


Math Matters

by
Don DeYoung, Ph.D.

he word Trinity describes the
unity of three distinct persons
in the Creator of the universe.
God is “tripersonal” with
distinctions of the Father, the
Son, and the Holy Spirit. These
three share jointly the nature
and majesty of God. The
Trinity transcends our fi-
nite comprehension but
the concept is revealed

Illustrations
of the
Trinity

o Sun, stars, and space (Kepler)

e Space including height, width,
and depth

e A cube with length, width,
and height (John Wallis)

e The sun’s production of
light, energy, and heat

e Human personality
which includes in-
tellect, emotion,

to us in Scripture (Gen.
1:26, 3:22, 11:7; Is. 6:8; Matt. 3:16-17).

Over the years there have been many
efforts to illustrate the nature of the Trinity.
No picture is fully adequate, but each is
helpful in a limited way. Objects are chosen
with parts which are distinct, yet closely
related:

o A three-leaf clover (Saint Patrick)

e A tree with root, trunk, and branch-
es (Augustine)

o A flower with fragrance, form, and
medicinal use (Luther)

and will

e A man who is a son, husband, and
father

¢ An egg’s shell, white, and yolk
¢ An equilateral triangle

The last entry is an interesting trinitar-
ian symbol dating from medieval times. The
points of the triangle represent the Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit. The word “loves” then
can be written along each line. That is, the
Son loves the Father, the Father loves the
Spirit, and four additional equal relation-
ships. Consider some of the properties of
an equilateral triangle:

e The internal area is undivided.
e The three sides are equal in length.

e Each corner remains distinct yet
equal.

e Each corner gives equal access to
the entire triangle.

Two serious cautions arise when illus-
trating the Trinity with objects. First, any
loss of the true unity of the Godhead leads
to the heresy of tritheism, or three separate
gods. Second, any loss of the true trinity
character of God leads to a false unitarian-
ism. This denial of personal distinctions in
the Godhead was earlier called Sabellian-
ism, after Sabellius (A.D. 250). Perhaps the
only proper Trinity illustration is found in
Scripture itself. In John 17:11, for example,
the three distinct persons of the Godhead
are clearly shown in sameness of life and
thought.
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Student essay

The Creation and Evolution of Goverpments

by Henry Hoffmann

Editor’s note: Mr. Hoffman, age 16, was the
2007 senior division winner in the essay contest
sponsored by the Midwest Creation Fellowship.
Very minor editing changes have been made.
See elsewhere in this issue for information about
the 2008 contest.

n this statement, Patrick Henry unequiv-
ocally emphasized the Christian roots of
America.

[TThis great nation was founded, not
by religionists, but by Christians; not
on religions, but on the Gospel of

Jesus Christ.!

Unfortunately, many today fail to rec-
ognize this fact and its conclusion: that the
doctrine of creation, as the foundational
doctrine of Christianity, provided the foun-
dation for the American form of govern-
ment. In contrast, the alternative theory of
origins, evolution, produces far different,
wicked, forms of government.

Creation and Christianity

It is the doctrine of creation upon which the
reliability of the rest of the Bible depends.
A cursory reading of the main elements of
Scripture will demonstrate this statement’s
truth. For example, a reference to creation
is found in the Ten Commandments, which
states, “For in six days the Lord made heav-
en and earth, the sea, and all that in them
is, and rested the seventh day."> This fact
that God created the earth and everything
contained in it, provided the basis for the
fourth commandment, "Remember the Sab-
bath day, to keep it holy.”

Additionally, during his time on earth,
the Lord Jesus Christ also made numerous
references to special creation, such as his
defense of marriage in Matthew 19:4: “Have
ye not read, that he that made them at the
beginning made them male and female?”
Here, with the query, “have ye not read,”
Jesus asserts 2 that the story of creation is
authoritative history, not an allegory. If
either He or his listeners doubted the cre-
ation narrative, there would have been no
point in asking the question.

Furthermore, in his interview with
Nicodemus, Jesus asks, “If I told you earthly
things, and ye believe not, how shall ye
believe if I tell you of heavenly things?”* If
God’s story of the beginning of the earth is
not to be believed, then there is no basis for

y )

any other biblical claim. Consequently, once
creation is regarded as false, then all of
Christianity can be rejected.

The foundation of Christianity on the
Genesis account is particularly true in regard
to the Christian doctrine of the sovereignty
of God. God rules as the sovereign of the
universe because He created the universe.
Since God is the Creator, He is the Sover-
eign. Revelation beautifully states, “Thou
art worthy, O Lord, to receive glory and
honour and power: for thou hast created all
things, and for thy pleasure they are and
were created.” God deserves “glory and
honor and power,” i.e., He is sovereign, for
one reason: He “created all things,” and
today graciously continues the existence of
all things for His pleasure. The statement,
“for thou hast created all things, for thy
pleasure they are and were created,” is
God’s claim to power over all creation. He
is the maker of all things; thus He can shape
and control them as He desires. Because He
is the only Creator, He is the only Sovereign.

Creation and government

It is this doctrine of God’s sovereignty as
Creator which provides the foundation for
limited, representative government and in-
dividual liberty. These are inextricably-
linked political doctrines generated from the
belief that God alone is sovereign. Lorraine
Boettner quoted J. C. Monsma, who attested:

Governments are instituted by God
through the instrumentality of the
people. No kaiser or president has
any power inherent in himself; what-
ever power he possesses, whatever
sovereignty he exercises, is power
and sovereignty derived from the
great Source above. No might, but
right, and right springing from the
eternal Fountain of justice. . . . The
government is God’s servant. That
means that AS MEN all government
officials stand on an equal footing

with their subordinates; have no
claim to superiority in any sense
whatever... For exactly the same
reason the Calvinist gives preference
to a republican form of government
over any other type. In no other form
of government does the sovereignty
of God, the derivative character of
government powers and the equality
of men as men, find a clearer and

more eloquent expression.®

Lorraine Boettner emphasized the fact
that representative governments are pre-
ferred by Calvinists; however, the same
should be true of all Christians who recog-
nize God as the Creator and the only Sov-
ereign in the universe. From this recognition
comes representative government, because
this is the type of government which, above
all other governments, upholds the sover-
eignty of God by limiting government pow-
ers to those which are derived from God,
and by respecting all men as equals before
Him and the law. Thus, republicanism and
individual liberty are derived from Christi-
anity, specifically, the doctrine of the Sov-
ereignty of God, which is a direct
consequence of the doctrine of creation.

From the famous statement, “all men
are created equal, and are endowed by their
Creator with certain inalienable rights ...,”
originates a second demonstration that the
Lord’s role as Creator plays a large part in
the protection of liberty. The Declaration of
Independence makes this clear: men's rights
stem not from governments, but from their
status as beings created in the image of God.
As aresult, governments may not take free-
dom away, because governments have no
power over a gift from God to men. As the
Declaration of Independence states, only
God gives liberty, and therefore only God
has the power to take it away.

Interestingly, however, the Declaration
of Independence was not solely the creation
of Thomas Jefferson, but of men more deep-
ly religious than he. Many of the words and
phrases, and most of the ideas of the Dec-
laration of Independence were borrowed
from the Mecklenberg Declaration, written
a year before for Mecklenburg County,
North Carolina, by Ephraim Brevard, which
“was, ‘in effect, a declaration as well as a
complete form of government.””” Loraine

No. 6 November / December 2007

3



Boettner, citing a biographer of Jefferson,
noted,

‘Everyone must be persuaded that
one of these papers must have been
borrowed from the other.” But it is
certain that Brevard could not have
“borrowed” from Jefferson, for he
wrote more than a year before Jef-
ferson, hence Jefferson, according to
his biographer, “borrowed” from
Brevard. But it was a happy plagia-
rism, from which the world will
freely forgive him. In correcting his
first draft of the Declaration it can
be seen, in at least a few places, that
Jefferson has erased the original
words, and inserted those that are
first found in the Mecklenburg Dec-
laration. No one can doubt that Jef-
ferson had Brevard’s resolutions
before him when he was writing his

immortal Declaration.’$

But the men who crafted the Mecklen-
burg Declaration differed significantly in
their religion from Thomas Jefferson, who
leaned toward Deism in his theology.’ In
fact, all of the delegates to the Mecklenburg
convention were “staunch Calvinists, just
one third of whom were ruling elders in the
Presbyterian church, including the president
and the secretary; and one was a Presbyte-
rian clergyman.”!® Hence, the basis of
American government, contained in
Jefferson’s Declaration of Independence,
actually owes its creation to an even more
Christian document, the Mecklenberg Dec-
laration. Consequently, the text of the U.S.
Declaration, with its references to God and
to His law, as well as its historical context,
clearly show that it is a Christian document.

Once again, it was the belief in the
sovereignty of God that inspired the sepa-
ration of America from England. While it
is true that the doctrine of the sovereignty
of God teaches that God ordains all rulers,
and thus all rulers must be obeyed while
they operate under God's mandate,!! it is
also true that,

On the other hand, this doctrine of
the sovereignty of God operated as
a mighty defense of the liberties of
the subject citizens against tyrannical
rulers. Whenever sovereigns ignored
the Will of God, trampled upon the
rights of the governed and became
tyrannical, it became the privilege
and the duty of the subjects, in view
of the higher responsibility of the
supreme Sovereign, God, to refuse
obedience and even, if necessary, to

4

depose the tyrant, through the lesser
authorities appointed by God for the
defense of the rights of the

governed.'?

In summary, it was this doctrine, the
sovereignty of God, that prompted the orig-
inal separation of the American colonies
from England, initiated by the Mecklenburg
Declaration. This doctrine also ensures lim-
ited, representative government and person-
al rights of the governed. These are the
results of the belief in God’s sovereignty,
which itself is derived and cannot be sepa-
rated from the doctrine of creation. Hence,
God’s creation is the basis for the govern-
ment created by the Declaration of Indepen-
dence, and thereafter, the Constitution.

The antithesis

Since the doctrine of creation produces these
desirable traits of government, what govern-
ments “evolve” from an opposing view,
namely, evolution? Not surprisingly, gov-
ernments which “spontaneously arise” from
the “organic soup” of evolution theory are
as different from creationist governments
as the theory of evolution is from the theory
of creation. In sharp contrast to the govern-
ments and values promoted by creation,
evolution produces Communism, Nazism,
and Positivism, thereby creating a total dis-
regard for human rights.

Evolution and communism

Evolution provided the philosophical and
scientific foundation for communism, by
introducing the idea that life arose and can
change its form without God. Marx and
Engels, the early popular advocates for evo-
lution, candidly admitted this to be so. In
Engels’s eulogy of Marx, he lauded, “just
as Darwin discovered the law of evolution
in organic nature, so Marx discovered the
law of evolution in human history.”'® To
Marx and Engels, evolution created a world
in which “God was as powerless as individ-
ual man to interfere with the internal, self-
adjusting  dialectic of change and
development.”!4

This communistic “internal, self-adjust-
ing dialectic of change and development,”
was and is evolutionary in nature as well.
This is the dialectic of Hegel, who taught
that change occurs over time by pitting the
thesis of one age against its antithesis, and
the resulting synthesis becoming the thesis
of the next age. Scholar Henry Morris ex-
plains this system's evolutionary basis:

With communism’s emphasis on en-
vironmental influences, there has
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also been a long-continued mixture
of Larmarkianism (inheritance of
acquired characteristics) and salta-
tionism (sudden evolution instead of
the slow-and-gradual process postu-
lated by Darwinism and neo-Darwin-
ism). The Marxist “dialectic,” taken
from Hegel, maintains that progress
— both in thought and in society —
going from thesis and antithesis to
synthesis, lends itself to rapid qual-
itative evolutionary changes as well
as slow quantitative changes. What-
ever differences in details of evolu-
tion are involved, it is still

evolution.!s

Therefore, communism, the antithesis
to the government instituted earlier by cre-
ationists in America, is predictably spawned
by the antithesis of creation, specifically,
evolution.

Evolution and positivism

Positivism is the theory that government
can make laws and grant rights, and change
them at the will of the rulers. It is the theory
which the Nazis used in their defense at the
Nuremberg trials, and which is unfortunate-
ly often adhered to today in the administra-
tion of justice.!¢ It is also based firmly upon
evolutionary principles. Positivism, or
“political law,” is the system in which
“freedom comes from the government....
The law is whatever the government in
power says it is. Positivism requires that all
laws be written down, and that there are no
theoretical or artificial restraints on the abil-
ity of a popularly elected government to
enact whatever laws it wishes.”!”

This view of government differs tre-
mendously from the one instituted by cre-
ation. In a representative government with
derived powers, the political offspring of
creation, not only are rights granted by God
(not the government), but the government
also cannot enact any law that it chooses.
Because of the doctrine of derived powers,
the government can only pass the laws
which God has given it the power to pass.
On the other hand, the positivist system
generates a government which grants rights
and can pass any law, even one which
abridges the previously-granted rights.
Judge Napolitano alarmingly notes, “If
rights come from government, they can be
repealed by government.”'® Henry Morris
contends that Positivist thinking is evolu-
tionary as well:

Today’s lawyers, jurists, political
scientists, and similar professionals
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and governments which govern man can
evolve as well. As briefly alluded to earlier,
the danger of this system can be demonstrat-
ed by the rise of Hitler who, under positivist
theory, was legally elected and subsequently
legally passed his tyrannical and genocidal
laws:

Critics of Positivism have argued
that it leads to the tyranny of the
majority. These critics remind us that
Hitler and his Nazi government were
popularly elected, and once in power,
under the theory of Positivism,
passed all sorts of horrific laws, all
of which were lawfully enacted. Be-
cause there was no Natural Law to
protect the minority, these awful

laws became the law of the land.?0

It was this very point that the Nazi defense
team made at the Nuremberg war crime
trials,?! but justly, following the creationist
principle of a “Higher Law,” the Nuremberg
judges found the defendants guilty, and
ordered their execution.??

A chillingly relevant example today of
the dangers of Positivism can be found in
the United Nations' Universal Declaration
of Human Rights. As one reads the Univer-
sal Declaration of Human Rights, the reader
might conclude that this document protects

past, and which can do no differently than
initiate them once again. Thomas Jefferson
once worried,

And can the liberties of a nation be
thought secure when we have re-
moved them from their only secure
basis, a conviction in the minds of
the people that these liberties are of
the Gift of God? That they are not
to be violated but with His wrath?
Indeed, I tremble for my country,
when I reflect that God is just; that

His justice cannot sleep forever.?

If America does not return to its Found-
ing Fathers’ belief in creation, the future
presented to it will indeed cause all Amer-
icans to tremble. It is time that the doctrine
of creation, and its political ramifications,
be expounded and defended everywhere;
that the theory of evolution be refuted and
its corresponding political theories likewise
exposed and confuted. Only then, when
America’s government is based once again
upon creationist principles, will its future
as a free country be secure.
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Hadrosaur Skin Flick

he press is abuzz with the story

of a mummified hadrosaur
found in North
Dakota with skin
and fossilized soft parts.!?
Since the fully-articulated, uncollapsed,
mummified fossil named “Dakota” was dis-
covered in 1999, though, it appears that the
announcement is being made now primarily as publicity for a
National Geographic (NG) documentary.

The exceptionally-preserved specimen has allowed paleontol-
ogists to understand more details about the skin patterns, muscle
mass, and body proportions of hadrosaurs, and to infer something
about their running speed. Of interest beyond these details echoed
in all the news media reports, however, is what page two of the
NG story said about soft-tissue preservation. Acknowledging that
Mary Schweitzer’s team earlier this year had reported evidence for
unfossilized collagen in a 7. rex bone, the NG article states that
the hunt is on for preserved macromolecules in Dakota. If they
have been detected, no one is talking about it until the peer-re-
viewed paper is published. One team member admitted, though,
that “We have an array of chemical analysis techniques that we’re
applying to the organism — and not just to the skin.” Any future
announcement of preserved proteins or nucleic acids may be the
biggest story within an already big story.

Evolutionary paleontologists know that creationists are going
to beat them over the head with any discovery of preserved soft
tissue and biomolecules, so one has to wonder how hesitant they
are to reveal what they find. Hopefully, the excitement of such a
find, and the value of scientific objectivity, will prevent a cover-up.
Such news would deal a severe blow to the belief that these
specimens are 65+ million years old, and once confidence in
millions of years is shattered, the whole evolutionary tree will be
undermined.

Think of how long the Darwin Party has been feeding the
public the assumption of long ages. They know the public is going
to find it hard to swallow the line that soft tissue and DNA or
proteins could lie undisturbed for tens of millions of years. With
so much at stake, and the cult of Darwin vulnerable to a mass
exodus, will they tell the whole truth? It may take creationist
expeditions to do original research in this area to get the facts out.
They will need to provide unimpeachable documentation and
technical rigor to rule out any claims of contamination. Let’s wait
and see what the peer-reviewed paper says. Creationists do not
stand to lose face if soft tissue is not found, because it is tenuous
stuff (even for burials of known age). But if it is found, it would
be much more plausible to believe it has been preserved for
thousands of years, not tens of millions.

1. Schmid, R.E. 2007. Dino mummy unlocks Jurassic secrets. The Associated
Press (4 December).
www.msnbc.msn.com/id/22068363/

2. Anonymous. 2007. Mummified dinosaur unveiled. National Geographic News
(3 December).
http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2007/12/photogalleries/dinosaur-
pictures/index.html
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0r|g|n of Life: Food for Queazy Thought

ew theories of the origin of life seem

A biochemist at University of California at

Santa Barbara (Helen Hansma) put out a new
plot line about biomolecules forming between
the protective flakes of mica. This was all
Dave Mosher at Live Science needed to tease
the reader’s taste buds: !

Soup and pizza couldn’t explain the ori-
gins of life, so a researcher built a sand-
wich of an idea instead.

The new hypothesis describes how flaky
layers of the mineral mica could have created
the perfect conditions to jump-start the formation of mol-
ecules necessary for life....

Mosher should not be blamed for the menu, because these are
exactly the metaphors Hansma herself used:

“Mica is like a massive sandwich with millions of layers
of mineral sheets, which would be the bread,” Hansma said.
“The nooks and crannies between the bread may have jump-
started the formation of life’s chemicals and protected them.
It’s like a giant potluck of chemistry.”

So Helen wins the award, and Mosher is just the assistant
cook. He pointed out that she had to make the pizza and soup
seem distasteful first: “To address these shortcomings, Hansma
merged the soup and pizza ideas to create her sandwich hypothe-
sis.” Does that mean he is offering us a wet, cheesy sandwich?

Origin-of-life researchers occasionally raise another plot line
up the flagpole to see if anyone salutes. It’s only a way of
distracting the public into thinking progress is being made. All
the old criticisms still apply, and some new ones, also.

Hansma “cautioned that significant work lies ahead” (job
security for storytellers) “before she can make the hypothesis
appetizing to other scientists.” This will take a while, since many
first have to recover from severe indigestion jump-started by the
thought of pizza, soup, and a giant potluck of chemistry in a
mica-bread sandwich.

1. Mosher, D. 2007. Life may have originated in a sandwich; New hypothesis
proposes ‘giant potluck of chemistry.” LiveScience.com (4 December), re-
printed at msnbc.com.
www.msnbc.msn.com/id/22098389/

SETI: Physics Conspires to Keep the
Aliens Isolated T

here are the aliens? They’re too far I |
away to get to know. Don’t look for &
galactic federations to join any time soon, said
SETI Institute Director Seth Shostak.! The l
harsh realities of the speed of light make fel-
lowship, both in person and via radio signals,
too remote to be feasible.

Shostak noted the fine-tuning of the universe before
discussing these problems with interaction.

For years scientists have wrestled with a puzzling fact: The
universe appears to be remarkably suited for life. Its
physical properties are finely tuned to permit our existence.
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Stars, planets and the kind of sticky chemistry that produces
fish, ferns and folks wouldn’t be possible if some of the
cosmic constants were only slightly different.

That led to the principle theme of his essay: “Well, there’s
another property of the universe that’s equally noteworthy: It’s set
up in a way that keeps everyone isolated.”

Realistic SETI researchers don’t expect to have two-way commu-
nication with aliens. They understand that any message detected
will have come from a civilization that has either become extinct
or has gone on to bigger and better things than to care about an
answer from us. The dream of SETI is to establish the existence
of aliens, not, like Jimmy Carter wrote on the Voyager record, to
“join a community of galactic civilizations.”

It was nice of Seth to admit the fine-tuning of the universe.

He can say that and keep his job, but let an ID person say the same
thing and he gets expelled,? as in the case of G. Gonzalez.

1. Shostak, S. 2007. Aliens apart. Space.com (6 December).
www.space.com/searchforlife/071206-seti-aliens-apart.html

2. See website for Ben Stein’s new movie, EXPELLED: No Intelligence Al-
lowed, which is to be released in February 2008. The premise for the mov-
ie is “that educators and scientists are being ridiculed, denied tenure and
even fired — for the ‘crime’ of merely believing that there might be evi-
dence of ‘design’ in nature, and that perhaps life is not just the result of
accidental, random chance.”
www.expelledthemovie.com/home.php
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All by Design

by Jonathan C. O'Quinn, D.P.M., M.S.

Evolution’s Achilles Heel

volutionists believe that as

man’s early ancestors de-

veloped, they progressed

from a  four-limbed,
“quadrapedal” locomotive phase
to walking upright on two legs
(bipedal locomotion). Over mil-
lions of years, early hominids
are said to have attained the abil-
ity to run, allowing them to grad-
uate from a more herbivorous to
the more omnivorous diet which
later humans enjoyed as a result
of hunting.

One of the most important
lower extremity muscle groups
for running is the gastrocnemius-
soleus complex, or the triceps
surae, which forms the bulk of
the Achilles tendon. This is the
largest and most powerful ten-
don in the human body, able to
function as a giant spring, storing
and releasing a tremendous

12

amount of energy during running.
The problem for evolutionists is
that the great apes, supposedly
our closest living relatives, lack
a functional Achilles tendon. In
fact, modern great apes possess
only “the smallest vestige” of an
Achilles tendon, “certainly un-
able to store any appreciable elas-
tic energy.” Moreover, studies
have shown that without an
Achilles tendon, bipedal running
speed is decreased by 50%, yet
requiring twice as much energy.

Evolutionists firmly be-
lieve that man evolved from a
common ancestor with chimpan-
zees six million years ago. How-
ever, the theory of natural
selection dictates that evolving
traits must function well and
therefore confer a survival advan-
tage. Where did this Achilles
tendon come from, and how did
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bipedal running ever evolve if it were so
inefficient? Evolutionary theory, like early
man, would fall flat on its face.
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