A study of where we came from and why it matters in the 21* Century

LESSON 3: The Genesis Sunset

A bit of clean-up from Sunday morning’s ramblings. We were discussing the logical demand for something or
someone to set all of the cosmos in motion. Logic, too, demands that that One has within itself the power of
existence. | tossed out a term | had heard a biblical thinker used and failed to give it clear definition. The term
was asceity. It's definition is that which has the power of existence within itself. It is a characteristic found only
within God. That would seem to be far less of a stretch than what we’ve read from Hawking or Davies.

In this lesson, we will be examining why the account of a six-day creation has fallen out of favor in science, in
culture, and most distressing, in the church.

READING

*Scripture: Genesis 1 and 2,. [Note: | will be asking you to read these chapters a lot. Please take the time,
when they are part of the assignment (at the very least), to read again and meditate on the passage in light of
the study for that week.]

*John MacArthur “The Battle for the Beginning,” (2001, John MacArthur) pp. 11-17.
QUESTIONS

1. Think about recent battles over school textbooks. Generally two sides emerge in such debates. As objectively as
you can, identify and characterize both sides.

a. One side —

b. The other side —

2. Dig back into your knowledge of history. Have scientists and the church always been at odds?

3. Why do you think that God is not allowable as an answer to the “scientific” mind? Should he be? Why or why
not?

4. In your mind, what would most people say was the one event that began to drive God from science? What would
you say?

5. Do you think in our life time we will see more or less of God in science? Explain.

Pray that God would guide us in our study and conversations toward the truth and thereby toward Him!!

Soti Deo Glonia




“The Battle for the Beginning” by John MacArthur

INTRODUCTION

ql»z-. TO THE THEORY OF EVOLUTION, nuturalism is now the domi-
nant religion of modern society. Less than a century and a half ago,
Charles Darwin popularized the credo for this secular religion with his book
The Origin of Species, Although most of Darwin's theories about the mecha-
nisms of evolution were discarded long ago, the doctrine of evolution itself
has managed to achieve the status of a fundamental article of faith in the
popular modern mind. Naturalism has now replaced Christlanity as the main
religion of the Western world, and evolution has become naturalism's principal
dogma.

Naturalism s the view that every law and every force operating in the uni-
verse is natural rather than moral, spiritual, or supermnatural. Naturalism is
inherently antitheistic, rejecting the very concept of a personal God. Many
assume naturalism therefore has nothing to do with religion. In face, it is &
common misconception that naturalism embocdies the very essence of scientific
objectivity. Naturalists themselves like to portray their system as a philosophy
that stands in opposition to all falth-based world-views, pretending that it s
scientifically and intellectually supetior precisely because of its supposed non-
religious character.

Not so0. Religion is exactly the right word to describe naturalism. The
entire philosophy s built on a faith-based premise. Its basic presupposition—
a rejection of everything supermnatural—requires a giant leap of faith. And
nearly all its supporting theories must be taken by faith as well.'
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THE BATTLE FOR THE BEGINNING

rmhler 1he dogma of evolution, for example. The notion that natursl
evidut lotiary processes can account for the origin of all living species has never
Leeriwnl never will be established as fact. Nor is it "scientific” in any true sense
ol the wonl. Science deals with what can be observed and reproduced by
experimentintion. The origin of life can be neither observed nor reproduced in
any libortory. By definition, then, true science can give us no knowledge
whatsoever about where we came from or how we got here. Belief in evolu-
thotary theory is a marter of sheer faith. And dogmatic belief in any naturalistic
v ay i nor muore “scientific” than any other kind of religious faith.

Muderis naturalism is often promulgated with a missionary zeal that has
pewetfil religious overtones. The popular fish symbol many Christians put
on their caes now has a naturalist counterpart: a fish with feet and the word
I hovewin ey hossed into its side. The Internet has become naturalism's busiest
mision field, where evangelists for the cause aggressively try to deliver
benighted souls who still cling to their theistic presuppositions. Judging
from the tenor of some of the material 1 have read seeking to win converts
1o naturalism, naturalists are often dedicated to their faith with a devout
pvission thar rivals or easily exceeds the fanaticism of any radical religious
zealin. Naruralism (s clearly as much a religion as any theistic world-view,

The pwsnt is further proved by examining the beliefs of thase naturalists
who cliim 1o be most unfettered by religious beliefs. Take, for example, the
vane of Carl Sagen, perhaps the best-known scientific celebrity of the past
vomple of decades. A renowned mtronomer and media figure, Sagan was
overtly antagonistic to biblical theism. But he became the chief relevangelist
tor the religion of naturalism. He preached a world-view that was based
entirely on naturalistic assumptions. Underlying all he taught was the firm
comviction that everything in the universe has a natural cause und a natural
explanation. That belief—a matter of faith, not a truly scientific observation—
wwverned and shaped every one of his theories about the universe.

Sagan examined the vastness and complexity of the universe and
vone hnde]l —as he was bound to do, given his starting point—that there s
mthing greater than the universe iself. So he borrowed divine atributes
sich ms infinitude, eternality, and omnipotence, and he made them proper-
ties of the universe itself,

“I'ye cosmon is all that is, or ever was, or ever will be" was Sagan's trade-
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Exactly like the idolaters Paul was describing, m-‘:?analw!.azs
Creator's rightful place,

Carl Sagan looked at the universe, saw its greatness, and concludey ol
ing could possibly be greater. His religious presuppositions forced him Nk
that the universe was the result of intelligent design. _srnrl:réa&
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The religious character of the philosophy that shaped Sagan’s WOrlg.view
is evident in much of what he wrote and sald. His novel Conzacy (™aga ineo
a major motion picture in 1997) Is loaded with religious Bﬂnuroa and
imagery. It's abour the discovery of extraterrestrial life, which Surs in
December _30.25»?15&-58:—3:_5?1?3&519&:}
with Messianic expectations and spocalyptic fears. In Sagan's imagiyion,
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e s overy of intelligent life elsewhere in the univetse becomes the “reve-
Tathon” that affords o basts for the fusing of science and religlon into a world-
view thit perfectly mirrors Sagan’s own belief system—with the cosmos as
Chowl i scientists as the new priesthood,

Sin's religion included the belief that the human race is nothing spe-
cial. Uiven the incomprehensible vastness of the universe and the imperson-
whity of 1t ull, how could humanity possibly be important! Sagan concluded
it our mee (s not significant at all, In December 1996, less than three
weeks hefore Sagan died, he was interviewed by Ted Koppel on Nightline,
Sagin knew he was dying, and Koppel asked him, “Dr, Sagan, do you have
any pearls of wisdom that you would like to give to the human race ™

Sagan replied:

We live on a hunk of rock and metal that circles a humdrum star that is
one of 400 billion other stars that make up the Milky Way Galaxy,
which is one of billlons of other galaxies, which make up a univetse,
which may be one of a very large number—pethaps an infinite num-
ber—af other universes. That ks & perspective on human life and our cul-
tuire that s well warth pondering.’

1n # hook published near the end of his life, Sagan wrote, “Our planet is a
lonely speck In the great enveloping cosmic dark. In our obscurity, in all this
vistness, there i no hint that help will come from elsewhere to save us from
ourselves.™

Although Sagan resolutely tried to maintain » semblance of optimism to
the hitrer end, his religion led where all naturalism Inevitably leads: to a
sense of utter insignificance and despair. According to his world-view,
humanity occupies a tiny outpost—a pale blue speck in a vast sen of galaxies
As fur i we know, we are unnoticed by the rest of the universe, sccountable
10 no one, and petty and (rrelevant in & cosmos so expansive. It is fatuous to
talk of outside help or redemption for the human mce. No help ls forth
coming. It would be nice If we somehow managed to solve some of our
problems, but whether we do or not will ultimately be a forgotten bit of cosmic
trivin, That, said Sagan, is o perspective well worth pondering.
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Al of this undencores the spiritual barrenness of naturalism. The naturalist’s
religion erases all moral and ethical accountability, and it ultimately abandons
all hope for humanity. If the impersonal cosmon is all there s, all there ever
was, and all there ever will be, then morality is ultimately moot. If there s no
pemonal Creator to whom humanity Is accountable and if the survival of the
firtest 1s the goveming law of the universe, all the moral principles that nor-
mally regulate the human consclence are ultimately groundless—and possibly
even deleterious to the survival of our species.

Indeed, the rise of naturalism has meant moral catastrophe for modemn
soclety. The most damaging ideologies of the nineteenth and twentieth cen-
turies were all rooted In Darwinism, One of Darwin's earliest champions,
“Thowes Husley, gave a lecture in 1893 in which he argued that evolution
and ethics are Incompatible. He wrote thut "the practice of that which is eth-
ically best—what we call goodness or virtue—involves a counse of conduct
which, in all respects, is opposed to that which leads to succes in the coamic
struggle for existence.™

Philosophers who Incorporated Darwin’s (deas were quick to see Huxley's
point, conceiving new philosophies that set the stage for the amorality and
genocide thar characterized so much of the twentieth century.

Karl Marg, for example, self-consciously followed Darwin in the devising of
his economic and social theories. He inscribed a copy of his book Das Kapital
to Durwin, "from o devoted admirer." He referred to Durwin's The Origin of
Species s "the book which contains the basis in natural history for our view."™

Herbert Spencers philosophy of “Social Darwinism” applied the doc-
trines of evolution and the survival of the fittest to human societies. Spencer
argued that if nature itself has determined that the strong survive and the
weak perish, this rule should govern society as well. Racial and class distine-
tions simply reflect nature’s way, There is therefore no transcendent moral
reason to be sympathetic to the struggle of the disadvantaged classes. It is,
after all, part of the natural evolutionary process and society will actually be
improved by recognizing the superiority of the dominant classes and encour-
aging their ascendancy. The mcialism of such writers as Eergt Haeckel (who
believed that the African races were incapable of culture or higher mental
development) was also rooted in Darwinism.
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Friedii It Nietsache's whole philosophy was based on the doctrine of evo-
It Nietzache was bitterly hostile to religion, and particularly to
¢ hinistbanity. Chiristinn morality embodied the essence of everything
Nietos hie hated; he helieved Christ’s teachings glorified human weakness
aml were dletrimentnl to the development of the human race. He scoffed at
€ hiristim woral vialues such as humility, mercy, modesty, meekness, compas-
shons it the powerless, and service to one another. He believed such ideals
Ll luedd weakness in society. Nietssche saw two types of people: the “master-
clsa,” an enlightened, dominant minority; and the “herd,” sheeplike follow-
ers wha were enslly led. And he concluded that the only hope for humanity
witihl be when the master-class evolved into a race of Ubermenschen (super-
men), unetwoumhbered by religious or social mores, who would take power and
hevoge sty to the next stage of its evolution.

IS it surprising that Nietzsche's philosophy laid the foundation for the
Nag tover nent in Germany, What is surprising is that at the dawn of the
twonty first contury, Nietzsche's reputation has been rehabilitated by philo-
sophical spin-docroes, and his writings are once again trendy in the academic
workl, Indeed, hin philosophy—or something very nearly like it—is what nat-
wralisn must inevitably retum to,

All of these philosophies are based on notions that are diametrically
oppesed to a hiblical view of the nature of man, because they all stare by
emhmcing a Darwinian view of the origin of humanity, They are rooted in
anti-Christian theories about human origins and the origin of the cosmos,
and therefore it is no wonder that they stand in opposition to biblical principles
t every level.

The simple fact of the matter is that all the philosophical fruits of
Darwinism have been negative, {gnoble, and destructive to the very fabric of
society. Not one of the major twentieth-century revolutions led by post-
Darwinian philosophies ever improved or ennobled any society, Instead, the
chief social and political legacy of Darwinian thought is a full spectrum of
evil tyranny with Marx-inspired communism at one extreme and Nietzsche-
inspired fascism at the other. The moral catastrophe that has disfigured mod-
ern Western society is also directly traceable to Darwinism and the rejection
of the early chapters of Genesis.

At this moment in history, even though most of modern soclety is already
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fully commitzed to an evolutionary and naturalistic world-view, our society
still benefits from the collective memory of a biblical world-view. People in
general still believe human life is special. They still hold remnants of biblical
morality, such as the notion that love is the greatest virtue (1 Corinthians
13:13), service to one another is better than fighting for personal dominion
(Matthew 20:25-27), and humility and submission are superior to arrogance
and rebellion (1 Perer 5:5). But to whatever degree secular society still holds
those virtues in esteem, it does so entirely without any philosophical foun-
dation. Having already rejected the God revealed in Scripture and embraced
{nstead pure naturalistic materialism, the modern mind has no grounds what-
soever for holding to any ethical standard, no reason whatsoever for esteem-
Ing “virtue" over “vice," and no justification whatsoever for regarding human
life as more valuable than any other form of life. Modern society has already
abandoned its moral foundation.

As humanity enters the twenty-first century, an even more frigh
oot e o JENDHERE ® e
intimidated or t sbarrassed to affirm the literal truth of the b
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