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defenders today oppose even the idea 
known as ÒIntelligent Design.Ó ! eir 
worldview is that of a sterile box " lled 
only with naturalistic precepts. 

From the beginning of this 
conflict, there have been those 
who have a#empted some form of 
accommodation with Darwinism. 
In its most common form, this 
amounts to some version of 
Òtheistic evolutionÓ Ð the idea that 
the evolutionary process is guided 
by God in order to accomplish His 
divine purposes.

Given the stakes in this public 
controversy, the a#ractiveness of 
theistic evolution becomes clear. 
! e creation of a middle ground 
be$%n Christiani& and evolution 
would resolve a great cultural and 
intellectual conflict. Yet, in the 
process of a#empting to negotiate 
this new middle ground, it is the Bible 
and the entire& of Christian theology 
that gives way, not evolutionary 
theory. ! eistic evolution is a biblical 
and theological disaster.

The mainstream doctrine of 
evolution held by the scientific 
establishment and tenaciously 
defended by its advocates does not 
even allow for the possibili&  of a 
divinely implanted meaning in the 
cosmos, much less for any divine 
guidance of the evolutionary process. 
!ere has b%n an unrelenting push 
of evolutionary theory d%per and 
deeper into purely naturalistic 
assumptions and an ever-increasing 
hostili& to Christian truth claims.

On the other side of the equation, 
the injury to Christian convictions is 
incalculable. At the very least, the 
acceptance of evolutionary theory 
requires that the " rst $ o chapters of 
Genesis be read merely as a literary 
rendering that o' ers no historical 
data. But, of course, the injury does 
not end there. 

If evolution is true, then the 
entire narrative of the Bible has to 
be revised and reinterpreted. !e 
evolutionary account is not only 
incompatible with any historical 
a(rmation of Genesis 1-2, but 
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it is also incompatible with the claim that 
all humani! is descended "om Adam and 
the claim that in Adam all humani! fell 
into sin and guilt. #e Bible’s account 
of the Fall, and its consequences, is 
u$erly incompatible with evolutionary 
theory. #e third chapter of Genesis is 
as problematic for evolutionary theory 
as the %rst &o.
#e naturalistic evolutionists are now 

pressing their case in moral as well as 
intellectual terms. Increasingly, they are 
arguing that a refusal to accept evolution 
represents a thought crime of sorts. #ey 
are using all the tools and arguments at 
their disposal to discredit any denial 
of evolution and to marginalize voices 
who question the dogma of Darwinism. 

They are working hard to establish 
unquestioned belief in evolution as 
the only right-minded and publically 
acceptable position. #ey have already 
succ'ded among the intellectual elites. 
#eir main project now is the projection 
of this victory throughout popular culture.

Among the theistic evolutionists, the 
issues are becoming more clear almost 
every day that passes. Proponents of 
theistic evolution are now engaged in 
the public rejection of biblical inerrancy 
– with some calling the a(rmation of 
the Bible’s inerrancy as an intellectual 
disaster and an “intellectual cul de sac.” 
Others now openly assert that we must 
forfeit belief in an historical Adam, an 
historical Fall and a universal Flood. 

#us, the stridency of evolutionary 
theory is now revealing the fault lines 
of the current debate. #ere can be no 
conclusion but that the authori! of the 
Bible and the truthfulness of the Gospel 
are now clearly at stake. The New 
Testament clearly establishes the Gospel 
of Jesus Christ upon the foundation of 
the Bible’s account of creation. If there 
was no historical Adam and no historical 
Fall, the Gospel is no longer understood 
in biblical terms.
#is is the new shape of the debate over 

evolution. We now face the undeniable 
truth that the most basic and fundamental 
questions of biblical authori! and Gospel 
integri! are at stake. Are you ready for 
this debate?
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!inkers such as Richard Dawkins, Daniel Denne", 
Christopher Hitchens and Sam Harris are among 
the #gures who most regularly appear on the $ont 
tables of America’s bookstores and the $ont pages 
of our newspapers. And, along with their vigorous 
defense of atheism, we most o%en #nd an equally 
vigorous defense of evolutionary theory. !is is no 
accident.

Atheism has appeared in some form in Western 
cultures since the midpoint of the last millennium. 
!e word “atheist” did not even exist within the 
English language until the reign of Qu&n Elizabeth 
I. !e earliest atheists were most o%en philosophical 
and theological skeptics, who denied the existence 
of any personal God. Nevertheless, the God they 
almost always rejected is the God of the Bible – in 
other words, a speci#c rejection of Christiani'.

By R. ALBERT MOHLER JR., PRESIDENT OF THE 
SOUTHERN BAPTIST THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY 
AND JOSEPH EMERSON BROWN PROFESSOR OF 
CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY

!e New Athe"m " now an 
establ"hed feature of the intel-
lectual landscape of our age.
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The early atheists were usually 
notorious, as were well known heretics. 
!eir denials of God and the Christian 
faith were well documented and 
understood. But the early atheists had a 
huge problem – how could they explain 
the existence of the cosmos? Without 
a clear answer to that question, their 
arguments for atheism failed to gain 
much traction. 

As even the ancient Gr"ks understood, 
one of the most fundamental philosophical 
questions is this: Why is there something, 
rather than nothing? Every worldview is 
accountable to that question. In other 
words, every philosophy of life must o#er 
some account of how we and the world 
around us came to be. !e creation myths 
of ancient cultures and the philosophical 
speculations of the Gr"ks serve as 

evidence of the hunger in the human 
intellect that takes form as what we now 
call the question of origins.

For some time, atheists were hard-
pressed to o#er any coherent answer to 
that question. Once they ruled God out of 
the picture, they had virtually no account 
of creation to o#er. 

Of course, all that changed with 
Charles Darwin.
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Darwin’s theory of natural selection 
and the larger dogma of evolution 
emerged in the 19th century as the 
!rst coherent alternative to the Bible’s 
doctrine of creation. "is revolution in 
human thinking is well summarized by 
Richard Dawkins, who conceded that 
an atheist prior to Darwin would have 
to o#er an explanation of the cosmos 
and the existence of life that would look 
something like this: “I have no explanation 
for complex biological design. All I know 
is that God isn’t a good explanation, so 
we must wait and hope that somebody 
comes up with a be$er one.”

Dawkins, who is perhaps the world’s 
best-known evolutionary scientist, 
argues that the explanation o#ered by a 
%ustrated atheist before Darwin “would 
have le& one f'ling pre( unsatis!ed.”

But, then came Darwin. In a single 
sentence, Dawkins gets to the heart of 
the ma$er: “Darwin made it possible 
to be an intellectually ful!lled atheist.”

His point is clear and compelling. 
Prior to the development of the theory 
of evolution, there was no way for an 
atheist to se$le on any clear argument 
for why the cosmos exists or why life 
forms appeared. Darwin changed all that. 
"e development of Darwinian evolution 

o#ered atheism an invaluable intellectual 
tool – an account of beginnings.

"e New Atheists have emerged as 
potent public voices. "ey write best-
selling books, appear on major college 
and universi) campuses and extend 
their voices through institutional and 
cultural in*uence. "e movement is new 
in the sense that it di#ers %om the older 
atheism in several respects, and one of 
these is the use of science in general, 
and evolutionary theory in particular, as 
intellectual leverage against belief in God.

Dawkins, for example, not only believes 
that Darwinism made it possible to be 
an intellectually ful!lled atheist, he also 
argues that religious belief is actually 
dangerous and devoid of credibili). 
So, but also that he argues not only 
that Darwinism made it possible for an 
atheist to be intellectually ful!lled, but he 
also argues that the theory of evolution 
undermines belief in God. 

In other words, Dawkins asserts that 
Darwinism makes it impossible to be an 
intellectually ful!lled Christian. 

Daniel Denne$, another of the “four 
horsemen” of the New Atheism, has 
argued that Darwin’s theory of evolution 
is a “universal acid” that will burn away 
all claims of the existence of God. His 
con!dence in Darwinism is total. He looks 
back longingly at his own childhood belief 
in a divinely created world and argues 
that, eventually, his experience of moving 
%om belief in creation to con!dence in 
evolution will be shared by a humani) 
that grows into intellectual adulthood. 

Denne$ is honest enough to recognize 
that, if evolutionary theory is true, it 
must eventually o#er an account of 
everything related to the question of 
life. "us, evolution will have to explain 
every aspect of life, %om how a species 
appeared to why a mother loves her child. 
Interestingly, he o#ers an argument 
faor why humans have believed in the 
existence of God.

As we might expect, the theory of 
evolution is used to explain that there 
must have b'n a time when belief in 
God was necessary in order for human to 
have adequate con!dence to reproduce. 
Clearly, he believes that we should now 
have adequate con!dence to reproduce 
without belief in God.

Sam Harris, also a scientist by training, 
is another ardent defender of evolutionary 
theory. Pushing the argument even further 

than Dawkins and Denne$, Harris has 
argued that belief in God is such a danger 
to human civilization that religious liber) 
should be denied in order that science 
might reign supreme as the intellectual 
foundation of human socie).

The last of the “four horsemen,” 
author Christopher Hitchens, uses 
his considerable wit to ridicule belief 
in God, which he, like Dawkins and 
Harris, considers downright dangerous 
to humani). "ough Hitchens is not a 
scientist, his atheism leaves no room for 
any theory other than evolution.

"e dogma of Darwinism is among the 
!rst principles of the worldview o#ered 
by the New Atheists. Darwin replaces 
the Bible as the great explainer of the 
existence of life in all of its forms. "e 
New Atheists are not merely dependent 
upon science for their worldview; their 
worldview amounts to scientism – the 
belief that modern naturalistic science 
is the great uni+ing answer to the most 
basic questions of human life. 

As Dawkins has recently argued, 
they believe that disbelief in evolution 
should be considered as intellectually 
disrespectable and reprehensible as denial 
of the Holocaust. "us, their strategy is 
to use the theory of evolution as a central 
weapon in today’s context of intellectual 
combat.

The New Atheists would have no 
coherent worldview without the dogma 
of Darwinism. With it, they intend to 
malign belief in God and to marginalize 
Christians and Christian arguments. 
Thus, we can draw a straight line from 
the emergence of evolutionary theory to 
the resurgence of atheism in our times. 
Never underestimate the power of a 
bad idea. 
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In our home, family worship isn’t very 
structured, and it sure isn’t digni ed. My 
sons and I wrestle, we tell stories, we hear 

om the Scriptures, we pray for one another. 
Whenever I give my boys a choice of which 

Bible story they’d like to read, more o en 
than not their choice is “the one about the 
snake.” For some reason, they love to hear 
about Moses combating the ery serpents 
in the wilderness, followed by its ful llment 
in, as they call it, “the other pole,” the cross 
of Christ.

en, on some special nights, a er our 
Bible reading, we pull down om the shelf a 
book that’s b n a favorite of my sons since 
they were babies, and it gets kind of wild. 

 As soon as I start reading Where the 
Wild ings Are, by Maurice Sendak, it gets 
quiet. My sons have heard this tale since 
they were babies, about a boy about their 
age, named Max, who is sent to his room 
for telling his mother he’ll eat her up. ey 
start shi ing around in their seats as they 
hear about his room becoming a forest, about 

his encountering scary, t th-baring “wild 
things.” ey bounce up and bay along with 
the creatures, as they hear once again about 
Max’s adventures there in that far-away land 
and, usually before I can even get to the text 
on the page, one of them will jump up and 
scream, “Let the wild rumpus start!”

And it does. 
Why do li le boys (and their fathers and 

grandfathers) love to think about dangerous 
animals? Paleontologist Stephen Jay Gould 
dismissed as “Jungian nonsense” any idea 
that li le boys’ love for dinosaurs and other 
dangerous monsters might be arche pal 
and universal. Instead, he argued, dinosaur 
mania is the result of commercialization and 
consumer hype. 

I’m not convinced. My oldest o boys, 
adopted om a Russian orphanage each 
at one year of age, don’t watch television 
that much, and they wouldn’t know Barney 
the dinosaur om Barney Rubble. ey 
have never b n given a “Serpent in the 
Wilderness” action gure. ey just 

If you ever p s by on the sidewalk outside my house and 
you hear four young boys (and one grown man) howling 
like animals inside, I’ll go ahead and tell you now, don’t be 
unnerved. It just means it’s family devotion time at our place.

By  R  D. M , D    S   T   V  P   
A  A   S  S

SBTS.EDU 33
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know what gets their heart racing. !is 
s"ms to be the case across time, and 
across cultures. Why?

Could it be that our fascination 
with dangerous animals, including 
reptilian ones, is really just part of 
a much larger longing for a Christ? 
A#er all, the Genesis narrative tells 
us that the original creation was not 
violent, but not because of some 
“natural” tranquili$ of the animals 
themselves. Instead, it is because the 
Creator placed a vice-regent, formed 
in His image, over all of the animals. 
!is man was to rule “over every living 
thing that moves on the earth” (Gen 
1:28 ESV). All things were put “under 
his f"t” (Ps 8:6).
!is means peace be%"n humans 

and animals, but also peace among 
the animals themselves. !e Scripture 
implies that carnivorous activi$ does 
not begin until the shalom of Eden is 
disrupted. !is is the state of nature, 
as originally and intelligently designed.

But our &rst ancestor, rather than 
rule the beasts, chooses to be ruled 

by the cra#iest of the beasts of the 
&eld, the serpent, ruled through his 
appetite. And so he becomes “meat” 
for the &rst alpha predator, a being 
described across the canon as a 
Serpent, a %isting sea monster, a wolf 
in a sh"p pen, a dragon that s"ks to 
devour a man-child and a roaring lion 
that desires to eat us alive.

And contrary to the “spiritual” 
pietism of much of contemporary 
Christian thought, the wreckage 'om 
Eden is not just the spiritual bondage 
of humani$. !e apostle Paul tells 
the church at Rome that the entire 
creation groans for liberation 'om 
the curse (Rom 8:21-22).

It is not, as the high priests of Darwin 
tell us, that we are animals aspiring 
to something great. Instead, we are 
kings and qu"ns who have become 
animal-like. A#er surrendering rule 
to a reptilian invader, we now turn 
to animals, birds, and reptiles in our 
distorted worship (Rom 1:23). A#er 
having the rule over everything that 
cr"ps across the ground, we now 

have to be reminded to look to one of 
the smallest cr"ping things, the ant, 
for an example of how to carry out 
the original human mandate to work 
the ground (Prov 6:6). We must be 
reminded now not to act as animals 
that are governed by appetites (2 Pet 
2:22). Ind"d, even as Christians, we 
must be reminded by the apostle Paul 
not to “bite and devour” one another, 
as we once did in the old order.

A Christian theology of animals 
ought to challenge the reigning secular 
creation myth. It ought also to challenge 
the reigning secular eschatology. !e 
vicious dance be%"n predator and 
prey reminds us that the warp and 
woof of the cosmos is not about the 
inevitabili$ of progress, even though 
human beings s"m to long for such. 
Our children shout with gl" at the 
idea of &ghting Godzilla, but they also 
cry at the death of Bambi or Old Yeller. 
As Christians, we s" something on 
the horizon that Darwinism misses 
altogether: the ultimate resolution of 
the predatory cycle.

SOUTHERN SEMINARY | FALL 201034
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The messianic kingdom long 
promised by the prophets doesn’t 
simply mean spiritual bliss for humans. 
It means a cosmic restoration of human 
rule over the animals, a reversal of the 
curse of death that now holds even 
them in bondage. !is means, as Isaiah 
tells us, that in the new creation, “the 
cow and the bear shall graze; their 
young shall lie down together; and the 
lion shall eat straw like the ox” while 
even a baby can safely “lay over the 
hole of the cobra” (Isa 11:7).
!is is because in Christ the creation 

will no longer ask the dreaded question 
"rst posed to a couple cowering in 
the vegetation given to them for food: 
“Adam, where are you?” (Gen 3:9). 
!e Gospel, then, is not simply a 
message of “how to get saved” and 
escape creation. It is a message of the 
triumph of a divine-human Messiah 
whose blessings #ow, in the words of 
hymn-writer Isaac Wa$s, “far as the 
curse is found.”

Indeed, we already see the 
beginnings of this cosmic triumph. !e 

"rst advent of the Messiah saw long-
waiting Israelites and Eastern Gentile 
stargazers drawn to the presence of 
one born in a ca$le trough, surrounded 
by beasts. Mark tells us that as Jesus 
triumphed over the temptations of the 
Serpent in the wilderness, “the wild 
animals were with him” (Mark 1:13). 
Jesus is described as a dragon-slayer 
(Rev 12) and a wolf-killer (John 10:11-
12). When He con%onts the ultimate 
expression of human rebellion against 
God, the opponent is pictured not as 
a machine but as a beast rising out of 
the seas (Rev 13:1).

Moreover, while Jesus is a sacri"cal 
Lamb dying for the sins of the world, 
He is also an “alpha predator” Himself, 
a fearsome Lion of the tribe of Judah 
(Gen 49:8-12; Rev 5:5). And He is, as 
C.S. Lewis reminds us, “not a tame 
Lion.”
!is returns me to the bedtime 

stories with my &o young sons, to 
their fascination with the story of 
Moses and the brazen serpent in the 
wilderness. I don’t think this is just 

a morbid fascination with snakes or 
with danger. In fact, they are never 
satis"ed to leave the story there with 
Moses. !ey wait in silence until we 
turn to the picture of Golgotha.

That’s when I tell them how, 
mysteriously, this s'mingly helplessly 
executed man con%onted the snake 
of Eden right there on the “other 
pole,” and "nally did what God had 
promised since the beginning of 
history. He crushed its head. He went 
out beyond the gates of the Holy Ci(, 
to “where the wild things are.” And He 
conquered wildness forever.
!ey s'm to sl'p be$er hearing 

that. And so do I.

This article originally appeared in 
the June 2007 !sue of Touchstone: A 
Journal of Mere Christiani(, 
www.touchstonemag.com

SBTS.EDU 35
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All incoming arts-and-sciences !eshmen 
were asked to read, as part of the “One 
Book One Northwestern” program, !e 
Reluctant Mr. Darwin by Montana State’s 
David Quammen, who visited campus 
that February. As the students arrived on 
campus, the school’s art museum was in 
the "nal month of an exhibit, “Design in 
the Age of Darwin: From William Morris 
to Frank Lloyd Wright.”

Throughout the year, the Inter-
disciplinary Commi#$ on Evolutionary 
Processes sponsored visiting lectures 
by professors !om the Universi% of 
Wisconsin, Harvard, the University 
of California-Irvine, Brown, and Tu&s 
(namely, crusading atheist philosopher, 
Daniel Denne#). On Darwin’s 200th 
birth date, Feb. 12, the NU Center for 
Connected Learning and Computer–
Based Modeling introduced an online 
computer game called BugHunt, which 
mimicked Darwin’s theory of natural 
selection. 'e festivities, with Alumnae-
of-Northwestern sponsorship, included 
a birthday cake, a 45-minute concert 
(“Music of Evolution”) and a multi-
media exhibit of Darwin-inspired art by 
the Northwestern communi% (“Art of 
Evolution”).
'e One Book One Northwestern 

study group also a#ended an evolution 
lecture by Smithsonian botanist Vicki 
Funk at the Chicago Botanic Garden, 
and one by Harvard’s Daniel Lieberman 
at the Field Museum. 'en there were the 

obligatory library exhibits and showing of 
the Scopes Trial "lm, Inherit the Wind.

It was su(ocating, but predictable. 'e 
sad fact is that the modern universi% is, in 
many respects, an indoctrination center, 
where the facul% is overwhelmingly 
indifferent or hostile to a range of 
biblical teachings. “Progressive” political 
correctness is pandemic, and those who 
claim to have come upon “enduring truth” 
are social embarrassments. 
'is was not always the case. Ind$d, 

in the beginning, the Western universi% 
was centered on a Christian worldview, 
with a uni)ing vision of what was to be 
done. But with the rise of Hegelianism, 
Darwinism, Marxism, Freudianism and 
any number of other toxic “isms,” the 
schools became heterodox multiversities 
or pluraversities. Of course, there can 
be bene"ts to this, insofar as the clash 
of ideas k$ps people on their toes and 
honest; we sharpen our wits and concepts 
in con*ict.

But now the clash has gone by the 
board to a great extent. We now have 
the monoversi%, where departments are 
almost, if not completely, captive to sub-
Christian and anti-Christian perspectives. 
'e devout believer has serious di+cul% 
even "nding a place at the table, especially 
if his biblical convictions come in con*ict 
with the ruling secular doctrines.
'is is strange since the “universi%” 

has at hand the tools, traditions and 
principles designed to deflate these 

sti*ing pretensions. (It makes me think 
of the church that seldom prays. 'at 
powerful resource sits on the shelf while 
the congregation marches on in the vani% 
of its own industry and cleverness.) I 
think of my own discipline, philosophy, 
which has shelved some of its critical 
resources by giving Darwinism a pass. 
Let me mention thr$ prominent thinkers 
who o(er more than what is used in this 
connection:

1. Socrates, whom Plato portrayed 
in a seminal series of dialogues, was a 
tireless, ind$d magni"cently annoying, 
questioner. He was always happy to 
challenge the idols of the age, the 
sophistries of the Sophists.

2. Karl Popper (a philosopher at the 
London School of Economics) insisted 
that scienti"cally meaningful claims 
needed to be falsifiable. But what 
discovery could possibly dethrone 
evolution in the minds of its devot$s? 

3. 'omas Kuhn (a philosopher of 
science with a background in physics) 
demonstrated that scientists are not so 
dispassionate a&er all, that they %pically 
work in the thrall of a “paradigm,” to 
which they may cling irrationally. 

Every once in a while, a naturalist 
philosopher goes renegade. Jerry Fodor 
of MIT and Rutgers is a case in point. His 
book, What Darwin Got Wrong, makes 
Darwinian philosophers like Florida 
State’s Michael Ruse apoplectic. (S$ 
Susan Mazur’s An Expose of the Evolution 

For the 2008-2009 school year, Northwestern Universi" pulled out 
all the stops to celebrate Charles Darwin’s 200th birthday.

By  MARK T. COPPENGER, PROFESSOR OF 
CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS AT SOUTHERN SEMINARY
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Industry.) David Stove of the Universi! 
of Sydney is another who’s pushed back 
against over-reaching evolutionism 
(“Darwinian Fairytales”). And God 
bless Notre Dame philosopher Alvin 
Plantinga for dissecting Judge Jones’s 
faul! reasoning in Kitzmiller v. Dover, 
which presumed to declare Intelligent 
Design non-scienti"c.

For the most part, Darwin-doubters 
must rely upon the courageous likes 
of such non-philosophers as Lehigh 
biochemist Michael Behe (Darwin’s 
Black Box) and Berkeley law professor 
Philip Johnson (Darwin on Trial) to 
play the gad#y, Socrates’ old role. (For 
other names, you might also check 
out Peter Williams’s article, “Atheists 
Against Darwinism” on the Evangelical 
Philosophical Socie! Web site.)

It’s enough to make a Christian 
philosopher long for the Epicureans and 
Stoics on Mars Hill in Acts 17. At least 
a number of these non-believers in the 
profession were happy to give Paul a "rst 
and second hearing. You wish today’s sons 
of Socrates were as open to challenge on 
these ma$ers, and to hearing more about 
the one in whom “we live and move and 
exist.” 

It’s not as though the problems with 
evolution are hard to spot. They’re 
everywhere. In recent days, I’ve b%n 
struck particularly by &o: 

1. I don’t see how evolution can 
adequately account for the fact that all 
around the world, people are moved by 
the beau! of their natural surroundings, 
whether desert, grassland, mountain 
range, seashore or forest; after all, 
aesthetic distress is not fatal, and would 
not have driven “natural selection”; 

2. It s%ms to me that extrapolating 
an earth age of billions of years is like 
my claiming to be 400 years old since I 
gained half a pound this year. Drawing 
'om maybe a few thousand years of 
observation (an almost in"nitesimally 
small slice of history on their model), they 
insist that the past must have operated 
like the present. But the Bible speaks 
of catastrophes and “fast-forwards” – 
childhood and adolescent growth spurts, 
if you will – which depreciate la$er-la$er-
la$er-day uniformitarian fantasies.

I think these and similar puzzles deserve 
a be$er hearing in the academy. Alas, 
the door is o(en closed. Kudos to Philip 
Johnson for catching the naturalists in 
a moment of embarrassing candor. He 

quotes Harvard’s Richard Lowentin 'om 
the Jan. 9, 1997, New York Review of Boo! 
to say the following: 

We take the side of science in 
spite of the patent absurdi! of 
some of its constructs, in spite 
of its failure to ful"ll many of its 
extravagant promises of health 
and life, in spite of the tolerance 
of the scienti"c communi! 
for unsubstantiated just-so 
stories, because we have a prior 
commitment, a commitment 
to materialism. It is not that 
the methods and institutions of 
science somehow compel us to 
accept a material explanation 
of the phenomenal world, but, 
on the contrary, that we are 
forced by our a prior adherence 
to material causes to create an 
apparatus of investigation and 
a set of concepts that produce 
material explanations, no 
ma$er how counter-intuitive, 
no ma$er how mysti)ing to 
the uninitiated. Moreover, 
that materialism is absolute, 
for we cannot allow a Divine 
Foot in the door. *e eminent 
Kant scholar Lewis Beck 
used to say that anyone who 
could believe in God could 
believe in anything. To appeal 
to an omnipotent dei! is to 
allow that at any moment the 
regularities of nature may be 
ruptured, that miracles may 
happen.

Of course, they say they’re merely 
se$ing the bounds of “true science.” 
But this questionable “methodological 
naturalism” has morphed into “ideological 
naturalism,” whose reign is now 
oppressive in secular higher education. 

And don’t get me started on the way 
in which some Christian educators have 
bought the evolutionary story and run 
away 'om young-earth creationism as if 
it were the plague. For what it’s worth, 
I think they’ve #ed the cure, not the 
a+iction. I don’t doubt their conviction, 
but I fear it has b%n precipitate.
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!e New England Puritans expressed 
their belief in creation in the confession 
of faith adopted in 1648 as part of the 
Cambridge Platform: “It pleased God the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, for the 
manifestation of the glory of His eternal 
power, wisdom, and goodness, in the 
beginning, to create, or make of nothing, 
the world, and all things therein whether 
visible or invisible, in the space of six days; 
and all very good.”

It was not an abstract doctrine, for 
creation displayed divine truth. All nature 
taught the wisdom of God. It evoked 
thanksgiving to God for its bene"ts. It 
warned of God’s judgment through its 
threatening aspects. Puritan minister 
Co#on Mather thus urged Christians to 
“fetch lessons of pie$ %om the whole 
creation of God.”

The doctrine of creation also led 
Americans to view themselves as part of 
the same organic history as Adam and Eve. 

Genesis recorded the origins of nature 
and of humani$, and demonstrated that 
all persons were part of the same race 
and history by virtue of creation. It is 
unsurprising then that !omas Prince 
began his Chronological H!tory of New 
England (1736) %om the creation of the 
world rather than %om the migration of 
the Pilgrims.

The doctrine of creation also 
contributed directly to such fundamental 
truths as the doctrines of the fall and of 
redemption. If the just and perfect God 
created this world, why was it "lled with 
evil, su&ering, and imperfection? !e 
Bible explained that human depravi$ 
and natural evil resulted %om God’s 
judgment upon human sin, initiated in 
Adam’s rebellion against God’s rule. !e 
Bible explained the cure also. Humans 
could be red'med through the second 
Adam, Jesus Christ, who would justi( 
and save all who would believe in Him, 

and inaugurate a new heavens and a new 
earth. Fallen creation would become new 
creation. !ese beliefs infused American 
culture with a profoundly biblical cast.

Before the late ninet'nth century most 
Americans understood the Bible’s account 
of human origins as genuine history. By 
1900 however large numbers of educated 
Americans viewed the Genesis account as 
a primitive myth. It was largely the work 
of Charles Darwin, but geologist Charles 
Lyell prepared the way.

Lyell’s Principles of Geology (2 vols. 
1830-33) argued persuasively that 
the geological features of the earth 
were be#er explained as the result of 
gradual processes than of catastrophic 
)oods, volcanic activi$ and upheavals. 
Since it would take millions of years 
to produce the strati"ed layers of the 

By  GREGORY A. WILLS PROFESSOR OF CHURCH HISTORY AT SOUTHERN 
SEMINARY, ASSOCIATE DEAN OF THEOLOGY AND TRADITION AND DIRECTOR 
OF THE CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF THE SOUTHERN BAPTIST CONVENTION

"e character of Chr!tiani# depends, in profound ways, on one’s 
beliefs concerning creation. For the $rst 250 years of the ex!tence of 
the church in America, Chr!tians %sumed the truth of the doctrine 
of creation. It w% revealed in the Bible and it made the most sense 
of the natural world. When large numbers of Chr!tians rejected the 
doctrine in the 20th century, the results were %ton!hing.
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earth’s crust by slow deposition, the 
earth was necessarily much older than 
the Genesis chronology indicated. And 
the occurrence of fossilized remains in 
d!p strata suggested, therefore, that the 
earth was populated with living creatures 
long before Moses said they were created.

Darwin’s !e Origin of Species (1859) 
played the primary role, however, in 
convincing many educated Americans 
to reject the Genesis account. Darwin’s 
aim was to prove that the classi"cation 
of large groups of living things based on 
their similarities was “u#erly inexplicable 
on the theory of creation” – only “the 
theory of the natural selection of 
successive slight modi"cations” provided 
a satisfactory explanation. $e theory of 
natural selection is necessarily opposed to 
the creation of di%erent &pes or species. 
Darwin entertained the possibility 
that a Creator breathed life into a few 
primordial organisms, but all subsequent 

living organisms in any case developed by 
the natural agency of natural selection 
acting upon naturally occurring slight 
modi"cations.

Many who accepted Darwin abandoned 
the Bible. John Draper’s H"tory of the 
Con#ict be$%n Religion and Science 
(1874) and Andrew White’s H"tory 
of the Warfare of Science with !eology 
(2 vols. 1896) pressed the claims of 
science against Christianity. They 
identi"ed Christiani& with superstition 
and persecution. No argument, Draper 
said, could “reconcile the statements of 
Genesis with the discoveries of science.” 
Evolution, geology, and astronomy 
proved that the universe was controlled 
by natural law, not by the miraculous 
interventions of God. “Creation implies 
an abrupt appearance,” Draper wrote, 
but the “resistless order of evolution” 
was a gradual unfolding. If evolution was 
true, creation was not.

Many Christians agr!d. But they held 
that since creation was true, evolution 
must be false. Evolution was false because 
the Bible taught creation and because 
the natural evidence did not in fact prove 
evolution. In any case, creation and 
evolution were incompatible. Benjamin 
B. War"eld expressed the basic Christian 
response: “Evolution, it thus appears, is 
the precise contradictory of creation.” 
Evolution involved denial of creation, 
and vice versa.

Many professing Christians refused to 
accept this stark alternative. $ey were 
convinced that science proved evolution 
and the great antiqui& of the earth. But 
they were convinced also of the profound 
power and truth of the Bible. But how 
could the Bible still be true?
$e answer was a new view of 
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inspiration that se!led for the Bible’s 
partial truth: God inspired the Bible’s 
religious statements but not its historical 
statements. "e account of creation then 
was inaccurate regarding its historical 
description, but taught truly that God 
was the ultimate originator of all things. 
"e Bible could be false as history and 

science and, at the same time, true as 
religion. "e Bible was true, but it was 
not inerrant. One could have evolution 
and the Bible.

"e adoption of this view of inspiration 
established a new third way be#$n 
scienti%c rejection of Christiani& and 
traditionalist rejection of evolution. 
It produced Christian liberalism, a 
movement that a!racted large numbers of 
Americans in the 20th century, including 
the clerical and academic leadership of 
most large American denominations.

It led however to a whole-cloth 
transformation of the Christian faith. 
"e doctrine of creation, it turned out, 
could not be isolated to Genesis.

"e Bible taught creation throughout 
its extent. Creation was also fundamental 
to other basic Bible truths: the presence 
of sin and corruption into the world, 
the necessi& and nature of redemption, 
personal re-creation by faith in Christ, 
the consummation of redemption as new 
heavens and new earth.

No less damaging, the principle upon 
which liberalism adopted the new view 
of inspiration was the acceptance of 
naturalistic criteria for the evaluation of 
biblical statements. Not only the creation 
accounts, but accounts of miracles and 
prophecy could not pass the test.

And it meant rejecting Jesus’ own 

view of the Bible. Jesus quoted passages 
'om the Old Testament with complete 
con%dence in their historical reliabili&. 
His arguments in many instances rested 
on an appeal to historical events recorded 
in the Bible, including the creation of 
Adam and Eve. “Have you not read that 
He who created them 'om the beginning 
‘made them male and female,’ and said, 
‘for this reason a man shall leave his father 
and mother and be joined to his wife, and 
the #o shall become one (esh’? So they 
are no longer #o, but one (esh. What 
therefore God has joined together, let no 
man separate” (Ma! 19:4-6).

"e liberal view of inspiration le) 
the Bible, and the Jesus revealed in the 
Bible, with li!le functional authori&. 
Commitment to evolution produced such 
results because creation is not just thr$ 
chapters in Genesis. It is fundamental to 
the Bible’s central message.

Liberalism in America began with the 
rejection of the Bible’s creation account. 
It culminated with a broad rejection of 
the beliefs of historic Christiani&. Yet 
many Christians today wish to repeat 
the experiment. We should not expect 
di*erent results.
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As I describe the initial developments 
of James P. Boyce’s thr! changes in 
theological education – the forming of 
the original facul", the cra#ing of the 
Abstract of Principles and the penning 
of the seminary hymn – I can never tell 
that story as merely historical narrative. 
It is more than that. 

Today, Southern Seminary is still 
characterized by Boyce’s vision for 
theological training.  Southern Seminary 
is still de$ned by the classroom experience 
students receive %om the facul" who 
teach in accordance with and not contrary 
to the Abstract of Principles. And every 
convocation and graduation service we 
still sing Basil Manly Jr.’s hymn, “Soldiers 
of Christ in Truth Arrayed.”  All of these 

things and more are just as true about 
Southern Seminary today as they were 
151 years ago. Yet, our story is richer than 
our heritage received, for it encompasses 
what God is doing through our students 
past and present. 

The Southern Seminary story is 
represented in the lives of our students 
and their families. It includes students 
like John Powell whose great-grandfather, 
Abner Edwin Wilson, studied here in the 
late 1920s. Now, nearly 80 years later, 
John is following in his grandfather’s 
footsteps and preparing for pastoral 
ministry. John is one of some 4,400 
students preparing for Gospel ministry. 
&ese students are heading into a life 
of unknown challenges and unfores!n 
moral dilemmas.  In a rapidly changing 
world with so many uncertainties and a 
growing Islamic in'uence, our graduates 
are boldly taking the Gospel to pulpits and 
mission $elds all around the world. God is 
using Southern Seminary to equip pastors 
and ministers with the tools n!ded to 
rightly handle the word of truth in every 

context, known and unknown.
As %iends and alumni of this great 

institution, I hope that you think of 
Southern Seminary as part of your own 
story, but also as a part of your present 
ministry. I also hope you think of 
Southern Seminary as part of the ongoing 
work of God in lives of men and women 
just like you.  Our students n!d your 
encouragement.  &ey n!d your prayers.  
&ey n!d your $nancial support, for 
when these students graduate and set 
sail for a lifetime of ministry, they too 
will sing, “we m!t to part but part to 
m!t when earthly labors are complete.” 
Help us continue to make an impact for 
all eterni".

Sincerely,
R. Albert Mohler Jr.

I never grow tired of 
walking v!itors around 
the campus at 2825 
Lexington Road and 
recounting the story of 
God’s faithfulness to 
"e Southern Bapt!t 
"eological Seminary.  
It ! a story that parallels 
the theological trends 
within the h!tory of 
the Southern Bapt!t 
Convention and helps 
demonstrate the broader 
currents of American 
evangelical!m.
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Now approaching a full six decades of teaching the Bible, 
neither the professor nor any other theological challenge 
has swayed Price !om his conviction that the Bible is God’s 
inspired Word. For that reason, through the Legacy Donor 
option, "e Southern Baptist "eological Seminary and those 
a#ected by his ministry wish to honor Price for his commitment 
to Scripture and for his faithfulness to ministry.

“Southern Seminary is thrilled to be able to honor Rev. and 
Mrs. Price in the naming of a Legacy suite a$er them. "rough 
this naming opportuni%, we will be able to perpetuate Rev. 
Price’s legacy of ministry for generations to come,” Jason Allen 
said, who serves as vice president for institutional advancement 
at Southern Seminary and executive director of the Southern 
Seminary Foundation.
"e Legacy Donor option makes it possible for the seminary 

and others to honor faithful servants of the church in a way 
that will commemorate them with great longevi%. Donors have 
the opportuni% to present the seminary with monetary gi$s 
in the name of any Christian known and beloved to them. In 
recognition of such gi$s, a suite in the Legacy Hotel will be 
named a$er those who are being honored.

“"e naming opportunities associated with the Legacy Hotel 
suites give us a unique combination to support students through 
the monetary contribution and also honor a donor, a pastor, a 
missionary or other servants of Christ,” Allen explained. 

It is because of the initiative taken by Ken and Margie 
Dalrymple, fellow church members at Immanuel Baptist 
Church in Lexington, Ky., who a&end Price’s Bible study, that 
this recognition through the Legacy Donor option has taken 
place.

“Just a$er my husband and I joined Immanuel Baptist Church 
in 1994, we began a&ending Rev. Price’s class. When you have 
an opportuni% to hear God’s Word presented in such a clear 
way, you will always want to be in God’s Word daily all your 
life,” Margie Dalrymple said, noting how Price’s teaching 
ministry has aided her and her husband Ken in growing closer 
to their Savior.

Along with others who have known and bene'ted !om Price’s 
life and ministry, the Dalrymples worked toward honoring the 
retired pastor.

“Ken and Margie Dalrymple were instrumental in bringing 
together this project. Without their vision for this naming 
opportuni%, their generosi% to Southern Seminary, and their 
willingness to coordinate this in the local church, this simply 
would not have come to !uition. Just like each church is blessed 
to have a Rev. and Mrs. Price involved in the teaching ministry 
of the congregation, so each church is blessed to have folks 
like Ken and Margie Dalrymple who serve as generous and 
dedicated lay members,” Allen said.

Remarking upon his gratefulness for the Legacy suite named 
in his honor, Price said, “I hope that it commemorates my 
preaching of the Book, of the Blood and of the Blessed Hope.”
"ose interested in more information about donations or the 

Legacy Donor option may contact the o(ce of Institutional 
Advancement at (502) 897-4143 or instrel@sbts.edu

By JOSH HAYES

During the fall of 1949, the now-Rev. Walter K. Price stood in a college 
cl!sroom defending the inspiration of Scripture. Price w! not the 
professor. Rather, the professor of the course had singled out Price for 
acknowledging that he believed the Bible to be God’s inspired Word. 
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Li!le did I expect what I was in for that 
August morning. Naively, I entered 
college assuming everyone shared beliefs 
similar to what I had b"n taught as a boy 
in my Bible-believing home and church. 

After breezing through the roll 
and other introductory ma!ers, the 
professor wasted little time before 
proc"ding to take aim at our “youthful 
presuppositions.” Moment by moment, 
I felt as though I was being subjected to 
some form of theological hazing, a rite of 
passage for a room full of ers#hile naïve 
18-year olds. Beginning with the creation 
narrative, the professor proceeded 
through Genesis dismissing the historici$ 
of the book chapter by chapter, and the 
relative importance thereof. 

Midway through the professor’s 
%ontal assault on the Book of Genesis, 
a classmate raised her hand in protest. 

“My daddy is a preacher and ever since 
I was a li!le girl he taught me to believe 
in Adam and Eve and the garden. My 
daddy’s religion taught me all of this 
is true.” Patronizingly, the professor 
responded, “Just because your daddy 
taught you something does not mean it 
is true. Besides whether or not it is true 
does not much ma!er any way.”

Of course, there is a sense in which the 
professor was right. Just because one’s 
parents suggest something is true does not 
necessarily make it so. Yet just because a 
professor suggests that something is false 
does not make it untrue either. 

Equally troubling, though, is the notion 
that the truthfulness of Genesis does not 
much ma!er any way. Creation ma!ers 
because the Gospel ma!ers. In passages 
like John 1 and Colossians 1, we &nd 
Christ to be the agent of creation. 'us 
the accuracy of the creation narrative is 
theologically tethered to the authori$ 
and credibili$ of Christ. Any a!ack on 
the creation story is at best an indirect 
assault on the person and work of Jesus. 

'ankfully, at Southern Seminary you 
&nd professors that exist to strengthen a 
student’s faith in accord with orthodox 
Christian teaching, not undermine it.  
Southern Seminary boasts a facul$ that 
teaches the truthfulness of Scripture %om 

Adam to the eschaton, %om Genesis 
to Revelation – and understands the 
consequence of such ma!ers. 

I remember well my &rst college class, 
and I will do well never to forget it. 

Soon enough my children and yours will 
&nd themselves in a lecture hall wrestling 
with the world of ideas.  In the face of 
secular a!acks on the authori$ and 
reliabili$ of God’s Word, will they have 
a pastor that has grounded them in truth 
and equipped them for such engagement? 
Like my classmate many years ago, will 
the next generation have a doctrinally 
sound pastor to quote or to approach 
for answers? 

By standing with Southern Seminary as 
we stand for the truth, you can help ensure 
that this generation, and generations to 
come, will have preachers that rightly 
divide the word of truth and are equipped 
to engage and shape the prevailing ideas 
of the age. 

Jason K. Allen, 
Vice President for Institutional 
Advancement

I still remember my !rst 
day in college like it 
happened yesterday.  I 
bounded into my initial 
cl"s – a required 
theology course – not 
quite sure what to make 
of the professor, my 
cl"smates or the entire 
se"on of life I would 
come to know " “the 
college experience.” 
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