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This volume is yet another attempt 
at collating different views on an issue 
which currently divides the Christian 
community.  The subject of this work 
is the relationship between science and 
Christianity.  Four views are presented 
and the representatives of each respond 
to every other presentation.
1. ‘Creationism: An Inerrant Bible & 

Effective Science’ by Wayne Frair1 
and Gary Patterson2—Biblical 
(‘young-Earth’) creationism.

2. ‘Independence: Mutual Humility 
in the Relationship Between Sci-
ence and Christian Theology’ by 
Jean Pond3—theistic evolution; 
the Bible has nothing to say about 
science.

3. ‘Qualified Agreement: Modern 
Science & the Return of the “God 
Hypothesis” ’ by Stephen Meyer 4 

—intelligent design.
4. ‘Partnership: Science and Christian 

Theology as Partners in Theorizing’ 
by Howard Van Till5 —theistic evo-
lution; supposedly consistent with 
the Bible.
 In the introduction, Richard 

Carlson describes the young-Earth 
creationism held by CRS and ICR (and 
AiG) as ‘a thoroughly antiscience posi-
tion’ (p. 13).  Not only is this highly 
improper for an ostensibly impartial 
editor, but what makes this even more 
absurd is that the contribution to this 
volume by Wayne Frair and Gary Pat-
terson, who hold to the young-Earth 
creationist position, could scarcely be 
described as ‘thoroughly antiscien-
tific’.

Carlson goes on to describe the 
concept of Intelligent Design as ‘a 
relatively recent development’.  Yet 
what was essentially Intelligent Design 
theory has been expounded by advo-
cates of young-Earth creationism, such 
as Duane Gish and A.E. Wilder-Smith, 
for many years, and certainly long be-
fore anyone had even heard of Michael 
Behe, William Dembski, Phil Johnson, 
Stephen Meyer, Jonathan Wells etc.  
For example, in 1968 Wilder-Smith 
wrote:

‘What we are, in fact, saying is that 
chance today cannot be expected to 
be considered to be so important in 
upward evolution as it was thirty 
years ago.  The corollary to this is 
that design, cell and genetic design, 
must take over the gaps left where 
chance has been deposed in today’s 
theories.  … Perhaps we may hope 
that one day the argument from 
design may be reinstated in science 
to the position it holds in Romans 1 
and Paley’s watchmaker may open 
shop once more!’6

 Indeed, as Wilder-Smith 
notes, the idea of Intelligent Design 
can be traced at least as far back 
as William Paley whose watch and 
watchmaker analogy is essentially an 
argument for Intelligent Design.  And 
Paley was just one of the most famous 
of these, since similar arguments can 
be found in the Greek philosophers 
Plato and Aristotle,7 the Roman states-
man Cicero,8 and the design argument 
was the 5th of Thomas Aquinas’s ‘Five 
Ways’ that he thought would prove 
God’s existence.7  

Carlson also claims there are 
relatively few active scientists who are 
supporters of young-Earth creationism, 
and that Frair and Patterson are ‘some-
what unique’ since they have earned 
Ph.D. degrees in science (p. 17).  Ob-
viously Carlson does not know many 
young-Earth creationists, otherwise he 
would not make such an absurd and 
demonstrably false claim.9,10

In their contribution, Frair and Pat-
terson begin with this broad definition 

of science: ‘the formal study of the 
observable world’.  They highlight 
the importance of the principle of 
repeatability where the same experi-
ment can be performed again in order 
to obtain the same or similar results, 
and thus confirm the initial observa-
tions (pp. 20–21).  They also note that 
scientists rarely live up to the common 
characterisation of detached objectiv-
ity.  In addition, they also point out 
the revolutionary nature of scientific 
progress (p. 21).

It was most pleasing to see that 
Frair and Patterson are acquainted with 
sound evangelical hermeneutical prin-
ciples and methods11 and rightly do not 
hold to a naïve literalistic hermeneutics 
(p. 27).  They rightly point out that our 
observations must be interpreted in 
terms of our theology (p. 28).  Indeed, 
Christians can only benefit from sound 
historical and scientific scholarship 
since this is essential for accurate 
Biblical interpretation.  On page 107 
they state: ‘The hard work of herme-
neutics is worth the effort, and we have 
faith that unnecessary conflict will be 
reduced by careful exegesis’.

Their contribution includes good 
discussions of how various scientific 
fields such as cosmology, physics, 
chemistry and biology relate to Scrip-
ture,12 and they conclude that 

‘a Christian does not need to aban-
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don a Biblical perspective in order 
to carry out effective science.  … 
Accurate exegesis and reliable 
interpretation of the Bible along 
with valid scientific conclusions 
are the goal of all scientists who 
are Christians’ (p. 46).  
 Indeed, they wish to extin-

guish both poor Biblical exegesis and 
interpretation as well as unsubstanti-
ated scientific assertions.

However, their endorsement of 
Henri Blocher’s book In the Beginning 
(p. 47) is strange given that:
• Blocher is a non-concordist, i.e. he 

believes that science and Scripture 
speak on different matters and are 
essentially unrelated;

• He is a proponent of the Literary 
Framework View of the days of 
Creation which is based on fanciful 
exegesis at best;13,14

• Blocher, unlike Frair and Patterson, 
is an old-Earth creationist, i.e. he 
accepts the standard chronology 
for the universe and the Earth.

Biblical inerrancy

 In her response, Jean Pond 
refers readers to the Talk Origins Ar-
chive15 (p. 52) despite the fact that one 
would be hard pressed to find a single 
article on their website which contains 
reliable scientific data and sound rea-
soning.16  It also seems strange for a 
professing Christian to recommend an 
essentially atheistic website.

Pond admits to being unsure about 
what is meant by ‘inerrancy’, although 
it’s hard to surpass the Chicago State-
ment on Biblical Inerrancy17 for clear, 
detailed statements on what it is and 
is not, and which answers her facile 
questions.  But her uncertainty does 
not stop her from rejecting the doctrine 
anyway.  She says: ‘Scripture can be 
inspired without being infallible’, 
which entails the absurdity that God 
inspires error!   Her ‘justification’ is 
that inerrancy sounds too ‘close to 
bibliolatry’ (pp. 52–53).  To her, the 
Bible is just a book (p. 53).

It appears that her rejection of 
inerrancy is based on an existential 
approach to language—not uncommon 
in this postmodernist era.  But the real 

problem here is not with inerrancy, but 
with her view of language.  The stand-
ard works on inerrancy18 deal with this 
kind of approach to language in detail 
and show that it is far more objective 
than many people realise.

In order to justify her postmodernist 
approach to language, Pond cites ex-
amples of how Scripture has been used 
to support opposite beliefs (p. 53).  But 
such examples simply demonstrate 
what happens when people handle the 
Scriptures the way Pond describes: 
people often twist and reinterpret it in 
order to support whatever beliefs they 
already have rather than letting the 
Bible speak for itself.

Pond also accepts tradition and 
reason as equally authoritative as 
Scripture (p. 54), consistent with the 
liberal Episcopalian denomination to 
which she belongs.  However, a study 
of church history reveals that there are 
many and varied (and conflicting) tra-
ditions so which ones should be taken 
as authoritative?  And the application 
of reason is guaranteed to result in 
correct conclusions only if the basic 
premises and assumptions are correct: 
wrong premises will often lead to a 
wrong conclusion regardless of the 
validity of the reasoning.

She also claims the Bible is irrel-
evant to the way science is practised 
(p. 54).  Yet the Bible determines the 
presuppositions with which we ap-
proach science.  For example, ‘Is the 
material world all there is?’ and ‘Are 
there universals?’  The answers to such 
questions will significantly affect the 
way science is practised.

On pages 55–56 she writes: 
‘It seems arrogant to demand from 
God that our species arrived on 
earth in any particular manner.  
Why would it make a difference 
to Christians whether Homo sapi
ens is the product of a creative act 
sometime in the last few thousand 
(ten thousand or hundred thousand) 
years or the result of long eons of 
evolution?’
 First, those who hold to 

young-Earth creationism do not sim-
ply ‘demand’ that God created human 
beings directly, but rather, we point 
out that this is what the Bible clearly 

teaches.  Second, it makes a difference 
because if the Bible tells us that God 
supernaturally created us from the 
dust of earth when, in actual fact, we 
evolved from lower life forms over 
millions of years, then the Bible has 
misled us.  This leads to questions such 
as: ‘Where else has the Bible misled us 
or given us wrong information?’ ‘Did 
God really create the world?’ ‘Does He 
exist at all?’ ‘Was Jesus really God?’ 
‘Did He really rise from the dead?’  
Given Pond’s approach to Scripture, 
she cannot know the answer to any 
of these question for sure.  This once 
again shows that denial of the plain 
meaning of Genesis, as Pond does, 
is often a very slippery slope indeed 
to total apostasy, as demonstrated in 
people like Billy Graham’s former 
partner Charles Templeton19 and many 
others.

Stephen Meyer, on the other hand, 
agrees with most of what Frair and 
Patterson say, although he points out 
that they do not explain whether (or 
how) evidence from the natural world 
can lend support for belief in God, 
Creation or the accuracy of Scripture 
(p. 59).  He also questions the intel-
lectual basis for taking Scripture as a 
‘starting point and regulative principle 
for doing science’.

Howard Van Till apparently also 
denies inerrancy, by claiming that is it 
a ‘humanly crafted proposition’ (pp. 
61–62), when it’s actually a deduction 
from the doctrine of divine inspiration 
as taught by Scripture and Christ Him-
self.  Of course this disqualifies Van 
Till from the evangelical camp, and is 
contrary to his own denomination, the 
Christian Reformed Church in North 
America.  He complains that Frair and 
Patterson’s approach places ‘impos-
sible demands on the text’ (p. 62) yet 
his own approach essentially ignores 
the text! 

He asserts that a commitment to 
inerrancy and the Genesis account of 
Creation has led Frair and Patterson 
to conclude that ‘the creation was not 
equipped by God with the requisite ca-
pabilities to accomplish what science 
seeks to understand’ (pp. 62–63).  Yet 
the very paragraph from Frair and Pat-
terson’s essay which he cites in order 



TJ 15(1) 2001 41

Book Reviews

to show this, states something quite 
different: It is the lack of scientific 
evidence which has led them to reject 
the evolutionary scenario!

Van Till complains about Frair 
and Patterson using the term ‘spon-
taneously’ to describe the appearance 
of life, and suggests an alternative like 
‘the outcome of the creation using its 
God-given formational capabilities’ (p. 
63).  But such a definition is nothing 
short of pure waffle, and is devoid of 
both Biblical and scientific support.  If 
no life exists at one moment yet comes 
into being in the next moment without 
any intelligent input due to properties 
inherent in matter itself, then that life 
has, by definition, come into being 
‘spontaneously’.  It seems that Van 
Till is desperately trying to obscure 
the absurdity of his own position by 
resorting to semantic subterfuge.

Van Till repeatedly talks about 
‘key formational capabilities’ and 
‘God-given formational capabilities’, 
and states that he sees ‘no reason to 
presume that God could not have 
chosen to employ such processes …’ 
(p. 63).  Which processes?  He never 
actually states what these ‘capabilities’ 
are and how they produce new genetic 
information.

The Bible and the real world

In any case, most of Van Till’s 
response simply raises objections to 
the terminology used by Frair and 
Patterson, but he never actually deals 
with their major points.

Jean Pond holds to an independence 
view—science and Scripture are to-
tally unrelated—advocating the non-
overlapping magisteria (NOMA) view 
of the atheistic Marxist, Stephen Jay 
Gould.  She therefore openly endorses 
all the conclusions of modern science 
including chemical evolution.  How-
ever, the following comments show 
that she understands neither theology 
nor the nature of science:

‘Science proceeds by human initia-
tive and reason, whereas theology 
is wholly dependent on God’s ini-
tiative in reaching out to us [p. 72]. 
… detached objectivity remains a 
valid goal for scientists and an ap-

propriate distinction between sci-
ence and theology.  It has been my 
experience in science laboratories 
that this goal is approached more 
closely and more often than con-
temporary criticisms would have 
you believe’ (p. 73).
 Pond argues that science and 

theology are very different disciplines 
since (1) in science, new data arrives 
daily, while the primary data of theo-
logians is relatively fixed, and (2) sci-
entific knowledge is provisional (pp. 
74–77).  This is certainly true—indeed, 
this is precisely why theology based 
on the Bible is far more authoritative 
than the provisional conclusions drawn 
from the ever-changing interpretations 
of the necessarily limited data gleaned 
from nature.  She also plays down 
the political and institutional forces 
that make it difficult for scientists to 
go against the current scientific con
sensus, and generally has an overly 
optimistic view of scientific objectivity 
(p. 78).

On page 81, she states ‘I am a sci-
entist, an evolutionist, a great admirer 
of Charles Darwin and a Christian.  I’m 
not using science to deny the existence 
of God [empasis in original]’.  Such 
a comment, however, shows that she 
has absolutely no idea what evolution 
means and implies, nor how syncret-
istic her views are.  And it’s the height 
of naïveté for a professing Christian to 
admire Darwin, whose whole aim was 
to destroy the Christian faith and the 
idea of God as Creator, as shown by 
Gould and others.20

She claims that science and theol-
ogy provide truth but speak in different 
areas.  Nevertheless, the Bible and 
Christian theology does have some-
thing to say about origins—something 
which clearly contradicts the current 
scientific consensus.

Pond includes a quote by Roman 
Catholic theologian Thomas Merton:

‘We must not therefore open the 
Bible with any set determination 
to reduce it to the limits of a pre-
conceived pattern of our own … 
All attempts to narrow the Bible 
down until it fits conveniently into 
the slots prepared for it by our 
prejudice will end with our mis-

understanding the Bible and even 
falsifying its truth’ (pp. 85–86).
 Ironically, this is a remark-

ably accurate description of Pond’s 
(and many others like her) approach 
to Scripture.

Pond also has a very syncretistic 
view of faith.  In her response to Van 
Till’s essay, she states: ‘To believe 
in God requires (in my experience) 
faith beyond reason, and this faith is 
an essential element of “religion”’ (p. 
242).  In other words, her faith in God 
is entirely unreasonable and irrational 
and she is apparently quite comfortable 
with this!

After reading her essay, one can 
only conclude that Jean Pond is just 
plain confused—in regard to both sci-
ence and theology.

In his response, Stephen Meyer 
rightly denies the idea that science can 
neither support nor contradict Christi-
anity (pp. 111–112).  Indeed, he points 
out that the early church creeds make 
it clear that Christianity makes factual 
claims about history, human nature 
and the origin of the world, and the 
life of Christ (p. 112).21  Meyer shows 
how the NOMA view of Gould, and 
his disciple Pond, has baneful conse-
quences for the fundamental Christian 
doctrine of the Resurrection (p. 119), 
for Gould dismisses John’s historical 
narrative of Jesus’s post-Resurrection 
appearance to the doubting Thomas as 
a ‘moral tale’.  This shows that Meyer 
is right that the Bible is not just about 
morality and meaning.  He does a good 
job of showing that Pond’s belief in the 
independence of science and Scripture 
is incredibly naïve.

In regard to his own take on sci-
ence and Christianity, he argues from 
an ‘intelligent design’ perspective, and 
includes a good summary of the cur-
rent evidence and arguments for intel-
ligent design.  However, his arguments 
for theism are significantly weakened 
because many are based on the as-
sumption of the big bang and related 
concepts.  For example, he cites the 
big bang theory and Doppler effect as 
evidence for a finite universe (p. 142).  
But Halton Arp’s thorough and careful 
stellar observations strongly suggest 
that understanding the Doppler affect 
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as indicating a large expanding uni-
verse is a mistake.22 Apologetics based 
on the big bang is dangerous given that 
there are numerous observations which 
big bang cosmology cannot account 
for (which Meyer is either unaware 
of, or simply ignores).  If the big bang 
cosmology goes, then so do Meyer’s 
arguments for theism.  In any case, the 
Kalàm Cosmological Argument works 
just as well without the big bang.23

Meyer also seems to accept the fos-
sil evidence as an accurate indication 
that life began 3.5–3.8 million years 
ago (p. 172).  Given that he does not 
appear to accept the Biblical account 
of Noah’s Flood, nor does he hold to 
any evolutionary scenario, I wonder 
how he would explain the existence 
of the fossil record with evidence of 
catastrophe, as well death and disease 
which long-agers must say occurred 
before Adam’s Fall?  His essay does 
not say.

It is disappointing 
that Meyer does not deal 
at all with the teaching 
of Scripture in regard to 
origins and the natural 
world.  Nor does he deal 
with Biblical author-
ity or the accuracy of 
Scripture.  Rather than 
dealing with the actual relationship 
between science and Christianity, his 
contribution is nothing more than an 
apologetic for intelligent design.  At 
best, intelligent design points to a 
Creator but it cannot identify the crea-
tor as the God of the Bible, nor can it 
provide support for the truth of Chris-
tianity.  So it is deficient—although 
there are many Christians who are ID 
theorists, some non-Christians are too, 
even some surprising ones indicated 
by James 2:19.  Thus, much of what 
Meyer has written is more or less ir-
relevant to the issue of how science 
and Christianity are related.

Limitations of
intelligent design

Indeed, Frair and Patterson, in their 
response to Meyer, point out the limita-
tions and weakness of the intelligent 
design argument:

‘We believe that design is a coher-
ent explanation for the observa-
tions of the physical world, but 
the presupposition of design is a 
metaphysical issue rather than a 
scientific one.  Many of the classic 
design arguments are appeals to 
ignorance.  Any material artifact in 
biology could be constructed one 
atom at a time, at least in a thought 
experiment.  To assert that because 
we do not know how it actually 
arose, there must be a God, links a 
majestic conclusion to a meagerly 
premise’ (p. 176).
 Furthermore, scientific meth-

ods cannot reveal whether God was 
directly involved—only Scripture can 
tell us this.

Jean Pond, however, rejects the 
argument for intelligent design out-
right:

‘I reject the hypothesis of intelligent 

design both on the basis of what I 
know as a scientist and on the basis 
of what I believe as a Christian.  I 
find myself unwilling to reduce 
God to a really smart guy.  I refuse 
to try to fit God into a scientific box’ 
(p. 187, her emphasis).
 It’s amazing how often pro-

fessing Christians try to dress up in 
such pseudo-pious verbiage their bla-
tant unbelief in what God plainly said 
He did!

Howard Van Till, on the other hand, 
believes that God created everything 
with built-in capabilities to adapt/
evolve/change/develop into whatever 
is required by the situation.  In other 
words, he holds to a form of theistic 
evolution.  Such a belief, however, is 
pure conjecture with not the slightest 
bit of scientific support let alone Bibli-
cal support.

In his essay, he talks of his ‘respect 
for historic Christian theology, par-

ticularly its doctrine of creation’ (p. 
195).  This is hard to believe, given 
that Van Till believes in theistic evolu-
tion, which is rejected by virtually all 
evangelical theologians and was never 
a part of historic Christian doctrine, 
and in turn denies Biblical inerrancy 
which was undisputed in historic 
Christian doctrine.

Van Till does not believe the re-
lationship of science to faith is the 
most important question.  Rather, he 
believes the most important ques-
tions are ‘who are we, and what is the 
identity and character of the universe 
in which we find ourselves?’ (p. 196).  
But is this not what the early chapters 
of Genesis explicitly teach?

On page 208, he is certainly correct 
to point out that we must be careful 
not to impose modern ideas back onto 
the text, but again, given his theistic 
evolutionary view, it appears that he 

has failed to take his 
own advice.

We would agree (to 
a certain extent) when 
he writes:
‘I would judge it ex-
traordinarily improb-
able that answers to 
mode rn  sc i en t i f i c 
questions regarding 

the particulars of the creation’s 
formational history—questions 
totally foreign to the conceptual 
vocabularies of the very people 
to whom the original text was 
directed—were somehow cleverly 
hidden in the ancient text, only 
to be discovered in the twentieth 
century’ (p. 209).
 This is surely true in regard to 

scientific particulars, but certainly not 
true in regard to historical particulars.  
In other words, the early chapters of 
Genesis do record real history even 
though it is not a strictly scientific ac-
count.

He claims that questions regard-
ing the particulars of Creation’s for-
mational history should not be directed 
at Scripture, because such questions 
are not part of the agenda of the Bibli-
cal text.  Again, Van Till appears to 
simply ignore the early chapters of 
Genesis, which paint a very different 
picture.

In regard to the question of ‘on-

‘ … a Christian does not need to aban-
don a Biblical perspective in order to 
carry out effective science.’

- Frair & Patterson
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tological gaps’ in the natural world, 
he suggests we ask the professional 
scientific community for their opinion 
and then assures us that the answer 
would certainly be ‘no’ (pp. 215–216).  
But this is a very poor line of argu-
ment indeed.  First, what scientists 
‘believe’ is simply irrelevant—only 
what can be demonstrated and tested 
counts as true science.  Second, there 
is no known mechanism whereby new 
genetic information is created.24–26  
Evolutionists (including theistic evo-
lutionists like Van Till, who isn’t even 
qualified in biology), have no answer 
to this problem.  Nor do they have an 
answer to the problem of irreducible 
complexity.  The only thing Van Till 
can offer is the ambiguous and content-
less concept of ‘God-given formational 
capabilities’.  Even Jean Pond points 
out that such a view does not coincide 
with what is already known about the 
chemical structure of DNA and what 
is known about the origin of informa-
tion (p. 252).

Van Till admits that he is frustrated 
with the Creation/evolution debate be-
cause he does not consider them as op-
posing and irreconcilable perspectives 
(p. 220).  Yet I suspect his frustration 
is a result of the fact that neither crea-
tionists nor evolutionists take him (and 
others like him) seriously, presumably 
because both groups find his position 
confused at best, and totally absurd 
at worst.

The book is concluded with a good 
summary of the issues by Richard 
Carlson.

If you want a book that offers a 
thorough analysis of the various views 
on how science relates to Christian-
ity, you will be disappointed with 
this book.  Only the contributions by 
Frair/Patterson and Pond really deal 
with issues such as the authority of 
Scripture in regard to statements about 
the natural world.  The contributions 
by Meyer and Van Till are merely 
apologies for Intelligent Design and 
Theistic Evolution respectively.  Thus, 
the book should probably have been 
titled ‘Origins: Four Christian Views’ 
or something similar.  The book does, 
however, contain much good infor-

mation, and is certainly a much better 
work than Zondervan’s Three Views on 
Creation and Evolution edited by J. P. 
Moreland and John Mark Reynolds, 
which was reviewed in a previous issue 
of this journal.27
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