The Fundamentals

A Testimony to the Truth

“To the Law and to the Testimony'’
Isaiak 8:20

Volume VIII

Compliments of
Two Christian Laymen

TESTIMONY PUBLISHING COMPANY

(Not Inc.)
808 La Salle Ave., Chicago, Ill., U. 8. A,




'SNOI312] SI PUB SHUIY} ‘SNOISUOD
st ‘Kedp woay 1 59A1sa1d ‘Mmoid 03 31 sasned ‘wstuedio Ayl
opeasad YIIyM SIDI0J AY} JO WINS I} SI I UBWINE] °C
"SYUIY} PUB SNOISUOD
st ‘Aedop wo1y 3 s9A1sa1d ‘M0id 03 3 sasned ‘wisiuedio Ayl
opeAidd yorym S9010§ dY} JO wns DY} St [ nIg 7
*Kedap woly 31 s9A19sa.xd pue MoI3 03 II sIsned ‘wisiuedio d}
apeasdd YoIyM sI010J Y3 JO wWins Y} SI 1] dqendd\ [
: P9393.110D 3 03 dns
2Je JBJ 00} O3 9M JI pUR I IIBIIUIIYIP O} INJUIA I\
*JUSLLIOUI AWIOS JO IR B IB DUBINPUD
jo sizamod 1Ry} pue {s[nos pue £32100s JO SUOIIEPUNO} |3
1 SurdSip uoaq aAey SISIUIMIB(] ‘UdWI Pue SIYNIG JO AuSIp
pue juadsap ‘aanjeu ‘urduo oyy Juipiedor 03 sudAedy I3
MO1],, O} SB SN SPEd[SIW 3 JI  UdABIY O) 03 0} MOY,, Sn MOys
0} Jqig 9y}’ uo puddap jouued IA\ POH) JO PIOM 3} jO
Aypiqerpa pue £311393uT Y3 JO [BIUDP B SI UMW JO SWOSO( pue
ssaumisng Ay} 2013id 03 jutod AYJ, ISLIYD-IJUB PUBR SMIIQI]
-jue ‘uyof-nue ‘pappe dAeY Y3 Y UOHBIIPOW pUE YINJ)
jenba M ¢ sisoudn)-nue, Se  UBJ JO JUISI(Y,, Y PIJLIs
3y UAYM ‘YSBl IOWI IO “I9ABIQ SEM [IOIBE] J10SSIJ0I]
'sso[punod Jayjadoe jou
a19m suowsuayardde SIF  I9YI0 dYP YIM 3L} dY} SyIoM
9y Jym puey auo 0} uonuIe [erAds sqed iojejdipnsasd
9L ‘Suipudyo SIY JO WNS Y} SB ‘SUONEIID IAISSAONS JO
JULIPPOP Y} SUISISARI} 0} SIDJDI UIIJO I DIISLIdJORIBYD SI X
Sumnd jo Aem siyy - Ppom a3 ojur uew Surduliq JO SOLIOAY
oM} uMIaq 10D B pouredxs Ljuo—3uijiou duop IAey
[, :9duadouur sty Sunsajord £q J1edy SIy PIssajuod I
Juononpoidar L1BUIPIO JO SME]
3y} ySnoayy renpraipur 33 Jo yuq a3 ureidxa o3 ueyy ‘uvon
=J9[9S [EJNjEU pPUEB UOHEBLIBA JO Sme[ aU3} ydnosy} ‘urioy A moj
JWwos woiy JudsIp Aq sa10ads PunRsIp B SB uBW JO ULILIO
ayy urejdxd 03 snowdipiar 210w st 3 AYym moys 03 punoq
SI WRY) SDUNOUIP oym Y Inq ¢snoidipiar Ay se dwos

LS wsUumAD (] o 22u2pnIa (g

9

£q polEUTIOUdP 9] [[IM IOM SIY} UL J& PIALLIE SUOISRPUOD
o) Jeyl daeme we I, :skes 3 j0oq P JO pud I3 IV
SMIATA Lw
isureSe saorpnfaxd 2y3 03 ppe sny3 pmoys [ 3T jy3noyy | se
¢gsyqnd ©0) jJOU UOHEBUILLIDPP Y YRIM JIdjEd INg “oa[qns
aip uo Surysiiqnd yo uonuduI Lue noym ‘uewr Jo JuddSAp
pue uiSLI0O Y} U0 S$AI0U PIAIII0D | sieaf Auewr Junngg,,

: JUBJY JO JudSd(] Y3 03 UOHINPONUY,, 31
ur 3 0) s19J21 9 °AuSio) JO UONEUISSESSE A} 0} JUASUOD
0} 9y 919m sjoudndny 3y 3O saypeosdar dy) Jo ‘sdpIBY)
1oue 4q 2§ 1ed3 Y3 AI[ JunIIWOS STM 3] *suersIy) 10
sayeoIdal SY) JO PIEIIE SEM UlMIe( S|SBy I3 S JEH

‘uonsonb onuapeoe Lpand
v jou SI PUD[UBWI DUT WSUIMIE(] UIIMIIQ INSS] ay g
-{poqAue sdud 193 uopnsanb duudpedE £pand Aue J9yjPoYM
mypqnop st 3] 'sn dui3d jou s30p I ; soyuasoxd jerprowtad siy
sem ‘eAle| UBIPISE Ue JO ‘eqaowe ue 1O ‘22 ansejdojoxd
e I2U}9YM S2IBd OyM ‘uonysanb dnudpedE LApand e SY
;9pNJANSIP SNONdOUUL JO UOHIPUOD PIXT e ojur Surqrey 3 st 10
S 194091 1 [IA\ wISTUIMSE(] JO Lyrendod o udNeRyS dABY
‘yuip Surssnu 9yl J9A0JSIP 03 Kjrqeut duoIyd E pue ‘edy Ley
paziLoys £q uoneIdudsd snoaurjuods UONIPUOD O} IN[IEH
i ‘pauyap e snudd pue sa1ads
[un passndsip A[jeuones aq ued 3t Jey} HUi M op Jou £309f
-qns jey wo Sunpiue [BIA soamdiIdg 210 PUB MIIGIE
aU3 Jey} JaqUIdWIdI M Op I0U ¢ {yipa1dy JO SILIBpUNO] )
urym Sutf] SUOKELIBA JO UOISSNISIp © J0U Si 13ded sy,

(yoeag "H A1wdy 4q ZI61 4qu312£do))

0avio10d ‘NOLIONASL aNViD
‘HOvVAd "H AINIH ‘AIY A4

WSINIAIVA J0 ADNIAAVIHA

III Y91dVHD




38 The Fundamentals

It is logical to assume, until disproved, that these three
kinds of life touch each other, but never merge. They as-
sociate as intimately as air and light, but are as far from
passing from plants to brutes and from brutes to men as
from not-being to being. “By faith we understand the ages
to be set in order by the saying of God, in regard to the
things seen not having come out of the things manifest”
(Heb. 11:3).

He who would overthrow Biblical Christianity expects
to take the initiative. He recognizes that there is always a
presumption in favor of an existing institution; and has
always been swift to open the battle.

Professor Huxley, in his article on evolution, in the ninth
edition of the Britannica, has ably brought together the argu-
ments for Darwinism; and we will follow his order.

GROWTH

Given a nucleated cell, and Darwinists have watched the
process of generation from its beginning to birth, “with the
best optical instruments”. There have been two theories.
The first theory is that nothing new is produced in the living
world; the germs from which all organisms have developed
have contained in miniature, and passed on down through
successive generations, all the essential organs of adults. To
get anything out of anything it must first be in it. This
is archaic. The second theory is that evolution is progressive;
it results from something innate in things, dynamic and pan-
theistic. This is up to date.

All that the Darwinists, “with the best optical instru=
ments”, have actually seen is growth; but they have inferred
a whole pantheon. Natural selection is the supreme demiurge ;
sexual selection and variation are subordinates. A billion
years ago there was a God, but He immediately disappeared.
It was necessary to have Him then, to bridge the gulf be-
tween nothing and something. Having discovered growth,
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they called it evolution, thinking perhaps the name might
prove useful, but we trust not to be blamed for preferring
growth, for “evolution” is something of a harlequin, having
turned a complete somersault within a hundred years, while
growth is universally acknowledged to be a character of
vegetable, animal, and human life.

In addition to finding natural growth, Professor Huxley
claims the discovery of a “tendency to assume a definite
living form”. This of course is ridiculous. The sun rises
with sufficient regularity to become a striking phenomenon,
and we have discovered a tendency towards sunrises. Specus
lation is invoked, but speculation died with the great god
Pan when Jesus was born. Scientific observations are dumb,
except to say that all God’s creatures are fearfully and won-
derfully made.

LIKENESSES

It is settled that low adult forms and embryos of higher
order are strikingly alike. An embryonic reptile passes
through the transformations of a fish, and a man in the
germ cannot be distinguished from any other mammal. Here
the Darwinist drops his glass and jumps at the conclusion that
all creations, even vegetables, are consanguined brothers.
His microscope has failed him and he has forgotten the ardent
astronomer who saw strange quadrupeds in the moon, until
he discovered the mouse nest in the telescope. The appar-
ently similar cells are different. The outcome proves it.
One is a butterfly and the other is a whale. Indeed, Oscar
Hertwig now claims to have found the differences of the
denouement in the cells themselves. But it does not matter.
The Darwinist has mistaken likeness for proof of parentage;
as a matter of fact it never proves it. Parentage is more
likely to prove likeness. In either case the origin must first
be established and then the likeness may illustrate it.

But recurring to the differentiation of life, as our Maker
has conferred on us consciousness, thought and religiosity,
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and on brutes consciousness and thought, and on all of us
that which preserves our bodies from decay and causes them
to grow, it seems natural that, in the holy of holies of His
laboratory, He has constructed us with similar characters,
transcient or permanent.

But the very nomenclature of evolution has been seduced
and corrupted. “Reversion” and “rudiment” must be laid
away with phlogiston and caloric. There are no retreatings
or abortions in the Divine economy, but God adjusts every
feature to present and future conditions, and causes all to
march regularly forward in the grand procession of eternal
progress.

But why, it may be asked, are so many creatures built on
the same plan as, for instance, vertebrates? The answer is
axiomatic. The whole creation is divided into wertebrata
and invertebrata, because there must, in the nature of things,
be at least two classes; or boundless monotony or an eternal
loneliness. But why so many vertebrates? Because there
can be but one best of a class and vertebrates are best. The
number redounds to the glory of God, not the glory of evolu-
tion. This is kindergarten instruction, but some seem to
miss it.

But we submit a broader generalization. The whole
universe bears a family resemblance. It is the warm touch
of the Maker, and His universal style. Light is truth, and
darkness is error. Holiness is purity, and sin is dirt. Physe
ical birth and growth, decay and death, typify spiritual birth
and growth, decay and death.

Two pictures hang side by side. The subjects differ greatly
and they differ in size. The larger is the “Domes of the
Yosemite” and the smaller “Sunset in California”. But they
seem strangely alike. The smaller must have evolved from
the larger. Some Mahatma, an adept of the Himalayas, able
to do “the plant trick”, has done it. No! The same artist
painted both.
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Nature's limitless network of types and symbols and
resemblances is wondrously beautiful. It wakens the spirit
of poetry in the soul, but an absent-minded dreamer has gazed
and forgotten himself, and is lost in a labyrinth of vagaries.
Darwinists have been turning the world over searching for
a common fatherhood, but they have found a common maker-
hood. An Italian—a Dr. Barrago—gave his book the title,
“Man, made in the image of God, was also made in the
image of an ape”, and Mr. Darwin refers to it without dis-
approval, and the blasphemy is logical. Darwinism degrades
God and man.

RUDIMENTS

The Darwinian notion of rudiments is that they are
abortive reversions to ancestral types. Wherever one of the
cult has heard of anything nearly or remotely like rudiments—
for instance, Stanley Hall on rhythm, beating waves, ancestral
fish and dancing—particularly outside the bounds of heredity,
it has been grist for their mill. And yet they hardly know
where to put these structures. If they claim that they are
absolutely useless they place them outside the scope of natural
selection ; and if, on the other hand, they admit that they serve
some purpose they admit that God may have made them. Hux=
ley felt the difficulty when he confessed:

“It is almost impossible to prove that any structure, how-
ever rudimentary, is useless; that is to say, that it plays no
part whatever in the ecomomy; and if it is in the slightest
degree useful there is no reason why, on the hypothesis of
direct creation, it should not have been created.” (Britan=
nica, Art. on Evolution.)

May we add that if Mr. Huxley and Mr. Darwin and I
and you have failed to discover the use of anything, “there
is no reason why it should not have been created”? We
remember that we have not even defined life; that the most
that we can do is to distinguish some of its forces; that we
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know as little of its essence as of that of matter. We may
as well be modest.

Accepting then the dictum of Professor Huxley—than
whom no one has ever been better qualified—that it is almost
impossible to prove the uselessness of rudiments, we pass
the subject with the remark that, like likenesses, they are
a signet of the Almighty and a badge of His creatures=not
necessarily of kinship, but of remoter relations. There are
some men who need the evidence of their own rudimentary
mammae to prove to them that they belong to the same race
with their wives and should endure the same hardships and
do a little more work.

SELECTIONS

Sexual selection, as the name implies, is concerned with
pairing and reproduction; but the Darwinian end in view,
like that of natural selection, is evolution. But sexual selecs
tion fails to discriminate, and turns out degeneration. Feral
and unregenerate sexual selection is more lust than Ilove.
From hares to elephants wild things are-blinded by jealousy
and crazed by heat. Like the Jukes’ family, they drop their
young by the highway. We domesticate brutes and plants
and, with great care and skill, breed them for improved
points; but we soon tire and then dogs become pariahs, cats
turn vagabonds, potatoes grow small, and horses are not
worth catching and breaking. Cultivated apples never repeat
their parent trees, but nine hundred and ninety-nine times
out of a thousand sink far below them. The “loves of the
plants”, as Darwin’s whimsical grandfather called them, are
disreputable, and even, to this civilized day, human beings
need to be restrained by law to prevent them from contracting
unhealthful alliances. When the string breaks the kite falls.

Ages before the time when Mr. Darwin dreamed that
in the dim obscurity of the past we can see that the early
progenitor of all the vertebrata must have been an aquatic
animal, provided with branchiae, with the two sexes united in
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the same individual, with the most important organs of the
body (such as brain and heart) imperfectly or not at 2ll
developed, and an animal “more like the larvae of the existing
marine Ascidians than any other known form”, God made
one protoplastic cell and disappeared. That cell was a vege-
table, and, as all cells are microscopic, invisible. It was also
hermaphroditic. It contained hairs and rootlets, nuclei and
nucleoli, mother stars and daughter stars, grouping, advanc-
ing and retreating, as if dancing quadrilles. And, as the
story goes, this one cell has been the father and mother of
all living creatures. Natural selection, aided only by sexual
selection and accident, has evolved them, by almost imper-
ceptible degrees.

Evidently Darwin and Wallace followed what they thought
the line of least resistance in introducing God before the
first living germ, for, otherwise, there must have been degene-
ration to satisfy present conditions. But was it not an error
in another regard? While they were in the business of
making gods, it would have been easy to have allowed for
three—one for plants, one for brutes, and one for men.
Nobody was looking. They might have done it, but, as it is,
there is a dead lift at each beginning.

“We may feel sure,” explains Mr. Darwin, “that any vari-
ation in the least degree injurious would be rigidly destroyed.
This preservation of favorable individual differences and
variations, and the destruction of those which are injurious,
I have called natural selection or the survival of the fittest.
Variations neither useful nor injurious would not be affected
by natural selection and would be left either a fluctuating
element, as perhaps we see in certain polymorphic species,
or would ultimately become fixed, owing to the nature of
the organism and the nature of the conditions”. (“Origin of
Species,” Vol. I, page 121.) Natural selection is destruc-
tion and preservation. All “injurious” differences and varia-
tions are destroyed and some individuals with “favorable”
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parts preserved. Natural death is the means of destruction;
and generation, of preservation. The “favorable” always
prove the stronger, the “injurious” the weaker. Although
sweetest graces and most resplendent virtues of the highest
type of man are products of natural selection, they are con-
ditioned promiscuously on killing the other fellow and pro-
creating one’s kind. The killing is done “by acts of God”,
as express companies phrase it, and by hatred, envy, anger,
avarice, selfishness. In the struggle for existence the stronger
gloat over the slain while poverty of spirit, meekness, mercy
and peace die unhonored and unsung. By these means every
kind of organic being will eventually gain the summit of
finitude. It is immoral.

Professor Huxley makes a notable concession to truth and
sanity when he says: !

“It is quite conceivable that every species tends to pro-
duce varieties of a limited number and kind, and that the
effect of natural selection is to favor the development of
some of these, while it opposes the development of others
along their predetermined lines of modification.” (Britan-
nica. Ewvolution.) Taking the Professor’s language as ac-
curate, he surrenders natural selection. We were taught
that it was as reliable as gravitation, but if we get the notion
that some species improve, some are stationary and some
deteriorate, agreeably with heredity and environment, we
have no further use for it. To sum up the case for natural
selection :

(1) It is poor morals. A theory of nature must be
ideal to be true. Natural selection is a scheme for the sur-
vival of the passionate and the violent, the destruction of the
weak and defenseless. To be true, black must be white, and
wrong must be right, and God an Ivan the terrible.

(2) TIts assumptions are false. It is false that unlimited
attenuation of the steps of the process, and unlimited time for
the accomplishment of it, assure us that it might have been
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possible. “Attenuation” and “time” would have been but con=z
ditions, not causes. They could prove nothing.

It is false that in the struggle for existence the “fittest”
survive. The “fittest” is an ambiguous word. With natural
selection it means the strongest and best armed. They do
not survive; they degenerate and expire. They who bear
arms challenge attack. This providence may be penal or cor-
rective.

It is false that man is derived from a brute and a brute
from a vegetable. One of the forces of human life ma‘kes
for a recognition of God and a consciousness of sin against
Him. This was not unfolded from anthropoid apes, for it
is not in them. Brutes are distinguished from plants by
self-consciousness, and this was not developed from plants,
for it is not in them. !

(3) Natural selection is self-contradictory and- impos-
sible. Fifty years ago, Alfred Russel Wallace devised tl_)c
scheme and wrote Charles Darwin about it. Mr. Darwin
published the plan. He afterwards refers to Mr. Wallace
as having “an innate genius for solving diﬁicu!tles". (Des=
cent,” p. 344.) Two years ago, Mr. Wallace, in an afidre:ﬁs
at the Darwin anniversary, before the Royal Institution
London, referring to Professor Haeckel said: :

“These unavailing efforts seem to lead us to the irr::535t:
ible conclusion that beyond and above all terrestrial agencies,
there is some great source of energy and guidancc: which
in unknown ways pervades every form of organized life, and
which we ourselves are the ultimate and foreordained out=
come”.

Thus an author of the theory, himself, admits the contra=
diction of claiming a “selection” and denying a selector.

DISTRIBUTION

The Darwinists assume that because certain creatures live
now in limited areas, like the sloth in South America and
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the ornithorynchus in Australia and Tasmania, they have
reached their present abodes by evolution through fishes.
Let him assume it, but we beg for mercy to the man on the
street who shrinks from that mode of transportation and
believes that they might have been created in Western Asia,
dispersed by various possible means, wherever climatic and
other conditions were favorable, and suffered extinction, ex=
cept where we find them; or that they might have been created
where they are. The rapid extinction of the American bison
suggests the possibility of extinction, as a factor of the process.

GEOLOGICAL SUCCESSION

Professor Huxley adduces only one more argument—
successive geological forms. “It must”, he remarks, “suffice
in this place, to say that the successive forms of the Equine
type have been fully worked out, while those of nearly all
the other existing types of Ungulate mammals and of the
Carnivora have been nearly as closely followed through the
Tertiary deposits”. We have a misty remembrance of hay=
ing met that Equus before, and, somehow, associate him
with pons asinorum. The Professor hangs his case on the
term “successive”’—“successive geological forms”. He con-
fuses it with “similar”, but neither is offensive. Fossils and
living forms belong in the same category, but a radical dif=
ference between “successive” forms breaks the chain of evo-
lution. If the ungulate fossils are like living forms, we
greet them as old friends, if unlike we beg an introduction.
In either event it is not Darwinism, but Don Quixote at=
tacking another windmill.

The actual origination of man, brutes and plants, from
one simplest and lowest form of organic life, by natural
and Godless selections and variations, is the essence of Dar=
winism. It is admitted and undisputed that it was first
definitely elaborated by Charles R. Darwin, and it stands or
falls with Darwin’s experiments and arguments, and they are
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marvelously unscientific. Louis Agassiz, Lord Kelvi.n, and
Dr. Virchow having passed on, the outlook for expenmenta;ll
science has been looking dark; but suddenly the light is
breaking. Professor Gaston Bonnier, of thf. 'Sorbonne, M.
de Cyon, and others, have just struck a thrilling chord' an_d
scientific Europe is awakening. Criticising Mr. Darwin in
Pour et Contre le Darwinisme, M. Bonnier says: ‘
“The illustrious naturalist had no idea of the experi«
mental method,” and he adds that he was imaginative a.nd
careless in his observations. In corroboration of this—passing
by the spike-horn deer, the aquatic bear and the worn-off
human tail, which all who are familiar with “Tht? Descent
of Man” will recall—take, for instance, the following:
“Some naturalists have maintained that all variationsA are
connected with the act of sexual reproduction; but this is
certainly an error; for I have given, in another work, a long
list of sporting plants, as they are called by garder.\ers; that
is, of plants which have suddenly produced a single bud
with a new and sometimes widely different character frc'Jm.
that of the other buds on the same plant. These bud varia=
tions, as they may be called, can be propagated by gr:ilfts,:
offsets, etc., and sometimes, by seed.” (“Origin of Species,
Vol. I, p. 35.) .
How could Mr. Darwin know that the seed from w.hxch
the tree of the strange bud had grown had not been pollemz.ed,
any number of generations previously, by the strange strain?
What would happen if vegetable and animal atavism—not a
reversion to ancestral type, but latent generation, the waking
and appearing of a strain as old, it may be, as the race,
improved or damaged, even to the extent 9f freaks or
monstrosities—should be found to accord with all knorvn
facts of the case, and to answer the hard questions for which
Darwinism was devised? Surely the progression of a v:‘h.ar-
acter beneath the surface, whether for one year or a million
=as the temper of a father not discernible in a son, but emerg-
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ing in a grandson—is as credible as reversion under similar
conditions. Backing up is hardly in harmony with the twen-
tieth century.

The teaching of Darwinism, as an approved science, to
the children and youth of the schools of the world is the
most deplorable feature of the whole wretched propaganda.
It would be difficult to fix the responsibility of it. Darwin
himself hesitated. Virchow tried, nobly, to protect the
primary schools of Germany. The burden of his lecture at
Munich is throughout a caution against evading the distinc-
tion between the problematical and the proven; they are not
on the same evidential level. “He would teach”, he said,
“evolution, if it were only proven; it is, as yet, in the hypo-
thetical stage; the audience ought to be warned that the
speculative is only the possible, not actual truth; that it be-
longs to the region of belief, and not to that of demonstration.
As long as a problem continues in the speculative stage, it
would be mischievous to teach it in our schools, We ought
not to represent our conjecture as a certainty, nor our hypo-
thesis as a doctrine.” Haeckel, always rash, advocated it.
As they struggled, somebody lighted the fire. It was like
the burning of the temple at Jerusalem. Titus had issued
an order to spare it, but a Roman soldier threw a blazing
torch into a small window and the whole structure was in
flames. It was like the revenge of the Pied Piper of Hamlin
Town. It was “Rachel weeping for her children, and she
would not be comforted, because they were not”.
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