CREATION AND EVOLUTION: ANOTHER ROUND
IN AN ANCIENT STRUGGLE

by Lenn E. Goodman and Madeleine J. Goodman

Abstract. Creation and evolution were historic allies against eter-
nalism. However, Darwinism seemed to undercut cosmological
theism and human dignity, and modern reconcilers of evolution
and theology have not convinced opponents that they can pre-
serve these concerns. Creationists find divine handiwork in natu-
ral order and freedom in human uniqueness. For them, even
entropy and continuity of kinds are emblematic of the unity of
nature and the needfulness of salvation. Anti-evolutionists’ im-
patience and frustration are not well answered by dogmatic or
mythicized science. Neither is creation well served by reduction to
merely empiric facts. Because creationism and evolutionism rest
on the unabstractable categories of contingency and necessity,
neither will disappear.

Deeper and more lasting than the battles in which humanity has been
divided over the control of territory or resources are the battles in
which we have been divided over conceptual paradigms. Such battles
can be just as bloody as those seeking no metaphysical apology, and in
some ways they are even more tragic. For conceptual battles pit
strangers against one another often without even the leaders having a
clear understanding of the issues for whose sake arms, pens or the
cudgel of law is taken up.

CREATION AND EvoLuTiON: AN HISTORIC ALLIANCE

The coalition of ethnic interests on behalf of which the sixth-century
Byzantine emperor Justinian wielded a metaphysical sceptre has long
ago crumbled into political insignificance, as has the seemingly ines-
capable bureaucracy he forged to enforce the paradigm that held
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together his power. When Justinian shut down the Academy of Plato
in its tenth century of operation and banished the Athenian philoso-
phers of that school, forbidding them to teach philosophy at Athens,
he did so in the name of the idea of creation. The neo-Platonic philos-
ophers, the last serious intellectual defenders of pagan religion in the
ancient world, had staked the future of their movement on their
ability to demonstrate the absurdity of creation. For they analyzed
creation as the generation of something out of nothing, a notion
which Aristotle himself had once offhandedly remarked seemed
self-evidently absurd.! Politically the neo-Platonists lost their gamble.
Indeed, if it had not been possible for more broadly thinking
monotheistic philosophers to forge a unity of the ideas of creation
and emanation, incorporating elements of pagan philosophy in
monotheism whereas the pagans found it impossible to accomo-
date crucial elements of monotheism to their view, the philosophical
achievement of the neo-Platonists would have been as largely forgot-
ten as was the philosophical achievement of the early Stoic school.

To journalists, controversialists, and even some historians it may
seem strange that more than half a century after the Scopes trial had
seemingly laid to rest the issue of creation versus evolution in the
classroom the issue should come to life once again. However, to stu-
dents of the history of ideas, the whole affair may have a déja vu
aspect to it, since creation has been in court before, sometimes as
defendent, sometimes as plaintiff.

Enlightened opinion, which differentiates itself from the body of
commonly received traditions, myths, and half-truths, usually has
been against creation. When Parmenides argued that being cannot be
thought to come to be, because there would be no rational way of
accounting for the reality of nothingness, from which such origina-
tion might take place, no way of conceiving the means of such an
origin or of rationalizing its timing or mode,? Aristotle forgave him
the sophism of his pun on “nothingness” which made unreality un-
real; Aristotle even incorporated a comparable assumption at the
keystone of his own First Philosophy. The reason was that Parmenides
had struck a valiant blow against all merely mythic thinking by ad-
dressing the question of the nature of reality in all its nakedness and
not confounding that inquiry with any quest for origins.? By contrast
Xeniades, who had argued that, because all that is ¢ comes from what
is not @, all that is must come from what is not, was convicted of a
vulgar sophism, confusing the existential with the copulative senses of
the verb “to be.”* The possibility of a universal origin for all things was
thereby categorically ignored; in subsequent generations, dazzled by
the authority projecting from the intellectual brilliance of Aristotle,
creation was often rather superciliously dismissed.?
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One of the ironies of the history of the long debate over the idea of
creation is the radical shifting of ground by the detractors of the idea.
For two thousand years, under the impress of the powerful intellec-
tual individuality of Aristotle, most of the philosophical, scientific,
and religious opposition to the idea of creation was in the name of the
eternity of nature. By this was meant not merely the everlastingness of
the matter in the universe but also the perpetuity of its arrangement
as we now find it. The eternal subsistence of the heavenly bodies and
earth in their present arrangements and the eternal existence of the
animal species' now extant were not scriptural dogmas of the mono-
theistic religions but apparent axioms of Aristotelian science. The
Aristotelians reasoned that unless the heavens had always revolved
about the earth as they do and unless animal species always had bred
true through eternal revolutions of generation and decay, there
would be a breach in the seamless fabric of time, space, causality,
matter, without which nature would be unthinkable and unreality
would be real.’

This kind of rationalism, until well into the seventeenth century,
was the enemy of the idea of contingency in nature. If everything was
to be understood, as science at least programmatically seemed to de-
mand, then everything must be necessary and explanation would be
the exposure of the grounds of that necessity. If nature’s universal
pattern was necessity, then that pattern must be eternal, and there
would be no room in science or philosophy for talk of absolute ori-
gins.

It was neither Galileo initially nor Nicolaus Copernicus, Tycho
Brahe, or Johannes Kepler who made the first irreparable cracks in
Aristotle’s spheres. Rather it was John Philoponus, a Christian in Jus-
tinian’s empire, who argued against the “scientific” notion that the
spheres must be the eternal rotors of that eternal motion we call the
natural process, because he observed that some stars seem to shine
with different colors than others. Arguing by analogy with terrestrial
fires, which glow in different colors when different substances are
thrown into them, Philoponus reasoned that some process must be
going on within the stars. If so, that process must have an origin and
an end point and stars must be subject, contrary to Aristotle’s view of
the simplicity and everlastingness of celestial motion, to a running
down, a loss of energy. It was not true, as Aristotle and his followers
maintained, that there is no opposite to rotatory motion, because
there is the possibility of rotation in the opposite direction. It was not
true that the matter of the heavens was simple and therefore inde-
structible, because it was obvious that the matter of the stars was
different from the presumed matter of their transparent settings in
the celestial spheres. On these and many other grounds Philoponus
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argued that the heavens are destructible. And if they are destructible,
subject to the same laws of generation and decay which govern the
balance of nature. Since they are contingent and not necessary in their
existence, they require an origin and an Originator or Creator.” De-
spite his learning in the philosophy and natural system of Aristotle
and the deep intensity of his philosophic, scientific, and religious
commitment to the idea of the world’s eternity, Simplicius, one of the
last members of the Athenian Academy and Philoponus’s polemical
opponent, found himself hard pressed to answer the arguments gen-
erated by the penetrating common sense of the rival whose viewpoint
he despised.?

Argument was not allowed to decide the day, but in the centuries
after Justinian’s closing of the Academy, when the dispute bubbled on
within the monotheists’ camps, argument remained indecisive, even
among those philosophers who had resolved to abide by the verdict
that argument would render.® Then Immanuel Kant, following the
lead of some of the most penetrating philosopher-theologians of the
Middle Ages, declared the issue to be insoluble by reason.'® The alter-
native paradigms of creation and eternity and the arguments in their
behalf were projections of and constructions upon alternative modes
of viewing phenomena—as contingent or as necessary—and neither
of the modes is dispensible to human understanding. The Kantian
disposition of the case and its foundation in the logic of discovery
remain unknown and unheeded by most of those contemporary dis-
putants who continue to debate the allied issue of creation versus
evolution on the popular level. Also, it is little if at all understood
among those who argue the case today that evolution itself was for
centuries allied with creation against the eternalist view of the most
rationalistic natural scientists and philosophers, that the ideas of crea-
tion and evolution spring from the same categorial scheme. Nor has
there been sufficient understanding among many of the disputants in
the current debate of the range and power of the issues indissolubly
linked with the questions of creation and evolution in the minds of
their disputational adversaries.

The contention of this paper is that there will be no adequate un-
derstanding of the present renewal of the controversy over the teach-
ing of evolution and creation in the schools until there has been an
adequate reckoning with the significance of these two ideas in the
minds of their proponents and detractors. There is a need on the part
of anti-evolutionists to enhance their understanding of the claims and
grounds of evolution as a theory—for example, to dissociate the idea
of evolution from that of mere blind, aggressive struggle in the
exploitation of resources, and from that of the justification of such
struggle as a human value or way of life. But also there is perhaps an
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even greater need among creationists as well as evolutionists for a
more adequate understanding of the disparaged but remarkably resil-
ient idea of creation, which once was ranged against the idea of the
world’s eternity and seems now to be ranged against the idea of evolu-
tion. The core of this idea of creation, paradigmatically projected in
the opening lines of Genesis, is the idea of the contingency of
nature—an idea as central to the empiricism of science as necessity is
to its rationalism.!* Contingency of nature also is an idea whose reli-
gious significance for monotheism consists chiefly in that it serves as
the mirror in'which is reflected the absoluteness and transcendence of
the Divine.'?

CREATION VERSUS ETERNITY DURING THE MIDDLE AGES AND
RENAISSANCE

To Abtt Hamid Al-Ghazali (1058-1111), who came to be known hon-
orifically as the Proof of Islam, in large part for his spirited rede-
ployment of the arguments of Philoponus and others against the eter-
nity of the world, it seemed clear that rationalistic opposition to the
idea of creation could not make good on its promises of a theistic
emanationist philosophy. There could be no concrete meaning as-
signed in eternalist philosophy to the idea of God as author of the
universe. An eternal universe must exist under all conditions, so
God’s emanative act would make no real difference. The neo-Platonic
philosophers were atheists in spite of themselves.'?

The Jewish philosopher-theologian Moses Maimonides was not as
astringent in his analysis of the anti-creationist program. He avoided
naming the exponents of the world’s eternity as atheists,** but he did
challenge the coherency of the eternalists’ doctrine on much the same
basis that Ghazali had. What was the meaning of arguing for the
reality of God as the necessary determiner of the world’s contingency
if the world had no contingency as to its existence or the mode of its
existence? How could eternalist philosophers employ the notion that
God’s wisdom was the necessary cause of all particularity if they re-
garded particularity itself as eternal and therefore necessary, and if
they could not make reference to an undetermined state over which
God’s determining power might range and to which that power had
made a difference?’® Maimonides even invoked an evolutionist anal-
ogy against the Peripatetics’ belief that the eternity of the world
was a demonstrable, indeed a demonstrated truth. All the arguments
against creation, he urged, were merely persuasive not demonstrative
in force, as Aristotle (who had taught humanity the differences be-
tween demonstrative and dialectical arguments) must have known.
These arguments drew their plausibility from the projection of our



8 ZYGON

experience of the settled order of nature. For example, time as we
know and analyze it always has a prior moment, and possibility always
has matter as its substrate. But there is no necessity of logic (contrary
to the suppositions of most medieval Peripatetics) which requires such
“necessities” always to have been the case. A man of perfect intelli-
gence (like Ibn Tufayl's self-taught philosopher Hayy Ibn Yaqzin),
who knew nothing of human reproduction, might easily “deduce” the
impossibility of human birth from his knowledge that human beings
breathe air and produce bodily wastes. There is no inferring from
nature’s present settled state to its possible conditions at the time of its
origination.

Maimonides refrains from Ghazili’s carefully ordered delineation
of the points on which opponents are miscreants and those on which
they are merely heretics.'” However, he does present an even more
detailed tabulation than does his great Muslim predecessor of the
theological consequences and concomitants of the rival views on crea-
tion versus eternity. For each major doctrine of creation or eternity he
considers a corresponding viewpoint regarding natural causality, di-
vine providence, revelation, divine and human freedom, miracles,
teleology, scripture, the problem of evil—in short, every major issue
of natural theology and its alternatives.’® Where Ghazali had shown
the linkage of the philosophy of nature to the philosophy of God,
deriving doctrines of time, space, motion, causality, and volition from
the polarity of creation and eternity,'”* Maimonides mapped each op-
tion in natural theology onto the corresponding view as to the nature
of the divine creative act.

Typical of this mapping enterprise is Maimonides’ typology of five
views as to divine providence or the governance of nature.?® These
views, representative of major schools in his day, parallel and de-
velop the corresponding views of earlier epochs; and, with appropri-
ate changes to reflect more recently garnered data and more recently
elaborated models and analogies, they continue to have their advo-
cates in contemporary disputes about the scientific significance of the
idea of creation and the theological significance of the idea of evolu-
tion. (i.) The materialistic doctrine of chance and necessity, which
Maimonides ascribes to Epicurus, is incompatible, he states, with the
operation of general laws of nature, such as are required if science is
to be possible at all. This means that any overall causal regularity
which is rationally apprehensible in the process of nature is taken by
Maimonides as sufficient proof of divine governance. The proposi-
tion casts a revealing light on Maimonides’ conception of the lowest
common denominator among diverse usages of the idea of God.*

Fundamentalist Muslims of the Ash‘arite school believed, by con-
trast, (it.) that God marks the fall of the sparrow—or rather, to use



Lenn E. Goodman and Madeleine J. Goodman 9

Maimonides’ example, that God superintends the fall of this particu-
lar leaf. The Mu‘tazilite rivals of the Ash‘arites believed (#i.) that
human agency and moral responsibility were quasi exceptions to the
universal operation of divine predestination. The Aristotelian view, as

expounded by Alexander of Aphrodisias, was (iv.) that God governs
through the essence of things, whose changeless natures are reflected
in their immutable relationships, expressed in changeless natural
laws. The eternal choral dance of the ungenerated and indestructible
heavens and the cycles of generation and destruction here on earth
thus express the timelessness of divine Intelligence, and time is in-
deed, as in Plato’s poetic phrase, the moving image of eternity. Eter-
nal intelligence takes no cognizance of mere particulars. As one eter-
nalist wag remarked, Does a man concern himself with the affairs of
the cats in his household?

The poetry of Genesis,?? which Maimonides balanced against Aris-
totle’s prose version of the poetry of Plato, led, in Maimonides’ view,
to an alternative (v.) no less in keeping with the axioms of science than
Alexander’s response to the challenging Stoic notion of providence.
In fact, in some ways Maimonides’ reading of the evidence was more
faithful to the underlying rationalism of Aristotle than was the view of
Alexander himself. The eternals in the Peripatetic universe were God
or Intelligence, Soul, the heavenly bodies, and the species of things.
So God, Alexander reasoned, might know universals and govern par-
ticulars as species. In the version of his view elaborated by the neo-
Platonic synthesists of the views of Aristotle and Plato, the heavenly
bodies, being eternal, were an exception to the general rule that God
knows only universals. They were under direct divine governance,
because they were the world’s “principal parts,” embodiments for the
divine intelligences, by which governance itself was effected, universal
torms imparted.?

Maimonides, like Philoponus, brought the heavenly bodies within
the realm of nature by making them created and composite. The
regularities of their motion were not eternal necessities but were, like
other regularities of nature, natural expressions of the settled order
God had imposed by the act and choice of creation. As for the spe-
cies of things, Maimonides pointed out, it was Aristotle himself who
taught us that there are no universals per se but only the particulars
they represent. If God governs through the natures He imparts to
things, then it is not unreasonable to suppose that providence acts
through the specific natures of all things, and that human beings are
visited by providence as individuals insofar as intelligence is imparted
to their human nature—just as, say, they are visited by providence as
animals insofar as they are alive. Thus, in a nonanthropocentric and
causally ordered universe, Maimonides finds place for a divinely im-
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parted human role and sense of worth, not in contravention to the
laws of nature or the decrees of providence, but as one aspect of their
fulfillment.?*

Galileo was consciously continuing the rationalistic rebuttal to Peri-
patetic rationalism when he brought empiricism and indeed cre-
ationism to the defense of Copernican heliocentrism. He chose the
name Simplicio for the simple-minded foil of his Dialogue as an
explicit reference to the historical Simplicius of the sixth century, who
was the aprioristic defender of eternalism and opponent of Philopo-
nus and who had made his celebrated commentaries on the cosmolog-
ical works of Aristotle into a religious and rationalistic attack on the
idea of creation and defense of the exemption of the heavens from
the natural processes which today we correlate with entropy and iner-
tia.2®

Galileo argued heatedly, with extensive reference to mathematics,
experience, and the thought experiments by which he linked the two,
that the celestial bodies could not have taken up their present circular
motions (in what Maimonides had called the settled order of nature)
unless they had accelerated to their present orbits via linear paths, of
the sort which Aristotle’s metaphysics of motion required to have a
beginning and an endpoint.?® Thus an evolutionistic view, which was
fathered on Plato by Galileo but argued on the basis of the phe-
nomena we denominate by the terms inertia and acceleration and
anchored conceptually in the Biblical idea of creation and which in-
volved the contingency (as opposed to Aristotelian necessity) of the
natural order, was presupposed and indeed regarded as established
in the cosmology by which Galileo successfully brought the celestial
movements within the orbit of natural science.?” Moreover, Galileo’s
suggestion that any life on the moon would necessarily be quite dif-
ferent from life on earth presupposes adaptation to the environment
and opens the possibility of adaptation via natural selection as the
means by which living species might naturalistically acquire their
adaptive traits.?® The hint was not lost on René Descartes, who em-
ployed an evolutionary model of cosmology as the hypothetical means
of divine creation in his Principles of Philosophy.*® Similarly Galileo’s
extended disquisitions on sunspots or the craters of the moon invoke
the compositeness, hence mutability of the celestial bodies, and so
echo Philoponus’s doctrine of the createdness of all nature.®
Creationism was not intrinsically inimical to the ideal of science, since
science seeks to know not only why things are and must be as they are,
but also and by the same token how they come to be just as they are. In
that sense the idea of creation, some idea of creation, is the lineal
antecedent and complement of the idea of evolution.3! Thus it be-
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comes easy to see how the two might be considered rivals by some and
functional equivalents by others.

WHAT SEEMED PROBLEMATIC IN DARWINIAN EvOLUTION

The issues underlying philosophical debate about evolution through-
out the twelve decades since Charles Darwin and Alfred Russel Wal-
lace first put forward the massive evidence by which evolution would
be transformed from a perennial, speculative hypothesis to a thor-
oughly documented biological theory have been the same few recur-
rent issues. They are in fact the Kantian trinity: God, freedom, and
immortality under various names and devices, linked together by an
apparent common fate at the hands of evolutionism, as they were for
Kant by their apparent common fate in the wake of post-Cartesian
and Newtonian mechanism.

In his  Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion David Hume had
undercut ‘the argument from design by exposing the compelling
image of a watchmaker God as a pale and not too apt analogy even
before William Paley put the finishing touches on his most detailed
and comprehensive version of that argument.®* The Origin of Species
seemed to put an end even to more conceptual versions of divine
design.®® For in it Paley’s quondam admirer, Darwin, seemed to con-
summate the Epicurean project of substituting mechanical causes for
divine intentions by capturing life itself within the net of mechanism.
Among the secular or conceptual surrogates for an anthropomorphic
divine plan was the Aristotelian—hence archetypally scientific—idea
of the fixity of species. The fixity of pure biological types was not a
Biblically developed concept to be sure. But rationalistic science
coupled with rationalistic Bible exegesis could make it such, discover-
ing scriptural proof texts in its behalf with the same unerring eye that
the fixity of biological types was “observed” in nature.® Thus the
Hebraism proposing that the Biblical Creator had fashioned every
creature “after its kind” (Gen. 1:24) was pressed into service to vouch
tor special creation at the behest of a pre-Darwinian rationalism which
regarded it as seemly that God should respect the fixed and unchang-
ing essences of species, even in the act of their origination.*

With the downfall of pure types went the downfall of human dig-
nity, not merely in the superficial sense of cousinage with the apes but
also in the larger sense that Kant had given to the idea of human
dignity: that the rational agent was free and thereby subject to the
moral law. If humanity were linked indissolubly in the nexus of
physiology, then freedom seemed to vanish and moral responsibility
with it. There would be no moral law but only the prudential maxims
of Utilitarians and other relativists.
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Immortality dropped out of sight as well, or so it seemed to many,
on the Darwinian account, and that for several reasons. First, as myth
or Kantian correlate of freedom, immortality seemed to lose its func-
tion in the absence of moral responsibility and hence accountability.
Second, and perhaps more subtly but all the more pointedly for that,
the transcendental dimension seemed to drop out of human moral
undertakings with the loss of human dignity. Third, and most obvious
of all, there was no room or need for an immortal soul to guide or
govern human actions if the human individual was to become an-
other automatic mechanism fabricated by the incessant poundings of
chance and necessity upon the primordial molecular building blocks
from which a blind nature had fabricated humanity and all other
things.

The claims of evolution were factual, and the radical opponents of
evolution have consistently founded their critique on what they took
for factual grounds.* But underlying the offering of these grounds
were deep concerns about values, the values associated with the ideas
of God, freedom, and immortality. On a vulgar level there have been
the cartoonists’ caricatures of human apes and the witticisms about
the ancestry of evolutionists—all the way back to the celebrated but
probably apocryphal reflection by Bishop Samuel Wilberforce as to
Thomas Henry Huxley’s ultimate parentage, by which the implica-
tions of evolutionism have been crystallized imagistically. Darwin him-
self was moved to generate a countericonography (following the lead
of Epicurus and Lamarck) when he wrote: “I would as soon be de-
scended from that heroic little monkey . .. or from that old baboon,
who, descending from the mountains carried away in triumph his
young comrade from a crowd of astonished dogs—as from a savage
who delights to torture his enemies, offers up bloody sacrifices, prac-
tices infanticide without remorse, treats his wives like slaves, knows no
decency, and is haunted by the grossest superstitions.” Darwin clearly
understood the charges which evolution had to answer: behind the
image of the ape lay the issue in which the ideas of God, freedom, and
immortality were linked and encapsulated, the issue of dignity.?”

Wilberforce was an amateur ornithologist and geologist as well as
the Bishop of Oxford, and his scientific avocation was not wholly
unconnected with his spiritual vocation. His conscientious resolve to
frame his objections to Darwinism solely on scientific grounds was not
merely a tactical decision but a point of principle based on respect for
truth.®® But that respect itself was not unconnected with the historic
doctrine of true types, which grew ultimately from Aristotle’s concep-
tion of the implications of the truism that things must be what they
are: “we are too loyal pupils of inductive philosophy to start back from
any conclusion by reason of its strangeness. Newton’s patient philoso-
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phy taught him to find in the falling apple the law which governs the
silent movements of the stars in their courses; and if Mr. Darwin can
with the same correctness of reasoning demonstrate to us our fungu-
lar descent, we shall dismiss our pride, and avow with the characteris-
tic humility of philosophy, our unsuspected cousinship with the
mushrooms. . . .3

In the absence of a detailed theory of speciation and channelization
failure to observe recognizable intermediate types was a significant
objection to evolutionism.* So was the sterility of hybrids.*" These
points were raised by Wilberforce with much the intent that sub-
sequent objectors had in raising the absence of intermediate types
from the fossil record or the difficulty of traversing the chasm be-
tween species by minute discrete steps.** Today it is possible to attri-
bute the absence of fossil evidence for each minute gradation of the
evolutionary progression to the statistical character of the evolution-
ary process.*® And the dynamic that would make possible evolution by
mutation has been mathematically modelled and empirically con-
firmed.** But Wilberforce’s motive in his determination “to scrutinize
carefully every step of the argument. .. and demur if at any point of
it we are invited to substitute unlimited hypothesis for patient ob-
servation”—like the motivation of his successors—Ilay not in science
but in metaphysics. The notion that “the permanence of specific
forms was a fact confirmed by all observation” was a religious and
metaphysical conviction, heightened not a little by the significance of
the corollary that depended on it: “the line between man and the
lower animals was distinct.”*® For Wilberforce and his successors it was
not the idea of evolution per se that was alarming but what were taken
to be its implications, and so taken generally, not only by its detractors
but often by its foremost advocates.*

Anticipating E. O. Wilson’s concept of the evolution of altruism,
Darwin postulated an evolutionary origin in social instincts for moral
sense and indeed of the moral principle that moral sentiment the-
orists had derived from moral sense, the Golden Rule. But, unable
to discover a satisfying rationale for altruism on the basis of natural
selection, Darwin took refuge in complexity, the mechanists’ surro-
gate for mystery, and in the Lamarckian notion that social sentiments
of praise and blame were not only internalized but somehow ren-
dered hereditary in the deep—even mythic—evolutionary past. It
seemed crucial to assign a genetic locus to morality since “the moral
sense perhaps affords the best and highest distinction between man
and the lower animals.”* How could a specific differentia of such
centrality fail to be genetic?

When Huxley purged Darwinism of its attachment to Lamarck,
genetically based morality was purged as well, as Kant in his recogni-
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tion of the interdependence of morality and freedom (and Aristotle
before him) might have predicted.*® For the moral sphere is that in
which praise and blame are properly applied: it is the sphere in which
individuals exercise responsibility through their own choices. If
morality is borne through the genes then there is no individual
responsibility—which is to say that the notion of a genetically trans-
mitted morality (or immorality) is a self-contradictory notion. But to
Husxley, a prototype of the modern seekers after the determinants of
the human condition, the elimination of genetic determinants of
ethics required the postulation of social determinants, and. Darwin’s
evolved Golden Rule gave way to the social evolution of moral stan-
dards oriented toward group survival—a welcome consequence for
Hugxley, since it seemed to do away with the unwanted and seemingly
inconsistent teleological assumptions of evolutionary prescriptivism.*

The Spencerian alternative to Darwin’s and Huxley’s models of
moral evolution projected yet a third moral ideal, that of triumphant
emergence from social struggle. Whether one followed Darwin in
trying to derive altruistic standards from the egoistic struggles of
evolution, or Herbert Spencer in trying to find altruistic evolutionary
rationales for egoism in the pattern of social selection, or Huxley in
pitting soctal evolution and group survival against biological evolution
(individual but somehow also species survival), the outcome from a
moral point of view seemed to be the same. Morality was relativized
and in the process robbed of moral content.>

THE Focus oF THE DEBATE IN NINETEENTH-CENTURY AMERICA

John W. Dawson (1820-1899), the geologist principal of McGill Uni-
versity; Enoch F. Burr (1818-1907), Congregationalist minister, as-
tronomer, mathematician, and holder of a chair in natural theology
and geology at Amherst College; Louis Agassiz (1807-1873), eminent
botanist; and Charles Hodge (1797-1878), Princeton theologian and
controversialist, were among the principal early adversaries of evo-
lutionism in America. As a vigorous polemicist pledged to accept
demonstrated scientific truths, Hodge had perhaps the greatest im-
pact on popular religious thought, relying heavily on Agassiz’s con-
ception that fixed natural forms were not only a benchmark of divine
handiwork but also a well-established scientific fact.** But it was Burr who
spelled out clearly the motives behind theistic/scientific opposition to
Darwinism: behind evolutionism lay a materialistic theory which was
awkward, implausible, ultimately irrational, and thus untenable because
it would have to confirm and explain the nebular hypothesis, spontane-
ous generation, and the transmutation of species—untenable and irra-
tional because it precluded the “stmplest” and “surest” hypothesis by
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which all phenomena of nature could be explained directly and with
elegant simplicity—the “hypothesis” of divine creation.’? All of these ar-
guments persist today.

Among the opponents of evolution, Hodge’s work in particular
toreshadows the concerns of his creationist successors down to the
present. He anticipates their argument types as put forth in such
recent tracts as H. M. Morris’s The Remarkable Birth of Planet Earth,
D. T. Gish’s Evolution: The Fossils Say No!, J. C. Whitcomb’s The Early
Earth, and John N. Moore and H. S. Slusher’s school text, Biology: A
Search for Order in Complexity.”® Hodge also anticipates or gives a
founding articulation to his successors’ presumptions about the
theologically, scripturally appropriate contents of science. He shows a
keen sensitivity—perhaps oversensitivity—to the options left for reli-
gion by acceptance of evolution. This sensitivity, which borders in
Richard Overman’s words on the “prophetic,” is no doubt the source
of the passion Hodge, his successors, and their following bring to the
question of evolution and their search for “scientific” evidence against
it.3 To the anti-evolutionist movement in America, clearly
evolutionism is not less but more than a biological theory or
hypothesis. It is the keystone of a rejected and unacceptable world
view. Hodge did not confuse the evolutionism of Darwin with that of
Spencer. He saw Darwin as “stmply a naturalist, a careful and labori-
ous observer.” Darwin was not to be held responsible for the universal
application of the model entailed in his theory. Nevertheless, the
theory itself was unacceptable, unacceptable as biology, because seem-
ingly it voided teleology, left no room that Hodge could see for appli-
cation of the idea that God had intended nature to eventuate as it has.
And all theories of naturalistic evolution had Darwinism at their es-
sence and were all unacceptable for the same reason.

Hodge responded unequivocally and succinctly to the question
raised in the title of his 1874 book What is Darwinism?—"Tt is
atheism.”% Darwinism fails not because Darwin or even Ernst Haeckel
was a materialist but because materialism is its implication. The stark
contrast of the two alternatives Hodge projects for his followers down
to our own contemporaries in the Institute for Creation Research
seems to be a trademark of anthropomorphic fundamentalist theol-
ogy. It cannot fail to call to mind the sharp dichotomies of today’s
generation of campus evangelists: either Jesus was the son of God or
he was the greatest fraud in history.

Hodge’s fundamentalism rests its case on facts, or what are taken to
be facts, and it regards rival views as theories resting on rival readings
of the facts. It gambles on its reading of the facts, leaving little room
for graceful retreat.’® In this it exhibits the same noble abandon that
Blaise Pascal, Tertullian, or even Paul (Saul of Tarsus) had seen to be
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the essence of one aspect of Christian spirit, wagering all on what
might turn out to be absurdity, unwisdom, folly, were it not for the
seeming datum of spirit and the received dictum of that spirit made
incarnate and articulate as the word.

Darwin was not responsible for Haeckel or Spencer, but his theory
gave the putatively factual foundation their philosophies required,
and for that reason, in Hodge’s view, it required to be refuted. Other
data, known with certainty from religious experience and report,
were in direct conflict with it; so careful reading (not interpretation)
of the evidence would necessarily show that it was false.

Haeckel was not strictly a materialist (he preferred to call himself a
monist), nor was Spencer a biologist, despite his anticipation of the
evolutionary idea. Both men had their religious notions, as did their
followers and successors. But these religious notions, founded on
immanentism and framed in the language of pantheism and process,
were a focus of Hodge’s difficulties and of the difficulties of his suc-
cessors with the successors of Spencer and Haeckel, whether Roman-
tic, Pragmatist, Bergsonian, Whiteheadian, or Teilhardian.

All the early reconcilers of tradition with evolution had a God.
Hodge lived to see only a few, whose first hesitant utterances on
behalf of immanentism he labelled blasphemies. The essays of later
and more sophisticated reconcilers have not been more satisfying to
later Fundamentalists. The literal minded Christian wants a God that
can be recognized as a person. The conciliatory proposals of Asa Gray
and Henry Ward Beecher, in which evolution becomes God’s means
of creation, were unsatisfactory because they struck down the picture
of the Sunday School God and set up an apparently empty photo-
graph of the cosmic swirl of evolution in its place. Later reconcilers
have fared no better in the judgment of more recent creationists.
Morris writes of the symbolic interpretation of the first eleven chap-
ters of Genesis: “If we are permitted to interpret Genesis in this fash-
ion, what is to prevent our interpreting any other part of Scripture in
the same way? Thus the Virgin Birth may, after all, be only an alle-
gory, the Resurrection could be only a myth of supra-history, the Ten
Commandments only a liturgy, the Crucifixion only a dream. Every
man may interpret Scripture as suits his own convenience and thus
every man becomes his own God!”%7

The “scientific theism” of Francis Abbott (1835-1922), founder of
the Free Religious Association, placed God as both the source and
outcome of evolution. The intention was not strictly pantheistic, for
teleology was retained as the essence of the divine project, by which
“all nature and all life is one great theophany.”® This teleology was
the “essence of purely spiritual personality.” To a follower of Hodge
that would sound like double-talk, and this divine personality would
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not be one which he had learned to recognize. The same could be said
of the immanent God of John Fiske’s romantic liberal recension of
Spencer, or of Joseph Le Conte’s God, who was defined in evolution-
ary terms as the sum of “resident forces” by which continuous pro-
gressive change is brought about. For A. E. Wilder-Smith, by contrast,
divinity will be recognized not in a metaphysical or metaphorical per-
sonality but solely in the familiar lineaments of the Biblical Jesus,
whose character is recognized by the studious also in that nature
which is his act.?

Minot Savage (1841-1918), a Unitarian minister and disciple of
Fiske, was explicit in his pantheism when he attempted to resurrect as
a deity the “fire mist” that Stoic pantheists had hailed as Zeus and
fathered upon Heraclitus. His 1876 book The Religion of Evolution only
confirmed the fears expressed by Hodge two years before that evolu-
tion was a religion antithetical to the religion received.®® The either/or
of Fundamentalist Christianity was too bipolar to allow room for such
babbling intellectual experiments. Hegelian syntheses of the sort Le
Conte proposed, which found a partial truth in evolution and a partial
truth in (continuous) creation seemed at best the thin edge of the
wedge by which a Christian world would be pried apart and left in
atomistic fragments by well-intentioned scientists with part time com-
mitments to theology and misguided theologians of an alien gospel
bearing amateur credentials in science.

Chauncey Wright (1830-1875), a Harvard positivist and Darwinian,
was among the few exponents of biological evolution to recognize
clearly that the articulation of evolutionism in the days of the great
evolutionary disputations had attached a metaphysic to the underly-
ing biological proposition. But then Wright was a purist who had
recognized the metaphysical content underlying the anti-
metaphysical system of Auguste Comte. Wright renewed the alliance
of Philo and Demea against the religious rationalism of Hume’s
Cleanthes in the Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion, arguing in 1865
that science as such, that is, as an empirical endeavor, could never
disclose a purpose in nature and that theologians would merely dilute
the purity of religious truth in trying to make science support belief in
divine designs.®!

The compartmentalization Wright proposed, partly in the interest
of protecting science from religious dogmatism, might seemingly
have been welcome to the religious, since it also shielded “pure” reli-
gious truth from any mechanistic onslaught in the name of Haeckel,
Spencer, or for that matter Karl Marx, or other materialistic or
quasi-materialist thinkers. Yet the anti-evolutionists built no edifice on
Wright's positivism—not because they found it sterile in its refusal to
allow science and metaphysics to interact but rather because by their



18 ZYGON

lights they would have deemed Wright conceded too much. Few Dar-
winians were dispassionate enough to avow the doctrine of scientific
neutrality in metaphysics. The Fundamentalists for their part would
have had great difficulty in making common cause with an ally whose
“defense” of religion was so cold as to be a major stumbling block to
the religiosity of William James. For Wright's pure truth of religion
appeared to be little more than an equivalent to pure practical reason,
the ethical ideal into which Kant was believed to have resolved the
rationally apprehensible content of religion. And if evolution could
not guarantee the place of ethics, as an ethically unsympathetic read-
ing of Huxley would plainly show or as a Spencerian reading of Dar-
win seemed to demonstrate, it could not claim to be the champion of
religion, whose true intension it pronounced in the same breath to be
identical with that of ethics.®?

As the work of the reconcilers grew more competent and confident,
it grew more technical and more comprehensive, more qualified reli-
giously, and scientifically more thoughtful and mature. It did not, in
the process, become more reassuring to the traditionalist frame of
mind, which sought to preserve not merely the essence but the body
of Christian scriptural theology. Fiske and Savage had dispensed with
original sin. In place of the external intervention and vicarious
atonement of the Christian eschaton, Le Conte, Beecher, and others

“substituted a secular process of sacralization, by which individuals or
societies work out their own salvation.

Of the Protestant or universally Christian post-Kantian trinity—
God, immortality, and freedom—what was preserved when the advo-
cates of evolution had done their work? The liberal romantics and
metaphysical reconcilers seemed to preserve only the notion or the
name of God in their ideas of progress and process, not the personal-
ity or the immediacy of soteriological pathos and response which
Fundamentalist Christians understood to be the central message of
the Gospels and the Early Church. Henry Osborn and others tried to
draw a line at the immortal soul as one phenomenon mechanistic
evolution could never capture in its net.** But how could they guaran-
tee that the Darwinian project of reducing consciousness and values to
mechanistic terms would not one day succeed? C. Lloyd Morgan’s
conception of emergent evolution, in which higher order levels of
complexity defy reduction to the terms of the elemental principles
from which they spring, seems hardly adequate from a Fundamen-
talist perspective as a guarantee of personal immortality, punish-
ments, and rewards. And the Spencerian and Huxleyan projects of
founding a morality upon biological evolution or its social analogue or
complement would fail as well in Fundamentalist eyes, since the
moralities proposed by them, by their successors such as John Dewey,
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and by their literary and socio-critical avatars such as Thorstein Veb-
len, Theodore Dreiser, and Jack London, were not only unscriptural
but seemingly antithetical to the morality American Fundamentalist
Christians believed they found in the Gospels. Even at their most
optimistic, socialist humanism, progressive educationism, and scientis-
tic utopianism (a la H. G. Wells) seemed to be predicting and promot-
ing a world and a morality incompatible with Christian values—not
promoting morality at the expense of God but perverting morality
through the loss of God as its central orienting authority, or, what
seemed worse, the loss of resolution in the projected image of the face
of God by the transformation of that image from a clearly recogniz-
able picture of the face of an all-gracious Jesus into the amorphic
conception of some form of energy or immanent force. Such a trans-
formation will naturally have seemed clear proof to the sensibility
James was to call the “sick soul,” which must be born again to live at
all, that the “religion of healthy mindedness” represented by progres-
sivism of all sorts was a pagan heresy founded in human pride and
naturalistic self-conceit.®

SuMmMING Up THE ANTI-EVOLUTIONISTS CONCERNS

This is not the place to survey the achievements of Henri Bergson,
Alfred North Whitehead, or Pierre Teilhard de Chardin. Their con-
tributions to the reintegration of a world which even Kant—let alone
Chauncey Wright—had concluded must be Solomonically divided to
be saved at all, go far beyond the scope of our present reflections on
the dialectic in the thinking of those who find evolution unacceptable.
We can see clearly that each new technical device, each qualification,
demystification, or naturalization of a magical or anthropomorphic
notion produced by these or other reconcilers will be met with
turther reaction. For fundamentalism is not a primitive but a reactive
mode of thought, seeking to preserve what it feels sure of and having
no confidence in any intellectual content beyond the seemingly ele-
mental artifacts of picture and story. Intellectual synthesis from such
a perspective must seem inevitably to dissolve into contentless
analysis—an onion that peels itself down to no core. It is their reaction
to that dynamic, real or perceived, that today’s anti-evolutionists ex-
press when they sum up their response to evolution by calling it God-
less and unscriptural. In the analogy suggested by the experience of
Ghazali nine centuries ago, intellectual reconciliation not founded on
scriptural faith strips itself away without a stopping point until it
reaches emptiness.®

This emptiness, the ethical nihilism into which ethical relativism
resolves itself in the view of fundamentalists and the corresponding
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ontic emptiness of a world bereft of God—a familiar and recognizable
God who will call upon His creatures by name—is what the adver-
saries of evolution seem to fear most. What they fear is not a biological
theory or hypothesis but a metaphysic for which that hypothesis has
been made to stand as surrogate, the metaphysic with which they
associate sexual permissivism, senseless violence, drug and alcohol
abuse, familial disintegration, totalitarianism, racism, opportunism,
loss of community, and many other evils of our times, from which

they feel increasingly certain, as the horrors mount, that there is only
66

one avenuce of escape.

At the moment, under pressure of their common fears at the objec-
tivity of real horrors and the bankruptcy of even the awesome powers
of science in attempting to address these, the seekers after elemental
signs have become politically articulate and united to a far greater
degree than they were in the days of the Scopes trial. When William
Jennings Bryan asked the political question, “Who says we can’t bar
science that deprives us of all hope of the future life to come?” he
could be answered by a chorus whose scientific, philosophic, and reli-
gious credentials were unimpeachable that there was no intention in
evolution of damaging our hope for immortality—or at least of the
essential meanings behind that hope. Today the answering chorus
may seem fainter, the sense of moral malaise is surely more wide-
spread, and the advocacy of materialism and its correlates in ethics
has become far more strident than was deemed prudent or even
thoughtful in Bryan’s day.

Evolutionism as a paradigm has become not merely the framework
of a philosophy but the watchword of a whole series of ideologies.
Morris, a principal leader of today’s anti-evolutionist movement, re-
fers to every “anti-Christian system of the present day” as the “evil
fruit” of Darwinism. Among these systems he includes communism,
fascism, materialism, existentialism, Freudianism, behaviorism, the
philosophy of John Dewey, and the application of that philosophy in
progressive education.®” The complex of such ideologies, which locate
the creative powers of nature within natural objects and the powers of
interpreting nature within human reason are identified as a religion
by the advocates of special creation, This religion, which they most
frequently label secular humanism in their public pronouncements, is
in their view pagan at the root and radically powerless to save or to
explain, since they regard all grace and understanding as possible
only through the miraculous intervention of their Biblical God of
revelation and creation.%

With a peculiar twist on Plato’s notion of science as a likely story, or
on Thomas Kuhn'’s idea of paradigms, modern anti-evolutionists in
general tend to regard scientific theories as models, among which the
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choice, up to a certain sticking point is fairly arbitrary.%® They are very
sensitive to the lacunae and even incoherencies of naturalistic evolu-
tionary theories as the products of developing and finite, ever in-
choate human intelligence. They do not reckon fully with the ex-
tended intimacy of the interaction between a theory and its data,
which is far more like the extended intimacy of a happy marriage or
the relationship of their God with His creation, than it is like the
tenuous nexus, say, between an alibi and the verdict of a jury. And
they do not fully appreciate that elusive aesthetic dimension of a
theory’s cogency which Albert Einstein referred to as elegance. They
tend, to a man (and all but one of the thinkers whose work we have
been able to review have been men), therefore, to assume that what is
called for as alternative to evolutionism is another story—not neces-
sarily a likely one—by which all the data which meets their standards
can be wired together. The spirit of their enterprise in this respect is
pungently summed up in the evangelical bumper sticker: “I'm a fool
for Christ, whose fool are you?”

UNDERSTANDING AND CRITIQUE OF ANTI-EVOLUTIONISM

There is an inclination on the part of philosophically inclined thinkers
to wish that the issues in the contemporary creation-evolution dispute
were disentangled somewhat, or more than somewhat. The question
of creatio ex nihilo, we would say, is not the same as that of the origin of
the cosmos, or the solar system. And these in turn are not the same as
the questions creationists have raised about the age of the earth, the
reliability of geologic dating methods, the thesis of uniformi-
tarianism, the contemporaneity of human and dinosaur fossils, the
definition of plant and animal species, the possibilities of hybridiza-
tion and environmental variation, the nature of human intelligence,
and the veracity of the Biblical and other ancient stories of a cata-
strophic flood.™ For the anti-evolutionists and for many of their
polemical opponents, these issues are all one. Indeed the recital of the
issues in the works of the Biblicist creationists of the anti-evolutionist
movement becomes a kind of litany in which the same arguments and
examples, and even the same homiletic and rhetorical devices, are
routinely repeated in an almost standardized order with a regularly
repeated rhythm, broken only occasionally by a more detailed descent
into the evidence, or flight of original speculation. For us the reper-
toire and its grouping are revealing, since what links these issues is not
merely the question of Biblical authority but the larger question of the
content of the world view which that authority is thought to vouch for
by one significant body of its adherents and by a larger, if less per-
tectly arrayed, body of its detractors.
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Two instances in the creationists’ inventory of exegeses are signifi-
cant to encapsulate the nisus of their approach: one is presented by
the treatment of hybridization and the other by the characteristic
creationist approach to biological determinism in relation to entropy.
With regard to hybridization, Frank L. Marsh, who seems to be the
creationist who has studied the biological status questionis in this regard
most closely, counterbalances his defense of the fixity of “true” species
with the recognition of the possibility of cell hybridization across
species lines. The relative intolerance of the hybrid line for alien
cytogenetic material is welcomed, apparently because it strengthens
the idea of fixity of species. But the possibility of cell hybridization,
say between human and mouse cytogenetic materials, is welcomed as
well: “To the creationist, such behavior in tissue cultures helps cor-
roborate empirically the statements of Genesis which portray man
and all animals as originating from the same materials, the dust of the
earth, at the command of one creator. A unity within living material
was a natural result.””* Both discreteness and continuity are welcome:
discreteness for the sake of human dignity and the articulatedness of
the divine plan in nature as creationists understand it and continuity
for the sake of the unity of races, saving the phenomena of biological
variation, and preserving the humility of the creature/dust before the
Creator, God.” What this means is that evidence both natural and
Scriptural, whether in favor of continuity or in favor of discreteness
will be taken as confirming distinct elements of the same world pic-
ture. We have not the primacy of Scripture over science but the pri-
macy of the world view which pictures God as a providential personal-
ity over both Scriptural and scientific exegesis. The world view mod-
ulates itself as a tradition, defining the character of God pictorially,
and through that picture defining the possible range of exegesis for
both science and revelation. The absolute discreteness of species is
thought of through tradition as necessary to all human values and so
must be defended at all epistemic costs. But that absolute is not an
absolute before God. The continuity of species is also a Scriptural
theme, expressive of the unity of life and the absolute (not relative)
miracle of creation. Generation of life from nonliving matter, against
which anti-evolutionists so frequently inveigh as an impossibility, is
perfectly acceptable, provided it is understood that the accomplish-
ment of that impossibility is God’s miracle, the miracle of creation, by
which absolute {(not relative) differences were overcome.

Our second instance grows directly from the first. Anti-evolutionist
creationists make quite a point of entropy. One might suppose the
idea of all ordered systems running down would be demoralizing, in
quite a similar ideological vein as that in which anti-evolutionists have
argued historicism, behaviorism, dialectical materialism, and other
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modes of mechanistic or vitalistic determinism are demoralizing. But
fundamentalist creationists embrace entropy wholeheartedly as the
cosmological equivalent of original sin and God’s curse upon errant
nature. Ice ages, geologic catastrophes, deviant biologic forms, are all
results of entropy, manifest signs of nature’s inability to correct or
govern or to improve itself.™ Thus, just as in Hume’s Dialogues a tlaw
was noted in the theist’s attempt to count all order and perfection in
nature as the mark of divine creative providence and all disorder and
imperfection as a sign of nature’s weakness and dependency on God,
so here there is a kind of inverse double bind: the stability of natural
kinds is the signature of divine grace, but their instability is the mark
of nature’s accursedness and guilt. Entropy is welcome as the natural
equivalent of that happy flaw which merited redemption. Once again
conflicting evidence has been conflated by inclusion not in a theory

but in a story or picture in which there are passages of both light and

dark.
The motives behind the revival of literalist creationism in the 1980s

seem to arise not in aimless fanaticism or even ignorance, still less in
simple scriptural faith (for scriptural faith has no intention prior to
the hermeneutic that informs it), but rather in a reaction to the age, to
ideas which are feared and practices which can be truly fearsome. Nor
are the modern literalists entirely in the wrong in associating these
practices with those ideas. No one of course could claim seriously that
the ideologies evangelical Christians reject can be held wholly respon-
sible for the wrongs associatively linked with them, as though all
non-Christian world views were tantamount to permissivism or a sys-
tematic transvaluation of values. Rather, the problem is one of insecu-
rity: the creationists from Hodge onward have found no guarantee in
any of the alternatives to their mythology that a sticking point would
be reached beyond which no excess would be tolerated and from
which no erosion would occur, morally or metaphysically. Their own
impotence to provide a similar assurance they take, in the classic
Pauline turnabout, as validation of the exclusivity and efficacy of the
Truth they believe their faith enshrines. And they seize upon the
simple certitude of the stories and visions by which they would live
without a trace of recognition of any irony in the contrast between
their supercritical epistemology used to dismiss all other comers and
their naive acceptance of what they can recognize as their own, and
their equally naive insistence that it is the only viable alternative to an
ultimate darkness and nihilism.

LiTERALISTIC MATERIALISM

The alternatives to mythologies which can answer them directly are
more mythologies. And just as literalist creationism is not a distinctive
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ancient doctrine but the product of a reaction against materialism and
its associated notions, so also materialism itself as a metaphysic has
acquired a literalist form, heightened in its dialectic with literalist
creationism. Carl Sagan and Jacques Monod, the educator/publicist
and the scientist/high priest of scientism, have now been stating
openly what the followers of Hodge have long feared—that
evolutionism, far from being the mere backbone of a science, is a
framework, the framework of higher order truths.

While Sagan is the Haeckel of the age, Wilson has become its
Spencer, deriving ethics from quasi-Darwinian group dynamics and
positing altruistic (or in the case of Richard Dawkins, egoistic) genes,
and so reducing ethics to genetics in rather confident oblivion of the
nonmoral character of biological givens.” Monod has gone further,
arguing that scientistic mechanism is the sole and sufficient founda-
tion of a new ethics based (solely, it is proudly claimed) on respect for
humans as the bearers of scientific knowledge.”™ And Sagan has im-
aged forth a world view in which God, typically, is absent. Mechanical
causes play the roles once assigned to design, and rational elements
such as mind, value, and order are left in an uneasy limbo between
subjectivity and objectivity, to be marvelled at for their moment but
ultimately to be reduced to mere things and interactions of things.™

Creationists find such worlds unsettling. They would not be con-
vinced of the viability of Monod’s ethics, for example, as distinguished
from the ethics of tradition. (Shall human life be respected only in
scientists and rights accorded in proportion to reputed scientific sta-
ture?) And they are not convinced of the capability of humanists or
others, including would-be rational theologians, of forestalling what
are confidently bruited as the implications of evolution. Demea has at
least this much in common with Philo, or with Philo’s contemporary
materialist or phenomenalist successor: he at least (he alone, perhaps)
is convinced of the validity of Philo’s arguments—that the conclusions
follow, and so the premises must be scotched before they have led to
those conclusions.

CREATION AND EvOLUTION IN PUBLIC ARENAS

Today’s advocates of evolution often have not the strong commitment
shared by many of their nineteenth-century forebears towards main-
taining respectful relations with traditional religion and conventional
morality. Many agree with evolution’s detractors about the implica-
tions of evolution. Many on both sides are prepared to seek settiement
of their intellectual dispute by political means. So committed are they
to the values evolution or its rejection represent within their minds
that they tend to forget the intellectual and the moral dangers of
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transforming an intellectual confrontation into a political one. Just as
a nontheistic mother can wonder if her child “must be” taught that
God “programmed the spider” to build a perfect web,” so theistic
parents have been wondering whether their children must be
taught—in school and via television—that mechanistic explanations
are fully adequate to the explication of the cosmos. That is the kind of
question that makes education and even science itself a political issue
or a set of political issues from which, if all conflicting interests are
pressed, there is no successful outcome politically for science or reli-
gion. For the establishment of scientific or religious dogmas with offi-
cial sanctions—as Justinian himself might have learned—only breeds
schism, heresy, and hermeticism, stiffling to all inquiry.

The Catholic Church did not succeed in stifling Teilhard’s thought
—although it temporarily silenced the man—any more than it suc-
ceeded in stifling Galileo’s thought, although it temporarily silenced
the man.” Fundamentalists will not succeed in stifling the idea
of evolution. Yet despite their intellectual intolerance, even Fun-
damentalists have rights. Today’s issue, intellectually, is not whether
evolution shall be taught in public schools (the literal minded seem
always to confuse education with inculcation) but the manner in which
it shall be taught. The teaching of evolution in a public institution, as a
well-founded and fascinating theory in biology or a significant option
in metaphysics, whose implications are to be reckoned with globally by
philosophers, is a constitutionally guaranteed right the authors both
exercise regularly.”™ Yet it troubles us as educators to see evolutionism
taught to biology students as a mechanistic or Spencerian or any sort
of dogma, as much as it would trouble us to see literalist creationism
impressed by authority on untutored minds—not the least when
either dogma is accompanied by an uncritical exposition of its alleged
implications as seen through the eyes of its enthusiasts or its detrac-
tors.

In the polarization of controversy moderation, conciliation, and
qualification tend to be overlooked. Complex and subtle concepts are
oversimplified. The struggle among the mythic surrogates of con-
cepts is often won on a mythic level by those images which exercise the
most powerful visceral appeal. In America today, halt the respon-
dents to a recent Gallup Poll stated their belief that God created Adam
and Eve.® As the issues behind the evolution controversy come to be
more explicitly stated, this proportion as well as the proportion oppos-
ing the idea of creation could well grow. The minority who do not
know or who are undecided could diminish and the positions of the
radical adversaries at both extremes would become not only more
prevalent but more pointed and inflexible. Sensitization to this par-
ticular debate via the channels of public relations and mass communi-
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cations does not imply heightened sensitivity to the subtlety and com-
plexity of the issues, or greater openness to the variety of the options.
In the worst case, creation could be reduced to a mere fact or dogma
and evolution could be debased into a myth as its advocates attempt to
debunk an idea they perceive as the mythic rival of evolution.

On the flyleaf of Sagan’s popular book The Dragons of Eden is a
reproduction of an M. C. Escher work in which dragonlike reptiles
emerge from the matter of the artist’s sketchbook pages and march
confidently, breathing fire but in a cycle, over a book on nature and
back into the content of the sketchbook page. Nearby on the desk is a
miniature copy of the Book of Job, and two cacti struggle for space in
one small pot. Escher is a favorite of the mathematical games school of
aesthetics because his interest in symmetries and visual paradoxes
confirms their view that creativity is the outcome of structural sym-
metries in the brain.®' Here he is made the iconographer of a scientifi-
cally more bizarre but ideologically all the more necessary hypothesis
by which Sagan seeks to derive not merely Levi-Straussian formal
structures but Jungian archetypes from the obligatory evolutionary
past: “We are descended from reptiles and mammals both. In the
daytime repression of the R-complex and in the nighttime stirring of
the dream dragons, we may each of us be replaying the hundred-
million-year-old warfare between the reptiles and the mammals.”®
Here we are told (and that quite typlcally of reductionistic evo-
lutionism) not merely that we are risen from the apes or lizards,
but that in a morally significant sense we are not risen at all. We are (in
a way that counts perhaps more than any other) mere things or,
worse, beings with a nonmoral but still somehow loathesome (because
morally judgmental?) nature. Plainly the anti-evolutionists will be out
in force to tell us that such was the inference (they will call it an
implication) they most feared all along. But intellectually a scientist
can do worse things than calling humans by the names they most fear
to be called. Science can be allowed to lose its dignity, its distinction
from myth, and the scientist can then be borne along by the power of
the images conjured up in the defence of science. The paradox is
worthy of Escher.

PROGRESSIVISTS AND REACTIONARIES

Despite their scientific understanding that natural selection as an
adaptive trend need not be a progressive tendency,®® proponents of
evolution as an ism tend to remain progressivists. Those who are
materialists have a program—minimally, shall we say, the Epicurean
program of dethroning the gods’ hegemony over mores and disrob-
ing the mysteries of nature. They hope to replace mysteries with a
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clear understanding of nature’s causes and transnatural authority
with the clear self-legislation of human desire and will. And will is
programmatically identified as reason for the sake of the appearance
of continuity between the scientific and reformist projects. This is
to say that anti-creationism, qua materialism, constitutes itself a
metaphysic (as materialism must do to survive) and an ideal—known
both to its advocates and to its detractors as secular humanism—
towards which the proponents believe with nearly perfect faith hu-
manity is inexorably or almost inexorably advancing.

The same outlook as to the onward march of progress and the same
vision of what progress means, indeed the same rhetoric and imagery
about human liberation through the enlightenment of science, has
recurred among proponents of this view from Epicurus to Monod.
Because they are stirred by their own rhetoric just as Fundamentalists
are moved by their own myths, partisans of modernity (who wage
intellectual battles on behalf of what they take to be foregone conclu-
sions) have a fundamental incapacity to understand their foes, or
rivals. James Moore, writing the history of the post-Darwinian con-
troversies finds it all but incredible that the Scopes trial should have
taken place when it did—when the serious intellectual battles, as he
sees it, were all but over in England and on the Continent. Only an
intellectual lag in America’s cultural coming-of-age could explain the
timing of the trial, delayed reaction to the German menace of the
Great War, and fear of Bolshevism combined with intellectual bank-
ruptcy, demagoguery and knownothingism.** No doubt the recur-
rence of the Scopes trial issues in the Segraves case in 1981 would be
still more dumbfounding. Can enlightenment proceed so slowly? Can
lags be long enough to produce retrogression, or are there epicycles
on the wheels of progress? The answer seems to be that the armies of
reaction, organized superstition to give a modern name to Epicurus’s
béte noire, if frightened enough, can muster unbelievable forces of
hysteria without a shred of evidence or intellectual support to rely on.

Yet to dismiss today’s advocates of creationism and anti-
evolutionism as primitives or hysterics is not to join issue with them or
to understand the motives and reasons which lead them to comb the
verses of the Bible and the out-of-the-way passages of scientitic jour-
nals in search of evidence and arguments in behalf of what they know
to be the position they are called upon to defend. When twentieth-
century creationists speak with conviction of the atheism implied by
the idea of evolution, it is not because they are unaware that there
have been theistic evolutionists. Rather, clearly, it is because they be-
lieve that evolutionary theism is unconvincing or would not function
for them in the way that the idea of creation functions for them.
When they denounce evolutionism in tracts, studies, and popular
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pamphlets as immoral, it is not because they have articulated a thesis
that human moralities are framed to fit ideologies rather than mores
or ideals. Rather, it is because they believe that nihilism is the sole,
logical alternative to belief in a creator God. Dean Turner, a recent
and philosophically quite well read author, writes:

One fact is indisputable: there is a need for God to exist, for the plain and
unarguable reason that there could be no conceivable time when God’s non-
existence could be better than existence. The idea that an Infinite Mind exists,
characterized by infinite understanding, reason, and creative love, is inher-
ently better than the idea of a godless world that is only an absurd accident
that inevitably fails to honor our needs. From the viewpoint of atheism, all
reason, love and creation is ultimately accidental, temporary, and doomed to
destruction. Only a very unfortunate person characterized by a sick sense of
values could say that such a predicament would be better than God.®

It may be, of course, that creationists have misunderstood the pro-
gram of secular humanism, but the possibility should not be dismissed
that they have understood it all too well as the articulate expression of
trends within the present age they find morally and spiritually repug-
nant, ‘

ParabpicMs—MyTHIC AND FacTUAL

Northrop Frye had an interesting remark to make about stories,
which would not be entirely irrelevant to our present concern with
paradigms. It was that certain stories have the power to absorb others,
which become their subplots and variations.®® There-and-back-again is
one such story. Creation is another. Its power arises from the figuring
of the contingency of existence against the backdrop of the perma-
nency of Being. Like all mythically articulated concepts, creation is
susceptible to a distinctive mode of misunderstanding, its absorption
within the categories of a rival myth—perhaps the myth of facticity.

Eric Voegelin speaks of the mythic projection of the origin of his-
tory and its significance as historiogenesis. He comments on Clement
of Alexandria’s efforts to prove the temporal priority of the Biblical
personalities to the Greco-Roman pantheon:

It is through their integration into historiogenesis that the tales of myth are
divested of their original nature and transformed into facts of history. Isis
and Demeter, Dionysius and Apollo become historical personages with a def-
inite date in time, with the consequence that Clement can let his inquiry
concerning the gods be followed, without a break of method, by the argu-
ments concerning the date of Christ. Whether it be the dynasties of gods of
the Turin papyrus or the creation myth of the Bible, or further on the gods of
Euhemerus or Hecataeus of Abdera, or finally the Incarnation—all are pored
over and bound together by the pseudo-reality of “history.” They are pet-
rified into “facts” by a fundamentalism or literalism that had been alien to the
free mythopoesis, be it of the Memphite Theology, or the creations of a
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Homer, Hesiod, Aeschylus or Plato. The symbols of the myth have their truth
as an analogy of being; if this consciousness of analogical truth is now de-
stroyed, one of the principal causes (there were others) must be seen in the
“historization” of the myth through historiogenesis. The tone peculiar to the
arguments of Clement, half comic, half embarrassing, stems from this gross-
ness of destruction. The problem is still with us today in the debates on
Biblicism and demythicization, as well as in the discussions on the “historicity”
of Christ.

The impact of this devastating paragraph, which unfortunately
would be lost on most literalists, both among believers and among
their adversaries, is that the religious significance of the idea of crea-
tion, like that of revelation or incarnation, is lost when such moments
are reduced to the status of mere dogmatic or problematic empiric
incidents in time. If a Christian is a believer in the mystery of the
incarnation of the one absolute God as a man, then a Christian cannot
be a believer in the mere facticity of incarnation—or creation. A re-
cent, rather thoughtful scientific editorial apropos the Shroud of
Turin proposes, “the resurrection was not a circus trick. Those who
wish to know its meaning would do better to read Edward Schille-
beeckx than [the authors of Verdict on the Shroud, 1981] Stevenson and
Habermas.”® If the shroud is to have the sort of significance claimed
for it by its “defenders” and rejected by its “detractors,” it cannot be
the sort of significance that would be locatable in a piece of cloth or
assayable by carbon-14 tests or similar procedures.

Wisdom at the present juncture, we would suggest, might be found
in the advice of Saadya Gaon over a thousand years ago: If one seeks
an ultimate Ground of explanation in a transcendent Author of crea-
tion, one defeats one’s purpose if one seeks in turn to re-reduce that
ultimate Principle to the empirical phenomena it was invoked to ex-
plain.®® For a Christian to “defend” the historicity of creation is a
project fraught with the potential irony that the would-be believer, in
the very act of testifying faith in creation, might be stripping creation
of its significance as an epiphany of the transcendent God. Creation
(if properly construed) may be a truth, indeed a fact, but it loses its
meaning when its defenders transform it into a mere fact.

Scientific creationists face more than a legal difficulty about the
nexus of religion and politics when they seek to espouse alternatives
to evolution which are not explicitly theistic for use as creationist
rejoinders in public school curricula. They face as well the falsification
of their own position, which is empty without reference to a transcen-
dent Creator, as they and their opponents know very well.® The
defenders of evolution, whether as fact or as a bastion of a scientistic,
nontheistic paradigm, labor under a corresponding weight of misun-
derstanding when they imagine creation and creationism are no more
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than outmoded notions, ideas whose adaptive usefulness is over and
whose epoch in the progressive evolution of human culture is past,
myths no longer tenable simply because myth is what they are and a
time has come when humanity is capable of replacing myths by scien-
tific understanding. On the contrary, the elementality of the idea of
creation goes deeper than the myths which seek to express it—runs as
deep, in fact, as the primary categories upon which human thought is
founded. Theretore it is unlikely to be without expression in any
human age or culture.

The idea of creation as fact or as epiphany arises from the applica-
tion of a primary abstractive fiction—"“What if not y”—and achieves
consummate logical simplicity as well as metaphysical elegance and
comprehensiveness when it asks its question not about tobacco, dogs,
or painting, ceremonies or prohibitions, but about reality at large. It
looks upon the universe not as a fait accompli which must be taken for
granted or explained as the necessary outcome of necessary causes
but under the rival and equally primary category of contingency and
possibility—the category which makes possible the conception of
change and becoming, even progress, rather than that which pre-
sumes and requires stasis and stability.®* Contingency is not the cate-
gory of scientific explanation, but it is not excluded by it; indeed it is

.presupposed by it. For the contingent is what explanation seeks to
render necessary. We do not always look on all things as contingent.
There is no contingent stage or phase of human thought or civiliza-
tion to be gotten into or out of. For the correlative of contingency is
necessity, just as the correlative of the relative is the absolute.®® To
look upon all things absolutely as contingent involves an incoherency
incommensurate with human thought. We see the necessary through
the contingent just as we see the contingent in the factitious and
seemingly necessary. In this there is no progress, although there may
be partiality or partialness of vision, just as there is no progress in the
progression from synthetic to analytic thinking—and back again, al-
though there may be partiality or partialness of vision on the part of
some minds or all.

Evolutionism itself rests on contingent thinking, for it views the
world of living species (and the cosmos as a whole) not as the inevita-
ble and therefore eternal outcome of inexorable and therefore eter-
nal laws but as the temporal product of natural forces whose empiric
pattern is one of increasing complexity, whose future, therefore, is
unlike its past. Creationism is the carrying of this developmental idea
to its logical ultimate, the envisioning of a past that was radically
unlike its future (and of a future that will be radically unlike its past).
Yet anti-evolutionary creationists have embedded a key assumption of
eternalism among their premises, the supposition of the fixity of nat-
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ural kinds. Thus we have a perfect chiasma: the irony of an historical
reversal, with evolutionists defending the idea of nature’s radical
transformation in the name of the immutable laws of nature and
creationists denying the mutability of natural types for the sake of a
world view which upholds the reality of a radical transformation of
nature in the past (and its inevitability once again in the future).

It is because both creationism and evolutionism focus on change,
gradual or radical but real, that creation and evolution were so often
allied (against eternalism) in the past. Today, when creation and
evolution seem to be at loggerheads, miscues are easy. Creationists
can imagine the very idea of evolution poses some real danger be-
cause it seems to appeal to innate forces to which divine attributes are
assigned. There seems to be an insecurity of faith or nerve here, as
when the ancient monotheists feared pagan spirits, forgetting their
own church’s teaching that only the Asbolute could be divine. Corre-
spondingly, evolutionists of ideological stamp can imagine that
creationism as an idea must be the revival of some atavistic supersti-
tion that would rob science of its clarity and humanity of its freedoms.
They forget the creationistic underpinnings of the very concept of
evolution, just as the anti-evolutionists tend to forget the eternalistic
basis of the idea of the fixity of species. And both groups have in-
vested of themselves ideologically in their world views, associating
tightly bound clusters of values to their own positions and projecting
the derisive complements and opposites of those values, distorted
mirror images of all that they hold sacred, upon the views of their
opponents.

A myth is a story which bears meaning, not only through its words
and sentences but through its narrative. The events of that narrative
need not each contain facticity in order for the meaning borne in the
narrative to contain truth(s). Creation is an idea borne in many myths
that has absorbed its rivals repeatedly in its long history. For com-
prehensiveness and not a mere aura of elementality is the mark of
power in a myth. Emanation was perfected by the neo-Platonists,
quite consciously as an alternative to creation because the learned
neo-Platonic philosophers did not choose to redescend into the an-
thropomorphic cosmogonies from which Aristotle had rescued them
with great difficulty only a few centuries earlier. In those cosmogonies
only the divine Plato seemed able—salamander like—to flourish hap-
pily. Emanation was a paradigm idea, one of the most powerful in
humanity’s history, but it could not absorb creation. Rather it was
absorbed by it and became a variant on the monotheistic theme; it
could not survive creation but was survived by it, not because hysteria
breeds power—there is nothing hysterical in a Philo, a Philoponus, a
Maimonides, an Augustine, or a Whitehead, Bergson or Teilhard—
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but because it enshrines and projects an aspect of reality and experi-
ence, encapsulates a set of ideas and values that have not been gotten
at in any other better way.

Paradigms, we would suggest, are not mere superstructures but are
toundations of the structures in which human beings live. The idea of
evolution has an ancient and noble lineage as a paradigm or element
in several paradigms, running back to the teleology of Aristotle
(which is indispensable to it—since adaptation is the key to evolution-
ary thought, the adaptation of form to function and of organism to
environment,) the natural selection of Empedocles, and of course the
humanism and naturalism of Democritus and Epicurus.” Its relations
with militant secularism, pragmatism, value relativism, and the like
may turn out to have been quite adventitious, much to the surprise of
some of its most ardent exponents and detractors. That evolution
might be harbored through some dark period of the human future by
virtue of its sacredness to conciliators of the stamp of Bergson,
Whitehead or Teilhard is no truly great irony. To consider this pos-
sibility need not smack of triumphalism, when we consider that Pla-
tonic metaphysics, Stoic ethics, and Peripatetic logic were long har-
bored by the corresponding synthesists of the past—the pre-Socratics,
by Eusebius. Nor need it seem surprising that the creationist
paradigm does not die as do so many of the ideas it may bear within it,
that creationism does not stand or fall with particular bits of scientific
evidence. If paradigms are foundation stones for houses fit for
human habitation, the wisest of humanity have always chosen and will
always choose houses containing more than a single window looking
out on the neighborhood in which they have been built.
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beyond all our imaginings” (Dialogue, pp. 99-100). To propose that radically divergent
environmental conditions require a radical divergence in life forms, if any may be
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University Press, 1967; Ist Latin ed., 1644; lst trans. ed., 1911), pp. 272-74, 277, 280,
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York: Mentor, 1960), pp. 15-22.
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Jfrom the Appearances of Nature (Houston, Tex.: St. Thomas, 1972), but the argument had
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pre-Socratic philosophers and, of course, in myth and scripture. Explicit versions and
variations of the argument are prominent features in the philosophies of Plato, the
Stoics, Philo, Galen, Boethius, Thomas, and many of the scientific thinkers of the
Renaissance and Enlightenment. Spinoza, Hume, and Kant were among the sternest
critics, and Aristotle’s and Spinoza’s immanentism can be regarded as an inversion or
alternative to the theory of an (externally derived) intelligent design in nature, rather
than a faithful recapitulation of it. See Frederick Ferré, “Design Argument,” in Dic-
tionary of the History of Ideas, ed. Philip Wiener (New York: Scribners, 1973), 1:670-77.
.Hume’s Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion were published posthumously in 1779; see
the edition of Norman Kemp Smith (Indianapolis: Bobbs Merrill, reprinted 1947).
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rooted, he believed, not merely in secularized theology but in observation. See his Essay
on Classification, ed. E. Lurie (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1962; orig.
ed., 1857). Bishop Samuel Wilberforce, similarly, founded his critique of evolution in
what was made to sound like a rather strict empiricism—as though fixity were observed
and natural selection were a purely speculative hypothesis (see nn. 36, 38, 39, and 41
below.) The epistemic double standard (by which species fixity is treated as an observa-
tion event and natural selection as a conjectural model, tendentiously in both cases)
becomes a fairly regular feature of anti-evolutionary polemic and is even mirrored in
the dogmatism of some of the overanxious polemicists on the opposite side of the aisle,
who come to speak of evolution (globally?) as (an empirically observed?) fact and crea-
tion (in all intensions?) as a fairy story.

35. This trend of thought continues among contemporary creationists. Frank L.
Marsh, for example, concedes the possibility of “microevolution,” i.e., environmental
adaptation of isolated populations generating widespread subspecific variation, but
urges that the Biblical species which “brought forth after their kind” were, as they
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neither of the parental types.” Variation and Fixity in Nature (Mountain View, Calif.:
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“much that is heavily speculative” with regard to the problem of antediluvian cross
fertility, but he insists on the purity of ultimate types in a fashion suggestive of a debate
between modern essentialists and followers of Wittgenstein’s family resemblance mode
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p. 68. The difficulty, however, is that to many biologists the genetic material seems to
present just such a continuum as the creationists’ spokesmen reject. But Marsh and
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by God solely to test human creatures’ faith. To doubters Teilhard presents not the
fossils but the well detined spectacle of the “tree of life,” asking rhetorically, whence this
grew (pp. 138, 122-40)—a non-Linnaean question which derives its axiomatic rationality
as a query of science solely from the idea of creation.
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ple, Bolton Davidheiser, Evolution and Christian Faith (Nutley, N.J.: Presbyterian and
Reformed Publishing, 1975), pp. 203-5. Robert E. Kofahl, Handy Dandy Evolution Refut-
er (San Diego, Calif.: Creation Science Research Center, 1977), pp. 34-55, argues, “The
‘change observed in Kettlewell’'s moth produces a different phase, not a new species. Itis
not evolution.” But, given the short time in which such phenomena as industrial
melanism have taken effect, there does not seem to be any basis for a probabalistic
objection to speciation via natural selection. Even the often repeated claim that there is
no laboratory evidence to support the possibility of trans-specific evolution must be
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believe that non-living matter thinks, has feelings, has any sense of moral responsibility,
or exercises will, or that chemical reactions can make an organism that does. Personal
nature must, therefore, have come from a higher personal spiritual Source, not from
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can hardly be distinguished from naturally fractured rocks. According to the Bible the
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