
 

McGrath’s book would make a worthwhile focus for pastoral
study groups and other forums of theological discussion. The book
makes for good reading, with lots of wide-ranging insights on mat-
ters connected with his topics. The bibliography is a bit breathtak-
ing, an indication of the level of McGrath’s erudition. His com-
mand of historical material makes the work informative and
provocative even when he occasionally goes off on a tangent. His
treatment of Luther is insightful, except for one lapse, found in one
of his notes in the back, where his misunderstanding of Luther’s
ecclesiology is puzzling. But that simply shows that McGrath, too,
needs to be appropriated critically.

Daniel P. Metzger
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Shattering the Myths of Darwinism. By Richard Milton. Rochester,
Vermont: Park Street, .  pages. ..

h Howler monkeys intimidate outsiders who venture too near
their turf by swarming together, screaming so loudly that they can
be heard three miles away, and throwing their own excrement at
intruders. Their evolutionary significance lies in the fact that
Darwinists participating in internet scientific discussion groups
deliberately model their own behavior on the howlers whenever
someone is perceived to depart from the true faith. Dr. Peter
Nyikos, mathematics professor at the University of South
Carolina, commented, “Even fellow believers in evolution, like
myself, get flamed without mercy if they aren’t good ‘team play-
ers’ for the ‘howler monkey’ side.”

This anecdote appears towards the end of a book full of scientific
evidence damaging to the Darwinian theory of evolution (that
species develop, and indeed life itself appears, as the result of chance
plus time plus genetic mutation plus “survival of the fittest”). The
author is a science journalist and member of Mensa, the high-IQ
organization. So far as I can tell, his book has received one review in
the United States, a paragraph in Library Journal (“selective evi-
dence,” “twisted logic,” “morass of falsehoods,” and the like).

For my part, I enjoyed the author’s demolition of carbon dat-
ing as a means of proving the antiquity of the earth and human
relics (Oxford University dates South African rock paintings at
 years old, then a lady shows up to claim the paintings as her
student’s work, stolen by vandals); his explanation of the endless-
ly confirmed message of the fossils (“no transitional forms inter-
mediate between the various species”); his refreshing observation
that actual observation of nature does not reveal it to be fero-
ciously “red in tooth and claw”—rather, most animals “do not
fight, do not kill for food and do not compete aggressively for
space in a way that results in the ‘loser’ dying out;” his discussion
of Richard Dawkins’s fallacious mathematical argumentation
(); his account of what the famous moths exposed to
Manchester air pollution really mean; and the differing genetics
that result in similar-appearing structures (thus crippling the
Darwinian showpiece based on homology); and others. Some of
these may be “dated illustrations” to which the Library Journal
reviewer objects. Maybe the reason some of the same examples

frequently show up in anti-Darwinian books is that the
Darwinians have never been able to refute them.

Milton, who states he has no religious beliefs of any kind (),
has come round to the conclusion of the Christian writer Philip
Johnson: in Milton’s words, neo-Darwinism “has ceased to be a
scientific theory,” because the evidence is against it and it is unable
to make predictions about what experiment or discovery will
show to be true, “and has been transformed into an ideology.”
Those who criticize the Darwinian establishment are likely not to
be ignored but “quarantined.” Milton himself was slated to write
on evolution for the London Times Educational Supplement, but
his piece was spiked after a leading evolutionary popularizer
(Dawkins) leaned on the editor. Milton says the public pays for
science, and so we, as consumers, have a right to demand some-
thing better than what we usually get.

Darwinists will be increasingly on the defensive in the next few
years. Several books attacking Darwinian evolution have appeared
recently from non-Christian publishers. The time was when
Darwin made the universe safe for those who did not want to
believe in God. Now, as the Darwinian straitjacket is loosened, we
increasingly hear of a variety of non-Christian alternatives, which
call upon quantum indeterininacy, “morphogenetic fields,” or
pantheistic divinities such as Gaia to account for life.

At the moment the Darwinian faith is still firmly entrenched.
This book helps to show that this is so not for respectable scien-
tific reasons. The book might be a useful one to put into the hands
of an inquirer skeptical of anti-evolutionary books by religious
believers. Scientifically literate Christians, however, had better get
ready to oppose new, non-Darwinian strong delusions that are
likely to command more attention in the near future.

Dale J. Nelson
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Baptism: My Adoption into God’s Family. By Gaylin R. Schmeling.
People’s Bible Teachings. Milwaukee: Northwestern Publishing
House, .  pages. Paper.

h The Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod (WELS ) has pro-
duced two fine books on Baptism: A. Andrew Das’s Baptized into
God’s Family () and now one with a strikingly similar subtitle
by the president of the Evangelical Lutheran Synod (ELS) semi-
nary. Schmeling’s approach is direct and easy to follow. Fifteen
chapters are divided into four sections: The Scriptural Basis of the
Sacrament; the Blessing of the Sacrament; the Meaning of the
Sacrament for Daily Life; and the Sacrament in Church History.
Wherever I dipped into Schmeling’s arguments, I found myself in
agreement and pleasantly surprised, especially on those points
where some Lutherans are weak. All children are to be baptized
and not just those born of Christian parents. No distinction is
made between infant and adult Baptism. Exorcisms have a place
in the baptismal rite.

Several items struck me. If the following, “the Lord has insti-
tuted the public ministry . . .” (), represents the official posi-
tion of WELS, then a major hurdle in rapprochement with the



LCMS has been overcome. If not, Schmeling’s views differ from
those found in Church-Mission-Ministry in the same series. (See
my review in L  [Epiphany ], ‒.) In the final chap-
ter, “Baptism in the Reformation and Modern Era,” Roman
Catholic (‒) and Reformed (‒) views are engaged,
but omitted are much more dangerous positions of the Baptists,
who make baptism an option. They do not even deserve a place
in the index. The Reformed may baptize children for the wrong
reason, but at least they do it. Catholics may believe that grace is
infused, but they hold that baptism is necessary for salvation.
While a Trinitarian formula is required (), nothing is said
about aberrant feministic or borderline formulas like “in the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, the
God who is the Mother of us all,” used in such traditional
Trinitarian churches as the ELCA (see Lutheran Forum , no. 
[Easter/Spring ]: , ). Not discussed is the related matter
of publicly administered baptisms by women clergy. Since the
WELS/ELS and the ELCA share a common turf in the upper
Midwest, these are not irrelevant issues for the audience for
whom the book is intended.

David P. Scaer
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The Divorce Culture. By Barbara Dafoe Whitehead. Toronto:
Random House of Canada Limited, .  pages. Hardcover.

h It happened on vicarage. One morning as I prepared to go to
the church, I heard the morning news program promote an
upcoming interview with an author of a new book about divorce.
Having read and written previously on this topic and tentatively
(at that time) planning for divorce to be my treatise topic, I stayed
tuned. The author, Barbara Dafoe Whitehead, spoke for only a
few minutes about her book The Divorce Culture, and I heard
enough to know that I wanted to read it. She traced the growth of
the divorce problem as society changed its idea about what was
acceptable. In response to the interviewer’s question about the
most interesting thing she found in her research, she pointed to
humankind’s self-centered autonomy as the ultimate cause of the
problem of divorce. Whether Whitehead knew it or not, she was
echoing Jesus’ comments in Matthew :: “Moses permitted you
to divorce your wives because your hearts were hard. But it was
not this way from the beginning.” Throughout her book, she
reaches conclusions from a secular starting point that Christians
might reach from a spiritual starting point. This review will not
document all of Whitehead’s discussion, but it will center on sev-
eral points especially relevant to those in the church.

The hard hearts, the unbelieving hearts, or the hearts unwill-
ing to submit to God might be described today as self-centered
and autonomous. In her book, Whitehead pinpoints the lack of
concern for others and the feeling that one is only accountable
to oneself as key factors in the growth and spread of divorce,
which came about, she writes, “only as the result of recent and
revolutionary change” (). She attributes this change to three
overlapping factors: the emergence of new ideas about divorce,

 

promotion of divorce to an independent institution over family
relationships, and a shift in thinking about marriage and par-
enthood (). Whitehead does not offer “easy optimism” because,
she writes, “the culture of divorce has generational momentum.”
Instead, she offers “a critique of the ideas behind current divorce
trends,” directing her argument “against the ideas about divorce
that have gained ascendancy, won our support, and lodged in
our consciousness as ‘proven’ and incontrovertible.” Her book
“challenges the popular idea of divorce as an individual right
and freedom” ().

Striking for growing theologians, Whitehead’s discussion
reveals that no one appears to be immune to these changes. Much
as Jesus found that the religious leaders of the day did not hold to
God’s unchanging truth, so Whitehead found that even today’s
religions have dismissed the previous concerns about divorce as
“old-fashioned and excessively moralistic” (). Based on Don
Browning’s work, she reports that the Church of Christ, the
Mennonites, and the Mormons are the only religious denomina-
tions still strongly anti-divorce today (, note ). Once,
Whitehead claims, clergy were a part of a chorus of voices criticiz-
ing the spread of divorce (). Eventually, however, that changed
as clergy relinquished their role in serving God’s institution of
marriage and as they were sought out less for help (). With the
rise of the “discipline” of psychology, secular marriage counselors
took on some of the pastors’ duties, and the declining number of
pastors doing counseling took an approach like that of the secular
counselors. Whitehead quotes Specht and Courtney: “ministers
and priests have come to look and act more and more like psy-
chotherapists, just as psychotherapists have come to look and act
more like priests” (). She documents how pastoral counseling
took a client-centered approach with clergy staying within the
client’s “value system.” Marital dissolution was seen in psycholog-
ical terms. Theologically challenging an individual’s values was
thought to be “damaging,” “preachy,” and “moralistic” (‒).
The fundamental presuppositions of each were mutually exclu-
sive, for psychology held that “Marital breakdown was caused not
by moral weakness or characterological defects but by individual
personality problems” ().

According to Whitehead, the influence of psychology changed
the ethic surrounding divorce so that even social and moral oblig-
ations radically changed (). Thus there was no basis for making
judgments about the decision to divorce. The new ethic of divorce
was morally relativistic: There could be no right or wrong reasons
for divorce; there were only reasons, which it was the task of ther-
apy to elicit and affirm ().

The legal system in effect said that “individuals who are unhap-
py in their marriages have a ‘right’ to get a divorce and that it is
unfair and inappropriate for the state to erect legal barriers to pre-
vent them from exercising that right” (). Soon after, so-called
marriage counselors became divorce counselors with a bias
toward divorce, where a belief in “a commitment for ‘better or
worse’” would be dismissed as a copout or an excuse for not mak-
ing a decision based on one’s own needs (‒). Whitehead
observes how the church was ill-suited to “respond to the individ-
ual needs and preferences in the dissolution of marriages.” Soon,
instead of faith in God to see the marriage through, one man
reported he had “faith” in counseling ().




