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Part 1: BYU Advocating Evolution: An Awful
Situation

A Troublesome&023Book Advocating
Evolution by Deseret Book

LET'S TALK
ABOUT

o
JARIE L Jenten
SETM N pYBEE

Thethemeof ami e L. Jensen bekpublihedtah M.
Deseret Book Co. in 2028 that we need taccept the fact of
evolutionand adjust our religiouseliefsaccordingly The back cover
foldrevealsthai [ Jami e] i s also a member
Impacts Committee for the Human Origins Initiative at the
Smithsonian, joining other religious scientists to helpAheerican

public feel more comfortable with evolution 0

ITIS A GIFT
\
’v
_LETUS USE EVOLUTION
__/TOBUILD FAITH IN GOD!
The truth is you canét use somet
good!



My bookis not an attack onthe authard t he Letodd Tal k bo
rebuttal ofthe theoryof evolution, particularly in the context of the
restoredgospel he Let 6 s Tal kelpfolguide serves as
showcasing many popular arguments advocated by Christian (and

Latterday Saint) evolutionists in particular, so | will refer to it

regularly throughout this book. 6 | | refer to the Letds
Science and R@&3R. o9i on book as i

|l 6ve gone to great Il engths to ensure
attacks against specific people but against specific itigasst that

those who advocate evolution in the restored church and elsewhere are
generally good people trying to help the world in the way they best

know-how. | hope that my perspectives in this book will be a useful

tool in forming opinions on these subjects, serving as more of a beacon

of light than a weapon in a fight. While | stand firm in my convictions

and do my best to defid those views, | mean no hatoranyone.

By way of introduction to my message, hereafewkey claims from
theL e t 6 sbodkavhid¢hl will addressin further detail later:

nall I iving things on earth (both pl
ancespga8 . 0

Afhomo sapiens (us)
leftamong ourhumah i ke ance

Athe varying views = N] of
|l eaders over ti me. 0.l )

i Nei tHPeesidency] statement
confirmed or denied the claims of
evolutionary $Ci en

=2}

[ scriptures ar e] be a
extbook on how the creation took pl

—

AiYou can al most think of educating o

evolution] as a vaccination against

faithé[] Satan] seeks to infuse doubt
12



something in science [evolution] that seems to disagree with what we
thought about the world. o Pg. 35

AT hi s -thréaterong] approach is effectiv
acceptance. 0 Pg. 36
Aithe first | iving things began t

and possibly even before, at 34 billion years ago. Thus, if God
prepared evolution as a mechanism for creation, then this creation
presumably began with this first liferm, which then transformed
through generationséo pg. 52

| feel thatthese claimsire clearly at oddwith Christianand restoration
teachingson the creatiomnd divine origins omankind.

My Book

Who am | to write this bookeriesresponding to evolutionist claims?

Il &m not an expert on evolution,
science classdat BYU, where evolution is taughtl) taught science
professionally for several years, ang

itéds a topic | o6v I'VEGROWN ctiv
ACCUSTOMED TO

interest in for many years.

On the religion side, as an active
member of The Church of Jesus
Christ of Latterday Saints, | am
very concerned about the growing
popularity of evolution being
advocated in church schools, churc
bookstores, and evesomechurch BEING MADE FUN OF
meetingsand publicationsvhich are FI!II BEING A CREATIONIST

at odds with théong-heldviews of the restoration

|l 6m probably going to get some t
and doctrinen defense of God as the Createo please be patient with

13



my imperfectionn knowledge and temperamehtlo get excited about

thistopic andam known tdhavea bit of fun withthings, which not

everyone appreciates. | hope you can look past thgs&fections and

appreciate the real message of thisbéok.r t unat el y, we don¢c
make flawless presentations to effectively stand ughtetruth.

Everyone is capable of detecting truth from error, even the ireak.

fact, itis usually by the weak that God does His work. | believe the

honest reader will find that this book to be full of well thought out and

well researched material, despite the occasional error.

Inthe freeworldgwe dondét | eave all the thinki
citizens can and should form opinions based on the claims of various

expert researchers. The last thing you should think about scientific

resear ch i s t hoadasidadt 6osr alhlats eytotul ecda nadnt

understand the different sidé¥e 6 r e T .
going to leave this to expertwe are going rﬂ IHH '“,ﬂ ,
to speak ouaind brace ourselves for ' ' : ) -
whatever comedAll we have to do to lose = ) -
the culture war is to be silent and afraid :
We all havethe right to expressurviews,
even i f we arenot ; ssors
general authorities in the churdh6 v e
what many of the journaltextbooks
scriptures and prophets have to say and [, AL
have come to a decision tHatonfidently

sharein this book

Elder Nelson even urged us to help those who are stuck on the theory

of natural selection, the engine of evolution. He gaid, tincumlisent

upon each informed and spiritually attuned person to help

overcome such foolishness of those who would deny divine creation

or think that mankind simply evolved. by the spirit, we perceive the

truer and more believablewi sdom of god. o6 (pl10, The
Us, orThe Magnificence of MamMarch 29 1987, BYU Devotional
https://speeches.byu.edu/talks/russelhelson/magnificencenan)

Elder Ronald A. Rasband urged the saints to be proactive in defending
prophetic teachings. He said, referring to the prophée do not sit
quietly by but actively defend him." (October 2024 General

14


https://speeches.byu.edu/talks/russell-m-nelson/magnificence-man/

Conference)

While some dismiss this entire tom€science and creatias

unimportant to salvation, casting it off as a superfluous sidegireat
thinkers have always recognized the religious importance of a

correct understanding of the creation SaintThomas Aquinas said,
AThey hold a plainly false opini
religion it does not matter what a person thinks about creation so long
as he has the correct opinion concerning @ederror concerning

the creation ends agalse thinking aboutGod 6 ( Thomas Aq
cited in Thomas P. Rausch, Reconciling Faith and Reason: Apologists,
Evangelists, and Theologians in a Divided Chur€ollegeville, MN:
Liturgical Press, 2000, page 12.)

Whatdolsuggest f evol ution isnbét the m
what several prophets have taught, ttf in its various fully formed
specieswas brought to Earth by Godand His agents especially

Adam and EveThat life already exists on many worlds, and that it is

the pleasure of God to bring life to the worlds he has made. More on
this later!

Versions Of Creation & Evolution Explained

On page?20, LTSR talks aboutive different views on creation.

1 . Youig Earth Creatian  (_6our2pdriods by GodJhis is the
Vi ew most Christians espouse, an

15



evolution.

Abraham 4:23 actually makes an interesting case for a single calendar

dayis what is meant by days of creation, describing each creation day

as morning until eveningiAnd it came to pass that it was from

evening until morning that they called night; and it came to pass that it

was from morning until evening that they called day; and it was the

f i f t hNote that these days could have been based on our time or
Godods time, whose day is 1000 years

On page20 the LTSR authorssaji, Young earth creati oni
supported by the science that shows our earth has existatldaist

4.5 Dbillion years and that | ife has
We will get more into those numbers later.

2 .DayiAgeCreatioo (6 periods of creation by
length): This is the truth when understood in light of a day to God

being a 100§ear period. The 1:1000 conversion is not a whins

scriptural (JST 2 Peter 3:8; Facs. 2 Fig. 1; Abr:B& This is also not

toleratedasir eal i sti ¢ possibility in the Le
them it 6s mai nst r eevotutiomorlbdsti Vehiles of year
many seek to spiritualize these passages, D&C-7,712 on the

temporal lifespan of Eartha® W 0 year s reminds us tha
being figurative with the 100@ear day of God. We also see that Adam

died the day he ate the fruit, meaning before 1000 years had expired.

3 .Profiressive Creation ( Mul t i pl e periods of <cre.
years.):Note how this theory is just another type of evolution,

empl oying the old 6millions of years
message of scripture.

4 . Thefistic Evolutio®m  ( Evol uti on, but with God
This is the theory many lattglay saints ascribe to, now that teachings

against evolution have been drown out by BYU and the prevailing

secular culture of America. Though many have accepted this view, not

all Church members are buying it. Many, espegitdlbse among the

16



older generation of saints, still remember and believe creation truths
from days past.

Theistic evolution theory is the most laughable, as evolutionary

t heoryds whole point is the be an
Creator. The god of evolution is nalf-powerful, altkknowing, or

perfecti he is wasteful and tyrannical. In short, he is nonsensical and
nothing like the God of the scriptures and the restoration.

5 .Agnstic Evolutio®m  ( Evol uti on ei t h&his wi't
theory i snAt real | v an

option because Most people rejected His message.
evolution theory is

inherently atheistic, ;

and most people L Nlnl N)

have taken a side. 1 DAYS
IWITHOUT EVOLUTION)

s

6 . Athéistic = :
Evolutiond =\ 1B el T Y S
(Evolution without

God.): This is the T 'll" = . ks
only possibility with D HE SAYETH IN7 DAYS IT WAS B
evolution, as the They hated Jesus because

heart of evolution He told them the truth. [Ga a6

theory is that natural *
(not supernatural) causes are to thank for the world as we know it.

Talk AboutEvolution

Religious peoplevho reject evolutiorall believe in the scientific

method in observing, making hypotheses, performing tests, and
looking at what nature reveals. The controversy is not between science
and religion;it is between evolutionary theory and religion. Evolution

is frequently (and unfairly) equated with science itself.

17



Technically there are a few ways the word evolution can be used. It can

refer to observable changes in a b
ltés called microevolution. Then t
into another, like a bear into a whale t thecorireversyit 6 s cal | ed

macroevolution.

So did man com&om monkey8 The

evolution picture is a very different 50 YO
picture than mankind being born as :
fidirect lineal offspring oDeityo as the
19091% Presidency taught (more on th
later).In evolutiontheory, modern
scienceclaimsthat in the beginning wa
nothing, then that nothing exploded in a
Big Bang which made chemicals, which made microscopic life, which
evolved into large life, which evolved into man.

N | NDIN Il

The BIG Picture

of Modern Science

EVolution

BIG BANG
Z

‘)‘ ‘<—-
TN
NOTHING ‘\’

(Image: Universal Model 1)

As a fulHime sciencdeacherjt becaméncreasingly evidenio me

that evolution theory is being upheld by shaky evidence, government
dollars, ignorance of the masses, and a lotisfuidedfaith. In many
ways, evolution has become its own religion.

Some promote Christian evolution in efforts to preserve faith in God,
which is admirable, butrdy when we align ourselves with truth can we

18
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effectively advocate for faith in God. Evolutionists attempetchthe
saintsthat evolution and church teachings are compatible. This is a
bandaidto theproblemandvon ét | ast . The r eal
have been invaded by a false theory (evolution) which is pulling many
away from the true faith. Those who accept evolution and the gospel of
Christ at the same time are bounddedisappointed

Many people are losing their testimonies over evoluttwlutionists
in the church have not failed to notice this, and hence this book was
born expressing their attempts to mingle evolution and religion. The
authorsinclude a chapter on environmental science to make it look like
this book is about more than just evolution wiigis book isdirectly
aimed at convincing people to embrace evolyfijiast like the author's
biography on the back cover suggests. People aren't leaving the church
over climate chage global warmingtudies;evolution is the reason
this book was written and hiding that is a tactic used by evolutionists
everywhere. Foexamplewhen a school or a museum.dias a
controversial policy
about what to do with

. . IN THE BEGINNING GOD CREATED
evolution,they avoid THE HEAVENS AND THE EARTH.
using the word evolution
and merely call it
science. Another reason §
they do this is to make it
seem like evolution is
science itself rather than
a controversial dogmatic agenda, an atheistic worldview which is
attempting to take over all rivaling philosophiesl aaligions.

Sooner or later, evolutionists must face the ramifications of their
message, and that tends to make them uncomfortable.

Jamiestates in the boathat sheallows for a fewpossibilitiesof how
Adam came to be. Among thosere that Adam evolved from
monkeys, or that Adam was put on earth when the monkeys had

19



evolved enough to be humans, or that Adam was just an allegory and
never really existed. As you can sdkthese ideamsiston one thing:
y ou c a n Obelieflineevolutiplo o f

Evolutiontheory has taken deepotin our churchwhich used to
routinely dismiss it. Though church leaders sometimes rebuke the
theory of evolution today, it remains a thriving part of modern fatter
day saint culture. Howevet,has become a great hindrance to those
mvestlgatlng the faith, as many know mstlnctlvely and from thelr

God as the creator.

Brigham Young:
Embrace Knowledge
& Reject Evolution

On page37 theLTSR authors quot&righam Young calling for us to

embrace all knowledge. Sounds great right? The issue is that Brigham

was clearly against evolution, there
statement out of context.

Let 6s | @dugkameedlly feltabout evolutiom We hav e
enough and to spare, at present in these mountains, of schools where
young infidels are made because the teachers are so-teotbet that

20



they dare not mention the principles of the gospel to their pupils, but
have no hesitancy in introducing into the classroom the theories of
Huxley, of Darwin, or of Miall . . . this course | am resolutely and
uncompromisingly opposed tgoand | hope to see the day when the
doctrines of the gospel will be taught in all our schools, when the
revelation of the Lord will be our texts, and our books will be written

and manufactured by ourselves and in our own midst. As a beginning in
thisdiret i on | have endowed the Brig
(Brigham Young, Letters of Brigham Young to His Sons, p. 200)

Clearly we are not keeping the vision of Brigham Young at BYU today.
Famous church educatdugh Nibley, awar e of Bri gha
| amented BYUb6s dogmatHesadd Mheace
purpose of the BYU, then, is to challenge the reigning philosophies of
Darwinism and what today is commonly called Sebiatwinism

(Amla 30:17)0 not to forbid their teaching but to present the gospel
alternatives to it. Instead of which we still erabe both with
uncritically open ar ms mYoungand ( H
Education, Sperry Lecture, Brigham Young University, 11 March

1976)

For reference, here Aima 30:17: 17, which can easily be associated

with social Darwinismi And many more such thi
them, telling them that there could be no atonement made for the sins
of men, but every man fared in this life according to the management of
the creature; therefore every man prospered according to his genius,
ard that every man conquered according to his strength; and

what soever a man did was no crim

21



Social Darwinism typically refers to the idea of those who are strong

rightfully prevailing and the weak being left to die, as they are less fit.

This idea also extends to the concep
Acutthroat o si ncaet dbseirnigg hstt thaonndg ebsets ti.s
line of thinking has people acting like animaftdjumanely and

without Christian values of morality or even basic ethics. Soon

cheating and other sins become just
competition.A | manéssage is a stirring condemnation of Darwinism

and its fruits.

2 AGUES ( ;,l:;
) UPHOLD EVOLUTIC 0 STOP AN
ACHER WHO QUESTION
e JOLL | NTH HO(

POINTING OUT OBVIOUS

BYU Evolution ClassedBean Museum
Evolution Teachersk Correspondence with the
Brethren

At BYU, where teachers are supported by tithing dollars of the saints,
22



evolution isndébt just being taugh
it is being advocated as truth. | saw it firsthand when | took science
classes there (I graduated from BYU in 2019). Multiple science
professors insisted harisaforceationl ut i
and encouraged me to dismiss all the prophetic teachings against

Steven Peck, 8YU biology professormade a stirringly dogmatic
statement in favor of evolution. HesaidEv ol ut i on by na
selection is the most important scientific discovery of modern times (|
am stoically unapologetic about the lack of equivocation in that
statement). The evidences for it are staggeringly abundant, detailed,
and scientifically undenidbe . 6 ( St even L. Peck,
Biology, Why Mormons Should Embrace Evolution)

This BYU article celebrates fA50
https://lifesciences.byu.edu/magazineifsarsof-teachingevolution

atbyu.

BYU Impact Magazine n

Faculty & Staff Departments Student Resources News Monte L Bean Museum Get Funding

“Science dominated by the spirit of religion is the key to progress and
the hope of the future.”—David 0. McKay

The article features a child looking askeletont he chi | dés |
That terrifying image is, | thin
little ones with contrary doctri
Ma g azi ne,weéca®dgred thathdf this is certainly making an
impact! Then notice how they quote a prophet saying religion must
dominate science. Perhaps we have selected the wrong religion, that of
evolution. Perhaps we have the forngoflliness butleny the power

23
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thereof. Perhaps with our mouthee profess the Lord, but the
doctrines we espouse are far from Hitichael Ruse,professor of
philosophy and zoologypointed out how evolution is a religion of its

own.Hesadi Evol uti on is promul gated as al
religionT a full fledged alternative to Christianity, with meaning and

moralityéEvolution is a religion. Th
beginning, and it is trueeof evol uti

Professor of Philosophy and Zoology, Waiisity of Guelph)While
Christian evolutionists seek to create a hybrid religion between
Christianity and evolution, such blends have historically proven
disastrous.

For those unaware that evolutionary theory is being advocated in

Churchsponsoredgchools,kr e6s a BYU c¢l ass on evol
Acornerstone of biology: o

BY U Undergraduate Catalog

Home ' Courses / Evolutionar

BIO 420

Evolutionary Biology

Blology. * College of Life Sciences

Course Information

Course Description
Intensive examination of evolution as the
conceptual cornerstone of biology.

The BearMuseumat BYU promotesii é r ever ence f or our e
planeto | worry that this does not match witeverence forGails t r ut h
as revealed in scripture.

24



Bean Life
Science
Museum

We inspire wonder, understanding, and
reverence for our evolving planet.

Mon-Fri10 AM - 9 PM
Saturdays 10 AM - 5 PM

FREE ADMISSION

Take a look ays:

—

at thejpermanenhuman evolution displ

And here the Bean Museum promotes humans having a common
ancestor with animals saying Awe
andseacreatures i n the fAevol:utionary tr.
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EVOLUTIONARY
TREE &F LIFE

| am aware that evolutionary theorists at BYU keep statistics about how
many BYUstudentsonvert from believing in creation to believing in
evolution. They offer to help teach other Christian schools how to do
this.

In recent correspondence with a member of thergésidency about

evolution being taught at BYU, my friend was told that by teaching
evolution,BYU is making students aware of the theoriesneh but

not advocating thenThis was a logical response about what SHOULD

be happeningBut itis evident that they are indeed advocating

evolution as truth, both frommy years at BYU, and as evidenced bg th

Letds Tal k about ShyB¥lpossasnd Rel i gi o

Here isBYU evolution professdr door joining people to celebrate
Dar wi n 6 s ant anradvédrtideangnt for a BYU evolution class

Bio250
Evolutionary
Medicine

26



clebration

\ Charles
N Darwin

i

S

Also note the open promotion of gay pride. President Benson taught us
to fibewapme arfi mpg,i dkondt deci de tl
Godds way. The same | esson appli

Someevolutionists in the restored churchunabashedly teach that we
should accept evolution despite spiritual teachings to the contrary.
Secular teachd8en Spackmansaid,i Wel t 6 s very cl ea
apostles, prophets and scriptures rejeatvolution and, ah, you decide
that science is a conspiracy, it
claiming that true church doctrine is a young earth and, ah, creationism
and moreover those professors at BYU are leading the church astray.
T h e yofi mage. Curretty this is the heartlander movement. They are
l'iterally doing this. o0 He adtso s
that you candét be an evolTohet i oni s
problem is the nature of prophets, scripture and revelationlf you

think they must know what God knows and always teach what God
knows as factshy that standard. Again | want to be cliedoy that

standar® Our Prophets and scriptures are false (5/4/2020,
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0xPAl_GmgNA&t=249s
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Elsewhere, Spackman gives a lecture tifieB ci ence Fal sely So
How LatterDay Sai nts Came To Misread Scri
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0xPAl_GmgNA&t=249s

This divorce of scripture from science is a foreign concept, not in
keeping with the revelations of the restoration. More on that later in this
book.

Spackmankeeps digging, and says,Now, obvi ously you al
churchdéds position on evolution is th
know thatthis is also contrary to scripturein some sense anmda s n 0 t

the chur choés tae awchhilreg €0 (Ben Spackma
Gospel tangents interview, Evoluti@neation controversy
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ilDkgKm5pZE&pbjreload¥10

Spackmanperhaps hits it on the head when he says that we are

becoming a church run by professionals. He saygly | mpr essi on i
that what wedre seeing in the church
took a while for us to have professional historians, butwoeswvé r e

seeing the fruits of thatwith the Joseph Smith Papers Project, with the

Gospel Topics essayBhese people who are professionally trained

are being trusted by the authorities of the church, in terms of the
information theydregprnd8senriNil®8g Gospe
Interview, Ben Spackman on Evoluti@reation Controversy, edited

by Rick C. Bennett, Jr.)

PhD. Ugo A.Peregojoined the chorus of scripturabrtliteralism and

taught at 2017FairMormon conferencéi | o o k | think Genes
story itds notr ysécdi mden.b ult7 :i3t36s a st
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HKsaK0ZKb)MRerego is known

for his claims that God put Adambs s
similar Christian evolutionist claims in contradiction to the teachings of

the restoration. Ugo teaches of a 20
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Times and places of origin of thi
defining branches (haplogroups) of tl
phylogeny allowed to reconstruct the |
analyzing the genetic variation of
populations (complete mitogenome

Elder Joseph Fielding Smithaddressed similar clainabout pre

Adamic peoplén 1930. Hesaid fiEven in the Churchthere are a
scattered few who are now advocating and contending that this earth
was peopled with a radeperhaps many racg@dong before the days of
Adam. These men desire, of course, to square the teachings in the Bible
with the teachings of modern scieraed philosophy in regard to the

age of the earth and life on it. If you hear any one talking this way, you
may answer them by saying that the doctrine of-Amamites" is not a
doctrine of the Church, and is not advocated nor countedamcthe
Church.There is no warrant in the scriptures, not an authentic
word, to (p.l4% @Octobeh93dissue af The Utah
Genealogical and Historical Magazine.
https://www.dialoguejournal.com/wp
content/uploads/sbi/articles/Dialogue_V15N01_81).pdf
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L0OK EVERYBODY, BYU TEACHES
EVOLUTION LIKE ALL THE BI6 SCHOOLS

YOU SEE, NIIIIE OF THE SAINTS CARE

I'n his I andmark fA14 Fundamentals of
President Ezr H"plireipldwabBtieaih Slo@m 6swo gr oup
who have the greatest difficulty in following the prophet areptioaid

who are learned and tippoud wh o a r ElesaidficThh.e0 | ear ned
may feel the prophet is only inspired when he agrees with them;

otherwise, the prophet is just giving his opiniorfhis assumption$)]

speaking as a man. The rich may feel they have no need to take counsel

of a | owl y prEzp haét Benson, Feb. 26 5980d e n t
https://speeches.byu.edu/talks/etatt-benson/fourteefundamentals
following-prophet)

BYU Hawai i President Wo u |
Teaching Evolution & Mocks Scripture
Literalists

Wootton describes those who take the scriptures at their word as
follows in his Saints and Science bodiknited understanding, Naive,
perilous literalism, fundamentalist, evangelical, lack of exposure to
science, narrowness, traditional, unlearned/uneducated, rigid, medieval,
openly antagonistic, scientifily untenablgsee Richard TWootton,

Saints and Science).
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Wootton, as BYU Hawaii presideninsisted on evolution teaching
when under accreditation review. He sd@ithe Hawaii campus of
BYU was being evaluated by an
accreditation team of the western
college association for its crucial  J& 1 | creation
first possible accreditation. DBill atBYY
Priest of the team, a national
leader in college administration,
challenged me, asking, in effect,
Dr. Wootton, this is the college of
a very strict church: no smoking,
no drinking, no sex. It seems
fundamentalistSo do you allow
your sciencedepartment to teach
evolution? | replied that if any
professor in our biological
science department did not teach
the theory of evolution,| would (
seriously question his ADMINISTRATORS CAN'T DECIDE WHO
competence. DrPriest asked if T0 PLEASE, AND DECIDE T0 GO WITH THE FLOW

the church believed that god

used evolution to establish creatures. | replied that it does not

believe so, or otherwise, officiallyl referred to some of my doctrinal
findings, now stated in this book, about how many Mormon scientists
are both staunch members and bel
Woottord President BYU Hawaii 1959964, Saints and Scientists

p.68)

The tale goes on, wheYgootton says if asked by the Church Apostles

to stop the teaching of evolution at BYU, he would refuse. He
continuesi He notliscae dd tthhaatt A member s c:
if top leaders could choose, and whether we could conceivably get a
leader over the church who opposed the teaching of evoliipn.
answer was fApossi bl ylvioulddoifthapr i es
leadership expected me to have our biology teacher stop teaching any
evolution. | replied that this was a hypothetical situation, whitial

not believe would occur. Bldr. Priest continued to question what |

would do if | were askedtod s hut downd our bi ol ¢
evolution. | said | would answer honestly, but not meaning to

presume any special courage, becaukel i dnét t hi nk it
up. il wo uHMedskédtwhether that mighd not cost me this

job. | said that in that case, | would work elsewhdilgat was the end

of the inquiry.l never knew whether my answer on this had any effect
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on the outcome. but the full accreditation was granted with
considerabl e commendation to the
(Richard T. Woottod President BYU Hawaii 19592964, Saints and
Scientists p.69)

A, YOURE GOING TO PRESENT
_“EVOLUTION AS THE ONLY POSSIBILITY?

i * i o
A ! " &
4 L] Ty

|

‘_». , \%‘ 3 -, :'
/2NATURALLY! THIS IS WHAT <
| SHALL HAVE INTENDED TODO! -

Thankfully Elder Holland has recently said that we are willing to lose
accreditation at BYU if people keep pushing the issue of gender
fluidity, etc. He also called for morausket fireat BYU defending

church teachings on marriage between a man and woman, etc. His
discourse is now part of required reading for freshman BYU students in
a course on the mission of BYlHde
https://speeches.byu.edu/talks/jeffirelyolland/theseconehalf-
secondcenturybrighamyounguniversity/)

For mor e oworrisdfephilosophied, see the section of this
book ondoctrines othe flood of Noah.

My BYU Professors Who Encouraged Me To
Accept Evolution

While a BYU student (I graduated 2019), multiple science professors

col

tried to persuade me that evolution

sweepingly dismissed all of the teachings of the prophets against the
doctrinal and philosophical issues with evolatibeory.

| have audio recordingsom my Bio 100 class (required for all BYU
students) from 2013, whetke professorepeatedly taught that all
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living things, both humans and animals, descended from a common
ancestor.

As a recently returned missionary, this freshrgaar required class
lecture promoting humans from
monkeys and other lesser life
forms did not sit well with me. |
began collecting quotes of the
prophets on evolution and
seriously thinking about this
conflict with all | had been taught.f

In thefall of 2015,my
introductory astronomy class (a
class that would satisfy general ed
requirements)the professopromoted Big Bang cosmic evolution. She
said she didndédt know why student
and suggested we all just be awe
let this professor go so easily now that | had done more research, and |
had a long conversation in the dark star room with her about the

conflict between the prophets and evolution. Suffice it to say that she
had no satisfactory answers for me.

| also encountered a chemistry professor who told me to reject the idea
that what the prophets teach is always right. He literally laughed about
the issue. He waalso an evolutionist

Basically, everywhere | turned in the BYU science wotltere was
universal and unquestioning acceptance of evolution.

In biology classve were required to readFirst Rresidency statement

that Adam was the first man, but that was quickly trivialized, made into
something metaphysical rather than real.
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Parents of BYU Students Not Happy About

BYU Evolution Promotion

In the recent past, several parents and concerned saints shared stories
with me of their experiences with BYU evolutiteachingharming

their children as part of a petition we sent to tB&itJ PresidenKevin
Worthinwith over 70 signature® which we heard no reply. The
following are a few of the accounts shared with me.

Jill Korajac shares:

ifnWe sent our first
that what was being
taught there was in line .
with the doctrine of the — [[FEEkmdibe
Church, scripture, and th
words of the prophets.
We have been severely
disappointed to learn tha
not only is that not the
case, but that the
university is filled with
progressive profsors
teaching the philosophie

t

W o

children

ANI

1

UG

ll l;xil;iliileﬂ

of men, outright
Darwinism, and other

new age ideas that do not align with doctrine and revelation. Why is

this happening at a private university owned aperated by the

Church? These teachings have affected our older children and their
spouses who also graduated from BYU, and it has been very sad for our
family to have this influence and undermining of what we strived so
much to teach in our home. We hagsted that sending our children to
BYU was the best thing we could do for them, and we have felt
betrayed. 0

deceived and
- Jill Korajac

Unfortunately,is not an isolated story.
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Margaret Stoddard shares:

il attended BYU in the | ate 1960
BYU's--five graduating from BYU Provo, and four from BYU Idaho.
While attending these Chura@wned universities, each of my children
was confronted regularly with the teaching ofamig evolution (that

man evolved from lower forms of animals), which was presented as
fact, not theory. In one biology class at BYU, my son's professor
literally bore his testimony to the truthfulness of Darwinian evolution.
Often my children confided in enthat any time they commented in

class against what was being taught contrary to the teachings of the
Church on the subject, they were shut down and impugned by their
professors. | agree with my

children, that the students at the _WIIIIITHI(IIIS BOOKS
BYU's are not just merely being .
taught to believe that evolution is «
"fact," but that they're being
indoctrinated to believe it, and
l'iterally brain
| have spoken to numerous friends Susiy

who have had children attend one L{ARURELILT L2 Rp 14 IE
of the BYU's, only to have them

fall away from the Church (many of them returned missionaries)
because of what they were taught there, which caused them to lose their
testi monies of the Gospelé

fiwhen my daughters were attending BYU Idaho, | was concerned
about what they were being taught in their science classes, and so |
visited one of their religion teacherkle said that the religion

department was told by the administration that they weréortetach
anything against evolution, not only to avoid contention, but because
when those students attend the science classes on campus and realize
that evolution is a "fact," they will lose faith in the teachings of the
Prophets and the scriptures oe gubject.
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fAThis is a serious matter. The students are not even being given the
opportunity to use their agency and choose what to believe on the
subject of organic evolution, because they are being propagandized by
only being taught one side.

Ruth Willardsorshares:

AnOur daughter went to BYU, and strug

received. She is now an atheist and leaning towards socialism, which is
also taught at BYU. She has a mighty influence on her siblings and
now three of her six siblings are also atheists acdbsts. Think of

how our hearts are broken. Als B10L 1SS AGAIN TOD!

one of my husband's coworkers

is a BYU student. He was a Ty
returned missionary, and had a "'}.:;lj‘
strong testimony of the restored S1eTIIne
gospel, until he took a BYU RE GOI NTC
class recently on Marxism. He's
lost his testimony ahis now a . D
selfpr ocl ai med M : /‘

= 4
s

Ruth Willardson also shared of o 7/

an experience where she Lt AT PAR )

witnessed BYU graduates dogmatically promoting evolution to a group

of school children based on what they had learned at BYU:

ifiSeveral years ago | was substitut
School. This time was completely different though. | was told that |
would simply be a Awarm bodyod and
BYU would be teaching the class. Iwastoremainime t eacher 6s
study which had a glass window that | could observe from, but that |

was not to interfere with their teaching. These two girls told the class

that what their parents, primary and youth Sunday school teachers,

even their bishops had told thexinout the Creation, was completely

false, and that they were chosen to come and set the record straight. |
believe that what | observed that day was a class full of students

shocked, disillusioned, and losing their testimonies. | spoke with these

two aftewvards and discovered that they were just like these students
until they were taught Athe trutho
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that they almost had ME

believing. But | went home and
prayed about it and | received a
strong confirmation that what ===

The illusion..  YOU'T€ @n animal

they taught was false Geeglﬁtfgr? Natural
doctrineéone of fselectlon

that she had come very close to
being excommunicated féwer ﬁ ...of free choice.
outspoken opinions on how ; i

Heavenly Father, Jesus Christ and

Adam started the whole creati on
some sort of apes. o0

Brian Nettlesshares
AiMy name is Brian Nettl esljusta gr a
don't understand how BYU could corrupt the intent of the university as
badly as it hasl have great faith in the leaders of the churBlut | ask
myself often how long it will be befortaey make a purging of the

BYU leadership over this issué¢hope it happens soot.cannot even
recommend my son to go to this school and it is all because of this
issue. Evolution should be taught as the philosophy of the world, not
the philosophy 0G0 d . 0

u

Calling for a Testimony
of Evolution? Their
Successful & o
Comfortable SODS =IO
NnReconciliation M

booocococooooco0o

On page36thepro-evolution book circulating in The Church titled

fiLet 60 sabToailtk Sci e n c(ETSR)bydamirddnsemydnd n O
Seth Bybegeview theiri Re c on c i | i aboutpitchingMsafte | o
sale of evolution to Christian$he modeincludes reviewinggvolution

from a religious perspectiveringing upscriptures, modern revelation,
and Church teachings. They claim that using their model results in no
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|l oss of faith. 1611 tell you what it
religion, very different to the teachings of Christ and His appointed
messengers.

On page36theL TSR authorgalk about presenting evolution in a

finonthreatening way . ®hbeyssapproach is effec
i ncreasi ng ev oThesé authars ae outte getyauh c e . 0

They are looking for converts and are tactful in their sly methods! They

claim that in this there is no decrease in religious commitment, but they
candét measure what the theory has an
testimonieof the students they convert. Elder Anderson recently

pointed out that 30 million have lefth@stianity in the last 10 years.
Presenting evolution in a friendly #fr
to hold back the faith crisfer so long. No matter how

inont hreateningo AITHITEH ANt fal se
material, 1itods st And i f w

arenodt building f ”- re tearin
down. The Chri st ‘ ‘g, B%c either
T agy

with me or against me. im"’“""

gh454,

A ACOMPLETEDO
UNDERSTANDING, AS IN
TESTIMONY OF EVOLUTION?

On page37theL TSR authorscall for

fla compl et e unda&Theyckimthatuanderstaiding ci enc e
evolution is the only way to be inoculated against | t er nat i ve 1 de
from the world that LTSRauthersdoke our t e
believe in God, but | see a great contradictierolutionwas and is a

philosophy designed to get rid of Gdde principles of evolutionary

theory are inherentlyar€@ h r i st . Her ebsGodn alternat
creating humans directly without lesser lifeformhis refreshing view

is not an fAidea from the worl d. o

NO ACOMFORTO I N FALSE TEACHI NGS
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On page38theL TSR authorsbegin an entire chapter titledC o mf o r t
with Uncreysaynwg. shoul dndt get r
thoughits inherent religious contradictions make us feell#fad.e n 6 t v
supposed to heed the spirit which warns us of falsehGbdst taught
thatinye shall know the truth@ohand I
8:32). The Book of Mormon teachesthiaty e may know t he
t hi 1(Mponi 10:5). Beware becoming overly attached to the theory

of evolution, or you might beconigastfeeling that ye could not feel

his word® (1 Ne. 17:45%. The plain witness of the spirit and of nature

are against evolution, but plain and precious truths are often unaccepted
by those who embrace the theories of men.

AMUCH TO LEARN, 0 BUT DONG6T FORGE
ALREADY KNOW!

On page38theL TSR authorspoint out thatwe mustr ecogni z e
both science and religBoh whegtd
acknowledge what we DO know about science and religion. Genetics
proves to us that one species cannot transform into another, no matter
how much time is allowed. Detailed fossil findings prove that life has
not transitioned gradually fromraple to complex. Scripture has

proven many things to us which they refuse to acknowledge.
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Al | orécorciliatio® @f Chri sti ani seywelland
with the prophets. Look at whabseph Fielding Smithtaught about

trying to mix the two and the historic parallels of these dangerous
methods. He saidi So now, in the twentieth
the critics of the Bible and the teachings of the organic evolutionists,
have gained the ascendency in the scientific world. It is true that in
former years we lived in a Christian nation, the fact pesrsist now

many Christianministers, secalled, have been caught in the web of
modernism and organic evolution and have rejected the

fundamental doctrines of Christianity; and they, like the Christians

in the days of Rome, have mingled their religious views with these
modern (pagan) teachingsBecause of the influence of destructive
criticism and these theories of the descent of man, many ministers have
rejected the fall of Adam, the atonement of Jesus Christ, and the
resurrection of the dead. In fact they have come to the point where they
havediscarded the doctrine of the resurrection of Jesus Christ, and that
he is the Only Begotten Son of Gddheir Christianity, filled with

abundant errors before, has sunk to a lower levelThese advocates

of modernism and evolutionary teachings, glory i fdct that their
influence has helped to eliminate from Christianity, the "dogma of
Adam's fall,"(White, Dr. A. D., History of the Warfare of Science with
Christian Theology, Vol. 1, pp. 222nd the Legendary husks and

rinds of our sacred books" (White, Dr. A. D., History of the Warfare of
Science with Christian Theology, Vol. 1, p. 56ne day, when they

come to the judgment, they will have to give an accounting for all this
mischief they have done. It may be imagined how they will feel, when
they areforced to confront the thousands who have been turned away
from faith in God and acceptance of his divine plan of salvation,
because these enemies of truth were eager to destroy the scriptures and
the mission of Jesus Christ. If great joy will be feltthg individual

who has, through his humble effort, saved one soul, then how great
must be the remorse of these learned men when they discover that their
efforts have been the meangdestroying thousands of sou3 6 ( D& C
18:1016) (Joseph Fielding Smith, d: His Origin and Destiny)
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Putting Science Before Religion: A Great
Hinderance to True Education

It seems like we are holding on to contradictory science and letting go
of scripture. Do we need to let science tell us what we are allowed to
believe?

On page38theLTSR authorsclaim thati we need t o | ear
comfortable with not haviThisgsaal |
correct principle, but they favor secular theories as the best source of
information. For the faithful, being comfortable with not having all the
information right now means reje
match prophetic teachings. ltrmea anchoring i n God
than the popular scientistds wor
14:12) often involves being a minority, being mocked for rejgctin

popular views, and not being vindicated until much later. Today the
whole mainstream academic world accepts the theory of evolution and
lauds it to be more than a theory, something worthy of being called
Otruthodé and oIl awb.

STALLI NGéWHEN WILL THEY FI GURE T

On page38theLTSR authorscall foriit i me t o | ear n an
without having to make a decision that places science [evolution] and
religion at oddaepefullyitth wored ta ntod khe
of years to believe what the prophets have been teaching all along.

Surely the devil has deceived the whole world (Rev. 12:9), and we are
sad for people who have fallen into the trap of believing this fabrication
(Moses 7:28). o) W o Pl

something is of God or not based on wheth
it persuades us to believe in Christ (Moroni
7:14-17). Evolution advocates an alternativ
creator, calling only for natural selection.
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RELI GI ON DOESN6T AKNOW NOTHI NGo EI TH

Onpage39, the LTSR authors point out th
are Auncertain, o it does not mean th
al so consider the flip side: while r

revealed, we must not forget that much has beeraledeRevealed
doctrine is the parametdrat we must work within, or our efforts are
vanity and will prove fruitless, if not harmful.

Onpaged4d2, t he LTSR authors say, AdAWhen p
information about a topic that seems to contradict their worldview, they

tend to assume science is useless in answering questions about that

topic. 0 Although science isnbdt wusel e
when it has gotten it wrong and even been weaponized against

believers. A fundamental element of real science is questi@sing

claims.

Onpaged4d2, t he LTSR authors say, f@ANothin
in science.0 |Itds sad how science to
concrete, unchanging truth and
no longer seeks to discover the

laws thatgovern the universe.

On page 42 TSR denounce
dogmatism(a stubborn
insistence on being right), but
they never tolerate the idea thal
evolution could be wrondghey :
donét give us that option in their
book, or their schopBYU. TheygosofarastoséiySat an hath sou
t o d e c einthei case douevolution being the only true science.

REVELATION REQUIRED TO LEARN CREATION TRUTHS:

On page44theL TSR authoramake a bold move aniticule Henry
Morris, a creation science teachktorris, of course, carries some false
protestant ideas about creation, like all creation happening at one time
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andour inability toknow how creation happened. But Morris is correct
in saying that we don6t know the
operates todayfNotei | 6 ve al so included my r
books ina later sectiomwf this book so you can learn about some of his
amazing findings.)

The Book of Mormorprophetlacobteaches hat we canot
all of Godoésyworks that it i s b
REVELATION that we learn the : \

details of creation and that we
shoul dnodot tell
Jacob 4:810says,fiBehold, great

depths of the mysteries of him; an o}“ -

it is impossible that man should fin
out all his waysAnd no man A=
knoweth of his ways save itbe
revealed unto hint wherefore, brethren, despise not the revelations of
God.9 For behold, by theower of his word man came upon the

face of the earth, which earth was created by the power of his

word. Wherefore, if God being able to speak and the world was,

and to speak and man was created, O thewhy not able to

command the earth, or the workmanship of his hands upon the

face of it, according to his will and pleasure10 Wherefore,

brethren, seek not to counsel the Lord, but to take counsel from his
hand. For behold, ye yourselves know that he counseleth in wisdom,
and in justice, and in great mer

WELCOMI NG TRUTH OUTSI DE OF SCI EN
AGREES WITH EVOLUTION:

On page44theL TSR authorsadmit that there is truth outside of

science What bothers me is their insistence that any religious teaching
thatd oesndt square with modern sci ¢
manipulated into a strange new doctrine that was clearly never intended
by the word A few examples ara mere local floodhstead of a

43



worldwide flood Eden being merely spiritual, or the fatisen
relationship of Adam and Gatbt being literal.

Elder Holland was very clear that Adam, Eve, Eden, ané&dhe

before which there was no death, were very teaill quote him later

in this book as we address the fANo O
Evolutiono claim, where he is partia

Joseph Fielding Smitht aught t hat we candt recog]
elements have entered the church when we care more about the world

of academia than scripture. He sd@idyiu ch of t he di fficul't
experienced by these scientists and many others, is the fact that they

confound apostate Christianity with the Gospel of Jesus Christ. They

recognized fully that great changes gathered from the pagan world,

have come into the churches, but they were unable to discern the

truth from the darkness, and having beeled into the pitfalls of

organic evolutionand the misnterpretations and confusion which

came through the destructive criticism, they were unable to see the

light. Therefore theyliscarded the history of the scriptures as it had

been given by revelation, and lost all faith in the miracleand

classed them among the mythology of the nations with whom the

Israelites were surrounded. They looked throogjbred glasses that

distorted all things out of

proportion, and hence they I-“:s TH“:H

became easy prey to théstrong E\lﬂlIITIIINA'I' BYU..

delusions that they should —

believe a lie." (2 Thes. 2:11)
(Joseph Fielding Smith, Man: Hig
Origin & Destony, Ch. 2 Conflict JOSEPH FIELDING SMITH:
Between Science & Religion '
p.39) U

WhenGordon B. Hinckley @ast it into the fire. Destroy it!
encountered evolution theory, he
was able to reject it on scriptural

grounds. He saidj | reme
when | was a college student HAVE ENDED
there were great discussions on No THAT DAY..

the question of organic evolution.
| took classes in geology and biology and heard the whole story of
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Darwinism as it was then taught. | wondered about it. | thought much
about it.But I did not let it throw me, for | read what the scriptures

said about our origins and our relationship to God. Sincelthane
become acquainted with what to me is a far more important and
wonderful kind of evolution. It is theevolution of men and women as

the sons and daughters of God, and of our marvelous potential for
growth as children of our Creator. (President Gordon B. Hinckley,
Second Counselor in the First Pr
Spirit of Fe dotice hawdHinakleyesaw bécéniing as

our Father God as something entirely different than the continuation of
evolution from a common ancestor. Though he uses the word
6evolution, & he is CLEARLY rejec
the only real versin of it.

I'MENGAGED IN HIGH TREASON AGAINST
BABY([IINWITII ALLAVAILABLE MEANS TO ME

o

k8

CAN 1 COUNT YOU IN?
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Part 2: Refuting Evolutionary Science Claims

Responding t&pecific Claims ofEvolutionists in the Church with
Scientific Evidence that God Did

Remember, in our counter to evolution in the restored chwecill
frequently refer to the 2023 book, t
Rel i gi o osonwenientlyshoevdasesvolutionistclaims

published byDeseret BookWe wi | | refer to this boo

The theme ofamie L. Jensen and Seth
M. B y boekephuldished at Deseret
Book Co. in 2023, is that we need to
accept the fact of evolution and adjust '
our religious beliefs accordinglyhe
back cover fold reveals that[ J a mi
also a member of the Broader Social
Impacts Committee for the Human
Origins Initiative at the Smithsonian,
joining other religious scientists to help
the American public feel more

ey

comfortable with evolution. 0 WAYS THEY
ARE DIFFERENT

In this section we will expose evolutionary science claims on topics
like:

Vestigial organs

Embryonic similarities
Homologous structures
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A common ancestor
The missing link

Hominids

Radiometric dating LET'S TALK
Old Earth : ABO?
DNA _ SCIENCE AND
Geologic column RELIGION
Fossils

And more! iry 3

SEYM N pyBcE

Thoughthese writinggust scratch the
surfaceof these topics, there are many supporting resources available.
In a later sectiowf this bookl 6 v e i amyriadiod evidences by
scientists against evolutionary science claims.

LTSR authors are clear in their position that all life on edrthmans
animas, and plans alike, evolved from ainglecommon ancestor
Consider these statements from LTSR:

nall T iving things on earth (bot
ancestor. o0 pg. 48
féstrong evidence that wepgd3 | s h

i humans and ani mal s hippn%3 at an e

"Given the evidence, science suggests the human body is a product of
evolution." pg. 62

ffevol utionary | eftoversodo pg. 54
fiscientists have not come | ight]l
evolved on earth. They have accu
pg. 56

L e ttatk @bout the evidence they give to support this claim.
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Dismissingall Creation Science as
Pseudoscience Whoo6s Reall y Bein

On pages31-37the LTSR authorsdevote a chapter to teachiiigt r u e
science not Withtheundive ofaihandtioeyg calb
everything that doesn't agree with e
They never dare discuss actual claims of creationists, and just say

they're all fake.

So, what pseudoscience exactly are they referring to?

Is it pseudoscience to point duindreds of piecesf evidencehat the
world was covered by a massive flood at the time of Noah and that
cultures all over the world have legends about this?

Is it pseudoscience to point out that the hominid findings have all
turned out to be fraudsrhat the theory came first then people went
looking for the evidencel® it pseudoscience to speculate about
hominids evolving into Adam?

| PLODEDTHEN S Hi{l

Is it pseudoscience to point out the statistical impossibility of evolution
even given the massive theoretical time frame of how old the Earth and
universe are?
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Could it be that the teachings of these authors and other evolutionists
are the actual pseudoscience? Let's point out some actual creation
claims and see what

people think.

Though evolution is

popular and

dominates the E‘IBEIB} EVOLUTION
scientific

establishment today,
you can only hold
up a lie for so long
before it collapses
on itself. To categorically dismiss all scientific reseanttich

guestions evolution theory is just the kind of asdiience that kept us in
the dark ages.

WHO IS REALLY DOING SCIENCE?

It is the evolutionists, ndhe geationistswho are guilty of getting rid
of sciencePrize winning athor Ernst Mayrexplainedthat methods
like experimentation are not appropriate for studying evolution:
AEvol utionary biol og i n
contrast with physics and EVOLUTION ISA HISTORIC SCIENCE
chemistry, isa historical
sciencel the evolutionist
attemptgo explain events and
processes that have already <
taken placeLaws and \ A8
experiments are ’ \', A

inappropriate techniques for . (%t H
the explication of such events "!!EIIIIH'T USE EXPERIMENTATION

and pr olAuther £rass Magrdelivered in a lecture after
receiving the Crafoord Prize from the Royal Swedish Academy of
Science.)
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The truth is that experimentation and laws are perfectly appropriate
methods for studying evolution. For example, evolutionary claims that
it took millions of years for natural oils to form underground are
disprovedby our ability to now make oil and coal in laboratottiest
exactly resemble natural coal and oil, as seen in Universal Model vol.
1, pages 615-621.Dean Sessions conducted experiments which
demonstrated how to make a fossil, and it took a mere matter of days,
not millions of years. To read about his experiments of turning wood
into stone, see Universal Modéblume 2: The Living Systenpages
215218. With the knowledge of these processes being possible in a
matter of days, our false limitations on howl the earth cabe
vanishedaway.If you dondét need that much t i

originsoftheeart h and its materials, that
existtSever al scientists have demonstrat
something to explain nature, it prob

Lavoisier was able
to denounce the
chemical theory of
phlogiston because
nothing in nature
required it to be
there, so he
concluded that in
all likelihood, itdid not exist. Another example is when Humphry

NOT FROM A LABORATORY '

Davy demonstratedéht heat i sndt a substance t
rather the movement of chemicaijuippedwith experiments that
prove the possibility of earthdés rap

eons of time postulated by modern science for the creation of the world
probably dondt exi st!

L e tndngake a close look at the bestevidenck e ev ol uti oni st's

Talk about Science and Religion bosthowcases angee who igeally
promoting pseudoscience.
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Insisting on a Common Ancest@i ol oqgy 0 ¢

We all
came from
a common

| We have |
shared |

ancestor | traits

Al |o§|t<ii|r|1
professors | g

for the
adree missing link

On page48theLTSRauthorpoi nt out that evolu
poofing into a human, or a blob poofing out limbs. Bublutionists

must admit that the overall consequence of evolution is a monkey
turning into a human. After all, you insist on all living things coming

from one common ancestor. Throw in time as the magic ingredient.
Kissing a frog to t uytae. Kigsingiafraggo a
then waiting millions of years at which point it completes its transition

intoahumant hat 6s stil |l a fairy talel
scientifically witness and measure this occurrence? Nobody.

On page48theL TSR authorsstate their evolutionary view théata | |
living things on earth (both plants and animals) share a common
ancestan They fail to mention humans here, perhaps due to a popular
trendin puttinghumans and animals in the same catedévglution
teaches that animals and humariginated ina singlecommon
ancestorOn page48, the LTSR authors start their evolution chapter by
claiming that evolution can tel]l
life came to be on Earth N o, Througlwat théirtbdok, the LTSR
authors assume evolution as a proven fact and sweep the controversy
under the rug. Science isnbdt set
about that.

51



Consider how the phylogenic tree of life lacks connecting ancestors
betweenspecies and how inner species arenot
have never been discovered. Nature gives us a series of diverse

creations, and it is the speculative theories of men that seek to connect

all these species into a single common ancestor.

1\
Why don't the ***
inner branches |\ \\
have names? s\

il » Names of species

i are only located
M/ on the outer layer.

7 The False
=/ Phylogenetic
Tree of Life

=

7//////ln|--|\\"““'

‘.

Answer: Because //
they do not exist. NV
",’\ / /'_'/‘,',", U ‘ ALY ‘.,’
o "A phylogenetic tree represents
“w \ a hypothesis of the order in

1-==... Which evolutionary events are
assumed to have occurred.”

(Image: Universal Model 2)

Sometimesthey do throw in a name at intermediate locations on their
phylogenic tree when no discoveries of those animals have been made;

theyjust inserta name s aplaceholder (SeeStephen Meyer,
ADar wi nds Doubt

Biochemist Michael Beheput it well when hesaid "All sciences
begin with specul ati on, only Dar wini
Bl ack Box, 6 Afterward.)
Notice howancestratreesat museum di spl a¥ s
speciesvhere branches occurhis is because theeer e
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Il i nk 6 anc eaimalsams mdénk thartss elrumanmonkey
hominidancestrythe branches are not connectédey cannot connect
these branches becaukere is no proof that any of these species are
related.

—.\yhereare ~hrgwer:
‘the-common=» =

—3NCestors? —==Tiere

e dre
= 5 none.

. o e
g iz

| (Image: Universal Model 2)
The lack of common ancestdesi evolutionist W. Ford Doolittle

evolutionary and molecular biologist professor at Dalhousie University,
tosayAiThe rooting of the universal
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! |>rosiv|nians4 me\?sww . IMOTHVLS
N ‘ \ Humans
& With
No
__: / ) N Ancestor
01 and a
K 25 Million
b / Year Age
504 X X /
60 X / ; False
\ // Primate
Millions-off Years Original Primates i EVO I u t i O n
B.P. (approximate) Rat-Sized Insect Eaters
Tree

(Image: Universal Model 2)

Near the ti me E@drOmmm F.Whimdytalked e at h,

about never finding the missing link between animal and man. He said,
AThere is no instance on record wher
human being, and science in attempt:i
which it is claimed will connect mankind with monkeykind, is like a

blind man hunting through a haystacktofindaneedtei ch i sndt t h
For man is the child of God, fashioned in His image and endowed

with His attributes. ¢ Ma n 6 s  ODestigylCantritautordvol 3:9

(June 1882), 2680.)

Later in 190%EIder George Albert Smithtaughti No mat t er i f
scientists and great men of the world shall proclaim that we have

evolved from the lower order of animalle witness of the Spirit to

you, my brethren and sisters, is that you are the offspring of the
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L o r d @ller George Albert Smith Conference Report, Apr. 1905)

Joseph FieldingSmith specifically taught against evolutionary

biology's tree of common ancestors. He sdlt; altogether useless
concept of the animal genealogical tree...affords no satisfactory picture
of the relationships between the million living species of animals and
the 120,000 known extinct species. For the last 70 years evolutionists
have discussedundreds of supposed ancestral derivations, without
having agreed about a single oAétempts to blend together the
characters of the fourteen different phyla into bgpothetical

common stock only result in producing an opalescent pattern of body
structures, whiclproves nothing for the common originof those

phyla. The secalled pedigree of the animal kingdom is utterly unlike

the genealogical trees of human families, because the latter deal only
with members of one species, whereas the former include multitudes of
different species and postulate ntass purely hypothetical links

between them. Even the shortened genealogical trees found in popular
writings are apt to dogmatize about the derivations of whole ghyla

that is, of anything from 2,000 to 100,000 species at a time. The family
genealogical tree showdimited number of names, arranged in the
semblance of a tree, of people actually known

to have been related by descent. Itis a
compilation of facts, like a dictionary. Nothing
resembling it is known regarding species
connections. When we come to discuss the
latter, we areno longer dealing with first-
hand evidence(i.e. with verbal or written
traditions) as to the connections concerrfdbis hypothesis. We

postulate long ancestries simply because we do not know the real

ones, and because creatures have to be accounted for somehdig

note the incontrovertible fact that new creatures, born every year,
experience the same tilhhend forn® regulated fate as their parents;
hence the sequences we see are obviously links in chains or organisms
of which neither the beginnings nor the srade visible to us. But that

does not justify us in supposing that, just because each individual
changes in form while developing from childhood to adolescence,
therefore its remote ancestors must have changed from one species into
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another. Again, even when we deal with the members of a single
existing speciesye find it impossible, on purely anatomical

grounds apart from historic testimony, to demonstrate the

connection between individual parents and their offspringAmong
animals, the father is apt to disappear nameless among the multitude of
his species, after taking his brief part in procreation, and science is
powerless to rdentify him. Despite these facts, evolutionists search
for "ancestors" in the graveyardtthe past, ad arrange fossil

fragments (e.g. leg bones, teeth, or skulls) of various extinct species of
horse into hypothetical series, @&ih complete disregard of the rules

of groupposition and forrrbelieve that these represent real ancestries.”
(Joseph Fielding@ith, Man: His Origin & Destiny, Ch. 10 The
Hypothesis of Organic Evolution pt.4)

Joseph Fielding Smithcommented on the absurd logic involved in
common origin claims. He saitl, et us suppose for the sake of
argument, that the first speck of life was an amoeba. We can suppose
for that is in keeping with the
entire doctrine of organic
evolution, for itsentire structure
is based on suppositionand
cannot be based on anything
elsé so, we will suppose, that
back several millions or billions of yeé$10 one was there to watch

the process by which this speck of life came spontaneously into
existencé the amoeba suddenly appeared and multiplied, as the
amoeba will do, and after millienof years, it, or one of its descendants
began to develop fins, then a head and then a tail and after several more
millions of years it became a fish, or a tadpole, or a brachiopod, or a
trilobite, or a snail, even a wofmit makes no differencewhich, one

guess is as good as anotherand becoming tired of the water it came

out upon the land, leaving its companions to develop into acqsific
animals, while it dug itself in the soil and became a plant, a fern, a rose
bush or a tree. Then another, discovgthat the land was pleasant,

also came forth from the water and became a frog, a toad, a lizard or a
shake and in course of time its descendant became a tiger, a lion, a
bear, an elephant, dinosaur or a little timid lamb; perhaps it took to the
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air as a dove, a robin, a hawkan eagle. Why go any farthdd®es it
not all sound extremely ridiculou® Well, so it is! Yet it ighis kind
of rubbish that is put forth apparently in all seriousness Books are
written about it; lectures are
given in class rooms, from
pulpits and platforms, and
thousands of well meaning ‘
people say they believe it! Therp” s
again the question arises: EacHjiit
of these animals had to have a|
companion, and we find :
ourselves in a quandary to
discover just why and how bothis "

males andemales came into

existence, both in the animal world and among trees and other
vegetation. So we find ourselves floundering in the depths of an
unfathomable hypothesis about which no one has ever been able to do
more than to make an uncertain guess. Others of this amoeba's
descendants became a bee, a wasp or a grasshopper, a gnat or a fly.
Among thesavonderful mutations there also came forth a monkey,

then a baboon, a gorilla and then misty! dear friends, cannot you see
how utterly foolish it all is? Whis it that thousands of intelligent

looking human beings are willing to accept these stupid teachings?
Frankly it is because Satan has deceived them and they love darkness
rather than the lighSurely the day has com@rophesied by Paul and
written in his second Epistle to the Thessalonian&nd t hen s h
wicked be revealed, whom the Lord shall consume with the spirit of his
mouth, and shall destroy with the brightness of his coming: Even him,
whose coming is after the working of Satan véthpower and signs

and lying wonders And with all deceivableness of unrighteousness in
them that perish; because thegeive not the love of the truth that

they might be saved. And for this cauded shall send them strong
delusion, that they should believe a lie: That they all might be

damned who believe not the truth, but had pleasure in

unrighteousness @ THes. 2:812)" (Joseph Fielding Smith, Man: His
Origin & Destiny, Ch. 7 The Hypothesis of Organic Evolution)
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Smithés connection with evolutionary
deception of the last days should give us pause.

l nsi sting on a Common An
Column

The completéGeologic Columbdoes not exist anywhere on
Earth and was only built by correlation, as stated in college
geology books’Because we cannot find sedimentary rocks
representing all of earth time neatly in one convenient area, we
must piece together the rock sequence from locality to locality.
This process of tying one rock sequence in one place to another
in some other plads known as correlation." (Physical Geology,
L. Don Leet (Harvard) &Sheldon Judson(Princeton), p.181.)

Another textbook echoed the concept that evolution was the
premise the entire geologic column was basedAmock that

had an early form of an organism was clearly older than rocks
containing later forms. Furthermore, all rocks that had the early
form, no matter how far apart those rocks were geographically,
woul d have to be the saeie age €& foss
possible to say that the Cambrian rocks are older than the
Ordovician rocks. In this way our geologic time table came into
being...Without t he theory of evolution and the

interdisciplinary science of paleontology, it could not exist.
(Geology,Putman & Bassett p.544.)

Stacking theory upon theolike thisis bound for ruinLater in

the radiometric dating section of this book, we will see how

radiometricdateww hi ch donét fit the predeterm
column are routinely discarded. Just another layer of theories

built on theories! Modern science is truly lost!

In reality, there arendt neatly orga
column depiction representand most fossils are found within the top
100 feet of soilwhich isanother indication of a recewbrldwide
flood. When youmeasure topsoil depths around the wattimpare
them to deposit rat@ndyoud Idiscoverthey have only been
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accumulating for about 4500 years, which is when the flood of Noah
was . So much for scofferds claim
for Noahodés fl ood!

Soil Formation Evidence

The abovernage from Universal Model Vol. €h. 8demonstrates that
continents werenodt subdsasapdemh and
geology claimsand that thehickness of the organic soil layer on the
surface indicates the time each layer took to form. Because sail
formation times can be generally determirtbésesoil layers indicate

a worldwideevent thatook place only several thousand years ago,
depositing the sediment beneath the topsoil layer.
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Geologic Column
(Bibl ically/scientlﬁcally Based) [TYA = Thousand Years Ago]

Babel
Dispersion

1o Present

Cenozoic
(Humans, mammals, birds, etc)

Flood &
lee Age

s
%
S
£
Z
2
2

Creation
Week &
Pre-Flood

(Above chart fom https://www.mathetis.org/topic/do¢ise fossik
recordsupportcreationandtheflood/. The entire article at that page is

very good)

Remember the geologic column really doesn't even exist in nature! But
this is a fun depiction showing how young the earth is.

This next more detailedneis from Lance Weaver
(https://gatheredin.one/wgontent/uploads/2021/02/creatioRist
timeline.jpg?fbclid=lwZXh0bgNhZWOCMTAAARORzMIiiH1DJbUc6i
c-QdkX-

Lgkmd3AciOWcnyvCgLcPUfwWLZF9 2R7Xwxg_aem_9mp47BCfQQ
A4gV2cYOokENA)

Though many associate the Cambrian extinction with the flood of
Noah, this chart associates the Cambrian extinction with the fall of
Adam when death entered the world, and the later Permian/Triassic
extinction event with the flood of Noalfihe bible timeline is broken
into six 1000yearperiods.
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GEOLOGIC TIMELINE

Sarwo | Devonisn 1 Cobonflerces 1 Permagn | Tross

2
moran | Orgoviclan | ¢

i

o~
Mid Pliocene Events
Mid Pliocene Extinction; great destruction in western hemisphere & India as Pacific Plate moves
1000 km, intermountain west begins 3000-6000 ft of uplift; Explosive volcanism in Central
Mexico; Wasatch mins.., Sierra Nevadas, & Tetons experience last major uplift; Northern Alps
further folded; Andes & Himalayas severely folded/ uplifted; little ice ages (LIA) occures both
just after Christ and around 1600 AD

Mid Miocene Events (~14 mya) -
Mid-Miocene Extinction; Columbia flood basalts erupt; Basin & Range topography first created,
as forces switch from compression to extension; world's mtns further uplifted; N. America and
Europe further separate; Red Sea further opens;. pole shift toward present location ending “ice

age” & likely g in Siberia/ Alaska
End Eocene Event (33.9 mya) -
End-Eocene Extinction; major pole shift; N. America & Europe completel te; Alps & Hi-

malayas further folded; Antarctica & Australia split; many animals are much htga than today;
explosive volcanism in Western N, America; temperatures plummet; (the “last great ice age”
begins; huge lakes drain off Colorado Plateau)

End Cretaceous Events (65 mya) ~
K/T Extinction; extensive flood basalts erupt in India; major pole shift; western N. America
folded in Laramide orogeny, Rocky mins formed- causing Cret, seaway to drain off central US,;
Colorado Plateau begins ancestral erosion; mammals from arc finally begin to catch up with
reptile populations; dinosaurs then die off from competition & catastrophe / extinction

Mid Jurassic Events (~187 mya) -
Pleinsbachian-Toarcian Extinction: Pangea begins to separate; North & South America first s plit from
Africaatmos pheric conditions (7) cause reptiles and mammals to grow huge; Navadan / Sevier
orogeny causes a small (and biter massive) seaway to intrude into central N Amerkca: massive
deserts sweep the Colorado plitean

End Permian & Triassic Events (250/201 mya) =
Great Permian Extinction: 70-50% of all life on carth dies- biggest nass extinction ever, the only one
to seriously affect msects; workds largest Aood basalts erupt in Siberia; fastest marine
transgression; global sea anoxia (0xygen stops reaching sea floor as sea level rises ) sea life that
must remain in the photic one dies;  marine sediments enriched in C-12 fungispike from nass ive
amounts of dead vegation; global short term swithe from meandering to braded streans; massive
chimate changes; massive sea level fluctuations; Sonaman & Hercanyian orogenies; aterwands,
with no predators and high birth rates, reptiles begin to take over.

Late Devonian Events (372 mya) o
Late-Devonian Extinction: Acadian, Caledonian & Antler orog unite again forming
supercontinent Fangea, many tree and ankmal fossils looking exactly like those living today begin
to appear in the fossil record

End Ordovician Events (443 mya) .
FinalOvdoviclan Extinction; Taconk orogeny & Queenstown thsli. wedge; other mins. ako form

as continents move; sea level fls ; Current mé i lies in i regioun on
seashone
Cambrian Explosion (538.8 mya) =

Cambrian Explosion: first plant & animal fossils suddenly appear i an “explosion” of life; nearly
every animal phylum alive today are represented; Grand Canyon and other orogenies occur; carly
supercontinents ane one, forming one great hind mass
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Scriotural Tre Scole

_._%_
s Time of Christ Events (A.D. 0-33)

"Day, night and day of light; Years of heavenly signs and wonders; new star appears;
Destructions at Christ’s death- mountains raised up, mountains become valleys, thick
darkness, shaking of whole earth, terrible electrical and wind storms, volcanism, sea
level changes, cities drowny; darkness in holy land; Whole face of *“land northward™
changed, Highways broken up, rocks rent, nearly every Nephite city damaged *

1400 A
e

P event T

1090 A
-

Moses & Joshua Era Catastrophes (£ 1466-1517 B.C.)

Ten plagues destroy Egypt: Three days darkness; Pestilences of locust, frogs, lice; Water N H

turns red; Mountains skip like rams; Hail & fire stones from heaven;  Red sea split; | ™
Sinai on fire; Pillar of fire & smoke in wilderness; Israel must live on manna in wilder-

ness; Jericho's wall falls; Stones from heaven destroy army; Joshua splits the Jordan; Sun

T 3780 yowr ven ¥

-

Joseph in Egypt Famine (1730 B.C) b
!
Great famines; climate in Isreal much different than today; some animals and people r
(like Goliath) once again grow to be "giants”; Idolatry continues as result of celestial phe-
nomena & priesteraft

Abraham Era Events (+ 1900-2000 B.C.)
Signs at birth; Alter of Ur thrown down; Great mourning: Several great famines;
Sodom, Gomorrah & cities of the plain destroyed by meteorites; Salem translated to
obtain Enoch

3t

8¢
e

1090 B
B

-

Peleg Continental Division (+ 2220 B.C.)
Peleg; Continents are divided; Brother of Jared moves min.; Mountainous waves for
Jaredites; Monsters of the sea; Tower of Babel thrown down (likely closer to Abraham).
Giants in the land

1500 &
=

il

BIBLICAL TIMELINE

-
Noah's Flood (2344 B.C.)

Noah: All that is on dry land dies; Noah & his family are only surviving humans; rising
sea level from the "fountains of the great deap” covers even the highest mountains;
Flood lasts over a year; Earth is clensed as its inhabitants are "shut up” in the carth;

Gentiles Lands are still "isles”; Arc lands near Middle East, civilizations of Egypt and
Mesopotamia are begun: recorded lifespans begin rapidly declining

2000 &
Ahaeay

2360 B
=T

= Enoch Era Destructions (£ 2944-3150 B.C.)
Large land is brought out of the sea; Enoch moves mountains & changes the course of
rivers; Glants in the land; Great curse & famine on earth; The city of enoch is taken up;
Righteous thereafter are translated. By this time plants and animals have spread \

11300 yeaee

through-out the world

3800 &
Dersaf treen

End Fall of Adam (?) (£ 4000 B.C.)

Perhaps the end of the fall event, anamals continue to "fill the carth”

|

-

Fall of Adam (+ 4000 B.C.) [Death enters world]
All flesh becomes mortal; Things begin to die; Population starts out near Adam-on-
Diamon and begin to proliferate; Missourt area is mountainous; Land i still "one®;
Animals come to Adam to be named

(s 3mosssan el e 700 yesre—olo—— 700 yeary—oTe—— 700 yeay—o Jo—— 370

4000 lm

Brigham Young pointed out limitations of the geologists, and

emphasized the instantaneous creative power of God. He said,

iGeol ogists will tel |lmillogsotyhaes. ear t h h
Why? Because the Valley of the Mississippi could not have washed out
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nder about so many years,
“ o0 At YEAIS I THEHILLSAREALIVE

or so long a time. The
Valley of Western
Colorado, here, could not
have washed out without
taking such a length of time
What do they know about
it? Nothing in comparison

age of the world by the
marvelous specimens of
petrifactionthat are
sometimes discovered. Now
we can show them plenty of
places where there are trees
perfect stone, running into
the solid rock, and perhaps
the rock is forty, fifty, or a
hundred feet above the tree

Yet it is a peréct tree. There mmm

is the bark, there is the

heart, and there is the outer coating between the heart and the bark, all
perfect rock How long did it take to make this tree into rock?We

do not know. | can tell them, simply tBisvhen the Lord Almighty

brings forth the power of his chemistry, he can combine the elements
and make a tree into rock @ame night or one day, if he choosesr he

can let it lie until it pulverizes and blows to the four winds, without
petrifying, just as heFullpdssofitisee s. 0
Gosped Its Power to Unitd Its ComprehensivenesDefinition of

Its Priesthood Condition of Apostates; Discourse by President

Brigham Young, delivered in the New Tabernacle, Salt Lake City,
Sunday Afternoon, August 11, 1872.)

Common Ancestor Conclusion

At the end of the day, if mainstream science claims about common
origins of life are true, as suggested by its claims in biology and
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geology, it paints a very sad picture for mankind. Darwin was honest
when he pointed out that, according to his theory of the common

origins of all living things, humans have pedigree of prodigious

length, butot, it may be said, afioble quality.” (Charles Darwin,

Descent of Man, pp. 16465, 1897 edition.Darwin went so far as to

mock the faithful, saying) | t i arrogamcéwhiéh made our
forefathers declare that theywetee s cended .f& o(mElge d s
Descent of Man, pp. 332)

Some Christians havtried arranging a geologic column which would
align with a biblical timeline. Thou
exercises, here are some examples of their ideas.

Scientists 200 years ago Scientists today
)
A
e 4 i

Wi {

/ : ‘
f 4 B

i

N
A

\ ' B

\ ! i
\ s\ /?«\/{,.

\ |
¥ ¥

/

Proof that global flood Local f|00d,
Wlped out dinos 4500yrs ago mi”ions of years

HumanLike Ancestor8

Consider these statements fromfthe e t 6 s@bodt Sdietkce &
Religiono authorsclaiming there werpre-Adamic people:

i w hage homo sapiens (us) the only species left among our Hhiikean

ancestors?o0 pg. 39
nal l l'itving things on earth (both pl
ancestor. o0 pg. 48
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féstrong evidence that wepg&3 | s h
i.humans and ani mals hippn%3 at an e

...there are at least 21 known species of hominin (ancestors of our
spemes) that once existed on our planet datlng back 5 million years.
Modern Homo sapiens first appeare (s /
around 300,000 years agepy. 62 hi @

"...these specimens are physically
different enough from us (using the 2
phylogenetiespecies concept) to be
considered a different species." pg.

"Given the evidence, science sugges the

human body is a product of evolution." pg. 62

On page 62he LTSR authorsclaim we have 300Homo neanderthal”
specimensand 18Ho mo nal edi " (Athe | ates
specimens which lived 400,000 years ago.

Now | et 6s ©dmsigadlEemative diews.

In truth, there are as many typesskéletonsas there are people in this
world. God is creative and has designed many different pebple6 s

only a matter of time before these claims Wil exposed as frautike

the othersHow can we be so sure? Because they contradict the word of
God.Hominid claims always turn out to be meralyariety ofapes
humanpygmies and ancient humanghe list of proven hoaxes in this

field is long and growing.

Consider these known frauds thagre perpetuatedy modern science

to promote evolutionPiltdown Man was found to be th&awbone of

an orangutan with fragments of a modern human skull. It was praised
as the missintink 40 years before the hoax was discovered. 500
academic journal articles were written orNebraska manwasalso

used as evidence for evolution for a long tirAk they had of him was
one tooth whichtheyeventually realized wate toothof a pig.Hilton
Mand gw was brokenand the tethwere fileddown to fool peoplelt
was in textbooksas proofof evolution for decades until provedfraud

in the 50s.
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(ImagesPiltdown Mani Wikipedia& Ne'braské Man Wikipedia)

They didndt f i n dcttempitonfigurecoutwhatitheynes and
were it was the other way around. First, they came up with the theory,
and then they went hunting for bones that would support it

When they find skeletons of slightly differdmbnesthey are quick to

claimthemasnonhumanB u t this canot be the onl

Differentteethcan simply be an indication ofdifferent diet or habitat.
Further, ricketsarthritis poor diet and other medical conditions can
make skeletons look different. There is significant variation in people
and in monkeys some are big, some small, etc., and thisois

evidence of intermediate species.

(Image:Kyphosis- Wikipedia)

Considerthe followingmodern brow ridgesBrow ridges continue to
grow throughout life.

Some people simply have differently shaped heads than offiere is
no evidence of humalike ancestors; rather, thereadasic sampling
of human diversity.
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e _ k
(ImagesBrow ridge- Wikipedia)

Remember that the patriarchs before the flood had tremendously long
lifespans andvould have developed over that time different skulls than
what evolutionists consdredrmre O hum
evidence that we arendt aeevalimgvi ng
from higher.Another puzzle of history is that the bible clearly states

that there were giants in the past. What did their skeletons look like?
Perhapsthey t oo, falling beyond mains
parameters for what can barhan bonedhave been classed as non
human by scientists.

Consider also that various cultu@bitrarily deformed skulls and other
body parts, leaving us with some strathgeking skulls.

(Images:Atrtificial cranial deformationr Wikipedia)

Consider thesscientistsstatements about the flimsy research behind
supposedlyossils ofhumanlike ancestors:

i A det acontinuals racard of transition between species is
missing those neat sedimentary layers, as Gould noted time and again,
never revealing precisely the phenomena that Darwin proposed to

e x p | amost éf thé fossil record does not support a strictly
gradual i séipraccsahyobédwhat Dar win
(David Berlinski, educator and former professor at Columbia
University)
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fOne of the maj or lackbfeuenceconcgrningl oc ks i
fossil forms and thegnorance about the direction of evolutionary

trends and ratesof evolution. This creates a serious problem, since

without data, weighting of characters in classification igargely

subjective and a truly evolutionary classification will never be a

reality. Brank E. Poirier, Fossil Evidence, p12; Universal Model 2

p180

iWe have a desi bipedalismassaaéneart he story o
progressivet hi ngév dluati on doesnbét ;evol ve t
i t ongssyaf fair, full of WilMaecoutity and d
Smith i Anthropologist, American Museum of Natural History)

. “We have a desire to see the story of
bipedalism as a linear, progressive thing...

'But evolution doesn't evolve toward anything;
lts a messy affair, full of diversity and dead ends.”

Will Harcourt-Smith - Anthropologist
American Museum of Natural History
&u

ifét he human family of species are ar
from primitive forms up to modern Man. But such scenarios are
subjectived t h e yunsaientfic. dHenfy Gee

"...the human family of species-are arranged in an orderly procession
from primitive forms up to modern Man.
“But such scenarios are subjective
'...they are unscientific
Henry G&

(Images from Universal Model 2)
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Darwin knew the challenges the fossil record presented to his
theory, even in his day, and noted it when he stéitedh e r e | s
another and allied difficulty, which is much more serious. |

allude to the manner in whighany species in several of the

main divisions of the animal kingdom suddenly appear in the
lowest known fossiliferous rocks Most of the arguments which

have convinced me that all the existing species of the same group
are descended from a single progenitor, apply with nearly equal
force to the ea(ChailesBatwinkTheo wn s pec
Origin of Species, Chapter 10, On The Imperfection Of The
Geological Record)

Darwinalsbpad mi tt ed t hat the fossil re
paintsittobefi ét he geol ogi cal record is
than most geologists believe. o (

Joseph Fielding Smithcommented on the bazar methods used
to gather supposed hominid specimens. He aide of the

strange things about the arguments and deductions for descent of
man from the lowest forms of life is the scatteain way in

which the "evidence" is obtained. To illustrate the point: The
Piltdownskull and tooth were found in or near, Piltdown,
Sussex, England, amait of these the vivid imaginations of
certain so-called scientists create a whole race of methe

Trinil Ape-Man, wasmanufactured from fragments of skull

and found at Trinil, Java, clear around on the other side of the
world; then one stage higher, tNeanderthaMan was
manufactured from a portion of skull and a few other fragments
of bones, found at the Neanderthal gorge near Westphalia,
Germany; and as we approach further towards the Homo
perfecton the discovery is made from bones foun@iat

Magnon Dordogne, Franc&hese poor fellows must have
wandered about a good bitfrom England to Java, to Germany
to France, and if we carry it further to deserts of China and even
to parts of the Western Hemisphere. lins bad that these

poor fellows did not keep all their bones in one placso that

the evolutionists would not have to be put to the inconveniences
of manufacturing the missing parts.However,any man who

can manufacture a Man from an Amoda through countless
stages covering millions of years, is capable of doing most
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any thing. The numerous imaginary pictures of this process
published by the gentlemen in the American Museum of Natural
History and by writers of numerous textbooks circulated and
used in our public schools and colleges reveal the startling story
that we have reaeld an age when good clear reasoning and
logical deductions are entirely out of plac&lbseph Fielding
Smith, Man: His Origin & Destiny, Ch. 8 The Hypothesis of
Organic Evolution pt. 2)

Here are some highlights of enriching points against specific
hominid claims from th€&enesis Impact presentatiorby
Genesis Apologetics

The 98% similarity to chimp DNA claim:

1 Chimps' genomes are 4.3% bigger. This doesn't match the
claim of 98% similar DNA.

i They intentionally left out a lot of information. The real
similarity is between 66 and 86%, which doesn't
allow for the hundreds of millions of changes in the time
allotted for evolution.

1 We also have similar genetic similarities to cows and
dogs.

The gener al | ack of 6homini doé

9 Lucy is about 3 million years old. The claimed hominid
fossils from 2 to 3 million years ago fit in a shoe box. This
doesnd6t give much evidence

9 Darwin admitted the lack of transitional fossils to be a
strong point against his theory.

9 All of the hominid fossils could fit in the back of a
pickup truck . This is all the evidence they have
for the entire supposed human line.

1 The leading paleontologist on hominids says there are
more scientists studying this than there are findings of it.
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1 He says the skulls you see on National Geographic are
incredibly rare, there are only a few dozen of those; most
of what they work with are tiny fragments of incomplete
findings.

On the Ardi hominid claim:

1 From 100 bones over a 30 ft radius.

1 The picture they showcase is an enhanced computer
animation; the actual bones found were in terrible shape.

9 Ittook 3 years to dig up and 10 years to put together, and
they said the bones were in terrible condition. None of
the bones were found connected together.

1 It has the same brain size as a chimp.

1 They ran 11 different models of configurations, and chose
the one that fit their theory.

9 Based on what they selected from these 11 models, they
say it walked up right because the vertebrae fit into the
skull. However, the bones are missing the neck vertebrae,
and missing the complete base of the skull where it would
fitin.

I They say it must have walked up right based on the curve
of the spine, but they are missing the spine, which they
just estimated based on the pelvis.

T The pelvis wasnot i ntact ei th
they thought the pelvis would look like, and based on
that, they made what they thought the spine would look
like.

9 It was digitally reconstructed 14 times before they chose
the one they liked.

Many scientists disagree with the claims that this
creature walked upright, citing a lack of evidence and
excessive speculation

1 Her hands and feet look apelike.

1 The specimen clearly has the head etc. of a chimp, and
they base their speculation that it was an upright walker
on a because of a bump on the pelvis.
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On the Lucy hominid _claim:

1 Lucy is considered the best hominid evidence and is
paraded in textbooks as such.

9 Itis claimed that they found 400 of these but what they
mean is not 400 specimens, but 400 bone pieces.

1 30% of those pieces are teeth.

1 They say they found 400 specimens like Lucy, but really,
all they have is enough bones to fill a little bucket.

9 Lucy was found spread over three meters on a hillside in
hundreds of pieces.

9 20 tons of sediment were sifted to find 20% of her bones.

9 Artists have rendered Lucy as having human like hands
human-like feet and white eyes, yet none of this was
evident in the fossils.

1 Female chimps are the same height and weight as Lucy.

1 They didn't find Lucy's skull, only skull fragments. Lucy
discovers said that Lucy's skull was almost entirely
missing.

9 There's a bone at the bottom of Lucy's skull, and they say
it's not supposed to be there; that might be from some
other ani mal because itds a typic

9 The spine of the ape enters the skull at an angle, so they
have to walk hunched down, and this is the type of
vertebrae we have for Lucy.

T Lucyds hands-likeere very ape

1 They didn't find any feet of Lucy, yet they put feet on the
displays of Lucy, notably human feet.

1 They found a human-like footprint and human bones a
thousand miles away from the Lucy find and claimed that
the print was of Lucy's species.

1 A-recent study suggests that Lucy died falling from high
up in a tree. What was she doing up there if she could
walk?

91 See Dr. Oxman Order of Man.
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On the Homo Habilis _hominid claim :

1

1

Habilis is claimed to come after Lucy in the evolutionary
line.

They've not found the complete creature, they have fewer
than 100 pieces of what they think belongs to him. The
creature is shown in museums around the world in
complete form.

The creature is shown with white (human -like) eyes.
Human tools have been found by the creature, but it's
unknown if they were used by the creature or  on the
creature.

Near the site there were many types of tools and many
animals in the same dig as a formation known to have
been made by nomadic people.

There were many animals and tools outside the hut and
many mounds; clearly, people were living there.

The lead researchersaid the area was a lot like what
we see today.

The Stone tools were complex.

On the Neanderthal hominid claim :

=

|

Next is Neanderthals. These were humans.

DNA shows they lived and worked with humans.

They were accepted in the same clan and community as
humans.

They have jewelry artwork weapons etc.

They dived for shells, made musical instruments, and yet
the museums and show them as foolish apes.

(End of Genesis Impact highlights on hominids.)
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allh, o )
Corporate needs you to find the differences
between this picture and this picture.

S They're the same picture.

DNA & Homology

On page53inL T S ROMNA discussionthe authordring up that

when 2 organisms both have a fluorescent protein put into them, that

they will bothglowfibecause al | | ife on eart h,
DNA t h aThenwheymake the following extrapolatign,T hi s i s
strong evidence that we Tlelmbre shared a
obvious conclusion would be that living things were made by the same

designer with similar blueprints.

Similarities d&anéxamplp,cell phenescamdo | ut i on.
humans can both detdight, understand languagescharge via a long

74



cord (intestines for digestioand so forth; does this mean we
descended from a shared ancestor
with the cell phone?

DNA similarities between one GE“ET‘BS
creature and another are irreleviant F'JM IE S

it is the differences that count. The
differences are such that no two
ERE ARE
Fnrrsm
EVERY SPECIES

species will ever accidentally mutat
into a different species than what tr 4 Reference
DNA specifically codes forDNA ,nﬁﬁff,‘_’f Us!
puts definite limits on how much a

species can adapt, and thiggainst

evolution and favors creatidyy a
Designer who wasnot relying on nz

evolutionary theory.

DNA differences are dramatic and unexplairiéot. even one gene to
evolve by natural selection, it would take longer than the entire

timeframe given by mainstream scienti€gnetics have proven that
there are limits to how much a species can change, limits are set.

i J unk DN Acoding genomic i@gions, has been claimed

in the past by some as the best evidence of Darwinian evolution.

(Bob Enyart Debates Ph.D. Eugenie Scott
http://kgov.com/journahaturejunk-dnanotjunk-bob-enyartvs-
eugeniescofThe #fAjunk DNAO argument ap|
evaporating. Douglas Axe reported thechallenges of random

mutations being responsible for the originf functional

protein foldingin his publication in 2004 in the journ@tience

Direct. (Estimating the Prevalence of Protein Sequences

Adopting Functional Enzyme Folds
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S002228360400

7624 According toAxe'sexperimentsfit he over al | pr e
of sequences performing a specific function by any dossiaed

fold may be as Fdracomparisondbfthatn 10" 77
number, there are believed to be 10886-atomicpatrticles in

the entire UniverseéAccording to his researchelying on

random processes to beget fide no
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of statistical possibility regardless of the billgwf years that
one could imagine.

Scientistshave also found that parents of the entire human race existed

only a few thousand yearsagol f mol ecul ar evol uti on
at these sites, a high mutation rate would indicate that Eve lived about

6500 years agb a figure clearly incompatible with current theories on

human o Mitoghondr&l.Eve, TREE, vol. 12, No. 11,

November 1997, p42jhe NatureJournalechoed these facts when it

said,i Si mul at i o madel bf ausnandoopalationdnistory and

geography find that an inddual that is the genealogical ancestor of all
l'iving humans exi sted pohrsHeinna few tho
Nature, 30 September 2004, p5#8y ou dondét need tens o
of years tdind the original humans, those years probably do not exist!

Some boast genetic similarities of chimps and humans. This is an old
evolution talking point which hides the reality that a doghouse and a
skyscraper also share a similar high genetic similarity, dsmdanas

and humans, etc. Similarity doesnbot
differences are brushed under the rug.

Stephen Meyer i nsufmmaiizesimits@fdNeoDou bt 0O
Darwinismds genetic claims as follow

"1. NeaDarwinism has no means of efficiently searching available
combination space for functional genes and proteins and consequently
2. It requires unrealistically long waiting times to generate even a
single new Gene or protein, and the new mechanism cannot produce
body plans because

3. Early acting mutations, the only kind capable of generating-large
scale changes, are also invariably deleterious and

4. Genetic mutations cannot in any case generate the epigenetic
information necessary to build a body plan.”

Meyeralsoma kes these stirring points aga
clamsi n fADar wi asfobowsDou bt o
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1. Mendel showed that Darwin's idea of blended inheritance is not
correct. The discoveries of Mendel posed many problems for
Darwin's theory.

2. Richard Dawkins had a computer progranrctreate a phrase, but

this does not really mirror natural selection becawetaral selection

isn't given a phrase to look for

3. Evolutionists make claims about genes evolvirag are as
unsupported as alchemists' claims aldeatl turning into gold.

4. Evolutionists make claims about gene mutation very similar to
taking a book, rearranging its paragraphs randomly, changing the
spelling of words, reordering the page number, the page arrangement
etc., and expecting a more advanced book to be made lilem t

random process.

5. GivenEarth's currently assigned age, there is not enough time for
one single gene to evolve,

much less an entire series of | yoq people rejected His message.
evolutions that makanimals
and humans.

6. Evolutionists come up
with wildly imaginative
scenarios and on the rare
occasion when they attempt
to put them to the test, the
tests fail.

7. The types of mutations
that do occur are nohose He told them the truth.
required by macroevolution. '

8. The types of mutations that do occur are not the types of mutations
required by macroevolution.

9. There is no sufficient variation, which means there can be no
sufficient selectionywhich means there can be no evolution of

species.

10. Microevolution observed in nature only explaine survival of

the fittest, not tharrival of the fittest.

Gal. 4:16
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TheGenesis Impact presentation Ggnesis Apologeticsakes
on the 98% similarity to chimp DNA clainin summary, simps'

genomes are e Chances of Amino Acids
o hi randomly; formlng;h'emselves -
4.3% bigger. "“0 PrOtemc;atshfe areaboll.l‘t i
This doesn't 1in 1,746/900/000, 000, 00070001000,
match the 000,000, ooo'o'ﬁo 1000Y000700070¢ ooo
) 000/000¥000,000%0007000. 00070 i)
claim of 98% 0501000, oowm%m&-
similar DNA. ! 000, 00070007000%0007000/000Y000%
They
intentionally
left out a lot of
information.
The real
similarity is
between 66
and 86%,
which doesn't
allow for the

hundreds of
millions of changes in the time allotted for evolution. We also
have similar genetic similarities to cows and dogs.

Similar (HomologousBone Structures?

On page53, the LTSR authors claim thatt h e
similarities in body structure of humans and ¥
ani mals hint at (Image ev
from LTSR included)They make the popular
claim that bone structure similarities in differen
animals are somehow evidence they came frol
a common ancestarbelieve itmeans the same
person created them all. The hands of humans %ﬂ
and animals are clearly very different,
notwithstanding the minor similaritie&od
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made these designs very differesd,the picture itheL e t 6 sbook a | k
demonstratesThey look pretty different to me!

Identifying similarities only showour ability toclassify andverlook
the vast differences betweearious animalsend humans. These
structures favor thdirect divinecreation modeénd go against natural
selection from a common ancesb@cause not only are there
similarities,but there are alsmajorgaps and distinct differences
between species.

Homologous structures were known to be signs of a common designer
until evolutionary theorists foisted their dogmatic view on everyone,
insisting that these rather mean a common ancestor. (See Stephen
Meyer, fADarwinbés Doubt 0)

In the evolution modelyou would have many extremely similar

species, and you wouldn't be able to tell whare started and the other
ended As Henry Morris pointed outf cats and dogs came from a
common ancestor, there would be 1000s oflcat specie$ you

woul dndét be able to tell where t
there would be so many cat/dog variants walking ato8ome

comedias havepointed out the stupidity of evolution by sayjnk e
came from monkeys, why are there
evolve? Are t hey Hirieus!Wkile ar ded mo
evolutionists will always have something else to say to uphold their
theory, basic logic refreshingly points us towtrddivine direct

creation of the various species on Earth.

Elder Russel M. Nelson taught against homology and related
evolutionary claims. He saié, T h r o u g h somdpersoasy e s ,
without scriptural understanding have tried to explain our existence

by pretentious words such as ex nihilo (out of nothi@ghers have
deduced thabecause of certain similarities between different forms

of life, there has beenratural selectionof the species, arganic

evolution from one form to another. Still others have concluded that
man came as a cons whchesuleéintbd a i
creation of our planet and life upon it. To me, such theories are
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unbelievable!d (EI der Russel M. Nel s
The Magnificence of MamMarch 29 1987, BYU Devotional.)

Genetic Homology?

Genetics dono6t match wup with homol og
summarized bylonathan Wells and Paul Nelsonit has now been

discovered that at timés n diomologous structures [are] produced by

organisms with supposedly homologous genes, but organisms with

di fferent genes can alHemologyrAoduce si m
Concept in Crisis

http://www.arn.org/docs/odesign/od182/hobil82 htm

An article available iTrends in Genetic2009 reported report that

i 1-20% of genes lack recognizable homologs in other spe€isre

than just orphans: are taxonomicaltgstricted genes important in
evolution?http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/197166§18 other

words 107 20% of genes in species don't have evidence of ancestry.

This is further discussed in an article availabldl@iure Reviews

Genetics 201LUtsaidii [ E] very evol utionary | inea
genes thatack homologues in other lineages and whose

evolutionary origin is only poorly understood Orphan genes might

arise from duplication and rearrangeme
processes followed by fast divergence;
however,de novo evolutionout of non
coding genomic regions is emerging as &
i mportant addi (Theonf
evolutionary origin of orphan genes.

http://www.ncbi.nIm.nih.qov/pubmed/?term=The+evqut|onarv+origin
+of+orphan+genes%2C+Nature+Revig¢wWhis sudden appearance of
genetic material by fide novoo, or ou
process, lacks credibility in the light of several other studies.

In the journaNaturein 2012, the ENCODE Project revealed that by
their analysis, 80 percent of the human genomefiasa o c h e mi c a |
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http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=The+evolutionary+origin+of+orphan+genes%2C+Nature+Reviews
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=The+evolutionary+origin+of+orphan+genes%2C+Nature+Reviews

f u n c tAn iotegéated encyclopedia of DNA elements in the human
genome
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v489/n7414/full/nature11247.ht
ml)

Ewan Birney, E NL@dd Bralysis ICaojdiaatpsail s
nltds | i kely that 80 (PNCOREetmet wi |
rough guide to the human genome, By Ed Yong | September 5, 2012
http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/notrocketscience/2012/09/05/encod
e-theroughguideto-the-humangenome/#.WImLOnIICMB This level

of functionality in a genome removes most all of the opportunity for
noncodingr egi ons of the cell to be t|
out of nothing sudden emergence of proteins.

Evolutionists claim both differences and similarities between animal
species as evidence for their theory. (Hint: this is circular reasoning.)
Convergence is when very different animals happen to have a
similarity, and they chalk it up to evolution. Divergence is when very
similar animals happen to have some very different features, and again
they chalk it up to aonvérdenceéndr ent
divergence arbut a fewof the manyinventedwords evolutionists use

to explain away impossibilis.

Claiming that similarities are due to inheritance from a common
ancestovhen t he common ancestor hasr
example of circular reasoninghe proof Darwinists need is species
change, not similarities.

Does any similarity mean you descended from that? Did large spoons
descend from small spoons?

The octopusand human eye are similar, so did we descend from an
Octopus? If so, then why are we so different from an octivpalnost
every other way?

Snakes and frogs are closer to humans than humans are to monkeys
when it comes to the specific gravity of bloddhis fact hasome
evolutionists saing our grandpa was more directly a sn#kana

monkey
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The rat disease of the Dark Ages only attacked people and Norway rats.
So,did we descend from ratsore directly than all other animals?

One scientist concluded that due to similarities in calcium phosphorous
ratios in bone structures, we are directly related to turtles and elephants,
andmonkeyscame from geese (or geese fromonkey$, and that the

dog was related to the horse, not the cat.

Based on amino acid cytochrome C similarities, one evolutionist
researcher concluded that people are more closely related to turtles than
turtles are to rattlesnakes and that people are more closely related to
bread mold than sunflowers are related to dmald.

Evolutionists didnét know how creatu
possibly have descended from creatures with another kind of eye, so
theychalkedituptdiconver gent evolution. o Ther
like various types of insectghich, thougtclosely relatedhave

dramatically different eye types.

People have bought into the moriayo-human ideaNow we are being
told we need to accept the mouse/elephant/octopus/turtle to human
idea When will it stop?You might as well claim thatinceland
vertebratesll have two eyes, they must blive a common ancestor!

The Devil is laughing, getting us duped into one stupidity after another.

EvolutionarylLeftover (Vestigial) Structures?

On pageb4, the LTSR authors discuss ol d
| eftoverso that creatures and humans
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these structures mean that whales had legs and humans had tails.
Scientists are constantly finding that structures they thought were
vestigial or useleslsavevery important purposes

At one time evolutionists |listed
bod@@arrow, Clarence andlWdlF)i amh.
Mo s t Famous Court Trial The Ten
Lawbook Exchange, Ltd. p. 268)

The humancoccyk s n 6t usel es s suppokseveighth ey
supports muscle, & helps balance.

The whale pelvis sn6t wusel ess islessdntalfdrhey t
reproduction.

I n the past these structures wer
di scarded. Today it is recogni ze
t he human body serves a purpose.
(Vestigial Organs Not SdNaWse®lhads
Geogr amlwisg
https://news.nationalgeogmpéalinc.
vestorggead)s. ht ml

(SeeDral sderry Berghasati ggealk gor ¢ar
Functional: A History and Evalua
Concept Book)

(See also the book Useless Organs: Th
Rise and Fall of a Central Claim of
Evolution2019 byJerry Bergman

Things once wochkh i sms
break down. Fi sh | a cav
after a perlioossde ofh |

et c. But consideri A f e,

these structures once claimed to
pur p@®se.Jerry Bergm¥aest GgioalgeOH®:
Fully Functional: A History and
Origins Cphpncept Book
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Some say that in the distant past, these structures had different or
greater functionality, and evidence of past function is claimed by
appealing to other living creatures that may have similar structures that
do have different or great&inctions Such arguments are circular
reasoning because they assuhsatevolutionaryhistory is already
demonstrated.

Similar Embryos?

On page55theL TSR authorsbring upthe outdated argument of
similar appearances bfiman embryoand animals, claiming they all
developngi | | soand tails

The human embryo never at any time develops gills or gill slits, a tail,
or finsand is never a fisi.he recapitulation theory that humans are
first fishes in embryahen move along an evolutionary sequence as
different embryoni@nimals andinally turn into human embryos used
to be popularevolutionists nownustadmit that it doesn't work.

The human embryo does develop pouches which become various
glands andre guides for developing blood vessels and organs, so these

features are notuselesst 6 s el e me nt thatthey retgei ¢ t o cC |
same just because two things look alike
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(Image: Science vs Evolutign698by Vance Ferrel,
EvolutionFacts.com)

Human embr y o s s they have phanyagead thrgat pdouches,
which develop into the thymus gland, parathyroids, and middle ear
canalsNo oxygen is extracted from the fluidas would happen with a
gill. No gill slit opening of an
gills!

Human embr y os ;iheyhavda cdceyx, ehichist ai |
essential for muscle attachment.
have a bloodorming sac that makehe first blood cells.

On a related notehbugh humans begin as something small and round,
sodomarbleBBs,and bal |l bearings, yet vy
common ancestor with thoselts Si mi
normal that features look similar in the beginning as life forms have
similar features like heads and limbs, and they're in a similar
environment. But then they specialingheir distinct species. The
differences show up quite early, and these differences attest to creation
not evolution.
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Dar wi n OHaeckerwasrepdatedly charged with fraud due to his
embryo drawingswhich had altered the sizes of heads, eyes, trunks,
etc. His ape and man skeleton drawings also had modified heights and
depicted apes as having upright postures. Haeckel was also an

adul terer, and you wonodt gehis good fr
drawings have appeared in maghoolbookss evidence for
evolution.

The human embryo gill theory was proven wrong in 1874, and it is
dishonest to continue to advocate evolution based on this claim. Every
stage of human embryo development is uniquely human and essential.

When we view human embryos as animals, is it any wonder that we

have no shame in terminating thef®one evolutionist put if) . :

some opponents of abortion respond that the fetus, unlike the dog or
chimpanzee, is made in the image of God, or has an immortal soul. . . .

But there is no evidence for these religious claims, and in a society in

which we keep the state and retigiseparate, we should not use them

as a basis for t HDarwinistReteriSimgej Dept.a w

of Bioethics, Prince on Uni ver si ty, AAbortion, t
Herald Sun, August 25, 2007)

Radiometric Ages of the Old Earth?

On page52theL TSR authorsbring up isotopes and radiometric decay
rates of rocks to determine both the age of the earth and when life

began on itBased on this they claim,ét he earth i s about
years old. We can also look to science to learn when the firgofiies
appealheygoonit he first | iving things be
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by 1.9 billion years ago and possibly even before, a8%illion

years ago. Thus, if God prepared evolution as a mechanism for
creation, then this creation presumably began with this firstdifa,
which then transformed through g

This is more evidence that the authors are completely committed to
evolutiomrytheoryNot i ce their c¢claim that
as a mechanism for creation. This is a soft sale, as evolution claims that
evolution caused all creatioit's not just one mechanisrihy should

we accept half of a theory and not the whole? Truly there is no room
(no need) for God in evolutiofror two, if you want to bring God into

this, you need to see what God has actually said about the creation to
temper your specations | fear that the predominant culture today is
obsessingver mainstream science claims, and accomnuglditose
claims,evenwhenthat meansettingaside all scriptures related to
creation as allegorical, uninspired, or irrelevatey say things like,
Afscriptures are] not meant to b
creati on (LTGRPSO Iwil debuak these ideas later in this
book.In short, they allow science to call the shatsd religion to

attend the game if it plays by the rules

Darwin recognized the need for an old earth to make his theory of
species change work. He saidT he bel i ef t hat spe
[unchangeable] productions was almost unavoidable as long as the
history of the world was thought to be of short durati@n*Charles

Darwin, Origin of the Species (conclusion to second edition).

Letdbs take a closer |l ook at dabs
if earth isasold as they need it to be.

Al | Afabsolutedo radiometric datin
assumptions which cannot be definitively provenThese

assumptions are built on theories which cannot be experimentally
replicated or proven. For instance, radiocarbon dating depends on the
assumption that the creation of radiocarbon in the upper atmosphere
has beemssentiallyconstant through time. Another unprovable
assumption is that decay rates have not changed significantly over time,
something which is impossible to prove.
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We canodot be sacorstant deey ratd imeectosed system

uni mpacted by environment al features
will be like in one week, why should we be so confident about the

environment of onéillion years ago?

Another assumption in radiometric datinghginitial amounts of
various elements preseiite candét be sthasanet hat t her
amount ofsubstancstarted with

Howabout he purity of the target substar
the sample could beontaminated with environmental argéead and
other substances.

Radiometricdating methods deperwh eaclother. Most of themare

compared to uranium numbers, so if the uranium numbers were flawed

in the first place (and there are many scenaniaghich they could be),

then the other methods donét wor k ei

To review issues with radiometric dating, | will refer to a few points
from Henry Morris in "Scientific Creationism" chapt&: He says:

1. You can't know the componemtia system in ancient times. No
system is closed. A closed systemmerelya theoretical idea to
simplify things. Since real nature is not a closed system it can be
influenced by external variables fluctuating.

2. You cannot ascertain that the decay rate was constant. No process
rate is unchangeable in nature. Many factors influence proatess

and these factors can change. Ratesatrgestpnly statistical

averages, not deterministic absolutes. (See the RATE study, for
example.)

3. Modern science only accepts dating methbdsyield long eons of
time and actively rejes other methods.

4. Some of the daughteomponentsnay have been initially created at
the same time as the parent component. There are many ways daughter
products could be incorporated into the systems when first formed.

5. Variables such as lead vaporization and free neytetnis indicate
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that the lead ages, which are typically the oldestld indicate nothing
whatsoever about age.

6. Modern formations of lava rocks are dated to be millions of years
old. When Rock melts it's supposed to reset the clock. Uranium aging
on rocks of known agas incorrect, so why should we trust uranium
aging onrocks of unknown ages?

7. We accept the potassium dates which most closely resemble the
uranium dates, but the uranium dates themselves are unreliable.

8. The change in argon is from the environmeaot the decaying

process. Environmental fluid and gaseous argon at the time of lava flow
being incorporated into the igneous rock can account for the argon
levels rather thathe proposedecay rates.

9. Continental drift rates are also basedt@mpotassium argon dating
of rocks on theseafloor andhre therefore flawed.

10. Rubidium strontium dating is also measured by uranium dating, so
bad uranium methods make these unreliable too.

11. Rubidium strontium can easily be leached antl there are other
obvious flaws.

(End of Morris on radiometric dating.)

The geologic colummwas developed in theBD0s longbefore any
radiometric dating techniquegere developeth the 1900s. Remember
that when you hear claims about the geologic column being precise and
absolute. The order that these concepts were developed is of critical
importance when we learn that they throw out radiometric dates which
dondét mat dlshed dolemn@Prieeveldianiat professor

admitted the selective use of favored radiometric dates in the scientific
communitywhen he saidi | f -14adaté€Csupports our theories, we put

it in the main textlf it does not entirely contradict them, we put it

in a footnote. Andofddat e,td ivee cjourspt
(*T.SaveSoder bergh and *14Dagimgiadd U . Ol
Egyptian Chronology, 06 Radiocarbo
Chronology, ed. *Ingrid U. Olsson (1970), p. 35 [also in *Pensee, 3(1):
44].)
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Anotherevolutionist researcheradmitted just how manyunapproved

radiometric dates they throw owmhen hesaidi | t may come as a
to some, butewer than 50 percent of the radiocarbon dates from

geological and archaeological samples in northeastern North

America have been aldy pitrevde $tsi gatcares.t ¢
Ogden 111, AfThe Use and Abuse of Rad
York Academy of Science, Vol. 288, 1977, pp.1&73.)

The point of radiometrdcodadgeep® i s t
resetto O years oldvhen the rock is melteithen solidifies into a new

6 b a b y dheyrthink the; earth was melted at its time of creation, so

their measurement of the amount of decay is used to say how long ago

the earth wasormed This becomes problematic for old earth evolution

when fresh igneous rocks developed frong -
witnessed lava floware radiometrically
datedto be millions of years old.

Another problenwith radiometricdating
is theassumed melted rocke Earthwas
created fromThe book oiGenesis
describes the creati@f Earthas a liquid
water sphere without solid form, from
which solid rock later cam@enesis 1.6 -
10 demonstrates this; consider verse 9 in PROBLEMS

. - . WITH EVOLUTION
particular:in And God swaterd , = <
under the heaven be gathered together unto one pladet dmel dry
land appear. a n d i) targekodies sfscientific evidence do
not support the melted ball picture of creat{sge books like Evolution
Cruncher and Universal Model vol. 1 for more on fhaté | | gui ckly
mention one edience othenorrmelted origins ofjyranite, namely that
quartz rock quartz beinghe majority of all rocks) is piezoelectric, and
if they had been melted at any point in time, they would lose their
electric capacityWhy is the water Earth creation an issue for
radiometric dating? No melted rock, no clock reset
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Recent studies show that neutrinos affect decay rates. Although the
changes are infinitesimal, it opens the doo
to possibilities thaspecial neutrino events
or some parts of the galaxy or something
like a micronovamight change them in
significant ways. (see
https://physicsworld.com/a/eolar
neutrinosaffectnucleardecayon-earth)

Many interesting discoveries have been madging the history of

life on Earthto a very limited timeframeDneintriguing cutting-edge
science discovery is thaie have foundresh blood vessels in
dinosaur bonesIn 2005 Mary Schweitzer, a paleontologist at North
Carolina State Universityccidentallyfound soft tissue |n dinosaur

bones. She told ¥t ; nt to

againo 16 ti mes, ot th

result. She waited an entire year to 'S

reveal her findings, worried that she "9

would be ridiculed Thirteen years —

later, in 2018,she reported that other

scientists were g wirwshing

the press. o0 Why Wouldnot scienti
ot

Because it contradicts evolution in proving that dinosaussu | d n
lived more than 30,000 years ago, which is about how long these
tissues last. An outlier study shows 900,000 years, but these figures are
both radically shorter than the-885 million years agowvhenscience

claims dinosaurs lived. You can watch the 60 Minutes interview of her

at this link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=407 H27Wg4
MicrobiologistDevin Anderson PhD also talks about the discovery of
dinosaurtissues. n t he Al s Genesis Histor)
out how t hey v e, ete. in¢his difosaur tisdue,phatdtt e
i snbét | assomelewlatibnists hage claimed.

Consider how supposedly millions and billions of yelt coal and
diamonds have carbel¥, which carbon is only supposed to last
thousands of years.

Tree ring dating and a plethora of other fields of scientific research put
a very limited number on how old Earth can Gae of my favorite

limiting sciences isneasuring togsoil levels around the world. These
measurements and accumulation rates demonstrate a very recent flood
of Noah, about 4500 years ago, just like the Bdalgs.
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Radiocarbopdated living Rats:
« -260 to 2,139 ¥€ars Old

(Image: Universal Model)

| wonderwhy people who believe God used evolution accept
evolutionary timetables- those are timetablgbatwould supposedly
be required if no designer was involvédeject the entire supposition
that these timetables could work at all, but the fact that Christian
evolutionists defer to these timetables shows how undeveloped and
suspect these ideas are.

Transitional FossilBArcheoptery®

On pages54-55, the LTSR authors popularly claim that the

fArcheoptery® f os si | i s & ateptitenumingirtoan al s pe
bird. Is thisrealevidence of evolution, or is it just a birfhage from
LTSRincluded.L et 6s take a closer | ook.

First, this birdi s mo@uhiqueThis bird with teeth and claws may be
like the modern platypus which has some features of one animal type
and other features of other typ&$ie platypus has fur, lays eggs, is a
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mammal, nurses, chews food with plates rather than teeth, & is
generally far stranger than the Archeoptefifxere are no transitional
fossils linking the platypus to other speciég think we have it all
figured out with ouclassificationsbut God reminds us with strange
creatures that He is the creator and makes what He wishes.

What about its featherdhere is no viable scientific explanatioh

how scales woul@volveinto featherdecause it never happened
Archeopteryxhas feathers identical to modern feathers. There are no
intermediate feathers between a reptile scale and a bird feather. The leg
and wing bonesf Archeopteryxare hollow like that of a bird. The

feathers are well developed for flight, asymmetricglNon-flying

birds, like penguinshave symmetrical feathe)s.

What about its claws and teet®ther modern birdssuch as the
ostrich, have 3 claws on each witige same a8rcheopteryx The
Hoatzin of South America and Touraco of Africa halavson their
wings too Variousmodern birds have teeth aJsuch as the Graylag
Goose

Evolution scientist P. Moodya | so acknowl edges th
strange for a bird to have teette saysfiHowever, other extinct

ancient birds had teeth, and every other category of vertebrates contains
some organisms with teeth, and some without (amphibians, reptiles,
extinct birds, mammals, etc)d .*Rd Moody, Introduction to Evolution
(1970), pp. 196,97

(Image: Graylag Goose with teeth, Wikipedia)
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Is Archaeopteryx really a transitional fossil? There are modern birds in

the same (Jurassic) period, as well as modern birds before this period.
Oneevolutionist admittedthati | t 1 s obvious that we
for the ancestors of flying birds in a period of time much older than that

in which Archaeopteryx livedd®*J. Ostrom, Science News 112

(2977), p. 198.

Oneevolutionist textbook plainly admitted thatthe entire field of

bird evol ut i dimeorigs of dipleiclargelpa matteeaf i
deduction. There iso fossil evidencef the stages through which the
remarkable changefrom reptile to bird was achieved *W.E.

Swinton, Biology and Comparative Physiology of Birds, Vol. 1 (1980),

p. 1

In conclusion, here are no transitional fossils between this bird and a
repti |l e. T hpreslatefbiods; &richieoptdrgxésgust @ bbird. It
is common knowledge that variation within a species allows for
differences like this without crossing the species bamikich cannot

be crossed.

Species Change

On page25theL TSR authorgpromotethe idea that there are
fitransitional fossil®

The fact remains that we have not found the transitional fossils which

Dar wi nb6s t h elereyorddsdulbfigapdroni ane specids

to the next. This is why evolutionists have invented theories like

fipunct uat e dclaimiggt ihleister ichhmdhges happened
over a few hundred thousand yedrst with lots of stasi@uneventful

time) between the changes

Wheneverevolutiontheorystatisticallyfails to demonstrate reasonable
amounts of change within the allotted time fraihés changed,
lengthening the time. No amount of revision will save this thdetyt

go!
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On page?5-26theLTSRauthorsc | ai enl ® ® e Ohetweena a p 0
walking land mammal evolving into a whale do so, hey make a

series ospeculativeclaims about transitional animal fossiBequences
about which animal came firate highly speculativeand thedetailed
mechanism of one fossil turning into anathemains unexplained il

the scientific literature (See the writings of Stephen Meyer for more on
this.)

On pages?4-260f LTSR, i n their AGod of the
authors claim that there are transitional fossilsd t hat God ¢
fill in the gaps of one form going into the othBiature shows us very
different kinds of animals, and evolutionists are on a mission to show
that animals all came from a common ancestor, so they claim there is
evidence ofincientanimalse x i sting in the 6gaps
animals we see today.

This is all based on a flawed premise.&@ f ossi |l s ar enod:
and t her e 6 swhichanplgsthat there isd sequdnce of

change. The differences between the species have always and will
always be there. The fact of large gaps between species is a major
problem for evolutiorand major
evidence for creatiorRemember:
species are very different from each
other. Thisattests to specific creation
and negates evol
thateverything evoledfrom a
common ancestor.
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What about species change? Despite all our breeding and extensive

observation, no one has seen a new species erergfee famous

Science journalreportedfi No one has actually witne
species in the wildéo (Science, 25 J

“Nosone has actually witnessed #

the birth of-a species in the wild...”

Science, 25 June 1999, p2106 ™

E o I
(Images: Universal Model 2)

After all our dog breedingltdive tsheéell
same for pigeons: many varieties, but never a new species

As one scientist put ifiAt no point does the breeder produce a

breed of pigeon that is so extreme that one can no longer consider

it a pigeoné endless varieties can be produced but in no case are

new speciesformed 6 (I n Se ar cHenrydGee TheFeep T i me :
Press, 1999, p33)
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(Image: Two separate species are unable to breed, and specially bred
animals revert back to their natural stock when left alBrem
Universal Model)

On e avghit & you wait millions of years? Perhapshhen you 6d
a species change. d Waiting milli
and measur e, and taadvdridaelgownh iamsef i s n
genetics magically

“ WAITINGFORANEW srmusj
BY/NATURAL SELECTION et




Insisting on Evolution: Beyond Theory

NOT JUST A THEORY:

On page7 the LTSR authorggive thedheories are importadspeech

r

as evolutionists often d&eal theories are
supposed to explain how laws work, so
which laws of naturereevolution
explaining? NonkEvolutionists are upset
that evolution is still called a theory. For
examplewe dondét call gravity a theory,
pr ove i tWordganies aside,ahea@md more scientists agree

that evolution is an unsustainalfeory andwill never become a law

| remember watching a nature documentary that referred to evolution as

a nestéblished t hEarowi ng t he word Obestabl is
doesndt change the "t no one
demonstrated it to be true. We have seen
beaks elongate etc., but never have we s
one species evolve into anothandno
common ancestor between animals and
humanshas ever been proveGonsensus
should never be the measuring rod of trut

ASSUMING EVOLUTION AS FACT:

On page390of LTSR, t h e a uNhhaverhemo aapikns (ud) the
only species left among our humbn k e a nTheanswer isiwat? 0
we have no humalike ancestors. We are made in the image of God.
Small skeletons are those of various types of apes and short human
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pygmies. There was no line of partial humans li@up to our

creation; wecame straight from the bowels of God Almighty. We are

Hi shildiien 0 HirecH lifieald offspringd ( s e ®91éthe 19
Presidency Statement elsewhere in this essay, & Acts 108).

origins are from on high, not from lower realms of bedltg issue is

that the authors, by asking this question,satting you up with an
assumptionthat you
are supposed to take a
fact. They want you to
radically accept the
controversial
assimptionthat there

is proof of humasike

bones and the

EVOLUTION]IS! GEOCENTRISM
assumptiorthat those ___SILGUHENET WASSUPPORTED BY]
bones are our HON0'SIOESCIENTISTS!IER1000 ;S OESCIENTISTS!

ancestors. Both are false.

MOUNTAINS OF EVIDENCE i REALLY MOUNTAINS OF
CHAFF:

Onpage56, t he LTSR authors say, ASci
the conclusion that all organisms evolved on earth. They have
accumul ated mountains of evidenc
mountains of propaganda and 200 years of brainwashing via textbook
rewriting to ensure that this theory is relentlessly taughhe extent

that people forget the simple and pure message nature intended to give.

In this review wehave beguntg o over the key 6émo
evidenceb6 they thought would bes
holding up?Their mountain of evidence is only a mountain of chaff,
quickly blown away in the windAs Psalm 35:5say§,L et t hem [
chaff before the wind: and let the angel of the LORD chakee m. 0
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(Image Such a Timé as This: Chaff Driven by the Wind (Psalm@):4
(mattakers.blogspot.comn)

A big secret many scientists are aware of is thalugion is on its way

out. The geocentric model was believed by the educated for 1800 years

but turned out to be the opposite of the truth. When Aristarchus
proposed the heli oca-jn‘:-'i Commodel , Ari
supporters shot it down based on the
scientific evidence and theories of their
time. They didn't have sufficient telescope
to see stellar parallaand they didn't know
about the law of inertia, so they thought th
Earthwas at the centef the universenot
the sun. Evolution theory was the best
science could come up with in the 180051

but we are far past that ndwor at least we
woul d be i ftaxfurtdedwe r
establishments bending over backward to prop it up.

Un-Equal Representation & Bias Against Non
Evolutionary Views and Findings

Each member of a democratic society &dsity to look at what the
experts are saying on both sides of a debate and form their own
informed opinions. And as we do our research, as saints, we should be
eager to understand Goddéds will on al
uniform opinion aboutlution; infact, it remains a subject of great
controversy among scientists, and tricks of silencing the opposition are
taking place routinely. The benefit of religion is that it helps us see
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which side to take when these controversies arise, especially when
falsehoods are squashing the truth and suppressing her. We should not
set aside our religious understandings in the face of science. Religious
understandinghould inform us about when science is and is not on the
right track toward finding pure truth.

People intent on promoting a certain view often resort to silencing the
opposition. Banning the capitalist professors in the Soviet Union did
not ultimately stop capitalism a
professors who reject evolution will stop thefrut o f Godds cr
from being established conmurstsgh ou
we dondt n e eoth expedapprozdd ppinjppns.rSavhey

asked if we should just leave it all to scientists, the answer is, sure, if
youdre a communist! Those who va
thinking.

One excellent presentation on the systemic suppression of scientists
who suggest intelligent design as a possibility for the origins of life is
Ben Steinbdbs "Expell ed: No I ntell
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V5EPymcWp

StephenMeyer i n chapter 11 of Dar winbo
who allowed an article that questioned evolution to be-pmeewed
and published in an academic joufahe marnwas promptly fired.

Michael Behe in nDarwinds Bl ack Box, 0
performed many science experiments aas going to be hired but

was asked in the interview if he believed in evolution. He sajdheo
believed in the biblical account of creation, and for thesyvas not

hired.

Jonathan Wells in AThe Politicall yy I ncc
reported several prime examples of academic bias favoring evolution.
Consider:

1. Michael Behe and other scientists trying to publish intelligent design
academic papers in science journals are denied. They say it's not
scientific because it's not published in journals, and they won't publish
it because it's not scientific (becauseah't be found in academic
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journals). (Noté' this is circular reasoningJournals also refused to
publish Behe's rebuttals to those who have published attacks against
him in journals.

2. Wells gives repeated examples of how academic freedom only
applies to politically correct ideas. Intelligent design advocates are not
allowed to participate in various science forums, conferences etc.

3. The Smithsonian was going to have a show where they talked about
evolution and drew a philosophical opinion from it that the cosmos
might be @signed for a reason. Evolutionists everywhere were
outraged and got the Smithsonian to cancel the show. The Smithsonian
said they decided to cancel the show because upon further analysis they
concluded that such a show would not be in keeping with th&anis

of the Smithsonian. The Smithsonian is fine with mixing in philosophy
with their science when it comes to philosophies that say there is
nothing in the universe and we are all there is in the cosmos, but if ever
you want to suggest the possibilityaphilosophy that there might be
something of design in the universe and purpose, they don't allow that.

4. There is dispute among evolutionary biologists about all forms of life

coming from a common ancestor. Nevertheless, Darwinists try to shut

down intelligent design advocates from even presenting that side by
saying there is 6ne agmtrecevenny Datr hwa

5. Occasionally a biology textbook will bring up intelligent design only
to say that there's no evidence for it and thajissbased on the bible.
But of course, they don't let students view any of the materials
defending intelligent design scientifically.

6. In the early 2000s Kansas took macroevolution out of their biology

curriculum. Evolutionists got together and made it so those high school

credits wouldn't count towards graduation. (Nios® much for

localized education determined by parents. Evengtig being
federalized, globalized, and itodés no
someone smarter and more impottdan you. Someone who has

moved beyond the primitive ways of religion and parental rights.)

7. A public high school teacher named Dehart mentioned the possibility
of intelligent design in his school, and the school board approved of it.
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He didn't put forth his personal
another possibility, and the ACLU crushed him, ending his career as a
public teacher.

(End of Wellsdé points on academi

To demonstrate that there is controversy in science today about
evolution, consider groups suchRissent from Darwin
(https://dissentfromdarwin.oygTheir site features a series of scientists
who openly express their view that natural selection (the heart of
Darwinian evolution) is wholly insufficient to explain natural

processes. The site features a researcher who had written a textbook on
evolutimwhosaidfist udent s at | east shoul
|l earn about the flaws and | imits
| earning about the theoryds stro

This isndt | ud&dbaekbatheonetdirestingysupergatural
selection. 6 |t .itenetsdf evoltiengry thebrgt ma
dondt wor k.

One Chinese scientist pointed ﬂ
out that in Ch .
guestion theyovernmentbut
you can question Darwin;

whereas iPAmerica, you can : e‘ﬁ'gt’" the worst
guestion the government, but supported ,,mb‘;?,?y"eve,

you candét ques m:gh?;;ry
(See fADar winos =,
Stephen Meyer)

On page22 LTSRsaysfidiversity of thoughtis a good thing, but
nothing in the Letés Talk Scienc
when it comes to evolution. The theory ebhution is insisted upon

from start to finish. As is the sad case today, tolerance often means
tolerating everything that is mainstream. If you think they are being
tolerant of opposing views, try and sign up for a creasicience class

at BYU. Would it kill them to allow both points efew to be taught? |
guess it would, at les, likely lead to killing their theory.
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Are creation science advocates represented at BYU, a religious private
university whose leaders have long taught against evolution, and whose
founder started it for the express purpose of shutting down false
theories of men? Nota chand®h y d o n 6 by offering adassr t

at BYU on alternatives to evolution? There are plenty out there, and
plenty of problems with evolution that are brushed under the rug.

What are we afraid of if we want to be scientifically rigorous by airing
these issues and alternativdsosing accreditation? That should be the

|l east of the saintsé fears. Most of
mor al st andar dshoutaccoeditatidmiféttmeansar e | es s
compromi sing on truth. ltdés | ike if
Youngds name out of the school (whic

promoting evolution), would we bow to that demand? Where do we
draw the line?

So how about the religious scientist
evolutioni is their diversity of thought allowed? Do they get a voice

too? A friend of mine recently tried to get Deseret Book to sell his

books which promote creation, and they rejected his wealgjng they

didnét match the company brand. Boy
the book fAMan: His Origin and Destin
Smith? It had entire chapters showing point by point just how absurd
evolutionary theory is, and how exigcit contradicts Church doctrines.

The Quorum of the 12 asked him to write it, and President Benson

highly recommended iSecular members of the Church today have

almost entirely drowned out the once common message of scriptural

creation among the saints.

Scientific creationists have never been allowegutesentatioat the

Smithsonian or other mainstream scientific establishments. In today's

liberal academic climate, researchers who try to publish evidence

contrary to evolution are ridiculed and defunded. This has left many

scientists in fear of publishing who aaeareof contrary evidence.

Therebs a big r edalddddemic reseaacmihat wai t i ng
dares to question the theory of evol
disapproval. So much for divergiof thought
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| t ligesan article | recently read by a social scientist in the Church
about the liberal bend of mainstream social scierides author said,
"...there is virtuallyno chancethat, say, a researetticle in favor of
the family proclamation, 6 A u st igoing o pasdpeer A i s
review. ttps://www.sltrib.com/religion/2023/01/29/yfaculty-
urgedalign-their/)

Joseph Fielding Smithencouraged students to study other theories

than evolution. He saidA few years ago the parents of a young man
who was studying scientific courses came to me in great alarm. Their
son was doubting some of the doctrines of the Church. He declared that
they could not be true for they were in conflict with the teachlngsnglve

in his classes. They wished me to have a talk | Y
with their son. This | did and we went into the ‘:
matters at some length. | tried to convince hin
thatthere were othertextbooks and other
scientists which do not hold to the views he
was being taught That what he was being
taught was merely a theory and not a proved
fact." (Joseph Fielding Smith, Man: His Origin & Destiny,
Introduction)

Insisting on Agnostic Science: No God Allowed

WHAT SCIENCE OKNOWSH

The authors make many knowsad mlsh earbeo
certainlylaws of nature which we have discoverigt what modern
scientists think they know is often found later to be false, based on false
premises, corrupt and incomplete data, and so fagtElderUchtdorf
recent | kirsttoah gpir toubtsibefore you doubt your faith

(Oct. 2013, Come Joiwith Us).| agree withElderUchtdorfand say

let us beware ahose who would put science before faithing

science as the primary trutbhwhich everything else must comply.
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On pagel8, the LTSR authors say that it's okay for scientists to offer

their Aopinionso about what they fin
opinions are atheistic? Today, the atheistic voices in science are so loud
andconsistett hat the public has forgotten
data to dismiss God from existence.

INSISTANCE ON AGNOSTIC SCIENCE

Onpagesl6?22, t he LTSR aut hor Scielcasve a charg
a g n o PDoes this trivializ&cGod 6s word as a hel pful
discerning truth and error if the question at hand has anything to do

with scienc@ We should all know that there are many false theories

going around, and when we hold the word of God as our standard, it

can help us avoid many false theories. But to the world of modern

science, allowg BABEPLERS
any inspiration in (G LA

the direction of
their research is
explicitly banned.

Modern science
theories like
evolution arenot
agnostic, they arim factatheisticbecause they have established the
(arbitrary) rule that they will not allow for any supernaturgilstence
whatsoeverHow long can we live in denial of what they are doing,
what they are skewing, what they are closing their eyes (and journals)
to?

The authors throw in a few vague references to God being the creator,
buti t stops there; Godobds hands are tie
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God Used EvolutionYikes! An Overview of
Religious & Scientific Issues

l'tés |i ke my ol d BY tilieddosconvimcasihaty p
60God Bg8angevol ution, and thatoés ju
wonder ful, actwually. I'tés wastef

significant betrayal of all we have been taught in scripture and the
teachings of the church over the past 200 years.

S FAITH CRISIS ==
| CAME FROM A MONKEY
£y B e S~— =

To evolutionists, it is |l aughabl
evolution, & because literally th
explaining nature without any supernatural involvem&il o 6 s i n

driver's seat supernatural Godr natural selection®entioning God in

the backgroundof v ol ut i onds 1 amdomj pistodcss $
blasphemous and in direct contradiction to the nature and power of God
asrevealed inscripturdnd dondét try to say tl
randomi evolutionaimsto prove that it is both possible and plausible

that everything did come about randomly, or in other words, without
guiding intelligenceThr owi ng God into this f
anything- relabeling broken things does not fix problems.
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Why we keep applyinthis theory as a source wiith is lost to meDo

you really expecthefruit of truth to comefrom militant atheists?

Are the kingdoms of tyrants thendwork of God?Evolution is a

cruel method of creatiothatcann e ver account for natur
Sooner or | ater, people who donét wa

6trust Ohwi 6ti bave t o adasibeent hat mod

deceptivejntentionallyatheisti¢ guilty of mass academic frauguilty

of government coercioand hat many souldhave fallen prey to its

deceptions.

The object of evolution is to systematically remove the hand of

Providence from natural and historical events. It is to say that

everything could have reasonably happened without Providence, so it
probably did.If you want Providence involved, you should let the

scriptures weigh in on the argument rather than dismissing all scripture

as Onot bei ng Tauthsabouethe creatian ere gomach k . 6
more amazing than evolutioRicture exalted beings traveling the

cosmos, spreading life and civilizati! God works not by untold

billions of years of slow processes, but by power! God speaks, and

eternity looksllronically evolutionists accuse creationists of keeping

God in a box, when actually ités the
understand God moving in his power and glory!

The Devi l Il nverts Gododés Pl an

Godds Pl ar D e v_ilnvets®n
The creation by God. The explosion of nothing.
The fall from God. The climb from slime.
The atonement/returning to Death. End of existence.
God.

Stephen Meyerdés research &posing ev

attempt to reconcile traditional Chr
theory as Collins tries to do if the theory itself has begun to collapse?”
(Stephen Meyer, Darwinds Doubt)
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GOD USED EVOLUTION

qFt

o'“.

*\7 ('

SURVIVAL OFTHE[FITTEST
CHRISTIAN EVOLUTIONISTS
1 ANOTHER'AR

(@) (8

Sohereds an overview of a few poi
that God used evolution:

Here are some religious reasons
9 Scriptures disagrewith evolution.
91 LatterdayProphets disagresith evolution.
1st Presidency statements say Adam was the "direct lineal
offspring" of God.
Luke 3:38gives a genealogy and says Adam's dad is God.
Evolution isundirected (hatural" selectionnot supernatural
Why look to a worldly idea for truth?
Darwin was evil.
Evolution was made to get rid of God.
Intelligent element responds to God's authority.
Evolutionrequires Adam's dad to be a monkagn.
Evolutiondenies that man was made in the image of God.
Evolutiondenies the fall, which also undermines the
atonement.

=

=4 =4 =4 -4 48 -8 —a A -9

109



1

Evolutionspiritualizes the scriptures, not allowing them to be
literal.

Evolutiondenies the flood of Noah.

Since we know God's power can do things quickly (think of the
miracles), why do Christian evolutionists accept proposed
timelines of atheistic evolution, knowing those timelines are
designed to describe (theoretical) processes wherein nature
made life by random undirected
painstakingly timeintensive
processes? Go ahead and try
claiming that Almighty God used
evolution to create life in 7 days § )
or even 7,000 years and see ho
l ong theyol |l p
idea.

Here are some scientific reasons

)l
)l

= =9

= =4 =4 -4 -4 -4

Evolution iswasteful.

Evolutiontakes forever. (An increasingly old Earth is just a
pretext for their nosworking ideas.)

Evolutionrequires a way too old earth.

Evolution isstatistically not possible for the amount of time
given, to mutate enough genes to create complex life.
Evolution i basea long chain of unplanned events so unlikely
they may as well be considered impossible.

Evolution & cruel.

There are more efficient ways to create, therefore its not
charitable.

Science often contradicevolution

Atheist agenda holds up the fake science

Tax dollars hold up the fake science.

Opposition teevolutionis systemically suppressed.
Evolutiondoesn't work with known laws of genetics.

There is insufficient proof foevolutionin the fossil record.
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WOE UNTO YOU HYPOCRITES

y

GOD DIDN'T USE EVOLUTION

If the world said the moowasmade of cheese, and Christians said no,
God made the moon, and he woul dn
we reached a satisfactory compromise when we say the moon is made
of cheese, but God made it that way? The entire premise is flawed, and
puttingGal i nt o it isndt getting us a
God of order is offended when we blame Him for evolutionary claims.
Though the whole worltelievesthe moon to be of cheese, the saints

will not!

GHRISTIANS REJEGTING EVOLUTION
DEMONSTRATABL! ENGE AND DC
-

QK
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Joseph Fielding Smiths u mmar i zed hi s reasoning o
use thedrawnout process of evolution when he could have simply

transported life to this planet. He said:

ANow | et us reason together on what
1. Worlds without number have been created.

2. They have been created as habitations for the children of God.

3. The great work and glory of our Father is to bring to pass the

immortality and eternal life of man.

4. Inhabitants of other worlds are begotten sons and daughters of God.

5. When one earth passes away to its exaltation another comes.

6. The making of earths is a glorious work which has been carried on
eternally.

This being true, then does it not appear to you that it is a foolish and
ridiculous notion that when God created this earth he had to begin with

a speck of protoplasm, and take millions of years, if not billions, to

bring conditions to pass by which hisiscand daughters might obtain

bodies made in his image? Why not the shorter routérandplant

them from another earth as we are taught in the scripture®

Surely to any reasonable mind, the Lord would not have to start with an
amoeba, pass through the stage of lower fish to higher fish to reptiles to

apes and to man! When we stop to consider how perfect are the

workings of God; how thorough he is and ordegyrely these theories
flatten out and (doseph FieldinglsmithtMars ubst anc
His Origin & Destiny, Ch. 12 Man the Offspring of God)
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Pr esi de n tteadhiags &gainstéegolution were consistent with
restored truth. He boldly taught against descent from a common
ancestor, sayingNo lesson is more manifest in nature than that all
living things do as the Lord commanded in the Creation. They
reproduce nafter their own kind.
the pattern of their parentage. Everyone knows that; everyy&as
old knows that! A
bird will not become
an animal nor a fish.
A mammal will not
beget reptiles, nor
Afido men ga
figs of thistles . 0
(Matt. 7:16.)In the
countless billions of
opportunities in the
reproduction of
living things, one
kind does not beget
another. If a species
ever does cross, the
offspring cannot
reproduce. The
pattern for all life is
the pattern of the
parentage. ... Surely
no one with
reverence for God -
could believe that His children evolved from slime or from reptiles.

.. The theory of evolution, and it is a theory, will have an entirely
different dimension when the workings of God in creation are fully
revealed." Boyd K. Packer, "The Pattern of Our Parentage" Oct. 1984
general conference).
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Atheistic Evolution Encouraged?

On pages 20-21, theLTSR authorssay we camaccept atheistic
viewpoints as they align with the scier@Ehe question then is, why
are we relying on science which points us to atheism?

We know that true sciencby definition,cannot point us to atheism
(Moroni 7:14-17)! L e tloodkat Mor oni 6 s prophetic st
measurement:

11 For behold, a bitter fountain cannot bring forth good water; neither
can a good fountain bring forth bitter water; wherefore, a man being a
servant of the devil cannot follow Christ; and if he follow Christ he
cannot be a servant of the devil. 12 Wheref all things which are

good cometh of God; and that which is evil cometh of the devil; for the
devil is an enemy unto God, and fighteth against him continually, and

inviteth and Saints Doctrinal knowledge

enticeth to sin, 100 years ago Saints Doctrinal
and to do that l{eé knowledge today
which is evil [

continually. 13

But behold, hat AN
which is of God | g
inviteth and "

enticeth to do o

) 4

good Evofutidn is God used

continually; of the Deuvil. evolution.
wherefore, every

thing which

inviteth and enticeth to do good, and to love God, and to serve him, is
inspired of God. 14 Wherefore, take heed, my beloved brethren, that ye
do not judge that which is evil to be of God, or that which is good and
of God to be of the devil. 15 For behohdy brethren, it is given unto

you to judge, that ye may know good from evil; and the way to judge is
as plain, that ye may know with a perfect knowledge, adalgkght is

from the dark night. 16 For behold, the Spirit of Christ is given to every
man, that he may know good from evil, wherefore, | show unto you the
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way to judge; for every thing which inviteth to do good, and to
persuade to believe in Christ, is sent forth by the power and gift of
Christ; wherefore ye may know with a perfect knowledge it is of God.
17 But whatsoever thing persuadeth men to do ewl batieve not in
Christ, and deny him, and serve not God, then ye may know with a
perfect knowledge it is of the devil; for after this manner doth the devil
work, for he persuadeth no man to do good, no, not one; neither do his
angels; neither do they whsnibject themselves unto him. 18 And now,
my brethren, seeing that ye know the light by which ye may judge,
which light is the light of Christ, see that ye do not judge wrongfully;

for with that same judgment which ye judge ye shall also be judged. 19
Wherdore, | beseech of you, brethren, that ye should search diligently
in the light of Christ that ye may know good from evil; and if ye will

lay hold upon every good thing, and condemn it not, ye certainly will
be a child of Christ 0

On page?1theLTSRauthorssay,it he most appropri
evolution, from a scientific standpoint, is agnostic, often referred to as
Afnatur al i s tSo,they are basitgltheir studies on a

vi ewpoint that doesnét include G
restoration’Brigham Young commissioned Kar. Maeser as

President of the academy and told himy cought not to teach even

the al phabet or the multiplicati
(p190 Stoddard Faith Crisis Vol. 1).

On page?1theLTSR VU'RRE

authorsadmit thathalf ) LONGER
of undergraduates who i I
believe in evolution are :":i] [t \ ' o
atheistdTheir mission UI&[HI{41: '

is to get people to
believe in evolution
and God at the same IWEWILL;
time, though this is an [k : L EF '%
inherently &
contradictory mission. Sure, on some lexeperson can believe in

both, but by and bya person will need to pick a side, as the

—
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philosophical & theological implications of these two ideas are direct
opposites. Fortunately, science is beginning to disprove evolution, so
the answers are not far off for those with good intent

The Right Way to Approach Creation So We
Arenoét AWl bbemaonstratablegnor a
Science

DEMONSTRATABLE SCIENCE:

Onpage28 t he L TSRDa uldt foorrfagh bes sakéif 6
science can explain something God did. While that is a correct
principle, they apply it incorrectly by stating that there is provable
evidence for evolution, which God must have usgty do they feel a
need to warn us of danger here? Because evolution is inherently
dangerous. Ithe truthdangerous? No.

On page28, the LTSR authors ask, " What happens when science

comes up with a reasonable and even
in our understanding?0 The first pro
evolution theory is neither reasonable nor testable. Next, ewatuti i s n 6t

demonstrating the fAgaps; o0 it isnbdét d

i snot a n tesamble (real) f3 T[] IS A HISTORIC SCIENCE
science. ;

Author Ernst Mayr, delivering a
lecture after receiving the
Crafoord Prize from the Royal
Swedish Academy of Science,
explained the ncempirical ‘ d H
nature of evolution, saying, WEDONT USE EXPERIMENTATION

AEvol utionary biology, in contrast w
historical sciencethe evolutionist attempts to explain events and
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processes that have already taken place. Laws and experiments are
inappropriate techniques for the explication of such events and
processes. 0

Thus,we see thagvolution is more storytelling than science. Latter
day Saints are interested in testable scienleFirst Presidency of

the Church taughtOur religion is not hostile to real science. That
which isdemonstrated we accept with joy; butain philosophy,
human theory and mere speculations of men, we do not accept nor
do we adopt anything contrary to divine revelation or to good
common senseBut everything that tends to right conduct, that
harmonizes with sound morality and increases faith in Deity, finds
favor with us no matter where it may be found." (from "WORDS IN
SEASON FROM THE FIRST PRESIDENCY": Deseret Evening News
December 17, 191@art 1 p.3) (excerpt from the BYU packet on
evolution
http://biology.byu.edu/Departmentinfo/EvolutiandtheOriginofMan.a

Spx.)

A3 § ;
RELIGIDN: aninverest, a
'fguzs. OR AN ACTIVITY THAT

~ ISVERY IMPORTANT T0 A
<o, JERSONORGROUP.

Y

While some insist on filling the gap their understanding with

evolutionary theory, many are holding omsisting on demonstratable

and doctrinally accurate science. The evolutionists are rolling on the
floor right nowi did he justsay,6 doct ri nal | y2a&epr, a
he did. | f science proves Ilfhat G
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Gciencé@rovedthere was no flood, scrap that trakhate to break

the bubble, but there are liars out there (excuse me, people who tell
lies). | hate to break it to you, but some of those people in the habit of
telling lies are active in the academic world, and let me tell you, they
arenodt o nGoGlhas dreadysstathlished many truths by His
word, and we need not prioritize the philosophies of men above God,
even when they are mingled with scripture.

By claiming that our gaps of understanding are filled by evolution

rather than by God, modern science advocates are taking God out of

nature, excluding the creator from the creatidinthe end of the day

you canb6t p-itie&liefssysergudrthiodory you

shoul dtoguestiaiafr eyou donét want to ri sk
defunded.

Here inD&C 88:118 we read of mixing

study and faithnotice how this passage

refers to the issue of many not having faith in

their studyi And as al | have not
ye diligently and teach one another words of

wisdom; yea, seek ye out of the best books

words of wisdom; seek learning, even by

study and also by faith.o

In2 Nephi 9:28we learmnt hat t he | earned who rejec
foolss"n O t hat cunning plan of the evil C
frailties, and the foolishness of men! When they are learned they think

they are wise, and they hearken not unto the counsel of God, for they

set it aside, supposing they know of themess)wherefore, their

wisdom is foolishness and it profite

D&C 59:21 shows that not giving God credit for all of creation is very
badAAnd in nothing doth man offend Go
kindled, save those who confess not his hand in all things, and obey not

hi s ¢ o mmaNoticenrowcreationdenial is linked to

commandment breaking. Someone who do
all creation from the beginning suratgmot be inkeepingwith the

commandment to preathe miraculous gospel to all the world
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IND&C 29:34we see that God doesnbdét wa
and temporal thingsi Wher ef or e o N !

say unto you that all things unto me are
spiritual, and not at any time have | give
unto you a law which was temporal,
neither any man, nor the children of menjg
neither Adam, your father, whom |

c r e a Notice how the verse also talks
about God making Adam, whereas
evolutionists believe that Adam was made from a monkey who
evolved

WILLINGLY IGNORANT OF CREATION:

We learn in2 Peter 3:57 that people are willingly ignorant,

particularly about the dynamic events of the creation and the

flood: AFor this they willingly are
the heavens were of old, and the earth standing out of the water and in
the water: whereby the world that then was, being overflowed with
water, perished: but the heavens and the earthhveinenow, by the

same word are kept in store, reserved unto fire against the day of
judgment and perdition of wungodI

TheJoseph Smith Translation of 2 Peter 3:5 is even morelear
about the creation and the flogd:3-or this they willingly are ignorant
of, thatof oldthe heavens, and the earth standinipe waterand out

of the waterwere created by the word of GaglAnd by the word of
God, the world that then was, being overflowed with water perisied;
But the heavens, and the earth which are now, are kept irbgtthe
same wordreserved unto fire against the day of judgment and
perdition of wungodly men. 0

Psalms 19:linsists hat nature doemdeedprove Godfi The heave
decl are the glory of God; and th

St e p hen rédeascteaexgpsing evolution lead him to sayhy
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attempt to reconcile traditional Christian theology with Dai@in
theory as Collins tries to do if the theory itself has begun to collapse?"
(Stephen Meyer, Darwinds Doubt)
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Part 3: The Church Still Against Evolution

Responding to Claims about a Vague or Neutral Church Position
Ecclesiastical Evidence that

Remember that we will bieequently refer to the 2023 book, titled
iLet 6s Tal k about Sccongeniendy and Re
showcasesgvolutionistclaims and igpublished byDeseret BookWe
will refer to this book as O6LTSR

Thethemeod ami e L. Jensen bek publiShedah M.
Deseret Book Co. in 2023, is that we need to accept the fact of
evolution and adjust our religious beliefs accordinglye back cover
foldrevealsthai [ Jami e] i s also a member
Impacts Committee for the Human Origins Initiative at the

Smithsonian, joining other religious scientists to helpAheerican

public feel more comfortable with evolution 0

Previewing Key Concepts O ters rac

ABOUT

Church Doctrine X

SCIENCE AND
RELIZION

Church Position

JARIE L JENtEN
SETM N BYBEE

We will consider First Presidency
statements clearly stating that we are
fidirect, lineal offspringof Gaqdd t hat we do not co
species as some claim. While evolutionists claim that these statements
fido not confirm or deny evolutionary science cladams( L T-SOR 4 9
the statements clearly ofthdnmaine ev
First Presidency statemenfrom 1909 which will discuss later in

detail:
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filt is held by some that Adam was not thdirst man upon this

earth, and that the original human being was a development from

lower orders of the animal creation.These, however, are the
theoriesofmenThe word of the Lord decl ares
first man of all mend (Moses 1:34),
bound to regard him as the primal parent of our race It was shown

to the brother of Jared that all men were created in the beginning after

the image of God; and whether we take this to mean the spirit or the

body, or both, it commits us to the same concludidem began life as

a human being, I n the | i KiheFesss of ou
Presidency, 0 TImprov&rent GraNov. 1909, 8a n, 0O
Ensign,Feb. 2002, 30.) (Joseph F. Smith, John R. Winder, Anthon H.

Lund)

The 1909 First Presidency Statement vegwinted in the Ensign 2002

at (https://www.churchofjesuschrist.org/study/ensign/2002/02/the
origin-of-man?lang=enyg Significantly, the statement was introduced

as being the churcho6s plotseiearly on on ev
1900s, questions concerning tBesation of the earthand thetheories

of evolutionbecame the subject of much public discussion. In the midst

of these controversieshe First Presidency issued the following in

1909, which expressestbch ur chdés doctri nal posi ti
matters A reprinting of this important First Presidency statement will

be helpful as members of the Church study thieT@ktament this

year . 0

This 2002 Ensign article introductidéo the 1909 First Presidency
statemenmatters for two reasons: 1. It shows that the church DOES
have an official doctrinal position about evolution. 2. It shows that the
1909 statement was in fact about evolutibhat should be obvious,

but shockingly, evolutionists try to say the 1909 statement is somehow
not about evolution.

We wi | | point out the issues in the
evolutiono cl ai m, which is clearly a
Presidency Statementlder Boyd K. Packer heard the claim about

there not being an official Church positionon evolutionand
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respondediiTwice the First Presidency has declared the position of
the Church on organic evolution The first, a statement published in
1909 entitled The Origin of Man was signed by Presidents Joseph F.
Smith, John R. Winder, and Anthon H. Lund. The other, entitled
Mormon View of Evolution, signed by Presidents Heber J. Grant,
Anthony W. lvins, and Chiees W. Nibley, was published in 1925. It
foll ows very closely the first
(Boyd K. Packer, The Law and the LigBipok of Mormon

Symposium, BYU, 30 October 1988)

We will expose statements calling for leaving science to scientists.

We will point out the many holes in the Organic Evolution Church
History web page.

Scriptures

Scriptures of the restoration refute evolution. For starters:

1 2 Nephi 2:2Zhere was no birth or death before the fall of
Adam.

1 D&C 77:6-7, 12Earth's temporal lifespan is 7,000 years (not
billions).

1 JST 2 Peter 3:8; Facs. 2 Fig. 1; Abr.-2BEach day of
creation being 1000 years, not millions or billions of years.

1 JST 2 Peter 3:%; Gen. 1:110 Earth was created by water and
was later covered by a worldwide flood higher than the
mountains which Noah and the animals couldn't just run away
from.

91 D&C 84:16 Adam was the first man.

1 D&C 29:34We shouldn't separate spiritual and temporal
things.

And a few from the Bible:
1 Luke 3:38Adam was literally a son of God (not a son of
millions of years of monkeys and humanoids).
1 Psalms 19:Nature does prove God.
1 Romans 5:12, 1By one man sin and death entered the world.
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1 1 Cor. 15:2122,26by the man Adam came death.

1 Genesis 3:1-19; Romans 8:122: Plants were also affected by
the Fall.

1 Genesis 1, 6, 7, Moses Rnimals only reproduce after their
kind (no common ancestor).

1 Genesis 3:1:20 shows even plant life was impacted by the Fall
of man, and that Eve was the mother of ALL living.

1 Romans 8 :222 speaks of all of creation being cursed.

1 1 Corinthians 15:2P2, 26, and 4Speak of Adam as the first
man, and of death entering the world at his Fall.

1 Romans 5: 124 also teaches these doctrines of death
originating from the sin of man.

Talmage, Widstoe, Eyring, & The Consistent
Message of the Church

On page50 the LTSR authors speakfft he varying views
| eader s DhehurchtHistorg Togics website page on

Organic Evolution makes similar claims
(https://www.churchofjesuschrist.org/study/history/topics/organic
evolution?lang=enghich | address elsewhere in this bodklhat they

mean is that the message of church leaders has been entirely consistent,
but they refer to two notable Apostles Widstoe & Talmage (as well as
Henry Eyring Sr. and BH Robers, who were not Apostles), who had
somewhat differing views on science. Maare surprised to learn that
several of these men did not believe that Adam came from hominids,
though each of them at some time in their lives expressed being unclear
in whether there had been pkdamites and death before the Fall.

These men were not in complete unity with the doctrines found in the
scriptures and the unified voice of the Presidents of the Church in this
dispensation. As | understand, Talmage entertained the idea of modern

geol ogydéds ol d Ear t bardwahrthed coBywani ng Sr .

ancestor claims.
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I will not include all of their teachings on the subject here, but I will
include some of their statements that may be surprising to those who
claim them to be fully on the side of the evolutionists.

James E. Talmagesxpressed his view against organic evolution from

a common ancestor when he sdidjo not regard Adam as related

to certainly not as descended from the Neanderthal, the Cro

Magnon, the Peking or the Piltdown man Adam came as divinely
created, created and empowered, and stands as the patriarchal head of
his posterity, who, if true to the laws of God are heirs to the Priesthood
and to the glories of eternal liva&lere it true that man is a product

of evolution from lower forms, it is but reasonable to believe that

he will yet develop into something higher. While it is a fact that
eternal progression is a charact
as yet we have lemed nothing to indicate that man shall develop
physically into any other form than that in which he now appears.

The difficulty lies in the fact already stated, that man differs from the
animal creation not only in degree but in kind; he is the only being who
has any conception of a preexistent state or an existence beyond the
grave; the only being whose thoughtsittoward God and who feels in
his soul the inspiring impulses of kinship to DeBglieve not those

who would make man but little above the brutes, when in truth he

is but little below the angelsand if faithful shall pass by the angels

and take his place among the exalted sons of God. The spirit of man is
the offspring of the Eternal Father, and his body, if unmarred, is in the
very form and fashion of that sp
Report, October 1916, pp. 7376)

James Talmagdaught of man being the literal offspring of God. He
sadiMands Rel atddOMohimpnit om&Godl ai
actual and literal relationship of parent and child between the
Creator and mand not in the figurative sensein which the

engine may be called the child of its builder; not the relationship
of a thing mechanically made to the maker thereof; but the
connection between father and offspring 6 ( James E.
Articles of Faith, p. 474)

James Talmageeven taught that some in the restored church try to
misconstrue scriptures to justify evolution. Hesaid her e ar e
the world who haveet themselves up against the God of

Israel, men who have undertaken to measure arms with the
Almighty, and to pit their wisdom against the eternal wisdom of
God, men whdiave undertaken to construe, or rather to
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misconstrue, the holy Scriptures, and to declare to the people
that thesewritings do not mean what they sayBeware of

them, Latter-day Saints Stand we firm and steadfast by the
revealed word of God and on the words of instruction that are
given us from time to time by those whom we sustain before the
Lord as his representatives in our midst; and should there come a
guestion of issue betweeneglopinions of men and the word of
revelation, | say, as said the apostle, Paul, of old, in his written

address to the Saints of Rome: iYea
man a | i ar. o Men haas\beforenGodl e t hemsel v
because they have undertaken to question and even to deny

hisword.é When | see how often the thec

of men have gone astray, have fallen short of the truth, yea, have
evencontradicted the truth directly, | am thankful in my heart

that we have an iron rod to which we can cBnthe rod of

certainty, the rod of revealed truth. The Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saintsvelcomes all truth, but it distinguishes most
carefully between fact and theory between premises and
deductions; and it is willing to leave some questions in abeyance
until the Lord in his wisdom shall see fit to speak more plainly.

As the result of the combined labasé men | learn that man is

but the developed offspring of the beast; and yet | read that

God created man in his own image, after his likeness; and

again, | stand on the word of God, though it be in

contradiction to the theories of men This spirit of

misconstruction, this attempt to explain away the sure word

of prophecy, the indisputable word of revelation, is manifest

even among our own peopleThere are those who would juggle
with the predictions of the Lordos
Conference Report, October 1916, pp. 7376)

John Widtsoe affirmed that evolution remains an unproven

theory. He saidfiScience stands at present helpless before the
mystery of the origin of life on earth. It offers guesses which

have no precedence over theological inferenceShrough

revelation we know that life existed before the earth was, and that
iman was in the bLdegMaspaced gporwi t h God.
earth by God, through His power. That doctrine satisfies the
inmost need of man. Such hypotheses or theories [about
evolution] become dangerous when confused with the facts
themselves. There are now many theories of evolution, all subject
to the normal scrutiny to whh all theories should be subjected;
and until their probability is demonstrated, it is wellreanain
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wary of themé After these many years of searching, its truth
has not been demonstrated. To many competent minds it is
but a working hypothesis of temporary value. The theory fails
utterly to explain the emotional, reasoning, and religious
nature of man which distinguishes him so completely from the
| ower a nJomalWidtsoe, Evidences and
Reconciliation, pp. 16A63)

John Widtsoe further commented on the oddity of evolutionists
fighting unfairly to uphold their theory. He said,Ma ny a wr i
of books in this enlightened day is a poor philosopher, who has
not learned talistinguish between facts the only reliable units

of knowledge, and inferences, the guesses, more or less probable,
as to the meaning of the facts. One writer buddshilosophy

for universal acceptance upon the theory of evolutionlf

opposition is voiced, the proponents of the theories rise up in
mighty wrath, forgetting that they are butefending a human
inference, not a fact of human observation So, even in this
enlightened age men have not wholly freed themselves from the
heavy yoke of OHeltegerhapseles tlhefchiahe n 6
danger besetting this otherwise clehimking age.Men become
enamored of their own creations, their explanations of the
universe. Much of the discord among men may be traced directly
to an unintelligentllegiance to inferencesfew men quarrel
about facts. o (John A. Wi dt soe,
the Gospel and Modern Thought, p. 109)

Sadly today the scientific establishment makes it increasingly difficult

to distinguish between fact and inference in matters of biology geology

cosmology and so forth. As Mark Twain put'itl t ai ndt wha
know that gets you into troubl e.

aindét so."

B.H. Robertswrote about the inherent contradictions between
Christianity and evolution. He saideither in living nature nor in

the geological records can be found the intermediate
transitional forms linking together by fine gradations the
species, and the theory of evolution as advocated by many
modern scientists lies stranded upon the shore of idle
speculation There is one other objection to be urged against the
theory of evolution before leaving ii is contrary to the

revel ations of Godé But if the
true, if man is only a product evolved from the lower forms of
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lifed better still producing better until the highest type of

intellectual manhood crowns with glory this long continued

proces®¥t hen it is evident that there ¥
as the revelations of God speak of; and if there was no fall,

there was ro occasion for a Redeemer to make atonement for

man, in order to reconcile him to God; then the mission of

Jesus Christ was a myth, the coinage of idle brains, and Jesus

himself was either mistaken, or one of the many impostors

that have arisen to mock makind with the hope of eternal

life. Such is the inevitable result of accepting the philosophy

of evolution, after which all the world is now runningd it is

destructive of the grand, central truth of all revelation; as

well ancient as modefas well the revelations given to Moses

and the prophets, as those given to the apostles of the New

Testament; as well those given in Asia; as those given in

America; for the central truth of all revelation is the fall of man,

and the redemption through the atonement of Jesus Christ. All

things else contained in the revelations of God to man are

subordinate and dependent for their strength and force upon this

leading truth. | am aware that there is a clasmeh who profess

to be fAiChristian evolutionists, 0 an
Christianity can be made to harmonize with the philosophy of

evolution. But how are they made to harmonize? We are told that

Jesus is still a Redeemer, but in this sense only: he gave out

faultless moral precepts, and practiced them in his life, and

inasmuch as people accept his doctrines and follow his example

they will be edeemed from evil. But as to the fall of man and the
atonement made for him by the Son of Gobloth ideas are of

necessity rejected; which means, of course, denying the great
fundamental truths of revelatioit;is by destroying the basis on

which the Christian religion rests, that the two theories are

harmonizedd if such a process can be called harmonization. It

is on the same principle that the lion and the lamb harmonize,

or lie down togethe the lion eats the lamb. 6 ( B. H. Rober
The Gospel and Manbés Re206@&)ti onship t

Robertsal so pointed to John Tayl orés w
sayingi The student of the great subje
find in President [John] Tayl or 6s
Atonement] a most valuable collection of material for his

consideration. In chapter XXIII he will also find a most valuable

reference to the doatre of evolution as believed in by the

Darwinian school of philosopher® a school of philosophy
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which professes to trace living phenomena to their origin, and
which, if it were true, would at once destroy the doctrine of

t he At on(B.rleRoberts) Life of John Taylor, pp. 367
368)

Roberts taught a similar teachinglBsgham Young, that the

creation of Adam from the dust and Eve from the rib were a rare
case of symbolic events, and that human creation followed the
pattern of natural procreatioBrighamsaid,iln this nothing is

hinted at about man being made from the dust, and woman
manufactured from a rib, a story which has been a cause of

much perplexity to religious people, and a source of much

impious merriment to reckless unbelievers. And though it is

saidt hat the ALord God formed man
groudidto by no means foll ows that
might form a brick, or form the dust of this earth. We are all
Aformedo of the dust of the gro
moulded as a brick we ae brought forth by the natural laws

of procreation. As before statedhe claims of evolution, as
explained by philosophers of the Darwin school, are contrary

to all experience so f arTheggeatman
law of nature is that every plant, herb, fish, beast and man
produces its kind; and though there may be slight variation from
that law, those variations soon run out either éyerting to the
original stock, or else by becoming incapable of producing
offspring, and thus become extinct. o
and Manés Relationship to Deity

Now that we have reviewed some of these brethren's teachings let me
say that any rare opinions in the wilderness favoring old earth or
common ancestor hardly represént ar yi ng vi ews of

o v er Any belefindevolution theory and the old Earth that theory
has required and conjured up, an
business, is at variance with the scriptures and teachings of the
presidents of the restored church for 200 years.

On page51 the LTSR authors casually comment that some church
leaders have expressed their opinions against evolution. Should we take
these expressions casually? They claim that other church leaders have
expressed opinions in favor of evolution, but this is mbirely

accurate.
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No Apostles have advocated evolutionary theory from the pulpit,
whereas many Church Presidents and Apostles iepeatedly and
confidentlyadvocated against evolution from the pulpitincluding at
General Conferences. (More on this later.)

The restored Church has and continues to teach against evolution. It

would be nice to see evolution advocates in the Church at least show

the other side and give an idea of what the Church taught against
evolution for hundr ed feldikethgyarar s. Whe
hiding something.

Joseph Smith Foundation researchers compiled a list of which Church
presidents supported evolution. Their conclusion was that hone of them
supported evolution. In fact, they all, except McKay and Grant, directly

refuted the theory. The recent PresidensNeln i snét on t heir
has clearly and repeatedly refuted evolution, as we will see in a

moment.

Expressed Views of Presidents of the Church
(on Organic Evolution as it relates to the Creation of Man)
12
10 Joseph Smith
Brigham Young
John Taylor
JosephF. Smith
Heber J. Grant
George A. Smith

David O. McKay

Joseph Fielding Smith

Harold B. Lee

Ezra Taft Benson Heber J. Grant
0 Gordon B. Hinckley David O. McKay

Directly refuted Implied that Suggested theory
theory some people may could be a
not know for sure possibility

# JOSEPH SMITH FOUNDATION®

(https://josephsmithfoundation.org/fags/scienceg68flicting-
presidentsaaretheremany-conflicting-opinionswith-diversity-of-
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viewpointamongthe-previouspresidentsof-the-churchonthetheory
of-organicevolutionhavesomespokenfor-somea/)

Many Church leaders have sternly rebuked evolutionary theory
as a corrupt notion which directly opposes the teachings of
Christ.Bruce R. McConkiegave us a refreshingly clear voice

of reason on evolution vs doctrine. He s@d)b vi ous |l y, t he
whole doctrine of the fall, and
di ametrically opposed to the evo

to the origin of species. o0 (Bruc
for the Articles of FalCbh, [ Sal't
1985]I,t 6xsv ingihdwehe absve statement was

published by Deseret Book in the past, a sharp contrast to what

is published there now. Church teachings against evolution are
frequent and easy to find, though there is a trend now to brush

them under the rug.

Onpage51, Let ds Tal bavidO.tMoKay workinge f e r
with people who have different views on evolution. While it is true that
he implied that some people may not know about organic evolution, he
al so taught about purpose in nat
evolutionary claims. Considd ¢ K a yeéchings:

iYouth need religion to comply p
There is gurposeful designpermeating all nature, the crowning event
of which is man. Here, on this thoughktience again leads the

student up to a certain point, and sometimes leaves himith his

soul unanchored. For exampl e, ev
world offers many perplexing problems to the inquiring mind.

Inevitably, a teacher who denies divine agency in creation, who insists
that there is no intelligent purposeit, undoubtedly impresses the
student with the thought that al
McKay, Conference Report, April 1968, General Priesthood Meeting
92)

McKay also taughti The second thing from
needs to be saved is ignhorance of its relationship to God. In their

lack of knowledge of the existence of Deity, many men
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agnostically s ®thersbdrmbadically&ay, k now. 0

AThere i s no God; | i fe came to eart
developed through evolutionary processes of ten or fifteen
millions or b i Padl,iJamess Cephad, Jolineand s . 0

Joseph Smith, and a host of others knew, and so have testified,

that we are sons and daughters of our Father in heaven. He is our

God, and Jesus Christ came to the world to prove that great truth.

From the very beginning Hestablished our relationship with

Deity; namey , that we are sons and daught
Mc Kay, AThe World Needs to Be Saved
I nstincts, 0 482y 3uneld&)t or 97: 181

What about Henry Eyring Sr.?

Eyring has a famous book ARefl ection
few of my insights from that book.

Eyringbés point of view is that the m
really happened or not. He doesndt ¢
expressions or mistranslations for all he cares. He also gives the theory

that there are higher laws being expressed. We largeal more

boldness in our belief in the events of the Bible! Let us not trivialize it

to mere analogy!

When one takes the view that #Ayou do
is not true, 0 as Eyring was |ike to
dange ous t hat vyoudll get into hesitati
person respond to something like, per se, the law of polygamy which

God had the Saints practice in early church history? Would he regard

that as a mere false opinion of the leaders of thechfuThat is an

extreme example, but my point is that we must be able to follow the

““council of our leaders even when we do not understand it. We pray

for guidance, but we go forward with faith. The scripture says that this

life is about walking by falt. He confesses that revelation is possible,

that God can come and give instruction to man, but does he reject some

of that instruction?
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Eyringb6s entire message assumes
religious views around that. There is much evidence coming out in

contemporary scientific journals which opposes many of the traditional
scientific views which Eyring states in his tingof science, such as the
methods of carbon dating; many chinks in that armor are coming out
and revealing vulnerabilities. If one is willing to give controversial
(antireligious, humanist, Darwinian, otherwise morally progressive)

theories a chance, osbould also give the religious and traditional
opinions a chance.

E =
It goes without saying tha 'JJ
Eyring wasn¢ MAN H'J
President Joseph Fielding HIS ORIGIN '.
Smithoés book AND ',i
Origin & Des DESTINY '
aside the scriptural and

|

|

. - - l

prophetic teachings in tha e '

PRESIDENT '|

vol ume as me JOSEPH FIELDING SMITH |

.. il of the Taehve

opinions.  Epoch o s Clci
of Latter-day Saints

'.
|
|
|

What about ; ".l
|
|

Joseph Fielding s e o
smithos| | R )
Book AMan. ®rs

Origin & Dest.i

President Joseph Fielding Smitho
Presidentas the title says), published in 1954, 70 years from the time

of this publication, is now more relevant than ever and continues to
represent (even if O6unofficiall
Church of Jesus Christ of Latiday Saints, being fillg with teachings

of latterday prophets, scriptures of the restoration, and sound applied

reasoning in support of those teachings applicable to address false
evolutionary theoriesf our time.

y

133



Smith wasAssistant Church Historian from 190821, andChurch

Historian from 19211970. His faithful witness of Joseph Smith and the
doctrines of the restoration are unparalleled. Smith was President of the
Quorum of the Twelve Apostles at the time of the publication and later
became President of the Church.

The following chart prepared by Daniel Burdett shows what the
leadership of the church was when his landmark 1954 book was
written, and which Apostles quoted from it:

1954  First Presidency i Origin an

~oI® President Josep
3 N . :

Pr e s ifduetnur e Pr es

Age Years
90

80
70
60
50
40
30

20
Average

(Chart prepared by Daniel Burdethared with permissigsee his
excellent presentations on this subjeftthe coordinated attack on
creation doctrines. His research is availablela streaming service at
bookofmormonevidence.qrgnd some of his work is available at
RichardsonStudies.com

As you can see, at least three future church Presidents quoted from the
book. In total, at least seven Apostles quoted from it. Notice how David
O. McKay, sometimes attributed as being soft on evolution,

participated in the bold and clear 1909 and 192&t Fresidency
statements.

Joseph Fielding Smithwrote to Sterling B. Talmage in 1934 about our
right to question science cl ai ms
revelation. He saidj | Ima feltethat | am under any obligation to
accept the theories wiin are based on scientific reseaiott have the
divine right to question them. | am, however, under obligation to
acceptrevealedtruth which comes through the opening of the heavens
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from the One who fic o mpdweehkfinddet h
what | believe to be a conflict between the theories of men and the
word of the Lord, | am bold to say that | accept the latter with full
confidence that the [scientific] theories must be changed. When | think

| find something which tend®s destroy the faith of the youth in these
revelations, or which is hurtful to this truth, | hawgposed it with

vigor and havdreely expressed my viewsl believe | am willing to

modify my views if the eviderecindicated that my interpretation has
been wrong. o0 (Joseph Fielding Sm
September 29, 1934. Sterling B. Talmage Papers, Marriott Library. )

Joseph Fielding Smithdescribed how some reacted to his work and
defended his writing methods. In a letter to Henry Eyring he Bald,
speak frankly and to some my words may appear harsh, and even filled
with daild]l humor, 6 by those who h
Nevertheless | feel that | am justified in referring thuhtzsse who

hold these evolutionary theoriesand who feel themselves to be

superior in intelligence and wisdom and entitled to treat the rest of us as
school boys and need disciplining and have no right to call them in
guestion. It remains a definite fact that the majority of scientists have
conside ed themselves to be superior
(Letter to Henry Eyring, http://signaturebookslibrary.org/agre¢ing
disagreenenry-eyring-andjosephfielding-smith/)

ElderRonald A. Rasbandurged the saints tioe proactive in defending
prophetic teachings. He saiéferring to the prophetyWe do not sit
quietly by but actively defend him." (October 2024 General
Conference)

Elder McConkie wrote of Joseph Fieldingy J o s eph Fi el di 1
the leading gospel scholar and the greatest doctrinal teacher of this
generation. Few men in this dispensation have approached him in
gospel knowledge or surpassed him in spiritual insight. His is the faith
and the knowledge of ifatherPresident Joseph F. Smitind his
grandfather, th@atriarch Hyrum Smithd ( Br uce R. Mc C
Doctrines of Salvation, vol. 1, preface)

Ezra Taft Bensonexpressed his view and that of Eldiark E.
Peterson t hat Fieldingbs bookDBensos i r
sad,i More recentl vy, one of our Chu
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purports to be a history of the Chur
evolution. His thesis challenges the integrity of a prophet of Ged.

suggests that Joseph Fielding Smith published his workjan: His

Origin and Destiny,against the counsel of the First Presidency and

his own Brethren. This writerds inte
inaccurate, but it also runs counter to the testimony of Elder Mark
E. Petersen, who wrote this foreword

I would encourage all to read Elder Petrsen saidfiSome of

us [members of the Council of the Twelvelirged[Elder Joseph

Fielding Smith] to write a book on the creation of the world and the

origin of man. . . . The present volume is the result. It is a most

remarkable presentation of material from both sourdssience and

religion] under discussion. It will fill a great need in the Church and

will be particularly invaluable to students who have become confused

by the misapplication of information derived from scientific

e X p er i meWherroheiudarstainds that the author to whom |

alluded is an exponent of the theory of organic evolution, his motive in
disparaging President Joseph Fielding Smith becomes apparent. To

hold to a private opinion on such matters is one thing, but when one

undert&es to publish his views to discredit the work of a prophet, it is

a very serious mattelt is also apparent to all who have the Spirit of

God in them that Joseph Fielding Smi
test ofPneanedent EZLroadBafHanBen nomOurh
Nati oné,s0 HVMasrt ohr y2 8, 1977)

A letter fromHeber J. Grant to Joseph Fielding Smithsaid Al donodt
want to flatter you, Joseph, but | want you to known kizansider

you thebest postednan on the scriptures of the General

Authorities of the church thatwehaved (Letter to Joseph
Smith, Dec. 31, 1938, HDC. Also in HehkrGrant, in Francis/.

Gibbons,Joseph Fielding Smith: Gospel Scholar, Prophet of God

(1992), 290.)

Later as President of the Church in 19¥@eph Fielding Smithsaid,

AwWhat | have taught and written in t
again under the same circumstances. 0
Smith, Conference Report, October 1970, 5)

David O. McKay praised the work of J. Fielding, sayirigHi s [ Joseph
Fielding Smithdés] loyalty to the | ea
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uncompromising. He has supported his brethren in every endeavor. No
man has ever been more | oyal t o
O. McKay, Improvement Era, July 1966, p.613)

Ezra Taft Bensonencouraged parents to get the book for their

children. He said | know one noble father
children regularly what they have been taught, and if they have been
taught any falsehoods; then the children and the father together
research out the truthelf yuianr c
in the public schools or even in our Church schools, provide them with
a copy of President Joseph Field
book Man, His Origin and Destiny
Country: Our Three Great Loyalties, p. 227

Finally, President N. Eldon Tannerpraised the work of Joseph
s a y i Tinage, is nd more faithful person in all the world than Joseph

Fielding Smith, € no one isS more
receive those dir ecentMatharEldanom t h
Tanner, speech given at Church H
Taken from Joseph Fielding Smith

My book gives a preview of some
that book contains a wealth of scientific and religious information not
featured here.

Of course, there were some complainers. For example, B.H. Roberts
didnét feel Smith was qualified
Richard Sherlock | abeled Smithoés
antiscientiic, refusing to accept evidence, and unqualified in 1980.
Duane E. Jeffery in ASeer s, Sava
I nterfaced suggests that Fieldin
antagonistic to science; but those who know church history,idectr

and the flaws in evolution, the usurper of real science, know that these
claims are unfounded.

Joseph FieldingSmith lamented the prevalence of worldly
philosophies even in his time and cheered on the few who have
remai ned f aiThemfoallsee ofldaicaimdanied, | meén
those who are trained the doctrines and philosophies of menow
taught in the world, the less regard | have for thelomdern theories
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which are so popular today just do not harmonize with the Gospel
as revealed to the Prophetand it would be amusing if it were not a
tragedy to see hosome of our educated brethren attempt to
harmonize the theories of men with the revealed word of the Lord
Thank the Lord there is still some faith left, and some members
who still cherish the word of the Lord and accept the Prophets 0
(Joseph Fielding Smith, Small Journals, Dec1288 Typescript of
this quotation in Eugene Thompson Collection, BYU Avelsi
https://www.dialoguejournal.com/wp
content/uploads/sbi/articles/Dialogue_V15N01_81).pdf

Sterling W. Sill, assistant to the Twelve Apostles, recognized the value
of Smithdéds work in a Genldopalldo Confere
not embarrasBresident Joseph Fielding Smittby speaking about his
recent great book entitlédand His Origin and Destiny which |

think isone of the great books of the Churchl would like to see

every person in the world read this great book, for what knowledge
could be more important and helpful to man than the ideas therein
presentedPresident Smith has packed into this book the study,
meditation, and devotion of a lifetime but through our reading we

may make all of these ideas our own in a week or a month. This is one
of the advantages afgreat book d&ter{ing W. Sill, Assistant to the
Council of the Twelve Apostles, Our Greatest Responsibility,
Conference ReparOctdoer1954 pp. 2729)

Elder James E. Faustvas aware of those who found themselves wiser
than the prophets. He saifilsaiah spoke of a people whdid not care

to listen to their prophets and seers wh o wer e urged, @fSa
seers, See not; and to the prophets, Prophesy not unto us right things,
speak unto us smooth things, prophes

https://www.churchofjesuschrist.org/study/general
conference/1986/10/unwantetkessages?lang=eng

Get a copy of Joseph Fielding Smitho
eBook https://www.deseretbook.com/product/5088047.html
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If that book even touches this book, |
will kill you.

Sadly, Deseret Book no longer sellgaperback of this timeless

classic. Theydre

t oo

busy

pushin

Religion book by Jensen and Bybee which has the diametrically
opposite message Bsesident Smith taught. (And when these two
books touch each other, an explosive chemical reaction initiates.)
Thankfully, ArchivePublishers.com carries on the legacy. Get a
paperback at this linkattps://www.archivepublishers.com/histery

books/ManrHis-Origin-andDestiny-1954p451573980
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President Nelson Repeatedly Denounces

Evolution
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Here | do want to speak about our cu
statements against evolution just in case people think that being anti

evolution is some outdated thinking
in the church t od #&entiondivenrtesPreside®t 6 s | oo
Nel son in the Letds Tal k book:

On page37 the LTSR authors speak of true science and religion not
being in conflict, and footnote to statements by Elder Russell M Nelson
given at the BYU Life Science building dedication in 2015 where all he
said were some vague statements about it being @ pldearning. At

no point in the dedication did Nelson suggest any possibility of
evolution being true or possible.

The authors leave out multiple statements by Nelson showing his
adamant rejection of evolution theory.

You can chalk Russell M Nelson on the list of those who directly
refuted evolutionary theory, as the following quotes demonstrate.

Here EldeiRussel M.Nelsonresponded to the question of whether the

church has an official position on Darwinian evolution. Look at the

conversation:

ADi fferent denominations deal di ffer
origins and development. Conservative denominations tend to have

more trouble witfDarwinian evolution. Does the church have an

official position on this topic?

Nelson:We believe that God is our creator and that he has created other
forms of [|ife. ltbés interesting to m
as a medical doctor, how similar those species are. We developed open

heart surgery, for example, experimenting ondoanimals simply

because the same creator made the human being. We owe a lot to those

lower speciesBut to think that man evolved from one species to

another is, to me, incomprehensible.

Why is that?
Nelson:Man has always been man. Dogs havevedys been dogs.
Monkeys have al ways been monkeys. It

wo r k(May a6 2007, In Focus: Mormonism in Modern America,
Pew Forum on Religion & Public Life interview with Russell M.
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Nelsonhttps://bycommonconsent.com/2007/05/20/eldelsordoesnt
believein-evolution)

GENETICS

ERE ARE
MITS TO
EVERY SPECIES

A Rfefetzgnce
or
Rest of Us!

FREE eTips at dummies.com-

Nelsonalsotaughti. . . some peopl e erroneou
marvelous physical attributes happened by chance or resulted from a
big bang somewhere. Ask yourself

shop produce a di c tmostrangote.\Batd so,lith e
could never heal its own torn pages or reproduce its own newer

e di t i(Russal MONelson, Conf. Report April 2012, Thanks Be To
God https://www.churchofjesuschrist.org/study/general
conference/2012/04/thanketo-god?lang=eny

Nelsonalso taught, Through the agesome without scriptural
understanding have tried to explain our existence fimgtentious

words such a£x nihilo (out of nothing). Others have deduced that,
because of certasimilarities between different forms of life there

has been aatural selectionof the species, or organic evolution from

one form to another. Still others have concluded that man came as a
conseqguebgbangoft hatid resul ted i n th
and life upon itTo me, such theories are unbelievablé{Russell M.
Nelson, BYU, 1987, "The Magnificence of Man")
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Nelsonalso taught, The creation of # ARADISIACAL PLANET

came from God. MORTALITY AND DEATH CAME INTO THE
WORLD through the Fall of Adam. Immortality and the possibility of
eternal life were provided by the Atonement of Jesus Christ.” (Russell
M. Nelson, April 2000, General Conference, "The Creation"
https://www.churchofjesuschrist.org/study/general
conference/2000/04/thereation?lang=eng

Nel sondés ab o vpee-fal pasadide plangtis pafticularly e

useful against the Christiavolutionist claim that before the fall,
thingswereevolvingpout si de of Edend but not i
teaching is that thehole planet was a paradise plandbefore the

falll Does natural selection, survival of the fittest, animals killing each

other for millions of years, sound like a paradise planet? Reme&nber

Ne.2:22e mphatically states that #dAall o t|
state after which they were created were it not for the fall of Adam. It

reads:f € a thihgs which were created must have remained in the

same stateén which they were after they weceeated, and they must

have remained forever, and had no &8And they would have had

no children; € o

ElderNelsoneven urged us to help those who are stuck on the theory

of natural selection, the engine of evolution. He said, tincumlsent

upon each informed and spiritually attuned person to help

overcome such foolishness of those who would deny divine creation

or think that mankind simply evolved. by the spirit, we perceive the

truer and more believablewi sdom of God. o6 (pl10, The
Us, orThe Magnificence of MamMarch 29 1987, BYU Devotional
https://speeches.byu.edu/talks/russelhelson/magnificencenan)

ElderNelsonf ound 55 verses attesting manos
AWe are children of God, created by
Recently | studied the scriptures simply to find how many times they

testify of the divine creation of man. Looking up references that

referred either tereateor form (or their derivatives) with eithenan,

men, malepr femalein the same verse, | found that there are at least

fifty -five verses of scripture that attest to our divine creati@enesis
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1.27, 2.7, 8; 5:1, 2; 6:7; Deuteronomy 4:32; Isaiah 45:12; Malachi
2:10; Mark 10:6; Romans 9:20; Ephesians 3:9; Colossians 3:10; 2
Nephi 1:10; 2:15; 9:6; 29:7; Jacob 4:9; Mosiah 4:2, 9; 7:27; Alma 1:4;
18:32, 34, 36; 22:12, 13; Mormon 9:12, Ether 1:3;3:15, 16;

Moroni 10:3;D&C 20:18; 29:30, 3477:2; 77:12; 93:29Moses1:8;

2:27. 35,7, 8, 9 6: 8, 9 7: 32; 8: 26
(The Magnificence of MamMarch 29 1987, BYU Devotional,
https://speeches.byu.edu/talks/russelhelson/magnificencenan))

Russell M. Nelson was President of the church at the time of the
publication of the 6éLetds Tal k S
its sale at the Church bookstore very mysterious, ifetmllious in

light of his repeated teachings against evolutiarEveryone in the
Latterday Saint science vs religion controversy knows that President
Nelson has openly and repeatedly renounced evolution.

(PSisome say Nelson wasndét a scien
of nature pertaining to the operation of the human heart? Sounds like a
scientist to me. Furthermore, the idea that someone has to be a scientist
to know about these matters itself isAmerican.And even if Nelson
wasndédt making new discoveries, h
constantly interacting with laws of nature, and science is a study of the
laws of naturé.

(PSSii t 6s also stunning to me that
removed all study of human anatomy, something certainly more central
to scientific truth and comprehension than many of the other silly
things in their curriculum, like the various st&s of wormdt seems
human anatomy too clearly witnes
shy away from id.

To demonstrate that teaching against evolution still occurs in the
restored Chur c klder AllantPHillgps ihtheoCct. at w
2023 General Conference taught. Hesai,ou ar e not an
by-product of nature, a cosmic orphan, or the result of matter plus time
pl us chance. Where there is desi
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This teaching indicates thdt®od is the designer, and therefore that
there is no need for natural selection, survival of the fittest, and
millions of years of chance mutations to account for human and animal
life on earth. Installing God in as creator is half the battle, but due to
persistence of Christian evolutionists, we must take it further and
demonstrate how the fact of God as creator completely eliminates the
need for evolutionary science.

Presidency Statements Dc
Denyo E¥ol uti on

On page49-50the LTSR authorsite two first presidency statements
about the origin of man, and they make the claimithite i ther [ 1
Presidency] statement confirmed or denied the claims of evolutionary

s ¢ i e nConrsitler the 2 statements and see for yourself:

Here is the xcerpt from19091°" Presidency Statement i t | ed fThe
Origin of Maro: filt is held by some that Adam was not thdirst man

upon this earth, and that the original human being was a

development from lower orders of the animal creationThese,

however, are the theories of merirhe word of the Lord declares

that Adam was O0the first man of all
therefore in duty bound to regard him as the primal parent of our

race. It was shown to the brother of Jared that all men were created in

the beginning after the image of God; and whether we take this to mean

the spirit or the body, or both, it commits o the same conclusion:

Man began life as a human being, in the likeness of our Heavenly
FathefThe First PresideimppvemeitThe Ori g
Era, Nov. 1909, 81Ensign,Feb. 2002, 30.) (Joseph F. Smith, John R.

Winder, Anthon H. Lund) (Reprinted in the Ensign 2002 at
https://www.churchofjesuschrist.org/study/ensign/2002/0stiggn-
of-man?lang=enygy
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Note that the above 1909 statement reprinted in the 2002 Ensign
magazine. In the magazine, the a preface to the statement was given as
f ol | hihe earlyil900s, questions concerning the Creation of the
earth and theheories of evolutiorbecame the subject of much public
discussion. In the midst of these controversies, the First Presidency
issued the following in 1909, whiehx pr esses t he Chur
position on these mattersdou can view the 2002 Ensign article at

this link:
https://www.churchofjesuschrist.org/study/ensign/2002/0Astiggn-
of-man?lang=eng

This 2002 Ensign article introduction to the 1909 First Presidency
statement matters for two reasons: 1. It shows that the cO@&S

have an officialdoctrinal position about evolution. 2. It shows that the
1909 statemenwas in fact about evolution That should be obvious,

but shockingly, evolutionists try to say the 1909 statement is somehow
notabout evolution.

Letdés Talk authors also site thi
which was repeated in tH925 First Presidency Statementi € A | |
men and women are in the similitude of the universal Father and
Mother, and aréiterally sons and daughterso f D éViart ig/thée

child of God, formed in the divine image and endowed with divine
attributes, and everas the infant son of an earthlyfather and mother

is capable in due time of becoming a man, so that undeveloped
offspring of celestial parentage is capable, by experience through ages
and aeons, of eWwolrmiomg Viirtwo od G«
1925 First Presidency Messagéieber J. Grant, Anthony W. lvins,
Charles W. Nibley)

Thef ol | owi ng paragraph from fAThe
includedi n the excerphoutn Eecitdmscdal ke
focused contradiction of evol uti

of fspri ngohe fCGwrdch of JdeaysSairgs, Chr i
basing its belief on divine revelation, ancient and mod&oglaims

man to be thedirect and lineal offspring of Deity. By his Almighty

power God organized the earth, and all that it contains, from spirit and
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element, which exist eo

. I'm a child .
eternal I y wit of God, by processes g1 n
of Man, 1909, First of evolution

Presidency) from lower species.

Remember the TSR author$
claim,thati Ne i ther direct lineal

Presidency] statement \, offspring of God.

confirmed or denied the claim -

of evol ut i o B8awhatdsyou tlenkPbetievedthat these

First Presidency statements were obvious, clear, and direct refutations

of evolution theory. What other theories would the prophets have been
referring to? To me, denying the plain meaning of these passages is a

great feat of Orwelliad d oub |l espeakd word games.

I'm the

ElderBruce R. McConkie also called for the plain acceptance of the

1909 message. HesaidShoul d we accept the famol
First Presidency issued in the days of President Joseph F. Smith and

e nt i Thé @rigin diMand raeaning exactly what it say® 0

(Elder Bruce R. McConkie, June 1, 1980, The Seven Deadly Heresies,
https://speeches.byu.edu/talks/brugacconkie/severdeadly

heresies/

Surely McConkie, one trained in the art of logic and law, emsact in
his analysis that the 1909
statement should be taken ju
as it reads. Surely he was
aware of attempts in his day
to do what the 2023
evolutionist book does in
ours, to twist the plain words
of the prophets for personal
agenda. Evolutionists are so §
deeply committed to evolution that t
false, even when the prophets come out with statemeptaiasas

word can bedenouncing evolution.

I0N[IN'2024
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Elder Bruce R. McConkie commented on falsehoods among us. He
said,f | do not know all of the pr
know thathe permits false doctrine to be taught in and out of

the Church and that such teaching is part of Hiking process

of mortality. o Bruce R. Mc Co n k
BYU

I thinktheevol uti oni st authorsdé positi
admitted that theChurch's statements were against evolutiarbut

that they had a new and improved way of seeing thingsead, they
have chosen to claim that their
different. hard&as Church members and investigattodake the
evolutionists in the Churchseriouslywhen they have the plain

Church teachings before them, and they lieege evolutionists say
that the Church i1sndét saying wha

One honest Phisfl39 messagedromethe Firsti
Presidencywasang v ol ut i on (@he dailsUniveese,c e . 0
Rachel Keeler, July 30, 2018tps://universe.byu.edu/2019/07/30Ahe
churchandbyu-anevolutionof-evolution) Whi | e |1 6ve st
dondét believe it is fair to equa
blunt statement is refreshingipnest in recognizing that the 1909
statement was clearly a specific rebuke against evolutionary

theory.

Yes, one of t he s evalteedaneButs Diasrewdi r
have hijacked the word evolve to mean man coming from monkeys and
to mean that the universe came from an explosion. How obtuse! Evolve
doesndét have to mean these thing
change & improvementn thecontext of the whole statement i t 6 s
obviousthatthe Churcls t at ement 6 s use of the
referring to the organic Darwinian evolution of human origins, but

rather to future progress humans must yet make before attaining
godhood.
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Yes, one of the statements used the ve@ahs[eons]. To an

evolutionist, that sounds like millions and billions of years. Again,
clearly, theyore not,but®pregressivag t o hu
must yet make before attaining godho
not and has not necessarily meant millions of years. It has, for example,

often been used to indicate anuch shorter time interval such as

1,000 years.

One sure evidence of the timeframe indicated in the above statement

about our future progress to attain godhood indicating a much shorter

timespan than millions of years is foundD&C 132:37. This passage

indicates that Abraham is already a god. It sayé&hey have entered

into their exaltation, according to the promises, and sit upon thrones,

and are not angels baite gods 8Soapparently, for the faithful, the

6eonsd to become a god .are only a fe

Let us trust in the scriptures and the clear meaning of the prophets
rather than the biased agenddaden interpretations of die-hard
evolutionistswho are never satisfied until the whole world sees things
their way. Let us not insist that the prophets conform to the theories of
men; let us rather take counsel at their hand.

Evolution says Adam was not the first man, but that he was a result of

evolution; that Adam was the son of someone who was a hominid, not

the son of God. The Chur drbctlisenlat e ment
offspringof Deityp, whi ch i s somBEvolltionng very di
completely rejects man as fallerffrom higher realms of God), and

claims the oppositethat theearliest man is a result of progress

upward (from lower realms of beasts).

The Devil must be roaring in laughter over the fact that we have

accepted a theory which is a direct and complete inversion of the truth!
Evolution is so inverted that it mus
masterfully opposite of the truthto have been crafted by mere

mortals.Good scientists are inspired by God, and bad ones are inspired

by the Devil.
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The rejection of painfully clear teachings on the origin of man in the
restored church lead mefelieve that the attempt to mesh evolution
with established religious doctrine approaches the prophdsgiah

5:20, AiWoe unto them that call evil good, and good evil; that put
darkness for light, and light for darkness; that put bitter for sweet, and
sweet f ®ithsdmanhytpkin dand precious truths restored, the
latterday saints of all Christian peoples should know better than to
accept evolution.

At our Church schools, we should make students aware of the theories
of men, such as evolution, since they are big parts of this world, but we
should not advocate accepting those theories, as happens at BYU and
now Deseret Book! BYU is currently a leaden@ng secular

universities trying to persuade conservative religious students to accept
evolution. We should humble ourselves and insist on being a school
that refutes evolution like many fellow Christian schools are already
righteously doing. Rejecting s¢hoods of evolution will bring BYU

more respect (from sources that actually matter) and improve our
integrity as a Christian university. | use the word integrity in this
context because | dondt believe
science claims anidheir implications while maintaining an honest

stance with our scriptures (not to mention the consistent chorus of
teachings from our leaders for the past 200 years).

The truths about the creation are nothing new. I'heresidency
introduced their cleat909statemenby teaching that this had always
been the plain doctrine of the churéhl n pr esenti ng th
follows we arenot conscious of putting forth anything essentially

new; neither is it our desire so to do. Truth is what we wish to present,
and trutl®d eternal truth is fundamentally old. Aestatement of the
original attitude of the Church relative to this matter is all that will

be attempted here. To tell the trath God has revealed itand

commend it to the acceptance of those whked to conform their
opinions theretg i's the sole purpose of
Origin of Man)
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Notice how t he Fi rrevéalddetrine-sheydsachcy di dn
thisteachinghas always been the message of the restoration, and
emphatically saidhat people need to conform their opinions to it!

Anonymous 1910 Statemeoih Evolution
PossibilityErroneously Hailed as Coming from
the First Presidency

On page62 the LTSR authors quote the followirdgiming it as a

First Presidency statement headed by
actually just from a youth manual, has no signatureand could have

been written by anyoné&c Wh et her t he mevolvelin bodi es
natural processedo present perfection, through the direction and

power of God; whether the first parents of our generations, Adam and

Eve, werdransplanted from another sphere with immortal

tabernacl es, whi ch b eoraumthercheyr r upt ed
wereborn here in mortality , as other mortals have been, are questions

not fully answeredi n t he revealed word of Godo
First Presidency of Joseph F. Smith, Improvement Era, April 1910,
13:570) (actwually itds just from an
see, and thereb6ébs a big difference.)

The LDS Answers website (LDSAnswers.org), affiliated with the

Joseph Smith Foundation (JosephSmithFoundation.org), has

t horoughly treated this quote, and |
For their full article, visithttps://ldsanswers.orgf@sponseo-the-
erroneoushattributed1910Gfirst-presidencymessage/

Thestatemerappeared in the fAPriesthood Qu
no attribution and it has never been known who the author was

There washo signatureon the article by the First Presidency, or by

Joseph F. Smith. Despite it being heralded as a First Presidency

statement in the bodilormonism and Evolution: The Authoritative

LDS Statementp. 4244 by Evenson and Jeffery.
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The LDS Answers page explains that Improvement Era articles were
often anonymous. They say, fAReal
contained numerous anonymous comments and articles on various
religious and secular topics The articles that were written by the First
Presidency, by President Joseph F. Smith or by other leaders such as
AThe Origin of Mano published in
A Doctrinal Exposition by The Fi
publishedm 1916 areclearly distinguishableas towho the author or
authors are. Some believe that the article cited abovewiidsn by
someone on the General Priesthood Committee, but we will

probably never knowin this life as articles were published by many

who were not members of the General Committee. It could have been
written by any member of the Church. The articles that President Smith
or others wrote always bore their names, where this 1910 message was
uni denti fied. o

In short, this statement was made by an anonymous committee
member, and was cleanhot a teaching of the Church President or First

Presidency as it did not bear their names or signature!

You can view the 1910 April Improvement Era where the quote is
from, and look at it here;
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Let
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and prove that they have erroneously asserted that this statement is
from the First Presidency:
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MORMONISM & EVOLUTION o |
Document A s
evolved in natural processes to present perfection,
through the direction and power of God; whether the
first parents of our generations, Adam and Eve, were
transplanted from another sphere, with immortal tab.
ernacles, which became corrupted through sin and the
partaking of natural foods, in the process of time;
whether they were born here in mortality, as other
mortals have been, are questions not fully answered
in the revealed word of God. For helpful discussion of
the subject, see Improvement Era, Vol. X1, August 1908,
No. 10, page 778, article, “Creation and Growth of
Adam;” also article by the First Presidency, “Origin of
Man,” Vol. XIII, No. 1, page 75, 1909.

Even secular evolutionist Ben Spackman acknowledges that this 1910
statement IS NOT a First Presidency statement in his paper against
6Cr eat i on i"semdry amang théLatteldy(Saints.

An anonymous column titled
“Origin of Man” appeared in
the Priesthood Quorums Table
of the Improvement Era (April
1910): 570. ... The details of
authorship and the approval/

editorial process of this
column are unknown,...the
uncertainty expressed does
reflect the feedback Widtsoe
had provided...p.53

(Slide by Daniel Burdett)

So why do LTSR and other pavolution publications claim this 1910
statement to be from the First Presidency? This is one of many clear
examples of wanting your version of something to be true so much that
you hype up shreds of evidence beyond what thewarth. Saying

this is from the First Presidency would add lots of clout, but it's simply
not true! Sadl vy, mo st of us donbo
inaccuracies like this, and we are led astray by our blind guides.
Perhaps those familiar withe real First Presidency statement from a
year prior, in 1909, were able to feel that something was off about this

claim.
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1910 Statement Doesnét Al ign with Jo
Teachings:

J os eph FofficiaBstaterhehtds srom 1909, one year before

the supposed 191Quote, which is an official*iPresidency statement

titled AThe Origin of Man, 0 was cl ea
man isfidirect lineal offspring of Deity 6 | fil says, hel d by sc
that Adam was not the first man upon this earth, and that the original

human being was a development from lower orders of the animal
creation. These, however, are the th

As we see, the very official 1909 statement clearly shows that the
supposed 1910 statement was not from the Presidency of the Church,
being a completely different message from their 1909 teaching!

Many Church presidents consistently taught that Adam was the literal

of fspring of God, so the supposed 19
going on. The supposd®10 quote is at odds with everything Smith

ever taught on the subject Consider his consistent quotations on the

subject:

Joseph F. Smithtaught,fiOur father Adard that is our earthly

fathe® the progenitor of the human race of man, stands at the head

being O6Mi chael t he Archangel, the An
fashioned from earth like an adobe bagotten by his Fatherin

Heaven (President Joseph F. Smith, President Anthon H. Lund, and

President Charles W. Penrose. The First Presidency, Letter to Samuel

O. Bennion, February 26, 1912)

Not e: Was Adamébés Father in Heaven a
claimsi that if there was such a being as Adam, that he was a
descendant of hominid creatures! Blasphemy!

Joseph F. Smithalso taughtfiwe did not spring from spawn. Our
spirits existed from the beginning, have existed always, and will
continue foreverWe did not pass through the ordeals of
embodiment in the lesser animals in order to reach the perfection
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to which we have attained in manhood and womanhood, in the

image and likeness of God. God was and is our Father, and his

children were begotten in the flesh of his own image and likeness
male and femaled (Joseph F. Smith, Gospe

Nowadays, no science professors who don't support evolution would be
hired at BYU. This swap has taken place in one short generation, and
many of the older generations are still unaware that evolution is being
taught and advocated at BYU. Brigham wantdubsts to counter the

false philosophies of Darwin and Marx expressly, but we have now
gone backward on these topics at BYU.

In conclusion, notwithstanding the anonymityokitionistsare
obsessed with Promotirtpe 1910 Statement and attributing it to the
First Presidencyas well as other anonymous teachings above actual
First Presidency Statements and scriptures.

As Elder Dallin H. Oaks taught in the April 2017 conference, we

should beware anonymous articleke s ai d, fAWe shoul
about the motivation of the one who provides information. That is why
the scirptures warn us against priestcraft (see 2 Ne. 26:29). If the source
isanonymousor unknown, the informatio
should not consider secular prominence or authority as qualified
sources of truth. We should be cautious about relying on information or

advi ce o fahomymeusi rbtye rén e t Octs 201ByTeuths . O
and the Plan

Darwinists in the church cite thearonymousatrticles in their defense:

1. The 2002 Organic Evolution Church History page.
2. The 2016 Church Position New Era article.

3. The 1910 statement from the Improvement Era which they say
is First Presidency but actually is anonymous.
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Search results on the church website feature these anonymous articles
as higher than the 1909 official Origin of Man page.

(Thanks to Daniel Burdette for the visuals.)
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