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Science Is Founded on Faith 
All scientific work is ultimately based on 

certain assumptions that are accepted by faith. 
These presuppositi<:ms are the basis for one's 
philosophy, or worl~view. To the scientists of the 
past who made the great biological discoveries, 
the faith was in Creation and the fact that the 
created world is orderly and predictable. To a 
person who rejects Scripture and its account of 
Creation, the faith is often in materialism, or 
naturalism. 

Faith of the 
Great founders of Science 

Faith in Creation. Since the 1500s when 
modern science began. most of the world's 
greatest scientists based their scientific thinking 
on faith in the fact that God created the world 
and all that is within it and that therefore the 
physical part of the universe operates by orderly 
laws which science seeks to discover. Sir Isaac 
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Newton, Lord Kelvin, Michael Faraday,james 
Maxwell, and Louis Pasteur were just a few of 
the great scientists who believed in divine 
creation. Others includejoseph Lister, Gregor 
Mendel,johann Kepler. Samuel Morse, Carolus 
Linnaeus, Wernher von Braun, and many more. 

The scientist needs the Bible. The scientist 
uses his powers of reason to find out the truth 
about the universe; in a sense, he "reads" the 
physical universe as if it were a book written by 
the hand of God. However, many vital facts 

. about the origin of the universe, the origin of 
life, and the ultimate destiny of the cosmos 
cannot be discovered through science alone. 
To answer these questions, one needs the Book 
of books, the Bible, which contains information 
one cannot get from the study of nature. Thus. 
the Bible is very important to the scientist 
because it records vital facts about the history 
and future of the physical universe that he 
would not otherwise know. The question God 



askedJob is very pertinent, not only for the 
scientist but also for us: 

lMtm wast thou whm flaid the (DundatWns ofthe 
earth? -lobJ8:..f. 

'-.~" ,,/ Wernher von ,Braun 
••••.•••.l-//}g cre<>\>~•.../ (1912-1977), one of 

....................... America's most eminent 

scientists, led the rocketry research that put 
the first men on the moon. His study of the 
universe led him to say shortly after World 
War II, "The more we study space, the more 
convinced I am of God's controlling order in 
a seemingly endless universe. " 

When we examine an automobile, we are 
impressed by its design and construction. We 
admire the ability of the engineers who 
designed it and the skill of the workmen who 
constructed it. When we examine the uni­
verse, we should also be extremely im­
pressed by its order and design. We 
should admire the Designer and 
Creator. In fact, we should be moved 
to worship God, the Designer and 
Creator of the universe. 

As we scan the universe, we 
note that it operates with preci­
sion. It is so precise in its move­
ments that scientists can predict 
accurately the locations of heav­
enly bodies many years in advance. 
Our system of telling time and our 
calendars are based on the move­
ments of the solar system. Space probes 
to the moon and beyond are possible because 
scientists know where to aim the rockets so 
they can rendezvous with their moving target. 

Some people look at the universe and 

conclude it is all the result of an accident. 


Only God was there! The facts about the 
manner and order of Creation that God has 
chosen to reveal to us in the Bible are all that we 
tincluding the scientist) can know with certainty 
about the beginning. 

, 
an ~~rh:ci 

They say the order and evidences of design 
are just coincidences. But can that be true? 
No one would claim that an automobile is the 
result of time or chance or accident, because 
an automobile clearly shows the work of 
design engine~rs. Compared to the universe, 
an automobile. is very simple. The complexity 
of the universe cries out for a superior De­
signer. Anyone who examines the marvelous 
design of the universe and concludes that it 
evolved has deliberately closed his eyes to the 
evidence. Dr. von Braun did not close his eyes 
to the evidence. In fact, he wrote not long 
before his death that "One cannot be exposed 

to the law and order of the uni­
verse without concluding that 

there must be a divine intent 

behind it all.". 

Dr. Vvemher V0:1 Br;:l.l.m 
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Rejecting the Truth 
During the 17005 and the centuries that 

followed, some scientists and philosophers chose 
to reject the truth of the Scriptures. In its place, 
they substituted various false philosophies. Some 
scientists who turned away from the tru~h of the 
Scriptures rejected the Bible completely, while 
others tried to fit false teachings of ancient Greek 
philosophers into the Biblical framework. 

Biblical truths. The Scriptures teach, that the 
earth was originally created in a perfect state, but 
man's subsequent fall into sin plunged the world 
into a state of imperfection and death. As a result, 
man had to work for his survival "by the sweat of 
his brow." The curse of sin also affected the 
animal and plant kingdoms; ins~ead of being in 
perfect harmony with each other, animals and 
plants now had to struggle to survive. Species of 
animals that were not as well sui.ted to survive 
(especially in the post-Flood environment) gradu­
ally died out and became extinct. 

The Scriptures also demonstrate that great 
variety can develop within created kinds, for all of 
the land animals that we see today are all de­
scended from the limited number ofanimals 
aboard the ark of Noah. For example, we know 
that dozens of species of sparrow are descended 
from only seven sparrows that survived the Flood 
aboard the ark. Likewise, many varieties of canine 
(wolf, domestic dog, dingo, coyote, jackal) have 
apparently descended from a single pair of canines 
aboard the ark. 

Mixing truth with error. Beginning in the 1700s, 
many scientists and theologians rejected the 
consequences of sin upon creation and insisted 
that the animals and plants presently living upon 
the earth were as perfect as those that were origi­
nally created. They also denied the variety that 
exists within created kinds, and they insisted that 
no living things could become extinct because 
they are divinely preserved. (Although they tried 
to present these false ideas within the Biblical 
framework, these ideas do not come from the 
Bible, but rather from ancient Greek philosophy.) 
Although these individuals still held to the general 
concepts of divine creation and the existence of 
the supernatural, they had substituted man's 
speculations for the truths of the Scriptures. 
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Consequences offalse ideas. The acceptance of 
false philosophies by many scientists and theolo­
gians laid the foundation for a catastrophe in 
science. Because they had substituted error for 
Biblical truth, they could not offer a true Biblical 
alternative to the materialistic philosophies that 
would soon sweep the world. 

The Faith of Materialists 
Misguided anempts to mix Biblical truth with 

false philosophies had a tragic result: they caused 
some people to question the truth of the Scrip­
tures, even though it was not the Bible that was in 
error. Some people even used the perceived 
contradictions as an excuse to reject the Bible 
completely and place their faith in the false phi­
losophy ofmaterialism. According to this philoso­
phy, the universe consists of nothing but matter 
and energy, and has no spiritual or supernatural 
aspects. (Another name for materialism is natural.­
ism, the idea that nature is all that exists.) The 
materialist believes that man is merely a product of 
nature and chance. To the materialist, there is no 
higher authority than the forces of nature; there­
fore, he believes that all things are relative, having no 
value but that given them Uy nature or Uy man himself. 
To the materialist, man, as merely a part ofnature, 
is of no more worth than any other part of nature. 
Stated another way, any part of nature is just as 
important as man. The philos&jJhy ofmaterialism is 
actually afaith-a faith not in the Creator but in nature 
and matter itself. According to the materialistic 
faith, the universe and everything in it were created 
by nature and chance alone. 

The Faith of Charles Darwin 
One of the scientists who rejected the Scrip­

tures and embraced materialism was a young 
British naturalist named Charles Darwin (1809­
1882). Although Darwin was virtually unknown at 
the time, his naturalistic ideas would eventually 
have an enormous impact upon science and upon 
society at large. 

When Darwin was still a very young child, he 
developed a passion for collecting and a keen sense 
of observation that would later fit him well for the 
work of a naturalist. At age 16, his father sent him 
to Edinburgh University in Scotland to study 



medicine, but it soon became 
clear that he would not make a 
good physician, and so he was sent 
to Cambridge to prepare for the 
Anglican ministry. 

Charles Darwin (c. 1855) 
applied the false idea of uniformitari­
anism to try to explain the origin of 

Darwin graduated from 
Cambridge in the spring of 1831 
with a degree in theological 
studies, but his true interests lay in 
science, not in the ministry. 
Although Darwin was "astonish­
ingly naive in such general matters 
as methodology" (Encyclopaedia 
Britannica), his skills of observa­
tion made him well equipped as a 
naturalist. His observations alone probably would 
have made him famous, especially his discovery 
that earthworms aerate the soil. 

The voyage ofthe Beagle. Darwin's first great 
opportunity as a naturalist came in December 
1831, when he sailed with a surveying expedition 
on the H.M.S. Beagle around South America and to 
islands in the Pacific Ocean. The voyage, which 
lasted five years, offered many opportunities for 
observation. "The voyage of the Beagle has been 
by far the most important event in my life, and has 
determined my whole career, " he wrote. He spent 
his time on the voyage observing rain forests, . 
unusual land formations, and other natutaI . 
wonders that were new to him; collecting strange 
animals from oceans, shores, and rivers; and 
taking painstaking notes on all his observations. 
"As far as I can judge for myself, " he said, "I 
worked to the utmost during the voyage. from the 
mere pleasure of investigation. and from my 
strong desire to add a few facts to the great mass of 
facts in natural science. But I was also ambitious 
to take a fair place among scientific men." 

Darwin took with him a copy ofPrinciples of 
Geology by Charles Lyell (1797-1875) and was thus 
introduced to Lyell's false doctrine ofuniformi­
tarianism, the idea that the present is the only key 
to the past, and that all things continue by natural 
processes at the same rates as they always have 
done. (The great founders of modern science 
had believed just the opposite: that the past­
God's account of the Creation-is the key to a 
proper understanding of the present.) Darwin 

,,:'~'M;GM :~=~~~::::~~l~:~;~e. 
Mistaken beliefs. On his five-year 

journey aboard the Beagle, Darwin 
noticed that great variety exists Within 
kinds, that many kinds of anim~s and 
plants are now extinct, and that many 
aspects of nature are characterized by 
suffering and death. Because Darwin 
misunderstood the Biblical account of 
Creation, he thought that these 
scientific facts contradicted the Bible. 
(Actually. they contradicted only the 

false teachings of Greek philosophy; the Bible 
acknowledges variety within kinds and teaches that 

. suffering and death entered the world because of 
. sin.) Sadly, Darwin's misunderstanding of the 
Scriptures led him to reject the Bible completely 
and search for a materialistic explanation of !ife. 

A mistalum conclusion. Darwin eventually 
turned to the teachings of his grandfather, 
Erasmus Darwin (1731-1802), a well-known . 
physician and radical philosopher, who had argued 

, that all living things had evolved (developed . 
gradually) from simpler forms. (This concept was 

, not original with Erasmus Darwin, but dates back 
to ancient Greek philosophers.) Charles Darwin 
was also influenced by the French scientistJean­
Baptiste Lamarck (1744-1829), who had proposed 
similar ideas. Charles Darwin embraced these 
materialistic philosophies and added to them, 
deciding that "probably all the organic beings 
which have ever lived on the earth have descended 
from some Qne primordial form, into which l,ife 
was first breathed." This philosophy is usually 
referred to as evolution. 

On the Origin of Species. Darwin made many 
observations during his voyage aboard the Beagle 
that he thought supported his hypothesis of 
evolution. He took copious notes of his observa­
tions, and when he returned to England in 1~36, 
he began to assemble his ideas into coherent form. 

In 1859, more than 20 years after returning to 
England, Darwin fmally published his ideas in a 
book entitled On the Origin ofSpecies by Means of 
Natural Selection, or the Preservation ofFavored Races in 
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the Struggle for Life. (Because its title is quite long, 
this book is often referred to as On the Origin of 
species, or simply as the Origin.) In this lengthy 
book, Darwin presented his materialistic specula­
tions about the origin and development of living 
things. , 

"One long argument." The Origin was not a 
scientific treatise, but rather a series of thousands 
ofwild speculations strung together-in Darwin's 
words, "one long argument. It Its easygoing, 
conversational style and its intricately woven 
arguments w!':!re dangerously disarming, and 
many peoplt: who read the Origin found Darwin's 
philosophy quite plausible. Unfortunately, few 
people bothered to untangle Darwin's arguments 
in order to compare them with scientific and 
Biblical truth. 

By the end of the 19th century, the Origin 
was regarded by materialists as the greatest 
intellectual discovery of the century and the 
greatest thought to enter the mind of man. 
Others, however, saw it as a product of wishful 
thinking that could hurl humanity into a whirl­
wind of relativistic philosophy and humanistic 
faith. 

In a later book, the Descent ofMan (IS71), 
Darwin stated his idea of the evolution of man: 
"that man is descended from a hairy, tailed 
quadruped, probably arboreal [living in trees] 
in its habits, and an inhabitant of the Old 
World."1 

Natural se'lectWn. Various hypotheses of 
evolution had existed before Darwin wrote the 
Origin, but Darwin was the first to propose a 
plausible means by which evolution might occur. 
The cornerstone of Darwin's hypothesis was 
natural selection, the idea that the fittest and 
strongest of each species (those best suited to 
their environment) were more likely to survive 
and reproduce than weaker, poorly adapted 
animals. This concept is sometimes referred to as 
"survival ofthe fittest. " Of course, this is a self­
evident truth-an animal well-suited to its envi­
ronment is certainly more likely to thrive than an 
animal poorly suited to its environment. How­
ever, Darwin believed that natural selection 

'Charles Darwin, TIu! iksanl ofMall (New York: Random House, 1936),911. 

would act upon the variety that naturally occurs 
with~n kinds to gradually produce new kinds. 

Thefailures ofo"arles Darwin. This reasoning 
is faulty because variety within kinds has definite 
boundaries-a fact that Darwin was not aware of. 
Because natural selection itself produces no new 
characteristics, natural selection cannot create 
new kinds of organisms. Rather, it keeps a kind 
strong and healthy by suppressing harmful 
chariges. In other words, fUttural selection acts to 
preserve existing kinds, not create new kinds. 

The Faith of Darwin's Disciples 
Despite his failings, Darwin succeeded where 

many others before him had fallen short: that is, 
in arousing public interest. Many of the supposi­
tions of evolution had already been firmly en­
trem;hed in the fields of geology and astronomy, 
but neither subject was very popular with or 
applicable to the general public in the nine­
teenth century. For some time, certain levels of 
British society had been groaning with theologi­
cal liberalism, which rejected the Genesis account 
of Creation and sought to find a natural cause for 
the si,tuations in which people find themselves. 
Darwin provided that cause, not with any signifi­
cant new knowledge, for most ofwhat Darwin 
wrote could be found in the vast literature of 
natural history, but with an organization of 
biologJcal observations hand chosen to lead to a 
predetermined conclusion-a natural cause for 
man's life. 

Why evolution was accepted. Some people that 
embraced Darwinism did so for philosophical 
reasons; they wished to remove God from their 
thinking. Many people had a simpler reason for 
accepting evolution: they simply believed that it 
was sc'ientific. Science had 'brought wonderful 
changes to the world of the nineteenth century, 
and some people would believe anything if they 
thought it had the support of science. 

Charles Darwin's philosophy of evolution 
really had little to do with science, however. In 
fact, one of Darwin's first supporters was a liberal 
Anglican clergyman and socialist, Charles 
Kingsley, who worked hard to integrate the ideas 
of evolution into Christian practice. Most scien­
tists were initially much more skeptical of 
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Darwin's argument because they realized that it 
was based largely upon speculation. 

Scientists who rejected Darwin. One of the 
great writers on scientific thought in that day was 
William Whewell [hu'el], professor of science and 
college master ofTrinity College, a part of 
Cambridge, and author of Histary ofInductive 
Sciences. Whewell realized that merely imagining 
how something might have occurred is not 
scientific proof that such a thing did occur. 
Because Darwin's work was based entirely on 
speculation instead ofon scientific fact, Whewell 
would not even allow the book in the college 
library. Sir John Herschel, the great English 
astronomer, chemist, mathematician, and physi­
cist (son of Sir William Herschel, the discoverer 
of the planet Uranus), called Darwin's ideas the 
"law of higgledy-piggledy." Philip Gosse, anoted 
biologist, was not convinced by Darwin's argu­
ments, and neither were other esteemed scientists 
such as Adam Sedgwick, a noted mathematician 
and geologist; Sir Richard Owen, an anatomist; and 
Andrew Murray, an entomologist. Each of these 
men firmly declined to accept the hypothesis. 

Adam Sedgwick, who was one of Darwin's 
mentors and an evolutionist of sorts himself, 
denounced Darwin's hypothesis of evolution by 
natural selection as "a dish of rank materialism 
cleverly cooked and served up ... to make us 
independent ofa Creator." Two of the world's 
greatest physicists, James Clerk Maxwell and Lord 
Kelvin, strongly opposed Darwinism and devel­
oped mathematical and scientific refutations of 
evolution. French scientists were generally no 
more enthusiastic about The Origin ofSpecies than 
were English scientists. 

In America, the scientific community, unlike 
. liberal theologians and socialists, largely avoided 
the philosophy of evolution at first. One of the 
most influential American naturalists of the day, 
Louis Agassiz [ag'a-se] of Harvard, remained 
unmoved by Darwin's arguments. Professor G. F. 
Wright of Oberlin College described evolution as 
"one-tenth bad science and nine-tenths bad 
philosophy." Matthew F. Maury, the "Pathfinder of 
the Sea" and founder of the science of oceanog­
raphy, also strongly opposed evolution and 
insisted that the Bible be accepted as true in 

matters of science. Charles Darwin found one of 
his few scientist supporters in Asa Gray, a noted 
American botanist. Gray worked hard to try to 
convince the scientific community that Darwin's 
ideas were not inconsistent with a belief in God. 
This effort gave Darwinism a big boost in America, 
but not at first among authorities in science. Many 
nonscientists admitted that they·.chose to believe 
evolution because it was the only alternative to 
Creation, not because of the merits of the hypothe­
sis itself. 

In review, the acceptance or' rejection of 
evolution was not dependent upon one's scientific 
knowledge or aptitude, but upon one's readiness 
to find a materialistic explanation for life-in 
other words, on one's faith. 

The New Faith's Effects 
Acceptance ofnaturalism. As the hypothesis of 

evolution was debated, many scientists became 
detoured from their true calling of mastering 
nature for the benefit of mankind and devoted 
their energies instead to the task of trying to prove 
Darwin's ideas. Rather ~han vieWing the Scriptures 
as the starting point for science, some scientists 
chose to try to separate science from its Christian 
heritage. 

Flfects upon society. The acceptance of 
Darwin's hypothesis in society caused a dramatic 
shift away from the traditional Judeo-Christian 
worldview toward a naturalistic worldview. Instead 
of being the special creation of God, mankind 
became regarded as a mere animal, with no more 
worth than any other part ofnature. Right and 
wrong came to be thought of as relative, defined 
either by the whims of the individual or by the will 
of the majority. Some Darwinists twisted the 
Biblical concepts of labor and reward into a 
ruthless "kill-or-be-killed" distortion of capitalism, 
while others promoted various forms of socialism. 
Karl Marx, the "Father of Communism," was 
thrilled with Darwin's speculations and wanted to 
dedicate his own book Das Kapital to Darwin 
(Darwin declined). 

Some of Darwin's followers founded the 
"science" ofeugenics [u-jen'Iks], which sought to 
improve the human species by selectively breeding 
humans to produce a "master race." Eugenics laws 
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were passed by many nations, under which 
thousands of "genetically inferior" individuals 
were forcibly sterilized to prevent them from 
having children. Years later, the philosophy of 
eugenics would culminate in the agenda of the 
National Socialists (Nazis) in G.ermany, who used 
abortion, euthanasia. and mass murder to elimi­
nate millions of people they deemed "genetically 
inferior" in order to "improve" the German race. 

God versus dumce. Darwin's The Origin of 
SPecies was no mere battle over evolution or 
Creation. French-American scholarJacques 
Barzun calls it a "major incident ... in the dis­
pute between the believers in consciousness and 
the believers in mechanical action; the believers 
in purpose and the believers in pure chance. The 
so-called warfare between science and religion 
thus comes to be seen as the warfare between two 
philosophies and perhaps two faiths. "2 The great 
novelist Alexander Solzhenitsyn, who came face­
to-face with the materialistic faith in Communist 
Russia and rejected it. eloquently expressed the 
opposite faith in these words: 

Our life consists not in the pursuit of material 
success but in the quest for worthy spiritual 
growth. Our entire earthly existence is but a tran­
sitional stage in the movement toward something 
higher. one rung of the ladder. Materialla:ws alone 
do not explain our life or give it direction. The laws of 

':Jacques aarzlm. Darwin, Mm:<. Wagner-Crilique <I{" HIII'itage (New York: 
Doubleday. 1958). p. 37. 

b:J William Jennings Dr~an 

The world is now learn­
jng-IIlost of the world for the 

first time-that evolution, as the scientists teach 
it, is an imaginary process, wholly unproved, that 
begins with life but does not attempt to explain 
life, and represents man as the climax of a series 
of changes coming up from a simple cell through 
millions of forms of life different from man. 
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physics and physiology will never reveal the indisputable 
manner in which the Creator constantly. day in and day 
out, participates in the life'ofeach ofus, unfailingly grant­
ing us the energy ofexislerJCe; when this assistance leaves 
us, we die. And in the life of our entire planet the 
Divine Spirit surely moves with no less force: this 
we must grasp in our dark. and terrible hour.3 

The deadening effect of materialistic thinking 
is well illustrated by Darwin's own life. He lost 
interest in the higher things oflife, the things 
about man that can only be explained by his being 
a creature made in the image of God. He lost his 
love for poetry, music, and literature, and, of 
course, he could not pray. He said that his mind 
had been reduced to "a kind of machine for 
grinding general laws Qut of large collections of 
facts." Darwin'5 son wrote a biography of his 
father late in the nineteenth century. In reviewing 
this book, a writer for the Atlantic Monthly made 
the following comments: 

The blank. page in this 'charming biography is the 
page of spiritual life. There is nothing written 
there. The entire absence of an element which 
enters commonly into all men's lives in some de­
gree is a circumstance as significant as it is aston­
ishing. . .. Darwin liv~d as if there were no such 
thing. Darwin's insensibility to the higher life­
for so men agree to callit-was partly, ifnotwholly, 
induced by his absorption in scientific pursuits in 
the spirit of materialism. 

'Alexander Solzhenitsyn, "Men Have Forgotten God,' trans. by A. KIimoff, 
NalWtuJ.1 Revitw, 22July 1983. 876. 

, ') 

This hypothesis makes every living thing 
known in animal life a blood relative of 
every other living thing in animal life, and 
makes man a blood relative of them all-
either an ancestor or a cousin. If this 
hypothesis were true, we would all be 
murderers ifwe swatted a fly or killed a 
bedbug, for we would be killing our kin, and 



we would be cannibals whenever we ate any of 
the mammals. 

But that is not all. If the evolutionary 
hypothesis is true, man has come up through 
the animals below him by a cruel law under 
which the strong kill off the weak. Darwin 
argues that the race was necessarily impaired 
by the suspension of this cruel law. He com­
mended by implication the savages who are 
eliminating the weak, saying that it left the 
survivors strong. 

He even suggested that vaccination had 
saved the lives of thousands who would other­
wise have succumbed because of weak constitu­
tions-the implication being that the race 
would have been benefited by allowing them 
to die instead of prolonging their lives and 
permitting them to propagate. He com­
plained that civilized society and medical men 
attempt to prolong life every last moment. 

No more cruel doctrine was ever promul­
gated. Those who believe it are robbed of the 
pity and the mercy that comes of civilization. 

To show that Darwin's heartless doctrine 
has not been abandoned one has only to read 
a book that came out about three years ago. I 
will not give the name of the author, for I do 
not care to advertise his name. 

In his preface, he says that he is indebted 
to some twenty eminent scientists, "professors 
and doctors," and he singled out for special 
gratitude a young man recently elected presi­
dent of a great state university, a man whose 
career the author predicts will "be one of the 
world's events of the coming generation." 
This eminent educator read the manuscript 
over twice and "made many invaluable sugges­
tions." 

On page 34 of this book we are told that 
"evolution is a bloody business, but civilization 
tries to make it a pink tea." Then he adds: 

"Barbarism is the only process by which 
man has organically progressed and civiliza­

tion is the only process by which he has 
organically declined. Civilization is the most 
dangerous enterprise on which man ever set 
out. For when you take man out of the 
bloody, brutal but beneficent hand of natural 
selection, you place him at once in the soft, 
perfumed, daintily gloved but far more 
dangerous hand of artificial selection." Here 
we have evolution unmasked. 

The eyolutionists have not been honest 
with the public. Even ministers who believe 
in evolution have assured their congregations 
that there is no inconsistency between 
Darwinism and Christianity. Do they know 
its effect on Darwin, or, knowing its effect, do 
they dare.conceal it from their congrega­
tions? 

The ministers should tell their congrega­
tions that evolution leads logically to agnosti­
cism; they should tell them of the wail of 
Romanes, sometimes called the successor of 
Darwin, who said in his book, written to 
prove that there is no God: 

I am not ashamed to confess that with this 
virtual negation ofGod, the universe to me 
has lost its soul of loveliness, yet when at 
times I think, as think at times I must, of the 
appalling contrast between the hallowed 
glory of that creed that once was mine and 
the lonely mystery of existence as now I find 
it-at such times, I shall ever 'feel it impolr 
sible to avoid the sharpest pang ofwhich my 
nature is susceptible. 
The Christian world is not going to give 

up its belief in God or its belief in the Bible 
as our only standard of morals or in Christ as 
our only Savior and wisest guide. The 
Christian world will not give up these sacred 
things at the demand of these intolerant 
champions-not of science but of an un­
proven guess-the logical tendency ofwhich 
is to rob man of his moral standards in this 
world and of hope of immortal life in the 
world to come.• 

Quoted In Lnli. H. Allm.• Bryan and Darrow at Dayton (New Y""k: RusseU and Russell. 192'). pp. /03-106. 
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1 1 

1. 	Why was Darwin's Ongin not really a 
scientific treatise? 

2. 	What are some of the factors which prevent 
natural selection from creating new kinds? 

3. 	Give some of the reasons why many well­
known 19th-century scientists rejected 
Darwin's hypothesis of evolution. 

4. 	What factor(s) determined whether Darwin's 
hypothesis of evolution was accepted or 
rejected by various individuals? 

··5. What is the difference between a specief and' a 
Biblical kind? (See p. 88 if necessary.) Why is it 
important to make this distinction? . 

6. 	What were some of the effects of the naturalistic 
worldview upon science? Upon society at large? 

."' '~, -.- l..-cl;. r ~ 

The Descent of Man, eugenics, materialism, 
naturalism, natural selection, On the Origin Of 
Speci~ uniformitarianism 

paleontology: Evidence against Evolution 


Record of the Past 
Fossils are the remains or impressions of 

plants, animals, and humans preserved in 
sedimentary rock. Countless billions of fossils 
are found in the earth's crust, most ofwhich 
were probably buried during the worldwide 
Flood of Noah. The study of fossils is called 
paleontology [pa/le-on -toI' o-je]. 

Fossil ~ Although many fossils repre­
sent plants and animals we see all around us 

Selected extinct animals 

1ficeratops 
(dinosaur) 

(such as pines, ferns, insects, horses, snakes, etc.), some 
fossils represent plants and animals that have b~come 
extinct. It is possible that some of these organisms had 
difficulty surviving the post-Flood environment and 
gradually died out. Some of the interesting animals 
that are known only from fossils include mammoths, 
dinosaurs, 40-foot-long crocodiles, 2000-pound turtles, 
giant birds, and eagle-sized dragonflies. 

Fossils: evidence against evolutiun. The· discovery of 
fossils such as these in the 1700s and 1800s caused 
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problems for many naturalists, who by this time 
had begun to weave false ideas from Greek 
philosophers (such as denial of extinction) into 
the Bib~cal account of Creation. However, the 
fossil record, when viewed:from a Biblical perspec­
tive, is actually one ofthe mostpt:R.tJerful evidences 
against eoolution. This is true because ifevolution 
had occurred, it would have left traces of the 
process 'in the fossil record. Yet after a century 
and a hili of fossil excavation, evolutionists have 
failed to discover the proof they seek. When 
kinds of animals appear in the fossil record, they 
appear fully formed, showing no traces of having 
·evolved from something else or of evolving into 
something else. In addition, the fossil record 
reveals arecord of sudden death and destruction 
that is consistent with the Biblical teaching 
concerning a worldwide Flood. 

The Fossil Record 
and Transitional Forms 

n.enecessity oftra:nsititmaJforms. Darwin's 
hypothesis ofevol~!l.px:oposed-that one kind 
of organis~.gradUally changes into another kind 
'over many generations by means of extremely 
slight clianges in each generation. Geologists 
of Darwin's day expected the fossil record to 
prove evolution by providing fossils of transitional 
forms, or "missing.links." ('Iransitional forms 
would be fossils that connect one kind oforgan­
ism with another kind by a series of tiny steps.) 
Darwin insisted that transitional forms would 
connect every kind of organism now living with a 
primeval single-celled ancestor "by differences 
not greater than we see between the natural and 
domesti.c varieties of the same species at the 
present .day."4 

Ifevolution were true-if organisms have 
gradually changed into other organisms over 
time-there would be countless fossils oftransitional 
forms, connecting every kind on earth with their 
common ancestors by tiny steps. However, this is 
not the ~ase; there are actually large gops between 
different kinds. The fact that these transitional 
forms have not been found is perhaps the 

'OmrIes Darwin. 1M Origin ofSJ1«iei, 6th ed. (London:J. M. Dent, 1963). 294. 

14.2 

greatest evidence against evolution. Darwin 
himself recognized this problem: 

[T]he number of intermediate varieties, which have 
formerly existed, [must] be truly enormous. Why 
then is IWt every geological formation and every stra­
tum.fuU ofsuch intermediate linlu' Geology assuredly 
does not reveal any such finely graduated organic 
chain; and this, perhaps, is the mostobvious and seri­
ous objeditmwhich can be urged against the theory.s 
The fossil evidence was sketchy and incomplete 

when Darwin wrote The Origin ofspecies because 
relatively few fossils of any sort had been excavated. 
Darwin appealed to the lack offossil evidence, 
hoping that future excavations would uncover the 
"missing links": 

The geological record is exI:rt!:meIJ imperfect· . . 
these causes, taken conjointly, will to a large extent 
explain why ... we do not find interminable varie­
ties, connecting together all extinct and existing 
forms by the finest graduated steps .... 

He who rejects this view of the imperfection of 
the geological record, will rightIJ reject the whole 
theory.6 

In other words, it is absolutely vital to the hypothe­
sis of evolution that notjust one or two but great 
hordes of transitional forms exist. Ifevolu:tUm had 
occurred, there would be millions offossils showing 
various stages in the graduid transition ofkinds of 
organi.ml8 into different kinth. If the fossil record 
failed to reveal transitional forms, however, then 
Darwin's whole hypothesis of evolution would be 
proven false. 

lAck oftransitionalforms. Darwin freely admit­
ted that no transitional forms had been found in 
his time, but he attributed this lack of evidence to 
the small number of fossils that had been exca­
vated. Since Darwin wrote those words, however, 
over 100 million fossils, representing a quarter of a 
million species, have been excavated, cataloged, 
and placed in museums. Yet the multitude of 
"missing links" that would be required to bridge the 
gaps between kinds have not been found. 

No true "missing links" have ever been fmmd to 
bridge the gaps between different kinth oforgani.ml8. 
Thousands of extinct kinds of animals have been 
revealed, but all are distinct kinds; none can be 

'Ibid" 2!12-29S. 

'Ibid•• lI42-!I43. 
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regarded as truly transitional forms. Rather, the 
fossil record vividly illustrates the Biblical truth 
that kinds of living things do not change into 
other kinds of living things; every creature re­
produces "after its kind" (Gen. 1:11-12,21,25). 
The glaring contradiction between Darwin's 
predictions and the facts of the fossil record 
make it clear that evolution has not occurred. 

The regular absence of transitional forms is an 
almost universal phenomenon. . .. It is true of almost 
all Ofders of aU dasses of animals, both vertebrate 
and invertebrate .... 
-George Gaylord Simpson, vertebrate paleontologist 

Despite the bright promise that paleontology 
provides a means of "seeing" evolution, it has 
presented some nasty cifficulties for evolutionists, 
the most notorious of which is the presence of 
J/gaps" in the fossil record Evolution requires 
intermediate forms between species, and paleon­
tology does not provide them. ... 

-David B. Kitts, zoologist 

The gaps in the fossil record are real, however. 
The absence of a record of any important branching 
is quite phenomenal 

-R. Wesson, Beyond NaturalSelection 

But the facts of paleontology conform especiaIy 
wei with other interpretations ••. e.g., divine 
creation. ••• 

-0. Dwight Davis, vertebrate morphologist 

changes, which bring about rapid genetic 
changes in small groups of animals and plants. 
Some advocates of punctutated equilibrium go 
even further, stating that evolution occurs as a 
result of drastic genetic restructurings called 
macromutations that suddenly change one kind of 
creature into another. (This form of punctu­
ated equilibrium is known as the "hOPeful mon­

ster" hypothesis.) Instead of changing one organ­
ism into another by thousands of tiny changes, 
the "'hopeful monster" hypothesis calls for 
sweeping rearrangements of the genetic code to 
produce a dramatically different, but fully 
functional, organism in one generation. No 
example ofsuch a drastic change has ever been 
observed either in nature or in the laboratory. 

Those who favor a punctuated equilibrium 
version of evolution over the older ideas of 
gradual evolution point out that the fossil 
record supports their hypothesis, because the 
fossil record reVeals organisms that have re­
mained essentially unchanged from their first 
appearance in the fossil record to the present. 
They also point out that the host of transitional 
forms required by gradual evolutionary pro­
cesses cannot be found in the fossil record. Like 
creationists, supporters of the punctuated 
equilibrium concept argue that most "missing 
links" aretpissing from the 
fossil recor~ because they 
never existed. 

Punctuated equilibrium. To attempt to explain 
the lack of transitional forms in the fossil record, 
some evolutionists have abandoned Darwin's 
teaching of gradual evolution in favor of a newer 
idea called the punctuated equilibrium 
hypothesis. Whereas Darwin taught that new 
organisms came about as the result of the 
gradual accumulation of minute changes 

n;~ "hopeful 
monster" hypothesis 

over millions ofyears, proponents of 
punctuated equilibrium suggest that 
evolution occurs in sudden spurts, 
followed by long periods without 
noticeable change. According to this 
idea, new kinds of organisms arise as 
a result of drastic environmental 
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The punctuated equilibrium hypothesis is by 
no means the "savior" of evolution, however. 
Despite the claims of its a,dherents, punctuated 
equilibrium is contradicted.by the fossil record. 

The "hopeful monster" hypothesis attempts 
to reconcile punctuated equilibrium with the 
fossil record, but is just as out of touch with 
reality because of the impossibility of 
macromutations. Darwin' himself ridiculed the 
idea that evolution could 'occur in giant steps: 

He who believes thatsom~ ancient form was trans­
formed suddenly through an internal force or ten­

'~:"" '...., ~~. :; ,~,,'5 i' 
. ,;/,,,,,\.-'Il(/il} ~" 

-"/'~,,"- ."'~'(f\··,"H..............~ ",.
. -.. -~ -:;: /<~;'-5Li:S ­
ill'::: •.ff:: . "" \ , 
~, ~:.~ ff 
'\~., ' ' . ,.' . ~;' The Bible teaches that 


", 1/ .,0 " th th d 1" th'
.;:~)g crc: 0'... ,e ear an IV1ng mgs 
. ,.... did not develop gradually, 

but were divinely created. Evolutionists, 
however, commonly pres~nt the fossil record 
as a straightforward evolutionary progression 
from "primitive" organisms deep in the 
earth's crust to more "modern" organisms 
nearer the surface. This simple-to-complex 
sequence of fossils is known as the geologic 
column or geologic time chart. The implication 
is that if you were to take avertical slice 
through the earth's crust, you would see a 
record of evolution from the simplest inverte­
brates to the living things we see around us 
today, supposedly representing some 4.6 
billion years of earth's history. The hypo­
thetical column is divided into four major 
time divisions called eras, which are subdi­
vided into periods and epochs [ep/oks] (see 
chart on next page). 

An imaginary arrangement. Although it is 
presented as conclusive evidence for evolu­
tion, the geologic column is not really a 
description of the order of rocks and fossils in 
the earth's crust. This is true because the 

dency into, for instance, one furnished with wings 
. .. will further be compelled to believe that many 
structures beautifully adapted to all the other 
parts of the same creature and to the surround­
ing conditions, have been suddenly produced; 
and of such complex and wonderful co­
adaptations, he will not be able to assign a shadow 
of an explanation. . .. To admit all this is, as it 
seems to me, to enter into the realms ofmiracle, and 
to leave those ofScience.7 

'Charles Darwin, Origin of Species, 6th cd.• 229. 

,.::-...:.. .-. 

geologic column is a hypothetical arrangement 
of fossils and rocks from many different 
locations and habitats around the world, 
arranged according to evolutionary assump­
tions; there is not a single place on the earth 
where you can go and see the geologic column. 
(In fact, if all the rock strata in the hypotheti­
cal geologic column were present at one 
location, it would be about 100 miles thick.) 
The most of the geologic column that you can 
see anywhere on earth are a few rocks con­
taining "simple" fossils overlain by a few strata 
containing "complex" fossils, generally 
representing only two or three periods and 
often widely separated in "age." In many 
places, the fossils are in their "proper" order, 
but in some places the order is actually 
reversed. 

Arrangement by assumption. The succes­
sion of fossils indicated by the geologic 
column occurs nowhere in the world. The actual 
fossils in the earth's crust are not arranged in 
a strict evolutionary progression, but rather 
are sorted mainly by habitat and mobility. 
That trilobites (a type of small, extinct marine 
arthropod) lived before dinosaurs, and 
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dinosaurs lived before mammals, is an assump­ tionary hypothesis is an example of circular 
tion based upon the hypothesis of evolution; reasoning-an argument that is based on the 
the fossil record merely indicates that trilo­ very assumption it attempts to prove. There is 
bites, dinosaurs, and mammals were usually no objective way to look at a sample ofsedimentary 
buried in dif./erent places (perhaps because they rock and determine its age. Rather, certain fossils 
lived in different habitats). known as index fossils or guide fossils are 

Circular reasoning. Using the geologic considered characteristic of a specific period 
column as "~dence" to support the evolu- and are used to identify rock layers in the field . 

. Assumed 
begiming date 

Era Period Assumed events :"Jyearsa&()~ , 
Cenozoic Quaternary 

end of last Ice rise of human civilizations 10,000 

Ice Age(s); mass extinctions; rise of man 1,600,000 

'Tertiary 
m",mrn:ol,,· modern invertebrates 5,300,000 

mammals 23,700,000 

whales; first rnodern mammals 36,600,000 

57,800,000 

early mammals become dominant; rise of modern birds 66,400,000.._-_ .._._----.......:'-- "_•._ .. ___... ___________,,... .•. ....... __ ___ ......_,.,.,,,*,. ....
~."._, _~_""'"'""' ~ .~,~~_~ ~ ~_."' ~ ~._ ""_>-'~_,..<.e .~".,_"", 

Mesozoic Cretaceous mass extinctions (including dinosaurs); flowering plants 
144,000,000 

Jurassic 208,000,000 

Triassic 245,000,000 

Paleozoic Permian 
286,000,000 

320,000,000 

"",,nhiihb,n,,' freshwater fish; WII'ltU,eSS insects 

and 

Mississippian1 360,000,000 

Devonian 408,000,000 

Silurian 438,000,000 

Ordovician trilobites abundant; vertebrates increase 505,000,000 

modern insects; reptiles evergreens; extinction of 
trilobites 

Cambrian sudden explosion of life; trilobites dominant; rise of other 
marine invertebrates; some vertebrates 543,000,000 

......, , ._._""...,. __ ,~, "" _" ••"_ .""",,,'·w ,_."'_ ..... _~~____ -..'_ '-' _ ,_'" 

Proterozoic2 Vendian simple sea creatures develop 600,000,000
(Precambrian) ---------·--:--'----,c-..c--:-'--:-~---------------__:_-__:_--

(unnamed) and plankton (jp\/el(),Q 800,000,000 

(unnamed) eukaryotic cells develop 2,500,000,000 

Archaean2,3 (unnamed) ea~th"'b;;co~es-i-;;liabitabIe; spontineousgeneration-(;f first -.--- ­
(Precambrian) cells; rise of bacteria and cyanobacteria (blue-green algae) 3,800,000,000 

Hadean' formation of earth (uninhabitable) 4,600,000,000 
~ ~ ~. - _. -,. -, , 


'The Pennsylvanian and Mississippian periods are sometimes referred to together as the Carboniferous Period. 

'The Proterozoic and Archean eras are often ref~rred to together as the Precambrian Era. 

'Or Archaeozoic. 

'The Hadean Era is commonly omitted from the geologic time chart. 
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1. Fossils discovered at various iDeations in the earth's crust. 

stone tools 

mammal bones 

2. Fossils "dated" according to the hypothesis of evolution. 

assumed to be 
IICambrian" 

assumed to be 
"Pleistocene" 

assumed to be 
"Mississippian" 

assumed to be 
HPennsylvanian" 

assumed to 
be "Eocene" 

assumed to be 
"Cretaceous" 

3. Fossils arranged in their assumed order to construct the geologic column. 

4. Simple-to-complex progression in the geologie column is claimed to be "evidence" for 
evolution (circular reasoning). . 

The geologist looks at the rock, determines 
what types of fossils it contains, and dates the 
rock according to the presumed age of those 
fossils (based on the estimation ofwhen the 
organism evolved). If the fossils are those of 
organisms which are assumed to have evolved 
recently, the geologist automatically assumes 
that the rock layers are young. On the other 
hand, if the fossils represent organisms 
thought to have evolved many millions ofyears 
ago, the rock strata are automatically assumed 
to be very ancient. For example, a rock layer 
containing a certain type of trilobite would be 
classified as Cambrian. 

Fossils from around the world are dated 
in this manner and then arranged in their 
assumed order-a simple-to-complex 
progression-to compose the geologic 

. column. This simple-to-complex progres­
. sion is then said to "prove" the hypothesis 
of evolution. In other words, the major 
"evidence" for evolution is based upon the 
assumption of evolution: the evolutionary 
hypothesis determines the "age" of fossil­
bearing rocks, the "age" of the rocks 

. determines the "sequence" of fossils, and 
the "sequence" of fossils is said to support 
the hypothesis. 
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Radiometric dating: more Cin:ular reasoning. 
Evolutionists sometimes use ~ technique 
known as radiometric dating to lend credence 
to the ancient dates used in the geologic 
column. Radiometric dating is based on the 
fact that atoms of certain elements break. 
down into atoms ofother elements (known as 
their "daughter" elements) at relatively 
constant rates. The decay of these naturally 
occuring radioactive elements can (in prin­
ciple) be used to calculate the age of a rock or 
fossil. In practice, however, radiometric 
dating of fossils (like the geologic column 
itself) is also based upon circular reasoning. 

This is true because the decay of an 
element cannot be used to calculate the age of 
a rock or fossil unless. both the original and final 
amounts ojradioactive element #n the sample are 
known. Although the present composition of 
the sample is easily measured, there is no way to 
measure how much oJthe "parent" and "daughter" 
elements were originally in the sample. Nor is 
there any way to measure how much of the 
"parent" or "daughter" element entered or 
escaped the sample during the decay process. 

The "Cambrian Explosion": 
Evidence against Evolution 

One of the serious contradictions between 
the facts of the fossil record and the hypothesis of 
evolution is known as the "Cambrian explosion." 
Evolutionists believe that plants and animals 
evolved from simple, single-celled creatures. If 
this were true, there should be a gradual progres­
sion of extremely simple cell colonies to more 
"advanced" creatures, with a gradual increase in 
variety and diversity. But the fossil record contains 
no such progression. When geologists study Cam­
brian rocks, they find in the fossil record a 
sudden outburst of living things of great variety, 
showing no evidence of evolution. Practically 
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Thus, the scientist must estimate these 
amounts based on several guesses. Because 
the estimates made by most scientists are 
usually based on evolutionary assumptions, 
circular reasoning enters the argument once 
again: the assumption of evolution is used to 

estimate the original ratio of "parent" and 
"daughter" elements, which is used to calcu­
late a date, which "proves" the assumption of 
evolution. In other words, radiometric dates 
are largely determined by the assumptions ofthe 
person doing the dating. In fact, if evolutionary 
assumptions are replaced with creationist 
assumptions, the dates given by several dating 
methods often become more or less consis­
tent with the Genesis chronology. 

Because of the subjective nature of 
radiometric dating, ifa date is obtained that 
does not fit the geologic column, it is a 
simple matter to adjust one's guesses in order 
to come up with a date that fits the evolution­
ary time scale. The hypothesis ofevolution 
determines which dates are "acceptable"; dates 
outside this range are deemed erroneous and 
discarded.• 

empty "Precambrian" rocks suddenly give way 
to "Cambrian" rocks teeming with many 
representatives of every major animal phylum 
in existence today, plus other phyla that are 
now extinct. Evolutionists call this "mystery" 
the Cambrian explosion because life seems to 
have "exploded" onto the scene. However, this 
arrangement isjust what we would expect iflife 
were divinely created. 

If there has been evolution of life, the absence 
of the requisite fossils in the rocks older than the 
Cambrian is puzzling. 

-Marshall Kay and Edwin H. Colbert, 
Stratigraphy andLife History 



Missing "Missing Links": 
Evidence against Evolution 

The fossil record contains a wonderful 
variety of living creatures, some ofwhich have 
become extinct and are no longer alive today. 
Unfortunately, in an attempt to get around the 
embarrassing lack of transitional forms in the 
fossil record, unusual extinct animals are often 
pressed into service as "transitional forms ... 
Invariably, however, a closer look at these 
creatures reveals that they are either creative 
"reconstructions" based on tiny fragments of 
bone and large quantities of imagination, 
varieties of known kinds, or new kinds of ani­
mals altogether. 

Coelacanth. Rocks of the Devonian Period 
contain fossils of an unusual 6-foot-Iong fish 
called the coe1acanth [se'la·klinth /]. (Coela­
canth is a general term used to describe any fish 
of the order Crossopterygii.) In coelacanths, 
unlike most fish, the fins are attached to the 
body by thick, fleshy lobes that allow the fins to 
be more freely rotated. Because of these un­
usual fins, evolutionists taught for many years 
that coelacanths were shallow-water fish and the 
ancestors of the first amphibians. The fish were 
often depicted crawling onto land from shallow 
water, using their lobed fins as "feet." &ientists 
often speculated about their "amphibian-like" 
anatomy, and how a couple of minor changes 
could have produced a genuine amphibian. In 
1938, however, a live coelacanth was caught in 

(up to 6 ft long) 

the Indian Ocean; it was the first of many live 
coelecanths that would eventually be found. 
Evolutionists were surprised to find that coela­
canths live very deep in the ocean and only 
rarely ascend to within 500 feet of the surface­
making them highly unlikely to ever "crawl out 
on land." In addition, their internal organs are 
completely fishlike, bearing no resemblance to 
those ofamphibians, and the bones of their fins 
are not connected to the spine, preventing them 
from being used as "legs." Despite these facts, 
some evolutionists still teach that amphibians 
evolved from a type of coelacanth. 

Arihaeopteryx. The fossil bird Arihaeopteryx 
[ar/ke·op/ter-lks] is often presented as a link 
between reptiles and birds. A closer look at 
Archaeopteryx, however, reveals that it was evi­
dendy a true bird, with completely "modern" 
flight feathers and hollow bones like most birds 
of today. It did have some very unusualfeatures, 
such as a small breastbone, teeth, an elongated 
tail, and claws on its wings, but several birds, 
including some still alive today, share many of 
these features. Thus, the mere fact that Archaeop­
teryx possessed some unusual features does not 
prove that reptiles evolved into birds. . 

The horse series. In the past, many evolu­
tionists regarded the supposed evolution of the 
horse as the best example of an evolutionary 
transition found in the fossil record. However, a 
closer look at the "horse series" reveals some 
notable flaws. 
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