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INTRODUCTION

AIMS OF EVOLUTION

Evolution is an attempt to explain present conditionms.
In reality it consists of a number of explanatory atteapts,
none of which are satisfactory. All involve change, a de-
Velopment of the simple into the complex. Evolution has
been defined as a "change due to circumstances," 1 put
this 1s only a part of the story. As it is gemerally un-
derstood, evolution means much more than this. It means a
development in matter resulting from the action of forces
resident in matter itself. =

IThe different ideas of evolution are classified accord-
ing to their subject. Thus cosmic evolution deals with the
universe, Inorganic evolution deals with lifeless matter,
while organic evolution treats of living things, from the
tiny one celled ;lant up to man, the highest of all the
animals. These are not easily kept separate, because they
run into one another. They overlap. There is as much cu-
riosity as to the universe and the world as there is to the
living creatures in the world. There had to be an earth
before life could exist on it. Since evolution purports to
be an explanation, it is not necessarily to be restricted
to one part of what is said to need an explanation. The
dirferept kinds of evolution all involve a denial of the

1 Graebmer, Theo. Essays on Evolution, pp.34-35
£ Ibid., pp.35-36
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creation story as found in Genesis, and here there is 1it-
tle difference between them.

According to evolutionists the earth was at one time
& molten mass. Life is supposed to have appeared on the
earth millions of years ago. 1 This, they say, was a very
low form of life, and organic evolution tries to show the
process by which this first living matter developed into
higher animals, and finally man. This required a long time,
but the evolutionists have millions of years to bestow where
they deem it necessary, so that the average span of 1ife is
far too short to witness any evolutionary changes taking
Place.

The original living matter changed its habits, and this
in turn resulted in a change in its structure. Evolution,
Or the "ascent of life," has been described as "a history of
the acquisition of new habits." 2 This concise and seem-
ingly harmless description cannot be applied to evolution as
claimed, because the physical changes which result fron_
changed habits are not transmitted by heredity. Darwin's
bypothesis, the "survival of the fittest," depended on struc-
tural variations, which affected the struggle for existence.
Those who possessed the advantageous variations survived,
while the others became extinct. This struggle, says Dar-
win, 1s most severe with species which have very similar
habits and structure and for this reason come into the clos-

est competition with esach other. Thus each species willtry

1 Fairhurst, 4. Organic Evolution Considered, p.429
Hason, Frances The Great Design, p.1l57
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to exterminate its nearest of kin. 1  This makes for wider :
variation, and, when the variation becomes wide énough, we
are justified in recognizing a distinet specles.

One of the frequently mentioned "evidences" of evolu-
tion is the similarity in structure and function of corres-
ponding parts of men and other vertebrates, especially mam-
mals, and monkeys in particular. We are told that we "should
not waver" in ascribing these manifold resemblances to "geme-
tic relationship." "The more detailed the resemblances, the
closer must be the common ancestor." The one who wrote
these words immediately added: "This is not evolution. It
1s a statement of facts, described and classified, plus am
indication of th: direction in which an interpretation must
1lie." 2 1he mere denial of the name cannot change the
evolutionary nature of the claims. If it is not evolution,
it is the rose with the familiar odor, and suggests that
this author is aware of a stigma attached to the term "evo-
lution,” and while he still adheres to the idea, he tries to
avold the term. Other evolutionists calmly assume that the
animal ancestry of man is an obvious fact and spend their
time arguing about just what the ancestors of man were.

Thus it is claimed by one writer that the larger apes could
not have been the ancestors of mankind, ® pecause they are
too large. 4 nGiants do not beget other kinds of glants.”
This author would have it understood that he is not giving

The Hibbert Journal, Vol.XXVII, No.4, July,1929, p.666

Goldenweiser, Anthropology, p.5
Davis, W. (ed.) The Advance of Science, p.223

Ibido 9 Do 224
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Up evolution, "not denying man's kinship to other mammals."™
Whether or not these men agree on the meaning of evolution
is unimportant, as their claims consistently céntradict
Seripture, but this is one indication of the disunity of
evolutionists.

One of the obvious teactiings of the Bible is the pos-
8ibility of miracles. Evolution denies this. The process
of evolution must exclude miracles,2 since evolution 1s an
attempt to explain away the miracle of creation. It Pdis—
putes the miracle."® The evolutionist must exclude mira-
¢les; otherwise he would not be a consistent evolutionist.®
Objection has been umade to this reference to the evolution-
ists' exclusion of miracles. It 1s claimed that evolutionm
is no less & miracle than any other miracle, and for this
reason the argument about miracles should also be excluded.5
They prefer to ascribe the ordered universe to chance, ra-
ther than to the direct work of God. This removes the mi-
Taculous element and permits a natural explanation, but one
that is far more improbable than the miracle it seeks to
avold.

Among the wmore absurd ideas propounded in modern times
1s that which holds that life was brought to the earth by a
meteor from some other @.anet, or even ’a‘_']star. This is too

fantastic to deserve much attention, and it is unsatisrlctor_;r

%bid. s P.224

airhurst, op.cit., p.383

Wed .Bryan’in The 'iu’:rld's ¥ost Famous Court Tr:lal, p.178
Fairhurst, op.cit., p.427

Goldsmith, W.M., Evolution or Christianity, p.88
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éven to evolutionists, because it falls to explain the pro-
blem of the origin of life, and instead puts 1t so far dis-
tant in time and space as to preclude scientific investiga-
tion. Instead of helping to explain, it makes an explana-
tion practically impossible, but it does remove the meces-
Sity for special creation on earth and also lends support to
agnosticism.t

Amid all this wrangling of the evolutionists, Catholi-
cism sits back and takes no definite stand, A Catholic wri-
ter claims that the "Fixity of Species® amd "Special Crea-
tion" never were a part of Catholic philosophy, and for this
reason the claims of scilentific evolutionists failed to cause
Catholicism any trouble.® A statement like this shows the
regard that Catholicism has for Seripture and also for man-
kind, as well as 1ts indifference to the false doctrines
that follow from this laxity, '

EVOLUTION AND GOD

Evolution involves a denial of God, although this 1is
not always immediately apparent. The many different ideas
of evolution are classified as theistic or atheistic, on the
basis of whether or not they have room for God in their
scheme of things. The theistic evolutionists do admit that
there is a God, but a God in name only, mot possessing all
the attributes that must belong to a Being deserving of the

name of God. To them the acceptance of a God is a matter of

1 Princeton Theological Review, Vol.XXIV, 1926, p.388
2 Kolbe, A Catholic View of Hoiian, pPp.24-25




convenience. It aids ther in smoothing over scme of the
rough spots in their evolutionary schemes. They use Him
only where they need Him, and otherwise He is kept out of
the creation and operation of the universe. Thus for the
questions of the origin of matter and of life the evolu-
tionists bring in Ged just long enough to £111 their re-
quirements, after which He is relegated to a place and con-
dition of inuctivity.

HacBride states that, since all the avallable evidence
leads to the conclusion that the earth was at one time red-
hot, and, since life cannot exist even at the temperature
of boiling water, "we must postulate for the origin of life
an 'act of creation' st some time in the past.® 1 He ad-
mits that "no natural process kmown to science will explain
the begimning of life." % inother, faced with the problem
of the emergence of "new forms of relatedness", admits that
no clue is to be found in the process. "We may only 'con-
sider and bow the head'; we must accept emergents 'with na-
tural piety.'" © Such statements or admissions as these
are no real concessions on the part of the evolutionists.
They are an indication of defeat im that they show the fail-
ure of evolution to aceount for everythmg by natural causes,
but, since an absentee God is hardly a God at all, the evo-
lutionists are clinging to their anti-Seriptural claims.

1 HacBride, E.%. The Oncness and Uniqueness of Life, p.lds
in ¥Mason, F. op.cit., pp.133-158

£ MacBride, op.cit., p.l1l43 ;

3 Anglican Theological Review, Vol.VII, 1925-1925, p.181
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The idea of the existence of a God is natural and rea-
Sonable. The cosmos itself directs attention to God. Simi-
larly microscopic examination has shown that the cell is a
microcosm, a "werld of order in itself.® B It 1s "just as
1llogical to suppose that it could have originated by chance,
as that a house could grow from a mere aggregation of wood,
Sand, cement, =2nd iron, without the help of a thinking
ming. v 1 Zvolutionists claim to accept this and still do
not yield their evelutionary position.

Heny picture Cod as the One who winds up the universe
25 & man would wind & clock, after which God has nothing to
do with thc operation of the universe. Evolution, they say,
1s God's way of doing things. 4n example of this is the
idea that Ced created matter and energy, comuitting to them,
&3 secondary agencies, all subseguent creative acts. This
Testricts the work of God te "ome far off divine event.?”

It puts God out of human history and makes miracles impos-
sible. <

Theistic evolutionists claim that after the origimal
act there was ne nced for God to do anything further. This
deistic conception of God is obviocusly not the correct one.
"There is no place left for & personal God who has any pre-
sent relation to nature or to man." "The nosi: we are allowed
to believe is that there is in the universe a tvast Hind
Emergy that we call Ged.!" 9

1 Princeton Theological Review, Vol.XXIV, 1926, p.397
& Fairhurst, op.cit., p.382
3 Dawson, W.B. The Bible Confirmed by Science,; p.6l
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Honsignor Kolbe of the University of Cape Town, a Catho-

lic, states:

"The Creator sent matter into existence with all
1ts potentialities, endowing it with some of His own
creativeness, so that passing higher and higher from
form to form it gave forth the voice that had caused
it, and perpetuslly increased the volume of the cho-
Tus of creution's praise to its Maker.? 1

411 this sounds pious enough, but it too is deistic. It ap-
Pears to honor God, yet it detracts from His glory and power
by keeping Him out of world history, This is characteristic
of theistic evolution.

"If the demands of cvolution are accepted im good faith,
then God certuinly is robbed of some of the functions tradi-
tionally attributed to Him by the orthodox creed of the
Christian religion." ® So states ome author, with a great
deal of truth. Evolutionists can speak of God in glowing
terms, and yet they rob God of His glory and power and make
of Him a slave to natural laws, a principle instead of a
person. C. Lloyd ¥organ, in his Emergent Evolution, says:

"If we acknowledge a physical basis of so-

called matter and energy as ultimately involved

in all natural events, way we not also acknowledge

God, as the directive Activity on whom the manner . 3

of going in all natural events ultimately depends?

He speaks of God as an important part of evolution, but only
&5 a "directive Activity."
The idea of & God is reasonable. This is obvious from

the universal idea of God found in human beings. As Fleaing

1 Kolbe, A Catholic Viww of Holism, p.189

2 Cunningham, G.W. Problems of Phhosophy- p-240

& Horgan, Emergent Evolution, quoted by € s.L.Dilgb_lgl
in inglican Theological Review, Vol.VII, p.l1




Says, " ... very deep in the human mind there is and always
has been a sense that the ultimate cause.of Things and Events
is a 8elf-conscious and Personal Living Being.” 1 vet we
find some evolutionists trying to show that there can be a
God. Instead of attempting to show that their ideas on evo-
lution are not inconsistent with belief in a God, some fol-
low the opposite procedure and seek to show that the ildea
of a divine Being can be harmonized with evolution. These
try to justify not so much evolution as the belief in God,
assuming evolution as the undisputed truth.

Evolutionists, theistic or atheistic, all regard man
as descended from the lower animals, and at the same time
they profess to have a high regard for man. One says: "The
fact that man is the offspring of the brute creation does
not provent him from being also the offspring of God." 2
dan could be the product of the directive Activity which
the evolutionists call God, descending by an evolutionary
process from the brute. This is degrading both to God and
to man. It makes God impersonal and man & beast, the pro-
duct of evolution.

Some claim that all living beings are divine, and that
this divinity differs only in degree in the different spe-
cles. This divinity is given a mental significance, SO that
man's mental powers differ from those of the brute only in
being more highly developed. T.J.Hudson, in The Divime

1 Fleming, imbrose The Origin of Mankind, p.3

7 Creation and Ethical
| 2 S8trong, Augustus H. Christ in Yoniom, p.168
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Divine Pedigree of ifan, states:

"We find ... in the lowest unicellular organ-
ism known to science, psychical faculties that by
development become the hizhest mental attributes
of man, and by extention to infinity, the highest
conceivable attributes of an Omniscient Deity.”

The original 1living cell, he says, possessed potentialities

=
(=]

of manhood. It possessed the divine attributes, differing
only in degree from God Himself, and, being descended from
this specimen of divinity, man has his "divine pedigree.”

ﬁ

SVOLUTION AND THE BIBLE i
This is certainly not the Biblical doctrine of crea- i

tion, although many profess to believe both evolution and

the Bible. 211lyn X. Foster claims that "evolution when

rightly tzught not only does not condemn the Eible and the

Church, but is a2 great factor in strengthening the Christian

Church.” © 4 statoment like this shows extreme lack of

understanding of the Bible and Christianity. Another writer

says that "Christ is the primciple of evolutiom." 3 Christ,

he says, is the wisdom and the power cf God, and, stretch-

ing things a bit more, he says that "attraction of gravita-

tion" and "medium of knowledge" are other names for Christ."®

The mext step would be the claim that 2ll who believe inm

gravitation or evolution are Christians. This is nmot the

Christ presented in the Bitle, but merely an attempt to in-

troduce the name of Christ into the evolutionary hypothesia,_

1 Hudson, Thompson Jay The Divine Pedigree of Man, p.278
2 Goldsmith, Evolution or Christianity, p.2C
& Strong, Christ in Creation and Ethical Momisa, p.10

T
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to make it a;pear less repulsive to Christians.
Evolution has no use for the Bible., It denies that

God has revealed Himself to mankind outside naj:ure.l Yet
evolutionists of'ten try to show that there is mo conflict
between the Bible and ovolution or between Christianity and
evelution., This was shown clearly in the well kmown Stokes
trial at Dayton, Tennessee. The aims of the defense were
to show that evolution was the truth and that it was not im
conflict with religion. The defense introduced the state-
ments of eminent evolutionists to substantiate the contem-

tions of the defense. One of the "experts," Kirtley F.

Kather, Ghairman of Harvard's Department of Geologys claimed

that a choice between evolution and Christianity was abso=
lutely unnecessary. =

Such a statement cannot refer to true Christianity,
which accepts the entire Bible as God's Word., HModers 1i-
beralism, which rejects thg Bible and clings to the pame.
of Christianity, can and does embrace evolution, The eyo-
lutionists can say that their ideas do not conflict with
religion, but by religion they mesn little more tham a be-
lief in the existence of sometihing divinme. By putting the
divine Principle into their ideas, they claim to be _h, bar-
mony with religion, or even Christianity. Ws. J. Bryan
said: " ... even if they put God back there, it does mot

1 Macartney, Clarence E. 4 Christian's Difficulty with
Evolut’:ion, in The Presbyterian, Vol.CVII, No.Z3,
June 10,1937, p.5
2 The World's Yost Famous Court Trial, p.=248

dIilsabks e
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wake- it harmonious with the Bible.® 1

That evolution is not in complete harmony with Chris-
tianity was indicated by the attitude of the defense toward
the customary prayers at the opening of the court sessions.
Clarence Darrow voiced his objection: "I object to prayer,
and I object to the jury being present when the court rules
on the cbjection," £ thus betraying his fear that the Jury
might be influcnced b, the prayer. An additional indica-
tion is given by objections on the part of several misis-
ters to prayers offered by fundamentalist ministers. The
obJecting clergymen were two Unitarians, a Congregational-
ilst, and a Jewish Rabbl, whose sympathies were naturally
with the defense. Ais one of the primciples summed it up:
"They say ... that evolution ... does not contradict the
Bible - does not contradict Christianity. Vhy are they ob-
Jecting to prayers if it doesn't contradict the Bible -
doesn't contradict Christianity?" 9

The position of the defense was stated by a certain
Hr. Malone: * ... we wish to state ... that the defense
believes there is a direct conflict between the theory of
evolution and the theories of creation as set forth in the
book of Genesis. Neither do we believe that the stories of
creation as set forth in the Bible are reconcilable or

scientifically correct." * Then, lest this create & dis-

World's Most Famous Court Trial, p.178
Ibid., p.89
Ibid., p.96
Ibid., p.113

(e VI
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advantageous iwpression or a hostile attitude, he said:
¥hile the defense thinks there is a conflict between evo-
lution and the 014 Testament, we believe there 18 no con-
flict betweecn evolution and Christianity.® 1 This is the
contention of many evolutionists, who fail to understand
or refuse to acknowledge thc true nature of Christianity.
¥r. idalone, however, while insisting for the defemse that
evolution and the 0ld Testament conflicted, said that the
defense would show that there are millions of people who
believe in both evolution and the Bible stories of ereation.t
Christianity accepts the Biblical accounts of creation
as well as the rest of the Bible. To Christians the Bible
is divine truth, and nothing that contradicts Seripture
can be true. Wm. J. Bryan expressed this in his statement
published after his deaths "

"Christianity welcomes truth from whatever source
it comes, and in not afraid that any real truth from
any source can interfere with the divine truth that
comes by inspiration from God Himself. It is not
scientific truth to which Christians object, for true
science is classified knowledge, and nothing therefore
can be scientific unless it is true." 2

He characterized evolution with the words: "Evolution 1s
not truth; it is millions of guesses strung together." £
"tWe may well supposet! is not a sufficient substitute for
*Thus saith the Lord.t® &

Bvolution denies creation. Even theistic evolution,

1 World's Most Famous Court Trial, p.113
2 1Ibid., p.323
& 1Ibid., p.325

o |
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which makes allowance for divine power, does not have a
creation as described in Scripture. Bryan speaks mildly
when he says that evolution "tends to put the creative act
S0 far away zs to cast doubt upon creation itself.® 1
Evolution does more. It denies creation outright. Bryan
continues: "ind while it is shaking faith in God as a be-
ginning, it is also casting doubt as to a heaven at the emd
of life." 1  jan's past and his future, as deseribed im
Seripture, are attacked by evolution.

This attack reaches also to God. Even theistic evo-
lution is an attack upon God, which explains why mamy the-
istic evolutionists turn to atheism. As a certain Presby-
terian puts it, " ... theistic evolutionists are a rapidly
vanishing species." 2 [volution is unstable. It "leads '
us in the end," says one writer, "to the clear choice be-
tenne belief in a Personal CGreastor and the acceptance of
the Pantheistic idez in some form." ® Theistic evolutionm,
which teaches that God is the One who carried out this
“gory struggle," offers a low, degraded idea of God. Thus
theistic evolution often leads its exponents to outright
atheism. ¢ :

EVOLUTION AND MAN

Evolution denies to man the honor of special creation

World's Host Famous Court Trial, p.d25
Macartmey, i Christian's Difficulty with Evolutionm
in The Presbyterian, Vol.CVII, No.22,
June 3, 1937, p.8 .
Dawson, The Bible Confirmed by Science, p.59
Keyser,L.S. in Christian Faith and Life,Vol.37,No0.2,p.62

LoVl o
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and makes him the descendant of tha brute. It teaches that
man is steadily improving, both physically and morally, and
that evil is but an inheritance from the lower animals.

The emphasis on the satisfaction of lust and greed leads
only to disastrous ruin. The supposed moral improvement
of mankind was dis;roved by the bloody experiemce of hu-
manity during the four years of the World War, 1

#hile the various ideas of evolution deal with prae-
tically everything, the richest subject, the most fertile
ground for the evolutionists, is man himself. Evolution
deals walnly with the origin of ma.n,.'but does not restrict
itself to this. In conjunction with the origin of man him-
self evolution embraces man's intellectual, ethical, and
religious develonment. The "theological system" is treated
as a developing conviction and included under social evo-
lution. % Evolution can no more apply to the psychic, so-
cial, and moral phenomena of humanity,® than cam it demon-
strate that there is any truth in the claims made about
man's origin.

From beginning to end there is no possibility of har-
mony between evolution and Christianity, and this is seen
very clearly in the teachings of both regarding man. There
is irreconcilable confliet in every point. Evolution con-
tradicts the Bible in everything it says about man, from

his origin to his future existence.

1. Walthe'r League Manual, p.l
2 Cunningham, Problems of Philosophy, p.218
3 Hullins, E.Y. W%hy is Christianity True? p.70
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ORIGIN OF MAN

The proper place to begin the treatment of man is at
his origin, and here begins the conflict between evolution
and Christianity. 211 the other errors of evolution re-
garding man can be traced back to its false teachings con-
cerning man's origin. All that Scripture teaches about man
is in complete harmony with its teaching on man's origin -

and in direct conflict with the claims of evolution.

CREATION

The Bible states: "ind God said, Let us make man in
our image, after our likeness: ... So God created man in
His own image, in the image of God created He him; male and
female crested He them." <+ The Bible speaks plainly.
¥an was made, creazted. Evolution has man developing, evolv-
ing through countless centuries. The conflict is at once
obvious.

The verbs used for "make" and "create" are Ny in
verse 26 and X101 in verse 27. These words "mean to make
something outrizht; they do not connote‘ a growing, evolving,
or developing process." & R72 is the verb used in verse
1 for the creation of the earth, and real creation is im-
plied, that is creatiom out of nothing. Thomas Huxley ad-
mits that some say NJ32 means to make out of nothing, but

1 Genesis 1, 26.27
2 Keyser, L.S. The Problem of Origimns, p.78
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he hastens to add; "I venture to object to that rendering
not on the ground of scheolarship, but of common sense. Om-
nlpotence can surely no more make something out of nothing
than it can muke & trisngular circle.” 1 This 1s 1tself
4 contradiction, in that it limits the power of cmnlpotence.

Actually the Bible does not claim that man himself was
created out of notiiing. Seripture says: "And the Lord God
formed man of the dust of the ground," 2 put rirst God

created the materiul. The materialist denies this, claim-

ing that matter always existed. Evolution claims that mat- .

ter developed by itself into all the forms in which 1}: is
found, including zlso living things, even man himself.
This teaching, which admits God only as a Principle, denies
the cieation of man. The Bible distinguishes between the
creation of the animals and that of man. The earth "brought
forth" the lower animals, while of man we are told that
"God formed man." The claim is made that, if we speak of
zan being formed, we must also say the animals were simi-
larly formed.® This again demies Seripture and adheres to
the evolutionary idea that man is but a brute and conse-
quently must have developed in the same way as the brute.
Since the Bible opposes this view, evolutionists have no
use for the Bible. Huxley expressed his reluctance to as-
sume the creation story to be Mosaic, hence he referred to

it as the "Miltonic hypothesis." ¢ He admitted that he

Huxley, Thomas H. GScience and Hebrew Traditionm, p.186
Genesis 2, 7. :

Goldsmith, op. cit., p.48
Huxley, op. cit., p.6€5

LA R
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had "no hesitation in affirming” that the story of the crea-
tion is "pure fiction.m L

This is tyopical of the attitude of the evolutionists,
aven theistic evolutlonists, to the Bible. They regard it
as fiction, and yst they seek to harmonize their ideas and
the Bible. Since there is no harmony, this involves a mu-
tllation or a wmisinterprotation of the Bible. Thus evolu-
tionists have cluimed the support of Ps, 139, 15.186:

"y substance was not hid from thee, when I was
made in secret, and curiocusly wrought in the lowest
parts of the eurth, Thine eyes did see my substance,
yet being unperfect; and in thy book all my members
vere writien, which in continuance were fashioned,
when as yet there was none of them."

Of this passage treating of the formation of the individual
it was said: "Here there is a distinct statement that the
human body was created by the process of evolution.® 2
The human body grows from a single cell, developing
into a mature human being, znd evolutionists often use this
a&s an illustration of the process of evolution whereby all living
things developed through the ages from simple unicellular
organisms. Herbert Spencer, in his First Principles, says:
"Advance from the homogenecous to the heterogeneous is clear-
ly displayed in the progress of the latest and most hetero- |
geneous creature — Yan." © This "progress" required thou- ;
) |

sands of years, according to evolution. S

1. Buxley, Thomas H. op. cit., p.234 &
§ The World's Host Famous Court !{rﬁl, cg:%gv e Cole
Spencer, First Principles, Part II, Chap.XV, 1<l | Sy
rem'int ed in Rand, Beniamin, Modern Classical Philo-
sophers, p.721
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Henry Fairfield Osborne, President of the American
Huseum of Natural History , New York, said: "Man as we know
him did not come into the world overnizght. He was not cre-
ated instantly.* 1 inother writer speaks of "the human
organism whieh ... has sprung from lowly origins and de-
veloped through aeons of slow, halting, and tragic effort.ne
fet the Bible tells us that man was created on the sixth
day of creation. ©

Seripture tells us: “ind God said, Let us make man,
-+« 50 God created man." ¢ God determined to make man,
and then wmade man. It was not an accident. God delibera-
ted and purposely wade man. Evolution teaches that the hu-
@=n race is Lhe resull of cuance. James Jeans, lecturing
at Cambridge, said: "Human life arose as & mere accid@t."s
He insisted that God was not specifically interested im
either life or hwsanity.®

Evolutionists dwell at great length on man's ancestry.
Han, they say, was an accidental development from lower
animals, which in turn were all the result of chance. All
are evolved from one-celled organisms, and the climax of
this development is man himself. Evolutionists would have
us believe that our ancestor was a one-celled being. Ome

EKeyser, L.5. The Problem of Origins, pp.118-120
Cumningham, Problems of Philosophy, p«240

Genesis 1, 27. 3l.

Graebmer, A.L. Outlines of Doctrinal Theology, p-65
Cenesis i 26.27

Nov. 4, 1930 (UP Dispatch)

Dawson, The Bible Confirmed by Science, p.61
Dawson, op. cit., p. 61 -
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Writer says thuat "the potentialities of manhood reside in
the primordisl cell," 1 put merely ascribing the possibi-
lities of humenity to the original cell does not change
evolution nor remove its vicious character. The evolution-

ists here are not glorifying the cell, but degrading human-

The Bible ;resents man as the crowning work of crea-
tion. It presents man as distinet from the brute, not de-
scended from nor reluted Lo the lower animals. The differ-
ence between man and the lower animals is quzlitative, not
quentitative, s the evolutionists claim. They regard man
a8 prectically a brule himself, a brother or cousia to the
snthropoid ape.®  Gerrit §. iiller mainteins that man's
relations “according to the flesh" are to be found among
the primates, the order of animals including the lemurs,
monkeys, apes. This in itself is nothing new., Evolution-
ists have said this repeutedly, but this one looks for
man's ancestors zmong smaller animals of this order, ani-
wals now extinct. The great apes, he says, are too highly
specialized along different lines from thése of man's own
development.® ian's ancestors, he says, were about the
size of the organ grinder's monkey, who comes close to be-
ing an "average!" specimen of the great order of mammals I'.o
~ which we all belong. Compared to his relatives man is a

1 Hudson, T.J. The Divine Pedigree of ilan, g.lﬁ
2 Keyser, L.S. The Problem of Origims, .p.ll
3 Davis, %¥. (editor) The Advance of Science, p.224

-~
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glant. 1 Osborne says man's growth paralleled that of the
apes, but was of & separate and distinct stock, even lower

in the scale than the apes, ®

THE DIVINE IMAGE

Seripture teaches that God made man in lils own image.
"And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our like-
ness, ... So God created man in His own image.” S nyan
was c?e_ated after the image of God, in wisdom, holiness,
and righteousness." 4  The divine image consisted in that
.Ban was originally endowed with intelligence, will, and ra-
tionality that distinguished him from animals, and "above
all in the right disposition of his intellect and will, so
that ... he knew God and divine things and ... desired

s

only that which God wills." 4 Colossians 3, 10 refers
the image of God to knowledge, and Ephesians 4, 24 speaks
of the "new man, which after God is created in righteous- i

ness and true holiness." °

Evalution, whether theistic or atheistic, denies the
Christian doetrine of man's creation in the divine image.

One evolutionist who denies that man was created in the
image of God expresses the general contention of his kind
%¥hen he claims that man, from a low beginning, has been

gaining slowly but surely in "character and in moral pqler.'s

e

~Davis, V. The idvance of Selence, p.225
Keyser, op. cit., p.121

Genesis 1, 26.27

Mueller, J. Th. Christian Dogmatics, p.205
Ibid., p.206

Graebner, Th. God and the Cosmos, p.188
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Evolution empties the origin of man of any religious
element. 1 The evolutionists, in spite of ll their claims
to the contrary, "are invading the territory of religion."g
There are two ways in which they deny the Scriptural doe-
trine of the divine image. GSome are plain and definite in
their denials. Others claim to accept and believe that man
was created in God's image, but what they mean by this 1s
far from the Biblical meaning. Not only do they oppose
Seripture, but they disagree widely among themselves. They
try to harmonize the divine image with their evolutionary
claims, and since no harmony exists, either one or the other
must fall. Evolutionists refuse to\alter their own ideas,
and so they distort the Bible to make it agree with evolu-
tion.

God suid: "Let us make man in our image, after our
likeness." Dr. H. E. Murkett, on the side of the evolu-
tionists in the Dayton trial, demied that this meant the
making of a new creature, called man, who was to be made
in the imuge of God. HMurkett claimed that this passage
spoke of man as already existing, already known, a part of
the animal 1ife, who was to be made after God's image.

"He was then endowed with the spirit of God, possessing
His moral, spiritual, and intelligent nature.! ® This
maintains evolution and yet pretends to accept the fact of
man's creation in the divine image.

1 Keyser, op. cit., p.118
2 Ibid., p.118
& The World's Most Famous Court Trial, p.229
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Evolutionists claim that the teaching that man was
made in the image of God can be harmonized with evolution.}
They hold that through millions of years evolution was tak-
ing place, and finally an organism developed which was to
become a person made in the image of God. Into this body
that had been evolving through all the ages God breathed
His spirit, and man was born. © This is opposed to Serip—
ture, which teaches the special creation of man in God's
image.

One evolutionist, taking the "image of God" imtellec-
tually, ® says:

“The divine part of man is his subjective mind

- the mind of his imwortal soul, which exists inde-

pendently of the body or any of its physical organsj

which is literally a spark of the divine intelligemce,

- literally a part of the mind of God," 4
He claims that, to cne who knows the divine origin of man's
mental faculties, these faculties show the "conception of
deity which is necessarily derivable from a knowledge of
their existence and their divine origin." S This state-
ment he follows with a table showing the faculties of the

human mind and the attributes of God that are derived there-

L T

from. From man's instinct or intuition, his deductive
powers, and his memory, we derive the idea of God's omni-
science. From the telekinetic emergy that the buman mind
1s supposed to exert, we have the idea of God's omnipotence.

Hudson, T.J. op. cit., p.1l75

Goldsmith, Evolution or Christianity, p.103
Hudson, or. cit., p.363

Ibid., p.364

Ibid., p.367

Q1 O o
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His omniprescnce is suggested by the telepathic capabili-
ties of the human mind., From our natural human emotions
We can see that God must be & being of infinite love. 1
This idea would seem to make God himself the product of
evolution. The author denies to Christ any deity or any s
Bore divinity than is possessed by other men. Telekinetic
energy, the supposed power of the mind to move matter at
a distance, is offered as the explanation of the valking
of Jesus and Peter on the water. © This power, then, ac-
cording to this author, was possessed by both Peter and
Jesus, and also by the rest of humanity. This, he says,
1s the force used in levitation and so called spirit phe-
nomena. The only difference between this power as possessed
and manifested by Jesus, and the same power as possessed
by other men, is the fact that in Jesus it was very bighly
developed. =

This would mean that Jesus and all other men are es-
sentially the same, that Jesus merely represented a higher
stage of development. His“divine ”qualit:les were much more )k

1 Hudson, op. cit., p.367

GOD ¥ o MAN
| Instinct or imtuition /perfect)
Omniscience Deductive powers (potentially
Memory (potentially per,fect')_r
Omnipotence Telekinetic Energy RS
Omnipresence Telepathy : i e
Infinite Love Natural Emotions :

£ Hudson, op. cit., p.Sl
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highly develojed than those of other human beimgs. He also
had descended from the original germ, just as had the rest
of humanity. Not only the potentialities of man are in the
primordial germ, but "the quality of mind exhibited in
man's remctest earthly ancestor is essentially godlike,
differing from Omniscience only in degree, and not in
kind.n 1

The same author claims that the prophets wrote by in-
tuition, not by inspiration in the Scriptural sense, 2 in-
tuition differing irom omniscience only in degree. Some
of these proshets had developed greztly in this respect.
They were "highly endowed with the power of intuitiom,® he

3
says, as the accuracy of some of their prophecles indicates.

In fact, since inspiration is intuition, the claim is made

that it was by intuition that the prophet knew that man
was made in God's image.® This makes the Bible a human book

~and weakens the force of man's creation in the divine

image, since all animals would be similarly made in God's
image. )

H. G. Wells, in his Outline of History, gives a varba;l )5@‘ o
picture of what he calls the "0ld Hanf" the primitive map. ... -~
If such a being, as beastly and filthy as Wells describes 2
him, was the first wan, it would be sacrilegious to inti-

mate that he was created in the divine image. ° If mh

Hudson, op. cit., p.275
Ibid., p.368

Ibid., p.213

Ibid., p.568

Keyser, op. cit., p.4d

RO+
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deas as these are maintained, man can clail no distinction
at all from the brute, since he is a brute, and the divine
lmage would ap:ly no more certainly to him than to the Test
of creation.

Thomas Huxley does not hesitate to assert his rejec-
tion of Scripturet!s authority. Of the statement of man's
Creation in the divine image he says that it shows that the
writer’s “conception of D T} was completely anthropo-
morphic.” 1 7o him all that this statement in the Bible
indicates is an attitude on the part of the one who made
the statement. That this is divine truth is lost on evo-
lutionists. They are willing to allow it only as long as
if fits in with their own preconceptions.

HETHOD OF FORMATION

Seripture describes the formation of one mature male,
from the dust of the ground. One mature woman was made out
of a rib taken from man. From these two the entire human
race descended. There were only two, one male and ome fé—

male. These were mature when they were created. They did

not develop nor evolve through centuries from a single one-
celled animal. They did not result from the mating of

brute parents. They did not grow up. They were made adplts..
Had they evolved, had they grown up the children of brute
parents, it would be matural to assume that moTe of them
would appear at about the same time, although it would bc

1 Huxley, T.E. Science and Hebrew Tradition, p.198
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difficult to distinguish at precisely what stage any two
Or more of these would be worthy the name of human beings.
Since evolutionists do deny the special creationm of
fian and hold that man was descended from the lower animals
In constantly progressing generations, they maintain, con-
Sistently, that a number of men developed. One evolution-
ist declares: "One certainty on which we can build 1s that
& number of experimental types of mankind emerged 1n the
dawn ages. The sole survivor today is our species which
we modestly call lomo sapiems." + Whether or mot he com-
slders the entire humsn race today to be descended from
the same first two human beings is relatively unimportant,
but the general contention of evolutionists regarding man's
animal descent would seem to indicate a leaning toward the
belief that there were more than a single pair of human
beings who evolved, and it would be almost miraculous that
the closest parents common to the entire human race should
be the first two beings to pass the imaginary lime separa-
ting man from the brute, who perpetuated their kind, one’

-
-

wale and one femzle. Such coimcidence is too much to ac-

cept. Since, however, this line of demarcation between
mankind and animals is no problem at all in actual prac-
tice, only becoming 2 problem if mankind is held to he
evolved from the lower animals, and, since this problem
itself is the result of human speculation, the evolution- S
1sts can draw the line arbitrarily wherever it suits their "-“-:5"['*

1 Davis, W. (ed.) The Advance of Science, p.380
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purpose, so that the parents of the human race come just
on the human side of the line. This 13 unnecessary, for
the evolutionists care little whether the common ancestors
of the human race were a pair of brutes or a pair of human
beings. '

Scripture teaches that the human race descemded from
two individuals, a male and a female, and these were mature
when created, =1l other human beings having been descended
in the natural way from these two. Evolution not only :
claims that the ancestors of mankind developed from lower
animals, but ulso that, as has been stated, " a aumber of
experimental types of menkind emerged in the dawn ages.®” x
If God, working through the processes of evolution, had to
experiment before producing a satisfactory buman being,
fis wisdom and power are denied. The Bible tells of omly
one pair of human beings, the man made from dust and the
woman from the man. These were made perfect, as we should
expect of God's work. Evolutionists speak of a number of
types of humanity emerging; Scripture speaks of a single
pair being specially cre:—ﬁted by God. Evolution has a num-
ber of "experimental" types of humanity emerging by chance
from the lower snimals and requiring a great period of time
so to emerge. These conflicts regarding the number of hu-
maxi beings, their fitnmess, that from which they were made,
the mamer of their formation, and the time rejuired, W

not be overlooked. Scripture and evolution cannot be har-

1 Davis, W. (ed.) op. cit., p.330




monized.

The human race is descended from Adam. This fact 1is
in agreement with the Bible, but éven this is perverted to
give support to evolution. A certain Rabbi Rosenwasser, :
testifying for the defense in the Dayton trial, brought cut
the idea that s Since the name Adam means a living organism
containing blood, we, being descended from Adam, are de-
Scended from a lower order, a living organism containing
blood. 1

Another adherant of evolution takes the statement
that man was made from the dust of the ground, amnd brings
up the following:

"The dust from which the body of Adam was made
was animate dust; lower forms of life were taken as
the foundation upon which to build man's physical
frame and man's rational powers; into some animal
germ came the breath of a mew intellectual and moral
life." 2
These efforts to show the harmony between evolution

and Seripture are futile, and would be better unstated, be-
cause, instead of showing the harmony, they show the impos-
sibility of harmony, because they all pervert the semse of

Scripture. Any outward harmony must mvolve such a perver-

sion, since the Bible in no way supports nor leaves an open
door for evolution.

Evolution is often opposed because it presents a de-
graded idea of man. Christianit_y has a high regard for bhu-
manity, but the oprosition of Christianity toward evelution

1 The World's Host Famous Court Trial, p.228 2
2 Stromg, A.H, Christ in Creation and E‘hig‘igguns"“ihlse.t
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1s not based on any arbitrarily elevated come
kind, but on the fact that evolution is oppos
ture. Evolution does degrade mankind, but m

cestry than directly from dust, since the horse
and monkey belong to higher orders of exi;ten_cc t
and stone. 1 The matter, however, is mot to be
on the basis of whether the monkey or the dust re
& higher order of existemce, The Bible speaks de

God formed man of the dust of the ground, and,
His wisdon chose to make man’ the crownin _ .;.7 ¢
in this way, the Christian can have no complaimt.

1 Goldsmith, Evolution or Cbrist;.an{ by,
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NATURE OF HAN

Han, &s he was created, was intelligent and moral, a
being ¢ msisting of bedy and soul, united in one complete
person. 1 tThese ave characteristics that distinguish man
from the brute creation, and these have been the possession
and nature of wman as long as uankind has existed. Ihey did

not develop gradually, as evolutionists claim.

INTELLIGENCE

Man has intelligence, and this is man's by creationm,
not by development from his susposed brute ancestry. The
intelligence of mankind is said to be based on the reaction
Of organisms to stimuli. The form of bebavior known as
"trial and error® is based on such reactiom, which is"fun-
damental to all learning" and is "the begianiné of intel-
ligence and wisdom in man as well as in higher animals.” 2
It is true that we learn by experience, but to base our
ovn intelligence on the reactions of animals from which
Wwe are supposed to be deascended is unscriptural. |

From evolution there follows maturally the behavior-
istic idea that human beings are like animals in reacting
to stimuli and in building up a series of mot!m. £
Thought is regarded as "conditiomed reflexes." Mh‘g :
reasoning power, is said to be merely the process of trial ;

1l Graebnmer, i.L. Outlines of Doetrinal Theology, p.66

2 Conklin,E.G. A4 Generation's Progress in the stw of
Evolution, in the Annual Report of the Boardot .
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution, 1%3.31
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and error. 1

being learned, so the mind has been advancing by ‘
since the beginning. £  In the evolutionary advance t

events since life uppeared on the earth, and in ti

a frequently expressed idea, and it follows from
lutionary view as applied to man's body. If lﬂ!}'?.
was developed gradually from the lower ﬂiml;,“
& great step further to assume that also his '@i

created intelligent. , 7

The Bible ascribes volition to man, but nol
lationists are willing to admit this. Huxley s
the feeling which we call volition is e c

voluntary act.? He denies that vollt
duce muscular motion. ® To him voli

i

Demiashkevich, lichael, An Introd
sophy of Bducation, pp.8lff.
C. Lloyd Morgan, The iscent
_ Great Design, pp.113-1328
Horgan, op. cit., in lason, op

1
-
3
4
5
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He regards it as a by product of muscular actiom, a mere
delusion, a Thapoy mistake." 1 He claims that all states
of consciousness in human beings, as in brutes, have as
their immediate cause molecular changes in the brain sub-
Stancey not only that these states of consciousness are
accompanied by such molecular changes, but that they are
caused by them. + He makes animals out of buman beings
and denies to human beings the intelligence and will with
which thesr were endowed at crcation.

From the beginning of the human race, as Scripture
depicts it, man is spoken to and dealt with as a being of
rational understanding. £ Adam himself was aware that he
was of a higher genus than the rest of the earthly creation.
The command given him to dress and keep the garden illplied
intelligence greater than that of any of the aninals._ 3
The naming of the animals by idam showed his intelligemce
from the start. 2

Bvolutionists admit the great gulf that exists between
mankind and the brute, but they claim that by a protracted
education, with an obliging inheritance to preserve what is

gailned, the animal can be converted into man. 5 fThis claim,
while admitting the great difference between men and brute,

is based on the assumption that this difference is solely
quantitative, and not qualitative, Darwin said, " ... the

Fairhurst, op. cit., p.589

Keyser, The Problem of Origins, p.90
Ibido’ p.?g

Graebner, A.L., op. cit., p.66
Fairhurst, op. cit., p245
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difference in mind between man and the hismlﬁm
great as it is, is certainly one of degree and not of
kind." 1 e stated that "there is no fundamental dif-
- ference between man and the higher animals in their 1 =
faculties." ® This view is common among evolutiéﬁﬁiﬁi}?
Man's faculties are sald to differ in no way from W"@“
the aniwals, except in degree. 8

Even if th!s could be proven, it would offer no m@
port to the claim made by the evolutionists that the br .
of man and that of the animal are related. 4 Physica
similarity is no proof of relationship, and it is a mi t
that the psychic differences between man and the hi
of the apes are greater than the physical differe
Physically man is similar to the primates, and yet
cannot prove relationship. Thus the ndlim
psychic similérity can never prove that man and t
are related. Yet the claim is made, even by the
evolutionists, that not only man's body, but
descended from the lower animals. ©

The argument that the special creation

viously futile. The evolution of animal |
proven, and, cven if it could be p :

Darwin, Descent of lian, Vol.t,
. Flil‘hnrst OpPe. cito’ p.m
Falrhurst, op. cit.
Gibbs, J.%.  Evolution. o Christ:
Mﬁ!lith OP« cit-, Pt@g
mst, Op. Cit., p.236 ;
Hudson, T.J., op. cit., p.M&—;

&ahum -



the contrary, the weakness of the evolutionary el
exposed. 1  The evoluti.n of the animals is unpro
while the special creatiom of man, besides belng S
ral, is consistent with all the known facts. If eifl
the two must be discarded, the reasonable choice for
sion would be the evolutionary hypothesis. Yo

One of the theories advanced to account fot hﬁ?

superiority of the human species over the others in

struggle toward civilization is that he may have M
tools. ® It is an undisputed fact that man's po |
of tools has ailded him greztly in the advance to
¢all modern human civilization, but the question r
unanswered. The sugeriority of man must have preec

possession of better tools. Without man's supe!

Evolutionists have a productive imaginati.
deal with the early history of mankind. 1;‘71
preglatial man, if he ever existed, lived in
without the necessity of exerting hilsﬂf,\s@'

ing. Thus these early specimens of humanit
been content to continue very much like
apes, "clever and entertaining up to .
dull beyond that," and very irresp

Into this somewhat rosy picture came

3 Ibid., p.222

1 Goldsmith, op. cit., pp.92-93
2 Davis, The Advance of Science
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ditions were changed. Things were not so rosy.
middle of the ice age man was taking good care of b R
and his family, having learned to keep warm in 391 ,
glaciers. 1 e had invented and improved mpﬂﬂ
Stone, which no ajse ever did or even thought of d
#an had made the most important discovery of hmlln
be had learned the use of fire. ¥ For this story e

tionists say they have "plenty of evidence." s R

is not to be denied. It is in full accord with sm
It 1s going on ut the present time. Men are

human beings any more intelligent today than "'W

creation. M ;
Darwin himself saw certain Pacific 1slands

by cannibals. Twenty five years later these m ,

and beast. No missionary or nissiomm,g’ C
erations on end, could convert gorinn

“»J

Christian beings. 4 Yot the lom,‘_ ‘
m betnga are capable of be:lag upl

k.:_:_,

14 Davia, OPp. eit., p.288
mm, op. o:lt., P.283

’a'li ;
5; L 1.4,253 ' »ee ?ﬂbﬂﬁ&iﬂ ‘
_‘ mmst’ Op. eit.’ Pogé
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but in their own lives and persons. *

MORALITY e
Man i1s a moral being. He was created a = pal
with a capability of distinguishing between right

and with a conscience that accuses or excuses. I

ready in idam and Eve, is still evident today.

"For when the Gentiles, which have not
do by nature the things cou%ainad in the law,
having not the law, are a law unto themselves
shew the work of the law written in iihﬁir
their conscience also bearing witness and
thoughts. the aean while accusing or
one another."

death." ®  ien "shew the work of the lat»aj?“t‘“.m '
1 5 y l‘-!.é, P~ -
hearts." Jankind possesses a natural knmﬂ.ods

X e

and wrong and a conscience that urges 1ts

is right. This is part of the nature of
~ <ot
by God at creation. '

VI T s Y VT
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3 gml <

1 ‘Dawson, The Bible conrmad by S
2 Romans 8, 14—15
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learned the difference between right and wrong by experi-
€nce, bythe experience of pain and pleasure like that of
animals, ¥ 4 sectarian preacher writes of primitive men:
"What would such creatures know about the dif-
ference between right and wrong, or about the prin-
ciple which underlies moral judgments? Nothing at
all. It was at this low level that the evolution

of moral standards and moral judgments began."”

This is the view of a theist, who, having the Bible, dis-
cards it and denies the Scripturally attested moral nature
of mankind.

The Dayton trial brought out a number of claims and
opinions of 2ll shades, from Christianity to the rankest
atheism. OUne of these regarded the original nakedness of
Ban as wrong, and, since man was not conscious of any wrong
connected with this, 1t 1s assumed he was ignorant of right
and wrong. Then, it is said, we are given the story of
4 man awakening to the consciousmess of right and wrong
and the consequences, and he begins the attempt to allay
the pangs of conscience and remedy the lack of harmony be-
tween him and his Creator. © This view involves a Crea-
tor, but not the God of Scripture who created man with
intelligence and morality. Instead man is pietured as de-
veloping a consciocusness of right and wrong and am accusing
conscience, which it is presupposed he had not prmwﬂr
possessed.

Another evolutionist says: "An organism emerged that

1l Graebmer, Theo. God and the Cosmos, p.188 _
2 Gilkey, James Gordon, What Can We Believe? p.100
8 The World's Most Famous Court Trial, p.229 P
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Wwas in possession of two distinctive faculties, called
rational reflection and moral conscience - namely, man." 1

These are two similar views. Both regard the moral
conscience as. the product of evolution. The first regards ‘
Ban as having developed a conscience and a sense of right
and wrong. The second speaks of the development of an
organism possessing this faculty, which is man, implying
that, before this development took place, the organism
Was not man, that he only became man with the possession
of rational reflection and a moral conscience. Both these
views are unseriptural in that they regard the moral sense
and conscience as the products of evolution.

The latter view, that, as the rational powers and
moral conscience developed, man emerged, admits that intel-
ligence and morality are part of the nature of man, but the
idea of evolution connected therewith removes it far from
the Christian doctrine of man.

The former view, that man existed for a time without
a knowledge of good and evil, gradually developing a moral
sense and a conscience, is an attempt to harmonize evolu-
tion with the Biblical account of the fall of man, but it
1s a futile attempt. It is true that the parents of the
race had no accusing conscience in the beginning, but this
was not because of the lack of morality. It was because
they had done mothing for which they could be accused.

They were perfect. Evolution pictures the "awakening to

L Driesch, Hans, The Breakdown of Materialism,
in Hason, The Great Design, p.299 _
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the consciousness of right and wrong," the development
of the "moral conscience," as progress, but Scripture re-
gards the fall of man, which precedes and results in the
accusing conscience, as the first and greatest downward -
atep in the history of mankind, having as its result death.
Evolution pictures man as doing wrong even before the de-
velorment of a sense of right and wrong. This, however,
is regarded as excusable, since in those early days, ac-
cording to evolution, man was not a moral being, having
no sense of moral distinction. |

The Bible presents man as a moral being by nature,
having been created so by God., "#an was made am ethieal
velng from the start." The fact that he was forbidden
to eat of that certain tree "implies some perception and

sense of moral distinctions? 1

Bvolutionists are practically unanimous in ascribing
the conscience to evolufionary processes. It is claimed
to have been developed and then passed on by heredity. 2
Evolutionists say that ethies have developed froam the
first spark of conscience to the "highest moral ideal” of
the Christian. ® To Adam and Eve, after their sin, the
accusing conscience was a new experience, since it was the

first time they had done anything of which to be accused,

1 Keyser, op. cit., p.79 66.6>
Graebner, A. L., Outlines of Doctrinal Théﬁ!ﬁé;, PP.
Hudson, T.J., op. cit., p.208

2
3 GSpencer, H. First Principles, pp.347.358
#ullins, E.Y., Why is Christianity True? p.59
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but this not what evolutionists mean when they speak of a
developing conscience; otherwise the development of con-
science would be dependent on and'synchronous with the in-
crease in wickedness. That evolutionists have no such in-
tention is shown by their evaluation of Christ. They re-
gard idim as mere man, a product of evolutionary processes,
They admit that He was of exemplary character, that He
was, perhaps, the best, most virtuous man that ever lived.
This being the case, they must admit that Jesus did net
suffer the pangs of an accusing conscience, having done
nothing of which to be accused. If,then, the evolutionists
regard the conscience as highly developed where its accusa-
Lions are most severe, they would be driven to the comelu-
sion that Jesus had practically no conscience, This is
not the case. Evolutionists speak very highly about the
conscience of Jesus. His "conscience was, without doubt,
developed in absolute perfection.” L
"{'e have numerous examples, culminating in Jesus
of' Nazareth, where a conscience based upon a harmo-
nious development of the three great instincts -
namely, the instinct of selr-preservation, the al-
truistic instinct, and the instinct of reiigious wor-
ship — was re;nforced by an intuitive pgreeption of
eternal princigles of right and wrong."
Jesus, it is said, bad a highly developed consclemce, while
the parents of the human race had mo conscience. The de-
velozment of comscience culminated in Christ. This should

then put Christ and the first human beings on opposite ends

1 Hudson, op. cit., p.2l2
< Ibid., p.214
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of the moral scale, Christ being the best, the first human
beings the worst. This conflicts with Scripture, which
teaches man's original perfection, and, if this is any in-
dication of conscience, as the evolutionists themselves
assume regarding Jesus, them our first parents had better
conscisnces than any of thei; descendants, and any change
that took nlace wust have been for the worse. This is

the Scristural tecaching, which opposes the evolutionary

vision of constant moral progress.

RELIGION

This evolutionary idea of progress is applied also
to religion. Spencer declares that religion "arcse by a
process of evolution."” 1* Goldenweiser calls supernatu-
ralism a "men made realm." € Another writer says that,
4S soon as man grew distinct from the animal, he became
religious. © The general idea of evolutionists is that
religion is a human institution, which from low beginnings,
like the human race itself, has advanced to the noblest
teachings of modern Christianity. Often this is confused
with morality and ethics. One writer, for example, speaks
of an inner semse, "gradually developing," a spiritual
sense which loathes any degrading action and admires no-
bility. Wheﬁ, as in some, this sense is more developed,

1 Hudson, op. cit., p.53

£ Goldenweiser, inthropology, p.208

3 Anderson, Robert, A Doubter's Doubts about secience
and Religion, p.28

# Under socizl evolution the church is imcluded under

evolution of institutions. Cumningham, op.cit.,p.218
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the Christians eall it faith., 1 Christian faith is thus
called a highly developed sense, < those having it very
highly developed being called mystics. Here we have a
confusion of religion and morality, an attempt to render
Darwinism consistent with Christian ethies. &

The earliest men, say the evolutionists, knew no God
at all, but they feared certain imaginary beings in the
familiar objects of nature. 4 From animism, ancestor
worship, and such superstitious beliefs evolution has re-
ligion develaping "to the loftiest monotheistic faith." ®

One writer claims that in the Sealand, in Arabia,
there may be found the origin of some of the Hebrew reli-
gious ideas "which appear without background in the Bible."
He speaks of the early days, when most gods were far from
godlike, when temples were places of horrible sacrifices
and wickedness. Already at such a time the people of the
Sealand had an idea of an absolute, benificent, merciful
God. The existence of such ideas is said to be a source
and an influence which "must be taken into account in at-
tempts to trace the origin of early Hebrew religious con-
cepts." 6 |

The assumption is here made that the Hebrew religious

concepts were derived from some other people. This assump-

Hibbert Journal, Vol.27, No.4, p.672
Ibid., p.673

Ibid., p.672 ;
Graebner, Theo. God and the Cosmos, P.188

Spencer, First Principles, pp.347.359,
in Mullins, op. cit., p.59
Davis, The Advance of Science, p.308
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tion is based on an anti-Sceriptural attitude , a disbelief
in revelation. According to the Bible man was created with
& perfect knowledge of God, and even after the fall man re-
tained a natural knowledge of the true Yod, although this
was perverted by human wickedness. While knowing the true
God, men "glorified Him not as God, neither were thankful;
but became vain in their imaginations, and their foolish
heart was darkened." &

The religion of the liebrews was the result of direct
revelation by God. It was not copied from any other neigh-
boring people. There were pagan elements that crept inm,
but these were foreign, not a part of the revealed reli-
glon. They represented not a higher form, but a lower form
of religion. Israel repeatedly fell away from the true
worship of Jehovah, and God sent Hls prophets. These did
not introduce a new, advanced religion, but called Israel
back to the true religion from which Israel had fallen.

Apostasy from the true worship of Jehovah was a com-
won thing among the Israclites. Huxley tries to show that
the worship of Israel was not as pure as is often claimed.
He declares that even the worshippers of Jehovah were poly-
theists, € 1in that they admitted the existence of other
B 1% R of divine rank beside Jehovah, but that they dif-
fered from other polytheists in their belief that Jehowah

1 Romesns 1, 21. See Romans 1, 18-25.
2 Huxley, Science and Hebrew Tradition, pp.315-316
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was the suprenme God, "the one proper object of their own
national worship." 1  The different O°N? X differed from
each other only in degree, £ the term being used also of
unseen powers, disembodied souls, according to Huxley,
Tor the proof of whieh he appeals to 1.Samuel 28, 13,
where the witch at Hndor sees gods ascending out of the
earth, & In addition the Israelites had their teraphim.4
That there were numerous cases of idolatry, not only by
individuals, but by the nation, cannot be denied, but these
vere not part of the liebrew religion. They were downward
Steps from the original monotheism, the pure Jehovah wor-
ship, as the 0ld Testament repeatedly indicates., Huxley
Speaks of the modification of polytheism by the selection
of only one God who is to be worshipped by the natiom. 5*

This is an assumption that polytheism preceded mono-
theism. It is admitted that monotheism is a higher form
of religion than fetishism, animism, or the like. Evolu-
tionists claim the change is maturally toward aonot%?sn,
but this is opposed both by Seripture and observation.

A few statements from the Journal of the Tramsactions

of the Victoria Institute will show the views of some who

Huxley, op. cit., p.350
Ibid., p.307
Ibid., p.309
Ibid., p.349

#Yhat we are usually pleased to call religion nowadays

is, for the most part, Hellemized Judaism," and the
Hellenic part brings in a great deal of paganism.

Huxley, op. eit., p.162
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have made special researches in athnology.

TFetishism bears traces of truths far above and
beyond itself. How did these find their way in?
The answer is difficult on the evolutionmary hypo-

thesis." 1

"Is fetishism a first step up or a last step d
down, zn evolution or a degradation? The former is

contrary to experience." 2

"Fetishism is a degradation from a purer faith,
of which it contains traces, a far off glimpse of a
Supreme Creator." 3

"I cannot believe that polytheism develops imnto
monotheism; still less that polydemonistie tribal
beliefs reach monotheism by the same route. History
testifies to the contrary." §

The advance of religion from the primitive to the mod-
ern Chiristianity is a dream of the evolutionists, unaffect-
ed by evidence and observations which clearly corroborate
the Seriptural statements of the natural knowledge of the
true God and the perpetual processes of degradation and
perversion which were active during Biblical times and are
Still active today. Seripture presents mankind as being
originally in full accord with God, but this happy condi-
tion was not permanent, and man started on the religious
dowvngrade. This Scriptural picture of man's religlous
lapses is supported by investigations, history, and obser-

vation. It is directly opposed to the evolutlonary idea

Journal of the Transactions of the Victoria Institute,
1921, p.153, quoted, in Keyser, op. cit., p.245
Jburnai of the Transactions of the Victoria Institute,
1921, p.164, quoted im Keyser, op.git., p.245
Journal of the Tramsactions of the Victoria Institute,
1921, p.165, quoted in Keyser, op. cit., p.245
Journaf of the Transactions of the Victoria Inatitutei
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1921, p.1l67, quoted in Keyser, op. cit., pp.
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Oof constant progress. Evolution would make of Christianity
4 man made religious system, developed by human beings and

without divine suthority.

THE S0Ul,

While evolution seec¢ks to take authority froum Chfisti-
anity, it tries also to remove the necessity for religion,
claiming that God, if there is a God, is not interested
in hwasnity, asserting that man is steadily improving by
himself, snd denying the immortality of the soul. <

Seripture sneaks clearly of man as a being consisting
of bedy and soul, joined in one complete person. 2 There
are different methods by which the evolutionists can and
do deny the Seriptural doctrine .concerning the soul,

They can profess to believe what Seripture states and in-
terpret or bend Scripture to suit their own preconceived
ideas. They can admit that man has a soul, but deny what
the Bible says about man's soul. They can deny outright
the existence of the soul and declare that the idea of a

human soul is foolishness. Naturally, evolutionists ac-

B =

cept only as much as they kike, although of'ten claiming to

accept more.
So Haeckel, who admits his denial of the immortality

of the soul, while appearing at the same time to express

p i Fﬂil‘hurst, Lo )+ P ait-’ 9.390
£ Graebner, &.L., op. cit., pp.86.867
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belief in the soul's existence, says:
"The human soul 1s not an independent, ilmmaterial
substance, but, like the soul of =11 the hi: gher ani-
mals, merely a collective title for the sum total of
man's cercbral functions; and these are just as much
determined by physical and chemical processes as any
cf the thPr v*tal functions and Just as amenable to
the law of substance." 1
Evolution regards man's soul, if any, as having de-
veloped or evelved like man's body, differing in no way
except in degree from the "soul" of the animals. They ad-
mit that man has a soul, but only in the same sense in
which aniwals may be ssid to have souls. Seripture ascribes
such dichotomy only to man and not to animals, regarding
nan as differing in his very nature from the animals, man
having been made in God's image, perfect, and intended for
immortality,

The contention of thelvolutionists that man's soul,
Just as his wind, developed u2long with his body is irrecon-
cilable with the Christian doctrine of man. The gap be-
tween the brute brain and hﬁgan intelligence, and between
the mortality of animals ngd the immortality of human
beings are unbridgeable ‘chasms. 2

One eveolutionist uses'this very fact to defend evo-
lution. To call into being such a low order of life with

latent possibilities of morality and immortality and con-

1 Gibbs, Evolution and Christianity, p.?
2 Kaufmann, Fred E., Evolution,- That Mental Cancer
in Concordia Junior Hassengar, Vol.XV,1937,

No.ll, p.263
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Sciousness of = Creator, he says, "is a far more amazing
act of crextive power than the Hosale account of the gene-
8is of man supposes.® 1 He starts with his own assumption
and then, findihg it more "amazing" than the Biblical ac-
count, he claims that this is a point in 1its favor, as if
this would lend any credence to his story or would placate
God by aseribing to Him greater creative power, at the
Same time denying God's own account of creation, implying
also God's absence from world affairs, his inaccessibility
by prayer, in short, everything that deism implies.
Seripture presents man as the crowning work of crea-
tien, not produced by a mere word, but speclally formed,
mede in God's image, Evolution presents a cheapened
idea of men, 2 regarding him as an ocutgrowth or even a
rart of the animal world. It makes the difference between
man «nd the rest of creation one of degree or of tiwme, in-
stead of one of essence. 3 Huxley, mot réady to acknow-
ledge that man appeared at a later time than other animals,
says thet man merely "consummated" hls class, just as did
the horse, being the "last term of the series of which he
is a member." ¢ He ﬁpuld put man hardly above the other
animals, no different except in being more highly developed.
In orposition to this Scripture treats man as differing in

Anderson, Robert, op. cit., p.25
Ellweod, Charles A., Sociology -and Hodern Scecial

Problems, p.44
Hacartney, C.E., 4 Christian's Difficulty with Evolution,

in The Presbyterian, Vol.CVII, No.23, Junme 10, 1937,
Huxley, op. ecit., p.lga P.6
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essence from the animals, the highest creation of all,
with a "gulf fixed between man and the vwhole creation un-

der him." 1

EVOLUTTION'S LOW ESTIMATE OF MAN

Evelutionts cheap evaluation of man is evident from
the statements of the evolutionists. Herbert Spencer says:
"Man is of far less importance tham he thinks he is. ﬂe
is nothing but an insect buzzing in the air for a moment,
and living on & little planet, the earth, which will last
only for an instant." ® True, man is small in size, but
he was made to be immortal, to be master of the world,
whom everything else is to serve. ian is to live after
the world is destroyed, for eternity.

The low value placed on human life S is the natural
result of the low esteem in which evolutionists hold hu-
manity. Consistent Daurwinism would hold that man should
strupple constantly to kill other men or animals of si-
milar species. 4 inis struggle, it is said, has been
lifted to another planme in human soclety, where the com-
petition, except in the lower classes, is not so much for
food as for position and supremacy, but this struggle re-
sults ultimately in the elimination of the wesk and in-
ferior, so that in human society, as in the animal world,

1 Hacartney, C.E. A Christian's D fficulty with Evolu-
tion, in The Presbyterian, Vol.CVII, No.23, June 10,
1937 p.5 \

Keyser, op. ¢it., ».110 :

Ellwood, Charles A. loc. cit.

Hibbert Journal, Vol.XXVII, No.4, July, 1829, pp.666-668
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progress deponds on the elimination of unfit individuals.?
Aecording to Darwin humanity 1s inviting degeneration by
caring for the noor and wezk instead of letting them die.?
Darwinism implies extermination of the unfit, 3

According to the Christian doctrine man is not a be-
ing to be treated with contempt. 4 Scrinture places a
high vilue on man. The smallness of man is not an indica-
tion of man's lack of importance. ® He was not developed
at the convenience of nature. "Nature was made for him. ©
He was specislly created in God's image, and this fact is
fully consistent with the importance attached to redemp-
tion, showing Cod's high regard for man. ! God was 30
grestly concerned with man, His "choicest jewel of the
creation,® that, when men fell into sin and trouble, God
was willing to sacrifice His Son in order to rescue man-
kind, sc that man might enjoy =n eternity of bliss and
glory with Cod. 8 God is interested in man's welfare,

and not only that of the entire race, but the welfare of

the individual, as Jesus! parables of the lost sheep, the

lost coin, and the prodigal son indicate. 9

1 Elwood, Charles i. Socioclogy and Modern Soclal Pro-
blems, p.44

2 The World's Most Famous Court Trial, p.335

& The Hibbert Journal, Vol.XXVII, No.4, July, 1922, p.674

4 Keyser, L.S., Is i{an an Accident? in Christian
Falth and Life, Vol.37, No.2, Feb, 1931, p.62

5 Keyser, L.S., The Problem of Origins, p.110

6 TIbid., p.48

7 Ibid., p.109

8 1Ibid., p.113

9 Ibid., p.l14




By denying the Scriptural aeaaﬁhﬁs of

opens the door to the denial of man's :



55

THE FAiLL

PRIMEVAL STATE COF MiN

Evelutionists paint a somewhat gruesome picture of
man's original condition. Speaking of the first human
beings one says: "We can admire their endurance, for it
¥as nip and tuck with them to hold their own against cold,
bunger, and wild beasts.” 1  Seripture, on the other
hand, presents man as the highest of all the creatures,
living in full accord with God and being served by all
the rest of nature. This continued as long as man re-
mained in his state of moral perfection. He was sound of
body, without disease or death. He had intelligence,
knowledge, and wisdom, bestowed om him at creatiom. He
was without sin, perfectly good and righteous, being in
the image of the Triune Cod.

‘hese conditions that existed before the fall are
reguarded as & utoplan dream by evolutionists, who like to
pleture man as steadily improving, coming out of the ani-

- mal world, advancing to his .resent position of promi-
nence, developing physically, 1ntellectua11§, and morally.®
The Bible prescats man as perfect at the beginniﬁg, and
moving ever down from his original state of perfection.
Genesis 1, 31 states that "Uod saw every thing tbat He

1 Davis, op. cit., p.331
2 Graebnar’- Ae b 0p. eﬂto’ 9087
3 See under # on following page in footnotes




54

had made, and behold, it was very good.? This fvery" has

1
Superlative significance; and, since the "very good®

i3
D
4

SRR A

Ler the creation of man, man is inciuded in this
Judgement., 2  The designation "very good” coculd hardly

be applled to o mean like that teing pictured by the evolu-
tionists as Just emerging from the class of brutes, still
bearing many of the more vicious gqualities of his brute
ancestors. 8 Qod's fvery good" pronouncement referred
net only to nman, but to the entire creation, the lower ani-
@als, fish, birds, plants, and inanimate creation as well.
The rest of cres :tion wes very good as created, but this B
29 longsr true. The sntire creatiom has been permsated
with sin and its results. "The creature was made subject
L0 vanity not willingly.® M"For we lmow that the whole
creation groanoth and travaileth in pain together until
now." 4 The whole creation, originally perfect, now suf-
fers from the effects of man's fall into sin, and especial-

1y man himself, who, being the oanly earthly creature with

~.-4

Keyser, The Problem of Origims, pp.108-108

Gesenius, HBebrew-German Lexicon, under TR»

Keyser, op. cit., p.lo9

Keyser, loc. cit.

Romans 8, 20:220 7

Feirburst, op. cit., p.30l: "By evil I think we commun-
ly mean suffering, and we speak of an environment
as being evil when it produces suffering.!

Ibid., p.302: "Enjoyment arises largely from the adap-~

gion of the organism to its eavironment, and suf-
fering from a lack of such adaptation. OSuffering
comes, thorei'ore, as an incentive to the animal
to ada t itself to iss environment.!

Ibid., p.ad "Suffering in our present comdition 1s
absolutely necessary for our protection and pre-
servation, and to this extenti it musi be pronouncéd
good, and "not evil, in a moral sense.”

St #0100 Y b
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moral consciousness is the only one that sins. At creation

man was holy, just as God the Creator is holy. &

THE FALL ITSELF
This original holiness evolutionists deny, and, since
they refuse to admit the original perfection of man, they
naturally reject also the fall of man as it 1s presented
in Scripture, regarding it as the first stirring of the
troubled conscience. The historicity of the fall is de-
nied. ® The serpent's speaking and the tree of the know-
ledge of good and evil are called mythical, unhistorical
elements. © Han's condemnation resulting from the fall
is denied, just as the eating of the forbidden fruit is
also denied. %
While evolutionists deny that there was ever a time
when man or his ancestors were withoﬁt vicilousness and
lusts, they claim that in the animal statethese lusts were
not evil. & The Bible is even quoted as a proof of this.
In Bomans.7, 7 Paﬁl writes: "I bhad not known sin but by
the law: for I had not known lust, except'the law had i
said, Thou shalt not covet.” From this one evolutionist g
attempts to show that there was mo sin until the law came,® :
but Romans 5, 13 states that "until the law sin was in the

Keyser, The Problem of Origins

Graebner, Theo., God and the Cosmos, p.188
Ibid., p.187

Ibid., p.188

Goldsmith, op. cit., p.1l04

Goldsmith, loe. cit.
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world." The fzall is taken as an experience of the indi-
vidual, the awskening of the consciousness of evil. The
$all, 1t is said, is not necessary in every man's life,
but will probably occeur until men's spirits master their

flesh., 1

SIN

"5in is moral evil," 2 thus no being can sin unless
he has conscience and freedom. Since animals have not con-
scilence and freedom, they cannot be sinful. 2 Han, being
& moral being, is capable of sin. Theistic evolutionists
cannot expluin how man came to be a moral being. They say
he developed into one, but they cannot tell at what point
wan was evolved into a moral being. They do not know at
what stage man was being made in the image of God. 3
The Bible presents man as a moral being from the begin-
ning, the only earthly creature that suffers under the ac-
cusations of a troubled conscience, 4 and the original
absence of a troubled conscience was due only to the ab-
sence of sin to cause the anguish of conscience. Not the
conscience, but the trouble was missing.

Even evolutionists, with all their rosy views, admit

i utane

that conditions on the earth are far from perfect, but
they view everything as constantly improving, especially

1 Goldsmith, op. cit., pp.1l05-106
2 Keyser, L.S5., Is Sin an inimal Legacy? in The
Bible Champion, Vol.36, No.2, Feb.,1930, p.6l
3 Keyser, op. cit., in Bible Champion, Vol.36, No.2, p.62
4 Dawson, The Eible Confirmed by Science, pp.144-145
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@on himself. Truly, the human race is not perfect, and
the moral imperfection is particularly noticeable, but the
evolutionists regard human beings as "nothingrbut & bundle
Of characteristics derived from our brute progenitors.® 1
Scripture, however, knows nothing of our brute progenitors.
The Biblical explanation of all the trouble in the world
is the sin of mankind, © who by the fall plunged the
world into sin and the resulting ills and troubles.
liere evelution goes wild with its denials. It makes
God the Author of sin. Theistic evolution, in a form
which differs little from atheism, holds that God performs
everything that occurs by “direct volition," which makes
Him responsible also for evil., © God wouid be thus respon-
sible for everything that happens, good or bad. "So far
as numan nature is concerned, it would be fatalism," 4
since men would be merely machines operated by the princi-
ple, the volition that theistic evolutionists call God. °
This would remove rcsponsibility from man, for, 1if
mzn has no will of his own, he has no respect for law. Yet
Scripture does hold man responsible for his deeds.

Those also who hold that man's moral sense developed

Hacartney, op. cit., in The Presbyterian, Vol.CVII,
No.28, June 10, 1937, p.6 :

Keyser, The Problem of Origims, p.45

Fairhurst, op. cit., p.413

Ibid., p.382
Ibid., p.413: "itheism which holds that God perforas

all that occurs by direct volition, makes Him
responsible for evil; it also denies the freedom

of the human will, and miracles, for all -- so to
speak -- 1s onme continuous miracle.”
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from that of the animals take away most of man's responsi-
bility. Any wickedness can be attributed to the ways of
the snimal, 1 which retain a hold on man. A soulless be-
ing as man is assumed to be by descent would have respect
for no law, being motivated only by fear and the gratifi-
cation of every impulse. - "There are no laws that, in
conscience, he who is without conscience must heed.® ©
inilmals are not held responsible, hence, they can continue,
human beings, who are animals themselves by descent, should
bear no moral responsibility. This is claimed, in spite
of the voice of the human conscience, as well as the accu-
sations in Scripture.

The defenders of evolution, especially those who are
theolagically inclined, claim that sin is "merely the re-
mains of man's heritage of animalism.” 4 4 well known
Hodernist preacher of New England expresses this without
the customary beating around the bush.

"The theory of evolution, propounded in the
middle of the nineteenth century and soon substan-
tiated by a mass of evidence, offered a new and’
coavincing explunation of the evil impulses in hu-
man hearts. Men realized at last that 1ife had
first appeared in lowly forms, that it bad worked -
its way up through the animal to the human realm,
and that cruel and vicious tendencies which dis-
figure human character today represent the survival
of sncient animal instincts. Greed, gluttony,
sexual passion, hatred of ememies, the thirst for

revenge -- all these things are legacles from a far-
off Jungle world. In that world such insistent and

Goldsmith, op. cit., p.l04 ,
McCann, Aifred W. God -- or Gorilia, pp.271-292

Keyser, op. cit., p.209
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resistless desires had an obvious value in the pro-
tection and preservation of the species.” 1

) "The New Protestantism ... abandons completely
e notllon of original sin and the belief in demonic
activity, and traces all the dangerous impulses in
men's hearts to inheritances drawn from the jungle
world. In the case of certain sins -- greed and
lust, for example — the connection between the ani-

mal and the human realms is clear." 2

Human beings, then, do wrong, not because the sin of
adam perverted their nature, not because evil spirits
tempt them to wickedness, but because they are the descen-
dants of animals, and traces of the jungle beast are still
present and active in all of us. © Naturally, if man re-
gards nimself as merely a highly developed ape, and assumes
that he must inevitably yield to even the grossest impulses
inherited from the ape, it is easy for him to find soume
Justification for any crime that he can nommit without de-
tection. 4 This tends to weaken morality.

That sin is an inmheritance from our animal ancestry
1s against reason as well as against Scripture. Men could
not inherit sin from animals, because animals are not sin-
ful. ® Yet evolutionists insist that sin is an ancestral
heritage. John Fiske, a theistic evolutionist, in his
Destiny of Han, says: "This original sin is neither more

nor less than the brute inheritance which every man carries

Gilkey, J.G. op. cit., pp.le2-1233

Ibid., pp.ls3-12¢

Ibid., p.l23

McCann, op. cit., p.271

Keyser, L.5., Is Sin an Animal Legacy? in The
Bible Champion, Vol.36, No.2, Feb.,1830, p.6l
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with him.v 1

Another theistic evolutionist, Sir Oliver Lodge,
Says in his Science and Immortality:

"is a matter of fact, the higher man of today

is not worrying about his sins at all, still less

about their punishment... is fer originasl sin, or

birth sin, or other notion of that kind, by which is

partly meant the sin of his parents, that sits 1light-

ly upon him. 4s a matter of fact, it 1s not existent,

and no one but 2 monk could have invented it." 2
That we have been shapen in iniquity and conceived in sin
is boldly denied. @

fhe very term "fall of man" is opposed to evolution,
which claims that man is constantly rising. The effects
of the fall as found in Scripture are denied by evolution
Just as the fell itself is denied. M&n lost the divine
image, which evolutionists refuse to admit that man ever
possessed. Han was no longer able to be perfect, as evolu-
tionists deny that he ever was. ilan was no longer immor-
tal, but faced temporal death and eternal damnation as a
consequence of this sin. "... By one man sin entered into
the world, and death by sin.® 4 4nd "... by the offense
of one judgment came upon all wmen to condemnation.” S

This is diametrically opposed to the evolutionary

ideas. Scripture presents man as'dead in trespasses and

1 iacartney, C. E., & Christian's Difficulty with Evolu-
tion, in The Presbyterian, CVII, No.23, June 10,

1237, p.6. :
Hacart;ey, op. cit., in The Presbyterian, loc. cit.
Graebner, Theo., op. cit., p.l88 !
Romans 5, 12
Romans 5, 18
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sins,” 1 but consistent evolution eannot have mankind
Spiritually dead, because this would preclude progress. 2
Theistic evolution denies that mam is "handicapped by a
prepondersnce of evil in his nature,” claiming instead
that "the strongest instincet of his soul impels him for-
ward," in constant progress toward a "realization of the
highest ideals of the 4aster." © Evolution cannot con-
celve of a God of progress who created intelligent beings
and then denied them a progress upward, 4 put man's fall
and his inability to rise are not due to God but to man
himselfr, =

atcording Lo evolution sin 1s not an act /for state
of discbedience or opposition to God, but "merely a nega-
tive deficiency or inadeguacy which will be remedied by
farther davelupﬁent." S fThis idea removes the need for

forgiveness and redemption, which are fundamental for

E
:
Cﬂlristianity. 6 wp kind God," says the lodernist preacher, é
:

Ephesians 2,1.
Cﬂ)ldsmith' OD. 01tn’ p.lUl
lludson, op. cit., p.l86
Goldsmlth, loc. cit.
Dawson, op. ecit., p.63.
Ibid., p.63
Evolutionists like to watch people advance and be-
come civilized, but this does not occur. Instead,
some highly civilized peoples have lapsed back almost
to savagery. There is what appears to be a universal
tendency toward degeneration., Anderson, A Doubter's
Doubts, etc., p.27
Dawson, op. cit., p.132: "Instead of the lowest of
men being the most primitive, the best evidence points
in the other direction, in showing that they are in
reality degenerate."
Keyser, The Problem of Origins, p.246 (guotinmg): "'So
far from civilization having been evolved from the
savage state, the opposite 1s the case.t®
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"would surely not pgrepare everlasting torment for those
in whom the relics of animalism are still too strong and
the essential human qualities of ambition and moral idealism

too weak." 1 In shoet, "the remedy is superfluous, for

man is not a sinner.t ©

1 Gilkey, op. cit., p.130
< idacartney, op. cit., in The Presbyterian, Vol.CVII,
No.23, June 10, 1937, p.6.

M ..e if the created moral being had nmot fallen
into sin, there would have been no history of redemp-
tion to record and no doctrine of redemption to
teach." Keyser, The Problem of Origins, p.69

" ... they eliminate the doctrine of atonement,
and they believe man has been rising all the time,
that man never fell, that when the Savior came there
‘was not any reason for His coming, ... and that He
lies in His grave." VWm. J. Bryan The World's
dost Famous Court Trial, p.l1l78
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CONCLUSION
THE VICIOQUSNESS OF EVOLUTIOR

snything that opposes Christianity is a Satanic de-
vice, and evolution is no exception. Claiming to be in
perfect harmony with religion, or evem with Christiamity,
the evolutionists deny the fundamental Christian doctrines.
The religion of the evolutionist is not that of Serip-
ture, but "unbiblical and antibiblical.” 1 No one has
ever been saved from sin by belief in evolution, ® but
many have been started on the road to dammation.

Hegarding the first chaptres of Genesis as the only
section of Scripture vitally affected by the evolutionmary
hypothesis, its proponents observe little restraint in
their antibiblical claims, assuming that they can explain
these chapters or show that there is some harmony between
them and evolution, and thus maintain a harmony between i

evolution and Christianity. This is a false view, since

MMy v

the entire Bible opposes evolution, and is in perfect
agreement with the first chapters in Genesis, which treat
of creation and the fall. Canon Liddon asserted that the
trustworthiness of the 0ld Testament and the trustworthi-
ness of Christ were inseparable.® Evén'ﬂnxlay, who ad-
mgggggﬂgis rejection of Scripture, said: "I am fai;;;\zé

1 Keyser, The Problem of Origins, p.l6l

2 Ibid., p.145
3 Huxley, Science and Hebrew Tradition, p.208
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& loss to cemprehend how anyone, for a moment, can doubt
that Christisn theology must stand or fall with the histo-
rical trustworthiness of the Jewish Scripturas."1
the Jewish Seriptures treat of Christ, and while at-
tacking the 0ld Testament the evolutionists are attacking
also Christ. Evolution "robs Christ of the glory of a
virgin birth, of the majesty of His deity and mission,
and of the triumph of His resurrection,” says Bryan,
adding: "It also disputes the doctrine of the atonement. "<
Evolution eliminates the virgin birth,3 making Jesus the
product of the laws or forces active in nature and socie-
ty. % The evolutionist makes of Jesus the flower of hu-
manity, the highest product of evolutionary development, 5
but no more than this, no different in essence froam any
other man. The importance of His work is made negligible.
He is relegated to a positiom of relative unimportance,
looked on as a great teacher, who cam show men how to
conguer. i
The only hope that the evolutionist can find for the 3
human race is the expectation of continuous improvement i
over an indefinitely long period. € Tnis improvement,
the future of the race, lies in human hands. ! God must

Huxley, op. c¢it., p.207. (esp. concerning the Messiah)

The World's Most Famous Court Trial, p.338

Ibid., p.l78

Graebner, Theo.,op.cit., p.188

Macartney, op. cit., in The Presbyterian, Vol.CVII,
No.24, June 17, 1937, p.6

Dawson, op. cit., p.155

Ibid., p.62
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be ruled out of human and worldly affairs, say evolution-
ists, first because man has no need of divine aid in
making progress, and also because God ceased to be con-
cerned with the development of the world long before hu-
manity appeared on the earth. L

#5 to the future of the individual evolution has no-
thing to offer. Spencer, Huxley, and Haeckel, while ap-
proving self-preservation as the law of life in the world,
frown on the hope for 1ife beyond the grave as selfish. 2
Evolutionists spesk of immortality, by which they mean
elither the continuance of the species or the endurance of
the usccomplishments and fame of individuzl human beings,
but not the ressurection of the body as Scripture presents
it. Hvolution will have nothing to do with the idea of
& bodily resurrection from the grave. © |

The doctrine that man has graduslly risen from the
animal level leaves little basis for morality. ¢ Chris-
tisnity is subverted, and hedonism is the natural conse-

quence. The denial of the sinfulness of sin, the resulting

NN e i s s e

denial of any need for salvation, the rejection of Christ,
and eternal dammation, all follow consistently. For the

welfare of the humun race evolution must be conguered.

Dawson, op. cit., p.62

Gibbs, Evolution and Christianity, p.9

Yacartney, op. c¢it., 1in The Presbyterian, Vol.CVII,
30.24, me 17, 1937’ p.s- .

Dawson, op. cit., p.63

B Mo




LRI (7]

BIBLIOGRAPEY
BQOKS

inderson, Robert, A4 Doubter's Doubts about Science and

Religion, R.V.Bingham, Toronto,Canada, 1923

Cunningham, G. Watts, Probleas of Philosophy, in Intro-

ductory Survey, Revised, Henry Holt, New York, 1835

Davis, Watson, (editor) The Advance of Science

Doubleday Doran, Garden City, 1534

Dawson, W. Bell, The Bible Confirmed by Sclence

KHarshall, Horgan, and Scott, London, 1836

Demiashkevich, i#ichael, An Introduction to the Philo-
sophy of Education, American, New York, 1835

Driesch, Hans, The Breakdown of iaterialism, in Masonm,

The Great Design, pp.281-303

Ellwood, Charles 4., ©Socilology and Modern Social Pro-

blems, New Edition - Revised, American, N.Y.; 1924

Fairhurst, Alfred, Organic Evolution Considered, Second
Edition, Standard Publ.Co., Cincimnati, 1813

Fleming, Ambrose. The Origin of M¥Mankind
darshall, Morgam, and Scott, Londom

T I SR 6 s e



e

(100

Gibbs, Jessie Wiseman, Evolution and Christianity
Gibbs, Hemphis, 19830

Printed by Kingsport Press, Kingsport, Tennessee

Gilkey, James Gordon, What Can We Belileve? A Btudy of

the New Protestantism, Hacmillan, New York, 1833

Goldenweiser, iAlexander, anthropology, #an Introduction

To Primitive Culture, Crofts, New York, 1837

Goldsmith, Wm. M., Evolution or Christianity? God or

Darwin? The Anderson Press, Winfleld, Kan., 1924

Gruebner, i. L., Outlines of Doctrinul Theology .

Concordia, 5t. Louis, 1898

Gracbner, Theo., Essays on Evolution

Concordies, St. Louls, 13525

Graebner, Theo., God and the Cosmos

Berdmans, Grand Rapids, Mich., 1932

Hudson, Thomson Jay, The Divine Pedigree of Han

A.C.McClurg & Co. Chicago, 1889

Huxley, Thomas H., ©Science and Hebrew Tradition

Appleton, New York, 1896

Keyser, Leander S., The Problem of Origins
Lutheran Literary Board, Burlington, Iowa, 1986
Copyright 1826 by Macmillan, printed by Little &

Ives Co., New York




Kolbe, lonsignor, & Catholic View of Hollsm

dacmillan, New York, 1928

HacBride, Earnest William, The Oneness and Uniqueness

of Lif'e, in dason, The Great Design, pp.l1l35-158

dac fle, Ronald Campbell, OScience Rediscovers God

T. & T. Clark, Edinburgh, 1930

Hason, Frances, (editor) The Great Design, Order and

Progress in Hature, lacmillan, New York, 1934

¥c¢ Cann, Alfred Vatterson, God -- or Gorilla

Devin Adair, New York, 1825

dorgan, C. Lloyd, The Ascent of Mind, in lason, The

Great Design, pp.1l13-132

iullins, E. Y., VWhy 1s Christianity True? American
Baptist Publication Society, Philadelphia, 1805

Hond,Benjamin, MYodern Classica 1 Philosophers, (compiled)

Houghton ¥ifflin, N.Y. Riverside, Cambridge, 1908

Spencer, Herbert, sections of First Principles of a Ne w
System of Philosoﬁhy, in Rand, Modern Classical
Philosophers,. reprinted from 6th American copyright

1

edition, New York, D.ippletom & Co., 1803.
These sectioms reprinted in Rand, pp.703-732

]

=
| —|
=
=
—
=
—




Strong, iugustus Hopkins, Christ in Creation and Ethical
Honism, Griffeth and Rowland, Philadelphia, 1208

World's Host Famous Court Trial, The, Tennessee Evolution
Case, Third Idition, National Book Company,

€incinnati, 18925

PERIODICALS

inglican Theological Review, Vol.V II, 1924-1925,
Lancaster Press, Lancaster, Pa.
Dibble, Charles L., Emergent Evolution, a review

of C.Lloyd dorgan's "Emergent Evolution® Pp.178-183

Bible Champion, The, Vol.36, No.2, Feb,1930
Frank J.Boyer, pub., Reading, Pa. pp.61-62
Keyser, Leander 5., Is S5in an Animal Legacy?

Christian Faith and Life, Vol.37, No.2, Feb, 193L

Frank J. Boyer, pub., Reading, Pa.
Keyser, Leander S., Is Man an Accident? pp.62-64

Concordia Junior Hessenger, Vol.XV, 1937, Nos.l1l0.ll.

Concordia, St. Louis,
Kaufmann, Fred H., Evolution -- That Mental Cancer

Oct., 1937, No.1l0, pp.231-232, 239-240
Nov., 1937, No.ll, pp.251-252, 262-263




Hibbert Journal, The, Vol.XXVII, No.4, July, 1929
Constable and Co., London; Phillips, Boston.
The Bishop of Exeter, writing about Sir Arthur

Keith's "Darwinism and Vhat i1t Implies,” pp.666-675

rre sbyterian, The, Vol.CVII, No.22,23,24.
Philadelphia, Pa., June, 1837
Hacartney, Clarence E., 4 Christian{s Difficulty
with Evolution, Part 1 in No.Z2:Z, June 3, pp.8-9
Part £ in No.23, June 10, pp.5-6. Part 3 in
No.Z4, June 17, pp.6-7

Princeton Theological Review, Vol.XXIV, 1226
Princeton University Press, Princeton
Hamilton, Floyd E., iiodern iAspects of the Theory
of Evolution, PP.596-448

Smithsonian Institution, Annual Report of the Board of
Regents of The, 1234, (Publication 3305)

U.S5.Government Printing Office, Washington, 1535
Conklin, Edwin G., 4 Generatiom's Progress in the

Study of Evolution %




' Fiske, John, Destiny of ian

Gesenius, Hebrew - German Lexicon
Lodge, Sir Oliver, "Science and Immortality"

Morgan, C. Lloyd, Emergent Evolution




	The Bearing of the Theory of Evolution Upon the Chrisitian Doctrine of Man
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1627563429.pdf.kUb1R

