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EVOLUTION :

UNSCIENTIFIC AND
UNSCRIPTURAL

An appeal. At the outset we appeal for a careful

reading of the following pages. The issue
is more serious than can be realized. The choice is
between receiving an utterly unproved theory, which is
destructive of belief in the Bible, or accepting the Bible
record and refusing evolution. There is no middle
ground.

In the first place we are able to prove that the theory
is unscientific. If the, theory were correct all nature
would confirm it; the proofs would be million-mouthed.
But if the theory be a false one, then the very admissions
of its chief advocates are its destruction. It is slain by
a sword proceeding out of the mouths of its own
adherents.

In the second place we show how utterly opposed the
‘theory is to the Scriptures, and how the acceptance of
it completely shatters belief in the Bible, in- Christ, in
redemption, in Heaven. The reader will not at first realize
the importance of all this. Every issue is not vital. For
instance, we personally believe that the earth is round.
There are intelligent people in the world who contend that.
it is flat. But the belief one way or the other does not
matter a great deal. But in our present enquiry it is
vital, and our eternal future may hang.upon our view of
it. We appeal, then, for a careful reading of this
pamphlet.

* 7 * * *

What is meant By evolution we mean the theory first
by Evolution. made popular by the late Charles

Darwin, and since elaborated by others,
in which it is sought to be demonstrated that man evolved
from the anthropoid ape; the ape in turn evolved through
many stages from a living primordial cell, which either
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found its way, so it is stated, to this earth from other
planets or worlds, or came into existence by spontaneous
generation; this process of man’s evolution, demanding
millions of years for its accomplishment.

Herbert Spencer’s definition of evolution is as fol-
lows :—

‘“Evolution is an integration of matter and
concomitant. dissipation of motion: during which
the matter passes from an indefinite, incoherent
homogeneity  to a definite coherent heterogeneity;
and during which the retained motion undergoes
a parallel transformation.”

When a scientific man speaks it generally impresses the
lay mind considerably. But Herbert Spencer’s definition
is unproved. Itisan hypothesis, a guess. It is unscientific,
for it is not founded on facts, and science can only build
on facts. The definition is as sensible as imagining that
particles of lead should work themselves out of the mine,
assemble themselves, form themselves into printer’s type,
and then by ‘‘ a fortuitous concourse of atoms *’ resolve
themselves into Milton’s ‘* Paradise Lost.”’” If theologians
presented such fairy tales they would be laughed at for
their pains.

A Yale Professor explained the origin of man as’
follows : —

‘“ Animal life on this continent developed no
higher than the South American monkeys. The
old world current developed into the anthro-
poid ape, and then by a colossal accident into
man.”’

It must have been a colossal accident indeed! I have
heard of colossal accidents before. But they always
worked in a different direction. The accident destroyed
and did not build up. That magnificent Sévres vase was
dropped and broken into a thousand pieces. We can
understand that. But take the thousand pieces and fling
them upon the ground and lo! a perfect unbroken vase
appears. Perfect nonsense! And yet this would be a
slight miracle compared to the wild guess of this Yale
Professor.

Why should the South American monkeys after having
successfully evolved from a living primordial cell cease
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to evolve at that stage, and old world monkeys leave their
South American cousins behind and evolve into man?
It is not kind to South American monkeys. The assertion
is made, but no proof is furnished, because — there is
NONE.

* * * *

Evolution is not The late Dr. A. C. Dixon (formerly of
a Modern Idea. the Metropolitan Tabernacle, London),
' tells how he came near to losing faith
in the Bible through the onslaught of evolution. But
when he found out that it was not an up-to-date scientific
discovery, but based upon hypothesis and guesses, un-
proved, and unprovable, and that Darwin’s theory was no
better than those of the ancient phllosophers he ceased
to be troubled by it.

THALES, the old Greek philosopher (636 B.C.), be-
lieved that water was the primordial germ.

HERACLITUS believed that fire was the primordial
germ.

PYTHAGORAS (circa 500/ 600 B.C.) believed that

‘ number *’ was the primordial germ.

ANAXIMANDER, the old Greek ph1losopher (610
B.C.), believed that animals were evolved’ from the earth
by heat and moisture.

EMPEDOCLES believed various parts of men and
animals -existed separately — arms, legs, eyes, ears, etc.
— and that these combined, and became able to reproduce
themselves.

ANAXAGORAS (500 B.C.), believed animals and
plants were the products of germs carried in the air, which
gave fecundity to the earth.

* * * *

Darwin’s admissions In The Origin of Species (sixth
as to his own theory. edition, 1876), chap. 6, p. 222,
Darwin says:—
‘“ To suppose that the eye with all its inimitable

contrivances for adjusting the focus to different dis-
tances, for admitting different amounts of light,
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and for the correction of spherical and chromatic
aberration, could have been formed by mnatural
selection, seems, I freely confess, ABSURD IN
THE HIGHEST DEGREE.”’*

To the last he admitted that this thought gave him
““ a cold shiver,”” and well it might, for natural selection
is the very foundation of his system.

Again in Darwin’s Life and Letters, Vol. 3, p. 25 he
says:—

‘“ When we descend to details, we: can prove
that no one species has changed [i.e., we cannot
prove that a single species has changed]; mnor
can we prove that the supposed} changes are
beneficial, which is the groundwork of the theory.
Nor can we explain why some species have
changed and others have not. The latter case
seems to me hardly more difficult to wunder-
stand precisely and in detail than the former
case of supposed change.”’

What confusion of thought we have here. Darwin first
tells us that there is no proof of a single species having
undergone change. Then he goes on to write of
‘“ supposed changes,”” and that these are the ground work
of his theory. Fancy a theory resting on guesswork!
Finally he calmly writes of some species having changed,
when he has just told us there is no proof. No wonder
he finds it difficult to understand the difference between
no change and ‘‘ supposed change.” The quotation is
marked by complete confusion of thought.

No wonder Mr. Darwin could write: —

‘““I for ome, can conscientiously declare that I
never feel surprised at any one sticking to the
belief of immutability.”” = (Darwin’s LIFE AND
LETTERS, Vol. ITI., p. 26).

What surprises the writer is that Darwin should have
clung to the idea of mutability, that is the evolution of one
species into another, when he had not one scrap of evidence
in proof.

* Capitals ours. 1 Bold type ours,
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Dr. Etheridge of the British Museum declared:—

“In all this great museum, there is not a
particle of evidence of the transmutation of species.
Nine-tenths of the talk of evolutionists is sheer .
nonsense, not founded on observation and wholly
unsupported by fact.”

The following admissions are extracted from Mr.
Darwin’s ¢ Origin of Species *’ (popular shilling edition).

‘“ The laws governing inheritance ARE, FOR THE
MOST PART, UNKNOWN.'’' (p. 10).

‘“ The origin of most of our domestic animals
will probably REMAIN VAGUE FOR EVER.” (p. I3).

‘““ As we have NO FACTS TO GUIDE Us [that
is, as to the origin of life], speculation on the
subject is almost useless.”” (p. 93).

‘““ OUR IGNORANCE OF THE LAWS OF VARIATION
1S PROFOUND. Not in one case out of a hundred
can we pretend to assign any reason why this or
that part has varied.”” (p. 122).

‘““If we must marvel, let it be at our own
PRESUMPTION in imagining for a moment, that
we understand the many complex contingencies on
which the existence of each species depends.”

(p. 279).

Many more such quotations could be given, but space
forbids.  We may well suppose >’ and similar phrases
occur hundreds of times in Darwin’s Origin of Species.
How much shrift would be given to the Bible, if it said
only once, ‘* We may well suppose "’ ?

If only scientists instead of using the Greek-derived
word hypothesis, would use the old Anglo-Saxon word,
guess, Darwinism would not have got the foothold it has.
A standard dictionary says:—

‘“ Hypothesis, a supposition of something mnot

proved, but assumed for the purpose of argument;
a theory assumed to account for known facts.”

It would be well if an hypothesis were always assumed
for what are believed to be facts, but in our enquiry we
shall see how many hypotheses are assumed for fancies,

~and not facts at all.
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Darwin’s By Deism is meant belief in the existence of
Deism. a Creator — a great First Cause — unknown

and unknowable, coupled with the refusal to
admit that God has made any revelation outside of nature
in Creation; that is to say, the deist, whilst believing in
God as Creator, refuses the Bible as God’s revelation, and
rejects Christ as a Saviour. Darwin was a deist, and he
refused the Bible and took the ground of being an agnos-
tic. The closing words of the ‘ Origin of Species ”’
are:—

‘“ There is a grandeur in this view of life, with

its several powers, having been originally breathed
by the Creator into a few forms or into one.”’

* % - * *

Energy and matter not Evolutionists have not yet ac-
accounted for by the counted for energy and matter.
Evolutionist. They take these for granted.
Everything lies in energy and matter. Whilst many deny
the glory of the creation to the Creator, they cannot and
do not attempt to tell us the origin of life. Recently the
civilized world has been startled and filled with a sicken-
ing fear as the result of the falling of the atomic bomb on
Japanese cities. Not till then did men know the terrible
energy and force stored up in nature. Alas! the secret
now revealed only puts into man’s power a hitherto un-
heard-of instrument of destruction of life and property on
a colossal scale. The area of a whole city may be reduced
to rubble, and tens of thousands of men, women and
children hurled into eternity in a moment of time.

In a split second it has been revealed to man that the
whole universe is framed on the basis of atomic energy.
This in the hands of a wise, loving Creator is used only for
beneficent purposes. The late Sir Ambrose Fleming, in-
ventor of the thermionic valve, making wireless telegraphy
possible, has told us in one of his books, that one ounce of
matter annihilated releases energy sufficient to lift
60,000,000 tons of matter from the bottom of Mount
Blanc to the top; and that the sun’s radiation annihilates
250,000,000 tons of matter per minute. So great is the
sun that it would not sensibly affect its size for millions of
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years. It is by atomic energy that our harvests are
ripened, that evaporation forms the clouds that pour the
fertilising water on the earth, and life is thereby main-
tained. Yet in sinful hands it fills mankind with a be-
numbing, sickening dread of what may happen any day.
Such is man without the fear of God.

* * * *

Darwin acknowledged However, Darwin acknowledged
a Creator. a Creator and from his stand-

‘ point this is scientific. We ack-
nowledged a Creator, not One who created a primordial
germ and then retired, but One, who created all things
in nature as we see them, upholding and sustaining His
creation by the word of His power, and we consider this
view is scientific and that the testimony of zoology, of
the rocks, of skeleton remains, of archzology, all go to
prove it, which cannot by any stretch of imagination be
claimed for evolution. Darwin’s admissions are deadly
to the theory of evolution. '

* * * *

Is Man descended Charles. Darwin himself never had
from the ape? the audacity to say so. He wrote in
¢ Descent of man,”” 1871, Vol. 1,
p. 158:—
‘““ We must not fall into the error of supposing
that the early progenitors of man were identical
with, or even closely resembled, any existing ape
or monkey."’

Professor Osborn, an ardent evolutionist (Guide Leaflet,
Series No. 52, p. 4), says:—

‘“Man is not descended from any known form of
ape, either living or fossil.””

The late Professor Virchow of Berlin, the highest Ger-
man authority in physiology, and spoken of as *‘ the
foremost physician on the globe,”” for thirty years presi-
dent of the Berlin Anthropological Society, once a
pronounced advocate of Darwin’s views, saw through the
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folly of them, and in his famous lecture on *“ Freedom of
Science,”’ said : —
‘“It is all nonsense. It cannot be proved by
Science that man descended from the ape or from
any other animal. Since the announcement of the
theory, all real scientific knowledge has proceeded
in the opposite direction.”

Later at a convention of anthropologists in Vienna
Virchow said:—
‘“ The attempt to find the transition from animal
to man has ended in total failure, The middle link
has not been found and never will be. It has been
proved beyond doubt, that during the last five
thousand years, there has been no noticeable change
in mankind.”’

Dr. Trass, the Fossilist, or Palaeontologist, who devoted
his long life to the study of fossil animals, is most
emphatic : —

‘“ The idea that mankind is descended from any
Simian [ape-like] species whatever is certainly
the most foolish ever put forth by man writing on
the history of man, It should be handed down to
posterity as a new edition of the Memorial of
Human Follies. No proof of this fantastic theory
can be given from discovered fossils.”

The late Professor Haeckel of Jena, a thorough-going
evolutionist, and a pronounced and fierce atheist, who
glorified in saying that Darwin’s theory was ‘‘ Anti-
Genesis,”” bewailed the fact that he was left almost alone
in advocating evolution. He wrote:—

‘“ Most modern investigators of Science have
come to the conclusion that the doctrine of evolu-
tion, and particularly Darwinism, is an error and
cannot be maintained.”’

Then he mentions the following men distinguished in
various ways, whom he terms ‘ bold and talented
scientists > as having renounced evoluation:—

Dr. E. Dennert, author of ‘“ At the Death-bed of
Darwinism *’ (1903);

Dr. Goette, a Strasburg Professor, whose articles
appeared in the Umschau (1903);
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Professor Edward Hoppes, known as ‘* The Ham-
burg Savant;”’

Professor Paulson, of Berlin, who declared that
Haeckel’s theory ““is a disgrace to the philosophy of
Germany.”

Professor Rutemeyer, geologist and fossilist of
Basle, Switzerland, who charges evolutionists, especi-
ally of the Haeckel type, with playmg false with
the public and with the natural sciences.

Professor Wilhelm Max Wundt of Leipsic, who
wrote in support of evolution, but who has since
described these writings as ‘‘ the great crime of his
youth that will take' him all the rest of his time to
expiate.”’

Much more might be adduced on these lines, but space
forbids.

* * * *

Is the ape descended One would imagine such a ques-
from man? tion would not be asked. Clearly
if the ape were descended from
man, instead of its being evolution, that is, the process of
development, it would be contrariwise, a process of de-
generation. And yet this is what Professor F. Wood-
Jones, Professor of Anatomy at the University of London,
believes. He is a thorough-going devolutionist. He says
of Huxley’s belief that man, the anthropoid apes, the
monkeys, the lemurs, and the pronograde quadrupedal
mammals, represented a true evolutionary series:—
‘“ No attentive sLudent of anatomy can possibly
believe this to be true.’
But he goes further than throwing Huxley’s belief
overboard. He says:—
‘It is difficult to imagine how a being, whose
body is replete with features of basal mammalian
simplicity, can have sprung from any of those
animals in which so much of this simplicity
has been lost. It becomes impossible to picture man
as being descended from any form at all like the

recent monkeys or anthropoid apes, or from their !
fossil representatives.”” (p. 34).
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Again the same writer says:—

“If a man is a more primitive mammal than
are the monkeys and apes, and if he undoubtedly
belongs to their phylum [a primary division of
organisms], then 1t follows that, far from being a
descendant of the apes he may be looked upon as
their ancestor . . . . Indeed, from the point of
anatomy I conceive it to be impossible to take any
other view.”” (p. 39). .

Professor Wood- Jones quotes Professor Boule of Paris,
Professor A. W. Hubrecht and Professor Klaatsch in
support of his views.

Dr. James G. Walsh, professor of psychology at Cathe-
dral College, New York, while addressing the City Club,
Boston, in 1916, said:—

‘I want to suggest to you that the monkey is
the degeneration of man, rather than that man is
evolved from the monkey.”’

Nor is this theory a modern one. Dr. A. C. Dixon in
‘“ The Origin of Life »’ says:—

‘““ Plato said to those Greek philosophers who
were promulgating Darwinism from 300 to 700
years before Christ: ‘ You gentleman are mistaken;
man did not evolve from the beast, but man began
equal with the gods, and the beast evolved from
him.” Plato’s teaching was, not that man was an
IMPROVED monkey, but that the monkey was a
DEGENERATE man.”” (p. 8).

Imagine going to the Zoo with two scientists. You
are a poor layman, so ignorant that the word hypothesis
or theory vastly impresses you, and you feel like a worm
in the presence of men, who claim to be scientific. One
scientist points with solemnity at an anthropoid ape, and
says in an awe-struck whisper, ‘‘Behold your ancestor!”’
With what reverence your eyes rest upon the creature to
whom you are beholden for your very being. But the
other scientist says, ‘‘ See that frisky mischievous ape,”’
pointing to the same animal, ‘‘ that is your descendant.
You are responsible for its being.”’

You cannot believe both these scientists. One must be
wrong — both may be wrong, and in our judgment are.
You may well ponder whether they have any claim to be
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called scientists. True science does not build on hypotheses
nor theories, but on facts.
* * * *
Are men and apes descended Some writers — such as
from a common ancestor? Max Weber Cope, Ad-
loeff, Klaatsch — reject
the theory that man is descended from the ape, but con-
tend that man, instead of descending from the ape,
branched off from a common ancestor further back. The
late Wm. Jennings Bryan says of this theory,
““ “Cousin ape ’ is as objectionable as ‘ grandpa ’
ape.” (In His Image, p. 102). :

So we have three theories — that man is descended
from the ape, that the ape is descended from man, that
man and the ape are descended from a common ancestor
— theories mutually destructive of each other, and each
told us by scientific men. We are reminded of Shakes-
peare’s sarcastic refrain in ‘‘ Julius Caesar ’’ when he
says, ‘** And Brutus is an honourable man.”” We feel in-
clined to parody this and say, ‘“ And Professor Blank is
a scientific man.’’” Brutus was a villain, who slew his friend;
alas! these scientific men are slaying the faith of our young
men and women in the schools and universities. They
destroy, but cannot construct. And yet Professor Blank
is a scientific man!

Two of these three theories must be wrong. We believe
all three are false. And yet all three are brought forward
by scientific men. Oh! what folly is perpetrated in the
name of science. In truth we have guesses called hypo-
theses delivered with pontifical solemnity.

* * * *

The ¢ Tarsius > Professor Wood-Jones comes forward
Theory. with yet another theory. He believes

that the human race is descended
from a weird little animal, smaller than a squirrel, called
Tarsius or Tarsier, an inhabitant of the Malayan Penin-
sula. It is a nocturnal creature, lives in trees and moves
by hopping, has enormous eyes, large ears and a long
thin tail, tufted at the end. Shall we pin our faith to
Darwin or Haeckel or Wood-Jones or the Bible? Surely
it is a choice between ‘‘ chaos or Christ.””  Professor
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Wood-Jones outdoes all, he points to the Tarsius as our
ancestor and the ape as our descendant. And yet Pro-
fessor Wood-Jones is a scientific man!

* * * *

Skeletons and A short examination of the most famous
skulls. skeletons on which evolutionists rely for

support of evolution will only emphasize
how hard up they are for proof.

Pithecanthropos Erectus (meaning ape-man standing
erect) or Trinil ape-man, is one of the most famous
‘“ missing links *’ that evolutionists have heralded forth.

This title was given by Haeckel, who gave the name
on pure assumption, a notable example of begging the
question.

The remains were discovered by Dubois, a Dutch
physician, on the island of Java. They consisted of:

(1) A tooth found several feet below the surface of the
earth (September, 18g1).

(2) Roof of skull, three feet from where he found the
tooth (October, 1891).

(3) A thigh-bone, forty-five feet further away (Aug-
ust, 189z).
(4) A tooth.

A year or two after, the world’s famous zoologists met
at Leyden, and, among other things, examined and dis-
cussed these remains.

Ten concluded they were the remains of an ape.
Seven concluded they were the remains of a man.
Seven concluded they were the missing link.

How much reliable opinion can be formed on such
divergence, when seventeen out of twenty-four scientists
refused the ‘‘ missing link ’’ opinion, we leave the reader
to judge.

Professor D. C. Cunningham (Dublin), a high authority
on questions of comparative anatomy concluded the re-
mains did not belong to the same animal, but that some
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belonged to a monkey or a baboon and the rest were
human, whilst Lord Avebury believed the bones belonged
either to a very large Gibbon monkey, or to a very small
man.

The Piltdown Skull, or Eoanthropos (meaning age-
dawn man), was discovered on Piltdown Common, near
Uckfield, Sussex. It was recovered in several fragments,
some in the autumn of 1grI, and the rest with the jaw
six months later.

Professor Smith-Woodward and Dr. Chas. Dawson re-
constructed this man and built up something essentially
ape-like with receding forehead, projecting brows and a
gorilla-like jaw. Sir Arthur Keith, the celebrated pro-
fessor of anatomy, curator of the Museum of the Royal
College of Surgeons, London, uses very strong words
concerning the reconstruction of Drs. Smith-Woodward
and Dawson:—

‘“I soon saw that parts of the reconstructed
Piltdown skull had been opposed in a manner which
was IN OPEN DEFIANCE [capitals ours] of all
that was known of skulls, ancient and modern,
human and anthropoid. Articulating thé bones in
a manner which has been accepted by anatomists
in all times, I found that the brain-chamber, in-
stead of measuring 1,070 cubic cm., as in Dr.
Smith-Woodward’s reconstruction, measured 1,500
cubic cm., — a large brain-chamber for even
modern man.”’ )
Professor W. K. Gregory and Professor G. S. Miller
pointed out further modifications. A tooth described as
right lower canine, was in reality a left upper tooth. Miller
contended that the jaw and tooth belonged to a fossil
chimpanzee, and not to the owner of the skull at all.

Sir Arthur Keith’s vigorous denunciation turned out to
be well-founded, for since the above was written, the lead-
ing newspapers of the day have reported that the Piltdown
Skull had been faked in an unauthorised manner. This
was publicly admitted. - In face of this, the evidence
furnished by the discovery of these fragments was worth-
less. So much for the triumphantly trumpeted ‘* missing
link I’
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The Neanderthal Skull, in reality a fragment, was
found in 1856 by two labourers, who were digging in a
small cave at the entrance of the Neanderthal Gorge,
Westphalia, Germany. The following were found in the
same cave, a human thigh bone well preserved, several
human arm bones, not so well preserved, some fragments
of human elbow bones (forearm), a fragment of a human
pelvic bone, a fragment of a human right shoulder blade,
a small piece of a human right collar bone, and five broken
pieces of human rib.

Of course attention was fixed mostly on the skull. Was
it the missing link? Professor Schaffhausen said it had a
cubic capacity of 1033. Professor Huxley corrected this
and gave the cubic capacity of 1230, the cranial capacity
of the modern school teacher. Remember the highest
cubic capacity of the ape does not exceed 600 cc. Where
then is the missing link in this?

Professor Wassmann says:—

‘““It has fallen to the lot of this Neanderthal
man, to be described variously as an idiot, a Mon-
golian cossack, an early German, an early Dutch-
man, an early Frieslander, a connexion of the
Australian blacks, a paleolithic man, and a still
more primitive ape-man, The remains of his skele-
ton clearly are of a nature to admit of many inter-
pretations, and each student can make of them
whatever he wishes.”’ (MODERN BIOLOGY, p. 468).

The Engis Skull was found near Liége, Belgium, in
1833 by Dr. Schmerling. Professor Huxley says:—

‘“ The Engis skull, perhaps the oldest known,
is a fair average skull, which might have belonged
to a philosopher, or might have contained the
thoughtless brain of a savage.’’

The great Vitchow says:—

“We must really acknowledge that there is a
complete absence of any fossil type of a lower
stage in the development of man, Nay, if we
gather together all the fossil men hitherto found,
and put them parallel with those of the present
time, we can decidedly pronounce that there are
among living men, a much greater proportion of
individuals which show a relatively inferior type
than there are among the fossils known up to this
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© time . . . Every positive progress which we have
made in the region of pre-historic anthropology
has removed us farther from the demonstration of
this [evolutionary] theory.”’

Let the reader weigh over these words carefully. The
evidence is that man is degenerating, that instead of rising
higher and higher, the reverse is the truth.

Quite within recent years, so lately as 1913, a complete
skeleton was found in the Oldoway Gully in what was
German East Africa by an expedition of the Geological
Institute of the University of Berlin. Why has this not
been heralded forth? Here we have a complete skeleton,
needing no guess-work to complete it.

Professor Th. Graebner says:—

‘“ Unquestionably ancient as these remains are.
— the bones are completely fossilized — they con-
tain lamentably few ‘ primitive characteristics,’
and hence have not been exploited in the interest
of the evolutionary theory. A fragment of skull,
a tooth, a thigh bone, offer much more inviting
fields to the evolutionist, since they permit his
imagination to range without the restraint of fact.
The Oldoway fossil, which is in every essential re-
spect a normal human skeleton, possesses no
special attractions for those who would represent
man as a descendant of brutish ancestors.”” (Evo-
LUTION. AN INVESTIGATION AND A CRITICISM, p. 98).

* * * *

Fossil Apes. Fossil apes have been found and these
remains give no indication of the truth of
the evolutionary theory. Professor Wassmann says:—

‘“We have the pedigree of the present apes, a
pedigree very rich in species and coming down
from the hypothetical ancestral form-of the oldest
Tertiary. period to the present day. Zittel’s
Grundzuge der Palaontologie gives a list of no fewer
than thirty genera of fossil Pro-Simiae, and eighteen
genera of fossil apes, the remains of which are buried
in the various strata from the Lower Eocene to the
close of the Alluvial Epoch, but not one connecting
link has been- found between their hypothetical
ancestral forms and man at the present time.
THE WHOLE HYPOTHETICAL PEDIGREE OF MAN IS
NOT sUPPORTED BY A SINGLE FOSSIL GENUS OR
A SINGLE FOSSIL SPECIES.”’*

* Capitals ours.
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A hypothesis ceases to exist when a fact exploding it
comes along. So far we have had a bountiful harvest of
hypotheses; of facts which can prove the evolutionary
theory we have had none.

- Of hypotheses, guesses, suppositions, we have had
plenty. They at best build up a frail house of cards,
which at the breath of one single opposing fact collapses.

Professor Joseph McCabe says that one of Haeckel’s
distinctive services in regard to man’s evolution has been
the construction of a complete ancestral tree, though even
he admits some of the ideas in it are ‘° PURELY
CON]JECTURAL and not final.”” If he had stated that
the whole idea of it was conjectural he would have been
nearer the mark.

M. de Quatrefages, the French scientist, referring to
it, says:—
‘“ The first thing to remark is that NOT ONE
of the creatures exhibited in this pedigree has ever
been seen, either living or fossil; their existence
is based ENTIRELY on theory, and often from one
stage to another which is much too broad a gulf.
Further, Haeckel invents these types himself, as
well as the line of descent to which he assigns
them.”’ :

Dr. Arnold Brass accused Haeckel of taking the draw-
ings of other biologists and altering them, taking away
fifteen or sixteen vertebrae from one monkey-embryo and
altering the name, and adding tail-vertebre to another.
He also added to a human embryo eleven vertebrz not
in the original drawing.

Haeckel replied to this most serious charge:—

‘“To put an end to this unsavoury dispute, I
begin at once with the contrite confession that a
small number (6 to 8 per cent.) of my embryo dia-
grams are really forgeries in Dr. Brass’s sense: those
namely, for which the observed material is so in-
complete or insufficient as to compel us . . . to fill
in and reconstruct the missing links by hypothesis
and comparative synthesis . . . I should feel utterly
condemned and annihilated by the admission, were
it not that hundreds of the best observers and most
reputable biologists lie under the same charge. The
great majority of all morphological, anatomical,
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histological and embryological diagrams . . . are not
true to nature, but are more or less doctored,
schematised and reconstructed.”” (Miincher Allge-
meine Zeitung, January, 1909).

We can understand if a human skeleton were found
with one hand, it would not be doctoting to draw a skele-
ton with two hands, but to do what Haeckel is accused
of doing is fraudulent, and the man who does fraudulent
things is a fraud. A little Christian character, which he
affected to despise, would have saved him from such a
state of things. Infidelity is at best negative and destruc-
tive, and is no safeguard against fraud and immorality.

Not only is Haeckel obliged to make a damaging ad-
mission, but he drags in ‘‘ hundreds of the best observers
and most reputable biologists '’ as being guilty with him-
self. What are we to make of such an admission? Does
it not show that such are out to twist facts, to bolster up
false theories which exist only in their imagination?

* * * *

Is there any measure of We answer decidedly in the
Evolution in nature ? negative, if we think of evolu-

tion in the Darwinian meaning.
Of course, there is the development of the flower from the
bud, the butterﬁy from the caterpillar, the chick from the
egg, the man from the infant, but there is no instance of
one species evolving from another species, and on this
vital point the doctrine of evolution utterly fails.

The greatest examples ‘of evolution in this limited sense
are seen in the inventions of man. The evolution of the
locomotive, the steamship, the aeroplane, are examples.
But that is not in nature. Locomotives do not breed and
hand on improvements to their posterity.

But it may be urged — Is there not the evolution of
the pouter pigeon from the common rock pigeon, the
Gloire de Dijon from the dog rose, the Cox’s Orange
Pippin from the crab apple stock? It is impos-
sible to use the word evolution here, for never, left to
nature, did the pouter spring from the rock pigeon, nor
the Gloire de Dijon rose from the dog rose, nor the culti-
vated apple from the paradise stock. All this comes about
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by man’s efforts, NOT BY NATURAL SELECTION,
and when man ceases his efforts these intensive products
revert back to their original condition.

Professor Huxley says:—

‘“In crossing the breeds between the fantail and
the pouter, the carrier and the tumbler, or any
other variety or race you may name — so far as
we know at present — there is no difficulty in breed-
ing together the mongrels.”’

He then points out that as soon as you permit pigeons
of different varieties to mate promiscuously — no matter
how different the varieties may have been — you will
find in a few generations of pigeons all the varieties have
vanished, and the pigeons have reverted to type, viz.,
the blue rock pigeon with the black bars across the wings.
“ This,”” Huxley says, ‘‘is certainly a very remarkable
circumstance.”’

But it is just this that proclaims the fixity of species,
which truth is fatal to the theory of evolution.

Mr. Sutton, the well-known horticulturist, writing to
The Record, says that in order to raise successfully new
seed or preserve it true to type when it has been raised,
man’s assistance is ALWAYS required. Speaking especi-
ally of the beetroot he says:—

‘“ If any one of these improved forms are allowed
to seed near other varieties, the distinctive charac-
teristics of each would be quickly lost through cross
fertilization, To preserve any form of garden beet
true to type, it is necessary to seed it at a mile’s

distance at least, from any other variety of beet
or mangold seed.”’

All the improvements in nature, brought about by
man’s fostering care and ingenuity, are only the bringing
forth of what is latent in the plant or animal. Once the
fostering hand of man is removed the improved plant or
animal reverts to type. This cannot be called evolution
in the Darwinian sense, where the improvements are.
claimed to become permanent, or else lead to still greater
improvement.

* * * *
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Embryology. One of the strongest arguments of the

the evolutionist is that certain changes
take place in the pre-natal history of the human embryo,
which answer to the supposed descent of man from the
bit of protoplasm, vi4, fishes, reptiles, and mammals to
man.

Robert Chambers in his well known book, ¢ Vestiges
of the Natural History of Creation,”” 1844, traces the
brain of the human embryo as first similar in development
to that of a fish’s, then of a reptile’s, then of a bird’s,
then of a mammal’s, and finally it attains to the brain of
a man. He traces the same with the human feetal heart.
First, he says, it is like the heart of an insect, then divided
into ventricle and auricle it becomes similar to that of a
fish, then a sub-division of the auricle, making a triple-
chambered form, it becomes like a reptile’s, and lastly
the ventricle being sub-divided, taking on a quadruple-
chambered form it becomes a full mammal heart.

Granted that this is so, it only shows how all creation
physically is related. But changes which take place out
of sight during a short nine months do not prove that
evolution, demanding according to the scientists millions
of years, is a true theory. The out-of-sight evidence
should surely have evidence within sight to answer to and
confirm it. In other words, if the theory as to pre-natal
changes is to be effective, it must be accompanied by post-
natal corroboration, and this is QUITE LACKING. The
feetus of a fish always produces a fish; of a reptile, a
reptile; of a mammal, a mammal; of man, a man.
After all, the vast difference in the finished product, say
the difference between a worm and a man, between an
insect and an elephant, between a spider and an eagle,
shows that there must be an essential dlfterence in the
embryo, even in its first stage.

* * * *
Mongrel or The foregoing enquiry brings us to the
Hybrid. consideration of mongrel or hybrid. The
mongrel is the crossing of different varieties
of the same species and is FERTILE. The hybrid is the
crossing of two different species, and is STERILE. The
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commmon barn fowl is the most familiar example of the
former; the mule, of the latter. The barn fowl breeds
freely; the mule is sterile.

The instinct of the animal is to keep the race pure. No
one has ever seen a creature half cat and half dog, or half
horse and half cow. Why this instinct? Simply that God
made the animal ‘‘ after his kind,”” of which more when
- we come to the Bible condemnation of evolution. The
only hybrids known generally, whether animal or vege-
table, are those brought about by man’s arrangement, as,
for instance, the mule, offspring of jackass and mare.
Left to nature we get no such hybrid, and when it is ob-
tained, it is sterile.

If we quote Huxley on this subject it will be fair, for
he was in great sympathy with Darwin’s views. The
capitals are ours.

““If you breed from the male and female of the
SAME RACE, you of course have offspring of the LIXE
KIND, and if you make the offspring breed together,
you obtain the saME RESULT, you will still have the
saME KIND of offspring; THERE IS NO CHECK.
But if you take members of TWO DISTINCT SPECIES,
however SIMILAR they may be to each other, and
make them breed together, YOU WILL FIND A
CHECK. If you cross two such species with each
other, then — although you may get offspring in the
case of the first cross, yet, if you attempt to
breed from the products of that crossing, which
are what are called hybrids — then the result is,
that in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred, you will
get no offspring at all; there will be no result what-
ever.

‘“ The reason for this is quite obvious in some
cases; the female hybrids, although possessing all
the external appearances and characteristics of per-
fect animals, are physiologically imperfect and de-
ficient in the structural parts of the reproductive
clements necessary to generation, It is said to be
invariably the case with the male mule, the cross
between the ass and the mare, and hence it is, that
although crossing the horse with the ass is easy
enough, and is constantly done as far as T am aware,
if you take two mules, a male and a female, and
endeavour to breed from them, you get no offspring
whatever; no generation will take place. This is
what is called the sterility of the hybrids between
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distinct species.”” (Huxley, ‘‘On the Origin of
the Species, p. 212).

There is a greater likeness, structurally and in every
detail, between a horse and an ass, than between a man
and an anthropoid ape. Yet nature tells you each is
‘“ after his kind,”” and will not allow a cross. Thousands
. of years ago there were horses and asses, in shape and
character the same as today. The Bible mentions horses
and asses in Egypt in the time of Joseph. Why then,
following up a similar line of thought, should an anthro-
poid ape develop into a man? The horse and ass are alike
in having four feet and a tail. The man has two feet and
two hands and no tail. The ape has four hands and a tail.
The horse and ass walk on all fours. The man alone in
God’s creation walks erect on two feet. The bird is the
nearest to this, but man’s method of locomotion is quite
unique. The ape is at home in the trees, and is awkward
and defenceless on the ground. His forehands are made
for arboreal Iocomotion, man’s are not made for locomo-
tion, but for higher uses.

We conclude that if two species so close in construction
and appearance as the horse and ass do not and cannot
blend, two species so far apart as the man and the ape
cannot blend. And there is not one fact in nature, nor
one scrap of evidence in geology or paleontology to prove
otherwise.

* * * *

The Upright Gait and We may have seen the travelling
Structural Similarity. Ttalian with his tame bear, and

how it stands upright at the bid-
ding of his master. In this-attitude it stands decidedly more
erect than an anthropoid ape when forced into the erect
attitude. Why do evolutionists lay no stress on this fact?
The natural walking position of the gorilla is on all four
hands, resting on the callosities of the knuckles of the
forehand. Once up a tree all four hands are used in
grasping its trunk and boughs.

If you took the skeleton of a horse, and propped it up
in an upright position, and placed the skeleton of a man
alongside, you would find just as much structural resem-
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blance as between a man and an ape. If you place along-
side of each other skeletons of a bear, a lion and an ape,
you will find the resemblance nearer than between man
and ape. And yet evolutionists lay no stress on this.
We object to their building up a theory on a resemblance
that is no greater than with others of the animal world,
and in none of which is there any support for this fantastic
theory.
* * * *

Blood A great deal of capital has been made of the
Affinity.  ‘“ blood relationship *’ between man and the
anthropoid ape.

We quote Professor Sir Arthur Keith:—

I

A special solution is prepared for testing the
blood of each animal. We shall suppose that the
solution prepared is for detecting human blood.
When to this solution is added a fluid in whick
a strain of human blood has been dissolved, a cloudi-
ness appears in the solution, and a precipitate ap-
pears in the test tube. No OTHER BLOOD EXCEPT
HUMAN BLOOD WILL GIVE THE FULL PRECIPITATE.
If a solution of dog’s blood is added, there is no
result. Professor Nuttall, however, found that a
precipitate could be obtained with the blood of
anthropoids, NOT SO PLENTIFULLY AS IN THE CASE
WITH HUMAN BLOOD, but yet enough to show that
in ‘blood relationship,” man and the anthro-
poids stand very mnear together.”’ (The Human
Body, p. 53).

Capitals in foregoing extracts are ours. We shall see
whether Sir Arthur Keith’s statements that man and the
anthropoids stand ‘ very close together *’ is correct. See-
ing the test in the case of the anthropoid does not give a
plentiful reaction, whereas in the case of human blood it
gives a full precipitate, at the very least the claim to
affinity should be more modest. ‘ Very close together
goes too far, even from Sir A. Keith’s showing.

Professor Nuttall in his book, ¢ Blood Immunity and
Relationship,’ devotes twelve pages to explain that differ-
ent circumstances may in many cases render inconclusive
the results of such experiments.

If the anthropoid were the only animal in which this
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‘ blood relationship *’ occurred it would certainly be an
arresting fact, but when it is known that the blood serum
of the sheep, goat and horse, inoculated into man, is fol-
lowed by a similar result to that obtained from the blood
serum of the anthropoid, it robs it of the significance Sir A.
Keith would give to it.

Professor Elie Metchnikoff, a director of the famous
Pasteur Institute, wrote:—

‘“ The blood of a dog is poisonous to other
animals, whilst on the other hand, the blood and
blood serum of the sheep, goat, and horse, have
generally little effect on other animals or on. man.

It is for this reason that these animals, and parti-
cularly the horse, are used in the preparation of the

serums employed in medicine.”’ (The Prolongation
of Life, p. 147).

We could as logically say that we must be descended
from the sheep, the goat and the horse, as from the anthro-
poid.

Professor Brumpt discovered that animals, inoculated
with the blood of men, suffering from sleeping sickness,
fell victims to the disease, EXCEPT a few apes and pigs.
We might conclude from this that all animals are nearer
in relationship to man than apes and pigs. What be-
comes of Sir A. Keith’s  very close together ’’?

B. Colgrave, B.A.,, and A. Rendle Short, M.B., B.S.,
B.SC., F.R.C.S., write:— -

‘“ Great capital has recently been made out of the
fact that the precipitin test shows no difference be-
tween the blood of an ape and of a man, which is
held to prove that they are chemically identical.
But newer tests (agglutinius) have since been made
use of, and it is safe to say, no surgeon, in the light
of our present day knowledge, would be so fool-
hardy as to transfuse any large quantity of an ape’s
blood into a man.’ (The Hlstonc Faith in the
Light of To-day, pp. 14, 15).

There are four distinct types of blood — that of man,
beast, bird, fish — each having an average of heat peculiar
to itself. For instance, a bird’s blood is ten degrees
higher than human blood, wherever found, in the torrid
zone or the Arctic regions. Further, it is said that the
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shape of the blood corpuscles differ, preventing the blood
of one species from passing through the arteries of the
heart of another species, thus rendering it impossible to
successfully transfuse the blood of a bird into a beast, or
the blood of a beast into a human body. Death in each
case would ensue.

Here is another proof of the impossibility of evolution
— of impassable barriers erected in the wisdom of the
Divine Creator — a ‘‘ thus far and no further,” which not -
all the attempts of man can overcome.

* * * *

Spontaneous For Evolution to be logical, spontaneous
Generation.  generation is a necessity, that is the pro-

duction of the organic from the inorganic
— of life from dead matter. This is no new theory, for
Aristotle believed that lower organisms could arise from
the dead remains of higher organisms, as, for instance,
fleas from manure, lice from morbid pustules in the skin,
moths from old furs, and mussels from slime in the water.

It is true that plants extract matter from the inorganic
world. They assimilate minerals and chemicals and turn
them into living tissue, but animal life cannot assimilate
from the inorganic.

H. A. Nicholson writes: —

‘“ As a broad rule, all plants are endowed with
the power of converting inorganic into organic
matter. The food of plants consists of the inorganic
compounds, carbonic acid, ammonia and water,
along with small quantities of certain mineral salts.
From these, and from these only, plants are capable
of elaborating the proteinaceous matter or proto-
plasm, which constitutes the physical basis of life.
Plants, therefore, take as food very simple bodies,
and manufacture them into more complex sub-
stances . . . On the other hand no known animal
possesses the power of converting inorganic com-
pounds into organic matter, but all, mediately
or immediately, are dependent in this aspect upon
plants. All animals, as far as is certainly known,
require ready-made proteinaceous matter for the
maintenance of existence, and this they can only
obtain in the first instance from plants . . . .
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Plants, therefore, are the great manufacturers in
nature, animals are the great consumers.’’

But this is very far from spontaneous generation, and
quite in keeping with facts which can be observed by all
of us. The fact is that frantic efforts have been made
to prove spontaneous generation, but those, who would
have hailed the discovery with delirious delight, have been
obliged to own there is no proof whatever.

Darwin himself declared that spontaneous generation
was ‘‘ absolutely inconceivable.”’

His co-discoverer, or rather co-inventor of an unproved.
and unprovable theory, Alfred Russell Wallace, said:—

““ The first vegetable cell must have possessed al-
together new’ powers. Here we have indications
of a new power at work.”’

Again he writes in one of his last essays:-—

‘“ Finally, Dr. Schifer assures us that, as super-
natural intervention is unscientific, we are com-
pelled to believe that living matter must have owed
its origin to causes similar in character to those
which have been instrumental in producing all other
forms of matter in the universe; in other words,
to a process of gradual evolution.

‘“1 submit that, in view of the actual facts of
growth and organization, as here briefly outlined,
and that living protoplasm has never been chemi-
cally produced, the assertion that life is due to
chemical and mechanical processes alone is quite
unjustified. Neither the probability of such an
origin, nor even its possibility, has been supported
by anything which can be termed scientific facts
or logical reasoning.”’ Everyman, October 18th,
1912. :

Years have rolled by and spite of the strides made in
inventions and knowledge these words remain true.

Alfred Watterson McCann writes: —

‘“ Science can assemble every element known to
exist in the grain of wheat — proteins, nucleo-pro-
teins, lecithins, phosphotides, carbo-hydrates, fats,
colloids, sulphur, phosphorus, iodine, chlorine and
fluorine salts of iron, potassium, calcium, magne-
sium, manganese, sodium, silicon, including the
extraordinary substances known as vitamines, BUT
SCIENCE CAN'T MAKE THE COMBINATION SPROUT IN

r
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THE GROUND.”' God — or Gorilla, p. g9.
Again:—

‘“ The writer has seen °scientific * milk made of
the soja bean. The writer has also seen artificial
honey made on a ‘ scientific * formula, The former
kills babies: the latter kills bees.”” God — or
Gorilla, p. 98.

Pasteur made ‘‘ rigorous experiments ’’ as to spontane-
ous generation. Even Haeckel, not too scrupulous in his
statements, has to admit:—

‘“ Pasteur showed convincingly that organisms
never appear in infusions or organic substances
when they are sufficiently boiled and the atmosphere
that reaches them has been chemically purified.”

To this Professor Huxley gives his support. He
writes : —

‘“ With the particulars of M. Pastuer’s experi-
ments before us, we cannot fail to arrive at his
conclusions; and that the doctrine of spontaneous
generation has received a final coup de grice.”
The Origination of Living Beings.

Lord Kelvin is still more positive. He wrote:—

‘“ 1 am ready to accept as an article of faith in
science, valid for all time and in all space, THAT
LIFE IS PRODUCED BY LIFE, AND ONLY BY LIFE.”’

* * * *
The Origin of Creation demands a Creator. Let the
Life. evolutionist put creation back to a single

bit of protoplasm, a unique primordial
germ, the question arises where did the bit of protoplasm
come from, whence did the primordial germ originate?
Some scientists (?) can suggest solemnly that this bit of
protoplasm came floating through space from another
world and started the whole series of life we see around.
But even then where did it come from?  How did it
originate? It is all very well for the scientist to say this
is a question for the philosopher and not for the scien-
tist. That is a mean get-out, a scientific way of saying
that he has come to the limits of his powers of explana-

tion, that he has come to a blank wall, and cannot see
over it.
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Suppose a bit of protoplasm were at some remote
period, millions and millions of years ago, in existence,
with the tremendous potentialities of evolution, so that
from that speck evolved the worm, the butterfly, the
whale, the minnow, the salmon, the herring, the elephant,
the midge, the giraffe, the mouse nay, the ten thousands
of species of animals on land, in air and sea, the topstone
of all being man with his wonderful moral and spiritual
make-up. Suppose such a bit of protoplasm were in
existence with these marvellous potentialities, I ask, where
did it come from? Either matter is eternal, which is un-
thinkable, or else there is a Creator, which reason de-
mands. If a Creator, why does not every scientist bend
the knee in adoring worship at such power and wisdom,
infinitely beyond the power of man to understand, save
in the feeblest measure.

We can understand the feelings of Linnaeus, the great
Swedish naturalist. On seeing in England for the first
time a mountain side covered with gorse in full bloom in
a blaze of golden splendour, he fell down on his knees and
worshipped the Creator.

It will be admitted that this speck of original proto-
plasm, the pure guess of the scientist, if it existed, must
have been immature and embryonic. It is well known
that the immature and embryonic, in many cases, will die
unless cared for by the adult of its kind. Even if it man-
ages to exist, the immature and embryonic is never repro-
ductive; it is always the mature organism that repro-
duces. '

It is the old question, Where did the first egg come
from? You answer, From the hen. But where did the
first hen come from? You answer, From the egg. But
an egg without a hen to sit upon it (I presume even the
scientists would not be so absolutely wanting in common
sense as to suggest an incubator) would perish.  Shut
out the Creator, and you argue round in a circle in an
absolutely illogical way. Bring in the Creator, and all
is simple. There was a first hen, which laid a first egg.
Creation demands a Creator.
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Where did language Human speech is imitative. Hatch
come from? some eggs with an incubator. The

chicks come out. They imme-
diately begin to chirp, indeed they chirp before ever they
break the shell. The mother does not chirp, she clucks.
There is no imitation here. It is instinct. So with all the
lower animal creation. Left to itself the roar of the lion,
the trill of the nightingale, the squeak of the mouse, in
short, all the noises of the lower animal creation are in-
stinctive, not imitative.

But take a human baby, isolate it from human society,
“and it has no speech. Human speech is imitative, not

instinctive.  An English baby in English surroundings
never learns the French language. Whence then did
human speech originate? Apes have no speech to this
day.

Take the English language. We are familiar with the
origin of the words comprising it — the roots of our words
come from Anglo-Saxon, Norman, Latin, Greek, French,
Dutch, German, Scandinavian, etc., etc. But where did
language originate from? We cannot tell. Who taught
the first man to speak? If the beast could not give him
even the crudest beginnings of speech, not even the anthro-
poid ape, where did the first man get his language? To
deny an all-wise Creator, who gave man language, is to
impale yourself on the horns of a dilemma without the
hope of escape.

If the anthropoid age could be taught to imitate human
speech, even to the small extent a parrot can be taught,
how jubilant would the evolutionists be! The parrot’s
acquirements are purely imitative, but they carry no real
thought, nor does the parrot transmit its acquirements to
its offspring. Apart from man’s training the parrot would
be limited to its scream. Let man cease his training and
not a parrot will speak.

Language is a truly wonderful thing. Compare a
parrot’s scream or an anthropoid ape’s grunt with the
glowing periods of a Demosthenes, a Cicero, a Gladstone,
a Spurgeon, and you will find a gulf between the two
which cannot be bridged.
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Man’s mentality. The evolutionist attempts to prove

the physical ascent of man from the
lower creation. With absolutely nothing to support this,
so-called scientists conjure with theories and hypotheses
and build up their houses of cards. But the real difficulty
they have to face is to account for man’s mental, moral
and spiritual nature. Here it is where above all the great
gulf between the brute and man is seen.

Take song. Birds sing, but no quadrupeds do. Birds sing,
but their song is confined to certain notes and trills, which
never vary from one generation to another.

And they never sing words as man does. Compare
these with the magnificent melodies of a Beethoven, a
Mendelssohn, a Haydn, the massive multitudinous
harmonies of an oratorio. Birds never sing in parts, nor
use words.  Man has tenor, baritone and bass voices;
woman, contralto and soprano. Evolution cannot account
for this.

Take writing. Between writing and the efforts of the
beasts in communicating thought to each other there is
absolutely no comparison. You may compare a night-
ingale’s song with Beethoven’s melodies, but in connec-
tion with writing there is no comparison. It absolutely
does not exist among beasts. What has evolution to say
to this?

Take reading. The same may be said of reading as of
writing. We need not repeat.

Take calculation. The three R’s — the attainment of
the ploughboy and the seamstress — are really wonderful,
and mark man off from the lower creation in a very dis-
tinct way. What does a wise dog know of logarithms, or
a goose of algebra, or even an anthropoid ape of quadratic
equations?

Take invention. Look at the powerful locomotive or a
microscope with all its fine adjustments, or a motor-car, or
a common garden spade, or a carpenter’s saw, etc., etc.,
too numerous to mention, and again there is no compari-
son with the lower creation. Invention belongs to man
and only to man.
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The following table does not look much like evolution,
The proportion of brain to spinal cord is as follows:—

Fish 2tor
Reptile 23 to 1
Bird 3tor
Mammal 4 tox
Man 33 to1
Notice the immense jump between mammal and man.
*® * * *

Man’s moral This may be described as an inherent
nature. sense of right and wrong. Hence man’s

judgment will praise honesty, and con-
demn theft, praise virtue and condemn vice, admire and
desire to practice truth, morality, kindness, etc. We
know the fall of man is a terrible reality and brings in
much that is contrary to this, but man’s judgment is ready
to praise that which is good and virtuous and honest.
Where is there a counterpart to this in the lower creation?
Do these things ever cross the brain of an anthropoid
ape?

Man’s spiritual Man has truly been called a religious
nature. animal. He is the only part of God’s

creation, that has a sense of God. That
sense may be perverted. Man may not like to retain God
in his knowledge, but in refusing the true God he must
invent a false god for he cannot get on without a god.
See the old Egyptians as they worshipped the bull, the
cat, the ibis, the beetle. How true it is ‘‘ they . . .
changed the glory of the uncorruptible God into an image
made like to corruptible man, and to birds, and four-
footed beasts, and creeping things > (Rom. 1: 23). Look
at the heathen idols in India, more in number to-day than
the dense millions who inhabit the peninsula; look at
China with its heathen temples, at Japan, Africa, the
Islands of the sea. Recall how in this country we once
worshipped Woden and Thor and many another false god,
to which our very names for the days of the week bear
witness.
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There is not a trace of this spiritual nature in the lower
creation. Put a prayer book in the hand of an anthropoid
ape. Give him a hymn book and a Bible. What can he
do with them? However degraded and perverted the
spiritual nature may be in man, it is entirely wanting in
the lower creation.

Alfred Rassell Wallace writes thus:—

‘““We thus find that the Darwinian theory, even
when carried to its extreme logical conclusion, not
only does not oppose, but lends a decided support
to a belief in the spiritual nature of man. It shows
us how man’s body may have been developed from
that of a lower animal form under the law of natural
selection; but it also teaches us that we possess
intellectual and moral faculties, which could not

ave been so developed, but must have had another
origin; for this origin we can only find an ade-
quate ‘cause in the unseen universe of Spirit.”

This admission is begging the question — a get-out, in
homely language. When and how, and why, and at what
stage did the Creator instil these intellectual moral and
spiritual qualities in man? Was it that God took some
ugly repulsive ape-like man, his mind and qualities only
that of a super-ape, and begot these marvellously superior
powers in him? Did they arrive in small quantities and
gradually increase in number and volume, or did this
ape-like man one day act like a superior ape and the next
day like an inferior man? It is a hard nut for the evolu-
tionist to crack, and his heaviest scientific hammer cannot
do it. Perhaps an examination of Professor Haeckel’s
genealogical tree will help us.

* * * *

»

Haeckel’s genea- In his Evolution of Man he gives us
fogical tree. his ‘“ hypothetical sketch of man’s
ancestry *’ in thirty stages.
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He gives us

Protist Ancestors.

Invertebrate Metazoa Ancestors.

Monorhina Ancestors (oldest vertebrates
without jaws or pairs of limbs).

15 Later Ancestors with fossil evidence.

30

[e{e])

N

That he is not on the safe ground of fact, but building
on hypothesis is clear. .Capitals in following quotations
from chapter 19 of Evolution of Man are ours.

‘“ The certainty of these evolutionary hypo-
these . . . is NOT ALWAYS EQUALLY .
STRONG.”

‘“ The special indication of stem-forms in detail
will ALWAYS be more or less incomplete and
hypothetical.””

‘““ The evidence on which we build is IMPER-
FECT, AND ALWAYS WILL BE IMPERFECT.”

“The first of our documents, palzontology
[evidence of fossils], is EXCEEDINGLY IN-
COMPLETE.”

‘“ The second chief source of evidence, ontogeny
[evolution of individual organisms] IS NOT LESS
INCOMPLETE.”

‘““ The recapitulation of phylogeny ({history of
descent from other living creatures in bygone ages]
by ontogeny is . . . . NEVER WHOLLY COM-
PLETE.”

‘“ Finally, the third and most valuable source
ot evidence, comparative anatomy, is also, unfor-
tunately, VERY IMPERFECT.”

““ We must grant, however, that in the whole stem
-history of the vertebrates, the long stretch from
the Gastreades and Plaodes up to the oldest
Chordonia, remains BY FAR THE MOST OB-
SCURE SECTION.”

And these are the admissions of a man, not too parti-
cular in presenting what is mere guess as ascertained fact.
Fancy an advocate in the law courts admitting that his

(1) Evidence as a whole is imperfect; his
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(2) First source of evidence ‘exceedingly in-
complete;’’ his

(3) Second source of evidence ‘‘ not less in-
' complete;’” his

(4) Third and MoST VALUABLE source of evidence
‘“ very imperfect,”’

and having the brazen-faced impudence to ask for a ver-
dict in his favour, and being surprised if he fails to get it.

Or imagine a religious teacher coming with such a story,
how would he be treated? With chilling neglect, if not
with intense indignation.

For such a man to call himself scientific is a travesty
‘of the truth. In the writings of Darwin, Huxley and
Haeckel, hypotheses are as plentiful as blackberries in Sep-
tember. Oh, this ‘‘ sacred *’ word, hypothesis! It is a
magician’s wand, a witch’s incantation, the garment of
ignorance or worse.

When these gentlemen start an hypothesis and then
cannot make it work, finding the keys of their guesses do
not fit into the lock of facts, why do they not give it up?
At first it is an assumption; after that it is imposture.

It makes one indignant to see children of tender years
reading the wild guesses of the scientist. We took up a
children’s newspaper recently, and found an article by a
learned man (save the mark), telling the youngsters that
all the flowers were evolved from the common groundsel
or chickweed. The graceful lily, beautiful tulip, modest
violet, sweet scented rose — all came, he told the children,
from the common groundsel. Really if the thing were
not more serious, one would laugh at such nonsense. All
this was given in a tone of lofty knowledge, which no mere
layman should dare to question, and that without one at-
tempt to prove his statements. The poor children had to
believe it because the writer said it. Another article in the
same children’s newspaper explained how one particular
kind of deer had no antlers because their ancestral males
had failed to fight for their mates. Again, not a shred
of evidence was brought forward. When our readers have
read the second part of this pamphlet as to how all this
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leads to the undermining of faith in the Bible, they will
not wonder that our righteous anger was stirred against
this tampering with the innocent minds of the children.

* * * *®

Haeckel criticised by This genealogical tree is a great
scientists. favourite with certain evolution-

ists. Why so many plants and
animals suddenly cease to evolve, and why certain plants
and animals should go on evolving till man was pro-
duced, and why man should cease to evolve, and not go
on to be an angel, or at least a super-man, we are left to
guess. The very numerous, nay, innumerable missing
links are no setback to the airy assumptions of these men
of science.

We append a few quotations of well-known scientists
as to Haeckel’s views, The capitals in the following quota-
tions are ours.

Dr. Alfred Russell Wallace writes: —

‘“ Biologists generally are agreed that Haeckel's
DARING SPECULATIONS and RECKLESS PRO-
GRESS in advance of observed fact have been, in
a way, always reprehensible and dangerous to the
fair fame of Dbiological science.”” Darwinism
To-day, p. 131.

This is pretty strong language. Haeckel was an ardent
infidel, and his writings, attacking Christianity, were trans-
lated into English, and circulated in a cheap form among
the working classes very largely. At any rate the Bible
he attacked would have kept him honest, if he had been
guided by it.

- M. de Quatrefages is still more explicit and damaging
in his remarks:—
‘“ Not one of the creatures in this pedigree has
ever been seen. No skeleton or fossil of a single
one of these creatures has ever been discovered.
Their existence is BASED WHOLLY ON THEORY.
To fill his gaps, Haeckel INVENTS the type as well
as the line of descent to which he assigns them.
Whenever a branch or a twig is lacking on this

genealogical tree, whenever the transit from one
type to another would appear too abrupt, he
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INVENT SPECIES AND GROUPS BODILY to
which he unhesitatingly assigns a place. Is it not
very singular that evidence must be supposed always
to have perished, which the evolution theory impera-
tively requires, while so much evidence remains to
contradict it?’’

37

Let the reader note the dishonesty of all this, to invent,
to fill up species and groups for which there is NO evi-
dence, and to ignore MUCH evidence which clearly points
against the evolutionary theory. Judge how far the work-
ing man can follow Haeckel when he takes upon himself
to give advice in religious matters.

Professors Dewar and Finn write : —

‘“It is nothing short of a misfortune that
Haeckel’s History of Creation, which seems to be
so widely read in England, should be built on a
FALLACIOUS FOUNDATION.”” The Making of
Species, p. 24.

Professor Sir J. W. Dawson writes: —

‘“I saw not long ago, a series of genealogies
in geological time reduced to tabular form by that
ingenious, but imaginative physiologist, Haeckal.
In one of these appeared the imaginary derivation
of the higher plants from Alge or sea-weeds.
NOTHING COULD MORE CURIOUSLY CON-
TRADICT ACTUAL FACTS.” The Story of the
Earth and Man.

Lastly Dr. Russell Wallace writes: —

.

‘“ With Professor Haeckel’s dislike of the dog-
mas of theologians . . . many of us have the greatest
sympathy, but we have none with HIS UN-
FOUNDED DOGMATISM OF COMBINED NEGA-
TION AND OMNISCIENCE and more especially
with THIS ASSUMPTION OF SUPERIOR KNOW-
LEDGE, which seems to be put forward to conceal
his real ignorance of the nature of life itself.”
The World of Life, p. 7.

* * * *

‘The antiquity of man and At least a million years is de-

the Glacial Period.

manded by the evolutionist

in which to evolve man from
the germ-cell which they claim was the starting point of
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man. Haeckel with his usual boldness claimed a thousand
million. Professor Hunt asked for nine million years.

Of course, Genesis 1 sets no claim for the age of the
world. It may be many millions of years ago since the
earth was created, so far as the Scripture narrative is con-
cerned. Set these two Scriptures side by side and the
truth of what we say will be evident.

““ For thus saith the

‘““In the beginning
God created the heav-
en and the earth,

‘“ And the earth
was WITHOUT

Lord that created the
heavens, God Himself
that formed the earth
and made it; He hath
established it, He cre-

FORM?” (Hebrew ated it not N vaN.”

tohu a ruin, vacancy). (Hebrew tohu ruin
(Gen. 1: 1, 2), vacancy, vanity).
(Isa. 45: 18).
Here we get two distinct statements — Isaiah 45: 18,

saying that God did not create the earth in vain (tohu),
and Genesis 1: 2 telling us the earth was without form
(tohu). Evidently some great catastrophe must have taken
place between the first and second verses of Genesis 1, and
we are not told how it occurred.

But if the Bible does not furnish a date for the creation
of the world, it does furnish an approximate date for the
creation of man, which occurred on the sixth day of recon-
struction as given to us in Genesis I.

Archbishop Ussher, using the record in the Bible of the
ages of the patriarchs and its subsequent history, has made
a chronology, which fixes the creation of man at about
4004 B.C. But this chonology was not inspired. Ussher
generally treated each son in the genealogy as the eldest,
whereas this was not necessarily the case, as witness Seth,
who was Adam’s third son, and Solomon, who was far
from being David’s eldest son. It is thus possible that
Ussher’s chronology is within the mark.

But the wild and immoderate guesses of the older scien-
tists in which they juggled with millions, as easily as the
schoolboy plays with his marbles, have been of late dis-
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credited. Wherever fuller light is thrown upon matters
where so-called science and the Bible are at variance, it
is invariably found that science has to modify its guesses
and come info line with the Bible. It is thus with the
Glacial Period, which has cooled the heads of younger
scientists, and we have now much more modest calcula-
tions, leaving us pretty much in accord with where the
Bible puts us.

Of course there are evolutionists who claim very high
antiquity for man. Their theory demands it. The biolo-
gist demands 1,000,000 years for the wonderful evolution
they allege began with a primordial germ-cell ending via
the anthropoid ape in MAN. The reckless Haeckel esti-
mated 1,000,000,000 years.

Professor Sir Arthur Keith claims for man an antiquity
antecedent to the Glacial Perid. @ Commenting on the
Anglia skeleton he says:—

‘“ During . that glacial period, England was
covered with a great thickness of ice. Finally,
this melted and a layer of debris was deposited.
It was underneath a deposit of this sort that the
Anglia skeleton was found, hence he must have
lived before the ice age and before the rivers
formed.”’

But Sir Arthur cannot have it all ways. If we assume
that the theory of a glacial period is true, and that conse-
quently ‘“ England was covered with a great thickness of
ice,” and every living creature in England perished, then
the preglacial period man could have left NO DESCEN-
DANTS. So the Anglia skeleton cannot prove in any wise
the antiquity of man, as he appears on the earth to-day.
Moreover, the skeleton in question was that of an ordinary
man, with no traces of a simian origin, thus lending no
countenance to the evolutionary theory, even from Sir
Arthur’s point of view.

Seeing then, it is claimed, that all life was destroyed by
the Glacial Period, scientists must begin the process of
evolution after the Glacial Period. We shall thus see what
comes of the claim of evolutionists to 1,000,000 years as
necessary for the evolution of man, or even 200,000 as
computed by Sir Chas. Lyell.
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Professor Winchell says:—

‘““ MAN HAS NO PLACE TILL AFTER THE
REIGN OF ICE. It has been imagined that the
close of the reign of ice dates back perhaps a
hundred thousand years. There is no evidence of
this. The fact is, that we ourselves came upon the
earth in time to witness the retreat of the glaciers.
They still linger in the valley of the Alps and along
the northern shores of Europe and Asia. The fact
is, we are not so far out of the dust, chaos and
barbarism of antiquity as we supposed. The very
beginnings of our race are still almost in sight.
Geological events which, from the force of habit

_ in considering them, we had imagined to be located
far back in the history of things, are found to have
transpired at our very doors.”’

Sufficiently uncomfortable as the above extract is in
upsetting these wild guesses as to the antiquity of man,
Professor H. W. Morris is still more precise.

‘“ At the present time the earth is, in winter,
in that part of her orbit where she is- NEAREST
to the sun — nearer by about 3,000,000 miles than
in summer; and this greater proximity to the sun
renders this season now comparitively mild. But
it happens that about every 10,000 years her
winters, in the northern hemisphere, occur when
she is in that part of her orbit when she is at her
GREATEST DISTANCE from the sun; then those
winters are of extreme and arctic severity — in
fact, are prolonged one into the other, and become
continuous and form a Glacial Period.”

So now we have the antiquity of man reduced to some-
thing short of 10,000 years, for the period between one
Ice Age and the next Ice Age — be it 10,000 years or
thereabouts — must run its full course to cover the full
time between the two. It is very obvious, if this is true,
that we are in that period, and if the Biblical record is
correct, which we believe it is, we have run about 6,000
to #,000 years since man was created.

But then the Bible tells us this earth will be destroyed
by fire not by frost. Frost can destroy all life, but it can-
not destroy, though it may alter, the inorganic. = The
mighty force of ice may carve out channels for rivers and
alter the face of the earth, but it cannot do more. Fire
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can and will destroy the whole earth according to the
Bible. If such be the case this earth will never again see
an Ice Age, and it looks as if preceding Ice Ages have been
used of God,for the preparation of this earth for the habi-
tation of man, and in these few thousand years the whole
scheme of God as to man will be carried out.

That destruction of life by frost and of the earth by fire
are possible is borne out by the statements of scientists
apart from the Bible, and yet the Bible is in accord with
these statements. Where did the Bible get such know-
ledge? " You cannot find it in any other ancient book.

We have given testimony as to the Ice Age, corrobora-
ted by the destruction of life, as seen in the mammoth
creatures, whose existence is known by their fossil remains,
and who have left no descendants. We will now give
testimony as to the possibility of the earth being destroyed
by fire; but which the Bible states will take place. If this
is so, it -must be before the time for the return of the
Glacial Period. The internal condition of our planet
warrants the belief, even apart from the Bible, that it may
be desjroyed by fire. The following striking quotation is
worth reading.

“Will the world flare up like Beta Ceti, the
star that has suddenly blazed to ten times its nor-
mal brilliance? M. Camille Flammarion states that
the possibility exists. Let the world be burned and
humanity incinerated, and all that could be seen
would be but a spot of light in the sky. Speaking
of the process, should such a thing happen, Monsieur
Flammarion says, ‘ Our own planet is an extin-
guished celestial body, a long-dead sun, which is
covered by a skin so thin that it corresponds to a
sheet of newspaper stuck round an orange. Its
internal fires cause the - globe to swell and deflate
by a movement of something like sixteen to twenty
inches. Supposing then,” he adds, ‘a massive
celestial body approached wus, these tremendous
internal tidal forces would be agitated to an enor-
mous extent, so great that the envelope on which
we live would be rent open, bursting away part
of the earth’s crust. This would instantly lead to
a partial, if not total, extinction of humanity,
poisoned and burned by the release of internal
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gases. The thin paper crust would be hurled aside,
the earth twisted into a shapeless mass, humanity
reduced to dust. Though it would be the end of
our world, in the history of the heavens it would be
a mere incident, as insignificant as a falling star.” ”’

We will now proceed to quote the conclusions scientists
have come to as to the antiquity of man, and we shall
see that with the fullest knowledge of the present time
they approximate to what the Bible sets forth as to the
antiquity of man.

Professor G. Frederick Wright, one of the ablest
glacialogists in America, reaches the conclusion that the
Tce Age ended not earlier than from #,000 to 10,000 years
ago.

Professor Joseph Prestwick placed it within the limit of
12,000 years.

M. Adhemar and Dr. James Croll stand for 11,000
years.

Professor P. D. Salisbury and Dr. Warren Uphans,
among the most recent of American geologists, come to
the conclusion that from #7,000 to 10,000 years is a fair
calculation.

It is curious how the calculations of the ancients as to
the creation of the world coincide very much with those
of the scientists just quoted. The following list is interest-

ing.
Indian Chronology, B.C. 6,204

Arab ' » 6,174
Babylonian ,, . 6,158
Chinese . ’s 6,157
Egyptian . ., 6,081
Septuagint ,, » 5,586
Josephus ) » 5,533
Alexandrine ,, " 5,508
Persian " ’ 5,507
Abyssian " " 5,500

Talmudists ,, " 5,344
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Samaritan ) ' 4,427
Hebrew . " 4,161
English Bible (Ussher) ,, 4,004

The years of our present epoch must be added to these
figures. It will thus be seen that something less than
6,000 years is the lowest and something over 8,000 years
the highest figure suggested by these chronologies for the
antiquity of man. These calculations are extracted from
Young’s Analytical Concordance, p. 2710.

Objections Whichever way wou turn, evolution is met
considered. with insurmountable difficulties, and faced

with facts, which are absolutely destructive
of the theory. Transmutation is necessary for the theory,
yet there is not one single bit of proof that such ever took
place. If the theofy is true, then transmutation must have
occurred millions of times, and yet no fossil remains, no
skeleton remains, nothing living on this earth bears evi-
dence to it. It were impossible to have fossils and skele-
tons of the different species, and yet have none of the far
more numerous intermediate forms demanded by evolu-
tionists, which must according to their theory have needed
millions of years and numberless generations for their
evolution.

- Then again, many of the developments demanded would
be a hindrance rather than a help. For instance, take the
wing of a bird as example. If the bird were created a
bird with fully developed wings one can understand the
wings would be highly useful and necessary. But if the
wing evolved from small beginnings, in all its intermediate
stages it would be a hindrance and a danger rather than
a help. And seeing natural selection is claimed to produce
only that which is useful and necessary, natural selection
would refuse an immature wing as a useless and dangerous
appendage. The theory is self-destructive. Furthermore,
the sterility of hybrids is another death blow to the theory.
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Again the Glacial Period reducing the antiquity of man
to Scripture limits is another heavy blow to the theory,
for it is impossible, according to evolutionists, for man
to have evolved from a primordial germ-cell in such a
short space of time as less than 10,000 years, especially
when that period is further reduced by the fact that we
can trace man as having arrived at a high state of civiliza-
tion as far back as 4,000 years ago.

The mummies of Egypt, 3,500 years old, show us man
as developed as the man of to-day. There is no trace of
the simian about them. So the margin left for the evolu-
tionist becomes uncomfortably small. Haeckel’s
1,000,000,000 years is reduced to 6,000 years, and that
giving a liberal margin.

We might go over a very large range of proofs to illus-
trate our point, viz., that man, as we know him to-day,
was in existence thousands of years ago, but let us confine
ourselves to Egypt.

Professor L. T. Townsend writes: —

‘“ The Egyptians builded immense cities, in-
vented systems of astronomy and writing, con-
structed a time calendar, founded schools of law
and medicine, gathered extensive libraries, and did
some things in ways that people of the present
generation are wunable to do.”’ Collapse of
Evolution, p. 28.

Contrast the mighty pyramids of the ancients with the
mud hovels of the moderns in Egypt to-day; the power
of the Egyptian monarchy of long ago with the baseness
of the present kingdom and the condition of the degraded
fellaheen to-day, and you can only come to the conclusion
that man is not progressing but rather the reverse. The
one exception to this is where the Christian religion has
triumphed. There men progress. This is too patent to
need any proof.

* * * *

Evolution : unscientific. We have now finished the first
A final word. part of our task. We have

' shown how the professors of
evolution have dug with their own tongues and pens the
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grave of the very theory they maintain.

We have seen how leading professors contradict each
other on every hand on matters that are vital to the theory.
We shall now proceed to show that evolution is unscrip-
tural. ,

* * * *

PART II.
EVOLUTION IS UNSCRIPTURAL

The issue is very plain. You eannot intelligently believe
in the evolutionary theory and believe in the Bible. The
evolutionary- theory destroys belief in the Bible; the
Bible annihilates belief in the evolutionary theory.

* * * *

Rev. Henry Ward Beecher The issue is plainly stated.
and the Bible. Writing on 23rd July, 1883,
he said:—

“I am a cordial CamristiaNn Evorutionist. I
do not agree, by any means, with all of Spencer
— his agnosticism — mnot all of Huxley, Tyndal
and their school. They are agnostic. I am not
emphatically. But I am an EvoLrurionisT, and that
strikes at the root of all medieval and orthodox
modern theology — the fall of man in Adam, the
inheritance by his posterity of his guilt, and, in
consequence, any such view of atonement as has
been constructed to meet this fabulous disaster.
Men have not fallen as a race. Men have come up.
No great disaster met the race at the start. The
creative decree of God was fulfilled. Any theory
of atonement must be one which shall meet the
fact that man was created at the lowest point,
and, as I believe, as to his puvsicaL being, evolved
from the animal race beneath him; but, as to his
moral and spiritual nature, is a son of God, a new
element having gone in, in the great movement of
evolution, at the point of man’s appearance.’”

\



46 EVOLUTION

Mr. Beecher had no right whatever to call himself a
Christian evolutionist. He might call himself, as Darwin
could and did, a deistic evolutionist, but a Christian evo-
lutionist never. No evolutionist has the right to call him-
self Christian. Mr. Beecher denied the creation of man
as given to us in Genesis 1, consequently denied the fall
of man, and consequently refused the.great truth of
atonement. His statement amounts to this, he refused
the Bible as inspired and treated it as a literary production
in which he could admire what suited him, and draw
moral lessons therefrom for his unitarian sermons.

* * * *
Bishop Barnes and Take the case of the Rev. Canon E.
the Bible. W. Barnes, D.Sc., F.R.S., late

Bishop of Birmingham. At the
Church Congress in 1920 he gave an address. Comment-
ing on it The Daily Express (23rd October) said:—
‘“ The obsolete and unscientific belief that man
was instantly created a perfect being was boldly
flung overboard at the Church Congress to-day

without a sign of dissent , . There was applause
at the end of the Canon’s address.”’

Was there ever a more significant sign of the apostasy
of the present age? When a man, pledged by solemn oath
to uphold the Bible, and drawing a large salary in virtue
of his oath, publicly in the presence of the highest digni-
taries of the Church repudiates the Bible narrative of the
creation and all that that involves, we have truly a de-
grading spectacle. ~ Where is common honesty in such
proceedings? To utter these revolutionary ideas ‘* with-
out a sign of dissent,”” but punctuated by applause from
the assembled clergy, is indeed a sign of the times. No
wonder the pulpit is losing power over the pew.

Bishop Barnes said :—

‘“ Death did not come into the world through
human sin; there was no first man made in the
image of God.”” (Manchester Guardian, September
7th, 1920).

Again preaching in Westminster Abbey (Jan., 1921), he
said, speaking of evolution:—
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‘1 was taught it [evolution] as a boy, and I
cannot remember the Genesis narrative of creation
as a record of fact. Though some among us deplore
it, the same outlook is becoming not exceptional,
but practically universal. Evolution is, to use a
commen metaphor, in the air our young people
breathe; it has come to stay in men’s minds . . .
Practically ali students at our universities would
as soon think of doubting that the earth goes round
the sun as denying man’s animal origin.

‘“ Evolution began as a possible theory. Darwin
skowed that it was a probable theory. We mnow
ASSUME it to be a fact, because all the evidence
that biologists discover confirms the idea. We
must accept the authority of men of science within
their own domain.

‘“ We have seen that the doctrine of biological
evolution asserts that all existing species of
animals, man included, are: derived from primi-
tive forms of life. The doctrine must be accepted
because experts who examine all the available
evidence are thereby convinced of its truth.”

What a pitiable misstatement of facts! ‘‘ All the evi-
dence that biologists discover does NOT confirm the
idea. We have seen how in the light of further evidence
leading biologists have had to surrender the evolutionary
theory as not supported by facts. Indeed in the light of
further knowledge it is seen that science points in the
opposite direction to evolution. It is pitiable to see how the
Bishop surrendering the Bible he had sworn to uphold at
the bidding of men of science, of which he had evidently
only a very partial and one-sided knowledge.

The issue could not be more serious. If the evolution-
ary idea is true God must be a terrible monster, for if there
were no fall, if *“ men,’’ as the Rev. Henry Ward Beecher
wrote, ‘“ have not fallen as a race,”” if *“ men have come
up,”’ then man is as God made him; and therefore God
made him with a sinful nature, that must express itself in
sinful acts. Did not our Lord say,

‘“Out of the heart proceed evil thoughts, mur-

ders, adulteries, fornication, thefts, false witness,
blasphemies *’ (Matt. 15: 19)?

Will anyone be so hardy as to say that is how God
made man? The evolutionary theory makes God respon-

~
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sible for every sin committed in the world. The thought is
abominable. It is too horrible to contemplate.

In sharp contrast to the mixture of poor science and still
poorer theology which Bishop Barnes had been dealing
out to his hearers are the words of Professor George Mc-
Cready Price. The Bishop said, “ We must accept the
authority of men of science in their own domain.”” Will
he accept the following words of Professor Price?

** It happens that the common people are still
being taught in this second decade of the twentieth
century, many things that REAL* scientists out-
grew nearly a generation ago, and assertions are
still being bandied about around in the individual
sciences which are wholly unwarranted by a general
survey of the whole field of modern natural science.

‘“ Indeed, in almost every one of the separate
sciences, the arguments upon which the theory of
evolution gained its popularity a generation or so
ago are now known by the various specialists to have
been blunders or mistakes or hasty conclusions of
one kind or another.” (Q. E. D., 4th edition,

p. 10). .

We would have advised Bishop Barnes to do some up-to-
date reading, and save himself from the charge of second-
hand and out-of-date science and the stultification of
theology.

Evolution begins by a colossal assumption. It assumes
the existence of the universe. It does not attempt to ex-
plain how force and matter came into existence. It then
supposes that a speck of protoplasm with marvellous
potentialities appeared; how is only wildly and vaguely
guessed at. But how this bit of protoplasm received life
they cannot tell.

Others shirk the question altogether. They began with
an assumption, and go on with assumptions to the finish.

But this bit of protoplasm is wonderful. Professor Price. -
says :—

‘“ Protoplasm is the physical basis of life, and,
so far as we know, every material living thing is

composed wholly of protoplasm and of the struc-
tures which it has built up.

*Capitals ours.
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‘“This grayish, viscid, slimy, semi-transparent,
semi-fluid substance, similar to the white of an
egg, is the most puzzling, the most wonderful
material with which science has to deal. Chemically
it is composed of various proteids, fats carbo-
hydrates, etc., and these in turn of but very few
elements, all of which are common and none of
which are peculiar to protoplasm itself. And yet
its essential properties, its mechanical as well as
its chemical make-up, have baffled the resources of
our wisest men with all their retorts and other in-
struments of precision.” (Q. E. D., pp. 44, 45).

Words cannot exaggerate the marvellous character attri-
buted by scientists to this bit of protoplasm. It cannot
shut out a Creator. Its very myriad wonders demand with
an insisterice that cannot be gainsaid a Creator, and of
necessity a Creator infinitely more wonderful than His
creation.

If the evolutionist endows this bit of protoplasm with
such powers, why cannot he allow that God created fish,
bird, beast and man as narrated in Genesis 1?

Listen to the nonsense, delivered with the utmost gravity
by Professor Drummond : —

‘“ Oak and palm, worm and man, all start in life
together, No matter what strangely different forms
they may afterwards develop, no matter whether
they are to live on sea or land, creep or fly, swim
or walk, think or vegetate — in the embryo as it
first meets the eye of Science, they are indistin-
guishable. The apple which fell in Newton’s garden,
Newton’s dog, Diamond, and Newton himself, began
life at the same point.” (Natural Law in the
Spiritual World, chap. 10).

* * * *

Listen to what Scripture says:—

One verse of Scripture “God giveth it a body

demolishes evolution. as it hath pleased Him,
: and to every seed his own

body.

‘“ All flesh is not the same flesh: but there is
one kind of flesh of men, another flesh of beasts,
another of fishes and another of birds.”” (1 Cor.
15: 38, 39).

-
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To those who bow to Scripture this one verse demolishes
the evolutionary theory. It says distinctly the flesh of
man is dfferent from the flesh of the beast, and the anthro-
poid ape is a beast.

This is confirmed in Genesis 1 where the formula —
‘“ after his kind "’ — is repeated ten times. It is applied
to the vegetable kingdom in verse 11, to the marine world
in verse 2I, and again to the winged fowl in the same
verse, and finally to the beasts of the earth and cattle and
everything that creepeth upon the earth in verse 25. Why
““after his kind”’? That clearly leaves room for each-
species. The lion does not mate with the tigress. The
eagle does not consort with the goose. The wasp does not
breed with the bee. The only hybrids in creation are of
man’s arrangement and they are sterile, and come to
naught.  After his kind ”’ is stamped upon creation. It
shuts out the transmutation theory, it destroys evolution.

- But when we come to the creation of man we do not
read the words ‘‘ after his kind.”” Why? Because man
is man and only man. ‘In the animal creation we have
the canine species, including the wolf, the fox, the jackal,
the dog, etc., and the feline species, including the lion, the
tiger, the panther, the cat, etc., etc., but man is man
wherever he is found. He may be black or white, just as
you may have a black horse or a white horse. His hair
may be straight or woolly, just as you may have a dog
with straight hair and another with woolly hair, but man
is man wherever he is found. There is only one species
of man, though several varieties, as white, black, copper--
coloured. How comes it that Moses made no mistake?
We answer, Only by inspiration of God.

No human being witnessed creation, so any account of
it, to be true, must be inspired of God. And it is reason-
able to suppose that God who gave man language, and
the power to read and write, communicated to man those
things which were necessary to his understandmg and
happiness.
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Man made in God’s Next we read what was never said
image and likeness. of any creature of the lower crea-
tion: —
““Let us make man in our image; after our
likeness; and let them have dominion over the
fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and
every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth.
*“So God created man in His own image, in the
image of God created He him; male and female
created He them.’”’ (Gen. 1: 26, 27).

We have been dwelling in the misty valley of man’s
thoughts; we have been invited to look on the anthro-
poid ape as one of our recent grandfathers; but here we
breathe the pure air of the mountain top of God’s revela-
tion. - Man made in the image and likeness of God is very
different from the ape-like man. Man is here placed at
the head of creation, with dominion over the whole scene.
There is a dignity, a God-likeness about the whole narra-
tive of creation. As in God’s image man represents God
in this lower creation; as in His likeness he has those
moral and spiritual qualities of which the beast is wholly
devoid. True, sin has come in, and effaced this likeness to
a large extent. Man has degenerated through sin.

Nothing is said of male or female in Genesis I in con-
nection with the lower creation, though of course, we
know that it was so, but it is said definitely of man,

‘“Male and female created He them.”” (Verse
27).

The next chapter gives us details as to the creation of
man.
‘“ And the LORD God formed man of the dust
of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the

breath of life; and man became a living soul.”
(Verse 7).

It is not said of the beast that God breathed into his
nostrils the breath of life. This is special to man, and
whilst it is said of the beasts that they are soul and body
— a living soul, and a physical body — yet this special
and unique action of God in relation to man’s creation set
him off as apart from the beast. As another Ias said,
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God gave man a soul of larger content. The soul of the
beast perishes with his body and there is no resurrection
for either.  Scripture teaches that man’s body will be
raised, whilst his soul is immortal. The actual word
‘“ immortal *’ is never used of the soul, but the fact that
‘“ this mortal shall put on immortality ’’ is only said re-
ferring to the body points to the fact that the soul is im-
mortal, since it does not need to put on immortality. For
if the soul, which is more important than the body, were
not immortal, we should have in resurrection an immortal
body without a soul, which is absurd. The immortality
of the soul is taken for granted, as an unquestioned fact in

Scripture, and woven into its very warp and woof. :

Next we have the special and unique creation of
woman. The beasts were not thrown into deep sleep, and
ribs were not taken from their sides, and female beasts were
not fashioned therefrom to be presented to their partners.

This was said of the progenitor of the human race alone,
God thus showing the moral and spiritual affinity between
man and woman. Nay, more, marriage was thus instituted
for man. In the lower creation there is no marriage. The
animals mate: man marries. We understand now why it
is said, ‘“ Male and female created He them.”

* * * *

Christ and the Nay, further, and this is a reflection
Church. that the Christian alone can appreciate,

Ephesians 5: 31, quoting from Genesis
2: 24, sets forth the beautiful marriage relationship as
according to God, but takes occasion to point out that
marriage is not accidentally an apt illustration of Christ
and the Church, but that it is designedly so. We read:—

‘“ This is a great mystery: but I speak concerning
Christ and the Church.”” (Verse 32).

In the light of this we can go back and read Genesis 2.
with a wondrous beauty thrown upon it. Adam fell into
a deep sleep — typical of the death of Christ. Eve was
of Adam, the product in the hand of God of the rib taken
from his side; the Church is of Christ, the product of His



UNSCIENTIFIC AND UNSCRIPTURAL 53

death. Eve was presented to Adam to be his helpmeet;
the Church will be presented to Christ. So in Ephesians
6 where the relationship and love between Christ and His
Church are set forth as the model for marital happiness,
we read : —

‘“ Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ also
loved the Church, and gave Himself for it: that He
might sanctify and cleanse it with the washing of
water by the word, that He might present it to Him-
self a glorious church.”” (Verses 25-27).

Moreover, Paul in his epistle to the Romans writes—

‘“ Adam . . . is the figure of Him [Christ] that
was to come.” (Chap. 5: 14).

* * * *

The Testimony of And further, Christ Himself puts His
Christ Himself. imprimatur on Genesis 1 and 2. How

puny the denial of these chapters by
Bishop Barnes and Rev. Henry Ward Beecher appears in
the light of the statement by Christ Himself. We read: —

‘“ He answered and said unto them, Have ye not
read, that He which made them at the beginning
made them male and female, and said, For this
cause shall a man leave his father and mother, and
shall cleave to his wife: and they twain shall be
one flesh?”’ (Matt. 19: 4-6).

Again we read a similar statement showing its impor-
tance: —
‘“ Jesus answered . . . From the beginning of
the creation God made themn male and female,
For this cause shall a man leave his father and

mother, and cleave to his wife: and they twain
shall be one flesh.”” (Mark 10: 5-8).

Christ says that from the beginning God made them
male and female. No, says the evolutionists, in the be-
ginning was a speck of protoplasm. The infatuated Bishop
of Birmingham said:—

‘“ As a result of the discoveries and discussions
of the last hundred years, men of science now

affirm that something like a million or more vears=
ago, some tribal group of ape-like beings began to
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develop a human brain, After some FIFTY
THOUSAND GENERATIONS* we have been pro-
‘duced.  Detailed evidence of this development is
not available, though imperfect records of it
MUST1t exist in geological strata.”

His ignorance of both science and the Bible is here dis-
played in all its crudity.

Shall we believe Bishop Barnes, or the One whom he
acknowledged as Master, but to whom he gave the lie
direct? The fact is Bishop Barnes was not the evolution of
fifty thousand generations of ape-like beings, but the de-
generation of parents who sinned and fell. The tendency
of the race has not been upward but downward, save
where Christianity has operated, and raised man through
the knowledge of God through Christ to purity of thought
and word and deed, to love of God and his fellow-man.
Put Bishop Barnes alongside the Apostle Paul. Paul’s
writings do not show him to be lower in the human family,
nor approximating nearer, even in the smallest degree, to
those supposed ancestors of ape-like character, who began
to develop a human brain.

Professor Patrick Geddes (St. Andrew’s University)
and Sir J. Arthur Thompson (Aberdeen University) say,
at the end of their joint book,

““We must leave that rich mastery of THE
EVOLUTION SECRET we once hoped for to the
successors we would fain send out so much better
equipped. (Evolution, p. 232).

So evolution is still a secret. A secret is something un-
known! What an admission! It is at Jeast honest and
we can hope these professors may have embraced the truth
of God’s creation of man, as did Professor Romanes, who
had to abandon in his riper years evolutionary theories for
the solid truth of the Word of God.

They see, too, how these doctrines of ‘ survival of the
fittest ©” — these biological theories of evolutionists — run
on parallel lines with the thought, which led to the great

* Capitals ours. tWhy ‘“ MUST ’?
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war (1914-1918) with all its unspeakable brutality. They
compare,

‘“ The striking social parallelism of his [Professor

Weissmann’s] own theory of the germplasm, of
the ovum’s strict inheritance, with the thought of
contemporary Germany: with the victories and
hegemony of Prussia, the renewed claims of its
aristocracy, and above all, with its doctrine of
race, political and anthropological combined .
All these movements alike have now found eloquent,
though hardly scientific expression in Houston
Stewart Chamberlain [the renegade Englishman,
whose writings in German helped on the war], whose
contemporary vogue in Germany is thus earned
and explained.”” (Evolution, pp. 214, 215).

These professors were pretty far-seeing, for their book
was printed in May, 1912.
General Friedrich von Bernhardi writing in the same
year, clearly shows that he considered that evolutionary

ideas
wrote

were on the side of brutality and ruthlessness.

““ “War is the father of all things.” The sages
of antiquity, long before Darwin, recognized this
. . . War gives a BIOLOGICALLY* just decision
. . . But it is not only a biological law, but a moral
obligation, and as such, an indispensable factor in
civilization.”’

Professor Lasson (Berlin University) writes : —

‘“ The state (which realizes the highest form of
the culture of the races) can realizé itself only by
the destruction of other states which logically can
only be brought about by violence.”” (Das
Kulturideal und der Kreig, p. 15).

Again:—

We

A tree is known by its fruits.

‘“ War is the noblest and holiest expression of
human activity.”” [Jung Deutschland, Official Organ
of *Young Germany, October, 1913].

He

get here with a vengeance the ‘‘ survival of the
fittest 7 — fittest only by reason of brute strength and
ferocity, as a lion or tiger would survive an unarmed man.

If evolutionary afioms

* Capitals ours. Note the word.
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translated into politics led to the awful and blighting con-
sequences of war, with all its brutality and wholesale des-
truction of life, and its aftermath of collapse of civilization
and terrible incubus of debt, and in the realm of religion
leads to the destruction of faith in the Bible, in Christ
and His atoning work, then the less we have of evolution
the better. Compare von Bernhardi’s teaching and the
Sermon on the Mount, and we can see at a glance where
evolution and where the teaching of Christ lead us.

* * % *

We have seen from the Bible that:—

(1) God created man and woman.

(2) He created man in a special way.

(3) He created him in His image, after His
likeness,

(4) He created woman in a special way.

(5) He set man and woman in dominion over
the lower creation.

(6) He instituted marriage.

(7) He instituted marriage designedly to illustrate
deeper and spiritual things.

To refuse all this is to refuse the whole Bible. Bishop
Barnes and all likeminded were as sensible as a man who,
standing under an arch, with his pick loosens and dislodges
the central stone. They do it to their own destruction.

All this is further emphasized in the New Testament.
We get the genealogy of the Lord Jesus Christ in Luke 3.
His descent is there traced from David and Abraham, and
finally we read,

‘“ Which was the son of Enos, which was the son
of Seth, which was the son of Adam, which was
the son of God.”” (Luke 3: 38).

Adam was thus the son of God, and that by direct
creation, is the assertion of Scripture, which we implicitly
believe. =~ We are therefore not surprised when all the
proved facts of science (not hypotheses) confirm this be-
lief. The Scriptures say that Adam was the son of God.
The evolutionist says he was the son of the ape-like man,
who in turn was the son of the man-like ape, and in turn
descended from lower forms, until we get to the bit of
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protoplasm, the origin of which is entirely unaccounted
for — the whole made up of guesses and unproved
theories.

* * * *

Adam, ¢ the figure of Again, we read in Romans 5:
Him that was to come.” 14,

»

‘“ Adam . . . the figure of Him that was to come.’

We can understand unfallen man, fresh from the hand
of a Creator-God, being the figure of Christ. Our whole
soul revolts from the degrading theories of evolution when
we see how they utterly degrade, if they do not altogether
deny, the very existence of the Saviour of mankind.

* * * *

Further Scriptural The Apostle Paul writes: —
Testimony.
‘“ Death reigned from Adam to Moses, even over

them that had not sinned after the similitude of
Adam’s transgression.”” (Rom. 5: 14).

Here we find death coming in, with Adam on the earth
as we know it. Paul speaks of him as the progenitor of
the human race, and also speaks of his transgression as
recorded in Genesis 3. If the evolutionist is right, Paul is
utterly wrong. If one part of God’s word is wrong what
reliance can be placed on the Word of God as a whole?
Absolutely none. ’

Again Paul tells us:—

The first Adam was made a living soul; the
last Adam [Christ] was made a quickening Spirit.””
(x Cor. 15: 45).

‘“ Adam was first formed, then Eve. And Adam
was not deceived, but the woman being deceived
was in the transgression.’”” (1 Timothy 2: 13, 14).

All this is untrue if evolution is true. Our plain choice
is between God’s revelation and fallen man’s guesses and
unproved hypotheses setting it aside. It is, guerre a out-
rance. The issue is plain and clear and vital.

\
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Of course, if Adam did not exist neither did Seth nor
a long list of names given us in the genealogy of our Lord.
That the genealogy is correct, say from Abraham down-
wards we suppose even the evolutionists would allow.
Allow the evolutionists, for one moment, to be correct,
where does, in the genealogy of our Lord, fable cease and
reality begin? We prefer the dignity of the Bible narra-
tive. No other book of similar antiquity in the world has
anything approaching the dignity and correctness of the
Bible in the creation story. The happenings in the six
days of Genesis T answer to the evidence of the rocks in
palezontology. Indeed in every case where fresh light has
been flung upon any discrepancy between the Bible and
science, the Bible has been without one exception always
right. This being so, how easy is it to understand that
it is correct as to the genealogy of man.

* * * *

The Fall As we have seen already, this is denied in toto
of Man. by evolutionists. Man has not fallen, they say,

but risen; sin (as we call it), they affirm, is only
a going back to the crudities of a former existence. But
man’s history proclaims the fall. Instead of man ascend-
ing, he is degenerating. If sin is a reality we should ex-
pect this. Take cases patent before our very eyes, for in-
stance, that of a drunkard. Do his children rise, or is the
tendency to degeneration? Assuredly to the latter. Re-
member that the savage is not the condition of primitive
man, but the savage is the degeneration of primitive man.
We have this argued out in Romans 1.  The garbled
accounts which are found in all ancient countries of the
creation, the fall, the flood — all speak of the knowledge
of these things, as presented to us in the Bible, being
general, but the truth and light has been given up, and
man has descended in the scale of civilization, save where
Christianity has come in and uplifted him. We read:—

‘“ When they kmnew God, they glorified Him not
as God, neither were thankful; but became vain
in their imaginations, and their foolish heart was
darkened. Professing themselves to be wise, they
became fools, and changed the glory of the un-
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corruptible God into an image made like to corrup-
tible man, and to birds and four-footed beasts, and
creeping things.”” (Rom. 1: 21, 22).

Take religion, which is the highest expression of man’s
spirit. We give a few brief extracts, bold type and capitals
are ours. In Max Mueller’s *“ Lecture on the Vedas ”’ (the
ancient hymns of India), he says:—

‘“ Religions in THEIR MOST ANCIENT FORM,

- or in the minds of their authors, are generally free

from many of THE BLEMISHES THAT ATTACH TO THEM
IN LATER TIMES.”

Le Page Renouf writes in ‘¢ Religion of ancient
Egypt ”:—
‘“ The sublimer portions are demonstrably anci-
ent; and THE LAST STAGE of the Egyptian
religion . . . was BY FAR THE GROSSEST AND
MOST CORRUPT.” (p. 95).

Professor Th. Graebner writes: —

““In the Vedas we find statements and prayers
which are clear proof of an early Monotheism
[i.e., belief in ONE God] . .. And yet this faith
in ONE God, in the course of time, DEGENERA-
TED into a worship of 33,000 divinities — until
Gautama, the Buddha, evolved a system that denied
the very existence of God.”” (Evolution: an In-
vestigation and a Criticism, pp. 106, 107).

Carl Boettcher writes : —
‘“ The beginning of Polytheism [i.e., belief in

many gods] . . . represents the secoND phase of
Greek religion, WHICH WAS PRECEDED BY
A MONOTHEISM . . . Every student of Greek

literature knows that this original belief, at an
early age gave place to a worship of the gods on
Olympus, a worship which in turn gave way to
OPENLY AVOWED ATHEISM. The Greeks were
aware of this decay.”

We could give much more evidence on this line, but
‘space forbids. We can confidently affirm that man and
man’s religion have degenerated, and the only recovery
has been where the light of Scripture has been received.
Under our very eyes we can see this to-day for ourselves.
Look at the prosperity of countries where the light of the
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Bible is allowed as compared with countries where it is
withheld. Look at Protestant countries wtih their unfor-
bidden Bible as compared with Roman Catholic lands,
where it is denied to the common people.

Compare Protestant England with Roman Catholic Ire-
land; let decadent Spain and immoral, infidel South
America point the tale. It is said that observant travel-
lers can tell which of the cantons of Switzerland are Pro-
testant and which are Roman Catholic by the evidence of
prosperity and cleanliness, or the reverse. These are facts
which cannot be gainsaid, and prove the power of God’s
revelation to man — the Bible.

The greatest example And above all, take the greatest
of all. example of religion on record —
even the life of the Lord Jesus
Christ. He stands alone, absolutely incomparable. If
evolution were true He would have been the product of
evolution, and we should find not one character like His,
but multitudes. But He stands absolutely alone among
men, even as the Bible stands alone among books.

There is an affinity between Christ and the Bible, so
that the influence of Christ is the influence of the Bible,
and the influence of the Bible is the influence of Christ.
Destroy the authority of the Bible and you destroy the
authority of Christ. Destroy the authority of Christ and
you destroy the authority of the Bible.

You may say, what has Genesis 1 and 2 to do with
Christ? We answer, everything. If Genesis 1 and 2 are
untrue, then there is' no fall of man, as recorded in the
Scriptures, and if no fall of man the whole testimony of
Scripture is false, for its testimony is at least twofold: (1)
Adam’s sin and its consequences; (2) Christ’s atoning
death on the cross to meet Adam’s sin and its conse-
quences.
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What of evolution? We find that General von Bern-
hardi claimed its doctrines as supporting Germany in the
initiation and conduct of the great war. ‘‘ The survival
of the fittest,”” was practically Germany’s war slogan. We
can in contrast point to definite tangible efforts made by
Christians for the happiness and blessing of the human
race; evolution is condemned because of the lack of any-
thing definite and tangible produced for the happiness of
mankind.

Instead, it blots a God of love and grace and tenderness
and pity out of the human sky, it strikes a fatal blow
against Christ and the Bible, and the faith once delivered
to the saints, and the saints who have believed it from
Paul’s day to ours. Were the theory of evolution received
absolutely, on every hand Christianity would be com-
pletely wiped out and savagery would set in without
redress.

No wonder one writer says the choice is between Christ
and chaos. Here without doubt is the alternative. For
our part we have no hesitancy as to our choice. We wel-
come the bright light of Christ, and we refuse the fearful
darkness of evolution. Qur ancestry is not to be found
behind the bars of a cage in a zoological garden, but
through Adam by the creative act of God.

We look not back to a bestial ancestry, but onwards
and upwards to a glorious future, gained for us by Him,
who became Man, though ‘“ God over all, blessed for
ever,”” who died on the cross to perform the mighty work
of salvation, and who is soon coming for all who put their
trust in Him, and when He comes ‘* we [believers] shall
be like Him; for we shall see Him as He is ”’ (1 John 3:
2). -

Reader, is this prospect yours? Do not rest satisfied
till it is.
" Charles Robin (Dictionaire encyclopedique des sciences

medicales), who, as an infidel, could not be accused of
having any theological bias in the matter says:—

*“ Darwinism is a fiction, a poetical accumulation
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of probabilities without proof, and of attractive
explanations wihout demonstration.’’

The same can be said with equal appropriateness of the
whole field of evolution. Why then does it hold the
ground to the extent it does? The answer is two-fold : —

(1) Because it flatters the pride of man in denying
the fall, and refuses consequently man’s accountability
to God.

(2) Because if evolution is not true, then creation
holds the field, which means that man is accountable
to God, and being fallen needs a Saviour.

So we find scientific men attempting to bolster up a

discredited theory, and unconverted theologians, wishing
~ to be considered abreast of the times, preaching it from
their pulpits and in their Sunday schools, whilst too many
professors in the universities carry on the evil work of
undermining the authority of Scripture in the minds of the
students. Well might the Apostle Paul write in his day,
by inspiration of God, of ‘* oppositions of science falsely
so called ”” (x Tim. 6: 20).

We cannot do better than close this pamphlet with the
following very, very striking quotation from the pen of an
unknown author, a brilliant example of well-deserved
sarcasm, showing the wicked blasphemy of the evolution:
ary theory and its utter hopelessness: —

““ If materialism be true, cursed be this eternal matter
and its laws, this unconscious idiot which created us with-
out intending it, or knowing why; the helpless block which
has implanted these ideas of right and truth, deity
and guilt to fret us and delude us! And accursed be that
process of evolution which is ever multiplying the agonies
of the world! I seem dimly to remember when I was a
purple alga, a Delesseria sanguinea, firmly cemented to a
rock where the pellucid eddying tide rocked me gently
twice a day, and bathed me in suffusions of stimulating
ozone and iodine, whilst I was cheered by the beams of
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the sun, alternately near and distant, as the tide ebbed or
lapped over me. When I was a gorilla I was happier still,
feared by other animals and fearful of none, I roved heed-
lessly with my mate and young through the virgin forest-
depths, stocked with abundance of food — far stronger
and healthier than I am now as a man. Day after day I
sit tethered to a desk or immured in a factory. When 1
was a gorilla I was not concerned about ‘ making ends
meet,” or with ‘ social problems ’ or with ‘ competition,’
or with ‘ nervous collapse.” And the next stage of evolu-
tion will inevitably introduce me to new phases of pain.
With a yet finer and more delicate orgamism, equipped
with senses of still keener susceptibility, what may I not
expect to endure from external influences, exposed as my
more intricate bodily mechanism will be to new forms of
complication. '

‘“ But others tell me that whilst the race will probably
experience such evolution, the individual will be insensible
to it, because decomposed before then into- his chemical
constituents. And is all my thought, pain and effort only
a chemical combination? Then my whole soul boils with
rage and exasperation against this purposeless universe,
these vacant flourishes scrawled by blank matter on the
wall in order to beguile the tedium of its apathetic eternity;
and with loathing against myself, the decipherable play-
thing of unintelligent, inscrutable forces. I am not to be
entrapped by virtuous phrases about the dignity of science,
- or by exhortations to sacrifice myself for the welfare of
my fellows. For what? The gratitude of posterity? And
what care L for that, or for a paltry bust, or statue, if I
am meanwhile resolved into gases, or into a weed that
grows by the roadside, or crawling about as a constituent
of an earth-worm? I should be a fool to stint myself of
the slightest indulgence, or to trouble for a single hour
about religion, humanity, or topics of moral obligation.
Give me intoxicants, or an opiate; let me at least forget
my wretchedness! There remains one resource, however,
the revolver or morphia-flask, when I am sick of my
misery; and when 1 may flit about at my ease in space,
I trust, in the form of oxygen or nitrogen. But shall I be
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quiet even then, what with these restless atoms, these
tyrannical forces of nature? Is there no rest in the uni-
verse anywhere?

‘“ How different are the joys of the Christian, the one,
who can call God his Heavenly Father, the Lord Jesus
Christ as his Saviour, and Heaven his eternal home!
And this is open to all in the mercy of God.”” (‘‘ Modern
Science and Christianity,”” Professor F. Bettex, pp. 334,

335)-
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