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nyone who has
kept up with the
news lately could
hardly have over-
looked the recent

rekindling of interest in
matters related to how science and
religion tend to come together in the
debate over origins. Not that it has
ever been laid to rest, but the recent
resurgence of discussion is owed in
large part to the efforts of a group of
scientists who are lending their in-
fluence to a movement called Intel-
ligent Design (ID).

This movement argues that the
complexity of the mechanisms that
make up living organisms and per-
mit them to survive and adapt to
their environments, even to thrive, is
such that it so far exceeds the
bounds of statistical probability that
it can only be explained as a product
of intelligent design, as opposed to
purely materialistic and random,
accidental evolution. One has only
to consider a few small examples of
this complexity, such as the metabo-
lism of proteins, DNA, the function
of the eye, or the human reproduc-

tive system, to imagine
what the odds are against
the whole living ecosystem
having developed and re-
mained in balance purely
by chance mutations. The

ID movement studies this improba-
bility in a wide range of specialized
features of life and uses scientific
statistical calculations to assess the
odds of these features developing by
random, accidental evolution.

Despite the fact that their theory
is supported by scientific data and
studies, it is being widely rejected by
materialistic scientists as “religion in
the garb of science.” It does not mat-
ter that most leading ID proponents
are well-qualified scientists and that
many do not support the biblical
account of a recent six-day fiat cre-
ation. The very idea of bringing God
into the picture of origins scares the
materialistic evolutionists because it
comes from science rather than reli-
gion, and it strikes a scientific blow
at the heart of their own theories. If
it were accepted as genuine science
rather than as religion, it would be
devastating to materialistic evolu-
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“[Evolutionary theory] is still, as
it was in Darwin’s time, a highly
speculative hypothesis entirely with-
out direct factual support and very
far from that self-evident axiom
some of its more aggressive advo-
cates would have us believe” (molec-
ular biologist Michael Denton).

“We are now about one hundred
and twenty years after Darwin and
the knowledge of the fossil record
has been greatly expanded. We now
have a quarter of a million fossil
species, but the situation hasn’t
changed much. . . . We have even
fewer examples of evolutionary
transition than we had in Darwin’s
time” (David M. Raup).

“The origin of life appears to be
almost a miracle, so many are the
conditions which would have had to
be satisfied to get it going” (Nobel
Prize-winner Sir Francis Crick).

“More than thirty years of experi-
mentation on the origin of life in the
fields of chemical and molecular evo-
lution have led to a better perception
of the immensity of the problem of
the origin of life on Earth rather than
its solution. At present all discussions
on principle theories and experi-
ments in the field either end in stale-
mate or in a confession of ignorance”
(biochemist Klaus Dose).

“A theology that marries the sci-

ence of today may well be a widow
tomorrow” (biochemist and theolo-
gian Arthur Peacocke).

“‘Don’t take science too seri-
ously.’ Its consequences are too seri-
ous for that. Sometimes, even often,
you may rely on scientific statements
about the world. But do not believe
in science itself. In particular, do not
rely on science as a solution to soci-
etal, relational, personal, or existen-
tial problems. You may well use it,
but do not rely on it. The scientific
world is impressive and even impor-
tant but not sufficient. There are also
solutions other than scientific solu-
tions” (theoretical astrophysicist
Bengt Gustafsson).

“I stand in awe of God because of
what he has done through his cre-
ation. . . . Only a rookie who knows
nothing about science would say sci-
ence takes away from faith. If you
really study science, it will bring you
closer to God” (nanoscientist James
Tour).

“Prominent evolutionist William
Provine of Cornell University can-
didly conceded that if Darwinism is
true, then there are five inescapable
implications: there’s no evidence for
God; there’s no life after death;
there’s no absolute foundation for
right and wrong; there’s no ultimate
meaning for life; and people don’t
really have free will” (Lee Strobel).
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Christians believe, based on philoso-
phy? Is there room for supernatural
events like prophecy, miracles, the
Incarnation, the Resurrection, the
Second Coming, and so forth? What
happens to our understanding of the
purpose of the plan of redemption,
the Incarnation, the atonement, the
judgment, and the new creation?
What happens to our understanding
of God’s plan for marriage, for
human dominion and stewardship,
and for the Sabbath, which is explic-
itly enshrined within the Decalogue?

These theological issues have their
origin in the account of Creation
and the Fall as recorded in Genesis
1–3. Can we somehow blend with
our theology a theory that is funda-
mentally at odds with biblical theol-
ogy? These are pressing questions.

This issue of PD addresses some
of these questions. The answers are
not always easy, but as we ponder the
issues in the debate, we may be
enriched by probing their depth and
scope. We trust the reader will at
least be stimulated by the discussion.

tion; therefore, it is imperative to
label it as “religion in the garb of sci-
ence.”

Listen to the network news. Read
the newspapers and news maga-
zines. Notice the lack of content in
describing the ID movement, and
notice the labels being applied.
There is a lot of fear and negative
labeling without letting people know
what the real issues are. Yet people
are intelligent and want to be able to
make decisions for themselves, if
only they can have access to the
facts.

A very recent poll conducted by
the Pew Forum on Religion and
Public Life and the Pew Research
Center for the People and the Press
and reported in the New York Times
on August 31, 2005, revealed that
nearly two-thirds (64 percent) of
Americans now say that creationism
should be taught alongside evolu-
tion in public schools, even though
only 42 percent hold strict creation-
ist views (down from 47 percent in a
Gallup poll reported by Newsweek
on December 23, 1991). This clearly
does not mean that 64 percent of
Americans support a biblical cre-
ation, but it means that Americans
value open, honest discussion of dif-
ferent viewpoints and do not want
their children to be subject to only
one point of view in such an impor-
tant matter as the origin of life. It
means also that they are not entirely
afraid of religion as an influence in

the discussion, though they want to
see the arguments for and against
each theory of origins discussed on a
level playing field.

The Christian has to evaluate
what becomes the foundation of
authority in arriving at decisions in
such areas. What are the respective
roles of science and the Bible as
authorities for the Christian? Once
one surrenders faith in the authority
of Scripture in favor of scientific evi-
dence that may appear to be in con-
flict with it, what are the implica-
tions for the whole set of doctrinal
beliefs that one once held? Can one
surrender confidence in the literal
understanding of the Creation
account in Genesis 1–2 without sur-
rendering confidence in the whole of
Scripture? Does not the rest of
Scripture—including Jesus Him-
self—treat the Genesis account as
literal? Is not the Creation account
integrally tied to the account of the
Fall into sin and death?

What happens to our theology
about the origin of sin and its conse-
quences if we accept the view of
materialistic evolution, which places
death before sin and posits a long
history of upward progress in the
complexity of life and intelligence
rather than a deterioration as a
result of sin? What happens to our
view of a God who acts within his-
tory, as the Bible claims, as opposed
to a God who is timeless and cannot
act within history, as even many


