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1 
INTRODUCTION 

The aim of this book is to show that the Second Law of Thermodynamics is an 
insurmoutable scientific barrier to evolution. It was originally written more than a 
quarter century ago in connection with the issuance of the $5,000 Challenge, and is 
as good as ever in describing evolution’s predicament in the thermodynamic arena. 

Here updated and re-published in electronic format to make it available to a 
wider audience, its purpose is to encourage people to recognize that thermody-
namics totally wipes out evolution as “science” and thus forms the basis of a ser-
ious program to drive evolution out of tax-supported science education altogether. 

Is it possible to scientifically test and falsify evolution? Can the non-
technical reader “understand” thermodynamics? What is the relationship of ther-
modynamics to evolution? Can people safely go out on a thermodynamic 
limb to challenge evolution? What are the legal implications of evolu-
tion’s thermodynamic predicament? These and other questions will be an-
swered in the material that follows. 

These pages are dedicated to readers who, for the first time perhaps, will re-
cognize that evolution is “mission impossible”. Please read on – you  too 
can be a “qualified thermodynamicist”!    
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2 
OBJECTIVES 

 

A lot of people today know that evolution is not proven – tha t  i t  cannot be 
considered an established fact. 

Some people are also aware that there is no piece of valid scientific evi-
dence actually to support evolution’s bold claims, in spite of the enor-
mous weight of prestige and authority which is regularly paraded in front of 
the general public to promote these c la ims .  

But few people know that evolution is actually scientifically impossible – that 
it is testable and falsifiable by scientific means, and that it not only is not proven, 
but that it is simply not possible in the present, real world where science 
operates. 

This key principle, when its significance is better known and understood, can be 
very helpful in calling evolution’s century old bluff, discrediting evolution’s claim 
to be a “scientific” concept, and removing evolution from science classes in academia. 

The general public has been intimidated for many years by this phony claim 
and needs to be freed from the pernicious influence of evolution, thereby 
allowing a return of society to a place where absolutes, authority and 
accountability mean something in individual lives. 

Into the Courts 

“Scientifically impossible” is much more potent than “not proven” for 
exposing evolution. It can be applied in a court case, for example, to 
establish that evolution is a religion, and therefore should not be pro-
moted in public educational and scientific institutions at taxpayers’ 
expense. 

This is an increasingly strategic possibility in the case of the public 
schools which enjoy a virtual monopoly in the local community through 
real estate and other taxes. Student apathy, parental disenchantment and 
taxpayer resistance signify a severe loss of confidence in the public 
schools today. People are looking for ways out. Parents do not want their 
children indoctrinated in a philosophy of life which is contrary to their 
own philosophy, nor do they want to pay to have other children so 
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indoctrinated. That the public schools are firmly committed to teaching 
evolution and evolutionary philosophy should be quite clear to anyone 
who has attempted to change things by objective persuasion of humanistic 
educators. Powerful leverage will be needed to break the stranglehold of 
evolution on education, and this may very well require a direct legal 
challenge to the presence and legitimacy of evolution and the evolutionary 
philosophy in the curriculum. 

To win such a case, it is absolutely necessary to discredit the claim of 
evolution to be a “scientific” idea. This is no easy task, and a number of 
recent legal actions have failed on exactly this point. These cases usually 
develop into “science vs. religion” affairs, just like the 1925 Scopes 
Trial, get all bogged down in the “heavy” philosophical issues, and lose 
the understanding and sympathy of the Court. 

It is not enough to seek to provide some kind of “balanced treatment” 
of origins, as creationists have been trying to do for many years under 
different labels. Origins, by any explanaion, is inherently a matter of 
religious faith, not science, so the fundamental issues should be faced by 
all: Is evolution science or religion? Are science educators in the religion 
business or not? Does evolution belong in science class – or anywhere 
else in the curriculum? 

Evolution has been so effectively promoted today that most people 
today have the impression that for all practical purposes, evolution can 
be equated with “science” . . . 

EVOLUTION = SCIENCE 
 

The key to this dilemma is to clearly separate evolution from    
science . . .  

EVOLUTION ≠ SCIENCE 

and identify it for what it is – a religious concept1 . . . 

                                           
1 Evolution can be examined as a model or conceptual explanation in a logical “scientific” 

way, but the basic question of origins (what actually happened in the past) is not accessible to the 
scientific method of observaton and test. It is evolution’s claim to be continuing in the present 
that brings it into the scientific arena and subjects it to scientific test and falsification. 



 5  

EVOLUTION = RELIGION 
 

The next illustration shows that even though evolution can be 
demonstrated to be “not proven,” it remains a valid, pending “scientific” 
hypothesis (subject to further testing and filling in the “gaps,” of 
course!), and its established position as “science” is not really 
threatened. The wall of scientific respectability of evolution is still 
intact. 

But if evolution can be clearly proven to be scientifically impossible, this 
provides a very powerful projectile that will punch through the wall and wipe out 
evolution, as far as the claim to be “scientific” is concerned . . .  
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Once the wall is broken through, evolution can be put in the same category as 
the flat earth, spontaneous generation, perpetual motion machines and the Piltdown 
Man – historically interesting but unscientific and obsolete ideas. 

Any further claim for consideration that evolution makes will have to be as a 
religion, and not as science. This should profoundly change the current legal pic-
ture and finally break evolution’s tight grip on society.  

The object of this paper is to show that it is possible to scientifically trap, test 
and falsify evolution – to prove that evolution is scientifically impossible. 

This is acknowledged to be an ambitious goal, radically different from the 
historic response to evolution by those whose motives are devoid of this objective. 
The author believes that it can be achieved, that it has enormous societal benefits 
and that he is justified in offering the $5,000 challenge to guarantee the validity of 
what is presented. 
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3 
THE TARGET 

How are we going to test evolution? Well, we have to catch it first! How do 
you scientifically “catch” evolution? In order to catch it, we first have to identify 
exactly what it is that we are trying to catch.. 

So there’s evolution, squishing stealthily along like an amoeba on a zig-zag 
path of logic fallacies, surrounding and devouring anything that gets in its way, and 
gradually taking over society . . . 

 

    
 

Now let’s take our handy-dandy zoom-microscope and examine “evol” closely, 
to see if we can pin down where a scientific “handle” might be with which to grab 
it.  Here is the General Evolution Model . . . 
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A model, of course, is just a small visual explanation of the real thing – a 
scientific visual-aid, used to make a complex concept more understandable. Note 
that the use of a model does not make the concept itself “scientific,” but it does 
help to make it clear. In this case, the model is intended to be an accurate  
representation of what evolution is all about. 

Pinning down evolution – and evolutionists – is a real challenge today. A 
Biology teacher may say, “We teach evolution as the change that living things have 
undergone.” What does this use of the word “change” mean? Does it mean limited 
change, which is normal genetic variation, or does it mean limitless change, 
which is true evolution? 

We are talking here about limitless molecules-to-man evolution, and not some 
equivocal substitute. So there’s LIMITLESS on the model. This also implies that 
there is no end to evolution. With limitless time available, it will go on forever. 

And SLOW. My, is evolution slow! The idea of something happening 
suddenly  i s  distasteful to most evolutionists. When you are talking about a process 
proceeding gradually, in very t iny steps, it takes a long time to get anywhere – 
maybe even a billion years! 

Of course evolution has to happen by NATURAL means. It has to be by the 
operation of regular, ordinary, everyday laws – nothing supernatural is allowed.  

Evolution also claims to be going UPHILL in terms of energy, structure and 
intelligence, from simple to complex, from random to organized, from particles to 
people. 

It is PURPOSELESS, a random, blind process, without any particular objec-
tive or goal in mind. 

A basic premise of the whole general evolution concept is that there is NO 
CLOCKMAKER – no creator of any kind out there to take part in or influence what 
goes on down here. This kind of self-caused evolution is the one that is 
conveyed to children in public schools – no doubt about it.  

Evolution is also far more than a harmless biological “theory.” It is a 
TOTAL worldview, a complete philosophy of life that applies to 
everything, and not just biology. 

That leaves us with two items. There is one thing on which evolu-
tionists usually agree with non-evolutionists – that the world is REAL, 
that it really does exist, and that it is not “nothing”, or an “illusion,” as 
eastern religions claim. 
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The last item is that evolution is not limited to the past – it claims to 
be CONTINUING in the present. Uniformitarianism says that evolution 
hasn’t stopped. It is still going on right now. That’s very significant, as 
you will see.  
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4 
THE TRAP 

 

Still going on? In the present, real world? Ah-ha! That’s it! That’s the scientific 
“handle” we are after! 

Now let’s see – the present, real world is where science operates, and where 
evolution claims to be . . . 

(1)  Real. 

(2)  Scientific. 

(3)  Operating in the present. 

So let’s bring our Present-Real-World-Scientific-Trap over, and – CLANG!   

Gotcha! 

 

 
 

Now let’s take the trap, with “EVOL” in it, into a scientific laboratory where 
we can test it. Let’s open the trap and put evolution in a test tube.   
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There we are . . . 

 

 

 
 

 

Now we are going to run a scientific2 experiment on evolution, and we will 
scientifically observe the results, drawing careful scientific conclusions from our 
observations. 

Watch closely! 

                                           
2 When I use the word “scientific” here, I am referring to empirical science, which is natural, 

physical, observable, testable and repeatable – in other words, the study of the way the world is 
now and not speculation on how it was or might be. This is the kind of science which is 
supposedly being taught in public school science classes.  

The American Humanist Association has issued a statement signed by a group of  notable 
scientists, affirming that evolution is a “principle of science.” The statement also says that 
“scientists welcome the challenge of further testing . . . " That is just what we are going to do – 
scientifically test evolution! 
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5 
THE TEST 

 

This is called Mission Impossible, and it represents a grand experiment in 
evolution. The test equipment that we will use includes a picture puzzle, a 
container and a tumbling barrel . .  . 

 

 
 

In order to orient ourselves, let’s imagine that the puzzle represents a picture of 
life. All the pieces are there – all pre-cut, ready to go. Let’s call them the “building 
blocks” of life. Life is far more complex than a simple picture-puzzle, of course, 
but this will illustrate the fundamental thermodynamic problem of evolution well 
enough. 

The object of the experiment is to get from a loose, random collection of pieces 
to a completed picture – by a process of evolution. 

First, let’s put the pieces of the puzzle in the container . . .  
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Now what is evolution? Evolution as a biological “Theory” is a growth process 
on a grand scale. Evolution postulates that all of the present real world, including 
life, arose from pre-existing matter by natural, self-caused processes which are still 
operating today. 

It’s the idea that over a long period of time, the universe wound itself up – 
from simple to complex, from random to organized, from unstable to stable, from 
lower to higher, from matter to man, from particles to people. 

The key idea to remember is matter to man. That is the General “Theory” of 
Evolution, and that is the only thing we are talking about in this paper when we use 
the word “evolution” . . .  

 
 

To run our experiment, first let’s seal up the container, bury it deep in the earth, 
and leave it alone for a million years . . . 

 

 
 



 15  

Hum, de dum, de dum . . . 

Is the reader getting impatient – curious how it is getting along? Let’s take a 
look. 

No change! As a matter of fact, depending on how good a job we did in sealing 
up the container, sooner or later the pieces would deteriorate. But no picture  – not 
in a million years, not in a zillion years! 

That’s easy enough to understand, isn’t it? That’s just the way the world is. 

But we’re not stuck yet. You see, we had a closed system there. Suppose we 
allowed outside energy to come in and work on it. Let’s make it an open system.  

The Open System 

We’ll put the pieces in the tumbling-barrel and apply random energy to make 
them move, like so . . .  

                                             

                                       
 

As the barrel rotates, the pieces experience various motions, falling together in 
many different combinations and patterns. The idea is that, piece by piece, we will 
be able to put the puzzle together. Just think of all the billions of combinations we 
will be able to try! 

. . . Not yet, but we’ve got lot’s of time. And don’t laugh, because evolutionists 
will give us all the time we want, and all the energy we want – as long as we don’t 
ask where all that energy came from in the first place! 

While the barrel is churning away, it might be interesting for us to examine the 
statistical chances of our getting the picture together by this means. 
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Statistics  
Statistics is sort of a game that mathematicians play. It may or may not have 

any connection with the real world, but it’s lots of fun, even when it’s played in the 
never-never land of pure mathematics gone wild. 

If we flip a coin, the “chances” of it coming up heads is one-of-two. In the case 
of life, the chances of the 20 amino acids hooking up into meaningful sequences in 
400-part protein molecules, with something like 239 of those protein molecules 
forming a suitable cell structure is . . . 

                       

1 in 10119,775 
 

Now that’s a very big number! If we were to write it out at about the size 
shown here . . . 

1,000,000,000,000 . . . 
. . . we would be almost a mile off the paper before we finished writing the 

number! For comparison, the number of seconds that would have elapsed in the 
supposed 15 billion year history of the universe claimed by evolutionists is only 
about 1018. U.S. taxpayers might be encouraged to know that our national debt, in 
pennies, is less than 1016 !  

When the odds get that high against a thing happening, most people just want 
to forget it. It’s not realistic. Evolution’s “chances” are obviously very poor. But 
suppose we are persistent, like good evolutionists, and keep the barrel going, with 
unlimited time and energy available. 

Now Watch 

Ah-ha! Two of the pieces fall together correctly . . . now two more are together 
. . . that’s the idea ! 

Oh-oh . . . the first two fell apart. 

Now two more are together . . . now they’re all apart . . . together, apart, 
together, apart, together, apart . . . we don’t seem to be getting anywhere! 
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And now look what is happening. The pieces are starting to wear around the 
edges. Disaster has struck! They’ll be worn out before we ever get a picture by this 
means.   

See the problem? A piece-by-piece approach is fundamentally hopeless 
because of the increasing instability of something proceeding from a lower to a 
higher level of organization, and because of the deteriorative effect of wear and 
tear. 

Last chance 

There is still one more idea to try, though. Regardless of the statistifcs, if it 
could happen, it might happen on the first try  – all at once.  

Let’s do something that might produce just the right combination of 
simultaneous motions, and bring all of the pieces down together to give the 
complete picture, in one toss. This is what is called the “hopeful monster” thesis – 
a sudden major jump in evolution. We drop a stick of dynamite in the tumbling 
barrel, and . . . 

 

 
 

All the pieces go up in the air. When they come down., they just happen to 
form . . . 

Nope. No picture. Only a mess of pieces scattered around the room. 

We are licked. We cannot do it. Do you realize the significance of that? Using 
random evolutionary processes, we cannot put the puzzle together. 

Why? Why can’t we do it? Because we didn’t have enough tries?  
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No. Because we didn’t use all of the random motion possibilities? No. Because 
of the enormous statistical odds against the thing happening? Not really. We can 
conceive of doing it by these means. But we cannot do it.  WHY? 

Because that’s not the way the real world operates. The universe is simply not 
built that way: All real systems, if left alone, or subjected to random energy, go 
downhill – that’s why. When matter “does what comes naturally,” it proceeds from 
a condition of order to disorder, from organized to disorganized, from complex to 
simple . . . 

 
Clocks run down 
Things wear out 
People grow old and die  
Iron rusts 
Teeth  decay  
Grass withers  
Wood rots 
Information becomes garbled  
Highways get potholes  
Cars fall apart 
Buildings and bridges deteriorate 
 

Think about it. We all know these things from our own everyday experience. In 
the real world, there is a universal, natural tendency for things to go downhill, and 
this is expressed in energy, structure and intelligence terms by the Second Law of 
Thermodynamics. 

Random energy input only hastens the process. Why? 

BECAUSE THAT’S THE WAY THE 
WORLD IS! 

Optimistic evolutionists can dream their evolutionary dreams from now till 
doomsday, but it won’t change the way the world IS. 

Is that the way it was? Yes, say the evolutionists, and that’s the insurmountable 
barrier to evolution. It cannot happen. It is scientifically impossible! 
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Here is an engineering picture to illustrate the situation . . . 

 
                                                            Time 

 

“X” marks the spot where evolution flunks the basic thermodynamic test. It 
simply cannot happen. 

As a matter of fact, if you could develop something that would follow a 
horizontal line on that same graph, you would be a millionaire. Do you know what 
you would have? 

A perpetual motion machine! 

One more question. Can the puzzle be put together? Is it possible to have a 
system which goes uphill in terms of energy, structure and intelligence? Yes, a 
local and temporary rise, such as that exhibited in living growth, is possible. 

How are we going to get the puzzle together? Not by evolution, as we have just 
seen. How? 

It Can Be Done 

The puzzle can be put together by applying what might be called the creative 
trio. We need three things to take the puzzle uphill from disorder to order, and get 
a finished picture . . . 

(1) We need an appropriate outside energy source – in other words, an open 
system. If we ate a good breakfast before starting the job, that would furnish the 
energy. We allowed plenty of this one during our experiment, of course, but we 
lacked the other two.  

(2) The second thing we need is an appropriate structure to act as an energy 
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conversion machine. Here we can use our hands and fingers (which have a manual 
dexterity which is uniquely different and better than the “paw” of any animal) to 
handle and manipulate the pieces. 

(3) We also need intelligence to direct the machine. In this case, it would be 
our brain, which has the human genetic characteristic of reason. Instead of just 
randomly throwing the pieces around, we lay out, study and select pieces by their 
shape and color, deciding pretty much without trial-and-error what goes where. For 
example, the edge pieces are usually assembled first in working a puzzle. It is 
important to note that such intelligent control systems are found only in living 
things. Matter does not possess intelligence of itself. 

So with these three essential things – energy, structure and intelligence – we 
can put the puzzle together. We cannot do it when any one of the three is missing. 

Evolutionists are hoping to find a case where the Second Law of 
Thermodynamics, the universal law of deterioration and decay, is broken, but until 
then, we can say flatly that evolution, by its own definition and by science is . . . 

IMPOSSIBLE! 
There is just no way out of this predicament for evolution – as long as it 

pretends to be “scientific.” Evolution postulates one-way – up. Science universally 
observes that in the real world, apart from the creative trio, things go one-way – 
down!  

Think about a wristwatch. It has the name of the manufacturer stamped right on 
it. It was made by a watchmaker.   

Suppose someone says, “I refuse to believe that a watchmaker made it. There 
has to be some other explanation. It must have happened by evolution!” 

Our experiment has demonstrated that evolution doesn’t happen, won’t happen 
and can’t happen in the present real world where science operates.  

What if that person insists, “I still believe that one time, long ago, it did 
happen!”?  

Well now, that’s different. If that person wants to believe it, he can believe it, 
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but he can’t claim that such faith is scientific. That’s not science  – that’s religion – 
and a religion which is contrary to the basic scientific nature of the real world!  
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6 
CONCLUSIONS 

In order for an idea to be evaluated by the scientific method, we must be able 
to . . . 

(1) State the idea understandably and objectively as an hypothesis or as a 
model. In our approach, we modeled evolution with the “Evol” amoeba. 

(2) We must also be able to make some testable prediction from it – that is, 
predict a phenomenon which will happen and which will be scientifically 
observable if the idea is true. 

Predicting something which would not be testable would be speculation, and 
not part of the scientific method. For example, if we had predicted before we had 
the prospect of going to the moon that it was made of green cheese, that would 
have been an untestable prediction and would probably have been classed as 
science-fiction. But when the Apollo flights were being planned, and the means to 
bring back and test samples of the lunar surface were provided, our prediction then 
became testable and took on scientific respectability. The fact that we guessed 
wrong about the composition of the moon (at least where we landed) does not 
change the importance of the distinction which must be made between untestable 
speculation and scientific prediction. The history of science is filled with cases 
where untestable predictions led to arbitrary philosophical choices, rather than to 
valid scientific conclusions. 

We chose uphill as the testable predictive feature of evolution. We could have 
made other choices, and found other barriers, but this one served our purpose well. 

(3) We must be able to set up test conditions – to cause the prediction to 
happen if it is valid. We chose a puzzle to test whether a random process can 
produce ordered results in the present real world. 

(4) We must be able to run the test. This can be done physically in most cases, 
or with a “thought experiment” to mentally check the logic of something in a 
preliminary way. We actually ran the test. 

(5) We must be able to observe the results. That is, “see” directly with our 
senses (or indirectly with instruments), in the here-and-now real world where 
science operates, unambiguous evidence that the prediction did, or did not, come 
true. We saw the results – random efforts could not put the puzzle together. They 
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failed the test.  

(6) We must be able to repeat the experiment. Do it again, using the same 
criteria, or in another way, testing the same prediction. The author has done the 
Mission Impossible test many times, and always with the same result – the puzzle 
ends up in worse shape than when it started. 

Almost any real world process could be used to test evolution against the 
Second Law. The reader might like to try this for himself, like a good scientist. uy 
a puzzle, take it home, put it in your dryer, and turn it on. Let it run for a week. 
Will you get a picture?  Of course not – but you may get a repair bill for choking 
up the mechanism with cardboard dust! 

The Bottom Line 

Now we are ready to draw a legitimate scientific conclusion from the results of 
our test. Since evolution is directly contrary to the universally confirmed Second 
Law of Thermodynamics, it can be said to be impossible in the present real world.  
Evolution is therefore scientifically . . . 

 

FALSE! 
 

       
 

 
7 
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LIMITATIONS 
 

The general conclusion that evolution is false has some limitations which 
should immediately be made clear. 

Evolution Is Scientifically Impossible 

This does not mean that it is necessarily impossible in an absolute, ultimate 
sense. If we appeal to the supernatural (miracles), then anything which that 
supernatural source is capable of might happen. But the General “Theory” of 
Evolution specifically excludes the supernatural, and therefore our conclusion 
holds.  

A person oriented to technical thinking in the sciences might at this point 
protest, “Nothing is impossible!” He is probably thinking that science can do 
anything – given enough time and money. Not so! Ask any scientist whether a 
perpetual-motion machine is scientifically possible or impossible, and you will find 
out quickly whether he knows what the Second Law is all about, and whether he is 
being “scientific”or not! 

Also, there is a tendency to resist the idea of a scientific “law” being an 
absolute barrier to something. After all, such laws are man-made, and the Law of 
Gravity, for example, can seemingly be “broken” by an airplane. 

To clarify this, it is perhaps more accurate to say that a scientific law is a 
statement of the way the world is, and as long as the world really is that way, the 
law does have natural authority. 

In the case of the Law of Gravity, it is of course always in operation on every 
airplane. It’s just that by using the creative trio (prior and higher energy, structure 
and intelligence), the airplane is able to operate temporarily in the same world with 
the Law of Gravity. The law itself has not been repealed or “broken.” This will be 
dramatically confirmed if the engine fails (loss of energy), a wing falls off (loss of 
structure) or the pilot falls asleep (loss of intelligence). The Second Law is 
essentially a thermodynamic “law of gravity’, and it is just as authoritative. 

It might also be suggested that scientific laws are only “statistical,” and that 
there could be exceptions to their operation somewhere (or sometime) in the uni-
verse. Exceptions to gravity and the laws of thermodynamics can of course be con-
ceived of, but as far as scientific observation is concerned, these laws are universal 
and unchangeable. They apply to every case in which they have been tested. 
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As a matter of fact, we should recognize that the laws of nature are definitely 
not the laws of chance in disguise. The principle of cause and effect is basic to 
science. Every single event is unique – fully determined by its own causes, and not 
by the historical “statistics” of the situation at all. The one-in-two “chance” of a 
coin toss coming up heads has no bearing whatsoever on what the next toss will be. 
And these actual causes, carried to their ultimate logical conclusion, cannot be 
“random.” They must have a “first cause”. 

This distinction between “chance” and what could be called “providence” is 
important in science, because science operates by building a bridge between the 
known present, and the predictable future. If the predictable uniformity of natural 
laws is abandoned in favor of a random “uncertainty” principle, science has 
effectively committed suicide by jumping off that bridge. 

For the same reason, statistics cannot be used as an absolute scientific barrier to 
evolution. As we noted in our puzzle test, if self-caused order could happen at all, 
it might happen on the first try, regardless of the statistics.  

The fact is, however, that up against the Second Law of Thermodynamics, the 
real world “chances” for evolution are zero!   

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Evolution Is Impossible in the Present 

We have only tested evolution in the observable present real world. That’s the 
only place that the scientific method can operate, of course, but if evolutionists 
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refuse to give up uniformitarianism (the idea that the past operated under the same 
laws as the present), then the results of our experiment could be applied to the past 
also, and evolution could be declared to be impossible in the past as well. 
Evolution needs completely different physical laws from the ones now operating in 
the world for it to be possible in either the past or present. That is why the 
scientific case for evolution is so hopeless. 

A few evolutionists are beginning to recognize the impenetrable barrier of the 
Second Law, give up uniformitarianism, and agree that evolution is impossible in 
the present. They still insist, however, that it happened in the past, when things 
were “different.” Most evolutionists are not willing to do this, of course, because 
uniformitarianism is a basic premise of evolution, and giving it up is tantamount to 
acknowledging that evolution is a religious faith about the past without benefit of 
scientific rationale at all. So they hang on to uniformitarianism and hope that a 
solution will be found to the problem of the Second Law. 

Evolution is Impossible in the Real World 

This does not mean that evolution might not happen in an unreal, fairy tale 
world of the imagination. As evolution is more and more trapped in the real world, 
and shown to be scientifically untenable, evolutionists will probably retreat into a 
science-fiction fantasy world where pumpkins turn into coaches, mice into 
footmen, and cosmic evolution proceeds with the greatest of ease. Anything that 
can be imagined might happen “out there” in the wild-black-hole yonder of 
modern astro-fiction where ignorance of thermodynamics is bliss – but not “down 
here” in the real world where science operates!  

Such a point has important implications in the area of philosophy as well. If 
evolution is false in the real natural world, then it is also false in a real supernatural 
world which is harmonious with that natural world. Both levels of reality – the 
natural world, accessible to the senses through empirical science, and the 
supernatural world, beyond the senses and accessible only through faith – are 
equally real, and a thing cannot be false in one and true in the other. The 
supernatural world that evolution must appeal to is incompatible with the real 
natural world.  

 
Evolution Is Impossible As Defined 

That is, we are talking only about the General Evolution Model. Various other 
vague or equivocal ideas as to what evolution is are not covered. 
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Flexible use of the word “evolution” is widespread today, and it appears in all 
sorts of contexts which have nothing at all to do with biology. Usually it is used to 
vaguely mean some sort of natural development or improvement of an idea or a 
product. 

But even in biology, the word is slippery and difficult to pin down. Here are 
some things which evolution is not . . . 

(1)  Evolution is not “change,” in the sense of normal fluctuation around a 
norm, but is a limitless, unidirectional thrust away from the norm. 

(2)  Evolution is not “development,” or the normal unfolding of already 
built-in characteristics as an organism grows up in the image of its parents, but is 
an innovative pioneering of completely new characteristics. 

(3)  Evolution is not “adaptation,” which is the marvelous but limited 
flexibility built into the genetic pool’s “kind,” but is movement completely out of 
one kind into another kind. 

(4)  Evolution is not “variety”, or the differences between various members 
of a group, but is a continuous chain of intermediate forms linking two groups. 

(5)  Evolution is not “natural selection,” which is a sieve operating to 
eliminate the oddballs, but is unnatural selection, acting to preserve those oddballs 
which are following the supposed evolutionary pathway. 

(6)  Evolution is not “survival of the fittest” but is survival of the unfit, in 
response to some force driving the “fit” out of their normal environment. 

(7)  We are not talking about so-called “micro-evolution” (limited change), 
but about mega-evolution, all the way from molecules to man. Some evolutionists 
like to limit their risk by making it amoebas-to-man instead of molecules-to-man, 
but it doesn’t matter what floor you get on the evolution elevator – it is not going 
up! 

(8)  Nor are we trying to cover theistic evolution – the idea that “God did it – 
by a process of evolution.” What god is that? Not a true creator god, certainly. And 
what evolution is that? Not the evolution that is taught in modern science 
textbooks. Not the evolution that is talked about and written about by outstanding 
evolutionists, who make it absolutely clear that the whole object of evolution is to 
eliminate the need for a “clockmaker.” “Theistic evolution” is a basic contradiction 
in terms, a pathetic and illogical attempt to compromise in an absolutely 
irreconcilable conflict, and true evolutionists will have nothng to do with it. It’s for 
wishy-washy theologians only. 
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The only “evolution” that is really evolution is a self-caused, uphill journey 
from molecules to man. Sloppy semantics may be good politics, but it is certainly 
not good science! 

Evolution Is Impossible At any Speed 

What about the claim that evolution is proceeding at so slo-o-o-o-w a speed 
that it can’t be observed? Does this mean that evolution escapes scientific 
judgment? Not at all. The Second Law of Thermodynamics describes the universal 
direction of change which everything in the universe experiences, apart from the 
creative trio, and that is one-way – down3 . . . 

 
 

It is completely irrelevant whether evolution claims to be going fast (jumpers, 
hopeful monster) or slow (oozers) – it is going in fundamentally the wrong 
direction. If more and more time is allowed, will evolution finally happen? Never! 
More time only worsens the deteriorative effects of the Second Law. Evolution is 
trapped between the need for more time to make it seem plausible, and the 
inexorable downward drag of time which relentlessly crushes evolution . . . 

 

                                           
3 The use of the “up” and “down” terms is a good way to express the principle of the Second 

Law, but the physical directions cannot be applied universally. The behavior of lighter-than-air 
and lighter-than-liquid objects, for example, is sort of a mirror image of the way we normally 
think of gravity operating, but the point is the same and the Second Law still applies there, as 
everywhere. A helium-filled balloon must be pulled down by doing work on it and will “fall” 
upward if it is released. This is a downhill process in thermodynamic terms. 
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Uphill Thermodynamic Systems Are NOT Impossible 

Showing that evolution, as defined, is scientifically impossible, in the present, 
real world, at any speed, does not mean that it is impossible to get something to go 
uphill. Under certain conditions, thermodynamic gains in energy, structure and 
intelligence are exhibited by various systems in the universe.   

Examination of the means by which such systems accomplish this, and a look 
at some other basic features of thermodynamics which are applicable to the 
situation regarding evolution, will be covered in the next section.   

Going up? 
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8 
SHORT COURSE IN THERMODYNAMICS 
 

Thermodynamics is a compound word, made up of THERMO, from which we 
get our words “thermometer” and “thermostat,” meaning heat, and DYNAMICS, 
from which we get our words “dynamo” and “dynamite,” meaning power. 
Combined, it becomes heat power, or ENERGY. Energy is a big word in the world 
today – yet it is only part of what is involved in modern thermodynamics. 

Let’s start this section by clarifying the difference between a process and a 
system. 

A SYSTEM can be thought of as the contents of a box. A PROCESS is what 
goes on between boxes . . . 

 

 

 
 

 

Energy, structure and intelligence (the creative trio) are all shown, because it is 
recognized today that the laws of thermodynamics apply to much more than just 
classical energy concepts. 

ENERGY may be defined as the ability to produce motion (against a force – to 
do work). 

STRUCTURE may be defined as the ability to produce form (or order, or 
arrangement, or configuration). 

INTELLIGENCE may be defined as the ability to produce information (or 
knowledge, or control). 
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Everything there is in the real world represents some combination of energy, 
structure and intelligence. All three can be illustrated by a clock . . . 

 

        
 

 

 
 

What is said about energy in this section applies equally well to structure and 
intelligence, but energy will be used most frequently for simplicity. 

Systems 

The idea of a “system” is somewhat arbitrary. It is possible to put a conceptual 
fence around anything, large or small, and call it a system. 

Each system may be divided into sub-systems, and those subsystems may have 
sub-subsystems. 

Or smaller systems could be combined into a single larger system,” simply by 
drawing a larger box . . . 
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System C 

 
The choice of a system boundary is just a question of what is the most 

convenient grouping for clear thermodynamic analysis. But in every case, once a 
box is drawn, it can be thought of as an integral unit. 

Another important distinction should be made between closed systems and 
open systems. A closed system is assumed to be completely isolated from its 
surroundings. No energy, structure or intelligence can flow into or out of such a 
conceptual system. It has a tight fence . . .  

 

       
      

An open system is not isolated, and its fence permits a passage of energy, 
structure and/or intelligence . . .     
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Although it is conceptually possible to have a closed system, in the real world there 
are no truly closed systems – all boxes leak. For example . . . 

A thermos of hot cofffee represents a system with stored heat energy, but left 
alone, it will eventually cool off. 

A new car (structure) stored in a garage will, over a long period of time, 
eventually deteriorate, even if it is not driven. 

A seed, which is stored intelligence in the form of the DNA code, can be 
preserved for a very long time under controlled conditions, but eventually it, too, 
will decay. 

As larger and larger fences are drawn to attempt to get to a truly closed system, 
we eventually get to one the size of the universe . . . 

 

 
Universe System 

 

Whether the universe itself actually is “open’” or “closed” is a philosophical 
question, with all sorts of theological ramifications, but for our limited purposes, 
the universe can be viewed thermodynamically as if it were presently closed. The 
First Law is a thermodynamic (but not theological!) statement of the closed-
universe concept. 

Uphill and Downhill 

It may be stated categorically that it is not possible to have an uphill process 
because all processes are downhill (or “irreversible”) per the Second Law. Time-
Life calls this “Nature’s obstinate progress down a one-way street.”4 Evolution 

                                           
4 Wilson, M., Energy. Time, Inc., 1963, p. 64. 
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unfortunately claims to be an uphill process, and this point alone actually wipes out 
its chances in the real world. 

It is possible to have a system go uphill, however, and to achieve such a feat, 
three requirements must be satisfied . . . 

(1) First it must be an open system. There is no way to have a closed system go 
uphill. The First Law of Thermodynamics flatly states that the total energy in a 
closed system remains constant . . . 

 

                         
                                             Time 
                                                                               

This law also significantly implies that if a system now contains energy, it must 
have once been “wound up” with energy to that level. Most evolutionists fail to see 
this, because they are using as their philosophical starting point an already wound-
up system of eternal matter/energy. 

Now let’s make a distinction between total energy, available energy and 
entropy. 

The TOTAL ENERGY of a system includes its internal energy, represented by 
the atomic and molecular structure of the material, and its external, sensible 
energy, represented by such things as temperature, pressure, elevation and motion. 
Total energy is referred to some theoretical base, such as “absolute” zero or a 
“perfect” vacuum. 

All of this energy may not be available to do work, however. In order for it to 
do work, it must have access to a lower energy level, in order to provide a downhill 
pathway for energy flow and conversion to motion. 

AVAILABLE ENERGY is a measure of the differential energy levels existing 
between two open parts of a system. If the system contains a “hot” area and a 
“cold” area, or other non-homogeneity, an internal conversion process can be set 
up to convert this energy differential to useful motion . . . 
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When available energy is put to work, it is used up and converted to what is 
called ENTROPY. Entropy is therefore a measure of the unavailability of energy, 
or the lack of differential energy levels in a system. 

Although it is possible to “store” total energy in a conceptual “closed” system 
and theoretically not have it deteriorate, if some of that energy is to be put to work 
(which of course is necessary for an operating universe – or an operating atom), the 
energy made available for that purpose immediately begins to be depleted, and as 
energy is continually exchanged between various subsystems, the whole overall 
system slides thermodynamically downward. 

So in the real world, there is no possibility of a perpetual-motion machine, 
regardless of how carefully planned (intelligence), precisely built (structure) or 
highly wound up (energy) it was when it was started. 

It is not possible to store available energy, however. It must flow, and the 
Second Law states that the available energy in a real system always decreases and 
entropy always increases, until eventually all of the available energy is used up and 
the system has reached a uniform, homogenous state, with no more ability to do 
work. 

Applied to the universe as a whole, this leads eventually to the so-called “heat-
death of the universe”. 

The relationship between total energy, available energy and entropy in any 
closed system may be shown in the following way . . . 
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                Time             

 
Note that the total energy in the overall system has not changed, but the 

available energy has been reduced, and the entropy of the system has increased. 
Eventually all of the available energy will be in the entropy “wastebasket” – put 
there by the Second Law. 

(2) The second requirement that must be satisfied in order to get a system to go 
uphill is that the system must be supplied from a prior and higher source. That is, 
to get an energy rise in a system, it must be fed with prior and higher energy. To 
get an increase in structural complexity of a system, it must be fed from a prior and 
higher structure. To get an increase in the intelligence contained in a system, it 
must be fed with prior and higher intelligence. 

This principle has important implications. It predicts that . . . 

• no energy package is as powerful as its source. 

• a machine cannot reproduce itself, no matter how simple or complicated it 
is. 

• no message is as accurate as the original, no matter how fancy the “copier” 
is.5 

Inefficiency is thus part of every transfer of energy, structure or intelligence 

                                           
5 If you don’t believe this, try it for yourself. Take a master page of anything and make a copy 

of it. Then take that copy and use it as a master to make a second copy. Take the second copy 
and use it for a master to make a third copy . . . and so forth. It won’t be long before you will 
begin to see the effects of the Second Law. Just keep that up, making copies of copies, until you 
are thoroughly convinced that this statement is true. It wouldn’t be fair to fiddle intelligently with 
the copier when you are doing this, but no matter. The Second Law will get you in the end! 
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from one system to another. 

This prior-and-higher principle applies even to living things, and the 
progressive deterioration and accumulation of mistakes in the DNA code during 
cell reproduction is believed to explain aging and the genetic-load buildup down 
through the generations. That’s why “The old gray mare, she ain’t what she used to 
be!” 

(3) The third requirement that must be satisfied in order to get a system to go 
uphill is that the prior and higher source must be in the appropriate category. 
Energy, structure and intelligence are not interchangeable. Energy cannot 
substitute for structure or intelligence, structure cannot substitute for energy or 
intelligence, and intelligence cannot substitute for energy or structure. 

For example, a stick of dynamite thrown into a computer factory will add lots 
of energy, but it will never assemble a computer or program it. 

The receiving system must also be compatible with the source, so that it can 
utilize and transform the energy, structure or intelligence made available to it. The 
trunk of a tree cannot perform photosynthesis – only the leaves can do that. 

 

 

 

Bouncing Ball in a Box 

To summarize these thermodynamic principles, let’s use an illustration 
involving energy alone. Suppose we have a box with a ball in it, and we want to 
get some energy activity into it: 

     

 
 

Evolution says that, given enough time, the ball will levitate itself. But real-
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world experience indicates that the only way to get something to rise is to lift it. So 
we open the box and use the creative trio to lift the ball, adding directed energy to 
the system . . . 

 
 

 

Now what happens when we let go of the ball and close the box? The ball 
drops and bounces, with the energy transferring back and forth between potential-
energy and kinetic-energy – the energy activity we were after . . . 

 

       
 

 

But notice that the bounce is not 100% efficient – it does not return the ball 
quite as high the second time, and after a while, even with a “superball,” the 
bouncing dies out, and the ball is lying on the bottom of the box again . . . 
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Where has all the energy we added gone? It is still there, of course, but it is 
now in the form of heat, and no longer available to do work in the system as it 
stands. 

The available-energy history of this ball-in-box system plots something like 
this . . . 

 

 
 

 
                      Time 

 

 

This up-over-and-down shape is the characteristic curve for the energy, 
structure and intelligence history of any real system in the universe – no 
exceptions. 

It is the the trajectory traced by a projectile shot into the air. 

It is the way physical life begins, grows, matures, grows old and dies. 

It is the way civilizations are started, rise, flourish, decline and fall. 

It is the way information is gathered, organized into a coherent message, used 
and eventually deteriorates into errors and unintelligible “noise.” 

Evolutionists may imagine a universe which pulled itself up by its own 
bootstraps, but thermodynamics says NO ! 

There just isn’t any other way for things to operate in the real world. This 
characteristic curve is “it” as far as thermodynamics is concerned . . . 
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9 
EXCEPTIONS? 

 

By now, it should be quite clear that evolution is totally incompatible with 
basic thermodynamic princples, and that the uphill path that evoluton must follow 
is blocked by the reality of how the world actually operates. 

Evolutionists are die-hards, though, and they are frantically grasping at any 
likely looking straw today to save their sinking “theory.” Is there any way at all for 
evolution to live compatibly in the same world as the Second Law? Are there any 
exceptions to what we have said about thermodynamics? 

Open Systems 

Evolutionists usually try to get around the Second Law by first suggesting that 
the earth is an open system, receiving energy from the sun, and therefore it can 
locally go uphill . . . 

 

 
 

This idea sounds O.K. as far as it goes, but the problem is that with only energy 
available, only energy can be accumulated in the earth system. Structure and intel-
ligence are not received, and the structure and intelligence of the earth system will 
continue to deteriorate. 
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A pile of bricks sitting in the sun on a construction site will get hotter, but it 
will never self-construct a building. And of course self-construction is what 
evolution is all about! 

 
Plants do build structure, however, by a process called photosynthesis. How do 

they do it? Photosynthesis is a process in which living, green plants form the first 
link in the earth’s food chain which supports all other life. The flow of solar energy 
can be illustrated by the following diagram . . . 

 

 
In the plant “system” itself, the green leaves of the plant synthesize complex 

carbohydrates (sugar, starch, cellulose) from water and carbon dioxide, giving off 
oxygen and heat as byproducts . . . 
                         Sugar  
                                 Starch  
      Sunlight                                               Chlorophyll        Cellulose 

 
       Energy                   Life              Food/Fuel 
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Photosynthesis is an excellent example of the creative trio. The plant receives 
energy from the sun, has an energy conversion structure in the green chlorophyll 
“factory,” and is directed by the intelligence built into the DNA code of the living 
cells. 

All three (energy, structure and intelligence) are necessary for photosynthesis 
to operate. Take away any one of the three, say by cutting a leaf from the living 
plant, and the reaction will immeditely reverse, and the now-dead leaf will use 
oxygen, break down into CO2 and H2O, and give off its stored energy.    

This of course is what happens when an animal eats and digests the plant. It is 
obvious that the plant does not get structure or intelligence from the sun – it only 
gets energy. The structure and intelligence are already there in the living plant. 
Could evolution produce such a marvelous “green machine”? 

First, let’s give evolution a head start – assume an open system, receiving 
limitless energy from the sun. 

Then let’s imagine that somehow, somewhere, some kind of energy conversion 
structure – perhaps a chlorophyll molecule – just happened to happen, by blind 
chance, all by itself, and there it is, ready to go. That’s not the way the real world 
operates, of course. Disorder does not naturally go to order. Instead, order goes to 
disorder, according to the Second Law, but we’re just imagining, like good evolu-
tionists, so let’s assume it happened. That gives us two out of the three require-
ments. 

What about number three – intelligence? Here we are absolutely stuck, because 
intelligent control systems are found only in life. For example, chlorophyll alone in 
a test tube cannot perform photosynthesis. It must be part of a living plant. 

Life is necessary in every simple-to-complex process. Where did life come 
from in the first place? Life comes only from life – that’s a fact of life. 

Appealing to photosynthesis to save evolution boils down to an appeal to spon-
taneous generation, long ago proved by the experiments of Pasteur and others to be 
an unscientific and obsolete idea. Evolution? Photosynthesis says NO! 
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Crystals 

Here, say the evolutionists, is an example of a natural, nonliving system going 
spontaneously from disorder to order. Formation of a crystal is supposedly matter 
“doing what comes naturally”, and ending up with more “order” than it started 
with. 

When water freezes, it forms an “ordered” crystal structure. And of course, 
every schoolboy knows that liquid water is a “disordered” collection of H2O mole-
cules wandering freely around in its container – right? 

Wrong! But why? 

There is no doubt that crystallization is a natural, inanimate process, operating 
in the same world as the Second Law. Is it an example of spontaneous “evolution” 
of order without the creative trio? 

The first thing to note is that crystallization has nothing directly to do with 
biology. It is a blind alley, as far as a path to life is concerned. The only thing a 
crystal can do is to go back into solution. It will not progress further in complexity. 

And a crystal structure is an example of regularity and homogeneity, whereas 
biological molecules are extremely complex, and loaded with a stupendous variety 
of information. Biologists usually do not even understand why physical chemists 
bring up crystallization. But they do, and it is not as irrelevant as it may seem. 

The second thing to note is that crystallization is a downhill energy process. A 
liquid must be cooled (actually supercooled) to permit it to crystallize. But what 
about structure and intelligence? 

The third thing to note is that the information to form the crystal lattice is 
already built into the liquid molecules. They form a certain, specific structure 
which is characteristic of the material, and derives from its atomic arrangment. The 
moecules are preprogrammed. 
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This still leaves structure. Is a crystal going from a “random” liquid to an 
“ordered” solid? 

Nope. The fourth thing to note is that a liquid, when quiet and ready to crystal-
lize, actually does have a specific and ordered structure, contrary to the popular 
idea of a liquid being “random.” “Every schoolboy” is wrong. This is the key to 
understanding crystallization. 

Some sort of “order” in a liquid is to be expected, of course, if there are any 
bonding or attraction forces at all existing between the liquid molecules. The action 
of such forces will tend to orient the molecules into a minimum energy 
configuration. Thermodynamic commonsense will tell us that. That there are such 
forces is manifested by phenomena like viscosity, surface tension and capillary 
action. The next time you pour honey or syrup, think about this point. 

This liquid structure may be very tenuous of course – a thin liquid is easily 
stirred up – but it is a necessary prerequisite to crystallization, and it represents a 
definite “order.” The proof of this premise is that a liquid must be kept still in order 
for a crystal to form. Running water will not freeze. 

So we see that crystallization is a change from liquid-order to solid-order, 
and not a change from disorder-to-order. What is needed in evolution is not just a 
new or different order, but a higher, more complex order. 

The Second Law would also predict that the crystal structure is not as “perfect” 
as the liquid structure, and this is partially confirmed by the extensive efforts to 
make better crystals (fewer “mistakes” in the lattice) for electronic and other 
technological purposes. 

Crystals are obviously not an example of evolution, but of a typical downhill 
thermodynamic system. Evolution is really getting “frozen out” ! 
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Dissipative Structures 

The so-called “dissipative structures” of Prigogine and others6 refers to insta-
bilities in fluid dynamics, such as the onset of thermal convection currents in a 
fluid layer heated from below. The emergence of convection patterns above the 
instability threshold is contrasted with the supposed “random” thermal motion of 
the molecules in the quiet liquid below the instability threshold, and this is used as 
an example of a spontaneous, inanimate disorder-to-order phenomenon, compati-
ble with the Second Law. 

In the “dissipative structures” concept, energy is first added to drive the “dis-
ordered” system away from equilibrium to a point of instability, beyond which it 
“dissipates” energy, and settles into a new “ordered” condition. As applied to the 
development of complete biological systems, a series of such imagined upward 
steps can be plotted diagrammatically something like this . . . 

 

 
                  

 

Prigogine thus suggests a mechanism for evolution (the “dissipative struc-
ture”) and a process for evolution (“order-through-fluctuations”). It is believed that 
Prigogine may have received the Nobel Prize for these efforts on behalf of evolu-
tion, and of course this puts considerable prestige behind the dissipative structures 
idea. It was all the rage in current evolutionary thinking for a while. 

Unfortunately, however, the same weakness exists here as in the case of 
crystals, and it is in the assumption that the quiet liquid below the instability 

                                           
6 Prigogine, I., Nicolis, G. and Babloyantz, A. “Thermodynamics of Evolution,” Physics To-

day, Nov 1972, p. 23, and Dec 1972, p. 38. 
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threshold does not have a definite structure. But it does – and for the same reasons 
that have been pointed out for crystals. A higher level of “order” is therefore not 
achieved by a “dissipative structure”, just as would be expected from a considera-
tion of the Second Law. This negates the fundamental idea behind Prigogine’s 
approach to prebiotic evolution. A mathematical “snow job” is one thing, but get-
ting around the Second Law in the real world is something else again! 

The search to find a natural, inanimate phenomenon on which to pattern an 
evolution model is stymied by the thermodynamic realities imposed by the Second 
Law. That law must be broken before evolution will have a chance in the real 
world. 

Compounds 

The formation of a “complex” chemical compound such as Fe2O3, from “sim-
ple” atoms of Fe and O2 might also be cited by evolutionists. But this is obviously 
an arbitrary use of the words “complex” and “simple.” How can we say that a sin-
gle atom is “simple”? No nuclear physicist would buy that idea today. The fact that 
atoms combine in a chemical reaction in certain specific, predictable ways, and not 
in random combinations, is proof that they already carry preprogrammed intel-
ligence. This information is revealed when the compound is formed, but it is not 
“new” information. The compound formula may look more complicated, but the 
formula is just symbolism for the real thing, and the real thing is not necessarily 
more complex. 

A downhill energy process is involved in the formation of iron oxide, of 
course, and the mining and use of iron illustrates the characteristic up-over-and-
down thermodynamic curve very nicely. 

Iron ore (Fe2O3) is dug out of the ground, and a lot of effort by the creative trio 
goes into reducing it to iron, which is then converted to steel. Additional energy, 
structures and intelligence transform the steel into a brand new automobile. As 
soon as the car is driven out of the showroom, however, the inevitable processes of 
deterioration begin, and after a few years of wear and tear, the car ends up in a junk 
yard, rusting back to Fe2O3 ! 

No Hope 

Having exhausted every possible exception to the laws of thermodynamics that 
evolutionists have come up with so far, it should be increasingly clear that evolu-
tion is up against an insurmountable scientific barrier. 

Over forty years ago Sir Arthur Eddington, the British astronomer, unwittingly 
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described evolution’s contemporary predicament in the following words . . . 

“But if your theory is found to be against the second law of 
thermodynamics, I can give you no hope; there is nothing for it but 
to collapse in deepest humiliation.”7 

From a thermodynamic viewpoint, evolution is hopeless. When will evolution-
ists wise up, and give up? 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                           
7 Eddington, A.  The Nature of the Physical World, University of Michigan Press, 1958, p. 74. 
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10 
SIMPLE ENOUGH 

 

Is all of this oversimplified? Have we really trapped evolution, scientifically 
tested it, and proved it false? Or have we somehow gone wrong?  

What we have done is to corner evolution by carefully defining it as a real, 
natural, self-caused, random, uphill, continuing process – the kind of evolution that 
is taught to students in all public school classrooms throughout America today. 

Then we have described an actual test of these features, which test has been 
performed many times, and always with the same result – evolution flunks the test. 
The test is repeatable, since thermodynamics applies to everything in the real 
world. It is true that portions of our test were abbreviated (we didn’t wait millions 
of years – just long enough to see which direction things were going), but it was 
clear that time was not the answer to evolution’s problem. 

Our conclusion is therefore valid. Evolution cannot produce uphill results in 
the present, real world where science operates. It is scientifically impossible. 

Although the terminology and format have been simplified as much as possible 
in order to make the information understandable and popular with nontechnical 
readers, it is believed to be fully accurate from a technical viewpoint as well. The 
author sees no need to use fancy words or prestige jargon to impress or confuse 
anyone. 

The amazing thing is that you could take any reasonably intelligent individual 
off the street corner, remind him of his own everyday experiences in the real 
world, and he would be a “qualified thermodynamicist” – fully able to point out 
what is fundamentally wrong with evolution. 

It’s really that simple, folks! 
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11 
EVOLUTION AS RELIGION  

 

If evolution is scientifically impossible, proven unquestionably false, and any 
claim to be “scientific” must be abandoned, what is it then? 

Just a religion! 

 

 

 
 

It is pure, speculative faith that what cannot happen now, happened in the 
past, anyhow! Evolution is strictly a religious faith, and nothing more. A person 
that believes in evolution is saying that he believes it not because of the scientific 
facts, but in spite of the scientific facts. He prefers to believe the impossible.  
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What’s A Religion? 

A religion8 may be defined as any general worldview, held by faith, identified 
with some authority, and expressed in a form of worship. 

It is a belief that certain things about the world and life are true. It has a final 
authority (a god) to appeal to for explanations, and to worship. 

World-view, faith, authority and worship are the key words. 

The worldview can be any ideology at all, as long as it is comprehensive and 
integrated. Faith is involved in anything that is beyond the senses, and question’s 
about origins, meaning, purpose and destiny are beyond the senses. 

The authority can be a stone that a savage bows down to, or a textbook that a 
teacher bows down to – anything that is believed to provide the answers to life’s 
questions. 

Worship is the natural response of man to whatever – or whoever – gives him 
these answers. The form of worship can be heathen rites in a jungle, ceremonial 
ritual in a cathedral, or intellectual games in a classroom. 

Evolution has all of the characteristics of a religion. Note that . . . 

Evolution has its gods 

Don’t let anyone tell you that evolution is atheistic (rejection of all 
gods). The only “god” idea that evolution has rejected is the idea of a 
creator. Man is incurably religious, and if you take away one god, he’ll only 
substitute another. 

Although evolution as a biological “theory” claims to be atheistic (no 
clockmaker allowed), it actually offers many gods from which to choose. 

                                           
8 “Religion” is a vague, elastic term, a difficult word to pin down, especially in legal circles, 

but see Meriam-Webster’s Collegiate Encyclopedia, ed. 2000, p. 1360. The way I have summar-
ized it is sufficient to identify evolution as a religion. 
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Here is part of evolution’s stock list of gods . . . 
 

Humanism..................... man as god 
Totalitarianism .............state as god  
Materialism ................... things as god 
Scientism......................science as god  
Modernism .................... change as god 

And  . . . 
Pantheism .....................nature  as god  
Temporalism ................ time as god  
Fatalism........................chance as god 

  

The last three gods (the Evolution Trinity) are used in evolutionary cosmology 
to construct the universe . . . 

 

 
       ( Mother Nature )               ( Father Time )                    ( Lady Luck )                  

 

Evolutionists worship those gods 

Evolutonary concepts are considered “holy” and sacrosanct – therefore deserv-
ing of reverence, devotion, homage, admiration and veneration. 

 

Evolution appeals to the supernatural 

Transcendent power is ascribed to evolution (“Time itself performs the 
miracles,” etc.). It operates incompatibly with real, natural, observable laws as a 
contrascientific “miracle” process. It is not just beyond natural laws – it is against 
natural laws. 
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Evolution is all-inclusive 

Evolution is a supreme integrative principle – a total world-view, a complete 
philosophy of life. Julian Huxley has expressed this well . . . 

“ . . . our present knowledge indeed forces us to the view 
that the whole of reality is evolution – a single process of 
selftransformation.”9  

 

Evolution is exclusive 

Evolution is incompatible with other faiths, with a tendency to intolerance and 
propaganda. Wishy-washy appeals to “compromise” are sometimes put forth by 
“theistic evolutionists” but are rejected by true evolutionists. The origins question 
is “all settled” as far as evolutionists are concerned, and evolution is closed to 
rational criticism. 

 

Evolution has a doctrine 

Evolution has a formulated system of beliefs regarding the past, the present and 
the future, along with a moral code of conduct for living those beliefs. 

 

Evolution is received by faith 

It is not by “sight.” Evolution cannot be observed – it must be believed, since it 
is not accessible to science, as far as its claims about the past are concerned. 

                                           
9 Huxley, J.  What Is Science?   Simon & Shuster, 1955, p. 272. 
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Evolution generates missionary zeal 

Evolutionists believe that evolution is a “proven fact” which should be taught 
everywhere to everyone. There is a fanatical dedication and commitment of 
members to the cause, revealed by the reproof of the fainthearted and an aggressive 
promotion of evolution in education, the media, law, etc. 

 

A religion for sure 

This should be enough to identify evolution’s essentially religious character. 
It’s a religion all right, and the emotional response of evolutionists to scientific 
challenges of their pet “theory” confirms this fact. When an irresistible religious 
force like evolution comes up against an immovable scientific object like the 
Second Law, it is bound to generate fireworks! 

Why don’t evolutionists like to have evolution questioned? Because it amounts 
to challenging their religious faith. Why do evolutionists hate to have evolution 
attacked and discredited? Because it is equivalent to burning their religious idols in 
front of their own eyes! 

Why are evolutionists intensifying their efforts to defend and protect evolution 
against scientific attack? Because a religion contrary to the real physical world is a 
religion living on borrowed time – a religion which will ultimately be relegated to 
mythology. So the modern heathen cry is . . .  
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12 
THE $5,000 GUARANTEE 

 

In order to guarantee the claim that evolution is scientifically impossible, the 
author issued the $5,000 Challenge in 1976, which presents the Second Law of 
Thermodynamics as an insurmountable scientific barrier to evolution. 

The Challenge is not a hoax, or a trick, or a bluff, or a joke. It means exactly 
what it says – that if a way can be found for evolution to get around, over, under or 
through the Second Law, and on the upward thermodynamic path that it must 
follow, the author will pay $5,000 in cash to the finder. 

Note that it is not necessary to show evolution happening – only that it can 
happen in the present real world where science operates. And there is no time limit 
on the offer. Evolutionists can have a billion years if they like! The Challenge even 
includes a $4,999 “compromise” offer. This is for a self-contained horizontal, 
process – which of course is a perpetual motion machine. 

The only limitation is that the author will pay just once for a successful answer 
to evolution’s thermodynamic dilemma. He is not a “front” for some other 
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individual or organization, but stands personally responsible for the offer. 

Since the Challenge was issued 30 years ago, there have been no takers, but 
there have been a few fakers and some very interesting reactions, especially from 
evolutionists, who are increasingly exasperated by it, and by the scientific threat 
which it represents. They simply do not want to hear it. 

Letters from evolutionists often start out something like this . . . 

“Send me that Challenge – how dare you question evolution!”  

Or more boldly . . . 

“Send me that $5,000 – how dare you question evolution!” 

This kind of huffing and puffing (like the Big, Bad Wolf) is rather amusing to 
an engineer, since engineers are responsible for designing and building things 
which really operate in the real world, and they are trained to distinguish quickly 
between practical possibilities and preposterous opium pipe dreams, such as evolu-
tion! I haven’t heard any argument yet that comes remotely close to an answer to 
the Second Law. What is basically needed here is an example of anything, any-
where in the universe, improving itself in any way. That’s anything, anywhere, and 
any way, folks. That’s a simple, straight forward demand, and until someone does 
find a way for evolution to survive the irresistible deteriorative effects of the 
Second Law, the public can confidently insist that evolution acknowledge its true 
character as a religious faith, and also insist that it be treated like a religion in tax-
supported public institutions. So . . . 
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13 

FINISHED ! 
 

Thermodynamics is bad news for evolution. Evolution’s masquerade as 
“science” is coming unglued, and evolution is fast collapsing in science’s front 
yard. Frantic efforts by evolutionists to prop up its false and unscientific concepts 
are increasingly futile in the educational and scientific world, where more and 
more technical people are becoming aware that evolution is fundamentally 
incompatible with the way the real world operates. 

Evolutionists are trying hard to hide these developments from the general 
public, and to stall off disaster, but in the long run, this will do no good against the 
irrefutable fact that evolution has flunked the most basic test of all – 
thermodynamics. 

Because of its claim to be continuing in the present, evolution is testable and 
falsifiable by scientific means. The Second Law precludes self-caused, innovative 
and integrative processes, and there is no way for evolution to avoid this impasse. 
It’s either the Second Law or evolution, and the author is putting his money on the 
Second Law! 

Evolutionists may ignore the gaping thermodynamic holes in their ship, and 
sail blissfully on into the distant “cosmic ocean,” but they have left the real world 
when they do. 

The fact is that evolution as “science” is finished, and the best advice that 
could be given to educators, scientists, politicians, theologians, judges and students 
alike is . . . 
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