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INTRODUCTION

HOW DID WE GET HERE?

HUGH ROSS, DEBORAH HAARSMA,
AND KENNETH KEATHLEY


THIS BOOK IS THE RESULT of an unprecedented project. What happens when you bring together three groups who disagree about key points of science and theology but share a love for Jesus? Is it possible to overcome mistrust? To present one’s own position without attacking others’? To develop an attitude of humble learning instead of winning a debate? In today’s hyperpolarized culture, such dialogue seems nearly impossible. Yet because of our shared love for Christ, who calls the church to unity, and our shared excitement for studying God’s creation, we were able to find the common ground needed for genuine dialogue about our differences. In this book we invite you to listen in as we talk together about what we’ve learned over the last several years of conversation.

The dialogue began between leaders of Reasons to Believe (RTB) and future leaders of BioLogos in the years leading up to the founding of BioLogos in 2007. In 2011 a group of Southern Baptist seminary professors (representing the Southern Baptist Convention or SBC) began conversations with BioLogos, and by 2013 the three-way dialogue was in full swing. These groups represent a range of positions on the issues of creation and evolution. National surveys show that most Southern Baptists accept the young-earth creation view. This view is the most well-known: God created the earth and life several thousand years ago, and Genesis 1 refers to six literal twenty-four-hour days. This book will not address young-earth views in detail but will focus on two others: old-earth creation as presented by RTB, and evolutionary creation as presented by BioLogos. Both RTB and BioLogos believe that God created the universe several billion years ago and that Genesis 1 can be interpreted in ways that are at least as faithful to the authority and message of the text while not contradicting the evidence for an old universe. The groups differ, however, in their views on biological evolution, their interpretive approach to Genesis 1, and some theological positions. This book will introduce you to the views of each group and present a robust discussion of areas where they agree and disagree.

We begin with introductions to the two organizations from their respective leaders.


REASONS TO BELIEVE

Hugh Ross

Reasons to Believe (RTB) began in 1986 when the church where Hugh Ross served as minister of evangelism commissioned him to launch a science evangelism organization. Though it started small—with a dozen volunteers, a three-hundred-name mailing list, and an inventory of Hugh’s booklets on Genesis 1—within a year RTB was able to move from an office in Hugh and Kathy Ross’s apartment to a seven-hundred-square-foot space rented from the church. Today, the paid staff at RTB numbers almost forty and the volunteer teams exceed one thousand people.

The goal of RTB is to gather and train volunteers from all walks of life, not just the sciences, to join us in our common mission. That mission is to use the ever-expanding knowledge and understanding of the book of nature to show people not yet committed to Jesus Christ the inspiration and inerrancy of the book of Scripture. We then seek to demonstrate God’s fingerprints inscribed on nature and through those evidences persuade unbelievers to dedicate their lives to Christ as Creator, Lord, and Savior. RTB sees science as the primary tool (see Ps 19; Rom 1) for persuading unbelievers that God “exists and that he rewards those who earnestly seek him” (Heb 11:6).

As an apologetics organization, RTB focuses on ventures proven most effective in reaching unchurched youth and adults for Christ. Rather than exposing flaws and contradictions in competing worldviews, RTB concentrates on building a positive case for Christianity through a testable biblical creation model. In the spirit of 1 Peter 3:15-16, RTB is committed to researching and proclaiming sound reasons for hope in Christ with gentleness, respect, and a clear conscience. In the spirit of 2 Corinthians 5:18-20, RTB engages Christians with differing creation theologies with the goal of pursuing reconciliation through love, truth, and peace so that non-Christians observing these dialogues may be encouraged to trust us in helping them to be reconciled to Christ.




BIOLOGOS

Deborah Haarsma

BioLogos was founded by Francis Collins, one of the world’s leading biologists and the current director of the National Institutes of Health. In 2006, after he led the Human Genome Project, he published The Language of God: A Scientist Presents Evidence for Belief. This book recounts his own development from atheism to Christian belief. He argues that science is not in conflict with biblical faith and presents an active, caring God who created the diversity of life through evolutionary processes. These views attracted widespread curiosity, both from secular scientists who had never heard a leading scientist speaking positively about Christianity and from evangelical Christians who had never heard an evangelical speaking positively about evolution. As the book rose in popularity, Collins’s inbox was inundated with questions, leading him to start the BioLogos website to address a few of the most common questions.

Today, our website has over a thousand articles, videos, testimonies, and sermons discussing questions of science and Christian faith. Over a million people visit the site per year. Our online discussion boards have attracted people from across the spectrum, from young-earth creationists to mainline Christians to agnostics, atheists, and followers of other religions. BioLogos also sponsors workshops for teachers, academic conferences for scientists and theologians, and gatherings for pastors and faith leaders. Too many people have left the church or felt they couldn’t commit their lives to God because they perceived science (particularly biological evolution) to be the enemy of Christianity. Our goal is to call such people back to faith or invite them to consider the gospel for the first time, as we proclaim Christ as the Creator of all things in heaven and on earth (Col 1:16). We strive for humility and gracious dialogue with those who hold other views so that our conversations may be filled with the fragrance of Christ (2 Cor 2:15).




HOW DID THE DIALOGUE BEGIN?

Hugh Ross and Darrel Falk

The relationship between RTB and BioLogos formally began on October 17, 2006, when biochemist Fazale “Fuz” Rana and physicist Dave Rogstad of RTB interviewed BioLogos founder Francis Collins for RTB’s Creation Update webcast.1 Informally, the relationship began much earlier. Hugh Ross interviewed future BioLogos scholar Jeff Schloss on altruism and human exceptionalism for several television episodes in the early 1990s. In the late 1990s BioLogos geneticist Darrel Falk had meetings with Rana and Ross, and Ross and astrophysicist Jeff Zweerink interacted with Deborah Haarsma in her capacity as executive director of the chr-astro website.

The next formal meeting was on June 22, 2009, when Falk, then president of BioLogos, had lunch with RTB’s scholar team. Afterward the RTB scholars and Falk had a phone meeting with Collins, where we discussed getting the leaders of BioLogos and RTB together for a private, day-long dialogue. Before that dialogue, on August 24, 2009, Falk met for several hours with Rana and Ross at RTB’s headquarters and by phone with Lynn Carta, an RTB volunteer who heads up a government biology research lab.

The first dialogue between the BioLogos and RTB leadership teams occurred on January 23, 2010, in Collins’s home. The BioLogos participants included Francis Collins, Peter Enns, Darrel Falk, and Jeff Schloss. The RTB participants were Lynn Carta, Fuz Rana, Hugh Ross, and Kenneth Samples. The purpose of the meeting was to clarify areas of agreement and disagreement and to establish goals for future dialogue between the two organizations. Four goals were agreed on:


	Clarify for each other our beliefs about and positions on various aspects of creation and evolution.


	Outline the means by which at least some of the more significant differences between us could be resolved.


	Set up public forums that will allow both Christians and non-Christians to learn about our respective positions on specific creation and evolution issues, observe our dialogue, and then engage in conversation with us.


	Consider how our interactions with one another might model for the Christian community how to approach differences in perspective and interpretation.




Leaders of the organizations met again to pursue these goals in Laguna Beach, California (September 14, 2010), Newport Beach, California (August 23, 2012), and Stone Mountain, Georgia (October 3–5, 2013). Meanwhile, public forums and debates where BioLogos and RTB presented their areas of agreement and disagreement on biblical creation texts and on the origin and history of life and humanity took place in Vancouver, British Columbia (November 11–14, 2010), Hong Kong (February 18–19, 2011), Amelia Island, Florida (February 26–29, 2012), Wheaton, Illinois (March 29, 2012), KKLA radio in Southern California (July 10, 2012), Anaheim, California (July 14, 2012), Atlanta (October 3, 2013), and Azusa, California (February 11, 2014). The first public forum involving Southern Baptist theologians as moderators occurred at the Evangelical Theological Society conference in San Diego on November 19, 2014.

Meetings focused on the development of this book that involved all or nearly all of the authors occurred in New Orleans (May 2014), San Diego (November 2014), and Wake Forest, North Carolina (April–May 2015). For a complete history of the BioLogos-RTB-SBC relationship, see “History of the BioLogos–Reasons to Believe Dialogue” by Hugh Ross.2




SOUTHERN BAPTIST THEOLOGIANS’
ROLE AS DIALOGUE MODERATORS

Kenneth Keathley

In 2011, Darrel Falk and Ken Keathley met during a conference at Pepperdine University. Falk had not yet retired from being president of BioLogos, and Keathley was (and remains) a professor of theology at Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary, a Southern Baptist school in Wake Forest, North Carolina. Their conversations led to Falk inviting Keathley and other SBC professors to enter into a dialogue with BioLogos. The dialogue was published as a series of blog posts on the BioLogos website, titled “Southern Baptist Voices.”3 This initial exchange resulted in further SBC involvement in the Reasons to Believe–BioLogos conversation.

One can safely say that the Southern Baptist seminary professors involved in the dialogue represent conservative evangelicalism. They subscribe to the Baptist Faith and Message (the SBC’s confessional document) and to the Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy. Both documents affirm the verbal-plenary inspiration of Scripture, which ensures that the Bible is the infallible final authority in all matters of faith and practice. Each SBC participant is a committed inerrantist.

In many ways, the Southern Baptist participants have served the dialogue as the intended audience. They posed questions, asked follow-up questions, and at times expressed concerns about the answers they received. The conversations were sometimes frank but always affectionate. Our meetings began with worship, and this spirit of worship continued throughout the dialogue.




GOAL AND STRUCTURE OF THIS BOOK

This book is not a traditional two-views debate. Given the scope of the science-faith issues that both organizations address and the technical nature of much of the science and theology involved in their respective creation models, it is not possible in a single volume for either, let alone both organizations to defend their models. Rather, this book’s purpose is to help lay readers identify science-faith issues, comprehend what the two organizations stand for, understand the nature of their dialogue and what the two organizations hope to achieve through it, and appreciate how they and the church at large can benefit from the conversation.

To ensure that this part of the dialogue between RTB and BioLogos does not veer from these purposes and that the two organizations truly engage one another, a team of Southern Baptist theologians agreed to moderate. Through initial and follow-up questions these theologians assisted the respective authors in developing their contributions to each chapter. They also provided theological commentary on the contributions.

Jesus declared, “By this everyone will know that you are my disciples, if you love one another” (Jn 13:35). This love has not always been evident among Christians engaging one another on science-faith issues. The hostility and character assaults expressed by many creationists toward fellow believers have become a stumbling block for unbelievers.

A major purpose of this book is to demonstrate that two creationist organizations can strongly disagree with one another while treating one another with Christian charity, respect, and a willingness to seriously consider the merits of an opposing position. Both organizations and the Southern Baptist moderators intend that this dialogue will serve as a model for how Christians can lovingly pursue reconciliation on this and other controversies threatening to divide the church.

This book is the beginning of a written dialogue between the two organizations. It ends with a roadmap for how we hope the dialogue and the pursuit of reconciliation will proceed, not only through future books and articles but also through public speaking venues.

BioLogos, Reasons to Believe, and the Southern Baptist moderators desire to enlist the rest of the Christian community in their dialogue and pursuit of reconciliation. We are convinced that the engagement of the larger Christian community will lead to many opportunities for all Christians to present sound reasons and evidences for the Christian faith to unbelievers. We pray too that this book will attract many non-Christians to observe our interaction and thereby be exposed to evidences for Christianity they may never have previously considered.
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BOUNDARIES

WHAT VIEWS DEFINE YOUR ORGANIZATION?

ROBERT STEWART, DEBORAH HAARSMA,
HUGH ROSS, AND KENNETH SAMPLES



SBC MODERATOR ROBERT STEWART

I have very much enjoyed our dialogues. I have especially enjoyed the vibrant faith that is evident among members of both BioLogos and Reasons to Believe (RTB). I have also appreciated the respectful tone and even fellowship that has always been part of our dialogue sessions.

At least since the publication of Charles Darwin’s Origin of Species, Christians have been all over the map in terms of how to understand the relationship—or lack thereof—between science and theology. In recent times, various organizations that specifically focus on the relationship between Christianity and science have flourished among evangelicals. BioLogos and RTB are among the best-known and most-respected groups seeking to show the harmony that exists between Christianity and science.

There are two overarching domains that enter into this discussion: science and Christian theology. There are also two primary avenues of knowing who God is and what he has done: general revelation (the book of nature) and special revelation (Scripture). Science interprets nature while theology interprets Scripture. Thankfully, both BioLogos and RTB are composed of scientists who love theology and theologians who love science.

There are, however, significant differences between the two groups. I would like Deborah and Hugh to share briefly how their respective groups came to be and something of their purpose, core values, presuppositions, and methods, both scientifically and theologically. Please feel free to shape your responses to fit your group’s unique identity and mission.


Biologos Author Deborah Haarsma

Over many hours of conversation and fellowship together, Bob, Hugh, and others often asked about the views and organization of BioLogos. Here I give an overview and address common questions.

What is your mission? As described in the introduction, BioLogos was founded by Francis Collins, a world leader in genetics and an evangelical Christian. The mission of BioLogos is to invite the church and the world to see the harmony between science and biblical faith as we present an evolutionary understanding of God’s creation.

We hold to these core commitments:


	We embrace the historical Christian faith, upholding the authority and inspiration of the Bible.


	We affirm evolutionary creation, recognizing God as Creator of all life over billions of years.


	We seek truth, ever learning as we study the natural world and the Bible.


	We strive for humility and gracious dialogue with those who hold other views.


	We aim for excellence in all areas, from science to education to business practices.




What do we mean by the Christian faith? We mean the same core beliefs held by Christians over the millennia, from the Apostles’ and Nicene creeds to today. We believe in the Trinity—God the Father, Son, and Spirit. We believe that God created all things, visible and invisible. God transcends his creation and brought it from nothing (creatio ex nihilo); God is immanent in creation, actively participating in a creative and continuing sense (creatio continua); and God will transform the current order of things into his new creation (creatio ex vetere). All people are created in the image of God, yet all have sinned against God and are in need of God’s saving grace. God’s Son became incarnate in the person of Jesus of Nazareth as fully God and fully man. His physical death and historical bodily resurrection provide the only path to salvation and eternal life. The Holy Spirit convicts, equips, guides, and empowers God’s people today. The Bible, including all the books of the Old and New Testaments, is inspired by God, trustworthy, and authoritative for our faith and lives. These core Christian beliefs are not unique to Protestantism but are shared across Christendom. While the BioLogos community is centered in the evangelical Protestant world, we have awarded grants to Catholic scholars, discussed theological insights from the Eastern Orthodox world, and written about church fathers from all branches.

How does BioLogos get from biblical faith to evolution? John 1 and Colossians 1 teach that all things were made through Christ, and in him all things hold together. Because it is Christ’s creation, we are motivated to investigate the natural world and to take seriously the evidence we find there. That evidence tells a compelling story of evolutionary development of the diversity of life over billions of years. Thus we adhere to core Christian commitments while also accepting the scientific evidence for evolution as the current best description of how God brought about the diversity of life on earth. That includes the scientific evidence that humanity began nearly 200,000 years ago in a population of several thousand individuals.

Why use the term “evolutionary creation” rather than “theistic evolution”? It emphasizes God’s creation as the noun, with evolution as the modifier. The parallel with “young-earth creation” and “old-earth creation” highlights how all of these views agree that God created the world while disagreeing about how God acted.

How big is your tent? BioLogos is not a membership organization but a community gathered around the commitments described above. Our board, nine staff, and fellows completely affirm our mission statement, core commitments, and belief statement. Moving out from that center, our advisers, hundreds of guest blog authors, and other friends typically affirm most of these statements, but they are not required to sign an agreement. At times we invite guest blog authors with significantly different views because they have ideas worth discussing. Everyone, regardless of their views, is welcome on our online discussion boards, where the only requirements are to maintain a respectful tone and stay on topic.

One thing we discovered in our dialogue with RTB is that the BioLogos tent of viewpoints is larger than the RTB tent. Even among those who agree with all the BioLogos core commitments and belief statements, there is still a significant range of views that are fully within the organization. Consider the issue of human origins. Within the commitments stated above (e.g., God created humans in his image; they fell into sin; there were more than two individuals at the headwaters of humanity) there are several possible ways to understand Adam and Eve, including as two real historical figures who led a larger group. BioLogos actively fosters research and discussion among the different views on this topic, as discussed in chapter three.

In this volume, the BioLogos authors are speaking from within the BioLogos community, and what they write about here is within the bounds of our core commitments and belief statements. Keep in mind, however, that their view may not be the only view at BioLogos—others in the tent may disagree. The most prominent of such disagreements are noted in the respective chapters.

How does your view compare to other views? The BioLogos commitment to biblical faith gives us a strong basis for unity with Christians who disagree with us about science. Evolutionary creation clearly differs from young-earth creation (YEC)—the view that the earth and universe were made in six twenty-four-hour days only a few thousand years ago—yet we respect their commitment to Christ and biblical authority.

Our Christian commitments are the biggest difference between our views and those of atheistic evolution. In today’s culture, the word evolution has become closely tied to atheistic worldviews, to the point that many Christians find the word itself distasteful or even abhorrent. At BioLogos, however, we completely reject this connection—the science of evolution does not require an atheistic worldview! Instead, like most scientists, we use the word evolution to refer to a scientific process or theory, in the same way scientists refer to the theory of gravity or the process of photosynthesis. Consider the orbits of the planets around the sun. Most Christians are comfortable believing that God governs the motions of the planets and that gravity describes those orbits; the spiritual explanation and the scientific explanation are not mutually exclusive. Similarly, at BioLogos we believe that God governs the development of all life over billions of years and that the science of evolution is an accurate description of that process. Thus BioLogos rejects ideologies such as evolutionism that claim evolution has replaced God or renders humans insignificant or purposeless.

Similarly, BioLogos rejects worldviews such as materialism and scientism that claim that science is the sole source of knowledge and truth, that science has debunked God and religion, or that the physical world constitutes the whole of reality. Rather, we believe that God typically sustains the world using faithful, consistent processes that humans describe as “natural laws.” We reject ideologies such as deism that claim that the universe is self-sustaining, that God is no longer active in the natural world, or that God is not active in human history.

How do your views compare to those of RTB? RTB and BioLogos celebrate our common commitment to biblical Christianity and to science as a means of understanding God’s creation. Moreover, the groups agree on the importance of how we discuss these issues. BioLogos holds that conversations among Christians about controversial issues of science and faith can and must be conducted with humility, grace, honesty, and compassion as a visible sign of the Spirit’s presence in Christ’s body, the church. RTB has not only stated its shared commitment to this goal, but also actively demonstrated it in dialogue with us.

Both groups affirm that God reveals himself in two “books”: the book of nature and the book of Scripture (see, e.g., the Belgic Confession, article 2). Since both revelations are from God, they cannot conflict with each other—they might be referring to different things, but they are not saying contrary things. The apparent conflicts come at the level of interpretation, since scientists do not always agree on how to understand the natural world and Christians do not always agree on how to interpret the Bible. We at BioLogos agree with this statement on the RTB website about interpreting the two books:

We believe God’s two revelations (Scripture and nature) will agree when properly interpreted. When apparent contradictions arise, we reexamine the data—both biblical and scientific—recognizing that our understanding is incomplete. Sometimes the scientific data seems an unclear or awkward fit with the biblical data. But we see such instances as an opportunity to study both of God’s revelations more deeply.1


While both groups start from this framework, they come to significantly different conclusions about what the two books are revealing. The biggest areas of difference are scientific—namely, our respective views on the evolution of life and the origins of the human species. BioLogos finds compelling the scientific evidence that all life, including humans, descended from a common ancestor, and that natural evolutionary processes can bring about the development of species. Keep in mind that both groups believe that God created humans, even though we disagree on the methods God used to create.

Another key area of difference is our approach to biblical inerrancy. Both groups take the Bible seriously as inspired by God, trustworthy, and authoritative for our lives. The BioLogos tent, however, includes a range of views on inerrancy. Some actively embrace the term, viewing the Bible as inerrant in matters of faith and practice. Others, while taking Scripture seriously as authoritative and inspired, do not find inerrant to be a helpful term in describing their views. Most emphasize that Scripture was revealed in a prescientific context, in which God adapted his message to the understanding of the people of the time. Thus, God did not attempt to teach science to the ancient Hebrews. The Bible is God’s revelation for people of all times, but it was God’s word to the original audience before it came to us. That context is essential.

Our organizations have significant differences in how we view the relationship between the Bible and science. At BioLogos, we do not see the Bible as making particular scientific predictions, nor do we develop our own scientific model. Instead, we affirm the process of science taking place in the larger scientific community. We emphasize that the scientific method itself follows naturally from a biblical worldview, as it did for Boyle, Galileo, and Faraday, and that the truths discovered by scientists of any worldview are God’s truth. Thus the scientific conclusions we accept at BioLogos look much the same as those accepted by scientists of all worldviews. We don’t consider this surprising, since all scientists, including atheists, are studying the natural world, God’s general revelation. Where the views of BioLogos differ from most scientists is in the larger religious and philosophical perspective held around those purely scientific conclusions. Because of God’s special revelation in Scripture, we completely reject the claims made by militant atheists in the name of science.

Sometimes we at BioLogos are asked, “If your science looks just like the science of the secular world, why would you believe in God?” Our answer typically is, “For much the same reasons as other Christians.” We commit our lives to following Jesus for reasons such as a deep conviction of our need for a Savior, a spiritual experience of the Holy Spirit or of answered prayer, or seeing how the Bible rings true in our lives and in the world today. We typically see science as a limited tool, not equipped to answer religious questions about God and meaning. But when we view the natural world through the lens of Christian faith, we discover a vast, ancient, well-crafted, and extravagant creation that resonates, rather than clashes, with our biblical understanding of God. The heavens truly declare his glory.




Reasons to Believe Authors Hugh Ross and Kenneth Samples

The mission of Reasons to Believe is to spread the Christian gospel by demonstrating that sound reason and scientific research—including the very latest discoveries—consistently support, rather than erode, confidence in the truth of the Bible and faith in the personal, transcendent God revealed in both Scripture and nature.

Reasons to Believe is a three-decades-old organization. Even at its birth, as a desk and a table in Hugh and Kathy Ross’s apartment, the apologetics ministry was founded on the principle of big-tent participation. Volunteers from all walks of life, not just the sciences, gathered around the cofounders with the common mission to use their expanding knowledge and understanding of the book of nature to show people not yet committed to Jesus Christ the handiwork of God imprinted on nature—and, through those fingerprints of God, to persuade nonbelievers to dedicate their lives to the one and only Creator, Lord, and Savior.

Today, though many of the hundreds of staff and volunteers possess earned doctorates in scientific and theological disciplines, the majority do not. The diversity of educational, career, and ethnic backgrounds matches or exceeds that of any other existing nonprofit Christian organization. However, though the range of backgrounds is diverse, the theological perspectives and mission principles held by members of the RTB team are quite narrowly focused.

Every RTB staff member, visiting scholar, and chapter officer must sign a four-page doctrinal statement, a Christian behavior contract, and RTB’s mission statement. The doctrinal statement is explicitly Protestant and evangelical, patterned after Reformation creeds, but allows for a diversity of views on eschatology, spiritual gifts, and the paradox of human free will and divine predestination. Thus our tent includes individuals from virtually every Protestant denomination and even a few Roman Catholics and Coptic Orthodox Christians who wholeheartedly endorse our doctrinal, behavioral, and mission statements.

The doctrinal statement includes a strong commitment to biblical inerrancy. However, given the range of definitions evangelicals attach to the term, RTB requires its scholar team members to adhere to inerrancy as it is defined and applied by the International Council on Biblical Inerrancy (ICBI). In particular, RTB subscribes to the following ICBI statements concerning science and faith research:


	We affirm that any preunderstandings that the interpreter brings to Scripture should be in harmony with scriptural teaching and subject to correction by it.


	We deny that Scripture should be required to fit alien preunderstandings, inconsistent with itself, such as naturalism, evolutionism, scientism, secular humanism, and relativism.


	We affirm that since God is the author of all truth, then all truths, biblical and extrabiblical, are consistent and cohere, and that the Bible speaks truth when it touches on matters pertaining to nature, history, or anything else. We further affirm that in some cases extrabiblical data have value for clarifying what Scripture teaches, and for prompting correction of faulty interpretations.


	We deny that extrabiblical views ever disprove the teaching of Scripture or hold priority over it.


	We affirm the harmony of special and general revelation and therefore of biblical teaching with the facts of nature.


	We deny that any genuine scientific facts are inconsistent with the true meaning of any passage of Scripture.


	We affirm that Genesis 1–11 is factual, as is the rest of the book.


	We deny that the teachings of Genesis 1–11 are mythical and that scientific hypotheses about earth history or the origin of humanity may be invoked to overthrow what Scripture teaches about creation.2




In accordance with the ICBI, RTB also denies that the Holy Spirit in his inspiration of Scripture ever tolerates errors by the human authors.

RTB is committed to the two books doctrine of revelation (Belgic Confession, article 2) and to the complete harmony of a literal interpretation of the book of Scripture with a literal interpretation of the book of nature. We are all concordist in our theology, but none of us are hard concordists. We acknowledge that while much of Scripture and nature overlap in what they communicate, most of Scripture is silent on scientific matters and, though nearly all of nature’s record testifies of God, most of it does not address specific passages in the Bible.

Everyone at RTB views the Bible as a revelation for all generations of humanity. As such, we reject speculations that particular passages refer, for example, to dinosaurs, nonhuman hominids, or fundamental particles, since only postindustrial generations would even be aware of the existence of such components of the natural realm. We also reject the hypothesis that biblical texts are intended only for the contemporaries of the authors. As Peter explains in his first epistle, though all of Scripture has meaning for all generations, certain texts reveal more to future generations (1 Pet 1:10-12). Specifically, at RTB we believe the Bible possesses predictive power—the power to predict future historical events and scientific discoveries.

While RTB is an apologetics organization, our priority is evangelism. We restrict our apologetics research to those projects that can be developed into tools that will be effective in bringing unchurched adults to faith in Christ. We are not content to convert people to deism, theism, or belief in an intelligent designer. We note that such “conversions” often result in apathy toward God. Our goal, always, is to bring people into an eternal, personal relationship with Jesus Christ.

Another RTB commitment is to the development and dissemination of a biblical creation model to persuade unbelievers to become Christians. Recognizing that most people will cling to their worldview model, in spite of exposed flaws, until they see a better one to take its place, we focus our efforts on providing that better model. Our goal is to develop a biblical creation model that provides (1) the best explanation for all the data scientists have gleaned so far from nature’s record, (2) the most comprehensive explanation for everything observed in the natural realm, and (3) the greatest predictive success in anticipating future scientific discoveries.

While the doctrine of common grace would lead us to expect that much of the content of our creation model will perfectly accord with mainstream science, the doctrine of special grace leads us to conclude that significant parts will directly contradict. Scientific disciplines that will more evidently show this conflict are those that touch most closely on the exceptionalism of the nephesh animals (birds, mammals, and a few of the higher reptilian species that God endows with mind, will, and emotions so that they can bond with a higher species—humans—and serve and please them in exceptional ways). Also, the sciences demonstrating the exceptionalism of humans (whom God endows with a spirit so that they can bond with a higher being—God—and serve and please him) and that touch on the sinfulness of humanity, the personality of God, and God’s redemptive works will more strongly evidence this disconnect.

Our commonly held strategy at RTB is to use the areas of agreement with mainstream science to reassure educated nonbelievers that we value reason, logic, and a commitment to go wherever truth leads. We then use the areas of disagreement to persuade these same people to repent, to turn from their commitment to unsatisfactory or incomplete explanations of certain things evident in nature’s record and instead adopt a biblical creation model. We invite them to a God who exercises an active, not passive, role in ensuring over the history of the universe that humanity has all the resources it needs to fulfill their divinely assigned destiny.

Our mission field is not limited to atheists, agnostics, and nones. We also desire to reach Hindus, Buddhists, Muslims, Jews, SETI adherents, and others committed to a non-Christian intelligent design theology. Thus we endeavor to develop our biblical creation model in sufficient detail and breadth to challenge these intelligent design adherents to receive Jesus Christ as their personal Creator, Lord, and Savior.

Everyone at RTB holds to an interpretation of Genesis 1 that views the creation days as much longer in duration than twenty-four hours. We also believe the days are chronological and are primarily, but not exclusively, intended to communicate God’s interventions in shaping natural history. These interpretations lead us to expect a scientific dichotomy between the prehuman eras of natural history (the first six creation days) and to the human era (God’s seventh day of resting from his work of creation). We would expect methodological naturalism to entirely explain natural phenomena during God’s day of resting (the human era), but would expect it to fail to provide an adequate explanation of all natural phenomena during the six days of creation (the prehuman eras). We especially expect it to fail to explain those acts of creation described in the biblical creation texts. To put it a different way, we point out that naturalism predicts no scientifically discoverable discontinuities at the boundary demarked by the first appearance of human beings, whereas the RTB creation model does.

We interpret the biblical creation texts as describing a God who delights in transforming chaos into order and functional complexity. As Romans 8:20-21 states, nature left to itself pervasively tends toward decay. Therefore, we interpret the obvious order and functional complexity in the natural realm as evidence for God’s interventions (see chapter nine). We see God’s delight in transforming chaos even in the lives of human beings.

What one believes about biblical inerrancy and creation theology influences one’s theology of social issues and creation care. Thus important corollaries of RTB’s biblical creation model are that we are all socially conservative in our theology and we all recognize our responsibility to care for the planet and its life. We believe the Bible upholds the sanctity of life and that life begins at conception—thus we are pro-life. We also believe the Bible teaches that sexual intercourse is to be reserved for a man and a woman in a legally recognized marriage relationship. We see all forms of sexual immorality and lewd behavior as examples of failed intimacy and recognize our responsibility to help people suffering from failed intimacy to gain the love and intimacy with God and others that only a relationship with Christ can provide.

We interpret Genesis 1–2 and Job 37–39 as texts that hold humans responsible to manage Earth and all its God-endowed resources not only for their own benefit but also for the benefit of all of Earth’s life. In this context we believe God has provided in Earth’s resources the means so that in our caretaking we need not choose between the welfare of humanity and the welfare of the rest of the planet’s life. Thus part of RTB’s creation model is a commitment to seek and implement caretaking solutions that enhance the welfare of all.

Finally, RTB requires all its staff and chapter officers to put into practice a lifestyle that reflects the exhortations in 1 Peter 3:14-16 and 2 Corinthians 5:18-20. Such a lifestyle entails welcoming persecution and slander as signs that our ministry is effectively challenging unbelievers who are not yet ready to receive Christ or who are testing the depth of our security in Christ. It demands that we actively develop logical, reasonable, evidential responses to objections unbelievers express toward Christianity. It means developing a demeanor of respect, gentleness, and a clear conscience in all of our witnessing engagements with non-Christians. It also means fully manifesting a ministry of reconciliation, first with fellow believers who disagree with us and second with unbelievers, so that in all circumstances we assist everyone we encounter in a spirit of love and compassion to be reconciled to Christ.






REDIRECT

Robert Stewart

For Deborah: Does “evolutionary creationism” differ in practice from “theistic evolution,” or is it merely a linguistic distinction? Assuming that there is an actual difference, how would the presuppositions or methods of an evolutionary creationist differ from those of a theistic evolutionist? How would each actually do science and see the relationship between science and theology?

Theologically speaking BioLogos has a wide tent, accepting all who embrace “historic Christian faith.” Does BioLogos have an equally wide tent concerning evolutionary thought? Would someone who affirmed Lamarckism but rejected Darwinism be included? Would someone who rejected gradualism be included? How “orthodox” does one’s understanding of evolution need to be?

For Hugh: I would like to hear more about RTB’s concordist approach. In particular, how do you distinguish between “hard concordism” and RTB’s concordism?

I would also like to hear more about Scripture’s predictive power. Can you give some examples?

Finally, what is the relationship between RTB and intelligent design theory?

For both Deborah and Hugh: Your organizations appear to share one overarching value: a commitment to legitimate science. Yet there are also distinct differences between your groups. BioLogos’s audience is both Christians and non-Christians, while RTB’s audience is primarily unbelievers. BioLogos’s purpose is to show that there is no contradiction between science and Christian faith, while RTB’s purpose is to use science, properly done, to evangelize. Do you recognize your groups in these descriptions? Please feel free to state things differently.




BIOLOGOS RESPONSE

Deborah Haarsma

Theistic evolution and evolutionary creation. The difference between the terms “evolutionary creation” (EC) and “theistic evolution” (TE) is both semantic and substantive. The terms share the same core meaning: that God used the process of evolution to create living things. “Theistic evolution” has been around much longer, and some at BioLogos continue to use it for continuity, especially in scholarly contexts. However, the theology associated with the term is not well defined; it has been claimed by people of many religious views, including those who don’t believe in a personal God and deists. The term “evolutionary creation” is newer and is typically claimed by Christians who see the Creator as the God of the Bible and their personal Savior. The use of creation as the noun evokes these core doctrines and affirms the unity we share with young-earth creationists and old-earth creationists around these doctrines. The use of EC is an effort to reclaim the definition of creationist as one who believes in the Creator, rather than the popular usage as shorthand for “young-earth creationist.”

“Theistic evolution” can also imply a special version of the science of evolution. No one uses terms like “theistic gravity” or “theistic photosynthesis,” since all of us, Christian or not, are looking at the same scientific processes. The use of TE can imply that if theistic was dropped, then the word evolution would be atheistic by default. We aim to avoid that implication.

The size of our scientific tent. Does BioLogos require a commitment to “Darwinism”? That term tends to cloud the debate rather than clarify, since it has been used in many ways over the decades, not only by Christians but in scientific circles. Darwin’s original theory has been expanded and modified extensively over time. BioLogos emphasizes the areas where the current scientific evidence and mainstream consensus is strongest and encourages debate and discussion in areas that are debated among experts in evolutionary biology. Thus we strongly affirm evolution as the development of life by descent with modification, including the common ancestry of all life on earth. Someone who disagrees with common ancestry would be outside the BioLogos tent. However, we welcome debate within BioLogos on questions currently debated in the scientific community, such as the relative importance of various natural mechanisms in evolution and whether genes or organisms are most central to the evolutionary story. Note that evolution is not a theory in crisis; scientists are not doubting whether evolution occurred or whether all life on earth shares a tree of common ancestry.

Commonalities and differences with RTB. Bob proposes that the commonality of our organizations is our commitment to “legitimate science” and that our differences are in audience and purpose. I would describe it differently and, based on my exchanges with Hugh, I expect he would as well.

On the science side, if legitimate science refers to the conclusions of mainstream science, then our organizations definitely do not agree, especially regarding the science of evolution. If legitimate science refers to the value we place on scientific investigation, then RTB and BioLogos are much closer.

At a recent public forum, a moderator asked Hugh and me what we saw as our primary disagreement. We discussed it and agreed that our differences regarding biblical interpretation are at least as strong as our scientific differences. RTB believes that the doctrine of special revelation requires a Christian scientific picture to differ from mainstream science, especially in topical areas related to animals and humans. BioLogos disagrees; we believe the Bible provides a strong foundation for pursuing science in all areas of the natural world, and that evidence from general revelation is just as reliable for animal and human evolution as it is for astronomy and geology. We agree that special revelation is essential to understanding topics such as the image of God and the spiritual capacities of humans, but not because we are “nephesh” creatures. Rather, we view science as limited and unable to fully answer spiritual questions. Also, we do not see the Bible as making specific scientific predictions, although it prophesies truly about the future of God’s work with his people. RTB may describe their concordism as soft or moderate, yet we feel many of their concordist claims are unwarranted by the text, such as claiming the scriptural phrase “God stretched out the heavens like a tent” is a prediction of the expansion of the universe in the Big Bang.

Regarding purpose and audience, the two organizations are both committed to presenting a positive interaction between science and faith, and both see themselves as Christian ministries and not mere academic discussion. Our differences in this area are more a matter of emphasis and approach. RTB is more focused on evangelism and bringing non-Christians to Christ, while BioLogos is currently more focused on keeping Christians from leaving the faith over perceived conflicts with science, yet both RTB and BioLogos minister to both groups. Both organizations use agreements with mainstream science as a strategy to build trust with non-Christians. However, at BioLogos we do not have significant differences with mainstream scientific findings, and we feel there are dangers in the RTB approach of making such differences central to their evangelistic work. The Holy Spirit uses many means to bring people to Christ, and we are grateful that people have come to faith this way. However, we see a danger in asking people to accept (what we see as) inaccurate views of evolution as part of their coming to Christ. At BioLogos, we affirm mainstream science and focus on differences in worldview, arguing that the whole picture of the universe—from science to human culture to experience—fits better in a Christian worldview than in an atheistic worldview. We work to address atheistic arguments and remove perceived scientific barriers to coming to faith, but in the end we find that most people come to faith for reasons having little to do with science and everything to do with spiritual experience and an encounter with the teaching, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ.




REASONS TO BELIEVE RESPONSE

Hugh Ross and Kenneth Samples 

Our concordist approach. Concordism has gotten a bad rap from both theologians and scientists because it is often conflated with a fusion or a near-fusion model for integrating science and Scripture. The diagrams in figure 1 are illustrative.
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Figure 1. Models for integrating science and Scripture




The separate magisteria model views the Bible and the world of nature or science as separate, nonoverlapping domains. The complementarity model espoused by evolutionary creationists sees only a very slight overlap. For example, most evolutionary creationists accept that the Bible explicitly teaches that the universe had a beginning, but they deny that the Bible addresses Earth’s physical history or the history of life on Earth.

The fusion model, otherwise known as hard concordism, sees a near-total overlap between the Bible and science. Virtually every Bible verse is seen as possessing scientific implications, and virtually every fact of nature is viewed as having biblical implications. For example, people holding this perspective often claim that the Bible gives scientific details on dinosaurs, several hominid species, extraterrestrial life, and particle physics.

Reasons to Believe holds to a constructive integration model, otherwise known as soft or moderate concordism. We see considerable but far from total overlap between the Bible and science. For example, we believe Genesis 1–11 offers a literal, chronologically ordered account of the origin and history of the universe, Earth, Earth’s life, and humanity. We believe Job 37–39, Psalm 104, and Proverbs 8, as well as several other Bible passages, add substantial scientific details to the Genesis 1–11 accounts of natural history. However, we acknowledge that most of the Bible’s teachings are scientifically neutral or irrelevant and that most scientific findings have no bearing on the Bible or the Christian faith.

Scripture’s predictive power. The degree of Scripture’s perceived predictive power seems to be a major difference between Reasons to Believe and BioLogos. Where the two organizations clearly agree on this issue is the belief that many Old Testament passages accurately predicted in remarkable detail, many centuries in advance, the events concerning Christ’s first coming. It is possible we also agree that the Old and New Testament demonstrate predictive success in foretelling future historical events unrelated to Christ’s incarnation.

Reasons to Believe does hold that the Bible demonstrates broad predictive success in foretelling future events in human history. For example, we see the book of Daniel as accurately predicting, far ahead of its time, key events in the history of the Persian, Greek, and Roman empires.3 We view many of the events in the history of the modern nation of Israel as fulfillments of Bible prophecy.

Just as the Bible shows predictive success with respect to events in human history, we also see its predictive success in natural history. An obvious example is in Genesis 1, which correctly describes ten miracles of natural creation and places them in the correct chronological sequence.4 Another example is the biblical description of the fundamental features of Big Bang cosmology thousands of years before its discovery by astronomers.5

We see the Bible’s consistent predictive success as one of the most important tools for evangelism. Of those we have led to Christ, almost every unchurched, initially biblically illiterate American adult has cited the demonstration of the Bible’s unique predictive power as the turning point in their accepting the Bible as the inspired, authoritative, inerrant Word of God.

Relationship to intelligent design theory. We at Reasons to Believe were researching and proclaiming evidence for intelligent design long before there was an intelligent design movement or before organizations such as the Discovery Institute were founded. However, we differ from most intelligent design movement proponents in that we explicitly identify Jesus Christ as the intelligent designer and we explicitly reject young-earth creationism and global flood geology. Most importantly, we make our case for Christ as the intelligent Creator and designer of the entire natural realm in the context of a biblical creation model that is testable, falsifiable, and predictive.

We engage the secular scientific community rather than attack it. It is through the testable, falsifiable, and predictive components of our model and our commitment to developing and fine-tuning our model that we gain audiences from the secular scientific community. Through such engagements, we have seen numerous unchurched scientists commit their lives to Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior.

We agree with intelligent design movement proponents that all forms of naturalistic models for the origin and history of life, including both classical and neo-Darwinian, are false. However, we recognize that scientists will cling to their models, no matter how many flaws in them are pointed out, until they see a model with superior explanatory power and greater predictive success to take their place, and because of that we focus our efforts on making a positive case for our biblical creation model.

Mission of evangelism. Our audience is both Christians and non-Christians. Our mission is primarily evangelism. We equip and train Christians to use science apologetics as a tool to bring unbelievers to faith in Christ. We also directly appeal to non-Christians to consider the weight of scientific evidence for the Christian faith and for the inspiration and inerrancy of the Bible. We exhort non-Christians on the basis of the evidence we have presented to repent and submit their lives to Jesus Christ.

For our evangelism to be effective, we recognize that it is insufficient to simply show that no contradiction exists between science and the Bible. We must do more. Reasons to Believe’s mission is to develop and proclaim a biblical creation model that is testable, falsifiable, and predictive, one that demonstrates greater explanatory power and breadth than competing nontheistic and theistic models and that shows greater success in predicting future scientific discoveries.

We are committed to showing the scientific differences between our biblical creation model and mainstream naturalistic and deistic scientific worldviews. We also look at differences between our biblical creation model and the creation models of Hindus, Buddhists, Muslims, Mormons, and other faiths. We believe to do less is to miss opportunities to fulfill the Great Commission (Mt 28:18-20).




CONCLUSION

Robert Stewart

I’m grateful for Deborah’s and Hugh’s responses to my questions. There is much to appreciate from both.

Deborah’s discussion of the substantive differences between theistic evolution and evolutionary creationism was very helpful. Heretofore I understood the difference to be more semantic than substantive and primarily a matter of emphasis. Her point that nobody uses terms like “theistic gravity” or “theistic photosynthesis” is also well taken, as is noting that the term “Darwinism” is understood in various ways.

My term “legitimate science” was probably a poor choice of words. I did not mean “the conclusions of mainstream science”; I meant something like “mainstream scientific method,” particularly as it relates to predictions, fruitfulness, coherence, and above all testing one’s hypotheses or models. I share her concern as to the Bible making specific scientific predictions, although I note that the denial of such is a conclusion drawn from neither science nor the Bible. I have great appreciation for what BioLogos is doing to remove barriers to Christian faith among non-Christian scientists.

I thank Hugh for helping me better understand RTB’s particular type of concordism. I also appreciate his clarifying the degree to which RTB agrees with and differs from intelligent design.

Hugh is right that the issue of Scripture’s predictive power is a key point of difference between the two groups. I doubt, however, that the difference is over the degree to which Scripture makes scientific predictions. The issue seems to be not how many scientific predictions the Bible makes but whether the Bible makes any at all.

One nagging concern: Given that we all agree that one can mistake one’s interpretation of Scripture for what the Bible actually means, is it not possible that RTB could make a testable scientific prediction based on a mistaken interpretation of Scripture, and then that prediction is falsified and someone rejects either Christianity or the Bible as the result of poor hermeneutics rather than good science? With this sort of ministry comes great responsibility.







OEBPS/images/figtit.jpg
REASONS TO BELIEVE
BIOLOGOS

OLD-EARTH on

EVOLUTIONARY
CREATION?





OEBPS/images/AI_IVP_Academic_G.jpg
™ .
IVP Academic

An imprint of InterVarsity Press
Downers Grove, Illinois





OEBPS/images/chap_1.jpg





OEBPS/images/fig_1.jpg
fusion constructive integration





OEBPS/cover/cover.jpg
REASONS T0O BELIEVE
BIOLOGOS

‘a\\






