1 The Theory of Natural Selection
Autobiography, Charles Darwin (‘natural historian’) 
In October 1838 ... I happened to read for amusement Malthus on Population, and being well-prepared to appreciate the struggle for existence which everywhere goes on from long continued observation of the habits of animals and plants, it at once struck me that under these circumstances favourable variations would tend to be preserved and unfavorable ones to be destroyed. The result of this would be the formation of new species.
Autobiography, Alfred Russell (‘natural historian’ and co-discoverer of the theory of natural selection)
It occurred to me to ask the question. Why do some die and some live? And the answer was clearly, that on the whole the best fitted lived. From the effects of disease the most healthy escaped; from enemies the strongest, the swiftest, or the most cunning; from famine the best hunters or those with the best digestion; and so on. Then I at once saw, that the ever present variability of all living things would furnish the material from which, by the mere weeding out of those less adapted to the actual conditions, the fittest alone would continue the race. There suddenly flashed upon me the idea of the survival of the fittest. (1858).
The Descent of Man, Charles Darwin
Natural Selection. -- We have now seen that man is variable in body and mind; and that the variations are induced, either directly or indirectly, by the same general causes, and obey the same general laws as with the lower animals. Man has spread widely over the face of the earth, and must have been exposed, during his incessant migrations, to the most diversified conditions. The inhabitants of Tierra del Fuego, the Cape of Good Hope, and Tasmania in the one hemisphere, and of the Arctic regions in the other, must have passed through many climates, and changed their habits many times, before they reached their present homes. The early progenitors of man must also have tended, like all other animals, to have increased beyond their means of subsistence; they must, therefore, occasionally have been exposed to a struggle for existence, and consequently to the rigid law of natural selection. Benefi​cial variations of all kinds will thus, either occasionally or habitually, have been pre​served and injurious ones eliminated. I do not refer to strongly marked deviations of structure, which occur only at long inter​vals of time, but to mere individual differ​ences. We know, for instance, that the muscles of our hands and feet, which de​termine our powers of movement, are lia​ble, like those of the lower animals, to in​cessant variability. If then the progenitors of man inhabiting any district, especially one undergoing some change in its condi​tions, were divided into two equal bodies, the one-half which included all the indi​viduals best adapted by their powers of movement for gaining subsistence, or for defending themselves, would on an aver​age survive in greater numbers, and pro​create more offspring than the other and less well-endowed half.
#2 Lamarck and the Inheritance of Acquired Characteristics, Ronald C. Pine 
(Professor of Philosophy)
The view first proposed by the French biologist Jean-Baptiste Lamarck, a half century before Darwin, and changed somewhat over the years is now called the inheritance of acquired characteristics. Unlike the orthodox Darwinian view, this theory states that the variation observed in nature and the amazing adaptability of life are not the result of chance genetic variations. For Lamarck, variation is the result of an improved or adaptive response to a changing environment. For Darwin, variation comes first, and selection or rejection by the environ​ment afterward. For Lamarck, changes in the environment have priority; these changes cause improved creatures ... According to Lamarck's theory, there is an inherent wisdom in evolution. Instead of random unplanned genetic changes, there are "purposeful" genetic changes. Thus, a direct communication link is assumed to exist between the changing environment, the animal's response to the environment, and DNA in the germ or sex cells. An animal that experiences a radically changing environment will begin to behave in a certain way, either using or disusing its inherited characteristics, in attempting to adapt to the new environment. This in turn will produce acquired characteristics, which will then result in the production of offspring that are more adaptable to the environment. In the case of our giraffe, long-necked giraffes would tend to predominate in a much more directed way than in the Darwinian scenario. The elevating of the food source of the ancestral giraffe would cause a stretching of the muscles of the legs and neck, eventually resulting in offspring with longer legs and necks.
2. Modern advocates of this theory of evolution will point to the ostrich and note that it just happens to have calluses on its rump, breast, and other body parts that come into contact with the ground when it sits down. The same calluses exist in the unhatched chick. Lamarckians argue that it "takes a lot of believing" to accept the orthodox view that genes developed purely by chance for the calluses to develop only for the required spots. They argue it is much more reasonable to believe that the calluses developed first in the adult ostrich, just as calluses develop on the hands of a laborer or a baseball player, and then "somehow" the code for this trait is passed on to the sex cells. In this way the calluses become a preadaptation. Other examples are the tough skin of the human foot and the elephant's trunk. Modern evolutionary biologists, following Darwins emphasis on natural se​lection as the main cause of evolution, claim that although this view may be more psychologically and philosophically satisfying, it conflicts substantially with the observed facts. First of all, there are many examples of environ​mentally imposed physical changes that are never communicated to the sex cells of an animal, and hence their offspring. For instance, take the practice of circumcision, the now widespread practice of removing the outer covering of skin from a baby boy's penis. Although of religious origin, this practice is now routine in Western culture to prevent infection. Here, evolutionary biol​ogists will argue, is a substantial physical change imposed by the environment that has a definite advantage for survival, yet no one has ever witnessed the birth of a male child already circumcised. Lamarckians have yet to explain the "somehow" of a communication link between an acquired characteristic and the DNA of a parent's sex cells. The majority of microbiologists believe that the inheritance of an acquired characteristic is a chemical impossibility, that information can pass in only one direction at the level of DNA. Coded messages can be sent from DNA via a chemical messenger to develop a par​ticular physical characteristic, but not vice versa.
3. Second, the entire concept behind Lamarckism is inconsistent with the paleontological evidence, the fossil record that indicates that the vast majority of species are extinct, implying a much messier view of evolution than that implied by the notion that acquired characteristics can be inherited just when they are needed. In other words, if there is an inherent wisdom in nature, it is very difficult to reconcile this with the apparent massive amount of trial and error reflected in the fossil record. (Incidentally, the ostrich has calluses in places where they serve no apparent function in protecting it from the ground.)
One of the most striking facts about both creatures living today and those extinct is the infinite variety of forms of life. Over 500 million years ago an animal existed that was so strange that scientists have named it hallucigenia. It had seven pairs of legs and seven tentacles each ending with a mouth. When we consider such creatures, life may be amazing, but it does not appear to be planned. There are many different environments, and there are many different variations adaptable to those environments. Darwin's theory implies a large amount of extinction; Lamarck's implies no extinction at all. For La​marck, on the tree of life each branch is a ladder, where each lower animal simply changes to another higher form; Darwin's tree branches again and again with some of the branches dying and dropping off completely. Hallu​cigenia is one example of many of a tree branch that has dropped off com​pletely; it did not evolve into any "higher" form of life.
4. Finally, supporters of Darwinism will point out that what often may appear to be superficially a case of an inheritance of an acquired characteristic is easily explained in terms of natural variety and selection. In the past half century behavioral scientists have used thousands of white rats in laboratory experiments. These researchers have noticed that the rats have adapted to their captivity for the most part by becoming naturally more docile compared to their wild relatives. Is this an example of an inherited acquired characteristic? Has a wild creature, confined to a small space, become less active and then passed this characteristic on to its offspring? No, say the Darwin​ians. This is actually a classic case of selection. Given the original population of wild rats, there will be a distribution of rat "personalities" from the very hyperactive to docile. Being hyperactive or active in the wild would be an advantage. In a captive laboratory environment it would not, and it is unlikely that the active rats could mate in such an environment. Hence, after several generations, laboratory rats are almost all docile. What is intriguing about Lamarckism, and undoubtedly one of the reasons for its staying power, is that it incorporates in scientific form, or at least attempts to, the major philosophical objection mentioned earlier. Life appears to be too intricately adapted to every environmental niche to be an accident. Human beings appear superior to other creatures, and Lamarckism does imply that humankind is the end product of evolution ...
Science and The Human Prospect (Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing, 1989)
#3 The Blind Watchmaker, Richard Dawkins (biologist)
‘Explaining the very improbable’: When Charles Darwin first explained the matter, many people either wouldn’t or couldn’t grasp it. I myself flatly refused to believe Darwin’s theory when I first heard about it as a child. Almost everybody throughout history, up to the second half of the nineteenth century, has firmly believed in the opposite -- the Conscious Designer theory. Many people still do, perhaps because the true, Darwinian explanation of our own existence is still, remarkably, not a routine part of the curriculum of a general education. It is certainly very widely misunderstood. The watchmaker of my title is borrowed from a famous treatise by the eighteenth-century theologian William Paley. His Natural Theology - or Evidences of the Existence and Attributes of the Deity Collected from the Appearances of Nature, published in 1802, is the best-known exposition of the 'Argument from Design', always the most influential of the arguments for the existence of a God. It is a book that I greatly admire, for in his own time its author succeeded in doing what I am struggling to do now. He had a point to make, he passionately believed in it, and he spared no effort to ram it home clearly. He had a proper reverence for the complexity of the living world, and he saw that it demands a very special kind of explanation. The only thing he got wrong - admittedly quite a big thing! - was the explanation itself. He gave the traditional religious answer to the riddle, but he articulated it more clearly and convincingly than anybody had before. The true explanation is utterly different, and it had to wait for one of the most revolutionary thinkers of all time, Charles Darwin.
2. Paley begins Natural Theology with a famous passage:
In crossing a heath, suppose I pitched my foot against a stone, and were asked how the stone came to be there; I might possibly answer, that, for anything I knew to the contrary, it had lain there for ever: nor would it perhaps be very easy to show the absurdity of this answer. But suppose I had found a watch upon the ground, and it should be inquired how the watch happened to be in that place; I should hardly think of the answer which I had before given, that for anything I knew, the watch might have always been there.
Paley here appreciates the difference between natural physical objects like stones, and designed and manufactured objects like watches. He goes on to expound the precision with which the cogs and springs of a watch are fashioned, and the intricacy with which they are put together. If we found an object such as a watch upon a heath, even if we didn't know how it had come into existence, its own precision and intricacy of design would force us to conclude: “that the watch must have had a maker: that there must have existed, at some time, and at some place or other, an artificer or artificers, who formed it for the purpose which we find it actually to answer; who comprehended its construction, and designed its use.” Nobody could reasonably dissent from this conclusion, Paley insists, yet that is just what the atheist, in effect, does when he contemplates the works of nature, for: “every indication of contrivance, every manifestation of design, which existed in the watch, exists in the works of nature; with the difference, on the side of nature, of being greater or more, and that in a degree whichexceeds all computation.” Paley drives his point home with beautiful and reverent descriptions of the dissected machinery of life, beginning with the human eye, a favourite example which Darwin was later to use and which will reappear throughout this book. Paley compares the eye with a designed instrument such as a telescope, and concludes that 'there is precisely the same proof that the eye was made for vision, as there is that the telescope was made for assisting it'. The eye must have had a designer, just as the telescope had.
3. Paley's argument is made with passionate sincerity and is informed by the best biological scholarship of his day, but it is wrong, gloriously and utterly wrong. The analogy between telescope and eye, between watch and living organism, is false. All appearances to the contrary, the only watchmaker in nature is the blind forces of physics, albeit deployed in a very special way. A true watchmaker has foresight: he designs his cogs and springs, and plans their interconnections, with a future purpose in his mind's eye. Natural selection, the blind, uncon​scious, automatic process which Darwin discovered, and which we now know is the explanation for the existence and apparently purpose​ful form of all life, has no purpose in mind. It has no mind and no mind's eye. It does not plan for the future. It has no vision, no foresight, no sight at all. If it can be said to play the role of watchmaker in nature, it is the blind watchmaker.
4. ... ... Good Design: Nowadays theologians aren't quite so straightforward as Paley. They don't point to complex living mechanisms and say that they are self-evidently designed by a creator, just like a watch. But there is a tendency to point to them and say 'It is impossible to believe' that such complexity, or such perfection, could have evolved by natural selection. Whenever I read such a remark, I always feel like writing 'Speak for yourself' in the margin. There are numerous examples (I counted 35 in one chapter) in a recent book called The Probability of God by the Bishop of Birmingham, Hugh Montefiore ... . The Bishop quotes, with approval, G. Bennett on spider webs:
It is impossible for one who has watched the work for many hours to have any doubt that neither the present spiders of this species nor their ancestors were ever the architects of the web or that it could conceivably have been
produced step by step through random variation; it would be as absurd to
suppose that the intricate and exact proportions of the Parthenon were
produced by piling together bits of marble.
It is not impossible at all. That is exactly what I firmly believe, and I have some experience of spiders and their webs. The Bishop goes on to the human eye, asking rhetorically, and with the implication that there is no answer, 'How could an organ so complex evolve?' This is not an argument, it is simply an affirmation of incredulity. The underlying basis for the intuitive incredulity that we all are tempted to feel about what Darwin called organs of extreme perfection and complication is, I think, twofold. First we have no intuitive grasp of the immensities of time available for evolutionary change. Most sceptics about natural selection are prepared to accept that it can bring about minor changes like the dark coloration that has evolved in various species of moth since the industrial revolution. But, having accepted this, they then point out how small a change this is. As the Bishop underlines, the dark moth is not a new species. I agree that this is a small change, no match for the evolution of the eye, or of echolocation. But equally, the moths only took a hundred years to make their change. One hundred years seems like a long time to us, because it is longer than our lifetime. But to a geologist it is about a thousand times shorter than he can ordinarily measure!
5. Eyes don't fossilize, so we don't know how long our type of eye took to evolve its present complexity and perfection from nothing, but the time available is several hundred million years. Think, by way of comparison, of the change that man has wrought in a much shorter time by genetic selection of dogs. In a few hundreds, or at most thousands, of years we have gone from wolf to Pekinese, Bulldog, Chihuahua and Saint Bernard. Ah, but they are still dogs aren't they? They haven't turned into a different 'kind' of animal? Yes, if it com​forts you to play with words like that, you can call them all dogs. But just think about the time involved. Let's represent the total time it took to evolve all these breeds of dog from a wolf, by one ordinary walking pace. Then, on the same scale, how far would you have to walk, in order to get back to Lucy and her kind, the earliest human fossils that unequivocally walked upright? The answer is about 2 miles. And how far would you have to walk, in order to get back to the start of evolution on Earth? The answer is that you would have to slog it out all the way from London to Baghdad. Think of the total quantity of change involved in going from wolf to Chihuahua, and then multiply it up by the number of walking paces between London and Baghdad. This will give some intuitive idea of the amount of change that we can expect in real natural evolution.
8. The second basis for our natural incredulity about the evolution of very complex organs like human eyes and bat ears is an intuitive application of probability theory. Bishop Montefiore quotes C. E. Raven on cuckoos. These lay their eggs in the nests of other birds, which then act as unwitting foster parents. Like so many biological adaptations, that of the cuckoo is not single but multiple. Several different facts about cuckoos fit them to their parasitic way of life. For instance, the mother has the habit of laying in other birds' nests, and the baby has the habit of throwing the host's own chicks out of the nest. Both habits help the cuckoo succeed in its parasitic way of life. Raven goes on: “It will be seen that each one of this sequence of conditions is essential for the success of the whole. Yet each by itself is useless. The whole opus perfectum must have been achieved simultaneously. The odds against the random occurrence of such a series of coincidences are, as we have already stated, astronomical.” Arguments such as this are in principle more respectable than the argument based on sheer, naked incredulity. Measuring the statistical improbability of a suggestion is the right way to go about assessing its believability. Indeed, it is a method that we shall use in this book several times. But you have to do it right! There are two things wrong with the argument put by Raven. First, there is the familiar, and I have to say rather irritating, confusion of natural selection with 'randomness'. Mutation is random; natural selection is the very opposite of random. Second, it just isn't true that 'each by itself is useless'. It isn't true that the whole perfect work must have been achieved simultaneously. It isn't true that each part is essential for the success of the whole. A simple, rudimentary, half-cocked eye/ear/echolocation system/cuckoo parasitism system, etc., is better than none at all. Without an eye you are totally blind. With half an eye you may at least be able to detect the general direction of a predator's movement, even if you can't focus a clear image. And this may make all the difference between life and death ... ...
9. ... ... ‘Accumulating Small Change’: We have seen that living things are too improbable and too beautifully 'designed' to have come into existence by chance. How, then, did they come into existence The answer, Darwin's answer, is by gradual, step-by-step transformations from simple beginnings, from primordial entities sufficiently simple to have come into existence by chance. Each success​ive change in the gradual evolutionary process was simple enough, rela​tive to its predecessor, to have arisen by chance. But the whole sequence of cumulative steps constitutes anything but a chance process, when you consider the complexity of the final end-product relative to the original starting point. The cumulative process is directed by nonrandom survival. The purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate the power of this cumulative selection as a fundamentally nonrandom process. If you walk up and down a pebbly beach, you will notice that the pebbles are not arranged at random. The smaller pebbles typically tend to be found in segregated zones running along the length of the beach, the larger ones in different zones or stripes. The pebbles have been sorted, arranged, selected. A tribe living near the shore might wonder at this evidence of sorting or arrangement in the world, and might develop a myth to account for it, perhaps attributing it to a Great Spirit in the sky with a tidy mind and a sense of order. We might give a superior smile at such a superstitious notion, and explain that the arranging was really done by the blind forces of physics, in this case the action of waves. The waves have no purposes and no intentions, no tidy mind, no mind at all. They just energetically throw the pebbles around, and big pebbles and small pebbles respond differently to this treatment so they end up at different levels of the beach. A small amount of order has come out of disorder, and no mind planned it.
10. The waves and the pebbles together constitute a simple example of a system that automatically generates non-randomness. The world is full of such systems. The simplest example I can think of is a hole. Only objects smaller than the hole can pass through it. This means that if you start with a random collection of objects above the hole, and some force shakes and jostles them about at random, after a while the objects above and below the hole will come to be nonrandomly sorted. The space below the hole will tend to contain objects smaller than the hole, and the space above will tend to contain objects larger than the hole. Mankind has, of course, long exploited this simple principle for generating non-randomness, in the useful device known as the sieve.The Solar System is a stable arrangement of planets, comets and debris orbiting the sun, and it is presumably one of many such orbiting systems in the universe. The nearer a satellite is to its sun, the faster it has to travel if it is to counter the sun's gravity and remain in stable orbit. For any given orbit, there is only one speed at which a satellite can travel and remain in that orbit. If it were travelling at any other velocity, it would either move out into deep space, or crash into the Sun, or move into another orbit. And if we look at the planets of our solar system, lo and behold, every single one of them is travelling at exactly the right velocity to keep it in its stable orbit around the Sun. A blessed miracle of provident design? No, just another natural 'sieve'. Obviously all the planets that we see orbiting the sun must be travelling at exactly the right speed to keep them in their orbits, or we wouldn't see them there because they wouldn't be there! But equally obviously this is not evidence for conscious design. It is just another kind of sieve.
11. Sieving of this order of simplicity is not, on its own, enough to account for the massive amounts of nonrandom order that we see in living things. Nowhere near enough. Remember the analogy of the combination lock. The kind of non-randomness that can he generated by simple sieving is roughly equivalent to opening a combination lock with only one dial: it is easy to open it by sheer luck. The kind of non-randomness that we see in living systems, on the other hand, is equivalent to a gigantic combination lock with an almost uncountable number of dials. To generate a biological molecule like haemoglobin, the red pigment in blood, by simple sieving would be equivalent to taking all the amino-acid building blocks of haemoglobin, jumbling them up at random, and hoping that the haemoglobin molecule would reconstitute itself by sheer luck. The amount of luck that would he required for this feat is unthinkable, and has been used as a telling mind-boggler by Isaac Asimov and others. A haemoglobin molecule consists of four chains of amino acids twisted together. Let us think about just one of these four chains. It consists of 146 amino acids. There are 20 different kinds of amino acids commonly found in living things. The number of possible ways of arranging 20 kinds of thing in chains 146 links long is an inconceivably large number, which Asimov calls the 'haemoglobin number'. It is easy to calculate, but impossible to visualize the answer. The first link in the 146-long chain could be any one of the 20 possible amino acids. The second link could also be any one of the 20, 50 the number of possible 2-link chains is 20 x 20, or 400. The number of possible 3-link chains is 20 x 20 x 20, or 8,000. The number of possible 146-link chains is 20 times itself 146 times. This is a staggeringly large number. A million is a I with 6 noughts after it. A billion (l,000 million) is a 1 with 9 noughts after it. The number we seek, the 'haemoglobin number', is (near enough) a 1 with 190 noughts after it! This is the chance against happening to hit upon haemoglobin by luck. And a haemoglobin molecule has only a minute fraction of the complexity of a living body Simple sieving, on its own, is obviously nowhere near capable of generating the amount of order in a living thing. Sieving is an essential ingredient in the generation of living order, but it is very far from being the whole story. Something else is needed. To explain the point, I shall need to make a distinction between 'single-step' selection and 'cumulative' selection. The simple sieves we have been considering so far in this chapter are all examples of single-step selection. Living organization is the product of cumulative selection.
12. The essential difference between single-step selection and cumulative selection is this. In single-step selection the entities selected or sorted, pebbles or whatever they are, are sorted once and for all. In cumulative selection, on the other hand, they 'reproduce'; or in some other way the results of one sieving process are fed into a subsequent sieving, which is fed into ..., and so on. The entities are subjected to selection of sorting over many ‘generations’ in succession. The end-product of one generation of selection is the starting point for the next generation of selection, and so on for many generations. It is natural to borrow such words as 'reproduce' and 'generation', which have associations with living things, because living things are the main examples we know of things that participate in cumulative selection. They may in practice be the only things that do. But for the moment I don't want to beg that question by saying so outright ... ...
#5 There’s No Need To Choose Between Creation and Evolution, 
John G. Stackhouse (Professor of Religion)
School boards in an uproar. Parents protective of their children. Teachers defensive. Students confused. Abbotsford, B.C., is only the latest location of the furor over “creation versus evolution,” the argument that has been going on for more than a century since Charles Darwin published On the Ori​gin of Species. The sad thing is that so much energy is wasted on a non-issue: Creation versus evolution is, strictly speaking, nonsense. Belief in creation means simply to hold that a deity brought the cosmos into being. It is a core tenet of many religions: Jewish, Christian and Muslim, as well as varieties of Hinduism and Buddhism, native Canadian faiths and others. That God (or gods) created the world is the belief. How God (or gods) did so is the open question.
2. Nowadays, though, many people assume belief in creation means thinking God created the world in six 24 hour days, that Earth is fewer than 10,000 years old and that it appears older because a global flood in Noah's time laid down deep layers of sedi​ment that evolutionists think took billions of years to accumulate.Yet these convictions are a particular, and recent, variety of Christian thought properly known as "creation science," or "scientific creationism." Creation science was popularized in a 1923 book called The New Geology, by amateur U.S. scientist George McCready Price. A Seventh-Day Adventist, Mr. Price learned from Adventism's founder Ellen G. White that God had revealed to her that Noah's flood was responsible for the fossil record. Mr. Price didn't influence the popular mind much, however. It remained for a 1961 book called The Genesis Flood, largely an academic dressing-up of Mr. Price's work, by engineer Henry Morris and theologian John Whitcomb, to disseminate the creation-science concept. A variety of organlza​tions, such as the Institute for Creation Research in California, have so energetically propagated the idea that some polls show that more than 40 per cent of the American population believe it.
3. This version of creation, however, is but one of four understandings of creation held by Bible-be​lieving, church-going Christians. A second, popular view among conservative Protestants holds that a huge interval occurred between an original crea​tion described in Genesis 1:1 and the "formless and void" earth described in Genesis 1:2, out of which God created the present world. This "gap theory" was promulgated by the Schofield Reference Bible (1909) accepted by millions of Christians the world over. A third version understands the six "days" of creation to be metaphors for "ages," which might have lasted millions of years. This was the view in Darwin's day of McGill University's distinguished scientist Sir J. W. Dawson. Surprisingly, it was also the view of William Jennings Bryan, the defender of creation at the Scopes "Monkey" Trail in 1925. Finally, other Christians believe God used evolu​tion in the creation. Some believe God did so to pro​duce niinor changes but intervened to produce each new form of life. Some restrict God's special intervention to creating human kind. And some be​lieve in "theistic evolution" - that is, that God used evolution to produce all life on earth.
4. Thus Genesis is seen to be a highly metaphoric story that teaches important truths: The world is an ordered and interdependent whole; human be​ings are meant to care for Earth as gardeners care for a garden; and, especially, it was God, not imper​sonal processes or other deities, who created all else. The only respect in which "creation versus evolution" makes sense is if certain evolutionists insist that "evolution" must mean what Darwin thought it did - naturalistic or atheistic evolution. Then, of course, "creation versus evolution" really amounts to "theism versus atheism." Put this way, it becomes a religious and philosophical issue, not a sci​entific one.
5. So how should we teach origins? First, teach sci​ence as a method, as an adventure of discovery and debate, not as a dull, fixed set of facts to be indoc​tinated. As educationist Neil Postman has pointed out, what better opportunity to demonstrate how science actually works than to plunge students into a controversy like this one? Second, keep clear what is science and what is re​ligion. When scientific creationists move beyond positing some vague supernatural force behind the Big Bang to proclaiming Jesus Christ as Saviour from sin, then categories have been shifted. And when certain scientists claim that science proves atheism, we're not talking about science any more. Third, remember that human beings don't know everything about anything. Scientific creationists sometimes sound as if they understand exactly what the Bible means, but no one knows for certain just what Genesis 1 and 2 really say ahout the ori​gins of the world. We can only give our best shot at interpreting them. And the same is true for scien​tists about the natural record. The philosopher T. H. Huxley coined the term "agnosticism" to describe his lack of certainty about God's existence. A little agnosticism, or at least a little humility, about our science as well as our theology would help us all make our way better through this needlessly polarizing controversy over the false choice of creation versus evolution.
The Globe and Mail (September 2 1995).
