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STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES OF CREATION RESEARCH SOCIETY
AND BIBLE-SCIENCE ASSOCIATION:

INDEPENDENCE OF EDITORIAL RESPONSIBILITY

In the past two years many new members have

been added to the rolls of both the Bible-Science
Association and the Creation Research Society.
and there is much evidence of God’s blessing on
the work of both organizations. There may be
many who are not aware of the relationship be-
tween the two and therefore a brief word of
explanation and clarification is probably worth
while at this time.

The doctrinal position of the two organiza-
tions, on matters of science and Scripture, are
essentially identical, and the same is true of the
basic purposes. The difference is in methods
and emphasis.

The Creation Research Society is primarily
dedicated to the prosecution and publication of
the results of research by creationist scientists
on problem areas in the relation of the Bible to
science.

The Bible-Science Association, on the other
hand, is primarily active in the promotion of the
creationist viewpoint through dissemination of
literature, sponsorship of seminars, and other
means.

The relation between the two organizations is
thus not one of competition but of cooperation.
Each operates completely independently of the
other. Each is solely responsible for its own pub-
lications and other activities, but there is fre-
quent contact and exchange of information.

Thus it is hoped that each will complement the
other in the great work of winning the sciences,
and the influenee of the sciences, to Christ and
His Word.
EDITORIAL COMMENTS
Frank L. Marsh has succeeded in clarifying
our position as regards fixity of the various kinds
of living creatures. Sometimes this “kind” may
indeed correspond to what is now defined as a
species. However, many species are obviously
merely  varieties and, as taxonomists work more
closely with cytologists and molecular biologists,
their limits will be more clearly defined. Thus,
the many former species of song sparrow (Melo-
spiza melodia) have been clearly shown to inter-
grade; consequently, now, they are all members
of one species.

William Tinkle’s papers always delight me for
he so clearly shows by specific examples, in this
case the lovely Dutchman’s Breeches, the many
problems facing an evolutionist. It is hard to see
how natural selection ever built up flowers which
are naturally self-pollinated, such as peas and
beans.

As time goes on, it will become clear that we
have more institutions of higher learning on our
side than is at first apparent. Tennessee Temple
Schools is an amazing example of what mission-
ary vision and zeal can accomplish, if dedicated
to the proposition that the Bible is to be taken
as completely reliable historically, scientifically,
and spiritually.

We naturally prefer not to disagree with one
of our members. However, Donald Patten’s
galactogenic time scale, unfortunately added to
his ideas of the causation of the Flood, directly
conflicts with the clear statement of Exodus
20:11, “For in six days the Lord made heaven
and earth, the sea and all that in them is, and
rested on the seventh.” We hope he will correct
this position in future editions of his book. He
will of course be given equal space to reply to
the critique by Henson et al of his book. The
Biblical Flood and the Ice Epoch. Only by can-
did exchange of opinions can progress be made.

Samuel Wolfe has given us a fine review of the
work of J. J. Duyvene De Wit. We deeply regret
that direct contact was not made earlier with
this pioneer critic of the evolution theory. Fur-
ther discussion of De Wit’s views on the so-called
evidence for the evolution of the human body is
anticipated from George Howe.

Walter E. Lammerts
Editor
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UNSOLVED PROBLEMS OF EVOLUTION

Carroll Lane Fenton has contributed a fair and straight-forward presentation
on “Evolution” in the 1967 printing of The World Book Encyclopedia (Volume 6,
pp. 330-334), published by Field Enterprises Educational Corporation, Chicago.

This paleontologist opens a section on “The Evidences for Evolution” with
clear attention to belief in evolution. Then a final section is provided under the
heading, “Unsolved Problems of Evolution.” The most important problems are
grouped under three headings and then three objections to the theory of evolution
are cited. Readers will want to check the exact wording, but a summary might
be as follows:

A. The Cause of Variations–Experiments with gene changes due to chemicals
and X-ray radiation and use of chemicals to cause aberrations of chromosomes
are artificial; hence, a great amount of information is still needed regarding causes
of variations in nature.

B. Guiding Forces of Evolution–Authorities need much more information
on how selection works.

C. Missing Evolutionary Links–There are still numerous gaps in what appear
to be fossil series.

Fenton mentions that hundreds of smaller problems exist which should prevent
anyone from making the mistake of thinking that evolution is completely under-
stood.

Having written that “belief” in evolution involves certain evidences, Fenton
most properly recognizes that many individuals object to the theory of evolution
because it conflicts with their religious beliefs. Three convictions are given as
basis for religious objection to evolution:

1. Conviction about the Bible–It is considered that God made the world by
separate Almighty acts, and that He created man, animals, and plants so that
they would “yield fruit after their kind.” Thus evolution from lower forms is
not believed by individuals with this conviction.

2. Conviction about God–Many Christians are not able to reconcile the idea
about evolutionary development, as being the result of natural forces present in
organic life, with their conviction that God is the Creator, Sustainer, and Provider
of all things.

3. Conviction about the Christian Gospel–Sin is usually considered mere
imperfection when man is accepted as part of a process of evolution from a lower
state; and, therefore, all meaning of the Gospel of redemption from the guilt of
sin is lost.

The author presents a few other pros and cons of evolution.

–John N. Moore
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FIXITY AMONG LIVING THINGS
FRANK LEWIS MARSH*
Because of efforts to synthesize Greek thought with early Christianity, the Christian church from
the beginning of the fifth century to the seventeenth century taught a doctrine of theistic evolution.
After a brief return to a belief that Genesis is simple history, Christians from the seventeenth to
the nineteenth centuries again waivered from the doctrine of special creation by teaching extreme
fixity in created kinds. Close study of the Old Testament today brings out the point that Genesis
does teach a fixity of living things. However, the fixity is not at the level of the individual, but
at the level of the kind. Thus new individuals are always of the same kind as their parents.
History tells us that from the time of Christ
to St. Augustine (354-430 A.D.), even men who
were particularly interested in natural science
were only slightly concerned about the beginning
of plants and animals. They busied themselves
with obtaining a knowledge of organisms as a
whole, and then with their structure and physi-
ology before questions of their origin came
seriously to mind. In the Christian world it suf-
ficed that God had created living things.

St. Augustine, Bishop of Hippo in northern
Africa, seems to have been the first Christian
definitely to become concerned about the manner
of origin of plants and animals. Characteristic
of the habit of the fourth and fifth centuries after
Christ, and in fact of the whole Middle Ages
period, Augustine searched authority in the form
of the writings of the ancients for light on origins.
In this search he came upon the natural philoso-
phy of Aristotle who had lived in the fourth cen-
tury B.C.

Because of Aristotle’s belief in an Intelligent
Designer, a Prime Mover in nature who had
created plants first, then animals, and finally man,
an Efficient Cause who was responsible for law-
bound existence, a God who left nothing to
chance, Augustine thought he recognized a simi-
larity between Aristotle’s philosophy and the ac-
count of origins in Genesis, and thus received an
explanation of the cause of the world which was
actually very much in disharmony with the sim-
ple history related in Genesis.

Aristotle Not Special Creationist
Aristotle was a theist but he definitely was not

a believer in special creation; nor was he an
evolutionist. According to his philosophy God
had, because of the resistance of matter to form,
an innate quality which made it possible only to
shape by degrees from lower to higher types,
gradually over great stretches of time developed
most of the complex forms from the first primor-
dial soft mass. Those larger animals which had
not been derived from the simpler forms had
come into being by an abiogenesis in which

*Frank Lewis Marsh is Professor of Biology at Andrews
University, Berrien Springs, Michigan. He holds a Ph.D.
degree from University of Nebraska.
frogs, snakes, and eels were produced spontane-
ously from the mud.

Nevertheless, according to Aristotle’s philoso-
phy nothing happened by accident but was the
result of the activity of the Prime Mover. There
is room for a difference of opinion as to whether
he considered God as constantly working in na-
ture, or as having set up a pre-ordained harmony,
but beyond question Aristotle was a theist and,
according to Augustine’s opinion, his philosophy
was acceptable to the point of view of the Catho-
lic Church.

Because of Augustine’s high authority in the
Church his opinion was accepted and, in the
fifth century, Aristotle’s explanations of natural
science became the orthodox view of the Catho-
lic Church on these matters. This view of a crea-
tion gradually derived out of chaotic material
continued on in the Church after Augustine’s
death, promoted by such scholastics as Joannes
Scotus Erigena, Roscellinus, Albertus Magnus,
and William of Occum, and most effectively in
the thirteenth century by Thomas Aquinas, one
of the highest authorities in the Church. The
impetus given this doctrine of theistic evolution
by Aquinas continued strongly in the Church
until the seventeenth century.

Theistic Evolution Taught
Thus it was that the Christian church from the

beginning of the fifth century to the seventeenth
century taught the doctrine of theistic evolution.
Henry Fairfield Osborn, a devout evolutionist, in
commenting on this said:

We know that Greek philosophy tinctured
early Christian theology; it is not so generally
realized that the Aristotelian notion of the de-
velopment of life led to the true interpretation
of the Mosaic account of the Creation.

There was, in fact, a long Greek period in
the history of the Evolution idea, extending
among the Fathers of the Church, and later,
among some of the Schoolmen, in their com-
mentaries upon Creation which accord very
closely with the modern theistic conceptions of
Evolution. If the orthodoxy of Augustine had
remained the teaching of the Church, the final
establishment of Evolution would have come
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far earlier than it did, certainly during the
eighteenth instead of the nineteenth century,
and the bitter controversy over this truth of
Nature would never have arisen.l

But the Aristotelian philosophy of derivative
origins did not go unchallenged in the Church
beyond the beginning of the seventeenth century.
Several influential men in the Church began to
speak out against a developmental creation and
in favor of an acceptance of the account of Gene-
sis as simple history.

Chief among these was the Spanish Jesuit
Francisco Suarez (1548-1617), who prepared a
treatise entitled Tractatus de opere sex Dierum
in which he discussed the problems which arise
out of the Mosaic account of Creation. In this
work he reviewed the opinions of Philo and
Augustine and pointedly rejected them. In the
words of Thomas Huxley (Critiques and Ad-
dresses, 1873), “As regards the creation of ani-
mals and plants, therefore, it is clear that Suarez,
so far from distinctly asserting derivative crea-
tion, denies it as distinctly and positively as he
can; so that he is at much pains to refute St.
Augustine’s opinion.”

Genesis Taught as History
The success of this intra-church movement,

and also a movement among the protestants, to
restore belief in a literal Genesis is portrayed in
the following statement by evolutionist Osborn:

As late as the seventeenth century, the
Jesuit Suarez and others contended that the
Book of Genesis contained a literal account of
the mode of Creation, and thereby Special
Creation acquired a firm status as a theory in
the contemporary philosophy. Singularly
enough, Milton’s epics appeared shortly after-
wards, exerting an equally profound influence
upon English Protestant thought, so that Hux-
ley has aptly termed Special Creation, “the
Miltonic hypothesis.” Thus the opportunity of
a free, unchecked development out of natural
science was lost.2

The truth is that all classes of theologians
departed from the original philosophical and
scientific standards of some of the Fathers of
the Church, and that Special Creation became
the universal teaching from the middle of the
sixteenth to the middle of the nineteenth cen-
turies. It is the recent establishment of Evolu-
tion which had led to the revival of Augustine’s
broad and true interpretation.3

The lover of truth rejoices that there was a
return to a belief that Genesis is simple history,
but the same god of deceit who had made such
good progress in foisting his substitute doctrine
for special creation upon Christians from the
fifth to the seventeenth centuries, achieved suc-
cess from the seventeenth to the nineteenth cen-
turies in another area of the battleground over
origins by causing the schoolmen in the church
universities to teach that there was an extreme
fixity implicit in the assertions of Genesis with
regard to reproduction in the created kinds.

Suarez himself did not hold the view of ex-
treme fixity in the production of new individuals
within the kinds, but as was done later by the
creationist Linnaeus, he pointed out that a
commingling of groups within the kinds could
generate new “species.” He gave as illustrations
of this change within original units the produc-
tion of the mule within the horse kind, and of
the leopard within the cat kind.4

Extreme Fixity Promulgated
However, in the interpretations of the school-

men the fixity of form and structure implied in
Genesis became interpreted more and more nar-
rowly, and at the same time more widely promul-
gated. Finally, as late as the 1820’s it was taught
by the theologians of Cambridge University that,
according to Genesis, offspring were as identical
to their parents as coins are identical to the die
that stamps them. Furthermore unbelievably at
Cambridge it was taught that God had leaned
over the parapet of heaven and set each species
in the earth in the very place where it was found
in the 1820’s.

It was this extremely narrow interpretation of
Genesis which Darwin understood to be the
actual teaching of Genesis when he set out in
1831 on his five-year voyage around the world.
During this voyage Darwin saw empirical evi-
dence of the development of new varieties and
of migration of animals and plants over the earth.
No wonder he decided that the account of
Genesis was completely unreliable. Thus as-
sumedly liberated from all Scriptural restrictions
on beginnings, he began to build an hypothesis
of developmental origins which recognized no
law-bound force in nature, an hypothesis which
eventually led him to the conclusion that the
heredity of man was common with that of the
lower animals.

Today as we study the Old Testament in an
effort to discover what it really teaches on the
matter of origins, we find that on Days Three,
Five, and Six plants and animals were created in-
stantaneously from the substances of the earth
after their kinds. On Day Three all kinds of
plants appeared, varying in form and structure
from the giants of the forest to the lichens adorn-
ing their bark and to violets blooming at their
feet, from minute ocean plankton and lowly car-
peting land types and herbaceous forms to fruit-
bearing trees. At the close of Day Six all kinds
of animals swam in the water, creeped, walked,
and skipped lightly upon the land, climbed the
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trees, and flew through the air. The Genesis text
apparently indicates that every basic type of
organism was in existence by the close of the
sixth day.

Genesis Kinds Were Created
A study of the lists of clean and unclean ani-

mals in Leviticus 11 reveals that the Hebrew
word miyn, kind, in some cases may be so re-
stricted in scope as even to suggest the creation
of smaller groups inside larger groups—as for
instance the distinguishing of the falcon kind
(v. 14) from the hawk kind (v. 16) within the
larger basic group of diurnal birds of prey, and
in delimiting the bald locust kind from the locust
kind (v. 22).

Thus when Genesis says that kinds were cre-
ated it may not necessarily mean that only the
very large basic types were represented on the
earth at the close of Friday, but the word trans-
lated “kind” may also refer to the creation of at
least some of the constituent subordinate groups
within the larger kinds.

At any rate, Genesis 2:1 tells us that by the
close of the sixth day God had finished His work
of creating. Because of the physiological consti-
tution of the created groups, the quota of basic
types of living things was filled before the setting
of the sun on Friday evening so that from that
time onward, except by the interposition of the
Creator Himself, no new basic kinds could ap-
pear upon the earth.

When the scientist, or anyone else for that
matter, reads Genesis, we recognize that he
should use care lest he add words which are not
actually spelled out there. This adding of words
was done by many theologians during the cen-
tury which preceded the publication of Darwin’s
Origin of Species. These churchmen represented
Genesis as asserting that both plants and animals
brought forth (reproduced) after their kinds.
Occasionally modern scientists apparently read
Genesis in the same way, as is illustrated in the
following assertion recently published by a scien-
tist in his discussion in the area where science
and religion meet: “The only biological unit
identified therein is called a kind, and at least
ten times in the first chapter of Genesis it is men-
tioned that the various types of living creatures
were to bring forth ‘after their kind’.”

Reproductive Behavior Analyzed
Actually a careful reading of Genesis reveals

that no assertion in just so many words is made
regarding the reproductive behavior of the cre-
ated kinds of animals. However, with regard to
the plants we read in Genesis 1:11, 12, RSV, “The
earth brought forth vegetation, plants yielding
seed according to their own kinds.”
In a survey of thirty-five Bible commentaries in
order to get the opinions of Bible commentators
on whether Genesis 1:11,12 does or does not
refer to reproductive behavior, it was found that
eleven made no comment on these verses, two
were evolutionist, and one thought the verses
meant only that the plants were made “according
to their various species.”

However, nineteen of these thirty-three com-
mentaries, that is, nineteen out of the twenty-two
who commented on these verses, stated definitely
that Genesis 1:12 affirmed that plants were made
in such a way as to bring forth after their kinds.
It follows quite naturally and reasonably that if
such were the case with plants, then so might it
be true with the animals.

Some who have studied this problem of the
probable reproductive behavior of the animals
in the beginning, appear to feel that because
Genesis does not state in just so many words that
animals brought forth after their kinds, and be-
cause it may be argued that nothing is said about
how plants reproduced, then we are free to come
to the conclusion that Genesis gives us no clue
on reproductive behavior. The impression this
point of view leaves is that because of this lack
in the record we are free to surmise that God
may have created organisms in such a way as to
make it possible for one basic kind, through
hybridization or mutation, to give rise to a new
basic kind.

If this opinion were correct we would not be
able to show from Genesis that development of
new basic types since Creation is not scripturally
possible. If new basic types could be produced
since Creation then evolution would be a natural
result. This point of view would therefore appear
to encourage acceptance of organic evolution.

“After Their Kinds”
However, God in His wisdom did not leave the

problem as open and indefinite as that. A very
important point in the Genesis account that is
too often overlooked is the clear statement re-
peated at least ten times in the first chapter to
the effect that plants and animals were created
after their kinds. This oft-repeated assertion
gives us a very important key to what was cre-
ated, and to the reproductive characteristics of
these groups of organisms.

If the Record had merely said “God created
plants and animals,” the topic would have been
left open so that man could surmise just about
anything he wished as to the way in which the
kinds of organisms now on the earth came into
being, so long as he remembered that God made
them. But as we have noted above, we are told
quite in detail that all kinds of plants appeared
on Day Three, and that all kinds of animals ap-
peared on Days Five and Six.



124
Possibly only he who has studied the laws of
reproduction of kinds of organisms can compre-
hend the specific and satisfactory nature of the
Genesis account when it records that the kinds
were created before the close of Day Six, and
that God then ended His work, a work which
had included the creation of all the kinds.

We might profitably ask ourselves, How do
we identify the different kinds of plants and ani-
mals? To be more specific, How do we tell a
pumpkin from an oak, a mole from an elephant?
I believe not one of us is so self-depreciating as
to feel that he could not distinguish these kinds.

But how do we distinguish them? By observ-
ing their differences in size, in form, in structure,
and in growth habit. These distinguishing char-
acters become manifest in each kind as it de-
velops from the fertilized egg. The pumpkin be-
comes a pumpkin and an oak an oak because of
the chemical differences in the hereditary deter-
miners (the genes, the DNA of the cells). The
pumpkin is limited in its reproduction to the pro-
duction of individuals of the pumpkin kind only
because of the specific and peculiar chemical
quality of its hereditary substances.

This is true of all the kinds, oaks, moles, ele-
phants and all. Every man who has studied re-
production at all and even those who have been
normally observant, know that if kinds are pres-
ent then there is a reproductive behavior in each
kind which makes it capable of producing only
individuals of the same basic kind, a reproductive
behavior which sets it apart both in the present
and for all the future from all other kinds. Thus
the man kind has from Creation produced and
will continue to produce to the end of time only
human beings, beings which cannot be crossed
or confused with any other kind of animal.

Genesis Teaches Kind Fixity
Thus it is that we recognize that Genesis does

teach a fixity in the world of living things which
has continued since Creation Week. But the
fixity is not at the level of the individual so as to
make offspring as like their parents as dies and
the coins they stamp, but rather at the level of
the kind so that new individuals are never any-
thing other than of the same kind as their parents.
For example the fixity is at the level of the dog
kind and not at the level of the kinds of dogs.

The variation that can occur within some kinds
is amazing, and we are delighted as we study the
many varieties (call them “species” if you will)
of sorts such as men, dogs, cats, pigeons, finches,
tortoises, roses, gladioli, iris, bluegrass, and haw-
thorn trees. But the farther we push our investi-
gation the clearer the natural principle becomes
that kinds can reproduce only after their kinds.
This biological research illuminates the state-
ments of Genesis, and demonstrates that at Crea-
tion the Creator did create a fixity into the world
of living things by creating all kinds of plants
and animals.

There is nothing in the creation account to
deny the possibility that in some instances sev-
eral subordinate groups may have been created
in certain of the kinds. We may speculate rather
harmlessly that the horse, the ass, and the zebra
could illustrate one such case, and that within
the rose kind (not the Rosaceae or rose family
of the botanist with its pears, apples, juneberries,
hawthorns, strawberries, raspberries, blackber-
ries, dewberries, cinquefoils, agrimony, plums,
cherries, etc.), but the cultivated rose of the rose
breeder, the Creator may have beautified the
earth with many cross-fertile strains of roses, or
even with breeds of roses which were not inter-
fertile.

Because the respective kinds of plants and
animals continue through all generations due to
the peculiar, specific, and isolating chemical
qualities within each kind, it would be expected
very commonly to find that the varying members
of a kind would all have very nearly the same
chemical constitution, a constitution which com-
monly would make them compatible and cross-
able with other breeds, races, or varieties of the
same kind. In many instances, even after these
thousands of years of mutational change and
deterioration, the Genesis kind and the modern
“biological species” would be identical. Identity
here would not exist where mutational change
has accomplished the development of reproduc-
tive isolation between the members of two
groups within the same Genesis kind.

The Bible-believing biologist rejoices that God
has made it very clear in Genesis that a fixity was
built into the world of living things by a creation
of organisms in all their kinds. It would appear
indeed to be a strange divine activity which
would go to all the meticulous care of production
of hundreds of thousands of kinds of plants and
animals and make no provision to prevent an im-
mediate welter of hybridization which, in a few
generations, would quite obliterate the lovely
pattern of creation.

This clear record of Genesis leaves the student
of origins facing no dilemma in the matter of how
much evolution has occurred among plants and
animals. He knows that no blood-relationship
exists between the basic types of our day, and
that any similarity between kinds is significantly
the result of the fact of one Creator with a master
plan which may have included many archetypes.

References
1Osborn, H. F. 1894. From the Greeks to Darwin. New
York and London, Macmillan, p. 7.

2Ibid., pp. 7,8.
3Ibid., p. 85.
4Ibid., p. 84.
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WILD FLOWERS: A PROBLEM FOR EVOLUTION
W ILLIAM J. TI N K L E*
According to the inclusive explanation of evolution by natural selection, wild flowers developed
by chance variation. Evolutionists postulate that flowers came from changes in leaves. A truly
vivid imagination is required to visualize flowers of Dutchman’s Breeches developing by chance
from a leafy branch, especially in the absence of any leaf branches in this wild flower. Evolution-
ists reject purpose on the part of the Creator because of a philosophy, but not because of their
observations. Evolution by natural selection cannot be used to adequately explain the vast inter-
dependence of living things.
When the chill winds of spring vie with warm,
sunny days we look in corners and nooks of the
woods for the bright faces of wild flowers. While
they cannot assure us that snow will not return,
we feel certain that warm skies and green grass
are on their way. Using food stored in roots or
bulbs, these tiny plants push up leaves and
flowers very promptly while the trees still have
no leaves to intercept sunshine from them.

Let us enquire how these tiny organisms at-
tained their present attractive state. According
to the inclusive explanation of evolution by
natural selection they developed by chance varia-
tion. Quoting Darwin:

Nothing at first can appear more difficult
to believe than that the more complex organs
and instincts have been perfected, not by
means superior to, though analogous with, hu-
man reason, but by the accumulation of in-
numerable slight variations, each good for the
individual possessor. Nevertheless, this diffi-
culty, though appearing to imagination in-
superably great, cannot be considered real if
we admit the following propositions, namely.
that all parts of the organization offer, at least,
individual differences—that there is a struggle
for existence leading to the preservation of
profitable deviations of structure or instinct-
and, lastly, that gradations in the state of
perfection of each organ may have existed each
good of its kind. The truth of these proposi-
tions cannot, I think, be disputed.l

Utilitarian Changes vs. Stable Genes
Such utilitarian changes, accumulated over

thousands of years, were thought to account for
the present structures of plants. But in the mid-
dle of the nineteenth century only one man,
Gregor Mendel, knew much about the action of
genes, and Charles Darwin knew nothing of his
work.

We now know that genes are stable and the
rare changes which do occur in them do not add
anything which would build higher species.

Most genes are exceedingly stable. This
applies both to normal “wild-type” genes and

*William J. Tinkle is professor emeritus of biology,
Anderson College, Eaton, Indiana. He holds a Ph.D.
degree from Ohio State University.
to genes which have arisen by mutation. The
natural mutation rate is very low. Many
species have remained much the same for long
geologic ages. The brachiopods among ani-
mals and the seaweeds and others among
plants are examples of organisms in which al-
most no changes are observed in present-day
species as compared with fossils.2

Returning to the nineteenth century theory, a
plant with a simple, green body (a thallus) hap-
pened to develop stems with branches, which
happened to become flattened into leaves. Thus,
it could catch more sunlight and have an advan-
tage in the struggle for existence. It is postu-
lated:

(1) that at the tip of a branch, spores were
formed and some chanced to be enlarged by
storing food, thus becoming seeds;

(2) that leaves on this branch were changed
into carpels, stamens, petals, and sepals respec-
tively;

(3) that petals which happened to enlarge and
develop color attract insects which carry pollen
from one plant to another;

(4) and that flowers which happen to have
sweet juice (nectar) also attract insects, which
cross one variety with another (the basis of
hybrid vigor).

Useless variation also occurred but such plants
were lost in the struggle for existence.

A Certain Species Considered
Now let us ask how well this glittering gener-

ality applies in concrete species. The Dutchman’s
Breeches, Dicentra cucullaria, is a perennial herb
which thrives in deep humus (see Figure 1).
The compound leaves grow up directly from
bulbs. The flower stalks are scapes, that is, they
grow up from the bulbs without leaves, and the
flower cluster is a raceme.

Now look at the flower itself. The sepals are
very small. There are four petals, two of which
are slender but the other two look like the legs
of fancy breeches and thus give the name to the
flower. This species seems to be self-pollinated
since the stamens and pistil are near each other.
There is no nectar, and bees seldom visit the
flower.
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Figure 1. Dutchman’s Breeches Dicentra cucullaria

It would require a lively imagination to visu-
alize a leafy branch developing by chance, utili-
tarian changes into such a flower, especially in
this plant where there are no leafy branches.
Another difficulty in this explanation is that we
find no intervening forms of plants either in the
woods or in the rock strata.

The principal utilitarian value of flower color,
odor, and nectar seems to be cross pollination.
Some flowers are formed so as to favor receiving
pollen from another plant rather than from its
own stamens. For instance, the pistil may be
longer than the stamens, such that the visiting
insect touches it first and places pollen upon it
from another flower. Or some stamens and pis-
tils mature at different times, making self-polli-
nation impossible.

But these are only special cases for in many
plants, wheat, beans, and peas, for instance,
pollen from the stamens regularly fertilizes the
ovules of the same flower. It is hard to see how
any utilitarian process such as natural selection
built up the flowers of beans and peas. (And if
this is not enough difficulty, consider the dande-
lion, in which many seeds develop by partheno-
genesis, having had no union with pollen.)

Evolution vs. Purpose
The theory of evolution by natural selection

may look reasonable as a whole, but we learn in
mathematics that the whole is made up of its
parts. If the parts of a theory do not contribute
to the general idea, then the whole theory is de-
fective and untenable. In a freshman course, the
theory of evolution often is more attractive than
in an advanced course because fewer exceptions
are encountered.

Most evolutionists rule out purpose on the
part of the Creator; not because of their observa-
tions however, but because of a philosophy which
they prefer. It suits their bent of mind to believe
in materialism and utilitarianism. But having es-
poused such a philosophy it is hard to account
for beauty, and even harder to account for
altruism.

We say that bees are attracted by the beauty
of flowers, but why not say that grazing animals
also are attracted, making natural selection work
against beauty? Neither statement can be sub-
stantiated.

There is reality in the beautiful purple color of
a raspberry cane just as much as in the thorns
which are supposed to protect it, but natural
selection does not account for this color. Again,
what utilitarian theory can account for the strik-
ing colors of autumn leaves? The yellow is ex-
plained by the loss of chlorophyll leaving xantho-
phyll; but what is the utility of the bold, red an-
thocyanin, except to beautify the landscape?

When faced with altruism in nature the evolu-
tionist is in difficulty, for his theory is based upon
self interest. He may reply that some altruism
is only apparent, for fruits pay animals for de-
livering seeds to favorable planting places. This
is true in many cases, but it is hard to see such
value in a squash and impossible to see it in
cotton. The fibers do not transport cotton seeds
but rather hold them. In many other species the
fruits and seeds are more lavish than needed to
perpetuate the kind.

In another respect, the oxygen which plants
give off in their food-making process does not
help them but is of great value to animals. Con-
versely, plants use the carbon dioxide which ani-
mals breathe out. Bacteria of decay perform a
valuable service to nature by changing dead
plants into soil; indeed the very best of soil. These
organisms do not consciously try to help some
body, but the world is so planned that this aid
goes on naturally. Evolution by natural selection,
based as it is upon selfish struggle, stands silent
before these important natural processes.

Let us recognize that God made plants beauti-
ful, and formed them in such a way that they
serve other living things in addition to them-
selves. He made an interesting wealth of variety
just as we should expect a personal Creator
to do.

References
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UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES HAVING THE CREATION POINT OF VIEW
WALTER E. LAMMERTS*
A local church that grew into a college in
twenty-one years, such is the history of Tennes-
see Temple Schools of Chattanooga, Tennessee.
As told by Rev. Preson P. Phillips, Jr., this re-
markable phenomenon is directly the result of
great missionary vision and zeal by members of
the Highland Park Baptist Church of Chatta-
nooga.

Beginning in 1946 as a Junior College and
Bible School, church members gradually ac-
quired one building after another until now 55
buildings are owned. About one dozen of these
were built specifically for classroom and labora-
tory uses. By 1950 the senior division was added.
Undergraduate A.B. degrees are granted in Bible,
English, History, Music and Psychology and B.S.
degrees in Elementary Education and Nursing.

In Phillip’s opinion no really powerful evange-
listic and missionary ministry can be built on an
admixture of truth, error and guesswork. Belief
in an absolutely reliable Bible both as regards
historical, scientific, as well as spiritual state-
ments is necessary in order to build colleges such
as Tennessee Temple Schools.

A natural science department as such has not
yet been formed, although one is contemplated
as soon as the right man can be found. A well
qualified man who will teach science as a Chris-
tian ministry instead of simply as a field of secular
interest is needed.

Figure 1. Tennessee Temple Library—This new, modern
facility has been designed with an ultimate capacity of
100,000 volumes in view. Scores of new books are being
added each month to make it one of the fastest-growing
libraries in the area.

*Walter E. Lammerts is a well-known rose breeder
and former director of research at Germain’s (seed
growers and horticulturists), Livermore, California 94551.
He holds the Ph.D. in genetics from University of Cali-
fornia at Los Angeles.
Figure 2. The Charles F. Weigle Music Center provides
space for teaching studios, two large rehearsal halls,
administrative offices, and twenty-five practice rooms.
The building is equipped with twenty pianos and two
Baldwin organs. The entire Highland Park Baptist
Church ministry uses over one hundred pianos and six
Baldwin organs, including a new number eleven Baldwin
organ installed recently.

Basic courses in general science, botany and
zoology are given. Phillip B. Marquart (M.D.,
Harvard) has built a strong psychology depart-
ment, ably assisted by Frank Lee (Ph. D., Bob
Jones University). This science is believed to
have the greatest value for approximately two-
thirds of the 1450 students preparing for Chris-
tian Service.

Though Preson Phillips, Jr., received training
as an organic chemist, he now teaches in the
Bible and religious education department. In his
Biblical Introduction to Science course, he uses
much of the data published by the Creation Re-
search Society. He uses Genes, Genesis and
Evolution by Dr. John Klotz as his primary text.
He considers genetics and geology to be two key
sciences the Bible student needs for Christian
orientation.

Dr. Henry Morris’ The Genesis Flood and his
Twilight of Evolution have been very helpful
in this course also. Belief in a universal Flood
is taught as both Biblical and scientific, indeed
the answer to the usually held concepts of evolu-
tion and uniformitarianism. In fact, according to
Preson Phillips, Jr., the position of Tennessee
Temple Schools regarding the relation of science
and the Bible is quite similar to that held by Bob
Jones University as reported in the Creation Re-
search Society Annual of 1967.

As may be inferred from its origin, Tennessee
Temple Schools is a Baptist college and attend-
ance at church services regularly is required.
Tuition is $475.00 per year, regular fees are
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$42.00 and room and board is $680.00 per year.
In a future issue we will consider a college in

one of the northern states. It is indeed gratifying
to know that publications of the Creation Re-
search Society and those of various members of
the Society are of value to the faculty and stu-
dents of Bob Jones University and Tennessee
Temple Schools.
NEW PUBLICATIONS

Heredity: A Study in Science and the Bible by Dr. William J. Tinkle. St.
Thomas Press, Box 35096, Houston, Texas 77035. (Hardback–$5.50 ), 1967.

The author explains the principles of heredity in a way consistent with the
divinely created order. This is a calm and surprisingly forceful book, full of plain
sense grounded on simple truths, and his love for the Word of God.

The role of genes, the observed possibility and limits of mutation are set forth
so that junior high school readers may comprehend and adult readers may deepen
their understanding. Dr. Tinkle discusses the controversial subject of eugenics
soberly and with Christian reverence for life. He disposes of the confusion and
wild imaginative speculation that has often been advanced on the subject of
heredity; he refutes the myth of heredity as a process and vehicle for evolution.

Dr. William J. Tinkle was awarded the Bachelor of Arts by Manchester Col-
lege in 1916 with a major in biology, after which he taught school. He did his
advanced work in the sciences at Ohio State University where he was awarded
the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in zoology. He also studied at Bethany
Biblical Seminary in Chicago and has served as a minister ordained in the Church
of the Brethren. He was at one time head of the biology department at Taylor
University, is author of a textbook for colleges, Fundamentals of Zoology, and is
currently secretary of the Creation Research Society.

*  *  * *  *  *

Evolution or Creation by Prof. H. Enoch. Puritan Publications, Inc., 25 W.
High St., Carlisle, Pa. 17013. ( $1,50). Published in India, 1966; in England, 1967.

No scientific theory ever published by man had a more far reaching influence
on human thought and life than the theory of evolution propounded by Charles
Darwin. The publication of the book Origin of Species has brought about a com-
plete revolution in the outlook and life of mankind both mentally and spiritually.

In this volume the author re-examines the arguments usually set forth in
support of the theory of evolution in the light of modern discoveries. A teacher
of the subject in the universities for years and a convinced Christian, he is quali-
fied to express his views on evolution as well as creation. He concludes that
evolution in the last analysis is not supported by scientific facts of the present
day, but that the concept of a Biblical Creation accommodates all the known
facts of science.

Prof. H. Enoch, born in Trivandrum (Kerala State), India, had both his
undergraduate and post graduate courses in the University of Madras. Having
had a distinguished course in Zoology, he joined the Madras Educational Service
teaching University students for more than three decades. He retired as professor
and head of the department of Zoology of Madras.

He has also widely traveled both in the East and in the West and has had
the privilege of visiting various parts of the world acquainting himself with some
of the original materials on which the theory of Organic Evolution is founded.

For many years the author was president of the Union of Evangelical Stu-
dents of India and at present is the Vice-Chairman of the International Fellow-
ship of Evangelical Students.
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BOOK REVIEW
JOSEPH HENSON, GEORGE MULFINGER , ROBERT REYMOND, EMMETT WILLIAMS , JR.*
The Biblical Flood and the Ice Epoch by
Donald W. Patten. Seattle, Washington: Pacific
Meridian Publishing Company, 1966, xvi, 336 pp.
$7.50.

In this book the author claims that the close
approach of a large, stray celestial body, perhaps
Mercury (p. 312), caused the Biblical Flood and
the Ice Epoch (this term preferred to the uni-
formitarian-charged term “Ice Age’’–p. 141). As
this massive body passed by the earth, it pulled
up mountains and caused great tides by gravita-
tional attraction (pp. 152-153). According to the
author, this tidal phenomenon is recounted in the
Genesis account of the Flood (pp. 51-64).

The Ice Epoch accompanying the Flood re-
sulted from ice being dumped on the earth from
this astral visitor or from its satellites (pp. 144-
146). Throughout the book many Biblical mir-
acles are explained in terms of astral phenomena.
The author attempts to offer naturalistic o r
mechanistic explanations for many supernatural-
istic events recorded in the Old Testament.

The present reviewers have read several highly
complimentary reviews of this book in noted con-
servative theological journals. However, after
an extensive study of this work we must confess
that we are both disappointed and disillusioned.
It is neither a book of Christian apologetics nor
a vast storehouse of scientific information. As
much as we would like to see the arsenal of anti-
evolutionary literature expanded by the con-
tinual appearance of new books on Bible-science
related subjects, we feel that this effort is defi-
nitely a step in the wrong direction.

Miracles Explained Away
At most points in Patten’s account of the his-

tory of the earth and of man, God’s immediate
providence (miracles) has been removed. In an
attempt to explain the clearly miraculous, he con-
structs hypothetical physical mechanisms. For
instance, he suggests that microvibrations or
minute “foreshocks,” seismic in nature, caused
the animals to migrate to the ark (p. 64).

Such an explanation is incomplete at best. We
raise these questions: If these vibrations were
uniform over the whole earth, why did the ani-
mals go directly to the ark instead of wandering
aimlessly for a place of refuge? Why did they

*Joseph Henson, Ph.D., Chairman, Division of Pure
and Applied Science and Head of Biology Department;
George Mulfinger, M.S., Department of Physics; Robert
Reymond, Ph.D., Old Testament Department, Graduate
School of Religion; and Emmett Williams, Jr., Ph.D., De-
partment of Chemistry, are all members of the faculty
of Bob Jones University, Greenville, South Carolina
29614.
go into such an unnatural structure as the ark?
Did the vibrations lessen around the ark to give
the animals a sense of security? We believe only
God’s providential direction can explain such a
migration.

Also, the opening of the Red Sea (Ex. 14:22)
is said to have resulted from a “possible tidal
phenomenon” (p. 181), although Ex. 14:21 spe-
cifically declares that “the Lord caused the sea
to go back by a strong east wind.” The cloud by
day and the pillar of fire by night are called “most
remarkable astral phenomena” (p. 181), appar-
ently following Velikovsky. But Ex. 13:21 reads:
“And the LORD went before them by day in a
pillar of a cloud . . . and by night in a pillar of
fire.” Is the Lord an “astral” phenomenon?

In the history of mankind God used miracles
to demonstrate his power. Time and again he
manifested his omnipotence by overruling the
so-called “laws of nature.” If, however, such
events as the animal migration before the Flood,
the dividing of the Red Sea, and the cloud and
pillar of fire can be accounted for by ordinary
natural laws, one may begin to question whether
there is any need for God as an explanation for
anything in nature, or whether there ever were
any bona fide miracles. The fact that the Scrip-
tures clearly teach that such events were inter-
ventions by God seems to carry little weight with
Patten.

Biblical Interpretations Original
Patten’s understanding of some Biblical state-

ments is, to say the least, original. The “giants”
of Gen. 6:4 were giant animals (p. 263). The
entire phrase, “fountains of the deep,” refers to
oceans as such and not to subterranean sources
in the oceans (p. 62). The Biblical phrases, “the
waters increased greatly” and “the waters stead-
ily receded,” describe tidal phenomena rather
than the traditionally understood rising and fall-
ing of flood waters (p. 60).

Since, in his opinion, Bible translators have
groped for words to translate catastrophic themes
which they failed to recognize as such (p. 181,
fn.), the Hebrew phrase meaning “destructive
plague” and rendered in the AV by “noisome
pestilence” (Psa. 91:3) should be understood, so
Patten thinks, “more on the order of bolides or
meteorites” (ibid.), even though the context
would seem to indicate that the Psalmist had
simply physical malady in mind.

Patten evinces little, if any, knowledge of
Hebrew when, for example, he analyzes the
Hebrew word Mazzaroth found in Job 38:32 as
from mazza meaning “star” and roth meaning
"beard,” interpreting the whole as a “bearded,
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or hairy, star,” descriptive of cometary phenom-
ena (p. 187). The most authoritative Hebrew
lexicons (Brown, Driver and Briggs, and Koehler
and Baumgardner ) view the word as derived
from the root mzr, the oth ending simply being
the feminine plural, and meaning “a constella-
tion.” Few trained Old Testament scholars will
find such interpretations compelling.

Naturalistic Explanation Stressed
In seeking a naturalistic explanation for every-

thing, the author would rob God of his creative
power. He suggests that some of the planets of
our solar system originated from astral catas-
trophes (pp. 292, 296). But could not God have
created them in place? Ex. 20:11 leaves no room
for creation by catastrophe.

Patten feels that astronomical catastrophe
could account for the appearance of carbon,
nitrogen, and hydrogen on the earth (pp. 205,
208-09). But was God incapable of creating
the necessary supply of these elements for the
earth? By extending Patten’s kind of reasoning,
we could assume that even life itself appeared
on earth by some such similar mechanism. In-
deed, many evolutionists teach just that! Such
reasoning carried to its logical conclusion could
even postulate the arrival of “God on the scene
by means of the mechanism of celestial catas-
trophe.

Is the author truly sound on the uniqueness
and infallibility of the Old Testament Scriptures?
At times the reader gets the distinct impression
that the Bible is being treated as just another
piece of ancient literature. For example, Patten
writes,

. . . we have received in the Hebrew account
of ancient times, renditions which are only
mildly garbled [due to textual corruption],
and are essentially undiluted source material
within the sphere of the topics discussed. Had
the ancient Sybillene oracles, the Delphine
oracles, or the Egyptian oracles been pre-
served, they too would undoubtedly be valu-
able source material (p. 216, fn.).

The wilderness manna is placed in the same
category as mythological nectar and ambrosia
(p, 168, fn.). And consider this statement:
“Genesis, like Job, is a valid historical document,
and may be a valid spiritual one, too” (p, 307,
emphasis added ).

Authoritative Documentation Missing
Extensive documentation normally appears in

scientific writing. Scholarly references are con-
stantly cited so that the reader can check the
validity of any statement. But in this book there
is an overall lack of authoritative documentation.
Sketchy documentation is scattered sporadically
throughout the book, and many references listed
in the bibliography by no means bear directly
on the subject under discussion. Numbers are
“pulled out of a hat” whenever they are needed,
and references cited often represent the work of
individuals possessing little scientific knowledge
in the area of concern.

Highly arbitrary drawings and lists of assump-
tions are used as raw facts in “proving” the book’s
case. Patten often makes an assumption and
later states the assumption as a fact to support
further arguments. To say the least, the very
shaky superstructure resulting from such a pro-
cedure cannot be taken as demonstrated truth
in the sense of a conclusion deduced from experi-
mental data.

For example, the author considers outer space
“beyond Neptune” (p. 128) as the original loca-
tion for the ice of his hypothesis. Highly ques-
tionable documentation is given. Gerard Kuiper
is cited in support of the presence of ice around
Saturn, but no mention is made of the work
wherein this information is reported (p. 101).
Phrases such as “it is generally accepted” (p. 102)
and “some astronomers say” (ibid.) sometimes
take the place of scholarly citations.

Actually, scientists cannot agree whether water
in any form exists in any significant amount any-
where else in our solar system besides on the
earth. There is certainly no demonstrable evi-
dence to support the claim for the existence of
large amounts of water beyond our solar system,
a fact which the reading of any basic astronomy
book will reveal.

Some Scientific Errors
Errors of scientific nature are evident: (1) A

mathematical analysis of the orbit of Patten’s
“astral visitor” was made, using the values he
suggests for its perigee, apogee, and period. Ap-
plication of Kepler’s Second Law and graphical
integration afforded a precise knowledge of the
hypothetical body’s position on each day of its
110-day revolution period.

Calculations clearly demonstrate that the celes-
tial sojourner would have traveled through its
perigee at such a fantastic rate of speed that it
would have influenced only a small portion of
one side of the earth’s surface. Thus it would
have failed to produce the extensive globe-
encircling mountain chains that Patten has en-
visioned.

(2) Further, in one place (p. 138, fn.) the
term “light year” is used to express time, but
the term technically designates distance, not
time. Again, (3) Darwin did not provide a bio-
chemical mechanism of evolution (p. 227).

Uniformitarian Chronology Imitated
The author obviously supports (p. 210) some

sort of a gap theory in Gen. 1:2. John C. Whit-
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comb1 has already demonstrated the weaknesses
of all so-called proofs for such an hypothesis. But
since Patten states that ammonia, hydroxyl
groups, and hydrocarbons appeared on the earth
at that time, such an era would demand incon-
trovertible proof and massive documentation if
it is to be considered seriously.

Patten clearly rejects the six-solar-day creation
of Genesis 1. His time chart (pp. 302-304) indi-
cates that the universe dates back earlier than
one billion years. Even though Genesis 1 clearly
teaches that the earth was created first with the
sun and moon being created later on the fourth
day of creation, Patten states that as early as ten
million years ago the earth-moon system was
roaming about the universe trillions, if not quad-
rillions, of miles from the sun’s domain and only
later was captured by the sun (pp. 302-305).

In discussing (p. 303) his “hydrocarboniferous
catastrophic era” (20,000-12,000 B.C.), Patten
states: “During this era, life in various forms was
created, probably instantly” (Emphasis added).
What implications should one read into this state-
ment? Actually, there is no Scriptural or scien-
tific evidence for such dating.

Patten’s timetable, with modification, could
easily be fitted into a uniformitarian evolutionary
timetable. What he proposes is only slightly
different from what uniformitarian evolution
offers. Uniformitarian evolution uses the mech-
anisms of chance and natural selection.

Instead of chance, Patten substitutes “astral
catastrophism” which, in the absence of a state-
ment to the contrary, appears to be a chance hap-
pening. God is left out or highly limited by all
these proposed mechanisms. One could consider
the “big bang” hypothesis as a universal celestial
catastrophe, and then consider the many pro-
posed catastrophes of Patten as smaller in mag-
nitude than this original one. No, Patten simply
offers no real alternative to present day scientific
opinion.

Only Present Processes Open to Investigation
Patten fails to realize that science may concern

itself legitimately only with present processes.
The physical condition of the world before and
during the Flood is not subject to scientific in-
vestigation. There can only be speculation about
the cosmological conditions operative at that time
as far as modern science is concerned. The only
way we can know what happened is by direct
revelation from God.

The Bible gives no indication of any “astral
visitor”’ as suggested in this book. The various
cosmologies which have existed and which will
exist are given in II Peter 3, namely, the heavens
and earth prior to the Flood (v. 5), the heavens
and earth “which are now” (v. 7), and the new
heavens and new earth after the Day of the
Lord (v. 13).

The only era we can investigate scientifically
is given in verse seven-the heavens and the earth
which now are. Verse six plainly states that the
world before the Flood perished. Consequently,
Patten’s categories for his flood model (pp. 143-
160) are assumptions at least. Furthermore, the
Flood, described as it is in his flood model as a
tidal phenomenon, would not necessarily be uni-
versal (i.e., cover all the earth at one time).

Points Regarding Mechanism(s)
Patten claims (p. 19) that Whitcomb and

Morris offer no mechanism for the Flood in The
Genesis Flood. This is not true. They state that
pressurized water under the crust of the earth
was suddenly released and a vapor canopy above
the earth suddenly precipitated. 2 But their
mechanisms are superior to Patten’s for they are
indicated by Scripture itself (Gen. 1:7, 7:11).
No further postulation of mechanism is neces-
sary. Indeed, anything beyond this is sheer
speculation.

Of course, it could be asked, what force caused
the fountains of the deep to be suddenly re-
leased? What caused the windows of heaven to
open? God knows, but we do not. He could
have simply willed it!

Consider the planetary visitor from outer space
hypothesized by Patten. From where did it
come? Why did it enter our solar system? Why
did it come near our earth? One mechanism re-
quires another ad infinitum, and still nothing is
accomplished. We know no more with certainty
than we did before the extra-Biblical mechanism
was suggested.

Further, the author mentions the falling to
earth of “statically-charged icy particles” (p.
146). What mechanism charged this unusual
ice? And how did it hold this charge? Patten
fails to elucidate this strange phenomenon. If
mechanisms are so important, why not give one
here? And where is the evidence that there are
such things as statically-charged icy particles?
Patten gives none.

Furthermore, the major “astral” catastrophe
conjectured by Patten has never been reliably
recorded. It is only his peculiar interpretation of
Genesis. There is no evidence of the capturing of
such large bodies in our solar system.

Some Presuppositions Untenable
Some of Patten’s philosophical presuppositions

are untenable. One is that a correct theory has
to be “psychologically satisfying to the uncom-
mitted but inquiring mind (p. 143). Now a
Christian man of science is clearly committed to
certain beliefs before he begins any type of scien-
tific inquiry.
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He has already accepted by faith a number of
doctrines and their implications for science com-
pletely apart from the question of their psycho-
logical satisfaction to the uncommitted mind. He
proceeds from his faith commitment and pursues
truth in whatever direction it might lead him,
always checking his conclusions by the Bible;
never can he proceed from a neutral position and
pursue that which seems appealing. The Chris-
tian man of science knows all of this.

He further knows that he can never construct
a model of such a divinely-wrought catastrophe
as the Flood which will prove compelling and
absolutely winsome to the unbeliever. In fact,
many of the great truths of Scripture will never
be fathomed even by the believing mind. How
can Patten insist, then, that a satisfactory model
must be psychologically satisfying to the uncom-
mitted mind? Nothing is gained by such insist-
ence except confusion.

Misspelled words, poor sentence structure, and
inane statements such as “Marxians [sic] must
never be confused with Martians” (p. 322, fn.)
abound, and tend to spoil the continuity of
thought and general readability of the book.
These factors, plus the large quantity of extrane-
ous material, make reading of this book a time-
consuming chore. It is at best a potpourri of
facts, assumptions, and speculations, some of
them germane to the question of the Flood and
the Ice Epoch, many of them not.
Patten is professedly a Christian man who be-
lieves in divine creation (p. 266) and the Flood.
His entire efforts are no doubt intended to refute
uniformitarianism. But his refutation, in the
opinion of the present reviewers, is more than
counterbalanced by the wild speculation of catas-
trophic mechanisms.

Conclusions
This book is not recommended for the scien-

tifically untrained who may think the many,
many assumptions are actually facts, while any
scientist reading it will easily see the errors in
its pages.

If Patten’s example is followed, one could con-
ceivably see a not too distant time when Chris-
tians would argue over whose catastrophic mech-
anism is best among the many suggested. Let us
keep our scientific writing, as Christians, within
the realm of the sanely predictable, and not
imitate the evolutionists whose mechanisms often
operate in the area of science fiction.
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BOOK REVIEW
SAMUEL W O L F E*
A New Critique of the Transformist Principle
in Evolutionary Biology by J. J. Duyvene de Wit.
Kampen, Netherlands: J. H. Kok N. V., 1965.

In a casual reading, this work might impress
one as a brilliant Christian pioneer study in its
field. More important, however, it constituted
both a dying bequest and a call to arms for it
was the author’s last published work. To appre-
ciate the full setting we must analyze the context
of the writer’s life and works.l

J. J. Duyvene De Wit was born in Velp, Hol-
land, in 1909. He received his Ph.D. degree in
endocrinology (cum laude) at the University of
Utrecht in 1939. Early he demonstrated ability
as a researcher, writer, and promoter. During
his career he authored some 80 scientific publica-
tions and founded the still-existing Institute for
Animal Production at Zeist, Holland.

In 1950 he was appointed to the chair of zool-
ogy at the Free University of Amsterdam. For
personal reasons he moved to South Africa a year
later and accepted the same position at the Uni-
versity of The Orange Free State. In this post
he built up a research project pertaining to
speciation in fish.

At the time of his death, Dr. De Wit was a
Research Professor of Zoology at the University
of the Orange Free State, Bloemfontein, South
Africa. He had made one appearance in Amer-
ica as a guest-lecturer in the Calvinistic Study
Conference held at Cherry Hill Farm, Union-
ville, Ontario, Canada, in 1962. His gift for pene-
trating analysis and forceful presentation had
won him acclaim in many quarters.

He made a singular contribution in the gather-
ing war against evolutionism. None has discerned
more clearly how the most recent science dis-
proves evolutionism. It is appropriate now that
something of his total impact be recognized.

While in Holland, De Wit had become an
enthusiastic follower of the Cosmonomic phi-
losophy of Herman Dooyeweerd. De Wit had
also developed a profound recognition of the
apostate nature of transformistic evolutionary
teaching. He continued working toward his
goal of combatting the modern evolutionary
trend (particularly as represented by Teilhard
de Chardin) with the Christian Cosmonomic
discipline. The way he applied this technique
deserves careful attention.

*Samuel Wolfe is an ardent critic of evolutionism. He
resides at 505A—West Quinto Street, Santa Barbara, Cali-
fornia 93105.
Example of Effectiveness
An example of his courage and effectiveness

is seen in the action taken against the Natural
History Museum at Transvaal. In the museum,
he found one of the familiar exhibits purporting
to trace the human ancestry from an animal
lineage. De Wit presented an inspiring refuta-
tion to the Synodical Commission of the Dutch
Reformed Church of South Transvaal.

The Commission was so encouraged by De
Wit’s clear presentation of fact that it launched
an attempt to have the offending museum ex-
hibit removed for scientific reasons. The very
initiation of this action aroused a peculiar seeth-
ing opposition. But this was not unusual for
De Wit, because he often faced massive opposi-
tion in his campaign against transformism.

Concerning this museum display, De Wit had
hoped that, “When the removal would be ac-
tualized, a radical precedent would be created
for all other Museums of Natural History over
the world showing similar displays, which are
contentious from a Christian and an unbiased
scientific point of view.”

De Wit is widely known for his scholarly
analyses of the works of Teilhard de Chardin.
In the lecture series mentioned at Unionville,
Canada, he opposed and refuted Teilhard’s evo-
lutionary mysticism.2 However, De Wit penned
his most potent argument against Teilhard’s all-
engulfing evolutionism in the earlier pages of
this present work, “New Critique . . .“.

Final Thrust of Book
The final thrust of the book comes in dis-

proving the basic ideas of modern transformist
biologists on the grounds of their own scientific
testimonies; noted biologists such as Dobzhansky,
Rensch, and Mayr are cited. Numerous state-
ments by these authorities are presented, and
each particular statement upsets some cherished
tenet of evolution theory.

For example, a statement of Dobzhansky is
quoted as implicitly denying that new genes or
DNA ever arise, and this itself negates progres-
sive evolution. Several statements each from
Rensch, Mayr, and Dobszansky show that muta-
tions are deleterious (not beneficial) to any bio-
logical progression.

In reference to the prevailing belief that
natural selection favors genetic enrichment, De
Wit cites the evidence of modern genetics to
show definitely that the emergence of a new race
actually depletes the gene-pool of the species.
Mayr’s now-famous statement that 99% of the
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earths original species are now extinct, is also
quoted.

The fact that all the scientists quoted in “New
Critique . . .“ are still dedicated evolutionists
demonstrates De Wit’s skillful use of the Cos-
monomic discipline. It is not their data he ques-
tions, but he attacks the concealed root of a
false religion which manifests itself in their evo-
lutionary theorizing.

In De Wit’s own excellent sentence, he de-
plores “. . . the conviction that all living beings
were slowly developed by natural forces and
that Homo sapiens descended from apes and
monkeys.” In his opinion, this “. . . comes down
to a veritable ‘mixing’ of theological, religious,
and so-called scientific beliefs in which the
intrinsic coherence of meaning between religion,
philosophy, and science is entirely lost sight of.”

Copies of De Wit’s manuscript for “New
Critique . . .“ were respectfully sent for review
to many leading evolutionary biologists. The
trend in their answers was to defend evolution
not so much from the factual standpoint, but
rather to champion it as a burning and zealous
faith.

One leading evolutionist expressed shock at
De Wit’s “. . . claim to be a religious man and a
Christian.” The same evolutionist made the pre-
posterous accusation that De Wit was, . . . doing
such disservice to religion and to Christianity.”
Another reviewer added that people of De Wit’s
persuasion were, “. . . the best friends and allies
of the militant atheism.”

In responding to one of these hostile letters,
De Wit wrote, “Yet, it is the historical develop-
ment of biological thought in its permanent con-
frontation with God’s revelation in His Word
and Christian philosophy, which will ultimately
pass judgment on both your world and life view
and mine.”

In the face of such blatant and unjust criti-
cism, De Wit inquired of a friend, “Were you
aware that Evil is SO deeply rooted in present
biological circles? Yet I think it is a very good
thing that it comes out openly and presents its
true face which remains somewhat obscured in
the formal scientific papers and books of these
persons.”

It could be expected that somebody like Dr.
De Wit would be ultimately drawn toward Crea-
tion Research Society. As the influence of the
Unionville lectures spread in America, warm
correspondence was indeed initiated with Dr.
Howe, Dr. Moore, and others in C.R.S. In
Bloemfontein, Dr. De Wit had been instru-
mental in launching the Committee for Higher
Christian Education which has some of the same
general goals as the Creation Research Society.
This Committee held a Symposium in 1964. Plans
were made to invite Dr. Walter Lammerts as
one of the guest speakers. Unfortunately this
project did not materialize.

Points of Difference
In a notice about the “New Critique . . .“, The

Bible-Science Newsletter of May 1966 indicated
that Dr. De Wit did not view the days of Gene-
sis 1 as literal 24-hour intervals. Indeed, De Wit
did not view the days as units of time. However,
in his correspondence, he plainly stated that this
difference did not prevent him from having a
deep oneness of heart with those in C.R.S. He
expressed the hope that a seminar could be held
sometime to express the Cosmonomic view on the
subject of time and the Creation Week.

The interested student will find that De Wit
believed God’s creative activity was carried out
before time itself.3 He imagined that all of crea-
tion was outside the “temporal order.” In keep-
ing with the logic of his viewpoint, however,
De Wit objected strenuously to the “gap-theory,”
“day-age theory” or any other attempt to har-
monize the days of Genesis with geologic time.

De Wit Cosmonomic theory does have some
contact with the Creationist view. For example,
Whitcomb and Morris emphasize in The Genesis
Flood that creative activity in Genesis 1 was not
subservient to the first two laws of thermo-
dynamics. The Cosmonomic view asserts a dif-
ferent time matrix for the days of Genesis, while
Morris and Whitcomb suggest a different thermo-
dynamic framework. Here is at least one im-
portant point of contact and contrast between
the two views.

Just before his death, Dr. De Wit was striv-
ing vigorously to establish fellowship with Bible-
believing scientists throughout the world. His
work-load was heavy and he faced much opposi-
tion to his views. The sudden death of a beloved
19-year-old son affected him deeply. Dr. De Wit
also died suddenly on July 25, 1965, while visit-
ing at San Christophoro, Italy.

It can be hoped that, in future months and
years, there will be a more extended presentation
of Dr. De Wit’s testimony and biography. Surely
God has spoken an important word through Dr.
De Wit that should be heard across the world
of biology. The words he wrote, when the sym-
posium was being planned several years ago,
still hold true and remain a trumpet call in the
warfare against theistic evolutionism:

The battle which we, as Christian scientists
worth this name, must wage against the trans-
formist part of neo-darwinism is a heavy one.
. . . As a biologist, I face an overwhelming
majority of “Christian” and humanist trans-
formists (according to the former: “evolution
is the way in which God accomplished his

(Continued on page 139)
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COMMENTS ON SCIENTIFIC NEWS AND VIEWS
HAROLD ARMSTRONG*
Insect Eyes and Teleology
R. V. Pole, in Applied Physics Letters, Vol. 10,

page 20, 1 January 1967, describes a method of
photography with an array of small lenses, (a
“fly ’s-eye” lens), which can produce three-dimen-
sional images. The method is somewhat like
the “holograms” which have recently been dis-
cussed so much.

This brings up the suggestion that multiple
eyes of insects may have a similar purpose: to
help with three-dimensional vision. We crea-
tionists are free to appeal to teleology, for cer-
tainly God created creatures with many special
features for special uses. And we avoid the dif-
ficulty that arises if the features are supposed to
have arisen through “survival of the fittest” (a
tautological expression anyway, since it just
means survival of those who survived); specifi-
cally the difficulty that a special feature has to
be nearly perfect before it is of any use at all
toward survival.

It may be, incidentally, that insects have not
the ability that we have to get three-dimensional
experience from the sense of touch (the impor-
tance of which to us is well brought out in
Berkeley’s, New Theory of Vision), and that they
are given more elaborate eyes in compensation
for this.

Planets, Living Beings and Radio Noise
On page 24 of the Whig-Standard, Kingston,

Ontario, 31 July, 1967, a report by Dr. R. Kraft
of the observatories at Mt. Wilson and Mt. Palo-
mar is mentioned. The report says that, contrary
to what has often been supposed, there is no
evidence that any stars other than our sun have
planets.

It had been assumed that stars that rotate
rather slowly might have planets, the planets
dragging on the stars in some way. It appears
now that the slow rotation has to do with mag-
netic fields, and nothing at all to do with planets.

If there are no planets outside our Solar Sys-
tem, there are, of course, no living creatures-
at least, no corporeal ones. It may be, as was
suggested earlier, that we should not make too
much of this, for Scripture does not say much
about the matter.

Yet what is said would lead us rather to ex-
pect that there are no (again, corporeal) living
creatures anywhere, but on the Earth. (We may,
it is true, have to make exceptions for Enoch
and Elijah.) Certainly, all the evidence that ap-

*Harold Armstrong is a faculty member of the Queens
College, Kingston, Ontario, Canada, and holds a masters
of Science degree from Queens University.
pears makes it seem less and less likely that
there are any living creatures whatsoever on the
other planets of our System.

Incidentally, there has been some talk, and
apparently some work—presumably at public
expense—about examining the radio noise which
comes from outer space, in hope of finding in
it some regularity, which, so the argument goes,
might indicate signals from some intelligent be-
ings elsewhere in the Universe. Is this not
strange?

Here on earth we see all around us regularity
and design in everything we may consider, and
if we ask why we are told that “it comes about
by chance and natural selection.” Yet, if some
slightly detectable bit of order seems to appear
in the squawks and scratches from outer space,
we are to conclude “this shows intelligence at
work.” Truly, such thinking can compare only
with seeing the mote and missing the beam!

Problems of Radioactive
Carbon Age Estimates

V. Bucha and E. Neustupny, in a letter in
Nature, Vol. 215, page 261, 15 July 1967, main-
tain that the Earth’s magnetic field has varied
in the past few thousand years, and with it the
production of the radioactive carbon which is so
often utilized for dating. Investigation involved
study of remnant magnetization of burnt arch-
aeological objects.

It was concluded that the radioactive carbon
effect has varied between one-half and one and
one-half times what it is now. This could cause
errors of several hundred years in the dating.
Unfortunately, attempts to correct the dating by
radioactive carbon in some cases gave results in
even worse agreement with archaeological evi-
dence. Indeed, the work by remnant magne-
tization itself involves many assumptions which
cannot very well be proved, so there is the same
danger of falling into circular argument. How-
ever, this work should help to confirm a position
maintained by this Society: that the assumption
that the amounts of radioactive carbon have
been constant for many thousand years is cer-
tainly unproved and probably false.

K. Park, H. C. Curl, and W. A. Glooschenko,
in a letter in Nature, Vol. 215, page 380, 22 July
1967, tell of finding inequalities in the partial
pressure of carbon dioxide in the water and in
the air in the center of the North Pacific. The
pressure was less in the water, the anomaly
amounting to as much as about twenty per cent.

Water near the surface, of course, was of
special interest, and, indeed, the amount of
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carbon dioxide in the water was found to be dif-
ferent at different depths. The differences are
attributed to the presence of microorganisms,
maybe phytoplankton. It would seem that these
findings might have a bearing on the question
of dating by radioactive carbon.

C. O. Tamm and H. G. Ostlund, in Nature,
Vol. 185, page 706, 5 March 1960, investigated
the amounts of radioactive carbon in humus
from a region of forest in Sweden. In samples
from three places they found 98.3% , 98.0%, and
95.6% of the concentration corresponding to
new material. These would correspond to ages
of about 130, 180, and 370 years respectively.
These figures are surprisingly small, for the
forest was an old one. Maybe humus decays
quickly, but this may be more evidence that dat-
ing by radioactive carbon is not the simple thing
it is sometimes supposed to be.

Unusual Radioactivity of Fossil Bones
A letter by Z. Jaworowski and J. Penoko in

Nature, Vol. 214, page 161, 8 April 1967, tells
about some unusually radioactive fossil bones
found in Mongolia. The bones include those of
dinosaurs, turtles, crocodiles, and mammals. The
radioactivity seems to come from uranium. The
rock around the bones was not unusually radio-
active, and it is suggested that the uranium may
have “. . . accumulated in the bones, presumably
from the percolating ground waters which might
have transported minute concentrations of ura-
nium even from distant sources. . . .“ This would
seem to be another bit of evidence to show that
dating by radioactivity, or, indeed, almost any
inference from the amount of radioactivity, must
always be taken with a grain of salt.

Drop in Ocean Levels
J. C. Schofield, in Nature, Vol. 185, page 836,

19 March 1960, gives evidence to show that the
water around New Zealand has fallen about
seven feet since about 2000 B.C. The rate of fall
decreased rapidly, so that it had settled down
to the present level by about 500 B.C. Super-
imposed on this behaviour were fluctuations.
Levels were determined by old beaches and ages
by radioactive carbon in shells. This behaviour
(and much the same thing has been found else-
where) suggests strongly what must have hap-
pened after the Flood.

Spontaneous Generation Impossible
D. E. Hull, in Nature, Vol. 186, page 693,

28 May 1960, points out the practical impossi-
bility of the spontaneous generation of life in
the ocean, as has sometimes been suggested. The
concentrations that might be obtained are much
too low; and, moreover, the reactions tend to be
elf-destroying. He concludes:

The physical chemist, guided by the proved
principles of chemical thermodynamics and
kinetics, cannot offer any encouragement to
the biochemist, who needs an ocean full of
organic compounds to form even lifeless co-
acervates. These estimates are not in conflict
with the experimental results of Miller and
others who have synthesized organic com-
pounds with electrical discharges or ultra-
violet light in the laboratory. They have
merely used the well-known principle of in-
creasing the yield of a reaction by selectively
removing the product from the reacting mix-
ture. But the fact that the chemist can carry
out an organic synthesis in the laboratory does
not prove that the same synthesis will occur
in the atmosphere or open sea without the
chemist.

Relevance of Present Erosion Rates
In an article in Nature, Vol. 215, page 925.

26 August 1967, I. Douglas describes some in-
vestigations into the process of erosion, and, in
particular, the rate at which erosion occurs. He
concludes that the rate depends very much on
the state of the surface being eroded, e.g., on
the kind and amount of vegetation present.
Douglas writes, “The observation of present rates
of erosion may provide us with no information
directly relevant to the past.”

This matter may interest readers for two rea-
sons. First, care must be taken in trying to
estimate ages and dates from amounts of erosion
or (what depends on it) of sediment. In the
second place, it supports the belief that, (as is
suggested in The Genesis Flood) the amount of
erosion, and transportation and deposition of
sediment, that went on during and soon after
the Flood, was enormous, almost beyond our
imagination now.

Would Fossil Ant Match Living Ants?
It may be worth while to call to readers’

attention an article by E. O. Wilson, F. M. Car-
penter, and W. L. Brown, in Science, Vol. 157,
page 1038, 1 September 1967. They write about
fossil ants, apparently workers, found in amber,
and claim an age of about one hundred million
years.

A physicist, viewing the evidence, can say only
that to him they seem little different from the
common or picnic ants seen everywhere today.
On such evidence, it would seem that the present
is not the key to the past. King Solomon wrote,
“Go to the ant, thou sluggard”; maybe others
besides the sluggard could profitably do so.

On Purpose and Teleology
P. T. Mora, in an article in Nature, Vol. 199,

page 212, 20 July 1963, has discussed “biological
urge,” the action of living beings toward a pur-
pose, leading to situations which, by any stand-
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ard of inorganic things, would be wildly im-
probable. He mentioned “selfish nature,” but
surely unselfishness is equally common in living
things. Even a bacterium ends its existence in
order to have two descendants. Some quotations
may be of interest:

On DNA, etc.: “The fact that we are now
learning about the key molecules . . . does not
explain why metabolism and multiplication oc-
cur at all.”

On the origin of life: “. . . we have a better
chance to find an answer to this on Venus or
Mars before we synthesize a living unit.”

On Darwinian selection as applying to the
origin of life: useless; it presupposes something
already alive.

In concluding, Mora calls for the admission
of teleology into biology. Then, surely, we must
look beyond teleology to Telos–to Him Who is
Arche kai Telos, the Beginning and End. (Reve-
lation 22: 13)

Molecular Biology: Mechanism and Vitalism
Pamphlet No. 148 of the Evolution Protest

Movement brings up a number of things of in-
terest. (This pamphlet was issued in June 1967,
and can be obtained from the Hon. Secretary,
A. G. Tilney, Santhia, Stoke, Hayling Island,
Hants., England.)

The pamphlet deals with some comments pre-
pared by T. L. V. Ulbricht on the book T h e
origins of Prebiological Systems and their Mo-
lecular Matrices, edited by S. W. Fox. Academic
Press, New York, 1965. An earlier review by
Ulbricht, in Chemistry and Industry, page 740,
May 2, 1964, of the book Essays on Nucleic
Acids, by E. Chargaff, published by Elsevier,
1963, and that book itself, may well be con-
sidered along with the above pamphlet.

The pamphlet is useful in pointing out some
of the drawbacks to any theory of the origin of
life. For instance, while organic compounds
might have been formed, the concentrations
would have been tiny. Moreover, as was pointed
out, “That one finds (organic) compounds . . .
doesn’t tell us that this is a process really related
to the origin of life. It means only that what
the living organism does effectively in an or-
ganized way, can ineffectively be done in an
unorganized way outside the living organism.”

The review by Chargaff is directed especially
against some of the “wilder” talk about molecular
biology and the genetic code. It notices the
. . . ludicrous optimism about the future of

molecular biology which recalls the absurd
belief in progress that characterized the Vic-
torians”; and points out that talk about the “first
living molecule” is absurd, for virus can grow
only in living cells.

Chargaff's book should be read to be appre-
ciated, especially the last two chapters. In these
chapters Chargaff points out that there are fads
in research, and that where there are fads there
is sure to be a spirit of follow-the-leader and
solemn mediocrity. He suggests that much of
the material published on the genetic code is
of this sort. And he comes out strongly against
the talk of “biological engineering” to change
human nature.

Thus the argument is between mechanism and
vitalism. What is a Christian to think of this?
Will he not recall that there is danger in carry-
ing either viewpoint to extremes: mechanism is
likely to lead to atheism, but vitalism has before
now led to pantheism. So Christians must shun
both extremes, just as one must shun the ex-
tremes of legalism and antinomianism. At this
point something rather like Aristotle’s doctrine
of the mean might be in order.

Incidentally, now that we have mentioned
Aristotle, would it be in order to notice that a
Scholastic doctrine will help here? The School-
men pointed out that any creature has, as well
as its own perfections, those of the creatures
below it.

For instance, a man has his own perfection:
reason. But he has also sensation, the perfection
of animal life; nutrition, the perfection of plant
life; and the various mechanical perfections
which belong to the inorganic creation.

Since, then, the organic creation has the per-
fections of the inorganic, naturally it has many
of the features of the inorganic. To this extent,
the mechanists are right. But the organic goes
beyond the inorganic, as a vitalist would main-
tain.

Now in logic, we know that deduction, which
goes from the broader to the narrower class, is
more certain than induction, which goes the
other way. If, for instance, the premises of a
syllogism are true, the conclusion is certainly
true; but we are not completely sure of the truth
of a conclusion reached by examples.

Thus it would seem that a viewpoint of science
which, far from trying to reduce the living to
the lifeless, started out from our experiences of
life and consciousness (which, after all, we know
better than anything else), might accomplish
things hardly dreamed of.
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creation" and, consequently, an animal heri-
tage in man is present accounting for his moral
deficiency, replacing sin in its true Scriptural
meaning) and any support which would
strengthen my position would be most wel-
come: in the name of Christ we cannot risk
that the battle here be lost in its initial stage!
. . . Yours most sincerely, J. J. Duyvene de Wit.
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kinds.

3. The great Flood described in Genesis, commonly referred to as the Noachian Flood, was
an historic event worldwide in its extent and effect.

4. We are an organization of Christian men of science who accept Jesus Christ as our Lord
and Saviour. The account of the special creation of Adam and Eve as one man and woman
and their subsequent fall into sin is the basis for our belief in the necessity of a Saviour
for all mankind. Therefore, salvation can come only through accepting Jesus Christ as
our Saviour.

Dues are $5.00 (Foreign, $6.00 U. S.) per year and may be sent to Wilbert H. Rusch, Sr., Treasurer, 2717 Cranbrook Road, Ann
Arbor, Michigan 48104. Voting membership is limited to scientists having at least a Masters degree in a natural science.
Sustaining non-voting membership is open to those who subscribe to the above statement of belief at $5.00 (Foreign, $6.00
U. S.) per year and includes subscription to Annual and Quarterlies. All others interested in receiving copies of these publi-
cations may do so at the rate of the subscription price for all issues far one year: $8.00 (Foreign, $9.00 U.S.).

The Board of Directors includes the following:
Thomas G. Barnes, D.Sc.; Physicist, Professor of Physics, Texas Western College and Consultant to Globe Exploration

Company, 2115 N. Kansas Street, El Paso, Texas

Clifford L. Burdick, M.S.; Geologist (consultant), 206 North Jacobus Avenue, Tucson, Arizona

Bolton Davidheiser, Ph.D.; Geneticist, Biola College, La Mirada, California

Douglas Dean, Ph.D.; Biologist, Pepperdine College, 8035 South Vermont Avenue, Los Angeles 44, California

Duane T. Gish, Ph.D.; Biochemist, Upjohn Company, Kalamazoo, Michigan

John J. Grebe, D.Sc.; Nuclear Physicist, 1505 West Andrews Drive, Midland, Michigan

George Howe, Ph.D.; Botanist, Westmont College, Santa Barbara, California

John W. Klotz, Ph.D.; Geneticist, Concordia Senior College, Fort Wayne, Indiana

Richard G. Korthals, M.S.; Physics, Astronautics, Concordia Junior College, Ann Arbor, Michigan

W. E. Lammerts, Ph.D.; Geneticist, Germain Seed Company, Livermore, California — Editor

Karl W. Linsenmann, M.D.; 312 East Main Street, Midland, Michigan

Frank L. Marsh, PhD.; Biologist, Andrews University, Berrien Springs, Michigan

John N. Moore, Ed.D; Science Education, 136 Brody Hell, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan

Henry M. Morris, Ph.D.; Hydraulics and Hydrology, Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Blacksburg, Virginia — Chairman

Wilbert H. Rusch, Sr., M.S.; Biology, Geology, Concordia Junior College, Ann Arbor, Michigan

Harold Slusher, M.S.; Geophysicist, Asst. Professor of Geophysics and Director, Kidd Memorial Seismological Observa-

tory, Texas Western College, El Paso, Texas

William J. Tinkle, Ph.D.; Geneticist, Anderson College, 112 South St., Eaton, Indiana (retired) — Secretary
Paul A. Zimmerman, Ph.D.; Chemist, President, Concordia Junior College, Ann Arbor, Michigan

Membership price $5.00 (Foreign, $6.00 U. S.)

Subscription price $8.00 (Foreign, $9.00 U. S.)
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