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"Take into Thy gracious protection our Government and
all persons in public office. Set them all to be instruments
of Thy blessings, and crown them with loving-kindness and
tender mercies for evermore, that under their government
we may lead a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness and
honesty. "

hi these and other, similar phrases our Christian con

gregations are wont to heed the instruction of the Apostle

"that supplications, prayers, intercessions, and giving of
thanks, be made for all men, " (1 Tim. 2:1), Perhaps too
seldom are the petitioners adequately aware of the need and

significance of such prayers. The more reason, then, that
our church ought not dismiss with little ceremony a recent
event which, while evoking much public clamor and the usual
confusion that attends emotional public debate, must be re
garded by us as a decisive answer to the prayers of the

Church. We refer to the verdict of the Supreme Court on

the constitutionality of the recital of a prayer designed by a
State Board of Regents for use in its public school classrooms^

Extensive articles and editorials reviewing the High
Court's decision in the case known as "Engel v. Vitale"
have appeared in almost all areas of the secular and the re

ligious press, and highly placed individuals in nearly every
walk of life have been quoted on the subject. It is not our
purpose, at this late date, to rehearse the arguments already

advanced for or against the decision. We hold it to be self-
evident among us that the verdict, while it is indeed limited
to a small sector of the whole problem of governmental in
trusion upon the domain of spiritual and religious exercise,
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must be regarded as a victory for that concept of constitut
ional rule which alone affords us the freedom of conscience

we hold to be an inalienable right among men. We ought,
therefore, to thank God for His gracious response to our
prayers which, among many attendant blessings, also seek
protection against the invasion of the State upon the province
of individuaJ conscience.

It is the more necessary to express thus frankly our ap
preciation of the Court's judgment because the public utter
ances of those who might have been expected to speak most
loudly and clearly in support of the decision have, insofar as
we have had opportunity to review them, been somewhat am
bivalent. The issues are certainly clear; and the conserva
tive Lutheran position has long been unequivocal — in theory
at least. Prayers spoken in tax-supported school rooms are
unconstitutional. Almost inevitably they are in each instance
also unionistic and a violation of scriptural directive. The
rtiling of the Supreme Court could contribute greatly toward
the abatement of a wide-spread evil which has brought of
fense into the lives of countless Christian children, their
parents eind their shepherds.

Spiritual offense, of course, is a concept not widely un
derstood even among Christians. The removed of an offense
usually causes the offended ones to cry out in anger. For
they have liked the offense; they have been enjoying it. That
is its essential character: an offense is an attractive death
trap. Thus we have been hearing a cacophany of voices,
coming from the camps of Protestantism and of Catholicism,
denouncing the position taken by the Court and in some in
stances suggesting nullification of the effect of its ruling by
means of a Constitutional Amendment. All the stops on the
organ of emotion have been pulled out and put to use in a
wailing that ranges from the sarcastic to the ridiculous. At
the moment we refer particularly to a reaction typified by
the observation of Dr. Marl DeWolfe How of the Harvard Law

School that ultimately the Court "may find Bible reading,
Christmas pageants and similar public school observances
unconstitutional, " and by the canny speculation of others
that this present decision may actually suggest the uncon-
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stitutionality of Government chaplaincies and related insti
tutions.

The findings of the Court in cases not yet argued before
its tribunal are not proper subjects for conjecture. Yet we
can well agree that those religious functions of government
which have entrenched themselves within our system despite
vociferous challenge by minorities are indeed in an exposed
position as a result of the present ruling. Their abrogation
through litigation which may reach the Supreme Court is a
logical probability; for if the Court is to be consistent and
motivated by law rather than by the popular idols of the mo
ment, it can hardly avoid toppling them one by one when they
appear as defendants at its bar. At any rate, our historic
position has now been vindicated by Engel v. Vitale; and we
reaffirm our considered judgment that all religious exer
cises initiated and supported by government, whether in the
schools, the armed forces or the legislatures, are both un

constitutional and an offense to Christians.

It should be borne in mind that the exercise of religion,

as well as the possession of religious convictions, is a per
sonal and not a group or class concern. In the recent and
still current debate much has been made of the argument
that government shall promote recognition of God, that our
Union was founded upon the premise of dependence upon
Divine Providence and that in this respect we ought to dis
tinguish our nation's ideals from the secularism and mater
ialism of atheistic communism. Such argumentation, how
ever, is not responsive to the issue at hand. The question

is not whether government shall encourage religion as a
force in the hearts of its people; the question relates rather
to the manner in which such encouragement should be given.
Secularism, like piety, is not the product of a group as a
group, but proceeds from the stance euid practice of individ
uals. Justice Douglas in his concurring opinion alluded to
this vital truth, although not with the desired clarity, when
he wrote: "If a religious leaven is to be worked into the af
fairs of our people, it is to be done by individuals and
groups (of individuals? Ed.), not by the government."
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In our prayers this distinction is duly stressed, St Paul
requires prayer "for kings and for all that are in authority, "
referring to the rulers and their subordinates as to individ
uals. Though in our petitions we may refer to groups such
as the Congress of the United States, it is our purpose to
appeal for the men and women constituting these departments
of government. We pray that as individuals they may be led
to honor the true God and in His fear seek out the measures

best adapted to the promotion of the general welfare. This
does not mean that they shall by virtue of their powers make
of government a functioning religious body which seeks to
impose a form of religious exercise upon the citizens. It
mecins that we want godly people in government, the sum
total of whose efforts will be such that the Providence of the

true God may operate peaceably in our land under the laws
which have been established.

We hold that this is not only our concept of good govern
ment, but was also the design of the majority of those who
founded it. Much irresponsible, maudlin oratory has been
expended in interpreting the "intent" of our founding fathers;
and even the historical picture of the philosophy of the col
onists has been grossly distorted. The Supreme Court gives
irrefutable answer to many such inaccuracies when it
states: "It is a matter of history that this very practice of
establishing governmentally composed prayers for religious
services was one of the reasons which caused many of our
early colonists to leave England and seek religious freedom
in America." The Court also refers to James Madison as

the author of the First Amendment; and Time Magazine, a-
mong others, has done the nation a service in bringing to
public attention some of the words of this primary and most
authoritative witness when it says: "In Madison's opinion,
tax exemption for churches was unconstitutional. So were

chaplains for congress or for the armed forces. So, indeed,
were presidential proclamations of a religious nature, 'Is
the appointment of chaplains to the two Houses of Congress
consistent with the Constitution and with the pure principle
of religious freedom? ' Madison asked. 'In strictness (the
answer) must be in the negative. '"
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We can only regret the fact that the present ruling of the
high court has come late in the course of our history as a
nation. Perhaps too late. So late, at least, that Justice

Stewart in his dissenting opinion can undertake to dispute
the constitutional premises of the Court's majority by refer
ring to "the history of the religious traditions of our people,
reflected in countless practices of the institutions and offic
ials of our government . . , It is deplorably true that
failure to challenge with sufficient vigor many of the uncon
stitutional indulgences of government has created a series
of entrenched positions from which the siege against the bul
warks of our freedom can be stubbornly carried on. We have
in effect tolerated the imposition of presumptuous tax bur

dens in support of a national religion. Recent color photos
in news magazines depicting the magnificent cathedral which
stands on the ground of the Air Force Base at Colorado
Springs, with its Jewish, Protestant and Catholic chapels
adorned in costliest marble and stained glass, have brought

a startling reminder of our failure in resisting the mounting
tide of unconstitutional religious ministry. For this failure
we must share the blame. We have perhaps been too com

placent, and too unwilling to carry a part of the burden in
the struggle. It is.not a source of pride and satisfaction to
be told that the significant verdict in Engel v. Vitale was a
product of litigation brought, not by avowed Christians, but
by members of the Jewish persuasion, the Ethical Culture
Society and the Unitarian denomination !

It is therefore not too surprising to hear it said in cer
tain quarters that agnosticism and secularism have won a

decisive victory in this ruling of our highest tribunal. Such
comments must in any case be expected from those to whom
the true principle of separation of church and state remains

a conundrum. The most significant feature of the debate
occasioned by the decision is the degree to which it illuminates
both the quandary of Calvinism, which has thoroughly im
pregnated public education in this country with its views,

and the designs of Roman Catholicism which seeks to assert

its spiritual prerogatives in our national life. From the
spokesmen of these religious forces, in the main, has pro
ceeded the hysteria that rose up against the inescapable con

stitutional logic of the Court.
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After the initial uproar had subsided and the situation was
being assessed more soberly, some shrill voices were low
ered and fresh appraisals were being made, notably in Cal-
vinistic circles. Now stressing the rights of private belief
over those of majority groups, Calvinistic leaders were
swinging toward support of the Supreme Court. Yet at the
same time certain of their spokesmen were depreciating the
importcUice of the decision in a somewhat cavalier manner.
The magazine Presbyterian Life, for example, as quoted by
Time , remarked editorially that the prayer which precipi
tated the whole matter "was really a rather limited, circum
scribed prayer directed to a limited, circumscribed God. "
Such an off-handed dismissal of the significance of the rul
ing not only misrepresents the prayer in question; it also
serves to emphasize the stresses which are inherent in Cal
vinistic theology. And it is in the recognition of these stres
ses that we may best approach a fundamental understanding
of the issues which confront us.

The Calvinist of our day stands committed to chiliastic
beliefs in one form or another. He understands the nature
of the invisible Church no better, in the main, than does the
Rom3-nist. For him the kingdom of God assumes concrete
form and shape as a growing entity which will eventually
conquer the earth and bring to pass a spiritual and in the
extreme view, a political unity among men and nations. In
the pursuit of this dream he loses the strict confessional
tone of the Christian faith. He becomes a unionist, a poli
tician in the name of Christ, a mixer of church and state and
an oppressor of the individual conscience in the cause of true
religion. At the same time, if he is an American, he de
sires to uphold the freedom of conscience and the correlative
concept of separation of church and state. The resultant
conflict is both interesting and instructive.

Dr. Charles Hodge, the eminent exponent of conservative
Calvinistic theology, apparently failed to recognize the con
tradictions implicit in his argumentations on the subject.
Defending the Scriptural and moral propriety of secular Sab
bath laws, he discussed the principles involved. * On the one
hand, he affirmed the constitutional premises, saying:

Hodge, Systematic Theology, Vol. I ll, pp. SHO-SW.



"It is conceded, (1) That in every free country every man
has equal rights with his fellow-citizens, and stands on the
same ground in the eye of the law. (2) That in the United
States no form of religion can be established; that no relig
ious test for the exercise of the elective franchise or for

holding of office can be imposed; and that no preference can
be given to the members of one religious denomination above
those of another. (3) That no man can be forced to contrib
ute to the support of any church, or of any religious institut
ion. (4) That every man is at liberty to regulate his conduct
and life according to his convictions or conscience, provid
ed he does not violate the law of the land. "

Having thus professed his loyalty to the Bill of Rights, Dr.
Hodge proceeds;

"On the other hand, it is no less true, —
1. That a nation is not a mere conglomeration of individ

uals. It is an organized body. It has of necessity its nat
ional life, its national organs, national principles of action,
national character, and national responsibility.

2. In every free country the government must, in its or
ganization and mode of action, be an expression of the mind
and will of the people

6. The people of this country being rational, moral and
religious being, the government must be administered on the
principles of reason, morality and religion. By a like nec
essity of right, the people being Christians and Protestants,
the government must be administered according to the prin
ciples of Protestant Christianity. ...

"The proposition that the United States of America are a
Christian and Protestant nation is not so much the assertion
of a principle as the statement of a fact. That fact is not
simply that the great majority of the people are Christians
and Protestants, but that the organic life, the institutions,
laws and official action of the government, whether that act
ion be legislative, judicial, or executive, is, and of right
should be, and in fact must be, in accordance with the prin
ciples of Protestant Christianity. "
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These excerpts will serve to indicate the specious nature
of the argumentation by which Dr. Hodge upholds his conclu
sion:

"We are bound, therefore, to insist upon the maintenance
and faithful execution of the laws enacted for the protection
of the Christian Sabbath. "

The difficulties which such thinking imposes upon men
confronted with the present Court decision can readily be dis
cerned and appreciated.

Since "Protestant America" is primarily Calvinistic Am
erica, it is not surprising to learn of the result of a Gallup
poll taken in August of this year, revealing that despite the
Court ruling and despite sober reappraisal among Protest
ants 79% of those questioned "favor the continuation of relig
ious observances in the public schools. "

Roman Catholicism, meanwhile, has been consistent in
its strident opposition to the views of the Supreme Court in
this matter. Only those who are unaware of Papal preten
sions will find this puzzling. On the surface, indeed, there
appears to be a discrepancy in the Catholic attitude. This
was pointed up in an inquiry addressed to the editor of
Operation Understanding, a supplement of the Sunday Visitor
of August 5, 1962. The letter said in part:

"My Roman Catholic priest friends have always told me
that it was sin for a Roman Catholic to worship with a Pro
testant for that indicated that all religions were equal when
the Roman Catholic Church is the one true church. Would
not the requirement of praying together in public schools be
a 'sin' because it is worship together, indicates something
of the spirit of equality among religious groups, and certain
ly cuts at the doctrine of the one true church?"

The reply received was rather brusque: "A joining with
others in recognition of the Creator is in no way something
forbidden by the Catholic Church and the Reverend Mr.
Mecartney (sic!) has been misinformed if he thinks that it
is."
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For the Romanists, as for certain modern-day Lutherans,

there is obviously a difference between prayer fellowship and

joint prayer! But this inquiry and its inadequate answer do

not touch the essence of the problem at hand. Certainly Pa
pal doctrine stands in opposition to promiscuous prayer on
the part of Catholics; and the editor cited above is evading
the issue posed for him, just as he is misrepresenting the
nature of the prayer with which the Court had to deal. It
reads: "Almighty God, we acknowledge our dependence upon
Thee, and we beg Thy blessings upon us, our parents, our

teachers and our country." This is manifestly something
more than a mere "recognition of the Creator."

But the Catholic rejection of the findings of the Court
rests upon other considerations. The proscription by the
Papacy of a mingling in worship does not stem from loyalty
to the Scriptural injunctions against unionism. Both the pro
hibition and the attack upon the Supreme Court grow out of
the monolithic Roman view of the Church. There is, in its

tenets, no salvation outside the Roman Catholic sect. The
existence of a legitimate Christianity beyond the confines of
the Papal domain is denied. Ultimately, in the view of Rome,
all inhabitants of the world, all of its governments, laws and
social orders should be subject to the Papal throne which is
defined as the seat of Christ's regency. Toward this end
every phase of the vast organizational complex of the Roman
Catholic Church directs its operations. The Roman hier
archy pays lip-service to Americeui democratic institutions;
but the ultimate aim of its objectives is the dominance of
Catholicism in every American institution, secular and re
ligious.

If the popular will or public indifference can bring about
the nullification of the First Amendment, Catholicism will

find unlocked a door which has been barred against its pre
tentious these many years. With its singular power and in
fluence it will seek to have its interests protected so that if
prayers are spoken in public schools, they will be Catholic
in origin and spirit; and if the Bible is read, it will be the
Douay or some more modern version approved at Rome; eind
if altars are erected, they will feature Mary in the role of
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co-redemptrix. Wavering and liberalized Protestantism,
mecinwhile, with its departure from the organic foundation
of the Truth and its inner contradictions, will be no match
for the aggressive, unified strength of the Papacy.

The pattern already is quite clear. A Catholic News
Service credits Archbishop Shehan of Baltimore with repeat
ing the overworked cliche that "secularism will become Am
erica's official religion if the trend illustrated by the U.S.
Supreme Court's prayer decision continues." (It should be
remembered that the Archbishop would be equally distres
sed if he thought that Dr. Hodge's Protestantism were to
become America's official religion.) But what his Reverence
really is concerned with becomes plain when we are told that
he thinks that "Federal aid to education must be viewed in
(the) light of this trend. He warned that exclusion from Fed
eral aid of private and church-related schools would be 'a
tremendous blow' to religion and 'a tremendous victory' for
secularism. " Then he is reported as having added that "the
role of the American Hierarchy in the political field is to
preserve Catholic religious freedom from this secularism. "

These are pregnant words. A government that does not
support church-related education is "secular. " This secu
larism threatens the "religious liberty" of Catholics. Ob
viously the Archbishop is not interested particularly in gov
ernmental support of Lutheran parochial schools, or Pres
byterian colleges. These, too, are "secular" in the Roman
sense, and threaten Catholic freedom.

The true objectives of Catholicism are dominant in its
public reaction to the Court's decision, as they are consist
ent with every pronouncement of the Papacy on any subject.
Its opposition to the decision, therefore, is part and parcel
of an old story with which we are wholly familiar. Our pri
mary danger does not lie here. The future of our freedom is

beclouded rather by men like Episcopal Bishop Pike who ad
vocates amending the Constitution in order to circumvent
the road-block to religious oppression now set up by the
Court; and by men like Billy Graham who with an apparently
total lack of comprehension of the religious issues involved
throws the weight of his popularity into the scales against the
verdict and befuddles the already confused and unindoctrin-
ated Protestant citizenry.
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Humanly speaking, the outlook for a continued strength
ening of our civil bastions of freedom is bleak. We urgent
ly need watching and more industrious prayer in behalf of
those things which Truth requires and our convictions hold
dear. We need more forthright public testimony on the part
of our informed Christian citizens.

"O merciful Father in heaven, who boldest in Thy hand

all the might of man, and who hast ordained the powers that
be for the punishment of evil-doers, and for the praise of
them that do well, and of whom is all rule and authority in

the kingdoms of the world: we humbly beseech Thee, grac
iously regard Thy servant, the President of the United
States, the Governor of this Commonwealth, our Judges and
Magistrates, and eill the rulers of the earth. May all that
receive the sword, as Thy ministers, bear it according to
Thy commandment. Enlighten and defend them by Thy name,
O God. Grant them wisdom and understanding, that under
their peaceable governance Thy people may be guarded and
directed in righteousness, quietness, and unity. Protect
and prolong their lives, O God of our salvation, that we,
with them, may show forth the praise of Thy name; through
Jesus Christ our Lord."

E. Schaller
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Can

the Scientist of Today

Believe Genesis 1?

Dr. Bernhard E. Keiser

(Editor's Note: The author of the following article, Dr. Bernhard E.
Keiser. is a scientist in the field of communications working at RCA
Laboratories, Princeton, New Jersey, where he is a member of the Tech-
nica] staff. As such he is responsible for research work requiring
studies touching on many areas of science, including geology and upper-
atmosphere physics, as well as advanced communication theory.

Of particular interest to us is the fact that he receives weekly tape-
recorded services from the Orthodox Lutheran Congregation (C.L.C.) of
St. Lou I s. Pastor J. B. Erhart. Dr. Keiser has requested that any reader
of this paper who discovers an untruth or a point deviating from Holy
Scripture In It please bring it to his attention.)

"The age of the earth may be defined as the time that
this planet has existed with approximately its present mass
and density. Today the best estimate for this period is 4. 5
X 109 years, " (that is, 10 multiplied by itself nine times,
and then by 4. 5, in other words, four and a half billion

years).

In this "matter of fact" way a highly reputable encyclo
pedia begins its- discussion of the age of the earth. Christ
ian scholars, who believe that the entire Bible is God's in

spired, inerrant Word, however, generally believe that the
earth is much younger than this. Their belief is based upon
the genealogies recorded in the book of Genesis, together
with the statements in Genesis 1:24-31, which indicate that
the first man was created on the sixth day after the creation
of the earth. The Bible thus indicates that the earth is ap
proximately 6000 years old, certainly not much more.

McGraw-Hiil Encyclopedia of Science and Technology, McGraw-Hill Book
Company, I960, Earth (age o1), p. 330.

12



Who is Right?

Various ideas of mcin have often been in conflict with the

Bible — or at least man has felt conflicts to exist. This pa
per will be confined to a discussion of the conflict which ap
pears to exist between the Bible and modern science relative

to the age of the earth and the origin of life, which seem to
be particularly difficult matters. These matters are diffi
cult because time is constantly moving onward. No one can
turn time backward to prove what did or did not happen in
some past age. We have the written records of history a-

vailable to us to tell us what has happened for several thou
sand years past. The farther back in time we attempt to go,
however, the more sketchy and incomplete the written rec
ords become. Beyond this, some men attempt to project
their conclusions based pn historical data into times un

known to them, and doing so on the assi;imption that these
conclusions are valid also for such times.

Why a Conflict?

Why is there a conflict between science and the Bible on

the matter of the age of the earth? Conflicts often arise
when two parties do not take the time and effort to under

stand one another. Too many Christians, upon hearing of
conflicts between "science" and their faith, tend to regard
science as something evil — at least something to regard
with suspicion, and therefore to be kept at a distance. Too
many scientists, as well, have not taken a careful look at

what the Bible says. There is also a group of onlookers who
delight in insisting that the Bible is in error because "sci
ence says so". Let us remember that these unbelievers will
find excuses for not accepting the Bible regardless of what
men of science may or may not discover.

Some Definitions

Just what is science? What is the Bible? Webster's

Collegiate Dictionary, fifth edition, defines science as
"Knowledge" and more specifically as "a branch of study
concerned with observation and classification of facts, es-
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pecially with the establishment of verifiable general laws... "
Science, then, is man's knowledge of the world about him,
as he has been able to learn it from present and past obser

vations. Again, using Webster's Dictionary, the Bible is
"the book of writings accepted by Christians as inspired by
God and of divine authority". While Christians recognize
that the Bible is not a manual of history or science, they be
lieve that "when Scripture incidentally treats a scientific

subject, it is always right."* Science, then, is man's know
ledge, while the Bible is God's message to man.

What Does Science Really Say?

Several methods have been used by scientists in efforts
to determine the age of the earth. The meteorite lead
method is presently regarded as the most acceptable one.
Leads are isolated from various iron and stone meteorites

and their different isotopic compositions are compared.
Known radioactive decay rates of the various isotopes then
are used to estimate an age for the sample under test. Cer
tainly the rocks which have been tested give the appearance
of being many millions of years old.

A method of estimating the age of carbon-bearing mat
erials which have formed in contact with the atmosphere is
known as radiocarbon dating. This method is based on the
radioactive decay of the cosmic ray-produced isotope, car
bon-14. Some samples tested by the use of this method ap
pear to be as much as 70, 000 years old.

Assumptions

The comments to follow are in no way intended to belit
tle the work which has been done to advance man's know

ledge of the world about him. The results of the rock stud
ies are certainly useful in providing a means of classifying

various rock types. However, in arriving at many "scien
tific results", certain assumptions must be made; for ex-

Pieper, "Christian Dogmatics", Concordia Publishing House, Vol. I,
p. 317.
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ample, in the rock studies an ssumption must be made that
no change in the physical and chemical laws governing radio
active decay rates has occurred during the last 4 x 10^
years. Such an assumption is based upon the fact that there
have been no Imown changes in these laws during, perhaps,
the last 4 x 10^ (400) or 4 x 10^ (4000) years.

Another assumption made has to do with the initial condi
tions of the problem. In the solution of most mathematical

problems, a set of "initial conditons" is used. This set of

initial conditions prescribes the values assumed by the var
ious variables at some initial time usually designated as
"time zero". After time zero, the variables start to behave

according to rules prescribed by the mathematician. They
begin their behavior from the set of conditions which he has

prescribed. Since scientific observations were not being
made at the creation of the earth, and since time cannot be

turned backward, no scientist can state, based only on hu
man observation, what the initial conditions of the universe

were, nor when they occurred.

Although the earth may give the appearance of being many
millions of years old, it could have been created in its pre
sent form (or in any form) at any time by an omnipotent
Creator. No scientific proof to the contrary can be con
structed.

The Origin of Life

The discussion to this point has dealt only with the crea
tion of the earth. The origin of life also has been a subject
for much scientific speculation. One encyclopedia states:
"It has been proposed that life was created by a supernatur
al event. This has been a common belief of many people
based on a literal interpretation of the first chapter of Gen
esis, which describes the creation of all living organisms by
a direct act of God. This type of proposal is not considered
by most scientists since it is not subject to scientific inves
tigation. "*

* McGraw-Hill Encyclopedia of Science and Technology, McGraw-Hill Book
Company, I960, Life (origin of), p. 496.
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