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I N T R O D U C T I O N 

If the reader is looking for a book that will solve all his 

intellectual problems concerning Christianity and Science in five 

minutes of light readin·g, then this book is not for him. 1

Regrettably I am unable to recommend any such simple book to him, for 

the only books that I know of which purpose to do that have been 

written by authors who have not perceived the nature of the problems 

involved. 

The aim of this book is not to present ready-made solutions to 

all such difficulties, though possible solutions are often proffered, 

but rather to suggest lines of approach whereby the student might be 

helped to attack such problems in his own field. A good deal of 

space is given to problems that are thought to attend the theory of 

evolution, because these, even a hundred years after the publication 

of Darwin's "Jhe Origin of Species", are still a raajor difficulty 

for many Christian students and are not dissimilar to those raised 

by other scientific discoveries. 

The plan of this book is to outline the areas of alleged 

conflict in Chapter One and then to consider certain general 

principles of apologetic importance in the next seven chapters. After 

this long, but necessary detour in chapters Nine to Twelve we apply 

these general principles, in outline at least, to the problems 

r�ised by the theory of evolution� 

This book is written by one who accepts "The divine inspiration 

and entire trustworthiness of Holy Scripture, as originally given, 
2 

and its supreme authority in all matters of faith and conduct", 

while at the same time believing that a Christian must avoid, at all 

costs, any form of obscurantism. The issues involved must be fairly 

faced and the scientific evidence duly considered. 

/3. £ cl. 
1 The author, W. Grainge Clarke, B.Sc. (Hons), 9ipwsd,, Dip.R.E., 

3iivt. j is presently lecturer, Alm.(.ar..49-� Teachers' College, 
Sydney, N. S.W. S\{ DN --CY 

2 The Doctrinal Basis of the International Fellowship of Evangelical 
Students. 
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AN_j\ITEMPT ro STL:TE_I!§_l:R.@1sM. 

To many people the mere mention of the words 11 Science" and "religion" 

is enough to bring to mind a third word 9 namely "conflict'':.: ·. Stich . 

has been the unhappy result of the last hun?red · years of_· argument,. 
Whilst the ·debate.has largely centred upon:the question of evolution, 

many larger and more important issues have also been raised, for. 

example, the possibility of miracles, of the Incarnation, and indeed 

of the very existence o� God Himself. 

If a lot of space is used in discussing scme aspects of the evolu­
tionary question, it is not because the c:uthor believes this to be 
the most :important aspect of the problem, but :rather, because .it can 
_be so easily ,used to demonstrate the- mistakes on both sides since so 
much has been written upon i to 

It is necessary to try to locate the· 'exact aT.ea of th2 supposed 
conflict. . There ai:.e· several espects 'of 'this c·onflict� . The: :first 
i� put in a �weep�ng statemeh�. by /;,.J: Pol,lbck ."\iou_ c.a11n,.9t, i(lt,ei:� 1 
l1gently believe 1n the evolu-c1cinary :t:heory · and believe ·1n the Bible". 
Thus he sees what he believes to be a contradiction betwe.en the . 
statements of scripture and the Statements of the t_heory of e vo.lution. 
A simila;r view is held. by John I:Paton, Y'!I'iting in _the foreword to 
Hand's book,. when he says that 0the evolotior1ary hypo,thesis�is 
diamet:r:ically opposed to what Genesis teaches in creation" e_ 

In making these statements the 1,,;ri te:r:s seem to b� �ui'te certain as to 
the exact meaning. of Scripture and as to the· full i.rrip"iiccitj_ons· of the 
theory of eVolutiono However:• further· consideration wil'l · disclose 
that certain qdte ssi'ious problems of Biblical inte:rpreta_tion have 
been overlooked, and that these vrri ters, like most writers in this 
field, have an inadequ2.-::e �;rasp of the scientific data. Often non-
Christian writers have taken the same attitude 9 namely, that the 
situation is. on.e. of tho B�_ble or evolution, but.not both,' 6hly in
their case they have, used. the th�or>' of evolll.tion: _to, attack the Bible.

Some C::hu.ichrnen have sought to escape the conflict between. Science, and 
Scripture by denying tha .truth a.id impo:i.:tance of -the Old Testarhent. 
This· is not the plac2 to discuss ·ch2 theological consequence$ Of· such 
action, but even _this scrapping of a great part pf t):l� Christian · 
heri tag�. does· irot r�sol ve this conflf ct, . For the .. conflict now 
approaches -a s�C•:)nd more philosophic.:i.l aspecL. ·This may be .illustra­
ted by a §taternent-.made by C.P. Swanson when di_scussing the Ce11, 
Theory, the Theory of Cell Lineage, The Chromosomal Thebry;of 
Inheritance a,rid. the Theory of Evolution,, He says, "impl:tci t in them 
are two fun:darrierital princip.les, that of J::9f�ni,Q�and oui�nic 
�ontinuity, and that of �andQ..m chans;.2 rathe� than �redetermi!lfil! 



:gurpose. 113 The idea that evolution ·necessarily implies the absence
of purpose is one that is raised i.n both Scientific and Christian 

3 • 

circles. Carl F.H. Henry states "The basic tension is still between 
�he concept of 

1
�4personal Creatox· -- God and that of an imperson�l

chance process. 
. . . 

�nether exampi: of, � s:a5eme12_t to this effe�t,. th.is tim� by �iologists,
is ,that found in· Life • lhe authors claim imperfections in 

. organisms, .and state that there is no purposeful design but rather 
·that organisms are a product of a long, blind, unplanned historyo 

There is also a third area of what may be called theological conflict
between the Christian faith and evolutionary theory. Most of this
supposed conflict centres upon the doctrine of the fall of man cind
original sin, but other theological issues are also involved as well.

The fourth area of supposed conflict is in the field of ethics. It
is claimed that evolution with its idea of survival of the fittest 6justifies war and all types of exploitation of the weak. R.E.D. Clark 
discusses this supposed result of the theory of evolution.

While there is no doubt that "evolution" has been used for these
purposes, few modern biologists would support such actions, though
this$ in itself, cannot be taken to prove these attitudes do not
logically follow on evolutionary theory.

H�Virtg outliried the areas of conflict it is necessary to examine each
area in some detaile Before this can be done, some basic issu�s
must be considered. /-1.ccordingl y, in the following chapter�, we will
discuss such things as the· logical structure of knowledge, both
scientific and theological, presupposition in knowledge, t_he world of
nature, some principles of Biblical exegesis and the way the. _Bibie
deais with the concepts of chance and causation. All this :may seem
a long detour from our discussion of .these areas of conflict, but,'
unles's some of these basic principles are clearly defined, .no cogent
analysis can be made.

1 A.) •. Pollock, EYQ.lu_ti.Qn :_ Unscienti fi c_and Unscriotural, P.45.

2 John Raymond Hand, Wl)�_L..Qcce12"c the Genesis Record.
L.incoln, Nebraska, Back to the Bible Publishers� (1959), P.3.

3 · Ca:r'l P� Swa'nson, .QvtoJ.Q.Q.Y...,.<;arid Cvtooenetics, London, Macmillan,
( 1958); P. 533.

4 Carl F.H. Henry in E,YQlution an_<j __ Chr:i,3ti�Ihought Todqy,
{Edo) R.L. Mixter, London, Paternoster Press, (1959), P.190.

5 G.G. Simpson, C.S. Pittendrich and L.H. Tiffany, Life�
Introduction to BioJo9,,'i 9 (1957), P�86-87. 

' 
. : . . 

6 R.E.D. C1ark, Darwin Before and ,\ft.tl,: London: Paternoster ·Press, 
(1958), ·P •. 1d0-:121. 
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.Qh&ter_'.f 

- THE Lb3IC/,]: S�B.\&JQB.L.OLK�QN�gg�

It .. is frequently asserted by sbme people, that Evolution is Q.01 1./ a; 

theory, not a fact, as if this dh;c:::ed:ted evolution; others assert 

that evolution is So well ostab:.isr.':d tirat it should be considered to 

be a law of science. Both statements' show n failure to grasp the 

difference between laws, fc:z-;ts i...'.l.d theorieso A theory does not 

become a law · by being confirmedo 

by different logical processeGo 

Theo:ric:; and laws are formulated 

There are three distinct fo91.cal pro::::esses in-volved� There is the 
process ''o:f induction where on-:; has a n-:.:�1,be:,:- )I� c/Jjects of a similar 
type and one can make a gener al5.sat:i_on about thsm

} 
for example --

11 This is a !ilagpie and it is bl2ck an6 -_,:;;::.-:::o; 1L�:e is another magpie 
nnd it is black and v:hi ten

? and aft.e.:c inspecting a number of magpies· 
l d. b · d t· "l " .. ,., ··· r, l d h"·t·••i· 

· · 
we cone u E? y 1n uc ion- ·l,1a·i,,,? ·•,-.J.._ mc:gp::..es ar-e ·-'"'ac:: an, w 1 e .. 
In induction we go from a m.unb2:.c0 of particul2::· ex2mples to a general 
statement of the sarr.e,J:iudo The c'.ifficul".:.y '.-;�_th induction is that 
it .is always possible that an except5.on m5.Jht tu:0n 1Jp. A Europ�a'n 
of the s'�venteenth centurr after visi tin0 London� P"�is and Moscow 
rriight weJI hnve concluded that ''AU swans 2x-e ·whi te 11

, Tnis would 
have been a reasonable -.conclusion un�:il blac1� sw;,,ns were found in 
Australia and black c;_nd y;1)'1ite ,srrnns iri South Arno.rica. The general­
isation would then have to b:::J altered to 0:i. the:-c "All native European 
swans are whitetl� or_9 :'All swans c11'2. ri;1ite 9 ·b:i.ac:::c 6:r black .arid white". 
From this it r.,ight appe2:r that N.::itul'el '.-I_ist0X:/ r;encfraLl.zatioris a_nd 
scientlJic laws can be dis:i::·i--~: .. '.'.''X,: .never p1;'oved, However 9 the 
si tuat'I'on .is not quite as �imp�t,o 'as this., But first the case of -the.
scientific law should· b8 co::1si.::::121:c�d, 

A lav; is not a simple: gene:,al:zc::t:l_:::,;_, Lt:t6n2of the third or higher 
order. · Consicler Boyle :s I.::-w. "1 . .-0.:: ::.. �:;ivP.n mass of any gas at constant 
temperature the. prcssu:�c v:.:i:ie�, inv:::::sel:/ ·,.d th the volume"� ( In con­
sidering .this from ·a· logic2.l viewpoint :r:o shoj_i j_�1n6re certain 
deviatiori� from _the law,) Ee=� i� a�: nntlosed mass of·gas 9 at con� 
stant temperatixce? The p:ressu:'(; 2nd volllE'e a:::e :read o If some time 
la _ _ter this experL ''. ·i; ::..s :repe.ated, for the same volume we measure 
the same pressure ? so a first: brdr::- gec,1GraU.zot5.on could be· formed 
"For this mass of 92.s, at this- tempe:-0 atur·e i!hen the volume-: :i':S A ml 
the pressure is al1nays· B mm of r;:c:i�c ·:..'y", :i::f -:�:10 experiment is : 
repeated for different voJ.umes then n2·.v values of pressure will be 
recorded and these are found to bo inve::.se:;_y proportional to the· 
vol_umec Thus a second-or-d_er: ge1wral!.zaU011 rna 1/ b9 inades 11Fc:ir this 
mass of this gas, �t constant tr::,i11per2.tl're ·che · presstn:e varies 
invers�ly a$ the v�lume.". _. Now if the cxperirr.e:-it · is repeated'v1i th 
different masses of the same gas th':' third-or-der generalization rriay 
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be made, 11 for any fixed mass of this· gas at constant temperature the 
pressure varies inversely with the volu:neo '' Then if different gases 
are used a fourth order generalizatiOn can be made;· 11 For any fixed 
mass of any gas the pressure varies inversely with the volume. 11 It• 
is not suggested that all laws are fourth-order generalizations, some 
will be third-, others may be f.ifth- or perhaps higher. The point 
is simply that a ·1r,w is a complex generalization of generalizations, 
each proce_ss of which :i:s ah induc;tive process. Of course discoveries 
of laws do not often. follow exactly the a1Jove process, but this is 
their logical status� 

Now to the question� can o:ie exception disprove a law, or, for that 
matter, a natural history generaJ.ization?1 The two cases are more
similar th2n some wr-i trn s thtn..k. Tou.i.min dr2.ws a sharp distinction· 
between natural histo:i:-y and physics, but in doing so reveals his 
inadequate understanding of the �ethods of b�o�o�ical scienceso If 
we find an albino mag9ie we do not d:;,sc,ri:cl tho �enera1 statement "All 
magpies ar·e black and.white" beccn1se the:::'.i seems to :Oe a type of 
logical insulcrtion of "All normal m2gpH,sacuo, 11 If we find in the . 
genetics. l abor�tory an eight 1eggec1 fly we do not discard the 
biological generalization, "All :n::ect" have six legs", nor do .. w.e 
concludf t�at it is not an insect. 

In spite of these reservations both lews and· natural history general­
isations are related to the fact� of nature by a process of induction. 
One may also note the;� Biblical Theo}.ogy is related to the facts of 
scripture in many cases by the same inductive process_o In other 
cases there may be an involved diagnostic process. 

Some theologians will q.2stion this, maintaining that their theology 
is deductive: ;:;.:1d not indur::tive, art:l the.re r,1ay be so:r:9. examples of . 
deductive .reasoning in ·cheir theoi.ogy, but in most 9a:ses this writer 
believes t.hat they have not carefull y  enough examined· their methods 
from the s:�c.ndpoin�; of logical structl'.re c 

Theorie.s ar-e formed by a diffaent logir;al process, that of Retrod­
uction 9; Abduction� Thj_s is in p: tncipJ.e thG same process that· a 
d�tiecti '/El uses when from a r.,x1be:r- of quite different clues he · 
reconstructs the crime, The scientist, 0orking either from knowri - , 
laws 9 ,.natural hiscory gene:r'.'alizat.i.ons� isolated facts or a combination 
of the�a cocies upon a,unifyi�g idea which would accoutit for all the'.�·· 
laws, etco,. in terms _of one theo:t.'Yc In ri:ysical science_ the Kinetic 
Molecu.lar .Thepry •explairis the gas lnws, ti'1e law of combining gc;1s 
volumes, etc. 9 . in te2: 1-•. of certain (:P.:':i.nite postulates. The theory 
of Evolution CQm�s in�o this class, it u��f�es a 1ast body of 
biological. .data wh.icl-1 oth2r-wise •:tould be unconnected� Abductive 
reasoning _involves the formulatio:1 of a general theory or hypothesis 
from a number of "cJ.ues" which ar-e· C::7.fierent in type to the postulates 
of the hypothe!::is; there :.s no sir,�pie generaUzation inv�lved. 
Speculati·✓e .theology is relnted to .B_t�iical theology and the facts of 
scripture in a similar wayc 

ii 



Both inductive_ and. abducti ve reasoning are tested by the third 
logical p:i:-oce'ss, that of deduction. This type of reasoning .which 
goes fr-om the general to the particular enables predictions to be 
made. If we take a true gener,Jlization as our mc:ijor premise, "All 
magpies are black and white", and as our minor premis0, "This is,. a 
magpie", then the conclusion must follow "This is black and white"� 
Now let us take n false generalization "All swans are white", "This 
is a swan", then "This is white" must follow as the logical conclu­
sion. But if this swan i$. Jrr. fact black then the rea$oning is not 
at fault but the generalization has been disproved, 

From either a- law or a theory predictions can !;le made.·· If these 
predictions cali be· confirmed by either experiC's:1t or observation, 
this adds weight to th0 probable truth of the law or theory. There 
is a sense in which one is nGvGr able to ·che'ck all possible predic­
�i?ns o� a law or !heor-y and therefore there always remains �hat
vva1sman would calJ. "open texture". Thus no luw or theory 1s ever 
demonstrably true, though they can be established beyond all 
reasonable doubt; that is, th0y may be shown to be conclusively true. 

It is vastly easier to make and test predictions made on the basis of 
the Kinetic Moleculo.r Theory than those made on the basis of the 
Theory of Evolution. However, s 1me predictions based on the theory 
of evolution have been made and testedo iVhere we have reason to 
believe, on the basis of G0ology or Palaeo-climatology, that a 
species once ranged over a large clrea and was then divided into two 
or more geographically isolated communitle'.": by such isolating factors 
as sea, mountain ranges, deserts (or land in the case of marine 
animals), it would be predicted on the basis of the Theory of 
Evolution that the two populations of the species would have diverged 
from each other; and; providGd sufficient time had elapsed, the 
populations would have evolved into two similar, but distinct species. 
Many such species pairs have been studied in very diverse groups of 
living organisins. This is one axample of how weight cnn be added to 
a Theory by a deductive tGst. 

Before concluding tho chapter the nature of "interpretation" must be 
considered. It is this process that enables us to pass from the 
physical world to the facts of nature nnd from Scripture to the facts 
of scripture. 

Magpies do not carry labels 9 "I a'.11 a Magpie and I am black and white". 
Of all the attributes of the bird, and these are :i.nfinite, we have 
selected thg fact that it is a m2�pie and that it is black and white. 
There must be a certain su0jecti ve element in such selection of data. 
Then also there is the question of the signif5.cance of the sense 
experience that we havee This problem is present whether the sense 
experience comes in the form of printed words as in Scripture, or from 
visual images seen on looking down a mi�roscope, or in any other formo 

It should be apparent thnt before one cnn have just ground for making 
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a stntement like that of Pollock, that "You cannot intellige�tly 
believe in the evolutionc1ry theory and believe in the Bible" , it 
would be necessary to be sure of the correctness of the interpretation 
of scripture and of scientific writings ori which this conclusion is 
based. It would be also desirable to hnve some appreciation of the 
logical levels nt which the supposed contradictions are said to occur. 

1 Stephen Toulmin, Ibg_PhilosoQhV of Sciencg, Lon don, Hutchinson 
University Library, (1953), passim. 

2 F. Waisman, 11 VerifL,bility11 reprinted in .kl9l.Lnnd Language, 
(First Series). Ed. A.GoN. Flew, Oxford, R::isil Backwell, ( 1955) ,­
p.120 ff. 

3 A.J. Pollock, .Q2.:_cit, P�45. 
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PRESUPPOSITIONS IN KNONLEDGE 

There seems to be in many people's minds the idea that, whereas 

theology .starts off with certain unprovable presuppositions, no such 

weakness exists in scientific investigation. Th� picture of science 

nccepting nothing th.Jt cc1nnot be proved c1nd� by c6refull y pr.oved 

st�ps, moving on relentlessly to a certain conclusion is an attiac� 

tive and populbr one. However, it has the defect of not being _t:r�e •.. 
-

' -

If it be demanded thut everything should be rigorously proved, proved 
to the point of being demonstr,3bl y true 

9 
then it is uncertain if even 

- one's own existence could be established; certainly oth�r people's
existence could be explained 3s being only figments of the "observer's"
imagination. Some philosophers have claimed that their own
existence could be established by the statement, "I think therefore I
am", but this does not enable them to gain any knowledge of the
external world of people or things. If nothing is assumed then
nothing can be established. All knowledge invol VE-S presuppositions
whether it be in the realm of science or theology.

What then are some of the presuppositions of science? These are
- numerous and therefore no attempt will be made to give an exha_ustive

list, but they include:�·

(1) The existence of the scientist,· of other scientiits and bf·
the Universe.

(2) That the _human mind is capable of rational thought.

(3) The :Uniformity �f Nature -- that is to say; if an

identical experiment that was carried out today had been
carried out yesterday, 10,000 years ago or in a hundred
years time, the re�ults would be identical. That is, the
Universe .is orderly.

(4) That the Universe is coherent, and, __ i_n part at least,
intelligible. This is closely related to assumption

(2) aboveo

(5) That the Scientist is capable of interpreting the sense
data which he received fr om the world outside. ( This
point needs fur;ther expLmatioo, _ Even the sense--of 5-ight
needs training. and experience to interpret the d ata
received ·by the eye. In general we perceive- what we 
expect. - -- If one is confronted with an entirely �ew
situation then the data is often misinterpreted. The 
difficulty that first yec1r students have on first using a 
microscope is a well-known exclilple of this. Likewise, 
when English painters first tried to paint Australian Gum 



Trees they rep:eeserited them in the form of the familiar 
European trees,. presumabl_y because this is what they 
perceived� because th '._s was how they expected trees to 
appear.) 

(6) Certain ethical qualities of honesty, respect for truth,
etc., in the observere

( 7) Certain special presuppo:'.i tions directly related to the
subjec_t in h2nd, eogo the Axioms of Geometry.

It is important to realise that because a proposition is assumed 9 it 
is not in any sense necessarily untrne, but its truth hus not been 
provedo The importance of this should be dear a little later on. 

Many of the p:r-esupposi tions of science are the same as those of other 
discipliries including theology, Go£'• (2) a½ove, 

Although it is not possible to p�ove these presuppositions, it is 
often possible to show that the}' are reasonable. If we use these 
presuppositicns cJnd curry out logir,al a:--.d expe:rimenta.=- procedures we 
reach certain conclusions about the wo�ld about us. The fact that 
these conclusions are self consistent is NOT evidence for the truth 
of our presupposition, but only for the va1idi ty of our logic. 
However, if our conclusions are both self--consistent and correspond 
to the world of things, then this is evidence that wouid tend ta 
support the truth of our presupposi.tionso But ev8n this does not 
prove demonstrably thnt they are co:-crect, it only gives support for 
these ideaso This samn yeneral argum2nt applies to theological as 
well as scientific presuppositions. 

At this stage it shou1d be noted that using different presuppositions, 
different coherent svstems may. be erected., r,;ost of us .are acquainted 
with Euclid -,, geomstl'y 1r1.·hich is built on u certain set of axioms, but 
by using diffe�ent axiom: it is possible to develop various non­
Euclidean geometri s •·- c:or1'e oI w:lich have been found to be useful in 
certain fields� lVi th different p:cesupposi tions quite different 
conclusions cian be renched. 

For the purpose of sc� Emti:ric j_nvesdgation it is usually necessary to 
reduce- the numbe:r of var�_J;)_l_es as far as possib�e. If possible we 
keep everything cor.stant except two variables; one of which is varied 
and the effect upon the other is noted, eago the mass af gas and the 
temperature is kept consta;1t and the pressure is varied and the volume 
is measured in the farr.ili;::ir Boyle's Lw1 _fxperL: c':.J Th0 fact that 
the mass of gas and the tempera+.ure ai:e kGpt constunt does not mean, 
of course, that they are unimportant; . bu·c fo]� this particular 
experiment, if studying the relation of pressure and volume, they are 
not relevant and if varied would prevent the simpJ.e relationship of 

l 
V OC � from being appurent. If it is impossible to control certain 
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factors, which may prove later to be important, it is sometimes 
ne·cessary when carrying out the_ experiment to assume either that they 
are irr·erevnnt, or that for the duration 0f the experiment they will 
remain constint in their actiori, thus nit invalidating the results, 
so permitting the relationships under investigation to become apparent. 
Here we helve an additional type of scientific p:;:-esupposi tion e 

If after- experimental work certain conclusions are reached, the truth 
of these conclusions will depend upon the t�uth of the presuppo�itions. 
(Though sometimes true conclusions are reached from false presup­
p,Jsitions and false conclusi-ons from true presupp:isitfons, but in 
these cases either the reasoning or the experimental work is at fault, 
or in s•Jme. way the false presuppositions contained compensatin;:i errors.) 

Now if our presupposition is A und our conclusion is A then we have 
argued in a circle_ 2nd proved nothing. 2:1 t�e other hand if our
presupposition is A and our conclusl.on is ,··v·A then '.)Ur reasoning or. 
experiment must be at fault. H'.)wever, if our presuppositions are 
(A + B) and our conclusion is ,--,.,: ... (A + B) then it could be that the 
presupposition·A is inconsistent with the presupposition B. 

All this sounds very up in the air� but it c�n be vit?t in Christian 
apologetics. Sometimes one r�ads statements to the effect that� 
''From the results of these i�vestigations one can see.that Thedlogical 
Design ;:ind purp.ose ;:ire excluded from the Universe." Such a stntement 
forms the philosophic;::il conclusion of some0ne 's attempted scientific
reasoning. This sort of conclusion can be shown to be_ logically 

· 

inv;::ilid if it can - be shown that either it was cJssumed in the pre sup'."'.' 
positions, or· thc1t its opposite was assl:med in the presupp'.)siticins, · 
either implicitly j� explicitly. 

The ar·gument w0uld a:i.s0 be invalid if 5.t c:iuld be shown that this 
type of conclusion cann-'.)t properly be drawn because, for purp'.)ses Jf 
h�ndling the data and general simplification, factors ielevant to 
this type of conclusion '.)r its opposite are neglected,, 

As the prGsuppo sitions connected with Science are ,Jften not recognized 
and seldom siated, it should be no surprise if this conclusi�n ii both 
contained in some presupp'.)sition and its opposite is assu�ed in �thers. 

The type of "scientific'_' c:nclu:3ion just referred t:J �s, of course,
the result ,Jf a naturnll st1c philosophy, C.S. Lewis has attempted
to show that natur-alisrn involves a self contradiction. His argument 
tnkes the following line: For science to be true,· hu.man reasoning 
must be valid, - thus any true iJCcount of the Uni ve:tse. must be such_ a·s 
t0 allow our thinking its elf to give a_ real insight into the naf.v.re 
of the Uni verse, but th,Jught is not V:Jlid H it is comp le tel y 
explainable as the result of irrational causes. Thus it follows 
that a theory is inadmissible if it makes the human mind the pioduct 
of irrational causes. ( Quite cle2r 1 y justice cann:Jt be done to 
Lewis' 3rgument in so short 2 space and the reader is referred t0 the 
original booko) 



12. 

Applying this argument of Lewis'. to the conclusion that "Theological 
Design" and purpose are excluded fr,-om the universe, we get t he 
following. If there is no design in the universe, then the human 
mind i.s not the product of design. Then :there_ is oo. reason. to 
believe -chat thought is valid. Hence there is no reason to. believe
that the conclusion, that there is not design in the universe, �s .. 
valid. 

The conclusion that there is no design or purpose requires, to be 
valid, the presupposition that the human mind is capable of logical 
thought, but this, on Lewis I argument is only reasonable if the 
mind is the product of a rational Mind. Thus this seems to be a 
case where the conclusion. ,,_, A requires as its presupposition A and 
this would indicate the sxi3tence of a fallacy in the original 
argument against design� 

There,is, however, another, more serious� objection to the conclusion.
to a scientific discussion that· Theological Design and purpose are 
excluded, and this is that this conclusion ·carmot be drawn because 
the relevant questions were never asked,, 

The success of the scientific method is due in no small part to its 
considering phenomena in isolation, with a limited number of variables, 
of its asking questions that can be answered by experiment, questions 
about mechanisms, "how?" and not "why?" in a teleological senseo 

But because science .. does not ask teleological questions it is not 
entitled to answer them, either in the .affirmative or the negative.· 
Hence the above teleological conclusion of a negative kind is 
completely out of order� 

Toulmin 4 irfaihtaihs· that questions as to the purpose of phenomena are
questions that physicists, as a result of their work, no longer see 
as questions that require asking. Later he refers to these questions 
as w.'particularly fruitless" and 5.n thi5 latter state!1'.lent, from the 
point c:if view of scientific method, he is correct. However, because·. 
scientific method canno:: y�.eld an answer to a pa::.:ticula·r question, 
this .is not to �ay that it does not require asking or that it is 
meaningless� and to say that it does begs the whole question of the 
scope and limitations of science� Other questions not amenable to 
scientific method include "!'Jhat ::.s just?" "Whett is good?" "What i? · 
beautiful?" 

The author is· inclined to believe th::.it without Theistic pr
0

esupposi tions 
one will not see design and purpose in the universe for it is 

"By'fai:th we understand that the wo2:lds have been framed by the 
word ·of God" 5 

and not merely by observation and e::-';periment. 
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1 See N.R. Hanson, Jhe Co!1,fg!2.Lof the Position, Cambridge, ( 1963). 

2 ,.,.., This sign hus a precise meaning: see P.F. Strawson, 
Introduction to Logical Theory, London, Methuen, (1952), P. 78� 
The sign may be read gs "not" in this book. 

3 c.5.� Lewis, Mir�, London, Geoffrey Bles, (1947), Ch.3.

4 Stephen Toulmin, Op. cit., P.55. 

5 Hebrews 11:3, R.V. 

Chc1pter 4 

PRINCIPLES OF BIBLICAL INTERPRETATION WITH SPECIAL REFERl=NCE TO 
APOLOGETIC PROBLEMS 

It is not intended in this chapter to consider all aspects of 

Biblical exegesis, but rather to consider some of those aspects that 

imping_e upon Christi an apologetics. (Those who desire a more 

general account are referred to "Bibfual Intervretation", by 

A.M. Stibbs (I.V.F.) or"The New Bible Handbook,", edited by

G.T. Manley (I.VoF.) and to an interesting urticle by E.F. Kevan on

"The Principles of Interpretation" in "Revelation and the fil.12le",

( Tyndale Press).

First it_ is necessary to find out what the text actuully states and 
what is the condition of the text. If the text under discussion is 
either missing from the best manuscripts� or is one for which there 
is a number of different readings� effort defending a given reading 
will not be well spent. · Assuming that there is no textual difficulty 
we must ascertain, to the best of 01..1;..' abHi ty, the meaning of the 
text. This is not alwi:lys simple._ The·rneaning of a word may perhaps 
be described as an area rather than a point, and words in different . 
lunguages that are approximately equivalent may in fact cover over-
lapping areas. Hence the meaning of iJ word may be slightly shifted 
through translation. Some li:lnguages draw finer distinctions than 
others. The_ one English word "love" may be used to translate at 
least three Greek words -- agape, eras� and philia -- so i.n this case 
English has not the "resolving power" of the Greek. On the other 
hand, particularly in the technical field, and hence of importance 
in apologetics, English may have a large number of words which if 
translated into the ancient languages of Greek or Hebrew would have 
to be rendered by the one word. f--.fl illustration of this occurs in 
1 Samuel 5:1-6:12. Here we read of mice and tumors; most likely we 
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are dealing-with a rat.:.borne plague� .. Rendle Short suggests this i$ 
bubonic plag�e., __ He says "Th: Hebrews were not exact z�ologists ,.:ind
no doul;:J.t .theu .wor.d . ." akhb.a;r!':·;:_1ffcluded- rats as well as mice.II Inus 
in English we can make finer distinctions here than were upparentiy .. 
po::;sible to the ancient Hebrews. It is important to realize· that· 
scientific usage often draws finer distinctions thnn are usuil in· 
common Englishc Thus the various species of rats are distinguished 
such as Ratt):dLrat:l;;JJ.§., E!!-norvegj_Sill§, R. __ .f!§similis, B .. lut:t-eolus, 
etco Of course, common names exist for many of these but they are. 
often not used with the precision of the scientific term. 

This has important implications in apologeticse The hyper-tradition-
alist who endeavours to equate !!kind" in Genesis 1 to "specie•s!' does 
not know What he is doing.. The modern species concept could not be 
expressed in ancient Hebrew, in fact it would be very difficult to 
express ·it in every dJy English. An exact discussio_n of the meaning 
of "specieslt in the modern scientific sense :requires an appr-ecintion 
of technical biological concepts and a te--::hnical langunge. 

The literary nature of the p�ssage under study is, of course, of · 
gr-eat importance. History, poetry; parable and allegory are not to 
be _tre2.ted in the :same wo.y. In Psnlm 18 g8 ( R. V.) we read .. -

" There went up a smoke out of his nostrils, 
And fire out of his mouth devoured; 
Coc1ls vvere kindled by i t.11 

This of course is a poetic way of expressing the profound truth of 
God's power-, but if we treated this passage as prose one could be led 
into serious error., In_this case the genre of the passage is quite 
clear, but this is not dwoys soo The early chapters of Genesis pose 
some problems as to their genre. It is possible that the Hebrews 
had 1 i ter ary . forms whi cl1 are ·unknown to us and this may ·exp 1 ain .: : 
certain of the. dffficul ties., 

. . : . ' . 
. 

The meaning of ,:the:passage to the original writers or hearers should 
also be determined, if possiblee Doubtless some passages may hnve 
been written only for the benefit of future generations, but, if so, 
I wo.qld- suggest .:that they are few in number and deal mainly .v✓i th _--_ 
Messianic themes and not with scientific propositions. The normal 
situation when a Prophet spoke, or an Apostle wrote, was to deliver 
a message, albejt of eternal truth, that was relevant to thbse 
addressed and usually affecting the not too for distant future ... There•· 
are, of cou:c se, some exceptions to th:i.s general statement. Sometimes 
a passoge may acquire a deeper secondaty meaning which can also be 
part of God's revelation to man, for exam?le Isaiah 7:140 

It shpuld cause no surprise that_ the process of revelatbn makes use 
of sound educational methods. Thus we find a development of 
concepts throughout the whole of Scrip-;:.ureo Revelation is progres-
sive,_ not in the sense that the early parts are wrong, but rather are 
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they i!1complete by themselves, and find thE;.-i.r completeness in Christ·. 
Jesus himselL_ ·· Thus· it is possible to trace the developments of· 
such important concepts as 1.!1§ .. J2.9.Y .. .12f the Lord and Messianic Hori,g 
fr-om the ear-1 y Old Testament· and to see these and other co ncepts' 
filled out in the New. Testament in a way tnat·few Old Testament 
believers could have expected� 

The e�eg�tic�l significance of this is that �he s�me word (or its 
equiValentin·the Greek) may have a much richer connotation in the 
latter part of the Old Testament than in the earlier part and a still 
much richer fulfilrri�nt in the' New fostnmentQ If we read the complete 
New Testament cqnnoto.tion into the Old Testciment po.sscige� we may find 
ourselves v✓ith an unnecessnr·y apologetic problem. This means that 
the context of any pass2ge of Scripture is the whole of. Scripture. 

Verses must, of couise, be considered in their- immediate context as 
well. Questions that must be considered include to what or whom 
does the text refer, and nt what time was it relevant and whose words 
are these? In Genesis 9:25, one verse -of a difficult passage, 
Canaan, as a resylt of H2m !s action, is cursed by Noah. This verse 
has been used to�justify the South African's apartheid policy, y�t 
nowhere in this passage does it say God cursed Canaan, but only Noah; 
nor does it give evidence that the South African negroes ar.e in any 
way related to Ham. . The descendants of Ham may have lived in 
Canaan, Egypt and a little to the_ south, but these people are not 
negroes but "white". Yet by neglect of the simplest exegetical 
rules an unchristian policy claims Biblical sanction! 

Difficult and obscure.passages,· parables, allegories� etc., should 
not be used to interpret straightforward p:1ssctges, but rather the 
reverse.· 

Ev,mgeliq,l Christi ans maintain that the Bible is true,. but in what 
sense is this to be understood? Some have felt that this must mean 
exact scientific accuracy by twentieth century standard, but,. if so, 
why not by tbose st2ndards · of twenty-first century science or even 
twenty"'."'fifth? If the Bible ·conforms to the latter it will soon be 
appr�nt that we of the· twentieth century will not _be able to 
appreciate it, let alone those of the first century A.D. or earlier.' 

There seems to be 2. confusion of truth and accuracy. We often · 
accept a statement 2.s being -:rue without demanding pointless 
accul'.acy� . _It, would be sufficient for a witness in a law cour·t to 
say that the traffic light was red. Any disciussion as to whether 
it was a pure spectral red, a bluish red or- an orange red would in 
the normal case ,be considered quite out of· place. 

Then again, if two young ladies were ded.ding what clothe.s to wear, 
it could be a question of some importance if· pne girl's C:Jat wns a 
blue red or an o!'.ange red. The· plain answer that she was going to 
wear a red coat .oould be misleading. For exact scientific work it 



may be necessary to specify the exact wave length to be used, but even 
this could be refineq further. Orie could go on becoming more and 
more precise, and sometimes we must do th:ts, ·but to use this scientific 
precision in a discussion about the colour of a traffic light at the 
time of an accident would not make our evidence more true, only 
ridiculous. The degree of accuracy that we ·use is a function of the 
purposes for which the information is to be used. A statement is 
regarded as true if it does not mislead a person who uses the 
information supplied for its designated purpose. The information 
could be accurate enough for other purposes, but it does not reflect 
upon t he truth of the original statement if it is not. To illustrate 
this from Scripture: in 2 Chronicles 4:2 we'read of the molten sea 
of the temple which was "ten c.ubt ts from brim to brim, round in 
compass •••• :; and a line of thiJ;ty cubits compassed it round about." 
Now these qgures convey an idea of its size and as such are true and 
�a�isf�<:Jo_�.Y? but it �s reported that some folk,en,qecivotJr�9 -�o
e·s-tablish�-,a�'value for-1f'from them� This is qu1te siIT!ple:-

1r' = circumferencg
diameter = 3.0000 

So then .we have established a v�lue for./Jf of 3�0000 from Scril?ture: 

This of course is a complete- misuse of Scripture, but it is still in 
a very rough sense correct� $uppose Scripture was t o  possess the 
kind, of exactness that these folk expected, what would it :have read? 
Thirty-one cubits, 31.4159 cubits or 31.415926536 cubits? Even 
t.oday it could npt be w:r;itten with the exactness requir·ed by these
hypertr.aditionalists, and it never will be able to be so written
becau,sg of the nature of the ratio in vol vede .. This is not to mention
that neither ,the Hebrew numbe..r system nor their system of measures nor
their tools of measurement were capable to such exactness. Even if•
they had been capable this would not have furthered the purpose of 
Scripture.

Paul tells Timothy that Scripture is "profitable for teaching, for 
reprpof, for correction, fo� instruction which is in righteousness: 
that the. man of God may be complete, furnished complete! y unto every 
good work" (2 Tim�thy 3:15&19). The accuracy of Scripture....l,s such 
that it can perform this task. Hone .wishes to calculatelJ>, or· 
the date of the Exodus, one may well get an answer that is not hope­
lessi y oyt, but there is no obligation upon Scriptu:t'e' to supply the 
precision that one re.quires. This failure to provide details. which 
are: not .:r;€levant to its, purpose is not a reflectioi'l. upon its truth 
but' d·emoristrates its wisdom in not hiding its message! under a mass of· 
irrelevant detail� 

1 Rendle Short; Mndern DiscoV�D!' and the Bible,·tondon, r.V.F. (1957), 
p. 125.

., ) 

I 
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. THE 'BIBLE. AND THE, NATURAL WORLD.,.

It is not possib;le adequateiy, to·. con:stdEft the--::.var·ibUS problems cif 
•·• • . .-. ' �'">;I. . •: 

apologetics ':\.mtil ohe · has dis'covered- iioi¼- 'the '13-i_!:,le deals with what .we
; '. • :. � 

' • ' I : • • • 

would cail natµral events. . There are' at least two ways of discussing 
. _; ' .. - . • . . t . � . . � • .... ; 

a given phenom�nonO' · One way' is t'� de�c:ribe just ,wh
.
a:t �s: det��ted,.-1:n/ 

the, $en?es,, th'at .iS9: what can be seen, felt, b�ard� etc. ,<. The bthef; 
waY:, is' to c:onsid�r the: mechani .. sms that lie behind: the1 phenomen6n that 
has::��:ien· p_ercei:ved; _ ttiat is,. to attempt to_ giV-e some-·theo-reti'c'a°i, .- ,'-
explanatl.on as· _t9 how the phenomenon occurred� 'This: latte±'' is rr6w 
the,.province o°f:modern natural science., which,involves us in•the' 
postula

.
tJon ,of.::th.eoreti<::al: entities• such as· atoms, electrons,� 

.•
. 

molecules� gei;i.es,,. e:t,c,-.,,: and· of various theori<?s;, bif ;the univer·se� .Jof ''.
example, the"expanding•universe, continuous creation,, et'f� . Many"o'f '.
the·se concepts; at the level of theory on our scheme', arrived at by 
abducti ve reasoning, have proved to be most useful in the. sense o'f

enabling applied science to· go forward and of providing new fields 
for pure icientific research. However; at the ·same time, these 
the�retical explanations are subject to constant modification arid 
sometimes even to rejection� 

In ancient times, theoretical explanatioris often took a'ver_y different 
form� The daily pas$�ge· of the sun across"the heavens�njight �--
explained. in te-rms. of- a god who drove his chariot across the sky. The 
Australian. aboriginal stories of the Dream Time. also . come into i:;his 
same class �of explanation.. Al tho�gh the_se latter. are very different 
in many ways •frorri tw�ntietli century science, they, . like it, are 
attempts tb get below the surf ace level of rrter:e description of
pheri9mena. · · · · · 

I 

The question is, "which of these two methods does the Bible use?" 
This question is vital because if the descr.iptions iri the Bible arf:1 . . 
postulationa1, that is if it 'attempts to give a theore_tical explan..: - • 
ation as to hnw natural events occur, then several difficulti

0

ei must 
follow. Either the theoretical explanation is cor':rect or i.t

. 
ts . . '

wrong'. • If it is _correct, wh_at is its purpose'? • The concepts needed.· 
wi_ll have been ·beyond the understanding of those to whom· the messagep 
were originally addressed, and presumably_ also beyond us in the · · ··

twent:i'eth- century, beyond even our best scientists.. . Th�re .is a.lso · .. 
the ••considirable -cii'fficul ty as to how these finally c,orrect :theoretical 
explanations could be 'couche_d in. a rion-technicpi langµage suc;h �s ,: -.

.. 
ancie'nt Hebrew or everi Greek. · The theoretical expla'natioh cou.ld 'of: .· · 
course be wrong, it could be in terms similar to the Greek or 
Canaanite myths. However, close inspection of Scripture shows it to 
be pec_uli-arly; fr�� fro� such myths. ,. .Hebrew .. 1:i, t�J,'at.ure . may well be .·
Unique in this matter. This can be seen if one compares the Babylonian 
creation and flood stories with the Genesis account. The differences 
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are more striking tha!l the, si,1ilarities; the one is grotesque and 
p6lytheistic ? the other is based �n dignified ethical monotheisme 

All this may lead us to expect that the Bible may describe the 
natural world as experienced by the s

1
nseso : Ramm ·sugc;jested "The 

language .'Jf the Bible is phenomenalu . This is indeed the only way 
in which the natural world can be discussed without becoming out of 
date when new discoveries are made. 

The Bi�le speaks of God making "his sun to rise on the evil and the 
good". The Bible is not teaching a particular view of the uni verse 
but it is making a theological statement about the care of God for 
man. Th� natural phenomenon is here considered in such a way that 
it corresnonds to the :;.Q)]Illi].[L_g_��erienc.e of ma:10 Tomorrow ? . if you 
rise early' enough, you may see fer yourself the sun rise. The 
rotation of the earth about :i. t£. axis is not only not relevant to the 
purpose of the Bible, but it is not something that could be ob:s-erved 
when Scripture was written.- · ( It may be observable in future of 
course, from somewhere out in spclCeo) 

The importance of the various scientific theories of the motions _of 
the heavenly bodies is that they si,nplify the mathematical equations 

.which .man._ has produced to describe the appare:1t mQvement of tbe 
heavenly bodies. It is still possil:?le to place 0ne's frame -of 
reference on the earth, qut the resulting equations would be so much 
more comp.lex that no scient_ist _would consider such an idea. 

If �he language of the Bible is recognised as being p�enomenological 
then certain important things foll0v11 for the study of Christian -
apo lo�eti cs. 

First we s�all not try td twist �ertain verses of script0re to make
them contain a given modern scientific theory. · Two verse·s which
have suffered this treatment are Hebrev,s 11:3 and Genesis 1:2., 
Hebrews 11:3 which reads .,so that what is seen hath not been made out 
0f things wh::.ah do appear" ( Ro V,) has ?een'. twisted to. _contain q _ 3reference to the modern ato:nic theo:-_•y wi. th its electrons, etc o : RaJ11ffi 
states \hat the· brooding of the Spirit. mentio:ned in Genesis ii 2. hc!s -
been asse:ciated with de Eroglie �s undulatory ·cheory of matter. 

The other. significant matter that arises out of this appro9ch is· that, 
when considering a -,,erss such as. Josh1Ja ::_(): 12 "And the sun stayed in 
the midst of heaven, ,:md hasted not to go down about ,a wbole, dayll ,  :we 
shall not necessarily �turt by postulating that this verse requires 
that the earth .suddenly stopped on its a:is, �ith all the.resulting 
complications ? '-;but :rather· we will nccept t_he phenomenon that was __ ... 
observed, and then ":;onslder hovi it c9uld have occurredo . (I should 
mention that. there is some doubt .as �6 just what the text does: in · 
fact SiJY appea1·ed t o  _happen, but this does not affe:�t th� arguin�nt.) 

1 Bern'ar.p Ramr,i ?
. JJi·e Christt_an View of S�i.€£l.f8 and ScriQture ? The , 

Paternoster Press f Lbndbn ;'· '( 1955), Po 46.· 
2 Matthew 5g45 R.V. 
3 Bernard Ramm, W· cito Pe48. 
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RANDC1v1 CHANCE AND PREDETERMINED PURPOSE 

19. 

It is common .in biological writings to find statements like that of 

Swanson 1 quoted earlier, in which WJt only is ev'.)lution said to result

from random chance, but this is said to preclude predetermined purpose. 

If this is indeed the si tuation 9 thon there W'.)uld appear to be at 

least a prima facie case for those who assert that Christianity and 

evolution are irreconcilable. 

Before coming to this conclusion, it is necessary to examine more 
closely the concept of randomness or chance. 1//hcit in fact is 
conveyed by this term, and how is it to be linked with biological 
evolution? 

If event A is said to happen by chance, do we mean that it is uncaused? 
The answer is clei:lrly "no". What we seem to mean is that the Ci:lUSe 
B could have given rise to i:lny one of a series of events A, A 1 

9 A 1 1 ,A 1 1 ' 

etc., i:lnd that there was no particuiar apparent reason 1i1hy event l\. 
should occur rather than A 11 • Consider the traditional "chance" 
situation of tossing a coin. The tossing under gravity is the cause 
(B) of it landing, and if it lands head uppermost then event A is said
to occur, and if tail uppermost event A 1

• Assuming that it is a 
normal coin and no peculiar device is involved we may consider that 
the probability of cause B giving rise to event A is 0.5 or 50% and 
that of it giving rise to event A' is 0.5 also. This is the sort 
of statistical riotibn that is in mind when it is said that there is 

a probability of say 1 x 10 -6
of a mutation being beneficial to an 

organism. To return to the coin-tossing case, the question is why,

in a particular toss, the coin lands head uppermost. The answer to 
this is a complex series of physical conditions of the form:- the
initial position of the coin, the exact place at which the force is 
applied, the duration of time during which the force acts, air 
resistance, the shape of the coin, etc. 9 etc. A slight change in 
any one of these large number of factors may reverse the result �nd 
event A 1 will occur instead of event A,. 

The number of contributing factors (C
9 

D, E
9 

F, G� H, etc.) to event 
A occurring is so large that it is impossible for the tosser of the 
coin to reproduce all the conditions exactly and therefore with a 
normal coin either event A or A' is equally probable, but given all 
the factors in a given toss the result is not an accident 9 but is 
completely determined by physical factors even if they are not in 
fact known. The result of the toss is .in orincinle, if n'.2t in 
practice, predictable. This is an example of what Barnes would call 



physical randomness. There is reason to believe that it is 
precisely this type of randomness that i:s pI'esent in biologic.al 
si tuatio11s. 

Some ·may here object that physical science does know 1Jf an area in 
sub-atomic physics where Heisenberg :s Uncertainty Principle operates· 
and where behaviour of the_ sub-atomic particle is not even in 
principle predictableo If this is in fact true we, have here a 
d�fferent type of randomness to our coin-tossing case.: However, for. 
this in· any way to affect this argument, it would have to be shown 
that the outcome '.Jf a given biol'.Jgical situation was• •affected by the. 
behaviour of a very sm:JJ.l number rif su.b-atomic partic_les9 . the 
a"cti vi ties of large numbers -of particles.,being calculable. ·· It mar· 
be:no�ed h�re th2t_if th�s sub-atomic situation is in fa�t3in
pnric1ple indeterminate 1 t open::: a door _t? what C.S. Lewis·· has ·called 
the sub-naturaL. -. The effect that this could have on .the Naturcilist­
Superriatur:alist argument is mentioned by Le-.vis ·and i.s worthy of a 
cbser study. 

If biological randomness is wha_t Barnes has called. physical .randomness 
the question will arise 7 Mis the nature of this physical randomness 
such as to exclude the existence of predetermined purpose and plan?' 

Before answering this it is as well to consider jtist where rahcloinness' 
does occur in biological _si tu,ations. 

The most' off�hquoted exampie 6f ':r·andomness is th·e mutati:on: process 
when a gene is changed fr-om one all el t::::i another 9 either "spontan­
eously" '.JI under the action of some mutogeni c agerit- such as X rays or 
certain. ch�mica1s. . While the exact nature of m}rtation is no-t yet. 
established it seems likely� if __ Watsor:i ancl Crick·-are correct,··. that 
it results in a change in the sequence rif purin2 and pyrimidine bases 
in thedeoxyribo),e:nudeic acid (D, NoA-.) which is a major constftuent 
of the chromGS'.)ci:es in which the genes ere situated/ . It sec-ms .. 
reasonable to expect that, although it is in pr3ctics impossible to 
predict what mutations vvill occur- when an organism is subjected to a 
mutogenic agent� the si tuaUon wo:.ild be :,_n p::indple exactly like 
that of the coin-tossing case. 

Another examplG of biological rando�ness is in the recombination of 
genes both in the separat:i.o!1 and :reg:ro'..lp:i.ng of chromosomes in meiotic 
division and also in the c.�- JSsing ove""' be t.ween homologous chromosomes. 
All this results in no two spen11 or eggs car-rying exactly the same 
genetic complement in a norr":a:L ,,� i.:u:cal population. The selection of 
which sperm fertili:.c:e;:; a given egg :i.s also one of r2ndomness. This 
type of randomness is interent i� the p�oduction of each individual, 
and again there is reason to believe it is a c2,se of physical random­
ness� which would be in princ ple predictable if all the forces 
acting were known� but v1hi ch n pl' acti ce can onJ. y be handled statis­
ticall y. 
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Natural selection should be mentioned here, but this is not believed 
to be a mere random process otherwise, apart from genetic drift in 
small isolated populations, there would be li ttlE: or no evolution. 

Natural selection, or differential reproduction as it is often called, 
favours one phenotype as compared to anothero The different 
phenotypes result from the mubtion arid recombination of genes. The 
causes of natural selection can, in some cases, be determined and its 
results even predicted. For example in s0me environments, with 
strong winds, a wingless insect may have an advantage over a winged 
form, thus one might predict thJt the wingless form would be selected5 
Such a wingless fly, Belgica a.obrctica, is found in windy Antarctica • 

Therefore even if mutation were random, in the sense of being uncon­
trollable even by God ( a situation that I do not believe to be the 
case), even then evolution need not be outside of His control 
provided selection can be controlled and sufficient mutations and 
recombinations occur. Since Man has controlled evolution by 
selection in domestic animals, there can be no problem in God doing 
more_. 

1. Carl P. Swanson, .QQ • .£:;it, P. 533.

2 Gordon E. Barnes, "The concepts of Randomness and Progress in 
Evolution", ,lournal...Qf_the Victoria Institute, Vol. 90, No.3, 
( Winter 1958), P. 183. 

3 c.s. Lewis, Miracles, .QQ • .ti�, P.24.

4 J.D. Watson and F .J.C. Crick, 11 Moleculc::r Structure of Nucleic 
Acids", ,Nature CLXXI, ( 1953) P. 737 f. 

5 George A. Lland, "The Terrestrial Life of the Antarctic11

, 

Scienlifi c Americ,..an., Vol. 207, No.3 (September, 1962), P. 212-230. 
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If ;;�-----'co.ris'°ider : c:{ parti'cul ar event A and we set about to ·cte{ermine its. ···" � 
cause 9 what precisely are we doi_ng? :Often i_n., scientific. �\fork we fail 

t9_no:qp:;' t.he comple� nature of causatfon 9 . for: by scientific meth�d 
. . . ,, . . . . 

we· simply try this problem so that we can· handle. i.t under laboratory 

conditions� ,We isolate the problem from its natural settin·g:. and t:ry 
to ·wo:rk with a ve1:y limited ·number of variables. To take a simple. 
case 9 we. +aise_ thE? temperature of· a given mass of gas at_ constant 
pressure and measure the increase in volurGe, . Here we. try to have_
only two vari.ablei,o VVe change one and note the effect on the other 
and so we· can say the increase in temperature .C:::£1)2.§eq the increase in 
volume. 

Consider the case of the assassination of the President of the Y

republico The question arises 9 ,vhy _did he d:i.e?. The police .. sur;geon · 
may say thc1t. a bull et entered his heari: 9 and this is a sati.sfac:"tor/' 
explanatiQn of thEi _cause of death;· but a cell physfologist may. say. 
he died because oxygen was ·ho :1ongei a,ia"ilable to the ·cells of; his.·
brain and therefore they cr•a-sed functionin(j_ and he diedo •: Anothe:r 
pers-011 may say it was because the assassin' had peen taught to use:�a
gud yvhils,t doing his national service trathirig,'. ·\e\ ,again,Jhe _ ..
assass'ination could be- explained -as .resulting f:roin' an _oppressive a Gt 
th::.t the.: Pr-esident_ h.ad procl.aimed the previous we'ek/�hilst- a ps/cho­
logist might seek an. expl anatioh either in terms of the ass.as sin 1

s.

childhood or the social pressures that had caused the President to · 
proclaim the particuli:l:r acto And so ·.-1e cou}d Qo on ar,id.)ist. a 12rge 
number of thing.s· which·were it/ some se·nse _the cause of the· a�sassin_'."'" .. /..ation_.,, · _In fact. some.. sine gu;i no.1} we {vould:·not usuall y OJ·.n?"ider under 
the head):ng of caus:es ,:"e.g. in this•, case the ciiscovery of ;�xplosive5;. _: 
is ce:rOt slifily ;an indispensabl�. ,condition to· a man being sho�t Vyith a .· 

. 

gun, tl_:iough we are not. accusic;med' to -�hinking of tr;;:,s _as a ca�?e� · . 
( some,, su6}i 'discoveil'ies' may have: moral. overtones� E?c 9o th:': d-�,s·covery. 
of the. �foJntC bomb: is. an inclispensa�lo c_ondition tc: r a nucle2,r war' 

. 

though this i"S not "the cause in a simple sense,.) ,, . 
- . . . . 

NoVJ 'cons'lq�:c the.·'. re la ti "Jel y ·si-mp+e ir;dse\:: say;' I wtsh "to·· b�;i,.lc;l a house •. 
I dr.<;1w ,up, ce_r.tain pYans iof trw house .so:·tMit it is just· a;s":'I want it/· 
then I consult' a builde.r vvh6 'builds :i-L· Psing tools. There is ri'ow 
a real sense in which I could say I caused. J;hl.tt (.and not, ,some other) 
house to be buHt •

. 
The bui'.!.der· muJ.d� in .a different• sense, cl.aim . ·''.·

that he .was the c·ause o:f tha,:t h)use' !?ei.ng t�il i: 9 since. h�·b1\il t it; 
and the :tool5;· couid also be ·'sai,d to have made the house o··. · 

• 
2 

• 

The ooint tf1at-I w-ant to make from all {his- is that ·'causati'i:m is no-b, . ;' · 
a simple concept;,: a great deal m�_1:e could be. i�id on thi:; ;ubject.' �nd-. 
shollld be j "but now·-I'wish·_to iook"·at ,a:•quotation·'from "Life" o 
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"The theory of natural selection shows how, in the evolution of 
life, complexity, design and appare'nt purpose 'have been brought 
ab.out by causes that are as automatic and materially deterministic 
as the fall of Newton's apple or the circling 1of the planets. 
Theological design and purpose are excluded" o 

· · 

This is a direct attack by some scientists up-Jn Christian ·belief,· but 
this is an example of a scientist fulling into just the same J)hilo-
sophical trap that has also ensnared many evangelicals. The. trap 
involves the assumption that if a physical mechanism can be produced 
for a given natural event then the activity of God is entirely ruled 
out. This assumes an altogether too simple concept of causation. 
Another philosophical mi stake which vve have already examined is t he 
fail1:ll' e to consider the nature of scienti fie presuppositions which 
are clearly relevant to this conclusion. Thus quiteapart from the 
question of causation that we are now discussing, we would maintain 
that this, because of the nature of scientific presuppositions, is 
not the so�t of conclusion that can be validly obtained by scientific 
reasoning. 

Christians who have fallen into this same trap produce a "God of the 
Gap�•. In doing this they allow that science has shown how certain 
things happen, but then they quickly point out that as yet science. has 
not explained the origin of life, how this form changed to ihat, etc. 
Thus they find room for God in. the gaps, those regions where scientific 
research has not yet yielded the answers, and allow science to explain 
thos.e areas where it can be demonstrated beyond all doubt that it. is 
corr'ect. But as scientific research proceeds the gaps become less 
and· less and therefore the "God of the Gaps" becomes less and les.s 
essential. 

This "type of thinking must be opposed whether it is by atheist or 
Chr:istian for it fails to grasp certain important truths.� It must 
be .asserted that God usui:lllY uses means to accomplish his purposes. 
He sepds ,the ra.in that plants may grow and mankind be fed, though he 
might have chosen some more direct methodo In everyday experience 
C hrisfians do not say that God does not act through people and things, 
but in some f,ields this same concept seems to raise difficulties. 

Thus I wish to examine soine scripture texts which assert the activity 
of God in areas where we have n.o difficulty in believing that the 
scientific mechanism is an �xp1 anation 3nd. a cause ( at a certain level 
of m�aning of that word) of the phenomena. 

Psalm 118:24 reads, "This is the dc:y that the Lord hc:th.made. 11 Do 
we feel· any conflict between this vers� and .the_ scientific explanation 
that·the revolutions of the earth on its axis' produces_day and night? 
Again Amos 4�13 referring to God states, "For lo, he that formeth the 
mountains and createth the. w_ind •••• " Yet I have never seen a tract 
denouncing the idea that mountains are often formed by such processes 
as block fc:iul ting, folding, yolcanic activity or differential erosions. 
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as being contrary to this verse. No difficulty .seems to be 
•experienced in accepting the idea thnt God used thes.e mechanisms,
.which .are the result of complex·cause and effect chains;· to make the
·m�untains. The same argument also ·applies to the statement "creates
the wind"o

. The Christian must assert' that all th.e · �cti v'ity of "Nnture" is in 
fact the activity of God, and the fi:111 of Newton.'s apple or the 
cir·cH'i-ig· ot" the planets, far from being .an' example of. something that. 
is.-ind�pentlent of God are in fact part of the orderly p'

l
an of the 

....

Creator.· 

Natµral generation· is attributed to· God in many parts .of Scripture, 
but this is not taken to deny natural pxocesses, most of which must 
have .been, to so_rrio. ext,2nt, known 5-n Bible days. For example, ".,.. •• 
He formed locusts in the beginning of the $h,�oting up of the latter 
growth'' (Amos 7n). The production of grasshoppers is.the activity 
of. God. though doubtless all tr:ie normal ·natural processes 'V'ere involved" 

l G.'G •. Simpson, C.S. Pi ttendrich: and. L..H •. ,Tiff any, Op. cit, f\ 26.

2 .,S1,.1pra.·

·ChQQter _a 

MORAL OBLIGATiillL.AND SCIEJg. 

From time to time there appe.nr in the newspopers statements made by 
. . . 

scientists .as .. to what ought to be done about very many different 
issues. · !Many of these stntements are reasonable and contain very 

. . .. \ . " '

good advice,,.· However; there is a rieed f()r very clear thinking at 
this p;int·. ns tci the grounds :)n whi6h such advice is given, otherwise 
we may-:find ourselv.es cornmftted to programmes, aspects .6:f which may 
appaF us. 

To illus.trate this point I.will tc:ike as ai:r ex;;irnple one which has few 
emotive pvertdnes; .. The simple case of Dr. A saying 1nogging of timber 
ought to "be prevented in the water catchment areas." Now when Dr.: A 
makes this ·statement he appears. to ,be mnking a scientific statement, 
but is he?· ·As, a scientiit he can say:-

· · 

(1) Logging can cause erosion which will. silt tip the rt:?servoirs. ,, .
The cost of partially r,epalring· the damage Will be quite high'�
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, (2) The presence of men in the catchment areas will make it 

possible for disease organisms to contaminate the water. stipply. 
. . . . . 

(3) H these ·organisms are not to. be a hazard then the. contamin�led
water wili have to be treated in some way.

These are simple scientific statements, the truth of which could be 
investigated by normal scientific methods, but none of these . statements 
( or other· statements of the same type) c;1n be used as !,he sole groung_ 
for a statement of moral obligation that "logging of timber @9.b� . 
.QQ prevented •••• 11 All that the scientist can say, as a scientist, is
that if you permit logging then these consequences will foll6w� 

It is possible that you may think that these consequences, erosion, 
silting of reservoirs and disease, are good things and ought to be 
encouraged. If you do, I shall believe that y.our �.alue judgments are 
wrong� Value judgments can not be made on scientific grounds alone 
and cannot be refuted on scientific grounds alone. The basis for 
value judgments must be found elsewherec Scientific investigations 
can and do provide valuable information in the form: "if A is done 
then B will follow unless C happens", o:r, in simpler form "if A then 
B' • .. This information can be highly relevant when deciding upon a 
course of action, but it cannot inform us that "A" ought to be done. 
It is not within the scope of science to provide a standard b� which 
value judgments can be made; this must come from elsewhere. 

It should be quite clear that it is not proposed to discuss from 
where this standard must come, or the relative merits of various 
standards, though the writer himself believes in a revealed standard. 

The idea that science does not provide a value standard is not revol-
utionary, but is often in danger· of·being forgotten. Nor is this 
point one that is made exclusively by Christians. 

Haldane states:- "A biologist can do two things besides discovering. 
facts •••• He can tell his fellows how to achieve 
ends which they desire already ••••• But he can 
never tell them what is worth doing9 . That is 1always an ethical, not a biological, question. 11 

And Huxley says;-::- "Science is morally neutral; . Sc.i�nce .has no scale 
· of values; only religion c�n ��lp; only religion

has u scale of values ••• n."

Christ:i,im scholars. who take the .same. view. include C.S. Lewis, who 
cliscusses the whole problem of values in 11The Abolition of Man. 11 In 
th� ,$econd chapter of this book, entitled "The Way'', he considers the 
pos.sibility of erecting "real" or "basic" values instend of the 
traditional values represented by what he calls the '"Tao"o Under the 
terms "real" or "basic" values would be included in those attempts to 
erect a v�:lue system from science. .Scientific statements• are always 
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in the indicativeg '"'If A then B", but value judgments, "Thou shaltoo 11 

II Thou'. shalt not. o 9 O ti' II This ;ught to be. o 0 0  II, are ei tb -�- in the 
imperative or conceal a,n imperative, _ · Lewis points out that "either 
the premises alre3dy concejl an imperative or _the conclusion remains
merely_ in the indic2tive.f1 _ Other Christian.writers taking a_ similar
stand include Clark who concludes that experience· cannot furnish a 
ground for a universal mor3l obligationo 

Bronowski 5 argues for truth and value in science, and in a sense he
is correct, but what he ::::1ils to do is to distinguish between values 
without which science could not function and values which are the 
product of scientific method. l';o-one, so far as I know, has tried to· 
maintain that scien·ce could function without valuese If most 
scientists did not show integrity in their published work science 
would soon be in chaos. The problems resulting from everi one serious 
fake, namely E:wmJhrqp_gs dawsoni (Piltdown man) are sufficient to 
demonstrate_the dependanco of science upon common honesty. This 
however only demonstrates that science could not hav2 continued to 
develop in cl society which failed t0 take a high view of the v3lue of 
truth. A strong case_ cnn be me.de out that mnny of the presuppositions 
of value, find their _.origin and justification in the Hebrew-Christian 
faith, but even if one does not· accept this - cliiim,-- it is - app�r<:>nt that 
the value r�:esupposi tions of science cannot themselves be the product 
of scienceo 

If the approach thut I have suggested is valid then we will treat with 
considerable.respect all statements of the form "If A then B11 that 
are made in thG name of science, and these may be used tog-e-the;r�with 
value standards derived from elsewhere to make. value judgments. 
However, when there is a staternerrt made� in··the· n-ame-·of $Cience, of 
the form "A ought to be done", we shall l0olc to see what value 
standard is bei11g _,used _.;. being quite sure -that, even- if W€· find we· 
can accept this standard� it must rest on some ground other than that 
of experimental scienceo 

Perhaps it would be as well to consider one such value statement made 
in the name of science. In a Melbourne newspaper- Professor G. Gac10w 
Pr1fessor of Physics at the University of Colorado was reported as 
saying, while speaking of the problem of genetic 102d that is borre by 
the human race as a result of medical scie�ce, 

"The only solution to the problem appears to be a modern-day 
Sparta in which ghildren who do not measure up to set standa;rds 
are kUled off� 11 

Although some aspects of the scientific side of this article are open 
to challenge, let us assume it to be correct and examine his value 
judgmentso These seem to include:-

(1) That the human race ought not to perish.

(2) That the continuance of the race into the future is of more
importance than the lives of children here and nowo
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, (3) That jny effects upon the morai thatacter of individuals, 
and hence d f the race; , caused by the destr·uction of 
thildre�_would be of .no consequence or would be outweighed 

,... by other. factors. ·. 

(4) That rriari is not answerable to any Higher Power for what he
'·does with children or that the Higher Power would approve.

None of these value judgments can be backed by science because they 
are, by their nature, quite· outside its scope. 

All this is not to say that the problem of genetic.load is not serious, 
or that a good cnse could not be made· out :from a Christian standpoint 
for not conceiving seriously deformed ch:Udren, but these judgments. 
as to wh�t ought to be done rest 0pon ethical and not scientific 
grounds. Ho_w ethically desirable results can be accomplished may 
well be .determined by scientific enquiry 9 but the goals, themselves, 
cannot be. 

1 J .. B-.S. Haldane, "Human Evolution· Past· and Future", 9enejj,.£§.,
Paleont� and Evolutipn, ( 1949) 9 P. 405. 

2: J� Huxley, Quoted in Farrfilfu, (3rd �1arch 1949), P.5. 
. ' . . . 

3 C.S. Lewis, The AbolitiQ.D_cl Man, London, Geoffrey Bles 9 (1947),·
P. 29.

4 G.H. Clcu.-k, "Special: Revela_tion as Rational" in Carl f .t{. Henry E<:1.
Revel�tipn and the Bible, Tyndale Press, (1959), P.35.-

5 J.·B;o�bWski, .Ih!LComrnon Sense of Science, Penguin Books, London,·· 
( 1960) 1-· Ch.:8. 

6 G. Garno�, The Sun, M�lbourne, .14th J anubry, 1960, P. 3.
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]ACK...IQ...J]E CONFLICT 

An examination must now be made of the supposed conflict between the 

statements of Scripture and the thebry o.f evolution. Before this 

c.an be done it is desirable to be quite clear that such things as t_he
len�ths of geological ti�e, the order of the fossils in the str�ti­
graphical sequence and the times and existence of the various Ice Ages 
are facts of geology and ::is such do not depend upon the theory of 
evolution for their veracity. Further� the evidence for these 
geological facts is so overwhelming that it is quite pointless to 
dispute them. The Christian Apologist is faced with two questions 
at this point. First� can Scripture be reconciled with the facts of 
geology? And second, what extr'a difficulties are raised by the 
theory of evolution oe.L,__§g and can these difficulties be reconciled 
with Christianity? 

Most discussion has centred upon the e.arl y chapters of Genesis· and 
in particular' chapters one and two., Here also is the question of 
the n terar·y form of each of these chapters and the relationship 
between them. 

· · 

Many attempts have been made to relate the first chapter of Genesis 
to the facts of Geology. Some of these have been more reasonable 
than' others.. To be worthy of c.:)nsideration, any· such co-relation 
must do justice to the text of Scripture� exp.ounded according to good 
exegetical practice� and to the facts of geology. Solutions which 
are unlikely· and depend upon gaps in p:+esent knowledge are in danger 
d proving to· be a broken reed. 

Ramm1 has discussed in some detail the various attempted reconcili-
ations. There are� I t�ink, three views worthy of serious consid-
eration. Perhaps the oldest of these is the one that takes the days 
of Genesis· and equates the/Tl to perbds of time (not exact geological 
perfods) and-produces an -�verall general agreement. There are three 
Jbjections to this theory that should be mentioned. . There is the .· . 
linguistic questi�·n of whether the Hebrew word translated "day11 in: our
English ver·sions can carry this II ag011 interpretation.. The ·creat:j.on.
of the- sun and moon on the fourth day, with light and darkness upon 
the first day, and the extremely strong evidence that the earth is 
not older than the sun all raise difficulties. · Finally, ·there is 
a cbnsiderable �ariation in the exact correlations suggested by the 
different:writers, of the days of Genesis with the geological time 
scale. However, these 0bjections, while serious, may not be ·as 
formidable as they first appear. 

Another .:\f;iew; · suggested by Wiseman2 , Thompson3, cincf othe_rs, is based 
on the supposed literary form of Genesis 1� Ln this, the creation 
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narrative is divided into two parallel partso The first three days 
depict the cre2tion of the fi-x'@d b2.ckgrount1,··viz:- the he,wens and 
the ear-th; the water- and the atmosphere; the land and the gr'.een 
plant�. The next three days depict the creo.tion of things that· ·. 
m6ve ih each of these respective spheres, viz�- .the syn and m0on; 
the marine cinimal sy birds (insects); Lmd animai s and mc1n. It is 
of .course tr�e that parallelism is 21 feature of Hebrew poetry and this 
interpretation has much to cofl1mend it. However·, the form of Genesis 
1 ap:pears chronologfral cine! this view djes not do justicato what I 
believe to be the r:Jther remc:rkable parallelism between the order. of 
Genesis 1. a·nd the known geological order, even admitting the problems 
associated with the fourth d2.y. 

So ther:·efore I. wish, to suggest a third view.. · This approach begins 
by asl<ing how co1.1ld this· r-evel:tion have come? It could have come 
in the: forrr(of wqtds 9 but it may have come ns 2 vision, similar to 
the.pr0phetic vision, on .six or seven succec:sive.days. If this was. 
so and the writer, an intelligent 2.ayman, wrote down in phenomenal 
language, wh3t he saw, then the :1ccount in Genesis 1 is a perfectly 
reasonable, 0ne, if the visions were from the st2ndpoint of ··one 
bccitetl up:6h the ea::r:th. This view .nccounts for the ·p2,rdlelism 
between ·the Scriptural. ncc::iunt cind the geol.ogicel focts, while n'ot 
requiring the technical exc:ctiess thnt we h,we ulrecldy seen t6 be · 
foreign tc:> Heb�ew thought and language. The appe2rance of the sun 
and mo.Jn on the fourth dc:iy c,.Juld be explained if the terrestrial 
atmosphere up to this "time contained much clcud9 perh2ps somewhat 
similar to that ofVc::nus t:;iday. (this is ndmittedly conjecture, but 
certainly hot. impo·ssible; or unreasonable on present knowle dge) 

Whicl�: view is a:c�epted is of little consequence, but 1rvhcit must .be 
emphasised is.· t:1at dc:ib in Genesis 1 are -not irreconcilable with· the 
known geological fc:icts� 

Now fb 'the q'.i0stion, does ,the theory of, evolution :raise any 
addi tioha1. �1iHicul tfos to those considered above? The most 1.i'kely 
obje:ction to be raise.cl by those .who oppose tho theory of evolution is 
that'-ftle crentures repr·oduced II after its kind0

' (Genesi_s 1 :21, etc.) • 
and' this pi'.ecludes the changing of one species into another. 
However,• as w.e have air.eady, seen above the woid ':'kind" cannot mean 
1

1 specie,s11 and further�. the spe_c_ies 'con6�pt is c:i product of ir.odern . 
science and is, 0qt usuc1lly undef$tpod by the obj ector-s themse1 ves� 
Some rhO:r'e ::receht writers have; tr·iecl to make ''kind" equivcilent to . ·. 
some h�gher:'taxcfr)omic"g:r·otlp; ,i::I_S -fpr exc:imple the coi:t:r:Jbutors to the ..
S yrnpos1tim oh "Evo�ui;.io0 and Christino Thought Todny!',' but. these have 
failed ::to :��9¢h" nhy� 'common·. ngr eemE?n:C .. as.· to :what.taxonomic leve 1 this· 
term ii t6 S�·'applied. Hris, is ·ba.:t.1dly su±pJ:'ising as. "kind" is not 
3 taxonornic ('term nnd belongs to �n entirely .different thbugnt form. 
It is much better to take II dter- its kind" 2s meaninc the observable 
fact. thc:it the offspring of vritrrials and· plants :te'semble their· j:hir'�nt�: 
This may 'n6t sOurid u very,p:ro(ound meaning, but even up to quite' . 

recent timel:'beltefs the.t 'anim�-ls ·originated in all types of strange 
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ways were common. One writer· meritioris, how it vvas believed that ducks 
_ or igina�ed. fr om pieces o � wood that fell into the water •. 

If we accept this interpretation of "after i.ts kind" there is no 
conflict-with th_e theory of evolution. No evolutionist denies that 
like produces like. Evolution is usually considered to proceed at 
such a' sloi� :rate that ch'::lnges of evolutionary significance usually. 
would not he noticeable between parent and offspringo In this 
passage 11 after its kind" asserts order in natur·e. This is something 
meaningful both to the ear 1 y Hebrews and to us today. 

So far an attempt has been made to show that there is not necessarily 
any conflict between some i!'}terp;r:etations of Genesis 1 and· the facts
of Geol8gy or- of evolutionary .theory •.. But 1,vhat of Genesis: .2:4· ·and
subsequent. verses? Here. the problem is more difficult. 

. 
The 

literary form seems to be different from thnt of Genesis 1:1-,.2:3 and 
many critics have attributed it to a different authoro •. It is• 
important to recognise the difficulties inherent in these c::hapters 
and not to confuse them with difficulties due to the theciry of .· 
evolution. Firstly, it should be realised that even on Bfshpp . 
Us sher' s long-:since-discredited dating, Genesis 2-il cover a period 
of over 2,ooo·years. It may perhaps represent a period.of.over 
300,000 years. or more,. if Adam is to be regarded as the first 'Homo 
.fillpie!1.§.. Thus

.
we cannot expect great detail in these chapters •.... 

Some sections may appear to be in: conflict not only with science but 
also with, Genesis i. This apparent Gonflict is probably due to 
problems in exegesis. ·· It is the writer 1 s view thnt 'Chapter 2 does 
not de§c:i;ibe_ the· cieation of the earth but the prep�ration of a small 
ar�a of it ·for. one iepreseritative man, Adam, and his wife, Eve. There 
seems to be. evidence that much of these chapters is in highly symbolic 
language. This is not to say that they are ci t,her utrtruo or .:uiiim-,. ... 
port ant'. The essence of a symbo.1 is that it is a symbol of something, 
not of nothing. Evidence of this symbolic character is 'found in 
such phrases as "the three. of the knowled9e of good and evil" (Genesis 
2: 17) "the tree of life" (Genesis 3:22). It is doubtful if either . 
of these trees would form the proper materi�l for botani:cal study.'· ' 
Further eyidence for this is in Revelation 22: 14 where. ,; the tree of 
life" again appears in. a context that is undoubtedly highly symbolic. 

. 
. ,  

. 

We who have grown. up in western. culture woi.ild· like a colour• sound 
motion picture of the events described in these chapters, o� at least 
a verbal qesc:ription that would correspond to such, but in these 
chapters vve have something the.t is cU,ffer2nt, Nevertheless they .do. 
succeed in conveying ce::tain thoolcgica:'.. concepts q'ui te clearly� ·even 
if they do not enable us to reconstruct tho exact setting in the way 
that we would desire. The difficui.ties with thC?se chapters are not 
theological but exegetical. 

Since there is a considerable number of exegeticol �oblems of some 
difficulty. i.n these ,chapters, 'IVt�hout regard to the -theory of evolution, 
it should· ti6t be surprising :that there is no simp�e · solution to the · · 
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problem before us; but to dismiss them as mere fable is te show no· 
. more wisdom than do those who attempt to dismiss the ·scientific theory 
of evolution i.n the same way. 

With regard to the scientific knowledge and early man, it would be 
fair to say that morG work is needed to elucidate the situation. A 
reasonable number of human fossils and ,:>. much larc;;er number of 
artefacts have been found, but the detailed picture is by no me2ns 
clear. It must be remembered that in geological work man is defined 
as an animal that makes and uses tools, and there is no necessity for 
this definition to be co-extensive with that of a "living soul" of 
Genesis 2:7, though of course it may beo From the scientific sidG 
the relations between Homo sa2iPn1?, Ho neanderthal, SinanthroQ1!.§. 
i;2ekinesi.§., Pi thecanthroous erec_tus, etc.,. need to be elucidated, while 
from the Biblical side it would be interesting to know whom Cain 
feared in Genesis 4:14, when hG married (of course this could have 
been a sister), and who were the two parties designated the "sons of 
God" and the "daughters of men" in Genesis 6:2. ( The usual explan­
ation involving angels is in direct conflict with our Lord's state­
ment in Mark 12:25). Thus there is a hint in Scripture that.t here 
may have been other intelligent beings about at this time. 

Modern population genetics envisages a�pulation, r�ther than one or 
two individuals, diverging under isolating factors, to form a new 
species. This may be felt to be in conflict with the apparent 
Biblical view of an original pair. Here, however, certain things 
must be remembered. First, 'ther-e is no need to believe that· 
speciation always occurs by the same m0chanism in all caseso S econd, 
one may believe that i in the change to man, God interfered in some 
special way, though the writer believes that this is an unnecessary 
postulate if one accepts that the whole of the Universe, in all. its 
details� is fulfilling its Creator's plano Third, Adam and Eve may 
be r-epres.entati ve man rather than the only human pair. How this 
affects theology will be considered in a later chapter. 

Iri conclu�ion� the difficulties in reconciling Genesis 1 and evolutib�: 
are not. insurmountable and th0 situation with Genesis 2 and 3 is 
complicated by lack of information both scientific and Biblical. The 
situation is not such as td justify statements like that of Paton 
wheri he says, "The evolutionary hypo5hesis is diametrical! y. opposed
to what Genesis teaches on Creation" ,. but. rather to encournge the 
belief t�at more information may help to solV� the remaining problems. 
The· information required is not only scientific.but also _that dealing 
with literary forms in the ancient worldo 

1 Bernard Ramr_n, Ob�i t., P.12O-156�. 

2 P.J o· Wiseman, Crc,atio!l_Revoaled in SiLPciys, London, Marshal
Morgan and Scott, (1948), P.15-16. 

3 J.A. Thompson, The New Bible Dictionar·v, London, IVF, (1962),P.271.

4-. Russel L. 'Mixter (Ed.), Evolution and Christiqn Thought Today, 
London, The Pe,tornoster Press, 1959. 

5 John Raymond H and. Op. Cit. P. 3.



. THE PROBLEM OF RANDOMNESS 

In a :previous chapter· ari attempt has been made to show that the 
existence of apparent randomness does not imply the absence of a cause 

or causes but rather the exis_tence of a situation, the caus·al chains 

of whtch are so· complex, as to make impossible, in practice, the pre-

diction of the outcome of a given single evente However, it was 
stressed that :the outcome was still in principle predictableo 

The evolutionary theory postulates a dependence on such random 
processes for its mutations, and also in the re-assortment of given 
alleles. Thus Christians have sometimes rejected evolutionary theory 
on the grounds that it is an impersonal chance process, but if this 
is done nothing is solved because there are a vast number of activ­
ities of every day experience involving this type of physical random-
ness. Included among these c1re such diverse activities as the con-
ception of the individual and 11 chc1nce11 meetings of people, some of 
which may be of gr�at moment, even in world history. The importance 
of physical randomness in modern evolutionary theory cannot be 
logically used 9 by a Christian, ns a ground for its rejection unless 
he is prepared to declare all 6thei process�s inv61Vin� physical 
randomness as being c1l so outside the control of Godo Since these 
processes are often of great importance, and the Christian believes 
God to be both omniscient and omnipotent, this cc1nnot be done. Thus 
the Christian must believe that mechanisms involving physical random­
ness must still be able to fulfil the purposes of God. 

It is possible to consider how Gqd, .. cqµl.d. cause such a physical 
�ech�nism to. fulfi1., His will. L�wis does s� �n his i\ppe�dix,. "On
-::>pecial Providences , thous;h he is not .speci fie.ally dealing with 
randomness but with answers to prayer o Further, it is not necessary
to postulate a miracle to "allow" God to do this -�- though, unless 
one begs-the whole question by asserting that one must work from 
Naturalistic presuppositions,• there can be no logical objection to 
miracles as sucho 

Whether or not one feel� that Lewis' or any other attempted expljriatioh 
is satisfactory, the fact :r;cemains that si tw::itions involving apparent· 
randomness (Barnes' physical r ;:,ndomncss) are precisely those which the 
Scripture asserts to be the kind by which the will of God is made· knovrn 
to mane Examples of this are found in both the Old and New Testaments .. 
In Proverbs 17:33 we read "The lot is r-ast into the lap; but the whole 
disposing thereof is of the Lord." The J.ot is again used in the New 
Testament (Acts 1:26) to determine the Will of God when a new apostle 
is to be appointed to replace Judas. 
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For randomness to be shown irreconcilable with Christianity it would 
have to be not mere physical randortmess9 but an absolute randomness 
of a type over which it could be sh'.)wn that God could exercise no 
control. This is a type:2ef metaphysical Yandomness, but requires a
stronger term than B,:1rnes "metaphysical randomness". I doubt. if an 
example of randomness over which Gcid could exercise no control has · ' 
ever existed, whilst Barnes quotes examples of his use of "metaphysical 
randomness" term. 

Before leaving· this topic it is worth noting that not only does·· · 
Scripture teach that the will of God is revealed in situations of 
randornne5$ where the physical causes of the events nre, in principle 
at any rate, determinable, but also in si tu3tions where the apparent 
direct causes are the wills of men9 for example Rehoboam ',s stern reply 
to the demands of Jeroboam which lead to the di visbn of the Kingdom. 
This could no doubt be explained_ in terms of reasons why Rehoboam 
followed the advice of the young men rather than the old, but 
Scripture - asserts "it wr1s a turn of affairs brought about by God" 
(2 ChroOicles 10:15 RSV). Likewise_ Peter asserts that Jesus was 
both 1

_
1 i;;l1;?livered by the determini:lte _council and foreknowledge of God" 

and w2.s crucified by his hearers "by wicked hnnds" (Acts 2:23). Thus 
it seems .. clear that the Scripttiral. view is that the activity of God 
is not prevented by the existence cif a physical or human mechanism 
but. rather that usually He works through such means. 

1 G.S. Lewis, ,Mirac]Q£,, (pe Cit., P.208. 

2 Gordon E. Barnes, Op. Cit., P. 189-191. 

Chuoter .11 

THE THEOLffiIC/\L. CONFLICT 

The centr·e of the conflict is si -tuated in the r·ealm of theology. 

Christian theology for-ms a unified· structure and if any one of its 

basic doctrines can be destroyed then the wh::ile structure is 

endangered even -if it does not collapse entirely. The ttieory of 

evoluti0n. is said. to attack several basic Christian doctrines 

including: the doctrine of man und his fallen state9_ the incarnation, 
the atonement and the i'rispir2tion of Scripturec There can be no doubt 
that, if these doctrfoei are rendered untenable by the theory of. 
evolution, then Christianity and evolution are irreconcilable thought 
forms. • In this chapter an attempt will be made t,o show. that ,this­
supposed contradiction of Christian doctrine rests upon certnin mis­
understandings. 
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It is c:mcerning the nature 0f man himself that serious conflict is 
supposed to exist. ·· -The 'Bible teaches thot man was created in the 
image of God (Gen€sis 1�27), that he was good (Genesis 1:31) and that, 
later he fell·· into sin (Genesis 3). It is usually agreed that the 
11 image of God"' must refer to man's moral and spiritual attributes and
not his physical appearance as God is "with out parts or passions � 11 

If we allow that God created by means of an evolutionary process, in 
spite of the apparent randomness previously considered ? · ther.e is no 
reason why the product of this process should. be any the less in the 
image of God than .would be the product of :my alternative process .. .= 

that He may have cbosen·to useo 

Genesis 1:31 informs us that everything that God made was "very good11 • 
It is not quite certe.in what this phr as2 me;:ins. If we take it as 
referring to man's initial �inlessness this raises difficulties as 
it clearly :refers not only to man but rather to . everything that God 
had made� It seems most reasonable to CCJnsider it as meaning that 
the whole of creati::)n · fulfilled the purposes of God� This would 
include the idea of man's initial perfection 9 but is much wider in 
its scopeo Man's initial innocenc-2 cnn, of course ? be inferred from 
his being in the ima9e of God and indeed from the whole of the second 
chapter of Genesis. Again there is no ground for believing that God 
could not have created a man, and indeed a universe, that fulfilled 
His purposes by an ev0lutionary process just as well 21s by any other 
method. 

The doctrine of the fa11 of man is the one thcit some writers believe!· 
to be threatened by the theory of evolutiono They believe that the 
theory of evolution te3ches :that man is inevi tnbly progressing 
forw_ard and upw;nd to new heights of ·perfection physically 9 m0rally 
and intellectually. This idea even invaded some Hymn books in th� 
form of the well-known "These things shall be." In spite of the. 
fact th21t much popular Writing on evolution may. convey this idea it 
is as foreign to biology as it is to Scriptureo Evolutionary change 
is to. adapt the organism better to its environment 9 and does not carry 
mot-al or ethica.i implicationso Evolutionary chc:.nge is not thought 
Clf as always producing a more complex organism, some evolutionary 
paths lead· to structural degenerations 9 as in the case of the sea­
squirts (:TunJ'cata}; others to stagnaeon, as with the Brachiopod, 
Lingula: -or· complete extinction� as 'Nas the case with the Cystorclia, 
the I3last6idea, the Eurypterida and numerous other groups of i:inimals. 

Some ·would object that in the cose vf mnn at ony rate progress hns 
occurredo Thus m3n "fell upwurds" if he fell. ut allo · There are 
two things that might be said in reply to this. Unfallen maA wus 
ethically superior to the rest of the anim-:1.ls, but if he WQS a product 
of G6d 1•i plan then there is no objection to this from Scripture. · 
Present day man, whom the Bible c1sserts b be follen 9 knows what he 
oughi to do 9 • in many cuses 9 • yet fc;-,Us to d0 it, that is to say he is 
immoral. . The other animals huve not this sense of moral obligation, 
that is, they are umor0l- Thus to assert that man is now morally 
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superior to the animals is to assert that immorc1lity is. ethically 
sup�iioi to· amor�lit�. This is at least doubtful. Many Christians 
have felt that f�il�n man is inferior to the amoral creation. An 
example of this is found in the hymn by Nar.:iyan Vum.:in Tilcik in the 
lines:-

'' The e'en the dust upon Thy feet 
Outweights me utterl Y� 11 

/-,nother threat is seen by some iri that some modern ev')lutionary 
theories t.:ike the view thot .:i population, r.:ither- than a p.:iir· of 
individuals, is involved in the evolution of ::! new species. There 
is considerable evidence from population genetics to support this 
vi_ew, though speciation m.Jy not have occurred_ by the same method in 
every case 9 ar.d specL:ition may not h:we occurred by this method in 
the case of m:m. This suggestion that specL:ition m;:iy occur by

different methods will be CJbj ected to by some on the gr,')und of an 
unnecessary multiplication of hypotheses 9 and they will feel that 
Occam's Razoi should be appliea. However, Occam's suggestion of 
preferring the theory that requires the smdlest number of unknciwn 
agentsi is by nature a pres0ppositio� and is not sacrosanct and h�s
indeed been challenged by Bronowski. - . -

Let us assume for the moment th.::it it was established beyond any 
doubt, that earliest man consisted of a smell population of men and 
wome·n :r-ather th,:m CJf just two people, would this render the fall of 
man an untenable doctrine? Some theologians are of the opinion that 
it would, but l am by no means certain that this would logically 
follow. 

Paul writing in nis first letter to the Corinthians compares Christ, 
the Second Adam, to Adam, _thus� -

"For since by man carne death, 
by man c.::ime also the xesurrection of the dead. 
For as in Adam all die, 
so u_lso in Christ shdl all be made alive." (I Cor., 1_5�2l-22 R.V.) 

Christ and Adam are both considered as Representotive Man. The 
Script1-.,\re draws a very close· comparisCJn between Christ and.Adum, both 
were ini ti,a11 y sinless, both were· subjected to temptotion ( though - ... 
under'_ v�;ry different ·,conditions), through Adam came denth and thro"t.igo·· 
Chri,st came life, to those who are "in" the respective Representative 
Men. Now it I!illY be legitimate to cCJncei ve of Adam, who with his wife -
fell into sin, as being· a reptesentative of this small group of_ _ ._ 
earliest __ Homn saoieris� This suggestion requires that direct deicent 
is not a ,sine gu.=i non for Representation. In the case of the Lord 
Jesus Christ it is quite clear that direct descent is not a �ecessary 
condition.for R�pr�sentation, so there is nb rieed to corisider it to 
be the cose with Adamo Thus /,dam could have represented men who were • 
not h_is children but his contemporc:rieso This also involves the_ 

·· -- --

idea_ of corporate responsibility. In our inc:i vidualistic society_ -
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creation by evoh1tion than if they were the result of special creation. 
T�e ?e(leral .pro?lem of. evil is o:utside the scope of this book, th�se5wishing to consider this general pr-oblem are referred to C.S. Lewis' 
work on this subject. -

· · 

1 J. Bronowski; Cb. cit., P.1350

2 J .B.S. Haldane, The Causes of Evolution (Longmans 13reen & Co.), 
1932, P. 159. 

3 W.G. Clarke, Correspondence, J'Jurnal of the Victoria Institute,
Vol. 91, No.1, (Summer 1959), P�65. 

4 J. B.S. Haldane, Op. cit., P .. 159. ·

5 C .S. Lewis, I.be Problem of Pdn, Glasg'.)W, Fontana, 1957. 

ETHICS AND EVOLUTION 

Many Christians hnve insisted that_ an acceptance of _the theory of 

evolution would brutc::li ze man and indeed they have ·been able to 

quote many injustices, the perpetuators of wh�ch have sought to 

justify �he�r �ction on ev0lutionary grounds� But the fact that 

evi:l· h;.s u�ed evolution-J:r-y theory i'.ls a justific�tion is not a proof· 
that _the theory is evil any more than_ the fact that injusUce .. has 
been perpetuated by men in the name of Christianity is proof against 
Ch:ristiani ty�. •-·Men, being evil,· will use· any means· to justify their 
nefarious activities� At times when religion hns provided ,the 
dominant concepts then thbse have been twisted to justifytheir 
actions, so· when science provides the most popular thought concepts· 
then these are likewise twisted .. · 

It is true that some phr·ases such as "''the struggle for existence11 

and;,:''the survivzil- of the fittest" convey a rather cr.uder -picture 0f 
nature than ·the true One, and they are perhaps rather unfortunate"9 

if useful, phrasesu Evolution does not necessarily require such a 
brutal picture as some writers have pictured.. The trl)e pi.cture· of 
the r·elatk>nships bf wild animals is by n,o menns easy _to obtain as a ' 
large �ubje,sti:'e eleTent tends t� �nter ��e iqterpre�ation of the 
data. The. C:rislers have some in--ceresting observ.:itions on the . 
relationship of arctic wolves_ ancl the caribou, ar1e) their.work would 
indicate that perhaps - nature might not be quite as much "red tooth 
and cl aw" as some have maintained;, V'!hatever the facts: are, nature 
is not ���e or less cruel beca��e· of the theory of 2�olution, the 
situation does not change because of our way of interpreting it. 
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There are two real dangers to ethics from popular evalutionary 
theqries. The first of these arises because, in practice, many 
people have,abandoned a belief in God on the ground that evolution has 
disproved His existence. I have endeavoured ta show that the thleory 
of evolution is not a loiJical ground for the abandonment of a belief 
in God and of the truth of.Scripture, but,. so.long as this plausible, 
though fulse, conclusion is genei.9lly h�ld, the theory doe� constitute 
a serious threat to Christian ethics. Scr.ipture clearly teaches. triat 
where the \ivord of God is hot heeded, ·61i ·as Proverbs puts it "Where 
there is no vision", 11 the people cast e>ff :restraint." ( Proverbs 29: 18RV) 

The second dnnger · is from the spe•cfous argument ·that we ought to 
encour c1g:e evolution by eliminating the 11unfi t11

• Quite apart fr.om 
the serious scientific difficulty ·_of determining who is "unfi t11 -and 
what meaning should be given to "unfi tness1

1, there is the false pre­
supposition that sci ence can, by itself, make value judgments of the 
type that can result in propositions of moral obligatfon. .This w�ole 
problem has been already considered at length. 

Thus we may conclude that the theory of evalution does not necessarily 
result in a breakdown of ethical values, but it has been used by some 
to encourage such a break.downo 

1 Lois Crisler, Arctic Wild, London, Secker & Warburg, "(1959), Passim. 

CONCLUSION 

To some the foregoing discussion will have been . disappointing and 

perhaps will have been dismissed as heretical. others will feel 

that I have given away too much: that I have assumed evolution to be 

true when they'. would maintain a defence can still be made for a 

Progressive Creationist posi ticin, or of a somewh3t similar position 
such as that held by the members of the American Scienpfic Affiliation 
in their book "Evolution and Christian .Thought Today." Now it must 
be admitted that no theory can be proved to the extent that it is 
impossible for new evidence to upset it, unless of course subsequent 
developments make it possible to observe directly the phenomenon 
involvedo In the case of evolution, a time machine would be needed 
and these, regrettably, are more common in science fiction than in 
the science laboratory� However, the evidence for evolution is now 
very strong and cannot be lightly dismissed; but this is not the only 
reason why I have assumed the theory ta be confirmed. A more 
important reason is that I believe, even in the unlikely event of 
evolution being discredited, the basic apologetic problems would 
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remain··unalteredo. The theory :Jf evolution has emphasis�d these 
probl�ms, but it .has .not created them •. • If th�se_ problems of causation, 
randornn-e:ss, etc.,. can be overcome, and_ I believG they can, then the 
the�rV-of evolution ne�d not cause �ny logical problem to the . conse�. 
vatiy'e· Christian, but if they .cc1nnot, th.en no dismissal of the theory 
of evolution can remove the problem, because it is a problem at the 
leveJ cif the facts of nature on our scheme, net only tit the level of 
theory. Thus from the point of view of Christian apologetics, 
attempts to disprove-evolution are at best a waste of time a nd at 
worst muy serioµsly hinder•the wor·k of evangelism by falsely iden-
tifying the Gospel with an ignorant obscurantismo The Gospel must. 
not be linked with any particular scientific theory, however true it 
may appear _at .. the time� nor must it be linked in oppcisi tion ·to any 
such theory unless s"Jch theory is lcgicdly ·incompatible with revealed 
truth, Further, it is imperative that ver·y great care.should be 
taken both in exegs::::is and logic. behre c1 scientific the::,ry is so
conqerrned. History c,:,ntains too many examples of such hc1sty condemn-
ation, 

It is inevitable thc:it tentative co-relations between scripture and 
scientific discovery will be, made and some of .these. __ mc;1y be h::,th. 
correct and profitable, esped.c11ly in the field of Archaeology, but 
they must always be recognised for what they are, and not considered 
as infallible truth, 

The arguments c1nd 1c.5.: :;ussion that have been put forward in this paper
may not have 'been convincing, c1nd t_his is not surprising as the 
issues involved are complex, but the -�airi a�m of this paper is not 
to solve, to everyone 1s satisfaction, these issues, but rather to 
direct considercrtion to thDse issues that are basic in Christian 
apologetics ·and to encourage a careful re-appraisal of this old 
conflict'? 

1 R�L. Mixter. (Ed,) Evolution and Christi:rn Thouaht Tod,gy, 
Paternoste:r Press, Lond�, (1959). 
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.YfilLlFICATION AND FALSIFICATION 

The objection may be raised by some that the ideas expressed in this 

book are not such as can be either verified or falsified and hence 

they will sfate thot much of my argument is meaningless. This charge 

may be particularly levelled against the concept of God working by 

means of an evolutionary process. 

This charge has been levelle d at the whole of Theology, Christian 
and non-Christian alike, and in its general form is quite outside the 
scope of this book. There are, however, some observations that may 
be made on this subject. 

The ·theory of evolution is now so elc:iborate that it is d0iffi cult to 
conceive of any new fact which C:)Uld not be fitted into the structure 
of this theory. Thus the·theory of evolution itself is almost 
unfalsifiable, but not meaningless. 

It must be understood that I am not attempting to establish the truth 
of Christianity or even Theism fr-om the W:)rld of nature. The former 
cannot be done: the latter may per-has be done to some extent, Romans 
1:19-20 might suggest that it can, but this is a complex question. 
Rother, what has been attemoted is to show that if on other grounds, 

• 
I r 

Christianity is accepted, then the theory of evolution is not such 
as to be in conflict with it. 

Some at least of the major propositions of Christianity are of a type 
that were in principle subject to verification or falsification at 
the time. Facts such as t h2 resurrection even today ran be. defended
upon strong evidence as has been clone by Frank Morison • Chr.istiani ty 
as an historical religion at lenst impinges upon t he world of things 
and people in such a way as t:J give meaning to its concepts. 

1 Frank Morison, "Wh0 Moved the Stone", London, Faber (1958). 




