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According to famed atheist Richard Dawkins, “Darwin made it possible to be
an intellectually fulfilled atheist.” Many today follow Dawkins and assume that
Charles Darwin ushered in a dysteleological view of nature with no ultimate plan or
purpose and no place for God. However, an examination of the primary historical
literature — Darwin’s private Notebooks on Transmutation (1837-1839), his two
most important books, Origin of Species (1859) and Descent of Man (1871), and
his personal correspondence with colleagues — reveals that the father of evolutionary
theory thought deeply about the religious implications of his science. In challenging
Dawkins and poplar belief, I will glean theological insights from Darwin’s writings
to propose the provocative anti-thesis that Darwin made it possible to be an intellectu-
ally fulfilled Christian theist.

In the first of this two-part article which was published in June, we examined
Darwin’s views on (1) divine creative action and (2) his experience with and under-
standing of intelligent design in nature. In this second part, I will review some of
his thoughts on (3) theodicy and his personal wrestling with the problem of evil and suf-
fering, and his views on (4) the origin of religion and morality in the light of evolution-

ary psychology.
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Christian theist.2 Making no attempt
whatsoever to “Christianize” Darwin,
it was clear that he offers valuable con-
cepts that are consonant with Christian
theism: in particular, a Christian ap-
proach to evolution known as “evolu-
tionary creation,” which asserts that the
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit created the
universe and life, including human life,
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through an ordained, sustained, and design-reflect-
ing evolutionary process.?

In his two most famous books, Origin of Species
(1859) and Descent of Man (1871), Darwin provides
Christians a view of divine creative action that fea-
tures a parallel between embryological development
in the womb and evolutionary origins of all living
organisms on earth.* In other words, this Darwinian
insight assists Christian theists to understand that
the Lord creates life through natural processes, and
that there is no need to posit a tinkering and micro-
managing god-of-the-gaps. Darwin also presents
powerful evidence that throughout his life nature
often impacted him powerfully, and this encounter
led him toward the belief in intelligent design. Not
to be confused with the current reinterpretive spin
on the notion of design by the so-called “Intelligent
Design Movement/Theory,” Darwin experienced
“this immense and wondrous universe” and was
“compelled to look to a First Cause having an intelli-
gent mind in some degree analogous to that of
man.”® For Darwin, design is not rooted in pur-
ported “irreducibly complex” structures requiring
interruptive acts of divine intervention for their
origin. Instead, it was the overall beauty, complexity,
and functionality in the world that struck him “with
overwhelming force.”® Such a notion is consonant
with the traditional Christian belief in natural
revelation.

In this second part of the article, I will examine
two topics that Christian theists rarely entertain—
evolutionary theodicy and evolutionary psychology.
If we are to come to terms fully with biological evolu-
tion, then we need to deal directly with these foun-
dational issues. And interestingly, Darwin offers us
some valuable theological insights in order to begin
their integration into our faith.

Insights into an Evolutionary
Theodicy

The problem of evil and suffering in the world is the
greatest challenge to the belief in a personal God who
is all-loving and all-powerful. As Hans Kiing states, it
is “the rock of atheism.”” In recent years, many have
clamored over the death of Darwin’s ten-year-old
daughter Annie in 1851 in order to find an event that
destroyed any belief in God he may have had.®
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Indeed, the death of a child is one of the greatest trau-
mas anyone can experience, and as Darwin records in
his Autobiography (1876), “We have suffered only one
very severe grief in the death of Annie.”? In addition,
commentators like Richard Dawkins trip over them-
selves in appealing to Darwin’s 1856 remark to J. D.
Hooker, “What a book a Devil’s chaplain might write
on the clumsy, wasteful, blundering low & horridly
cruel works of nature!”10 In fact, Dawkins entitles a
book of essays A Devil’s Chaplain: Reflections on Hope,
Lies, Science and Love and opens with an essay with
the same title.

But is Darwin’s approach to the problem of evil
and suffering that simplistic? Did he see and experi-
ence evil and suffering in both his private life and the
natural world, and then reject a personal God? As
noted in Part I, Darwin records in his Autobiography
that he was a theist and that he embraced intelligent
design while writing the Origin of Species in the late
1850s." In other words, his theism post-dates the
death of Annie and the Devil’s chaplain comment to
Hooker.’? Thus, a more nuanced understanding of
Darwin’s approach to theodicy is in order. In partic-
ular, I have observed a pattern in his dealings with
this issue in that he juxtaposes evil and suffering
against intelligent design, leaving the impression
that the latter trumps the former. I am not convinced
that Darwin is fully cognisant that he is formulating
a specific theodicy in these passages, but instead that
he is simply reacting to the challenge that evil and
suffering pose to his generalized or nontraditional
theism.!?

My first example of the juxtaposition of evil/suf-
fering against design appears in Darwin’s most
famous book. In the last two sentences of the Origin
of Species, he concludes,

Thus, from the war of nature, from famine and
death, the most exalted object which we are
capable of conceiving, namely, the production of
higher animals, directly follows. There is grandeur
in this view of life, with its several powers, having
been originally breathed into a few forms or into
one; and that, whilst this planet has gone on cycling
according to the fixed law of gravity, from so
simple a beginning endless forms most beautiful
and most wonderful have been, and are being,
evolved.™

Darwin does not cower from the reality of the violence
and carnage in nature, but it seems to be tempered,
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or better justified, by the origin of “the most exalted
object[s]” and “forms most beautiful and most
wonderful.” This language describing the fruits of
evolution is clearly consonant with the notion of intel-
ligent design. In fact, an early draft of this passage
from the 35-page Sketch (1842) has Darwin include
that “such laws should exalt our notion of the power
of the omniscient Creator.”'* It is also notable that he
changed “originally breathed” to “breathed by the
Creator” in the second edition of the Origin of Species
in 1860, and this emendation runs through to the
sixth edition in 1872. In other words, despite the
reality of natural evil and suffering in the evolution-
ary process, a Creator remains firmly in place over
Darwin’s universe.

A second example of the theodical juxtaposition
appears in Darwin’s well-known letter to Asa Gray,
dated 22 May 1860. In response to claims that some
deemed the Origin of Species an atheistic work, Dar-
win firmly asserts two times, “I had no intention
to write atheistically ... Certainly I agree with you
that my views are not at all necessarily atheistical.”*®
With regard to evil and suffering in nature, Darwin
laments,

But I own I cannot see, as plainly as others do, and
as I should wish to do, evidence of design and
beneficence on all sides of us. There seems to me
too much misery in the world. I cannot persuade
myself that a beneficent and omnipotent God would
have designedly created the Ichneumonidae with the
express intention of their feeding within the bodies of
Caterpillars, or that a cat should play with mice.
Not believing this, I see no necessity in the belief
that the eye was expressly designed.’”

Clearly, Darwin was still laboring under the influence
of his Cambridge education and William Paley’s
premises —design and beneficence are conflated
together.!® And it is also evident that his sensibilities
were offended by the fact that a wasp lays its eggs in
a caterpillar, and as the eggs develop, they gut the
creature to its death. It is worth noting that if the
italicized sentence above is ripped out of the letter
and coupled with the devil’s chaplain comment, then
one gets the impression that evil and suffering in
nature led Darwin to reject design and God. And yes,
of course, this is exactly the fundamentalist proof-
text “hermeneutic” that Richard Dawkins employs
in his opening essay of A Devil’s Chaplain.'
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However, a judicious use of Darwin’s 22 May 1860
letter to Gray reveals that immediately following
the block quote above, in the very same paragraph,
Darwin writes,

On the other hand, I cannot anyhow be contented
to view this wonderful universe, and especially
the nature of man, and to conclude that everything
is the result of brute force.20

In other words, Darwin is definitely not embracing
the dysteleological worldview of Dawkins. And to
repeat the observation of the Darwin Correspondence
Project presented in Part I of this article, “The popular
view of Darwin as purely secularist, or even atheist,
is based on a highly selective reading of the sources.”?!
But I am less charitable. This example of Dawkins
misusing the words of Charles Darwin is not only
shameful and incompetent; it is deceitful manipula-
tion of Darwin’s writings by a notorious polemicist
preacher of an atheistic gospel.?

And there is more in this letter. Immediately fol-
lowing the sentence above ending with the words
“brute force,” and still in the same paragraph, Dar-
win states,

I am inclined to look at everything as resulting
from designed laws, with the details, whether
good or bad, left to the working out of what we
may call chance. Not that this notion af all satis-
fies me.?

Clearly, Darwin is juxtaposing the natural evil seen
with the Ichneumonidae against his experience of de-
sign mediated through “this wonderful universe.”
His lack of satisfaction with this view of design is
undoubtedly because he still understands design as
Paleyan perfect adaptation in 1860.%* Darwin closes
this letter to Gray with even another design model.
He speculates,

The lightning kills a man, whether a good one or
a bad one, owing to excessively complex action of
natural laws. A child (who may turn out an idiot)
is born by the action of even more complex laws,
and I can see no reason why a man, or other ani-
mal, may not have been aboriginally produced by
other laws, and that all these laws may have been
expressly designed by an omniscient Creator, who
foresaw every future event and consequence.?

The implication in this second approach to design
is that humans fall short epistemologically and that
design is only fully understood from the perspec-
tive of an all-knowing God.” In order to be fair
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to Darwin’s views, its must be underlined that this
letter to Gray is marked by frustration and confu-
sion, as he closes, “But the more I think the more
bewildered I become; as indeed I have probably
shown by this letter.”? Yet my point remains —when
dealing with natural evil, Darwin reacts by juxtapos-
ing his experience of intelligent design in nature to
this challenge.

Darwin’s approach to theodicy is further devel-
oped in the section entitled “Religious Belief” in the
Autobiography (1876). He appeals to suffering in
nature as argument against the existence of God.

A being so powerful and so full of knowledge as
a God who could create the universe, is to our finite
minds omnipotent and omniscient, and it revolts
our understanding to suppose that his benevolence
is not unbounded, for what advantage can there
be in the suffering of millions of lower animals
throughout almost endless time? This very old
argument from the existence of suffering against
the existence of an intelligent first cause seems to
me a strong one.?

But following his pattern on the issue of theodicy,
Darwin immediately juxtaposes this passage against
his two design arguments— the “psychological” and
“rational” design arguments, previously mentioned
in Part I of this article. In addition, Darwin puts natu-
ral evil and suffering in perspective. Countering those
who “are so much impressed with the amount of
suffering in the world,” he asserts,

According to my judgment happiness decidedly
prevails ... all sentient beings have been formed so
as to enjoy, as a general rule, happiness ... The sum
of such pleasures as these, which are habitual or
frequently recurrent, give, as I can hardly doubt,
to most sentient beings an excess of happiness over
misery, although many occasionally suffer much.?

Remarkably, Darwin offers a picture of the world that
is far from the bleak and pitiless view embraced by
dysteleological evolutionists like Dawkins. Though
evil and suffering in nature certainly exist, Darwin
concludes that overall “happiness decidedly prevails.”

In sum, coming to terms with theodicy is a never-
ending process for the Christian theist, since new
challenges always appear on the horizon. A common
theological strategy for dealing with the problem of
evil and suffering is to embrace an intellectual ten-
sion between Deus revelatus (God who reveals) and
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Deus absconditus (God who hides).*® In other words,
this is a world that points both toward God and
away from him. This insight is clearly implicit in
Darwin’s juxtaposition of natural evil and suffering
against the reflection of intelligent design in nature.
And since Darwin’s rebuttal to his rational design
argument falls short because of circularity,” cou-
pling his experience of design with his belief that
“most sentient beings [enjoy] an excess of happiness
over misery,” leads to the conclusion that relation-
ship between divine noticeability and divine con-
cealment in nature leans markedly in the direction
of a Deus revelatus. Such an approach is one way
toward structuring a Christian theology.*

Insights into Evolutionary
Psychology

As noted in Part I, Darwin had fully accepted human
evolution during his intensely productive two-year
period in the late 1830s when he outlined the theory
of evolution. But he was cautious not to reveal his
belief publicly. In an 1857 letter to A. R. Wallace, the
codiscoverer of natural selection, he responds to the
question of whether he would deal with human evo-
lution in his forthcoming Origin of Species.
I think I shall avoid [the] whole subject, as [it is] so
surrounded with prejudices, though I fully admit
that it is the highest & most interesting problem for
the naturalist.?
Yet Darwin teased readers in his famed book,
In the distant future I see open fields for far more
important researches. Psychology will be based on
a new foundation, that of the necessary acquire-
ment of each mental power and capacity by grada-
tion. Light will be thrown on the origin of man and
his history.34

To be sure, human evolution is the “highest & most
interesting problem” not only for the scientist, butalso
for the theologian. The implications of evolutionary
psychology for Christian theology are substantial. But
regrettably few Christians enter this academic disci-
pline, which is usually dripping with a nauseating
dysteleological metaphysic and positivistic method-
ology. Take, for example, the father of modern evolu-
tionary psychology, E. O. Wilson. He asks,

[T]he ultimate question: Do religion and moral

reasoning also have a biological origin? Are they

the products of evolution? So stated, the meaning
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of spiritual authority breaks into two competing
possibilities, two competing hypotheses that now
appear susceptible to empirical testing. Either
humanity is guided by moral principles that were
formulated outside human existence, in other
words by divine will or natural law, or else
humanity has evolved these principles on its own
during its long genetic and cultural history ... The
naturalistic hypothesis arising from scientific
knowledge holds that the powerful emotions of
religious experience are entirely neurobiological,
that they evolved as part of the programmed activ-
ity of the brain favoring survival of the tribe and
individual %

It is painful to see a world-class Harvard professor
so deeply entrenched in a simplistic science vs. reli-
gion dichotomous ditch. Following a similar crude
approach to the evolutionary psychology of religion,
Dawkins contends, “It is as if the human brain were
specifically designed to misunderstand Darwinism
and find it hard to believe.”%

Is there not, however, a middle ground? To recast
the words of Dawkins, could Christian theists not
argue,

It is as if the human brain were specifically

designed by God [through a teleological evolution-

ary process] to understand Darwinism [more accu-
rately, atheistic or dysteleological evolution] and
find it hard to believe?3”

In fact, Darwin himself provides support for such
a view. As seen previously in Part I, found in June
2012 PSCF, he asserts:

I cannot think that the world, as we see it, is the
result of chance.38

The birth both of the species and of the individual
are equally parts of that grand sequence of events,

which our minds refuse to accept as the result of
blind chance.®

This follows from the extreme difficulty or rather
impossibility of conceiving this immense and won-
drous universe, including man with his capacity of
looking backwards and far into futurity, as a result
of blind chance or necessity.4

In light of these passages, it is once again painfully
obvious that a world-class atheist seems to be un-
aware of the primary literature on Darwin’s beliefs —
this time with simple terminology. The so-called
“Darwinism” that Dawkins eisegetically forces upon
Charles Darwin is not at all the view embraced by
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Darwin. The historical record is clear: Throughout
his life, Darwin rejected the belief that the world
was the result of blind chance. Period.

In sharp contrast to Wilson and Dawkins, Darwin
offers some intriguing insights into the origin of
religion from the perspective of evolutionary psy-
chology. In the M Notebook, he accepted that
“the innate knowledge of creator” was “a necessary
integrant part of his [the Creator’s] most magnificent
laws.”#! Following this approach, it could be argued
that natural theology originated through a teleologi-
cal evolutionary process. But Darwin later modified
this position in the Descent of Man. In the section
entitled “Belief in God—Religion,” he asserts,
“There is no evidence that man was aboriginally
endowed with the ennobling belief in the existence
of an Omnipotent God.” Instead, he contends,

If, however, we include under the term “religion”
the belief in unseen or spiritual agencies, the case
is wholly different; for it seems to be universal
with the less civilized races. Nor is it difficult to
comprehend how it arose. As soon as the impor-
tant faculties of the imagination, wonder, and curi-
osity, together with some power of reasoning, had
become partially developed, man would naturally
crave to understand what was passing around
him, and would have vaguely speculated on his
own existence ... The belief in spiritual agencies
would easily pass into the belief in the existence
of one or more gods.

In other words, instead of humans being endowed
directly with the actual belief in God, they were gifted
indirectly with the capability to come to the belief in
God.* Such an evolutionary approach is still consis-
tent with the Christian notion of natural revelation.

Darwin’s evolutionary psychology also extended
to human morality. During the late 1830s, he specu-
lated in the M Notebook about the origin of evil
human behavior. In a fascinating entry, he records,

Our descent, then, is the origin of our evil pas-

sions!! The Devil under the form of Baboon is our

grandfather!4

Darwin’s use of the theological category of “the Devil”
invites the intriguing notion that the traditional doc-
trine of original sin might be reformulated within
an evolutionary context. More specifically, the inces-
sant human compulsion to sin, which as traditionally
understood is passed down through the generations,
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may well have its roots in the evolutionary history of
men and women. However, Darwin balanced these
“lower impulses or desires” with what he termed
“the social instincts,” and which he believed were
behind human conscience and moral sense. In the
Descent of Man, he argues that the social instincts
“no doubt were acquired by man as by the lower
animals for the good of the community,” and that
they would “have served him at a very early period
as a rude rule of right and wrong.”4¢ With the gradual
advance of “active intellectual powers and the effects
of habit,” the social instincts would “naturally lead
to the golden rule, “As ye would that men should
do to you, do ye to them likewise,” and this lies at
the foundation of morality.”#” From this perspective,
the apostle Paul’s references to human “conscience”
and the “law written on the hearts of men” (Rom. 2:14)
could be seen as arising through teleological evolu-
tion. In other words, moral natural revelation might
be the result of a natural process that was ordained
and sustained by the Lord.

Another significant Pauline passage may also be
explained by a Darwinian theological insight. Dar-
win recognized that humans have both “social
instincts” and “lower impulses and desires,” and the
interaction of these inevitably leads to conflict. In the
Descent of Man, he notes, “It is not surprising that
there should be a struggle in man between his social
instincts, with their derived virtues, and his lower,
though momentary stronger, impulses or desires.”*
Of course, Christians will be quick to know where
I am heading—Paul’s struggle with his flesh in
Romans 7.4

I do not understand what I do. For what I want to
do, I do not do; but what I hate, I do. And if I do
what I do not want to do, I agree that the law is
good. As it is, it is no longer I myself who do it,
but it is sin living in me. I know that nothing good
lives in me, that is, in my sinful nature [Greek sarx:
flesh] ... So I find this law at work: When I want
to do good, evil is right there with me. For in my
inner being I delight in God’s law; but I see another
law at work in the members of my body, waging
war against the law of my mind and making me
a prisoner of the law of sin at work with my mem-
bers. What a wretched man I am! Who will rescue
me from this body of death? ... So then, I myself in
my mind am a slave to God’s law, but in the sinful
nature [Greek sarx: flesh] a slave to the law of sin.
(Rom. 7:15-18a, 21-24, 25b, NIV)
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From a Darwinian perspective, Paul’s struggle with
the flesh clearly points to the “lower impulses and
desires” of his evolutionary heritage still encased
within him.® At the same time, the apostle recognizes
another internal component, his “mind” and “inner
being,” which align well with Darwin’s notion of the
“social instincts, with their derived virtues.” Though
Paul had no idea of his evolutionary past, he never-
theless experienced the reality of these conflicting
instincts at a phenomenological level. Such is the
human condition. But who will rescue us from our
evolutionary past? Paul answers, “Thanks be to
God —through Jesus Christ our Lord!” (Rom. 7:25).
More specifically, the apostle admonishes, “Clothe
yourselves with the Lord Jesus Christ, and do not
think about how to gratify the desires of the sinful
nature [Greek sarx: flesh]” (Rom. 13:14).5!

Discussion and Conclusion

Charles Darwin offers Christian theists numerous
theological insights. First and foremost, he never
viewed biological evolution as a dysteleological pro-
cess that was the “result of blind chance or neces-
sity.”®? The Darwin of Richard Dawkins is clearly
not the Darwin of history, but a Darwin created in
the image of Dawkins. As well, Darwin’s embryol-
ogy-evolutionary analogy, found in his two most
important books, the Origin of Species (1859) and the
Descent of Man (1871), is particularly helpful to Chris-
tian theists in their coming to terms with evolution.>
I know that this is the case, both personally in my
own voyage from young earth creation to evolution-
ary creation,> and also professionally with evangeli-
cal students in my science-religion courses at a major
public university. Moreover, this analogy can be
extended to the origin of human spiritual realities.
For example, when does an individual first bear the
Image of God? Or when does one first become a sin-
ner? I doubt that this occurs at fertilization and
entails a punctiliar interventionistic event. Rather,
I'suspect that though it occurs, it is ultimately mysteri-
ous and beyond human comprehension. So, too, with
the entrance into the world of the Image of God and
human sinfulness during human evolution—both
occur gradually and mysteriously.>

Darwin’s wonderful candor in Descent of Man
with regard to his overstating the power of natural
selection, coupled with his openness late in life to the
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possibility of an unknown “innate tendency to per-
fectibility,”® invites a reevaluation of the all too
common view that human evolution is dysteleo-
logical. The late Stephen Jay Gould famously stated,

[O]ur origin is the product of massive historical
contingency, and we would probably never arise
again even if the life’s [video] tape could be
replayed a thousand times.5”

However, an equally competent paleontologist,
Simon Conway Morris, defends that the ubiquity of
convergent evolution points toward “the emergence
of something like ourselves a near-inevitability.”>®
Stated another way, it is as if the laws of nature were
loaded from the beginning for humans to evolve,
pointing toward Someone who set up this natural
process.

Intelligent design in nature is without a doubt one
of the most dominant themes in Darwin’s religious
thinking. From his earliest musings on the topic on
board HMS Beagle to the last year of his life, Darwin
could not free himself from viewing “endless forms
most beautiful and most wonderful” as reflecting
the design of “a First Cause having an intelligent
mind in some degree analogous to that of man.”
Moreover, Darwin did not succumb to the false di-
chotomy of design vs. evolution, the central dogma
propagandized by the Intelligent Design Movement.
Instead, he offers to Christian theists the insight that
evolution may well reflect design. Recently, world-
class scholars who explore this provocative notion
include Michael Denton in Nature’s Destiny: How the
Laws of Biology Reveal Purpose in the Universe (1998),
the twenty-five contributors of papers in John D.
Barrow, Simon Conway Morris, Stephen J. Freeland,
Charles L. Harper, Jr., eds., Fitness of the Cosmos for
Life: Biochemistry and Fine-Tuning (2008), and Alister
McGrath in his 2009 Gifford Lectures, published as
A Fine-Tuned Universe: The Quest for God in Science
and Theology (2009). It is important to qualify that
none of these authors claim that the exquisite laws in
nature provide a proof for the existence of a Creator.
Rather, evolutionary processes point to, argue for,
or at least resonate with the belief in an Intelligent
Designer.

However, I extend the intelligent design argu-
ment further than these authors, to include human
accountability and sinfulness in my design model.®
Impacted by the “without excuse” clauses in both
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Rom. 1:20 and the apocryphal Wisd. of Sol. 13:8,
I contend that the creation provides a more than suf-
ficient revelation for the existence of God, and that
humans are more than proficient in understanding
this nonverbal revelation that is inscribed into the

very fabric of the universe. To update the language
of Wisd. of Sol. 13:9,

For if they had the power to know so much that
they could investigate the world, including the
ability even to open the cell to see its breathtaking
“complex elegance” and “elegant efficiency,” how did
they fail to find sooner the Lord of these things?¢!

My answer to this question is simple: sinfulness.®?
Similar to the picture of Jesus knocking at the door
in Rev. 3:20, the wordless revelation in nature knocks
at the door of our mind. And even if the knocking
“comes with overwhelming force,” to quote Darwin
late in life, the Lord has gifted us with the freedom
to decide whether we open that door and sup with
the Designer.

Darwin’s approach to theodicy is intriguing.
As I suggested, it seems to me that he was not fully
cognizant that he was actually formulating a theod-
icy when he juxtaposed evil and suffering in the
world against intelligent design. This appears to be
simply a reactionary move on his part. Nevertheless,
this Darwinian insight thrust me back to the Book
of Job.** This masterfully crafted literary piece is
structured on a similar juxtaposition. The opening
chapters see Job lose his livestock, his children killed,
and him stricken by a debilitating disease. From
chapters three to thirty-seven, his friends attempt
ad nauseam to present a theodicy justifying his situa-
tion. Then, in chapters 38-41, God speaks. This dis-
course could certainly be classified as an intelligent
design argument, whereby the Creator simply points
out to Job the marvels of the creation. It is significant
to note that God never gives Job a verbal theodicy.
Instead, he offers a nonverbal response, which was
already inscribed in nature. And that response can
be verbalized with God stating, “I am the Creator of
the world and I am Lord over everything, including
your pain and suffering.”

Darwin was no stranger to personal pain and
suffering. In May of 1838, he fell ill and, for most of
his life, endured gastrointestinal problems, includ-
ing spasmodic flatulence day and night as well as
chronic vomiting.®® In a touching letter from his
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devoutly religious wife, Emma, written around 1861,
she consoles,
I am sure you know I love you well enough to
believe that I mind your suffering nearly as much
as I should my own and I find the only relief to
my mind is to take it as from God’s hand, and to try
to believe that all suffering and illness is meant to
help us to exalt our minds and to look forward
with hope to a future state.t

At the bottom of this letter is written, “God Bless you.
C.D.1861.” There is no record of any further conversa-
tion between Emma and Charles on this issue, but
it suffices to state that the Lord sent a messenger,
or if one wishes, an angel, who revealed to Charles
a message of hope consistent with that of the apostle
Paul to the Romans: “We also rejoice in our suffer-
ings, because we know that suffering produces perse-
verance; perseverance produces character; character
produces hope” (Rom. 5:3).%7

The most intriguing theological insights come
from Darwin’s evolutionary psychology. Genera-
tions of Christians have speculated about the origin
of evil, often pointing to a cosmic conflict before
the creation of the world, with Satan and his angels
being thrown out of heaven. But the Bible is actually
silent about such an event. At best, the first evidence
of evil in scripture appears in the Garden of Eden
with the serpent, who “was more crafty than any of
the wild animals the Lord God had made” (Gen. 3:1;
my italics). In other words, it seems that temptation,
or better, situations to test humans on whether they
would follow divine ordinances, was a component
of God’s “very good” created order (Gen. 1:31). The
first appearance of the word “sin” in scripture is
found with the Lord admonishing Cain, “Sin is
crouching at your door; it desires to have you, but
you must master it” (Gen. 4:7). And the human com-
pulsion to sin is first acknowledged with the state-
ment that “every inclination of his [man’s] heart is
evil from childhood” (Gen. 8:21).

Viewing these three passages from Darwin’s per-
spective in the M Notebook, we could suggest that
“our evil passions” are not just crouching at our
door, but they are deeply embedded in our brain
because of our evolutionary heritage. And just like
the account of Adam and Eve in the garden, we have
the God-given freedom either to follow the inner
voice of “the Devil under the form of Baboon” inside
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us, or to resist it.®® Of course, what I am proposing
here is a reconsideration of the long-standing
Augustinian doctrine of original sin.

Justification to challenge the most towering father
of the Western church and fifteen hundred years
of Christian tradition is not only daunting, but also
can be viewed as outright hubris. However, it begins
with recognizing that theology is intimately con-
nected to and often expressed through the scientific
paradigms-of-the-day.® For example, St. Augustine
in his major theological works, Literal Meaning of
Genesis (415) and City of God (426), embraced com-
monly held notions of the fifth century—geo-
centricity, a global flood, and even spontaneous
generation.”’ Unsurprisingly, he also accepted the
de novo (quick and complete) creation Adam.”* But
surprising to our modern scientific generation,
St. Augustine accepted preformatist embryology
(so-called “one-seed theory”)’? and believed that
every human was at one time inside of Adam’s
reproductive organs. He asserts,

Hence, when the first couple were punished by
the judgment of God, the whole human race,
which was to become Adam’s posterity through
the first woman, was present in the firstman ... For,
we all existed in that one man, since, taken together,
we were the one man who fell into sin.”

Commenting on Heb. 7:11 and the idea that Levi

was in the “body” Abraham, Augustine claims,
Levi, being in the loins of Abraham according to
the flesh ... was there according to the seminal
reason [or seed principle] by which he was des-
tined to enter his mother on the occasion of carnal
union.”

However, these ancient biological notions of human
origins and embryology have been conflated to the
inerrant Message of Faith that all humans are inher-
ently sinful. Stated another way, an ancient scientific
concept (the de novo creation of Adam, and his very
existence) has regrettably become a doctrinal tenet
throughout most of church history. This is the equiva-
lent to asserting that the creation and existence of the
firmament in Gen. 1:6-8 are core beliefs that are essen-
tial to the Christian faith.”

Of course, Augustine was led by a concordist
hermeneutic to these conclusions about the physical
world, like nearly everyone else throughout most
of church history.”® But these notions are ultimately
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rooted in an ancient Near Eastern understanding of
nature found in the Word of God.”” Consequently,
it is vital to separate, and not conflate, the ancient
phenomenological perspective of nature found in
scripture from the inerrant Messages of Faith.”® With
regard to human origins, the de novo creation of
Adam is an ancient origins science based on the retro-
jection of an ancient phenomenological perspective
of taxonomy. Stated more precisely, ancient people
saw living organisms always reproducing after their
kinds (e.g., as stated ten times in Genesis 1). By
reversing the “genealogical videotape,” they logi-
cally returned to the first or original representative/s
of a kind. In the case of humans in scripture, this was
Adam. And like the ancient astronomical notion of
the firmament, which no one today believes exists
overhead, Adam never existed either.” Instead,
Adam is an incidental ancient vessel that delivers
the inerrant spiritual truth that plagues all of us—
we are all sinners. In moving beyond Adam and
Augustine, the door opens for a modern scientific
vessel, in this case evolutionary psychology, to pres-
ent a more complete Christian account of anthropol-
ogy, including an evolutionary reformulation of the
doctrine of original sin.** Should this ever occur,
conservative Christians will thank Darwin for the
Origin of Species (1859) and for the “light [he has]
thrown on the origin of man and his history.”8!
And we will be even more appreciative for his
Descent of Man (1871) and its theological insights.
Coupled with the well-known final sentence in
Darwin’s former book, we will also become quite
familiar with the last sentence of the latter and the
dual proclivities of human nature; blessed bearers of
the Image of God and notorious sinners consumed
by selfishness. Writes Darwin,
I have given the evidence to the best of my ability;
and we must acknowledge, as it seems to me, that
man with all his noble qualities, with sympathy
which feels for the most debased, with benevo-
lence which extends not only to other men but
to the humblest living creature, with his god-like
intellect which has penetrated into the movements
and constitution of the solar system — with all these
exalted powers—Man still bears in his bodily
frame the indelible stamp of his lowly origin.82

EE O

Finally, I must close with a pastoral concern. As
I read the primary literature on the life of Charles

174

Darwin, the question arose in my mind, “Were
leading nineteenth-century evangelical Christians
stumbling blocks between Darwin and the Lord?”
Evangelicals gave Darwin an antievolutionary
model of biological origins— progressive creation—
which was erroneous. As well, they indoctrinated
him with a static understanding of intelligent design
in nature—William Paley’s perfect adaptation—
which again was erroneous. For those of us who are
evangelicals and trained in evolutionary biology,
we see history repeating itself through the anti-
evolutionisms of Henry Morris, Ken Ham, Hugh
Ross, and others; we see the static concept of irreduc-
ibly complex design being proclaimed by the Intelli-
gent Design Movement.

Evangelical students in public universities are
leaving the faith in record numbers. One central
issue is origins. Clearly, our schools and churches
are not preparing them for when they encounter the
overwhelming evidence for evolution (Luke 17:1-2).
And equally disturbing, many of the well-intended
evangelical parachurch organizations on secular
campuses disqualify themselves in the eyes of those
seeking the Lord Jesus once our tradition’s anti-
scientific views become evident (2 Cor. 6:2-3). To the
surprise of most, theological insights from Darwin
himself might prove valuable in removing stumbling
blocks for both believers and nonbelievers. x
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but her reactionary antievangelical rhetoric distorts her
views.

8105, 488.

82Charles Darwin, The Descent of Man and Selection in Relation
to Sex, 1st ed., 2 volumes (London: John Murray, 1874
[1871]), 2:405.
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