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Evolution V Creation

TH2060 (lecturer – Chris Southgate)

“Summarise the challenges Darwin’s theory of descent with modification by the
mechanism of natural selection posed for Christian theology. What would have been a
proper theological response to Darwin? Do you see the challenge posed by
contemporary neo-Darwinian thought as different? If so how should the contemporary
theologian respond?”

The origin of humanity has often been the subject of hot debate. Since time
immemorandum, people have posited theories of evolution. None was more
groundbreaking and significant to the ongoing dialogue between science and religion
than Charles Darwin’s theory of descent by natural selection.

Although Darwin was not the first in his field to support organic evolution, much
hypothesis to date had been pure conjecture. Moreover, Darwin’s new synthesis
provided a mechanism by which evolution – the gradual change that occurs from
generation to generation – took place. The initial impact of Darwin’s thesis was far-
reaching, courting controversy in British scientific circles as well as across the
Atlantic. What was originally intended as a model for the source and modification of
current life on Earth filtered through to become a plausible exposition on topics as far
ranging as history, economics and ethics.

To this day, the effects of Darwin’s proposals reverberate throughout society,
permeating social life and accounting for shifts in worldviews on much more than
simply biology. Arguably, nothing has felt the after-effects of this integration more
than the interaction between science and theology. 

In the subsequent years to his proposal, Darwin’s theory of descent has been
portrayed as being at odds with religion, and in stark contrast to traditional Christian
thinking in particular. Its misuse has caused a metaphorical chasm to open up between
science and religion, which once existed alongside each other in harmony. More than
a century on, this misconception endures, propagated largely by contributions to the
conversation by reductionist and fundamentalist thinkers, whose unmoving stance has
only served to widen the perceived disparity. 

It is a fallacy to believe that the formation of a single evolutionary theory model has
the ability to discount the claims of religion. However it is equally flawed to reject the
importance of Darwinian thought and the contribution it can make to our
understanding of the science versus religion debate.

Lest false conclusions be reached and sweeping hypotheses assumed due to errors of
judgment, the discerning thinker recognises that the subject merits further enquiry and
detailed analysis.

This essay therefore aims to dismantle the framework of biological evolution that
Darwin established and which contemporary science has since cultivated and
expanded on. Before we can even begin to assess the repercussions that the Darwinian
thesis has had on the discourse between science and religion, we have to answer
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several crucial questions. Of prime importance, what is the detailed view of Darwin’s
theory of descent – what were the assumptions of natural selection as initially
presented in Origin of the Species? What challenges did the new hypothesis pose for
the church during Darwin’s lifetime?

The second part of this paper will look at the developments in the model since its
initial suggestion. I will concentrate on the neo-Darwinian synthesis and theological
reflection in light of new issues raised by modern evolutionary thinking. I will try to
examine the changes and or modifications that have since been made to Darwin’s
theory to attempt to determine what a correct contemporary response ought to be.

On its publication in November of 1859, Darwin’s volume entitled On the Origin of
Species by Means of Natural Selection marked the completion of a work that had
been over twenty years in the making. The project was the fruit of various
experiences. The five years he spent on his famous voyage on HMS Beagle provided
him with a wealth of information on the natural world. He observed various island
ecosystems – the animals and their respective surroundings, and collected data as to
characteristics that were specific to the wildlife he studied and the environments they
inhabited. He noted how different species developed according to the island habitats
in which they lived.

Initially Darwin held the belief that God had fashioned each species individually with
features tailored to their habitat. On the return from his global journey of discovery he
was convinced that the reverse was equally credible and perhaps more logical. Instead
of a strict biblical account, which many believed pointed to the fixity of species,
Darwin began to entertain the notion of a mutability of species, even likening his
change of heart to the confession of a murder.

Darwin was also influenced by artificial selection, which eventually gave rise to the
term “natural selection” to describe his mechanisms for biological evolution. Another
influential character was Thomas Malthus who helped Darwin provide an explanation
for why these processes could occur in the wild and not simply under the conditions
set up for artificial breeding. Malthus had posited that due to an exponential increase
in population size, available resources such as food supplies would be scarce. The
ensuing struggle for existence would result in the elimination of the weaker species.
Darwin concluded that the new species would arise as circumstances caused
favourable variations to be replicated and unfavourable ones to be destroyed.

It is vital to inspect the basis from which Darwin derived his thesis. Evolutionary
theories existed long before Darwin; the difference was that Darwin’s extensive
studies and wider reading meant he was able to develop a mechanism by which
evolutionary change could occur and supply an immense amount of evidence in
support of his theories.

His thesis accounted for extinction, which Darwin claimed was the logical conclusion
following the loss of certain variants by natural selection. Disadvantageous
characteristics become rare, and as he had it “rarity is the precursor to extinction” 1

1 (Quoted in Southgate, God Humanity and the Cosmos, Continuum, 1999, p. 140).
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Darwin’s theory of descent with modification by the mechanism of natural selection
can be summarised thus:
Nature, that is humans and non-human life, is endowed with the ability to multiply. In
general, a species is likely to inherit characteristics from its parents, although small
variations will mean that they are not exactly alike. Analogous to artificial selection,
variations will arise, whose survival will depend on the adaptation to their
surroundings. A well-adapted variant will survive so long as a better-adapted variant
does not appear. Thus, the better adapted a variant, the higher the likelihood of its
survival and transfer to the next generation. 

Drawing on a comprehensive reading of Malthus on population, Darwin surmised that
advantageous variations could become extinct if in competition with better-adapted
variations – rivalry for food and living space would eventually cause the weaker
species to die out. The term ‘survival of the fittest’ was coined to describe the mode
by which this inheritance of favoured forms occurred. The term is a little misleading
because the fitness of a species can also refer to its ability to adapt to new
environments, though in both instances the entities evolve, dependant on selective
environmental factors that affect it. Natural selection itself is a bit of a misnomer
because it is a theory concerned with an elimination of injurious variations rather than
a particular selection of preferred characteristics.

The forces acting on all variants operate gradually, with changes occurring over vast
expanses of time. The emergence of new features which enhance survival are part of
this slow evolutionary process, with succeeding generations demonstrating adaptation
concurrent with their needs.

In the justification of his theories even Darwin by his own admission agreed that his
thesis had weaknesses and unresolved issues, and gave over part of his book to
describing the difficulties he had encountered. For example, he seemed to be able to
explain change within a species, but not necessarily a change from one distinct
species into another entirely separate species. He also compared natural selection to a
force, but until the birth of the gene theory to describe inheritance and extraction of
what we now know as DNA, he failed to provide the units on which environmental
agents acted. Despite some inherent difficulties its explanatory supremacy was clear,
and enough to cause unrest in theological circles. 

Legend would have us believe that science rejoiced at Darwin’s theory whilst it dealt
a hard blow to traditional Christianity. In truth it was not a simple case of scientists
pitted against theologians, not least because many scientists had strong religious
convictions and vice versa. It is said that the Bishop of Oxford at the time Samuel
Wilberforce launched an attack on the theory of evolution, claiming it suggested apes
were recent human ancestors. The legitimacy of this story is questionable, and only
serves to overplay a supposed Christian ignorance of science. 

Some Christians welcomed the theory as an addition to the understanding of God’s
creation, although it is vital to note that Darwin’s system opposed much of traditional
Christian theology. Up until then, the doctrine of special creation had been used to
explain how the divine had created each entity with traits related to their specific
environmental conditions. The evolution theory rejected this idea of specialised
creation, which in turn refuted the argument from design as evidence of a creator. It
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was also at variance with popular belief in the fixity of species – the notion that
existing species have been the same since the moment of their creation and will
continue to exist in their present formation. This explanation, propounded by Carl von
Linne sat well with a literal reading of the Genesis account but was diametrically
opposed to Darwin’s thesis on at least two counts. First, the fossil record seemed to
indicate the extinction of old species, which was inconsistent with a fixed creation
whose present form was said to correspond directly with the world as it was in the
beginning. Second, special creation rejected outright the evolution of species. If what
Darwin claimed was true, species better adapted for survival displaced weaker ones,
giving rise to new animal and plant forms. This idea discounts the Linnaean view that
each discrete species was an individual act of divine purpose with attributes suited to
its place within creation.

Darwinism posed a huge challenge to popular Christian thought on the position of
humanity in God’s creation. Nineteenth century theology regarded humanity as the
peak of God’s creation. Genesis 1 clearly marks out the hierarchy of humans and non
human nature. Mankind was made to rule over the rest of creation and is singled out
as being made in the “image of God”. Darwinism on the other hand, makes no such
distinction. A Darwinian view depicts human consciousness as having evolved slowly
over time, such that we cannot distinguish different roots for humanity and the animal
kingdom. All of nature is subject to changes motivated by the surrounding
environment, the inference being that it is not unreasonable to suggest that humans
descended from monkeys. This questions the authority of humanity, which had
traditionally always enjoyed pride of place at the apex of creation. Furthermore it did
not attribute humanity with any special theological significance or distinct identity.  

Many people believed in a very young earth, claiming you could go through the Bible
and calculate the earth’s age. Darwin concurred with Charles Lyell in his assumption
that forces in the world have been active for extremely long periods of time, far longer
than any age estimation of a young planet. Of course, those who held a literal view of
Genesis could not possibly reconcile their beliefs with Darwin’s scheme. 

Another more polemic issue surrounding Darwin’s hypothesis was that of
evolutionary evil resulting from the processes of natural selection. If we are to accept
that evolution entailed a struggle for existence we also accept that it involved the
extinction of several species resulting from competition. Even though the concept of
evolutionary evil may seem a little exaggerated given that we are speaking of gradual
elimination over a great many years, the suffering of a species arises from a natural
process and not human action. For some, this arbitrary cruelty could not point to a
wise, all loving creator, much less display divine purpose. 

Further to the evil that the evolutionary process involved, critics also singled out
natural selection’s accidental nature as a tacit rejection of the divine. Modification by
natural selection seemed to portray creation as dictated by pure chance. If Darwin
claimed the parallel existence of a creator, his influence was wholly undetectable in
the evolution thesis. The sequence of arbitrary events that evolution seemed to
delineate did not leave room for a grand designer with purposeful creative intent.

The challenges that evolutionary theory presented for Christian theology were
numerous as we have seen, and obviously at odds with the traditional biblical account
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of creation. They accounted for widespread dissent amongst those who had a strong
preference for a literal interpretation of the creation story. Then as well as now, there
was the opinion that the Darwinian model was in conflict with creation theology. For
many, creation was seen as a one-time act that laid down the precise and permanent
order of things. Yet we needn’t necessarily see Darwin’s system and Christian
tradition as archenemies. As some of Darwin’s contemporaries realised, there may be
room for a harmonious juxtaposition of scientific theory and Christian belief. 

Charles Kingsley thought it perfectly plausible to believe God created primal forms
that had potential for self-actualisation and reproduction. St Augustine centuries
before had likened the creation of the world to a seed with all the potential stored
within it. Christ Jesus had used the same metaphor to describe the Kingdom of God in
much the same way in Luke 18 (i.e. showing the capability to expand and become
something bigger). Thomas Aquinas expressed the notion of God’s continued
involvement in creation, building on the foundation of creatio ex nihilo, creation from
nothing and expanding to include creatio continua, continuous creation. Continuous
creation attributes God with a dual creative input that combines distinction and
embellishment. As creator, God originated creation, and as conserver he upheld the
created order. Biblically, scripture such as Hebrews 1, which describes Christ as “the
radiance of God’s glory and the exact representation of his being, sustaining all things
by his powerful word”, supports this preservation. Through an evolutionary lens, the
divine role is mirrored in the interacting principles that control natural selection’s
processes. 

The two functions noted above that Aquinas derived to characterise the role of God in
the world (distinction and embellishment) are in accord with the core beliefs of
Darwinism. This view of the nature of God is also compatible with the endless
biodiversity that our planet exhibits. An assessment of natural selection in this light
shows that science and theology need not be irreconcilable. 

We now turn to evolutionary theism. Theistic evolutionists welcomed biological
evolution as a complex process influenced by God. Darwinism was compatible with
Christianity because the “laws” of evolution pointed to the involvement of a divine
being. God could be seen to be guiding his creation by means of what Darwin called
natural selection. Many believed that the idea of a continuous, dynamic creation was
more impressive than a unique creative act. It was also widely held that evolution
propelled creation onward and upward to an improved state of consciousness through
competition for survival, although there is a failure to mention much on the
evolutionary evil this entails. 

This brief look at how various Christian intellectuals responded shows that ongoing
creation was not in contradiction with Darwin’s system of biological evolution.
Although a literalist interpretation of scripture did not sit well with Darwin’s scheme,
a more allegorical evaluation of scripture shows that for thinkers in Darwin’s day
there were theories on creation that corresponded well with the main tenets of
Darwinian hypothesis. Christian theology and evolutionary theory have developed
significantly since then such that it seems that a contemporary view of evolution
should lead to a rejection of belief in God. 
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This moves the discussion into the realm of modern Darwinian thought. I will look at
the neodarwinian synthesis and its adequacy as an explanation of society as it stands. I
will also look at reductionist and fundamentalist theories that have been major
contributors to a defective view of the science-religion debate. Lastly I will try to
explore ways in which we can reconcile Christianity with contemporary theories of
evolution. 

Darwin, as I previously mentioned did not know anything about genes or molecules of
DNA. Some rejected Darwin’s thought, but then in the early twentieth century, the
evolution baton was taken up once again by modern science following discoveries in
genetics and the isolation and classification of DNA. Now that Darwinism had a unit
on which its processes of natural selection could act, it heralded the birth of a new
biology, which combined the fresh evidence with Darwin’s premise. This new
hypothesis, which came to be known as Neo-Darwinism expressed several additional
features to the original theory. Some understandings of Neo-Darwinism claim to
render belief in God impossible. Notably, biologist Richard Dawkins argues that
modifications to evolutionary theory eradicate any need for religious conviction,
discrediting the claims of Christianity. A second viewpoint, known as ‘theistic
evolutionism’ challenges Christians to reassess how God governs his creation in light
of new developments, but does not refute the notion of the divine. 

Advances in genetics showed the variations that Darwin talked of as being related to
mutations within genes. Small changes that occurred during the copy of genetic
information resulted in unpredictable variations in an entity. The genetic capability for
replication and self-development of organisms seemed to some to do away with the
necessity for God. 

Returning to Dawkins, we see a very reductionist emphasis on Darwin. He rules out
any need for a force to explain humanity and other living things, even likening faith to
“some kind of mental illness”2 at times. In his book, The Blind Watchmaker, he posits
the belief that religion arose out of a need to explain the impression of purposeful
design in the world. His belief is that Darwin’s thesis is, “once you have understood it
a far more plausible way, for complex ‘design’ to arise out of primeval simplicity.”3 

His account makes two deductions that are significant to the relationship of science to
religion. First, he reduces religious experience to an anachronistic facet of human
evolution whose relevance is now questionable, and credibility inferior to Darwinian
descriptions of evolution. Second, he believes religious theory to be counterintuitive
in regard to scientific evidence. Whilst science is underpinned through reference to
appropriate data, he argues faith –“the great cop-out”4 - is unfounded and in
opposition to the evidence science provides. 

Whilst he can appreciate how the assumption of a deity from the design argument
happened, he believes any apparent purpose is a delusion. For him, natural selection
occurs randomly, and came into being through chance. Jacques Monod also

2 Edinburgh Lectures, Edinburgh Science Festival 1992.
3 Dawkins, R. The Blind Watchmaker: Why the Evidence of Evolution reveals a Universe without Design, New
York, WW Norton, 1986 p.15

4 Ibid. p.5
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expounded on chance in the seventies. It was his belief that all life in its present form
emerged by chance and was perpetuated by necessity. Everything for him can be
explained in naturalistic terms, and appeal to this one single explanation can help us
understand the root of all creation. It is vital to understand that the existence of chance
does not offend the Christian theologian. Christian theology is able to integrate
chance into the modes God uses to sustain a creation capable of creation.

At the beginning of this paper, I cited reductionism as a prime suspect in the
intensification of the science-religion conflict. An overstatement perhaps, for the
objective of scientific investigation is to simplify systems by reducing them to their
constituent parts and processes. Thus, Dawkins for example believes that human
behaviour can be broken down into the genetic particulars that constitute natural
selection. However his methods are more than just a materialistic analysis. Scientific
pursuit which usually tries to provide mechanisms for the understanding of nature is
here used to reject the divine and the validity of spiritual experience. The supposed
sufficiency of reductionist conclusions renders religion redundant. Here we see
methods ordinarily used to clarify secondary causes i.e. creation to dismiss the
primary cause – God - as nothing more than a historical fabrication. 

Other limitations to Dawkin’s argument are that it presupposes that science is the only
useful tool for describing the world, and significance is apportioned only to material
forms. A theologian will also notice the distinct anti-teleological flavour to Dawkin’s
writing. Monod explicitly stated his belief that the universe is meaningless, and this
can also be inferred from Dawkin’s beliefs. 

Personally I think Dawkins displays a disturbing lack of and ignorance for Christian
theology. It is deluded to maintain that faith is an “excuse to evade the need to think
and evaluate evidence”5. This disregards the fact that the core of any faith or religious
experience entails, even requires the evaluation of various evidence. 

It could be argued that the veracity of theism can be critically evaluated against
certain standards. Barbour marked out several criteria for successful scientific theory
as: agreement with data, coherence, scope and fertility6. Formulating similar criteria
for successful theistic theory is no stretch of the imagination for Christian thinkers.
Barbour, in his treatise on models in religion came up with an impressive array that
correspond to the sort of rigorous scientific testing evolutionists commonly refer to.
Among them (examples in brackets): Numinous Experience of the Holy (sense of awe
and wonder on encountering the divine), Transformative Experience of Reorientation
(changes resulting from the acknowledgement of guilt and experience of forgiveness),
Courage in Facing Suffering and Death (Purposelessness is overcome, and death
displaced by trust no longer a fear), and Experience of Order and Creativity in the
World (appreciation of beauty in creation as inference to some vital source).

The biggest challenge that Neo-Darwinism poses to Christianity is the lack of
distinction between humanity and the rest of creation. Biblically humans are portrayed
as being in a privileged position at the top of, and overseeing the remaining created
order. Evolution however does not distinguish humanity as separate from non human

5 Dawkins, Richard. The Blind Watchmaker: Why the Evidence of Evolution reveals a Universe without
Design, New York, WW Norton, 1986
6 Barbour, Ian G., Religion and Science: Historical and Contemporary Issues, HarperCollins, 1997
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nature, although Darwin believed humans to be superior to the remainder of creation.
Consequently an orthodox Christian may discard evolutionary theory on account of its
inability to unite science with a literalist view of Genesis. A strict literal account has
led to a fundamentalist approach – that of creation science. One might suspect that it
arose, fearful that religion was slowly being displaced by the evolutionary model of
the universe as the dominant worldview. Christian theologians in favour of this theory
are proponents of a young earth so are immediately at odds with the Darwinian view
of evolution. Creationists treat Genesis as a piece of science in itself and see the
spread of Darwinism as a plausible mechanism for evolution as another blow to
Christianity by a largely secular society. In some ways I can sympathise with
creationists. Science is often appealed to to bring respectability, rationality and
reliability to a debate whilst theology often has connotations of irrationality confusion
and irrelevance. Scientists would do well to bear in mind that they are not the
purveyors of ultimate truth, and even belief in science requires the appraisal and
acceptance of defined conditions. 

Although well intended I think that Creationism on the whole is misguided. As Poole
has it, “Creation is an act – the act of an agent, in this case God. Evolution is a
process.”7 In other words, what Darwin postulated was not intended as a more
attractive alternative to God’s creative undertaking. The mechanism of natural
selection does not remove God from the paradigm. Dawkins in my opinion wrongly
tried to explore creation and use findings to remove the existence of a creator God. It
would be reasonable for creationists to reject scientific evidence that was wholly
incompatible with Christianity, or a thesis that claimed know all of reality and yet
ignore religious experience and belief. To reference Poole a second time, “Although
evolution does not show there is a creating God it certainly does not show there is not.

Creationists’ theories see Darwinism as a threat to the authority of the Bible. I do not
think the principles of evolution are so inconsistent as creationist would have us
believe. In my view creation science reads Genesis as an exact and complete account
of creation which is a somewhat erroneous standpoint and in part embodies the
supposed conflict between science and religion.

We have still not explained how Darwinism can be consonant with a creation that has
a special place reserved for humanity. Whilst Christianity traditionally maintains that
humans and other organisms are discrete entities, the scientific view is based on
continuity between species. Darwinian thought would argue for the gradual
emergence of human consciousness, whilst traditional Christianity would say
scripture argues to the contrary – a one-time act. More important is whether theology
can integrate the Darwinian view with humanity’s distinction from the created order. 

It could be argued that the “image of God” refers to our reflection of God in our
reason, speech, self-determination or creativity. In all likeliness, it is our ability to
reflect God. Whilst we do not know what it truly is to be like God we have been
endowed with the capacity to reflect his character (at least in the Christian, biblical
sense) in our love, forgiveness, patience, kindness and faithfulness. Many of these
characteristics develop over time in the manner that a child matures into adulthood.

7 Poole, Michael, A Guide to Science and Belief, London, Lion, 1997 p.107
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The Bible also speaks of sanctification in Romans 6, the process of becoming more
Christ-like, which could be seen as a form of evolution of consciousness. 

Darwinism is no doubt a compelling device for explaining the gradual changes that
have taken part in natural history. At a molecular level, it is a powerful tool for the
understanding of genetic change over time. There is no use in rejecting Darwinism
simply because as a theory it cant be proved conclusively by empirical observations.
Belief in anything that transpires over long periods of time is not re-testable, including
some aspects of divine belief systems. As such, they require a leap of faith to a greater
or lesser extent. Yet, more column inches are devoted to the rebuttal of religion (and
religious conviction) by science than the plausibility of scientific enquiry by theology.

A purely reductionistic account of creation will not suffice, because despite the
acceptance that we are formed from complex arrangements of atoms, the explanation
does not do the nature of humanity justice. As Polkinghorne has it,

 “Scientists can tell you that music is vibrations of the air, the neural excitations of the
eardrum, that sort of thing—all of which is true and interesting—but the mystery of music,
the reality of music, eludes science.”8

Similarly the spiritual element to life cannot be expressed in purely physical terms.
You wouldn’t attempt to describe the nature of your best friend or spouse solely as a
collection of chemical equations! One problem with Darwinism as the only
understanding of nature is this apparent oversimplification of things. In the Darwinian
system, “What appears purposeful seems to be reducible to what is physical. What
appears designed seems to be reducible to the blind interaction of law and chance.”9

This question of interpretation along with mixed views on the scope of scientific
enquiry call into question science’s ability to give reason to reality.

Earlier we noted how science is able to explain materialistic phenomenon but is
decidedly limited in its abilities to dissect the primary cause. If we only had scientific
data to rely on, we could not abstract the purpose of an entity, only the processes that
represent its purpose. Science offers us the How but not the Why. And yet there still
seems to be purposeful design exhibited in humans and the biosphere, so much so that
I would venture to say it is misguided to think that creation, with its awe-inspiring
beauty and perfect coincidences is simply the product of what is in essence chance.
Whilst Darwinism is a comprehensive mechanism for describing change over time, I
believe that the proverbial ‘hand of God’ at work in these systems is self-evident.

The apparent evolutionary evil has yet to be explained. A violent ‘survival of the
fittest’ view of evolution appears cruel and wasteful. It is not to be mistaken with
human sin that is freely willed. A definition of survival in the neo-Darwinian sense
refers to an individual’s reproductive success. Thus parents with the greatest number
of offspring reaching adulthood are likely to reproduce the most and so can be
described as the fittest species.

8 John Polkinghorne, particle physicist and Anglican priest, in Science & Spirit, quoted in Context, May
1, 2000
9 Bennett, Gaymon & Peters, Ted, Bridging Science and Religion, London, SCM Press, 

2002 p.73
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The sheer complexity of the relationship between science and religion is just
staggering. Accordingly I think it a fruitless task attempting to reconcile the biblical
story of creation with any theory of evolution. 

Darwin’s thesis revolutionised science and the classical view of Christianity, but it is
important to bear in mind the dynamic state of evolutionary biology. I have tried to
analyse the scientific and theological implications of his model, both as a relatively
weak model when it first emerged, and as a robust explanation of various disciplines
in the modern framework of neo-Darwinism. Such is the active nature of evolution
that it undergoes constant change and we have to be ready to consider the effect of
fresh additions to the discourse. We have seen the various points of conflict in the
science-religion debate and possible solutions by way of integration of the two. It is
natural that both scientists and theologians bring presuppositions to their analysis that
can colour judgment, and cause the premature rejection of certain data and theories. It
is a lesson to us all to try and acknowledge unwelcome findings that go against
strongly held personal beliefs and paradigms. 

Returning to the tale involving Bishop Wilberforce of Oxford, and in light of all the
factors that we have seen come into play, it is clear that the historical reality has been
far more educative than so crude a story would suggest. In a mirror of the Galileo
affair, science and religion are seen in stark polarity yet again. 

Darwin’s thesis has developed into a persuasive device for documenting gradual
biological change.  Nonetheless we should express caution as to its qualification as an
in-depth account of the complete nature of reality. To conclude we can recall
Darwin’s own words, which warn against relying solely on science or religion, rather
advising than we “endeavour an endless progress of proficience in both.”10

10 Poole, Michael, A Guide to Science and Belief, London, Lion, 1997 p.17
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