U n |6 at Campo des
Fiori in ltaly, 8 monk

& named Giordano
Bruno was accused of & vi-
nety of rehgious heresies,
{ne of these heresies was @
speculation that the une-
verse might be much larger
than people believed the Bi-
ble said it was, This dea 15
accepted today, but at the
time of Bruno it conflicted
with the teachings of the
church.

Within the Ttalian church
gf the tme of Bruno there
was 8 group of well-inen-
tioned Christians who were
very confident about their
particular interpretation of
spnritual truth. These self-
appointed “trustees of the
truth,” as they maght be la-
beled, felt that the best way
they couid serve the cause
of Chnst was to purge fellow
Christians of differing ideas,
Criordano Bruno was not
willing to abandon his be-
liefs, so this group of well-
meanming Christians took
their Christian brother, with
whom they had previously broken
bread, tied him to a stake, and burned
him.

One of the errors that these trustees
of the “truth™ hoped to destroy by
burming Bruno was the “heretical™ no-
tion that the universe maght actually
be larger than our solar system and
that there could even be life on other
planets.

Im Ialy, in the vear 1600, Chnstians
were iold 1o believe that the universe
ended just bevond the orbit of Satum,
with a large sphere to which all the
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stars were attached. The earth was the
center of the universe-and the only
planet with life; our sun was umgque
and noi like other stars. In the years
that followed the death of Bruno, the
newly developing field of astronomy
continued 1o =8t Christian aEmmst
Christian, It seemed as though some
aspect of every new sqientific devel-
opment was in conflict with the dsc-
trines of the charch.

Copernicus, Galileo, Kepler, and
Mewion were all challenged by this
same ecclesiastical attitude. The trusi-

pes of the truth weme always
ableto show how each mew
seventific development dis-
agreed with their view,
which they feli was based on
the Bible. The “truth,” foriu-
nately, 15 pertodically sacn-
ficed on the altar of the ob-
vious, and now the church
accepts the universe con-
siructed from these formerly
“heretical” ideas. The
church has even issued an
apalogy 1o Galileo for fore
ing lim o recant his belief
that the earth was not sia-
tionary, Unforiunately, the
apology came centurics afier
his death

The “trustees of the
truth™ have recently re-
grouped, prepansd now to
wage battle over evolution,

In the current version of
the “truth,” Christinns nre
told 1o helbeve that eviolu-
tiom is fundamentally an at-
fempt to undermine the the-
1stic basis for the omgin of
life. A true Christian mins!
believe that evolution s éx-
plicitly in disagreement with
spiritual truth. To believe in evolution
is to becomic-a member al the “evo-
lutionary religion” and subscnbe 1o
Carl Sagan’s arrogant doctrine That
“the cosmaos is all thot is ever was, of
ever will be” To believe that anything
conld actually *evolve” is io dbandon
the furth—or 5o they say,

This hostile attitude fowarnd évolu-
tion has developed in response 1o 2
fundamental misrepreseniation of
what “evilution” means, Some mis-
puided secular extremists have pre-
sented evalution as if it provides some




kind of evidence that God does not
exist, This assertion is totally ridicu-
lous however; evolulion simply means
“change.” To “believe” in evolution is
o believe in change. To accept the
theary of biological evolution is sim-
ply to believe that life and living or-
ganisms have the potential to adapt to
a changing world. This is hardly
equivalent to denying the existence of
Giod,

The current conflict emerges be-
cause the “trustess of the truth™ are
convinced that biological evolution is
incompatible with the doctrine of God
s Creator, God's creative process
must be supernatural they arpue—
outside the realm of scientific inquiry.
The laws of nature are nol the lools of
God's creative process. Creation is
magical, not natural—or so they say.

The current argument about
whether evolution is an adeguate ex-
planation for the origin of the uni-
verse and life itself is ceriainly a
highly engaging scientific question.
For the Christian, however, whose pn-
mary focus should be Chrst, this
guestion 15 becoming an endesimble
distrction.

This distraction is currently the
source of a very heated battle that
bears an unfortunate resemblance to
the controversy about the stationary
parth-at the ime of Galileo, Then, as
now, this controversy is setting
“brother agains! brother™ as sincere
Christians find themselves on opposite
siches of a very complex question. The
division within the church over evo-
lution is especially unfpriunale in
view of the fact that the major issoes
are still being debated within bath the
scientific and the theological commu-
nities, Scores of sincere Christians, in-
Cluding many of the faculty at Chiis-
tian colleges. who all confidently
affirm God's rode as Creéator, under-
stand evolution 85 4 cregiive act of
Giod. To keep this issue in perspective,
Christisns need 1o recognize that the
contraversy 15 pamanly & soleanilic
problem, with less relevance to faith in
Jesus Christ than the “trustees” would
have us beliewe

The Tatest “trustees of the wuth™
have cliimed the titde crearioniss,
They have recently descended from
the mountain with the claim that it is
both thealogioally and scientifically
necessary 1o believe that God can only
eréale life in one specific way 11 life

cun evolve according 1o natuml laws,
they argue, then God cannot have
been involved. God will become itrel-
evant and atheism will result—or so
they say.

Whether or not life can develop by
natural law, however, is really a sci-
entific question. It is uhtimately of no
mare spirifual relevance than the mo-
tion of the sarth around the sun.
Man’s relationship with the Creator is
spiritual science makes no claim to
understand the ongin of this aspect of
humankind. Cur spiritual nature co-
exisls in the same body with our phyvs-
ical nature, but it cannot be equated
with our physical nature, The “image
of God™ 15 certainly not what we see
in the mirror,

The spiritual nature of man is in-
deed a “treasure in carthen vessels™
there is nothing for Christians 1o fear
a5 science attempts to help us under-
stand how these “earthen vessels™
came to have the form that they do. If
the next expedition to Mars finds that
Mars, which was lifeless at the time of
the last expedition. is now inhabited
by amoeba, does that destroy our faith
in God s the Creator of life? Is there
even any spirtual relevance to such a
discovery?

The “trustees of the truth™ have
driwn a line around the origin and
development of life—a line like the
one they erased around a stationary
earth. They have stated that a particu-
tar type of supernatural act of God is
the only possible explanation for life
5 we see it This kind of dogmatic
position produces two undesimble re-
sults: (1} a quarre] eémerges within the
church as Chrstians find themselves
on gither side of the “line” Manv sin-
vere Chrstians feel that scientific evi-
dence currently suggests a vanety of
explanations for the ongin of life as
we know it; (2) the “trustees” make
numerous statements that go “on
recond” and then become potentially
embarrassing as the world outside of
the church thinks that these are the
views of all Christians. When these
views are later abandoned, the cred-
thality of the church and 1ts witness for
Jesis Christ are seriowsiy compro-
misecl

There was a time when it wos im-
possible to be a “good” Christian and
believe that the vniverse that God cre
ated contained an carth that actually
moved. The “trusiees of the truth”™

now 1ell us that a “good”™ Chrstian
cannot believe that evolution might be
one of the mechanisms that God used
o create,

Should the kingdom of God spend
its limited human and financial re-
sources trving to persuade people that
one partcular interpretation of ¢cre-
ation is valid? Should tax-deductible
tithe money be spent financing efforts
to show that the earth 15 very young,
or that mdicactive dating doesn’t
work very well? Should Christians
spend their time writing books that
bring noone closer 10 a knowledge of
Jesus Christ and serve only to con-
wince people that their faith 1= incom-
patible wath the resulis of modem sci-
ence?

Once upon & time the “trustees of
the truth® told us that the radical idea
about the earth moving about the sun
wis demonic and wouold destroy the
faith. But the gospel of Jesus Chirist
proved to be stronger than theyv be-
leved, Now we are 101d to believe that
the theory of evolution will destroy
the faith.

It is time for the Kingdom of Giod
to put its encrgies into tasks that bring
people to Christ and stop beine so dis-
tracted by spiritually irrelevant condro-
versies wilhan the scientific commu-
nity H

BY KARL GIBERSON
A Meazarere pinsicis living in Hingharm,
Maxsachuselis,

eavenly Splendor

[ gaze in wonder
from afarg
at the awesome mysteries
of @ hwinkling star
Gentle hands of God
have emplaced,
A myriad of starry worlds
m time and space.
Radiant, swirling islands,
in soft velvet night
God's glary to behold
i resplendent sight.

—~FLOYD MAGER
Kamsas Cify Missourd
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he battle over whether creation or evolution accu-

rately explains the origin of life has again become a

popular topic, particularly in relationship to the
teaching of such subjects in public schools. Evolutionists
argue that evolution is science and should be taught, and
that ercation is religon @nd therefore should not be taught,
Creationists argue that creation has the nght to be taught
in the public school, since it 15 4 valid explanation of the
origin of life for them. As a microbiologist, T would hike 1o
ofler my observations on the subject. I 5 not the intent of
this article to offer the arguments that disprove the evo-
lutionary origin of life, even though that can easily be done
and there are many fine books that do that, 1 wish 1o ex-
pose what many persons do not see, which are the rami-
fications o human life that this theory conveyvs

First of all, there are two aspects of evolution, | have
found that most people do not realize this. One aspect of
evolution deals with the ability of organisms to adapt to a
slowly changing environment over a penod of tme, This s
the part that does have some scientific basis Personally, |
view this as 8 quality imparted to living things by & Cre-
ator. However, evolutionists use this observable adaptability
of living things to contrive the second aspect of evolution,
which deals with the origin of life and formation of all the
different forms of Efeé from one panmordial like form. This
aspesct, dealing with the orgin of life, cannol be proven sci-
entifically, and therefore 15 not science, bul religion. Evo-
lution, as most commonly defined today, deals with origin
af life, It also attempts to define destiny, therefore it is as
mach, if not more, a religion than Chrstiamity,

Evolution is a religion that disguises itself as science, so
a5 to sppeal to human pride and gaim public acceptance,
Evolution is the state religion of communists and 1s rapadly
becoming the pnmary religious belief in the United States
Cine can rarelv read any kind of “scientific” article without
(inding some reference (o ths religion, and wsually 11 is ac-
cepted without question s fact, Our society, particularly
the children, are flooded with this religion dailv. One has
only to watch educational television for a few minutes on-
til some statement is made concerning evolution, or some
idea 15 planted regarding the truth of the religion the pro-

ducers of such programs uphold, that being evolution. In-
desd it appears that most scientists and scholars are very
relimous people, sinee it requires more faith (o accept the
evolutionary origin of life than il does o accept Chis-
tianity

The effect of evolutionary religion on socicty has been
detrimental. Those who accept evolutionary religion,
whether they are aware of it or ot believe thiat there is no
Crod, no judgment, and no life after death. If there are
none of these things, indeed life on earth would be mean-
ingless. This religion has led many 1o lose respect for hife. IF
humans; or indeed any living things, are no more than'a
complex s2i of chemical reactions, as evolutionary religion
purports, then human lile 15 no more important than bac-
terial life, or putting out a fire or that matter. 17 we think
nothing of killing bacteria to prevent spoilage of food, we
also would think nothing of killing millions of unborn chil-
dren, or of advocating killing elderly persons whom society
may regard as useless

Evolution s one of the most formidable foes of evangeli-
cal Christiamty today Tn the last several years | have no-
ticed that the gospel appears to be more readily accepted in
the less developed countries of the world than in the
Linited States. [ believe that this s greatly due to the spread
and influence of evolution, Promoters of evolution often
ridienle those who do nod sccept their religion 45 unedu-
cated, archaic, or feeble-minded. Evolution is presented in
such a way as to appeal to the depraved camal nature of
man, and thus attract the populace, IT persons, particulary
children, are heavily indoctrinated with this religion, as is
currently beng done, few wall question 1t and most will ac-
cept it unknowingly, I we are to be effective in reaching
those people for Chrst, we must acknowledge the presence
and effect of this widespread religion and prepare ourselves
to deal with those who have fallen under its influence. We
miust also take & stand sgasnst this religion and s spread.

H

BY TIMOTHY R. CASSITY
Head of the microbislery faboraron al Soioto Memorial Hos-
pital in Porismouth, CHiio
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UNSCRIPTURAL

1 was shocked to read “Trustees of
the Truth” in the November 15 issue,
This is the type of thing | would ex-
pect 1o read in a secular newspaper,
not the Herald of Holiness.

Mr, Giberson can call me a trustee
of the truth if he wants. [ feel hon-

ored. [ am not in the dark ages. | have

read the arguments on both sides 1
have no doubt that God could have

used evolution had He wanted to and

probably has used it some, To suggest
evolution as the explanation for the

prgin of life is not scriptural. God cre-

ated man as man, nol as amocha.

1 am shocked and disappointed that

B2 Morold of Hofimess Febraary 15, P95%

the article “Trustees of the
Truth™ by Karl Giberson. The issue of
Christians arguing about the subject of
evolution has troubled me for many
yedrs. The media attention that sub-
jects such as evolution receive can re-
ally confisse Christians and mislead
them into helieving they must speak
out against anything that appears 1o
contradict or threaten bibdical state-
ments or authority.
1 am very glad that Karl Giberson is
a Christian who cared enough to write
gn article that he knew would cer-
winly be subject 1o criteism. 1 am
grateful that he has been able 1o be a
voice for other Nazarenes, ke me,
who may not possess his credentials,
st share his convictions. Finally, 1
would like to thank the Herald for
printing the article which, because of
its wide circulation, has provided
many Christians with an imporiant
perspective 1o considér.
Mancy E. Lotke
Coguitiam, Brirish Colwmbia

SECULAR

“Trustees of the Truth™ is a put-
down of the historic faith of the
church, and a put-down of the Bibie
as the infallible word of the living

vou would print such a thing in a
Christian magazine, and | protest in
the strongest way.

Joel Merrill
Pz, dowa
FIRST-RATE
Karl Giberson's article “Trustees of

the Teuth™ in the November 15 isue
of the Herald was first rate. Discern-
ing between faith in God as Creator

and scientific explanation of creation

is a great help 10 Christians who wres-

tle with the creation-evolution ques-
ton.

It makes sense (o treal Genesis as a
biblical record and not a scientific

il Wi can affirm faith in the pérson

of the Creator without having a final

verdict on the exact times and circum-

stances of creaturely origin,

| hope to share this fine article with

God. Mr. Giberson has the right to his
personal views, but this attack upon
those who believe in hiblical creation
should not have been published.

The basic issue 15 creation or evo-
lution. Evolution is the basic doctrine
of the secular humanists, whereas cre-
ation 15 the fundamental truth of
God's scripture, The “trustees of the
truth” are right on this issue—the Bi-
hie record with the support of the evi-
dence of science provides the
answer—UCreation, and in six days.

Gerald Q. Gardner
Asllarad, Cregem

CONCURRED

The article “Trustees of the Truth™
in the November |5 Herald was one
that | never expected 10 see. I suspect
you will receive many dissenting let-
ters on that one, Put me down as one
whao cancurs with the author, Karl
Giberson. Tt was a superb article on a
subject (evalution/creationism) that
dearly needs to be discussed. 1t pre-
sented, of course, the other side from
what is usually espoused by evangeli-
cals. Christians sometimes work them-
selves into untenable positions be-
cause of their oppositions 1o anything
that may come from the non-

{hose who experience unnecessary 1en-
sion between the work of science and

religious experience. A A )
Pierce, Idako
POOR COMPARISON

To compare the biased beliefs of the
church in the 1600s, which were not
based on anything in the Bible, as
apainst our belief in God's creation of
man, which is definitely stated in the
Bible 15 & poOT COMpAanson.

Wi do not nead scientists to tell us
hose our bodies came to have the
form they have. We are told in the Bi-
ble God created us this way. We did
not evolve, You cannot believe both.

Porma Vanciel
Seerannento, Callfsenia

GRATEFUL

I would like to commend vou for

Christian society. In the end, hanging
on 10 an insupportable positon can
do more harm than good 1o the

church,
Bill Schelbmer
Kenmewich. Warhingon

CONFUSED

To compare creationists 10
| 6th-century “Trustees of the Truth™
i 10 confuse fact with fiction, The
flat-carth and earth-centered system
beliefs were hased on theonies much
like evolution is today, Should the
kingdom of God spend its “himited re-
sources” on Irying 1o prove creation?
No, but God's resources are sufficient,
and we should support efforts to dis-
pute those professionals whose salanes
are earned by explaining how evo-
lution is virtually certain, and put it in
textbooks. Such simple facts as a but-
terfly’s metamorphosis or the com-
plete lack of transitional forms in the
fossil record are enough for me to dis-
believe evolution. The point is Psalm
1O “1t is He who made us and not
we ourselves” Any attempt to dispute
THAT does deserve our time, money

and prayer!
Alan Raleigh
Multwoirmne. Floridd



Waorlds Apart, a new book pub-
lished by Beacon Hill
Press of Kansas City.

Worlds Apart: The Unholy War
Between Religion and Science by
Karl Giberson, Beacon Hill Press
of Kansas Cily, 1993
HHOES-41 1-504F S16.95
Reviewed by W, E, McCumber

I would not say that Karl Giberson,
professor of physics and asironomy at
Eastern Nazarene College, carmes a
two-gdped sword, but he does swing
his sword in two directions-—agams!
scientists who deny the Creator and
apgainst theologians who read scientif-
ic opinions into Scripture and then ar-
gue from those opinions as if they
wiere scriplural.

Giberson belicves that God created
all things, He does nol believe that
we can dogmatically affirm by what
method that divine creation occurmed.
He does believe that much of the con-
iroversy between scientists and theo-
logians would be dissipated 1f all
these cobblers stuck to their own
lasts. Theologians have expertise for
interpreting revelation; scientists
have expertise for inierpreting nature,
Meedless warfire arises when they
dogmatize in each other's area of spe-
cial research and knowledge.

However, Worlds Apart; The Un-
fily War Between Religion and Sci-
erce does not discuss these 1ssoes n
perfect balance. The bulk of Giber-
son's book is-a polemic against “Cre-
ation Science,” a small school of fun-
damentalist exegeles and theologians
who scom “evolution” as demonmic, a
long-continued rebellion against the
Creator, These persons, as Giberson

argues, elevate their interprediiions of

Scripture to the level of revelation,
and then procecd virtually to unchris-
tianize all who disagree with them,
The author of this polemical call
for “hesting swords into plowshares™
once occupied the very ground he
now disputes. He fervently believed
the opinions set forth by the “Cre
ation Scientisis” and entered college
prepared 1o set straight all who dis-
avowed them. His studies, together
with his closer examination of ¢re-

16

ation science writings, drew him
away from what he now perceives as
unwarranied and narrow-minded dog-
matism,

He advocates a division of labor in
which religion is interpreted in the
light of Scripture and nature is inter-
preted in the light of science. He in-
dicts both scientists and theologians
who violate the nature of the phe-
nomena they are exploring und the
methods appropriate o cach explo-
rution: He rejects scientific material-
ism, which empties the universe of

ONE OF THE BEST BOOKS
| HAVE SEEN WHICH
RELATES SCIENCE AND
THEOLOGY. I RECOMMEND
[T TO ALL CHRISTIANS WHO
WANT A VIABLE
DISCUSSION ON HOW THEY
SHOULD RELATE THEIR
FAITH AND SCIENCE."

—Max Reams, Ph.D
chairman, Natural Science Division
Olivet Mazarepe University

God, and creation science, which
mines Scripiure for scientilic expla-
nations,

Giberson finds in “The Crime
Against Galileo™ g powerful caulion
against religious dogmatism in the
ficld of science. He draws parallels
between the attitude of Catholic theo-
logians towird Galileo's findings and
that of creation science writers (o-
ward scientists who embrace any

WORLDY

kind of evolutionary theory today. He
is fond of Galileo’s “quip™ “The
Bible teaches us how o 2o o heaven,
not how the heavens go,” One cannot
deny that the author finds some po-
tent ammunition for his thesis from a
survey of official Chrastianity's past
blunders and consequent diminution
of credibility in scientific matters,

Giberson knows that a person who
is both a Christian and 4 scientist will
find it difficult (o keep the two fields
of inguiry carefully separated in con-
tent and method of research. AL tumes
he is forced in speak as a scientist do-
ing theology himself. To his credit,
his conclusions are congruoent with
those recognized and respected by
theologians i our movenwent,

This book 1s sure 1o provioke con
troversy, Fur will fly, some of which
may never be collecied again. The
boak will be hailed with joyv by some
of our people and condemned with
fervor by others. 1 hope it will be ned-
ther praised nor condemned without
being carefully read, | am glad we
huve published it, for that seems o
signal oor armival o a level of matur-
v that recognizes the pluralism of
opindon within the church and allows
those diverse opinions 10 be openly
and seriously discussed without con-
signing 1o perdition persons whio dis-
agree, Hy
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Stephen W, Nease, President

May 11, 1988

Dr. Karl Giberson
Eastern Hagarene College

Dear Karl:

Thank you for sharing with me your thoughtful article, "Trustees
of the Truth". I am not totally sure of what you expected
F'rom me; however, 1 think you said that you would not be sending
it until you heard from me. Henee thls responge.

Without entering into your line of reasonlng, much of which
makes sense to me, I think I must say that although 1 am
confident that you mean to address an dlssue in & positive wWay
and geel resolution of the matter rather than to fan Tlames,
I belleve that were this article to be published iIn our church
paper, it would tend to fan flames of controversy 1in the wider
readership rather than put the matter to rest. Indesd, as
it had repercussions to the College itself, 1t might provoke
arguments and even emotions that could keep some of the very
students whom you might wish to influence in your classes from
coming.

By no means do I wish to tell you not to send the artiecle.
I simply think that you need to know the above and also to
know that were you looking for my approval I would have
difficulty giving it to an article that I belleve could hbe
divislve rather than reconciling in nature.

God bless you, Karl. I have no gquestion as to your intent,
your relationshlp te the Lord or your wvalue as a professor
in the Natural Sciences Division on thls hollness college campus.

alncerely yours,

= [
Dt o
Etgéhﬁﬂ W. Nease '
Preszsldent

SWN:1law
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