AP

Australia’s reformed
evangelical periodical
AUTUMN 2012

Creation: hold
fast to that
which is good
Jonathan Sarfati on
the great hoax
The new atheists are
no advance on the old
Saving marriage will
take determination

Editorial
has been especially ferocious in his
attacks in Christianity, although he
lacks the wit of Voltaire and the literary
elegance and historical credibility of
Edward Gibbon.
In Dover Beach, Matthew Arnold wrote
wistfully of the Victorian loss of
certitude with regards to Christianity:
The sea of faith
Was once, too, at the full, and round
earth’s shore

P

eter Hitchens, the Christian
brother of the now deceased
militant atheist Christopher
Hitchens, has written of The Rage
Against God (Zondervan, 2010).
Douglas Wilson too has famously and
incisively stated “the two fundamental
tenets of true atheism. One: There is no
God. Two: I hate Him.” The militancy
of today’s “new atheism” is there for all
to see; it is not mild. Richard Dawkins
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cannot read Richard Dawkins, Sam
Harris, Christopher Hitchens, Daniel
Dennett and their hangers-on without
concluding that there is something
obsessive and violent about them. They
do not seem to be comfortable in their
own skin. This, surely, is an illustration
of that mysterious expression of Jesus to
Saul on the Damascus Road: “It is hard
for you to kick against the goads” (Acts
26:14). Goads were sticks used by
oxen-drivers to drive the oxen.

With Dawkins and his ilk, the note of
wistfulness has gone, and there is no
“melancholy long withdrawing roar”,
only a declaration of war and a fight to
the finish.

God has revealed Himself in creation so
that we are without excuse (Rom.
1:20), and we all have the law of God
written upon our hearts and testified to
by our consciences (Rom. 2:12-16).
The goads we kick against are Godgiven. It is hard-going, and ultimately
futile, to kick against reality. To change
the image, and adopt a more indelicate
one, it is to spit into the wind.

What are we to make of all this? One

Peter Barnes

Lay like the folds of a bright girdle furl’d;
But now I only hear
Its melancholy long withdrawing roar.

The greatest
hoax

Evolutionary theory is
riddled with contradictions.
Jonathan Sarfati talks to Peter Hastie

r Jonathan Sarfati is the bestselling author of Refuting
Evolution (more than 500,000
copies in print), Refuting Compromise
and The Greatest Hoax on Earth?
Refuting Dawkins on Evolution. This last
book is one of the most detailed
examinations of Richard Dawkins’
views available today. Jonathan was
born in Ararat, Victoria, and obtained a
PhD in physical chemistry at Victoria
University, Wellington. He now lives in
Atlanta in the USA and works as a
research scientist, speaker and editorial
consultant for Creation Ministries
International.
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Is it possible to make any real
progress in science on the basis of
atheistic naturalism?

At the 2012 Global Atheist
Convention in Melbourne the view
of Richard Dawkins, the author of
The God Delusion, was again
proclaimed that science is essentially
anti-God and that no scientist could
claim to be both a Christian and
rational. How should we respond to
such a claim?

Naturalism has a very ancient pedigree.
Do cultures that have this outlook
have a basis for scientific advance?

I think Dawkins needs to revisit the
history of science and the assumptions
that make it work. Science, by its very
nature, presupposes an orderly universe.
The philosophical basis for modern
science was actually derived from a
common belief in the biblical God of
order. Science would be impossible
without presupposing the reality of
order in the universe. Without this
conviction, we have no basis for
assuming fundamental scientific laws.
Dawkins faces a huge problem in that
atheists cannot provide a proper
philosophical basis for scientific
enterprise in the first place. When he
claims that science is anti-God, he is
effectively cutting off the branch he is
sitting on.

No, not really. Scientists who are
committed to the view that the world is
largely the result of chance have no
logical basis for thinking that we live in
an orderly universe. You can’t derive
that idea from atheistic naturalism. To
the extent that they see the world in
this way, they are hijacking the
Christian worldview. Loren Eiseley, the
American anthropologist and
philosopher, said that the foundations
of modern science could be traced to
belief in a rational designer.

Naturalism itself doesn’t provide any
basis for thinking about the universe in
terms of order. The Greek philosopher,
Epicurus, was a naturalist. He thought
about the world in terms of ‘atoms’
that came into being by time and
chance. Of course, the problem with
his worldview is that a chance universe
cannot provide the uniformity that’s
required for science.

For me, one of the most compelling
pieces of evidence relates to the origin of
the first living cell. Where did it come
from? Evolutionists need to be able to
explain how that cell came into being.
We now know that a single cell is
incredibly complicated. It’s got oodles of
biochemical machinery and massive
amounts of coded information and
decoding machines. All these mechanisms
are essential for the life of the cell and, on
the evolutionary model, they need to be
in place for the process of evolution by
natural selection to get under way.
However evolutionists like Dawkins
cannot provide a credible explanation for
the existence of this first living cell.
Antony Flew, who was a leading atheist
philosopher, said that Darwinian
evolution requires this first living cell for
the process of evolution to occur.
However, he pointed out that neither
Darwin nor Dawkins can provide a
reasonable account
for the existence
of this cell and
therefore
evolution is
effectively dead
on the

Many Christians are convinced that
there’s a reasonable basis for
believing in the Creator
God of the Bible
without necessarily
relying on the Bible
itself to establish their
belief. As a scientist,
do you see any
compelling evidence
to establish the
existence of the
Creator God that
we find in
Scripture?
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starting-line. I think that’s a very
powerful argument for a Creator
God—the complexity of even the
simplest living things.
I think another piece of compelling
evidence is the incredible fine-tuning of
the universe as a whole. In fact, the
constants are tuned as precisely as
hitting a bulls-eye at the other end of
the universe. If just one or two of these
laws were varied then atoms couldn’t
form. When you consider that some of
these leading evolutionary cosmologists
suggest that multiple universes may
exist, it’s even more amazing that we
just happen to live in the universe with
the right conditions. Their assumption
actually concedes the point that our
universe is incredibly unusual and that
it wouldn’t arise by chance. So, in fact,
the evolutionists are actually confirming
that our universe bears all the marks of
design by a greater intelligence.
Richard Dawkins has admitted that
his theory of naturalistic evolution is
not watertight and has many unsolved
mysteries. What are the main
difficulties with which scientists like
him struggle in attributing the origin
of human life to evolution?

Dawkins has admitted he is, as yet,
unable to solve the problem of the
origin of life. He also admits that the
origin of sexual reproduction is a big
mystery to him. He says that one day
he might pluck up the courage to solve
it. He cannot explain how the first sexual
being actually arose and how it mated
with another creature of its own kind.

Evolutionists like
Dawkins cannot
provide a credible
explanation for the
existence of this
first living cell.

There are other significant difficulties
that evolutionists face such as the origin
of human language and the existence of
morality and ethics. If, according to
evolutionists, we are essentially animals,
how do we explain the notions of right
and wrong that are universally accepted?
Evolutionists can’t really justify morality
on their own terms. They do talk about
certain things having survival
advantages, but right and wrong mean
nothing in the evolutionary scheme.
For instance, two evolutionists wrote a
book suggesting that rape was simply a
way of men propagating their genes.
When one of them was challenged in
an interview about the morality of his
position, he had no way of explaining
why rape would be wrong from an
evolutionary point-of-view.

decoding machines and, to add to the
complexity, you can’t build the
decoding machines without the
instructions on the DNA.

Do modern discoveries about the
genetic code help us to
determine which is the
better model—creation or
evolution?
Yes, I believe that recent
discoveries about the nature
of the genetic code point
strongly to the existence of a
Designer. The reason for this
is that our genes consist of
multiple codes and these
codes can only come from an
intelligent source. Just as
language and computers
operate on various codes, so
do the basic building blocks
of life. Our DNA contains
complex codes which are read
by enormously complex
machines.
One problem for
evolutionists is that the
instructions that create these
machines are on the DNA
itself. The DNA is
meaningless without these
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Furthermore, not only is there a main
genetic code, but there are other codes
that overlay it. So, our DNA has at
least three different codes on it. It’s
hard to think of a sequence of letters
that could make sense in English and in
French, as well as making sense
backwards and by skipping every other
letter. However, that’s the sort of thing
that we have in our DNA sequence,
which means that it makes sense in
several different languages. And that’s
why we can have 20,000 genes coding
for 100,000 proteins, because we’ve got
these codes upon codes to enable this to
happen.
So the likelihood of it happening by
chance is just non-existent?
I think even one code by chance is
almost non-existent, but codes upon
codes makes it inconceivable.
Dawkins has claimed that evolution
has been observed. If it’s true,
doesn’t this mean that creationism
has been disproved?
Actually, what he said was, “evolution
has been observed; it’s just that it hasn’t
been observed while it’s happening”.
Of course, what Dawkins is performing
here is the old game of “bait and
switch”. He engages in equivocation
because he redefines evolution as
meaning “change in gene frequencies
over time”. Now the interesting thing is
that if that’s what evolution means, you
and I must be evolutionists as well. No
one disputes that things change over
time. However, we do dispute the idea
that everything came from a single cell
and that that cell came from a
primordial soup. That’s the real issue
that’s at the heart of this debate and no

one ever observed this process. So
Dawkins plays “bait and switch” by
using two different meanings of
evolution.
Does Dawkins make a number of
self-contradictory comments?
Yes, he does. For instance, in his book,
The Greatest Show on Earth, he says that
he is not anti-religious but of course he
wrote the book called The God
Delusion, which is ferociously antiChristian. So he changes his tune
depending on the audience to whom he
is speaking. The problem is that some
of his statements are at odds with one
another. For instance, he says that
evolution means a “change of gene
frequency over time” and in the same
breath asserts that “40% of Americans
deny evolution”. However, 40% of
Americans do not deny the change of
gene frequency over time. In fact, I
can’t think of anyone who does.

There are also a
number of dating
methods that point
to a far younger
earth than billions
of years.
Does the fossil record provide us
with any indications that human life
may have evolved from more
primitive life forms?
Not in the slightest.
Why do people keep saying that it
does?
It’s a case of wishful thinking. Darwin
knew that the fossil record didn’t
provide the intermediate forms and so
he had to make excuses as to why these
links were missing. Evolutionists often
talk about the discovery of “missing
links”, but the so-called discoveries are
very inconclusive. When I went to
school I was taught that Ramapithecus
was a missing link. However, scientists
no longer believe that. Ramapithecus is
now thought to be a variety of orangutan.
Neanderthals and Homo erectus seem to
be just varieties of modern man because
their genomes, structure, and

technology are quite clearly in the range
of modern man. Neanderthals could
make cosmetics, which requires a
certain chemical know-how. They made
a kind of super-glue and Homo-erectus
seems to have been able to make long
sea voyages. So they were every bit as
human as we are.
Over the last few decades we’ve had
claims made about a so-called
hominid, “Lucy”, in Africa. What is
the status of those claims now?
Mary Leakey, an anthropologist, found
human footprints that were associated
with this discovery and assumed that
they must have been made by
someone/thing like “Lucy”. However,
the footprints were human and there
was no evidence anything but a human
made them. “Lucy” also had very
curved bones in her fingers and toes
that are typical for an arboreal creature
that hangs onto branches. It also had
particular bones on its wrist that could
lock, which is typical of a knucklewalker. So on the ground it would
knuckle-walk and it probably lived in a
tree, which is why it had the curved
finger bones. The evidence more likely
suggests that it was an arboreal
knuckle-walker. It was really a unique
type of creature that was not related to
humans.
How reliable are artistic
reconstructions of the so-called
evolution of man? Are they based on
scientific evidence? If not, what are
they based upon?

The thing is, we don’t have fossils of
the soft parts of animal or human
tissue. Mostly it’s bones and what you
put inside the soft part depends on
what you think is ape-like or humanlike. In my book, The Greatest Hoax on
Earth?, I document how one such artist,
Ron Ervin, was told to make his
illustrations either more ape-like or
human-like, depending on the
conclusion that the writer wanted to
make. It’s possible when you are simply
shown bones to have a fair bit of artistic
licence in portraying the outward
features of a person or an animal. For
example, you could make someone
with a Neanderthal skeletal structure
look relatively human. There are
certainly people around today with the
big brow ridges that have some
resemblance to this type. You
sometimes see these characteristics in
certain European populations. You
probably wouldn’t even notice them
walking down the street. So a lot of it is
based on artistic licence.
For evolution to be true, the earth
needs to be billions of years old. Can
we know this for sure? How reliable
are modern dating methods?
All dating methods have certain builtin assumptions. You can certainly
measure radioactive decay over time,
but of course you have to make an
assumption about how much of the
material was there to begin with. That’s
a huge assumption. You have to assume
the rate that we observe today has
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always been this rate, and again that’s
an assumption. In fact, we do know of
things that can change decay rate. So
dating methods are built upon one
assumption after another.
I think it’s only fair to point out that
there are also a number of dating
methods that point to a far younger
earth than billions of years. These
dating methods make more sense. The
things that point to an older age can be
explained under a young earth
framework but not the other way
around.
One of the best dating methods I think
is radiocarbon, which decays so quickly
that if the whole earth was made of
radiocarbon, it wouldn’t last a million
years. Yet we’re finding radiocarbon in
coal and in diamonds. Diamond is the
hardest substance on earth, so it can’t
be contaminated. But we find
diamonds that are dated as billions of
years old and they still contain
radiocarbon. So it means they can’t
have been that old because the carbon
would have disappeared by then. In
coal as well, supposedly 300 million
years old, we still find radiocarbon. So
once again, this puts an upper limit on
the age of coal and diamonds. The
upper limit is on how long the C-14
would last—less than a million years.
So here is a case where the famous
Carbon-14 dating proves to be an ally
of the biblical creation models.

We undermine the
entire message of
Scripture if we try to
introduce the idea of
evolution into it.
There are many Christians who
believe in the processes of evolution
as an explanation of the origin of life.
On the other hand you’ve got people
like Richard Dawkins who claim that
biblical, and especially evangelical
Christianity, is fundamentally
incompatible with evolutionary
theory. Who’s right?
Here is one case where I agree with
Dawkins. The thing is the Bible is very
clear about certain things. It says that
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the world was created in six days and
that a flood covered the whole earth.
It’s also very clear that the death and
suffering we see around us is a result of
the fall of Adam and Eve. The New
Testament is emphatic about this. In
Romans 5, and 1 Corinthians 15, Paul
tells us Adam brought death into the
world and Jesus Christ, the last Adam,
brings the resurrection from the dead.
So the whole gospel of Jesus Christ
depends on a literal happening in the
Garden of Eden where Adam sinned
against God and brought God’s curse
upon us. Evolution undermines this
account of our origins by putting death
before sin. The Bible also says that
death is the “last enemy” (1 Cor.
15:26); yet theistic evolutionists would
have us believe that God used his last
enemy to create things which then
became “very good” (Gen 1:31).
However, according to the evolutionary
view there was death, suffering and
disease for millions of years. Frankly, I
find it hard to imagine how that can
even remotely be described as very
good.
Christians who believe in evolution also
have to face the problem of restoration.
If Christ is going to restore or
“regenerate” the world, what will He
restore it to? Will we simply experience
millions more years of death, suffering
and disease? Once Christians accept an
evolutionary hypothesis they are buying
into a worldview that not only denies
just a few verses in Genesis; in fact,

evolution is opposed to the biblical
ideas of creation, fall and redemption.
We undermine the entire message of
Scripture if we try to introduce the idea
of evolution into it.
Where does this leave Christians who
believe that evolution resolves the
conflict between religion and science?
You lose your ability to understand
where this death and suffering comes
from. You lose the ability to understand
Jesus as the Kinsman-redeemer, who is
our blood relative because He comes
from Adam and all the rest of us come
from Adam. But if there’s no real
Adam, then the Kinsman-redeemer
concept gets thrown out the window as
well. The authority of Scripture is
undermined because there’s no real way
you can develop evolutionary ideas
from Scripture. This means that fallible
evolutionary science becomes the
underlying hermeneutic for Scripture.
Is this something that evangelicals can
afford to tolerate?
We easily forget the warning of people
like the late leading biologist Jacques
Monod. He said that evolution is the
cruellest, most wasteful, and inefficient
way that anyone could imagine of
creating the world. I think Monod is
right. Evolution leaves us with a
supposed God of love who uses a cruel
and wasteful process to eliminate the
unfit. The gospel of God’s grace,
however, is about the God of mercy
who delights to save sinners.

Nothing new
Today’s atheists are even less convincing
than their ancestors.

W

ith the 2012 Global
Conference of Atheism
recently concluded in
Melbourne, it is timely to perform
some stocktaking on the broader New
Atheist movement to which the
Victorian meeting owes its origin. After
all, more than 10 years have elapsed
since this noisy faction burst into
public view in the topsy-turvy
aftermath of the 9/11 attacks in New
York and Washington.
The dust had not settled at Ground
Zero before newspapers the world over
carried an emotional opinion piece by
Richard Dawkins, then a professor at
Oxford University. Entitled “Religion’s
Guided Missile”, the grumpy piece laid
the foundations for what later became
the new atheism. The odd hypothesis
underpinning the hasty essay baffled
many readers, me included: it

The book’s
adolescent lack of
insight, ultrafundamentalist tone,
recurring nastiness
and amateurish
shortage of
objectivity also
repelled thoughtful
atheists.
essentially argued that all religions were
responsible for the terrible events of
September 11. Since all faiths teach
that eternal rewards await those who
perform acts of religious devotion in
the present life, all religions shared in
the criminality of that fateful day.
Yet while Christians groaned and rolled
their eyes, a subset of secular readers
across the Western world rejoiced like
pilgrims cavorting in the River Ganges:

to them the essay was a work of sheer
intellectual brilliance. The flood of
positive email apparently compelled
Dawkins to begin his most ambitious
literary endeavour yet: a book-length,
frontal assault on religion.
When The God Delusion appeared in
2006 the response was again highly
polarised. Most Christians found it
appallingly one-eyed and expressed
surprise at the dominance of Internet
sites among the footnotes, leading them
to suspect the book was a work of
“Google scholarship” befitting a lazy
sophomore but not a famous Oxford
don. Rather than familiarising himself
with the complex scholarly literature
concerning the social impact of religion,
the author was seemingly content to
type “God AND mental illness” or
“Churches AND child abuse” into his
search engine and rely on the most
prurient websites it returned.
To be fair, Christians were not the only
frustrated readers. The book’s adolescent
lack of insight, ultra-fundamentalist
tone, recurring nastiness and
amateurish shortage of objectivity also
repelled thoughtful atheists. Yet once
again, for other secular readers, The
God Delusion was a work of undiluted
genius. It soon adorned the shelves of
bookshops in trendy shopping districts,
suburban malls and airport terminals
across the Western world.
After The God Delusion officially
launched the new atheism, several other
writers galloped out to join Dawkins as
leaders of the new crusading movement.
The original self-styled Four Horsemen
of the Atheist Anti-Apocalypse
included two Englishmen (Richard
Dawkins and Christopher Hitchens)
and two Americans (Daniel Dennett
and Sam Harris). Although Hitchens
no longer rides the range, this posse of
anti-religious zealotry still patrols the
prairies of the English-speaking world,

Phil Burcham

seeking religious enclaves to harass
while pausing frequently to exhort
tribes of new atheist faithful assembled
in flashy convention centres or on
university campuses.
What are the main features of this
influential outlook? First, new atheists
contend that religion is a dangerous
vestige of Darwinian evolution, a “virus
of the mind” which infects people with
weak intellects. Needless to say, this
virus has never been isolated nor has its
genome been sequenced: it appears
that, like the rest of humanity, new
atheist thinkers also must invoke
immaterial entities to convey their
philosophical beliefs and thoughts
clearly. Second, religion is only a mask
for using violence to dominate other
people. The theistic religions and
especially Christianity are particularly
bad in this regard. Third, the sacred
texts upon which theistic religions rely
are loaded with outdated moral values
that have no place in today’s world.
Fourth, the inbuilt tendency of religion
to control people explains most of the
warfare that has plagued humanity over
its history. Atheism by contrast always
cultivates societal niceness. Fifth, since
religion is inherently irrational it is
necessarily opposed to science. If we
can only prevent childhood infection
with the faith virus, humanity will
move into a peaceful era of sciencebased progress.
This heady utopian cocktail has
undoubtedly attracted many followers.
Yet we need to ask whether these core
new atheist convictions remain credible
a decade after their first airing.
One area where the new atheists strain
credibility involves their faulty
representations of Christianity. Scratch
the surface and one finds the Four
Horsemen are surprisingly uninformed
concerning key Christian beliefs, the
history of the Church, or even basic
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principles of biblical interpretation. As
US theologian D.B. Hart suggests, the
new atheists make readers nostalgic for
the early church era in which strident
anti-Christian authors such as Celsus
and Porphyry at least “held the amiable
belief that they should make some
effort to acquaint themselves with the
object of their critique”.
The new atheism also attracts criticism
for breaking its promise to make the
world a nicer place. One need only read
the foul postings on new atheist blogs
to sense the low regard for common
standards of politeness and decency
prevailing among the movement’s
followers. As Alister McGrath noted,
nobody does nasty as well as new
atheist websites. If the new atheism
wishes to avoid becoming the private
obsession of twisted web trolls, it needs
to pitch its arguments more winsomely
to the mainstream majority.
The new atheist slogan that we can “be
good without god” is another arguable
point. The movement predictably
rejects the core Christian conviction
that faith in God alone provides a
secure foundation for ethics. Yet they
are unconvincing when dismissing
counter claims that the tyranny of
North Korea or the former Soviet
Union is proof of the morallycorrupting influence of atheism:
although they bulldozed churches and
machine-gunned pastors, such
totalitarian regimes were really religions
in secular disguise!
Yet the new atheist ethics problem gets
much worse at a deeper, more
fundamental level: since atheism rests
upon a materialist view of reality which
disallows the existence of transcendent
immaterial entities such as universal
moral values, how is their claim to
possess a globally-applicable secular
system of ethics ultimately justified? To
quote again from D.B. Hart, there is
something delusional in the optimistic
new atheist certainty “that human
beings will wish to choose altruistic
values without invoking transcendent
principles. They may do so; but they
may also want to build death camps,
and may very well choose to do that
instead”.
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The new atheist belief that a
scientifically-literate culture will emerge
as the public influence of Christianity
recedes is also fragile. Throughout the
post-Christian Western world, tertiary
enrolments in STEM subjects –
science, technology, engineering and
mathematics – are steadily falling. With
an anxious eye on their ageing
workforces, many large technologybased corporations such as Microsoft
are reaching for the panic button.

We can acknowledge
that there is sadly
much truth in their
claim that religion is
too easily
misappropriated to
sanction overbearing
behaviour.
Perhaps the wellbeing of Western
science owed more to the cultural
dissemination of Christian convictions
concerning an orderly world governed
by a wise, benevolent Deity than new
atheists appreciate.
Speaking of science, is it also debatable
whether modern discoveries have
demolished the traditional Christian
conviction that the order and design in
nature points clearly to God’s existence.
“After Darwin,” Dawkins tells us in
The God Delusion, “we all should feel,
deep in our bones, suspicious of the
very idea of design.” Rather, given the
advances of modern biology in recent
decades, perhaps we should harbour
deep skeletal scepticism regarding
simplistic naturalistic accounts of the
origin of the stunningly complex,
digitally encoded and nanofabricated
organisms that populate planet Earth.
The “warm little pond” Charles
Darwin imagined was the “cradle of
life” on the primeval Earth has not
been credibly reproduced in any lab.
Indeed, Darwin’s pond now requires
comparable magical powers to those of
C.S. Lewis’s imagination that allowed
Digory Kirke to dive between parallel
universes in The Magician’s Nephew.
When the scientifically-trained

members of the remaining new atheist
trio make their hand-waving gestures to
convince the faithful that their worldview
has satisfactorily explained the emergence
of life on Earth, they are simply slipping
enchanted rings on to their fingers and
diving blind into bottomless pools of
pure speculation.
In conclusion, can we identify any good
that has come to the Church from the
aggressive new atheism of recent times?
First, we can acknowledge that there is
sadly much truth in their claim that
religion is too easily misappropriated to
sanction overbearing behaviour.
Although we obviously learn such painful
truths from Scripture, we can thank the
new atheists for reminding Christian
leaders everywhere that we depend utterly
on God’s grace to restrain our fallen
tendency to dominate others.
Second, we can also thank them for
making clear the inbuilt hostility of fallen
humanity to the kingly rule of God.
Whereas polite forms of unbelief tended
to cloak their disregard for the gospel
with appeals to impartial objectivity, the
new atheists have honestly torn this mask
away. Perhaps one of our Puritan
forebears such as Thomas Boston might
have even thanked the new atheists for
plainly laying bare the guilty guise of
every graceless heart. As Boston put it,
“The unrenewed will is wholly perverse,
in reference to man’s chief and highest
end. The natural man’s chief end is not
God, but himself.”
In a thoroughly unintended way, by
publically exposing the default anti-God
setting of the human heart, the new
atheists may have opened the door a tad
to the clear proclamation of the gospel as
the only remedy for our sad condition.
Dr Phil Burcham is a research scientist and
PCA elder.

Put asunder
The church is custodian of marriage, but the battle looms.

A

fter hours of labour, and nine
months of expectation, the
woman finally gives birth. The
new mother and father turn to the
doctor, and await the news. The
pronouncement is made: “It’s a human
being.” The parents sigh with relief.
The father exclaims, “That’s just what
we were hoping for.” Welcome to the
brave, new, genderless world.
Some want the Federal Parliament to
de-genderise marriage. However,
marriage is not whatever a parliament
says it is. Marriage is what it is.
According to the unalterable Law of
God, marriage is what it is. It is
thoroughly gender-specific. No Act of
Parliament can undo that.
Those agitating for change make several
errors. Apart from misunderstanding
the nature of marriage, they
misunderstand the nature of
Parliament, what its relationship to
morality is, and what its role towards
marriage should be.
A history lesson on the parliamentary
relationship to marriage is helpful.
From the 16th century, the English
Parliament’s concern was largely
singular: that the church keep
appropriate records. Marriage was
worked out between individuals, their
families, and the church.
Remarkably, common-law marriage was
acceptable. In the contract per verba de
praesenti, the couple exchanged words
in the present tense. Peter Lombard
formulated this in the 12th century,
and Pope Alexander III endorsed it. It
took until the 18th century for the
British Parliament to clamp down on
common-law marriage. The church’s
role was bolstered, but the state
takeover had begun.
The blood-bath of the French
Revolution (late 18th century) brought
the fundamental shift. In the

deistic/atheistic republic, the church
was exiled, and the state took the role
of guardian of morality. Civil
registration of marriage was mandatory.
The state no longer merely recorded
when a marriage had occurred; it
controlled the only valid marriages.
The cry of “liberty” led to dictatorship,
and Napoleon spread the new nonreligion all over the continent. As his
cavalry defecated on the floors of
Europe’s churches, the new order for
marriage took root. Britain defeated
Napoleon, but caught the new thinking
in the mid-19th century. The state took
responsibility for registrations. It was
not just over-done bureaucracy.
Different concepts of state power and
marriage were in play.
Thus, the state has controlled marriage
for just over 150 years. This was

Some now want
Parliament to
redefine marriage. …
Morality meets
democracy, and
comes off second
best.
initially benign, but the slope was
slippery. The 1970s brought
devastating changes to Australian
divorce law. The overall side effect is
that we no longer remember that
marriage was once not micro-managed
by the state. The state’s control of
marriage is a fairly recent invention,
and should not be seen as sacrosanct.
Some now want Parliament to redefine
marriage – to create a new version of
morality. This suits the French
revolutionary model, in which morality
equates with the voice of the majority.
The majority reflects “natural law”, and

Jared Hood

Parliament reflects the majority.
Morality meets democracy, and comes
off second best.
We hear the cry “civil rights!”, giving
an aura of moral substance to the
amendments. As the French said,
“Equality, liberty, fraternity”, but not
for homosexuals. “Men are born and
remain free and equal in rights.” How
odd that natural, inalienable rights
change from age to age!
The church must oppose the changes
using Scripture, not just “natural law’”.
Appeals to natural theology, the good
of society and the consensus of all
societies are helpful. However, these
play by the same rules that have
produced the problem. God has not left
His voice as a bare whisper in the
human conscience. He has revealed
Himself in Scripture. Scripture is
entrusted to the church, and the church
is entrusted with relaying that truth,
graciously and humbly, to the state. We
must not run from our responsibility,
with the excuse that the state will not
listen to supernatural revelation. What
the state wants to hear is not the point.
The Parliament of Australia must not
be a space vacant of the claims of God.
The church also needs to relay this to
the state: it is not a foregone conclusion
that the church will be able to comply
with a revised Marriage Act. If the
definition of marriage changes, then
Parliament’s marriage and the church’s
marriage will be two different things.
The state would have marriage as a
“union of two people, regardless of
sex”. The church will never accept
“regardless of sex”. Gender is at the
core of what marriage is. It is not two
people-ness that makes marriage a
marriage. Marriage actually requires a
man and a woman.
A Christian marriage would as much
relate to the Clean Energy Act as to the
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Marriage Act. It ceases to be the
Marriage Act. It becomes the “PerverseImitation-of-Marriage Act”.
Could the church continue marrying
people as normal? We are not
responsible for what the state says
about marriage, but we are responsible
for what we say about marriage.
Marriages are not just reported to the
state. The “authorised celebrant”
certifies that a marriage has been
solemnised in accordance with the
provisions of the (Perverse-Imitationof ) Marriage Act.
If the definition of marriage changes,
everything changes. Where the word
“marriage” appears on the Government
certificate, make sure to insert the new
definition. How could I certify that I
have solemnised “a union of two
people, regardless of their sex...”? I
cannot put my signature to that.
Some propose to exempt ministers

One might broaden the definition of
the word child, so that “a child is a
person up to 16 years old”, instead of
up to 13. Actually, the definition is not
broadened, but its applicability is. The
qualities of child-ness are untouched.
One has realised that 15-year-olds have
the same properties of child-ness as 12year-olds.
However, could a child be a person up
to 65 years old? Something has gone
wrong. “Child” has been
misunderstood. A 64-year-old cannot
be a child. “Child” has not been
broadened; it has been changed.
The definition of marriage is not being
broadened. It is being changed. It
broadens marriage to make it apply to a
14-year-old male and female
(something currently illegal). It changes
its inner essence to say that there need
be no male and female.

The church is being
backed into a corner
on a range of issues.
We will not get to
choose when the
confrontation finally
comes.

Simply put, changing the Act tarnishes
this sacred institution, and the church
will need to protect her purity, and the
sanctity of marriage. Christians may eat
meat sacrificed to idols, in some
circumstances (1 Cor. 8), but where the
connotations are unavoidable, Daniel
sets the example (Dan. 1). Do not eat,
even on pain of death. What is being
proposed is a pagan religious rite, but
what has the church to do with idols?

from solemnising same-sex marriages.
This (probably temporary) reprieve
does not exempt ministers from acting
under the new definition. It only
exempts ministers from acting
according to all the implications of the
new definition. Lawyers will argue the
technicalities, but the fundamental
problem remains: the church has
oranges, but the state has pears.

This becomes a pastoral issue. Couples
cannot be sent into their married lives
hearing that their union is no more
distinct than a homosexual relationship.
Why would a minister want to hand
over the Government’s “marriage”
certificate? Why would a minister want
to handle the certificates at all? The
proposed definition is a great evil, and
cannot be allowed to voice itself at a
Christian wedding.

There is no right way of using a
Perverse-Imitation-of-Marriage Act.
Change the definition, and the
Marriage Act becomes poison.
Would the change only “broaden the
definition of marriage”, such that
Christian marriage fits under its
umbrella? What brilliant propaganda.
“Two people” is broader than “a man
and a woman”. However, what is it to
broaden a definition?
10 AP

The church is being backed into a
corner on a range of issues. We will not
get to choose when the confrontation
finally comes. We cannot cherry-pick
the issue according to whether it
maximises our PR prospects. We
comply with the state, but will not
compromise God’s standards. Whether
same-sex marriage forces the church’s
hand remains to be seen.
Should the church “draw the line” if

the amendments carry? Consider the
magnitude of the scenario. It is to
return to the pagan Roman Empire.
Actually, not even Rome came close to
this. The very core of our society is
being destroyed. The church rightly
flags resistance.
Today, it is the abolition of the gender
restriction. Tomorrow, why not add
“regardless of age and consanguinity”,
legalising paedophilic and incestuous
marriage? Justin Martyr (2nd century),
describing pagan Rome, spoke of
infanticide, sodomy, the rearing of
children to be prostitutes, and incest.
“These things,” he said, “you do openly
and with applause.”
Is this what we are returning to? What
role will the church play in it? How far
will we play along?
What would the church do in the place
of a Perverse-Imitation-of-Marriage
Act? Would she resume her ancient
prerogatives, defying the state? To
solemnise marriage outside the Act is a
criminal offence. Is de facto marriage
feasible, in a supportive Christian
community? How would the church
provide counselling and discipline
without clear boundaries? This would
be an extremely troubling withdrawal
of the church from a vital ministry.
Still, we need to start the discussion.
A wistful recitation of the immortal
words of the 16th century Book of
Common Prayer is in order: “For be ye
well assured, that so many as are
coupled together otherwise than God’s
Word doth allow are not joined
together by God; neither is their
Matrimony lawful”.
Jared Hood lectures at the Presbyterian
Theological College, Melbourne.

Bibi ‘must die’
As a Pakistani Christian woman awaits
a court date for her appeal of a
blasphemy charge, her supporters fear
that even if her conviction is
overturned, her life will remain in
danger because of Islamic extremism.
Asia Bibi, who faces the death sentence
after her conviction on a highly
questionable charge, could win her
court appeal, supporters believe. The
man who testified against her is said to
have revised his testimony, weakening an
already shaky case for the prosecution.
However, Islamic groups have vowed
that Asia Bibi must die, and their
threats will continue, regardless of the
judicial verdict. Christians in Pakistan
note that the court system itself has
often bowed to Islamic pressure.
CWN

Believers get second choice
Bible-believing Presbyterians launched
a new denomination in January, though
most don’t plan to leave their current
one. In response to the Presbyterian
Church (USA)’s decision to ordain
non-celibate gays and lesbians,

dissenting congregations can exclusively
join the new Evangelical Covenant
Order of Presbyterians (ECO), but they
can also affiliate with it while
remaining in the PC(USA).
A poll of the 2100 representatives from
900 congregations who attended the
ECO’s founding conference in Florida
indicated most churches would not
leave the PC(USA). But the New
Wineskins Association of Churches,
which broke from the PC(USA) in
2007, said it would “conclude its
ministry” and merge with the ECO.

Sudan deadline passes
Easter Sunday was the last day for
ethnic “Southerners”, mostly
Christians, to register as citizens of the
new Sudan which will soon have a
Sharia-based constitution. If they fail to
register they will be treated as illegal
immigrants. The message essentially is
this: submit to Sharia or get out.
Churches may be targeted immediately
and aggressively. All across the Sudan,
churches have been emptying as ethnic
Southerners - including those born and
raised in the north - flee south. This
could eventually become a pretext for
closing them. Under-developed, under-

resourced and poverty-stricken, South
Sudan is struggling to cope with the
incoming tide of desperately-needy
displaced families. As competition for
land and resources intensifies, so too
does tribal tension and conflict.
Khartoum’s policies would thus be
jeopardising South Sudan’s survival.
Sudan Armed Forces are continuing the
aerial bombardment of Nuba civilian
populations in the Kauda Valley, South
Kordofan. Khartoum has systematically
engineered the conditions for famine
and is still refusing to allow
humanitarian aid into South Kordofan
and Blue Nile. The regime’s aim is the
genocide of the non-Arab, nonMuslim, predominantly Christian
Nuba, a people who have lived in the
region for millennia.
WEA

Pakistan disgrace continues
Pakistan’s controversial blasphemy law
continues to claim victims, while
religious minorities suffer from
rampant extremism. In 2011, because
of the “black law”, at least 161 people
were indicted and nine were killed with
extrajudicial executions, the victims of
blasphemy accusations. Such
accusations, said a Muslim lawyer
recently, anonymous for security
reasons, “are false in 95% of cases”.
The Asian Human Rights Commission
documented in 2011 the killing of 18
human rights activists and 16 journalists
engaged in denouncing the evils of
corruption and Islamic extremism.
The Government played an ambiguous
role to appease extremists and remained
a silent spectator of the killings, the
commission’s report says. “This
government’s ineptitude has favored
forced conversion to Islam of girls from
minority religious groups: in total, in
2011, about 1800 girls between Hindus
and Christians, were forced to convert
to Islam, with means such as
kidnapping and rape”.
Fides
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Lord’s Prayer multi-faith?
A Delaware county council has a novel
defence for why it recites the Lord’s
Prayer before meetings: The prayer is
generic because Jesus was a Jew. The
district judge overseeing the lawsuit
against Sussex County questioned
whether the prayer was specifically
Christian because it makes “no
reference to Jesus or Allah”.
Additionally, in January the United
States Supreme Court refused to
consider two other cases involving
public prayer. The Fourth Circuit
Court of Appeals had ruled that a
North Carolina county commission’s
prayer policy is neutral on its face but
unconstitutional in practice, as the
majority of prayers referenced Jesus and
no non-Christians offered any. And the
Third Circuit had ruled that a
Delaware school board’s opening
prayers were unconstitutional because
students were often present, making the
meetings analogous to public
graduation ceremonies. The Supreme
Court’s denial means the current
decisions stand.

Financial crisis ‘moral’
A joint Catholic-Jewish commission
has released a statement on the current
financial crisis, concluded that “at its
roots lies a crisis of moral values”.
A bilateral commission, co-sponsored
by the Chief Rabbinate of Israel and
Vatican’s commission for relations with
Jews, met in Rome to discuss the

economic crisis. Their concluding
statement lamented that “the value of
truth reflected in honesty and
transparency was sorely lacking in
economic activity”.
Fundamentally, the commission
stressed, “the crisis has revealed the
profound lack of an ethical component
in economic thinking.”
CWN

Arab Spring fades
At its inception, the political ferment
that came to be known as the Arab
Spring “was a healthy sincere
movement,” Latin-rite Patriarch Fouad
Twai of Jerusalem believes. But over
time the movement changed, he said.
“Even those who did not take part
wished to reap the fruits of what was
going on. And nothing was the same
again.” As a result of the uprisings in
many Arab countries, Christians are
fearful, Islamic militants are gaining
power, and religious freedom is
shrinking.
In a broad-ranging interview about
developments in the Arabic world,
Archbishop Twai questioned the
policies of the Western world regarding
the Arab Spring uprisings. He was
particularly critical of Western military
intervention in Libya, saying: “I asked
myself how it could have taken these
countries 43 years to realise that
Gaddafi was ‘bad’.”
CWN

Jie tells of torture
After arriving safely with his wife and
child in the US, Christian dissident
writer Yu Jie has given full details of his
brutal mishandling and harassment by
police in China, which has been
ongoing since 2010.
The former vice president of the
Independent Chinese PEN Centre
recounted torture by state security
police after he was kidnapped on
December 9, 2010, the day before the
award ceremony for fellow Chinese
writer Liu Xiaobo’s Nobel Peace Prize.
Yu also described years of government
censorship of his writings – rendering
him a “‘non-existent person’ in the
public space” – and, since October
2010, harassment, surveillance, house
arrest, and forced travels.
UCA

World Leprosy Day
About 500 people attended a rally and
discussion meeting earlier this year in in
the Chittagong Hill Tracts, Bangladesh,
to mark World Leprosy Day. The event
was organized by Chittagong Leprosy
Control Mission, part of the Leprosy
Mission International.
The World Health Organisation declared
Bangladesh leprosy-free 13 years ago, but
the disease is returning to remote and
poor areas as well as the capital Dhaka.
District deputy commissioner Anisul
Haque said the tribal people were
ignorant about leprosy as well as other
diseases, considering them the fruit of
sin.
UCA
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The Power to Save
A History of the Gospel in China
Bob Davey
Darlington: EP Books, 2011.
Peter Barnes
China, which has produced porcelain,
gunpowder, the compass, and printing,
as well a host of tyrants culminating in
Mao Zedong, is now experiencing a
revival of the Christian faith. Bob
Davey tells this story wonderfully.
There seem to have been two Nestorian
attempts at evangelising China – from
about 505 to about 900, and then
again in the 13th century. Franciscans
and then Jesuits followed, before
Robert Morrison was sent by the
London Missionary Society in 1807, to

labour in China until his death 27 years
later. In 1823 he ordained Lian Afa, the
first Protestant evangelist, who was
arrested, beaten and imprisoned. Even
teaching Chinese to foreigners was a
capital offence – the response of a
paranoid empire. The great Hudson
Taylor sailed for Shanghai on
September 9, 1853, remembering his
mother’s anguished cry and the words
of John 3:16.
The story that unfolds is both
fascinating and dramatic. Twice Britain
fought disgraceful wars with China to
keep open the trade in opium, while
the quasi-religious Taiping Rebellion of
1850-64 left something like 20 million
dead. The China Inland Mission was
formed in 1865 to send workers into

provinces where the gospel was little
known. No appeals were made, but the
motto was “Advance, always advance”.
The 20th century saw the collapse of
the Qing dynasty in 1912, and the
coming to power of Sun Yat-sen, then
Chang Kai-shek, then the rise to power
of the communists in 1949. All
religions were attacked with great
ferocity, but the house church
movement somehow survived and
expanded. Samuel Lamb was one who,
after 20 years in prison (1958-78),
maintained an unregistered house
church in Guangzhou.
From about 1976, when Mao Zedong
and Zhou Enlai both died, China has
experienced one of the mightiest and
most unexpected revivals in the history
of the church. In 1950
there were about one
million Protestant
communicants in China,
but by 2007 this had
grown to the point where
there were almost 100
million evangelicals.
Conferences on church
growth may or may not
have some worth, but to
know the story of the
church in China is to be
strengthened and
encouraged that God
remains on His throne. We
ought to be grateful to Bob
Davey that he has given us
this history in such a
readable work.
Peter Barnes is AP editor.
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Getting Back in the Race
The Cure for Backsliding
Joel R. Beeke
Maryland: Cruciform Press, 2011
Peter Barnes
Joseph Irons once commented that “as
long as I am in the body, I am not yet
out of the enemy’s gunshot”. Hence
backsliding is an ever-present danger
for all of us. Indeed, so astute an
observer of human nature as John
Newton considered that “Christians are
often not aware how soon they may
decline in their religious affections”.
Joel Beeke has written a vigorous little
work on the subject, which is designed
to wake up lethargic Christians and
encourage us to get back in the race.
He warns of six ruts into which we can
fall: coldness in prayer; indifference as
we sit under the Word; growing inner
corruptions; love for the world; a
declining love for believers; and a
pursuit of man-centred hopes.
The first step for the backsliding is
surely to realise what has taken place,
and then to return to the Lord.
Prone to wander, Lord, I feel it,
Prone to leave the God I love;

Take my heart, O take and seal it,
Seal it from Thy courts above.
So wrote Robert Robinson, who, alas,
illustrated the proneness to wander in
his own life. Beeke’s little book will do
your heart and soul good, and is
warmly commended to Christians.

Note to Self
The Discipline of Preaching to
Yourself
Joe Thorn
Crossway Publishing, 2011
Darren Middleton
I was recently given a copy of Joe
Thorn’s excellent book Note to Self. It is
a small book of 48 daily readings to assist
us in meditating on Scripture. Thorn
says (unashamedly influenced by Martyn
Lloyd-Jones’ book Spiritual Depression)
that all too often we listen to ourselves,
when we should talk to ourselves - what
he calls “preaching to yourself”.
The opening pages articulate what he
means by “preaching to yourself”.
Thorn argues that Christians need both
law and gospel. We need the law so we
know what is right, what is wrong, and
what is needed. We also need the
gospel, understanding that Jesus is our

righteousness, forgiveness, and vindication.
Having helpfully laid out the connection
between law and gospel the rest of the
book is divided into three sections; the
gospel and God, the gospel and others and
finally the gospel and you. In each section,
there are more than a dozen meditations
(do not worry, they are only two pages
long!) that all start with “Dear Self...”
The strength of this book is Thorn’s
ability to write both deeply and concisely
yet be readable by almost everyone in a
congregation. The literary style is that of a
diary and it works well in encouraging
readers to meditate on Scripture and
preach to themselves both law and gospel.
It can and should be used by individuals;
in my opinion, it should be used widely in
a congregation.
However, be warned! Thorn clearly
understands that sin wages war against our
soul. Consequently, he writes in such a
way that is both convicting and
encouraging, helping us to preach both
the law and gospel to ourselves!
Darren Middleton is minister of North
Geelong Presbyterian Church, Vic
The above titles are all available from
Reformers Bookshop (phone (02) 9564 3555;
web: reformers.org.au)
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the

Perfect
solution

LAST WORD

Peter Barnes

There is only one way to
reconcile justice and mercy
he notion of substitutionary
sacrifice is written deep into
our hearts. During the
widespread Queensland floods of
January 2011, a mother, Donna Rice,
and her two sons, Blake (10) and
Jordan (13), were caught in the family
car as it was pummelled by a wall of
water. In the terrible mayhem of an
attempted rescue, Jordan passed up an
opportunity to be rescued in order that
his younger brother go first. It was a
decision that cost him his life. The fastmoving water claimed the lives of both
Jordan and his mother. Although we
knew little about the young teenager,
we all admired greatly his sacrifice. He
died that his brother might live.

T

The key word is “propitiation” – a word
which has become rather uncommon in
modern parlance, and is even missing
from many Bible translations. Here,
then, are the words of the apostle John:
“In this the love of God was made
manifest among us, that God sent His
only Son into the world, so that we
might live through Him. In this is love,
not that we have loved God but that
He loved us and sent His Son to be the
propitiation for our sins” (1 John 4:910). Clearly, the death of Christ cannot
gain us the love of God because the
love of God is already present. It is the
love of God that is the impetus behind
the sending of His Son into the world
in order to die for sinners.

A crucial part of the gospel declaration
is that “Christ died for our sins” (1 Cor.
15:3), and that “while we were still
sinners, Christ died for us” (Rom. 5:8).
What does this mean exactly? Liberal
theologians have often dressed up
unbiblical ideas in biblical clothing in
dealing with the crucifixion of Jesus. Dr
Hastings Rashdall, for example, wrote
that “the death of Christ justifies us,
inasmuch as through it charity is stirred
up in our hearts”.

What the cross does achieve is that it
satisfies the justice of God. To depart
from God is to depart from life; it is to
die (Gen. 2:16-17; Ezek. 18:4). Unlike
many modern parents, God does not
make idle threats. C. H. Dodd claimed
that, in the teaching of Jesus, “anger as
an attitude of God to men disappears,
and His love and mercy become allembracing”. This is a common view
but wildly off-beam. It is because God
is just that He must be angry with
sinners. There is a justice that needs to
be satisfied.

No doubt, the contemplation of Christ
crucified is meant to stir us, and make
us more loving, but that is hardly the
main point. There are many ways that
God could stir up charity in our hearts.
The birth of a baby granddaughter can
do this! Unless there is something
achieved at the cross, it does not stir up
charity but pity. Crucifixion in itself is
not something that any sane person
would boast in, yet the apostle Paul did
so (Gal. 6:14).

Naturally, there is a tension here, and as
Robert Haldane put it: “Mercy and
justice are irreconcilable except in
Christ.” The cross reveals the love of
God, and also the justice of God. At
the cross, God is just and the justifier of
sinners who trust in Jesus (Rom.3:2526). Sin is paid for in full, so that
sinners who deserve only His justice
can experience His mercy.

This is good news - in fact, in the end,
the only good news. In the second
century a Christian whose name we do
not know wrote to a man called
Diognetus. This unknown believer
writes: “How surpassing is the love and
tenderness of God! In that hour, instead
of hating us and rejecting us and
remembering our wickednesses against
us, He showed how long-suffering He
is. He bore with us, and in pity He
took our sins upon Himself and gave
His own Son as a ransom for us – the
Holy for the wicked, the Sinless for
sinners, the Just for the unjust, the
Incorrupt for the corrupt, the Immortal
for the mortal. For was there, indeed,
anything except His righteousness that
could have availed to cover our sins? In
whom could we, in our lawlessness and
ungodliness, have been made holy, but
in the Son of God alone? O sweet
exchange! O unsearchable working!”
So the cross has proved to Christians
down through the ages.
Jordan Rice was a substitute for his
brother, Blake. For those with faith,
and in an infinitely more significant
way, Christ is our substitute that we
may appear as those who are in Christ,
before God at the judgment. We are
unrighteous, but Christ is righteous.
When He is our substitute by faith, we
may say as John Newton said:
I may my fierce accuser face,
And tell him Thou hast died.
Is it enough? Yes, indeed. To add to
perfection is to detract from it. By
substitution, His righteousness is mine,
and my unrighteousness is His.
Peter Barnes is editor of AP

