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Creation Speaks

Preface

This book is for the layman, not for the scientist. It is intended to be non technical and non
argumentative, for the author is convinced that the fundamental principles regarding science and the Bible
can be expressed in ordinary everyday language. Its purpose is to present the viewpoint of a creationist
with respect to scientific problems involved in a literal interpretation of Genesis.

It is a good thing for a writer on a controversial subject such as this to state his fundamental
philosophy at the beginning. Accordingly it may be said that the basic assumptions upon which this treatise
is built are these:

1. The Bible is the inspired word of God from Genesis to Revelation.

2. The Genesis record of the creation and early days of this earth is not allegorical or of the nature
of myth or folklore, but is an inspired historical record.

3. Any true scientific theory regarding the origin and early history of the earth and its life must
agree with a plain, simple, obvious rendering of that record.

Clear distinction must be made between the facts of science and theories by which scientific data
are interpreted. To all men the facts must be the same, because facts cannot be changed; on the other hand,
the interpretation of the facts may vary according to one’s background of training and experience. Hence
we should ever be careful to separate scientific facts from theories which, while they may aid in the search
for truth, should not be confused with the’ truth itself.

Belief in evolution or creation, either one, is based upon certain assumptions. The evolutionist
must assume that the earth is very ancient, with its age reckoned in billions of years. The forces of nature
are assumed to have been at work in a more or less uniform manner throughout the long ages of geological
time. And finally, those forces are assumed to have been resident in nature. Whether resident forces are
inherent from all eternity, that is, automatically present, without the intervention of any supreme being, or
whether endowed by the power of God at some vaguely distant “beginning,” makes little difference. The
presence of resident forces, by which nature behaves as a self-operating mechanism, is an essential part of
the evolutionary philosophy.

The creationist, on the other hand, if he accepts the Genesis record literally, is committed to a
short chronology. This does not imply that Ussher’s chronology is necessarily correct in every detail.
However, the history of the earth is to be reckoned in terms of thousands rather than millions or billions of
years. Such a viewpoint must of necessity involve faith in supernaturalism as opposed to the acceptance of
naturalism by the evolutionist. And, instead of nature’s being a self-running mechanism, it is understood by
the creationist to be under the direct and continuous control of the power of an infinite God.

Heretofore nearly all the discussions of the evolution-creation question by creationists have been
of a negative character, that is, devoted largely to an attempt to disprove evolution. This has been due to
the belief that if evolution were to be disproved, the creationist interpretation would be left as the only
alternative. Such a method is not to be condemned; nevertheless, it fails to give an understanding of the
place which a great wealth of facts occupies in the creationist interpretation. These facts have been so
assiduously applied to the evolutionary scheme that unless one gets the positive view of the question, he is
liable to feel that the majority of the facts, after all, support the theory of evolution. There are not a few
creationists who think that they must cling to their faith in creation in spite of the facts actually or
seemingly arrayed against them.

The purpose of this presentation 1 is to approach the problem from the positive side. Accepting
the Genesis record as historically accurate, we shall discuss the scientific aspects of creation and the early
history of the earth, and show how the facts of science support a literal interpretation of Genesis.

HAROLD W. CLARK
Angwin, California.
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1. What Do These Things Mean?

NOT long ago a released internee from a prison camp in the Orient brought to America several
fragments of human skulls and teeth discovered in various parts of China. Upon examination these were
observed to differ considerably from corresponding parts in modern man, being more massive, somewhat
different in shape, and, in case of the teeth, much larger. Thereupon the experts proceeded to reconstruct
three new races of primitive men, dating them back farther than any other specimens.

Naturally we wonder upon what basis such reconstruction could be made, and where the line
between fact and theory is to be drawn. The person who is skeptical of all such methods is inclined to
ridicule the whole procedure as a deliberate attempt to perpetuate an unfounded theory. On the other hand,
there are some facts that are a bit puzzling. For instance-

In the Scientific Monthly of October, 1946, Dr. Krogman of the University of Chicago tells of a
test case devised by him to check on the accuracy of such reconstruction. Selecting a specimen from the
dissecting tables of the anatomy laboratories, lie carefully measured and photographed the head and face.
Then he allowed its dissection to proceed, after which the skull was cleaned. The skull was turned over to a
sculptress with instructions to make a lifelike reconstruction. As to the results, Dr. Krogman says: “The
measurements [of the reconstructed head] agreed astoundingly. With but one exception all measurements
agreed to within 1 millimeter. [A millimeter is 1/25 of an inch.] Most important of all, the restoration was
recognizable as that of the subject drawn.” - Page P6.

Going back to the other side of the question again, one can readily ask what this really proves.
Suppose the anthropologist can reconstruct a head, or even a whole body accurately, what lived? Because
does that prove as to the time when that individual a skull may have large, apelike teeth, does it prove the
individual to be a primitive apelike ancestor who lived half a million years ago? And even if he might have
been “primitive” (or degenerate) in appearance, does that indicate an evolutionary background for the
human race? Many questions might be raised. Such a case demands careful study before hasty conclusions
are reached.

EVOLUTION OR CREATION

One day a student stopped at my desk at the close of a lecture on the evolution question. “How is
it,” he asked, “that anyone can raise such questions regarding evolution when all the great scientists are
agreed on it?” A fair question this was, we cannot deny. Why should there be any controversy? Is not
evolution proved by sound scientific facts, well-authenticated? To read popular textbooks one would be led
to this conclusion. If it is not true, where are the flaws in the proofs?

H. G. Wells, in his book The Science of Life, accuses creationists of being dishonest and
muddleheaded and holding out stubbornly against evolution when it has been “proved up to the hilt.” He
cites line after line of evidence upon which the evolution theory has been built. Let us take a brief review
of his proofs, as they will give as clear a grasp of the problem as one can find anywhere.

First, there is the evidence from the rocks. Invariably, when faced with the problem of creation
versus evolution, the scientist will say: “But what about the geological record?”” The fundamental principle,
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we are told, is simple. It is said that the different layers of rocks were laid down in order. Therefore all we
have to do is to examine these layers and to read from them the past history of the earth.

Surprisingly simple, we admit, is this method. There is one serious question, however. Do the
rocks tell a story of slow and uniform deposit, or might they have been laid down rapidly? Such a
possibility makes it necessary for us to reserve judgment on the geological theory and investigate the
problem more fully before we draw final conclusions. Horses and camels and elephants and many other
animals have been found in the rocks, with variations in each group running from simple to complex.
However, these various groups have been assembled from scattered localities and are arranged in series.
this arrangement is then pointed out as proof that the higher evolved from the lower. The fact seems to be
overlooked that God might have created such series in the beginning.

But, says the geologist, the simpler ones are found in lower rocks than are the more complex.
Suppose, for sake of discussion, we admit that they are. What does this prove? Could not one type have
lived in a different environment than the other, yet have lived at the same time.

Other lines of evidence are supposed to show man’s relation to the lower animals. In all
vertebrates, for instance, we find a common pattern for the limbs. The arm consists of an upper part, with
one bone, a lower part with two bones, a wrist with several small bones, and a hand and fingers. Although
this pattern is modified in different vertebrates, the same general plan my be seen in the whole group. To a
superficial thinker this is certain proof that all these animals came from common ancestors. But is that a
necessary conclusion? Might not a study of the facts point the way to a different answer to the problem?

Supposedly unanswerable proofs for evolution are presented in the data from embryology. The
young embryos of reptiles, birds, and mammals are so much alike that to naked-eye observations they
cannot readily be told apart. Upon this fact is based the theory that all higher animals have been derived
from common ancestry. And so firmly fixed has this notion become, even in the minds of scientists, that all
popular textbooks on biology discuss the theory as if it were actually proved to be true.

The actual fact is that while modern biologists believe in evolution, they admit that studies on the
embryos of the various groups give little evidence for evolution, and actually raise more problems than
they solve. One needs to be cautious lest he allow popular opinion to dull his sense of critical analysis and
to lead him to accept theories in the place of truth. We must leave detailed consideration of the question for
later study, but in passing it may be said that it gives us another example of how supposedly sound
scientific principles need to be carefully checked before being accepted at face value.

VARIATION IN PLANTS AND ANIMALS

Rocks and bones do not constitute the only puzzle. Living creatures have caused as much
discussion as geological phenomena, and perhaps even more. Ever since Carolus Linnaeus, in the middle
of the eighteenth century, mistakenly thought he was able to distinguish as many kinds as God had created
in the beginning, the question of the origin of species has been a potent source of controversy. When in
1859 Charles Darwin proposed to explain the origin of species by means of natural selection, the scientific
world turned from the Linnaean viewpoint, and biology entered the Darwinian era. The near century that
has passed since then has left most people bewildered by the vast accumulation of material on this phase of
the question.

Life changes, as may be realized by observation on domestic animals such as dogs, rabbits,
pigeons, and other kinds. No one doubts but that the great variety of these animals is due to changes which
have occurred since they were in a wild state. From this simple fact the scientist deduces that changes in
plants and animals in nature have brought about the present variety of living things from former creatures
that were different from those we know today. Thus the Darwinian theory of origin of species through
variation seems on the face of it to have good support in readily observable facts.

The question is not so simple as it appears. Some authorities of high standing dispute the
interpretation which Darwin gave. Variation which may be observed and checked does not lead to new
species, declares Goldschmidt, one of the world’s greatest biologists. See R. B. Goldschmidt, The Material
Basis of Evolution, page 396.

The biologist who accepts the Genesis record literally is particularly strong in his objection to
Darwin’s evolutionary views. For example:

“It is one thing to recognize this very manifest tendency in nature for organisms to vary, but it is
an entirely different matter to prove that such variation has been the mechanisms by which the present state
of organisms has been built up.” - F. L. Marsh, Evolution, Creation, and Science, page 259.















































































































