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NE hundred years ago this
month, all eyes and ears
were on Dayton, Tennes-

see—a little town in the foothills
of the Appalachian Mountains with
a population of fewer than 2,000.
Some 200 reporters from as far away
as Chicago, Baltimore, and even
London converged upon Dayton in
the scorching summer of 1925 to
cover the Tennessee v. John Thomas
Scopes Trial. More popularly called
“The Scopes Monkey Trial,” it was
the first court case ever to be broad-
cast live on the radio.

BACKGROUND

AT precipitated such
an unprecedented court
case? Why all the hys-

teria? In the 1920s, several state
legislatures in the U.S. were con-
templating banning some form
of the Theory of Evolution from
being taught in public schools. On
March 21, 1925, Tennessee Gov-
ernor Austin Peay signed into law
the Butler Act, which was first
introduced by Representative John
Washington Butler two months ear-
lier and was the first of its kind in
the country. Specifically, the Butler
Act stated:
That it shall be unlawful for any
teacher in any of the universities,
normals' and all other public
schools of the State which are
supported in whole or in part by
the public school funds of the

state, to teach any theory that
denies the story of the Divine
Creation of man as taught in the
Bible, and to teach instead that
man has descended from a lower
order of animals.?

When the American Civil
Liberties Union (ACLU) learned
of the passing of the Butler Act,
they quickly began soliciting in
newspapers for a willing Tennes-
see participant in hopes of testing
the veracity of the Butler Act. The
ACLU wanted to represent a science
teacher who had taught evolution
since the Butler Act became law in
Tennessee. However, the teacher
they ultimately represented was far
from the ideal candidate and one of
the first signs that the “Scopes” Trial
should never have happened.

The Unprincipled Selection of Scopes

John Scopes was a first-year
math and physics teacher and foot-
ball coach at Rhea County High
School in Dayton, Tennessee in
1924-25. He was not the school’s
biology teacher. But Scopes did
substitute for the regular biology
teacher (Principal William Ferge-
son) for two weeks in April 1925
using the previously approved text-
book A Civic Biology, which indeed
contained material on human evo-
lution.’

How did Scopes become the
defendant in (what many have
called) “the trial of the century”?
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Did one or more of his students
accuse him of breaking the Butler
Act? Was there a parent, school
administrator, or a group of vile
Christians out to get Scopes (as
the terribly historically inaccurate
1960 movie Inherit the Wind vividly
portrayed)?* Not at all.

The school term was already over,
and Scopes was enjoying some lei-
sure time at the tennis courts in
Dayton when a few leading com-
munity members summoned him
to the local drugstore. They weren’t
looking to tar and feather Scopes
but rather to use him as a pawn
in their plan to bring some excite-
ment and commerce to their little
town. They were hoping that he
had taught human evolution so that
they could contact the ACLU about
representing Scopes in a trial in
Dayton because “such a case would
put Dayton on the map and benefit
business.”

Scopes admitted, “I had been
tapped and trapped by the rush
of events.” This young man, with
only one year of teaching experi-
ence under his belt, agreed to stand
trial, saying, “If'you can prove that
I've taught evolution, and that I can
qualify as a defendant, then I'll be
willing to stand trial.” If? What did
he mean, “If”? Scopes admitted in
his memoirs, “To tell the truth, 7
wasn’t sure I had taught evolution.”
But the townsmen “weren’t con-
cerned about this technicality.”

Scopes had “expressed will-
ingness to stand trial. That was
enough.” The owner of the drug-
store proceeded to call the Chatta-
nooga News: ““This is F.E. Robinson
in Dayton,” he said. Tm chairman
of the school board here. We've just
arrested a man for teaching evolu-
tion.” And what was Scopes’ reac-
tion to being “arrested”? He said:

“I drank the fountain drink that
had been handed me and I went
back to the high school to finish
playing tennis with the kids....



[T]hey [Robinson and the other
men] would handle the technicali-
ties of my ‘arrest’ and bond.”” The
next day, the Chattanooga News
announced Scopes’ “arrest,” which
was then picked up by the Asso-
ciated Press, which then became
a national story. Apparently, so
unusual were the circumstances
surrounding Scopes’ original “arrest”
and subsequent indictment that
when the Court initially convened
for his actual trial in July, Tennes-
see’s Attorney General Tom Stewart
suggested, “[I]n this case, we think
a new indictment be returned....
[B]oth sides are anxious that the
record be kept straight and regular...”

Legendary Lawyers

As if the selection of Scopes as
the defendant in this trial was not
bizarre enough, the leading pros-
ecutor selected was a three-time
presidential candidate and former
Secretary of State who had not tried
a case in more than 30 years. William
Jennings Bryan was a very intelli-
gent, talented, articulate individual,’
but his selection as prosecuting
attorney may have had more to do
with his fzme than an overall com-
mitment to facts. Dayton lawyer
Sue Hicks,"® who “ just happened” to
be present at Robinson’s drugstore
the day of Scopes’ “arrest,” no doubt
called upon Bryan (a Miami, Florida
resident at the time) to serve on the
prosecution team, 7 part because of
his well-known advocacy for anti-
evolution legislation, but also for his
sheer iconic status, which would do
exactly what the leading townsmen
desired—“put Dayton on the map
and benefit business.”™

Upon learning that the legend-
ary William Jennings Bryan was
selected to prosecute Scopes, nation-
ally known agnostic and trial lawyer
Clarence Darrow convinced the
ACLU (of which he was a member)
to allow him to join the defense
team as lead defender. Darrow was

a fierce critic of the Bible and Chris-
tianity."” During the Scopes Trial,
Darrow referred to Bryan’s Bible-
believing, Christian religion as “fool
religion.”” And in his essay, “Why [
Am An Agnostic,” Darrow made his
thoughts about God and the Bible
crystal clear: “The fear of God is not
the beginning of wisdom. The fear
of God is the death of wisdom.™
Bryan referred to Darrow as “the
greatest atheist or agnostic in the
United States.””

A Court Case or a Publicity Stunt?

In one sense, the Scopes Trial
was cut and dry (or at least it should
have been): Had John Scopes vio-
lated Tennessee law (i.e., the Butler
Act)? This was the central question.
Judge John T. Raulston instructed
the Grand Jury on the first day of
proceedings, saying:

Gentlemen of the grand jury, on
May 25, 1925, John T. Scopes
was indicted in this county for
violating what is generally known
as the anti-evolution statute....
[T]he vital question now involved
for your consideration is, has the
statute been violated by the said
John T. Scopes or any other person
by teaching a theory that denies
the story of the Divine Creation
of man as taught in the Bible, and
in Rhea County since the pas-
sage of this act and prior to this
investigation. If you find the stat-
ute has been thus violated, you
should indict the guilty person

or persons, as the case may be.
You will bear in mind that in this
investigation you are not inter-
ested to inquire into the policy or
wisdom of this legislation."
Throughout the trial, Judge
Raulston similarly stated:
It is not within the province
of the court under these issues
to decide and determine which
is true, the story of divine cre-
ation as taught in the Bible, or
the story of the creation of man
as taught by evolution.... [T]his
court is not further concerned as
to its policy, but is interested only
in its proper interpretation and,
if valid, its enforcement.... The
question is whether or not Mr.
Scopes taught men descended
from the lower order of animals."”
Though technically Scopes was
on trial, in reality, the defense,
prosecution, and media made sure
that it was more of a theatrical
stage to banter about freedom and
“fundamentalism,”® the Bible and
evolution, secularism and Chris-
tianity. How often does a defense
attorney—whose client did not
plead guilty at the beginning of the
trial—argue a case for seven days
and then abruptly conclude (as
Darrow did), “I think to save time
we will ask the court to bringin the
jury and instruct the jury to find
the defendant guilty. We make no
objection to that and it will save a
lot of time and I think that should

be done.”™ In what reasonable trial
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does the defense (a) call the prosecut-
ing attorney to take the stand and
be cross-examined, (b) admit that
the prosecuting attorney (Bryan in
this case) would not be very valuable
as a witness (in terms of what the
trial was originally about), and (c)
agree that they themselves may be
cross-examined, but then never give
the prosecution the opportunity to
do so because the defense suddenly
tells the jury and judge to find their
client guilty, and the trial quickly
comes to an end with no closing
arguments?”’

Prosecuting attorney Bryan
seemed strangely eager to take the
stand as an expert witness on the
Bible. When asked, “Mr. Bryan,
you are not objecting to going on
the stand?” his response was, “Not
at all.””' Perhaps Bryan sincerely
wanted to try to “give a defense”
of the Bible and of the freedom of
Tennesseans to teach creation to the
exclusion of evolution? Maybe he
was mostly motivated by the genu-
ine expectation of cross-examining
Darrow and the other defense
lawyers?** Perhaps Bryan allowed
pride to get the best of him? Or
maybe it was a combination of all
three?

Though at one point in the trial
the bailiff declared, “People, this is
no circus. There are no monkeys
up here,” the Scopes Trial might
accurately be described as more
spectacle than substance. (A case
could be made that it was more
unusual and bizarre than the infa-
mous O.]. Simpson trial 70 years
later.) The New York Times reported
before the trial ever began that an
actress offered “the use of a trained
chimpanzee to combat the law”
(i.e., the Butler Act).** Renowned
radio announcer Quinn Ryan, from
WGN Chicago, “famous for creating
broadcasts that were ‘almost as good
as being there,” comically portrayed
Bryan’s entrance into the courtroom
as if he was a heavyweight boxer,

saying, “Here comes William Jen-
nings Bryan. He enters now. His
bald pate like a sunrise over Key
West.”” What's more, while #zside
the court, Darrow was cited for
“contempt and insult,”*® blatantly
insulting the judge’s integrity mul-
tiple times in one day;”" one writer
described the scene outside the
courthouse (even as the trial was
just getting started), as “half circus
and half a revival rneeting.”28

Much Bigger Than Scopes

While in one sense, the Scopes
Trial was simply about a statute vio-
lation, in reality, it was about some-
thing much bigger: a battle between
ideas of human origins and what
should be taught in public schools.
Did humans evolve from animals
(as Darrow passionately believed), or
are we the descendants of an origi-
nal man and woman supernaturally
created by God, to Whom we are
accountable (as Bryan was con-
vinced is true and literally taught
in the Bible)?

At various times in the proceed-
ings, both sides referred to the
anticipated future trial in an appel-
late court, which was expected to
focus on the constitutionality of
the Butler Act.”” In fact, Darrow
indicated during the Scopes Trial
that going to a higher court was his
only purpose, saying, “What we are
interested in, counsel well knows
what the judgment and verdict in
this case will be. We have a right
to present our case to another court
and that is all we are after”™ In his
1932 autobiography, Darrow went
further in stating what his purpose
had been in the Scopes Trial:

My object, and my only object,

was to focus the attention of the

country on the progamme of Mr.

Bryan and the other fundamen-

talists in America. 1 knew that

education was in danger from the
source that has always hampered
it—religious fanaticism. To me it
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was perfectly clear that the pro-
ceedings bore little semblance to
a court case, but I realized that
there was no limit to the mis-
chief that might be accomplished
unless the country was roused to
the evil at hand. So I volunteered
to go.”

ALLEGED PROOQFS OF EVOLUTION
INTHE SCOPES TRIAL

INCE the Scopes Trial was

technically about whether

John Scopes had violated the
Butler Act—and not about the
legitimacy of the law itself—Judge
Raulston was “not interested to
inquire into the policy or wisdom
of this legislation.” Thus, the judge
ruled that testimony from evolu-
tionary scientists was not germane
to Scopes’ innocence or guilt and
thus inadmissible evidence for the
jury to consider. However, the judge
did allow “expert testimony” (in the
form of affidavits) to be read into
the trial records (making up about
20% of the overall transcript of the
trial) for the benefit of the appellate
court in the event Scopes was found
guilty and the defense appealed the
case.”

So, what proof of evolution did
the “experts” give that “religious
fanatics” and “fundamentalist
Christians” like William Jennings
Bryan missed, willfully ignored,
or outright rejected in 1925? Was
the creationist’s dismissal of evolu-
tion (and especially human evolu-
tion, as stated in the Butler Act)
inconsistent with the available
facts? Should there be, as Darrow
claimed during the trial, “no ques-
tion among intelligent men about
the fact of evolution™?**

Comparative Anatomy

The terms “similar,” “homology,”
and “comparative anatomy”™ occur
some 60 times in the testimony of
the expert evolutionists filed into

the official Scopes Trial record



on day seven of the proceedings.
Known as “homology,” the com-
parison of similar body structures
of various living organisms allegedly
proves evolution. Since, for example,
the flipper of a whale, the wing of
a bat, the forefoot of a dog, and the
human arm and hand have certain
similarities, supposedly they share
the same ancestor from many mil-
lions of years ago. According to
this line of argumentation, the first
humans were not specially designed
by the Creator, but evolved from
animal ancestors.

Creationists rationally and
unashamedly acknowledge the
many similarities that exist among
the various kinds of animal life on
Earth, and even between animals
and humans. (Millions of living
things have eyes, ears, mouths,
digcstivc systems, respiratory sys-
tems, etc.) In truth, similarities
among living things fit perfectly
with the Creation viewpoint. Such
similarities should be expected
among creatures designed to breathe
the same air, drink the same water,
eat the same food, live on the same
land, and generally use the same five
senses to function in our physical
world. But homology neither proves
creation nor evolution. Similar struc-
tures are just a fact. When evolution-
ists (like those in the Scopes Trial)
contend that homology is evidence
of evolution, they are 7ot stating a
fact but are making an unproven
(and unprovable) assertion.’

Embryonic Recapitulation

The terms “embryo” or “embry-
onic development™” appear 40 times
in the expert evolutionists’ writ-
ten testimony in the Scopes Trial.
According to these men, “the facts
of comparative embryology” are
powerful evidence of evolution
and had been recognized by evo-
lutionists such as Ernst Haeckel
for decades. Haeckel, for example,
“believed that organisms retrace

their evolution as embryos, when
they ‘climb their own family tree.”
One evolutionary zoologist in the
Scopes trial alleged:
In many instances certain early
stages in the development of an
advanced organism resemble in
unmistakable ways the end stages
of less advanced organisms. There
is, in fact, in the long ontogeny
of members of high groups, a
sort of rough-and-ready repeti-
tion of the characteristic features
of many lower groups. This fact
has so impressed some biologists
that they have embodied it into
a law, the so-called biogenetic
law: that ontogeny recapitulates
phylogeny. In less technical lan-
guage this means that the various
stages in the development of the
individual are like the various
ancestral forms from which the
species is descended, the earliest
embryonic stages being like the
most remote ancestors and the
latter stages like the more recent
ancestors. In still other words,
the concept may be stated as fol-
lows: The developmental history
of the individual may be regarded
as an abbreviated resume of its
ancestral history.*
Supposedly, the human embryo
goes through evolutionary stages of
growth—through a kind of “fish
stage,” “salamander stage,” and even
an animal-like tail stage. One evolu-
tionary anthropologist in the Scopes
Trial stated: “Going to the human
embryo we find these vestiges of an
earlier condition much more devel-
oped while others appear for a time
and then vanish before birth. Such a
case is the free tail possessed by every
human embryo, a few weeks before
its birth.” "

Interestingly, more than a decade
prior to the Scopes Trial, prominent
British evolutionary anatomist and
physician Sir Arthur Keith, admit-
ted in his book The Human Body,

“It was expected that the embryo
would recapitulate [retrace—EL]
the features of its ancestors from
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the lowest to the highest forms
in the animal kingdom. Now that
the appearances of the embryo at all
ages are known, the general feeling is
one of disappointment; the human
embryo at no stage is anthropoid
in its appearance. The truth is, we
expected too much.™
And what have we learned in the
last century? Renowned evolutionist
Stephen J. Gould wrote in 2000 in
Natural History magazine:
Haeckel remains most famous
today as the chief architect and
propagandist for a famous argu-
ment that science disproved long
ago but that popular culture has
never fully abandoned.... Once
ensconced in textbooks, mis-
leading information becomes
cocooned and effectively per-
manent, because...textbooks
copy from previous texts.... We
should therefore not be surprised
that Haeckel’s drawings entered
nineteenth-century textbooks.
But we do, I think, have the
right to be both astonished and
ashamed by the century of mind-
less recycling that has led to the
persistence of these drawings in
a large number, if not majority,
of modern textbooks. **
The so-called biogenetic law (of
embryonic recapitulation), which
played such a prominent part in the
written evolutionists™ testimony in
the Scopes Trial, was and is a farce.**

Vestigial Organs

Two sections in the expert evo-
lutionists” written testimony dealt
with vestigial organs“—the idea
that animals and humans have
previously functional, but now left-
over, useless structures of evolution.
Allegedly:

There are, according to Wieder-

sheim, no less than 180 vestigial

structures in the human body,*

sufficient to make of a man a

veritable walking museum of

antiquities. Among these are the
vermiform appendix, the abbre-
viated tail with its set of caudal



muscles.... These and numerous
other structures of the same sort
can be reasonably interpreted as
evidence that man has descended
from ancestors in which these
organs were functional. Man has
never completely lost these char-
acters; he continues to inherit
them though he no longer has any
use for them.”
Another Scopes Trial evolutionist
alleged: “Man has a vestigial tail
[i.e., the coccyx—EL] composed
generally of about four vertebrae so
small and so short as to be entirely
concealed in the flesh and muscles
at the base of the spine.™*

What is the truth of the matter?
Once again, the “experts” in the
Scopes Trial got it wrong—very
wrong! The more that doctors have
learned about the human body, the
more they have recognized legiti-
mate functions of the so-called “ves-
tigial organs.” The appendix serves
an “immunological function...in
the developing embryo” and “con-
tinues to function even in the
adult.”” Furthermore, the appen-
dix “acts like a bacteria factory, cul-
tivating the good germs,”so serving
as “a reservoir of good gut bacteria.”!
And the human coccyx is extremely
important. It serves as a point of
attachment for several pelvic mus-
cles that help us stand up. And, like
the shocks on a car, the coceyx is
also used as a shock absorber when
we sit down.” Although the evolu-
tionary experts in 1925 confidently
asserted, “All of the lines of evidence
presented point strongly to organic
evolution, and zone are contrary to
this principle,” real, observable,
rational, operational science has
proved them very wrong.

What’s more, while “vestigial”
organs are not the useless organs
that many have made them out to
be, suppose (for the sake of argu-
ment) that scientists did discover
one or more organs in the human

body that had a reduced function—

or no function at all> What if the
particular organ functioned per-
fectly in the past but not so much
today? Would this actually be evi-
dence of evolution? Not at all. The
human body is a marvelous thing to
study and shows amazing, complex,
functional design—which logically
demands a Designer (and not acci-
dental evolution over many mil-
lions of years). However, since the
first humans were on Earth, much
degeneration has taken place. Many
diseases and mutations have been
introduced into the human gene
pool. Is it possible that there could
be a loss of a gene for an organ at
some point, which causes the organ
not to function as well as it once
did—or perhaps lose function alto-
gether one day? If so, then even if
it were ever proven that a “vestigial
organ” exists, such an organ would
not logically prove evolution to be
true. In fact, wouldn’t the presence
of “vestigial organs” actually be evi-
dence of “devolution,” not “evolu-
tion,” with organisms being more
complex the farther back in time
we go?54

Once again, the “evolution-is-a-
fact” hype surrounding the Scopes
Trial was anything but factual.”
The more we continue to learn, the
more erroneous and inadequate
the impotent theory of evolution
is demonstrated to be. Millions of
people may still believe it, but they
do so more out of a religious com-
mitment to blind faith, rather than
because the evidence demands such
a verdict.

Alleged Human Evolution

The evolutionary scientists in
the Scopes Trial also had much to
say about “evidence” for human
evolution, but as with all the other

“proofs” they offered, their “evidence”

was either irrelevant, deficient,>® or
(eventually) disproven altogether.
“The dawn man of Piltdown™” (i.e.,
Piltdown Man) was determined to
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be a forgery in 1953. (Someone had
combined the skull of a human and
the jawbone of an ape.) The “Java
ape-man,” as one Scopes Trial sci-
entist called him,*® was “erroneously
based on the skull cap of a gibbon
and fossilized teeth and thigh bone
of a modern human.” It was not
some kind of missing link! What’s
more, “Rhodesian man,” “Heidel-
berg man,” and “Neanderthal man”
(all of which were brought up mul-
tiple times by the Scopes Trial evo-
lutionists in their affidavits) were
nothing more than varieties of past
humans.®® (And if we look around
the planet today, there is still a great
amount of observable variety within
humankind. Such diversity should
also be expected from the fossil
record: human bones of various
shapes and sizes.)

Human Evolution’s Racist Implications
Though the Scopes Trial expert

evolutionists may not have been
racist in their affidavits, the text-
book that Scopes used (or allegedly
used) to teach evolutionary theory
included racist language. Under
consecutive sections titled “Evo-
lution of Man” and “The Races
of Man,” Scopes’ textbook taught
impressionable minds the following:
Undoubtedly there once lived
upon the earth races of men
who were much lower in their
mental organization than the
present inhabitants. If we follow
the early history of man upon the
earth, we find that at first he
must have been little better than
one of the lower animals.... The
beginnings of civilization were
long ago, but even to-day the
earth is not entirely civilized....
At the present time there exist
upon the earth five races or vari-
eties of man, each very different
from the other in instincts, social
customs, and, to an extent, in
structure. These are the Ethio-
pian or negro type, originating in
Africa; the Malay or brown race,
from the islands of the Pacific;
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the American Indian; the Mon-
golian or yellow race, including
the natives of China, Japan, and
the Eskimos; and finally, the
highest type of all, the Cauca-
sians, represented by the civilized
white inhabitants of Europe and

America.®!

Where would such racist ideas
of white supremacy originate?
Not from the Bible, not from the
Creator and Christ, and not from
pure Christianity, Whose Author
and Namesake taught that every-
one is created in the image of God
and has a priceless immortal soul,
which Jesus loves so much that He
gave His life to save. The arrogant,
destructive, repulsive teachings of
Scopes’ textbook are the detestable
logical effects of naturalistic evo-
lutionary ideas, including the evo-
lutionists’ beloved hero, Charles
Darwin, who was mentioned more
than 20 times in the trial by Scopes’
defense lawyers and expert evolu-
tionists. What’s more, Darwin’s
book The Origin of Species was
referred to in the trial as “one of the
epoch-making books of all time.”
Readers would do well to acquaint
themselves with the full title of Dar-
win’s book: The Origin of Species by
Means of Natural Selection—or The
Preservation of Favoured Races in
the Struggle for Life.

The fact is, Darwinian evolution,
so fiercely defended in the Scopes
Trial, implies that some groups of
humans are closer to our alleged ape-
like ancestors in their mental facul-
ties than others. Thus, some groups
of humans are supposedly superior
to others. The Bible teaches exactly
the opposite. There are not differ-
ent species or races of men; there is
just one human race—an intelligent
people—that God created “in His
image” in the beginning (Genesis
1-2), both “male and female” (Gen-
esis 1:27). According to the Bible, all
of humanity descended from Adam
and Eve, the first couple (1 Corinthi-

ans 15:45; Genesis 3:20), and later
Noah, through whom the Earth was
repopulated after the Flood (Gen-
esis 6-10). Whatever the shades of
our skin, whatever the shapes of
our bodies, we share equal value as
human beings (Genesis 1:26-28; cf.
Romans 10:12)—but not according
to Darwinian evolution and Scopes’

biology textbook.
THE BIBLE ON TRIAL

THE climax of the eight-day
Scopes Trial came near the
end—at the latter part of
day seven. Following the defense’s
lengthy submission of expert evo-
lutionary testimony, they abruptly
called to the stand to testify, of
all people, the world-famous pros-
ecuting attorney and three-time
presidential candidate William Jen-
nings Bryan.® “[E]ven if your honor
thinks it is not admissible in general,
so we wish to call him now,” said
defense attorney Hayes.** Against
the other prosecuting attorneys’
better judgment,”® Bryan seemed
cager to take the stand (though
admittedly, from the beginning of
his questioning and throughout,
both Judge Raulston and the defense
attorneys led Bryan to believe that
he would have equal opportunity to
put Darrow and the others on the
stand).*® [Had Bryan known that he
would actually never have an oppor-
tunity to question Darrow or the
others, he may not have chosen to
testify.]”

So, what happened during Dar-
row’s one-sided interrogation of
Bryan? In short, the renowned
agnostic tried to humiliate Bryan
and discredit his literal interpre-
tation of various biblical miracles,
including (1) God creating Eve
from Adam’s rib, (2) the Genesis
Flood, (3) the extraordinarily long
day during the time of Joshua,* and
(4) Jonah surviving for three days
inside of a large sea creature.
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Admittedly, if no supernatural
God exists, then (a) the miracles of
the Bible are make-believe, (b) the
Bible itself is merely a work of fic-
tion, and (c) Bible-believing Chris-
tians are very naive (just as Darrow
wanted the world to believe in 1925).
However, it an omniscient, omnipo-
tent, supernatural Being does exist,”’
then He could work any number of
supernatural miracles (which are in
harmony with His divine will).

e If there were no Universe, and
He chose to create one, He could
simply speak it into existence
(Psalm 33:6-9).

e If He wanted to miraculously
create a grown man from the
dust of the ground and a mature
woman from the man’s rib,” such
a feat would seem quite simple for
God after everything else He had
previously made during the cre-
ation week.

o If the same God Who made light,
as well as mornings and evenings
on Earth without a Sun on days
1-3 of creation (Genesis 1:3-19),”
chose to make the Sun and Moon
in Joshua’s day to “stand still” (at
least in some sense), such an act by
the Creator of the Universe would
be simple—whether we under-
stand exactly how He did it or not.
(And we don’t!) Is it possible for
the omnipotent Creator, Whom
the Bible says currently “upholds
the Universe by the word of His
power” (Hebrews 1:3, ESV), to
miraculously manipulate a day on
Earth to His liking? Is it possible
for God to perhaps refract light
or to specially create some kind
of light to illuminate a part of the
Earth for a longer period of time
than the normal daylight hours?
Though skeptics (whether in 1925
or 2025) often ridicule the idea of
miracles, in truth, if a supernatu-
ral God exists, then supernatural
miracles are possible—including
an astronomical miracle on behalf



of the Israelites when they faced
the armies of the Amorites.

o If the Creator of everything on
Earth chose to (1) prepare “a great
fish to swallow Jonah,” (2) keep
Jonah safe inside the sea creature
for three days, and then (3) speak
to the fish to have it vomit Jonah
onto dry land, an all-powerful
God could do exactly that.

o And if there were no written reve-
lation from the Creator to human-
kind, He could certainly make
that happen (cf. 2 Peter 1:20-21).
He could ensure that writers of
His choosing penned what He
wanted humanity to know. If He
wanted mankind to know that He
created the world and everything
in it, He could tell them through
His divinely inspired writers. If
He wanted His human creation to
know about some of the miracles
He worked through the millen-
nia, again, He could communicate
such information through His
chosen writers.

In reality, the highly irrational
position is Darrow’s atheistic (or
agnostic) evolution. Naturalis-
tic atheism contends that matter
came from nothing, life came
from non-life, intelligence came
from non-intelligence, and com-
plex, functional design (like that
found in everything from a hon-
eybee to the human brain) had
no designer. Such commitment to
naturalism is a blind faith.” Yet it’s
“fundamentalist Christians” who
are portrayed as irrational”—for
believing that a supernatural God
could create a “whale” (or some type
of sea creature)’ that could swal-
low Jonah. Have we forgotten that
evolutionists contend that non-fish
evolved into fish, some of which left
the water to become dog-like crea-
tures, and some of those dog-like
creatures eventually went back into
the oceans to evolve flukes, baleen,
blowholes, and much more—on

their way to becoming gigantic
whales? This is the only “factual”
story about whales that children
can hear in school today, despite
(1) no real evidence (only imagina-
tive interpretations of various fos-
sils), and (2) the law of biogenesis,
which observably indicates that life
reproduces after its own kind” (i.e.,
fish do not become land animals
and land animals do not become

fish or whales).

EIGHT TAKEAWAYS FROM
THE SCOPES TRIAL

1. Always look to the source material
for the real story. The propaganda
machine was hard at work in 1925,
just as it is today. We should not
simply read what an evolutionist
or a creationist says about a matter.
Examine the actual evidence
for yourself and come to honest,
informed, logical conclusions,
whether about the Scopes Trial,
the Bible, or anything else—but
especially about eternally impor-
tant matters!

2. Neither Scopes’ lawyers nor their
“expert” evolutionists proved
evolution to be true. Everything
they testified about evolution was

erroneous, irrelevant, or very inad-
equate.”®

. Darrow neither disproved the

Bible nor any miracle of the Bible;
he merely mocked it and those
who believed the evidence for its
Divine inspiration and reliability.”

. Though Christian-minded Ten-

nessean lawmakers undoubtedly
meant well in 1925 when passing
the “anti-evolution” Butler Act,
attempting to legislate various
Bible teachings is probably not
the wisest course of action. After
all, how has that worked out for
Christians when they find them-
selves in the minority in the U.S.
and elsewhere around the world,
in this century or some other?”
Perhaps the best course of action
is to kindly encourage “free and
just” legislation that allows for and
promotes robust study and open,
honest debate in schools and soci-
ety at large.

. Christians should continually pray

for strength and prepare them-
selves to endure mocking and
misrepresentations from anyone,
including media propaganda. Just
as Bryan and “fundamentalist
Christians” were mocked in 1925,
and just as Jesus was unjustly
scorned and misrepresented 2,000

SPEARING SCHEDULES

Sevierville,

JULY 2025 R&R 45(7):9

(615)758-2

(877) 338-3397




years ago, Christians will (at least
occasionally) be unfairly perse-
cuted (Matthew 5:10-12; 1 Peter
4:14-16).

. Regardless of how disrespectful
others may be when talking about
God, the Bible, Jesus, or Chris-
tians, “[l]et your speech always
be with grace, seasoned with salt”
(Colossians 4:6). Give honest, rea-
sonable answers to questions 77 4
spirit of “gentleness and respect” (1
Peter 3:15, ESV). Drastically dif-
ferent than the way Inherit the
Wind (1960) portrayed Tennes-
see Christians’ hateful treatment
of Darrow, in truth, the agnostic
admitted near the end of the trial
just how well he had been treated:
“[S]o far as the people of Tennes-
see are concerned...I don’t know
as I was ever in a community in
my life where my religious ideas
differed as widely from the great
mass as I have found them since I
have been in Tennessee. Yet I came
here a perfect stranger and I can
say what I have said before that I
have not found upon anybody’s
part—any citizen here in this town
or outside, the slightest discourtesy.
I have been treated better, kindlier
and more hospitably than I fan-
cied would have been the case in
the north, and that is due largely
to the ideas that southern people
have and they are, perhaps, more
hospitable than we are up north.””

. Christians must balance being

courageous with being wise. Bryan

may have appeared to bravely take
the stand in the Scopes Trial, but
it was a foolish move on that occa-
sion (and not because the Bible
cannot be logically defended).”
Jesus wants Christians to be coura-
geous (Matthew 10:27-28), but He
also taught His followers to “not
give what is holy to the dogs; nor
cast your pearls before swine, lest
they trample them under their feet,
and turn and tear you in pieces”

(Matthew 7:6). Or as the wise man

said: “Do not answer a fool accord-

ing to his folly, lest you also be like

him” (Proverbs 26:4).

8. Anyone who is interested in
more information on the Scopes
Trial should read Bryan’s closing
argument,81 which he was not
allowed to deliver due to the trial’s
unusual ending. Though imper-
fect, Bryan makes several funda-
mental points for both creationists
and evolutionists to seriously con-
sider, most notably regarding
morality and the afterlife.

CONCLUSION

HE Scopes Trial was more

than a legal showdown—it

was a cultural clash revealing
a deep divide between naturalistic
and theistic worldviews, one that
still exists today. Though a century
has passed, the lessons remain rel-
evant: truth matters, civility counts,
and genuine Christian faith requires
both courage and discernment. Let
us learn from history—not to mind-
lessly relive battles fought in 1925,
but to be honest, think clearly, stand
faithfully, and speak graciously as

we have opportunity to do good in
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AP Staft Spotlight: Dr. Kyle Butt, Associate Director of Apologetics Press

Dr. Kyle Butt (or, as he prefers to be called—just
“Kyle” or “KB”) is the longest-tenured staff member
in the history of Apologetics Press. (When people
think of AP, they often think of
KB.) Kyle is in his 26 year with
AP and has been a great blessing to
many people over the past quarter-
century.

Most people know Kyle as a
capable debater and defender
of New Testament Christian-
ity (having had four moderated
debates with some of the lead-
ing atheists in the U.S.). Many
also know Kyle from reading one
or more of the 40 books he has
authored/co-authored or from
watching some of his many faith-
building videos, all of which we
highly recommend.

Kyle has a unique ability to communicate God’s
Truth and the love of Jesus to people of all ages.
One moment, he may be discussing a difficult Bible
passage with a skeptic, and the next moment, edit-
ing Discovery, our children’s magazine—a role he
has fulfilled with distinction for the past 25 years.
Just a month after successfully defending his doc-

toral dissertation and earning his Doctor of Minis-

try (D.Min.) from Freed-Hardeman University, he

was teaching teens at AP Camp (...as well as lead-

ing the youngest campers in a challenging game of

“Simon Says”). Like the apostle Paul,
Kyle’s attitude is: “I have become
all things to all men, that I might
by all means save some” (1 Corin-
thians 9:22).

Kyle is a selfless, visionary leader
who passionately seeks to bring out
the best in everyone around him. I
would like you to join me in con-
gratulating Dr. Kyle Butt on his
recent, well-deserved promotion
to Associate Director of Apologet-
ics Press.

In the past, Kyle and I have
worked closely together in the

Bible Department of AP. If the Lord wills, we will
be collaborating even more in the future as we help
move AP forward to the glory of God—provid-
ing logical answers and biblically sound materials
in digital and printed formats to precious souls
around the world.
Eric Lyons
Executive Director




