


was achild, and it does not make
sense to extrapolate a number of
years into his life, just because
our present experiences require
that every adult should have been
a child. Similarly all the stars
were immediately visiblein spite
of immense distances. Trees
were not made as scedlings; they
were fully grown and complete.
Neither did birds hatch from

The Battle of Beginnings: Why
Neither Side Is Winning the Cre-
ation-Evolution Debate, by Del
Ratzsch. Intervarsity Press, 1996.
248 pp., paper ($14.99). [Reviewed
by Herman C. Hanko.]

The author of this book is of
the opinion that the problem in the
creation-evolution debate is the
inability of both sides to think
clearly, deal horfestly with the data
before them, and argue in a logical
and concise way, whether that be
in defending a position or criticiz-
ing the opposite position.

Del Ratzsch is professor of
philosophy at Calvin College and
concentrates on the philosophy of
science. He has certainly done his
homework. He quotes extensively
from many outstanding creationist
authors and from the leading fig-
ures in evolutionary thought, be-
ginning with Darwin. He finds a
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their eggs and eventually grow
up. The old question of “which
was first — the hen or the egg?”
has a clear and unambiguous
biblical answer.

To that, any child of God
committed to the doctrine of Scrip-
tural infallibility will answer with
a resounding, Amen. W

great deal lacking in the presenta-
tions which each side offers.

The author spends time at the
outset describing the history of the
debate in order to zero in on misun-
derstandings of each other’s posi-
tions, misrepresentations, and fal-
lacies in argument. He then pro-
ceeds to summarize the chief argu-
ments of creationists, the weak-
nesses in these arguments, and the
answers to them which are offered
by evolutionists. He does the same
with the evolutionistic position,
trying to deal with both sides in an
even-handed manner. The book is
interesting from this point of view,
and it contains a lot of information
about the position of both sides in
the debate. The book also points
out critical lapses in the “proof™
which each side offers, which en-
hances the value of the book and
helps one weigh the validity of each
position.
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Interestingly, though not sur-
prisingly, the author shows how
neither creationists nor evolution-
ists have any sympathy for the po-
sition of theistic evolution. Both
consider that position to be wholly
untenable, although the author him-
self is not so ready to condemn it
out of hand.

Ratzsch’s stated purpose is
not to take a position of his own.
Indeed, he admits that he is not
sure what position is correct. His
interests lie in adifferent direction.
The author is of the opinion that if
only each side in the debate will
deal with the other side honestly
and forthrightly, and if each side
will only clean up its own argu-
ments and make the good ones logi-
cally sound while discarding the
bad ones, the two opposing camps
could come closer together and
perhaps the intense warfare be-
tween them would end in a friendly
handshaking and mutual apprecia-
tion for the opposite position.

I suppose that it is possible
for this to happen. I consider thisa
possibility, not for Ratzsch’s rea-
sons, but because both sides of the
debate are arguing their cases on
wrong grounds. They argue, and
Ratzsch approves, on the basis of
scientific evidence learned by
means of the scientific method.
Both make their case on the basis
of the findings of science. Bothare
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sure thatan honest dealing with the
evidence of the creation will prove
their point. It won’t. It never has.
It does not now. It never will.

The author himself suggests
some ideas along these lines. He
considers at length, e.g., whether
creationism (and evolutionism also,
for that matter) is a religion. He
demonstrates that when creation-
ists, in the interest of getting cre-
ationism accepted in the public
schools, shifted their emphasis
from scriptural givens to science
within a six-day framework, they
made things very difficult for them-
selves. Science can be science only
when it deals exclusively with na-
ture and natural data. Further, when
dealing with evolutionism, the au-
thor devotes considerable time and
effort to demonstrate that scien-
tists can never be purely objective
in their quest for knowledge; noris
scientific data ever able to lead to
explanations which are certain,
Nothing can ever be proved defi-
nitely.

But herein lies the problem.
It is strange that so few are willing
to see it. The creationists and evo-
lutionists alike seem intent on
avoiding the real issues involved.
If the believer is to make any sense
at all out of the whole problem he
has got to make his beginning with
the words found in Hebrews 11:3:
“By faith we understand that the

67



worlds were framed by the word of
God....” Itis important and strik-
ing that the text uses “understand”
and not “believe.” How the worlds
were formed can only be under-
stood by faith.

Furthermore, the text tells us
that faith is the means whereby we
are able to understand the origin of
the creation. The faith referred to
is emphatically saving faith. That
is, this faith of which Hebrews
speaks is the “substance of things
hoped for, the evidence of things
not seen” (v. 1). Faith is, accord-
ing to this verse, the subjective
conviction that God’s promises are
absolutely certain and can never
fail.

This needs emphasis because
“faith” is often defined as being a
firm belief in that which cannot be
proved. So, it is said, the creation-
ist cannot prove creation, but he
believes it. So also the evolution-
ist. He cannu. prove evolutionism
or the basic assumptions on which
it rests, but he believes it and ac-
cepts it to be true. Such a defini-
tion of faith makes a mockery of
this gift of God to His people.

Neither the doctrine of cre-
ation nor the theory of evolution-
ism can be proved from an investi-
gation of the creation. It is simply
impossible. The reason for this
impossibility is that no knowledge
of the truth can be gleaned from a
studay of the creation.
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This statement needs some
explanation.

In the first place, it is pos-
sible, of course, to learn certain
things from the creation. God has
created the universe as an organic
whole in which all things are re-
lated, intertwined, and interdepen-
dent. Our knowledge of things is
always and only by means of the
relationships in which they stand
to everything else. We never can
know anything at all as it stands by
itselfindependent of anything else.
We were taught, correctly, in el-
ementary logic in college that
knowledge of a thing gua thing is
impossible. And, because every-
thing is known through relation-
ships, so the more the relationships
in which a given object stands to
everything else, the better we know
the thing. We may have a cursory
knowledge of a rose bush. When
we understand the relationships in
which it stands to the soil, the at-
mosphere, the sun, the world of
flowers, the whole of plant life,
and the living creatures in their
entirety, we learn what the rose
bush is. Such knowledge is, in a
limited way, possible for regener-
ate and unregenerate. Regenera-
tion is not required to know that a
rose bush grows only in the soil.

Further, Paul tells us in Ro-
mans 1:18ff. that the creation makes
known two things to all men. It
makes known that there is another
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relationship in which all things
stand: it is the relation in which it
stands to God. The creation so
clearly defines that relationship to
God that men are informed that
God is the only true God, the Cre-
ator of all, and that, consequently,
He must be served and worshiped.

Thisknowledge of the wicked
is not saving. It is not sufficient to
construct a natural theology. It is
not a kind of pre-salvation prepa-
ration for the gospel, and thus an
indication of common grace. Ithas
no positive benefits atall, in and of
itself. Men can acquire from the
creation no knowledge of anything
of benefit to them.

Why is this? The answer lies
in the fact that man is wicked. He
is totally depraved. He is blind to
spiritual things, and deaf to the
Word of God. He is as dense spiri-
tually as a block of wood, and as
stupid as an animal which walks
with its nose on the earth. This is
spiritually true.

It is even worse than that,
according to Paul in Romans 1I.
Man hates God and opposes Him.
Man suppresses the truth in
unrighteousness. Man, professing
himselfto be wise, becomes a fool.
He thinks, when he is as blind as a
stone wall, that his eyesight is bet-
ter than 20/20. And in his blind-
ness, thinking he sees, he constructs
idols. If God is shown in creation
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to be the Creator, man will do all he
can to destroy this truth.

God’s purpose, clearly stated
by Paul in Romans 1, in giving man
a creation which speaks of God’s
glory and greatness, is not to inform
man of some knowledge of Himself
whichindicates God’s favor towards
man. God’s purpose is simply and
solely that man may be without ex-
cuse in the judgment day. He will
never be able to plead ignorance.

Itisnotasifthecreation does
not reveal that God created it. Itis
not, to make the statement as strong
as possible, that creation does not
reveal that God formed it in six
days of twenty-four hours. It re-
veals that without any doubt at all.
The problem lies not in the cre-
ation. It lies in man, in man’s
wickedness and rebellion.

There is only one way to
change that for any man. That is
the way of Jesus Christ and faith in
Him. That work is the work of God
in the hearts of His people.

This is an interesting point
and one worthy of our consider-
ation.

When the rich man in hell
asked Abraham to send Lazarus to
earth to warn the rich man’s broth-
ers of the hell which awaited them
for their covetous lives, Abraham
informed him that this was not nec-
essary: they had Moses and the
prophets. Let them hear them.
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But this did not satisfy the
rich man. He raised a subtle criti-
cism of the Scriptures (Moses and
the prophets) and of God Himself.
He brushed aside Abraham’s re-
mark as an inadequate presenta-
tion of things. The brothers needed
amiracle, aghost, aphantom, some
specter back from the grave, some-
thing unusual. Then, the rich man
says, they will believe.

Abraham lays down a prin-
ciple for all time in his response.
“If they will not believe Moses and
the prophets, they will not be per-
suaded though one rise from the
dead.” That holds true absolutely
and for all knowledge of the truth.

The Scriptures are given by
God to teach us that the one rela-
tionship in the whole creation
which it is necessary to know and
understand is the relationship be-
tween God and the creation. If one
sees that, one has a true under-
standing of all the relationships
which exist between the different
creatures in God’s world.

The unbeliever who rejects
the Scriptures and Scriptures’ God
is like a man who looks at an auto-
mobile. He studies it, takes it apart,
discovers how every part is related
to every other part, understands a
great deal about it. But he has no
idea of what it is, what is its pur-
pose, why it was made, how each
part serves the purpose for which
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it was made, and how it can be
used. It is to him a heap of junk —
an intricate heap, an amazingly
interrelated heap of diverse parts,
but a useless pile for all that. So
the unbeliever looks at the cre-
ation as a conglomerate of crea-
tures, somehow related, but serv-
ing no higher purpose or greater
design than to satisfy his own car-
nal lusts and pleasures. He really,
in almost unbelievable stupidity,
thinks that the creation is there for
his benefit and enjoyment, to do
with it what he feels like doing —
and everything he feels like doing
is wicked.

But Scripture explains what
we cannot see in creation because
of our blindness. Scripture, says
Calvin, puts eyeglasses on our nose.

The evolutionist is like aman
who explores a large castle in Eu-
rope to learn how it was formed.
He finds in the vestibule just be-
yond the entrance a book, written
by the builder of the castle, in which
book the builder tells in all its de-
tails how he built the castle. But
this “wise” man, glances at the book
and heaves it through the window
into the moat. Then, just as our
astronauts, when they went to the
moon to collect rocks to help them
learn how the universe was formed,
he now goes to the upper room in
the highest tower, scrapes together
apile of dust, takes it to his labora-
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tory, and studies it to learn how the
castle was built.

What do we know from the
Scriptures?

We know what God formed
when He created the heavens and
the earth. That is, we know how
the entire creation is a complex
cosmos created as a divine master-
piece. We know how God created
all things, i.e., by the Word of His
mouth. We know why God created
all things. That is, we know not
only that He created them for His
glory, but that He created them as
the stage on which He, the sover-
eign Lord, would enact the great
drama of the ages, the drama of sin
and grace in Christ. We know all
these things. By faith we believe
them. By faith we understand them.

There it is. Will ghosts give
us what we cannot learn from Moses
and the prophets? Will scientific
discoveries, technological marvels,
careful geological enterprises tell
us the same things the Scriptures
reveal? Do not get me wrong. Iam
not disparaging science. The more
we understand the relationships
between the creatures of this cre-
ation, the greater is our understand-
ing of an appreciation for the one
greatand all-important relationship
in which all things stand to God.

The child of God, to para-
phrase Psalm 119, with his Bible
openbefore him, understands more
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than all his teachers, and more than
all the wise men in their laborato-
ries and observatories. The child
of God may not know quantum
mechanics, but he understands the
things of God’s world far more
accurately than the man witha Ph.D
in physics.

The creation tells us that God
created the world in six days of
twenty-four hours. No question
can be raised against that proposi-
tion. But blind people, looking at
the creation, cannot see it. Let God
put spectacles on his nose; then he
can see. Those spectacles are the
Scriptures and faith in them.

Even “Christian” scientists
want to separate creation from the
faith of the believer found in Scrip-
ture. Already in the early 50s my
science teacher in college told us
that it really did not matter what we
believed concerning the age of the
world, for it was a question irrel-
evant to our faith. And other “Re-
formed” scientists speak of being a
scientist in the laboratory and a
believer in church. That sort of
dichotomy is impossible and intol-
erable. Faith is the deepest prin-
ciple of our whole life. Faith in the
Scriptures, faith in the Christ of the
Scriptures, and faith in all that the
Scriptures teach, including creation
in six days.

We may not enter the debate
between creationists and evolution-
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ists concerning origins. We may
not enter that debate especially if
the debate is going to be over the
interpretation of scientific data.
Then we, like the author of this
book, will never know the truth of
the matter. All we may say is this:
they have Moses and the prophets;
let them hear them. And, if they
will not hear Moses and the proph-
ets, nothing, nothing at all, will

Global Missiology for the 21" Cen-
tury: The Iguassu Dialogue, ed-
ited by William D. Taylor. Grand
Rapids: Baker Academic (A Divi-
sion of Baker Book House Co.),
2000. Pp. xi - 564. $34.99. (pa-
per). [Reviewed by Robert D.
Decker.]

This book, a collection of
essays on a wide variety of mis-
sions issues, is the fruit of the
Iguassu Missiological Consulta-
tion, held in Brazil in October 1999.
The Consultation was convened by
leaders of the World Evangelical
Fellowship Missions Commission
(WEF) because they “...perceived
the need to pause at this historical
hinge of both century and millen-
nium to examine our missiological
foundations, commitments, and
practices. Thateventand this book
initiated an ongoing process that
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persuade them, not even Gabriel
from heaven.

Faith is what will explain to
us the basic truths of the creation;
and within the framework of faith
alone we can and must do our sci-
entific studies. Credo ut intelligam,
said Augustine: I believe in order
that I may know. By faith we
understand that the worlds were
framed by the Word of God.... W

purposes to release further serious
and practical global missiology at
the service of the borderless
church” (p. 1).

The impressive list of con-
tributors includes many of the “big
names” familiar to evangelicals in
the Western churches (Taylor,
Escobar, Bonk, Hiebert, Roxburgh,
e.g.). One needs to be impressed
too by the large number of con-
tributors and leaders coming from
the two-thirds world. The essays
for the most part are well docu-
mented from recognized sources
and each contains the contributor’s
bibliography. The book is en-
hanced by a good index.

All who are interested in or
involved in world/foreign missions
(missionaries, missiologists, mem-
bers of denominational mission
boards) ought to read this book, if
for no other reason than to be up to
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date on what's being said about
this important aspect of the work
of Christ’s church.

The essays are introduced by
Taylor’s essay, “From Iguassu to
the reflective practitioners of the
global family of Christ.” This is
followed by “The Iguassu Affir-
mation,” which contains nine “Dec-
larations” and fourteen “Commit-
ments” (pp. 16-21). In the Pre-
amble the 160 mission practitio-
ners, missiologists, and church
leaders declare that they have con-
vened to:

1. Reflect together on the chal-
lenges and opportunities facing
world missions at the dawn of
the new millennium.

2. Review thedifferent streams
of 20™ century Evangelical
missiology and practice, espe-
cially since the 1974 Lausanne
Congress.

3. Continuedeveloping and ap-
plying a relevant biblical
missiology which reflects the
cultural diversity of God's
people.

With some of the declara-
tions we would agree, e.g., “1. Jesus
Christ is Lord of the church and
Lord of the universe™ (pp. 17-18).
“2, The Lord Jesus Christ is the
unique revelation of God and the
only Savior of the world [*world’
in the sense of John 3:16, RDD]”
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(p. 18). With others we would
have serious disagreement,e.g., 8.
God works in a variety of Christian
traditions and organizations.... For
too long believers, divided over
issues of church organization, or-
der and doctrine —such as the gifts
and ministry of the Holy Spirit—
have failed to recognize each
other’s work. We affirm, bless,
and pray for authentic Christian
witness wherever it is found” (pp.
18-19).

With some of the “Commit-
ments” we would agree, e.g., there
is an excellent statement on the
“Trinitarian foundation of mission”
(p. 19). We were pleased to find in
the Commitment regarding “Plu-
ralism” the authors stating, “Reli-
gious pluralism challenges us to
hold firmly to the uniqueness of
Jesus Christ as Savior...” (pp. 19-
20). With other of the Commit-
ments we would have serious dis-
agreements.

As is true of all anthologies,
some of the essays are better than
others, and a few are of little or no
use at all to a missionary or teacher
of missions committed to the Re-
formed truth of Scripture. Let the
reader then use the book with dis-
cretion. He will benefit from what
is good and ignore what is not.

Chapter 12, contributed by
Alan Roxburgh, is a must read.
The title of this chapter is “Re-
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thinking trinitarian missiology.”

Writes Roxburgh,
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As much as anywhere else, the
church on the north American
continent is in desperate need of
anew missional framework, and
it must become anchored deeply
inatrinitarian theology if it isto
be redeemed from its cultural
reductionisms. The embracing
of technique, success, and func-
tional models of growth has
blinded us to our captivity to
modern culture. The North
American church has too often
designed areductionistic gospel
customized for expressive indi-
vidualists desiring spiritual life
a la carte (see Guder, 2000). In
the words of Harold Bloom
(1992), Christianity in America
is far more gnostic than any-
thing else.... Mission is the
people of God giving witness to
the reality of God through the
church as the sign, foretaste, and
presence of the kingdom. Mis-
sion must, therefore, be preoc-
cupied with the nature of the
One to whom it witnesses. We
must speak of, announce, and
witness to the God who is re-
vealed as Father, Son, and Spirit.
Thisrevelation is only known in
and through Jesus Christ. The
mission of Jesus, the gospel of
Jesus Christ, is the mission of
the trinitarian God who is at the
heart of Jesus’ revelation. There-
fore, a trinitarian framework

must inform our missiology.
This is the distinctive nature of
Christian proclamation. This
trinitarian basis of missiology is
not an abstract doctrine, but the
essence of the gospel’s witness
and power. Inaglobalized, post-
modern context, we urgently
need to recover the Trinity as
the central interpretive frame-
work for missiology (p. 180).

After tracing the early
church’s understanding of the doc-
trine of the Trinity (especially
through the Ecumenical Councils
and Creeds of Nicea [A.D. 325}
and Chalcedon [A.D. 451))
Roxburgh concludes, “What the
early fathers accomplished was to
articulate a new basis for knowing
and interpreting the meaning of the
world. The Trinity was this new
basis, and it had profound implica-
tions for the communication of the
gospel. This is precisely the chal-
lenge with which a missiology for
a new millennium is confronted
today” (p. 182).

Roxburgh concludes his es-
say with this prayer, “May God
grant us the joy of seeing some of
its (trinitarian missiology’s, RDD)
implications worked out in the true-
life situations of our broken world.
And all of this is to the glorious
praise of our God. Maranatha!” (p.
188).

The nature of the book is such
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that one need not read it cover to from the collection what may be
cover. The reader can select those helpful to him in his work on be-
essays whichinteresthimand glean  half of missions. H
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