


1

Evo lu tion: An In ves ti ga tion and a
Crit i cism



2

Also Avail able from Luther an Li brary.org

Mod ern Re li gious Lib er al ism by John Horsch
The New The ol ogy: S. S. Schmucker And Its Other De fend ers by James Allen Brown
The True Church: Its Way of Jus ti fi ca tion and Its Holy Com mu nion by Emanuel
Green wald



3

About The Lutheran Li brary

The Lutheran Li brary is a non-profit pub lisher of good Chris tian books. All are avail- 
able in a va ri ety of for mats for use by any one for free or at very lit tle cost. There are never
any li cens ing fees.

We are Bible be liev ing Chris tians who sub scribe whole heart edly to the Augs burg Con- 
fes sion as an ac cu rate sum mary of Scrip ture, the chief ar ti cle of which is Jus ti fi ca tion by
Faith. Our pur pose is to make avail able solid and en cour ag ing ma te rial to strengthen be- 
liev ers in Christ.

Prayers are re quested for the next gen er a tion, that the Lord will plant in them a love of
the truth, such that the hard-learned lessons of the past will not be for got ten.

Please let oth ers know of these books and this com pletely vol un teer en deavor. May God
bless you and keep you, help you, de fend you, and lead you to know the depths of His
kind ness and love.



4

Evo lu tion: An In ves ti ga tion and a
Crit i cism

By Theodore Graeb ner
CON COR DIA SEM I NARY, ST. LOUIS, MO.

Mil wau kee, Wis con sin
NORTH WEST ERN PUB LISH ING HOUSE

© 1922 / 2019

Luther an Li brary.org

http://www.lutheranlibrary.org/


5

Con tents

Also Avail able from Luther an Li brary.org
About The Lutheran Li brary
Con tents
Pref ace by Lutheran Li brar ian
Pref ace
Fore word To Sec ond Edi tion
1. An Out line Of The The ory

Def i ni tion
His tor i cal Re view
The Dar winian Hy poth e sis
Lines of Ev i dence
The De scent of Man
The Neb u lar Hy poth e sis
The Ori gin of Life
The Bear ing of Evo lu tion on Chris tian ity

2. Un ex plained Ori gins
The Ori gin of the Uni verse
The Ori gin of Life
Bi o log i cal Bar ri ers
Man

3. The Tes ti mony Of The Rocks
4. The Fix ity Of Species
5. Rudi men tary Or gans
6. In stinct
7. Hered ity
8. A Sci en tific Creed Out worn
9. Man
10. The Ver dict Of His tory
11. Ev i dences of De sign
12. The Fa tal Bias



6

Ap pen dix. The New Con tro versy About Evo lu tion
Copy right No tice
How Can You Find Peace With God?
Bene dic tion
En cour ag ing Chris tian Books for You to Down load and En joy



7

Pref ace by Lutheran Li brar ian

In re pub lish ing this book, we seek to in tro duce this au thor to a new gen- 
er a tion of those seek ing truth and au then tic spir i tu al ity.

THEODORE GRAEB NER, D.D. (1876-1950) pub lished a num ber of pop u lar
books in clud ing The Vic tory of the Cross. He served as pas tor, ed i tor of the
Lutheran Wit ness, and as Pro fes sor of Phi los o phy and New Tes ta ment In ter- 
pre ta tion at Con cor dia Sem i nary St Louis.

The Lutheran Li brary Pub lish ing Min istry finds, re stores and re pub lishes
good, read able books from Lutheran au thors and those of other sound
Chris tian tra di tions. All ti tles are avail able at lit tle to no cost in proof read
and freshly type set edi tions. Many free e-books are avail able at our web site
Luther an Li brary.org. Please en joy this book and let oth ers know about this
com pletely vol un teer ser vice to God’s peo ple. May the Lord bless you and
bring you peace.
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Pref ace

I FIRST READ Charles Dar win’s “Ori gin of Species” in the li brary of my
sainted un cle, John Schaller, at New Ulm, Min ne sota, in 1892. I did not
com pre hend all of it then, a cause, to me, of con sid er able cha grin, for which
I later found some con so la tion in the opin ion of Dr. Fred er ick Lynch, who
pro nounces Dar win’s epochal work “one of the two most dif fi cult books in
the Eng lish lan guage.” But like many oth ers, I un der stood enough of Dar- 
win’s book to catch glimpses of the grandeur of the con cep tion which un- 
der lies its ar gu men ta tion. It was then that my beloved un cle, out of that
wide and ac cu rate read ing which so fre quently as ton ished his friends, and
with that pen e trat ing dia lec tic of his, opened my eyes to cer tain fal la cies in
Dar win’s ar gu ment, es pe cially to the fa tal weak ness of the chap ter on In- 
stinct. The read ing of St. George Mi vart’s book “The Gen e sis of Species”
later con vinced me of the ac cu racy of my un cle’s judg ment. But the fas ci na- 
tion of the sub ject per sisted, and for a time Her bert Spencer’s “Syn thetic
Phi los o phy,” by the com pre hen sive ness of its in duc tion and its vast ar ray of
data, ex er cised its thrall. Al fred Rus sel Wal lace’s “Dar win ism,” Hux ley’s
“Lec tures on Evo lu tion,” Tyn dall’s “The Be gin ning of Things,” Grant
Allen’s “The Evo lu tion ist at Large,” Eimer’s “Or tho gen e sis,” Clodd’s
“Story of Cre ation,” oc cu pied me in turn, un til the apo d ic tic pre sen ta tion of
John Fiske’s Es says on Dar win ism, no less than the open and hag gard op po- 
si tion to Chris tian ity which pre vails in Hux ley’s “Sci ence and He brew Tra- 
di tion” and in Spencer’s chap ters on “The Un know able” (so the Syn thetic
Phi los o phy de nom i nates God), caused a re vul sion of sen ti ment, — the anti-
re li gious bias of evo lu tion stand ing forth the clearer to my mind, the longer
I oc cu pied my self with the sub ject.

I de ter mined to in ves ti gate for my self the data on which the spec u la tions
whose mazes I had trod these years were built up. The leisure hours of three
years were de voted to the study of first-hand sources of Com par a tive Re li- 
gion. The re sult of this re search was de posited in two ar ti cles con trib uted to
the The o log i cal Quar terly in 1906 and 1907. I fear that the for bid ding char- 
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ac ter of the foot-notes served as an ef fec tive de ter rent to the read ing of
these ar ti cles. I have now given, in sev eral chap ters of this lit tle vol ume, in
pop u lar lan guage the ar gu ment against evo lu tion to be de rived from the
study of Re li gion. The read ing of Le Conte’s and Dana’s text-books of ge ol- 
ogy and var i ous other trea tises sup plied the data on palaeon tol ogy em bod- 
ied in the first chap ters of the book. The no table cir cu lus in con clu dendo
(“beg ging the ques tion”) of which evo lu tion ists here are guilty was first
pointed out to me by Prof. Tin gel stad of Dec o rah, Iowa, who was in 1908
tak ing a course in Evo lu tion at Chicago Uni ver sity, and who called on me
for dis cus sion of the doc trine as he re ceived it from “head-quar ters.”

As an ex cur sus in the sub ject of Ped a gogy, I have treated in my Sem i- 
nary lec tures the past years, un der the head of nat u ral sci ences, the ar gu- 
ment against evo lu tion, and the out lines of these lec tures have fur nished the
frame work for the present vol ume. It is hoped that es pe cially our young
men and women who take cour ses at our uni ver si ties will ex am ine the case
against the fas ci nat ing and in some re spects mag nif i cent con cep tion of evo- 
lu tion as this case is pre sented in the fol low ing chap ters. I re al ize that they,
as well as in tel li gent read ers gen er ally, may not meet with con fi dence the
state ments of a the olo gian on a sci en tific ques tion, least of all when he es- 
says to treat such a ques tion from the stand point of sci ence. He is pre sumed
to be at home in the ol ogy, but a stranger in the do main of ge ol ogy, as tron- 
omy, and bi ol ogy. It is for the pur pose of ob tain ing a hear ing at all that
these in tro duc tory re marks are writ ten. But the ar gu ment must stand on its
own mer its. The writer will now re tire to the back ground. The facts shall
speak.

THEODORE GRAEB NER
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Fore word To Sec ond Edi tion

THIS TREA TISE is sued from the press in May, 1921, and was ac corded an
ex ceed ingly cor dial re cep tion by the re view ers, both in Lutheran jour nals of
ev ery Syn od i cal con nec tion and in the or gans of other Chris tian de nom i na- 
tions. Dur ing the past six months the dis cus sion of evo lu tion has en tered the
fore front of in ter est among the Amer i can peo ple, and the monthly mag a- 
zines and Sun day pa pers, quickly sens ing the pop u lar de mand, have printed
count less ar ti cles and ed i to ri als on the sub ject. It was for tu nate for our book
that it found a mar ket so well pre pared for it. The pub lisher has now re- 
quested that the text be re vised and brought up-to-date wher ever nec es sary,
as a sec ond edi tion is about to is sue. Aside from the cor rec tion of a few ty- 
po graph i cal er rors no changes have been made in the text mat ter. How ever,
an in dex of sub jects and au thors has been added and in an ap pen dix the
most re cent phase of the con tro versy has re ceived at ten tion.

As sup ple men tary read ing to Chap ter Eleven we would sug gest to those
ac quainted with the prin ci ples of physics and as tron omy, a valu able apolo- 
getic pub lished last year, Dr. L. F. Gru ber’s Whence Came the Uni verse?
(G. G. Bad ger, Bo son). New and un ex pected con fir ma tion of our at ti tude
with ref er ence to the age of the earth’s strata (pp. 57-61) has come in
Dr. Geo. M. Price’s The Fun da men tals of Ge ol ogy (Pa cific Press Pub lish ing
As so ci a tion, Moun tain View, Calif.).

March 31, 1922.
THEODORE GRAEB NER
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1. An Out line Of The The ory

Def i ni tion

EVO LU TION is a name com pre hend ing cer tain the o ries which seek to ac count
for all op er a tions of na ture as car ried on ac cord ing to fixed laws by means
of forces res i dent in mat ter. Prof. J. LeConte of the Uni ver sity of Cal i for nia
de fines evo lu tion as: “Con tin u ous pro gres sive change ac cord ing to cer tain
laws and by means of res i dent forces.” Evo lu tion is a the ory, a phi los o phy,
it is not a sci ence. The the ory is called or ganic evo lu tion in its re la tion to
liv ing forms (plant and an i mal life), cos mic evo lu tion, inas much as at tempts
have been made to ac count by cer tain laws and the work ing of res i dent
forces for the de vel op ment of the uni verse, — the earth, the sun, and the
starry heav ens. Also the de vel op ment of so ci ety, of re li gion, morals, pol i- 
tics, art, and me chan i cal in ven tions is ac counted for on the the ory that there
are forces which, act ing ac cord ing to cer tain laws, have through many
changes made hu man life and in sti tu tions as we see them to day.

The doc trine of Evo lu tion briefly stated, is as fol lows: That in some in- 
fin itely re mote pe riod in the past, how or from whence sci ence does not af- 
firm, there ap peared mat ter and force; that within mat ter and in as so ci a tion
with force there also ap peared a pri mor dial cell, how or from whence no
man knoweth, in which there was a spark of life; and that from this cell all
things an i mate have emerged, be ing con trolled by cer tain laws var i ously
stated by var i ous evo lu tion ists; that these laws in con nec tion with the mod i- 
fy ing in flu ences of en vi ron ment (sur round ings, — soil, cli mate, etc.) ac- 
count for and ex plain the var i ous species that have ex isted in the past and
now ex ist upon earth, man in cluded. That there are no gaps in the process
but that there is demon stra ble a steady as cent from lower to higher (sim ple
to more com plex) forms of life, un til man is reached, the ac knowl edged
high est prod uct of evo lu tion.
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The ex treme evo lu tion ists hold that all the power and po tency of the uni- 
verse was stored up in that pri mor dial cell, and that all things have been
worked out with out any su per in tend ing agency other than the forces res i- 
dent in mat ter. Ev ery op er a tion of God is ruled out, or deemed un nec es sary.
This is some times called athe is tic evo lu tion.

The the is tic evo lu tion ist (“the is tic” from “the ism,” the be lief in a per- 
sonal God) makes place for God in the be gin ning and all along the line of
de vel op ment, as over look ing the process, per haps re in forc ing and to a cer- 
tain ex tent di rect ing the en ergy, but not in ter fer ing with the fixed law or rule
of evo lu tion. Ac cord ing to the is tic evo lu tion, God did not cre ate plants and
an i mals as sep a rate species (as re lated in Gen e sis 1) but cre ated mat ter as a
crude form and placed it un der cer tain laws, by which this mat ter was, dur- 
ing un told ages, grad u ally evolved into worlds. That out of this mat ter,
called in or ganic, plants came into ex is tence, from some germ or prop erty
ex ist ing in mat ter. The ori gin of an i mal life is ex plained in var i ous ways by
the so-called the is tic evo lu tion ists. Some hold that the pri mor dial plant life
con tained po ten tially the low est and sim plest prin ci ples of an i mal life, and
from it the sim plest an i mal forms were evolved; that from these lat ter were
evolved forms a lit tle higher, un til, af ter long ages, all the gra da tions were
passed through un til man, the high est form, was the re sult. Oth ers be lieve
that there is such an es sen tial dif fer ence be tween plants and an i mals that the
lat ter could not have come from the for mer, that there must be a new start
on the an i mal side of life. There fore they claim that when the evo lu tion ary
de vel op ment of mat ter reached a cer tain stage, God ap peared on the scene
and en dowed cer tain forms with the prin ci ple of an i mal life, in its low est el- 
e ments. These low est forms of an i mal life then en tered upon a se ries of
evo lu tion ary growth, each lower form evolv ing one a lit tle more com plex,
each se ries gain ing the use of and de vel op ing or gans which ex isted es sen- 
tially in the lower form but were small, im per fect, and use less, be cause not
needed. Thus the hand and arm in man are struc turally or es sen tially the
same as the leg of the brute, the wing of the bird, the flip per of the whale,
and the fin of the fish; and the en deavor to adapt it self to the wa ter caused
the bird to de velop a fin, as by a sim i lar process the fore-leg of brutes de- 
vel oped into the hu man arm and hand.

For our present con sid er a tion, we need not dis tin guish be tween athe is tic
and the is tic evo lu tion, as the lat ter is sub ject to the fun da men tal ob jec tions
urged against evo lu tion in gen eral, and is, like athe is tic evo lu tion, with out a



13

sin gle fact to sup port it and in di rect con tra dic tion of all that is known of the
laws in op er a tion now, and as far back as knowl edge pen e trates. More over,
so-called “the is tic” evo lu tion is uni ver sally ap proved by in fi dels and skep- 
tics and is used by them as a fa vorite means of as sault on re vealed Truth.

His tor i cal Re view

While in our own day the names of cer tain Eng lish and Ger man sci en tists
(Dar win, Spencer, Hux ley, Tyn dall, Ro manes, Buech ner, Vogt, Haeckel) are
in sep a ra bly con nected with a his tory of this hy poth e sis, its roots are found
far hack in the early ages of Greek phi los o phy. A the ory of evo lu tion ary de- 
vel op ment was first pro pounded by Greek thinkers liv ing ahout 600 years
B. C. The hu man mind is ever on the search for uni fy ing prin ci ples, prin ci- 
ples which ac count for en tire groups of nat u ral phe nom ena, and not for iso- 
lated phe nom ena only. The Greek mind sought a prin ci ple by which to ac- 
count for the man i fold and di verse forms of life in na ture. Whence do all
things come? How have they come to be what they are? Ques tions about the
na ture of the uni verse in which we live have been asked from the very be- 
gin ning. The mo ment the hu man mind be gan to re flect the no tion that the
veg e ta tion which cov ers the earth, the an i mals which in habit it, the rocks
and hills, the moun tains and val leys which con sti tute its phys i cal fea tures,
may have un der gone changes in past time, and that all the phe nom ena
which con sti tute the an i mal, veg etable and min eral worlds as they now ex- 
ist, are but mod i fi ca tions of other forms which have had their day and their
phi los o phy, the idea of de vel op ment be came prom i nent. The early Greek
philoso phers were the first to at tempt an swers to these prob lems. Many of
them held that all things nat u ral sprang from what they called the orig i nal
el e ments — fire, air, earth, wa ter. Anax i man der held that an i mals were be- 
got ten from the earth by means of heat and mois ture; and that man was de- 
vel oped from other be ings dif fer ent in form. Empe do cles had a fan tas tic
the ory, viz., that the var i ous parts of man and an i mals at first ex isted in de- 
pen dently, and that these — for in stance, arms, legs, feet, eyes, etc., grad u- 
ally com bined — per haps af ter the man ner in which au to mo biles are as sem- 
bled; and that these com bi na tions be came ca pa ble of ex ist ing and even of
prop a gat ing and re pro duc ing them selves. Anaxago ras was of opin ion that
an i mals and plants sprang from the earth by means of germs car ried in the
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at mos phere which gave fe cun dity to the earth. Aris to tle held opin ions not
very un like those of our own day. All of which goes to show that spec u la- 
tion about the ori gin of the uni verse and the why and where fore of liv ing
things did not come into ex is tence with the Dar winian hy poth e sis and that
the doc trine of de scent with mod i fi ca tion as an ex pla na tion of all bi o log i cal
phe nom ena an te dates by over two thou sand years the pub li ca tion of the
“Ori gin of Species.”

In mod ern times a the ory of de vel op ment was first sug gested by Goethe
in his “Ital ienis che Reise.” Act ing un der the same men tal urge for see ing di- 
verse forms un der a uni fy ing prin ci ple, Goethe looked for the orig i nal form
of plant life, the Urpflanze, the plant which would be at once sim ple enough
to stand for a type of all plants, and yet sus cep ti ble to vari a tion in so many
di rec tions that all plants might de rive from it their ori gin. Goethe has also
clothed this con cep tion in po etic form.

The first philo sophic state ment of the hy poth e sis is found in Im manuel
Kant’s “Kri tik der Urteil skraft,” 1790. In para graph 80 we find a dis cus sion
of the sim i lar ity be tween so many species of an i mals, not only in their bony
struc ture, but also in the ar range ment of their other parts, a sim i lar ity which,
says Kant, “casts a ray of hope,” that all forms may be traced back to orig i- 
nal sim ple forms, to “a gen er a tion from a com mon an ces tor,” ris ing from
the low est forms to man, “ac cord ing to me chan i cal laws.” Kant as sumes
that, for in stance, cer tain aquatic an i mals by and by formed into am phibia,
and from these af ter some gen er a tions were pro duced land an i mals. A trea- 
tise of the same philoso pher en ti tled “Pre sum able Ori gin of Hu man ity” sug- 
gests that man in the early age of the world was de vel oped from “mere an i- 
mal crea tures.” Even a uni ver sal law of world-for ma tion (cos mic evo lu- 
tion") was set forth by Kant in a work which he pub lished anony mously in
1775.

In its re la tions to an i mal life a de vel op ment the ory was first clearly set
forth by Karl Ernst von Baer (died 1876). In his “En twe ick elungs geschichte
der Tiere” ( 1828), the au thor ex plains “En twick elung” as a progress from
sim ple to com plex forms. He be lieves that in evo lu tion there is a fun da men- 
tal idea that “goes through all the forms of cos mic and an i mal de vel op- 
ment.” A pre de ces sor of von Baer had been the French man, Lamarck. From
von Baer, Her bert Spencer, about 1850, adopted the def i ni tion of evo lu tion.

The hy poth e sis en tered a new phase through Charles Dar win’s epoch-
mak ing work: “The Ori gin of Species.” The key note of Dar win’s the ory is
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Nat u ral Se lec tion, by which term the de vel op ment of all liv ing forms is re- 
ferred to the work ing of cer tain laws which in the re pro duc tion of plants
and an i mals pre served those in di vid u als which were best fit ted to sur vive
the strug gle for ex is tence. The Dar winian the ory may be sum ma rized thus:

The Dar winian Hy poth e sis

1. Ev ery kind of an i mal and plant tends to in crease in num bers in a ge o- 
met ri cal pro gres sion.

2. Ev ery kind of an i mal and plant trans mits a gen eral like ness, with in di- 
vid ual dif fer ences, to its off spring.

3. Past time has been prac ti cally in fi nite.
4. Ev ery in di vid ual has to en dure a very se vere strug gle for ex is tence,

ow ing to the ten dency to ge o met ri cal in crease of all kinds of an i mals
and plants, while the to tal an i mal and veg etable pop u la tion (man and
his agency ex cepted) re mains al most sta tion ary.

5. Thus, ev ery vari a tion of a kind tend ing to save the life of the in di vid- 
ual pos sess ing it, or to en able it more surely to prop a gate its kind, will
in the long run be pre served and will trans mit its fa vor able pe cu liar ity
to some of its off spring, which pe cu liar ity will thus be come in ten si fied
till it reaches the max i mum de gree of util ity. On the other hand, in di- 
vid u als pre sent ing un fa vor able pe cu liar i ties will be ruth lessly de- 
stroyed (Sur vival of the Fittest).

The ba sis of the the ory then is that an i mals and plants mul ti ply very
rapidly and, sec ond, that the off spring al ways vary slightly from the par ents,
though gen er ally very closely re sem bling them. Mr. Al fred Rus sel Wal lace
says: "From the first fact or law there fol lows, nec es sar ily, a con stant strug- 
gle for ex is tence; be cause while the off spring al ways ex ceeds the par ents in
num ber, gen er ally to an enor mous ex tent, yet the to tal num ber of liv ing or- 
gan isms in the world does not, and can not, in crease year by year. Con se- 
quently ev ery year, on the av er age, as many die as are born, plants as well
as an i mals; and the ma jor ity die pre ma ture deaths. They kill each other in a
thou sand dif fer ent ways; they starve each other by some con sum ing the
food that oth ers want; they are de stroyed largely by the pow ers of Na ture —
by cold and heat, by rain and storm, by flood and fire. There is thus a per- 
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pet ual strug gle among them which shall live and which shall die; and this
strug gle is tremen dously se vere, be cause so few can pos si bly re main alive
— one in five, one in ten, of ten only one in a hun dred or even in a thou- 
sand.

“Then comes the ques tion, Why do some live rather than oth ers? If all
the in di vid u als of each species were ex actly alike in ev ery re spect, we could
only say it is a mat ter of chance. But they are not alike. We find that they
vary in many dif fer ent ways. Some are stronger, some swifter, some hardier
in con sti tu tion, some more cun ning. An ob scure color may ren der con ceal- 
ment more easy for some, keener sight may en able oth ers to dis cover prey
or es cape from an en emy bet ter than their fel lows. Among plants the small- 
est dif fer ences may be use ful or the re verse. The ear li est and strong est
shoots may es cape the slug; their greater vigor may en able them to flower
and seed ear lier in a wet au tumn; plants best armed with spines or hairs may
es cape be ing de voured; those whose flow ers are most con spic u ous may he
soon est fer til ized by in sects. We can not doubt that, on the whole, any ben e- 
fi cial vari a tions will give the pos ses sors of it a greater prob a bil ity of liv ing
through the tremen dous or deal they have to un dergo. There may be some- 
thing left to chance, but on the whole the fittest will sur vive.” “Dar win ism”
p. 7).

The same writer gives a prob a ble in stance of the work ing of Nat u ral Se- 
lec tion in the ori gin of cer tain aquatic birds called dip pers. He says: "An ex- 
cel lent ex am ple of how a lim ited group of species has been able to main tain
it self by adap ta tion to one of these ‘va cant places’ in Na ture, is af forded by
the cu ri ous lit tle birds called dip pers or wa ter-ouzels, form ing the genus
Cin clus and the fam ily Cin cli dae of nat u ral ists. These birds are some thing
like small thrushes, with very short wings and tail, and very dense plumage.
They fre quent, ex clu sively, moun tain tor rents in the north ern hemi sphere,
and ob tain their food en tirely in the wa ter, con sist ing, as it does, of wa ter-
bee tles, cad dis-worms, and other in sect-lar vae, as well as nu mer ous small
fresh-wa ter shells. These birds, al though not far re moved in struc ture from
thrushes and wrens, have the ex tra or di nary power of fly ing un der wa ter; for
such, ac cord ing to the best ob servers, is their process of div ing in search of
their prey; their dense and some what fi brous plumage re tain ing so much air
that the wa ter is pre vented from touch ing their bod ies or even from wet ting
their feath ers to any great ex tent. Their pow er ful feet and long curved claws
en able them to hold on to stones at the bot tom, and thus to re tain their po si- 
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tion while pick ing up in sects, shells, etc. As they fre quent chiefly the most
rapid and bois ter ous tor rents, among rocks, wa ter falls, and huge boul ders,
the wa ter is never frozen over, and they are thus able to live dur ing the
sever est win ters. Only a very few species of dip per are known, all those of
the old world be ing so closely al lied to our British bird that some or nithol o- 
gists con sider them to be merely lo cal races of one species; while in North
Amer ica and the north ern An des there are two other species.

“Here, then, we have a bird, which, in its whole struc ture, shows a close
affin ity to the smaller typ i cal perch ing birds, but which has de parted from
all its al lies in its habits and mode of life, and has se cured for it self a place
in Na ture where it has few com peti tors and few en e mies. We may well sup- 
pose,1 that, at some re mote pe riod, a bird which was per haps the com mon
and more gen er al ized an ces tor of our thrushes, war blers, wrens, etc., had
spread widely over the great north ern con ti nent, and had given rise to nu- 
mer ous va ri eties adapted to spe cial con di tions of life. Among these some
took to feed ing on the bor ders of clear streams, pick ing out such lar vae and
moU usks as they could reach in shal low wa ter. When food be comes scarce
they would at tempt to pick them out of deeper and deeper wa ter, and while
do ing this in cold weather many would be come frozen and starved. But any
which pos sessed denser and more hairy plumage than usual, which was able
to keep out the wa ter, would sur vive; and thus a race would be formed
which would de pend more and more on this kind of food. Then, fol low ing
up the frozen streams into the moun tains, they would be able to live there
dur ing the win ter; and as such places af forded them much pro tec tion from
en e mies and am ple shel ter for their nests and young, fur ther adap ta tions
would oc cur, till the won der ful power of div ing and fly ing un der wa ter was
ac quired by a true land-bird.” (“Dar win ism,” p. 81-82.)

Lines of Ev i dence

The evo lu tion ary hy poth e sis (both in its athe is tic and the is tic or “Chris tian”
form) is un der stood to rest on the fol low ing lines of proof:

1. Pri mary: The ev i dence of palaeon tol ogy (the study of fos sil re mains in
the rocks). The sur face of the earth un der neath the top soil con sists of
lay ers of rock. Some of them are made up of lime de posits, oth ers of
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the shells of shell-fish, oth ers of sand-stone, oth ers of dead trees of the
for est (coal), all of them turned hard by the pres sure of the weight ly- 
ing on top of them. Be sides these sed i men tary rock there are for ma- 
tions like gran ite, show ing the in flu ence of heat. Dig ging among the
sed i men tary rock (lime stone, sand-stone, prin ci pally) we come across
pre served re mains of all sorts of an i mals; some just like those which
live to day, some sim i lar but some what dif fer ent, oth ers quite dis sim i lar
from liv ing an i mals of our day. These are the fos sils. Now, evo lu tion- 
ists as sert that the old est and sim plest an i mal and plant re mains are
found in the old est lay ers of rock. This is said to prove that in the his- 
tory of plants and an i mals on earth, the sim plest forms are the old est
and that later the more com plex forms were de vel oped from these.
LeConte states the mat ter thus: “The far ther back in time we go, the
sim pler the forms of an i mal and plant life be come, and these forms oc- 
cur in the or der of their orig i na tion, just as if they were de vel oped one
from an other.”

2. Cor rob o ra tive: a) The Ar gu ment from Mor phol ogy (Struc ture). The
re sem blance of the struc ture of var i ous an i mal types is as serted to im- 
ply a com mu nity of de scent. “Large groups of species, whose habits
are widely dif fer ent, present cer tain fun da men tal like nesses of struc- 
ture. The arms of men and apes, the fore-legs of quadrupeds, the pad- 
dles of whales, the wings of birds, the breast-fins of fishes, are con- 
structed on the same pat tern, but al tered to suit their sev eral func tions.
Nearly all mam mals, from the long-necked gi raffe to the short-necked
ele phant, have seven neck-bones; the eyes of the lam prey are moved
by six mus cles which cor re spond ex actly to the six which work the hu- 
man eye; all in sects and Crus tacea — moth and lob ster, bee tle and
cray fish — are alike com posed of twenty seg ments; the sepals, petals,
sta mens, and pis tils of a flower are all mod i fied leaves ar ranged in a
spire.” (Clodd, “The Story of Cre ation,” p. 102.) These re sem blances
are looked upon as ev i dence of a com mon ori gin.

b. The Ar gu ment from Em bry ol ogy. The in di vid ual an i mal in em bry onic
de vel op ment passes through tem po rary stages which are sim i lar to per- 
ma nent con di tions in some of the lower forms in the same group. Evo- 
lu tion ists be lieve that these forms were ac tu ally pos sessed by the an- 
ces tors of these an i mals in the course of their evo lu tion. They hold that
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the changes which take place in the em bryos epit o mize the se ries of
changes through which the an ces tral forms passed. Be cause the em- 
bryos of some four-footed an i mals have gill-slits, this is pointed out as
ev i dence that land an i mals are evolved from fishes.

c. Ge o graph i cal Dis tri bu tion. In ge o log i cal time, nat u ral bar ri ers have
sprung up which sep a rated the species which have since de vel oped. In
this way the ex is tence of mar su pi als (pouched an i mals — kan ga roo,
op pos sum) on cer tain lim ited ar eas, the lim i ta tion of cer tain plants to
cer tain is lands, etc., are ex plained.

d. Clas si fi ca tion. The so-called Tree of Life. All liv ing forms can be ar- 
ranged in a di a gram called the Tree of Life. The Tree has a short trunk,
in di cat ing com mon ori gin of the liv ing from the non-liv ing, and is di- 
vided into two large trunks rep re sent ing plants and an i mals re spec- 
tively. “From each of these start large branches rep re sent ing classes,
the larger branches giv ing off smaller branches rep re sent ing fam i lies,
and so on with smaller and smaller branches rep re sent ing or ders and
gen era, un til we come to leaves as rep re sent ing species, the height of
the branch from which they are hang ing in di cat ing their place in the
growth of the great life-tree.” (Clodd. “Story of Cre ation,” p. 103.)
There is an ex act gra da tion from the low est life forms to the high est.
First such sim ple forms as the sponges and corals, then, through the
worms, crabs, oys ters, and snail to the fish, and thence through am- 
phibia, rep tiles, beasts of prey, un gu lates (hoofed an i mals) and apes to
man. Evo lu tion ists say that in this gra da tion of life we see il lus trated
the evo lu tion of com plex from sim ple forms.

The De scent of Man

Ac cord ing to the evo lu tion ary hy poth e sis man is re lated to the an i mal king- 
dom by de scent from a brute an ces tor, who, ape like in ap pear ance, is the
com mon an ces tor of ape and man. The ev i dence of such deriva tion is be- 
lieved to be:

1. Rudi ments of struc ture which were use ful in some brute an ces tor.
There re main in man a few el e men tary mus cles for twitch ing the skin,
as in the fore head; and it is pointed out that many an i mals have such
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mus cles at the present time, and it is ar gued that the abil ity of some
men to move the whole scalp points to the ex is tence of mus cles with
such func tion in our brute an ces tors. The ver mi form ap pen dix in man
is termed rudi men tary. be ing but a rem nant of the much longer and
more com plex ap pen dix of the same na ture in liv ing an i mals to day,

2. Em bry onic De vel op ment. Be cause the young of all an i mals re sem ble
one an other while in the em bryo stage, and since such re sem blances
are found in man, it is con cluded that the evo lu tion of man from some
re lated an i mal form must be ac cepted as the most rea son able ex pla na- 
tion.

3. Some dis eases are com mon to an i mals and man (tu ber cu lo sis, cholera,
hy dropho bia2, etc.).

4. The sim i lar ity in struc ture of man and the apes.
5. The fos sil re mains of man. Cer tain skulls and leg bones have been

found which are said to rep re sent forms higher than the ape and lower
than man. On the strength of such finds it is said that the “miss ing
link” has now been sup plied.

The Neb u lar Hy poth e sis

The French man de La Place (1827) first pro mul gated in mod ern ter mi nol- 
ogy the the ory once held by Greek philoso phers, that the earth and the sys- 
tem in which it is a mem ber orig i nated from a prim i tive cos mic va por or
uni ver sal fire-mist fill ing all space with in fin itely small atoms. In this ho- 
mo ge neous mass mo tion orig i nated, re sult ing in a con cen tra tion at one
point. This con den sa tion re sulted in heat and light. The plan e tary sys tem at
first con sisted of a huge gas-ball which grad u ally cooled, con tract ing into a
molten mass which un der the in flu ence of cen trifu gal force be gan to ro tate.
This ro ta tion be came more rapid as the mass con densed, throw ing off the
plan ets, in which the process was re peated (the moons be ing cast off), un til
the earth be came suf fi ciently cool to sus tain life.

The Ori gin of Life
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When asked about the ori gin of life on earth the evo lu tion ists gen er ally re- 
ply that this is not a ques tion for sci ence but for phi los o phy to an swer.
How ever, the ques tion comes with such in sis tent force that the bi ol o gist fu- 
nis him self con strained to of fer some ex pla na tion of the ori gin of the sim- 
plest plant and an i mal life af ter the globe had, ac cord ing to the hy poth e sis,
suf fi ciently cooled to present ar eas in which life might arise. Nec es sar ily,
the as sump tion must be that life was gen er ated out of life less mat ter. Hux- 
ley says: “If the hy poth e sis of evo lu tion be true, liv ing mat ter must have
arisen from not liv ing mat ter, for by the hy poth e sis, the con di tion of the
globe was at one time such that liv ing mat ter could not have ex isted on it,
life be ing en tirely in com pat i ble with a gaseous state.” (The earth hav ing
been a ball of gases at the time.) Tyn dall is a lit tle more spe cific; he says
that the com bi na tion of elec tri cal and chem i cal forces act ing on the pri mal
ooze caused germs of life to orig i nate in small bub ble-like forms, (vesi cles).
His words are: “The first step in the cre ation of life upon this planet was a
chemico-elec tric op er a tion by which sim ple ger mi nal vesi cles were pro- 
duced.” The vesi cles con sisted of pro to plasm, the sim ple sub stance (white-
of-egg) which ex ists in the cells of an i mal and veg etable tis sues, and which
is com posed of oxy gen, car bon, hy dro gen, ni tro gen and traces of other el e- 
ments. From this orig i nal pro to plasm the great va ri ety of liv ing things has
been de vel oped.

The Bear ing of Evo lu tion on Chris tian ity

It is ev i dent that the evo lu tion ary the ory not only con tra dicts the Bible story
of cre ation but, if true, de prives Chris tian ity of ev ery claim of be ing the true
re li gion. If all things have come into be ing through the ac tion of forces re- 
sid ing in mat ter then the world did not come into be ing through a di vine fiat
or com mand. As Haeckel says: “Ev ery su per nat u ral cre ation is com pletely
ex cluded.” (Quoted by John Fiske in “A Cen tury of Sci ence,” 1899, p. 51.)
Thomas Hux ley is quite as def i nite: “Not only do I hold it to be proven that
the story of the Del uge is a pure fic tion; but I have no hes i ta tion in af firm- 
ing the same thing of the story of the Cre ation.” (“Sci ence and He brew Tra- 
di tion” 1896, p. 230.) Fur ther more, the the ory, by its im pli ca tions, dis poses
sum mar ily of the im mor tal ity of the soul. The be lief in an im mor tal soul is
termed by Haeckel as “quite ex cluded” by the bear ing of evo lu tion on the
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ori gin of man. The fall of man be comes a myth, since man has not fallen
from a high es tate but has through many ages of slow de vel op ment ar rived
at the use of rea son and the do min ion over na ture; not a per fect man, made
in the im age of God, but a cousin to the tail-less apes, newly ac cus tomed to
walk ing on two feet, is the an ces tor of our race. With out a fall of man there
is no pos si bil ity nor even a ne ces sity of re demp tion; our en tire Chris tian
the ol ogy would be deal ing with shad owy ab strac tions, un rea son able fears
and hopes, and pur pose less striv ings. The be lief of the Chris tian is to the
evo lu tion ist of some value as a phe nom e non in the his tory of the mind, but
not the slight est in trin sic value is rec og nized in any of the doc trines of
Chris tian faith, not even in the be lief in a per sonal God. God is, ac cord ing
to Spencer, the Un know able. Nat u rally, there can not be mir a cles, since all
pro cesses in na ture are con ceived as gov erned by laws not di rected by a Di- 
vine In tel li gence but by forces res i dent in na ture. Hence, too, there can be
no in spired rev e la tion of God, since that would pre sume not only the ex is- 
tence of a per sonal God but an in ter ven tion in nat u ral pro cesses of thought
(mir a cle). John Fiske wrote: The hy poth e sis of in spi ra tion “con veys most
cer tainly a con cep tion of Di vine ac tion as lo cal, spe cial, and tran si tory; and
in so far as it does this, it bears the marks of that hea then mode of phi los o- 
phy which was cur rent when Chris tian monothe ism arose.” (“Dar win ism
and Other Es says,” 1895.) Evo lu tion says: If there is a God we have no
means of know ing Him; and what we know of na ture cer tainly pre cludes
the idea that God, if He ex ists, will con cern Him self about man or break
down the laws of na ture even for an in stant in his be half. The con clu sion is,
that there is no in spired Bible. Nor in deed an ab so lute re li gion. All re li gious
truths are con sid ered rel a tive, with no such dis tinc tion as true re li gion and
false re li gion, since there is no cri te rion re vealed (ac cord ing to the the ory)
by which we can test a re li gion whether it be true or false. Fi nally, there is
no ab so lute stan dard of morals. Moral truths, like the re li gious, are rel a tive
only. In other words, the teach ing that “Christ has atoned for sin,” is as lit tle
to be ac cepted as an ab so lute truth, as the com mand: “Thou shalt not steal”
must be ac cepted as em body ing an ab so lute rule of con duct. Clodd says in
“The Story of Cre ation”: “Man by him self is not only un pro gres sive, he is
also not so much im moral as un moral. For where there is no so ci ety there is
no sin! There fore the bases of right and wrong lie in con duct to wards one’s
fel low; the moral sense or con science is the out come of so cial re la tions,
them selves the out come of the need of liv ing . . . . While the lower in stincts,
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as hunger, pas sion, and thirst for vengeance, are strong, they are not so en- 
dur ing or sat is fy ing as the higher feel ings which crave for so ci ety and sym- 
pa thy. And the yield ing to the lower, how ever grat i fy ing for the mo ment,
would be fol lowed by the feel ing of re gret that he had thus given way, and
by re solve to act dif fer ently for the fu ture. Thus at last man comes to feel,
through ac quired and per haps in her ited habit, that it is best for him to obey
his more per sis tent im pulses . . . Morals are rel a tive, not ab so lute; there is
no fixed stan dard of right and wrong by which the ac tions of all men
through out all time are mea sured . . . That which man calls sin is shown to
be more of ten due to his im per fect sense of the true pro por tion of things,
and to his lack of imag i na tion, than to his will ful ness.” Clodd adds that if
con duct has been made to rest on “sup posed di vine com mands(!) as to what
man shall and shall not do,” that is an as sump tion which at best serves to re- 
strain the “bru tal and ig no rant.”

J. B. War ren, a con trib u tor to the Pres by te rian, has well stated the ef fects
of the evo lu tion ary the ory on re li gion and morals:

“Its le git i mate ten dency is to de grade mankind from that men tal and moral dig nity that is
al ways rec og nized as be long ing to them, and to place them on an es sen tial level with the
brute cre ation — even with the low est forms of veg etable and an i mal ex is tence. Ac cord ing
to that the ory, man dif fers from the lower or gan isms not in kind so much as in the de gree of
de vel op ment. Mr. Dar win him self was trou bled about the value of his own con vic tions, on
the ground that his mind was evolved from that of lower an i mals. That is to say, he reck- 
oned his own men tal ac tions as val ue less and un trust wor thy, be cause of the es sen tial iden- 
tity be tween his mind and that of the low est crea tures that live in the mud of our swamps.
Thus we see the le git i mate ten dency of this the ory to de grade the men tal dig nity of man.
And it also de grades the moral na ture and fac ul ties of man, and un der mines the very foun- 
da tions of moral and re li gious prin ci ple, in that it teaches that man is only a bet ter de vel- 
oped brute — the nat u ral re sult be ing that man is no more un der moral obli ga tion than the
brute, or has no dif fer ent ba sis of moral obli ga tion from the brute, but only a bet ter idea of
right and wrong, be cause on a higher plane in the process of evo lu tion. It strikes at the root
of the doc trine that men are, by their ori gin and na ture, un der pe cu liar and spe cial obli ga- 
tions to God. In the words of the late Dr. Robert Pat ter son, such a the ory tends to ‘oblit er ate
a be lief in the di vine ori gin and sanc tion of moral ity, and in the ex is tence of a fu ture life of
re wards and pun ish ments, and to pro mote the dis or ga ni za tion of so ci ety, and the degra da- 
tion of man to the level of the brutes, liv ing only un der the laws of their bru tal in stincts.’
Such a the ory is dis hon or ing to man and of fen sive to God.”

When these dis crep an cies be tween a world view gov erned by the Chris tian’s
faith in Rev e la tion and one gov erned by the the ory of evo lu tion are once
clearly un der stood, there will be no need to in quire, why, on the one hand,
en e mies of the Bible in all ranks of life greeted with such joy ous ac claim
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the prin ci ple an nounced by Dar win and, why, on the other hand, a chief
pur pose of Chris tian apolo get ics has be come the demon stra tion that Chris- 
tian ity is jus ti fied even by rea son in the world view which it in cul cates, and
that, on the other hand, the evo lu tion ary hy poth e sis is con tra dicted by the
facts of re li gion, of his tory, and of nat u ral sci ence.

1. Note char ac ter is tic phrase “We may sup pose that, — .” G.↩ 

2. ra bies↩ 
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2. Un ex plained Ori gins

THE evo lu tion ary scheme of de vel op ment is, by its orig i na tors and de- 
fend ers, ac cepted as a work ing hy poth e sis by which it is be lieved that the
ori gin of all forms which mat ter has taken, and of the ac tiv i ties of liv ing
things, in clud ing man and hu man so ci ety, can be ac counted for. It is an at- 
tempt to an swer the old ques tion, sug gested to the think ing mind by a con- 
tem pla tion of na ture: Whence these things? It is a the ory of ori gins.

Now, a hy poth e sis, be ing “a the ory, or sup po si tion, pro vi sion ally em- 
ployed as an ex pla na tion of phe nom ena,” must be ver i fied be fore it can be
ac cepted as truth. More over, it can stand even as a hy poth e sis only if it
meets the test of ob ser va tion and ex per i ment. If it can demon strate its adap- 
tion to ex plain all the facts, it may, un til an other and bet ter the ory is pro- 
pounded, be ac cepted as a the ory. When it does not ex plain the facts, it must
be mod i fied or aban doned.

Since the evo lu tion ary hy poth e sis is em ployed as an ex pla na tion of cer- 
tain ori gins, a le git i mate test of the the ory is its adap ta tion to ex plain these
ori gins. This test we now shall ap ply. We shall try to an swer the ques tion: Is
the evo lu tion ary the ory en ti tled to the name of a work ing hy poth e sis? Is it
able to ac count for those things which it is set forth by its spokes men to ac- 
count for? Does it ac count for the ori gin of the uni verse, of life, and of the
var i ous forms of life?

The Ori gin of the Uni verse

Sci en tists as a rule dis claim any in ten tion to ac count, on the ba sis of their
hy poth e sis, for the ori gin of mat ter. When it is sug gested to them that any
the ory of ori gins should also ac count for the FIRST ORI GIN, the be gin- 
ning; of things, they di rect us to phi los o phy: “EvoUition is not con cerned
with the ori gin of mat ter; it takes mat ter for granted; the ori gin of mat ter is
prop erly a philo soph i cal and not a sci en tific prob lem.”
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Let us note the fal la cies of this po si tion. In the first place it is not proper
to in tro duce the word “sci ence” into this plea. Sci ence is, in deed, only con- 
cerned with things that can be demon strated by ob ser va tion and from ex pe- 
ri ence; and since no one has seen the be gin ning of mat ter, sci ence is very
prop erly not con cerned with it. But evo lu tion is not a sci ence. It is a hy poth- 
e sis, a the ory. It is an ex pla na tion pro posed for cer tain phe nom ena. ’And we
have a right to de mand that, if it wants recog ni tion even as a the ory, it must
ex plain those phe nom ena. Now the prin ci ple of evo lu tion is: All things
have de vel oped through cer tain forces which in here in mat ter. In other
words, with out be ing acted upon from the out side, (with out a cre ative word
of God, for in stance,) the uni verse has come to be what it is to day. In mat ter
there are from the be gin ning cer tain forces in sep a ra ble from mat ter. These
acted in such a way that very sim ple plants and an i mals be came very com- 
plex; and this with out any di rect ing In tel li gence. This is the evo lu tion ary
the ory. Now, we hold that a the ory which claims to ac count for the be gin- 
ning of all an i mal life (and ev ery species of an i mal life), for the be gin ning
of plant life( and of ev ery species of plant life), for the be gin ning of life
germs, of the globe, of the sun and stars, can not stop short when we press
our ques tions still far ther and ask: Whence is mat ter? Whence is force?

Nor, in deed, do evo lu tion ists hes i tate to ex press an opin ion con cern ing
the ori gin of mat ter and force. The uni verse, as it ex ists to day, is made up of
mat ter dis posed in var i ous forms, — stars, rock, plants, an i mals, — and en- 
dowed with en ergy in var i ous forms; and from the ear li est age of spec u la- 
tion, as we have seen, the hu man mind con ceived of a time in which there
was un or ga nized mat ter, sub stance with out form. Like the an cient Greek
philoso phers, evo lu tion ists to day try to for mu late a work ing hy poth e sis to
ac count for the ori gin of the uni verse. It is be lieved that, in a broad way, the
Neb u lar Hy poth e sis put forth by La Place in di cated the man ner in which the
earth and the sys tem to which it be longs have been evolved. We have out- 
lined, briefly, in our first chap ter, the main fea tures of this the ory. We shall
now in di cate the dif fi cul ties which stand in the way of its ac cep tance even
as a work ing hy poth e sis.

1. The Neb u lar Hy poth e sis as sumes that dur ing a past end less time there
has ex isted an in cal cu la ble num ber of orig i nal atoms. Let us un der- 
stand that ac cord ing to the so-called atomic the ory, mat ter is com posed
of in di vis i ble par ti cles, called atoms. Since the dis cov ery of ra dium
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this the ory has been con sid er ably mod i fied, each atom now be ing un- 
der stood to con sist of many thou sands of smaller par ti cles, called elec- 
trons. How ever, whether we call them atoms or elec trons, the small est,
in di vis i ble par ti cles of mat ter are as sumed to have ex isted dur ing in fi- 
nite past time. Now, the ori gin of these sim plest com po nent parts of
mat ter re mains an un solved mys tery. The mind is un able even to for- 
mu late a guess with ref er ence to their or ga ni za tion.

2. A sec ond pos tu late of the Neb u lar Hy poth e sis is the ori gin of force and
mo tion in the huge gas ball which ex isted in the be gin ning. La Place
says that “at some point con cen tra tion took place in the ho mo ge neous
mass, this con trac tion pro duced ra di a tion of heat and light, and
through the dif fer ences in tem per a ture, mo tion and dy namic re ac tion
were pro duced.” The dif fi culty which in heres in this pos tu late is the
un ques tioned fact that all mo tion in na ture fol lows cer tain im mutable
laws1, and the ori gin of these laws is not ac counted for by the the ory.
Laws never make them selves, and their com plex ity, — im mea sur ably
be yond our power of ex plo ration — yet ev ery where ad justed to a def i- 
nite end, is so in tri cate that their ori gin can by no means be ac counted
for by chance.

3. Ac cord ing to the the ory, mat ter was first in “neb u lar” (gas) form, and
the gases which ex isted dif fused through space were, through the mo- 
tion which orig i nated, changed from a huge ball of fire-mist to a semi-
solid sphere, which threw off smaller spheres (the plan ets) that grad u- 
ally be came solid. Now, this is con trary to our knowl edge of gases.
Gases may be pro duced from solids, but an in can des cent gas will not,
through sim ple mo tion, be come a solid sub stance. Gases may be so lid- 
i fied, but only in two ways, by pres sure or when greatly cooled, —
when they be come ice. But they do not re tain this form when the pres- 
sure or the cool ing agency is re moved. Gases, as we know them, all
have a ten dency to ex pand in def i nitely. They have no ten dency to so- 
lid ify, as the hy poth e sis pre sumes.

4. La Place as sumed that the so lar sys tem when still in gaseous state, be- 
gan to re volve upon its axis, and that, as the gas ball con tin ued to re- 
volve, it con densed. As con den sa tion went on, the ro ta tion be came
faster, and a ring of mat ter was thrown off from the hard en ing core.
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This ring again re solved it self into a ro tat ing globe which, still in a fluid
state, threw off other balls, which re volved around their mother, the first
planet, even as the lat ter con tin ued to fol low an or bit around the cen tral
body, the sun. In this way the plan ets of the so lar sys tem, in clud ing the
earth, (ac cord ing to the the ory), were evolved to gether with their satel lites
or moons. The dif fi culty at tend ing this view of plan e tary evo lu tion is found
in the dif fer ence be tween the move ments of a num ber of satel lites around
the plan ets. While the satel lites of the earth, of Jupiter and of Sat urn re volve
from west to east, the moons of Uranus and Nep tune have an or bital move- 
ment from east to west. This is re garded also by the friends of the Neb u lar
Hy poth e sis as one of the gravest dif fi cul ties, since no me chan i cal law will
ex plain the re verse move ment of the satel lites of the re motest plan ets when
they, as well as Jupiter, Sat urn, and the rest are sup posed to have been cast
off by the same cen tral body.

5. Ac cord ing to the the ory, the orig i nal atoms dur ing the process of
world-mak ing united into mol e cules. The laws ac cord ing to which
atoms unite, — so that, for in stance, the hy dro gen atom each unites
with two atoms of oxy gen, and so down the list of all known ex is- 
tences, — these laws are among the as sured re sults of sci en tific study.
Now, the en tire sci ence of chem istry in all its branches is built upon
the ax iom that mol e cules are ab so lutely un al ter able and that mol e cules
of the same kind are al ways ab so lutely iden ti cal. A mol e cule of wa ter
is al ways and in vari ably com posed of two atoms of hy dro gen and one
of oxy gen. A mol e cule of sul phuric acid in vari ably con tains two atoms
of hy dro gen, one of sul phur, and four of oxy gen. A mol e cule of potas- 
sium chlo rate is al ways com posed of just one atom of potas sium, one
atom of chlo rine, and three atoms of oxy gen, no more, no less. Never
is there any vari a tion of the pro por tions in the same com pound, and a
chemist will, merely by math e mat i cal cal cu la tion, un err ingly pro duce
new com bi na tions, re ly ing on the ab so lute con stancy of the re la tions of
atoms and mol e cules. Now, the the ory that in the be gin ning of things,
out of a mass of atoms dif fused with out form through space, mol e cules
came into be ing, each kind or type com posed of atoms ac cord ing to a
pro por tion pe cu liarly its own, can not be ac cepted un less it is shown in
what man ner the laws came into ex is tence ac cord ing to which these
com bi na tions take place. Clerk Max well con cludes a mas terly state- 
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ment of this as pect of the hy poth e sis by ask ing: “Who can re strain the
ul te rior ques tion, Whence then these myr iad types of the same let ter
im printed on the earth, the sun, the stars, as if the very mold used here
had been lent to Sir ius, and passed on through the con stel la tions? No
the ory of evo lu tion can be formed to ac count for the sim i lar ity of the
mol e cules through out all time, and through out the whole re gion of the
stel lar uni verse; for evo lu tion nec es sar ily im plies con tin u ous change,
and the mol e cule (as known to sci ence) is in ca pable of growth or de- 
cay, of gen er a tion or de struc tion.”

The Ori gin of Life

The ori gin of life on our globe is not ac counted for on the ba sis of the evo- 
lu tion ary hy poth e sis. At some time in the re mote past, there must, ac cord- 
ing to the the ory, have been a de vel op ment of liv ing sub stance from a min- 
eral base. But if sci en tific ex per i ment has shown any thing it has shown the
un re al ity of what was called “spon ta neous gen er a tion.” This term was very
pop u lar with the sci en tists of a cen tury or two ago. It was be lieved that cer- 
tain an i mal and veg etable forms gave birth, in the process of de cay, to in- 
sect life. Pu tre fy ing meat gives rise to mag gots. The ori gin of these grubs
was re ferred to the power of “spon ta neous gen er a tion.” When the Ital ian
nat u ral ist Redi dis cov ered that an ex clu sion of flies from meat was all that
was nec es sary to pre vent the pro duc tion of grubs, the doc trine of spon ta- 
neous gen er a tion was thor oughly up set, for his time at least. But the mi cro- 
scope re vealed in “pure” wa ter the pres ence of thou sands of small crea tures,
the in fu so ria. Again spon ta neous gen er a tion was ap pealed to in or der to ex- 
plain their pres ence. But the fa mous ex per i ments of Pas teur (re lated by
Hux ley in his lec tures on The Ori gin of Species, Lec ture III), proved con- 
clu sively that ster il ized wa ter will not pro duce liv ing forms when the germs
float ing ev ery where about in the air are ex cluded.. Since that time all men
of sci ence agree that there is no such thing demon stra ble as spon ta neous
gen er a tion. It has be come an ax iom that “Life only comes from life.” But
how the first germs of life orig i nated, is a ques tion for which there is no an- 
swer. Hux ley ad mits: “Of the causes which led to the orig i na tion of liv ing
mat ter it may be said that we know ab so lutely noth ing.” “The present state
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of knowl edge fur nishes us with no link be tween the liv ing and the not liv- 
ing.”

How ever, while spon ta neous gen er a tion is “ab so lutely in con ceiv able”
(Dar win), and while no ex per i ments made on dead mat ter have ever pro- 
duced liv ing (plant and an i mal) mat ter, life must have orig i nated at some
time from non-life ac cord ing to the evo lu tion ary hy poth e sis. The the ory as- 
sumes that at some time the globe was in an in can des cent stage. At that
time there could not have been any life on our earth. But as the earth
cooled, it is held that by some chemico-elec tric ac tion (elec tric force act ing
upon el e ments in fa vor able com bi na tions), in ert, life less mat ter be came en- 
dowed with the prop erty which we call life, and this orig i nal liv ing sub- 
stance is called pro to plasm. From it, by suc ces sive mod i fi ca tions, slow in
their op er a tion, the teem ing va ri ety of liv ing things is be lieved to have de- 
vel oped. Now it is a no table fact, that many evo lu tion ists (among them Al- 
fred Rus sell Wal lace, the co-dis cov erer of the the ory which goes un der Dar- 
win’s name) frankly ad mit the in abil ity to ac count for the ori gin of pro to- 
plasm. From min eral sub stances, pro to plasm dif fers in that it pos sesses the
power of growth, de vel op ment, and re pro duc tion. The very first veg etable
cell “must have pos sessed al to gether new pow ers,” says Mr. Wal lace, “that
of ex tract ing car bon from the air and that of in def i nite re pro duc tion. Here,”
— note this ad mis sion, — “we have in di ca tions of a new power at work.”
In other words, forces res i dent in mat ter no longer suf fice. The evo lu tion is- 
tic prin ci ple breaks down. Some fifty years ago it was thought that ex per i- 
men tal proof had been found for the pres ence on earth of the orig i nal, sim- 
ple, un or ga nized pro to plasm; that the ba sis of all life on earth had been dis- 
cov ered, — in the depths of the ocean. The story of this “dis cov ery” is en- 
ter tain ingly told by the Duke of Ar gyle in the “Nine teenth Cen tury” mag a- 
zine. We quote from his ar ti cle.
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“Along with the ear lier spec i mens of deep sea de posits sent home by nat u ral ists dur ing the
first sound ings in con nec tion with the At lantic tele graph ca ble, there was very of ten a sort
of en velop ing slimy mu cus in the con tain ing bot tles which ar rested the at ten tion and ex- 
cited the cu rios ity of the spe cial ists to whom they were con signed. It was struc ture less to
all mis cro scopic ex am i na tion. But so is all the pro to plas mic mat ter of which the low est an i- 
mals are found. Could it be a widely dif fused medium of this pro to plas mic ma te rial, not yet
spe cial ized or in di vid u al ized into or ganic forms, nor it self yet in a con di tion to build up in- 
or ganic skele tons for a habi ta tion? Here was a grand idea. It would be well to find miss ing
links; but it would be bet ter to find the pri mor dial sub stance out of which all liv ing things
had come. The ul tra-Dar winian en thu si asts were en chanted. Haeckel clapped his hands and
shouted Eu reka! loudly. Even the cau tious and dis crim i nat ing mind of Pro fes sor Hux ley
was caught by this new and grand gen er al iza tion of the ‘phys i cal ba sis of life;’ It was an- 
nounced by him to the British As so ci a tion in 1868. Dr. Will Car pen ter took up the cho rus.
He spoke of ‘a liv ing ex panse of pro to plas mic sub stance,’ pen e trat ing with its liv ing sub- 
stance the ‘whole mass’ of the oceanic mud. A fine new Greek name was de vised for this
mother slime, and it was chris tened ‘Bathy bius,’” (from two Greek words mean ing “depth”
and “life,”), “from the con se crated deeps in which it lay. The con cep tion ran like wild fire
through the pop u lar lit er a ture of sci ence. Ex pec tant imag i na tion soon played its part. Won- 
der ful move ments were soon seen in this mys te ri ous slime. It be came an ‘ir reg u lar net- 
work,’ and it could be seen grad u ally ‘al ter ing its form,’ so that ‘en tan gled gran ules’
changed their rel a tive po si tions.”

Such was Bathy bius, which once raised such a com mo tion in the world of
sci ence, but which is never heard of or even al luded to in sci en tific cir cles
to day. And now for the is sue of this dis cov ery of such mighty prom ise. In
the year 1872, the “Chal lenger,” com manded by John Mur ray, set out on a
voy age of deep-sea ex plo ration. “The nat u ral ists of the ‘Chal lenger’ be gan
their voy age in full Bathy bian faith. But the sturdy mind of Mr. John Mur- 
ray kept its bal ance — all the more eas ily since he never could him self find
or see any trace of this pro to plasm when the dredges of the ‘Chal lenger’
came fresh from the ocean bot tom. Again and again he looked for it, but
never could he dis cover it. It al ways hailed from Eng land. The bot tles sent
there were re ported to yield it in abun dance, but some how it seemed to be
hatched in them. The lab o ra tory in Lon don was its un fail ing source. The
ocean never yielded it un til it had been bot tled. At last, one day on board
the ‘Chal lenger,’ an ac ci dent re vealed the mys tery. One of Mr. Mur ray’s as- 
sis tants poured a large quan tity of spir its of wine into a bot tle con tain ing
some pure sea-wa ter, when lo ! the won der ful pro to plasm Bathy bius ap- 
peared! It was the chem i cal pre cip i tate of sul phate of lime pro duced by the
mix ture of al co hol and sea-wa ter! There after ‘Bathy bius’ dis ap peared from
sci ence.”
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The term “pro to plasm” has, in deed, been re tained by writ ers on bi ol ogy.
The whole body of an an i mal, and the struc ture of plants, are un der stood to
con sist of cells. The cells con sist of a col or less sub stance, and this is called
“pro to plasm.” It is a sub stance of very com plex chem i cal and phys i cal
make-up. in fact, no chemist has yet been able to an a lyze it and a fa mous
bi ol o gist says that very prob a bly it may never be an a lyzed (David Starr Jor- 
dan.) Pro to plasm, like the white of egg, is the ba sic sub stance of life, yet in
the va ri ety of forms which it takes it is of “al most un lim ited com plex ity”
(Jor dan). Now, a new dif fi culty de vel ops when this com plex char ac ter of
pro to plasm as it is now found in an i mals and plants is con sid ered. Clear
(un mod i fied) pro to plasm, as found in white of egg and in the white cells of
the blood, is the struc ture less sub stance called al bu men. How ever, pro to- 
plasm varies al most in fin itely in con sis tency, in shape, in struc ture, and in
func tion. It is some times so fluid as to be ca pa ble of form ing in drops,
some times semi fluid, some times al most solid. In shape the cells may be
club shaped, globe shaped, threaded, flat, con i cal. Some pro to plasm pro- 
duces fat, oth ers pro duce nerve sub stances, oth ers brain sub stances, bone,
mus cle, etc., each pro duc ing only its own kind, un in ter change able with the
rest. Lastly, there is the over whelm ing fact that there is an in fi nite dif fer- 
ence of pro to plasm in the in fin itely dif fer ent plants and an i mals, in each of
which its own pro to plasm but pro duces its own kind. “Here are sev eral
thou sand pieces of pro to plasm; anal y sis can de tect no dif fer ence in them.
They are to us, let us say, as they are to Mr. Hux ley, iden ti cal in power, in
form, and in sub stance; and yet on all these sev eral thou sand lit tle bits of
ap par ently in dis tin guish able mat ter an el e ment of dif fer ence so per vad ing
and so per sis tent has been im pressed, that of them all, not one is in ter- 
change able with an other ! Each seed feeds its own kind. The pro to plasm of
the gnat will no more grow into the fly than it will grow into an ele phant.
Pro to plasm is pro to plasm; yes, but man’s pro to plasm is man’s pro to plasm,
and the mush room’s the mush room’s.” (Dr. Ster ling, “As Re gards Pro to- 
plasm.”) Hence we are com pelled to ac knowl edge not an iden tity of pro to- 
plasm in all sub stances, but an in fi nite di ver sity. It fol lows that the deriva- 
tion of all plant and an i mal forms from an orig i nal speck or germ of liv ing
mat ter is not only un proven, but is con tra dicted by bi o log i cal sci ence.

Dar win him self, like his co-la borer Wal lace, was con strained to ad mit
that the ori gin of life con sti tutes an un solved prob lem. Mat ter and force do
not ac count for it. Dar win ac cepted a di vine fiat some where in the be gin- 
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ning. He says: “There is grandeur in this view of life, with its sev eral pow- 
ers, hav ing been orig i nally breathed by the Cre ator into the first forms or
into one.” In other words, the cre ation of the first liv ing be ing was an ex- 
cep tional kind of power. But if, as Mr. Dar win says, life was breathed by
the Cre ator into the first forms, this con sti tutes a break in the suf fi ciency of
nat u ral causes alone to pro duce life. If a spe cial fiat was nec es sary at this
point, why may it not have been at oth ers? If by di vine om nipo tence, life is
be lieved to have been orig i nated, why shall we not be lieve that by di vine
om nipo tence the var i ous species of plants and an i mals were brought forth
as re lated in the first chap ter of the Bible? “If the Cre ator could breathe life
into a few forms or into one, as Dar win thinks he did, with out vi o lat ing the
law of his own be ing;, and in ac cor dance with the laws which he has es tab- 
lished, it seems ev i dent that he might at other times breathe life into other
forms in ac cor dance with his laws. I see no ne ces sity for a logic that would
com pel the Cre ator to con fine the num ber of his cre ative fi ats to a few, or to
one, nor which would limit the fi ats to one time.” (Fairhurst, “Or ganic Evo- 
lu tion Con sid ered.” )

Bi o log i cal Bar ri ers

The atom, the mol e cule, the life-germ, — these are the bar ri ers which stand
against the evo lu tion is tic con cep tion of ori gins on the phys i cal side. We
pro ceed to in ves ti gate the points at which bi ol ogy touches our prob lem, and
again three bar ri ers call for no tice and in ves ti ga tion: The dif fer ence be- 
tween plants and an i mals; the dif fer ence be tween ver te brates and in ver te- 
brates; and the dif fer ence be tween mam mals and all other ver te brates.

1. Whence the an i mal king dom? This stage in the scale of life, the ad- 
vance from veg etable to the an i mal king dom, is, to quote Mr. Wal lace,
again “com pletely be yond all pos si bil ity of ex pla na tion by mat ter, its
laws and forces. It is the in tro duc tion of sen sa tion or con scious ness,
con sti tut ing the fun da men tal dis tinc tion be tween the an i mal and veg- 
etable king doms.” Plants live, an i mals live and feel; and they have
con scious ness. At this point again, only a thor ough-go ing ma te ri al ist
will deny the work ing of an out side power, a power not res i dent in
mat ter, but al ter ing and mold ing mat ter from with out and en dow ing it
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with new abil i ties. Only an act of this Power With out could en dow liv- 
ing sub stance with feel ing and con scious ness. No one can here any
longer ap peal to that un de fined chemico-elec tric ac tion by which some
at tempt to ac count for pro to plasm. Mr. Wal lace says: “Here all idea of
mere com pli ca tion of struc ture pro duc ing the re sult is out of the ques- 
tion. We feel it to be al to gether pre pos ter ous to as sume that at a cer tain
stage of com plex ity of atomic con sti tu tion, and as a nec es sary re sult of
that com plex ity alone, an ego should start into ex is tence, — a thing
that feels, that is con scious of its own ex is tence. Here we have the cer- 
tainty that some thing new has arisen, — a be ing whose nascent con- 
scious ness has gone on in creas ing in power and def i nite ness till it has
cul mi nated in the higher an i mals. No ver bal ex pla na tion or at tempt at
ex pla na tion — such as the state ment that life is ‘the re sult of the
molec u lar forces of the pro to plasm,’ or that the whole ex ist ing or ganic
uni verse from the amoeba up to man was la tent in the fire-mist from
which the so lar sys tem was de vel oped — can af ford any men tal sat is- 
fac tion, or help us in any way to a so lu tion of the mys tery.”

2. Whence the back bone? All an i mals are di vided into ver te brates and in- 
ver te brates, the an i mals with a back bone and an i mals with out. Be- 
tween these two groups the bar rier of back bone stands im pass able till
it is ex plained how a but ter fly could be come a bird, or a snail a ser- 
pent, or a star fish ac quire the skele ton of the shark. These two groups,
the ver te brate an i mals and the in ver te brate, must be re garded as fun da- 
men tally dis tinct,

3. Whence the breast? Ver te brates are ei ther mam mals or sub mam mals.
The breast less tribes are birds, rep tiles, and fishes. These are far be- 
neath in the scale, while the mam mal, by its pe cu liar en dow ment in
that it gives suck to its young, stands elect, aloft, and apart. Till it is
shown how an an i mal that never got milk from its mother stum bled on
the ca pac ity of giv ing what was never given it, the breast will stand,
against all dreams of de vel op ment, com pan ion-bar rier to the back bone.
Nor is there an an i mal that can he re garded as a con nect ing; link be- 
tween these two mas ter groups.

The “the is tic” evo lu tion ist, who be lieves that God at var i ous times
“helped out” the forces re sid ing in mat ter, by cre at ing some thing new, is in- 
clined to say that at each of these points, — the ori gin of the first sen tient
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an i mal. the ori gin of the first ver te brate, and of the first mam mal, — God
by his om nipo tence caused a new type to orig i nate. Aside from the fact that
“forces res i dent in mat ter,” the ba sic idea of the evo lu tion is tic the ory, here
be gins to be come some what faint as a back ground even for a “the is tic” con- 
cep tion of de vel op ment, it is ev i dent that we have al ready reached a point
far down the scale of or ganic evo lu tion in which the ad mis sion must be
made that no pos si ble work ing of forces within mat ter can ac count for the
change. Again we say, if we al ready ad mit that the var i ous great types of
an i mal life could not orig i nate with out a spe cial cre ative act of God, then
why should we not ac cept the record of Gen e sis which says that the var i ous
species of plants and the var i ous species of an i mals were cre ated, each a
sep a rate species, in the be gin ning? Once ad mit spe cial cre ative acts, and
there is no longer any need for a hy poth e sis of evo lu tion.

Man

The dif fi culty which stands in the way of ac cept ing, on purely sci en tific
grounds, the de scent of man from a brute an ces tor, is, first of all a bi o log i cal
(phys i o log i cal) dif fi culty. Among all the mam malia (to ac cept the clas si fi- 
ca tion of man with that group), man alone has a per fect brain. By this we
mean the phys i o log i cally and struc turally per fect brain. It is present even in
the low est man — present in the ne gro or the Aus tralian Bush man as in the
civ i lized Amer i can; and ab sent in all liv ing be ings be low man — ab sent in
the ape or the ele phant as truly as in the low est mam mals, the kan ga roo or
the duck bill. Its sign is lan guage, ca pac ity of progress, cul ture. All healthy
hu man brains are struc turally per fect; the high est brute brains are struc- 
turally im per fect. The least cul ti vated hu man be ing is sus cep ti ble of cul ture;
a sav age not only pos sesses the en dow ment of lan guage but may be ed u- 
cated to ap pre ci ate the art of a Raphael or a Shake speare. The brains of all
other liv ing be ings are cir cum scribed by in stinct, which never pro gresses.
The per fect brain thus in tro duces an other im pass able bi o log i cal bar rier di- 
vid ing the world of life.

How ever, the deriva tion of man from brute an ces try is at tended by an- 
other and even greater dif fi culty. The brain, af ter all, is but an or gan, it is
the or gan of Mind. Man pos sesses fac ul ties of in tel lect (rea son, imag i na- 
tion, the artis tic fac ul ties, etc.) and, above all, a moral na ture, which raises
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him far above the brute. These fac ul ties could not pos si bly have been de vel- 
oped by means of forces res i dent in mat ter or by means of the laws which
are made to ac count for the phys i cal uni verse.

The very term “evo lu tion” im plies the de vel op ment of some thing that
was at first in volved, or es sen tially in folded, in that in which evo lu tion be- 
gan. In man there are at tributes and fac ul ties not shown by lower or ders.
Evo lu tion, seek ing to be con sis tent, an swers: “It is true that fac ul ties can not
be evolved out of a thing un less they ex ist in a crude and un de vel oped state
in that thing, but these higher fac ul ties do ex ist in the lower or ders, po ten- 
tially, or in a germ form and are de vel oped and be come op er a tive only in
the higher forms of life.”

Evo lu tion ists do not shrink from this ap pli ca tion of their the ory to the
hu man mind. The at tributes of a Shake speare and the moral na ture of a Paul
were, es sen tially or po ten tially (ca pa ble of de vel op ment), in the star fish
and the jelly fish. The dif fer ence is not one of kind but of de vel op ment and
de gree. Man has these fac ul ties de vel oped, the an i mals have them un de vel- 
oped. In the “Life and Let ters of Charles Dar win,” pub lished by his son, is a
let ter from Mr. Dar win to W. Gra ham, writ ten in 1881, from which I quote
the fol low ing: “I have no prac tice in ab stract rea son ing, and I may be all
astray. Nev er the less, you have ex pressed my in ward con vic tion, though far
more vividly and clearly than I could have done. But then, with me, the hor- 
rid doubt al ways arises whether the con vic tions of man’s mind, which has
been de vel oped from the lower an i mals, are of any value, or are at all trust- 
wor thy.” Again he says (p. 528), in an other let ter writ ten to Sir C. Lyell:
“Grant a sim ple ar che typal crea ture, like the mud-fish or lep i dosiren (mud
eel) with five senses and some ves tige of mind, and I be lieve nat u ral se lec- 
tion will ac count for the pro duc tion of ev ery ver te brate an i mal, in clud ing,
of course, man.”

Ob serve that this lan guage is very def i nite. It says that the mind of man,
with all its won der ful at tributes and fac ul ties, was evolved from the mind of
the lower an i mals — and he goes as low as the mud-fish and the eel that
live in the slime of the swamps. Now, who ever wishes to be lieve such a
pre pos ter ous as sump tion can do so. He is able to be lieve al most any thing,
and to dis be lieve ev ery thing. Mr. Dar win him self says he looks upon man’s
con vic tions as of no value, be cause they are the con vic tions of a mind de- 
rived from the mind of lower an i mals; nor can one blame him for be ing
skep ti cal. Our point, how ever, is that there is such a tremen dous dif fer ence
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be tween the in tel lec tual and moral fac ul ties of man and the barely in stinc- 
tive im pulses of the lower crea tures, that no one can see any con nec tion be- 
tween the two, un less there is some se ri ous de fect in his own men tal or
moral per cep tions. Ev ery in stinct and con vic tion of the hu man mind rises in
in dig nant re pu di a tion of the the ory of man’s de scent.

There are even among thor ough go ing Dar wini ans some who draw the
line at this (nec es sary) ap pli ca tion of the de vel op ment idea. Wal lace says, at
the con clu sion of his de fense of Dar win ism: “The fac ul ties of man could
not pos si bly have been de vel oped by means of the same laws which have
de ter mined the pro gres sive de vel op ment of the world in gen eral, and also of
man’s phys i cal or gan ism” — the hu man body. He finds in the ori gin of
Mind clear in di ca tions of “an un seen uni verse — a world of spirit, to which
the world of mat ter is al to gether sub or di nate.” (“Dar win ism,” p. 320.) Yet
the de vel op ment of mind through merely phys i cal forces is up held to the
present day by the ma jor ity of evo lu tion ists. The doc trine is even found in
pub lic school texts. In Davis’ “Phys i cal Ge og ra phy,” a high-school text, we
read page 341:

“The greater in tel li gence of many land an i mals than of sea an i mals should also be re garded
as a re sult of the de vel op ment of land an i mals amid a greater va ri ety of ge o graph i cal con di- 
tions than is found in the seas. . . . The won der ful in tel li gence of man has been de vel oped
on the lands, be cause only on the lands is to be found the great va ri ety of form, cli mate and
prod ucts which can stim u late the de vel op ment of high in tel li gence. It would have been as
im pos si ble for man to de velop as an in hab i tant of the dark and mo not o nous ocean floor as
it has been for civ i liza tion to arise out of the frozen and lone some lands of the Antarc tic re- 
gions.”

Thus even the chil dren of our gen er a tion are taught a doc trine which is not
only un proven but so far falls short of ex plain ing that which it was in vented
to ex plain that it can not, by any cor rect def i ni tion, even be dig ni fied with
the name of a “work ing hy poth e sis.” It is a the ory of ori gins which fails to
ac count for one thing, pre cisely — Ori gins.

1. These laws, so far as known, form the ba sis of what we call physics
and chem istry.↩ 
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3. The Tes ti mony Of The Rocks

WE have seen that the prin ci pal ar gu ment for a de vel op ment of the
higher types of life from lower or gan isms is based upon a study of fos sil re- 
mains (pa le on tol ogy). The older the strata in the earth’s sur face, the sim pler
the an i mal forms em bed ded therein; the more re cent the strata, the more
com plex and highly de vel oped the fos sil re mains. Pop u lar sci en tific works,
and books of ref er ence gen er ally, quote it as an ax iom: In the old est rocks
the sim plest fos sils are found, hence the higher an i mals are de vel oped from
the lower. Davis “Phys i cal Ge og ra phy” says (page 17):

“Age of the Earth. — It is im pos si ble to say what the age of the earth
and the so lar sys tem is, but it cer tainly should be reck oned in mil lions and
mil lions of years. There is ev ery rea son to be lieve that the sun and the plan- 
ets ex isted for an in def i nitely long pe riod be fore the con di tion of the earth’s
sur face was such as to al low the habi ta tion of the planet by plants and an i- 
mals. It is well proved by the prints or fos sils of var i ous plants and an i mals
in an cient rock lay ers that these lower forms of life ex isted upon the earth
for a vast length of time, mil lions and mil lions of years be fore man ap- 
peared.”

Here, then, we are squarely con fronted by the is sue. Ei ther the rocks tes- 
tify to a slow evo lu tion of plant and an i mal life, or they sup ply no such tes- 
ti mony. Pro fes sor Down ing of Chicago Uni ver sity, says that this is in deed,
the one pri mary ar gu ment for evo lu tion, the rest be ing sim ply corrab o ra tive.
On this rock evo lu tion aists build their sci en tific Faith. Let us in ves ti gate.

We shall note, to be gin with, that there are in deed, a larger num ber of
species, both of an i mals and plants, pre served in the rocks, — thou sands, in
fact. There are lowly or gan isms. of the crab and cut tle fish va ri ety, and
more highly or ga nized forms, fishes and birds, and there are the prints and
fos silized bones of great mon sters, huge lizards and sloths and other mam- 
malia. It is pos si ble to es tab lish a gra da tion in this great cat a log of fos sils,
be gin ning with the largest or most per fectly de vel oped, and end ing with the
an i mals lower in the scale of life; or vice versa. The evo lu tion ists say, vice
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versa, the sim plest first, the most com plex last, and then they add: So they
have de vel oped.

At this point we shall first quote one of the ear li est palaeon tol o gists, and
one of the most fa mous, Hugh Miller, whose “Old Red Sand stone,” first
pub lished in 1841, has now been re pub lished in the “Ev ery man Li brary.” In
this bril liant work. Miller pays his re spects to the evo lu tion ists of his age.
He refers to Lamarck and says: "The in ge nious for eigner, on the strength of
a few strik ing facts which prove that to a cer tain ex tent the in stincts of
species may be im proved and height ened, and their forms changed from a
lower to a higher de gree of adap ta tion to their cir cum stances, has con cluded
that there is a nat u ral progress from the in fe rior or der of be ing to wards the
su pe rior, and that the off-spring of crea tures low in the scale in the present
time may hold a much higher place in it, and be long to dif fer ent and no bler
species, a few thou sand years hence. . . . He has ar gued on this prin ci ple of
im prove ment and adap ta tion, — which, carry it as far as we ra tio nally may,
still leaves the veg etable a veg etable, and the dog a dog, — that in the vast
course of ages, in fe rior have risen into su pe rior na tures, and lower into
higher races; that mol lusks and zoophytes have passed into fish and rep tiles,
and fish and rep tiles into birds and quadrupeds; that un formed gelati nous
bod ies, with an or ga ni za tion scarcely trace able, have been meta mor phosed
into oaks and cedars; and that mon keys and apes have been trans formed
into hu man crea tures, ca pa ble of un der stand ing and ad mir ing the the o ries of
Lamarck.

“It is a law of na ture,” con tin ues Mr. Miller, “that the chain of be ing,
from the low est to the high est form of life, should be, in some de gree, a
con tin u ous chain; that the var i ous classes of ex is tence should shade into one
an other, so that it of ten proves a mat ter of no lit tle dif fi culty to point out the
ex act line of de mar ca tion where one class or fam ily ends and an other class
or fam ily be gins. The nat u ral ist passes from the veg etable to the an i mal
tribes, scarcely aware, amid the per plex ing forms of in ter me di ate ex is tence,
at what point he quits the precincts of the one, to en ter on those of the other.
All the an i mal fam i lies have, in like man ner, their con nect ing links; and it is
chiefly out of these that writ ers such as Lamarck and Mail let con struct their
sys tem. They con found gra da tion with progress. Ge of frey Hud son was a
very short man, and Go liath of Gath a very tall one; and the gra da tions of
the hu man stature lie be tween. But gra da tion is not progress; and though we
find full-grown men of five feet, five feet six inches, and six feet and a half,
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the fact gives us no earnest what ever that the race is ris ing in stature, and
that at some fu ture pe riod the av er age height of the hu man fam ily will be
some what be tween ten and eleven feet. And equally un solid is the ar gu ment
that from a prin ci ple of gra da tion in races would re duce a prin ci ple of
progress in races. The tall man of six feet need en ter tain quite as lit tle hope
of ris ing into eleven feet as the short man of five; nor has the fish that oc ca- 
sion ally flies any hot ter chance of pass ing into a bird than the fish that only
swims. Ge ol ogy abounds with crea tures of the in ter me di ate class. But it fur- 
nishes no ge ne o log i cal lik to show that the ex is tences of one race de rive
their lin eage from the ex is tences of an other. The scene shifts as we pass
from for ma tion to for ma tion; we are in tro duced in each to a new drama tis
per sonae. Of all the ver te brata, fishes rank low est, and in ge o log i cal his tory
ap pear first. Now, fishes dif fer very much among them selves: some rank
nearly as low as worms, — some nearly as high as rep tiles; and if fish could
have risen into rep tiles, and rep tiles into mam malia. we would nec es sar ily
ex pect to find lower or ders of fish pass ing into higher, and tak ing prece- 
dence of the higher in their ap pear ance in point of time. If such be not the
case, — if fish made their first ap pear ance, not in their least per fect, but in
their most per fect state, — not in their near est ap prox i ma tion to the worm,
but in their near est ap prox i ma tion to the rep tile, — there is no room for pro- 
gres sion, and the ar gu ment falls. Now, it is a ge o log i cal fact, that it is fish of
the higher or ders that ap pear first on the stage, and that they are found to
oc cupy ex actly the same level dur ing the vast pe riod rep re sented by five
suc ceed ing for ma tions. There is no pro gres sion. If fish rose into rep tiles, it
must have been by sud den trans for ma tion. There is no get ting rid of mir a cle
in the case, — there is no al ter na tive be tween cre ation and meta mor pho sis.
The in fi del sub sti tutes pro gres sion for De ity; — Ge ol ogy robs him of his
God.”

Mr. Miller then re lates his dis cov ery of the winged fish (Pterichtys): “Of
all the or gan isms of the Old Red Sand stone, one of the most ex tra or di nary,
and the one in which Lamarck would have most de lighted, is the Pterichtys,
or winged fish. Had Lamarck been the dis cov erer, he would un ques tion ably
have held that he had caught a fish al most in the act of wish ing it self into a
bird. Here are wings which lack only feath ers, a body which seems to have
been as well adapted for pass ing through the air as the wa ter and a tail by
which to steer. I fain wish I could com mu ni cate to the reader the feel ing
with which I con tem plated my first-found spec i men. It opened with a sin gle
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blow of the ham mer; and there on a ground of light-col ored lime stone, lay
the ef figy of a crea ture fash ioned ap par ently out of jet, with a body cov ered
with plates, two pow er ful-look ing arms ar tic u lated at the shoul ders, a head
as en tirely lost in the trunk as that of the ray or the sun-fish, and long an gu- 
lar tail.” Miller says that he at first thought he had dis cov ered a kind of tur- 
tle that par took of the char ac ter is tics of a fish. But he con tin ues: “I had in- 
ferred some what too hur riedly, though per haps nat u rally enough, that these
wings or arms, with their strong sharp points and oar like blades, had been at
once pad dles and spears, — in stru ment of mo tion and weapons of de fense;
and hence the mis take of con nect ing the crea ture with the Ch e lo nia (tur- 
tles). I am in formed by Agas siz, how ever, that they were weapons of de- 
fense only, which, like the spines of the river bull-head, were erected in mo- 
ments of dan ger or alarm, and at other times lay close by the crea ture’s side;
and that the sole in stru ment of mo tion was in the tail. The river bull-head,
when at tacked by an en emy, or im me di ately as it feels the hook in its jaws,
erects its two spines at nearly right an gles with the plates of the head, as if
to ren der it self as dif fi cult of be ing swal lowed as pos si ble. The at ti tude is
one of dan ger or alarm; and it is a cu ri ous fact, that in this at ti tude nine-
tenth of the Pterichthyes of the Lower Old Red Sand stone are to be found.”

A cen tury has passed since Miller thought he had dis cov ered a tur tle
which was so mod i fied in struc ture as to he a link be tween the tur tles and
the fish. But to the present day ge ol ogy has failed to fur nish ev i dence that
such a link at one time ex isted.

This ab sence, in the ge o log i cal record, of tran si tional forms, is one of
the great est dif fi cul ties of the evo lu tion is tic the ory. Ac cord ing to the the ory,
the fos sils found in the var i ous lay ers of rock ought to show grad ual mod i fi- 
ca tions, link ing the var i ous species of an i mals and plants in a finely grad u- 
ated sys tem, with thou sands of forms show ing in rudi men tary struc ture
those or gans which in the more ad vanced forms have be come fully de vel- 
oped. How ever, no such progress from more to less gen er al ized types has
been demon strated, al though many trained in ves ti ga tors have searched the
fos sil if er ous rocks for such ev i dence of evo lu tion. Pro fes sor Hux ley in his
“Lay Ser mons” ad mits that an im par tial sur vey of the pos i tively as cer tained
truths of pa le on tol ogy “Ei ther shows us no ev i dence of such mod i fi ca tion,
or demon strates such mod i fi ca tion as has oc curred to have been very slight;
and as to the na ture of that mod i fi ca tion, it yields no ev i dence what so ever
that the ear lier mem bers of any long-con tin ued group were more gen er al- 
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ized in struc ture than the later ones.” LeConte says: “Al though the species
change greatly, and per haps many times, in pass ing from the low est to the
high est strata, we do not usu ally, it must be ac knowl edged, find the grad ual
tran si tions we would nat u rally ex pect, if the change were ef fected by grad- 
ual tran si tions.” He fur ther speaks of the ab sence of con nect ing links as “the
great est of all ob jec tions” against the the ory of evo lu tion. (“Evo lu tion,”
p. 234.) This ab sence of tran si tional forms be tween dif fer ent species has al- 
ways been rec og nized as a se ri ous dif fi culty; and Mr. Dar win, in the at- 
tempt to ob vi ate it, suc ceeds only in show ing how very se ri ous it is. These
are his words: “Ge ol ogy as suredly does not re veal any such finely grad u- 
ated or ganic chain; and this, per haps, is the most ob vi ous and gravest ob jec- 
tion which can be urged against my the ory.”

Al fred Fairhurst says, in his “Or ganic Evo lu tion Con sid ered” (p. 93):
“Ac cord ing to the the ory of evo lu tion, and es pe cially of nat u ral se lec- 

tion, if we start with any or gan ism and trace its his tory back ward, we would
find that through an end less num ber of gen er a tions it had been very slightly
chang ing, so that any in di vid ual is al ways a tran si tional form be tween its
im me di ate an ces tors and its own off spring. This be ing true, one would ex- 
pect, if the the ory of evo lu tion is true, to find vast num bers of tran si tional
forms con nect ing ear lier and later species in the var i ous pe ri ods where fos- 
sils are well pre served. This, how ever, is not true. Species, when they first
ap pear, stand sharply de fined. Dar win ex presses his dis ap point ment at the
ab sence of tran si tional forms as fol lows: ‘But I do not pre tend that I should
ever have sus pected how poor was the record in the best pre served ge o log i- 
cal sec tions, had not the ab sence of in nu mer able tran si tional links be tween
the species which lived at the com mence ment and close of each for ma tion
pressed so hardly on my the ory.’”

Even a cur sory study of such texts as Dana’s “Man ual of Ge ol ogy” will
re veal that the de vel op ment of the plants and an i mals through the “ages” of
spec u la tive ge ol ogy does not move for ward like a steadily ris ing flood.
There is rather a se ries of great waves, each ris ing abruptly, new forms of- 
ten ap pear ing sud denly and to gether. The very sim plest known fos sils, the
trilo bites, of which nearly a hun dred species are known in Amer ica alone,
and cer tain cephalopods (sea snails) are an i mals highly com plex in struc ture
and re garded by Le Conte as “hardly lower than the mid dle of the an i mal
scale.” The trilo bites pos sess well de vel oped com pound eyes and the
cephalopods have sim ple eyes, al most as com plex as the eyes of man, pos- 
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sess a well de fined stom ach, a sys temic heart, a liver, and a highly de vel- 
oped ner vous sys tem.

Ob serve, that these two highly or ga nized forms of an i mals, “hardly to be
re garded as lower than the mid dle of the an i mal scale.” are the very “old- 
est” an i mals found in fos sil form! In other words, of at least one half of the
to tal progress of the an i mal king dom ev ery ves tige is lost. If we turn a few
pages in Dana’s “Man ual” we find in the sand stone of the “De vo nian Era”
gi gan tic species of fish. The en tire record of evo lu tion from the mol lusk to
the fish is lost! There is not a sin gle tran si tional form. These fishes have or- 
gans as com plex and per fect as the fishes of to day. Sud denly, in the “Car- 
bonic age” am phibia and rep tiles ap pear, and then come, in the “Tri as sic”
the huge rep tiles known as di nosaurs. In sects and scor pi ons have been
found in the “Sil urian”. They stand among the high est of even liv ing ar tic u- 
lates, and they are the “old est” known air breath ing an i mals.

“We seek in vain for the pro gen i tors of these highly or ga nized ar tic u lates
or for some con ceiv able method by which their wings and spe cial breath ing
ap pa ra tus could have evolved. We do not know that these first in sects and
scor pi ons have made any ma te rial progress through all the ages.”
(Fairhurst.)

Pro fes sor Hux ley in de liv er ing the an niver sary ad dress to the Ge o log i cal
So ci ety for 1870, quotes the fol low ing from an ad dress be fore the same so- 
ci ety in 1862:

“If we con fine our selves to pos i tively as cer tained facts, the to tal amount of change in the
forms of an i mal and veg etable life since the ex is tence of such forms is recorded, is small.
When com pared with the lapse of time since the first ap pear ance of these forms, the
amount of change is won der fully small. More over, in each great group of the an i mal and
veg etable king doms, there are cer tain forms which I termed Per sis tent Types, which have
re mained, with but very lit tle ap par ent change, from their first ap pear ance to the present
time. In an swer to the ques tion, ‘What then does an im par tial sur vey of the pos i tively as- 
cer tained truths of pa le on tol ogy tes tify in re la tion to the com mon doc trines of pro gres sive
mod i fi ca tion, which sup pose that mod i fi ca tion to have taken place by nec es sary progress
from more to less em bry onic forms, from more to less gen er al ized types, within the lim its
of the pe riod rep re sented by the fos sil if er ous rocks?’ I re ply, It neg a tives these doc trines;
for it ei ther shows us no ev i dence of such mod i fi ca tions, or demon strates such mod i fi ca tion
as has oc curred to have been very slight. The sig nif i cance of per sis tent types and of the
small amount of change which has taken place even in those forms which can be shown to
have been mod i fied, be comes greater and greater in my eyes, the longer I oc cupy my self
with the Bi ol ogy of the past.”
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From the fact that the trilo bites, so highly or ga nized, ap peared in the “pri- 
mor dial,” or “old est” strata, it would seem that they were spe cially adapted
to make progress. They lived through “Pa le o zoic” time, which ac cord ing to
Dana, rep re sents twelve of the six teen parts of all ge o log i cal time, be gin- 
ning with the Pri mor dial; or, call ing the whole ge o log i cal time 48 mil lions
of years, the trilo bites lived 36 mil lion of years, or three-fourths of all ge o- 
log i cal time. From their great per sis tence in time (ac cept ing, for the sake of
ar gu ment, the “ages” of spec u la tive ge ol ogy) it would seem that they had a
re mark ably good op por tu nity to make won der ful progress in struc ture. Dur- 
ing that time there were thou sands of species, yet they made no progress.
We do not know that in all those “mil lions of years” a sin gle higher form
was evolved from any one of the great mul ti tude of species of trilo bites. As
Dar win says of the goose, so one may say of the trilo bite; it “had a sin gu- 
larly in flex i ble or ga ni za tion.” The re mark able thing about this, how ever, is
that pre vi ous to the “Pri mor dial,” while it was be com ing a trilo bite, it must
have had a sin gu larly flex i ble or ga ni za tion, oth er wise it could not have ob- 
tained its com plex struc ture; but when it reached the “Pri mor dial” it be came
very con ser va tive.

Fairhurst says, in the work al ready quoted:

“It is a most re mark able fact that in the first ge o log i cal pe riod in which un doubted fos sils
oc cur, all the sub-king doms ex cept that of the ver te brates are well rep re sented, and that
there is no ev i dence from fos sils that one sub-king dom, or even that dif fer ent classes of the
same sub-king dom were evolved from each other. The great gulfs that sep a rate the an i mal
king dom into sub-king doms and classes ex isted then, and have con tin ued till the present
time. … If we rely on known fos sils as ev i dence, we would be obliged to con clude that
highly or ga nized fishes were sud denly in tro duced. The break in the sup posed chain of evo- 
lu tion be tween the in ver te brates and the highly or ga nized ver te brates of the Lower Sil urian
is one of the great est in the whole ge o log i cal record. The vast gulf be tween these struc tures
must, I think, re main un bridged ex cept by the imag i na tion.”

The late Prof. Joseph LeConte, of the Uni ver sity of Cal i for nia, writes in his
book, “Re li gion and Sci ence:”

“The ev i dence of ge ol ogy to day is that species seem to come in sud denly and in full per fec- 
tion, re main sub stan tially un changed dur ing the term of their ex is tence, and pass away in
full per fec tion. Other species take their places ap par ently by sub sti tu tion, not by trans mu ta- 
tion.”

Dr. Robert Watts uses these em phatic words:
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“The record of the rocks know noth ing of the evo lu tion of a higher form from a lower
form. Nei ther the pa le o zoic age nor the liv ing or gan isms of our world re veal an au then tic
in stance of such evo lu tion. Both na ture and rev e la tion pro claim it as an in vi o lable law that
like pro duces like.”

And Hugh Miller went one step fur ther when he tes ti fied:

“I would ask such of the gen tle men whom I now ad dress as have stud ied the sub ject most
thor oughly, whether, at those grand lines of di vi sion be tween the Palaeo zoic and Sec- 
ondary, and again be tween the Sec ondary and Ter tiary pe ri ods, at which the en tire type of
or ganic be ing al ters, so that all on the one side of the gap be longs to one fash ion, and all on
the other to an other and wholly dif fer ent fash ion, — whether they have not been as thor- 
oughly im pressed with the con vic tion that there ex isted a Cre ative Agent, to whom the sud- 
den change was ow ing, as if they them selves had wit nessed the mir a cle of cre ation?” (Pres- 
i den tial ad dress be fore the Royal Phys i cal So ci ety of Ed in burgh, 1852.)

But we have not yet done with this part of our in ves ti ga tion. The ar gu ment
from ge ol ogy is based on the as sump tion that the chrono log i cal or der of the
earth’s lay ers has been de ter mined at least with great ap prox i ma tion to cer- 
tainty, so that we may say with some as sur ance that this layer of lime stone
or sand stone is of ear lier, that, of later ori gin. As a mat ter of fact, the text- 
books do treat the var i ous “ages” of ge ol ogy as if they cor re sponded to cer- 
tain strata of the earth’s crust. But by what method is the age of the var i ous
lay ers de ter mined? James D. Dana in his “Man ual of Ge ol ogy” (Fourth edi- 
tion, p. 398 f.) says that there are four meth ods by which we may de cide the
re la tion of one laver to an other. The first is, nat u rally, the or der in which the
lay ers rest upon one an other; the lower strata, are, of course, older than the
up per. How ever, he points out in four “pre cau tions” the in abil ity of the in- 
ves ti ga tor to de pend on this method, since “for the com par ing of rocks of
dis con nected re gions, this cri te rion must fail.” Also the color and min eral
com po si tion can be used only “with dis trust” and must be “usu ally dis re- 
garded.” Then the Man ual pro ceeds: “4. Fos sils. — The cri te rion for de ter- 
min ing the chrono log i cal or der of strata de pen dent on kinds of fos sils takes
di rect hold upon time, and, there fore, is the best; and, more over, it serves
for the cor re la tion of rocks all over the world.”

Now ob serve how, in the fol low ing, the ge ol o gist leans upon the evo lu- 
tion ist:

“The life of the globe has changed with the progress of time. Each epoch
has had its pe cu liar species. or pe cu liar groups of species. More over, the
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suc ces sion of life has fol lowed a grand law of progress, in volv ing un der a
sin gle sys tem a closer and closer ap prox i ma tion in the species, as time
moved on, to those which now ex ist. It fol lows, there fore, that iden tity of
species of fos sils proves ap prox i mate iden tity of age.” Let us bear this in
mind. Dana takes for granted the evo lu tion ary process. The sim pler forms
of an i mal life in di cate the older strata, the com plex forms, the more re cent.
We do not mis un der stand Mr. Dana. Such ex pres sions as the fol low ing
abound: “Where di rect pa le on to log i cal ob ser va tion has as cer tained in par- 
tic u lar cases the steps of progress in the de vel op ment of or gans, as, for ex- 
am ple, those of the teeth in Mam mals, the facts be come a ba sis for fur ther
use in the same di rec tion.” (p. 402.) “The grander di vi sions of ge o log i cal
time should be based, in a com pre hen sive way, on or ganic progress” (from
sim ple to more com plex struc tures) (p. 404.) "When the re la tions of the
beds to those rec og nized in other re gions have been as cer tained through
fos sils … (p. 405.)

The prin ci ple an nounced by Dana is ac cepted by ge ol o gists gen er ally.
An gelo Heil prin in “The Earth and its Story,” p. 153 ff. has the fol low ing:

“There has been a steady and pro gres sive ad vance in the gen eral type of or ga ni za tion from
the old est to the new est pe ri ods; more highly de vel oped or more com pli cated forms have
suc ces sively re placed forms of sim pler con struc tion; and this ad vance is still con tin u ing to- 
day. Once more, the cor rect ness of the evo lu tion ary hy poth e sis is taken for granted. In the
old est rocks, for ex am ple, no trace of back boned an i mals has yet been de tected; when such
do ap pear for the first time, they show them selves in their low est types, the fishes; these are
suc ceeded later by the am phib ians ( frogs, newts, sala man ders), and these again by rep tiles.
And if we take the fishes by them selves, we find that they, too, be gin with their lower, if
not ab so lutely the low est types, and pro gres sively de velop their higher ones. This his tory is
re peated in the cases of the rep tiles and quadrupeds — in fact, with ev ery class of an i mals
that is known to us. Nat u ral ists (evo lu tion ists) are to day well agreed among them selves
that all an i mal and veg etable forms are de riv a tives from forms that pre ceded them Hence it
is, that, in fol low ing the ge o log i cal record, we speak of pro gres sive evo lu tion, the evolv ing
of higher or more com pli cated types of or gan isms from those sim pler and more gen eral in
struc ture.”

Now read care fully the fol low ing: “This fact has per mit ted ge ol o gists to
mark off dis tinct eras or pe ri ods in the life-his tory of the planet, each of
them de ter mined by cer tain char ac ter is tic an i mal or veg etable forms which
ei ther do not ap pear be fore or af ter such pe riod, or else are by num bers so
dis tinc tive of it as to typ ify it clearly.” Ev i dently, the Phil a del phia pro fes sor,
too, as sumes “pro gres sive evo lu tion” as an as cer tained fact and in ac cor- 
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dance there with clas si fies the lay ers of the earth’s sur face. “Al most ev ery
species of fos sil has a def i nite po si tion in the ge o log i cal scale, and would
by it self serve to lo cate a for ma tion; but of ten times the de ter mi na tion of
species, ow ing to in suf fi ciency of knowl edge of the oblit er a tion of char ac- 
ters, is a most dif fi cult task, and then re course is had to the as pect of the en- 
tire group of fos sils which a given rock mass con tains. This gen er ally gives
the age or po si tion with out dif fi culty.” Ed ward Clodd in “The Story of Cre- 
ation, a Plain Ac count of Evo lu tion,” says, page 18. “The rel a tive age and
place of each stra tum …. are fixed by the fos sils.”

Now, is not this a most ex tra or di nary sit u a tion? The evo lu tion ist says:
The sci ence of pa le on tol ogy fur nishes the ba sic ar gu ment for our hy poth e- 
sis, — the older the strata of the earths sur face, the sim pler the fos sils found
therein. This sounds im pres sive. But we ask him: How do you know the age
of the strata, — and the an swer is, that, of course, is the busi ness of the ge- 
ol o gist to de ter mine. We now turn to the ge ol o gist and ask: How do you de- 
ter mine the age of the strata? And the ge ol o gist an swers: Why, evo lu tion ary
sci ence has proven that the sim plest an i mals and plants ap peared first;
hence, where I find sim ple fos sils. I know that I have a more an cient bed of
lime-stone or sand-stone than the strata which con tain more com plex forms,
— which ap peared later. Note well, the ge ol o gists which we have quoted
as sert that this is the best and fi nal proof for the po si tion of a stra tum in the
scale of ge o log i cal his tory. The ge ol o gist de pends on the fos sils. But he be- 
lieves these to be long to an ear lier or more re cent age be cause he ac cepts
the evo lu tion ist’s word for it. And the evo lu tion ist says: the ge ol o gist says
these rocks are old est; but in them I find the sim plest forms; hence the evo- 
lu tion ary the ory is proven.

We re peat it, — is not this a very, very ex tra or di nary sit u a tion? Have we
not here a per fect case of what lo gi cians call “rea son ing in a cir cle,” or
“beg ging the ques tion?” How can the evo lu tion ist quote the ge ol o gist when
the ge ol o gist as serts that he clas si fies his lay ers of rock ac cord ing to the
fos sils. — and that he ac cepts what the evo lu tion ists as serts re gard ing
these?

What, in view of this sit u a tion, be comes of the evo lu tion ist’s ar gu ment
from fos sils? And what be comes of the “ages” of spec u la tive ge ol ogy?
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4. The Fix ity Of Species

A WRITER in the “Lutheran Com pan ion” re cently said that his seven year
old boy brought home a text book some months ago, called “Home Ge og ra- 
phy for Pri mary Grades.” On page 143 is found this state ment about birds:
“Ever so long ago, their grand fa thers were not birds at all. Then they could
not fly, for they had nei ther wings nor feath ers. These grand fa thers of our
birds had four legs, a long tail and jaws with teeth. Af ter a time feath ers
grew upon their bod ies and their front legs be come changed for fly ing.
These were strange look ing crea tures. There are none liv ing like them
now.”

One is tempted to di gress, for a mo ment, from the sub ject at hand in or- 
der to draw, from this in ci dent, an ar gu ment for the Chris tian Day School;
but we shall de sist. The quo ta tion is here ad duced to il lus trate the vogue
which evo lu tion, specif i cally Dar win ism, still main tains in the lit er a ture,
even in the school-texts of our day. Babes and suck lings are in tro duced to
the the ory of evo lu tion ary de vel op ment, and the the ory is pre sented with an
as sur ance as if it were sci en tific truth. The words of Agas siz, prince of nat u- 
ral ists, ap ply to day:

“The man ner in which the evo lu tion the ory in zo ol ogy is treated would lead those who are
not spe cial zo ol o gists to sup pose that ob ser va tions have been made by which it can be in- 
ferred that there is in na ture such a thing as change among or ga nized be ings ac tu ally tak ing
place.” He adds: “There is no such thing on record. It is shift ing the ground from one field
of ob ser va tion to an other to make this state ment, and when the as ser tions go so far as to ex- 
clude from the do main of sci ence those who will not be dragged into this mire of mere as- 
ser tion, then it is time to protest.”

Dr. J. B. War ren, writ ing in a Pres by te rian or gan, more re cently said:
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“If the the ory of evo lu tion be true, dur ing the many thou sands of years cov ered in whole or
in part by present hu man knowl edge, there would cer tainly be known at least a few in- 
stances, or at least one in stance, of the evo lu tion of one species from an other. No such in- 
stance is known. Ab stract ar gu ments sound learned and ap pear im pos ing, so that many are
de ceived by them. But in this mat ter we re move the ques tion from the ab stract to the con- 
crete. We are told that facts war rant the evo lu tion ary the ory. But do they? Where is one sin- 
gle fact?”

The hy poth e sis as sumes that through en vi ron ment, cer tain va ri eties of
species (both of plants and an i mals) arose, and that the va ri eties best fit ted,
through their habits, struc ture, or color, to main tain them selves in the strug- 
gle for ex is tence, sur vived the species less fa vor ably en dowed, and hence
per sisted. (We have quoted in our ini tial chap ter the clas si cal il lus tra tion of
the dip per birds from Wal lace’s “Dar win ism.”)

Now, as a mat ter of fact, we can not prove that a sin gle species has
changed. These are the words of Dar win him self, quoted from “Life and
Let ters,” Vol. III, p. 25: “There are two or three mil lion of species on earth,
suf fi cient field, one might think, for ob ser va tion. But it must be said to day
that in spite of all the ef forts of trained ob servers, not one change of a
species into an other is on record.” Dr. N. S. Shaler, Pro fes sor of Ge ol ogy in
Har vard, as serts that “it has not been proven that a sin gle species has been
es tab lished solely or even mainly by the op er a tion of Nat u ral Se lec tion.”
Pro fes sor Fleis ch ni ann, of Er lan gen, has gone so far as to say that “the Dar- 
winian the ory of de scent has, in the realms of na ture, not a sin gle fact to
con firm it.” Dr. Ethridge of the British Mu seum says: “In all this great mu- 
seum there is not a par ti cle of ev i dence of trans mu ta tion of species. Nine-
tenths of the talk of evo lu tion ists is sheer non sense, not founded on ob ser- 
va tion and wholly un sup ported by facts.” Prof. Owen de clares that “no in- 
stance of change of one species into an other has ever been recorded by
man.” Dr. Mar tin, San i taet srat, of Ger many, who has con ducted some
highly tech ni cal ex per i ments in the blood re ac tions of var i ous an i mals and
man, on which he bases his con clu sions, says: “Since Dar win we have been
ac cus tomed to con sider the con cept ‘species’ as some thing in se cure and un- 
sta ble. The whole or ganic world must be thought of as fluid if the evo lu tion
the ory is to find room for ac tion. It re quired, in deed, all the great in ves ti ga- 
tor’s keen ness to fence his the ory against the dif fi culty which the lack of
tran si tional forms oc ca sioned, and against the fact that the rise of a new
species has never been ob served, much more against the fact that all pro- 
cesses in ar ti fi cial breed ing have not suf ficed to fix per ma nently the
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changes which have been at tained. We ad mire the clever struc ture of the
the ory, but there is no doubt that the ob sti nacy with which the or gan ism
clings to its species-char ac ter is tics is the point on which it is mor tal. One is,
in fact, as much jus ti fied in speak ing of a strug gle to re tain these char ac ter- 
is tics as to speak of a strug gle for ex is tence.”

Man has been able greatly to mod ify many veg etable pro duc tions. Wit- 
ness the com par a tively re cent changes in the potato plant. The small, al most
worth less tu bers of the wild potato have changed, un der the force of in tel li- 
gent cul ti va tion, to the large, starchy, nu tri tious veg eta bles, which fur nish so
many peo ple a large por tion of their food. Mind has been at work; mind and
na ture have changed the size, the qual ity, the pro duc tive ness of the sola nuni
tubero sum; but nei ther mind nor na ture, nor both com bined, have, so far as
we know, ever in the slight est de gree changed the species. Pota toes are
pota toes still, and al ways will be. The present law of veg e ta tion is that in tel- 
li gent cul ti va tion of al most any plant will ei ther change the orig i nal in one
way or an other, or, what is more likely, will pro duce sev eral dis tinct va ri- 
eties; but that all these changed forms are but mere mod i fi ca tions of the
orig i nal species, and that, when de prived of in tel li gent cul ti va tion, they all
tend to re vert to the orig i nal form. It is true that we see many and very di- 
verse va ri eties of cer tain species, es pe cially those that have re ceived the
most at ten tion from the hands of man. The dog, for in stance, ex ists as the
great, shaggy New found land or St. Bernard, or as the tight girted grey- 
hound, as the pet ted poo dle or the de spised “yel low dog;” but in ev ery case
he is a dog, and not a wolf, and his fel low dogs rec og nize him as such, too.
Hens dif fer amaz ingly; new breeds pe ri od i cally come into ex is tence and
into fash ion; but turn them loose, and they will all seek the barn yard, and
soon your fancy breeds will be come cor rupt. They “re vert to type.” By the
ex er cise of in tel li gent se lec tion and train ing, man is able to em pha size cer- 
tain points and to pro duce new breeds, but not to change the es sen tial struc- 
ture nor to al ter the spe cific char ac ter is tics. The species are fixed. Hux ley
says:
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"If you breed from the male and fe male of the same race, you of course have off spring of
the like kind, and if you make the off spring breed to gether, you ob tain the same re sult, and
if you breed from these again, you will still have the same kind of off spring: there is no
check. But if you take mem bers of two dis tinct species, how ever sim i lar they may be to
each other, and make them breed to gether, you will find a check. If you cross two such
species with each other, then — al though you may get off spring in the case of the first
cross, yet, if you at tempt to breed from the prod ucts of that cross ing, which are what are
called hy brids — that is, if you cou ple a male and a fe male hy brid — then the re sult is that
in ninety-nine cases out of a hun dred you will get no off spring at all: there will be no re sult
what so ever.

“The rea son of this is quite ob vi ous in some cases; the fe male hy brids, al though pos sess ing
all the ex ter nal ap pear ances and char ac ter is tics of per fect an i mals, are phys i o log i cally im- 
per fect and de fi cient in the struc tural parts of the re pro duc tive el e ments nec es sary to gen er- 
a tion. It is said to be in vari ably the case with the male mule, the cross be tween the ass and
the mare; and hence it is that al though cross ing the horse with the ass is easy enough, and is
con stantly done as far as I am aware, if you take two mules, a male and a fe male, and en- 
deavor to breed from them, you get no off spring what ever; no gen er a tion will take place.
This is what is called the steril ity of the hy brids be tween two dis tinct species.” (Hux ley,
“On the Ori gin of Species.” p. 212.)

He con tin ues:

"Thus you see that there is a great dif fer ence be tween ‘mon grels,’ which are crosses be- 
tween dis tinct races, and ‘hy brids,’ which are crosses be tween dis tinct species. The mon- 
grels are, so far as we know, fer tile with one an other. But be tween species, in many cases.
you can not suc ceed in ob tain ing even the first cross; at any rate it is quite cer tain that the
hy brids are of ten ab so lutely in fer tile one with an other.

“Here is a fea ture, then, great or small as it may be, which dis tin guishes nat u ral species of
an i mals. Can we find any ap prox i ma tion to this in the dif fer ent races known to be pro duced
by se lec tive breed ing from a com mon stock? Up to the present time the an swer to that
ques tion is ab so lutely a neg a tive one. As far as we know at present, there is noth ing ap- 
prox i mat ing to this check. In cross ing the breeds, be tween the fan tail and the pouter, the
car rier and the tum bler, or any other va ri ety or race you may name — so far as we know at
present — there is no dif fi culty in breed ing to gether the mon grels.” How ever, he con tin ues,
as soon as you re move the con di tions which pro duced the new va ri ety, — as when you per- 
mit pi geons to mate promis cu ously, — no mat ter how dif fer ent the va ri eties may have
been, you will have, in a few gen er a tions of pi geons, the same blue rock pi geon with the
black bars across the wings. No new species has orig i nated. All va ri eties, in a free state, re- 
vert to type. “This,” says Hux ley, “is cer tainly a very re mark able cir cum stance.”

Fairhurst points out the dif fi cul ties in which the evo lu tion ist be comes in- 
volved through the fix ity of species. He writes: “It is well known that as a
rule dis tinct species will not cross, and that if they do cross the off spring are
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not fer tile. On the other hand, it is true that all va ri eties of a species read ily
cross, pro duc ing fer tile off spring. This has com monly been re garded as a
well-de fined dis tinc tion be tween va ri eties and species. If the va ri eties of pi- 
geons which are so dif fer ent from each other did not freely cross, and if the
mon grel off spring were not fer tile, Dar win’s ar gu ment as to the pro duc tion
of new species un der do mes ti ca tion would be com plete. The fact is, we do
not know of the ori gin of any two species of an i mals that do not cross and
whose off spring are not fer tile: in other words, we do not know of the ori gin
of species, but only of va ri eties. The ori gin of species that will not cross
and pro duce fer tile off spring is as sumed from the ori gin of va ri eties that do
cross and pro duce fer tile off spring. This leaves the evo lu tion ists to ac count
for one of the most dif fi cult things in con nec tion with this the ory, namely,
how did va ri eties of an i mals of the same species be come cross-ster ile?1

Sev eral things must oc cur si mul ta ne ously be fore cross-steril ity be tween
par ent and off spring could oc cur and be come ef fec tive, namely, a num ber
of in di vid u als must be born at the same time pos sess ing the same vari a tion,
the vari a tion must be use ful, these in di vid u als must be fer tile with each
other, they must be cross-ster ile with the par ent form,” as, oth er wise, the
off spring would re vert to type, “and, fi nally, the few, if any, in di vid u als thus
pro duced and be ing widely scat tered through the species, must find each
other be fore they could prop a gate. I re gard it im pos si ble that these things
could all oc cur si mul ta ne ously.” (“Or ganic Evo lu tion,” p. 333.)

Mr. Hux ley is forced to this ad mis sion: “Af ter much con sid er a tion, and
with as suredly no bias against Mr. Dar win’s views, it is our clear con vic tion
that, as the ev i dence stands, it is not ab so lutely proven that a group of an i- 
mals, hav ing all the char ac ters ex hib ited by species in na ture, has ever been
orig i nated by se lec tion, whether ar ti fi cial or nat u ral.” And again. “Our ac- 
cep tance of the Dar winian hy poth e sis must be pro vi sional so long as one
link in the chain of ev i dence is want ing; and so long as all the an i mals and
plants cer tainly pro duced by se lec tive breed ing from a com mon stock are
fer tile with one an other, that link will be want ing.”

In a re cent book, “Cre ation or Evo lu tion? A Philo soph i cal In quiry,”
George Tic knor Cur tis says: “The whole doc trine of the de vel op ment of dis- 
tinct species out of other species makes de mands upon our credulity which
are ir rec on cil able with the prin ci ples of be lief by which we reg u late, or
ought to reg u late, our ac cep tance of any new mat ter of be lief.”
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1. So that they were un able to in ter breed. Only if such cross-steril ity ex- 
ists, could they ex ist there after as in de pen dent new species. — G.↩ 
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5. Rudi men tary Or gans

DAR WIN ISM does not ac count for the fact that the var i ous or gans of an i- 
mals while in process of evo lu tion, must have through many gen er a tions,
been in a rudi men tary, in com plete state. Since it is a ba sic doc trine of evo- 
lu tion that use ful vari a tions were trans mit ted from par ent to off spring be- 
cause they were use ful; and since fur ther more, only the fully de vel oped eye,
the hear ing car. the ac tively func tion ing poi son glands of in sects and rep- 
tiles, etc., as well as the fully de vel oped means of de fense, were use ful, it is
not pos si ble to un der stand how these or gans in their rudi men tary state (the
half de vel oped eye, not yet ca pa ble of vi sion; the rudi men tary spin neret of
the spi der, not yet ca pa ble of pro duc ing a thread, etc.) could serve any pur- 
pose which would make their trans mis sion ad van ta geous to the species.

Con versely, the ex is tence of rudi men tary or gans in liv ing species (the
rudi men tary spurs of fe male birds, the rudi men tary legs of skele ton of ser- 
pents) proves that or gans do not change by use or dis use, oth er wise they
would long ago have dis ap peared.

With re gard to this dif fi culty, Dar win says: “If it could be demon strated
that any com plex or gan ex isted which could not pos si bly have been formed
by nu mer ous, suc ces sive, slight mod i fi ca tions, my the ory would ab so lutely
break down. But I can find no such case.” Let us see.

A dif fi cult or gan to ac count for is the elec tric or gan of the skates. In
these fishes it has been shown to be a true elec tric bat tery, but the dis- 
charges from this bat tery, even in the adults, are so fee ble that they are of no
prac ti cal use so far as has been as cer tained. It is well known that the elec tric
eel and the tor pedo use their bat ter ies for stun ning other an i mals. It is ev i- 
dent that, ac cord ing to the the ory of nat u ral se lec tion, these bat ter ies could
not have been pre served through their long func tion less and use less stages,
for that the ory as sumes that they were pre served be cause they were use ful.

It is as serted by evo lu tion ists that wings as or gans of flight have been in- 
de pen dently evolved in at least four dif fer ent lines — namely, in in sects, the
fos sil ptero dactyls, birds and bats. That an or gan so highly spe cial ized as
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any one of these wings could be evolved seems im prob a ble; while the evo- 
lu tion of the four dif fer ent kinds, in de pen dently of each other, only in- 
creases the im prob a bil ity. The dif fi culty, how ever, is to ac count for the evo- 
lu tion of any known kind of wing. In each case there ex ists the in su per a ble
dif fi culty of pre serv ing the or gan through the rudi men tary stages. The
wings of an in sect in the first gen er a tion of its evo lu tion would be al most
im per cep ti ble and en tirely use less for any pur pose what ever, and so it
would con tinue to be for a great num ber of gen er a tions. It is ev i dent, there- 
fore, that they could not have been pre served through their long rudi men- 
tary stage on the ground that they were use ful, nor do we know of any the- 
ory that will ac count for their evo lu tion. To say that they were evolved is
easy, but to ac count for their evo lu tion seems im pos si ble. Fairhurst refers to
the del i cate and com plex or gans of spi ders.

“The or gans which spi ders pos sess for se cret ing ma te rial and for mak ing
a web could not have been grad u ally evolved. The whole ap pa ra tus in- 
volved in mak ing the web would be use less un til suf fi ciently de vel oped to
make a web. The same is true,” he con tin ues, “of the sting of the scor pion,
the stings of bees, the mandibles of spi ders with the gland of poi sonous
fluid at the base, and the poi son ap pa ra tus of ser pents. All of these glands
for se cret ing poi son would be use less un til they could se crete a harm ful
fluid. The spurs of birds present fur ther dif fi cul ties to the the ory of evo lu- 
tion. Most birds have no spurs. When they pos sess them, as a rule the males
alone have them well-de vel oped, while they are rudi men tary in the fe males.
In some cases, how ever, both sexes pos sess them in a well-de vel oped form.
But how could a spur be evolved in ei ther sex? As a rudi ment it would for
many gen er a tions be en tirely use less for any pur pose, and con se quently it
would not be pre served by nat u ral se lec tion, nor in any other pos si ble way,
so far as I can see. The spurs are in the best pos si ble po si tion on the legs for
com bat. Why did they ap pear in the best place and nowhere else? As use- 
less rudi ments they would be quite as likely to sur vive in one place as in an- 
other. If spurs could not have been pre served by nat u ral se lec tion through
their rudi men tary stage, why as sume that they have been evolved ac cord ing
to this law? If they could sur vive through the crit i cal rudi men tary pe riod till
they be came of use, why not as sume that their evo lu tion was con tin ued ac- 
cord ing to the same law? The fact is, how ever, that we know of no law ac- 
cord ing to which they could have been evolved.”
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The bat is an other highly spe cial ized an i mal. In many re spects it re sem- 
bles the mole, but its hands are enor mously ex panded, and the ex ceed ingly
long fin gers are con nected by a soft mem brane, mak ing a most ser vice able
wing. Is it not ex tremely likely, as sum ing the de vel op ment the ory to be true,
that both the mole and the bat sprang from a com mon an ces tor? And was
not that an ces tor prob a bly a wing less, though not a leg less mam mal? Now,
how came the bat to ac quire his wings? Did he at tempt to spring into the air
and seize a pass ing in sect, and reach out his paws to catch it? And did those
paws grad u ally be come en larged, till, af ter some gen er a tions, they were real
wings? But what hap pened in the mean time to those con nect ing links whose
wings were but partly de vel oped? A bat with wings only half grown would
be a help less crea ture, and would surely per ish. A mole with hands ter mi- 
nat ing in long, slen der fin gers, would be help less, and would per ish. There
is no mid dle ground. If the an ces tor of the bat was a ter res trial crea ture,
with limbs fit ted for walk ing, then it must have given birth to a full-fledged
bat, fit ted for fly ing. There could have been no mid dle stage, for such a
crea ture would have been help less, and must have per ished.

All this ap plies with equal force to the di ver si fied and of ten highly com- 
plex struc ture of plants. As the or gans of the var i ous plants are now con sti- 
tuted, they most ad mirably serve their pur pose. Given a slight change, an
un der de vel op ment, and the in di vid ual would per ish. But such un der de vel- 
oped stages must have oc curred in the his tory of ev ery life-form on earth, if
a change through slow adap ta tions is to be ac cepted as a hy poth e sis to ac- 
count for their present form. To our mind, this mat ter of rudi men tary struc- 
tures presents an in su per a ble ob sta cle to ac cep tance of the evo lu tion ary hy- 
poth e sis even on sci en tific grounds.
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6. In stinct

HOW THE VAR I OUS in stincts of an i mals, the hom ing in stinct of birds and
in sects, the build ing in stincts, the mi grat ing in stinct, etc., could have been
de vel oped though forces work ing by nat u ral se lec tion or any other law, is a
ques tion which has called forth much dis cus sion. It can not be said that the
ex pla na tions con tained in the pages of Dar win, Ro manes, and Spencer are
sat is fy ing. The dif fi culty that re mains un solved is sim i lar to that (al ready
con sid ered) of rudi men tary struc tures. On in stinct de pends the ex is tence of
most an i mals. Ac cord ing to the the ory these in stincts have been de vel oped
by slow de grees. Hence there must have been a time when these in stincts,
be cause not yet com pletely de vel oped, were use less to the an i mal. But if
use less, the an i mal must have per ished. The strength of this ob jec tion to the
evo lu tion ary hy poth e sis will be come clear from a brief study of the man ner
in which an i mal life is bound up with the proper func tion ing of in stinct.

Con sider, for in stance, the de pen dence of the honey bee and her hive on
the func tions, ev ery one in stinc tive, of queen, work ers, and drones. There is
the queen, whose sole work is to lay eggs; the drones, or males, whose
func tion it is to fer til ize the queen; and the work ers, which are fe males un- 
de vel oped sex u ally. In these three kinds of in di vid u als we see a com bi na- 
tion of many most re mark able in stincts and pe cu liar i ties of struc ture which
look to the good of the com mu nity.

How could they have been pro duced by evo lu tion? The work ers are ster- 
ile and leave no off spring, con se quently their in stincts can not be in her ited
from bees of their own class. Each gen er a tion of work ers is iso lated from
all suc ceed ing gen er a tions. A colony of bees is not like a com mu nity of civ- 
i lized hu man be ings in whom many of the wants are ar ti fi cial, and which
may re main un sup plied, with sim ply a cer tain amount of dis com fort, but the
wants which the in stincts of bees sup ply are im per a tive, and, there fore, the
in stincts them selves, as a whole, are nec es sary to the ex is tence of the bees.
Their in stincts are all linked to gether as a nec es sary chain, so that if one
should fail the com mu nity would per ish, Each kind of work is per fectly
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done, and yet the work ers are to tally un con scious as to what will be the re- 
sult of their labors. For the most part they work for fu ture gen er a tions of
their colony, and not for them selves, and yet they are as care ful and dili gent
as if they were guided by the high est in tel li gence and the most self ish mo- 
tives. Fairhurst, whom we are quot ing, adds: “There is noth ing more won- 
der ful and mys te ri ous in na ture than the in stincts of bees. What can be more
re mark able than that in stinct of the work ers which causes them to pre vent
the queen from sting ing to death the young queens in their cells? Here we
see the in stinct of the work ers op pos ing that of the queen, and thus sav ing
the colony and in sur ing the prop a ga tion of the species. And yet at other but
proper times the work ers per mit the old queen to kill the young ones in their
cells. How could these in stincts in the work ers, which act in ex actly op po- 
site ways by just the right times for the wel fare of the com mu nity, have ever
been evolved? Or how could that in stinct have arisen which causes two
queens when en gaged in com bat to re frain from in flict ing the mor tal sting if
they would mu tu ally de stroy each other, and thus leave the hive with out a
queen? — act ing as if they knew that the life of one of them was nec es sary
for the wel fare of the com mu nity.”

Con cern ing the mod i fi ca tions of struc ture and the in stincts nec es sary to
pro duce the web of the spi der, Fairhurst quotes the fol low ing from Or ton’s
“Zo ol ogy.”

“Spi ders are pro vided at the pos te rior end with two or three pairs of ap pendages called
spin nerets, which are ho mol o gous (cor re spond struc turally) with legs. The of fice of the
spin nerets is to reel out the silk from the silk-glands, the tip be ing per fo rated by a myr iad of
lit tle tubes through which the silk es capes in ex ces sively fine threads. An or di nary thread,
just vis i ble to the naked eye, is the union of a thou sand or more of these del i cate streams of
silk. These pri mary threads are drawn out and united by the hind legs.”

From this we see that two spe cial glands, ca pa ble of se cret ing a soft ma te- 
rial that can be read ily drawn into the finest threads of the great est strength,
re quir ing no per cep ti ble time for dry ing, and two to four spin nerets per fo- 
rated by more than a thou sand of the small est aper tures, and hind legs mod- 
i fied so that they can be used to draw out the web through the spin nerets,
and also the in stincts which en able the spi der to use its web to ad van tage,
must all have been evolved. To evolve the silk glands would have re quired,
as for most other or gans, a long pe riod of in cip i ency. dur ing which they
would have been use less. We can not as sume that a sub stance so ex cep- 
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tional in its char ac ter as the web of the spi der could have been sud denly
pro duced by evo lu tion. But the glands would be use less with out spin nerets.
The hy poth e sis asks us to as sume that two or three pairs of legs that were
prob a bly at one time use ful for lo co mo tion be came so mod i fied that they
could per form the func tion of spin nerets. But in what con ceiv able way
could lo co mo tive legs have be come so mod i fied and pierced with more than
a thou sand aper tures through which the web is drawn? And how could these
or gans serve their pur pose while the com plex in stincts re quired for their
func tion ing were only in course of de vel op ment?

From a Ger man monthly de voted to aquaria, we quote the fol low ing:

"But now, dear read ers, we come to a fish which shows an ex cep tion ally pe cu liar and
touch ing care for its young — the mouth-brooder, Hap lochromis St rigi gena (for merly
Parati lapia Mul ti color). This fish is so much con cerned about the safety of its young, that
it knows no bet ter and no more se cure place than its own mouth in which to pre serve them.
In no other di vi sion of the an i mal king dom can we find such an in ter est ing ex am ple of fos- 
ter ing care for the young as we find in this species of fish. Im me di ately af ter emit ting the
spawn the fe male again gath ers up the eggs and packs them away in her mouth like her ring
in a bar rel. She nat u rally must em ploy the or gans of the throat and also the or gans be tween
the gills and thus the ap pear ance of the an i mal is greatly changed even to the ex tent that it
looks very much like as if she had a craw. Fur ther more, dur ing this en tire pe riod, which is
about four teen days, the lit tle an i mal can not take food and is ham pered very much in her
move ments. There fore in case of im mi nent dan ger it be comes nec es sary for her to cast out
the en tire brood which then wretch edly per ish, and for this rea son it is to be rec om mended
to dis turb or dis quiet these an i mals dur ing this pe riod as lit tle as pos si ble. Even af ter the
young leave the mother of their own ac cord, they al ways flee to her pro tect ing mouth, and
thus they present an ex cit ing as pect, when they are first seen peace fully and con tent edly
play ing about the mother fish, un til a shadow or a sud den thrust warns them of dan ger and
quick as light ning they dart into her mouth.
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“If the fos ter ing care of this mouth-brood ing fish is re garded as won der ful and sin gu lar,
what should one then say, if an other fish is spo ken of which does not re gard this kind of
pro tec tion as suf fi cient, and which there fore causes its eggs to hatch out side the sur face of
the wa ter. The ex ceed ingly adorned and el e gant Phyrrhylima Fil a men tosa per forms this
mas ter piece of truest love. With great dex ter ity this fish darts from 5 to 7 cm. above the
sur face of the wa ter and there fas tens its eggs on the walls of the aquar ium — usu ally in
one cor ner. Even though one must and can pre serve damp air by cov er ing the aquar ium, the
spawn would nev er the less surely dry up if the fish it self were not con stantly con cerned to
keep the spawn damp by an ex tended bom bard ment of lit tle drops of wa ter. In the per for- 
mance of this act the fish re mains near the sur face of the wa ter and then by a quick up ward
move ment of the fins of the tail it throws a drop of wa ter upon the spawn in such an ex pert
man ner as is truly ad mirable. One must also keep in mind here that the spawn re quire from
three to five days for hatch ing, and now one can un der stand what a huge task this lit tle fish
per forms and what ef forts are re quired. Later on the young hatch and then slide down the
slick wall of the aquar ium into their na tive el e ment.”. (V. Schloemp in “Blaet ter fuer
Aquar icn imd Ter rarienkunde,” Stutt gart, Sept. 1913.)

In all the do main of nat u ral sci ence there are no won ders more amaz ing
than those of in stinct. The sub ject is sim ply in ex haustible. More over, ev ery
an i mal is ab so lutely de pen dent on in stinc tively per formed ac tions and
habits. The life-story of many wasps, of the var i ous ants, — some one has
called the brain of the ant the most won der ful speck of pro to plasm in the
world, — and of the in sects gen er ally, is bound up with in stincts that partly
in ter lock mar velously with the life-story of plants, and which are, even
viewed in them selves, the great est won ders of cre ation. The ques tions in sis- 
tently call for an an swer: How could these in stincts pre serve the an i mal
when they were still in an in cip i ent, un de vel oped state? How could they
arise through nat u ral se lec tion (which is sim ply ac ci dent, of course), at all?
Dar win says that there are in stincts “al most iden ti cally the same in an i mals
so re mote in the scale of Na ture, that we can not ac count for their sim i lar ity
by in her i tance from a com mon pro gen i tor, and con se quently must be lieve
that they were in de pen dently ac quired through nat u ral se lec tion.” Again he
says “Many in stincts are so won der ful that their de vel op ment will prob a bly
ap pear to the reader a dif fi culty suf fi cient to over come my whole the ory.”

And here, in the ver nac u lar of the day, we would de pose that Mr. Dar win
“said some thing.”
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7. Hered ity

THE SUB JECT of hered ity is in ti mately hound up with the evo lu tion ary hy- 
poth e sis and, it must be ad mit ted, cre ates a new dif fi culty for the ac cep- 
tance of the the ory. In deed, the laws of hered ity, so far as un der stood, ap- 
pear to con tra dict the the ory of Lamarck and Dar win at a vi tal point, if not
at the vi tal point of the en tire struc ture raised in the “Ori gin of Species.” It
is nec es sary in or der to ap pre ci ate the strength of this ob jec tion, to re call
once more the out stand ing fea tures of the hy poth e sis by which sci en tists
have at tempted to ac count for the va ri ety of liv ing forms. The var i ous the o- 
ries of or ganic evo lu tion, whether Lamar ck ian, neo-Lamar ck ian, or Dar- 
winian, are based upon the as sump tion that an i mals and plants have a ten- 
dency to per pet u ate by trans mis sion to off spring a vari a tion which has
proven use ful as an aid to the par tic u lar species in its strug gle for ex is tence.
We have just dis cussed, in the chap ters on the Fix ity of Species and on
Rudi men tary Or gans, cer tain dif fi cul ties which loom up when the ques tion
is raised, How did va ri eties be come dis tinct species? How ever, even if it
were to be as sumed that some sat is fy ing an swer might be found to this
ques tion so far as the stages of in com plete or gans are con cerned, there is
one fact in hered ity which, it would seem to me, strikes at the very heart of
the the ory.

In his “Philo sophic Zo ologique” (1809), Lamarck first ex plic itly for mu- 
lated his ideas as to the trans mu ta tion of species, though he had out lined
them as early as 1801. The changes in the species have been wrought, he
said, through the un ceas ing ef forts of each or gan ism to meet the needs im- 
posed upon it by its en vi ron ment. Con stant striv ing means the con stant use
of cer tain or gans, and such use leads to the de vel op ment of those or gans.
Thus a bird run ning by the sea-shore is con stantly tempted to wade deeper
and deeper in pur suit of food; its in ces sant ef forts tend to de velop its legs,
in ac cor dance with the ob served prin ci ple that the use of any or gan tends to
strengthen and de velop it. But such slightly in creased de vel op ment of the
legs is trans mit ted to the off spring of the bird, which in turn de vel ops its al- 
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ready im proved legs by its in di vid ual ef forts, and trans mits the im proved
ten dency. Gen er a tion af ter gen er a tion this is re peated, un til the sum of the
in fin i tes i mal vari a tions, all in the same di rec tion, re sults in the pro duc tion
of the lon g legged wad ing-bird. In a sim i lar way, through in di vid ual ef fort
and trans mit ted ten dency, all the di ver si fied or gans of all crea tures have
been de vel oped — the fin of the fish, the wings of the bird, the hand of
man; nay, more, the fish it self, the bird, the man, even.

Note well, the fun da men tal as sump tion is that such ac quired char ac ter is- 
tics, — greater length of leg, or of neck, a coat ing of hair, a pro tec tive col- 
or ing, etc.,— how ever ac quired, can be trans mit ted from the par ent an i mal
pos sess ing them, to its off spring. The ques tion arises, Can such char ac ter is- 
tics be trans mit ted? And the stu dents of hered ity an swer: They can not!

I find in G. Archibald Reid “Al co holism, a Study in Hered ity,” a lu cid
ex po si tion of this sub ject. (Reid is a F. R. S. E. His book was pub lished by
T. Fisher Un win, Lon don, a few years ago.)

"All the char ac ters of a liv ing be ing, ev ery phys i cal struc ture and ev ery men tal trait, may
be placed in one of two cat e gories. Ei ther they are in born or they are ac quired. As in born or
in nate char ac ter is one which, in com mon par lance, arises in the in di vid ual ‘by na ture.’
Thus arms, legs, eyes. ears, head, etc.. are all in born char ac ters. The child in her its them
from his par ent. But, if dur ing its de vel op ment, or af ter the com ple tion of the de vel op ment
any one of the in born char ac ters of an in di vid ual is mod i fied by some oc cur rence, the
change thus pro duced is known as an ac quired char ac ter, or, shortly, as an ac quire ment.

"Thus all the ef fects of ex er cise are ac quire ments; for ex am ple the en large ment which ex er- 
cise causes in mus cles. The ef fects of lack of ex er cise are also ac quire ments; for ex am ple,
the wast ing of a dis used mus cle.

"The ef fects of in jury are ac quire ments; for ex am ple, the changes in a dis eased lung or in- 
jured arm. Ev ery mod i fi ca tion of the mind is also an ac quire ment; for ex am ple, ev ery thing
stored within the mem ory.

"If a man be blinded by ac ci dent or dis ease, his blind ness is ac quired. But if he comes into
the world blind, if he be blind by na ture, his blind ness is in born. If a son be nat u rally
smaller than his fa ther, then his in fe ri or ity of size is in born; but if his growth be stunted by
ill health or lack of nour ish ment or ex er cise, his in fe ri or ity is ac quired.

"Lamarck held, as peo ple in all ages have held, that char ac ters ac quired by par ents are also
trans mis si ble to some ex tent, and that evo lu tion re sults from their ac cen tu a tion dur ing suc- 
ceed ing gen er a tions. Lamarck’s the ory is re jected to tally by the mod ern fol low ers of Dar- 
win.
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"Ten thou sand men might break their fin gers, yet among their off spring not one might have
a crooked fin ger. Con sider on the other hand for how many gen er a tions women have bored
their ears and noses in In dia. Yet when is a girl born with ears and nose al ready pierced?
For how many gen er a tions have we am pu tated the tails of ter ri ers, and yet their tails are no
shorter. It will then be per ceived how over whelm ing is the case against the doc trine of the
trans mis sion of ac quire ments.

"The gen eral ques tion of the trans mis sion of ac quire ments is too big and too ab struse to be
treated ad e quately here. Two ar gu ments more I may use, how ever, partly be cause they have
not been de vel oped, to my knowl edge, by other writ ers, and partly be cause they seem to
me well nigh de ci sive. The more than nor mal de vel op ment of the black smith’s arm is right- 
fully called an ac quired trait, since it arises from ex er cise, from use, not from ger mi nal con- 
di tions. But no in fant’s arm de vel ops into an or di nary adult arm with out ex er cise sim i lar in
kind to that which de vel ops the black smith’s arm, though less in de gree.

"Ev ery sin gle thing con tained within the mem ory of man, ev ery sin gle word of a lan guage,
for in stance, is an ac quire ment. But when are the con tents of a par ent’s mind trans mit ted to
the child?

"Again, a man is ca pa ble of be com ing a par ent at any time be tween ex treme youth and ex- 
treme old age; a woman from the age of thir teen to four teen till nearly fifty. Be tween the
birth of the first child and the last such an in di vid ual changes vastly. Un der stress and fear
of cir cum stances, un der the slings and ar rows of out ra geous for tune, all sorts of ac quire- 
ments are made. The body be comes vig or ous and then fee ble, the mind grows ma ture, and
then se nile. He or she grows wrin kled and bowed and per haps very wise, or per haps much
the re verse. Yet no one view ing a baby show, a chil dren’s party, or an as sem bly of adults,
of whom he has no pre vi ous knowl edge, can say which is the child of the youth ful and
which of aged par ents.

"Ap par ently, there fore, the whole of the par ent’s ac quire ments have no ef fect on the child.
Surely no ev i dence could be stronger.1

Her bert Spencer claims that “the in her i tance of ac quired char ac ters” is a
nec es sary sup ple ment to nat u ral se lec tion. “Close con tem pla tion of the facts
im presses me more strongly than ever with the two al ter na tives — ei ther
there has been in her i tance of ac quired char ac ters, or there has been no evo- 
lu tion.” Again, “the in her i tance of ac quired char ac ters, which it is now the
fash ion of the bi o log i cal world to deny, was by Mr. Dar win fully rec og nized
and of ten in sisted on.” “The neo-Dar win ists, how ever, do not ad mit this
cause at all.” He ad mits that known facts which show that ac quired char ac- 
ters are in her ited are few, but he thinks that they are “as large a num ber as
can be ex pected, con sid er ing the dif fi culty of ob serv ing them and the ab- 
sence of search.” From the above, we see that the bi o log i cal world is
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against Mr. Spencer’s view; that he would aban don the the ory of evo lu tion
un less ac quired char ac ters had been in her ited, but that facts in sup port of
this the ory are mea ger. “Bi ol o gists in the above in stance, as well as in oth- 
ers, dif fer in the ory as to fun da men tal prin ci ples of evo lu tion. He who
imag ines that the the ory of or ganic evo lu tion has been proved to the point
of demon stra tion, has but to read the con tentions of evo lu tion ists them- 
selves with re gard to the most im por tant things in volved in the the ory, in or- 
der to sat isfy his mind that there is great di ver sity of opin ion.” (Fairhurst.)

The gen eral aban don ment of the Dar winian hy poth e sis by bi ol o gists, ad- 
verted to in our next chap ter, is mainly due to the fail ure of hered ity to ac- 
count for the grad ual mod i fi ca tion of or gans and of habits.

Var i ous ex pe di ents are re sorted to by Haeckel and a few oth ers in their
at tempts to bol ster up a the ory which has bro ken so sig nally on the rock of
hered ity. Prin ci pal among these is the ref er ence to un lim ited time. It is as- 
serted that, af ter all, such minute dif fer ences might, in the course of many
ages, re sult in new and more per fect or gans. How ever, here a new and un- 
ex pected dif fi culty presents it self. The physi cist, who has mea sured the heat
of the sun, rises up and says that the age of the earth, as es ti mated by spe- 
cial ists like Lord Kelvin, is not nearly so great as is de manded by the Dar- 
winian. The pe riod which the physi cists, in their mercy, ap pear to be will ing
to grant the in hab it able globe is from twenty to forty mil lion years. But the
evo lu tion ists main tain with great fer vor that this pe riod is far too short for
the pro duc tion of such com pli cated types of or gan ism as now live on the
earth; they de mand from two hun dred to a thou sand mil lion years! And so
these two groups of sci en tists, the evo lu tion is tic bi ol o gist and the physi cists
are hope lessly at odds.

A new gen er a tion of evo lu tion ists has within the past twenty years arisen
which holds that the changes in the or ga ni za tions of plants and an i mals do
not come by slow growth of fa vor able char ac ter is tics, but arise sud denly.
Such is the “Mu ta tion” the ory of Hugo de Vries. But sci ence has failed to
re ceive this and sim i lar the o ries with the same ac claim which once greeted
Dar win’s “Ori gin of Species.” Nat u ral ists have be come cau tious. They re- 
mem ber the in glo ri ous col lapse of the Dar winian regime and they are slow
to hail an other “Abra ham of sci en tific thought.” They are, in a gen eral way,
be liev ers in some kind of evo lu tion; but they pre fer not to spec ify ex actly
the laws which have been op er a tive in past “ge o log i cal time.” It is only in
high-school texts in phys i cal ge og ra phy, zo ol ogy, and botany, that the evo- 
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lu tion ary the ory as pro pounded by Dar win is still treated as if it en joyed
among sci en tific men the same re spect as the mul ti pli ca tion ta ble. Speak ing
in the Dar winian di alect we should say that the au thors of these school-texts
con sti tute a case of “ar rested de vel op ment.”

1. The un doubted trans mis sion of syphilis to off spring might be re garded
as a case of trans mis sion of an ac quired char ac ter is tic. But the case is
not in point since con gen i tal syphilis is, prop erly, due to a pre na tal in- 
fec tion, the bacil lus en ter ing the very germplasm of the hu man ovum
(egg). Med i cal sci ence, gen er ally, has be come very cau tious in the use
of the word “hered i tary.” There is al most una nim ity among med i cal
men in the de nial of hered ity as a fac tor in tu ber cu lo sis and can cer.
Most physi cians are hon est enough to say that they know con sid er ably
less about these things than was “known” ten and twenty years ago.↩ 
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8. A Sci en tific Creed Out worn

THE PRE CED ING chap ter con cludes our in ves ti ga tion of that stage of evo lu- 
tion is tic thought which owes its ori gin and name to Charles Dar win. The
ques tion sug gests it self, do sci en tists to day be lieve as Dar win did? A great
many do. Dar win re mains to many sci en tists what Hux ley, I think, called
him, the “Abra ham of sci en tific thought.” But if we ex am ine the ros ter of
these, we find that they be long, with a sin gle ex cep tion (Haeckel), to those
whose de part ments of in ves ti ga tion have noth ing to do with the study of life
forms (bi ol ogy, zo ol ogy, botany), and who con se quently do not speak from
first hand knowl edge of the facts. An thro pol o gists (stu dents of the races of
man), so ci ol o gists, psy chol o gists, and many ed u cated per sons gen er ally, ac- 
cept the Dar winian scheme of evo lu tion as a fact and build their the o ries on
it in turn. They ac cept the the ory and ask no ques tion. The vogue which
Dar win ism still en joys among writ ers of school-texts has al ready been
noted.

How ever, the specif i cally Dar winian phase of evo lu tion is tic thought, as
laid down in Spencer’s in ter minable vol umes, for in stance, is given up by
rep utable bi ol o gists the world over. There is pretty much of a Ba bel among
them, when it comes to a def i ni tion of evo lu tion. There are dozens of the o- 
ries, — mu ta tion, or tho gen e sis, Weis man ism, Mendelian ism, etc., — and
each has its ad her ents, — but they agree in one thing, that “Nat u ral Se lec- 
tion” does not ac count for the forms of life on earth to day.

The re volt against “Nat u ral Se lec tion” came some forty years ago. It was
an nounced in two fa mous dec la ra tions by Spencer and Hux ley. This con sti- 
tutes one of the most re mark able and im por tant, as well as one of the most
sig nif i cant episodes, in the his tory of evo lu tion. In two of the most re mark- 
able es says which ever ap peared in the “Nine teenth Cen tury” mag a zine,
now over thirty years ago. Her bert Spencer stepped on to the stool of re pen- 
tance and read his re can ta tion and re nun ci a tion of the doc trine of nat u ral se- 
lec tion and the sur vival of the fittest; first do ing vi car i ous penance (unau- 
tho rized, how ever) for Dar win, and then, in no un cer tain terms, for him self.



67

There was no mis tak ing Spencer’s mean ing. His lan guage was ex plicit.
“The phrases (nat u ral se lec tion and sur vival of the fittest) em ployed in dis- 
cussing or ganic evo lu tion.” he told his read ers, “though con ve nient and
need ful, are li able to mis lead by veil ing the ac tual agen cies.” “The words
‘nat u ral se lec tion,’ do not ex press a cause in the phys i cal sense.” “Kin dred
ob jec tions,” he con tin ues, “may be urged against the ex pres sion into which
I was led when seek ing to present the phe nom ena in lit eral terms rather than
metaphor i cal terms — ‘the sur vival of the fittest.’ In the work ing to gether
of those many ac tions, in ter nal and ex ter nal, which de ter mine the lives and
deaths of or gan isms, we see noth ing to which the words ‘fit ness’ and ‘un fit- 
ness’ are ap pli ca ble in the phys i cal sense.” And he con tin ues: “Ev i dently,
the word ‘fittest’ as thus used is a fig ure of speech.” Had the sun fallen
from the heav ens the shock to the fol low ers of Dar win could not have been
more stun ning than this open apos tasy from the Dar winian faith.

Nor was this all. New sur prises were still in store for the faith ful who
still clung to the cher ished dogma. Now they find their faith it self as sailed,
and this, too, by these very self same lead ers, who had been at such pains to
make them pros e lytes. There can be lit tle doubt that mis giv ings re gard ing
the truth of their claims be gan to haunt the cham pi ons of the Dar winian hy- 
poth e sis. They were just then mas ters of the whole field of sci en tific
thought. They had brought all sci ence to the feet of Dar win. The few be- 
nighted dis senters who still held out against the doc trine were looked upon
as not wor thy even of con tempt. The whole world had adopted the creed of
evo lu tion. Was it wan ton ness then, or was it con science, that prompted
Hux ley in what is now a his tor i cally fa mous speech, de liv ered at the un veil- 
ing of a statue to Dar win in the Mu seum at South Kens ing ton, to openly de- 
clare that it would be wrong to sup pose “that an au thor i ta tive sanc tion was
given by the cer e mony to the cur rent ideas con cern ing evo lu tion?” Well
might his hear ers be as ton ished! But they must have held their breath, when
they heard him add boldly and bluntly, in no un cer tain tones, that “sci ence
com mits sui cide when it adopts a creed.” A creed, in deed! What had sci- 
ence been do ing in the field of evo lu tion ever since Dar win has given his
doc trine to the world, but pro claim ing its faith in the Dar winian creed?

There was no blink ing the in evitable con clu sions. Both Hux ley on the
plat form and Spencer in the “Nine teenth Cen tury” had ac knowl edged be- 
fore the whole world that they had lost faith in the idol which for thirty
years they had so vo cif er ously wor shiped. It is true that both Spencer and
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Hux ley might have in tended to warn bi ol o gists merely against a too im plicit
faith in nat u ral se lec tion or the sur vival of the fittest. But even so, the po si- 
tion of their fol low ers was lit tle to be en vied. Their lead ers had con fi dently
as sured them that Dar win had given to the world cov eted knowl edge never
known un til he had dis cov ered it. This had been loudly and con fi dently pro- 
claimed from the house tops of sci ence; and now – strange re ver sal – those
same lead ers tell them that their preach ments were of a faith with out foun- 
da tion.

The words of Pro fes sor Os born may be ad duced:

“Be tween the ap pear ance of ‘The Ori gin of Species’ in 1851) and the present time there
have been great waves of faith in one ex pla na tion and then in an other; each of these waves
of con fi dence has ended in dis ap point ment, un til fi nally we have reached a stage of very
gen eral skep ti cism. Thus the long pe riod of ob ser va tion, ex per i ment and rea son ing which
be gan with the French philoso pher Buf fon, one hun dred and fifty years ago, ends in 1916
with the gen eral feel ing that our search for causes, far from be ing near com ple tion, has
only just be gun.”

Sir William Daw son, of Mon treal, the em i nent ge ol o gist, said that the evo- 
lu tion doc trine is “one of the strangest phe nom ena of hu man ity, a sys tem
des ti tute of any shadow of proof,” (“Story of the Earth and Man,” p. 317).
Even Pro fes sor Tyn dall in an ar ti cle in the “Fort nightly Re view” said:
“There ought to be a clear dis tinc tion made be tween sci ence in the state of
hy poth e sis and sci ence in the state of fact. And inas much as it is still in its
hy po thet i cal stage the ban of ex clu sion ought to fall upon the the ory of Evo- 
lu tion. I agree with Vir chow that the proofs of it are still want ing, that the
fail ures have been lam en ta ble, that the doc trine is ut terly dis cred ited.”

One of the ablest evo lu tion ists to day is Pro fes sor Henslow, for merly
Pres i dent of the British As so ci a tion. In his book, “Mod ern Ra tio nal ism
Crit i cally Ex am ined,” he shows that Dar winian nat u ral se lec tion is ab so- 
lutely in ad e quate to ac count for ex ist ing facts.

Pro fes sor Bate son, who gave the Pres i den tial Ad dress at the Meet ing of
the British As so ci a tion for the Ad vance ment of Sci ence, in 1914, bore strik- 
ing tes ti mony to the mod i fi ca tions made by re cent sci ence in con nec tion
with the Dar winian the ory. This is what he said among other things: “The
prin ci ple of nat u ral se lec tion can not have been the chief fac tor in de lim it ing
the species of an i mals and plants. We go to Dar win for his in com pa ra ble
col lec tion of facts. We would fain em u late his schol ar ship, his width and his
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power of ex po si tion, but to us he speaks no more with philo soph i cal au thor- 
ity. We have done with the no tion that Dar win came lat terly to fa vor, that
large dif fer ences can arise by ac cu mu la tion of small dif fer ences.”

St. George Mi vart as long as thirty years ago wrote an ex haus tive trea tise
en ti tled, “The Gen e sis of Species,” in which he sub jects the Dar winian hy- 
poth e sis to a search ing ex am i na tion, and dis cards it as un proven in ev ery
par tic u lar and con tra dicted by the facts of na ture in many points. He called
it “a puerile (child ish) hy poth e sis.”

Pro fes sor H. H. Gran of Chris tiana Uni ver sity, an ex pert in bi ol ogy, says
he be lieves in evo lu tion, but de clares Dar win’s ex pla na tion of it to be in ad e- 
quate. His words are: “Dar win col lected a great mass of stuff both from the
an i mal as well as from the veg etable king dom, but these col lec tions were
not thor oughly sifted and can not be used as the ba sis of the o ret i cal con clu- 
sions as Dar win did.”

Prof. Fleis chman, of Er lan gen, says: “There is not a sin gle fact to con- 
firm Dar win ism in the realm of Na ture.” Drs. E. Den nert, Hoppe and von
Hart mann; Profs. Paul son and Rute meyer, and the tal ented sci en tists Zoeck- 
ler and Max Wundt, have given up Dar win ism. Men like our own H. F. Os- 
born may still cling to the beloved the ory and fur nish imag i nary pic tures of
ape-men as proof, in re cent books; but hear Prof. Ernest Haeckel him self:

“Most mod ern in ves ti ga tors of sci ence have come to the con clu sion that the doc trine of
evo lu tion, and par tic u larly Dar win ism, is an er ror, and can not be main tained.”

This was said some years be fore the Great War. Other names (Fried mann.
de Cyon) might be added.

The present at ti tude of nat u ral ists to ward the the ory may be learned from
a sym po sium by a num ber of em i nent writ ers in a re cent num ber of the
“Bib li cal World” (Feb ru ary, 1913), on the theme, “Has Evo lu tion Col- 
lapsed?”

Prof. Moul ton, of Chicago, says: “The essence of evo lu tion is that the
or der which ex ists one day changes into the or der which will ex ist on suc- 
ceed ing days, in a sys tem atic man ner, rather than in an ir reg u lar and chaotic
one.” This states the the ory, but adds a mere plat i tude, for all be lieve that
the uni verse is or derly and not chaotic. The real ques tion is. What is the na- 
ture and the cause of the pre vail ing or der? This ques tion he does not at- 
tempt to an swer.
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Prof. Lil lie, of Chicago, tells us that there are “dif fer ences in opin ion
among re cent in ves ti ga tors con cern ing the method of evo lu tion,” and says:
“Opin ion in ref er ence to this mat ter is in a state of flux.”

Prof. Math ews, of Chicago, says: “While the fact of evo lu tion is uni ver- 
sally ad mit ted, the means by which evo lu tion is brought to pass are un cer- 
tain.”

Prof. Pat ten, of Dar mouth, says: “As for bi ol o gists, they are now far ther
from agree ment as to what con sti tutes the pro cesses and con di tions es sen- 
tial to or ganic evo lu tion, * * * than they w^ere a gen er a tion ago.”

Prof. Mall, of Johns Hop kins, says: “It is true that grad ual evo lu tion, as
ad vo cated by Dar win, is se ri ously ques tioned by those who be lieve that it
takes place by ‘rapid jumps.’”

Prof. Willis ton, of Chicago, says: “The causes of or ganic evo lu tion are
still an un solved prob lem; and he will be a greater man than Dar win, who
fi nally demon strates them.”

Thus these rec og nized au thor i ties, while ac cept ing the the ory, add many
lim i ta tions and ad mit that the “method,” the “man ner,” the “process,” the
“con di tions” and the “causes” of the move ment are still un known. What,
then, re mains of the the ory? Not much but the name.
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9. Man

“THERE IS NO LONGER any doubt among sci en tists that man de scended
from the an i mals.” This sweep ing state ment was made in 1920 by Ed win
Grant Con klin pro fes sor of bi ol ogy in Prince ton Uni ver sity. And so evo lu- 
tion ists gen er ally, while giv ing up ge ol ogy as hope less in re gard to the evo- 
lu tion of plants and an i mals, cling to the doc trine that man has as cended,
through long ages of de vel op ment, from the brute. We have seen that Wal- 
lace and other pro found stu dents of the sub ject rec og nize the es sen tial dif- 
fer ence be tween the fac ul ties of man and the in stincts of an i mals. They ad- 
mit that forces res i dent in mat ter do not ac count for the ori gin of Thought.
They be lieve that Spirit, — God, — cre ated some thing new when in tel li- 
gence first en tered the brain of man. But even Wal lace holds that the hu man
body is a prod uct of evo lu tion; that there was a com mon brute an ces tor,
both for apes and the men. The search for the miss ing link be tween man and
his an i mal an ces tor is still go ing on. As soon as any hu man re mains are dug
up in the earth, evo lu tion ists be gin to mea sure the skull and bones, and to
find how^ many points of re sem blance they have to the apes. If the brain-
pan is a bit shal low, or small, or the eye brows prom i nent, or the slope of the
face acute, or the teeth and jaws large, they an nounce with much con fi dence
that the “miss ing link” has been found. But af ter a while they be gin to grow
more mod est and end in find ing other points which show that the spec i men
was an un mis tak able ape, or an un mis tak able man, and not some thing be- 
tween the two.

One could fill a mu seum with dis carded miss ing links; and yet men
refuse to learn cau tion, and re peat their shout ings ev ery time a new find is
an nounced. It will be in struc tive to pass in re view a few of the more fa mous
pre his toric re mains of man which have at one time and an other been de- 
clared un de ni able proof of a de vel op ment, through in ter me di ate stages, of
the hu man body from the body of a brute.

Pithecan thro pus Erec tus is the name in vented by Haeckel for the “miss- 
ing link,” and given by Dr. Eu gene Du Bois, a Dutch physi cian, to cer tain
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re mains dis cov ered by him on the is land of Java in 1891. The re mains con- 
sist of “an im per fect cra nium, a fe mur bear ing ev i dence of pro longed dis- 
ease, and a mo lar tooth.” (Dana, “Man ual of Ge ol ogy,” p. 1036.) The dis- 
cov erer of these bones be lieved that they are the re mains of a be ing be tween
the man-apes and man. Prof. Vir chow and other spe cial ists in anatomy ex- 
am ined this find. It was es tab lished that the fe mur was found a year af ter
the cra nium. Some re gard the re mains as be long ing to a low-grade man or
to an id iot. (Dana, / c.) The cu bic mea sure ment of the skull is 60 cu bic
inches, about that of an id iot, that of a nor mal man be ing 90 cu bic inches
and that of an ape 30. These spec i mens were found in sep a rate places. The
skull is too small for the thigh-bone. The age of the strata in which they
were found is un cer tain. An au thor ity of the first rank, Prof. Klaatsch, of
Hei del berg Uni ver sity, says that the crea ture “does not sup ply the miss ing
link.”

Dr. Smith Wood ward and Dr. Charles Daw son, in re con struct ing a man
from the Pilt down skull, dis cov ered in 1912 on Pilt down Com mon, near
Ucks field, Sus sex, Eng land, built up some thing es sen tially mon key-like,
with re ced ing fore head, pro ject ing brows, and a go ril la like lower jaw.
Prof. Keith, a renowned spe cial ist, check ing up on this re con struc tion,
comes to an en tirely dif fer ent con clu sion. He finds that the work of Drs.
Daw son and Wood ward was done “in open de fi ance of all that sci en tists
know about skulls, whether an cient or mod ern.” His words are: “I soon saw
that the parts of the re con structed Pilt down skull had been ap posed in a
man ner which was in open de fi ance of all that was known of skulls, an cient
and mod ern, hu man and an thro pod. Ar tic u lat ing the bones in a man ner
which has been ac cepted by all anatomists in all times, I found that the
brain-cham ber, in stead of mea sur ing 1,070 cu bic cm., as in Dr. Smith
Wood ward’s re con struc tion, mea sured 1,500 cu bic cm., — a large brain
cham ber for even mod ern man.”

The Ne an derthal skull was found in 1856 in the neigh bor hood of Dues- 
sel dorf by Dr. Fuhlrott, of El ber feld. When the skull and other parts of the
skele ton were ex hib ited at a sci en tific meet ing held at Bonn the same year,
a wide di ver gence of opin ion at once de vel oped among the spe cial ists. By
some, doubts were ex pressed as to the hu man char ac ter of the re mains. Oth- 
ers held that the re mains in di cate a per son of much the same stature as a Eu- 
ro pean of the present day, but with such an un usual thick ness in some of
them as be to kened a be ing of very ex tra or di nary strength. Dr. Meyer, of
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Bonn, re garded the skull as the re mains of a Cos sack killed in 1814. Other
sci en tists agreed with him. Mod ern sci ence ac cepts the an tiq uity of the Ne- 
an derthal man, but the con tro versy has never ceased. The great Vir chow de- 
clared the pe cu liar i ties of the bones to be the re sult of dis ease.

Near Liege, in Bel gium, not more than sev enty miles from the Ne an- 
derthal, the En gis skull was found. Af ter care ful mea sure ment it was proved
not to dif fer ma te ri ally from the skulls of mod ern Eu ro peans.

Such ex pe ri ences should pre vent us from mak ing any as ser tions re spect- 
ing the prim i tive char ac ter, in race or phys i cal con for ma tion, of these cave-
dwellers. In deed, Prof. Hux ley, in a very care ful and elab o rate pa per upon
the Ne an derthal and En gis skulls, places an av er age skull of a mod ern na- 
tive of Aus tralia about half-way be tween those of the Ne an derthal and En- 
gis caves. Yes, he says that, af ter go ing through a large col lec tion of Aus- 
tralian skulls, he “found it pos si ble to se lect from these cra nia two (con- 
nected by all sorts of in ter me di ate gra da tions), the one of which should very
nearly re sem ble the En gis skull, while the other would some what less
closely ap prox i mate to the Ne an derthal skull in size, form, and pro por- 
tions.” “The En gis skull, per haps the old est known, is,” ac cord ing to
Prof. Hux ley, “a fair av er age skull, which might have be longed to a philoso- 
pher, or might have con tained the thought less brain of a sav age.” In this
opin ion Mr. Hux ley is sup ported by one of the great est an thro pol o gists of
his time, Daniel G. Brin ton, who says con cern ing the cave-man of France
and Bel gium: Nei ther in stature, cra nial ca pac ity, nor in mus cu lar de vel op- 
ment did these ear li est mem bers of the species dif fer more from those now
liv ing than do these among them selves. We have no grounds for as sign ing
to these ear li est known men an in fe rior brain or a lower in tel li gence than is
seen among var i ous sav age tribes still in ex is tence."

Ev ery new find, upon in ves ti ga tion, proves the truth of Vir chow’s words:
“We must re ally ac knowl edge that there is a com plete ab sence of any fos sil
type of a lower stage in the de vel op ment of man. Nay, if we gather to gether
all the fos sil men hith erto found, and put them par al lel with those of the
present time, we can de cid edly pro nounce that there are among liv ing men a
much greater pro por tion of in di vid u als which show a rel a tively in fe rior type
than there are among the fos sils known up to this time . . . Ev ery pos i tive
progress which we have made in the re gion of pre his toric an thro pol ogy has
re moved us far ther from the demon stra tion of this the ory!”
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Quite re cently (in 1913) a re mark able fos sil was found in the Oldoway
gulch in north ern Ger man East Africa, by an ex pe di tion of the Ge o log i cal
In sti tute of the Uni ver sity of Berlin. The re mains con sist of a com plete
skele ton, which was found deeply em bed ded in firm soil. Un ques tion ably
an cient as these re mains are, — the bones are com plete ley fos silized, —
they con tained lamentably few “prim i tive char ac ter is tics,” and hence have
not been ex ploited in the in ter est of the evo lu tion ary the ory. A frag ment of
skull, a tooth, a thigh-bone, of fer much more invit ing fields to the evo lu- 
tion ists, since they per mit his imag i na tion to range with out the re straint of
fact. The Oldoway fos sil, which is in ev ery es sen tial re spect a nor mal hu- 
man skele ton, pos sesses no spe cial at trac tions for those who would rep re- 
sent man as a de scen dant of brutish an ces tors.

Says Prof. Vir chow: “We seek in vain for the miss ing link; there ex ists a
def i nite bar rier sep a rat ing man from the an i mal which has not yet been ef- 
faced — hered ity, which trans mits to chil dren the fac ul ties of the par ents.
We have never seen a mon key bring a man into the world, nor a man pro- 
duce a mon key. All men hav ing a Simian (mon key-like) ap pear ance are
sim ply patho log i cal vari ants, (ab nor mal va ri eties, due to some dis eased
con di tion). It was gen er ally be lieved a few years ago that there ex isted a
few hu man races which still re mained in the prim i tive in fe rior con di tion of
their or ga ni za tion. But all these races have been ob jects of minute in ves ti- 
ga tion, and we know that they have an or ga ni za tion like ours, of ten, in deed,
su pe rior to that of the sup posed higher races. Thus the Es kimo head and the
head of the Terra del Fue gians be long to the per fected types. All the re- 
searches un der taken with the aim of find ing con ti nu ity in pro gres sive de vel- 
op ment have been with out re sult. There ex ists no proan thrope, no man-
mon key, and the ‘con nect ing link’ re mains a phan tom.”

Dr. Berndt, of Berlin, re cently said in the “Natur wis senschaftliche Rund- 
schau der Chemik erzeitung” (April, 1914): “Max We ber, one of the best au- 
thor i ties on mam mals, re gards the an thro poid apes of to day as a branch par- 
al lel to the hu man branch. Schol ars like Cope, Ad lo eff, Klaatsch, pre fer to
push the ori gin of man back to the ear li est age of ter res trial life, whence he
went his way from the very out set sep a rate from the apes.” This is a highly
sig nif i cant ut ter ance. It means noth ing more than this: there is not one rec- 
og niz able link which unites man with the an i mal king dom. All the in ter me- 
di ate forms be tween man and the orig i nal jel ly fish, which ac cord ing to
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Haeckel and Vogt was his an ces tor, have dis ap peared. For their ex is tence
we have noth ing but the word of spec u la tive sci en tists.

Con cern ing the Ne an derthaler, the Cro-Magnon man, etc., Dr. Daw son
has said: “Ge o log i cal ev i dence re solves it self into a cal cu la tion of the rate
of ero sion of river val leys, of de po si tion of gravel and cave-earths, and of
for ma tion of sta lag mite crusts, all of which are so vari able and un cer tain
that, though it may be said that an im pres sion of great an tiq uity be yond the
time of re ceived his tory has been left on the minds of ge ol o gists, no ab so- 
lute an tiq uity has been proved; and while some, on such ev i dence, would
stretch the an tiq uity of man to even half a mil lion years, the old est of these
re mains may, af ter all, not ex ceed our tra di tional six thou sand. These skele- 
tons tell us that prim i tive man had the same high cere bral or ga ni za tion
which he pos sesses now, and we may in fer the same high in tel lec tual and
moral na ture, fit ting him for com mun ci a ton with God and head ship over the
lower world.” Sim i larly Fin gier held that “we kow of no ar chae o log i cal find
(stone hatch ets, etc.) that could not be pro nounced only five thou sand years
old as well as fifty thou sand.”

Li onel S. Beale, the fa mous mi cro scopist, tes ti fies:

“In sup port of all nat u ral is tic con jec tures con cern ing man’s ori gin, there is not at this time
the shadow of sci en tific ev i dence.”

William Hanna Thom son, M.D., L.L.D.., Physi cian to the Roo sevelt Hos pi- 
tal; Con sult ing Physi cian to New York State Man hat tan Hos pi tal for the In- 
sane, who has held a pro fes sor ship in New York Uni ver sity Med i cal Col- 
lege; been pres i dent of the New York Acad emy of Medicine . etc. in his re- 
cent book. “What is Phys i cal Life?” says con cern ing the doc trine of evo lu- 
tion: “No con tra dic tion could be greater than that be tween this doc trine and
the great est truth which un der lies this hu man world.”

The Russo-French phys i ol o gist, M. Elie De Cyon, for many years pro fes- 
sor in the Fac ulty of Sci ences and in the Aca demic Medico-chirur gi cale at
the Uni ver sity of Pet ro grad, has lately pub lished a book of es says in which
he says that the the ory of evo lu tion, es pe cially in its re la tion to the an ces try
of man, is a “pure as sump tion.” He quotes Prof. Fraas, who de voted his
long life to the study of fos sil an i mals: “The idea that mankind has de- 
scended from any Simian (ape) species what so ever, is cer tainly the most
fool ish ever put forth by a man writ ing on the his tory of man. It should be
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handed down to pos ter ity in a new edi tion of the Memo rial of Hu man Fol- 
lies. No proof of this baroque the ory can ever be given from dis cov ered fos- 
sils.” And to quote from an other ad dress by Vir chow, de liv ered at Vi enna:
“I have never found a sin gle ape skull which ap proaches at all the hu man
one. Be tween men and apes there ex ists a line of sharp de mar ca tion.”

One of the most re cent au thor i ta tive pub li ca tions by a Ger man an thro- 
pol o gist urges that “the apes are to be re garded as de gen er ate branches of
the pre-hu man stock.” This means, in a word, that man is not de scended
from the ape, but the ape from man. This is al most what may be called re- 
duc tio ad ab sur dum, and yet it is one of the lat est pro nounce ments of sci en- 
tific thought (Ed i to rial in “New York Her ald,” De cem ber 30, 1916). To the
same ef fect are the words of Pro fes sor Wood-Jones, Pro fes sor of Anatomy
in the Uni ver sity of Lon don, Eng land, who re cently pointed out that so far
from man hav ing de scended from an thro poid apes, it would be more ac cu- 
rate to say that these have been de scended from man. This was claimed not
only by rea son of the best anatom i cal re search, but to be “de ducible from
the whole trend of ge o log i cal and an thro po log i cal dis cov ery.” On this ac- 
count Pro fes sor Wood-Jones ap pealed for “an en tire re con sid er a tion of the
post-Dar winian con cep tions of man’s com par a tively re cent emer gence from
the brute king dom.” (Quoted by W. H Grif fith Thomas in “What about Evo- 
lu tion?” p. 19.)

It is re fresh ing to turn aside from spec u la tion to rev e la tion, from con jec- 
tures and the o ries to proven facts, and no one has stated as cer tained facts,
touch ing the ori gin of man, more suc cinctly and more clearly than
Prof. Dr. Friedrich Pfaff, pro fes sor of Nat u ral Sci ence in the Uni ver sity of
Er lan gen. He shows con clu sively that the age of man is com par a tively brief,
ex tend ing only to a few thou sand years; that man ap peared sud denly; that
the most an cient man known to us is not es sen tially dif fer ent from the now
liv ing man, and that tran si tions from the ape to the man, or from the man to
the ape, are nowhere found. The con clu sion he reaches is that the Scrip tural
ac count of man, which is one and self-con sis tent, is true; that God made
man in his own im age, fit ted for fel low ship with him self and fa vored with it
– a state from which man has fallen, but to which restora tion is pos si ble
through Him who is the bright ness of his Fa ther’s glory, and “the ex press
im age of his Per son.”

We can not re frain from re vert ing, in this con nec tion, to the es sen tial dif- 
fer ence be tween the an i mal in stincts and the in tel lect of man. and would
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quote, on this sub ject, the force ful state ment of the case by Paul Haffner in
his “Ma te ri al is mus” (Mainz, 1865). We trans late: “If the hy poth e sis of ma- 
te ri al ism were ac cept able, if we were to be lieve that a merely an i mal form
of con scious ness might de velop into spir i tual and in tel lec tual per cep tions,
we ought to be able to ob serve such ca pac i ties of change and growth also in
the an i mal world of to day. Yet this is not the case. For thou sands of years
we have ob served the do mes tic an i mals, and still we can see no trace of a
dawn of in tel lect. We ex pend much train ing upon them; we make them our
con fi dants and treat them with in ex haustible ten der ness, and still we never
see them rise out of their nar row sphere and out of the bonds of their prim i- 
tive de sires and in stincts, we note ex ter nal im i ta tion of hu man ac tiv i ties,
such as the lu di crous vir tu os ity of the apes, and that su per fi cial adap ta tion
which we call ‘an i mal train ing’ and which is noth ing but a de vel op ment of
sense stim uli; the an i mal does not know what it is do ing, it is duped by man
who knows how to em ploy its in stincts and make them ser vice able to his
pur poses. We can not fail to note that never, not even un der the most fa vor- 
able con di tions, do the an i mals step out of their orig i nal sphere; that nei ther
by their own efi Forts nor through the aid of man are they able to rise into
ideas of a spir i tual or suprasen sual na ture; that they re main for ever what
they were in the be gin ning. Hence it can not be de nied that also men would
have re mained what they once were ac cord ing to the no tions of ma te ri al ists.
Only if from the be gin ning the light of spir i tual life was enkin dled in them,
could they be come, what they are to day.” (“Ma te ri al is mus,” p. 59 f.)

It will be noted that when we hear the spe cial ists in anatomy and bi ol- 
ogy, their ex pres sions on the sub ject of man’s an ces try are, as a rule, char ac- 
ter ized by a strong dis sent from the de vel op ment the ory, while the be lief in
a de vel op ment of man from an ape-like an ces tor, ut tered with a note of
cock sure ness, is found mainly among am a teurs in these sci ences. More over,
even among the be liev ers in a rise of our race from brute ori gins, many, and
the most dis tin guished among them, as sert that the fac ul ties of the hu man
mind are in deed to be ac counted for only on the ba sis of a spe cial cre ative
act of God. They cling, how ever, to the no tion that the body of man is
evolved from the lower an i mals, — a view which has been very ably met by
Prof. Orr of Glas gow, one of the fore most Bib li cal schol ars of our time. He
writes:
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“It is well known that cer tain dis tin guished evo lu tion ists, while hand ing over man’s body
to be ac counted for by the or di nary pro cesses of evo lu tion, yet hold that man’s mind can not
be wholly ac counted for ‘in a sim i lar man ner. The ra tio nal mind of man, they urge — I
agree with the view, but am not called upon here to dis cuss it — has qual i ties and pow ers
which sep a rate it, not only in de gree, but in kind, from the an i mal mind, and put an un- 
bridge able gulf, on the spir i tual side, be tween man and the high est of the crea tures be low
him. In other words, there is, in man’s case, a rise on the spir i tual side — the con sti tu tion
of a new or der or king dom of ex is tence — which re quires for its ex pla na tion a dis tinct su- 
per nat u ral cause. Now the weak ness of this the ory, I have al ways felt, lies in its as sump tion
that, while man’s mind needs a su per nat u ral cause to ac count for it, his body may be left to
the or di nary pro cesses of de vel op ment. The dif fi culty of such a view is ob vi ous. I have
stated the point in this way. ’It is a corol lary from the known laws of the con nec tion of
mind and body that ev ery mind needs an or gan ism fit ted to it. If the mind of man is the
prod uct of a new cause, the brain, which is the in stru ment of that mind, must share in its
pe cu liar ori gin. You can not put a hu man mind into a Simian brain.’ In other words, if there
is a sud den rise on the spir i tual side, there must be a rise on the phys i cal — the or ganic —
side to cor re spond.” (“Vir gin Birth of Christ,” p. 199.)

Can any thing be more co gent, more con clu sive?
The strong est di rect proof against the “as cent of man,” how ever, has so

far only been touched upon. I re fer to the ev i dences de rived from the his- 
tory of Re li gion. To this I now in vite the reader’s close at ten tion.

If man was de vel oped from a lower or der of crea tures, or from any
mem ber of the an i mal king dom, re li gion must have been a late de vel op- 
ment. That this “tail less, catar rhine, an thro poid ape” should have had any- 
thing re sem bling a re li gion, is, of course, not to be thought of. To imag ine
that he had a knowl edge of the one, true God, his na ture and his at tributes,
would be pre pos ter ous. (How then ex plain the ori gin and rise of re li gion?
The evo lu tion ists do not agree on this sub ject. Her bert Spencer main tains
that An i mism was the most prim i tive form of faith. Man rev er enced spir its,
the ghosts of the de parted, then raised them to the em i nence of di vini ties
and fi nally de vel oped the idea of one ab so lute be ing, God. Oth ers sug gest,
that prim i tive man first adored the ter ri ble pow ers and aw ful phe nom ena of
na ture, was thus led to Poly the ism (a re li gion of many Gods) and fi nally
evolved Monothe ism (a be lief in one God). But all agree in this, that Re li- 
gion in its ear li est form was of a very crude and el e men tary char ac ter, and
only in the course of many thou sands of years, at tained to the con cep tion of
one Supreme Be ing. There was at first a faith in gods, — Poly the ism, and
much later a faith in God — Monothe ism.

Now, let it be ob served that this is the only pos si ble view from the stand- 
point of Evo lu tion. Re mem ber that this doc trine is not only con ceived as
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bear ing on the de vel op ment of the an i mal king dom. The prin ci ple is as- 
sumed to op er ate in the de vel op ment of the earth, of man, of so ci ety, of
gov ern ment, of man u fac tures, of lan guage, of lit er a ture, sci ence, art, and re- 
li gion. Ac cord ing to the the ory, there must have been progress from a crude
form of spirit-wor ship to a wor ship of gods, and thence to a wor ship of one
God. But what are the facts? Has re li gion so de vel oped? It has not.

Not only has his tory failed to show a sin gle form of be lief which has ad- 
vanced in the man ner demon strated, but ev ery re li gion, no mat ter how pure
and ex alted, has gone through a process of de gen er a tion, of de vo lu tion.

The founders of the com par a tive study (or Sci ence) of Re li gion, and the
great est au thor i ties in its var i ous de part ments, are prac ti cally unan i mous in
their opin ion, that all pa gan sys tems of mythol ogy and re li gion con tain rem- 
nants of a more ex alted form of be lief, of a higher, clearer knowl edge of the
Di vin ity, which grad u ally be came dimmed and cor rupted.

From Max Mueller’s Lec ture on the Vedas (the an cient hymns of In dia)
we note the fol low ing: As a re sult “to which a com par a tive study of re li gion
is sure to lead, we shall learn that re li gions in their most an cient form, or in
the minds of their au thors, are gen er ally free from many of the blem ishes
that at tach to them in later times.”

Le Page Re nouf ex presses his en tire agree ment with the “ma tured judg- 
ment” of Em manuel Rouge: “The first char ac ter is tic of the Egyp tian re li- 
gion is the Unity of God most en er get i cally ex pressed: God, One, Sole and
Only — no oth ers with Him. . . . the Only Be ing …. The be lief in the Unity
of the Supreme God and in His at tributes as Cre ator and Law giver of man,
whom He has en dowed with an im mor tal soul, …. these are the prim i tive
no tions, en cased in the midst of mytho log i cal su per fe ta tions ac cu mu lated in
the cen turies.” Franz Lenor mant reached the same con clu sion. Else where,
Re nouf says: “It is in con testably true, that the sub limer por tions of the
Egyp tian re li gions are not the com par a tively late re sult of a process of de- 
vel op ment. The sub limer por tions are demon stra bly an cient; and the last
stage of the Egyp tian re li gion …. was by far the gross est and most cor rupt.”
(“Re li gion of An cient Egypt,” p. 95.) This opin ion is sup ported by the tes ti- 
mony of the Egyp tian in scrip tions. In the very old est in scrip tions ref er ence
is had to a Supreme God and Lord of all. to whom no shrines were raised,
whose abode was un known, who was not graven in stone, while the Egyp- 
tian of a later day adored the croc o dile, the ich neu mon, ser pents, bulls, cats,
and ibises.
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The his tory of Hindu be lief presents tes ti mony of a still more star tling
na ture. In the Vedas we find state ments and prayers which are clear proof of
an early Monothe ism. Thus the IX book of the Rig Veda con tains the fol- 
low ing prayer. “Who is the God to whom we shall of fer our sac ri fice? The
one-born Lord of all that is; he es tab lished the heaven and sky; he is the one
king of the breath ing and awak en ing world; he through whom the heaven
was es tab lished; he who mea sured out the light in the air — he who alone is
God above all gods.” Here the be lief in one Supreme Be ing is clearly set
forth. And yet this faith in one God in the course of time de gen er ated into a
wor ship of 33,000 di vini ties — un til Gau tama the Bud dha evolved a sys tem
that de nied the very ex is tence of God.

Turn ing to Greece we have the tes ti mony of Prof. Max Mueller to this
ef fect: “When we as cend to the dis tant heights of Greek his tory the idea of
God, as the Supreme Be ing, stands be fore us as a sim ple fact.” (“Es says,”
II, p. 146.) Carl Boettcher, in his great work on the Tree wor ship of the
Greeks, main tains: “As far as the leg ends of the Greeks can be traced into
pre his toric ages, the en tire na tion wor shiped a sin gle God, name less, with- 
out stat ues, with out a tem ple, in vis i ble and om nipresent.” This he re gards as
a tra di tion of “ir refutable in ner truth ful ness. . . . The be gin ning of Poly the- 
ism there fore rep re sents the sec ond phase of Greek re li gion, which was pre- 
ceded by a Monothe ism.” Ev ery stu dent of Greek lit er a ture knows that this
orig i nal be lief at an early age gave place to a wor ship of the gods on Olym- 
pus, a wor ship which in turn gave way to openly avowed athe ism. The
Greeks were aware of this de cay. Plato, in his Phaidros (274 B) quotes
Socrates as say ing: “I know of an old say ing, that our an ces tors knew what
con sti tuted the true wor ship of God; if we could but dis cover what it was,
would we then have need of hu man the o ries and opin ions on the mat ter?”
Cer tainly a star tling state ment from the lips of a pa gan. Un doubt edly Wel- 
cker was right when he as serted, as the ul ti mate re sult of his re searches:
“This (Greek) poly the ism has set tled be fore the eyes of men like a high and
con tin u ous moun tain range, be yond which it is the priv i lege only of gen eral
his tor i cal study to rec og nize, as from a higher point of view, the nat u ral
prim i tive monothe ism.” Con cern ing the monothe is tic ideas of later Greek
thought, the same au thor says that they are to be re garded not as a re sult of
an as cend ing line of evo lu tion (“an f steigende Linie der En twick elung”), but
as “a re turn of the pro found wis dom of old age to the feel ing of prim i tive
sim plic ity.”
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Of the Phoeni cians the great est stu dent of their his tory and re li gion, F. K.
Movers, says: “Na ture wor ship grad u ally ob scured the purer God-idea of a
more an cient stage of be lief, but has never en tirely oblit er ated it.” He refers
to an ev i dent “adul ter ation of a purer and more an cient God-idea.”

Re gard ing the Zoroas tri ans of an cient Per sia, M. Haug, the fa mous Zend
scholar, as serts that “Monothe ism was the lead ing idea of Zoroaster’s the ol- 
ogy;” he called God Ahura-mazda, i. e., “the Liv ing Cre ator.” Zoroaster did
not teach a the o log i cal Du al ism. He ar rived “at the idea of the unity and in- 
di vis i bil ity of the Supreme Be ing,” and only as “in course of time this doc- 
trine was changed and cor rupted . . . the du al ism of God and the devil
arose.” “Monothe ism was su per seded by Du al ism.”

Both Dr. F. Hom mel and Friedrich Delitzsch agree on the ques tion of an
early Ara bian and Sume rian monothe ism. Dr. Plom mel demon strates from
the per sonal sur names con tained in the in scrip tions the ex is tence of a “very
ex alted monothe ism” in the most an cient times of the Ara bian na tion, about
2500 B. C., and among the Semitic tribes of north ern Baby lo nia. This
“monothe is tic re li gion” de gen er ated un der the in flu ence of Baby lo nian
poly the ism. The same opin ion was held years ago by Julius Op pert, the As- 
syri ol o gist, who was led to a be lief in “a uni ver sal prim i tive monothe ism as
the ba sis of all re li gions.”

Ex pres sions sim i lar to the above might be ad duced from Rawl in son,
Legge ( “Re li gions of China” ) , Doellinger, Vic tor v. Strauss-Tor ney (the
Egyp tol o gist), Ja cob Grimm, and oth ers. In short, the ma jor ity of in de pen- 
dent and un prej u diced stu dents of hea then be liefs, from the days of A. W. v.
Schlegel to our own, have reached the con clu sion, that all re li gions in their
later stages ex hibit a much lower con cep tion of the Di vin ity than in their
ear lier form. It is only the hope lessly prej u diced who can say, as does John
Fiske, that “to re gard clas sic pa gan ism as one of the de graded rem nants of a
primeval monothe ism, is to sin against the canons of a sound in duc tive phi- 
los o phy.” Sin ning against the con so nant tes ti mony of uni ver sal his tory is a
ve nial of fense, it would seem, when the in tegrity of this “sound in duc tive
phi los o phy” — that is, of the Spence rian the ory — is at stake. It needs but a
glance at the well-known facts of re li gious his tory to show the work ing of
this Law of De cay as in flu enc ing the de vel op ment of ev ery sys tem of eth nic
be lief which has a recorded his tory or a lit er a ture.

The work ings of this law can be traced even in the case of the sav age
tribes of our own day. Of the African ne groes, P. Baudin says that “their tra- 
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di tions and re li gious doc trines . . . show clearly that they are a peo ple in
deca dence. . . . They have an ob scure and con fused idea of the only God,
…. who no longer re ceives wor ship.” (“Fetichism,” p. 7-10.) Win wood
Reade tes ti fies: “The ne groes pos sess the rem nants of a no ble and sub lime
re li gion, though they have for got ten its pre cepts and de based its cer e- 
monies.” They still re tain a rec ol lec tion “of God, the Supreme, the Cre ator.”
Con cern ing the Zu lus, Bas tian records that they in formed him that “their
an ces tors pos sessed the knowl edge of … . that source of be ing which is
above, which gives life to men.” (“Vorgeschichthehe Schoep fungslieder.”)
A mis sion ary of the Lutheran Gen eral Synod, Rev. J. C. Ped er sen, wrote in
“Lutheran Ob server,” Au gust, 1910, con cern ing the African na tives that
they still have a con sid er able dis play of re li gion, but “ask him, who is the
God in whom you trust? what do you mean by trust ing? how can he help
you? and he will an swer, ‘I don’t know, but the old peo ple used to say so,
and taught us to say so.’” John Han ning Speke, in his “Jour nal of the Dis- 
cov ery of the Sources of the Nile” records rem i nis cences among the de- 
graded sav ages among whom he dwelt, of a supreme God who dwells in
heaven, but who no longer re ceived wor ship. Mungo Park, in the di ary of
his “Trav els in the In te rior of Africa,” says that the Mandin goes, a de gen er- 
ate race of fetish wor ship pers, still pos sessed the knowl edge of one God,
but do not of fer up prayers and sup pli ca tions to him.

In the record of his fa mous cir cum nav i ga tion of the globe, Cap tain Cook
says that the can ni bals of New Zea land still ac knowl edged a su pe rior be ing,
al though their re li gion was a crude sys tem of spir i tu al is tic prac tices.

Con cern ing the Ko re ans Mrs. L. H. Un der wood, med i cal mis sion ary,
says that a thou sand un wor thy deities now crowd the tem ples, al though the
great uni ver sal Ruler is still wor shiped at times, and the “an cient pu rity of
faith and wor ship has be come sadly dark ened.”

The fore most stu dent of mod ern mis sions, Jo hann War neck, in “The Liv- 
ing Christ and Dy ing Hea thenism” (F. H. Rev ell Co..) comes to the con clu- 
sion that the Chris tian re li gion and its monothe ism are not only not a de vel- 
op ment from lower ori gins, but that the hea then re li gions, his tor i cally con- 
sid ered, are a de gen er acy from a higher knowl edge of God. In other words,
the ap pli ca tion of the doc trine of evo lu tion to the field of com par a tive re li- 
gion is a mis take. “Any form of An i mism known to me has no lines lead ing
to per fec tion, but only in con testable marks of de gen er a tion,” says the au- 
thor. “In hea thenism the gold of the di vine thought be comes dross.”
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Says he, "I have been coun seled to rec og nize that the idea of evo lu tion at
present rul ing the sci en tific world must also rule in the in ves ti ga tion of re li- 
gion. I am not un ac quainted with the lit er a ture of the sub ject, I have de- 
scribed an i mistic hea thenism as con cretely as I could; I con fined my self
strictly to that. I be gan with the facts of ex pe ri ence; then I drew in fer ences
from them. If these do not agree with the dom i nant hy poth e sis of evo lu tion,
that is due to the bru tal facts, and not to the pre pos ses sions of the ob server.

“I do not deny that some thing can be said for the idea of evo lu tion in the
re li gions of mankind, but the study of An i mism, with which I have long
been fa mil iar as an eye wit ness, did not lead me to that idea. Rather the con- 
vic tion which I ar rived at is, that an i mistic hea thenism is not a tran si tion
stage to a higher re li gion. There are no facts to prove that an i mistic hea- 
thenism some where and some how evolved up wards to wards a purer knowl- 
edge of God. I have worked as a mis sion ary for many years in con tact with
thou sands of the ad her ents of an i mistic hea thenism and I have been con- 
vinced that the force of that hea thenism is hos tile to God.”

In the same work Dr. War neck says that among the Bat taks of Suma tra
there are “re mains of a pure idea of God.” but there is also a host of spir its,
born of fear, which thrust them selves be tween God and man. “The idea of
God which is found in the re li gions of the In dian Ar chi pel ago, and prob a bly
also of Africa, can not have been dis tilled from the mot ley jum ble of gods
and of na ture, for it ex ists in di rect op po si tion to the lat ter. The idea of God
is pre served, but His wor ship is lost.” In re view ing this book the late
Dr. Schmauk said in 1910: “A dis pas sion ate study of hea then re li gions con- 
firms the view of Paul that hea thenism is a fall from a bet ter knowl edge of
God. The idols come be tween God and man.”

W. St. Clair Tis dall, con cludes an ex haus tive study of “Chris tian ity and
Other Faiths” with the state ment: “It fol lows that Monothe ism his tor i cally
pre ceded Poly the ism, and that the lat ter is a cor rup tion of the for mer. It is
im pos si ble to ex plain the facts away. Taken to ge hter they show that, as the
Bible as serts, man at the very be gin ning of his tory knew the One True God.
This im plies a Rev e la tion of some sort and traces of that Rev e la tion are still
found in many an cient faiths.”

We con clude that the his tory of re li gion does not only fail to sup port the
evo lu tion is tic pos tu late of a slow up ward de vel op ment of re li gions from
crude orig i nal be liefs, but quite the re verse. It is true that the pop u lar hand- 
books of com par a tive re li gion quite gen er ally teach a de vel op ment of re li- 
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gious be lief through an i mism, fetishism, and poly the ism to monothe ism.
But the con so nant tes ti mony of spe cial ists in the field of his tor i cal study
and of those who have had first-hand ac quain tance with the abo rig ines of
hea then lands, is a strong dis sent from this po si tion. Here again we find
con fi dent as ser tion of an evo lu tion is tic process mainly among those who
lack the qual i fi ca tions of orig i nal re search. Even as it is not the spe cial ist in
bi ol ogy that still main tains the Dar winian the ory of Nat u ral Se lec tion, but
the non pro fes sional and the am a teur, even so the spe cial ist ac quainted with
the orig i nal sources, and the ex plorer, pos sess ing first hand knowl edge, as- 
serts a de cline, through his tory, from purer to less spir i tual faiths, while the
bias of the evo lu tion ist, who has no first hand knowl edge of the sources
con strains him to be gin his scheme of re li gion with an i mism and fetish-
wor ship. The the ory which holds him in thrall de mands such a con struc tion.
But the the ory is con tra dicted by the facts, which point un mis tak ably to a
de gen er a tion of the race, to a Fall of Man.
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10. The Ver dict Of His tory

JOHN FISKE, who, in the sev en ties of the last cen tury, pop u lar ized Dar- 
win ism in the United States, as serts that the scope of evo lu tion is much
wider than the or ganic field. “There is no sub ject great or small” he wrote in
“A Cen tury of Sci ence,” “that has not come to be af fected by this doc trine.”
A de vel op ment has been rec og nized in plants, moun tains, oys ters, sub junc- 
tive moods, and the con fed era cies of sav age tribes (p. 35). Fiske is one of
those de fend ers of the evo lu tion is tic phi los o phy who ir ri tate by rea son of
their cock sure ness. Hear him, in “Dar win ism and Other Es says:” “One
could count on one’s fin gers the num ber of em i nent nat u ral ists who still de- 
cline to adopt it” — the Dar winian hy poth e sis. That was in 1876. To day we
know that one can count on one fin ger the em i nent nat u ral ists of the present
cen tury who still ac cept it — Haeckel. It is pos si ble that Fiske’s ex ten sion
of the de vel op ment the ory, along lines laid down by Her bert Spencer, to all
hu man his tory, even to “tribal con fed era cies,” is like wise sub ject to a re vi- 
sion. In deed, it would seem that even with out spe cial or de tailed knowl- 
edge, the fail ure of hu man his tory to con form with this uni ver sal law would
be ap par ent. Con sider once more the ba sic con cepts of Evo lu tion. They are
two in num ber, 1. Ev ery thing that is, has been evolved, hav ing been in- 
volved (po ten tially, as a pos si bil ity) in that which pre ceded it. Po ten tially,
the feather of the blue-bird was in the speck of orig i nal pro to plasm, po ten- 
tially the flights of Dante’s and Goethe’s ge nius were in the pri mor dial cell.
All that has oc curred in his tory has de vel oped out of an tecedents. Fur ther- 
more: 2. All that ex ists has de vel oped _ac cord ing to to nat u ral laws. Sci en- 
tists have proven up the law which Dar win called “Nat u ral Se lec tion,” and
Spencer him self cashiered the law which he had called “Sur vival of the
Fittest.” But evo lu tion ists con tinue to as sert that some how, by the act ing of
cer tain laws, that which ex ists has nat u rally — there is no need of di vine
Prov i dence, over rul ing the af fairs of men — has nat u rally been de vel oped
out of its an tecedents. And so his tory is read by the evo lu tion ist. He sees in
all the in sti tu tions of civ i liza tion, in ev ery de part ment of cul ture, in the rise
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and fall of na tions, the progress and de cay of lit er a tures, a re sult of nat u ral
laws, work ing out the evo lu tion of hu man so ci ety as it ex ists to day.

What, then, is the ver dict of his tory? Does it con form to this scheme? Is
there a demon stra ble de vel op ment, by in her ent forces, of hu man so ci ety,
from lower to higher ranges of cul ture? Civ i liza tions have risen. civ i liza- 
tions have per ished: is there in this trace able the work ing of nat u ral law?

Dr. Emil Re ich, in the “Con tem po rary Re view,” 1880. p. 45 ff. pointed
out the fail ure of the de vel op ment the ory as ap plied to hu man cul ture. He- 
brew re li gion as well as the He brew state were not de rived from Baby lo- 
nian. Egyp tian, Ara bic or Hit tite cul ture; Greek art is not a de riv a tive prod- 
uct of Egyp tian, As syr ian, or Phoeni cian art; Greek re li gion and mythol ogy
are not de rived from other pa gan sys tems; Ro man law has not been de vel- 
oped out of Greek, Aryan, or Egyp tian law; the Eng lish con sti tu tional form
of gov ern ment has no an tecedents in Ger man or Nor man-French his tory;
Ger man mu sic is not a re sult of de vel op ment out of Dutch, French, or Ital- 
ian mu sic. Dr. Re ich sums up the mat ter:

“In sti tu tions do not ‘evolve,’ nor are they ‘de rived,’ they step into ex is tence by ful gu ra- 
tion” — sud den flashes — ," by a process that is tech ni cally iden ti cal with the the o log i cal
idea of cre ation. The whole con cept of evo lu tion does not at all ap ply to his tory."

In this ar gu ment there is con sid er able force. For, in deed, what nat u ral law
can ac count for the rise of hu man in sti tu tions, so in fin itely di ver si fied in
their struc ture? Ev ery age is di vided into epochs, and at the cen ter of each
epoch there is some per son age of force and ge nius. But how did Cromwell,
Lin coln, Bis marck arise? What force pro duced them? Whence did they
evolve? Yet with out these three names, three great pe ri ods in the world’s
his tory would be mean ing less.

By what com bi na tion of forces shall we say that the var i ous ge niuses
have de vel oped which, in a man ner al most spec tac u lar, rise be fore us as we
study the lit er a tures of the past? The youth ful years of Shake speare were
spent un der cir cum stances which might have pro duced in him one dull and
unaspir ing British coun try lout, like, as one egg to an other, to a hun dred
thou sand oth ers who lived in his age. What made this one coun try boy the
most as ton ish ing ge nius in all the his tory of lit er a ture? Study the youth of
Robert Burns, of Hein rich Heine, or Co leridge, and then tell me why the
first two should be come the great est lyric po ets of their time, and the third,
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one of Eng land’s deep est thinkers? Why did they not de velop, one into a
sat is fied Scot tish farmer, the other into a ped dler of no tions, and the third
into a fat and com fort able Eng lish banker?

We quote from an ar ti cle which ap peared in “The o log i cal Quar terly”
some twenty years ago:

“What process of evo lu tion re sulted in the lives and deeds of such men as Alexan der the
Great, Julius Ceasar, Con stan tine the Great, Luther, Napoleon I, and Bis marck? All these
great mak ers of his tory were what they were far less in con se quence and by the con tin u a- 
tion of the course of pre vi ous events or de vel op ments, than largely in spite of the past and
in di rect op po si tion to forces which had worked to gether in shap ing the con di tion of things
with which they had to deal. The Mace do nian em pire would never have sprung into be ing
but for an Alexan der, in whose mind the chief facts for its re al iza tion were united. The
Rome which Julius Cae sar left be hind him was not that which he had found, only car ried
for ward to a new stage of de vel op ment, but the em bod i ment of ideas con ceived in his
mind, a quan tity which un der God the great est Ro man had made out of a quan tity which he
had found. The dis tinc tive fea tures of the Con stan tinian em pire as com pared with that of
Dio cle tian, or of the tetrar chy of which he was the head, were not evolved from ear lier po- 
lit i cal prin ci ples, but stood out in bold con trast and even in di rect op po si tion to the very
fun da men tals of an tique states man ship, and so new in pol i tics that even Con stan tine per- 
mit ted them to slip away from his grasp long be fore the sun set of his life had come. Luther
was not a more fully de vel oped Hus or Savonarola, and the Ref or ma tion was not the more
ad vanced stage or com ple tion of a move ment in au gu rated by the Hu man ists, but a work of
God the ac tu at ing spirit of which was as di a met ri cally con trary to the ra tio nal is tic spirit
which an i mated Eras mus and, in a mea sure, Zwingli and his abet tors, as it was to an tichris- 
tian Rome, — which was in 15 17 es sen tially what it had been in 1302, when Boni face
VIII is sued his bull Unam sanc tam as a def i ni tion of the rights and pow ers of Pop ery.
Napoleon did not carry on ward but broke away from the tu mult of French pol i tics when he
laid the greater part of west ern Eu rope at his feet, and the bat tle of Auster litz and the rule
of the Hun dred Days were no more evolved from the French Rev o lu tion as by in trin sic ne- 
ces sity than the burn ing of Mos cow and the Rus sian snows which turned to naught the
cam paign of 1812.” (A. L. Graeb ner.)

Ac cord ing to the the ory we would ex pect that in the var i ous de part ments of
art, per fec tion would be a late blos som, bur geon ing forth only af ter ages of
fee ble ex per i ment and at tempt. But what are the facts? As we study the his- 
tory of any art, — be it lit er a ture or any de part ment of lit er a ture; be it ar chi- 
tec ture, sculp ture, the do mes tic arts, or even the art of war, — we find the
high est cul mi na tion ei ther at points which specif i cally ex clude the idea of a
de vel op ment or, in deed, per fec tion shines forth in the very be gin ning, all
sub se quent art be ing de cay and apos tasy from that pri mal per fec tion.

In epic po etry, the great est work does not stand at the end of a long pe- 
riod of de vel op ment, but the first and old est is the great est. Noth ing has
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ever been pro duced to equal the Il iad and Odyssey, writ ten 900 B. C. We
have epics that will al ways hold a prom i nent place in lit er a ture, Vir gil’s
Aeneid, Mil ton’s Par adise Lost, but nei ther these nor the many flights at- 
tempted into epic po etry be fore or since will be se ri ously con sid ered as ri- 
val ing the rhap sodies of Homer.

The first novel ever writ ten, Cer vantes’ Don Qui jote, re mains one of the
great est.

The old est drama tists, Aeschy lus, Eu ripi des, Sopho cles, have never been
sur passed.

And so in ev ery de part ment of art, the ear li est stage of de vel op ment
seems to be the very most per fect. Pyra mid build ing was a pas time of the
ear li est Pharaos; the later did not at tempt to ri val these struc tures with any
of their own. No finer jew elry can be pro duced to day than the gold or na- 
ments found in the old est tombs of Egypt. The finest ex am ples of East In- 
dian ar chi tec ture are the old est. Gothic art was not a slow de vel op ment but
came to ut ter per fec tion in its ear li est ex am ples, — as in the Cathe dral of
Amiens.

Evo lu tion rep re sents the his tory of our race as a con stant climb, from
brute or near-brute be gin nings, to ever higher forms of civ i liza tion, un til the
heights which our race has reached in the present cen tury were at tained. In
re al ity, the re verse process, a con stant and in vari able process of de gen er a- 
tion char ac ter izes the his tory of na tions and peo ples. Where Chris tian ity en- 
tered as a fac tor, as in the his tory of West ern Eu rope and in the re sults of
Chris tian mis sions in hea then lands, we can in deed ob serve a rise out of
bar baric or sav age con di tions to re fine ment and cul ture. But only where the
Chris tian gospel is preached, was the nat u ral process of de cay, of de gen er a- 
tion, in ter fered with. Else where, that is to say, where purely nat u ral forces
were given free play, mankind has de clined phys i cally, men tally, spir i tu ally.
All civ i liza tions il lus trate this law of de cay. Wil helm F. Griewe, in his
“Prim i tives Suedamerika” (Cincin nati, 1893), sum ma rizes his ob ser va tions
on the South Amer i can con ti nent as fol lows: “The Malaysian abo rig ines of
South Amer ica, in a pe riod of 3,000 years, failed to ad vance in de vel op- 
ment. The Ja pa nese dis cov er ers of Peru tes tify that they found the na tives in
a con di tion of ex treme de cay; within a pe riod of 1,500 years they had made
no progress but had ret ro gressed. When the Spaniards came, they de scribed
the na tives of Chile and Ar gentina in such a man ner that it is quite ev i dent
how lit tle these tribes had pro gressed in 3,000 years. The Arau ca ni ans of
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Chile have, even in his toric times, greatly de gen er ated; they have lost the
very mean ing of many words; re tain ing the shell, they have lost the ker nel.
In Peru, the age of heroic deeds and won der ful ar chi tec ture was fol lowed by
de cay, — re li gious, moral, in tel lec tual de cay. The pop u la tion was all but de- 
stroyed by vices and cru elty, Their neigh bors, the Chibchas, like wise de- 
scribed an are which ended in devil-wor ship. Sim i larly, the his tory of the
Botokudes is de gen er a tion, vice, atroc i ties. The ne gro tribes in the north
and east of South Amer ica record no progress, but, on the other hand, sank
into abom i na tions, slav ery, can ni bal ism. Where, then, is there sup port for
the evo lu tion ary the ory, with its as sump tion of an up ward trend from a
brute con di tion to civ i lized and cul tured life? Ev ery where in prim i tive
South Amer ica we see be fore our very eyes the process of de cline and de- 
cay. Also the re li gious idea be came ob scured. Some of these tribes had an
orig i nal monothe ism. They rec og nized a supreme cre ator of all things and
gave him var i ous names. But the spir i tual char ac ter of their knowl edge of
God was grad u ally ob scured, God was dragged into the sphere of sense and
lower di vini ties were as so ci ated with Him, — a down ward de vel op ment
which ab so lutely con tra dicts the Dar winian hy poth e sis. From an orig i nal,
pure, spir i tual wor ship to gross idol a try, — that is the re li gious de cay which
in the world out side the Bible meets us ev ery where, also among the orig i nal
races of South Amer ica.”

Thus in the his tory of hu man so ci ety, we ob serve, un less the di vine
power of the gospel sup plies the sole pre serv ing and re gen er at ing el e ment,
a uni ver sal law of de cay in hu man af fairs. In nu mer able times, and at the
most cru cial mo ments of hu man his tory, not the fittest but the un fittest sur- 
vived. Dr. A. L. Graeb ner said:
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“The prin ci ple of the ‘sur vival of the fittest’ is so far from ac count ing for the phe nom ena of
his tory, that the prin ci ple it self is flatly con tra dicted and ut terly ex ploded by a sober in ves- 
ti ga tion of his tor i cal facts. That there are in na ture nu mer ous in stances of a sur vival of the
un fittest, is not only con ceded by our evo lu tion ists, but has been de lib er ately forced into an
ar gu ment against tele ol ogy (di vine pur pose) and di vine prov i dence! And, we ask, was it by
the sur vival of the fittest that Julius Cae sar, one of the grand est rulers of all ages, should
suc cumb un der the dag gers of Bru tus and Cas sius; that Paul and Seneca should die by au- 
thor ity of their in fe rior, Nero; that Pop ery, rot ten to the core and rep re sented by men who
would have brought on the ig nomi nous col lapse or ex tinc tion of ev ery other dy nasty in the
days of the Ro man pornoc racy, should sur vive, while the il lus tri ous house of Henry I. sank
away to ruin in the third and fourth gen er a tion; that John Hus should die at the stake and
Jean Char lier de Ger son in timid monas tic re tire ment, while Balthasar Cossa, by far their
in fe rior in tal ents and learn ing, and ev ery inch an in fa mous scoundrel, hav ing for a time
dis graced even the Ro man see as John XXIII, ended his days as a Car di nal and Bishop of
Tus cu lum and Dean of the Sa cred Col lege; that Giro lamo Savonarola, one of the most re- 
mark able and pure-minded lead ers of his day and of all times, should be fought down and
crushed in a strug gle with men not one of whom was wor thy of un loos ing his shoe’s
latchet. among them Alexan der VI, one of the most scan dalous wretches of all his tory?
Sur vival of the fittest!”

The ar ti cle from which we have quoted points out the rel e vancy, to the
ques tion at is sue, of the prin ci ple of de gen er a tion and grad ual de cay in his- 
tor i cal or gan isms or in sti tu tions. “Our sci en tists who bother them selves and
oth ers about the de scent of man have fa vored with a keen in ter est the Bush- 
men of Aus traHa and other types of sav age hu man ity, with re ced ing skulls,
flat noses, thin legs, lit tle or no cloth ing, and not much of morals or re li- 
gion. The lower in the scale and the far ther re mote from the civ i lized Cau- 
casian a newly dis cov ered or in ves ti gated tribe or spec i men, liv ing or dead,
would ap pear to be, the greater was the value set on the dis cov ery, be cause
the nearer sci ence was sup posed to have come to the miss ing link, the tran- 
si tion from brute to man. Of course, the miss ing link will never be dis cov- 
ered, be cause it never ex isted. There is no tran si tion from brute to man, and
never was. But if there were a species of be ings which might be classed ei- 
ther with man or with brutes, a tran si tional species, even that would not
nec es sar ily rep re sent a tran si tion in the di rec tion from brute to man. We do
not say that a tran si tion from man to brute is pos si ble; for it is not; but we
do say that the evo lu tion ist who sees in Bush men and other sav ages spec i- 
mens of hu man ity rep re sent ing the ear lier stages of de vel op ment, through
which the more highly de vel oped species had long since passed on the way
from the prim i tive state of man to their present state, makes a great, fun da- 
men tal mis take, the same mis take which one would make in sup pos ing that
the pale and de crepit in mates of a city hos pi tal or a coun try poor house rep- 
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re sented the lower stage of de vel op ment from which the strong and healthy
men and women in the sur round ing coun try had been evolved. Our evo lu- 
tion ists are in very much the same plight with Mark Twain and his friend,
who, hav ing slept all day, rushed from the ho tel in scanty cloth ing, climbed
the ob ser va tory and to the amuse ment of the guests loudly ad mired what
they took to be the fa mous Rigi sun rise, while in fact they were vo cif er at ing
and ges tic u lat ing at the set ting sun. But while our tourists had soon found
out their mis take, our evo lu tion ists have not; which does not make it any
less a mis take. St. Paul has drawn a vivid pic ture of the de gen er at ing in flu- 
ence of sin upon the na tions un der the right eous wrath of God,1 and the
course which the Greek na tion and the Ro man would have run from their
pris tine vigor ex hib ited in the days of Ther mopy lae and Can nae down to the
state of maras mus se nilis pic tured by Ju ve nal, a state of rot ten ness which
even the trans fu sion of Ger man blood into the pu trid veins of that de gen er- 
ate and de cay ing race could not rem edy, is a fear ful cor rob o ra tion of the
apos tle’s tes ti mony.”

We can not leave this sub ject with out briefly ad vert ing to a great his toric
fact, in deed, the most mas sive and sig nif i cant fact in all his tory, which, in
its re moter bear ings, not only strikes at the very heart of the evo lu tion is tic
phi los o phy, but at the same time wounds it mor tally in all its parts. I re fer to
the Res ur rec tion of our Lord. The res ur rec tion of Je sus Christ is the cen tral
fact of our Chris tian be lief and it is, rightly un der stood, the all-suf fi cient an- 
swer to the the ory of evo lu tion. Christ’s res ur rec tion is an his tor i cal fact
fully as much as the de feat of Xerxes at Salamis in 480 B. C, the dis cov ery
of Amer ica by Colum bus in 1492, and the peace of Ver sailles of 1919 are
his tor i cal facts, proven by the word and record of con tem po rary wit nesses.
But if Christ was raised then we have proof for the fol low ing tenets, all con- 
tra dict ing evo lu tion ary spec u la tion at so many vi tal points: 1) The ex is tence
of a per sonal God who is con cerned with hu man af fairs; 2) The re al ity of
mirac u lous in ter fer ence with nat u ral forces; 3) The truth of atone ment and
the re demp tion, and 4) The in spi ra tion of the Old Tes ta ment Scrip tures
(hence also of the cre ation ac count in Gen e sis). The de tails of the ar gu ment
are be yond the scope of this pa per, but a lit tle pa tient study will bring to
light the fact that each of these four ba sic ideas is dove-tailed, mor tised and
an chored so firmly in the fact of Christ’s res ur rec tion, that you can get rid
of them all only by deny ing that fact. Hence it is, aside from any in ves ti ga- 
tion of proofs of evo lu tion ism, clear to the Chris tian stu dent that there must
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be some fault ei ther in rea son or in ob ser va tion that vi ti ates the whole the- 
ory. The res ur rec tion of Christ is a fact, a fact to which the en tire his tory of
Chris tian ity tes ti fies, the most tremen dous fact in the his tory of the world.
And it stands four-square against a the ory which says that there is no per- 
sonal God, that there is no sin, no re demp tion; that there are no mir a cles, no
rev e la tion, no in spi ra tion; that there is no ab so lute re li gion nor an ab so lute
stan dard of right and wrong.

1. Rom. 1:18-32.↩ 
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11. Ev i dences of De sign

COM PARE all that has been said by sci en tists them selves about the evo lu- 
tion ary the ory, and what re mains? This, only, that some time, we do not
know when, life arose, and some how, we do not know by what laws, one
form evolved from an other, un til we and the world about us have be come
what we are now. Now, the fact that no laws have so far been dis cov ered by
sci en tists to ac count for this pre sumed de vel op ment of all things bv in her ent
forces, is very sig nif i cant and the con clu sions which log i cally fol low from
it de serve our at ten tion Since Dar win’s so lu tion, Nat u ral Se lec tion, was dis- 
carded twenty or thirty years ago, many other so lu tions have been pro- 
pounded, but none has re ceived the as sent of even a re spectable group of
sci en tists, let alone by all. These so lu tions, — such as the the o ries of de
Vries and Mendel, are frankly no more than guesses based on cer tain ob ser- 
va tion in plant life and in sect life and their orig i na tors by no means as sert
that they have found a law by which the uni verse can be ac counted for. But
if there is no uni ver sal law, there is only chance. Hence it is clear that what
we are asked to be lieve is that an cient Greek spec u la tion was af ter all not
far from the truth., that through a for tu itous (ac ci den tal) con course of atoms
the world came into be ing, and that by chance com bi na tions of el e ments the
great va ri ety of liv ing things arose.

Such is the con di tion of evo lu tion is tic thought to day. That there is no di- 
rect ev i dence for or ganic evo lu tion is gen er ally ad mit ted. That ge ol ogy can- 
not be quoted for it is also quite gen er ally con ceded, since the sud den rise
of per fect (not half -de vel oped) in sects, of per fect fish, of per fect mam mals,
is clear even to the man who merely turns the leaves of Geikie’s, Le
Conte’s, and Dana’s text books, or vis its Field’s Mu seum. Yet some-hoiu
things must have got ten to be what they are by de vel op ment from ear lier
forms, — this about sums up what is re ally con tained in the con cept of evo- 
lu tion as it ap pears in most re cent sci en tific lit er a ture, so far as sci en tists at
all touch upon the sub ject. How ever, they by no means urge the evo lu tion- 
ary prin ci ple as they used to do. Bac te ri ol o gists es pe cially, so I am in- 
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formed by a chemist of in ter na tional re pute. Dr. P. A. Kober, of New York,
as a class are in clined to give up the the ory as a “bad guess.” Why, they find
in fos sil fish dis eased por tions which bear un mis tak able traces of the ac tion
of bac te ria which live to day, in other words, which in “count less mil lions of
years” have not pro gressed enough to show any change rec og niz able un der
the most pow er ful mi cro scope! An thro pol o gists shake their head when they
are told by evo lu tion ists that the an i mal which shows clear est “re sem- 
blance” in a struc tural way, to cer tain points in hu man anatomy, is a small
fos sil ape, about the size of a house cat, with a skull one inch in di am e ter!
There re mains no proof, di rect or in di rect, of any prin ci ple work ing the
changes which are be lieved to have oc curred. All things have evolved, if
they have evolved at all, by chance.

Now, over against this doc trine of chance there stands the mon u men tal
fact that through out na ture, liv ing and non-liv ing, there runs a prin ci ple of
de sign. The min er als, the plants, the an i mals, all ex hibit, as even the su per- 
fi cial ob server knows or might know, a plan. There is de sign in the crys tals
in which el e ments ex ist when they pass from a liq uid into a solid state;
there is de sign in the leaf and flower of ev ery plant; there is plan, de sign, in
the struc ture and phys i ol ogy of an i mals. We would add, there is an ev i dent
plan in the his tory of the Cho sen Race, the Jews, as we pos sess it in the Old
and New Tes ta ments; there is a plan in the moral sphere, laws pro duc ing
un var ied re sults; there is an or dered scheme even in the life of the in di vid- 
ual. But let us limit our in ves ti ga tion to the do main of na ture. Let us note
how lit tle ne ces sity there is for as sum ing that by mere chance things have
come to be what they are.

As a rule each chem i cal sub stance has an in di vid ual crys tal by which it
can be dis tin guished. It is pos si ble to clas sify the thou sands of dif fer ent
crys tals, since all be long to one of six classes, ac cord ing as their sur faces
are grouped sym met ri cally around the axes of the crys tal. The salt crys tal
has one form, the topaz an other, quartz and beryl an other, bo rax an other,
and these forms are ab so lutely un var ied wher ever these sub stances are
found in na ture or in the chemist’s re tort. It is not here our in ten tion to point
out how im pos si ble it is to as sume that there has been an evo lu tion of one
of these forms out of an other. The point is that there is not chance, but or- 
derly ar range ment, sym met ri cal shape, in a word, most ev i dent de sign.

Turn ing to plant life, even the am a teur stu dent can not fail to ob serve that
the en tire world of plants is built on a beau ti ful sys tem which ar gues most
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pow er fully not for ac ci den tal ar range ment but for plan. The place of ev ery
leaf on ev ery plant is fixed be fore hand by unerring math e mat i cal rule. As
the stems grow on, leaf af ter leaf ap pears ex actly in its pre des tined place,
pro duc ing a per fect sym me try; — a sym me try which man i fests it self not in
one sin gle mo not o nous pat tern for all plants, but in a def i nite num ber of
forms ex hib ited by dif fer ent species, and arith meti cally ex pressed by the se- 
ries of frac tions, i/2, 1/3, 2/5, 3/8, 5/13, 8/21, etc., ac cord ing as the for ma- 
tive en ergy in its spi ral course up the de vel op ing stem lays down at cor re- 
spond ing in ter vals 2, 3, 5, 8, 13, or 21 ranks of al ter na tive leaves.

The po si tion of each blos som is de ter mined be fore hand by that of the
leaves; so that the shape of ev ery flower clus ter in a bou quet is given by the
same sim ple math e mat i cal law which ar ranges the fo liage. Ev ery flower has
a “Nu mer i cal Plan.” Al though not easy to make out in all cases, yet gen er- 
ally it is plain to see that each blos som is based upon a par tic u lar num ber,
which runs through all or most of its parts. And a prin ci pal thing which a
botanist no tices when ex am in ing a flower is its nu mer i cal plan. It is upon
this that the sym me try of the blos som de pends. Thus the stonecrop and the
flax are based upon the num ber five, which is ex hib ited in all their parts.
Some flow ers of this same stonecrop have their parts in fours, and then that
num ber runs through out; namely, there are four sepals, four petals, eight
sta mens (two sets), and four pis tils.

Next let us touch upon the plan which con nects the plant with the an i mal
world. The won der ful adap ta tions of many flow ers and in sects to each
other, as to the fer til iza tion of the for mer, and as to the life of the in di vid ual
in sect and the prop a ga tion of its kind, are ev i dence of de sign. For ex am ple,
there are cer tain species of plants that are de pen dent for their fer til iza tion
on cer tain species of moths which live in the flow ers, and the moths, in
turn, are de pen dent on the plants. They de posit their eggs in the ovaries of
the flow ers where the young are hatched and nour ished. The moths in some
cases carry the pollen and place it on the stig mas of the flow ers, as if guided
by in tel li gence. So mar velous are the pro vi sions which are made up en sure
the fer til iza tion of plants that the dean of Amer i can botanists, Pro fes sor Asa
Gray, ex claims: “If these struc tures and their op er a tions do not ar gue in ten- 
tion, what stronger ev i dence of in ten tion in na ture can there pos si bly be? If
they do, such ev i dences are count less, and al most ev ery blos som brings dis- 
tinct tes ti mony to the ex is tence and prov i dence of a De signer and Or dainer,
with out whom, we may well be lieve, not merely a spar row, not even a grain
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of pollen, may fall.” (On this en tire sub ject read Selina Gaye’s “The Great
World’s Farm,” pub lished by the MacMil lan Co., New York.)

We can only lightly touch on the won ders of de sign in the struc ture and
func tions of an i mals. Here is a feather, any feather, say, the feather of an ea- 
gle. We quote the fol low ing on “One of Na ture’s Won ders — the Feather”
from an ar ti cle in a pop u lar mag a zine:

"To most peo ple a feather is just a feather, ei ther pretty or plain ac cord- 
ing to how the col or ing strikes their in di vid ual fancy. Yet when a feather is
ex am ined crit i cally, it be comes a won der and yet more won der ful — it is
amaz ing when its de tails are un der stood. Never was there a thing bet ter
planned and builded for the uses in tended.

"Take, for in stance, a plain feather — say the tail feather of an ea gle.
The long quill is made of feath er bone, that won der fully light, yet strong
ma te rial that forms the rigid part of all feath ers, so tough that it is al most
im pos si ble to break it, yet so flex i ble it will bend into a cir cle and then
spring back like a bit of whale bone! Noth ing that man has ever been able to
make can equal it.

"There is no blood, no nerves, no cir cu la tion and ap par ently no life in a
full grown feather, yet it does not de com pose; in deed, it is one of the hard- 
est things in the world to de stroy by any process of de com po si tion. It re- 
tains its re siliency and all its flex i bil ity for years — all that is nec es sary is
to keep it dry. It is fin ished all along the rib (or quilp with a hard, glossy
enamel on the out side and this enamel keeps its pol ish as long as the feather
lasts.

From an en gi neer ing stand point, or the stand point of the me chanic or ar- 
ti san, there is ab so lutely no sug ges tion of bet ter ment to be made, for the
feather is an ex act, per fectly fin ished prod uct. Its long cen tral quill ta pers
from base to point with geo met ric pre ci sion, thereby giv ing per fect re sis- 
tance to bend ing force, and this is one of the com bi na tion of se crets that en- 
ables the bird to fly as eas ily as man can walk. Also this long quill is hol- 
low, thereby all ex tra weight is done away with and added strength gained
be cause of the tube con struc tion; and to make it per fect from a me chan i cal
stand point, the un der side of the quill is re in forced by a dou ble-rolled thick- 
en ing of the shell of the quill it self so that strains are equal ized.

"This long quill is also curved slightly, to meet air re sis tance again and
over come it when the whole tail is spread, fan-like, to sud denly al ter a di- 
rec tion or check speed in flight.
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"The long, soft side masses are formed of a mul ti tude of tiny feath ers,
each one per fectly equipped, per fectly made, me chan i cally and ge o met ri- 
cally with out fault. Each of these tiny side feath ers has its own midrib that
ta pers from base to tip, and each of these midribs car ries its own equip ment
of side ‘hairs’ so beau ti fully con structed that it locks au to mat i cally into the
one on each side of it in such a way that it makes a solid yet flex i ble mass
of the whole sur face, against which the air flows as the bird flies.

"If these side feath ers be split apart they will come back into place so ex- 
actly that the split can not be de tected. Noth ing else in na ture re pairs it self
with such pre ci sion. Many things, for in stance the claw leg of the craw fish,
will re place it self ex actly when de stroyed, but the feather alone re pairs its
own breaks pre cisely and au to mat i cally.

"Taken as a whole, the feather is one of the most per fect prod ucts of na- 
ture be cause the ma te rial used is the one best thing through out, the en gi- 
neer ing prin ci ples in volved are with out fault, the math e mat i cal plan is pre- 
cise, the con struc tion is per fect, the col or ing and artistry are flaw less, and
there is not one sin gle point about it that can be con struc tively crit i cized.

“This short ar ti cle can only hint at the won der ful things one may find in
a sin gle feather, and it is some thing well worth not an hour, but weeks or
months of the most painstak ing and care ful study, for it cov ers an amaz ing
field.”

The elec tric bat tery in cer tain fishes is so pal pa ble a case of de sign that
Charles Dar win ad mit ted his in abil ity to ac count for it by Nat u ral Se lec tion.
The elec tric ray, or tor pedo, for in stance, has been pro vided with a bat tery
which, while it closely re sem bles, yet in the beauty and com pact ness of its
struc ture, it greatly ex ceeds the bat ter ies by which man has now learned to
make the laws of elec tric ity sub servient to his will. In this bat tery there are
no less than 940 hexag o nal col umns, like those of a bee’s comb, and each of
these is sub di vided by a se ries of hor i zon tal plates, which ap pear to be anal- 
o gous to the plates of the bat ter ies used in au to mo biles. The whole is sup- 
plied with an enor mous amount of ner vous mat ter, four great branches of
which are as large as the an i mal’s spinal cord, and these spread out in a
mul ti tude of thread-like fil a ments round the pris matic col umns, and fi nally
pass into all the cells. “A com plete knowl edge of all the mys ter ies which
have been grad u ally un folded from the days of Gal vani to those of Fara day,
and of many oth ers which are still in scrutable to us, is ex hib ited in this
struc ture.” Well may Mr. Dar win say,
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“It is im pos si ble to con ceive by what steps these won drous or gans have been pro duced. We
see the pur pose — that a spe cial ap pa ra tus should be pre pared; but we have not the re- 
motest no tion of the means em ployed. Yet we can see so much as this, that here again,
other laws, be long ing al to gether to an other de part ment of na ture — laws of or ganic growth
— are made sub servient to a very def i nite and very pe cu liar pur pose.”

“The new-born kan ga roo,” says Pro fes sor Owen, “is an inch in length,
naked, blind, with very rudi men tal limbs and tail; in one which I ex am ined
the morn ing af ter the birth, I could dis cern no act of suck ing; it hung, like a
germ, from the end of the long nip ple, and seemed un able to draw sus te- 
nance there from by its own ef forts. The mother ac cord ingly is pro vided
with a pe cu liar adap ta tion of a mus cle (cre mas ter) to the mam mary gland,
by which she can in ject the milk from the nip ple into the mouth of the pen- 
du lous em bryo. Were the lar ynx of the crea ture like that of the par ent, the
milk might, prob a bly would, en ter the wind pipe and cause suf fo ca tion: but
the lar ynx is cone-shaped, with the open ing at the apex, which projects, as
in the whaletribe, into the back aper ture of the nos trils, where it is closely
em braced by the mus cles of the ‘soft palate.’ The air-pas sage is thus com- 
pletely sep a rated from the fauces (mouth), and the in jected milk passes in a
di vided stream, on ei ther side the base of the lar ynx, into the oe soph a gus.
These cor re lated mod i fi ca tions of ma ter nal and foetal struc tures, de signed
with es pe cial ref er ence to the pe cu liar con di tions of both mother and off-
spring, af ford, as it seems to me, ir refragable ev i dence of cre ative for sight.
The parts of this ap pa ra tus can not have pro duced one an other; one part is in
the mother, an other part in the young one; with out their har mony they could
not be ef fec tive; but noth ing ex cept de sign can op er ate to make them har- 
mo nious. They are in tended to work to gether; and we can not re sist the con- 
vic tion of this in ten tion when the facts first come be fore us.”

We can not stop to pass in re view the struc tural mar vels of the hu man eye
and ear, of the di ges tive or gans, and cir cu la tory sys tem of an i mals, of adap- 
ta tions of fishes to the wa tery el e ment. But we must men tion an out stand ing
fea ture of all an i mal life, the ev i dent like ness of plan upon which the en tire
king dom of sen tient life is con structed. From amoeba and other in fu so rial
an i mals of sim plest struc ture, through coral and oys ter, bird, rep tile, to
mam mals, there is an ev i dent gra da tion, many struc tures be ing rep re sented
in en tire great groups of liv ing be ings, such as the air-breath ing lung. Here
is a grand plan of an i mal life, which per mits us to clas sify all liv ing things
into a sys tem. There are classes and sub classes, or ders or fam i lies, sub or- 
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ders, tribes, sub tribes, gen era, species, and va ri eties, just as in the world of
plants and even, ac cord ing to their atomic weight, among the el e ments. We
see in all this, Cre ative De sign. The evo lu tion ist be lieves that he can per- 
ceive stages of progress. Sim i lar ity of plan is in ter preted as proof that there
is a com mon ori gin. Are we to ad mit, in the face of all that has been said
about the fix ity of species (to men tion only this), the rea son able ness of such
an as sump tion? Does or der li ness and plan ar gue for de vel op ment? The
steam-en gine is a ma chine of re mark able struc ture. It has had, in one sense
of the term, a won der ful “evo lu tion.” It is based on cer tain prin ci ples, the
foun da tion one of which is the ex pan si bil ity of steam, and its abil ity, when
con fined in a cylin der, to give mo tion to a pis ton. The steam-en gine was
first used for pump ing, then for turn ing ma chin ery, then for pro pel ling
boats, and now its crown ing de part ment is seen in the lo co mo tive. There is
a plan, a like ness, a sim i lar ity, which runs through all steam-en gines,
whether they be found in the mine, in the mill, be neath the deck of the
steamship, or on the rail road track. But the lo co mo tive is not formed from
the mine en gine; it is made new, and is a dis tinct type. And yet, the same
prin ci ples are seen in both. Even so it is with the gen era of an i mals. The
whale and the ele phant both have back bones, jointed limbs, warm blood,
and a hun dred ho mol o gous or gans. They are both mam mals, both are saga- 
cious, and are gifted with acute senses. But oth er wise they are un like as the
mon ster lo co mo tive that pulls the heavy train over the Sier ras, and the com- 
pound en gines of the Vater land. Sim i lar ity of struc tures ar gues pow er fully
for unity of plan, but by no means proves iden tity of ori gin.

The ev i dence of de sign in na ture con flicts with the idea that all things in
the or ganic do main have come to be what they are by chance. But it agrees
per fectly with the Chris tian view of an i mal na ture. What is that? It is that
God cre ated the dif fer ent classes of ex is tences in the strict sense; that is,
that he cre ated them sep a rate classes and species, each with its own pe cu- 
liar i ties and habits, while, at the same time, they rise one above the other in
gen eral and steady or der, with cer tain gen eral or gans and func tions, which
run through nearly all ex cept the low est classes, each higher class hav ing
also some dis tinct and ad di tional pe cu liar i ties not found in those be low it.
In other words, to the Chris tian the steadily as cend ing scale in the work of
cre ation is only the un fold ing or de vel op ment of the great plan of cre ation
that was in the mind of God. He be lieves that God did not cre ate one or
more sim ple cells or germs, and cause all higher forms to be evolved from
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them, in ter fer ing only once or twice (when the back bone ap peared, the
nour ish ing breast, the mind of man, etc.), but that he, in the ex e cu tion of his
plan, cre ated suc ces sively as dis tinct or ders and species those things and be- 
ings which now ex ist as dis tinct or ders and species, and many of which
have be come ex tinct. This is the Story of Cre ation as given in Gen e sis:
Each plant, each an i mal, cre ated in its own place in the scale of liv ing thing,
but each cre ated as a species, — “af ter their kind,” the phrase re peated af ter
each cre ative act of the third, fifth, and sixth day, ex cept with ref er ence to
man, who was not cre ated as a “species” but af ter the im age of God.

But the ev i dences of de sign are yet of a higher na ture than we have so
far con sid ered. There is not only Cre ative In tel li gence at work in the pollen
of flow ers, the breath ing of sponges, and the ea gle’s orb of vi sion; Mind
dom i nates the uni verse as a whole. Ev ery where there is law and pe ri odic,
rhyth mi cal mo tion. The Lord, speak ing to Job, refers to the “mea sures” of
the earth, the “lines” which He has stretched upon it. He asks, con cern ing
the heav enly bod ies: “Canst thou bind the sweet in flu ences of Pleiades, or
loose the bands of Orion? Canst thou bring forth Maz zaroth in his sea son?
Or canst thou guide Arc turus with his sons?” And Job an swers: “I know
that Thou canst do ev ery thing.”

And so there is a Reign of Law in the dew on the grass (Job 38, 28), and
in the rev o lu tions of the heav enly bod ies. The Uni verse is ruled by Mind.

Pro fes sor Koel liker (Leip sic) says in his work “Ue her die Dar win sche
Schoep fungs the o rie” (1904):

“The de vel op ment the ory of Dar win is not needed to en able us to un der stand the reg u lar
har mo nious progress of the com plete se ries of or ganic forms from the sim pler to the more
per fect. The ex is tence of gen eral laws of na ture ex plains this har mony, even if we as sume
that all be ings have arisen sep a rately and in de pen dent of one an other. Dar win for gets that
in or ganic na ture, in which there can be no thought of a ge netic con nec tion of forms,” that
one form of crys tal, for in stance, arose out of an other, “ex hibits the same reg u lar plan, as
the or ganic world (of plants and an i mals), and that, to cite only one ex am ple, there is as
much a nat u ral sys tem of min er als as of plants and an i mals.” We can go a step far ther and
say that there is sys tem and or derly de sign even in the po si tion and move ments of the stars,
— which cer tainly have not been evolved one from the other.

More mar velous still, we are per mit ted to be lieve that there is an iden tity of
plan con nect ing the ar range ment of atoms in a mol e cule and the po si tion of
the stars and plan ets. Dr. Charles Young, Pro fes sor of As tron omy in Prince- 
ton Col lege, says in his larger text-book upon his spe cial theme that “our



101

plan e tary sys tem (the sun and plan ets) is not a mere ac ci den tal ag gre ga tion
of bod ies,” that “there are a mul ti tude of re la tions ac tu ally ob served which
are wholly in de pen dent of grav i ta tion.” In other words, in the po si tion and
mo tions of the plan ets there are ev i dences of de sign which can not be ac- 
counted for by nat u ral law. We shall point out an in stance of such ar range- 
ment, — the pro gres sive dis tance of the plan ets from the sun, as first dis- 
cov ered byTi tius of Wit ten berg, and later (in 1772) brought to the at ten tion
of the sci en tific world, by Jo hann Bode, the cel e brated Ger man as tronomer.
It is ex hib ited by writ ing a line of nine 4’s and then plac ing reg u larly in- 
creas ing num bers un der the sev eral 4’s, be gin ning with the sec ond. Thus 3,
6, 12, 24, 48, 96, 192, and 384, each in creased by 4, will give the re sul tant
se ries, 4, 7, 10, 16, 28, 52, 100, 196, 388. These num bers di vided by 10 are
ap prox i mately the true dis tance of the plan ets from the sun in terms of the
ra dius of the earth’s or bit, with the ex cep tion of Nep tune. Hence there is, in
the ar range ment of the plan ets, as or derly a sys tem as we have noted with
ref er ence to the leaves on a plant. Any ra tio nal man on earth, find ing an or- 
derly sys tem of ma te ri als ar ranged in such re la tion by such means, would
in stantly con clude that it must be due to in tel li gence and not to mere
chance.

Now, it is a re mark able fact that in the so-called Pe ri odic Law of the el e- 
ments con sti tut ing mat ter the same re la tion is ob served. Of the eighty el e- 
ments, no two now known have ex actly the same ca pac ity to re sist heat, and
no two atoms of the same el e ments have the same weight as com pared with
an atom of hy dro gen. But these dif fer ences in re sis tance to heat and in
weight, are not hap haz ard, but are so reg u larly pro gres sive that they can be
ar ranged in a se ries of reg u larly pro gres sive in creas ing in ter vals. Most mar- 
velous of all, how ever, when these dif fer ences in spe cific grav ity are ex am- 
ined, we find that they bear a close re sem blance to the ar range ment of the
plan ets in pro gres sive dis tances from the sun. “There ap pears to be one law
for atoms and for worlds.”

Again we ask, when there is such or derly ar range ment and plan through- 
out na ture, should the or derly plan of plant and an i mal life be re garded as a
proof of evo lu tion? Cer tainly, atoms have not evolved from atoms, nor
plan ets from plan ets.

And again, since om nipo tence alone can ac count for the “sweet in flu- 
ences of the Pleiades,” the “bring ing forth of Maz zaroth” — the con stel la- 
tions of the heav ens in their nightly rev o lu tions, — why re sist the con vic- 
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tion that om nipo tence, voiced forth in the be gin ning, ac counts for the life
on earth that now ex ists?

One more con sid er a tion, and we have done. Life on earth ex ists only
through a com bi na tion of very com plex phys i cal con di tions. These con di- 
tions are such as can not, in their com bi na tion, be re ferred to chance,
Fairhurst says, in his “Or ganic Evo lu tion Con sid ered:”

“The sim ple sub stances which con sti tute the earth are of such kinds and
are found in such rel a tive quan ti ties as not only to ren der life pos si ble, but
also to con trib ute to the well-be ing of man as an in tel li gent and moral
agent. I look upon the con cur rence of all these things, ac cord ing to any the- 
ory of chance, as be ing en tirely im pos si ble. The con di tions that must be ful- 
filled be fore liv ing be ings are pos si ble are so com plex that noth ing short of
the wis dom of a Supreme In tel li gence could have pro duced them.”
(cf. Rom. i, 20.)

This view has found sup port in a most un ex pected quar ter. No less a per- 
son than Al fred Rus sel Wal lace, famed as the dis cov erer, in de pen dently of
Dar win, of the prin ci ple of Nat u ral Se lec tion, in his last book, “Man’s Place
in the Uni verse,” (1903) de fended a po si tion so sub ver sive of ev ery cher- 
ished be lief (or un be lief) of sci en tists that it eas ily ranks as the great est lit- 
er ary sen sa tion, in the do main of nat u ral sci ence, of the cen tury. Wal lace as- 
sem bled all the lat est as tro nom i cal and other sci en tific dis cov er ies and all
knowl edge bear ing on the sub ject an nounced in his ti tle. He de duces there- 
from the the ory: — First, that the earth or so lar sys tem is the phys i cal cen ter
of the stel lar uni verse. Sec ond, that the supreme end and pur pose of this
vast uni verse was the pro duc tion and de vel op ment of a liv ing soul in the
per ish able body of man.

“Mod ern skep tics,” says Wal lace, “in the light of ac cepted as tro nom i cal
the o ries (which re gard our earth as ut terly in signif i cant com pared with the
rest of the uni verse) have pointed out the ir ra tional ity and ab sur dity of sup- 
pos ing that the Cre ator of all this unimag in able vast ness of suns and sys- 
tems should have any spe cial in ter est in so piti ful a crea ture as man, an im- 
per fectly de vel oped in hab i tant of one of the smaller plan ets at tached to a
sec ond or third rate sun, while that he should have se lected this lit tle world
for a scene so tremen dous and so nec es sar ily unique as to sac ri fice His own
son in or der to save a por tion of these mis er able sin ners from the nat u ral
con se quences of sins, is in their view a crown ing ab sur dity, not to be be- 
lieved by any ra tio nal be ing.”
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We can not fol low Mr. Wal lace’s ar gu ment in de tail. Suf fice to say, that
he ad duces a vast amount of data show ing, first, that the uni verse is not in fi- 
nite, but has cer tain bounds, and that our earth and its sys tem are in the cen- 
ter of it, and, sec ondly, that the en tire pur pose of the pro duc tion of the uni- 
verse is the hu man race. The earth, says Wal lace, is the only body ca pa ble
of sus tain ing life. Life is not pos si ble on any of the plan ets, be cause they
are ei ther too close or too far dis tant from the sun: some are prob a bly com- 
posed of gas. iHe proves, on the ba sis of ac cepted cal cu la tions, that of all
the stars in the heav ens there is not even a re mote prob a bil ity that any are
at tended by bod ies which can pro vide the el e ments of life. Now. he says,
this very pe cu liar po si tion of the earth can not have been due to ac ci dent. He
re fuses to be lieve that the earth should oc cupy this fa vored po si tion “as the
re sult of one out of a thou sand mil lion chances.”

“On the other hand,” he says, “those thinkers may be right who, hold ing
that the uni verse is a man i fes ta tion of mind, and that the or derly de vel op- 
ment of liv ing souls sup plies an ad e quate rea son why such a uni verse
should have been called into ex is tence, be lieve that we our selves are its sole
and suf fi cient re sult and that nowhere else than near the cen tral po si tion in
the uni verse which we oc cupy could that re sult have been at tained.”

This con clu sion of Mr. Wal lace has, in deed, not found ac cep tance among
sci en tists. Nat u rally not. If a ma te ri al is tic con cep tion of the uni verse is to
pre vail, if evo lu tion in some form is to be ac cepted, we must have a uni- 
verse of chance, not of a plan which spans the re motest star and the soul of
the new-born in fant in one tremen dous arc. But it is highly in struc tive to
ob serve how the sci en tists in 1903 met Wal lace’s ar gu ment. One very dis- 
tin guished re viewer said:

“Too lit tle is known, the most es sen tial as tro nom i cal the o ries are too much a mat ter of con- 
jec ture, to give much strength to a the ory built up en tirely of such con jec tural ma te ri als.
The ar gu ment from prob a bil i ties can eas ily be turned against the au thor, for when a chain
of rea son ing de pends upon a long se ries of prob lem atic premises, the doubt of these
premises in creases in a math e mat i cal ra tio. Weak ness in an ar gu ment is as cu mu la tive as
strength and while such of Dr. Wal lace’s con clu sions taken sep a rately may re ceive the sup- 
port of em i nent sci en tists, hardly any of them has re ceived such demon stra tion as to en ti tle
it to un re served cre dence.”

This, at last, is a frank ad mis sion. Wal lace quoted the gen er ally ac cepted re- 
sults of sci en tific cal cu la tion and re search. On the ba sis of these re sults he
demon strates that the en tire ob ject of Evo lu tion (to demon strate the de vel- 
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op ment of all things by nat u ral causes, with out a di rect ing In tel li gence), is
neg a tived by a proper con sid er a tion of “as cer tained data,” — since these
data, taken all to gether, prove a stu pen dous plan be hind all nat u ral phe nom- 
ena, and the end of this plan, the hu man soul. In re but tal we are now told
that “the most es sen tial as tro nom i cal the o ries” — as e. g. the Coper ni can
Sys tem, Her schel’s laws, the New to nian the ory of grav i ta tion, — “are mat- 
ter of con jec ture” (in plain Eng lish, are blind guesses), are “prob lem atic,”
and “hardly any en ti tled to un re served cre dence.”

Thus do we find, that the great est of Dar wini ans, on a ma ture con sid er a- 
tion of the sub ject, reached a con clu sion which makes evo lu tion as a the ory
quite un nec es sary; he found that the world is ruled not by blind forces in- 
her ent in mat ter but by Supreme In tel li gence. And in their ef fort to keep
them selves from be ing en gulfed in the apos tasy of a great leader, the sci en- 
tists, as by a unan i mous cho rus, an nounce that the sci en tific dog mas which
en ter more or less es sen tially into their athe is tic con cep tion of the uni verse,
are noth ing but sur mises!

What rea son has a Chris tian to sur ren der his faith on ac count of the con- 
tra dic tion of sci en tists? He has the or a cles of God, the sure Word of Him
Who cre ated all things in six nat u ral days. And if he but es cape the fas ci na- 
tion of sci en tific spec u la tions, and study the works of God with out bias, he
will find in Na ture noth ing that does not agree with the Book.
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12. The Fa tal Bias

IF the the ory of evo lu tion is con tra dicted as we be lieve by the data of ex- 
per i men tal sci ence, by the his tory of civ i liza tion, by the facts es pe cially of
re li gion, more es pe cially of Chris tian ity, then the ques tion is jus ti fi able:
Why do sci en tists up hold the evo lu tion ary the ory in some form or other, in
spite of such ab sence of proof and such in suf fi ciency of the hy poth e sis?

In an swer ing this ques tion let us first ob serve that sci en tists do not stand
op posed to Chris tian be lief as rep re sen ta tives of sci ence. It is not sci ence,
but the sci en tists, not ge ol ogy, but the ge ol o gists, not physics, but the physi- 
cists that op pose Chris tian the ol ogy. In other words, there is no con flict be- 
tween the facts of sci ence and the facts of rev e la tion. Why should one not
be able to main tain Chris tian faith though one ac cept the fact that the vol- 
ume of ex pired air is one-fifth less than the in spired air; that plant sub stance
is com posed of cells; that Hal ley’s comet re turns to our sys tem ev ery sev- 
enty-five years; that Sicily was part of the Ro man Em pire in the time of Au- 
gus tus? These phys i o log i cal, botan i cal, as tro nom i cal, and his tor i cal facts
are not in con flict with the re li gious be liefs based on Scrip ture. The same
holds good with ref er ence to the so-called laws of na ture. These “laws” are
but group-names for cer tain phe nom ena. Thus we speak of the law of grav- 
ity, of the con ser va tion of en ergy, the Laws of Charles and Mar i otte re gard- 
ing gaseous bod ies, zo o log i cal laws, phys i o log i cal, and psy cho log i cal laws.
A lx iok which merely records and clas si fies these laws and de scribes the
phe nom ena un der ly ing them, is a truly sci en tific hook, yet the ac cep tance of
all that it con tained would not force the sur ren der of any point of Chris tian
doc trine. Hence we say that there is no con tra dic tion be tween sci ence and
the ol ogy, be tween na ture and re li gion.

It is oth er wise with the con struc tions and the in ter pre ta tions which the
sci en tists place upon the facts of sci ence. For in stance, there is an ev i dent
sim i lar ity of struc ture in many an i mals; they are built on a sim i lar plan;
their or gans have sim i lar or even iden ti cal func tions. These are sim ply facts
as cer tained by ob ser va tion. Their ac cep tance does not place any bur den on
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Chris tian faith. But sci en tists in ter pret these facts to mean that there is pro- 
gres sive de vel op ment in an i mal and plant life. They have found cer tain
laws (Nat u ral Se lec tion and oth ers) by means of which they re quire only
forces res i dent in mat ter to ex plain the uni verse. On their hy poth e sis there is
no ne ces sity of mir a cles nor need we be lieve in God. Ob serve, this is the re- 
sult of spec u la tion, not ob ser va tion; in ter pre ta tion of facts, but not a con clu- 
sion drawn from facts them selves. It is not sci ence but sci en tists that are op- 
posed to the Chris tian re li gion.

This view is sup ported also by the re flec tion that the his tory of spec u la- 
tive thought has ever re vealed an anti-Chris tian in tent and pur pose, a fa tal
bias of sci en tists and philoso phers against the teach ings of Chris tian ity. The
mod ern anatomist and phys i ol o gist may de clare that his sci ence pre cludes
the ne ces sity of faith in God and of prayer; that through his re search he has
be come a ma te ri al ist, an athe ist. But even in the Mid dle Ages, when prac ti- 
cally all of anatomy and phys i ol ogy was yet un ex plored, the physi cians of
that day were as ma te ri al is tic as those of our own. The me dieval say ing
was: “Tres physici, duo athei,” “of ev ery three physi cians, two are athe ists.”
The sci ence of the Mid dle Ages dif fered very ma te ri ally from the sci ence of
our own day. Is it not clear that the same re sult can not be pro duced by
causes so dis sim i lar? That ma te ri al ism and athe ism which sci en tists an- 
nounce as a re sult, is re ally the start ing point of their spec u la tions. Oth er- 
wise, how ac count for the fact that physi cists are, as a rule, gross ma te ri al- 
ists now as they were forty years ago, al though all the o ries re gard ing the
com po si tion of mat ter have been rad i cally al tered since that day? Ev i dently,
the mod ern sci en tist is not on ac count of his re search and spec u la tion in- 
duced to pro claim him self as ag nos tic; quite the re verse, the fact that on any
sys tem of physics, zo ol ogy, psy chol ogy, the con clu sions re main the same,
proves that these con clu sions were in the mind be fore the facts were in ves- 
ti gated. Un be lief is not a prod uct of sci en tific and philo sophic spec u la tion,
it is rather their ori gin and source. There is a set tled pur pose in re la tion to
which the facts are clas si fied and in ter preted. Not all sci en tists are as hon est
as Hux ley who an nounces this pur pose in the in tro duc tion of his “Sci ence
and He brew Tra di tion”: “These es says are for the most part in tended to
con trib ute to the process of de stroy ing the in fal li bil ity of Scrip ture.”

Ad di tional light is re ceived from the ob ser va tion that sci en tists ad here to
their ag nos tic con clu sions even af ter the premises have been found at fault,
on which they based their con clu sions. It is the end and aim of evo lu tion to
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demon strate that all pro cesses of life and the his tory of liv ing or gan isms
may be ac counted for with out the as sump tion of a per sonal Cre ator. Thus
the very be gin ning of our uni verse is ac counted for (in the neb u lar hy poth e- 
sis) by the ori gin of force and mo tion in mat ter. How ever, Pres i dent Low ell,
of Har vard, twenty years ago said that the neb u lar hy poth e sis was “founded
on a fun da men tal mis take.” (“The So lar Sys tem,” p. 119.) Do we find that
sci en tists, though forced to sur ren der this prop, have given up athe is tic evo- 
lu tion? By no means. Ev i dently, their athe ism is older than their evo lu tion.

Fifty years ago it was thought that in the Heav enly bod ies called neb u lae
the ma te rial of which the world was made had been dis cov ered. It was as- 
sumed that these neb u lae were worlds in the process of for ma tion. In 1914
the sci en tists at Lick Ob ser va tory con cluded, from the great speed at which
the neb u lae trav eled, that they are the re mains of worlds which have been or
are pass ing, and are not the con stituents of worlds to be. This de stroyed an- 
other sup po si tion fa vor ing the the ory, but we do not no tice that sci en tists
have be come more friendly to Chris tian ity. Or con sider the lat est spec u la- 
tions on the com po si tion of mat ter as con tained in the works of Lodge,
Crookes, and Lord Kelvin. It is now be lieved that mat ter is com posed of
elec tri cal par ti cles smaller than atoms, called elec trons. An atom of gold is
said to con sist of 137,200 elec trons. Now, if one con sid ers how closely
phys i cal the o ries are bound up with the prin ci ple of evo lu tion, should we
not ex pect sci en tists to re nounce this prin ci ple when an other stone in its
foun da tion has been de stroyed? And since there is no such re nun ci a tion, is
it not plain that this class of sci en tists in sists upon an athe is tic in ter pre ta tion
of the uni verse, no mat ter on what hy poth e sis? For the slow in crease of
vari a tions in plants and an i mals, by which Dar win ac counts for the ori gin of
species, the evo lu tion ists de manded more than 400,000,000 years. But it is
as serted on the strength of cer tain cal cu la tions by physi cists that the earth
can not pos si bly have ex isted more than 40,000,000 years. This lat ter fig ure,
based es pe cially on the cal cu la tions of Lord Kelvin, caused doubts to be
raised re gard ing evo lu tion which prompted many sci en tists to re nounce it as
a work ing the ory. Rudi men tary struc tures re ceived at ten tion, and as a re sult,
St. John Mi vart says: “It is an ab so lute fact that there is no in stance of trans- 
mu ta tion of species.” Dr. Nathaniel S. Shaler, Pro fes sor of Ge ol ogy in Har- 
vard, wrote: “It is not proved that a sin gle species of the two or three mil- 
lions now on earth has been es tab lished by nat u ral se lec tion.” Thus the evo- 
lu tion ary philoso pher is com pelled to re lin quish one the ory af ter an other;
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the bi ol o gist knocks out the un der-pin ning, the ge ol o gists and physi cists de- 
mol ish most of the residue; yet the ad vo cates of evo lu tion ism ad here to
their pur pose to ban ish God from the uni verse. In this we have con clu sive
proof that what evo lu tion ists pre tend to find as the con clu sion of their re- 
search, in re al ity was a set tled con vic tion in their minds be fore they com- 
menced their in ves ti ga tion, and to which, in their bias, they pro pose to hold
fast, no mat ter what hap pens to the ev i dence once an nounced as fi nal. The
war fare of phi los o phy against Chris tian faith is read ily ex plained. Man is
cor rupt. He loves sin. He is con scious of his guilt and fears the penalty.
Hence ev ery av enue of es cape is wel come, if only he can per suade him self
that there is no God, that there is no judg ment. Man is proud, he de sires no
Sav ior. Hence the ten dency to prove that no Sav ior is nec es sary; that there
is no guilt at tach ing to sin, that there is no ab so lute right and wrong. Hence,
too, the doc trine of the ag nos tic, that we can as cribe no at tribute to God.
When we read the “Syn thetic Phi los o phy” of Spencer, we are apt to be lieve
that the ag nos ti cism there set forth is the re sult of deep philo sophic spec u la- 
tion. Noth ing fur ther from the truth. Man, even cul tured, philo sophic man,
wants no re stric tions placed upon pride and self ish ness; hence it is nec es- 
sary to rid the mind of the fear of di vine jus tice; hence we have an in ter est
in demon strat ing that God has no at tributes such as “just,” for in stance. The
Psalmist de scribes this at ti tude: “Let us break their bands asun der and cast
away their cords from us.”

No man who has grasped the in ner mo tive of all sci en tific ef fort to de- 
mol ish faith can fail to un der stand why the rab ble greets with such ju bi lant
ac claim ev ery new at tack upon the Bib li cal nar ra tive. No man who has pon- 
dered this mo tive can be en snared in the net of sci ence falsely so called. He
has seen its in ward ness, its fa tal bias.

Thus a Chris tian may pre serve an at ti tude of men tal bal ance over against
sci ence. The Chris tian be liever may ad mire the achieve ments of sci ence
with out be ing car ried away by the spec u la tions of sci en tists. Great is the
progress of mod ern medicine, so great, that even the past ten years have
wit nessed great ad vances in treat ing dis ease. Chem istry has de vel oped
greater mar vels than was ever as cribed to the wiz ard’s wand by Ori en tal po- 
ets. What as tound ing per for mances in ap plied sci ence — the Panama Canal,
the Hud son Tun nels, the de vel op ment of the au to mo bile and of the air plane,
and the per fec tion of the tele phone and the mov ing pic ture! We may ex ult
in all these vic to ries of mind over mat ter, and yet stoutly op pose those the o- 
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ries which would make of the mind which cre ated all these mar vels merely
a de vel op ment of the in stincts of the ape.

It is pos si ble, even, to be a sci en tist and in no wise com pro mise one’s
Chris tian faith and hon esty of Chris tian pro fes sion. Wher ever men have
con tented them selves with purely sci en tific re search, with in ves ti gat ing and
tab u lat ing the phe nom ena of na ture and es tab lish ing the laws of life and
mo tion in the uni verse, they have found no dif fi culty in re tain ing a child-
like faith. Among those sci en tists of the first rank who, far from be ing
forced to the athe is tic con clu sion, rec og nized a won der ful har mony be- 
tween sci ence and rev e la tion, was a Ke pler, who was led by med i ta tions on
the har mony of the ol ogy with math e mat ics to fol low those la bo ri ous cal cu- 
la tions by which he first es tab lished the or bit of Mars and then of other
plan ets; among them was a New ton, called by Jus tus Liebig “the most sub- 
lime ge nius in a thou sand years,” who as serted that his en tire sys tem of me- 
chan ics was un ten able with out the sup po si tion of di vine Power; a Davy,
prince of chemists, who “saw in all the forces of mat ter the tools of Di vin- 
ity;” a Linne, called by Prof. Fraas the “great est nat u ral ist of all times,” who
com mences his “Sys tem of Na ture” thus: “Awak en ing I saw God, the Eter- 
nal, the In fi nite, the Om ni scient, the Om nipo tent, and I was amazed. I read
some of His traces in cre ation. What un speak able per fec tion!” We find in
the ros ter of sci en tists who be lieved in an in spired Bible and a di vine Sav- 
ior, such men as Hans Chris tian Oer st edt, the great dis cov erer of elec tro-
mag netism and the fa ther of all mod ern, elec tri cal sci ence, who de clared
that he “had but a de sire to lead men to God by his books;” Lavoisier, fa ther
of mod ern chem istry, a Chris tian; Maedler, who reached the front rank of
mod ern as tronomers with out re lin quish ing his child hood faith and who
said: “A real sci en tist can not be an in fi del;” Rit ter, great est of ge og ra phers,
who said: “All the world is re plete with the glory of the Cre ator;” Vir chow,
the sur geon of world wide fame, who all his life was an out spo ken op po nent
of the evo lu tion ary the ory and whose last prayer, ut tered in the pres ence of
his fel low-sci en tists, was: “Christi Blut imd Gerechtigkeit . . . .”

Speak ing of the tri umphant Re deemer the Lord says Isa. 53: “I will di- 
vide Him a por tion with the great and He shall di vide the spoil with the
strong. The kings of the earth shall serve Him.” The prophecy was ful filled
when kings not only on ma te rial thrones but kings in the world of in tel lect
and gi ants of learn ing have paid homage to the God-man Je sus Christ.
Through out the record of mod ern sci ence and eru di tion there are shin ing
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ex ain pIes of the truth that great men tal power and pro found re search are not
in com pat i ble with hum ble ac cep tance of Bible teach ings. The spir i tual
blind ness of nat u ral man, his in tel lec tual pride, and the de prav ity of his will
ac count for the at ti tude of many sci en tists over against the facts of rev e la- 
tion. From the shift ing quick sand of their spec u la tion we may rise un- 
harmed on the pin ions of a faith guided by the prin ci ple: “It is writ ten.”

THE END
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Ap pen dix. The New Con tro‐ 
versy About Evo lu tion

ONCE MORE the bat tle is rag ing about the the ory of evo lu tion. The dis cus- 
sion of this sub ject was a lively one fifty years ago, then grad u ally lan- 
guished, and the past twenty years, to all ap pear ances, was a dead is sue.
Evo lu tion was an ac cepted fact. Now the mag a zines and the Sun day pa pers
are again car ry ing long dis cus sions of this sub ject, and the re li gious press is
full of it. Un doubt edly the on slaught of Mr. W. J. Bryan has in a great mea- 
sure con trib uted to this re vival of pop u lar in ter est in evo lu tion. His pow er- 
ful elo quence has caused a com mo tion in the uni ver si ties where he ad- 
dressed the stu dents. But the cause of this new con tro versy lies deeper.

For the past twenty-five years the Chris tian Church in Amer ica has been
dis turbed by a co terie of in fi del pro fes sors of the ol ogy, the Sad ducees of the
mod ern age. The in fal li ble Bible and the di vine Christ have been de nied,
ev ery cher ished be lief of the Church has been scrapped, and the very Sun- 
day-school man u als filled with the (evo lu tion is tic) Higher Crit i cism of the
Bible. Now the re vul sion has come. Great schol ars have arisen and have
demon strated the base less ness and dis hon esty of this in fi del pro pa ganda.
The churches are alarmed. Among Pres by te ri ans there is an open de mand
for sep a ra tion, and the Fun da men tal ists among the Bap tists are mar shal ing
the best in tel lect of that de nom i na tion in de fense of Chris tian be lief. And
ev ery where there is recog ni tion of the fact that evo lu tion is the great, im- 
pure mother of all this spawn of heresy and in fi delity.

Glanc ing over the ar ti cles re cently pub lished in de fense of evo lu tion, we
note that there is much ridicule, some patent dis hon esty, and no proof.

The fa vorite weapon of the spokes men for evo lu tion is ridicule. There is
ref er ence to “a cu ri ous re vival of me dieval prej u dice,” the op po nents are
called “me dieval ists,” “pan cakes not turned,” etc. Dr. But ler of Co lum bia
Uni ver sity sug gests face tiously that no book should be per mit ted even to
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con tain the let ters of the al pha bet out of which the word “evo lu tion” can be
formed, — the kind of joke that raises a brave laugh from sopho mores.

Then there is con sid er able dis hon esty, con scious, it would seem. Prof. H.
F. Os born says that evo lu tion is no longer a the ory, but an ac cepted nat u ral
law; there has been “a flood of proof and truth.” Prof. E. G. Con klin says
that the brute ori gin of man is “proven con clu sively,” and refers us to the
Ne an derthal man and other frag ments of bone, con cern ing which there is
much spec u la tion to the present day even among sci en tists. The reader is
per mit ted to be lieve that the miss ing link has been found, hair, tooth, and
claw, whereas all these “brute-men” to gether con sist of a few brain-pans
and leg bones, not enough to fill a Bos ton bag. In or der to prove that
church men may ac cept evo lu tion, Dr. Mc Cosh, the Prince ton the olo gian of
forty years ago, is re ferred to by Pro fes sor Os born. Pos si bly this writer has
never seen the fol low ing state ment in Mc Cosh’s In tu itions of the Mind: “No
liv ing species can pro ceed ex cept from a par ent of its own kind, no veg- 
etable or an i mal can spring from a veg etable or an i mal in fe rior to it self. In
par tic u lar, hu man be ings with in tel li gences, and such only, — cer tainly not
apes or mon keys, — can have an off spring pos sessed of rea son able and re- 
spon si ble souls.” (p. 190.) And again: “Mr. Dar win does not at tempt to
show, and all at tempts of oth ers have failed to prove, that the law of se lec- 
tion or any other can ac count for the ori gin of life and the ori gin of man.”
(p. 157.) How can Pro fes sor Os born quote Dr. Mc Cosh for his cause? Let
the reader weigh care fully chap ter eight of the present vol ume, and then
com pare with the data there sub mit ted the bold as ser tions of re cent writ ers
on evo lu tion, as though any one form of the hy poth e sis were ac cepted by
sci en tists gen er ally, and he will un der stand the charge of dis hon esty here
made against those who as sert “a flood of proof and truth.”

There is, in deed, an other rea son for this sud den re vival of ef forts to
main tain pop u lar re spect for the sci en tists who stand com mit ted to evo lu- 
tion. Some very dis tin guished sci en tists have in late years openly de clared
that they are through with Dar win ism, and that evo lu tion it self is un proved,
a mere the ory. The man who has brought most sor row to the evo lu tion ists
of late is Pro fes sor Bate son, Pres i dent of the British As so ci a tion for the Ad- 
vance ment of Sci ence. Speak ing in Aus tralia a few years ago, Pro fes sor
Bate son said that the (Dar winian) view of evo lu tion by nat u ral se lec tion has
not re ceived “the small est en cour age ment or sanc tion” from mod ern re- 
search. De cem ber 29, 1921, the same sci en tist said at Toronto be fore the
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Amer i can As so ci a tion for the Ad vance ment of Sci ence that the ori gin of
new species has never been ob served: “From time to time a record of such
an ob ser va tion is pub lished. But none has sur vived crit i cism.” ’Pro fes sor
Bate son holds to a be lief in some kind of an evo lu tion ary process, but
knows of no “ac cept able ac count” of the ori gin of species. So we have been
right, the whole thing was a guess and a bad guess. Pro fes sor Os born, how- 
ever, in the New York Times, re pu di ates Pro fes sor Bate son’s state ment as
“di rectly con trary to the truth,” and ex plains this fall from Dar winian grace
by point ing out that Bate son is “liv ing the life of a sci en tific spe cial ist, out
of the main cur rent of bi o log i cal dis cov ery.” Now very strange! Pro fes sor
Bate son is in deed a spe cial ist — in bi ol ogy, and evo lu tion is a bi o log i cal
prob lem; in hered ity — and evo lu tion ab so lutely de pends on hered ity. And
be cause Pro fes sor Bate son is a spe cial ist, “his opin ion is val ue less”! What
queer logic!

The fact is that there are two groups of thinkers who are de ter mined to
up hold evo lu tion ism: First, a cer tain class of sci en tists who have still a liv- 
ing faith in the Neb u lar Hy poth e sis and the Ne an derthal man. They cling to
their creed. They are wed ded to their idols. Then there are the New The ol- 
ogy men. Their idea of the Bible is based upon evo lu tion, and if evo lu tion
falls, their whole sys tem goes down in a heap. And so Charles S. Mac Far- 
land, gen eral sec re tary of the Fed eral Coun cil of Churches, has come out
against Mr. Bryan. And Prof. Charles E. Fos dick, pro fes sor in Union The o- 
log i cal Sem i nary, and one of the most dis tin guished Sad duceans of our day,
writes a long ar ti cle to the Sun day pa pers in which he proves that if you
want to be lieve that God cre ated man as re lated in Gen e sis, then you must
be lieve that the heav ens are an up turned bowl, and he quotes Ps. 104:2.
Why does he not quote the next verse, to prove that the an cient Jews be- 
lieved that the wa ter has “cham bers” and the wind “wings”? Was ever po- 
etry so made to walk on all fours?

But we said that the mod ern dis ci ples of Dar win of fer no proof. This
must be mod i fied, — they do of fer proof, and the ar gu ment they pro duce is
the evo lu tion of the horse. Now, the ge o log i cal his tory of the horse has
been, these many years, a source of de light to the evo lu tion ist. Fos sil horses
have been found that have four toes, oth ers that have three, oth ers with two;
and the horse to day has only one, of which the hoof is the nail. There you
see, say the evo lu tion ists, the horse has evolved. Now, we shall not as sert
that an i mals have never changed their struc ture or habits. That there has
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been a de vel op ment in na ture, as in sci en tific breed ing, of dif fer ent va ri eties
(not species) is very ev i dent. But where is the proof that the four-toed horse,
which was no larger than a fox, was an ces tor to the mod ern horse? Re mains
of these horses have been found in suc ces sive lay ers of rock, — but who
will as sert that the four-toed horse no longer ex isted when two-toed horses
lived? When the lack of miss ing links in all other an i mals is pointed out, the
re ply al ways is that “the ge o log i cal record is in com plete”; but as to the
horse we are to be lieve that the record is com plete. Aside from this, how is
it that the horse, in spite of sixty years of re search, re mains the only an i mal
on which an ar gu ment for evo lu tion can be built up? Wher ever you look, in
the text books and en cy clo pe dias, there is the horse in its stages of evo lu- 
tion, and only the horse. But let us see where this evo lu tion is tic rea son ing
would lead us in the case of other an i mals, known to ex ist con tem po ra ne- 
ously.

The kan ga roo varies in size from that of a sheep to that of a small lamb.
There is the great gray kan ga roo (macro pus gi gan teus) and the great red
kan ga roo, about the same size. Then fol low other species, in which the
hind, limbs are less dis pro por tioned in length, then the small tree-kan ga- 
roos, in which the pro por tions of the fore and hind limbs are al most nor mal.
Fi nally, there is the tiny musk-kan ga roo, which has a mov able first toe on
the hind foot. Un doubt edly, if these var i ous types would ex ist only in fos sil
form, their re mains would be ranged in a chrono log i cal or der in the mu se- 
ums, demon strat ing to the eye how the kan ga roo grad u ally length ened its
hind legs, the old est hav ing four legs of en tirely nor mal pro por tions, the fi- 
nal re sult of evo lu tion be ing won der fully il lus trated in the enor mous hind
feet of the gray kan ga roo!

Or con sider the fam ily of the an telopes, closely al lied to the horse. The
an te lope varies in size from that of a small rab bit to that of an ox. If there
were known only fos sil spec i mens, the evo lu tion ist would un doubt edly look
upon the se ries as proof of de vel op ment from the pigmy an te lope of Guinea
to the African wa ter-buck and gnu. The an telopes dif fer widely in color and
mark ing, in the size, shape, and an gle of their horns, in length of tail, shape
of teeth, of eyes, of nos trils, and in many other ways less ev i dent. Some
have larger hoofs, some small, some have an ex tra set of lat eral hoofs, some
have ex ceed ingly long limbs, in oth ers the fore legs are pe cu liarly mod i fied.
Yet it is very clear that the great staglike crea ture, the African wa ter-buck, is
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not the de scen dant of the royal an te lope, which is only a few inches high, as
lit tle as the gray and red kan ga roos are the de scen dants of the kan ga roo-rat.

An other an i mal which shows re mark able di ver gence of size and struc- 
ture is the ant-eater of South Amer ica. The typ i cal and largest rep re sen ta tive
of the group is an an i mal mea sur ing four feet in length with out the tail. An- 
other species is much smaller and lives mainly in trees, while the great ant-
eater is ter res trial in habits. Then there is the lit tle, or two-toed, ant-eater,
also a treed weller, and about the size of a rat. Now, these three species, so
dif fer ent in size and habits, ex ist to day in var i ous parts of South and Cen tral
Amer ica. If they ex isted only in fos sil form, does any one ques tion whether
our evo lu tion ists would re sist the temp ta tion to point out these var i ous re- 
lated forms as ev i dence of the evo lu tion of the ant-eater from the lit tle, two-
toed species to the great ant-bear with its enor mous de vel op ment in struc- 
ture and strength? And if var i ous kinds of ant-eaters ex ist side by side to day
with not the slight est ev i dence that one has de vel oped from the other, then
why should it not be a fair as sump tion that also var i ous types of the horse
species have ex isted side by side in pre his toric times? The dif fer ence in size
and struc ture be tween the var i ous kinds of an telopes, kan ga roos, and ant-
eaters is at least as great and fun da men tal as the dif fer ence be tween the var- 
i ous pre his toric types of the horse.

When it is con sid ered that the age of the rocks in which the fos sil “an- 
ces tors” of the horse have been found is still a mat ter of dis pute, the ar gu- 
ment for evo lu tion based on the de vel op ment of the horse be comes very
frail in deed. It must never be for got ten that the rocks are grouped by sci en- 
tists, to a great ex tent, ac cord ing to the evo lu tion ary the ory; in other words,
rocks are called old when the fos sil re mains are of a sim ple type. As a mat- 
ter of fact, there is no place on the sur face of the earth where all the var i ous
lay ers of rock are found ex actly in the or der in which the text-books show
the dif fer ent “ages.”

This dig ging in the earth to prove that God did not make it re minds us of
Cow per’s lines: —

Some drill and heave 
The solid earth, and from the strata there 
Ex tract a reg is ter, by which we learn 
That He who made, and then re vealed its date 
To Moses, was mis taken in its age.
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In con clu sion, let all those who be lieve that there is no an tag o nism be tween
evo lu tion and Chris tian ity re mem ber that evo lu tion ists them selves ad mit
that the whole fab ric of Chris tian ity tum bles down in ru ins if evo lu tion is
true. And the re sults of this doc trine are all too ev i dent. Ad dress ing Moody
In sti tute in Chicago, Mr. Bryan said: —

"What is the re sult of Dar win’s the ory? What, would you sup pose, would be the re sult?
Here is a boy reared in a Chris tian home, learn ing the first child’s prayer and then the lord’s
Prayer; he talks to God, asks for daily bread, pleads for for give ness of sins, and de sires to
be de liv ered from evil. He reads the Bible and finds that the heav enly Fa ther is more will- 
ing to give good gifts to His chil dren than earthly par ents are. Then he goes off to col lege,
and a pro fes sor takes a book six hun dred pages thick and tries to con vince him that his
body is a brute’s body. ‘See that point in the ear? That comes from the ape,’ etc. Dar win
also tries to con vince the child that there is noth ing in the brain that is not found in minia- 
ture in the brain of the brute.

"Then he says that the morals of man are a de vel op ment from the brute. First, sec ond, third,
fourth, fifth, sixth — and no men tion of God or of re li gion. No men tion of con science.
When the boy goes out from school, if he be lieves Dar win and be lieves his teacher, the
Bible is to him a sto ry book. Christ is re duced to the stature of’ a man with an ape for an an- 
ces tor, on His mother’s side, at least — and, as many teach ers be lieve, on His Fa ther’s side
also.

“Are you sur prised when I tell you that within a month I met a young man twenty-two
years of age who said he had been made an athe ist by two teach ers in a Chris tian col lege?”

A good an swer to the evo lu tion is tic view of cre ation was given by a De- 
catur, Ill., Bap tist min is ter, whose lit tle girl one day came home from school
and said.

“Do you know, folks used to live up in trees like mon keys.”
“Not your folks,” the min is ter an swered. “Your folks came down from

God, not up from slime.”
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How Can You Find Peace With
God?

The most im por tant thing to grasp is that no one is made right with God
by the good things he or she might do. Jus ti fi ca tion is by faith only, and that
faith rest ing on what Je sus Christ did. It is by be liev ing and trust ing in His
one-time sub sti tu tion ary death for your sins.

Read your Bible steadily. God works His power in hu man be ings
through His Word. Where the Word is, God the Holy Spirit is al ways
present.

Sug gested Read ing: New Tes ta ment Con ver sions by Pas tor George Ger- 
berd ing

Bene dic tion

Now unto him that is able to keep you from fall ing, and to present you fault less be fore the
pres ence of his glory with ex ceed ing joy, To the only wise God our Sav ior, be glory and
majesty, do min ion and power, both now and ever. Amen. (Jude 1:24-25)

En cour ag ing Chris tian Books
for You to Down load and En joy

https://www.lutheranlibrary.org/103-gerberding-new-testament-conversions/
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De vo tional

The Ser mons of Theophilus Stork: A De vo tional Trea sure
Si mon Pe ter Long. The Way Made Plain

The ol ogy

Matthias Loy. The Doc trine of Jus ti fi ca tion
Henry Eyster Ja cobs. Sum mary of the Chris tian Faith
Theodore Schmauk. The Con fes sional Prin ci ple

Nov els

Ed ward Roe. With out a Home
Joseph Hock ing. The Pas sion for Life

Es sen tial Lutheran Li brary

The Augs burg Con fes sion with Saxon Vis i ta tion Ar ti cles
Luther’s Small Cat e chism
Luther’s Large Cat e chism
Melanchthon’s Apol ogy
The For mula of Con cord

The full cat a log is avail able at Luther an Li brary.org. Pa per back Edi tions
of some ti tles at Ama zon.
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