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Recently the scientific community and a large segment of the public have been 
confronted again with the pros and cons of evolution and creation. This was oc
casioned by a controversy that started in 1969 over certain inclusions or omissions 
in the presentation of explanatory matter on origins in California elementary 
school science textbooks. The California discussion, which became especially ac
tive in 1972, was followed later by similar conflicts in several other states.

A number of the speakers at the meetings of the California State Board of Edu
cation, and some of the commentators, compared this controversy to the Scopes 
trial on evolution in Tennessee in 1925. There was one great difference, however, 
between the 1972 discussion in Sacramento and the Scopes trial in Dayton, Ten
nessee —  and this was the presence in California of trained scientists who sup
ported the creationists’ position. In the Tennessee trial there were no scientists 
supporting William Jennings Bryan’s defense of creation, whereas Clarence Dar- 
row had several internationally known scientists aiding him in the vindication of 
evolution. Bryan, of course, was neither a scientist nor a trained theologian, but a 
politician.

This difference of open public support of creation by several scientists in 1972 
no doubt resulted, to a large extent, from the founding after 1925 of a number of 
organizations of scientists who were also professed Christians. They studied, dis
cussed, and wrote about the conflicts between science and religion, and particu
larly between evolution and creation. There had been such organizations before 
the Scopes trial: the Victoria Institute in England (founded in 1872), the Chris
tian Society of Natural Scientists and Physicians in the Netherlands (1902), and 
the Keplerbund in Germany (1907), which is said to have had some 8,000 mem
bers in 1920 and which was dissolved by Hitler in 1941. All of these organiza
tions published journals and (in some cases) books.
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Also since 1925, the American Scientific Affiliation was founded (at present it 
has over 2,200 members) ; the Inter-Varsity Fellowship, with a special section 
called the Research Scientists’ Christian Fellowship; the Creation Research So
ciety; the Bible-Science Association; and the Creation Science Research Center. 
The Adventist church joined this movement of inquiry into the science-creation 
relationship through the establishment of the Geoscience Research Institute 
(1958). (All these organizations and centers have their own journals or papers, 
also.) Besides these, a number of smaller societies were formed, most of which 
are no longer active.

Through their regional and annual meetings and their periodicals, these socie
ties encouraged investigations and discussions, and slowly the weaknesses in their 
own understanding and convictions (as well as in some of the claims of materi
alistic evolutionists) became evident. With awareness came greater freedom to 
state their views within the scientific community in regard to creation and evolu
tion. Also, it became clearer that the views of these groups, and of individual 
members within each group, were far from uniform. This difference in perspec
tive resulted in the formation of the Creation Research Society by former mem
bers of the American Scientific Affiliation, because the organizers of the new so
ciety insisted on one specific literal interpretation of the scriptural statement of 
creation.

At the 1972 meeting in Sacramento it became clear that at least one of the 
factors contributing to the tension between creationists and evolutionists was the 
failure to have had adequate dialogue earlier. This lack in turn prevented the 
formulation of a careful definition of the basic issues that separated them and 
likewise obscured recognition of the great variety of viewpoints present in each 
group, especially among the creationists. It is interesting that some of the evolu
tionists who contributed to the discussion before the Board of Education claimed 
to believe in some form of creation. In this connection it is worth noting that in 
1951 Walter H. Belda said in the Quarterly Review o f  B iology  (26 :40 ) :

It might be maintained that biology should be taught without religious implications. How
ever, to assume the activity of a Creator is no more out of place in a textbook of biology than 
to defend a mechanistic interpretation of the origin of life, since biology as such offers evi
dence neither for nor against creation.

One may enthusiastically agree with Belda and still differ with him on his last 
statement —  as I do, believing that the living world and the universe do indeed 
offer evidence for the existence of a Creator.

W hat should be the position of an Adventist scientist in such discussion ? To 
some it may seem somewhat surprising that the answers by Adventist scientists 
will not always be the same —  since besides being scientists, they are also indi-
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v id u al p erso n a litie s  w ith  in d iv id u al o p in io n s, u n d e rsta n d in g s , a n d  b eliefs , n o t to  

m e n tio n  p reju d ices. I p re su m e  th a t  th e  sam e co u ld  be said  o f  A d v e n tis t  th e o lo 

g ian s. T h e  sta te m e n ts  I w ill m ak e , th e re fo re , a re  m y o w n  an d  p a rta k e  o f  th e  

ab o v e  lim ita tio n s.

First, an d  p e rh ap s se lf-e v id e n t, th e  scien tist w h o  is a  C h ris tia n  m u st k n o w  as  

cle a rly  as h e  can  th e  reaso n s fo r  th e  b eliefs  h e  h o ld s on  c re a tio n , an d  h e  sh ou ld  

h a v e  a  th o ro u g h  g ra sp , as w e ll, o f  to d a y ’s th e o ry  o f  e v o lu tio n  if  h e  is g o in g  to  p a r 

tic ip a te  in th e  cu rre n t d ia lo g u e .

Second, h e  sh ou ld  ask h im se lf  re g a rd in g  an y p o in t o f  co n tro v e rsy , " I s  th is p o in t  

re a lly  v alid  ? I f  it is, is it a lso  im p o rta n t ?” T h is  se lf-q u e stio n in g  ap p lies to  d eta ils  

o f  th e  e v o lu tio n is t’s p o sitio n  as w ell as to  th e  c re a tio n is t’s p o sitio n . I t  is su rp ris

in g  h o w  a p ro b le m  so m etim es loses m u ch  o f  its sig n ifican ce  w h en  o n e  asks th e  

q u estion , " S o w h a t ? ’’

Third, th e  A d v e n tis t scien tist, as m u ch  as an yon e, an d  p e rh ap s even  m o re , m u st  

b rin g  all k inds o f  ev id en ce  to  b ear on any p ro b le m  h e  d eals  w ith , b o th  in his th e 

o lo g y  an d  in scien ce. H e re  o n e ’s co n ce p t o f  tru th  is b asic. I f  I b eliev e  th a t  tru th  is 

co n siste n t w ith  all o th e r tru th , th en  I m u st test m y v iew  o f  a d eta il o f  c re a tio n  

th e o ry  by all a v a ila b le  fa c ts  an d  lines o f  ev id en ce . I f  th ese  d o  n o t h a rm o n iz e  w ith  

m y b eliefs , th en  fu rth e r  study an d  re se a rch  a re  n eed ed . I f  a f te r  m o re  in v e stig a tio n  

m y p o sitio n  still p ro v es in co m p a tib le  w ith  o th e r ev id en ce , th en  I m u st h a v e  th e  

fo r titu d e  to  m o d ify  it, n o  m a tte r  h o w  m u ch  I m ay  h a v e  ch erish ed  th a t  p o sitio n . 

D o in g  this is n o t easy fo r  m o st in d ivid u als. U su a lly  it tak es co n sid e ra b le  tim e , 

esp ecia lly  if  o n e  h as h eld  a p a rtic u la r  v iew  fo r  m an y  y ears b e fo re  it b eco m es evi

d e n t th a t  th e  v iew  lack s v alid ity .

T ru th  is n ev er d eb ased  o r  th re a te n e d  by b ein g  co m p a re d  o r  ch eck ed  w ith  o th e r  

tru th s. I f  it is re a lly  v a lid , it is on ly  m a d e  c le a re r  an d  stro n g e r . T h e  h isto ry  o f  th e  

C h ris tia n  ch u rch  (a s  w ell as th e  h isto ry  o f  s c ie n ce ) sh ow s h o w  o fte n  w e  h a v e  h eld  

o n  ten acio u sly  to  b eliefs  even  w h en  th e  a ccu m u la tin g  ev id en ce  a g a in s t th e m  w as  

c le a r . Such  m a n ife s t b ias h as  been  d escrib ed  by A n d re w  W h ite  as re su ltin g  in a  

sta te  o f  w a r fa re  b etw een  scien ce  an d  th e o lo g y . F o r  m an y  C h ristia n s it is u n co m 

fo r ta b le  to  a d m it th a t th is w a r fa re  h as d ev elo p ed . I t  is even  m o re  d ifficult to  re a l

ize th a t  th e  w a r  is still g o in g  on  —  an d  th a t w e  m ay  be in v o lv ed  in it p e rso n a lly  

u n less w e  a re  w illin g  to  ch eck  o u r b eliefs  a g a in s t th e  to ta lity  o f  ev id en ce .

T ru th  h as  n o th in g  to  fe a r  fro m  clo se  in v e stig a tio n  an d  co m p a riso n , b e it  a  

ch u rch  d o g m a , a  p e rso n a l b elief , o r  a scien tific h y p o th esis  o r  th e o ry  th a t  is in 

v o lv ed . Such se lf-critic ism  h as ce rta in ly  tak en  p la ce  a m o n g  th e  p ro p o n e n ts  o f  e v o 

lu tio n  ev er sin ce th e  days o f  D a rw in . T h e r e  h as also  been  a co n tin u a l d iscu ssion  

an d  e v a lu a tio n  o f  th e  d o ctrin e s  o f  cre a tio n  w ith in  th e  C h ris tia n  co m m u n ity , in 

c lu d in g  th e  A d v e n tis t ch u rch . A n d  is it n o t o n e  o f  th e  h a llm a rk s  o f  b ein g  h u m a n
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an d  a liv e , c re a te d  in th e  im a g e  o f  G o d , th a t o n e  th in k s an d  w e ig h s ev id en ce , as  

A u g u stin e  h as  p o in ted  o u t so b e a u tifu lly  in his Confessions?
I t  seem s to  m e  p a rticu la rly  im p o rta n t, even  essen tial, th a t  in all b ib lical in te r

p re ta tio n  an d  C h ris tia n  d o c trin e  w e  re co g n iz e  an d  a cce p t as b asic  th e  p rin cip le  

th a t  such  in te rp re ta tio n  an d  d o ctrin e  m u st n o t be in co m p a tib le  w ith  an y fa c ts  

k n o w n  by m a n , a n d  th a t  an y k ind  o f  ev id en ce , fro m  even  th e  m o st critica l s ch o la r

sh ip  th a t  m ig h t b e b ro u g h t to  b ear on  any p o sitio n  w e  h o ld , m u st be w e lco m e . I f  

o n e  re jects  th is fu n d a m e n ta l r ig h t o f  a ll a re a s  o f  h u m a n  re se a rch  to  b e h e a rd  w ith  

u tm o st re sp e ct on  an y th e o lo g ica l p o sitio n  w h e re  th e ir  findings a re  a p p lica b le , 

th en  su ch  re je ctio n  by th e  th e o lo g ia n  o r th e  lay  C h ristia n  w ill m a k e  fu rth e r  d ia 

lo g u e  a lm o st m ean in g less . Such d en ial o f  e x is tin g  ev id en ce  m ay  w ell aid  in th e  

a lie n a tio n  o f  still m o re  m em b ers o f  th e  w o rld  o f  sch o la rsh ip  fro m  p ossib le  in te r

a ctio n  w ith  th o se  w h o  c la im  in sp ira tio n  fo r  S crip tu re , an d  fro m  re ce iv in g  th e  real  

m e ssa g e  o f  th o se  S crip tu res. I f  b ib lical in te rp re ta tio n  is to  b e co m e  as m e a n in g fu l  

as it sh o u ld , it m u st be a tte n tiv e  to  all th e  fa cts  a v a ila b le  to  m o d e rn  m an .

W h e n  I s ta te  th a t  I b eliev e  S crip tu re  te a ch e s th a t o u r e a rth  m ay  be o n ly  six  to  

e ig h t th o u sa n d  years o ld , im m e d ia te ly  I p u t th a t  s ta te m e n t in a ca te g o ry  w h e re  it 

is ex p o se d  to  ev id en ce  fro m  o th e r d iscip lines th a t p o in t to  an  e a rth  an d  th e  life  

u p o n  it as m u ch  o ld e r, an d  I m u st e x p e c t critica l re a ctio n  to  m y p o sitio n  by th ese  

d iscip lin es. I f  I b eliev e  th a t  m y v iew  o f  th e  e a r th ’s a g e  is in d eed  c o rre c t, I sh ou ld  

n o t be a fra id  to  e x p o se  it to  o th e r ev id en ce , sin ce tru th  is h o listic , in  h a rm o n y  w ith  

all o th e r  tru th . I f  I sh rin k  aw ay  fro m  this p rin cip le , I am  d en y in g  th e  u n ity  o f  

tru th , o f  G o d ’s cre a tio n  an d  its o rd e r. T h e  u n iv erse  th en  b eco m es irra tio n a l, G o d  

stan d s in jeo p a rd y  o f  b ein g  accu sed  o f  d ecep tio n , an d  th e  very  fo u n d a tio n  o f  b e

lie f  an d  tru st in h im  b egin s to  d isap p ear.

T h e r e  a re  tim es w h en  th e  d a ta  a v a ila b le  o n  all asp ects  o f  a p ro b le m  a re  insuffi

c ie n t to  m a k e  an  h o n e st, in te llig e n t ch o ice  b etw een  w h a t th e  o p tio n s a p p e a r to  be, 

an d  I m ay  h a v e  to  su sp end  m y ju d g m e n t a t th a t p o in t an d  say, " I  d o  n o t k n o w .” 

B u t I m u st n o t le t m y te m p o ra ry  in ab ility  to  p ro d u ce  a h a rm o n iz a tio n  o f  th e  fa cts , 

as I k n o w  th e m , b e co m e  an  excu se  so th a t I av o id  m a k in g  an  h o n e st d ecision  

w h en  fu rth e r  ev id en ce  b ecom es a v ailab le . T im e  an d  fu rth e r  re se a rch  m ay  h elp  

m e  so lv e  th e  p ro b lem .

T o  be ab le  to  liv e  co m fo rta b ly  w ith  such a  situ atio n  an d  still co n tin u e  to  search  

fo r  tru th , I m u st b e fu lly  co n v in ced  th a t  all tru th  is u ltim a te ly  in u n ity , n o t c o n tra 

d ic to ry  in any o f  its asp ects . I am  n o t th re a te n e d , th en , by n ew  an d  p e rh a p s u n e x 

p e cte d  fa c ts , by d ifferen ces o f  o p in io n , o r by th e  a p p e a ra n ce  o f  seem in g  c o n tra d ic 

tio n s, sin ce re a l co n tra d ic tio n s  d o  n o t ex ist. N e w  fa c ts  an d  v alid  syn th eses w ill 

alw ay s be w e lco m e d  —  b ecau se  th ey  co n tin u a lly  e n la rg e  o u r u n d e rsta n d in g  o f  

th e  u n iv erse  in w h ich  w e  live  an d  o f  th e  G o d  w h o  m a d e  it.
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If the harmony of all truth had been accepted as a guiding principle in the dis
cussions between science and religion when the tensions between them began to 
develop, most of the heat, bitterness, and frustration that resulted would have 
been avoided. Working together toward the attainment of more and more under
standing of all truth, theologians and scientists would have corrected and stimu
lated each other far more than has been the case generally. From a historical 
standpoint, I must say that dogmatic theology seems to have been more at fault in 
preventing this walking together in a common search than has dogmatic science 
—  since by its very nature science has tended to become insatiably inquiring and 
investigative. Or perhaps the time was not yet ripe for such cooperation and un
derstanding, and man needed more time to grow.

But certainly the day has now come for such a working together to obtain as 
clear a picture as possible of the truth about things as they are and of the God 
who is. One can hope that those who participate in the discussion of the conflicts 
that seem to exist between religion and science will base their approach to the 
problems on the concept of harmony and unity of all truth. If  this occurs, it will 
indeed be a new day in the long warfare between science and theology.
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