A distinctively Christian understanding of the doctrine of creation

Theaim ofthis paper is to consider whether the Bible presents us with a distinctively
Christian understanding afeationand, if so, to identify what it isAdditionally, thisinquiry
intendsto offer a way oftreatingcreationand originghatcould bebeneficialto the church in
generalandspecificdly to young people as they deal with mattérat intersectreationthemes
in school.This discussion wiltonsideroriginstheologially, notfrom the paradigm of
competing explanationthe storyof Genesicontrastedvith the results of thecientificmethod
Theemphasidierewill suggestiow an overtlyChristianreadingwould advancen contrast ta
typically biblical approach takg Genesis as the starting poifit set fortha Christian emphasis
attention to the patteisuggestd by the New Testament writassrequired Examination of
examples from the churdathersthat treated creatiais helpful. | haveconsidered theublished
contributiors on origins byChurch of God theologiankhave attendetb the impacbf a
Christian doctrine of creation or origifar theological studyFinally, | find myself confirming
again and again what earlier readers had already discovereth&¥bonscious of the benefits
or not we all owe a word of thanks to the chain of interpreters from centuries long past and our
own forerunnergrom the Reformation movement who have opened the way before us.

We all are aware that tloencern fororiginsand creatiortontinues to be a hot topic in America

today in school, in churchand even in court. This discussiorusuallyframed by the media as

a debate between faith and reagbgr,Bible and sciencer even the closminded and the open

minded Controversy sellfooks and newspapeisagreemendattracts a T\audienceConflict

promotes a film.It thenappears thanosteditors and directorgend topromotea A Mc Laugh!l i n
Reportor Hardbalb style andavoid calm refledion andreasonednvestigaion of crucial

guestios. To deepen understandiigya dauntingequestThis existentialconcern has been the

subject of intellectual wrestling for centuries. Google identifies 192 million sites in response to
theentryl c r e,aand6Bn mi | | i esiso Whataanl 8amow hat has not been said

before? Tuly | can empathize witthe despairing seer whamented

That which has been is that which will be,

And that which has been done is that which will be done.

So there is nothing new under thn. (Eccles. 1:9)

As part of my researchhavewatched nearly four hours gideodiscussion on the
meaning of the creaticecccountof Genesighat washosted by John Ankerbeng 2006 Thefour
participants included Dr. Walter Kaiser and Dr. Hugh Rossresenng anold-earth creationist
view) oppositeDr. Jason Lisle and Ken Ham (defendimgoungearth creationist view)This
series showed how challenging the consideration of the creation topic is in real conversation. The
four debaters surveyedibical data touching on assumptions, definitions, grammar, and limited
scientific evidence. The sessions exposed substantial areas of disagreement. The nature of the
disagreements was so foundational that fruitful sharing of ideas was hindered. Laignofgis
was evident. Both sides appeared to speak past the presenter of the opposing view. Limiting the
rhetoric is a choice.

'Theserieslater enti tl ed ©®The @amwparohlicelt bat e
http://www.answersingenesis.org/video/ondemand/
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The aim of this presentatiahirects us tahe principle that we should understand creation
ideas from a New Testament or Christprspective. Taking this approach is not divergent or
faithless. Such action constitutes the calling of disciples who follow Christ. It is my hope that we
become more consistent and conscious of empl o
Testament tets on creation and all other topics as well. Recently | became aware through
discussion with some Warn8outherrstudents how such processes are already in a limited way
common practice of current readers of Genesis one. Readers for the most patbappear
unaware of their own adaptive reading stratedpasreadily will admit the influence of other
information when they are asked interpretation questions. Let meluffefassroonmexample.

| read Genesis 2:2 to a group of new college studentisonall claimed to read Genesis
one |iterally. AAnd by the seventh day God <co
rested on the seventh day from all His work which He had done. Then God blessed the seventh
day and sanctified it, because in it He rddtem all His work which God had created and
madeo ( NASB) . I n this account back to back s
God rested on the seventh day. Each student pregeen asked if they literally understood that
God rested on theeventh dayimmediately rejected this concept. They all admitted that they
recognized that other biblical texts held that God was not limited in this way. The students were
even quite amused after this interpretation question to discover at that ntbat¢héy were not
reading this account literally. | next asked this same group of students how they understood the
depiction of the evGondt ssaoifd,t hoeL efin dtshtd redeaeyb. ev afsTi hi
(Gen 1:3). The unanimous view of aletktudents present was that after God spoke the light
instantly appeared. Now | must admit | did not follow up with the divine evaluation and the
divine act to divide the light and darkness in verse 4. | must admit | do not know how to
visualize separatintihe light from the darknesand yesl also do not know how long such a
process may takenext asked them what God dm the remaining 23 hours, 59 minutes, and
59 seconds? Again each one became quite amused and perplexed. One hesitatinglyeoffered th
suggestion that light was slower at the beginning. At the end of our session together the students
all confessed that they were not literalists.

Identifying a New Testament stand

A conscious employment of @ANew Tcensciolsment e
or accidental use. To effectively accomplish the goal of this paper we must identify a method
that can produce a distinctively Christian reading. John Bright has suggested an approach that
requires a Christian reading of all Old Testament teachie presented this method in the Gray
Lectures at Duke Universitiater published a§he Authority of the Old Testamefite rules for
preaching from the Old Testament set forth by Bright offer wise guidance for the handling of all
Old Testament textnd conceptéHi s fAver di ct ® met hod can be fru
of creation and origins. A parallgzeatment by Emil Brunner orogmatics titledl he Christian
Doctrine of Creation and Redemptiatso promoted constructing a New Testament féatian,
except here Brunner actually asserted that such theological labor should start from the New

2JohnBright, The Authority of the Old Testaméhtew York: Abingdon Press, 19%
211-212, 213251.
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Testament.Bright introduce his modeby establishing a principl&or Christians, Old
Testament texts do not st anrdustebecatsébleisa own aut
Christian and has received the Old Testament from the hands of Christ, who is its fukilment
bring his text to the NeWhatBsghtalameshéreisttas it we
concepts offered in the Old Testamentaranannot be received immediately and directlthay
would be one whas a member of the synagogue community. The Old Testament was not
written for the church; it was written for the synagogue. Other revelation criteria must be
considered to determine@ld Testament concepts can be appropriately usdihvthe church.
Bright offersa series of questiodisor ma ki ng t hHesmust ask vehatthe Mewt i o n .
Testament has done with this aspect of the Old Testament faith in the light of Christ. Does it
announce its fulfillment? Does it ratify it and take it over intact? Does it modify it and give it a
new significance? Or pas s°JghuBtighhveouldsuppgtthe it an
principle that everything contained within the pages of tlte@stament cannot be taken up
within a Christian doctrine or application. For any concept to be received and used by the church
it must pass the test of being fully Christian and be Christian oriented. Old Testament texts must
be viewed from a Christiarast in the light of the more advanced and universal revelation of
Christ given in the New Testament. To receive the Old Testament as a Chustiaast read it
with fANew Testament eyes. 0
To comply with Bright we must determine what the New Testametgnsrdid with the
concepts of creation found in Genesis texts and elsewhere. The conclusion simply is the New
Testament must guide and qualify any formulations to achieve a fully Christian understanding of
any doctrine. By e mp | ocgniestaplish ahChristiaw apprahch ortNew me t h
Testament pattern for understanding the idea of creation and origingonBouslyChristian
model will contrast with Old Testament forms and a commonly accepted view that presupposes
that the biblical questioof origins is primarily answered by reading and applying the first two
chapters of Genesis independently of later revealed information. Additictha&l/lgommon
Christianreading frequently ignores the influence of other texts and ideas that insertltremms
even into secalled literal readings of the Gesis narratives. Brunner argubat Christian
readers cannot ignore the input of the New Testament to achieve a Christian understanding:
Unfortunately the uniqueness of this Christian doctrine of Gneatind the Creator is
continually being obscured by the fact that theologians are so reluctant to begin their
work with the New Testament; when they want to deal with the Creation they tend to
begin with the Old Testament, although they never do this Wiesnare speaking of the
Redeemer. The emphasis on the story of Creation at the beginning of the Bible has
constantly led theologians to forsake the rule which they would otherwise follow,
namely, that the basis afl Christian articles of faith is the@¢arnate Word, Jesus Christ.

® Emil Brunner,The Christian Doctrine of Creation and Redemptidogmatics Vol. II,
trans. Olive Wyonl(ondon, Lutterworth Press, 1932hiladelphia: The Westminster Prgs3-
88.

*Bright, Authority of the Old Testamergt1l
®Bright, Authority of the Old Testamert11-21.
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So when we begin to study the subject of Creation in the Bible we ought to start with the
first chapter of John, and some other passages dfahd estament, and not with the
first chapter of Genesfs.
After establising a Chistian method and readindgpeé next step is: adapto oneds current
context, within and for current understandi@yr owntheologianGilbert Stafford says i A
systematic theology offers a potential reference point for the thought and life of the chilmeh i
cont emp or aChristianvmerning thab results from careful study must be conveyed
within contempoary idiom. Stanley Grentz agrees
Theology is a contextual discipline. Theologians do not merely amplify, refine, defend,
and deliver to the néxjeneration a timeless fixed orthodoxy. Rather, by speaking from
within the community in, for, and to a spe
the vantage point of the Christian tradition, they seek to assist the church in bringing the
confessia of faith in Jesus as the Christ into the contemporary cohtext.
The constant accumulation of knowledge and changing conceptions require that theology or
doctrine be continually renewed for each generation. This is particularly true to maintain
relevancewith respect to the abundance of scientific discovery. But here interpreters must be
cautious in adopting or adapting scientific thoygitst Russell Byrum warns
And it is never right so to interpret the Bible that it contradicts certain known facts of
naure. Truth is always consistent with itself. Truth in the Bible never contradicts truth in
nature. God is the author of both. And as the man of science errs in advancing unproved
theories that are opposed to the plain sense of the Scriptures, so atdeedbeslogian
err who refuses to regard the facts of science in interpreting the Scriptures, as has been
too often doné.

The Witness of Early Creeds

There is no developed doctrine on creation presented by the New Testament writers even
though the ideaommonly appears within its pages. This element of faith was not central to the
preaching of the early churcas shown by its absence from the kerygma recorded in the Book of
Acts. Even in the following centuries precise articulation was lacking. Belnegsigins were
mentioned like the concerns for atonemamd end timesspecific expectations within creedal
formulations were not addressed. The earliest ecumenical creedal forms show that there was no
universally received approachhe wording generallgffirms divine responsibility without
detai.Cr eati on is attributed solely to the Father

®Brunner Creation and Redemptip®.

"Gilbert W, Stafford, Theology for Disciples2d ed. (Anderson, IN: Warner Press, 1996),
29,

8 Stanley J. GrenZ heology for the Community of G@dashville:Broadman ad
Holman Publishers, 199415.

°Russell R. ByrumChristian TheologyAnderson, IN Warner Press925, 5" printing,
1976 237.
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Creed though absent in several earlier versiagihdelieve in God the Father, AlImighty, Maker
of heaven and earttpdi(ith ouranou kai § )®'° The Nicene Creed (A.D. 325) uses different
phrasing for what was made by the Father and also adds attribution of creation to fhé\Son.
believe in one God, the Father Almighty, Maker of all things visible and invigibe i t @ n
horat n t e kai) dlasplraseextendsatie thhg8 to things invisfimesibly the
spiritual realm and angels. The Nicene also addardingthe Soii by whom al |l t hing
made, both in the heaven and on the edithqu ta panta egenetb,a t e en t @ our an
epi 1 Uds lagetirsvision, the NicerBonstantinopolitan Creed (A.D. 381) inserts the
heaven and earth phrase into the paragraph ab
Almighty, Maker ofheaven and eartand ofall things visible and invisiblep( 0 i Ourddaou kai
gUs, hor atai t ao fmds@oens the phrase in the paragraph about the Son,
Aiby whom al | tdithourttap antawgenem $ha lsnied precision of older
forms sulstantially contrasts with the Westminster Confessibapter IV, I(A.D. 1647) that
presents clear references to recogntertandon of t
chronological concernst | t pl eased God t he FPrhemanifestati®o n, an
of the glory of his eternal power, wisdom, and goodness, in the beginning, to create or make of
nothing the world and all things therein, whether visible or invisible, in the space of six days and
all very goodd** It is clear that thisreedal form was a precursor to current dispute.

Therefore based upon this brief look back at historical formulas we may conclude there

is not one accepted doctrinaire way within historical Christianity to understand creation and
origins. The absence ofeedal dictates allows for diversity and creativity within the Christian
communion. This diversity and creativity already anticipated within the Bible itself. For the
Bible does not present just one way to understand origins, but through its pagessisesgeral
options, particularly within the Old Testament canon. The most obvious is the finished creation
approach that appears in Genesis. There is the example from the Book of Job, found in the
Yahweh speeches, chapters 38 to 41. It is the themealvhR94. There is the wisdom treatment
given in Proverbs 8. There also is the sel dom
appears within the Books of Isaiah, Jeremiah, Zechariah, the Psalms andig@id

Testament reading shall be agsed later, see page 21 beldvilliam Brown recognizeghis
substantial diversity of biblical treatment of creation:

YPhillip Schaff The Creeds of Christendom With a History and Critical N@esls.,
6th ed., revDavid S. Schaf{New York, Harper and Row, 1931, Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Baker Books 1983, 1993)Vol. I, 21, Vol. Il, 45

' Schaff,Creeds of Christendgm 28, 11, 6Q
?Schaff,Creeds of Christendom 28, 11, 57.
**Schaff,Creeds of Christendom 29, Il, 57
“Schaff,Creeds of Christendgntil, 611.
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There are in fact, sevemaysof creation featured in the Bible, that is, seven discrete
traditions or cosmological portraits, each wgrdi reflection, but each incomplete in
isolation. As no single observer can ever gain complete information about the world on
the quantum level (or on any level for that matter), so no one biblical tradition has the
final word on the world?

Contributians from Church of God tradition
To guide our thinking todayet us examinéhe efforts of three Church of Gediters
who explicitly addresghe topic of creatiorEach has included one chapter in a published
theology where the acts of creation are diseds These theologians will be considered in
chronological order since their works were published several decadefapart.
Russell R. Byrum (1882980) resigned from Anderson Bible Training School in 1929
after writing hisChristian TheologyHis work cortainsa chapter enti tl ed AThe
Byrum recognizethat the function of Genisteaching is commonly misrea@:T he supr e me

interest in the creation n‘@hispasitionisealid s not sci
considering the overall fution of the Bible as a whole (Il Tim. 3:45). However this also
applies to the historical setting; 1 t i s true that it could not ha\

according to popular conceptions in that unscientific age, but a statement may be esgagtially
though not gi v e Thoughhe prometadtharmdnizing the Bibtesvithéscience

it is evident that Byrum opposany reception of evolutionary approachesluding its

naturalistic, sematheistic (his Darwinian form), and theistic sems'® Heis especially certain

on t he or i giThs textfrepresemsanan, notyas descended from the lower animals

God had already created, but as an immediate divine creation from inanimate matter by a divine

i nbr e &Byrimmagogiizethat sometimes problems were introduced by interpretation,

not revelation itself. #dAlt is a distinct adva

*William P. Brown,fiThe Seven Pillars of Creatioihe Bible, Science, and the Ecology
ofWondep 5 (paper distributed in advance for Ful
Col |l oqui um eEreation Ratyclandtselfanto:Oblifion: Qoheleth Meets Stephen
Weinberg After a Hard Day's Nighto March 27, 2«
http://www.fuller.edu/sot/faculty/goldingay/cp_contdromepage/homepage.htinternet;
accessed March 21, 2008.

*Barry L. Callen Enriching the Spirit, A History of Higher Education in the Church of
God (AndersonfAnderson, IN: Anderson University Press, 2007), 311, 317, 319. The dates
mentioned for thee theologians in this paper folld@@allen.

Y Byrum, Christian Theology236.
¥ Byrum, Christian Theology236.
¥ Byrum, Christian Theology245.
?Byrum, Christian Theology247.
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Bible narrative is not inconsistent with the claims of science. It is improper to debar the student
of science from faith in the inspired record by hedging it around with human interpretations that
are not required by ¢hemaintitdeat ayradment veitlc dcisnceo f  t h e
shoul d be acknowl &idceaahly whoamt that ipeqastreololgidngtake A
account of these claims to the degree that he will point out their agreement with the Scriptures if
such i s®Wobesibtethb is established there can b
Bibleisthe Wordof Godi i s not incredible that it shoul d
nature. The Bible when properly interpreted has never been found to contradict the facts of
scie’ice. o

Albert F. Gray (1886L969) while serving as president of Warner Pacific College
publis hed a chapter, AThe Cr e atvolumeChastianTheadogyuni v er
Like Byrum he also concluded that thelfofeenesi s
will observe that these two accounts were written for differentqe@g and that neither is
intended as a scientific statement of creation, the difficulty in harmonizing them will not be so
great. Both accounts are essentially religious, and we should try not to miss the religious
i mp F*Recoghizing this religiousppros e does not make their cont
Genesis account is a most satisfactory statement of what actually happened, and we need not

|l ook el sewhere for the actual facts. éeéWe do w
theearlyaccont s o f 2° Grayraekrsowlsdgethat current scientific observation causes
problems for earlier chronol ogical cal cul ati o

distant was created at least 100,000 years ago; otherwise its light wobhllveaeached us yet.

If the calculations of astronomers are correct, the creation of the material universe must have
taken place | oRlgikeByumoGray algb@iSpkays BillinGness to harmonize

with scientific ditledtenpretediinghe lightdof Edtablisigd fictlser mu s
found to be in error. We believé Howewtattheci ence
sametimehealss skeptical about evolution. AThere i ¢
of a newspecies. Not only is the link between man and beast missing, but there are many other
missin® |links.d

2 Byrum, Christian Theology237.
?2Byrum, Christian Theology238.
#Byrum, Christian Theology243-44.

* Albert F. Gray Christian Theology?2 vols., 202204 @Anderson IN: Warner Press
1944 1946). The page references above refer to pages in volume 1.

®Gray, Christian Theology205.
**Gray, Christian Theology206.
" Gray, Christian Theology207.
*Gray, Christian Theology211.
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Kenneth E. Jones (1921099) following his retirement from MieAmerica Bible
College adopted an explicitly Christian perspective on creationinpthar t i t | ed, AThe
of Go d dhedlogy ohHolmess and Lavehis is evident even by his starting with John+ 1:1
3 and Colossians 1:1b 6 Thes® two passages are clear statements that the Triune God created
everything which exists which is not Gatbhn began his story of the gospel of Jesus Christ with
this record of his work in creation. And Paul, in order to make clear the transcendence of Christ,
also pointed out his work in creation. So we see the importance of the Christian doctrine of
creatb n?’ Jones follovs the New Testament approach. The key questimrteernsvhois
responsible for creation, and not chronola@iis not important when the creation of the
universe took place, or how long ago. The age of the earth is of no theologdataince, so
that the Bible gives no hint of it. The universe was made before people, so no person was present
t o r ecogn i°He warrsagaingt theulegy siding with scientific models and the
potential problems that could aris@:l t i1 st fos us fofknow tha¢ however the universe
began, G udke Byruth arid Gray) Jone®lds that the intent of scripturis
t h e ol dBgth aca@unts eniiphasize the supremacy of humanity over the rest of the whole
creation. Neither record is givea satisfy our curiosity about when and how things began. Both
are theological interpretations of God as supreme Creator of all that is. As soon as we see that
their purpose is theological, we*3omesconchsat t he
that apparent conflicts bet weeAltmicscieatists e and t
eventually prove to be facts will be capable of being reconciled with all that the Bible teaches.
Facts do not contradict facts. Yet they may seem to dbwe,misunderstand either the facts,
i mplicati on¥Hewarsab et Babgei ®mg from science, #f
concept, not open t o* ®mrevaution iJdnésdisplyuancefinhisr di s p
discussion since he acceptad cr oevol uti on but rejected macr oc¢
creation denies evolution, we must be sure that we mean naturalistic evolution, which denies
anything supernatural. There are other meanin
compat bl e wit®h creation. o

#Kenneth E. JoneJheology of Holiness and Lofieanham, MD:University Press of
America, In¢ 1995), 85.

% JonesHoliness and Love36.
¥ JonesHoliness and Love36.
%2 JonesHoliness and Loves8.
* JonesHoliness and Love2.
¥ JonesHoliness and Love?2.
* JonesHoliness and Love0.
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Insights from the Church Fathers

Research for how earlier centuries of Christians read the opening chapters of Genesis and
treated creation concepts representelpful way for identifying trends within the Christian
interpretaton tradition. This survey revesadiverse readings and multiple cases for reading with
ANew Testament eyes. o0 | just want to menti on
attitude as well as care and methods of reading employed by thesele@tias. These
theologians will be considered in chronological sequefa@®wing the order their writings
appeared®

Origen (A.D. 182251) confirnsthe New Testament adoption@katio ex nihilo
(creati on fThadtheremsorielGodnwhoeated And arranged all things, and who,
when nothing existed, *¢taderhoastrates that antidnt reades wéren t 0
careful to read and explicate meaning. The pr
illustrated by his reasoned@p o aMNow who is there, pray, possessed of understanding, that
will regard the statement as appropriate, that the first day, and the second, and the third, in which
also both evening and morning are mentioned, existed without sun, and moon, afdteers
first day ev & Origenatsdhshows awarenssk of idtérpretation with respect to
the changing meaning for the word day that appears in Genesis 1:5 &nav2:4hould follow
his example of careful reading.

Basil (A.D. 330379) commentingn his Hexaemeron demonstrates wrestling with the
meaning of Genesis 1:1 and offéwo ways to understand it. The text describes the first moment
of creatoni Per haps these words 6l n the beginning G¢
imperceptible momera f cr eati on. The beginning, in effec
But | ater he suggests that the text points to
then, if 1t is said, o6ln the baeviljof@Boedithagorldcod cr
arose in less than an instant, and it is to convey this meaning more cleaoiyhénanterpreters
have said: 6Gowhatndies summaay | §l6fHematsoanmitse and |

*®*Willistion Walker, A History of the Christian Churgi8d ed. rev. Robert T. Handy
(New York: Charl es, 745Xl6, 16D,1#r2450ed&esnmestionedlf@ 7 0 )
these church fathers in this paper follavalker.

¥ Origen,fiThe Principles ®he AntiNicene Fathersvol. 4,Fathers of the Third
Century ed.A. Roberts and J. DonaldsanThe Master Christian Libraryversion 8, (Rio, WI:
AGES Softvare, Inc, 2000, 457 [CDROM.

8 Qrigen,fiThe Principles 685

¥Or i gAgainstCalsuso 1181.

“Basil, iHexaemerom The Nicene and Podticene Fathersf the Christian Church
Series 2, vol. 85t. Basil: Selected Worksd. Philip Schaffin The Master Christian Library
version 8, (Rio, WIAGES Software, In¢2000, 216 [CDROM].
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the apparent probldemfthat Gweaai ennof water, o
uncreated, it has a claim to the same *honors
Augustine (A.D. 354430) recognizethat interpreting Genesis difficult having written
several times taddress this ne€d After these several attempts, he eventually consltide the
aim of the reader should be reading the literal meaning of the acédihis problems of the
task led him to advance the idea that readers should maintain a willingcessige their views
if and when other evidence becomes available.
In matters that are obscure and far beyond our vision, even in such as we find treated in
Holy Scripture, different interpretations are sometimes possible without prejudice to the
faith we have received. In such a case, we should not rush in headlong and so firmly take
our stand on one side that, if further progress in the search for truth justly undermines this
position, we too fall with it. That would be to battle not for the teaching &f Horipture
but for our own, wishing its teaching to conform to ours, whereas we ought to wish ours
to conform to that of Sacred Scriptufe.
Augustineods ashpnacarejeetdeading Getegbapterone as chronological.
AThe day % heduggests,are hot periods of time but rather categories in which
creatures are arranged by the author for didactic reasons to describe the works of creation, which
in reality wer e ©THiesarsitvdreaslingmnisd recegnfeaiuesof the. 0
narrative that conflicted with a literal readimgugustine therefore questions A But bef or e t
appearance of the sun, in what sort of cycle could three days and nights have passed in
s u c c e $§°#é alsa questisapparent omissions withintelec count , AWhy do we
0God said: oLet there be earth,d and earth wa
wat er wa*$Heinaasterd if tecognizing that acrimonious debate concerning
interpretation of scripture could become arigsto advancing the gospel message. This concern
of Augustine is so pertinent to the debate today about creation and origins, and the tendency to
become argumentative that | have included his statement in full:
Usually, even a nehristian knows someithg about the earth, the heavens, and the
other elements of this world, about the motion and orbit of the stars and even their size
and relative positions, about the predictable eclipses of the sun and moon, the cycles of

‘1 Bas Hdxaemdiono 22 2.

*2St. AugustineThe Literal Meaning of Genesigans. and annotated John Hammond
Taylor, 2 vols. h Ancient Christian WritergNew York: Newman Press, 1982);41 The page
references above refer to pages in volume 1.

*St. AugustineThe Literal Meaning of Genesis
*St. AugustineThe Literal Meaning of Genesi4l.
5 St. AugustineThe Literal Meaning of Genesia
** St. AugustineTheLiteral Meaning of GenesiS2
*"St. AugustineThe Literal Meaning of Genesi35
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the years and seasons, about thekof animals, shrubs, stones, and so forth, and this
knowledge he holds to as being certain from reason and experience. Now, it is a
disgraceful and dangerous thing for an infidel to hear a Christian, presumably giving the
meaning of Holy Scripture, tdhg nonsense on these topics; and we should take all
means to prevent such an embarrassing situation, in which people show up vast ignorance
in a Christian and laugh it to scorn. The shame is not so much that an ignorant individual
is derided, but that p@le outside the household of the faith think our sacred writers held
such opinions, and, to the great loss of those for whose salvation we toil, the writers of
our Scripture are criticized and rejected as unlearned men.... Reckless and incompetent
expouners of Holy Scripture bring untold trouble and sorrow on their wiser brethren
when they are caught in one of their mischievous false opinions and are taken to task by
these who are not bound by the authority of our sacred books. For then, to defend their
utterly foolish and obviously untrue statements, they will try to call upon Holy Scripture
for proof and even recite from memory many passages which they think support their
position,although they understand neither what they say nor the things abouttivljch
make assertiaf’
Aquinas (12251274) recognizea literary arrangement within the Genesis text that

indicates three levels for the divine work of creation:
From the consideration of spiritual creatures we proceed to that of corporeal creatures, in
the production of which, as Holy Scripture makes mention, three works are found,
namely, the work of creation, as given 1in
heaven and eartho; the work of distinction
from the darkness, and the waters that are above the firmament from the waters that are
under the firmamento; and the work of ador
the firmament. o First, then, we mukt consi
ofdistinction; and thirdly, the work of adornméfit.

Aquinas agregwith Augustine that authors of scripture accommodate to allow for the limits of

human understandiidand he confirmAugusti neés guidelines for re
The first is, to holdhe truth of Scripture without wavering. The second is that since Holy
Scripture can be explained in a multiplicity of senses, one should adhere to a particular
explanation, only in such measure as to be ready to abandon it, if it be proved with
certaintyto be false; lest Hol§cripture be exposed to the ridicule of unbelievers, and
obstacles be placed to their believitig.

“8 St. AugustineThe Literal Meaning of Genesi1-42.

*Thomas Ajuinas,Summa Theologicaol. 1 The First Partin The Master Christian
Library, version 8, (Rio, WIAGES Software, Inc.2000, 778 [CDROM].

* Aquinas,Summa Theologi¢&91.
* Aquinas,Summa Theologic813.
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GRASPING THEMYSTERY

A doctrine of creation primarily influences two areas of dogmatics or systematic
theology: theology, the doate of God, and anthropology, the doctrine of man. In each area
New Testament perspectives on the teaching of creation clarify and adjust prior understandings
that appeared within the Old Testament canon.

On God.
What is the New T edaidndeachimg? Adjustnreentavithoewd on cr e
signification, Brightdéds third option, would a

start with its more philosophical reading concerning the composition of origins. The New
Testament 6s pl ai anofcrealio ex hihidceeatien owt ef adthang),astan
idea that was not explicitly stated within the opening verses of Genesis. Neither can this idea be
conclusively substantiated within all the pages written on the definition of the Hebrew word
b a r caeéte).(This New Testament assertion (John 1:3, Rom. 4:17, Coll2,:Heb. 11:3)
deepens our comprehension of Gododés holiness a
separate, and distinct from the created ersg. God is not part of, congpient to, coexistent
with, represented through, nor determined by matter of the created order. God is the wholly
other, above and beyond the four dimensional spatethat comprises the known universe.
God as to being is also before and existing pridhéocreated order. The universe in the totality
of its parts, and its form and structure, owe
Goddés continuing creation or sustaining power
nothingness out of wth it came. God by contrast is seltistent and free. The Creator does not
depend upon or need what is created for continuing subsistence. It required many centuries for
Israel to grasp the truth of this ontological gap between Creator and the créatgdodess of
growth in theological understanding involved the total renunciation of all forms of primitive
animism, pantheism, dualism, polythem and | srael 6s own Torah hen
one god before others) as reflected with the Decaldgxed, 20:3, Deut. 5:7). Only after such
an incredible achievement of faith could God send the Son in the fullness of time., Eifteitly
Goddbés whol |l y ot hecogmzdcaweiperceiedbemgiureef tn@itnation to be
the truly awesomeronder and paradox it reallygresents. An unveiling of the divine mystery
appears in concentrated form in the prologue to the Fourth Gospel.

1. In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.

2. He was in the beginning with GAl. All things came into being by Him, and apart

from Him nothing came into being that has come into being.

14. And the Word became flesh, and dwelt among us, and we beheld His glory, glory as

of the only begotten from the Father, full of grace and tUthhn 1:13, 14, NASB)

The Godhead, though only the Father and Son are mentioned, already existed in
relationship prior to the Abeginningod as over
creation without exception exists through the action efditine Word. This Word who was the
agent of all creation and maker of the world later became part of that same created universe. The
Word became incarnate for the purpose of presenting a more complete revelation of the divine
glory, grace, and truth aredffecting redemption of the world (John 3:17).

*2 Jones Christian Theology8.
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Using B r i gfihvt edr stkst wetfildsome New Testament texts confirm the Old
Testament view that creation was the act of God (Acts 17:24, Eph. 3:9, Heb. 2:10, Rev. 4:11,
10:6, 14:7) and in two instancescamplished by the word (Heb. 11l8ema Il Pet. 3:50go0s.
Other texts explicitly attribute the act of creation to the Son (John 1:10, | Cor. 8:6, Cel.71:16
Heb. 1:2, 10). These examples would indicate that at least three early Christian communities
recognized Christ as creator. Whether attributed to the Father or thall$¢ew Testament
references give attention to the truth of creation, not to the method employed. Brunnersobserve
Alt i s characteristic of tCheator &hd the Creaton thathera t s t
the fact of Creation and the manner of Creation are stressed far less than the reason why the
world was created and to what end; while the narrative of the Creation in Genesis says nothing
about t°hThesneamesanyadNkew Te@stament texts come to discussing how things came to
be is the simple inclusion of the phrase fiby
frequent, AGod said, 0 occurring some ten ti me
whodid it. This concern would parallel the emphasis givenin Genes 1.3 wher e A Godo
appears thirty five time¥ The New Testament offers no narrative. There is no list of separate
words or acts. It offers no hint of time considerations. Throughoutréesss set on who is
responsible for creation. Brunner strongly underscores thiscaimt i ng Ephesi ans 1:
He himself, Jesus Christ, as the personal manifestation of God, is the Goal of the world, for
whom, in whom, and through whom the worll B b e e n °>° Toraahiave & distinétively
Christian reading we must give attention to C
of view that we can understand what the world is, as Creation; and this purpose is revealed in
Jesus Christ. Bm Him alone--and not from the Old Testament story of Creation which knows
nothingof Christ-c an we understand what Godo®Simceieati on
is evident that the New Testament writers limited their discussion a Christiarstamding
should adopt the emphases presented within the New Testament when reading Genesis. Reading
with fAiNew Testament eyeGodwheadslandspgaksis upon t he
We also recognize that the New Testament (Rom. 1:20) confirms the tealbiinstrgited
by Psaim19%t hat the created order functions as a wi
witness of general revelation to the existence of God is effective, the human race still needs the
special revelation of scripture and the Gospélrtng humankind into a saving relationship with
God (I Cor. 1:21, Rom. 10:17). The recognition of two sources of information about God gave
rise to the longstanding classical tradition of the church fathers that God has two books, the book
of scripture ad the book of creatior.

**Brunner,Creation and Redemptioh

*U. CassutpA Commentary on the Book of GengBiart | trans. Israel Abrahams
(Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, Hebrew University, 1281),

**Brunner,Creation and Redemptipti4.
**Brunner,Creation and Redemptipti4.

>’ See the following articles for specific informatidreter M. J. Hes$iNature and the
Word of Godin Inter-religious Dialogue (2004)1-8, available from
http://www.metanexus.net/conference2004/pdf/HessIptérnet; accessed April 7, 2008gter
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Today, when believers refer to Godds book
reserved in contrast to the medieval tradition. The frequent citation of the fourth century
Physiologus and its influencesopé¢bobMkddbé Agé mAbeses:H
provided church leaders a way to understand the created order, when aligned alongside scripture
texts read allegorically, as the source for natural thedld@le revolution of theological
method introduced by the Protest&eformers in establishing the principlesofa scriptura
(scripture alone) and its literal interpretation of scripture consequently led to a corresponding
rejection of the spiritual and allegorical reading of scripture. Since for centuries natuesaadas r
like Scripture, this change also thus dramatically and negatively impacted the allegorical reading
of nature and thereby its applicability to teach Christian theoldggday, you will hardly find
anyone who would dare claim that created things te&eistian theology, i.e., the triune nature
of God or the two natures of Christ. Such theological discussion deduced from created things like
birds and animals is no longer permitted.

On man.

Theimago dei(image of God) is a crucial teaching of the Gemesgation song (1:26
27). This rare imagékeness construct (Gen. 5:1, 9:6) furthermore offers the key characteristic
for how humankinds understood biblically. The literary shift in style draws attention to the
significance of humanity in Genesis 1:27:

And God created man in His own image,

in the image of God He created him;

male and female He created them. (NASB)
U.Cassutoobserse fiAt this point the text assumes a n
The poetic structure of the sentence, titdedy diction and its particular emotional quality attest
to the special importance that the Torah attributes to the making ef-theamoblest of
c r e a t*%Thezeshasdeen considerable discussion through the centuries in the interpretation
of the imae. Several proposals have been offered for the meaning of this human trait. A
common approach emphasizes the intellect of man in contrast to the animal kingdom. Arnold
Rhodes identifisthree implicatims for this theological concepi:ma n relaigndia to
God, 6 f mepresentativetfh eGod, 0 a medponsibiityn o h @'sAttending to

Ha r r i Bhé Ribhe,andfihe Emergence of Modem iS e rnincSeience & Christian Belief, Vol

18, No. 2(2006) p. 116available from
http://epublications.bond.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1068&contextphbsinternet;
accessedpril 7, 2008,andG. TanzellaNet t i , fiThe Two Books Prior t
Re v o | u tPérgpectivesiomScience and Christian Faith, VoN®7 3, Sept 2005, p. 235

245, available fronittp://www.asa3.org/aSA/PSCF/2005/PSEF anzellaNitti.pdf; Internet;

accessed April 7, 2008.

®Harrisi on, A Mo-d2d.r n Science, 0 120
*Harri son, AModern Science, o0 124.
0 CassutoBook of Genesj&7.

** Arnold Rhales,The Mighty Acts of Go@Atlanta: John Knox Press, 19638
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the implications of Hebrew poetic parallelism has also provided a novel approach for
understanding the meaning of tileago Deiregarding the relationghifound between man and

woman. Paul Jewettobsesye " According to this view, Genesi :
he themd) is an exposition of IP2TBspaetid 6i n t he
structure suggests that "Marddam) was created thve in community or in partnership.
Westermannexplami A | one human being remains a compl et
What is being said here is that a human being must be seen as one whose destiny it is to live in
community; people havebeenr e at ed t o | i®%Usdenstood sociatlyahe imaget her . o

presents glimpses of the divine nature. Human community reflects the community found within the
triune Godhead. Thus the crucial element withiriregge consists of relationshghuman i
social being and incomplete in isolation.

A reader |l ooking to the Newhefeackingafthe New f or 0
Testament both confirms and adds other concerns to the earlier Old Testament teaching. The idea
is assumed as the bafis attending to conduct concerns. Paul apparently seems to limit the
status tanales, linking image and gloyCor. 11:7, Ps. 8:5, Heb. 2:7) while contrasting the
service of men and women in worship. It appears in instruction against verbal abuseuias hum
(Jam. 3:9). These occurrences confirm the Genesis message by suggesting ideas of value and
dignity, andalspas i n Genesis (5:1, 9:6) that this sta
Old Testament, the Bible describes this formal aspectmfehnm nat ur e by t he conc
made in the image of Godbéo. I n the thought of
in the I mage of Godo6é means something which ma
| o s & NewtTestament teachiradso introduces a second application of the image of God, a
new Christological focus. In three examples we find that Christ is the image explicitly (11 Cor.
4:4, Col. 1:15) and obliquely (I Cor. 15:49). Because he is the image Christ constitutes the
esch#ological goal of redemption. HeBrunner wiies. i Iln&ge Deiin the New Testament,
Aimaterial o sense of t hirethewdorrdd,6 idSThéSedhidtintdi c al wi
approaches should not be confused nor conflated. Humans as membetsioidheace are
made in the image of God. Believers in Chiast members of his bodgre being recreated to
bear the image of Christ (Il Cor. 3:18) and will be transformed into this image (Rom. 8:29, Col.
3:10, | Cor. 15:49) and glory (Rom. 8:30, 1l C8rl8, 4:4, Phil. 3:21). For disciples the image of
Christ as our goal now takes priotitiough at the same time there is continuing agreement with
Genesis that humans in the image and likeness of God have worth and dignity. Brunger warn
Al t i sthateourithdughtwill become terribly muddled if the two ideas ofrtiego Dei--

**Paul JewettMan as male and fema{&rand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans
Publishing Co., 197583.

® Claus WestermangGenesis 411, A Commentaryrans. John J. Scullion (from the 2d
German ed., 1976, Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 15&4),

*Brunner,Creation and Redemptiph7.
®Brunner,Creation and RedemptipB8.
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the Aformal 6 and Astructural o one of the OId
Testament-ar e ei ther confused with ®ne another, or
The Apostle Paul in | Corinthians Idappears to have at least initially followed a
devaluing evaluation of the status of women. While explaining the relationship of faith and
Torah to the Christ forsaking Galatians he emgboiine from the Genesis 1:2nagodeitext.
The entry rite of baptism applies to all people who have faith in Christ (Gat23)2Guman
distinctions do not matter in the baptismal pool. This initiation ceremony does not discriminate.
The sentence structure is significant. The form Baatl uses for his conclusion in Galatians 3:28
is revealing. The three denials in Greek that precede his revolutionary claim of Christian unity do
not appear in the identical syntactical form. The evidence may be presented in a formula:
There is neitheA nor B, there is neither C nor D, there is not E and F.
The pertinent phrase, fithere is not E and F, o
contrasts of the first two pairings. The phrase, "male and fensaten( kai thely that Paul
employedhere (E and F) appears in the same form in several LXX texts (Gen 1:27; 5:2), and
probably should be considered as a frozen form. While it cannot be proven that Paul is alluding
to Genesis 1:27, nevertheless, the identical LXX phrasing and subject strattglty suggests
that Paul was remembering the Genesis idea. |
for image bearing.

READING WITH REVERENCE

Often we contemporary readers approach the Bible with an attitude of modern smugness.
All real questions must be answered only through the scientific method. My response to myself
and others is that a lot more humility is needed in respect to our assured assuéf asan
attitude of reverence in the search for truth. As part of my task fadifugssion of origins and
creation | want to suggest a helpful approach for respectfully reading the Genesis account.

The Creation Song (Gen. 1214a)

| suggest that a reader read the passage to recognize the simple but profound message set
forth within the repeating sonorous lines revealing a primal week, the six days plus one. There
are phrases or refrains that appear again and again through the six days that suggest a sense of
mel ody such that the seven day ahymnono édparefuhas co
reading of the seventh day will show that the seventh day is distinct and unique in form in the
portrayal of the creation songd6s message, and
of creation or origins. There are sevenaéstions to keep in mind when reflecting upon the
paragraphs treating the six days. What is emphasized? What is repeated? What matters receive
more attention? What is omitted or ignored? Where does variation of form appear? To value
such content concernisis imperative to read the verses with increased sensitivity. Slow down
and appreciate the songds cadence and splendo
seldom grasped. The plain and clearly intended meaning of the narration is to extol and
acknavledge the power of the God who speaks the universe into existence; and this God also
happens to be the God of Israel, experienced as the One who saves and keeps covenant. The

®Brunner,Creation and RedemptipB9.
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intermingling of word and act, fiat and deed, throughout offers a poetic fsllimeepicting the
divine shaping of the created order.

The ancient stotgller paints a picture of divine speech and feats through which the
world and the heavens are given form and content in an orderly process of two pairs of three
days. This arrangemenplainly intend to mirror a typical week of work. With all the pages
written about the worglom(day)!l must agree with ,Geherelaerd Hasel
argued that Adayo actwually meant a norAsal day
long recognizegthere is an explicit logical order to the presentation of the actions contained
within the six days.

The actions of the initial three days obviously parallel the works of the following three
days. The accounts for each of first thregsinarrate how God establishes a region or domain to
be filled up or occupied by things designed for that area in the three days that follow. The first
three days establish form or structures and the last three days supply contents. The first day
presentshe establishment of the domain of light and darkness, or day and night, while its fourth
day pairing offers the creation of lights to occupy and rule the domains of day and night. The
second day depicts God establishing the firmaregpansesky to divde the primordial waters
resulting in a seaky region, while its fifth day companion identifies the creation of both sea
creatures and sky creatures to move about the two areas within the domain separated out by the
firmamentexpansesky. The third day @unts the divine command that dry lands appear and
the generation of plant life, while its sixth day pairing presents the creation of land species with a
special focus upon humankind. The song writer aims throughout to display through literary art
the widlom and thoughtfulness of God in preparing the universe, and earth in partoulée,
especially humankind. The creation song evokes reverence and gratitude and beauty in
acknowledging the powerful word that acts with logic and with loving care.

Reali ng The Seventh Day with fiNew Testament Eye
(Correcting a view of the seventh day in the Fourth Gospel)

The fourth gospel that appsalongside and even later than the synoptic tradition
contains Acorrectionso or dmerdtddcHingjostliketltmin s 0 t o
seen in other gospel teachjmgost obviously seen in the sermononthem@int ou have hea
but YinMatthgw5. This church community proclathe principle of an obedient divine
son who does what the Father doeser€ls unity in the godhead.

16. And for this reason the Jews were persecuting Jesus, because He was doing these

things on the Sabbath. 17. But He answered them, "My Father is working until now, and |

Myself am working." €é19. askayisgtsthemHTeulyef or e a

truly, 1 say to you, the Son can do nothing of Himself, unless it is something He sees the

Father doing; for whatever the Father does, these thiegSdn also does in like manner

(John 5:1617, 19)

This reply of Jesus repregs an obvious allusion to Genesis-3:2The common reading was
that God created (read worked) at one special time, but that since then God has ceased working,

“GerhardF.Hasel i The 6Daysd6 of Cr ©atyisdn oirn FEagnue s
OPeri ods/ Ep oQrdgins 2l.1(A994): B38naeafable from
http://www.grisda.org/origins/21005.hfrinternet: accessefpril 7, 2008
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he is resting. The words of Jesus contasst thi
following the pattern established by the Father. This meanirg @hristian doctrine of creation

is plainly suggested by the reply given. The Father is constantly working and likewise the son is
constantly working. Theris no ceasing, no resting for the Godhead. His retort is a repudiation of

the common understanding. The form of this statement suggests that Jesus (and the community

of John) rejected the assertion that humans should observe the Sabbath because Gdd observe

the Sabbath (Exod. 20: 11). This claim for Sabbath keeping would be invalid because God in fact
did not rest. Alt may be said then that when
Goddos Sabbath rest suf fi cingeldt. Godas essentalyandt t he
unchange ab [*yThenew aetv also dagl implications for understanding the divine
nature. J. N. Sandersitess. fAJesus in effect repudiates an
understandi ng of Goabdusof creatisn, theaaétiblagical rhythsvhichi x d
explained the command to rest from labour on the seventh day. That God is by his very nature
continually active is a Greek philosophical commonplace, found at least as early as Aristotle, and
adopt ed obwhowas el awiare of its incompatibility with earlier ideas, as were also

t he r®iThad sush.a doncept appsar Philo about the Sabbath in Genesis suggests that

this approach would be adaptable to the understanding of much Old Testament teackirgr

God never ceases from making something or other; but, as it is the property of fire to burn, and
of snow to chill, so also Pt is the property

y
ay

Biblical origins and science

The common traditional reading creation narrativetaimed in the Book of Genesis is
that the one Gotb responsible for creating and sustaining the universe. The universe therefore is
not an accident; it does not represent a random event, but is the product of divine design. The
Creator 6s o vheuniverse eto existanicd aaddestablished its laws and form.

The content of Genesiswas never intended to offer a scientific explanation of
beginnings but offers a theological <confessio
cr eat i o mllthe mdreclear whes the form and order of the Gedesisount is
compared to the ancient fABabyl onian Genesis, 0
defiantly denies creation claims made for Marduk, the god of Babylon. YHWH is the true creator
not Marduk. This is a faith claim, not a scientific statement.

This understanding is further supported by the examination of the form and order of
Genesisl and2. The obvious differences suggest that the particulars of specific order and
met hodowiiobfhecHeati on, 0 cannot be taken as the

%8 C. K. Barrett,The Gospel According to St. Jol#u ed. (Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1978), 256. Alsee also Raymond Browhhe Gospel According to JohsXIl, in The
Anchor Bible, vol. 29 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1986;217.

®J. N. Saders A Commentary on the Gospel According to St. JetnB. A. Maston
(New York: Harper & Row Publishers, 196853164

°The Works of Phild2d ed., transC. D. Yonge(Peabody, MSHendrikson Publishers,
1993, 25.
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together since they present an uncompromising diversity. Fitiadlyfeaching of the New
Testament writers who constantly point to the Who and not the How of creation estahishes
understanding as the approach for Christians. Thereferdocus for our reading should always
be on the Who of creation and not the How of creation.

If we should decide to ignore the intended focus and choose to read the Genesis materials
in a wayto derive information on the How questjave could employ the old method of
comparing the details of Genesis one to the 0
a serious matter since it involves dangerous implications. Faith should neaemeeted, even
less supported, by a select scientific worldview. The historical experience of Copernicus and
Galileo and their conflicts with the Medieval church presents a warning to any too close
association with the received results of modern sci€lose association involves an implicit
threat to faith. When a scientific model is rejected, we might just find scripture and faith being
abandoned too. Ralling the warning of Russell Byrum, cautiously consider the following two
examples from Genesis and bear in mind, that interpretation may be playful

On light

Against the intended theological approach we could read the Géraesisunt to find
hints about the method of creation that shows some correspondence to the current scientific
modeloforighs of the universe. Simply stated, the
select mysterious details found in Genesis one concerning the origin of light. The first divine fiat,
ALet there becdntgehxtou alGeyn .i slfceByton desenbgd afidi r st A ¢
assigned to Day one. This initial light must be recognized as distinct from the later lights
assigned for the activity of Day four. The Genesis one account presents an order where the sun,
moon, and stars are created later thraihgHfifth divine fiati Let t her e be | i ght s
of the heavenséo (Gen. 1:14). This recognitio
appearing of light conforms to current scientific study of origins. In this scenario first God starts
the universe with the Abig bang. 06 Then some 3
brings about the indescribably brilliant flash that ends the first age of darkness following the
initial explosive expansion of matter and energy composing theavtheluniverse. Then eons
later at another command of Gaeew stars are born in the fury of young galaxies following the
second period of universal darkness.

On life

Against the intended theological approach here again we could read the Gestesis
to find hints about the method of creation that could parallel the current scientific model for
origins of life. The Genesis story boldly proclaims the fourth fiat to explain the origin of life on
earth on Day three, fiLet 1 hlg The amazingfolloyapr out veg
narration of the effect (Gen. 1: 12) introduced by this divine fiat portrays a process whereby the
lifeless produces life. These two sentences present a pictuoettzanlyreads remarkably like
what some who believe in Blution might assert. There is one key difference. This development
of life in Genesis is seen as the direct product of the divine command, not random chance.

The account even portrays the one God on Day five as commanding the waters (Gen.
1:20) to produe sea life and then on Day six the earth (Gen. 1: 24) to produce animal life.
However following the sixth and seventh fiats the account does not mention the response on the
part of the waters and earth as found so clearly in wendge in producing plat life. Instead
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the narrative mentos t he phrase® @AWd idomd &odamade. 6 Th
difference between plant and animal lge divine action is described as more closely connected
to the production o&nimal life. Given the patterof the overall Genesisaccount, however,
where the fiat is mentioned and its effect, the very mention of the commands to bring forth sea
and animal life may allow the reader to still see parallels to the creation of plant life. God
commands and inanirtematter responds to produce li#e idea something like this could
have been in the mind of Charles Darwin. He did not offer a scientific description for the
emergence of life itself ifhe Origin of Specie#lis theory of adaptation only api® already
living creatures and the adaptations that occur after the appearance of life. Darwinsdocount
this by faith. The acknowledgement of the Cre
most notably in the last pages of the body of his research
To my mind it accords better with what we know of the laws impressed on matter by the
Creator, that the production and extinction of the past and present inhabitants of the
world should have been due to secondary causes, like those determining taecdirth
death of the individual. When | view all beings not as special creations, but as the lineal
descendants of some few beings which lived long before the first bed of the Cambrian
system was deposited, the larger and dominant groups within each classywiihi
ultimately prevail and procreate new and dominant spéties.
Darwin acknowledgethe wonder and wisdom displayed by the Creator in employing an
evolutionary process. fAThere is grandeur in t
originally breathed by the Creator into a few forms or into one; and that, whilst this planet has
gone circling on according to the fixed law of gravity, from so simple a beginning endless forms
most beautiful and most wonderful have been, and are being evéb@urrently, | am not
ashamed to still maintain a supernatural origin for life since the proposals presented so far cannot
effectively explain the first appearance of a living cell even if such a stand might be declared a
Agod of t he g arpcal@ven stibrenmainsoarmystefly Wwithsut satisfactory
scientific explanation. Francis S. Collins, headhef Human Genome Project, admits
But how did selreplicating organisms arise in the first place? It is fair to say that at the
present time weaimply do not know. No current hypothesis comes close to explaining
how in the space of a mere 150 million years, the pribiotic environment that existed on
planet Earth gave rise to life. That is not to say that reasonable hypotheses have not been
put forward, but their statistical probability of accounting for the development of life still
seems remot&

" Charles DarwinThe Origin ofSpecies6” ed. 1872245 [book orine] (Champaign,
IL: Project Gutenberg Etext #2009 198@cessed May25, 2007); available from
http://digital.library.upenn.edu/webbin/gutiidlookup?num=2009nternet.

2Darwin, Origin of Species246.

“Francis S. CollinsThe Language of God\ Scientist Presents Evidence for Beliédw
York: Free Press, 200®0. For examples of discussion of such statistical resétsJ. P.
Morelard, ed.,The Creation Hypothes{®owners Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1994), 272
277.
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While relating the story of Abraham to Christian faith, the apostle Pagltfugractivities of

creation and giving | if eslfertotlidead and callsinbBeing e G
that which doewmuZdopoiexurst @s NtAGBs (nekrous kai I
ont . The phrase figives | ifeo and the word dcal

grammar suggests that this divine activity is unceasiajreadynoted for John 5:1@bove
God is theCreator and also the LHaaker, a crucial element of the divine creative activity.
Perceived this waycreation is ongoing, unceasirextending out to the futurand ultimatelyat
the return of Christa remakingWe do not confess that Gedsthe Crator and Lifemaker.
This kelief concerns present reality, whetker areaware or not.

On the expanding universe

Theology should speak to current understanding and that includes cosmology. The
present acceptance by the scientific community of someformé@é bi g bango ori gi ns
observation of the resultant ongoing expansion of the universe. The expansion idea has
connections with another biblical model. This creation model is seldom recognized and receives
little attention. | previously mentionetlastheh cr eat i on i s sti | | occurri
scatteredhroughouthe Old Testament. The verdict given by the New Testament (John 5:17 and
Romans 4:17b) should be seen as ratifying this obscure point of view. The idea of present action
appearsn English translation only rarely (i.e., Isa. 40:22, 44:24, 45:7) and not consistently
among and within English versions. The basis of this idea involves the use of the Hebrew
participle. A. E. Cowley observeii, T Iparticiple activeindicates a persorr ¢thing conceived
as being in the continual uninterrupexerciseo f a n & This Habrievwmeaniag is not
consistently conveyed by English translations. The participle is commonly employed in passages
that treat creation ideas as in the affiirmationit he psal ms, fAMaker of hea
115:15, 121:2, 124:8,134:3,1468). n each c as e G ongte participiaformans| at e
of 6 a s BEhé usual English rendering adopts a translation that suggests completed action, the
very oppositeoficont i nual uninterrupted exercise. o0 Thi
the fiwho madeo of the NRSV translators. Such
with the Genesis narratives where the finished creation approach plainly appeaia. Seve
Hebrew words relating to creative acte amployed using the participi@rm includingd a s a h
(make), bara (createjasad(establish), yatzar (form), amdgah (spread out). In several
instances the phrase fAstr edd2, Isa #0QR2, 44p4, 51t1B,e heav
Zech. 12:) appearsemployingnatah(stretch out) and also alongsidara (create) (Isa. 42:5).
This metaphoric use ofatahrelates to the setting up of a tent, stretching it out for ocmrpat
Appearing in the participidorm, these examples express the continuing activity of God in
creating the heavens. What is remarkable is how this metaphor is dramatically parallel to the
modern understanding of the universe. This hypothesis is not widely understood as evidenced by
the question, what is the cosmos expanding into? The expansion idea is commonly described as
an extension of the universe into an already existing (infinite?) empty space. However a recent

"E. Kautzsch,edGenseni us 6 Hebd. agenv. A.ErCowleg@xford:
Clarendon Pres4910, 1982, 356.

®"The NRSV except for Psmaket34: 3 uses fiwho m:e
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article inScientific Americarorrects this notion. Since the cosrakpansion concept emerged
outof Einsteird squations for general relativity, Davis and Lineweaver offer this clarification.
fAln this sense, the universe is satintained. It needs neither a center to expand away from nor
empty space on the outside (wénegr that is) to expand into. When it expands, it does not claim
previously unoccupi ed "°Fhereforenefmigit abserve thatthizi r r o u n d
expansion is continuallfimakingd a larger universe. This continual proceslke the stretching
out of theHebrewtexts.Thebig banghypothesighusreflects continuous creation.

Grasping the mystery of the teaching about creagéind reading with reverentiee texts
of scripture that proclair@ h r i s t Willdleadws to & place where we can seeselves as the
created who stand in relationdar Creator. This relation is vital to our continued existesxe
humansas wellas disciplesSuchawarenesmoves us to express admiratiemd inspires

adorationon our lips Creation, when properly undstood, should stir up praise.

OFFERINGPRAISE
Psalm 8 (n adapation)
1. Yahweh, our Lord,
How glorious is your name in all the earth,

Who shined your glory above the heavens!

2. From the mouth of children and nursing babes you have estaldistegth,
Because of your foes, to make the enemy and the vengeful cease.

3. When | observe your heavens, the work of your fingers,
The moon and the stars, which you have established;

When | muse about the revolving planets and swarming comets
Raging nuclear fires, coronal loops, and solar prominences,

Classifying blue giants, red supgiants, yellow suns,
Brown and white dwarfs that you have named,

Listing planetoids, nebulae and molecular clouds,
The cosmic background remnant andldaratter only you measure,

When | reflect upon fearful spinning magnetars and neutron stars,
Stormy black holes of billon solar masses that only ggascan see,

When | contemplate a hundred billion galaxies,
An expansion so miraculogseating someing out ofnothingness,

“Charl es H. Li neweaver and Tamar M,0 Davi s,
Scientific AmericapMarch 200539.
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Reaching distances so astronomical that only you can perceive them,
But still by your thought alone they are silstained! inquire,

4. What is mortal man, that you remember him?
And the son of man, that you attend to him?

5. Yet you have made him just short of Elohim,
And crowned him with glory and honor!

6. You make him to rule over the works of your hands;
You have put all things under his feet,

7. All sheep and oxen,
And also the beasts of the field,

8. The birds of the heavens, and the fish of the sea,
Whatever passes through the paths of the seas.

9. Yahweh, our Lord,
How glorious is your name in all the earth!
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