
God’s Amazing Creatures
Dr. Ray Bohlin marvels at God’s creativity in making three
magnificent creatures: the mantis shrimp, the woodpecker, and
the monarch butterfly with its amazing migration story.

The Woodpecker Tongue

In  this  article  I  highlight  several  of  God’s
amazing  creatures:  the  woodpecker,  the  mantis
shrimp, and the migration of the monarch butterfly
from  North  America  to  the  Central  Highlands  of
Mexico.

Woodpecker

So, what about woodpeckers?

They’re  rather  strange  birds;  they  bang  their  heads  into
trees!  No  doubt  you’ve  heard  the  rhythmic  drumming  of  a
woodpecker in your yard or in the forest. They come in many
shapes and sizes. But what they all have in common is some
form of pecking. You may not know that this behavior is not
just about searching for insects, but most woodpeckers do not
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sing like other birds; instead, drumming is their form of
communication.

Usually the pecking behavior is used to uncover small tunnels
containing insects or larvae. When the tunnel is exposed, the
woodpecker inserts its tongue and searches up and down the
tunnel.

 

The woodpecker tongue can extend up to three times the length
of its beak! The tongue, from the tip at the end of the beak,
does not attach to the lower jaw as most bird tongues do, but
it makes a loop into the throat, comes up around the back of
the skull, and sometimes extends into the right nostril and
into the upper beak.

The tongue lengthens by reattaching between the eyes, the loop
in  the  throat  flattens  out,  and  out  comes  the  tongue–far
beyond the tip of the beak. Now, evolving a long woodpecker
tongue poses a unique problem. Two things must be accomplished
at once. The tongue must get longer and at the same time a
retraction mechanism must be accomplished at the same time.
These two processes need to be coordinated for everything to
be optimized. Evolution can’t accomplish that.

The tongue usually has bristles at the tip and a sticky saliva
so insects can’t wiggle off. However, for the woodpecker to
chisel into tree bark and the wood of the tree, it needs to
generate some real force. Next I’ll discuss the rapidity of



pecking  and  how  the  woodpecker  survives  the  shock  of  its
pecking.

The Woodpecker’s Ability to Absorb Shock
The  woodpecker  has  a  long  tongue,  but  its  pecking  also
generates some real force and it needs to be able to deal with
that without getting a severe headache or even a concussion.
Suffering like that would not allow woodpeckers to survive
very well. But God has designed ways for the woodpecker to
redistribute the shock, and the structure of its skull and
brain aid in that function.

Surrounding the human brain is a layer of cerebrospinal fluid.
When the brain receives a hard blow, it pushes that fluid
aside, and the brain is bruised when it meets the skull. This
is a concussion. God designed the woodpecker to avoid this
kind of shock, first because the brain is smaller, and there
is not much fluid between the brain and the skull.

The woodpecker has a sort of shock absorber of muscle and
cartilage at the back of the bill and in front of the skull.
Also, the lower part of the bill is slightly longer than the
upper part of the bill, and this hits the tree first. This
allows some of the shock to bypass the skull and connect with
the spinal cord, and then the shock travels down the spinal
cord into the stiff tail feathers placed against the tree–and
the shock flows back into the tree with little effect on the
woodpecker.



Nictitating Membrane

The woodpecker can drum up to twenty times per second. God
created the neck muscles to be strong and able to recover
quickly to maintain that kind of speed.

Lastly, pecking wood results in wood chips spraying out from
the tree, which could damage the woodpecker’s eye. But the
woodpecker has a third eyelid called a nictitating membrane
that shields the eye, and just before impact, the regular
eyelids close. Thus, no chips in the eye. God did that.

The Mantis Shrimp Packs a Punch
You  likely  have  never  heard  of  the  mantis  shrimp.  This
fascinating  crustacean  is  neither  a  mantis  nor  a  shrimp.
Technically, they are from the family of stomatopods.

Mantis Shrimp



They look somewhat like shrimp, and the club variety has an
appearance like a praying mantis. I’m interested in the club
variety of the mantis shrimp. They use this club to strike a
snail or a crab to break the snail open or to separate a limb
from a crab. They can generate a tremendous amount of force
with this club. The acceleration is about the same as a 22-
caliber bullet.

I  found  a  video  from  Maya  De
Vries  from  the  Scripps
Oceanographic  Institute  on  a
cruise ship. She shows a video
of the mantis shrimp strike on a
snail.  When  the  club  hits  a
snail, you see a flash of light
and heat that is followed by a
similar  flash  but  slower.  The
linear velocity of the strike is
14  to  23  meters  per  second.  The  heat  generated  is  the
temperature of the surface of the sun. These flashes of light
are caused by cavitation bubbles. The club moves so fast that
it creates negative pressure, causing the cavitation bubble.
When the bubble implodes, that releases light and heat.

You can’t keep a mantis shrimp
in  an  ordinary  aquarium.  You
need  reinforced  glass  for  the
walls of the aquarium, otherwise
the mantis shrimp can break the
glass. I found another video of
a  fisherman  who  pulls  in  a

mantis shrimp, and the club smashes into his new booties as he
calls them, pierces through and gives him a bleeding cut.

The Mantis Shrimp’s Eyesight
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Another  remarkable  feature  of
the mantis shrimp is its eyes.
Like most animals, they have two
eye sockets. However, there are
three pupils in each eye. With
our two eyes with one pupil in
each, we have binocular vision
that gives us depth perception.
Mantis shrimp have six pupils, so they have hexnocular vision.
We have little idea of what this looks like, but we do know
that each pupil can be used independently of the others.  On
top of this, its compound eyes, like that of a fly or a bee,
are composed roughly 10,000 photoreceptive units. These are
capable  of  instantly  processing  information,  instead  of
needing to send the information to the brain first.{1}

A  second  aspect  of  mantis  shrimp  vision  is  their  color
perception. As humans we have three color receptors in our
eyes: red, green and blue. These three colors mixed in a
multitude of ways allow us to see the colors of the rainbow
and  more.  The  mantis  shrimp,  however,  has  twelve  color
receptors, from ultraviolet to infrared. This means it can see
colors we can’t even imagine! Again, what this looks like to
the  mantis  shrimp  we  really  don’t  know,  but  that’s  just
amazing.

One last feature of their vision is their ability to see
polarized light. They use this ability as a secret code. They
have a pair of appendages that produce circular polarized
light. Their eyes are the only eyes we know of that can detect
this kind of light. The mantis shrimp is very territorial, and
they use this ability to signal that “this hole is occupied.”
Engineers are currently studying the mantis shrimp’s vision to
develop the next generation of imaging technology.{2}

God  gave  this  small  stomatopod  the  fastest  attack  in  the
animal kingdom and also the most unique eyesight.



The Monarch Butterfly’s Migration

Monarch Butterfly

You’ve probably seen a monarch butterfly with vibrant orange
and black coloration. When in North America, the monarchs feed
and lay their eggs on milkweed plants. If you are able to buy
a  few  milkweed  plants  in  the  spring,  you  can  enjoy  the
butterflies, their caterpillars, and the chrysalis.

Monarch Chrysalis

Before we get to the monarch’s migration, let’s talk about
what  happens  in  the  chrysalis.  Basically,  the  caterpillar
melts down into a soup. There are a few remaining cells that
take the organic soup and construct a completely new body
plan, the butterfly. The caterpillar cannot reproduce, but the
butterfly  can.  The  caterpillar  essentially  dies  in  the
chrysalis. For caterpillar death to make any sense, there must
already  be  in  place  a  plan  to  construct  a  reproducing



butterfly.  But  evolution  has  no  foresight.  It  depends  on
randomly produced mutations for nature to select from, going
forward. The transformation inside a chrysalis is a genuine
evolutionary mystery.

Monarch  Butterfly
Biosphere  Reserve,
Michoacan, Mexico

The eastern monarch butterflies have been known for centuries
to migrate south in the fall. But where did they go? It wasn’t
until 1975 that in a fir forest, 10,000 feet above sea level
about 70 miles west of Mexico City, the monarchs were found.
Literally millions of monarchs flutter among the trees in a
beautiful cascade of orange and black. The monarchs make the
journey with instinct. In North America, once the monarchs
arrive  in  the  spring,  the  multiple  generations  that  are
hatched only live for a few weeks. None of the monarchs who
travel south have made the trip before. The generation that
does make the trip south can live for up to nine months. They
are  called  the  Methusaleh  Generation.  These  are  the  same
monarchs that migrate north in the spring. And they have the
same DNA as the monarchs that only live a few weeks!

I  hope  you  enjoyed  my  discussions  of  woodpeckers,  mantis



shrimp and butterflies. It’s a joy to bring it to you.

Notes
1.
https://live.stemfellowship.org/mantis-shrimp-20-20-20-20-20-2
0-vision/
2.
https://nature.sciencearray.com/mantis-shrimp-vision-hyperspec
tral-color-technology
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Are  We  Significant  in  This
Vast Universe? – The Evidence
Supports Belief in God
Steve Cable considers the question of why we could possibly be
important in such a vast universe.  Current research shows
that there are reasons why God needed such a vast universe to
house life on this planet.  Understanding this idea can make
it  an  apologetic  for  our  faith  rather  than  a  fact  which
detracts  from  our  faith.   Science  is  the  study  of  God’s
creation and the more we delve into it the clearer the hand of
God becomes.

Why Is the Universe So Vast? Are We Truly
Insignificant?
What  do  you  feel  when  you  look  at  the  night  sky?  Awe?
Insignificance? Adoration? Recently, my wife and I took three
Ph.D. students from China for an overnight outing at a lake in
West Texas. One of the things that impressed them most was the
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opportunity to view the night sky on a moonless night. Due to
“light pollution,” people in most cities can only make out a
few hundred stars with the naked eye. These young women had
never seen the night sky as King David did when he declared,
“The heavens declare the glory of God!” (Psalm 19:1, NASU).
They were so taken by the stars and the Milky Way that they
spent several hours lying on the dock, looking up at the night
sky.

These students were not Christians, and I was glad
to have an opportunity to use what we know about
the stars to talk to them about the overwhelming
evidence for a Creator who is intensely interested
in humans. However, another host may have used the
same night sky to argue that if there is a God, we must not be
very  significant  to  God.  Which  view  is  correct?  In  this
article,  we  will  look  into  the  Bible  and  into  current
scientific  theories  to  better  equip  us  to  answer  this
important  question.

According  to  the  Bible,  the  transcendent  Creator  of  this
universe made humans in His own image as the focal point of
His creation. Skeptics of a biblical worldview often point to
the vastness of the universe as evidence that humans cannot be
the focal point of a theistic creation. The famous astronomer,
author, and television personality Carl Sagan put it this way:

Our posturings, our imagined self-importance, the delusion
that we have some privileged position in the Universe, are
challenged by this point of pale light. Our planet is a
lonely speck in the great enveloping cosmic dark. In our
obscurity, in all this vastness, there is no hint that help
will come from elsewhere to save us from ourselves.{1}

Famous physicist Stephen Hawking wrote, “Our Solar System is
certainly a prerequisite for our existence . . . . but there
does not seem to be a need for all these other galaxies.”{2}
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In other words, why would God create this huge universe, if He
was primarily interested in His relationship with one species
occupying a tiny planet?

I think this is a reasonable question. After all, based on
observations  from  the  Hubble  Telescope,  the  current  best
estimate for the number of stars in the observable universe is

5 times 10 to the 22nd power; that is a 5 with 22 zeros after
it. How many stars is that? Well, if you were to count one
star every second, it would take you only fifteen hundred
trillion years to count them. These stars are spread over
billions of light years. Amazingly, all of these stars account
for only about 1% of the total mass of the universe. Why did
God create such a vast universe, placing us on a single small
planet with no reasonable hope of ever traveling beyond our
solar system? Does the size of our universe run counter to a
biblical worldview?

A Biblical Perspective of Humankind and
the Vast Heavens
If God is the Creator of the universe, and the Bible is
revelation directly from God, then accurate observation of the
universe  will  ultimately  prove  to  be  consistent  with  His
revelation. By combining the general revelation of science
with  the  special  revelation  of  the  Bible,  we  should  be
rewarded with a greater understanding of the nature of our
Creator and His intentions for mankind. Let’s see if this is
true in addressing the vastness of the universe.

First let’s consider what God’s special revelation for us, the
Bible, has to say about the vastness of the universe. The
Bible often refers to God’s creative work in “stretching out
the  heavens”  and  filling  it  with  stars  (e.g.  Job  9:8,
Zechariah 12:1). A review of Bible passages on the stars and
the heavens reveals a number of reasons why a vast universe is



consistent with humans being the most significant part of
creation.

We need to realize that creating a vast universe is not harder
for God than creating a smaller universe. God brought the
universe into existence out of nothing. He had no limits on
the amount of matter and energy created. Consequently, it is
meaningless to say that it would be a tremendous waste for God
to create so many lifeless galaxies. The concept of waste only
applies when there is a limited supply. When there is an
unlimited supply, you can use all you desire; there is plenty
more where that came from.

Within this vast universe, God placed earth in potentially the
only place in the universe capable of supporting advanced
life. There are many aspects of the universe that are hidden
from the casual observer, but the vastness of the heavens is
not one of them. God created the earth and positioned it in an
ideal place so that humans could observe the vastness of the
heavens and the enormous number of stars. The Bible points out
at  least  five  purposes  for  humans  observing  this  vast
universe:

1.  To  reveal  His  majesty  and  power.  Job  refers  to  this
understanding as he reflected on his sufferings stating,

Who commands the sun not to shine,
And sets a seal upon the stars;
Who alone stretches out the heavens
And tramples down the waves of the sea;
Who makes the Bear, Orion and the Pleiades,
And the chambers of the south;
Who does great things, unfathomable,
And wondrous works without number.
Were He to pass by me, I would not see Him;
Were He to move past me, I would not perceive Him.
Were He to snatch away, who could restrain Him?
Who could say to Him, “What are You doing?” (Job 9:7-12).



Later, God confronts Job with His lack of understanding the
full power and majesty of His Creator:

Where were you when I laid the foundation of the earth?
Tell Me, if you have understanding, . . . .
Can you bind the chains of the Pleiades,
Or loose the cords of Orion?
Can you lead forth a constellation in its season,
And guide the Bear with her satellites?
Do you know the ordinances of the heavens,
Or fix their rule over the earth? (Job 38:4, 31-33).

As we see in this passage, God intentionally did creative,
wondrous works without number so that we could glimpse His
greatness.

2. To emphasize our insignificance without God. The vastness
of the heavens highlights how insignificant humans are apart
from God’s concern for us. The primary lesson that Job learned
through his experience was that we are in no position to
critique God’s actions over His creation. God’s creation is so
vast that any significance we have comes solely from God’s
choice  to  be  concerned  with  us.  Job  stated  it  this  way:
“Behold, I am insignificant; what can I reply to You?” (Job
40:4)

King David was the most significant person in Israel during
his  reign,  but  when  he  considered  the  vastness  of  God’s
creation he acknowledged our insignificance:

When I consider Your heavens, the work of Your fingers,
The moon and the stars, which You have ordained;
What is man that You take thought of him,
And the son of man that You care for him (Psalm 8:3-4)?

3. As a measure of His loving kindness toward us. God uses the
vastness of the heavens to help us understand the magnitude of
His love for us, stating, “For as high as the heavens are



above the earth, So great is His loving kindness toward those
who fear Him” (Psalm 103:11).

God’s love for us is greater than the billions of light years
which separate us from the most distant galaxies.

4. As a picture of His faithfulness and forgiveness. In a
similar way, God uses our inability to completely grasp the
breadth  and  depth  of  the  universe  to  emphasize  spiritual
truths. Through Jeremiah, God promised a new covenant where He
will remember our sins no more. God used the vastness of the
heavens to convey His promise to never cast those in the new
covenant away from Him with these words,

Thus says the LORD, “If the heavens above can be measured
And the foundations of the earth searched out below,
Then I will also cast off all the offspring of Israel
For all that they have done,” declares the LORD (Jeremiah
31:37).

Even today astronomers recognize that the universe we can
observe is much smaller than the state of the universe as it
exists  today.  Due  to  the  finite  speed  of  light,  it  is
impossible  to  directly  observe  the  current  size  of  the
universe or count the exact number of stars. Just as the
heavens can never be measured, God will never cast us off from
His presence.

5.  As  a  reminder  that  our  understanding  is  limited.  Our
Creator understands the universe from one end to the other and
from the beginning of time to its end. As humans, we are just
beginning to probe its mysteries. So, God reminds us, “For as
the heavens are higher than the earth, So are My ways higher
than your ways And My thoughts than your thoughts” (Isaiah
55:9).

It is clear that God intended us to observe and study the
stars and the heavens. As a part of God’s general revelation,
the magnitude of the universe speaks to His greatness. Through



God’s special revelation, we see God using the vastness of His
creation to teach us lessons about who we are and how we
relate to Him. For a Creator who was willing to sacrifice His
only Son on the cross for our redemption, it would be child’s
play to create a vast universe solely for our instruction.
With this understanding, the vastness of the universe becomes
a testament to our importance to God rather than evidence of
our insignificance.

A Scientific Perspective of Humankind and
the Vast Universe
If God is the Creator of the universe and the author of the
Bible, accurate observation of the universe will ultimately
prove to be consistent with His revelation. By combining the
general revelation of science with the special revelation of
the Bible, we should be rewarded with a greater understanding
of the nature of our Creator and His intentions for mankind.

In his book Why the Universe is the Way It Is{3}, Hugh Ross
points  out  a  number  of  areas  where  combining  the  latest
observations of astronomy and physics with biblical theology
provides  us  with  fuller  answers  for  some  of  the  tough
questions of life. One area he focuses on is the question we
have been examining: “Does the vastness of this universe mean
that we are insignificant and/or accidental?”

If we assume, as most skeptics and seekers would, that the
physical laws of this universe have remained constant from the
beginning of the universe until now, then the current state of
scientific knowledge points to three reasons why the universe
must occupy the mass and volume that it does in order for
advanced carbon based life to exist on this planet.

1. The exact mass of the universe was necessary for life
supporting elements to exist. Life requires heavier elements
such  as  oxygen,  carbon,  and  nitrogen.  These  elements  are



produced in the nuclear furnaces of stars. If there were less
mass in the universe, only lighter elements such as helium
would  be  produced.  If  there  were  more  mass,  only  heavier
elements, such as iron, would be produced. In fact, the amount
of mass and dark energy in the universe must be fine tuned to

less than one part in 10 to the 60th power, or one part in one
trillion  trillion  trillion  trillion  trillion,  to  have  a
universe that can create a life supporting solar system and
planet.

2. The exact mass of the universe was required to regulate the
expansion of the universe to allow the formation of the sun
and the solar system. Amazingly, it turns out that the same
total mass that results in the right mix of life supporting
elements also results in the right amount of gravity to dampen
the expansion of matter across the surface of the space-time
continuum to allow the formation of stars like the sun which
are capable of supporting a planet like earth. If the universe
were expanding faster, stars and solar systems would not form.
If the universe were expanding slower, giant stars and black
holes would dominate the universe. Once again the total matter
in the universe is fine tuned to support life. And what an
amazing coincidence: the number that creates the right mix of
elements also creates the right expansion rate. This dual fine
tuning  is  much  less  likely  than  achieving  the  financial
returns guaranteed by Bernie Madoff!

3. The vast volume of the universe is required to give the
earth just the right amount of light and other electromagnetic
radiation to support life and not destroy it. Life not only
requires a planet with the right mix of elements orbiting the
right kind of sun in just the right solar system; it also
requires a “just right” galactic environment. Astronomers has
discovered what they call “the galactic habitable zone” for
our Milky Way galaxy at a distance of about 26,000 light years
from the center of the galaxy. Any planet closer to the center
will experience deadly radiation levels. Any planet further
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away from the center would lack the mix of heavy elements
necessary for advanced life. But the vast majority of this
habitable zone is inside one of the uninhabitable spiral arms
of the galaxy. Since stars revolve around the galactic center
at a rate different than the spiral arm structure based on
their  distance  from  the  center  of  the  galaxy,  most  solar
systems pass through deadly spiral arms over the course of
time. Our solar system occupies a very special place as Hugh
Ross points out: “The solar system holds a special position in
the Milky Way . . . the one distance from the core where stars
orbit the galaxy at the same rate as its spiral arm structure
does.”{4}

Once again we are faced with a divine “coincidence”: the same
fine-tuned  distance  required  to  safely  place  a  habitable
planet is also the exact distance required to keep that planet
out of the deadly spiral arms.

Not only must the earth be located far from the center of the
Milky Way, the Milky Way must be located far enough away from
other  galaxies  to  maintain  the  stability  of  its  spiral
structure. Many aspects of the Milky Way appear to be very
rare or unique in the universe.

As you can see, a logical application of current scientific
orthodoxy based on the Big Bang and constant natural laws
overwhelmingly supports the view that the vastness of the
universe does not imply that human life is unremarkable and
insignificant. On the contrary, the most reasonable conclusion
from the evidence is that life on this planet is the primary
purpose behind the vastness of our universe. Both the Bible
and the results of scientific observation agree: our vast
universe is the work of a Creator who considers life on earth
as very significant.

Consequently, we don’t have to convince a seeker that the
world is much younger than it appears in order to answer the
question, “Are we significant to our Creator?” We can say,



“Whether you look to the teaching of the Bible or you look at
the current prevailing models from the scientific community,
the answer is definitely yes!” The important question is, “Is
it  possible  to  know  more  about  my  Creator  and  have  a
relationship  with  Him?”  Beginning  with  the  death  and
resurrection of Jesus, we can explain how to have an eternal
relationship with God and why we believe the Bible is the
reliable  source  of  information  about  our  Creator  and  our
universe.

• Check out our article “The Answer is the Resurrection” at
Probe.org for more information on using the resurrection to
respond to key questions from seekers.
• For more information on topics related to the origins of our
universe and other science topics, check out our Faith and
Science section.
•  For  further  discussion  on  the  age  of  the  universe  see
“Christian Views of Science and Earth History” in our Faith
and Science section.
• For further discussion of how the age of the universe debate
relates  to  this  discussion  see  Appendix  A:  Theology  vs.
Science or Theology plus Science? and Appendix B: Apologetics
and the Age of the Universe.

Notes

1. Carl Sagan, Pale Blue Dot: A Vision of the Human Future in
Space (New York: Random House, 1994).
2. Stephen Hawking, A Brief History of Time: From the Big Bang
to Black Holes (New York: Bantam, 1988).
3. Hugh Ross, Why The Universe Is The Way It Is (Grand Rapids,
MI: Baker Books, 2008).
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The  Eclipse  Declares  the
Glory of God, v. 2024
Sue Bohlin is very excited to be the path of the upcoming
total solar eclipse, where God shows off once again.

“The heavens declare the glory of God,” Psalm 19 tells us. On
April 8, 2024, millions of Americans will have an incredible
opportunity to see His heavenly glory in a way most of us
never have: through a total solar eclipse. On a path running
from Texas to South Maine, observers on the ground will see
the moon slip in front of the sun, blocking out all its light
and  dropping  the  temperature  drastically  (about  10  to  15
degrees Fahrenheit) and suddenly.

I am thrilled beyond words that by the grace of God, our home
in Dallas, Texas is in the path of totality. All I have to do
is go out in our back yard to experience this once-in-a-
lifetime event! :::doing the happy dance:::

The glory of God isn’t just seen, it’s felt as well. Eclipse-
chasers, and even those who have only experienced one total
eclipse, report that at the moment of totality (when the moon
completely covers the sun, plunging the land into an eerie
darkness),  people  break  out  with  yells  and  shouts  and
applause. Many report the hair on the back of their necks
standing up. And both locals and visiting astronomers are
equally in awe—and often in tears. Like one’s first in-person
look  at  the  Grand  Canyon,  it  is  deeply  emotional  to  be
thrilled by something much, much bigger than oneself.

Illustra Media’s wonderful DVD The Privileged Planet, based on
the  book  by  the  same  name  by  Guillermo  Gonzalez  and  Jay
Richards {1}, exposed me to the magnificence of a total solar
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eclipse. I will never forget the goosebumps at learning that
the sun is 400 times farther away than our moon, but it’s also
400  times  larger.  This  means  that  both  of  these  heavenly
bodies  appear  to  be  the  same  size  to  us  on  Earth.  This
phenomenal “coincidence” also makes a total eclipse possible.

During  an  eclipse,  the  heavens
declare  the  glory  of  God  by
allowing us to see things about
the sun we wouldn’t be able to
observe any other way, beautiful
and gloriously resplendent. Just
before  totality  we  can  see
“Baily’s Beads.” Only seen during
an eclipse, bright “beads” appear
at the edge of the moon where the
sun  is  shining  through  lunar
valleys, a feature of the moon’s
rugged  landscape.  This  is  followed  by  the  “diamond  ring”
effect, where the brightness of the sun radiates as a thin
band  around  the  circumference  of  the  moon,  and  the  last
moments of the sun’s visibility explode like a diamond made of
pure light. After the minutes of totality, the diamond ring
effect appears again on the opposite side of the moon as the
first rays of the sun flare brilliantly. These sky-jewelry
phenomena are so outside of mankind’s control that witnessing
them stirs our spirits (even on YouTube!) with the truth of
Romans 1:20—”God’s invisible qualities—his eternal power and
divine nature—have been clearly seen, being understood from
what has been made, so that people are without excuse.”



A total solar eclipse offers so much
more, though, than Baily’s Beads and the
Diamond Ring. At the moment of totality,
the  pinkish  arc  of  the  sun’s
chromosphere  (the  part  of  the  sun’s
atmosphere  just  above  the  surface)
suddenly “turns on” as if an unseen hand
flips a switch. I knew God is very fond
of  pink  because  of  how  He  paints

glorious sunrises and sunsets in Earth’s skies, but those
fortunate  enough  to  see  a  total  eclipse  can  see  how  He
radiates pinkness from the sun itself! The heavens declare the
glory of God!

But wait! That’s not all! Along with the flare of the sun’s
pink  chromosphere,  a  rainbow-like  band  called  the  “flash
spectrum” appears when the sun is viewed through a prism! (You
can google this to see pictures. The best ones are copyrighted
so I can’t show them to you here.) The heavens declare the
colorful glory of God!

For the few minutes of
totality, the naked eye
can see the sun’s lovely
corona (Latin for crown)
streaming  out  from  the
sun.  We  can’t  see  the
corona except during an
eclipse  because  looking
straight at the sun for
even  a  few  seconds
causes  eye  damage,  and
because  the  sun’s  ball
of fire overwhelms the (visually) fragile corona. This is
another way that an eclipse allows us to see how the heavens
declare the glory of God.

Astronomer Guillermo Gonzalez noticed details about eclipses



that got him excited:

During a total solar eclipse, the moon is just large
enough to block the large photosphere (the big ball of
fiery  gas),  but  not  so  large  that  it  obscures  the
colorful chromosphere.
The moon and the sun are two of the roundest measured
bodies in the solar system. (Some moons are potato-
shaped!) So when the round disk of the moon passes in
front of the equally round disk of the sun, the shapes
match perfectly.
He studied all 65 of the moons in our solar system and
discovered that ours are the best planet and best moon
for studying the sun during an eclipse. Because the moon
fits so perfectly over the sun, its blinding light is
shielded, providing astronomers with a view of the sun’s
atmosphere.  We  can  discern  finer  details  in  its
chromosphere and corona than from any other planet.
Being able to study the flash spectrum during a total
eclipse  enables  astro-scientists  to  determine  the
chemical makeup of other, distant stars without leaving
Earth.

These facts of the heavens declare the glory of God!

Michael Bakich wrote of the 2017 eclipse in Astronomy Magazine
blog,

This eclipse will be the most-viewed ever. I base this
proclamation on four factors: 1) the attention it will get
from the media; 2) the superb coverage of the highway system
in our country; 3) the typical weather on that date; and 4)
the vast number of people who will have access to it from
nearby large cities.{2}

I think this is true of the 2024 eclipse as well. Whether you
are fortunate enough to be in the path of the total eclipse
like me, or will only get to see 75% of the sun’s surface



covered by the moon (with eclipse glasses, of course!), this
extremely important sky event will be proclaiming to everyone
that the heavens declare the glory of God. May it make a
lasting impression on us all that teaches us more about God’s
glory!

1. Guillermo Gonzalez and Jay W. Richards, The Privileged
Planet (Washington, D.C.: Regnery Publishing, 2004)
2.
http://cs.astronomy.com/asy/b/astronomy/archive/2014/08/05/25-
facts-you-should-know-about-the-august-21-2017-total-solar-
eclipse.aspx

 

This post originally appeared at
blogs.bible.org/the-eclipse-declares-the-glory-of-god-v-2024/

on Feb. 20, 2024.

Atheist Myths and Scientism
Steve Cable exposes some atheist myths and the false ideology
of scientism, all designed to destroy people’s faith.

A Two-Pronged Attack Against Christianity

Atheist attacks against American Christianity are gaining more
traction in our society. Their success can be readily seen in
the growth of the number of American young adults who do not
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profess to be Christians. Tracking recent trends, around 50%
of American Millennials fall in this category, with most of
those  identifying  as  atheist,  agnostic  or  nothing  in
particular. More identify as nothing in particular than as
atheist, but the atheist attacks certainly have a role to play
in their ambivalent feelings about Christianity.

What have atheists done to create a cultural milieu that is
drawing more and more young Americans away from Christianity?
In this article, we will focus on two prominent prongs of the
attack against Christianity. Those prongs are:

1. Fabricating myths around the premise that Christianity
and modern science are enemies of one another and have been
so since the advent of modern science, and

2. Promoting the philosophy of scientism as the only way to
view science.

First, the myths are an attempt to cause people to believe
that the Christian church and a Christian worldview were and
are anti-science. They want us to believe that the findings of
science  are  counter  to  the  make-believe  teachings  of
Christianity and the Bible. They want us to look back at
history and believe that the church was actively opposing and
trying to suppress scientific knowledge. As Michael Keas tells
us in his 2019 book Unbelievable, “These stories are nothing
but myths. And yet some leading scientists . . . offer these
stories as unassailable truth. These myths make their way into
science textbooks . . . (and) enter into popular culture,
whereby the myths pass as accepted wisdom.”{1}

However,  many  historians  and  philosophers  have  correctly
pointed  out  that  the  Christian  worldview  of  an  orderly
universe created by an involved God produced the mindset that
gave birth to the scientific revolution. In his book How the
West Won, sociologist Rodney Stark states, “Christianity was
essential to the rise of science, which is why science was a



purely  Western  phenomenon  .  .  .  science  only  arose  in
Christian Europe because only medieval Europeans believed that
science was possible and desirable. And the basis of their
belief was their image of God and his creation.”{2} In this
article, we consider the key figures who propagated this myth
and some of the falsified stories they have foisted upon us.

Second, they want us to accept scientism as the only valid way
to  view  the  role  of  science  in  our  understanding  of  the
universe. What is scientism? In his 2018 book Scientism and
Secularism, professor of philosophy J. P Moreland defines it
this  way:  “Scientism  is  the  view  that  the  hard  sciences
provide the only genuine knowledge of reality. . . . What is
crucial to scientism is . . . the thought that the scientific
is much more valuable than the non-scientific. . . . When you
have competing knowledge claims from different sources, the
scientific will always trump the non-scientific.”{3}

But scientism “is not a doctrine of science; rather it is a
doctrine of philosophy . . . (In fact,) scientism distorts
science.”{4} This philosophical doctrine came into favor among
the public not because of scientific results, but rather as
the result of proponents presenting it in popular ways as if
it were the undisputable truth. As Moreland points out, “It is
not even a friend of science but rather its enemy.”{5}

Myths about Christianity and Science
Atheists want to create stories to demonstrate that Christians
are and have been the enemies of scientific exploration and
discovery. Why this drive to recreate the past? They want to
encourage people to turn away from Christianity as an enemy of
science and weaken the faith of believers.

As Michael Keas makes evident in Unbelievable, this thinking
is not based on reality. Instead, historical myths have been
created  to  bolster  their  position  either  as  a  result  of



ignorance of the actual history or intentional deceit. After
creating these myths, they use the educational system and mass
media to ingrain these myths into the thinking of the masses.

Keas specifically looks at seven myths used for this purpose
which we find embedded in our textbooks and proclaimed by
popular television programs. To understand the nature of these
myths, let’s consider two of the ones discussed by Keas.

Many of you learned of the Dark Ages, a period of time between
A.D. 500 and 1500 where textbooks have claimed that science
and the arts were stifled by the control of the church which
opposed scientific understanding. In truth, this view is not
supported by historical evaluations of that time. As reported
in Stark’s revealing book, How the West Won, “Perhaps the most
remarkable aspect of the Dark Ages myth is that it was imposed
on what was actually “one of the great innovative eras of
mankind.” During this period technology was developed and put
into use on a scale no civilization had previously known.{6}
Keas found that this myth first appeared in textbooks in the
1800s but did not surface with an anti-Christian slant until
the 1960s. Carl Sagan, and later Neal deGrasse Tyson, would
help promulgate this myth on television through their Cosmos
series.

Another myth exploded by Keas is that “Copernicus demoted
humans  from  the  privileged  ‘center  of  the  universe’  and
thereby  challenged  religious  doctrines  about  human
importance.”{7} In fact, Copernicus as a Christian did not
consider  his  discovery  that  the  earth  orbited  the  sun  a
demotion for earth or humans. What Copernicus saw as unveiling
the mysteries of God’s creation over time began to be pictured
as  a  great  humiliation  for  Christians.  In  the  1950s  some
scientific  writers  began  using  the  term  “the  Copernican
principle” to refer to the idea “that the Earth is not in a
central, specially favored position”{8} in the cosmos. As one
Harvard  professor  has  noted,  “This  is  the  principle  of
mediocrity, and Copernicus would have been shocked to find his



name associated with it.”{9}

Keas also documents how this atheist strategy also pretends
that  many  early  scientists  were  not  Christians.  Johannes
Kepler, known for his discovery of the three laws of planetary
motion, is cited by Sagan in Cosmos as someone who “despaired
of ever attaining salvation,”{10} implying that Kepler always
felt  this  way.  Sagan  leads  one  to  believe  that  in  his
astronomical discoveries Kepler was somehow freed from this
concern. Yet from Kepler’s own writing it is very clear that
he was a Christian, telling people shortly before his death
that he was saved “solely by the merit of our savior Jesus
Christ.” And speaking of his scientific endeavors he wrote,
“God wanted us to recognize them [i.e. mathematical natural
laws] by creating us after his own image so that we could
share in his own thoughts.”{11}

Much  of  the  reported  relationship  between  science  and
Christianity  is  a  myth  made  up  to  strengthen  the  atheist
position that science repudiates Christianity and makes it
superfluous  and  dangerous  in  today’s  enlightened  world.
Nothing  could  be  further  from  the  truth,  as  a  Christian
worldview was foundational for the development and application
of the scientific method.

Methodological Naturalism: A Farce
What  about  the  prevalence  of  scientism,  a  belief  system
claiming  that  the  hard  sciences  provide  the  only  genuine
knowledge of reality?

When considered carefully, the whole concept of scientism is a
farce. Why? Because as philosopher J. P. Moreland points out,
“Strong scientism is a philosophical assertion that claims
that philosophical assertions are neither true nor can be
known; only scientific assertions can be true and known.”{12}
So the premise is self-refuting. They are saying that only



scientific facts can be objectively true. Thus, the statement
that only scientific facts can be true must be false because
it is a philosophical assertion, not a scientific fact.

Another  example  of  the  faulty  philosophy  behind  scientism
comes  in  their  insistence  on  adopting  methodological
naturalism  as  a  criterion  for  science.  Methodological
naturalism is “the idea that, while doing science, one must
seek  only  natural  causes  or  explanations  for  scientific
data.”{13} This idea immediately demotes science from being
the  search  for  the  truth  about  observable  items  in  this
universe to being the search for the most plausible natural
cause no matter how implausible it may be.

Although they appear to be unsure as to whether to apply the
concept uniformly to all forms of science, its proponents are
sure that it definitely should be applied to the field of
evolutionary science. They make the a priori assumption that
life  as  we  know  it  originated  and  developed  by  strictly
impersonal,  unintelligent  forces.  No  intelligence  can  be
allowed to enter the process in any way. This approach to
trying to understand the current state of life on earth is
certainly an interesting exercise leading to a multitude of
theories  and  untestable  speculations.  It  is  a  challenging
mental exercise and is valuable as such. However, scientism
does not stop there. They declare that their unsupported (and
I would say unsupportable) theories must be the truth about
our  origins,  at  least  until  replaced  by  another  strictly
naturalistic theory.

This approach seems to be an odd (and unfruitful) way to go
after the truth due to at least three reasons. First, many
other areas of science which include intelligent agents in
their hypotheses are respected and their results generally
accepted,  common  examples  being  archaeology  and  forensic
science. Second, the current state of evolutionary science
primarily appears to be tearing holes in prior theories, e.g.
Darwinian evolution, rather than closing in on a plausible



explanation. And, third, scientists are continuing to find
evidence supporting a hypothesis that intelligent actions were
involved in the formulation of life on earth.

If  the  sum  of  the  available  evidence  is  more  directly
explained by the involvement of some intelligent agent, then
it would be reasonable to accept that potential explanation as
the leading contender for the truth until some other answer is
developed that is more closely supported by the available
evidence. This is the attitude embraced by the intelligent
design  community.  They  embrace  it  because  so  much  of  the
evidence supports it, including

1. the inability of other hypothesis to account for the
first appearance of life,
2. the complexity of the simplest life forms with no chain
of less complex forms leading up to them,
3. the relativity sudden appearance of all types of life
forms in the fossil record,
4. the fine tuning of the parameters of the universe to
support life on earth, and
5. the emergence of consciousness within humans.

In contrast, those supporting theistic evolution appear to do
so in order to conform to the methodological naturalism of
their peers. They claim to believe that God does intervene in
nature through acts such as the miracles of Jesus and His
resurrection. But they claim that God did not intervene in the
processes leading up to the appearance of mankind on this
planet. In my opinion, they take this stance not because the
evidence  demands  it,  but  because  methodological  naturalism
does  not  allow  it.  As  Moreland  opines,  “Methodological
naturalism is one bad way to put science and Christianity
together.”{14}



Things Science Cannot Explain / God of
the Gaps
As we have seen, scientism is a philosophy that says the only
real knowledge to be found is through application of the hard
sciences and that no intelligence can be involved in any of
our hypotheses. So, they believe hard science must be capable
of explaining everything (even if it currently doesn’t).

In this section we will consider some very important things
that science cannot now nor ever be able to explain. In his
book, Scientism and Secularism, J. P. Moreland lists five such
things for us.

First,  the  origin  of  the  universe  cannot  be  explained  by
science.  Why?  Science  has  been  able  to  identify  that  the
universe most likely had a beginning point. But as Moreland
points out, “Science can provide evidence that the universe
had a beginning; it cannot, even in principle, explain that
beginning; that is, it cannot say what caused it. . . No real
thing can pop into existence from nothing.”{15} He points out
three specific logical reasons science cannot address this
issue:

1. A scientific explanation cannot be used to explain the
universe  because  scientific  explanations  presuppose  the
universe.

2. Science cannot explain the origin of time and without
time no explanation can be considered.

3.  Coming-into-existence  is  not  a  process  which  can  be
reviewed and explained because it is an instantaneous event.
Something either does or does not exist.

Second, the origin of the fundamental laws of nature. All
scientific explanations presuppose these laws. We can conceive
of a universe where these laws might be different resulting in



a different reality, but we cannot explain how our universe
came into being with the laws we see active around us.

Third, the fine-tuning of the universe to support life. As far
as science is concerned the parameters of the forces within
this universe can be observed but we cannot know what caused
them to assume the values they do. However, in recent years it
has been discovered that our universe “is a razor’s edge of
precisely balanced life permitting conditions.”{16} Over one
hundred parameters of this universe, such as the force of
gravity, the charge of an electron, the rate of expansion of
the universe, etc., must be precisely balanced or there could
be no life in the universe. Science cannot answer the question
of why our universe can support life.

Fourth,  the  origin  of  consciousness.  In  this  context
consciousness  is  the  ability  to  be  aware  of  oneself  and
entertain thoughts about things which are outside of oneself
and possibly outside of one’s experience. From a naturalist
point  of  view,  “the  appearance  of  mind  is  utterly
unpredictable and inexplicable.”{17} However, God may choose
to create conscious beings; beings that are capable of asking
about and discovering the works of their creator.

Fifth,  the  existence  of  moral  laws.  As  the  late  atheist
philosopher Mackie admitted, the emergence of moral properties
would constitute a refutation of naturalism and evidence for
theism:  “Moral  properties  constitute  so  odd  a  cluster  of
properties and relations that they are most unlikely to have
arisen  in  the  ordinary  course  of  events  without  an  all-
powerful god to create them.”{18}

These  five  important  questions  can  never  be  answered  if
scientism’s  flawed  premise  were  true.  However,  Christian
theism answers each of these questions and those answers are
true if God is the real creator of the universe.



Integrating Christianity and Science
Scientism claims that you cannot integrate Christianity and
science. Instead, they claim all theology is nonsense and only
science exists to give us the truth. As Moreland points out,
“One of the effects of scientism, then, is making the ridicule
of  Christianity’s  truth  claims  more  common  and  acceptable
(which is one of scientism’s goals).”{19}

If this view is clearly wrong, how should we as Christians
view science and its relationship with Christianity and the
Bible? First, we need to understand that the topics addressed
by science are in most cases peripheral to the topics covered
in the Bible. The Bible is primarily concerned with God’s
efforts to restore people from their state as enemies of God
back into eternal fellowship with Him.

One area of significant interaction is the question of how
this universe came to exist in its current state. How one
views  that  interaction  (i.e.  as  adversarial  or  as
complementary) depends on whether they are clinging to the
unsupported myth of unguided evolution or to the new science
of intelligent design. As Moreland states, “Science has done
more  to  confirm  the  Christian  God’s  existence  than  to
undermine it, and science has provided little or no evidence
against  belief  of  theism.  Science  has,  however,  raised
challenges to various biblical texts, and Christians need to
take those challenges seriously.”{20}

Moreland suggests there are five ways to relate issues in
science and Christian philosophy. Let’s consider two of those
methods. One is the complementarity model. In this model, two
disciplines are addressing the same object or feature but from
different, essentially non-overlapping perspectives. “Neither
one purports to tell the whole story, but both make true
claims about reality.”{21} This is the model used by advocates
of theistic evolution who take as gospel the latest claims of
evolutionary science while saying of course God kicked off the



whole process including us in His plan for the universe.

Another  way  to  interact  is  called  the  direct  interaction
model. In this model, theories from theology and from science
may directly interact with one another on some topic, either
positively  or  negatively.  One  area  might  raise  rational
difficulties  for  the  other.  This  approach  has  the  most
potential  for  bringing  information  from  different  fields
together into a fuller picture of truth. Intelligent design is
an  area  where  this  model  is  applied  as  it  questions  the
validity  of  eliminating  intelligence  from  the  options
considered in understanding the development of life on earth.

Since scientism swears that science is the only source of
truth,  even  when  scientists  cannot  agree  as  to  what  that
scientific truth is, they want to discount inputs from any
other source no matter how helpful. So the direct interaction
model is a difficult road to take. What are the rational
criteria  for  going  against  the  experts?  Moreland  suggests
there are four criteria for Christian theologians to decide to
take this road.

1. Make sure there is not a reasonable interpretation of the
Bible that resolves the tension.

2. There is a band of academically qualified scholars who
are unified in rejecting the view held by a majority of the
relevant experts. In this way, we know that there are people
who are familiar with the details of the majority view, who
do not believe that it is true.

3. There are good non-rational explanations for why the
expert majority holds the problematic view. For historical,
sociological, or theological reasons, the majority is not
ready to abandon their position rather than because their
evidence  is  overwhelming.  “For  example,  the  shift  from
creationism  to  Darwinism  was  primarily,  though  not
exclusively,  a  shift  in  philosophy  of  science.”{22}



Given the large amount of evidential support for a Christian
worldview, any view that is counter to central components of a
Christian  worldview  should  be  rejected  precisely  for  that
reason. Any view meeting the first three criteria that also
attempts to undermine key parts of a Christian worldview will
be  overwhelmed  by  the  significant  rational  support  for  a
Christian worldview.

As followers of the God of real truth, Christians need to
realize that the so-called truths being taught to justify
science over theology are in fact myths and/or self-refuting
statements. Every Christian needs to be able to address these
fallacies in today’s popular science culture. Equip your young
adults  with  this  understanding  and  more  by  attending  our
summer event called Mind Games Camp. More information can be
found at probe.org/mindgames.
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Jerry Coyne’s Illusions
Dr. Ray Bohlin critiques evolutionary biologist Jerry Coyne’s
materialistic claim that our brain is only a meat computer.

Jerry Coyne Says Science Proves We Make
No Real Choices

Let’s see. This morning I chose my black t-shirt,
tan dress slacks, black shoes, and black socks.
After gathering all my things for the trip to the
office, I put on my now-famous Grand Canyon felt
hat and headed out the door, deciding I didn’t
need an umbrella for the short walk in the rain.

Oops!  Wait  a  minute!  According  to  evolutionary
biologist, Jerry Coyne, I made none of those choices. Now I
did  do  all  those  things,  but  my  brain  determined  those
“choices.”  After  all,  my  brain  is  just  a  meat  computer,
destined to obey the laws of physics to combine my genetic
history, past environmental cues, and my latest experiences to

https://probe.org/jerry-coynes-illusions/
http://www.ministeriosprobe.org/mp3s/coyne.mp3


make those decisions. “I,” meaning me as a person apart from
the meat computer, don’t exist! Enter with me into the wacky
world of evolutionary naturalism where all there is, is matter
and energy.

Dr. Jerry Coyne is a Professor at the University of Chicago in
the Department of Ecology and Evolution. In many ways he has
broken political ranks with many of those seeking to improve
education in evolution by actively proclaiming that evolution
entails atheism. He lines up with those like Richard Dawkins,
Sam Harris, and the late Christopher Hitchens. Religion is the
greatest  evil  on  the  planet,  they  decry,  and  we  need  to
dispose ourselves of all religious nonsense such as freedom of
choice.

You see, our mental decisions are just chemical reactions in
our brains which just happen. There is no purpose or even a
choice in making our choices!

Now that I probably have you thoroughly confused, let me try
to let Jerry Coyne speak for himself.

In January of last year, Coyne published a commentary in the
online version of USA Today titled, “Why you don’t really have
free  will.”{1}  He  stated,  “You  may  feel  like  you’ve  made
choices, but in reality your decision to read this piece, and
whether to have eggs or pancakes, was determined long before
you were aware of it—perhaps even before you woke up today.
And your ‘will’ had no part in that decision. So it is with
all of our other choices: not one of them results from a free
and conscious decision on our part. There is no freedom of
choice, no free will.”

Despite Coyne’s blatant certainty, he only offers, using his
phrase, two lines of evidence. Notice even Coyne refers to
them  as  just  lines  of  evidence.  There’s  no  real  fact  or
certainty.



Coyne’s  Ultra-naturalism  “Predetermines”
His Conclusions
Let me allow Coyne to speak for himself as he explains his
first line of evidence, a materialistic assumption. He says,

We are biological creatures, collections of molecules that
must obey the laws of physics. All the success of science
rests on the regularity of those laws, which determine the
behavior of every molecule in the universe. Those molecules,
of course, also make up your brain — the organ that does the
“choosing.” And the neurons and molecules in your brain are
the product of both your genes and your environment, an
environment  including  the  other  people  we  deal  with.
Memories, for example, are nothing more than structural and
chemical changes in your brain cells. Everything that you
think, say, or do, must come down to molecules and physics.

It may be true that science depends on the regularity of the
laws of physics, but Coyne makes no defense of whether there
is anything else to our minds other than chemistry. He assumes
without saying so that the material brain is all there is to
our mind.

In 2007 neuroscientist Mario Beauregard and journalist Denyse
O’Leary published The Spiritual Brain.{2} Quoting from the
dust  jacket,  Beauregard  and  O’Leary  demonstrate  that
scientific materialism like Coyne’s “is at a loss to explain
irrefutable  accounts  of  mind  over  matter,  of  intuition,
willpower, and leaps of faith, of the ‘placebo effect’ in
medicine, of near death experiences on the operating table,
and of psychic premonitions of loved ones in crisis.” For each
of  these  phenomena,  they  provide  numerous  examples  where
people’s  minds  understood,  observed,  changed,  or  perceived
physical  realities  they  simply  could  not  know  about  in  a
purely physical sense.

https://www.probe.org/the-spiritual-brain/


Jerry  Coyne’s  first  line  of  evidence  turns  out  to  be  an
unverified materialist assumption that has plenty of physical
evidence that cannot be explained on a materialist basis. So
much  for  convincing  evidence.  But  to  his  credit,  Coyne
proceeds  to  scientific  evidence  he  says  demonstrates  that
brain measurements indicate our “decisions” can be predicted
by observing blood flow to certain areas of the brains seconds
before we actually feel we have “decided.”

Does  Our  Brain  “Decide”  Before  We’re
Conscious of the Decision?
Coyne’s second line of evidence consists of brain experiments
claiming to predict our decisions by observing blood flow in
decision-making areas of our brain seconds before we are aware
of our decision. Coyne says,

Recent experiments involving brain scans show that when a
subject “decides” to push a button on the left or right side
of a computer, the choice can be predicted by brain activity
at least seven seconds before the subject is consciously
aware of having made it. (These studies use crude imaging
techniques based on blood flow, and I suspect that future
understanding of the brain will allow us to predict many of
our decisions far earlier than seven seconds in advance.)
“Decisions” made like that aren’t conscious ones. And if our
choices are unconscious, with some determined well before the
moment we think we’ve made them, then we don’t have free will
in any meaningful sense.”

This is certainly interesting research. My first reaction is
to note that these are the simplest decisions we can make.
Just  choose  left  or  right.  No  thinking  involved,  no
consequences. What if the choice were far more substantial,
such as “Should I buy this house based on my set of pros and
cons of the decision?” Or what about those “split-second”



decisions to avoid a collision in a vehicle or whether to stop
or go when the traffic light unexpectedly turns yellow? Each
of those decisions takes far less than seven seconds.

Granted, Coyne’s article is a simple commentary in an online
newspaper, but I expect more solid and convincing evidence
that  this.  Coyne  leaves  us  with  little  else  than  his
materialist  assumptions  as  reviewed  previously.

Coyne  is  Required  to  Pretend  He  Has
Choice
I’d like to turn my attention to Coyne’s attempts to spell out
our options, once we are convinced, as he is, that we really
don’t make any choices.

Coyne dismisses various philosophical attempts to rescue some
sort of free will. It’s clear Coyne is scornful of philosophy
in  general.  Maybe  that  explains  why  he  is  such  a  bad
philosopher. I say that because he continues by expressing
that it’s impossible to just throw up our hands and despair
that life is not worth living if I don’t really make choices.
Coyne says:

So  if  we  don’t  have  free  will,  what  can  we  do?  One
possibility is to give in to a despairing nihilism and just
stop doing anything. But that’s impossible, for our feeling
of personal agency is so overwhelming that we have no choice
but to pretend that we do choose, and get on with our lives.
After all, everyone deals with the unpalatable fact of our
mortality, and usually do so by ignoring it rather than
ruminating obsessively about it.

Now  that’s  a  mouthful.  First,  Coyne  rejects  despairing
nihilism simply because we are bound by the laws of physics.
That’s my understanding of his rationale that our “feeling” of
personal agency is so overwhelming. But I hope you caught the



absurdity  of  the  following  comment.  Coyne  says,  “for  our
feeling of personal agency is so overwhelming that we have no
choice but to pretend that we do choose.” Really? We have no
choice (was the pun intended?) but to “pretend” that we do
choose?

I have to say that when your worldview requires you to pretend
that reality is something other than what you perceive, your
worldview clearly can’t be trusted.

This reminds me of a class back in grad school when I asked
about meaning and purpose in life in the evolutionary world
view. They said that as just another animal, our only purpose
is to survive and reproduce. I asked again, “What difference
does  it  make,  though,  when  I’m  dead  and  in  the  ground?”
According  to  evolution,  my  existence  is  over.  One  prof
responded by saying that ultimately it doesn’t really matter.
So I asked, “Then why go on living, why stop at red lights,
who cares?” The same professor responded by saying, “Well, in
the future, those that will be selected for will be those who
know there is no purpose in life, but will live as if there
is.”

So not only do we need to pretend that we choose but we also
need to pretend that our lives have meaning. Doesn’t that make
you want to get up in the morning?!

How  Does  Knowing  Our  Brain’s  Illusions
Lead to a “Kinder” World?
Towards the end of Coyne’s commentary he tries to discern what
we should do with our understanding that we don’t have any
free  will.  First,  as  you  might  suspect,  he  disparages
religion, specifically Christianity. He concludes that, since
we have no real choice, none of us can really choose Jesus or
reject  him.  It’s  all  predetermined  by  our  genetic  and
environmental history. So, “If we have no free choice, then



such  religious  tenets—and  the  existence  of  a  disembodied
‘soul’—are  undermined,  and  any  post-mortem  fates  of  the
faithful  are  determined,  Calvinistically,  by  circumstances
over which they have no control.” Well, there you have it,
Reformed theology according to Jerry Coyne.

His second observation is that since we are little more than
marionettes responding to the laws of physics, this should
influence how we deal with criminals. We may decide for the
sake of society that some need to be removed from circulation,
so to speak — sent to prison for our protection. But we
certainly can’t hold them responsible. According to Coyne,
“What is not justified is revenge or retribution—the idea of
punishing criminals for making the ‘wrong choice.’”

Well if all this is really true, then why is Jerry Coyne
trying to convince us of anything? We have no real choice.
Coyne is an atheist because he can’t help it. That would mean
I’m a Christian because I can’t help it. So why is he trying
to convince me I have made a “wrong choice”? Obviously the
internal contradictions abound.

Lastly, Coyne says our knowledge of no free will or real
choices should lead to a kinder world, presumably because
revenge is outdated. “Further, by losing free will we gain
empathy, for we realize that in the end all of us, whether
Bernie  Madoffs  or  Nelson  Mandelas,  are  victims  of
circumstance—of  the  genes  we’re  bequeathed  and  the
environments we encounter. With that under our belts, we can
go about building a kinder world.”

Just one word: Huh?

Well, personally I have gained empathy for Jerry Coyne because
his commentary is just a product of circumstance, so I can
just ignore it.

Thanks for reading.
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Theology  vs.  Science  or
Theology plus Science?

Appendix  A:  Theology  vs.  Science  or
Theology plus Science?
Note: This is one of two appendices for Steve Cable’s article
Are We Significant in This Vast Universe?

Are  science  and  religion  mortal  enemies,  or  collaborating
partners,  or  denizens  of  different  realms  with  no  common
ground? Is the ultimate objective of science to unmask the
fictitious  myths  behind  all  religions  freeing  mankind  to
pursue a rational utopia as espoused by Daniel Dennett{1} and
other  atheist  academics?  Or  should  we  subscribe  to  the
prevailing Western view of a clear secular vs. sacred split,
segregating out thoughts so that science and theology are not
allowed to deal with any topics which intersect?{2} Or will
unbiased scientific inquiry lead us to a deeper appreciation

http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/story/2012-01-01/free-will-science-religion/52317624/1
https://probe.org/theology-vs-science-or-theology-plus-science/
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and  understanding  of  our  Creator  as  espoused  by  early
formulators of the modern scientific method, such as Isaac
Newton, as well as many respected researchers, such as leading
nanotechnologist, Dr. James Tour, who stated, “I stand in awe
of God because of what he has done through his creation. Only
a rookie who knows nothing about science would say science
takes away from faith. If you really study science, it will
bring you closer to God.”{3}

The current view promoted as dogma by many in academia is that
acceptable,  genuine  science  is  based  on  a  theological
presupposition, namely, that any possibility of intervention
by a transcendent Creator or other non-physical entity must be
excluded  from  consideration  in  evaluating  possible
explanations for any phenomena observed in the physical world.
It is ironic that Carl Sagan, one of the popular promoters of
this dogma, would take fundamental issue with his own dogma
when he wrote,

A central lesson of science is that to understand complex
issues (or even simple ones), we must try to free our minds
of  dogma  and  to  guarantee  the  freedom  to  publish,  to
contradict, and to experiment. Arguments from authority are
unacceptable.{4}

In a similar fashion, a common viewpoint promoted in some
theological circles is that theology trumps science in any
areas in which they have an intersecting interest, i.e. a
viewpoint that looks only at the Bible without allowing its
interpretation of Scripture to be informed by the findings of
science. From this viewpoint, science is at best a limited
field of study looking at only a small part of reality, and at
worst  is  spending  large  amounts  of  resources  studying  an
illusion masquerading as reality. It is assumed that science
cannot provide insights to help deepen our understanding of
theology.

I  propose  that  both  of  these  viewpoints  share  a  common



shortcoming  of  prejudging  the  result  before  examining  the
evidence. Both scientist and theologians should be free to
follow the evidence where it leads, whether the evidence comes
from observation of the physical aspects of our universe, or
from philosophy and logic, or from divine revelation.

One area where this clash of viewpoints is reaching a fever
pitch  is  in  the  field  of  Intelligent  Design  science.
Researchers in this emerging field say, let us follow the
evidence where it leads. If the makeup of the physical realm
includes evidence of an intelligent designer, let’s admit it
and  pass  the  information  on  to  the  theologians.  If  the
physical makeup is more indicative of the handiwork of random
variations and natural processes, let’s cite it and pass that
information  along  as  well.  As  demonstrated  in  the  2008
documentary,  Expelled:  No  Intelligence  Allowed,  these
researchers are facing stiff opposition and even persecution
from  the  defenders  of  the  scientific  establishment.
Ironically, but not unexpectedly, the more we learn about the
fine  tuning  required  to  support  life,  the  history  of  our
planet, and the complexity of living organisms, the more the
evidence aligns with the presence of an intelligent designer
rather than the results of random, undirected processes. As
one scientist observed,

[O]n  whatever  volume  scale  researchers  make  their
observations  –  the  universe,  galaxy  cluster,  galaxy,
planetary system, planet, planetary surface, cell, atom,
fundamental particle, or string – the evidence for extreme
fine-tuning  for  life’s  sake,  and  in  particular  for
humanity’s  benefit,  persists.{5}

As Christians, we need not fear science. If the Bible is
revelation from our actual Creator, it will not crumble in the
presence  of  scientific  studies  into  the  nature  of  our
universe.  We  do  need  to  be  concerned  about  agenda-driven
science which is focused on manipulating scientific results
and the popular public perception of those results to prove a



predetermined theological point, whether it is atheism or a
particular interpretation of the Bible.

If  God  is  the  Creator  of  the  universe  and  the  Bible  is
revelation directly from God, then accurate observation of the
universe  will  ultimately  prove  to  be  consistent  with  His
revelation. By combining the general revelation of science
with  the  special  revelation  of  the  Bible,  we  should  be
rewarded with a greater understanding of the nature of our
Creator and His intentions for mankind.
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The Texas State Board of Education is a group of fifteen
individuals, representing various districts in Texas. One of
their roles is to decide on standardized, statewide guidelines
on public school contents for grades K-12. These guidelines
are delineated in the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills
(TEKS), which dictate the content for every subject for every
grade level that students must master in order to graduate
from  a  Texas  accredited  public  school.  Importantly,  these
guidelines  also  dictate  what  textbooks  are  approved  for
classrooms  and  selection  criteria  for  universities.  While
these guidelines are not enforceable in the private school
setting, private schools that are college preparatory must
consider these guidelines in determining student advancement
and subsequent collegiate eligibility.

The old draft of the TEKS, which was approved in 1998, states
that students are expected to “analyze, review, and critique
scientific explanations, including hypotheses and theories, as
to their strengths and weaknesses using scientific evidence
and information.”{1}

The new draft of the TEKS, set for final approval in March
2009,  states  in  the  parallel  section  that  students  are
expected  to  “analyze  and  evaluate  scientific  explanations
using empirical evidence, logical reasoning, and experimental
and  observational  testing.”{2}  This  line  is  in  the
introduction to the Biology class content under “scientific
processes.”  The  content  portion  of  the  biology  class  has
various  topics  listed,  and  what  students  are  required  to
master within each of these topics. Topics include Cells and
Cellular Processes, Molecular Genetics and Heredity, Evolution
and  Populations,  Classification  and  Taxonomy,  Biochemistry,
Systems and Homeostasis, Ecosystems, and Plants. Under each of
these topics are specific items that students need to know.

The Contentious Issues

Those are the facts of the issue as best as we can describe



them. However, these changes have created more than a little
uproar from various groups that have a vested interest in how
evolution is taught. The lines divided as such: advocates of
the unquestioned teaching of evolution in public schools who
were in favor of the new wording, and advocates of questioning
certain aspects of evolutionary theory who were in favor of
keeping  the  wording  “strengths  and  weaknesses”  within  the
TEKS. Many people that were for the new wording said that
there were no weaknesses to evolutionary theory, or accused
the  other  side  of  using  this  language  of  “weaknesses”  to
somehow smuggle creationism into the classroom. Many people
who wanted to keep the strengths and weakness language intact
accused the other side of censorship and subversively teaching
an ideology and abridging academic freedom.

The Texas State Board of Education hosted a public hearing on
Wednesday, January 21 (2009), where they welcomed testimony
from individuals. The hearing would close at 12:40 p.m., no
matter how many testifiers were left on the schedule. With a
list of nearly a hundred, the Board only got through thirty
testifiers.  Some  provision  was  made  for  trading  up  and
testifying  earlier,  and  the  Board  members  invited  select
individuals to testify at the public hearing. However the
majority  of  people  there  to  be  heard,  including  me  (spot
thirty-nine), and my husband (a science teacher who has taught
both in public high school and private middle school and was
spot sixty-three) went unheard. While each testifier had a
three-minute  time  limit,  an  obviously  divided  Board  asked
several questions, either for clarification or to be on public
record for having asked.

Whatever one may read or hear in the media, most of the
testimonies on both sides were articulate and intelligent, and
the testifiers fielded their questions remarkably well. If you
look at the audience, you might think it looked like a rally;
the  room  was  a  bit  of  a  zoo.  But  the  testimonies  were
certainly at a higher level than some kind of emotionally-



charged, rah-rah pep rally. Whether we agreed with them or
not, we thought each testifier made good points.

Testimonies

While we do not necessarily agree with everything below, we
have summarized the main points presented by each side.

For  the  Proposed  Wording  and  Against  “Strengths  and
Weaknesses”  Wording

• The old wording does not provide guidance to teachers,
especially new teachers.

•  Students  are  not  necessarily  capable  of  analyzing
evolutionary  theory,  or  are  not  necessarily  capable  of
evaluating the current research.

•  Academic  freedom  refers  to  the  university  level,  and
students do not have the same freedoms of speech as adults.

• The current draft has more specific wording.

• There is a possibility of litigation as has happened in
other states.

• Students could fall behind if they are taught supposed
weaknesses in evolutionary biology.

•  “Strengths  and  Weaknesses”  wording  would  block  the
publication and adoption of good textbooks. In fact, it could
result  in  the  adoption  of  subversive  Creationist  books
designed to exploit this flaw in educational guidelines.

• These weaknesses are pseudoscience, or these weaknesses are
from sources that engage ifn pseudoscience (no satisfactory
definition of pseudoscience was given).

• The word “weaknesses” has changed in meaning due to the use
of it for P.R. by certain Creationist groups, and therefore
should not be included in the TEKS.



•  Warning  that  people  may  doubt  the  integrity  of  Texas
education if strengths and weaknesses are allowed.

• “Strengths and weaknesses” is inaccurate because there are
no  weaknesses.  These  supposed  weaknesses  are  false  and
misleading information. Teaching weaknesses is likened to
teaching that Grant surrendered to Lee.

• It’s better to get your information from the National
Academy of Sciences than from “creationist” sources [quotes
are mine].

• The peer review literature does not argue whether evolution
happened, it is just researching how it happened. Whether it
happened is not in question.

Against Proposed Wording and For “Strengths and Weaknesses”
Wording:

• Even within the “strengths and weaknesses” wording, there
has  been  silencing  of  students,  and  some  teachers  are
intimidated to even broach the subject. Examples were cited
by two of the testifiers.

• Cases of scientific hoaxes were cited by several people,
including  Piltdown  Man  and  Haeckel’s  Embryos.  These  are
significant because many evolutionists will not admit these
were  hoaxes/errors.  While  they  could  be  examples  of  how
theories grow and change (something they agree is part of
science  and  should  apply  to  evolution),  they  instead  go
unaddressed  and  worry  those  who  respect  true  scientific
research and achievement.

• No one area of science has answers to everything, so there
are always weaknesses in theories.

• There has been no litigation in the last twenty years with
the wording “strengths and weaknesses” and to say that this
encourages  pseudoscience,  brings  up  the  question  as  to



whether Texas has been engaging in pseudoscience for the last
twenty years.

• Standards should promote academic diversity and critical
thinking.  Some  of  the  great  minds  in  science  were  non-
conformists.

• Children begin thinking abstractly at young adolescence,
and  their  abstract  and  cognitive  abilities  continue  to
develop through high school. This stresses the importance of
including critical thinking skills in the TEKS. Teaching
strengths  and  not  weaknesses  does  not  promote  abstract
thinking.

• Teaching strengths and weaknesses is more honest.

• Examples were cited of students who did learn strengths and
weaknesses and it worked well.

• Real science deals with strengths and weaknesses of a
theory; why should evolution be held to a different standard?

• We should not proclaim high school students too dumb to
understand (my note: two of the testimonies were given by
high school seniors).

• “Evolution” is a tricky term because when someone says
“evolution” they may mean three different things, one of
which  is  a  fact  and  two  of  which  are  conjecture:  1)
Microevolution (fact), 2) Common Descent (theory), 3) Natural
Selection acting on mutations is how things evolve (theory).
Student should distinguish this.

• Scientific consensus is only one part of science, the
conclusion part. Students need to also know the scientific
process.

• There is a difference between scientific law, theory and
hypothesis.



•  All  theories  are  refined  in  the  scientific  process.
Evolution does not have testable postulates. (This testimony
was cut off due to time, but he was going to distinguish
between origins and operations science).

Assessment

My husband David is a science teacher who has taught high
school science in public school and now teaches middle school
science in a private, college-preparatory school. I have two
degrees  in  science  and  am  a  research  associate  at  Probe
Ministries. Here is our assessment of the TEKS:

The  wording  “strengths  and  weaknesses”  seems  very
intentionally  omitted  from  the  proposed  version,  which  is
suspect, but neither one of us can say definitively that it
was  left  out  in  order  to  promote  a  particular  agenda  of
misleading  students  or  indoctrinating  them  by  evolutionist
advocates.  “Analyze  and  evaluate”  does  convey  something
different than “analyze, review, and critique” and it does
seem to be a very subtle difference that allows for slightly
less freedom of discussion within the classroom; however, with
this language, by itself, there may still be opportunity to
have a rigorous discussion of weaknesses, especially if it
falls under the category of “evaluating.” Its omission from
the  TEKS  however,  as  one  Board  member  pointed  out,  does
communicate something as well, so we are skeptical of the
perceived freedom with this language.

Another,  and  what  I  think  is  a  blatant  problem  with  the
evolution curriculum, is in the specific wording within the
evolution content section. Within the TEKS Biology section,
there are several topics that the students must cover. Within
each  of  those  topics  are  specific  things  that  they  must
master. In the TEKS proposed draft, the evolution section of
high school biology requires students to:

A. Identify how evidence for common ancestry among groups is



provided by the fossil record, biogeography, and homologies
including anatomical, molecular, and developmental;

B.  Recognize  that  natural  selection  produces  change  in
populations, not individuals;

C.  Describe  the  elements  of  natural  selection  including
inherited variation, the potential of a population to produce
more offspring that can survive, and a finite supply of
environmental  resources  resulting  in  differential
reproductive  success;

D.  Recognize  the  relationship  of  natural  selection  to
adaptation, and to the development of diversity in and among
species; and

E. Recognize the effects of other evolutionary mechanisms
including  genetic  drift,  gene  flow,  mutation,  and
recombination.{3}

The action verb at the beginning of each of these points is
important because each verb is intentionally chosen, and from
an educator’s perspective has a technical meaning. According
to Bloom’s taxonomy of educational activities, verbs such as
“describe,” “define,” or “identify” represent a low level of
cognizance,  while  words  such  as  “explain,”  “recognize,”
“illustrate” and “predict” are mid-level, and words such as
“compare”  “analyze,”  “interpret”  are  higher  level  of
cognizance.{4} In all of the other science concepts taught in
biology,  students  are  asked  to  “compare,”  “investigate,”
“predict,” “analyze,” and “interpret.” However, evolution is
kept at a purely definitional level, meaning that even though
the proposed TEKS include “analyze and evaluate” within the
general scientific process section, there is no opportunity to
do this when the students get to the evolution section; they
are  only  required  to  essentially  memorize  definitions  or
memorize what fossils lead to common descent. Many testifiers
claimed that students were free and in fact encouraged to



discuss  evolutionary  theory.  They  said  the  “strengths  and
weaknesses” language was being replaced by the better, more
specific  “analyze  and  evaluate.”  This  is  intentionally
misleading. The general standards do read that way, but the
evolution section itself is exempt from this rigid treatment
in the new TEKS.

I was particularly unimpressed with Terrence Stutz’s article
from the Dallas Morning News, in which he labeled the board
members who wanted to include “weaknesses” as being aligned
with “social conservative groups that in past have worked to
cast  doubt  on  science-based  theories  on  the  origins  of
life,”{5}  when  really,  most  of  the  testifiers  and  Board
members that wanted “weaknesses” left in the TEKS, including
my husband and myself, are arguing for academic freedom and
free inquiry. The way evolution is handled in the proposal
does nothing to promote even an analysis and evaluation, let
alone an atmosphere of inquiry on a theory that is supposed to
be the cornerstone of biology. {6}

The Vote and Results:

The Texas State Board of Education had a preliminary vote
Thursday, and it was tied 7-7, which means that, so far,
“strengths and weaknesses” language will not be in the next
version of the TEKS (it requires a majority). However, the
board has until March to make its final decision, and make a
final vote.

While “strengths and weaknesses” is not in the current draft
of the TEKS, the board did vote on some amendments that ask
students  to  “analyze  and  evaluate”  specific  aspects  of
evolutionary theory, bringing the evolution science concepts
up a notch (or two) on Bloom’s scale.

According to Evolution News and Views,{7} the wording change
is as follows:

(7) Science concepts. The student knows evolutionary theory



is a scientific explanation for the unity and diversity of
life. The student is expected to:

(A) analyze and evaluate how evidence of common ancestry
among  groups  is  provided  by  the  fossil  record,
biogeography,  and  homologies  including  anatomical,
molecular,  and  developmental;

(B) analyze and evaluate how natural selection produces
change in populations, not individuals;

(C)  analyze  and  evaluate  how  the  elements  of  natural
selection including inherited variation, the potential of a
population to produce more offspring than can survive, and
a  finite  supply  of  environmental  resources  result  in
differential reproductive success;

(D)  analyze  and  evaluate  the  relationship  of  natural
selection  to  adaptation,  and  to  the  development  of
diversity  in  and  among  species;  and

(E) analyze and evaluate the effects of other evolutionary
mechanisms including genetic drift, gene flow, mutation,
and recombination.

Furthermore, the Board passed an amendment that asks students
to “Analyze and evaluate the sufficiency or insufficiency of
common ancestry to explain the sudden appearance, stasis, and
sequential  nature  of  groups  in  the  fossil  record.”{8}
Unfortunately, media coverage on these particular amendments
are scarce. We would consider these amendments a success,
especially  since  they  address  the  issue  of  low-level
cognizance in the evolution requirements. Now they are at a
level  that  seems  much  more  appropriate  for  high  school
biology, and we feel will promote good critical thinking and
intellectual inquiry. We also believe that these amendments
will better serve to prepare our students for the intellectual



rigor and higher level thinking skills that they will need at
the collegiate level.

Texas State Board of Education
Public Testimony

Heather Zeiger, M.S.
Research Associate, Probe Ministries

I  went  to  Texas  public  schools  for  junior  high  and  high
school. I knew then that I was going to pursue a career in
science, and ended up choosing chemistry my senior year. I
graduated  in  1999,  and  at  the  time,  I  had  received  some
education  in  evolutionary  biology.  That  education  mostly
consisted of memorizing facts and definitions, but gave no
indication that there was anything more to be discussed. By
way of example, one of the things we learned in biology was
the  Miller  Urey  experiment.  We  learned  that  this  was  the
prevailing  theory  on  how  life  began,  and  this  is  how  it
worked. There was no further discussion on chemical origins,
and as far as I knew from what I was taught in the public high
school,  scientists  agreed  that  this  was  how  it  happened.
Except . . . it turns out that there were and still are many
questions about chemical origins. In fact, as I later learned,
there is an entire field of study in which chemists deal with
the very fundamental questions of how life began. There is
more than a little contention among those who believe that
life came from an RNA-based world and others who believe that
it was originally metabolic. There are still others who think
that life beginning from purely chemical processes may not
even be possible under our current theories.

What was presented as a boring little tidbit in our biology
books,  actually  is  an  entire  field  of  inquiry.  Chemical
origins is just one area of evolutionary theory; and as we all
know there are evolutionary biologists still researching these
issues,  which  means  that  there  are  still  challenges  or



unexplained  parts  of  the  theory  to  be  investigated.  The
students that go into science, the ones I’ve worked with, are
fascinated  by  the  unexplained  parts  of  a  theory,  by  the
mysteries. I think is a disservice to our children and to the
scientific community to gloss over the places where a theory
needs more work. We should encourage students to go on and
become  the  next  scientist  to  answer  these  questions  in
evolutionary theory. While the proposed draft does discuss
strengths and limitations, in science, in general, it does not
leave the evolution section open to this, but keeps it at a
definitional level. I therefore contend that the Biology TEKS,
science concept seven (evolution) should be phrased in such a
way that would go beyond the less interesting part of science,
identification and description of terms. And hopefully, this
will open classroom instruction to analysis and discussion of
current strengths and weakness within this important theory.

Texas State Board of Education
Public Testimony

David Zeiger
Texas SBEC Certified Science Composite Teacher for Grade 9-12

My name is David Zeiger and I am a certified composite science
teacher for grades nine through twelve. I taught Chemistry and
Physics for two years in Garland ISD, and now I teach seventh
grade Life Science at Trinity Christian Academy, a private
college preparatory school in Addison. In my relatively brief
tenure as a science teacher, I have had to come to terms with
a simple discouraging fact: most of my students will not love
science  as  much  as  I  do,  let  alone  become  researchers,
engineers, doctors, nurses, or even science teachers. In fact
the National Science Foundation found that in 2000 only one
third of college students earn bachelor degrees in science and
engineering.{9}

Therefore, when I read the TEKS as the guiding structure for
my curriculum, I have to ask what my job as a science teacher
truly is. Am I wasting my time with two-thirds of my students?



Memorizing the parts of a plant, reeling off the periodic
table, or calculating using laws of motion; are these things
that students are going to use again? Do I even want them to
memorize  a  chart  with  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of
evolutionary theory? No. The things that every student can
take  with  them  are  how  to  gain  information  from  their
environment,  whether  that  environment  is  a  job  training
manual, a relationship with their spouse, or a new technique
for hammering a nail; how to test that new information against
their previous experience and training; and most importantly,
how to be flexible enough to change their ideas when it turns
out they were wrong.

Those important methods of learning are included in the TEKS
for  non-biology  science  classes  and  in  the  non-evolution
biology  standards.  When  teaching  science  other  than  the
evolutionary  theory,  students  are  asked  to  “compare,”
“predict,”  “investigate,”  “explore,”  “explain,”  “analyze,”
“interpret,” and “model,” activities from the whole range of
cognizance. But, the proposed recommendations on evolution use
language that refer to and limit the students to the simplest
level of cognitive learning: memorization.

If  we  don’t  teach  the  simple  fact  that  every  theory  has
weaknesses, we don’t teach young people true science. If we
don’t teach them to find and evaluate those weaknesses, we
don’t teach them to be humble in their search for truth. And
if we don’t teach them how to keep or reject those theories,
we leave them as prey to whoever has a stronger opinion than
they do.

Please  keep  teaching  students  to  analyze  and  evaluate
scientific theories. Critical reasoning is one of the few
things I know all my students will need and use every day of
their lives.

Notes



1. 1998 TEKS, Section 112.43, (c), (3), (A).
2. Section 112.43 (c), (3), (A) of proposed TEKS
3. Proposed 2009 TEKS Section 112.43, (7)
4. www.teachervision.com
5. Terence Stutz, “Texas Board of Education votes against
teaching evolution weaknesses,” Dallas Morning News, January
24, 2009. tinyurl.com/bncw55
6. Theodosius Dobzhansky, “Nothing in biology makes sense
except in the light of evolution,” American Biology Teacher
1973, volume 35, pp. 125-129.
7.
www.evolutionnews.org/2009/01/recap_texas_board_of_education.h
tml
8. Ibid.
9. www.nsf.gov/statistics/seind04/c2/c2s3.htm

Only  Science  Addresses
Reality?
Dr. Ray Bohlin comments on the hubris of Drs. Coyne and Cobb
in  their  op-ed  in  Nature,  in  which  they  claim  that  only
science  addresses  reality.  Religion,  they  say,  must  be
silenced. This alarming sentiment has already met reality in
California.

Would it surprise you to hear that churches may eventually be
prohibited  from  teaching  any  ideas  contrary  to  Darwinian
evolution? “No way!” you say. “The Constitution guarantees
freedom  of  speech!  The  first  amendment  guarantees  that
Congress  can  pass  no  law  restricting  or  promoting  any
religious  exercise!”

Well, yes the Constitution does that, but be patient with me

http://www.teachervision.com
http://www.dallasnews.com/sharedcontent/dws/dn/education/stories/012309dntexevolution.1d0cd401.html
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and I’ll show why the answer to the opening question could be
“yes.”

In the current issue of Nature, probably the most prestigious
science journal in the world, a letter to the editor appeared
in the August 28, 2008 issue on page 1049. Two well-known
evolutionary biologists, University of Chicago’s Jerry Coyne
and University of Manchester’s Matthew Cobb wrote the letter
to complain about a previous editorial expressing hope that
the  Templeton  Foundation,  which  funds  research  into  the
relationship between science and religion, might bring about
some helpful resolutions.

Coyne and Cobb couldn’t disagree more:

We were perplexed by your Editorial on the work of the
Templeton  Foundation….  Surely  science  is  about  material
explanations  of  the  world—explanations  that  can  inspire
those spooky feelings of awe, wonder and reverence in the
hyper-evolved human brain.

Religion, on the other hand, is about humans thinking that
awe, wonder and reverence are the clue to understanding a
God-built Universe…. There is a fundamental conflict here,
one that can never be reconciled until all religions cease
making claims about the nature of reality (emphasis added).

The scientific study of religion is indeed full of big
questions that need to be addressed, such as why belief in
religion is negatively correlated with an acceptance of
evolution. One could consider psychological studies of why
humans are superstitious and believe impossible things….

…You  suggest  that  science  may  bring  about  “advances  in
theological thinking.” In reality, the only contribution
that science can make to the ideas of religion is atheism
(emphasis added).

Coyne and Cobb clearly state that religion has no authority to



make claims about reality. If science is allowed to persist in
this audacious distortion of religion and science, then any
kind  of  teaching  that  is  critical  of  any  aspect  of
naturalistic  evolution  would  be  considered  a  negative
influence on society as a whole. Religion is seen as crossing
its constitutionally protected borders.

Biology teachers constantly complain now that what they teach
about evolution is contradicted by the churches their students
attend. This is obviously quite frustrating. If science is the
only branch of knowledge that is allowed to make claims about
reality, then religious teachings should not be allowed to
interfere.

You  may  still  be  thinking  that  I’m  taking  this  too  far.
Consider though that the California state university system
already refuses to give credit for high school science courses
that  include  anything  beyond  naturalistic  evolution.  Many
Christian private school graduates in California are finding
that  their  science  courses  are  not  accepted  at  state
universities. Essentially that means you don’t get in unless
you can make those credits up by taking junior college science
courses that meet the evolution-only standard.

State governments may easily decide that they need to help
these religious school graduates out by requiring that these
religious schools not be allowed to teach religious material
that contradicts state-mandated standards. It’s a violation of
the separation of church and state, after all!

If  you  ever  questioned  the  importance  of  the
evolution/Intelligent Design controversy, I hope you see the
point now. Unless we can convince a sufficient minority in the
science community that science is limited and the subject of
origins is one of those limitations, we may not be able to
legally teach students anything about creation or Intelligent
Design.



While Coyne and Cobb certainly don’t represent all scientists,
they are not alone! Trust me. I watched a video recently of
Jerry Coyne making a presentation at a scientific meeting
where he basically made the very same claim. NO one objected.
He  was  applauded  enthusiastically.  Watch  it  for  yourself
here. While the whole lecture is worth watching, the last
eight minutes when he presents a slide with just the word
“Religion” is the key segment.

Coyne and others are trying to establish what Nancy Pearcey
called the fact/value split in her book Total Truth. To Coyne
science  is  based  on  fact.  Only  material  explanations  are
allowed in science since religion is based on personal values
and have nothing to do with facts. Therefore if you try to
inject  your  personal  values  (Creation,  Intelligent  Design)
into the world of facts (science) this is a violation of the
rules of science. It’s not allowed.

According to Jerry Coyne speaking in the video, the only way
to  increase  the  acceptance  of  evolution  is  to  reduce  or
eliminate the influence of religion. The two are incompatible!
Coyne  is  unable  to  see  that  he  also  has  a  worldview,
materialism, which influences how he interprets the data of
science. He erroneously believes he is being objective about
his interpretation.

This is a cultural battle as well as a scientific battle. For
more information and resources from Probe to help you educate
yourself and others about evolution and Intelligent Design see
browse our articles at www.probe.org. If we don’t “tear down
strongholds”  like  this,  we  may  find  ourselves  behind
impenetrable,  silent  walls.

© 2008 Probe Ministries
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The Spiritual Brain
Heather Zeiger keys off The Spiritual Brain by Beauregard and
O’Leary to critique the materialist position that belief in
God  is  simply  in  the  neurons  of  the  material  brain.  The
Christian worldview is non-materialist and recent experiments
bear  out  its  power  of  explanation  over  and  against  the
materialist worldview.

The Worldview of Neuroscience
The popular worldview held in neuroscience, or the study of
the brain, is materialism. Materialism says that humans are
only physical beings, which means there is no possibility of
an  immaterial  mind  or  a  soul.  On  the  other  hand,  non-
materialists would say that humans have both a physical aspect
and  a  spiritual  aspect.  As  Christians,  we  are  non-
materialists, and would say that we are both physical and
spiritual because God, a spiritual being, created us in His
image. However, our physical bodies are important because God
gave us bodies suited for us.

But what if materialism were true? First, self-consciousness
would  just  be  an  evolutionary  bi-product;  something  that
randomly evolved to help our species survive. Secondly, we
would just be a product of our genes and our environment, so
free  will  or  the  ability  to  make  decisions  would  be  an
illusion. This implies that our thought life, our prayers, and
everything that dictates our identity is nothing more than
neurons firing.{1} And from this we can conclude that our
beliefs are unimportant because we really can not trust them
anyway. They might be caused by a misfiring neuron. But is
this what the data shows us?

In  this  article  we  will  be  looking  at  some  examples  in
neuroscience that seem to contradict materialism, and to guide
us we will be using the recently released book, The Spiritual
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Brain by Mario Beauregard and Denyse O’Leary. We will look at
some experiments materialists have tried to do to explain
religious experiences and their effects on the body. Then we
will look at some experiments that can only be explained from
a non-materialistic worldview. Finally, we will see how the
data from neuroscience fits within a Christian view of the
mind and brain.

The  Spiritual  Brain  does  not  take  a  distinctly  Christian
perspective. So while the studies within this book do not
necessarily confirm or deny that Christianity is the “best”
religion, it is still useful for apologetics. First, it allows
us to break through the language barrier between a materialist
and a Christian by looking at data in general neuroscience
terms. Second, science studies the world around us, which is
God’s general revelation, and while this gives us truths about
the character of God and His creation, our interpretation of
the data must be filtered through the lens of the special
revelation of God’s Word.

Is God All in Our Heads?
Is there a part of our brain that creates God? Are some people
genetically  predisposed  to  being  religious?  A  materialist
would say “yes” to these questions. However, as the book The
Spiritual Brain shows us materialists have not been successful
in proving this.

Dean Hamer, geneticist and author of the book The God Gene,
proposed  that  some  people  are  more  religious  than  others
because they have one DNA letter that is different from non-
religious  people.{2}  While  this  story  was  touted  as  a
breakthrough in the media, the scientific community was not
amused. Hamer’s experiments were not well-defined, and no one
could replicate them.{3}

Another popular theory is that people that have a religious
experience may be suffering from mild forms of temporal lobe



epilepsy. Basically, a misfiring in the brain causes people to
be obsessive about something, like religion. These scientists
speculate that people like Mother Teresa, Joan of Arc, and the
apostle  Paul  are  likely  candidates  for  temporal  lobe
epilepsy.{4}  Epilepsy  specialists,  however,  do  not  believe
that religious experiences are characteristic of temporal lobe
epilepsy, and usually seizures are not associated with peace,
tranquility,  or  religious  visions.  Also,  temporal  lobe
epilepsy is quite rare, yet over sixty percent of Americans
have  reported  having  some  kind  of  religious  or  mystical
experience. And as we will see, many parts of the brain are
involved  in  religious  experiences,  while  temporal  lobe
epilepsy is much more centralized.{5}

Perhaps one of the strangest experiments to hit the popular
media  was  that  of  the  God  Helmet.  Neuroscientist  Michael
Persinger claimed that religious people were more sensitive to
magnetic fields, and that electromagnetic radiation was what
prompted religious experiences. He developed a helmet that
produced  strong  electromagnetic  waves.  Several  people  who
tried  on  the  God  Helmet  reported  having  a  religious  or
mystical experience of some sort. However, there were some
fundamental flaws in the whole setup, including the fact that
Persinger never published his results and did not have brain
scans  to  back  up  his  statements.  Eventually,  a  group  of
scientists from Sweden, using a double-blind test, proved that
the  God  Helmet  was  really  the  power  of  suggestion.  The
electromagnetic  waves  didn’t  cause  the  religious
experiences.{6}

Experiments That Don’t Mind
All of these failed experiments presumed that there is no God
and there is no spiritual component to people. We have shown,
however, how the evidence from neuroscience doesn’t seem to
fit  the  materialistic  worldview.  As  we  will  see,  some
experiments  reported  in  The  Spiritual  Brain  cannot  be



explained from this worldview. What we will find is that they
fit nicely within a Christian worldview.

The first example is obsessive compulsive disorder therapy.
Obsessive compulsive disorder, or OCD, occurs when a person
has  distressing  or  unwanted  thoughts  that  dominate  their
thinking, and these obsessions trigger an urge to do some kind
of  ritual  behavior,  also  known  as  a  compulsion.  The
interesting thing about OCD is that the person knows that the
obsession is irrational and the ritual won’t really fix it,
but their feelings tell them otherwise. Scientific studies
have shown that the brain is actually misfiring. The part of
the  brain  that  tells  a  person,  “There’s  a  problem,  do
something to fix it,” is firing at the wrong times. OCD is a
clear case of a healthy mind and a malfunctioning brain.

A materialistic worldview would say that the only way to treat
OCD is by physically fixing the bad neurons. However, the
treatment that actually works involves the patients mentally
fixing the bad neurons. Patients learn to take control of
their OCD by recognizing when their brain is misfiring, and
try to starve the urges to do the ritual. After treatment,
brain scans show that the brain of an OCD patient is starting
to fix itself. The patient is changing his physical brain with
his mind!{7}

Similar kinds of therapies have been applied to depression and
phobias.{8}  In  both  cases,  The  Spiritual  Brain  reports
instances  where  a  patient’s  brain  chemistry  was  directly
affected by their mind.

Another  phenomenon  that  can’t  be  explained  from  a
materialist’s worldview is the placebo effect. The patient is
given a medicine that they are told will help them, but in
actuality they are given a sugar pill. Interestingly, the
patient’s belief that the sugar pill will help them has caused
measurable, observable relief from symptoms. Many doctors say
that a patient’s attitude oftentimes can help or hinder real



medicines or therapies from working.{9}

The ability of the mind to change the brain’s chemistry does
not fit within a materialistic worldview. But as Christians we
know that our minds are very real and can have a very real
effect on our physical bodies.

Can We Take a Brain Scan of God?
As  noted  previously,  the  popular  worldview  among
neuroscientists is materialism, which essentially means they
do not account for or acknowledge spiritual effects on the
brain nor do they believe that there is a spiritual component
to the person. This would mean that even religious experiences
are just our neurons firing. Materialists would claim that
either the effects of religious experiences, including prayer,
are neurons misfiring, or the person is faking it.

On  the  other  hand,  Christians  believe  that  there  is  a
spiritual realm, and there is a spiritual component to human
beings that we call the mind or the soul. We believe that when
we pray that we are actually praying to God who is real and
separate from us, not just a figment of our imagination.

Mario Beauregard, one of the authors of The Spiritual Brain,
took brain scans of Carmelite nuns while they were remembering
the deepest and most poignant religious experience they had
had.{10} Using functional MRI and QEEG he hoped to see what
parts of the nuns’ brains were active.{11}

Dr. Beauregard and his lab found that religious experiences
involved  many  brain  regions  at  once,  which  rules  out
materialists’ suggestion that there is some kind of “God spot”
in the brain.{12} They also found that brain scans during
these religious experiences were very complex and consistent
with something other than merely an emotional state. Lastly,
they determined that the data did not have any of the markers
one would expect to see if the nuns were faking it or lying.



This is all that the data can tell us. Physical machines
cannot prove the existence of a spiritual God. But as the
authors  of  The  Spiritual  Brain  point  out,  what  these
experiments  do  show  is  that  certain  explanations,  namely
materialistic ones, are inadequate for explaining the data in
neuroscience. The nuns are experiencing something beyond what
materialism can account for.

Prayer is complex and more than just emotional contrivances,
so from a Christian worldview, the results are not surprising.

The Christian View of the Mind and Brain
Experiments such as the God Helmet and theories about temporal
lobe epilepsy did not work because their premise was that God
was something we made up ourselves. However, as Christians we
know this is false. The Bible says that God is the creator and
is distinct from His creation, not made from it.

The results of experiments with OCD, phobias, depression, and
the placebo effect do not make sense to materialists because
the mind seems to affect the physical brain. However, we know
from Scripture that the mind, or the soul, is an essential
part of our being. James 2:26 and Luke 8:55 show us that when
the soul leaves, the body is dead, and when the soul returns,
the body is alive. Also, passages such as Matthew 26:41 and
Romans 8:10 and 11 tell us that our spirit can affect what our
bodies  do  and  keep  us  from  sinning.  Passages  about  the
resurrection  such  as  in  1  Corinthians  15  discuss  the
distinction  between  our  spirit  and  our  physical  body.

Lastly, the experiment with the Carmelite nuns showed that
during a deeply prayerful experience, their brains display
signs of a very complex interaction that is going on. As
Christians, we believe prayer is a way to interact with the
Creator  Who  is  separate  and  distinct  from  us.  While  this
experiment does not prove God’s existence, it is reasonable to
conclude that it is the level of complexity we would expect to



see if someone were interacting with something distinct from
themselves.

At one time people feared that neuroscience would be the death
of God. The fear was that science might prove that everything
that we do, including prayer and worship could be reduced to
neurons firing in our brains. Hopefully, you are convinced
that neuroscience actually points us towards God. There is
evidence for a spiritual component of the human self. And, the
evidence  is  consistent  with  what  we  would  expect  from  a
Christian worldview.
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A Meaningful World

The Poison of Meaninglessness
We have been drinking a poison that first infects our heads,
then  slowly  moves  to  our  hearts.  It  is  the  poison  of
meaninglessness.  Many  people  assume  that  science  says  the
universe is without purpose and everything is a result of
random,  meaningless  events.  A  recently  released  book,  A
Meaningful World by Benjamin Wiker and Jonathan Witt,{1} seeks
to be the antidote to this poison by looking at science and
how certain features of the universe do not fit within the
materialistic worldview. This book will be our guide as we
consider the question, How does science reveal meaning in the
universe? But first, we need to understand the poison before
we can discuss its antidote.

Within  the  scientific  community,  the  assumption  of
meaninglessness is a result of its members’ worldview. Most
scientists hold to a materialistic worldview where everything
is  explained  by  physical  or  material  causes,  which  are
purposeless,  random,  natural  events.  Furthermore,  a
materialist reduces everything to its basic parts and claims
that ultimate meaning lies in these parts. For example, when
people say that we are a product of our genes, they are
reducing humans to their chemical parts. By this definition,
people do not have a soul, and the illusion of human genius or
creativity is explained as neurons firing in the brain or
animal instinct.

So if that is the poison, what is the antidote? The antidote

https://probe.org/a-meaningful-world/


comes  from  Christians  who  break  the  materialist  spell  by
showing that the world is full of meaning and purpose because
it has a Creator. This can be done by looking at scientific
evidence for a meaningful world.

A good place to begin is with the idea of genius. Why study
genius? Because the most poisonous effect of materialism is
the way it skews our self-understanding or our worldview. In a
materialistic world without a purpose, there would be no signs
of creativity and genius in nature. Before Darwin’s time, the
evidences of creativity and beautiful design in nature were
some of the best arguments against materialism. However, the
theory of evolution through random, natural causes denied the
masterful work of design.

First, we will learn how to recognize some common elements
found in a work of genius by looking at one of the most well-
known geniuses of all time, William Shakespeare. Then, we will
see if those same elements show up in nature.

How Do We Know It’s Genius? The Example
of Shakespeare
A Meaningful World describes four elements that will show up
in a work of genius: depth, clarity, harmony, and elegance. If
the world is designed by an ingenious designer, then we should
see these four elements of genius in nature.

How do we detect genius in nature? Let’s take a look at the
work of a well-known playwright, William Shakespeare, as our
model for describing the elements of genius.

Consider the situation in Hamlet where we get the famous and
often misused line, “Methinks it is like a weasel.”{2} The
surface reading is that Hamlet and Polonius are looking at
clouds and Hamlet observes that one looks like a weasel. As we
delve deeper and consider the context, we find that Hamlet is



actually exposing Polonius as a weasel himself.

The  deeper  meaning  in  Shakespeare’s  work  has  intrigued
academics for years. And it points us to our first character
of genius, depth or depth of meaning.

However, depth is nothing if it cannot be detected. So here we
come to our next element of genius, clarity. Shakespeare did
not write the scene with Hamlet and Polonius for his own
whimsy, but so that the reader would detect the double meaning
in Hamlet’s weasel comment. Ingenious works have depth and
meaning that beg to be discovered. Hence, they have clarity.

The last two elements of genius go hand in hand: harmony and
elegance.  Harmony  would  describe  how  various  parts—or  in
Shakespeare’s case, how various scenes—are interrelated. In
all of Shakespeare’s plays, the characters and scenes are
related to each other; no scene is random or contradictory to
the rest of the play. They are in harmony with each other.

The last element, elegance, is not about parts but about the
unifying whole. When all of the parts have come together and
operate harmoniously, then we have a new element, in this case
a play. No one scene stands alone, but is within a context of
the whole. One cannot understand the line “Methinks it is like
a weasel” without setting up the context of the play itself.

So from Shakespeare we have identified four important elements
to genius: depth, clarity, harmony, and elegance. Let’s see if
we can find these same elements in nature.

Genius in the Periodic Table of Elements
When we turn to chemistry to see if we find a conspiracy of
ingenious design, we will find that, just like a cleverly
crafted puzzle that was meant to be solved, when you arrange
the elements according to weight, the periodic table makes a
stunning natural jigsaw puzzle.



Now that scientists have solved the jigsaw puzzle, they find
that it gives us amazing information about atomic properties.
This  insight  has  allowed  us  to  make  everything  from
pharmaceuticals  to  cosmetics  to  weapons  to  particle
accelerators. So is it just coincidence, or does the periodic
table display the properties of ingenious design?

Let’s consider how the periodic table works. When you line the
main  elements  up  in  groups  of  eight,  the  periodic  table
functions much like a Sudoku puzzle. Elements going across a
row, or period, are related in their structure, while elements
going down a column are related in their properties. Sudoku
puzzles are designed by the puzzle maker with just the right
amount of clues for the puzzle to be solved. If you look at
the history of chemistry, you will find that the periodic
table was first put together because there just happened to be
the right amount of clues to give us a reason to be suspicious
of design.

Remember those four elements of Shakespeare’s work: depth,
clarity, harmony, and elegance? It turns out that when we
consider the periodic table, these properties across rows and
columns display a depth of meaning beyond the obvious weight
of elements. Secondly, its properties are clear enough for us
to discover them, so it has clarity. The jigsaw puzzle of the
elements arranged in this way display a harmony that sings
sweetly  to  chemists’  ears;  for  example  it  turns  out  that
elements on the right of the table generally combine with
elements on the left of the table. Third, the periodic table
of elements is elegant in how it operates as a functioning
whole. We could not know the characteristics of many of the
elements without having other elements to compare them to. In
this sense, the table reads like a play in which each element
is a character whose personality is only really seen in light
of the entire cast of characters.

Although  a  materialist  would  say  that  we  are  nothing  but
chance chemical reactions, it seems that our chemistry is not



so random after all, but that it was designed with us in mind.
Next  we  will  find  mathematics  and  physics  also  have  the
properties of ingenious design.

Genius in Mathematics and Physics
The worldview of many scientists would have us believe that
the universe is meaningless because it is the result of chance
random processes. In mathematics, a language of the universe,
do we find the handiwork of genius designer?

In the book A Meaningful World, the authors emphasized the
clarity of mathematics because the ability of the human mind
to discern mathematical principles is quite remarkable. The
universe  seems  to  follow  certain  mathematical  laws:  the
pattern of the multiplication table, musical scales, and the
beauty of symmetry. These mathematical laws, however, are not
elusive. Since ancient times man has been able describe truths
about nature in terms of numbers, counting, and patterns.

We can easily find the harmony and elegance in the language of
nature by looking at mathematics and physics. Math has harmony
because, starting with basic arithmetic, you can build all the
way up to complex principles like calculus and trigonometry.
The elegance of mathematics is really seen when applied to
physical phenomena. After many years of experiments, we have
discovered  that  the  complicated  idea  of  gravity  can  be
described by one simple equation. This is natural elegance.

The depth of mathematics is more difficult to grasp because we
are  so  accustomed  to  using  math.  After  Newton’s  time,
mathematics seemed to be the end all, be all, of the universe.
This  was  stretched  to  the  point  that  some  worshipped
mathematics over God. But soon mathematicians and scientists
found that we did not actually have the whole picture. With
Einstein’s theory of general relativity and quantum mechanics,
mathematics grew as a field and continues to grow and refine.



Although mathematics is an abstract idea, it is the language
of the physical world. As we have seen, mathematics and the
way it describes physical phenomena displays clarity, depth,
harmony, and elegance. Math is the language that God invented.
And it is one of the ways that He speaks to us of His
existence.

Genius in Biology
Since Darwin’s day, biology has been infused with the idea
that everything from bacteria to human beings has sprung from
the result of random, purposeless, natural causes. But nature
seems to show the fingerprints of the creative genius of our
creator, God.

Can  we  see  those  signs  in  biology?  A  Meaningful  World
describes harmony within biology at length. Let’s take a look
at the cell.

The cell contains many parts: the mitochondria, the nucleus,
and DNA. Each of these parts has its particular job to do.
And, in addition, each part has a job that is related to all
of the other parts of the cell. Think of the cell like a car
engine and mitochondria as the carburetor. A carburetor has a
specific job in the engine. You cannot talk about what a
carburetor  is  without  explaining  how  it  works  within  the
engine. Its job is related to all of the other parts. This is
harmony, one of our elements of genius.

But what about elegance, depth, and clarity? It seems that
these are also apparent in biology. The elegance of the cell
is how it functions as one intricate machine, like our car
engine. The cell is a biological engine; actually it is a very
efficient, self-sustaining, self-replicating engine.

What about depth in biology? Let’s go back to the cell. Cells
get their energy through metabolism. We used to think that
this was a simple path with many useless byproducts. Upon



closer  inspection,  one  sees  that  those  byproducts  have
functions within the cell that are necessary for its survival.
As we continue to study the cell, we find more and more depth
to its function.

Finally, how does biology demonstrate clarity? Were we meant
to find the handiwork of a designer? Most biologists would
agree  that  biology  is  the  study  of  things  that  have  the
appearance of design. If it appears designed perhaps it was,
and perhaps we were meant to discover that. The genius behind
biology is clear enough that God says that we are without
excuse.{3}

Hopefully, you can see that creation is a masterful work of a
divine genius. As the book A Meaningful World has shown us,
nature bears the hallmark of design that has us, its students,
in mind.
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