Holy Hallucinations 41
This is a response to PPSimmons’ video “REAL SCIENCE: DO FISH TURN INTO ASTRONAUTS?”
So, Carl, it seems that we’ve been fated to meet again somewhat sooner than I’d anticipated. This unexpected circumstance arose, in part, because no sooner had I released Holy Hallucinations 41 than your favorite sycophantic arse licker, Mike ‘Pisspants’ Shoesmith, staggered onto its comments page to disgorge the contents of his pitifully incapacitated mind. I can only imagine that he embarked on this unfortunate and ill-advised course of action after imbibing a skinful of Jesus juice but, whatever the reason, it seemed that the bee buzzing around in his bonnet was his fantasy that I had somehow declined his offer to have me debate that embarrassment to Christianity formerly known as ‘Shock of God’, and now known to viewers of this channel as ‘Cockshite’.
I say ‘fantasy’, because anyone who watched my response to him in Holy Hallucinations 37 will know that the only things I refused were the outrageously biased and patently rigged terms he had disingenuously proffered. In fact, it seemed that the psychedelic kaleidoscope of malformed thoughts careening around his cranium had distracted him sufficiently to forget that I had in fact agreed to a debate, albeit under somewhat fairer and more equitable terms. Terms that would ensure a truly objective and even-handed evaluation of each party’s positions and the evidence that supports them, rather than the unfettered expulsion of half-arsed assertions and cacophonous brain-farts on his part, and the frenetic dashing back-and-forth with a can of air freshener on mine. In addition his memory appeared to be equally impaired when it came to recalling his and Cockshite’s response to my counter. Regardless of whether this was due to a night of huffing hosannas and hallelujahs, or to the neuronal atrophy induced by reading nothing but his large print version of the King James, the end result was an act of gross hypocrisy larger than Vatican’s suspected pedophile list, because the demonstrable reality is that he and his helmet-headed friend didn’t just “run away” – they’d legged it faster than a turkey that had found itself on Ian Juby’s porch on Thanksgiving day.
Now, while this act of wanton imbecility and the subsequent verbal drubbing it invoked from myself and many of my subscribers didn’t warrant anything other than the roars of hearty laughter it received, I was very soon after informed that you’d just pinched off a fresh anti-science offering and proudly flushed it down the PPSimmons pan for all to enjoy. It therefore appeared that you’d learned nothing whatsoever from the merciless thrashing I’d just given you with the birch or reason just days earlier, and that you two numbnuts are either just too stupid to recognize that you’re engaged in a battle of wits armed only with a pair of elementary-school diplomas and a children’s dictionary, or have developed a peculiar taste for having your sphincters forcefully dilated from the years that I’ve spent shoving your lamentable and erroneous arguments up them.
In any case, since it seems that you fuckwits are nothing more than irredeemable gluttons for punishment, I decided that I would be only right and proper for me to make the effort of producing a new episode sooner than I’d planned so that I could give you what you’re so obviously begging for. And as a happy consequence of this decision, of course Carl, the tutelage table is still palpably warm and damp from our last encounter, so why don’t you drop your strides, bend over it, and get yourself comfortable while I go fetch the lube and the plunger and we listen to the first clip.
“Fox News, you might remember, was among many outlets reporting John Glenn, who declared as a 77-year-old in a news conference from space, quote, ‘To look out at this kind of creation out here and not believe in God is, to me, impossible,’ end quote. John Glenn now says facts about scientific discovery should be taught in schools, and that includes evolution. The astronaut, now 93 with fading eyesight and hearing, told the Associated Press in recent interview, that he sees no contradiction between believing in God and believing in evolution.” 
I can only imagine that you mentioned Fox News here Carl in order to make it clear to your cogitatively barren viewers that it was reported by a “reliable source” rather than the “liberal media” you right-wing, bible-thumping nut-jobs are so fond blaming for your woeful shortcomings. Of course, anyone capable of firing up a synapse or two when needed, regardless of their political leanings, knows that “Fox News” is the biggest two-word lie since the first Catholic priest walked into the choirboys’ changing room and told the lads that “it’s OK”.
Now, it doesn’t take a genius to ascertain what your problem with Senator Glenn is going to be, so I’ll cut to the chase and point out to you, and perhaps to some atheists who haven’t figured this out for themselves yet, that whatever remonstrations you might like to make against his stance, it’s the same one that’s taken by the majority of educated theists worldwide. In fact I’ll even venture to say the vast majority if we exclude the United States, where your particular flavor of simple-minded scriptural literalist appears to still be clinging on tenaciously against the march of progress like a bloated leech onto a beaver’s ball-bags. This clearly illustrates that it’s perfectly possible for a person to reconcile their religious beliefs with reality, unless of course they’re so emotionally insecure that the mere thought that they may not know everything about their invisible chum makes them want to go wee-wee.
And even in the US, Carl, you and your fellow unenlightened zealots are still in the minority, albeit one that loves to festoon its jaw-dropping ignorance both proudly and loudly across the public sphere in an attempt to drag the rest of the nation into the shit-pit of abject ignorance and repugnant bigotry you call a world-view. Thus, lest you plan to paint Senator Glenn as being the one who’s wandered off the reservation, let’s not forget who’s really on the fringe here, shall we? And once again, just to make things easier for you Carl, I’ll give you a hint. It’s not the courageous space-exploration pioneer and beloved national hero – it’s the fuck-witted Floridian dullard with a case of terminal verbal dysentery and a puddle of putrefying Cheez Whiz where his brain ought to be.
“So, let’s begin by resisting the urge to get angry when we hear the word ‘evolution’, because of the high jacking efforts of historical revisionists who take basic works like ‘evolution’, which simply means ‘change over time’, and then wear people out - people like Mister Glenn, by insisting that because bacteria change into different species of bacteria, and viruses change into different species of viruses, and dogs change into different looking dogs, and cats change into different looking cats, then therefore fish must have turned into astronauts. Heh, and there’s no evidence for this.”
Before we begin, I’d just like to make it clear that I seldom get angry when I hear the word ‘evolution’. In fact, that particular reaction seems to be exclusively limited to when I hear it coming from monumentally ignorant dumbasses who mistake the eponymous scientific theory with the bible-born psychedelia churning erratically between their ears, or from repugnantly dishonest charlatans bent on lying about it as earnestly as a penniless Frenchman trying to talk his way into a whorehouse. So considering that you eminently fit both of these categories, Carl, perhaps it’s little wonder that you seldom see my good side, eh? So with that said, let’s get on and address the two assertions you just shot off in this particular drive-by turding.
Firstly, you appear to have reached the conclusion that Senator Glenn came to oppose your view on the congruence of fairy tales and reality because he was remorselessly ground down by deceptive word games perpetrated by people with “them thar fancy ‘educations’”. Now, while I can’t formally disprove your conjecture, allow me to proffer one of my own and let the viewers come to their own conclusions. You see, Carl, John Glenn is one of the Mercury Seven astronauts and as a result became the first American to orbit the earth.  Furthermore, due to his central role in the space program, it seems somewhat likely that he became acutely aware of the astonishing intellect and integrity of those engaged at the forefront of the scientific enterprise, and so learned to take what they have to say very seriously rather than dismissing them out of hand in favor of the opinions of clueless, uneducated dolts just because those opinions made him fell all warm and cuddly inside. Furthermore, he was selected to join this elite group not only because of his physical and psychological toughness but also his mental acuity – an acuity that you have temerity to impugn here by implying that it’s incapable of compehending something that you pompously think your own empty, shriveled husk of a brain can. So with that now made clear, don’t you think it just a little more likely then, Carl, that rather than giving in to pinko-commie brainwashing, as you seem to suggest, he instead used his evident intelligence to investigate and weigh the evidence for himself before coming to his own balanced and nuanced conclusion on the matter? If not, then I can only imagine that you expect people to believe that, despite his demonstrable intellectual acumen, Senator Glenn is either in the habit of gullibly accepting everything he’s told on no evidence at all, or of caring so little for the truth that he’s willing to allow others to form his opinions for him. I realize, of course, that the latter probably seems more plausible to you, Carl, because it’s the way you stagger from day to day in your own worthless life, so I’ll leave it to others to decide whether John Glenn suffers from the same mental affliction you do, or whether he’s capable of actual thought.
Secondly, we come to your bald-faced lie about the nature of the evidence supporting biological evolution. You see, Carl, only a shamefully uneducated bumpkin, and a particularly stupid one at that, would think that the conclusion of common decent over eons is derived from a simplistic extrapolation of solely the real-time and prehistoric examples you cite. In reality those examples represent just the tip of a breathtakingly immense iceberg of concordant and cross-confirmatory empirical evidence from fields such as astronomy, cosmology, sedimentology, biostratigraphy, paleontology, anthropology, biogeography, comparative anatomy, embryology, genetics, molecular biology, cell biology, biochemistry, physiology, ecology and population dynamics to name just a few. To represent otherwise does nothing but demonstrate either your monumental ignorance of the science your bloated, corpulent ego tells you you’re somehow fit to criticize, or that you’re as eager to tell your despicable lies as a southern Baptist is to whip out his wallet in the gift shop of the National Ku Klux Klan museum. In either case, your insinuation that Senator Glenn would have been taken in by such a mind-numbingly simplistic and outrageously erroneous argument is an insult to a man whose boots you’re unfit to lick, and whose boots should, for that matter, be shoved up your arse one by one until you squeal like the filthy, lying pig you are.
Finally, as for your assertion that there’s “no evidence for this” that you delivered with that self-confident, self-satisfied, shit-eating smirk born of the fucktard who has absolutely no idea of the enormity of his Dunning-Kruger affliction - I refer you to the list I gave earlier. A list that you and your ilk love to conveniently ignore because it’s too large to fit into your already over-full collective recta, and instead like to pick at like scurvy tick-birds at a rhino’s arse in the hope that smearing an occasional brilliant diamond with your vile creationist excrement will somehow draw attention away for the glittering mountain of gemstones you stole it from.
“Yet John Glenn is correct when he suggests that we should be teaching all of the science, including evolution, as it is scientifically. You see, bacteria do change over time, hence the need for the aggressive use of force and the use and development of antibiotics, and similarly for vaccines and so on. Christians ought not to shrink from the responsibility to embrace these scientific realities. However, we mustn’t willingly allow the atheist community to get away with the grand extrapolation, that is to say because bacteria change over time, or, quote, ‘evolve’ into other types of bacteria then it therefore must be reasonable to assume that fish evolved into human beings.”
It’s quite rich to hear you giving your blessing as to what should be being taught in science class, Carl, because, based on the grasp of the subject you’ve displayed throughout your Youtube career, it should be quite clear to anyone who’s made it past fifth grade than your opinion on this matter should, at best, be handled with care, or, better still, thrown into the nearest dumpster full of soiled diapers without the slightest consideration. As an example, in just this passage you’ve opined that the appearance of microbial antibiotic resistance should be tackled not only by the development of new therapeutics, but equally by the aggressive use of “force” (whatever the fuck that means) and current antibiotics. Apparently, then, you’re unaware that indiscriminate and prophylactic use of these compounds is what’s actually caused the fucking problem in the first place, which further underscores your abject ineptitude in the science you’re presuming to school others on. In short, Carl, my advice is that you should desist post-haste from telling people what should be taught in schools, as you’re patently incapable of teaching a dog to lick its own bollocks, let alone anything useful to anyone at all.
Next, let’s not overlook your weaselly conflation of “scientists” with “atheist community” – the underhanded shell-game of the sleazy swindler with fewer scruples than a preacher with a full congregation, an empty collection plate and a stack of unpaid hookers’ bills. I’ll keep it simple for you Carl, just how you like it: scientists’ pronouncements on the nature of reality are in no way based on their belief or lack-of-belief in the supernatural; they’re based on the available evidence, because they know that if they just make shit up like an apologist high on holy water and heavenly host, they’d be called out immediately, because the veracity of their claims can actually be both verified and tested.
Of course, in this case none of that matters, because as I’ve already explained, you’re not actually attacking a scientific argument at all with this “grand extrapolation”, but rather a sad and pasty pastiche that you’ve conjured up through your ring-piece from either your pit of depthless ignorance, your cache of unending lies, or your reserves of limitless stupidity. Or possibly all three.
“The Bible makes this clear and scientifically proven statement in Genesis chapter one, and repeated in Leviticus 11 and Deuteronomy 14. That is, everything reproduces according to its own kind. Interestingly, one of the synonyms for genus, found at dictionary-dot-com, is ‘kind’“.
By “clear and scientifically proven”, I assume you mean “downright fucking obvious”. Trying to lend credence to your fairytales by cloaking them in the mantel of science is a filthy little trick, Carl, but I’ve come to expect nothing less from you. It’s going to take you a little while to get to your point, so I’m going to reserve comment for now except to point out that I find it hilarious that you’re quoting the “scientific” wisdom contained in not only the greatest fairy story ever told, but also from one book that gives directions for a cure for leprosy that wouldn’t be taken seriously by a shaman with a bone through his nose, and from another that classes rabbits as ruminants and bats as birds.
Oh, and should you or any other like-minded loon bring up the various excuses used to rationalize these absurdities, then you can piss right off now, because if you’re going to insist on taking your beloved book literally, than so can fucking I. Interestingly, though, Carl, reasonable Christians are more than welcome to interpret the Bible any way they like when a literal reading makes it run contrary to physical reality, and for my part they’re welcome to do so  since they’ve obviously realized that the evidence provided by Mother Nature trumps the tales contained therein. You and your kind, however, are stuck the whole shebang as-is, warts and all, including the parts written by ignorant tribal goat molesters who barely knew their dicks from their dromedaries, much less how to keep them out of them.
And as for your recourse to dictionary-dot-com, well, I suppose I can’t blame an ignoramus like you for not knowing that the meanings of some words in science are sometimes decidedly different to common usage, though this seldom stops creationist fucktards like you from confounding the two so you can defend the Baby Jesus. Still, if you can play that game, then so can I. I see that, in your same source, one definition of the word “cunt” is “a term used to refer to a contemptible person”. Since that seems to fit you to a tee, Carl, I think I’m justified in inferring that you’re a set of semi-sentient female genitals, which incidentally also goes a long way towards explaining the fishy smell emanating from your channel, why your lips are so suspiciously fleshy, and your tendency to drool from the corner of your mouth.
“And, even renowned atheist apologist Richard Dawkins himself, admits this in his book ‘Climbing Mount Improbable’, with these words, quote: ‘Flowers and elephants are for the same thing as everything else in the living kingdoms. They are for spreading duplicate Me programs written in DNA language. Flowers are for spreading copies of instructions for making more flowers. Elephants are for spreading copies of instructions for making more elephants.’ End quote.”
Apparently you’re suffering from an acute case of cranial constipation Carl, because it’s taking you a while to squeeze this one out. Perhaps it’s the anti-intellectual diet of endless stale and stodgy articles from the likes of Creation Ministries International and Answers in Genesis that you seem to exclusively subsist on, so you might want to supplement them with something fresher and more stimulating. And if Science and Nature are little too heavy for you, then there’s always something lighter, like Scientific American or New Scientist, but whichever you choose, I’m confident that an injection of a few actual facts and a little honesty may just get your system moving again and perhaps clear out that bolus of abject ignorance that’s stopping you up.
Anyway, I obviously don’t have much to say about this innocuous quote, even though I strongly suspect where you’re heading with it, but I’d like to address your sly and slimy use of the word “admits”. You see, Carl, using that word makes it sound like you’re somehow exposing Professor Dawkins by showing him caught in some kind of embarrassing concession, and I’m sure that you’re more than aware of it. In reality, of course, the fact that members of a species only beget progeny of the same species is a central tenet of biology which was, over 150 year ago, one of the major mysteries in science since it ran contrary to the abundant and obvious physical evidence that species had indeed been evolving over periods of time unimaginable to the human mind. It was this mystery that was finally solved by Charles Darwin, and that earned him a place in the pantheon of the giants of science, and immortalized him as one of the most brilliant men in the history of out species. A man who memory you’ve dedicated your pitiful and worthless life to shitting on, as if the vacuity of your laughably lamentable thoughts were in some way comparable to the immortal incandescence of his.
I know it’s a minor point, Carl, but it needed addressing in case it’s one day taken at face value by the kind of credulous mental defectives that are used to believing anything spouted by dishonest mental defectives like you.
“Now, before you accuse us of quote mining his book, that particular reference is a stand-alone quote on Dawkins’ own website. This startling and, to be honest, rather Biblical admission on Dawkins’ part, begs the question if everything in the living kingdoms are for spreading duplicate Me programs written in DNA language, emphasis on the word ‘duplicate’, then where is the Bible in error? It is not.”
OK Carl. Looks like you’ve finally kicked into hyper-‘tard-drive, so let’s get started.
Firstly, and once again, it is not an “admission”, which in reality would be more akin to you confessing to your audience that you’re nothing but a two-bit, petty swindler intent on fleecing them of every penny you possibly can. No, what Professor Dawkins did here was nothing more than make a statement of readily observable fact. So readily observable, in fact, that it couldn’t even escape the attention of the ignorant camel fuckers whose words you put so much stock in. 
Secondly, I’m not entirely sure you know what a quote mine is, because you seem to think that if you find an excerpt anywhere on the internet that someone else has removed from its context then that somehow means that you’re free to use it in any way you see fit because it’s now “stand-alone”. Unfortunately it doesn’t work that way, at least not to people with any kind of intellectual integrity and even the vaguest hint of an idea of what academic rigor is and how it functions. That’s quite obviously not the case with you, Carl, so allow me to explain. You might want to bite down on something now, by the way, because you may feel a little discomfort with this one.
You see, finding this quote online didn’t somehow magically absolve you of the responsibility to first investigate the context personally before commenting upon it just because it suited your underhanded purpose. In this case, as you said yourself, the quote was excerpted from ‘Climbing Mount Improbable’ and the context, at least for the purposes of your video, was the whole fucking book. Because it would have been an entirely different matter if you’d used Professor Dawkins’ words to support just the statement that species only give rise members of the same species, but that’s not what you did, is it Carl? No. What you did was to use this to back up the statement and then claim that, because of this, macroevolution can’t possibly occur, when all the while the entire context of your quote is nothing other and an elaborate and exquisitely detailed exposition of exactly how it does.
Now, I realize that reading the book itself would have posed a bit of a dilemma for you, not only because of the time it would have taken to sound out all those long, fancy words and then look them up in the dictionary, but also because of your tendency toward anaphylactic episodes brought on by your knowledge allergy. Nevertheless, this doesn’t excuse you from doing the necessary research when criticizing the ideas of others, and certainly doesn’t allow you to stand up uncontested and claim you’re not quote mining while wearing a hard hat and carrying a pickaxe and a fucking Davy lamp.
Thirdly, your emphasis on the word “duplicate” further highlights how you’ve made no effort whatsoever to examine the true source of your quote or, for that matter, anything else written by its author. Had you done so, you might have learned that if Professor Dawkins had meant that they were exact duplicates of their parents then he would have used the word "clones”, and that he was, in fact, referring to inexact copies. You might also have learned more about the sources of this imperfect duplication and why it’s critically important to the generation of biodiversity. You might also have learned of how speciation is driven by the migration of populations or by geographic separation and of the countless examples of extant speciation events that have been, and continue to be, observed. And you might also have learned of the indelible record of this process, which has been rolling inexorably along for billions of years, and is etched into the very fabric of this planet and into the genes of every organism alive today. You might have, but you didn’t, did you Carl? Because you lifted not one lousy finger to learn anything about the actual science you’re trying to criticize and instead had the temerity to smugly smirk earlier that “there’s no evidence for this.” No evidence, Carl? No evidence? Just because you stick your head up your arse like an educationally averse ostrich at the mere sniff of a fact that might run contrary to your narrative doesn’t mean that “there’s no evidence for this” – it just means that you’re an unmitigated dunce and an intellectually dishonest toad.
Finally, your comment that the Bible is not in error in this particular, very limited, case only goes to show that even blind squirrel can find a nut occasionally, particularly if said nut so obvious that it might as well have been painted fluorescent pink, decorated with fairy lights, topped by a honking great neon sign saying “nut here”, and then shoved up its arse sideways. However, before you get too proud about the stunning observational success of your favorite nomadic ungulate humpers, let’s not forget about their unending litany of abject failure in pretty much anything else to do with explaining physical reality. You know, Carl? All that shit that you’ve swallowed like a gullible rube walking into a used car dealership with a blank check and no clue whatsoever.
 “And if the observable evidence points to, as the Bible predicts, and Dawkins rightly agrees, everything in the living kingdoms are ‘for’ spreading duplicate Me programs written in DNA language, then the belief that, as deep time evolutionist (sic) proponents argue, fish turned into people, is more a matter of faith than any kind of real science. It’s a faith based solely on the presupposition that there is no God that created every category of living thing. Just as the evidence suggests.”
The evidence suggests this only if you insist on essentially ignoring all of it and instead concentrate on repeating, like a mantra, the fables of stunningly ignorant barbarians. As I’ve already said, Carl, the evidence for our evolutionary heritage, and by that I mean our descent from unicellular microbes over billions of years and not from an incestuous gangbang four millennia ago, is – if examined – incontrovertible to all but the most emotionally stunted and intellectually crippled religious fanatics.
It’s because of this evidence that acceptance of evolution is not a ‘belief’ or a ‘faith’, as you fatuously claim, Carl, but a reasonable inference and an eminently defendable position. It is also because of this evidence that crea-tards like you have no credible arguments to make and so resort to regurgitating the same long-debunked fallacies or making up new ones that are based on nothing but a Kleenex factory’s worth of lies.
It’s also interesting that in this video you’ve finally come out and accepted, like so many other delusional dimwits before you, that evolution has been directly observed both at and past the species level, but insist that this cannot occur beyond what you fatuously term a “kind”. I’m going to assume that by “kind” you mean something vague and unspecific as in: “sure looks kinda different”, and that even your diminished cognitive faculties have led you to the conclusion that denying the patently obvious for much longer will give even the ignorant boobs that still take you seriously possible pause for thought.
This change of heart on your part, Carl, has led me to formulate a couple of ideas of my own, so I’ll hope you’ll bear with me. Oh, and there’s no need to pull on a gas mask, because I think you’ll find that, unlike yours, my thoughts won’t be accompanied by a stench akin to Satan’s arse-end after a six pack of out-of-date Demon Ales and a plateful of undercooked chicken vindaloo. 
Firstly, it seems that your rejection of our descent from a fish-like ancestor is because we’ve never observed something akin to the appearance of a crocodile from a badger’s gallups. Of course, anyone with even a passing familiarity with evolutionary biology would know that this is a principal tenet of the theory, and as I said earlier a mystery that was resolved by the brilliance of Charles Darwin. You see Carl, if random species were in the habit of making their appearances through the gallups’ of distinctly different animals, then the patently obvious and concordant patterns we see in the fossil record, in our anatomies, in the global distribution of populations and in our genomes wouldn’t exist at all. And if such patterns didn’t exist, Carl, that might certainly be more consistent with the brain fart that each “kind” was poofed into existence at the capricious whim of an ephemeral cosmic presence. Unfortunately for you, the readily confirmable fact is that they most certainly do exist, and in a way that is exquisitely explained by their evolution via common descent with modification. The result of all this, of course, Carl, is that the physical evidence viciously fucks you and your Bible’s “scientific” claims six ways from Sunday.
Now, I think I can safely assume that your position is that the only way to conclusively demonstrate the reality of evolution to you is to observe in real time what evolutionary theory explicitly prohibits, presumably because, to you, inference is inadequate route towards knowledge. If that’s the case, then I hope you’ll at least have the decency to be internally consistent and agree that should you come home one night after a hard day of schystering, find your hallway strewn with opened condom wrappers, the contents of said wrappers scattered around your bed in a somewhat slicker and slimier condition than when they left the factory, the sheets of said bed looking like they’d been purloined from a Jackson Pollock exhibition, and your good lady wife lying back on said sheets, sighing blissfully and wearing that recently-rogered look, then you would under no circumstances allow yourself to conclude that she had finally tired of you lackluster performance and the unusually diminutive proportions of your wedding tackle.
If on the other hand, Carl, you feel that, based on the circumstantial evidence in this not inconceivable scenario, you’d be justified in surmising that she’d finally had enough of your inability to do anything with your dick other than wet your pants, then perhaps you’ll at last realize how scientists have drawn the conclusions they have and why your retarded demands are... well, so retarded.
Secondly, now that you’ve presumably joined the ranks of ‘tards claiming that intraspecies evolution is restricted from becoming interspecies evolution by some kind of elusive genetic barrier - a barrier that appears to be mysteriously invisible to modern science, which has discovered a multitude of mechanisms by which it can be broached at the species level –  I was hoping you might explain why none of the numbnuts making these claims have ever expended a single red cent on setting up a laboratory to find actual evidence of it in order to give credence to their claim being made of something more substantial than a mixture of cranio-anal ejecta and wishful thinking. Do you think, Carl, it’s because they feel that the monies they embezzle from their easily dupable congregations would be better spent on mansions, fast cars and prostitutes? Or is it because they know that the pungently perfumed hot air they’re venting would immediately dissipate at the merest whiff of scrutiny, and that it’s far easier to keep promulgating the same tired, old horseshit rather than being forced into the effort of thinking up something new?
Of course I could be wrong, Carl, and that with your newfound insights you’re even now in the process of funneling the proceeds of your ministry into such an endeavor, and perhaps also asking your friends Ken Ham and Ray Comfort to do the same, in which case I look forward to reading about your receipt of the Nobel Prize in due course. In the meantime, though, I’d appreciate it if you’d shut the fuck up about science and scientists until you’ve done some or become one your fucking self.
Because compared to those scientists, Carl, you’re a useless speck of shite unfit to cling onto a fly’s arse, who’s only good for expelling hot air and repulsive lies and for swindling the gullible out of their hard-earned cash. A worthless bum who cares nothing for education and respects it even less because he’s too stupid to realize its true worth, and instead sees fit to belittle the work of his infinite intellectual superiors by behaving like a moron who considers himself an expert on geology, mining, catalysis, distillation, metallurgy, mechanical engineering and chemical combustion just because he knows how to drive a fucking car. Well, I’ve got news for you, Carl. Not only do you have the driving skills of an inebriated marmot on an acid trip, but when you get up in public to proudly spew your hideously malformed thoughts into your microphone, rather than looking like the new Einstein you seem to think you are, all the rest of us see is nothing but an uneducated, unabashed, unmitigated retard.
“So, John Glenn’s correct. Let’s teach all of the science, but only the science, and consider leaving the ‘faith’ stuff to parents. Our advice is this: at some point children should stop being told fairy tales and lies, the greatest of which is that once upon a time a fish violated the design patterns of the natural world and ultimately became a man.”
So now that you’ve pretty much finished disseminating the noxious vapors being vented by your brain from the crapulence induced by your overindulgence of the platters of tripe and baloney on offer at Answers in Genesis, Carl, I thought I’d wrap up by mentioning that it’s your alternative – that is, magic – that violates “the design patterns of the natural world”, and that by ignoring the actual patterns of the natural world in order to perpetuate the self-evident fables of primitive savages, you’re doing a great disservice to those have made the opulence of our modern lives possible and who you ungratefully denigrate like a spoiled brat who feels he has a right to everything and a responsibility for nothing.
In your unbounded arrogance and supreme overestimation of your pitiful mediocrity, you spit on the memories and efforts of those who, with the sweat of their brows and the fruits of their beautiful minds, have led our brethren out of their caves and hovels, where they cowered in fear and ignominy, and onto the mountaintops to gaze at the stars. Those who have taught us that the world is not filled with ghosts, and demons and unspoken terrors that lurk in wait for us in the night, but instead is a place of exquisite beauty and unsurpassing wonder that can be known and explained and understood. And in bringing us that understanding they’ve dispelled those terrors and taught us that we can control our own destiny, that with hard work, a dedication to the purity of truth and a deep respect for knowledge, we can build a world for ourselves and our loved ones where we can truly enjoy the exhilaration of living instead of the mundanity of mere existence. These are the people who’ve pulled back our veil of ignorance and superstition and revealed the magnificent expanse of a reality that’s so much more elegant and refined than our ancestors could ever have imagined in their wildest dreams, and that its creator, should one exist, is infinitely more impressive than their crude, ham-fisted caricatures of it.
But instead looking at all this with humility, awe and gratitude, Carl, what do you do? You try your hardest to snuff out the light that’s been lit by the best of us and plunge us all back into the darkness. Back into the night to huddle pitifully in the shadows in fear of the unknown, and to pray upward to an unseen and uncaring authority to save us from our despair instead of getting up proudly on our own feet and doing it ourselves. You’re nothing but a vile and mangy cur, so pumped up with your self-importance that you can’t for even a moment bring yourself to consider the possibility that you might be wrong, and while grinning dementedly in the throes of your supreme conceit you’re feverishly working to sweep us all into the abyss. So thanks, but no thanks, Carl. History has shown me where we’ve come from, and what kind of world those with your mindset create when they have the chance, and I, for one, have no wish to return, much less be led there by a vile, miserable, wretched liar like you.
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