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Honest, intelligent, good-natured people areweary of
the smug superiority and hollow hypocrisy of professona
“compromisers’ and “reconcilers” “Religious’ and “ sci-
entific” politicianspreach or writeon“1 believe God and
inevolution,” or “evolution—God's method of creation,”
and then pretend that they have ended the conflict be-
tween theevol utionary concept of man asabeast and the
biblical teaching of man createdintheimageof God. To
guestion the basis of their “harmonizing” of evolution
andtheBibleisto convict oneself, intheir [ofty esima-
tion, of being either anignoramusor “rabble-rouser.” Does
it matter that all the great evolutionists were unable to
believein both evolution and God? Doesit matter that
they wereall either agnosticsor athei sts?Doesit matter
that the “discovery” of the evolutionary “truth” turned
Darwin himself into an unbeliever? What matter these
stubborn factsto thereligious compromi serswho assume
(and then attempt to assure us) that evolution does not
lead to atheism, and that everyone except foolsand fa-
naticsrealizesit?

Itisaprovenfact that evolution hasled to atheism or
agnosticisminthelivesof those scientistswho have ac-
cepted it. Someyearsago, JamesH. Leubaof Bryn Mawr
Collegesent questionnairesto arepresentativegroup of
accredited scientistsin Americaand asked two questions.
Thefirst askedif thescientist believed “inaGod towhom
onemay pray intheexpectation of recelving ananswer.”
The second asked if the scientist believed inimmortal -
ity, “in continuation of the person after deathin another
world.” Theresultsrevea edthat alargemajority of rec-
ognized scientistsfind it impossibleto believein both
Godand evolution. All theathei stsand agnosticsamong
thembelieveinevolution. That belief makesitimpossi-
blefor themtobelievein God. Inview of thesefactsand
figures, what can wesay of thesincerity of judgment of
religiousevolutionistswhotell usthat it not only ispos-
sible, but easy andlogical, to believe honestly and con-
scientiously in both evolution and God? What can we
say of thelogic of their claim that evolution somehow
givesthem“alarger conception of God,” astronger faith
intheAlmighty” ?Isit not strangethat evol ution hasnot
givento scientistswho understand it best this* larger con-
ception of God,” this* stronger faith in the Almighty”?
Isit not strangethat these accredited scientistslost their
religion completely, lost their very belief in God, when
they cameto understand evol ution? Surely, the scientists
have abetter, more compl ete comprehension of evolu-

tionthan dothereligiouscompromisers. Theverdict of
the overwhelming majority of scientists, attested to by
their own personal statementsin answer to Dr. Leuba’'s
questionnaire, isthat they do not and cannot believein
both evolution and God.

A leading“reconciler” of evolutionandtheBiblehas
saidthat “just asreligion and cheating can be compassed
inoneman” so can man beboth believer in God and be-
liever inevolution. That istantamount to saying that re-
ligiousevolutionistsareeither inconsi stent or hypocrit-
ical. On no other basis could piety and crime coexist in
the same person. The contention that aman can believe
inboth evolutionand God, just ashe can believeinreli-
gion and robbery, pointsstrongly to the conclusion that
most religiousevolutionistsare either hypocritesor in-
consistent and poor logicians. Thisconclusion must be
reached on |earning that most scientistswho believein
evolutionfinditimpossibleto believein God. Scientists
generally areknown for their intellectual honesty. They
are consistent, logical thinkers. They may be mistaken
intheir premisesand blinded by atragiclack of “ spiri-
tual discernment,” but they areloyal to truth asthey see
it. They seldom compromisetheir convictions. Thefact
that thegreat majority of thisgreat body of hardheaded,
clear-thinking, conscientious men and womenfind it im-
possibleto bdieveinboth God and evol utionwould seem
toindicatestrongly that only aweaknessof character or
aweakness in one’s thinking facilitates that feat.

Thefirst step in makingatheistsisto makeevolu-
tionists. Evolution suppliesthe principle arguments of
atheism. If you doubt this, just study thetechnique of the
atheistic crusadersin our universities. They arebent on
making disbdlieversof their students. Some of these anti-
God agitators teach biology, some teach philosophy, some
teach other subjects. Infact, they arelikely to befound
stationed pretty thoroughly through all departments of
our educational institutions. No matter what subject they
teach, thetechniqueislargely thesame. Their propaganda
for atheism consistslargely of an adroit appeal to, and
use of, the “facts” of evolution. Apart from evolution,
thereisnoway of explaining theuniverseand manwith-
out God. Thereis no foundation for the “theory of ev-
erything” astheresult of chance. The* mechanistic” the-
ory of evolutionisthecornerstoneof atheism. Disabuse
yourself of the assumption that “only afew American
teachersaredisbelievers.” Inimportant departments of
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education, atheismisbeing taught by an appallingly large
number of professorsinleading universities. Dr. Leuba
sent questionnaires only to sociologists and psychol o-
gistswho teach those subjectsin collegesand universi-
tiesandtothoseengagedinresearch, because”theterm
‘sociologist’ isused so widely and loosely that | found
advisableto consider only theteachers...and those oc-
cupiedinsociological research.... A similar procedure
wasfollowed for thepsychologists.” Thereport?Ninety
per cent of the teachers of psychology in our colleges
anduniversitiesaredisbelievers! Seventy-fiveper cent
of our university instructorsof sociology areatheistsor
agnostics!

Theprofessorsof atheismin our universitieshold that
astudy of evolution reveal s positively that the process
isnot intelligently directed. They teach that evolution-
ary progressisthe result of chance. Henry Fairfield
Osborn, in The Origin and Evolution of Life, stated:
“Chanceisthe very essence of evolution.” If evolution
isthe universal principle controlling all creation, then
theuniverseiscontrolled by chance! Thus, theworldand
man arenot productsof anintelligent Designer. Oneuni-
versity professor, who contendsthat “ thefactsof evolu-
tion refute the very God idea,” stated:

If aman setsout to build himself amodest home,
he does not construct an aguarium, and then re-
model it into achicken coop, and then remodel it
intoapig sty, andthenremodel itintoadairy, and
theninto ahorsebarn, and then into amenagerie,
andfinally after unnumbered decadesinto ahome
for himself. Yet themoderniststell usthat God set
outtomakeof theearthahomefor abeing of spir-
itua possibilitiesknownasman. SoHis* method”
of creationwastofollow aprocedureinfinitely more
asininethan | havejust described. For millionsof
years, suchimpossible, pointlessmonstrositiesas
dinosaursand saber-toothedtigerswerethehigh-
est type of life on the earth. Lifewasforced into
ten million grotesquely shaped different moldsbe-
foreitfinally wascastintheformof anapelikecrea
turewhich passed for man. That method of crea-
tionwould do discredittothemost brainlessidiot
who ever lived; it isamadman’s method of crea-
tionif itisamethod at al....

Andthenthisprofessor denied God on thebasi sof evo-
[ution:

L et usconsider the cost of evolutionin blood and
suffering—and seeif any other than acruel mon-
ster would purchasehumanlifeat suchaprice. Sup-
poseaman set out to train fighting cocks—and his
method consisted of pittingall lifeagainst all other
life; supposehedidthisfor year after year and made
hisfarm run red with blood, and then after many
years, supposehefinaly turned hisattentiontotrain-
ing fighting cocks—what would you say of that
man? Would you not think him both afool and a
fiend? What would be the sense of pitting dogs
against dogs—if cockswerethe objective? Well,
what of the evolutionary struggle for existence?
If theevol ution of manwastheobjective, thenwhat
wasthepurposeinthetitanic strugglesof thegreat

mastodons?If truly thereisaGod back of evolu-
tionand hewasintent on thecreativeevol ution of
many through bloody struggle, why didn’t heget
to the point? Why didn’t he minimize the blood-
shedand daughter?Why didn’t hemakethestrug-
gleand the slaughter count for something? Why
al theuselessand crud struggle of beasts marked
for extinction? The sanguinary struggledelayed—
it did not advance—evolutionary progress. Thead-
vent of thefirst ape-menwasretarded by thousands
of yearsthrough thissensel essstruggle of misfits
and monstrosities.... If you set out to make asuit
of clothes, you don’t spend years and years and
yearsevolving masquerade costumesthat don’ tfit
you. If anintelligent being set out to evolveaman,
Hewould not spend millionsof yearsevolving gro-
tesgue mistakes, animalswithout a chanceto es-
capeextinction. Thewholehistory of evolutionre-
veal sandwitnessesthat thereisnointelligenceback
of theprocess. You cannot under stand evolution
and believe in God.

Thisismerely asampling of theway professional cru-
sadersfor godlessnessareusing evolution asabasisfor
atheism. If thisconstitutesamisuseor amistaken use of
thedoctrine—I et thereligiousevol utionistsdemonstrate
thefact! If evolutionreally isan“ennobling” rather than
adegrading doctrine, if it really isapillar of support to
religion rather than to atheism, let us see the proof!

Originally Published In
Firm Foundation
December 5, 1978,
95[49]:3,12

ARTICLE REPRINT

Distributed by
Apologetics Press, Inc.
230 Landmark Drive

Montgomery, AL 36117-2752

(334) 272-8558




