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able to figure out anything more forceful than the simple, 
sincere and direct statement, "I love you." The same 
holds true in other matters. 

Jesus is the world's Master Teacher and he used simple 
words and common examples. It was not because he lacked 
intelligence. It was because he knew how to teach. 

Much of our preaching today is over the heads of the 
people. Brethren, for the best results, aim low enough to 
hit the heart. 

III. Kinds of Sound Brethren 

But more unfortunate, there are many uncommon 
sounds today which no simplification of vocabulary will 
c:ure. The only thing that will remedy these uncommon 
sounds is the getting back to the Bible. 

Oh, yes, we have many sound brethren today. Some 
are sound all right, but they are all sound. Some others 
are sound, but they are sound asleep. Then there are the 
uncommon-sound brethren; they have heard the wrong 
voices. And, thanks be to God, we also have the brethren 
who are sound in the faith. 

It takes skilful discernment to recognize the sounds, 
to distinguish truth from error, right from wrong, reality 
from fantasy and common sense from foolishness. But 
this is one of our duties. The Bible says, "But strong meat 
belongeth to them that are of full age, even those who by 
reason of use have their senses exercised to discern both 
good and evil" (Heb. 5 :14). To do this, we cannot be 
for everything for fear we may be labeled an objector. 
Neither can we be against everything for fear we may 
be stigmatized a liberal. Each proposition must be ex­
amined in the light of its own merits and on this basis, 
and on this basis only, be accepted or rejected. 
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You can appreciate this incident. A brother kept pester­
ing the preacher about wanting to be an elder. Finally 
the preacher said, "Well, let's look at your qualifications. 
Can you teach? Can you lead prayer? Can you wait on 
the Lord's table Can you convict the gainsayer?" He 
replied, "You know I can't do any of that!" "Well, what 
can you do?" He sincerely answered, "Well, I can attend 
the business meetings and if some brother makes a motion, 
I can vote ag'in it." 

IV. Modernism 

There are some uncertain sounds today relative to the 
inspiration, completeness and perfection of the Bible. 
Modernism makes literary patch-work of it, and assigns 
large portions of it to folk-lore and legend and myth. When 
men theorize about the Bible; when self-admitted philos­
ophers read their own theories into it, the result is that 
a cold dark mist begins to develop and the Good Book is 
enveloped with the religious fog of modernism. This is 
why so many people are walking around in a fog today. 
It is a sad spectacle. 

Modernism rejects the inspiration of large portions of 
the Bible, its miracles and the virgin birth. It acknowl­
edges the existence of God but rejects the God of the 
Bible who created the heaven and the earth, who answers 
prayer, who sent the flood, who delivered Israel, who 
destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah, who sent His only be­
gotten Son to redeem a lost and bankrupt world. 

Modernism accepts Christ as a historic character, . a 
great teacher, a giver of an excellent moral code; but re­
jects Christ as Saviour, High Priest, redeemer, God's 
spokesman, the performer of miracles, the one we must 
believe in and whose gospel we must obey to be saved, 
and man's judge at the last day. 



238 FORT WORTH CHRISTIAN COLLEGE LECTURES 

Modernism is just a sweet-sounding word for infidelity. 
Modernism and infidelity are blood brothers, two peas in 
the same pod. Modernism has the name of Christianity, 
but rejects all the fundamentals of Christianity. It has 
the label of Christianity, but has changed the contents. 

Modernism is a sound which destroys dynamic faith in 
God. This was seen· a few years ago in a speaker's address 
before a graduating class in a theological school. He had 
the unblushing gall to suggest fourteen conditions upon 
which God would be acceptable to a democracy. If this 
shameless blasphemy should become generalized, it would 
not be long until the tree in the forest would be suggesting 
fourteen conditions upon which it would agree to become 
a piece of lumber. After all, who's running this world? 

The fruits of modernism have not been good. For 
awhile, many religious leaders thought modernism was 
the savior of morality and religion. But now a spirit of 
uneasiness is in the air and they are worried. Now they 
have begun to suspect that there is an unseen skunk at 
the lawn party. The religious atmosphere does not smell 
good. God, Christ, the Holy Spirit and the Bible do not 
mean to many people what they once meant. In their 
gullibility God has been reduced to a "jolly good fellow," 
who makes no demands and who does not have to be 
served. It is their idea that God is sort of an "indulgent 
grandfather in heaven" who is too good to require obedience 
of spoiled children. Oh yes, they profess to believe in 
God; they believe in using His name in self-centered proj­
ects. So they freely use His name in various endeavors 
like commercial concerns use the name of an athlete on 
a package of razor blades or the name of an actress on 
a bar of soap. 

Yes, it is religion, but what kind? It is a sort of cello­
phane packaged, fluid, non-controversial, mass-produced 
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religion which stands for everything and against nothing. 
Where will it all end? I do not know. But we do know 
their religion is fast becoming nothing more than a 20th 
century assembly:.line product that may be bought without 
a down payment or any subsequent payments. The people 
must decide if they r eally believe God can be subjected to 
man's wishes, packaged and sold to the public at cut-rate 
prices. If they decide that He cannot, then they must 
give up these popular views of foolishness and get back 
to really believing in God and the Bible. 

Brethren, there was a time when we could say we had 
no modernism in the Lord's church, but we cannot say 
that today. Comparatively we do not have much of it, 
but a little is too much. Let us rise up and stamp it out 
while we still have the faith and heart to do it. 

V. The Church 

We are hearing occasionally the rumblings of unfamiliar 
sounds relative to the church and her works. If we heed 
t hem, the church in time will become little more than a 
social club or a fraternal organization. We shall be like 
the woman who said, "I'm so busy doing church work I 
don't have time to save the lost." But the greatest work 
of the church is preaching the gospel to save the lost and 
preaching the gospel to keep them saved. 

Our religious neighbors are mainly preaching a social 
gospel with little aim of doing more than elevating socie­
ty. Consequently they mostly talk about "this world of 
ours." They have forgotten the individual who has a 
never-dying soul, who must spend eternity in heaven or 
hell, who is a sinner and who must believe in Christ and 
obey his gospel to be saved. The discordant noises of a 
social gospel are causing sin to be winked at, worldliness 
to go unrebuked, lukewarmness to multiply, and pride to 
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become the altar at which we worship. It seems the re­
ligious world as a whole is in a mad race to see which one 
can make religion the easiest instead of the safest. The 
greatest error of this age is man's trying to make the 
Bible fit himself rather than trying to make himself fit 
the Bible. 

Brethren, we need to give God our ears again and let 
him tell us what the church is and what the chur ch should 
be and what the church should do - then be it, and do 
it, and not fall below it or go beyond it. If that is not 
good preaching and good eldering, then I do not know 
what it takes to make it. 

VI. Doctrine 
We are now hearing some foolish sounds relative to the 

importance of doctrinal preaching. In time, we shall pay 
the penalty; "for whatsoever a man soweth, that shall 
he also reap" (Gal. 6 :7). If we fail to indoctrinate just 
one generation - I don't mean two, just one - the church 
will apostatize. 

Every church should have in its Bible school curriculum 
a strong course on first principles, and be sure our young 
people do not go through high school without it. Our 
people should know what the church is and why they are 
members of it (I Pet. 3 :15). 

A few years ago I received a letter from a native in 
Africa. He said, "I have recently become a member of 
the church of Christ. Now I wish you would send me 
one of your books, 'Why I Am A Member of the Church 
of Christ,' so I can learn why." But what about the Ameri­
cans? This brings it closer to home. Doesn't it, breth­
ren? 

Paul outlined the steps in the development of apostasy 
and it begins with an attitude (II Tim. 4:3, 4). "They 
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will not endure sound doctrine" - that is an attitude. 
"Heap to t hemselves teachers, having itching ears" -
segregation of the teachers; have only the teachers who 
teach what they want taught. "Turn away their ears 
from the t ruth" - will not have it. "Shall be turned unto 
fables" - out; gone; and it all began with an attitude. 
We must watch our attitudes. Some of them today are 
not in harmony with the ring of the Bible. We are hear­
ing this sour note, "Don't preach a negative gospel." But 
that poor fellow contradicts himself before he gets started. 
He begins with a negative, "Don't preach a negative gos­
pel," and "don't" is negative; furthermore, he indicts the 
wisdom of God. Much of t he teaching in the Bible is in 
negative form. Eight of the ten commandments are nega­
tive: "Thou shalt not." 

Another uncertain sound which bespeaks a wrong at­
t itude is, "Just preach the Bible and leave everybody else 
alone." We thought it was bad enough when some used 
to say, "Fire away but don't hit any one." But now it is 
worse. Now they are saying, "Fire away but not with live 
ammunition; use blanks, because you may hit some one 
accidentally." It is surely feeble spiritual gunnery that 
leaves no echo after the church house doors are closed. 

It is impossible to preach the Bible and leave every­
body else alone. We could not get started. We could 
not preach the first verse, "In t he beginning God cr eated 
the heaven and the earth." This disturbs the atheist and 
the evolut ionist. No part of the Bible can be preached 
and leave the whole world alone. Just to open the Bible 
upsets many people. 

Why have a preacher, if a church wants nothing more 
than a little outpouring of eloquent emotion? If your 
child is ill, why call in a physician if you are unwilling 
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for the good doctor to do any more than give a little 
gentle sympathy and a waft of cologne water? 

We must guard against softism. As t he audience was 
leaving a church building one Sunday, the preacher greet­
ed a visitor and said, "Well brother, did you have a good 
sniritual diet today?" The visitor replied, "No, you see, 
it was like this : I could not handle the stuff, for it was 
too thick to handle with a spoon and too thin to handle 
with a fork." 

Empty preaching will invariably bring about empty 
pews, sooner or later. Giving the people mush too long 
will starve their roor souls. The real trouble with many 
members now is malnutrition. 

There are a few, however , who think they have to 
change the old menu. They want to cook up something 
new. I call them "religious beatniks." They are at war 
with the old established, tried and tested order. They 
want to be different. Just preaching the Bible seems to 
them too simple. 

A young preacher in a college town said to his father, 
"I am hampered in my preaching. If I refer to anything 
in Roman mythology, there is Prof. A. If I mention any­
thing in geology, there is Prof. B. If I cite anything in 
English literature, I am cowed by the head of the de­
partment. What shall I do?" The father replied, "Son, 
just preach the simple gospel. The chances are they 
know very little of it." 

Brethren, what the world needs is not a new gospel, 
but more of the old gospel. 

VII. Elders 
Some other uncertain sounds center around elders. Let 

us remember that the apostasy which led to the Roman 
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hierarchy had its beginning in the eldership. We do not 
want history to repeat itself. Have you noticed how we 
have changed our praying in the last fifteen or twenty 
years in the worship services? We hear almo3t weekly 
this wording, "Bless the elders in t heir making decision. 
for the congregation." You would think from this limited 
praying that all elders have to do it sit around and make 
decisions. Of course, they are overseers and that involves 
some decisions, but that is only a part of their duties. 
How long has it been since you have heard the prayer, 
"Bies::; the elders in the performance of the work thou 
hast given them"? An elder not only has an office to fill 
in which decisions are made but a work to perform (I 
Tim. 3 :1). 

Occasionally we hear it implied that elders are the of­
ficial interpreters of the Scriptures. A member may ask 
you, "What does this passage mean?" You give a true 
exegesis of it and the inquirer says, "Yes, but Brother 
Blank says it means so and so and he's an elder." I don't 
care if he's a space man, the Bible still means what it 
teaches. The Roman priests contend that they are the 
official interpreters of the Scriptures, but they are not. 
There are no official interpreters of the Scriptures, elders 
or preachers. If a man is able to give the true meaning 
of a verse, it is because he has studied t he Bible and not 
because of any office or position he holds. 

And, we are hearing about the "senior elder," with the 
implication that he has a little more authority than the 
others, but we have never heard that from the Bible. All 
elders have the same authority and if one has more in­
fluence than others, as is true of all Christians, it is due 
to personal reasons and not to positions. The denomi­
national world has ascending powers, but we must keep the 
church free of denominationalism. 
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VIII. Preachers 
Something needs to be said about preachers and t heir 

work, because the rolling sounds of uncertainity r elative 
to t hem are jamming the airwaves. There was a time 
when his work was greatly appreciated and honored; 
but, whether we wish to admit it or not, feelings have 
changed and are changing. This is evident from the fact 
that many men are leaving full time local church work. 
These men love the church and the gospel, but ther e are 
some things about local church work they do not like. 
This cannot be brushed aside by saying, "Oh, well, it is 
for the money." No, they often take other jobs for less 
money. 

We need many great congregations and in order to have 
them we must have great preachers to fill the pulpit. And 
to have them, we must appreciate the value of t heir work. 
There has been a trend to depreciate the preacher and 
to lower him to a jumping bell hop or glorified red cap in 
the congregation. But his work is more important than 
some think. I have never known a congregation to make 
much progress without a preacher - you cannot argue 
with a demonstration. The most influential worker in the 
kingdom is the preacher. If there is as much power in 
the word of God as we profess, then the man who stands in 
the pulpit and preaches it exerts the most influence. As 
the pulpit goes, so goes the church. 

In some places he is being excluded, as nothing more 
than a hireling, from the general meetings of the elders. 
Do not misunderstand me - surely the elders can have 
a meeting without his presence becau~e they may want 
to talk about him ; but generally speaking it is good for 
the elders, the preacher and the church for him to be 
present. To exclude him would be equivalent to asking 
a man to play quarterback an the football team without 
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letting him be in the huddle. Confusion! Confusion! 
We need to bea r in mind that the work of the preacher 

and the elders is so closely associated that they are al­
most Siamese twins, so much so that if one takes a cold 
the other may die of pneumonia. 

Nineteen centuries ago the preacher was not necessarily 
an elder, but neither was he regarded as a theological 
flunky; and if we think so, we need to reread the New 
Testament just to find out what his position was. 

In the past we have heard the uncertain sound to dis­
miss the preacher every two or three years. Even today 
it is estimated that it is costing the church $4,000,000.00 
a year just to pay the moving bill for preachers. Some 
churches have three preachers, one there, one going and 
one coming. They try to justify this rapid turnover on 
the basis that the church needs a shot in the arm, a blood 
transfusion - yes, but oftentimes t hey give them the 
blood of the preacher. There must be some better way 
to whip up a little interest in a church every two or three 
years without throwing another preacher on the altar and 
sacrificing him. After all, that kind of a stimulus is strict­
ly superficial and never lasts. 

There will always be a few in every congregation who 
will be praying for the preacher - "that dear good soul" 
- the prayer of Priscilla Bedott : 

It's a world of trouble we're livin' in; 
But, preacher, don 't despair; 

That you may soon be movin' again 
Is constantly my prayer. 

But I'm glad that I can say we are beginning to outgrow 
some of that immaturity. 

IX. Conclusion 
My friends, may we shut out all uncertain sounds, and 
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hear only the voice of God. May we have ears with which 
to hear. That will solve our problems. May God bless 
you. 



THE MISSING LINKS ARE STILL MISSING 

By DR. PA UL WITT 

I. A Synthetic Theory of Evolution. 
A. The question of origins and deve.Jopments. 

1. Concepts of early Greeks. 
2. Later concepts. 
3. Darwin's "Survival of t he Fittest." 
4. De Vrie's "Mutations Theory." 

B. Present Day Synthetic Theory: Natural selection as the guid­
ing force, and mutations as the mechanism, claimed as explana­
tion of a ll reality. 

II. The Missing Links Are Still Missing. 
A. The link between actual origins and origins assumed by men's 

t heories. 
1. Nebular Hypothesis. 
2. Planetesimal Theory. 

B. The link between non-living material and living things. 
C. Links between "kinds," Phyla, or vertebrates and invertebrates. 

1. F ossil data incomplete and conflicting. 
2. Tra nsitional forms lacking between phyla. 
3. Many forms constant from geologic times. 
4. Mutations theory baffling. 

D. The link between physical man and spiritual man. 
1. Man ·more than a nimal. 
2. Search for a n absolute ethic has been a failure. 

III. Bible Record Leaves No Missing Links. 
A. Sevenfold completeness of Biblical record. 

1. God is ; God created; God upholds ; God cares ; God provides; 
God will judge; God rewards. 

One of the most persistent and puzzling questions of all 
t he ages is that of origins. From whence came the uni­
verse, and life in it? How and when did each arise? What 
about the origin of man? To those who believe in an all-

( 247 ) 
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wise, all-powerful Creator there is a complete and suf­
ficiently detailed answer in the book of God, but to those 
who do not believe in the Supreme Being the centuries 
have not revealed a satisfying one. Throughout the years 
men have been seeking an answer from a purely material­
istic viewpoint, but the best assumpt ions they have been 
able to make leave important links still missing. 

As early as five centuries B. C. there were some among 
the Greeks1 who offered suggestions and made assumptions 
concerning origins. Thales is said to have looked on the 
vast ocean expanse and declared water to be the mother 
from which all things arose or out of which all things 
exist. Anaximender is credited with the idea that there 
was an evolution from a chaotic state to one of coherence. 
Anaximenes thought that the cause of all things was to 
be found in air, and Xenophanes thought to trace the 
origin of man back to a transition period between the 
fluid of water and the development of the earth. 

Empedocles2 is thought to be the first with the idea 
of spontaneous generation of life, and Aristotle3 the first 
to express the belief that there had been a gradual transi­
tion from the lower or less perfect state to the higher or 
more perfect state, with man standing at the peak of 
the development. 

Some centuries later Bacon4 suggested that variations 
among the animals might account for origins, Liebnitz5 

projected the idea that animals were connected by tran­
sitional forms, and Kent6 expressed the thought that higher 

1 Newman, Horatio H., E volu tion, Genetics and E ugenics, Chicago: 
The University of Chicago Press, Third Edition, pp. 11-13, 1932. 

2 Klotz, John W., Genes, Genesis and Evolution, St. Louis: Concordia 
Publishing House, 1955, p. 22. 

3 Ibid. 
◄• s, 6 Klotz, op. cit. 22,23. 
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organisms might well have developed from lower or simp­
ler forms. 

In the eighteenth century Buffon7 spoke of a direct mod­
ifying influence of environment, suggesting the concept of 
struggle for existence, while Linnaeus,8 a staunch believer 
in fixity of species, contended that species in our time 
are identical with those God created. Linnaeus, to whom 
we are indebted for our present method of classification 
of plants, never accepted anything which even remotely 
suggested early or present day theories of evolution. 

Early in the nineteenth century Lamarck9 based a the­
ory of evolution upon four postulates : 

1) Life by its own efforts tends continually to increase the 
volume of everything which it possesses and to increase 
the size of its parts up to a limit which life itself 
determines. 

2) The formation of a new organ is the result of a new need 
which has arisen and continues to be felt by the organ­
ism. 

3) The extent of development of organs and their power of 
action is proportional to their use. 

4) All changes occurring during the lifetime of an organ­
ism are transmitted to its offspring by the process of re­
production. 

Lamarck's idea centered about the concept that acquired 
characteristics are inherited. This idea was at first re­
ceived with considerable favor, but, due to the fact that 
no one has ever been able to demonstrate the inheritance 

. of a single such characteristic, the theory has been dis­
carded. 

A little more than a century ago Charles Darwin10 pub-

7 Newman, op. cit. pp. 16,17. 
8 Newman, Ibid. 
9 Klotz, op. cit. pp. 24-30. 
JO Darwin, Charles, The Origin of Species, The Harvard Classics, 

New York : P. F. Collier and Son Company, 1909, pp. 7, 141-144. 
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lished his book, The Origin of Species, in which he set 
forth a theory based on two major assumptions: 

1) That all present life has evolved from other more primi­
tive forms. 

2) That new species arise by the continued survival and 
reproduction of individuals best fitted or adapted to the 
particular environment. 

This theory involving natural selection and the survival 
of the fittest met with vigorous but conflict ing responses. 
On the one hand, it gained favor because it seemed to 
offer a mechanism for evolution. On the other hand, it 
met with opposition because it did not actually provide 
that mechanism. Furthermore, it was so presented and 
espoused as to be incompatible with the record of cre­
ation, and to thus antagonize every champion of revealed 
truth. 

Near the beginning of our twentieth century de Vries11 

discovered mutations. To him this offered a suitable 
mechanism for evolution. His discovery gave impetus to 
a new series of experiments and an era of research being 
extensively carried on even today. 

In spite of the fact that mutations are admittedly ran­
dom,12 are usually lateral or retrogressive,13 and are fre­
quently hurtful or even lethal ;14 in spite of statistics that 
indicate one possibly helpful or progressive mutation in 
thousands or millions ;15 and in spite of the fact that no 

11 Newman, op. cit. pp. 36-38. 
12 Simpson, G. G .. The Meaning of Evolution, New Haven: Yale 

University Press, 1949, pp. 216,217. 
18 Co:ilte·r, John M ., Sc-ience R emaking the Wo rld, New York : 

Doubleday, 1923, p. 177. 
14 Snyder, L. H., Principles o,f Heredity, Boston: D. C. Heath, 

1946, p. 309. 
15 Huxley, Julian, Evolution in Action, New York: Harper and 

Brothers, 1953, pp. 41,42. 
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major mutation, as from "kind" to "kind" or phylum to 
phylum has ever been demonstrated,16 a so-called Synthetic 
Theory of Evolution has been developed assuming muta­
tion as the acting mechanism and natural selection as the 
guiding force,17 and proposing a purportedly all-sufficient 
basis and explanation for all reality existing today. 

In the words of Simpson :18 

We seem at last to have a un ified theory - although a com­
plex one inevitably, as evolu tion itself is a complex inter­
act.ion of different processes - which is capable of f acing 
all the ckssic problems of the history of life and of providing 
a causalistic solution of each. 

Or, in the words of Huxley :19 

The last few decades have witnessed t he growth of a syn­
theti~ theory of evolution, linkin~ the findings of many 
sE:parate disciplines. 
Mutation and combination provide the raw materials for 
evolutionary change; natural Eelection is the guiding or 
directive agency in such change. 

Continuing his discussion, he says :20, 21 

There are two problems involved here: first, whether 
evolution has happe·ned - and t here is absolutely no dis­
agreement among scientists that it has. The second problem 
is how evolution takes place, and there has been argument, 
although we have made enormous progress in understanding 
this process of evolution and the role of natural selection in 
it. 

The mechanism of biological evolution is the natura l se­
lection of genetic variants. 

16 Coulter , op. cit. p. 177. 
17 Huxley, J. S., Panel II, The Evolution of Life, Chicago, Ill.• p. 

110. 
18 Simpson, op. cit. p . 278. 
19 Huxley, op. cit. p. 108. 
20 Huxley, Julian S., "At Random," Evolution A fter Darwin, Vol. 

III, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960, p. 42. 
21 Huxley, J. S., Panel V., "Social and Cultural Evolut ion." 
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Moreover, Simpson argues :22 

There is neither need nor excuse for postulation of non­
material intervention in the origin of life, the rise of man, 
or any oth, 1· part of the :ong history of the materia l cosmos. 
Yet the origin of that cosmos and the casual principles of its 
bii tory remain unexplained and inaccessible to science. 

Here is hidden the First C:rnse sought by theology and 
phiiosophy. The First Cause is not known to living man. 
We may, if we are so in: lined, worship it in our own way, 
but we certainly do not comprehend it. 

In like vein Huxley says :2~- 24 

The earth was not created, it evolved. So did all the 
animals and pl "n 's that inhabit it, including our human 
selves, mind and mu! as well as brain and body. 

Darwin pointed out that no supernatural designer was 
needed; since natural selection could account for any known 
form of life; there was no room for a supernatural agency 
in its evolution. 

This, then, is what confronts us today! Man's devised 
Synthetic Theory of Evolution - assumed evolution from 
unknown to universe; from atoms to man; from ideas to 
ethics - one way; irreversible; always progressively up­
ward; no nonmaterial intervention admitted; no super­
natural agency needed; providing a causalistic solution to 
all the classic problems of the history of life - its how 
and why not understood, but worthy of acceptance as fact! 

The Missing Links Are Still Missing 

With this assumed continuity, therefore, before us, let 
us note links that are missing. The first one is obvious -
it is the link between actual origins and origins asswmed, 
by the theory. 

22 Simpson, op. cit. p. 278. 
23 Huxley, J. S., "The Evolutionary Vision." 
24 Huxley, op. cit. p . 45. 
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A critical examination will reveal that actual beginnings 
are not attempted except in the Bible record. In the words 
of Free:25 

Man ma~ speculate a s to the origin of the world, but God 
has given us the eternal answer to the question in the open­
ing verses of the Bible. "In the beginning God created the 
heaven and the earth." (Gen. 1:1). 

Compton has declared :26 

For myself, faith begins with t~e • realization that a su­
preme intelligence brought the uni'verse into being and cre­
ated man. It is not difficult for us to have this faith, for it 
is incontrovertible that where there is a plan there is intelli­
gence - an orderly, unfolding universe testifies to the truth 
of the most majestic statement ever uttered - "In the begin­
ning God ... " 

It is striking to note these words : 
"By faith we understand that the worlds have been framed 

by the word of God, so that what is seen hath not been 
made out of things which appear." (Heb. 11:3). 

and to remember the declaration : 
"God ... hath ... spoken unto us in his Son ... through 

whom also he made the ·worlds ; ... " (Heb. 1:1-2). 

Stones,27 in his discussion of astronomy and Genesis 
says: 

Today there appears to be considerable harmony between 
astronomy and Genesis. This does not mean that all astron­
omers believe the Genesis account, although it seems to the 

25 Free, Joseph P ., Archaeology and Bible History, Wheaton: Van 
Kampen Press, (Wheaton, Ill.,) 1950, p. 11. 

26 Compton, A. H., Chicago Daily News, Apr.· 12, 1936. (Quoted by 
V.oskuyl, Roger J., Modern Science and Christian Faith, Chi­
cago: Scriptu,re Press Book Division, 1950, p. 3. 

27 Stoner, Peter W., Modern Science and Christian Faith, Chicago: 
Scripture Press, 1950, pp. 10, 17, 22. 
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author that astronomers as a group often possess a more 
reverent attitud~ toward God th:rn do other scientists. It 
means that a careful study of the fact and well-established 
hypotheses of astronomy reveals a striking consistency with 
the ouline of origins found in the first chapter of Genesis. 

Genesis states a creation of the universe. It does not 
state when nor how that creation took place. Astronomy 
not only does not contradict a cr : ation but gives all the 
evidence cited above t hat such a creative act did take place 

He then makes this striking conclusion : 
It obviously would have been impossible thousands of years 

ago for men to have possessed a ll the scientific knowledge 
which was required to write this first chapter of Genesis . 
Only the builder of a house can tell with complete accuracy 
the details of its hidden construction. Only th~ Creator 
of the universe, the earth, and the life upon it could have 
told t ho·usands of years ago the nature and process of that 
creation. 

Smart,28 at the close of his Origin of the Earth, says: 
When we study the Universe and appreciate its grandeur 

and orderliness, it seems to me that we are led to t he recog­
nition of a Creative Power and Cosmic Purpose that trans­
cends all that our limited minds can comprehend. 

To one astronomer at least, "The Heavens are telling the 
Glory of God and the Wonder of His Works." 

On the other hand, theories concerning origins have 
consistently assumed the existence of definite materials 
in definite states or stages of organization. Take, for ex­
ample, the assumption made by Huxley29 in the following 
statement : 

The whole world, living a nd not living, is the result of 
the mutual interactions, according to definite law, of the 

28 Smart, W. M., The Origin of the Earth, Cambridge: The Uni­
versity Press, 1953, p. 235. 

29 Huxley, Quoted by Cole, Creation and Science, Cincinnati: 
Standard Publishing Co., 1927, p. 102. 
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powers possessed by the molecules of which the primitive 
nebulosity of the universe was composed. 

A primitive nebulosity is here named, and it acts accord­
ing to definite law, also assumed to exist. 

For about two centuries the nebular hypothesis, usually 
attributed to Laplace, was considered the most plausible 
explanation of the origin of planetary systems.30 This 
theory assumed space filled with nebulous gas which, 
through some process assumed to exist, separated into 
units, cooled, and became sun-star systems and planets 
like our earth. 

This theory gave way to the planetesimal theory pro­
posed by Chamberlin and Moulton31 which assumed a large 
central mass as ejecting smaller masses or clouds which 
aggregated to form planets, the original mass being the 
sun. Later, this theory was modified to picture a body such 
as a star passing near the sun and pulling from it large 
masses of material which congealed to form a planet. This 
latter modification is referred to as the tidal theory. 

In all of these hypothesis there is the assumption of ma­
terials in existence, and even in some state of organization, 
so there is a link missing between true beginnings and 
starting points assumed by man. 

In this connection Simpson32 concludes: 
The ultimate mystery is beyond the r each of scientific 

investigation, and probably of the human mind . . . t he 
origin of that cosmos and the casual principles of its his­
tory remain unexplained and inaccessible to science. 

The second link obviously missing in the presently pro-

30,31 Jeans, Sir James, Astroncnny and Cosmogony , Harvard: Cam­
bridge University Press. 1928, p. 309. 

32 Simpson, G. G., op. cit. p. 278. 
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posed theory of evolution is the link between non-living 
material and life. It is rightly insisted that any theory of 
evolution mu -t assume some kind of bridging between non­
living material and living things. Hegner33 expresses it: 

Some theory a s to the origin of life such as spontaneous 
generation must be added to the doctrine of evolution by 
those who advocate it 

In his recent book, Implications of Evolution, Kerkut34 

lists seven basic assumptions evolutionists must make, and 
says : 

The first assumption is that non-living things gave rise 
to living material i. e. spontaneous generation occurred. 

Simpson35 is aware of this necessity and in this connec­
tion says : 

The origin of life was necessarily the beginning of organic 
evolution and it is among the greatest of all evolutionary 
problems ... There is no known record bearing closely on 
the origin of life. 

Recen t work in biochemistry, and especiallyi studies of cell 
structure and physiology, of viruses, and of gene action 
are converging hopefully on this mystery. The solution has 
not yet been reached and it may be near, or distant, or even 
unattainable. Yet these studies show that there is no the­
oretical difficulty, under conditions tha t may well have ex­
isted early in the history of the earth, in the chance organ­
ization of a complex carbon-containing molecule capable of 
infl:uencing or directing the synthesis of other units like it­
self. Such a unit would be, in the barest essentials, alive. 

Even more impressive is the suggestion that this first form 
of life was a "protogene" which, afte•r the chance basic 
chemical combination into an organization capable of re-

83 Hegner, R. W., College Zoology, 5th Edition, New York: Mac­
millan Company, 1942, p. 721. 

34 Kerkut, G. A., Implications of Ev olution, New York; Pergamon 
Press, 1960, p. 6. 

35 Simpson, op. cit. pp. 14,15. 
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production and of mutation, was slowly developed by mu­
tation into the gene combin:itions of organisms more in­
disputably· alive in the full sense. 

Dobzhansky36 has this to say: 
The origin of the first life of necessity is a highly specula­

tive issue. Indeed, our inability to observe spontaneous 
generation in nature or to bring it about artificially in lab­
oratory experiments shows that life must have arisen under 
some conditions which no longer obtain at present and about 
which we can only make the vaguest guess. 

Tinkle and Lammerts37 make the following important 
observations: 

Now we hear the doctrine of evolution advocated as an 
altern:itive to the doctrine of creation. But it is not and 
cannot be a complete substitute for creation, for it fails to 
account for the origin of life, which was a very important 
part of creation. 

The doctrine of evolution is a theory, not of primary ori­
gin, but of development; it attempts to explain how in­
crease:1 size and complexity were attained in organisms. 
Thus one cannot escape the problem of creation by believing 
in evolution for the problem of origin is not solved by this 
theory. 

Since evolution must account for the origin of life, and 
admittedly is not able to do so, it is obvious that a great 
link is missing. On the other hand, t he Bible gives a brief, 
s imple record of the beginning of life, and states the sim­
ple principle that we know applies until this day that re­
production is "after their kind." 

Tinkle and Lammerts38 make this significant observa­
t ion : 

The first chapter of Genesis relates that God created 

36 Dobzhansky,, Theodosius, Evolution, Genetics, and Man, New 
York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1955, p. 18. 

37 Tinkle, William J. and Walter E . Lemmerts, Modern S cience and 
Christian Religion, Chicago : Christian Press, 1950, p. 63. 

as Ibid., p. 97. 
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plants and animals "after their kind" and we observe at 
present a strong tendenc:I' for them to remain within certain 
well-defined limits. The biological principles that have 
been verified do not conflict with the Bible. 

Yet another missing link (or, in reality a number of 
missing links) is that between "kinds'' or between phyla. 
Perhaps it would be even more significant to consider it, 
for example, as between Protozoa and Metazoa, or between 
invertebrates and vertebrates. 

Darwin39 was aware of this critical situation for his 
theory even from the very first, and, although he used the 
term "varieties" and "species," he had the following to 
say : 

Why, if species have descended from other species by fine 
gradations, do we not everywhere see innumerable transi­
tional forms? Why is not all nature in confusion, :nstead of 
the species being, a s we see them, well :'.efined? 

He offered as possible explanations the fact that the geo­
logical record is markedly incomplete, and that interme­
diate forms were less fit than their progenitors and de­
scendents and perished, and that changing conditions 
brought elimination of transition forms. In spite of the 
r:assing of a century, and the great increase in availability 
of fossil forms, however, these missing links are still miss­
ing. 

In connection with the geological record Simpson4 1 has 
prepared a diagrammatic outline. In commenting on the 
data included he says: 

All these phyla are seen to be of great antiquity ... 

39 Darwin, Charles, The Origin of Sp€cies, New York: P. F. Col­
lier Con-.pany, 1909, p. 178. 

40 Simpson, op. cit. p. 31. 
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There is little logical order in t ime of appearance. The 
Arthropods appear in the record as early as do undoubted 
Protozoa, although by general consensus the Protozoa are 
the most p r imitive phylum and the Arthropoda t he most 
"advanced" - that is, structurally the most complicated 
- among the nonchordates or invertebrates, as all the ph_yla 
other than Chordata are often called. 

A little farther along in his discussion, he says :41 

The phylum Chrodata is itself an exception among the 
phy.la, for i t does follow what we feel should be, but what is 
not, the rule. It is to be considered in some sense the most 
progressive of t he phyla, and it is indeed the last to appear 
in the record, although not much antedated by the lowly bry­
ozoans. 

From this and other discussions we find that there is 
considerable uncertainty and discontinuity involved in 
connection with the fossil record. The fact that so many 

well differentiated phyla appeared in such abundance in 
such a comparatively short time is inconsistent with an 
assumpt ion of a gr adual, progressive sequence, reasonably 
demanded by a valid theory. 

Gedney42 has pointed out that: 

About two t housand species of life have been found in t he 
Cambrian strata in which all the phyla of animal life ex­
cept the chordates or vertebrates, and most of the g reat 
classes, are represented . . . all the invertebrat e phyla 
appear contemporaneously with marked suddenness in the 
Cambrian differentiated into phyla, classes, and order s, 
and with no clear indication as to how they developed into 
this condition if they did develop at all. 

41 Simpson, op. cit. p. 31. 
42 Gedney, Edwin K., Modern Science and Christian Faith, Chicago: 

Christian Press- 1950, p. 31. 
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Clark43 has also made some important observations con­
cerning fossils and notes : 

So we see the fossil record, the actual history of the 
animal life on the earth, bears out the assumption that at 
its very first appearance animal life in its broader features 
was in essentially the same form as that in which we know 
it .. . There is not the slightest evidence that any of the 
major groups arose from any other. 

Clark44 further states: 
No matter how far back we go in the fossil records of 

previous animal life upon the earth we find no trace of any 
animal forms which are intermediate between the major 
groups or phyla. 

The greatest groups of animal life do not merge into one 
another. They are and have been fixed from the beginning. 

No animals are known even from the earliest rocks which 
cannot at once be assigned to their proper phylum or major 
group. 

There can be only one interpretation of this entire Jack 
of any intermediates between the major groups of animals 
.. . If we are willing to accept the facts at their face value, 
we must believe that there were never such intermediates, or, 
in other words, that these major groups from the very first 
bore the same relation to each other that they do at the 
present day. 

Another statement from Gedney45 is in point: 
There is evidence of developmental change within the 

limits of a type during the era, (Mesozoic and Cenozoic) 
but a lack of evidence of transitional change from type to 
type, particularly between the eras. The fact that these gaps 
in connections between the important forms can only be 
incorporated into the hypothesis of evolution by an exercise 
of faith. There are many such gaps. 

48 Clark, A. H., The New Evolution, Zoogenesis, Baltimore: Williams 
and Wilkins Co., 1930, p. 101. 

« Clark, op. cit. p. 189ft'. 
45 Gedney:, op. cit. p. 37. 
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Two aspects of the question of interest and in point, and 
not as often or as fully considered as many think they 
merit, are the complete absence of transitional forms in 
some cases, and the complete lack of change in others. 
Presumably, a form would tend toward impr6vement, 
and presumably, also, one could expect at least some tran­
sitional form in every case. There are forms falling in each 
category. For example Klots46 makes these observations: 

The brachiopod, Li.ngula, still alive today, has remained 
unchanged for several hundreds of million years. Thyrsop­
teris, a fern now living on Juan Fernandez Island, closely 
resembles Jurassic fossils. The ginkgo, the sequoias, the 
living cycads, and the gnetales have changed but little since 
geological times. 

In mammals the earliest and most primitive known mem­
bers of every order already have the basic ordinal charac­
ters. This is true of almost all orders of all classes of 
animals, both veterbrate and invertebrate. It is also true 
of the classes and of the phyla of the animal kingdom, and 
presumably it is also true of the plants. 

Simpson points out that absence of these transitional fos­
sils is a serious problem which cannot easily be dismissed. 
He says that in the larger grou.ps - classes, orders, and 
phyla - transitional groups are not only rare, but practi­
cally absent.47 

Simpson48 calls attention to the question of whether 
major events in this connection take place by leaps or by 
transitions and says : 

Transitional types are not invariably, lacking in the rec­
ord. A multitude of them are known between species, 

46 Klotz, op. cit. pp. 213, 215. 
47 Simpson, G. G., Tempo and Mode in Evolution, New York: 

Columbia University Press, 1944, p. 155f. 
48 Simpson, op. cit. pp. 231-233. 
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many between genera, a few between classes, but none, it 
is true, between phyla. 

Imbrie49 points out: 
The most serious limitation of paleontological data is the 

sparsity of fossi ls. 
Never theless, from general theoretical considerations on 

the nature of sedimentation and diagenesis, and from prac­
tical experience in portions of the geological column which 
have been thoroughly examined for fossils, most paleon­
tologists and stratigraphers would predict that no amount 
of future field work will ever fill a majority of exciting 
phyletic gaps between transient species. 

With the discovery of mutations by De Vries there was a 
revival of interest in the theory of evolution. Scientists 
believed that a mechanism for bridging gaps may have been 
found. An enormous amount of research has bee~· carried 
on and some rather critical and definite evaluations have 
now been made. 

Muller50 has defined mutations as "alteration of t he 
gene," and Dobzhansky51 says, "In the last analysis evolu­
tion is a sequence of changes in t he genes." It was thought 
for a long t ime after de Vries's work that evolution of spe­
cies r esulted from rare and drastic mutations. Dobzhan­
sky52 says : "Contrary to de Vries's opinion, mutations do 
not produce new species." 

In a critical analysis of mutat ions Muller53 says: 
Most mutat ions are deleterious in their effects. This 

49 lmbrie, The Species Problem, Washington: American Association 
for t he Advancement of Science, 1957, p. 142. (Pub. number 50). 

60 Muller, H. J., Eugenics, Genetics and the Family, Baltimore: 
Williams and Wilkins, 1923, Vol. I. (Quoted by Newman, op. 
cit., p. 331). 

51 Dobzhansky, op. cit.• p. 23. 
62 Ibid, p. 83. 
63 Ibid, p. 383. 
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applies not only to the organisms as a whole but also to the 
development of any particular part: the delicate mechanisms 
for producing characters are more likely to be upset than 
strengthened, so that mutations should more often result 
in apparent losses or retrogressions than in "progressive" 
changes This is both an a priori e•xpectation and a phenom­
enon generally observed. 

We also have this statement from Coulter :54 

There is a much more serious problem of evolution, how­
ever, which is still baffling. The variations observed which 
result in new species as tested by genetics, and for which 
the cytological machinery has been observed, produce species 
either laterally or retrogressivelyi; that is, species of the 
same phylogenetic level, or of declining rank. There is as 
yet no adequate explanation of progressive evolution, the 
advance from one great phylum to another. 

More recently biologists are recognizing that mutations 
may be reversible. Muller55 has deemed some muta­
tions in Drosophila as reversible. Sturtevant and Shapiro56 

are understood to believe that certain well-adapted and 
well-selected species may build up mutation suppressors. 
This, and other considerations, led Klotz57 to conclude: 

In summary we must say that mutations appear at first 
glance to supply a very promising mechanism for evolution . 
. . . A more careful analysis of this phenomenon, however, 
shows a great many problems and casts serious doubt on 
the idea that mutations supply the necessary mechanism for 
evolution. For one thing, most mutations are either lethal 

54 Coulter, op. cit., p. 177. 
55 Muller, H. J., Reversibility in Evolution Considered from the 

Standpoint of Genetics, Biological Reviews, XIV, 1939, p . 276. 
56 Sturtevant, A. H. Essays on Evolution-, I, On the Effects of Se­

lection on Mutation Rate, Quarterly Review of Biology, XII, 
1937, pp. 464-467. 

Shapiro, N. J., The Mutation Process as an Adaptive Character 
Species, Zoological Zhurnal, Moscow: XVII, 1938, pp. 592-601. 

57 Klotz, op. cit ., pp. 305,306. 
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or semilethal. There is real doubt that any are really fa­
vorable. The chance, moreover, that a mutation will be 
preserved in the stock, even if favorable, is very slight. 
Mathematical calculations show this very clearly. Reverse 
mutations, which seem to occur rather frequently, would 
certainly slow down evolution. 

Some evolutionists have themselves recognized these prob­
lems, and while t hey are r eluctant to cast aside mutations 
as a mechanism for evolution, their fairness has forced them 
to a point to the problems involved. 

MacBride says that laboratory mutations are no proof 
whatsoever that mutations had anything to do with the 
formation of species.58 

Elton thinks t hat mutation rates do not seem to be suffi­
cient to account without discriminate spread for the origin 
of ecologically adaptive features in species .59 

Huxley says that no one holds any longer to t he notion that 
species in higher animals arise by a single mutation or even 
in a few steps. Evolution, he believes, consists in the ac­
cumulation and integration of many and mostlyi small 
genetic changes.so 

In view, then, of the fact that fossil evidences do not 
reveal missing links, and the mechanism of mutation is 
questioned as a possible source for them, we may conclude 
that these missing links are still missing. 

But another great link which a great number of people 
see missing in the proposed theory of evolution, is the link 
between physical man and spiritual man. In many ways 
this is the most significant and important link of all. To 

58 MacBride, E. W., Mutations and Variations and Their Bearing 
on the Origin of Species, Proceedings of the Linnaean Society 
of London: CL 1937, p. 228. 

59 Elton, Charles, Animal Nurnbers and Adaptation, Evolution, Ox­
ford: Clarendon. 

60 Huxley, Julian, Evolution and Modern Synthesis, New York: 
Harpers, 1943, p. 50. 
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have it missing is critical, to deny that it exists is tragic! 

Only comparatively recently have men recognized the 
true picture of man as a being with a mind that can reason, 
an inner self that can understand, and a hand to reach out 
unto service: a being that can understand and appreciate 
the life that now is, and can anticipate "a life that is life 
indeed." 

Evolutionists concede that man is more than "just ani­
mal" but they insist that he can never be more than "super 
animal." They seem glad that man is able to hear the 
Sermon on the mount61 but they deny the hope of the king­
dom of heaven to those who would hearken. They express 
the hope that men can develop an ethic - even cherish a 
brotherhood - but can do no better than hope he can 
survive here as long as possible. About the best they cail' 
offer with this important link missing is the warning: 

The probability of survival of individual, or groups of, liv­
ing things increases with the degree with which they har­
moniously adjust themselves to each other and their en­
vironment.62 

With the great gap between purely physical man and spir­
itual man unbridged there is little comfort in the thought: 

.. . but man does struggle against the bounds of his na­
ture, and this struggle makes his existence worth while, 
and contains a hope of a noble future.63 

On the one hand, Simpson64 points out: 
It is a fact that man is an animal, 'but it is not a fact 

that he is nothing but an animal. 

His place in nature and its supreme significance to man 

61 Dobzhansky, op. cit. p . 378. 
62 Leake, C. D.- (Quoted by Simpson) op. cit., p. 301, 
63 Dobzhansky, op. cit., p. 378. 
64 Simpson, op. cit., pp. 283, 284, 294, 301, 310, 336. 



266 FORT WORT~_CHRISTIAN COLLEGE LECTURES 

are not defined by his animality but by his huma nity. 

Man is a moral animal ... All feel some degree of com­
pulsion to value and promote the good, to condemn and elimi­
nate the bad. It requires no demonstration that a demand 
for ethical standards is deeply ingrained in human psy­
chology. 

On the other hand, he reminds : 
And do not forget that survival is ultimately impossible. 

All life will cease some day. 

The search for an absolute ethic, either intuitive or nat­
uralistic, has been a failure. 

The immediate tasks are to work for continuance of our 
species, for avoiding early self-extinction, settling idological 
battles, and prog1·essing toward an ethically good world 
state. 

Yes, the missing links are still missing! The link be­
tween actual origins and origins assumed by men's theories 
can only be supplied in the knowledge: "In the beginning 
God created the heavens and the earth." "And God saw ev­
erything that he had made, and, behold, it was very good" 
(Gen. 1 :1,31) . 

The missing link between non-living things and life 
can only be supplied through the knowledge that God made 
the "earth put forth grass, herbs yielding seed, and fruit­
trees bearing fruit after their kind: ... " made "the waters 
to swarm with swarms of living creatures; .. " and "birds 
fly above t he earth in the open firmament; . ." "made 
the beasts of the earth after their kind; .. " and "created 
man in his own image, ... " (Gen. 1 :11, 20, 24, 27). "And 
the heavens and the earth were finished, and all the host of 
them" (Gen. 2:1). 

Concerning the missing liks between phyla and the 
three-fold situation of unsatisfactory fossil records, lack of 
transitional forms, and persistence of certain kinds through 
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geological ages, the one simple principle, "after their 
kind" offers an explanation and a solution. 

Concerning the link between physical man and spiritual 
man we have the explanation : 

"And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our 
likeness : and let them have dominion over the fish of the 
sea, and over the birds of the heavens, and over the cattle, 
and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that 
creepeth upon the earth." 

"And God blessed t hem: and God said unto them, Be 
fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdue 
it; and have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the 
birds of the heavens, and over every living thing that 
moveth upon the earth." (Gen. 1 :26, 28). 

Man in the image of God, with power to have dominion 
and charge to subdue! Capability; opportunity; purpose ; 
challenge! By contrast, in the words of Simpson,65 

There is no real evidence whatever that evolution has had 
a goal, and there is overwhelming evidence t hat it has not. 

May we, in conclusion, note the sevenfold completeness 
that: 

God is. (Exo. 3:14; Psa. 90:2) . 
God created. (Gen. 1:1 ; Neh. 9:6; Psa. 102:25,26; John 

1:1-2). 
God u,pholds. ( Heb. 1: 3; 2 Pet. 3: 5-6) . 
God cares. (Heb. 4:15-16; H eb. 13:5-6; I Pet. 3:12 ; 

5:6-7) . 
God provides. (Phil. 4:19; Heb. 11:40). 
God will judge. ( Acts 17: 30-31). 
God rewards. (2 Tim. 4:7-8; Heb. 11:6; 1 Pet. 1:3-5). 

In this assurance no links are missing. 

66 Simpson, op. cit., p. 304. 



268 FORT WORTH CHRISTIAN COLLEGE LECTURES 

QUESTIONS 
1. Name three men who have proposed theories of evolution and 

give the main points in the theory proposed by each. 
2. What distinctions must be made between evolution and develop­

ment? 
3. What unanswered question is common to all theories of evolu­

tion? 
4. Give two difficulties encountered in the use of fossil data in sup­

porting t heories of evoylution. 
5. Give two difficulties encountered in the use of mutations in sup­

port of theories of evolution. 
6. Is it scientific to accept something as a fact when it has not 

been proved, and when the how and why are admittedly un­
known? 

7. Is the order, or sequence, in the story of creation consistent 
with biological principles of today? 

8. What is the significance of the biological principle, "after 
their kind?" 

9. Contrast goals offered by theories of evolution and by• princi­
ples of Christianity. 

10. Contrast the future of man in terms of evolutionary theory 
and faith in Christ. 
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