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Evolutionists backpedal and 
change their argument

In the face of undeniable evidence 
that so-called ‘vestigial’ organs have 
a function, the evolutionists have 
‘moved the goalposts’. Instead of say-
ing that vestigial organs have no func-
tion, they now tell us that they have 
a reduced function. Jerry Bergman 
calls them out on their subterfuge. To 
begin with, they have changed their 
argument. Theirs is a retreat from their 
no-function claim, and an attempt to 
surreptitiously substitute a reduced-
function claim. 

Bergman points out that, outside 
of assuming a common evolutionary 
origin of organs, there is no way of 
knowing what is or is not a ‘reduced’ 
function. For instance, to say that a 
human appendix, as a reservoir of gut 
bacteria, has a reduced function com-
pared with the digestive function of the 
appendix in the rabbit is to hold up the 
rabbit appendix as the ‘true’ or ‘com-
plete’ functional modality to which the 
human appendix must be compared. 

In other words, the ‘reduced func-
tion’ argument does not prove evolu-
tion. It assumes evolution in the first 
place.

Conclusions

‘Vestigial’ organs are one of the 
icons of evolution, as per Jonathan 
Wells. Jerry Bergman’s iconoclasm 
sets the record straight. Though vesti-
gial organs live on as textbook ortho-
doxy, there is no compelling evidence 
of purposeless organs in the human 
body. 

Homo lapsus—another failed 
theodicy

DNA (pp. 68, 105). She also uncritical-
ly accepts the idea that natural selec-
tion is “a unifying force throughout 
every field of biology” (p. 67), perhaps 
unaware that many eminent biologists 
disagree.3,4 Nevertheless, it would be 
churlish to judge her main thesis on 
these shortcomings.

Absolving God of evil?

Middleton’s attempt to develop a 
new theodicy begins in earnest in chap-
ter 3. She acknowledges that many 
early advocates of, and protagonists 
for, evolution thought atheism was a 
natural corollary of such an unpleasant 
process: “Nietzsche and Freud … were 
undiluted Darwinists who … immedi-
ately grasped the nihilistic implications 
of Darwinism” (pp. 40–41). To what 
extent human nature is determined by 
genetics is a critical question but, want-
ing to retain a beneficent God, she tries 

Philip B. Bell

The Irish author of this intriguingly 
titled book lectures in theology at 

Dublin City University. Homo Lapsus 
is her first book, but well-known Dar-
winist and professor in philosophy of 
biology Michael Ruse is impressed, 
calling it “a deeply informed and sym-
pathetic attempt to reconcile modern 
evolutionary thinking with central 
Christian belief … one of the best-
written and enjoyable academic books 
I have read in some time.”1 Certainly, 
Middleton writes engagingly, but her 
thesis is nothing if not audacious. It 
purports to be a satisfying synthesis 
between Christianity and evolutionary 
theory, explaining the origin of both 
evil and goodness, while also pro-
viding empirical evidence that cor-
roborates the Genesis story as a higher 
form of revelation than science itself! 
This reviewer can testify that, indeed, 
this is a novel theistic evolutionary 
approach. 

While the author evidences exten-
sive reading, her lack of comp etency 
in biology shows itself in several 
places. For instance, she generally fails 
to italicize genus and species names 
(e.g. p. 106), confuses Evo Devo with 
epigenetics (p. 45),2 incorrectly defines 
genetic drift (p. 63), completely misun-
derstands diploid (p. 84), and repeats 
out-of-date claims concerning the per-
cent similarity of human versus chimp 
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to reassure readers that genetic deter-
minism need not lead to atheism.

The author does admit, though, that 
many attempted syntheses of evolution 
and Christian religion do away with the 
doctrine of salvation and undermine 
the idea of an all-good God. How, then, 
to get the ‘evolver god’ off the hook, 
to absolve him from the charge that he 
authored evil? A critical component 
of her own theodicy is that evil itself 
evolved:

“A certain degree of aggression, 
selfishness, and competitiveness 
would have had to evolve and 
become part of human psychology 
for the species to survive, thrive, 
and, from a theological perspective, 
for virtue to be possible …” (p. 85).

All theistic evolutionary ideas of 
‘moral evolution’ are troubling, how-
ever, and this one is no different. Her 
proposition is also entirely alien to the 
cut and thrust of biblical teaching on the 
subject. Nevertheless, Middleton freely 
speculates on what might have occurred 
at the outset of human evolution. After 
a seemingly irrelevant excursus about 
bonobos as a peaceable and sexually 
active species,5 it then becomes clear 
that she sees them as a window onto 
our early ancestors. Concerning this 
“gentler species” at the dawn of human 
evolution, she says:

“I would argue that they possessed 
a power and freedom of the will 
that is denied to us, their descen-
dants. … what is certain is that mor-
ally speaking, the will of the first 
humans would have been freer than 
ours. Human nature was new, fluid 
and untainted” (p. 103).

Middleton is not the first author 
to entertain similar ideas of ‘original 
goodness’,6 minimising both human 
moral accountability to their Creator 
and His repugnance at human sin. She 
recognises that language, creativity, 
and the use of symbolism are human 
capacities, so did God intervene to spark 
these off? No, supposedly these human 
traits were divinely instilled during 

vast ages of time. Only much later did 
God intervene to transform an anatomi-
cally modern Homo sapiens into a true 
human being:

“I would surmise that it was 
between the evolution of Homo 
erectus and the appearance of the 
first cognitionally modern humans 
that the basis for what we like to 
call common human decency was 
laid down. … In explicitly reli-
gious terms, this would mean that 
God infused a spiritual soul into 
a pre-existing hominid species” 
(pp. 141, 142).

In spite of these hominids hav-
ing evolved—presumably by ‘surviv-
al of the fittest’—we are assured that 
this “lovable and attractive species” 
(p. 147) had not yet learned aggression 
and treachery. 

An evolving moral decline

The author’s speculations about 
moral evolution are piled high in chap-
ter 5 as she goes on to ‘explain’ how 
our ancestors gradually and increas-
ingly lapsed from this gloriously naïve 
condition. But it is hardly “Paradise 
Lost”, in spite of her chapter title. 
Like many such writers, she liberally 

uses the language of make-believe: 
“it would have”, “perhaps”, “Let us 
suppose”, “imagine”, “somehow”, “I 
will argue”, “my belief that”, “we will 
now speculate”, “It is my opinion”, 
“I would go so far as to argue”, “one 
possibility”, “would no doubt”, “would 
undoubtedly have occurred”, “must 
have been”, “may have been”, “it can 
easily be imagined”, “we can say with 
some degree of certainty”, and so on 
ad nauseam. For example:

“The problem is that the natural 
competitiveness of our species 
somehow attained a ruthless feroc-
ity to the extent that a significant 
proportion of any human grouping 
is now capable of practiced decep-
tion, exploitation, cruelty, corrup-
tion, and even parasitism to attain 
wealth, power and prestige. … this 
evolutionary pathway could only 
have been taken through deliber-
ate, repeated, hardening of hearts 
that would have led to a change in 
tribal culture … [emphases added]” 
(pp. 156–157).

Original sin, the violation of the 
Creator’s words, is substituted with the 
evolution of hardened hearts. No, really; 
“the genes of the harder-hearted and 
more deceitful … would have begun 

Figure 1. The word ‘theodicy’ was coined by German polymath Gottfried Leibniz (1646–1716) as 
an attempt to reconcile natural ‘evils’ with the existence of a beneficent God.
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to increase exponentially … Unfortu-
nately … the genes of the treacherous, 
once their numbers had reached a cer-
tain threshold, would have spread with 
alacrity” (pp. 158–159). 

Let me remind readers of this 
review that Michael Ruse considers 
this book “deeply informed”—but 
informed by what? Certainly not by 
any actual discoveries in the field of 
genetics! The author does not concern 
herself about scientific details, yet 
those are what matter if evolutionary 
theorising is to even masquerade as 
science. How, for instance, might we 
set about testing her confident asser-
tion that the “coevolution of genes and 
culture explains the entrenched human 
desire for and admiration of wealth, 
status and prestige” (p. 170)? With 
mesmerising self-confidence, Middle-
ton believes her piled-high specula-
tions have solved the riddle where so 
many other theistic evolutionists have 
failed: 

“It may be concluded, therefore, 
that evolutionary biology and its 
associated disciplines clarify the 
causes of evil in such a way that 
they lay the groundwork for empiri-
cal corroboration of theism. … The 
main barrier to a possible synthe-
sis of the [Darwinian and Christian 
accounts of human nature] has been 
the apparently inevitable evolution 
of evil. This challenge has now been 
dealt with” (p. 189).

Such a claim, though, is quite 
baseless, notwithstanding the author’s 
certitude. Middleton tries very hard 
to accommodate her ideas of human 
evolution within the Genesis account, 
but it is a futile exercise. If only our 
ancestors had been prepared to sacri-
fice self-interest for the interests of the 
tribal group:

“Eventually tribes would have 
merged into peoples, and humanity 
would have evolved into a peace-
ful, kindly, and compassionate 
species, without war, poverty, or 
unjust inequalities. Instead, Homo 

sapiens also became Homo lapsus” 
(pp. 214–215).

Well into the last third of the 
book, this is the first mention of its main 
title, Homo Lapsus. In other words, 
‘original sin’ was really just the failure 
of our ancestors to pursue what evolu-
tionists call reciprocal altruism—this 
was their “primal act of disobedience” 
(p. 213). Middleton asserts that “Adam 
and Eve are better envisaged as, in one 
sense, the first group leader and his 
wife”, citing American Old Testament 
scholar C. John Collins in support of 
her contention.7 She does not envisage 
that the consequences of their moral 
decisions violated a divine interdiction, 
rather that they impacted the human 
gene pool (p. 216).

A wretched gospel

Middleton does recognise that to 
objectively talk of good and evil is not 
possible within a wholly secular evolu-
tionary context, where morality would 
be relative. To talk in terms of better or 
worse with respect to moral decisions, 
one must accept a moral Lawgiver. She 
knows this, but her discombobulations 
get the better of her. She believes seri-
ous evil itself evolved, although this 

was not inevitable. Nevertheless, it 
had to be due to the free choices of her 
‘Adam and Eve’. She concedes that 
her “hypothesis … would be pointless 
were it not for the biblical revelation 
of an all-good, all-powerful God” (p. 
234). 

Sadly, while we can concede that 
the author has good intentions, her 
attempts to reconcile evolution with 
God lead her into ever deeper viola-
tions of Christian doctrine. We read 
that the Apostle Paul invented the 
idea of original sin, where “Adam 
had passed on his sin to all of human-
ity, and Jesus, ‘the second [sic—last] 
Adam,’ had to atone for Adam’s sin” 
(p. 195). Allegedly, Paul’s reason for 
this concoction was to save the early 
Christians from the embarrassment of 
having to explain why Jesus was cru-
cified (which she presumably sees as 
a tragedy). At least she accepts that 
original sin is a genuinely Pauline doc-
trine. On this key component of sote-
riology, however, she favours Thomas 
Aquinas over Martin Luther, finding 
Luther’s definition of sin (as a delib-
erate and settled rejection of God) too 
pessimistic!

When such counter-biblical rea-
soning is left unchecked in a person’s 

Figure 2. Middleton’s imaginative theodicy redefines sin, hitting the very foundation of the Christian 
Gospel.



51

  ||  JOURNAL OF CREATION 34(2) 2020BOOK REVIEWS

we understand the Fall in the light of 
evolution?”8 Evolutionary philosophis-
ing trumps biblical theology. So here, 
Middleton believes she has vindicated 
her “book’s central argument, which 
is that the fall of the first humans is 
best understood as a primal moral 
choice, or sequence of choices, that 
had a damaging impact on the pro-
cess of evolution [emphases added]” 
(p. 250), an outlandish claim that she 
more-or-less repeats on p. 260. So 
what does salvation look like within 
this framework? 

“Much of what would have been 
considered ‘sin’ in the past can now 
be attributed to circumstances that 
are not the fault of any particular 
individual and can, in fact, be rem-
edied through secular rather than 
religious means [emphasis added]” 
(p. 261).

This bears no resemblance to 
Christianity—it is another gospel, evis-
cerated of any need for redemption 
through the sacrificial death of Jesus 
Christ. Instead, we must rely on our 
own efforts at moral rectitude (p. 268). 
Calvary is not in view. To cap it all, after 
quoting Isaiah 25:6–8—God providing 
His people with a rich feast, then wiping 
away tears from all faces—Middleton 
makes the asinine statement that:

“… the powerful emphasis of the 
whole Judeo-Christian tradition 
on hospitality and table fellowship 
resonates with the millions of years 
of evolution that embedded the love 
of such pleasures in human nature” 
(pp. 271–272).

She opines that human beings 
themselves might have created an earth-
ly paradise of comfort, ease, and plenty 
(which she says was willed by God). 
Instead, she laments, evolving evils have 
wreaked havoc on peoples, societies, 
and nations. While acknowledging that 
the realisation of Isaiah’s vision would 
necessitate an end to all conflict and a 
restoration of peace between humans 
globally, her subsequent theological 
discussion (which also takes in the Last 

mind, it can sound the death knell of 
true faith; it is antithetical to the pure 
message of the Christian Gospel. Yet, 
this is not to deny that Middleton has 
a faith of sorts, rather that her theol-
ogy is far removed from that of evan-
gelicalism. Having quoted the sublime 
words of Psalm 8:4–9, concerning the 
condescension of God in so elevating 
a creature (man) as to bear His image, 
she immediately states:

“Most of all, science reveals the 
basic goodness of human nature 
itself, made good over millions 
of years of evolution … No mat-
ter what decisions our forebears 
made or might have made, there is 
a fundamental goodness to human 
nature … that is prior to any free 
moral decision; this premoral good-
ness with its associated behaviors 
and behavioral patterns cannot be 
eliminated” (p. 241).

Premoral behaviours include 
“immense courage, resilience, and self-
discipline” (p. 265), traits which alleg-
edly had evolved long before people 
became ‘fallen’. This basic goodness 
is a theme to which she often returns, 
apparently desperate to convince both 
herself and her readers of its veracity. 
It is, nonetheless, a travesty of Chris-
tian hamartiology. It is the root of what 
equates to a denial of the Gospel itself. 
Tragically, such baloney should come 
as little surprise if one reflects upon 
her title for chapter 7 (pp. 229–258): 
“Consilience: the exhilarating god of 
natural selection”. The rejoinder, that 
this is not the God of the Bible, would 
surely win the ‘litotes prize’.

Theological chaos

With all attempts to find an accom-
modation between the Bible and the 
evolutionary machinations of so-called 
science, it is the latter which inevitably 
takes the exalted, hallowed position 
in the minds of the proponents. Brit-
ish geneticist Denis Alexander illus-
trated this when he wrote: “How do 

Supper) is way off beam—as is her 
‘exposition’ of Jesus’ teaching in Mat-
thew 10:34–39.

In conclusion, Homo Lapsus com-
bines highly imaginative, pseudosci-
entific speculations, and topsy-turvy 
theology. Believing that most people 
have thrown off the old superstitions of 
fundamentalist Christianity, the author 
hopes her book might catalyse inter-
religious dialogue to bring humanity 
closer to God. With respect, there is 
fat chance of that happening.
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