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BASIS OF STUDY

: 5

Hegner’s ‘‘College Zodlogy’’ is a textbook
used in the Kentucky State University.

Davidson’s ‘‘Practical Zoology’’ is a text-
book used in High Schools.

Clelland’s “Geology—Physical and Histor-
ical” is used in the Kentucky State Univer-
sity.

Herrick’s ‘‘Texthook in General Zoology”’
is used in the High Schools.

Bergin and Davis’ “Principles of Botany”
is used in many schools.

‘“Outlines of European History, Part II.”’
is used in Public Schools.

“Essentials of Biology” by Hunter, is a
textbook in Public Schools.

‘‘Biology and its Makers’’ by Locy, is a
textbook in College.

““Civic Biology’’ by Hunter. Textbook in
many schools.

"‘fi’-"-"{

PREFACE

The recent general uprising against the
teaching of evolution in our schools has
brought forth the charge that Christians are
attempting to force the Bible as a textbook
upon State schools. There are those who are
no doubt sincere in this contention; while
others are evidently making this charge to
divert attention from the real issue. Those
who are protesting, and will continue to pro-
test against the teaching of evolution in our
schools, have not asked that the Bible be made
a textbook in these institutions. They do
not believe in a combination of Church and

_State. On the other hand, they are vigor-

ously opposed to a combination of Infidelity
and State. Since the Bible is not taught in
these schools, those of us who believe the
Bible to be the very word of God feel that we
have all the more right to request that instrue-
tion in these institutions should not be con-
trary to and subversive of the teaching of the
Bible. If Bible teaching is eliminated, we
must insist that it shall not be diseredited,
derided and denied. We have not contended
that Christ shall become a part of the cur-
riculum, but we do earnestly contend that
He shall not be crucified on the cross of a
false philosophy, called evolution.
Lexington, Ky., January 10, 1922.
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CHAPTER I

EVOLUTION DEFINED BY
EVOLUTIONISTS

In attempting to discuss the “Menace of
Evolution,” two preliminary questions call
for consideration: What is Evolution? And
how far has it been accepted by our schools
and colleges? On both these questions I have
determined to let the evolutionists speak for
themselves.

1. TaE MEANING OF EVOLUTION.

What, then, is the significance of the term
“Tvolution?’”” Out of a mass of somewhat
conflicting statements of the Evolutionists
themselves, I call attention to the following
as being fairly representative:

The General Theory of Evolution.

Le Conte says: ‘‘Evolution is (1) progres
sive change, (2) according to certain laws.
(3) by resident forces.”’

B. D. Cope, a noted evolutionist, says:
“The doctrine of evolution may be defined as
the teaching which holds that creation has
heen and is accomplished by the energies
which are intrinsic in evolutionary matter,
without the interference of agencies that
nre external to it.”

W
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Prof. H. W. Conn in his Evolution of To-
day says: ‘‘Evolution, organic evolution,
and the theory of descent, are practically
synonymous terms and each of these is used
to indicate the theory that all species of ani-
mals and plants (including man) existing to-
day have been derived from others living in
the past, by direct descent, and they will
themselves give rise in the future to other
still different species. The essential
idea which underlies the whole theory is that
species have had a natural rather than a su-
pernatural origin.”

Dr. Marion D. Shutter, who calls himself a
theistic Tvolutionist, in his Applied Evolu-
tion, says: ‘‘Evolution means that the earth
instead of being flung into space, a ready-
made sphere from the hand of God, took its
rise in nebulous mists and clouds, and by a
process of whirling and condensing and cool-
ing, through countless ages, became the globe
of today. Evolution means that, whatever
the ultimate origin of life, the plants and
flowers and grasses and trees which clothe the
earth, were not made at once as we behold
them now, but began in the simplest and few-
est germs, and by gradual changes under
varying conditions, attained the variety,

[81]
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luxuriance, and beauty which wreathe the
brow of the planet. It means that the mem-
bers of the animal kingdom in all its depart-
ments were not, each kind, called into being
in a moment, and in a fixed and definite and
unvarying and unchanging species, but that
the whole (animal) kingdom began countless
ages ago in a shapeless mass of jelly, and has
developed from one form to another up to
man.”

The Evolutionary Origin of Life and Species

Joseph McCabe, a noted scientist and
author, in a recent book says: “I need only
say here that both chemists and biologists
agree that a natural chemieal evolution could
produce the first living things. . . . A very
long evolution, with thousands of phases
would be required. . First, the stuff of
which living things are made, protoplasm,
would have to be formed by a long series of
chemical changes and combinations. . . .
Inorganic matter was thus slowly developed
into organic, and this was slowly shaped into
living units (‘cells’). The next great point
was the division of early life into plant and
animal. There is no essential difference be-
tween the two. But some of the early

(9]
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inhabitants (living things) continued to feed
upon inorganic matter—the chemicals in the
soil. . . . Thus you get the evolution of
a plant world. Some of the early living
things, on the other hand, formed the habit of
devouring their neighbors. . . . This is
the beginning of the animal. In time the
(animal) cells eling together, and large ani-
mals (‘many-celled’) are formed.’’

“Up to the present time nearly a half mil-
lion different kinds of species of animals have
been described, and more than a hundred new
species are discovered every year, so that it
is probable that there are no less than a mil-
lion species of animals dwelling on this
planet. That a pair of each of these was
created direct from -lifeless material seems
very improbable, though until 1859, when
Charles Darwin published his Origin of Spe-
ctes, this was generally believed.’’—Davi-
son, Practical Zodlogy, 344, 345.

“This process of developing new species is
called evolution by wvariation and natural
selection. The ancestors of the three-toed
horse were four-toed animals whose remains
are found in the layers of rock beneath those
containing the three-toed ones. By this pro-
cess of variation and natural selection the

[10]
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four-toed forms were derived from a five-toed
mammal with such a generalized structure
that other of its progeny developed into sheep,
cows, and deer in aceordance with the various
foods and changing factors in nature to
which they were subjected. Thus, by varia-
tion and natural seleection, numerous and
widely different kinds of animals arose.

“Variation in the individuals of certain
species, and therefore evolution, is occurring
at the present time, but much. more slowly
than during the world@’s infancy, when cli-
mate, food, and other factors were changing
more rapidly.’’—Davison, Practical Zool-
0gy, 349, 350.

“The vermiform appendix, occurring in
man and the anthropoid apes, is of no use,
but in their ancestors it may have played an
important part in digestion, as the cor-
responding portion of the alimentary canal
does yet in the rabbit, groundhog, and other
forms. The splint bone, about ten inches
long on either side of the lower part of the
lorse’s limb, serves no useful purpose now.
All of these useless structures clearly indi-
¢nte that they were of larger size in the far-
off ancestors in whom their presence was of

[11]
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great use.”’—Davison, Practical Zodlogy,
353.

“These facts, cited in the preceding para-
praphs together with much other information
discovered by the zoblogist and geologist lead
to the conclusion that at first there existed
on earth only a few forms of simple life sim-
ilar to the ameba, and from these, acted on
by the rapid changes of climate, soil, water,
and food, have arisen all the varied forms of
animal life.”’—Davison, Practical Zodlogy,
354.

The Evolutionary Origin of Man.

In one of the earliest editions of Descent
of Man, Darwin deseribes primitive man as
follows :

“The early progenitors of man were, no
doubt, covered with hair, both sexes having
beards. Their ears were pointed and capable
of movement, and their bodies were provided
with a tail. The foot . was pre-

hensile, and our progenitors, no doubt were

arboreal in their habits, frequenting some
warm forest-clad land. At an early
period the progenitors of man must have been
aquatic in their habits.”

[12]
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“The family Hominide contains the sin-
gle living species, Homo sapiens, or man. Man
differs from the other primates in the size
of the brain, which is about twice as large as
that of the highest monkey, and in his erect,
bipedal locomotion. The hairy covering is
not well developed, and the great toe is not
apposable. The mental development of man
has enabled him to accommodate himself to
every climate, and to dominate all other ani-
mals. Some fossil remains of a primate that
were found in the upper Pliocene on the is-
land of Java have been designated by Haeckel
as ‘the last link’ between the apes and man,
and the animal to which they belonged has
been given the name Pithecanthropus erec

- tus.”’—Hegner, Zoology, 666.

“The Mammalia are of special interest,
gince this class of vertebrates includes man.
The earliest living mammals, the Monotre-
mata are descended from reptilian ancestors,
the Theoromorpha, which are known only
from fossil remains. Above the Monotremes
are placed the Marsupialia, and finally the
Placentalia, which are the highest of all ani-
mals. These Primates, the group that in-
¢ludes man, seem to have descended from the
primitive Tnsectivora. The line of descent

[13 ]
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within the group is probably somewhat as
follows:
1. Monotremata—Egg laying Mammals.

2. Marsupialia—Marsupials.

3. Insectivora—Insectivores.

4. Lemuridee—Lemurs.

5. Cercopithecide—Old World Monkeys
with Tails.

6. Simide— Anthropoid Apes.

7. Pithecanthropus—An Extinet “Ape-
man.”
8. Homo Neanderthalensis—The Extinet
Neanderthal Man.
9. Homo Sapiens—‘‘Modern Man.’’
—Hegner, Zodology, 695, 696.

The foregoing is the Evolutionist’s Family
Tree.

‘‘Man :—As an animal, man belongs to the
family Hominide and is known scientifically
as Homo sapiens. As an animal, he is dis
tinguished for his erect posture, very com
plete apposition of the thumb to the fingers,
short canine teeth, greater length of hind, as
compared with fore limbs, and the great size
and complexity of the brain.”’—Herrick, Gen-
eral Zoology, 334. "

Prof. Edward Clodd, in his book The Mak-

[ 14 ]
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ing of Man, says: ‘‘Whichever among the
arboreal creatures possessed any favorable
variation, however slight, would secure an ad-
vantage over less favored rivals in the strug-
gle for food and mates and elbow room. The
qualities which gave them success would be
transmitted to their offspring and while some
for awhile remained arboreal in their habits,
never moving easily on the ground, although
making some approach to upright motion, as
seen in the shambling gait of the man-like
apes, others developed a way of walking on
their hind legs, which entirely set free the
forelimbs as organs of handling and throw-
ing. Whatever were the conditions which
permitted this, the advantage which it gives
is obvious. It was the making of a man.”
“A creature (Pithecanthropus erectus)
whose fragmentary remains have been found
in Pleistocene deposits of Java, associated
with the bones of extinet animals, may also
have been a member of a race which made
eoliths. These remains consist of a skulleap,
{wo molar teeth, and a diseased thigh bone,
and are remarkable because of the combina-
tion of ape and human characters. The skull
differs from that of an ape, its brain capacity
being about twice that of an ape of equal

[ 15
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bodily size.”’—Clelland, Geology—Physical
and Historical, 675. :

“The progress of evolution does not, how-
ever, have a free course since, as never before
in the history of animal life, the unfit do not
disappear in the struggle for existence, but
the life of the physically and mentally unfit
is lengthened through the aid of medical
science and charity. The future will, doubt-
less, bring solution for such vital problems,
and the evolution of the human race can con-
fidently be expected to continue, with the
development of a type of man much superior
to that now on earth.”” — Clelland, Geology
—Physical and Historical, 684.

The following is a portion of the genealog-
ical tree which appears in Herrick, Text-
book in General Zodlogy

Order—Chroptera
Types of Order.
Lasiurus borealis—Red bat.
Myotis suulatus—Brown bat.
Phyllostoma—Vampire.
Pteropus edwardsi—Fruit-eating bat.
Order—Primates
Tvpes of Order.
Ilemur macaco—Lemur.
[ 16 ]
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Cynocephalus anubis—Baboon.
Simia satyrus—Orang-outang.

Pan troglodytes—Chimpanzee.

Gorilla gorilla—Gorilla.

Homo sapiens—Man.

Evolutionary Origin of Jesus.

Says Dr. Marion D. Shutter, theistic Evo-
lutionist, (Applied Evolution, 198) :*“Granted
the greatness and goodness of Jesus, how do
you account for him? What is the relation to
him of this theory of Evolution? Do you mean
to include Him and His work in the general
scheme? Can it be done? And the answer is:
Yes; if Evolution fails at one point, it fails
utterly. We have then a case of that special
intervention by a nonresident Deity, which
we have repeatedly repudiated. Evolution
must include Jesus, or we must abandon the
theory. There is no break or flaw or chasm.
The process is one, from fire mist to soul;
from the soul to its highest expression. Jesus
is as much the product of the laws and forces
in nature and in society as Shakespeare or
Napoleon.”” These and the other utterances
of Dr. Shutter were read and approved by no
less a person and scientist than John Fiske
who says in the preface: ‘I read the lectures,

171
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Applied Evolution, which you sent me with

very deep interest, and it seems to me that

a volume of such lectures would be of inestim-
able value to the publie.”’

2. ACCEPTANCE AND TEACHINGS OF EvVoLU-
TION

How far has this doctrine of evolution
been accepted and gained entrance to our
schools? The following statements will be
sufficient answer:

“This doctrine of special creation gave way
to the present belief in organic evolution, or
the theory of descent, chiefly through the
work of Charles Darwin, whose famous book,
the Origin of Species, appeared in 1859.
The theories of organic evolution hold that
‘all the existing species of animals and plants
have been derived, or evolved, through the
geological ages from the simplest forms of
life in the beginning.”’—Bergin and Davis,
Principles of Botany.

“In the early part of the last half of the
century—1859—occurred what may fairly be
called the most important event in the his-
tory of biological science, the publication of
Charles Darwin’s Origin of Species. Up to
this time the ideas of evolution advanced by
Buffon, Lamarck, St. Hilaire, and Erasmus

[ 18]
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Darwin had not received general recognition
among zoologists, to say nothing of the great
mass of teachers, writers, and scholars. But
with the Origin of Species began the storm
of discussion and debate out of which there
has arisen a calm and sane acceptance of the
gradual development of the various forms of
plant and animal life by a process of evolu-
tion.”—Herrick, General Zodlogy, 378, 379.

Says Prof. H. W. Conn in Ewvolution of
Today: ‘It may be well to say at the out-
set that evolution, as we have defined the
term, is almost universally accepted by sei-
entists.”

Joseph MeCabe in The A. B. C. of Ewvo-
lution says: ‘‘By the end of the eighteenth
Century it was openly suggested in England
that man had ‘deseended’ from an animal of
the kind. There were jeers and gibes and
howls of laughter everywhere. Learned and
unlearned men scoffed. Now there is not a
man of science in the world who does not ad-
mit man’s deseent from an ape-like form; and
I do not think there is a bishop in the world
who would oppose them.”

“Tt should be the aim of every student of
modern history to follow the development of

[19]
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science and to observe the ways in which it
is constantly changing our habits and our
views of man, his origin and destiny.

“Herbert Spencer, in one of his very ear-
liest works, gave many strong and seemingly
unanswerable arguments to support the idea
that the whole visible universe—the earth,
the plants and animals, even man himself
and all his ideas and institutions—had
slowly developed by a natural process.

“The idea that all plants and animals, even
man himself, had developed instead of being
created in their present form, and that man
belonged physically to the ‘primates,” the
group of animals which includes the apes,
shocked a great many people, and the sub-
ject began to be discussed with no little heat
and sometimes with much indignation by
men of science, theologians, and the culti-
vated public in general.

“The opponents of the theory of evolution
have slowly decreased in numbers. They
came to feel that instead of being degraded
by being put on a level with the brutes, man
still remains as before, the goal toward which
all nature’s work through the ages is di-
rected.”’—Robinson and Beard, Qutlines o}
European History.

[ 20]
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“We have now learned that animal forms
may be arranged so as to begin with the
very simple one-celled forms and culminate
with a group which contains man himself.
The great English scientist, Charles Darwin,
from this and other evidence, explained the
theory of evolution. This is the belief that
simple forms of life on the earth slowly and
gradually gave rise to those more complex
and that thus ultimately the most complex
forms came into existence. The group of
mammals that includes the monkeys, apes,
and man we will call the primates.”’—George
V. Hunter, A Civic Biology.

“The idea that the higher forms of life are
derived from simpler ones by a process of
gradual evolution received general accep-
tance, as we have said before, only in the last
part of the nineteenth century, after the
work of Charles Darwin.”’—Locy, Biology
and Its Makers.

Many of the quotations given above are
from textbooks used in Kentucky State Uni-
versity and High schools; but these and sim-
llnr treatises are used throughout the South
nnd the nation, in the Christian schools and
colleges as well as in the public schools and

[21]
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State institutions. The menace of this teach-
ing—as we believe it to be and propose now
to prove it to be—is therefore nationwide and
fraught with dangers to life and society, to
church and state, to Christianity and civili-
zation, beyond the mind of man to conceive.

Teachers of Evolution Without Excuse.

The excuse is offered for the teachers of
evolution, that they only present the Darwin-
ian hypothesis as a theory. The only objec-
tion to this statement is that it is not true.
As seen in the sample quotations, this theory
is taught as a fact. These textbooks in many
instances were suggested and endorsed by
those who teach them. The doctrine of these
textbooks is taught and commended in the
classroom. Granted for the sake of the ar-
gument, that it is only presented as a
“theory,” the fact remains that it is the only
theory presented. Not even this much re
spect is accorded the account of Creation as
given in the book of Genesis. Why should
not the teacher present the Bible account of
Creation? Is this account ruled out as false
and impossible? In none of these textbooks
is the history of Creation, as it appears in the
Bible, either suggested or referred to as pos-

[22]
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sible. When mentioned in the elassroom, which
18 seldom, it is diseredited.

Is it asking too much that the authors of
our textbooks accord as much respect to the
Bible as they do to the books of Charles Dar-
win? Apparently, there can be but one rea-
gon for ignoring the Scriptural record of Cre:
ation. This reason is, that those who teach
evolution utterly reject the account of Crea-
tion contained in the book of Genesis.

There is no possible theory of evolution
that can be made to harmonize with the ac-
count of Creation or with any of the other
veferences to supernatural transactions in
the Bible, and no one knows this fact better
(han the teachers of Darwinian evolution.

It is also offered in defense of those that
teach evolution that they do not teach the
Darwinian theory. Huw flimsy is this ex-
¢use will be apparent to all who read the
(uotations given above. In fact, the issue
ig squarely drawn—Darwin and Huxley and
Spencer and Haeckel are held up to our
young people as the true prophets and teach-
ers, while Moses and David and John and
Jesus and Paul are back numbers, out of
date!

[ 23]
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What Such Teaching Means

The bearing of such teaching upon the
lives of the teachers themselves and upon the
lives of the young people of our nation can
be forecast with unmistakable accuracy by
the eifect this theory had on Darwin himself.
We let him tell his own story, as follows:

“I am much engaged, an old man, and
out of health, and cannot spare time to an-
swer your questions fully—nor indeed can
they be answered. Science has nothing to do
with Christ, except in so far as the habit of
scientific research makes a man cautious in
admitting evidence. For myself, I do not be-
lieve that there ever has been any revelation.
As for a future life, every man must judge
for himself between conflicting vague proba-
bilities. ‘When thus reflecting I feel
compelled to look for a First Cause, having
an intelligent mind in some degree anala-
gous to that of man, and I deserve to be
called a Theist. This conclusion was strong
in my mind about the time, as far as I can
remember, when I wrote the ‘Origin of Spe-
cies,” and it is since that time that it has
very gradually, with many fluctuations, be-
come weaker. But there arises the doubt:

[24]
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Can the mind of man, which has, I fully be-

lleve, been developed from mind as low as

that possessed by the lowest animal, be
~ trusted when it draws such grand conclu-
~ wions? T cannot pretend to throw the least
~ light on such abstruse problems. ’_I‘hfa mys-
~ fery of the beginning of all things is insolu-
ble by us; and I for one must be content to
~ pemain an agnostic.”—“Life and Letters of
- Charles Darwin.”

\

i

[25]



CHAPTER II.

EVOLUTION CONTRADICTS AND
SUBVERTS REVELATION

In the beginning God created the heavens
and the earth.—Gen. 1: 1.

Professing themselves to be wise, they be-
?ame fools, and changed the glor’y of the
incorruptible God to an image made like to
corruptible man, and birds, and fourfooted
beasts, and creeping things—Rom. 1: 22, 23

My proposition is, that there is not a’sin:
gle fact in science, philosophy, or religion to
support the theory of evolution. Dr. David
starr Jordan has well said, that “science
Ogisalzslt'e(‘rgmprehend a single elementary fact
.Fixjst of all, then, let us consider “Evolu-
g?;; (;:, the Light of God’s Revelation in His
'No evolutionist can consistently accept the

Bible as the fully inspired Word of God, di-
,f‘ectl.y revealed by God to man. Evoluition
m.xphes a process and a growth; while the
Bll.)le claims to be a direct revelation, and a
finished product. The Bible is not thé resu]‘t
of “resident forces” in man, but is from God
:l‘he history of Creation, as given in Genesie'
is flatly contradicted by every known hypoﬂ;-,
[ 26 ]
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osis of evolution. It is for this very reason
that evolution and destructive -eriticism go
hand in hand. Like the Siamese twins,
{hey are one and inseparable. If evolution is
true, the Bible, or at least portions of it, are
absolutely false. ~Evolution subjects the
Bible to its theory, and not its theory to the
Bible.

The Christian religion is fundamentally
and essentially a supernatural religion. Evo-
lution emphatically denies any- supernatural
factor in the development of life. It denies
the existence of a miracle in the life-process,
or as Haeckel defines it, ‘‘The nonmiraculous
origin and progress of life.” The moment the
supernatural, or miraculous, is admitted in
{the scheme of development, the whole struc-
ture of evolution must collapse.

Uniformity is simply the assumption that
things have always happened, and, of neces-
gity, must continue to happen as they now
occur. Such a statement is incapable of
proof, involves a universal negative, and im-
plies a universal knowledge of natural law.

It should be said, in justice to all concerned,
that there are those who claim to be theistie
evolutionists. This, if not a “new species,”
is certainly a peculiar one, and deserves, per-

[27]
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haps, more than passing notice. This partic-
ular brand of evolution tries to reconcile the
Bible with the false assumptions of so-called
science. There can never be a conflict be
tween real science and true religion. Evoln
tion is not a science and is incapable of scien
tific demonstration. At most it is an un-
proved and unprovable hypothesis. The phrase
“theistic evolution” was coined to overcome
the odium of atheistic evolution. The mean-
ing sought to be conveyed is, that one may
believe in God and also in evolution. It is
significant that they choose to designate
themselves‘theistic’’rather than‘* Christian.”’
Tom Paine was a theist, and so are Jews and
Unitarians. It is but just to assume that
theistic evolutionists, with their boasted wis-
dom, have rightly named themselves. It is pos-
sible to conceive of a theistic evolutionist, but
impossible to conceive of a Christian evolu

tionist of the Darwinian type. Every known
scheme of evolution implies uniformity, var

iation by natural selection, and progress by
“resident forces.” All theories of evolution
are restricted to natural processes, and there

fore must reject the miraculous. Christian-
ity is predicated upon the fact that Jesus
was the Son of God, and not a superman

[ 28]
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leveloped by ‘‘natural selection’” and scien-

tifle agencies. It is absolutely impossible_ to
poconcile the fact of the bodily Resurrection
Of our Lord with the natural.pro?ess ?f th.e
{heory of evolution. The Virgin B?rth is also
gontrary to the demands of evolution. ;
I'he coining of this phrase has not been mv
viln, however, since it has el‘xablfad not a fe\:
{o draw good salaries from. ms‘tltutmn's sup-
lvpox'ted by Christian denominations while un-

~ fermining the very foundations of the Chris-

tlan faith.

i i i rection
. Bpeaking of Christ and His resurre ,

~ Dy, Tull, in his admirable tract, says:

1%

#If he acknowledges Jesus then his evolu-
'lﬁml goes to the winds. If Jesus was, then
Adam was, for Jesus was the antitype 1o‘r'

Adam. 1t is just here that the .thEISth ev? ;1
~ Honlst gets in a worse mix.xwth the B]}‘;)(:
» thnn the atheistic evolutionist. -To say t ad
dum came from the anthropoid ape, an
ut God breathed into this beast a soul, 1,s:
10 make Jesus Christ the antitype of an ape.
po {he theistic evolutionists ready to asser:
ﬂlﬂt Jesus was the antitype of an a?e’.
Miee your logic, gentlemen! 'Mr. Darm;s
theory of evolution caused a shipwreck of his |
Wi early faith, and it inevitably produces a

[29]
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like result in every man who accepts the full

import of the theory. In fact, all thorough-

going evolutionists must and do reject practi-
cally all the fundamentals of the Christian
faith, as follows: (1) For the most
part, they believe in a God of “resi-
dent forces” and are Pantheists, though
some claim a sort of Theism. (2) Few, if any,
believe that God made a distinet, supernat-
ural or inspired revelation of Himself to
man; “the Bible is man feeling out for the
Infinite, not the Infinite revealing Himself to
man.””  (3) According to their view, God
did not create the wor!d; at most He gave us
ether, or nebula, or protoplasm, impregnated
with ‘‘resident forces,”” and these forces
evolved the world and ali that is in it, in-
cluding man. (4) The story of the Crea-
tion and Fall of Man, all supernatural events,
all miracles, the Virgin birth, atoning
death, bodily resurrection and second com-
ing of the Saviour are legends; so also is the
devil and hell and the heavenly home of the
saved hereafter. But lest I should be

thought to misrepresent those who hold to
evolution and at the same time profess to be

Christians, I quote again from Applied Ewvo-
lution (pp. 172-248) by Dr. Marion Shut-
[30]
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-

for. Beginning with the story of Creat?on
I Genesis, here are some of his well-nigh

hlasphemous utterances:
WThe speaking serpent, the tree of knowl-

: sdge of good and evil, the tree of life, the

" |dea that eating certain kinds of fruit would

i
i
&

glve wisdom or immortality,—these are
glearly legendary or mythical elements. As
pletures or symbols, they may be e.ven beau-
{iful; but as history, they are quite as far

" peyond the pale of fact as the fountain of

youth or the dreams of alchemy. For
{hese reasons we cannot accept the story of.
lden and the Fall as history. There is no
more testimony in its favor when it appears
in Jewish or Christian Writings»—Wh.en it ap-
pears in Genesis and in the quotation .fro.m
(Jenesis by Paul—than when we ﬁnd. it in
Persian or Buddhist Scriptures. It is nqt
{he book in which we find a statement that
glves it credibility; it is the character of the
statement itself. And let us remem-
her if this account of Eden and the Ffl]] is
not history, the current creeds of Christen-
dom, not yet disavowed or revise‘d 3 -the theol'-
ogy still assumed, even where it is 130t d_l-
pectly preached,—these have mo footing 1n
fact they are but ‘such stuff as dreams are
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made of,” they but cumber the intellectual
ground of the Church and the world, and
should no longer be allowed to impose upon
the human understanding.

““‘Let us now pass on to the evidence that
man has risen and not fallen; that he did
not begin perfect and deteriorate; but that
he began low and imperfect, and has been
slowly but surely gaining in character and
in moral powor.

(1) ““First of all we have the testimony
of Science. If anything is made clear by
modern research and investigation it is that
man was not created full-grown in body and
mind, with established character, but that he
came up through the animal and started
upon his human career with simply a few
instinets inherited from the orders below and
behind him. These are proofs which
must stand unshaken against any legend
from the dim, uncertain speculations of the
world’s childhood, about a creation in a mo-
ment, complete and perfect from the dust of
the earth and the breath of a God.

(2) “And when men came up from the
animals—so far were they from being holy
and righteous in character, that it took them
ages upon ages to learn the difference he

[321]
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tween right and wrong; and they learned it,
not by direct revelation from on high, but
through the experiences of their savage life,
these played upon the instinct of self-
pservation and the instinet to combine with
7 hers. They learned the difference between
lght and wrong through animal pains and
jleasures. They learned to avoid the things
hat hurt and do the things which brought
Witisfaction. They learned to live in fami-
08; they learned to live in tribes.

rough these processes did man first come to
prality.

"8) “The race began unenlightened, un-
oral, and therefore without moral responsi-
ility. Little by little it came on toward en-
tenment, toward the appreciation of the
Iutinction between right and wrong, and
horefore toward responsibility. And
¥ for his knowledge of God and communion
th him—the first men knew no God, but
mply feared invisible beings in the natural
Jocts about them. The idea of One Su-
\ me, Wise, and Good Being, was the
hevement of uncalendared ages.

& is the account that Science gives us
flny; and we place it over against the
¢ount preserved in Genesis, which the
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scholarship of even orthodoxy itself is resulv-
ing into the ‘baseless fabric of a vision.’ .

(4) “The earth hasnever been cursed;
human life has never been blighted; we have
never been shapen in iniquity and conceived
in sin. We are under no condemnation for
the sins of an ancestor who never ate the
forbidden fruit. If the story of the Fall is
not historic, then there is no Great Tempter,
the Devil, abroad in this universe. If there
has been no fall and no devil and no wrath
of God, there is no endless hell flaming and
devouring in the future; no lake of fire and
brimstone that awaits us when we die. If
there has been no break in the divine order,
then there is no need of an atonement to re-
store it—a bloody sacrifice to appease the
wrath of an offending God, an innocent vic-
tim to take the place of guilty men.

(5) “There is a place for Christ; but not
as the incarnate God, not as the bloody sac-
rifice, not as the substitute for sinners; but
as the human leader and example; as the one
who illustrates the victory of the spiritual
over the animal; as the one who is able to
teach others the secret of triumph. Is there
no difference between these conceptions? .

[34]
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s
 If the genealogies given of him in Mat-
thew and Luke be at all correct, what blood
' of saints and prophets and heroes runs in his
veins! The faith of Abraham, the imagina-
tion and emotion of David, the wisdom of
‘Holomon, may have reappeared in him, to-
gether with the gentleness and purity of
Mary his mother, and the strength and in-
togrity of Joseph his father. He is
the child of his own immediate family, the
child of his nation, the child of all the ages
that went before him!
f “‘The God of Evolution is inside of nature
‘and not outside of it. And when we con-
plder that man himself is a part of nature,
nnd the best part of it, we must find God also
|n him, preéminently in him.’’
{ This, then, is theistic evolution! As will
e seen, it cuts the heart and life out of God’s
syenled truth and leaves only the grinning
Wl oleton of German Rationalism, Unitarian-
[ym and Universalism.
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CHAPTER III

EVOLUTION FALSELY EXPLAINS
ORIGIN OF LIFE

Iivolution is not only contrary to the let-
ter and spirit of Christianity, but is false in
its suppositions as to the origin of life.
Evolutionists have offered many explanations
of the origin of life. Darwin says: ‘‘Life
was originally breathed into a few forms, or
one.” In hig earlier writings Darwin ac-
knowledged God, and then bade Him goodby
forever. In his later writings, he did not
acknowledge the existence of God, but con-
tented himself, as he says, with being an ag-

" nostic. Dr. Buckner says: “Matter is the or-
igin of all that exists. All natural and men-
tal forces are inherent in it.” They have
ascribed the origin of life to protoplasm,
spontaneous generation, star dust, fire mist,
oceanic ooze—ad nauseam ad infinitum.
Some claim that while God is the author of
life, He is not the author of species. Prof.
Edwin G. Conklin, of Princeton, is of this
number. He says: “There is no longer any
doubt among scientists, that man descended
from the animal.” Mr. Huxley said: “Pro-
toplasm is the origin of all life.” He even
put forward the claim that he had discovered
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- protoplasm, the source and secret of all life.
~ About this time the Challenger was sent out
~ by the American government to gather
~ geeanic ooze. Prof. Murray, who was in
~ gharge of the expedition, collected a number
~ of specimens, with which he experimente.d.
" Ile demonstrated the fact that seawater in
" pleohol formed a precipitate that was iden-
" {leal with Huxley’s protoplasm. This was
~whown to Mr. Huxley, and he frankly admit-
. ted that he was mistaken, and never after-
wards claimed the discovery of protoplasm.
Pyndall, in an address to the Royal Institute,
~ upld: “From the beginning to the end of the
Inquiry, there is not, as you have seen, a
shadow of evidence of spontanecus gener-
~ atlon.” Spencer said: “Whatever power an
' grganism expends, in any shape, is the equiv-
alent of power taken in from without.” Prof.
Pyndall says: “ Again, Science has no ex-
planation of the origin of life. The living
organism instead of being the product .ot‘
physical forces, controls these forces for its
higher forms, functions and purposes. I
ghare with Virchow’s opinion that the theory
‘of evolution, in its complete form, involves
{le assumption that at some period or other
I the earth’s history, there occurred what
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would now be called spontaneous generation ;
but I agree with him, that the proofs of it are
wanting. I also hold with Virchow that the
failures have been so lamentable, that the doe-
trine is utterly discredited.”

Since the scientific evolutionists cannot

agree on the origin of life, why not accept the
account contained in the Scriptures? Pro-
fessor Romanes well says: “If they were
separately created, the evidence of supernat-
. ural design remains irrefutable. Whereas, if
they were slowly evolved that evidence has
been utterly and forever destroyed.”
Prof. Tyndall made more experiments to
prove spontaneous generation than any other
man, living or dead, and we have just seen
his honest confession.

Lord Kelvin, of England, who, at the time
of his death, a few years since, was perhaps,
the world’s greatest scientist, said: “Tt is
not in dead matter that men live, move and
have their being; but in a creative and di-
rective power, which science compels us to
accept as an article of faith. Is there any-
thing so absurd as to believe that a number
of atoms, by falling together of their own ac
count, could make crystal, a micrche, or a
living animal ?”
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It is gratifying to know that George J. Lo

manes, upon whom it is claimed fell the man-

lo of Darwin, sometime before his death in

i )4, renounced this theory, and confessed

irist as his Saviour.

~ Pasteur, one of the greatest scientists of

Il the ages, and the greatest authority on

sms of all time, said: “Posterity will one
laugh at the foolishness of modern natur-
Jistic philosophies. The more 1 study
nture, the more I stand amazed at the WOl‘kSV
f the Creator.”

Pasteur further says, that “life can only
avlge from the living, and from direct crea-
» Pasteur prays in his laboratory. Of
p»w many evolutionists is this true? Icho
nswers,— ‘how many?”’

" Phe evolutionists should not forget that
heir patron saint, Mr. Darwin, said, “The
nquiry how life first originated is hopeless.”
{1l evolutionists must believe that a stream
an rise higher than its source.

Countless experiments have failed to pro-
iee life from dead matter and evolution is
1111 hopelessly at sea as to the origin of life.
" It is worthy of special note, that the sup-
soitions and affirmations of evolutionists,
ure one and all, beyond the period of re-
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corded history. Not one of their theories
has had even a partial fulfillment within the
known history of man. To overcome this
fact, they have claimed that the world is
hundreds of millions of years old. According
to this supposition, during the unnumbered
millions of years, evolution was slowly, but
constantly working. Evolutionists themselves
being judges, evolution cannot, in connection
with the origin of life and species, point to a
single achievement for at least the past four
thousand years. Surely a theory that has
been unfruitful and impotent for four thous-
and years, can be worth but little as a work-
ing principle. History having failed him,
the evolutionist was driven to prehistorie
times. To prove' the great age of the world,
he had recourse to geology.

William Smith, a comparatively unlearned
surveyor of England, reached the conclusion
that rocks could be classified by the fossils
they contained, and that these rocks always
succeeded one another in the same relative
order. He never claimed that the same law
applied to rocks in other parts of the world.
As his theory was the best that had been ad-
vanced, for their purpose, it was speedily em-
braced. This theory, which was the last
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w06 of evolution, has been clearly disproved.

: sorth in speaking of the methods of. geol-
gays: ‘‘They have all the infirmities of
0 Middle Ages.” .
IPhe different layers of the rock were relied
yon to justify his claim of antiqui‘ty. Un-
srtunately, for this contention, in v_v1de areas
ain strata of rocks are found in reverse
sler to that of their common classiﬁcai?on.
he gupposed earlier geological formations
\ro found on top, and later layers at the bot-
. Rocks long believed to belong to a cer-
i epoch, were later found in layers of. a
\{{forent epoch. The oldest fossils are quite
quently found in the latest rocks. 01.)‘
lously rocks have proven sand as a basis
or determining the age of the world. Da.na
\entions a case where the ¢‘pocks are upside
fown over an area of four hundred and fifty
»
fPhere are numerous like examples in the
\lps, It will not be denied that the.strata
rocks, upon the uniformity of which de-
nds the chronological classification of geol-
pglsts, are in reverse order in different sec-
lons. Little, in History of Geology, says:
1t has been found that there is no geological
soch whose sedimentary deposits have
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been wholly safeguarded from metaphoric
changes, and as this broad fact has come to
be realized, it has proved most unsettling, and
has necessitated a revision of the strati-
ography in many districts in the light of new
possibilities.” '

Government surveys in the United States
and Canada and other countries, have for-
ever settled the fact that any kind of rock
beds, containing any kind of fossil, may rest
in perfect “conformability” on any other
so-called “older” beds, and may be so meta-
morphosed as to resemble the oldest rocks.
In Alberta, Canada, as evidenced by a govern-
ment report, the Cretaceous fossils were
buried before the Cambrian, Devonian or
Carboniferous, though geologists have long
contended that this was never true. In the
mountains of Tennessee and in the High-
lands of Scotland the younger rocks are on
top of the older.

It is unquestionably true that the strata
of rocks, upon the uniformity of which de-
pends the chronological classification of geol-
ogists, are in reverse order in different seec-
tions. Tt follows, therefore, that the classifi-
cation for determining the age of rocks and
fossils is comparatively worthless.

[ 42 ]
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known method by which one fossil may
‘Qtermined as being older than' another.
life succession theory was built on f}]@
mption that only certain kinds of .fossﬂs
L : to be found at the bottom. It is now
{lod that any kind of fossil may be .ﬂms
i{ed, Indeed the argument ;rom fossil re-
letely collapsed.

: hnsa;(c)):llltplSN, it was emphatically af-
jod that no man had ever seen any of
forms alive, but this view has
remains have

0 fossil & er
| d since hum
:(:::l; (:;Eng with fossils of the. Pleisto-
" or Middle mertiary, and drawings and
'ﬂngs on the walls of caves in France m"e
perfect that they were obviously draw.n
W life. These fossils either painted thfeli

pemains, or man was contemporary wit
. The ring-tailed lemur is now (-m.]y
0 in Madagascar and a fej,w loc‘ahtleis
¢ling the Indian Ocean. Then: fossils alg
ul in the Eocene rocks of Iurope 5;11111
gorica. How they managed to skip al;ﬂt de
\or formations from the Eocene to the Mod-
3 und remain alive, has not yet been ez'z-
Ined by evolution, and in tlhe very nature
0 o case can never be explained.
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It had long been assumed by evolution-
ists that all fossil types were extinet. It
has been clearly proved that multitudes of
living forms are identical with those sup-
posed to be extinct. It may be safely said
that no fossil can be proved older than an-

other fossil; or older than man. Coral now
working at the bottom of the ocean is iden-
tical with its original type.

Prof. Conn says: “In short, it is not clear
that the study of the development of animals
through the geological ages gives any light
upon the origin of variations, or the relation
of environment. Huxley says, “The only dif-
ference between the fossil and the animal of
today is that one is older than the other.”
Romanes refers- to the geological record
as a “chapter of accidents.” Prof. George
McCready Price, in his admirable work,
New Light on the Doctrine of Creation,
gives the following summary: “It is true
that early in the nineteenth century Sir
Charles Lyell and others tried to disclaim
this absurd and unscientific inheritance from
Werner’s onion coats; but modern geology
has never got rid of its essential and its
chief characteristic idea, for all our text-
books still speak of various successive ages
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only certain types of life prevailed all

{he globe. Hence it is that Herbert
peor caustically remarks “Though‘ the on-
st hypothesis is dead, its spirit is tcrace-
‘under a transcendentai form, even in tl{e
\usions of its antagonists.” Hence 1t.1s
Whewell, in his History of the Inductz?)e
40¢s, refuses to acknowledge that in

gy any real advance has yet been made

"?h'- a stable science like those of astron-
, physics, and chemistry. ‘‘We hfn*dly
v, he says, ‘‘whether the progress 1S be-

" The history of physical astronomy al-

1 commences with Newton, and erv per-
will venture to assert that the Newton
ogy has yet appeared.” Hence it is that

Huxley declares, “In the present condi-
of our knowledge, and of our metho:is,
pordict,—not proved and not provable’—

! be recorded against all grand ‘hypoth-
~of the paleontologist respectm;g, the
spnl succession of life on the globe. And

it is that Sir Henry H. Howorth, a
ibor of the British House of Commons
e author of three exhaustive W?rks on
(Jlncial Theory, declares, “It is a singular
mmable fact, that while most other
shes of science have emancipated them-
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1 among geologists generally, however, is
yrten the period hitherto ascribed to the
ation of the world.”

oneminent geologist, Prof. Charles
, gaid: “The French Institute enumer
‘not less than eighty geological theories
ol were hostile to the Scriptures; but not

selves from the trammels of metaphysical
reasoning, the science of geology still remains
in a priori theories.

“And thus the matter remains even today,
in this second decade of the twentieth cen-
tury. Geology has never yet been regener-
ated, as have all the other sciences, by being
delivered from the caprices of subjective
speculations and a priori theories and being
placed on the secure basis of objective and
demonstrable fact, in accordance with the
principles of that inductive method of investi-
gation which was instituted by Bacon and
which has become so far universal in the
other sciences that it is everywhere known as
the scientific method.

“But for over seventy-five years geology
has not made a single advance movement in
its theoretical aspects; indeed, in all its im-
portant general principles, it has scarcely
changed in a hundred years. I shall leave
it to the reader to judge whether this is a
case of almost miraculous perfection from
the beginning, or of arrested development.”

This is amply evidenced by the widely vary-
ing ages of the existence of the world as-
signed by geologists. These guesses are from
billions to seven thousand years, or less. The
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CHAPTER 1V

EVOLUTIONARY ORIGIN OF SPECIES
UNTRUE AND UNSCIENTIFIC

Evolution in its supposition of the origin
of species is untrue, unscientific and anti
scriptural. The claim of evolution in this
connection is clear and specific. Its conten
tion is, that from the “primordial germ,”
or at most, but a few forms of life, by a pro
cess of “variation” and “natural selection,”
- have ‘come the myriad forms of life that now
exist, or have existed, or will yet come into
existence. This is the acknowledged claim
of practically every known protagonist of the
theory of evolution. If this theory be true,
we may well ask, why have no new species
appeared? Within the limits of history,
there is not the record of a single new spe-
cies, while there are many instances of lost
species. Of the more than twenty thousand
classified specimens of animals, not one of
them is claimed as a new species. If varia-
tion and natural selection produced number-
less species in an imaginary past, why have
they not produced them for several thousand
vears past? Did the law of variation and nat-
ural selection cease to function with the be-
ginning of historieal records? The man who
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ms that the various species originated in

way should give examples to support

the(;ry. The writer might claim that a

gn lived in the moon a million years ago.

 disprove such an assertion would be 1m

suible. Nor would there be any necessity

attempt to disprove it. The burden ‘of

wof would be upon him who affirmed it.

'  {, Ritter, Professor of Zodlogy in the Uni-

pity of California, in dredging the bottom

‘the ocean, at a depth of seven and a half
lles, found living creatures identical with

. oldest fossils of the same species. If
svo be a well aunthenticated fact in the his-
w of the animal kingdom it is the perma-
.;'\ of species. Whatever freaks ‘‘varia-
sn” may work, it has never changed a spe-
M, or o‘riginated a new species. The tran§-
itation of species is an hypothesis that is
wnpported by example or reason.

or a season, we heard much about our
ent horse being the descendant of the
vo-toed horse.” Later investigation has suc-
'h\llv demonstrated that this five-toed
Imnl was not a horse of any kind. The
getural arrangement is essentially differ-
: , fo sav nothing of the difference betwee-n
{ and toes. With equal propriety, it
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might have been claimed that the cow sprang
from the five-toed horse.

Concerning the origin of the horse, Clelland,
in his Geology, a textbook used in the Ken-
tucky State University, says: “From an ani-
mal less than a foot in height, with a skele-
ton more like that of a carnivore than a
horse, the changes in structure and size have
been traced step by step to the present.

It should be borne in mind however, that few
of the so-called ancestors are truly in the di-
rect line, but they show us rather what the
actual forbears were like. . The earliest
American horse of which we have a record
lived in the early Eocene and was a small and
unhorselike animal about the size of a fox.”

It is worthy to note that the picture given
by the author is very much more like a fox
than a horse. No wonder he refers to it as
“unhorselike.” He does well to inform us,
that “few of the so-called ancestors are truly
in the direct line, but they show us rather
what the actual forbears were like.”” Just
how ancestors not in a direct line, can show
us what the direct ancestors were like, is not
easily understood. Unfortunately for this ex-
ample, all the fossils of the alleged ancestors
of the horse have been found in the new
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pld, and yet there was not, as history tells
1 specimen of the present tribe when the
nlards reached this country some four
ndred years ago. This presents a case
ore the true ancestors perished ages before
: Iy offspring was born. The horse, as we
have him, was imported from Europe,
4 the most ardent advocates of .the trans-
‘M’l(m, or transitionist theory, mfon us
it he is descended from the paleotherium, a
wture that is supposed to have c10§ely.re-
blcd the tapir. Surely, the scientists
ould agree among themselves before' t?ley
k others to agree with them. Kir William
pwson says, “It is equally certain that had
0 not known of the American animal, these
or forms would have unhesitatingly been
Inimed as our ancestors.” L
‘rl’rof. C. C. Everett, of Harvard said: ‘“As
6 looks upon it, it is as fixed as the sphyn.x
Nt slumbers on Egyptian s~ands.. . All-fh]S
nry of transmutation and activity -1s . a
dream.” Every well informed evolutionist
knows that his doctrine is unproved f‘md un-
It vable, but having forsaken the Bible, he
(lrends to discredit his scholarship by fran].d,v
admitting his mistake. If like begets like
;ﬂnf hope have we for a new species, except
[51]
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by direct creation. According to evolution
we should claim that like begets variation,
and variation begets new species. Mr. Dar-
win says: “Natural selection acts solely
through the preservation of the varieties
some way advantageous, which consequently
endure.”

Prof. Conn, for whom all evolutionists have
the greatest respect, says:

“This fact has led some of our most
thoughtful and observant naturalists to ques-
tion seriously whether natural selection can
be a true cause, while it has convinced others
that we can never find the explanation of de-
scent by the study of natural selection.” He
further says: “At the outset we must notice
that in attempting to build up evolution of
species, the weakest point in the chain has
been variation.”

And yet, by common consent, there is no
way to build this theory without “variation.”
What then becomes of the theory?

Mr. Darwin’s son, in the biography of his
father, says: ‘“We cannot prove that a single
species has changed.” That is equivalent to
saying that his father’s theory has never been
proved.

[ 62]

Evolution—A Menace

vbert Spencer contended that unless ac-
vod characteristics can be inherited, there
4 be no evolution. Acquired characteris-
% cannot be inherited, therefore, according
Herbert Spencer, there can be no such
ag as evolution.
\ugust Weisman, many years professor in
s University of Freiburg in Baden, gave
, death stroke to the theory of evolution,
1 he demonstrated, beyond all question,
{ characteristics acquired by a parent can-
{ be transmitted to the offspring. 1f then a
pent cannot transmit an acquired posses-
4. how ecan he transmit that which
ither he nor his ancestors ever possessed ?
as truly been said that August Weisman
\wted a civil war among biologists. Weis-
., experimented by cutting off the tails of
jth parents of breeding mice. These exper
nts were carried through twenty-two gen-

ocy, in Biology and Its Make.rs, a
sxthook used in many colleges and universi-
: pays: “It must be confessed that there is
st a single case in which the supposed inher-
{ance of an acquired characteristic has stood
lio test of critical examination.”
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Unfortunately for their contention, evolu-
tionists have not told us how and when the
first species became extinet. Surely this is
necessary before determining their age, or the
age of the world by them.

No one has yet heard of a dog being turned
into a cat, or a new species coming from the
interbreeding of a dog and a cat. There are
many varieties of dogs, but they are all dogs.
You cannot fertilize the pollen of a rose from
_a corn stalk.

The crossing of species produces a hybrid,
and the hybrid is without the power of prop-
agation. The mule has planted himself
squarely across the path of the evolutionist,
and until, by process of evolution, the head of
the evolutionist becomes harder than the
heels of the mule, passage will be impossible.
Either the evolutionist must dispose of the
mule, or the mule disposes of the evolutionist.

Mr. Ethridge of the British Museum says:
“In all this great museum there is not a par-
ticle of evidence of the transmutation of spe-
cies. The Museum is full of proofs of the
utter falsity of these views.”

The late Dr. Virchow, the discoverer of the
germ theory, said: ‘‘The reserve which most
naturalists impose on themselves is sup-
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plod by the small actual proofs ot: Dar?vin.’s
pry, Facts seem to teach the mv:fxrla\,t’ul-
¢ of the human and animal species.”’—
ar Science, 50, 52. -
(urtainly one should know more of his own
\lly history than of others in no way re
o to him. Itis, perhaps, a delicate mat-
{o contradict one concerning his am.:estry,
‘ when he solemnly affirms that his Pro-
{ors were apes, beasts, birds and reptiles.
inpose then, for the sake of the argument,
'rjrant the ancestral claims of the evolu-
\uls concerning themselves. Shoul.d they
1 pecord the same right to others.? The
' { rank and file of God’s people cl'au.n that
were created by God, and in Hls. 1mafge,
d are not at all anxious to claim kin with
1 gyvolutionists, or their forbears. Should
) thén, get angry, because our an.cestry
# (llvine, and theirs, according to their own
ifension, inhuman reptiles and beasts? 1f
s wikhes to believe that his great-gre‘fxt-
it grandparents roosted in jcrees, Wlt.h
tails wrapped around a limb, one 1S
yly entitled to all the comfort that comes
oy {hat belief. Just how a man can look
the face of his noble consecrated moth'er,
holieve she descended through the wild
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ferocious wolf, is to the average mind un-

thinkable.

If the theory of the evolutionist be true,
he is eating his own kind, and to this extent
stands a self-confessed cannibal. Chinese wor-
ship their ancestors, while evolutionists eat
their own kin folks. Evolutionists should
be vegetarians.

Mr. Davison, in his Practical Zodlogy,
claims that ‘‘more than one hundred new
species are discovered every year.” This too
in spite of the fact that no one else in all the
world claims to have found a new species.
How anyone who can make such a statement
would assume to write a textbook, is well
nigh unthinkable. Mr. Davison also informs
us that ‘‘food and eclimate’’ will produce
“new species.” According to this if we put
a dog in a different climate and feed him
hay, he will become a cow.

Another fatal objection to the theory of
natural selection and survival of the fittest
is that the characters of the higher group
are rarely of a nature that specially fit their
possessors for the ecircumstances in which
they are placed. In other words, the differ-
ences that separate genus from genus in the
ascending scale of each, do not show supe-
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daptation to their surroundings. Hence
llows that superior adaptation could
have caused their selection in prefer-
{0 other nonexistent forms. For ex-
8. 1 man in the cold climate of Canada
othed by nature, in the same manner as
pative of Florida. The inhabltant. of
n has not developed a hairy covem.ng.
\cker skin, than his brother in a tropical
emitropical climate. As claimed, the
1t structures which indicate succes-
1l relation appear to be equally fitted

\ |y further true, that “the higher groups
. In each geological period, been distrib-
d over the whole earth under all th.e var-
slycumstances offered by food and climate,
1 , fheir characters do not seem to have been
If od in reference to these.” .

{ ghould be remembered that most of the
Jonce obtained by Darwin in support of
theories was obtained from domestlc.ated
nals. In such cases, it will be admltte.’:d
{ there is little or no struggle .for exis-
o, Food and protection are provided and,
srefore, but little evidence is afforded of the
lhod followed in nature. To say the least,
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th%s fact doubly discounts the worth of the
evidence offered by Darwin.

Naturally and logically, the more you de-
velop a monkey, the more of the monkey he
pecomes. A man can come much nearer £nak—
ing a monkey of himself than a monkey can
come in making a man of himself. To say
t.he least, the mental cast of that man is pem;-
1}a1: Wh'O prefers spending his time tracing his
similarity to a monkey, rather than striving
to become like Him, in whose image he Wa:
created. k

[ 58]

CHAPTER V.

JVOLUTION ADVOCATES LAW OF
THE JUNGLE

svolution is contrary to fact in its teach-
concerning the preservation of life. Ac-
pling to Darwin, “Natural Selection,” or as
uhert Spencer expresses it, «Syurvival of the
ttest,” accounts for the preservation and
{yersal improvement of species. Shrewdly
ongh, the average evolutionist fails to de-
the word “fittest” in this connection.
are left to conjecture whether he means
ysical, mental, or moral fitness. In the ab-
\ce of restricted definition, we have a right
qume the word “fittest” is used in a gen-
i| sense, that is, physicial, mental, and
yral fitness. The phrase «Natural Selection”
nxiomaticaily untrue. Selection implies in-
. and Nature does not possess in-
lligence, and therefore is not capable of ex-
plsing the power of choice. Obviously, the
elrine of the «Qurvival of the Fittest” is,
in the “struggle for existence, the fittest
wive, and the less fit, or unfit perish.” For-
wntely for all concerned, this is a question
f fuct, and one easily determined by the
jets in the case. The falsity of this doec-
ne is demonstrated in the Parable of the

[591]



Evolution—A Menace

Sower. In sowing the seed the best, or “fit-
test,” seed may be devoured by birds, or fall
in stony places, while the seed that are least
fit may take root and in due season bring
forth fruit. Unfortunately, birds and rocks
have not learned to respect this theory.

The bear attacks the little child; the child
is killed, and the bear survives, hence accord-
ing to the doctrine of the survival of the
“fittest,” the bear was “fitter” than the child.
In the “struggle for existence” with typhoid
fever the man dies, and the typhoid germ sur-
vives, therefore the germ is the “fittest” and
survives. In the last eruel war many of the
strongest, noblest and best -perished, and
many who were less fit in these respects sur-
vived. Bullets and poison gas paid scant re-
spect to the hypothesis of evolution.

In not a few instances, the idiotic child
survives while the mnormally developed
brother dies. The strong husband succumbs
to pneumonia, while the invalid wife survives.

Charles Darwin assumes that man has
greater brain power than woman, and ac-
counts for this superiority upon the theory
that the male, in fighting for the female, de-
veloped greater strength, and this strength
resulted in greater brain power. Mr. Dar-
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 failed to take into account the fact, t'hat
{n] acumen is not the result of physical
{oxts. In justice to Mr. Darwin, it should
ald that many suppositions that were ad-
1 by him as mere working hypothese:s
now taught as established facts. It 1s
med that in the “Origin of Species” and
pvival of the Fittest” the phrase, “Wfa may
| guppose,” occurs more than 800 tlmes-.
{ the theory of the “Survival of the F.lt-
» jg true, then the supreme law (ff life
o law of the jungle. If the teaching of
W“Rurvival of the Fittest” is true and
I" why not kill the aged and infirm, that
fittest may have a more abundant sur-
19 There is not an evil under heaven that
snot be justified by the theory of the sur-
ul of the fittest. The brute that with
plor strength rapes the pure and inno-
{ girl and then murders her in the strug-
.\ for existence may find refuge In this
tly doctrine. The superman met his de-
1 fate on the battle fields of Franfze. But
a fact, and we may as well face 1t-, that
wy of our universities have been Inocu-
o with the deadly virus of German Ra-
lism, and we have another war to wage.
Wo should all wish to he found in the path
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of real progress, but some of us will insist
on ascertaining whether the path of boasted
progress started from Berlin or Jerusalem.

Tt is unquestionably true that the strongest
is quite frequently the least fit. With Chris-
tianity, it is not a question of the survival of
the fittest individual, but the survival of the
fittest in each individual. The spirit and pro-
cess of evolution are contrary to the spirit and
process of Christianity. Instead of self-as-
certion, Christianity demands self-denial.
Christ commands the strong to support the
weak, and prevent them from perishing. Ac-
cording to the law of Christ man becomes
strong by lifting the weak, and not by tread-
ing them under foot, that the fittest may sur-
vive. The religion of evolution is the relig-
jon of inconceivable selfishness. According to
this scholastic paganism, man must come up
through the cruel and continuous clash of
conflict, urged on by the ambition that he
may become strong enough to crush the weak.
Nero, Herod and Herodias are typical and
logical examples of the survival of the fittest,
while John Howard, Gladstone and Florence
Nightingale were the embodiment of Chris-
tian thought and practice. Darwin predi-
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{es lite upon the survival of the fittest, but
lirist makes us fit to survive.

Phe god Thor is still challenging the Son
God; but, as Longfellow. presents it in
% “Saga of King Olaf,” the issue is certain;
t Might but Right and the Righteousness
(Christ will triumph.

\us the god Thor speaks:

&Force rules the world still,
Has ruled it, shall rule it;
Meekness is weakness,
Strength is triumphant;

~ Over the whole earth,

~ 8till it is Thor’s-day!

“Thou art a god, too,

0O Galilean!

And thus single-handed
Unto the combat

" Here I defy thee!”

this is the answer:

]t is accepted,

The angry defiance;

T'he challenge of battle,
It is accepted;

But not with the weapons
Of war that thou wieldest.
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“Cross against corselet,

Love against hatred,
Peace-cry for war-cry!
Patience is powerful;

He that o’ercometh

Hath power o’er the nations.

“Stronger than steel

Is the sword of the Spirit;
Swifter than arrows

The light of the Truth is;
Greater than anger

Is Love, and subdueth!

“The dawn is not distant,

Nor is the night starless;

Love is eternal!

God is still God

And his faith shall not fail us.”

[ 64 ]

CHAPTER VI

EVOLUTION FAILS TO EXPLAIN THE
FACTS OF HISTORY

Evolution contradicts the facts of history
n regard to continuous universal progress.

- In the lower orders of animal life, there is
ibsolutely no evidence of improvement. The
uail of today is the exact specimen of the
juail of other ages. The marking of feathers,
bits and food show neither change nor va-
plation that even suggests improvement of any
ind or character. The squirrel still looks
nd lives just as he did in the long ago. The
m urchin, one of the oldest known forms
f animal life, is the identical specimen that

lmprovement made in domestic fowls or ani-
pals has been by external and artifieial
means, and not by the development of “resi-
lent forces.” The carrion crow is the carrion
irow of thousands of years ago. Not a single
pecimen of fish or fowl, in the course of
ntural history has ever changed its species,
o by its own efforts in the “struggle for ex-
tence” shown any improvement. All the im-
provements so loudly acclaimed have been ac-
omplished in domestic plants and animals by
killed naturalists. -With not a few species
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there has been marked retrogradation, and
the progress has been in the wrong direction.
It has been involution rather than evolution.

The physical make up of man shows no im-
provement through all the centuries. Is man
stronger today than he was two thousand
years ago? No one will have the hardihood
to assert that man of today is physiecally su-
perior to the Greek or Roman of two thou-
sand years ago. A prominent scientist who
carefully examined the photograph of an arm
discovered in Crete, and which is about four
thousand years old says: ‘‘The arrange-
ment is identical to the smallest detail with
that of the surface veins and muscles in the
arm that writes these words. These statuettes
in my opinion, constitute the oldest exact
anatomical records in the world, and my
study leads me to the conclusion, that for
four thousand years there has been no change
even in the minutest details of the forearm of
man,”

Nor has the natural quantity or quality of
the human brain improved. Prof. Pierre
Broca, in speaking of the Cro Magnon skull,
which is one of the oldest in existence said:
“The volume of the brain, the development of
the frontal region, the fine elliptical profile
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are incontestable evidence of superiority, and
are characteristics that are usually found
only in civilized nations.”’ Prof. Huxley,
gpeaking of one of the oldest human skulls,
gaid: “So far as size and shape are con-
cerned, it might have been the brain of a
philosopher.”

The history of nations disproves the claim
of universal progress. All the nations of an-

- tiquity had their rise, development and de-

cline. Prof. A. H. Sayce says: “The Mosaie

_ age, instead of coming at the dawn of Orien-

tal culture, really belongs to the evening of
its decay. The Hebrew legislator was sur-
rounded on all sides by the influences of a de-
cadent civilization.”

The Egyptians who designed and built the
monuments were intellectual giants compared
with their descendants of today. The same
is true of ancient and modern Greece. Mex-
ico, South America, and other countries give
incontestable evidence of a decadent civiliza-
tion.

The evolutionists have been hard pressed to
pive some plausible excuse for the failure of
their hypothesis. A leading Southern expo-
nent of the theistic theory of evolution was
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T'eported by the Associated Press as saying
In a recent address:

“There has been relatively little improve-
ment in the human stock during all the 500,-
000 years of man’s occupation of this planet.”
Among the reasons he assigned for this state-
ment is the following: “The best blood of the
race has been wasted in wars.’”” This is a
pretty hard jolt for those, including himself
who survived the last war. In view of th(;
fact that not one per cent of the world’s pop-
ulation has perished in wars during the
hkistory of mankind, this excuse is not worthy
of serious consideration.

The good Doctor, however, hoists himself
on his own petard, since evolution affirms
thfa survival of the fittest in the struggle for
-exlstence. Certainly war is a struggle for ex-
istence, and hence the “fittest” should have
séurvi]ved and not perished, as he claimed.

urely the legs o
Selah){ ¢s of the lame are not equal.

It was hoped that embryology would bol
ste.ar up this decadent theory, but it too has
failed. Prof. Conn says: ‘“‘But embryology
Pas not answered all the questions set f(;r
lf, and there is a tendency at the present
time to decry this study as delusive. Tt is
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beyond question that the results have been
somewhat disappointing. It was at one time
hoped it would disclose with considerable ac-
curacy the history of animals, and so com-
pletely teach us that history as to give us a
very thorough knowledge of the 1aws of evo:
lution. But in both respects it has failed to
meet expectations.”

Prof. Edwin G. Conklin, of Prince-
ton, and withal a supposed expert in concoct-
ing and administering this antitheistic virus,
recently declared that evolution had reached
its limit in the physical and mental develop-
ment of man, and nothing more could be ex-
pected of it in this regard. 1t is enhearten-
ing to know that he admits evolution has
ceased to function. And while he is travel-
ing in the right direction, those of us who
really believe the Bible have long known that
evolution never accomplished anything and,
at best, is but the ‘‘baseless fabrie of a vis-
jon,”” the iridescent and delusive dream of
the scholastic highbrow, who consciously or
unconsciously, has degraded God, and deified
Darwin.

If atoms, by “resident forces” have been
able to design their own destiny, to work out
their own improvement, and to change them-
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selves from one character to another, then
we have countless thousands of gods and not
one, as taught in the Book that has made our
nation great among the nations of the earth.
According to evolution, each atom is self-
knowing, self-acting and self-determining. If
these atoms are not controlled by the will of
God, they are self-controlled and act inde-
pendent of God, or are themselves gods.
It is claimed that an architect once found
a remarkable plan for building houses, and
the evidence of his own ingenuity was the
fact that no one else ever built one in the
same manner. His plan was to begin at the
roof and work downward to the foundation.
The evolutionist proceeds upon a more or
less similar hypothesis. The man who first
dreamed evolution could, at least, elaim origi-
nality. The evolutionists seem to argue
that the banks made the stream, and not the
stream the banks. It is not the universe that
is continually changing, but men’s concep-
tions concerning it. ‘‘The solid earth be-
neath our feet is the same one Adam knew
in the early morning of historic time. The
blazing stars revolving about our head are the
same centers of flame Abraham saw from the
Chaldean plains. The sweet light coming

[ 70]

Ewvolution—A Menace

with every blessed day to guide our steps 1s
the same that David saw arraying in beauty
the flowers on the hills about Jerusalem.”
Man began life in a very humble way, lfut
he began it “in the image of God,” and with
God’s help, has worked wonders in the world.
The Hon. Thomas Dwight, professor of an-
atomy in Harvard University, well says:
«Omne of our greatest curses has been the
atheistic popular lecturer, the purveyor of
sham science on the one hand and the hater
of religion ‘on the other. He spreads about
the wildest theories as established facts, (315}111—
oring that the whole social fabric, religion
and all, should be remodeled to suit the new
revelation. He does not know whether there
is a God or not; but he does know that man
came from the ape. . . - The mischief
that such men do is great indeed. The young
man sees the popular lecturer praised and ﬁa‘t-
tered, is dazzled by his plausibility a.nd bril-
liancy. The plain fact that his hero is but a
quack does not oceur to him.’’—Thoughts of
atholic Anatomist, 26
; ('i)rof. G. M. Price well says: ““And the
prophecies of the Bible have repeatedly
pointed out a special message that the church
is to bear to the world, in that darkest hour
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::11:1: before the breaking of eternal da
ssage that we now see is wonderfully a?i’a;

t is a
ed to this age of evolution and science and

pantheism in philosophy. Looking down

along the darkening vistas of i

27::::; le(lle great Jehovah saw h(::lveac::sltl;g
e i knowledge: of His created Work;
il p}frverte.d into a burlesque of Crea-
: re,a : ow tl.ns would result in a wide-
p apostasy in which His written Word

would be derided and
igetat scorned.” And that day

CHAPTER VII

EVOLUTION RESURRECTS BOGUS
MISSING LINKS

Evolutionists have long been engaged in
search for the “missing link.” The gap be-
tween man and the ape wWas too great for
even the evolutionist to span with his theory
of transmutation of species. They could only
pridge the gulf with a guess, SO they guessed
the “missing link” had been discovered. In
September 1891, Dubois, 2 Dutch physician,
found in the Island of Java 2 tooth. It was
found at a depth of forty-five feet. A month
later, a few feet away he found the roof of a
kull. In August 1892, he found a thigh bone,
48 feet from where he found the tooth. With
these scant remains was constructed what
was termed the “Pithecanthropus.” This
was supposed to supply the long lost ¢‘missing
link.”” If the gkull and the thigh bone be-
longed to the same skeleton, it is rather diffi-
cult to conceive how they came to be forty-
eight feet apart. Asa rule, bones under the
earth remain where they are deposited. The
distance between ijs rather a strong suggestion
that they did not belong to the same animal.
The size and shape of the skull resembled
that of an ape, much more than that of
a man. According to all known laws of evi-
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dence, even though

to the ‘‘missi g t,he bones had bel

it is hopelgz;?g h nk,’’ the evidence to ;:fed

TR v insufficient. The burden -

the missinpoxll-rtiose who affirmed that it WOf

more than i tl , and certainly it will t I?S

erlogenty b(())Oth and the top part of a Sk?]lf

to an anix; ne to be aceepted as belongi .
al unknown to history onging

In 1894 twe
& renty-four seci :
den and y-on scientists met
i ';thlde a critical examination oitﬂl;ey-
the bomes of ;)f the number said they Wgse
e an n:lape; seven pronounced the:j
n, and se .
Yo et ol it Y
i g '7’
i w:ﬁg‘:lm, of Dublin, at the time ll’]rof,
g4y 8 greatest authority on C(?e Py
omy, claimed that i ; mpara-
certain at it was
same anggat] o bO.Ileg did not be]jl?sot]mdy
o Bl bl eilr -IIn‘spl.te of this, here an?l t(])] o
o olutionist will cite the Pi ke,
pus as the ‘‘missing link.”’ e Pithecan-

Just wh
y the textb
Aol : ooks taught i
e lillskcffeat](liefPlthecanthropus ag glel‘It ('mr
: ,”” and fail to menti o
ik ] ention that i
o uela)((l)ll:etdhby scientists, cannot belzch s
< g e principles of fair dealiIcl0untea
wrote these textbooks di% =
not

[ 74 ]

know tha

E volutiow——A Menace

t these seientists met at Leyden
on the Pithecan-

and passed judgment
ant to write

thropus, they Wwere too ignor
textbook. If to the contrary, they knew the
fact and deliberately suppressed it, then they
were downright dishonest. This, however, is
by no means the first instance in which evolu-
tionists have suppressed evidence contradict-

ing their theory.

[t will be noted that Robert W. Hegner:
. ¢“Tn some fos-

in College Zo0logy, !
&il remains of 2 prim ound in
the upper Pliocene, on the Island of Java,
have been designated by Haeckel as ‘the last
link,” between the apes and men, and the ani-
mal to which they belonged has been given
the name Pithecanthropus erectus.”’

The author of these words perhaps has a
fellow feeling for Haeckel, as both are adepts

in suppressing evidence.

quotes with such complacency

Haeckel of Jena, who was born in 1834, and
any to defend

was among the first in Germ

Darwin’s theory of evolution. Mr. Haeckel

has been the acknowledged leader of evolu-

tionists for nearly a half century. B

membered that this same Ernest Haeckel was
[

e it re-
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proven guilty of a willful and deliberate de-
ception. In 1868 he published his natural
history of creation (Naturlichen Schopfunds-
geschichte) in order to prove his theory
that in their rudimentary stages wholly dif-
ferent animals exactly resemble one another,
and that they were all developments from one
identical form. He printed in one place,
plates which purported to be the embryos of
4 man, an ape, and a dog. In another por-
tion of his book, he printed three other plates
purporting to be the embryos of a dog, a fowl,
and a turtle, these three being identical. But
“murder will out,” and it was soon observed
by Prof. Ruthmeyer, of Basle, that the
three plates, supposed to represent three
different embryos were, in both instances
the same plate printed three dif-
ferent times. This was proved by accidental
scratches on the face of the blocks. This de-
spicable fraud was brought to the attention
of Prof. Haeckel, who did not deny the
charge but referred to it as a ““very foolish
blunder.” His only excuse for this base de-
ception was, that since they were in fact ex-
actly similar, it was not dishonest to exhibit
them in this manner. Surely, there is ample
room for evolution in such a conscience. Ob-
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viously Haeckel’s conscien

ce is not an e€x-

i the fittest.”
the “survival of
amIIt):k;soi Weﬂ-lnlown fact that many of tl:;
» exhibited to prove the thgorfy ner
¢ ts of artistic fancy,
tion are mere ﬁgmer-x “§
ev'(;;:mt any counterpart 1n fact, yet ﬂ}flsee pi
zres are displayed as rea.l afnd g:lnu} es. o
In 1908, in replying to similar ¢ ai gat, o
oubls fense to pu
1 published a de d =
EFliteikehe I:vals pleased to term b_ruta] ]t‘:s: )
:m;i «Christian slanders.” Ir hls. repo} o
freely confessed that a small pt‘)‘xén;::d i
embryo illustrations had been “Iaked,

;UCh

; Gt
pictures when the available data were I

' goient and that he was compelled to fill ?
E a with hypotheses, and to' Teco: -
o 130‘;“ missing links by comparative sdyI:’
S“"I_Ct ’t’ eHe k‘further stated that “hm}dr:a S
ﬂ??siemed biologists did the same thing! y
> D Hegner, when he quoted Haec h.q.
e Mr.t he had been convicted of this
il "thaqomehow evolution appe:n:s to ha;:
E :1 culiar cast of consc‘lence.
d?ve](:)%eth: fIa)zt that the evolutiomststtell:a::
i e beast, and as beasts
:: i(?;::iinf:ggvzhshould, perhaps, not expect

too much in this regard.
[ 771

pictures



Evolution—A Menace

Mr. Haeckel was in error in stating that

the embryos of different species were exactly
_ similar. ' No less an authority than Prof.

Lieberkupn of Marburg said:

“Prof. Haeckel of Jena maintains in his
popular writings that embryos of man and
beasts cannot in their earlier stages be dis-
tinguished. I can quite believe that Prof.
Haeckel is unable to distinguish these
embryos. It does not, however, follow that
others cannot do so. Mix together in a bow!l
all sorts of embryos, and I will tell you the
origin of each.”’

While Mr. Haeckel is discredited as a wit-
ness, we offer the following testimony from
him, for whatever it may be worth: “Most
modern investigators of science have come to
the conclusion that the doctrine of evolution,
and peculiarly Darwinism, is an error and
cannot be maintained.”

It seems all too characteristic of many
evolutionists to assume that what they do not
know is unknown and unknowable. If the
““missing link’’ ever existed why should not

the forces that formerly produced the ‘‘miss-
ing link”’ get busy and produce another? The
evolutionists themselves being judges, the
theory works till it reaches the monkey and
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then becomes a case of “arresj(,ed progrisisr.n_
Obviously, the ““missing }ink” is the x.n;)ls o
portant link in the chain of evol.utlo ,akest
since no chain is stronger t?lan 1;13 Wbemken
link, much less its missing link, this "
chain should be relegated to .the” scrtalm.pc Jeap.

Another bogus “missing hnkb W Slo_mned
exploited all over the WO‘I“Ld y Man..” "
scientists, was the famous busslt?xht ik
last, however, the facts came to 1ig g 19
“mi:ssing link” advocates have fou;xouowmg
selves at sea, as is evidenced by tha i
statement of this case by J oseph Ld L
have on an earlier page mentloned ; I
toric human gkull that was fount ik
down, in Sussex, in 1911. It mus a(rs e
buried something like 400,000 ye o
There has been a great deal f)f c?n misqin;r
about this skull, as parts of it a.xe .t‘ ;,)
d it is possible, in reconstru(ftmgh 1t,0f °
=;I:ake the forehead slope pack like t I:; -
orilla or stand up like th.at .of a o
;gnan » The fact is, the majority otf tde =
tura.lists and scientists who exalml:(:,‘a e
skull pron(mnced it not the skul ‘? M =
historic human,” but the skull of a .
» Yet McCabe, in the qunmtum”] .1
::f:d ealls it “a prehistoric human skull” anc

Y
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says that it was “buried there 400,000 ye
ago.” Think of such handling of f ; t: ..Y s
name of science! 3 .
Then evolutionists resort to “revolution,”
frankly confessing that “evolution” does n(,)t
:llllld c?n not explain the known facts about
; et world’s development. Joseph McCabe
ﬂlts OgliztedDaboYe,- who is a noted evolution-
o fOuoe' arwm]arf type, for example, has
s greazving 1‘;0 say in a.ttempting to explain
e f:ho g;s},, pi.ltl'tlteularly the last one:
s tha
x"ess is ‘evolution, not revolltl}gose’crrxf;yo‘tfeli}:ﬂl)g
Eg x;er)(ri good social philosophy,—I have nsth.
o do with that— i "
lscie.nce, as he thinks. b}l]: E:e;; I;);dezlkl:og
lzi}(c)zls vsfork you will read of periodical rgvo-
s m‘ t};e story of the earth, and these
;i aad f;ecal ages of p.rqgress—and, I ought
b fa,c ’ iqo ossal alfmh}lation of the unfit.”
it th;, :;;)Pt e: izen‘&tlst in the world can
Ages whi
}):)stedlynoccurred in the :vorl‘(;"l;“:;sl:a;iztil:
; is naively suggested by most of them thz;,f:
el)ese .Ice Ages were brought on by a sudden
Tl(]e:;z:t;(:,n'of. the parts of the ear%h affected.
i w did fhese.Ice Ages pass by after a
e, and the earth in these same sections be-
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come warm again? There is no evidence of
any sudden and accommodating depressions
of the earth occurring in these sections at the
time of the returning warmth and heat.
These, however, are but a few of the many
illustrations of the utter breakdown of the
unproved and unprovable theory of evolu-
tion. How long will it be suffered to hood-
wink and handicap science, dazzle and de-
throne reason, degrade and damn civilization
and deny and defy God? No class of fiction
was ever produced with so little fact back of
it as the amazing, alluring, and demoralizing
romances which are fiung off the pens of so-
called scientific writers and issued in an un-
ending stream of books under the high-sound-
ing title of “scientific works.” The time has |
come to accept the challenge of this uncir-
cumeised Philistine who is defying the armies
of the living God, converting man made in
the image of God into a beast, and leading
civilization back to the jungle.
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CHAPTER VIII

EVOLUTION—THE TREE AND ITS
FRUITS

The real test of any philosophy—and evolu-
tion is at most a philosophy which attempts
to explain the development of the world—is
to carefully note the effects or fruits of it.
Let us therefore glance at some of the fruits
of this unproved and unprovable theory
of evolution.

1. The theory of evolution denies man’s

moral responsibility. Le Conte, who classed
himself a theistic evolutionist and who was
well qualified to speak in this regard, says:
‘““What we call evil is not a unique phe-
nomenon confined to man. It is a great fact
pervading all nature and a part of its very
constitution.” According to this sin, or
“what we call evil,” existed in nature long
before it existed in man, and came up through
brute creation to man. A Russian author
recently wrote an article in which he
said: ‘““When I kill a hen or a rat, no
one says anything. Why do you say any-
thing when T kill a man, for he is only an
animal with a little higher reasoning?’’ Was
he not right if the claims of evolution be
true?
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9. The theory of evolution denies the
Gos.pel remedy for sin. According to thi
life succession theory, ma1.1 WO\l.ld, zyxgmrxe-
from supernatural help, achleve. h1]s (;: e
i s would be particuiari )
demption. This wou : :
f t}fe ¢equrvival of the fittest’’ in the “st?ug
0l for existence.” 1f evolution be 11-ue15;
o e s v "
:he only fall man ever had. was a f"]\a-
npward"from the brute. ' In its very -
ture, evolution can recogmzelno :}t)(i‘m(a)r;xe “;
i is no place
In its scheme, there 18
die for another, but to the contrary,t ?]]li
stronger kills the weaker in order dtha ﬁ(m,
jve. The only redemp
gtronger may Survive. ' ; o
i ! heredity and env
that evolution offers 18 edit; e
icari ifice is contrary 10
ment. Vicarious SRCI‘.I ' |
very genius of evolution. Accort(llmgﬁ:(:est:\::
i «gurvival of the :
doctrine of the “sur
Christ perished in the “struggle for exXIS

i i he fit-
tence,” because the Pharisees were &

test. :
3. It destroys belief in the Bible and thus

takes away from the people the grea’rc;;t c;\(r(l)-_
lizing force known to the w'orld. tl b
lutionist is quite right in saying tha: gethe : (.,.
on interpreted by i 8 A ot s
reation. kver] 8
f)(()a‘llirgeofh(e: account of Creation given 1n Gen-
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esis is either figurative or false. Concerning
the account of Creation given in Genesis,
Prof. Sayce, the greatest archzologist of
all time, says: “The wicked serpent was
mentioned in the Sumarian texts. Mr. Bos-
cawen has lately found a Babylonian frag-
ment, forming part of the third tablet in the
Creation series, in which the fall of man
seems to be described in plain terms.”

Frederick Delitzech, in Babel and the
Bible, says: ‘“The Babylonians divided their
history into two great parts; the one before,
and the other after the flood.”

According to the evolutionists the com-
mand to keep the Sabbath was entirely use-
less, since Creation was not completed as af-
firmed by the Bible. The Sabbath is the me-
morial of a finished Creation.

Evolutionists did not discover a process of
creation, but invented one. There is abun-
dant evidence that the teachings of these text-
books is unsettling the faith of thousands of
students. Many of these, through respect for
their parents’ faith, say but little, while many
others are outspoken in their rejection of the
Bible account of Creation. In a recent lec-
ture on evolution, three heart-broken mothers
told the writer of the wrecking of their chil-
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dren’s faith by this ruinous teaching. In 'a
recent meeting of our State Board a promi-
nent business man wept as he told of th.e
damage done his daughter’s faith by this
teaching. This is not an unusual but an al-

most every day occurrence.
4. Tt is wrecking the faith of many stu-

v dents in all our state institutions and not a

few in denominational schools.

The editor of the Commercial Appeal, of
Memphis, Tenn., in an editorial says:

«The manner in which Darwin’s docirines
are taught in some schools, which is that at
a certain point in his upward progress God
preathed a living soul into the beast and he
became a man, is nothing more 1nor less than
a concession to what is regarded as the pre-
vailing ignorance. Those following ts:uch a
course are without the courage of their con-
victions, otherwise their principles would
carry them the full length of complete agnos-
ticism.

«“We have found but a single young person
who has returned from college in the last de-
cade who is not an outspoken disciple o-f Dar-
win, and from the diseretion with w!nch he
spoke we have grave doubts about him.
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“The whole matter comes to this: that re-
sponsible leaders should look the question
squarely in the face and definitely adopt
either one course or the other. A policy of
drifting will ruin any thing. And we ven-
ture to say that if one will embody the Dar-
winian doctrines of Evolution in a resolution
to be presented to the various Christian
bodies that it will be voted down by every
synod, association, conference, or other offi-
cial body in the South. If this be true, then
ought a company of self-important leaders be
permitted to accomplish by indirection what
they could not do openly?”

In another editorial the same editor, in dis-
cussing the character and Christian faith of
the late Hon. Joseph Hodges Choate, after
bringing out the fact that Mr. Choate was
once shaken in his faith in immortality by
reading Darwin’s works, but recovered his
faith before his death, closed the article with

this comment: ‘‘From the foregoing it seems
clear that the speculations of the scientists
named are inconsistent with a belief in im-
mortality; and it seems equally clear to us
that if there is no hell there ought to be one
for the comfort of those gentlemen and their
puny imitators of the present day who so
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scornfully dominate the intellectual field.”’

5. Tt undermines all the fundamentals (.)f
Christianity. Tt denies the supernatural In
the scheme and process of life. It 'ﬁnds no
place for a miracle, or a miracle-working God.
It exalts “resident forces,” and makes God a
Pantheistic force in nature only. Of neces-
sity it must deny the deity of Christ. Accord-
inf:; to the evolutionist, Christ c:fme up
through the insect, reptile, fowl, blrd.de
beast. It denies the Incarnation, Vlrgl.n
Birth and Resurrection. In spite of this, it
is a fact that every nation worth while in the
whole world achieved its greatness by belief
in the Bible.

6. It robs man of his spiritual nature
and makes him a developed beast. An evolu-
tionist considers himself the offspring (.)t‘
the beast and hence with brute blood in
his veins. Why should not the descendant
of the brute be brutal? Nietzsche refers to
his own countryman as the “Dblonde
beast.” In his prutality he would only prove
true to his type and perpetuate the nature
" of his species. The spiritutal nature of man
is rarvely referred to in any work on evolu-

tion.
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7. It exalts the law of the jungle.
If this bruta) {leory be true in the “strug-

gle for existence” the weak must be killed
that the strong may survive. It places a
premium on murder and glorifies the demon
of destruction. It builds its hope of life on
the graves of others. That evolution may
have free course, and may run and be glori-
fied, there should be no physicians or hospi-
tals. The weak and sick and unfit should be
allowed to perish that the strong and fit may
survive. Evolution knows neither God nor
mercy, but only “variation” and brute
strength.
8. Evolution logically and inevitably leads
to war. Nietzsche’s philosophy is the legiti-
mate product of Darwinian evolution. In full
accord with the inevitable logic of the ‘‘sur-
vival of the fittest’’ he crowned the superman,
glorified war, expressed contempt for Christ,
and decried all rule of right and right living.
To his philosophical treatises, more perhaps
than to all other causes, was due the late cruel
war. Nietzseche claimed that Darwin was one
of the three greatest men of his century. If
the ‘‘survival of the fittest’” is the supreme
law of life in the struggle for existence, then
war is the ideal agency for ecarrying out this
[ 88 ]
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brutal theory. Pseudo scientists have jovaed
the seed, and they have brought forth ¢‘after
2 % d.’7
th?)rr}‘l‘z. C. Dixon, former pastor of Spur-
geon’s Tabernacle, in a pflblis'hed Semlf'o.;
says: “The greatest war 1n history, W Kv,
has drenched the world with blood and got
ered it with human bones, ‘can be traclef th(;
the Theory of Evolution as 1ts. sou.rce. P
strong and the fit have the smen.tlﬁc rig .
destroy the weak and the unfit in order o
human progress may be promoted, then mlﬁﬁ‘
is right, and Germanyt ;}loui-?n;(;ﬁebe ¢
i cting upon this P £
cﬁ%‘li\lif;;sghe, fhe neurotic German 1}h1105{)-
pher, hypnotized the Gern:an mindlwm:lt:l}i:
pagan brute philosophy. The_ weak a(;l Iy
botched,” said he, ¢‘shall Perlsh; an r};
ought to be helped to perish. .What is m':)h
harmful than any vice? Praetmal's'}‘rml?a' ’y
with the weak and botehed Chrlstla.mtf). h
¢ Christianity,” said he, ¢is the greatest ol a
conceivable corruptions—the one .mora.l b em;
ish of mankind.’ And he hated it becal(lise Y(;e
its sympathy with the weak and botched .mwé
glorified his German Blonde B(‘east. and gf “
to the world a superman, one-‘?hu'd brute, on
third devil, and one-third philosopher.
[89]
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CETT "
Gem[r,lndel the spell of his daring brutality
any adopted the motto, ‘ Corsica h !
quered Galilee.’ e
CENTS g % C
s L\letz_sche s philosophy of beastliness has
thse r:tots in the evolutionary assumption tha’t
rong and fit, in the str
: uggle for exist-
fvnce;; have the scientifie right :o destroy t;te
e'a and unfit; and now the only econ
§C}ence a Prussian has is a scientific coni
:lcllrence. He has discarded the decalogue
. Go:)v(;l a\’;a); Fhe Bible, and recognizes no lavs:
‘ . To him whatever is scientifi
. 3 . c ac 4 ;
mg‘ tso th'ls evolutionary teaching is r-ighctm(1
. -mkmg the Lusitania was a good seien-
i ¢ job, ne_atly executed, and, as a reward
kn(? iltllll)marme captain who did it got 1’
ighthood and th i } i i
s e children of Berlin a holi-
atDlllripg.the International Peace Congress
Said.a‘r"l;hm 1?90, L’Univers in an editoriai
t.)eca. e Spl'I‘lt of peace has fled the earth
e lils: evtcl)lluttmn has taken possession of it’
w that men are looked :
s ed upon as chil
dren of apes, what matters whether the; 1
slaughtered or not.” pit .
in;n V:(:o;ingf\vg direct attention to the warn
rds of Col. William Jenni .
3 nnings Bryan:
As the Great War progressed I became
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more and more impressed with the conviction
that the German propaganda rested upon @
materialistic goundation. I cecured the writ-
ings of Nietzsche and found in them a de-
fense, made in advance, of all the cruelties
and atrocities practiced by the militarists of
Germany. Nietzsche tried to substitute the
worship of the ‘Superman’ for the worship of
God. He not only rejected the Creator, but
he rejected all moral standards. He praised
war and eulogized hatred because it led to
war. He denounced sympathy and pity as at-
tributes unworthy of man. He believed that
the teachings of Christ made degenerates and,
logical to the end, he regarded Democracy as
the refuge of weaklings. He saw in man
nothing but the animal and in that animal
the highest virtue he vecognized was “The
Will to Power'—a will which should know
no let or hindrance, no restraint or limita-
tion.
¢«Nietzsche’s philosophy would convert the
world into a ferccious conflict between beasts
each brute trampling ruthlessly on every
thing in his way. In his book entitled ‘Joy-
ful Wisdom,’ Nietzsche aseribes t0 Napoleon
the very same dream of power——Europe un-
der one sovereign and that sovereign the
[91]
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master of the world—that lured the Kaiser
into a sea of blood from which he emerged an
exile seeking security under a foreign flag.

~ Nietzsche names Darwin as one of the three
great men of his century, but tries to deprive
him of credit (?) for the doctrine that bears
his name, by saying that Hegel made an ear-
lier announcement of it. Nietzsche died in an
insane asylum, but his philosophy has
wrought the moral ruin of a multitude, if it
is not actually responsible for bringing upon
the world its greatest war.

“His philosophy, if it is worthy the name
of philosophy, is the ripened fruit of Darwin-
ism—and a tree is known by its fruit.

“To destroy the faith of Christians and lay
the foundation for the bloodiest war in
history would seem enough to condemn Dar-
winism, but there are still two other indict-
ments to bring against it. First, that it is
the basis of the gigantic class struggle that
is now shaking society throughout the world.
Both the capitalist and the laborer are in-
creasingly class conscious. Why? Because
the doctrine of the ‘Individual efficient for
himself’—the brute doetrine of the ‘survival

of the fittest’—is driving men into a life and
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death struggle from which sympathy and th.e
spirit of brotherhood are eliminated.- It is
transforming the industrial world into a
slaughterhouse. Benjamin Kidd in a mas-
terly work entitled, The Scwnc«i of Po1.ver,
points out how Darwinism furnished Nietz-
sche with a scientific basis for his godless sys-
tem of philosophy. .
«He also quotes eminent Eng]isl.x sc'ienhsts
to support the last charge in the indictment,
namely, that Darwinism robs the .I-el"m‘mer of
hope. Its plan of operation is to improve th.o
race by ‘scientifie breeding’ on purely physi-
cal basis. Looking heavenward man can find
inspiration in his lineage; looking about
him he is impelled to kindness b_.v a sense of
kinship which binds him f.o his br.nthfars.
Mighty problems demand his z-xttentmn ] a
world’s destiny is to be determined l?y him
What time has he to waste in hunting for
‘missing links’ or in searching for l'esem‘P
blances between his forefathers and the a'pe.
‘In His Image’—in this sign we conquer:
«We are not progeny of the brute; we hfive
not been forced upward by a blind pushing
power; neither have we tumbled upward by
chance. We are the handiwork of the Al
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mighty and are bound to Him by the power
of love—a power which finds its highest ex
pression in Christ who promised: ‘I, if I be
lifted up from the earth, will draw all men
unto me.” ”

[ 94 ]
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