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geologist and the different scientists with whom I came in con-
tact practically every one of them was working in some field of
science which had absolutely wkakexex nothing whatever to do with
the the matter of evolution, whether it was true or whether it
was false.

And the alleged evidences for evolution were matters in
which first hand work was being done by not one-~thirteth of the
men who were working in the particular science. So the rest(as
in this cases,) were simply basing it on the alleged concensus
of scholarship, which simply meant the conclusion of a very very
few men! The rest trained in the field had taken what they knew
of that particular thing simply from books or statements given to them
and they had not done first-~hand work in that field.

The number of men who had actually done first-hand work in
evolution is very very small. But the people who have worked in
other fields, it is very easy to simply take over what somebody
says in that field.

I noticed in the U. of PA. some time ago a very interesting
illustration of how easy it is for one to do this. There was a
professor there who was very kRagky highly regarded in studies
related to the OT. This man used to give courses year by year in
some particuaar book of the OT. He would take up a particular
book and it was most stimulating to hear him. He would take up
almost anyone of the books of the OT and as he would take it up
he would 1look at the archaeological evidence, linguistic evidence
add various ways of finding out what this book meant. He would turn
to the critical theories, and they would -say this is J and he
would show there is nothing to it, andd# they would say this is
P and he'd show there is nothing to it, and he would just ridicule
these theories and tear into them! on the partlcqlar book with
which he was deallng.,‘_}' .
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The particular statements about how you could see that his
versse belonged here and that verse belonged there, he'd show there
was absolutely nothing to it: He wak’ gbing- rfghts'at  Fret+hand
study. of this particular hogk and finding that these theories gave
no help in the understaﬁalng of “thik “pa¥téular book. But in the
coyrse of his discussign, when he'd refer to other books in which
he was not doing study, ﬁe wouTd- simpl@ #8rn to''tHe 'stan¥ard critical
books on the sub}ect$ angd .see, what they said was the situation
there. So in any other book on the OF ~ iR "which Hé was not giving
a course and, going.right into tbe facts and the immediate first-
hand material, he would simply "ask," whdt ' ddds Priver say ‘'about it?
What does Pfeiffar say? Whatldo S. w llhausen say? And that was the
last word! He wasn't’ working ‘in- tﬁag ff@id. He simply took what
the author*tles sald:
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. . But in the parti;u%ar one_hg was working in he would tear
into. the criticism ard tear it* todgi be&s" écalide 1t ‘gdt ‘down to
the.facts there and saw it did not work out. as presented.
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