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INTRODUCTION

what thinking person has not asked, "How did the universe originate,® or “"how
did 1life arise or mankind cgme into existence?" A person's answers to these
profound questions are the foundation from which he interprets the cosmos and his
purpose in it, For as the Russian biochemist A.I. Oparin once wrote, "One can only
understand: the essence of things when one knows their origin and development".1
Rather than being of mere theoretical concern, then, these answers largely shape a
person's résponse to his own existence, which is refleCted in his everyday declisions
and actlons.

In the West, the predominant answers to these questions exclude or ignore any
reality that transcends the material world and conclude that all forms of life are
the accidental product of an evolutlonary process. Perﬁaining to the former, Carl
Sagan has said, "The cosmos is all there is, there was, or ever will be."%
Pertaining to the latter, Bertrand Russell salad:

“Thaf man 1g the product of causes which had no previslon of the end

they were achieving; that his origin, his growth, his hopes and fears,

his loves and beliefs are but the outcome of accidental collocations of

atoms...if not quite beyond dispute, are just so nearly certain, that no

philosophy which rejects them can hope to stand."3
Those within scientiflic professions such as myself are régularly confronted with
this system of thought. During the first two years of my medical school education,
practically a day dld not go by without one of my Instructors or colleagues alluding
to the "fact of evolutlon™. Rarely was evidence provided for these alluslons; it was
simply assumed that any educated man today would share these same beliefs.

when immersed in this environment, it is difflcult to affirm with much

enthusiasm the majesty of God or the dlgnlty of man because one senses a disunity

1. Cited from Life, Its Nature orlaln and Development (New Tork: Acadesic, 1964) p.37 by Wysong, R.L., The Creation-
Evolution Coptroversy (Midland, Mi: Inguiry Press,1976) p.1. :

2. Clted from Cosmps by Ryers, C.H., The Weaning of Creation: genesis and Modern Science (Atlanta: John thx press; 5
.10, S

3. Russell, B., Why L Am Mot A Christian (Wew York: Simon and Schuster,1957) p.107.




between science and Scripture., But the "God of truth is the author of both"; so
that truth is to be embraced from whatever source it comes.4 It is imperative
therefore that one who 13 a3 fortunate a I to have both sclentlfic and theclogical
training to clrcumscribe the realities revealed by both concerning the subject of
orlgins. Sclentific certaintles must be separated from sclentific speculation,
while a falthful exegesls must be performed of the relevant biblical texts and
particularly of the opening chapters of Genesls. At all times we must be willing to
admit when certaln knowledge has not been.or even dannot be provided by either
science or Scripture, for nelther alone nor both together can elucldate the complete
truth about the hlstory of the cosmos. With these goals and stipulétlons in mind,
this'paper will be organized as follows: flrst, é cursory summary cf the current
sclentiflc knowledge concerning origlns, then a discusalon of the various exegetical
theories of the pertinent texts In Genesls 1-3 followed by an analysis of each, and
finally a synthesls of the two, harmonizing the two where possible and noting any

areas of disagreement.

REVIEW OF SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE CONCERNING ORIGINS

Developing a completely accurate analysls of the curreént status of scientific
thought on the question of origins reguires expertise in wany disciplines including
geology, paleontology, astrophysics, biology, biochemistry, molecular biology,
physical chemistry, and others. oObviously, to be an expert through formal training
and continual review of current literature in each field is beyond the capabilities
of any man. However, anyone with a general science background, and as for me
undergraduate and graduate scientific training, can review the thoughts of experts
and can come up with perhaps a reasonably accurate analysis of the current

situation. The areas that will be discussed in this section include: the origin and

{. Green, N., ¥orld on the Rup (Leicester, Enqgland: IVP, 1383) p.80,



age of the unlverée, the age of the earth, the origlin of 1life from ilnorganic

molecules, the evolutionary hypothesls, and the oriqin of man.

THE ORIGIN AND AGE OF THE UNIVERSE |

Over the past several decades man has developed techniques that have enabled
him to estimate with considerable certainty a range of time during which the
universe began. Sclentists have been able to estimate the distances to various
stars and galaxles from the data obtalned through modern telescopes. It is known,
for example that the Milky Way Galaxy itself is about 100,000;11ght years in
diameter. The nearest galaxy is over 150,000 1light years from our ;wn, and there
are millions that we know of-that are even thousands of millions of light years
avay. Furthermorg, 1t is known by using the principles of th; Doppler shift that
these galaxies are moving away from us at great speeds and that the unlverse seems
to be expanding away from a single point. These speeds are proportional to the
distances of the galaxles from us. The age of the universe then ls at least the
time that it has taken the furthest galaxies at their current speeds to reach their
current separatiéns. Knowing both these distances and speedé, we have been able to
estimate the age of the universe to be between 10 and 20 billlon years old. The
discovery by two employees of Bell laboratories of the ubiquity of background
microwave radiation in space has provided evidence that the universe started from an
intense explosion. The theory of the event or exploslon that started the whole
expanslon has been popularly called the Blg Bang Theory, although within the last

several years it .has been modified to the New Inflationary Theory to resolve some of

its unanswered questions,



"A small Impenetrable interval of time, called a 'Planck time,'
separated us from mathematically seeing the true beginning. Thus, we
could never hope to know how the universe came into being. We could
never see back to the true beglnning. But the New Inflationary Theory
frees us from this limitation and gives us a picture of the universe
from the moment it unfclded. Were we to condense its implicalitions into
one sentence, 1t would be this: The unlverse seems to have come into
existence out of nothing.“5

From the result of thelr own rlgorous mathematical analyses, sclentists today seem
to be confronted with what might seem Intuitively obvious to the layman: that the
universe had a beginning and that nothing existed before it. (Granted this
conclusion is sublject to change with time, but we can only comment on what sclence
is saying at present). However, there is no source yet found withih the cosmos that
can account for lts exlstence. Bértrand_Russell (who was not himself a scientlst)
saw no problem with thls dilemma and felt 1t reasonable to attribute existence to
matter itself.® Yet matter, according to the First Law of Thermodynamics which is
considered to be one of the cltadels of science, Is not a suffiélent cause in and of
itself to account for 1ts exlstence. 1In fact, at present we don't know of anything
resident within the cosmos that can account for the existence of either matter,
energy, the natural forces (gravity, electrical, nuclear, and intranuclear), or
time. Certalnly, Christlans have been rightly accused of invoking "God-of-the-
Gaps" hypotheses whenever confronted with something that at the time defied any
natural explanation. However, unless empirical evidence can be brought forth to
refute the Flrst Law, we will have to llve with its implicatlion, which Is that man
cannot explain the phenomenoﬁ of existence. In short, although we know the age of
the universe with some certainty, we do not know (and I belleve cannot know) using

sclentific methodology what existed before the origin of the cosmos or how the

cosmos came to exist,

§. Grange, R., Orieins and Destiny (¥aco, TX: Word Books, 1386) p.19.
6. 1bid., Russell, p.114.



7<THE AGE OF THE EARTH

| From the knowledge of the age of the ﬁnlverse, we can set at least the upper

1limits for the age of the earth. The dlscovery of radiocactivity at the turn of the

century has enabled us to estimate this age with some certainty. KXnowing the half-

life of a radloactive isotope such as uraniﬁm, one can estimate the age of rocks

. knowing their composition in terms of their daughter elements given the following

"reasonable" assumptions: 1. that neither the isotope nor the daughter elements have

 been added or subtracted from the rocks and 2. that the rocks started out with none
of the daughter elements. To be sure these:are major assumptions and some would

~argue that they are unrealistic, but most scientists even after xecbgnizinq these
problems wiil admit that reasonably good estimates neveftheless can be obtained.

| There have been methods to estimate the infiux and efflux of varlous elements to

.:improve the estimates, but these also depenq on "reasonable" assumptions.

Nevertheless, there are other ways of estimating the age of the earth besides

‘radloactive dating.

"We can now directly measure the motions of the continents. Laser

satellite experiments show that North America and Europe are separating

at about two centimeters per year. But the evidence is convinclng that

they were once in contact. To separate to the twenty-five-hundred mile

breach across the Atlantic at on1¥ two centimeters per year ...has taken

approximately 200 million years."
According to plate tectonlcs, the earth 15 at least several hundred million Years
old. Assuming that the sun was originally 100 percent hydrogen and qlven the
present ratlo of hydrogen to helium and the current conversion rate of the former to
| the latter, it has been determined that the age of the sun is about 5 billion Years
old. If the earth was derived from the sun (as most sclentists believe), then it is
also probably close to it in age. So then it seems that nature is telling us that
the earth is old indeed - much older than the figure of 4004 B.C. calculated from

Scripture by Archblishop Ussher in 1650.

1. Godfrey, L.6., §cientists Confront Creationism (New York: Nortom, 1383) p.36.



THE ORIGIN OF LIFE FROM INORGANIC MOLECULES
- Many who subscribe to the theory of evolution would maintain that the evidences

for an old earth and the existence of the fossil record (to be discussed later) 1is
proof enough that life erlved from inorganic (non-living) matter. After all, here
we are today very much allve and the earth started an almost unimaglinable length of
time ago. Furthermore, the earth 1tself has provided the evidence of the connectlion
between the two in the fossll record. 1In other words, the generation of 1life from
inorganic molecules {(chemlcal evolution or ablogenesis) must have occurred %o brldge
this gap. As sound as this arqument seems on the surface and as suie that
sclentists are thaf evolutlon 1s a fact, there exlasts little hafd evidence to
substantlate it. 1Indeed, even lts theoretical underpinnings are tenuous. The
evo}utionist wotuld maintalin that the age of thejearth as currently estimated has
allowed sufficient time for random chemical mutatlons followed by natural selection
to bring about the macromolecules and even the blological cells upon which 1life
depends. (Actually, it should be mentioned that this is somewhat misleading since
most scientists bellieve that conditions favorable for thls process lasted not
billlons of years but several hundred million years). Even this time span seems 8o
monstrous that many are tempted to belleve that practically anything is bound to
occur. Nobel Prize blochemist George Wald said:

"*Bince the origin of life belongs in the category of at-least-once

phenomenon, time is on its side. However improbable we regard this

event, ... given enough time it will almost certainly happen at least

once ... Time is in fact the hero of the plot ... Glven so much tine,

the *impossible' becomes possible, the possible probable, and the

probable virtually certain. One has only to walt: time itself performs
the miracles.'"8

1. Cited from "The rigin of Llfe' in Ih£_2hIiUKLjnﬂ_ﬂhﬂllilll_ﬂi_Llii (Kev York: §imon & Schuster, 1855}, p.1l. by
Morrls, B.X., sclentific Creatlopism {San Diego: Creation Life Publishers, 1974) p.65.



But closer investlgatlon of {he probabllitles of such a process occurring gqlven our
current understanding of ph}sical and chemical laws renders it for all bractical
purposes lmpossible.

Not until the early 1950's when Francls Crick and James Watson discovered the
structure of DNA, the macromolecule carrying the hereditary Information present In
chromosomes, did we begin to have the tools with which to carry on the lnvestlgation
of abiogenesis. At about the same time, Stanley Miller presented evidence for the
formation of organic molecules from a solution of 1horganic molecules with the
addltion of various forms of energy. 1t seemed then that scientists inevitably
would discover the mechanisms linking these basic building blocks of 1life to the
formation of macromolecules'such as DﬁA. However,; by the mid-60's it was becoming
evident that there were somé real problems in forming this link. The Wistar
Institute in Philadelphia, with the aid of high-speed computers with the ability to
simulate the billion-of-years' process of Darwinian evolution, "showed that the
complexity of the blochemical world could not have orlginated by chance even within
a time span of ten billion years."? A few years later the Nobel Prize

thermodynamicist, Ilya Priéoqine, said:

"The probabllity that at ordinary temperatures a macroscoplc number of
molecules is assembled to give rise to the highly ordered structures and
to the coordinated functions characterizing living organisms is
vanishingly small. The idea of spontaneous genesls of life in its
present form is therefore highly improbable even on the scale of the
billions of years during which prebiotic evolution occurred."10

In the early 70's when it became apparent that external forces alone (l.e. chance
over time) could not be responsible for the process of chemical evolution, some
sclentists began to look inside the molecule and to hypothesize that life was
somehow the result of the properties inherent within matter itself. D. H. Kenyon

colned the term "bioldqical predestinatlion" for this hypothesis,

§. Cited from Kurray Bden, "Heresy in the Ralls of Blology® (Scientfic Research, Nov. 19671 p.59 by Thaxton, C.B. et
The Mystery of Life's Origins: Reassessing Corrent Theories

al., ' (New York: Philosophical iibrary, 1984) p.3.
10, 1bid., Thaxton, p.d4.



"what the theory of Biocﬁémlcal Predestination would tell us...is that

the choices that would be made, i.e., the limits beyond which

evolutionary processes could not stray, would be determined largely by

properties inherent in the evolving bodies.
However, it was soon reallzed that if the bonding properties themselves determined
the actual structure of DNA, there would be no lnformation contained by the
molecule; 1instead, there wouldronly be redundancy.

It seemed then there had to be a fundamental overhall of the Second Law of
Thermodynamics i1f any tenable theory of chemical evolution could be developed. 1In
the mid 70's, Prigogine provided in his theory of non-eqguilibrium thermodynamics
what many since have embraced as being this fundamental change. 1In ﬁis book Self
Q1gAn12aLlgn_1n_ugnggulllbzlum_ﬂxﬁtgmi12, Prigoéine,theoxizes that some. systems.
exhiblt two distinct types of behavior. 1In the area of thermodynamic equilibrium
entropy is maximized: that is,rthe system tends to its most dlisordered state.
However, he contends that whenrthe same systems are driven sufficlently far from
equilibrium by large gradlents of temperature, pressure, or chemical concentrations,
ordering may occur spontaneously. Prigogine and others have suggested that this
type of self-organization may be intrinsic to organic chemicals and thus can
potentially explain the development of the highly complex macromolecules (such as
proteins and DNA) on which living systems depend. Many biochemists and molecular
evolutionists who have Investigated his very complicated mathematical analysis
conclude that Prlgogine's theory provides a vliable, perfectly natural mechanism for
self organlzation, perhaps even for abiogenesis, Although there has been

experimental support within physical systems {(e.g. heat flow by convection}, there

doesn't appear to be any experimental support as yet within biochemical systems.13

11, vilder-saith, A.E., The Creatiop of Life' (San Diego: Karker Books, 1981} p.12l.

12. prigogine, I. and G. Wicolis, gelf orqanizatlon In Mon-Equilibrium Systems {Mev York: Wiley, 1311).
13. Ibid., Thaxton, pp 153,154,



In 1984, one of the most valuable (if not the most ‘valuable) Christian
contribution to date on this subject was published. The Mystery of Llfe's QOriqin:
Reassessing Current Theorles by Thaxton, Bradley, and Olsen clalms that modern
chemical evolution theories of the origin of life are in a state of crisis."i4 (1t
Is Interesting to note that the foreword of this book is written by D.H. Kenyon who
introduced the biclogical predestination hypothesis). Using classical
thermodynamics and the more recently developed Information theories, it shows that
the development by chance alone of even the small macromolecules characteristic of
1ife (e.q., small proteins), taking into conslderation not only the information
within the sequence but also the specific bonding pattéfns and spatial orientation
as well, 1s for all practical purposes nil. The probability of this happening has
been calculated to be on the order of ten ralsed to the power of several hundred,
which has no corresponding physical analogy in the universe.l® For sure many of
the building blocks (technically called biomonomers) of these macromolecules have
been syntheslzed since Stanley Miller's first experiment in 1953 (19 of the 20
essential human amino acids, all five heterocyclic bases found in nucleic acids, and
several essential sugars including glucose, ribose, and deoxyribose). But the
formation of these blomonomers 1s favored thermodynamically and informationally
while the formation of the complex macromolecules on which life rides 1s not. Even
these theoretlcally predicted experimental successes are called into question
because the investigator has played an 1llegitimate role. One source 13 quoted as
saying, "'These experiments...claim abiotic synthesis for what has in fact been
produced and designed by highly intelligent and very much biotic man,'"16

As for Prigogine's new theory, on which much of the current scientlfic world

has its faith as the theoretical underpinnings of the mechanism for chemical

. Ibid., p.%.
15 Ibid., pp.}i3-139.

16, Cited from J.Brooks and G.Shaw Q;igin_gnd_ng1glnnlgnt_gi_hlxinghﬁgiiglz (Fev York Acadelic ?ress, 1973) p.212 by
Thaxton p.110.

; %
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evolutlion, the authors of this book contend that the order obtained in the physical
world is not the same type of order seen in the biological world. Order as seen in
crystals 1s not the same type of order as seen in the genetic code. The latter has
complexity requiring an information source,17 They present éther arguments showing
the theory's inapplicability to living systems and note the lack of empirical data
supporting it.18 The problem, in summary, is that nature by itself does not have
the informatioh necessary for the development of the highly complex, aperiodic
blological macromolecules necessary for life, much less the Infinitely more complex

llving cell. These kinds of organlzation simply cannot arise out of random

interactions encountered in inanimate matter.

THE EVOLUTIONARY HYPOTHESIS

The next topic is a discussion of the evidences in the past and the present
that support whether evolution has taken place subsegquent to ablogenesis. The main
areas of focus are the fosslil record, simllarities in blologlcal wmacromolecules
(nucleotides and proteins), and the evlidences of microevolution among bacteria and
viruses today. The evolutlonary hypothesis postulates that since the time chemical
evolution left off (i.e., when a functioning living cell came into existence), life
has progressively increased in complexity because of accumulations of small
mutations in the genetic code coupled with natural selectlion of the expressions of
the favored codes. Creatlonists arque that the term "natural selection" is a
tautology, reasoning that "those who survive the struggle for existence.are the
fittest because the fittest are the ones who survive."1? ‘However, there is
leqltimate llnear reasoning here because it is the environment that changes over

time and directs adaptations in 1life forms. So, the mechanism proposed by Darwin is

1. 1btd., Mha
18, Ibid.,
19, 1bid.,
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certalnly a loglcal one, Furthermore, the geologle strata lndeed shows the evidence: -
of extinct organisms, both plant and animal, in the form of fossils. Aand by and
large there 1s a proaression in the complexity of these organlsms the closer the
strata is to the surface of the earth?0 (strata are formed from the deposition of
earth over time through eroslon of elevated surfaces). However, the majority of
strata are either devoid of fossils or contain relatively few of them.2l 1In fact,
only about a quarter of a million plant and animal specles have been found thus far
compared with the excess of two million that are known to exist today.22 1In other
vords, the vast majority of species that must have exlisted in the past 1f evolution.
is to be trqe were either not fossilized (preserved) or have yet to be found.

Another alternative is that they simply did not exist.

"As we have examined the major groups of invertebrates, vertebrates, and
plants, we have not been able to find transitional forms between higher
levels of classification. ‘Nearly all categories above the level of
families appear in the record suddenly and are not led up to by known,
gradual, completely continuous transitional sequences.' And so we find

that ‘gaps among known orders, classes, and phyla are systematic and
almost always large.'"23

Two things must be recognized in this whole arqugment. First, the conditions
favorable for fossilization are rare. Therefore, if intermediate oxganisms did
exlst at one time, It 1s highly unlikely that thelr fossils have been preserved.
Second, with the dearth of fossils compared to the number of species that exist
teday and have been postulated to have existed, it is practically impossible to
determine what is and is not a transitlonal species. And it is certainly lmposslible
to distinguish morphological changes within a species itself (microevolution) from a
change of one species to another (macroevolution). Therefore, because the fossil
record is so incomplete, it is impossible to distinquish what represents

microevolution and what constitutes macroevolution for it is ambigquous where the

20, Ibld., Grange, pp.9s-91,

21, Toung, D.A., MMEM (Grand Rapids: sondervan, 190 ‘
1. Ibid., Godfrey, p.151.

23. Mnderson, J.K. and B.F. Coffin, Possils in Focus {Grand Rapids: Iondervan,
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former leaves off and the latter begins, It has been called an artifact of our
qtaxonomic or classification system. "The 1ﬁpossibility of officially recognizing
‘transitional forms produces an artificial dichotomy between bioloegic groups.“24

Nevertheless, this absence of fossil intermediates between major groupings of
organisms has prompted some sclentists such as Harvard geologlst Stephen J. Gould to
propese modificatlons of the evolutlionary hypothesls, BAccording to him, evolution
has proceeded in fits and starts when there has been rapld environmental change
tfollowed by relatively long periods of stasis when the environment has been
gqulescent. Rapld environmental change, he contends, has forced macroevolution on
the 1iving world In such brlef eplosode;gs not to be recorded in the geclogical
strata.2°

vhen we talk of the existence of transitlonal species today, we encounter the
same problems. There have been in fact undisputed evidences of microevolution. The
change of the color of a particular moth in England In the last century ln response
to the change in the color of trees due to soot depositlion 1s a classic example.

The lighter moths beqgan to be replaced with darker moths with each succeeding
generatlion because the lighter meths, which were more prominent on the dark trees,
were more apt to be plcked off by blrds.

Bacterla and viruses are known to change rapidly today, much to the
consternatlon of the medical profession. The influenza virus which "outwits" our
vaccination efforts to a varying extent each year has been shown to change at the
genetic level. These changes account for our ilnability to develop vaccines that-can
adequately protect susceptible victims in society. Likewise, some viruses (called
bacterlophages) are able to infect bacteria and by mutating confer resistance to
various antibiotics. One patient of mine died because a particular bacterium became

progressively resistant to more and more antibiotlcs until there was none left in

. ibid., Godfrey, p.187.
25. Ibid., pp- 204-210. 4
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the western armamentarium to combat 1t. Although It was never demonstrated that the

moths ever had a genetic change (in fact they could probably lnterbreed with the
thte moths), it has been shown that the differences in the bacterla and viruses in
éucceedinq generations can be accogled for QEnetically.

No such change to my knowledge has been demonstrated for plants and animals.

In fact, no natural transition is evident today (plants of course are being changed
genetically by man) among these higher (eukaryotic) organisms. There is no evidence
of such organisms beiné 80 closely related to one another they could legitimately be
considered "“in process?“ Admittedly, thls might require elther hude time spans to
become apparent or intensive environmental change that does not seem to be present
today. But for whatever tfeason, it has not been observed to be taking place today
among these organisms. But evolutionists would say that the change in bacteria and
the change seen In the moths which represent microevolution can be extrapolated over
vast time spans to demonstrate macroevolution among eukaryotic organisms. Maybe so.
But there 1is no currentiy avallable emplrical evidence to support this
extrapolation.

Another bit of evidence that evolutionists bring forth is that similarities in
outward appearance among ordganisms correspond to the simllarities In the structure
of biological macromolecules. It has been shown that there is an orderly
progression among some protelns such as hemoglobln, cytochrome ¢, and histones, that
correspond to the supposed orderly progression of outward physical traits.26  Much
of what we know about DNA among various species follows this correspondence, But
this is not always the case. Fof example, the insulin of both the rattlesnake and
chicken are much closer to human insulin than that of a quinea plg, which, as a

‘mammal, is supposedly closer to us evolutionarily than either reptiles ox birds.27

_Eurthermore, there is just not enough information at present on DNA sequencing on

V 16- Ibid-, Pp'ln'l”-
1. Frair, ¥. and P. Davis, ) Case for Creatjon (Chicago: Moody Press, 1983) p.51
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any specles to make any statement with certainty (although for sure at the rate that
knowledge is progressing thére will be within the next few decades if nat by the end
of the century the decodlng_of the three billlon*moléﬁles of the entlre human
genome).28 The decisive data for proving an evolutignary relationship among all
orqanlsms {3 the record of the relationship among their genetic codes. This in all
1ikellhood will not be avallable in the foreseeable future, 1f ever.

Because of all the problems In the definition of and lack of obvious evidences
of transitional specles past and present, speculation is rampant in both camps. The
bridging of the gaps then becomes a matter of metaphysical presupposlt}on. Those
who a priori exclude the supernatural will instinctively see the connection between
these gaps.

| "As paleontologlst D.M.5. Watzon has stated, the theory of evolutlon 1s
accepted ‘not because it can be proved by logically coherent evidence to

be true but because the only alternative, special creation, is clearly
incredible.'"29

On the other hand, the creationist's disposition is not to see any connections until
a continuous progression can be clearly demonstrated. Even then he would simply
attribute similar structure to similar function. The evolutionists are really in
the position of a prosecuting lawyer. They are the ones who have to go to all the
effort and expense of literally digging up all of the facté - facts that might have
been lrrevocably lost In antiquity. And the creatlonist is not llkely to Be of much
help, Here the honest person will step back and say simply that we do not have the

facts at present to make any definite statement one way or the other.

THE ORIGIN OF MAN

Lastly, we come to the orlgin of man. Agaln, the fossll record 1s incomplete

In tracing his evolution from a hominoid form. Human-like grouplngs range from Cro-

18, Nckie, ., “scheme to Privatise Sclence's Holy 6rall (London Observor, October 11, 1387).
19, Cited trom "adaptation® (Nature 124, 1929) p.233 by Andetson, p.80.
e
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Magnon (50,000 years ago) to Zinjanthropus (1,750,000). The evidence of thelr
existehce are comﬁlete skulls, skull fragments, and skeletal parts.30 Error is
inevitably introduced in attempts to reconstuct the.origlnal forms from thelr parts.
Although there are varlations in these from man today, there is not enough in most
of these to warrant classifylng them as anything other than man. Even a sclentist
from the evolutlonary camp admits, “the differences between Homo sapiens and some
fossii.hominoids are uncomfortably small in comparlson with variation among present-
day human populations."31 The discovery that perhaps has the greatest chance of
being classifled as an Intermedlate between ape and man 18 the genhus
Austraiopithecus. The general impression 1s that the skull resembles more an
apelike form than a manlike form. Yet the teeth bear far more resembiance to those
of.man than to those of apes. Tools have been discovered at the sites where the
bones of this animal has been found, further suggesting that these creatures were
slmilé£ to man, |
One of the main problems in this whole investigatlon iz an inconsistency in
what scientists mean by human. Was it that we had an erect spinal structure, or a
certain pelvic bone structure, or that we were able to make tools or draw in caves?.
"In that regard the role of Investlgators and thelr presuppesitlions are
crucial... Much is at stake for our lifestyle and destiny. Here the
relationship between the knower and knowledge is particularly intimate;
an investigator's view of what is human cannot help but affect his or
her conclusions about when human life beqan."32
Even the experts disagree as to our evolutionary relationship with apes. Some think
we are derlved directly from them while others believe that ape and man are related
by a common ancestor. That we have any historicai relatlionship with the ape is not

known for certain. Perhaps In the future the elucidatlon of each's genetic code

will shed further light on it. Yet the paucity of current data and the different

30. 1bid., Godfrey, p.169, : N
. Ibid., Godfrey, p.169, ’

32, Humsel, C.B., The Galileo Connection (Doveers Grove, IL: 1VP, 1386) p.249.
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definition§ of man has caused such disagreement among the experts that the conly

statement that can be made with certainty at this time about man's origin is that we

don't know for certain.

BREVIEW OF VARIOUS EXEGETICAL THEQRIES OF QRIGINS

Unfortunately, there is almost as much disaqgreement among the Christians
exegeting the doctrine of Creation as there is between creationists and secular
evolutionlsts about sclentlific explanatlions of oriqins. These differences in
exegetical theorles can roughly be dlvided into four categorles: the literal,
concordant, mythlcal, and the historical-literary interpretations. Their
differences can be accounted for primarily by the conclusion each makes about the
literary form of the early chapters of Geneslis,

The llteralist Interprets the early chapters of Genesis as pure narratlon.

"The events of these chapters are recorded in simple narrative form, as
though the writer or writers fully intended to record a series of

straightforward historical facts; there is certainly no internal or

exegetical reason for taking them in any other way."33
Exodus 20:8-11 which 2ays, "Remember the Sabbath day,'to keep it holy...For In six
days the Lord made the heavens and the earth...and rested on thé seventh day" is one
0f the primary texts used to support a literal interpretation for these early
chapters of Genesls.34 1t is arqued that the Hebrew.word yom when referring to
the six creation days is to be interpreted as a literal "day". Even though yom can
mean a very long period of time, a literal uéage is arqued for in Genesis not only
because 1t is the usual meaning but also because each day is modifled by a numerlcal
adjectivéfand each day 1s bounded by the phrase "evening and morning." For each of

the 200 times In the 014 Testament that a numerical adjective 1s attached to "day",

the meanihq is always that of a llteral day. Likewise, the words "evening and

33, 1bld., Merris, p.2it.
34, A1) Scripture references are from the NASE unless otherwise noted.
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morning" always signify the beginning and end of a literal day.3® Given this
quantity of evidence supporting the literal rendering of yom, therefore, one must
provide very;compelllng reasons Indeed to Insist on another interpretation.

Because he sees the opening chapters as pure narrative, the literalist hoids
that they are to be understood as strict history. Not only are Adam and Eve
historical, but the serpent, tree of life, tree of the knowledge of good and evil,
as well as the creation of Eve from Adam's rib are viewed as strict history also.
To demonstrate the historicity of adam and Eve fromrthe-old Teatament, he points to
Abraham being the culmination of the genealogy of Shem in Genesis 11. It would be
impossiblerto allegorize it and still maintain that Abraham was Israel's founder and
Jesus' ancestor. In the New Testament, Jesus Himself referred to the flrst two -
chaptera of Genesis in expounding His doctrine of marrlage (Mt 19:3-6; Mk 10:2-9;
with Gn 1:27; 2:24). He even referred to Abel, Adam and Eve's second son, as the
first martyr and prophet (Mt 23:35; Luke 11:51). Further, the genealogy in Luke 3
traces Jesus' ancestry back to Adam. If Adam had been only a mythical figure, then
Paul was wrong in describing him as a "type of Him who 1s to come" (Rom 5:14).
Indeed, if Adam had not been historical, then Jesus died needlessly, because sin did
not historically enter the world. The llteralist would claim, therefore, that one
can not logically affirm the validity of Jesus' and the Apostles' teachings as
recorded in the New Testament documents and deny the hlistorlcity of the opening
chapters of Genesis.36

Some within the literalist camp consider these chapters (and indeed many other
biblical texts) to be not only historically accurate but scientifically correct as
well. Probably the most representative and certainly the most renowned group

holding this view is the Institute for Creation Research. Their doctrinal statement

reads:

35, Ibid., Morris, p.2U,
36, Ibid., pp.245,246.
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"The Bible is.,.historlcally and scientifically true in the original
autographs. To the student of nature this means that the account of
origins of Genesis is a factual presentation of simple historical
truths."37

In one of its publications, dlrector Henry Morris not only refutes many of secular
theories concerning origins but establishes a whole new way‘of interpreting natural
sclence from biblical revelation, whlch he calls “the creation model." He contenda
that this model fits the basic facts 6£ science today better than the so-called |

evolutionary model.

"...the creatlon chapters of Genesis are marvelous and accurate accounts

of the actual events of the primeval history of the universe. They give

data and information far beyond those that science can determine, and at

the same time provide an lIntellectually satisfylng framework within

which to interpret the facts which science can determine,"38
He further claims that the universe and the earth are not blllions of years old but
rather only thousands or tens of thousands of years old. When confronted with the
fact that the distance of the stars and galaxlies as determined by modern telescopes
argue for a much older universe, Morris counters by saylng that the unlverse was
created with the "appearance of age."

"As a matter of fact, it is possible that these light-waves traversing

space from the heavenly bodles to the earth were enerqgized even before

the heavenly bodles themselves ln order to provide the light for the
first three days."39

He qoes on to arque that the Second Law of Thermodynaﬁlcs was Introduced at the
fall. Using Romans 8:21, he says that the "universal ‘bondage of decay' can be
nothing less than the universal principle which scientists have finally formalized
as their Second Law of Thermodynamics.“40 In addition, God's rest described in
Geneslis 2:1-3 together with Hls subsequent sustaining of the universe as described

in Nehemiah 9:6 "must constitute the universal principle now known as the Flrst Law

31, Hartzler, H.H., "The Relatlonship Between the Amerlcan Scientiflc Affiliatlion and the Creatlon Rezearch Soclety"
(ummmmﬁmmmm_uﬂnﬂm Juze 1933) p.107, (italics aine).

38, 1bid., Norris, p.203, (italics his).

39, 1bid., p.210, (itallcs his),

0. 1bid., pp.212,213.
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of Thermodynamics."41 He then lists seven places in which the First Law is
supposedly alluded to and elght places where the Second Law 13 mentioned. He argues
further that the creation of "kinds" as described in Genesls 1 precludes the
possibility of an evolutionary continuity between all forms of 1ife.%2

The concordlSt would agree with the llteralist that the opening chapters of
Genesls are written with a narrative style and that the events of these chapters are
historical. 1In addition, like the llteralist, the concordist believes that
Scripture and sclence are easlly harmonized. Howevér, he would dlffer with him as
to the Interpretation of the word yom. The concordist would clalm that despite the
overwhelming instances in which yom means a literal day, it should be interpreted in
Genesis 1 as meaning an indefinite lengfh of time. The creation week then 1s |
interpreted as seven figurative days in chronological sequence, each representing a
literal geological age during which God was working. Psalm 90:4 which says, "For a
thousand years in Thy sight / Are like yesterday when it passes by," 1s one of the
texts used as evldence that yom can sometimes mean a conslderable amount of time.
More compelling is that the colophon in Genesis 2:4 which reads, "This is the
account of the heavens and the earth when they were created, in the day that the
LORD God made earth and heaven," yom 1s most often translated as “at the time" or
"when". In the RSV, "account" is rendered "generations", which precludes a literal
understanding of yom when used later in the verse.

As further support, D.A. Young, a geologist and the son of the renowned 01d
Testament scholar E.J.Young, notes several scriptural passages which indicate that
the seventh day of creation continues until the present. If thls is true, he
concludes, then the other days of creation must be of indeterminate length as well.
Unlike the first six days, the seventh is not accompanied by the statement "and

there was evening and there was morning". This implies that the seventh day has not

i1, 104,
12. 1bld., p.21.
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yet ended. Further evidence is provided by Jesus Himself. When He.is accused of
breaking the Sabbath by performing an act of healing on that day, he responds, "My
Father is workling until.now, and I Myself am working" (Jn 5:17). 1t 1s obvious,

- then, that God's definition of resting involves creative activity including healing,
‘acts of mercy, and Indeed sustaining the universe itself. Hebrews 4:1-10
demonstrates even more clearly that God's seventh day continues until now.
Concerning this passage, F.F. Bruce says, "‘The faqt that He is never sald to have
completed His rest and resume His work of creatlon implies that His rest continues
still,..'n43

Young concludes that since the seventh_day is interpreted flgufatively by
Sdfipture itself, then in order to be consisteht the other six days must be
Interpreted similarly. Nevertheless, since Genesls 1 portrays real historical
events, then it must correspond with the sequence of events of natural history.44
S0 according to the concordlst, the days represent geological ages in chronological
order.

There are two groups within the concordist camp who agree roughly with this
figurative interpretatlon of the creatlon days: they are the progresslve
creationlsts and the thelstic evolutionists. The progressive creationist postulates
that God has punctuated the vast time of earth's history with forms of life that the
evolutionary process could not accomplish unaided. He contends that all life
involved special creatlon, l.e. that the natural laws are not sufficlent elther for
the origin of life from inanimate matter nor for the development of separate plant
and animal species from one another. Pattle P.T Pun, a professor of biology at
Wheaton college, and a self-proclaimed progressive creationlst, resembles theistic
evolutionlists in belleving that God shaped the variation of the biological world

through mechanisms such as natural selection. However, he differs from them in

43. 1bid., Young, Creation and the Flood, p.86.
. 1bid., p.89,
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maintaining that man was uniquely created. Slnce the installation of His image was
an "extraordinary act of God", Adam and Eve came into existence through special
creation.4?

Like Pun, thelstic evolutionists believe God is dynamically involved in
creation at all levels of history. However, they don't believe that God Interrupted
evolution with a special creation of man's physical form. To them, the process of
evolution has been and continues to be the method God choses to create all 1life,
1ﬁc1ud1nq human belngs. There is no dichotomy between the way other forms of life
and man came into belng, except that man was at some time qlven God's image, thus
dﬁstinguishinq him from the rest of creation.: God's providential hand has been and
continues to be behind the process of mutations as well as environmental change to
broduce the diversity of llfe as we see today in the fossil record.

Pun disagrees with this perspective scientifically and theologically. He
states that "if one wants to be completely consistent with the evolutlonary
pafadlgm, one has to postulate that a population of pre-exlsting homlnids acquired
reflective consciousness and the image of God; for populations evolve, not
individuals.*4® pun cannot bring himself to believe that God selected two
individuals from an evolving population of hominids to bear His image, clting Gen
2:7 as proof that man was a separate creation, made in a unique way from the dust of
the earth,

The purely mythical interpretation sees Genesls devold of elther historical or
scientific validity. For most liberal theologlans and non-Christlans, Genesls 1s
nbthing more than a primitive creation story much like those of other Semitic
religions. As such, it has no relevance for today except for those who have a

particular interest in the origin of this anclent semitic race. Nevertheless, there

45, Pun, P.P.1., "A Theology of Progressive Creationisa® (Perspectives on Science and Christian Falth, March 1987) pp.9-
1. '

46, Ibid., p.16, (italics mize).
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are some who take the early chapters of Genesis as“myth yet also as being uniquely

true. As the 01d Testament scholar Conrad Hyers says:

"To dwell on the hlstoricity of the accounts, even on the historical
core, Is to stray from the primary purposes of the writings. They were
not aimed at providing a “truer' descriptive account of human history,
let alone the only true picture, in the modern, historical sense of
truth., They were aimed at providing a truer theologlcal and moral
picture of human history, using materials ready to hand and time
hallowed."47
The language of the account, he maintains, is not scientific, nor 1s the logic
historical or chronologlcal. The language is that of religious myth and the logic
is cosmological. Myth enables the human mind to comprehend beyond what simple
narrﬁtive can allow, for it is better at capturing the mysteries of existence. By
mystery he does not mean a convenient escape Into lxrationality or Incoherence
because a partlicular theological position holds too many contradictliens. Rather he
means that the unfathomable and ineffable depths of mystery cannot be adequately
conveyed without the words and images of myth because such expressions of language
are "centers of symbolic richness and power".48
“"Limited and finite as they are, they tap the infinlte: word unto Word
- and mind unto Mind. Without such words and the dimensions they open up,
our existence becomes a flatland of the human spirit."49
In sum, mythical lanquage 1s the best vehicle to convey the mosat profound truths of
human existence, and by so doing help people to interpret their lives and find worth
and purpose in thelr existence,
Unllke others who interpret the early part of Genesis mythically, Hyers asserts
that there are profound differences between it and the creatlion accounts of other
nations such as Babylon and Eqypt. The cruclal difference, he maintains, 1is that

Genesls afflrms a radical monothelsm over pagan polytheism. While pagan myths

plcture gods using pre-existing material in their supernatural feats, Genesis shows

{1. 1bid., Byers, p.102, (italics hbis).
{8, 1bid., p.it2,
43. 1bld.
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Jehovah creating the cosmos ex nihilo., In contrast to pagan accounts, it de-

divinizes nature.

"on the flrst day the gods of light and darkneés are dlsmissed; on the

second day, the the gods of sky and sea; on the third day, earth gods

ahd gods of vegetation; on the fourth day, sun, moon and star gods. The

fifth and sixth days remove from the animal kingdom any assoclations

with divinity. Finally human existence, too, is emptied of any

intrinsic divinity... on each day of creation another set of idols is

smashed... Creation is good, it is very good, but it is not divine.'{50
He notes that Genesis 1 and 2 don't even mention the sun and moon by name, because
these names had come to represent pagan delties. While removing Pharaohs and kings
from the position of worship, these chapters at the same time affirm the Qiqnlty of
all human beings, from the gréatest to the least, by granting them $ divine
likeness..

These chapters are theolbgically unigue In many other ways. They zet time on a
linear schedule in contrast to the Canaanite myth which pictured time as occurring
in cycles in which Baal annually dies, is dismembered, and then resurrected, >l
They show God separating the created world Into distinct cateqorles, creating order
out of the initial chaos. They demonstrate God's love for and grace toward men in
that He puts man not in a hostile world but in one abundant with good things. &nd
finally; they Introduce man's cultural mandate (l.e.,hls stewardship of creatlon),
the sanctity of marriage and the intended intimacy within this institutlon, the
prototype of man's pattern of work and rest, and man's original lnnocence prior to
the fall. Despite its mythical gualities, these chapters are unlque among anclent
cosmogonies because they identify the true and only God and describe the intended
harmony_of man with Him, with himself, with his spouse, and with the rest of
creation.

Henri Blocher, who also sees the opening chapters of Genesis as something

other than mere narratlve, points out many of these same theolgical differences

0. Ibld., pp.44, 45,
$1. 1bid., p.48.
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between the early chapters of Genesis and other ancient cosmogonies. But he ‘goes
further than Hyers in demonstrating the non-literal use of language. Although he
adieits that these openlng chapters lack the typlcal synonomous parallelism and
rhythm of Hebrew poetry, he contends that they contain.too many poetical features to
be considered plaln narration.

They have several word plays, eapeclally In passages in which a fiquratlve
meaning is suspected, such as the one describing the forming of Eve from Adam's rib.
In this case, the author plays on the double meanihg for ti (rib), which in Hebrew
also means ‘side' and therefore ‘glter ego', In Sumerlan, tl means both ‘ribf and
‘life'.52 Blocher contends that other biblical texts do not nece#sarily take this
account llieraliy. In_l Corinthlans 11:8,12, "Paul's ék does not require a literal
interpretation of Genesis at this point."53 Considering this evidence, "if the
word for rib/side is rich In symbolism, we have the right to consider the hypothesis
of figurative language."®4 1In Genesis 3, several word plays are made on the word
"snake" - ﬁépﬁs {snake) versus nasa {to decelive) and nEpas {magic and dlivination) in
a passage where a figurative meaning is suspected from its metaphorical quallty.55
That snakes also represented magic in folk legends of that day further arques for a
non-llteral Interpretation. Most importantly, Scripture 1tself and especlally
Revelation treat the snake "as extended symbolism“.ss_

Blocher notes other poetical devices:

'...the powerful symmetry between the two triads of days: Day 1
corresponds to Day 4, Day 2 to Day 5, Day 3 to Day 6., Corresponding to
the 1light (1) are the luminaries (4); to the creation of the expanse of
the sky and the separation of the waters (2) correspond the birds and

the fish (5); and to the appearance of the dry land and of vegetation

{3) correspond the land animals including mankind together with the gift
of food (6)." >7

52. Blocher, K., In_the Beqinning tran. by D.G. Preston (Downers Grove, IL: IVP, 1984] p.98.
53, 1bid., p.9s.

3. Ibid.

35, Ibld,, p.1%0.
3. Ibid., p.152.
31, Ibid., p.51.
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Rather than being chronological, this organization suggests an artistic
interpretation that demonstrates "geometrical mastery." S8

With the seemingly fiqurativé accounts concerning the tree of life and the
tree of the kﬁowledge of good and evil, he again notes the use of symmetry. Thg two
trees correspbnd to the two clauses of the Edenlc covenant. Obedlence in refraining
from eating from the tree of the knowledge of good and evlil brings forth life and
its continual sustaining through the tree of life. Pertaining to Genesis 2:16,17,

Blocher exclaims:

"what riqorous symmetry! Twice the same qrammatical procedure is used,
which in Hebrew allows the qgreatest force: the infinitive absolute. To

the-phg%se "EATING you shall eat' responds the phrase ‘DYING you shall
dle.t® : -

Aé with the rib and the snake;.the tree of life is referred to in a non-literal
way in other biblical texts outside of Genesis. Three timés in Proverbs is wisdom
proclaimed to be the tree of 11fe. (She [wisdom] i3 a tree of life to fhose who
take hold of her... cf£.11:30;13:12). Likewise, in Revelation 2:7, "To him who
overcomes I will grant to eat of the tree of life" which will be for the *"healing of
the natlons (hev.22:2)." If the tree of 1life is to be inferpreted flguratlively,
then the tree of the knowledge of good and evil must be interpreted similarly. and
if the former is called Wisdom, the latter should be called Folly.60

Other pdétlcal devices include refrains, such as "and God saw that it was
good", and rhythm such as that infused by periodic reiteration of "and God said ...
and 1t was so", "there was evening and there was morning”, and "and God called".

Besides all this, there is liberal use of alliteratlon and symbollc numbers such as

10, 3, and particularly 7.61

5. Ibld.

9. 1bid., p.121,
§0. Ibid., p.133.
#1. Idbid., p.32.
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"The word ‘hymn' comes to many writers. Whether it 1s & strophic hymn
_In prose or a hymn which i{s a unigue blend of poetry and prose, Paul
Beauchamp, the most sensitive of analysts, wisely concludes: ‘By the

importance of repetitlon and of its corollary, silence, our text is
indeed close to poetry..."‘62

And 20 Blocher demonstrates through repeated examples the use of carefully
crafted poetic devices and structure within these opening chapters. However, he
asserts that it ls more than just a strophic hymn. Quotlng Beauchamp again, "‘its
movement towards a solution places it in the order of prose.‘“53 In other words,
the account is a mixed genre. This is not unique in Scripture, Blocher contends.

"Jesus himself summarizes centuries of history in the parable of the
wicked tenants ... Ezekiel 16 says fiquratively what Ezekiel 22 says
literally, and Ezekiel 23 does likewlse for the historical events of
chapter 20. And what else is the book of Revelatlon? ... not only ideas

but ‘what must soon take place.'... The acknowledgement of symbolic

elements hardly welghs at all in favour of a symbolic Interpretation of
the whole."64

The flqurative laﬁguaqe and style arques agalnst both a chronclogical order to the
days of creation and a scientific understanding God's methods in creating.
Nevertheless, it was in space-time history that Elohim/Yaweh brought everything into
exlstence, imposed order on chaos, beatowed on man His image and gave him the
responsibllity of caretaker of the earth with a command to bé frultful and multiply.
Using many of the literallist's arquments, Blocher demonstrétes that Adam had to be
the historical flrst man. According to Blocher, then, one can have it both ways.
The account is literal In essential content and theme and figurative in places where

poetical language and structure can clearly be identified.

62, 1bid.
63, Ibld,
64, Tbid., pp.37,38.
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ANALYSIS OF THE EXEGETICAL THEORIES CONCERNING CREATION

Clearly thén there are many ways that these opening chapters of Genesis have
been exegeted. Wwhich of the ones described above is the most reasonable? It must
be said that If Christ's work on the cross is to have any significance, then there
would have had to have been a literal fall experienced by literal persons. That
both the Apostles and Jesus treat Adam and Eve as such persons glves no option to
those who affirm the rellabilty of the New Testameﬁt documents but to affirm their
historiclity as well. 1In light of this, a purely mythical Interpretation of the
first part of Genesis can not be defended. Although Hyers provides useful insights
into the unique themes 6f the Jewish creation account that help to distinguish it
from other ancient cosmogonles, and althduqh he i1s right to point out as well the
richness of its language in conveying the profound mysteries of creation, he fails
to attach It to history. As has been shown in previous paragraphs, both the 0ld and
New Testament most certalnly root Adam in history. Thus, to interpret the early
parts of Genesis as being myth is tantamount to claiming fallibility of Scripture
(which forces one down another path of thought that cannot be followed here).

And 1t is precisely in the area of infalllbllity that the 1literallats make
their most vehement appeal in the defense of their arguments. To the literalists,
infallibility of Scripture is equated with a purely narrative understanding of
Genesls 1-3. This‘presexves not only the strict hilstoricity of the account but also
its supposed scientific reliability as well. But Scripture was not intended to be a
science book. One of the worst exegetical blunders that one can make 1is to read
Into scripture that which could not logically have been intended originally.
Although there is a clear analogy that can be drawn between God's creating ex nihilo
and the Flrst Law of Thermodynamlcs, therg 13 no possible way that ﬁhe author knew

that he was dolng this. This law wasn't dlscovered untll several thousand years
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Jatex. 1If Scripture had been meant to be understood in this way, then it would have
been completely unintelligible not only to its original audience but also to
everyone who has remained lgnorant of this apeclal knowledge to this day. It is
certainly presumptuous to think that ©ed hid scientific laws in Beripture for
several millenia just so that a select group of sclentists In the 20th century could

4

tease them out,

Working from such a faulty exegetlcal foundation, the literalists cannot help
but tle themselves into loglcal knots. According to them, the Second Law of
Thezﬁodynamics (which says that the entropy of the universe 1s always maximized) was
introduced at the fall. 1If this is so, then there would have had to have been a
fundamental change In.the way.fhat matter interacted with itself prior to énd after
the fall, since entropy 13 defined scientlfléally as the energy useful for work that
is lost in chemical reactions. Just because everything was subjected to the
"bondage of decay” (Rom 8:21) with the curse does not mean that entropy did not
exist prior to it. Entropy has 1lts strict application in the inanimate chemical
world; one cannot therefore equate it with animal or even human death and suffering.

Although these people have posed many legitimate questions to the secular
sclentific world, thelr exegetlical presupposlitlons have caused them to make many
serious scientific mistakes. For example, they have been forced to ignore the
wealth of evidence that supports that the universe and the earth are blllions of
years old. With reproducible observations in various flelds, one can affirm this
with about as much certainty as any knowledge in the natural sciences can be
affirmed. But Henry Morris contests this by saying:

"The only way we can determine the true age of the earth is for God to
tell us what it is, &and since He has told us, very plainly, in the Holy

Scriptures that it is several thousand years in age, and no more, that
ought to settle all basic questions of terrestrial chronology."6

65. Norris, d.M., The Remarkable Birth of Plapet Earth (San Diego: Creation-Life Publishers, 1972).
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For one thing, God has not told us very plainly at all in Scripture the age of the
earth. He has told us much more about this partlcular subject In the book of nature
(general revelation) which He has also authored. But there are many other areas in
which the literalists, in order to make sclence agree with their exegesis of
Scripture, have defled sclentific evidence. By so doing, they have unfortunately
created "straw man" theorles for the secular sclentific world to pick apart. As a
result, even some of their very challenging arguments have lost their credibillty.
The underlylng reasén that a narrative reading of the early chapters of Genesis

13 held to so tenaclously by the literallsts becomes evident in Morris' book
sclentific Creationism. Any interpretation that allows for animal death prior to
the fall or for non-substantive evil is unworthy of God.

"God's evaluation of ‘all that He had made' as ‘very good' (Genesls

1:31} is strange and grotesque 1f the sedimentary rocks under the feet

of Adam and Eve were at the same time filled with the fossilized remains

of billlons of years of suffering and death, so that almost everywhere

man would look on the earth he would encounter this vast graveyard. It

could hardly look ‘very good'to men; how could it be pronounced.'very

good' by God?...The exlstence of evil, suffering and death in the world

prior to the six days of creation week and even prior to Satan's

rebellion ... seems explicltly precluded by the nature of God as a God

of order, purpose, efficlency, and love, as well as such Scriptures as
Genesis 1:31...and Romans 5:12."66

Furthermore, they cannot understand why God would walt billions of years to create
personalities with whom He could have fellowship.®7 S0 one can see that both their
exegesis and thelr sclence are determined not so much by objective facts as by thelr
préconception of God's character. God cannot be who they think He is if He allows
animals to suffer and die seemingly without reason and if evil existed or had the
potentiality of existing before Satan's fall. 1In response to the former, no where
In the Bible is evil equated with animal death. Although the carnage and waste

implicit In the fossil record prior to the creatlon of man might be unpalatable to

66. Ibld., Young, Christlanity and the hae of the Earth, pp.143- il

AV, 1bld., Morris, fclentific Creationisa, pp.238-243.
i, lbld,, p.213%.
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most of us, it iIs no where precluded in God's revelation to man. "The mozt that can
be said with certainty about the effect of the fall on geologlcal phenomena is that
it introduced death and suffering into the human race for the first time."®8 1n
response to the latter, suffice it to say that evil is not a substance created by
God that permeated the universe prlor to satan's fall. Rather, "evil has come, not
from this first act of creation, but by a second act, an act of the creatures."69
Evil's origin is a mystery by everyone who tries to analyze it. 1It, like many othex
spirltual and physical reallties, exceeds man's grasp. Although we ought to seek to
understand as much as revelatlon will allow on this subject, we wlll never be
succes§ful in pinning it down. Therefore, we should not presume to-base our
exegesls or sclénce on our limited comprehenslion of mysteriés concernlng the
character of God, but rather on the observable facts within the texts of both
special and general revelation. And so the infallibility that the literalists boast
of In relation to the question of origins ls not that of Scripture but rather that
of thelr own understanding of God'as character,

Whereas the llteralist draws hls theorlies of natural sclence supposedly out of
the Bible, the concordist does just the opposlite: he Imposes his theorles of natural
ascience on Scripture. But again, the Blble 1s not to be understood scientliflcally
for the reasons elaborated above. Concordism has a further unique problem when not
constrained by a literal translatlon. It ls always belng modified to play catch-up
in an effort to harmonize the ultimate truths of the Bible with the ever-changing
theories of modern science. "No wonder that when those theories go out of date, in
the minds of many people the Bible joins them in gathering dust on the shelf,"70
For "a theology that weds the sclence of one generation 1s llkely to find itself a

widow in the next."71 Furthermore, the chronology set forth in Genesis 1 is

68. 1bid., Young, Christiapity and the Age of the Eaxth, p.l6s.

69, Carnell, E.J., Ap Intreduction to Christian Apologetics (Grand Rapids: Berdmans, 1948) p.302.
10. 1bld., Hummel, p.213.

1. Ibid., p.260,
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dlfficultalf not impossible to harmonize with that of-modern science. For example,
fish arejsupposed to have appeared before birds, but_both are assligned to day five.
And ‘creeping things' (presumably invertebrates) appear after birds in Genesls but
much before them according to the stratigraphic evidence. Like the literallst, the
concordlst who holds to a flgurative interpretation of yom but a literal
Intexrpretation of everything else In the opening chapters of Genesis 3pins a web
from which he cannot logically extricate himself.

After conslidering Blocher's cogent presentation, 1t is difficult to malntaln
that there is no figurative lanquage In these chapters. The hymnic structure of
Genesls 6ne, the word plays with "rib" and "snake", the symbolism of the tree of
life and the tree of knowledge of good and evll, not to mentlon the alliteration and
1lberal ;se of symbolic numbers, are all examples of non-literal language. Those
who think that Blocher is conveniently imposing his own interpretation on this part
of Bcripture only have to look at other parts of Scripture to see that some of theée
same subjects are Interpreted flguratively as well. The language is such that It
could have easily been understood by the author's audience; indeed, thls manner of
thought iesembles that of other ancient cosmogonies, even though profoundly
dlfferent In theological content. The emphasis, then, 1s not to be put on "how" God
created as the literalists and concordists have done, but rather on the religious
themes that are Introduced by His creating. A literary interpretation, then, is not
constralned by contemporary sclentific theory but rather is universally applicable
to all persons in all generations. While Blocher denounces the imposition of
natural science on the exegesis of the openlng chapters of Genesls, he nevertheless
Inslsts that Adam and Eve were our historical flrst parents. The rest of the
redemptive story simply does not make sense 1f this is not true.

Bome complain that it is not clear where one draws the line between the

llterary and the historical in Blocher's exegesis. surely the subjects mentioned in
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the prevlous paragraph for which flqurative language 1s vaiously being applied o
not constitufe straight reportage. 1In other words, an dﬁservor at that time
probably would not have seen the events involving the rlb, the anake, and the treesz
transpire in the exact way that Genesis describes. 1f the reader 1s not satisfied
by this then he will complaln more about how the hlstorical-literary theory
approaches the problem of Eden. How much of Eden 1s to be taken figuratively and
how puch is to be taken literally? Surely the Tigris anq Euphrates rivers place it
in history, but there are metaphorical qualitles td descrlpttons the descriptions
about it. Even Blocher admits that the problems with thg interpretation of Eden are
difficult té resolve. Thus the historical-literary theory is far from alr-tight.

Nevertheless, it seems to be the most reasonable exegesls presented thus far.

SYNTHESIS OF SCIENCE AND SCRIPTURE CONCERNING ORIGINS

How does this historlcal-literary exegesls sguare with current scientific
theories concerning origins? The answer 1s that for the most part they do not need
to be reconciled nor in fact should they be. As mentioned before, the text itself
precludes the extraction of sclence from or the imposition of sclence upon
scripture. 1In thls respect, secular sclentlsts have made the szame mistake that the
literalists and the concordists have, One might object that it is not honest for
one's exegesls to avold confronting secular sclence; however, the exegesls was not
derived out of convenlence but from the text itself. Besldes, as has been stated,
the author of Genesis did not write this book having been well versed in 20th
century science nor dld his orlginal audlence possess such knowledge. Therefore,
although it conveys historical facts to some extent, 1t does not provide sclentific
information (except indirectly in that placing Adam in history has scientific

implications as will be discussed later).
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50 Scripture 13 Inherently limited. 1In fact, science answers with reasonable
certainty questions that Scripture doesn't even address. For example, it tells us
that the univérse and the earth are very old - on the order of several blllion
years. 1In addition, the geologic strata reveal the existence of life forms that are
not present today, and that in generag l1ife has increased in complexlty over time.
Considering the physical structure of many of these extinct animals, it s almost
certain that a great deal of carnage took place befpre man even appeared on the
scene. The text of nature, thus, provides us with information about the origins of
the cosmos beyond that supplied by Scripture. 7

But sclepce hasn't provided allithe answers either. For example, it has yet to
demonstrate beyond a reasonable doubt how life has increased in complexity over
time. Evolutlon has been postulated as the mechanism linking all 1ife forms, but
the evidence 1s far from conclusive. Despite the large number of fossils found thus
far, an evolutionary relatlonship among 1iving organisms cannot honestly be derived
from them. And molecular blology has not shown conclusively the genetic mechanlsms
by which macroevolution can take place. Mutations are almost always deleterious
resulting in the destruction of the organism rather than increasing its abllity to
survive. Besldes this, changes in the code of a certain organism can prevent it
from perpetuating the trait since there is then no corresponding gamete with which
1t can mate. Macroevolution has to overcome this obstacle, whereas, mlcroevolution,
by definltlion, 1s clrcumscribed by the abllity to interbreed. One cannot simply
extrapolate the former from the latter by inserting vast amounts of time. Honesty
about the dearth of facts in this area forces us to reallize that metaphysical
blases, not sclence, cause us to elther bridge these gaps with an evolutlionary
hypothesis or keep them intact with creationist presuppositions. Even within
Christian cerles, preconceptions about the character of God determine one's views

about evolution. Henry Morris asserts that evolution 1s false because 1t is
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inconslstent with hls ldeas about God's "omnipotence®, "personality", “omnisclence".
"love", "purposiveness™, and "qrace".72 George Murphy, who holds an MDiv and a !
Ph.D. In physlcs, malntalns “that eveolutlon provides a more.correct view of God's
creative work than does creationism."?3 God's character is ﬁuch too mysterious,
much too far beyond human comprehension, to pin 1t down for underqlrding one's
beliefs about evolutlon. Evolution cannot be refuted or supported from theology:
its merits can only be demonstrated by natural science.

Sclence is even more inconclusive about life arising from inorganic matter than
it is about evolutlon. Regarding this §ubject, Nobel laureate Francils Crick had the
integrity to admit, "Everytime I write a paper on the origin of life, I swear I will
never write anothgr one, becéﬁse there is too much speculation running after too few
facts..."74 No satisfactory theory has yet been put forward to explain how cells
or even just the informational molecules upon which all life depends came into
belng. Desplte the production of many of the basic building blocks to these
molecules In preblotlic soup experiments (what one would predict thermodJMﬁcally), no
meaningful information has been produced. Furthermore, the human constraints on
such experiments introduce such error as to make even these results of questionable
value,

"One thing is certain about the elucidation of these and similar
problems: Milllons of intelligent man-hours are being expended every
year now in merely unravellng the reduced entropy states of the living
cells (i.e. the informational macromolecules and their communication
with one another through the cells metabollc machinery). If the mere
unraveling requires such enormous amounts of ‘intellectual horsepower,'
how much more ‘horsepower' of the same type must have been needed to

actually reduce the entropy status of matter at the first programmln% of
biological life so as to arrive at the first man, animal, or plant." 5

1. Ibld., Norrls, gelentlfic Creatlonlsm, pp.229-130.

13. Nurphy, G.L., "A Theological Arqument for Evolution® (lominal of the Aeericap Scieptific affiliation, Narch 1986}
p.10.

M, cited from F, Crick Life I1tself (mew York: slmon & Schuster, 1381) p.79 by Thaxton, p.195.
15, 1bid., wilder-Saith, p.244, {parentheses mine].
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Although at risk of invoklng another God-of-the-gaps hypothesis, <I maintaln that
even now man knows enough to conclude that natural processes alone cannot account
for the tremendous complexlty observed in life. The human cerebral cortex itself
contalns between 1010 and 1014 nerve cells, and each cell contacts more than 5,000
other nerve cells in a preclse arrangement. The number of such connections rivals
the number of stars in the known universe.’® Some might have faith that some day
the intelligence reflecting this level of complexlty will be found within nature
ltself. I have falth that it won't.

"*The questlon of the ultimate source of Information 1is not trivial. 1In

fact i1t is the basic and central phlilosophical and theoretical problem.

The essence of the theory of Dlvine Creation is that the ultimate source

of information has a separate, lndependent exlstence beyond and before

the materlal system, this belng the main point of the Johannine
Prologue.”‘77

The options, then, for life's formation is that this outside Intelligence must have
elther punctuated time de novo with new life forms (progressive creatlonism) ox
created diversity in a more continuous way from previously existing codes (theistic
evolution). My quess (for whatever it's worth) 13 similar to that of the
progressive creationlsts, although unllke most of them I don't use Scripture to
support it, only the paucity of available scientific evidence. Neither the fossil
record nor even today s evldence seem to show eukaryotic organlsms "in process";

e saeye of:,;rmim‘.

therefore, I speculate that the forme?iis more likely to be true than the lattcr(£kﬂﬁc

There are several other areas in which sclence is inherently limited. It istyabﬁﬂ\'
difficult and perhaps impossible to define mechanistlically such concepts as life,
consclence, consciousness, or abstract cognitlon. Despite the exclusion of such

cateqgories from modern philosophies such as logical positivism, experience tells us

T6. Hermann, R.L. and J.M. Templeton, *Scieatific Contzibutions to Heaning and Purpose in the Unlverse® (Perspectives on
Science and Chyistian Faith, June 1987} p.74,

17. Clted from ?.Pong Blogenesis, Evolution, Bomeostazis E4., A.Locker (New York: prlnqer-Vetlag, 1973) p.93 by
Thaston, p.i10,
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that they nevertheless constitute reallty. Furthermore, it is 1mpossible to f£lnd
within nature itself that which can explain nature's existence.

In all thils discussion about the intrinsic limitations of sclence, I don't wean
to imply, as the deists, that the Creator exists simply to explain man's gaps in
knowledqe,

"To ahrink God until he is invoked only to cover the ever-decreasling

gaps in our knowledge 13 blasphemous. Such a God is too small to be

worthy of anyone's worship."
I 5imply want to peint out the deficlencles of an eplstemology based purely on
natural revelatlon. Speclal revelation does In fact give us knowle@qe that sclence
cannot with reqgard to identifying the First Cause and the ultimate information
source (the Lbéos). Yet, 1t also portrays the Creator dynémlcally involved in the
creatlon, sustalnling it, suffering with it, and redeeming it. Not only this, it
provides knowledge about man's distinctiveness, his relationships, his
responsibilities, and the conflicting realitles of good and evil with which he is
confronted. In sum, the Bible answers very different questions regarding origins
than does science. Although the two together provide more than each alone, as this
paper has shown, they leave alot of questions unanswered.

Two major questions still remaln for me, Although Genesls cannot be
interpreted scientifically, the fact that Adam was part of history has scientific
Implications. scientific evidences for the existence of man seem to date back
perhaps to over one milllon years ago but at least to over 50,000 years ago. Yet,
the genealogy of Adam, even after accounting reasonably for the skips in generations
characteristic of Hebrew genealogies, seem to indicate that man first appeared much
later than the evidence suggests. Thls apparent dlscrepancy ralses guestions about

the validity of the sclentific data and its definition of man and whether Adam was

Indeed the flrst creature possessing the physical tralts of man (certainly he was

18, Idbid., Green, p.42.
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the'first to possess hils splritual tralts as God's image bearer)}. As there ls one
Godl there 1s also one hlstory of the cosmos. I am confldent then that thlis
disagreement and any disaéreement I've falled to mentlon are not becauﬁe the Blble
and nature conflict but because our interpretations of the God-given data from these
two forms of revelation are at fault.

Second, what does nature prior to the appearance of Adam and his subsequent
fall tell us about their Creator? "To be sure, it is hard for us to reconcile the
messy, bloody, and wasteful processes (suggested by the fossil record) with the
goodness of a creator God ... Could it be that cur ldea of God's love is too
suggry?“79 As with other mysteries such as election and the problem of evil, these
questions are mind-boggling. Once aéain, God has defied my box; his ways are siﬁply
beyond f£inding out. I simply bow before Him 1n humble gratltude for His grace in
glving me the falth to know Him as my Creator. -For not by logical arguments but "by
falth we understand that fhe worlds were preparéd by the word of God..."(Heb 11:3).
I praise Hlm each day for the ability to see Hls hand In the majeatic and intricate

world of nature and to worshlip Him for sustaining it "by his powerful word" (Heb 1:3

- NIV).

73, Ibld., p.86, (parenthesis mine}.
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