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Introduction 
(by Ralph Winter) 

How in the world did God create man? Did 
He create Adam and Eve as a full-grown man and 
woman? Or when they were created, were they 
tiny? Did they have to grow? If they were tiny, 
who nurtured them into adulthood? 

For example, you could unite in a saucer an 
ovum and a sperm in what will become a human 
being. This is called in vitro fertilization. When 
that fertilized ovum is planted in the womb that 
tiny little object, too small to see, becomes a full-
blown Adam or Eve. Maybe it would have been 
easier for God to have just started creating 
mankind that way. But then, where is the womb? 
Where is the place? What is the process whereby 
you can achieve full-blown, reproductive species of 
human beings? This is really a fascinating 
question. 

To return to the mystery of the creation of life 
itself, notice that on that saucer, the tiny little 
object too small to see already contains every 
characteristic of the full grown adult right down to 
the color of the eyes, the direction of the eyebrow, 
lashes, the hair angle coming out of the scalp, the 
inner workings of the spleen and the kidneys, all 
the billions and billions of neuron synapses in the 
brain. All of that is contained in that tiny little 
speck. 

There are two mysteries here! 1) The very 
fact that there could be a DNA molecule, with its 
two billion atoms or more, and then 2) the fact that 
this molecule could be programmed in such a way 
as to produce a full-blown human being clearly 
different from all other life. This is incredible! It 
just awes you. It is a basis for worship. It is 
grounds for amazement about God, and it leaves all 
science befuddled, confused. There are so many 
things about this that are confusing that we just 
have to realize that God is bigger, God is more 
intelligent than we are. And it is fascinating. So in 
this lesson we are going to plunge further into this 
whole question of where Adam and Eve fit into this 
whole picture. 

 
 
 

Review 
(by James Buswell) 

 
1.  What differences are there between 
the creationist view of human origin 
which takes the data of geological and 
biological antiquity seriously, and the 
view taken by the theistic evolutionist? 

 
The first question asks what differences are 

there between creationists’ view of human origin, 
which takes the data of geological and biological 
antiquity seriously, on the one hand, and the view 
taken by the theistic evolutionists on the other 
hand? This is an important question, because 
frequently in the creationists’ literature, the two are 
treated as synonymous. That is, any concept of the 
antiquity of creation held by a Christian is often 
assumed to be identical with theistic evolution. 

Bernard Ramm differentiates between theistic 
evolution and the creationists’ view that rejects 
evolution, yet still holds human origins as ancient 
and takes the geological and biological antiquity 
seriously, a position frequently referred to as 
“progressive creationism.” In The Christian View 
of Science and Scripture, he writes: 

 
 Progressive creation. We must now 

deal with what we consider the fundamental 
pattern of creation. This pattern we gather 
indirectly and analogically from Scripture and 
from Nature. In Genesis 1, the pattern is a 
development from vacancy (Genesis 1:2) to 
the finished creation at the end of the sixth 
day. In manufacturing, the pattern is from 
raw materials to finished products. In art, the 
pattern is from unformed materials to artistic 
creation. In life, the pattern is from 
undifferentiated ovum to the adult. In 
character, the pattern is from random and 
uncritical behavior to disciplined and moral 
behavior. We believe that the fundamental 
pattern of creation is progressive creation 
(1955:112-3).  
 
That is, God created one thing after another, 

and He did it in a process of elaborating and 
perfecting. As I pointed out in “Creation and 
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Evolution: Process and Origin,” some things were 
created out of nothing by His fiat word in a 
timeless, instantaneous kind of creation, while 
many other things, including Adam and Eve, were 
created by processes using previously created 
material (Buswell 2006a: 20).  

Now the difference between that and theistic 
evolution in Ramm’s terms is that theistic 
evolution teaches “creation from within.” That is, 
the whole package is sort of sealed, and because of 
the dynamics of genetics and the whole assumption 
of the continuity, theistic evolution treats the 
evolution of life, including humans, as any 
evolutionist would. No different, except that they 
make the premise that God was the master Creator, 
using evolution as His instrument. Ramm writes, 

 
Theistic evolution teaches creation 

from within. In theistic evolution there is a 
continuous line from the original cells on the 
prehistoric waters to man. All divine working 
is immanental in Nature. But progressive 
creation teaches the transcendental activity of 
God. There is no continuum of life from 
amoeba to man, but the great phyla and 
families come into being only by the creative 
act of God. To equate this theory with theistic 
evolution is not proper. (1955:215). 

 
So this fundamental difference between 

progressive creation and theistic evolution must be 
recognized. It is inaccurate to call those who 
believe in, or who hold the progressive creation 
position, (the Age-Day Theory, or long ages of 
geological time and so forth), as “theistic 
evolutionists.” That view is based upon the 
assumption that antiquity is equivalent to 
evolution. The one, the theistic evolution, is a 
thorough-going evolutionist position; the other, 
progressive creation, is a thorough-going Biblical 
creationist position. 

Question 1 is explained more in detail already 
in “Antiquity and the Fossils” (Buswell 2006b:23-
26). The limitation of the fossil record is a very 
important thing to remember. And there is a greater 
recognition of the saltations or hiatuses between 
the various periods of evidence in the past. If, as I 
believe, Adam must be dated in terms of hundreds 
of thousands of years, I would tend to assume that 
the Homo erectus race, widespread as it is, was 
fully human, and would have to had Adam and Eve 
as their progenitors. What evolutionists call 
‘ancestral forms’, and frequently call ‘links’ are not 
found in the fossil record. There is an 
unexplainable gap of about 30 million years 
between the oldest, most debatable or hypothetical 
human fossils, and their most likely ancestral 

form—30 million years! This is not a creationist’s 
appraisal of the fossil record; this is the 
evolutionists’ understanding of the record. There is 
an absence of any likely primate or hominid 
ancestral forms for about 30 million years. The 
closest is the fossil primate called Propliopithecus, 
or another one called Egyptopithecus, and these are 
acknowledged anthropoids, not human. 

So when I talk about human evolution, I am 
only talking about human evolution in terms of 
microevolution within the human species. The 
tendency is for many textbooks to talk about 
human evolution as if it were proven, by only 
comparing the hominid remains with other hominid 
remains, treating them chronologically and calling 
that evolution. But there is a very noticeable lack 
of any evidence, anthropological, biological, 
paleontological, or otherwise, demonstrating that 
humans were evolved out of some non-human 
forms. 

So, in future conversations, be prepared to 
distinguish between human evolution as in 
continuity with pre-human ancestors, which is not 
documented, and human evolution within the 
limitations of the fossil record, which is 
documented. There, of course, one would have to 
make sure that the creationist has the option of 
assuming that God created Adam and Eve as the 
first human beings, which is not in conflict with the 
evidence we have. 
 
2.  How does your study so far support 
the stance that a thoroughly Christian 
testimony may accompany a position of 
the creation of humankind which is well 
integrated with the scientific data? 

 
One of the intentions of this question is to 

recognize some missiological implications of our 
study of origins. In many parts of the world, the 
view prevails that one cannot be a thorough-going 
Christian and at the same time take science 
seriously, and vice versa. It is expected that one 
cannot be a scientist and be converted to 
Christianity. This is particularly true in Russia, in 
other parts of Europe, and in the Far East—China, 
Japan, and Korea. 

It is a tremendous evangelistic tool to present 
creation science, in terms of the most sophisticated 
scientific knowledge, by a Christian in whose life 
and profession the two are integrated, and to 
demonstrate this before non-Christians in the 
mission field. Therefore, our purpose should be to 
build a Christian understanding of science, which 
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will provide us with the right attitude and strategy 
for the assimilation of scientific progress. 

And then, there is a more nebulous 
implication of this unity. What would be the 
implications for the Fall and the need for 
evangelism and missions, if it were true that there 
had been a previously created or evolved human 
population at the time that Adam was created? 
What populations in history today would be their 
remnants and their descendants, and which would 
be the descendants of Adam? How are these 
indistinguishable populations related to the 
consequences of the Fall? And what is the status of 
their prospects of salvation? Is a recent Adam 
important enough to warrant such speculative 
populations? 

This raises a question that is not commonly 
written about; but there are some advocates who 
are enthusiastic about proving that there were many 
populations of people, full-fledged human beings, 
at the time of Adam’s creation, with which he 
intermingled. The ones who were not under 
Adam’s Fall were supposed to be sinless, and they 
only learned sin from Adam’s progeny, and so 
forth. I have added it here just because there are 
some who have gone into that kind of probing of 
the possibilities. 
 
3.  By now, how do you view an ancient 
creation in relation to the essential 
message of the Bible? Upon what is 
your conclusion based? 

 
As I mentioned in “Antiquity and the 

Fossils,” those who feel that the Bible teaches a 
recent creation have mentioned only the inspiration 

of Scripture and inerrancy of Scripture as doctrines 
that are in jeopardy when ancient creation is 
assumed (Buswell 2006b:24). I have no brief for 
arguing the theological position one way or 
another. The only thing that I, as an anthropologist, 
see is that the authors of some of the most famous, 
fundamental and definitive statements on inerrancy 
and the inspiration of Scripture have also held to an 
ancient creation. So that as an anthropologist I have 
no trouble following their footsteps and assuming 
that there is no inherent conflict. I assume that the 
viewpoint that a belief in an ancient creation 
jeopardizes the doctrines of inspiration and 
inerrancy stems from an assumption that the Bible 
does teach a recent creation, therefore any other 
view would threaten these doctrines. And I think 
that probably we could argue that point on the basis 
of the pre-assumptions of the alternative view that I 
present. 

 
References Cited 

 
Buswell, James Oliver, III 

2006a Creation and Evolution: Process and 
Origin. In, Ralph D. Winter (Ed.), 
Ancient World Reader. Pasadena, CA: 
Institute for International Studies.  

2006b “Antiquity and the Fossils”, In, Ralph 
D. Winter (Ed.), Ancient World 
Reader. Pasadena, CA: Institute for 
International Studies.  

 
Ramm, Bernard  

1955 The Christian View of Science and 
Scripture. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans.

 
 


