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The Quest to 

Separate Worldviews on Origin and State 

 
On the subject of human origin, the literal truth is a scientific, religious, political, and judicial 
requirement. The ongoing Clergy Letter Project trivializes the relevance of this fact by 
advocating different forms of truths. Science and religion can have two radically different 
worldviews that are both wrong but cannot have very different worldviews that can be 
perceived as complementary forms of truth. Both the creationist and evolutionist worldviews 
are capable of indoctrinating students, and because the key conclusions in historical science 
vehemently contradict key scientific and historical truths, it is the contention of this book that 
no worldview on origin should be imposed on people through science and/or religion in any 
institution of learning. This requirement is in line with the US Supreme Court’s 1992 
declaration: “At the heart of liberty is the right to define one’s own concept of existence, of 
meaning, of the universe, and of the mystery of human life.” 

 The study of the Higgs boson (also known as the “God Particle”) theory in science is a 
key example of how the evolutionist worldview propagates myths as facts. To track this particle 
that gives mass to other fundamental particles, scientists from various universities collaborated 
to create a mini-Big Bang device (also known as the Hadron Accelerator). The success of this 
project offers the literal truth that intelligence and professional planning are inevitable in 
justifying the theory that the God Particle gives mass to other fundamental particles. If a mini-
bang deserves so much intelligence to set up, wouldn’t an actual Big Bang demand far more 
superior intelligence and planning? In the face of this truth, it is an absurd fantasy and a 
disservice to experiential knowledge for modern scientists to contend that the Big Bang that 
produced the universe happened by chance and was processed by mindless, blind, unconscious, 
and unintelligent mechanisms. To impose this absurd philosophical conclusion on others as 
scientific fact is tantamount to educational bullying and the ego is to sustain materialism. The 
truth for the uninhibited leads to a creator whom Albert Einstein described as an illimitable 
spirit with superior reasoning power. Just as science has no knowledge of the origin of nature 
that obeys laws, it has no knowledge of the origin of God, who Einstein also maintained 
established the natural laws.  

Just as human scientists historically claimed credit in speech and print for establishing 
the existence of the God Particle, so did the Abrahamic God historically claim credit—both in 
speech before an audience (Exodus 20:8-11) and in print on tablets of stone (Exodus 31:18)—
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for having created the world and its contents. Is this evidence that humanity is made in the 
image of God or vice versa?  

It is mind boggling for scientists to imagine they are utilizing abstract intelligence to 
unfold events in a universe they insist evolved from zero resources and run/ruled/sustained by 
unintelligent instrumentality. It is further perplexing that this myth has been transferred from 
the laboratory to the alter, and clerics are indoctrinated to the point they now observe a yearly 
Evolution Weekend in honor of Charles Darwin’s Birthday and his theory of evolution, which 
they insist is the foundational scientific truth. 

Can a theory built on zero evidence of missing links in the fossil record and also zero 
evidence of intermediate organisms in the living world constitute a foundational scientific 
truth? Authorities in the evolutionist camp say “yes.” According to Jerry Coyne, author of Why 
Evolution Is True, the chance of finding a missing link in the fossil record is almost zero because 
the fossil record is simply too spotty. Empiricism, however, says “no” because new species are 
formed rapidly through cooperation and not gradually through competition as Darwin’s theory 
asserts. There is obviously no reason for missing links when species are produced through 
collaboration. Science, whether ancient/classical or modern, is based on timeless evidence, not 
missing evidence. 

Using taxpayer resources, the state has employed well-deserved scientists to investigate 
the universe by following the evidence to wherever it leads. The state’s judicial system 
consistently demands nothing else but the truth. Modern scientists, therefore, cannot overrule 
the state’s mandate on grounds of philosophical preference. Late philosopher Antony Flew, 
who championed atheism for over fifty years, looked at the scientific evidence and endorsed 
the existence of God on grounds of integrity in his famous book There Is a God: How the 
World’s Most Notorious Atheist Changed His Mind. Flew wrote: “I must stress that my discovery 
of the Divine has proceeded on a purely natural level, without any reference to supernatural 
phenomena. . . .  In short, my discovery of the Divine has been a pilgrimage of reason and not of 
faith. . . . I have followed the argument where it has led me. And it has led me to accept the 
existence of a self-existent, immutable, immaterial, omnipotent, and omniscient Being.” God is 
the greatest scientist and the embodiment of the world’s scientific resources. Scientists are 
merely employees in God’s vineyard. The national anthems of great nations attest to God’s 
sovereignty overall; modern scientists cannot avoid or revoke any of God’s titles. With clerics 
distancing themselves from creationism and endorsing evolutionism as the foundational 
scientific truth on the subject of origin, it is now no longer a separation of church and state but 
rather a separation of worldviews on origin and state. 
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