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INTRODUCTION

If the reader is looking for a book that will solve all his
intellectual problems concerning Christianity and Science in five
minutes of light reading, then this book is not for himal
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
evolutiony because these, even a hundred years after the publication
of Darwin's "The Origin of Species"; are still a major 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 zlleged
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
raised 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,
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.

B. Ed.
1 The author, ¥. Grainge Clarke, B.Sc. (Hons), DipwEes, Dip.R.E.,

SRv, ; 1s presently lecturer, ilexander—zelkie Teachers' Colleges
Sydney, N.S.W. SYDNEY

2 The Doctrinal Basis of the International Fellowship of Evangelical
Students,



| AN ATTEMPT TO STATE THE PROBLEN

To manywpeople the mere mention of the words “"Science" ard "religion"
is enough to bring to mind a third word, namely "conflict“~ -Such.
has been the ‘unhappy result of the last hundred years of” argument.
Nhllst the debate has large Ty centred upon the questlon of evolutlon,
many larger and more 1mportant issues have also been ralsed9 for
example, the p0551b111tv of miracles, of the Incarnation, and 1ndeed

of the very ex1stence of uod Himself.

If a lot of space is used in dlscu551ng scme aspects of the evolu-
tionary queéstion, it is not ‘because the zuthor believes this to be
the most :important aspect of the oroblem, but rather9 because it can
be sa easily .used to demoristrate the mlstakeb on: both 51des since S0
much has been written upon ite -

It is-.necessary to try to locate the’ exact area of the- supposed
conflict, . THere are-several espscts: 'of ‘this COﬂfllCto ‘The' first
is put in'a sweeping statement by A.Js Pollock "You cannot 1nte1—
ligently believe in the evolutisnary theory and believe ‘in the" Bible".
Thus he sees what he believes to be a contradiction between the . |
statements of scripture and the statements of the theory of e volution,
A similar view is held by John I:Paton, writing in ‘the foreword to |
Hand's. booky when he says that "the. evolutionary hypothe515215A'vf
dlametrlcaITy opposed to mhat.Gene51s teaches in creatlon o L

In maklng these statements the ur1ters seem” to be qulte certain as to
the exact meaning. of Scripture and as to the full 1mpllcatlons of the
theory ofevolution. ‘However, further consideration’ will disclose
that certain quite szfious problems of Biblical 1nterpretat10n have
been overlooked, and that these wrlters, like most writers in this
field, have an inadequcte c¢rasp of the scientific data. Often non-
Chrlstlan writers have taken the same attitude, namely, that the
situation is one of-thc Bibie or evolution, but not both, only in
their case they have used tne theor) of evolution to attack the Blble.

Some Ghurchmen have eOUghL to e5tape ‘the confllct between Sc1ence and
Scripture by denying the truth and impo:tance. of ‘the Old Testamént.
This is not the place to discuss the theological consequénces of such
action, but even. thls scrapping o:r-a great part of the Chrlstlan
heritage does not - resolve tnis conf flict. .. For - che confllct now: . |
approaches ‘a second moré philosophical aspect, ‘This may be 111ustra—
ted by a statement -made by C.P. Swanson when discussing the" Cell '
Theory, the Theory of Cell Lineage; The Chromosomal Theory of" :
Inheritance and the Theory of Evolution, He says, 1mp1101t in  them
are two fundamental principles, that of irgiganic and organic .
continuity, and that of random chance rather than predetermined
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DUIL'POSE, The idea that evolution necessarily implies the absence
of purpose is one that is raised in both Scientific and Christian
circles. Carl F.H. Henry states "The basic tension is still between
_the concept of a4personal Creator —- God and that of an impersonal
‘chance process."

Another example of a stagement to this effect, this time by Biologists,
is-that found in "Life". The authors claim imperfections in
organisms, and state that there is no purposeful design but rather
“that organisms are a product of a2 long, blind, unplanned history.

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 and
original sin, but other theological issues are also involved as wells

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
justifies war and all types of exploitation of the weake Re.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
thisy in itself, cannot be taken to prove these attitudes do not
logically follow on evolutionary theory.

- Having outlined the areas of conflict it is necessary to examine each
area in some detail. Before this can be doney some basic issues
must be considered. hccordingly, in the following chapters, we will
discuss such things as the logical structure of knowledge, both
scientific and theological, presupposition in knowledge, the world of
nature, some principles of Biblical exegesis and the way the Bible
deals with the concepts of chance and causations All this may seéem
a long detour from our discussion of these areas of conflict, but,
unless some of these basic principles are clearly defined, no cogent
analysis can be made.

1 A.Je. Pollock, Evolution: Unscientific and Unscrioturais P45,

John Raymond Hand, Why_ I accept the Genesis Record.
Lincoln, Nebraska, Back to the Bible Publishers, (1959), P.3.

3 - Carl P, Swanson, Cvtoloav and Cvtogenetics, London, Macmillan,
(1958); P.533.

4 Carl F.H. Henry in Evolution and Christjan Thought Todavs
(Ed.) R.L. lMixter, London, Paternoster Press, (1959), P, 190.

5 G.Ge. Simpson, C.S. Pittendrich and L.H. Tiffany, Life, apn
Introduction to Bioloay, (1957), P,86-87.

6 R.E.D. Clark, Darwin Before and after, London: Paternoster Press,
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’ ‘ o Chapter 2

 THE LOGICAL S TRUCTURE OF KNOMLEDGE
It?is fgédUénfiy asserted bv some peobieg’that Evolution isagﬂli~ag”-
theory, not a fact, as if this dloc*ed¢ted evoluuion; ofhérs assert
that evolutlon is qo well cstabiiskad +ivat it should be considered to
be a law of s¢ience. Both statements éhow a'fai1ﬁreito grasp the
difference between laws, fasts und theories. A theory does not
become a’'law- by being conflrmedn Thebfies and laws are formulated

by dlfferent logical processeug

There are three distinct loc¢ical’ prn,vsse" vnVO"ed, There is the
process of induction where onz has a number o7 &bjects of a similar
type and one can make a generalisation about thsm, for example —-
"This is a magpie and it is black anc whﬂte; nose is another magpie
and it is black and white". and after inspect 1ng a number of ‘magpies-
we conclude by induction- that, “A1l mzgnies are black and whité",
In induction we go from a numbex of particulex vAomples to a general
statement of the same lind. The difficulty with induction is that
it is always possible that an exception might turn up. A European

of the seventeenth century after visiting London, P:rls and -Moscow
might well have concluded that "All swans dre white".  This would
have been a reasonable-.conclusicn un%il black swans were found in
fiustralia and black and white.swans ir® South Amsrica, The general-
isation would then have to bz altered to either "All native European
swans are white”, or, “All swans are vinite, black or black .and white",
From this it. Plth appear that Natural Histoxy cencralizations and
scientific laws can be. disgnmeondt, hut onever proved. However, the - -
situation is not qu*te -as simple as this. - But first the case of ‘the*
scientific law should be consicered. PEEEE " ST

A law is not a simplcAgene"al‘zation.but'dn:iof the third or higher
order.. Consider Boyle’s Lcw. "¥or z given mass of any gas at constant
temperature theAprcssur“ varies invarsely with the volume'.  (In con-
sidering..this from a logical viewpoint wie shail ignore certain -
deviations frem the- law ) . Her: is an onclosed mass of gas, at ‘con-

stant temperatuLe, Jne pressuna ¢nd volume are read.  If some time
later this experi...w is repeated. for the same volume we measure
the same pressu*eo so first order:.gencralization could be- formed

"For this mass of ges,at this temperature when the volume:is A ml
the pressure is always B mm of meorc- oy, . If the experiment is
repeated for different volumes tien new values of pressure will’ be
recorded and these are found to be.inversely Drnporblonal to the

volume. . Thus  a second—oneT generalization .may bs made. - "For this
mass of this gas:at constan tCﬂpGIPLl\‘ the | pressure varies:
inversely as the volum T Now if the. experiment is repeated: w1th

different masses of the same gas th» third-order generalization may
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be made, "for any fixed mass of this gas at constant temperature the
pressure varies inversely with the volume.” Then if different gases
are used a fourth order generalization can be made; "For any fixed
mass of any gas the pressure varies inversely with the volume." It
is not suggested that all laws are fourth-order generalizations, some
will be third-, others may be fifth~ or perhaps higher, The point

is simply that a lew is a complex generalization of generalizations,
each process of which is an inductive pzocess, Of course discoveries
of laws do not often follow exactly the ahove process, but this is
their logical status.

Now to the question. can one exception disprove a law, or, for that
matter, a natural history generalization?, The two cases are more
similar than some wxziters think, Touimin™ drews a sharp distinction
between natural hisfory and phvsics, but in doing so reveals his
inadequate understending of the methods o$ biolcgical sciencese. If
we find an albino magoie we do not dlscasd th2 ¢eneral statement "All
magpies are black and white" because therz scems to be a type of
logical insulation of "All normal magpi®s-csee-"  If we find in the
genetics laboratory an eight legged fly we do not discard the
biological generalization, "All incects have six legs", nor do we
conclude that it is not an inszect,

In spite of these reservations toth ilaws and natural history general-
isations are related to the facts of nature by a process of inductions
One may also note that Biblical Theclogy is related to the facts of
scripture in many cases by the same inductive process, In other
cases there may be an involved diagnostic process.,

Some theologians will gzstion this, maintaining that their theology
is deductive: and not industive. and there may be sore examples of.
deductive reasoning in their theology, ~ut in most cases this writer
believes that they have not carefully enouch examined their methods
from the stendpoint of logical structure.

Theories are formed by a different logisal process, that of Retrod-
uction or Abduction. Thie is in p;incip1 the same process that a
detectivé uses when from a niusber of guite different clues he
reconstructs the crime The scientist, working either from known
laws, . natural history generallzatlonsg isolated facts or a combination
of these comes upon a.unifying idea which wculd aszcount for all the
laws, etc.,. in terms of onc theory. in rhysical science the Kinetic
Molecular Theory explains the geas luws— the law oS combining gas
volumes, etcy,.in tem. of certain Jerinite postulates, The theory
of Evolution comes inio this clasc, it unifies & vast body of
biological data which othzrwise would he unconnccted, Abductive
reasoning involves the formulation cf a general theory or hypothesis
from a number of “clues" which are cifierent in type to the postulates
of the hypothesis; there is no simple generzlization involved,
Speculative .theology is related toAB_ 1ical theology and the facts of
scripture in a similar waye
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Both inductive and abductive reasoning are tested by the third
logical process, that of deduction. This type of reasoning which
goes from the general to the particular enables predictions to. be
made.  If we take a true generalization as our major premise, "All -
magpies are- black and white",; and as our minor premise, "This is.a
magpie", then the conclusion must follow "This is black and white".
Now-let us take a 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 is in:fact black then.the reasoning is not
at fault but the generalization has been disproved,

From either~a Law~o%~a¥thébry predictions can be made.- If these
predictions can be confirmed by cither experizsnt or observation,
this adds weight to the probable truth of the law or theory. There
is a sense in which one is never able to check all possible predic-~
tions of a law or theory and therefore there always remains what
Waisman™ would call "open texture". Thus no law or theory is ever
demonstrably true, though they can be¢ established beyond all
reasonable doubt; that is, they may be shown to be conclusively true.

It is vastly easier to make and test predictions made on the basis of
the Kinetic Molecular Theory than those made on the basis of the
Theory of Evolution, However, s-me predictions based on the theory
of evolution have been made and tested, ilhere we have reason to
believe, on the basis of Geology or Palaeo-climatology, that a
species once ranged over a large area and was then divided into two
or more geographically isolated communitices 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 othery and. provided sufficient time had clapsed, 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 example of how weight can be added to
a Theory by a deductive teste.

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

Magpies do not carry labels, "I am a Magpie and I am black and white".
Of all the attributes of the bird, and these are infinite, we have
selected the fact that it is a mogple and that it is black and white.
There must be a certain supjective element in such selection of data.
Then also there is the question of the significance of the sense
experience that we have. This problem is present whether the sense
experience comes in the form of printed words as in Scripturey; or from
visual images seen on looking down a microscope, or in any other form.

It should be apparent that before one can have just ground for making
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a statement like that of Pollock, that "You cannot intelligegtly
believe in the evolutionary 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 have some appreciation of the
logical levels at which the supposed contradictions are said to occur.

1 Stephen Toulmin, The Philosophy of Science, London, Hutchinson -
University Library, (1953), passim.

2 F. Waisman, "Verifiability" reprinted in Logic and Languade,
(First Series) Eds A.G.N. Flew, Oxford, Basil Backwell, (1955),
pe 120 ff,

3 A«J. Pollocky, Op.city, P.45,
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Chapter_3 9.

PRESUPPOSITIONS IN KNGWLEDGE

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. The picture of science
accepting nothing that cannot be proved and, by carefully proved
'steps,'moving on relentlessly to a2 certain conclusion is an attrac-

tive and popular onec. However, it has the defect of not being true..

If it be demanded that everything should be rigorously proved, proved
to the point of being demonstrably true, then it is uncertain if even
one's own existence could be established; certainly other people's
existence could be explained as 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 involves 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 exhaustive
listy, but they include:-

(1) The existénce of the scientist, of other scientists énd of
the Universe,

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

(3) The:Uniformity of 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 results would be identical. 'That is, the
Universe is orderly.

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

(5) That the Scientist is capable of interpreting the sense
data which he received from the world outside. (This
point needs further explanation, Even the sense of sight
needs training and experience to interpret the data
received by the aye. In general we perceive what we
‘expecte If one is confronted with an entirely pew
situation then the data is often misinterpreted. The
difficulty that first yecar students have on first using a
microscope is a well-known example of this. Likewise,
when English painters first tried to paint Australian Gum
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Trees they represented them in the form of the familiar
European trees, presumably because this is what they
perceived, because th's was how they expected trees to
appear. ) ‘

(6) Ceftain ethical qualities of honesty, respect for truth,
etc, s in the observer.

(7) Certain special presupporitions directly related to the
subject in hand, e.g. the Axioms of Geometry.

It is important to realise that because a propositioh is assumed, it
is not in any sense necessarily untrue, but its truth has not been
proveda The importance of this should be n~lear a little later on.

Many of the presuppositions of science are the same as those of other
disciplines including theology, e.c., (2) above.

Although it is not possible tc prove these presuppositions, it is
often possible to show that they are reasonable. If we use these
presuppositicns and carry out logical and experimental procedures we
reach.certain conclusions about the world about us. The fact that
these conclusions are self consistent is NOT evidence for the truth
of our presupposition, but only for the validity of our logic.
However, if our conclusions are both self--consistent and correspond
to the world of things, then this is evidence that would tend to
support the truth of our presuppositions. But even this does not
prove demonstrably that they are correct, it only gives support for -
these ideas.. This same ¢eneral argument applies to theological as
well as scientific presuppositionss

At this stage it should be noted that using different presuppositions,
different coherent systems may be erected, lLiost of us are acquainted
with Euclid~ -»» geometsy which is built on a certain set of axioms, but
by using different axiom: it is possible to develop various non-
Euclidean geometri's - <ome of wnich have been found to be useful in
certain fields. With different présuppositions quite different
conclusions can be rezched. "

For the purpose of scientiric invesiigation it .is usually necessary to
reduce the number of variables as far as possibles If possible we
keep everything constant® except two variables; one of which is varied
and the effect upon the other is noted, e.g. the mass of gas and the
temperature is kept constaint and the pressure is varied and the volume
is measured in the familiar Boyle's Law t£xperi:z =,  The fact that
the mass of gas and the temperature are kept constant does not mean,
of course, that they are unimportant; .but for this particular -
experiment, if studying the relation of pressure and volumes they are
not relevant and if varied would prevent the simple relationship of
v ocu; from being apparent. If it is impossible to control certain
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factorsy which may prove later t» be important, it is sometimes
necessary when carrying out the experiment to assume either that they
are irrelevant, or that for the duration »f the experiment they will
remain constant in their action, thus not invalidating the results,

so permitting the relationships under investigation to become apparent.
Here we have an additional type of scientific presupposition .

If after experimental work certain conclusions are reached, the truth
of these conclusions will depend upon the tzuth of the presuppositionss
(Though sometimes true conclusinns are reached from false presup-
positions and false conclusions from true presuppositions, but in

these cases either the reasoning or the experimental work is at fault,
or in some way the false presuppositions contained compensating errors.)

Now if our presupposition is A and our conclusion is A then we have
argued in a circle and proved nothing. 1 the other hand if our
presupposition is A and our conclusion is™ -wA then nur reasoning or
experiment must be at fault, However, if our presuppnsitions 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 can be vital in Christian
apnlngeticse. Sometimes one reads statements to the effect that,
"From the results of these investigations one can see that Theological
Design and purpsse are excluded from the Universe."™ Such a statement
forms the philosophical conclusion of someone's attcmpted scientific
reasoning. This saort of conclusion can be shown to be logically
invalid if it can be shown that cither it was assumed in the presup-
positions, or that its spposite was assumed in the presuppositions,
either implicitly ox explicitly.

The argument would also be invelid if it could be shown that this
type of conclusion cannot properly be drawn because, for purposes of
handling the data and general simplification,; factors relevant to
this type of conclusion 2r its opposite are neglected.

As the presuppositions connected with Science are »ften not recognized
and sclcdom stated; it should be no surprise if this conclusion is both
contained in some presupposition and its opposite is assumed in others.

The type of "scientific" conciusion just referred to is, of course,
the result ~f a naturalistic philosophy. C.S. Lewis™ has attempted
to show that naturalism involves a self contradiction. His argument
takes the following line: For science to he true, human reasoning
must be valid, -thus any true account of the Universe must be such. as
to allow our thinking itself tn give a real insight into the nature
of the Universe, but thought is not wvalid if it is completely
expleinable as the result of irrational causes. Thus it follows
that a theory is inadmissible if it makes the human mind the product
of irrational causes. (Quite clearly justice cannot be done to
Lewis' argument in so short a space and the reader is referred tn the
original books, )
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Applying this argument of Lewis'. to the conclusion that "Theological
Design" and purpose are excluded from the universe, we get the
following. If there is no design in the universe, then the human
mind is not the product of design.  Then there is po. reason to.
believe that thought is valid. Hence there is no reason to belleve
that the conclus1on, that there is not design in the unlverse, is,
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® 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 reguires as its presupposition A and
this would indicate the 2xistence of a fzllacy 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 carnot 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 sense.

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 teleoloclcal COnclu51on of a negative klnd is
completely out of order.

Toulmin4”méiﬁ%ain§'fhéf'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
“particularly fruitless" and in this latter statement, from the
point of wiew of scientific methods he is correct, However, because -
scientific method canno: yleld an answer to a particular question,
this is not to-say that it does not require asking or that it is
meaningless, and to say that it dces begsthe whole question of .the
scope and limitations of science.  Other questions not amenable to ..
scientific method include ’mh’1 is just?' “What is good?" "What is
beautlfulQ"‘ :
The - author is inclined %o believe thzt without Theistic presupp051tlons
one will -not see design and purpose in the universe for it is .

"By faith we understand that the worlds have been framed by the
word of God"5 Lo

and not merely by observation and experiment.
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See N.R. Hanson, The Concept of the Positinn, Cambridge, (1963).

2 .. This sign has a precise meaning: see P.F. Strawson,

Introduction to Logical Theory, London, Methuen, (19%2), P.78.

The sign may be read as "not" in this book.

3 C.S. Lewis, Miracles, London, Geoffrey Bles, (1947), Ch.3.
Stephen Toulmin, Op. cite, P.55,
Hebrews 11:3, R.V.

Chapter 4

PRINCIPLES OF BIBLICAL INTERPRETATION WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE 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
impinge upon Christian apologetics. (Those who desire a more
general account are referred to "Biblical Internretation", by

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

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

"The Principles of Interpretation" in "Revelation and the Bible",
(Tyndale Press),

First it is necessary to find out what the text actually 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 ascertaing to the best of our ability, the meaning of the
text, This is not always simple. The meaning of a word may péerhaps
be described as an area rather than a point, and words in different
languages that are approximately equivalent may in fact cover over-
lapping areas. Hence the meaning »f a word may be slightly shifted
through translation, Some languages draw finer distinctions than
others.  The one English word "love’ may be used to translate at
least three Greek words -- agape, eros. and philia —- so in this case
English has not the "resolving powexr" 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. An 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 w1th a rat-borne plagueo, "Rendle Short suggests this is .
bubonic plagué. - ‘He says “"Thé Hebrews were not exact zoologists and
no doubt their woid ."akhbar"=included rats as well as mice. Thus
in English we can make finer distinctions here than weré,apparently,,j
possible to thé ancient Hebrews. It is important to realize that =
scientific usage often draws finer distinctions than are usual in"
common English. Thus the various species of rats are distinguished |
such as Rattus rattus, R. norvegicus, R. assimilis, R. lutreolus,.
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 1mpllcatlons in apologetics, The hyper—tradition—
alist who endeavours to equate "kind" in Genesis 1 to "species" 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 day English, An exact discussion of the meaning
of "species™ in the modern scientific sense requires an appreciation
of technlcal blologlcal concepts und a teschnical language.

The llterary nature of the passage under study is, of course, of -
great- importance. - - ‘History, poetry; parable and allegory are not to
be treatéd in the :same way. In Psalm 1838 (R.V.) we read.~

"There went up a smoke out of his nostrils,
And fire out of his mouth devoured;
Coals were kindled by 1t°

This of course is a poetlc 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 always so. The early chapters of Genesis pose
some problems as to their genre, It is possible that the Hebrews

had literary forms which are -unknown to’ us and thls may explaln
certain of -the. dlfflcultres.

The meanlng of the passage to the orlgznal writers or hearers should
also be determlned9 if p0551b1e, . Doubtless some passages may have
been written only for the benefit of future generations, but, if 'so,-

I would suggest that they are-few in number and deal mainly with =
Messianic themes and not with scientific propositions. The normal
situation when a Prophet spoke, or an Apnstle wrote, was to deliver

a message, albelt of eternal truth, that was relevant to those L
addressed and usually affectllg tpe not too far distant future.. There :
are, of course, some exceptions to this general statement. Sometimes
a passage may acquire a deeper secondary. meaning which can also be
part of God's revelation to man, for example Isaiah 7314,

It should cause no surprise that the process of revelation. makes use
of sound educational methods, Thus we find a development of
concepts throughout the whole of Scriptures Revelation is progres-
sive, not in the sense that the early parts are wrong, but rather are
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they incomplete by themselves, and find their completeness in Christ
Jesus himself, Thus it is possible to trace the developments of -
such important concepts as The Dav of the Lord and Messianic Hope
from the early Old Testament and to sce these and other concepts
filled out in the New Testament in a way that few Old Testament
believers could have expected.

The exegetical significance of this is that the same word (or its
equivalent in-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 fulfilment in the New Testament, If we read the complete
New Testament connotation into the Old Testament passage, we may find
ourselves with an unnecessary apologetic problem. This means that
the context of any passage of Scripture is the whole of Scripture.

Verses must; of course, be considered in their immediate context as
well. Questions that must be considered include to what or whom
does the text refer, and at what time was it relevant and whose words
are these? In Genesis 9:25, one verse of a difficult passage,
Canaan, as a result of Ham's action, is cursed by Noah. This verse
has been used tn justify the South African's apartheid policy, yet
nowhere in this passage does it say God cursed Canaan, but only Noahj
nor does it give evidence that the South African negroes are 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 passages, but rather the
reverse,’

Evangelical Christians 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 those standards of twenty-first century science or even
twenty-fifth? If the Bible conforms to the latter it will soon be
appgrent 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 a confusion of truth and accuracy. We often
accept a statement 2s being true without demanding pointless
accuracy. It would be sufficient for a witness in a law court to
say that the traffic light was red. Any discussion 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 »f place,

Then again, if two young ladies were deciding what clothes to wear,
it could be a question of some importance if one girl's coat was a

blue red or an orange red. The plain answer that she was going to
wear a red coat eould be misleading. For exact scientific work it
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may be necessary to specify the exact wave length to be used, but even
this could be refined further, One could go on becoming more and
more precise, and sometimes we must do this, 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 the 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 cubits from brim to brim, round in
compass.ssss3 and a line of thirty cubits compassed it round about."
Now these figures convey an idea of its size and as such are true and
satisfactory, but it is reported that some folk endeavoured to
establish a value for M from them, This is quite simple:-

i = circumference . 20
diameter 10

~J
So then we have established a value for /R of 3,0000 from Scripture.

= 3.,0000

This of course is a complete misuse of Scripture, but it is still in
a very rough sense correct. Suppose Scripture was to 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
today it could not be written with the exactness required by these
hypertraditionalists, and it never will be able to be so written
because of the nature of the ratio involved. . This is not to mention
that neither the Hebrew number 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
reproof, for correction, for instruction which is in righteousness:
that the man of God may be complete, furnished completely unto every
good work" (2 Timothy 3:158&16). The accuracy of Scripture_js such
that it can perform this task. If one wishes to calculateiP, or
the date of the Exodus, one may well get an answer that is not hope-
lessly out, but there is no obligation upon Scripture to supply the
precision that one requires. This failure to provide details which
are.not relevant to its purpose is not a reflection upon its truth
but demonstrates its wiedom in not hiding its message under a mass of
irrelevant detail. - :

1 Rendle Short, Minodern Discovery and the Bible, London, I.V.F. (1957),
pPs125.
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Chapter 5

THE ‘BI.BLE AND THE NATURAL WORLD .

"It is not possible adequately to con51der the various problems of

apologetics until one has discovered how the Bible deals with whatvwe
woﬁld call natural events. There are at least two ways of dlscus51ng
a given phenomenon.“ One way is to descrlbe JUSt what is detected by

the senses, that.isg-what can be seen, felt, heard, etc. ‘- The other
way is to consider theimechanisms that lie behind the: phenomenon that
has been perceived; that is, to attempt to give some- theoretical
explanation as to how the phenomenon occurred. This® latter is now
the province of modern natural science, which involves us in' the
postulation of theoretical entities such as atoms, electrons,
molecules, genes, etc., and of various theories of the universe, for
example, the expanding’universe, continuous creation, etc.  Many of -
these concepts, at the level of theory on our scheme, arrived at by
abductive reasoning, have proved to be most useful in: the sense of
enabling applied science to go forward and of providing new fields
for pure scientific research. However, at the same time, these
theoretical explanations are subject to constant modification and
sometimes even to rejection.

In ancient times, theoretical explanations often took a very different
form. The daily passage of the sun across the heavens might be
explained in terms of @ god who drove his chariot across the sky. The
Australian aboriginal stories of the Dream Time also come into this
same class of explanation. Although these latter are very different
in many ways from twentieth century science, they, like it, are
attempts to get below the surface level of mere description of .
phenomena.

The question is, "which of these two methods does the Bible use?"

This question is vital because if the descriptions in the Bible are
postulational, that is if it ‘attempts to give a theoretical explan-
ation as to how natural events occur, then several difficulties must
follows Either the theoretical explanation is correct or it is

wrong.,  If it is correct, what is its purpose? . The concepts needed
will have been beyond the understanding of those to whom the messages.
were originally addressed, and presumably also beyond us in the '
twentieth century, beyond even our best scientists. There is also
the ‘considerable difficulty as to how these finally correct theoretlcal
explanations could be couched in a non-technical language such as.
ancient Hebrew or even Greek, The theoretical explanation could 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 peculiarly free from such myths. Hebrew literature.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 than ths siwnilarities; the one is grotesque and
pdlytheisticy, the other is based on dignified ethical monotheisme

All this may lead us to expect that the Bible may describe the
natural world as experienced by the senses. Ramm “stiggested "The
language »f the Bible is phenomenal. 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 Bigle speaks of God making "his sun to rise on the evil and the
good" . The Bible is not teaching a particular view of the universe
but it is making a theological statement about the care of God for
mane The natural phenomenon is here considered in such a way that
it corresnonds to the common expariznce of man. Tomorrow, if you
rise early enough, you may see icr yourself the sun rise. The
rotation of the earth about its axis is not only not relevant to the
purpose of the Bible, but it is not something that could be observed
when Scripture was written. (It may be observable in future of
course, from ssmewhere out in space. )

The importance of the various scientific theories of the motions of
the heavenly bodies is that they simplify the mathematical equations
.which man. has produced to describe the apparent movement of the
heavenly bodies. It is still possible to place one's frame of
reference on the earth, but the resulting equations would be so much
more complex that no scientist would considex such an -idea.

If the language of the Bible is:.recognised as being phenomenological
then certain important things follow for the study of Christian
apologetics. :

First we shall not try to twist certain verses of scripture to make
them contain a given modern scientific theorv. Two verses which
have suffered this treatment are Hebrews 11:3 and Genesis 1:2.
Hebrews 11:3 which reads "so that what is seen hath not been made out
of things whish do appear" (R.V,; has been twisted to contain a
reference to the modern atoamic theory with its electrons, etc.: Ramm
states that the brooding of the Spirit mentioned in Genesis 1:2 has
been associated with de Broglie’s undulatory theory of matter.

The other significant matter tha® arises out of this approach is that,
when considering a verse such as Joshua 10:12 "And the sun stayed in
the midst of heaven, and hasted no% to go down about .a whole day"s we
shall not necessariiy start by postulating that this verse requires
that the earth suddenly stoppec on its aiis, with all the resuldting
complications, but rather we will accept “he phenomenon that was
observed, and then zsnsider how it couid have occurred. (I should
mention that there is some doubt as *to just what the text does: in
fact say appeaied to happen, but *his dses not affect the argument.)

1 Berhérd Rarm, The Chiistiag View of Science and Scripture. The
Paternoster Presss London, (1955), P.46.

2 Matthew 5:45 R.V.

3 Bernard Ramm, Op. cit. P.48,
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Chanter 6

RAIMDOM CHANCE AND PREDETERMINED PURPOSE

It is common in biological writings to find statcments like that of
Swansonl quoted earlier, in which nat only is evolution said to result
from random chance, but this is said to preclude predetermined purposce.
If this is indeed the situation, then there would appear to be at
least a prima facie case for those who assert $hat Christianity and

evolution are irreconcilable.

Before coming to this conclusion, it is necessary to examine more
closely the concept of randomness or chance. That 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 clearly "no". What we seem to mean is that the cause

B could have given rise to any one of a series of events A, A', A'',A'"'
etc. , and that there was no particular apparent reason why event A
should occur rather than A''., 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 cvent A is said
to occur, and if tail uppermost event A', 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 notinn that is in mind when it is said that there is

_/
a probability of say 1 x 10 ~° of amutation being beneficial to an

organisme. To return to the coin-~tossing case, the question is why,
in a particular tossy; the coin lands head uppermost. The answer to
this is a complex scries of physiczl conditions of the forms- 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., etc, A slight change in
any one of these large number of factors may rcverse the result and
event A' will occur instead of event A,

The number of contributing factors (C, D, E, 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 cither event A or A" is equally probable, but given all
the factors in a given toss the result is not an accident, but is
completely determined by physical factors even if they are not in
fact knowne. The result of the toss is in princinles if ngt in
practice, predictable. This is an example »f what Barnes would call
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physical randomnesse. Thexe is reason to believe that it is
precisely ‘thic type of randomness that is present in biological
situations,

Some may here object that physical science does know of 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 predictable. If this is in fact true we have here a
different 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 of a given biolsgical situation was-affected by the.
behaviour of a very sm2ll number of suk-atomic particles; .the
activities of large numbers -of particles, being calculable. -.It may"
be noted here that if this sub-atomic situation is in fact,in
principle indeterminate it opens a door t» what C.S. Lewis - has called
the sub-natural.. The effect that this could have on the Naturalist-
Supernaturalist argument is mentioned by Lewis and is worthy of a
closer study.

If biological randomness is what Barnes has .called physical randomness
the question will arise, “is the nature of this physical randomness
such as to exclude the existence of predetermined purpnse and plan?'

Before answering this it is as well to consider just where rahdomness’
does occur in biological situations. .

The most often quoted examplé of randomnéss is the mutation’ process
when a gene is changed from one allel to another, either "spontan-
eously" or under the action of some mutogenic agent-such as X rays or
certain chemicals. . #hile the exact nature of mptation is not yet.
established it seems likely, if Watson ana Crick - ere correct, that
it results in a change in the sequence »f purine and pyrimidine bases
in thedeoxyribose nucleic acid (D, N.A.) which is a major constituent
of the chromssomes in which the genes are situateds It seems ~
reasonable to expect that, althouch it ic in practicse impossible to
predict what mutations will occur whan an organism is subjected to a
mutogenic agent, the situation would be in principle exactly like
that of the coin-tossing case.

Another example of biological randomness is in the recombination of
genes both in the separation and regrouping of chromosomes in meiotic
division and also in the arussing over between homologous chromosomese
All this results in no two sperm or eggs carrving exactly *the same
genetic complement in 2 normal ... curar popuiation. The selection of
which sperm fertilize: a given e¢e xs also cne of randomness. This
type of randomness is inherent in the production of each individual,
and again there is reason o Lelieve it ic a case of physical random-
ness, which would be in principie predictable if all the forces
acting were known, but which in practice =an onlv be handled statis-
ticall v,
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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 crift in
small isolated populations, there would be little or no evolution.

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

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 evolutionn by
selection in domestic animals, there can be no problem in God doing
more.

l. Carl P, Swanson, QOp. cit, P,533.

2 Gordon E. Barnes, "The concepts of Randomness and Progress in

Evolution", Journal of the Victoria Institute, Vol. 90, No.3,
(Winter 1958), P.183,

C.Se. Lewis, Miracles, Op. cit., P.24.

J.D. Watson and F.J.C. Crick, "Molecular Structure of Nucleic
Acids", Nature CLXXI, (1953) P,737 f.

5 George A. Llandy; "The Terrestrial Life of the Antarctic",
Scientific American, Vol,207, No.3 (September, 1962), P,212-230.
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- THE_PROBLEM oF CAUSATION OF NATURAL PHENGMENA -

If Wéncdngideria'paft;bular event A and we set about to determine its
cause, what precisel? are we doing? Often in scientific work we fail
to notice the complex nature of causation, for by scientific metbbd_
Qe-simply try this problem so that we Ean-handie it under laboratory

conditions. We isolate the problem from its natural setting.and try
to work with a very limited number of variables. To take a simple
case, we raise the temperature of a given mass of gas at constant
pressure and measure the increase in volumas Here we try to have
only two variablesa We change one and note the effect on the other
and so we can say the increase in temperature caused the increase in
volumeo

Consider the case of the assassination of the President of the Y
republic, The question arises, why did he die?  The police.surgeon
may say that a bullet entered his heart, and this is a satisfactory -
explanation of the cause of deathy hut a cell physiologist may say
he died because oxygen was no longer available to the cells of his.
brain and therefore they crased functioning and he died.  Another
person may say it was because the assassin’ had OLen *aught to user g
gunt ‘whilst doing his national service training. Yeu .again  the .
assassination could be explained as resulting from'an oppressive act
that ‘the Presicent had proclaimed the previous week, whilst a psycho~
logist might seek an explanation either in terms of the assassin's
childhood or the social pressures that had caused the President to
proclaim the particular act. And so we could ¢o on and. list a large
number of things which were in some sense the cause of the assassin-
ation.. - In fact some sine gua non we wovld not usually 03n51der under
the headwng of causes; e.g. in this:case the aiscovery of igxplosives
is ce?ualnly an indispensable condition to. a man be:ng shot with a
gun, though we are not accustomed to thinking of thls as a cause,
some. such’ dlscaverles may have: moral cvertones. e.ge. tha ¢ .scovery
of the atomic bomb is an vndzspensable condition td a nuclear war
though this is not the cause 1in as<dmple sense. 4

Now con51de‘ the'relatively simpla case;:sayg I wish to build a house.:
I draw up, ecertain plansfof the house so-that it is just as.I want it,
then I consult a buildetr who builds it~ using tools. There is now

a real sense in which I could say I caused. that (and not some other)
house to be built. The builder oulid, in a different sénse, claim
that he was the cause of that house heing kuilf, since heé built its

and the tools-couid also be said to Iavc made the house, ™

The point that I want to make from all this is that causation is not-
a simple concepts.: a great deal more could be szaid on this subject and -
should bey but now I wish to look+a® @ quotation from "Life"
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"The theory of natural selection shows how, in the evolution of
life, complexity, design and apparent purpose have been brought
about by causes that are as automatic and materially deterministic
as the fall of Newton's apple or the circlinglof the planets.
Theological design and purpose are excluded". i

This is a direct attack by some scientists upon Christian belief, but
this is an example of a scientist falling into just the same philo-
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 Gnd is entirely ruled
out. This assumes an altogether too simple concept of causation.
Another philosophical mistake which we have already examined is the
failure to consider the nature of scientific 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 »f scientific presuppositions, is
not the soEt 2f conclusion that can be validly obtained by scientific
reasoning.

Christians who have fallen into this same trap produce a "God of the
Gaps". 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 that, 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
those areas where it cen be demonstrated beyond all doubt that it is
COLBBICE, But as scientific research proceeds the gaps become less

and less and therefore the "God of the Gaps" becomes less and less
essential,.

This type of thinking must be opposed whether it is by atheist or
Christian for it fails to grasp certain important truths, It must
be asserted that God usually uses means to accomplish his purposes.

He sends :the rain that plants may grow and mankinc¢ be fed, though he
might have chosen some more direct methode. In everyday experience
Christians do not say that God does not act through people and things,
but in some fields this same concept seems to raise difficulties.

Thus I wish to examine some scripture texts which assert the activity
of God in areas where we have no-difficulty in believing that the
scientific mechanism is an explanation and a cause (at a certain level
of meaning of that word) of the phenomena.

Psalm 118:24 reads, "This is the day that the Lord hath made." Do

we feel any conflict between this verse 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 wind...." Yet I have never seen a tract
denouncing the idea that mountains are often formed by such processes
as block faulting, folding, volcanic activity or differential erosions
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as being contrary to this verse.. No difficulty seems to-be
experienced in accepting the 1dea that God used these mechanisms, .
which are the result of complex- cause and ‘effect ‘chains, to make the
mountains. The same argument-also applies to the statement "creates
the wind". :

.The Chrlstlan must assert that all the act1v1ty of "Nature" is in
fact the activity of God; ard - the fall of Newton's apple or the
c1rc11ng of the. planets,.far from being an example of. somethlng that -
is independent of God ‘are 'in fact part of the orderly plan of the = 7
Creator,:

Natural generation is .attributed to' God in many parts of Scrlpture,
but this is not taken to deny natural processes, most of which must.
have been, to some. extent, known in Bible days. FoI_example, ",,..
He formed locusts in the. beglnnlng of the shooting up of the latter .
growth" (Amos 7:1). . Thé production of grasshopoers is the activity
of,GodAthOUghrdoubtless all the normal natural processeswere involved,

1 G G.‘Slmpson9 CeSe Plttendrlch ahd L H Tlffany, Op. c1t R, 26. f“
2 Supra. o ' o

.+ Chapter 8

- NCRAL OBLIGATIONVAND SCIENCE_ ST S,

From time to time there appear ‘in the newspapers statements made by
s01entlsts as. to-what. ought to be” ~done about very many dlfferent
issues. Many of these statements are reasonable and contain very

good adv1ce.o‘ However, there is a need for very clear thinking at

this polnt as“to the” grounds on wh1ch such advice is glven, 0therw1se
we may. find ourselves committed to pr grammes, aspects of whlch may ‘
appal-use ©

To illustrate this point I will take as an example . one which has few '
emotive overtonesot' The 51mple case of Dr, A saylng Mlogging of timber
ought to ‘be prevented. 1n the water catchment areas."™ - Now when:Drv ‘A

makes this- ‘statement he ‘appears. to be making a- 501ent1f1c statement,
but is he?’ As a sclentlst he can says- SRR ,

(1) Logglng can .cause erosion which will silt up the rese Volrs._‘a
~The cost of partially: repairing: the damage will be quite high,



25,

(2) The presence of men in the catchment areas will make it
possible for disease organisms to contaminate the water supply.

(3) If these organisms are not to be 2 hazard then the cohfaminated
water will 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) can be used as the sole ground
for a statement of moral obligation that "logging of timber pught to
be preventedesso" All that the scientist can say, as a scientist, is
that if you permit logging then these consequences will follow.

It is possible that ysu may think that these consequences, erosion,
silting of reservoirs and disease, are gnod things and ought to.be
encouraged. If you doy I shall believe that your wvalue judgments are
WIongs 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 elsewhere. . Scientific investigations
can and do provide valuable information in the form: "if A is done
then B will follow unless C heappens", or, 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 tc provide a standard by which
value judgments can be made; this must come from elsewhere.

It should be quite clear that it is not propssed t» 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 5f -being forgotten. Nor is this
point one that is made exclusively by Christians.

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

And Huxley saysj- "Science is morally neutral; Science has no scale
of values; only religion c3n helps; only religion
has a scale of valu@Seocene"

Christian scholars who take the same view include C.S. Lewis, who
discusses the whole problem of values in "The Abolition of Man." In
the second chapter of this book, entitled "The #Way", he considers the
possibility of erecting "real" or "basic" values instead of the
traditional values represented by what he calls the:"Tao"e Under the
terms "real" or "basic" values would be included in those attempts to
erect a vglue system from science. Scientific stétements:are always
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in the indicatives ™If A then B", but value judgments, "Thou shalt.."
"Thou'shalt note.e.", “This ought to bess..", are eiti = in the
imperative or conceal an imperative, Lewis points out that "either
the premises already concegl an imperative or the conclusion remains
merely in the indicative." Other Christian writers taking a similar
stand include Clark who ‘concludes that experlence cannot furnish a
ground for a universal moral obligation.

Bronowski5 argues for truth and value in science, and in a sense he

is correct, but what he fzils to do is to distinguish between values
without which science could not function and vaiues which are the
product of scientific method, No-one, so far as I know, has tried to
maintain that science could function without valuese. If most
scientists did not show integrity in their published work science
would soon be in chaose The problems resuiting from even one serious
fake, namely Eoganthropus dawsoni (Piltdown man) are sufficient to
demonstrate the dependance of science upon common honesty, This
however only demonstrates that science could not hava2 continued to
develop in a society which failed to take a high view of the value of
truth, A strong case can be mzde out that many of the presuppositions
of value, find their - orlgln and justification in the Hebrew-Christian
faith, but even if one does not’ accept this claim, it is apoarfnt that
the value presuppositions of science cannot themselves be the product
of sciences Lo o

If the approach that I have suggested is valid then we will treat with
considerable.respect all Statements of the form "If A then B" that

are made in the name of science, and these may .be used together with
value standards derived from elsewhere to make value Judgments.
However, when there is a statement made, in thé name of science; of
the form "A ought to be done"., we shall look to see what value
standard is being.used -~ being gquite sure that, even if we find we’
can accept this standard, it must rest on some ground other than that
of experimental science.

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

"The only solution to the problem appears to be a modern-day
Sparta in which 6h11dren who do not measure up to set standards
are killed off."

Although some aspects of the scientific side of this article are open
to challenge, let us assume it to ke correct and examine his value
Jjudgmentss 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 nowe
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_ (3) That any effects upon the moral character of individuals,
and henceé of the race, -caused by the destruction of
- ¢children would be of no consequence or would be outweighed
by other .factors.

(4) That mah 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 case could not be made out from a Christian standpoint
for not conceiving seriously deformed children, but these judgments

as to what ought to be done rest upon ethical and not scientific
grounds. How ethically cesirable results can be accomplished may
well be determined by scientific enquiry, but the goals, themselves,
cannot be, :

1 JeBeS. Haldane, "Human Evolution -- Past and Future", Genetics,
Paleontplogy and Evolutign, (1949), P.405.

2 J. Huxley, Quoted in Farrado, (3rd March 1949), P.5.

C.S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man, London, Geoffrey Bles, (1947);
p.29.

4 G.H. Clark, "Special. Revelation as Rational" in Carl F.H. Henry Ed
Revelation and the Bible, Tyndale Press, (19%9), P.35,

SIS Brohdwski, The Common Sense of Sciencey Penguin Books, London,
(1960), Ch.8.

6 G. Gamow, The Sun, Melbourne, 14th January, 1960, P.3,



28,
_C,hcja ter 9

- BACK TO THE CONFLICT

An examlnatlon must now be made of the supposed conflict between the
statements of Scrlpture and the theory nf evolution. Before thls
can be .done it is desirable to be guite clear that such thingsvas.the
lengths of geological time, the order of the fossils in the strati-

graphical sequence and the times and ex1stence of the various Ice Ages
are facts of 'géology and as 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 seconds; what extra difficulties are raised by the
theory of evolution per se and can these difficulties be reconciled
with Chrlstlanlty9

Most dlscu551on has centred upon the early chcpters of Genesis and
in particular chapters one and two, = Here also is the question of
the literary 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 Geologye Some of these have been more reasonable
than:otherss = To be worthy of consideration, any such co-relation
must do justice to the text of Scripture, "expounded according to good
exegetical practice, and to the facts of geology. Solutions which -
are unlikely” and depend upon gaps in present knowledge are in danger
of proving to be a broken reed.

Ramm1 has discussed in some detail the various attempted reconcili- .
ations. There are, I think, three'views worthy of 'serious consid-:
eration, .Perhaps the oldest of these is the one that takes the days
of Genesis and equates them to periods of time (not exact geological
perisds) and produces an overall general agreement, There are three
objections to this theory that should be mentioned. . There is the - ..
linguistic ‘question of whether the %ebrew word translated "day in . our -
English versions can carry this "age" interpretation. The creatrony~u
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. Flnally, ‘there is

a conslderable variation in the exact correlations suggested by the -
different writers, of the days of Genesis with the geological time
scaleo However, these objections, while .serious, may not be as .
formldable as they first appear.‘f, : :

Another yrew,-suggested by Wlseman2, Thompson3; and others, is based
on the supposed literary form of Genesis 1. In this, the creation
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narrative is divided into two parallel parts. The first three days
depict the creation of the fixed background. viz:- the heavens and
the earthy; the water and the atmosphere; the land and the green
plants. The next three days denict the creation of things that
move in each of these respective spheres, viz:- the sun and moonj -
the marine onimals, birds (insects); 1land animals and mon. It is
of course true that parallelism is a feature of Hebrew poetry and this
interpretation has much to commend it. However, the form of Genesis
1 appears chronological and this view does not cdo justicets what I
believe to be the rather remarkable pzrallelism between the order. of
Genesis 1 and the known geological order, even admlttlng the problems
associated with the fourth day. .

So therefore I wish.t» suggest a third view. This approach begins
by asking how could this revelztion have come? It could have come
in the form of words, but it may have come as 2 vision, similar to
the prophetic vision, on six or seven successive.days. If this was.
so and the writer, an intelligent layman, wrote down in:phenomenal
language, what he saw, then the account in Genesis 1 is a perfectly
reasonable one, if the visions were from the standpoint of nne
located upon the earth. This view accounts for the parallelism
between the Scriptural account and the geolngical facts, while not
requiring the technical exactness that we have already seen to be
foreign to Hebrew thought and language, The zppezrance of the sun
and mpon on the fourth day could be explainec if the terrestrizl
atmosphere up to this time contained much clcudy perhaps somewhat
similar, to that of Venus today. (this is admittedly conjecture, but
certainly not impoSsible or unreazsonable on present knowledge)

Which view is abcepted'is of little consequence, but what must ‘be
emphasised is that data in Genesis 1 are -not irreconcilable with the
known geological facts.

Now to the quzstion, does the theory of evaolution raise any
additional difficulties to those considered above? The most llkely
objection’to be ra ised by those who oppose the theory of evolution is
that the creatures reproduced "after its kind", (Gen851s 121, eté.) .
and’ this precludes the changing of one species into another.
However,'as we have already. seen above the word "kind" cannot mean
spé01es and further, the species ‘concépt is a product of modern
science and is not usually understood by the nbjectors themselves.
Some more recent writers have.tried to make "kind" equivalent to
some higher taxonomlc group, as for example the contrjbutors to the
Symposlum on "Evolution and Christian Thought Today"', but these have _
failed tq- reach any common agreement as to what taxonomic level this
term is to be applied. This.is ‘ha rdlv sUurprising as "kind" is not
a taxonomic term and belongs to an entirely different thought form,
It is much better to take "after its kind" as meaning the observable
fact that the offspring of animals and plants resemble their parents.
This may not sound a .very., oﬂofounq meaning, but even up to quite’
recent times“beliefs that animals originated in all types of strange
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ways were common. One writer mentions -how it was believed that ducks
‘originated from pieces of wood that fell into the water..

If we accept this interpretation of "after its kind" there is no
conflict with the theory of evolution. No evolutionist denies that
like produces like. Evolution is usually considered to proceed.at
such a slow rate that changes of evolutionary significance usually
would not be noticeable between parent and offspring. In this
passage "after its kind" asserts order in nature. This is semething
meanhingful both to the early Hebrews and to us today.

So far an -attempt has been made to show that there is not necessarily
any conflict between some interpretations of Genesis 1 and the facts
of Geology or of evolutionary .theory. . But what of Genesis 2:4 ‘and
subsequent verses? Here the problem is more difficult. The
literary form seems to be different from that of Genesis 1:1-2:3 and
many critics have attributed it to a different author. . It is
important to recognise the difficulties inherent in these chapters

and not to confuse them with difficulties due to the theory of
evolution, Firstly, it should be realised that even on Bishop
Ussher's long-since-discredited dating, Genesis 2-11 cover a period

of over 2,000 years, It may perhaps represent a period.of.over
300,000 years or more, if Adam is to be regarded as the first Homo-
sapiens, 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 1. This apparent conflict is probably due to
problems in exegesis. It is the writer's view that Chapter 2 does
not describe the creation of the earth but the preparation of a small
area of it for one representative 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 cither untrue or unim-
portant. The cessence of a symbol 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 knowledge of gecod and evil" (Genesis
2:17) "the tree of life" (Genesis 3:22), It is doubtful if either .
of these trees would form the proper material for botanical study’
Further evidence 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 would like a colour sound
motion picture of the events described in these chapters, or at least
a verbal description that would correspond to such, but in these
chdpters we have something that is different. ilevertheless they .do
succeed in conveying cextain theolcgical concepts quite clearly, even
if they do not enable us to reconstruct tho exact setting in the way
that we would desire,. The difficulties with these chapters are not
theological but exegetical, 3

Since there is a consLdergble number of exenetlcwl [r oblems of some
difficulty in these chapuers, without regard to the -theory of evolutlon,
it should not be surpr¢51ng thc+ there is no simple solutlon to the

"
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problem before us; but to dismiss them as mere fable is to show no
more wisdom than do those who attempt to dismiss the scientific theory
of evolution in the same way. )

With regard to theé scientific knowledge and early man, it would be
fair to say that more work is needed to elucidate the situation. A
reasonable number of human fossils and a much larger number of
artefacts have been found, but the detailed picture is by no means
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 be. From the scientific side
the relations between Homo sapiens, H. neanderthal, Sinanthropus
pekinesisy Pithecanthroous erectus. etc., need to be elucidated, while
from the Biblical side it would be interesting to know whom Cain
feared in Genesis 4314, when hec 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 there
may have been other ‘intelligent beings about at this time.

Modern population genetics envisages a mpulation, rather 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, there is no need to believe that
speciation always nccurs by the same mechanism in all cases. Second,
one may believe thaty 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
detailsy is fulfilling its Creator's plan. Third, Adam and Eve may
be representative man rather than the only human pair, How this
affects theology will be considered in a later chapter,

In conclusiony the difficulties in reconciling Genesis 1 and evolution:
are not insurmountable and the situation with Genesis 2 and 3 is
complicated by lack of information both scientific and Biblical. The
situation is not such as to justify statements like that of Paton

when he says, "The evolutionary hypothesis is diametrically opposed

to what Genesis teaches on Creation"~, but rather to encourage the
belief that more information may help to solve the remaining problems.
The information Tcquired is not only scientific but also that dealing
with literary forms in the ancient worlde.

1 Bernard Ramm, Ope cite, P.120-156.

2 PJJ. Wiseman, Creation Revegled in Six Davs, London, Marshal
Morgan and Scott, (1948), P.15-16,

J.A. Thompson, The New Biblc Dictinonarvy, London, IVF, (1962),P.271.

4- Russel L. Mixter (Ed.)9 Evolution and Christian Thought Today,

Loncony, The Patcrnoster Press, 1959,

5 John Raymond H and. Op. Cit, P, 3.
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Chapter 10

THE PROBLEM OF RANDOMNESS

In a;previous chapter“ahfattempf.has been made to show that the
exiéfénce 6f apparent raddomhess cdoes not imply the absence of a cause
or causes but rather the existence of a situation, the causal chains
of which are so complex, as to make impossible, in practice, the pre;
diction of the outcome of a given single event. However, it was

stressed that the outcome was still in princible predictable,

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 evolutlonary 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 are such diverse activities as the con-
ception of the individual and "chance" meetings of peoples some of
which may be of great moment, even in world history, The importance
of physical randomness in modern evolutionary theory cannot be
logically used, by a Christian, as a ground for its rejection unless
he is prepared to declare all dther processes involving physical
randomness as being also outside the control of Gode Since ‘these
processes are often of great importance, and the Christian believes
God to be both omniscient and omnipotent, this cannot 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 God cquld .cause such a physical
mechanism to fulfil Hjs will, Lewis does so in his {ppendix, "On
Special Providences",~ though he 'is not specifically dealing with
randomness but with answers to prayer. Further, it is not necessary
to postulate a2 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 obJectlon to
miracles as such, :

hether or not one feels that Lewis' or any other attempted explanation
is satisfactory, the fact remains that situations involving apparent’

randomness (Barnes' physical randomncss) are precisely those which the
Scripture asserts to be the kind by which:the will of God is made known
to man. Examples of this.are found in both the Old and New Testaments.
In Proverbs 17:33 we read "The lot is cast into the lapy but the whole
disposing thereof is of the Lord." = The lot 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 randomness; but an absolute randomness

of a type over which it could be shown that God could exercise no
control. This is a typexof metaphysical randomness, but requires a
stronger term than Barnes™ "metcphysical randomness". I doubt if an.
example of randomness over which God 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
randomness where the physical causes of the events are, in principle
at any rate, determinable, but also in situations where the apparent
direct causes are the wills of men; for example Rehoboam's stern reply
to the demands of Jerobsam which lead ts the divisiosn of the Kingdoms
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 was a turn of affairs brought about by God"

(2 Chronicles 10:15 RSV), Likewise Peter asserts that Jesus was
both "delivered by the determinate council and foreknowledge of God"
and was crucified by his hearers "by wicked hands" (Acts 2:23). Thus
it seems clear that the Scriptural view is that the activity of God
is not prevented by the existence of a physical or human mechanism
but rather that usually He works through such means.

1 C.S. Lewis, Miracles, Op. Cit., P.208.
2 Gordon EoBarne39 (b. Cit.g Po 189-~1%1.

Chapter 11

THE THEOLOGICAL CONFLICT

The centre of the conflict is situated in the realm of theology.
Christian theology forms a unified structure and if any one of its
basic doctrines can be destroyed then the whole structure is
endangered ceven if it does not collapse entirely. The thepry of
evolution is said to attack several basic Christian doctrines

including: the doctrine of man and his fallen statey the incarnation,
the atonement and the inspiration of Scripture. There can be no doubt
that, if these doctrines are rendered untenable by the theory of.
evolutiony, thén Christianity and evolution are irrcconcilable thought
forms. In this chapter an attempt will be made to show that this
supposed contradiction of Christian doctrine rests upon certain mis-
understandings.,
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It is concerning the naturevof man himself that serious conflict is
supposed to exist., - -The'Bible teaches that man was created in the
image.of God (Gene51s 1:27), that he was good (Genesis 1:31) and that.
later he fell ints sin (Genesis 3) It is usually agreed that the
"image of God™ must refer to man's moral and spiritual attributes and
not his physical appcarance as God is "without parts or passionsa"
If we allow that God created by means of an evolutionary processs in
spite of the apparent randomness previously considered, there is no
reason why the product of this process should be any the less in the
image of God than wnuld be the product of any alternative process:
that He may have chosen to useo

Genesis 1:31 informs us that everything that God made was "very good".
It is not quite certain what this phrasz means. If we take it as
referring to man's initial $inlessness this raises difficulties as

it clearly refers not oniy to man but rather to. everything that God
had made. It seems most reasonable to consider it as meaning that
the whole of creation fulfilled the purposes of God, This would
include the idea of man's initial perfection, but is much wider in
its scope. Man's initial innocence can, of course, be inferred from
his being in the image 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 indeéd a universe, that fulfilled
His purposes by an evolutlonary process Just as well as by any other
method. :

The doctrine of the fall of man is the one that some writers believe -
to be threatened by the theory of evolution. They believe that the
theory of evolution teaches that man is inevitably progressing
forward and upward to new heights of perfection physically, morally
and intellectually. This idea even invaded some Hymn books in the
form of the well-known "These things shall be." In spite of the.
fact that much popular Writing nn evolution may.convey this idea it
is as foreign to biology as it is to Scripture. Evolutionary change
is to..adapt the organism better to its environment, and does not carry
mofal or ethical implications. Evolutionary change is not thought
of as always producing a more complex'organism9 some evalutionary
paths lead to structural degenerations, as in the case of the sea-
squirts (Tunlcata)' ‘others to stagnat®on, as with the Brachiopod,
Lingula: “or complete extinction, as was the case with the Cystordia,
the Blastoldea, the Eurypterida and numerous other groups of animals.

Some would object that in the casevof man at any rate progress has
occurred, Thus man "fell upwards" if he-fell. at alle... There are
two ‘things that mlght be s2id in reply to thiss = Unfallen -man was
ethlcally superior to the rest of the animals, but if he was a product
of God's plan then there is no objection tc this from Scripture,
Present day man, whom the Bible asserts to be fellen, knows what he
ought to do, in many cases,:yet fails to do it, that is to say he is
immorals’ . The other animals have not this sense of moral obligatién,
that iss thev are amoral- Thus to assert that man is now morally
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superior to the animals is to assert that immorcolity is ethically
superior to amorality. This is at least doubtfuls, . Many Christians
have felt that frllen man is inferior to the amor=al creation. An
example of this is found in the hymn by Nzrayan Vaman Tilzk in the
liness~
~ "The e'en the dust upon Thy feet
Outweights me utterly."

hnother threat is secn by some in that some modern evslutionary
theories tcoke the view that a population, rather than a pair of
indiwviduals, is involved in the evolution of 2 new species. There
is considerable evidence from population genetics to support this
view, though, speciation may nat have occurred by the same method in
every case, and speciation may not have occurred by this method in
the case of man. This suggestion that speciation may occur by
different methods will be objected to by some on the ground of an
unnecessary multiplication of hypotheses, and they will feel that
Occam's Razor should be applied. However, Occam's suggestion of
preferring the theory that requires the smallest number of unknown
agents, is by nature a pLeSUppOSltIOT and 1s not sacrosanct and has
indeed been challenged by Bronowski, "

Let us assume for the moment that it was established beyond any
doubt, that earliest man consisted of a small population of men and
women rather than of just two people, would this render the fall of
man an untenable doctrine? Some theologians are of the opinion that
it would, but I am by no means certain that this wauld logically
follow,

Paul writing in his first letter to the Corlnthlans compares Christ,
the Second Adam, to Adam, thus:-

"For since by man came deaths

by man came also the resurrection of the dead.

For as in Adam 2ll die,

so also in Christ shall all be made alive." (I Cores15:21-22 R.V.)

Christ and Adam are both considered as Representative Man. | The
Scripture draws a very close comparison between Christ and Adam, both
were initially sinless, both were subjected to temptation (though
under very different conditions), through Adam come death and through™
Christ came life, to those who are "in" the respective Representative
Men. Now it mav be legitimate to conceive of Adam, who with his wife
fell into siny, as being a representative of this small group of
earliest Homo sapiens, This suggestion requires that direct descent
is not 2 gine_gua non for Representation, In the case of the Lord
Jesus Christ it.is quite clear that direct descent is not a necessary
condition, for Representation, so there is no need to consider it to

be the case with Adam. Thus /dam could have represented men who were .

not his children but his contemporaries. This also involves the,
idea of corporate responsibility. In our individualistic society -
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we are less familiar with, and less sympathetic to, the idea of
.corporate responsibility,. but many parts of Scripture exhibit this
concepts  Thus even if ‘Adam andEve were merely representative of a

“group of earliest man, some hint of the existence of which may be,
given in Genesis 4/14-~17, the doctrine of the universal guilt of man
could still be maintained and we would not be forced into some form
of Pelagianism. :

The writer fails to see how the mechanism that God used to create man
can, in any way, affect the possibility of the Incarnatioh.  This
must be assessed upon other grounds. If I have succeeded in- demon=
strating that the theory of evolution is not in conflict with either
the direct statements of Scripture, sr Biblical theology then the
theory of evolution cannot be held to be inconsistent with a belief
in the inspiration and authority of Scripture. S

Haldane has objected to what might be called Theistic evolution on
the ground that "Most lines of descent end in extinction," This
is not a valid objection to the idea that God could be both an
almighty and intelligent Designer and Creator by megns of an evnl-
utionary process, As I have pointed out elsewhere”, this involves
two fallacies. The first is that sufvival of a line of descent to
the present day has some intrinsic value. - That is, the Trilobite
whose range extended from the Cambrian 5 the Permian Perind (over
300 million years) are to be regarded as evolutionary failures by .
man who is threatening his own extinction after less than a million
years, merely because he lives later in time, It is to be noted-
that a value” jucdgment based on purely subjective criteria, is
involved here,. The second weakness in Haldane's argument is that,
if it be granted that God could have created by means of evolution,
then this requires that all the animals whose descendants are to
give rise tc animals that are required at any given time later than )
their own time, .including the present day, must be able to survive
and reproduce.  #Alsg they must be subject to such selective pressures
as will direct their evolution to the required ends. = Thus these
animals must be members of ecological communities and, as evolution
usually involves a change in ecological status, other animals whose
descendants do not survive to. the present day are necessary to complete

these ecological communitiese

At the same time they may:profoundly modify the selectibn preééﬁreé
on those forms.whose descendants do-survive, thus influencing their. .

preseni nature.

Theologically it is interesting to compare the selection of one line
and not another with the selection of I&3ac and not Tshiail, »f Jacob -
and not.Esau, as stated by Paul in:Romans 9.  While there may be
probléms, it is not difficult to see-parallels which point to the . .
activity of the same Omnipstent:Being., The problem of the evolution -
of parasites, also quoted by Haldane, is part of the general problem
of pain and evil and this is no more acute if they are the result of
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creation by evolution than if they were the result of special creation.
The general problem of evil is outside the scope of this book, those
wishing to consider this general problem are referred to CeSe. Lewis'
work on this subject.:

l Jo Bl‘onOWSki;- ODQ Cite, po 1350

2 J.B.S. Haldane, The Causes of Evolution (Loncmans Sreen & Co. ),
1932, P,15¢,

3 W.G, Clarke, Correspondence, Journal of the Victoria Institute,
Vol. 91, Noel, (Summer 1959), P,65,

JeBeSe Haldane, Op. Citos P. 159,

5 C.S. Lewis, The Problem of Pain, Glasgow, Fontana, 1957.

Chapter 12

ETHICS AND EVOLUTION

Many Christians have insisted that an acceptance of the theory of
evolution would brutalize man and indeed they have been able to
quote many injustices, the perpetuators of which have sought to
justify their action 5n evolutionary grsundse But the fact that

evil has used evolutionary theory as 2 justification is not a proof
that the theory is evil any more than the fact that injustice has
been perpetuated by men in the name of Christianity is proof against
Christianity. = Men, being evil, will use any means: to justify their
nefarious activities, At times when religion has provided the
dominant concepts then these have been twisted to justify their
actions, so when science provides the most popular thought concepts
then these are likewise twisted.

It is true that some phrases such as “the struggle for existence”
and."the survival.of the fittest"” convey a rather cruder picture of
nature than the true one, and they are perhaps rather unfortunate,
if useful, phrases. Evolution does not necessarily require such a
brutal picture as some writers have pictured, The true picture of
the relationships of wild animals is by no means easy to obtain as a
large subjective element tends to enter the interpretation of the
data. The Crislers™ have some interesting observations an the
relationship of arctic wolves and the caribou, and their work would
indicate that perhaps nature might not be quite as much "red tooth
and claw" as some have maintained. !hatever the facts are, nature
is not more or less cruel because of the theory of evolution, the
situation does not change bccause of our way of interpreting it.
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There are two real dangers to ethics from popular evolutionary
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 enceavoured to show that the theory
of evolution is not a logical ground for the abandonment of a belief
in God and of the truth of Scripture, but, so long as this plausible,
though false, conclusion is generally held, the theory does constitute
a serious threat to Christian ethics. Scripture clearly teaches that
where the word of God is not heeded, 5T ‘as Proverbs puts it "Where
there is no vision", "the people cast off restraint." (Proverbs 29:18RV)

The second danger is from the specious argument that we ought to
encourage evolution by eliminating the "unfit". Quite apart from

the serious scientific difficulty of determining who is "unfit" -and
what meaning should be given to "unfitness", there is the false pre-
supposition that science can, by itself, make value judgments of the
type that can result in propositinons of moral obligatinns This whole
problem has been already considered at length.

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

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 position, or of a somewhat similar positionn
such as that held by the members of the American Scieniific 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, uniess of course subsequent
develcpments make it possible to observe directly the phenomenon
involved. 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 dismissedy but this is not the only
reason why I have assumed the theory to 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-unalttered.  The theory of evolution has emphasised these
problems, but it has not created them. - If these problems of causation,
randomness, etc., can be overcome, and I believe they can, then the '
theory.of evolution need not cause any logical problem to the conser-
vative Christian, but if they cannot, then no dismissal of the theory
of evolution can remove the problem, because it is a problem at the
level of the facts of nature on our schemey; nct only at the level of
theory. Thus from the point of view of Christian apologetics,

attempts to disprove evolution are at best a waste of time and at

worst may serinusly hindexr the work of evangelism by falsely iden-
tifying the Gospel ‘with an ignorant obscurantism, 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 opposition to any

such theory unless such theory is lcgicaliy incompatible with revealed
truth, Further, it is imperative that very great care should be

taken both in exegecis and logic before a scientific theory is so
condemned. History contains tco many examples of such hasty condemn-
ation.

It is inevitable that tentative con-relations between scripture and
scientific discovery will be made and some of these may be both
correct and profitable, especially in the field of Archaenlogy, but
they must always be recognised foxr what they are, and not considered
as infallible truth,

The arguments and &i: cussion that have been put forward in this paper
may not have keen convincing, and this is not surprising as the
issues involved are complex, but the main a’'m of this paper is not

to solve, to everyone's satisfaction, these issues, but rather to
direct consideration to those issues that are basic in Christian
apologetics and to encourage a careful re--appraisal of this old
CoONIRASICIE

1 R.L. Mixter (Ed,) Evolution and Christian Thouaht Today,
Paternoster Press, London, (1959).
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APPENDIX

VERIFICATION 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 state that 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 levelled at the whole of Theology,; Christian

and non-Christian alike, and in its general form is quite outside the
scope of this booke. There are, however, some observatinons that may
be made »n this subject,

The theory »f evolution is now so elaborate that it is difficult to
conceive of any new fact which could 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 from the world of nature. The former
cannot be done: the latter may perhas be done to some extent, Romans
1:19-20 might suggest that it can, but this is a complex question.
Rather, what has been attempted is to show that if on other grounds,
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 the resurrection even today can be defended
upon strong evidence as has been cdone by Frank iorison, Christianity
as an historical religion at least impinges upon the world of things
and people in such a way as to give meaning to its concepts.

1 Frank Morison, "¥hno_iMoved the Stsne", London, Faber (1958).






