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article, assumptions can be influenced 
strongly by one’s religious beliefs.

thE significancE of assumPtions

Two examples from history clarify the 
point. First, one of the most influen-

tial early disciples of Charles Darwin was 
a German scientist named Ernst Haeck-
el. Haeckel was highly respected, and be-
came known as “Darwin’s Bulldog on the 
Continent” and “the Huxley of Germa-
ny.” His writings continue to have a sig-
nificant impact, and many modern bi-
ology texts still draw on his research to 
promote the theory of evolution (Kaskel, 
et al., 1999, p. 620). Haeckel’s book The 

century, “age” is perhaps the subject area 
where the inerrancy of the Bible is at-
tacked most vigorously. Christians must 
be willing and able to defend the Bible 
in all subject areas, including those deal-
ing with the age of the Universe.

While there is some variation in es-
timates, one secularly accepted age for 
the Universe is 13.7 billion years. In con-
trast, a straightforward reading of the 
Bible indicates that the age of the Uni-
verse is measured in thousands of years, 
not billions of years. Even though some 
professed believers continue attempts to 
force billions of years into the Bible re-
cord (e.g., Ross, 1995), such attempts do 
far more harm than good. If the Bible can 
be interpreted to allow a Creation that is 
billions of years old, it can be interpreted 
to say anything a person wants it to say. 
Attempts to force billions of years into 
the Bible record also result in numerous 
irresolvable theological issues. Issues as-
sociated with the more publicized com-
promise positions have been thoroughly 
addressed in the literature (e.g., Thomp-
son, 2000; Sarfati, 2004; Ham, 2002; 
Mortenson, 2005).

Also, although limited evidence is cur-
rently available, much of the relevant ev-
idence can be measured quite accurate-
ly. Isotope ratios in rocks can be deter-
mined to within a fraction of a percent, 
as can the brightness of Cepheid vari-
ables, reds shifts, decay constants, and 
numerous other parameters. The differ-
ence between the age of the Universe in-
dicated in the Bible and the age of the 
Universe accepted by secular scientists 
is not due to differences in evidence or 
errors in gathering evidence, but differ-
ent assumptions applied to interpreting 
that evidence. As noted in Part I of this 

[EDITOR’S NOTE: Part I of this two-part ar-
ticle appeared in the November issue of R&R. 
As noted preceding that article, A.P. auxil-
iary staff scientist Dr. Houts holds a Ph.D. 
in Nuclear Engineering from the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) and 
serves as the Nuclear Research Manager for 
NASA’s Marshall Space Flight Center. (The 
opinions expressed are his own and not nec-
essarily those of NASA.)]

In Part I of this article, numerous ex-
amples were given to demonstrate 
the religious nature of the theory of 

evolution. In many subject areas the ev-
idence against the theory is overwhelm-
ing. When the evidence is understood 
properly, only the most ardent zealot con-
tinues to cling to the theory and the re-
ligions it supports. Fundamental tenets 
of evolution that run contrary to near-
ly all available evidence include the be-
lief that life arose spontaneously from 
non-living chemicals, and the belief in 
random mutations leading to the over-
whelming amount of information pres-
ent in the genome.

In other subject areas, however, the 
available evidence is a small subset of 
that required. Objective, quantitative 
discussion in these areas can be diffi-
cult. One such area is the age of the Uni-
verse. The current level of data and ob-
servations concerning the Universe is 
perhaps analogous to the level of data 
and observations concerning life a few 
centuries ago. 

Many Christians view the age of the 
Universe as an unimportant issue. They 
correctly note that the odds against evo-
lution are so overwhelming that they 
would not appreciably change whether 
the Universe was 10 years old or 10 tril-
lion years old. However, in the early 21st 
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History of Creation is a good sample of 
his teachings. As implied by its title, the 
book attempts to provide an alternative 
to the book of Genesis, using evolution-
ary, atheistic assumptions. 

Haeckel realized that, for spontane-
ous generation to be even remotely pos-
sible, life forms unimaginably simpler 
than those known (then or now) must 
somehow be viable. Because of his faith 
in evolution, Haeckel devised such or-
ganisms, named them “Monera,” and 
wrote about them at length. In the book, 
Haeckel speaks of “Monera” as if their 
existence were fact. Haeckel’s book in-
cludes detailed drawings of “Monera,” 
with supporting text such as:

During late years we have become ac-
quainted with Monera, organisms 
which are, in fact, not composed of 
any organs at all, but consist entirely of 
shapeless, simple, homogenous matter. 
The entire body of one of these Mone-
ra, during life, is nothing more than a 
shapeless, mobile, little lump of mu-
cus or slime, consisting of an albumin-
ous combination of carbon. Simpler or 
more imperfect organisms we cannot 
possibly conceive (1876, 1:184).
Details of the experimental techniques 

used to determine (incorrectly) the pres-
ence of “Monera” are not given in his 
book. However, at some point Haeck-
el must have let his faith-based assump-
tion that Monera exist drive him to the 
incorrect conclusion that he actually had 
observed them. Haeckel noted:

The first complete observations on the 
natural history of a Moneron (Proto
genes primordialis) were made by me 

at Nice, in 1864. Other very remark-
able Monera I examined later (1866) 
in Lanzarote, one of the Canary Is-
lands, and in 1867 in the Straits of Gi-
braltar. The complete history of one 
of these Monera, the orange-red Pro
tomyxa aurantiaca, is represented in 
Plate I, and its explanation is given in 
the Appendix. I have found some cu-
rious Monera also in the North Sea, 
off the Norwegian coast, near Bergen 
(1:184).
Some of Haeckel’s scientific contem-

poraries apparently were convinced by his 
arguments, because they, too, began “dis-
covering” Monera. For example, Haeck-
el noted that:

Perhaps the most remarkable of all 
Monera was discovered by Huxley, 
the celebrated English zoologist, and 
called Bathybius Haeckelii. “Bathybius” 
means, living in the deep. This wonder-
ful organism lives in immense depths 
of the ocean, which are over 12,000—
indeed, in some parts 24,000 ft. below 
the surface, and which have become 
known to us within the last ten years, 
through the laborious investigations 
made by the English (1:184).
Evidence that observed “Monera” were 

lifeless, inorganic compounds was avail-
able as early as 1875 (Grigg, 1996). In that 
year it was determined that alleged “Mo-
nera” were nothing more than amorphous 
gypsum, precipitated out of sea-water by 
alcohol. However, even with clear refuta-
tion from true, operational science, “Mo-
nera” continued to be presented as fact 
for over 50 years by atheists seeking to 
support Darwinian religions.

Two of Haeckel’s greatest allies in 
writing The History of Creation were the 
poor scientific understanding and primi-
tive scientific equipment of the 19th cen-
tury. However, it is important to note that 
to scientists of that time, crude scientif-
ic equipment and limited understanding 
must have seemed incredibly advanced. 
The same is true today. While the tech-
nology and scientific understanding of 
the early 21st century is greater than any 
previously recorded, it very likely will 
be considered “primitive” within a few 
decades. 

Another interesting historical exam-
ple is Percival Lowell’s early 20th centu-
ry “proof ” that intelligent life exists on 
Mars. The “proof ” was so widely accept-
ed that at the end of 1907 the Wall Street 
Journal reported that the most extraor-
dinary event of the past 12 months was 
the “proof afforded by astronomical ob-
servations...that conscious, intelligent hu-
man life exists upon the planet Mars” (as 
quoted by Sheehan and Misch, 2007, p. 
20). Lowell’s “proof ” came as the result 
of tremendous financial resources, tre-
mendous dedication, and tremendous 
creative thinking. His research includ-
ed shipping a seven-ton telescope and a 
team of astronomers to Chile’s Ataca-
ma Desert to obtain the best possible 
observations of Mars during its close ap-
proach of 1907.

Lowell had previously reported ob-
serving canals on Mars, and believed that 
the canals carried meltwater from Mars’ 
polar regions to its parched deserts. The 
year prior to the expedition he had writ-
ten the book Mars and Its Canals. Low-
ell’s hope was that the expedition would 
provide strong evidence in support of his 
theory, and indeed it did! One of the as-
tronomers (David Peck Todd) described 
his first view of the planet as follows: 

“amazed at the wealth of detailed mark-
ings that the great reddish disk exhibit-
ed. Its clear-cut lines and areas were posi-
tively startling in their certainty.... Near-
ly everybody who went to the eyepiece 
saw canals” (as quoted by Sheehan and 
Misch, 2007, p. 22). The expedition was 
so successful that in 1908 Lowell went 
on to publish his book Mars as the Abode 
of Life. Lowell was not alone in his views. 
For example, Ham and Batten note that: 

“In 1900 the French Academy offered a 
prize of 100,000 francs for the first per-
son to make contact with an alien civili-
zation—so long as the alien was not from 
Mars, because the academy was convinced 
that Martian civilization was an estab-
lished fact!” (2002, p. 8).
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As with Haeckel, Lowell has long since 
been proven wrong. However, these his-
torical examples allow for an interesting 
thought exercise. What would it have 
been like to be a Christian a century ago, 
trying to defend the Bible even when it 
disagreed with accepted “scientific” wis-
dom? Most Americans at that time did 
not have a high school education and 
had not traveled more than a few miles 
from their place of birth. How could a 
Christian defend the Bible against some 
of the greatest scientific minds the world 
had to offer?

In the 18th century, a faithful Chris-
tian armed only with his Bible could have 
predicted the existence of dinosaurs, and 
perhaps some did. However, they likely 
would have been ridiculed, not only by 
secular “experts,” but also by some fellow 
Christians. At that time, many Chris-
tians had already decided to interpret 
passages found in Job 40 and elsewhere 
as referring to creatures currently living, 
although the descriptions obviously did 
not fit. However, in the mind of a com-
promiser, the last thing one should do is 
acknowledge the Bible contradicts the hu-
man wisdom of the day. Of course, with 
the discovery of dinosaurs in 1822, the 
faithful Christian would have been vin-
dicated in the minds of compromising 
believers and non-believers alike.

A century ago many false doctrines 
were introduced, such as Progressive Cre-
ation or the idea that “God used evolu-
tion.” These doctrines did not develop 
due to a study of the Bible, but in re-
sponse to the overwhelming “scientific” 
evidence that well-meaning false teach-
ers attempted to accommodate. It is iron-
ic that many of these false doctrines still 
flourish today, even though the human 
wisdom that they originally attempted 
to reconcile has long since been proven 
wrong. Thus, the first thing Christians 
should not do is twist or edit the Bible 
in an attempt to accommodate the so-
called “scientific” facts of their day.

A second thing Christians should not 
do is ignore the problem. It is easy for ma-
ture Christians to forget what it is like 
to be a non-Christian. Individuals who 
grew up in the church may have an even 
harder time understanding individuals 
whose only exposure to Christianity has 
been through the popular media. Chris-
tians may be lulled into feeling that be-
cause most of the people with whom they 
associate believe the Bible, the same is 
true throughout society. The fact is that 
only a small fraction of the world’s pop-
ulation acknowledges the Bible as God’s 
inerrant Word. Individuals who believe 

science has proven the Bible false are very 
unlikely to give serious consideration to 
the Gospel. First Peter 3:14-15 provides 
guidance on what Christians should do: 

“And do not fear their intimidation, and 
do not be troubled, but sanctify Christ as 
Lord in your hearts, always being ready 
to make a defense to everyone who asks 
you to give an account for the hope that 
is in you, yet with gentleness and rever-
ence” (NASB).

BackgRound

Ironically, to the atheist or evolution-
ist, the age of the Universe should not 

matter. The fact that the Universe had a 
beginning at all is yet another fatal blow 
to their religion. While one often hears 
the argument “anything can happen giv-
en billions of years,” that argument quick-
ly dissolves when the odds of the required 
events are quantified. The astronomical 
odds against evolution are not noticeably 
affected by the age of the Universe, be it 
a microsecond or billions of years.

For example, the difference between 
a microsecond and the oldest age cur-
rently claimed for the Universe is less 
than a factor of 1024, i.e., a factor of one 
followed by 24 zeroes. The total num-
ber of particles in the Universe (down 
to the subatomic level) typically is esti-
mated at <10100. While these are incred-
ibly large numbers, they pale in compar-
ison to the odds atheists associate with 
their own beliefs. The famous atheistic 
astronomer Sir Frederick Hoyle calcu-
lated the odds of even just the proteins 
of an amoeba arising by chance at one 
in 1040,000, i.e., one in one followed by 
40,000 zeroes (Hoyle and Wickramas-
inghe, 1981, p. 130). Harold Morowitz 
calculated the odds that a simple, sin-
gle-celled organism might randomly as-
semble itself from pre-existing building 
blocks as one in 10100,000,000,000, i.e., one in 
one followed by 100 billion zeroes (Mo-
rowitz, 1968, p. 98). Carl Sagan and oth-
er famous evolutionists have come to sim-
ilar conclusions (Sagan, et al., 1973, pp. 
45-46). Calculations such as these were 
the basis of Sir Frederick Hoyle’s famous 
statement that the probability of sponta-
neous generation “is about the same as 
the probability that a tornado sweeping 
through a junk yard could assemble a 747 
from the contents therein” (Hoyle, 1981, 
294[5837]:105). Given these impossible 
odds, the complete illogic of placing one’s 
faith in evolution remains unchallenged 
for any “age” currently considered.

The fact that an eternal Universe was 
necessary to diminish (or eliminate) the 

need for God was recognized long ago, 
perhaps soon after the beginning of time 
(or whenever humans had rebelled enough 
against God to begin devising false reli-
gions). In ancient Greece, Aristotle pro-
moted the view that both God and the 
Universe are eternal (1952a, 8:344-345; 
1952b, 8:377). Although opposed by early 
Christian and Hebrew scholars (based on 
the Genesis account), the belief in an eter-
nal Universe became accepted as “fact.” 
Over time, many proponents of Chris-
tianity (e.g., Thomas Aquinas) compro-
mised clear Bible teaching and attempt-
ed to prove God’s existence starting with 
the false assumption of an eternal Uni-
verse. Ironically, Strobel observed that 
Aquinas apparently did so because he felt 
that if he assumed the Universe had a be-
ginning, the task of proving God’s exis-
tence would be too easy (2004, pp. 107-
108). While intentions may be good, it 
is never useful or right to compromise 
God’s Word.

Throughout the 19th century, the “fact” 
of an eternal Universe was used to sup-
port various false religions, including evo-
lution. In the “Great Debate” of June 30, 
1860, Anglican Archbishop Samuel Wil-
berforce debated evolutionist Thomas 
Huxley. Basing his arguments on belief 
in an eternal Universe, Huxley argued 
that given infinite time, infinite ink, and 
infinite paper, six monkeys would even-
tually type all of the books in the Brit-
ish Library, including the Bible and the 
works of Shakespeare (Missler and East-
man, 1996). The desired analogy was that 
given infinite time, life would eventual-
ly develop and evolve into man.

Evolutionists and atheists have long 
been aware of the danger a non-eternal 
Universe posed to their religion. Da-
vid Hume (18th-century Scottish skep-
tic and naturalist) noted: “I never assert-
ed so absurd a proposition that anything 
might arise without a cause” (Greig, 1932, 
1:187). Much to their chagrin, however, 
research in the 20th century yielded tre-
mendous evidence that the Universe did, 
indeed, have a beginning. In 1915, Al-
bert Einstein developed his general the-
ory of relativity which showed a static 
Universe was impossible unless an arbi-
trary, precise fudge factor (a “cosmolog-
ical constant”) was added to his equa-
tions (Goldsmith, 1995, p. 7). Starting in 
the 1920s, observations by Edwin Hub-
ble (whose name was given to the Hub-
ble space telescope) and others contin-
ued building the case for a non-eternal 
Universe (Sharov and Novikov, 1993, p. 
69). It is now almost universally accept-
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ed in the scientific community that the 
Universe had a beginning.

The search for a means to claim an 
eternal Universe became frantic. In 1948, 
Sir Frederick Hoyle helped develop the 

“Steady State” theory of the Universe 
(Hoyle, 1955, p. 320). Although the the-
ory violated the Laws of Thermodynam-
ics and had no observational basis, it was 
promoted to soften the theological impli-
cations of a non-eternal Universe. In the 
1960s, Carl Sagan proposed the Oscil-
lating Model (Sagan, 1979; Sagan, 1980; 
Gribbin, 1976) which, again, violates 
known laws of physics, but is occasion-
ally mentioned even today. In the 1970s, 
the idea of a quantum fluctuation some-
how creating the Universe was popular-
ized (Guth, 1997). However, this theory 
requires a quantum vacuum, which itself 
is a “sea of fluctuating energy, an arena of 
violent activity that has a rich physical 
structure and can be described by physi-
cal laws” (Craig, 2000). The fact that this 
theory has been widely publicized (e.g., 
Lemley, 2002, 23[4]:32-39) shows how 
desperate the search for atheistic origins 
has become. The calculated odds against 
even a single atom forming via a quan-
tum f luctuation are huge, and claim-
ing the entire Universe formed that way 
goes beyond stretching the imagination. 
Even more important, the theory still re-
quires the presence of the quantum vac-
uum, which in itself would have needed 
to be created. Recently, work by Stephen 
Hawking has been highly publicized, but 
to his credit, he admits that his theories 
still require the Universe to appear out 
of nothing. Through the use of imagi-
nary numbers, Hawking has developed 
a mathematical construct that would al-
low the Universe not to begin at a sin-
gularity using current cosmological as-
sumptions. This recent work does not ap-
pear to have much bearing on the cur-
rent discussion (Hawking and Penrose, 
1996). [NOTE: An excellent summary 
of these and other attempts to cling to 
an eternal Universe is given in Thomp-
son, 2001. For a thorough refutation 
of the more popular versions of the Big 
Bang Theory, see Thompson, et al., 2003, 
23(5):32-34,36-47.]

thE agE of thE univERsE

A century ago it was easy to promote 
evolution. Darwin’s theory had been 

popularized, and vast energy was being 
poured into interpreting evidence within 
the Darwinian framework. Our knowl-
edge of biology and living systems was so 
poor that advocates of evolution could 

go as far as fabricating evidence in sup-
port of the theory with complete impuni-
ty (Grigg, 1996, 18[2]:33-36). Ignorance 
in the field of biology allowed Darwin’s 
theory of evolution to be blindly promot-
ed well into the 20th century. 

In a similar fashion, our ignorance of 
the Universe today allows virtually any 
hypothetical assumption related to its 
origin or age to be accepted, as long as it 
is atheistic and can be construed to sup-
port current, popular beliefs. Theories re-
lated to the origin and age of the Uni-
verse typically are devised to account for 
a subset of the observed data, and when 
other data contradicts the theory, fudge 
factors are introduced. For example, ob-
servational evidence indicates that the 
visible matter in galaxies is not enough 
to hold them together given other evo-
lutionary assumptions. Theorists have 
thus postulated the existence of “dark 
matter,” matter other than that present 
in the form of stars, gas, and dust. “Dark 
matter” is intended to help hold galax-
ies together, and perhaps to serve other 
functions as well. In a similar vein, it has 
recently been observed that the expan-
sion of the Universe appears to be accel-
erating rather than staying constant or 
slowing down. To accommodate this ob-
servation, theorists have introduced the 
concept of “dark energy.”

To make the currently favored sec-
ular models work, the vast majority of 
the Universe would need to consist of 

“dark matter” and “dark energy.” NASA 
Administrator Michael Griffin recently 
asked the value of “discovering that liter-
ally 95% of the Universe consists of dark 
energy or dark matter, terms for things 
that we as yet know nothing about? 
But they make up 95% of our Universe” 
(Griffin, 2007). He went on to write 
that someday we may learn to harness 
these “new things.” Griffin is absolutely 
correct in noting that harnessing “new 
things” is one of the greatest benefits of 
operational science. However, it is also 
important to note that if “95% of the 
Universe consists of…things that we 
as yet know nothing about,” it would 
be foolish to make dogmatic assump-
tions based on what little we know of 
the remaining 5%.

For example, in the past five years it 
has become increasingly accepted in sec-
ular science that so-called “fundamental 
constants” may have changed. Observa-
tions of quasars have indicated chang-
es in both the “fine structure constant” 
(strength of electromagnetic interaction) 
and “mu” (ratio of proton mass to elec-
tron mass). Results have been reported 

in “Physical Review Letters” and else-
where (Weiss, 2006, 169[17]:259). One 
of the researchers, Victor V. Flambaum 
of the University of New South Wales, 
observed: “It doesn’t matter that the vari-
ation is small. If ‘mu’ varies, we need 
new theoretical physics and cosmology” 
(as quoted in Schirber, 2006). Astrono-
mer Michael Murphy of the Universi-
ty of Cambridge noted: “There is abso-
lutely no reason these constants should 
be constant. These are famous numbers 
in physics, but we have no real reason for 
why they are what they are” (as quoted in 
Schirber, 2006). Changes in fundamental 
constants could have huge implications, 
including changes in the speed of light 
and changes in radioactive decay rates. 
These effects could greatly change secular 
estimates of the age of the Universe.

Such observations are consistent with 
recent research by the “RATE” group 
which yielded compelling evidence for 
changes in radioactive decay constants, 
and other evidence for a relatively young 
Earth (DeYoung, 2005). One of the find-
ings of the RATE group was excess heli-
um retention in zircons. This finding in-
dicates that based on measured helium 
diffusion rates, the observed radioactive 
decay in zircons must have occurred with-
in the past several thousand years. If it 
had taken longer, the helium generated 
via alpha decay would have diffused out 
of the zircons. The group’s observation 
is that significant radioactive decay has 
occurred, and it has occurred recently 
(DeYoung, p. 176).

Another finding of the RATE group 
was the presence of Carbon-14 in dia-
monds as well as coal. Carbon-14 has a 
half-life of 5,730 years, meaning 1/2 of 
the atoms decay (in this case beta-de-
cay to Nitrogen-14) every 5,730 years. 
The detectable presence of Carbon-14 
in any sample indicates that its age is 
less (possibly much less) than ~100,000 
years (p. 175). Carbon-14 in coal and di-
amonds strongly contradicts evolution-
ary theory, which claims both coal and 
diamonds formed millions of years ago. 
The “problem” (from an evolutionist’s 
standpoint) of Carbon-14 in coal also 
has been reported by Lowe (1989, 31:117-
120), Giem (2001, 51:6-30), and others. 
When reasonable effects of Creation and 
the Flood are taken into account (which 
atheists and compromisers typically fail 
to do), Carbon-14 dating correlates well 
with what we know about the past few 
thousand years. [NOTE: An excellent 
summary of this issue is given in Bat-
ten, 2002.]
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(continued on 48-R)
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“It is unconstitutional for the government and 
the public schools to include endorsements of the 
Christian religion.” So goes the conventional pro-
paganda that has gradually permeated much of 
the judiciary of the United States in the last half 
century. The result is an ongoing and systematic 
elimination of allusions to God, Christ, and the 
Bible in the public life of America. In order to 
see the falsity of this contention, all one need do 
is spend a little time examining the utterances of 
the Founders themselves. The indications of the 
Founders’ attachment to Christianity, and the 
necessary inclusion of its moral principles as the 
platform on which the Republic was deliberately 
situated, are voluminous, extensive, decisive, and 
undeniable (e.g., Miller, 2006).

Another way to ascertain the inaccuracy of the 
allegation that the Founders intended America’s 
civil institutions to be religiously neutral, is to ex-
amine the founding documents of both the fed-
eral and state governments. For example, imme-
diately after Article VII, the federal Constitution 
closes with the following words:

Done in Convention by the Unanimous Con-
sent of the States present the Seventeenth 
Day of September in the Year of our Lord 
one thousand seven hundred and Eighty sev-
en and of the Independence of the United 
States of America the Twelfth.... (The Unit-
ed States...,” emp. added).
The Framers’ declared that their work was done 

“in the Year of our Lord.” The Christian world 
dates all of human history in terms of the birth of 
Christ. “B.C.” means “before Christ,” and “A.D.” 
is the abbreviation for the Latin words anno Do-
mini, meaning “year of our Lord.” If the Fram-
ers were interested in being pluralistic, multicul-
tural, and politically correct, they would have 
refrained from using the B.C./A.D. designation. 
Or they would have used the religiously neutral 
designations “C.E.,” Common Era, and “B.C.E.,” 
Before the Common Era—which already were in 
use (see “Common Era,” 2007; Hooper and Biel-
feld, 1770, 3:105). In so doing, they would have 
avoided offending Jews, atheists, agnostics, and 
humanists. Or they could have used “A.H.” (anno 
hegirae—which means “in the year of the Hijrah” 
and refers to Muhammad’s flight from Mecca in 
A.D. 622), the date used by Muslims for the com-
mencement of the Islamic calendar. Instead, the 
Framers chose to utilize the dating method that 
indicated the worldview they shared.

What’s more, their reference to “our Lord” does 
not refer to a generic deity, nor does it refer even 
to God the Father. It refers to God the Son—Je-
sus Christ. Make no mistake: the Constitution of 
the United States contains an explicit reference 

to Jesus Christ—not Allah, Buddha, Muham-
mad, or the gods of Hinduism or Native Ameri-
can religion. Observe that the Constitution does 
not read “Year of the Lord”; it reads “Year of our 
Lord.” The Founders considered Jesus Christ to 
be their Lord—a concept flatly rejected by Jews, 
Muslims, Hindus, Buddhists, and atheists. Any 
attempt to soften the import of this inclusion is 
merely sidestepping this fact. Therefore, the Fram-
ers could not have believed that references to God 
or Christ should be excluded from the Constitu-
tion—since they did not do so! Yet, incredibly, 
on the basis of current judicial interpretation, 
their action was unconstitutional!

The same may be said for the constitutions of 
the respective states. The initial state constitu-
tions contained many references to the essential-
ity and importance of the God of the Bible to civ-
il society. Most of these allusions have since been 
expunged. Nevertheless, some remain. Consid-
er, for example, the Preamble to the state consti-
tution of Maine:

We the people of Maine, in order to estab-
lish justice, insure tranquility, provide for 
our mutual defense, promote our common 
welfare, and secure to ourselves and our pos-
terity the blessings of liberty, acknowledg-
ing with grateful hearts the goodness of 
the Sovereign Ruler of the Universe in af-
fording us an opportunity, so favorable 
to the design; and, imploring God’s aid 
and direction in its accomplishment, do 
agree to form ourselves into a free and in-
dependent State, by the style and title of the 
State of Maine and do ordain and establish 
the following Constitution for the govern-
ment of the same (emp. added).

The constitution of Massachusetts reads, in 
part:

We, therefore, the people of Massachusetts, 
acknowledging, with grateful hearts, the 
goodness of the great Legislator of the uni-
verse, in affording us, in the course of His 
providence, an opportunity, deliberately and 
peaceably, without fraud, violence or surprise, 
of entering into an original, explicit, and sol-
emn compact with each other; and of forming 
a new constitution of civil government, for 
ourselves and posterity; and devoutly im-
ploring His direction in so interesting a de-
sign, do agree upon, ordain and establish the 
following Declaration of Rights, and Frame 
of Government... (emp. added).

The Missouri Preamble reads:
We the people of Missouri, with profound 
reverence for the Supreme Ruler of the 
Universe, and grateful for His goodness, 
do establish this Constitution for the better 
government of the State (emp. added).

Dave Miller, Ph.D.

The Constitution Is—Unconstitutional?
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Some time ago, I read an article by a college pro-
fessor who stated that “the best thing that could 
happen to the New Testament has happened to 
it…. Within the University, at least, the Bible has 
become simply another ‘great book.’” Many in the 
world today consider the Bible to be a “good book” 
containing moral teachings written by noble men, 
yet reject the idea that the Bible was “given by in-
spiration of God” (2 Timothy 3:16). Many col-
lege professors today teach that the Bible simply 
is a “good book” that is no more inspired than 
Homer’s Odyssey or Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales. 
It is the mere result of natural genius character-
istic of men of unusual ability.

Common sense, however, compels the honest 
person to reject such illogical notions. If the Bi-
ble is a “great book,” but not inspired of God, it 
makes either liars or lunatics of the biblical writ-
ers, who claimed the Holy Spirit as the ultimate 
source of their writings. The honest person surely 
will admit that the Bible—a book that has been 
studied and examined more than any other book 
in human history—definitely is not a product of 
insane men. Its unity, fulfilled prophecy, histori-
cal accuracy, and scientific foreknowledge testify 
to an intelligent source. Thus, the Bible was writ-
ten either by the honest or the dishonest. Logi-
cally, no other choices exist.

Moses either lied or was truthful when he re-
corded: “And God spoke all these words, say-
ing: ‘I am the Lord your God, who brought you 
out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of bond-
age. You shall have no other gods before me’” (Ex-

odus 20:1-3, emp. added). Moses claimed such 
inspiration literally hundreds of times. Was he 
a liar, or did he tell the truth? In the New Tes-
tament, Peter wrote that “prophecy never came 
by the will of man, but holy men of God spoke 
as they were moved by the Holy Spirit” (2 Pe-
ter 1:21, emp. added). Did Peter tell the truth, or 
was he lying? This same question can be asked of 
all the writers of the Bible who claimed inspira-
tion. To say that the Bible is simply a “great book” 
written by “good men” makes liars of the biblical 
writers who repeatedly claimed that God was the 
ultimate source of their documents (cf. 2 Samu-
el 23:2; Acts 1:16). 

The Bible is either a product of God or a product 
of liars. There are no other options. If these men 
were liars, then they “insanely” pronounced their 
own destruction, for they claimed that lying was 
wrong and that all impenitent liars would burn 
in hell (cf. Exodus 20:16; Colossians 3:9; Revela-
tion 21:8). If these men were liars, it leaves as in-
explicable the mystery of why modern man, with 
all his accumulated learning, has not been able 
to produce a comparable book to make the Bible 
obsolete. Finally, if these men were compulsive 
liars who filled an alleged historical work with 
thousands of lies, pray tell, why do so many unbe-
lievers still call it a “great book”? Non-Christians 
who profess an admiration for the Bible should 
consider the foolishness of their position.

Eric Lyons

A “Great Book” Full of Lies?

New Jersey’s Preamble reads:
We, the people of the State of New Jersey, 
grateful to Almighty God for the civil and 
religious liberty which He hath so long per-
mitted us to enjoy, and looking to Him for 
a blessing upon our endeavors to secure and 
transmit the same unimpaired to succeeding 
generations, do ordain and establish this Con-
stitution (emp. added).

North Carolina’s Preamble reads:
We, the people of the State of North Caroli-
na, grateful to Almighty God, the Sover-
eign Ruler of Nations, for the preservation 
of the American Union and the existence of 
our civil, political and religious liberties, and 
acknowledging our dependence upon Him 
for the continuance of those blessings to 
us and our posterity, do, for the more cer-
tain security thereof and for the better gov-
ernment of this State, ordain and establish 
this Constitution (emp. added).
Many others could be cited (“State Constitu-

tions,” n.d.). In fact, of the 46 state constitutions 
that contain Preambles, only Oregon has no ref-
erence to God. Hence, 45 of the 50 state constitu-
tions refer to the God of the Bible. But wait! On 
the basis of today’s ludicrous, inane standard, 45 

of the state constitutions are unconstitution-
al. So, according to the thinking of the ACLU 
and a host of liberal educators, politicians, and 
judges, the Constitution is unconstitution-
al! Go figure.
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A third finding of the RATE group is 
that ages estimated using parent isotopes 
that undergo beta decay tend to be sig-
nificantly different (younger) than ages 
estimated using parent isotopes that un-
dergo alpha decay. This could suggest that 
whatever mechanism God used to change 
decay rates during Creation week and 
around the time of the Flood had a dif-
ferent effect on alpha emitters than it did 
on beta emitters (DeYoung, 2005, p. 121). 
The RATE group has also performed re-
search related to radiohalos, fission tracks 
in zircons, and potential mechanisms for 
alleviating issues (such as high heating 
rates) introduced by accelerated radio-
active decay (pp. 174-183). Among oth-
er implications, the observations of the 
RATE group indicate that assumptions 
used in radiometric dating may be false, 
and that ages estimated through use of 
radiometric dating may be incorrect by 
several orders of magnitude.

In addition to recent research per-
formed by both Christian and secular 
scientists alike, other lines of evidence 
have been known for years that are con-
sistent with a relatively recent creation 
(Humphreys, 2000). These include the 
rate at which galaxies “wind up” (too 
fast for long ages), the amount of mud 
on the seafloor (too little), the amount 
of sodium in the sea (too little), the rate 
at which the Earth’s magnetic field is de-
caying (too fast), the number of stone age 
skeletons (too few), the development of 
agriculture (too recent), and numerous 
others. Biblically based theories also ex-
ist for interpreting what we observe in 
the Universe, given a relatively recent cre-
ation (e.g., Humphreys, 1994; Thompson, 
2004). Other biblically consistent inter-
pretations have also been proposed (Wil-
liams and Hartnett, 2005, p. 180).

The age of the Earth is discussed in 
numerous other subject areas. For ex-
ample, on the subject of the ice age, uni-
formitarian assumptions have been used 
to postulate a series of some 30 ice ages 
occurring throughout the past 2.5 mil-
lion years. However, Oard notes sever-
al fundamental problems with that sce-
nario. First, no adequate uniformitarian 
cause has been identified for an ice age. 
The currently favored Milankovitch ra-
diation cycle appears far too weak, and 
attempts to correlate that cycle with ice 
cores or other evidence are reminiscent 
of Huxley discovering Monera (in sup-
port of Haeckel) and Todd observing 
Martian canals (in support of Lowell). 
According to Oard:

There are also major subsidiary myster-
ies associated with their model, such 
as the origin of pluvial lakes in cur-
rently semi-arid regions, origin of per-
sistent non-glaciated areas poleward 
of the edge of glaciation, the mix of 
warm- and cold-climate plants and 
animals during the ice age, the lack of 
glaciation in the lowlands of Siberia 
and Alaska, and the mass extinction 
of large mammals and birds at the end 
of the ice age (2005, p. 35).
Most biblically based ice age models 

assume the ice age resulted from warm 
oceans and a dusty atmosphere following 
the Genesis Flood. The total duration of 
the ice age would have been approximate-
ly 700 years. When coupled with mod-
ern climate and weather analysis tools, 
these models resolve not only the issues 
listed above, but remain consistent with 
measured evidence such as oxygen iso-
tope fluctuations and layering in the re-
maining ice sheets. Oard also notes that 
biblically based models are more consis-
tent with observed Beryllium-10 peaks 
and with radio-echo data showing little 

horizontal movement within the Ant-
arctic ice sheet (pp. 135-137).

Fossils represent another subject area 
where “age” is often discussed. Although 

“index fossils” and other circular meth-
ods are often used to date fossils, the ac-
tual age of a fossil ultimately must be es-
timated based on some independent dat-
ing method. Most of these “independent” 
dates have been determined through ra-
diometric dating of surrounding rock lay-
ers, which is again entirely dependent on 
the assumptions that are applied. If the 
assumptions are wrong, the estimated 
age will be wrong.

Other observations can be used to 
determine the approximate age of fos-
sils. For example, last month in Reason 
& Revelation, Eric Lyons noted that soft 
dinosaur tissue is strong evidence against 
dinosaur fossils being more than a few 
thousand years old. The Genesis Flood 
also provides a near-perfect mechanism 
for depositing the fossil record we observe 
(Thompson, 2004, pp. 209-230; Wood-
morappe, 1999; Butt and Lyons, 2005, 
pp. 67-91). The flood model is more con-
sistent than secular models with findings 
such as polystrate fossils, fossil grave-
yards, tightly bent strata, injected sand-
stone, high concentrations of pollen in 
coal deposits, and others.

The Bible clearly indicates a relatively 
young age for the Creation, which con-
tradicts currently accepted theories. In-
stead of compromising, Christians (es-
pecially technically-minded Christians) 
should stand firm and use information 
in the Bible to God’s glory. Tremendous 
discoveries have been made in the past 
and will continue to be made by scien-
tists who use the Bible as the founda-
tion for their research. The important 
point is that Christians need to put 
their confidence in the Bible, not in 
ever-changing human wisdom (1 Cor-
inthians 1:20).

True science supports Christianity. Sir 
Francis Bacon (credited with establishing 
the scientific method) was a Bible believ-
er. Werner Von Braun (who led the de-
velopment of the Saturn V moon rock-
et) was a Bible believer. Sir Isaac Newton, 
Carl Linnaeus, Louis Pasteur, and James 
Maxwell were professed Bible believers. 
So were Faraday, Kelvin, Boyle, Dalton, 
Ramsay, Ray, Mendel, Virchow, Agas-
siz, Steno, Woodward, Brewster, Buck-
land, Cuvier, Copernicus, Kepler, Her-
schel, Maunder, Pascal, Leibnitz, Euler, 
and countless others (Lamont, 1995). 
Christians should not be suspicious of 
true, operational science just because 
certain false religions have twisted the 
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term “science” in order to claim it sup-
ports their worldview.

conclusion

Webster’s defines “religion” as “a 
cause, principle, or system of be-

liefs held to with ardor and faith” (Web
ster’s Ninth..., 1988, p. 995). Christiani-
ty falls into this category. So do the hun-
dreds of false religions that have plagued 
mankind for millennia. Matthew 7:13-
14 indicates that the majority of people 
will be deceived. Despite the overwhelm-
ing evidence God has given us, they will 
choose to create their own religion, or 
adhere to a false religion.

Darwin and Haeckel correctly as-
sumed that if evolution were powerful 
enough to turn single-celled organisms 
into human beings, it certainly would be 
powerful enough to have strong effects 
within a given species. Darwin wrote ex-
tensively on differences of race and sex, 
and Haeckel wrote extensively about race. 
Some quotes from their more famous 
books show where their faith in evolu-
tion led them. In his book The Voyage of 
the Beagle, Darwin wrote about his ex-
periences with the Fuegians at Tierra 
Del Fuego:

Viewing such men, one can hardly 
make one’s self believe that they are 
fellow creatures, and inhabitants of 
the same world. It is a common sub-
ject of conjecture what pleasure in 
life some of the lower animals can en-
joy: how much more reasonably the 
same question may be asked with re-
spect to these barbarians! (Darwin, 
1845, p. 218).

Darwin also discussed the Fuegians in 
his book The Descent of Man:

They possessed hardly any arts, and 
like wild animals lived on what they 
could catch…. He who has seen a 
savage in his native land will not feel 
much shame, if forced to acknowledge 
that the blood of some more hum-
ble creature flows in his veins (1874, 
p. 613).

In addition to numerous other statements 
concerning various “races” and “savages,” 
Darwin made the following observations 
in The Descent of Man:

The chief distinction in the intel-
lectual powers of the two sexes is 
shown by man’s attaining to a high-
er eminence, in whatever he takes up, 
than can woman—whether requir-
ing deep thought, reason, or imagi-
nation, or merely the use of the sens-
es and hands (p. 558).
[T]he average of mental power in 
man must be above that of woman 
(p. 559).

•

•

Thus man has ultimately become su-
perior to woman (p. 560).

Darwin’s book also contains consider-
able discussion on whether different “rac-
es” of man should be classified as com-
pletely different species, or merely dif-
ferent subspecies.

Ernst Haeckel expressed similar views. 
For example, in the second volume of his 
book The History of Creation, Haeck-
el wrote:

The final result of this comparison is 
this—that between the most highly 
developed animal souls, and the low-
est developed human souls, there ex-
ists only a small quantitative, but no 
qualitative difference, and that this 
difference is much less than the dif-
ference between the lowest and the 
highest human souls, or the differ-
ence between the highest and lowest 
animal souls.
In order to be convinced of this impor-
tant result, it is above all things nec-
essary to study and compare the men-
tal life of wild savages and of children. 
At the lowest stage of human men-
tal development are the Australians, 
some tribes of the Polynesians, and 
the Bushmen, Hottentots, and some 
of the negro tribes.... All attempts to 
introduce civilization among these, 
and many of the other tribes of the 
lowest human species, have hither-
to been of no avail; it is impossible 
to implant human culture where the 
requisite soil, namely, the perfecting 
of the brain, is wanting.... They have 
barely risen above the lowest stage of 
transition from man-like apes to ape-
like men, a stage which the progeni-
tors of the higher human species had 
already passed through thousands of 
years ago (1876, 2:362).
The views of Darwin, Haeckel, and 

other leading “scientists” were soon in-
corporated into the American educa-
tional system, and presented as scien-
tific fact. Hunter’s A Civic Biology (the 
book allegedly used by John Scopes in 
the events leading up to the 1925 Scopes 
trial), noted:

At the present time there exist upon 
the earth five races or varieties of man, 
each very different from the others in 
instincts, social customs, and, to an ex-
tent, in structure. These are the Ethio-
pian or negro type, originating in Afri-
ca; the Malay or brown race, from the 
islands of the Pacific; the American 
Indian; the Mongolian or yellow race, 
including the natives of China, Japan, 
and the Eskimos; and finally, the high-
est type of all, the Caucasians, repre-
sented by the civilized white inhabit-
ants of Europe and America” (Hunt-
er, 1914, p. 196).
In The Descent of Man, Darwin also 

touched briefly on the concept of eugen-

• ics (Darwin, 1874, p. 612). However, by 
the time A Civic Biology was written, eu-
genics had gained widespread “scientif-
ic” acceptance. In discussing the subject, 
Hunter notes:

If the stock of domesticated animals 
can be improved, it is not unfair to 
ask if the health and vigor of the fu-
ture generations of men and women 
on the earth might not be improved 
by applying to them the laws of selec-
tion (p. 261).

After a brief discussion of families in 
which “mental and moral defects were 
present in one or both of the original 
parents,” Hunter goes on to say: 

Just as certain animals or plants be-
come parasitic on other plants or ani-
mals, these families have become par-
asitic on society.… They are true par-
asites. If such people were lower ani-
mals, we would probably kill them off 
to prevent them from spreading.... Eu-
genics show us, on the other hand, in 
a study of the families in which are 
brilliant men and women, the fact 
that the descendants have received 
the good inheritance from their an-
cestors (p. 263, italics in orig.).
The philosophies of racism, sexism, 

and eugenics, promoted under the guise 
of “science” by Darwin, Haeckel, and oth-
ers, are wrong. We know they are wrong 
because the Bible opposes them. Unfor-
tunately, such philosophies are complete-
ly consistent with evolution-based reli-
gions, and were not immediately defeat-
ed by individuals willing to stand firm 
on the Bible. Instead, it took society de-
cades to recognize the evils associated 
with racism, sexism, and eugenics, and 
for those philosophies to be largely re-
jected, even given their so-called “scien-
tific” support.

The effect that Darwin’s and Haeckel’s 
teachings had on Stalin, Hitler, Mao, and 
others has been documented (Wieland, 
1998; Grigg, 1996). However, there is 
little (if any) evidence that Darwin or 
Haeckel understood that the religion 
they helped create would be used to jus-
tify the atrocities that were committed. 
Likewise, there is no evidence that when 
George Hunter wrote in his textbook, “If 
such people were lower animals, we would 
probably kill them off,” he could have an-
ticipated that such statements could be 
coupled with Darwin’s and Haeckel’s 
teachings to provide “scientific” justifi-
cation for Nazism and the extermination 
of Jews and other individuals the Nazis 
considered less than human.

The beliefs and “research” of Darwin, 
Haeckel, and others are still doing dam-
age. For example, Dr. James Watson (win-
ner of the 1962 Nobel Prize for his role 
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in discovering the double-helix struc-
ture of DNA) recently asserted that there 
was no reason to believe different rac-
es separated by geography should have 
evolved identically. He then went on to 
make several racist statements implying 
that black people are not as intelligent 
as white people. His comments were re-
ported by CNN and other major news 
sources, resulting in a significant uproar 
(Van Marsh, 2007).

Thus, Christians need to “care” in the 
21st century for the same reasons they 
needed to care 150 years ago when Dar-
win’s theories were first being popular-
ized. Psalm 111:10 states: “The fear of 
the Lord is the beginning of wisdom.” 
Allowing society’s “wisdom” to be based 
on false religions and their erroneous as-
sumptions can have unintended and di-
sastrous consequences. Any false teach-
ing can have negative long-term effects, 
the most serious of which are eternal.
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Apologetics Press has 
been in existence for near-
ly 30 years. Through all 
those years, critical materi-
als have been produced to 
combat the forces of athe-
ism, skepticism, and evolu-
tion. Multiplied thousands 
of individuals have benefit-
ed from these materials. To-
day, A.P. continues to grow 
and expand its outreach ca-
pabilities. Many new books, 
tracts, journal and Web ar-
ticles, CDs, DVDs, televi-
sion programs, radio spots, 
and more continue to pour 
forth from the industrious 
A.P. staff.

Observe, however, that A.P.’s potential for impact 
directly correlates with exposure. Our materials could 
benefit so very many more people if we were able to 
get the word out on a broader scale. In an effort to do 
that very thing, we have produced a promotional DVD 
that introduces the viewer to the work of Apologet-
ics Press. Only 15 minutes in length, this profession-
al presentation captures the multifaceted features of 

our work, providing poten-
tial supporters and other in-
terested individuals with an 
understanding of what A.P. 
is all about.

Imagine the impact this 
brief DVD could make if 
elderships arranged for their 
congregations to view it, or 
individuals distributed it to 
neighbors and friends. We 
at A.P. are convinced that the 
quality and effectiveness of 
our work is bringing glory 
to the Lord. And we believe 
others would feel the same 
if they understood what we 
do and how we do it. This 
DVD empowers its viewers 

to share A.P.’s vision.
If you would like a complimentary copy of this 

new DVD, simply contact our offices and our secre-
taries will be happy to meet your request. Please en-
courage elderships, churches, relatives, friends, and 
co-workers to view the presentation. Additional cop-
ies are available.

Dave Miller

Call Today! 1-800-234-8558

New A.P. Promo DVD
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