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Foreword 

 
 The Hayama Missionary Seminar is an annual gathering of Christian 
missionaries for the purpose of missiological study, exchange of ideas, mutual 
sharing and fellowship.  (The name "Hayama" is taken from the town Hayama in 
Kanagawa Prefecture, where the earliest meetings, beginning in 1960, were held.)  
There is no official sponsorship, as the Hayama Missionary Seminar is a volunteer 
association of missionaries in Japan.  All persons engaged in Christian missions, 
whether as "professional" missionaries or as "tent makers" or in other forms of 
ministry, are welcome. 
 The 1996 Seminar was somewhat different that the "typical" Hayama Seminar, 
which usually consists of papers that the presenters prepare ahead of time for review 
by someone with a different perspective to respond to.  This year, Dr. Hugh Ross 
was asked to be the primary speaker, and a response was to be given by Dr. Masami 
Usami, the head of the Creation Science Association of Japan.  Various logistical 
problems and oversights made it impossible for Dr. Ross to have a verbatim paper 
available ahead of time for Dr. Usami to limit his response to.  Instead, a previously 
published paper that covered many of the points Dr. Ross would bring up and that 
had already been translated into Japanese was given to Dr. Usami.  Dr. Ross' oral 
presentation, (which was later transcribed for this book with minor editing) did deal 
with points not covered in that paper.  Likewise, Dr. Usami's response was basically 
a presentation of the young-earth creationist perspective together with a response to 
all of Dr. Ross' publications and audio/video tapes.  Thus, in this sense, this year's 
seminar was a departure from the preferred style of Hayama.  Nevertheless, when 
judged from the degree of excitement and interest generated by the conference, the 
1996 Hayama Seminar will undoubtedly go down as one of the best ever. 
 The 1996 Hayama Seminar Program Committee consisted of the following 
members: Peter Beckwith, Jim Sandholdt, Tim Boyle, Kenny Joseph, Cindy Dufty, 
Harold Sims and Carlton Elkins.  Recognition was given at the conference, but needs 
to be repeated here.  Specially thanks also to Robert Lee for his help in putting out 
this book. 
 
       Tim Boyle, Editor 
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"The Heavens Declare The Glory Of God" 
Dr. Hugh Ross's Opening Presentation 

 
 
 
 
 

by 
Hugh 
Ross 

 
 
 
 

(Editor's note: The following papers by Dr. Hugh Ross are transcriptions of the verbal presentations he made along with 
the Q & A sessions.  I have done some minor editing to put the material into proper grammatical form and to remove 
redundant material.  Contents of overhead transparencies are in bold. References are made to "REACHING THE 
SECULAR MIND FOR CHRIST" and "The Heavens Declare The Glory Of God") 
 
 
Let me begin with: 
Psalm 19: 1-4: "The Heavens declare the glory of God...They pour forth speech...They display 
knowledge...Their words go to the ends of the world." 
 
 What King David is telling us here is that there is more to the Word of God than the 66 
books of the Bible; that in the record of nature, in the heavens, we see communication from God in 
the works of nature.  Now, the Bible is inspired by God and the universe is created by God.  We're 
told 8 times in the Bible that it is impossible for God to lie.  We scientists, as we check out the 
record of nature in all the various disciplines of science, see total consistency and freedom from 
error.  There too, we see the message that it is impossible for the Creator to lie. Therefore the words 
of the Bible and the facts of nature must always agree. 
 
 
____________________ 
Hugh Ross earned a B.Sc. in physics from the University of British Columbia and an M.Sc. and 
Ph.D in astronomy from the University of Toronto. For several years he continued his research on 
quasars and galaxies as a post-doctoral fellow at the California Instititue of Technology. For eleven 
years he served as minister of evangelism at Sierra Madre Congregation Church.   Today he directs 
the efforts of Reasons To Believe, an institute founded to research and proclaim the factual basis for 
faith in God and in His Word, the Bible. 
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BIBLE:  inspired by God 
UNIVERSE: created by God 
 
Since God cannot lie, the words of the Bible and the facts of nature must agree. 
 On the other hand, science is man's attempt to interpret the facts of nature, and theology is 
man's attempt to interpret the words of the Bible.  And because human interpretation is involved in 
both theology and science, therein lies the potential for conflict.  But therein also lies the potential 
for resolution.   
 
SCIENCE: man's attempt to interpret the facts of nature 
THEOLOGY: man's attempt to interpret the words of the Bible 
 
 As we work as theologians trying to interpret what is going on in the 66 books of the Bible, 
we throw away those theories where there is inconsistency.  If our interpretation of Genesis 
contradicts our interpretation of Romans, we know that something is amiss, and so we adjust our 
interpretation in one or both books so that we have complete consistency throughout those 66 books.  
Scientists do the same with biology, chemistry, and astronomy.  We look at all the science; all the 
facts of nature.  And if our interpretation of astrophysics is in conflict with our interpretation of 
anthropology or biochemistry, we know that we have made a mistake in our interpretations.  And so 
we make adjustments to pull everything into consistency.   
 Likewise, the 66 books of the Bible provide a check on scientific interpretations of the 
record of nature.  If our interpretation from the books of the Bible is in conflict with our 
interpretation of the record of nature, we know that we have made a mistake in dealing either with 
God's word in the books of the Bible or with his word through the facts of nature or with both.  And 
so there is great value in integrating scientific endeavor with theological endeavor because by 
pulling the two together and getting rid of those theories that are inconsistent, we have the 
opportunity to spot our problems in interpretation and drive our science and theology closer and 
closer to the words of the Bible and the facts of nature.   
 Now, I'm coming to you as both a pastor and an astrophysicist.  As we look at astrophysics, 
we are seeing a "book of revelation" that is growing at a very rapid rate.  The sum total of 
knowledge in astrophysics doubles every 4 years.  This "67th book" that God has given us is twice 
as big today as it was 4 years ago; 4 times as big as it was just 8 years ago, and 8 times as big as it 
was 12 years ago.  So it should come as no surprise that the evidences for the existence of God are 
mounting most rapidly in particle physics and astrophysics, those fields of science where the growth 
is quite dramatic.  And therefore it should also come as no surprise that the evidence we have today 
for the existence of the God of the Bible and the accuracy and inerrancy of the words of the 66 
books of the Bible is so much stronger than it was a year ago, 2 years ago or 4 years ago. 
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 In the organization which I helped to found, "Reasons To Believe", we put out a newsletter 
called "Facts and Faith" that comes out every three months.  Our scientists, working together as a 
cadre of volunteers from around the world, witness in the scientific literature between 5 and 10 
discoveries every month that add to the weight of evidence for the God of the Bible.  And we 
endeavor to keep lay people up to date on the most significant of these discoveries by writing 
articles in the newsletter in a way that you can understand their significance and how you can share 
that with people who aren't astrophysicists or biochemists.  Now, this mode for the pursuit of truth 
is, I believe, supported by the Apostle Paul in I Thes. 5:21.  If you want to find out if it's true, put it 
to the test.  Everything must be tested. 
 
Test all things; hold fast what is good.  I Thes. 5:21 
 
 What's unique about the Christian faith is that it does not engender a blind faith, where you 
simply hope that it's true.  The challenge that the Apostle Paul, the writer of Malachi and other 
writers of Scripture give us is that God insists that we put him to the test.  Test it, and he will prove 
it to us.  We don't have to take it on blind faith.  We can put it to the test and see whether or not it is 
true.  The Bible is the only holy book that dares to stick its neck out as say, "Test, and you will see."  
But that can also be applied within the church.  So how do we test the various theories concerning 
the Bible and the record of nature?  We put it to the test.  And so that's what we'll do. 
 Now, this is my first trip to Japan, and the reason I'm here in Japan is that I see Japan as one 
of the most secular nations on the planet.  But it's our experience at Reasons to Believe that these 
new scientific evidences are especially effective for reaching secular rationalists for Christ.  Our 
experience in the United States is that they are by far the most open group in American society.  
They are responding to Christ at a rate that exceeds any other people group within the country.  
We've also seen the same thing in other countries as well.  I've given these kinds of messages on 5 
different continents, and if anything when you leave the States, the results are even greater.  Thus, 
before I get into the specifics of the evidences, I want to show you the kinds of results you can 
expect using the right tools for the right audiences.  I'm going to begin with the very best, and then 
I'm going to show you the very worst.  There are certain audiences where this approach doesn't 
work very effectively.  But where we've seen the best results has been in the former Soviet Union 
speaking before auditoriums filled with Russian research scientists, where the response was 99%.  
It's highest with the physicists and lowest with the anthropologists. 
 
Science Apologetics Results 
Russian scientists       99% 
American computer engineers     80% 
Japanese students in the U.S.     70% 
African students       65% 
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 The results are astounding in practically any field you choose.  Perhaps we had such success 
in Russia because they've had 70 years of evidence of what atheism can do for you.  So they may be 
a little more open.  In America, the best results we've seen have been in computer engineers.  How 
I'm measuring this is that I give a one hour message where I lay the evidence out and then give a 
call for people to pray to receive Christ.  We don't simply count that, but we count the people who 
sign up to receive follow-up study, where they get involved in a group to discuss things in more 
depth.  And we see as much as 80% making that kind of response, in terms of the non-Christians 
that are there. 
 Now you may ask me, how do you break it down ethnically, in terms of Caucasians, Asians, 
etc.  Asians respond at a higher percentage than do Caucasians.  Another area where we've seen 
great fruitfulness is with Japanese university students studying in the U.S. -- 70%.  Now not all 
ministries working with Japanese students get that kind of result.  In fact, I know of such ministries 
that say they have gotten 0% with Japanese students in science and engineering.  That's because 
they are using the wrong tools.  Using the approach we're going to see tonight, you can see Japanese 
students in science and engineering rise to the very top in receptivity rather than being at the very 
bottom.   
 Another group that has been very receptive has been African students in Africa.  Now they 
have responded very positively to this, though it's been somewhat the reverse.  What we've usually 
seen in Russia, the U.S. and among Japanese students is that the higher the education level the more 
receptive they are, but in Africa, it's almost the reverse.  But the science approach there, again, is 
what is producing these kinds of results. 
 Audiences that are not quite as receptive but still nevertheless quite impressive are Russian 
non-scientists.  People who don't have any degrees in science are still responding at a 50% level.  
People's Republic scholars in the U.S., by which I mean Chinese professors; they respond very 
favorably.  Graduate students a little less, but still very impressive, with undergraduates a little 
below that.  American professionals (doctors, lawyers, etc.) respond well, with American non-
professionals being significantly lower at 33%.   
 
Russian non-scientists   50% 
American professionals   50% 
PR scholars in the U.S.   45% 
PR grad students in the U.S.  35% 
American non-professionals   33% 
 
 
 You might ask why the difference.  What we've found is that those persons who respond 
best are trained in rational thought processes where the "rubber meets the road".  Engineers respond 
more positively than, for example, pure research mathematicians.  They have to be able to show a 
profit at the end of their tenure, and therefore what's 
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practical makes a lot more sense to them.  What could be more practical than the gospel of Jesus 
Christ?! 
 Well, where have we seen the worst results?  Students in the humanities.  It's still quite 
impressive.  You'd be amazed at how well humanities students respond to the scientific evidences 
for the God of the Bible.  I would submit to you that 20% is better than what many other 
organizations are experiencing with their approaches.   
 
Humanities students      20% 
Humanities professors     2 - 5% 
Nominal Christian professors at secular colleges  2 - 5% 
Nominal Christian professors at Christian colleges 1% 
 
 With the professors, we see quite a drop.  The reason for that drop is that at least in America 
(I don't know what it's like here in Japan), we seen quite a move in the humanities departments 
towards deconstructionism.  One of the precepts of deconstructionism is that everything is up for 
grabs; there are no absolutes; everything is relative.  Who knows?  Maybe tomorrow, the law of 
gravity won't be in operation!  Well, with a perspective like that, then science is meaningless.  Life 
is meaningless, for that matter; the universe is meaningless.  So, we get a lower response there. 
 Nominal Christian professors at secular colleges also tend to respond at a low rate.  The 
worst response we see anywhere is nominal Christian professors at Christian colleges.  What we are 
really seeing here is people of high scholastic standing who have chosen to isolate themselves from 
secular society.  Those Christian professors who are not in that pattern of isolation don't respond at 
this low of a level.  That's the kind of results you can get with the approach that we're talking about. 
 Now, I'm going to focus on the most recent discoveries.  It's been our experience at Reasons 
to Believe that people tend to respond most positively to what happened last week or last month.  
They like to hear about a new evidence for the existence of God.  "Don't talk to me about the 
historical evidence for the resurrection of Christ.  That's old stuff."  They want to hear about what's 
been discovered recently.  And it's been my experience that people will then listen to the evidence 
for Christ's resurrection from the dead after they have heard some solid scientific evidences for his 
existence.   
 A year ago, they awarded the Nobel Prize in physics to two astronomers, which is quite rare.  
Nobel seemed to have it in for astronomers, as there is no prize in astronomy, but every now and 
then, they sneak it in under the physics prize.  These two astronomers got their Nobel Prize for a 20 
year piece of work they did on a binary pulsar, called PSR 1913+16.  I'm sure you've all heard about 
it! 
 
PSR 1913+16 is a neutron star orbiting about a pulsar. 
Gravitational radiation causes the stars to slowly spiral inward. 
General relativity also predicts a periastron advance. 
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 It's a system where you have two neutron stars orbiting about each other. Neutron stars are 
highly unusual in that they are so highly collapsed -- collapsed to such a point that one teaspoon of 
the material weighs 5 billion tons.  Can you imagine stirring that into your coffee?!  But because 
they are so extremely collapsed, they are the best sites we have in the universe for testing theories 
of gravity.  The gravity fields experienced around these neutron stars are more than 100,000 times 
greater than we can see in our solar system.  And in the case of two neutron stars orbiting about 
each other, you can test different theories of gravity by measuring how quickly they spiral in 
towards one another.  This has been our best laboratory for checking different theories of 
gravitation.  The bottom line is this: Their 20 year study on this binary pulsar has demonstrated that 
the general theory of relativity is accurate to at least 14 places of the decimal.  This means it's been 
confirmed to better than one trillionth a percent.  In the words of the famous British physicists, 
Roger Penrose, "This makes the theory of general relativity one of the best established principles in 
all of physics."  There is now no doubting the accuracy of the theory of general relativity.   
 So, what does this mean?  It means for one thing that this gorgeous equation in correct: 
 
2/R d2R/dt2=-8piG/3(ro+3p/c2) 
 
 Now, we're in a beautiful place, but as a physicist, I can tell you that nothing transcends the 
beauty of equations of physics!  So I wanted to make sure you saw at least one.  But just so you 
don't get nervous, I want you to know that this is the only equation I'm going to show you tonight.  
(Comment from audience: There's a mistake up there isn't there? followed by laughter.)   This is 
the equation that convinced Albert Einstein that God must exist and that God must have created the 
universe.  What you have here is an expression for the acceleration of the universe.  Notice the 
minus sign along with all of the positive physical constants.  This tells us that the universe is 
decelerating.  If you solve this equation, you discover that it also tells us that the universe is 
expanding.  It is simultaneously expanding and decelerating, which means that it must be exploding.  
Only explosions are defined by simultaneous expansion and deceleration.  It's expanding outward, 
but as it expands, it does so more slowly with the passage of time.   
 If I were to explode a grenade here in front of you, you could observe the pieces of the 
grenade exploding outward.  But as they bumped into different obstacles in this room, they would 
slow down.  It's the same principle.  And since we have established general relativity to 14 places of 
the decimal, we've established that the universe is exploding -- something that's popularly called 
"The Big Bang".  And if it's exploding, there must be a beginning, and if there is a beginning, there 
must be a Beginner.  Hence, the existence of God.   
 It was through this equation that Einstein became convinced of the existence of God and 
that He must have created the universe.  However, we live in a day and age 
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when we can solve these non-linear differential equations with a lot more facility than they could in 
the days of Albert Einstein.  This solution, here, basically focuses on the matter and energy in the 
universe.  It is now possible to solve this equation not just for matter and energy but also for the 
space-time dimensions that are revealed on the other side of the equation.  This was done in 1970 
by Stephen Hawking and Roger Penrose in the now classic paper, "The Singularities of 
Gravitational Collapse and Cosmology."  You all ought to get this; it such thrilling reading that you 
can't put it down -- especially those of you who are fans of tensor calculus.  It's just incredible!  But 
when you get to the last page, there is something there for even those of you who are not fans of 
tensor calculus, and that's the conclusion of their space-time theorem of general relativity.  Namely, 
that if the universe is governed by the equations of general relativity, not only do we have an 
ultimate origin for all of the matter and energy in the universe, but even an ultimate origin for the 
space-time dimensions of the universe on which that matter and energy are distributed.  As 
Hawking himself boasted, "We proved that time itself has a beginning.  We proved that time was 
created."   
 We're not looking at just the creation of all the matter and energy in the universe, but also 
the creation of length, height, width and time as well.  That automatically tells us that God created 
the universe and that the God that created the universe must be none other than Jesus Christ!  Of all 
of the gods of the religions of the world, only one of those gods, namely Jesus Christ, is described 
as one who creates independent of matter, energy and the dimensions of length, width, height and 
time.  We worship a transcendent Creator -- not a God who creates within time, but a God who 
creates independent of time.  So simply by establishing that we are looking at a transcendent 
creation event, we've eliminated all possibilities other than Jesus Christ.   
 We are also talking about a creation event that is finite in time.  It happened only billions of 
years ago and therefore, time is not infinite.  Whatever illusions biologist have had, astrophysicists 
have always understood that if it is only billions of years, it is impossible to support the conclusion 
that life originated by natural processes or that the first life form evolved into a human being by 
natural processes.   
 But there is more.  Six weeks ago, there was a break-through discovery that demonstrates 
that we can extend this not to just length, width, height and time, but to 10 space-time dimensions.  
What was discovered 6 weeks ago is that there is a new kind of black hole, what is called an 
"extremal black hole," that has the property that it can be transformed into fundamental particles.  
This extremal black hole physics beautifully unites quantum mechanics, our theories of gravity, and 
our theories of special and general relativity.  And it does it by permitting these black holes to go to 
zero mass.  You may say, "But isn't that a contradiction?"  How can a black hole, which is defined 
as an object that is so massive and its mass so condensed that everything gets attracted into it, have 
zero mass?  You can't do it in 4 dimensions, but it's no sweat in 6 dimensions of space.  What we 
are really looking at is a universe created by God with 10 space-time 
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dimensions.  After 10-43 seconds (that's a trillionth of a trillionth of a trillionth of a 10 millionth of 
a second) has gone by, the universe experiences a dimensional split, where it goes from a 10 
dimensional piece into two pieces, one with 6 dimensions and the other with 4 dimensions.  The 6 
dimensional piece is still there, by the way, but don't go looking for it.  It's not part of our 4 space-
time dimensions.  Moreover, it stopped growing.  The 10 dimensions of the universe grew from an 
infinitesimal volume from zero to 10-43 seconds.  How big does that make it?  It would be less than 
a trillionth of a trillionth of a trillionth of a centimeter, and so it's real tiny.  Now, that 6 
dimensional piece is still there, but it's not growing.  The 4 dimensional piece we live in, however, 
has continued to expand ever since.  And as it expanded, it produced matter and energy, and 
eventually stars and galaxies and here we are. 
 Now, what is the proof for this?  The proof comes in the theory of general relativity.  This 
"string theory," as it's called, has this elegant consequence that it demands the operation of special 
and general relativity.  If you knew nothing about Einstein's theories of special and general 
relativity, the string theory automatically produces all the equations that Einstein laid out for us.  In 
fact, it demands those equations.  So the fact that we can prove general relativity to 14 places of the 
decimal means that we have proved this 10 dimensional string theory to 14 places of the decimal.  
 So, what does that do for you?  It means that we are talking about a Creator that at some 
finite time in the past brought into existence 10 space-time dimensions.  Now by definition, time is 
that dimension or realm in which cause and effect phenomena take place.  The production of these 
10 space-time dimensions is an effect that demands a cause.  Therefore, the Creator must have at 
least one extra dimension or its equivalent more than those 10 dimensions.  This means that 
astrophysicists and particle physicists have established the fact that we are worshiping a Creator 
with the power to operate in a minimum of 11 space-time dimensions or their equivalents.    
 What does that do for the Christian faith?  The Christian faith is the only extra-dimensional 
religion on this planet.  Have you ever noticed that?  All of the other religions put God in a 4 
dimensional box.  Now, Hinduism talks about extra dimensions, but the extra dimensions they 
speak of are dependent on our 4 space-time dimensions.  Everything takes place in the time frame 
of our universe.  In Christianity, we are talking about independent space-time dimensions.  By 
definition, a dimension would have to be independent of any other dimensions that exist, and so 
Hindus operating thousands of years before these mathematics were developed wound up with 
mixed-up terminology.  But Christianity is the only religion that does not put God in a 4 space-time 
dimension box.  There is a good reason for that.  No one can visualize phenomena in dimensions 
that he or she cannot personally experience.  So if you do not live in 11 dimensions of space and 
time, you can't visualize phenomena in 11 dimensions of space and time.  You can produce lots of 
theorems, but you're not going to get a visual picture of it.  And without that visual picture, we 
cannot imagine theologians 3000 years ago coming up with this extra-dimensional material. 
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Now, the Bible speaks specifically about 8 space-time dimensions.  I can tell you where you can 
find that.  In fact, I would suggest that it speaks of at least 9 space-time dimensions.  The Bible is 
the only holy book that speaks of doctrines and attributes of God that demand extra dimensions of 
space and time or their equivalent.  Have you noticed that all of the other religions of the world edit 
out the Trinity?  There is no Trinity outside of Christianity.  In 4 space-time dimensions, it is 
impossible for any entity to be simultaneously singular and plural.  In 8 space-time dimensions, it is 
not a problem, but in 4 space-time dimensions, it is.  I can describe how that works out, but as we 
are short on time, I'll skip that for the time being.   There are other examples.  The Bible speaks of 
the simultaneity of human free choice and divine predestination, where God predetermines all our 
thoughts and actions before the universe was created and yet we are held responsible for our 
choices.  That's an outright contradiction in 4 space-time dimensions, but again, it's no sweat if we 
have at least 3 dimensions of time, which is what we are looking at.  So the fact that the Bible 
speaks of eternal security, free will and predestination as being simultaneously true along with the 
Trinity demonstrates that its content must come from a being that's not limited to visualizing in just 
4 space-time dimensions.  And so string theory, the theory that tells us that the universe was 
originally created in 10 dimensions which then split into two pieces, a 4 dimensional and a 6 
dimensional piece, gives us a basis for understanding why the Bible is unique compared to the other 
holy books.  The other holy books were inventions of men and therefore show the limitations of 
human visualization, whereas the Bible comes from a transcendent being, a being who 
comprehends and creates within these space-time dimensions, and therefore we can use the content 
of those extra-dimensional doctrines to establish that indeed it must be the word of God.   
 A proper question to ask is, "Hugh, how do the atheists in your field react to all of this?"  
Well, the first comment I would make is that it is very hard to find atheists these days in physics 
departments of our major universities.  I speak at these places, and typically, all you get is nodding 
heads, but I know a couple of them that are atheists.  I even debated one of them on radio when one 
of these major discoveries was being made a couple of years ago.  I was very interested how 
Geoffrey Burbidge was going to respond to all of this exciting new evidence for God.  He really 
didn't bother with the evidence, except to issue forth a complaint.  He complained that as a result of 
these new discoveries, his peers in physics and astronomy had rushed off to join "the First Church 
of Christ of the Big Bang."  And so I took that as a concession that since we have proved the Big 
Bang, we have proved Jesus Christ.  
 I find it comforting that the atheists working in the field, to a man,  recognize that proof of 
the Big Bang qualifies as proof of Jesus Christ.  If fact, the only remaining resistance to the Big 
Bang in the physics community is from those who are so committed to their atheism that they can't 
accept the conclusion that a Creator must exist and that Jesus Christ matches that description.  
Therefore, they simply close their eyes to the data and say that it 
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can't be.  And by the way, they're quite frank in stating that that is their basis for rejection.  It's not 
scientific; they just can't accept the theological conclusion of Jesus Christ being the Creator, and 
therefore, they force themselves to deny the evidence.  It's ideology; it's not science. 
 What I've told you in these few minutes, and which is covered in much more detail in my 
books, is what I would call the most rigorous proof for the existence of the God of the Bible.  But I 
wouldn't say that it's the strongest proof.  The reason for its lack of strength is that it is somewhat 
intangible and abstract -- even to a physicist.  And people prefer more tangible arguments for the 
existence of God.  So, I'll spend my remaining time on those more tangible evidences.  We live in a 
unique day.  We're the only generation of humanity that has witnessed the measuring of the 
universe.  Fifteen years ago, I couldn't say that.  But today, the universe has been measured. 
 
Graph of known extent of universe 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 It's been measured in 27 different ways.  There are more ways it could be measured, but 27 
isn't bad.  Now, the significance of that is that if you can measure the universe, you have measured 
the creation.  And if you measure the creation, you then have a scientific tool for measuring the 
Creator himself.  Not all of his characteristics, of course, but a goodly number -- enough to establish 
that it must be Jesus Christ.  So let me get into that.  Now, in measuring the universe, astronomers 
discovered that it is exquisitely fine-tuned for the existence of life to such a degree that the only 
possible conclusion is that the God of the Bible must have put it all together.  Just to put this in 
some context, the birth of atheism and agnosticism goes back to German philosophers of just a 
couple of hundred years ago.  Now they made a  
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few assumptions.  They assumed that the universe is infinitely old.  But now we know that that isn't 
true.  It's only been around for about 16 billion years, and that's not much time.  They also assumed 
that the universe maintained the same conditions for infinite time, but we now know that's not true 
either.  The universe is expanding and changing with respect to time.  There is only a narrow 
window of time in which life is possible, within those 16 billion years.  The other thing that they 
concluded is that the universe provides us with an infinite supply of the building blocks for life.  
Well, in measuring the universe, we have shown that that third assumption for supporting their 
atheism is likewise false.  Everyone of their assumptions has been proven to be false.  When we 
measure the universe, we discover a profound building blocks problem -- namely, that it takes a 
miracle of God to explain the building blocks that are necessary for the existence of life. 
 
 
Building Blocks Problem 
*getting the right molecules 
*getting the right atoms 
*getting the right nucleons 
*getting the right electrons 
 
 Now obviously, if  molecules didn't exist, then life would be impossible  You're not going to 
get hydrogen and carbon atoms coming together unless molecules are possible.  What the physicists 
tell us is that molecules are not going to be possible unless you fine-tune the force of 
electromagnetism, the mass of the electron and the mass of the proton.  If you make the force of 
electromagnetism too strong, then the nuclei of atoms will hang on to their electrons with such 
tenacity that they will refuse to share their electrons with other atoms.  So the universe could be 
filled with atoms, but none of them would come together.  Well, what if we made the 
electromagnetic force a little weaker?  If you make it a little weaker, then none of the nuclei can 
hang on to any of the electrons, and all of the electrons would be bachelors, unattached for the 
entire age of the universe, and again there would be no molecules. 
 When you look at the atom itself, you discover an even more profound problem.  Inside the 
nucleus of each atom, you find protons and neutrons which are held together by the strong nuclear 
force.  But if you make that strong nuclear force a little bit weaker, then none of the protons and 
neutrons can hang together.  All the protons and neutrons in the universe would be bachelors 
unattached, which would mean that in the history of the universe, there could be only one element 
in existence, namely hydrogen, which is based on a single proton.  If all you have is hydrogen, 
you're not going to have life.  On the other hand, if you make the strong nuclear force a little bit 
stronger, then every proton and neutron in the universe will soon find itself attached to other 
protons and neutrons, and there will be no hydrogen in the universe.  And it's impossible to 
conceive of a life chemistry without hydrogen.  Life molecules, after all, are called "hydrocarbons".  
You might ask, "How delicate  
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a balance are we talking about?"  If we make the strong nuclear force .3% stronger or 2 % weaker, 
then life would be impossible at any time in the history of the universe.  So a delicate balance on 
the order of 1% in the strong nuclear force in necessary for life to exist.   
 Let's look at the nucleons, that is protons and neutrons, a bit closer.  The neutron has a mass 
of 0.138% greater than the proton, and because this is so, it is a little easier for the universe to make 
protons than neutrons.  That is why the universe contains 7 protons for every neutron.  But what if 
the neutron mass were a little less?  What if the mass were .1% less than what we observe?  Then 
the universe would make so many neutrons that very quickly all of the matter of the universe would 
collapse into neutron stars or worse yet into black holes.  And if all you have are neutron stars and 
black holes -- 5 billion tons a teaspoon full and up -- then clearly life is out of the question.  On the 
other hand, if we make the neutron mass .1% greater than what we observe, the universe will make 
so few neutrons that there won't be enough neutrons around to make any carbon, oxygen, nitrogen 
and the rest of the elements other than hydrogen that are necessary for life, and again life will be 
impossible.  So in this case being outside of that narrow range of on the order of one tenth of one 
percent rules out the possibility of life ever existing in the history of the universe.   
 Now let's look at the electrons.  One of the things we note is that stars will not form unless 
gravity is the dominate force.  But it's also true that stars cannot form unless electromagnetism is 
1040 times stronger than the force of gravity.  It takes a delicate balance between electromagnetism 
and gravity to get stable burning stars., and electromagnetism must literally be more than a trillion 
trillion trillion times stronger than force of gravity.  Well, it sounds like a paradox.  Stars won't 
collapse unless gravity is the dominate force in the universe, and yet stars will not be stable burning 
unless electromagnetism is more than a trillion trillion trillion times stronger than the force of 
gravity.  How it works in the universe is that the universe is perfectly electrically neutral.  Because 
it is electrically neutral, the electromagnetic forces cancel each other out throughout the universe 
and gravity, the weakest of the 4 forces of physics, is permitted to dominate, because the other three 
forces perfectly cancel off.  But that means that the number of electrons must be equal to the 
number of protons in the universe to better than one part in 1037.  Now that's 37 zeros after the one.  
I give some visual ways to evaluate those 37 zeros in my book.  I compare it to the national debt, 
for instance.  That's 5 times 1012 dollars, and so you can get a handle on it that way.  But let me get 
right to the point.  One part in 1037 exceeds by more than 100 trillion times the very best level of 
human design that we have been able to pull together.  What's the best example of human design 
and ingenuity?  It's a fancy telescope that's going to come on line in a few months time.  It's a 
gravity wave telescope.  This instrument has been so carefully designed and machined that it can 
make measurements to one part in 1023.  One part in 1023 is still 100 trillion times worse than this 
one part in 1037.   
 Now there are 4 things we can conclude from that.  Number one is that the  
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creator of the universe is not just a transcendent entity, he must also be a personal being.  Because 
only a personal being would have the capacity to design and fine tune to that degree of precision.  If 
you were to stub your toe on that gravity wave detector, you would not conclude that it was the 
product of a tornado whipping through the desert sands.  That's not how it got there.  It's too well 
machined and fine-tuned for you to draw that conclusion.  Number two is that God is not just a 
transcendent personal being, but he also must be a transcendent, personal and intelligent being.  
And you might say at least a 100 trillion times more intelligent than those M.I.T. and Chalets 
scientists who built that telescope.  You'd also be forced to conclude that he is at least a 100 trillion 
times more powerful and at least a 100 trillion times more creative.  So you establish the 
transcendence of God, his personality, his creativity, his intelligence and his power.   
 We can even go beyond that and establish his love.  Stephen Hawking wrote the best-selling 
book on science back in 1989, "A Brief History of Time."  It sold 10 million copies.  There are very 
few books period that have sold 10 million copies.  But in that book, he says, "Okay, I believe in 
God, just like Einstein believed in God," but he refused to believe in a personal God.  He said, "I've 
heard about these design characteristics of the universe, but I'm skeptical about them.  You know 
why?  Because if God's intent was to create a planet and then create humanity on that planet, then 
why would he fool around with a trillion useless galaxies.  It just doesn't make sense that a God 
intent on creating human beings would waste his time making so many stars and galaxies."   
 Well, that was back in 1989.  Things have happened since then.  What we've come to realize 
is that life on planet earth wouldn't be here unless the universe contained those 100 billion trillion 
stars.  Why?  Because the mass of the universe is as a catalyst for nuclear fusion.  If you make the 
mass too large, the universe will fuse light elements into heavier elements with such a high degree 
of efficiency that very quickly the hydrogen in the universe gets converted into elements heavier 
than iron.  And if all the elements you have are heavier than iron, then clearly life chemistry is 
impossible.  On the other hand, if you make the mass of the universe slightly less, then nuclear 
fusion becomes so inefficient that the only elements that will ever exist in the history of the 
universe will be hydrogen, or a whole lot of hydrogen and a little bit of helium and nothing else.  
Either way, you are missing the carbon, oxygen, nitrogen etc that are essential for life.  It only 
works in a universe with a 100 billion trillion stars.   
 Now, that allows me to make an interesting paraphrase of John 3:16.  "For God so loved the 
human race that he went to the expense of building a 100 billion trillion stars and carefully shaped 
and crafted those 100 billion trillion stars for 16 billion years so that for this brief moment in time 
we could have a nice place to live."  Now, that's kind of a child's argument for love.  You know 
how children often measure the love of their parents -- by how much money they spend on their 
gifts and how patient they are with their antics.   
 One of the assignments I gave in our Sunday School in our church was to  
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place a monetary value of the love of God revealed in these hundred billion trillion stars.  A liter of 
helium at the density that we see on the sun is about one dollar per liter on the open market, and a 
liter of hydrogen is about 10 cents.  The sun is a little under one million miles in diameter, and so 
you can calculate how many liters of hydrogen and helium it would take to make one sun and put a 
dollar value on that.  You then multiply that by a hundred billion trillion times, and then you 
amortize that at 8% interest for 16 billion years, and you get a rough idea of how much the Creator 
spent so that we could have a nice place to live.  Therefore, the Creator must care a great deal for 
the human race.  Look what he did for us.   
 Now, if we have established a Creator that is personal, transcendent, powerful, intelligent, 
creative and loving, then we have indeed eliminated all other possibilities but Jesus Christ.  What's 
interesting is looking at the reactions of non-Christian physicists and astronomers looking through 
the literature.  In fact, in my book "Creator and the Cosmos", I have an entire chapter of quotes 
from such scientists reacting to this evidence.  Without exception, you come up with quotes such as 
this one by Fred Hoyle, "A superintellect has monkeyed with physics, as well as with chemistry and 
biology." 
 
A superintellect has monkeyed with physics, as well as with chemistry and biology.  Fred Hoyle, 
The Universe 
 
 Everyone of them comes out with statements that would agree with the following: Based on 
these new measurements of the universe, an entity must exist that transcends the space-time 
dimensions of the universe, and is personal, creative, intelligent and powerful -- not all of them get 
the love part in, but they do get the power, creativity and intelligence in.  However,  they don't have 
the theological background to realize that the entity they have defined is none other in Jesus Christ.  
So they blithely wander around worshipping this great entity not realizing that it is identical to the 
definition Christians have determined for Jesus Christ.   
 Now, this field is so rapidly advancing.  I've just given you 5 characteristics, but at last 
count there are already 28 such characteristics of the universe that must be fined-tuned for life.  
There are 27 listed in that last edition of "The Creator and the Cosmos", but every couple of months, 
we come out with an update.  We make these available free of charge, and so any of you who what 
that can get them.   
 When you move beyond the design of the universe, you discover even greater evidence for 
God's involvement.  Why?  Because the universe is so vast that we are typically measuring it with 
only 10%, 1% or .1% precision, and we can only measure 28 characteristics.  If we focus in on the 
solar system, we can measure far more characteristics with far greater precision.  What have we 
discovered?  Even more evidence for design there than we find in the universe.  Basically what you 
discover with the solar system is that you run into a heavenly body problem. 
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Heavenly Body Problem 
*getting the right galaxy 
*getting the right star 
*getting the right Jupiter 
*getting the right Earth 
*getting the right Moon 
 
 Not any only galaxy will do.  Sure, the universe contains a trillion galaxies, but ours is 
probably the only one with the conditions that will permit the support of life.  It's got to be a spiral 
galaxy of a certain size that is located in a particular neighborhood of the universe.  It has to have 
just the right population of white dwarf binary stars and have supernova exploding at the right time 
and location.  The bottom line is that our galaxy is probably unique amongst all of the galaxies of 
the universe with the capacity to support life.   
 Likewise, not any old star will do.  It's got to be a bachelor star with practically the identical 
mass of our star, the sun.  If it's any bigger, you run into the problem of it burning too quickly and 
erratically, and if it is any smaller, you will run into a tidal problem that would cause the rotation of 
the earth to slow down to be much longer than 24 hours.   
 You have to have the right accompanying planets.  We've got 9 planets in our solar system.  
What has been discovered in the last year and a half is that it takes those planets, like Jupiter and 
Saturn and Mars, to have life here on earth.  It is not just the earth and sun that must be designed, 
but you must also design the other planets, and thank God we have that moon there.  Our planet is 
unique in that it has this single, gigantic moon in close orbit around it.  This is what stabilizes our 
rotation axis -- ours being the only planet with such a stable rotation axis. 
 
Probability for planetary parameters to be in life supporting range 
galaxy type      .05 
galaxy location     .05 
star location      .2 
number of stars in system    .2 
 
 What I've done in my book is to take very optimistic probabilities of finding a galaxy of the 
right type in the right location and a star located in the right part of the galaxy.  That probably 
explains why I've never met a Mormon astronomer.  One teaching of Mormon theology is that life 
first arose on a planet at the center of our galaxy.  As an astronomer, I can tell you that it is 
impossible for life to exist at the center of our galaxy, because of the high level of radiation there.  
Moreover, the stars are jammed very tightly together at the centers of galaxies, and planetary orbits 
there would be destroyed.  And therefore, "Kolab" is not the location of the origin of life in our 
galaxy.  We have a paper on that if you want to get it from us. 
 There are 47 characteristics that all must be fine-tuned for life to exist on our planet.  I don't 
have the time to go through them, and so let's go right to the end of the list.  You have to have the 
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right number and intensity of earthquakes.  Next time you feel something here in Japan, you might 
want to give God thanks for his perfect providence that he has blessed us with the right number and 
intensity of earthquakes so that life can exist over the long term.  I'm with you on that, for I live in a 
seismic area as well.  I keep reminding my wife of that every time our home gets bumped up a little 
bit. 
 
dependency factors     100,000,000,000 
longevity requirements    .0001 
Probability of all 47 parameters  10-60 
Estimated number of planets  10 22 
 
 Now the probability that all 47 of these parameters would fall into the necessary range for 
life to exist -- and not just life as we know it, but for any conceivable kind of life -- is less than  
10-60.  Now this is already out of date, as I produced these overheads 3 months ago and there are 
already 2 more parameters added to the list, and so the odds are even less.  If you want to keep up 
with this, you'll have to get on our mailing list to get Facts and Faith, our free newsletter. 
 But the way, the Carl Sagans of the world try to wiggle out of it is to say, "Sure we realize 
that the odd are rather remote."  They haven't bothered to add up the odds like we have, and so it's a 
lot more remote than they think.  But the way they've always tried to wiggle out of it is by saying, 
"We live in an enormous universe.  The universe has 1022 stars."  And they claim that there are as 
many planets as there are stars.  I can give you many reasons why that is a gross overestimate of the 
numbers of planets, but even if there are that many, that still leaves you with a probability of less 
than 1 in 1038 of finding one planet anywhere in the universe with the right conditions of 
supporting life over the long haul. 
 
Less than 1 chance in a 100 trillion trillion trillion for one such planet to occur anywhere in 
the universe. 
 
 This means that there is less than 1 chance in a 100 trillion trillion trillion for one such 
planet to occur anywhere in the universe with the capacity to support life.  What does that tell us?  
It tells us that God didn't simply wander through the vastness of the universe and say, "Ah ha!  
That's the best planet!  I'll create life there."  No, with odds this remote and getting more remote 
every month, we're forced to conclude that God specially designed crafted, and created planet earth, 
Jupiter, Saturn, Mars, the Sun, the Moon and our galaxy so that we could be here at this brief 
moment in time.  Incidentally, that is an important point too: life is only possible in middle-aged 
systems.  Life is impossible if the universe is new and it is also impossible if it is old.  That's also 
true of the galaxy, sun, moon, earth, and Jupiter etc., as they must all be middle-aged.  Why?  
Because in astronomy, only middle-age systems are stable, just like with people.  (You like than 
one, huh?) 
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Origin of life problems 
*short time scale 
*chaotic prebiotic soups 
*atmospheric oxygen 
*the odds 
 
 When we move from geophysics to biochemistry and information theory (remember, 
mathematics was first, then astrophysics and geophysics), it is a little more complicated science.  
And because there's greater complexity, we see even more evidence for design here than we do with 
the universe or the solar system.  Let me give you an idea of how strong the evidence really is.  Two 
years ago, I debated on the radio 4 different leading atheistic biologists, all Darwinists.  I quickly 
brought up the origin of life issue, and every one of them said "Pass.  We don't want to talk to you 
Dr. Ross about the origin of life.  We will concede that one to you.  Let's talk about the fossil 
record."  That's because they realize that they don't have a leg to stand on concerning the origin of 
life.   
 In fact, in our organization, we distribute 3 books, one written by an atheist chemist, one 
written by an agnostic chemist and one written by three Christian chemists.  All three of them reach 
the conclusion that it is impossible for life to originate by natural causes.  The best one is this recent 
one put out by Hubert Yockey, Information Theory and Molecular Biology.  He is an agnostic, and 
yet he told me over the telephone, "No one can read my textbook and possibly draw the conclusion 
that life can originate under natural conditions."  And so, of course, I asked him why he calls 
himself an agnostic.  He says, "I just don't want to think about that issue.  But in terms of the origin 
of life, it can't happen by natural processes."   
 Those 4 atheistic biologists I was talking to said, "Let's get into the fossil record."  They felt 
more comfortable there because it's more complicated.  The greater the complexity, the more room 
there is to wiggle around.  But that's not so if you frame it within the context of the simple sciences.  
That's why I went into astronomy.  It's a simple science.  It's easy to come up with equations of state 
and boundary conditions that predict behavior.  But those equations of state and boundary 
conditions apply not just to the universe, but they also apply to biochemistry, information theory 
and anthropology.  So by beginning from the simple sciences and moving to the complex sciences, 
you can help those at the opposite end of the spectrum, say anthropology, see the fingerprint of God.  
If you start with anthropology, they might not see the forest for the trees.  But if you begin with the 
simple sciences and move them step by step, they will be able to see that evidence of design.  

You start with a simple life form three and a half billion years ago, and as time goes on you've 
got more and more species with greater and greater complexity up until mankind shows up on the 
scene.  As you look at this fossil record, notice that we only have evidence for the vertical branches.  
There is no evidence for the horizontal branches.  A species shows up in the fossil record 
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The Fossil Record 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
supposed ancestor 
bold lines: actual fossil forms 
dotted lines: hypothetical speciations 
 
 and continues without significant change for a long period of time until it goes extinct, and 
then it is replaced by a radically different species with no visible connection in the fossil record.   
 Now what they never tell you about in the textbooks is what I call the reversal of the fossil 
record (overhead turned upside down).  This is only true up until the time mankind appears on the 
scene.  With the appearance of mankind, you get a reversal in the fossil record.  Ever since God 
created Adam and Eve, you get fewer and fewer species with less and less diversity.  Why?  
Because, for "6 days" God created and on the "7th day" he rested.  In my book, I use a quote from 
Paul and Ann Erlich, "We have yet to document the appearance of a single animal species in the 
world of nature.  Using real time biology, we haven't seen even one animal species appear, and in 
the vast majority of cases, we can't even detect any genetic change in the genetic content of those 
animal species."   
 What does that tell us?  Since mankind appeared, the speciation rate has been a virtual zero.  
Before mankind, an average of one new species per year came into existence.  The explanation is 
found in Genesis 1.  "For 6 days, God created."  He replaced species that went extinct through 
natural processes supernaturally through his fiat creation miracles, but on the 7th day he rested.  He 
stopped doing that.  We're still in the 7th day of rest.  There is no "morning and evening" for the 7th 
day.  It's referred to in the future tense by the author of the book of Hebrews and King David.  And 
the "8th day" we don't see until Rev. 21 when God conquers evil.  That's why we don't see activity 
in biology today other than extinctions.  That's why there's a reversal in the fossil record, because 
God has stopped creating new species of life.  But he will create again on that "8th day" after he 
uses humanity and the laws of physics to engineer a total and final conquest of evil and suffering.  
Thank you. 
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Response to Dr. Hugh Ross 
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 It is a great privilege to be here to give my testimony and respond to Dr. Ross' presentation.   
 First I want to tell a little about my own experience.  I was born into a Shinto family.  In 
school I learned only evolutionary thinking, so I was an evolutionist when I returned to Japan from 
Sakhalin (Russia).  My brother became a Christian and I was surprised.  I thought, "There is no 
creator and we have traditional, good religion, so why would my brother become a Christian?"  I 
looked in my brother's Bible and read, "In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth."  I 
thought this was an unscientific thought because I had learned that evolution is science, and there is 
no creation. When I entered university I thought that science was the only way to reach truth.  
 At the university I searched every book in every field of science to find the answer to the 
Bible, to prove evolution.  In the end, what I learned was that there is no scientific basis for 
evolution.  There is only guess work, assumptions and circular reasoning.  So I came back to the 
Bible and after days of turmoil in my mind, I trusted God and received Jesus Christ as my Savior 
and Lord. 
 I agree with many arguments Dr. Ross provides in disproving non-theistic evolution. Many 
of those arguments were developed by young-earth creationists. Yet some of his ideas do not agree 
with the Bible. Let us review his view of creation briefly. 
 
1. God created the universe around 17 billion years ago, using the Big Bang. Dr. Ross was so 
convinced of this theory that he couldn't take the Bible literally. As a result, the rest of his view had 
to follow the evolution time scale.  
2. Creation days are not 6 literal 24 hour days, but billions of years. The present age is the seventh 
day, which will continue until the end of the age.  
3. Death and bloodshed have existed from the beginning of creation and is not the result of sin. Man 
was created after the vast majority of earth's history of life and death had taken place. 
 
_______________ 
Dr. Masami Usami is a medical docor with his own practice, and he also pastors the First Bible 
Baptist Church of Mito. He is head of the Creation Science Research Association of Japan, located 
at 3317-23 Nagaoka, Ibaraki Cho, Higashi Ibaraki Gun, Ibaraki, Japan 311-31; tel. 029-292-9621 
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4. The flood of Noah was local, not global, although it did kill all humans outside the ark. 
 I certainly do not view these ideas as being Biblical. I believe Biblical creation requires 
these beliefs: 1. God created the universe several thousand years ago. Heaven and earth were 
created on the first of the 6 creation days. 2. Everything was created in the order mention in Genesis 
ch.1. These creation days are literal and not long periods. The seventh day is as literal as the rest, 
one 24-hour day. 3. Death and bloodshed were the result of Adam's sin. 4. Noah's flood was global 
and killed all humans, land animals and birds except those in the ark. Further, I believe such 
Biblical creation to be essential to Biblical Christianity. 
 Concerning the Hebrew word "Yom" (day), Strong's Concordance says, "a day whether lit. 
(from sunrise to sunset, or from one sunset to the next), or fig. (a space of time defined by an 
associated term.)" In Gen. 1 there is no associated term to indicate a figurative meaning, so we must 
take it as literal. In Ex. 20:8-11 Moses used the word in a very literal way. God created for 6 days 
and rested 1, and thus did God sanctify the seventh day and commanded the people to rest the 
seventh day. He did not say to work 6 long ages and rest 1 long age.  Anyhow, God is not still 
resting; He is working.  Jesus said, "My Father is working still, and I am working" (Jn. 5:17).  And 
Paul said, "God is at work in you, both to will and to work for His good pleasure."  God is certainly 
working, not resting.  The Bible says "God rested."  That is past tense.  It does not say, "God started 
resting." Let's get it right. 
 If, indeed, those were long ages, all flowers that are pollinated by insects and birds would 
have become extinct before insects were created. It had to be a short period.  
 Dr. Ross' teaching that there was death before Adam sinned and that his sin resulted only in 
spiritual death is old news. The heretic, Pelagius, taught this around 400 A. D. The Pelagian view is 
that man was created mortal. He taught  everything about us dies sooner or later, so it is and has 
always been with man. The principle of death and decay is a part of the whole creation. Pelagius 
was rightly denounced by the early church, for which we should be thankful. According to Dr. Ross' 
beliefs, Jesus Christ would have eventually died anyhow, even if He had not been crucified. 
 Does the Bible teach that natural creation was not affected by Adam's sin? Not at all.  
 Romans 8:20-22. "For the creation was subjected to futility, not willingly, but because of 
Him who subjected it in hope; because the creation itself also will be delivered from the bondage of 
corruption into the glorious liberty of children of God. For we know that the whole creation groans 
and labors with birth pangs together until now." Corruption includes death, part of the futility to 
which creation was subjected, as in Gen. 3:17, "Cursed is the ground because of you. . . " 
 I Cor. 15:21-22. "For since by man came death, by Man also came the resurrection of the 



21 

dead. For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ all shall be made alive." The words show that 
Adam's sin resulted in physical death as well as spiritual death. We must not say Adam would have 
died physically, but not spiritually, had he not sinned. The resurrection of Jesus Christ was physical, 
not spiritual, so we know that Jesus died to redeem our fleshly bodies, and not only our spirits. 
 What about Noah's flood? In Gen. 9:11, God said to Noah, "Thus I establish My covenant 
with you: Never again shall all flesh be cut off by the waters of the flood; never again shall there be 
a flood to destroy the earth." If the flood was only local, God did not keep His covenant, because 
there have been many floods since that time, killing lots of people. If the flood was local, why 
spend 90 years building an ark? Why not just move animals and believers to higher ground? The 
language of the account, besides passages like Psalm 104, require a global flood . . . destroying "all 
flesh". 
 Dr. Ross has many theories. Theories are not based upon absolute truth, and so are not 
absolutes. Many people think that scientists are completely unbiased and their theories based upon 
pure observation. This is not true. Einstein said, "But on principle, it is quite wrong to try founding 
a theory on observable magnitudes alone. In reality the very opposite happens. It is the theory which 
decides what we can observe."  
 The Big Bang is no exception. Evolutionists have for a long time presented "proof" of the 
Big Bang, only to have their "proof" proven wrong. Their assumptions which "proved" the Big 
Bang, turned out not to prove it after all. This is what Einstein said, "It is the theory which decides 
what we can observe." The big bang theory is a belief, not science. 
 Astronomer Halton Arp wrote in "Nature" magazine, "Cosmology is unique in science in 
that it is a very large intellectual edifice based on very few facts." (Nature, Aug. 30, 1990 pp. 807-
812). He means that cosmology is mainly constructed of guesswork and imagination. Dr. Ross 
would have us believe his edifice is nothing but fact. Dr. Arp says it has very little fact. I have to 
wonder if Dr. Ross has just accepted the Big Bang blindly, or if he knows the truth of the fragility 
of the theory and is willingly misleading people. 
 We are witnessing the collapse of the theories of evolution. The Big Bang hypothesis has 
largely changed, being modified into the inflation theory. In viewing the history of the universe and 
the earth, how can we really get to the truth? Since theories are only guesses, what we need is an 
eyewitness. 
 Here is a good example of that fact. It is the case of Mr. Sakamoto and his family who were 
murdered by members of Aum Shinrikyo. For 5 years the police and Mr. Sakamoto's mother 
searched for the Sakamoto family. All theories and ideas were futile. Finally one of the murderers 
came forward and admitted the crime and showed the police where the bodies were buried. How 
could he do that? He, committed the crime; he was an eyewitness. Police theories would never have 
found the truth. It is the same in creation. 
 In the matter of the theoretical Big Bang, who was there to witness it? It is only an  
assumption of the past. The only possible Eyewitness is the Creator.  
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He really should be taken as seriously as the killer of the Sakamoto family. The police accepted the 
words of the killer and found the bodies. We might wonder why people will take the words of a 
killer, but not the words of the Creator God. 
 The Big Bang is now a passing theory -- or a passed theory.  The cosmology was greatly 
changed with the discovery of the "great wall." We have material that shows that the Big Bang and 
other cosmologies depending on evolution are only guess work and assumptions.  Truth is usually 
in the minority rather than the majority.  We see that in the record of Noah.  Noah believed God and 
built an ark to save his family and himself.  After the flood Noah and his family were then in the 
majority.  This is God's record of the event.  We must seek truth and receive God's Word, regardless 
of men's opinions. 
 Astronomers, and other leading scientists, are bringing devastating evidence against the Big 
Bang. As I check the details of the Eyewitness's report, I find it (the Bible) to be rational, with 
sufficient evidence.  For example, in the Genesis account, on day three the earth dried up quickly, at 
least within one day. One very strong evidence of that is taken from research done on polonium 
halos in basement granite. The explanation is tedious, but please hear it. 
 When radioactive material decays within a solid, the escaping alpha particles burns or etches 
the record of that escape in that material. In a solid, it is a sphere, but when sliced and examined, it 
looks like a halo. There are three kinds of polonium halos: Po 210 (half life 138 days), Po 214 (half 
life 0.000146 sec.) and Po 218 (half life 3 1/2 min.)  Since magma is not yet solid, no radiometric 
halo can form in magma. This means that the Po 218, having a half-life of only 3 1/2 minutes, had 
to be in the granite when it was formed. Therefore the granite must have been formed within 3 
minutes.  
 These polonium isotopes are the daughter products of Uranium, a radioactive material 
which decays through a chain of elements, finally to lead. Along the chain of decay it passes 
through the three stages of polonium mentioned above. However, there are many instances where 
polonium halos have been found with no uranium nearby, and no marks of uranium having been 
present. The presence of these Po 218 halos independent of the uranium decay chain is evidence 
that a primordial liquid cooled and crystallized almost instantaneously to form the earth's granites. 
This is in sharp disagreement with the evolutionary position which states that the earth cooled down 
from a molten condition over a long period of time. Polonium halos are mute evidence that the 
earth's basement rocks were formed suddenly. There was no need for long ages, not even one whole 
day. 
 In coalized wood Dr. Gentry found many specimens of polonium in the presence of uranium, 
not apart from uranium as he did in granite. 
 The Lord raises the question, "Where were you when the earth was formed?" (Job 38:4-7).  
Was Dr. Ross, or any other scientist, there when the earth was formed? No?  Then they are all 
guessing.  Just guessing. It is absurd for men to make dogmatic statements about how things were 
billions of years ago.  
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Even many Christians swallow such atheism-based nonsense.  Evolutionists begin with an a priori  
assumption of long ages uniformitarianism, renounce young earth creationists as unscientific, 
devise some plausible explanation, and then point out that the present condition agrees with their 
explanation.  Sadly, they do not understand that they are guilty of circular reasoning.  God, the 
Creator Himself, was the Eyewitness.  Only God was there, and He, alone, knows what happened.  
Fortunately for us, He gave us a record of what happened.  Unfortunately, men like Dr. Ross choose 
not to believe it. 
 Carbon14  is well known for age dating.  Its weakness is that it can only date things up to 
several thousand years old. So other methods were developed.  The potassium to argon decay test 
has been widely touted as the most accurate dealing with long ages. The problem is that no one 
knows that the universe is as old as dates given by this method. Some tests on known ages of rocks 
show that this method cannot be trusted at all.  Consider some Hawaiian lava rocks. 
 The Journal of Geophysical Research, volume 73, July 15, 1968, reported that lava rocks 
formed in 1800 and 1801 in Hawaii were dated by a potassium-argon method and showed an age of 
formation of 160 million years to 3 billion years.  This shows a tremendous discrepancy between 
the actual age and the age as determined by a radiometric dating method.  Another example of 
erroneous dating is reported in Science, volume 162, October 11, 1968.  Volcanic rocks known to 
be less than 200 years old were dated by a radiometric dating method and showed ages of 12 to 21 
million years, showing that the reliability of these dating methods is in question when tested against 
materials with a known origin.  We must remember that these same dating techniques are one 
scientists believe give a positive proof  of the earth being billions of years old. The following is a 
list of lava rock samples known to be less than 200 years old, showing the test results using the 
potassium-argon method. 
 
 1.  160,000,000     years   5. 1,580,000,000  years 
 2.  791,000,000        "   6. 2,040,000,000     " 
 3.  960,000,000        "   7. 2,470,000,000     " 
 4.  1,500,000,000     "   8. 2,960,000,000     " 
 
 Would you rest your faith in the age of the earth upon such methods rather than the revealed 
word of God? 
 It is objected that recently formed rocks give erroneous dates. How do they know that any 
rocks give correct dates?  About 90% of all radiometric dating tests are thrown out because they do 
not give the "correct" dates according to the theory of evolution. If the dates of these rocks were not 
known they would adopt a method of averaging the dates, and accept the dates as being valid.  
 The Grand Canyon is often given as great proof of evolution and long ages. The evidence is 
otherwise. The eruption of Mt. St. Helens and the subsequent events give us some very important 
data relative to the formation of canyons. At the time of the eruption the river was dammed up 
creating a large lake.  About three years later there was a smaller eruption creating a mud flow 
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which burst the dam on the river. Down river sediment from the eruption had been washed in and 
settled out.  After three years it was all settled and began to harden.  However, when the dam burst, 
a path was quickly cut through this relatively new sediment.  The result of this was to create what 
some call a "mini Grand Canyon" (about 1/40 the size of the Grand Canyon).  Many features look 
remarkably like the Grand Canyon.  So much so that some scientists are questioning the necessity 
of long ages to create the Grand Canyon.  How long did it take to cut the mini Grand Canyon?  
About three hours.  Probably a few days to a few weeks would have been enough to cut out the 
Grand Canyon had there been a similar situation.  There is strong evidence that such a condition did  
exist. 
 If you will look at Appendix II you will see that Dr. Ross' model is almost identical to that 
of atheistic evolution and theistic evolution, except he has God involved just a bit more than theistic 
evolutionists.  
 I return to the matter of the revelation of an eyewitness.   
1. The record must be clear, objective and easily understood. In Genesis the Eyewitness did not 
show us everything about the universe, but what is written is true.  
2. The testimony must be such that it can be verified.   
3.  If symbols are used the text or context will show clearly that it is symbolic. We must not add to 
the Record. 
 Throughout history, people misunderstood and believed contemporary science to be truth, as 
Dr. Ross does. However, science is and has always been biased by the dominating philosophy or 
world view of the time. When those views changed, so did the scientific theories.  
 Before Magellan people thought the Bible taught the earth was flat. The church at that time 
was strongly influenced by Greek and Roman philosophy. So, it was not the Bible that taught the 
earth was flat, but the dominating philosophy of the time. The Bible, in fact, teaches the earth is a 
sphere. Pro. 8:27, Isaiah 40:22.  The church also took up the philosophy of geocentricism from 
Plato and Aristotle. We still suffer from that mistake. Christianity has suffered much damage from 
teaching as Bible the philosophies of the world. Every time the church falls for some world 
philosophy we get hurt. We can, we must avoid this today. 
 Look at other wrong ideas in the past.  
 

1. Ptolemy.  In Almagest he wrote "the earth was the center of the universe and not 
moveable." Intellectuals of the time accepted this explanation until Copernicus. The Roman 
Catholic Church compromised with this view, making it Catholic dogma. When Galileo  
rejected this view, the church court labeled him a heretic, but he insisted he said  
nothing different to that in the Bible. (See "Conflict Between Science and Religion" by White.)  In 
Job 38:12-15 the earth's rotation is mentioned. 

2.  Linneus. When Linneus classified living things the secular mind misled the church. 
Creatures were classified by phyla, family, genera, species and  other taxinomical units, and species 
were identified as a "kind" as written in Genesis ch. 1.  So he taught that each species is fixed and 
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has not changed since creation. The Anglican Church accepted this view and it became church 
dogma. Darwin learned this at Cambridge University. When he went to the Galapagos Islands he 
found variations from island to island. He concluded the various forms came from a common 
ancestor. Following this thought, he assumed that given enough time ameba could become humans. 
Now we know that what Darwin saw was only a minor variation which some call, "micro 
evolution." Genesis ch. 1 says all life was created "after it kind." There is variation within the kind, 
not real evolution. 
 3.  Darwin. When Darwin's view was popularized, many Christians compromised with this 
view. This world view has become the last religion for the final age of the world. Now the Big 
Bang theory is collapsing as is shown by many scientists. Sir Fred Hoyle, a famous astrophysicist, 
has renounced it. He says if there were a Big Bang, there would be a quantity of hydrogen, a little 
helium and a smattering of a few other gases, and after that, "a dull-as-ditch  water expansion." Of 
course, if there had been such an explosion, the matter would still be speeding through space, and 
there is no law in physics that can produce stars and planets out of that. We should not let Dr. Ross, 
or anyone else, deceive us by assuring us he knows what is happening hundreds of light years away.  
 Dr. Ross gives a very impressive presentation and if we do not hold strongly to the Word of 
God we may be deceived.  II Cor. 11:13-15 gives a timely warning for our day. "For such men are 
false apostles, deceitful workmen, disguising themselves as apostles of Christ.  And no wonder, for 
even Satan disguises himself as an angel of light.  So it is not strange if his servants also disguise 
themselves as servants of righteousness.  Their end will correspond to their deeds." Brothers and 
Sisters, although this is hard to say, I beg you to hear it. Dr. Ross is doing the work of Satan. 
 The Big Bang is in the future, not in the past! "But the heavens and the earth which are now 
preserved by the same word, are reserved for fire until the day of judgment and perdition of ungodly 
men" (II Peter 3:7).  
 Even if we cannot find all the answers to scientific questions, we should not accept ideas 
different to the clear teachings of the Bible. We need to wait until science catches up to the Bible. 
Hear the words of II Timothy 3:16-17. 
"All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for 
correction, for instruction in righteousness, that the man of God may be complete, thoroughly 
equipped for every good work." 
 Dr. Ross says that his presentation is very effective in reaching people with the Gospel, but 
that young earth creationists are not effective. We have found in our church that as we present the 
Gospel from the standpoint of a young earth, Biblical, direct creation, people are convinced and 
trust Jesus and follow Him. In our church about 65% of the members have been reached through 
young earth, Biblical creation. We do not need to compromise to preach the Gospel. Notice the 
following chart showing new converts coming into our church the First Bible Baptist Church of 
Mito. 
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In closing I give a quote from Josh McDowell. "The message of the Bible is clear for those who 
will read it and seek to find out its meaning. The problem comes when people bring their 
preconceived notions to the Bible and attempt to make the Word fit their ideas. This is not the fault 
of the Bible, but of the persons who force the Bible to say what they want it to say." (Creation and 
Time by Van Bebber/Taylor, p. 58). 
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A Response To A Response 
 
(Moderator, Peter Beckwith: That was not a response to Dr. Ross' paper.  It was a response to Dr. 
Ross' complete writings, and that was not really what was requested of our responder.  However, 
because of the nature of the response, Dr. Ross has requested the opportunity to respond to some of 
the issues that he did not even bring up tonight.  And I've given him 2 minutes. 
 
Dr. Ross: I really need 2 hours, so let me jump right into it.  First of all, these beliefs are not 
essential to the Christian faith.  Whatever the age of the universe, it doesn't affect biblical inerrancy 
or the gospel.  The same could be said for flood theories.  On the other hand, I would claim that it is 
essential for evangelism.  It is very important that you here in Japan resolve this issue.  The future 
of missions in Japan depends upon it.  So please take this seriously.  My exhortation is to put things 
to the test.  Either I'm wrong or these gentlemen are wrong.  It's very important that you determine 
that.  Japan is a nation that is very well trained technically and scientifically, and I'm convinced that 
this issue must be resolved for the success of Japanese missions. 
 The point about the 24-hour day.  Well, in terms of testing everything, how do you test if I'm 
right or these gentlemen are right?  Well, I've debated young-earth creationists, including those at 
the Institute for Creation Research, over the past nine years, and one question that is always asked is 
"How many research scientists have you convinced that the earth is young or the universe is young 
independent of the Bible?"  And out of their very own mouths, the answer is zero.  They have never 
convinced anyone independent of the Bible of the early age of the earth or universe.  I can 
document those quotes from the discussions in which those admissions were made.  So that tells 
you right away that that position has zero scientific credibility.   
 Now what about the Biblical end?  I've also been speaking to this issue and have written a 
book on it called "Creation and Time."  I've spoken on this on the best conservative seminary 
campuses in the United States, like Reformed Theological Seminary, Talbot Seminary and Trinity 
Evangelical Divinity School, and I've yet to find a professor there in either New Testament or Old 
Testament theology who was willing to step forward and offer a defense of the young-earth view, 
even though such was invited.  So that tells me that at least in this day and age, there can't be a 
whole of credibility on the biblical end either.  Again, that is if you insist on the Bible being not 
only literal but internally consistent as well.  And I must take exception with the comments that 
were made.  I do believe in a literal interpretation of the Bible.  The problem is that words like 
"yom" can literally mean "a long period of time", "12 hours" or "24 hours".  You must examine the 
context to see which of those literal interpretations is the one to use.  And the one you use must be 
consistent with all of the 66 books of the Bible.   
 Chip (Halton) Arp is an acquaintance of mine, and I've worked with him before.  He doesn't 
accept the Big Bang, it is true, but that is mainly because he is working from an atheistic 
perspective.  But neither does he believe in a young universe.  He believes in a universe that is 
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billions of years old.  As far as preconceived ideas go, we must realize that astronomers were forced 
against their wills and philosophy to adopt the Big Bang and a theistic worldview.  They were 
coming from the perspective of atheism and were brought to theism.  This is brought out beautifully 
in the book, God and the Astronomers by Robert Jastrow, himself an agnostic, being forced to come 
to that conclusion.  The rest of the comments I'll just have to say are all covered in "Creation and 
Time".  I did not ignore the verses.  They're all covered in this book, and I would be happy to 
discuss them. 
 
 
Questions and Answers 
 
Q: In reading Stephen Hawking's book, "A Brief History of Time", I read where he and Roger 
Penrose had taken the lead in convincing other astronomers that there was a Big Bang beginning, 
and just as they had accepted that, he seems to have changed his mind and stated that he doesn't 
believe that the world began with a Big Bang.  And he still maintains that he doesn't believe in the 
existence of God.  Would you comment on those two points? 
 
A (Ross):  I don't know anywhere in his writings were he denies the Big Bang.  He accepts the Big 
Bang.  He was one of the ones who proved the Big Bang.  That's certainly true of Roger Penrose.  
Roger Penrose takes a much stronger theistic stance that Stephen Hawking.  Based on their writings, 
I would define Stephen Hawking as a deist but not a theist.  His colleague Roger Penrose would be 
a deist as well as a theist, but not yet a Christian. [Follow-up]: But Stephen Hawking states in that 
book that he no longer believes in the Big Bang.  A:I've read the book and have a chapter in my 
book on it.  Now part of the problem may be this: there are hundreds of Big Bang theories.  He did 
make a comment about one brand of the Inflationary Hot Big Bang model in that book.  That may 
be what you are referring to.  People often confuse the Big Bang theory in general with a specific 
model of the Big Bang.  We've not isolated which specific model of the Big Bang is correct, but 
there is certainly no doubting that the universe has a Big Bang origin, if for no other reason that we 
observe the universe cooling off.  When we look at distant gas clouds, we can see that in the past, 
the universe was much hotter than it is today. 
 
Q:  I had understood that there were two theories, one about the universe expanding more and more 
and the other about it expanding less and less, and as a result of the less and less idea, that the 
universe would eventually contract and cause another Big Bang and go on eternally that way.  Now 
I understand that that theory has been thrown out and that the universe will only expand more and 
more.  Now, I thought you said it was not expanding as much as it was before. 
A(Ross) It's not expanding as fast as it was.  All Big Bang models say that.   
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The universe is expanding at a slower rate than it was in the past.  But what you're referring to is the 
difference between a universe that continues to expand until God intervenes and one that expands 
and contracts, expands and contracts  what's called the "oscillating universe", which, incidentally is 
a Hindu idea.  It wasn't invented by Caltech physicists but by Hindus 3000 years ago.  That theory 
has indeed been proven to be incorrect.  The universe cannot oscillate (reincarnate), and so 
Hinduism and its derivatives Buddhism and the New Age religions can be shown scientifically to 
be false. 
 
Q: You said that Christianity is the only faith that can be supported by the facts of cosmology, but 
how would you view Judaism? 
 
A(Ross): In "Creator and the Cosmos", I make a precise statement on that issue.  Christianity is 
based on Judaism.  So it's not that we are saying that the Judaistic claims about cosmology are false, 
for they are the very ones we are proving to be true.  It's just that not all Jews believe in the 
consequences of what their holy book claims.  In other words, if they were serious about following 
through with the statements made in the Old Testament, you come to the conclusion that we are 
dealing with extradimensional doctrines about an extradimensional God.  Incidentally, I have met 
orthodox Jews who do believe in the simultaneity of free choice and predestination, and the Trinity.  
But most Jews don't.  They are denying the extradimensional teachings that are explicit in their holy 
book.  So there is a big difference between the book of Judaism and the religion of Judaism. 
 
Q: I found Dr. Ross's book to be very refreshing in that up until this point, I had found most of the 
science I had read had been used as sort of a club to beat Christians over the head with, and so 
someone using the scientific method and actually using it to support biblical claims has been very 
encouraging.  However, my skepticism arises at this point.  Because of the theology bashing of 
science, it seems to me science and naturalistic philosophy has been trying basically to make 
theology subservient to naturalistic philosophy.  I am, however, finding the same skepticism arising 
again from reading your book, because I am a little hesitant to make theology subservient once 
again to scientific method or naturalistic philosophy and base all my theology on that.  I really love 
this stuff, as I used to be in the nuclear power field, and I really enjoy this discussion.  But I've 
found myself not able to necessarily arrive at your interpretation for "yom", which I'm not 
convinced is what the Hebrew writer had in mind.  Was he intending to say long eras or not?  Do 
you feel that it has to be that he intended a period longer than 24 hours?  It seems to me that in 
making that claim you are making theology subservient to naturalistic philosophy. 
 
A (Ross): Well that's why I have a chapter in "Creation and Time" giving a survey of what the early 
Church Fathers taught on this issue.  Obviously they were not influenced by Big Bang cosmology, 
for it didn't exist then.  It's very interesting that none of them make an explicit statement in support 
of 6  24-hour creation days.  Most of them support the view that they are long periods  
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of time, although to them, "long periods of time" mean thousands of years and not billions.  But 
every one of them makes the point that out of Genesis One, it's very difficult to discern the period 
of time involved in creation.  And what I really appreciated about their writings was that they 
encouraged charity about the different interpretations on the "when" of creation.  It's very 
significant that out of the 2000 pages of such writings on Genesis 1 by the Church Fathers, only 2 
of them deal with the "when" of creation.  The rest of them are about the "who" and the "how".  But 
that is as it should be, for they are what's really essential for undergirding the gospel.  If you make a 
mistake on the "who", you've missed the gospel.  If you make a mistake on the "how", you've 
missed the gospel.  But if you make a mistake on the "when", it doesn't make any difference. 
 
Q: Thank you for a very interesting lecture.  I have a problem, however, in that I think we have 
become dependant on science and scholarship for founding and securing our faith.  For instance, Dr. 
Ross mentioned that God must have at least 11 dimensions, but I think that God is outside of 
dimensions.  Being infinite, he would be as far outside 11 dimensions as 2.  The Moody Science 
films have been a great help in showing that atheists have been giving us a bum rap and that they 
were really wrong.  But we as Christians made a serious mistake in thinking we could lean on those 
things and think we could get scientific proof for our faith.  And God is as far beyond that as he is 
anything else.  So how do you deal with this issue of not making science the substance or 
foundation for our faith? 
 
A: (Ross) There is a difference between science and the facts or record of nature.  I have in my 
books a list of verses that endorse the facts of nature as the basis for establishing the Christian faith.  
We are told in the Bible itself to look to the record of nature for evidence that this record is true.  
Now that is not the only place we're told to look.  We are also told at fulfilled prophecy and 
testimony.  So, the record of nature is just one piece of the evidence we can look at.  But it is 
evidence that is universal to the planet, and so it is very effective for penetrating new fields for 
evangelism. 
 
Q: I was wondering how Dr. Ross would respond to Dr. Usami's view of the issue of death. 
 
A: (Ross) Yes, I have that issue covered in my book "Creation and Time."  Both Romans 5 and I 
Corinthians 15 carefully isolate this matter of human death from that of plants and animals.  It's a 
death that was visited to men.  Romans 5:12 states that it is a particular kind of death -- death 
through sin.  That's important, because the book of Romans addresses 4 kinds of death.  And so it 
defines for us right there in the verse exactly what kind of death is being referred to.  We inherit a 
death through Adam's sin called "death through sin" that is visited on all men.  There is no mention 
of plants and animals.  Only one species on earth can die from sin, and that is the human species.  
We are the only species that is spiritual; the only species that is called a sinner.  So that is why I 
believe it is referring to spiritual death and not  
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physical death, though I would agree with these gentlemen that as a result of this spiritual death, 
physical death was a necessary consequence.  And so you can easily get confused and say, "Well 
doesn't the text talk about physical death?"  I would say "Yes, that's implied in the spiritual death."  
But that doesn't rule out the physical death of plants and animals before.  And incidentally, that is 
necessary, because Gen. 1 tells us that the second law of thermodynamics existed before the 
creation of Adam and Eve and their sin, which is why I disagree with their conclusion.  It can't have 
anything to do with sin, because Gen. 1 tells us that in the forming of the stars, thermodynamics has 
always been there. 
 
(editor's note: The second law of thermodynamics states that without constant input of ordered 
energy, all systems run downhill.  With respect to whether there would be carnivorous activity 
before the Fall, in order to maintain an equilibrium in the ecosystem, some system of maintaining 
populations would have been required.  If, for instance, rabbits and other such herbivores continued 
to fulfill God's command to "be fruitful and fill the earth", it would not have taken long for them to 
literally do that and overwhelm the plant supply.) 
 
Comment from audience: I just wanted to make one small observation.  In this discussion, everyone 
is focused on the first chapter of Genesis.  I think we should also consider chapter 2 verse 4, where 
the whole creation time frame is also called "yom".  So Martin Luther in his translation translated it 
like this, "At the time when God created heaven and earth".  In this case, I think this is the right 
translation.  So, in Genesis 1 we have the various stages and in Gen. 2, we have the entire process 
all being referred to with the same term "yom." 
 
Comment from Dr. Usami's son:  May I make a comment, because up until now, it has all been only 
his side.  About the Big Bang theory.  There are many books out that claim that the Big Bang theory 
is false, with many supporting another cosmology that may be taking the place of the Big Bang 
theory, called "plasma universe cosmology".  If that proves to be the case, many people now 
believing the Big Bang theory may get left out and embarrass themselves and a false view of 
Christianity may be spread.  And also, concerning his claims about the early Church Fathers, you 
can read about that in this book written by Taylor and Van Bebber critiquing Dr. Ross' book 
"Creation and Time", where they claim that he simply is not telling the truth about what he said 
about the Church Fathers. 
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"Perfect Love Casts Out All Fear" 
Friday morning presentation by Dr. Ross 

 
 I want to begin by reading from I John 4: 18: "There is no fear in love, but perfect love casts 
out fear; because fear has to do with punishment; the man who fears is not made perfect in love."  
What Christianity has going for it is that it delivers us from fear.  That is the great appeal we have 
here in a place like Japan.  We have a faith that can deliver from fear.  But I think we need to look 
not only at the fears that exist in secular society, but also the fears that exist within the Christian 
community.  For if the secular people here in Japan see that we are afraid, then we will have lost 
our appeal and our opportunity to reach people for Christ.   
 What I feel we saw last night was an example of fear.  But there are other fears, and so what 
I want to do in this 45 minutes is to examine those fears that stand as barriers to reaching secular 
people here in Japan.  First, I'll deal with the one that we witnessed last night.  I think what we are 
seeing is a fear that evolutionism may actually work.  I want to thank Dr. Henry Morris (from the 
Institute of Creation Research), who was very gracious when he shared with me over lunch exactly 
what he is so afraid of in his interactions with our organization. 
 
*If the Flood is global, then the ark must preserve all species. 
*But the ark is too small. 
*The species are replaced through rapid evolutionary processes after the Flood. 
*But if the earth is old, such rapid evolutionary processes could remove the need for God 
altogether. 
 
 If the Flood is global, then the ark must preserve all species.  Indeed, they have a problem of 
trying to preserve one billion species, since that is what the fossil record reveals.  Henry and his 
colleagues are well aware of it, and even if you use a long cubit, the ark is not going to 
accommodate so many species of life -- even if you have them hibernate during that whole period 
of time.  That's their scenario, as they have them hibernating so they don't have to feed them.  
Incidentally, that wouldn't work anyway, since hibernating animals still have to urinate, and so there 
is the problem of water and dealing with all of that urine.  In fact, there is an atheist who wrote a 
paper for a journal entitled, "The Excrement Problem of Noah's Ark."   
 Well, putting that aside, Henry has calculated that at a maximum -- even with the invoking 
of hibernation and not having to care for these animals, the ark could only hold 30,000 pairs.  How 
many species do we have on the planet today?  Between 3 and 10 million.  How many species 
existed after the Flood?  Probably 10 million plus, as we have lost many species since then.  So how 
do you get from 30,000 to 10 million?  The species are replaced through rapid evolutionary 
processes after the Flood.  And you'll see in his book that we have, for instance, one horse pair and 
that after a few generations, they rapidly evolve through natural processes into a separate species of  
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zebras and a separate species of horses.   
 Well, this is groundless fear.  There isn't an atheistic evolutionist on this planet that believes 
evolution can drive things that rapidly.  In fact, as I explained last night, we have yet to document 
the appearance of even one animal species through direct observation, and in the vast majority of 
cases, we can't even measure any change in the genetic chemistry.  Therefore, natural selection and 
mutations cannot produce new species at anything even remotely close to this rate.  In fact, I am 
skeptical that it can produce anything other than perhaps some plant species even over billions of 
years.   
 Natural selection produces some change, but under extreme limitations.  Dogs would be a 
good example of that limitation.  If you carefully breed dogs, you can come up with numerous 
different varieties.  However, if you look at the extremes that have moved away from the center of 
the wild dogs -- the Chihuahuas and Great Danes, they are not very survivable.  In fact, they have 
bread a dog so small that it fits into the palm of your hand.  It's called the "Teacup Poodle".  But 
what happens if you release all of the Teacup Poodles into the wild?  How long would they 
survive?  Likewise, you run into a problem on the other end.  Because Great Danes have been bread 
so large, their internal organs collapse rather quickly.  So if you carefully protect them inside your 
home, they may have 9 years maximum.  But out in the wild, they wouldn't survive long, and in fact 
over time, they would all revert back to their original mongrel state.  Natural selection is an 
argument for stasis and not change.   
 But you can see the source of the fear here.  If you believe that evolution can work that 
rapidly, then, of course, you must challenge any attempt to claim that the earth is more than a few 
thousand years old.  That's the fear.  But it's a groundless fear.  Evolution doesn't work on long-term 
scales and it certainly doesn't work on short-term scales.  Therefore, an earth that is billions of years 
old provides no threat whatever to the Christian faith.  Incidentally, I want to point out that I am in 
agreement with my young-earth brethren that the creation of mankind is recent.  We all agree that 
we are all descended from Adam and Eve and that God specially created them only thousands of 
years ago.  So, that is not an issue of disagreement.  The only issue is the age of the earth and 
universe.  Likewise, we agree on the means of creation.  I likewise believe that all of the species are 
there due to the direct fiat miraculous hand of God.  The only difference is the time scale. 
 Now, I want to shift to what I think are more significant fears that are posing a problem to 
evangelism not only just here in Japan but around the world.  One of things we do in "Reasons to 
Believe" is that we collect "reasons for unbelief".  We go out and survey secular people in the U.S. 
and around the world and ask them their reasons for unbelief.  Now, at the very top of the list in 
every country we have surveyed is, "How do you know that God exists?"  That's what I dealt with 
last night: Why we can confidently state that there must be a God.   
 If you successfully get past that one, number 2 on the list is "If God exists, why must it be 
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the God of the Bible?"  And again, I spent some time dealing with that last night.  I did not deal, 
however, with number 3 as I didn't have the time.  I don't have the time today to do that either, but it 
is a very important issue.  "If it is the God of the Bible, then it is a God that is loving and powerful; 
so why is there evil and suffering?"  Incidentally. I should also mention that I did deal with the 
evidence that God is loving and powerful.  We can scientifically establish that, and I'm using the 
word "establish" rather than "prove".  Someone brought up that point about proof last night.  I'm a 
physicist, and in physics we recognize that because of something we call the "incompleteness 
theorem", we human beings can't prove anything absolutely.  I can't even prove my existence to you.  
However, we can offer practical proof.  We have a rule of thumb.  If you can demonstrate that 
something has less than 1 chance in 1050 of happening, then for all practical purposes, that's proof.  
It's just never going to happen.  That's what I meant when I used that term last night.  Things we 
have established are beyond 50 places of the decimal, and therefore we can say with great 
confidence that these things are true, though nothing we can say is absolute since we are finite 
people.   
 So, back to number 3 on the list, "If it is the God of the Bible, then it is a God that is loving 
and powerful; so why is there evil and suffering?"  The book that I'm delivering to NavPress 
Publishing next week (due out in July '96) is focusing on that theme.  It deals with the 11 
dimensions, and that's how I feel evil and suffering must be resolved.  It's interesting how the 
Church has been wrestling with that one for 2000 years, but always within a 4-dimensional box.  
You can't solve the problem of evil and suffering in a 4-dimensional world.  If I had the time, I 
could take you through a possible solution of that dilemma of evil and suffering.  But it's number 
three on the list.  And often, when I'm giving a lecture on a secular campus, quite typically the first 
question asked is when one of the professors stands up and says, "What about evil and suffering?"   
 When you look at number 4 on the list all the way down to number 10, they all fall within 
the first 11 chapters of Genesis.  In our experience in Reasons to Believe, if we can get the skeptic 
past the first 11 chapters of Genesis, we're home free.  Now, there is lots of material in the rest of 
the Bible that is open to objective testing.  But the content of the first 11 chapters is the easiest to 
put to the test of scientific scrutiny.  Also, we are dealing in a day and age when technology and 
science are very much respected.  Thus, it should come as no surprise that in secular society, those 
first 11 chapters of Genesis cause the greatest concern and that is where their greatest fears are 
derived.   
 So, for example, when I speak to a group of secular researchers and scientists and I get them 
past objections 1, 2 and 3, they say, "Okay, we're convinced, but what are we going to do about 
these problems in Genesis?"  One of the problems that comes up more frequently than the other six 
is, "How can you, as an astrophysicist, believe that plants were created before the stars?" Doesn't 
Genesis tell us that?  By the way, these secular people know enough about the Bible to say that.  
Isn't not that they've actually read it.   
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In fact, in our survey, we ask people in the U.S., "Have you read the Bible?"  I'm sure it would be 
very different here in Japan, but in the U.S., 95% claim that they have.  But based on the follow-up 
questions, we realized that there was an incongruity here.  So we had a follow-up question that 
asked if they could name 4 books of the Bible, and this 95% who claimed to have read the Bible 
had great difficulty coming up with even 4 books of the Bible.   
 So what you are really dealing with in America and Europe is this perception that people 
know the Bible.  What they know is hearsay.  They have heard or read what others have said about 
the Bible, and they assume that that is the way it is.  One of them is that Genesis One teaches that 
the stars were created after the plants.  And whether you believe in 24-hour creation days or long 
periods, you still have a problem.  What keeps the plants warm if there is no sun?  Without the sun's 
energy, we would soon be at 3 degrees above absolute zero.  That's 270¡ C below zero.  Those 
plants aren't going to last even a microsecond.  That's one problem.   
 There are several more minor problems.  Doesn't Genesis claim that sea mammals were 
created before land mammals?  The fossil record tells us otherwise.  Doesn't Genesis say that 
insects were created very late, on the last creation day, when the fossil record tells us they were very 
early?  And so they say, "You've convinced me that God exists and that God matches the 
description of Jesus Christ, but how do you expect me to follow a religion that is so scientifically 
flawed?  And if the Bible doesn't have any credibility in its first few sentences, then why should I be 
motivated to read the rest?"  So they never really get past the first pages of the Bible to go on and 
understand the content of the rest of the Bible.  So, I'm convinced that it's essential to examine the 
text and deliver people from the fear that it is impossible to reconcile Genesis 1 with the established 
facts of nature.  Incidentally, that's not a fear just held by secularists.  I find that same fear 
throughout the Church.  In fact, I often hear something like the following, "Dr. Ross, what you are 
doing is a waste of time, because everyone knows that it's impossible to reconcile Genesis One with 
the scientific record."  I even get that from young-earth creationists.   
 Well, long before I knew it was impossible, when I was a "baby Christian," I put together 
this little booklet called, "Genesis One: A Scientific Perspective."  It wasn't until it was already in 
print that I found out that people really thought it was impossible.  It's not, however, unique to me.  
I made the discovery on my own, but as I read through the academic Christian literature, I realized 
that there were dozens of Christian scholars who had made this discovery as far back as 200 years 
ago.   
 A brief overview of my background.  I grew up in Canada, and had no Christian exposure as 
a child.  In fact, I didn't even get to really know a Christian until I was 27 years old. That would not 
likely have happened in the U.S., but perhaps here in Japan it would.  I became a Christian at the 
age of 19, after I had become convinced of God's existence through astronomy and after I had spent 
2 years reading through the Bible.  One thing that attracted me to the Bible was that when I opened 
up to page one and began reading the  
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account of creation, after reading the first three sentences, I said to myself, "This follows the 
scientific method."  I'd been studying science since I was 7 years old and had enormous respect for 
the scientific method.  As I read through the rest of the account, I realized that it follows the 
scientific method perfectly, step by step all the way down.  "There must be something about this 
book that makes it worth reading."  That's what got my attention.   
 Now, I was operating out of total naivety.  It wasn't until 10 years later, when I was 27, that I 
began to read the writings of some of the great theologians, and I discovered that there is a very 
good reason why we see Genesis so carefully following the scientific method.  The scientific 
method comes from the Bible, and so of course it follows the scientific method.  Modern science 
owes its very origins to the way Scripture treats sequences of physical events.  I didn't know that at 
the time, but it did impress me enough that I continued studying.   
 What is this scientific method?  It is the same one Galileo used in his appeal to the Roman 
Catholic Church.  Make no attempt to interpret a Bible passage that deals with a sequence of events 
until you have first established the point of view or the frame of reference.  As Galileo said in his 
appeal to the Roman Catholic prelates, the biggest mistake you can make in Bible interpretation is 
to misidentify the point of view or the frame of reference.  If you make that mistake, you can be 
sure that your interpretation of the passage will be in error.  By the way, the same principle holds 
true for physics.  If you use the wrong frame of reference, you're guaranteed ending up with the 
wrong interpretation.  Changing the frame of reference makes all the difference in the world.  
 Step number two in that scientific method is to make no attempt to interpret a sequence of 
events until you have also established the initial conditions.  Now, whenever the Bible deals with a 
sequence of events, whether it be prophecy or something like we see in Genesis One, it always tells 
you the point of view and the initial conditions.  Once that's established, you can then go through 
the sequence of events and interpret the chronology.   And finally, as a check against that 
chronology, the Bible always gives you the final conditions.  Point of view, initial conditions, the 
final conditions, and the sequence of events or the experiment.  That's the scientific method.   
 Now at age 17, I had no idea that the vast majority of the Christian community believes in a 
misidentified point of view for Genesis One.  In fact, it was years later when I went to the seminary 
library and discovered that with even the conservative commentaries, 80% of them placed the point 
of view incorrectly.  And so it's no wonder that secular society has the perception that Genesis One 
in a scientific absurdity.  And so "who in his right mind could believe in a book that is filled with 
such fallacies?" 
 Well, let me get straight to the point here.  In Genesis 1:2, we are told that the frame of 
reference for the creation account is the surface of the waters.  "The Spirit of God was brooding 
upon the waters."  So the frame of reference is an observer on the surface of the world's universal 
ocean.  As an astronomer, I can tell you that all planets that have enough water are going to  
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start off with a universal ocean with no continents.  So, here we have an observer on the surface of 
the ocean below the cloud layers.  Where do the vast majority of commentaries on Genesis place 
the view?  Up in the heavens above the clouds rather than on the ocean below the clouds.  What 
difference does that make?  Well, if we have the observer in the heavens, then the miracles that take 
place during the first 4 creation days take place in the heavens and not in the earth's atmosphere.  
But if the point of reference is on the earth's surface, then the miracles take place in the atmosphere.  
What difference does that make?  If you keep the point of view up in the heavens, then the 11 
creation events recorded in Genesis are in discord with the established record of the facts of nature.  
But if you place the point of reference on the surface of the waters, then we transform the 11 
mistakes out of 11 to 11 correct out of 11.  The Bible now gets a perfect score with the facts of 
nature, and so it does make a tremendous difference.   
 As for the initial conditions, while the Spirit of God is "brooding over the surface of the 
waters," the earth is formless, void and dark.  It was dark because the primordial atmosphere of the 
earth was opaque to light.  Light could not pass through that atmosphere.  There was light out here 
in the heavens.  "In the beginning, God created the heavens and the earth."  It uses the word bara, to 
create something brand new that didn't exist before.  The shemayim erets  (and I'm borrowing this 
from Bruce Waltke of Trinity Evangelical Seminary.  He's written a 900 page commentary on the 
first 3 verses of the Bible.  As far as I can tell, that stands as a record -- 300 pages per verse!)   But 
one of the great contributions he makes is to take that shemayim erets and demonstrates that it is a 
compound Hebrew noun and that when the words "the heavens and the earth" are put together in 
that fashion, it can only mean the entire physical universe.  So, Genesis 1:1 is making the claim that 
in the beginning, God brought into existence the entire physical universe -- all of the matter and 
energy and the dimensions of height, width, length and time which are associated with that matter 
and energy.  So there was light in the beginning, but it was dark on the surface of the waters.  It was 
dark because the atmosphere of the earth would not permit the passage of light.  And again, as an 
astronomer, and at the age of 17, I was aware that all planets begin with opaque atmospheres.  Of 
course, the earth is empty of life, because if there is no light getting through, there is no 
photosynthesis and thus no possibility for plant or animal life.   
 
Genesis 1 Order of Creation 
1. Creation of physical universe 
2. Transformation of atmosphere: opaque to translucent 
3. Formation of stable water cycle 
4. Formation of land masses 
5. Production of plants on land 
6. Transformation of atmosphere: translucent to transparent 
7. Production of small sea animals 
8. Creation of sea mammals (soulish) 
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 Then, the Spirit of God begins to work.  The first thing God does is to transform the 
atmosphere from an opaque to a translucent condition.  What does the text say?  "And God said, 
'Let there be light.'"  Notice that the text does not say, "God created light."  It simply uses the verb 
hayah, the Hebrew verb "to be".  The light was already created, but now for the first time light 
appears at the surface of the waters. 
 I grew up in British Columbia, and so I knew all about translucent skies.  We would see the 
sun for a few hours every year.  But here we are talking about an earth that was permanently 
overcast.  Not until the 4th creation day could the observer see the objects that were responsible for 
the light.  Notice too that on the 4th creation day, the text does not use bara, "to create" -- it doesn't 
say "God created the great lights."  It uses that same verb hayah, "Let the lights be."  So for the first 
time, this hypothetical observer would see the great lights as the atmosphere is transformed from 
translucent to transparent.  Thus, the atmosphere is now transparent on certain days. 
 Really, that's what is necessary.  Notice that the text does not make mention of advanced 
plants or animals until after the atmosphere is made transparent.  It takes that transparency for 
advanced animals to exist.  Without the visibility of the sun, moon and stars, complex biological 
clocks can not be regulated.  That's even true all the way down to the mollusks -- the clams and 
oysters.  Anything more advanced than that is going to need the visibility as well as the oxygen and 
ozone shield that brought about that transparency.   
 Incidentally, many skeptics have pointed to the 3rd creation day because it mentions "seeds", 
"trees", and "fruit".  Hebrew has a small vocabulary.  The one word translated "day" has three 
meanings, as well as that for "heaven", which also has three meanings.  The Hebrew words for 
"seeds", "trees", and "fruit" are far more generic that they are in English.  In fact, the word "seed" 
would apply to any species of plant or animal that has ever existed.  It would be more appropriate to 
translate that as "embryos".  Likewise, the word "fruit" refers to the food supply that keeps that 
embryo going until it can survive on its own.  And again, that applies to every species of life God 
has ever created on earth.  What about the trees?  The Hebrew word there implies chemicals in the 
plant that provide it with some stiffness.  Hebrew scholars have told me that word can even be used 
for grass and not just trees, and that takes you back at least to the Cambrian explosion if not before.  
So we are not talking advanced flowering plants on creation day 3.  They would come much later.  
 Moving on to the 5th and 6th creation days, we have two perceived problems.  Number 1, it 
mentions sea mammals before it mentions land mammals.  However, it mentions sea mammals 
generically, but it doesn't mention land mammals generically.  If you go into the 6th creation day, it 
makes no reference to God creating just the nephesh (soulish) creatures that are land dwelling.  
Instead of using the word nephesh as it did for day 5, it uses 3 specific nouns identifying three 
different kinds of land mammals.  So, for the 6th day, it is not referring to all of the land mammals 
God created, but rather 3 special categories of land mammals -- more specifically with 3  
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categories of land mammals that would cohabitate with humanity.  That is why they are mentioned 
on the 6th creation day.  God created these animals first, and then he creates Adam and Eve.   
 The three categories of land animals that God specially creates to cohabit with humanity 
would be the long-legged quadrupeds that are easy to tame, those long-legged quadrupeds that are 
difficult to tame, and then those mammals with short legs.  Again, many skeptics reading along in 
the King James Version interpret "the creatures that creapeth along the ground" to be insects.  But 
this is a subset of the Hebrew word nephesh, "soulish" creatures, and insects are not soulish 
creatures.  Those are only the birds and mammals -- those creatures that God has endowed with 
mind, will and emotions so that they can relate to human beings.  You may have already observed 
that.  We can have relationships with dogs, cats and parrots, but it is very difficult to have much of 
an emotional relationship with a grasshopper.  I have two boys, and they have pet grasshoppers; but 
they also have pet rocks and they get about the same level relationship with both. 
 The bottom line is this.  The text is in perfect accord with the fossil record, for it tells us that 
those three categories of land mammals were indeed created after the sea mammals.  So there is no 
conflict with the record of nature.  We are not talking about the entire kingdom of land mammals 
but only three specific categories.  And the "creatures that creapeth along the ground" are not 
insects.  When I explain this to secular biologists, for instance, they say, "Well, then, how come the 
Bible never talks about insects?"  I answer, "Well, that's not all the Bible doesn't talk about.  It 
never mentions dinosaurs, amphibians, reptiles; and it doesn't talk about the bipedal primates 
created before Adam and Eve.  All of that is left out."  Then they'll ask, "How could a God who 
writes such a creation account leave out such significant species?"  And I say, "That's easy.  The 
text is dealing with the 11 most important highlights of God's creation in preparation for mankind.  
Given that the bipedal primates all went extinct before God created Adam and Eve, there was no 
need to mention them.  They didn't make the top eleven.  Given that the dinosaurs went extinct 65 
million years ago, they don't make the top eleven either, and so they get deleted.  
 Well some of them still wrestle with that and say, "Look, I can't believe that a God who is 
giving an account of something as significant as the creation event would omit so much."  So I 
answer, "We are worshipping a gracious God.  If he had told us the whole story, we would be stuck 
carrying over a hundred volumes to church every Sunday.  God was gracious and has condensed it 
to a single page."  And as a last challenge, I would tell the skeptic, "If you had the job of trying to 
tell the most significant events of creation condensed down to a single page, what would you 
write?"  You probably wouldn't talk about dinosaurs; you wouldn't talk about insects.  I think you 
would come up with something practically identical to what you see in Genesis 1."  And I give that 
as a persuasive argument, that it didn't come from some gentleman writing 3400 years ago writing 
by his own mental efforts.  He must have had supernatural help.  How else could he have picked up 
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the eleven most significant events of creation.  How many total do I think exist?  I'd say at least a 
billion, since we are looking at at least that many species of life that have been here on planet earth 
since 3.8 billion years ago.  But the Bible only gives us 11 of the more than one billion creation 
miracles that God performed in preparing this planet for humanity.   
 Now, some other fears that I think are important to deal with.  Another fear that has been 
out there for at least 200 years goes something like this: "Okay, you've sorted out Genesis 1 for me, 
but everyone knows that Genesis 1 contradicts Genesis 2."  Who says?  Again, you have to call 
their bluff.  "Who told you that Genesis 1 contradicts Genesis 2?  Did you draw that conclusion by 
reading the account yourself?"  I've never heard anyone say yes.  It's always said, "Well, I heard that 
in my anthropology class that that was true," or "My sociology professor said that," or "My 
Christian friend down the street told me that."  Let's look at the primary text material itself and see 
if that is really the case.   
 Historically, we discover that the origin of the theory that Genesis 1 contradicts Genesis 2 
goes back to a French physician of the royal court living the 1750's.  This fellow, Jean Astruc, is 
really an interesting fellow, as he was raised in a fundamentalist home.  Then the Hugenout 
persecution broke out, and in France, if anyone adopted that belief, they were are either tortured or 
killed.  Jean Astruc's father was a pastor of one of these Hugenout churches, and so he was up for 
persecution.  He, however, recanted and lived the rest of his life in depression as a result of that 
recantation.  Jean Astruc was the only other member of the Astruc family that recanted; all the rest 
of them were either tortured or killed.  As a result, he lead a very profligate life in the French court 
as a physician.   
 In his late life, Jean Astruc decided to justify his life experience by writing a commentary on 
Genesis 1 and 2.  Basically, he was claiming that we don't have to take the Bible literally in faith 
and practice because we see these flaws in terms of science and history.  Now, the reading that is 
still misquoted to this day is found in Genesis 2:19, where it says, "So God had formed the 
animals."  So Jean Astruc makes the point, as do scholars in universities today, that the text is 
referring to God forming these animals in between his creation of Adam and Eve.  The text first 
talks about Adam, then God forming these animals, and then Eve.  So the comment is that when 
you go back to Genesis 1, the animals are created first and then Adam and Eve, but in Genesis 2, 
Adam is created first, then the animals and then Eve.  That's a contradiction and therefore we don't 
have to pay any attention to these 66 books that are claimed to be the Word of God.   
 The refutation of this has been published for 200 years.  I just wish that the secular scholars 
would have the honesty to acknowledge that the refutation has been so published.  Besides, it's not 
that difficult.  The difficulty is again translating Hebrew into English.  In English, we have all of 
these verb tense forms, and most languages of the world do have complex verb tense structures.  
But in Hebrew, there are no verb tenses.  Instead, you just have three simple verb forms.  One is for 
commands, "Do this, do that..." Another  
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verb form is for action that is complete, and the final verb form is for action that is not yet complete.  
When the text says (in English), "God had formed the animals," which one is it?  It is the second 
one, as it is a completed event.  It gets translated as the past pluperfect, but there is no such verb 
form in Hebrew.  All we have in Hebrew is that it was completed at some time in the past.  What 
does that mean?  It means that God formed those animals either before Adam or after Adam.  The 
text itself doesn't tell us.  It only says that it is a completed event.  It could just as easily be before 
Adam as after Adam.  The skeptic sometimes comes back and says, "Well, why didn't Moses tell 
us?"  He already did, if you go back to Genesis One, and there we have the physical sequence of 
creation events.   
 Now, there is something more that we can draw from this.  We are not just looking at the 
resolution to this supposed conflict.  That is where the commentaries usually stop.  That is where 
the resolution given 200 years ago stops.  I believe that there is something far more significant 
going on.  Namely, that Genesis One focuses on the physical creation miracles, while Genesis two 
focuses on the spiritual creation miracles.  Notice in Genesis one, there is only one sentence (1:28) 
of spiritual content, were God assigns responsibility and authority, but almost the whole of Genesis 
two deals with that.  So, we have two creation accounts because the first account is the physical 
account, while the second account is the spiritual account.   
 Now, just as Genesis one gives a summary of the spiritual creation, Genesis two give as 
somewhat longer but still brief summary of the physical creation events.  It mentions 5 of God's 
physical creation miracles instead of 11, but what's most important is that it gives those 5 in no 
particular order.  Genesis one sequences all of the physical creation events but doesn't bother to 
sequence the spiritual creation events.  Genesis two carefully sequences the spiritual events but 
doesn't bother to sequence the physical events.  So, if you want the physical chronology, you go to 
Genesis one, but if you want the spiritual order, you go to Genesis two.   
 In a nutshell, what we have in Genesis two is God introducing Adam to the three "bara's", 
the three brand new creations we find in Genesis one.  Once for the whole universe (the physical), 
the second time for the soul, and the third time for the spirit -- the creation of plants and animals 
that are body only, the creation of animals that are body and soul (the birds and mammals) and 
finally, the creation of mankind, the only being created as body, soul and spirit.  So God begins by 
introducing Adam to the first bara.  He has him work the garden.  So Adam is busy tending the 
garden, and he is having a great time, because it is a fantastic garden, planted by God himself.  But 
there reaches a point were Adams says, "There has got to be more to life than gardening." 
 So that is when God introduces him to the second bara.  He says, "Good, now I want you to 
spend some time with these animals and give them all names."  So here we have Adam relating to 
the bird and mammal species that God had created, and he realizes that there is a level of 
relationship he can have here that was missing with the plants and bugs.  With the plants, there was 
something going on, but there was a limitation.  But with these animals, it is wonderful.  They can 
relate at the level of the mind, will and emotions.  I'm sure that he had the thrill of making that 
second level of discovery, but I can imagine God leaving him there long enough for him to again 
discover that there has got to be more to life than animal husbandry as well. 
 So, this is when he creates Eve.  With Eve, then, Adam is able to relate to all levels of God's 
creation, body, soul and spirit.  It's told to us in such great detail, because we human beings need 
the same lesson.  I would submit to you that that is the lesson we need to communicate to secular 
Japan, that what we're offering is a relationship that will fulfill you, body, soul and spirit.  How 
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many Japanese do we see in this country that are missing one or more of those components.  You're 
not going to get that fulfillment any other way except through Jesus Christ himself. 
 The third and final fear I'll deal with is the one we find in the Flood.  What I've discovered 
from our surveys through Reasons to Believe and the questions we ask, is that if you get the skeptic 
past the Creation accounts, the next big issue is the Flood.  "How can you Christians expect me to 
take the Bible seriously when the text tries to tell us that all of the earth's geology was caused in a 
one-year period of time?"  "I've taken courses in geology and geophysics," they say, "and I know 
that is hogwash.  And you expect me to follow a book that says that is the way it is?"  Well, is that 
really the way it is? 
 Now, you heard last night that I believe in a local flood.  As an old-earth creationist, I can 
agree that the Flood was a universal flood.  Really, that is what the text teaches.  It teaches a 
universal flood -- that the Flood destroyed all humanity and all the bird and mammal species 
associated with humanity that were outside the ark.  I've done a study on global flood theories.  
They did not become popular until 1923.  Only in the last few decades has this been an issue within 
the church -- one that has been spoiling evangelism in secular society.  It's unique to our generation.  
Why?  Because we in the 20th Century are the first generations to equate globality with universality.  
When we talk of "the whole face of the earth", we literally mean the whole planet, because for 
$2000, you can fly anywhere you want.  Many of us have access to that kind of money.  We are 
global citizens.  But that was not true of our great grandparents.  It was not true of the citizens of 
Rome in the days of Paul.  You see this throughout the Bible, with it using universal statements to 
refer to something less than the planet earth.  For example, in Romans 1, Paul says to the Romans, 
"Your faith has been heard throughout the entire world."  Did he mean to include the aborigines in 
Australia?  The "entire world" for the citizens of Rome was the extent of the Roman empire. 
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Why Flood Was Local 
1. limited water supply 
2. limited tectonics and erosion 
3. failure to "fill the earth" 
4. lower animals excluded 
5. no place names beyond Greater Mesopotamia 
6. Genesis 7:19f does not require water to cover over all lands. 
7. Genesis 8:4 does not require the are to land on Mt. Ararat. 
8. Ark is too fragile for surviving a flood made global in just 40 days 
9. A global flood would not recede so fast. 
10. Animals cannot evolve fast enough after a global flood. 
 
 I could, of course, make many arguments from geophysics, but for now let's just stick to 
what the Bible says.  I believe there are ten insights from Scripture itself that show it is saying that 
the flood is not global.  It is local, as we see exposited so much in the early literature of the church. 
#1 Number one is a geological reason: limited water supply.  Genesis 7 tells us where the water 
came from -- the underground aquifers and the rain clouds.  Genesis 8 tells us where the water went 
after the flood.  It uses 4 Hebrew words to describe where the water went, with the bottom line 
being that it tells us that the water returned by natural means to whence it came.  Where did it come 
from?  The earth.  Where did it return to?  The earth.  The waters of the Flood are still here.  Thus, 
we know that the Flood can't be global because a global flood would require 4.5 times the entire 
water content of the earth.   
#2 Now, I've mentioned that to my friends at the Creation Research Institute, and they say, "That's 
not the way we interpret it.  We believe that God eroded all of the mountains down to sea level in 
the 40 days and that after the flood, he popped them back up again through plate tectonics."  Well, 
you run into severe difficulties with the text, because the text tells us that Noah and his family 
survived.  If you erode 30,000 feet of mountains down to sea level in 40 days, the Ark would be 
smashed in the process and there would be no survivors.  Likewise, if you develop 60,000 feet of 
plate tectonics in a one year period, there would be no survivors.  Many of you know what that is 
like.  I've had my home raised by 2 inches on 4 separate occasions.  That is only 8 inches of plate 
tectonics.  And yet, our furniture was smashed.  Our house survived, but the furniture was literally 
smashed against the walls.  I would hate to think what would have happened if we had 60,000 feet 
instead of only 8 inches. 
 Now, there is a more fundamental problem here.  If there had been that much plate tectonics 
involved, the earth's core would be ringing very loudly to this day.  When we look at the core, we 
don't hear any ringing.  The time constants on these tectonics extends into the hundreds of 
thousands of years.  (Editor's note: Likewise, if "dividing of the earth in the days of Peleg" is 
interpreted to be the continental splitting apart and drifting into their present  
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positions, the frictional heat generated by such rapid movement (thousands of miles in a few 
centuries) would have been enough to melt the earth.) 
#3 We see mankind's failure to fill the earth.  God had given Adam a command to "fill the earth".  
And if murder had not been rampant, as explained in Genesis 4, 6 billion people would have 
populated the earth before Adam was dead.  It's easy to figure out: if you live for 900 years and are 
reproductive for 600 of those years, and if you were using the best birth control methods available 
at that time -- the rhythm method without thermometers -- you are going to have at least one child 
every 4 years.  Genesis 5 tells us that Adam and Eve had many children besides the three that are 
mentioned in the text.  But the earth was not filled because of murder, and so God told Noah in 
chapter 9, "You must put a stop to this expression of murder.  That is why we had this flood, to save 
humanity."   
* #4 The flood was not just an attempt by God to express his wrath against humanity but to rescue 
humanity from this curse.  He had to deal with these murderers to save humanity from extinction.  
And God said to Noah, "You must put a stop to murder, even if you have to use the death penalty to 
do it."  But we read in the text, that even though Noah's generation quickly repopulated, they didn't 
move.  They remained in one place, and so God had to rebuke the human race a third time.  This 
time he confused their language and forcibly scattered the human race across the planet.  Now, we 
have the principle of the conservation of God's wrath as is laid out in the Levitical Law.  God only 
judges to the extent of human reprobation.  A good example of that is the cities of the plain, where 
Abraham asks God, "What about these wicked Amorites?"  And God answers him, "Their 
wickedness has not yet reached its fullness.  I will not deal with them at this time.  Therefore, I will 
deal only with the cities of the plain."  What am I driving at here?  If humans had not yet reached 
Antarctica, there would be no need to flood Antarctica because human sin and reprobation would 
not have touched Antarctica.  Therefore, I take the position that there were no penguins on the Ark.  
They would not be affected by man's sin.   
#5 There are no place names beyond Greater Mesopotamia until we hit chapters 10 and 11.  All of 
the geography is limited to the region of Mesopotamia.   
#6 Genesis 7:19f does not require water to cover all of the lands.  This is what the text says: "The 
waters rose greatly on the earth, and all of the high mountains under the entire heavens were 
covered.  The waters rose and covered the mountains to a depth of more than 15 cubits.  Every 
living thing that moved on the earth perished."  It sounds like complete destruction, with water 
covering everything.  The problem is there is only one word in Hebrew for geologic relief, the word 
har.  It can mean a small mound or it can mean Mt. Everest.  It uses the term, "the mountains of 
Ararat."  My text says, "the waters covered all of the high mountains."  But with the word "high", 
its first definition in the lexicon is "elevated", and so again, we don't have to interpret that as Mt. 
Everest.  It could be all of the "elevated hills" were covered with water.  What about the word 
"covered"?  It has three possible definitions, as  
 
 
 
 
 
*Note by LJD: Book and document file did not contain “#4” so to avoid confusion I redacted the 
two characters into this document. 
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Hebrew is a language with a small vocabulary.  It could mean permanently standing water; it could 
mean water flowing over, or it could mean water falling upon.  It doesn't tell us which of the three.  
There is no need, really, as any one of the three would accomplish God's purpose of destroying 
humanity outside the ark.  And so we are left to decide which of the three it is. 
#7 Genesis 8:4 does not require the ark to land on Mt. Ararat.  I wish Christians would abandon the 
search for Noah's Ark on top of Mt. Ararat.  It's not there.  I can say that with confidence because 
the text tells us that the ark came to rest on the Mountains of Ararat, not Mt. Ararat.  It's plural.  
And again, it can mean any rise in the geologic relief more than a few feet above the plain.   
 Now, as I have spoken to Armenian scholars, they inform me that from the very beginnings 
of their tradition, "the Mountains of Ararat" has been used to refer to their entire country.  Armenia 
is called "the Mountains of Ararat", encompassing 150,000 square miles.  So were did the ark come 
to rest?  I believe that it probably came to rest on the mountains just north of Ninevah.  The "the 
Mountains of Ararat" extend right down to the Mesopotamian plain.  And so we could have the ark 
floating around over this wide plain, which is so wide that you would not be able to see any of the 
surrounding mountains (just as the text says), and finally coming to rest in the foothills.  Where is 
the lumber of the ark?  It was "gopher wood", an unknown wood which would have had to have had 
a tensile strength greater than even that of oak, because if the ark had been made of oak, it would 
have fallen apart.  Lumber of that quality would not have been left lying around.  It would have 
been raided very quickly as building material for the cities that Nimrod later built.  What happened 
to those cities?  They were burnt down to the ground more than once.  Thus, at best we can find the 
ashes of the ark, but we are never going to find the lumber of the ark. 
#8 The ark is too fragile for a flood made global in just 40 days; I've already made that point.  
#9 A global flood would not recede so fast: If you're filling up the Mesopotamian flood plane to a 
few hundred feet, you can get rid of it in a year.  It's going to take that long to get rid of the water, 
but you can get rid of it in a year.  If it is a global flood, however, you're not going to be able to get 
rid of the water that fast.   
#10 And, as I mentioned earlier, animals cannot evolve fast enough after a global flood. We have to 
deal with a local flood because you can't get evolution (microevolution) working that fast, as is 
confirmed by direct observation.   
 You might say, "Well, why not just have God take Noah outside of Mesopotamia and then 
come back again after the flood?"  A pattern we see whenever God deals with reprobation is that he 
always sends a prophet to the reprobates.  Why did God have Noah build the ark?  So that the ark 
could serve for a hundred year span as a pulpit to that wicket generation.  Just like God used Lot, he 
also used Noah to speak to a wicked generation.  Sure, he could have had them leave.  But God has 
compassion for the reprobates, and  
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his desire is to have this ministration going on.  God does that consistently throughout the whole of 
the Bible. 
 Likewise, why did God have Noah take the animals aboard the ark?  If the flood was local, 
couldn't he have just waited for the animals to come back?  Yes, but the waiting would have been 
from 50 to 100 years for the animals to wander back into the Mesopotamian floodplain.   The 
reason God had Noah take the animals onto the ark was not for their survival as species but for 
economic reasons.  We know it's economics because he tells Noah, "These animals you use heavily 
in your economy, take 14, but for the rest of the animals, two is enough."  God's intent was that 
after the flood was over, humans would be able to rapidly recivilize and hopefully fill the earth.  
God, then, made sure that they would fill the earth in the days of Nimrod.  Thank you. 
 
Questions and Answers 
 
Q: I appreciate you commitment to the Scriptures.  You mentioned how a four plus dimensional 
box would help us understand the problem of suffering and evil.  Could you elaborate on that? 
 
A:  That is, of course, a common question.  I usually tell people that I don't speak on that subject 
unless they give me 90 minutes.  It takes a bit of time to get through it.  On our television program, 
we took 22 episodes to work through it.  The problem is that once you open the can, a whole lot of 
worms start to crawl out.  Like, what about eternal torment in hell?  How is that an expression of 
God's love?  Or why do we have to physically die?  And so, just talking about this 11 dimension 
resolution opens up so many things that you have to talk about a lot of "worms".   
 Let me give you a very quick response to get us going.  I believe that the entire Bible can be 
summarized as God taking us from the Garden of Eden to the New Creation with the human race 
kicking and screaming all the way.  A good analogy to that is given us in the book of Exodus, as 
God took the children of Israel from Egypt to the land of promise.  But Moses' whole struggle was 
people wanting to return to Egypt.  "We had garlics and onions back there.  We don't know about 
this milk and honey, but we had garlics and onions back there."  And so they kept wanting to go 
back to their slavery and garlics and onions rather than forward to the milk and honey and freedom.  
Why?  Because they had to go through a wilderness.   
 Now, we notice in the text that God had the option of taking the children of Israel along the 
north coastal road straight into Canaan.  They would have been there in 2 days.  But God, "If I take 
them there that fast, they will not be able to keep the land.  They'll be able to invade the land, but 
they won't be able to keep it."  What we're told in Scripture is God's desire that we would enter the 
New Creation and be able to keep it for all eternity without any possibility of rebelling in sin, with 
evil and suffering touching us again.  In order for us to get from Paradise to the New Creation, we 
have to go through a brief period of evil and suffering.  It's preparation to get us ready for a 
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permanent possession of the New Creation. 
 Just like with the children of Israel, Moses' great struggle was trying to give them a vision of 
just how wonderful the promised land was.  But they were having trouble visualizing it.  Likewise, 
our struggle today is trying to get Christians and non-Christians alike a vision of wonderful the New 
Creation is.  It is an eleven-plus dimensional reward.  Paul has already told us in I Cor. 2:9 that it is 
impossible for any human being to imagine how wonderful and good the New Creation will be.  
The reason is that it is not a 4-dimensional reward.  It's an 11-plus-dimensional reward.  But I also 
see that as an exhortation, and I think that is consistent with the rest of his writings.  Even though it 
is impossible, we are still to try.  Let's take the most intelligent, best educated, most spiritually 
submissive and humble people in our congregations and give them the assignment of doing the very 
best they can to visualize God's greatest reward.  Whatever they come up with will fall orders of 
magnitude short of reality.  That is where God is taking us.  What is a few years of suffering 
compared with an eternity with all of that?   
 There is an analogy I gave in a television program.  I've been both a student and a professor 
in a university setting.  An amazing thing about students is that they will pay a handsome sum to 
my institution to suffer at my hand.  Why would they choose to pay that much money to be tortured 
by me for 4 months?  The reason they do is that they have a clear vision of the reward -- the career 
they can develop as a result of those 4 months.  The other things I notice is that if I don't make my 
students suffer enough they complain to the dean.  If I make them suffer too much, they also 
complain to the dean.  It works both ways.  But they want that suffering because they realize that 
without that suffering they won't be prepared for the reward.  I think that analogy applies to the 
human species, but if you want the complete scoop, wait for a few months for my new book to 
come out. ("Beyond the Cosmos", NavPress, due out in July 1996.) 
 
Q: I'm interested in your comments about a local flood.  I'm having trouble visualizing a local flood 
lasting 150 days unless one builds a dam along the coast.  
 
A:  Actually, it is the opposite.  It's hard to imagine the waters leaving that fast.  The text tells us 
that God send a strong wind to facilitate the removal of that water.  I'm presently living in 
California, and about 10 years ago, we had a fairly severe flood in the San Jacquin Valley.  It is 
about the same length as the Mesopotamian floodplain but much narrower, and it's also just as flat.  
We had 3.5 feet of water in the valley, and it took three to four months for that water to leave.  It's 
so flat that gravity doesn't help much in getting rid of it.  Evaporation is what got rid of most of it, 
not gravitational flow.  You run into the same problem in Mesopotamia.  Gravity is not going to 
take much of the water to the ocean.  You're going to have to evaporate it, and that takes a long time. 
 
Q: I would like you to comment some more on the natural evolution of the animals on the ark as is 
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perceived by young-earth creationists.  The writings that I have read stress that God created by fiat 
miracle only the "kinds" and that it was representatives of these "kinds" that were saved on the ark.  
Likewise, my understanding is that God did not create by fiat miracle any new species after the 
flood or anytime after the creation of mankind.  So thus, any speciation would have to be by natural 
means alone.  Could you elaborate on the idea of such rapid evolution? 
 
A:  The Hebrew word is min, and they are correct is saying that you don't have to interpret that as 
"species".  Again, Hebrew is not a large vocabulary language, and so you could just as well take it 
to mean "genera" or "orders".  Most of them take the position that God created orders only, not 
genera and species, and that we get the genera and species through rapid, natural process evolution.  
Well, I've gotten to know many of these gentlemen, as we try to keep the lines of communication 
going, and as I ask them about there personal stories, I discover that the vast majority of them are 
ex-evolutionists.  What I think has happened is that they haven't really completely left the 
evolutionist camp.  I never believed in evolution, even when I was an agnostic.  I just didn't think it 
made mathematical sense.  So that was never a factor for me.  But people like Henry Morris and 
Duane Gish used to believe in the tenets of Darwinian evolution and then they became Christians 
and developed their theology accordingly.  Having developed the theological interpretation they 
espouse, one of the consequences is that you must believe in rapid process natural evolution.  And 
of course, that explains why they are threatened so much by the billions of years, because if 
evolution works that fast and you have billions of years, who needs God?  But the answer is that 
even if you had a quadrillion years, it's still not going to do anything.  Time doesn't work for 
Darwinian evolution; it works against Darwinian evolution.  The species go extinct far more rapidly 
than they can appear.  I do agree that you do get new species by natural process, but the process is 
very slow, and the only place we have really seen it with direct observation is at the level of plants 
were the distinctions between species is a whole lot less clear than between the animals.  Yes, it is 
arbitrary as you get different definitions of species in plants than in animals.  But the bottom line is 
that evolution doesn't produce anything significant whether on long-term scales or short-term scales.  
Therefore, this isn't a threat and we shouldn't be afraid of it.  If we can look at this controversy 
without fear, I feel that the problem can easily be resolved. 
 
Q: I'm reading something here from a book entitled "The World That Perished", "A few years ago, 
Dr. Ross had an occasion to teach on Gen. 7:19. 'The waters prevailed more and more upon the 
earth and all the high mountains everywhere under the whole heavens were covered.' And Dr. Ross 
said on an audio tape, 'The word "high" is not in the original.  It's not there.'"  And then it says that 
you wrote an apology and said you wouldn't say that again. 
 
A:  Okay, let me put that in its proper context.  We discovered that error a year and a half before any 
young-earth creationist did.  We corrected it.   
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You're quoting from an old audio tape, which we corrected long before the young-earth creationists 
exposed it.  So why are you bringing up this problem that was self-corrected?  Now I think it brings 
up an issue here. [Follow up: What is corrected?  Is it all the high mountains?]  Yes, but as I 
pointed out, it can also be interpreted as "elevated."  The Hebrew word has more than one definition.  
Check your lexicon.  So it could also be translated all the elevated mountains or hills.  Yes, I did 
make a mistake in the way I originally put that.  It would have been far more accurate for me to 
have said that you don't have to interpret the word as "high"; you could also interpret it as 
"elevated."  The point is that we corrected the mistake long before the Institute of Creation 
Research, and yet they still take us to task for making a mistake.  Well, the point is this: You can't 
do apologetics without making a few mistakes.  If the goal is to never make a mistake, you won't 
get anywhere.  What the Bible encourages is humility.  Do the best you can and if you make any 
mistakes, admit them and correct them.  That's the approach to use, and that's why I think it is 
essential to take our apologetics first in front of scholars.  You are going to make mistakes, but if 
you develop your apologetics in front of scholars, they will expose the errors.  That is, in fact, how 
we discovered that one.   
 
Q: I'd like you to comment on the radiometric halos in granite and the problem with the dating of 
lava rocks.  As you know, samples of Hawaiian lava that were known to be only 160 years old were 
dated by various radiometric dating methods as being from 160 million up to 3 billion years. 
 
A:  Well, the radiometric halo phenomena is dealt with in my book "Creation and Time", where I 
give a couple of pages to it.  These two arguments are, in fact, just two of a hundred or so so-called 
proofs that young-earth creationists use to argue for a young age.  Every single one of these so-
called proofs, however, can be shown to be bogus.  That is why no scientist independent of the 
Bible has ever been convinced that the earth or universe is young.  In my book "Creation and Time", 
I deal with ten of the most frequently used arguments to show where they're in error, and the 
polonium halo one was one of those.  It's a beautiful example of picking something that is so 
complicated that laymen will be forced to take your word for it.  If the evidence is so credible, why 
not tell it in sufficient detail that a layman can tell if you're telling the truth.  Or if you're not going 
to do that, make the presentation in front of a bunch of geophysicists and see if you can get it past 
them.  Now, you will find the explanation there that there are other possible explanations to those 
halos other than that they are due to Polonium decay in under three minutes, and I point to a couple 
of them.  Likewise, I also feel that Gentry was being deceptive in where he got those samples, as 
Wakefield pointed out.  He claimed to have gotten them from ancient basement rocks.  In point of 
fact, they were from young dikes intruding into those basement rocks.  For a long time, he never 
told where he got those samples.  On one tour he did, but there happened to be a fellow on the tour 
who wasn't a young-earth creationist.  But there are lots of possible explanations for the various 
halos, and in my book, I  
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give the example of the giant halos, which have been demonstrated to not be a radiometric decay 
effect, but rather a solid state physics valence hole effect, which turns out to be a proof for a long 
age and not a short age. 
 
Q: How do you deal with the Trinity or other paradoxes in the Christian faith that seem to have no 
logical explanation? 
 
A:  Well, the book that is coming out, "Beyond the Cosmos" is designed to answer that for the 
layperson.  I didn't have the time to go into that in my presentation, but let me give you a brief 
overview.  We can't visualize a realm with more than the 4 space-time dimensions that we can 
experience, but we can visualize a world with fewer.  Let's imagine a world that has only two space 
dimensions, length and width, but that is missing the height dimension.  To help you to visualize 
that, I've brought with me a couple from the United States, Mr. and Mrs. Flat (two paper dolls), and 
we can confine them to "Flatland", symbolized by the top of this table here.  So they are limited to 2 
space dimensions, while I am in 3 space dimensions.  Notice the limitations they have.  As Mr. Flat 
looks as Mrs. Flat, all he sees is a straight line.  He doesn't see the outline, but he can calculate that 
outline by walking around her and measuring the distance to each point on the line he sees.  In a 
sense this is what we do as well.  When I look at those of you in the back, I am basically only seeing 
a two-dimensional image.  But I can change my position and even walk around you to get other 
angles and then construct in my brain a three-dimensional image of you.  But as a three-dimensional 
being looking at these two-dimensional Flatlanders, I don't have to go through what they do.  I can 
instantly get the full picture of what they look like.  He has to calculate it, but I can get it instantly.  
Moreover, I get information he never gets.  He, looking at his wife, never sees the inside.  All he 
can ever see is the outside edge, but I can see everything about them in an instant.  The Bible tells 
us that God can see everything about us and that he knows things about us that we can never know 
about ourselves.  This little analogy helps us see how God, with his extra-dimensionality, can see 
and know things that we cannot.   
 Now, in terms of getting at the Trinity, I can place my hand above Mr. and Mrs. Flat, but as 
long as I am above there plane, they will not be able see or touch me.  The Bible says that about 
God.  We can neither see nor touch him.  He is beyond our dimensions.  The only way we can is in 
something like the incarnation, where he comes into our dimensional realm as Jesus Christ did.  But 
a mistake we can make with the incarnation is to look at the incarnate Christ and assume that that is 
the totality of God.  Philippians 2 tells us that Jesus Christ humbled himself, took on the form of a 
man and confined himself to our dimensional realm temporarily before once again taking on the 
powers and authorities to share with God the Father. 
 It would be the equivalent of me poking my finger through their plane.  Mrs. Flat would 
make a grave error if in seeing that circle formed by my finger she assumed that she had seen the 
totality of Hugh Ross.  That describes only the totality of what she can perceive of me.  Now, she 
can run home to her husband and say, "I've had an encounter with Hugh Ross and he is a circle." 
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 But suppose that the next day I put three fingers through the plane in the presence of Mr. Flat.  
Now, he goes home to correct his wife, and says, "You are wrong, my dear, Hugh Ross is three 
circles and not one."  So they have a big theological discussion, ending with Mrs. Flat going off to 
the Church of the One Circle, while Mr. Flat goes off to his Church of the Three Circles.   
 This is what every religion outside of Christianity has done with the triune God.  They either 
worship many Gods, like Mormonism, or they deny the triune God in their worship of God, like the 
Jehovah's Witnesses.  And, of course, outside of the psuedo-Christian cults, you'll find the same 
thing.  People either accept the plurality of God and reject his singularity or the accept his 
singularity while rejecting his plurality.  Now, because they are limited to two dimensions, they did 
not have the capacity to visualize that these three fingers were all joined together as one closed 
surface.  So, from a three-dimensional perspective, we can see how the oneness of the hand is 
simultaneously true with the threeness of the hand.  But they can't do it.  Similarly, we can say that 
the Trinity is mathematically feasible in extra dimensions, but not in our three alone.  If, however, 
we try to solve it in only our three space dimensions, then the Jehovah's Witnesses are right, as it 
just isn't possible. 
 
Q: I'd like to ask a question about the Flood.  You say that you believe it was a local flood because 
of the amount of water that was needed.  Couldn't God have created the extra water necessary, just 
like he did, for instance, with the miracle of the feeding of the 5000 or in making time stand still? 
 
A:  Oh definitely.  But I say that text rules that out.  For example, God could have multiplied the 
waters on the earth by the necessary amount by, for instance, going to the Orion galactic arm.  
There's lots of water there, and he could have sent that to the earth during the flood and then sent it 
back after the flood.  But the text tells us that the waters came from the underground aquifers and 
clouds and that they returned to those same sources naturally after the flood.  So those kinds of 
scenarios, though possible by the hand of God, are ruled out because the text tells us that that is not 
the way God did it.  So that is one of the arguments for a local (but universal) flood as opposed to a 
global flood.  [Follow-up: But how is that to be distinguished from the feeding of the 5000 with the 
multiplied bread?]  Well there, the text allows lots of latitude for how God did it.  You notice the 
text doesn't tell us how God performed that miracle, and therefore miracles that go beyond our 
space-time dimensions, matter and energy would qualify.  The text doesn't rule that out, and so 
there are limitless ways God could have pulled it off.  
 
Q: When you sketch out your cosmology, you emphasize that there is perfect balance between so 
many factors and a purpose for everything, such as all of the stars in the universe being necessary 
for it to work, etc.  But I'm wondering how you handle in that context such things as the human-like 
creatures before Adam.  You say that mankind was a special creation miracle of God, and of course, 
I agree, but what would the purpose of these pre-human beings be?   
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A:  Well, as I mentioned last night, I purposely went into astronomy because I like simplicity.  
Biology is a fascinating but extremely complex, so complex that we can't see the forest for the trees 
in every situation.  I can give you a general answer, but it's impossible for me to give you a specific 
answer for why God created species A at the specific time he did.  I can give you an answer for why 
he created the one billion plus species he did over the last 3.5 billion years.  So let me take a stab at 
it.  God's intent was to create mankind with a resource pool that was rich enough to support a very 
high level of civilization.  Notice that we have 6 feet of top soil on some of the prairies of the 
planet; we have over a trillion barrels of oil and hundreds of millions of tons of coal in the ground.  
That requires millions of species of live over long periods before Adam and Eve to build up that 
resource pool.   
 Another part of the answer is the so-called "onion layer theory of life."  In order for the more 
advanced forms of life to exist, you must first have the more primitive forms to prepare the way.  
An obvious example is that you cannot digest the food you eat without certain bacteria in your 
digestive system.  Therefore, you would create the bacteria before you would create human beings.  
So that "onion layer theory" applies to the entire history of life on earth.  Also, certain things have 
to be prepared for advanced life.  The original crust of the earth would not have been able to 
support any advanced plants, nor, as a result, advanced animals.  It is first necessary that the surface 
of the crust be transformed into soil that will support advanced plant and animal species.  That was 
done through microscopic species of life that God created billions of years ago.  How much time 
would take these species to transform the crust into soil that would be suitable for the support of 
advanced life?  The answer is about 2.5 billion years.   
 That explains the enigma of the Cambrian Explosion.  For the first 2.5 to 3 billion years on 
planet earth, nothing very exciting seems to happen.  We have this planet that is loaded with all of 
this primitive, single-celled life.  If there is a creator involved, you might wonder why he didn't get 
things going faster.  Well, it took that primitive life that 2.5 billion years to prepare the way.  But 
once the way is prepared, we see this explosion of life called the "Cambrian Explosion".  I have a 
copy of a recent Time Magazine here with an article entitled "Evolution's Big Bang.''  What it 
describes is an event 543 million years ago where we have the sudden appearance of 100 phyla, 
which are the broader categories of life after the species, families, and orders.  One hundred phyla 
suddenly show up in a very short time.  It reports a discovery made in China only a few weeks ago 
supporting the findings in the Burgess Shale in Canada that has been known for years.  What was 
hinted at the Burgess Shale was that this was a geologically brief period, but these Chinese finding 
have confirmed that it was far shorter than previously thought.  A lot of your biology text books say 
that those phyla showed up over a time span of 40 million years.  About one year ago, they found 
that they had to shrink that time span down to about 10 million years, but now they find that they 
have to  
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shrink it down to an order of a million years or less.  You have a hundred phyla all showing up in a 
short span of a million years or less.  How many phyla have showed up since?  Not a single one.  
There hasn't been a single new phyla in the last half billion years.  In fact, it's gone the other way.  
We have only 30 phyla left.  A hundred showed up all at once a half billion years ago.  Seventy 
have since gone extinct and we are left with thirty.  How do the evolutionists respond to this?  
Stephen Gould says that this is an example of evolution happening so fast that we have to call it 
"instantaneous"  which means it can't be evolution any more.  "Instantaneous Evolution!"  So, this 
is just like the discovery of the Big Bang in astronomy that forced astronomers to abandon atheism 
and adopt theism.  I think we are seeing the beginnings of a similar scenario that is going to force 
biologists to abandon atheism in favor of theism.  So watch the press.  It's going to happen. 
 
Q: Did dinosaurs ever coexist with humans at any time?  I've seen the pictures, but I don't know. 
 
A:  Well, sorry to disappoint the readers of B.C. and the Flintstones.  Dinosaurs did not coexist with 
human beings.  There is no evidence for it, and the Bible doesn't mention dinosaurs.  There are 
those who claim that Job 40 and 41 are references to dinosaurs, but I think it is more appropriate to 
interpret those references as alligators, crocodiles and hippopotamuses.  [Follow up: What about the 
footprints?]  The claims that dinosaur and human footprints are found together have been shown to 
be bogus, and many of the young-earth creationist organizations have come around to admit that 
and no longer distribute literature purporting to show that.  In "Creation and Time," I document the 
bogus nature of those claims.  When you look at those so-called human footprints, the gate is too 
big for human beings -- three and a half feet between steps.  That's appropriate for dinosaurs but not 
human beings.  How come they look like human footprints?  Well, when a dinosaur pulls its foot 
out of soft mud, what happens is that mud flows into the depression and makes it look smaller.  But 
the mud that flows in is a little bit softer than the other mud, and so if you wait long enough, it will 
erode away and reproduce the original print.  Scientists have actually observed recently exposed 
prints that looked like they could be human be transformed by such weathering into clearly dinosaur 
prints.  One of the strongest pieces of evidence is that they clearly show a claw print at the heel, and 
I don't know of any humans that is applicable to.  And then, of course, you can appeal to the 
scientific evidence that human beings are recent -- we've only been here a few thousand years, while 
dinosaurs were between 200 and 65 million years ago.  We wrote in a recent "Facts and Faith" 
newsletter that is has been well confirmed now that the asteroid collision in the Yucatan Peninsula 
was more than adequate to destroy all of the dinosaurs and about half of the other species that 
existed on the planet at the time.  That has been well dated at 65 million years ago. 
 
Q: I'm curious about the perspective issue, the point of view in understanding Gen. 1, particularly 
with respect to Day 2.  God said, "Let there be an expanse in the sky to separate the waters above 
from the waters below."  What was the state of the waters before that separation and what is the 
state after? 
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A:  If you want the whole scoop on that, a friend of mine, Dr. Robert Newmann wrote his Ph.D. 
thesis in theology on that subject, analyzing that second day of creation.  He demonstrated that the 
Hebrew words there are referring to God setting up a stable water cycle.  Waters above and waters 
below, with water being transported between the two so that there can be enough water flowing on 
the continents to support later life there.  So that fits the sequence.  Day 1, light coming through the 
translucent atmosphere for photosynthesis.  Day 2, water to support future life on the continents.  
The continents don't even exist yet, but the plate tectonics and vulcanism drive the continents above 
the water, and there is the water falling on the continents from the rain clouds so that we can begin 
to have plants. 
 
Q: Hebrews 11, talking about Noah, mentions the "things not seen as yet".  Some people interpret 
that as rain -- that there had been no rain on the earth prior to the flood.  Obviously you don't 
believe that, but how do you interpret those "things as yet unseen?" 
 
A:  I think that phrase is more generic and applies to more than just Noah.  I think it applies to all of 
the prophets.  The text later on in Hebrews 11 talks about these prophets desiring to understand 
what God had them reveal to the human race and realizing that this was for a future generation.  
They longed to understand these things, as it tells us in Peter, but they had to be content knowing 
that they were being messengers for a future generation that would understand.  So, I don't think 
Noah fully comprehended why God was taking him through that experience, but in hindsight 
thousands of years later, we can see what was going on.  Part of it was that he wouldn't have 
understood why God was going to short human life span.  Before, they had lived for 900 years, but 
now we were only going to live 80 or 90 years.  There is a spiritual lesson for us in that.  It is not 
good for us to live a long time.  We're far better off living for short periods rather than long periods 
of time.  We humans have trouble appreciating that. We'd all like to live a few years longer.  But we 
have that whole experience in the early chapters of Genesis to convince us that we are really better 
off trusting God with a short life span rather than having a long life span.  It will, however, happen 
again in the Millennium, when humans will again have very long life spans.  But it says there will 
also be dire consequences just like there were in the days of the flood. 
 
Q: I'm interested in your notion that human beings are relatively recent.  I think your outside 
estimates in your book were between 6 and 60 thousand years.  If I'm correct, I recall reading that 
the earliest homo sapiens were dated at 100,000 years or even earlier than that.  How do you 
account for that discrepancy? 
 
A:  In my book (Creation and Time), I talk about the bipedal primates that  
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God created before Adam and Eve, and there I am referring to those species that stretch from 
Australopithecine all the way up to Homo Habilis and Homo Erectus.  I don't make mention of 
Homo Sapiens compared to Homo Sapiens Sapiens or Neanderthal and Cro Magnon.  Now in the 
next edition, I will talk about Neanderthal because in the last few months there have been some 
breakthrough discoveries that now establish that Neanderthal is anatomically distinct from human 
beings, and therefore was a distinct species.  And the evidence is also strong that the last 
Neanderthal was extinct before we see Cro Magnon or modern humans.  Now, the question remains 
as to whether Cro Magnon was part of the human species or not.  That has not yet been resolved.  Is 
it going to make a difference in terms of biblical interpretation?  I'd say no, because Cro Magnon 
falls within that 60,000 or less years.  This Homo Sapiens thing could be a problem, if it is a 
100,000 years old.  But what is disputed in the literature is whether we are justified in calling in 
"Homo Sapiens" as is distinct from "Homo Sapiens Sapiens", or maybe we are just confusing it 
with Neanderthal.  More than that, that date of 100,000 years doesn't stand up very well.  There is a 
period of time when our dating is not very established by absolute dating techniques.  And anything 
on the order of 100,000 to 500,000 years ago, you are right in the middle of that grey area.  At the 
best, they're only accurate to a factor of two.  Well, if it is 100,000 plus or minus 50,000, it's too 
early to really bring that into the equation.   
 In critiquing those dating methods for that period of time, we can say that there is this grey 
area where we really don't have good methods for dating.  Carbon 14 is only accurate back to about 
20,000 years, and other radiometric dating techniques don't kick in until you're into the millions of 
years.  Nevertheless, they are adequate for saying that this particular fossil find is older than this 
other fossil find by roughly this much.  So we use the dating tools to make relative dates in that era.  
But there are so few fossils that have been found that we don't really have enough of them to give 
us a good picture of what came first and what came second.  Now that might happen.  Five years 
from now, they may all be sorted out, and that will be the time to worry about how we can 
incorporate that into the fine points of our theology.  At this point, it is too soon, and that is why I 
don't write about it.  The data base is just too unstable.  In the case of the Neanderthal, it has already 
become considerably more stable than it was only a year ago. 
 
Q: In your talk, you mentioned about Adam first being introduced to plant life in caring for the 
Garden, and that this was God introducing him to this one dimension of life.  The reason I'm 
mentioning this is that we often hear of these studies supposedly showing that talking to your plants 
or playing music makes them grow better.  A lot of Japanese I know buy into this stuff, and I don't 
know how to answer them.  Is there some dimension here that we are missing?  Do plants have a 
soulish something?  What do you make of it? 
 
A:  I think we are dealing with a very unstable data base there.  Some scientific studies indicate 
there may be an effect, while other studies show there is no such effect.  It's very difficult to do a 
double blind study on this.   A gardener  
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who is singing to his plants may also be doing a better job of weeding and getting rid of pests at the 
same time.    [Follow-up: What about plants grown in a room with music with exactly the same 
water, fertilizer, etc.]  Well, if you want to read something about this on a layperson's level, there 
are some short reports published in a magazine called "Science News".  But the jury is still way out 
on this one.  A verdict has not been reached.  Thus, I feel it's not something we should bring into 
the theological equation.  I certainly wouldn't want to build a religious belief on it.  Follow-up: I'm 
just bringing this up because a lot of my Japanese friends find consciousness in planets and in 
plants and rocks.  It's outside of science, but how should we handle it?]  Well, that's the 
Hindu/Buddhist worldview, and the Bible challenges that by teaching that God created three kinds 
of animals, and only one has consciousness in the true sense.  Of course, it depends on your 
definition of consciousness.  It is possible to define that so that you can extend that to birds and 
mammals, but the lower animals and, of course, plants consist of bodies only that respond only to 
stimuli related to food and survival.  That's why it is impossible to make a true pet out of a 
cockroach.  I don't know of anyone who has ever been able to train an insect to do something not 
directly related to its survival. 
 
Q: The Nov. 20 issue of Time had and interesting article entitled "Cosmic Close Encounters" that 
includes many spectacular photos from the Hubble Space Telescope.  I'd like you comment on a 
couple of things they say: "The telescope has already thrown Big Bang theorists a curve by 
suggesting that some stars in the universe are older than the universe itself."  And then they explain 
that a little further on by saying, "This shows that the cosmos is between 8 and 12 billion years old, 
about 2 billion years younger than the oldest known stars."  Would you comment on that. 
 
A:  This has been written up in detail in our newsletter which you can get.  There is, however, no 
real cosmological crisis.  Where this comes from is that we have three fairly accurate and 
independent methods of dating the universe.  There are others as well, but these three are the ones 
most often appealed to.  One method is looking at the ages of the oldest stars -- and you add to that 
the time necessary for the universe to progress to conditions that stars can begin to form.  A second 
method is radiometric dates.  How much radiometric material is left?  We know when that material 
was first produced -- in the first supernova explosion, and we know how much time it would take to 
get from the Creation Event to the first supernova.  So by adding the two, we can calculate the age 
of the universe.   
 The third method is the one they are referring to, which is to measure how fast the universe 
is expanding.  You measure the distances between the galaxies and how fast they are moving away 
from us, and you can calculate backwards in time to where they come together at the original point.  
Now, of those three methods, the most accurate one is the ages of the oldest stars.  It's now down 
around 10% precision -- plus or minus about 2 billion years.  The least accurate one is the one they 
claim as a challenge -- the expansion of the universe.  There the precision is only about 25 or 30%.  
The question is this:  
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Are measurements of the expansion of the universe in discord with the measurements of oldest 
stars?  The answer is: of the 5 best measurements made in the last year, only one is in discord, and 
that is the one that the Time Magazine article quoted -- the one by Wendy Freedman's team, which 
indicated that the age of the universe was between 8 and 13 billion years.  You can get rid of that 8 
because that 8 billion is based on the assumption that the universe has the critical mass density (the 
mass necessary to stop by gravity the expansion and begin to bring it back again), and about 9 
months ago, two separate experiments done by astrophysicists established that the universe has only 
about two tenths of the critical mass, plus or minus one tenth.  Well, if it is two tenths, you would 
choose the 13 billion year figure rather than the 8 billion years.  Well, 13 billion plus or minus 30% 
is not in discord with 16 billion plus or minus 2 billion.  They agree within the error bars.  
 Of the various measurements of the Hubble Constant, which is an indication of how fast the 
universe is expanding, the one by Wendy Freedman's team is the largest (which yields a younger 
age).  She comes out with a figure of 80 kilometers per second per megaparsec.  The lowest is by 
Alan Sandage.  He is an astronomer who became a Christian and is now active in a church.  He's 
been pushing for a figure of 55, but more recently, he has come up with a figure that even lower, 
about 50 kilometers per second per megaparsec.  Those are the two extremes, 50 and 80.  There are 
three other measurements.  A measurement done by an independent team that came up with a result 
of 73 plus or minus 10, and so it's near the middle.  Recently, a new technique has been developed 
that uses gravitational lensing to get a handle on the Hubble Constant.  This method doesn't depend 
on how bright the actual object is.  That is where much of the uncertainty has been.  Different 
telescopes give different estimates for the brightness of distant bodies.   
 Unfortunately, this new technique is still in its infancy and so only a few measurements 
have been made so far.  Early indications are that the Hubble Constant can be no bigger than 69.  If 
this is true, that means you can throw out Wendy Freedman's value and the younger age it would 
mean.  If you average the 5 values being bantered around for the Hubble Constant, you get an 
answer of the universe being 15 billion years old plus or minus 3 billion years.  15 plus or minus 3 
is in good agreement with 16 plus or minus 2, which is why I stand by Alan Sandage in his 
statement that there is no cosmological crisis.  The measurements are in general agreement.  It is 
going to take a minimum of three years of further Hubble Telescope measurements of Cepheid 
variables (a special type of star useful for making distance and brightness measurements) and type 
one supernova to get an answer that we can really compare with the oldest star method.   
 But my astronomer friends in Canada, who I went to graduate school with, are the world's 
leading researchers in measuring the ages of the oldest stars.  They tell me that there won't really be 
a direct comparison because by the time the Hubble Constant people get their error bars down to 
10%, their age of the oldest star team will get their numbers down to plus or minus 4 or 5%.   
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So we still won't be in a position to compare directly on an even basis.  I'm convinced that the 
people measuring the ages of the oldest stars will always be ahead of the Hubble Constant 
measurement teams.  Which are you going to trust?  Always go with the measurements that have 
the smallest error bars.   
 Incidentally, that is consistent with the radiometric dating methods.  If you want a good 
perspective on this from the layperson's perspective, we know that the universe cannot be a trillion 
years old.  Because if the universe were a trillion years old, there would be no uranium or thorium 
left in the universe.  They have half-lives of about 4.5 billion years (the time it takes for half of the 
material to decay away).  So all of the uranium would be gone if it were a trillion years old.  But we 
also know that it has to be at least 100 million years old, because there is no neptunium left.  
Neptunium has a half-life of 2.5 million years, and it is all gone.  There is none on the earth or 
anywhere else in the universe.  It's all decayed away.  So that gives you a rough bracket.  It's got to 
be more than 100 million but less than a trillion years.   
 So what astronomers do is to accurately measure how much uranium and thorium is still 
here as compared to how much we know the supernovas made in the beginning.  You might say, 
"Well, how do you know how much the supernovas made in the beginning?"  We can go back in 
time and check it out.  The reason why these strong evidences for God are mainly coming from the 
frontiers in fields of astronomy and astrophysics is that they are unique among the sciences.  We 
never measure the present.  We only measure the past.  When you look at the moon, you are 
measuring physics 2 seconds ago.  When you look at the sun, you're measuring physics 8 minutes 
ago; the Andromeda galaxy, 2 million years ago, etc.  So when an astronomer wants to see how 
God built these supernovas 10 billion years ago, he will go back and look at galaxies 10 billion light 
years away.  Thus, you can confirm that that is exactly how God did it.  So, in that sense, we 
astronomers are witnesses to creation.  We have a time tunnel.  We can go back directly in time and 
observe what kinds of miracles the Creator performed to get us to where we are today.  You can't do 
that in physics, chemistry or biology, but you can do it in astronomy.  Now the weakness of 
astronomy is that we can't measure what God is doing now.  We can only measure what he did in 
the past.  But in terms in creation-evolution questions, that is where all the discussion arises.  What 
did God in the past.  We can go back and see certain aspects of it directly. 
 
Q: You just said that there was none of this neptunium stuff left.  But if there is none there now, 
how do you know that it ever existed? 
 
A:  Well, we can make neptunium in the lab.  We can make it the same way that supernovas made it.  
But it doesn't exist in nature.  For, example, when you explode a nuclear bomb or when you make it 
in an atomic pile, you are duplicating the same process.  That, by the way, is a good check on your 
astrophysics.  "Well, let's repeat the experiment here in the lab."  And sure enough, you get 
neptunium, with a half-life of 2.5 million years, and it's exactly what we see being confirmed in 
distant supernovas in galaxies. 
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Q: In the last few years, there have been reports in Nature and Science about DNA studies that 
supposedly lead us back to both Adam and Eve, with dates like 250,000 years or something like 
that.  Would you comment on those? 
 
A:  These studies have been reported widely in newspapers.  I'm glad you referred to the articles in 
Nature and Science, because you really get the true scoop of what happened there.  The 
mitochondrial DNA study was done years ago, but what you are specifically referring to is the Y-
chromosome in men.  Only men have that chromosome, and so to see how related we are to one 
another, and therefore under a Darwinian paradigm see how far back in time we have to go to find 
our common ancestor, you can compare the genetic material of Y-chromosomes from men all over 
the world.  What this particular study did was to take 38 men of various ethnic backgrounds and 
compare little segments of that Y-chromosome.  They discovered that the genetic content was 
identical for all 38 men, which means that our common ancestor could have been created yesterday.  
They were shocked to see that there had been no change.   
 Well, the scientists doing this study were Darwinists, and so they said, "Well, we've got to 
do something about this."  What they did was this: "Well, we only have a sample size of 38.  There 
is a probability that there might be a dispersion on our results."  So they used a statistical tool to 
calculate what might be a reasonable dispersion from their answer that there is no difference.  And 
they took their calculation and said, "If the dispersion is really that value rather than the answer we 
came up with of zero change, then the common ancestor of all males on this planet would have to 
date back no earlier than 250,000 years ago."  You still get the result of 250,000 years all the way 
down to zero.  Anywhere in there is possible. It's kind of a statistical trick they've pulled.  They 
assume an error bar and then use that error bar to get their answer of 250,000.  But just looking at 
the data, you'd have to say, "There hasn't been enough time for us men to develop any genetic 
diversity in the Y-chromosome.  Therefore our common ancestor must be quite recent in time."  So 
what they really need to do is to abandon their Darwinian hypothesis.   And incidentally, they came 
up with essentially the same results for the mitochondrial DNA in women, that the common 
ancestor could be no older than about 250,000 years -- and that's again assuming the tenets of  
Darwinism.  Now, if you throw out the tenets of Darwinism, the answer is that it must be quite 
recent indeed.   
 What I'm hoping is that this Y-chromosome study will be greatly expanded and thousands of 
men will be checked.  Because I believe they still will come up with the same answer of zero 
change, and when confronted with that, they will not be able to pull this statistical trick anymore 
and maybe that will drive them to abandon their Darwinist hypothesis.  That could happen as early 
as a year from now.  So again, keep reading Nature.  Every week, I read those pages to see what has 
been discovered. 
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Q: You mentioned that so many researchers today are coming to the conclusion that classic 
Darwinianism just simply isn't possible, and yet in the textbooks, nothing has really changed.  I deal 
a lot with the public schools, and the teachers there are just adamant.  If you don't give the answers 
that were accepted 100 years ago, you don't pass. 
 
A:  Let me refer you to another news magazine called "Insight".  A couple of months ago, they 
published an article about this barrage of books published by atheistic biologists in the last year.  
These biologists, in their own writing, now admit that Darwinism is scientifically untenable.  And 
yet they still hang onto it.  They also admit in their writings why they continue to hang onto it.  As 
they see it, the only alternative to Darwinianism is young earth creationism.  They say, "That is 
more scientifically repugnant that our Darwinian evolution, and so we are going to keep Darwinian 
evolution, even though we know it is scientifically incorrect."  That is why I think it is so important 
that we show these people that they are not "between a rock and a hard place."  There is a soft 
pillow!  I think that same factor exists here in Japan.  Japanese society thinks they are likewise 
between a rock and a hard place.  There is a soft pillow.   They don't have to throw out the baby 
with the bath water. 
 
Q: Could you tell me where some of the quotations can be found?  I would think that being able to 
quote evolutionists admitting that evolution is bankrupt would have much more effect on people 
than if a Christian says it. 
 
A:  If you will look at our catalog, you'll see that over half of the books we list there are written by 
non-Christians.  What we try to do is to find the best books on a particular subject that put forth the 
evidence that will support a Christian worldview.  Sometimes, the best books are written by people 
not yet committed to the Christian faith.  I mentioned one last night, that one by Hubert Yockey, 
"Information Theory and Molecular Biology."  And so there are quite a few books out there, but 
you need to read them with a critical eye.  For example, in a book on origins by an atheist that 
documents all of the evidence proving that life could not have originated by natural process, the 
author also says the Christian view is bankrupt too.  But he is critiquing young earth creationism.  
How does he end up?  He says, "Well, we know the answer doesn't lie in the natural realm, but 
where it does lie, we would prefer not to think about."  So he just kind of leaves you hanging.  So 
many of these books do that.   
 We distribute a couple of books by Roger Penrose on human consciousness, in which he 
brilliantly shows that human consciousness can't be explained by natural entities.  He ends up 
saying, however, that there must be some explanation out there, but we just don't know what it is.  
They are not prepared to give credit where credit is due.  So I feel there is a real need for Christians 
to begin publishing some of this material.  I'm amazed how little material is published by Christian 
research scientists on this type of subject.  That is one reason we are trying to further develop this 
network we have set up of evangelical scientists who are committed to communicating these things. 
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Q: Have you had any opportunity to talk with the Darwinists who admit that Darwinian evolution 
couldn't have happened and yet who still hang on to it and tell them that there is an alternative to 
young earth creationism? 
 
A:  Let me tell you a story.  Stewart Koffmann is a world famous evolutionary biologists and has 
written a number of books.  He recently gave a lecture at Caltech where he was discussing some of 
the latest discoveries in chaos theory, etc., and he wound up by promoting his atheistic worldview.  
But he ended his talk by saying, "I need to make a disclaimer about my atheistic conclusion, 
because I had a conversation with a physicist here on the Caltech campus."  That was one of our 
volunteers, David Rogstad, who sits on our board.  He said, "I ran into Dr. David Rogstad and he 
shared with me a few minutes about a book a friend of his had written.  (He was referring to my 
book.)  And as a result of that, I have to tell all of you here at Caltech that I am now looking at the 
alternative that there might be a God and that God is the answer to some these things were seeing 
here."  After hearing about that, I shared that with David Rogstad, and he said, "Stewart Koffmann.  
Oh yah, I talked to him about a year and a half ago, but it was only for about 3 minutes." 
 You remember that story that Dr. Mogi shared with us yesterday about that one little prayer 
and the big impact it had.  Dave couldn't believe that those few minutes with Steward Koffmann in 
the hall could have had such an impact.  But he was very encouraged to hear about Stewart 
Koffmann saying that publicly.  There are many similar stories I could share with you, and it's 
bound to increase in the future. 
 
Q: I would be very interested in what your opinion is concerning the future of the universe and of 
mankind, and if you have any Scriptural references to share on that. 
 
A:  God has told us in his Word that this universe was created for a temporary purpose.  Once that 
purpose is fulfilled, he will remove this universe from existence with all of its equations, constants 
and dimensions of physics, and replace it with a brand new universe with different constants, laws 
and equations of physics.  That's the new creation.  So, if you have your heart set on this universe -- 
and some my astronomer friends are like that; they've been observing these beautiful nebulae for all 
of these years, and they are a bit disenchanted with the news that one day that's all going to be gone.  
But the good news is this: God never takes anything away from us without giving us something that 
is far superior in its place.  There will be a new universe.  You're going to need bigger telescopes to 
see it all.  You're going to have lots of fun, so don't worry about it.  Just figuring out the new laws 
of physics will keep you busy for a while.   So I really should add a note of optimism that we are 
not going to get stuck with this universe, for God will give us something far better.  If you want to 
take this pessimistic view one step further, what would happen if God did not replace this universe 
at the conquest of evil?  Well, if you wait long enough, you'll get a heat death.  All the stars would 
burn themselves out and the universe would settle down to a temperature of 3 degrees above 
absolute zero, at which point work becomes impossible and life  
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becomes impossible.  You still, however, have matter and energy floating around out there.  But if 
you wait a little longer until all of the protons decay, the universe would really be a dismal place.  
But that is still 1032 years off.  So, I'm not sure that is something we should factor into the stock 
market predictions. 
 
Q: I have a question about UFOs.  I hear that you have written a lot about that, and so could you 
give us what your thinking is on that? 
 
A:  Our video on UFOs is one of our most requested videos.  It's from our TV program, and what we 
do in that video is to begin by interviewing a pastor from a UFO church.  And, of course, he says all 
of these outrageous things.  But he's serious about it.  You listen to him and think, "Oh, he's got to 
be joking", but he's dead serious.  We did that for people to recognize that it's not just a scientific 
issue, but it's also a religious issue.  In fact, there are 4 complete denominations of UFOology in the 
United States. 
 The second point we make is that the most common explanation of UFOs is incorrect -- that 
they are little green men from planet X.  I take the audience through the same analysis that the 
probability of other planets being able to support life is so absurdly remote, that little green men 
from planet X is not an option.  Likewise, even if there was such a planet, the astronomical 
distances are so huge, the economics wouldn't make sense.   
 But you can make a stronger statement.  It's not physical period.  Now, there have been 
millions of sightings of UFOs -- encounters of the first kind, and thousands of documented cases of 
encounters of the second and third kind.  And of all of those episodes, they consistently violate the 
laws of physics -- like making right angle turns at 18000 miles per hour.  Nothing physical can do 
that.  They throw out beams of light that are finite in length -- a beam of light like those Darth 
Vadar things that go out and stop.  That violates the laws of electromagnetism.  You can't do that.  
These things are moving at 18000 miles an hour through the atmosphere at low elevation, and there 
is no sonic boom.  That violates the laws of physics.  They crash into the earth, but there is no 
debris.  When a Jumbo jet crashes into the earth, there's lots of debris.  UFO don't leave debris, and 
so it's not physical.   
 On the other hand, you are forced to conclude that it's real.  First of all, 98% of all UFOs 
have a natural explanation.  When I was dealing with UFO reports, almost half of them were of the 
planet Venus.  So, first you have to take people through a check list and get rid of the 98%.  But 
that residual 2%, you cannot say that it's nothing.  You have instances where you have a crash site, 
where the ground is depressed by a few inches.  The grass if burnt, trees are knocked down.  You 
can see magnetic effects going on.  So something real is happening, but it's not physical.  If it's real 
but not physical, then according to Webster's dictionary, it's got to be in the spiritual realm. 
 Then, I introduce the writings of 6 agnostic physicists and astronomers who have devoted 
more than 10 years to studying the phenomenon of UFOs.  Everyone of them, as an agnostic, 
concludes his book or report by saying that there is a one-to-one correspondence between UFO 
phenomena and occult  
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phenomena.  Summing up, they say, "Now, I don't know what is behind the occult, but whatever is 
behind the occult is also behind UFOs."   
 In the last part of the video, I describe my own research into this.  It began when I was at the 
University of Toronto.  There were three of us graduate students, and we were putting in really long 
hours of time on the telescope -- like 1000 to 1500 hours per year, and we did this for several years.  
Not one of us ever saw a UFO.  But there were a couple of other astronomers who used the 
telescope occasionally for short times -- like 3 or 4 hours, and they always saw UFOs.  We often 
joked about it, saying, "What a crock!  We have all this time and we see nothing, and these guys see 
it all the time!"  Now, I was already a Christian at that point, and I knew that those two astronomers 
were heavy into occult activities.  So, I made a mental note of that, and from that time on, whenever 
I processed a UFO report that didn't fit into that 98% category, I would take the observer down a 
second check list of occult activities.  And it's always there.  There is never an exception.   
 I've made that claim dozens of times on radio and television, and whenever I do, I get 
dozens and sometimes hundreds of angry letters and phone calls from Christians saying, "Look, I've 
seen UFOs, and I'm not doing anything in the occult.  I'm offended by what you said."  "Well, let's 
look at that 98%.  Maybe you didn't really see a UFO."  If they are still with me after that 98%, I 
take them down a different check list (that you can get from us).  It mentions 41 separate kinds of 
activities that qualify as open doors to the occult.  And I'm continually amazed at how naive some 
Christians are about these occult activities.  "Oh, just because I have a collection of astrology books 
in my library, that's an open door to the occult?  I didn't know that!"  "You mean playing with a 
quija board, that's an open door to the occult?  I didn't know that!"  "You mean when I had sex with 
a witch 2 years ago, that's an open door to the occult?  I didn't know that."   
 My wife and I have done apologetics seminars in which we have taken surveys on this 
subject, the results of which were quite surprising.  Two out of three of the college girls had been 
dabbling in the occult, completely unaware of what they were doing.  With the men, it was a bit less 
than one out of three.  It's in the church, and so we have a responsibility to inform.  As confirmation 
of this, when you go to places like Russia, 10 times as many people per capita have seen UFOs as 
compared to the United States.  That's because 10 times as many people are involved in the occult 
 
Q: I'm a little bothered about what you said about the Trinity.  Because it sounds like you are saying 
that up until recently, Christians believed in an absurdity.  But now with the discovery of extra 
dimensions, we see that they are not really believing in an absurdity after all.  But I think that is a 
kind of unfair.  I mean, theologians have traditionally distinguished between being one in substance 
and three in person, and so there is no real logical contradiction there.  So it's not really an absurdity.  
Thus, maybe it's unfair to sound like that.  Because it sounds like you are saying that up until 
recently, Jehovah's Witnesses were right, but now finally we are relieved to see that they are wrong. 
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A: No, I just think we have a faster way of proving that they are wrong than what we had before.  
There have always been Christian theologians who have said that the Bible is an extra-dimensional 
book, and therefore we are not bound to a 4 dimensional system.  So it's not unique to the discovery 
of string theory that we have this refutation of the Jehovah's Witness doctrine.  But I think now we 
have a short-cut.  There are a lot more Jehovah's Witnesses who are prepared to listen to a quick 
scientific refutation than to a fairly long-winded theological and philosophical refutation.  That 
doesn't mean that the philosophical refutation doesn't stand up, for it does.  It's quite valid.  But 
we're probably living in day and age when people have a little more respect for science than they do 
for philosophy, and so it doesn't hurt that we have a scientific way at getting at it to compliment the 
philosophical way.  And incidentally, I would like to extend that to a lot of what I was saying.  The 
approach I am recommending here is not one you have to use.  There are other ways of drawing the 
same conclusions.  It's just that I think this has more evangelistic potential than some of the other 
methods in certain contexts, like here in secular Japan. 
 
(Question on Origins Video shown the previous night for those wanting to view it.) 
 
Q: You said that the various arguments for a young earth are all bogus.  In the video we saw last 
night, they mentioned about such things as the helium in the atmosphere and the dust on the moon.  
Could you comment on those specific points? 
 
A:  Well, probably the easiest one to explain is the moon dust argument.  And this is one reason a 
lot of the young-earth creationist organizations have stopped using that video, because it is so 
obviously bogus.  More than that, it really opens up the young-earth community to the charge of 
purposeful deception.  It is based on a paper published in 1960 by Hans Pettersson, as an 
experiment done in Hawaii, where he had this filter 4 feet of the ground measuring dust going 
through it.  He would measure the nickel content of that dust, and he made the assumption that the 
stuff with nickel in it came from outer space.  Thus, he came up with an answer of how much dust 
was falling on the earth, from which the assumption was made that that much dust would also be 
falling on the moon.   
 However, he closes his paper off with a quite carefully worded disclaimer.  Namely, that 
this experiment is not something we should trust as a definitive answer, but rather serve as 
stimulation to do the right kinds of experiments.  For obviously, with a filter 4 feet off the ground, 
you could have recirculation of the dust going through it.  There is wind going on.  Also, there is 
nickel in the earth's rock; it doesn't all come from outer space.  So he was recommending in his 
paper that if you want to really get a good result on this, you'd have to do high altitude balloon 
experiments or best of all satellite experiments.  Well, in 1960, satellites weren't yet available, but a 
few years later high altitude balloon experiments were done, and the result was that it was more 
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than a thousand times less than the ground-based experiments.  By the time NASA was prepared to 
send men to the moon, they already had the data that indicated that if the moon had experienced the 
bombardment from outer space beginning say 4.25 billion years ago, which is what they thought 
was correct, then by now there would have accumulated 60 mm of moon dust.  How much dust did 
we see on the moon? 60 mm.  So it really confirms the 4.25 billion years and not the thousands of 
years.   
 Now, there is a check on that.  The craters on the moon, if they have been there a long time, 
should have some erosion.  There is not much atmosphere on the moon, but there is some.  And 
after 4 billion years, you should see the effects of erosion from that atmosphere.  Are the oldest 
craters on the moon eroding?  Yes, they are.  By how much?  And what age does that imply for 
those craters?  The same 4.25 billion years.  Everything is beautifully consistent.  And incidentally, 
you can do the same kind of research on Mercury and Mars, where the erosion rates are a little 
bigger, and the answer confirms that the bombardment began about 4.25 or 4.3 billion years ago. 
 Now this issue poses a problem for evangelism, as secular people with a technical 
background who look at the claims such as we saw in that film say, "That proves that Christians 
can't be trusted.  They are deceptive."  Because they can't believe that these young-earth creationists 
aren't aware of the scientific literature -- especially with all of the letters that have been sent to them 
trying to correct the claims they have made.  And so the fact that this claim is still being used is 
confirming to them that at least a certain segment of the body of Christ is being deceptive.  Now I 
personally believe -- and I've talked to some to the people promoting this -- that that is an unfair 
charge.  A more accurate charge is that they are ignorant of the more accurate measurements that 
have been done since the experiment of Hans Pettersson, and therefore that is not really a fair 
charge.  But I think that is a common perception that needs to be dealt with. 
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"Reaching The Secular Mind For Christ" 
 
 

 
 

by 
Takeshi 
Mogi_ 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
I.  WHAT I HAVE LEARNED FROM MY EXPERIENCE IN THE BUSINESS WORLD.  
     1.  Troubled Japanese business organizations. 
          1-1. Japanese business persons are wandering.  
          1-2. Japanese employment practices are vanishing. 
     2.  My experiences in "Outplacement Counseling Service"  
          2-1. Burn-out syndrome. 
          2-2. Looking for help. 
     3.  Kobe experience: January - June, 1995 
          3-1. 1.3 million volunteer workers came to Kobe.  
          3-2. 34% of them were youth (ages 18-24).  
          3-3. The younger people taught us many lessons, helping us to 
                  improve our understanding and appreciation for our youth. 
II. WHAT OUR CHURCHES CAN DO FOR THEM NOW AND IN THE FUTURE. 
     1.  Lay members of the church can be used by the pastor and 
           missionary for helping youth and working for the community. 
          1-1. Changing evangelism strategy to use the lay persons inside and  
                 outside of the institutional church.  (Matthew 4:18-22) 
          1-2. Training is needed to use the lay persons for these purposes.  
     2.  The Church should be a center for systematic organization to provide:  
          2-1  Effective resources for the community, for persons to respond to  
                  the issues involving social and/or personal needs.  
          2-2. The Missionary can help leading the lay persons to develop their  
                  skills and increase their knowledge as lay workers.  
 
____________ 
Takeshi Mogi is a member of the Den’enchofu Evangelical Lutheran Church and chairperson of the 
Board of the the Yokohama YMCA. In addition to his degrees in economics and English literature 
from Japanse universities, he also studied psychology at New York State Univ. and London Univ. 
His career consisted mainly of 20 years at IBM, 9 years at Johnson and Johnson and 6 years at 
American Express. Presently he is a consultant in Human Resources Management
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     3.  Church should be an active organization, as a coordinator and provider,  
          as the explicit and powerful working body of Christ for the community  
          in which the church is located. 
          3-1. Micro approaches  
            -Being a good listener to personal issues and needs 
            -Develop a specific and personalized approach to the individual  
             (Particularly for the youth)  
          3-2. Macro approaches  
            -Being a good working body to work with the community for solving  
              social/global issues; human rights, the environment, justice, etc.  
 
"REACHING THE SECULAR MIND FOR CHRIST" 
 
Bible: Acts 17:22-25 
 
Personal background; 
 I was born and raised in Yokohama in a non-Christian home.  My father was a Buddhist but 
was influenced by Western culture, going to Germany and the U.S.A. as a young engineer in the 
Kirin Beer Company in the early 1900's.  Afterward, he decided to enroll my two elder sisters in the 
Ferris Girls High School, a mission school in Yokohama.  They took me to the Sunday School 
every Sunday.  My church life began at that time through my two elder sisters.  Another strong 
influence for me was one of my English teachers.  This teacher started to teach me English Bible in 
a public high school.  Also, in 1951 during my college years, I started to become involved in 
YMCA movement in Tokyo.  In that same year, I was baptized in the Yokohama Lutheran Church.  
Since then, for 44 years, I have been an active member of both YMCA and of the church.  I would 
like to share my experiences and discuss the work of the missionary with you today through this 
talk, and tomorrow in my workshops, from my point of view as a lay person living and working in 
the secular world.  
     Unlike other Japanese, I have moved around from one company to another company as you see 
from my personal background.  From the view point of the Christian layman, I would like to share 
my experiences as a Christian in the business world.   
     When I was the head of an American human resources management consultant firm in Tokyo, I 
had a number of the terminated employees of the various companies as counselees.  As their ages 
ranged from 45 to 60 years of age, their re-employment was by no means guaranteed.  The 
possibility of their re-employment or continuation of their business career was in serious doubt.  
They were so depressed by the pessimistic situation in which they were left by the management of 
their companies.  An employer made an arrangement for their terminated employees to commission 
my firm to provide the necessary assistance in preparing them for finding another job elsewhere.  
As the president of the firm and as an active counselor, I was engaged in conducting personal 
counselling sessions with such employees to extend possible assistance in finding their next job. 
     On the first day in which one individual visited my firm, he sat in front of me and started to cry, 
blaming his manager.  This individual was not the exception;  
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many other counselees show similar behavior with my other counseling colleagues.  His first 
reaction to the situation was expressed well when he stated that he had totally devoted himself to 
the company so selflessly, putting priority on the company job, with his family and personal life 
always coming last.  As he was moved from one location to another by the company's order and for 
their convenience, his children also had to change their school seven times in a 15 year period.  The 
company life was everything for him and his family members.  He was totally exhausted, with no 
hope and no dream for the future, as he had been forced to leave his company.  With such a sad, 
serious and depressed mental condition, effective and practical is very difficult to give at first.  For 
the first two to three hours I must listen to his anger towards his company. These sessions continue 
for 2 to 3 days.  When he finished this sharing, he said to me that he could not share in the same 
with his wife.  He had not yet told her the truth as to what had happened to him.  He felt that he had 
to continued to deceive his wife and children, and act just as if he was still working for his company.  
At the beginning of his second week, when I was praying silently, he asked me what I was doing.  
My answer to this question was a simple one, "I am praying for you."  At that moment, he realized 
that I am a working as a Christian in my work.  He gradually became interested in my work, in both 
the secular and the church and YMCA activities.  But he did not indicate his interest in my way of 
life.  But at the final session in my office, after he been successful in getting a job in Osaka, he told 
me that he had learned more important things from me than just the practical skills and knowledge 
for finding a job.  He had gained a heart to pray and to work for others.  In the summer of 1995, I 
received a letter from this person and he shared that he was one of the Hanshin earthquake 
volunteers, working with the YMCA.  He also mentioned that he is now attending the church 
service with other young people who were volunteering together. I discovered that he had started a 
new life in that church in Kobe, and that he had discovered how to pray for others.  A small silent 
prayer helped him in seeking another life.  I think this is one kind of Christian witness in the secular 
world.   
     As the Japanese economic bubble burst in early 1990's, employers have taken a number of the 
counter-measures, including re-structuring and down-sizing their companies.  As a result of these 
counter-measure, the Japanese practice of life-long employment are being vanished and changed. 
Many employees were and is vanishing.  The numbers of unemployed are growing especially 
among middle aged and older employees.  As a result, many are losing their energy, their 
motivation to continue building a career; losing their security in the work place and home, and 
losing many long-time company friends.  Once employees have retired, such Japanese called 
"kaisha ningen" (company persons) generally that they are burnt out.  As the company demands 
their sacrifice of time, energy and family, throughout their career in the company.  In return it 
rewards the faithful workers and families with the generous social and financial benefits.  If they 
lose the relationship with their company, they suddenly become wanderers. They are in great need 
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of help for discovering their life objectives and then their second career.  A second career for such 
an individual must not necessarily be sought only in another business role, but also one should 
consider volunteer work.  I expect that you who are missionaries are especially talented in fully 
using and motivating such retired persons for various social work opportunities.  This subject and 
my further suggestions, I will deal with in the latter part of this presentation. 
     The Hanshin earthquake hit the Kobe area on the morning of January 17, 1995.  So many Kansai 
residents suffered from the earthquake, which claimed 5,500 lives, leaving thousands homeless and 
injured.  As you know well, the churches organized quickly with rescue teams to extend helping 
hands.  It was encouraging news to me that so many rushed to Kobe to work with the rescue teams.  
For the first 6 months volunteers who went to the Kobe area numbered 1.3 million.  34% of those 
were young people, ranging from 18-25 years of age.  Their motivation for volunteering may have 
been very simple.  Many simply went to the area and looked for something to do, and a place to 
sleep and eat.  But most were not skilled and had little idea of what they could do for the victims in 
Kobe as they had not experienced such an emergency situation ever before.  Four hundred forty 
thousand young people participated in the relief work in the Kobe area over the first 6 months and 
contributed to helping various volunteer organizations.   
     The YMCA was one of the most active and effective organizations involved in the relief work.  
Many voluntary leaders and staff of the YMCA in Japan were called in on, January 18, 1995; the 
second day after the earthquake.  The YMCA commenced the rescue and relief work immediately 
after the earthquake and received and organized many youth for the relief and rescue work in 
Nagata-ku, building a barracks for relief volunteer coordination and as an information center.  
When these youth finished their work in Kobe and returned to their homes, we asked them about 
the reasons why they came to Kobe.   
     Seventy percent of them answered:  
 
1. There were needy people in Kobe and I felt sorry for them. 
2. I thought I might do something to help the victims. 
     However, 20% of the youth confessed that:  
1. I was just interested in taking a look at the damage in Kobe City. 
2. I wanted to visit this famous sightseeing city and see how the earthquake had changed Kobe. 
 
     Analyzing their motives and reasons through counselling, we found out many remarkable things 
in their minds and hearts.  One of the young people said to us that he had never had any goals in his 
life.  That he had felt empty, just following his parents and teachers to passively go with the flow of 
the school and social systems.  Yet he had tried to escape from them.  This young man took on the 
role of the voluntary worker in order to see if he could find his life's purpose.  He was not the 
exception.  20% of the youth seemed to us to be quite similar to this young man.  They are looking 
for a real goal and purpose for their lives.  
     Let me introduce another case from Kobe.  This case helps us to appreciate and better 
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understand the young people, I think.  One of the heads of the Osaka Bosozoku (crazy motorcycle 
rider group) was asked to transport some of the relief goods from Osaka to Kobe, by a chief of an 
Osaka Women's group.  She knew that highways to Kobe were so damaged, that it would not have 
been appropriate to use 4-wheeled vehicles to drive and carry the goods to Kobe.   
     This lady had been one of the victims of the noise caused by the Bosozoku's midnight street 
chasing games.  The head of the motorcycle group accepted her request and started to call the others 
in his group.  Within one hour, 45 riders came, ready to carry the goods.  When they returned to 
Osaka safely after delivering the goods to a rescue camp in Kobe, all riders expressed their thanks 
to her; smiling, and asked if they could help her again!  The head leader of the group thanked her 
and said to her, "We have never been appreciated before.  In stead, we have only been rejected by 
the people in these communities and neighborhoods.  But this time we were so well accepted and 
appreciated, as we demonstrated our high riding techniques, doing something good for others."  
They actually experienced the inspiration of this incident.  They are looking for a chance to have 
such concrete experiences to devote themselves and contribute something to the others, and to work 
together in their communities.   
     Church would be a good place for them!  We need to call these youth and bring them to Christ.  
How can we do so here in this non-Christian country. 
     Through my experiences in the secular world, in business and in the YMCA movements, the lay 
person will become even more effective resources in assisting the minister and missionary for 
reaching out properly to youth.  Whether a father or mother, or as senior; lay people must be used 
for this purpose.  Jesus shows us in His Holy Bible; in Matthew 4:18-22.  The fishermen followed 
Him and became fishers of men.  But we modern fishermen must be well trained to fish for men 
and women, young and old.   
     As I look at my church's association, the lay persons in the church have been kept passive, 
sometimes simply playing the role of on-lookers in the church's activities.  Like myself, they have 
been persons of a reserved disposition, keeping away from the pastoral and evangelic activities, 
thinking that these were the holy tasks only for the pastor and missionary.  If the lay person can be 
changed from inside, mentally and spiritually, they can become more resourceful, helping the 
church, pastors and missionaries creating opportunities for them, becoming more confident working 
for others both inside and outside of the church. Many lay people do not know well exactly as  to 
WHAT, WHEN, WHERE and HOW they can work for others.  How can the lay person be involved 
in ministry?  How can the lay person preach in the Sunday service?  How can the lay person assist 
the pastor in bringing youth into the church?  How can the lay person be a bridge between the 
church and the community in areas such as social work, helping elder persons, or handicapped 
persons, etc.  Also we must remember that they are specially skilled and trained in the secular world 
for the secular world.  Our God may bless such talents, and use them for the church and for others. 
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     In nearly every church in Japan, there are a number of strong members who have been Christians 
for a long time.  They have wisdom, experience and expertise in many different areas.  I would like 
to suggest that you look more deeply, to understand each lay person better, identifying his/her skills 
and talents.  Then, a strategic plan could be developed for each person and for each task which 
needs to be done. Planning can be done by the pastor, the missionary and the lay person.  The 
process of the planning will be an important chance for the lay person participate and be involved.  
Once they have really participated in this kind of planning process, they will definitely be more 
committed and take more of a part in the responsibility for implementation.  Again it is necessary to 
be prepared and trained well in advance, in order to invite someone to use their skills and talents for 
God in this way. 
     The church must be a trustful resource center in the community in which it is located, 
particularly as a center for youth where they can come where someone will listen to them and 
respond to their personal problems and needs.  They can be provided with opportunities to reflect 
upon their life and to experience the value of life through the doing of well planned activities 
designed for serving others.  Their lives can be spiritually and mentally changed; they can grow and 
be satisfied.   
     However, several critical conditions must be considered carefully: 
1) The church must have a special quality individual who meets the youth the first time they visit 
the church.  As this individual plays a vital and influential role in introducing them to the church.  
2) The newcomer must be well taken care of by this first individual, continuously towards the 
future association in and out of the church, and  
3) We, the lay, must understand that the youth may not be accepting the theological and evangelical 
approaches at the beginning of the encounter.  They are not easy to accept the rigid, ceremonious 
and formal life, they might be resistant against the Christianity, rather they will first want to be 
involved in the outward exercises and activities.  This means that they would more easily accept the 
action-oriented approach to the church.  Through my experiences in the YMCA, I would like to 
suggest you that a simple task would be assigned to or shared with the youth at the beginning of the 
association for quick attainment of the task and satisfaction of the accomplishment.   
     As I said earlier about the Bosozoku's work in Kobe, they may have other opportunities to 
experience satisfaction through doing such things.  The lay person might be appropriate for helping 
in these assignments.  They could experience these tasks as a great help for themselves, 
reconfirming their own talents and skills as being useful both inside and outside of the church.  As a 
result, the lay person can gain confidence, and this confidence can extend to their service in 
evangelical activities as well.    
     As I have known many missionaries who were specially trained in teaching, in playing musical 
instruments, in choir singing, or in sports coaching etc., in addition to their theological and 
evangelistic training.  Each  
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missionary has been called by our Lord to utilize many different talents, I believe that activities can 
be a resource to help initiate a variety of activities for the youth and your community.  There are 
many young people who are waiting for opportunity to be of service, and do a good work for others.  
They are waiting for opportunity to demonstrate their talents, as in the case of the Osaka riders, 
looking for an opportunity to use and strengthen their skills. 
     I am suggesting that an evangelistic strategy for reaching the youth may be required in order to 
strengthen the church's evangelism, especially in the lay church activities.  The church should also 
expand their lay-driven activities for the youth in their community, including activities which focus 
on global issues such as human rights, poverty, justice, peace, etc.  When the church is strengthened 
to be more active and effective in the secular world, the position of the church in the secular world 
will be more visible and explicit for demonstrating both the functions of God's house and the 
working church.  In the aftermath of the Kobe earthquake, the YMCA made itself visible as a very 
strong Christian volunteer organization.  Hyogo prefecture and Kobe city designated the YMCA in 
Kobe as an official center for the volunteer training, information and coordination for the Kobe 
emergency.  
     In conclusion, these new strategies should be developed as soon as possible, in order to 
encourage and motivate the lay people as they serve in their various secular settings.  Such 
strategies should be both effective and meaningful for the church as well as for the community.   
     Sometimes, the missionaries whom I have met have expressed to me how they feel that they 
have not had a sense of doing anything worthwhile, feeling like nothing but a clumsy assistant to 
the Pastor in the local church.  I do not believe that this is, nor does it need be the case.  The 
missionaries who are here in Japan are appreciated.  They are expected be active in evangelistic 
activities.  You have responded to the call of God, coming to live in this very different culture, 
learning to live and work in this language, in this new community far away from your first home.  I 
believe you are specially blessed people who can respond to the call of God today.  I believe that 
you can be valuable resources for the lay people in our churches and in our communities.  You can 
help to make the churches' approach toward the youth unique and attractive, and you can help to 
bring peace in this country for Christ.   
     The secular world is not a separated and alien world to the people in our churches.  But, the 
secular world is where our lay persons are living and working.  Our Churches' lay people have been, 
are, and will continue to be one of the most important resources for Christ.  The church can work in 
and for those in the secular world, both directly and indirectly, through the physical presence of our 
lay people, and through various Church ministries. 
     Jesus said to the fishermen whom he called to follow him, that he would make them fishers of 
men.  Pastors, missionaries and theologians have a responsibility to develop, equip and train the lay 
people in the Church.  Today, this is more important than ever, as the lay people are so vitally 
necessary if the Church is to respond to the call of God for the needs of the secular world. 
Prayer:  
     Let us pray.  Thank you our God for giving this opportunity to share from my experiences as a 
lay person, with these missionaries who have responded to your call to came to this country, leaving 
their first home to working for you and for the Japanese.  Please give them blessed wisdom and 
grace, and lead them to success for You.  I pray this in the Name of Jesus.  Amen. 
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Response to Mr Mogi's presentation on  
'Reaching the Secular Mind for Christ'. 

 
 
 
 

by  
Hugh  

Trevor 
 
 
 
  
 
 

My first response is one of thanksgiving, first to God and secondly to Mr Mogi for his long period - 
44 years - of Christian life and faithful service.  One hears that the average Christian life span in 
Japan is 3 years, because after that time (in some cases before that time) people succumb to various 
pressures and temptations and give up their Christian profession.  For Mr Mogi to have been an 
active Christian for 44 years is a great testimony, and we thank him for his willingness to come and 
share with us at Hayama today.  Secondly I was very impressed with his telling us of how his prayer 
for one of his counselees (a prayer which the counselee himself noticed) led  this man to consider 
the value of voluntary work as something he should do and eventually to his becoming a Christian.  
I was also glad to see that this man's doing voluntary work was not instead of getting another 
secular job, as I always fear the possibility of people taking up Christian work or voluntary work 
because they cannot cope with the difficulties of ordinary secular work.  The fact that Mr Mogi 
should have prayed at such a time of counselling, and that his prayer should have had such an effect 
seems a perfect example of Christian witness in the secular world. 
 I was also interested to see what Mr Mogi said about the work of YMCA in last year's 
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Hanshin earthquake relief, and that the YMCA did so much in organizing even non- Christian 
youth in relief work.  At a time when there is discussion of the relation between churches and para-
church organizations, and when some say that para-church organizations do not have a scriptural 
basis and should come under church leadership, I think the activities of the YMCA, especially those 
demonstrated in this earthquake relief, are an argument for the independence of para-church 
organizations. 
 Mr Mogi goes on to give other examples of the beneficial results of doing voluntary work 
on those who are helping, not just those who are being helped, and he goes on to suggest that 
organizing people to help in social work could be a major way in which the churches of Japan could 
enlist the admiration and participation of many people, particularly the youth and those laid off by 
their companies.  He quotes Jesus calling the fishermen to become 'fishers of men'.  It is one of the 
good characteristics of the Japanese people to do such voluntary work (the Rev. Murao, a Seikokai 
minister, writing in 1928 mentions the same characteristic), and it is in marked contrast (according 
to my sister-in-law who was a missionary working in Africa) to African Christians who never do 
voluntary work and who expect to be paid for even the smallest amount of work they are asked to 
do.   
 However, is organizing social work what churches are called to do, and is involving people 
in Christian social work the way, or even a way, of winning them for Christ.  
While Matthew 25 tells us  that 'inasmuch as you have done it to one of the least of these my 
brethren, you have done it unto me' and that such actions are the basis of whether a person goes to 
everlasting life or everlasting curse, and while there are undoubtedly many examples of people who 
have become involved in Christian activity first and come to Christian faith later, yet to deliberately 
plan things that way does not seem to me to be right.  The fishermen example that Mr Mogi quotes 
is not  really appropriate.  Jesus did go fishing with Peter and cause him to catch a huge quantity, 
but that is a situation where Jesus entered into Peter's work temporarily as a means of winning his 
confidence, prior to leading him out of his work into Jesus' work; the words of being 'fishers of 
men' are only a play on words.  The Old Testament pattern was to not allow non-believers to share 
in holy work, i.e. the exiles, after their return, would not allow the inhabitants of the land to share in 
the rebuilding of the city or the temple.  The New Testament pattern is to allow participation where 
there is good will (I cannot immediately think of a suitable example, but Paul's words in 1 
Corinthians about the  relationship between Christian and non-Christian marriage partners would 
apply).  However such participation does not imply salvation, and in the majority of cases does not 
lead to salvation; e.g. non-Christians teaching in Christian schools, or non-Christian staff in a 
Christian hospital would seem appropriate examples, in that they hardly ever change.  In fact, I 
would go further and guess that participation by a non-Christian on the staff of a Christian 
organization hardens (or inoculates) him/her against the gospel - I do not know why; probably some 
defensive psychological reaction between his  
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position, which he deserves through his qualifications, and the theological stand of the organization 
which he does not share.   This is the usual result even when the Christian organization, whether 
church or para-church, is acting in all good faith to alleviate the needs of those it helps, whether 
spiritual or social.  If the organization were to make 'helping the helpers' the main, or even a 
significant,  part of the activity, which is what Mr Mogi seems to suggest, then this could have most 
undesirable consequences.  The Christian gospel is primarily spiritual, not social.  It is an appeal to 
man's conscience; it is a call that all our righteousness (including acts of service) are filthy rags; 
'nothing in my hand I bring, simply to Thy Cross I cling'.  The church cannot begin by appealing to 
man's 'better nature' and enlisting his help for social activity with the aim of helping him spiritually 
through a completely different message.  The gospel must be an appeal to follow Jesus, first and 
foremost;  only after that can it be to serve him; and it must be to serve him, not to help others or to 
help oneself. So I think that the good results that come from non-Christians helping in Christian or 
social work can only be a happy accident, not something one can plan for, or organize. 
 A second problem, I see in what Mr Mogi says, is whether there is a large enough amount of 
social work that needs doing in Japan; the sort of things that the local church is equipped to do, and 
to organize others to do.  In other words what is there in our local areas that our churches could call 
for volunteers to do? Perhaps I go around with my eyes shut.  Certainly, where there are temporary 
needs, like the Hanshin earthquake, the churches or para-church organizations should be ready to 
help, and certainly non-Christians' help can be welcomed then, but I doubt whether a regular such 
organizing of non-Christian help is appropriate, or possible.  Perhaps I am too negative; a church 
could certainly set up a series of talks on the problems of bullying in schools or medical hygiene 
and call laymen, possibly even non-Christian laymen, in to give the talks, and things like that. 
 Concerning Mr Mogi's plea for better use of laymen in the church, there would be few 
missionaries who disagree with him.  However, I think the cure is more in the laymen's hands rather 
than the missionaries'.  I would have thought that YMCA was more likely started by laymen rather 
than by pastors, and I am sure the American Full Gospel Businessmen's Association was.  The early 
morning prayer meeting movement in Japan is already organized by laymen, I understand.  I would 
suggest that the laymen of Japan need to organize themselves and simply start as many 
organizations as seem necessary.  I  have always thought it ridiculous that the finance of something 
like the Billy Graham Crusades should be in the hands of pastors, rather than laymen, though one 
problem is that laymen find it hard to give time and energy to God's work when companies keep 
them so busy. 

Finally, the title of Mr Mogi's paper (and of this whole conference) is 'Reaching the Secular 
Mind for Christ'.  One dictionary definition of the word 'secular' is 'not to do with religion', so 
perhaps Mr Mogi's task was impossible from the beginning, for how can you reach a mind-set that 
denies the basic premise of what you present.  If one interprets 'Secular Mind' as that which does 
not deny, but 
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 only ignores, the spiritual, then there are some possibilities.  Apart from the prayerful attitude and 
social service openings that Mr Mogi recommends, surely there are themes of the gospel or lines of 
argument that would or should appeal to Japanese salarymen.  I have my own ideas, but I wish Mr 
Mogi had given us some more of his; perhaps he will in his other comments to us. 
 
 

REACHING THE SECULAR MIND FOR CHRIST: 
DEFINITIONS AND DEPARTURES  
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Looking for Answers 
 I've been astounded, and I've lost count of how often through the years, especially the years 
living in modern Japan. I am always astounded at how so many people with so much are satisfied 
with so little. People settle for social acceptance rather than acceptance by the Almighty God. 
People settle for standard materialistic explanations of the world rather than see things from the 
Creator's point of view. People settle for money, power and prestige rather than becoming children 
and heirs of the Most High God. People settle for mindless entertainment rather than the renewing 
of their minds by the Spirit of God. People settle for enduring or hiding their guilt and shame rather 
than receive forgiveness and restoration at the foot of Jesus' cross. It is as C.S. Lewis said: "We are 
half hearted creatures, fooling around with drink and sex and ambition when infinite joy is offered 
us, like an ignorant child who wants to go on making mud pies in a slum, because he cannot 
imagine what is meant by the offer of a holiday at the sea. We are far too easily pleased" (1975:1). 
 The secular mind is by nature a mind that seeks and is satisfied with secular explanations to 
life's questions and problems, for example, the origin of life. One of my favorite murals is in the 
Osaka Science Museum. There on an expansive wall arcing 180 degrees, is the story of evolution in 
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full color paint. It starts on the right end with the lowly amorphous amoeba. Advancing to the left, 
while carefully evading unbridgeable gaps, it takes us through stages of invertebrates, vertebrates, 
fish, birds, amphibians, reptiles, mammals, and then -- the ultimate showpiece of the evolutionary 
process: not simply man, not even a woman, but a salaryman -- complete with suit and briefcase! 
The venerable science museum. People look across this masterpiece of muddled thinking, blandly 
nod their heads, and walk on. My satisfaction is that it's the best laugh I'll have all day. But it's a 
laugh tinged with pain for those who are far too easily pleased.  
 We would do well to ask the question: What does it mean to be secular? Or what is a secular 
mind? "Secular" relates to that which is not religious (e.g., secular music), and not ecclesiastic (e.g., 
secular courts). That which is secular is concerned with temporal rather than eternal issues. Thus, 
the antecedents to the secular mind go all the way back to Adam and Eve, who put temporal 
satisfaction before obedience to God. A person with a secular mind is interested in things that are 
"this worldly" rather than "other worldly." A secular mind is indifferent to religion, any religion. 
This indifference may be total, or it may be partial, eclectically seeking religious help only when in 
need. A secular mind will often reject religion. This rejection may occur collectively in the public 
life, as witnessed over many decades in communist block countries, or it may occur privately 
among individuals. But even individual rejection tends to follow cultural norms and social patterns.  
  On the other hand, a spiritual mind can still be very pagan. India, for example, is rated as 
having the most religious populace in the world. That is, religion is important to a higher 
percentage of people in India than in any other country in the world. But most Indians are Hindu. In 
Japan a secular person is generally synonymous with a non-christian. I have heard people say that 
Japan is among the most secular nations on earth, and I agree. I have also heard people say that 
Japanese are very religious, and I agree with that too. Although their "religion" is often little more 
than custom or superstition, they still practice it religiously. In this way it is possible for them to be 
secular and at the same time religious. To do this they have relegated their religion to festivals, 
ceremonies, butsudans, and the asking of favors when in need.  
 
Secular Minded Christians 
 Before we talk about reaching the secular mind for Christ, we must ask a second question: 
Can Christians be secular minded? We might ask, can a Christian relegate Christ to Sunday 
mornings or to prayer time? Do Christians pray perfunctory prayers when all is well and pray in 
earnest when in need? Do Christians see the doctor before getting prayer for healing? Do Christians 
trust church board decisions over the leading of the Holy Spirit, however that leading may come? 
Do Christians readily follow the dictates of secular science and psychology before seeking wisdom 
from the Bible? Yes, indeed, Christians can be secular minded. We may even believe in all the right 
doctrines and obey all the right rules and still be secular in the way we conduct our everyday life. A 
Christian may sincerely believe in and follow Christ, but still possess intentions, habits, hopes, or 
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ways of thinking that are more secular than sacred. Thus to speak of a secular mind, one must by 
definition include many Christians. Whenever we depend on science, money, or human intelligence 
and ability to lead us and solve our problems, we become to some degree secular.  
 Secular mindedness pervades further than many of us realize or may be willing to admit. To 
reach the secular mind for Christ, we ourselves as ministers must first be reached. Given that, we 
must then reach many of the people sitting in our own churches. Only then will we be viable 
witnesses for Christ in what we say, do, and most important, in who we are. Of course we are not 
perfect at one hundred percent, but we are under the merciful grace of God, and are "being renewed 
day by day" (2 Cor.4:4). 
 Many missionaries went out from Western nations with a dualistic theology that divorced 
the natural from the supernatural, such that guidance was gained through decision making processes 
and healing through doctors. The existence of demons and spirit beings was denied, or otherwise 
relegated to the irrelevant Ð both by liberals who did not believe in them and by conservatives who 
did not think they could be the cause of physical or mental illness. Leslie Newbigin was therefore 
justified in saying that missions have been one of the most secularizing forces in world history 
(1966). Up front that always sounds like a non sequitur; it doesn't make sense, it's an oxymoron. 
But Newbigin was no moron. He saw that in our very effort to convey Christ, we conveyed a 
materialistic worldview that was at many points unchristian.  
 This aberration from biblical truth was a natural outcome of hundreds of years of what was 
called "enlightenment" and "scientific advancement." The growth of Platonic dualism and a science 
based on materialistic naturalism through the 17th and 18th centuries resulted in what Paul Hiebert 
calls "the secularization of science and the mystification of religion" (1982:43). Our so called 
progress resulted in the divorce of science and faith. I commend people such as Dr. Ross for their 
important part in bringing the two back together. 
 
Common Ground 
 The secular mind, like the spiritual mind (if that's what we are to call its counterpart), is, 
was, and always will be a human mind. On this point the secular and spiritual mind have much 
common ground. Human lifestyles and social, economic, political, and technological spheres of life 
are always changing. But the fundamental nature of human hopes, fears, sins, and their solutions 
remains the same throughout the ages. The anthropologist Clifford Geertz identifies three general 
problem areas in life common to all people, in his words, "areas of chaos," that pose the ultimate 
threats to our sense of meaning as human beings. First, bafflement in the face of our limited ability 
to make sense of our existence or even to explain life's events. Second, pain and suffering, both 
physical and emotional, which must somehow be endured. Third, injustice, which threatens our 
sense of morality when wrong goes uncorrected and unpunished, and that which is good suffers 
(1972). Geertz goes on to suggest that these problems are intimately related to the symbols that 
make up our religious systems. In a sense he is saying that these problems drive people to religion 
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 and that religious symbols help us make sense of the problems, thus enabling us to endure them. 
 The problems of bafflement, suffering and injustice, taking shape in countless forms, will at 
one point or other afflict every human alive, Christian and non-christian alike. If these problems are 
significant enough, people will not find sufficient answers in materialistic explanations, because 
humans are spiritual creatures. For example, in the United States for many years Christians were 
warned of the evils of secular humanism. Surprisingly, or maybe not surprisingly, secular 
humanism has declined, and the New Age Movement has risen like a juggernaut in the spiritual 
vacuum humanism has been leaving behind. The secular mind is grabbing for spiritual answers in 
places where secular answers have failed. The secular mind may be very eclectic in its receptivity, 
but the common ground of this human need for answers is an area always open for expansion. 
 Thus to reach the secular mind for Christ, our minds and the secular minds must make good 
with this common ground. We must find or establish a point of mutual agreement. Only then can 
we genuinely communicate with any real meaning or result. If we do not establish a common point 
of agreement from which to communicate, we will only talk past each other. 
 Charles Colson argues that this common ground lies in the center of science itself. Colson 
speaks of "Reclaiming the Soul of Science." He points out how essentially the Christian view was 
the soul of science and how at present the Christian view has every legitimate reason to be the soul 
of science. He says: "As long as nature commanded religious worship, digging too closely into her 
secrets was deemed irreverent. In Christianity, nature was no long an object of worship. Only then 
could it become an object of scientific study" (1995:64). He draws on the work of historians and 
scientists to contend that it was Christianity that led to the idea that nature is ordered, that this order 
is mathematical, that human minds can discover such an order, and that this order is known by 
experiment (64) -- the scientific method.   
 I would suggest that the scientific method, when fully applied to the search for ultimate 
Truth or even to things of the spiritual realm, will, or ought to lead a person to confront Christ. This 
has certainly happened to many secular minds. The big question at this point is, will that person 
accept the Lordship of Christ, or will he retreat and retain lordship over his own life? After the dust 
of debate has settled, no matter how one addresses this ultimate question, willingness to submit to 
the Lordship of Christ is the inescapable stumbling block, the skandalon that Christ himself insists 
every person must face. In rejecting Christ, for whatever scientific or philosophical reason given, 
that stone is used to build a wall between the individual and Christ. In receiving Christ, that stone is 
used to build a bridge from the human to the divine.  
 Those of us participating in Hayama conferences have of course used that stone to build the 
bridge to the divine. Or to use the metaphor of 1 Peter 2:7, "The stone the builders rejected has 
become the capstone." My hope, as always, is that we would not use that stone of faith in Christ to 
cause our brothers and sisters to stumble or to be divided. Sometimes we carve our definitions and 
doctrines quite deeply into our stones such that nothing can alter them or fit beside them.  
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I hope we will all carve into each other with grace and have the willingness to be carved into. 
 
The Creation Debate 
 It seems that the creation debate will provide us opportunity for the most carving. I can 
smell it coming.  
 My first real awareness of the creation debate was with a high school girlfriend. We 
encountered a street evangelist in Minneapolis who mentioned at one point that God created the 
world in six twenty four hour days. After hearing him out, I turned to my friend and said with great 
excitement, "Isn't that wild?! Six days? Imagine God creating all this stuff in six days! And the 
world is only six thousand years old?! Whoa! Can you imagine? Isn't that bizarre?"  
 She turned to me straight faced, "Of course God created the world in six 24 hour days. And I 
always knew the world was only six thousand years old." 
 We never talked about it again.  
 But it must be talked about. The secular mind is asking questions, and the Christian mind 
needs an informed answer. But what answer will we give? Herein lies the debate, and various 
points of departure might be considered.  
 One's interpretation of Genesis One and Two hinge largely on one's hermeneutic. Even 
rejection of the JEDP theory does not simplify matters except to limit who is debating what. The 
first two chapters of Genesis are part of the Torah, but they're not about law. They're historical, but 
not a history like anything else we have. Moses was not there to write them down. Perhaps Moses 
received the information through an oracle of God, or perhaps through a vision. They are directly 
antithetical to Revelation, but can in no way be said to be apocalyptic. The only thing that can be 
said for sure is that they are narrative Ð but what kind of narrative? These chapters are unique in all 
the Bible, because there was no human being there to witness anything that went on before Adam 
and Eve. While I affirm from this that we should not take license to interpret them as we please, and 
neither should we hold too strictly to hermeneutical patterns used with other genres within Scripture. 
 Lexical interpretation will be a major point of the hermeneutical process. One significant 
term is the Hebrew word for day, yom. While usually used to indicate a 24 hour period, it has been 
interpreted, like the English word "day," to mean a general time period. Gerhard von Rad holds that 
yom is not limited to calendar days but "signifies the occurrence of an event. . . . Jeremiah, for 
example, uses the phrase 'that time' or 'those days' but not the 'day of the Lord.' Ezekiel combines 
'time' and 'day' in 7:12. Eschatologically the day of the Lord denotes the inauguration of a new era. 
In Daniel we find a different set of expressions" (1985:309). Which lexical interpretation is correct? 
Is it legitimate to consider one interpretation more faithful to God than another? I think not. Is it 
legitimate to insist on one interpretation because of similar use in other parts of Scripture? 
Sometimes, but probably not here. Grant Osborne points out that it is fallacious "to assume that 
word studies can settle theological arguments" (1991:66). There are many elements to consider. 
 Keeping the secular mind in mind, we might ask, which is more  
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evangelistically viable to the modern non-christian steeped in scientific answers to life's mysteries? 
Most modern people will be far more responsive to biblical interpretations that correspond to 
scientific evidence. On the other hand, we cannot let people's anticipated response determine our 
biblical interpretation. To do so would lead us into a morass of relativism in which every 
interpretation becomes arbitrary and even opportunistic. 
 The glory of the whole debate is that we do have answers Ð more answers than anyone else 
in fact. Few world religions even seriously address the issues of creation, and those that do tend 
toward wild mythologies, abstractions and inconsistencies. In The Creator and the Cosmos (1993) 
Hugh Ross describes how the Bible is the only holy book that is consistent with twentieth century 
scientific discoveries, and that in harmony with these discoveries, it is the only holy book that 
points to a transcendent Creator, independent of the space time continuum (n.b., pp.70, 71).  
 On what should we insist? Or we might ask, what is God's greatest concern: that we agree 
with a correct view of Scripture (whichever that may be), or that we engage in a right relationship 
with Him, our Creator? The point is that the Bible points not to itself but to Christ. Our goal in 
reaching the secular mind for Christ is not to bring it into cognitive assent to biblical data, but to 
bring the whole person into relationship with Christ. 
 
Evangelistic and Interpretive Levels 
 I see us dealing on two levels here: One is evangelistic, that is, our witness to non-
christians; the other is interpretive, that is, our understanding of Scripture as it relates to data from 
the scientific realm. I distinguish the two because when people receive Christ, their or our 
interpretation of the creation account usually has little to do with it, unless of course they're 
astrophysicists. These two levels are both simultaneous and interdependent: The evangelistic is 
founded on the interpretive, and the interpretive is motivated by the evangelistic. 
 In our efforts we must be careful not to confuse our agendas with those of the people we are 
trying to reach. They are often not the same, and we would do well to listen more than we speak, so 
that when we speak we are listened to, and that when we are listened to, we have something not 
only true but also relevant and valuable to say.  
 On our evangelistic concerns we largely agree -- leading people into relationship with Christ. 
Our interpretive concerns over some, perhaps many, points of Scripture, may lead us to disagree 
vociferously, yet still be equally saved, equally under God's love and grace, equally zealous for 
Christ and equally used by God. Spiritual gifts, works of the Holy Spirit, end times interpretations, 
and the creation account are among these debated points. I suspect that if the Lord loves those on 
both sides of these issues, he is not so concerned which side we take.  
 I look forward to good discussion and debate -- sparks, fireworks, let the bombs fall. Jesus 
does not require us to be one in opinion. But he does require us to be one in spirit. Loving one 
another is a command, and the reason for it is that others will see the Savior. 
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IN CONCLUSION: 
THE HUMAN CENTER AND THE CHRIST CENTER  

 
by Peter Lundell 
 
 Around the year A.D. 140 the Alexandrian Greeks constructed what became known as the 
Armillary Sphere. It is a model of the solar system based on the Ptolemaic concept of the 2nd 
century that the earth was the center of all creation. If you visit Los Angeles you can see at the 
Huntington Library an Armillary Sphere made by Antonio Santucci in 1580. It is a spherical 
contraption of concentric hoops on two rotating axes. The earth is at the center, around which 
everything revolves. First is the moon. Beyond the moon revolves Mercury. Beyond that, Venus. 
Beyond Venus, the sun. Beyond the sun we find Mars, Jupiter, Saturn, and in the outermost sphere, 
the stars Ð all fixed in place. The Armillary Sphere was a well designed and finely crafted model of 
man's conception of the universe. It was a noble attempt, but utterly false. And humanity was at the 
center.  
 Today we don't see Armillary spheres around anymore, but the ideas persist.   
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People know a lot more about science now, but as many of them conceive of God and their relation 
to supreme reality, they still put themselves at the center Ð just like the Armillary Sphere. People 
still make noble attempts at all manner of things, but as long as they keep themselves at the center, 
they will continue to be just as mistaken.  Ironically, those Christians promoting the geocentric view 
of the universe are anthropocentric in their assumptions.  When saying you must believe in Jesus 
plus the earth being the center of the universe, they are putting mankind at the center of the universe 
-- not God. 
 The surprise is this: In 1543 -- 37 years before Santucci's Armillary Sphere -- Nicolas 
Copernicus demonstrated that it was not the earth but the sun that lay at the center of the solar 
system. Even after this revelation of truth, the Armillary Sphere persisted. Is it any wonder that after 
thousands of years of God's revelation of truth in Christ, and after continual historical and scientific 
confirmation of that truth, human centered beliefs of reality continue to persist? 
 The good news is that through the 17th century the Copernican truth of the sun centered 
solar system persisted and prevailed over the Armillary Sphere. In the same way, Jesus told Peter 
that the gates of Hades would not prevail over the church, which is the steward of God's truth. As 
has happened since the Book of Acts and as Dr. Ross has thoroughly demonstrated, the Spirit of 
Truth will continue to persist and prevail over human centered beliefs. 
 We have spoken much of ideas, interpretations, and what needs to be told to those who do 
not know Christ. At the same time we all know, yet must often be reminded, that our primary 
evangelistic influence is not so much through our words as through our actions, and more 
fundamentally, through who we are as people, and more specifically, who we are in Christ. Our 
appeals to the secular mind must be grounded on our life in Christ if they are to have impact. 
 The apostle Paul declares in 2 Cor.10:5, "We demolish arguments and every pretension that 
sets itself up against the knowledge of God, and we take captive every thought to make it obedient 
to Christ."  As we witness to the secular mind, we may discover that some of the intellectual 
arguments are smoke screens for emotional pain. We may find that the motivation for many 
arguments is basic human fear or pride. Toward those who are sincerely searching for the truth, the 
witness of our lives is what makes our message valid. The essence of that witness is again in Paul's 
words: "I have been crucified with Christ and I no longer live, but Christ lives in me. The life I live 
in the body, I live by faith in the Son of God who loved me and gave himself for me" (Gal.2:20). 
 In this human centered world, this modern day Armillary Sphere in which we live, we have 
the daily privilege and challenge to live out lives centered on Christ. Christ calls us to no less than 
living out his life in us. It's much harder than expressing true ideas. But it is the way above every 
other way to fulfill the Great Commission he has given to us. 
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Friday Evening Meditation 
 
 
 
 
 

by  
Rev. Mary  

Kay  
Sapp 

 
 
 

SCRIPTURE:  I John 1:1-4  
Introduction: 
 Once upon a time, so the story goes, there was a young preacher down south who graduated 
at the top of his seminary class, knew Greek and Hebrew well  -- and used it every Sunday to 
explain some point or other.  After a while the chairman of the deacons made a motion in a business 
meeting that they look for a new pastor on the grounds that no-one in the congregation understood 
Greek or Hebrew and they needed a preacher who could speak their language.   
 The theme of this conference is “Reaching the Secular Mind for Christ.”  To do that, first 
we need to know some secular people, and second, we need to speak their language.  That sounds 
pretty simplistic, but for those of us who work within the church, sometimes most of our friends are 
Christians.  We need to be out making friends with all sorts of people who would never consider 
coming into church.  Inside and outside the church, we need to make sure we’re speaking the same 
language that people speak.   
 
Language: 
 It’s easy to fall into the habit of using religious jargon.  When I was in a graduate school 
course on communications, we were divided into small groups and told to explain the Christian 
faith without using any of the usual religious words.  Try it.  It’s hard to do.  People out in the real 
world see the slogan: Jesus Saves -- and wonder what bank it is advertising.  Words like redemption, 
atonement, justification -- they mean something to us, but not to the average office lady or taxi 
driver.  We came to Japan and we expected to learn a new language and a new culture.  The same 
thing is true in speaking to the secular world, whether it is Japanese or American, German or 
Australian.  We have to learn the language of secular people, and we have to learn the culture, the 
values and interests and way of thinking. 
 
 
 
__________ 
The Rev. Mary Kay Sapp came to Japan in 1971 with her husband Frank under the auspices of the 
Presbyterian Church U.S. A. to serve the Reformed Church in Japan. Mary Kay currently pastors 
the Nagoya Union Church. 
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Audience: Questions they ask. 
 Who are these people we are talking to?  What are the questions that are on their minds?  
If you want to find that out, listen to them.  Read Dear Abby, or the question column in the Yomiuri.  
People are cynical.  People are hurting.   People today are more afraid: afraid of crime, of the 
breakdown in society, of losing their jobs, of ultimate loneliness. They’re afraid of the future.  
There’s a great disillusionment about work, government, society, and organized religion.   Many see 
themselves as victims of life more than as sinful.  Many successful people are unhappy; their 
success hasn’t brought happiness AND they are afraid of losing the success.   
 Utne Reader, a decidedly secular magazine, took a survey last June, asking people: What are 
you thinking and obsessing about? The answers obviously are from Americans, but my guess is 
many Japanese think about the same things.  Some of the answers:   
 

“My company is being bought out. What will the new structure be like?  Will I be laid 
off? 

Is an affair worth it?  Resolved: no.  or maybe, yes.  Probably.  Wait. 
Why do most women, even fabulously hip women, seem to hate their bodies? 
How can I eliminate my ex-husband from my life without committing a felony?   
The one thing I can’t get away from is feeling lonely all the time. 
I’m 44 years old.  No mate; no kids.  I sleep with my dog. What happened? 
Why does my son have schizophrenia? What can I do to cure him.  For Japan, that 

might translate into: How can I tell if my child is being bullied?   How can I help 
him deal with it? 

How will I handle my parent’s death? We might also add: How do I deal with my 
parent’s aging?  What is the best way to care for them without giving up my own 
life and happiness?  

Do I have the courage to die by inches with cancer, or does it take more courage to end 
the suffering sooner? 

Is it possible to participate in the American economy, driven by consumption,  
expansion, and a myth of corporate progress, and still live up to the ideals we teach 
our children and claim as our own, such as honesty, fairness, responsibility? 

Why is life, in essence, suffering?” 
 
 These are the things the secular people we are talking to think about.  My guess is that a lot 
of people in the church share those same concerns.  Does what we say have any relationship to their 
lives and questions and despair?  If not, we might as well be shut up.  We're not just telling the 
gospel.  Inside or outside the church, we’re telling it to specific individuals -- and we need to be 
speaking in ways that touch their hearts.  I teach Bible to groups of mainly non-Christian Japanese 
women.  Usually they drink tea and chat for 30 minutes first.  That’s not wasted time.  That’s when 
I learn about their  
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problems with their mother-in-laws, their worries about their children; that’s when I learn how to 
relate the lesson to their lives.   
 
Audience: Age 
 Knowing our audience also means we recognize the effect of generational differences.   
Recent articles looking at Generation X, those aged 16-25, show that they have almost no concept 
of evil.   Lots of them suffer from low self esteem.  They retreat from the world into small groups.  
They are the “give me” generation -- wanting unconditional acceptance, wanting their needs met, 
but with little understanding of how to think, reason, plan ahead.  My guess is that this is true for 
Japanese as well as Americans. 
  Baby busters are 25-35.  They are the “why me?” generation.  I see this group in Japan all 
the time.  They are the ones who quit jobs because they don’t like the pressure.  They are skeptical 
of guarantees, seeking for meaning in life, and usually unwilling to listen to other generations. 
 Baby boomers often equate evil with irritation, and the god they don’t believe in revolves 
around discomfort rather than truth.  Baby boomers are aging; they want a stabilizing influence. On 
the other hand, those over 55 are looking to be redefined, searching for a sense of importance; 
getting older means you feel worthless, because no-one wants what you have to offer.  
 There are lots of good studies available which examine the way different generations react 
to life and truth, the questions they think about, the needs they have.  Are we using the available 
resources to know our audience?  Before we talk to people -- in or out of the church -- are we taking 
the age factor into account? 
 
Audience: Education 
I worked as a DCE at a church in Texas with a minister named George.  George was a good 
preacher; he was also extremely intellectual. He made dozens of literary allusions and used long 
words that I didn’t know.  That was okay, maybe, for a university congregation.  But if you’re in a 
church where people don’t even read the newspaper, then don’t make literary allusions.  If you do, 
then the taxi driver and the beautician who are there know they aren’t significant to you, that  
you’re preaching to someone else.   We’ve all heard that we need to learn the shape of the God-
shaped hole of this generation; we also need to know the shape of that hole in the specific 
individuals we’re addressing.   I read the sermons of the past and they leave me cold.  Maybe 
Jonathan Edwards got results with those sermons.  We certainly won’t.  Our generation likes 
Guideposts, Readers Digest, and books like "Chicken Soup for the Soul."  
 
Audience: Gender 
 Several years ago a large Bible church invited a woman to speak at their Sunday services. In 
the course of the sermon, she used an illustration from her sewing machine.  When she was about 
halfway through, she stopped and said gently:  “I know that this baffles some of you men, but you 
need to know that this is my sweet revenge for all the sports illustrations I’ve had to listen to in 
sermons all of my life.”  (Leadership p. 50) 
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 Most of you listening to me right now are men.  When you write your sermons, how 
seriously do you take the truth that half of humanity is female -- and women often think and feel 
and react differently than men?  I don’t just mean illustrations either.  I’m not personally into 
correct political language -- but today I must recognize there are LOTS of women who are. There 
are women who can’t and won’t hear me if I speak only of God as masculine.  That’s more true in 
the US than here in Japan -- but there are so many other aspects of the way women think that affect 
the way they hear the gospel. Only part of that is in the illustrations that we use or the language we 
use in speaking to people.  
 
Application: Specific 
 For one thing, women want abstract principles translated into concrete specifics.  The 
illustration that Mr. Ross used for 10 to the 37th -- the one about dimes piled up to the moon, that I 
can visualize.  When women hear somebody talk, whether from the pulpit or in conversation, they 
want to know: How does this point affect me as a woman -- a mother -- a worker?  How will it 
change the way I speak to my husband or neighbor in the car going home from church?  How do 
Bible principles work in my world?  Frankly, I think that men would benefit if those points were 
made clear to them as well, instead of assuming that the average person will draw the right 
conclusions from a theological statement.  When I listen to politicians or preachers, I’m not looking 
for fancy rhetoric and theory.  I appreciate what Barclay had to say: give people something to think 
about, something to feel, something to do.   
 One man wrote about the first sermon that impacted him.  His wife had become a Christian 
at Willow Creek church and FINALLY, after much resistance on his part, talked him into visiting 
the church.  It turned out that Bill Hybels was preaching about basic Christianity.  The man wrote: 
“For the first time in my life, I walked away understanding what grace is.  I’m not saying no-one 
had ever tried to tell me before, but at least I had never heard it.  I came away from that service 
thinking two things: I don’t believe it’s true.  But if it is, it would have incredible implications for 
my life.”  Realizing it would have those implications, he started investigating spiritual things for 
himself -- and became a Christian.  Somehow we must help people realize that faith has incredible 
implications for daily life.  It helps to spell that out for them. 
 What are people like today?  If we don’t know the fears and hopes and pains of people, we 
can talk all we want, but it won’t help them.  That’s true for talking to Christians as well as to 
people outside the church.  Always remember: Who are you talking to?  What language do they 
speak? 
 
Credibility 
 A second thing to remember is that we must earn credibility.  A 1989 survey showed that 
only 22 percent of Americans expressed confidence  
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in the leadership of organized religion.  My guess is that the percentage in Japan wouldn’t be any 
higher. During the 1950’s Billy Graham could stand up and say: “The Bible says” -- and establish a 
sense of authority.  Today that isn’t true.  Today that is more likely to cripple your credibility.   
Being a minister may be a liability. I was on a tour a year ago with a teacher from Washington DC 
who told me repeatedly that he thought all ministers were simply in it for the money.  Many people 
feel we are professionals -- we’re expected to talk this way.  There is a feeling that we don’t 
understand real life -- or that religion is a special box for professionals, removed from the real 
world.  The Bible is not recognized as any more authoritative than a cookbook.  It’s nice, if it has 
the recipe you want -- but certainly not necessary -- and you can experiment with the ingredients, as 
you like.    
 
Earning Trust 
 To be effective we must accept the fact that people start from other presuppositions than 
ours. One night I’ll always remember:  I sat in a bar in New York City with 3 men -- an elderly 
former movie actor recovering from alcoholism, a leader of the anti-Vietnam war movement, and a 
young man who was kicked out of university of Michigan for throwing bombs and was at that point 
living by panhandling on the streets of New York.  Not my usual crowd or my usual place, but 
through a series of coincidences the old actor had asked me to have a drink with him.  We talked 
until the bar closed around 3 a.m..  Actually, they talked first -- at length --  about their hopes and 
dreams and feelings.  It was only after I’d listened for some time that they were able to listen to me.  
It was only when they felt that I really cared about what they were saying that I could tell them 
about the hope Jesus gave me.  The next morning Tom, the panhandler, brought me a leather cross 
he had made for me and asked me to remember him.  I have.  I don’t know what effect that evening 
had on them -- but I know that for a while at least they really HEARD the good news of Jesus.  But 
before they could hear me, I had to earn their trust; I had to earn the right to speak. 
 We usually have only a brief shot at gaining trust.  It’s important for us to be accurate in 
what we say, and to be authentic in sharing how truth has impacted us as well as our own doubts 
and fears and failures.   The challenge that we face is to take the timeless truths of the Bible and to 
speak them in such a way that we capture the attention of the listener.  One minister put it this way:  
“Credibility is gained when you preach with the Bible in one hand and, to butcher Barth’s famous 
line, CNN in the other.”  (James White, in Leadership, Fall 1995, p. 56).     
 
Christ’s Methods 
 Whether we are preaching from the pulpit or talking to a neighbor at the ball game, these 
same principles apply.  Look at the method of Christ.  He lived with people, and knew them. First 
he heard them, he recognized their needs -- and met their needs.  He got their interest.  He told them 
only a little at a time.  Today we often dump too much on people, trying to tell them the  
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whole gospel at once.  Jesus didn’t do that.  I think of a young woman who is coming to our church 
now.  She said to me recently: “When I came to church that first time, if anyone had come on too 
strong I would never have come back.”  What Jesus said was practical -- something for their lives at 
that moment.  He used examples that were right out of their daily life -- funny stories, sad stories -- 
stories to make people ponder.  Usually Jesus seemed to talk briefly, leaving people to question and 
come back.  Paul might preach until they fell asleep and fell out of windows -- but unless we can 
raise the dead, we’d do better to preach more briefly and entertainingly.   
 People have grown used to the 30-minute sit-com.  They want to be entertained and 
interested quickly -- or they turn away.  Frankly, that is true for me as well; I’m bored quickly if I 
don’t see the relevance.   But people will listen if we speak to issues that make a difference in their 
lives and if they know we care about them.      
 
Bible / Bridge 
 John Stott said that good preaching begins in the Bible and builds a bridge to the real world.  
I think that it often should be the other way around -- not just for preaching, but for our daily 
conversations.  We begin in the real world, connect with where people are, and go to the Bible -- 
and then we go back to their real world.  The point is to get theology into the street where people 
live.  Most people don’t know much about the Bible; we must take that into consideration in our 
use of the Bible.  Our goal isn’t just to build Bible knowledge. Our goal is, by God’s grace to 
change lives. Whether we’re talking about What God says or Why God says it, or How we should 
live, what people are looking for is: How does this impact my life?   If you talk about the power of 
God, people will nod their heads and say: Sure, I guess so.  But what they really want to know is: 
How do I access that power?  Can it help me work things out with my mother-in-law? 
 
Resources: Sire 
 There are all sorts of How To resources available when it comes to learning to speak 
effectively to people.  One I have found helpful is a book by James Sire, entitled “Why Should 
Anyone Believe Anything At All?”  He has found this an effective question to use in talking with 
groups of students on college campuses.  Everybody believes something -- but WHY?  Why do you 
believe that chair is real?  Why do you believe the newscaster on TV? Answers invariably fall into 
one of four quadrants.  People believe for sociological reasons, psychological reasons, 
philosophical reasons, and religious reasons.  Getting people to examine their basic assumptions 
about life isn’t always easy; lots of us go through life without doing so.  Examining our own 
reasons for belief, looking at why we have changed and what reasons we can give for believing the 
way we do will help us be effective in leading other people to examine their own belief system.  
 We need to be able to give a reason for the hope we have in Christ; at the same time, we 
must keep in mind the limitations of human reason.  We all make mistakes, partly because we lack 
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information, partly because we relate things incorrectly.  Sometimes we are tempted to tell people: 
“You should believe it because it works. I’ve experienced it.”  Yet the reality is that religious 
experience can lead to totally different conclusions.  Just look at Shirley MacLaine and compare her 
experience with that of Pascal or Augustine.  We need to be able to point people toward truth, but 
people often have to be convinced that truth is relevant to belief before they are willing to think 
about how to recognize truth. 
 
Intellectually Reasonable 
 In recent years there has been a notable increase in the number of intellectuals who embrace 
Christianity as a rational worldview.  Today there are 7 philosophy journals put out by Christian 
theists.  As Mr. Ross has shown, more and more astronomers are coming to see the necessity of 
believing in a creator.   More scholars believe secularism is an inadequate view of world.  We can 
reasonably argue that Christianity provides the most convincing framework in which to address the 
question of human nature, the nature of the psyche, the structure of DNA, the behavior of animals. 
In some ways, though, this takes us back to the medieval attempts to give rational proofs for the 
existence of God.   Have we proved Christianity?  No. We will never have that level of certitude.  
But there is good reason for thinking Jesus is who he thought and said he was.  It’s important for us 
to know these reasons and to be able to give a reasonable answer for the faith we hold.  We need to 
know the resources to give someone who is struggling with the questions of faith on an intellectual 
level. 
 
Reached emotionally 
 Most people, however,  aren’t reached so much rationally as emotionally.  It’s not usually 
intellectual doubts that keep people from faith.  They aren’t seeking information so much as 
answers for their lives.  Mr. Ross made this point clear in his book, when he said (p. 103): “The 
persistence of the rejection of God’s existence suggests that the reason isn’t intellectual.  It isn’t the 
deficiency of evidence for the faith, but the deficiency of Christians.  Many seem to be reacting to 
their past, holding bitterness over the wrongs or abuses they incurred in their experiences with 
Christians.” 
 Apologetics is primarily useful for those who are already searching spiritually.   Christianity 
is always true -- but that isn’t usually seen unless one recognizes one’s emptiness and need.  The 
life of the Christian community can be our best witness.  Sadly, it often isn’t.  Sometimes it is the 
opposite.  My guess is that retired school teacher I met who was so anti-ministers had been badly 
hurt by a Christian at some point.   When Christians really live out their faith in worship and caring 
for each other, when they love other people, especially the outcasts and the hurting, when they 
forgive and when they serve: these are the things that often speak most to a secular world.  This is 
not manipulation of belief; it is direct evidence of changed lives.  This is what drew people to the 
early church and this is what will draw people today. 
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TOPIC: GOD 
 When all is said and done, though, we need more than a list of how to’s.   It’s vital to know 
who we’re talking to -- but above all we have to remember WHO we are talking about.  We can get 
so lost in methods that we forget that we are talking about the living God. 
 Often we are too rational.  We argue too much about details, as if WE could define God.  
We confuse a non-believing world by our arguments with fellow Christians.   What is needed is a 
new reverence for a God who is the God of philosophers and the God of mystics and the God of 
scientists, the God of Baptists and Episcopalians -- the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.  
God is not just to be debated, analyzed, explained. He is to be adored, contemplated, worshipped, 
heard, obeyed.  His goodness needs to be not only defined -- but appreciated and wondered at and 
praised.  Jesus didn’t try to teach scholars -- or write books -- to argue or analyze.  He wept with 
people, laughed with them, and gave stories that illumined their imagination -- and helped them see 
this amazing God.  The God we see through Jesus is one who speaks to common people, touches 
the lives of common people -- secular people --  in ways that are life-giving.  Can people see that 
God through us?   
 Our main message isn’t about politics or the church’s position on issues.  The issues are 
important -- but our main topic of conversation is the living God.  In the end we have one good 
word: Jesus.  We have one message to proclaim: The kingdom of God has come.  God loves us.   
 
Christ as central 
 John Stott says: “The person and work of Christ are the rock upon which the Christian 
religion is built.  Take Christ from Christianity and you disembowel it; there is practically nothing 
left.  Christ is the center of Christianity.  All else is circumference.” (Basic Christianity). We 
KNOW this -- but is it evident in our conversation?  Sire reminds us: “Christianity is not first a 
theological and philosophical system.  It is primarily a way of life centering on a personal 
relationship with God through Jesus.”  (Sire 133).  If Jesus is who he thought he was, our proper 
response isn’t just to believe but to obey and trust; to realize that what Jesus says about us is true -- 
that we are people broken and in need of forgiveness -- and that in Jesus is our only hope for 
forgiveness.  In the end, the most important thing for us to talk to people about is Jesus.   
 
Personal Reminders 
 What I’m saying is not a new truth; it is simply an old reminder that I need to hear daily.  I 
can’t talk about Jesus unless I know Him.  I can’t give His message unless I hear Him. If God hasn’t 
spoken to me, I have nothing to say.  As I John 1 puts it: What we have seen and heard, what we 
have experienced ourselves -- that is what we have to pass on to others.  We must let God speak to 
us -- out of that will come the message for others.  
 As ministers and missionaries, that is something that isn’t always easy to remember.  For 
one thing, we get much too busy.  I can still hear my father saying:  
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Don’t let the good be the enemy of the best.  It’s hard to make quiet times for prayer and listening to 
God.  We can easily fall into the trap of only reading the Bible to prepare a sermon.  We have no 
power if we don’t sit in front of God for ourselves.   Sometimes we lead lonely lives.  We give out, 
but don’t take in.  We need a structure for our own spiritual accountability -- and that isn’t easy to 
come by. The Bible tells us to take a day for rest and worship.  How often do we do that for 
ourselves? or is it just something we preach to others?  We have absolutely nothing to say to a 
secular world unless we ourselves are listening to God.  He’s the one we are to talk about.  His is 
the message we are to give.  His is the power to give it.    If we don’t really hear His message, then 
all our words lack power. If we don’t really think He’s wonderful, then we have nothing worth 
saying.   
 
Sharing Stories 
 That’s really the point of this time together tonight.  We have not gathered just to hear 
another lecture on the topic.  Our real reason for gathering is to offer our worship to God.  We want 
to take time to think about Him, about how wonderful He is, about how He has led us and guided us 
and blessed us.  That’s why we began with a time of praise and remembering.  Some of the worship 
we offer Him is to share our thinking, our experiences, our stories.  What have you seen God 
doing? What have you learned from this about speaking to others?  During this next part of our 
worship, we ask you to share how you have seen God at work.  We share these stories to honor His 
name, because He is the one who has taught us and given us our stories.  As we talk now to each 
other, we are also talking to Him; as we listen to each other, we are also listening to Him; as we 
share our stories, we are offering them as our worship, because He alone is worthy of being 
recognized as our source, our savior, our power, our Lord.   
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CONTINUAL CONVERSION 
 

 
 
 
 

by  
Clark  

Offner 
 
 
  
 
 

For over three decades, I have been attending this Hayama Seminar. During that time, I have 
presented papers, responded to papers of others and served on panels, but this is the first year I have 
been asked to give a devotional talk and I wish to express my gratitude to this year's committee for 
that privilege. Evidently, the committee members considered that I had matured or mellowed 
sufficiently to be entrusted with this responsibility. 
 You may be surprised that I have chosen as my theme "conversion" -- which has nothing to 
do with the dollar/yen exchange rate.  Rather, looking over this impressive gathering, I will say that 
I see some people who, I think, need to be "converted".  Not only "some", but "many".  In fact, from 
my perspective, all of us present need to be "converted".  The Greek noun signifying "conversion" 
(epistrophe), is found only once in the King James Version of the Bible, in Acts 15:3, in reference 
to the "conversion of the Gentiles".  The basic meaning of this noun and the related verb, epistrepho, 
is to turn, to turn again, to turn back or to return. It may be that the use of this term in relation to 
unbelievers turning back to God has theological implications which I will not pursue here but it is 
something to think about. 
 Although this term is not used in describing the event, the most spectacular Biblical 
example of conversion was that of Saul, who turned from being the great persecutor of those who 
believed that Jesus was the Messiah to become the most vociferous advocate of that belief.  Some 
Christian evangelists and preachers consider this the model conversion and insist that all Christians 
have a similar experience.  I regard this dramatic experience as extraordinary, however, and view 
the less dramatic, more gradual turnings or conversions as more common, healthier and more in 
keeping with Biblical examples of the experiences of Jesus' followers. 
 Conversion is not a once-in-a-lifetime experience.  As long as one's mind continues to 
function and is open to new truth, changes or turnings continue to occur.  According to Luke's 
account (9:23) of Jesus' requirements for his followers, taking up one's cross and following him is 
__________ 
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services (052-794-6422 Eng. and 0566-52-2732 Jap.). 
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 not a one-time-only decision.  It is a daily necessity.  The Apostle Paul also emphasizes a continual, 
daily renewal (11 Cor. 4:16; Col. 3:10).  Focusing on the experience of Jesus' disciple Peter instead 
of Paul, what do we find? 
 The Gospels give three somewhat different accounts of how Andrew's brother, Simon, 
became a disciple of Jesus, but we may see ourselves reflected in how he expressed his somewhat 
rocky faith.  The nimbleness of this simple fisherman is seen in the ease with which he often put his 
foot in his mouth.  Like us, he often spoke without sufficient thought.  His initial conversion is 
evident in his clear confession of faith in Jesus as "the Messiah, the Son of the living God", but a 
short time later, his words prompted Jesus' rebuke: "Get behind me, Satan! You are a stumbling 
block to me . . ." (Mt. 16:16, 23).  At Jesus' transfiguration, Peter made the somewhat surprising 
suggestion that three shelters be erected for Jesus, Moses and Elijah.  Matthew simply notes the 
suggestion (17:4)  Mark adds the comment that Peter "did not know what to say" (9:6), while Luke 
states that "He did not know what he was saying" (9:33).  Following Jesus' teaching about how 
difficult it is for a person to enter the Kingdom of God, all three synoptic Gospels note Peter's 
assertion that the disciples had left everything to follow Jesus, but only Matthew makes explicit his 
underlying concern, "What will there be for us?" (19:27). 
 In many ways, we resemble Peter in his verbal slips that indicate a need for further 
conversion.  And like Peter, we manifest a robust faith when in the company of like-minded 
comrades but our bold declarations may change along with the circumstances.  At the Last Supper, 
after Jesus predicted that his disciples would forsake him, Peter firmly asserted that he would never 
leave him even though all the others did.  According to Luke's account, he affirmed his willingness 
to go to prison and to die with Jesus (22:33).  But when the scene changed and he was surrounded 
by people with hostile looks, he also changed his tune and denied his Lord.  How much are we 
affected by the atmosphere and the attitude of those about us in determining whether, by word or 
deed, we affirm or deny our faith?  As you know, Jesus predicted Peter's denial and, according to 
the Gospel of Luke, included the exhortation, "when thou art converted, strengthen thy brethren" 
(22:32).  So, the question occurs, when was Peter converted? 
 Certainly, a spectacular conversion of Peter, which may be compared with that of Saul, is 
reported in Acts, chapters 10 and 11.  Like that of Saul's, its importance is indicated by the fact that 
it is reported not once, but twice. Peter was a traditional, conservative Jew who was convinced of 
God's preferential bias toward the chosen people.  If there were a right-wing political movement 
called "the Jewish coalition" in his day, Peter would have been an active member.  He had never 
defiled himself by entering the house of a Gentile or eating with such unclean pagans, but then he 
got converted. 
 He had gone up on the roof of the house to pray.  There he had a vision of something like a 
sheet being let down from heaven in which were all kinds of animals which the Old Testament law 
designated unclean.  Peter, of course, had never eaten such beastly beasts or foul fowls.  Like Saul, 
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he heard a voice from heaven, but he was more stubborn that Saul.  The command to "kill and eat" 
was repeated three times and we are not told whether or not Peter finally obeyed, but we are told 
that he initially refused with the words, "I have never eaten anything impure or unclean."  And the 
voice responded: "Do not call anything impure that God has made clean." 
 Like many of us, Peter had forgotten or ignored some of Jesus' teachings that didn't fit his 
traditional theology.  All of us have our favorite scripture passages that we often use to support our 
doctrinal stance and tend to overlook those that have a different emphasis.  After Jesus made clear 
that it was not what went into a person's stomach but what comes out of the person's heart that 
makes one unclean, the Gospel of Mark adds the comment that "In saying this, Jesus declared all 
foods 'clean"' (7:19), but this didn't fit Peter's tradition and he didn't take it seriously, it seems. 
 In this regard, I can sympathize with Peter.  In the Christian tradition in which I was born 
and raised, the Old Testament Levitical dietary rules were observed as sensible hygienic regulations, 
and until I went to college, I had never eaten a pork chop or a slice of ham.  During my first year at 
college, classmates who knew of my tradition vied to sit next to me in the dining hall when such 
"unclean" meat was served so they could add my share to theirs.  (In fact, after graduating from a 
public high school, I went to college in the firm belief that the earth was flat because that is what 
our church's head minister assured us was the Biblical teaching.)  Last week, as I ate the "special 
lunch" item at a pizza house, I realized how far I had departed from my early training.  The seafood 
pizza consisted of shrimp, squid and octopus, none of which would have passed the Levitical 
restrictions. 
 Peter was stubborn, but he did get converted.  I'm not sure whether or not he changed his 
diet, but he did change his view of Gentiles.  He began his sermon to the group gathered at the 
home of the Roman centurion, Cornelius, with these words: "You are well aware that it is against 
our law for a Jew to associate with a Gentile or visit him.  But God has shown me that I should not 
call any man impure or unclean" (Acts 10:28).  Peter's narrow mind was broadened.  His faith was 
deepened and became more mature.  His conversion was continuing. 
 The Hayama Seminar is a place where we can listen and learn if our ears, minds and hearts 
are open to new truths that God has to reveal to us.  We may see that God is at work beyond the 
narrow confines of our particular tradition -  even among the unbaptized, those we may consider 
common and unclean.  It is possible for us to gain new insights here as we listen to those having a 
different perspective or interpretation.  If our hearts and minds are open, we may gain a new 
revelation and come to a deeper, fuller understanding of God and divine truth.  We may not agree 
with what others say, but we should be open to the possibility that there is still more for us to learn 
and be open to change, to a broadening of our faith, recognizing that conversion is an ongoing 
process. 
 It should be noted that despite this spectacular experience of Peter, his conversion was still 
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not complete, for he, like us, found it difficult to truly change.  It is not only the Japanese who find 
it difficult to adjust their thinking when new truth challenges old traditions.  We all find security 
and comfort in our old traditions.  Peter continued to be influenced by the atmosphere and the 
people around him.  Paul's criticism of him in the 2nd chapter of Galatians was because his actions 
were inconsistent with the Gospel and with Peter's own conversion experience.  When Peter came 
to Antioch, he ate with the Gentile Christians until his more conservative brethren arrived from 
Jerusalem and he compromised his faith by submitting to the social pressure they exerted on him.  
How often do we lack the conviction or spiritual strength to hold on to new truth in the face of the 
opposition of our more conservative brethren? 
 In the past, Hayama Seminars have been used of God to challenge our prejudices, to offer us 
new perspectives and to sow seeds that may bring forth abundant fruit to those with open hearts and 
minds.  We may not agree with all that is said and with all the positions represented here, but to 
gather together as Christian brothers and sisters from our varied backgrounds and even to sit under 
the instruction of a woman preacher is a blessed opportunity for further meaningful change, for 
progress in our faith, for continuing conversion. Let us take advantage of the challenges we find 
here, listen with genuine respect to what others have to say and recognize the wideness of God's 
mercy as we continue to mature in our faith. And when we are converted, let us go back to 
strengthen our brethren. 
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1   Harry Altman 
2   Brad Ausbury 
3   Paul Axton 
4   Denny Barnett 
5   Peter Beckwith 
6   Debbie Beckwith 
7   Russell Board 
8   Tim Boyle 
9   Scott Bronner 
10 Taeko Bronner 
11 Gary Carlson 
12 Paul Clark 
13 Wesley Calvary 
14 Aileen Calvary 
15 Paul Clark 
16 Peter Clift 
17 Mary Clift 
18 Frank Cole 
19 Richard Conrad 
20 Ralph Cox 
21 Sheri Cox 
22 Lonnie Dufty 
23 Cindy Dufty 
24 Erik Froyland 
25 Mirial Gainer 
26 Kenny Joseph 
27 Paul Hitchfield 
28 Tom Hill 
29 Mark Hoshizaki 
30 Mark Kepler 
31 Philip Kinley 
32 John Klaus 
33 Betty Klaus 
34 Paul-Gerhard Knoppel  
35 Christoff Kostner 
36 Ewald Krautwurst 
37 Steven Lay 
38 Robert Lee 
39 Bill Lengefeld 

40 Peter Lundell 
41 Kim Lundell 
42 David Martin 
43 Fumiko Martin 
44 Gaylan Mathiesen 
45 Kenneth Milhous 
46 Gerry Milhous 
47 Takeshi Mogi 
48 D.M. Moore 
49 Arnold Nordaas 
50 Tom Nowlin 
51 Justin Nowlin 
52 Robert Oettel 
53 Carol Oettel 
54 Clark Offner 
55 Denise Regier 
56 Cornelia Roghair 
57 Hugh Ross 
58 Jim Sandholdt 
59 Frank Sapp 
60 Mary Kay Sapp 
61 Russell Sawatsky 
62 Robert Shade 
63 Laura Shannon 
64 Harold Sims 
65 Lois Sims 
66 Bob Sorley 
67 Ronald Stoller 
68 Joe Stroud 
69 Hugh Trevor 
70 Masami Usami 
71 Minoru Usami 
72 David Verwey 
73 Sue Verwey 
74 Douglas Woyke 
75 Marvin Yoder 
76 Bob Welch 
77 Carlton Elkins 
78 Kay Shade 
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