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To ask a rather hackneyed question, Was the seed before the plant? or the plant before the 

seed? The latter is what we believe. However, some think the seed was before the plant. They are 

led to think so by the way they read the King James Version of Gen. 1:12. They place a hyphen 

between “herb” and “yielding,” and so read the text as though it said, “the earth brought forth . . . 

herb-yielding seed.” This means that from the earth there came not an herb, as such, but a certain 

kind of seed — herb-yielding seed. But this is not what the text says. God’s command was that 

the earth produce “green herb, seeding seed,” and that does not mean, “Let the earth produce the 

green herb as growing from a seed.” For the Scripture does not say that the plant grew from seed, 

but that the plant grew the seed. Therefore, the plants were brought; forth from the ground, but 

the seeds from the plants. The plant was first, not the seed. If the seed was first, then plant life 

came into existence not by an act of creation, but by an act of providence; and what we have here 

is creation, not providence. Those who like to think that the creation days are ages rather than 

solar days, object that it takes longer than 24 hours for a plant to grow from a seed. But the plant 

did not grow from a seed. It was created on the third day. The age- theorists, hound more by 

science on this point than by Scripture, because of that become offended at the supernatural. But 

creation is a miracle. Think of Christ's miracles of feeding the five thousand and the turning of 

water into wine. 

Since we believe this, a second question will not be difficult to answer. How could this 

organic life, just considered, come forth from inorganic life? The answer is, not that it could 

develop from the resident forces of inorganic life (evolutionism), but, just as God created light 

out of darkness, so He created the principle of organic life in the inorganic matter. He called it all 

into being by the miracle-working word of His omnipotence. The earth did not, and could not, 

originate the plant, but was prepared to be the environment of the plant. 

“And God said, ‘Let cause to sprout, the earth, grass; green herb causing to seed seed; 

tree of fruit, making fruit according to its kind which (has) its seed in it. upon the earth; and it 

was so. And brought out, the earth, grass, green herb causing to seed seed according to its kind; 

and tree making fruit which (has) its seed in it according to its kind; and God saw that it was 

good.” (Gen. 1:11, 12, Heb.) What is meant by “according to its kind”? According to the theory 

of evolution, the plants began from one single very low form of life, and gradually developed 

into the more complex structural forms; that one species of plant evolved into a higher species in 

a perfectly natural way without any miraculous intervention. Thus vegetation has evolved from 

milk weed to mammoth Sequoia. All life (so evolutionism) began with the simplest form, a one-

celled animal like the amoeba. This happened in “a continuous progressive change, according to 

natural laws, by means of resident forces.” In this manner the amoeba developed into a simple 

invertebrate like the hydra. Then later, a higher invertebrate appeared like the star-fish. Next 

came the lowest form of vertebrate, the arnphioxus (a sand-burrowing half fish and half worm, 

about 2" long). Higher, came a fish; next an amphibian, then the lowest mammal, Beyond this 

the lower ape stage was reached; then a higher ape, and finally man. 

But the Bible speaks of each natural species producing only “according to its kind.” What 

is meant by a species? Evolutionists will not be of much help in answering this, as they are not in 

agreement on the matter. But not every form of plant or animal is a species. There is the apple 

tree which is able to produce fruit like itself. The same may be said for the coconut tree, the 

banana tree, the coffee tree. By grafting, various and strange fruits may be produced. But this is 



not what Genesis 1 means by the word “kind.” The expression does not imply that every distinct 

form of plant or animal we now know came from the hand of the Creator in those creation days. 

God did not then create the several types of cabbage such as Brussels sprouts, kale, cauliflower, 

collards, and Savoy cabbage; but only the one natural species, cabbage, just so, He did not then 

create the over 300 different varieties of apples, but just the one species, apple. "According to 

their kind” does not refer to all the varied types man can name or produce by grafting, breeding 

and crossbreeding. It rather refers to a basic natural (not “systematic”) species (class) which 

includes many varieties, but said varieties are only within the divinely set bounds of that "class." 

So, according to Genesis, bird is a species: not canary, vulture, parrot or crow. The bird produces 

according to its kind, i.e., another bird. It never produces a creature of another order. Crocodile 

eggs never hatch turkeys, nor vice versa. So also man is the human species; not the Negro, the 

Caucasian, Chinese or Patagonian, God began with an original pair, of a different species, and 

from that pair new varieties arose. There are scores of different varieties of cattle, such as 

Shorthorn, Hereford, Durham, Angus, Holstein, Jersey, Guernsey, Dexter, Kerry, Devon, 

Highlander, Park, and some wild breeds. God created not all these varieties, but an original pair, 

from which these forms were derived. 

Genesis 1 gives us the plainest, simplest and most exact language we have of divine 

revelation on the origin of life. Evolution has no explanation of how life began. Usually the 

theory assumes that matter always existed (the eternity of matter); but radio astronomy is 

searching for a beginning, and is of the opinion that the origin “lies 5 1/2 billion years in the 

past” (Scientific American. Sept. ’56, p. 80). This primordial matter is thought to have begun in a 

simple one-celled animal. But how did the one-celled creature originate? Perhaps from a fiery 

mist which wrapped itself up into a ball, gradually compacted itself into a tight solid, then 

cooled, but remained sufficiently warm to incubate life by a spontaneous generation. But that 

theory went out with L. Pasteur. The question of the origin of life, and of the universe, remains 

unanswered by non-Christians, and we feel as far as they are concerned, it will remain so. They 

are themselves inclined to feel the same way. For evolutionist Vernon Kellogg (quoted in B. C. 

Nelson’s After Its Kind, p. 28) says, “This mystery may, indeed, be forever beyond human 

understanding.” Other evolutionists express themselves similarly: "It is impossible, nowadays, to 

imagine how evolution began” (L. D. Nouv, Human Destiny, p. 57); “The chasm between the not 

living and the living, the present state of knowledge cannot bridge (Huxley); "Most naturalists of 

our time have given up the attempt to account for the origin of life by natural causes" (Haeckel). 

There are two important facts of nature which Moses teaches: I) life comes only from life; and 2) 

life can reproduce only a creature of the same kind. This is the meaning of the repeated 

“according to its kind.” The animals belong to a distinct kingdom “according to their kind,” but 

this term is not used with reference to man. Man belongs to a higher order of being. He was 

created “in the image of God.” Evolutionists deny this, assuming that man descended, if not from 

an ape, then from a tarsier, or at least from some earlier animal. To establish this, they have 

searched for a link which would connect man with his animal ancestory. Thus the expression 

“the missing link” formerly supposed to be a “creature” half ape and half man, which 

evolutionists hoped would be some day unearthed. “The Hottentots of the Cape of Good Hope 

particularly appealed to the western mind as candidates for such a place (link, RCH): it was said 

that their language was only a step above the chatter of apes” (Scientific American, June ’56, p. 

92). But there is not simply a (one) missing link; there are thousands of missing links, and not 

only between the apes and man, but in many other places along the imagined line of evolution, In 

fact, not only are there so many missing links, but whole chains are missing, so that it is 



scientifically impossible to relate man to the animals. 

In almost every school textbook on biology or zoology there is an illustrative plate 

reprinted from Huxley’s “Evidences As to Man’s Place in Nature,” which shows the 19th 

century view of human evolution. This plate pictures the skeletal structure of the gibbon, 

orangutan (Malay for “man of the woods”), chimpanzee, gorilla and man, respectively, the 

design being to show such similarity of structure as to demonstrate the descent (or ascent?) of 

our ancestral line. But the gorilla, selected as the closest ancestor to man, has on its skull a high 

bony crest like a comb of a rooster, Man’s skull is well-rounded and smooth, on top and all 

around. Besides, the gorilla has 13 pairs of ribs: man has 12. The gibbon docs not fit into the line 

because, although it has a stomach similar to man’s, and 12 pairs of ribs, its arms reach down 

below its ankles, placing it in a very low animal category. The chimp has shorter arms, but has 

13 pairs of ribs. The only likeness the orang (man) bears to man is the angle of the bony structure 

of its forehead, which happens to be slightly higher than the other apes. The only likeness the 

baboon bears to man is a faint resemblance in spinal structure. All apes are equipped with feet 

having a thumb instead of a big toe, and all walk on all fours. When they rest, they sit as do dogs, 

squirrels and rabbits. None of this suggests that man is a “made-over ape.” Nor is this asserted by 

the more cunning evolutionists. They admit that the fossil remains, and pieces of bone 

discovered are extremely fragmentary, “cannot be reconstructed,” and are not to be regarded as 

men, but parts of men. So says Evolutionist Loren C. Eiseley in Scientific American (June ’56, p. 

98), who nevertheless adds, “If we accept the evidence of evolution, we must assume that man 

became man by degrees, that he emerged out of the animal world . . . over long ages.” Then he 

concludes his “scientific” (?!) view of man rather dazedly: “In the end we may shake our heads, 

baffled, and have to admit that many lives of seeming relatives, rather than merely one, lead to 

man. It is as though we stood at the heart of a maze and no longer remembered how we had 

come there” (p. 100). Evolution admittedly ends in confusion of face and futility. The reason 

why evolution finds any support is not because it is substantiated by science or direct 

observation, but because it is impossible to formulate over against the biblical doctrine an 

alternate theory. 
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