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M y question issimple: how shall we Christians deal with apparent conflicts between

faith and reason, between what we know as Christians andweéh&how in other ways,
between teaching of the Bible and the teachings of sciencepsa@al case, how shall
we deal with apparent conflicts between what the Bibleatiitiseems to tell us about the
origin and development of life, and what contemporary smeseems to tell us about it?
Taken at face value, the Bible seems to teach that God createdtlterelatively
recently, that he created life by way of several separateshici®ation, that in another
separate act of creation, he created an original human padamfand Eve, and that these
our original parents disobeyed God, thereby bringing ruinolesméy on themselves,
their posterity and the rest of creation.

According to contemporary science, on the other hand, thestse is exceedingly old-
some 15 or 16 billion years or so, give or take a billion or two. €hgh is much
younger, maybe 4 1/2 billion years old, but still hardly a sprahicken. Primitive life
arose on earth perhaps 3 1/2 billion years ago, by virtue of pegsethat are completely
natural if so far not well understood; and subsequent forntiseofleveloped from these
aboriginal forms by way of natural processes, the most popaladidates being perhaps
random genetic mutation and natural selection.

Now we Reformed Christians are wholly in earnest about tlideBWe are people of the
Word; Sola Scripturas our cry; we take Scripture to be a special revelation frord Go
himself, demanding our absolute trust and allegiance. Buanwequally enthusiastic
about reason, a God-given power by virtue of which we have keage of ourselves,
our world, our past, logic and mathematics, right and wrond,@od himself; reason is
one of the chief features of the image of God in us. And if we atbesiastic about
reason, we must also be enthusiastic about contemporaryahstignce, which is a
powerful and vastly impressive manifestation of reasonh®oi$ my question: given our
Reformed proclivities and this apparent conflict, whatweeto do? How shall we think
about this matter?



I. When Faith and Reason Clash

If the question is simple, the answer is enormously diftictib think about it properly,
one must obviously know a great deal of science. On the othet, lia@ question

crucially involves both philosophy and theology: one mustdna serious and penetrating
grasp of the relevant theological and philosophical isstied.who among us can fill a
bill like that? Certainly | can't. (And that, as my colleagualph Mclnerny once said in
another connection, is no idle boast.) The scientists arnsrapn't ordinarily have a
sufficient grasp of the relevant philosophy and theolobg;philosophers and
theologians don't know enough science; consequently,\hamjlone is qualified to speak
here with real authority. This must be one of those areasevioets rush in and angels
fear to tread. Whether or not it is an area where angels feaead, it is obviously an
area where fools rush in. I hope this essay isn't just one owrérmation of that dismal
fact.

But first, a quick gesture towards the history of our problemr §pecific problem-faith
and evolution-has of course been with the church since Daawievolution started to
achieve wide acceptance, a little more than a hundred ygarsAad this question is only
a special case of two more general questions, questionth@ttristian Church has
faced since its beginnings nearly two millennia ago: fingtat shall we do when there
appears to be a conflict between the deliverances of faith anddliverances of reason?
And another question, related but distinct: how shall we evaluate and react to the
dominant teachings, the dominant intellectual motifs, theidant commitments of the
society in which we find ourselves? These two questionsalvedys clearly
distinguished, dominate the writings of the early churchéas from the second century
on.

Naturally enough, there have been a variety of responsese Thartemptation, first of
all, to declare that there really can't be any conflict betwiaith and reason. The no-
conflict view comes in two quite different versions. Accomglito the first, there is no
such thing as truteimpliciter,truth just as such: there is only truth from one or another
perspective. An extreme version of this view is the medieval it theory associated
with Averroes and some of his followers: some of these thinkepaigmtly held that the
same proposition can be true according to philosophy or redsa false according to
theology or faith; true as science but false as theologyKihg hard about this view can
easily induce vertigo: the idea, apparently, is that one btggaffirm and believe the
proposition as science, but deny it as theology. How you arecagapto do that isn't
clear. But the main problem is simply that truth isn't merelghrwith respect to some
standpoint. Indeed, any attempt to explain winath from a standpoiniight mean
inevitably involves the notion of truteimpliciter.

A more contemporary version of this way of thinking-the trfrtthm-a-standpoint way of
thinking-takes its inspiration from contemporary physibts.oversimplify shamelessly,
there is a problem: light seems to display both the propesfiesvave in a medium and
also the properties of something that conreparticles. And of course the problem is that
these properties are not like, sdging greerandbeing squarewhich can easily be



exemplified by the same object; the problem is that it loaksall the world as if light
can'tbe both a particle and a wave. According to Niels Bohr, thieefiabf the
Copenhagen interpretation of quantum mechanics, the spligito be found in the idea
of complementarityWWe must recognize that there can be descriptions of the sajaet ob
or phenomenon which are both true, and relevantly compbettenonetheless such that
we can't see how they could both hold. From one point of view light displays the particle
set of properties; from another point of view, it displays thev&properties. We can't see
how both these descriptions can be true, but in fact theyGireourse the theological
application is obvious: there is the broadly scientific viefthings, and the broadly
religious view of things; both are perfectly acceptablefgetly correct, even though they
appear to contradict one anotteknd the point of the doctrine is that we must learn to
live with and love this situation.

But this view itself is not easy to learn to love. Is the idea thatproperties in question
really areinconsistent with each other, so that it isn't possible thaisame thing have
both sets of properties? Then clearly enough tteytboth be correct descriptions of the
matter, and the view is simply false. Is the idea instead thaevithe properties are
apparentlyinconsistent, they aren't really inconsistent? Then tea/night be correct,
but wouldn't be much by way of\dew,being instead nothing but a redescription of the
problem.

Perhaps a more promising approach is by way of territoriaktw, like that until
recently between East and West Germany, for instance. Wenassige of the
conceptual territory to faith and Scripture, and some of it ssom and science. Some
guestions fall within the jurisdiction of faith and Scriptuoghers within that of reason
and science, but none within both. These questions, furtrernare such that their
answers can't conflict; they simply concern different aspetthe cosmos. Hence, so
long as there is no illegal territorial encroachment, theréb@ino possibility of
contradiction or incompatibility between the teachings @hfand those of science.
Conflict arises only when there is trespass, violation ofttaial integrity, by one side or
the other. A limited version of this approach is espoused byolleague Howard van
Tillin The Fourth DayScience, he says, properly deals only with matietesnal to the
universe. It deals with the properties, behavior and history of the cosmos aobljduts
to be found therein; but it can tell us nothing about plieposeof the universe, or about
its significance or its governancegr its status;that territory has been reserved for
Scripture. The Bible addresses itself only to questionxt#raal relationships,
relationships of the cosmos or the things it contains to thivey®nd it, such as God.
Scripture deals with the status, origin, value, governandepanpose of the cosmos and
the things it contains, but says nothing of their properties, behavior or history.

Now van Till means to limit these claims to theehistory(i.e., history prior to the
appearance of human beings) of the cosmos; he does not labkstcience and Scripture
cannot both speak on mattertmimanhistory, for examplé.This means that his view
doesn't give us a general approaciptiona facieconflicts between science and Scripture;
for it says nothing about such apparent conflicts that pettamatters of human history,
or to matters concerning how things have gone in the cosmaos $ihe appearance of



human beings. Van Till limits his approval of this approachviery good reason; taken
as ageneralclaim, the contention that Scripture and science never speak Garhe

topic is obviously much too simple. First, there are many qaestsuch that both science
(taken broadly) and the Bible purport to answer them: fongpia, Was there such a
person as Abraham? Was Jesus Christ crucified? Has anyomeaught fish in the Sea
of Galilee? Do ax heads ever floalfdeed, even if we restrict or limit the claim, in van
Till's way, to the prehistory of the cosmos, we still find quess that both Scripture and
science seem to answer: for examplas the cosmos existed for an infinite stretch of
time?

Further, it is of the first importance to see that when we reerttwat limitation (and here,

of course, van Till would agree), then it isn't true at alltttiee Bible tells only about

status, value, purpose, origin, and the like. It tells us aBdmwaham, for example, and

not only about his status and purpose; it tells us he lived in a certain place, made the long
journey from Ur to Canaan, had a wife Sarah who had a son whewah really much

too old, proposed at one time to sacrifice Isaac in obedienttestbord, and so on. Even
more important, the Bible tells us about Jesus Christ, and not simply about his origin and
significance. ltdoestell us about those things, and of course they are of absolatetyal
importance to its central message; but it also tells us mlsehadout Christ. We learn

what he did: he preached and taught, drew large crowds, pextbmiracles. It tells us

that he was crucified, that he died, and that he rose from the @emade of the teachings
most central to Scripture and to the Christian faith tell usaicrete historical events;

they therefore tell us of the history and properties of thingbiwithe cosmos. Christ died
and then rose again; this tells us much about some of theéesniitthin the cosmos. It

tells us something about the history, properties, and beha¥ius body, for example:
namely, that it was dead and then later on alive. It thus telihat some of the things in

the cosmos behaved very differently thris occasion from the way in which they

ordinarily behave. The same goes, of course, for the Ascension of Christoathe

many other miracles reported in Scripture.

So we can't start, | think, by declaring that the teachingoatemporary science cannot
conflict with the deliverances of the faith; obviously theyc#/e can't sensibly decide in
advance what topics Scripture can or does speak on: insteatgtdook and see. And

in fact it speaks on an enormous variety of topics and question® having to do with
origin, governance, status and the like, but many more hawidlg with what happened
within the cosmos at a particular place and time, and henttewhat also falls within the
province ofscience. It speaks of history, of miracles, of communications fifee Lord,

of what people did and didn't do, of battles, healings, deathsireesions, and a
thousand other things.

Let's look a little deeper. As everyone knows, there areouarintellectual or cognitive
powers, belief-producing mechanisms or powers, variouscges of belief and
knowledge. For example, there are perception, memorycimahy and testimony, or
what we learn from others. There is also reason, taken narmaswvliye source of logic and
mathematics, and reason taken more broadly as includinggigncetestimony and both
inductive and deductive processes; it is reason taken thalbravay that is the source of



science. But the serious Christian will also take our graspcapgire to be a proper
source of knowledge and justified belief. just how does Sgrgpwork as a source of
proper belief? An answer as good as any | know was given by JalinGand endorsed
by the Belgic Confession: this is Calvin's doctrine of the in& Testimony of the Holy
Spirit. This is a fascinating and important contribution that ddeget nearly the attention
it deserves; but here | don't have time to go into the matter. @eathe mechanism, the
Lord speaks to us in Scripture.

And of course what the Lord proposes for our belief is indeed wieeghould believe.
Here there will be enthusiastic agreement on all sides. Sonwucte) however, that
when there is a conflict between Scripture (or our grasp @ftit) science, we must reject
science; such conflict automatically shows science to lmngirat least on the point in
guestion. In the immortal words of the inspired Scottish baitlidkh E. McGonagall,
poet and tragedian,

When faith and reason clash,
Let reason go to smash.

But clearly this conclusion doesn't followhe Lordcan't make a mistake: fair enough;
butwecan. Our grasp of what the Lord proposes to teach us can be faudltjaaved in a
thousand ways. This is obvious, if only because of the widespread disagreement among
serious Christians as to just what it is the Lai@espropose for our belief in one or
another portion of Scripture. Scripture is indeed perspisuatnat it teaches with respect
to the way of salvation is indeed such that she who runs mai teis also clear,

however, that serious, well-intentioned Christians caaghse as to what the teaching of
Scripture, at one point or another, really is. Scriptureeiant: the Lord makes no
mistakes; what he proposes for our belief is what we oughtlieuze Sadly enough,
however, oulgrasp of what he proposes to teach is fallible. Hence we cannot simply
identify the teaching of Scripture with our grasp of that teachimg must ruefully bear

in mind the possibility that we are mistaken. "He sets théheanm its foundations; it can
never me moved," says the PsalniiSbme sixteenth-century Christians took the Lord to
be teaching here that the earth neither rotates on its axigags around the sun; and
they were mistaken.

So we can't identify our understanding or grasp of the teacbf Scripture with the
teaching of Scripture; hence we can't automatically assume th#ictdetween what we
see as the teaching of Scripture, and what we seem to havedaars@me other way
must always be resolved in favor of the former. Sadly enoughh&ve no guarantee that
on every point our grasp of what Scripture teaches is correctenéers possible that our
grasp of the teaching of Scripture be corrected or improvedhmstwe learn in some
other way-by way of science, for example. But neither, ofrseucan we identify either
the current deliverances of reason or our best contempscayce (or philosophy, or
history, or literary criticism, or intellectual efforts ohg kind) with the truth. No doubt
what reason, taken broadly, teaches is by and large reliddiéas, | should think, a
consequence of the fact that we have been created in the im&ploOf course we
must reckon with the fall and its noetic effects; but the gdasiew here, overall, is that
the deliverances of reason are for the most part reliable. Petiveypare most reliable



with respect to such common everyday judgments as that thepseaple here, that it is
cold outside, that the pointer points to 4, that | had breakfasthorning, that 2+1=3,
and so on; perhaps they are less reliable when it comes to ma#ar the limits of our
abilities, as with certain questions in set theory, or iraar®r which our faculties don't
seem to be primarily designed, as perhaps in the world of qoantachanics. By and
large, however, and over enormous swatches of cognitivieaigrrreason is reliable.

Still, we can't simply embrace current science (or currentrangtelse either) as the
truth. We can't identify the teaching of Scripture with our grakjt because serious and
sensible Christians disagree as to what Scripture teachesanitadentify the current
teachings of science with truth, because the current tegsluf science change. And
they don't change just by the accumulation of new facts. A few yeails b@e dominant
view among astronomers and cosmologists was that the weivemfinitely old; at
present the prevailing opinion is that the universe began sorbélibh years ago; but
now there are straws in the wind suggesting a step back tewhaeddea that there was
no beginnind' Or think of the enormous changes from nineteenth- to twentiethioent
physics. A prevailing attitude at the end of the nineteenthwgwas that physics was
pretty well accomplished; there were a few loose ends haté¢traare to tie up and a few
mopping up operations left to do, but the fundamental lineaisiand characteristics of
physical reality had been described. And we all know what bapd next.

As | said above, we can't automatically assume that whee tkerconflict between
science and our grasp of the teaching of Scripture, it is scidratest wrong and must
give way. But the same holds vigersa;when there is a conflict between our grasp of
the teaching of Scripture and current science, we can't assulrieighaur interpretation
of Scripture that is at fault. It could be that, but it doefaveto be; it could be because
of some mistake or flaw in current science. The attitude Imteaeject was expressed
by a group of serious Christians as far back as 1832, when deemias first being
discovered; "If sound science appears to contradict thieBithey said, "we may be sure
that it is ourinterpretation of the Bible that is at fauft.To return to the great poet
McGonagall,

When faith and reason clash,
'Tis faith must go to smash.

This attitude-the belief that when there is a conflict, thelgbem must inevitably lie with
our interpretation of Scripture, so that the correct courséwsays to modify that
understanding in such a way as to accommodate current seigewery bit as deplorable
as the opposite error. No doubt science can correct our gfesgripture; but Scripture
can also correct current science. If, for example, curraehse were to return to the
view that the world has no beginning, and is infinitely olcghcurrent science would be
wrong.

So what, precisely, must we do in such a situation? Which do we go withdareason?
More exactly, which do we go with, our grasp of Scripture or curezience? | don't
know of any infallible rule, or even any pretty reliable geneegipe. All we can do is
weigh and evaluate the relative warrant, the relative bactirggrength, of the
conflicting teachings. We must do our best to apprehend Ihetietachings of Scripture



and the deliverances of reason; in either case we will have maca warrant for some
apparent teachings than for others. It may be hard to see justkéhbord proposes to
teach us in the Song of Solomon or Old Testament genealogiesasilyeasier to see
what he proposes to teach us in the Gospel accounts of Chestigection from the
dead. On the other side, it is clear that among the deliversaatreason is the proposition
that the earth is round rather than flat; it is enormously éatd be sure, however, that
contemporary quantum mechanics, taken realistically, hagshight>We must make as
careful an estimate as we can of the degrees of warrant obtiféating doctrines; we
may then make a judgment as to where the balance of probakektydr alternatively,
we may suspend judgment. After an, we dtialveto have a view on all these matters.
Let me illustrate from the topic under discussion. Consitlat list of apparent teachings

of Genesis: that God has created the world, that the eaythung, that human beings

and many different kinds of plants and animals were sepdsretteated, and that there
was an original human pair whose sin has afflicted both hunasure and some of the
rest of the world. At least one of these claims-the claim thatuniverse is young-is very
hard to square with a variety of types of scientific evidencelagical, paleontological,
cosmologicabnd so on. Nonetheless a sensible person might be convirfterd;areful
and prayerful study of the Scriptures, that what the Lord teathere implies thathis
evidence is misleading and that as a matter of fact the eally is very young. So far as
| can see, there is nothing to rule this out as automaticallygdagiical or irrational or
irresponsible or stupid.

And of course this sort of view can be developed in more subiterauanced detail. For
example, the above teachings may be graded with respeat fwabability that they
really are what the Lord intends us to learn from early Gend&ist clear, perhaps, is
that God created the world, so that it and everything in itethels upon him and neither it
nor anything in it has existed for an infinite stretch of timkext clearest, perhaps, is that
there was an original human pair who sinned and through whosmgidisaster befell
both man and nature; for this is attested to not only here butimynother places in
Scripture. That humankind was separately created is petbap clearly taught; that
many other kinds of living beings were separately created ntiglstill less clearly
taught; that the earth is young, still less clearly taugime @ho accepted all of these
theses ought to be much more confident of some than of others-baihdeeof the
scientific evidence against some of them, and because some arenmotelelearly the
teachings of Scripture than others. | do not mean to endorsedhethat all of these
propositions are true: but it isn't just silly or irrationaldo so. One need not be a fanatic,
or a Flat Earther, or an ignorant Fundamentalist in order td loln my judgment the
view is mistaken, because | take the evidence for an old ealth strong and the warrant
for the view that the Lord teaches that the earth is young to bevelatveak. But these
judgments are not simply obvious, or inevitable, or such @imgbne with any sense will
automatically be obliged to agree.

[l. Faith and Evolution

So | can properly correct my view as to what reason teachegpgeading to my
understanding of Scripture; and | can properly correct myeusstanding of Scripture by
appealing to the teachings of reason. It is of the first ingoore, however, that we
correctlyidentifythe relevant teachings of reason. Here | want to turn directilgeo
present problem, the apparent disparity between what Segipthud science teach us



about the origin and development of life. Like any good ChaistReformed preacher, |
have three points here. First, | shall argue that the theoryaltigen is by no means
religiously or theologically neutral. Second, | want to askviwe Christians should in
fact think about evolution; how probable is it, all thingsiealered, that the Grand
Evolutionary Hypothesis is true? And third, | want to makemark about how, as | see
it, our intellectuals and academics should serve us, thestzhr community, in this area.

A. Evolution religiously neutral?

According to a popular contemporary myth, science is a ceakoned, wholly
dispassionate attempt to figure out the truth about ouesedwid our world, entirely
independent of religion, or ideology, or moral convictions,fa@dlogical commitments. |
believe this is deeply mistaken. Following Augustine (and AbraKaryper, Herman
Dooyeweerd, Harry Jellema, Henry Stob and other Reformedelsjkl believe that
there is conflict, a battle between tB&vitas Dei,the City of God, and the City of the
World. As a matter of fact, what we have, | think, is a three-wagi®aOn the one hand
there is Perennial Naturalism, a view going back to the anciertiyva view according
to which there is no God, nature is all there is, and mankird iz understood as a part
of nature. Second, there is what | shall call 'Enlightenntturhanism': we could also call
it 'Enlightenment Subjectivism’ or 'Enlightenment Antiisal': this way of thinking goes
back substantially to the great eighteenth-century etdiginent philosopher Immanuel
Kant. According to its central tenet, it is really we humamige, we men and women,
who structure the world, who are responsible for its fundatadeoutline and lineaments.
Naturally enough, a view as startling as this comes in se¥enals. According to Jean
Paul Sartre and his existentialist friends, we do this wonldestiring freely and
individually; according to Ludwig Wittgenstein and hisltmhers we do it communally
and by way of language; according to Kant himself it is donengyttanscendental ego
which, oddly enough, is neither one nor many, being itself thec®of the one-many
structure of the world. So two of the parties to this three-waytest are Perennial
Naturalism and Enlightenment Humanism; the third party, afrse, is Christian theism.
Of course there are many unthinking and ill-conceived comtimns, much blurring of
lines, many cross currents and eddies, many halfway househ halting between two
opinions. Nevertheless | think these are the three basic contamyp/Nestern ways of
looking at reality, three basicalhgligiousways of viewing ourselves and the world. The
conflict is real, and of profound importance. The stakedghermore, are high; this is a
battle for men's souls.

Now it would be excessively naive to think that contemporary science is religiansl
theologically neutral, standing serenely above this battlendrally irrelevant to it.
Perhapgartsof science are like that: mathematics, for example, andgperphysics, or
parts of physics-although even in these areas there are cammdfither parts are
obviously and deeply involved in this battle: and the closer the science in question is to
what is distinctively human, the deeper the involvement.

To turn to the bit of science in question, the theory of evolufiays a fascinating and
crucial role in contemporary Western culture. The enornumugroversy about it is what
is most striking, a controversy that goes back to Darwin amdicoes full force today.
Evolution is the regular subject of courtroom drama; one sriahthe spectacular
Scopes trial of 1925-has been made the subject of an extrgroptyar film.
Fundamentalists regard evolution as the work of the Davihdademia, on the other



hand, it is an idol of the contemporary tribe; it serves asilalstieth, a litmus test
distinguishing the ignorant and bigoted fundamentalist givatg the properly
acculturated and scientifically receptive sheep. Appéyéehis litimus test extends far
beyond the confines of this terrestrial globe: accordintdheoOxford biologist Richard
Dawkins, "If superior creatures from space ever visit edhté first question they will
ask, in order to assess the level of our civilization, is: ‘elthey discovered evolution
yet?... Indeed many of the experts-for example, Dawkinsliakhl Provine, Stephen
Gould-display a sort of revulsion at the very idea of speciahtion by God, as if this
idea is not merely not good science, but somehow a bit obsoea¢)east unseemly; it
borders on the immoral; it is worthy of disdain and conteriipsome circles, confessing
to finding evolution attractive will get you disapprovaldhastracism and may lose you
your job; in others, confessing doubts about evolution hale the same doleful effect.
In Darwin's day, some suggested that it was all well and goatisicuss evolution in the
universities and among tlemgnoscentithey thought public discussion unwise, however;
for it would be a shame if the lower classes found out aboutatvNronically enough,
the 'shoe is sometimes on the other foot; it is [he devoteegabfiton who sometimes
express the fear that public discussion of doubts and diffes with evolution could
have harmful political effect®.

So why all the furor? The answer is obvious: evolution has dekgious connections;
deep connections with how we understand ourselves at thefommamental level. Many
evangelicals and fundamentalists see in it a threat to itle they don't want it taught to
their children, at any rate as scientifically established, faicd they see acceptance of it
as corroding proper acceptance of the Bible. On the other sidm@the secularists,
evolution functions as myth,in a technical sense of that term: a shared way of
understanding ourselves at the deep level of religion, a deegpnetation of ourselves to
ourselves, a way of telling us why we are here, where we come fachywhere we are
going.

It was serving in this capacity when Richard Dawkins (aceuydo Peter Medawar, "one
of the most brilliant of the rising generation of biologists")ried over and remarked to
A. J. Ayer at one of those elegant, candle-lit, bibulous Odfdinners that he couldn't
imagine being an atheist before 1859 (the year Darvnigin of Species was
published); "although atheism might have been logicaliatde before Darwin,” said he,
"Darwin made it possible to be an intellectually fulfilled atbt.”® (Let me recommend
Dawkins' book to you: it is brilliantly written, unfailinglfascinating, and utterly
wrongheaded. It was second on the British best-seller listdoresconsiderable time,
second only to Mamie Jenkirdip and Thigh Diet.Dawkins goes on:

All appearances to the contrary, the only watchmaker innedtuthe blind forces of
physics, albeit deployed in a very special way. A true wataken has foresight: he
designs his cogs and springs, and plans their intercommegtwith a future purpose in
his mind's eye. Natural selection, the blind, unconsciasraatic process which Darwin
discovered, and which we now know is the explanation for thistence and apparently
purposeful form of all life, has no purpose in mind. It has nadgrand no mind's eye. It
does not plan for the future. It has no vision, no foresigbtsight at all. If it can be said
to play the role of watchmaker in nature, it is thiénd watchmaker (p. 5).

Evolution was functioning in that same mythic capacity ia teamark of the famous
zoologist G. G. Simpson: after posing the question "What isThae answers, "The



point | want to make now is that all attempts to answer that ijprebefore 1859 are
worthless and that we will be better off if we ignore them coatgly.®Of course it also
functions in that capacity in serving as a litmus test to dgstish the ignorant
fundamentalists from the properly enlighter@mynoscentijt functions in the same way
in many of the debates, in and out of the courts, as to whetlbaould be taught in the
schools, whether other views should be given equal time, anlikin Thus Michael
Ruse: "the fight against creationism is a fight for all knedde, and that battle can be
won if Ville all work to see that Darwinism, which has had a great,jeas an even greater
future."s=

The essential point here is really Dawkins' point: Darwmishe Grand Evolutionary
Story, makes it possible to be an intellectually fulfilleti@ist. What he means is simple
enough. If you are Christian, or a theist of some other kind, you haeady answer to
the question, how did it all happen? How is it that there artéhalkinds of floras and
faunas we behold; how did they all get here? The answer, obeoig that they have
been created by the Lord. But if you are not a believer in Godgthare enormously
more difficult. How did all these things get here? How did life getrted and how did it
come to assume its present multifarious forms? It seems mentally implausible to
think these forms just popped into existence; that goes aonto all our experience. So
how did it happen? Atheism and Secularism need an answerstqukstion. And the
Grand Evolutionary Story gives the answer: somehow life aftmse nonliving matter by
way of purely natural means and in accord with the fundamdsad of physics; and
once life started, all the vast profusion of contemporary plant and animal life arose from
those early ancestors by way of common descent, driven by mandaation and natural
selection. | said earlier that we can't automatically idgrttie deliverances of reason
with the teaching of current science because the teaching @ntigcience keeps
changing. Here we have another reason for resisting thatifidation: a good deal more
than reason goes into the acceptance of such a theory as the Bralutionary Story.
For the nontheist, evolution is the only game in town; it is aseesial part of any
reasonably complete nontheistic way of thinking; hence thetion to it, the
suggestions that it shouldn't be discussed in public, and themwethe theological odium
with which dissent is greeted.

B. The Likelihood of Evolution

Of course the fact that evolution makes it possible to be a ledfiatheist doesn't show
either that the theory isn't true or that there isn't powexidence for it. Well then, how
likely is it that this theory is true? Suppose we think ab&at question from an explicitly
theistic and Christian perspective; but suppose we temiposat to one side the
evidence, whatever. exactly it is, from early Genesis. Fiosgerspective, how good is
the evidence for the theory of evolution?

The first thing to see is that a numberdifferentlarge-scale claims fall under this
general rubric of evolution. First, there is the claim the earth is very old, perhaps
some 4.5 billion years old: Thencient Earth Thesisgs we may call it. Second, there is
the claim that life has progressed from relatively simplegiatively complex forms of
life. In the beginning there was relatively simple unicedlulife, perhaps of the sort
represented by bacteria and blue green algae, or perhdgsnsgiler unknown forms of
life. (Although bacteria are simple compared to some oftlverg beings, they are in fact
enormously complex creatures.) Then more complex unicelitéathen relatively



simple multicellular life such as seagoing worms, coral, j@fg fish, then fish, then
amphibia, then reptiles, birds, mammals, and finally, asctlimination of the whole
process, human beings: tReogress Thesigs we humans may like to call it (jelly fish
might have a different view as to where to whole process culte#)aThird, there is the
Common Ancestry Thesitat life originated at only one place on earth, all subsequent
life being related by descent to those original living creattree claim that, as Stephen
Could puts it, there is a "tree of evolutionary descent linkafigorganisms by ties of
genealogy2 According to the Common Ancestry Thesis, we are literallysiosi of all
living things-horses, oak trees and even poison ivy-distansins, no doubt, but still
cousins. (This is much easier to imagine for some of us thantfars.) Fourth, there is
the claim that there is a (naturalistiexplanationof this development of fife from simple
to complex forms; call this thes@arwinism,because according to the most popular and
well-known suggestions, the evolutionary mechanism woulddiaral selection
operating on random genetic mutation (due to copy error aa umltlet radiation or other
causes); and this is similar to Darwin's proposals. Fin#tlgre is the claim that life itself
developed from non-living matter without any special dreaactivity of God but just by
virtue of the ordinary laws of physics and chemistry: call thesNiaturalistic Origins
ThesisThese five theses are of course importantly different fracheother. They are
also logically independent in pairs, except for the third &urth theses: the fourth
entails the third, in that you can't sensibly propose a n@shaor an explanation for
evolition without agreeing that evolution has indeed occurre@ ddmbination of all
five of these theses is what | have been calling 'The Granduigoary Story'; the
Common Ancestry Thesis together with Darwinism (remembarwinism isn't the view
that the mechanism driving evolution is just what Darwin sais is what one most
naturally thinks of as the Theory of Evolution.

So how shall we think of these five theses? First, let me rdijigu once more that | am
no expert in this area. And second, let me say that, as | sy igmpirical or scientific
evidence for these five different claims differs enormguslquality and quantity. There
is excellent evidence for an ancient earth: a whole serieseflaaking different kinds of
evidence, some of which is marshaled by Howard van Tilllve Fourth DayGiven the
strength of this evidence, one would need powerful evidendb®other side-from
Scriptural considerations, say in order to hold sensildy the earth is young. There is
less evidence, but still good evidence in the fossil record foPtlogress Thesis, the
claim that there were bacteria before fish, fish before reptiteptiles before mammals,
and micebefore men (or wombats before women, for the feminists in toead). The
third and fourth theses, the Common Ancestry and Darwinlaes€, are what is
commonly and popularly identified with evolution; | shaditurn to them in a moment
The fourth thesis, of course, is no more likely than the thsrdge it includes the third
and proposes a mechanism to account for it. Finally, thetteei§ifth thesis, the
Naturalistic Origins Thesis, the claim that life arose byunalistic means. This seems to
me to be for the most part mere arrogant bluster; given owgnrtestate of knowledge, |
believe it is vastly less probable, on our present evidethes is its denial. Darwin
thought this claim very chancy; discoverigace Darwin and in particular recent
discoveries in molecular biology make it much less likely titamas in Darwin's day. |
can't summarize the evidence and the difficulties fre.



Now return to evolution more narrowly so-called: the Commartéstry Thesis and the
Darwinian Thesis. Contemporary intellectual orthodoxyusmarized by the 1979
edition of theNew Encyclopedia Britannicaccording to which "evolution is accepted
by all biologists and natural selection is recognized asatsse.... Objections ... have
come from theological and, for a time, from political staaafps” (Vol. 7). It goes on to
add that "Darwin did two things; he showed that evolution wefact contradicting
Scriptural legends of creation and that its cause, natuledtsen, was automatic, with no
room for divine guidance or design." According to most of the etgpéurthermore,
evolution, taken as the Thesis of Common Ancestry, is not fungeabout which there
can be sensible difference of opinion. Here is a random sefecof claims of certainty on
the partof the experts. Evolution is certain, says Francisco J. Ayaleedain as "the
roundness of the earth, the motions of the planets, and the molecular constitution of
matter.™* According to Stephen J. Gould, evolution is an establishet hot a mere
theory; and no sensible person who was acquainted with idere could demu?
According to Richard Dawkins, the theory of evolution is agaiety true as that the
earth goes around the sun. This comparison with Coperniquesraptly suggests itself to
many; according to Philip Spieth, "A century and a quarter after the publication of the
Origin of Species, biologists can say with confidence thatensal genealogical
relatedness is a conclusion of science thaisisirmly established as the revolution of the
earth about the sud®Michael Ruse, trumpets, or perhaps screams, that "evolution is
Fact, FACT,FACT!" If you venture to suggest doubts about evolution, you aréyite
be called ignorant or stupid or worse. In fact this isn't meligbly; youhave already
been so-called: in a recent review in thew York TimesRichard Dawkins claims that
"It is absolutely safe to say that if you meet someone who daiot to believe in
evolution, that person is ignorant, stupid or insane (or ei;kout I'd rather not consider
that).” (Dawkins indulgently adds that "You are probably siwipid, insane or wicked,
and ignorance is not a crime....")

Well then, how should a serious Christian think about the @a@m Ancestry and
Darwinian Theses? The first and most obvious thing, of course is that a Christian holds
that all plants and animals, past as well as present, have beeadcbyahe Lord. Now
suppose we set to one side what we take to be the best undémgtahdarly Genesis.
Then the next thing to see is that God could have accomplishedrdasing in a
thousand different ways. It was entirely within his power teate life in a way
corresponding to the Grand Evolutionary scenario: it wakiwihis power to create
matter and energy, as in the Big Bang, together with lawstédoehavior, in such a way
that the outcome would be first, life's coming into existeriwe¢ or four billion years
ago, and then the various higher forms of life, culminatingyadike to think, in
humankind. This is aemdeistic view of God and his workings: he starts everythirfg of
and sits back to watch it develop. (One who held this view cowdd hbld that God
constantly sustains the world in existence-hence the \8eamiy semdeistic-and even
that any given causal transaction in the universe requiresfepaivine concurrent
activity.)! On the other hand, of course, God could have done things veeyefitly. He
has created matter and energy with their tendencies to behaeetain ways-ways
summed up in the laws of physics-but perhaps these laws ageidbthat given enough
time, life would automatically arise. Perhaps he did somettifigrent and special in the
creation of life. Perhaps he did something different and spec@akiating the various



kinds of animals and plants. Perhaps he did something different @othép the
creation of human beings. Perhaps in these cases his actioresjithat to what he has
created was different from the ways in which he ordinarily sehem.

How shall we decide which of these is initially the more likelhat is not an easy
guestion. It is important to remember, however, that the lbasinot merely left the
Cosmos to develop according to an initial creation and aralrgéet of physical laws.
According to Scripture, he has often intervened in the workihigis cosmos. This isn't a
good way of putting the matter (because of its deistic sugyes)i it is better to say that
he has often treated what he has created in a way differenttfrerway in which he
ordinarily treats it. There are miracles reported in Sacnigt for example; and, towering
above all, there is the unthinkable gift of salvation for fankind by way of the life,
death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ, his son. Accordingript®®, God has often
treated what he has made in a way different from the way in whéhbrdinarily treats it;
there is therefore no initial edge to the idea that he would be nialy to have created
life in all its variety in the broadly deistic way. In fact itdéés to me as if there is an
initial probability on the other side; it is a bit more probalilefore we look at the
scientific evidence, that the Lord created life and some obitsg-in particular, human
life-specially.

From this perspective, then, how shall we evaluate the evedfevolution? Despite
the claims of Ayala, Dawkins, Gould, Simpson and the other ggpkthink the evidence
here has to be rated as ambiguous and inconclusive. The twaitigses to be compared
are (1) the claim that God has created us in such a way that @)a@htemporary plants
and animals are related by common ancestry, and (b) the meahadniving evolution is
natural selection working on random genetic variation &)dHe claim that God created
mankind as well as many kinds of plants and animals separatelgpecially, in such a
way that the thesis of common ancestry is false. Which ofetlethe more probable,
given the empirical evidence and the theistic context? kikine second, the special
creation thesis, is somewhat more probable with respecetevtience (given theism)
than the first.

There isn't the space, here, for more than the merest hand waitimgespect to
marshalling and evaluating the evidence. But according tohgtepay Gould, certainly a
leading contemporary spokesman,

our confidence that evolution occurred centers upon theeel arguments. First, we
have abundant, direct observational evidence of evoluti@ction, from both field and
laboratory. This evidence ranges from countless expetisr@nchange in nearly
everything about fruit flies subjected to artificial seiea in the laboratory to the famous
populations of British moths that became black when indaistpot darkened the trees

upon which the moths rest .18

Second, Gould mentions homologies: "Why should a rat runt #yha porpoise swim,
and | type this essay with structures built of the same bbhesasks, "unless we all
inherited them from a common ancestor?" Third, he says, thé¢he fossil record:

transitions are often found in the fossil record. Presetraatsitions are not common- ..but they are not entirely
wanting.... For that matter, what better transitional fawnld we expect to find than the oldest human,
Australopithecus afrarensis, with its apelike palitehitsnan upright stance, and a cranial capacity larger thampeg

of the same body size but a full 1000 cubic centimeters belasdlf God made each of the half-dozen human species
discovered in ancient rocks, why did he create in an unbrékeporal sequence of progressively more modem



features, increasing cranial capacity, reduced face ath, targer body size? Did he create to mimic evolution astl te
our faith thereby®?

Here we could add a couple of other commonly cited kinds of exade(a) we along

with other animals display vestigial organs (appendix, gecmuscles that move ears
and nose); it is suggested that the best explanation is tmolb) There is alleged
evidence from biochemistry: according to the authors of a [aomollege textbook, "All
organisms ... employ DNA, and most use the citric acid cygjgchromes, and so forth.
It seems inconceivable that the biochemistry of living tisimgpuld be so similar if all life
did not develop from a single common ancestral gratiptiere is also (c) the fact that
human embryos during their development display some of theactexistics of simpler
forms of life (for example, at a certain stage they displallidie structures). Finally, (d)
there is the fact that certain patterns of geographical digtab-that there are orchids
and alligators only in the American south and in China, for epl@nare susceptible to a
nice evolutionary explanation.

Suppose we briefly consider the last four first. The argus&oim vestigial organs,
geographical distribution and embryology are suggestive, feuarse nowhere near
conclusive. As for the similarity in biochemistry of all liféhis is reasonably probably on
the hypothesis of special creation, hence not much by way deece against it, hence
not much by way of evidence for evolution.

Turning to the evidence Gould develops, it too is suggestivefar from conclusive;
some of it, furthermore, is seriously flawed. First, thosadas British moths didn't
produce a new species; there were both dark and light motlsdrbefore, the dark ones
coming to predominate when the industrial revolution depdsat layer of soot on trees,
making the light moths more visible to predators. More brgaghile there is wide
agreement that there is such a thing as microevolution,ukstipn is whether we can
extrapolate to macroevolution, with the claim that enougtroevolution can account for
the enormous differences between, say, bacteria and humagsb&here is some
experiential reason to think not; there seems to be a sort @lepe of limited variability
surrounding a species and its near relatives. Artificild&@n can produce several
different kinds of fruit flies and several different kindsadgs, but, starting with fruit
flies, what it produces is only more fruit flies. As plants oiraals are bred in certain
direction, a sort of barrier is encountered; further selediireeding brings about sterility
or a reversion to earlier forms. Partisans of evolution sughes, in nature, genetic
mutation of one sort or another can appropriately augmenegervoir of genetic
variation. That it can do so sufficiently, however, is noblam; and the assertion that it
does is a sort of Ptolemaic epicycle attaching to the theory.

Next, there is the argument from the fossil record; but as Gbirself points out, the
fossil record shows very few transitional forms. "The exteerarity of transitional forms
in the fossil record," he says, "persists as the trade seicpai@ontology. The
evolutionary trees that adorn our textbooks have data drihedips and nodes of their
branches; the rest is inference, however reasonable, mevitience of fossils?* Nearly
all species appear for the first time in the fossil record fully formed, without the vast
chains of intermediary forms evolution would suggest. @edidtic evolutionists claim
that the fossil record is woefully incomplete. Gould, Eldredgd others have a different
response to this difficulty: punctuated equilibriumismcaaling to which long periods of
evolutionary stasis are interrupted by relatively briefipes of very rapid evolution. This



response helps the theory accommodate some of the fossil datd,the cost of another
Ptolemaic epicycté And still more epicycles are required to account for puzzling
discoveries in molecular biology during the last twenty yéand as for the argument
from homologies, this too is suggestive, but far from decidirest, there are of course
many examples of architectural similarity that are notlattied to common ancestry, as
in the case of the Tasmanian wolf and the European wolf; theoameal givens are by

no means conclusive proof of common ancestry. And secondly,dBeated several
different kinds of animals; what would prevent him from using similar structures?

But perhaps the most important difficulty lies in a slightly different direction. Consider
the mammalian eye: a marvelous and highly complex instrumesgmbling a telescope
of the highest quality, with a lens, an adjustable focus, a variibjghragm for
controlling the amount of and optical corrections for spterand chromatic aberration.
And here is the problem: how does the lens, for example, gelales@ by the proposed
means-random genetic variation and natural selectiomahéhe same time there has to
be development of the optic nerve, the relevant musclesgtivear the rods and cones,
and many other delicate and complicated structures, all oftwinwe to be adjusted to
each othein such a way that they can work together? Indeed, what idveddsn't, of
course, just the eye; it is the whole visual system, includlivegrelevant parts of the
brain. Many different organs and suborgans have to be dewtogether, and it is hard
to envisage a series of mutations which is such that each meshther series has
adaptive value, is also a step on the way to the eye, and is sudghéiast member is an
animal with such an eye.

We can consider the problem a bit more abstractly. Think of a s@pacée, in which the
points are organic forms (possible organisms) and in whichhteiring forms are so
related that one could have originated from the other with samémum probability by
way of random genetic mutation. Imagine starting with a papurteof animals without
eyes, and trace through the space in question all the paths#aarom this form to
forms with eyes. The chief problem is that the vast majority o$¢hgaths contain long
sections with adjacent points such that there would be no agsqtivantage in going
from one point to the next, so that, on Darwinian assumptiomsef them could be the
path in fact taken. Howould the eye have evolved in this way, so that each point on its
path through that space would be adaptive and a step on the \ilagy éye? (Perhaps it is
possible that some of these sections could be traversed byfvségps that were not
adaptive and were fixed by genetic drift; but the probapiit the population's crossing
such stretches will be much less than that of its crossinghéeasistretch where natural
selection is operative.) Darwin himself wrote, "To suppdsd the eye, with all its
inimitable contrivances ... could have been formed by natutatgen seems absurd in
the highest degree." "When | think of the eye, | shudder" he &#). And the
complexity of the eye is enormously greater than was knowdarwin's time.

We are never, of course, given the actual explanation of theigonlof the eye, the
actual evolutionary history of the eye (or brain or hand or whedew hat would take the
form: in that original population of eyeless life forms, gengsA mutated (due to some
perhaps unspecified cause), leading to some structuralaetidnal change which was
adaptively beneficial; the bearers of Afhus had an advantage and came to dominate
the population. Then genes BBiwutated in an individual or two, and the same thing
happened again; then gene G,-@tc. Nor are we even given any possibilities of these



sorts. (We couldn't be, since, for most genes, we don't kn@ugimabout their
functions.) We are instead treated to broad brush scenaribe atacroscopic level:
perhaps reptiles gradually developed feathers, and wings, ama-laodedness, and the
other features of birds. We are given possible evolutionary histories, not of the detailed
genetic sort mentioned above, but broad macroscopic sosnatat Gould calls "just-so
stories."

And the real problem is that we don't know how to evaluatedtsegygestions. To know
how to dothat (in the case of the eye, say), we should have to start with somaaoon

of animals without eyes; and then we should have to know tleatatvhich mutations
occur for that population; the proportion of those mutagitimat are on one of those paths
through that space to the condition of having eyes; the prapodithosethat are
adaptive, and, at each stage, given the sort of environm@yeshby the organisms at
that stage, the rate at which such adaptive modificationgddvaave spread through the
population in question. Then we'd have to compare our results with the time available to
evaluate the probability of the suggestion in question. Baihen't know what these rates
and proportions are. No doubt wan'tknow what they are, given the scarcity of
operable time-machines; still, the fact is we don't knowrthAnd hence we don't really
know whether evolution is so much as biologically possiblaylre there is no path
through that space. It mpistemicallypossible that evolution has occurred: that is, we
don't know that it hasn't; for all we know, it has. But it do¢$ollow that it is

biologically possible. (Whether every even number is the sum of two prisias bpen
guestion; hence it is epistemically possible that everyewenber is the sum of two
primes, and also epistemically possible that some even numbers are not the sum of two
primes; but one or the other of those epistemic possibilit@s fact mathematically
impossible.) Assuming that it is biologically possible thermore, we don't know that it
is not prohibitively improbable (in the statistical sensgyen the time available. But

then (given the Christian faith and leaving to one side our etadn of the evidence

from early Genesis) the right attitude towards the claim aversal common descent is, |
think, one of a certain interested but wary skepticism. jtassible(epistemically
possible) that this is how things happened; God could have dahat way; but the
evidence is ambiguous. That itpessible iclear; that ithappened isloubtful; that it is
certain,however, is ridiculous.

But then what about all those exuberant cries of certainty f@ould, Ayala, Dawkins,
Simpson and the other experts? What about those claims thatienpuniversal

common ancestry, is a rock-ribbed certainty, to be comparddtive fact that the earth is
round and goes around the sun? What we have here is at bestoersoemaggeration. But
then what accounts for the fact that these claims are madedbyistelligent luminaries

as the above? There are at least two reasons. First, théeegsitural and religious, the
mythic function of the doctrine; evolution helps make it pbgsio be an intellectually
fulfilled atheist. From a naturalistic point of view, thisthe only answer in sight to the
question "How did it all happen? How did all this amazing pradusof life get here?"
From a nontheistic point of view, the evolutionary hypothesis is the only game in town.
According to the thesis of universal common descent, life arogest one place; then
there was constant development by way of evolutionary meamarfiom that time to

the present, this resulting in the profusion of life we pregesgle. On the alternative
hypothesis, different forms of life arose independentlyaxfteother; on that suggestion



there would be many different genetic trees, the creaturesisgpone of these trees
genetically unrelated to those on another. From a nonthegistispective, the first
hypothesis will be by far the more probable, if only becaustnefextraordinary
difficulty in seeing how life could arise even once by any ordymaechanisms which
operate today. That it should arise many different timesatmtifferent levels of
complexity in this way, is quite incredible. From a naturgtistspective, furthermore,
many of the arguments for evolution are much more powerful ttan a theistic
perspective. (For examplgiventhat life arose naturalistically, it is indeed significant
that all life employs the same genetic code.) So from a naturalistithamtic
perspective the evolutionary hypothesis will be vastly enmobable than alternatives.
Many leaders in the field of evolutionary biologists, or cayese naturalists-Gould,
Dawkins, andStabbings, for example; and according to William Provineryvew truly
religious evolutionary biologists remain. Most are atheists, and many have been driven
there by their understanding of the evolutionary procesisatiner science?® If Provine is
right or nearly right, it becomes easier to see why we hear thistémce that the
evolutionary hypothesis is certain. It is also easy to seethds attitude is passed on to
graduate students, and, indeed, how accepting the vievewoaition is certain is itself
adaptive for life in graduate school and academia generally.

There is a second and related circumstance at work here. Werastimes told that
natural science igatural science. So far it is hard to object: but how shall we take the
term 'natural’ here? It could mean that natural science is sewewoted to the study of
nature. Fair enough. But it is also taken to mean that nataiahse involves a
methodological naturalisror provisional atheisr®no hypothesis according to which
God has done this or that can qualify ascgentifichypothesis. It would be interesting to
look into this matter: is there really any compelling or evenetgeceason for thus
restricting our study of nature? But suppose we irenicallycede, for the moment, that
natural science doesn't shouldn't invoke hypotheses essentially involving God.
Suppose we restrict our explanatory materials to the ordilaavy of physics and
chemistry; suppose we reject divine special creation or dtiyeotheses about God as
scientifichypotheses. Perhaps indeed the Lord has engaged in speaigdcyso we say,
but that he has (if he has) is not something with which natuwiahee can deal. So far as
natural science goes, therefore, an acceptable hypothedisppesal only to the laws
that govern the ordinary, day-to-day working of the cosmos. Agrabscientists we
must eschew the supernatural-although, of course, we doatt foea moment to
embrace naturalism.

Well, suppose we adopt this attitude. Then perhaps it looksbgsfar the most probable
of all the properly scientific hypotheses is that of evolution by common ancestry: it is
hard to think of any other real possibility. The only altemes, apparently, would be
creatures popping into existence fully formed; and thatheNy contrary to our
experience. Of all the scientifically acceptable explanahypotheses, therefore,
evolution seems by far the most probable. But if this hypothissiastly more probable
than any of its rivals, then it must be certain, or nearly so.

But to reason this way is to fall into confusion compoundedhk first place, we aren't
just given that one or another of these hypotheses is in factato Granted: if wénew
that one or another of those scientifically acceptable hygs®k were in fact correct, then
perhaps this one would be certain; but of course we don't khatv One real possibility



is that we don't have a very good idea how it all happened, jusearay not have a very
good idea as to what terrorist organization has perpetratediaydar bombing. And
secondly, this reasoning involves a confusion between timahat of all of those
scientificallyacceptable hypotheses, that of common ancestry is by fandisé plausible,
with the vastly more contentious claim that of all the acceletalgpothesewhatever
(now placing no restrictions on their kind) this hypothesiby far the most probable.
Christians in particular ought to be alive to the vast diffeeehetween these claims;
confounding them leads to nothing but confusion.

From a Christian perspective, it is dubious, with respecutoppesent evidence, that the
Common Ancestry Thesis is true. No doubt there has been mualappf
microevolution: Ridley's gulls are an interesting and dréeraase in point. But it isn't
particularly likely, given the Christian faith and the ogical evidence, that God created
all the flora and fauna by way of some mechanism involving cam@ncestry. My main
point, however, is that Avala, Gould, Simpson, Stebbinstaed coterie are wildly
mistaken in claiming that the Grand Evolutionary Hypothéstertain. And hence the
source of this claim has to be looked for elsewhere than inrsubentific evidence.

So it could be that the best scientific hypothesis was evaiuty common descent-i.e.,
of all the hypotheses that conform to methodological naturalism, it is the best. But of
course what we really want to know is not which hypothesisaesist from some
artificially adopted standpoint of naturalism, but what tiest hypothesis sverall. We

want to know what théesthypothesis is, not which of some limited clagsbest-

particularly if the class in question specifically exclsdehat we hold to be the basic
truth of the matter. It could be that the best scientific hypsth (again supposing that a
scientific hypothesis must be naturalistic in the above 9das# even a strong
competitor inthatderby.

Judgements here, of course, may differ widely between alieMGod and non-believers
in God. What for the former is at best a methodological retsbrds for the latter the
sober metaphysical truth: her naturalism is not merely gromal and methodological,
but, as she sees it, settled and fundamental. But beliav&sd see the matter
differently. The believer in God, unlike her naturalisticucderpart, is free to look at the
evidence for the Grand Evolutionary Scheme and follows it wlitdeads, revising that
scheme if the evidence is insufficient. She has a freedomavaitable to the naturalist.
The latter accepts the Grand Evolutionary Scheme becausesfraaturalistic point of
view this scheme is the only visible answer to the questibat is the explanation of the
presence of all these marvelously multifarious forms of lifa@ Christian, on the other
hand, knows that creation is the Lord's; and she isn't bletkewa priori dogmas as to
how the Lord must have accomplished it. Perhaps it was by breadlytionary means,
but then again perhaps not. At the moment, 'perhaps not' seerbsttier answer.
Returning to methodological naturalism, if indeed natucadisce is essentially restricted
in this way, if such a restriction is a part of the very essericei@nce, then what we
need here, of course, is not natural science, but a broaddryrtgat can includell that
we know, including the truths that God has created life orhesntd could have done it in
many different ways. "Unnatural Science," "Creation Scightiheistic Science"-call it
what you will: what we need when we want to know how to think &aliba origin and
development of contemporary life is what is most plausible feo@hristian point of



view. Whatwe need is a scientific account of life that isn't restridbgdhat
methodological naturalism.

C. What Should Christian Intellectuals Tell the Rest of Us
Alternatively, how can Christian intellectuals-scietgjphilosophers, historians, literary
and art critics, Christian thinkers of every sort-how can thegt serve the Christian
community in an area like this? How can they-and since we age bwev can we-best
serve the Christian community, the Reformed community attvlwve are a part, and,
more importantly, the broader general Christian comm@niye thing our experts can
do for us is help us avoid rejecting evolution for stupid reasdhg early literature of
Creation -Science, so called, is littered with arguments aif éminently rejectable sort.
Here is such an argument. Considering the rate of human gaputrowth over the last
few centuries, the author points out that even on a most consex\egtimate the human
population of the earth doubles at least every 1000 years ifhas evolutionists claim,
the first humans existed at least a million years ago, by n@htiman population would
have doubled 1000 times. It seems hard to see how there cotddolean fewer than two
original human beings, so at that rate, by the inexorable laws tfenatics, after only
60,000 years or so, there would have been something like 36 quintillion people, and by

now there would have tbe 2°®human beings.¥%is a large number. It is more than
10300 with 300 zeros afteiF if there were that many of us the whole universe would be&pdavith us. Since,

clearly, it isn't, human beings couldn't have existed frtoag as a million years; so the evolutionists are wrong. This
clearly a lousy argument; | leave as homework the problenayifg just where it goes wrong. There are many other
bad arguments about evolution floating around and it is kvour while to learn that these arguments are indeed bad.
We shouldn't reject contemporary science unless we havedtava shouldn't reject it for the wrong reasons. It is good

thing for our scientists to point out some of these wrongaeas

But Id like to suggest, with all the diffidence | can muster, that there is somethirgy bett
to do here-or at any rate something that should be done in addition to this. And the
essence of the matter is fairly simple, despite the dauntingpéexity that arises when
we descend to the nitty-gritty level where the real work lwelse done. The first thing to
see, as | said before, is that Christianity is indeed engagadonflict, a battle. There is
indeed a battle between the Christian community and the fofaesbelief. This contest
rages in many areas of contemporary culture-the courts atie iso-called media-but
perhaps most particularly in academia. And the second thingetesgbat important
cultural forces such as science are not neutral with respégistaonflict-though of
course certain parts of contemporary science and many cpotany scientists might
very well be. It is of the first importance that we discern in detest how contemporary
science-and contemporary history, literary criticism am@s-is involved in the struggle.
This is a complicated many-sided matter; it varies from gisoe to discipline, and from
area to area within a given discipline. One of our chief tastex,efore, must be that of
cultural criticism. We must test the spirits, not automaticwelcome them in because of
their great academic prestige. Academic prestige, wide, esarlynunanimous
acceptance in academia, declarations of certainty by irapostientists-none of these is
a guarantee that what is proposed is true, or a genuine delnerd reason, or plausible
from a theistic point of view. Indeed, none is a guaranteewlmat is proposed is not
animated by a spirit wholly antithetical to Christianity. Weish discern the religious and



ideological connections; we can't automatically take tloedrof the experts, because
their word might be dead wrong from
Finally, in all the areas of academic endeavor, we Christmanst think about the matter
at hand from a Christian perspective; we need Theistic SeidPerhaps the discipline in
guestion, as ordinarily practiced, involves a methodaalgnaturalism; if so, then what
we need, finally, is not answers to our questions from thaggstive, valuable in some
ways as it may be. What we really need are answers to our que$tam the perspective
of all that we know-what we about God, and what we know by fdithway of
revelation, as well as know in other ways. In many areas, tlke@nms that Christians must
rework the area in question from this perspective. This ideplmashocking but it is not
new. Reformed Christians have long recognized that sciandescholarship are by no
means religiously neutral. In a way this is our distinctivestid in the tapestry of
Christianity, our instrument in the great symphony Christianity. This recognition
underlay the establishment of the Free University of Amsterch 1880; it also underlay
the establishment of Calvin College. Our forebears recogriteedeed for the sort of
work and inquiry I've been mentioned to do something about itatWe need from our
scientists and other academics, then, is both cultural critieisd Christian science.
We must admit, however, that it is olaick of real progress that is striking. Of course
there are good reasons for this. To carry out this task wald#pth, the course of
competence it requires is, first of all, enormously difficulowkver, it is not just the
difficulty of this enterprise that accounts for our lackluster pertoroe. Just as important
is a whole set of historical or sociological conditions. Yoay have noticed that at
present the Western Christian community isolated in the tiw#mcentury Western
world. We Christians who go on to become professional scisrdisti scholars attend
twentieth-century graduate schools and universities. guestions about the bearing of
Christianity on these disciplines and the questions withemthilo not enjoy much by way
of prestige and esteem in these universities. There are neeat Harvard entitled
"Molecular Biology and the Christian View of Man." At Oxford thelpn't teach a course
called "Origins of Life from a Christian Perspective." On@'tavrite his Ph.D. thesis on
these subjects. The National Science Foundation won'tfeparably on them. Working
on these questions is not a good way to get tenure at a typoadnsity; and if you are
job hunting you would be ill-advised to advertise yourself as proposing to specialize i
them. The entire structure of contemporary universityifsuch as to discourage serious
work on these questions.
This is therefore a matter of uncommon difficulty. So far asdéwnhowever, no one in
authority has promised us a rose garden; and it is also a nodtdsolutely crucial
importance to the health of the Christian community. It igthvg of the very best we can
muster; it demands powerful, patient, unstinting and te®lkeffort. But its rewards match
its demands; it is exciting, absorbing and crucially impottdiost of all, however, it
needs to be done. | therefore commend it to you.

Notes
'Perhaps the shrewdest contemporary spokesman for this wigae late Donald MacKay
in The Clockwork Image. A Christian Perspective on Sci€hoadon: Intervarsity Press,
1974) and "Complementarity' in Scientific and Theologitiainking" in Zygon,Sept.
1974, pp. 225 ff.
The Fourth Day(Grand Rapids: Wrn. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1986), p. 195.



®Ps. 104 vs. 5.
4 See Stephehlawking, A Brief History of TimgNew York: Bantam Books, 1988),

pp. 115 ff.

°Christian Observer 1832, p. 437.
®Here the work of Bas van Fraassen is particularly instructive

’As with the intuitionist and constructivist mathematics, idealistic interpretations
of quantum mechanics, and Bell theoretical questions about information transfer

violating relativistic constraints on velocity.

®#Thus according to Anthony Flew, to suggest that there isdeabt about evolution is to
corrupt the youth.

°Richard DawkinsThe Blind Watchmaket-ondon and New York: W. W. Norton and
Co., 1986), pp. 6 and 7.

YQuoted in Richard Dawking;he Selfish Gen@xford: Oxford University Pres4,976),

p. 1,

“Darwinism Defendedhp. 326-327.

12Eyolution as Fact and Theory" ifen's Teeth and Horse's Tog@éew York Norton,
1983).

13 et me refer you to the following book¥he Mystery of Life's Origindy Charles
Thaxton", Walter Bradley and Roger Olsédrigins, by Robert Shapird:volution,
Thermodynamics, and Information: Extending the Darwirffaogram,by Jeffrey S.
Wicken,Seven Clues to the Origin of Ligand Genetic Takeover and the Mineral Origins
of Life, by A. G. Cairns-Smith, an@rigins of Life,by Freeman Dyson; see also the
relevant chapters of Michael Dentdgvolution: A Theory in CrisigFurther publication
data on these books, if desired, is to be found in the bibliography). The authors of the first
book believe that God created life specially, the authors@tthers do not.

“The Theory of Evolution: Recent Successes and ChallengeEyolution and

Creation ed. Eman McMullin (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1985), p.
60.

>Evolution as Fact and Theory" iden's Teeth anéflorse's Toes (New York: W. W.
Norton and Company, 1980), pp. 254-55.

16" Evolutionary Biology and the Study of Human Nature," presdrét a consultation on

Cosmology and Theology sponsored by the Presbyterian (UBA)dh in Dec. 1987.
" The issues here are complicated and subtle and | can't gthiena; instead | should
like to recommend my colleague Alfred Freddoso's powerfutg@iéMedieval
Aristotelianism and the Case Against Secondary Causatidlature," inDivine and
Human Actionedited by Thomas Morris (Ithaca: Cornell University Prd€88).

80p. cite.!l. p. 257.

190p. cit., pp. 258-259

?’Claude A. Villee, Eldra Pearl Solomon, P. William Davis, Bigy, Saunders College
Publishing 1985, p. 101&imilarly, Mark Ridley(The Problems of EvolutiofOxford:
Oxford University Press, 193%akes the fact that the genetic code is universal across all



forms of life as proof that life originated only once; it would bdéremely improbable
that life should have stumbled upon the same code more tham onc
21 ThePanda'§humb(New York. 1980), p. 181According to George Gaylord Simpson
(1953):"Nearly all categories above the level of families appeaherecord suddenly
and are not led up to by known, gradual, completely contindi@rsitional sequences."
22 And even so it helps much less than you might think. It doesrafh explanatioof the
absence of fossil forms intermediate with respect to clossfted or adjoining species;
the real problem, though, is what Simpson refers to in theejunothe previous footnote:
the fact that nearly all categories above the level of fasiippear in the record
suddenly, without the gradual and continuous sequenceseaddsexpect. Punctuated
equilibriumism does nothing to explain the nearly complétsemce, in the fossil record,
of intermediates between such major divisions as, say, reptié®irds, or fish and
reptiles, or reptiles and mammals.
“Here see Michael Dento&yvolution: A Theonyn Crisis (London: Burnet Book4,985),
chapter 12.
40p.Cit., p. 28.
?>Science must be provisionally atheistic or cease to be itdgéfsil Whiley "Darwin's
Place in the History of Thought" in M. Banton, e®arwinism and the Study of Society
(Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1961).
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