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Preface

Without a doubt, Genesis is the single most vilified book in all the
Bible. While men of every age have mocked and attacked the Bible
as a whole, no single book has taken the brunt of such attacks more
often than the book of Genesis. The reason for the vehemence and
frequency of such attacks upon the inspired book should be obvious
—both biblical faith and man’s world view find their own genesis,
their raison d’étre, within its pages. But, with Genesis neatly dis-
missed, the remainder of Scripture rests upon a mobile foundation,
much like a rotting shack teetering upon a fault line—with collapse
imminent.

Think of the significance of this first book of the English Bible.
Genesis not only provides the only inspired cosmogony available
to man, butin doing so introduces for the first time on written rec-
ord the Bible’s primary theme—the redemption of man through rec-
onciliation to the God against Whom he had sinned. Genesis tells
man how to interpret the physical world in which he lives. It gives
the divine answers to timeless questions concerning the meaning
and result of sin. It tells man of the proper relationship between the
sexes. And it even instructs him as to the origin of the multiplicity
of human languages.

In fewer words than an average sportswriter would use to present
his account of a Friday night high school football game, Moses, by
inspiration, discussed in Genesis 3 the breaking of the covenant be-
tween man and God, the entrance of sin into the world, and the need
for a coming Redeemer—the theme that was to occupy the rest of
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Scripture. Were it not for the book of Genesis, man forever would
be forced to ask—yet never be competent to answer—such questions
as “Whence have | come?”or “Why am | here?” or “Where am | go-
ing?” Only in Genesis can the information be found to formulate
answers to these questions, which linger in the heart of almost ev-
ery person. What we as humans so often fail to realize is that we are
not involved in a search for truth because it is lost; rather, we are in-
volved in a search for truth because without it, we are!

But we are not merely on a search; we also are engaged in a
battle. When the apostle Paul wrote to first-century Christians in
the city of Ephesus, he talked about that battle. He wanted to admon-
ish, to warn, and to encourage. Thus, he penned these words:

Finally, be strong in the Lord, and in the strength of his might.
Put on the whole armor of God, that ye may be able to stand
against the wiles of the devil. For our wrestling is not against
flesh and blood, but against the principalities, against the pow-
ers, against the world-rulers of this darkness, against the spir-
itual hosts of wickedness in the heavenly places. Wherefore
take up the whole armor of God, that ye may be able to with-
stand in the evil day, and, having done all, to stand (Ephesians
6:10-12).

The volume you hold in your hand is a book about a battle—a
battle taking place among us over one of the most important and
controversial topics in human history: origins. It is absolutely im-
perative that we win this battle. Our souls, the souls of our children
and grandchildren, the souls of many of our friends, and the souls
of many even yet unborn are at stake.

But why is this particular battle of such critical importance? There
are a number of reasons, but primarily what makes victory so urgent
is best summarized in this one thought: give a man a false, warped
view of his origin, and he likewise will possess a false, warped view
of his destiny. Origin and destiny are inseparably linked.

In every human activity the process of recognizing, believing, and
properly utilizing truth is vitally important. Jesus tried to impress this
upon His generation when He said: “Ye shall know the truth, and
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the truth shall make you free” (John 8:32). The same principle oper-
ates even today, two thousand years later. Surely, if knowing the
truth makes us free, then not knowing the truth makes us captives
of one sort or another. When we refuse to acknowledge and believe
the truth, we become susceptible to every ill-conceived plan, decep-
tive scheme, and false concept that the winds of change may blow
our way. We become slaves to error because we have abandoned
the one moral compass—truth—that possesses the ability to show
us the way, and thereby to set us free.

The simple fact of the matter, however, is that we are responsi-
ble for what we choose to believe. Using the personal volition with
which God has endowed us, we may choose freely to believe the
truth, or we may choose just as freely to believe error. The choice is
up to each individual. And once an individual has made up his mind
that he prefers error over truth, God will not deter him, as Paul made
clear when he wrote his second epistle to the Thessalonians. In that
letter, he spoke of those who “received not the love of the truth” (2:
10), and then went on to say that “for this cause God sendeth them
a working of error, that they should believe a lie” (2 Thessalonians
2:11). What a horrible thought—to go through life believing a lie!

But what, exactly, was Paul suggesting when he stated in 2 Thes-
salonians 2:11 that “God sendeth them a working of error, that they
should believe a lie”? Was the apostle teaching that God purposely
causes men to believe error?

No, he most certainly was not. Paul’s point in this passage was
that because God has granted man personal volition, and because
He has provided within the Bible the rules, regulations, and guide-
lines to govern the use of that personal volition, He therefore will
refrain from overriding man’s freedom of choice—even when it vio-
lates His law. God will not contravene man’s decisions, or interfere
with the actions based on those decisions. The prophet Isaiah had
recorded God’s words on this subject many years before when he
wrote:
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Yea, they have chosen their own ways, and their soul delight-

eth in their abominations: | also will choose their delusions,

and will bring their fears upon them; because when | called,

none did answer; when | spake, they did not hear: but they did

that which was evil in mine eyes, and chose that wherein | de-

lighted not (Isaiah 66:3-4).
The psalmist recorded God’s words on this matter when he wrote:
“But my people hearkened not to my voice; and Israel would not
hear me. So | let them go after the stubbornness of their heart, that
they might walk in their own counsels” (Psalm 81:11-12). In Romans
11:8, Paul (quoting from Isaiah 29:10) stated concerning the re-
bellious Israelites: “God gave them a spirit of stupor, eyes that they
should not see, and ears that they should not hear.”

Therefore, as Paul penned his second epistle to the young evan-
gelist Timothy, he urged him to “give diligence to present thyself ap-
proved unto God, a workman that needeth not to be ashamed, han-
dling aright the word of truth” (2 Timothy 2:15). Surely it behooves
us today as well to “handle aright” so precious a commodity as the
“word of truth.” The salvation of our own souls, and the souls of those
with whom we come in contact and attempt to teach (by word or
by deed), will depend on the accuracy of the message.

Some, however, have elected to employ their freedom of choice
to ignore and/or disobey the truth. Concerning those people who
refused to have God in their knowledge, and who actually preferred
believing a lie to accepting the truth, Paul repeatedly stated that
“God gave them up” (Romans 1:24,26,28). They could have come
to a knowledge of the truth, but they would not.

Strong words, those—"“God gave them up!” Why would the apos-
tle use such terms to describe some of the people of his generation?
His reason, according to the text that follows, was because “they
exchanged the truth of God for a lie, and worshipped and served
the creature rather than the Creator” (Romans 1:25).

Is this not an apt description of evolutionists of our day? Have
they not “exchanged the truth of God for a lie, and worshipped and
served the creature rather than the Creator”? Is this not what evo-
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lution does best—exalting the creature over the Creator? And all in
the name of “science”? When Paul wrote his first letter to Timothy,
he warned: “O Timothy, keep that which is committed to thy trust,
avoiding profane and vain babblings, and oppositions of science
falsely so called” (1 Timothy 6:20, KJv, emp. added). To the Colos-
sians, the apostle to the Gentiles wrote: “Take heed lest there shall
be any one that maketh spoil of you through his philosophy and
vain deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of
the world” (Colossians 2:8, emp. added).

Those of us who accept the Bible as the inspired, inerrant, au-
thoritative Word of God, and who accept the biblical record of or-
igins at face value, now find ourselves engaged in a fierce battle with
not one, but two antagonists. First, we are involved in a battle with
out-and-out evolutionists—men and women who retain no belief
whatsoever in God or His Word. To them, their origin is strictly a na-
turalistic phenomenon—nothing more, but certainly nothing less.
Richard Dawkins, author of the widely circulated, anti-creationist
book, The Blind Watchmaker, suggested that “Darwin’s theory is
now supported by all the available relevant evidence, and its truth
is not doubted by any serious modern biologist” (1982, p. 130). A
scant seven years later, Dr. Dawkins even went so far as to state:
“Itis absolutely safe to say that if you meet somebody who claims
not to believe in evolution, that person is ignorant, stupid, or insane
(or wicked, but I’d rather not consider that)” [1989, p. 34, paren-
thetical comment in orig.].

Second, there are the opponents who profess a belief in God and
His Word, but who have compromised the biblical account of ori-
gins so that many aspects of the evolutionary cosmogony may be in-
corporated into that divine record. Those in the first group rally under
such names as atheist, agnostic, infidel, skeptic, freethinker, and
the like. Those in the second group rally under the banners of the-
istic evolution, progressive creationism, threshold evolution, old-Earth
creationism, and other similar concepts.
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While we disagree strongly with both groups’ views on origins,
this book is a discussion about only one of those groups—the one
composed of people who have compromised the Word of God with
naturalistic theories of origins. Much is at stake, for if the theistic
evolutionists, progressive creationists, and their cohorts are correct,
we who have understood the biblical record to be taken as a literal,
historical account of our ultimate origin are wrong. Our adversaries
defend a view which suggests that the account is not to be taken in
such a fashion, but instead is to be viewed as a mythical, poetical, or
allegorical story that is perfectly consistent with most of the tenets
of organic evolution.

Furthermore, if our detractors are right, most (if not all!) of what
we thought was correct turns out not to be correct. Progressive
creationists, theistic evolutionists, and their kin would have us believe
that while the creation account itself is mythical in nature (and thus
cannot be accepted as historically true), that should not affect our
faith in any significant fashion. For example, Professor Van A. Har-
vey of Stanford University has suggested that “the Christian faith is
not belief in a miracle, it is the confidence that Jesus’ witness is a
true one” (1966, p. 274). What does he mean by such a statement?
Listen carefully as he explains further:

If we understand properly what is meant by faith, then this
faith has no clear relation to any particular set of his-
torical beliefs at all.... The conclusion one is driven to is
that the content of faith can as well be mediated through
a historically false story of a certain kind as through a
true one, through a myth as well as through history (pp. 280-
281, emp. added).

In other words, biblical faith can be grounded as easily in falsehood
asintruth! So, itis not whether Genesis actually tells us the truth,
but whether we believe it tells us the truth that matters.

What strikes one immediately about such a concept is the low es-
timate of the Bible it entails. If God’s Word can use falsehoods to teach
on what are alleged to be “peripheral” matters (like creation), why
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can it not also use falsehoods to teach on “essential” matters (like sal-
vation)? And who among us, then, becomes the final arbiter as to
what is true and what is false—what is “historical” as opposed to what
is “mythical?

The fact of the matter is, we serve a God Who cannot lie (Titus
1:2; Hebrews 6:18). What Christ taught, and what the Bible teach-
es, we, as His disciples, should believe and teach—with the full as-
surance that we shall be both accurate and safe in so doing.

The sad truth, however, is that all too often people simply are not
willing to handle the truth aright. On various occasions, this unwill-
ingness manifests itself even among those who profess to be Chris-
tians, and who suggest that their intention is to defend the Word
of God while at the same time trying to teach and convert the lost.
When they are challenged regarding the inappropriate and incor-
rect content of their message, the justification they offer (even if it is
not usually verbalized in these exact words—although sometimes
itis!) is that “the end justifies the means.” Some apparently feel that
employing just straightforward, unadulterated, Bible teaching will
not impress people sufficiently to convince them to want to obey
God’s Word. Add to that the fact that it simply is not popular in our
day and age to advocate biblical creationism, and it is easy to un-
derstand why the message of the Genesis account of creation fre-
quently is altered (or ignored altogether), and why falsehood then
so often is the end result.

But surely the question begs to be asked: What good ultimately
results from the teaching of such falsehood? Can we legitimately
convert the lost through the teaching of error? Can one be taught
wrongly and obey correctly? The teaching of error may comfort
where truth offends. Yes, a person who believes that God created
the Universe and populated the Earth via the process of organic evo-
lution can be allowed to think that such a view is correct. But in the
end, three things have occurred. First, as a result of having believed
error, the sinner may not be truly converted. Second, the church has
been filled with theistic evolutionists, progressive creationists, and
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others who hold to false views. Since “a little leaven leaveneth the
whole lump” (Galatians 5:9), the church will be weakened, and oth-
ers may be lured into accepting the same error through association
with those who believe it (and teach it) to be true. Third, the person
who perpetrated the false teaching has placed his soul, and the souls
of those he taught, in jeopardy because of the error he advocated.

Error is error, regardless of the effects produced. Christians are
not called to teach error, but truth (John 14:6). Surely, the question
should be asked: What faithful Christian would want to teach, or be-
lieve, any error? God always has measured men by their attitude to-
ward the truth. And the truth can free us only if we know it, accept
it, and obey it. Error never frees; it only enslaves. Spiritual benefits
cannot result from the teaching of error.

It is the thesis of this book that there can be no compromise with
error. Certainly | do not wish to be harsh or strident, but | do wish
to defend firmly the Genesis account of origins as being a literal,
historical, and accurate account of the Godhead’s activity in the
realm of creation. Christ, and the Old and New Testament writers,
viewed it as such; therefore we not only are correct in following their
example, but absolutely must do so.

While it may be true that there are many today who reject the
biblical account of creation and accept the basic tenets of organic
evolution (in whole or in part), we must not fall prey to mob psychol-
ogy—the idea which suggests that because “everyone is doing it,”
that somehow makes it right.

Christ, in His beautiful “Sermon on the Mount,” warned: “Narrow
is the gate, and straitened the way, that leadeth unto life, and few
are they that find it” (Matthew 7:13-14). Those in the majority ul-
timately will abandon God’s wisdom in favor of their own. In Ro-
mans 12:2, Paul admonished Christians: “Be not conformed to this
world.” His command had its basis both in Christ’s teachings, and
in those of Moses. In Exodus 23:2, Moses commanded the people
of Israel: “Thou shalt not follow a multitude to do evil.”
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It likewise is the contention of this book that Christians may not
ignore, be apathetic toward, or casual about those who teach such
error. The Scriptures speak plainly on this subject. It is wrong for
Christians to allow false teachers and their erroneous doctrines to go
unchallenged (2 John 9-11). To the Christians in Rome, Paul wrote:

Now | beseech you, brethren, mark them that are causing the
divisions and occasions of stumbling, contrary to the doctrine
which ye learned: and turn away from them. For they that are
such serve their own belly, and by their smooth and fair speech
they beguile the hearts of the innocent (Romans 16:17-18).

Jude’s exhortation was that we “contend earnestly for the faith
which was once for all delivered unto the saints” (Jude 3). Paul told
the Christians in Thessalonica to “withdraw yourselves from every
brother that walketh disorderly and not after the tradition which they
received of us” (2 Thessalonians 3:6). The Greek word translated “dis-
orderly” is an adverbial form of the Greek verb, atakteo, a word
that, according to Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon, is used “of sol-
diers marching out of order, or quitting the ranks.”

The material in this volume is about Bible believers, and in some
instances even New Testament Christians, who are “marching out
of order” because they have—for all practical purposes—"“quit the
ranks.” Peter spoke of some who were known to be “wresting the
Scriptures to their own destruction” (2 Peter 3:16). Many of those
discussed within these pages are guilty of that very offense. Equally
as important, however, is the fact that by advocating—publicly or
privately—their off-beat theories about God’s creative activity, they
have influenced others to believe incorrectly, and in so doing to im-
peril their souls.

In 2 Timothy 3:1-4, Paul presented his protgégé with a litany of
sins that characterized what he termed “grievous times.” In addition
to those who were selfish, boastful, haughty, disobedient, and with-
out self-control, Paul wrote of men “holding a form of godliness, but
having denied the power thereof” (2 Timothy 3:5). Paul’s point was
that Timothy would encounter some who, from all outward appear-
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ances, were moral, truthful, dedicated Christians. But the outward ap-
pearance was deceptive because they had become hypocrites whose
lives and teachings did not conform to the Gospel. In a similar fash-
ion, many Christians today apparently have ignored the impact on
their own faith, and on the faith of others, of not accepting what God
has said concerning His creative activity—and that of His Son—as re-
corded in the book of Genesis.

In commenting on the sinful nature of the first-century Pharisees,
Christ Himself said: “Ye also outwardly appear righteous unto men,
but inwardly ye are full of hypocrisy and iniquity” (Matthew 23:28).
The people described by Paul who exhibited “a form of godliness,”
but who had “denied the power thereof,” possessed the same hypo-
critical, sinful nature as the Pharisees, which is why Paul command-
ed Timothy, “from these also turn away” (2 Timothy 3:5).

Will historians of the future, as they look back on the twentieth
century, say, as O.M. Gilman did of those in the nineteenth century
(when he wrote in his book, The Evolutionary Outlook: 1875-1900):
“After a generation of argument, educated Americans in general
came to accept the fact of evolution and went on to make whatever
intellectual adjustments they thought necessary” (1971, p. 2)? Will
we give up the inspired testimony of God’s Word and simply “make
whatever intellectual adjustments” are necessary to accommodate
our thinking to the pseudo-scientific trappings of organic evolution?
The old adage is correct: “All that is necessary for evil to triumph is
for good men to do nothing.”

In regard to the “intellectual adjustments” (read that as “compro-
mises”) that so many Bible believers have made to incorporate var-
ious aspect of evolution into their faith-system, | am inclined to say
that the philosopher’s satirical point was well made when, in days
of old, he said: “Quos Deus vult pedere pruis dementat!” (“Whom
the gods would destroy, they first make mad!”). The inspired apos-
tle Paul put it in another way: “Professing themselves to be wise, they
became fools” (Romans 1:22).

10
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If I may kindly say so, those who boldly step forward to compro-
mise the plain teaching of the inspired Word of God need to know
that their compromises will not go unchallenged or unanswered.
It is the purpose of this book both to challenge, and to answer,
many of those compromises. It is my sincere desire that this volume
will provide ammunition for the Christian soldier who is in the heat
of the battle, so that “ye may be able to withstand in the evil day,
and, having done all, to stand.”

Bert Thompson
November 1, 2000
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Chapter 1

Introduction:
The Importance of Beliefs
Regarding Origins

To the faithful Christian, there is little of more importance
than the proclamation and defense of the Old Jerusalem
Gospel that is able to save men’s souls. Christianity did not come
into the world with a whimper, but a bang. It was not in the first cen-
tury, nor is it intended to be in the twenty-first, something “done in
acorner.” While it certainly may be true to say regarding some re-
ligions that they flourish best in secrecy, such is not the case with
Christianity. It is intended to be presented, and to flourish, in the mar-
ketplace of ideas. In addition, it may be stated safely that while some
religions eschew open investigation and critical evaluation, Chris-
tianity welcomes both. It is a historical religion—the only one of the
world’s major religions based upon an individual rather than a mere
ideology—that claims, and can document, an empty tomb for its
Founder.

Christians, unlike adherents of many other religions, do not have
an option regarding the distribution and/or dissemination of their

13
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faith. The efficacy of God’s saving grace as made possible through
His Son, Jesus Christ, is a message that all accountable men and
women need to hear, and one that Christians are commanded to
pronounce (John 3:16; Matthew 28:18-20; cf. Ezekiel 33:7-9).

What sets biblical faith apart from the beliefs of certain other re-
ligions is that instead of being rooted solely in an appeal to the emo-
tions, it is rooted in an appeal to both the emotions and the intel-
lect. In other words, biblical faith addresses both the heart and the
mind; it is not just felt, but learned as well. This always has been the
case. From the moment of man’s creation, God sought to teach him
how to make correct choices that would keep him in, or return him
to, a covenant relationship with his Creator. Thus, as soon as man
was placed in the lovely Garden of Eden, God gave the instructions
necessary for man’s temporal and spiritual well-being (Genesis 1:28;
2:16-17). From that moment forward, God actively taught man how
to build, and maintain, a proper relationship with his heavenly Fa-
ther. This is evident within the pages of both the Old and New Tes-
taments.

The Old Testament, for example, is filled with numerous instances
of God’s providing people with the instructions that would prompt
them to serve Him with their hearts as well as with their intellects.
During the Patriarchal Age, God spoke directly to the renowned
men of old, and conveyed to them the commandments intended to
regulate their daily lives, as well as their worship of Him. The apos-
tle Paul, alluding to the Gentiles, spoke of those who had the law
“written in their hearts, their conscience bearing witness therewith,
and their thoughts accusing or else excusing them” (Romans 2:15).

Later, during the Mosaical Age, God’s instructions were given
to the Hebrews in written form so that as they grew numerically,
they also would possess the ability to grow spiritually. Jewish par-
ents were instructed to teach God’s Word to their children on a
continuing basis (see Deuteronomy 4:10; 6:7-9; 11:18-25). Even-
tually, when national and spiritual reform was needed, God pro-
vided numerous kings and prophets to perform this important task
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(see 2 Kings 23:1-3; 2 Chronicles 7:7-9). It is said of the Old Tes-
tament prophet Ezra that he purposely “had set his heart to seek
the law of Jehovah, and to do it, and to teach in Israel statutes and
ordinances” (Ezra 7:10, emp. added). Nehemiah 8:7-8 records that
Ezra “caused the people to understand the law: and the people stood
in their place, and they read in the book, in the law of God, distinctly;
and they gave the sense, so that they understood the reading”
(emp. added).

It is clear from such passages that during Old Testament times
God placed a premium on knowing, understanding, obeying, and
teaching His commandments. The golden thread that runs from
Genesis through Malachi—the urgent message that the Savior was
coming—could not be expressed through emotion alone; the in-
tellect had to be involved as well. It was not enough for God’s peo-
ple merely to “feel” the message; it had to be taught so they could
understand it, realize its importance to their salvation, and preserve
it for generations yet unborn, to whom it also would be taught.

Similarly, the New Testament stresses the critical nature of teach-
ing. In the first century A.D., the message no longer was “the Sav-
ior is coming”; rather, the message was “the Savior has come.”
Once Jesus began His public ministry, teaching His disciples (and
others whom He encountered on almost a daily basis) became His
primary task. While it is true that today we look upon Him as a mir-
acle worker, prophet, and preacher, He was foremost a teacher.
Throughout Galilee, Samaria, Judea, and the surrounding areas,
Jesus taught in synagogues, boats, temples, streets, marketplaces,
and gardens. He taught on plains, trails, and mountainsides—wher-
ever people were to be found. And He taught as One possessing au-
thority. After hearing His discourses, the only thing the people who
heard Him could say was, “Never man so spake” (John 7:46).

The teaching did not stop when Christ returned to heaven. He
had trained others—apostles and disciples—to continue the task
He had begun. They were sent to the uttermost parts of the Earth
with the mandate to proclaim the “good news” through preach-
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ing and teaching (Matthew 28:18-20). This they did daily (Acts 5:
42). The result was additional disciples, who then were rooted and
grounded in the fundamentals of God’s Word (Acts 2:42) so that
they, too, could teach others. In a single day, in a single city, over
3,000 people became Christians as a result of such teaching (Acts
2:41). In fact, so effective was this kind of instruction that Christi-
anity’s bitterest enemies desperately tried to prohibit any further publi-
¢ teaching (Acts 4:18; 5:28)—but to no avail. Christianity’s mes-
sage, and the unwavering dedication of those into whose hands it
had been placed, were far too powerful for even its most formida-
ble foes to abate or defeat. Almost twenty centuries later, the cen-
tral theme of the Cross still is vibrant and forceful.

But will that continue to be the case if those given the sobering
task of teaching the Gospel act irresponsibly and alter its content,
or use fraudulent means to present it? The simple fact is, Christian-
ity’s success today—just as in the first century—is dependent upon
the dedication, and honesty, of those to whom the Truth has been
entrusted. God has placed the Gospel into the hands of men and
women who have been instructed to teach it so that all who hear
it might have the opportunity to obey it and be saved. The apostle
Paul commented on this when he wrote: “But we have this trea-
sure in earthen vessels, that the exceeding greatness of the power
may be of God, and not from ourselves” (2 Corinthians 4:7). The
thrust of the apostle’s statement in this particular passage was that
the responsibility of taking the Gospel to a lost and dying world ul-
timately has been given to mortal men.

From time to time, however, Christians may be afflicted with
either an attitude of indifference, or spiritual myopia (shortsighted-
ness). Both critically impair effectiveness in spreading the Gospel.
A Christian’s attitude of indifference may result from any number of
factors, including such things as a person’s own spiritual weakness, a
downtrodden spirit, a lack of serious Bible study, etc. Spiritual my-
opia, on the other hand, often is the end product of either not hav-
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ing an adequate understanding of the Gospel message itself, or
not wishing to engage in the controversy that sometimes is neces-
sary to propagate that message.

One such example of spiritual myopia afflicting some Christians
today centers on the Bible’s teaching regarding the topic of origins.
Because no one is particularly fond of either controversy or playing
the part of the controversialist, it is not at all uyncommon nowadays
to hear someone say: “Why bother getting involved in controver-
sial ‘peripheral’ issues like creation and evolution? Just teach the
Gospel.” Or, one might hear it said that “since the Bible is not a text-
book of science, and since it is the Rock of Ages that is important
—not the age of rocks—we should just ‘preach Christ.””

Such statements are clear and compelling evidence of spiritual
shortsightedness, and belie a basic misunderstanding of the serious-
ness of the Bible’s teachings on one of its most important topics.
First, those who suggest that we not concern ourselves with “pe-
ripheral” issues such as creation and evolution, and that we in-
stead “just preach the Gospel,” fail to realize that the Gospel in-
cludes creation and excludes evolution. Second, those who
advise us simply to “emphasize saving faith, not faith in creation,”
apparently have forgotten that the most magnificent chapter in all
the Bible on the topic of faith (Hebrews 11) begins by stressing the
importance of faith in the ex nihilo creation of all things by God
(verse 3) as preliminary to any kind of meaningful faith in His prom-
ises. Third, in order to avoid the offense that may come from preach-
ing the complete Gospel, some simply would regard creation as
unimportant. God, however, considered it so important that it was
the topic of His first revelation. The first chapter of Genesis is the
very foundation of the rest of the biblical record. If the foundation
is undermined, it will not be long until the superstructure built up-
on it collapses as well. Should the first chapters of the Bible prove
untrustworthy, upon what basis would one conclude that those
which follow merit any confidence? Fourth, many Christians today
have overlooked the impact on their own faith of not teaching
what God has said about creation. G. Richard Culp stated it well.
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One who doubts the Genesis account will not be the same
man he once was, for his attitude toward Holy Scripture
has been eroded by false teaching. Genesis is repeatedly re-
ferred to in the New Testament, and it cannot be separated
from the total Christian message (1975, pp. 160-161).

Lastly, however, some Christians—afflicted with spiritual myopia
—have advised us to “just preach Christ,” all the while ignoring, or
being uninformed of, the fact that Christ was the Creator before He
became (in a physical sense) the Redeemer, and that His finished
work of salvation is meaningful only in light of His finished work of
creation (Hebrews 4:3-10). Furthermore, Christ and His inspired
writers spoke often on the topic of creation and its relevance. The
first eleven chapters of Genesis, sometimes referred to as the “cre-
ation chapters,” are an integral part of the biblical record. They are
not unsightly warts or malignant tumors that may be excised, some-
how leaving the remainder of that record intact. If these teachings
turn out to be either mythical or false, it impeaches not only their tes-
timony, but that of the Lord as well, for He accepted them as both
correct and reliable, and used them often as a basis for His instruc-
tions and commandments in the New Testament. The teachings of
Moses and Christ are inextricably linked. As Jesus said to the unbe-
lieving Jews of His day: “For if ye believed Moses, ye would believe
me; for he wrote of me. But if ye believe not his writings, how shall
ye believe my words?” (John 5:46-47). John Whitcomb observed:

Itis the privilege of these men to dispense with an historical
Adam if they so desire. But they do not at the same time
have the privilege of claiming that Christ spoke the truth.
Adam and Christ stand or fall together... (1972, p. 111).

Why is this so? And why is a correct understanding of origins
so important? Simply put, the answer is this: “If there is no creation,
there is nothing else. If there is no Creator, then there is no Saviour
either” (Segraves, 1973, p. 24). Ultimately, a proper understanding
of creation depends upon a proper understanding of Christ, and
vice versa. In Romans 5:14, Paul spoke of Adam as “a figure [tu-
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pos, type] of him who was to come”—which no doubt explains why,
in the great “resurrection chapter” of the New Testament (1 Corin-
thians 15), the apostle wrote by inspiration:

The first man Adam became a living soul. The last Adam be-

came a life-giving spirit. The first man is of the earth, earthy;

the second man is of heaven...and as we have borne the im-

age of the earthy, we shall also bear the image of the heav-
enly (vss. 45-48).

Adam was thus a “type” of Christ; the two stand or fall together.

THE IMPLICATIONS AND
CONSEQUENCES OF BELIEF SYSTEMS

These concepts merit serious attention. Most rational, reason-
able people would agree that actions have consequences. If a man
commits a crime, is pursued and apprehended by law enforcement
officers, tried by a jury of his peers, and sentenced to life in the pen-
itentiary or death in the electric chair, who is responsible? When an
individual decides to act, is it not true that ultimately the consequences
of those actions fall squarely on his or her shoulders? Indeed, actions
do have consequences.

But so do beliefs and ideas. Is that not one reason why the spo-
ken word is so powerful. The ability to elucidate an idea via a speech,
lecture, or other oral presentation can produce astonishing con-
sequences. Think, for example, of the late president of the United
States, John F. Kennedy, who inspired Americans with his “Ask
not what your country can do for you, but what you can do for
your country” inaugural speech. On the heels of that idea—pre-
sented so eloquently by a dashing, young, newly elected, and ex-
tremely popular president—volunteerism in America grew at an un-
precedented rate. Or, reflect upon another presentation in our na-
tion’s capital by the slain civil rights leader, Martin Luther King Jr.
The moving oratory contained in his “I have a dream” speech cap-
tured the attention of an entire nation, and culminated in legislation
aimed at protecting the rights of all citizens, regardless of ethnic
background, skin color, or religious beliefs.
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Beliefs and ideas presented via the written word are no less pow-
erful. Ponder such documents as the hallowed United States Consti-
tution that serves as the basis for the freedoms every citizen en-
joys. Or contemplate the beloved Declaration of Independence
that guarantees to every American man, woman, and child certain
“unalienable rights.” Throughout the history of mankind, the writ-
ten word has expressed ideas that manifested the ability to free men
and women (e.g. the English Magna Carta) or to enslave them
(e.g., Adolf Hitler’s Mein Kampf).

Indeed, beliefs and ideas—like actions—have consequences. Prom-
inent humanist Martin Gardner devoted an entire chapter in one of
his books to “The Relevance of Belief Systems,” in an attempt to ex-
plain that what a person believes profoundly influences how a
person acts (1988, pp. 57-64). In his book, Does It Matter What
| Believe?, Millard Erickson, wrote that there are numerous reasons

...why having correct beliefs is important. Our whole lives are
inevitably affected by the real world around us, so what we
believe about it is of the utmost importance.... What we be-
lieve about reality does not change the truth, nor its effect
upon us. Correct belief, however, enables us to know the truth
as it is, and then to take appropriate action, so that it will
have the best possible effect upon our lives. Having correct

beliefs is also necessary because of the large amount and va-
riety of incorrect beliefs which are about (1992, pp. 12,13).

Put simply, it does matter what we believe. Especially is this true
when it comes to the topics of creation and evolution, since in this
area we are dealing with complete cosmogonies (i.e., entire world
views). Consider the following.

Evolution and Ethics

Although it is rare to see evolutionists actually admit it, the sim-
ple fact of the matter is that belief in evolution produces a society
that is not a very pleasant one in which to live. Several years ago,
British evolutionist Richard Dawkins [who has described himself
as “a fairly militant atheist, with a fair degree of hostility toward reli-
gion” (see Bass, 1990, 124[4]:86)] authored a book titled The Self-
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ish Gene, in which he set forth his theory of genetic determin-
ism. In summarizing the basic thesis of the book, Dawkins said:
“You are for nothing. You are here to propagate your selfish
genes. There is no higher purpose in life” (Bass, 124[4].60).
Dawkins explained:

| am not advocating a morality based on evolution. | am say-

ing how things have evolved. | am not saying how we hu-

mans morally ought to behave.... My own feeling is that a

human society based simply on the gene’s law of uni-

versal ruthless selfishness would be a very nasty so-

ciety in which to live. But unfortunately, however much we

may deplore something, it does not stop it being true (1989,

pp. 2,3, emp. added).
Dawkins is correct in his assessment that a society based on the truth-
fulness of evolution would be *“a very nasty” place to live. But why?
The answer has to do with the implications of belief in evolution.

Ethics generally is viewed as the system or code by which atti-

tudes and actions are determined to be either right or wrong. But
the truth of the matter is that if evolution is correct, and there is no
God, man exists in an environment where “anything goes.” Rus-
sian novelist Fyodor Dostoyevsky, in The Brothers Karamazov
(1880), had one of his characters (Ivan) say that in the absence of
God, everything is allowed. French existential philosopher, Jean
Paul Sartre, wrote:

Everything is indeed permitted if God does not exist, and man

isin consequence forlorn, for he cannot find anything to de-

pend upon either within or outside himself.... Nor, on the oth-

er hand, if God does not exist, are we provided with any val-

ues or commands that could legitimize our behavior (1961,

p. 485).
Sartre contended that whatever one chooses to do is right; value
is attached to the choice itself so that “...we can never choose evil”
(1966, p. 279). These men are correct about one thing. If evolu-
tion is true and there is no God, “anything goes” is the name of the
game. Thus, it is impossible to formulate a system of ethics by which
one objectively can differentiate “right” from “wrong.” Agnostic phi-
losopher Bertrand Russell observed:
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We feel that the man who brings widespread happiness at
the expense of misery to himself is a better man than the man
who brings unhappiness to others and happiness to himself.
I do not know of any rational ground for this view, or, per-
haps, for the somewhat more rational view that whatever
the majority desires (called utilitarian hedonism) is prefera-
ble to what the minority desires. These are truly ethical prob-
lems but | do not know of any way in which they can be solved
except by politics or war. All that | can find to say on this sub-
jectis that an ethical opinion can only be defended by an
ethical axiom, but, if the axiom is not accepted, there
is no way of reaching a rational conclusion (1969, 3:
29, emp. added, parenthetical item in orig.).

With no way to reach a rational conclusion on what is ethical,
man finds himself adrift in a chaotic sea of despair where “might
makes right,” where “the strong subjugate the weak,” and where each
man does what is right in his own eyes. This is not a system of ethics,
but rather a society driven by anarchy.

Evolution and Morality

Morality is the character of being in accord with the principles
or standards of right conduct. George Gaylord Simpson, Harvard’s
late, eminent evolutionist, argued that “man is the result of a pur-
poseless and materialistic process that did not have him in mind,”
yet admitted that “good and evil, right and wrong, concepts
irrelevant in nature except from the human viewpoint, be-
come real and pressing features of the whole cosmos as
viewed by man...because morals arise only in man” (1967, p. 346,
emp. added). Simpson therefore concluded: “Discovery that the uni-
verse apart from man or before his coming lacks and lacked any pur-
pose or plan has the inevitable corollary that the workings of the uni-
verse cannot provide any automatic, universal, eternal, or absolute
ethical criteria of right and wrong” (p. 346).

If such concepts as “good and evil, right and wrong” are “real
and pressing features,” how, then, should morals be determined?
Since man is viewed as little more than the last animal among many
to be produced by the long, meandering process of evolution, this
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becomes problematic. In their book, Origins, Richard Leakey and
Roger Lewin wrote: “There is now a critical need for a deep aware-
ness that, no matter how special we are as an animal, we are
still part of the greater balance of nature...” (1977, p. 256, emp. ad-
ded). Charles Darwin declared: “There is no fundamental difference
between man and the higher mammals in their mental faculties”
(as quoted in Francis Darwin, 1898, 1:64). A lion is not plagued by
guilt after killing a gazelle’s infant offspring for its noon meal. A dog
does not experience remorse after stealing a bone from one of its
peers. Since no other animal throughout evolutionary history has
been able to locate and live by moral standards, should we some-
how trust a “naked ape” (to use zoologist Desmond Morris’ color-
ful expression from his 1967 book by that title) to do any better?
Darwin himself complained: “Can the mind of man, which has, as
I fully believe, been developed from a mind as low as that posses-
sed by the lowest animals, be trusted when it draws such grand con-
clusions?” (as quoted in Francis Darwin, 1898, 1:282).

Matter—in and of itself—is impotent to evolve any sense of mor-
al consciousness. If there is no purpose in the Universe, as Simp-
son and others have asserted, then there is no purpose to moral-
ity or ethics. But the concept of a purposeless morality, or a purpose-
less ethic, is irrational. Unbelief therefore must contend, and does
contend, that there is no ultimate standard of moral/ethical truth,
and that morality and ethics, at best, are relative and situational.
That being the case, who could ever suggest, correctly, that some-
one else’s conduct was “wrong,” or that a man “ought” or “ought
not” to do thus and so? The simple fact of the matter is that infi-
delity cannot explain the origin of morality and ethics.

Evolution and Hedonism

Hedonism is the philosophy which argues that the aim of “mor-
al” conduct is the attainment of the greatest possible pleasure with
the greatest possible avoidance of pain. One of the tenets of human-
ism, as expressed in the Humanist Manifesto of 1973, suggested,
for example:
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...we believe that intolerant attitudes, often cultivated by or-
thodox religions and puritanical cultures, unduly repress sex-
ual conduct. The right to birth control, abortion, and divorce
should be recognized. While we do not approve of exploit-
ive, denigrating forms of sexual expression, neither do we wish
to prohibit, by law or social sanction, sexual behavior between
consenting adults. The many varieties of sexual exploration
should not in themselves be considered “evil.” Without coun-
tenancing mindless permissiveness or unbridled promiscuity,
a civilized society should be a tolerant one. Short of harm-
ing others or compelling them to do likewise, individuals should
be permitted to express their sexual proclivities and pursue
their lifestyles as they desire (pp. 18-19, emp. in orig.).

What have been the consequences of this kind of thinking? Sex-
ually transmitted diseases are occurring in epidemic proportions.
Teenage pregnancies are rampant. Babies are born already infected
with deadly diseases (such as AIDS) because their mothers con-
tracted the diseases during their pregnancies and passed them on
to their unborn offspring. In many places divorces are so common
that they equal or outnumber marriages. Jails are filled to overflow-
ing with rapists, stalkers, and child molesters. What else, pray tell,
will have to go wrong before it becomes apparent that attempts
to live without God are futile?

Evolution and the Value of Human Life

Having grown up under a father who was a veterinarian, and per-
sonally having served as a professor in the College of Veterinary Med-
icine at Texas A&M University for a number of years, | have seen
firsthand the fate of animals that have suffered irreparable injuries,
have become riddled with incurable diseases, or have become too
old and decrepit to control their bodily functions. | have had to stand
by helplessly and watch my own father, or one of my colleagues, dis-
charge a firearm to end the life of a horse because of a broken leg
that could not be healed. I have had to draw into a syringe the life-
ending drug to be inserted into the veins of someone’s pet dog to
“put it to sleep” because the combination of senility and disease
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had taken a toll that not even the ablest practitioner of the healing
arts could reverse. It is neither a pleasant task, nor a pretty sight. But
while a pet dog or champion 4-H gelding may have held a place of
esteem in a child’s heart, the simple fact of the matter is that the dog
is not someone’s father or mother, and the horse is not someone’s
brother or sister. These are animals—which is why we shoot horses.

In the evolutionary scheme of things, however, man occupies the
same status. He may be more knowledgeable, more intellectual, and
more scheming than his counterparts in the animal kingdom. But
he still is an animal. And so the question is bound to arise: Why should
man be treated any differently once his life no longer is deemed worth
living? Truth be told, there is no logical reason that he should. From
cradle to grave, life—from an evolutionary vantage point—is com-
pletely expendable. And so it should be—at least if Charles Darwin’s
comments are to be taken at face value. In his book, The Descent
of Man, he wrote:

With savages, the weak in body or mind are soon eliminated;
and those that survive commonly exhibit a vigorous state of
health. We civilised men, on the other hand, do our utmost
to check the process of elimination; we build asylums for the
imbecile, the maimed, and the sick; we institute poor-laws;
and our medical men exert their utmost skills to save the life
of everyone to the last moment. There is reason to believe
that vaccination has preserved thousands, who from a weak
constitution would formerly have succumbed to small-pox.
Thus the weak members of civilised societies propagate their
kind. No one who has attended to the breeding of domestic
animals will doubt that this must be highly injurious to the
race of man. It is surprising how soon a want of care, or care
wrongly directed, leads to the degeneration of a domestic race;
but excepting in the case of man himself, hardly any one is
so ignorant as to allow his worst animals to breed (1870, p.
501).

In Darwin’s day (and even in the early parts of this century), some
attempted to apply this view to the human race via the concept of
eugenics.
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By 1973, the United States Supreme Court, in a 7-to-2 vote on
January 22, decided that the embryo growing within the human
womb no longer is “human.” Rather, it is a “thing” that may be rip-
ped out, slaughtered, and tossed into the nearest dumpster. And the
inordinate lengths to which evolutionists will go in order to justify
such a position defy description. As an example, consider the case
of the late evolutionist, Carl Sagan, and his wife, Ann Druyan. Inan
article titled “The Question of Abortion: A Search for the Answers”
they coauthored for the April 22, 1990 issue of Parade, these two
humanists argued for the ethical permissibility of human abortion
on the grounds that the fetus—growing within a woman’s body for
several months following conception—is not a human being. Thus,
they concluded, the killing of this tiny creature is not murder.*

And what was the basis for this assertion? Sagan and Druyan ar-
gued their case by subtly employing the antiquated concept known
as “embryonic recapitulation” (sometimes referred to by its catch-
phrase, “ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny”), which suggests that
as the human embryo develops, the growth of the individual (on-
togeny) repeats (recapitulates) the evolutionary history of its an-
cestors (phylogeny)—traveling through such stages as an amoeba-
like blob, a fish, an amphibian, a reptile, etc. Therefore, observing
the human embryo growing would be like watching a “silent mov-
ing picture” of past evolution. They wrote that the embryo first is
“akind of parasite” that eventually looks like a “segmented worm.”
Further alterations, they suggested, reveal “gill arches” like that of a
“fish or amphibian.” Supposedly, “reptilian” features emerge, and
later give rise to “mammalian...pig-like” traits. By the end of the sec-
ond month, according to these two authors, the creature resembles
a “primate but is still not quite human” (1990, p. 6).

* Dr. Sagan died in December 1996. One year later, in 1997, his book, Billions and
Billions, was published posthumously. Chapter 15 of that book (pp. 163-179), titled
“Abortion: Is It Possible to be both ‘Pro-Life’ and ‘Pro-Choice’?,” contains the entire
text of the Parade article, along with Dr. Sagan’s comments about the unnerving pub-
lic response the magazine received following its publication (380,000 people tele-
phoned Parade’s offices in a matter of days).
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The concept of embryonic recapitulation first was set forth in
1866 by the renowned German scientist and artist, Ernst Haeckel.
Shortly thereafter, however, it came to light that Dr. Haeckel had
used his art talent to falsify some of the drawings that accompanied
his research articles on animal and human embryos, in order to make
it appear as if embryonic recapitulation were true—when, in fact,
it was not. Eventually, he was found guilty of scientific fraud by a
jury of his peers at a trial held at the University of Jena where he
taught, and he lived much of the rest of his life in disrepute. Scien-
tists have known for well over a century that Haeckel’s theory was
based on fraudulent data, that it is without any foundation what-
soever in scientific fact, and that both he and it have been thor-
oughly discredited. As long ago as 1957, George Gaylord Simpson
and his coauthors wrote in their widely used biology textbook, Life:
An Introduction to Biology: “It is now firmly established that on-
togeny does not repeat phylogeny” (1957, p. 352, emp. ad-
ded). Notice, however, the authors’ comment to their student read-
ers, which appeared as a footnote at the bottom of the same page:

You may well ask why we bother you with principles that
turned out to be wrong. There are two reasons. In the first
place, belief in recapitulation became so widespread
that it is still evident in some writings about biology
and evolution. You should know therefore what recapitu-
lation is supposed to be and you should know that it does
not really occur (emp. added).

Sadly, even though scientists have known for more than a cen-
tury that embryonic recapitulation is wrong, Simpson and his co-
authors were absolutely correct in their assessment that “belief in
recapitulation became so widespread that it is still evident in some
writings about biology and evolution.” For example, in the October
1981 issue of Science Digest, evolutionist Isaac Asimov and cre-
ationist Duane Gish participated in a written debate (at the invita-
tion of the magazine’s editors) under the title of “The Genesis War.”
During his portion of the debate, Dr. Gish correctly pointed out:
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The idea of embryological recapitulation—that at successive
stages of development a fetus resembles a fish, amphibian,
reptile and, finally, mammal—is now a thoroughly discredited
theory and should be expunged from textbooks (1981, 89
[9]:83).
Surprisingly, Dr. Asimov replied:

I don’t know what aspect of embryological recapitulation is
now “thoroughly discredited” in the eyes of a creationist. How-
ever, the human fetus in the course of its development
has a tail and has indications of gills (89[9]:83, emp. ad-
ded).

An author of Dr. Asimov’s stature (he wrote more than 500 vol-
umes during his lifetime!) and preeminence in the evolutionary com-
munity should have known better than to make such statements.
As the eminent evolutionist of Great Britain, Sir Arthur Keith, had
stated quite bluntly almost fifty years earlier:

It was expected that the embryo would recapitulate the fea-
tures of its ancestors from the lowest to the highest forms in
the animal kingdom. Now that the appearances of the em-
bryo at all stages are known, the general feeling is one of dis-
appointment; the human embryo at no stage is anthropoid
in appearance. The embryo of the mammal never re-
sembles the worm, the fish, or the reptile. Embryology
provides no support whatsoever for the evolutionary
hypothesis (1932, p. 94, emp. added).

Unfortunately, statements like Dr. Asimov’s are not restricted to
the time period of two decades or more ago. In his 1997 book on
the origin of the Universe and life in that Universe, The Whole She-
bang, evolutionist Timothy Ferris wrote:

Strong evidence of biological conservancy may also be found
in embryology, where it gave rise to the saying that “ontog-
eny recapitulates phylogeny.” A human embryo grows gills
like its fish ancestors, and then tears them down and re-
builds them into lungs (p. 197, emp. added).

Dr. Ferris could not be more wrong than he is. A biology text-
book published well over two decades earlier noted: “Actually these
‘gills” are alternating ridges and furrows on the right and left sides
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of the neck. They never develop into gills. They remain covered
by a thin membrane and never have respiratory function” (Moore
and Slusher, 1974, p. 434, emp. in orig.).

Twenty-five years later, evolutionist Jeffrey Schwartz concurred
when he wrote in his 1999 volume, Sudden Origins:

For Haeckel, the presumed gill-slit stage in human ontogeny
was the equivalent of an adult fish. (In reality, such a stage
does not occur; there are only the folds of the gill arches,
which, among other structures, develop into our hyoid bone,
inner ear bones, and jaws.) [p. 164, emp. added)].

Why then—if we have known for well over a hundred years that
Haeckel’s ideas are wrong—have evolutionists continued to use em-
bryonic recapitulation as a “proof” of evolution? John Tyler Bon-
ner, who served for many years as the head of the biology depart-
ment at Princeton University, succinctly answered that question when
he admitted: “We may have known for almost a hundred years that
Haeckel’s blastaea-gastraea theory of the origin of the metazoa is
probably nonsense, but it is so clear-cut, so simple, so easy to
hand full-blown to the student” (1961, 49:240, emp. added).
Apparently, the fact that it is not true matters little.

Thus, when the time came that Carl Sagan and Ann Druyan des-
perately needed to find something—anything—within science to jus-
tify their personal belief that abortion is not murder, they simply res-
urrected the antiquated, erroneous concept of embryonic recapitu-
lation, dusted it off, and tried to give it some renewed credibility as
an appropriate reason why abortion should not be considered as
illegal and homicidal. Surely, this shows the lengths to which evo-
lutionists will go in attempts to substantiate their theory, and the in-
ordinate practices that the theory generates when followed to its
logical conclusion.

According to Darwin, “weaker” members of society are unfit and,
in keeping with the laws of nature, would not survive under normal
conditions. Who is weaker than a tiny baby growing in the womb?
The baby cannot defend himself, cannot feed himself, cannot even
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speak for himself. He (or she) is completely and totally dependent
upon the mother for life. Since nature “selects against” the weaker
animal, and since man is an animal, why should man expect any def-
erential treatment?

Once those who are helpless, weak, and young become expend-
able, who will be next? Will it be the helpless, weak, and old? Will it
be those whose infirmities make them *“unfit” to survive in a soci-
ety that values the beautiful and the strong? Will it be those who are
lame, blind, or maimed? Will it be those whose 1Q falls below a cer-
tain point, or whose skin is a different color?

More and more there is a clamoring in this country to kill the han-
dicapped, the weak, the old, the terminally ill, and others with a “di-
minished quality of life.” Richard McCormick of the Kennedy Center
for the Study of Reproduction and Bioethics at Georgetown Univer-
sity has suggested: “Life is a value to be preserved only insofar as it
contains some potentiality for human relationships” (1974). The re-
nowned Nobel laureate, Francis Crick, has urged that “no newborn
infant should be declared human until it has passed certain tests re-
garding its genetic endowment and...if it fails these tests it forfeits
the right to live” (as quoted in Howard and Rifkin, 1977, p. 81). It
hardly is surprising, then, to hear Joseph Fletcher (of situation eth-
ics fame) suggest that any individual with an 1Q of 20 or less is not
a person, and that anyone ranging from 20 to 40 is only marginally
So (see Lygre, 1979, p. 63).

Twenty-five years ago, Robert Cooke of the University of Wis-
consin testified before a U.S. Senate select subcommittee that an es-
timated “2,000 infants a year are dying in America because treat-
ment has been withheld or stopped” (as quoted in Marx, 1975, p. 9).
Almost thirty years ago, an investigation carried out during a three-
year period (from 1970 to 1972) at the Yale/New Haven Hospital
in Connecticut uncovered the fact that 43 babies died at this one
hospital when doctors decided they were “unfit to live” and there-
fore withdrew food, water, etc. (Lygre, 1979, p. 65). Lest anyone
wonders if such things still are occurring decades later, perhaps we
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should be reminded of the now-famous “Baby Doe” case in an Amer-
ican hospital (see Davis, 1985, pp. 158ff.). Doctors recommended
that the newborn baby girl be allowed to die, due to the fact that, in
their opinion, she was too badly deformed to live. [Joan Hodgman
of the University of California School of Medicine once admitted: “If
we have a baby that | know is malformed beyond hope, | make no
attempt to preserve life” (as quoted in Lygre, 1979, p. 66).] The
parents accepted the doctors’ advice, and the hospital staff withdrew
food, water, and other reasonable care. The government stepped in
to state that a violation of the baby girl’s civil rights had occurred (re-
member “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness™?). As President
of the United States, Ronald Reagan ordered the Secretary of the De-
partment of Health and Human Services to deliver strict rules to hos-
pitals receiving federal funds—rules which made it clear that all nec-
essary steps were to be taken for the continuation of human life. A
callous, depraved view of the value of human life had made such ex-
traordinary governmental intervention necessary.

Bentley Glass once suggested that “no parents will in that future
time have a right to burden society with a malformed or a mentally
incompetent child” (1971, 171:23-29). in his book, The Sanctity
of Life and the Criminal Law, Glanville Williams, strongly advo-
cated the legalization of both “humanitarian infanticide” and “eutha-
nasia for handicapped children” (1957). Joseph Fletcher even went
so far as to state that we are “morally obliged” to end the lives of all
those who are terminally ill (1979, p. 152). William Gaylin, a pro-
fessor of psychiatry and law at Columbia University, declared: “It
used to be easy to know what we wanted for our children, and now
the best for our children might mean deciding which ones to kill. We
have always wanted the best for our grandparents, and now that
might mean killing them” (as quoted in Marx, 1975, p. 3). Some
in our society already are calling for just such “cleansing” processes
to be made legal, using such household euphemisms as “euthana-
sia” or “mercy killing.” After all, we shoot horses, don’t we?
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CONCLUSION

Richard Dawkins was correct when he suggested that “a human
society based simply on the gene’s law of universal ruthless selfish-
ness would be a very nasty society in which to live.” Indeed, actions
do have consequences. And beliefs do have implications.

Acceptance of the biblical doctrine of creation likewise has impli-
cations. Itimplies, for example, that: (a) there is an eternal Creator;
(b) religion is God-ordained; (c) supernatural forces have been at work
in the past and therefore nature is not “all there is”; (d) man is a spe-
cial creation produced by God “in His image”; (e) there is an objec-
tive standard for truth that provides guidelines for man’s ethical and
moral conduct; and (f) after this life, there is another life yet to come.

Similarly, any attempt to merge the two systems of origins has
implications as well. That is the subject of this book. Some have sug-
gested that there is not necessarily a dichotomy in the matter of ori-
gins—that evolution and creation need not be separate, distinct, and
opposing world views but instead may be happily combined (see,
for example, Sheler, 1999, pp. 49-56). While not impugning the
motives of those who have suggested such a compromise, it is my
position that such a marriage is both unwarranted and unscriptur-
al, as well as unworthy of any support from those who revere the
Word of God as verbally inspired and authoritative in these matters.

One of the most respected evolutionists in America during the
past six decades was the late George Gaylord Simpson quoted above
—known affectionately among his colleagues as “Mr. Evolution”
because of his lifelong, ardent defense of their theory. It is rare in-
deed that a creationist finds himself in agreement with an evolution-
ist. But in his book, This View of Life, Dr. Simpson addressed the
compromise position of theistic evolution, and commented on it in
such a way that | find myself agreeing with him. In discussing three
well-known men who tried to defend theistic evolution (LeCompte
du Nouy, Theilhard de Chardin, and Edmund W. Sinnot), Dr. Simp-
son remarked:
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...Three great men and great souls, and all have flatly failed
in their quest. It is unlikely that others can succeed where
they did not, and surely | know of none who has. The attempt
to build an evolutionary theory mingling mysticism [his eu-
phemism for creation—BT] and science has only tended to vi-
tiate the science. | strongly suspect that it has been equally dam-
aging on the religious side... (1964, p. 232).

Those who attempt to defend various compromises of the bibli-
cal account of creation have failed, and will continue to fail, because
their efforts represent an illegitimate amalgamation of two views—
creation and evolution—that are diametrically opposed and that,
therefore, logically cannot be conjoined. While the compromisers
no doubt have harmed science, as Simpson suggested, the dam-
age they have inflicted on the religious side has been far worse. The
loss of respect for the Bible as the inspired Word of God that even-
tually results from the acceptance of various creation compromises
is utterly tragic.

Even more tragic, however, is the ultimate effect of such compro-
mises on a person’s faith. Sooner or later, the Bible believer comes
to realize that if the first eleven chapters of Genesis are not trust-
worthy, neither are those that follow. The number of people who
have had their faith weakened, or destroyed, as a result of such com-
promises is inestimable. Surely it is one of the bitterest of ironies that
those who were so determined to find a compromise allowing them
to believe the biblical record are those who, because of that very com-
promise, ended up believing the Bible less and less until finally they
believed it not at all. Sadly, the lesson learned far too late was that
the compromise was unnecessary in the first place, as the follow-
ing chapters document.
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Chapter 2

Origins and
Atheistic Evolution

Origins. The mere mention of the word has the power to
evoke deep-seated emotions, because this is one issue on
which almost everyone has an opinion. From the very earliest times,
men have inquired about their origin, and the question, “Whence
have | come?” has not been far from either their minds or their lips.
In our day and age it often is the case that any discussion of origins
stirs quite a controversy, as proponents of competing theories battle
each other in public debates, in the news media, in the classroom,
in the courtroom, and through the printed word.

Such controversy, however, is not always bad. While it is true
that at times more heat than light has been generated, this is not nec-
essarily the case. Not infrequently, people who have had the temer-
ity to question have been rewarded by the fruits of their inquiry. In
many instances, people have been caused for the first time to con-
sider seriously (or reconsider) their own privately held positions on
these matters. They have sought answers, and have been amazed
at the evidence (or lack of evidence) supporting their belief system
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—when previously they may have been somewhat complacent about
the matter of their own beginnings. Oftentimes, as people have ex-
plored the matter of their ultimate origin, they also have discovered,
quite inadvertently, certain implications that invariably accompany
the suggested scenarios—implications that affect them in their ev-
eryday lives as they consider such weighty matters as ethics, mor-
als, truth, and a host of other concepts of real importance to human-
kind. The controversy over origins (rather, the end results of that con-
troversy) may have proven either a blight or a blessing, but to those
who go to the trouble to investigate, one thing is certain: the quest
never is dull.

There are two fundamentally different, and diametrically opposed,
explanations for the origin of the Universe, the origin of life in that
Universe, and the origin of new types of varying life forms. Each of
these explanations is a cosmogony—an entire world view, or phi-
losophy, of origins and destinies, of life and its meaning. One of these
cosmogonies is known as evolution (often referred to as organic
evolution, the theory of evolution, the evolution model, atheistic evo-
lution, etc.). The second alternate and opposing view is creation (of-
ten referred to as special creation, the theory of creation, the cre-
ation model, etc.). In this chapter, | would like to define, and exam-
ine, the concept of atheistic evolution. In the chapter that follows,
| will examine the concept of creation.

ATHEISTIC EVOLUTION DEFINED

The term “evolution” derives from the Latin word, evolvere,
which means literally to “unroll, unfold, or change.” The word “evo-
lution” may be used legitimately to speak of a bud’s development
into the flower, the metamorphosis of the butterfly, or even the pro-
duction of new varieties of organisms.* However, this is not what
the average person has in mind when he speaks of evolution. In ev-
eryday parlance, the word carries quite a different meaning.

* For a comprehensive discussion of the varied definitions of evolution, see Bales
(1971, 2[3]:1-4).
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In 1960, G.A. Kerkut, the renowned British physiologist and
evolutionist, authored The Implications of Evolution. In that small-
but-powerful volume, he defined two theories of evolution that are
of importance for the discussion here. He termed one of those the
Special Theory of Evolution.* This is the kind of evolution to which
practically all people subscribe, and over which there is no contro-
versy. It suggests that limited change, within narrow limits, occurs
throughout all living things. I know of no one who would deny this
point. Creationists agree to its factuality, as do atheistic evolution-
ists. Years ago (to list just three examples), Brangus cattle, cockapoo
dogs, and 1,000+ varieties of roses did not exist. But today they do.
Why? Simply stated, it is because evolution has occurred.

But as everyone recognizes, this “evolution” produced only small
changes that did not cross what biologists refer to as “phylogenetic
boundaries.” That is to say, the Brangus is still a cow, the cockapoo
is still a dog, and (to employ an old adage), a rose by any other name
is still a rose. While the Special Theory of Evolution allows for change
within groups, it does not allow for change between groups. It
is not the Special Theory of Evolution that | will be investigating in
the pages that follow; rather, | intend to examine the other theory
of evolution mentioned by Kerkut.

In addition to the Special Theory, Dr. Kerkut also identified, de-
fined, and discussed what he termed the General Theory of Evolu-
tion.** He stated: “On the other hand, there is the theory that all the
living forms in the world have arisen from a single source which it-
self came from an inorganic form. This theory can be called the ‘Gen-
eral Theory of Evolution’...” (1960, p. 157). Thisis what is referred
to commonly as organic evolution, atheistic evolution, or simply “evo-
lution.” Through the years, numerous investigators have offered var-
ious definitions of evolution. The same year that Dr. Kerkut offered
his definitions, Simpson wrote:

* The Special Theory of Evolution sometimes is referred to by the term microevolu-
tion.

**The General Theory of Evolution sometimes is referred to by the term macroevolu-
tion.
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Evolution is a fully natural process, inherent in the physical
properties of the universe, by which life arose in the first
place, and by which all living things, past or present, have
since developed, divergently and progressively (1960, 131:
969).

This definition has been accepted widely because of: (a) Dr. Simp-
son’s reputation in the evolutionary community; and (b) its succinct
statement of what evolution is and allegedly does. Previously, Simp-
son and his coauthors had defined the theory by suggesting:

First, there is the theory of evolution in the strict sense. This
states that all living organisms have evolved from common
ancestors in a gradual historical process of change and di-
versification. The theory rejects the notion that all organisms
were designed and created at the beginning of time (Simp-
son, et al., 1957, pp. 25-26).

Dr. Simpson’s Harvard colleague, the famous zoologist P.D. Dar-
lington, reiterated these same points twenty-three years later.

The outstanding evolutionary mystery now is how matter has
originated and evolved, why it has taken its present form in
the universe and on the earth, and why it is capable of form-
ing itself into complex living sets of molecules. This capability
isinherent in matter as we know it, in its organization and en-
ergy.... Itis a fundamental evolutionary generalization that no
external agent imposes life on matter. Matter takes the form
it does because it has the inherent capacity to do so. Thisis
one of the most remarkable and mysterious facts about our
universe: that matter exists that has the capacity to form itself
into the most complex patterns of life (1980, pp. 15,234).

While disavowing its factuality, creationists agree with evolution-

ists about the definition of their theory. One creationist publication
defined evolution as:
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...the hypothesis that millions of years ago lifeless matter,
acted upon by natural forces, gave origin to one or more mi-
nute living organisms which have since evolved into all liv-
ing and extinct plants and animals, including man. The the-
ory of evolution has to do with the origin of life and the origin
of species, and should not be confused with the ordinary de-
velopment or natural history of living plants and animals which
we see all around us and which is an entirely different phe-
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nomenon. In its wider aspects, the theory of evolution em-
braces the origin and development of the whole universe...
(Evolution, n.d., p. 7).

Wilbert H. Rusch, a creationist, defined evolution as:

...the theory that large groups or kinds of basic organisms
change with the passage of time. Then itis held that their de-
scendants will now be as different from them as they were
different from their ancestors. It would follow that, given the
passage of a sufficient time span, the life forms at any given
point in time will be radically different from the life forms
present at any time during the past. It really involves what
might be termed transspecific change. According to this the-
ory, modern plants and animals are all the modified descen-
dants of plants and animals from the past. All present taxa
are then somehow descended from a common ancestry over
vast periods of time. This would call for a continuum from
the beginning of life to the present, with no distinct groups.
This continuum would be made up of all fossil as well as pres-
ent forms of life... (1991, pp. 13-14).

Notice the common thread running through each definition. First,
evolutionis a fully natural process. Second, no “external agent”
(i.e., “Creator”) is responsible for inanimate matter becoming ani-
mate; evolution “rejects the notion that all organisms were designed
and created....” Third, all life descended (evolved) from a common
source, which owes its own existence to inorganic matter. Fourth,
evolution is a process of “change and diversification” which ulti-
mately produces living organisms that develop “divergently and pro-
gressively.” In summary then, by definition evolution precludes the
supernatural, a Creator, any divine guidance of the natural proces-
ses involved, and the creation of organisms as separate and distinct
entities not having descended from a common ancestor.

IS ATHEISTIC EVOLUTION POPULAR?

Although atheistic evolution is not nearly as old a viewpoint as
creation, it has amassed to itself a rather large following among the
peoples of the world. R.L. Wysong, in his book, The Creation-Evo-
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lution Controversy, commented that “It is downright hard to find
anyone who does not believe in evolution in one form or another”
(1976, p. 63). Conway Zirkle stated that “practically every educated
man believes in evolution. ...evolution is incorporated in the think-
ing of our time” (1959, p. 19). A university biology textbook used
widely for almost two decades began with these words:

Organic evolution is the greatest principle in biology. Its im-

plications extend far beyond the confines of that science, ram-

ifying into all phases of human life and activity. Accordingly,

understanding of evolution should be part of the intellectual

equipment of all educated persons (Moody, 1962, p. 1x).

For the past century, evolution has been in the limelight. And for
the past quarter of a century or more, it has been taught as scien-
tific fact in many elementary, junior high, and senior high schools,
as well as in most colleges and universities. As Stephen J. Gould of
Harvard put it: “The fact of evolution is as well established as any-
thing in science (as secure as the revolution of the earth around the
sun)...” [1987, 8[1]:64, parenthetical comment in orig.]. There can
be little doubt that belief in evolution is popular. But why is this the
case?

WHY DO PEOPLE BELIEVE IN EVOLUTION?

As we make our way through the pilgrimage called “life,” on oc-
casion we invariably stop to reflect upon the nature and meaning of
our own existence, because such matters variously enthrall, excite,
or intrigue us. Nowhere is this more evident than in regard to our ul-
timate origin. Few there must be who do not pause, at some point
in their earthly sojourn, to ponder such topics as the origin of the
Universe, the origin of planet Earth, the origin of various life forms
on the Earth, the possibility of life on other planets, and even their
own origin and destiny.

One of the most mind-numbing mysteries for those who do not
believe in evolution is trying to understand the people who do. [Per-
haps evolutionists feel the same exasperation in regard to creation-
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ists” beliefs, but on that point | am less qualified to judge.] This ob-
servation is not intended to be derogatory, but is offered merely
as a statement of fact. As one who writes and lectures often on the
topics of creation and evolution, | frequently am asked the question:
“Why do people believe in evolution?” Often the question is phrased
in what are intended to be complimentary terms: “Why is it that so
many obviously intelligent people believe in evolution?” Neither
question is easy to answer because generally the querist wants a sim-
ple, concise response. It is difficult for him to understand why peo-
ple whom he accepts as “obviously intelligent” believe a concept such
as evolution that he, personally, considers so unworthy of acceptance
or recommendation by intelligent people. It has been my experience
that rarely is there a singular reply that can provide an answer to
such a question, because rarely is there just a single reason that can
explain adequately why a person believes what he does. Especially
is this true in regard to belief in evolution.

At times, the controversy that centers on the topics of creation
and evolution has generated more heat than light. This does not
necessarily have to be the case, however. In an open society, the
topic of origins, and the varying views that people hold on origins,
ultimately will be discussed,; in fact, they should be discussed. But
because the subject matter has to do with deeply held convictions,
emotions often run high. One good way to avoid emotional en-
tanglement, and the “more heat than light” syndrome that gener-
ally accompanies it, is to work diligently to comprehend the other
person’s position as completely as possible, and therefore to dis-
cuss it as accurately and calmly as possible in any given situation.
That task is made easier if there exists—at the beginning of the dis-
cussion—a basic understanding of why the person believes as he
does. Again, especially is this true in regard to belief in evolution.

While it may seem somewhat of a truism to suggest that peo-
ple believe in evolution for a variety of reasons, realization of this
fact, and a legitimate exploration of the reasons people offer for
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believing what they do, can go a long way toward a better under-
standing of opposing views found within the creation/evolution con-
troversy. With better understanding comes improved communica-
tion. And with improved communication comes increased oppor-
tunity for dialogue—which can set the stage for the presentation of
other viewpoints that perhaps have not been considered previously
(e.g., in this particular instance, persuading the evolutionist to con-
sider the evidence for creation).

As | attempt to respond to the question, “Why do so many ob-
viously intelligent people believe in evolution?” | hope to be able
to provide a better comprehension of the system of organic evolu-
tion, and of the people who accept it. Included among the reasons
why people believe in evolution are the following.

Reason #1

There can be little doubt that many today believe in evolution
simply because it is what they have been taught. As | stated earlier,
for the past quarter of a century or more evolution has been taught
as scientific fact in most educational settings—from kindergarten
through graduate school. Marshall and Sandra Hall noted:

In the first place, evolution is what is taught in the schools.
At least two, and in some cases three and four generations,
have used textbooks that presented it as proven fact. The
teachers, who for the most part learned it as truth, pass it
on as truth. Students are as thoroughly and surely indoctri-
nated with the concept of evolution as students have ever
been indoctrinated with any unproven belief (1974, p. 10).

In their book, Why Scientists Accept Evolution, Bales and
Clark confirmed such an observation. “Evolution,” they wrote, “is
taken for granted today and thus it is uncritically accepted by scien-
tists as well as laymen. Itis accepted by them today because it was
already accepted by others who went before them and under whose
direction they obtained their education” (1966, p. 106). People be-
lieve in evolution because they have been taught that it is true.
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Reason #2

To suggest that many people today accept evolution as true merely
because they have been taught to believe it does not tell the whole
story, however. Intellectual pride enters into the picture as well. Who
among us does not want to present at least the appearance of be-
ing smart and well educated? Over the last century, we have been
led to believe that if we wish to be considered intelligent, then we
should believe in evolution, because intelligent people all over the
world believe in evolution. As Henry Morris well stated the issue:
“...the main reason most educated people believe in evolution is
simply because they have been told that most educated people be-
lieve in evolution!” (1963, p. 26).

Consider the hypothetical example of two college students dis-
cussing their professors and courses. One of the students, Joe, asks
his friend, Mark, the following question: “Hey, Mark, do you believe
in evolution? My professor says all smart folks do.” Honestly, what
is Mark supposed to say? If he says, “No, Joe, | don’t believe in evo-
lution,” by definition he has admitted to being outside the sphere
of all the “smart folks.” On the other hand, if he says, “Yes, Joe, | do
believe in evolution,” he may be admitting to a belief based not on
an examination of the evidence, but on the idea that he does not
wish to be viewed by his peers as anything but “smart.” Undoubt-
edly, many people today fall into this category. They do not accept
evolution because they have seen evidence that establishes it as true.
Rather, they believe it because doing so places them in the same cat-
egory as others whom they consider to be intelligent.

Reason #3

Further exacerbating the problem is the fact that evolution has
been given a “stamp of approval” by important spokespersons from
practically every field of human endeavor. While there have been
those from politics, the humanities, the arts, and other fields who
openly have defended evolution as factual, in no other area has this
defense been as pronounced as in the sciences. Because science has
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seen so many successes, and because these successes have been
so visible and well publicized, scientists have been granted an aura
of respectability that only can be envied by non-scientists. As a re-
sult, when scientists champion a cause, people take notice. After all,
it is their workings through the scientific method that have eradi-
cated smallpox, put men on the Moon, prevented polio, and length-
ened life spans. We have grown used to seeing “experts” from vari-
ous scientific disciplines ply their trade in an endless stream of amaz-
ing feats. Heart surgery has become commonplace; organ trans-
plants have become routine; space shuttles flying to the heavens
have become standard fare.

Thus, when evolution is presented as something that “all repu-
table scientists believe,” there are many who accept such a statement
at face value, and who fall in line with what they believe is a well-
proven dictum that has been enshrouded with the cloak of scien-
tific respectability. As philosopher Paul Ricci has written: “The re-
liability of evolution not only as a theory but as a principle of under-
standing is not contested by the vast majority of biologists, geologists,
astronomers, and other scientists” (1986, p. 172).

Such statements leave the impression that evolution simply can-
not be doubted by well-informed, intelligent people. The message
is: “All scientists believe it; so should you.” And many do, because,
as Marshall and Sandra Hall have inquired: “How, then, are peo-
ple with little or no special knowledge of the various sciences and
related subjects to challenge the authorities? It is natural to accept
what ‘experts’ say, and most people do” (1974, p. 10).

The simple fact is, however, that truth is not determined by pop-
ular opinion or majority vote. A thing may be, and often is, true even
when accepted only by the minority. Believing something based on
the assumption that “everyone else” also believes it often can lead
to disastrous results. As the late Guy N. Woods remarked: “It is dan-
gerous to follow the multitude because the majority is almost al-
ways on the wrong side in this world” (1982, 124[1]:2).
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Reason #4

Without a doubt, there are many who believe in evolution be-
cause they have rejected God. For those who refuse to believe in the
Creator, evolution becomes their only escape. They generally make
no pretense of believing it based on anything other than their dis-
belief in God. Henry Fairfield Osborn, one of the most famous evo-
lutionists of the early twentieth century, suggested: “In truth, from
the earliest stages of Greek thought man has been eager to discover
some natural cause of evolution, and to abandon the idea of super-
natural intervention in the order of nature” (1918, p. ix). Henry Mor-
ris has noted: “Evolution is the natural way to explain the origin of
things for those who do not know and acknowledge the true God
of creation. In fact, some kind of evolution is absolutely necessary
for those who would reject God” (1966, p. 98).

Sir Arthur Keith of Great Britain wrote: “Evolution is unproved
and unprovable. We believe it because the only alternative is spe-
cial creation, and that is unthinkable” (as quoted in Criswell, 1972,
p. 73). Professor D.M.S. Watson, who held the position of the Chair
of Evolution at the University of London for over twenty years, ech-
oed the same sentiments when he stated that “evolution itself is ac-
cepted by zoologists, not because it has been observed to occur or
can be proven by logically coherent evidence to be true, but because
the only alternative, special creation, is incredible” (1929, 123:233).
Almost seventy years later, evolutionist Richard Lewontin wrote:

Our willingness to accept scientific claims against common
sense is the key to an understanding of the real struggle be-
tween science and the supernatural. We take the side of sci-
ence in spite of the patent absurdity of some of its constructs,
in spite of its failure to fulfill many of its extravagant promises
of health and life, in spite of the tolerance of the scientific
community for unsubstantiated just-so stories, because we
have a prior commitment, acommitment to naturalism. Itis
not that the methods and institutions of science somehow
compel us to accept a material explanation of the phenom-
enal world, but, on the contrary, that we are forced by our a
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priori adherence to material causes to create an apparatus

of investigation and a set of concepts that produce material

explanations, no matter how counter-intuitive, no matter how

mystifying to the uninitiated. Moreover, that materialism is ab-

solute, for we cannot allow a Divine Foot in the door. The em-

inent Kant scholar Lewis Beck used to say that anyone who

could believe in God could believe in anything. To appeal to

an omnipotent deity is to allow that at any moment the regu-

larities of nature may be ruptured, that miracles may hap-

pen (1997, p. 31, emp. in orig.).
These kinds of statements leave little to the imagination, and make
it clear that those who make them believe in evolution not because
of the evidence, but instead because they have made up their minds,
a priori, that they are not going to believe in God.

In his text, Man’s Origin: Man’s Destiny, the late, eminent United
Nations scientist, A.E. Wilder-Smith, observed: “Darwinism and Neo-
Darwinism, rightly or wrongly, have been used everywhere in the
East and West, in the hands of the atheists and agnostics, as the main
weapon against the biblical doctrine of origins” (1975, p. 31). For
the person who stubbornly refuses to believe in God, belief in evo-
lution becomes automatic. Similarly, opposition to God, the Bible,
and the system of origins the Bible describes, becomes just as auto-
matic. Whenever a person rids himself of God, he simultaneously
(even if unwittingly) embraces evolution. By his disbelief, he has elim-
inated creation as an option regarding his origin.

Reason #5

Another reason people offer for their belief in evolution has to
do with the fact that there is so much evil, pain, and suffering in the
world. No rational, well-informed person can deny the widespread
and unmistakable occurrence of “bad” things that happen, often en-
gulfing those who seem undeserving of such tragic events. To some,
no explanation from religionists—regardless of how elaborately stat-
ed or elegantly defended that explanation may be—ever will provide
an adequate answer to the conundrum of how an omnipotent, om-
niscient, omnibenevolent God can allow atrocities to fill His specially
created world (see Thompson, 2000b, pp. 95-105).
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Evolution, on the other hand, provides what appears to be a per-
fectly logical explanation for such a scenario. According to evolu-
tionary dogma, throughout the history of the world various species
(including man) have been engaged in a struggle for survival and ad-
vancement. Charles Darwin (borrowing a phrase from his friend,
English philosopher Herbert Spencer) referred to it as “survival of
the fittest.” The evolutionist—because of the nature of his theory—
is forced to view the Universe and everything within it as the end
result of numerous purposeless accidents. All living things, includ-
ing man, exist on the Earth not because of any Grand Plan, but be-
cause of fortuitous occurrences that resulted from chance happen-
ings in nature. And, to survive—and thrive—in such a world may seem
to justify a “might makes right/strong subjugates the weak/to the
victor go the spoils” attitude. “It's a jungle out there”—and in the jun-
gle it is the law of tooth and claw that prevails.

Since man is viewed as little more than a naked ape, why should
he somehow be exempt from the perils that continually befall other
species of animals? These animals live their entire lives with one eye
looking over their shoulder, as it were, because they exist in a dog-
eat-dog world with no set moral standard. Man, according to evo-
lutionary theory, is no different. His claim to fame lies in the fact
that (so far) he occupies the last rung of the evolutionary ladder.

But nature confers on him no special rights, privileges, or pro-
tection. In a world where evolution is considered as true, and “sur-
vival of the fittest” is touted as nature’s way of weeding out the weak,
it should be no surprise that evil, pain, and suffering exist. In fact,
from the evolutionary vantage point, whenever competition occurs
for such things as food supplies, adequate shelter, reproductive ad-
vantages, etc., humanity has to learn to cope with evil, pain, and
suffering. Granted, at first this may sound harsh, but from the evo-
lutionists’ perspective it is consistent, and offers an attempted ex-
planation for the undeniable existence of “bad” things in our world.
Unfortunately, all too often the answers offered by religionists for
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the problem of evil, pain, and suffering have fallen short of the mark,
and as a result people have accepted evolution as providing a le-
gitimate explanation for a very real problem in their lives.

Reason #6

As unpleasant as it is to have to admit it, some people believe in
evolution because they have heard about, witnessed, or experienced
firsthand the mistakes of religionists through the ages. Whether it
is the offering of young virgins to an imaginary deity, the burning of
alleged witches at the stake, or the adultery of a highly visible tele-
vangelist, the truth of the matter is that on occasion believers in God
have set a very poor example—one that sensitive, thinking people
naturally would have difficulty following.

To some, the very history of religion makes it suspect from the
outset. Attempts to force people to accept a certain religion (as in
the Crusades), or misguided attempts to squelch open discussion of
important issues (as in the Catholic Church’s censure of Galileo),
have left a bitter taste in the mouths of many. Add to that the hypoc-
risy of, or word spoken in anger by, a person who wears the name
“Christian,” and the damage may be such that even in a lifetime it
cannot be repaired. The result is that those who have been offend-
ed want nothing whatsoever to do with the God of the Bible, and
as they reject Him, they also reject His account of the creation of
the world in which they live.

Reason #7

While it is undeniable that some reject creation because of in-
appropriate conduct on the part of those who advocate it, like-
wise it is true that some reject God, and creation, to excuse or le-
gitimize their own inappropriate personal conduct. In other words,
they believe in evolution because it allows them to avoid any ob-
jective moral standard of behavior. It keeps them “out of reach” of
any deity. It provides a subjective climate of situation ethics where
any and all behavior, no matter how absurd or perverse, is accept-

48



Origins and
Atheistic Evolution

able. It nourishes a “do your own thing” attitude that precludes rules
and regulations, in a vain attempt to circumvent the guilt that inevi-
tably comes from doing wrong.

In the evolutionary scenario, humans are merely the last in a long
line of amoebas, crocodiles, and orangutans resulting from fortui-
tous cosmic accidents. In such an arrangement, it is futile to speak
of “personal responsibility.” There exists, in the grand scheme of
things, no reason why one “ought” or “ought not” to act a certain
way, or to do/not do a certain thing. Aldous Huxley stated the mat-
ter succinctly in his article, “Confessions of a Professed Atheist”:

I had motives for not wanting the world to have meaning; con-
sequently, assumed it had none, and was able without any dif-
ficulty to find reasons for this assumption.... The philosopher
who finds no meaning in the world is not concerned exclu-
sively with a problem in pure metaphysics; he is also concerned
to prove there is no valid reason why he personally should
not do as he wants to do.... For myself, as no doubt for most
of my contemporaries, the philosophy of meaninglessness
was essentially an instrument of liberation. The liberation we
desired was simultaneously liberation from a certain political
and economic system and liberation from a certain system of
morality. We objected to the morality because it in-

terfered with our sexual freedom (1966, 3:19, emp. ad-
ded).

If Huxley and his cohorts had abandoned belief in evolution and
accepted the existence of God, it would have “interfered with their
sexual freedom.” Realizing that, they chose instead to abandon be-
liefin God. That left them with only one option—belief in evolution.
It was not something they did because of the weight of the evidence.
Rather, it was something they did because they desired to avoid per-
sonal accountability to the Creator. Their actions belied their mo-
tives. As Woods remarked: “Convince a man that he came from a
monkey, and he’ll act like one!” (1976a, 118[33]:514).

Reason #8

Lastly, we may state that some people accept evolution because
they are convinced that it is the correct answer to the question of
origins. They have examined the evidence and, on the basis of their
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examination, have concluded that evolution is the only plausible ex-
planation for the Universe and all that it contains. These people gen-
erally are both sincere and open-minded. They are not attempting
to rid themselves of the idea of God. They do not feel the need to
be “intellectually correct.” They are not reacting to unkind treatment
at the hand of religionists. They are not searching for a way to jus-
tify worldly behavior. They simply believe the evidence favors evo-
lution, and thus have accepted it as the correct view of origins.

IS EVOLUTION A “FACT” OF SCIENCE?

When we talk about the origin of the Universe and those things
in it, we cannot speak as eyewitnesses or firsthand observers. None
of us was present when the origin of the Universe occurred. There-
fore, any scientific discussion must be based on assumptions, hypoth-
eses, and theories put in place after the fact.

An assumption is something taken for granted, and represents
a legitimate starting point for an investigation. A hypothesis is an
educated guess or tentative assumption. A theory is a plausible or
scientifically acceptable general principle or body of principles to ex-
plain phenomena.

It generally is alleged by the more spirited evolutionists that evo-
lution has been proven, and therefore must be spoken of not as the-
ory, but fact. As far back as 1944, evolutionist W.W. Howells wrote
in Mankind So Far that “there is also the mystery of how and why
evolution takes place at all.... Evolution is a fact, like digestion...”
(p.5). On May 2, 1966, Nobel laureate Hermann J. Muller circu-
lated a manifesto that affirmed:

It has for many years been well established scientifically that
all known forms of life, including man, have come into being
by alengthy process of evolution. There are no hypotheses,
alternative to the principle of evolution with its “tree of life,”
that any competent biologist of today takes seriously. More-
over, the principle is so important for an understanding of the
world we live in and of ourselves that the public in general,
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including students taking biology in high school, should be
made aware of it, and of the fact that it is firmly established
even as the rotundity of the earth is firmly established (1966,

p. 2).*

Affixing their names to Dr. Muller’s manifesto to signify their agree-
ment were 177 of the world’s most eminent evolutionary scientists.

In this day and age, most evolutionists no longer speak of the
“theory” of evolution, but refer instead to the “fact” of evolution.
The widely accepted Biological Sciences Curriculum Study, finan-
ced by the National Science Foundation, organized the entire treat-
ment of biological science around the “fact” of the evolutionary
framework of life history. Almost all books on biology published by
secular publishers for at least the past two generations have been
written as though evolutionary presuppositions were fact instead
of theory. In introducing the papers in the three-volume work on
evolution stemming from the 1959 Darwinian Centennial Convo-
cation in Chicago, Sir Julian Huxley eulogized Darwin as follows:

Charles Darwin has rightly been described as the “Newton
of biology”; he did more than any single individual before or
since to change man’s attitude to the phenomena of life and
to provide a coherent scientific framework of ideas for biol-
ogy, in place of an approach in large part compounded of hear-
say, myth, and superstition. He rendered evolution inescap-
able as a fact, comprehensible as a process, all-embracing
as a concept (1960b, pp. 1-2).

Huxley maintained that “after Darwin it was no longer necessary
to deduce the existence of divine purpose for the facts of biological
adaptation” (1946, p. 87). Compare also Huxley’s categorical state-
ment at the Chicago convocation: “In the evolutionary pattern of
thought there is no longer need or room for the supernatural. The
earth was not created; it evolved. So did all the animals and plants

* Muller’s manifesto was published originally in the February 1967 issue of Bulletin
of the Atomic Scientists. In his book, Forty-Two Years on the Firing Line, James
D. Bales gives the entire text of the manifesto (n.d., pp. 71-72) and a listing of the
177 scientists who signed it (pp. 73-77).
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that inhabit it, including our human selves, mind, and soul as well
as brain and body. So did religion” (1960c, pp. 252-253). Jacques
Barzun, in his book, Darwin, Marx, Wagner, raised this question:

Why was evolution more precious than scientific suspense

of judgment? Why do scientists to this day speak with con-

siderable warmth of “the fact of evolution,” as if it were in the

same category as the fact of combustion, which “may be ob-

served by anyone who will take the necessary trouble™? (1958,

p. 65).
Barzun went on to point out why evolution is accepted as a fact,
by stating that it gave scientists complete freedom over “everything
in heaven and earth without restriction.” He also observed that it put
everything under one cause (1958, p. 65).

The codiscoverer of the DNA molecule, James Watson, is on rec-
ord as stating: “Today the theory of evolution is an accepted fact
for everyone but a fundamentalist minority” (1987, p. 2). Joining
Dr. Watson in that assessment is Harvard paleontologist, Stephen
J. Gould, one of the evolutionary establishment’s fieriest apolo-
gists, and an indefatigable crusader on behalf of organic evolution.
He is a cogent writer, a gifted speaker, and a tireless worker for “the
cause.” He also is one of science’s most prolific and best-read au-
thors (along with such late colleagues as Carl Sagan and Isaac Asi-
mov), and is highly regarded in many scientific circles (the January
1983 issue of Discover magazine voted him “Scientist of the Year”).
Through the years, Dr. Gould’s articles have appeared not only in
refereed scientific journals (e.g., Nature, New Scientist, Science,
etal.), butin popular science magazines as well (Discover, Omni,
Science Digest, et al.). Therefore, when Dr. Gould speaks, many
people listen. To quote him directly: “When we come to popular
writing about evolution, | suppose that my own essays are as well
read as any” (1987, 8[1]:65). And therein lies the problem.

In the January 1987 issue of Discover, Dr. Gould authored a
lengthy article titled, “Darwinism Defined: The Difference Between
Fact and Theory.” In this particular article, Gould expressed his ex-
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treme agitation at the inability of certain people (who should know
better, he said) to properly address evolution by its rightful desig-
nation—as a fact, not a theory. The specific cause (this time) for his
discomfiture was an article in the September 30, 1986 issue of the
New York Times by Irving Kristol (“Room for Darwinism and the
Bible). Dr. Gould acknowledged both his dismay and dissatisfac-
tion at the apparent inability of people like Mr. Kristol to distinguish
(to use his own words) “the central distinction between secure fact
and healthy debate about theory” (p. 64). Dr. Gould then explained
himself when he noted:

Facts are the world’s data; theories are explanations pro-

posed to interpret and coordinate facts. The fact of evolution

is as well established as anything in 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 period of intense debate—a good mark of science in its

healthiest state. Facts don’t disappear while scientists de-

bate theories (p. 64, parenthetical comment in orig.).
Later, Gould commented that “...evolution is also a fact of nature,
and so do we teach it as well, just as our geological colleagues de-
scribe the structure of silicate minerals, and astronomers the ellip-
tical orbits of the planets” (p. 65).

What could be clearer? Dr. Gould wants everyone to know that
evolution is a fact. How evolution occurred may be considered by
some to be merely a “theory,” but that evolution has occurred is a
fact not open for further discussion. Gould even commented, “I
don’t want to sound like a shrill dogmatist shouting ‘rally ‘round the
flag boys,” but biologists have reached a consensus...about the fact
of evolution” (p. 69). [In a guest editorial in the August 23, 1999 is-
sue of Time magazine, Dr. Gould boasted that “evolution is as well
documented as any phenomenon in science, as strongly as the earth’s
revolution around the sun rather than vice versa. In this sense, we
can call evolution a ‘fact’” (1999, 154[8]:59).] Dr. Gould is upset be-
cause there are those who refuse to acknowledge evolution as a fact.
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According to him, “Evolution is a fact, like apples falling out of trees”
(as quoted in Adler, 1980, p. 95). Gould’s colleagues could not agree
more. In the March 1987 issue of Natural History, Douglas J. Fu-
tuyma wrote in his review of Richard Dawkins’ book, The Blind
Watchmaker:

In the last ten years or so, evolution has been under severe
attack, especially in the United States. It is important here to
recognize the distinction between the proposition that evo-
lution has occurred and the theory that describes the causes
of evolutionary change. That evolution has occurred—that di-
verse organisms have descended from common ancestors by
a history of modification and divergence—is accepted as fact
by virtually all biologists. “Fact” here means a proposition,
like the proposition that the earth revolves about the sun,
supported by so much evidence that to disbelieve it would
require dishelieving a large, successful edifice of scientific
achievement. The historical reality of evolution is doubted
chiefly by creationists, mostly on doctrinaire religious grounds
(96[3]:34).
Of course, such renowned scientists as Gould and Futuyma are not
even willing to concern themselves with creationists. In fact, Dr.
Gould commented:
| don’t speak of the militant fundamentalists who label them-
selves with the oxymoron “scientific creationists,” and try to
sneak their Genesis literalism into high school classrooms un-
der the guise of scientific dissent. I’'m used to their rhetoric,
their dishonest mis- and half-quotations, their constant rep-
etition of “useful” arguments that even they must recognize
as nonsense.... Our struggle with these ideologues is politi-
cal, notintellectual. | speak instead of our allies among peo-
ple committed to reason and honorable argument (1987, 8[1]:
64).
This point should not be overlooked. Gould suggests that his con-
cern is about people who are “committed to reason and honor-
able argument.” That, by his definition, would eliminate any and
all “creationists.”
The purpose of the writings of Gould and Futuyma (and other
evolutionists) is to convince people to stop speaking of the “theory”
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of evolution, and to speak instead of the “fact” of evolution. But, in
order to accomplish this, they have to redefine the word “fact” as
it is used in science. | might note here that they are by no means
the first to attempt such a redefinition. Simpson and Beck tried the
exact same thing in their biology text, Life: An Introduction to Bi-
ology, and ended their “redefining” section by claiming that theo-
ries ultimately

...may be just as certain—merit just as much confidence—as
what are popularly called “facts.” Belief that the sun will rise
tomorrow is the confident application of a generalization.
The theory that life has evolved is founded on much more
evidence than supports the generalization that the sun rises
every day. In the vernacular, we are justified in calling both
“facts” (1965, p. 16).

A fact usually is defined as an actual occurrence or something that
has actual existence. With that standard-usage definition in mind,
consider the following.

Charles Darwin, in his Origin of Species, stated: “Long before
the reader has arrived at this part of my work, a crowd of difficul-
ties will have occurred to him. Some of them are so serious that to
this day | can hardly reflect on them without being in some degree
staggered” (1859, p. 158). Theodosius Dobzhansky, the late, emi-
nent geneticist of the Rockefeller University, stated in his book, The
Biological Basis of Human Freedom: “Evolution as a historical
fact was proved beyond reasonable doubt not later than in the clos-
ing decades of the nineteenth century.” Yet two pages later he stat-
ed: “There is no doubt that both the historical and the causal as-
pects of the evolutionary process are far from completely known.
...The causes which have brought about the development of the
human species can be only dimly discerned” (1956, pp. 6,8,9,
emp. added). Notice Dobzhansky’s admission that both the histori-
cal (what Gould refers to as the “fact” of evolution) and the causal
(what Gould refers to as the “theory” of evolution) are “far from com-
pletely known.”
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In other words, on the one hand evolution is declared to be a
fact, yet on the other hand it is acknowledged that the process is
“far from completely known,” with its causes “only dimly discerned,”
and the difficulties “staggering.” Evolutionist W. LeGros Clark wrote:
“What was the ultimate origin of man? ...Unfortunately, any answers
which can at present be given to these questions are based on in-
direct evidence and thus are largely conjectural” (1955, p. 174,
emp. added). Kerkut, as an evolutionist, stated:

... believe that the theory of Evolution as presented by or-
thodox evolutionists is in many ways a satisfying explana-
tion of some of the evidence. At the same time | think that
the attempt to explain all living forms in terms of evolution
from a unique source...is premature and not satisfactorily
supported by present-day evidence. ...the supporting
evidence remains to be di