' :Qubliqatinn Ve are greatly in : '

written from the standpoint of /th Bihln. : +
have not been able to find any text book on bi@legy which
does net begin with monkeysy As you are instructor in
bdology could you not prep re-a book on this subject?
I believe that the book wmsn would be glad to have some
such book to offer to Christian sciools and to school

boards that cppessi Darwin's hypotheais.
, - Have you made a specialty of Ghemistry?

I regard Cb.emistry as the best science with,which to
combat evelution bgeause it is an exget sclence and pre-
cludss chance. Do you know of ‘any chemist who would
like to undertake the preparation of a defense of the
Bible account of creation from the standpoint of a
chemist and support it with illustrations from Chemistry?
I expect to prepare = speech on Chemistry versus Evélution.
Why would not "Biology versus Evolution" be a goed title
for your book? Shzll be glad to render you any service
‘I can. I enclose a copy of my recent speech.

Very truly yours,
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G2% professor Bowles,
Wheaton College,
Wheaton, Illinois.

My dear lir, Bowles:

I have read your manuscript and am gre tly irmerested
in the book, Because I hope you will publish it I venture
to make some suggestions which occurred to me as I read it.
As I have only had time to read it over once, you will par-
don me if I am mistaken in any part or interpretation,

My first suggestion is that your answers to Darwin
are not sufficiently elaborated. You quote many things said
by evolutionists% that is entirely proper, but it is impor-
tant that you either quote answers sufficient to answer or
yourself point out the errors into which the opposition has
4 fallen., I would introduce each chapter with a paragraph,
§ calling attention in a few words to the basic fallacy, then
£ : guote the opposition, then quote our side, then conelude by

anplying in a larger way the thought with which you begin.
/For instamce, in your chapter on geogrphical distribution, a

the right spirit, and that depends lar gely upon. the point of

| . hypothésis--or guess as it might better be called--he will
! | accept £ evidenceg which he would reject as absurd if he
‘ . began with the Mosaic account of man's creation, If a man

from one or a few invisible germs, he will accept the best

man was made by separate act of creation, he will only accept
evidence that seems reasonable, Believing that a God who can
: i create can create anything that He likes and put it where He
s ! pleasedé, he is able to explain geéographical distribution by

: i assuming tkak a creative act when there is no reasonable evi-
i \ dence of distribution by physical causes. When one believes
e { in a first Great Cause sufficient for all things, he is re-

: K\iAlleved of the necess%wxﬁof haying to imagine or brl@gp gyer.
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i % If, on the other hand, he begins with God and believes that
!

etz re g R

E;ter could be concluded by pointing out the weak points in the
vexplanations quoted,
!

In your introduction you give a very helpfﬁl story of
E your own expe#ience, but I think it wou d be still more help-
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fvery 1nterest1ng cnapter x Would say tnat{geographwcél dlstrl-
t field for 1nvestmga¢10n, prov1ded tn& 1nvestlga ion is maue in

view with which one starts. If one begins by accepting Darwin's

helieves that all present forms of life came by gradual change

evidence he can find, no matter how poor that evidence may be.

an impassable gulgihe above is by way of suggestion. The chap-




Prof, Bowleg=---#2,

ful if you would point out how, upon your conversion, you
reviewed your former position and step by step point out the
fallacies which you recognized and corrected, laying emphasis

upon the compulsion under which one acts when he accepts evo-
lution as if it were a fact and then attempts to bring his views
on all subjects into harmony with this supposed fact, This -
will aid the student who is going through the same experience

to make use of your conversion. ; :

\

There is one correction that I feel sure you ought to
make: You lay great emphasis upon Darwin's attitude at the
close of his life, as related by ILady Hope, but ignore his

| own statement of his agnostic views entertained only a short

g time before., I believe that we have much more to gain by
| using him against himself f{o show how his doctrine led him
| away from every Christianprinciple, than by emphasizing his
return at the last moment, If we emiti.t the proven eifect
$f the doctrine upon himself and quote only lady Hope's re=
port of his last hours Darwinites will be quick to use his
last attitude as proof that Darwinism does not mislead Chris-
tians. TIady lope's testimony doesnot indicate a recantation
and it does not show any such attitude as would answer the
indictment made against him, If you use Iady Hope's testimony
at all it ought to be after you have pointed out his wander=
ings and then show that his experience in the wilderness

into which his doctrine led him, was SO unsatisfactory that
he had to come back in his dying moments to the consolation
\ el the Christian's faith--adding that while he might be re=-

\ pentant and forgiven, he could not undo the wrong he had done
{or moke amends for the injus%giinf“W?iﬁh ne had been guilty.
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a, 18t Darwin

On the first page of Chapter four yo
brought together so many facts that his hypothesis became &
i@gg;1: T think that is conceding too much, Huxley says that 1
=5 he never could prove a single species changed it had not yet ;
risen to the rank of a theory but = remained a hypothesis, |
I quote that in my book, "In His 1mage" in the fourth lec- :
 ture on The Origin of Man. I think it would be well to use
\the term hypothesis instead of theory.

esmin s,

Tn two cases I notice that you state a theological

doctrine without elaboratimg or defending it. For instante,
on page 9, chapter 2, you say, “A man who denies the virgin
birth and the resurrection is lost, whether he be an elder
or a deacon in the church." Such a statement inserted without
elaboration or a context that supports it is not likely to
be of much benefit and may divert attention from what you are 4
trying to prove. Instead of attempting to decide the Xg¥es0T
such a man, I think it would.be betger to point out the rea-
sonableness of the virgin birth and the resurrection. The

T reason why men reject them is because they begin by accepting

1 evolution as true and miracles are inconsistent with evolution.
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WILLIAM JENNINGS BRYAN
“"MARYMONT”
COCONUT GROVE, FLORIDA

July 2, 1925.

Prof. £. James Boles,
Wheaton College, Ill,

ly dear Prof, Boles:

Recalling our correspondence some
time ago; I write to kmow whether you
would be able to come to Dayton, Tennessee,
in case we need you. Ve cannot tell in
advance what evidence may be necessary
and, as we have no fund, we cannot afford
to assenble a lot of witnesses mmless we
need them, I enclose = statement of the
casge againet evolubtion. Please write me
at Dayton, Temnessee, whether you can
come if necessary and also give me your
reaction on the propositions set forth
in the enclosed sheet.

- We are not giving out the names of
any witnesses until we kmow we need
them. This letter is, therefore,
confidential, :

Very truly yours,

e S ,/
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