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W George Gallﬁp stays with it, polling the religion

. pulse of the nation. The 1997 report is that 96

percent of the people say they believe in God (95
percent in 1996) and, as has been the case through
the 1990s, nearly 60 percent say religion is “very
1mportant” in their lives. From which one may infer

__ thatat least 35 percent do not know what it means to
) believe i m God. An alternative explanation is that
- -they are theologlcally sopmstlcated and know that

the sovereignty of God is in no way limited to the

* --dimension of life called “religion.” I you believe .

that, L havea br1dge in which you might be
interested. Those who say religion is very

* important: 65 percent of women, 47 percent of men;

81 percent of blacks, 64 percent of Hispanics, 54
percent of whites; 48 percent with post—graduate
education, 61 percent with no colleg ge; 79 percent
who call themselves very conservative, 43 percent of
the very liberal; 64 percent of Protestants, 53 percent
of Gatholics, 23 percent of Jews; 71 percent of church
meimbers, 30 percent of those-who aré not members.

- In addition, 30 percent of adults believe “The Bible is

the actual word of God and is to be taken Iiterally,
word for word.” Fifty percent believe “The Bible is
the inspired word of God, but not everything it
should be taken literally, word for word.” Seventeen
percent agree with the statement, “The Bible is an

" ancient book of fables, legends history, and moral

precepts recorded by men.” (The poll did not ask
how many—among the really liberal—thought the
Bible was made up also by women.)
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In the Beginning

According to a new Gallup Poll, the percentage of Americans who belfieve:

® Strict Creationist View
God created man pretty much in his
present form at one time within the
iast 10,000 years.

All Americans 47%
Men 39%
Women 53%
- College graduates 25%
No high-school diploma 65%
Income above $50,000 29%
Income below $20,000 59%
Whites 46%
Blacks 53%

® Cenirist View
Man has developed over millions of
years from less advanced forms of life,
but God guided this process, including
man's creation.

All Americans 0% -
Men 45%
Wormen 36%
College graduates 54%
No high-school diploma 23%
Income above $50,000 50%
Income below $20,000 28%
Whites 40%
Blacks 4£1%

® Natunralist View
Man has developed over millions of
years from less advanced forms of life,
God had no part in this process.

All Americans : 9%
Men ' 11.5%
Women : 6.6%
College praduates 16.5%
No high-school diploma 4.6%
Income above $50,000 17%
Income below $20,000 i 6.5%
Whites 9%
Blacks : 4%

" The Gallup Organization’s poll was conducted

November 21-24, 1991,

Note: The numbers do not total 100% because some
respondents answered "I don't know."

SCIENTISTS & THEIR GODS - PAUL DAVIES

My feelings about God and the

. imiverse have come about entirely
through my science. [ hesitate to

i use the word “God,” but in my

studies of the universe | have come to the conclusion

ﬂlat there is some purpose to it. The‘universe has
organized ttself in such a way as to become aware of
itself. As conscious beings, we are part' of that purpose.
Davies is a thearetical physicist and awthor of *The Mind of God,”

SCIENTISTS & THEIR GODS - STEPHEN HAWKING -
‘ — lf'«e do diseweracomplete
theory (of evenything) . . . we shall
all, philosophers, sclewtists and
]r‘lsi .ol;dinary peoﬂe, be able to
take partiuthe discassion nfwhyrtis that we and the
univemeﬂst.ﬂwe ﬂndtheamtaﬂlat,ﬂmid be
the nrhmateh'inmph ofhuman reason .. foriheuwe
would lruly lmw the mind of God.

From ABHJHMQ‘T:M Hawking is a theoreticl plersicizt and the
lxwﬂﬂwwof'mﬁmd&mbﬂdge Unjversity in England,

“Darwin made if possible fo be
an intellectually fulfilled atheist.”
Rlchard Dawkins

SCIENTISTS & THEIR GODS ~ CARL SAGAN -

' The idea that God is an oversized
white male with a flowing beard
who sits In the sky and tallies the
fall of every sparrow is hudicronys.
But if by “God™ one means the set of physical laws that
govern the universe, then clearly there is zuch a God.
This God is emotionally unsatisfying . . . it does nat
make much sense fo pray to the law of gravity,

Sagan is an astronomer and director of Cornell’s Lah for Planetary Studics

SCIENT]STS & THEiR GODS -+ CHARI.ES DARW]N
!Iookateverrlhingas resulting .
B from designed laws, with the

BN details [eft to the working out of

‘ what we may call chance. Not that

this notion at all satisfies me, [ feel most deeply that the
whole subject is too profound for the human intellect.

SCIENTISTS & THEIR GODS - HENRY F. SCHAEFER
The sizmﬁnnea and joy In wy
science comes In those oms!onal
momentsqfdlsomﬂnzsomemm
new and saylng to myself, “So
that's how God did it.” My goal is to understand a

little comer of God's plan,

Schasfer is a quantim chemist and five-Aime Aamines for the Nobel Prize.




“Modern science directly implies

that the world is organized strictly

in accordance with mechanistic
principles. There are no purposive
principles whatsoever in nature.

There are no gods and no designing
forces that are rationally detectable....”

William Provine, Cornell University

“Some of Darwin’s important new
concepis...are not only scientific
theories but are af the same time

important philosophical concepfts, and
- characterize worldviews that have
Incorporated these concepfts.”

Ernst Mayer, Harvard University

“Humans are riof the end result of
predictable evolutionary progress, but
| rather a fortuitous cosmic
afterthought....”

Stephen Jay Gould

‘ - “The most influential
Intellectuals in America
and around the world
are mostly naturalists,
who assume that God
exists only as an idea in
the minds of religious
believers. In our great
research universities,
naturalism—the doctrine
that nature is all there
18—is the virfually
unquestioned assumption
that underlies not only
natural science but
Intellectual work of all
kinds. If naturalism js
true, then humankind
created God—nof the
other way around,”
Phillip E. Johnson

“The reluctance of science to embrace
the conclusion of intelligent design that
1ts long, hard labors have made __
manifest has no justifiable foundation.
Scientific chauvinismisan
understandable emotion, but if should
not pe allowed fo affect serious
intellectual issues.”

Michael Behe, Lehigh Urniiversity

. “In the beginning was the Word,
and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God. He -
- was in the beginning with God,
All things came into being throygh
Him, and apart from Him
nothing has come into
being that has come
Info being.”
John 1:1-3

VI



FIVE MAJOR VIEWS OF CREATION

(An Overview)

Atheistic Evolution

STATEMENT OF THE VIEW

1B

Everything in the universe has come into existence and has evolved into its present form as a result of natural

processes unaided by any supernatural power.

POSITIVE ASPECTS OF THE VIEW FROM ITS ADVOCATES

A. It appears to explain the origin of everything.
B. It offers a single explanation for everything that exists: it evolved.
C. It offers the only real alternative to creation by God.

D. It eliminates God and exalts man. Itis thoroughly humanistic, and can be classified pantheistically if one

wishes to invoke a form of theism.

PROBLEMS WITH THE VIEW AND ANSWERS BY ITS ADVOCATES

|| It cannot explain the origin of matter.

Matter is eternal

Tt cannot explain the complexity of matter.

Matter is the product of billions of years
of evolution.

Tt cannot explain the emergence of life.

Primordial life evolved (via natural selection) from
bio-polymers which evolved from bio-organics
which evolved from inorganic compounds.

It cannot explain the appearance of God-

This too was the product of evolution.

consciousness emd rationality in man.

In essence rationality emerged from irrationality.

2l

EVALUATION OF THE VIEW

A, It rests on a hypothesis that cannot be proved to be true; it is essentially a faith position (just like
creationist positions).

B. It is supported by little historical (geological) evidence {only the fossil record) which has many gaps

in it and is open to subjective interpretation.

C. It relies on mutations as a mechanism for change, but mutations have not produced new species, and

are almost always harmful and destructive,

D. ' Itis extremely improbable statistically,

E. Tt repudiates special revelation concerning creation.

MOCDERN ADVOCATES OF THE VIEW

Almost all non-Christian scientists,




e Genesis of the problem

The church can debate the question of creation without creating new divisions

HE QUESTION OF THE ANTIQUITY OF MAN HAS
of itself no theological significance. It is to theology, as
such, a matter of entire indifference how long man has :
..'The question of the antiquity of man is |
accordingly a pur elysc1entiﬁc one in which the theologian as such !

emsted on the earth..

has no concern.”
Who said that? The latest evangelical to capitulate to the pres-
sures of unbelieving science? No, it was the greatest defender of

] biblicalinerranéy in the history of the American church, Princeton :
theologian B. B. Warfield, who also wrote: “The church is bound to

confess all that God has lovingly
revealed to her as his truth, What the
Bible teaches, not what is convenient,
undisputed, or likely to put us to the
5 trouble of defending, is the proper mea-
sure of the contents of our credo”

At least since the days of Augustine
the church has wrestled with how to
interpret Genesis 1 and 2. To be suré, the
question hasbecome more acute and the
debate more intense since Darwin, asis
evident in the writings ot only of
Warfield but of his fellow Princetonians
Charles Hodge, A. A. Hodge, and J. Gre-
sham Machen. But the difficulty. has
faced the church always.

THERE ARE THREE APPROACHES
to Genesis 1 and2 among evangelicals;
The “literal” view, which takes the
days to be six consecutive 24-hour days.
Suppose youtooka seven—day vacation
and reported itin a book of seven chap-
ters, each devoted to a:single day. Your
report makes it clear that your vacation
" lasted exactly seven ordinary days and
- ‘that, while you may not have reported
every detail, you did follow a strictly
chronological sequence both from day
to day and within each day. This is the
“literal” approach.
Tts strength is its readmg of the'cre-
ation account in a way that strikes many

Christians as the natural way to read it—as a straightforward his- |
. information to settle it definitively. We should refrain from
i judging fellow Christians who differ with us on this particular

torical account of how the world was created.
The “day-age”view, which takes the days to be equivalent to suc-

cessive ages of undetermined length. Suppose you took a long
vacation reported in a book of seven chapters, each devoted toa
phase of your vacation. Your concern is to report your vacationin :
i ness. More debate,less denouncement. &

an orderly fashion.

by WILLIAM H.

Thus, the chapters are in roughly chronological order, but the
chapters do not necessarily record periods of equal length. Nor can |
any more be said of the material in each chapter than that it :
belongs to the period reported. This is the “day-age” approach.

The strength of this view is that it records creation as a chrono-
logically ordered account while allowing for the earth to be as old
as itappears to be to most scientists. i

The “literary” view or “framework hypothesis,” which takes the
days to be “snapshots” of God’s multi-faceted creative work. Sup-
pose you took a Jong vacation and reported it in seven chapters.

Your theme is “a good time was had by
all” but the chapters are organized
around beach experiences, mountain
experiences, amusement park experi-
ences. So the “literary” approach reads
Genesis as a polemic against polytheis-
tic paganism organized around the
theme “the Lord God made them all”
but -unconcerned -about sequence or
chronology.

The strength of this view is that it
reads these two chapters of Genesisina
-way that to many Hebrew scholars as
well as ordinary readers seems to fit
Moses’ purpose and style and removes
Genesis from certain aspects of the
alleged “Bible-science conflict” as niot
having been written to settle those
questions.

THE POINT OF THIS BRIEF
review of the views is to say that all are
held by theologians and Christians
who believe that the Bible is the Word
of God, infallible and inerrantin all it
teaches. We need an ongoing, open dis-
cussion of three questions; What does
the textteach? What doés science seem
to show? How are theological and sci-
entific insights to be integrated? My
theology professor of 25 years ago has
written regarding the days of the cre-
ation: “Though we may have strong

convictions regarding this question ... we do not have enough

question.”
What we need, to turn the words of a country song, is “a lot
more talk and a little less action.” More discussion, less defensive-

SMITH




Theistic Evolution
STATEMENT OF THE VIEW

Everything in the universe has come into existence and has evolved into its present form as a result of natural
processes guided by the God of the Bible.

POSITIVE ASPECTS OF THE VIEW FROM ITS ADVOCATES

A, Tt unites truth known by special revelation in the Bible with truth known by general revelation in
nature and discovered by science.

B. God seems to work according to this pattern in history interrupting and infervening in the course of
events only rarely.

PROBLEMS WITH THE VIEW AND ANSWERS BY I'TS ADVOCATES

It presupposes the truth of evolution which has not | Evelution is a fact, or af least a strongly accepted
been validated. theory.

God has intervened in history many more times In the early history of the universe He infervened
than the theistic evolutionist posits. less frequently.

Divine intervention in the evolutionary process is The evolutionary process does not rule out divine

contradictory to the basic theory of evolutionary intervention.
process.

This method of creation does not do justice to the The biblical record must be interpreted more
biblical record of creation. freely.

EVALUATION OF THE VIEW

A, It cannot do justice to both the tenets of evolution and the teaching of Scripture. One must be given
precedent over the otber.

B. It is ultimately destructive of biblical religion (at least this has been the case historically).

MODERN ADVOCATES OF THE VIEW

Pierre, Teithard de Chardin, The Phenomenon of Man (New York: Harper and Row, 1959). (Heis aFrench
Roman Catholic priest.)

Some scientists and numerous theologians who have respect for but a deficient view of Scripture hold this
view.

Progressive Creation
{also known as the Day-Age Theory)

STATEMENT OF THE VIEW

God created the world directly and deliberately, without leaving anything to chance, but He did it over long
periods of time that correspond roughly to the geological ages.

POSITIVE ASPECTS OF THE VIEW FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF THOSE WHO HOLD IT

A, Tt provides a reasonable harmony between the Genesis record and the facts of science.
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B. The translation of "day" as "age" though rare, is an exegetically legitimate one.

C. It is a tentative conclusion and acknowledges that not all the scientific evidence is in and onr
understanding of the text may change as biblical (and scientific) scholarship progresses.

PROBLEMS WITH THE VIEW AND ANSWERS BY ITS ADVOCATES

There are discrepancies between the fossil record
and the order in which plants, fish, and animals are
said to have been created in Genesis.

Science may be wrong at this point, or the earliest
forms of life may be omitted in Genesis.

Taking the six days of creation as ages is unusual
exegetically.

But it is possible and best here.

"Evenings" and "mornings" suggeét 24-hour
periods.

But the sun did not appear until the fourth day.

Death enters the world before the Fail.

It took on its horror at the Fall but existed before
that event. '

EVALUATION OF THE VIEW

This view takes the biblical text quite seriously but adopts some unusual interpretations in order to harmonize

- with scientific data.

MODERN ADVOCATES OF THE VIEW

Davis, A. Young, Creation and the Flodd_(Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1977).

Many evangelicals who have been strongly influenced by science including James Boice

Berpard Rapm

Robert Newman, and Herman Eckelmann, hold this view.

Six-D. reationism

STATEMENT OF THE VIEW

Genesis 1 describes one creative process that took place in six consecutive 24-hour periods of time pot more
than 6-20 thousand vears ago (many would allow for an older earth and creation date).

POSITIVE ASPECTS OF THE VIEW FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF THOSE WHO HOLD IT

A, It regards biblical teaching as determinative.
It rests on a strong exegetical base.

B
C. 1t is the clearest meaning of the text.
D

It is consistent with the laws of thermo-dynamics.

1. 18T LAW OF THERMODYNAMICS: although energy can be changed in form, it is not
now being created. Genesis 2:1-3; Hebrews 4:4,10

2. 2ND LAW OF THERMODYNAMICS: all physical systems, if left to themselves, tend
toward atrophy and become disordered. Hebrews 1:10-12; Romans 8:20-22

PROBLEMS WITH THE VIEW AND ANSWERS BY ITS ADVOCATES




Data from various scientific disciplines God created the cosmos with the appearance of age
(astronomy, radioactive dating, carbonate deposits, | and much of scientific opinion is in error and also
ete.) indicates the earth is about 5 billion years old | now in flux and change.

and the universe is about 15-20 billion years old.

A universal flood cannot explain the geologic strata | It can. The problem is most scientists refuse to
fully. even consider it due to biblical bias.

Creation with the appearance of age casts doubt on | Since Adam was evidently created with the
the credibility of God. appearance of age, other things could have been
: too. This is self-evident in the text.

There is no reason why God would have created It is consistent with his creating a fully operational
things with the appearance of age. and mature universe.
EVALUATION OF THE VIEW

This view is based on the best exegesis of the text though it contradicts the present conclusions of several
branches of science.

MODERN ADVOCATES OF THE VIEW

Robert E. Kofahl and Kelly L. Seagraves, The Creation Explanation (Wheaton, IL: Harold Shaw
Publishers, 1975).

Creation Research Society (Morris, Gish, etc.)

Many conservative evangelicals.

The Gap Theory

STATEMENT OF THE VIEW

Between Gen. }:1 and 2 there was a long, indeterminate period in which the destruction of an original world
and the unfolding of the geological ages can be located. God then recreated our cosmos.

POSITIVE ASPECTS OF THE VIEW FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF THOSE WHO HOLD IT

Al It rests on an exegetical, biblical base.

B. It is consistent with the structure of the creation account itself.

C. It is possible to translate the Hebrew verb "to be," in verse 2, "become."

D. "Formless and void," in verse 2, may be a clue to a preadamic judgment of God on the earth (cf. Isa
E. ?tsg));'ovides a setting for the fall of Satan.

PROBLEMS WITH THE VIEW AND ANSWERS BY ITS ADVOCATES

It is an unnatural explanation since the text implies This interpretation is a superficial conclusion.
an original creation in Gen 1:24F. (cf. Exod 20:11)

The exegetical data that supports this view is far These interpretations are possible. ||
from certain and highly unlikely.




This theory does not really settle the problems
osed by geology.

The universal flood may have produced some of
the geological phenomena.

1v. EVALUATION OF THE VIEW

While the view builds on a high view of Scripture, several of the interpretations required for it are based on
improbable exegesis. In this light some have proposed moving the gap to between John 1:1 and Gen 1:1.

V. MODERN ADVOCATES OF THE VIEW

Arthur C. Constance, Without Form and Void (Brockville, Ont: Doorway Papers, 1970).

Many conservative evangelicals including W.A. Criswell, Arthur Pink, C. 1. Scofield, C. S. Lewis, M. R.

DeHaan, and D. G. Barnhouse hold this view.

A condensation of James M. Boice,
Genesis, Vol. 1, Ministry Resources
Library series (Grand Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House, 1982}, pp. 37-68, with
additions by Thomas L. Constable, 1987
and Daniel L. Akin, 1993.

"THE ISSUES AT STAKE"
EVOLUTIONISTS SAY | THE BIBLE SAYS “
1. THE WORLD 1S GETTING SIN HAS CREATION IN A
BETTER AND BETTER DOWNWARD SPIRAL.
| GENESIS 2:8,9; 3:17-19
2. LIFE WAS CREATED FROM 2. GOD CREATED ALIL THINGS.
NON-LIFE GENESIS 1:27; 2:7
3. THERE HAS ALWAYS BEEN A 3. GOD HAS CATACLYSMICALLY
UNIFORM GEOLOGY - - INTERVENED PERIODICALLY.
GENESIS 7:10-12, 21-24
4. MAN IS AN ANIMAL WITHNO | 4. MAN BEARS GOD'S IMAGE
HOPE FOR THE FUTURE AND THOUGH FALLEN HE IS
REPEEMABLE IN CHRIST
JESUS.
EPHESIANS 2:1-10

* The age of the Earth/universe is not the best place or even a necessary place to wage the war of

evolution/creation. Leave it open.

* A historical Adam & Eve is a must and not negotiable. The issue is both Christological and

soteriological.

* Evolution is in trouble. The theory continually changes form. It is my judgement that early in
the next millennium it will cease to be viable, at least in its present models.
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‘Oxford University’s Richard Dawkins

Preaches Evolution to a Skeptical Public

BY KIM A. MCDONALD

WASHINGTON
ICHARD DAWKINS i$ sitting in a hotel
Rhalhmnm here fielding questions
about evolution, religion, and the

nature of life.

It's not the mest dignified place for an
interview with the distinguished, silver-
haired professor frem Britzin's Oxford
University, Yet Dr. Dawkins doesn’t seem
to mind the setting, dutifully follewing the
instructions of a make-up artist who select-

" ed the spot to prepare him for his next on-

camera appearancge of the afterncoen.

The rushed interview, which is made
more difficult by frequent interruptions
from the television crew Lhat bangs and
clatiers around him, would easily rattle the
nerves of any academic uneasy about com-
municating his scholarly ideas to the pub-
lic. But Britain's best-known promoter of
Darwinian evolulion is anything but that,

A controversizl lecturer, best-selling au-
thor, and leading evolutionary theorist,
Dr, Dawkins is clearly a1 home in the glare
of 1eievision lights, on radio talk shows,
and in boak-tour interviews,

MAKING AN IMI"ACT

“Do | miss doing laboratory research?™
he says, craning his neck around the make-
up artist. *'A bit, but [ can probably make
more of an impact by going oul and writing
books, daing radio broadcasts, and writing
articles in newspapers. If I could guarantee
that from my lab wark | would be another
Franeis Crick, it would be another matter.
But given that I would end up being anoth-
er Joe Blow, [ might as well do what [ deo
best."”

What Dr. Dawkins does best is to com-
municate the message of Darwinian evolu-
tion to a citizenry that is increasingly less

informed about sctence and, ai least in this
country, increasingly more receptive to
the 1eachings of fundamentalist Christians.
That mission makes his uppointment last
year to an endowed professorship in the
public understanding of science—the first
such position at Oxford—particularly apt.
“There are actually two professors of
public understanding of science in Brit-
4in,’” he says, ' Ong in London, whointer-
prets his position as doing academic re-
search on the public understanding of sci-
ence. | interpret it as promoting the public
understanding of science. That's actuatly
what |'ve done for a long time, but now I'm
doing it full time instead of half time.™*
Some question whether the media-savvy
professor—a youthful-looking 55-year-old
who creales a striking portrait when he en-
ters the room with his wife, Lalla Ward, an
actress who played Ophelia in a BBC pro-

6

“We don’t need evidence.We knowit to be true.” —RICHARD

DAWKINS, professor of zoology at Oxford University, in a speech at Wash-
ington University in St. Louts. Mr. Dawkins was explaining his intellectual
commmitnient to Darwinian evolution as the explanation of human origins.

duction of Hamlet—is the mosi appropri-
ate ambassador for science. He has drawn
Ihe wrath of theologians for calling religion
a virus, because of the way he says it in-
fects people’s minds, replicates, and
spreads. He criticizes scientists who pro-
less their belicf in God, once said astrolo-
gers should be jailed, and proudly pro-
claims his atheism as the only rational
choice for a person governed by intellect.

“Darwin allows one to be an intellec-
wally fulfilled atheist,” he explains. **Be-
fore we had Darwin, the argument from
design might have looked supetficially tike
a good argument. You could have been an
atheist, but you would have had o worry
about how did it all come about. After Dar-
win, everything fell into place and one real-
ly felt a deep peace of mind, a deep satis-
faction, a deep comfort with the idea that
there was nothing else prior—ihat all of

this incredible diversity is all explainable in
terms of gradual change.” )

Despite the irreverent, spmetimes sell-
righteous way with which he spreads his
Darwinian gospel, Dr. Dawkins communi-
cates his provocative ideas with a clarity
and etoquence that few scientists possess.
Such qualities make him a highly prized
interviewee for the now popular subject of
God's place in this age of science.

Today. he is in Washington on a world-
wide 1our promoiing his latest beook,
Climbing Mount Improbable, a conlinua-
tion of his 1986 work, The Blind Waich-
moker, both published by W. W. Nonon,
In each of thase works, he demonsirates
how the forces of natural selection can
fashion erganisms and structures, such as
the human eye ar a spider’s web, that are
so intricately designed they were once
used by 19th-century theologians us proof
of the existence of God.

In spite of his eagerness to talk about
those examples, this afternoon's television
interviews—for a Public Broadcasting
Service series called “*Faith and Reason™
that will air next year and for another pes
show, “*Think Tank With Ben Wallen-
berg"—de nat focus on his book or his
views on the intricacies of natural selec-
tion. What the interviewers want to know
is whal most people keep asking him these
days: if evolution is a sound theory, why
can’t God exist?

NOT INTERESTED IN GOD

He has grown exasperated by the ques-
tion. *'If you read my books. you'll find
that | don™t actually talk about God at all,™
he tells Mr. Watnenberg. “The reason |
seem 1o always talk about God, il T may say
50, is that people like you are always ask-
ing me about it. F'm nol very inlerested in
God. 1 mean, from my perspective, why
God? Why not Thor or Zeus? Why not
Apollo or Athena? There are all sorts of
gods that people have believed in. and 1
don't think aay of them are much more
interesting than any other.”

Last month, Pope John Paul [1 sought Lo
bridge the gulf between Christian belief
and Darwin by saying that evolution and
faith can co-exist so long as scientists ac-
cepl the idea that evolution was the work
of God. Dr. Dawkins is one scientist who
clearly won't. :

“There's a new way of trying 1o rein-
state God,™ he says indignantly. **We can

see that evolution is true, and anyone but a

fool ¢an see that it is true, so we've smug-
gled God back in by saying that he set up
the conditions under which evolution
might take place. 1 find this a rather pathet-
i¢ argument. For one thing, if I were God

and | wanted 10 make a human being, why
deliberately set it up in the one way in
which it looks as if you don't exist? The
other point is it’s a superfluaus part of Lthe
explanation.

**The whole beauty of the Darwinian ex-
planation is that you start with something
very, very simple and from that you build
up o more complicated entities like our-
selves. We have a good explanation. Why
smuggle in a superfluous adjunct, which is
unnecessary and doesn’t add aaything 10
the explanation?”

Dr. Dawkins may tolerate religious
speculation from journalists, but he has lit-
tle patience for the handful of scientisis
who maintain that evolution is incapable of
explaining everything that exists in the liv-
ing world. Much of his scorn {ately has
been reserved for Michael J. Behe, a bio-
chemist at Lehigh University who con-
lends in his new book, Darwin's Black
Bax: The Biochemical Challenge to Evolu-
tion (The Free Press}, that God's handi-
work can be seen in the “irreducibly com-
plex” parts of organisms that could not
have evolved from simpler components
{The Chronicle, November [).

To Dr. Dawkins, Dr. Behe's thesis is
nathing mare than the [9th-century theolo-
gians” argurnent from design, from a scien-
tist who should know better. Dr. Behe, for
example, asserts in his book that because
he cannot understand how the flagetlum of
bacteria could have evolved, it must be the
work of God. But Dr. Dawkins is aghast
that any scientist in this day and age could
reach such a conclusion, “It's a pathetic
cop-out of his responsibilities as a scien-
tist," he snaps. **He should stop being lazy
and get up and think about it himsell,"”

Dr. Behe has some problems of his own
with the Oxford professor. “‘Dawkins's
problem is that he is trying to popuiarize
nonexistent seience,” he writes in the Oc-
tober |4 issue of Natienal Review. **Real
science is published in journals such as the
Proceedings of ihe National! Academy of
Sciences, \he Journal of Molecular Biolo-
£y, and so forth {virtually none of it written
by Dawkins, who writes only for lay audi-
ences).”” .

Creation scientists aren't Dr. Dawkins's
only scientific targets. He has some stern
words for scientists whoe invake God 10
describe the magnificence of the universe.

“There are physicists whao are deeply
awed as ] am by the majesty of the universe
and the origin of the laws of physies,™ he
says. “They say God is in the equation,
God isin the fundamental constant, That is
just a redefinition of that which we find
mysterous about the universe. But other
peoplé will say, *Well, if this great physi-

i
STLVE MIJII.:.{“NA MTURLS
Oxford University's Richard Dawkins,
Britain's most prominent defender
of evolution: *'Darwin allows one to be
an intellectually fulfitfed atheist.”

cist believes in God. therefore I'm free to
believe in the Trinity, the Crucifixion, and
all that stuff which has nothing to do with
the fundamental constants of physics.” It's
given rise Lo considerable misunderstand-
ing, which 1 think they have a responsibil-
ity to clear up.””

Listening to Dr. Dawkins defend Dar-
win's 19th-century ideas against religious
doctrine, it's easy to forget that he is a
revalutionary thinker himself, one who has
made importani contsibutions to evolu-
tionaty theory over the past two decades.

His first book, The Selfish Gene {Ox-
ford, 1976), for example, extended the
ideas of Darwin, Dr. Dawkins's Oxford
colleague W. D. Hamilton, and the Har-
vard University biclogist Edward O, Wil-
son lo suggest that genes, rather than indi-

vidual organisms. are the primary ele- -

ments on which natural selection operates.

‘SURVIVAL MACHINES'

That view of evolution, which was em-
braced by the sociobiology movement of
the 19705, saw organisms as the conduits
for the selfish interests of their genes, the
most impartant of which is 1o reproduce
and be successful enough to survive within
the next peneration. **We are survival ma-
chines," he wrole, “*robot vehicles blindly
programmed to preserve the selfish mole-
cules known as genes.**

That notion was criticized by some evo-
lutionary biclogists as an extremist and a
ridiculously reductionist view of natural
selection. While he continues to maintain

that **all living organisms are machines for
the propagation of the instructions of their
genes,” he now acknowledges that the hu-
man brain is sc complicated that we can
override much of the deterministic behav-
ior imprinted in our genes.

In fact, he contends, **we have deliber-
ately taken the posilion to emancipate our-
selves from the world of natural selection
and make a new world for ourselves,
which is an anti-Darwinian world." For
example, we use contraceplives lo prevent
the autcome of our sexual desires.

Dr. Bawkins hasn't restricted his Dar-
winian thinking to biology; he has extend-
ed it lo human culwre as well, He is per-
haps best known for introducing the ¢on-
cepl of memes—powerful ideas that, like
genes or viruses, infect our minds, repro-
duce, and evolve as il shaped by the same
laws of natural selection in human society.

Religion is a meme. So are fashion
trends. According to Dr. Dawkins, human
society is shaped by the evolution of
meines ds well asgenes. The idea, which is
itself a meme, has caught on. Same schol-
ary are using the concept to describe life as
an information process, in which memes as
well as genetic information follow cvolu-
tionary principles. A discussion group on
the Internet, “‘alt.memetics,” focuses on
the latest applications of the idea.

Not all memes are alike, though. After
characterizing religion as a “‘virus of the
mind,” Dr. Dawkins has been asked by
those upset by the derogatory designation
why he won't apply it to science or evolu-
tionary theory. His reply is that, unlike the
exact replication of religious ideas, scien-
tific theories are constantly modified.
“Some die, some live,” he says. “They
survive the test of experiment.” Religious
doctrines, on the other hand, he says, are
more like a **chain letter” that people are
forced (o pass on to others under the threat
of eternal damnation.

Bt religicn and evolution may nol be as
disparate as Dr. Dawkins professes. After
arecent medical study showed that psople
of faith tend to live longer than atheists,

" Darwin's most prominent modern disciple

has been forced o consider the passibility
that the human tendency to believe in a
superior being may, in a Darwinian sense,
have a survival value.

While he acknowledges that such a trait
could have evolved, Dr. DawkKins main-
tains he could never blindly embrace reli-
gion, even if it improved his own Darwin-
ian fitness. “'It depends on whether you
value health or truth,” he says. ““For my-
self, T would rather live alittle bit less long
and know the teuth about why I lived, than
1o live longer.™ u




SUMMARY OF SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE
FOR CREATION

"The creation model is at least as scientific as the evolution model, and is at least as nonreligious as the evolution
model.”

"This scientific evidence both for creation and for evolution can and must be taught without any religious doctrine,
whether the Bible or the Humanist Manifesto" (in the public schools).

"Creation-science proponents want public schools to teach all the scientific data, censoring none, but do not want any
religious docirine to be brought into science classrooms.”

DEFINITIONS OF THE CREATION MODEL
AND THE EVOLUTION MODEL

The scientific model of creation, in swmmary, includes the scientific evidence for a sudden creation of complex and
diversified kinds of life, with systematic gaps persisting between different kinds and with genetic variation occurring
within each kind since that time. The scientific model of evolution, it summary, includes the scientific evidence for a
gradual emergence of present life kinds over acons of time, with emergence of complex and diversified kinds of life
from simpler kinds and ultimately from nonliving matter. The creation model questions vertical evolution, which is the
emergence of complex from simple and change between kinds, but it does not challenge what is often called horizontal
evolution or microevolution, which creationists call genetic variation or species or subspecies formation within created
kinds. The following chart lists seven aspects of the scientific model of creation and of the scientific model of evolution:

The creation model includes the scientific evidence The evolution mode] includes the scientific
and the related inference suggesting that: evidence and the related inference suggesting that:

I The universe and the solar system were The universe and the solar system emerged by
suddenly created. naturalistic processes.

1L Life was suddenly created. Life emerged from nonlife by natiralistic

processes.
111, All present living kinds of animals and plants All present kinds emerged from simpler
have remained fixed since creation, other than earlier kinds, so that single celled organisms
extinctions, and genetic variation in originally ~ evolved into invertebrates, then vertebrates, :
created kinds has only occurred within narrow then amphibians, then reptiles, then mammals,
limits. then primates, including man.

Iv. Mutation and natural selection are insufficient Mutation and natural selection have brought
to have brought about any emergence of about the emergence of present complex kinds
present living kinds from a simple primordial from a simple primordial organism.
organism.

V. Man and apes have a separate ancestry. Man and apes emerged from a common
ancestor.

VL The earth's geologic features appear to have The carth's geologic features were fashioned
been fashioned largely by rapid, catastrophic largely by slow, gradual processes, with
processes that affected the earth on a global infiequent catastrophic events restricted toa
and regional scale (catastrophism). local scale (uniformitarianism).

VII.  The inception of the earth and of living kinds . The inception of the earth and then of life must
may have been relatively recent. have occurred seversl billion years ago.




I. THE UNIVERSE AND THE SOLAR SYSTEM WERE SUDDENLY CREATED.

The First Law of Thermodynamics states that the total quantity of matter and energy in the universe is constant.
The Second Law of Thermodynamics states that matter and energy always tend to change from complex and
ordered states to disordered states. Therefore the universe could not have created itself, and it could not have
existed forever, or it would have run down long ago. Thus the universe, including matter and energy,
apparently must have been created,

The "big-bang" theory of the origin of the universe contradicts much physical evidence and seemingly can only
be accepted by faith.

The universe has "obvious manifestations of an ordered, structured plan or design."

IL LIFE WAS SUDDENLY CREATED

Life appears abruptly and in complex forms in the fossil record, and gaps appear systematically in the fossil
record between various living kinds. These facts indicate that basic kinds of plants and animals were created.

The Second Law of Thermodynamics states that things tend to go from order to disorder (entropy tends to
increase) unless added energy is directed by a conversion mechanism (such as photosynthesis), whether a
system is open or closed. Thus simple molecules and complex protein, DNA, and RNA molecules seemingly
could not have evolved spontaneously and naturalistically into a living cell; such cells apparently were created.

"One example of the scientific evidence for creation is the sudden appearance of complex fossilized life in
the fossil record, and the systematic gaps between fossilized kinds in that record. The most rational
inference from this evidence seemingly is that life was created and did not evolve."”

II. ALL PRESENT LIVING KINDS OF ANIMALS AND PLANTS HAVE
REMAINED FIXED SINCE CREATION, OTHER THAN EXTINCTIONS, AND
GENETIC VARIATION IN ORIGINALLY CREATED KINDS HAS ONLY
OCCURRED WITHIN NARROW LIMITS.

Systematic gaps occur between kinds in the fossil record. None of the intermediate fossils that would be
expected on the basis of the evolution model have been found between single-celled organisms and
invertebrates, between invertebrates and vertebrates, between fish and amphibians, between amphibians and
reptiles, between reptiles and birds or mamumals, or between "lower" mamimals and primates. While
evolutionists might assume that these intermediate forms existed at one time, none of the hundreds of millions
of fossils found so far provide the missing links. The few suggested links such as Archaeopteryx and the horse
series have been rendered questionable by more detailed data. Thus present kinds of animals and plants
apparently were created, as shown by the systematic fossil gaps and by the similarity of fossil forms to living
forms.

IV. MUTATION AND NATURAL SELECTION ARE INSUFFICIENT TO HAVE
BROUGHT ABOUT ANY EMERGENCE OF PRESENT LIVING KINDS FROM
A SIMPLE PRIMORDIAL ORGANISM.

The mathematical probability that random mutation and natural selection ultimately produced complex living
kinds from a simpler kind is infinitesimally small even after many billions of years. Thus mutation and natural
selection apparently could not have brought about evolution of present living kinds from a simple first
organism.

Mutations are always harmfil or at least nearly always harmful in an organism's natural environment.
Natural selection is a tautologous concept {circular reasoning) because it simply requires the fittest organisms

to leave the most offspring and at the same time it identifies the fittest organisms as those that leave the most
offspring,




MAN AND APES HAVE A SEPARATE ANCESTRY.

Although highly imaginative "transitional forms" between man and ape-like creatures have been constructed
by evolutionists based on very fragmentary evidence, the fossil record actually documents the separate origin
of primates in general, monkeys, apes, and men. In fact, Lord Zuckerman (not a creationist) states that there
are no "fossil traces” of a transformation from an ape-like creature to man.

The fossils of Neanderthal Man were once considered to represent a primitive sub-human (Hormo
neanderthalensis), but these "primitive" features are now known to have resulted from nutritional deficiencies
and pathological conditions; he is now classified as fully haman. Ramapithecus was once considered to be
partially man-like, but is now known to be fully ape~like. Australopithecus, in the view of some leading
evolutionists, was not intermediate between ape and man and did not walk upright.

The strong bias of many evolutionists in secking a link between apes and man is shown by the near-universal
acceptance of two "missing links" that were later proved to be a fraud in the case of Piltdown Man
(Ecanthropus) and a pig's tooth in the case of Nebraska Man (Hesperopithecus).

THE EARTH'S GEOLOGIC FEATURES WERE FASHIONED LARGELY BY
RAPID, CATASTROPHIC PROCESSES THAT AFFECTED THE EARTH ON A
GLOBAL AND REGIONAL SCALE (CATASTROPHISM).

Catastrophic events have characterized the earth's history. Huge floods, massive asteroid collisions, large
volcanic eruptions, devastating landslides, and intense earthquakes have left their marks on the earth.
Catastrophic events appear to explain the formation of mountain ranges, deposition of thick sequences of
sedimentary rocks with fossils, initiation of the glacial age, and extinction of dinosaurs and other animals.
Catastrophism (catastroplic changes), rather than uniformitarianism (gradual changes), appears to be the best
interpretation of a major portion of the earth's geology.

Geologic data reflect catastrophic flooding.

Uniform processes such as normal river sedimentation, small voleances, slow erosion, and small earthquakes
appear insufficient to explain large portions of the geologic record. Even the conventional uniformitarian
geologists are beginning to yield to evidences of rapid and catastrophic processes.

THE INCEPTION OF THE EARTH AND OF LIVING KINDS MAY HAVE BEEN
RELATIVELY RECENT.

Radiometric dating methods (such as the wranium lead and potassivm-argon methods depend on three
assumptions; (a) that no decay product (lead or argon) was present initially or that the initial quantities can be
accurately estimated, (b) that the decay system was closed through the years (so that radioactive material or
product did not move in or out of the rock), and (c) that the decay rate was constant over time. - Each of these
assumptions may be questionable: (&) some nonradiogenic lead or argon was perhaps present initially; (b) the
radicactive isotope (uranium or potassium isotopes) can perhaps migrate out of, and the decay product (lead or
argon) can migrate into, many rocks over the years; and (c) the decay rate can perhaps change by neutrino
bombardment and other causes. Numerous radiometric estimates have been hundreds of millions of years in
excess of the true age. Thus ages estimated by the radiometric dating methods may very well be grossly in
erTor.

Alternate dating methods suggest much younger ages for the earth and life. Estimating by the rate of addition
of helium to the atmosphere from radioactive decay, the age of the earth appears to be about 10,000 years,
even allowing for moderate helium escape. Based on the present rate of the earth's cooling, the time required
for the earth to have reached its present thermal structure seems to be only several tens of millions of years,
even assuming that the earth was initiaily molten. Extrapolating the observed rate of apparently exponential
decay of the earth's magnetic field, the age of the earth or life seemingly could not exceed 20,000 years, Thus
the inception of the earth and the inception of life may have been relatively recent when all the evidence is
considered.




"There is scientific evidence for creation from cosmology, thermodynamics, paleontology, biology,

mathematical probability, geology, and other sciences.”

"There are many scientists in each field who conclude that the scientific data best support the creation

model, not the evolution model."

Johann Kepler Lettmg tlle llmvcns Dccl'lrc the (.lory of God

e; arth ro[ated ‘about lhe . ofthe glory of Gud.

¥ Anﬂ he was an 1mp011ant forerunner of
saac,Newton in systemalizing science.

- A devout Lutheran, Kepler was studying
i eoIogy and planning 1o become 2 minister
'when he was called 1o teach mathematics in

. Graz, Austria. Kepler realized he coudd glorily

God through his mathematical and astronomi-
cal studies, and his scientific notes were often
mixed with prayers and praise (o his Lord.
Kepler believed that there was an art and
orderliness in God’s creation and that the
more Christians recognized the greatness of
creation, the deeper their worship would he,
Didn't God himself encourage the heathen to
look carefully at creation so that they might
come to know God? God created man in Ilis
image, and He wanis us o recognize and
know His design for the universe: The chief
ainm of all investigations of the external
tworld should be to discover the rational

order and harmony which bas been imposed

on it by God and which He revealed fo us in
the langnage of mathematics. In his astro-

Kepler: "S{nce we astronomers are priesis of
the bighest God in regard 10 the baok of

" nature, & beflls vs o be thoughtful, not of the
%, " glory of our minds, but rather, above all else,

+ what maihemaiicgl for
‘mula God had uséd, In - -
" Kepler's day, scientists
believed the orbits of the -
planets were per{cclly cir-
cular, but that (heory did
not fil the empirical data.
Kepler persisted in his observation and caleu-
lations of the planctary movements until he.
could show that the planetary orbils were
cllipses, with the sun as ene of the epicenters.
His caleulations proved Copernicus’ theory to
be fact. Through furiher observation, Kepler
established laws for pl‘mel‘uy velocity and for
the relationship between orbital periods and
the distances of planets from the sun. Kepler's
three s for planctary motion are the basis
for our understanding of the solar systemn
today.

Throughout his scientific work, Kepler
never sought any glory for himself, but always
sought to bring glory v God. At the end of his
life his prayer was: £ give you thanks, Creator
and God, that you bave given me this joy in
thy ereation, and I rejoice in the works of
Jour bands. See | bave now compleled the
twork to which § was cafled. In it [ have wsed
all the talents you bave lent to my spiril,




Perspectives on Genesis One

R
Cosmology Cosmology Cosmology Teaching Religious | Regeneration
Anthropology Anthropology Anthropology Truth Anthropology
Fiat Only Fiat and Natural Fiat Only No Comment Fiat Only

Processes
Literal 24 hour, Indefinite Periods 24 Hour Days Literary Days 24 Hour Days
solar days of Time (ages) Geologic Ages Logical Order
between each day | Not Chronological
10,000 - 20,000 Several Billion Several Billion No Comment Several Billion
Years Years Years Years
Fiat Creation Most Fiat Creation. | Fiat Only No Comment Fiat Creation Only
Some Evolution
Directed by God

I Micro-Evolution Mcrb-Evolution Micro-Evolution | No Comment Micro-Evolution

| only only (except theistic | only Only

: evolution)

- ; Noah’s Flood

man was created

Current Geologic Current Geologic No Comment Pre Gen.1,2
Processes Processes Creation & Noah’s
J Flood
| Upper part of Progressive Progressive No Comment Upper Part Noah’s
{ Noah’s Flood and | deposition through | deposition through Flood; Lower part
Lower part of billion year history { billion year history Destruction from
| original creation Satan’s fall.
Taken on Noah’s Extinction in Sixth | Extinction in_ No Comment “Part of the original
Ark. Extinction Day (age) before Geologic Age Creation which
after the flood Man’s creation or | before the 6th 24 perished when
‘ Evolution hour day on which Satan fell,

1T



Basic Elements in The Creation Account

Thesis: God created the Universe ex nihilo
Chaos: Waste and void, darkness on the deep of the original creation material
Creation: Spirit of God hovering over the face of the water and creatively bringing order
out of the disorganized material
Day 1: Light out of darkness, day and night separated
Day 2: Waters above and below separated: heaven
Day 3: Seas gathered and dry land appears; vegetation
Day 4: Heavenly luminaries formed to rule and divide times
Day 5: Marine life and birds created and blessed
Day 6: Animal life created and blessed; human life created, blessed and
commissioned
Completion: Day 7: Creation marked with sanctified rest
Theological Themes in the Creation Account
Day Activity Theological Themes
1 Light created, light divided from Revelation of God’s goodness and
darkness separation from evil
2 Heaven divided from waters Separation from evil abyss (deep)
below - N SEEE T AT R R
3 Land appears and vegetation Provision of fertile land for all types of
vegetation
4 Luminaries designafed to rule Designation of appointed times and
times -and seasons seasons for ordering creation
5 Living creatures of the sea and Provision and blessing of all kinds of
air created and blessed animal life
6 Land animals created and Provision of human life (seed) and
blessed; ‘blessing of fertility and dominton over
human life created and blessed creation
and commissioned to have
dominion
7 Completion of creation and Provision of sanctifying, or theocratic,

designation of the seventh day

rest
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The Creative Work of God

Genesis 1(General creation)

Genesis 2 (Specific of man)

Creation Accounts

God the creator

Elohim

God as powerful
Creation of the universe
Climaxes with man

The six days of creation

God the covenant-keeper
Yahweh

God as personal

Creation of man
Climaxes with marriage
The sixth day of creation

Day 1: light
Day 2: water, atmosphere
Day 3: earth, vegetation

Genesis 1:2 “without form...” “...and void”
Six Days of Creation In the first three days, God In the second three days,
formed the Creation God filled the Creation

Day 4: sun, moon, stars
Day 5: sea creatures, birds
Day 6: animals

Cosmic Sleuth Finds No Clues About Creation - The Associated Press

Arlington, Va. - A satellite
designed to detect patterns of
cosmic creation has found
nothing to explain how basic
structures in the universe, such
as galaxies and stars, came to
exist, researchers said
Saturday.

In a news conference
announcing first results from
the Cosmic Background
Explorer satellite launched in
November, scientists said
instrumenits detected none of
the patterns of microwave and
infrared radiation that would
help to explain how stars and
galaxies started forming after
the Big Bang explosion 15
billion years ago.

The scientists, presenting
their findings in the fnal day of
the 175th national meeting of
the American Astronomical
Society, said the satellite found
nothing that would disprove the
Big Bang, but the data did not
unravel mysteries of the
processes since.

The $150 million COBE
satellite, launched Nov. 15,
carried into space for the first
time instruments designed to
detect microwave and infrared
radiation created shortly after
the Big Bang, the explosion
that started the universe.

It was expected that the three
satellite instruments - one for
microwave and two for
mfrared - would find energy
traces of the violent
superheated processes that
formed the stars, galaxies,
black holes, quasars, and other
structures in the universe,

Current theories are that bits
of matter at many points in the
universe formed small centers
of gravitational attraction that
drew more and more bits of
matter together until the
centers became so dense that
stars were born.

Once a group of stars was
formed, their mutual attraction,
in turn, led to galaxies, and
then to clusters of galaxies, and

eventually to structures that
form patterns reaching
hundreds of millions of light
years across the sky.

According to the theories, the
tremendous heat from such
processes would produce
microwave and infrared
radiation, some of which
should still be detectable in the

" vast reaches of space.
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Parallels Between Creation Accounts

Element Genesis 1: 1-3 Genesis 2: 4-7
Summary In the beginning God These are the toledot of the

created the heaven and the
earth

heaven and carth when they
were created,

When the Lord God made
earth and heaven,

Circumstantial clanses - two
negative and one positive

Now the earth was waste
and void,

and darkness was upon the
face of the deep,

and the Spirit of God was
hovering over the face of
the waters.

Before any sprig of the field
was in the earth,

and before any grain of the
field grew - because the
Lord God had not caused it
to rain on the earth, and
there was no man to till the
ground-

And a mist used to go up
from the ground and water
the surface of the soil.

Main clause

And God said, “Let there be
light,” and there was light.

And there Lord God

formed the man from the
dust of the ground, and
breathed into his nostrils the
breath of life, and the man
becamnie a living being.

... “You mean Noah

SUNDAY
| SCHOOL

& Boles

was one of those animal-rights nuts?” : ’
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Genesis 1: 24-31 The Sixth Day

Some Theological Observations

“Us” is probably a plural of majesty, not a specific reference to the separate persons of the
godhead (v. 26). It involves, however, “in germ”, the doctrine of the Trinity, but should not be
used as a formal proof of the Trinity. (See Allis, God Spake by Moses; p. 13).

“Image” and “likeness” are essentially synonymous terms. Both indicate spiritual qualities
shared by God and man (self consciousness, speech, moral discernment, etc). These distinguish
man from the animals. Keil and Delitzsch call the image of God man’s “spiritual personality”
(vol. 1, p. 63). (See Charles Feinberg, “The Image of God,” Bibliotheca Sacra [July-September
1972], pp. 235-246, esp. p. 237). In anotber sense man js the image of God (e.g., he rules and
creates [procreates] as God does thus reflecting God).

The image of God in man was marred, but not lost, in the fall (Genesis 3).

“Rule” and “subdue” (v.28) imply a degree of sovereignty and control that God delegated to
man over nature. (See Eric Sauer, King of the Earth). “The dominion which man enjoyed in
the garden of Eden was a direct consequence of the image of God in him” (Davis, p. 81). Man
was given authority and responsibility to regulate nature and to advance civilization. Nature
was to serve man, not vice versa (cf. V. 29-30). This does not give man the right to abuse
nature, however. (See “A Theology of Ecology: God’s Image and the Natural World” by Gina
Hens-Piazza in Biblical Theology Bulletin [October 1983], pp. 107-110).

“Man” refers to mankind, not Adam (v. 27). “Them” indicates this generic significance. de
created mankind male and female; Adam was not androgynous.

This is a general account of man’s creation. The more detailed account of Adam and Eve
follows in 2: 4-17 and 18-25. These two accounts do not reflect a two-document composition
of the creation story but the purpose of the writer to emphasize the creation of man.

“The human body is the Lord's
temple, and you've been acting
like a secular humanist.” -




Comparison of Biblical and
Babylonian Creation Accounts

God is seen as ultimate source of power; He
transcends His creation.

Magic incantations are ultimate source of
power; the gods are subject to nature.
IIL. 101; IV. 1-26, 91*

Organized coverage of creation;
systematically includes general realms of
nature,

Does not include creation of vegetation,
animals or light - the existence of these is
assumed. Moon and stars created but not the
sun, V. 2-22

‘Purpose: Praise to God as Lord of creation;
acknowledging Him as such. A tribute to
God’s ultimacy and authority.

Purpose: Hymn of praise to Marduk as
champion and mightiest of the gods. Creation
is incidental, V1. 10011,

Begins before things as we know them existed
(Gen. 1:1); as God created, He gave names.
Genesis 1:5, 8, 10

Begins before heaven and earth were named;
cannot imagine situation before they existed
12

Starts with primeval deep. Hebrew: tehom
Genesis 1:2

Starts with the deep - fresh water (Apsu)

and salt water (Tiamat - cognate of tehom)
I 3-4

Creation given time sequence; set in blocks by
“days”. Genesis 1:5. 8. 13. ete.

No chronological structure of “days”.

Creation by speech.
Gen. 1:3,6,9, 11, 20

Creation from formerly existing matter.
1V. 137-140; VI. 33

Waters separated above and below by
firmament. Genesis 1: 6-8

. Corpse of Tiamat divided in two and set up as

waters above and below.
1V. 137-140

Man created to rule creation,
Genesis 1:28

Man created to do the service of the gods so
the gods wouldn’t have to work so hard.
VI 8, 34

Man created from the soil,
Genesis 2:7

Man created from blood of slain hero (kingu).
VI.33

* Enuma Elish references designate tablet number and line,
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God’s Relation To Creation

I. Creation of The Universe and Life

A. Five views of the origin of man

1. Atheistic evolution (Julian Huxley) -- all forms of life evolved gradually by chance
from a single cell which developed from non-living chemicals.

2. Theistic evolution (Teilhard de Chardin) -- God started and guided the
development of all living forms by means of biological evolution. God is outside the
process.

3. Creative evolution (Henri Bergson) -- nature possesses an imminent life force
which accounts for all evolutional development (and “leaps) from within (Pan-en-
theism). God is inside the process.

4. Progressive creation (Bernard Ramm) -- all basic forms (“kinds™) of life were
created directly by God at different times over millions of years.

5. Fiat ereation (Henry Morris) -- all forms of life were created directly and
immediately by God within six days some thousands of years ago.

B. Biblical account of creation
1. Summary of the Genesis accourit of cieation

a. Who? God (1:1). Note: This is a theistic God.
b. When?

1) “Inthe beginning” (Gen. 1:1)
2) “In six days” (Gen. 2:1, 2; Exodus 20:11)
3) Creation was good and complete
(Gen. 2:1; Jn. 5:17; Rom. 4:11; Col. 1:15; Heb, 4:3)

c. What? “Created . . .every living creature” (Gen. 1:21)
1) “Created” (bara) matter (1:1); life (1:21), and man (1:27)

2) “Made” (asah) grass, herbs, fruit (11), fish, fowl (20), sea monsters (21),
cattle, creepers and beasts (24)




d. Inwhat order? (Gen. 1)

1) Universe (1a)

2) Earth (1b)

3) Sea(6)

4) Land (9)

5) Plants (11)

6) Sea animals (20)
7) Land animals (24)
8) Man (27)

Note: This is basically the same general order of events recognized by modern
science.

e. How? Ex Nihilo - “out of nothing”; “By the word of the Lord” (Ps. 33:6; Ps.
148:5), “God said” (Gen. 1:3, 6, 9, etc.,II Cor. 4:6; Heb. 1:3).

f.  Why? For God’s glory and for our good.
1) Not because He needed to create

a) Not because He was lonely (cf. Trinity)
b) Not because He was imperfect (cf. God’s perfection in His attributes)

2) But because He wanted to create (freely)

a) To declare His glory (Ps. 19:1; Col. 1:16; Rev. 4:11)
b) To provide our good (I Tim. 6:17; Jas. 1:17)

C. Other biblical references to creation

1.

2.

3.

.Creation or beginning in general (Mk. 13:19; Rom. 1:20; II Pet. 3:4)

Creation of all things (Acts 17:24; Eph. 3:9; Col. 1:16; Rev. 4:11)

Creation of heaven and earth (Ex. 20: 1 1; Ps, 33:6; Is. 42:5; 45:18; Jer. 32:17; 51:15;
Zech. 12:1)

Creation of angels (Ps. 148:2, 5; Col. 1:16)
Creation of light and darkness (Is. 45:7)
Creation of sun, moon, and stars (Ps. 8:3; 148: 3-5; Is, 40:26)

Creation of earth, sea, and living things (Job 38:4; Prov. 8: 25-29; Jer. 27:5; Amos
4:13)
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Creation of man from dust with breath (Job 34:15; Eccl. 12:7; Jn. 9: 1-3; Rom. 9:11;

Heb. 9:27)
Note: Man is not eternal. There is no pre-incarnate state. Man possesses contingent

immortality.

Creation of man in God’s image (Gen. 5:1; 9:6; Ps. 8:5; Eccl. ;7:29; Col. 3:10; Jas.
3:9)

10, Creation of male first, then female (Matt. 19:4; I Cor. 11:9; 15:45; I Tim. 2:13)

D. Reasons for rejecting evolution

1.

Biblical reasons:

a) Historical-grammatical interpretation of Gen. 1-2

b) Numerous biblical references to creation of man and woman as literal

c) Jesus’ references to literal creation (Matt. 19:4; Mk. 13:19)

d) Inseparable connection between creation and edemptlon (Rom. 5:12,14 15)
¢) Inseparable connection between creation and ethics (Jas. 3:9)

f) Inseparable connection between Adam and Christ (I Cor. 15:45; Heb. 2:14)

Philosophical and scientific reasons against evolution:

a) Nothing does not (can not) produce something.

b) Non-living does not produce the living. ‘

c) Non-personal does not produce the living (or personal).

d) Everything produces after its kind.

e) All basic forms of life began suddenly and abundantly.

f) There are great gaps in the fossil record between kinds. -

g) Second Law of Thermodynamics shows things are running down. Only
intelligent use of outside energy through a conversion mechanism overcomes
this.

II. Preservation of the Universe

A, The biblical data (Neh. 9:6; Ps. 66:9; Acts 17:28; Col. 1:17; Heb. 1:3)

B. Theological comments

1.

The universe is coptingent in its existence.

a) It came out of nothing (ex nihilo).
b) It could therefore return to nothing.

¢) It continues to exist only because God continues to cause it to exist (Col. 1:17).
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Contingent beings cannot exist on their own (only a necessary being [God] exists on
His own). :

a) Only a necessary being is uncaused.

b) Contingent beings are caused to exist.

¢) Aslong as it is contingent (dependent) it needs a cause (to depend on).

d) Once a contingent being, always a contingent being (a necessary being cannot
come to be; it must always be).

¢) Therefore, a contingent being must be kept in existence by its cause (God).

C. An evangelical response to process theology (Metaphysical basis of evolution)

1.

About creation

a) God’s nature is necessary, as is His wil.
b) Butit is of God’s nature that creation occurs freely.
c) Hence, creation can flow freely from a necessary Being.

About service

a) Service is doing things for God.

b) But service cannot be “for” God’s essence; He is absolutely perfect.

¢) However, service can be “for” God’s glory.

d) Therefore, service can do something “for” God’s glory. (Glory is like a
magnifying glass; it doesn’t change the object but simply makes its nature more
manifest.)

About felationships e

a) All genuine relationships involve give and take, but not necessarily mutual
dependence.

b) God can love and be loved (though He doesn’t depend on our love; He simply
desires it).

¢) Therefore, God can enter into genuine relationships. (The Creator can’t depend
on the creature for His existence. Existential dependence must be one way.)

About foreknowledge

a) A timeless Being does not foresee; He only sees.

b) Hence, God sees the future in His eternal now. In salvation He has always
known you.

c) This is not a disadvantage; it solves the problem of predestination (Bible speaks
of foreknowledge only from man’s perspective.)
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About creation

a) A timeless God did not create in time.

b) Rather, He performs the creation of time. o

c¢) There was no time prior to creation; time began with the changing world.

About personality

a) A timeless God is eternally and consistently who He is.

b) This God responds to us with changeless and consistent love, which is the most

personal of all.

¢} Hence, timelessness increases the personalness of God’s response to us.
.. - About worship

a) Timelessness implies God is absolutely perfect.

b) What is absolutely perfect is most worthy of our worship.

c) Hence, timelessness makes God most worthy of worship. (It is

anthropomorphic arrogance to hold that God must be relatively imperfect [like
us] before He is worthy of our worship.)

About the incarnation

a) The Eternal does not become temporal in the incarnation, (This is contradictory
and heretical.)

b) The essence of God did not literally become-human; rather, the second person
of the Godhead assumed a second and distinct nature. The incarnation was not
a subtraction of deity but an addition of humanity.

¢) Hence, there is no impossibility involved.

About biblical language

a) The Bible uses many figures of speech and often speaks from man’s perspective.

b) References to God changing and being temporal fit into this category.

¢) The Bible also speaks of God as being beyond time (Ex.3:14; Heb.1:3;Jude 25).

d) Tt is the task of systematic theology to make a consistent whole of all the Bible

teaches. (Timelessness does this best. A temporal “God” wouldn’t be god; he
would need a Creator.)
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10. Sources of error in process theology

a) It builds its system on the anthropomorphic dipolar model of body/soul.
b) It replaces the essential unchangeable attributes of God with His relational

acts.

¢) It fails to understand the analogy of being and the contingent nature of finite

beings,

d. It makes God’s perfection subject to man’s moral efforts.

WORLDVIEWS IN
COLLISION

“As never before, humanity is contronted ~
with ftwo world views, two life views, the
divergences befween which are quite plain
Iin every depariment of inferpretation.
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They stand so far apart foday that each
denies the right of the other fo life. ...”
-~ Carl F. H. Henry

“Religious belief should be assessed as a
rounded whole rather than taken in
stark isolation. Christianity, for example,

 like other world faiths, is a complex,
large-~scale system of belief which must be
seen as a whole before if is assessed. To break
it up into disconnected parts is to mutilate
and distort its true character.”
William J. Abraham

“It need not further be denied that between this
view of the world involved in Christianity, and
what is sometimes fermed ‘the modern view

of the world,’ there exists a deep and

radical antagonism.”

~~ James Orr




Ex Nihilo Creation

It’s Biblical Basis

Genesis 1:1 Bara plus context equals ex nihilo (cf, Jo. 1:2; Col. 1:16).

John 17:5 - “before the world was made”

Romans 4:17 - “God...who calls into existence the things that do not exist.”

II Cor. 4:6 - “For God who said, ‘light shall shine out of the darkness...””

Col. 1:17 - “He is before all things, and by him all things hold together.”

Hebrews 1:2 - “...through whom also He created the world (ages).”

Hebrews 11:3 - “the world was created by the word of God, so that what is seen was made
out of things which do not appear.”

Rev. 4:11 - “Thou didst create all things, and because of thy will they existed and were
created.”

0. H.istoﬁcal Origin and Development

A. Hebrew Old Testament {Gen, 1:1; Deut. 4:32; Is. 40:26; 45:12; Amos 4:13; Mal. 2:10).
B. Jewish Philosopher Philo (wrongly assumed it to come from Plato’s Timaeus).

C. Early Fathers, Augustine, Anselm, and Aquinas held to it.

IIi, Meaning of Ex Nihilo Creation

A. Positive meaning: contingency, or dependency of all creation on God.

B. Meaning by contrast.

1. ExDeo - creation out of God (Pantheism). This is impossible because:

a. Creation is contingent and God is necessary.

b. The contingent cannot be part of the necessary.

¢. Further, God is simple and one in His being and hence he cannot be multiple and
many [or, whatever is multiple or many (as world is) cannot be one absolutely
simple being].

2. Ex Hulas - creation out of some pre-existent stuff (matter) - Dualism. Impossible
since:

a. The “stuff”’ cannot be infinite and necessary; there can be only one infinite and
necessary being.
b. Ifthe “stuff” is contingent, then it must be caused to exist by God.
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3, Ex Nihilo - creation out of nothing (i.e., neither out of God nor out of some other
“stuff”).

Meaning as a negative expression.

1. Tt means “God did not create the world out of something.”

2. “What did God create the world out of?” is a meaningless or unanswerable
question. It assumes there was something out of which the world was created when
there was nothing.

Iltustrations of Ex Nihilo creation (all of which are inadequate in some sense).

1. “Conjuring up” a mental image.
2. “Uttering” a word.
3. An act of free will.

Note; a. No pre-existing “stuff’ is used in these cases.
b. No piece of the mind or will is used up in the process of producing a
thought, word, or action. h
¢. Difference: creation is more than a mental word. (It involves the page and
the print as well!)

Some Problems

1. Tt is not contradictory to say “something comes from nothing”? No. “Nothing
caused something” is impossible. But “something (God) caused something
(creation) where there was nothing™ is not contradictory.

2. Where did the world exist before it was.created?- It never-actually existed anywhere
as a world.

a. World pre—”ex:sted” as an idea in the mind of God before it was created (as a
painting “exists” in the painter’s mind before it was painted).

b. World is present in the active power of God before He exercised it (as a push-up
“exists” in a muscle before one does it). The thing and its potential to exist are
concreated together.

¢. Can creation ex nihilo be eternal? Philosophically, Aquinas says, yes;
Augustinians say, no. Biblically, Bible says God created time; hence, world had
a beginning (Heb. 1:2; Jude 25).
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Creation/Evolution
An Overview

Ray Bohlin

1. The oﬁgihs debate is clouded in confusion.

The meaning of such common words such as evolution and science are often distorted
to the advantage of a particular point of view. In regards to science itis helpfulto
distinguish between what has been called operation science and origin science.!

A. Operation Science

Operation science is the usual kind of science where we can perform an experiment
and repeat it over and over again to confirm the initial result. Gravity is a “fact”
because apples continue to fall from trees. Noone has ever observed an apple fall up.

B. Origin Science

Origin science however involves events that occurred once in the past and we are
unable to repeat the event. All we can do is assemble what evidence we have for
the event (i.e., the appearance of humans on this planet) and construct a plausible
scenario or hypothesis. That humans evolved from human ancestors is a
gypothesis which attempts to explain the evidence from paleontology,
biochemistry, genetics, morphology, etc. It is not and never can be a fact of science.

TI. The major clash of worldviews in the origins debate concerns the worldviews of
theism and naturalism. Pantheism at this point enters the discussion primarily as a
subset of naturalism. The chart below will help to explain.

Inte¥igemt

57
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A. Theistic Creation
Origin events result from the supernatural intervention of an intelligent creator.

B. Theistic Evolution
God created through natural processes alone.
C. Naturdlistic Creation
The creator lies within the natural universe, i.e., pantheism.

D. Naturalistic Evolution
All origins events resulted from purely natural processes.”

The origins debate is primarily between theistic creation and naturalistic evolution
with the other two views unable to decide which side they are cheering for.

II. The universe is finite and designed for life.
" A. The unique physics (universal coincidences) of the universe mabke life possible.?

1. I the four coupling constants—gravitional, strong nuclear, weak nuclear, and
electromagnetic—uwere slightly larger or smaller, the particles, atoms, and molectiles
necessary for life would not exist, and there would be no suns “our"” size that could

support life.
2. The ratio of electron to proton mass allows for life’s necessary molecules.

3. If the speed of light were faster or slower, all the fine structure constants would be
altered, making life impossible.

4, The Be, C, and O nuclear energy levels are just right to allow the formation of heavier
elements.

5. “A superintellect has monkeyed with physics, as well as with chemistry and
biology.”—Fred Hoyle

B. The interrelationship of the earth, sun, and moon have been designed to support
life
1. If the mass of the sun were much larger, the sun would burn too rapidly. If its mass
were much less, the earth would need to be closer in proximity to it, which would
disrupt the rotation of the earth.

2. If the earth were closer to the sun, the temperatures would be too warm for a stable
water cycle. If the earth were farther away, the earth would be too cool for a stable

water cycle.

3. Other factors are just right for sustaining life on earth, such as the thickness of the
crust, the earth's rotational period, the gravitational interaction with the moon, the
earth’s magnetic field, the earth’s axial tilt, the oxygen-to-nitrogen ratio, the levels of
carbon dioxide, water vapor, and ozone, and many others.

. .4.. Astronomer Hugh Ross concludes in his book The Fingerprint of God, concerning
the uniqueness of the earth, that “not even one planet would be expected, by natural
processes alone, to possess the necessary conditions to sustain life.”
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C. The Big Bang theory, if true, holds tremendous implications concerning the
existence of God. : :

1. The universe began as a particle that was infinitely dense and occupied no space.’

2. Some find the concept of a beginning quite compelling:
“Jt is simpler to postulate creation ex nihilo—Divine will constituting Nature from
nothingness.”—Edmund Whitaker®

#As to the first cause of the universe, in the context of expansion, that is left for the
reader to insert, but our picture is incomplete without Him."—Edward Milne’

3. Yet others are repulsed by the notion of a beginning.

“The notion of a beginning is repugnant to me. .. . I simply do not believe that the
present order of things started off with abang ... . the expanding universe is
preposterous.. . . incredible . . . it eaves me cold.”—Arthur Eddington®

“It is such a strange conclusfon . . . it cannot really be true.”—Allan Sandage’

Their rejection of the Big Bang theory resides in their philosophical objection
that the universe is not infinitely old. If the universe did not always exist, then
something non-material or spiritual must be eternal. In reality, it is the
conclusion that the universe owes its existence to an eternal spiritual entity
that the cosmologists find strange, incredible, and preposterous.

4. Scientists now find themselves in essential agreement with Genesis 1:1.

“For the scientist who has lived by his faith in the power of reason, the story ends like
a bad dream. He has scaled the mountains of ignorance; he is about to conquer the
highest peak; as he pulls himself over the final rock, he is greeted by a band of
theologians who have been sitting there for centuries.”—Robert Jastrow™

“In the beginning, God created the heavens and the earth.” (Gen. 1:1)

At present there is no valid scientific argument which can refute the truth
contained in the first verse of the Bible. Modern science has come full circle to
the validity of the theistic worldview which spawned its existence in the first

place.
5. However, some scientists will always try to push God to the meaningless periphery of
the universe.
“The Cosmos is all that is or ever was or ever will be.”—Carl Sagan™
“But if the universe is really completely self-contained, having ro boundary or edge,

jt would have neither beginning nor end: it would simply be. What place, then, for a
creator.”—Stephen Hawking®

The astronomer Sagan and the theoretical physicist Hawking are among the
many investigators who continue to search for a way to explain the universe
apart from God. Their world view does not contain room for God or at least
the God of the Bible. Mankind will continue to search for a way to explain the
universe apart from the Creator.
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6. Stephen Hawking even suggests the possibility that the formulation of a unified
theory of physics may even explain the “why” of the universe. But science cannot
answer these questions and it iay ot be wise even to make the attempt. -

#1f we find the answer to that, it would be the ultimate triumph of human reason—for
then we would know the mind of God.”—Stephen Hawking"

‘You surely shall not die! For God knows that in the day you eat from it your eyes will be
opened, and you will be like God, knowing good and evil—The Serpent to Eve (Gen. 3:4-5}

Thinking the thoughts of God after Him, as Newton said, is entirely different
from “knowing the mind of God.”

IIL. The chemical evolution of life is a much a mystery today as it was in the time of
Darwin. The evidence is mounting that life is the product of a creative intelligence.

A. The myth of the prebiotic soup*

1. The original scenario for chemical evolution on earth called for an atmosphere
rich in methane, ammonia, hydrogen, and water, yet devoid of oxygen. These
gases would be sparked, heated, shocked, or irradiated to form the building
blocks of life such as amino acids, sugars, lipids, and nitrogenous bases. These
building blocks would rain on the earth into the oceans where they would
accumulate and polymerize to form proteins, DNA, RNA, phospholipids, and
carbohydrates. Over time these macromolecules would arrange themselves
into living, replicating cells.

2. Chemical and geological evidence now shows that the early atmosphere was
not reducing and may have contained some oxygen. The likely constituents were
carbon dioxide, nitrogen gas, and water, with a few traces of other neutral gases.

3. This mixture would produce mostly non-biological organic molecules. Even if
biological building blocks were produced, they would have either been
destroyed by the same energy sources that made themor they would be
eliminated by cross-reacting with the other molecules rather than
polymerizing with themselves.

4. “Furthermore, no geological evidence indicates an organic soup, even a small
organic pond, ever existed on this planet. It is becoming clear that however
 life began on earth, the usually conceived notion that life emerged from an
oceanic soup of organic chemicals is a most implausible hypothesis. We may
therefore with fairness call this scenario, ‘the myth of the prebiotic
soup.””—Thaxton, Bradley and Olsen'®

B. Prebiotic Simulation Experiments

All of the prebiotic simulation experiments have been influenced by the
investigator to achieve the desired result either by using isolated energy sources,
exaggerated levels of energy input, unrealistically purified reactants, removal of
the products from the destructive effects of the energy source, and the use of
implausible “photosensitizers” which absorb harmful sources of radiation.

Even if life is synthesized in the laboratory, it does'not mean that it could have
happened this way on the early earth.
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C. Macromalecules to Cells

The biggest chasm which must be crossed by chemical evolution scenarios is the
assembly of biological macromolecules into a functioning replicating cell.

1. Tn order for DNA to be replicated, transcribed, and translated into protein, a
host of specific proteins must already be present. It is a sophisticated “Which
came first, the chicken or the egg?” question.

Egg Chicken
___.__——‘?
L ———

DNA =—/7= PROTEIN

2. The odds of achieving a 101-amino-acid-specified-sequence protein in five
billion years by shuffling the sequences of proteins contained in a layer
around the earth one meter thick at a rate of 10 per second is only 1/10%. The
chances of obtaining two-thousand proteins by random shuffling is 1/104000,
There is a statistical probability that a pot of water will freeze when placed on
a lighted stove, but it is not realistic."”

3. Since RNA has some catalytic properties, some researchers thought that RNA
may have come first. But RNA is difficult to synthesize under prebiotic
conditions; it does not self-replicate easily; a key component, the sugar ribose, :
inhibits RNA synthesis; and another crucial ingredient, phosphorous, is a rare l
substance in nature. Experiments simulating the early stages of the RNA '
world are too complicated to represent plausible prebiotic scenarios.!?®

D. Cell Complexity

The cell is an extremely complex and highly ordered machine. Machines do not
come about without a well-thought-out plan preceding them. Though there was
plenty of energy available on the early earth, there was no mechanism to channel
the energy into performing the work necessary to construct an ordered, complex,
and specific machine.




Creation/Evolution 62

E. Informational Codes
- Informational-codes require intelligence to construct the code and to transmit the
infromation from a source to a receiver. DNA is such a code, therefore, its origin
requires an initial creative intelligence.”

1. The use of words such as code, transcription, and #ranslation in reference to the
structure and function of DNA are not just convenient analogies. These
language terms accurately describe what is going on.

2. Information scientists have shown that informational codes do not arise from
noise or by chance, but only from intelligence.

3. Some level of order does arise in nature due to the physical properties of the
matter involved. Ripples in the sand along a river bank result from the
physical properties of the sand and moving water. If further down the river
bank, however, we see “John Loves Mary” scratched in the sand, we
intuitively understand that this did not occur naturally but is the result of
intelligence communicating a message.

F. Discounting the Evidence

Just as in the origin of the universe question, there will always be those who,
because of their commitment to a naturalistic world view, will discount any
evidence of the necessity of intelligence in the origin-of-life scenario.

Stanley Miller, who agrees that the origin-of-life field needs a dramatic discovery
to put a curb on the rampant speculation, was asked if he ever entertained the
possibility that genesis was a miracle not reproducible by mere humans. Not at
all, Miller replied, “I think we just haven’t Jearned the right tricks yet.... When -
we find the answer, it will probably be so damned simple that we'll all say, ‘Why

didn’t I think of that before?”?

IV, The complexity, uniqueness, and divérsity of life forms prov{id‘e'difficult challenges

to the Darwinian view that all life is descended from a common ancestor.

A. The living world is full of amazing adaptive strategies that defy evolutionary
explanations.

1. Woodpeckers possess numerous adaptations to accomodate them to their
unique life history, the most incredible of which is the tongue. In the
woodpecker, the tongue loops down into the throat, under the skull, around
the back of the skull, beneath the skin, and over the top between the eyes,
terminating just below the eye socket. In some species the tongue extends into

the right nostril. 2! -

tongue hp
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2. The elaborate display of the peacock’s tail feathers has always held a certain
fascination. While the display is beautiful, it also attracts predators and can
make escape difficult. Evolutionists explain it by pointing out its ability to
attract a mate. But one has to wonder why selection would favor a peahen
that is attracted to a peacock with a display that is life-threatening.?

B...Nearly all species and adaptive structures appear suddenly in the fossil record
with few if any predicted evolutionary transitions.?

1. Swimming (whale, seals, turtles, etc.) and flying (insects, pterosaurs, birds, and bats)
adaptations appear suddenly in the fossil record with no transitions.

2. The fossil bird Archeopteryx is a curious mosaic of “reptilian” and avian
characteristics that do not illuminate the reptile-to-bird transition. “The origin of
birds is largely a matter of deduction. There is no fossil evidence of the stages through
which the remarkable change from reptile to bird was achieved.”™ '

Skeletons of a
Triassic thecodont (A)
- - representing the
presumed reptile
ancestor of birds, the
Jurassic fossil bird,
Archaeopteryx (B) and
a modern bird (C).

3. The lack of transitional forms is not just characteristic of these few examples, but is
common throughout the entire fossil record.
Whatever view one wishes to take of the evidence of paleontology, it does not provide
convincing grounds for believing that the phenomenon of life conforms to a
continuous pattern. The gaps have not been explained away.”

- All the fossils which have been dug up.and are claimed to be ancestors—we haven’t
the faintest idea whether they are ancestors.*®
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4. Some organisms termed living fossils survive today unchanged for what appears to be
millions of years. Creatures such as aardvarks, alligators, snapping turtles, sturgeons,
" bowfin fishes, and horseshoe crabs have been around for 20 to 230 million years. How
have these and others creatures survived untouched through the eons while so many
others have changed drastically, and 99 percent have become extinct?”

... C. Evolution is a mechanistic theory that is still without a mechanism to account
for all the complexities of living organisms.

1. Neo-Darwinism is a slow and gradual process that is said to be fueled by mutation
and natural selection.”

a. Bacteria, fruit flies, and certain plants have been bombarded with various
mutagens. In the end, the same species of organism is still with us though
somewhat hampered in its ability to survive on its own.

b. Natural selection is a conservative process not a creative one. Artificial
selection demonstrates that there are limits to the amount of change an
organism can experience.

2. Punctuated equilibrium postulates that evolutionary change takes place rapidly
during the speciation process (punciuated) followed by long periods of little or no
change termed stasis (equilibrium).?

a. Speciation is unobservable and untestable in the present as well as in the
fossil record.

b. Punctuated equilibrium is actually a description of the fossil record that
attempts to explain the gaps in the fossil record. No real biological
explanation exists for rapid change during speciation.

3. There is no satisfactory explanation for the acquisition of new genes that code for
proteins the cell did not possess previously. There are hundreds of genes present in
eukaryotic cells that are not found in prokaryotic cells® - - -

D. The Blind Watchmaker

Richard Dawkins book, The Blind Watchmaker, fervently asserts that “Natural
selection is the blind watchmaker, blind because it does not see ahead, does not
plan consequences, has no purpose in view. Yet the living results of natural
selection overwhelmingly impress us with the appearance of design asif by a
master watchmake, impress us with the illusion of design and planning.”®*
Mutation and natural selection build complex adaptations such as flight by
numerous almost imperceptible changes over thousands and millions of years.
But these scenarios are without experimental and observational support.®

1. There is no way to know whether a long serious of micromutations is a greater or
lesser miracle than making the change all in one jump.

0. The sheer number of favorable mutations required is incalculable. A bird not only
needs wings, but also feathers, lungs, bone structure, brain morphology, etc. yet they
all occur blindly.
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3. Natural selection constantly runs into problems caused by the fact that mutations
often affect more than one characteristic. Selection for one slightly favorable trait may
" have to be balanced with several other deleterious traits cused by the same mutation,

Comparisons to artificial selection are superfluous since artificial selection is
purposeful and has shown time and again that biological variation is anything but

limitless.

E. Beauty is pervasive in the natural world, ﬁam subatomic particles to crystals to
biochemical pathways to butterflies to tropical jungles to the planets to the

universe>
1. If beauty were the result of chance, it would be extremely rare.

2. If beauty were the result of necessity, why would we be soothed by birdsongs used to
attract mates, establish territories, and threaten enemies?

3. It seems reasonable to assume that we appreciate the beauty in nature because we have
a mind patterned after the intelligence that is responsible for the beauty.

V. As we observe the order, complexity, and diversity of the natural world, it becomes
even more difficult to comprehend a mechanistic evolutionary cause to explain it

all.

The elements of design are so obvious that even evolutionists have a hard time
keeping the word design out of their observational descriptions. When all the :
evidence is considered, a theory of origins based on intelligent design is a logical and

consistent alternative.

“Do you ever ook up at the stars and wonder what's
beyond the space out there beyond what is out there
beyond whatever is out there?"
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\_(Science 208:716 (1980)), Woodruff says (I believe he is quoting Stanley): /

Prof. Derek Ager of the University at Swansea, Wales, in Proc. Geol.
Assoc. Vol.. 87, p. 132 (1976) has stated

with the title of this article—a significant part of the changing scene in
evolulionary circles is the changing attitude of evolutionists concerning

links are still missing, that they have little or no evidence for gradual
change in the fossil record.

Hopeful Monsters,” Stephen J. Gould, leading spokesman for evo-
lutionists in the U.S. today, said that ‘

and Niles Eldredge we find the following on p. 147:

No. 136 — EVOLUTION: THE
| CHANGING SCENE

By Duane T. Gish, Ph.D.

“It must be significant that nearly all the evolutionary stories 1 learned
as a student, from Trueman’s Ostrea/Gryphea to Carruther’s
Raphreniis delanouei, have now been ‘debunked.’ Similatly, my own
experience of more than twenty years looking for evolutionary
lineages among the Mesozoic Brachiopoda has proved them equally
elusive.” ,

This admission by Prof. Ager (no friend of creationists) fits in very well

he fossil record—more and more are now admitting that the missing
In his article in Natural History 86:22 (1977) entitled “The Return of

“The fossil record with its abrupt transitions offers no support for
gradual change. . .” :_

"“All paleontologists know that the fossil record contains precious little
in the way of intermediate forms; transitions between major groups
are characteristically abrupt.” :

From an article published in Paleobiology, Vol. 3 {1977) by SJ Gould

“At the higher level of evolutionary transition between basic
morphological designs, gradualism has always been in trouble, though
it remains the ‘official’ position of most Western evolutionists. Smooth
intermediates between Baupliine are almost impossible to construct,
even in thought experiments; there is certainly no evidence for them in
the fossil record {curious mosaics like Archaeopteryx do not count),”

In his review of Steven Stanley’s book Macroevolution by D.S.Woodruff

“But fossil species remain unchanged throughout most of their history
and the record fails to contain a single example of a significant
transition.” -

The clatter has become so loud that even the popular press hag
picked it up. Newsweek in an article entitled “Is Man a Subtle Accident?”
published Nov. 3, 1980, stated

“The missing link between man and the apes, whose absence has

comforted religious fundamentalists since the days of Darwin, is merely

the most glamorous of a whole hierarchy of phantom creatures. . .

The more scientists have searched for the transitional forms that lie

between species, the more they have been frustrated.”

Some evolutionists have come to realize that the fossil record is so
bad relfative to evolution theory that they want to avoid it entirely as sup-
port for evolution. Mark Ridley, a British evolutionist, tells us in his
article published in New Scientist 90:832 (1981) that

“No real evolutionist, whether gradualist or punctuationist, uses the

fossil record as evidence in favour of the theory of evolution as

opposed to special creation.”

One might immediately wonder, then, where does Ridley believe we
find all the marvelous evidence for the “fact of evolution?” Why, from the
“observed evolution of species, from biogeography, and from the hier-
archical structure of taxonomy,” Ridley tells us. He apparently disagrees
with his fellow evolutionist and the most distinguished of all French
zoologists, Pierre Grassé, who states in his book Evolution of Living
Organisms (English translation, Academic Press, New York, 1977, p. 4)

“Naturalists must remember that the process of evolution is revealed

only through fossil forms. A knowledge of paleontology is, therefore,

a prerequisite; only paleontology can provide them with the evidence

of evolution and reveal its course or mechanisms. Neither the exami-

nation of present beings, nor imagination, nor theories can serve as a

substitute for paleontological documents.”

What Grassé says in his book is that biology offers us no help in our
attempl to understand the mechanism of evolution. He says that evo-
lution is a mystery about which little is, and perhaps can be, known. He
says certainly mutations and natural selection cannot possibly provide
that mechanism. - _ '

Many others in more recent times, in view of the growing knowledge
that the fossil record produces no evidence for gradual change and that
the gaps in the fossil record, particularly at the level of the higher cate-
gories, are systematic and almost always large, are now abandoning the
neo-Darwinian theory of slow gradual change. Gould has said that as a
general principle, neo-Darwinism is dead, although it is still textbook
orthodoxy. '

In his comments on a new mechanism for evolution postulated by
Edward Wiley and Daniel Brooks, Roger Lewin {Science 217:1239-1240,
1982) says.

“Natural selection, a central feature of neo-Darwinism, is alfowed for

in Brooks and Wiley’s theory, but only as a minor influence, ‘It can

affect survivorship’ says Brooks. ‘It can weed out some of the com-
it



plexity and so slow down the information decay that results in specia-

tion. It may have a stabilizing effect, but it does not promote specia-

tion. It is not a creative force as many people have suggested.’”

Let me point out first of all that all of this sounds familiar—it is the
source that is astounding. The view just stated is precisely what has
been said by creationists ever since Edward Blyth in. 1830. Natural selec-
tion is a stabilizing force. It is not a creative force, the driving mechanism
of evolution, which has been responsible for the conversion of one
orgamsm into another, all the way from amoeba to man. But now, notice
who is saying this—evolutionists!

Even more, they are saying that natural selection is not only not the
mechanism for evolution, it actually retards the evolutionary process.
They say that natural selection slows down the information decay that
results in speciation. That statement is absolutely astounding on two
points.

First of all, their admission that natural selection not only is not the
mechanism of evolution but actually acts contrary to evolution is most
revealing. Secondly, that speciation, and thus evolution, occurs by the
decay of information. Now that is really startling! We creationists have
long pressed the point that the random processes supposedly at work in
evolution cannot possibly account for the origin of new information re-
quired for increase in complexity and the generation of new functions
and organs required by evolution. Evolutionists have, on the contrary,
insisted that this was possible.

Now Wiley and Brooks are claiming that all of us were wrong, both
creationists and evolutionists. Evolution, from the primordial single-celled
organisms to the millions of present-day organisms, including man with
his 30 trillion cells of over 200 varieties, including a three-pound human
brain with: twelve billion brain cells and 120 trillion connectlons is the
result of the decay of information!

Whatever anyone might think of that theory, certainly we can all
recognize that they are rejecting Darwinism, As | have said earlier, many
others are doing the same. Science Digest (Sept.-Oct. 1980, p. 55) had an
article entitled “Was Darwin Wrong?” The British Broadcasting
Company produced a television program a year or two ago entitled “Did
Darwin Get It Wrong?” Stephen J. Gould, Niles Eldredge, Steven
Stanley and others have abandoned neo-Darwinism for what they call
“punctuated equilibrium.” They suggest that what we see in the fossil
record is that species abruptly appear, fully-formed. They remain virtually
unchanged for the duration of their existence, up to ten million years or
even more, and they then abruptly disappear and are replaced by other
species that also abruptly appear fully formed with no evidence of transi-
tional forms. _

They suggest that the evolutionary transitions occur somewhere out in
an isolated area on the periphery of the main population and that the
transitions occur very rapidly in small populations. The change is so
rapid and the numbers are so small, we are told, that there are no
opportunities lor fossilization of the transitional forms.

Let me point out, first of all, that this notion of punctuated equilibrium

iii

is no mechanism at all. It is simply a new scenario. They are saying that
since we don't find transifional forms, evolution could not have occurred
slowly and gradually, so obviously, then, it must have occurred rapidly.
How and why evolution occurs so rapidly, no one knows. As a matter of
fact, the idea that multiplied millions of rapid bursts of evolution have
occurred is contrary to the science of modern genetics, The genetic
apparatus of a lizard, for example, is totally devoted to producing
another lizard. The idea that by some random evolutionary process the
genetic apparatus of a lizard could be rapidly reorganized to produce
something really significantly different is clearly contrary to everything we
know. Evolutionists simply have no mechanism for evolution.

Secondly, the notion of punctuated equilibrium doesn’t solve the really
serious problem evolutionists have with the fossit record: In fact, it
doesn’t even address that problem. The idea of punctuated equilibrium
was invented to explain the lack of transitional forms between species.
But that is not the real problem. The really serious problem is the
absence of transitional forms between the higher categories, that is,
between families, orders, classes and phyla. The total absence, for
example, of transitional forms between invertebrates and the fishes, a
vast gulf supposedly spanning 100 million years. We have no transitional
forms between basic morphological designs, or what creahonlsts cail
the created kinds.

Evolutionists find themselves in a most embarrassing position today.
They can find neither the transitional forms in the fossil record that their
theory demands nor can they find a mechanism to explain how the evo-
lutionary process supposedly occurred. | am reminded of what Owl said
in the Pogo comic strip. He said, “if we had some ham, we could have
ham and eggs for breakfast—if we had some eggs!”

Certainly we are witnessing a changing scene in evolutionary circles
today. They are finally admitting that the fossil record shows little or no
evidence for gradual change {which is precisely what we must predict on
the basis of creation), Many are now rejecting Darwinism and are sug-
gesting radical new theories concerning the evolutlonary process. But,
almost all chorus in unison—evolution is a fact!

Isn’t that amazing! One hundred and twenty-years after Darwin the
missing links are still missing, and that wonderful, marvelous Darwinian
mechanism that was responsible for swinging the majority of scientists
over to evolution is now becoming rapidly discredited. Yet, somehow,
we are told, everyone knows that evolution is a fact! Colin Patterson,
senior paleontologist at the British Museum of Natural History, said in a
talk he gave at the American Museum of Natural History, November 5,
1981, that he now realizes that in accepting evolution he had moved
from science into faith. In a recent BBC program Dr. Patterson stated
that all we really have of the evolutionary phylogenetic tree are the tips
of the branches. All else—the filling in of the trunk and of the branches
—is simply story telling of one kind or another.
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No. 180 — A THEORY IN CRISIS'

by Johin W. Oller, Jr., Ph.D.*

The 1986 book by Michael Denton, Evolutiont: A Theory in Crisis, is a
secular critique of orthodox Darwinism. It is thoughtful, logical, empirical,
and well-written. Denton is sympathetic and fair, showing rare insight and
cornpassion towards Charles Darwin, He distinguishes microevolution
from macroevolution. The first occurs within genotypes. Darwin’s Gala-
pagos finches iflustrate microevolution, as does the circumpolar overlal:!.
among species of gulls, and the many varieties of fruit flies in the Hawaiian
islands. However, selective breeding of pigeons, chickens, turkeys, cattle,
horses, dogs, cats, and many other domestic animals vields similar results
over less time: ‘ , 3

Macroevolution, the second type, had to occur if evolution were to get to
the first cell, or to leap across genotypes, say, from a reptile to a bird. While
microevolution is evident in the geographical distribution of many living
species? and in selective breeding, it sustains only Darwin’s special theory of
evolution—uvariation within genotypes. The general theory, change across
types on the other hand, (macroevolution) requires upward rather than lateral
movement. S ‘

For macroevolution the problem is how fully developed viable life-forms
might arise completely by accident. Denton cites Monod who said, “Chance
alone is at the source of every innovation, of all creation in the biosphere.
Pure chance, absolutely free but blind."3 Chance sitpposedly gave rise to the
first organism—perhaps a bacterium, alga, or protozoan. Later, the theory
says, chance resulted in complex invertebrates and plants, followed by fish,
then amphibians, reptiles, birds, and, finally, maminals, :

According to Denton, proof of such a sequence requires at least one of two
kinds of evidence: either an unbroken chain of transitional fossils or surviving
intermediates, or; plausible reconstructions of such series together with their
respective ecological niches. The trick is to show how eachlink could be viabtg
long enough for the next to get going. Only by establishing complete transi-
tional series can the hypothesized connectedness in the hierarchy of
genotypes be made plausible—empirical proof, of course, is a much taller

. 7'*Dr. OI_Iéf_ |s_ .P.roféssofmc;f LTngurshcsaHheUmuermty of New Mexico.

order. Here the issue is mere plausibility. If such transitions ever hap-
pened, intermediate forms should be found in the fossils and in living
organisms, Existing classes should overlap. Clear boundaries ought to be
exceptional rather than normative.

Though Darwin hoped fossil transitions would appear eventually, none
did. Only trivial cases of microevolution, hardly rivaling selective breeding,
were evident. Nor for more than a hundred years would any accurate
measure of distances between existing classes become possible,

Or, take the Coelacanth, On the basis of fossil evidence, evolutionists
believed it was intermediate between fish and amphibia. Reconstructions
showed Coelacanth to have both amphibian and fish-like characteristics,
Later, live Coelacanths turned up in the Indian Ocean near Cape Pro-

vince, South Africa. They were fish. The reconstructions had been wrong.

All of which shows that fossils provide a poor basis for detailed inferences
about proposed links between classes. :

However, Denton points out that advances in microbiology make
possible a new sort of evidence. It is now possible to compare directly the
basic building blocks—the proteins—of living things. Denton notes that
proteins determine “all the biology of an organism, all its anatomical fea-
tures, its physiological and metabolic functions. . . ™ It is hard to believe
that protein structure and evolution could be untelated. ‘Denton writes:

The amino acid sequence of a protein from two different organisms can

be readily compared by aligning the two sequences and counting the

number of positions where the chains differ.5

And these differences

can be quantified exactly and provide an ‘entirely novel approach to
measuring differences between species. . | . '

As work continued in this field, it became clear that each particular
protein had a slightly different sequence in different species and that
closely related species had closely related sequences. When the haemo-
globin sequences in different mammals, such as man and dog, were
compared the sequential divergence was about twenty percent, while,
when the haemoglobin in two dissimilar species such as man and carp
were compared, the sequential divergence was found to be about filty
percent.5 : .

Such comparisons make possible the testing of hypotheses suggested
by neo-Darwinian orthodoxy. For instance, suppose bacteria have been
around much longer than multicellular species, e.g., mammals. Suppose
further that bacteria are more closely related to plants than to fish,
amphibia, and mammals, in that order. If so, we should see evidence of
these facts in the sequences of amino acids of common proteins. For
example, all the mentioned groups use cytochrome C, a protein used in
energy production. The differences in that protein should fit an evo-
lutionary sequence. However, bacterial cytochrome C compared with the
corresponding proteins in horse, pigeon, tuna, sitkmoth, wheat, and yeast
show all of them to be equidistant from the bacterium. The difference
from bacterium to yeast is no less than from bacterium to mammal, or to
any of the other classes.
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Nor does the picture change if we choose other classes or different
proteins. The traditional classes of organisms are identifiable throughout'
the typological hierarchy, and the relative distances between them remain
similar regardless of hypothesized evolutionary sequences. For example,
Denton observes that amphibia do not fall between fish and terrestrial
vertebrates. Contrary to the orthodox theory, amphibia are the same
distance from fish as are reptiles and mammals.”

In all comparisons, the hypotheses of general evolution are false.
Denton writes:

The really significant finding that comes to light from comparing the

proteins’ amino acid sequences is that it is impossible to arrange them

in any sort of evolutionary series.®

The upshot js that
the whole.concept of evolution collapses? [because] the pattern of
diversity at a molecular level conforms to a highly ordered hierarchic
system. Each class at a molecular level is unique, isolated, and unlinked
by intermediates.1?

Moreover accidental design adjustments, as necessary for general
evolution, afe logical disasters, Random mutations from radiation, replica-
tion errors, or other proposed sources, rarely result in viable design ad-
justments, never in perfect more advanced designs. :

Evidence for general evolution is altogether lacking and predictions
from the theory are false. Darwin confessed J

the distinctness of specific forms and their not being blended together

by innumerable transitional links is a very obvious difficulty.i!

Still he insisted on gradual change due to natural selection which he said
can produce no great or sudden modifications; it can act only by short
and slow steps.i2 : '

More than a century later the fossil record still does not fit Darwinian
orthodoxy. Ironically, by admitting this “trade secret of paleontology™3
Harvard professor Stephen Jay Gould has achieved fame and!glory. From
Darwin forward, everywhere in the biological hierarchy researchers came
to uncrossed chasms. Yet they pretended the gaps did not exist. This set
the stage for Gould’s saltational theory-—an idea Darwin explicitly rejected.

Gould’s idea is like the fantasies of Fred Hoyle!4 and Francis Crick!s
about extraterrestrial civilizations. While Gould, along with colleague Niles
Fidridge, proposes miraculous sudden leaps in evolutionary progress,!6
Hoyle and Crick, propose panspermia—life seeds from some extra-
terrestrial civilization. All such theories merely postpone thinking. Denton
rejects them and concludes that perfect design implies supreme intel-
ligence. But, unlike Gould, Eldridge, Hoyle, and Crick, he does not reach
his own proposal by wild imagination, but by a ruthless application of
logic.

He notes that the design problem and its solution find a nearly perfect
analogy in the difficulty of generating texts in a language. While the num-
ber of possible texts is large, the number of nonsensical strings is larger
by orders of infinity. It is an understatement to say that the probability of
generating by chance even one grammatical text of just a few hundred

tii

words is vanishingly small. Any such string implies inteliigence.

In the same way, viable sequences of life's material are an infinitesimal
proportion of possible arrangements. The question is how a viable se-
quence could arise by accident. Denton considers the odds. He cites
Hoyle and Wickramasinghe who estimate the chance of a single living cell
spontaneously coming into existence as 1 in 10909 {ries_.."an out-
rageously small probability. . .even if the whole universe consisted of
organic soup.”!’ Referring then to the “elegance and ingenuity of an abso-

lutely transcending quality; which so militates against the idea of chance,
...." he asks: :

“Is it really credible that random processes could have constructed a
reality, the smallest elemment of which-—a functional protein or gene—is
complex beyond. . .anything produced by the intelligence of man?"#

In the end, Denton suggests, the advocates of orthodox evolution are
like Lewis Carroll's Red Queen. When Alice protested that there’s no use
trying to believe impossible things, the Queen said: )

“I dare say you haven'’t had much practice. . - . When [ was your age
I did it for half an hour a day. Why sometimes T've believed as many as
six impossible things before breakfast.”1?
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'SCIENTIFIC CREATIONISM AND INTELLIGENT DESIGN by Wm. A. Dembski

A good portion of this essay derives from the first part of a talk
I gave at the Swate University of New York, Stonybrook, on 21 April
- 1994 at a symposium sponsored by the Honors College and
organized in by Pat Detwiler and Heather Books. The symposium
examined the differences between Darwinian Naturalism and

Intetligent Design. It was attended by Michael Behe, Paul Nelson,

What is the difference belween
scientific creationism and intelligent
design? And if there is a difference, is it
an important one? The reason I'm

devoting this entire issue of Transactions

to these questions is because I foresee
them playing an increasingly prominent
role in future debates about life's origin
and evolution, The two notions are
" distinct, and it is in the interest of clear
thinking to keep them distinct. For it is
* precisely by confusing these two notions
that I foresee Darwinian naturalists
sidestepping valid objections to their
evolutionary theories.

Let us therefore start with some
definitions. Scientific creationism, or
creation science as it is also known, can
be epitomized in roughly the following
six claims: (1) there was a sudden
creation of the universe, energy, and life
from nothing; (2) mutations and natural
selection are insufficient to bring about
the development of all living kinds from
. a single organism; (3) changes of the

originally created kinds of plants and

animals occur only within fixed Iimits;
(4) there is a separate ancestry for humans
and apes; (5) the earth's geology can be

explained via catastrophism,.primarily by . .

the occurrence of a worldwide flood; and

(6) the earth and living kinds had a.

relatively recent inception (on the order of
ten thousand years).

I've taken this characterization of
scientific creationism from Ron
Numbers’ book The Creationists. This is
the characterization of scientific
creationism used in the 1981 Arkansag
creation trial. As is evident, there is no

explicit reference to the Bible in any of .

these six tenets. But as is also evident,
these six tenets could not have been
devised independently of the Bible. By
appending “seientific” - to the term

“creationism,” scientific creationists

indicate their intention to make
creationism a stand-alone discipline which
need not depend on the Bible. Their
raticnale is to read the Bible, and
especially the first few chapters of
Genesis as a scientific text, but once

and myself on the design side, and by Elof Carlson, Jeffrey
Levinton, and Michael Simon on the Darwin side (the latter three are
on the faculty at SUNY). It proved to be a useful forum for clarifying
our ideas on design. I want especially to thank Pat Detwiler for his -
dedication in putting everything together. '

whatever science has been extracted from
the text, to set it on its own footing
without reference to the Bible.

- S0 .the crucial question at the

Arkansas creation trial was whether these -
six tenets could serve as the basis for a =
genuinely scientific discipline. Witnesses
against ‘the creationist position, notably
Michael Ruse, argued-that it could not.
Indeed, it was important for the purposes
of the trial to show not that scientific
creationism was bad science (there is after
all no law to keep bad science from being
taught in our schools), but rather religion
masquerading as science (against which
there is a law). Hence the. creationist
position was charged with being
“unscientific,” a charge which judge
Overton upheld.

Although the Arkansas creation trial
was considered a defeat by most
creationists, it did resuit in a. striking
admission from the philosophy of science
community. Those in the community
who knew their business (e.g., Larry
Laudan and Ernan McMullin)
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immediately recognized that a false view
of science was being used in the courts to
prevent scientific creationism from being
accorded the-status of a science. It's not
that the philosophy of science
community had any great love for
scientific creationism. As a whole the
community thinks it is an ill-conceived

enterprise  with about the same
respectability as phrenology.
The point is, however, that

phrenology, though a bad science,
nonetheless does constitute a science,
Indeed, there is no a priori, logical
impossibility that prevents the bumps on
our heads from providing profound
insights into the human psyche. The
problem with phrenology was that these
bumps simply weren’t all- that
informative about the human psyche. So
too, Larry- Laudan would argue that
scientific creationism has all the
attributes of a scientific theory—it just
happens to be a failed scientific theory. -

Scientific creationism as described in
the six tenets listed above is indeed a
scientific theory. Even the notion of a
creator, which is present throughout these
tenets, does not make scientific
creationism “unscientitic”’ “A creator can
serve as an unobservable theoretical entity
posited to explain-the origin of the
universe and life in much the same way
that the natural scitences employ their
theoretical entities (e.g., quarks, black
holes, and superstrings) to explain their
phenomena. Thus Philip Kitcher in his
tract against scientific creationism entitled
Abusing Science makes the following
point: “Even iJostu]ating an unobserved
Creator need be no more unscientific than
postulating unobservable particles. What
‘matters is the character of the proposals
and the ways in which they are articulated
and defended.”

Whether scientific creationism is a
briliiant theory, whether it is an
empirically adequate theory, or even
whether it is a falsified theory are
guestions open for debate. By and large
the academic community doesn’t take
scientific ‘creationism very seriously.
Especially problematic to this
community are tenets (5) and (6), having
to do with a young earth {less than
10,000 years) and a worldwide flood, The
precise merits of scientific creationism,
however, are not the concern of this

TRANSACTIONS

cssay. Suffice it to say that scientific
creationism is a scientific theory that
makes certain concrete claims about the
world (viz., those listed in tenets (1)-(6)
above).

Having examined scientific
creationism, ! wish next to turn to the
notion with which scientific creationism
is with increasing frequency being
compared, namely, intelligent design (see
for instance the recent debate between
Eugenie Scott and Stephen Meyer in the
21 February 1994 issue of /nsight). Like
scientific creationism, it is possible to
characterize intelligent design in a few
particular claims. In fact, two such
claims suffice; (1) naturalistic scenarios

- are insufficient to account for the origin
‘of life and the differences in complexity

and organization among living systems;
(2) an intelligent cause (= an intelligent
designer or simply designer) provides an
empirically adequate account of the origin
of life and the differences in complexity
and organization among living systems.
{1} and (2) are flip sides of the same coin.
(1) constitutes a critique of any
naturalistic scenario that attempts by
purely naturalistic means to explain both
the origin ‘of living "systems and the
differences in complexity and organization
among them. (2) puts forward a positive
program to explain via an intelligent
cause what the naturalistic scenarios are
perceived as having failed adeqguately to
explain.

From ' these ~brief overviews™ ¢f"

scientific creationism and intelligent
design, what can be said about the
relation between the two? The first thing
that cught to strike us is that intelligent
design is a more modest position than
scientific creationism, In saying this,
I'm not making a value judgment.
Rather, I'm simply pointing out that
intelligent. design places far fewer
demands on our credence than scientific
creationism.  Scientific creationism
describes the origin of the universe, its
duration, the mechanisms responsible for
geological formations, and the limits to
evolutionary change, all the while
conforming its account of creation as
much as possible to the first chapters of

Genesis. In contrast, intelligent design -

makes no claims about the origin or
duration of the universe, is not committed
to flood geology, can accominodate a

considerable degree of cvolutionary
change, and does not specify in advance
the mode by which the designer brought
the first organisms into being. Unlike
scientific creationism, intelligent design
does not smuggle in a religious creed. .

Although our natural inclination is
perhaps to side with theories that say

--more rather than less (in line with the

dictum that more is better), nevertheless
for apologetic purposes theories that say
less are often to be preferred. Suppose
theory A says more than theory B. If
both A and B are known to be correct,
then if we are forced to choose one of
them, it is certainly preferable to have A
as opposed to B. But if we have our
doubts about both A and B, then it is

- generally safer to stick with B before

investing too much in A. The point is
this: by saying less, B makes fewer
commitments, carries less baggage, and
has lIess chance of going wrong.
Solomen’s proverb about even the fool
being thought wise if he holds his tongue
is what’s at stake here. The less a
scientific theory says, the less likely it is -
to stick its foot in its mouth.

Although what I've just said is
strictly a logical point about the
explanatory power of scientific theories,
there are also some practical reasons for
preferring intelligent design to scientific
creationism in Christian apologetics.
The most obvious is that because
scientific creationism hasn’t been scoring
very ‘many points in the academic
comimunity, it’s probably time to put our
money on a different horse. There’s more
to it than expedience, however. Indeed,
intelligent design gets at the heart of what
hinders the academic community from
taking divine agency in the world
seriously. Since the last century science
has systematically sought to eradicate
design/telos/intentionality from the study
of nature. It has done this not by
argument but by fiat, i.e., science came
to be defined as that way of explaining
phenomena without recourse to
intentionality. And in the best positivist
tradition, to this definition was added the
conviction that science could without
appealing to intentionality explain
anything that might ever need explaining.
Design was thus rendered a dead letter.

Let me stress that what I'm saying
here is not a fanciful reconstruction of
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scientific method and practice. Scientists
and philosophers have self-consciously
set out to divorce any notion of design
from science. Jacques Monod will for
instance write in Chance and Necessity
that “the cornerstone of the scientific
method is the postulate that nature is
objective. In other words, the systematic
denial that “true’ knowledge can be got at
by interpreting phenomena in terms of
final causes—that is to say, of
‘purpose’.” (Final causes, purpases,
intentionality, teleclogy, and design are
in this context synonymous.) Why a
negative principle like the denial of
design should serve as the cornerstone for
science is not clear, save as a matter of
philosophical prejudice. Certainly no one
denies that Aristotle’s teleology proved
scientifically sterile for understanding the
laws governing matter in motion. But to
deny design a place in science on a priori
grounds cannot but strike one as dubious.

Indeed, the status of design in science
can properly be decided only by the
froitfulness and conceptual power which
design brings to science. The project to
make design into a fruitful scientific

theory—one that generates an active

research program and provides a powerful
alternative to the standard evolutionary
models—is currently being undertaken by
a highly qualified group of researchers
spanning a broad range of disciplines.
(For an idea of what's happening here I
highly recommend J. P. Moreland’s The
Creation Hypothesis, which appeared this
April from InterVarsity Press—yours
truly is ‘one of the “highly qualified
researchers” with an article in this book:)
In future issues of Transactions I'll
be saying more about the specifics of this
project. Nevertheless, for the remainder
of this essay 1 want to describe several
challenges that are regularly directed
against intelligent design. The first
challenge, and this one goes right.-back to
Darwin’s Origin of Species, is that
“intelligent design” is just a change in
terminology, serving as a substitute for
“scientific creationism.” The reason I say
that this challenge goes right back to
Darwin is that throughout the Origin of
Species Darwin opposed his theory to a
_version of creationism much like what
I've characterized above as scientific
creationism.
Darwin, and all his modern disciples,

who see as the only alternative to their
naturalistic evolutionary scenarios some-
thing like scientific creationism, are
guilty of setting up a straw man. The
problem with straw men, however, is that
they rarely do a good job of adequately
characterizing the opposition or laying
out the options. Scientific creationism is
a difftcult position to defend. A more
modest theory like intelligent design, on
the other hand, is much easier to defend
and much more difficult to defeat. The
move then to change terminology and
thus equate scientific creationism with
intelligent design is therefore a lazy way
out of dealing with intelligent design.
For the sake of argument, therefore, it is
essential to draw the distinction tightly
between intelligent design and scientific
creationism.

Once the distinction is drawn,
however, the fight will hardly be over.

‘The problem is that intelligent design, if

it actually does what it purports to do,
will give the death blow to all naturalistic
scenarios for the origin and speciation of
life. Far too much is riding on

naturalism in the academic community’

for intelligent design therefore to be left
unchallenged. As Napoleon III once
shrewdly observed, “one never really
destroys a thing till one has replaced it.”
Intelligent design threatens to destroy
Darwinism—really destroy Darwinism—
in precisely this way, namely, by
replacing it.

The next challenge is that intelligent

design threatens. to-introduce. the super- ...

natural into science. Since science is by

~ definition supposed to be confined to

naturalistic explanations, design must
therefore be excluded from science out of
hand. This challenge goes by the name
of “methodological naturalism™—that
science must by definition be nataralistic
and therefore that intelligent design must
automatically be excluded from science.
Eugenie Scott, an apologist for the
Darwinian cause, puts the matter this
way: “You can't (scientifically) study
variables you can’t test directly or
indirectly. You can’t use supernatural
explanation because you can’t put an
omnipotent deity in a test be (or keep it
out of one). As soon as creationists
invent a ‘theo-meter’ maybe then we can
test for miraculous intervention.”

This challenge misses a fundamental

point: though science seeks Lo explain
what happens in nature, the theoretical
entities it invokes in these explanations
need not themselves be naturalistic. This

- point is crucial. -The business of science

is to explain phenomena—the stuft that
happens in space and time, and is
perceptible to our senses. In this respect

. phenomena are purely naturalistic.

Phenomena, to use Scott’s expression,
can be put into a test tube, although
when we're talking about stars and
galaxies, we're talking about some
awfully big test-tubes. All the same, it
makes no sense to say that the
explanations of phenomena need be
naturalistic. Naturalistic explanation is
an oxymoron. The fields, potentials,
quarks, and strings of theoretical
physicists are not in any clear sense
naturalistic.  They are theoretical
constructs for understanding the things we
observe in nature, but they themselves
have no clear reference in nature.

The next challenge involves trying to
assimilate intelligent. design to either
apparent or optimal design. Using the
word “intelligent” to modify the word
“design” in the phrase “intelligent design”
is not redundant. Intelligent design needs
to be distinguished from apparent design
on the one hand, and optimat design on
the other. Apparent design is something
that looks designed, but really isn't
Optimal design is something that is
perfectly designed, and thus exists at best
in a Platonic heaven.

... Now a_common strategy of scientists
like Stephen Jay Gould and Richard
Dawkins is to try to assimilate intelligent
design to one of these categories. This
move is illicit. The automobiles that roll
off the assembly plants in Detroit are
intelligently designed in the sense that
human intelligences are responsible for
them. Yet by no stretch of the
imagination are they optimally designed.
Nor is it fair to say that they are only
apparently designed. '

There is therefore a difference
between intelligent, apparent, and optimal
design. Intelligent design holds that an
intelligent cause explains the origin and
complexity of life. Yet it refuses to
make any further assumptions about the
nature of this cause. In particular, an
intelligent cause need have none of the
perfections associaled with the creator
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God of Judaism, Christianity, or Islam.
Whereas optimal design .demands an
overly precise designer who has to get
everything just right, intelligent design
fits our ordinary experience of design,
which is always conditioned by the needs
of a situation and is therefore always less
than optimal. I suppose an optimal coat
hanger would be one made of titanium
and machined to minute tolerances on the
order of a micron. Optimality of this
sort, however, is gratuitous. The point I
wish to stress is that intelligent design
smuggles in none of the a priori
assumptions about the nature of the
designer that seem to be the stock-in-trade
of scientific creationism on the one hand,
and atheistic evolutionism on the other.
The final challenge to intelligent
design I want to clear up is that holding
1o design in biology commits one to a
god-of-the-gaps fallacy. The god-of-the-
gaps fallacy is a legitimate concern to
scientists since it involves a violation of
the integrity of nature. When we look at
a causal chain in nature and are unable to
discover one of its links, the god-of-the-
gaps fallacy invokes God to serve as the

Age of ffI'he&_ co_smos

That answer'is the’ ke:),r to unlocking
various other secrets ;such as how

question forover: tvvb"jféars Their
preliminary: results however are
hght years apart. -

missing link. God thus becomes a
supernatural [ink between natural causes
until such time that a suitable natural
cause is found to replace it. In this way
god-of-the-gaps violates the integrity of
the causal nexus of nature.

All the same, the worry that design
is inextricably bound up with a god-of-
the-gaps fallacy is wholly unfounded.
Design, and intentionality more
generally, is fully compatible with the
integrity of nature. Plato realized as
much over 2000 years ago. In the Phaedo
[98d-9%a] Plato has his hero Socrates
make the following aobservation:

If [one] tried to account ... for my
conversing with you, adducing causes
such as sound and air and hearing and a
thousand others, and never troubled to
mention the real reasons, which are
that since Athens has thought it better
to condemn me, therefore I for my part
have thought it better to sit here, and
more right to stay and submit to
whatever penalty she orders. Because,
by dog, I fancy that these sinews and
bones would have been in the
neighborhood of Megara or Beeotia
long ago—impelled by a conviction of

A series of 17 questions regarding religious

beliefs were given-to 1512 random U-S. hou--
- seholds. Despite the fact that several questions

were wrillen in a way in which there were
no good answers among the choices, the poll
basically confirmed the fact that Americans
are a religious people who believe in a per-
sonal Creator/God.

Nearly 9 out of 10 (88.6%) agreed that
“there is a personal God who answers prayer.”
Almost as many agreed that “miracles are
pecformed by the power of God.” Of the
92.1% who expressed a “current beliet” in
God," 6.1 % had become believers in the past.
Only 6.0% "do not believe in God™ at all.
On another question, about 86% indentified
themselves as either “very religious™ or
“somewhat religious.”

what is best!—if I did not think that it
was more right and honorable to submit
to whatever penalty my country orders
rather than take to my heels and run
away. But to call such things like that
causes is too absurd.

Why is Socrates sitting around in
prison, conversing with his friends, and
awaiting death by hemlock? According to
Plato the answer is to be found in
Socrates’ intention to submit to the
judgment rendered by the Athenian courts.
Socrates’ intention explains his actions.
Now the thing to note is that this
intentional explanation is fully
compatible with, as Socrates put it,
“adducing causes such as sound and air
and hearing and a thousand others”—that
is to say, with the natural causes of
science. Intentionality in general, and
design in particular, involves no break
with the causal nexus of nature. Design
complements rather than violates nature.

I hope these observations about
design have proved helpful.
creation-evolution debate it is important
that we define our terms carefully and
stake out our positions forcefully.

Four of the questions deall with crea-
--tion/evolution. Only 39% of respondents
agreed that “evolution is the best possible
explanation of human existence,” while
46.4% disagreed. We can assume that “evo-
lution” includes theistic and naturalistic evo-
lution. Te the question “God created the
cosmos about 5,000 to 10,000 years ago,”
only 19.1% indicated they-agreed, but to a
creationist, these questions would have
seemed vague.

As the questions were discussed, two
trends appeared. Both younger. and more
highly educated individuals seemed to ac-
cept a fully secular position more than their
eiders. Evidently the aggressive naturalistic
flavor of education is paying off for the
secularists.
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What Every Theologian Should
Know about Creation,
Evolution, and Design

by
William. A. Dembski

YWHAT EVERY THEOLOGIAN SHOULD KNOW
ABOUT CREATION EVOLUTION, AND DESIGN by Wu’ltam A. Dembski-

This article is a somewhat revised
version of a lecture given at ile
.Princeton Apologetics Seminar in April
of this year. “The Frinceton Apologetics
Seminar has been organized by a group
“of students at Princeton Theological
Seminary-known as the Charles Hodge
Society. The .Princeton Apologetics
Seminar meets weekly, and provides a
Jorum for students to study Christian
apologetics - systematically " through
lectures, debates, and vigorous
discussion. '

Introduction

‘From its inception Darwinism
posed a challenge to Christian theology.
Darwinism  threatened to undo the
-Church’s understanding of creation, and
therewith her understanding of the origin
-of human life.: Nor did the challenge of
‘Darwinism stop here: . With human
beings the resull of a brutal; competitive
process that systemalically rooted out
the weak and-favored only the strong (we
might say it is the strong who conslitute
the. elect :within- Darwinism), the

Church's understanding of the fall,
redemption, the wature of morality, the
veracity of the Scriptures, and the
ultimate end of humankind were all in a
fundamental way called into question.
Without cxaggeration, no aspect of
theology escaped the neced for
re-evaluation in the light of Darwinism.

- Well,-a-lot-has-happened-since -the -

publication of Darwin’s Origin of

‘Species. Theology that is academically
~ respectable has long since made its peace

with Darwinism. Indeed, respectable
theologians have long since had their
understanding of the origin of life
thoroughly inlormed by Darwinism and
its interpretation of natural history.
Thus when a group of Christian scholars

‘who-call lhemselves design theorists
-begin to raise doubts about Darwinism

and proposc an alternative paradigm lor
understanding biological systems, it is
the. design theorists, and not Darwin,
who+-end up posing the clnllengc lo
lhcology

As a card-carrying design theorist, 1
want in this talk lo examine the

‘challenge that design poses to the

contemporary theologian. What con-
tinues io inwigue me is that the group of
academicians design theorists have the
hardest time engaging is not the secular
scientists, but theologians and cross-
disciplinary scientists whose cross-
discipline happens to be theology (e.g.,
Nancey Murphy and Howard van Till).

--Why is-this? The short answer is that

mainstream theologians perceive design
theorists as theological greenhorns who
unfortunately have yet to fathom the
proper relation.between theology and
science. Of course, design theorists
think it is rather the mainstream
theologians who have failed lo grasp the
proper relation bciwcen theology and
science. :

It is ironic that lhe design theorists
have received an even cooler reception
from the theological:community than
from the Darwinist establishment (which
not surprisingly. isn’t well-disposed
toward the design.theorists cither). Yes,
a notable design theorist did specak here
at Princcton . Seminary last spring,
namely, Phillip Johnson.. Bul his talk
was ill-attended {(in marked contrast to
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the large audiences he attracts at secular
universities), with as far as I can recall
only one facully member from this
institution in attendance. _

Because the design theorisis’
approach to biological systems is so ill-
appreciated within the theological
community, my aim in this talk is to
make the design theorisis’ critique of
Darwinism intelligible, and I hope even
compelling, to the contemporary
theologian. In particular, I wish to
show that the design theorists’ critique

" constitutes a genuine challenge for
conlemporary theology, and is not
rightly dismissed by a one-liners like,
“Design commits the god-of-the-gaps
fallacy™ or “Dresign violates the rules of
science.”

To .make the..design theorists’
critique of Darwinism intelligible (o the
theological community, 1 shall need to
outline their critique as they direct it first
against the Darwinist establishment.
Once we undersland the design theorists’
dialogue wilh this group, it will be
casier to understand-the challenge their
‘critique poses to the theological
community. Before taking up these
tasks, however, I wish to indicate where
design fits into the creation-evolution
controversy-generally.

Setting the Stage

Because it is all too easy to dismiss
a position without genuinely under-
standing ‘it, I "want to begin by
dispensing with a few labels and
stereotypes. First off, design is not
young earth creationism. This is not to

say that there are no young earth

creationists who are also design theorists
(Paul Nelson and Siegfried Scherer come
to mind). *But for the sake of argument
design theorists are willing tacitly to

accept the standard scientific dates for the

* origin of the earth and the origin of the
universe (i.e., 4-5 billion years for the

earth, 10-20 billion years for the -

.universe), and reason from there, The
point is that design theory does not stand
or fall with what age one assigns to the
universe.

- from scratch,

Next, the design theorists® critique
of Darwinism in no way hinges on the
Genesis account of creation. On neo
occasion do design theorists invoke

- Genesis 1 and 2 as a scientific text,

trying to conform natural history to the
Genesis account of crealion or vice
versa. Design as a theory holds to
neither @ day-age, nor a gap, nor an
apparent age interpretation of Genesis.
Thus it is illegitimale to characterize
design theorists as old-carth creationists
{though there are old-earth creationists
who are design theorists, notably
Stephen Meyer and Robert Newman}.
Old-earth creationism holds that Genesis,
modulo some exegelical mancuvering,
can accuralely accommodate natural
history. Whether one approaches
Genesis in this way is simply irrelevant
to design theory.

Nor can it be said that design theory
endorses progréssive creation.  Pro-
gressive creation holds that God
intervened at various points in natural
history, creating new kinds, as it were,
Progrescive creation can
accommodale a considerable degree of
evolutionary change once a given kind is
in place. According to this view Lhe
crcation of a given kind induces an
cvolutionary envelope within which
considerable, but not unlimited,
variation. is.possible....For. instance,-we
might imagine God creating an initial

- . pair of dogs, and all subsequent dogs
~being related to this initial pair by

common descent—everything from a St.
Bernard to a Chihuahua. Nevertheless,

“the progressive creationist would be

uninclined to view dogs and amoeba as
sharing the same genealogical tree.

... Nor can design theory strictly

speaking be said to be anti-evolulionist.

- This may sound surprising, especially

- since design theorists tend to dislike the

term “‘evolution,” viewing it as a weasel

- .word that serves more 1o obluscate than

clarify. The reason design theorists
dislike the word is not because they
repudiate every possible construal of i,

.but becausc they regard it as a Prolean

~term which, much like the process it

describes, adapts itself loo readily to any

situation.  Although design theorists
regard the word “evolution” as assuming
too many distinct meanings that are too
casily confused, the notion thal
organisms have changed over lime hardly
upscts them. Design theory places no
limits on the amount of evolutionary
change that organisms might have
experienced in the course of natural
history. Consistenl with classical views
of ercation, design allows for the abrupt
emergence of new forms of life. At the
same time design is also consistent with
the gradual formation of new forms of
life from old.

The design theorists’ beef is not
with evolutionary change per se, but

. with the claim by Darwinists that all

such change is driven by purely
naturalistic processes which are devoid of
purpose. Design theorists therefore
agree completely with the following
statement by the historian of scierice
Stanley Jaki:

As to the claim that the

Darwinian evolutionary mechanism

{(the interplay of chance mutations

with environmental pressure) has

sotved all basic problems, I held it
to be absurd and bordering at times
on the unconscionable. While the
mechanism in question provoked
much interesting scientific research,
it left unanswered the question of
transition among genera, families,

--prders, classes, and phyla where the
absence of transitional forms is as
near-complete as ever. As to the
origin of life and especially of
consciousness, they are today no
less irreducible (o physics than they
were in Darwin’s time.

Though design theorists believe
Darwinism is dead wrong, unlike the
creationist movement of the 1980°s,
they do not try to win a place for their
views by taking to the courts. Instead of
pressing their case by lobbying for fair
treatment acts in state legislatures (i.e.,
acls hat cblige public schools in a
given stale to teach both creation and
evolution in their science curricula),
design theorists “are much more

~concerned  with “bringing about an

intellectual revolution starting rom the
top down. Their method is debate and
persuasion. They aim to convince the
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intellectual elite and let the school
curricula take care of themselves. By
adoptmg this approach design theorists
have enjoyed far more success in getting
across their views than the:r creationist
_counterparts, e

* Phillip Johnson, Tor instance, has
debated some of the brightest stars in the
scientific galaxy (including Nobel
lavreate Steven Weinberg). However
much the Darwinian establishment
would like to ignore him, they simply
cannot. This is not to say that the
‘Darwinian establishment is particularly
‘well-disposed toward Johnson. But
Johnson and his fellow design theorists
have gained a grudging respect from at

least some quarters of the Darwinian

establishment. Thus when the arch-
‘Darwinist Michael Ruse wants to give
the other side a chance in his journal
Biclogy and Philosophy, he comes to
us. I cannot imagine Ruse making a
similar offer to the creationists who
opposed hlm at lhe. Arkansas creation
trial,
From all that I've just said, it’s hard
“to imagine how design theorists could be
identified  as narrow’ fundamentalists.
There is nothing in design theory that
requires a narrow -hermeneutic for
interpreting scripture.” Indeed, design
theory makes neither an explicit nor an
‘implicit: ‘appeal to scripture. None-
theless, design theorists are frequently
- accused of being, if not fundamentalists,
then crypto-fundamentalists. What lies
behind this tendency to lump them with

fundamentalism ‘as opposed to placing

them squarely within the mainstream of
American evangelicalism? The answer
to this question is quite-simple; Design
theorists ‘are no. friends - of theistic
‘evolution. As far as design theorists are
concerned, ' theistic “évolution _is
" American evangelicalism’s ill-conceived
accommodation to Darwinism. What
theistic. evolution does is take the
‘Darwinian picture of the biological
world and baptize it, identifying this
picture with the way God created life.
When boiled down to its scientific
contenl, theistic evolution is no different
from atheistic evolution, accepting as it

“such, theistic

theistic’ evolution.
‘evolution as a weak-kneed sycophant,
who desperately wants the respeciability
‘that comes with being a full-blooded

does only purposeless, naturalistic,

material processes for the origin and
development of life. '

As far as design theorists are
concerned, theistic evolution is an
oxymeron, something like “purposeful
purposelessness.” If God purposely
created life through the means proposed
by Darwin, then God’s purpose was to
make it seem as though life was created
without any purpose. According to the
Darwinian picture, the natural world
provides no clue that a purposeful God
created life. For all we can tell, our
appearance on planet earth is an accident.
If it were all to happen again, we
wouldn’t be here. No, the heavens do
not declare the glory of God, and no,
God’s invisible attributes are not clearly
seen from God’s creation. This is the
upshot of theistic evolution as the
design theorists construe it.

Design theorists find the “theism”
in theistic evolution superfiuous.
Theistic evolution at best includes God
as an unnecessary rider in an otherwise
purely naturalistic account of life. As
evolution violates
Occam’s razor. Occam’s razor is a
regulative principle for how scientists
arc supposed to do their science.
According to this principle, superfluous
entities are to be rigorously excised from
science.,  Thus,
unnecessary rider in our understanding of
the natural world, theistic evolution
ought to dispense with all talk of God
outright- and get rid of the useless
adjective “theistic.”

I’s for failing to take Occam’s razor
seriously that the Darwinist establish-
ment despises (yes I say despises)
They view theistic

Darwinist, but refuses to follow the
logic of Darwinism through to the end.
It takes courage to give up the
comforting belief that life on carth has a
purpose. It takes courage to live
without the consolation of an aflerlife,

“Theistic evolutionists lack the stomach

to face the ullimate meaninglessness of

since_ God is_an

life, and it is this failure of courage that
makes them contemptible in the eyes of
full-blooded Darwinists '(Richard
Dawkins is a case in point),

Unlike full-blooded Darwinists,
however, the design theorists® pre-
occupation with theistic evolution rests
not with what the term “theistic” is
doing in the phrase *“theistic evolution,”
but rather with what the term
“evolution” is doing there. The design

_theorists” objection to theistic evolution

is not in the end that theistic evolution
retains God as an unnecessary rider in an
otherwise perfectly acceptable scientific
theory of life’s origins. Rather, the
design theorists’ objection is that the
scientific theory which is supposed to
undergird theistic evolution, usually
called the neo-Darwinian synthesis, is
itself problematic,

The design theorists’ critique of
Darwinism begins with Darwinism’s
failure as an empirically adequate
scientific theory, and not with its
supposed incompatibility with some
system of religious helief, This point is
vital 1o keep in mind in assessing the
design theorists’ contribution to the
creation-evolution controversy. Critiques
of Darwinism by creationists have
typically conflated science and theology.
Design theorists will have none of this.

. Their critique of Darwinism is not based

on any supposed incompatibility
between Christian theism and Dar-
winism.  Rather, they begin their
critique by arguing that Darwinism is on
its own ierms a failed scientific
paradigm—that it does not constitute a
well-supported scientific theory, that it's
explanatory power is severely limited,
and that it fails abysmally when it tries

. to account for the grand sweep of natural

history.

Michael Denton’s critique of -
Darwinism is a case in point. In his
book Evelution:' A Theory in Crisis,
Denton argues at length. that the neo-
Darwinian synthesis is a failed scientific
paradigm. It bears noling that Denton is
an agnostic in matters of religious
faith—thus in criticizing Darwinism he
has no religious 'ax to grind. The
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problems facing Darwinism are there,
. and they are glaring: the origin of life,
. the origin of the genetic code, the origin
of. multicellular ,life, the origin of
sexuality, the gaps in the fossil record,
the biological big bang that occurred in
the Cambrian era, the development of
complex organ systems,. and the
-development of irreducibly complex
molecular machines are just a few of the
more serious. difficulties that confront
every theory of evolution. that posits
only purposeless, material processes.

As a post-doctoral instructor in
philosophy of science at Northwestern
University 1 taught an undergraduate
course on the. creation-gvolution con-
-troversy. I began this course by having

my . students read. Peter Bowler's

.Evolution: - The History of an Idea (a
generally sympathetic historical account
of the concept of evolution as it plays
itself out from ancient times to the
present-day), -and followed it with
Michael Denton’s Evolution: A Theory
in Crisis. Within three weeks no one in
the class thought that the: fundamental
claim of Darwinism, namely common
descent . through selection and

" modification, was self-evident or parti-
culariy well supported.
. Nor would anyone in my class have
agreed with Richard Dawkins that to
deny this central thesis of Darwinism
one has to be either stupid or wicked or
insane. No, one can be reasonably well-
adjusted, remarkably well-educated (as

.many design theorists are), and still

think Darwinism is a failed scientific
.paradigm. Let. me stress that my
students represented.quite a cross section
of opinion. Ihad two or three who were
conservative Christians actively involved
-in Campus .Crusade. -1 also had a few
who were staunch Darwinists and came
“to love Richard Dawkins when later in
the term we read Dawkins’ book The
Blind Watchmaker. Yet nonc of my
‘students left the course thinking that the
. debate over Darwinism was like arguing
over-whether the earth is-{lat. Wherever
they: stood, they realized there were
_serious difficulties which neceded to be
resolved. In short, they realized that

there is a genuine critique of intellectual
merit against Darwinism. :

The strength of the design theorists’
critique against Darwinism, however,
rests not in the end in their ability to
find holes in the theory. To be sure, the
holes are there and they create serious
difficulties for the theory. The point,
however, at which the design theorists’
critique becomes interesting and novel is
when they begin raising the following
sorts of questions: Why does
Darwinism, despite being so inade-
quately supported as a scientific theory,
continue to garner the full support of the
academic establishment? What is it that
continues to keep Darwinism afloat
despite its many glaring faults? Why are
alternative paradigms that introduce
design or teleology ruled out of courl by
fiast? Why must science explain solely
by recourse to naturalistic, materialistic,
purposeless processes? Who delermines
the rules of science? Is there a code of
scientific correctness which instead of
helping lo lead us into truth actively
prevents us from asking certain
questions and thereby coming to the
truth?

These questions are not merely
hypothetical. Dean Kenyon, a fellow
design theorist, is professor of biology
at San Francisco -State University. In

one of his introductory biology courses

Kenyon presented the standard neo-

_Darwinian theory and then pointed to
" some. difficulties in it, stating that he
_-himself holds to a design hypothesis.
.Mind you, Dean Kenyon is not a rube or

ignoramus. Kenyon received his Ph.D.
in biophysics from Stanford University.

“In the late 60’s he himself firmly held to
_the . neo-Darwinian synthesis, even
.writing.a seminal book on the topic of

prebiotic evolution. The book was

entitled Biochemical Predestination. Yet
:by the late 70's he began to entertain

‘doubts about his views. When he

. changed his position, not for religious
_but for scientific reasons, he found that
. research monceys dried up and that a not-

so-subtle persecution had began.

.- Thus when not so fong ago Kenyon
" iexplained his views on design 1o his

freedom.

introductory biology course, his depart-
ment used this as a pretext to remove
him from teaching introductory biology
and to relegate him to supervising lab
experiments—this even though he was a
senior faculty member, Every review
committee confirmed that Kenyon's
department had violated his academic
It took three meetings of
successively more weighly academic
review commiliees at his institution to
lean on the biology department
sufficiently to reinstate Kenyon’s right
to teach introductory biology, and this
only after another design theorist,
Stephen Meyer, wrote an op-ed piece for
the Wall Street Journal detailing
Kenyon’s treatment at the hands of his
department. :

" To reiterate, What keeps Darwinism
alive? Why is it so difficull to debate its
merits fairly? In so pluralistic a society
as ours, why don’t alternative views
about life’s origin and development have
a legitimate place in academic discourse?
It's not enough to say that the young
earth creationists have left too bad a taste
in the mouth of the academic world
about creationism. For Dean Kenyon
has never been associated with the young
earth creationists. Indeed, he has always
been a full-fledged member of the
scientific establishment.

When Stephen J. Gould, the dean of

“"Américan evolutionists, wrote a scathing

review of Phillip Johnson’s book
Danvin on Trial for Scientific American,
why did Scientific. American refuse to
print Johnson's-response - to Gould’s

~ review? Daoes it serve the furtherance of

academic discoursefor Nature, the

premier science -periodical ‘of Great .

Britain, to contact David Hull,. a
philosoptier of biology. at Northwestern

" University, and ‘ask-him point blank to

write a negative. review of Johnson’s
book, as it were commissioning Hull to

do a hatchel job (I have this story from

David Hull's own lips)?

I myself have written on aspects of
the evolution-creation controversy.
When 1 went on the job market in
philosophy a few years back, I was urged

to delete some of my published work
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from my Curriculum Vitae because, and
this is a verbatim quote -from the
placement officer-at my department, “all
the analytic philosophers are atheisls and
they don’t want (o see thal.”. Most of us
who work - in the :creation-evolution
debate have long since discarded the
notion that “there is -anything like
academic freedom in this affair, nor do
we delude ourselves with the thought
that a critique of evolutionary biology
will be heard simply . because of its
inherent intellectual merit. It’s unfor-
- tunate, but: warfare is all too often the
most appropriate metaphor for dcscnbmg
this debate.

Clearly something more lhan an
honest concern for responsible scientific
inquiry is at stake when individuvals of
Dean Kenyon's caliber are prevented
.from even 50 much as expressing doubts
about a scientific theory, especially
when they are acknowledged experts in
the field. We are dealing here with
something more than a straightforward
determination of scientific facts or
-confirmation of scientific theories.
Rather, we are dealing with competing
world views .and incompatible meta-
physical systems. With the creation-
evolution controversy we are dealing
with a naturalistic metaphysic that
shapes .and_controls what theories of
biological origins are permitted on.the
playing field -in .advance ..of any
discussion or weighing of evidence.
This metaphysic is so pervasive and
powerful  that -it not .only rules
alternative views,out of court, but it
cannot even permit itself to be criticized.
The fallibilism and tentativeness that are
supposed to be part and parcel of science
find no. place 'in.'thé naturalistic
metaphysic that undergirds Darwinism.
It is. this  metaphysic, then,
constitutes the main target of the design
theorists’ critique of Darwinism, and to
which we turn next. . :

“Creation” and

.. “Evolution”
The design theorists' critique of the
" naturalistic metaphysic that undergirds

that

Darwinism can be reduced 1o an analysis
of three words. The three words are
creation, evolution, and science. Let us
start with the words “creation” and
“evolution.” Suppose you arc up on a
witness stand and required 10 respond ves
or no to two questions (if you refuse to
answer yes or no, you will be taken ont
and summarily shot). The guestions are
these: (1) Do you believe in creation?
(2) Do you believe in evelution? Could
you respond to these questions with a
simple yes or no, and still feel satisfied
that you had expressed yourself
accuralely. Probably not. The problem
is that the words “creation” and
“evolution” both have multiple senses.
For instance, creation can be
construed in the narrow sense of a literal
six day creation as presented in Genesis
1 and 2. On the other hand, creation can
also be construed in the broad sense of
simply asserting that God has created the
world with a purpose in mind, where the
question of how God created the world is
simply set to one side. Similarly,

evolution can be construed as a fully

naturalistic, purposeless process which

by means of natural selection and .

mutation has produced all living things,
On the other hand, evolution can mean
nothing more than that organisms have
changed over time. '

Depending on_how_one construes

the words “creation” and “evolution,”

.one’s answer to the question Do you
. believe in creation? and Do you believe
-in evolution? are likely to show quite a
*bit -of variability. For myself, Yes, I

believe that God created the world with a

-purpose in mind. And No, I don't

believe in fully naturalistic evolution

-controlled solely by purposeless material
processes, and Yes, I do believe that
;organisms have undergone some change
in the course of natural history (though I

believe that this change has occurred
within strict limits and that human

- beings were specially created).

Now it is the design Lheorists’

-contention that the Darwinian estab-
-lishment,

maintain its
intellectual

in order to

political, cultural, and

" - authority, consistently engages in a

fallacy of equivocation when it uses the
terms “creation” and “evolution.” The
fallacy of equivocation is the fallacy of
speaking out of both sides of your
mouth. It is the deliberate confusing of
two senses of a term, using the sense
that’s convenient to promote one’s
agenda. - For instance, when Michael
Ruse in one of his defenses of
Darwinism writes, “Evolution is Fact,
Fact, Fact!” how is he using the term
“evolution”? Is it a fact that organisms
have changed over time? There is plenty
of evidence that appears to confirm that
this is the case. Is it a fact that the
panoply of life has evolved through
purposeless naturalistic processes? This
might be a fact, but whether it is a fact
is very much open to debate. ’

Suppose you don't buy the
Darwinian picture of natural history, that
is, you don’t believe that the vast
panoply of life evolved through

48

purposeless naturalistic processes. Pre- .

sumably then you are a creationist. But

does this make you a young earth -

creationist? Ever since Darwin’s Origin
of Species Darwinists have cast the
debate in these terms: either you’re with
us, or you're a creationist, by which
they mean a young earth creationist.
Darwin made this move in his Origin of
Species. Philip Kitcher makes this

move_in his book Abusing Science

(publication date 1982}. When I debated
scientists from the faculty of SUNY

Stonybrook last- Aprii, they refuted not

my actual position, but-a caricature
which they preferred to-attribute to me.
It is amazing what you can refute when
you deliberately refuse to understand
something.

But to return to the point at hand, of

course it doesn’t follow, logically or

otherwise, that by rejecting fully

naturalistic evolution you automatically
embrace a particular reading of Genesis |
and ‘2. Rejectling . fully naturalistic
evolution does .not -entail accepting
young earth creationism.< The only
thing one can say for certain is that to
reject fully naturalistic evolution is lo
aceept some form of creationism broadly
construed, i.e., the belief that God or
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'some inteltigent agent has produced life
with a purpose in mind. Young earth

- creationism certainly falls under such a
"broad construal of creationism, but is
hardly coextensive with creationism in
this broad sense. °

Let us now - assume we’ve golten

‘our ‘terms straight.. ! No 'more
terminological confusions. No more
fallacies of equivocation.  No more siraw
‘men. From here on in'we're going to
concentrate on the essence of the
creation-evolution debate. -Henceforth
this debate will be over whether life
exhibits nothing more than the outcome
of fully. naturalistic purposeless material
processes, or whether life exhibits the

- purposeful activity of an intelligent
agent—usually called a designer—who
in creating life has impressed on it the

‘clear marks of intelligence. Phillip
Johnson has dubbed the first view the

- Blind Watchmaker Thesis—BWT. We'll

“call the 'second view “the Intelligent
Design Thesis—IDT. BWT and IDT are
‘mutually - exclusive and exhaust all

. possibilities.- According to Johnson-the
key problem to be:resolved in the

" creation-evolution controversy is deci-
ding which of these theses is correct,
BWT or IDT,"-How lhen shall we reach a
decision?

7 The first: thmg to notice is that
BWT and IDT both make definite
assertions of fact. To see this, let’s get
personal. . Here you -are. -You had

-parents. They in turn had parents. They

too had parents.. And so on-and so on,

If we run the video camera back in time,

..generation upon generation, what do we
.see? Do we see a continuous chain of
-natural causes .which go from apes-to
small .furry mammals (o reptiles to slugs
to slime.molds to blue green algae, and
finally-all the way back to a pre-biotic
soup, with no event in the chain ever
signaling the activity of-an intelligent
agent? - Or: as we trace back the
genealogy do we find events that clearly
signal the acnvny of an intelligent

. agent? - = :

There. is a Icg:llmale distinction
here.. Whole branches of science
presuppose that features of the world can

-r

display unequivocal marks of intel-
ligence and thereby clearly signal the
activity of an intelligent agent (e.g.,
anthropology, archeology, and forensic
science). Nor need the intelligences
inferred in this way necessarily all be
human or even earthbound (consider, for
instance, NASA’s Search for Exira-
Terrestrial Intelligence program-—SETI
for short—in which certain radio signals
from outer space would with full
confidence be interpreted as signaling the
presence of an
intelligence). There are reliable criteria
for inferring the activity of an intelligent
agenl. Does natural history display clear

~marks of intelligence and thereby warrant

such a design inference, or does it not?
To answer this question onec way is to
come down on the side of IDT, to
answer it the other way is to come down
on the side of BWT.

Now Darwinists are very clear in
asserting that natural history does not
underwrite a design inference. They are
quite explicit in affirming that BWT is
correct and in rejecting IDT as incorrect.
George Gaylord Simpson, one of the
founders of the neo-Darwinian synthesis,
in his book The Meaning of Evolution
leaves us with no doubts about the
matter:

Although many details remain to be
worked out, it is already evident that

all the objéctive phenoriena’ of the”

_ history of life can be explained by
_ purely naturalistic or, in a proper
“ sense of the sometimes abused
-word, materialistic factors. They
“Ithat is, the objective phenomena of
the history of life] are readily
_explicable on the basis of differ-
" ential reproduction in populations

" [that’s natural selection], and the-

- mainly random interplay of the
-+ known processes of heredity [that’s
... random mutation, the other major
. element in the Darwinian picture].
" Therefore, man is the result of a
purposeless and natural process that

# 1 did not have him in mind.

But Phillip Johnson, Michael
Denton, Hubert Yockey, Lecomte du

‘Noiiy, Freddy Hoyle, and even Francis

Crick have all shown glaring weaknesses

“in the very theory to which Simpson is
‘referring, Where then does Simpson get

extra-terrestrial

his confidence that BWT is right and
IDT is wrong? How can Simpson so
easily elide the glaring weaknesses in his
theory, and then with perfect equanimity
assert “it is already evident that all the
objective phenomena of the history of
life can be explained by purely
naturalistic factors”™? And how does
Simpson know that when the “many
details that remain to be worked out”
actvally do get worked out, that they
won't overthrow BWT and instead
confirm IDT? Science is after all a
fallible enterprise. Whence does
Simpson derive such certainty? '

“Science”

To answer this question we need to
examine how the third word in our trio
gets employed by the Darwinist
establishment, namely, the word
“science.” Although design theorists
take the question Which is correct, BWT
or IDT? as a perfectly legitimate
question concerning certain facts of the

* natural world, it is not treated as a

legitimate question by the Darwinist
establishment.  According to the
Darwinist establishment BWT poses a
“scientific” question whereas 1DT poses
a “religious” question. Thus, as far as
the Darwinist establishment is

._concerned, IDT is a non-starter. Yes

BWT and IDT taken together may be
mutually exclusive and exhaustive, but
BWT is the only viable scientific
option. IDT must therefore be ruled out
of court from the start.

Why is this? The answer is real]y

" quite simple. “Science according to the

Darwinist establishment by definition
excludes everything except the material
and the natural. It follows that.all talk
of purpose, deswn and mtelhuence is
barred entry from the start. To see that 1
am not making this up one has only to
consider the following remark by the
author of Charce and Necessity, Jacques
Monod:

The cornersione of the scientific
method is.lhe postulate that nature
is objective. "In other words, the
systematic denial that “irue”
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knowledge can be got at by

interpreting phenomena in terms of -

final causes-—-that is to say, of

“purpose.” . .

Of course, the only way even to begin to
justify a negalive principle like this is lo
argue that science has uniformly failed to
make headway when it has employed the
notion of an intelligent or purposeful
cause. And even this sort of argument
cannot preclude the possibility that for
all its past failures, a concept may yet
prove useful in the future.

But back to the point at hand. By

* defining science as that form of inquiry
restricted solely to what can be explained
in terms of naturaiistic, purposeless,
‘material processes, the Darwinist
establishment has .ruled IDT out of
science from the start. But suppose now
that a désign theorist ¢omes along, and
like most Americans thinks IDT is
correct .and BWT. -is .incorrect.
(According to a Gallop poll close to
50% of Americans are crealionists of a
stricter sort, thinking that God specially
created human beings; another 40%
believe in- some form of God-guided
evolution; and only 9% are full-blooded
Darwinists. It’s this 9%, however, that
controls the academy.) The design

‘theorist’s first inclination might be to
say, “No big deal. IDT is at least as
good an answer to the origins question
in biology as BWT. Science just
happens to be limited in the questions it
can pose and the answers it can give.”
Fortunately, design theorists are not so
naive.

The problem is this. As Phillip
Johnson has rightly observed, science is
the only universally valid form of
knowledge within our culture. This not
to say that scientific knowledge is true
or infallible. But within our culture,
whatever is -purportedly the best
scientific account of a given pheno-
menon demands our immediate and
unconditional assent. This is regarded as
a matter of intellectual honesty. Thus to
consciously resist what is currently the
best scientific theory in a given area is,
in the words of Richard Dawkins, to be
either stupid, wicked, or insane.
Thank{ully, Richard Dawkins is more

cxplicil than most of his collcagues in
making this point, and therefore does us
the service of nol papering over the
conlempt with which the scientific
community rcgards anyonc who
questions scientilic assertions for other
than scientilic reasons (thecological
reasons being of course thc worsl
oflender here). '

It bears repeating: the only
universally valid form of knowledge
within our culture is science. Within
late 20th century weslern society neither
religion, nor philosophy, nor literature,
nor music, nor art makes any such
cognilive claim. Religion in particular
is scen as making no universal claims
thal arc obligatory across the board. The
contrast with science is here blaring.
Science has given us lechnology—
compulters that work as much here as
they do in the third world. Science has
cured our diseases. Whether we are
black, red, yellow, or white, the same
antibiotics cure the same infections. It*s
therefore clear why relegating IDT 1o any
realm other than science (e.g., religion)
ensures that BWT will remain the only
intellectually respectable option for the
explanation of life.

But something isn't quite right here.
IDT and BWT both inquire into definite
matters of fact. If each of the cells that

make up living. things were _to. have. .

emblazoned on them in clear script the
phrase “made by Yahweh,” there would
be no question that IDT is correct and

BWT is incorrect. Don’t let the science--

fiction character of this example distract
you, The point is that IDT and BWT are
both real possibilitics so fong as one
doesn’t impose any a priori conditions
that restrict in advance what can count as
a viable option in the explanation of
life. Granted, cells don’t have
emblazoned on them the phrase “made
by Yahweh.” But we wouldn’t know
this unless we actually looked at cells
under the microscope.

It’s here that we come to the heart
of the design theorists’ critique of
Darwinism. Logically, BWT and 1DT
are real possibilitics. What's more, as
mutually exclusive and cxhauslive

possibilities, onc of these theses has to
be correct (I'm sorry, but at this level of
discourse the law of Lthe excluded middle
definitely holds). The Darwinist eslab-
lishment has so defined science that
BWT alonc can constitule an appropriatc
scientific answer to the question How did
life originate and develop? Neverthcless,
when Stephen J. Gould, Michacl Ruse,
Richard Dawkins, George Gaylord
Simpson, and their many disciples assert
the truth of BWT, they purport that
BWT is the conclusion of a scientific
argument based on empirical evidence.
But of course it is nothing of the sort.
The empirical evidence is in fact weak,
and the conclusion follows necessarily as
a strict logical deduction once science is
as a matter of definition restricted to
purposeless, naturalistic, material
processes. BWT is therefore built into
the very premises with which we started.

- It is a winner by defauli.

Logicians have names for this—
circular reasoning and begging the
question being among them. The view
that science must be restricted solely to

" purposeless, naturalistic, malterial

processes also has a name. IUs called
methodological naturalism. So long as
methodological naturalism seis the
ground rules for how the game of science
is to be played, IDT has no chance

Hades. Phillip Johnson makes this
point eloquently. So does Alvin
Plantinga. In his work on -

methodological naturalism Plantinga
remarks that il one accepls methodo-
logical naturalism, then Darwinism is
the only game in town.

Okay, since BWT is so poorly
supported empirically and since the
scientific community is telling us that
IDT isn’t sctence, what's wrong with a
simple profession of ignorance? In
response 10 the question How did life

© originate and develop? what’s wrong

with simply saying We don’t know?
(Such a profession of ignorance, by the
way, was the reason Michacl Denton’s
book Evolution: A Theory in Crisis was
panned by the Darwinist establishment.)
As philosophers of science Thomas
Kuhn and Larry Laudan have pointed

CIS TRANSACTIONS




TRANSACTIONS

out, for scicntific paradigms to shift,
there has to be a new paradigm in place
rcady Lo be shified into. You can’t shill
into a vacuum. Napoleon [II put it this
way: “Onc never really destroys a thing
till one has replaced il If you're going
(o rcject a reigning paradigm, you have
1o have a new improved paradigm with
which to replace it., BWT is the
reigning paradigm. But what alternative
is there to BWT? Logically, the only
alternative is IDT. But IDT isn’t part of
science. This is a case of Hobson's
‘choice. There's no pleading ignorance
and no shifting away because BWT is
the only game in lown,

Note that I'm not saying BWT is a
tautology. The tautology criticism has
been -a- long-standing. criticism offered
against Darwinism. Accoerdingly,
Darwinism is tautologous because it
asserts the survival of the fitlest, but
then turns around @nd identifies the
fittest with those who survive. This

Darwin in hot water

“Darwinists dery the obvious” by Mark Hartwig,
C_:itizen,jun 24, 1996 (Vol 10, No 6). Pages 1-3.

In Southern California’s Hemet Uni-
fied School District, Darwin’s theory
of evolution is standard fare. So why
are some Darwinists upset? The dis-
trict wants to teach evolution as sci-
© ence, presenting evidence both for
and against it. Darwinists see this as
heresy. Most believe, like paleontolo-
gist Kevin Padian of the University
of California-Berkeley, that “there is
no evidence against evolution.”

+The essence. In a nutshell, Dar-
wir's theory holds that “all life can
‘b fraced to a single ancestor '
through purely natural means.”
Nature, like a good breeder, surveys
every organism, selects useful traits,
and eliminates harmful ones. These
changes accumulate over time, pro-
ducing new and better organisms. It
all occurs by chance, of course.

sort of tautology is not what we've been
talking about hcre. BWT has genuine
content. It scts definite limits on the
ype of worid we inhabit. BWT is not
truc simply as a mater of linguistic
convention. The probicm is that BWT
purporis to be the conclusion of a
scientilic argument based on cmpirical
evidence, but is actually a strict logical
consequence of a prior assumption about
how to do science, namely the assump-
tion of methodotogical naturalism.

In the words of Viadimir Lenin,
What is to be done? Design theorists
aren’t at all bashful about answering this
question: The ground rules of science
have 1o be changed. We need Lo realize
that methodological naturalism is the
functional equivalent of a full blown
melaphysical naturalism. Metaphysical
naturalism asserts that the material world
is all there is (in thc words of Carl
Sagan, “the cosmios is all there ever wa,
is, or will be"). Methodological

~ *»The evidence. Fossil evidence
has always been a problem for Dar-
winists; even Darwin acknowledged
this. The fossil record should show
gradual changes in species, but in
fact, it does not. Two phenomena
tend to discredit Darwin’s theory: the
sudden appearance of fully formed
species and the tendency of species
1o change very little throughout their
appearance in the fossil record.
*The complexity. Recent advances
in biochemistry pose an even greater
threat to Darwinism. Darwin himself
recognized that “if any complex organ
existed, which could not possibly
have been [ormed by numerous, suc-
cessive, slight modifications, my the-
ory would absolutely break down.”

naturalism asks us for the sake of
science to pretend that the material wortd
is all there is. Bul once science comes
10 be Laken as the only universally valid
form of knowledge within a culwre, it
lollows at once that methodological and
tnetaphysical naturalism become for all
intents and purposes indistinguishablc.
They arc functionally equivalent. What
needs 10 be done, therefore, is 1o break
the grip of naturalism in both guises,
methodological and melaphysical. And
this happens once we realize that it was
not empirical evidence, but the power of
a metaphysical world view that was all
along urging ns to adopt methodological
naturalism in the first place. Yes, the
heavens still declare the glory of God,
and yes, God's invisible aitributes are
clearly seen from God's creation. But to
hear what the heavens declare and to see
what the creation makes manifest, we
need to get rid of our metaphysical
blinders. ® 1995 by Wm. A Dembski

We now know that even the humblest

bacterium, the “simplest self-replicat-
ing cell,” has many irreducibly com-
plex systems, says biochemist
Michael Behe, author of the forth-
coming book Darwin’s Black Box..
*The denial. Darwinists remain
- mostly unfazed by the evidence

against evolution. Their philosophi- :
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cal commitment—an unquestioning -

allegiance to naturalism—blinds
them to any possible evidence
against evolution, says Berkeley law
professor Phillip Johnson, author of
Darwin on Trial. God is out of the
picture for Darwinists since, if He
exists at all, He’s more of an
onlooker than a creator. &
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Bones of Contention

RAY

RECENT ISSUE OF TIME MAGAZINE DISPLAYED A
Apicture of Homo erectus on the cover with
the title, “How Man Began.” Not surprisingly,
the article treated the theory of evolution as fact.
Skeptical readers were left with the uncomfort-
able feeling that the entire thinking world be-
lieves humans evolved from ape-like ancestors.

A well-known poll, however, indicates that
47 percent of adults in the U.S. believe humans
were created only 10,000 years ago—only 9 per-
cent believe humans are the result of an evolu-
tionary process in which God played no part.

How good is the evidence for human evolu-
tion? The answers may surprise you.

Southerm Apes

The story begins about 3.5 million years ago
with the appearance of a group of animals
known as australopithecines. These “southern
apes,” initially discovered in South Africa, were
small, apparently upright animals. Two million
years ago, Homo habilis appeared. Homo habilis
possessed the stature of the australopithecines
but had a slightly larger brain. He may also
have used a few primitive tools. Next came
homo erectus, the star of human evolution. Homo
erectus possessed a skeletal frame slightly more
robust but basically similar to that of modern
humans. His brain capacity was closer still to
humans, and he used more advanced tools. This
“almost” human endured, we're told, for over
1.5 million years, when nearly modern humans
(Homo sapiens) began to appear. Finally, within
the last 100,000 years, the offshoot neanderthals
and thoroughly modern humans appeared.

Bones of Contention

BEvolutionists confidently declare that, while
there may be a lot of details missing from the
story, this evolutionary progression from ape to
man is fairly complete. But in his recent book,
Bones of Contention (Baker, 1992), creationist
Marvin Lubenow makes an important observa-
tion.

Lubenow notes that this evolutionary se-
‘quence, impressive as it seems, is actually artifi-
cial and asbitrary. First, fossils that do not fit
well into this scheme have been excluded.
Second, some human fossils have been down-
graded—reclassified as human ancestors when
they are true humans. And finally, some non-
‘human fossils have been upgraded-—also reclas-
sified as human ancestors.

BOHLIN,

P h.

KP 271

Lubenow gives numerous examples to support
his assertion. Two examples of his first point,
that the fossil evidence is sometimes ignored or
stretched if it doesn't fit the evolutionary
scheme, are KP 271 and the Laetoli footprints.

The fossil evidence is sometimes
ignored if it doesn't fit
the evolutionary scheme.

KP 271 is a bone fragment of the lower end of
an upper arm, near the elbow, that was found
near Kanapoi, Kenya, in 1965. What is unusual

about this bone is its date of around 4.5 million -

years—unusual because KP 271 appears to be a
human bone. Humans are not supposed to have
been around 4.5 million years ago. Conse-
quently, this small piece of humerus is usually

designated as Australopithecus, the only homi-

nid species believed to exist at that time,
Lubenow quotes Harvard anthropologist Wil-
liam Howells in a stunning admission:

The humeral fragment from Kanapoi, with a date of
about 4.4 million, could not be distinguished from

- Homo- -sapiens--merphologically - or —by -multivariate

analysis by Patterson and myself in 1967. . We
suggested that it might represent Australopithecus
because at that time allocation to Home seemed
preposterous, although it would be the correct one
without the time element.

The only reason KP 271 is not listed as

human is because it can’t be, according to -

evolution.

The Laetoli Footprints

Second, Mary Leakey found a series of foot-
prints near Laetoli, Tanzania, in the late 1970s.
In Origins Reconsidered, Richard Leakey and
Roger Lewin call them hominid footprints, and
they are roulinely classified as australopithe-
cine. But Lubenow documents that these foot-
prints are identical to those made today by
humans that always walk barefoot.

In Getting Here: The Story of Human Evolution,
William Howells refers to the conclusions of
Russell Tuttle from the University of Chicago, a
leading expert on hominoid gaits and limbs, as
saying that the footprints are nearly identical to
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modern humans and that australopithecine feet
are significantly different. Tuttle suggests an
undiscovered species made these prints. He
can’t say a human made them, because humans
aren’t supposed to have existed yet. In the
words of Howells, “Here is something of an
enigma.” Indeed!

The Human Homo erectus

Homo erectus is a good example of Lubenow’s
second point, the arbitrary downgrading of
human fossils to make them appear to be our
ancestors. Homo erectus is said to span the time
from around 1.7 million to nearly 400,000 years
ago. Erectus is admitted to have a fully human
post-cranial skeleton (that is, everything but the
head is human). But evolutionists say the brain
size only approaches the average for humans, In

reality, however, the brain size of Homo erectus is

within the range of modern humans.

Evolutionists need an
intermediate fossil, and Homo
erectus is their only option.

Upright Apes?

The australopithecines are a good example of
Lubenow’s third point, the upgrading of non-
human fossils to make them appear as human
ancestors. Australopithecines are trumpeted as

human ancestors because of their crude bipedal -
walkmg ability. But nearly everything else about

them is ape-ike. If australopithecines walked
upright, their bipedality was distinct from that
of apes and humans-—not exactly what one
would expect from a transitional form. But even
the origin of their bipedality would be no small
evolutionary task. Even Leakey admits as much
when he writes that the change from walking
on four legs to walking on two legs

would have required an extensive remodeling of the

_ ape’s bone and muscle architecture and of the overall

proportion in the lower half of the body. Mechanisms
of gait are different, mechanics of balance are differ-
ent, functions of major muscles are different—an
entire functional complex had to be transformed for
efficient bipedalism to be possible.

Yet these immense changes are not documented
from the fossil record.

Throughout Origins Reconsidered, Leakey and
Lewin document an impressive array of charac-
teristics that distinguish the ape-like qualities of
australopithecines from the human qualities of
Homo erectus. But wherever Homo erectus fossils
differ from humans, the differences can be
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explained by the effects of inbreeding, dietary
restrictions, and a harsh environment. Evolu-

- tionists need an intermediate fossil, though, and

Homo erectus is their only option.

A Creationist Perspective
So far we have discussed some of the significant
problems with evolutionary explanations of an-
cient human remains. But questions still remain.
Many of these remains do look very different
from modern humans. What were they? Where
did they come from? Does any of this make
sense from a creationist perspective? While we
need to be careful not to over-interpret the data
as we have accused evolutionists of doing, there
are a few suggestions that make some sense,
The first step is to recognize that Homo
erectus, archaic Homoe sapiens, neanderthals, and
Homo sapiens form a continuum of the human

" family. The different forms represent genetic

variation within a species, not distinct species.
Many evolutionists themselves have difficulty
drawing the line between these four labels.

For example, a group of human fossils from
Kow Swamp, Australia, is no more than 13,000
years old yet contains many of the skull charac-
teristics of Homo erectus. These characteristics
can be explained by cultural modifications, not

necessarily genetic differences. In other words, .

many of the characteristics of Homo erectus can

be achieved in modern humans by lifestyle

changes. These could include deliberate fore-
head compression, deformation due to inbreed-
ing, and modifications due to dietary deficien-
cies and peculiarities. In Genesis and Early Man,
the late-Arthur-Custance documented differ-
ences in the modem skulls of Eskimos due to
the massive jaw muscles they developed be-
cause of their diet. Many of these characteristics
would be labeled as primitive if they were dug
up in some ancient river bed, yet they exist in
fully modern humans today.

Marvin Lubenow suggests that many of these
human fossils are the remains of individuals
within the first millennia after the flood of
Noah. The effects of the ice age, a constant cloud
cover (preventing vitamin D formation, leading
to rickets), a largely vegetarian and uncooked
diet, and the expression of local genetic varia-
tion could readily account for the many differ-
ent yet anatomically related human forms.

Were these ancient creatures ape-like animals
that evolved into humans, or were they humans
caught in a unique and harsh world that caused
numerous interspecies variants? A creationist
perspective, in this case, may lead to questions
(and answers) evolutionists never ask. And after
all, isn’t that what science is all about?
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by David L. Dye the accuracy of various the- not know everything about
ories or explanations of anything. God’s knowledge
‘il ost of us believe, physical and spiritual reality. is unlimited and absolute,
though we cannot 3) Biblical data are state- because God is the source

All data, both
sqientzjfic and biblical,
must be interpreted
together. The two
realms of data do not
exist in isolation

Jrom each other

rove absolutely, that
we live in a real, observable
universe that operates in
certain patterns or “laws,”
such as logic and causality.
This belief allows us to do
“science,” attempting to
understand and describe
our universe as it really is.
We Christians believe, -
though we cannot prove
absolutely, that we livein a
spiritual reality as well, dif-
ferent from and beyond the
limits of the universe, made
obseivable in the universe
by Jesus Christ, confirmed
within each person by the
work of the Holy Spirit, and
documented in the Bible.

Given these two beliefs,

we Christians can construct
a consistent conceptual
framework for interpreting
data and integrating data
from the two accepted real-
ities. I see five principles as
the beams and crossbars
forming that framework:

1) All trath is God’s truth;
therefore the natural laws
are His doing and available
for His use in whatever way
He chooses.

2) Scientific data (or obser-
vations) are neutral, even if
those who report theim are
not, and they can be useful
as evidence for, or against,

ments in Scripture (in its
originals, which are ade-
quately close to the modern
translations), and they can
be useful in supporting or

- refuting the accuracy of vari-

ous theories or explanations
of spiritual reality——and of
physical reality, too, because
the two realities intersect in
the universe. However,
because biblicat data come
in words, and because ver-
bal expression involves
rhetorical forms and devices,
e.g., poetry, narrative,
prophecy, prayer, parable,
metaphor, simile, allegory,
frony, etc., they require
appropriate interpretation—

~guided by God’s Spirit™ "™ -

4) All data, both scientific
and biblical, must be inter-
preted together. The two
realms of data do not exist
in isolation from each
other; they overlap signifi-
cantly. The physical world
has meaning beyond itself.
The spiritual world finds
expression in the physical
world. Humans are innately
compelled to search for
meaning. God graciously
chooses to reveal meaning.
5) All human knowledge is
limited and tentative, not
absolute. We cannot and do

of all reality. Consistency of
data interpretation we call
“proof.” But proof repre-
sents an interpretation of
data, not necessarily the
interpretation. Therefore,
we “live by faith, not by
sight” (2 Cor. 5:7).

I see these principles
and the perspective they
offer as helpful tools for
resolving science “versus”
Christianity issues, includ-
ing (but not limited to) the
creation-evolution contro-
versy. Bio-evolution is an
interpretive term for the
neutral scientific data show-
ing that life emerged, prolif-
crated, and changed on

“Earth through time. It

describes two mechanisms
by which chiange can and
does occur: natural selec-
tion and gene mutations.
Darwinism posits that these
gene mutations occur spon-
taneously and randomly
without any “vnnaturat”
influence and explain all of
bic-evolution. Scripture
states that God acted, using
in one way or another the
natural laws He established,
to bring biological entities
into existence and into the
forms we observe.
Darwinism thus defined
conflicts with Scripture
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Snakes didn’t always slither

pon thy belly shalt R e -
thou go, and dust

shalt thou eat all the days

of thy life.” So God com-

manded the serpent, pur-
veyor of the apple, in the
Garden of Eden. Scien-

the University of Alberta,
Canada, and Michael Lee
of the University of Syd-
ney, Australia, now say it
is the most primitive
snake ever discovered.
They base this conclu-
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tists long had their own sion on two features—a
reasons for suspecting hinged upperjawand a
that snakes once had legs, skull that completely en-
but they were unable to closes the brain—not
find a specimen, liv- found in lizards. The fos-
ing or extinet, ' sil also provides strong
with well-formed evidence that Pachyrha-
limbs. But, two paleon- ¢his was a marine reptile,
tologists, writingin .« challenging a widely held
the journal Na- 3 belief that snakes evolved
ture, say they on land from burrowing
have found the lizards.
missing link: a The find not only es-
97-millicn-year-old Adam and Eve tablishes once and for ali
fossil snake with small, and a leggy that snakes used to be
well-developed hind legs. | snalie legged but, the scientists
The fossil, Pachyrhachis problemati- ' say, it also links snakes -

cus, was actually unearthed in a lime-
stone quarry in Israel two decades

ago and described as a lizard. Tak- 1b
ing a fresh look, Michael Caldwell of &

thus interpreted, but bio-
evolution and scriptural
data do not conflict.
Genesis One and other por-
tions of Scripture describe
bic-evolution. They also
- declare God's involvement
in the process, without pre-
senting the technical details
of how He accomplished it.
I propose that we
Christians place the word
and between creation and
evolution and, stop using
the word versus, which
only pits scientists against
us and us against them. The
and works much more
effectively to communicate
humility and a learner’s
approach. The important
© issue, after all, is the mean-
ing'of life. Even if other life
forms go extinct, He has
made us humans spiritual
and, thus, with a link to
reality (His reality) beyond
the space and time of the

physical universe. And
though we humans, in

Adam and Eve, failed the

test of perfection and lost
our innocence, we did not
lose our spiritual nature.
According to the bibiical
data, God came to us in
human form to make a way
of reconciliation, to restore-—

the possibility of eternal fel-

lowship with Him for all
who are willing to accept
His way John 7:17).

My concern is that we
focus our energy on loving
(rather than battling) peo-
ple whose opinions and
interpretations differ from
our own. We can state our
position, raise guestions

lizards. —Laure Tangley

judge men for their
response to His revelation,
but He will also reprove us
for our judgmental attitudes
(see Romans 14:1, 4, 8-12,
17-18 and Matthew 7:1-2).
My hope is that we who
acknowledge Christ as Lord
will together make it our

~ -top-priority to communi-- - -

cate the good news that
God has opened a way for
us imperfect, irretrievably
(on our own) rebetlions
humans to be rescued, to
be reborn spiritually into an
unbreakable familial rela-
tionship with Him. W

Dr. Dye earned bis Ph.D. in
Dhysics from the University

about others’ interpreta- of Washington with a the-
tions, and give reasons for §is on cosmic rays. After
our convictions without some Navy duty and teach-

expressing arrogance and
condemnation. God will

ing, be returned to the

Seatile area to do research
Jor Boeing. Today be lives
near Seaitle and works as

for the first time to a specific group of lizards
that includes mosasaurs, the extinct “drag-
ons” of the sea, and perhaps today’s monitor

a consuliant in radiologt-
cal physics. His book Faith
and the Physical World
(1966, 1970) expresses the
message be bas brought to
Youth conferences and
aduit Sunday school classes
for many years: science
and Christianity can be

~compatible,
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EXCERPT

A TINY
SAMPLE

COSMOS

by Hugh Ross

Ihe faith to “see” God in
%the extra dimensions
__g'from which our universe
began and beyond comes
not from ouisclves, as Paul
says, but from the Spirit of
God. It is the Spirit who
alone can reveal to us an
extra-dimensional God and
enable us to understand the
extra-dimensional salvation
offered by the Father, trans-
acted by the Son, and
imparted by the Holy Spirit.
The amazing discoveries
in particle physics and
astrophysics highlighted in
the opening chapters of this
book take none of the mys-
tery away from “the deep
things of God.” If anything,
they distinguish for the
skeptics of our day the mys-
teriousness of divine truth
from the imaginativeness of
human fantasy. The discov-
eries affirming the exis-
tence of extra dimensions
simply attest that God’s
power and wisdom and all
other capacities exceed
ours by so many orders of
magnitude, they bear no
resemblance to human,
four-dimensional thinking.

x What other God but the
God revealed in the Bible
promises to be nearer to
each of us than we are to
ourselves, beyond the reach
of our physical senses yet
fully within the reach of the
spiritual sense He placed
within us?

® What other God but the
God revealed in the Bible
claims to have planned and
initiated the physical uni-
verse from dimensions
beyond and independent of
it?

m What other God but the
God revealed in the Bible
can see and hear everything,
including the thoughts and
prayers of every living being
at every moment?

m What other God but the
God revealed in the Bible
has come tangibly to affirm
His existence, His power,
His truth, and His love
through a human body,
seeking no glory for self in
that body but for God alone?
N What other God but the
God revealed in that body

could take upon Himself |

the penalty for humanity’s
waywardness since Adam
and Eve and could wield
the power to rise bodily
from the dead?

m What other God but the
God revealed in the Bible
claims to be simultaneously
singular and plural, Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit, not
three gods but a triune
deity, and proves His capac-
ity to be such?

m What other God but the
God revealed in the Bible
could accurately commzini-
cate through human

authors the distinctive
capacities of His created life
forms from plants to ani-
mals to mammals and birds
to humans in terms that sci-
entific research thousands
of years later proves pre-
cisely accurate? And what
mind could contrive such
creatures as He calls angels,
archangels, cherubim, and
seraphim?

m What other God but the
God revealed in the Bible
shows total character con-
sistency in all His messages
to and dealings with the
human race?

® What other God but the
God revealed in the Bible
finds a way to give humans
freedom of choice and yet
works within that freedom
to fulfill ail His divine pur-
poses and plans?

m What other God but the
God revealed in the Bible
could devise a way to secure
our eternal destiny while
retaining forever our freedom
to choose or reject Him?

m What other God but the

God revealed in the Bible |

could design and administer
a pass or fail “heart” test for
each human being with the
exact degree of difficulty and
time allowance appropriate
for that person’s ability to
respond? Who but
God could
make full use
of that test as.
preparation
for our
future
career in
His new
creation?

m What other God but L[?g'
God revealed in the Bible
could find a way to express
love toward those beings
who hate Him and choose
eternal separation from His
authority and glory?

m What other God but the
God revealed in the Bible
promises His children an .
inheritance remotely like the

' new creation, a place that

makes Eden look paltry and
pale by comparison, a place
where we will find the per-
fection of love, joy, and

wholeness for which we all

perpetually yearn?

m What other God but the
God revealed in the Bible -
would provide for us, as
Boaz provided for Ruth, not
just the gleanings from the
harvest of scientific truth,
but “six measures of bar-
ley”—geometrically multiply-
ing evidences of His inten-
tion to provide for all our
faith needs in this increasing-
ly irreverent, arrogant, self-
destructing world? H

See “Resources in Review™

to order Beyond the Cosmos.




"SHOUTING “"HERESY”
IN THE TEMPLE OF DARWIN

PHILLIP E. JorNsoN

Naturalism has become the

crvil religion of our universities.
A game plan for Christian response.

hen I was in college, a
professor told a story
about a boy from a back-
woods family who was
being interviewed by a vis-
iting anthropologist.
- Asked-about his siblings,
the boy proudly declared
that his brother was at Harvard. The
astonished anthropologist asked what the
brother was studying. “It’s not that way,”
replied the boy, “They’re studying him.”
Likewise, the academic world regards
Christian theism as an object for study
rather than as a participant in academic
discourse, as Notre Dame history profes-
sor George Marsden has shown (see his
new book The Soul of the American
University, Oxford). The standards of
academnia discourage a professor who is
teaching, say, the history of Christianity
from taking the position that Christianity

may be true. Such restrictions do not -

apply to advocates of other viewpoints.
Socialists teach socialism, and feminists
teach women’s studies. As Marsden
wrote in the Wall Street Journal (Dec. 22,
1993}, “Many contemporary academics
insist that the only respectable place for
religion in the academy is on the syl-
labus—as an object of study—where it
may be subordinated to Western scienuf-
ic methods of analysis.”

Sometimes this double standard re-
quires that a thinker or group be split into
two parts, to separate the politically cor-
rect from the incorrect. In Marsden’s
words: “One conspicaous example is that,
although universitics welcome African-
Americans and build programs in African-
American studies, they find little place for

positive evaluaations of the dominane relig-
ion of African-American culture.” One
might paraphrase this point by saying that
the secular content of the Reverend
Martin Luther King's views on racial jus-
tice has a very different status from the

v religious background of those same views.

The former goes to the university as an
honored participant; the latter only as an
object of scientific study. Why is that?

ACADEMIC FREEDOM?
One reason is that seculdvists employ a defi-
nition of rationality that allows no place for
a supernatural Creator, An ongoing aca-
demic freedom case at San Francisco State
University provides a striking example of
the disapproval with which the scientific
community regards the concept of a God
who threatens to become a reality we can-

not ignore. Biclogy professor Dt Kén-" ™

yon was the co-author some 20 years ago of
a respected book titled Blochemical Pre-
destination that supported the orthodox sci-
entific theory that living organisms evolved
from nonliving chemicals through natural
chemical processes. As the years went by,
Kenyon's doubts grew, however, and even-
tually he concluded that the evidence did
not support the assumption that uningelli-
gent: material processes are capable of form-
ing living organisms by chemical evolution.

As instructor-of a large introductory
course for nonmajors, Kenyon taught the
prevailing theories of chemical and bio-
logical evolution, but he also taught the
weaknesses of those theories and suggest-
ed to his classes that life mighe in face be
the product of “intelligent design”—how-
ever distasteful thar prospect wight be to
orthodox scientific materialists. A few stu-

dents complained, and the professor was
called on the carpet. The dean of science
told him that his teaching of intelligent
design amounted ro biblical creationism,
and that to consider this possibility favor-
ably was to bring the forbidden topic of
religion into science. To ensure that he
had no further opportunity to advocate
such absurdities, Kenyon was removed
from his regular classroomdutics and rel-
egated to laboratory supervision.
Professor Kenyon challenged this
administrative action by bringing a com-
plaint before San Francisco State Uni-
versity’s Academic Freedom Commiree.
The committee ruled that professors of
biology, like those who teach other sub-
jects, have a right to dissent from the pre-
vailing orthodoxy in their field. It there-
fore unanimously urged the administra-

" t01% to Teinstate Kenyon in the classroom.

The dean and the department chair balked
at first, but they gave way after the full
academic senate voted to support the
committee’s recommendation.

Kenyon won a victory, but the conflict
is not over. In late February, the Biology
faculty at San Francisco State adopted, by

a vote of 27 to 5, a resolution declaring

that “There is no scientific evidence to
support the concept of intelligent design,”
and that therefore “the intelligent design
view is not scientific.” In context, the
statement, like many others on the subject
from the scientific commumnity, combines
two discordant propositions. On the one
hand, the scientific authorities want to say
that intclligent design is not eligible for
consideration because it is religion, not sci-
ence, and hence cannot be tested. On the
other hand, they want to say that they

22 CHRISTIAMNITY TODAY: OCTOBER 24, 1994

MINDEN FICTURES, FRANS LANTING




Olympus and attributed natural events
like storms and fires to the whims of
these beings. As knowledpge advanced,
humans gradually put aside the lesser
spirits but reeained the one Supreme
Being as the cause of our existence,

At lase, the greatest scientific discovery

have thoroughly tested the concept and
rejected it as false. The apparent purpose
of this confused declaration is to set the
stage for another effort to prevent Kenyon
from suggesting to students that there
really is evidence for intelligent design, but
what will happen next is anybody’s gucss,
‘ of all was made, and humans learned that
we arce the products of a combination of
chance events and impersonal natural lasws,
This discovery sct the stage for the famous
“death of God,” the insight that man cre-
ated God rather than the other way
arouiid. The most advanced and influen-
tial thinkets thereafter ignored the Creator
altogether, or they looked for a way to
conform religion to naturalism through
liberal theology. Others retained some
remupant of supernagural religion by imag-
ining the Creator as responsible for cstab-
lishing the laws of nature at the ultimate
beginning of the cosmos, where scientific
investigation is unable to penetrate.
Naturalistic philosophy is not necessari-
ly hostile to the “idea of God.” On the
conirary, that is just the point. For philo-
sophical naturalists, God is not an inde-
pendent reality but an idea in the human
mind. Proper naturalists do not insist
upon the nonexistence of God because
that is to take the issue more seriously
than it deserves. Instead, they consign the
whole subject to the category of “religious
belief,” which is understood to be a prod-
uct of the human imagination. Although
God does not cxist, or at least docs not
take: part-in histerical events; beliefs-about
God do exist and bave important conse-
quences, Such religious beffef contrasts
~with scientific knowledge. The difference is
*that beliefs are untestable and hence valid
‘only for the person who holds them,
‘whereas knowledge is objective and hence
valid for everyone, That is why, in an edu-
- cational system based on naruralistic prin-
- ¢iples, naturalistic evolution may be
“taught to students as fact regardless of
whethier they or their parents object. No
statements assuming the objective exis-
tence of God may be made, however,
because no student should have to listen
to subjective belicfs being presented as if
they were facts,

DEBATING DARWINISM
The Kenyon case thus constitutes only a
limited victory for those who believe that
genuine academic frecdom requires a
hearing for theistic thinking about prob-
lems such as the origin of life; but cven
this limited victory reflects the fact that a
debate about the dogmas of naturalistic
“evolution has been successfully launched
in the universities. In that debate, consid-
erable attention has been paid to my own
book Darwin on Trial (InterVarsity), and
to the lectures on Darwinism that I have
given on many university campuses, some
of which have been widcly distributed on
videotape. Other Christian thinkers have
also made substantial contributions to the
debate. For example, Whitworth College
philosophy professor Steven Meyer pub-
lished a fine cssay on the Kenyon case in the
Wall Street_Journal just before San Francisco
State’s academic senate voted on the matter.
Kenyon's colicagues thus knew that he was
not an isolated individual, but a person
asserting a position that has support in the
society at large. )
The exampic of naturalistic evolution
tells us why theistic thinking has so little
standing in the academic world. The con--
temporary academic world takes for

“The _acadé'mii'ﬁoild_fégards_:t::hrqs_tia'h
theism as an object for study rather than
as a participant in academic ‘

granted a philosophy called scientific nat-" -
uralism. According to this philosophy,
nature is “all there is,” which is to say the
cosmos is a closed system of material
causes and effects that can never be influ-
enced by anything outside of nature-
ke God—for existence.

“God,” in this system of thought, is a
product of the human imagination and
largely a remnant of prescientific igno-
rance, At onc time, humans believed in a
host of gods living in places like Mount

GENTEEL MIHILISM
Naturalistic philosophy has cthical conse-
quences, and these are also manifest in

public education and law, Ar onc dme it
was thought possible to find a basis for
morality and justice in science itself, but
with the fall of Marxism, that hope has
been discredited, The current fashion in
academia is a geneeel nihilism. Because
scientific knowledge extends only to
questions of fact and not to questions of
value, matters of morality are inherently
subjective and relative. In consequence,
students in public schools are taught that
they must choose standards of morality
themselves and should subject all morali-
ty that comes to them by tradition or
training in the home to critical analysis.
The predominance of naturalistic as-
sumptions in the universities and colleges
guarantees that theistic thinking will be
taken more as a personal eccentricity than
as a serious contribukion to knowledge.
What'is the value of a theism that is
founded upon unreality? As naturalists
sec it, when God died, humankind lost
nothing important because we still
retained the goodness and rationality that
we had projected onto this imaginary
father figure in the first place. To bring
God back into the picture now is, at
worst, to embrace irrationadity or, at best,
to add some superfluous God-talk to
ideas that are justifiable on naturalistic
grounds. The most favorable thing you
can say about a Christian theist in acade-
mia is that his work is so good you would
never have guessed he was a Christian,
Many Christian college and seminary
~-—professors have understandably wanted to
win the respect of their peers in the secu-
lar academic world, and so they have
worked mightily to reconcile the natural-
istic understanding of knowledge with
Christian faith. Intelligent naturalists do
not necessarily disapprove of this effort,
provided it is clear who is in charge. What
they do insist upon is that subjective relig-
ious belief must always conform itself to
objective scientific knowledge, never the
other way around. Thus, if a Christian
college professor teaches “evolution”
exactly as Carl Sagan or Stephen Jay
Gould would teach it, he may append a
theistic interpreration. that characterizes
the process as God’s way of creating. This
interpretation will carn him ho great cred-
it from naturalists, but they will be roler-
ant so long as it is clear that the theism in
“theistic evolution” refers to a personal
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reflection upon a process that is objective-
ly explainable on a naturalistic basis, If a
professor were to give his theism some
scientific content—for example, by sug-
gesting that pre-existing intelligence may
be required to make living organisms
from nonliving chemicals—he would for-
feit instantly his standing in the scientific
community and the secular academic
world. Like Dean Kenyon, he would be
accused of injecting subjective “religion”
into the objective realm of science.
Biblical creationists who challenge the
theory of evolution on a combination of
scriptural and scientific grounds have fared
no better, Their premise, that the Bible has
some standing as a record of natural histo-
ty, seems nonsensical to those who see the
world through naturalistic spectacles. To
metaphysical naturalists, the Bible belongs
to the realm of religion, whereas the histo-
ry of life-on earth belongs to the naturalis-

...tic. realm of science.. There is no reason

whatever to expect the two to be consis-

tent, because the biblical account of natur-
_al history is deemed to be composed of

prescientific legends. The program of
squaring science with the Bible is thus
abour as sensible as trying to square the
scientific account of childbirth with the
story that the stork brings babies. For nat-
uralists, the proper way of reconciling sci-
ence and Scripture is to adopt a naturalis-
tic interpretation of Scripture. This is

-accomplished through what is called the

“higher criticism™ of the Bible, and it is the
orthodox theory of mterpretation in most

mainline seminaries today.

WHAT WORKS, WHAT DOESN'T"

If neither theistic evolution nor biblical-

creationism is effective in challenging the
domination of scientific naturalism in our
colleges and universities, what approach

does have a chance of success? When I -

began writing my book Darwin on Tridl,
several basic points were clear to me:
First, the Darwinian theory of evolution
is not merely or primarily a scientific theo-
ty of interest to professional scientists in
their laboratories and classrooms. It is,
first and foremost, a creaton story for the
culture, a story that is endorsed by govern-
ment and propagated through the media
and the public schools. The story tells. us
that we were created by blind and pur-
poseless material processes rather than by a

purposeful Creator who cares about what

we do and what happens to us, The theory

entails a naturalistic view of God, whether
or not that implication is made explicit in a
particufar textbook or television program.
Second, what is fundamentally important
about the Darwinian theory is not the claim
that biological creation was a gracdual, long-
term process. The important claim is that
purposcless material processes, such as ran-
dom mutation and natural selection, were
capable of doing all the work of biological
creation so that there is no need for a
Creator, This claim-—which I call the Blind
Watchmaker thesis—masquerades as some-
thing that has been proved by scientific evi-
dence. On the contrary, the evidence that
the mutaton/selecdon mechanism can cre-
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random mutations through natural selec-
tion. The Darwinists had proposed a sub-
theory to solve the problem, called punctu-
ated equilibria or “punk eek,” but this
improvisation was vulunerable to criticism.
The very need for a new theory to deal
with the fossil record indicated that the
problem was conceded to be serious.

RETHINKENG THE HISTORY OF SCIENCE
At a more general level, philosophies of
science were being discussed at the uni-
versity level that called into question
whether the scientific enterprise is as
objective as had been claimed. Some
authorities at leading universities cafled
themselves “social constructivists” and
preached that scientific theories, includ-

The Darwinian theory of evolution is not merely or primarily a scientific

theory; it is first and foremost a creation story for the culture.

ate new complex organs or new types of
organisms is somewhere between very
weak and nonexistent. The Blind
Watchmalker mechanism is a child of meta-
physical naturalism, not of empirical sci-
ence. It survives because the leading alterna-

tive is supernatural creation, which is unac-

ceptable to the rales of today’s scence.
Third, the allsimportant task was to
mount a ctitique of the Blind Watch-
maker thesis that the academic and scien-
tific culture conld not easily ignore. To
do this, it was necessary to put aside all

questions-of-biblical -interpretation or---

veracity and to concentrate entirely on
the claims of Darwinism. In the academic
wotld, a Bible/science debate is a non-
starter, because it invokes a stereotype
that shuts off thought. What was needed
was to press questions that are Jegirti-
mated within the context of mainstream
academic thinking, questions about what
has been proved about evolution and
what has merely been assumed.

Finally, conditions were, in many
respects, mote favorable for a re-examina-
tion of Darwinism in the 1990s than previ-
ously. During the 1980s, widespread pub-
licity had been given to the writings of cer-
tain prominent fossil experts, who had
insisted that the fossil record was incom-
patible with the Darwinian picture that
major evolutionary changes occur in grad-
ual increments by the accumulation of tny

ing Darwinism, reflect the political and
social conditions of their times. It had
become common to talk of paradigms,
and paradigm shifts, and potential revo-
lutions in scientific thought, That mod-
crn science could be captured by some
philosophical notion, and used for politi-
cal or religious purposes, was no longer
unthinkable. Indeed, the pseudoscicnces
called Marxism and Freudianism have
lost their scientific standing in recent
years, and Darwin, Marx, and Freud are
often grouped as the thinkers who most

~profoundly influenced the twentieth cen-

tury. As a result of these developments,
critics of Darwinism had an unprecedent-
¢d opportunity to make their points in
language that the academic world was
used to hearing.

The argument of Darwin on Trial was
shaped by these considerations and
expressed in language judged most likely
to be intelligible to a contemporary aca-
demic audience. At the same time, the
argument was uncompromising on the |
main issue, which is the validity of natural-
istn as & starting point for modem thought,
scientific or otherwise. I insisted upon ask-
ing whether naturalism is tmé‘; cven though
the immediate response from critics was
that to ask such a question showed I did-
not “understand how science works.” My
objective was not to please the naturalists,
or to compromise with them, but to bring
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out into the open the essential assumptions
they were hiding, and thus to make those
assumptions vulnerable to criticism.

By now. it is clear that this strategy has
met with considerable success. My book is
selling well and is being used in college
_courses at a number of institutions. T have
spoken at dozens of universities and col-
leges, in many cases with the full approval
of academic authorities at official events
and even in courses dealing with evolution-
ary biology. Many leading figures in sci-
ence and philosophy have reviewed the
book and thus have been drawn further
into the discussion of fundamental assump-
tions. As the discussion continues, evolu-
tionary biology professors will find it
increasingly difficult to get away with a
dogmatic approach to the controversy.
~ One example will indjcate the problems
that are ahead for Darwinists as the debate '

~continues and expands. Michael Ruse, a
leading academic.defender of Darwinism,
gave a talk about me at the 1993 annual
mecting of the American Association for
the Advancement of Science. The talk was
supposed to be an attack, bur Ruse actually
conceded the main point at issue between
us. Darwinism is founded upon a naturalis-
tic picture of reality, he conceded, and this
assumption needs to be defended honestly
rather than concealed. That concession will
be fatal if the evolutionary scientists agree
to make it, because the Darwinian version
of evolution has hitherto been presented to
the public as value-free fact. Biologists have
authority to tell us facts that thcy know
from the study of biology, IEEEE
but they have no intellec- -
tual or moral authority to
order us to adopt a partic-.
ular philosophy that they
happen to prefer. Once
the crucial influence of
philosophy is admitted,
nonbiologists and even ordinary people-.
must be allowed to decide whether to-
believe what the biologists are saying,

SURPRISING RESISTANCE
Ironically, while my critique of Darwin-
ism and scientific naturalism has gained a.
hearing in secular academic debates, it
has met with surprising resistance from
theistic evolutionists in the Christian aca-
demic woeld, That many Christian col-
lege and seminary professors are ardent

We need to stop talkihg‘
about the separate realms

of religion and science, and
start talking about truth.

defenders of Darwinism may seem aston-
ishing, but it is true, There are many rea-
sons for this, including the powerful
indoctrination aspiring professors reccive
in graduate schools. Perhaps the most
important factor is thar the reigning
assumption among Christian intelectuals
in recent years has been that, given the
futility of fighting a war with science, the
best hope for saving Christianity in mod-
ern culture is to show that Christian the-
ism can coexist with scientific knowledge,
including the theory of evolution. This
assumption gave theistic evolutionists an
enormous stake in believing that what the
rulers of science tell us about evolution is
true (and hence unbeatable), and that it is
rcligiohs]y neutral (and henee acceptable).

Neither of those beliefs is correct. What
theistic evolutionists have failed abové all
to comprehend is that the conflict is not
over “facts” but over ways of thinking. The
problem is not just with any specific doc-
trine of Darwinian science, but with the
naturalistic rules of thought that
Darwinian scientists employ to derive
those doctrines. If scientists had actually
observed natural selection creating new
organs, or had seen a step-by-step process
of fundamental change consistently record-
ed in the fossil record, such observations
could readily be interpreted as evidence of
God’s use of secondary causes to create,
Bue Danwinian scientists have not observed
anything like that. What they have done is
to assume as a matter of first principle that

purpoadnss material-proecsses can do all -

the work of biological cre-
ation because, according
to their philosophy, noth-
ing else was available.
They have defined their
task as finding the most
plausible—or least im-
plausible—description of
how biological crcation could occur in the
absence of a creator. The specific answers
they derive may or may not be recongilable
with theism, but the manner of thinking is
profoundly atheistic, To accept the answers
as indubitably true is inevitably to accept
the thinking that generated those answers.
That is why I think the appropriate term
for the accommodationist position is not

“theistic evolution,” but rather theistic natu-

raftsm, Under either name, it is a disastrous
error.

60
SPEAKING SO SECULARISTS LISTEN

How are we to speak so that sccularists
will listen? First, we have to understand
how secularists—in this context, that
means those who subscribe to scientific
naturalism—think, and what particular
words mean in their system of thinking,
A message, however eloquent it may
sound to us, is a merc noisy gong or
clanging cymbal to those who have a
different frame of reference. I believe
that wise old missionaries have always
given that kind of advice to newcomers
in the field. Jesus as the Good Shepherd
makes no sense to tribes that have never
heard of sheep. Likewise, framing an
argument in “religious”. terms guaran-
tees its rejection by people who have
been brought up to think that religion
means about the same thing as fantasy.
We need to stop talking about the sepa-
rate realms of religion and science and
start talking about truth.

When we understand how sccularists
think, the next step is ro understand
what the primary issue is so we can focus
on that and leave secondary issues for
fater. Deciding what is primary and what
is secondary is often difficult, but in the
case of evolution, it was casy for me. The
primary point is not how long it took
God to create, or whether he created
things abruptly or gradually, or whether
the first chapters of Genesis are to be
interpreted literally or figuratively. These
are all important issues in their way, but
they are-secondary. The primary issue is
whether God created us at all. The natu-
ralists say that our creator was not an all-
knowing and loving God, but a combi-

nation of chance events and impersonal

natural laws. What is more, they claim
that evolutionary science has proved thlS
to be the case.

If the naturalists were right, then
Christian theists would deserve their mar-
ginalized status in the academic world.
But the naturalists are not right. They are
very, very wrong. And if we leamn to think
clearly, we can show it. ‘

Phillip fohnsen is professor of law at the University
of California, Berkeley, and the author of Darwin
on Trial (InterVarsity). This article s based on a
presentation made at a symposium spoansored by
Charles Colson and the Wilberfarce Forum, which
is a menisiry af Prison Fellowship.
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DARWINISM DEFINED: THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN FACT AND THEORY

BY STEPHEN JAY GOULD

harles Darwin, who was, perhaps, the most incisive
thinker among the great minds of history, clearly di-
“vided his life’s work into two claims of different char-
acter: establishing the fact of evolution, and proposing
atheory (natural selection) for the mechanism of evo-
lutionary change, He also expressed, and with equal
clarity, his judgment about their different status: con-
fidence in the facts of ransmutation and genealogical connection
among all organisms. and appropriate caution about his unproved
theory of natural selection. He stated in the Descent of Man: “1
had two distinct objects in view: firstly. to show that species had
not been separately created. and secondly, that natural selection
had been the chjefagent of change. . . If | have erred in. . having
exaggerated its [natural selection's} power. . . | have ai least.as ]
hope. done good service in aiding 1o overthrow the dogma of sep-
arate creations.™
Darwin wrote those words more than a century ago. Evoiution-
ary biologists have honored his fundamental distinction between
factand theory ever since. Facts are the world's data: theories are
explanations proposed to interpret and coordinate facts, The fact
of evolution is as well established as anythingin science (as secure
as the revolution of the earth about the sun). though absolute cer-
tainty has no place in our lexicon, Theories. or statements about
the causes of documented evolutionary change, are now in a peri-
od of intense debate—a good mark of science in its healthiest
state. Facts don’t disappear while scientists debate theories, As]
wrote in an early issue of this magazine (May 1981}, “Einstein’s
theory of gravitation replaced Newion’s, but apples did not sus-
pend themselves in mid-air pending the outcome.” o
Since facts and theories are so different, it isn’t surprising that
these two components of science have had separate histories
ever since Darwin. Berween 1859 (the year of publication for the
Origin of Species)and 1882 (the year of Darwin’s death), nearly
all thinking people came to accept the fact of evolution. Darwin
lies beside Newton in Westminster Abbey for this great contri-

‘overall diversity in geological time. have greatly expanded the
scope of impertant causes~—f{rom random. selectively neutra)
change at the genetic level. 10 punctuated equilibria and cata-
strophic mass extinction in geological time.

In this period of vigorous pluralism and intense debate among
evolutionary biologists, | am grearly saddened to note that some
distinguished commentators among non-scientists, in particular
Irving Kristol in a New York Times Op Ed piece of Sept. 30, 1985
(*Room for Darwin and the Bible"). so egregiously misunder-
stand the character of our discipline and continue to confuse this
central distinction between secure fact and healthy debate abou
theory. :

I don’t speak of the militant fundamentalists who label them-
setves with the oxymoron “scientific creationists.” and try to
sneak their Genesis literalism into high school classrooms under
the guise of scientific dissent. I'm used to their rhetoric, their dis-
honest mis- and hali-quotations. their constant repetition of
“useful” arguments that even they must recognize as nonsense
(disproved human footprints on dinosaur trackways in Texas. ris-
ible misinterpretation of thermodynamics to argue that life's
complexity couldn't increase without a divine boost}. Our strug-
gle with these ideologues is political. not intelleciual. | speak

_instead of our allies among people committed to reason and hon-

orable argument.

Kristol, who is no fundamentalist, accuses evolutionary biolo-
gists of bringing their troubles with creationists upon themseives
by 100 zealous an insistence upon the truths of Darwin's world.
He writes: “. . . the debate has become a dogmatic crusade on
Both sides, and our educators. school administrators. and texi-
book publishers find themselves trapped in the middle.” He
places the primary blame upon a supposedly anti-religious stance
in biological texibooks: “There is no doubt that most of our text-
books are still written as partici pants in the ‘warfare’ between sci-
ence and religion that is our heritage from the 19th century. And

- there is also little doubt that it is this pseudoscientific dogmatism

bution. His theory of natural selection has experienced a much

different, and checkered, history. It attracted some notable {ol-
lowers during his lifetime (Wallace in England, Weismann in
Germany), but never enjoyed majority support. It became an or-
" thodoxy among English-speaking evolutionists {but never, 10
this day, in France or Germany) during the 1930s, and received
fittle cogent criticism until the 1970s. The past fifteen years have
witnessed a revival of intense and, this time, highly fruitful
debate as scientists discover and consider the immplications of
phenomena that expand the potential causes of evolution well
beyond the unitary focus of strict Darwinism {the struggle for
reproductive success among organisms within popula-
tions}, Darwinian selection will not be overthrown; it
will remain a centra) focus of more inclusive evolution-
ary theories. But new findings and interpretations at all
levels, from molecular change in genes to patterns of

Stephen Jay Gouid teaches biology, geology, and the
history of science at Harvard,

that has provoked the current religious reaction,”
Kristol needs a history lesson if he thinks that current creation-

: ism is 2 product of scientific intransigence. Creationism, as a po-

litical movement against evolution, has been a continually pow-

" erful force since the days of the Scopes trial. Rather than using

. evolution to crusade against religion in their texts, scientists have

+ ‘been lucky to get anything at ail about evolution into books for
- high school students ever since Scopes's trial in 1925, My own
- high school biology text, used in the Ii beral constituency of New

" laws that were used against Scopes and cowed textbook publish-

York City in 1956, didn't even mention the word evolution. The
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Why some distinguished non-scientists egregiously misunderstand the nature of evolution

ers into submission weren't overturned by the Supreme Court
until 1968 (Epperson v. Arkansas),
But what about Kristol's major charge—anii-religious preju-

dice and one-dimensional dogmatism about evolution in modern _

textbooks? Now we come to the heart of what makes me so sad
. about Kristol's charges and others in a similar vein, | don't deny
" that some texts have simplified, even distorted, in failing to cover
the spectrum of modern debates; this, 1 fear, is a limitation of the
genre itself {and the reason why I, though mare of @ writer than
most scientists, have never chosen to compose a text). But what

evidence can Kristol or anyone else provide to demonstrate that |

evolutionists have been worse than scientists from other fields in
gossing over legjtimate debate within their textbooks? :
Consider the evidence. Two textbooks of evolution now domi-
nate the field. One has as its senior author Theodosius Dob-
zhansky, the greatest evolutionist of our century, and a lifelong
. Russian Orthodox; nothing anti-religious could slip past his
* watchfut eye. The second, by Douglas Futuyma, is a fine book bya
i kind and generous man who could never be dogmatic about any-
" thing except intolerance, (His book gives a fair hearing to my own
" heterodoxies, while dissenting from them.}

When we come to popular writing about evolution, | suppose .

ample, by the way—of dogmatism about theory and sustains his

- charge by citing our confidence in the fact of transmutation. 1

that my own essays are as well read as any. I don’t think that Kris- !
tol could include me among Darwinian dogmatists, for most of
my essays focus upon my disagreements with the strict version of :
natural setection. I also doubt that Kristol would judge me antj- !
religious, since I have campaigned longand hard against the same :

silly dichotomy of science versus religion that he so rightly ridi-
cules. | have written laudatory essays about several scientists
{Burnet, Cuvier, Buckland, and Gosse, among others) branded as
theological dogmatisis during the nineteenth-century reaction;
and, while I'm not a conventional believer, | don’t consider my-
self irreligious. i

Kristol’s major error lies in his persistent confusion of fact
with theory. He accuses us—without giving a single concrete ex-

is reasonable 10 suppose that if evolution were taught more cau-
tiously, as a conglomerate idea consisting of conflicting hypothe-
ses rather than as an unchallengeable certainty, it would be far
less controversial,”
Well, Mr. Kristol, evolution (as theory) is indeed “a conglomer-
ate idea consisting of confiicting hypotheses.” and | and my col-
DA — ' leagues teach it as such. But evolu-
The fact Of [ tion is alsoa fact of nature. and so do
evo’"'ﬁan Y IRl ‘e teach it as well. just as our geolog-
’ . . g s ical colleagues describe the struciure
well established of silicate minerals, and astronomers
as anything
in science (as

the elliptical orbits of planets,
Rather than castigate Mr, Kristol
securcly founded (NN ey
as the revolution
of the earth about
the sun), though

incidentand the popular perception
of evolution in general. I you will

absolute certainty

has no place

accept my premise that evolution is
as weil established as any seientific

fact{I shali give the reasons in a mo-

ment}, then why are we uniquely

i I called upon to justify our chosen

in the lexicon of profession; and why are we alone
w2173 A AR subjected to such unwarranted infa-
: BN my? To this central question of this
essay, { suggest the following answer, We haven’ received our

" due for two reasons: (1) a general misundersianding of the differ-

ent methods used by all historical sciences tincluding evolution),

- for our modes of inference don’t march stereotypes ol “thescien-

tific method”; and (2) 2 continuing but unjustified fear about the
implication both of evolution itself and of Darwin's theory for its

: mechanism. With these two issues resolved. we can understand

i
i

. both the richness of science {in its pluralistic methods of inquiry)

* and the absence ofany conflict, through lack of common content,

between proper science and true religion.

Our confidence in the fact of evolution rests upon copious data
thatfall, roughly, into three great classes. First. we have the direct
evidence of small-scale changes in controlled laboratory experi-
ments of the past hundred years (on bacteria, on ailmost every
measurable property of the fruit iy Drosophila ), or observed in
nature (color changes in moth wings, development of metal toler-
ance in plants growing near industrial waste heaps), or produced

during a few thousand years of human breeding and agriculture. '

Creationists can scarcely ignore this evidence, so they respond by
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You see, now I've blown our cover. We scientists do have our passionate debates.

arguing that God permits limited modification within created
types, but that you can never change a cat into a dog (who ever
said that you couid. or that nature did?),

Second. we have direct evidence for farge-scale changes, based
upon sequences in the fossil record. The nature of this evidence is

" often misunderstood by non-professionals who view evolution as

asimpleladder of progress, and therefore expect a linear array of
“missing links.” But evolution is a copiously branching bush, not
a ladder. Since our fossil record is so imperfect, we can't hope to
find evidence forevery tiny twiglet. (Sometimes, in rapidly evoiv-
ing lineages of abundant organisms restricted 10 a small area and
entombed in sediments with an excellent fossil record, we do dis-

- cover an entire little bush—but such examples are as rare as they

- evidence of structurally intermediate

! to mammals. The lower jaw of mam-
" mais contains but a single bone, the

i
|

i changes in function that mark path-
; ticulating the upperand lower jaws of

+ become the malleus and incus (ham-
1 mer and anvil) of mammals.

are precious.) In the usual case, we may recover the remains of
side branch number 3 from the bush's early history, then bough

number 40 a bit Jater. then the fuil series of branches 156-161 ina
" well preserved sequence of younger rocks, and finally surwvmg

twigs 250 and 287.

jaw half disarticulated during the stressful time of transition.

The fossii record provides a direct answer. In an excellent se-
ries of temporally ordered structural intermediates. the reptiliart
dentary gets larger and larger, pushing back as the other bonesof a
reptile’s lower faw decrease in size, We've even found a transi-
tional form with an elegant solution to the problem of remaking

jaw bones into ear bones. This creature has a double articula-

tion—one between the two bones that become the mammalian
hammer and anvil (the old reptilian joint), and a second between
the squamosal and dentary bones (the modern mammalian condi-
tion). With this buili-in redundancy, the emerging mammals
could abandon one connection by maving two bones into the ear,
while retaining the second linkage, which becomes the sole artic-
ulation of modern mammals.

Third, and most persuasive in its ubiquity, we have the signs of
history preserved within every organism, every ecosystem. and

" every pattern of biogeographic distribution, by those pervasive

In other words, we usnally find sequances of structural inter- X
" ing modern results, not the processes that caused them. but what
" eise can we make of the pervasive pattern? Why does our body.,
: from the bones of our back to the musculature of our belly, display
- the vestiges of an arrangement better suited for quadrupedal life if
- we aren't the descendants of four-footed creatures? Why do the
' plants and animals of the Galapegos so closely resembie, but dif

mediates, not linear arrays of ancestors and descendants. Such
sequences provide superb examples of temporally ordered evo-
lutionary trends. Consider the evidence for human evolution in
Africa. What more could you ask from a record of rare creattifes
living in terrestrial environments that provide poor opportunity
for fossilization? We have a temporal sequence displaying clear

trends in a suite of features, including threefold increase of brain °
size and corresponding decrease of jaws and teeth, (We are miss- :
ing direct evidence for an earlier transition to upright posture, :

but wide-ranging and unstudied sediments of the right age have
been found in East Africa, and we have an excellent chance to fill
in this part of our story.) What alternative can we suggest to evo-
lution? Would God—for some inscrutable reason or merely lo
test our faith—create five species,
one after the other (Australopithe-
cus afarensis, A. africanus, Homo
habilis, H. erectus, and H. sapiens),
to mimic a continuous trend of evo-
lutionary change?

Or, consider another example with

stages—the transition from reptiles

dentary. Reptiles build their iower
jaws of several bones. In perhaps the
most fascinating of those quirky

ways of evolution, the two bones ar-

reptiles migrate to the middle ear and

Creationists, ignorant of hard evi-
dence in the fossii record, scoff at this
tale. How could jaw bones become ear
bones, they ask. What happened in
between? Ananimalcan’t work witha

quirks, oddities, and imperfections that record pathways of his-
torical descent. These evidences are indirect, since we are view-

fer slightly from, the creatures of Ecuador. the nearest bit of lar.
600 miles to the east, especially when coo) oceanic currents and
volcanic substrate make the Galapagos such a different environ-

M‘,

ment from Ecuador (thus removing the potential argument that
. God makes the best creatures for each place. and small differ-
* ences only reflect a minimal disparity of environmens)? The

s:m:larmes can only mean that Ecuadorian creatures colonized

the Galapagos and then diverged by a
natural process of evolution.

This method of searching for oddi-
ties as vestiges of the past isn't pecu-
liar to evolution, but a common pro-
cedure of afl historical science. How,
for example, do we know that words

tee in Mr, Orwell’s bureau of New-

gy of so many words testify 1o a
different life style among our ances-
tors? In this article, I try to “broad-
cast™ some ideas (a mode of sowing
seed) in order to counter the most
“egregious” of creationist sophistries
(the animal ex grege, or outside the
flock), for which, given the quid pro

have histories, and haven't been de- :
creed by some ail-knowing commit- -

speak? Doesn't the bucolic etymoio- |
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guoof business, this fine magazine pays me an “emolument™ (the
fee that millers once received to grind corn).
I'don’t want (o sound like a shril} dogmatist shouting “rally

. round the flag boys,” but biologists have reached a consensus,

. based on these kinds of da1a, about the fact of evolution. When |

i evolution with our vibrant dissonance about mechanisms of j

henest critics like Irving Kristo! misinterpret this agreement,
they're either confusing our fruitful consonance about the factof

change, or they’ve misinterpreted part of our admittedly arcane
technical literature.
One such misinterpretation has gained sufficient notoriety in

- cedure, They've decided, by misreading Karl Popper's philoso-

phy. that patterns of branching can be established unambiguously
as a fact of nature, but that processes causipg events of branching,
since they can't be observed directly.can’t be known with certain-
ty. Therefore. they say, we must talk only of patternand rigidly ex-
clude alt discussion of process (hence “pattern cladistics™).

This is where Bethell got everything arse-backwards and began
the whole confusion. A philosophical choice 10 abjure all 1alk
about process isn’t the same thing as declaring that no reason for
patterns of branching exists. Pattern cladists don't doubt that eva-

. lution is the cause behind branching: rather, they"ve decided that

" the last year that we crave resolution both for its own sakeandasan ¢
illustration of the frustrating confusion that can arise when scien- i

* tists aren’t clear and when commen-

. branching order of lineages on evo-

‘Why does our .
body, from the
bones of our back
to the muscles of
our belly, display
vestiges of an -~ -

tators, as a resuht of hidden agendas,
don't isten. Tom Bethell argued in
Harper’s (February 1985) that a
group of young taxonomists called
pattern cladists have begun to doubt
the existence of evolution itself,
This would be truly astounding
news, since cladistics is a powerful
method dedicated 1o reforming

! arrangement .
classification by using only the y

better suited for
quadrupedal fife if
we aren't the
descendants

of lour-footed =
creatures? '

lutionary trees (“propinguity of de-
scent” in Darwin’s lovely phrase),
rather than vague notions of overall
similarity in form or function. (For
example, in the cladistic system, a
lungfish is more closely related 1o a
horse than to a salmon because the
common ancestor of lungfish and horse is more recent in time
than the tink point of the lungfish-horse lineage with the branch
leading to modern bony fishes ( inciuding saimon).

Cladists use only the order of branching to construct their
schemes of refationships; it bothers (hem not a whit that lungfish

and salmon look and work so muchalike. Cladism. in other words,

our science shouldn’t be discussing causes at all. ,

Now | happen to think thar this philosophy is misguided: in
unguarded moments I would even deem it absurd. Science. afier
all, is flundamentally about process; learning why and how things
happen is the soul of our discipline. You can't abandon the search

» for cause in favor of a dry documentation of pattern. You must
+ take risks of uncertainty in order 1o probe the deeper questions,
! rather than stopping with sterile security. You see. now ['ve

biown our cover. We scientists do have our passionate debates—
and I've just poured forth an example. But as | wrote earlier, thisis
a debate about the proper approach to causes. not an argument
about whether causes exist. or even whether the cause of branch-
ing is evolution or something else. No cladist denies that branch-
ing patterns arise by evolution.

This incident also raises the troubling issue of how mvihs be-

. come beliefs through adulterated repetition without proper doc-
" umentation. Bethell began by misunderstanding patiern cladis-
* tics, but at least he reports the movement as a small splinter. and

tries 10 reproduce their arguments, Then Krisiol picks up the ball |
and recasts it as a single sentence of supposed fact—and all cla-
dists have now become doubters of evolution by proclamation.

- Thus a movement, by fial, is turned inta its opposite—as the pur-

is the purest of ail genealogical systems for classification, since it

works only with closeness of common ancestry in time. How pre-
ciously ironic then, that this most rigidly evolutionary of all taxo-
nomic systems should become the subject of such extracrdinary
misunderstanding—as devised by Bethell, and perpetuated by
Kristol when he writes: *, . . many younger biologists {the so-
called ‘cladists’) are persuaded that the differences among spe-
cies—including those that seem to be closely related——are such as
lo make the very concept of evolution questionable.”

This error arose for the following reason. A small splinter
group of cladists (not all of them, as Kristol claims)—"trans-
formed” or “pattern” cladists by their own designation—have
adopted what is (0 me an iil-conceived definition of scientific pro-

est of ail methods for establishing genealogical connections be-
comes a weapon for denying the mechanism that all biologists
accept as the cause of branching on life’s tree: evolution itself.

* Our genealogy hasn't been threatened, but my geniality has al-

most succumbed.

When | ask myself why the evidence for evolution, o clear to
all historical scientists. fails to impress intelligent nonscientists, 1
must believe that more than simple misinformation lies at the root
of our difficulty with a2 man like Irving Kristol. I believe that the
main problem centers upon a restrictive stereotype of scientific
method accepted by most non-practitioners as the essential defi-
nition of all scientific work. :

We learn in high school about the scientific method—a cut- -
and-dried procedure of simplification to essential components, .
experiment in the controlled situation of a laboratory, prediction :
and replication. But the sciences of history—not just evolution '
but a suite of fundamental disciplines ranging from geology. 10
cosmology, to linguistics—cant operate by this stereotype. We :

DISCOVIR « JANUARY - 1057 &9




157

By |

The common goal of science and religion is our shared struggle for wisdom in all its guises

are charged with expluining events of extraordinary complexity

that occur but once in alf their details. We try 10 understand the

past, but don't pretend to predict the future. We can't see past

: processes directly, but learn to infer their operation from pre-
- served results. ' o B

Seience is a pluralistic enterprise with a rich panoply of meth-

. ods appropriale for different kinds of problems. Past events of -
- long duration don’t lie outside the realm of science because we |
cannot make them happen in a month within our laboratory. Di- -

rect vision isn't the only, or even the usual, method of inference in
. science. Wedon't see electrons, or quarks, or chemical bonds, any
more than we see small dinosaurs evolve into birds, or India crash
into Asia to raise the Himalayas.
Wiiliam Whewell, the great English philosopher of science
. during the early nineteenth century. argued that his-
" torical science can reach conclusions, as well con-
“firmed as any derived from experiment and reptica-
tion in laboratories, by a method he called “consi-
lience™ {literally “jumping together™) of inductions.
* Since we can’i see the past directly or manipulate its
events, we must use the different tactic of meeting
. history's richness head on. We must gather its won-
drously varted results and search {or a coordinating
" cause that can make sense of disparate data other-
* wiseisolated and uncoordinated. We must see ifaset
. of results so diverse that no one had ever considered
their potential coordination might jump together as
_the varied products of a single process. Thus plate
tectonics can explain magnetic stripes on the sea
floor, the rise and Jater erosion of the Appalachians,
the earthquakes of Lisbon and San Francisco, the
eruption of Mount St. Helens, the presence of farge
flightless ground birds only on continents once unit-

v

canno more answer the questions of how we ought to live than re-
ligion can decree the age of the earth. Honorable and discerning
scientists (most of us, | trust) have alwaysundersiood that the lim-+
itsto what science can answer also describe the power of its meth-
ods in their proper domain. Darwin himself exclaimed that sci-

i ence couidn't touch the problem of evil and similar moral conun-

drums: “A dog might as well speculate on the mind of Newtcn.
Let each man hope and believe what he can.”

There is no warfare between science and religion, never was
except as a historical vestige of shifling 1axonomic boundaries
amongdisciplines. Theologians haven’t been troubled by the fact

. of evolution, unless they try Lo extend their own domain beyond

its proper border (hubris and territorial expansionism aren’t the

- sins of scientists alone. despite Mr. Kristol’s fears). The Reverend

Theologians .
aren't troubled
by the fact of
evolution, unless
they try to -
extend their

domain beyond
its praper horder
Chubris and
ferritorial -
expansionism
aren't the sins of
scientists alonc)

Henry Ward Beecher. our greatest orator during
Darwin's century, evoked the most quintessential of
American metaphors in dismissing the entire sub-
ject of conflict between science and religion with
a single epithet: "Design by wholesale is grander
than design by retail”—or. genéral laws rather than
creation of each item by fiat will satisfy our notion
of divinity.

Similarly. most scientists show no hostility Lo re-
ligion. Why should we. since our subject doesntin-
tersect the concerns of theology? ! strongly disput-
Kristol's claim that “the current teaching of evoll
tion in our public schools does indeed have an ideo-
logical bias against religious belief.” Unless at least
half my colleagues are inconsisient dunces. there
can be—on the most raw and direct empirical
grounds—no conflict between science and religion.
I know hundreds of scientists who share a cenvic-
tion about the faci of evolution, and teach it in

ed as Gondwanaland,and the discovery of fossil coalin Antarctica. , much the same way. Among these people | note an entire spec-

Darwin, who understood the different rigor of historical sci-
ence so well, complained bitterly about those critics who denied
scientific staius to evolution because they couldn't see it directly

trum of religious attitudes—from devout daily prayer and wor-

. ship to resolute atheism. Either there's no correlation between

or reproduce its historical results in a laboratory. He wrote to
" Hookerin 1861: “Change of species cannot be directly proved. . . ~
i for wisdom in all its various guises. | know no better illustration of
* this great unity than a final story about Charles Darwin. This

i The doctrine must sink or swim according as it groups and ex-
i plains phenomena. Itisreally curious how few judge itin this way,
" which isclearly the right way.” And later, in 1868: “This hypothe-
; sis may be tested . . . by trying whether it explains several large
: and independent classes of facts; such as the geological succession
! of organic beings, their distribution in past and present times, and
! their mutual affinities and homologies.” '

i If a misunderstanding of the different methods of historical in-
i

1

quiry has impeded the recognition of evolution as a product of

| science at its best, then a residual fear for cur own estate has con-
| tinued to foster resentment of the fact that our physical bodies
§ have ancient roots in ape-like primates, waddling reptiles, jawless
: fishes, worm-like invertebrates, and other creatures deemed even
lower or more ignoble. Qur ancient hopes for hurnan transcen-
dence have vet 1o make their peace with Darwin’s world.

But what challenge can the facts of nature pose to our own deci-
sions about the moral value of our lives? We are what we are, but

we interpret the meaning of our heritage as we choose. Science

religious belief and confidence in evolution—or else half these
people are fools.
The common goal of science and religion is our shared struggle

scourge of fundamentalism had a conventional church burial—in
Westminster Abbey no less. J. Frederick Bridge, Abbey organist
and Oxford don, composed a funerai anthem expecially for the .
occasion. It may not rank high in the history of music, but itis,as
my chorus director opined, a “sweet piece.” {I've made whatmay ;

be the only extant recording of this work, marred only by the voice :

of yours truly within the bass section.) Bridge selected for his text
the finest biblical description of the common aim that will forever
motivate both the directors of his building and the inhabitants of |
the temple of science—wisdom, “Her ways are ways of pleasant- |
ness and all her paths are peace” (Proverbs 3:17).
I am only sorry that Dr. Bridge didn’t set the very next meta- ,
phor about wisdom (Proverbs 3:18), for it describes, with t
proper topology of evolution itself. the greatest dream of th

who followed the Ged of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob: “Sheisd™;
¢ tree of life to them that lay hold upon her.”

gl
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ON EARTH

"ASTT IS IN HEAVEN

') l (:
veryone come this

way. Gather around!”
" shouted Professor John
Whitmore above the roar of
a swollen creek. Twenty-
five undergraduares from
his earth-sciences class at
Cedarville College bunched
up at the edge of a cliff. The
field trip to Indian Mound
gorge in southwestern Ohio
had begun just after lunch.
We'd taken a van past
spent cornfields. Yellow
wildflowers poked up from
the brown stubble after days
of rain. The hike in was treacherous.

Fresh shoots of poison ivy probed the -

mired path. Already a few girls in
fancy shoes were wearing mud slicks
up their backs. )
“This stratum is known as the
Cedarville Dolomite,” Whitmore
said as students scratched furiously
in their pads, “because it is best ex-
posed in Cedarville. Below it you
can see a layer of Springfield

Jack Hitt is a contributing editor of Harper's
Magazine. “Toxic Dreams,” his report from
Glen Avon, California, appeared in the July
1995 issue. :

1itustrations by Victoria Kann

By Jack Hitt

Dolomite, which would be best ex-
posed in ... 1" Professor Whitmore
paused, inviting an answer. But
group dynamics forbade it. The
crowd held still, embarrassed, help-
less in silence.

“Springfield. Exactly,” Whitmore
answered. The class descended along
a rocky path and stopped to draw

sketches. A streak of shale appeared,

and a gurgling aquifer trickled from
the rock, flowing over a smooth
limestone tongue. A sweet-faced boy
named Jeff with James Dean side-
butns fingered the shale and sudden-
ly gripped a loose shard.

Field trips with the apostles of creation science

“That’s a fossil,” Professor
Whitmore explaiped, “a
crinoid. A nice one too.”

. The preserved animal ap-
peared to be nothing more
than an inch of baling

string stuck in the shale.

. The body was neatly seg-
mented into tiny bulbous,
sections; all in all, in prerty
good shape, given that most
geologists would date its age
at 400 million years.

“It's an echinoderm,”
Whitmore explained. “It's
related to the starfish and

the sand dollar.” He turmed it over in

his hand. “I would say it's about

4,500 years old. It was deposited dur-

ing Noah's Flood."
The students peered over Jeff’s
shoulder to' glimpse his prize before

drifting down the path. | hung back’

with, Jeff. He ran his fingers across
the tiny bumps of the crinoid body—
a souvenir of God'’s wrath and love
cast forever in stone. “Noah’s
Flood,” he murmured.

By now the class was looking upon
an enormous chunk of rock that had
broken off from the cliff. “And what
has caused the rocks to fall is ... 7"
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Whitmore shouted. His students’
stricken faces fell into their notebooks..

“Gravity,” announced Pro-

fessor Whitmore, “right.”
E the last ten years or so, | have
been dipping into creationist litera-
ture. Back in the 1980s, the science
was unintentional vaudeville. Zeal-
ous devotees of murky academic
pedigree performed amusing tests
and published the results in their
own periodicals, such-as the Creation
Science Research Quarterly. One ex-
periment, I recall, involved pouring
drinking water from a pitcher into a
saltwater aquarium to determine sci-
entifically the effect on salowater life
of what creationists call the “960
consecutive hours” (40 days and
nights) of rain during the “Noachian
Deluge” (Noah's Flood). The “fish
stopped swimming at 20.3 * 1.1 0/00
salinity,” the researcher reported in

deadpan science-ese. “Obviously,”

he concluded with pep, “additional
research is needed.”
In the last few years, though, cre-

W/ HILE MAINSTREAM CREATIONISTS WATER DOWN THEIR FAITH
INTO SOUND BITES, YOUNG-EARTHERS ARE CLUTCHING THE
BIBLE TO THEIR LAB COATS MORE FERVENTLY THAN EVER

ationism has been revived and trans”
formed by an influx of scientists,
some with Ivy League degrees, striv-
ing to verify the truths of their disci-
pline using the scientific method.

They are young: John Whitmore, for’

example, is thirty-three years old.
But more importantly, they are com-
mitted: Whitmore completed a study
of geology at.Kent State University
without disturbing his literalist belief
in the Bible. Like his cutting-edge
colleagues, he now spends his time
in the laboratory and on field trips
carrying out experiments and care-
fully weaving together the “physical-
world data” and the “Scriptural da-
ta,” the warp and the woof of what
its advocates call “neo-creationism.”
What emerges from this labor is the
taut canvas of a worldview both syn-
cretic and baroque.

Neo-creationism is the work of a
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small group of scientists, an academic
subset situated within “young-earth
creationism,” the most literal strain,
of ereationist thought. Young-earth-
ers read the Bible as a scientific
source document and labor to find
evidence of a world created by God
in six days about 6,000 years ago. All

other creationists, closer to the main-

stream, are known as “old-agers"—
those who accept most current scien-
tific thinking (including the fact that
the universe is billions of years old)
but blend it with certain assumptions

drawn from the Bible. The most ac--

commodationist old-agers, known as
“theistic evolutionists,” are little
more than latter-day deists;. they be-

lieve that God kickstarted the uni-.

verse billions of years ago with the
Big Bang and has sat back ever since.
“Progressive creationists,” a bit far-
ther down the spectrum, believe that
God intervenes only rarely, once an
aeon or so.

Variations of creationist thought
have cropped up since Darwin's day,
when it first appeared that scientific

progress was going to shove God out
of His own universe. For the longest
time, those defenders of the faith who
didn’t want to appear downright an-
tediluvian found themselves strug-
gling to keep up with science, in the
process often falling into traps of log-
ic. One strategy, for example, was to
find a point where scientific theory
was having trouble with a mechanical
explanation, and then to argue that it
was at precisely that mysterious place
where God could be found—a posi-
tion that became known, dismissive-
ly, as the God of the Gaps theory.
The problem was that every time sci-
ence progressed, God was forced to
retreat to a smaller, more humiliating
niche. Among some old-agers, the re-
treat continues: one subset now holds
that God does indeed interfere in the
universe, but only at the molecular
level, a God of the Gaps position
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wherein the Lord is on the lam
among muons and leptons.
‘Much of contemporary creationist

literature is mere antievolutionism.

In 1991 Berkeley law professor
Phillip Johnson published the best-
selling Darwin on Trial. His book ex-
poses the flimsy logic underlying
some of evolution's stubbom orthe-
doxies: How does an animal evolve
an eye or 2 wing? Why isn’t there
any good proof for macroevolution—
the transition from, say, primate to
man? (Microevolution, which is
adapration within species, is accept-
ed even by the stricrest creationists.)
Why is there always talk of missing
links? All good questions, but John-
son doesn't rely on creationist re-
search to pose them; rather, he plun-
ders the internal debates of
evolutionists. For example, Johnson
cites a particularly gnarly problem
for evolutionists: the massive and
rapid appearance of numerous phyla
about half a billion years ago, a phe-
nomenon known as the Cambrian
explosion. The gradualist idea of
evolution is shaken by this
moment. But the main popu-
larizer of this flaw is, ironical-
ly, creationism’s public enemy
number one, Stephen Jay
Gould, Harvard paleontologist
and dispenser of evolutionary
_doctrine in his monthly col-
umn in_Natural History
magazine. Gould long ago put his
peers on notice of the Cambrian
problem, and then offered a solution
known as “punctuated .equilibrium.”
Johnson mentions Gould’s solution
but dwells on Gould’s revelation of
the problem. Throughout the book,
in fact, Johnson holds up evolution’s
animated, healthy. debate as proof

- against itself and applies the pitiless -

tules of logic to a world bright with
controversy and contradiction. Ulti-
mately, his book advances no posi-
tive theory of creationism; he’s just 2
pissed-off Christian. Imagine the re-
action if another sophist had raked
through the tissuey pages of the
Bible with the same angry rigor.
More recently, some old-agers
have floated the “intelligent design,”
or ID, theory. Drawn from the an-
cient philosophical position known
as “argument from design,” 1D theory




is today's gloss on the position that
this intricate universe couldn’t have
“just happened.” It rejects evolution-
ary science with a commonsense
variation on probability theory, argu-
ing that the odds of natural selection
producing a world as wondrous and
magical as ours are about as likely, as
the evolutionary critic Fred
Hoyle has put it, as “a hur-
ricane blowing through a
junkyard and spontaneously
having the luck to purt two-
gether a Boeing 747.”

ID is the theory that has
been adopted by those agi-
tating for creationism in the
high schools. In their sam-
ple textbook, called Of Pan-
das and People, published by
the Foundation for Thought
and Ethics, the writing is
calm and cool. Evolution is
dismissed in plain English.
Although “God” has been
banished from the book, the
careful reader can find Him
hiding out among the
charts and graphs, slipping
from chapter to chapter un-
der the nom de Dieu “intel-
ligent designer.”

In the 19805, the Supreme Court
stifled the movement to teach cre-
ationism in the schools by ruling
that the practice would viclate the

separation of church and state. Now ",

creationists are trying to dodge that
bullet by reiocating the skirmish
from the classroom to the textbook.
As creationists become increasingly
able to argue that their.ideas consti-
tute “fust another scientific theory,”
they will be able to make a first-
amendment case with Madisonian
-gusto: if the evolutionists are so cer-
tain they are right, then what do
they fear from a rigorous clash of
ideas? As Pandas concludes, quoting
no less an-authority than John
*Scopes himself: “[I]f you limit a
teacher to only one side of anything
the whole country will eventually
have only one thought, be one indi-
vidual. 1 believe in teaching every
aspect of every problem or theory.”
This strategy will work beautifully in
the he said/she said medium of tele-
vision, casting Stephen Jay Gould in
the demonic role of scowling censor.

Meanwhile, creationist beliefs are
inching their way into the main-
stream. During the Republican pri-
maries, Pat Buchanan told Sam Don-
aldson that he favored creationism
over “godless evolution,” and this
surnmer five Republican state parties
wrote platform planks calling for a

creationist curriculum.-Though the
Supreme Court will probably contin-
ue to strike down the inclusion of
creationism in a formal public-school
curriculum, what actually gets raught

. in a classroom is impossible to moni-

tor from district to district. Once the
textbooks are available, the teachers
can take over from there. And in
many towns, anyway, few parents
will complain; 58 percent of Ameri-

cans believe that it’s only fait to

teach creationism in the

T schools.
hese trends involve casting cre-

ationism's broadest principles into
language that will appeal to a mass

audience—essentially rewriting

God’s. Word into hollow sound bites
that will go down easily on a Cross-
fire episode. The other wing of cre-
ationism, meanwhile, is moving in
the opposite direction. Instead of
secularizing their ideas and watering
down their faith, they clutch the
Bible o theit lab coats more fervent-
ly than ever.
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Young-earth creationism is built
around a central scriptural truth de-
rived from the Bible’s genealogy of
patriarchs. By counting up the “be-
gat"s in the book of Numbers, a sev-
enteenth-century Irish bishop
named James Ussher—perhaps the
very first creation scientist—dared
the birth of the universe
precisely to the year 4004
B.C. (If you perform your
own calculations, you will
see that 1996 marks the
6,000th anniversary of
God's first week of work.)
Strict creationists still be-
lieve that Ussher's general
method is sound, but they
are put off by the crackpot
exactitude of his math.
They prefer twentieth-cen-
tury scientific notation, and
therefore express creation's
date as 4121.0 £ 49.7 B.C.
By the same math, Christ
was born in 3.5 * (.5 B.C.
‘and Noah's Flood concluded
in 2363.0 £ 44.7 B.C.

According to a handout in
Professor Whitmore's class,
the two models—crezation-
ism and evolutionism-—can
be considered side by side. One theo-
1y holds that creation occurred 6,000
years ago; the other says the Big Bang
exploded between eight and twenty
billion years ago. Day One of cre-

" ation gave us “the heavens and the

earth"—or the origin of the solar sys-
tem occurred five billion years ago.
Plant life was created two days lat-
er—or life emerged on earth 3.8 bil-
lion years ago. On the fifth day, ani-
mals appeared—or the Cambrian

explosion happened 570 million

years ago. Man was created that first
weekend-—or five million years ago,
during the late Cenozoic Era, Homo
erectus developed. Noah's Flood oc-
curred about 4,500 years ago—or
modern man stepped forth about
500,000 years ago.

Noah's Flood is central to creation-
ist thinking not only because it is
mentioned in the scriptural data but
because it provides an explanation for
the entire fossil record. Rather than
accepting the usual view of trilobites
drifting to the bottom of a placid sea
to be covered by sediment and then

REPORT 53




fossilized, the creationist view is that"

every fossilized animal died in the
carnage of the Flood.

To add indirect proof o this
claim, Professor Whitmore took me
into his lab, which also serves as the
hallway leading to his office. A
wwenty-foot fiberglass dinosaur—an
Acrocanthrosaurus—was taking up
much of the space. But the Acrocan-
throsaurus was on casters, so we
wheeled it by the tail to the other
side of the room and stood before a
row of a dozen beakers. In each one,
a single minnow was rotting. The
experiment began several
years ago when Whirmore
“exposed the minnows to
the air until they stopped
flopping around.” Each
container was then
marked to indicate a dif-
ferent situation. For exam-
ple, the fabel “XNDR"
means “no oxygen, dis- -
tilled water, room temper-
ature.” In those beakers
open to the air, nothing
was left but brown dust.
Those with corks {“no
oxygen”) showed a head
in advanced decomposi-
tion or a tiny finger of
shredded flesh suspended
in murky water.

Whitmore explained
that this experiment indi-
cates that fish could not
have slowly fossilized.
Such fish, like his, would
rot quickly if exposed to
air: if denied air, they would still dis-
articulate into parts rapidly. And yet
so many fossils are preserved whole.

“They had to die catastrophically,”
he said, “and thar catastrophe was the
Flood.” Those twin conclusions tidily
capture the essence of creationism.
The physical-world data suggest that
most fossilized animals died quickly.
An evolutionist who observed this
might then set up experiments to de-
termine what caused these fast
deaths. But creationists have another
'bank of data at hand. What catastro-

phe caused worldwide havoc and -

could have left a mess of camage as
global as the fossil record? The Flood.
No need to experiment further.

One morning | attended one of
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Whitmore's lectures on basic atmos-

pheric science. He explained ozone
depletion in a way that Greenpeace
would have found satisfactory. But
then he added that we may in the fu-
ture suffer not a global warming but a
“global cooling tike the one that took
place after the Flood.” This slight
tangent was little more than a clause
embedded in an otherwise straight-
forward forty-five-minute lecture.
After class, we returned to his lab.
When a student entered, I busied my-
self by examining the Acrocan-
throsaurus. A sign attached to it read:

The word “dinosaur” was invented in
the 1800s so we don’t find that word
in our Bibles. However, dinosaurian
animals are described in the Bible. Job
was familiar with two large animals
which may have been dinosaurs. Read
descriptions of Behemoth and
Leviathan described in chapters 40
and 41 of Job. Dinosaurs coexisted
with man. They did not live millions
of years ago as evolutionists teach.

Dinosaurs are a blg problem for

" creation science. Since the fossil

record is fairly clear that they did ex-
ist, and since the scriptural data dates
their origin to Day Five, dinosaurs
could have ruled the world for only
twenty-four hours. Beginning on Day
Six, dinosaurs and man must have
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coexisted in a kind of Flintstonian
Epoch. Creationist books now propa-
gate this assertion as simple fact. The
Insticute for Creation Research in
California sells a child’s book called
Noah's Ark and the Ararar Adventure.

On its cover is Noah greeting the

* white dove. Standing near him on

board the ark is Tyrannosaurus rex
and the eighty-ton Brachiosaurus.
This full embrace of the existence
of dinosaurs is a great leap forward
from creationism's initial anxious re-
action to fossils: thar God planted
them in the earth to test the faith of
believers. Creationists to-
day eagerly poke at the
earth with whisk brooms
and rock hammers to find
confirmation of their own
theories. Whitmore once
rafted.to the extremely re-
mote Liscomb Bone Beds
in the Alaskan outback
and returned with stun-
ning samples, such as the
jaw of a duckbill, all of
which are on display in the
Cedatrville science build-
ing. Whitmore explained
- that he means to inventory
his findings and publish
the results in a “traditional
journal.” Dinosaur posters
hang on his office wall
(and there’s that nearly
lifesize fiberglass one in the
lab). Like all of us, Whit-
.more thinks. dinosaurs are
really cool, proof of which
.is knitted and framed on

the wall: 1 ¥ DINOSAURS. It's just that

he also thinks that Noah marched
them up the plank two by two.
Whitmore and T were charting in
the lab when a student stopped by to
return a book called Noah's Ark: A
Feasibility Study by John Wood-
morappe.: Published a few months
ago, it represents- the most thorough
creationist thinking on this singular
event. | ordered a copy straightaway.
Using a database and a Bible, the
book posits a mechanical answer to
any question one could imagine re-
garding Noah's logistics—and with-

~out, as the author boasts, relying on

“miraculous Divine intervention.”
Rather, the scientist’s dry hand and
calculator compute it all: How many




animals aboard? 7,877 pairs. Weight
of animals! A “maximal biomass” of
411 metric tons. Why so few? Noah
took genuses, not species. How did
big animals, including dinosaurs, fit?
Noah took babies. Only “abour 11%
of the animals on the ark were sub-
stantially larger than sheep.” What
was the “total food dry matter on
ark”? A chart explains: “1,990 tons.”
How much “barn-dried hay”? 21,800
cubic meters. How many sun-
flower seeds? 7,060 cubic me-
ters’ worth. Fresh water?
4,070,000 liters. How much
body waste was produced dai-
ly? 12 tons. How was it dis-
posed of! Well, you would
have to read the three chap-
ters devoted to excrement:

“The Accumulation of Excreta, and .

Vermin Control,” “Decomposing
Excreta: Odors and Hazardous Gas-
es," and “On-Site Disposal of Ma-
nure Through Vermicomposting.”

In other chapters the detail is im-
pressive. How did “monophagic foli-
vores,” such as the “colobine mon-
key, three-toed sloth, panda, and
koala,” eat? It’s in there. Other solu-
tions are sublime. How did Nozh
light an enclosed atk? Torches are a
possibility, but then there is all that

flammable gas. The author takes.

note of “an apocryphal account of
luminous pearls being used on the
ark." But not wanting to veer too far

into the miraculous, he tantalizes the - - -

reader with a more prosaic theory,
which he summarizes in two words:
“Consider fireflies.”

Eventually, though, the book is
. exhausting. Each chapter amounts
to an impressive collection of
could-haves. How did Noah gather
all the animals so quickly? Well, he
could have started a zoo long before
the Flood, because “many ancient
individuals of renown possessed
menageries” such as “the Roman
Emperor Trajan.” Burt then, all cre-
ationism collapses into a series of
could-haves. Even the more erudite
works such as Johnson's Darwin on
Trial amount to scientific could-bes:
evolution has problems explaining,
say, the absence of transition
species in the fossil record, so evo-

lution might be wrong and there

could be a Designer.

After reading a great deal of cre-
ationist literature, one suspects that
what annoys creationists is not that
evolution refutes the existence of
God. What really infuriates them is
materialism-~the idea that any
event can be explained as a process
involving physical matter alone. Ma-
terialism does not refute God's exis-
tence; it just ignores Him. Still, un-
less creationists plan to reject all the
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tangential rants about the “lying,
death-loving institutes of modern pa-
gan education” or sought examples of
how evolutionism led to Nazism.
When the discussion managed to
stay on scientific matters, the debates
were all efforts to make the conclu-
sions of the Bible flow comfortably
from the scientific evidence. During
a discussion of dinosaur histery, one
CRSnet comrespondent mused about

LIKE ALL OF US, PRCFESSOR WHITMORE THINKS DINOSAURS
AREREALLY COOL. IT'S JUST THAT HE ALSO THINKS NOAH -

MARCHED THEM UP THE PLANK TWO BY TWO

accomplishments of science, they,

cannot challenge this, its central
idea. Materialism has led us to cures

-of disease, the industrial revolution,

flights to the moon—it is, in short,
the infrastructure of all progress. To
reject it is to reject moderniry.

And so crearionists take potshots
at Stephen jay Gould and his peers
as the evolutionists stumble through
their awkward debates at the van-
guard of science. But such ridicule is
just a variation on the God of the
Gaps argument. Fot now, evolution-
ists' inability to fully explain the ori-
gin of the eye is a convenient target,
but if an unassailable explanation

were announced tomorrow;-evolu- -

tion's critics would have to retreat
and look for the next chink in Sci-
ence's hardening armor. And who
doesn’t suspect that one day the slow
inexorable chug of reason and obser-
vation will provide us with a suitable
and elegant description of the devel-
opment of the wing from the fin!?
And when that good explanation
does come, what language will ex-
press this long-held secret—the

jargon of engineers or the

Word of God!?
Z L part of rn)-r research, I listened

in for a few months on the CRSnet, a
private, ongoing Internet discussion
among young-age creation scientists.
It's the place where they talk candid-
ly. The discussion rarely sustained a

scientific topic for more than a few

postings. Often the chats veered into

what T. rex could have eaten in
Eden before the Fall, since there was
no death and therefore no meat. But
then he solved his own problem: “If
the time spent in the garden of Eden
by all the animals was short (say a

few days or 2-3 weeks), the reptiles

could have survived without eating
flesh. I have observed numerous rep-
tiles going for weeks or months with-
out eating, subsisting on nothing but
water.” He also added: “You know, 1
find it interesting that there is no
record in the Bible (to my knowl-
edge) of anyone ever getting eaten by
a dinosaur.” .

-On another occasion, debate

- broke out as to when, in the time

line of creation, Satan fell. Since
Ged kept declaring each day’s work
of creation “good,” it's hard to
squeeze Satan’s lapse into that first
week. But he had to fall before
Adam did, and yet that would put it

-before. creation itself, an impossibili-

ty. One writer warned: “When did
Satan fall? This is the mistake that a
lot of God-fearing men make. Scrip-
ture does not say when, so don't
even try and attempt trying to find
out when he did so. It’s fruitless to
even pursue something that our
LORD and SAVIOUR didn’t want
us to know or even deal with. GOD
bless you bro." ,

One day my morning download
unspooled a running argument about
why God created distant light. This

-.issue arises from the apparent con-
_tradiction of a 6,000-year-old uni-
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verse in which light is reaching
"Earth from stars that are billions of
light-years away. Solution: God cre-
ated that light “in tansit.” But this
tidy solution caused other problems:
Does this mean the star emanating
the light doesn’t exist? Wouldn't this
suggest that God was “deceitful”?
Another writer claimed he had
heard of an “Australian scientist”

W/ISE CALLS HIS CURRENT PROJECT “THE GREAT SYNTHESIS.”
IT MAKES STEPHEN HAWKING'S GRAND UNIFIED THEORY LOOK
ABOUT AS AMBITIOUS AS A HIGH SCHOOL LITMUS TEST

who had “documented that appar-
ently the speed of light has been
slowing down over time since the
first measurement. Extrapolating
backwards in time, they were able to
not only determine that the age of
the earth is very young but that at
creation light speed was infinite.
This would explain a lot of things.”
Another theory was proposed: It's
possible that “the constellations are
a giant billboard in which God tells
the story of man’s fall and redemp-
tion. If it IS a billboard, Ged would

create the stars for the purpose of be-

ing seen by mankind.” After a few’

other thearies of God's motive were
posited (presumably to be tested by

experiment later), the

conversation drifted on. ~
Dl y encounters with the
newest texts and young creationists
seemed incomplete, as did creation-
ism itself. These scientists were frus-
tratingly content to putter around
with their ideas but not carry them
through to their radical conclusion.
How strange to postulate that di-
nosaurs lived with Noah or that sin
is a mutation in our genetic struc-
ture ot that the forbidden fruir was
‘an addictive hallucinogen or that a
fully mature universe appeared ex ni-
hilo 6,000 years ago or that extrater-
restrials are angels or that the earth
literally stopped rotating for a whole
day after Joshua's prayer or that
Adam lived to be 930 years old—
but then not see the larger implica-
" tions that if these premises are true,
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then science is in need of a whole-

sale revolution. .
Then I t=gan to hear creationists

mention one of their own with an.

uncommon deference, the kind of
friendly awe with which a third-rate
literary critic might mention Harold
Bloom or a local historian might
speak of Stephen Ambrose. One
morning 2 CRSnet correspondent

- asked his colleagues what had hap-

pened to this man, who had "left
CRSnet to continue his research.”
The word was that he intended to
gather up creationism’s tiny hypothe-
ses and integrate them into a Grand
Unified Theory. Creationism, as 1
found, did have a Stephen Hawking.

" His name is Kurt Wise, and he con-

ducts his work, appropriately enough,
out of Dayton, Tennessee, site of the
Scopes Monkey Trial. .

On a2 warm summer morning, [
pulled into town and slowed down
before the famous courthouse, where
a plaque commemorates the 1925
trial. A cast-iron paragraph tells the
story of the first modem media cir-

-cus. The ldst three words formna séri-

tence that lingers in the ear: “Scopes
was convicted.”
Up a hill is the little-known

-William Jennings Bryan College, a

few buildings beneath some fat,
shady oaks. Kurt Wise, who is the di-
rector of the college’s Origins Re-

search Department, graduated from
- the University of Chicago with a ge- -

ology degree, and then received his

- Ph.D. from Harvard. Wise once

served as a teaching assistant for
none other than Stephen Jay Gould,
a man he still calls “Steve.”

Wise has a number of major re-
search projects under way. In the
course of two days, he and I hiked and
spelunked through his field sites—
including a fossil-filled gorge, an
abandoned coal mine, and Ten-
nessee’s seventh-largest cave. Wise is
a tall, thin guy with neat brown hair
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.and a tidy auburn mustache. His

broad face is reminiscent of Bill
Gates's, and he wears the same glasses.
His taugh is explosive and excessive,
like an overeager camp counselor, yet
it's charged with a breezy confidence
that comes easily to a geologist who
has the finest credentials in the world.
Unlike his colleagues, Wise har-
bors no bitterness toward establish-
ment science. {Juite the oppo-

site. Whenever our con-
versation idled, Wise filled up

the dead space with anecdotes

that all had the same nararive
thrust: Wise subduing an oppo-

nent in friendly argument. One

was about demolishing an old-

age creationist’s logic at a par-

* ticular meeting. On another occa-

sion, he warmly recalled his
evolutionary sparring partner at the
University of Chicago, who admitted
upon graduation that Wise'’s argu-
ments were unanswerable. Another
story featuted a professor who forced
Wise to write a paper on Jacques
Monod’s book on randomness,
Chance and Necessity. “Using Mon-
od’s own premises, | arranged them
logically such that I proved the exis-
tence of God!" he said, and exploded
with self-pleased laughter. Wise could
not resist the classic Harvard kicker
to every anecdote: “l gotan A"

As we headed to Arby's for lunch,
Wise explained that he was remap-

" ping & cave and that his work was

leading him to a new theory on cave
formation. He loaned me a lantern
and helmet, and we set off to ex-

-plore. By early afternoon we had

turned off the main highway and
were speeding down an old two-lane
macadam into a bright, empty valley
off the Cumberland Plateau, a bowl
of green except for an occasional
farmhouse and some ruminants.
"When we pulled up to Grace and
Mary Brady's farm; a couple of cows

. eyed us curiously. The folks know

Wise so well that no one bothered to
come out as we cut through their
ptoperty, even though a pen of hunt-
ing dogs sent up a chorus of alarm.
Wise was quick with opinions
about his chosen specialty, almost all
of them surprising. For example, cre-
ationists backed a recent bill before
the Tennessee legislature that would




have criminalized teaching evolu-
tion as anything but a “theory.”
Wise opposed it. He doesn’t want
politicians mucking around in this
issue “until we have an adequate cre-
ation-science curriculum.™ Right
now, he said, “we don't.”

We climbed over a fence and
walked along the edge of a towering,
cathedral forest. “Most creation sci-
ence is garbage,” he easily admitted.
And he just as easily suggested that it
was his job to change that. His goal is
fairly immodest: he means to undo

the Greadt Divorce—that time after

Galileo when theology and science
went their separate ways—by serving
as the intellectual engine behind his
own cosmic theory. He calls it the
Great Synthesis. It makes Stephen
Hawking's Grand Unified Theory
look as ambitious as a high school lit-
mus test. In his.own words, Wise in-
tends to use the instruments of sci-
ence “to restore the Bible to its place
at the center of all human thought.”
We sidled past a sty whose muddy
occupants snuffled cartoonishly. “My
idea is not to artack evolution,” he
said. “My goal is to develop a theory
that explains the data of the uni-
verse better than convenrional theo-
ry but is consistent with Seripture.”
His major beef with other creation-
ists, he explained, is that they only
take pleasure in picking at the weak-:
nesses of evolution. “It’s 2 small per-
son who is focused on attacking a
theory. By the time 1 finished at
Harvard, | realized I could destroy
macroevolutionary theory at will.”
We climbed up a rut of clay wind-
ing steeply through a hillside forest,
laboring against bales of Tennessee
heat tumbling toward us. Suddenly
the air tumed unnaturally frigid and
soothing, leading us to a rocky gash
. cut laterafly into the hillside like a
pumpkin's frown—the- entrance to
Grassy Cove Saltpeter Cave. I en-
tered feet-first and slid a bit on my
belly until my footing was secure and
I could stand up.
*I don't want to challenge evolu-
tion,” he said, his voice echoing in
the dark stone chamber. “1
F intend to replace it."
or the next hour, we journeyed

deeper into the cave and further
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along the logical path of Wise's theo-
ties. He showed me brachiopods—
scallop-like animals—fossilized in
the walls. Their random posmomng.
he said, suggested they were “rapidly
buried” by a preat chuming of ener-
gy. Caves, Wise went on, have tradi-
tionally been thought either to be
eroded by a stream or to involve slow
dissolution at the water table level.
“But I believe they skipped one possi-
bility,” he said. “Piping.” Techni-
" cians know that when they spot a
few drops squeezing through a pin-

I HAD SPENT DAYS ENVELOPED IN CREATIONIST THEORY,
AND I BEGAN TO SENSE ITS DRAW. HOW .COMFORTING IT FELT
TO SIT COCOONED INSIDE A RELIC EROM-NOP;H’S FLOOD

hole in a dam, the process of “piping”
has begun and the dam has but a few
hours before it is destroyed. The great
pressure expands the hole and creates
a pipe that continues to grow until
the dam explodes before the weight
and force of the water behind it.
“The way I see it," he said, “after
the Flood, we had an unusual climat-
ic situation. Flood tectonic activity
heated up the ocean temperature to
about thirty degrees Celsius, world-
wide. In the centuries after the
Flood, the oceans cooled by evapo-
rating water and. precipitating it on
land. Some other creationists and 1
are playing around with the ided of a
- ‘hypercane’—a huge hurricane—big-
ger than the entire North Atlantic.
It stabilized for centuries like the
great red spot on Jupiter until the
oceans cooled, and then current
- weather patterns were initiated. The
hypercanes dropped enormous

- amounts of water and created giant

“lakes. The Grear Salt Lake is a rem-
nant of one of those pluvial lakes. A
couple of them formed upstream
from the Grand Canyon, and then
by piping and a catastrophic failure

. etoded the Grand Canyon in a few

-weeks. And | think that's when the
caves of Tennessee were formed.” He
went silent. Our headlights rico-

“chéted around the room, spotlight-

. . ing a stalagmite, a graffito, a piece of

fallen ceiling. “This cave,” he said.
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My batteries were waning, my
light fading into the advancing dark-
ness. | listened to the echo of his
ideas and the pecutliar silence of the

- cave. | had spent days enveloped in

the assumptions of creationists, and |

began to sense their draw. How com-

forting it felt to sit cocooned in the
cave's cool blackness. I was inside a

relic from Noah’s Flood. 1 was inside

- Jeff's crinoid.

I buxuriated in the strange serenity
of Flood geology, a feeling of security
tinged with nostalgia. Wise was hap-

py to test out different hypotheses,’

but they all steered him to a known

‘end. It might or might riot be piping,

but it was definitely Noah’s Flood.
The gray irreconcilabilities of sci-
ence.and the phantoms of modemn
contingency cast no shadow in the
absorbing ink of the cave’s omnipo-

tent darkness. Here, the most feeble -

light pointed the way.
The spell did not break until sev-
eral hours later, when 1 dragged my

. bady out of the cave's bouldered gri-

mace and fell back into the rut and

with Wise, 1 heard other arguments,
just as omate and filled with revolu-

tionary deductions, about the forma-

tion of the Grand Canyon and
Death Valley. In a gorge not far from
his office, we sat beside a trickling
streamn as he retailed a novel theory
about plant biology. In an aban-
doned iron mine, he showed me
proof of a new idea about the forma-
tion of the earth's crust.

At one point in our talks, back at
his office, he explained that he is
currently writing a book that will at-
tempt to unify all the new theories
of neo-creationism—mainly his own,
but some currently being developed
by other serious nec-creationists as
well. (He said that there are only
about ewo dozen such scientists right
now, but he hopes to inspire a new
generation.) He tossed me his out-
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line, a seventy-two- -page, single-
spaced argument laid out in classical
style. The grandeur and scope of
ihese pages cannot really be con-
veyed in the tiny medium of a
magazine. It is a rethinking of all of
science—every branch—alongside a
close reading of the Bible.

Perhaps it is enough to note that

| Wise hopes to publish his book in a

spiral binder so that updates can be

popped right in. He is cerrain that

60 percent of the book will change

every six months for the foreseeable
future—at least until the sci-
entific research begins to
prove Scripture definitely;
then it will slow down.

Wise squeaked backward in
his chair, spread his long arms
and legs into a variation on
Leonardo’s Man, and laid out
his plan. “The Great Synthesis

is prenatal, embryenic. First we'll
have to develop an epistemology—a
philosophy of knowledge—thar will
tell us how to look at the scriptural
and physical-world data. We will
need a philosophy of science and a
philosophy of philosophy. Then
each field of science will be exam-
ined in that new light—a new geolo-
gy, a new paleontology, a new cos-
mology, a new archaeology, and a
new history of the origin of lan-
guages, culture, and history. This

* would-include replacing the Linnean
heat of Tennessee clay..In my days ...

classification system.”

I asked: “You would need a new
taxonomic system?!” -

Taxonomy'" he guffawed. “Tax-
onomy is the paint on the building. 1
am rebuilding the*building! But what
you name things is critical, because
it reflects the concepts that underlie
it.” Science’s ever-branching tree of
phylum, order, family; genus, and
species, Wise explained, presupposes
evolution. Wise believes in discrete
“created kinds” (implied in Genesis
1:21), and already a new disci-

‘pline—“bariminology”—has

emerged to reclassify every living
thing. “I intend to replace the evolu-
tionary tree with the creationist or-
chard,” Wise_said, “separately crear-
ed, separately planted by God.”

Wise is arranging e-mail working

~ groups to reinterpret each branch of

the entire world of science alongside
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the scnptural dara. He paused before
another bellow nearly propelled my
chair backward into the wall. “It's
going to be a long process!”

In time I realized why 1 liked
Wise's laughter: It’s honest and be-
guiling, yet charged with seif-aware-
ness. Unlike so many of his col-
leagues, who look out into the world
to see & horizon darkened by pagans
and pcdcrasts and high school teach-
ers, he is unafraid of Harvard and

- Chicago and science’s reductionist

establishment. He has matriculated
through the most prestigious quarters

. of that world and emerged with his

faith unscathed. He quite intends to
refurn—not as 2 peer but as a con-
quering hero.

Other creationists rage at a world
sinking under the weight of ‘its

abominations. Wise believes that

science can lift thar weight and heal
a tiven: world. He is a modern Adam
who quite literally plans to rename
all creatures great and small. He
wants to restore them to their place
in the original Grand Unified Theo-
1y, the one that's never been any far-
ther away than the nearest bedside
table in every motel.

This recovery means going back,
back before postmodemism, before
modemism, before naturalism, be-

fore romanticism, before humanism, -

before rationalism, before—well, 1

asked him precisely how much of hu-

man knowledge creationism intend-
ed to revise. He replied solemnly,
“I'd say everything after, oh, about
3200 B.c."” Then another peal of
laughter broke, ranging up and down
the science hall.’

At times, as | listened to Wise's
plan for the Great Synthesis, I want-
ed to ask him if what he was doing
wasn't sacrilegious, a modern at-
tempt at Babel: piling all those data
atop one another until he arrived at
an absolute proof of God. He pos-
sesses a faith so certain chat he feels
it can be proved through science.
But what kind of faith is it that can
be replaced by proof? In a universe of

. certainty and knowledge, faith is su-

perfluous. If Wise is successful, who
would ever need a leap of faith? We
could all walk.

And yet, it is not God's approval
Wise seeks (he's convinced he al-

ready has it). It's approval from oth-
er scientists. Harvard isn't that far
behind him. He read me a bilious
letter he had recently received from
Richard Dawkins, farmous evolution-
ist and author of The Blind Watch-
maker. Wise pulled it from the top of
his desk—it seemed always at the
ready—and snapped it open ilke a
town crier.

“] have gone on record saying,”
Wise recited, “that anybody who
holds such beliefs, like anybody who
thinks the earth is flat, is either a
fool, a knave, or an ignoramus. | am
told that you are neither a fool nor
an ignoramus.” He set down the let-

“ter. His laughter had fled. His eyes

shrank to pinholes and his face fat-
tened with blood. He stared past me.
“That leaves knave.”

Like every scientist, Kurt Wise -

longs for the respect of his peers. Bur
he knows he is, at best, loathed by
them—or, worse, ignored. On the
way home from the cave, hé opened.
up a bit, revealing just how difficult

-it is to be Kurt Wise, Ph.D. from -

Harvard cum creation scientist at
WB] College.
“Do you think I chose thts"’ he

. asked plaintively. “I don't want to be

ostracized. But [ have committed
professional suicide. It would have

. been so much easier if I just said the

earth was old.” He clutched the

wheel tight with both hands: The

car heaved up the side of a limestone
mountain. The entire Tennessee
Valley appeared before us.

“I was trained by the leading pale-
ontologists at Chicago and Harvard.
Don’t you think I could get a good

position that could pay my bills in- -
- stead of where [ am? It would be so

much’ easier-to go to a conference
and not be Taughed at, so much nicer

o not be pointed at, and not have

every argument | make held to stan-
dards that are ten times higher than
everyone else’s. I have watched
classmates who were not very smart

get important positions. Do you -

think that’s easy! All 1 would have
had to do was say 1 believe in an old
earth.” He pulled the car over to'a
scenic view where the horizon was

. about fifteen miles away. “But it's

just nor true.”
" 1 was suddenly reminded of one of
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Cambrian Extinction
Tied to Continent Shifts

Scientists at the California Insti-
tute of Techniology have put forth a

. novel explanation for the rapid di-
.versification of life that began 530

million years ago and resulted inall -

of the animal phyla lwmg today.

In the July 23 issue of Science,.

the researchers contend that a ma-
jorreorientation of the earth’s tec-
tonic plates produced: a rapid

- movement of continents thit led to

tepeated changes in oceanic circu-
lation patterns. These, inturn, dis-
mpted regional ecosystems, forc-

ing evolution to  proceed nearly 20 -

times as fast as normal.
““Life diversified like crazy

~ about half a billion years ago, and

nobody kiows why,” said Joseph -
L. Kirschvink, who headed the’

study. “The geophysical evidence
that we’ve collected from rocks de-
posited before, during, and after

. this event demonstraie that all of.

the major continents expenenced a
burst of motion durmg the same in- -

“terval of time.””
The scientists said the rocks™ .

magnetic - minerals, which "align-

themselves with the earth’s mag:

grees during this geological period,
known as the Cambrian. They con-

_netic field, show that the axis of -
_ the earth rotated by nearly 90 de-

tend that a major ft;o_rganization' of

tectonic plates triggered this reori-
entation, putting regions previous-
ly at the North and South Poles at
the equator, and forcing caritinents

. to move at rates hundreds of times

faster. . ~—KIM A. McDONALD °
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. known asihe "MRL" Less
“well-known is the fact
" that he is a witnessing |
Christian and creaticnist, and [ongtime

DR. RAYMOND V.
DAMADIAN
JOINS TECHNICAL
ADVISORY BOARD

ICR is pleased to announce the appoint-

" ment of Dr. Raymond V. Damadianto its -
Technical Advisory Board.

Dr. Damadtan has many accomplish-
ments to his credtt, but is best known for
inventing the Magnetic

and Imaging medical di-

agnostic tool, best

advocate of ICR and its materials.
Dr. Damadian graduated from the Al-
bert Einstein College of Medicine in 1960

- after having given up a promising career

in music and later as a tennis pro. Later
that yeat, he married the former Donna

- Terry. From the first he was more ori-

ented toward the technical side of medi-

' cine, and after many years of shoestring

- budgets and poorly equipped laborato-

ries, he received the patent for the MRI

- in 1974, o
Raised in a Christian home, Dr.
- Damadian lost interest in spiritual things
throughout his training and early profes- -
sional life, being influenced by his heav-

ily evolutionary training into believing

i that God was disinterested and that the

. research of ICR, and a dramatic tum- ©
i+ around ensued. ' '

_Bible couid not be trusted. Meanwhile

his godly wife continued to pray. Even-
tually, he.was introduced to the wiitings
of ICR Founder, Dr. Henry Morris, and the

Dostoevsky's long-suffering charac-
ters {I can’t remember which) who
cries out in one of the novels about
how happy he would be if he were an
old peasant woman, toiling each day
in the fields, confident in her God.
How strange it felt to sit beside quite
possibly the only man in Christen-
dom pining for existential doubt.

Wise rolled down his window and
showed me the Appalachian Moun-
tains in the distance. He explained
how the Flood must have sheared off
their tops. And how the receding
waters had deposited an enormous
wedge of topsoil in the Tennessee
Valley. And how it had to be that a
giant lake a thousand feet deep
formed before it collapsed cata-
strophically to carve out the valiey
and create the Chattanooga River.

“Right our there,” he said, and
pointed into an endless empty vista.
1 looked upon a scene of broad and
easy dimension. From this high out-
cropping, the human scale is obliter-
ated by distance. The view is wide
and deep: the big picture. I can
block out the entire range of the Ap-
palachians with my thumbnail. The
only perspective more grand and ex-
pansive is God's alone.

I felt again the warmth of believ-

ing that for every inch of infinity ~

there has already been an account-
ing. Everything has a reason for be-
ing where it is. Every fossil situated

" out of its normal orientation, every

mountain peak, every anfractuous

cave, every silted delta, every mean- .

dering river valley, every sheered
tectonic plate studied through the
lens of seriptural inerrancy (and cest-
ed by scientific theory) reveals its
place in a knowable past and fu-
ture—all linked, 1 realized at last, by
a sense of purpose. That was the
source of nostalgia. I had felt it be-
fore, in childhood, when everything
around me radiated witch specific

-~ meaning and parental clarity. That,

after all, is what all creationists feel

‘that evolution has stolen from them.,
Yet only Wise—and quite possibly

he alone—has dared to follow the
honest logic of creationism’s view
out to its end. He is a man whose
pure faith and fine intellect are wo-
ven so tightly together that he can
find no ordinary perch from which
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to view the gathering evidence of
human knowledge. He would have
to go back to where Moses wei.-, ro-
the mountaintop, back to the begin-

.ning, and rewrite the world.

As he talked on, all the difficulties
of modern science disappeared.
Chaos exerted no influence up here.
Complexity theory was far away.
Random evolurion, meaningless mu-
tations, trial and error {mostly er-
ror), aimless procreation, the point-
less void of space, the cold
materialism of Darwin’s damn theory
bereft of the tiniest significance—all
had fled before the soothing unity of
synthesis and the restoration of pur-
pose to a fallen world.

I would have liked to sit up there

forever. =
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DNA marker traces

single ancestor back
about 180,000 years.

BY JOHN NOBLE WILFORD
THE NEW YORK TIMES

In new genetic studies of modern
human origins, scientists think they
have found strong evidence that
there was an ancestral *“Adam”
about 188,000 years ago to go with
the previously discovered “Eve.”

The scientists used certain male-
specific segments of the Y chromo-
some, the chromosome passed
from father to son, to trace the
common ancestor of every man
now on Earth to that period. They

Scientists find clues ;-
for ancestral “Adam’

are reporting the findings today: ifi.
the journal Nature, which -afsg:
includes a separate study that:
places Adam in ,a more red
time. :

Earlier analysis of the DNA of -
the mitochondria, the tny struc-_'
tures within each cell that generaté:
its energy and ‘that are transmitted.;
only by the mother, indicated thaf:
all humans have as a commo ;
ancestor one woman who lived” m»?
Africa about 200,000 years ago.—= *
and inevitably has been stuck wit
the name Eve. All human Iru’t_:‘o -
chondrial DNA that now exists,"if..
seemed, derived from a smgle_f
ancestral mitochondrial moleculé:
from that place and time. -

In the quest to read the ewc

Please see Adam, Page AIZ

Adam: Ancestor alive

'Contlnued from Page Al

tionary history written in human genes, a. ..

corresponding Adam has been harder to
track down. A report earlier this year by sci-
entists at Yale University and other institu-
tiotis concluded that modern Homo sapiens
could have descended from a small group of
male ancestors who lived about 270,000 years
ago, since revised to an estimate of 160,000 to
180 000 years.

Sc:enUSts at the University of Arizona in
‘Tycson and Cambridge University in En-
gland are now reperting new and possibly
more definitive evidence for the date of the Y
chromosome Adam.

In one report, Dr. Michael F. Hammer, a
reésearch scientist at Arizona, estimated the
time back to a common ancestral human Y
chromesome to be 188,000 years, reasonably
close to the time for the common mitochon-
drial ancestor.

Many males were around at the time, but
only one left a Y chromosome legacy that

persists today.

' leew1se many females were living at the

: t1me of the woman whose mitochondrial DNA
-was ancestral to all people today.

' 'I‘he two could have lived at slightly differ-
ent times, and it is somewhat misleading to
associate them with the biblical Adam and
Eve, who were supposedly the ultimate

188,000 years ago

sources of all hiamans. Rather, they were
probably two random individuals in the small
population_of early .humans,. some_of whose
genes happen to have persisted in the lottery
of procreation while those of their contempo-
raries failed to survive.

- The continent where this ancestor lived has
not been determined, Hammer said, though
some further research not yet published
pointed to an African origin.

In the other Nature report, L. Simon Whit-
field, a graduate student in genetics at Cam-
bridge, described research showing a more
recent time for the common Y chromosome
ancestor — 37,000 to 49,000 years ago. The
difference in dates between the Arizona and
Cambridge research, scientists said, could be
the result of a much smaller study sample in
the Cambridge research, as well as differ-
ences in the type of DNA analysis and in
assumptions made about mutation rates and
human populations in such an early time.

Hammer and other specialists in genetic
studies of human origins. said the new re-

- search supported the hypothesis that anatom-

ically modern Homo sapiens evolved in Afri-
¢a and then spread out through Asia and
Europe, replacing more archaic Homo spe-
cies. In particular, they said, the results sug-
gested a single place of origin for modern
humans.
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BY FORRESTM, MIMS Il

people from apes?

any of this?

we are the result of purposeless, accidental

anthentic science and rational thought”
A good example of ideology posing as
science is the tale of Biston betularia, more

virtually all the moths were dark.

spectacular example of evolution in action.

Asimov’s New Guide to Science used the lit-

the DNA in its cells.

birds could easily find the light versions

hat is evolution? Does !

it simply mean that !

plants and animals can |

adapt to changing cir- !

' cumstances? Or does :

it mean birds descend from dinosaurs and :
: version of the peppered moth returned.
. Did life arise spontaneously when clus-
ters of molecules somehow devised ways to
increase their complexity and to reproduce :
their kind? If so, where is a role for Godin |

John Wiester, a science instructor at Biola
University and Westmont College and chair- !
man of the Science Education Commission !
of the American Scientific Affiliation, has |
been asking questions like these for more !
than a decade. Mr, Wiester is especially con-
cerned by what students are taught about |
evolution. “What we're talking about here is |
Darwinian fundamentalism,” he observes,
“The Darwinists teach their ideology—that

commeonty known as the peppered moth of :
Birmingham, England. Prior to 1850 most :
of these moths were light in color with a !
sprinkle of dark spots and stripes. Onlya :
few were entirely black. As smoke from :
industry coated the buildings and trunks of
trees around Birmingham with a layer of !
dark soot, the number of dark moths grad-
ually increased. By the turn of the century |

Darwinists have long hailed this dra- :
matic change in the peppered moth as a |

Photographs of both versions of the moth
were widely published in high school and !
university biology textbooks. The late Isaac :

tle moth as proof for the entire theory of
evolution. Thus, the same theory that :
describes the color change in the moth :
somehow explains the origin of its pre- !
cisely designed brain, eyes, wings, and even |

But there’s more to this story. The color :
change in peppered moths occurred after :
! tists or religious fundamentalists.

Doubting Darwin

Biblical creationists could learn a lesson from Darwinists

little different from modern bacteria.

For thousands of years people have !
: conducted a massive experiment in speed- :
forces—as science. This is a tragedy for : -

evolved hooves, antlers, or feathers.

To their credit, some evolutionists have :
tackled this and other problems with Dar- |
¢ winism,such as the tendency for most forms
of life to remain stable through vast epochs |
of tirne. But others have vigorously attacked !
those who would question the fundamen-
tals of Darwinism as unqualified, ignoran,
or worse. When professional scientists ask
: why evolutionism is considered the under- |
lying theme that unifies all biology, they are
either ignored or castigated as pseudoscien-
i can learn from the Darwinists. ®

Phillip E. Johnson, professor of law at

i the University of California’s Boalt Hall
i School of Law, once watched all this from
i the sidelines. Mr. Johnson was particularly |
! interested in the underlying agendas of
i Darwinism. And he was concerned by the
: methods Darwinists use to advance their
. i agenda—the bashing of creationists, the

i firing of teachers, the censoring of books,
i perched on soot-coated tree trunks and |
i buildings. Consequently the formerly rare
dark versions became dominant. Over the !
past few decades, however, changes in :
industry and clean air laws have signifi-
cantly improved the quality of the air !
around Birmingham. As buildings and tree
trunks lost their coating of soot, the pale
. adistinguished institution, would dare to
i confront them on their own turf. But their |
extbooks still proclaim the peppered :
moth a dassic example of Darwinian
evolution. But the moth never !
: evolved into a cricket, dragonfly, orevena
butterfly. Instead, it demonstrates a superb,
cleverly designed ability to adapt to changes
in its environment. This ability is shared by :
countless other organisms, ranging from
bacteria to people. Yet Darwinists would :
have us believe that adaptation proves that :
the various kinds of lif¢ arose from simpler :
forms and that our ultimate ancestors were
: was once considered one of the most obvi-

and the intellectual dishonesty inherent
throughout Darwinism.

In 1991, Mr. Johnson wrote Darwin on
Trial, a carefully crafted exposé of the

philosophical underpinnings of evolution- | -

ary dogma. Evolutionary scientists were
outraged that a non-scientist, especially an
intelligent and articulate professor of law at

sometimes vicious attacks simply bounced
off the unflappable professor, who began
giving lectures on Darwinism around the
country. Johnson’s book is now required
reading in some college courses, including
one taught by an atheist. And Alabama has
just distributed 900 copies of the book to
science teachers in that state.

here is the church in all of this?
Only a few denominations pub-
lish serious literature on what

ous tenets of faith: that God created this uni-
verse and the life within it. Organizations like
the Institute for Creation
Research have labored
to provide a scientific
approach to origins.
Founded by hydrologist
Henry Morris and
staffed by professional
scientists, ICR played a
major role in exposing
the flaws of evolution-
ism -“in  numerous

ing up the evolutionary process by artifi- i debates with Darwinists. But ICRs beliefin a
cially manipulating the reproduction of :
© domestic animals and plants. These experi-
ments have conclusively shown that there
are definite limits to change. Cats remain |
 cats, dogs remain dogs, and neither has |
. on both sides of the debate over the age of

young age for Earth has caused clashes with
other Christians who, while rejecting Dar-
winism, believe the Farth is much older.
Thinkers like John Wiester and Phillip
Johnson seem to recognize that Christians

the Earth have infinitely more in common
with one another than with the Darwinists.
In this development is hope there may soon
be a unified, rational response. The Darwin-
ists vigorously debate and even castigate one
another in the privacy of their journals and
conferences. But they presenta unified front
against any notion that a Creator designed
both them and the life forms they study. In
times like these, this may be the single most
important lesson that advocates of Creation
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Science, religlon still at odds,
70 years after Scopes trial
By Lee Hollaway

NASHVILLE, Tenn. ({BPF)--A noted creationist opposed the teaching of
creationism In public schools, while a biologist-evolutionist favored
it, in a symposium marking the 70th anniversary of the Scopes trial.

Kurt Wise, a self-described "young-age creationist" who teaches
science at William Jennings Bryan College, Dayton, Tenn., expressed
reservations about offering such instruction in public schools, saying
curriculum materials currently available are not of sufficient guality.
He also said it would be inappreopriate for creationism to be taught by
teachers who, in most cases, are evolutionists.

william Provine supported the teaching creationism for two
reagons: "The majority of students are some kind of creationist, and
they are now disenfranchised by having it excluded from the curriculum.”
and, he said, "the evolution position is weakened by not having opposing
views presented."” Provine is a professor of blological sciences at
Cornell University, Ithaca, N.Y.

Wise and Provine were among participants in the Nov. 1-3 "Religion
and Public Life: Seventy Years after the Scopes Trial" at Vanderbilt
University, Nashville, Tenn.

Setting the tone for the discussion which followed, Madeleine
Goodman, dean of Vanderbilt's college of arts and science, welcomed the
symposium as an oppertunity to "revisit the broader issues of science
- "and religion" raised by the Scopes trial.

' fn 1925, high school teacher John Scopes was tried and convicted
of violating a Tennessee law against teaching evolution in public
schools. The case received national attention when Scopes was defended
by prominent attorney Clarence Darrow, while the state's position was
pressed by William Jennings Bryan. The trial was the first ever to be
broadcast live on radio.

While clearly supporting the Darwinian worldview, Goodman
acknowledged that embracing this theory still requires a leap of faith.
Other speakers at the conference agreed that a "leap of faith" was
required by advocates of either science or religion.

Provine argued, however, that the leaps were of different sizes.
"Belief in the virgin birth and the resurrection of Jesus requires a
"~ huge leap," he contended, compared to that required for a scientist to
assume that the world operates according to naturalistic laws.

Provine described his personal pillgrimage from being raised in a
religious family in the South to becoming a disciple of Darwinian
evolution. As a young person, he.said, .'I believed that I..was.part.of a
cosmic process charged with meaning."” He said he could find no purpose
or design within evolution, however, and that absence of design helped
to undercut his belief in God.

Provine also pointed out "the evolutionary perspective provides no
ultimate foundation for ethics.” For him, that meant having to "wrestle"
his way to his own moral and ethical positions.

Panelist Wallace Charles Smith, pastor of Shiloh Baptist Church,
an African American congregation in Washington, said African Americans
have tended to shy away from the scilence-religion debate. They accept
many teachings of scienhce, he said, but not "the sacralization of
science." They also are suspicious of the "calcified" positions of some
religious extremists.

The worldview of many African Americans is one that is more
complete, with God present in every aspect of it, Smith added.

Wise acknowledged a wide range of opinions exist within the
religious community on the subject of creation. The vast majority --
perhaps 95 percent -- he characterized as "concerned consumers” who have
received and accepted secondhand information about creation but are more
concerned with basic life issues. A vocal minority of perhaps 4 percent,
whom he called "crusaders," are highly political debaters who try to
change the public school textbooks. The remaining 1 percent he described
as "model builders,” mostly academic scientists and philosophers who
encourage a continuing dialogue with the evolutionist community. Wise
placed himself within this group.
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A Buddish scientist who rejects evolution as
bankrupt.

He has been dismissed as being

SCIENCE AND THE DIVINE
ORIGIN OF LIFE

Astronomer N. Chandra Widcrcmosmghe 'ex'pléinﬂs why stafistics preclude o
materialistic origin of life.

ROY ABRAHAM VARGHESE

N. Chandra Wickramasinghe is professor and depart-

ment chairman of applied mathematics and astronomy
at the University College of Cardiff, Wales. Books he
has written include Solid State Physica (with D.J.
Morgan, 1975), Fundamental Studies and the Future
of Science (1984), Evolution from Space (with Fred
Hoyle, 1984), and Living Comets (1985). The author
conducted this inlerview at Wickramasinghe's home in
Cardiff. —Ed.

Could you give a brief account of the work you

did along with Sir Fred Hoyle on the “Origin of
Life” and of the main conclusions you reached in

- your work?

This work really began some twenty years ago
when we had set out to understand the composition
and the chemical make-up of tiny dust grains that
are known to be present in space. in really vast
quantities. At the time that we started research into
this matter, the general belief was that these dust

~ particles, which show up as patches of obscuration in
: the Milky Way, are made up of tiny ice grains, rather
. similar to the ice grains that one sees in the cumulus
; clouds in the atmosphere of the earth. But it was

clear from the start of our investigation that this

particular theory of the grains could not be right. It
did not fit the data. And we found, on the otber hand,
that particles of carbonaceous character came much
nearer in producing all the obeerved effects, So that

From The Insellrcrunls Spuad Out Abwut God [Chicago: Raguery Gatewny, 1984) © 1964
h :

" by Roy Abrahasm V),

was the first step: unravelling the nature of the dust
particles. We found that they were not ice as astron-

omers had felt them to be, but particles that had a -

large carbon content.

The research work from that time on had been to
focus on the nature of the carbonaceous material in -

the dust grains. This was a long; tedious process
ing many years. It was only about five vears ago

that we realized that the dust had to be not merely :
carbon, not simply carbonaceous, but it had to be :

biological in character. There was no other way to
explain a whole lot of astronomical data except to say
that the dust grains in space had essentially to be
connected with life, And the marvelous agreement

that we obtained with the astronomical data op how

starlight is blacked out by dust clouds and so on gave
us great confidence that this had to be correct.

- We next-looked at-the conventional story of how

life originated on the earth. This had been around for

a good many years, the general belief that life has to :
the surface of our planet from some kind :

originate on
of primordial soup which developed in the very early
days of the earth's history. Now, if you think about
this proposition, there is no logic that demands this
to be s0. We know that the universe is very much
older than the earth and there is no absolute require-
ment to have life start on the earth.

But even assuming that one had some reason to
limit one's scope and to say that life had to start on
the earth, then it was possible to look into the usual

-arguments. We did this rather carefully, and we
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Comets are known from spectroscopic analysis to contain large amounts of orgaric material, Wickramasmnghe proposes that

| these may have been a saurce of the precursors of life on earth.

: found that all the conditions were wrong for life to

: gtart on the earth, The atmosphere of the earth was
- supposed to be of a character that permitted the
_ formation of complex organic materials, according to

. the conventional story, and our investigations re-
.* vealed to us that the earth's atmosphere could not
i have had this character.

' In technical language, a necessary requirement
for organic soups to form on the earth is that the
early earth's atmosphere has to be reducing, that is
i t0 say it has to have a deficit of oxygen, of free
oxygen atoms. If we look at the earth's atmosphere
right at the present moment it's certainly not reduc-
ing. It's full of oxygen. Anything that lies around
essentially rusts. Dead organic materials- lying
around no more than a few weeks, a few months,
become essentially converted to carbon dioxide; it's
very rapidly oxidized.

One of the earliest questions that was raised in
connection with the primordial soup was deciding
whether at any early stage in the earth's history,
-i there was a situation when the earth's atmoephere
» was not of its present character, that is, it was
reducing rather than oxidizing. We looked at this
rather carefully, and we decided that the earth's
atmosphere was never of the right character to form
an organic soup. We came to this conclusion about
three or four years ago, and we published this in a
book under the title of Lifecloud.

At the time that this book was published, the idea
that the earth did not have the right atmeosphere
offended lots of people. But, at the moment, in 1983,
it's almoet taken for granted in the scientific commu-
nity that the earth's atmoesphere could not have been
reducing. Geochemists and geologists bave now come

around; they now say that the primordial soup had
to be imported from the outside. The comets and
meteorites, and so on, landing on the earth had to
bring the organic soup and so that's going part of the
way. In Lifecloud, we said that the organic soup
theory could not be right. There's no way it could
have developed upon the earth. Comets and astro-
nomical objects do have organic material in large
quantities. That's what we said in the first book, The
general belief now is that at least part of that has to
be true. The earth could not have produced an

- Organic soup op its own.

The organic soup itself is not such a marvelous
thing. It iz a prerequisite for any biclogical activi+-
to start; that's certainly true. But it doesn't fol
that if you have an organic soup it could get luc
started. It doesn't follow logically that one can start
from an organic soup and end up with a living
gystem. There's no logic that drives you to that
conclusion at all. And when we looked at the prob-
abilities of the assembly of organic materials into a

“living system;, it turns out that the improbabilities

are really horrendous, horrific in extent and I con-
cluded along with my colleague that this could not
have happened spontanecusly or the earth.

There's not enough time, there aren't enough
resources and there’s no way in which that could
have happened on the earth, If it could have hap-
pened easily, then I think it's also fair to say that
scientists who've been bashing away at laboratory
experiments for twenty or thirty years would have
come pomewhere close to a complex organization:
such may not be exactly life but would have appeared
to converge towards life. They conducted experi-

“ments in the lab with test tubes, with flasks and .

i
i
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 organic soups contrived in the labe. If there was any  point. }t doesr't come anywhere near the structure
truth in the statement that life can start in this way, of life here, So that's the main point.
To recapitulate, from the '

}
|
!then I think one could make
. @ very.strong case for saying
. that it should have happened in
; the 1ab already. The fact that
the lah experiment, the fiask, is
. only one part in 10 or 10% of
| the earth's oceans is not a very.
| important consideration, Given
. the enormous information con-
* tent that you need for life, the
! scaling down factor is unimpor-
+ tant. If you say this business
" happened on the earth in a
billion years and that you have
only done this for three years in
the lab, then you can perhaps
. have another factor of a billion
that might appear to be a cred-
_ ible way out of this dilemma.

 This is the usual stance scien- ' b (oo wickramasinghe: “The earth's
, tists have adopted, to 83y give  atmosphere was never of the right character
‘us more time, not a billion totformanorganic soup”

' years, maybe 10 years. That's
the usual story, but again, if you look at the extent
of information that needs to be put together, a factor
of a billion in time or a factor of a trillion in gpatial
" volume, in the volume of the oceans relative to the
volume of the flask is completely immaterial. Be.
" cause what one has to really develop is an informa-
" tion content that is measured in ten followed by
40,000 zeros, 10999, Sy if you divide that then to the
. power 40,000 by a factor of 10 to the power of nine
for a billion and further 10 to the 15th or 10 to the
16th for the size of the oceans, you still end up with
an enormous factor, an enormous number. If you
divide 109 you still end up with 10 or more, a
vast number, So, in one year, in a single test tube we
should be generating a system that approaches life.
That's a very hard fact that one has to face. If there's

.| any way that one could justify the usumal claims,

every time you spark a test-tube with orgaric nu-
trients, you will be seeing, I mean not exactly life,
you would be secing a progression towards a living
gystem or a quasi-living system, and that has not
been found to be true at all. What you get is an
abeolute mess of polymers, of uninteresting polymers
and some of the polymers do contain nucleie acids,
residues, amino acids and so on, but that's beside the

vast quantities throughout the
univeise). And from the point

look at the early earth as a
possible tite for manufacturing
» non-existent, I would say, for
earth

The next point that one has
to worry about is to consider

VINCE HOPEINS

the earth in the form of large
creatures and in the universe in
the form of microscopic particles, one-has naturally
to ask the further question when and where this
complex organization of happenings arose. And I
think, at that point, I would give in to the theological
ahswer, in the sense that I eannot claim that I have
an answer. All that I am sure about is that life could
not have happened on the earth spontaneously.
Then the further investigation that we did over the
past two to three years is to decide whether evolution

point of view of an astronomer,
looking at the evidence of as- .
tronomy, life is everywhere
sround us, at the level of micro-
sc.opice life (microorganisms and
genetic fragments around us in |

of view of geo-chemistry and
terrestrial experiments, if you '

life, it turas cut that the case is

.such a thing happening on the

where the cosmic life aroee :
from. Having seen it around on ,

of life on the earth could bave proceeded in the way

that biologists have told us it happened, for a couple

-of generations-now.-And. it's again a rather amazing
conclusion that we reached. We found that there’s |
just no way it could happen. If you start with a .

simple micreorganism no matter how it arose on the
earth, primordial soup or otherwise, then if you just
have that mingle organizational, informational unit
and you said that you copied this sequentially time
and time again, the question is: Does that accumu-
late enough copying errors, emough mistakes in
copying, and do these accumulations of copying
errors lead to the diversity of living forms that one
sees on the earth? That's the general, usual formula-
tion of the theory of evolution. In making copies,

-either sexually or asexually, you pile up errors in
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copying. And the natural environment selects the
best fitted for survival out of the very many genc-
types that have developed through the accumulation
of mistakes. It's been claimed that the cotnbination
of the mistakes and the selection leads to the steady
evolution of life.

We looked at this quite systematically, quite care-
fully, in numerical terms. Checking all the numbers,

|- rates of mutation and so on, we decided that there is

no way in which that could even marginally approach
the truth. On the contrary, any organized living
gystem that developed or emerged say in the form of
a microbe, four billion years ago, if it was allowed to

! copy itself time and time again, it would have
. destroyed itself essentially, The pileup of copying
. errors could have two effects: (1) It could improve the

genotype for survival, or (2) it could decrease the

* survival characteristics of this particular living

form. If you consider the balance between the two
effects it turns out that it's always the destructive
component that wins. For every favorable mutation

: there will be bundreds of unfavorable mutations. So
. it has to be a steady downward procedure. If we start
- with a highly organized system of a lot of informa-

tion and if you are copying, it has to ultimately

- deeline and degenerate.

The way out of this is to suppose that natural

. selection operates, not in relation to the copying
. errors, but in relation to continual inputs of new
- information that organisms could imbibe from the
! outside world. Now, we know that viruses and

fragments of viruses could get into cells of all
creatures, of all plants and animals. Viral com-
ponents could add on to the genomes of existing
animals and we argued that this is the only way in
which one could keep the evolution going essentially

—that is, where the new information for new crea-—-

tures, for new life forms, for new attributes, must be
injected from the general pool of cosmic life
around us.

Could you be a little more specific on what exactly
pou mean by that?

If you look at the fossil record, then you see
instantly that the present-day living forms have a
whole range of structures and types, from microor-
ganisma all the way up to buman beings and, later
on, if you get back in time, if you go deeper and
decper into the geological strata, there appears to be
a progressive decline of the more complicated and
more sophisticated life forms. The human eye, mon-

82
keys and apes are fairly recent in the geol
deposits compared to dinosaurs. The whole range of
living forms becomes progressively less complicated,
as you go down in the geological strata. So thereis a
very strong indication of a sort of evolution that has
occurred. The earliest life forma are girople and the

later life forms become more varied, more complicat-

ed, more complex. How is this pattern to be explained
in the face of the argumnents that ] have outlined to
you, where any tendency is for mutations to accumu-
late in a closed system. If biology ie a closed system,
then it seems to me that mutations degenerate in the
life forms that exist at any given time, I think the
way out of it is to suppoee that instructions for more
sophisticated life forms, for the continual evolution
of life, has to be supplied from outside the earth,
gy some higher intélligence?
ez, .

Would this in some way solve the problem of the
missing link, of the missing fransitional forms,
which I have understood to be one of the major
flaws in most evolutionary theories?

Yes, trangitional forms have never been discov-
ered. Between the most important groups of crea-
tures with major differences in attributes, transition-

al forms have never been discovered in the foesil -
records, I think that is a major defect in the conven-
tional theories because the transitional forms, likely °

to be the most important, should have been suffici-~*-
ly long-lived. If things move very slowly then:
should have been some record.

It surprises me that many notable scientists have
not paid sufficient atiention to this problem. What
wasg their response to your work?

I don't really know. I think they turned a biind eye
to anything that doesn't tie up with their, essentially,
theology.- There's- no evidence for any of the basic
tenets of Darwinian evolution. I don't believe that
there ever was any evidence for it. It was a social
foree that took over the worid in 1860, and I think it
has been a disaster for science ever since.

This is a sociological question, but do you see it
as still prevalent in the academic world?

I think it's prevalent in the scientific, academic
community to this extent: it's very similar to the
gituation before Copernicus, when a very complicated
system, the Ptolemaic system, was maintained as
beﬂgdthti:: tnedmex;dam all the discoveries

jed to ? the new di i
within the framework of the old system’?
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i It's exactly what one sees in modern evolutionary
! biology; there's an exact parallel. There is very
! considerable competence in the use of electron micro-
© scopes and very competent DNA techniques. And
" there's very powerful, experimental backup for mod-
. ern biology. But they have the wrong theory. With
. extremely sophisticated equipment they have discov-
, ered a lot of fine details in biology that they try to

" force into 8 wrong theory, and whenever there is a -

* mismatch, they introduce new hypotheses. It's like
the Ptolemaic system, cycles and epicycles.

. You have encountered some of the most promi-
nent evolutionists today like Stephen Jay Gould.
How would you assess them?

They're all very arrogant, dogmatic people (I'm not
referring to any one particular person); they hold
absolutely tenaciously to a point of view which has
become a theological issue. Whenever there's a clash
between a theological attitude and a scientific atti-
tude then the theological attitude takes precedence
because it has a lot of social or sociological backup.

How did Gould respond to the problems you
pointed out?

He just shrugs his shoulders and says that there's

" a lot of things we don't understand. There’s a lot of
vagueness everywhere. They are deeply uncomfort-
able. They are deeply threatened by the weight of
evidence.

There's another problem that one faces in modern
science. It's so highly compartmentalized. Evolution-
ary biologists don't understand physics, they don't
understand anything but evolutionary biology. But
the universe doesn't respect the boundaries between
different disciplines. The differences between biclogy
and astronomy and chemistry and so on, these are
man-made artifacts of thinking, I think the whole

gystem is doomed unless one decides that all-these -

* barriers are cleared. And I will go further to say that
" even the interface between theology and the other
disciplines is necessary.

Could the universe be infinite in terms of space
and time?

Well, I think that the astronomical evidence now
is against that. There doesn't seem to be such a
universe that has an extended, open time-scale. So
: under those circumstances, I think one is driven
;ag'aintoposmlateanmtelﬁgence.‘l‘helogicaﬂy
jeasiestwayofheaﬁngtheimpmbabﬂityistosay
: that an intelligence intervened. If you see that life or
patterns of anything are too complicated for emer-
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gence in a random way, like the arrangement of

ftems in this house, then the obvious conclusion that
one is led to draw from this datum is that there has
been an intelligence behind the design of the house.
In a similar way, one could make the same statement

for the living system.

If the universe is not infinite in size and time-

scale, then is one forced to conclude there is a higher

“intelligence, not merely as a possible option, since

this would rule out the possibility of an accident?
I would go along with that. I think if you look at
the structure of our living system, microorganisms

or ourselves under the microscope, as it were {not

literally), if you investigate a living system that is
before us, that is accessible to us, one is driven to the
conclusion, inescapably; that living systems could not
have been generated by random processes, within a
finite time-scale, in & finite universe. I think the

evidence from life is very hard, a hard fact, from the -

nature of a living system as you study it in the lab.
The information content in the living system that we
bave on the earth is perhaps the hardest cosmologi-
cal fact. You can't get away from that, in the sense
that the universe has to, in some way, discover this
arrangement. I would put that datum above the
cosmological datum in quality of information.

Has your work led you to a position that strongly

favors the theistic view?
] would say so. Yes.

What do you think of the position taken by '

someone like Jacques Monod, who says that life is
an accident, a chance occurrence?

I think it's not borne out by the facts at all. There's |

not a shred of evidence for it.
And it’s more a metaphysical principle or judg-
ment? It's not scientific in nature?

scientific method should lead to quite the opposite

result: That some miraculous property of life that's '
gither explained in terms of a statistical miracle or

in terms of an Intelligence intervening. It's one or the
other. :

Sir John Eccles said that Monod is increasingly .

sounding like a prophet.

But all these people do that. They have the general
property of doing that. The people who work on the
theories of the origin of life meet about two or three
times & year and go around the world preaching their
doetrine. They feel the need for doing this because

" their position is so insecure in terms of factual !

1t is worse than that. It's a defiance of science. The
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" knowledge.

What do you think of all these reporis of life

being created in the lab?

I think it's totally to be discounted. Whenever they
say that there's any evidence for evolution in the lab,
what seems to be involved is that they start with a
living system, make very small changes to it,.and

“recover a living system, that has either those
changes or some other changes. They start with the
desired result essentially. It's cheating.

What do you think of the work of people like Carl
Sagan, who propagate the positivist point of view?

I think, from the couple of his lectures that I heard
and the few things I've read of his, he has nothing
original to say at all. He's just peddling the old

.mechanistic world view in relation to astronomy: the
primordial soup that he starts all his expositions
with, the non-existent, mythical, primordial soup. I
think these people have no respect for facts at all.
The facts are too disturbing. They consider it irrele-
vant.

Would you say the primordial soup account is
fairly dominant or taken for granted by most of
these evolutionisis?

Yes, that is the starting point of their thinking
—+tp say that it had to happen on the earth. And as
I pointed out earlier, there's no logic that drives you
to that conclusion at all, It's like saying, when you
come to Wales here and discover that in certain parts
of Wales they speak the Celtic language, that the
Celtic Janguage must have evolved from here. This is
essentially what they're saying in terms of the life
gystem. We know for sure that the Ceitic language
is imported from mainland Europe some couple of

thousand years ago. In a very similar way the ...

organizational pattern of life could have been import-
. ed from the outside, could have been extraneous
 input to the earth,

How would you evaluate the arguments of the

- Creationists?

! You mean the arguments that are justifications of

| their position? I think they have a very good case, by

i and large.

i A minority among them insist on the “young

i earth” theory which is by no means essential to

| traditional Christian theism.

[ I would say that could kill them. It really would.
Bgt in general how do you find their methodol-

H Wy'
{ Itis highly commendable. I can’t say it's in any

i
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Naturzalist Alfred Russel Wallace ( 1823-1913) is best known
as the co-ongmator of the theory of evolution by natural
selection. Contrary to Chares Darwin, however, Wallace
observed that man's “intetlectual capacities and his morat
nature were not whotty developed Dy the same process.”
Wailace consciously attempted to reconcile science with
theology.

way fanity. The greatest scientists of the nineteen,
century were Creationists. Even the man who really
drove home the Darwinian theory of evoluticn, not
Darwin, but Alfred Russel Wallace, never departed
from the Creationist point of view. He believed that
the small effects in biology, from the differences of
ohe terrain to the other in the same kind of animal,
could be explained in terms of natural selection. But
he never went to the extreme and said that every-
thing happened through natural selection and hu-
man beings evolved. He left out man. There are some
marvelous quotes by Wallace. He couldn't believe
that human attributes could have developed to the
level of great mathematicians and musicians in
response to natural selection.m

Roy Abraham Varghese is the edilor of Truth, an international,
inlerdisciplinary joumal of Christian thoupht. He resides in
Dallas, Tezas.
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Introduction to Christian Theology I (27020)  Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

Dr. Craig Blaising : b e
CREATION

I The Vocabulary of Creation :

“The root bara’ has the basic meaning “to create.” It differs from yasar “to
fashion” in that the latter primarily emphasizes the shaping of an object while bara’
emphasizes the initiation of the object. . . . :

The word is used in the Qal only of God’s activity and is thus a purely theological
term. This distinctive use of the word is especially appropriate to the concept of
creation by divine fiat. o '

. The root bara’ denotes the concept of “initiating something new” in 2 number of
passages. InIsa 41:20 it is used of the changes that will take place in the
~ Restoration when God effects that which is new and different. 1t is used of the
‘creation of new things (hadashot) in Isa 48:6-7 and the creation of the new
heavens and the new earth (Isa 65:17). Marvels never seen before are describéd by
this word (Ex 34:10), and Jeremiah uses the term of a fundamental change that will
‘take place in the natural order (Jer 31:22). The Psalmist prayed that god would
create in him a clean heart (Psm 51:10[H 12]) and coupled this with the petition
 that God would put a new spirit within him (See also Num 16:30; Isa 4:5; 65:18).

| The word also possesses the meaning of *bringing into existence” in seireral _
passages (Isa 43:1; Ezk 21:30 [H35]; 28:13, 15). :

It is not surprising that this word with its distinctive emphases is used most
frequently to describe the creation of the universe and the natural phenomena (Gen
1:1, 21, 27; 2:3, etc.).” The usages-of the-term in-this-sense-present a clearly '

- defined theology. The magnitude of God’s power is exemplifiéd in creation. This
has implications for the weak (Isa 40:26, cf. vv. 27-31) and for the unfolding of
God’s purposes in history (Isa 42:5; 45:12). Creation displays the majesty (Amos .
4:13), orderliness (Isa 45:18), and sovereignty (Ps 89:12 [H13]) of God. . . . -

The limitation of this word to divine activity indicates that the area of meaning
delineated by the root falls outside the sphere of human ability. Since the word -
never occurs with the object of the material, and since the primary emphasis of the
word is on the newness of the created object, the word lends itself well to the
concept of creation ex nihilo, although the concept is not necessarily inherent
within the meaning of the word.” Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament,
s.v. bara’, by T. E. McComiskey. . K




86 .
~ The verb ‘@sa has the basic connotation of “do” or “make.” . . ..

When used of God, the word frequently emphasizes God’s acts in the sphere of
* history. These contexts stress one of the most basic concepts of OT theology, i.e.
that God is not only transcendent, but he is also immanent in history, effecting his

sovereign purpose. . . .

The word occurs with great frequency in the Genesis account of creation, which is
the first great act of God in history, The significant interchange between the

. words bara’ “create” and ‘asa is of great interest. The word bara’ carries the -

- thought of the initiation of the object involved. It always connotes what only God
can do and frequently emphasizes the absolute newness of the object created. The
‘word ‘asa is much broader in scope, connoting primarily the fashioning of the
object with little concern for special nuances. ’ o

The.use of bara’ in the opening statement of the account of creation seems to
carry the implication that the physical phenomena came into existence at that time
and had no previous existence in the form in which they were created by divine
" fiat. The use of ‘asa may simply connote the act of fashioning the objects involved
in the whole creative process. Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament, s.N. .
" ‘asa, by T. McComiskey. o

Ii. God, the Creator of All Things
A God is the Creator of All Things.

Gen. 1.1 -- God created the heavens and the earth
Gen. 14.19 -- God Most High is Maker of heavens and earth.
Psalm 33.6,9 — By the word of the Lord the heavens were made,

and all their host by the breath of his mouth, o
, He spoke and-it-came.to be; He commanded and it- stood firm.
See also Ps. 8.3;19.1; 90.2; 102.25. '

Isaiah 40.26, 28 -- Lift up your eyes on high and see:
Who created these? He who brings out their host and numbers
" them, calling them all by name; because he is great in strength,
mighty in power, not one is missing. . . . Have you not known?
Have you not heard? The Lord is the everlasting God, the
: Creator of the ends of the earth. o
See also Isaiah 42.5; 45.18; Jeremiah 10.12-16

Romans 1.20,25 -- He is “the Creator, who is blessed forever,”
whose eternal power and deity are apprehended through the
things he has made. :

‘Acts 17.24 -- He is the God who made the world and everything in it.




Rev. 10.6 -- He is the One who lives forever and ever, who created heaven
and what is in it, the earth and what is in it, and the sea and
what is in it.

Revelation 4.11 -- “you are worthy, our Lord and G_dd,
‘ to receive glory and honor and power,
for you created all things,

and by your will they existed and were created.”

B. All things were created in and through the Son, the Logos. John 1.3; Col. 1.16;
Heb. 1.2. : o o

C. Al things were created for him, the Son of God. Col. 1.16.. In Hebrews, the
' writer applies Ps. 102.25 to the Son, the earth and heavens are the work of his
hands and like a garment to him. Then in speaking about the subjection of the -
world to come, he applies Ps. 8 to Christ as well. The point, which coordinates
with the theme of the subjection of the world to Christ in a number of New
Testament passages, is that all things have beeri given to him as an inheritance.
- The creation exists as the Father’s gift to the Son. All things were created FOR

III. The Wisdom of God’s Creation.

A. God created the heavens and the earth in such a way (and human beings in such a
way) that human beings are able to relate to the created order in wisdom and
understanding. See Proverbs 3.19-20; and 8.22-31. Wisdom in the Bible is skillful
living, which includes both knowledge and skill (which is both technical skill in
industry, farming and business as well as skill in human relations). : '

B. Wisdom is given by God as well as learned and developed by human beings.
IV. The Value of God’s Creation

A. God proclaimed His creation, and all the things which compose it, GOOD! ..
Genesis 1.31 - God saw everything that he had made, and indeed, it was very
good. This means that everything God has made has value to Him. Since our
place in that creation is the place of stewards (God is the owner), we are to value
the creation with the same value its owner has placed oniit. -

B. The creation manifests its value by praising, rejoicing in and bn’nging' glory to God
and to His Son. -

Psalm 96.1,11-12 - Sing to the Lord, all the earth . . '.
Let the heavens be glad, and let the earth rejoice;
let the sea roar, and all that fills it;
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let the field exult, and everything in it.
Then shall all the trees of the forest sing for j joy before
. the Lord. -
Psalm 19.1 -- The heavens are tellmg the glory of God.
See also Psalm 104; 148,

Revelation 5:11-13 - Then looked, and I heard the voice of many angels
surrounding the throne and the living creatures and the elders; they numbered
myriads fo myriads and thousands of thousands, singing with full voice,
“Worthy is the Lamb that was slain to receive power and wealth and wisdom
- and might and honor and glory and blessing!” Then I heard every creature in
* heaven and on earth and under the earth and in the sea, and all that is in them,
- singing, “To the one seated on the throne and to the Lamb be blessing and '

honor and glory and might forever and ever!”

‘C. God cares for his creat:on is displeased when it is despoiled or rmsmanaged and
will himself redeem and restore it according to his ongmal intention. .

1. He places his claim of possession on all creation. Job 41 11; Ex 19.15; Deut.
110.12-13; Ps. 50.12; Lev. 25.23.

2. He condemns human deﬁlernent; pollution and despoilation of his creation.
Isa. 24.4-6; Jer. 2.7-8; Hos. 4.3, Rev. 11.18 -- “Your wrath has come . . . for
destroying those who destroy the earth.” o .

" 3. He dlscloses his plan to renew the creatlon Hos 2 18-22; Isa. 65. 17 Rom. |
8.19-21; 2 Pet. 3.13; Rev. 21.1. :

4. This creation theclogy stands in contrast to Gnosticism and Gnostic as well as
neo-platonic theologies which devalue the phys:cal creation by ellmmatmg alt
but human spirits from ﬁnal eschatological reality. - :

V Human Respon51b1hty in a Biblical Theology of Creatlon
| A To Honor and Worslnp God Romans 1. 18-25.

B. To Exermse Respons1ble Stewardshnp of God’s Creation. Gen 1.28-30; 2.15.
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CREATION AND EVOLUTION

I Scientiﬁc Naturalism

“According to naturalism, what is ultimately real is nature, which consists of the
fundamental patticles that make up what we call matter and energy, together with
the natural laws that govern how those particles behave. Nature itself is ultimately
all there is, at least as far as we are concerned. To put it another way, nature is a
permanently closed system of material causes and effects that can never be
influenced by anything outside of itself -- by God, for example. To speak of -
something as ‘supernatural’ is therefore to imply that it is imaginary, and belief in
powerful imaginary entities is known as superstition.

Naturalism gives priority to natural science as a way of describing reality, because
everything we know about nature, other than by direct observation, is the product

-of scientific investigation. Science may not be able to answer all questions, at least

for the time being, but some of the most visionary scientists already speak of a

‘theory of everything,” or ‘final theory,” which will in principlc explain all of nature

and hence all of reality, Because (in this view) science is by far our most reliable
source of knowledge, whatever conflicts with scnentlﬁc knowledge is effectively

. false, and whatever is in principle closed to scientific investigation is effectively

unreal. We might say that any supernatural reality or nonscientific knowledge is
‘immaterial,” meaning both that it is not based on matter and that it is of no
concern to us.” Phillip E. Johnson, Reason in the Balance, 37-38.

“The most influential intellectuals in America and around the world are mostly
naturalists, who assume that God exists only as an idea in the minds of religious

~ believers. .In our greatest universities, naturalism ---the-doctrine that nature is ‘all
* there is’ -- is the virtually unquestioned assumption that underlies not only natural

science but intellectual work of all kinds. If naturalism is true, then humankind

- created God -- not the other way around. In that case, rationality requirés that we
recognize the Creator as the imaginary being he always has been, and that we rely °

only on things that are real, such as ourselves and the material world of nature. -

- Reliance on the guidance of an :magmary supernatural being is called superstition.”

Johnson 7-8.

II. Naturalism and Evolution -

“As the famous Harvard paleontologist George' Gaylord Simpson str'aightforwardly
put it, the ‘meaning of evolution’ . . . is that ‘man is the result of a purposeless and
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i iid Theological Conﬂicts with Naturalistic Evolution identiﬁéd by Christian Apologists

A

IAA Sciehtiﬁc Conflicts with Naturalistic Evolution identified by Christian Apologists

A

. B.

C

- designed, has no purpose, and is the product of mere mechanical mechanisms --

20

natural process that did not have him in mind.” Douglas Futuyma, author of a
widely used evolutionary biology textbook for college students, is just as
plainspoken: ‘Some shrink from the conclusion that the human species was not

but this seems to be the message of evolution.”” Johnson, 8-9; See Simpson, The
Meaning of Evolution, 344-45; Futuyma, Science on Trial: The Case for - L

. Evolution, 12- 13

“The most important claim of the theory -- the one that generates those sweepmg
statements about humans being the product of purposeless material forces -- is that
a combination of random genetlc changes and natural selection can generate
extremely complex organisms from simple begmmngs ” Johnson, 11.

The existence of God and His activity of creating, sustammg, judging and
redeeming the world. :

The unique creaturehood of humankind as the image- of God.

The authority of the Bible as divine revelation.

Absence of mechanisms for prebiotic evolution

Lack of ewdence in the fossil record or presently observed life for intermediate
forms _

Lack of ewdence that random genetlc mutation leads to increased systermc
complexity.




V. Evangelical Alternatives to Naturalistic Evolution
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Theistic Evolution -- Accepts the process of evolution advocated by scientific
naturalism except to say that God guides and controls the process.

Mature or Fiat Creationism

1. Advocates -- The Institute for Creation Research; Henry Morris, Duane Gish,
John Whitcomb.

2. Distinctive Views

a. All of creation was accdmplished in six 24 hr. days (144 hrs).
Consequently, the cosmos is only 10,000 years old at most.

(1) This is the only interpretation of Genesis 1 that is consistent with
inerrancy. - - '

(2) This is the only alternative to naturalistic evolution.

b. All geologic sedimentation and fossil distribution including the fossilization
process is due to the universal flood recorded in Genesis 6-9.

¢. Some microevolution processes have occurred but no macroevolution.

3. Problems with this view

a. The age of the cosmos

b. ‘The interpretation of the days of Genésis 1




4. Benefits of the Work of the Creation Research Institute

C. The Gap Theory -- The view that Genesis 1.1 records an original creation but that
Genesis 1.2 refers to a recreative or restorative process long ages after the original
. creation. Hence, a long gap of time separates the original creation of Gene51s 1.1
and the recreation process which begms in Genesis 1.2.

1.

c. Failure to demonstrate the Flood as the single mechanism responsible for
all geologic sedimentation and fossilization.

d. Failure to consider legitimate hermeneutical options for Genesis 1.

Problems in this view

2, Benefits

" D. Progressive Creationism

- L

Advocates -- Walter Bradley and other speakers of the Veritas Forum, Hugh

Ross; Phillip Johnson, Pattle Pun.

Distinctive Views

a.

Affirmation of biblical inerrancy and the necessity to explore hermeneutical

options in the lnterpretatlon of Genesis 1.

Afﬁnnatxon of the need to take empirical observations into account in .

biblical interpretation.

Interpretatlon of the days of Genesis 1 as long periods of time not 24 .
days.
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d. Interpretation of the alternation of the verbs “create” and “make”
Genesis 1 to indicate a combination of mlraculous and provndentla] process
during the “days of creation.

e. Affirmation of an “old” cosmos corresponding to the age yielded by
various scientific dating techniques.

f. Affirmation of a unique creation for human beings.

g. Affirmation of both. catastrophlc and uniformitarian processes in geoIoglc
sedimentation and fossﬂlzatlon

h. Afﬁrmatnon of rmcroevolutlonary processes but not macroevolution.. The
primaty diversity betwéen phyium is due to direct divine m:racuious action.

. Some Adirantages- of this position
a. Proper biblical interpretation
b. General correlation with cosmological theory

c. General correlation with the geologic and fossil record

d. Consistency with evangelical theology




94

Various Evolutionary Models

Foundational World Views

Naturalism

1. Nature needs no explanation beyond itself. This is the rejection of a supernatural Being.

2. All the objects in nature have material causes and conditions. This is the primacy of the physical.

3. Obijects with similar properties are caused by similar causes on the basis of similar laws. This explains the
homogeneity of the animal world.

" 4. Human consciousness and ideals are products of nature and not constitutive of it. The background dominates

reality or reality emerges from context.

God’s Relationship to His Creation

A. Agnostic Naturalism. Life originated on Earth by natural processes. We must suspend both belief and
disbelief in how God might have influenced those natural processes because of insufficient evidence upon which to
base a decision.

B. Atheistic Naturalism. Life originated on Earth by natural processes apart from any supernatural intervention or
coniribution. There is no God.

C. Deistic Naturalism. Life originated on Earth by highly ordered natural processes. After creating the universe,
God retired, leaving the creation to go on its own. God does not interfere, thus science need not fear any disruption
of its efforts to determine the uniform laws of nature.

D. Deus Absconditus. Literally, "the God who hides." God intentionally veils Himself so as to give human
creatures ample room and opportunity to express their freedom and faith. God exists but cannot be found (by
scientific inquiry).

E. Intelligent Design. The universe reveals a consistent intelligent pattern. These universal principles and laws are
comprehensible to science. There must be an intelligent designer.

F. Intervention. The view that God intervenes in the development of Humans. God is profoundly present in and
for His creation even to the point of breaking his own rules to accomplish His purposes.

G. Purposive Design. The creation is following a pattern designed by God. Life follows the pattern in order to
fulfill the plan of God.

H. Special Creation. The theological concept that God created the universe all at once and in a relatively short
time. This creative act is "special” in the sense of being direct and miraculous as opposed to using laws and
processes of nature, including evolution, to accomplish the task indirectly.

I. Strong Theistic Evolution. Life originated on Earth through evolutionary processes designed and manipulated
by God.

J. Theistic Naturalism. Life originated on Earth by natural processes influenced not only by God, but through
principles established at some point in distant past by God. God does exist and occasionally intervenes in His
creation.




K. Weak Theistic Evolution. Life originated on Earth through evolutionary processes designed but not
manipulated by God.

Evolationary Models

Evolution: The claim that the origins and development (especially of organisms) followed a continuous natural, that
is, law-bound, process, from their beginning forms to those extant today.

I. Autoevolution. Self-organizing power of the evolutionary process traced back to the inherent structure of the
atoms and molecules themselves.

2. Continuing Evolution. This version of evolution takes place within species (reproductively isolated groups of
interbreeding natural populations) as well as between species.

3. Cultural Evolution. The rapid change (more rapid than biological evolution) among H. sapiens brought about
through the development of civilization and especially technology. Famines, epidemics, and predators, have been
greatly diminished in modemn times. Improved nutrition, eye glasses, etc, have replaced that which natural selection
would select against. Cultural evolution is concerned with reproductive strategies and Sociobiology.

4, Coevolution. The evolution of two or more species due to mutual influence; for example, many species of
flowing plants and their insect pollinators have coevolved in a way that makes the relationship more effective.

5. Commensalism. A form of symbiosis (intimate coexistence) in which one species profits from the association
without harming or benefitting the other,

6. Convergent Evolution. The increasing similarity during evolution of two or more unrelated species. Example:
the placental wolf of the northern hemisphere and its remarkable look-alike, the marsupial "wolf" of Australia.

7. Darwinian Gradualism. Variation in all specieé is limited to chance variation granting an advantage (survival
and reproduction) in the struggle for life. If this variation were inherited, the characteristics of the species changes
over great periods of time.

Alternatives

a. Margulis’ Alternative to Gradualism. Rather than competition and strife, species advance by
cooperation and symbiosis. See for example thie Mitochondria. Problem: Symbiosis starts with complex,
already-functioning systems.

b. Complexity Theory. Systems with a large number of interacting components spontaneously organize
themselves into ordered patterns.

8. Darwinism. Evolution by natural selection (the theory that some heritable variations among members of a
species confer a slight advantage in the competitive struggle for survival, resulting in a gradual modification of the
characteristics of the species and the formation of new species), originally proposed by Charles Darwin.

9. Deistic Evolution. God began the processes of evolution but His involvement at the beginning as now is
unknowable due to a lack of evidence.

10. Evolutionary Biology. An umbrella term for a broad array of disciplines that have in commeon their focus on
the evolutionary process and hence the creation of biodiversity. Evolutionary biology includes the study of
molecular evolution, ecology, population biology, systematics, biogeography, and comparative aspects of anatomy,
physiology, and animal behavior. Also called Neo-Darwinism.
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11. Lamarckism. The theory that evolutionary changes in a species are primarily the product of changes in
individual organisms acquired during their lifetime by habitual use and inherited by their descendants. A belief in
the inheritance of acquired characteristics.

12. Macroevolution. Large-scale evolution, entailing major alterations in anatomy or other biological traits,
. sometimes accompanied by adaptive radiation.

13. Microevolution {Genetic Mutation). Evolutionary change of minor degree, such as an increase in size or body
part, usually controlled by a relatively small number of genes.

14. Neo-Darwinism. The modern study of the evolutionary process that assigns a central role to natural selection,
the idea originally suggested by Darwin and now informed by substantial new knowledge from genetics, ecology,
and other modern disciplines of biology. See Evolutionary Biology.

15. Neo-Lamarckian Evolution. The behavior of a species will effect their genetics thus altering their
evolutionary path. See Sociobiology.

16. Orthogenic Evolution The organism has an internal directedness to the evolutionary process—a straight line
evolutionary course. Incompatible with environmental adaptation, natural selection chooses the best-adapted
variants for continued survival.

17. Punctuated Equilibrium. A theory proposed by Niles Eldredge and Stephen Jay Gould in which they
postulate that for long periods of time species undergo little observable change. When change does oceur, it is rapid
and concentrated in small, isolated populations.

18. Phylectic Evolution. Gradual change within an evolving line.

19. Sociobiology. The study of the evolutionary and genetic origins of social behavior in non-human and human
species.

20. Source-Sink Model. The hypothesis that species diversity, especially in tropical forests, builds up when
restricted localities favorable to certain species allow them to produce a surplus of emigrants, hence to be a source
of new individuals dispersing to less favorable sites nearby, the sinks.

21. Spontaneous Generation. The one-step appearance of life from nonlife.

22. Synthetic Theory of Evolution. The modern evolutionary synthesis of many branches of biology including
genetics, systematics, paleontology, comparative anatomy, embryology, etc. Also known as Neo-Darwinian
Evolution. '




Life on Mars?

Are We Alone in the Universe?

Dr. Ray Bohlin

Life on Mars?

In August 1996, a group of scientists from
NASA proclaimed they had found evi-
dence of life on Maurs (Science, 16 August
1996, 273:924-30).The group from NASA
had studied a meteorite that had been
found in the ice of Anfarctica. Previously, it
had been determined that this mefeorite
had originated onMars by studying the
gaseous contertt of glass-like components of
the meteor. The gas composition matched
very well the atmosphere of Mars. This
conclusion seems reasonable.

The group from NASA locked for evi-
dence of life on and in the arevices of the
meteor and found two types of molecules
that can result from life processes: carbor-
ates and complex molecules called polyaro-
matic hydrocarbons or PAHs. They also
found shapes in the rock that resembled
those of known microfossils on earth,
Microfossils are fossils of one-celled organ-
isms which are rather tricky to interpret.

The NASA scientists felt that these
observations provided evidence to suggest
that life onee existed on Mars. However, the
chemical signs could al! be due to processes
that have nothing to do with life, and the
"supposed” microfossils are 100 times
smaller than any such fossil found on earth.
Other groups that studied this same mete-
orite concluded that either the temperature
of formation of the chemicals was far too
high to allow life (over 700 degiees C) or
that other chemical signals for life were
absent. John Kerridge, a planetary scientist
from the University of Califorra at San
Diego, said, "The conclusion is at best
premature and more probably wrong."

Over one year later, the controversy
remains. Additional articles have appeared
both supporting and criticizing the early
NASA daims. The Dallas Morning News
recenfly reported that ornly about 20% of
ihe planetary scientists at a recent meeting

discussing the meteorite concluded that it
contained signs of life (DMN, 30 Tune 1997,
p- 2-F). Although neither the Pathfinder
spacecraft (landed on Mazs July 4, 1997) nor
the Glebal Surveyor spacecraft (entering
Mars orbit in September 1997) were de-
signed to search for signs of life, they are
both expected to add further data to the
continuing discussion of the possibility of
life on Mars.

What would life on Mars
mean?

But what if they are right? What if life
really did exist on Mars?

For evoluticnists the evidence is per-
ceived as confirmation that life actuaily
arises from non-life by purely chemical
processes. Therefore, even though origin of
life research is actually at a standstit}, such a
discovery seemingly confirrns the notion
that sorrie chemical evolution scenario srust
work.

On the other hand, somne have stated that
if there is life on Mars, Creationism has been
dealt a death blow. They rationalize that
since (1) we now know that life can evolve
just about anywhere, and (2) the Bible never
speaks of life anywhere but on Earth, the
Bible is, therefore, unreliable. Besides, they
reascn, why would God create life on a
planet with

However,
since the
Bible is
silent on
the subject
of extra-
terrestrial
life, we can
make no
prediciions
abeout its

Lifeon Mars? cont'd frompage 4

possibility. God is certainly free to create
life on planets other than Earth.

From the evolutionary perspective, if
life is found to have existed on Mars, did it
niecessarily evolve there? The simple
answer, inexplicably avoided by the
media, is NO! The most reasonable expla-
nation to the possible discovery of life on
Mars is that the "Martian life" actually
came from Earth!

First, how did this Martian meteorite
get to Earth? It is hypothesized that a large
meteorite crashed into Mars throwing up
Jots of debris into space, some of which
found its way to Earth. Then some of that
debris was found by earthlings. If you are
thinking with me, you now realize that the
reverse scenario could have been played
oul on Earth, sending a rock frem earth,
pregnant with life, io Mars.

The Imprebability of Life
Elsewhere in the Universe
Over the last two decades scientists
have begun tabulating many characteris-
tics of our universe, galaxy, solar system,
and planet that appear to have been finely-
tuned for life to exist. Christian astronomer
and apologist, Dr. Hugh Ross documents
all these characteristics in his book Crerfor
and tie Costios (NavPress, 1995, pp. 111-
45). Ross documents 26 characteristics of
the universe and 33 characteristics of our
galaxy, solar system, and planet that are
precisely adjusted to aliow for life to exist
including the size, temperature,and
brightness of our sun, and the size, chemi-
cal compesition, and stable orbit of earth.
The probabilities of all these factors
coming together by natural processes
alone are 1 in 105, A very liberal estimate
of how many planets there may be
{though we have only documented 20: 9 in
our solar system and 11 outside our solar
system), is 102 or 10 billion trillion plan-
efs, one for every star in the universe.
Combining these two probabilities tells us
that there are 103 planets in the entire uni-
verse that could suppert life. Obviously
this is far less than one; therefore, by natur-
2l processes alone, we shouldn't even be
here let alone some kind of alien life form.

Independence Day, the Movie

In the movie Independerice Day, an alien
battle force swoops down on carth with the
intention of destroying the human race,
sucking the planet dry of all available
rescurces, and then moving on to some
other unlucky civilization in the galaxy.
But, those indomitable humans aided by
good old American ingenuity outsmart
the dult-witted aliens and earth js saved.
The story has been told many tisnes, but
perhaps never as well or never with such
great special effects.

But why are we continually fascinated
by the possibility of alien cultures? The
movie gave the clear impression that there
miist be great numbers of intelligent civi-
lizations out there in the universe.

Few recognize that the supposed exis-
tence of alien civilizations is based on evo-
lutionary assumptions. The science-ficion
of "Star Trek" and Star Wars begins with
evelution. Evolutionists simply rationalize
that since life evolved here with no out-
side interference, the universe mustbe
pregnant with life, Inherent within these
assumptions and rationalizations is fear. If
we are truly alene in the universe with no
God or other civilizations to commune
with, that is a truly tertifying proposition.
The purpeselessness of the universe
becomes suffocating. Therefore, the atheis-
tic scientist clings desperately to the
notion of other civilizations.

The odds overwhelmingly dictate that
our planet is the only one suitable for life
in the universe. The chemistry on earth

also indicates that life is extremely hard to

come by. The probability of life based sim-
ply on chance occurrences is admitted by
many evolutionists to be remote indeed.
Some suggest that life is inevitable
because there are yet undiscovered laws of
nature that automatically lead to complex
life forms. However, we know of no natue-
al processes that will lead automatically to
the complexities of life. Everything we
know of life leads to the opposite conclu-
sion. Life is not a product of chance or
necessity. Life is a product of intelligence.

Without Divine interference we are
alone in the universe and without Christ
we are—and should be-terrified. The
gospel is as relevant as ever. M

v

“House,
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" 1980, p. 40.
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A SUMMARY OF CREATION VS. EVOLUTION
by
Dr, Daniel L. Akin

Creation is one of the most important doctrines to the Christian faith. It is perhaps second in
importance only to Christology. The creation of mankind as male/female (Gen. 2:24; Matt. 19:5;
1 Cor. 6:16; Eph. 5:31) in the image of God with the assignment to rule and exercise dominion
over the world (Gen. 1:26-28; Ps. 8:4-6; Heb. 2:6-8; Rev. 21:1-2) is essential to a biblical
worldview. The biblical worldview has three emphasis: 1) God who is the personal, divine,
omnipotent Creator; 2) The world which is an ordered, and supernatural creation; and 3) man
who is a unique, but dependent creature. It is, therefore, the explanation of the world and
creation with God as sovereign ruler. In contrast, process thinking and various forms of finite
God would deny God as sovereign ruler.

Creation is a broad subject, and one which must honor the breadth of the doctrine in science as
well as in the Bible. Evolution likewise must be understood in a broader and more holistic sense.
Any theory of evolution must include the rise of the modern theory and its full development in
modern western culture and thought. Simplified, it can be defined as an explanation of the world
and of creation without God. Such ideas as "scientific rationalism,"” "process thinking," and
"secular humanism," must be incorporated into any system of thought which draws upon the

evolutionary hypothesis.

The importance of the evolutionary worldview to modern scientific mentality and institutions
cannot be overemphasized. Beginning around 1800 with the works of men like David Hume,
Immanuel Kant, Fredrick Schieiermacher, and George Hegel, supernaturalism was dismissed and
a world view which deified (or at least "exalted") man was greatly accelerated. Genesis 3 was
tragically coming to fruition.

Darwin was not the founder of modern evolution, but was a part of a larger anti-supernatural
world view movement. His influence was substantial, however, and incredible technological
advancements (industrial to informational) only energized his claims for an autonomous humanity.
Modein evolution is remarkably adaptive as Philip Johnson has clearly demonstrated in his works
Darwin on Trial and Reason in the Balance. In the marketplace of ideas one may now purchase
from the shops of Darwinianism, Neo-Darwinianism, Punctuated Equilibrium, or a host of other
options. Such a growth in diversity, in a real sense, signals what Michael Denton has described as
"a theory in crisis."

In all of this development one thing has remained constant--the antisupernatural core of
evolutionary/humanistic thought. As Lanier Burns of Dallas Seminary has accurately said, "The
evolutionary world view has accordingly developed in opposition to the biblical world view at
every point: God equals man, the world equals a natural happening, and man equals an evolved
autonomous animal." The bottom line then still remains: 1) supernaturalism verses naturalism, 2)
eternal God verses eternal matter, and 3) purposeful design verses random chance.




96

Amidst the complexity and divergency of modern argumentation, one must remember that the
evolutionary world view is an open ended (Hegel), relativistic (no absolutes) explanation of
the world without God (Gould). Its prior commitments and ideological affirmations cannot
and should not go unnoticed or without critique. Its amoral ethics and open-endedness
translates tragically into immorality in a fallen world which leads individuals and cultures
toward self-destruction. The absolutes of the Bible have been rejected for relative facts and
proofs sufficient for the moment. Its naturalistic method has developed its own paradigms (or
models), which emphatically and dogmatically exclude a supernatural/biblical world view.

Some attempt to bridge the biblical and evolutionary world views. There has been, however,
little success. With respect to ancient history for example (with paleontology and geology),
there is simply much that we do not know. Common sense and good investigative methods
dictate we should retain reason and constructive criticism as a check against irrational claims,
but in the context of a biblical theology. Reason is a friend of Christianity so far as we can
and must think carefully and responsibly, but Rationalism (reason as the highest authority) has
not been an ally of biblical thinking or a Christian world view.

CONCLUSION

1. Evolution is not only a theory of origins but also a world view which seeks to explain
life apart from God. It has a long and sophisticated tradition with many articulate
spokesmen who have controlled and affected the institutions of the modern world. Its
relativism has allowed it to move about so that we cannot rest in static answers about
what the theory proposes, but must be well read to answer accurately the different
nuances that the theory presents.

2. Creationists must deal with evolution with careful and well reasoned thinking. We
must realize with wisdom how much it has penetrated our lives, society and culture.
The apologetical task has never been more challenging. We must offer creation as the
biblical world view noting its importance secondly only to Jesus Christ and His
resurrection. Gains and losses of creationists in many instances reflect both the good
teaching of many, and the failure to deal adequately with the politics of evolution by
others. Ultimately, we fight not for victory, but from victory. But we must also
understand that in this day and time the very souls of our culture are at stake over this
issue and many others which relate to it.
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Jesus and the Big Bang

The Apollo
missions,
the greatest
technological
achievement
of our species,
gave the first
real glimpse

of our puny

place in the

universe.

f % tephen Hawking breathlessly reports in the new

' cdition of A Brief History of Time that the pub-
8 lisher has sold one copy for every 750 men,
# women, and children on the planet. I finally
joined that constellation of readers and came away
awed at the vastness and complexity of our universe,

Science teeters between hubris and humility.
Hawking’s book shows how much we have

learned. Yet just in the last few years astronomers .

have admitted underestimating the number of
galaxies by 50 billion or so (oops!) and missing the
age of the universe by around 8 billion years—and,
oh yes, there is that embarrassing “dark matter,”
which no one has found yet but which may consti-
tute 20 percent of the matter in the universe. :

I remember the early Apollo missions, when
engineers took pride in the spacecraft’s 5 million
parts, all of which had to work together with pre-
cision, This, the greatest technological achieve-
ment of our species, gave the first real glimpse of
our puny place in the universe. As Stephen Hawk-
ing describes it, Earth is “a medium-sized planet
orbiting around an average star in the outer sub-
urbs of an ordinary spiral galaxy, which is itself
only one of about a million million galaxies in the
observable universe.”

To the Apollo astronauts, though, that humdrm
planet looked just fine. Jim Lovell, reflecting. on the
scene, said, “It was just another body, really, about
four times bigger than the moon. But it held alt the
hope and all the life and all the things that the crew
of Apollo 8 knew and loved. It was the most beauti-
ful thing there was to see in all the heavens.”

Scientists have a hard time imagining how it"all -

happened. As astronomer Chet Raymo puts it, “If,
one second after the Big Bang, the ratio of the den-
sity of the universe to its expansion rate had dif-
fered from its assumed value by only one part in
10" (that’s 1 followed by 15 zeros), the universe
would have either quickly collapsed upon itself or
ballooned so rapidly that stars and galaxies could
not have condensed from the primal matter.”

Far those of us who have trouble counting in
billions, Raymo explains, “If all the grains of sand
on all the beaches of the Earth were possible uni-
verses—that is, universes consistent with the laws
of physics as we know them—and only one of
those grains of sand were a universe that allowed
for the existence of intelligent life, then that one
grain of sand is the universe we inhabit.”

Looking at the world through a microscope
rather than a telescope, Douglas Hofstadter pon-
ders in amazement the complexity of the DNA
genetic code:

A natural and fundamental question to ask, on
learning of these incredibly inwicately interlocking

pieces of software and hardware is: “How did they
ever get started in the first place?” It is truly a baf-
fling thing. . . . There are various theories on the
origin of life. They all run aground on this most
central of all central questions: “How did the
Genetic Code, along with the mechanisnis for its
translation . . . | originate?”

Both these scientists share Hawking’s religious
agnosticism, and yet all three concede that the uni-
verse appears to be tuned with inconceivable preci-
sion so as to foster intelligent life on this planet.
(Scientists call this observation “the anthropic
principle.”) Why? That question lies outside the
realm of science.

or an answer to the “Why?” question, Chris-

tians look to Jesus of Nazareth—who, the

New Testament tells us, was present at the

moment of creation. In a remarkable scene
with his disciples the night of his arrest, Jesus
pulled back the curtain, allowing a peek at his life
before Bethlehem.

“And now, Father, glorify me in your presence
with the glory T had with you before the world
began,” Jesus prayed. He is reminiscing about life
before planet Earth, eternity before time. In this
lengthy, astonishing prayer (John 17:1-26), he
gives the answer to the “Why?” question. From the
beginning— before the beginning—God willed to
share with other creatures the same [ove lavished on
the Son “before the creation of the world.”

Farth was indeed created with an anthropic prin-
ciple. God’s grace, claims Paul, “was given us in
Christ Jesus before the beginning of time” (2 Tim.
1:9). Jesus® sacrifice on our behalf was “chosen
before the creation of the world” (1 Peter 1:20).
Similarly, our hope for eternal life was promised
“before the beginning of time” (Tirus 1:2).

Thus the essentials of theology—God’s love, elec-
tion, grace, atonement, resurrection—are specifical-
ly grounded outside time and creation. Long before
Einstein’s theory of the relativity of time and space,
long before any notion of a Big Bang origin of the
universe, the New Testamerit writers established
these truths as, quite literafly, timeless.

Stephen Hawking cites with approval Augus-
tine’s notion that any God must exist outside time,
We are confined to a space-time universe that be-
gan at a moment of time, but God is not. Our sun,
now middle-aged, will burn itself out in 5 billion
years. Eventually the universe itself may collapse.
Yet from the lips of the Creator we have a promise
that we will join him, and see his glory, and share
in it for eternity.

The universe is not such a lonely place after all,
for God’s love is longer than time.
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A Christian View
of the Environment

Ray Bohlin (_?to\m. W\Q{\évé\es\

I. Is there an environmental crisis?

A. Land is being converted and habitats destroyed at an increasing rate.
Some estimate that three species are becoming extinct every day.
Land is being degraded by overuse of fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides.
Hazardous chemicals and wastes are finding their way into the environment.
Pollution is rapi&ly ceasing to be a local problem and is becoming a global problem.

The atmosphere’s ability to regulate itself is being perturbed by excess carbon
dioxide, CFC'’s, and other gases.

G. Human cultures that know how to live in harmony with nature are rapidly
disappearing. :

W E g 0w

II. Some have blamed Judeo-Christian thought for our ecological problems.

A. That man is to have rule and dominion over the earth justifies the notion that
what can'be done should be done. :

B. Many have suggested that the problem is not technologicél, but philosophical.
The judeo-Christian heritage of the West must be abandoned.
II. The world views of naturalism and pantheism have been offered as substitutes.
A. Within the naturalistic world view, the ultimate value is human survival,
1. Man cannot survive without a healthy planet. |
2. We must act to preserve our planet in order to rescue the future of our children.
3. This view is ultimately pragmatic. |

a. The value of nature is degraded to the whim of egoistic man.
b. This view will ultimately be destructive in the long run.
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B. Inthe pa;:theistic world view, all of nature is equal because all is god and god is all.
This thinking will be prevalent among New Age enthusiasts. '
1. Nature is respected and valued because it is a part of the essence of God.
2. We must act to save our planet because it has equal value with man.
3, ‘But while pantheism elevates nature, it Sitbsequently degrades man and will
ultimately degrade nature.
a. Man has no more value than a blade of grass.

b. In pantheism, it is the whole of nature that has meaning. The individual
particulars of nature do not have intrinsic meaning or value.

c. Therefore, the will to care about a particular species, for example, is derived
only by romanticizing nature.

d. In practice, pantheism has no answer for the two faces of nature;
benevolent and destructive.

IV. The true answer lies in a Christian environmental ethic that is based on the reality
of God as Creator and man as his image-bearer and steward.
A. God is the Creator of all things. The creation is not part of His essence.
“(Gen. 1, 2; Job 38-41; Psalm 19:1, 24:1-2, 104; Rom. 1:18-20; Col. 1:16-17)
1. All of nature is equal in its origin, including man.

2. Nature has value in and of itself because God created it.

3. The rock, tree, and the cat deserve our respect because God made them to be as they are.

B. While man is a creature, he is also created in God’s image.
(Gen. 1:26-27; Psalm 139:13-16) | o
1. Man is therefore separated from creation yet related to it.

9. While a cat is not to be romanticized as though it has human emotions, as Christians,
we respect it as having value since God made it. The cat’s purpose is to glorify its
creatot. :

3. Man was given dominion over nature.

a. Man is not sovereign over the lower orders of creation. He does not own
them. They belong to the Lord.

b. Since man was told to cultivate and keep the garden, we certainly may use
nature, but only as God intends (Gen. 2:15). An example is the parable of
the talents (Matt. 25:15-30). Technology puts nature to man’s use, but
unnecessary pollution and waste degrades it.

c. We are to exercise dominion over nature not as though we are entitled to
. exploit it-but as something borrowed or held in trust.
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V. The source of our ecological crisis lies in man’s fallen nature and abuse of his
dominion.

A. Man is a rebel who has set h;'mself at the center of the universe.

1. Man has used his dominion wrongly.

2. Man has exploited created things as though they were nothing in themselves and as
though he has an autonomous right to use them as he pleases.

B. Man’s fallen nature has expressed itself with regard to the creation in his use of
time and money.

1. Man's uncontrolled greed and haste have led to the deterioration of the environment.

2. We have been guided by the maxim that what we can do, we will do. Particularly if it
 is the least time-consuming and the least expensive alternative.

VI. The solution to the environmental crisis is the witness of the Christian community
in the proper relationship between God, man, and nature.

A. We are called to exhibit our dominion rightly.

1. As Christians we must treat nature as having value in itself and exercising dominion
without being destructive (Matt. 6:26, 10:29).

2. This requires both a human and econottic cost.

3. There are numerous Old Testament examples of the care for which Israel was treat the
environment. :

a. Israel was to caré for the land (Lev. 25: 1-12).

b. They were to treat domesticated animals properly and respect wildlife
 (Deut. 25:4 and 22:6).

c. The Lord judges those who misuse the land (Isa. 5:8-10).

d. The Lord nurtured and cared for His creation (Job 38:25-28; Psalm
104:27-30). '

B. As the second Adam, Jesus redeems all of the effects of the curse
(1 Cor. 15:21-22; Rom. 5:12-21).

1. The first Adam brought a curse on man's relationship with his God, his relationship
with other people, and his relationship with nature (Gen. 3:14-19).

2. Though the earth will eventually be destroyed, we should still work for healing now.
As Christians, we can be rightly related to the creation. .

C. Christians of all people should not be destroyers.
1. We may cuf down a tree to build a house or make a fire, but not to just cut it down.

2. We have the right to rid our house of ants, but we should not forget to honor the ant
where God made it fo be.

3. When the church puts belief into practice, our humanity and sense of beauty are
restored. - ‘
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VI. The church in the past has failed in its mission of steward of the earth.

A. We have spoken out loudly against the materialism of science but have done little
to show that we are not dominated by a technological orientation towards nature.

B. We are losing an evangelistic opportunity as many are seeking an improved
environment yet they also see that most Christians don’t care.

C. While there is not necessarily anything wrong with profit in the marketplace, we
must voluntarily limit ourselves and not allow something to be done just because

it can.

D. K individually and as a Christian community we can treat with integrity the
things God has made, and do so lovingly because they are His, things change.
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