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game. We're content to argue with those who dis-
agree with us, We don’t kill them.

But I would want to deny even the lesser charge of
purely verbal zealotry. There is a very, very important
difference between fecling strongly, even passion-
ately, about something because we have thought
about and examined the evidence for it on the one
hand, and fecling strongly about something because it

has been internally revealed to us, or internally re-
vealed to somebody else in history and subscquenty
hailowed by tradition. There’s all the difference in the
world between a belief that one is prepared to defend
by quoting evidence and logic and a belief that is sup-
ported by nothing more than tradition, authority, or
revelation.

ALVIN PLANTINGA

When Faith and Reason Clash:
Evolution and the Bible

My question is simple: how shall we Christians deal
with apparent conflicts, betnween faith and reason,
bewtween what we know as Christians and what we
know in other ways, between teaching of the Bible
and the teachings of science? As a special case, how
shall we deal with apparent conflicts between what
the Bible initially seems to tell us about the origin
and development of life, and what contemporary sci-
ence seems to tell us about it? Taken at face value, the
Bible scems to teach that God created the world rel-
atively recently, that he created life by way of several
separate acts of creation, that in another scparate act
of creation, he ¢reated an original human pair, Adam
and Eve, and that these our original parents dis-
obeyed God, thereby bringing ruinous calamity on
themselves, their posterity and the rest of creation.
According to contemporary science, on the other
hand, the universe is exceedingly old—some 15 or 16
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billion years or so, give or take a billion or two. The
carth is much younger, maybe 412 billion years old,
but stll hardly a spring chicken. Primitive life arose
on earth perhaps 3: billion years ago, by virtue of
processes that are completely natural if so far not well
understood; and subsequent forms of life developed
from these aboriginal forms by way of natural
processes, the most popular candidates being per-
haps random genetic muiation and natural selection.

Now we Reformed Christians are wholly in ecar-
nest about the Bible. We are people of the Word; Sola
Seriptura is our cry; we take Scripture to be a special
revelation from God Himself, demanding our ab-
solute trust and allegiance. But we are equally enthu-
siastic about reason, a God-given power by virtue of
which we have knowledge of ourselves, our world,
our past, logic and mathematics, right and wrong,
and God himself; reason is one of the chief features
of the image of God in us. And if we are enthusiastic
about reason, we must also be enthusiastic about
contemporary natural science, which is a powerful
and vastly impressive manifestation of reason. S0




internally re-
| subsequently
fference in the
ared to defend
lief that is sup-
1, authority, or

n or two. The
lion years old,
ative life arose
3, by virtue of
so far not well
life developed
1y of nawral
s being per-
ural selection.
wholly in car-
the Word; Sofa
to be a special
wding our ab-
equally enthu-
2r by virtue of
es, our world,
i and wrong,
chief features
re enthusiastic
usiastic about
is a powerful
of reason. So

PLANTINGA /When Faith and Reason Clash: Evolution and the Bibg

this is my question: given our Reformed proclivitics
and this apparent conflict, what are we to do? How
shall we think about this matter?

. WHEN FAITH AND
REASON CLASH

If the question is simple, the answer is cnormously
difficult. To think about it properly, one must obvi-
ously know a great deal of science. On the other
hand, the question crucially involves both philosophy
and theology: one must have a serious and penetrat-
ing grasp of the relevant theological and philosophi-
cal issues. And who among us can fill a bill like that?
Certainly I can’t. (And that, as my colleague Ralph
Mclnerny once said in another connection, is no idle
boast.) The scientists among us don’t ordinarily have
a sufficient grasp of the relevant philosophy and the-
ology; the philosophers and theologians don’t know
enough science; consequently, hardly anyone is qual-
ificd to speak here with real authority. This must be
one of those areas where fools rush in and angels fear
to tread, Whether or not it is an area where angels
fear to tread, it is obviously an area where fools rush
in. I hope this essay isn't just one more confirmation
of that dismal fact. . ..

As cveryone knows, there are various intellectual
or cognitive powers, belief-producing mechanisms or
powers, various sources of belief and knowledge. For
cxample, there are perception, memory, induction,
and testimony, or what we learn from others, There is
also reason, taken narrowly as the source of logic and
mathematics, and reason taken more broadly as in-
cluding perception, testimony and both inductive and
deductive processes; it is reason taken this broader
way that is the source of science. But the serious
Christian will also take our grasp of Scripture to be a
proper source of knowledge and justified belief. Just
how does Scripture work as a source of proper belief?
An answer as good as any I now was given by John
Calvin and endorsed by the Belgic Confession: this is
Calvin’s doctrine of the Internal Tesumony of the
Holy Spirit. This is a fascinating and important con-
tribution that doesn’t get nearly the astention it de-
serves; but here I don't have time to go into the
matter. Whatever the mechanism, the Lord speaks 1o
us in Scripture.
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And of course what the Lord proposes for our be.
lief is indeed what we should believe. Here they, will
be enthusiastic agreement on all sides. Some con-
clude, however, that when there is a conflict betwegy,
Scripture {or our grasp of it) and science, we myg
reject science; such conflict automatically shows sej.
ence to be wrong, at least on the point in question, In
the immortal words of the inspired Scottish bard
William EE. McGonagall, poet and tragedian,

When faith and reason clash,
Let reason go 1o smash.

Bur clearly this conclusion doesn’t follow. The
Lord can’t make a mistake: fair enough; but e can.
Our grasp of what the Lord proposes to teach us can
be faulty and flawed in a thousand ways. This is ob-
vious, if only because of the widespread disagree-
ment among serious Christians as to just what it js
the Lord doees propose for our belief in one or an-
other portion of Scripture. Scripture is indecd per-
spicuous: what it weaches with respect to the way of
salvation is indecd such that she who runs may read.
Itis also clear, however, that serious, well-intentioned
Christians can disagree as to what the teaching of
Scripture, at one point or another, really is. Scripture
is inerrant: the Lord makes no mistakes; what he pro-
poses for our belief is what we ought to believe, Sadly
cnough, however, our grasp of what he proposes to
teach is [allible. Hence we cannot simply identfy the
teaching of Scripture with our grasp of that teaching;
we must ruefully bear in mind the possibility that we
are mistaken. “He sets the Earth on its foundations;
it can never be moved,” says the Psalmist.! Some
sixteenth-century Christians took the Lord to be
teaching here that the earth neither rotates on its axis
nor goes around the sun; and they were mistaken.

So we can't identify our understanding or grasp
of the teaching of Scripwure with the teaching of
Scripture; hence we can’t automatically assume that
conflict between what we see as the teaching of
Scripiure, and what we scem to have learned in
some other way must always be resolved in favor of
the former. Sadly enough, we have no guarantee that
on every point our grasp of what Scripture teaches
is correct; hence it is possible that our grasp of the
teaching of Scripture be corrected or improved by
what we learn in some other way—by way of sci-
ence, for example.
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But neither, of course, can we identify either the
current deliverances of reason or our best contem-
porary science (or philosophy, or history, or literary
criticism, or intellectual efforts of any kind) with the
truth. No doubt what reason, taken broadly, teaches
is by and large reliable; this is, I should think, a con-
sequence of the fact that we have been created in the
image of God. Of course we must reckon with the
fall and its noetic effects; but the sensible view here,
overall, is that the deliverances of reason are for the
most part reliable. Perhaps they are most reliable
with respect to such common everyday judgments
as that there are people here, that it is cold outside,
that the pointer points to 4, that I had breakfast this
morning, that 2 + 1 = 3, and so on; perhaps they are
less reliable when it comes to matters near the limits
of our abilities, as with certain questions in sct the-
ory, or in areas for which our faculties don’t seem to
be primarily designed, as pethaps in the world of
quantum mechanics. By and large, however, and
over enormous swatches of cognitive territory, rea-
son is reliable.

Sdll, we can’t simply embrace current science (or
current anything eise either) as the truth, We can’t
identify the teaching of Scripture with our grasp of it
because serious and sensible Christians disagree as
to what Scripture teaches; we can’t identify the cur-
rent teachings of science with truth, because the cur-
rent teachings of science change. And they don’t
change just by the accumulation of new facts. A few
years back, the dominant view among astronomers
and cosmologists was that the universe is infinitely
old; at present the prevailing opinion is that the uni-
verse began some 16 billion years ago; but now there
are straws in the wind suggesting a step back towards
the idea that there was no beginning.? Or think of the
enormous changes from nineteenth- to twentieth-
century physics. A prevailing attitude at the end of
the nineteenth century was that physics was prety
well accomplished; there were a few loose ends here
and there to tic up and a few mopping up operations
left to do, but the fundamental lineaments and char-
acteristics of physical reality had been described.
And we all know that happened next.

As | said above, we can’t automatically assume
that when there is a conflict between science and
our grasp of the teaching of Scripture, it is science
that is wrong and must give way. But the same holds

vice versa; when there is a conflict between our grasp
of the teaching of Scripture and current science, we
can’t assume that it is our interpretation of Scripture
that is at fault. It cordd be that, but it doesn’t have to
be; it could be because of some mistake or flaw in
current science. The attitude [ mean to reject was
expressed by a group of serious Christians as far
back as 1832, when deep time was first being dis-
covered; “If sound science appears to contradict the
Bible,” they said, “we may be sure that it is our in-
terpretation of the Bible that is at fault.™ To return
to the great poet McGonagall,

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

This attitude—the belief that when there is a ¢con-
flict, the problem must inevitably lie with our inter-
pretation of Scripture, so that the correct course is
always to modify that understanding in such a way as
to accommeodate current science—is every bit as de-
plorable as the opposite error. No doubt science can
correct our grasp of Scripture; but Scripture can also
correct current science, If, for example, current sci-
ence were to return to the view that the world has no
beginning, and is infinitely old, then current science
would be wrong.

So what, precisely, must we do in such a situa-
ton? Which do we go with: faith or resson? More
exactly, which do we go with, our grasp of Scripture
or current science? I don’t know of any infallible
rule, or even any pretty reliable general recipe. All
we can do is weigh and evaluate the relative warrant,
the relative backing or strength, of the conflicting
teachings. We must do our best to apprehend both
the teachings of Scripture and the deliverances of
reason; in either case we will have much more war-
rant for some apparent teachings than for others. It
may be hard to see just what the Lord proposes to
teach us in the Song of Solomon or Qld Testament
genealogies; it is vastly easier to see what he pro-
poses to teach us in the Gospel accounts of Christ’s
resurrection from the dead. On the other side, it is
clear that among the deliverances of reason is the
proposition that the earth is round rather than flat;
it is enormously harder to be sure, however, that
contemporary quantum mechanics, taken realisti-
cally, has things right.* We must make as careful an
estimate as we can of the degrees of warrant of the
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conflicting docirines; we may then make a judgment
as to where the balance of probability lics, or alter-
natively, we may suspend judgment. After all, we
don’t awve to have a view on ali these matters,

Let me illustrate from the topic under discussion.
Consider that list of apparent teachings of Genesis:
that God has created the world, that the earth is
young, that human beings and many different kinds
of plants and animals were separately created, and
that there was an original human pair whose sin has
afflicted both human nature and some of the rest of
the world. At least one of these claims—the claim that
the universe is young—is very hard to square with a
variety of types of scientific evidence: geological, pa-
leontological, cosmological and so on. Nonctheless a
sensible person might be convinced, after careful and
prayerful study of the Scriptures, that what the Lord
teaches there implies that this evidence is misleading
and that as a matter of fact the earth really is very
young. So far as I can see, there is nothing to rule this
out as automatically pathological or irrational or irre-
sponsible or stupid.

And of course this sort of view can be developed
in more subtle and nuanced detail. For example, the
above teachings may be graded with respect to the
probability that they really are what the Lord in-
tends us to learn from early Genesis. Most clear,
perhaps, is that God created the world, so that it and
everything in it depends upon him and neither it nor
anything in it has existed for an infinite stretch of
time. Next clearest, perhaps, is that there was an
original human pair who sinned and through whose
sinning disaster befell both man and nature; for this
is attested to not enly here but in many other places
in Scripture. That humankind was separately cre-
ated is perhaps less clearly taught; that many other
kinds of living beings were separately created might
be still less clearly taught; that the earth is young,
still less clearly taught. One who accepted ali of
these theses ought to be much more confident of
some than of others—both because of the scientific
evidence against some of them, and because some
are much more clearly the teachings of Scripture
than others. I do not mean to endorse the view that
all of these propositions are true: but it isn’t just silly
or irratgoenal to do so. One need not be a fanatic, or
a Flat Earther, or an ignorant Fundamentalist in
order to hold it. In my judgment the view is mis-

taken, because I take the evidence for an old earth 1o
be strong and the warrant for the view that the Lord
teaches that the earth is young to be relatively weak,
But these judgments are not simply obuvious, or in-
evitable, or such that anyone with any sense will au-
tomatically be obliged to agree.

1I. FAITH AND EVOLUTION

So I can propetly correct my view as to what reason
teaches by appealing to my understanding of Scrip-
ture; and I can properly correct my understanding
of Scripture by appealing 1o the teachings of reason.
It is of the first importance, however, that we cor-
rectly fdentify the relevant teachings of reason. Here
I want to wurn directly to the present problem, the
apparent disparity between what Scripture and sci-
ence teach us about the origin and development of
life. Like any good Christian Reformed preacher, 1
have three points here. First, I shall argue that the
theory of evolution is by no means religiously or
theologically neutral. Second, I want to ask how we
Christians should in fact think about evolution; how
probable is it, all things considered, that the Grand
Evolutionary Hypothesis is true? And third, 1 want
to make a remark about how, as I see it, our intellec-
tuals and academics should serve us, the Christian
community, in this area.

A. Evolution Religiously Neutral?

According to a popular contemporary myth, science
is a cool, reasoned, wholly dispassionate attempt to
figure out the wruth about ourselves and our world,
entirely independent of religion, or ideology, or
moral convictions, or theological commitments. I
believe this is deeply mistaken. Following Augustine
(and Abraham Kuyper, Herman Dooyeweerd,
Harry Jellema, Henry Stob and other Reformed
thinkers), I believe that there is conflict, a battle be-
tween the Civitas Det, the City of God, and the City
of the World. As a matter of fact, what we have, |
think, is a three-way batte. On the one hand there is
Perennial Natwuralism, a view going back to the an-
cient world, a view according to which there is no
God, nature is all there is, and mankind is to be un-
derstood as a part of nature. Second, there is what 1
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shail call ‘Enlightenment Humanism’: we could also
call it ‘Enlightenment Subjectivism’ or ‘Enlighten-
ment Antirealism’; this way of thinking goes back
substantially to the great eighteenth-century en-
lightenment philosopher Immanuel Kant. Accord-
ing to its central tenet, it is really we human beings,
we men and women, who structure the world, who
are responsible for its fundamental outline and lin-
caments. Naturally enough, a view as startling as
this comes in several forms. According to Jean Paul
Sartre and his existentialist friends, we do this world-
structuring freely and individually; according to
Ludwig Wittgenstein and his followers we do it
communally and by way of language; according to
Kant himself it is done by the transcendental ego
which, oddly enough, is neither one nor many, being
itself the source of the one-many structure of the
world. So two of the parties 1o this three-way con-
test are Perennial Naturalism and Enlightenment
Humanism; the third party, of course, is Christian
theism. Of course there are many unthinking and ill-
conceived combinations, much blurring of lines,
many cross currents and eddies, many halfway
houses, much halting between two opinions. Never-
theless T think these are the three basic contempo-
rary Western ways of looking at reality, three
basically religious ways of viewing ourselves and the
world. The conflict is real, and of profound impor-
tance. The stakes, furthermore, are high; this is a
battle for men’s souls.

Now it would be excessively naive to think that
contemporary science is religiously and theologi-
cally neutral, standing serenely above this battle and
wholly irrelevant to it. Perhaps paris of science are
like that: mathematics, for example, and perhaps
physics, or parts of physics—although even in these
areas there are connections.” Other parts are obvi-
ously and deeply involved in this battle: and the
closer the science in question is to what is distinc-
tively human, the decper the involvement.

To turn to the bit of science in question, the the-
ory of evolution plays a fascinating and crucial role
in contemporary Western culture. The enormous
controversy about it is what is most striking, a con-
troversy that goes back to Darwin and continues full
force today. Evolution is the regular subject of court-
room drama; one such trial—the spectacular Scopes
trial of 1925—has been made the subject of an ex-
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tremely popular film. Fundamentalists regard evolu-
tion as the work of the Devil. In academia, on the
other hand, it is an idol of the contemporary tribe; it
serves as a shibboleth, a litmus test distinguishing the
ignorant and bigoted fundamentalist goats from the
properly acculurated and scientifically receptive
sheep. Apparently this litmus test extends far beyond
the confines of this terrestrial globe: according to the
Ouxford biologist Richard Dawkins, “If superior crea-
tures from space ever visit earth, the first question
they will ask, in order to assess the level of our civi-
lization, is: ‘Have they discovered evolution yet?"” In-
deed many of the experts—for example, Dawkins,
William Provine, Stephen Gould—display a sort of
revulsion at the very idea of special creation by God,
as if this idea is not merely not good science, but
somehow a bit obscene, or at least unseemly; it bor-
ders on the immoral; it is worthy of disdain and con-
tempt. In some circles, confessing to finding evolution
attractive will get you disapproval and ostracism and
may lose you your job; in others, confessing doubts
about evolution will have the same doleful effect. In
Darwin’s day, some suggested that it was all well and
good to discuss evolution in the universitiecs and
among the cognoscents; they thought public discussion
unwise, however; for it would be a shame if the lower
classes found out about it. Now, ironically enough,
the shoe is sometimes on the other foot; it is the
devotees of evolution who sometimes express the
fear that public discussion of doubts and difficulties
with evolution could have harmful political effects.®
So why all the furor? The answer is cbvious: evo-
lution has deep religious connections; deep conmnec-
tions with how we understand ourselves at the most
fundamental level. Many evangelicals and funda-
mentalists see in it a threat to the faith, they don’t
want it taught to their children, at any rate as scien-
tifically established fact, and they see acceptance of
it as corroding proper acceptance of the Bible. On
the other side, among the secularists, evolution
functions as a myth, in a technical sense of that term:
a shared way of understanding ourselves at the deep
level of religion, a deep interpretation of ourselves to
ourselves, a way of telling us why we are here, where
we come from, and where we are going.
It was serving in this capacity when Richard
Dawkins (according to Peter Medawar, “one of the
most brilliant of the rising generation of biologists™)
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leaned over and remarked to A. J. Ayer at one of those
clegant, candle-lit, bibulous Oxford dinners that he
couldn’t imagine being an athcist before 1859 (the
year Darwin’s Origin of Species was published); *al-
though atheism might have been logically tenable be-
fore Darwin,” said he, “Darwin made it possible to be
an intellectually fulfilled atheist.”” (Let me recom-
mend Dawkins’ book to you: it is brilliantly writien,
unfailingly fascinating, and unterly wrongheaded. It
was sccond on the British best-seller list for some
considerable time, second only to Mamie Jenkins' Hip
and Thigh Dier) Dawkins goes on:

All appearances to the contrary, the only watch-
maker in nature is the blind forces of physics,
albeit deployed in a very special way. A true
watchmaker has foresight: he designs his cogs
and springs, and plans their interconnections,
with a future purpose in his mind’s eye. Nawral
selection, the blind, unconscious automatic
process which Darwin discovered, and which
we now know is the explanation for the ex-
istence and apparently purposeful form of all
life, has no purpose in mind. It has no mind and
no mind’s eye. It does not plan for the future, It
has no vision, no foresight, no sight at ail. If it
can be said to play the role of watchmaker in
nature, it is the blind watchmaker (p. 3).

Evolution was functioning in that same mythic ca-
pacity in the remark of the famous zoologist G. G.
Simpson: after posing the question “What is man?”
he answers, “The point I want to make now is that
all actempts to answer that question before 1859 are
worthless and that we will be better off if we ignore
them completely.”® Of course it also functions in
that capacity in serving as a litmus test to distinguish
the ignorant fundamentalists from the properly en-
lightened cognoscents; it functions in the same way in
many of the debates, in and out of the courts, as to
whether it should be taught in the schools, whether
other views should be given equal time, and the like.
Thus Michael Ruse: “the fight against creationism is
a fight for all knowledge, and that battle can be won
if we all work to see that Darwinism, which has had
a great past, has an even greater future.”?

The essential point here is really Dawkins’ point:
Darwinism, the Grand Evolutionary Story, makes it
possible to be an intellectually fulfilled atheist. What

he means is simple enough. If you are Christian, or a
theist of some other kind, you have a ready answer o
the question, how did it all happen? How is it that
there are all the kinds of floras and faunas we behold;
how did they all get here? The answer, of course, is
that they have been created by the Lord. But if you
are not a believer in God, things are enormously mote
difficult. How did all these things get here? How did
life get started and how did it come to assume its
present multifarious forms? It seems monumentaily
implausible to think these forms just popped into ex-
istence; that goes contrary to all our experience. So
how did it happen? Atheism and Secularism need an
answer to this question. And the Grand Evolutionary
Story gives the answer; somehow life arose from non-
living matter by way of purely natural means and in
accord with the fundamental laws of physics; and
once life started, all the vast profusion of contempo-
rary plant and animal life arose from those early
ancestors by way of common descent, driven by ran-
dom variation and natural selection. I said earlier that
we can’t automatcally identfy the deliverances of
reasan with the teaching of current science because
the teaching of current science keeps changing. Here
we have another reason for resisting that identifica-
tion: a good deal more than reason goes into the ac-
ceptance of such a theory as the Grand Evolutonary
Story. For the nontheist, evolution is the only game in
town; it i5 an essential part of any reasonably com-
plete nontheistic way of thinking; hence the devotion
to it, the suggestons that it shouldn’t be discussed in
public, and the venom, the theological odium with
which dissent is greeted.

B. The Likelihood of Evolution

Of course the fact that evolution makes it possible to
be a fulfilled atheist doesn’t show either that the the-
oty isn’t true or that there isn’t power{ul evidence
for it. Well then, how likely is it that this theory is
true? Suppose we think about the question from an
explicitly theistic and Christian perspective; but
suppose we temporarily sct to one side the evidence,
whatever exactly it is, from early Genesis. From this
perspective, how good is the evidence for the theory
of evolution?

The first thing to see is that a number of different
large-scale claims fali under this general rubric of
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evolution. First, there is the claim that the earth is very
old, perhaps some 4.5 billion years old: The Ancient
Earth Thesis, as we may call it. Second, there is the
claim that life has progressed from relatively simple to
relatively complex forms of life. In the beginning there
was relatively simple unicellular life, perhaps of the
sort represented by bacteria and blue green algae, or
perhaps still simpler unknown forms of life. (Although
bacteria are simple compared to some other living be-
ings, they are in fact enormously complex creatures.)
Then more complex unicellular life, then relatively
simple multicellular life such as seagoing worms,
coral, and jelly fish, then fish, then amphibia, then rep-
tiles, birds, mammals, and finally, as the culmination
of the whole process, human beings: the Progress The-
si5, as we humans may like to call it (jelly fish might
have a different view as to where the whole process
culminates). Third, there is the Common Ancestry The-
sis: that life originated at only one place on earth, all
subsequent life being related by descent to those orig-
inal living creatures—the claim that, as Stephen
Gould puts it, there is a “tree of evolutionary descent
linking all organisms by tes of genealogy.”'" Accord-
ing to the Common Ancestry Thesis, we are literally
cousins of all living things—horses, oak trees and even
poison ivy—distant cousins, no doubt, but still
cousins. (This is much easier to imagine for some of
us than for others.) Fourth, there is the claim that
there is a (naturalistic) explanation of this development
of life from simple to complex forms; call this thesis
Darwinism, because according to the most popular
and well-known suggestions, the evolutionary mecha-
nistm would be natural selection operating on random
genetic mutation (due to copy error or ultra violet ra-
diation or other causes); and this is similar to Darwin’s
proposals. Finally, there is the claim that life itself de-
veloped from non-living mauer without any special
creative activity of God but just by virtue of the ordi-
nary laws of physics and chemistry: call this the Nartu-
ralistic Origins Thesis. These five theses are of course
importantly different from each other. They are also
logically independent in pairs, except for the third and
fourth theses: the fourth enrails the third, in that you
can’t sensibly propose a mechanism or an explanation
for evolution without agreeing that evolution has in-
deed occurred. The combination of all five of these
theses is what I have been calling “The Grand Evolu-
tionary Story’; the Common Ancestry Thesis together

with Darwinism {remember, Darwinism isn't the view
that the mechanism driving evoluton is just what Dar-
win says it is) is what one most naturally thinks of as
the Theory of Evolution.

So how shall we think of these five theses? First,
let me remind you once more that I am no expert in
this area. And second, let me say that, as I see it, the
empirical or scientific evidence for these five differ-
ent claims differs enormously in quality and quan-
tity. There is excellent evidence for an ancient earth:
a whole series of interlocking different kinds of evi-
dence, some of which is marshalled by Howard van
Till in The Fourth Day. Given the strength of this ev-
idence, one would need powerful evidence on the
other side—from Scriptural considerations, say—in
order to hold sensibly that the earth is young. There
is less evidence, but still good evidence in the fossil
record for the Progress Thesis, the claim that there
were bacteria before fish, fish before reptiles, rep-
tiles before mammals, and mice before men (or
wombats before women, for the feminists in the
crowd). The third and fourth theses, the Common
Ancestry and Darwinian Theses, are what is com-
monly and popularly identified with evolution; I
shall return to them in a moment. The fourth thesis,
of course, is no more likely than the third, sinc¢e it in-
cludes the third and proposes a mechanism to ac-
count for it. Finally, there is the fifth thesis, the
Naturalistic Origins Thesis, the claim that life arose
by naturalistic means. This seems to me to be for the
most part mere arrogant bluster; given our present
state of knowledge, I believe it is vastly less probabile,
on our present evidence, than is its denial. Darwin
thought this claim very chancy; discoveries since
Darwin and in particular recent discoveries in mo-
lecular biology make it much less likely than it was
in Darwin’s day. [ can’t summarize the evidence and
the difficulties here.!!

Now return to evolution more narrowly so-called:
the Common Ancestry Thesis and the Darwinian
Thesis. Contemporary intellectual orthodoxy is
summarized by 