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Prologue


Even at school we learn, that all life on our planet came into being all by itself. It is assumed that there was a "big bang" a few billion years ago, from which the entire cosmos and the planet on which we live emerged. Finally, amino acids emerged from cooled minerals, which formed random compounds. These then developed all by themselves over many millions of years into ever more complex structures, from which bacteria and later plants and animals resulted at some point after endless natural selection processes. These did not remain unchanged, of course, but continued to develop all by themselves into ever "higher" forms of life, at the end of which "Homo sapiens" appeared. Of course, no divine intervention is needed for such a series of developments. And hasn't countless proof of this been found in rocks, i.e. fossils of various animals and plants? Thus, any irrationality, i.e. a creator God or other creation myths, which are rampant throughout humanity, can be confidently dismissed as unnecessary nonsense. For: Long live the superior human spirit! Hasn't science long since proven that a God or Creator is completely superfluous? And that the whole nature can also be explained very well without a God just on the basis of natural laws? For this, and above all for the age of rocks, fossils have to be used again and again as dating aids. But were they really formed in the way we are taught in school? Or are the relics of long-dead animals and plants of a completely different origin than the not-so-uniform world of science teaches us? Well, this book does not claim to be the absolute truth. But it should provide some food for thought by examining some fossils from a completely different perspective. Namely, the comparison with recent, i.e. similar species still existing today, and the habitats, in which they regularly occur. In addition, I will also make comments on the origin of these fossils as they appear to be most credible and probable. And I will point out some very serious didactic mistakes, errors and misunderstandings, which will and must lead to a new evaluation of fossils. The interested reader can and should then form his or her own opinion on this matter. And I do not want to anticipate this formation of opinion. That is why I will now and then compare the evolutionist world view with an alternative model, which I will present in more detail at the end of this work. Supplemented with facts, that were perpetuated by Mother Nature in various rocks an unknown number of years ago. And I will show, that rocks cannot lie. For they are hard facts, that can also be understood as monuments to some prehistoric events. They still speak to us today. The exciting question is really only this: Do we actually want to hear their story? In the meantime, I call myself a cryptographer. Or even better and a little more precise: A nature-cryptographer! Because I am convinced, that fossils can certainly be compared with old records or even clay jars. Because even in old clay pots, modern research methods have been able to prove the preservation of words spoken during the pottery process. So: Why should fossils have nothing to say? And so the nature-cryptographer started his work...


Sven Erik Gehrmann, spring 2023.




Preliminary remark on the origin of fossils


Probably the most common theory is, that fossils are formed by the deposition of the remains of dead animals and plants in various sediments. It is assumed, that these processes occur very slowly and continuously over very long periods of time, namely many millions of years. Put simply, it is therefore assumed, that dead animals and plants are gradually covered by sediments after their demise. Then the soft parts decompose, the organic components of the dead organisms volatilise, and then they are finally replaced by invading minerals. These can be locally different inorganic materials, such as various crystals, calcites (lime compounds) or even metals (pyrite, marcasite, etc.). In rare cases, fossils are also preserved in the form of semiprecious stones such as opals, which are especially known from Australia. At least two different forms of preservation must be distinguished. Firstly, that of the preservation of a stone core, which has taken the form of the original creature, after which it filled its form. And secondly, the form of original shell or bone preservation. Different fossils are usually found in different sediments; in some cases, however, fossils of the same species have become known from different sediments. This has led to the conclusion, that the fossils of a sediment can be used to draw conclusions about its approximate age. One then speaks of the so-called "guiding fossils", which are supposed to provide information about this. And it seems to be logical, because: Didn't the natural scientists of long past epochs carefully determine by meticulous counting and estimation, how long sediments take to settle somewhere in layers? After all, all you have to do is to count the layers, measure them, and then make an estimate of how much sediment is deposited on the seabed per year. Then you can simply take a folding rule in your hand, hold it up to the sediments and then start calculating. So, if about one centimetre of sediment is deposited on the seabed in 1000 years, then you can of course multiply this number by the thickness of this stratification and then get the millions of years as the answer, which is written in the most common textbooks. A rock-solid theory, seemingly unshakably established in the scientific world. But whether this was really the case seems very questionable. Because these are all very theoretical ideas, all of which are based on the assumption that the environmental conditions were fairly constant during the time of these millions of years of sediment deposition. In other words: Like in a research laboratory! But what, if this was not the case? And what, if many fossils were actually not formed by gradual processes at all, but by very sudden events? What would it actually mean, if many fossils are in fact true screenshots from prehistoric times, which once have been fossilised in only a very short time? Then the question arises, as to which world view one would like to have and maintain for oneself. Or have we all been successfully brainwashed and manipulated by other (well-meaning) people? What is actually true? This book was created primarily to challenge the inclined reader to think critically for themselves. A special focus was placed on fossil marine animals in this work, because the author has been dealing with these animals in aquaristics for many years, and he is no stranger to the conservation and preservation of dead organisms. As he has been doing this for many years with a wide variety of techniques and varying degrees of success. Others should and can profit from this experience!
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What fossils actually are


The term “fossil” is derived from the Latin adjective fossilis, which literally means: Excavated. In the early days of palaeontology, on the other hand, the remains of extinct animal and plant species were generally referred to as petrifacts, which can also be translated as "fossilisation". However, not all remains of extinct organisms were fossilised, which is why this terminology has been abandoned in the meantime. Divided into rough categories, at least three different groups of fossils are now known. On the one hand, there are the preserved physical remains of animals and plants, which can be found in very different types of rock. In addition, there are also fossil excrements of animals, which are called coprolites, i.e. fossilised faeces. An entire branch of science has now turned its attention to these interesting relics, namely coprology. Because these relics of fossil creatures, which are not found very often, provide direct information about what the creators of these remains actually consumed as food shortly before their demise. And on the other hand, various trace fossils are known from numerous rocks and from numerous sites, where fossil animals have been found. Ranging from worm tubes and crawling tracks unto the fossilised footprints of large dinosaur species. In the meantime, there seems to be a broad consensus in the scientific world, that the remains of animals and plants older than 10,000 years are generally referred to as fossils, which is why younger artefacts are often only classified as "subfossil". However, since an objective age determination is often difficult, this approach can be seen as quite problematic. A real problem case in this view would be, for example, the relics of former coral reefs or even entire stretches of coastline, that were lifted out of the sea by geological processes. And where it is hardly possible to determine, whether these processes occurred 9,000 or 12,000 years ago. This is equally problematic with mammoths or other ice-age animals, which have sometimes been preserved in mummified or even completely frozen form. While some scientists estimated the alleged age of such relics to be up to 40,000 years, more recent examinations have meanwhile often revealed a considerably younger age of these relics. In the meantime, there are even scholars who claim, that mammoths lived on the remote Pribilof Islands until about 3,600 BC. It is now generally assumed that the mammoths died out about 12,000 years ago. With such serious deviations in the geological and palaeontological time scale, various questions automatically arise. How reliable are the scientific methods of age determination really? Are they really neutral and objective methods, or are they also based on ideological parameters? (Such as atheism, creationism, the theory of evolution according to Darwin, or similar doctrines). Can one really always draw the right conclusions from their results? But let us return to the real issue, namely the question, of what a fossil actually is. Actually, we should also refrain from using the term "fossil", because in the original sense of the word, many relics of extinct animals and plants did not have to be excavated! Two examples of this: In the Sahara Desert, complete whale skeletons were found lying around in fossilised form in the desert sand. And in Mongolia, various fossilised remains of dinosaurs and their nests, including eggs, were also found in the Gobi Desert. To recover them, you didn't have to blast them free or dig them up - you could just collect them, as they were lying around freely and openly in the landscape. The situation is similar with weathering fossils, which crumble out of steep slopes due to weather influences. In particular, smaller specimens of shells, brachiopods, ammonites and similar relics can be easily collected in this way. So we must recognize, that the designation "fossil" can be quite contradictory and controversial! Nevertheless, I will maintain the designation as “fossil” in the further course of this work in order to make the flow of the text easier. Even if the designation as fossil in the original sense of the word is not always exactly accurate. This measure serves to simplify the texts, because otherwise one would have to develop new and, above all, more detailed and precise designations for every relict of a fossil animal or plant described. In any case, fossils are first of all one thing: Namely remains, traces or legacies of animals and plants, which were usually deposited or left behind on the earth's crust at a prehistoric time. And therefore they act as a time capsule for this period of time, which can provide information about exactly this period. The information contained here can be very different. For example, the surrounding sediments can provide an indication of how quickly the fossil must have formed. To this end, some significant examples will be taken up in this book, which will verify themselves. The preservation of the fossil also provides important clues to its formation. For example, whether it was embedded alive in sediments or whether it was first preserved in a dead state. And finally, the so-called context of a fossil also tells us a lot about the fossil itself. And about the relationships of the extinct species to others. Some palaeontologists are now even convinced, that fossils can be used to reconstruct entire former ecosystems. But whether fossils are always found, where they actually lived and died in the past, is a very difficult question. But let us now turn our attention to these interesting artefacts from the Earth's past. What story do fossils actually tell us? Is there an empirical truth hidden in them, that most people do not want to see? Are they more than just old bones, shells, teeth and imprints? Or is it even futile to try to find a deeper meaning here? We will see!
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What story do these fossils of former sea lily colonies from Morocco really want to tell us? Let their skeletons speak!




The sins of the Roman Catholic Church


In order to better understand today's scientific world, we have to travel back in time a few hundred years, because this is also, where the origin of today's general state of knowledge about the origin of life on this planet is explained. For before Darwin and Russel came on the scene with their doctrine about the origin of species, in Europe (and then later in North- and especially Latin-America), the Catholic Church possessed something akin to sovereignty over what dominated the intellectual currents of the general public. This included, in particular, the belief in a creator God, who intervenes in the destiny of this world and its inhabitants in a judging and caring way. And who is the sublime creator of all life. The popes, in particular, linked some doctrines to this that nowadays seem downright abstruse, which they knew how to defend with all means. A particular instrument of terror was the "holy" Inquisition, which was allowed to mercilessly persecute and torture unwelcome critics and dissenters. Paradoxically, however, it was the Catholic Church itself, that made education, science and research possible for centuries. For in the monasteries, the monks not only learned their religious texts and songs by heart, but also occupied themselves with all kinds of secular things. Such as the production of economic goods like beer or wine, fish farming, the transport of food over astonishingly long distances and also the cultivation of all kinds of crops. It was rather by chance, that the monk Gregor Mendel discovered the theory of heredity, from which modern genetics was later to emerge. The stronghold of education and knowledge in the Middle Ages was therefore not any secular universities, but - the monasteries! This, of course, had massive repercussions; and also on the nature scientists of the first hour. For most of them, such as Carl Linne` or Baron Cuvier, were convinced, that the God of the Bible had created the world. Moreover, they were convinced of the doctrine of the immutability of species, which one of the earlier popes once had put into the world. Amazingly, the Galileo Galilei case (How could anyone be so bold, as to claim that the earth revolves around the sun instead of the other way around? Sacrilege!) led to the Roman Catholic Church keeping a very low profile, when Charles Darwin's theory of evolution became known. Whereas in Galileo's time the Roman Catholic Church had dared to deny scientific and objectively true findings, she now changed her tactics. She was very largely silent in order not to embarrass herself again. In this way, however, this institution did not follow a guideline of finding the truth, but only a purely political calculation. The further sin of the Catholic Church then consisted in withdrawing from this actually not entirely unimportant discussion in order to maintain her own system and power. While, of course, the institution continued to strive to keep its flock in line through censorship. (And even today, Catholic authors must have their publications approved by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith of the Catholic Church. In the past, however, this institution was called the Holy Inquisition...). The world view of the Catholic Church was astonishingly flat for a very long time, because in the first "Christian" centuries, this church had even adopted unchecked the teachings of Aristotle, which said in example that the earth was a flat disc. And so, of course, it was difficult to accept the modern findings of Copernicus and Galileo. All these false basic attitudes ultimately led to the scientific world becoming more and more apostate during the Enlightenment, because it began to see through these false dogmas. The anger of many scientists was justified, but unfortunately, they did not draw the right conclusions from all the new findings, but now began for their part to set up new God- and Bible-free theorems. Whereas before Darwin most scientists still believed in God and a God-made creation, they now went to the opposite extreme. And suddenly it was no longer about the scientific virtue of knowledge or finding the truth, but only about refuting the (Catholic) Church and biblical teachings. Thus the institution of the Catholic Church had created its own Antichrist; and this one is still raging even and especially today. A pity, really. For if this Church had shown a little more humility towards science and had actively participated in research and the search for truth, the intellectual world prevailing in the Western hemisphere today would be quite different. But this church has never had anything for liberalism, because then it would have had to completely abandon many of its rotten and encrusted structures more than 200 years ago. In particular, the adherence to the doctrine of the immutability of species was, of course, a great potential for conflict, which many serious scientists are still working on today. Even if the macroevolution of species is far from being a proven fact, it is a now proven fact, that new species can arise from other existing species. In plain language, this means, that a leech cannot give rise to an earthworm, but from a blackbird can result other species of blackbirds. And the same is confirmed by many fossil remains of animals and plants, which look strikingly similar to those of recent species. Unfortunately, these dogmas of the Roman Catholic Church, which are questionable in essence, are the reason, why there are now two camps, that are increasingly diverging and polarising. Some unflinchingly demand, without any objectivity, that the biblical accounts of creation must be recognised word for word as truth, while others have just as radically turned away from the mere existence of a creator God. And both camps also argue with fossil findings and interpret them as they see fit. It should be obvious, that such an approach loses all objectivity and neutrality with regard to the matter under investigation. This book therefore attempts to bring a little more objectivity into the discussion. After all, everyone must form their own opinion about what they have seen. As the author, I do not lay claim to objective truth, because all our knowledge is and will always be piecemeal as long as we live. But I sincerely hope, that I can provide one or two hints, that help to steer one or two things in the right direction of real knowledge. For me, manipulating others or forcing an opinion on them is only one thing: Anathema! (Under the ban, to put it in Catholic terms). Of course, as an author, I am also only a human being, who has his limits and therefore cannot or does not know everything. But who can nevertheless share his knowledge with others in order to discuss it with them in a serious manner. My findings are based on years of insight and experience. And I like to challenge my readers to test my hypotheses and carry out their own experiments in order to make progress on the path to finding the truth. Do you know who I think was the most intelligent person mentioned in the New Testament? It was not one of the apostles or any other scribe. No, it was a pagan governor named Pontius Pilate. For he was the only one to ask Jesus Christ what is probably the most important question of all about being human. Namely this: "What is truth?" A question, that has lost none of its topicality to this day. And with which every human being has to deal sooner or later. Whether the Church likes it or not.
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And how do extinct animals like stegosaurs and other dinosaurs actually fit into the “Catholic” world view? Did the popes ever think about such important questions? I guess, their favourite tactics was simple ignoration!




The wrong conclusions of science


As described in the previous chapter, the severe failures and transgressions of the Roman Catholic Church had a massive impact on the scientific world. While at the beginning of modern natural science in the 18th century many scientists had still believed in the Bible and in creation, this basic attitude now changed from the bottom up. Whereas at that time many scientists had attributed the existence of fossils to the biblical deluge, they now strove to prove, that the fossil remains of animals and plants were not just a few thousand years old, but therefore millions of years! Henceforth, many of their researches and efforts were therefore no longer aimed at a certain search for a truth, which was as objective as possible, but at combating and rejecting the world view of the Bible as far as possible. The Bible and the Creator God were finally to disappear from the scientific world, and so a strong secularisation set in. This created so much pressure, that even today renowned scientists have to fear for their reputation, if they profess any kind of belief in a Creator God. This even goes so far, that one has to create ever new theorems for various inexplicable phenomena - up to and including dark matter, black holes, extra-terrestrials and some more. Only a loving creator God is rejected from the outset, true to the motto: “What cannot be seen does not exist!” Sometimes, however, one wonders, whether one can see the sense and reason of human beings somewhere in this? In the meantime, secularisation has even progressed so far, that most of the theories of this absolutely God-free world view are accepted and believed by the majority of people without contradiction. Most people no longer question all these things, and do not concern themselves more closely with their origins. And the majority of today's scientists act in exactly the same way: They adopt the erroneous basic attitudes of their predecessors from the 19th and 20th centuries and build their own hypotheses and research on them. In addition, many of them have specialised in very specific small fields of knowledge and research, for which they are then naturally the luminaries. But would they recognise a living dinosaur as such, if it stood in front of them? I fear not! Rather, they would use a scanning electron microscope to look for symbiotic bacteria on the animal's skin, before it attacks them... In contrast, the first naturalists and explorers in the 18th century were quite different: Most of them were polymaths, who endeavoured to collect and describe as much material as possible during an expedition. Often, they worked on very different fields at the same time. Such as geology, botany and zoology. And on top of that, they often spoke several languages, not to mention, that they often had an excellent knowledge of Latin and Greek, which is still reflected today in taxonomy and scientific nomenclature. A simple example: The alga Gracilaria vermiculophylla has a scientific name, that was chosen in such a way, that this name alone already comprehensively describes the core characteristics of this alga. Gracilaria means slender, "Vermes" are worms, whereas the declined form "Vermiculus" actually means "little worm" and "Phyllum" means leaf. So literally translated, this name means "the slender one with worm-like leaves". So describing this alga with only two Latin-Greek words was a real masterstroke. And we can hardly imagine today, how much heart and soul these really clever and learned researchers of the first hour once had invested in their work. Not to mention the hardships of their long research journeys without motorised transport under the most difficult climatic and political conditions. However, progressive secularisation then ensured, that many researchers no longer approached the subjects of their research with an open mind, but were now biased into the other direction. And some even went one step further and forged fossils themselves to support the secular worldview they were now propagating. Like the skull of the "Piltdown Man", for example. In which bone parts of apes and pigs treated with iron oxide were combined to simulate a developmental series of the human species. So one really did almost everything either to distinguish oneself with something or to catapult the Bible and Creator God definitively into the scientific off. It must therefore surprise us all the more, how easily and uncritically the majority of today's supposedly enlightened people trust the ladies and gentlemen in white research coats. And since the majority of today's scientists argue about all kinds of things, but strangely enough are mostly of one heart and soul when it comes to the question of God (the rejection of a creator-God), we can unfortunately hardly expect any researcher to turn back all the clocks to zero hour and start from scratch to find the truth. Rather, they uncritically adopt the false premises of their predecessors. And then they base their own ideas and research on them, which are therefore based from the outset on other people's world views and ideas. No matter, whether it is a question of questionable dating methods or other methodology. Therefore, this work will attempt to look at fossils, i.e. the stone witnesses of the Earth's past, in a completely different way. For this reason, they are not to be placed in the context of assumed time spans of any of the Earth's eras. Instead, we will first consider which premises had to be given for the formation of a fossil, so that it could come into being at all. The reader may then consider, how he would place this in the context of natural history, if he had no prior knowledge of the theory of evolution or a biblical account of the Flood. Let's just let the fossils speak for themselves - whether that can be reconciled with today's textbook opinions? Let us be surprised! One thing first: It is not my intention to convince anyone of my world view or my personal beliefs. But I would like to help my readers to learn to think for themselves again, which the modern world of computers and logarithms would like to steal from us. In this context, I would like to point out, that the information about the rocks, in which fossils were embedded, for my understanding is not an indication of time. But of course an indication of rock layers or places, where fossils have been found. These indications should therefore not be understood as the author's agreement with the prevailing dating methods. Rather, they only serve to assign the fossils to sediments, rocks or sites and therefore say nothing about their actual age.
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How old a fossil pipefish from a slab lime actually is, means indeed a real mystery…
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…for as the most recent animals are also well known from fossils. Like this freshwater-turtle from Wyoming, USA.




Is today's science neutral and objective?


Actually, the title of this chapter does not quite ask the right question. Because actually we should rather ask, whether scientists have actually ever been able to conduct neutral and objective research? I suspect, that there has never been such motivated research in the entire history of mankind, because humans are actually hardly capable of it by their own nature. Rather, it starts with the researcher himself, who of course already suffers from his own pride of place from the very beginning. A problem that is as old as humanity itself. You can also observe this problem today when you meet students. Even before they have their Bachelor's or Master's degree in their pocket, they clearly let others know, that they think they know more. One could also put it differently: Even before education comes the conceit, that one is called to "something higher"! In addition, there is a very important aspect that is unfortunately usually disregarded when assessing the meaningfulness of research work. Namely, the financing of the training of future researchers and the financing of the research itself. There is an old saying: "Whose money I earn, whose song I sing". And why should it be any different in the scientific world? In the meantime, there are even large corporations which finance results-oriented research. And it goes without saying, that only what benefits the company at the time is funded. If the researchers do not achieve the desired results, they are dismissed and other scientists are brought in. In the meantime, companies are even playing researchers off against their own colleagues, just to ensure the economic success of a company. The results are such like even that, that smoking or eating fast food is not harmful to health, that burning lignite is not harmful to the climate, and many other abstruse things. And at this point at the latest, a very decisive question arises for all of us: Can we still trust this kind of research and science? Are true and objective results really being delivered here? Or are we all being deliberately deceived or kept in the dark about not entirely unimportant facts? I remember well a lesson in my physics class, where we were supposed to measure some electrical resistances and to plot them on a graph. Although we all worked with the same material, we ended up with strange graphs, which didn't match the results the teacher had in mind. His explanation: "Actually, there should be a slightly rising curve. The deviations can probably be explained by the fact, that the measuring instruments were not optimally adjusted." Look at that, I thought at the time. Of course, that's one way to explain the world! If the measurement doesn't give you what you want, then you simply invent some explanation for it. And in the meantime, I ask myself whether the palaeontologists in more recent times, i.e. during the last 200 years, have not done the same. Darwin and Russel gave them a basic orientation, into which everything had to fit. And anything that didn't fit in was either suppressed or simply discredited as a fake. Like the findings of fossilised dinosaur and human traces from the same rock layer in North America (the Paluxy river), or the actual age of deep-frozen mammoths, to name just two examples. Another problem is the mantra-like recurring claim, that fossils would be formed in extremely large periods of time, i.e. in millions of years and not in decades, centuries or millennia. It is strange, however, that many fossils look at first glance like a screenshot from prehistoric times. In fact, it looks as if the animal died only yesterday. Here, for example, we know brittle stars, whose arms point in a common flow direction. The same is known of entire colonies of crinoids. We also know fossils of fish, which were busy eating another fish. And we know fossils of soft tissues and skins, that should have decayed very quickly under natural conditions. We even know fossils of jellyfish and squid. Although such fossils are rare, they have been found all over the world in the corresponding rock strata. And that, of course, raises questions. How old are these rocks really? How are they dated? And are these dating methods really all infallible, objective, and correct? It is said, that very serious discrepancies have already occurred here, despite the use of the most modern age determination methods. For example, the ages of mammoths measured with the C14 method vary between 4000 and 50,000 years... And some measurements made decades ago have probably been revised again in the meantime, only to disappear in a drawer of a museum or a university. So as not to have to show oneself up. For the enemies are always ready, which nowadays are mainly called: Religious zealots from the USA, in short: The creationists! But not only these relatively harmless people are on the agenda, but of course also Islamic fanatics, who really believe, that they are chosen in order to punish any form of criticism of their religion with fatwas, religiously motivated assassinations and other terrorist attacks. It goes without saying, that one does not even need to discuss with such people. In addition, there are unfortunately also quite a few representatives of the Christian faith, who seriously pretend to believe, that the Bible must always be taken literally. However, these people overlook the fact, that the Bible contains numerous allegories, hyperboles, parables and metaphors. A little more objectivity on all sides would therefore be desirable!


Have prehistoric monsters been mentioned in the Bible? Or were they just found and described by the modern palaeontologists?
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Is creationism from the USA a real and credible alternative to serious science?


It never ceases to amaze us, what shallow world views are cherished and cultivated by supposedly enlightened people of the 21st century. And paired with very narrow religious dogmas and beliefs, this creates - especially in the USA - a highly explosive mixture, which now even has civil war potential. What religious fanatics are capable of, could be seen in the 1990s in the Texan town of Waco, where the radical Davidian sect around David Koresh fought a bloody battle with the FBI... It is obvious, that such things no longer fit into the actual core of the Christian faith, namely the person of Jesus Christ and his teachings of love of neighbour, divine grace and mercy. Radical ideas take on a life of their own and are defended with the assault rifle, although Jesus Christ never encouraged his followers to use physical force. No wonder, then, that radical religious viewpoints keep many people away from a faith, which is actually meant to be philanthropic and a corresponding worldview associated with it. But the really funny thing about this, is, that creationists and evolutionists actually behave quite similarly, because what is their holy book to one party is just as sacrosanct to the other, only with a different book. The one fanatically clings to the Bible, which they claim is the absolute and always to be believed literally Word of God, while the other defends with equal vehemence the teachings of Darwin and his work "On the Origin of Species". Both parties are absolutely fanatical and uncompromising, culminating in works such as that of Richard Dawkins ("The God Delusion"). In the meantime, a number of counter-arguments have been published. Sadly, the struggle for truth hardly takes place any more, but instead seemingly irreconcilable positions are fought out against each other. It is very sad, that such things as neutrality, objectivity or genuine truth-finding are lost in the process. Could it perhaps be, that the "truth" lies neither with one party nor the other? Is there even such a thing as a synthesis of these two contrary "belief systems" within, which a great many people now move? The interesting thing, however, seems to be, that many creationists claim, that the Bible must be taken absolutely literally, for example, with regard to the periods of time described there in the form of days of creation. But: The days of creation do not stand up to a purely objective and logical approach, since Genesis (verses 1 and 2) states, that the Spirit of God was already hovering over the waters, before the first day of creation had started. And these should not actually have existed yet. So did a creation take place before the creation? Why should one take this literally at face value? Something doesn't quite add up, does it? Moreover, Genesis does not say how God created anything. These texts from the Old Testament only give us the hint, that there was and still is a creator God. But as to why, we are given only vague statements and hints. Every human being believes in something; because before a human being can know something, he must have believed something else. Here is an example: 1 + 1 = 2. Do you believe that, or do you know that? Answer: Of course you know that. But only, because you have previously "believed", that the mathematical law is true in this respect. So believing here means trusting into the correctness of natural laws or mathematics. That's not really anything magical or supernatural, is it? Nevertheless, the explosive nature of the thesis of a loving creator God remains. And this consists above all in the fact, that this mysterious God can create matter and life out of absolute nothingness. And in contrast to this stands the thesis, that matter and life are supposed to develop by themselves out of an absolute nothingness through absolutely nothing at all. Which theory sounds more logical? But it should be mentioned at this point, that the USA considers itself in parts to be the home of the only true evangelical faith. Countless sects and splinter groups proclaim for themselves to possess the only true doctrine of salvation. This is - as already mentioned - a spiritual explosive, which has meanwhile even reached civil war potential. This no longer seems to have anything to do with genuine, simple Christianity. This is why in some states of the USA creationism is taught in schools and universities instead of Darwin. And that some of these groups misuse the Bible as a law book even more zealously than Muslims would ever do with Koran and Sharia. They have drifted into a legalism that is unparalleled. And woe to anyone, who has doubts or disagrees! They are socially ostracised, expelled and shunned, if they are not punished in some other way. Many sects work with this same methodology. And people, who believe in the principle of a divine authorship of this world should be always careful not to fall into the clutches of these extreme currents. So the question is this: Can such religious and legalistic people nevertheless recognise correct connections in natural history? It may be presumed, that this is unlikely to be possible, since only in a few cases is there any real factual knowledge of the matter being researched. And the fanatical blindness of these "orthodox believers" then does the rest. Is such "faith" a real alternative to science? I think probably not. And at this point, as an author, I would like to clearly distance myself from these religiously motivated and, in my opinion, completely lost legalistic and "orthodox” believers.
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