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Creationists�those of us who believe that God created
everythinginsixdays�definitelyare intheminority.Thegood
news, however, is that there are far fewer evolutionist�those
people who believe that God had nothing to do with the ori-
ginof thisUniverseor the life in it. In themiddle liesa sizable
number of theistic evolutionists�people who think that God
may have used evolution in some way. Of course, there are
shadesofbelief across thiswholespectrum.
But how do evolutionists view these people on the mid-

dle ground?There seem tobe twomain responses.Oneview
sees theisticevolutionists asallies,orat leastgives themcredit
for believing that nature played a big part in origins. Indeed,
a common tactic among dedicated evolutionists is to paint cre-
ationists as naive, ignorant fundamentalists (a label of deri-
sion the �political correctness�movement is quite content to
let stand, by the way). They implore us to learn from promi-
nent theologiansand followmainstreamdenominations in re-
jecting a literal interpretation of Genesis. �Catholic theolo-
gians, philosophers, and scholars, in their acceptance of
evolution andmodernbiblicalcriticism,�MartinGardnerhap-
pily announced, �are far ahead of today�s know-nothingProt-
estant fundamentalists� (1990,14:248). InRobertBaker�sopin-
ion, evolutionists and theologians were heading to a nice
compromise until scientific creationists spoiled it for every-
one (1993,17:422-423).
Fromourperspective, of course, it is theWordofGod that

decides our teaching, not the assorted doctrines of man. For
us, it is inconceivable that anyone could shoehorn long-term,
large-scaleevolution into theScriptures.
But it isprecisely thiscompromise thatworriesmanyde-

fenders of evolution, and that creates the secondview,which
suggests that theistic evolution is every bit as unacceptable
as special creation. Darwin�s victory was hollow, they com-
plain, if it canbe shown that somethingoutsidenature is nec-
essary toexplain theUniverseor life.
Apparently, some of Stephen JayGould�s readers posed

the followingquestion: �But isn�t thegeneral order andstory
[ofcreation]consistentwithmodernscience, fromthebigbang
to Darwinian theory?� (1988, p. 12). Definitely not, Gould
responded, for tworeasons:

First, while the broadest brush of the Genesis se-
quencemight be correct�plants first, people last�
manydetails aredeadwrongby the testimonyof the
geological evidence fromthe fossil record.Second,

this lack of correlation has nothing whatever nega-
tive to say about the power and purpose of religion
or its relationshipwith the sciences.Genesis is not a
treatiseon thenatural sciences (1988,p.12).

In other words, evolutionists have devised their own scheme
oforiginsdivorcedentirely fromthebeliefofanyancientHe-
brew.EvenifGenesis1matchedevolutionexactly,Gouldstill
wouldnot feelcompelled tobelieve theBibleor itsAuthor.
Likely, no statement is clearer than that of the lateGeorge

Gaylord Simpson of Harvard: �The attempt to build an evo-
lutionary theory mingling mysticism and science has only
tended tovitiate the science. I strongly suspect that it hasbeen
equallydamagingon thereligiousside,buthere Iamlessquali-
fied to judge� (1964,p.232).AlthoughDr.Simpsonmayhave
considered himself �less qualified,� he has judged correctly.
Evolution rendersGodsuperfluous, ifnotnonexistent.
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