off into different life
forms untll, among other forms, came some resombling the monley ol

today, then the anthropold awne, or a sweciles similar finally,
changing end developning Into HAW, Han was a GHabual 7 LIGH Lrom

sore Lower anlmal similar to the anthrovoid ape~-zo gradusl that iv
wonid be Immosgible to tell at just what stage 1T ceased to be ape,
end became man, Thus thers was no one Tirst man, called Adam, as

the Bible claims. The first wen were the wmost unintelligent savages.
sut the mind gradually developed, and chearacter begen to form, and
VAN FHAS SEEN GEDTING COMSYWANTLY BATTAER HD BElTER. the savage of
today is what our ancestors once were, as 2ll high school students
are taug cht in Ancient History.

So evolution tveaches that man has just developed, by slow and
gradusl progressive change, over a ‘OPlOd of mlllions of years,
through all these various stages. ULt teaches that the CualiGs is

eluays Tor the DHTmMR. From lowsst, unintelligent savage, nart ape
and nart man, we heve develoved and improved and progressed up to
our present complex civiligation end standard of intelligence,
Ivolution teaches that man's present state is the highest, noblegb,
most advanced, and most nerflect he hqs gver ataained, 4ind he 1s
still advancing, and comodqnle cetbting better and betier.

Differences Setween the Ywo Yeachlngs

ome to a clear and »
UHY Gl VOLUTLUHE, and

»lain understanding of the Difye
saching of the

Soth teachings admitv man has come, or desscended, Irem a cor-
FON aneestor.  fvolitilon segs Tias comwon ancestbor was the Tiny
aingle-celled nisrece ol vrotl 0%¢uuw, alled an anoeba T claims
this amoshe was the common ancestor of every Living uﬂJn(»—DObh
niant and aniwal life--of the fishes, The Jlfds, the snalies, the

slenhants, the monkeys, and of man, oSub the £IsLE tells us that
the common ancestor of wman was HOT the cosmon ancestor U4 any other
Zind of liife~-but just of man only., 4nd the JSLshs tells us this
comrion ancestor of man wrs a HAW, created suddenly whole and com-
nlete A3 a man, creatsd FECT in the very beglnning kGen.l,Bl

and I Cor. 1R:u5), and that this manfs name was ADA&, and that
Adam lived exactly 930 vears bto the very DAV--from the very DiaY
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he was fivst created Gen, 5:5). oo the first difference is that
evolution gays our ancestor was an amoeba, end the 8ible says our
first ancestor was ADAM, pvolution says our firsbt ancestor was

the wmost IHPEnsZ0T living orgenism that ever existed, and all life
has advanced and golbten better and better ever tut the

DIolE teaches that our first ancestor was made 1, after the
very HAGE Of GOD \Gen. 1:27), and that this wnrfect first man

D LHHED AND THAY man 1s now helpless and lost, and needs a REDmsMER
g0 that he shall once wmore be MNADE vperfect. According to wmvolution,
man needs no Saviour and no redemotlon, for he has never fallen but
has been getting better and better, and is now better than he ever
was. So in this respect the two teachings are exsctly CONLUAARY,

cecondly, both teachings admit CHANGE has ftalken place. How
some, who do not thoroughly understand what evolution Teaches, be«
lieve that any wmere CHANGE is evolution. But the word CHAHGE is
not synonymous with evolutlion. #volution teaches that this change
is CONTILHUOUS, and FROGRESLIVE, uwntil the bounds of the original
species, or &1nd of plant or animsl, has been outgrown. In other
words, svolution teaches that one gwecies, or kind, CONFINUES to
CHANGE, wntil 1t bhas become an entirely D IaiReND species, or kind,
altocether. @hus, MARN has come by progressive CHAHGE from lower
forms of animals, like the ave, The ape came from a still lower
and less intelligent form like the monkey. fnd the monkey came
from a still lower and less intelligent form, and so on, back to
the smoeba. Bub the Bible claims that each klnd, or specles, of
life, revproduces QILY after its own XKIKD! Thus, "And God said,
Let the earth bring forth grass, the herb 3 1eld1ng geed, and the
fruit tree yielding frumt after his kind, AHOb& SEED IS IN ITSELR,
upon the earth, and IT WAS SU." \Genesis 1:11.) “4And God created
great whales, and every living creature that moveth, which the wa-
ters brought forth sbundantly, after their kind, and every winged
fowl alfter his kind: and God saw that it was good.” (Genesis 1:21)
"And God made the beast of the earth (not after some Luwlkrt kind
of species, but) "AFTER HIS KIND, and cattle afber thelr kind, and
cverytaln that creepeth upon the earth after his kind.” (Gen=-
esls ? And the Bible does not say God made man aflter the
KinD, or species of some lower, less intelligent animal like the
ape, but “God created man LN HIS UwH 1MAGE, in the iage ol God
created He him; male and female created He them.- iCGenesis 1:2¢,
L Corinthians 15:39),

S0, 1f the Bible is truve, and man was first created arflin
e THMAGE 0F GuD--then man “cesme”, or ‘descended” direct from GUD,
And when evolubion teaches that man “came” or "descended” dirsct
from some lower animal like an ape or monkey, THEY DELIBEAATALY
PUT THYS LOWER ArB-LIKE AXIMAL IN TH: PLACE OF GUD=--and surely
this is AN INSULT TO ALMIGHLY GOD! Do you not think so?

Thirdly, evolution teaches that the first LIFL came by some
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R=w=that the living came ITom

~ On the contrary, the pible
¢ the CRZATOR., "For as the
H “Wan to the Son to have

A L PALCESE, out of D“'
the aoL 11V1n; and by NaATU
claims all | has come
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were made by &,
and breath, €
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, Lo sum wa, evolution teschesz 1sot,
comon snecestor ol all 1livin~ ~lantz and 2
trzaches adam, croated | LCT, was
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fines evolution s
ootly antagonistic
saiiple Lo DbDelieve
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And vet, in isgh schools ses, many teacuers a
fezeors are teaching students Ehoﬁ there 1s no “on'l;ct botwesn
the Bible and evoTULWOﬁ Thev teach “hat vou can believe Ul
Some try to teasch that evolutlon was P 0D of




and try to harmonise the Dirgt chanter of Genisis with the thsory
of evolution! This is merely crafty, cunning, lying decention,
which is decel v3 1 millions. of students. They are then taught
the "evidences® of evolution, they accent it, and soon become
atheists before they realize it!

‘}
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The most astonishing geologic discovery in 15 years—

dumbfounding

the skeptics!

Recently discovered

remains of HUMAN BEINGS BIGGER THAN THE GORILLA
—more healthy, more robust, more perfectly formed
than puny, sickly man teday—prove the Biblical record

HE TIME~—late in 1941.
The place—rthe istand of Java
in the East Indies.

The discoverer—G. H. R. von Ko-
nigswald, a young German scientist, who
had been invited by the Dutch o con-
tinue geologic work in support of man's
asiwmed evolutionary development. Bur
the discovery was NOT any “missing
ink™
unding the Skeptics

Von Kénigswald's work was merely
routine—until one day, late jn 1941,
when he received from one of his coi-
lectors an enormons buman jaw. 1t was
uamistakably bhuman. The young Ger-
man scientist could hardly believe his
eyes.

What he had in his hands were the
jaw and teeth of 4 GIANT!

Von Kénigswald made a cast of the
huge jaw and teeth. He shipped it to his
co-worker, Weidenreich, in New York,
To this astounding shipment he artached
the name “giant man of old Java"—
Meganthropus palecjavanicus,

Then came the bombing of Pearl Har-
bor and World War II closed the door
o Java. Von Konigswaid disappeared
for four long years.

Meanwhiie, Weidenreich began to as-
semble numerous previous discoveries
hitherto remaining wmclassified and mis-
clacsified—because they did not proper-
ly fic into the evolutionary patrern of
man’s supposed development. He re-
called the piant reetk from China—called
Gigantopithecns—which  von  Konigs-
wald had shipped him a number of years
before. They, too, were obviously not
teeth of apes, but of human beings—
men of GIANT proportions!

Of Weidenreich's arducus research
work we read: "By comparing the teeth
and bones with those of living animals
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true.

by Herman L. Hoeh

and from careful anatomical measure-
ments he decided that the Java giant was
much larger than any living gorills, and
the Chinese giant was one and a bulf
times LARGER STILL. That would have
made him twice as large ar a male goril-
Iz} The Biblical words came inevirably
1o mind: “There were giants in the earth
in those days’ {Genesis vi, 4)."

You may fnd this guotation on page
251 of the worthwhile book Man, Time,
and Fossils by Ruth Moore.

Healthier Than Man Today

Yes, “There WERE giants in the earth
in those days" (Gen. 6:4)—some trans-
lations, such as Moffact's, read, "It was in
these days that the Nephilim giants arose
on earth.” They were not malformed, dis-
eased human beings suffering from
glandular trouble, as you might see in a
circus sideshow—Dbut robust, enormous-
ly powerful human beings with healthy
teeth and broad jaws that make the cav-
ity-filled, misshapen teeth of modern
civilized man appear sick by conteast!

Weidenreich quickly recognized that
the GIANTS of old had well-proportioned
jaws and teeth; whereas modern freakish
giantism due to glandular imbalance
produces  ill-proportioned rteeth abour
the same size as those of ordinasy indi-
viduals, but in gigantic jaw bones.

These findings-—which add one more
link to the undeniable evidence confirm-
ing the inspiration of Scripture—Wei-
denreich published in 1946 in his im-
mensely intriguing book Aper, Giants
and Man.

Revising the Theory of Evolution

This discovery, coupled with many
previously unexplained finds, radically
alters the theory of evelution. Those gi-
ants of old had a brain capacity much
greater than modern man—yert the big-

Copyright & 1956 by Radio Church of God
All Riphes Reserved

gest goritla has 4 brain only one balf the
size of the average human being today.
How could the brain of early man have
SUDDBENLY become many times larger
than a goritla’s?

Certainly NOT by a process of evolu-
tion, which presupposes immense vistas
of time for gradewal development,

Besides, those giants of old are found
buried with remazins of animals and of
men of present-day size in a twisted and
mangled state due to “grear natural
forces,” says Ruth Moore on page 251.

Whar kind of “narural forces” could
have buried such an array of life in a
mangled state?-—the Scripture tells ug!
Catastrophic forces of a gigantic fiood of
waters—"Noah's  flood"—that dwarfed
inte insignificance the local foods which
even today entirely wash away cities and
destroy unprotected thousands!

Notice! "And the waters prevailed ex-
ceedingly upon the earth; and all the
high mountains that were under the
whole heaven were covered . . , And af
flesh  perished that moved upon the
earth”~~and that included the giants
(Genesis 7:19-21),

Exactly as the Scripture states, the
remains of giants, and multirudes of
other human and animal bones have
been found buried throughout the world
as a result of raging torrents of waters,

From Europe came the disturbing dis-
covery decades ago of the immense
Heidelberg jaw-—always an enigma to
evolutionary science.

And from Africa have come very re-
cent discoveries of giants. Said Dr. Rob-
ert Broom, the Scotcish discoverer of the
South-African giant, "It almost seems to
confirm the view of the noted paleon-
wologist Dr. Weidenreich that there were
giants on the carth in those days!”

Even nature is filled with proofs of
inberited giantism  today—giznt sun-



Aowers, zinnias, primroses, chickens, to
name a few——the result of mutations
from original parent stock. Giant muta-
tions were, and to a limired exrent stilf
are, inherent possibilities which merely
vary within the bounds of the original
kinds created by the Almighty Himseif.

id Adam Live 930 Yeats?

The latest discoveries are bur the cli-
max 10 a whaole series of discoverses of
robust human besngs Wwho were LARGER
and STRONGER and LONGER-LIVED than
humanity today.

Caves of Burope are filled with such
evidence. The Cro-magnon race of
France—though not a giant race-—-was
of great stature, some skeletons  ap-
proaching seven fect in height and af-
fording evidence of immense muscular
development,

One of the chief characteristics of all
these remains is the BXTREME LONGEVI-
Ty characteristic of the skeletons! The
massive proportions of the body, the
great development of the muscular proc-
esses, the EXTREME WEARING of the
teeth—without our characteristic amount
of decay--the OBLITERATION OF THE
SUTURES OR SEAMS BETWEEN THE VARI-
OUS BOMES OF THE SKULL, the indica-
tions of SLOW OSSIFICATION of the ends
of the long bones all point to the in-
evitable conclusion that the earliest man
matured slowly and attained great lengeh
of life—just as Genesis declares. Swch
characteristics of the skeletal frame are
totally alsent from modern degenerate
man..

That those ancient men did artain
great age is demonstrated by the further
fact that their remains are usually found
with fragmentary skeletons of youths
and babies not exhibiting those charac-
teristics.

Still More Discoveries!

While in England last summer I had
the opportunity to view the artifaces or
tools of ancient European man. Some of
the fist axes were as broad as my out-
strerched  hand—yet those men who
manufactured thern could hold them
securely in the palms of their hands!

William Howells in his book Man-
kind So Far tells us that ", . . the excel-
lence of their stone-working, which was
as good as anything which had yet been
achieved . . .” was amazing. Their char-
acreristic tool-—the fist ax which I saw
in England—was "s0 heavy as to be sur-
prising, for the men of the age were
surely not monsters” (pp. 164, 118).
Not monsters? But the facts prove il
There were many men of gigantic pow-
er as well as stature scartered through-
out the world before the deluge.

Most every child has heard of the
cave-men or the Neanderthal Man, the
remains of which have beer found scat-
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tered throughout vast portions of the
ancient world. Far from being sub-men,
they were of gigantic muscular build—-
giants in stremgth when compared with
us today. Here is what Howells says of
them:

“The Neanderthal brain was most
positively and definitely not smaller thaa
our own; indeed, and this is rather a
biteer pill, it appears to have been per-
haps a licle larger. The middle-aged
man: of La Chapelle-aux-Saints had a
brain whose volume was about 1,623
cubic centimeters, which is a figure that
only a fraction of modern European men
can march . . .7 {pp. 165-166).

“A skull of the Neanderthals has a
characteristic and striking form. 1t s
huge and thick. It considerably exceeds
that of any modern type both in length
and #n breadth ..V (pp. 166).

Far from being “half-way up from
the ape,” these giants in muscular devel-
opment who roamed the earth possessed
a “squat, heavily built physique of great
strength”; their “teeth were robust and
somewhat larger than ours, but =of more
primitive” (p. 168).

Science PROVES 1t

Their heavy boner are proof nor of
their primitiveness, but of their terrific
muscular build. A recent scientific ex-
periment demonstrated this. Dr. Sher-
wood L. Washbura operated on new-
born rats and removed certain of the
MUSCLES on one side of the jaw and
skull. After rapid recovery, the rats ma-
tured. Then they were killed and cheir
sketetons examined. Says Ruth Moore:

“A notable change had come about
in the head. On the side that had not
been operated, the rats had the usual
deep creases seen: in the skall of the Ne-
anderthal man and some of the other
early men, and raken as a sign of their
primitiveness. On the other side, the
operated side, the skull of the rats was
smooth, very much as the skull of mod-
ern man is smooth.”

She contipues: "One side of the rats’
head was Neanderthal, so to speak, and
the other was modern, . . . The muscle
apparently controlled the form of the
skull; the ridges . . . were superstruc-
tures created to withstand the pull of the
powétful jaw muscles” (pp. 383-4).

Rather than indicating primiriveness,
the heavy skulls of ancient man indicate
muscular power and physical heaith
which we cannot match today!

in Rhodesia, Africa, & skull has been
found of the same general type which
is “really colossal in size . . .” (p. 176
of Howells' work).

The Wajak skulls of the Australian
area also have a large brain and heavy
bone construction. “A few skulls of
much the same sort {and date) have
come to light in South Africa; the im-
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portant ones being the Florisbad, Fish,
Hoek, Boskop, and Springbok Flats
crania. They are ail old and 4ig.” "This
is especially true of the enormous Bos-
kop skull {with a capacity of perhaps
1,800 cubic centimeters)” (pp. 191-
192).

Violence Filled the Earth

Now Jet us wrn to the Biblical rec-
ord. Where did the wandering tribes of
ancient “stone-age’ man come from?
Let’s notice the answer of Scripture:

After Cain murdered Abel, God sen-
tenced Cazin to become a “fugitive and
a vagabond’~—or “wanderer’—"in the
earth” (Gen. 4:12). Cain was a crimi-
nal. He was sentenced to become a fugi-
tive—a wanderer. That was his punish-
ment! And from him and other sons of
Adam we have the spreading abroad of
human beings throughout the world—
and the spreading abroad of VIOLENCE!

“And the earth was corrupt before
God, and the earth was FILLED WITH
VIOLENCE!"

The record in Genesis says that God,
in mercy, destroyed life off the earth w0
save man from himself. Evil and violence
made life unbearable. Archeologists
have found proof of that violence. In the
Ofnet cave of Bavaria, Germany, “were
discovered thirty-three skulls all hud-
dled together in a circle. Their owners
bad each been killed by a stone ax, and
all the beads bad been cut off and buried
together in this fashion” (p. 226 of
Howells' book).

In China the bones of ancients were
discovered to have been “split length-
wise in a fashion which no animal can
manage, but which has been used by
man to get at the marrow of a bone in
other times and places” (p. 149). Can-
nibalism, perhaps?

The stone cultures of the vagabonds,
though separated from the main centers
of civilization in the Near East, existed
conternporaneously with cultures using
copper, bronze and iron-—just as stone
age cultures still exist today, side by side
with  civilizations empowered — with
atomic weapons.

That does not prove the theoty of
evolution, but the shocking process of
degeneration in the human race!

But why should people today be so
much smaller and less powerful? The
answer is found in a statement by How-
ells on page 226, "There were some
groups of people in Bgypt and the Near
Easz who were long headed but had the
lighter-boned, smaller skalls of men of
today.” Nozh lived in the Near East, He
was the progenitor of all the nations
that exist today. He undoubtedly came
from this stock—the group thar did not
have the greatest physical strength and
stature! God could use him in His min-



Angels are spirits and could not be
destroyed by wazer.

Wirh the outpouring of the deluge
“all flesh died . . . AND EVERY MAN"
(Gen, 7:21-23).

Why Called “Sons of God”

If you will examine the sixth chapter
of Genesis more closely, you wiil notice
that DAUGHTERS were born when the
human race began to multiply rapidly
(verse 1). Why the apparent mention
of daughters ONLY? What abour the
sons that must have been born? The
human race reproduces at Jeast as many
males as females. The answer s thar the
sons are spoken of, but most readers
overlook it.

Tura to the last verse of Genesis 4
and pick up the real beginning of the
account. Over two and one-half centuries
had passed since the creation of Adam.
What happened? "Then began men to
cail upen the name of the ETERNAL.
They &new God was their Creator and
they were IHis creation—-his sons! They
jived near enough to creation to Aknow
that!

A marginal reading is “then began
men 1w call themselves by the name of
the ETERNAL” {Gen. 4:26).

Like people today who profess Christ
and call rhemselves Christians, those
men of old gave only lip service o the
ways of God even though they called
themselves by the name of God! THEY
were the sons born befare the flood.
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They were rebellious and unrepentant.
What had they done that was evil in
God's sight? Norice 1, the males who
professed God, but with whom God
wonld not continme to sirive, were the
ones who married the “daughters of
men.”

They persisted in having their own
way and married their neighbor's daugh-
rers—beautiful, but wrcomveried wom-
en—whao led them further from God
and into the cares and evils of this
world,

BIBLE Definitions of “Sons of God”

The Bible employs the phrase "sons
of God” in several ways. Therefore we
have need of adequate Scriptural proof
before we can be sure whick Bible defini-
tion is intended in the sixth chapter of
Genesis. People always want 1o pick the
definition they want t¢ believe rather
than what God intends to reveal! Maybe
that's what you, without realizing i,
have been doing all these years.

Here are the Bible usages.

Firsz, if one has received and is led by
the Spirit of God (Romans 8:14), then
he is now a begorten son of God (I John
3:1). Many verses in the New Testa-
ment explain that the natwral human
being is not # BEGOTTEN son of God
until guided and filled with the Holy
Spirit which is the DIVINE NATURE and
LIFE of God (II Peter 1:4),

Printod in . S A

Page 5

Second, fignratively speaking, natural
human beings are called “sons of God."
We are ali the sons of God by creation
{Malachi 2:10; Luke 3:38),

Third, in the book of Job, God calls
angels "sons of God" because they were
created by Him. Notice it. "All the sons
of God shouted for joy” when God was
faying the earth's foundation ( Job 38:3-
7). This was long before there were any
human beings. Adam, who was the firsz
man (I Cor. 15:43), was created much
later.

Although angels are called “sons of
God” because they are created by God,
they can never become begorten sons of
God 25 can human beings (Hebrews
1:5).

How plain, then! Angels cannot marry
women. Jesus said so. Those “sons of
God” who were destroyed because they
sinned by contracting marriages which
ruined them could NOT have been
angels. The angels were nos destroyed
at the flood. They are spirit and could
not be destroyed by drowning.

Since the “sons of God" were carnal,
sinful human beings—hence not the
begotten sons of God—they were the
“sons of God"” &y CREATION! The Scrip-
ture permits no other conclusion!

Would that learned men of science
and professing Christians would open
theit minds to the Bible revelation and
et it gmide their reascning to the
astounding TRUTH!
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Point number two. The obiect ol your lett-rs is not clear, it
geems vou are U to convince us that thsre is no God. e
already know th sz God on the basis of evidence which you
lack. Uhat, ©

BUNES
e, can be your murnoso?

A third woint of disarveement is worth commenting on. four typed
commenu, “Why dont't you deal with evolution more over the radio?
Are vou afraid to? Thie is the rsason why millions of in fLQ@lS
are not convertedi' Hvolution is dealt with over tho 2
This was one of the first subjects Mr, Armstrong
Dep>me scquainted with the Bible. His sutoblos
» should be suificlent evidence for this.
cvoblens I deslt with when I ceme to the college as a btre-
evolutlonis L having formerly been superst tiows &1n other

peing too roady to believe without all the Tacts), supel-
Ious enougn to bvlleve in atheism 1% woulm 9robab?y he

o sav I toyed with the concept of atheisn and agnosticism

roars and fownd 1t to he suverstiltion,
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CONVarsion ok
: bed ds given in momens 1t
ilte to retain God in Thelr imowl : zave them ovaer to a
re-robate nind.” It 1z God who hardens the minds ol some and
calls others to repenbance at “his time. Je will rsise thewm 211
Trom their graves, and those who nevnw ware convarted will have
bheir First and only oonortunity to know end obey Him., Tihls is
w mre-~destination that isg the Sible, end has only to
do with the time ol & men-:s reventance. It does not
foretell hnis eventual Tate. 147 wWe sre J[res moral
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agenta. God only commands us to choecse Hig tay. @ven He does

not know our nexb q0013¢on, but being in control of circumstances,

does know the future by bringing it fto wmass. Therelore, we spend
3

our time teaching those who come Lo us, and putcln_ out a broad-

e cin burn on or ol as ther wish., e 4o not

PJHH-

9] o
who sre hlind for not being able to sce, Why ghould
blinded them until e

sarth., olinded &8
shed without inhabi-

zhat io coaing, God

just ahea: of us whnen man

A to destroy all lif
Tﬂai?H points out, "until the ci
tant,” Follow: ol

e " - el Bl -
o The walr with hy

mlindnesas of «ll

wlll remove TF

nade 011"0‘w i
have the evo.
i no. RS0

dor con whey
in present day
state oI ;1uA.

“ClCPoMSuu, o
thae tree.

those moints

Tour myonien
do not bheld




LooLoloaEn ]
? either s o Colse
shouvlid be o e of > D
srobnlam of denls

P S R
NGOG
. .

sellieve
NEe A caals

1 found -
ool of

ial, hou o
subject without such e
that fullitle 11 years
2in, what will you accept as

Bincerely your:s,



Iy

Dear lMr. Athelst:

Vour apvroach to the problen of evolutlon is gtllil wronge. LThe
most tundamental basis of evolution ils the assumption that there
15 no God. Pages and pages are written on how life evolved, on
how the species came to be, on how the human vace is tied in with
the rest of the animal world, on how the gap metweon the various
soecies might be bridged. But the lrey stone 1s ignored in the
asme Tashion as vour letter ignores the question 1L set forth.
wnat will you accept as proof of the existance of God?

If vou do not face this problem and search for the exilstence of
g, spirit world, you can only confess ignorance of the subjeche
Does God Exist? lake an honest inguirye. [I you wers to do so
and £ind vositive evidence of Fis existence, it would Throw &
new light on every fact rhat ig used to summort the theory of

evolution.

T do not intend to show you God. Jou claim to be a debater of
some standing. But the most honest, straightforward inguiry as
to whether you would be willing to question the Trunk of the tree
of your atheistic belief (which is a superstition because jou be~-
1ieve without basis) ~- this inguiry to search into the possible
existence of & God, you avoid., what does God have to do to Dbe
aclmowledged by you?

Your aporoach to such a problenm would be very interesting to our
neaders. We know God exists, that a world of angels who obey Him
exists, alsoe 4N acdition, there is an evil splrit world headed
by an individval catled Satan, who is called the god of this pre-
sent world. dhe overwheluing majority of professing Christiansg
worshin him as god, as Go the heathen of the worid, Uan you find
no way to incuire into The possible existence of such o s»irit

world?

Sincerely Fours,
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You have wlaced wourseli in & very wrecarious moslitlon. Jou do
not believe there is a God., You are coryesponcing with a man
o Imows that God Does Ixist, alred to male an lionest
inouiry into the exigtence of a world, the onily factual
material which comes back is more of this reasoning about why
avolution is mu. Zou are oubt on a limb and do not know ite.

ihe trunk of the tree in your case, &s 1 urote beflore, ls that
vou have assuned in  your own heart that God does not exlst.
You have not mroven this to be so, bub made one blg asswustlon.
As a2 debater, then, you have placed yourself in & traller em-
barrassing vosgitlon. Asht one say that vou are “treed’,

[
Sunrwose we nake an honest incuiry as to whebher a spirld world
exists, whether an Almighty S»irit Deing, a Creator exists. &
. S g o

aw beling fair with vou in this request. 1 have in tir

heen on agnostlc, an atheist, an evolutionist, a the

utionist, ond now wvou mi~ht vut it a creablonist. Fhese were

not idle fancies but conclusions based on the svidence on nands

As more ovidence came I exchenged ervor for truth. I exsmined
zo and found then lacking. &1l

..... -

vour wresent tellefs vears a
vou are willing to do is talk evolutbion,
T will even tall evolution with you. Your basis is repeated in
a number of your letiers culte unintentionzlly I think. You see
the world as cruel; therefore God canmot possibly exist, That
reasoning is common but have you thought it through? You see a
strugsle between men, bDetween races, between man and the snimal
world, between all species on this wnlanet; a struggle %o exist
as some have pub it., ‘his vroves there 1s no God?

How would you make it otherwise? A dead world? unly a living
world could include wuz, what should we eat? Dust? But God

geve us living food. Hardly what is sold in the stores today
which is volluted by man-s greed., liow, a Creator might iand

once did) give us mamma {rom heaven to eat, Dubt e gave us plant
and animel life, If vour athelism and evolution ig true, we are
blood relatives to the carrot as well as the pgoat and are cearmil-
balistic in eating them. Yes, this is true say evolublonists,
But turn it around. I this dog eat dog vrincinle is the one to
live by, where will it lead? You have no Law Giver,no rule o
follow but the struggle to exlst and leave this esrth to your
children. In the time of famine to come, you wiil see tne cruel-
Ly of wour evolutionary belief,
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"3 nation ilg trying out evolution and atheism as its religlone.
W11l it work? The increased cruellby you are beglnning Lo see
among men is fthe resuli of this teaching, 1in the t ime of severe
famine prophecied to come, men will eat hamburgers, soatburgers,
carrotburgers, smithburgers, jonesburgers and buehrensburgers
with little distinetion. 4Aren t we all just one big happy Ifam-
ily? Crime is increasing in this netion as evolutlonary teach-
ing, materialism and the number of churches which deny even the
best known btenets of Ffundamentalism increases,., Evolutlon will

not work for you.

sincerely jyours,

Kernneth C. Herrmann



Eaitor of the Scientific Truthseelzer Kovenber 1, 1lvybb

condition 4as *ou could aslk Tfor. LiF vou have closed your mind

i

comnletel v to the guestion of whether God exists, then obviously
i will have bo e>rn pry 1iving in a different way than by trying
to wrove obtherwize to FOU I hanpen to know e doeg. The evi-
dence & have iz good but it is not culbe what your ad Gemanas,

e very bype of evidence vouw aslkk 1s nrool of & measure of
wilsdom in the ulolee Lou ask almost ~rocisely the we of evi-
dence watan “sunnosedly askeu of Jesus Christ, “4if hou be the
Son of God + . . o BHOW Thjsolf sg3 by obeyving my come-
mand; by tem-ting God and discberying Tim. Then that same Bible
soints out the fwthof son relationship of sirmers and Satan. Your
uestions are natural, normal, “human-nature” guestionsg.

sere these meople who wrote the bible really Stone fAge bare
werians? Jould vou call the Stone Age peonle who oub up Stonehenge
D&POaflaDS? O the builders of the vyramids? IKo. L Think you
will find those filrst post-rlood men erﬂl v skilled worlonen and
highly intelligent mathematiclansg and ssbronomers. 4 watched men
sere on campus oub up concrete beams weighing 5 tons and noted the

exnressions on the faces o? hundreds of 011001er9. Yot the early
men in surope, Stone £ge srbarians” if vou please, placed stones
welghing (0 tons in jos it¢on ovcr Ln01r sravesites. How, nobody

vratends to know. Je-called Stone foe culbures of boday are com-
nlete degenerctes compared to the real men that built those first

nost-Flood civiliz ZobEions o

3

if vou want to see a barbaric civilization take looz g
what is -~rowing Up in snerica with jyour aG“CLoLFC c&iuufeo 1i
fpanrenstein wwonsver vo u are feeding with Jour puulicationsg is
the lives of many of the neorse in the yaited ovates in

e Gan vou survive uoese next jetrs?

T
S

3

sgolons

Gonsides the couse of crime., 4t is pracuically non-exisveny
grong our people, held firmly In check lat a delermined level; in
surerstitiovs soclebw, bubt runs ramoant when Yo u nreach

trines. avery cril

oY weflects to some oxvent the laclk of
richt teaching by the CTC“ w, or the noslitive eilfo vte beaschers of
athelsm and ernost ilciom makee

Let we reneatl claim bo vour ¢lu00, Just change jour con-
bit (from those dotan demapdeﬁ of Christ) to Phat a

for truth would ask, YL there bhe & supernatural God

iﬁ Iiis image less than six thousand years ago, and

Ty He must have saoken

a wuropose in making man, certaln

natv &

it gome of ifls voical offspring: and dealth and today decals)
nersonally Wlbh.SOWO of them." The rest will be orought vp from
chelr graves and aughug I¢ wou can bring wvoursell o this tyne ol
offer, I'm surc ve can do husiness. vou 11 find me easy to do bus-
iness with. 1§ would even split my wages with you. we can e Cow
orkkers. Ho? Good wages Tor JL“” a few days work, Let s no 50=

s
50 on this $L000C rewards.
Sincerely yours

O /g Kermeth C. Herrmann






Alluvium, any atrean=denosited material,

Ll Kinﬂﬁom,

Invertebrates: animals withouts o backbone.
Fhelwm \1"1'1gmﬁ""*=]) major Sivisions of & Adngdom.
Yrotozos, ngle celled ”nlﬂ818. (Greek, wrotodg,
&11%' + oon, animal) ie. anoceba, Foraminiiera,
1 i &, and nany dlssase i .  protozZoan

8 are Mnown ags o0Zo.

Porifera, (poruns, a mnors + Terre, Lo bear) ie.
__,___,_____,_.__.__., ; 2 A »

Coslenterata, L01lon, nollow + enteron, intestine)
ie, Glags-liivg Fdra, Anthozoa, coral, sea
BNEMONeST; JCYTNOZOA, 1611evL~uh.

Vermss, (Worme ) never fossil. PlaLflclminuhou,
(Flatworms ). Hemathelminthes, (Threadworils).
Trochelminthes, (Lotifers).

Drachlopeda, \brachlon, arm + pous, foot) are abun-

dant fossils especially 1ﬁ D 1002010 roclis having
2 non~symeﬁrlcm1 shells (velves)

Brrozoa, {(bryon, ross v ZO0N, enimel} marine moss
enimals Tthat attach to voclis end sea weed snd form
reel Limsatone,

Lehinodermata, \echl;ou, hedpehog + derma, skin)

marine animals with 1 -d¢a1 symebry., ie. (lass---
agsteroldea, steriish: wllOlLO&, sea buds, (ex-
tinct); Cystoidea, cys

Follugsca, (mollusca = soft bodied) are lmown as shell-
Tish and have over 50,000 living swvecles. ILs,
Clags -- Pelecyroda, with 2 bilaterally symetwlcal
valves in most sveclien: clams, sCeallons;

shi0T L, B concrn; Cechalonoda, sguld,
snnonites, oslexmnites.

aLC.,

GO 4onu, onzy?u””=k \ ea scovplons
secta, insects,




Glossary continued

10.

1.

h oy o o T e A a
Vertebrates:
";r(\"‘”a ‘\"‘atln

e 0T

b]“EFC

(’1

omtll Lz, cold blooded,
Giles, wurtle snaize,
limandco ], pleﬂi afakhiets \lonp—ﬂec
saurs (fish 11 z“‘cr), wharogaurs
Last four extinct,
G

0

A b
Aveg, warn blooded .
Hanmels, warm Dloode”., Subeclans -- Frotobuoeria, iono-

bremes-s iny anteater, duckbill wmlatypus, Loy ergs;
Yetatheria or vpouched animals, ¢u_uUﬁiflu - OTOSE,
Tangearco; sutharia or vivipawous memmals (having
=lacents and giving birth bto young) le., insectivores
bats, carnivores, rodenis, UWOU"Q, hwofed mamaals, uea
cows, wnales, vrimabes, i als are rmille feeding enie
mals,

duced by animal or human skill. ie,
1 .

s spnular lsland consisting of a reei formed Iron
vetrified skeletons of coral and inclosing a central Lagoon.

Sage level, lowest level to which o stream can erade, 1. zea

level.

Basic, welering to the components of roclks .ife ang Fry o yield-
iny senerally dark colored rocks es opposed to aeidic types
R 1w 1i

ke
as Ya, K, Ca which are usual ight co*orcw

Bedding “Tano, the horizontal wlenes ol sep racion Detween
Tavers of sedimentary roclk ceused by short ~suses 1ln dend

L

L0 .

n
e
i

Sedroclk, the 8

i¢ wndisturbed roclk, exposed or benedth suver=-
ficial dew C

ite of gravel, sand or soll.

O

Biocenesls, the lew that 11 1living things must come SO Dre-
5 S

7z 1life as onposed to ablogenes 15 or svonlaneous

Carbonization, urocess of comnm
a reslidue of carbon as in
tion of cosal.

verting an orgenic substince into
charrins wood and in the Torma-

r
2

Catastrophism, the belief thet nabural catasbropshies of an ex-
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26

the chemical and ohysilcal breclking down
the earth's crust. Complex compounds
simpler and more stable ones,
Diastrovhisin, the vrocess or mrocesses thalt deform the es s

crust including all movements of solld wsarts of the eartu with
recoect to other narts, ic. ebeirowonv {conbinental uplift)
end orogeny {lineal unlift of mountain bulldingl.

=y the relationeshiy of living organisms to thelr

JGOlomﬁ, Jtvdy of
environment.

“lectronagmetic radiation, the energy of The OleCuPOﬂaLEOG;C 3pec-~
Lrom including the entire range of wavuloﬁ“*nﬂ and freguencies
fron the shortest geamma revs and X rays through the ultra violet,

visible lizht, end infra red i\heat radlation) to tvthe longest
redio yaves. Yhis energy ig olso glven off in the disintegra-

tion oi radicactive elemento. 4T has a sneed of 186,000 miles
ner second,

mnErony, & Ltew of thermodynemics “o"aﬂdin- the degradation of all
enerygy nd aetter of the universe toward & random &Ld 108t
inert state, in opnosition to the orderl y and co_o] svate
of creation. le. ulO%Culve oecav of vranium to 1eud, the
even trangfer and diffusion of uht in a room, or ltihe return
to dust of a once living animal,

Bl

wrogsion, the resvlt of mechanical and chemilcal agents wearlng
avay of the eartih-s crust.

orom o one o
toward a
Trogres
law of
vontogeny

ayolution, the doctrine
o feu simple )Cﬂlne_-
move compnlex highly
silve tamonony of © piﬂnu and on
fauvnal succession in rock “b' =AvislN
”o;oabu )ﬂﬁl@ﬂvlv)g & on anato&y and ogy, and

1 breedine. 4 mirect cotnter Lo known lawa of entbrony,
, and genetics,

L7

1
"}
Al

dzmtravolation, to wroject or extend a trend Lrom known data o
an unknown arsa bj inferences based on assumed contlnuity.
Intervolation, the rocess of calculating aporoxzimate values
between known values-~introduction or insertion of some thing
spurlos or foreighe.

Fovnal succession, the observed sequence of 1life forms as d epos=-
ited in straba first noted by William Smith in about 1000,
He used the dilstinet Teuna of each strabuwa as an index or guilde

L)

£ oy debtermin Jn“ the formations,




Glosszary continued

2T« Zlood wnlalin, nearly level lend of ¢ strean
it borders. 4 living flood lain sy water
whereas a fossil  flood nlaein is looc.

20, Formapion, a fundamental Lﬂ'b in steat wh is
a layer or sewrles of continucusly it
logic unit)e de. Lim =u;o;e, sand in-
terbedded tyves, 1&@ Larger univ are
regorded as 2sgenlages of fTormat:

29 fossils, (Lat. fossilis from fodere, to dlg) the remalns or
traces oi once-lzvzng creatures or nlant s, “ybes of fossilt
igation include: actual preservation as in ice, tar plts, ow
resin, or bedded 1in rock, clay or cogl etc., TO prevent comw
}lote decays Petrification, (petra, stone + facere, to make)
by © oroineralization - acding of minerel matter Irom ground
UGLG” or 97 replacement of original material with other chem-
icals such as silica, linme (calcite), dolomite, Ilron compounds

A pgeudomorph or I
the external
only a r~sidu
of leaves
imprints

and other minerals.
in this way showing only
or carbonizatlon leav ing
sevved many “cerbon covnles”
in shales, Tatural wnolds or
when the eibedded structure is disolved
end if this is filled in it wmay form a
include nardened tracks and G?mlls or
nrints and wvater rinole marks
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30, Genetics, the sclence of Wowodity. ihe
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or unmatehed genes) as orwosed to Inbresding bebtween Lonozyw
gous individuals {of like traits as near lin). A hybrld is
the resullt of crossbreeding and often nas hybrid visor, a
suh01¢o=¢t; over elther parent, but will not breed true un-
less certaln traits are mabtched and selected until purity is

oL

obtained snd then it becomes a new breed or variety.
Zmbrvology le the study of the develornmental stages (onbogseny.
of an individual from conception to bHirth. ”:'lo:onv is anw~
cestral stages.

31l Geology, science dealing with the physical history of the earth
e

and the siructure of the esrtihi's surface.

32, Geolopic time, btime before written history inrehistoric tilue)
Geologlc time scale unlis and geologic rock units:
song, btuo major time divigionsg -=- before and after appearance
cf 1ife., Cryontozolie (hidden 1ifo) Precasbrilon dntervel ; and
rhanerozoic ivisivle 1life), Cambrian to the nresent.
'4a», subdivigions of eons, cowrGSﬂord“ te Groups of rock

1
)
i

ormgtions. Yhese divis ions are based on the cominent fossil
Jorns round, le. #Archeozolc, froterozolc, Falecz olc, Hesow
m,Lo, and Cenozoic eras.

.eriods, subdivisions ol eras, rresponding to rock Systems

o
aru based on oonfo:mwur of straba and the locatlion. ie.

wrian (doman neme for woles), Carboniferous (to bear coal),
grmian in ﬁ195¢a, Cretaceous \cna lﬁ) also Yertiary and
naxy neriods, Geologists are divided on the classifie-
cation of strata and the divicions of vime, soie believe 1T
ig a local and a301brary but unselul system and others are
convinced that the major dlvislons are based on major events
oi* brealks in  the record QLfecting 21l of the continents at
once, Jeriods are sometimes divided into lower, niddle, and
unner ¢ivislons off the ﬂock syateriy, whilch npave been refered

to as creles ol submerszence and emergence of the continents
in the sea,

Hnochs, of Time and Seriles of rocks are lesser end nore locel
prealzs subdividi: SerLoas and myaTemsSs 10, rYlelilstocene,

e

woc ene, Upper Uric ssic or owark Cincinnatian, and 4cadiean
8D0CS 00U Serles,

4305, © oneral temm u°cd in refering to a duration charac-
terizec vy a narticular event, ie. lce oge (& 1075uOCGPe},

and age of Cishes Lﬂ¢dule feleozolc]e
Staces of roclis correspond to ages.
Zones in voci units are identiified on the basis of their
contalned foosils,
Geolocsic column, iz a composite colummar sectlon of all the
strata from all areas suverimposed in order of assumed age
sequence and would now exceed Yo miles in helzht,
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Calibration of the geologic time scale has been attempted by
nuerous methods:

sadioactive decay time., le, lead urenium ratio.

Ccean _cllﬂltj, assuning the oceans were originally fresh

and salinity increases at a constant rate.

Geologie coluwm, time reguired for devosition based on nresent
raves of deposition occuring such as in river delta formavions

rosion time, based on pfesent TPATES .
Pogsil index, ascuming graodual svolution from primative life

'

¥
Tormes in lovwer strata to the modern forms Ln unper strata.
Carbou=la 4n¥ing, ior recent dates.

Geosmeline, a gentle dowmward flexure or dovnwaroing of the

garthis crust in a wide area as ovwosed to a ‘Aﬂnbwcline'
which is a gsontle uwwswelling of a wide arca,.

Glaclal drifi, all rock materials wroduced, transorted, and de-
noglbed from pglacial lce, & moraine is a dewoslt of zlaciel
debris leflt by the melting ol the lces

ictorical Geology, the study of the origin and history ol the

isostecy,a conditlon of balance (inferred) of the e

earth and 1lts ﬂnnhbitants to the time of written hilstory,

Izneous rocls, roclis Tormed frowm molten rock material (magna )

ineluding:

Intrusive roclts which cool Tbeneath the earth's suriaces

Le, deeper {plutonlc) granite and the shallower pegmotite,
syenite, granite vorphyry, diorite, abbro, and perlouotlte.
Intrusive proclts are slow cooling anﬁ form large to small
crystals depending on rate of coollln, They o ccur as dikes,
Ulllu, 1accolltls, and batholithsa,
;Aurus¢ve weffugive or lavas) roclits cocl HaoLc13 on the sur-
face., le. lave ¢Q§Olmue, obsildian and mumice, andesite, and

138..;(...,_. {)0

floating uvon a heavier plastic interior,
veuld tend Lo sinlt deener vhan ligh
heavier HasaWb ocean Ifloors and the lighter
X

ohic roclks, roclie Tormed frowm izneo us or sedimentary rocks

01T O
nged in compeslition and textire or ¢ by the eifects of

a
neat, o»ressure, solutions, or zasef8. ic. &L

3 ate Irom snal e,
morbles from linestone, quartzite Trom sandatones, hornfels from
clays or shales, schists {ron ite or sedimentary tynes,
and gneiss Iron sranite and oth 1 compler rockss
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ﬂeral, a natu

having charact

valuohle miner
.
1

veln, dater

inorsenlc metalic or non-~netalic substance
lstic 1“0”_ftjcs. An ore 1ls rock containing
5 oworbth mining. 4 Joée is an ore beoring

& wmineral,

el
er
al
il
o

110 tiohorovicic ol°cont11U1tV, (oho), the boundary of the mantle
and bthe carth's crust as evidenced by wmeflectlon of esrth-
oualie Waves, iU rances aboub 5§ te rO niles bheneath the crustis
surface,

hla Tatural selectlon, survival of the Titlest. Yfrincinle o sur-
viv 2l of animels best equinned or adanted to thelr chentin
enVironmnenta.
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sent alons delinii
Girecting influence,

L&,  Urthosenes
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ia
thie result

b3, Faleolithic, old stone age of man.

' o w

b, caleontolony, the
Dased on rosgll

- . . . - e
Alant ond andmael 1lide of tne

5

ith, sotnetleal suner-continen © composced of 2il the ma-
;acsea.
nd - a continent of <South imerica, sal-
mlla, Ve Drolken un In JosoLolc €XQe
RICIN
e caification,

31“ FLOT s

dant 0o Civieilon
roduce oY :

sle cel 1
fy wlobows,

.
lichen, mushrociis, DACLerid, . . 2UCe
P + nlants) 1ﬁ*owr01*- il D0E8eS, Shore

A = S o)
dabde s T

true fe?'"

Govisetal es - howrseballs iscouring rushes ). Loyco wodalss -
?““9307.?113103 \extinev) opore netic n .

vseod nlants)
(naized sesd)
{exbinet)

Se 2 ELRLS
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L;nnoc,
seed
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Toamernae, (enclogsed seed) Cflowering and frulting ol onts

1247

lonocotrledons, srasses, oalms, 1ilies, orchids,
‘) :

GLC e

Dicotvlsdons, veans, weas, »oses, anples, sunlflowers,

butvercuns, clce

L, Primates, on ow
Thonzeys, lewmur

Gexr of.adMJal including men, the varlous apes,
3 £ 5

n ele-

ox &,
ent atonlc
O

il e
2 called '““ioaca;vo
adiocactive mincral 1z
radioactive Gecoy of % of the element. The
roate 1o constant wnder 21l kno wn conditlons
ful radionebtric (measuring) tools

50, leef, sedimentary accumulotlon or wuild up of shell parts of
1eally marine oroanisnms forming s mound or ridge.

L

BEl, uealaouuufv ﬁocbu, formed from the mechanical {(clastic) or chem-
ic al decommosition nroducts of wre-existing rocks. The consol-
idabion or iithirfication of loose sediments to sedimentary
rock oceurs by cexmentation, comvactlon (prezsure) to brin g

particles ¢ lOu@“ together, ond sometlimes heat and chemical

reactions,

ie. sandstone from sand, shale from silt and cWayu, linestone

from chemical and organic dcﬁog”UO, conzlomerases Irom gravel

and unassorted rubble, and organic deposibts such as coal and
diavomite,

Linestone dewnosits have a swvecial signifiecance in the carbon

diloxide {COgz) balance of X

o devise for recordine waves from esrithouake.actlve-

= e ox -
53 BShield, the ian nass of a
Lary roclis osited.
ot > . . P e R e T . - e - “a i PR
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55, Strota, vlurel of stratuwn, - single layer of nonogeneous or
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