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Putting Things Into Perspective

The Fall 1991 issue of the Christian Scholars” Review featured a call by Christian philos-
opher Alvin Plantinga for a new “theistic science” to handle evolution. Responses by
Ernen McMullin, Pattle Pun and Howard Van Till and additional remarks by Plantinga
extended discussion of the proposal. William Hasker’s “Evolution and Albert Plantinga”
offers an overview and critique of Plantinga’s position. Natural scientists become testy
when philosophers, theologians or sociologists invade their space. However, when scien-
tific ideas such atomism or evolution are extended beyond their bounds they deservably
become fair game for those who deal with broader questions.

Paul H. Liben’s “Science Within the Limits of Truth” speaks to the threat posed for the
continued health of science by “naturalistic philosophical beliefs” and the tendency of
Christian scientists and their secular counterparts to “impose their worldviews on their
discipline.” For Liben, “how scientists ultimately handle the evolution controversy ... may
provide a clue as to whether they are authentically concerned about scientific integrity
or whether they merely wish to advance their respective philosophical agendas, be they
naturalistic or theistic.”

Recent polls have shown that many American evangelicals hold views on scientific
phenomena which have long been shown to be untenable. In the first paper of a two-part
series, David F. Siemens, Jr. deals with the notion that “almost all geological phenomena”
derive from the Noahic Flood. His paper offers a popularly written rebuttle which should
be placed in the hands of the lay public.

Raymond E. Grizzle’s Communication observes that, with the exception of evolution,
most Christians accept the notion that theories of the natural sciences should not include
God in their explanations. He argues that approaches such as “origin-science” uninten-
tionally may lead to deism and suggests that a complementarian approach to the inter-
action of science and theology is more productive.

Howard J. Van Till's Essay Review of Christopher Kaiser’s Creation and the History of
Science highlights our Book Review section.

J.W. Haas, Jr.

VOLUME 44, NUMBER 3, SEPTEMBER 1992 149



Evolution and Alvin Plantinga

WILLIAM HASKER

Department of Philosophy
Huntington College
Huntington, IN 46750

When a contribution to the creation-evolution debate comes from one of the world’s
leading Christian philosophers, attention must be paid. Such a contribution is Alvin
Plantinga’s “When Faith and Reason Clash: Evolution and the Bible,” which appeared
in the September 1991 issue of the Christian Scholar’s Review. Some valuable initial
responses to Plantinga’s argument have come in the form of comments by Howard
Van Till and Ernan McMullin, which were published along with Plantinga’s article.
Plantinga’s reply to McMullin and Van Till, however, changes the situation by opening
up aspects of his position which were not clear from the initial paper,! so it is necessary

for the discussion to continue.

My procedure will be as follows: 1 shall begin
with a brief sketch of Plantinga’s position, as set
out in his original article, followed by a preliminary
assessment. I shall then take up in some detail three
aspects of Plantinga’s position, the first dealing with
the general significance of the controversy in the
current intellectual climate, and the other two with
Plantinga’s handling of certain aspects of the evi-
dence in the case. I conclude with an assessment
of Plantinga’s proposal for the inauguration of a
“theistic science” which for Christians would pro-
vide an alternative to the methodologically natural-
istic science ? which is now espoused by virtually
all scientists, whether they be theists, naturalists, or
agnostics.

I. Summary of Plantinga’s Position

Plantinga begins by asking how Christians should
address apparent conflicts between faith and reason,
such as those between the Bible and the teachings
of science. He reviews and dismisses several views
(including MacKay’s “complementarity”) according
to which no conflict between science and Scripture
is really possible. When a conflict does emerge, he
tells us, we should not always assume that science
is correct, so that our interpretation of Scripture must
be altered, but neither should we invariably assume
that our interpretation of Scripture is correct and
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our science is in error. There is no general recipe
or formula for the resolution of such conflicts; rather,
“All we can do is weigh and evaluate the relative
warrant, the relative backing or strength, of the con-
flicting teachings” (p. 14). If our warrant for thinking
that the Lord is teaching us something in Scripture
on a certain topic is quite strong, and the evidence
for a conflicting scientific view is weak or ambig-
uous, then we should conclude that current science
is in error; but if the scientific evidence is strong
and the evidence concerning what the Lord teaches
in Scripture is less clear, it may be our understanding
of Scripture which needs correction.

Turning to the issue of evolution, Plantinga first
elaborates on the role this theory plays in contem-
porary Western culture, in particular, its role as a
secular myth — “a deep interpretation of ourselves
to ourselves, a way of telling us why we are here,
where we came from, and where we are going” (p
17). He then proposes to consider, from a theistic
and Christian perspective, how likely it is that the
theory is true. He presents the Grand Evolutionary
Story (GES) as comprising five distinct claims: there
is the Ancient Earth Thesis, that the earth is several
billion years old; the Progress Thesis, that life has
progressed from relatively simple to relatively com-
plex forms; the Thesis of Common Ancestry (TCA),
which holds that all life on earth is descended from
a single original form; the Darwinian Thesis, which
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says that there is a naturalistic explanation of the
development of life; and the Naturalistic Origins
Thesis, which claims that life developed from non-
living matter without any special creative activity
of God but just by virtue of the ordinary laws of
physics and chemistry.

Plantinga then explains that he accepts both the
Ancient Earth Thesis and the Progress Thesis — and
on the other hand the Naturalistic Origins Thesis
seems to him “mere arrogant bluster . . . vastly less
probable, on our present evidence, than is its denial”
(p.20). So his serious efforts at evaluation are focused
on the Thesis of Common Ancestry and the Dar-
winian Thesis. He points out that a number of prom-
inent evolutionists proclaim evolution as absolutely
certain, given the scientific evidence. But, he count-
ers, these prominent evolutionists are all atheists,
and so have ruled out in advance the possibility of
divine creation; hence it is important for Christians
to make their own, independent assessment of the
evidence. In a brief review of several classes of ev-
idence,? Plantinga finds it on the whole unimpres-
sive; on balance, TCA is less probable than its denial,
given the scientific evidence plus Christian theism
(but setting aside the evidence from early Genesis,
which is in dispute among biblical scholars). He
concludes with a call for a new kind of science —
Theistic Science — in which Christians will shed the
constraints of “methodological naturalism” and con-
sider the phenomena of nature and human life “from
the perspective of all that we know — what we know
about God, and what we know by faith, by way of
revelation, as well as what we know in other ways”

(p. 30).

On several of these points, I believe Plantinga is
clearly correct. Certainly the fact that many leading
evolutionists are atheists, and so for them evolution
is “the only game in town,” plays a role in explaining
the claims of certainty which are often made for
this theory. It is perfectly correct, then, to assert that
Christians need to make their own, independent as-

sessment of the evidence for evolution. And it is
very plausible that the result of this assessment will
be that this theory is less than maximally certain.
So far, then, there is agreement, but some other points
require further discussion.

IL. Is Evolution Religiously Neutral?

One theme which receives considerable emphasis
in Plantinga’s paper is that evolution — TCA and
GES — is “not religiously neutral.” Howard Van Till
appears to concede this, but only in the sense that
evolution (like other scientific theories) is able to
be incorporated into the “mythology” of a natural-
istic culture. Plantinga replies that “to say that sci-
ence was not neutral in that sense would be to make
a statement weak in excelsis” (p. 84); what he had
in mind was something much stronger. He goes on
to say,

GES plays an important role in the conflict be-
tween Christian theism and naturalism (taken as a
mythology, a deep account of ourselves and the
world around us). This role is that of providing an
answer to a question that is both insistent and mon-
umentally difficult from a naturalistic perspective:
how did all this astounding variety of life with its
millions of species get here? Their ancestors can’t
have just popped into existence, but neither, from
a naturalistic perspective, could they have been cre-
ated by God, so where does all this life come from,
and how did it get here? Evolution gives an answer
the naturalist can accept, and it gives the only such
answer anyone can presently think of (p. 84).

Now it is certainly true that evolution can and
does play this sort of role in naturalist mythology
and naturalist apologetics —a fact which is ac-
knowledged and deplored by Van Till (see pp. 37-42).
But what conclusion should we draw from this fact?
It should be noted that the characteristic Plantinga
identifies in evolutionary theory — that of providing
a naturalistic explanation for what otherwise might

William Hasker is Professor of Philosophy and Chair of the Humanitites Division at
Huntington College. He is a graduate of Wheaton College and Berkeley Baptist Divinity
School, and holds the Ph.D. from the University of Edinburgh. He has written extensively
on metaphysics and the philosophy of religion, and has maintained a life-long interest
in the relationship between science and the Christian faith. His favorite mystery writers
are Dorothy Sayers and P.D. James.
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require the action of God or other supernatural pow-
ers — is by no means unique to GES and TCA, nor
does it, by itself, provide any good reason for re-
jecting a theory which exemplifies it, provided only
that (1) the theory providesa naturalistic explanation
of some range of phenomena, and (2) some signif-
icant group of people has regarded these phenomena
as direct manifestations of supernatural powers. If
people are inclined to view wind, rain, and lightning
as direct manifestations of divine activity, then a
naturalistic theory of the weather can strike a blow
against religion — a point exploited with vulgar ef-
fectiveness by Aristophanes in the Clouds. And if
someone is disposed to regard natural disasters such
as earthquakes as resulting from the actions of fallen
angels (a hypothesis which Plantinga regards as not
improbable on the basis of our evidence!?), the ex-
planation of earthquakes in terms of plate tectonics
gives a boost to naturalism.

In spite of the fact that old-earth
theory plays this crucial role
in naturalist mythology,
Plantinga embraces it with no
apparent reservations,
just because it is confirmed by
good scientific evidence.

But we need not turn for examples to the archaic
or the fanciful. Consider, for example, the hypothesis
that the earth is several billions of years old. Doesn’t
this hypothesis “provid[e] an answer to a question
that is both insistent and monumentally difficult
from a naturalistic perspective: how did all this as-
tounding variety of [geological formations, includ-
ing continents, mountains, and complicated rock
strata, as well as] life with its millions of species
gethere?” It's true that merely the general hypothesis
of the earth’s great age does not provide detailed
answers to all of this, any more than the bare thesis
that evolution occurred provides detailed explana-
tions for those millions of species. But it's evident
that any naturalistic explanation for all of this will
require vast stretches of time; given a much shorter
time-span, naturalistic geology (to say nothing of
naturalistic biological evolution) simply cannot put
the ground under our feet.

This fact, of course, has not gone unnoticed. It’s
precisely for this reason that Creation Science ad-
vocates are determined to resist the old earth hy-
pothesis to the last ditch; they have correctly noted
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that old-earth theory is “not religiously neutral,”
that it plays a crucial role in contemporary naturalist
mythology and apologetics. But here, of course,
Plantinga and his Creation Science colleagues part
company. In spite of the fact that old-earth theory plays
this crucial role in naturalist mythology, Plantinga em-
braces it with no apparent reservations, just because it
is confirmed by good scientific evidence.

What should we conclude from all this? Certainly
we should note with concern the use of evolutionary
theory by prophets of naturalism such as Carl Sagan.
When a theory is being used in this way, we do
well to scrutinize with special care whether the the-
ory is really supported by good evidence as claimed,
or whether on the contrary it has been adopted for
its apologetic value in the absence of such evidence.
(Of course we should scrutinize in the same way
theories which are specially favored by Christian
apologists!) If such a theory does withstand scientific
scrutiny, then we should examine it carefully so as
to detect and remove any “mythological accretions”
which have been added to the scientific theory in
order to make it more useful for ideological pur-
poses. Clearly both of these kinds of scrutiny are
greatly needed in the case of evolution, a theory
which may well hold the all-time record for ideo-
logical accretions. But once this has been done, if a
theory has been validated by good evidence and
stripped of mythological accretions, then it can and
should be adopted in good conscience by Christian
scientists and intellectuals, notwithstanding any
misuse that may have been made of it by the pur-
veyors of naturalism. And this goes for evolution
as much as for naturalistic meteorology, plate tec-
tonics, and old-earth theory. And I believe Plantinga,
Van Till, and McMullin would all agree with this,
even though their respective emphases vary consid-
erably.

II1. Plantinga and the Bible

The reader of Plantinga’s original paper might
well be struck by two things concerning his use of
the Bible: First, there are what appear to be fairly
confident assertions about what the Bible teaches,
or about what we have reason to believe the Bible
teaches, on this or that subject, especially on subjects
related to the divine creation of the world. Consider,
for example, the following assessment of “what the
Lord intends us to learn from early Genesis”:

Most clear, perhaps, is that God created the
world, so that it and everything in it depends upon
him and neither it nor anything in it has existed
for an infinite stretch of time. Next clearest, perhaps,
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is that there was an original human pair who sinned
... That humankind was separately created is per-
haps less clearly taught; that many other kinds of
living beings were separately created might be still
less clearly taught; that the earth is young, still less
clearly taught (p. 15).

But second, there is a complete lack of any ref-
erence to the kinds of hermeneutical questions which
might seem relevant to understanding the Bible’s
teachings on creation; considerations of literary
genre, for instance, or of the historicity of the early
chapters of Genesis, or of the nature of ancient world-
views, or of the origin of natural science in a Greek
and Western rather than a Semitic context.

... I think a reader might be
pardoned for concluding that
Plantinga feels entitled to
interpret Scripture quite
straightforwardly — without
concerning himself with
sophisticated hermeneutical issues.

In view of these two features, I think a reader
might be pardoned for concluding that Plantinga
feels entitled to interpret Scripture quite straight-
forwardly —to give a “face-value interpretation,”
as one mightsay — without concerning himself with
sophisticated hermeneutical issues. Van Till appar-
ently did conclude this; he chides Plantinga for ig-
noring the “difficult and relevant issues of
epistemology and hermeneutics in the arena of bib-
lical exegesis” (p. 35). Plantinga’s reply is just a mite
testy: “Academics, other intellectuals, the readers
of this journal and the audience of my original lecture
all get told about a dozen times a day that there
are epistemological and hermeneutical difficulties
in determining what the Bible teaches; this hardly
needs further emphasis” (p. 81). To Van Till’s as-
sertion that “we need far more than a naive biblical
hermeneutic or a simple ‘folk exegesis,”” Plantinga
replies, “That is hard to dispute, but I can’t see why
Van Till felt obliged to say it” (p. 82). Concerning
the interpretation of the early chapters of Genesis,
he writes, “this is a difficult area, an area where I
am not sure where the truth lies” (p. 81). The passage
cited just above, about “what the Lord intends us
to learn from early Genesis,” is not spoken by
Plantinga in his own voice but is put into the mouth
of an adherent of Creation Science.®> Later on, he
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illustrates the perplexities of Genesis-interpretation
by citing James Barr as follows:

So far as I know there is no professor of Hebrew
or Old Testament at any world-class university who
does not believe that the writer(s) of Genesis 1-11
intended to convey to their readers the ideas that:
(a) creation took place in a series of six days which
were the same as the days of 24 hours we now
experience; (b) the figures contained in the Genesis
genealogies provide by simple addition a chronol-
ogy from the beginning of the world up to the later
stages of the Biblical story, and (c) Noah’s flood
was understood to be worldwide, and to have ex-
tinguished all human and land animal life except
for those in the ark.

The proper response to this sort of situation, ac-
cording to Plantinga, is to recognize that the primary
author of Scripture is the Lord, and that what we
need to know in reading Scripture is “what he intends
to teach in the text in question.” What God intends
to convey in a given text, furthermore, can vary
more or less independently of what the human au-
thor meant by his words. The two may coincide, of
course, but God can intend to teach us things never
dreamt of by the human author (as in the case of
various Old Testament prophecies) — and, on the
other hand, God may very well not intend to teach
us some things which are clearly asserted by the
human author (i.e., by the text itself) — including,
perhaps, the things which, according to Barr, are
asserted in Genesis 1-11.7

What God intends to convey in a
given text, furthermore,
can vary more or less
independently of what the human
author meant by his words.

In view of all this, we can hardly accuse Plantinga
of minimizing the difficulties of biblical interpreta-
tion. Still, it must be noted that he nowhere discusses
in any concrete way how these issues apgply to the
text of Genesis, nor (with one exception®) does he
say anything about the hermeneutical principles
which guide his interpretations. I think we must
conclude, therefore, that Plantinga’s statements
about what the Bible teaches are to be taken purely
as personal opinions, items in his intellectual auto-
biography. The reader may, of course, find that she
has reasons of her own for assenting to these views,
and if so there is no reason why she need abandon
them. But if she did not have such reasons before
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reading Plantinga, she will have none after reading
him.

Plantinga: “The proper
understanding of the early
chapters of Genesis...is a difficult
area where I am not sure where
the truth lies....Nothing in my
paper hinges on these exegetical
beliefs, however...”

But does this really matter? Plantinga thinks not;
he says “I explicitly set aside questions of the proper
understanding of the early chapters of Genesis, just
because this is a difficult area where I am not sure
where the truth lies.” He goes on,

I do believe that the Lord intends to teach us
here not only that the world depends upon him
for its existence, but also (at least) that the world
has not existed for an infinite stretch of time, and
that there was an original pair of human beings
whose sin brought calamity upon the human race
... I also think it likely that he intends to teach us
that human beings were created in a special way
and in an act of special creation; but I could be
persuaded otherwise. Nothing in my paper hinges on
these exegetical beliefs, however, or, as far as I can
see, upon any other exegetical beliefs about which
there is sensible controversy (pp. 81-82, emphasis
added).

The claim that nothing in his paper hinges on those
exegetical beliefs does not seem to be true. Setting
aside the passage cited about what the Lord is teach-
ing us in Genesis, there is also the following claim:
“If, for example, current science were to return to
the view that the world has no beginning, and is
infinitely old, then current science would be wrong”
(p. 14). (That the Bible teaches that the world has
not existed foran infinite period of time is specifically
listed as an exegetical belief on which “nothing in
my paper hinges.”)

What Plantinga may have intended to assert was
that the principal conclusions of his paper do not de-
pend on his exegetical views —in particular, this
would be true of his conclusion that TCA is less
probable than its denial, given only theism and the
empirical scientific evidence. Here considerations
about what the Bible teaches are not germane, since
the conclusion is explicitly about what is probable
apart from specific biblical teaching. But this does
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not settle the matter. For is it not possible that
Plantinga’s assessments of the probabilities in ques-
tion have been influenced by his beliefs about what
the Bible teaches? He holds (as all Christians must)
that what God teaches us is certainly true, and he
considers it probable that God has taught us that
human beings were specially created. He may have
intended to make his assessment of the probability
of TCA independent of this and other exegetical
beliefs, but can we be sure he has succeeded? I really
don’t see how we can be sure of this; nor does it
seem to me that Plantinga’s own views on this point
are highly privileged. (Surely it is no longer neces-
sary to argue that the causes of our beliefs are often
hidden from us.) So I don’t see how we can be at
all confident that Plantinga’s main conclusions really
are uninfluenced by his exegetical beliefs? — and in
view of this, his failure to provide any support what-
ever for those beliefs can hardly be dismissed as
unimportant.

IV. Plantinga’s Hypothesis

The most interesting question about Plantinga’s
hypothesis is whether or not he has one. McMullin
assumes that he does, but just what it is is unclear:

The presumed inadequacy of current theories of
evolution is part of what leads Plantinga to propose
his own alternative. What exactly is it? Is it that
God brought to be in a miraculous way each of the
millions of species that have existed since life first
appeared on earth? . . . Perhaps he means that God
just created the phyla. . . . But why not all species?
How is Plantinga to decide just which thesis is more
probable than TCA? (p. 73).

To this Plantinga replies, in effect, that he has
no alternative to propose and doesn’t need one:

What [ say is that from a theistic or Christian
point of view, TCA is unlikely, somewhat less likely
than its denial. That is all [ am claiming; I am not
proposing an alternative explanation . . . In order
to claim quite properly that an explanation is im-
probable, you are not obliged to be able to point
to a better alternative (p. 89).

This response immediately raises a number of
questions. One thought which may occur is that
Plantinga is gaining an unfair advantage by pointing
out the weaknesses of a hypothesis he opposes, while
leaving his own view in the dark and thus safe from
criticism.10 A more important consideration, how-
ever, is the apparent clash between his procedure
and current philosophy of science. One of the best-
learned lessons in recent philosophy of science is
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that the evaluation of a scientific hypothesis does
not, in the typical case, focus on just one hypothesis
at a time; rather, the concern is with pairs (or other
multiples) of competing hypotheses.!! One of the rea-
sons Karl Popper’s “falsificationism” has been gen-
erally abandoned, is that it would lead to the
rejection of far too many hypotheses; many theories,
in fact, are “born falsified” in that, right from the
outset, they fail to conform to all the known data
in the field under study. If a hypothesis which has
shown significant promise encounters anomalous
data, the normal scientific response is to retain the
hypothesis until a superior replacement hypothesis
emerges. To recommend abandoning a theory with
no replacement in sight is, scientifically speaking,
a counsel of despair. Is this what Plantinga is asking
us to do in the case of evolution?

As a result of conversations with Plantinga, I be-
lieve his response would be that he is not, himself,
engaging in biological science and does not intend
(at this point) to be making recommendations to
scientists. His concern is with the truth of GES and
TCA, not with their role as “paradigms” guiding
scientific research. If he were speaking of the accep-
tance of scientific theories (as establishing “research
programs,” and the like) he would have other things
to say. His claim is simply that, given the truth of
Christian theism together with the available scien-
tific evidence, both GES and TCA are less likely
than their respective denials. How scientists should
proceed in these matters is another question entirely.

If a hypothesis which has shown
significant promise encounters
anomalous data, the normal
scientific response is to retain the
hypothesis until a superior
replacement hypothesis emerges.

It is possible to detect in all this the influence of
the scientific anti-realism of a Bas van Fraassen —
which is not to say that Plantinga would adopt van
Fraassen’s views wholesale. And it opens up an in-
triguing possibility: perhaps Christians who are sci-
entists — including the proponents of Plantinga’s
“theistic science” — would be best advised to accept
TCA and even GES as working hypotheses, pursue
research programs based on them, and so on, all
the while holding, along with Plantinga and other
right-minded persons, that both GES and TCA are
probably false. No doubt it would be surprising if
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things turned out this way, but Plantinga has said
nothing that would rule it out.

His claim is simply that, given
the truth of Christian theism
together with the available
scientific evidence,
both the Grand Evolutionary
Story and the Theory of Common
Ancestry are less likely than their
respective denials.

Clearly we are dealing here with some fascinating
issues. But a more elementary sort of question now
obtrudes itself, namely, Can Plantinga stick to his re-
fusal to offer an alternative hypothesis? And does he, in
fact, stick to it? 1 believe that, contrary to his pro-
testations, he does need to present an alternative
view in order for his argument to go through. And
it’s clear that he does have such a view, but unfor-
tunately it is not specified in sufficient detail to do
the work that is required of it. '

The place where the need for an alternative shows
itself is when Plantinga undertakes to assess the em-
pirical evidence adduced in support of TCA. He
says of one strand of evidence: “[It is] reasonably
probable on the hypothesis of special creation, hence
not much by way of evidence against it, hence not
much by way of evidence for evolution” (p. 23, and
see similar remarks on pp. 24, 103-04, 105, and 107-
108). The burning question here is the one already
posed by McMullin: “Which thesis is more probable
than TCA?” What particular hypothesis does
Plantinga have in view, so as to be able to say that
the evidence is “reasonably probable” on that hy-
pothesis? Here it clearly will not do to say that the
hypothesis in question is simply the denial of TCA.
For TCA is a fairly strong hypothesis, and its denial
is correspondingly weak in its logical force — that
is to say, it is compatible with an enormous range
of alternatives, and the alleged evidence for evolu-
tion may be extremely probable with respect to some
of these alternatives and extremely improbable with
respect to others.

But of course, it simply is not true that Plantinga
is committed only to the negation of TCA. It is quite
clear, from various things he says, that his view is
at least that “God did something special in creating
initial forms of life, then something special in cre-
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ating some other forms of life, then something special
in creating human beings” (pp. 88-89). (And the
“something special” in the latter two cases must be
something which involves lack of continuity of de-
scent from earlier forms. God might, quite conceiv-
ably, do “something special” in arranging that a
particular, very improbable mutation should occur,
leading to the appearance of a more advanced kind
of creature. But this would not be “special” enough
for Plantinga, for it would not be inconsistent with
TCA.) So we know at least this much about
Plantinga’s view. Could we suppose, then, that what
he means to be saying is that the evidence cited for
evolution is not improbable on that hypothesis?

What would need to be further
specified is how many “forms of
life” have been specially created —
or, better, at what
taxonomic level this is supposed
to have occurred.

I think we had better not suppose this — not that
is, if (as is wise) we want to take Plantinga to be
saying something sensible. For while the hypothesis
stated above is far more determinate than merely
the negation of TCA, it is nowhere near determinate
enough to enable us to evaluate the alleged evolu-
tionary evidence in its light. What would need to
be further specified is how many “forms of life” have
been specially created — or, better, at what taxonomic
level this is supposed to have occurred. Suppose,
for instance, that the view is just that God created
the phyla, and after this allowed evolution to take
its course. On this creationist hypothesis, the likeli-
hood of most of the evidence for evolution is exactly
the same as it is on TCA — for a great deal of that
evidence pertains to taxonomic levels below the
phyla, and with respect to these lower levels the
predictions of this “phylum creationism” are exactly
the same as those of TCA itself. And on the other
hand, the complaints of creationists (including
Plantinga) about the scarcity of transitional forms
below the level of phyla would also lose their point;
this scarcity is as much (or as little) a problem for
phylum creationism as it is for TCA. It should be
noted, furthermore, that phylum creationism com-
ports badly with the view, dear to the hearts of
Plantinga and other creationists, that human beings
are specially created by God in a way that excludes
pithecine descent. If God’s special creative activity
occurs nearly always at the level of phyla or above,
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then this claim about the special creation of a single
species — or at most of a genus — has a strong ad
hoc flavor about it; it becomes (to use one of
Plantinga’s favorite words) very much an “epicy-
cle”12 on the creationist view.

If, on the other hand, God’s special creative ac-
tivity is thought of as occurring frequently at lower
taxonomic levels, then the situation with respect to
the evidence changes. The creationists will gain in
being able to chide evolutionists over the scarcity
of transitional forms, but they will also incur the
burden of explaining, in a non-arbitrary fashion, the
evidence which is generally held to support the oc-
currence of evolution at these levels. It may be that
somewhere the creationist will find an optimum bal-
ance between the two — a level of special creative
activity which imposes the greatest burdens on the
evolutionary hypothesis in comparison with his
own. This level would be determined, as McMullin
suggests, by “checking to see what evolutionary the-
ory has . . . been able to explain successfully. And
then whatever is left over, God is more likely to
have brought about miraculously” (p. 73). Plantinga,
however, maintains a discreet silence about all this.

At this point Plantinga might want to claim that
his statements about the likelihood of the evidence
on the hypothesis of special creation are mere off-
hand remarks, not essential to his main line of ar-
gument — thus, he does not after all need to offer
an alternative hypothesis. I am not convinced that
this is so. TCA, after all, is a theory for which con-
siderable empirical evidence has been adduced.!?
Inevaluating TCA, it is essential to try and determine
how strongly that evidence supports the theory. And
it is difficult to see how that can be done without
considering whether there is a plausible alternative
theory such that the evidence is as likely, or nearly
as likely, on that theory as it is on TCA. The role
of the alternative explanation seems to be essential
here — but it’s a role which Plantinga leaves unfilled.

In certain respects, then, Plantinga’s handling of
the empirical evidence for evolution leaves the
reader in even greater perplexity than his treatment
of scriptural data. Plantinga gives the reader no rea-
son whatever to suppose that his interpretations of
Scripture are correct, but there is no serious doubt
astowhat the interpretationsare. But when Plantinga
says that the evidence for evolution is reasonably
probable on some alternative to the evolutionary
hypothesis, we have no way of knowing, in sufficient
detail, what that alternative is; thus, we are unable
even to formulate the proposition which we would
need to evaluate in order to determine whether
Plantinga’s claims are warranted.
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V. Theistic Science

It's possible that Plantinga might be able to accept
at least a good deal of this. (Though I don’t predict
that he will accept it!) He does not claim, after all,
to be either a scientist or an exegete, and the primary
aim of his paper is not to tell scientists and exegetes
what conclusions they should reach. His remarks
about the Bible and about the evidence for evolution
can be taken as merely illustrative — examples of
the kinds of conclusions that might be reached, if
Christian scholars and scientists were to deal with
these issues in the proper way. It is, however, the
way in which these matters are to be handled, the
kind of study which is to be made of them, which
constitutes the main burden of his two papers. These
concerns are focused in his proposal for “Theistic
Science.”

Now Plantinga’s proposal for Theistic Science is
fairly sketchy; it does not involve anything like a
complete blueprint showing how such a science is
to be constructed. Still, some things about it are rea-
sonably clear, as is shown in the following quotation:

In all the areas of academic endeavor, we Chris-
tians must think about the matter at hand from a
Christian perspective; we need Theistic Science. Per-
haps the discipline in question, as ordinarily prac-
ticed, involves a methodological naturalism; if so,
then what we need, finally, is not answers to our
questions from that perspective, valuable in some
ways as it may be. What we really need are answers
to our questions from the perspective of all that we
know — what we know about God, and what we
know by faith, by way of revelation, as well as what
we know in other ways. In many areas, this means
that Christian must rework, rethink the area in ques-
tion from this perspective (p. 30).

McMullin expresses serious concerns about this
proposal. One thing he objects to is Plantinga’s prin-
ciple, according to which, in cases of apparent con-
flict between science and Scripture, we “balance”
one against the other and determine our interpre-
tation accordingly: If the Scriptures are clear and
the scientific evidence shaky, we modify our un-
derstanding of science, while if the scientific evi-
dence is strong and the exegetical evidence weak
or ambiguous, it is our interpretation of Scripture
which must be changed. McMullin writes:

[This principle] has one quite disastrous conse-
quence: it sets theologians evaluating the validity
of the arguments of the natural philosophers, and
natural philosophers defending themselves by com-
posing theological tracts. Either way, there will be
immediate charges of trespass. The theologian
challenges the force of technical scientific argument;
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scientists urge their own readings of Scripture or
their own theories as to how Scripture, in general,
should be read. In both cases, the professionals are
going to respond, quite predictably: what right have
you to intrude in a domain where you lack the cre-
dentials to speak with authority? The assessment
of theory-strength is not a simple matter of logic
and rule but requires a long familiarity with the
procedures, presuppositions, and prior successes of
a network of connected domains, and a trained skill
in the assessment of particular types of argument
(pp. 61-62).14

McMullin: “[Theistic Science] has
one quite disastrous
consequence: it sets theologians
evaluating the validity of the
arguments of the natural
philosophers, and natural
philosophers defending themselves
by composing theological tracts.”

McMullin also objects to the acceptance of non-
empirical sources of knowledge (such as faith and
revelation) in the proposed new science, for this
means that such a science “lacks the sort of warrant
that has gradually come to characterize natural sci-
ence, one that points to systematic observation, gen-
eralization, and the testing of explanatory
hypothesis.” Indeed, this new discipline is not well
described as science: since it “requires faith, and faith
(we are told) is a gift, a grace, from God,” and since
it “appeals to a specifically Christian belief, one that
lays no claim to assent from a Hindu or an agnostic,”
it “lacks the universality of science, as that term
has been understood in the Western tradition. . .
To use the term ’science’ in this context seems dan-
gerously misleading; it encourages expectations that
cannot be fulfilled, in the interests of adopting a
label generally regarded as honorific” (p. 57).

McMullin goes on to say,

I do not object . . . to the use of theological
considerations in the service of a larger and more
comprehensive world-view in which natural science
is only one factor. . . . But I would not be willing
to use the term, “science,” in this context. Nor do
I think it necessary to do so in order to convey the
respectability of the claim being made: that theology
may appropriately modulate other parts of a per-
son’s belief-system, including those deriving from
science (pp. 57-58).
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And in the concluding pages of his comment, he
provides an example by sketching out, in a manner
inspired by Karl Rahner and Teilhard de Chardin,
a way in which evolution can be incorporated into
a Christian world-view and theology (pp. 78-79).

Plantinga: “Where there is
apparent conflict between
Scripture and science, we must try
the best way we can to see how
to resolve it; given present
academic arrangements, this will
inevitably result in someone’s
making pronouncements that are
outside his field.”

Plantinga rejects all of these arguments. To the
objection that his “balancing principle” leads to ex-
cessive conflict and to persons speaking outside their
proper areas of expertise, he replies

Where there is apparent conflict between Scrip-
ture and science, we must try the best way we can
to see how to resolve it; given present academic
arrangements, this will inevitably result in someone’s
making pronouncements that are outside his field.
... This could be avoided only if there were pro-
fessionals, experts, who were expert in the relevant
science, and also in philosophy and philosophy of
science, and also in theology. None of us . . . fills
a bill like that.1% So if McMullin means to suggest
that philosophers should stick to their philosophy,
theologians to their theology, and scientists to their
science, then no one could address apparent conflicts
of the sort that occasioned my paper. But we, the
Christian community, need answers to these ques-
tions . . . (pp. 92-93).

He goes on to note that McMullin also endorses
the idea of a synthetic enterprise, involving science,
philosophy, and theology, in which such issues will
be addressed — and nothing is solved or answered
merely by denying the name ”science” to the en-
terprise.

Still, Plantinga is unwilling to give up the name
“science.” On the one hand, McMullin’s charge that
this discipline lacks the warrant that comes from
empirical scientific research reflects a misunder-
standing. Plantinga’s Theistic Scientists will carry
out such research, it’s just that they will also consider
the deliverances of exegesis and theology in reaching
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their scientific conclusions (p. 97). And as for “lack
of universality,” he responds that “science, if it is
practiced in such a way as to honor the method-
ological naturalism McMullin urges, is by no means
always universal” (p. 98). As an example, he cites
a piece of sociobiology authored by Herbert Simon,
in which benevolence and unselfish love are ex-
plained as “bounded rationality” and “docility.”
After discussing the application of this to Mother
Teresa, he says, “I should think no Christian could
even for a moment take this seriously as an expla-
nation of [her] behavior” (p. 98). So methodologically
naturalistic science is not necessarily universal; there-
fore the lack of universality in Theistic Science is
no problem. And in general, Plantinga clearly re-
gards methodological naturalism as an arbitrary
dogma; he repeatedly issues challenges to provide
a justification for it, while exuding confidence that
no decent justification will be forthcoming.

In general, Plantinga clearly
regards methodological naturalism
as an arbitrary dogma; he
repeatedly issues challenges to
provide a justification for it,
while exuding confidence that no
decent justification will
be forthcoming.

There is certainly some force in these replies. I
believe, however, that at a number of points
Plantinga has failed to fully grasp McMullin’s ob-
jections, and thus his replies fall short. I do not think
McMullin’s complaint about the lack of empirical
warrantin Theistic Science was based on a misunder-
standing. Undoubtedly, the Theistic Scientist will
carry out the customary activities of observation,
experimentation, testing of hypotheses, and the like.
But at crucial points, what grounds her conclusions
will not be these activities but rather specific Chris-
tian theological beliefs — beliefs which, as McMullin
rightly says, lay “no claim to assent from a Hindu
or an agnostic.” Her scientific conclusions, at these
crucial points, will indeed be without empirical war-
rant. Plantinga waves off the problem of universality
with his sociobiology example, but this misses the
point. Sociobiology is universal, not in the sense that
its conclusions are acceptable to everyone, but in that
its methods are open to all: Anyone, be he Hindu,
agnostic, or Calvinist, can pursue the empirical and
conceptual inquiries which will validate or refute
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sociobiology’s claims.1® (I would agree with
Plantin%a that many of them richly deserve to be
refuted.!”)

It is true that McMullin’s
“comprehensive world-view” will
require a synthesis of
considerations from science,
philosophy, and theology,
and those involved in constructing
such a synthesis cannot remain
within narrowly defined
disciplinary boundaries.

It is true that McMullin’s “comprehensive world-
view” will require a synthesis of considerations from
science, philosophy, and theology, and those in-
volved in constructing such a synthesis cannot re-
main within narrowly defined disciplinary
boundaries. But I believe thereis a distinct difference
between the way in which McMullin envisages this
procedure, and the way it would go on in Theistic
Science. As I think McMullin conceives of it, the
synthetic enterprise takes place at a rather advanced
level of study in the respective disciplines. The day-
to-day scientific work of the Christian bjologist, ge-
ologist, or astronomer goes on in the same way,
and according to the same principles (including
methodological naturalism!8) as that of her secular
colleagues. Scripture scholars will determine the
meaning of biblical texts according to the best meth-
ods of exegesis and hermeneutics, without straining
to accommodate the texts to modern scientific con-
clusions. Theologians will determine the meaning
of essential Christian doctrines in the light of Scrip-
ture, tradition, experience, and so on. Only when
these inquiries have reached a fairly advanced stage
does the synthesizer, the constructor of worldviews,
bring the various disciplines together to fashion, as
it were, the capstone on the edifice of truth.!® Even
at this stage, furthermore, there will be a disposition
for the most part to accept the results of the various
disciplines at face value, while appropriately “mod-
ulating” them so as to arrive at a unified perspective.
In such an enterprise the possibilities of conflict and
of territorial trespass still exist, to be sure, but they
are greatly minimized.?0

In Theistic Science, on the other hand, the inter-

action (and the potential conflicts) occur at a much
lower level. The scientist practices his geology with
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the Book of Nature before him and the Book of God
inhis hand, and what he says about each will depend
in part on what he reads in the other. The possibility
of excessive and unproductive conflict, pointed out
by McMullin, is much more pressing here. There is
also the all-too-real likelihood that in a theologically
conservative context (and that is the only place The-
istic Science has a chance of being taken seriously)
the theological disciplines will assert hegemony and,
supported by the ecclesiastical authorities, will at-
tempt to “call the shots” for the “lesser” secular
disciplines. Plantinga’s present academic setting ef-
fectively insulates him from such concerns — but
recent events at his alma mater, Calvin College,
should remind him that this is no idle possibility.?!

Now if the Scriptures really are relevant to de-
tailed scientific conclusions, this relevance must be
recognized in spite of the practical difficulties just
noted. But are they relevant? McMullin would not
deny the relevance altogether; he does not think we
can eliminate in principle the possibility of a conflict
between science and faith. But these possibilities are
largely limited to conflicts regarding human nature,
freedom, and moral responsibility; the first two
chapters of Genesis, on the other hand, “are not to
be read as literal history” (p. 62).22

In Theistic Science, on the other
hand, the interaction

(and the potential conflicts) occur

at a much lower level.

The scientist practices his geology
with the Book of Nature before
him and the Book of God in his
hand, and what he says about

each will depend in part on what

he reads in the other.

Plantinga apparently disagrees. But does he re-
ally? Consider again the quotation given above from
James Barr. If Barr is right in holding that the author
of Genesis intended to teach a literal six-day creation,
a young age for the earth, and a world-wide flood,
this will create some embarrassment for those who
prefer to think that the biblical writers used an an-
cient world-picture only as a convenient manner of
speaking and were not seriously committed to it.
But Barr’s view is absolutely devastating for those
who, like Plantinga, hold that the creation story is
relevant for deciding on a scientific view to be accept-
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ed by contemporary Christians. If Barr is right,
Plantinga’s choices would seem to be stark: Either
accept an uncompromising version of Creation Sci-
ence, or admit the Genesis account is not relevant
to our acceptance of scientific views about origins.?3

Plantinga’s response to this, in conversation, is
that what follows from Barr’s statement is at most
that what the human author(s) of Genesis meant is
not relevant to the assessment of our scientific the-
ories; what is at issue, however, is what the Lord,
the divine author, intends to teach us — and this, as
has been noted, may be quite different than what
the human author thought. This move solves the
problem for Plantinga only by reminding us of the
potentially wide gap between what the human au-
thor meant and what God meant by Scripture —a
gap, let us recall, that Plantinga has given us no di-
rections whatever for crossing. So for all that he has
said, it could very well turn out that the relevance
of Scripture to scientific hypotheses is no more ex-
tensive than Van Till and McMullin think it is.?4

In the conclusion of his essay Plantinga points
out that his call for Theistic Science is not new: It
represents a key idea in the tradition of Reformed
Christianity, the idea which was expressed by the
founding of the Free University of Amsterdam as
well as Calvin College. But, he says, “We must admit
... that it is our lack of real progress that is striking”
(p- 30). He goes on to attribute this lack of progress
to the inherent difficulty of the undertaking, as well
as to the lack of support and recognition for such
an undertaking in the secular academy.

[ wish to suggest a different assessment. It should
be noted, to begin with, that precisely in the natural
sciences the achievements of certain Calvin College
faculty members (such as Davis A. Young, Clarence
Menninga, and Howard Van Till) are far from neg-
ligible. But of course, not all good things come from
Grand Rapids, or even from Friesland. There is in
the twentieth century a vigorous tradition of Chris-
tian reflection on the natural sciences, carried on
by such thinkers as Karl Heim, F. R. Tennant, Pierre
Teilhard de Chardin, Ian Barbour, John
Polkinghorne, Richard Bube, Donald M. MacKay,
and, last but far from least, Ernan McMullin.2% Each
one of these, I am sure, would agree that a great
deal remains to be done. But what they have ac-
complished should not be minimized — and here I
believe Plantinga would agree.2

From the standpoint of Theistic Science, to be

sure, all this may be quite unsatisfactory; the persons
named have scrutinized and interpreted standard,
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“mainstream” science, but have not created a dis-
tinctively Christian natural science. But I think the
lack of progress in Theistic Science can be linked
to another historical tradition — one which includes
Bellarmine and the persecutors of Galileo, the efforts
of “flood geologists” in the eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries, much of the anti-evolution
movement since Darwin, and in our own time the
purveyors of Creation Science.?” These efforts to cre-
ate a “Christian” natural science have failed, I sug-
gest, not because of lack of talent or effort but because
the thing does not exist: there is one nature, and
one science of nature, and the attempt to construct
an alternative on a biblical basis is doomed to failure,
because that is not what the Bible is about. At best,
those who make such an attempt will repeatedly
discover, fifty years too late, that the Bible does not
“clearly teach” about science what their grandfathers
said it did, and that the scientific knowledge their
grandfathers rejected should indeed, albeit tardily,
be welcomed as true insight into the structure of
God’s creation. Those who forget history are doomed
to repeat it.?8 *

NOTES

1 Alvin Plantinga, “When Faith and Reason Clash: Evolution
and the Bible,” pp. 8-33; Howard Van Till, “When Faith and
Reason Cooperate,” pp. 33-45; Pattle Pun, “Response to Pro-
fessor Plantinga,” pp. 46-54; Ernan McMullin, “Plantinga’s
Defense of Special Creation,” pp. 55-79; and Alvin Plantinga,
“Evolution, Neutrality, and Antecedent Probability: A Reply
to McMullin and Van Till,” pp. 80-109; all in Christian Scholar’s
Review XX1:1 (September 1991); page references in the text
are to this material. I will draw upon a number of points
made by Van Till and McMullin, but will not be giving a
complete account either of their responses or of Plantinga’s
reply to them. Pattle Pun’s paper, unfortunately, suffers a
fate which comes frequently to comments which do not gen-
erate major disagreements; Plantinga acknowledges it with
enthusiasm, butitis not picked up in the subsequent discussion
and will not be pursued here.

‘Methodological naturalism” will be understood to mean that
only natural objects and forces can be referred to in scientific
explanations.

3 In his Reply, Plantinga admits to an error here: “I represent
myself as arguing against TCA . . . ; as a matter of fact,
however, [ am questioning the hypothesis that wings, brains
and the like have developed according to the mechanisms
suggested by contemporary evolutionary theory” (p. 103). He
goes on to explain this lapse by saying, “These two hypotheses
are of course intimately connected; in particular, it is hard
to imagine (given naturalism) how the former could be true
unless some version of the latter were” (p. 103, emphasis
added). But how does this bear on what a theist should con-
clude about the probability of TCA?

4 See his The Nature of Necessity (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1974), p. 195.

5 Here I rely on a conversation with Alvin Plantinga. I must say
that the text of Plantinga’s essay does not seem to me to
make it clear that this passage is not stating Plantinga’s own
views, though it is certainly consistent with this interpretation.
In any case, Plantinga does agree with several of the views
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here attributed to the creationist; this is made clear in a quo-
tation below, taken from pp. 81-82 of his Reply.

6 P. 96; the reference for the citation is a “personal letter to David
C. K. Watson, (April 23, 1984), published in the Newsletter of
the Creation Science Association of Ontario, vol. 3, no. 4,
1990/91.” Plantinga acknowledges that this view may not be
held quite as universally by Old Testament scholars as Barr
asserts—but it does appear that he embraces the substance
of the view as stated by Barr.

7 The only possibility which may be excluded is that God intends
to teach us precisely the opposite of what the human author
asserts—at least, Plantinga provides us with no example of
this.

8 The one exception is that, when our reasons for thinking God
teaches us a certain thing in Scripture are comparatively weak,
and there are very strong reasons from other sources to think
that the view in question is false, then we should conclude
that probably God does not intend to teach us the item in
question. No doubt that is good advice, but taken by itself
it will not get us very far.

9 I must confess that I find it difficult to credit that any well-
informed person, uninfluenced by biblical exegesis, could as-
sign a high probability to the view that humans are specially
created purely on the basis of theism and the empirical evi-
dence.

10 To avoid misunderstanding, let me say that I do nof think
Plantinga has deliberately proceeded this way in order to
give himself an unfair advantage. I do believe that, as a matter
of fact, his procedure does give him an unfair advantage.

11 Prominent among the philosophers of science who have es-
tablished this point are Thomas Kuhn (see The Structure of
Scientific Revolutions, 2nd edition, Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, 1970), and Imre Lakatos (see The Methodology of
Scientific Research Programmes: Philosophical Papers, Volume I,
ed. John Worrall and Gregory Currie, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1978). Lakatos writes: “Important criticism
is always constructive: there is no refutation without a better
theory. . . . [W]hat normally happens is that progressive re-
search programmes replace degenerating ones” (p. 6). Also,
“A theory can only be eliminated by a better theory, that is,
by one that has excess empirical content over its predecessors,
some of which is subsequently confirmed” (p. 150).

120n at least seven occasions, Plantinga refers toactual or possible
modifications of evolutionary theory as “epicycles.” Presum-
ably an epicycle is an ad hoc adjustment to a theory—but in
several of these cases Plantinga makes no attempt to argue
that the adjustments in question really are ad hoc. One is left
with the impression that, for Plantinga, any modification of
evolutionary theory to accommodate new data would be an
“epicycle.”

13 There is to be sure another relevant question to be asked here;
namely, what is the antecedent likelihood of God’s proceeding
in one way or the other? That is to say, leaving aside the
empirical evidence concerning evolution, and leaving aside
also the specific teaching of Genesis about creation, whatever
it is, which is more reasonable to expect—that God would
proceed by evolutionary means, or by way of special creation?
Both Plantinga and McMullin devote considerable attention
to this question (see pp. 21-22, 74-76, 99-102), and the results
are fascinating though finally (in my opinion) inconclusive.
In any case, Plantinga seems to be correct when he says that
we must rely mainly on the empirical evidence rather than
on these estimates of antecedent likelihood (see p. 102).

14 [ am taking a small liberty by applying McMullin’s remarks
directly to Plantinga’s principle; they originally apply rather
to a slightly different principle proposed by Galileo. But the
points made do, in McMullin’s view, apply to Plantinga’s
approach with equal force.

15 What Plantinga says here is undoubtedly true. I think it is
fair to remind the reader, however, that McMullin is one of
the world’s premier historians and philosophers of science,
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and is extremely familiar with the relationships between sci-
ence and religion over the past several centuries. Plantinga
is a superb metaphysician and philosopher of religion, but
has no comparable credentials in science or the philosophy
of science.

16 | take it that the objective of sociobiology is to see how much
of humanbehavior can be explained in terms of our inheritance
from lower forms of life. In order to pursue such an enquiry
it is by no means necessary to assume in advance that ail
human behavior can be so explained, and any such assumption
should be rejected as an unwarranted “mythological adden-
dum” to the scientific project.

17 Another problem with Plantinga’s appeal to sociobiology stems
from the fact that his controversy with Van Till and McMullin
concerns natural science, whereas this example is from behav-
ioral science. It is widely recognized, however, that natural
science and behavioral science are quite different from each
other in respects which are highly relevant to the way in
which they interact with the Christian and theistic worldview.

18 To launch into a defense of methodological naturalism at this
point would carry us too far afield. There is, however, a pos-
sible misunderstanding lurking here which deserves to be
laid to rest. If a science is practiced in accord with method-
ological naturalism, this means that only natural entities and
forces will enter into the explanations given by that science.
(Onepossible reason for this might be that supernatural entities
cannot be subjected to experiments, nor can their behavior
be captured in our laws.) Methodological naturalism does
not mean, however, that every event whatever must be ex-
plainable in terms of naturalistic science. The point is made
nicely in the saying, sometimes heard in the discussion of an
alleged miracle, “There is no scientific explanation for this
event.” This sentence captures both the idea that “scientific”
explanations must be of a certain kind (viz., naturalistic), and
also the claim that there are real events which cannot be ex-
plained in this way.

In a comment on this paper, David Wilcox poses the ques-
tion of how theists, Hindus, and agnostics can work together
to produce a common science: “What does a common as-
sumption of ‘methodological naturalism’ mean? Clearly, it
must mean something ditferent for each worker, yet the ex-
pected behavior for each (such as uniformity and rational /lawful
order) must be similar enough that the workers will make
parallel predictions about experimental outcomes. But, the
meaning of that methodological naturalism will be miles apart
for the workers. That meaning is not implicit in theassumption.
That is as true for the materialistic world-view as it is for any
other. Thus, an agnostic is always as subjective as a theist.”

19 Philip Quinn has suggested to me that | am giving here a
highly idealized description of the process of synthesis. No
doubt this is true; a scientist or scholar concerned with syn-
thesis will be unlikely to exclude all thoughts of the final
result until a late stage of the process. What is crucial, however,
is that the methodological integrity of the respective disciplines
be maintained.

20 There is a substantive underlying issue here: How seriously
are the various sciences, as practiced in the secular academy,
compromised by the naturalistic assumptions of their more
influential practitioners? Clearly, McMullin takes a relatively
optimistic view on this point: naturalistic bias and distortions
no doubt exist, but they can fairly readily be separated from
the healthy, “genuinely scientific” core of the disciplines. Plan-
tinga, on the other hand, is much more prone to find the
trail of the naturalistic serpent over everything. At this deep
level, what we are dealing with may well be a conflict between
Thomism and Kuyperianism.

21 A significant suggestion at this point comes from David Wilcox,
who writes: “If one accepts the idea that we live and work
within a hjerarchy of recognitional models (data patterns to
world views), it becomes possible to do integration continu-
ously. In fact, one must, for one can never ‘shuck off’ the
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guidance of the higher levels, nor can one dodge the empirical
pressure of the lower levels. However, each discipline works
with a different part of reality. At the lower levels of data
recognition, the ‘world-view’ effect is remote, mediated down
through the hierarchy. Thus people of different world-views
may, in part, work together. At the higher world-view levels,
the effects of the ‘data’ is remote, mediated up through the
hierarchy. Thus, Christians in different disciplines may, in
part, be working together. Theologians, however, would have
progressively Iess to say as they approached the data of the
physical world, and scientists would have less to say as they
approached the Biblical text. Disciplines would be distinct,
and yet still sensitive to the Scripture as it spoke to foundational
understandings in their areas. And that, [ think, we are called
to.”

22 McMullin writes, “I do not believe that Scripture does prescribe

that the universe had a beginning in time, in some specific
technical sense of the term, ‘time’” (pp. 64-65).

23 Note that each of the three items mentioned by Barr, taken

separately, isincompatible with well-established scientificdata
quite apart from the issue of TCA vs. special creation. A literal
six-day creation is incompatible with the long periods known
to have elapsed between the appearances of various forms
of life. That the genealogies provide a complete chronology
is incompatible with abundant data which establish for homo
sapiens an antiquity of 50,000 to 100,000 years. And a world-

wide flood in historic times is incompatible with a very large
range of geological and archaeological data.

24 It should be kept in mind that neither Van Till nor McMullin

rules outa priori any possible relevance of Scripture to scientific
theories. It is rather that when they examine the actual content
of science and Scripture respectively, they find the relevance
to be minimal.

25 To say that this list is incomplete would be an understatement;

in reality, it is a mere sampling of those who could have
been mentioned. The reader who finds one or more of his
favorite names omitted is invited to add it to the list with
my blessing.

26 Plantinga informs me that his complaint about the lack of

progress was directed at the Reformed community and its
specific project, here labeled “Theistic Science”; he was not
meaning to deny the achievements of thinkers such as those
named in the text.

27 I would not be strongly critical of the persons early in this

list, though the persecution of Galileo was certainly repre-
hensible. In the eighteenth century it was quite reasonable
to try and interpret the geological record in terms of Noah’s
Flood; to try to resurrect this failed science today is a different
matter entirely.

28 | am indebted to Alvin Plantinga, Ernan McMullin, Philip

Quinn, and David Wilcox for valuable comments on earlier
versions of this paper.
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Science Within the Limits of Truth

PAUL H. LIBEN
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Yonkers, NY 10710

Our society has long seen as inevitable the continued advance of science. Thus, it
forgets how scientific progress is affected, for good or for ill, by the particular worldviews
of scientists and also by how they relate such perspectives to their endeavors. If a
critical mass of scientists comes to embrace worldviews that clash with science’s very
philosophical foundations, and if a disproportionate number so relate their worldviews
to science that its inherent borders are distorted, then true science is threatened, and
with it the progress which we have long taken for granted. Scientists must begin
paying heed to this danger, for the integrity of science is at stake.

The October 1990 issue of First Things featured
a lively and occasionally fierce debate on the subject
of evolution. Initiated by Phillip E. Johnson of the
University of California Law School at Berkeley, the
debate included responses by a history of science
professor (William B. Provine), a museum curator
(Gareth Nelson), a biophysics professor (Thomas H.
Jukes), and two editors (Irving Kristol and Matthew
Berke). Of these participants, it was Berke who es-
pecially attempted to draw serious attention to the
philosophical dimensions of the issue. Berke’s prin-
cipal point was that “philosophy, rather than science,
is the final battleground in the evolution debate ...
insofar as that debate becomes a struggle between
naturalism and supernaturalism to have the final
say on man’s status.” The point is well taken, and
points to the larger truth that the evolution debate
isitself a microcosm of a much broader philosophical
struggle — a struggle over the very definition,
boundaries, direction, integrity, and even validity
of the entire scientific enterprise.

The manner in which this debate has been carried
on, if it is truly indicative of the thinking of the
participants in it, should trouble — even alarm —
those who are concerned for the continued success
of the scientific enterprise.

For as has been made vivid by the argument about
evolution, two tendencies of thought are between
them posing a serious threat to the continued health
of scientific endeavor. First, there is the increasing
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prevalence within the scientific community of nat-
uralistic philosophical beliefs which, if carried to
their logical conclusion, would seem to imply a com-
plete debunking of the enterprise. Second, there is
a tendency on the part of both naturalistic and the-
istic scientists to impose their respective worldviews
onto the realm of science and hence to distort the
logical boundaries of that realm.

The first threat, that from naturalism, directly
challenges the presuppositions upon which science
as we know it was originally based — presupposi-
tions which, though undoubtedly absent from the
consciousness of many contemporary scientists,
were quite clearly on the minds of those who pi-
oneered modern science. These presuppositions con-
cern both nature the observed and man the observer.
Nature was assumed to “occur” in regular patterns.
Earlier scientists such as Isaac Newton premised this
assumption on a prior one that nature was created
by an “orderly” God closely resembling if not iden-
tical to the God of the Bible who, having a fixed
character, was presumed to have created nature with
the same kind of essential order or stability. From
this premise, it was concluded that nature was wor-
thy of being observed seriously.

Having been deemed worthy of such observation,
can an object, in fact, be observed? Is the observer
capable of observing it? That depends on his rela-

Thisarticlewas originally printed in First Things, December 1991 issue.
Reprinted by permission.
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tionship to the object. When the object is nature, it
would appear that man must be sufficiently de-
tached or removed from it to be able to discover
genuine truths about its operations. Hence the sec-
ond major presupposition that would seem neces-
sary in order for scientists to proceed with
well-grounded confidence is this: Man the observer
is not entirely immersed in nature the observed.
Though long out of vogue within the philosophy
departments of major universities, this presupposi-
tion of an existent subject/object relationship has
for its detractors an especially annoying habit of
regularly rearing its unwanted but formidable head
in the real world. Words like “objective” and “ob-
jectivity” are inescapably premised upon the exis-
tence of such a relationship. When, for example, we
deem a judge to be “objective,” we mean that he,
the subject, is sufficiently detached from the parties
and their respective interests, the object. If his in-
terests lie with either side, if he stands insufficiently
outside of the parties’ respective interests, it is un-
derstandably assumed that he may not handle the
case in a manner conducive to the emergence or
discovery of truth. Similarly, if man is intrinsically
incapable of standing sufficiently outside of or trans-
cending nature, logic would appear to dictate that
the validity of his assertions concerning it could be
called into question.

Absent this assumption of an existing subject/ ob-
ject relationship, it would seem that science cannot
be ultimately practiced with a great degree of con-
fidence. But on what grounds may we properly as-
sume that a part of man can, in fact, transcend
nature? The traditional answer has been that the
same Deity who had created nature the observed
and hence transcended it had placed in man the
observer a similar kind of transcendence. It is no
mere coincidence that science as we know it today
began in the Judeo-Christian West and not the pan-
theistic East. Man’s confidence in his ability to tran-
scend nature and hence discover truths concerning
it ultimately depends upon his rejection not only

of dogmatic naturalism but of pantheism’s attribu-
tion to Deity of complete immanence, in favor of a
Western attribution to Deity of a transcendent char-
acter.

Thus far, it has been shown that a philosophical
case can be readily made for the assertion that the
validity as well as origins of science derive from
the assumption of the validity of Western theistic
premises. Nonetheless, as Phillip Johnson and many
others have noted, most evolutionary biologists ap-
pear to have accepted uncritically the worldview
of naturalism. If it is indeed the case that absent
theistic assumptions, the scientific enterprise can be
ultimately called into question, then by embracing
naturalism, these biologists are effectually sawing
off the branch upon which they are currently sitting.
If naturalism is true, then all branches of the sciences,
evolutionary biology included, could in the long run
be in serious trouble.

Science, however, has faced, is facing, and will
continue to face a far more obvious threat than that
posed by the particular philosophical beliefs of sci-
entists. It comes from a particular vocal group of
naturalists on one side and a much smaller but
equally noisy lot of creationists on the other, both
of whom have increasingly been declaring their re-
spective philosophical views not merely to be true
but to be true in a specifically scientific sense. Those
who have incurred the bulk of the media’s wrath,
or more commonly, ridicule, have of course been
the creationists. Though it is entirely legitimate for
a scientist, or anyone else, to present philosophical
or theological arguments against naturalistic evolu-
tion, it cannot properly be claimed that such argu-
ments are themselves scientific ones. Here we have
the blind spot of creationism, for if we define science
as the study of nature, then to offer an opinion con-
cerning what lies outside of it is to step entirely
outside of the scientific realm.

Even if all scientists declared evolution to be en-
tirely errant, creationism could be taught as a science

and op-ed article writing.
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only in terms of what it denies, namely, that there
is sufficient evidence for evolution. What it affirms
— specifically, the creation of nature by a Supreme
Being who transcends it — cannot represent itself
as science. A creationist may argue eloquently and
persuasively for the existence of a transcendent God.
He may argue, as I have attempted to do, that the
presuppositions behind science are ultimately the-
istic. But when he does so argue, he is speaking
not the language of science, but rather of logic, phi-
losophy, or theology. This is said, to be sure, not
in denigration of these fields: for if Western theists
are correct, then such fields are arguably of greater
importance than science. But for the sake both of
truth and continued human progress, the integrity
and independence of science ought to be preserved
against those who would compel it to state, as sci-
entific fact, that something exists outside of its sole
field of study, which is nature.

Every scientist, then, be he a
pantheist, a naturalist, or a
Western theist, has an ethical and
professional duty
to guard the scientific realm from
being infiltrated
by philosophy or theology and to
restrain it in turn from
infiltrating these and other fields.

Equally dangerous to science, however, if not
more so, are those naturalistic scientists who play
essentially the same game as the creationists, i.e.,
seek to lend credibility to their particular worldview
by attempting to clothe it in scientific garb. It must
be emphasized that even if what they believe is true
and we theists are wrong, it is no more affirmable
as science than creationism. The naturalists” asser-
tion that nature encompasses all that exists can be
neither verified nor falsified through its study. In
other words, science by definition has boundaries,
and when they speak as scientists, people simply
cannot address the question of whether or not any-
thing exists outside of nature.

Every scientist, then, be he a pantheist like Fritjof
Capra, a naturalist like Carl Sagan, or a Western
theist like Robert Jastrow, has an ethical and pro-
fessional duty to guard the scientific realm from
being infiltrated by philosophy or theology and to
restrain it in turn from infiltrating these and other
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fields. In recognition of the boundaries derived log-
ically from its very definition, science must both
defend itself from invasion by, and at the same time
resist the temptation to invade, other fields.

In centuries past, science’s boundaries were con-
tinually threatened with invasion by the forces of
institutionalized religion. One of the most egregious
examples of this was the persecution of Galileo at
the hands of the seventeenth-century Roman Cath-
olic Church, which imprisoned him for his apparent
sympathy for the heliocentric theories of Copernicus.
For students of the history of science, this shameful
incident is etched indelibly in their minds as an ex-
ample of the bullying of science by those having
an apparent stake in the upholding of a particular
religious worldview.

In contrast, the past hundred years have wit-
nessed an exactly opposite phenomenon, the effort
at imperial expansion by certain naturalistic scien-
tists. Buoyed by a self-confidence that, paradoxically,
can only be justified by the theistic premise of man’s
capacity to transcend nature, these scientists began
subjecting man himself to an increasing amount of
scientific study. Inlight of the fact that man is located
within nature, it is not in retrospect surprising that
many of the results have been extraordinarily ben-
eficial. We have come a very long way from the
not-so-distant past when physical life on earth was
for humanity as a whole “nasty, brutish, and short,”
as Hobbes succinctly put it. The findings resulting
from the scientific study of man have ushered in a
period of unparalleled progress, especially in the
form of enhanced physical health and material abun-
dance for hundreds of millions of people. But as
man became increasingly the object of this kind of
study, science eventually arrived at a crossroads.
As man was indeed a part of nature, scientific study
of man was, as we said, legitimate. But the question
inevitably arises, is all of man located within nature?
And science is by definition unable even to address
this question.

But the question inevitably arises,
is all of man located within
nature? And science is by
definition unable even to address
this question.

Unfortunately, all too many advocates of science,
both professionals and amateurs, presumed that sci-
ence knew the answer. Naturalism came to be af-
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firmed as axiomatic, and metaphysical or theological
premises concerning man contemptuously dis-
missed as obsolete and hence irrelevant. In short,
man came to be seen in his entirety as a creature
of nature, and all assertions with respect to his tran-
scendent capacities were peremptorily denied.

The effects on Western civilization
of this imperialistic expansion
have been both
far-reaching and calamitous.

The effects on Western civilization of this im-
perialistic expansion have been both far-reaching
and calamitous. So far- reaching have they been that
it is no exaggeration to assert that the modern age
can be most easily characterized as the time in which
the penetration of virtually all fields of human en-
deavor has been accomplished on science’s pur-
ported behalf by naturalists. And so calamitous have
they been that despite recent worldwide successes
in the political realm, Western civilization has yet
to reverse or even stem the tide of cultural decay
attendant on them.

The effects of the venturing of science beyond
its borders came under the categories of determinism
and relativism. As for determinism, naturalism’s
widespread acceptance in both the natural and social
sciences implies that man, seen as a being completely
subject to the chain of cause-and-effect that runs
throughout nature, possesses no free will. The re-
sultant denial of personal responsibility for thoughts,
attitudes, and conduct has in a variety of ways af-
fected the intellectual and academic disciplines from
sociology, psychology, and criminology to political
science, history,and the humanities. Even a cursory
comparison, for example, of works of history written
in this century with those written in centuries past
provides an astonishing contrast, particularly with
respect to discussions on the causes of various wars.,
In seeking to explain the commencement of armed
conflicts among nations, writings from our century
are far more likely to emphasize “environmental”
causes, such as, of course, economics, than the free-
will decisions of various leaders or the power of
ideas. The implicit premise behind this “environ-
mental,” i.e., deterministic, analysis is that man is
entirely submerged in the cause-and-effect processes
of nature.

That such analysis is, to say the least, incomplete,
can be easily demonstrated by even the most ele-

166

mentary critical scrutiny. If, forexample, it is asserted
that World War [ was in large part caused by the
economic rivalry between Great Britain and a newly
emergent Germany, the question immediately arises
as to why a divergence of economic interest between
two nations would in itself result inexorably in their
proceeding to fight each other, thus tearing apart
both their respective societies and economies. With-
out turning to basic assumptions concerning the lim-
itations of human nature, the power of ideas and
attitudes, and, ultimately, the existence of free will,
any explanation of the causes of war will ultimately
be unsatisfactory.

The prevalence of determinism is even more ev-
ident in the field of psychology. In earlier decades,
both Freudian psychoanalysis and Skinnerian be-
haviorism were examples of the widespread em-
brace of determinism on the part of psychologists.
Though Skinner is the most obvious example of ad-
herence to a particularly “hard” determinism, the
ideas of Freud and many others had deterministic
implications as well. The comparatively recent pop-
ularity of cognitive behaviorism, with its implicit
nod to free will in its emphasis on the importance
of beliefs, concepts, and ideas as well as environment
in influencing human attitudes and conduct, shows
that in some circles determinism is being somewhat
moderated. Nevertheless it remains true that, with
the exception of sociology, psychology has been
more influenced by naturalistic (and hence deter-
ministic) presuppositions than any other field in the
social sciences and humanities. The result, especially
where psychotherapy is involved, has been a serious
de-emphasis on personal responsibility. Moreover,
for some years now a “pop” version of psychological
determinism has been spreading throughoutour cul-
ture, making a large contribution toward the un-
dermining of an ethic of personal responsibility.

The result, especially where
psychotherapy is involved, has
been a serious de-emphasis on

personal responsibility.

Whichis to say, theadverse effects of determinism
have in no sense been confined to the academy.
The increase in virtually every form of social pa-
thology throughout the West, especially in the latter
part of this century, may in no small part be attrib-
utable to the steady erosion of the belief in free will.
The characterization of criminals as primarily vic-
tims of their environment, a notion that became in-
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creasingly popularamong public policy analysts and
social critics beginning in the 1950s, is the clearest
example of the erosion of this belief. Though the
idea of criminal as victim does seem to be falling
somewhat out of fashion — possibly because certain
policy analysts and social critics have themselves
experienced some of the increasingly widespread
criminal behavior —it is interesting to note that
more and more offenders have become conversant
with and adept at the rationalizing language of de-
terminism. Prison rehabilitation experts have duly
noted the difficulty of breaking through the numer-
ous rationalizations of inmates who refuse to accept
any kind of responsibility for what they have in-
flicted upon themselves or others.

As we have seen, free will is not the only thing
denied by naturalism. As naturalism is affirmed,
transcendence is denied, and with it the existence
of absolute and objective standards. Affirmed is a
throughgoing relativism that has come to pervade
virtually every area of life. Nothing seems immune
from this onslaught. Even defining the nature of a
given field of study has become an increasingly dif-
ficult and frustrating endeavor. Western culture has
been plunged into seemingly endless debates about
what is art, or what is philosophy, or what is the-
ology, and over and over again those who stirred
such debates arrived at the answer that there are
no answers. That such an idea is self-contradictory
seemed only to confirm it.

The process of draining logic and meaning from
everything came to full fruition in the 1960s and
1970s, when it began to be felt profoundly in the
daily lives of many Americans, with such things as
the proliferation of “alternative lifestyles,” the di-
luting or jettisoning of academic standards at every
level, the increasing inability of the legal system to
make in practice sufficient or consistent distinctions
between victim and victimizer among many others
too familiar to all of us to need spelling out. Deter-
minism and relativism have together made a lethal
contribution to the cultural decay.

Determinism and relativism have
together made a lethal
contribution to the cultural decay.

It is no coincidence, then, that creation science
and the emergence of the Religious Right as a social
force should have come together in the 1970s and
early 1980s. Both were essentially a backlash against
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the crisis of decadence wrought by naturalism’s leg-
acies of determinism and relativism. While the Re-
ligious Right sought in various ways to combat these
legacies, the creationists specifically attacked the root
of the problem, naturalism itself.

The inherently necessary borders
of science can best be protected
in the future if all scientists were
to agree to draw
a clear and careful and inviolable
line
between scientific and
philosophical/religious truth.

Unfortunately, both employed the wrong kinds
of arguments for the respective areas in which they
engaged their opponents. As Richard John Neuhaus
emphasized in The Naked Public Square, the Religious
Right improperly employed the essentially private
arguments and language of special Revelation in
the public realm. With equal impropriety, the
creationists often employed the thought and lan-
guage of religion and philosophy in their area of
concern, the study of nature. Thus while they have,
as have the Religious Right, usefully called into ques-
tion the harmful influence of the naturalists, when
it comes to the well-being of science, they are prob-
ably as much a hindrance as a help. They appear
to be no more respectful of science’s proper bound-
aries than are their naturalistic opponents. While
all too many naturalists seek, as we have seen, to
expand these boundaries, the creationists, know-
ingly or not, advocate their shrinkage.

The inherently necessary borders of science can
best be protected in the future if all scientists were
to agree to draw a clear and careful and inviolable
line between scientific and philosophical/religious
truth — that is, if they would conscientiously seek
to avoid making purportedly scientific statements
concerning questions whose answers lie beyond the
scope of scientific inquiry. How scientists ultimately
handle the evolution controversy in all its aspects
may provide a clue as to whether they are authen-
tically concerned about scientific integrity or
whether they merely wish to advance their respec-
tive philosophical agendas, be they naturalistic or
theistic. It would certainly be welcome, not only
with respect to the interests of science, but to those
of society in general, if scientists of all stripes began
truly to respect the limits of their own enterprise.
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By now, however, even this would not by itself
be enough. For it would still be the case that a dis-
proportionate number of scientists remain dogmatic
naturalists and their denial of human transcendence
would still threaten the very basis of confidence in
the efficacy of the scientific enterprise. This issue
would so far no doubt appear to most scientists
and scientific devotees to be a rarified one addressed
chiefly by people of an incorrigibly philosophical
bent. But it is simply a matter of time before others,
especially those naturalists who insist upon un-
flinching and brutal intellectual honesty with them-
selves, carry the logic of naturalism to its inevitable
end and ask the perhaps unconsciously dreaded

questions: How can we be objective if as naturalists
we haverejected the very basis upon which to believe
in objectivity? And if we cannot in fact be truly
objective, then who is to say what is science or, for
that matter, anything else?

What will happen then? Facing these questions,
will naturalists undergo a serious change of
worldview? It is, naturally, quite impossible to pre-
dict. But if they do not recognize the consequences,
in both thought and practice, of the present state
of their beliefs, we whose bent is philosophical rather
than scientific may be forgiven for worrying about
what the scientific future holds.
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Some Relatively Non-Technical Problems
With Flood Geology
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A popular view among evangelicals holds that Noah's Flood produced almost all
geological phenomena. Understanding most scientific difficulties with this view requires
at least a little sophistication. Virtually none is needed to understand the arguments
presented here. These include problems with the geographic distribution of marsupials,
flightless birds, salamanders and other creatures. Also noted are problems with the
nourishment of animals on their trek from the Ark to their various destinations. The
argument from population growth is shown to be faulty. In addition, a careless con-

tradiction 1s noted.

In the evangelical Christian world, many people
adopt the view that almost all geological phenomena
are the product of the Noahic Flood. Because they
accept recent creationism, the theory that the earth
is only a few thousand years old, diluvianism fol-
lows. This flood geology cannot be simply equated
with the neptunism and catastrophism of the eigh-
teenth century.! So far as I can discover, contem-
porary flood geology began with the writings of
the Adventist George McCready Price.? Recent writ-
ers have repeated some of his arguments along with
newly developed ones.

Most arguments against such diluvianism tend
to involve some technical sophistication. Conse-
quently, they have not reached the lay public. For
example, Wonderly’s arguments® seem not to have
produced changes in publications from flood geol-
ogists. Similarly, van de Fliert's study* has had little
effect. At least the untrained public can be led to
believe that segregation of materials by a universal
flood explains the observations, especially since
flood geologists insist that only recently laid down,
unconsolidated strata can be bent to the degree ob-
served.’ Similarly, any radioactive dating is met by
a declaration that the techniques are untrustworthy.
Not many persons can read and understand the re-
search papers that spell out the procedures used in
such dating. Fewer can follow the quantum-
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theoretical papers that explain the observations of
the half-life of each of the radioactive isotopes. So
the pogoularity of flood geology continues undimin-
ished.

In contrast, I propose to present some arguments
which can be spelled out so that no special expertise
is needed to evaluate the evidence, and no compli-
cations are likely to obscure their relevance.

I. Post-Diluvian Marsupials:
Nutriment and Trek Vectors

The distribution of marsupials presents one of
these problems. There are no pouched mammals in
Africa, Asia or Europe. One, Didelphis virginiana, the
common opossum, is native to the United States.
Other opossums and the less-known caenolestids
range southward from Mexico. But the vast majority
of marsupials are found in Australia and the nearby
islands.” There are carnivores: marsupial “cats” and
"wolves,” as well as the Tasmanian devil. There are
rodent-like marsupials, grazers, arboreal forms with
prehensile tails—and without them, an anteater and
some gliders. Why would the Creator specialize in
marsupials in Australia to the almost total exclusion

This article is the first in a series of two by the author on this subject.
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of eutherians (placental mammals),® and in the “Old
World,” eutherians to the total exclusion of marsu-
pials? It cannot be argued that the “primitive” mar-
supials would not survive in competition with the
“advanced” placental mammals. The opossum
seems to have no problem surviving. Indeed, it has
extended its range significantly.® But the Florida pan-
ther, Utah prairie dog, giant kangaroo rat, Stephens’
kangaroo rat, black-footed ferret, a number of bats,
and various other eutherians are on the current en-
dangered species list in the United States.

However, since Morris and others claim that all
living species had to get from Noah’s Ark to their
present homes, the specific complication is:!® how
did almost all the marsupials and all the monotremes
(egg-laying mammals) head unerringly to Australia?
Why were there no stragglers across Asia? What
did these pilgrims eat on their trip? Since a great
circle route from Mt. Ararat across the Indian Ocean
to the closest point in Australia is very close to a
quarter of the way around the globe, the trek could
not have been brief. Most grazers and browsers
would presumably find plenty of grasses and other
vegetation.!! But what did the koalas eat until they
reached the first stand of the right kind of eucalyp-
tus? If God caused mature eucalyptus trees to grow
so that they would have nourishment, why have
none of the trees survived along the route? Species
of eucalyptus do well in the many parts of the world
where they have been introduced.

It is important to understand the magnitude of
the problem. First, there is the easiest case: the carrion
eaters, who might be thought to have found year-old
carcasses right after exiting the ark. According to
the chronology of the flood, explicitly underscored
by Morris,}2 Noah, his family, and all the animals
were in the Ark 371 days. The first 40 days were
the time of rising waters, until every bit of land
was under at least fifteen cubits of water.!® So the
last possible death of terrestrial life had to have oc-
curred at least 331 days before any creatures (except

for birds) exited the Ark. Although the common
scavengers we recognize (for example: vultures, buz-
zards, kites, hyenas, jackals, sarcophagus beetles and
flies) would have drowned in a universal flood, bac-
teria and saprophytic fungi would certainly have
been active. So all the flesh would have been pu-
trefying for eleven months.!* While dead animals
may mummify in arid areas, this will not happen
in a warm, moist environment. So all the dead an-
imals floating in the sea and deposited on the surface
of the land would have been pretty well decom-
posed.

This is not the end of the problem, however. Mor-
ris speaks of the flood waters raging over the surface,
specifying that

... a worldwide tranquil flood is a contradiction
in terms, comparable to a tranquil explosion .... it
is obvious that a worldwide flood must have had
worldwide geologic effects.

Especially this must have been true in such a
Flood as described in the Bible ... Such a Flood
would have destroyed every earlier physiographic
feature on or near the earth’s surface, redepositing
the eroded materials all over the world in stratified
sedimentary rocks of the earth’s crust.!?

This seems to entail that any animal that was
not deeply buried would have been torn to bits by
the raging waters, especially since it had to have
been pretty well rotted long before the waters re-
ceded.!® Hence it is unlikely that scavengers issuing
from the Ark would have found any food available
to them.

The situation worsens when a 6000-plus-mile trek
is considered. How long would it take?!” While few
people will think in terms of the Pony Express, at
about 250 miles a day, they are likely to consider
that a reindeer can travel about 40 miles in a day;18
camels, 30,1% and llamas, 20.20 However, the rate of
travel that can reasonably be expected is much less.

Ecuador.
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For example, the Confederate cavalry under Jubal
A. Early spent July 2-11, 1864, getting from Win-
chester, VA, to Silver Spring, MD, about 90 miles.?!
Of course, they were held up for two days. But this
was a highly mobile force intent on surprise. Sher-
man took from January 10 to March 23, 1865, to
make the 425 miles from Savannah, GA, to Gold-
sboro, NC — about six miles a day.?? But it took
him 119 days, from May 5 to September 10, 1864,
to get from Chattanooga, TN, to Atlanta, GA.2? The
distance is about 119 miles.

What has just been noted involves large mam-
mals—camels, llamas, horses, men. The pace of
smaller creatures must be much slower. So, even if
there had been some carrion available at the start
of the trek, there would hardly have been any after
the lapse of years. But, with only a breeding pair
of each “kind” available, there would hardly be
enough new deaths to meet the need for food for
the carnivores. Even if ”“the dinosaurs, the
pteronodons, the creodonts, the glyptodons, and
other bizarre creatures of the past” wereon the Ark,
and lumbered on ahead of the trekkers and conve-
niently died, there would not be enough flesh to
feed all the carnivores during the years immediately
following the Flood. Beyond this problem, the Tas-
manian wolf eats only fresh kills, to which it does
not return.?> How many members of the sole sur-
viving pairs were killed to keep these thylacines
alive?

While almost all of the marsupials were heading
for Australia, other mammals tended to spread in
different directions. For example, lions were spread-
ing south and west to Africa, east to India, north
to eastern Europe, with some remaining in the Near
East. Lynxes headed mostly for the northern hemi-
sphere — North America, Asia and Europe — al-
though one species also occurs in Africa.?6 Leopards
are found through Asia and Africa. Tigers are found
only in Asia, but from Siberia to China and India.
The problem of food for all these carnivores is essen-
tially the same as that for the carnivorous marsupials,
but aggravated by the greater number of species.

II. A Secondary Problem with
Distribution

There is the additional problem of explaining why
some kinds headed off in every direction, while the
others went one direction only, with no stragglers.

III. Marine Barriers to Distribution

How did the flightless kakapo and kiwi and the
wingless moas get to New Zealand? It is well over
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a thousand miles to Australia, and at least 400 from
most other islands.?” According to the standard nav-
igational charts, the water is at least 2000 fathoms
deep on any track between New Zealand and Aus-
tralia or Asia, and 1000 between New Zealand and
the archipelagoes to the north.? Sea level has been
asmuch as 66 fathoms lower during the glaciations,??
but this is nothing compared to what would be
needed. So walking is out. The distance excludes
swimming. While ferrying the smaller birds might
be possible, a 12-foot Dinornis maximus poses a large
problem.

IV. Climatic Barriers to Distribution

How did the salamanders, especially those with-
out lungs, get to America? In an experiment, two
salamander species with lungs could go 0.1 and 0.13
kilometers per hour for two hours. But two without
lungs, who breathe only through their skin and the
lining of the mouth and throat, could go only 0.05
kilometers per hour for 90 minutes and two hours,
respectively, before becoming exhausted.3 This
amounts to just over a quarter kilometer for the
best, and 0.075 for the worst—about a sixth of a
mile and less than a twentieth. If they could rest
and repeat the trip a second time each night, the
one could go a mile in about three days; the other,
in about 21 days. A direct route from Ararat to the
tip of Siberia is over 5500 miles. From there to their
range in the United States is about 4000 miles for
the slower species. The trip would take over 40 years
for the faster, and over 315 years for the slower.
But there would have to be springtime stops at ponds
for three of the species to reproduce, inasmuch as
salamanders do not live forever. The fourth species,
a lungless form, guards the eggs that it lays in a
damp place. The need to reproduce would probably
extend the longer trek to at least 420 years, and the
shorter to 60—assuming that the hatchlings could
keep up with the adults right after metamorphosis.
Otherwise, the three months or so for metamorpho-
sis into small adults would not be the only slowdown
to consider. There would be the slower pace of the
young as well.3! In addition, whenever any of the
salamanders had to seek shelter from the cold of
the winter, the time of the trip would be extended.

Of course, these numbers assume a direct route.
Since salamanders cannot survive apart from moist
surroundings, the routes would surely have been
more circuitous. Hence, they would have taken even
longer. Also, since salamanders need protection from
extremely cold weather, they could be expected to
have had very grave problems trying to cross a land
bridge between Siberia and Alaska. Such a passage
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can only be opened by the extreme chilling of an
ice age. The current distribution of all salamander
species, including the most hardy, is south of Anadyr
and Norton Sound on the two sides of the Bering
Sea.32 This is at least 120 miles south of where the
bridge would have been open. Is there any way
that less hardy species could have made the trip
when the area was much colder?

V. “Creationist” Perscription : Alter
Parameters p.r.n.

One of the arguments repeatedly advanced for
the recency of the flood involves mathematics. In
a simple form this argument is presented by Morris:

... the present human population of the world
supports the Genesis record. The world population
in 1800 has been estimated at about 850,000,000,
whereas in 1650 in was only about 400,000,000. The
population thus seems to be doubling itself about
every one hundred years, and there is no objective
reason to assume this rate was significantly lower
in the past. The present rate seems to be more rapid
than this, in fact. Now if the original population
was two (Noah and his wife), one can easily calculate
that the population would only have to double itself
thirty-one times to produce the present world pop-
ulation. Assuming the Ussher chronology to be cor-
rect, Noah and his wife had their family about 4,500
years ago. This gives an average doubling interval
of 145 years, which is quite reasonable and conser-
vative.

However, if the original pair lived, say, five hun-
dred thousand years ago, which is much less than
the usual anthropological estimate, the average dou-
bling time is over sixteen thousand years, which is
absurd....

This uses the simplest approach, doubling. That
is, beginning with 2 and assuming the period given,
one has a total population of 4 after 145 years, 8
after 290, 16 after 435, 32 after 580, 64 after 725, 128
after 870, etc. But there is a little problem: eight
people exited the ark, not two. Of course, the
computation is easily fixed by shoving everything
over—38 at zero, 16 after 145 years, etc.

There is also a more sophisticated approach, using
essentially the same formula used to calculate com-
pound interest:

Ph=Po(1+1n"
Two simplified forms of this general formula are

given by Morris for an initial population of 2.34 There
is a difference in the interpretation of the formula,
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of course. For finances, Pn represents the principal
plus interest after n years; for population, the pop-
ulation living at the nth year. Similarly, Po is the
principal or the original population, respectively.
For finances, additional elements are usually added
to deal with percentages and compounding more
often than once a year.

[f we use Morris’s figure of doubling every 145
years, r is approximately 0.00479 for annual com-
pounding. Assuming that we are 4300 years from
the flood, Morris’s more precise date,3®> and begin-
ning with an original population of 8, there are be-
tween 29 and 30 doublings (29.66), giving a current
population between 4,294,967,296 and 8,589,934,592
— a little high. The formula calculates
6,712,710,724.36

If we apply the same procedure to the period
between the Flood and the time of Abraham’s entry
into Canaan, about 400 years,3” we have time for
fewer than three doublings. This gives a population
of fewer than 64. The formula calculates a population
of about 54. Yet, as Morris notes, there were cities
and nations.38 Since this is impossible with a total
population of 54, Morris shifts parameters. He cal-
culates 40-year generations, an average family of 8,
and a lifespan covering 5 generations, to give a pop-
ulation of about 2,800,000 after 400 years.3 This gives
r = 0.0324 or a doubling about every 22 years. How-
ever, this has the consequence of allowing only about
3900 years to go from 2,800,000 to 4,000,000,000. Con-
sequently, for this post-Abrahamic period, r =
0.00186 and doubling takes 373 years. Such changes
of an order of magnitude are arbitrary, showing that
the entire argument is purely ad hoc, unwarranted,
and irrelevant.

VI. A “Creationist’s” Careless
Contradiction

Morris also writes that “many of [the million or
so species of insects, whom], no doubt, could have
survived outside the Ark.”40 Within a few pages,
however he notes that “everything in the dry land
that had life would be, literally, ‘wiped out’ from
the face of the ground.”#! On the following page
he again notes that the destruction applies to “all
existence,” including “plants as well as animals.”42
Later he notes again that “every living substance
[was] destroyed.”*3 Faced with the exclusive alterna-
tives: that some terrestrial life could have survived
outside the ark and that no terrestrial life could have
survived outside the ark, how can he choose both?
He has produced nonsense.#4
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Summary

These are a few of the problems with the theory
of a relatively recent flood. The theory has no ex-
planation for the restriction of marsupials and mono-
tremes to the vicinity of Australia. There is no
explanation how the carnivores’ need for food was
met right after the flood. There is no explanation
for why some species spread widely and others went
to one region. There is no explanation as to how
slow, delicate animals like salamanders could get
to their destinations. There is no sense in the com-
putations of population growth that are used. These

difficulties have not, to my knowledge, been faced-

by proponents of diluvianism. Their theory does
not seem to stand up to critical examination.4> %
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Communication

Some Comments on the “Godless” Nature
of Darwinian Evolution,
And a Plea to the Philosophers Among Us

RAYMOND E. GRIZZLE

Introduction

Phillip E. Johnson’s book Darwin on Trial was
recently reviewed and discussed by several
individuals in Christianity Today.! It was pointed out
that one of Johnson’s main concerns is that “Dar-
winian evolution is grounded not on scientific fact,
but on a philosophical doctrine called naturalism.”
“Darwinism” was defined as “fully naturalistic
evolution — meaning evolution that is not directed
or controlled by any purposeful intelligence.” “Natu-
ralism” in most of its forms would certainly be
antithetical to any variety of theism because it denies
the existence of God.2 However, all of modern sci-
ence, not just biological evolutionary theory, by def-
inition, excludes God.? Note, I am not saying that
modern science denies the existence of God, but rather,
that its descriptions are limited to the observable
natural world. Hence, biological evolutionary theory
today does not include God in any of its explana-
tions, and neither do the theories of physics, chemis-
try, astronomy, geology, or any other natural science.
There is no rulebook that spells this out, and indeed
it has been argued that it is an arbitrary restriction.
Furthermore, this has become the case only in the
last 100 or so years. Nonetheless, this is one of the
restrictions almost universally put upon science by
those who practice it, and it seems to me quite de-
sirable and likely that science will retain this re-
striction in the foreseeable future. This is also one
of the ways that “scientific” pursuits can be differen-
tiated from other lines of intellectual inquiry such
as philosophy, religion, etc. However, this does not
mean that science cannot point beyond itself to our
Creator — indeed, it often does. I recently had a stu-
dent tell me he was brought back to a belief in God
by a cell physiology course! Nonetheless, science
itself, by definition, cannot consist of descriptions
that mention God. So, in one sense, Darwin’s theory
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of evolution must be “godless” in order to be “scien-
tific” by today’s standards.

I am aware that a major part of Johnson’s argu-
ment was aimed at scientists who adhere to natu-
ralism and use their metaphysical presuppositions
as well as Darwinian theory to deny the existence
of God. This is implied in the definition of “Darwin-
ism” given above. I agree that this strategy by ag-
nostic or atheistic scientists is invalid and should
be resisted. However, I am also concerned that the
“godless” (or theologically neutral) nature of science
does not seem to have been widely appreciated, es-
pecially among those of us who are Christians. And
I think a careful look at some of the ramifications
of it could be quite important as we evangelicals
continue to struggle with Darwin’s theory. My pri-
mary objective in this communication is to discuss
some of the possible implications of the “godless”
nature of science, especially biological evolutionary
theory. Secondly, I would like to call out to the philo-
sophers (theological and scientific) among us for
help.

Implications

In most cases for most natural sciences, the re-
striction to natural causes seems to be understood,
accepted, and generally thought to be of little con-
sequence by both scientists and others. For example,
when was the last time you heard or read a “Chri-
stian critique” of quantum mechanics, or of con-
tinental drift theory? Probably never. Yet if God is
continually “at work” in maintaining his creation,
then these theories actually describe God’s actions
in the non-biotic part of creation. However, when
it comes to the theory of biological evolution, it seems
that every Christian has heard some pastor, theo-
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logian, or other Christian leader expound upon his
or her position on the matter. And the Christian’s
position on this scientific theory is typically based
upon an interpretation of what the Bible has to say
concerning how God brought about his creation. In
particular, how literally/historically we as Chris-
tians in general view the first two chapters of Genesis
largely determines how most Christians as individ-
uals feel about evolution. In other words, we press
our Scriptures, which are primarily concerned with
God and his dealings with creation, into direct com-
parison with scientific explanations which cannot
contain any mention of God. I think this approach
has proven itself to be extremely counter-productive,
and in fact is essentially the trap that Christians
have fallen into for centuries when they have reacted
to various scientific theories. Nonetheless, the con-
flict continues. Why?

Obviously the answer is complex, involving prin-
ciples of interpretation of the Scriptures, value/risk
judgements, etc. However, I think one major reason,
pertinent to this communication, concerns a widely
held perception that biological evolution is in direct
competition with most concepts of creation, or at
least it is problematic in regards to them.* It seems
that the main topic in evangelical circles with regard
to science and theology continues to be “evolution
vs. creation.” I get the impression that many evan-
gelicals, even if they tentatively accept biological
evolution as the “best” theory available for its subject
matter, are simply uncomfortable with evolution,
and they secretly (some not so secretly!) hope it is
someday abandoned. However, even if this were
to happen, we must keep in mind that by today’s
definition, no “creation” theory (e.g. “progressive
creationism,” “recent creationism”) could become a
part of science because all imply a creator or super-
natural cause. The fact remains: all of science today
is by definition “godless.” I think we need to do
more to get beyond this stage of “evolution vs. cre-
ation” so we are not hindered as we deal with other
pressing issues touching upon science and theology.

Another reason for the continued conflict con-
cerns disagreements over boundaries or limitations
of science, and thus the definition of science. For
example, the topic of biological origins is generally
considered to be at the boundary of science, if what
is meant by the term is the initial appearance of life
on earth. The “origins” of species from previously
existing species, which is really what Darwinjan evo-
lution is about, is perhaps less problematic in this
respect. Nonetheless, there recently has been much
discussion in evangelical circlesabout differentiating
between “origin-science” and “operation-science,”
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indicating that there are different kinds of science,
or at least different levels of certainty within science.
Oneof the things, asbestI can tell, that those ad vocat-
ing this distinction want to do is to eliminate the
restriction of science to natural causes. I think this
is misguided because the vast majority of scientists
today seem to have firmly settled that question —
God cannot be a part of any scientific description.
And I think it follows that any description that implies
a creator will probably also be looked at as improper
by most scientists.” Furthermore, I am concerned
that this type of dichotomy allows God as a cause
for “origins” but not for things happening today.
In fact, the Scriptures seem to clearly teach that God
is the ultimate cause of not only the initial appearance
(origin) of creation, but also its day to day “oper-
ation.” These are among the many topics in the
philosophy of science that need much work. So what
should we do?

Suggestions

I believe we have the broad outline of the path
to take, yet we seem to have been reluctant to vig-
orously pursue it. And this reluctance has been at
least in two areas. First, the theologian/philosopher
Langdon Gilkey has, in my estimation, accurately
assessed the situation in academic science programs
(and in some seminaries?) when he stated: ” ... com-
plex questions of the relation of science and its truths
to other aspects of culture ... have been blithely ig-
nored. The history and philosophy of science which
do deal with these relations — are absent from most
scientific programs ... “® Hence, although there has
been much written on the pages of journals such
as Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith (PSCF),
I suspect there has been little accomplished in the
way of systematic training of our future leaders in
college, university, and seminary classrooms. As-
suming this problem should be addressed, what
should be taught? This is the second problem area.

Although most evangelicals, and particularly
ASA members, seem to embrace some variety of
“complementarity,” we have not, in my opinion,
vigorously pursued this or related concepts. In the
article cited above, Gilkey deals with the concept
of “levels of explanation,” and the domains and re-
strictions of theological and scientific explanations.
The two are different because their domains or
perspectives are not the same. If this is the case,
the idea of “complementarity” must also be relevant.
Both concepts are old, dating in some form at least
to Galileo, who maintained that God had “two
books” — one his creation and the other the Bible.
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You studied creation (using science) if you wanted
to learn “how the heavens go,” and you studied
the Scriptures if you wanted to learn “how to go
to heaven.” Hence, Galileo had no theological prob-
lem with the heliocentric theory of the universe and
the motions of the planets, but those who based
their science on what they thought the Bible taught
certainly did. The Scriptures teach that God created
the “dry ground,” but geologists explain the forma-
tion of land features such as mountain ranges in
terms of crustal “folding” and “thrust faulting.”
Jesus said that his Father feeds the birds (Mt. 6:26),
but no ornithologist would include the Father in a
scientific description of bird feeding ecology. Each
of us is created in God’s image. Yet a “complete”
biological explanation of the events that occur during
the fusion of the sperm and egg, embryonic devel-
opment, birth, growth and maturation, would not
include God. There are different levels of explana-
tions, and they can be complementary. Hence, I sug-
gest that the “path” [ mentioned above begins with
the concepts of complementarity and levels of ex-
planation.

As implied above, I am fully aware that these
concepts are not without critics, and they do not
represent an instant panacea for science/theology
conflicts. Nor are they meant to provide a neat way
for us to keep theology and science completely com-
partmentalized, as some have suggested. Further-
more, | am aware that there are different kinds of
“complementarity”” and a host of ways to view sci-
ence/theology interactions. However, as Richard
Bube has stated in reference to the overall approach:
“We may indeed debate whether one should say
that science and theology are complementary, but
it does not appear that there is any debate that sci-
entific descriptions are often complementary to the-
ological descriptions of the same events. If this were
not the case, what other options do we have?’” I
hope we evangelicals can some day bring forth the
lightand healing that these concepts in their broadest
form seem to contain.

I have tried to keep up with some of the work
on these topics, and it is not my point to be critical
of anyone publishing in this area. My point here is
that we need to more vigorously work on deter-
mining just how science and theology are to interact,
and not only effectively communicate the findings
to each other, but also to students in our classrooms
and leaders in the church. In the latter case, I urge
the philosophers (both theological and scientific)
among us to publish their work, when appropriate,
in places that are read by people other than philoso-
phers and interested scientists. I have read for years
journals such as PSCF and Zygon, and they have
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contained some marvelously helpful articles. But
these publications have very limited readership. It
may be true that most scientists (and philosophers?)
who are not serious Christians probably do not care
about such issues. However, [ suspect that regardless
of their background, many Christians, and indeed
many non-Christians who are seeking answers,
would probably be quite interested in such work.
Periodicals such as Christianity Today, Christian Cen-
tury, and others would be excellent places for phil-
osophically oriented articles.

In essence, the basis for my suggestions herein
has been that we respect one of the foundational
premises of modern science. We criticize agnostics
and atheists for mixing their metaphysics and sci-
ence. | wonder if we evangelicals don’t also need
to be on guard against our tendencies to try to re-
introduce God into science. Are we in danger of
starting back down the road to the kind of science
that Copernicus, Kepler, Galileo, Newton, and Dar-
win led us away from?
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Essay Review

Can The Creationist Tradition Be Recovered?
Reflections on Creation and the History of Science

HOWARD ]J. VAN TILL

The Creationist Tradition Defined

In today’s discussion regarding natural science
and Christian belief one hears frequent appeal to
the “deliverances of the faith” ! and to the “creation-
ist tradition” as the proper measures to be used by
Christians in their evaluation of scientific theories.
This is especially the case for theories about the for-
mation of the universe and the creatures that inhabit
it. But to what specific beliefs do these labels refer?
Exactly what is “the creationist tradition” that Chris-
tians ought to count as one of the normative deliv-
erances of the faith?

Having been personally involved in numerous
discussions on this issue, I have a rather direct read-
ing on how a major portion of the contemporary
North American Christian community would ex-
press itself: central to the prevailing concept of the
creationist tradition is the belief that the Bible pro-
vides a true and accurate historical account of God’s
creating the world as we now see it. The early chap-
ters of Genesis are viewed as a listing of important
historical particulars. Although diversity of judg-
ment is sometimes tolerated, there is still consider-
able anxiety regarding timescale — whether to speak
of thousands of years or billions of years. Strong
emphasis is generally placed on the importance of
God'’s creative acts being “special,” that is, extraor-
dinary acts of “miraculous intervention” that bring
new things into being and serve as beacons to inform
the world of God’s unrestricted power over all of
creation. Essential to this vision of the creationist
tradition is the belief that in numerous instances
God has accomplished by direct action things that
could never have happened in the normal course
of natural processes. Furthermore, evidence for these
special acts of creation ought to be discoverable by
the application of empirical study, rightly interpre-
ted by faithful Christians. After all, “A God who
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can never do anything that makes a difference ...
is of no importance to us.” 2

But is this popular contemporary picture of the
creationist tradition true to the historical roots of
the Christian doctrine of creation? Emphatically not,
says Christopher Kaiser in his book, Creation and
the History of Science (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991).
Trained in both astrophysics and theology, and
knowledgeablein the history of both physical science
and Christian doctrine, Kaiser finds that a careful
study of the relevant literature from the intertesta-
mental period to the present reveals a very different
picture. Broadly stated, to see the world as God'’s
creation is to see it as something that exists only
by God’s wisdom and will, and that “is subject to
a single code of law which was established along
with the universe at the beginning of time” (p. 6).
Under this broad umbrella Kaiser finds four sub-
themes that together comprise the creationist tradi-
tion: (1) the created world is comprehensible
“because the same Logos that is responsible for its
ordering is also reflected in human reason” (p. 10);
(2) the heavens and the earth are united as parts of
the same creation, since “Scripture made it clear
that the heavens were not to be accorded any special
status and that they were subject to the same laws
as theearth and its inhabitants” (p. 12); (3) the created
world possesses relative autonomy, where “By the
‘relative autonomy”’ of nature, we mean the self-suf-
ficiency nature possesses by virtue of the fact that
God has granted it laws of operation” (p. 15); and
(4) as God’s special creatures, we are called to engage
in a ministry of healing and restoration, using our
knowledge of the created world for the benefit of
others.

Kaiser traces each of these four subthemes over

the full span of Christian history, taking note of
their development and modification as they were
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articulated or practiced in a changing cultural en-
vironment. Of especial concern to Kaiser is the way
in which theological and scientific concepts inter-
acted with one another, each having an influence
on the other. The histories of science and theology
are not independent, but interactive.

But three of the four themes are relatively un-
problematic for the readers of this journal. Most of
us are fully aware that the very science we practice
is possible only because God has provided a gen-
erous measure of order to the properties and be-
havior of the natural world, and has endowed us
with the requisite rational capacities to apprehend
that order. We are also aware that the objects located
in “the heavens” are made of the same “earthy”
elements that we study in our terrestrial laboratories.
And we are equally aware that God calls us to em-
ploy all that he has given us — including our knowl-
edge of the created world —to the benefit and
well-being of others.

But one theme identified by Kaiser as an integral
part of the creationist tradition has been problematic
through most of Christian history, especially so at
the present time — what Kaiser calls the relative au-
tonomy of nature. Hence, for the remainder of this
review essay I shall focus only on that issue.

Before tracing its history, however, the term must
be defined. As noted above, by “relative autonomy”
Kaiser means the God-given powers of the created
world to function in an orderly manner according
to set patterns or laws.

Like all laws, the laws of nature may come to
be viewed as enslaving and inflexible, but, in their
original sense, at least, they were viewed as liber-
ating (from chaos) and life-giving. The autonomy
of nature is thus “relative” in the sense of being
relational (to God), as well as in the sense of not
being self-originated or entirely self-determined (p.
15).

Kaiser’s point, as I understand it, is this: the basic
substances of this world, and things (whether ani-
mate or inanimate) made of these substances, exhibit
regular, patterned behavior; the capacities to behave
in this lawful manner are neither self-derived nor
in contention with God, but God-given (that is, man-
ifestations of the authentic and dynamic being that
God has given them) and prepared by God to per-
form the tasks for which they were called into being.
From this perspective, then, the lawful behavior of
nature would never be interpreted as an indicator
of God’s absence or inactivity, but rather as a sign
of God'’s continuing faithfulness in actively sustain-

VOLUME 44, NUMBER 3, SEPTEMBER 1992

ing the dynamic capacities that were given to the
creation at the beginning.

The Roots of Relative Autonomy

Kaiser cites numerous Old Testament texts that
provide a biblical basis for this concept of relative
autonomy. The first extrabiblical literature cited by
Kaiser is from the intertestamental period, the sec-
ond century B.C. in particular, in which the idea of
nature’s relative autonomy is further developed by
Jewish writers, partly as an outgrowth of their di-
alogue with Greek natural philosophy. Dialogue
with Hellenistic thought continued into the early
Christian era and, according to Kaiser,

theidea of relative autonomy ... was clearly fixed
by the time of Basil [Bishop of Caesarea during the
fourth century]. Indeed, it was deeply embedded
in the Hellenistic-Jewish-Christian tradition that
Basil inherited .... Basil merely gave practical exam-
ples from everyday experience to illustrate the prin-
ciple of the relative autonomy of nature as it had
been understood since the time of Jesus ben Sirach
and Aristobulus [second century B.C.] (pp. 20-21).

Continuing in that same tradition,

Augustine (writing 386-430) developed the idea
of the autonomy of nature to an unprecedented de-
gree by stressing the transcendence of God ... and
explaining the unfolding of nature (and history) in
terms of seminal causes that God implanted at cre-
ation so as to have their effects in a predetermined
sequence (pp. 21-22).

Anticipating an accusation that is now commonly
directed toward an Augustinian approach, Kaiser
is quick to add that

Augustine was not a deist in the modern sense,
however .... God’s eternal decree functioned as a
continuously creative activity by virtue of which
seminal causes could produce their respective ef-
fects. Still, given the fact of that continuous activity,
the inevitability and predictability of cause-effect
sequences seemed to follow (p. 22).

By identifying the concept of creation’s “relative
autonomy” asa fundamental element in the creation-
ist tradition, Kaiser has, I believe, done the Christian
community a great service. We are well served both
by his drawing our attention to this concept and
by his effort to uncover its deep roots in the bibli-
cally-shaped Judeo-Christian tradition. Having said
that, however, I must add that I judge that the con-
cept needs to be augmented in a way that will do
even greater justice to the creationist tradition and
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thereby provide a perspective essential to contem-
porary discussion — especially the discussion con-
cerning a Christian evaluation of scientific theories
regarding the origin and evolution of life.

Kaiser's term, “relative autonomy,” draws our
attention primarily to the way in which the creation-
ist tradition envisioned the delicate balance between
the created world’s powers and limitations. The cre-
ated world has authentic being and possesses real
capacities to act in full accord with that being; but
both its being and its capacities to act are gracious
gifts from the Creator and must be continuously
sustained by his will and enabled by his power.
Created substances and things have the power to
engage in authentic activity, but only within the
limits established by the Creator at the beginning.

Historically, as Kaiser’s work illustrates, Chris-
tians have tended to think of those limits almost
exclusively in terms of upper limits: creaturely sub-
stances and beings are deemed able to do x and y,
but not z. Contemporary argumentation against the
concepts of abiogenesis and macroevolution pro-
vides numerous examples of this kind of thinking:
atoms can chemically combine to form molecules,
but never molecules as complex as DNA; complex
molecules can, in an appropriate environment, spon-
taneously assemble to form aggregate structures, but
never structures that are genuinely alive; lifeforms
can experience mutations that give rise to diversity,
but never sufficient diversity to make macroevolu-
tion possible.

But such argumentation would, I believe, have
seemed foreign to early Christian thinkers like Basil
and Augustine. In many respects they showed more
concern to recognize the lower limits of nature’s ca-
pacities — that the creation was endowed at the be-
ginning with no less capacity for action than would
be required for bringing forth in time what the Cre-
ator intended. Basil’s Hexaemeron® and Augustine’s
The Literal Meaning of Genesis? are replete with
examples of how these respected exegetes interpre-
ted Scripture, especially Genesis 1, to teach that at
the beginning God created, from nothing, all sub-
stances and forms, but that the forms of creatures
became actualized only in the course of time. Most
importantly, these creatures appeared in the course
of history not as a consequence of some new, direct
and “special” act of God (an “intervention”), but
as the consequence of created substances employing
their God-given capacities to bring about in time
what the Creator had in mind from the beginning.

According to early creationist tradition, then, God
did not have to act like a Demiurge by forcing ma-
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terial substance to assume forms foreign to its own
potential; neither did God have to act directly in
the course of creation’s formative history to com-
pensate for gaps or deficiencies in the capacities of
created substances. Every capacity that would be
needed was provided from the very beginning. In
other words, the creationist tradition includes not
only what Kaiser calls the “relative autonomy” of
nature, but also what one might call the concept of
the “gapless economy” of the created world. Syn-
thesizing these two concepts into one, we have what
I have elsewhere called creation’s functional integ-
rity S Furthermore, since this element in the creation-
ist tradition appears to have been neglected for
centuries, as Kaiser's work testifies, perhaps we
would be well justified in calling this the forgotten
doctrine of creation’s functional integrity.

This is not the place to develop the full set of
references from the Hexaemeron or The Literal Meaning
of Genesis to support this thesis, but my own reading
of Basil and Augustine leads me firmly to the con-
clusion that this forgotten perspective needs to be
recovered — both as a foundational element of the
creationist tradition and as an effective antidote to
the God-of-the-gaps strategy that appears to dom-
inate the conservative evangelical interaction with
contemporary naturalism. I would even go so far
as to venture that unless this forgotten doctrine is
recovered and faithfully employed, the so called
“creation/evolution debate” will continue its disas-
trously unfruitful course and the intellectual com-
munity will become even more alienated from the
Christian faith.

Two Kinds of Divine Action?

But we must return to Kaiser’s account of what
became of the creationist tradition after the formative
contributions by Basil and Augustine. Within the
space restrictions of this review we must be content
with only a small sample of Kaiser’s work; for the
remainder, one must read the book. It's well worth
the effort.

In eighth century Britain the Venerable Bede

presented the following generation of scholars
withanordered universe of cause and effect in which
as many phenomena as possible were reduced to
general laws .... The eighth century thus marked a
turning point at which the creationist tradition ...
gave rise to the earliest stages of Western scientific
thought (p. 25).

During the eleventh and twelfth centuries, however,
that tradition appears to have developed into two
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factions that would, centuries later, separate into
irreconcilable adversaries. According to Kaiser, it
was during this time “that the dichotomy between
the natural and supernatural, so ingrained inmodern
Western thought, had its origin” (p. 30).

The problem appears to be traceable to the scho-
lastic distinction made “between the regular power
(potentia ordinata) of God, reflected in the normal
sequences of cause and effect,and his absolute power
(potentia absoluta) at any time to suspend or alter
those sequences” (p. 30). While this may have ap-
peared to be a theologically and exegetically con-
venient distinction, it had the unfortunate effect of
encouraging the original creationist tradition to split
into two mutants, neither of them Scriptural. As
Kaiser describes the situation,

In place of a relative autonomy of nature based
on the efficacy of God’s creative word, one then
had an impossible choice: either an autonomous
world, created by God but virtually independent
of his continued presence and power; or else a world
so utterly dependent on God’s will moment by mo-
ment that all rational, scientific investigation became
impossible (p. 30).

If the reader recognizes in this twelfth century
bifurcation of the creationist tradition the beginnings
of both reductionistic naturalism and anti-scientific
interventionism, well and good. But Kaiser wishes
it clearly understood that the concept of relative au-
tonomy (which, supplemented with gapless econ-
omy, yields functional integrity) is not the culprit
responsible for the division and deterioration. “It
was not the original biblical and patristic tradition,
but a distortion of it, that tended toward the deter-
minism, reductionism and atheism that characterizes
so much of modern Western thought” (p. 34). Having
lost a sense of the need for God’s immanent sus-
taining and enabling activity in the regular func-
tioning of creaturely capacities, the heirs of the
creationist tradition appeared to be faced with a dev-
astating dilemma: choose either a world in which
matter functioned with absolute autonomy in a gap-
less natural economy, or a world in which God's
direct and irruptive actions served to fill the gaps
in the creation’s functionally deficient economy.
Does that pathological either-or choice sound fa-
miliar?

Gaps in Creation’s Economy?

In the context of our concern for the historical
interactions of theology and natural science, the late
medieval period (roughly the thirteenth through fif-
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teenth centuries) was made most remarkable by the
rediscovery of Aristotelian science and its incorpo-
ration into theological discourse. As Kaiser sees it,
the problem facing thoughtful Christians in the thir-
teenth century was essentially the same as one that
faces us now:

How can we reconcile a science which seemingly
owes nothing to Christian faith, and may conflict
with it at any point, with a faith which encourages
belief in the possibility of science and values its
benefits, yet cannot sanction its teachings or its ap-
plications without further scrutiny? (p. 57).

A variety of strategies were offered, ranging from
sharp division of territory, to synthesis with limited
overlap, to full integration of science with theology.

The thirteenth century synthesis of Aristotelian
science with Christian theology, with Thomas
Aquinas being its chief architect, required a careful
balancing of the regular activity of God in the world
accessible to science with the episodic or occasional
activity of God in personal experience; it further
required a careful correlation of the respective roles
of human reason and divine revelation. Kaiser views
Aquinas as one who both promoted the creationist
tradition regarding the relative autonomy of natural
processes and encouraged the study of nature for
its own sake.

Aquinas ... insisted on the pure potentiality of
matter. Yet, in order to avoid making nature appear
to be recalcitrant to formative influence from above,
he ascribed to it a “capacity for obedience” to God’s
command (potentia obedientalis), a capacity instilled
at creation by God himself (p. 79).

But Aristotelian thought included a particularly
problematic feature. Aristotle’s cosmology, with its
hierarchy of spheres and God as the First Mover of
the outermost sphere, tended to place divine action
at some distance from terrestrial affairs. “So with
the influx of Aristotelian thought [into Christian the-
ology] a spatial gap threatened to open up between
the regular activity of God and events on earth” (p.
70). In Kaiser’s view this gap opened up along frac-
ture lines introduced in the previous century with
that distinction between potentia ordinata and potentia
absoluta, and served to encourage the oft-cited me-
dieval dichotomy of nature and grace.

In effect, the normal, everyday life of medieval
humans was viewed as taking place on two levels:
one of nature, in which God’s providence was me-
diated through the hierarchy of celestial spheres;
and one of grace, in which God’s power was me-
diated, for the most part, by the hierarchy of the
Church (p. 70).
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The concept of the restricted immediacy of God’s
normal activity in the world was taken a step further
with the introduction of a new metaphor in the four-
teenth century: the celestial and terrestrial world
became pictured as a vast clockwork, leaving God
the role of clockmaker. Kaiser calls attention to a
noteworthy progression in the historical succession
of metaphors employed to portray the relationship
of God to natural causation.

From the ancient Near Eastern ideal of kingship
to the Neoplatonic and Augustinian concept of tran-
scendent Being, to the Aristotelian First Mover, to
the late medieval Clockmaker, the idea of God's
normal activity became gradually less immediate
to the events of the world, leaving the relatively
autonomous cycles of nature to take on the appear-
ance of a completely autonomous mechanism (p.
73).

One variation on the Clockmaker metaphor, one
that remains prominent in Christian belief to this
day, must be noted. Henry of Langenstein reasoned
that although God had established the normal order
of cause and effect at creation, he could suspend
that order at any time and did, in fact, suspend it
routinely for selected phenomena (stars, forexample,
twinkled, but planets did not). “Even though
Henry’s universe was mechanical like a clock, there
were gaps in the natural order which could only
be filled by an appeal to the direct action of God”
(p. 76). Thus, already by the end of the fourteenth
century, the vision of God as the Creator of a world
having both relative autonomy and a gapless econ-
omy — that is, a world having functional integrity
— had become superceded by a vision of God as
the Creator of a functionally incomplete world that
required irruptive divine action to make up for de-
ficiencies in the economy of its ordinary causal
nexus. As Kaiser put it, “The almighty God of Scrip-
ture was well on his way to becoming a ‘God-of-
the-gaps’” (p. 76).

Under the Threat of Absolute Autonomy

According to Kaiser, the 16th century was a period
in which the basic themes of the creationist tradition
were rediscovered and reaffirmed. Copernicus, for
example, is described by Kaiser as a person whose
work was guided by “one of the basic ideas of the
creationist tradition: the laws of nature are not in-
trinsic, and cannot be deduced a priori: rather they
are imposed or infused by God in such a way that
they appear to operate automatically” (p. 110).

Among the principal Reformers there seems to
have been a reaction to those spokespersons for the
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creationist heritage whose emphasis of the regular
course of nature appeared to encourage viewing it
as fully autonomous Nature. While their solution
to the problem may have differed from the twelfth
century distinction between potentia ordinata and
potentia absoluta, by Kaiser's measure it still
“amounted to a differentiation of nature and super-
nature, or ... a clear distinction between God’s in-
direct operation through second causes and his
direct operation with or without the cooperation of
second causes” (p. 133). The sticking point appears
to have been what we earlier referred to as the con-
cept of creation’s “gapless economy.” According to
Kaiser, “In reaction to the naturalism of the Aris-
totelian philosophers of their time, Luther, Zwingli
and Calvin came to view efforts to achieve complete
causal explanations as a threat to the sense of God's
providence appropriate to Christian piety” (p. 134).
Consequently, “they cited apparent gaps in the web
of second causes, gaps which were evidence of the
directaction of God even within the sphere of potentia
ordinata” (p. 133).

Although Kaiser sees the Lutheran tradition, ex-
tended by Melanchthon and Kepler, as able to retain
a sense of the relative autonomy of nature based
on the creation ordinances, the Calvinist tradition
is cited for giving rise to conflicting emphases. On
the one hand there is an affirmation of natural science
as a valid study of the created world; on the other
hand there is a suspicious fear that if science is too
successful in describing natural phenomena within
the framework of a gapless economy, then the ne-
cessity of divine providence will be cast into doubt.
But introducing the idea of gaps in the fundamental
economy of the natural world has created an apol-
ogetic and theological nightmare. In Kaiser’s words,
“As belief in the existence of such gaps declined in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the locus
of God’s immediate influence was gradually to be-
come restricted to inward experience” (p. 149).

But some scientists in the Reformed tradition took
strong issue with the idea that the Creator placed
gaps in the economy of the created order, gaps re-
served for God’s direct action. Francis Bacon, for
instance, was adamantly opposed to invoking God’s
providential action as a substitute for natural cau-
sation, for “certain it is that God worketh nothing
in nature but by second causes” (quoted on p. 137).
Kaiser describes Bacon’s program as one which en-
couraged observers of natural phenomena to regain
a sense of God’s immanent activity in all things.

Rather than trying to carve out a place for piety
within the framework of Aristotelian natural phi-
losophy, as Calvin and the other Reformers had
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done, Bacon projected a new view of nature which
allowed both the full operation of second causes
and the full dependence of all things on God. In
this new order there would be no gaps in natural
explanation, so God would have to be seen to func-
tion immediately in the whole of nature or else not
at all (p. 138).

But the proposition that there were barriers or
gaps in the economy of the created order did not
retreat into obscurity. In the seventeenth century
Robert Boyle, for instance, held that matter, through
the lawful divine governance of its physical behav-
ior, could accomplish much, but, in Kaiser’s words,
“could not be expected to produce the kind of or-
ganization one observes in living beings. In these
cases, seminal principles must be involved ... and
these in turn pointed to the design and activity of
God” (p. 173).

Newton, consistent with the tenets of mechanical
philosophy, thought of matter as inherently passive
but continuously subjected to supra-mechanical ac-
tive principles (like gravity) that made manifest
God’s active governance of material behavior in per-
fect conformity with strict mathematically express-
ible laws. But even these active principles were
judged to be inadequate for sustaining the orderly
operation of the material world. Newton suspected,
for example, that irregularities would eventually
arise in the orbits of planets and would require oc-
casional adjustment by direct divine intervention.
Similarly, because of the loss of motion caused by
dissipative forces, God would have to act by divine
intervention to restore systems to their proper func-
tional states. Summarizing Newton’s strategy, Kai-
ser writes that, “The need for supra-mechanical,
active principles and for periodic supernatural in-
terventions were his two principal ways of securing
God'’s participation in nature” (p. 185).

The philosopher Leibniz, however, took strong
issue with Newton’s strategy.

Both Newton and Leibniz were concerned to see
nature as the product of the activity of God, but in
differing ways. Whereas Newton and his disciples
saw the activity of God in his use of supra-mechan-
ical principles and repeated intervention in the ac-
tivity of matter, Leibniz found it in the operation
of the original divine decree by which matter was
invested with an energy that would continue in-
definitely and undiminished in quantity (p. 159).

The position advocated by Leibniz is the traditional
creationist concept of nature’s relative autonomy,
not to be confused with later mechanistic concepts
of nature’s absolute autonomy independent of God.

VOLUME 44, NUMBER 3, SEPTEMBER 1992

God, according to Leibniz, is like a king who
notonly provides laws, but also educates his subjects
and endows them with the capacity to fulfill them.
Moreover, the coordinated fulfillment of such de-
crees was inherently teleological and could not be
accounted for in strictly mechanistic terms (p. 160).

The disagreement between Leibniz and Newton
should sound familiar to the reader — it remains
unresolved within the Christian community to this
day. “To Newton, a lack of complete autonomy in
nature was consistent with the omnipotence of God.
For Leibniz, on the other hand, it was a denial of
the perfection of the original creation and, hence,
inconsistent with the omnipotence of God” (p. 183).
Then, as now, a common commitment to honor the
Creator’s omnipotence does not ensure agreement
on the particular way it will be expressed in the
qualities of the creation.

From Newton to Now

From Newton forward to the present time the
story becomes increasingly complex and difficult to
summarize. Recall, however, the background: The
historic creationist tradition, as identified by Kaiser,
incorporated high and biblically-informed views of
both God the sovereign and benevolent Creator, and
the world as hislawfully governed and beloved king-
dom. As the Creator, God is the sole source of both
the creation’s being and its capacities for action. God
is not only the creation’s transcendent Originator,
but its immanent Sustainer and Provider as well.
In the Creator's wisdom and love are found the
purpose for the creation’s existence and the direction
for its meaningful history. And because the universe
is God’s creation, it is characterized by comprehen-
sibility, unity and relative autonomy (or functional
integrity).

Over the centuries, especially with the flowering
of empirical science, an increasingly detailed and
comprehensive concept of matter was developed,
including the awareness that it exhibited regular be-
havior that could often be described in terms of
concise mathematical “laws.” Beginning around the
twelfth century, perhaps as an outgrowth of an un-
fruitful theological distinction, the action of matter
and material systems grew increasingly to be
viewed, not as continuous manifestations of the
Creator’s immanent governance, but as fully auton-
omous activity in competition with God’s action —
the natural versus the supernatural. In that context
the creationist tradition became unstable and vul-
nerable to bifurcation into incompatible strains.
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At one extreme, a high view of matter was not
only retained but also expanded at the expense of
discarding the traditional creationist high view of
God. Beginning in earnest in the eighteenth century,
scientific naturalism transformed the concept of
creation’s relative autonomy into a dogma of
Nature’s absolute autonomy, putting God to rest
with nothing at all to do. In the arena of epistemology
science came to be treated as the sole source of knowl-
edge, and the Bible was relegated to the museum
as little more than an interesting artifact of religious
history.

At the other extreme, a high view of God was
not only retained but also modified at the expense
of discarding the traditional creationist high view
of creaturely capacities. Beginning, perhaps, with
Suarez, Descartes and Newton, the concept of
creation’s relative autonomy (and gapless economy)
was substantially reduced; matter was seen as in-
capable of performing certain complex tasks, so that
gaps in the functional economy of the created order
had to be routinely bridged by acts of divine inter-
vention. Miracles, once seen as extraordinary acts
of God, freely performed for their revelatory and
redemptive value, became viewed as necessary com-
ponents in the ordinary functioning of creation’s
economy. In the arena of epistemology the Bible’s
role of providing information regarding historical
particulars was fortified and the role of the historical
sciences (like historical geology, astronomy and bi-
ology) became reduced to the function of confirming
what had already been deduced from a literalistic
reading of the Bible. As I see it, the twentieth century
phenomenon of “creation science” is unmistakably
an outgrowth of this deviation from the historic
creationist tradition documented by Kaiser in this
work.

I suspect that most readers of Perspectives find
themselves at odds with both of these extremes. For
us (I include myself in this category) the question
is, How can we articulate the historic creationist
perspective in a way that retains appropriately high
views of both divine action and creaturely capaci-
ties? How can we be at once faithful to what Scripture
reveals to us regarding God as our Creator and also
cognizant of what we have learned, using our God-
given capacities, about the world that is his creation?

In Creation and the History of Science, Kaiser has
provided us with a historical overview of immense
value to our contemporary discussion of natural sci-
ence and Christian belief. Because this study spans
more than two millenia, numerous details and
themes had to be omitted. What is presented to us
in this work is Kaiser’s selection, organization and
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interpretation of a much larger body of source ma-
terial. Professional historians of science or theology
may wish to take issue with some of Kaiser’s specific
choices and judgments, and some readers may wish
that Kaiser had provided more detailed documen-
tation by footnotes in addition to the reading lists
provided at the ends of chapters. The indexes of
subjects and names are very brief; more complete
indexing would have been helpful.

Kaiser’s choice to focus his attention on the phys-
ical sciences is understandable, given his training
in astrophysics. But that means that in his treatment
of the last two centuries the important issue of bi-
ological evolution had to be left on the shelf. Hence,
one of the most problematic issues in the contem-
porary discussion — the question of whether or not
the concept of creation’s gapless economy applies
to the formation and historical diversification of
lifeforms — remains unresolved. Perhaps it was be-
cause of the omission of this question that the dis-
tinction between “relative autonomy” and “gapless
economy” was underdeveloped in Kaiser's treat-
ment of the creationist tradition in relation to the
physical sciences.

Another area that deserves considerable addi-
tional attention is the role of Scripture and its in-
terpretation. The concept of creation is influenced
not only by knowledge gained through scientific
investigation, but also by prevailing concepts of bib-
lical hermeneutics and the proper epistemological
role of the biblical text in the formulation and eval-
uation of both theological and scientific theories,
especially theories regarding the formative history
of the creation.

But no book can cover everything. And although
Kaiser's work may have left two large issues for
others to develop — the question of a gapless evo-
lution of lifeforms, and the question of Scripture’s
role in scientific theorizing — I believe that Creation
and the History of Science provides us with a valuable
and accessible historical study that will be founda-
tional to our continuing efforts to deal with these
two weighty and problematic issues. If the readers
of this review wish to participate in that effort, then
Kaiser’s book must be placed near the top of their
reading lists. *

NOTES

1 Alvin Plantinga uses this phrase repeatedly in his essay, “When
Faith and Reason Clash: Evolution and the Bible,” Christian
Scholar’s Review XXI:1 (September, 1991), pp. 8-32.

2 Phillip E. Johnson, Darwin on Trial (Downers Grove, IL: Inter-
Varsity Press, 1991), p. 115. In this work, Johnson not only
criticizes scientists for instances of overstated confidence in
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contemporary evolutionary theory, but also argues that the
concept of common ancestry is unacceptable to Christian belief
and must be countered by holding to “miraculous interven-
tions” in the history of lifeforms on earth.

3 St. Basil the Great, The Hexaemeron in A Select Library of Niceneand
Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church, 2nd Series, Vol. VIII,

Book Reviews

ed. Philip Schaff and Henry Wace (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans
Publishing Company).

4 St. Augustine, The Literal Meaning of Genesis, 2 vols., Ancient
Christian Writers, nos. 41-42, trans. John Hammond Taylor
(New York: Newman Press, 1982).

5 See “When Faith and Reason Cooperate,” Christian Scholar’s
Review XXI:1 (September, 1991), pp. 3345.

WHO’S WHO IN THEOLOGY AND SCIENCE: 1992
Edition by The John Templeton Foundation, Framingham,
MA:Winthrop Publishing Co., 1992. 400 pages, various
indexes.

The late Harold Nebelsick and, more recently, John
Webster have led a monumental task in seeking to provide
an international guide to people, organizations and pub-
lications which address science and theology. The listing
includes 1,000 individuals, 60 organizations and 12 jour-
nals. Indices provide useful subject matter and geograph-
ical listings which complement the biographical and
bibliographical guides which make up the bulk of the
directory.

Who's Who encourages browsing, as it offers an as-
tounding diversity of individuals and interests; from Deb-
orah Enilo Ajakaiye, Dean for Faculty of Natural Sciences
at the University of Jos, Nigeria (who specializes in the-
ology and science in an African context) to Takashi
Yoguchi, assistant director of the Japan Lutheran Hour
(with interests in physics and religion and the history of
Christian journalism in Asia.) Readers with a yen to travel
can find those with common interests in more than 42
nations.

Projects of this nature invariably suffer from some un-
evenness of content, inevitable exclusion of some worthy
individuals and are out of date from the moment of pub-
lication. This is said to encourage the production of a
second edition which can address these problems and
encompass more fully a set of disciplines which represent
this burgeoning field.

The Templeton Foundation has provided an invaluable
reference for professionals in the field and the general
public. Who's Who should be in college libraries and on
the desk of those actively involved in science-religion dis-
cussion.

Reviewed by ]. W. Haas, Jr. Department of Chemistry, Gordon College,
Wenham, MA 01984.
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THE TECHNOLOGICAL BLUFFby Jacques Ellul. (Trans-
lated from the French: Bluff technologique by Geoffrey W.
Bromiley). Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990. xvi+ 418
pages. Hardcover; 24.95.

Jacques Ellul is one of the most interesting thinkers of
our century. One of his first books, The Technological Society
(1954), is of the same magnitude as the works of Veblen,
Mumford, Spengler, or Giedion and much deeper and
penetrative than works of Toffler, Kahn, or Servan-Schrei-
ber. He is interested in the role of technique in civilization.
Technique, defined as “the ensemble of means,” is the
driving force of social development, more important than
the ends it is supposed to serve. Technique became an
end in itself and the society is organized around it. In
1954 Ellul pointed to the need of certain changes to subdue
technique, but as he presently assesses it, “it is now too
late to change the course of technique. We have lost a
decisive opportunity in human history” (p. xiii). However,
technique is frequently pictured as the only hope for a
better future and the only means of making the world
more humane. And that is the sort of statement that Ellul
calls the technological bluff. Technology is a discourse
on techniques: therefore, the bluff lies not in the failure
of techniques as such but in presenting them in a falsely
optimistic light.

The author formulated in 1954 two laws of technical
progress: first, it is irreversible: second, it advances by a
geometric progression. Thus, a computer revolution
changes nothing in the nature of technical progress, al-
though products are new. This progress is hampered not
by internal mechanisms, but by maladaptation of the social
body to it, since society is rooted in the past and constantly
refers to it. On the other hand, technique is future oriented
and discards as valueless everything that cannot be in-
corporated into the web of techniques.

Technical progress gives rise to a new aristocracy, tech-
nocrats, who combine authority with competence. Their
knowledge is indispensable for the proper functioning of
the society. However, if they talk about democracy, ecol-
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ogy, culture, etc., they are “touchingly simplistic and an-
noyingly ignorant.” For instance, when stating that ev-
eryone will have access to data banks, only other
technicians are meant, not poor farmers or the young un-
employed. Technocrats are also the main source of the
technological bluff, since when picturing tomorrow’s so-
ciety they often disregard such problems as pollution,
growth of armaments, or stagnation of some countries.
In their eyes, to halt building nuclear power stations is
the same as returning to the caves. Technical progress is
good by its very nature and thinking otherwise is a mark
of obscurantism.

In Part 1, Ellul discusses one of the features of the
technical world, uncertainty. “Technical progress does not
know where it is going. This is why it is unpredictable”
(p. 39). It always has both positive and negative effects,
and they are inseparable; technical progress also creates
more problems than solutions. Ellul even goes as far as
to say that “using techniques always pays off in the short
term and then brings disaster” (p. 64). The last factor
contributing to an increase of uncertainty of the future
of techniques are internal contradictions of the technical
system and society. For instance, a vulnerability to acci-
dents grows proportionally with the size of organizations.
Similarly, the more powerful a technique is, the more it
disturbs the world.

Part II, “Discourse,” is an analysis of technical dis-
course. The techno-discourse is a discourse about human-
ity and the ways of advancing it — of course, by the means
of techniques. Some humanists, on the other hand, think
that the technique can be saturated with traditional values.
Today’s culture has just an operational value detached
from tradition, molded by the technical progress and eco-
nomic needs. As B. Lussato put it, bad culture chases out
good culture (cf. Gresham’s law stating that bad money
always drives good money). Next, despite many state-
ments, man has lost control over technical development.
There is no greater power, political, moral etc., that could
direct at will its potential. And finally, science, especially
after Hiroshima, is not a pursuit for truth any more, but
for power. An emerging ideology of science is soteriology
— the view that only science holds the key to the future.
Science has become divine. This image of science entails
a high status of experts, who all too often fail and resolve
nothing.

Part III, “The Triumph of the Absurd”, shows innu-
merable instances of absurdity springing up from the po-
sition held by technology. Many needs and trends are
absurd. A pursuit for producing more and more at all
costs and doing it faster and faster is also absurd. The
latter feature strikes a blow at democracy, which is slow.
Moreover, some very costly projects are launched, with
no clear vision for their purpose (e.g., orbital stations),
or knowing that their full power will not be used (e.g.,
fast cars), only because technology makes it possible. It
is absurd to rely on technology as the means of increasing
productivity. For instance, a growth of rate of productivity
in France is larger than in Japan and the US.
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In part1V, “Fascinated People”, Ellul describes the way
people are manipulated by TV and advertising, and dis-
cusses the means of diverting people “from thinking about
ourselves and our human condition,” such as computer
games or sports.

Technological progress goes on trampling upon our
freedom and humanity. “We are radically determined,”
says Ellul. Are we? Not quite, and Ellul sees a gleam of
hope in the ability to criticize: “this is the only freedom
that we still have if we have at least the courage to grasp
it” (p. 411). More importantly, the hope lies in education;
but Ellul shuts this door up by stating that today the
only goal of education is to adjust students to technological
society, to shape them according to the needs of the emerg-
ing future. He does not even refer to an interesting theory
of tensions borrowed from Max Weber and expanded in
his The Political Hllusion (1965). Tensions “between facts
and values” are to be the means of maintaining a true
democracy.

If we agree with the statement that “it is by being able
to criticize that we show our freedom,” then certainly
Ellul appears to be very free. And, in fact, this criticism
is a good antidote to frequently pronounced over opti-
mistic assessments of technology and simplistic views con-
cerning the future. Ellul shows the downside of progress,
sometimes forgetting some positives. He sees just doom
and gloom and his reaction is to strike back — with words.
Nevertheless, his book (and most of his forty books) is
very deep in its analysis, leaving no reader indifferent.
It should be read by humanists and technocrats, and es-
pecially by Christians to see if really the only hope is in
criticism. Ellul, a staunch Christian himself, has no polite
words to the movement within the church, and his remarks
should be considered very seriously.

Reviewed by Adam Drozdek, Duquesne University, Pittsburgh, PA
15282.

IN THE ABSENCE OF THE SACRED: The Failure of
Technology and the Survival of the Indian Nations by
Jerry Mander. San Francisco: Sierra Club Books, 1991. 446
pages. Hardback; $25.00.

In the Absence of the Sacred is composed of two books
theauthor originally intended to publish separately, whose
topics are indicated in the subtitle. He quickly realized
that technological development and suppressing Indian
nations are two sides of the same coin: the latter is the
outcome of the first. However, the original intention can
be easily noticed in his book, since its two parts are rather
loosely connected and could have been published as two
separate books without much harm.

Mander is a harsh critique of technology, or rather

technological enchantment that makes people see in tech-
nological progress the ultimate purpose of all enterprises
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and the only hope for humanity. Mander is not original
inthat respect, since many authors have critically analyzed
technology, to mention only Lewis Mumford and Jacques
Ellul. But Mumford’s and Ellul’s analyses are more the-
oretically oriented than Mander’s. His book is largely an-
ecdotal, since Mander quotes many facts from his life
and events recounted by his friends, but it is also very
richly documented with historical facts, especially when
discussing the history and the present situation of Indians.
Many facts quoted by Mander are surprising, some of
them quite shocking and incredible. All of them are to
prove thatif technology remains unbridled, then the future
of humanity is very uncertain.

There are one and a half million Indians in America,
and many of them continue to live in their original en-
vironment with no desire to adjust to the American culture.
Indian tribes are a part of 3,000 native nations in the world
that, from the standpoint of our civilization, stand in the
way of progress and technical development by blocking
natural resources and by refusal to adjust. Technological
development is imposed upon society by those who ex-
ercise power, that is, government, military, and large cor-
porations. There are no, or at most very weak, democratic
mechanisms of technology assessment. The public knows
about directions of technology development post facto,
when it is already very difficult to change the course of
events. However, each technological innovation should
be thoroughly and openly discussed before its acceptance
and “assumed guilty until proven innocent.”

Mander denounces a frequently used claim about neu-
trality of technology. He indicates that specialized tech-
nology requires specialists which easily leads to emergence
of the class of technocrats. This technology results in cen-
tralized power that has to oversee, for instance, nuclear
power plants.

All elements of technology are intimately interwoven,
with computers occupying a prominent position. Com-
puters enable developments in genetics, military, data
gathering for surveillance, etc. Computers were invented
primarily for military purposes and only later were applied
in business. Still, the military is the largest financial sup-
porter for computer science research. It is also the largest
beneficiary of this technology, with the effect that “the
possibility of computer-directed, instantaneous, world-
wide holocaust is not theoretical” (p. 74).

Mander is the author of a controversial book, Four Ar-
guments for the Elimination of Television, and many of its
points are reiterated also in In the Absence of the Sacred.
He is one of very few authors who claims that our society
would be better off without TV. TV became an excellent
tool for promoting consumerization and a manipulation
tool in the hands of large corporations: 75% of commercials
are paid for by 100 corporations, out of nearly half a million
corporations in the country.

“Our society is characterized by an inability to leave
anything in nature alone” (p. 160). As a result, there are
two drives of contemporary technology: toward infinitely
large and infinitely small, that is, space exploration and
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genetic engineering, or even molecular engineering. “If
it can be done, do it” is a maxim. Ethical considerations
become irrelevant, and the sense of sanctity of life unim-
portant. There remains a march of technology.

Then Mander gives a well documented account of In-
dian history after the discovery of America, political sys-
tems of Indians, their economy, beliefs, and their constant
striving for survival and to maintain identity. Many facts
are not widely known, such as the declaration of inde-
pendence of a Navajo community in 1979. Mander gives
also an overview of the situation of native tribes all over
the world. This account proves that the march of tech-
nology promoted by large corporations tramples upon
the rights of those who do not want to accept it and desire
to maintain their way of living.

After twenty chapters of showing the ills caused by
technology, Mander very briefly tries torelieve thereader’s
uneasiness by indicating in the epilogue some solutions.
The author’s activity indicates that he does not see just
gloom and doom, as his book certainly indicates, but that
he sees some solutions at least in active participation of
such groups as the Sierra Club or Greenpeace. He proposes
reexamination of the goals of humanity, by including more
in the picture than just growth and profit. The “present
negative trends” are reversible, and many current political
changes would allow waiting for the future with some
optimism.

The authoralso suggests that reevaluation of our values
and regaining the lost “sense of the sacredness of the
natural world” is needed. Mander points his finger to
Christianity as a cause of this loss, since “Judeo-Christian
religious doctrines have de-sanctified the earth and placed
humans over it” (p. 187). The blame is not new (see Van
Dyke’s article in Perspectives, Sept. 1991) and it may mean
thatrevitalizing the pagan view of the world is the antidote
for the ills of technology. Needless to say, this view is at
least questionable.

Reviewed by Adam Drozdek, Duquesne University, Pittsburgh, PA
15282.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF ETERNITY by Roy E. Peacock.
Wheaton, IL; Crossway Books, 1990. 160 pages. Paperback:
$9.95.

This little volume is offered as something of a com-
panion piece to Stephen Hawking's A Brief History of Time.
Christian readers will find stimulation in the book. The
non-Christian reader may find food for thought in
Peacock’s overlay of meta-physics on the thinking of
Hawking.

The author is identified as a specialist in aerodynamics,

and a visiting professor in aerospace sciences at the Uni-
versity of Pisa, were Galileo worked 400 years ago.
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There is a special charm to the book: the writer com-
municates respect for and pays homage to the great think-
ers from Aristotle through Einstein to Hawking. There is
no “putdown” of any scientists, regardless of their reli-
gious convictions or lack of them. It is refreshing to read
a discussion of a controversial subject — cosmology —
which contains no animosity.

Peacock traces the development of science, and shows
how each great thinker has relied and improved upon
the thoughts of this predecessors in answering the “hows”
of the universe. Then, like Hawking, he touches upon
the “whys.” But he goes further than Hawking, and sees
in science itself some indicators of the “whys.”

The writer focusses on the laws of thermodynamics,
and especially the concept of entropy, in dealing with
the origin and destiny of the universe. He speaks of bound-
aries which enclose the capacity of science to learn — one
at the creation event and one when entropy has run its
full course.

Don Page, a collaborator of Hawking’s, calls A Brief
History of Eternity a fascinating story, written from a Chris-
tian perspective. He observes, “While admitting that the
heavens do not prove the existence of God, this book
illustrates how they declare his glory.”

But the reader will suspect that Peacock sees the proof
of God in the very lives and words of the scientists them-
selves.

Reviewed by Fred P. Lollar, Associate Professor of Journalism, John
Brown University, Siloam Springs, AR 72761.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF ETERNITY by Roy E. Peacock.
Wheaton, IL; Crossway Books, 1990. 160 pages. Paperback:
$9.95.

The title of this book is obviously a take-off from Ste-
phen Hawking’s book A Brief History of Time. Peacock’s
intention is to deal with many of the issues Hawking
raises, and while the book successfully accomplishes that
mission, he also considers other issues related to physics
and astronomy, such as black holes, the Doppler effect,
and the origin of the universe.

Peacock is a specialist in thermodynamics and a visiting
professor in the area of Aerospace Sciences at the Uni-
versity of Pisa. He has taught and worked in the United
States, Europe, and England. He certainly has the cre-
dentials to write such a book.

Hawking believes the universe is eternal, with no be-
ginning or ending. In contrast, Peacock affirms the biblical
position of a beginning and ending, often ushering in
scientific evidence for his conclusions. He clearly shows
that Christian faith is fully compatible with good science.
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A key emphasis is the historical development of ideas
in these areas. From the ancient Greeks to Einstein, the
lives and concepts of the great scientists are considered
(though not in sufficient depth to overwhelm the unini-
tiated). Often Peacock points out the Christian world view
and presuppositions that famous scientists of the past
maintained.

The big questions that relate to the why of the universe
are also considered. Again science is used to help explain
the meaning and purpose of creation within a Christian
framework.

While the reviewer has sometimes been disappointed
with books by Christians that respond to or refute a specific
book by a non-Christian, this work is one of the better
of the genre. The arguments are well stated, illustrations
are helpful and generally easily understood by the layman,
and the book is as entertaining as Hawking’s book.

Reviewed by Donald Ratcliff, Box 800248, Taccoa Falls, GA 30598.

THE NEXT ONE HUNDRED YEARS by Jonathan Wei-
ner. New York, NY: Bantam Books, 1990. 241 pages, notes
and sources, index.

Jonathan Weiner is identified on the book jacket as a
“noted science writer and author of numerous magazine
articles and the bestselling Planet Earth,” a companion
book to a PBS documentary. The Next One Hundred Years
is Weiner’s first venture into the murky mists of futurology
andisbased oninterviews with anumber of earth scientists
from several disciplines.

The book is divided into eleven chapters, the majority
of which deal with the greenhouse warming of the earth’s
atmosphere and the presumed attendant environmental
effects. Other environmental and ecological effects such
as species habitat destruction by changing land use pat-
ternsand the health effects of stratospheric ozone depletion
are described. A theme running through the text is the
interconnectedness of the planet’s seven “spheres” (earth,
water, air, sun, ice, life, and mind) and the controversial
“Gaia hypothesis” (attributed originally to James Lovelock
and Lynn Margulis) which treats the earth itself as a living
organism and emphasizes the effect of life on geochemical
and geophysical processes. The book contains only a few
diagrams or charts, being written primarily for the edu-
cated non-scientific community; scientists will be disap-
pointed to find that there are no units on the axes of any
graphs.

The book’s main thrust is that widespread ecological
and human disaster within the next hundred years will
almost certainly accompany global heating as a result of
increasing C02 and other greenhouse gases. These trends
and effects will be exacerbated by increasing human pop-
ulation, economic development, and land exploitation.
Weiner weaves together ideas of planetary connectedness,
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selected developments in earth sciences, and the future
scenarios of some earth science modelers to convince the
reader of the scientific basis for this view. The North Amer-
ican summer of 1988 is presented as a foretaste of this
future in the chapter “The First Summer of the Third
Millennium.”

A number of books about the environmental future of
the earth have been written, including ones at several
levels of scientific sophistication (recall the predictions of
the Club of Rome). Within this collection, Weiner’s book
offers nothing uniquely innovative. Perhaps the book’s
major strength (or is it a weakness?) is to demonstrate
how convincing a case for a scenario can be made by the
judicious selection of sources. Many earth scientists do
not accept the idea that currently rising C0? levels will
inevitably lead to major changes in planetary mean tem-
perature; there may be other factors which have a more
significant short or long term effect on mean temperature.
Weiner styles our response as a kind of ecolo%ical Pascal’s
wager: if we elect to slow down rising C0“ levels and
the models are incorrect, what have we lost? But if we
continue on our present course, we may well suffer dire
consequences. In fact, according to Weiner, we are likely
to suffer some of these consequences whatever we do.

Weiner’s chapter on the Gaia hypothesis seems out of
place in a book in which he attempts to maintain scientific
credibility. The view of the earth as a robust, adapting,
regenerating goddess seems to suggest that whatever we

The Myth Of

Religious Neutrality

An Essay on the Hidden Role of
Religious Belief in Theories
Roy A. Clouser

“In clear, accessible language, Clouser dis-
cusses the nature and types of religion and
religious belief, its relation to theories, and the
various alternatives (e.g., irrationalism, ratio-
nalism, biblicism, and scholasticism). He then
outlines various mathematical, physical, and
psychological theories, critiques reductionism,
and outlines biblical theories of reality, society,
and state. The book is controversial not only for
its central thesis... but also for its definition of
religion as not necessarily involving belief in
God.”—Library Journal $39.95 cl., $18.95 pa.

At bookstores or send list price + $3.00 postage to:
University of Notre Dame Press
P.O. Box 635, South Bend, IN 46624
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do, life in some form will bounce back. But in the final
analysis, Gaia is such a mixture of pseudo-science and
pseudo-religion that one of her many faces will suit almost
anyone’s fancy.

This reviewer was uncomfortable with the author’s use
of overly simple comparisons, overextended analogies,
and the interchange of words between scientific and com-
mon uses, all of which occur all too frequently in books
explaining scientific issues to non-scientists. The book
jacket describes the book as “a prescription for planetary
repair before it is too late,” but the book contains no sub-
stantial answers to the greenhouse future. For example,
nuclear power (an energy source with no C0? emission)
is briefly considered and dismissed as being too risky
environmentally. Other alternatives, such as a hydrogen
based energy system, are not even considered.

Despite these shortcomings, many people will undoubt-
edly evidence their fascination with the future by reading
the book. ASA members will find little of scientific sub-
stance in the book, but may find it interesting reading to
see what the educated public is being offered.

Reviewed by David L. Swift, Professor of Environmental Health Sci-
ences, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, MD 21205.

THE NON-REALITY OF FREE WILL by Richard Double.
New York: Oxford University Press, 1991. 229 pages, end
notes, references, index; Hardcover; $32.50.

Doubleis Assistant Professor of Philosophy at Edinboro
University of Pennsylvania. In this book he takes on a
problem which has taxed the great minds of the world
for centuries, the reality or non-reality of free will. The
book assumes that the reader has some skill and training
in philosophy and is definitely not a book for a novice
in the field.

The book also probes some other issues such as de-
terminism and responsibility as they relate to free will.
Double summarizes various positions which others have
taken on this subject, and does so quite well. The one
exception might be his failure torefer to Jonathan Edward’s
great work on Freedom of Will, perhaps because the author
is addressing the subject strictly from a rational-philo-
sophical perspective.

The author lists three conditions of free will. Free agents
must have the ability to make different choices than they
actually do. Free agents must control what their choices
shall be. Free choices must be reasonable. In further an-
alyzing the free will question, the author gives us five
autonomy variables which must be present in order for
one to conclude the reality of free will. These are: self
knowledge (knowledge of one’s own mental states), rea-
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sonability (the motivation to critically evaluate one’s
choices), intelligence (skill in using knowledge), efficacy
(the power to control our mental states, including our
choices) and unity (implying a single agent underlying
free choices).

The book’s bottom line is, of course, stated in its title.
There are no rational-philosophical theories which can
meet all the criteria necessary to establish the reality of
free will. The author refers to the comment by Stephen
Stich about the failure of analytical philosophy to
reductively define any philosophically interesting con-
cepts, free will being no exception. This is an astonishing
admission to make and might cause a budding philosopher
to wonder if one should invest one’s life in such an un-
certain field.

The author concludes that neither determinism nor in-
determinism can be rationally verified. When we speak
of persons being free and responsible in their actions we
are merely expressing an attitude or personal opinion.
The truth or falsity of such statements simply cannot be
demonstrated in any deep or absolute sense.

Christian readers may be frustrated by the scant treat-
ment God receives in the book. He dismisses God by
saying “the existence of a morally perfect being is prob-
lematic” (p. 165). While that statement is certainly true
if onebegins from a rational-empirical base which excludes
any “God” who cannot be rationally-empirically verified,
it only raises the question, “Are human reason and ex-
perience adequate to solve the basic issues of life?” The
author seems to admit that analytical philosophy cannot
give clear cut answer to the ultimate questions in life.
That is why some of us try to answer the real life questions
by assuming God has spoken to us in Scripture, where
such questions as human responsibility and morality are
addressed.

One should not conclude that the author is saying there
is no such thing as free will. He is rather admitting that
philosophers have failed to rationally demonstrate the re-
ality of free will. He is saying that free will and moral
responsibility are incoherent concepts. He does end up
with what he calls a “common sense” view of freedom
which can sustain us. The crucial question for the author
is not “Was he or she free in that action?” but “Was the
action reflective of his/her character?” He believes the
first question cannot be answered, while we can affirm
the second, and this is enough to sustain a common sense
view of freedom. The book is very thought provoking
for those willing to grapple with some of the difficult
ideas and terminology involved. The author has tried to
push human reason to the limit to solve the free will
question, only to come up empty. Yet, he is forced to
admit that we must assume that people act responsibly
and freely even though philosophical proof is not forth-
coming. Our ability to relate to each other meaningfully
depends on it.

Reviewed by Richard M. Bowman, Pastor, First Christian Church (Dis-
ciples of Christ), 441 North Church Street, Dectur, IL 62522.
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THE JUSTIFICATION OF SCIENCE AND THE RATIO-
NALITY OF RELIGIOUS BELIEF by Michael J. Banner.
New York: Oxford Press, 1990. 196 pages, index, bibliog-
raphy. Hardcover; $55.00.

Can religious belief be defended as carefully as scien-
tists defend scientific beliefs? This is the primary philo-
sophical question answered by Banner’s book. Banner’s
book is not an apologetic for a particular religious belief.
It is a carefully drawn logical treatise on the philosophical
“right” to defend both scientific and religious belief. It is
written by a leading philosopher who is currently the
Director of Studies in Philosophy and Theology at Peter-
house, Cambridge, England.

Banner argues that religious belief, like science, can
be placed in a rational setting. Religious discourse is de-
scriptive and capable of being judged as right or wrong
by the same basic guidelines used in arguing the validity
of scientific principles.

To prepare this argument, Banner first must show that
science itself is rational and justifiable. This he does in
Part I, dealing primarily with issues raised by Thomas
Kuhn on the philosophy of science. In these two chapters
Banner argues for “rational realism” and the validity of
scientific truth.

Having argued that scientific belief is justifiable, the author
defends religious belief in Part II (chapters 4-7). This ar-
gument culminates in chapter six, where religious belief
is justified, in parallel to scientific belief, as an explanatory
process. Religious belief is compared with two scientific
theories whose logic and sensibility eventually over-
whelmed scientific opposition. Banner first analyzes
Darwin’s theory of the origin of the species, and then
looks at the theory of relativity. In each the scientific theory
has three valuable components —its ability to explain
known (past) data, its ability to predict future results (ex-
perimental confirmation), and its simplicity of form or
explanatory power. Both Darwin’s work and the theory
of relativity had shortcomings in various predictive cat-
egories. Both did not explain certain know facts and both
falsely predicted future events. Still, both — partly because
of their explanatory power and general success — were
eventually accepted by the scientific community. Banner
argues that these same guidelines can structure a rational
defense of religious belief.

Chapters six and seven, the climax of the book, are
very good. The analysis in chapter six of the emerging
acceptance of evolution and of relativity is exquisitely
done. In chapter seven, the author acknowledges the ex-
istence of evil as “the most pressing and persuasive ob-
jection to belief in the existence of God.” This chapter,
like much of the book, is carefully and subtly argued and
requires of the reader total concentration, a strong cup
of coffee, and a perfectly silent environment.

The entire book is hard reading. It is a philosophy text
intended for the professional philosopher. It could serve
as a supplemental text for a graduate course in the Phi-
losophy of Religion (or the Philosophy of Science), but
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the ordinary scientist — even if he or she reads Plato at
bedtime — will find this book very difficult. Particularly
difficult are the steady references to the recent writings
of other modern philosophers. The first two chapters dis-
cuss arguments of Kunh, Newton-Smith, and Laudan; later
chapters casually refer to Swinburne, Phillips, Luas,
Mackie, Newman, and Wittgenstein, assuming that the
reader is either familiar with these authors or is ready to
look up their papers.

The author’s careful conclusion deserves wide distri-
bution:

..A careful and patient apologetic which clears a path to
faith... helps the enquirer to perceive that pattern in experi-
ence which points to the existence of God. There is no
reason in principle why such apologetics could not be as
compelling as the apologies which are made for currently
accepted scientific theories. And since it may provide the
grounds for faith, its neglect is more than regrettable.

This $55 text does not provide that apologetic, but does
provide the foundations for it.

Reviewed by Ken W. Smith, Department of Mathematics, Central Mich-
igan University, Mt. Pleasant, MI 48859

ANIMAL EXPERIMENTATION: The Moral Issues by
Robert M. Baird and Stuart E. Rosenbaum (eds.). Buffalo:
Prometheus Books, 1991. 182 pages. Paperback; $14.95.

Animals havealways been used by humans fora variety
of purposes. They have been used for food, clothing, pets,
entertainment, and experimentation. Some animals have
enjoyed a privileged (e.g., cows in India), but in most
cases animals are not held in high esteem. But should
we treat animals on an equal footing with tools? Can
they be used for any purpose imaginable and in any way
we please? Do we have moral responsibility toward an-
imals as we do toward people? These are the questions
posed in papers included in Animal Experimentation.

Recently, various organizations have sought decent
treatment for animals both in their natural setting and in
laboratories. The use of animals for medical research has
become a sensitive and personal issue. Should we inflict
pain upon animals in experiments in an effort to save
human lives? As Robert White put it, “there are many
people who would let my grandsons dje rather than allow
any animal to be used in medical research” (p. 22). How-
ever, the defenders of animal rights are not always against
any use of animals in scientific research but against their
cruel treatment. Steven Zak knows from experience that
researchers have “a natural tendency to lose all empathy
with one’s animal subject” (p. 30). However, a philosophy
behind a struggle for animal rights relies on evolutionism
and draws it to a seemingly inevitable conclusion: animals
do have rights.
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Man is ananimal, says Richard Ryder, who “arrogantly
exaggerates his uniqueness;” but with accepting our “bi-
ological relationship with other animals” we should take
a next step and “acknowledge a moral relationship” and
treat animals as our relatives, thereby stopping all research
on animals. The next step would be a rigid vegetarianism;
but what to do with pest control? Would it not be cruel
to annihilate those with whom we have a moral relation-
ship?

To avoid such consequences, Robert Wright sees in
sentience “a condition for the possession of high moral
status,” and not in reason or self-consciousness. But in
this way he is unable to argue why killing 100 baboons
to save a human life is not the same as killing a human
to save 100 baboons “unless you can create a moral ratchet

7

called "human rights’.

But Car] Cohen is certainly right when observing that
“rights arise, and can be intelligibly defended, only among
beings who actually do, or can, make moral claims against
each other” (p. 104), or beings participating in “a com-
munity of moral agents.” It is the moral dimension that
becomes a hallmark of beings to whom we can ascribe
rights, both legal and moral. Therefore, animals are not
called to the courton account of their moral irresponsibility
nor held responsible for their deeds. It is this moral di-
mension that was elevated by Kant to the highest status,
since in his philosophy practical reason (ethics) has a pri-
ority over pure reason (cognition). Of course, it does not
justify any cruelty, unnecessary use of animal specimens
in experiments, inflicting needless pain, or hunting for
pleasure. But animals are not humans and they should
not be treated on equal footing with them. If no difference
is seen between these two worlds, then, to be sure, we
can be appalled with Peter Singer, who laments that “even
the most profoundly retarded human being is entitled to
the respect and moral consideration that we properly deny
to the most intelligent dog” (p. 61).

But how can one determine whether certain experi-
ments are unnecessary? Drawing from Singer’s ideas,
Edwin Hettinger says that we should try to answer the
question: “Would the investigator still think the experi-
ment justifiable if it were performed on a severely retarded
human at a comparable psychological level as the animal?
If not, then the experiment should not be conducted” (p.
126). Only “arbitrary preference for members of our own
species” would allow us to conduct this experiment. Thus,
there should be no difference in treatment of a rat, an
ant, or a lizard and a retarded human whose intelligence
does not exceed the IQ of these animals. We can wonder
if it amounts to elevating animals to the level of humans
(the way Hinduism does by including them in the cycle
of reincarnation), or to pushing humans down to the level
of animals.

Animals are under human dominion, but it should
not mean that they can be treated in an inhumane, cruel
way. They are not humans and despite superficial simi-
larities there is a gap between the worlds of animals and
men. Impressive as they may be, the achievements of the
society of ants will never measure up to those of humans,
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and the language acquired by Washoe will never attain
the level of the first grade student. Humans were created
in the likeness of the Creator, not animals, and humans
have a dominion over animals. They are to use animals
wisely and lovingly, tending them and protecting. But
they cannot be treated as equal with humans and if there
is a problem of whose life to choose, then the lives of
humansare always more precious than thelives of animals,
however retarded the humans may be.

Reviewed by Adam Drozdek, Duquesne University, Pittsburgh, PA
15282.

ALTERNATIVE MEDICINE AND AMERICAN RELI-
GIOUS LIFE by Robert C. Fuller. New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1989. 164 pages, index. Hardcover; $19.95.

Fuller is Professor of Philosophy and Religious Studies
at Bradley University. He is the author of Religion and the
Life Cycle and other books. During the late 1980s, Ameri-
cans have shown a great interest in the New Age move-
ment with its unconventional practices and beliefs, and
many have found in it spiritual fulfillment and healing
of the body. Fuller tries to show in this book that such
alternative forms of healing and religion are nothing new
in American culture. He claims that the belief in the im-
portance of an individual’s rapport with the cosmos is a
characteristic of American unchurched religious life. He
gives a sympathetic account of the history of alternative
medicine which related to unorthodox religion, and pro-
vides interesting cultural and sociological interpretation.

In chapter one, “Introduction,” Fuller explains that re-
ligion and medicine were closely related in the human
history. Only in the recent secularized Western society
are orthodox medicine and religion separated. He observes
that the persistence and popularity of unorthodox medical
systems is due to their articulation of a different religious
world view. According to their view, a higher energy
could filter in and work upon a person’s body and per-
sonality. He notes that not every unorthodox medicine
relates to a religious view, and that this book only surveys
alternative medicine which relates to unchurched Amer-
ican religious life. This book also does not discuss “faith
healing” within orthodox religion.

Chapter two, “Sectarian Healing and Protestant Per-
fectionism in the Nineteenth Century,” treats the devel-
opment in the 1830s of Thomsonianism (which held that
all disease was caused by cold and could be cured by
heat), homeopathy (principle of like is cured by like), hy-
dropathy (philosophy of water cure), and Graham'’s di-
etary regimens for disease prevention. Fuller claims that
they represented a physiological Arminianism, that is, in-
dividuals could take control of their own physical and
spiritual salvation. Graham’s Christian Health Movement
led to the establishment of the Seventh Day Adventists
and the founding of Kellogg and Post cereal companies.
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He observes that these developments did not educe any
metaphysical theory of healing.

Americans applied the ideological resources of two Eu-
ropean “isms” to get the connection between metaphysical
and physiological reality. The ideas of Swedenborgianism
and mesmerism and their influence on America are ex-
plored in chapter three, “From Physic to Metaphysic: The
Spiritualizing of Alternative Medicine.” These systems,
which sprang up in the 1830s and "40s, proposed a con-
nection between the physical and spiritual realms. They
gave Americans opportunities to experience an ecstatic
influx of divine spirit. Mesmer claimed that health can
be achieved by supercharging one’s nerve system with a
mysterious energy—animal magnetism. The process of
mesmerizing brought a person into an intimate rapport
with the cosmos. Swedenborg also claimed that there is
an indwelling cosmic force which can be approached by
inner adjustments. These metaphysical thinkings gave
birth in the 1880s to American religious philosophies such
as New Thought and Christian Science.

The fourth chapter, “At the Fringes of Orthodoxy: Chi-
ropractic and Osteopathic Medicine,” examines the emer-
gence of these two unorthodox healing systems in the
late nineteenth century. Fuller shows their indebtedness
to mesmerism although they have gradually muted ref-
erences to metaphysical concepts of disease.

The twentieth century’s concern with holistic approach
to medicine is treated in the fifth chapter, “The Contem-
porary Scene: Images of the ‘Higher Self’ in Holistic and
Psychic Healing Movement.” Fuller points out the un-
derlying concept which recognizes the spiritual dimension
of disease in diverse healing practices such as Ayurvedic
medicine, Yoga, Shiatsu, rolfing, psychic healing, Thera-
peutic Touch, Alcoholics Anonymous, and New Age crys-
tal healing.

Inthelast chapter, “Healing as an Initiatory Rite,” Fuller
gives his interpretation of all these events in American
history and argues that these groups are very effective
in bringing the resource of religion into the healing process.
He concludes very positively about the influence of these
groups in fostering spirituality in their adherents. They
offer people a more vivid experience of a ‘sacred reality’
than do most organized religions. According to Fuller,
by emphasizing the transcendence of God, orthodox re-
ligion cannot help believers to have profound psycholog-
ical connection with God. It also cannot retain intellectual
assent because of the advent of modern science, biblical
criticism, and comparative religion.

Overall this book provides an interesting history of
alternative medicine which culminates in spiritual pan-
theism. Fuller has a good mastery of American religious
life. However, the connection between the movements in
the previous century and those of this century is not as
strong as he has argued. A gap of seventy years is related
to the phenomenal advance of the modern medicine. The
resurgence of alternative medicine and unorthodox spir-
ituality after the 1970s is more related to an impasse of
the medical progress, revolutionary change in American
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society, and the influx of Eastern religions and merchan-
dise. His opinion about orthod ox religion is also debatable.

Reviewed by T. Timothy Chen, National Institutes of Health, Bethesda,
MD 20892.

VARIETIES OF MORAL PERSONALITY: Ethics and
Psychological Realism by Owen Flanagan. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1991. 393 pages. Hardcover.

All existing ethical theories are, according to Flanagan,
inadequate in not sufficiently stressing the psychological
dimension of man. These theories are overly interested
in social aspects, as though ethics were restricted only to
the social dimension of man. But ethical investigations
must not be divorced from psychology, meaning both
philosophical and scientific psychology. The goal of this
book is to trace links between ethics and psychology, and
to discuss current ethical theories from the standpoint of
their sensitivity to psychological issues.

The first part of the book is a long introduction to the
problem of psychological realism. The author spends one
chapter just defending the view that “each of us is a sep-
arate individual with a distinctive personal point of view”
(p. 58) — and at least that much has to be acknowledged
by any moral theory. This is a claim of minimal realism;
the position of strong realism — which, for instance, wants
to put a limit on impartiality — is indefensible.

Having stated that, the author formulates a meta-ethical
principle of minimal realism according to which all pre-
scriptions and ideals of any ethical theory have to take
into account “the creatures like us.” They simply should
not be detached from reality, in particular from psycho-
logical reality, and impose rules that are unrealizable by
anyone. Theories claiming that psychology is irrelevant
for ethics do not even deserve a serious discussion.

InPart Two, Flanagan discusses communitarian theory,
which states that a proper social arrangement contributes
to a proper development of persons. The author does not
deny the reality of this contribution, but he indicates that
thereis a problem with determination of such proper social
arrangements. Communitarians are right inindicating that
there are social determinants of personality of concrete
communities, but their generalizations are unsubstanti-
ated.

Part Three begins with a long critique of the assumption
that there is a the deep structure in the moral psychology
of Piaget and Kohlberg. There are a number of definite
moral forms, and each person’s moral development goes
through the same series of moral stages. Flanagan himself
does not deny the existence of the deep structure, but he
sees it as an insignificantly small piece of common ground
between various moralities. For him ”it seems simply un-
believable that there could be a single ideal moral com-
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petence and a universal and irreversible sequence of
stages” (p. 195).

Next comes a lengthy discussion of the claim that moral
ideals are gender-specific; for instance, the assumption
that male moral reasoning is more rule-governed than is
female reasoning. The claim of gender-specificity is all
too simplistic and cannot be defended on either theoretical
or empirical ground. It is an example of a formalistic ap-
proach to ethics, and “more contentful direction seems
... like the right direction in which to move” (p. 252). And
Flanagan moves in this direction himself in Part Four.

Following Fodor’s idea that the mind is divided into
autonomous and encapsulated modules, Flanagan intro-
duces a moral competence module, which possibly is di-
vided into submodules. Also, dispositional modules, or
traits, are customarily assumed to be stable in different
situations. But situations very often reinforce certain traits
and suppress the others. “Persons are ubiquitously in sit-
uations” (p. 260), and it is always reflected in the way
the moral competence module and other dispositional
modules affect human behavior.

Philosophical ethics may have a tendency to confine
themselves to moral issues alone with an exclusion of
context in which moral problems have to be solved. Psy-
chological ethics may go in a similar direction by restricting
the analysis of moral problems to man’s psyche. What
Flanagan stresses throughout his book is the validity —
and the need — for a psychological approach to moral
problems without loosing sight of the fact that man is a
part of a larger context, and this context has an impact
upon the moral dimension of man. Moreover, the character
ethics should not “make the mistake of ignoring the vast
array of moral personalities, of failing to see that both
good character and good action are realized in multiple
ways, and of thinking of traits of character as more solid,
unequivocal, and decontextualized than they are” (p. 332).

Reviewed by Adam Drozdek, Duquesne University, Pittsburgh, PA
15282.

HEALTH AND OPTIMISM by Christopher Peterson and
Lisa Bossio. New York: The Free Press, 1991. 214 pages.
Hardcover; $19.95.

Iliked this book. It’s succinct, lucid, interesting, timely,
and scientific. It presents the latest research on the rela-
tionship between positive thinking and physical well-
being. The research is organized around the topics of
optimism and pessimism. The first topic discussed is the
relationship between health and explanatory style (the
way people explain unpleasant ambiguous experience).
After this, related lines of research are examined including
dispositional optimism, hardiness, self-efficacy, social sup-
port, stress, coping, inhibited power motivation, type A
behavior pattern, and bereavement. The conclusion is not
unexpected: one’s thoughts and feelings indeed affect
one’s mortality and morbidity.
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The origins of optimism are discussed. It develops in
a person’s childhood and is based on a number of factors,
the most important of which is a happy home where harsh-
ness is absent. A recipe for producing optimistic children,
made up of 16 ingredients, is given. There is also a chapter
on what adults can do to turn themselves from pessimists
into optimists. Helpful endnotes, references, and indices
appear at the end of the book.

I recommend this book to those who want to better
understand how they acquired their explanatory style and
what to do to change it. This volume would be especially
helpful to those who want to include this topic in a psy-
chology of adjustment or health course. Finally, for those
who wondered about the merits of the message preached
by the apostles of positive thinking, this discussion will
show that optimism is not the philosophy of fools.

Reviewed by Richard Ruble, John Brown University, Siloam Spring, AR
72761.

IN GOD’S IMAGE AFTER ALL: How Psychology Sup-
ports Biblical Creationism by Paul D. Ackerman. Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1990. 101 pages, no index,
discussion questions. Paperback.

Ackerman is assistant professor of psychology at Wich-
ita State University and is active in creation science or-
ganizations. He has also written It's a Young World After
All

Ackerman wasa psychologist before he became a Chris-
tian and has sought ways to incorporate his knowledge
of psychology into a biblical world view. His thesis is
that the findings of modern psychology support the bib-
lical view of human nature.

In each chapter of his book, Ackerman addresses one
aspect of human nature that is studied by psychologists,
such as morality, free will, or learning. He summarizes
the currently accepted psychological theories about each
characteristic and then provides the results of a couple
of well-known experimentsdonein that field. He interprets
the results to show that they actually support the biblical
view expressed on that issue, also giving relevant Scrip-
tural citations. Ackerman concludes that we strive to be-
come our own god, but that in fact we are completely
dependent on God to sustain us, as evidenced by our
involuntary actions.

His preface is a good summary of the dangers of trying
to get science to prove the Bible, as opposed to having
science witness to the veracity of the Bible. Ackerman
certainly accomplishes his goal of showing how certain
well-known and reputable psychological studies can be
shown to support the biblical view of humanity, but the
number of studies selected was very small. I was often
left with the question: “Is this really the dominant view
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in psychology?” If a number of other studies coming to
the same conclusijons were at least referenced, this would
have answered my question without dramatically increas-
ing the length of the book. In addition, a chapter on the
different interpretations of the phrase “God’s Image”
would have been welcomed.

Another criticism is that I think that the choice of sub-
title was inappropriate. This book supports a biblical view
of human nature, but not one which has anything to do
with either biblical creationists” or old earth creationists’
views This book does not deal with any of the issues in
this hotly contested debate and it would therefore appear
to be inappropriate to take sides. This book would support
both views, but may be less widely read because it claims
to support only one.

This book is certainly suitable for those without a back-
ground in psychology. It would be a helpful introduction
to the issues in this field. It also provides some interesting
support for the Christian world view. I would imagine
that a student of this field would be very familiar with
most of this material, though it may be presented from
a different perspective. It would be useful for group dis-
cussions as many of the questions in the appendix are
very thought provoking.

Reviewed by Donal O’'Mathuna, Assistant Professor of Chemistry,
Mount Carmel College of Nursing, 127 S. Davis Ave., Columbus, OH
43222.

PSYCHOLOGY OF RELIGION: Classic and Contempo-
rary Views by David M. Wulff. New York: John Wiley
and Sons, 1991. 640 pages plus glossary, references and
index. Hardcover; $38.95.

Two of the most significant figures in twentieth century
psychology, Erik Erikson and B. F. Skinner, have high
praise for this text. (Their views are accurately summarized
in this book.) Paul Pruyser, late of the Menninger Foun-
dation, characterizes it as “magnificently informative and
broad-scoped.” The publishers describe the book as “the
first truly comprehensive, non-Christocentric treatment of
the psychology of religion.” It also avoids sexist language.
Chapter introductions, case studies, a glossary, tables, bio-
graphical sketches, figures and illustrations supplement
the text.

The book aims to integrate theoretical, empirical, and
clinical literature into an analysis of the world’s major
religions. In addition to citing works published in the
United States, Wulff also includes source material from
other parts of the world. The book is organized around
two basic viewpoints: objective (experimental and corre-
lational methods), and subjective (depth, existential, and
humanistic psychologies). Comprehension of the text is
possible without a background in psychology.
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Major space is given to the perspectives of Sigmund
Freud, Erik Erikson, C. G. Jung, and William James. Ad-
ditional viewpoints discussed include those of Hall, Gal-
ton, Allport, Fromm, and Maslow. Wulff does not take
theapproach of discussing a major religionin each chapter.
Rather, his approach is thematic in which he uses different
religions to illustrate the various topics. Wulff refers to
the major religions of the world including Buddhist, Chris-
tian, Hindu, Islamic, and Jewish.

Some of the topics discussed with which readers of
PSCF will want to interact are narcissism and Christian
faith, belief as reflex arc, behavior theory as a means of
attacking religion, experimental studies of prayer, religion
and prejudice, and the question of whether religious faith
can be meaningfully measured?

The book is written in an objective, textbook style.
Therefore, it should not be offensive to those of any re-
ligious tradition. The book is not a critique of religion,
although same of those referenced take a negative view
of the religious experience. Wulff had three audiences in
mind when he wrote this book: undergraduate students
who have no background in the topic, advanced students
in the psychology of religion who need a comprehensive
overview, and scholars of religion who need a handbook
to summarize and evaluate the subject.

Waulff is professor of psychology at Wheaton College
inMassachusetts, wherehe has taught for 20 years. Trained
in experimental psychology and personality psychology,
Wulff is deeply interested in the history of psychology
and the psychology of religion. His own view is that “the
study of religion is inevitably an adventure that is both
intellectual and personal.”

Reviewed by Richard Ruble, John Brown University, Siloam Spring, AR
72761.

KINSEY, SEX AND FRAUD: The Indoctrination of a
People by Judith A. Reisman and Edward W. Eichel; John
H. Court and J. Gordon Muir (eds.). Lafayette, LA: Hunt-
ington House Publishers, 1990. 234 pages, 4 appendices.
Hardcover.

The claim of this book is that the legendary Kinsey
reports of 1948 (male) and 1953 (female) were based on
research that was poorly conducted from a statistical
standpoint, indicating a higher level of sexual promiscuity
and homosexuality than was true. This may have con-
tributed to the sexual revolution of the 1960’s (“Everyone
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elseis doing it, so why not me?”)and its attendant increase
in sexually related diseases, including AIDS. It is also the
basis on which projections of the number of AIDS cases
today have been made, projections which are being found
to be overinflated.

Kinsey’s main investigational flaw was his selection
of interviewees, since a larger than representative number
of prison inmates were included. There was a further bias
which Abraham Maslow (Hierarchy of Needs) pointed
out, in which volunteers in a sex survey were more likely
to be non-traditional and less conservative in their sexual
activities and preference. Kinsey ignored Maslow’s advice
and included that group of volunteers in his numbers.

Fraud is suggested by the fact that experiments in sexual
stimulation and response were done on children and ba-
bies, frequently by pedophiles.

The authors claim that these reports were not the result
of unbiased scientific research but rather research to sup-
port Kinsey’s idea that sexual response is an animal re-
sponse and is the same regardless of the stimulus,
homosexual or heterosexual. There’s a spectrum of sexual
orientation with bisexuality in the middle and exclusive
hetero- and homo-sexuality at either end. He felt that the
best-balanced people should be in the middle.

Kinsey’s current day followers have gotten control of the
programs that train sex educators, and they continue to
push this philosophy. Equally disturbing is the concept
that children, as sexual beings, have a right to a sex life.
This should be encouraged by adults who would interact
with them sexually.

It's unclear from this book what the authors feel is
the answer, or why the “Kinsey Agenda” is wrong. Are
they Christians who are trying to alert a wider audience,
one which would instinctively believe in a sexuality that
was Bible-based, even though they were unable to artic-
ulate their reasons?

The authors, Reisman and Eichel, are, respectively, edu-
cator-pornography researcher and psychologist-sexolo-
gist. The personal experiences of Eichel, having gone
through one of the master’s programs on training sex
educators, were particularly disturbing — students touch-
ing each others’ genitals, for example. Court and Muir
are listed as editors, and they co-author several of the
chapters. Court is a professor of psychology at Fuller Sem-
inary, and Muir is a physician and now president of
Lochinvar, Inc.

Regardless of the position of the authors, Christians
should be aware of the disturbing message of this book,
and those of us in science should be able to refute those
who claim this new direction for sex in America is based
on science and nature.

Reviewed by Edward M. Blight, [r. Professor of Surgery, Loma Linda
University, Loma Linda, CA 92354.

195



BOOK REVIEWS

VIBRATIONAL MEDICINE: New Choices for Healing
Ourselves by Richard Gerber. Santa Fe, NM: Bear & Com-
pany, 1988. 502 pages, appendix, recommended reading
list, glossary, index. Paperback.

Gerber is an internist, trained in a respected American
medical school and a practitioner of standard American
medicine. He thinks, however, that the true basis for health
and disease is not the molecular, mechanical understand-
ing of it we have now. He believes, rather, that there are
subtle energy fields that affect wellness and illness, and
that our efforts at diagnosis and treatment should be di-
rected along these lines. He labels the traditional, mech-
anistic basis as Newtonian and the newer, energetic basis
as Einsteinian, and he gives great credit to William A.
Tiller of Stanford University’s Department of Material Sci-
ence and Engineering. Tiller has developed the idea of
subtle energy fields into “The Tiller-Einstein Model of
Positive-Negative Space/Time,” which includes such con-
cepts as magnetoelectric (different from electromagnetic)
energy and negative entropy.

Gerber says we are each defined not only by our phys-
ical bodies but by a hierarchy of energetic fields with
increasingly higher vibrational frequencies which affect
our physical bodies. These are, in increasing order, the
etheric, astral, mental, causal and even higher spiritual
bodies, one of which ultimately is our Higher Self. If we
can measure subtle energy disturbances, we can diagnose
our illnesses, and if we can affect these fields, we can
cure.

These energies enter our bodies through several body
gates known as CHAKRAS, and thence proceed through-
out the body via pathways called NADIS. This is all closely
tied in with the acupuncture theory. Since treatment is
by varying energy vibrations, homeopathy and such treat-
ments as flower essences and gem elixirs replace antibi-
otics, surgery and radiotherapy. Obviously, vibrational
medicine is closely related to New Age thinking, Eastern
thought and reincarnation.

The book is well written. Gerber has a talent for clear
articulation of concepts that are difficult to grasp. At 500
pages, there is a considerable amount of repetition, but
perhaps that explains the previous point. There is early,
experimental evidence that there may be some truth to
some of these theories of the effect of subtle energy, and
many of Gerber’s conclusions are ones we would agree
with. Most physicians, for example, recognize that much
disease is caused by anxiety, stress and anger, and that
by cleansing ourselves of these emotions, we will live
healthier lives. In Gerber’s thinking, though, this cleansing
comes by getting in touch with our Higher Self, which
has lived through innumerable reincarnations and can
help us get our energy vibrations in order, rather than
praying to a loving, personal God and laying all our cares
on Him.

Asscientists, we need to be open to evidence and proofs,
both scientific and spiritual, from God’s trustworthy
world. We also need to be astute enough to see where
Gerber and others leave scientific evidence and start de-
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ducing conclusions from a world-view other than a Chris-
tian one,

This is an important book for those interested in New
Age thinking, but it should be read along with New Age
Medicine by Reisser, Reisser and Weldon, reviewed in
PSCF, March 1990, page 59.

Reviewed by Edward M. Blight, Jr., Professor of Surgery, Loma Linda
University, Loma Linda, CA 92354.

TOXIC FAITH: Understanding and Overcoming Reli-
gious Addiction by Stephen Arterburn and Jack Felton.
Nashville, TN: Nelson, 1991. 320 pages. Hardcover.

Toxic faith, say the authors, has nothing to do with
God and everything to do with people inventing their
own self-serving brand of religion which dishonors the
true God. People who do this are not evil; they are mis-
guided. They are people with low self-esteem, people from
dysfunctional families, people burdened with guilt, people
with a history of emotional, physical or sexual abuse, peo-
ple with addictive personalities, people who create a faulty
religion to avoid or control the negative aspects of their
existence. Their efforts to create a religion which involves
no commitment, pain, fear, growth, or reality lead to faith
toxicity. This book aims to distinguish between healthy
faith and misdirected religiosity which lead to toxic faith.

The book has ten chapters and two appendices. Ap-
pendix A contains 20 questions designed to help readers
measure the maturity of their faith. Appendix B gives 12
steps as a guide to overcoming religious addiction. The
12 steps are similar to those used by Alcoholics Anony-
mous. The book concludes with a two page description
of the programs of New Life Treatment Centers. A toll
free telephone number is included for those who seek
further help.

Titillating topics include 21 toxic beliefs, 10 toxic faith
characteristics, 10 toxic faith rules, 17 healthy faith char-
acteristics, and treatment and recovery from toxic faith.
The book is written in lucid language with ample
illustrations to keep it interesting. Boxes filled with news
items, statistics, or lists permeate the text. A few of the
toxic beliefs discussed are suggested by these headings:
conditional love, instant peace, investment tithing, spiteful
God, irrational submission, heavenly matchmaking,
Pollyanna perspective, and divinely ordained happiness.

This book will be helpful in elucidating toxic religious
addiction to a wide range of persons. For the layperson,
the counselor and therapist, the Bible teacher and preacher,
Toxic Faith will provide some new insights and an overview
of the pitfalls false faith entails.

Stephen Arterburn is the founder of New Life Treat-
ment Centers and the author of seven books including
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Drug-Proof Your Kids. Jack Felton is founder of Compassion
Move Ministries and associate pastor of a church. Both
the book and its authors are praised on the dust jacket
by Robert Schuller, Bill Hybels, and Tony Campolo.

Reviewed by Richard Ruble, John Brown University, Siloam Spring, AR
72761.

RELIGION AND COUNSELING: The Psychological Im-
pact of Religious Belief by Robert ]. Lovinger. New
York:Continuum Publishing Company, 1990. 198 pages,
footnotes, no index. hardcover; $17.95.

The author is a clinical psychologist involved in the
training of students for this field. The basic theme of the
book is the impact which religious beliefs have upon the
mental state of clients who seek out a therapist. The author
also attempts to give summary statements in reference
to the main religions in this country, including some dis-
cussion of various denominations, and also contemporary
cults. The author appears to be generally sympathetic to
religion, identifying his own religion as Jewish, and ad-
vocates that counselors relate to a client’s religious beliefs
from a neutral perspective.

While the counselor may or may not have religious
beliefs, his or her function is to attempt to identify how
religion brings order and meaning to a client’s world,
not to pass judgment on the client’s religion. The author
rightly observes that the majority of persons in this country
profess somereligious belief, making it important for coun-
selors to understand those beliefs. Since there are times
when religion may be an integral part of the client’s psy-
chological situation, to ignore that dimension is to be cut
off from a critical part of the client’s world. He even sug-
gests that clergypersons be consulted in cases where the
counselor may have no understanding of the client’s re-
ligious orientation. Since some counselors avoid religion
like the plague, Lovinger’s approach seems more realistic.

The author gives examples of how religious ideas may
reveal insight into a client’s psyche. A client who sees
God as distant and unapproachable may be reflecting a
human father with similar qualities. He points out that
sometimes religion has been used as a means to frighten
and/or control persons. Thus, a client may be engaged
in a behavior which may lead to eternal damnation, ac-
cording to parental or church teaching. In such cases, help-
ing clients see alternate meanings in the Bible may be a
means of helping them to arrive at a different perspective.
Thus, for a therapist it is important to focus on possible
meanings of religious ideas rather than focusing on their
truth or falsehood.

The book has a chapter on how special problems may
be handled in the light of religious overtones. He speaks
briefly to such contemporary issues as abortion, alcoholism
and homosexuality, among others. Persons with strong
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opinions on such issues may not find this section very
satisfactory.

Further, there are times when the author, in spite of
his attempts at neutrality, allows his own religious bias
to slip in. He makes an interpretive statement suggesting
that the New Testament authors expected the world to
end soon, a statement which many Christians would not
accept. He states that heaven and hell are Christian folk
stories having no real basis in Scripture. PSCF readers
who believe in the inspiration of the New Testament and
in the great creeds of the church might not be all agree
with the author’s bias at this point.

While the book made some interesting and thoughtful
points, this reviewer found much of the material to be

_superficial, and not very practical. His brief mention of

my own denomination misses the mark badly, and he
failed to grasp the essence of “Jews for Jesus” in his brief
analysis of their intentions. It seemed to me that the author
tried to cover too much material in a brief manner, with
predictable consequences. Even though I have a keen in-
terest in the subject discussed by the author, I must confess
that reading the book was a struggle. My interest kept
sagging, and it was only the need to write this review
that kept me going.

Reviewed by Richard M. Bowman, Pastor, First Christian Church, 441
North Church St. Decatur, 11 62522,

GENDER AND GRACE: Love, Work and Parenting in
a Changing World by Mary Stewart Van Leewun. Down-
ers Grove, InterVarsity Press, 1990. 278 pages. Paper.

Van Leewun, a psychologist and professor of interdis-
ciplinary studies at Calvin College, has devoted years of
study to the preparation of this wide-ranging volume. It
is literally loaded with results of research in theology,
sociology, psychology, history and biology. It also has
profuse notes and quotes which would be worth the price
of the book, even without the author’s well-reasoned text
and challenging conclusions.

No one can doubt the importance of a substantive work
on an issue as contemporary as gender identity and roles.
The fact that she approaches this issue from a biblical
perspective, with an emphasis on grace, and with insights
from various academic disciplines, makes her book espe-
cially significant.

After raising some of the questions which she will try
to answer, she devotes a major section of the book to the
influences of nature and nurture on gender and sexuality.
She defines gender as learned behavior and sex as factors
which seem to be biological in their origin, although she
demonstrates that it is not easy to separate environment
and genetics as the source of human actions. She is careful
not to exempt people from responsibility for their lives,
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even when biology seems predominant. Yet she shows
compassion for those who live with moral struggles.

Among the positions she defends are: the need for
both parents to be actively involved with their children;
the equality of the sexes in the home, work place and
church; the need to develop new patterns to substitute
for the “traditional family” in Christian teaching; and the
utilization of an adequate hermeneutic for understanding
the complexity of Biblical revelation.

This stimulating book has been helpful to me both by
raising new issues and by giving new information. I look
forward to reading some of the books Van Leewun quoted.
I intend to recommend Gender and Grace to my friends
and students.

Reviewed by Joseph M. Martin, Chairman of the Christian Ministries
Department, Belhaven College, Jackson, MS 39202.

GLOBAL-TRENDS: Ten Changes Affecting Christians
Everywhere by Gordon Aeschliman. Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 1990. 115 pages; appendix and notes,
39 pages. Paperback, $9.95.

This cogent overview of major directions in our modern
world is addressed to evangelical Christians to challenge
them to a relevant, biblically based, globally oriented mis-
sion strategy. Since the author believes that most mission
structures reflect little change in a world that has gone
through enormous changes, many readers may be un-
comfortable facing up to the demands of this hard-hitting
book.

Issues confronted are: the shrinking globe, the Islamic
revolution, reaching the world’s poor, stewardship of the
environment, human rights and liberation, urban prob-
lems, the Gorbachev revolution, the decline of the West,
evangelism, and the internationalization of the gospel.
Economics influences most of these problems so one would
think that one of the concerns should be international
monetary policy. However, this issue is amply treated in
the appendix by “the Oxford Declaration on Christian
Faith and Economics.” Also included is “The Lausanne
Covenant” from the International Congress on World
Evangelism, giving some direction on fulfilling the un-
finished task.

No doubt each reader will take exception to some of
the author’s bold assertions. My ire is always raised by
what I consider to be unnecessary missionary bashing,
e.g., “missionaries have too often sided with White views
of colonization and having given their blessing to occu-
pying governments that are ‘bringing civilization to
savages’.” This charge has been repeated so often it is
even believed within the camp. I worked in Africa from
1951-1972, during which over 40 countries found their
freedom, most of whose leaders were deeply influenced
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by Christian missions. in general, the record will show
that the Christian message and the liberating power of
the Bible brought by the missionaries at great personal
sacrifice was by far-and-away the greatest force in liber-
ating Africa from slavery and colonialism. Given the little
they had to work with, these pioneers did a magnificent
job! I only hope the next generation of missionaries with
all their advantages of technical training and equipment
can do half as well.

The author predicts that the single greatest challenge
to Christianity in the next decade will come from
fundamentalist Islam (emphasis mine). However, in the
recent Gulf War, Muslim fundamentalists were almost
totally discredited in the Muslim world. The more serious
challenge may come from a thoughtful, well-financed cen-
trist Islamic position.

There are many thought-provoking statements in this
well-written book: e.g. ”’Making war’ has become our
security, and now ‘making peace’ is a greater threat for
us than the posture of war. Our societies have become
what we were fighting” (p. 87).

Gordon Aeschliman is editor of World Christian mag-
azine and author of Apartheid: Tragedy in Black and White.

Reviewed by Albert C. Strong, B.S., M.Div., Retired, Silverton, OR
97381

UNDERSTANDING FUNDAMENTALISM AND
EVANGELICALISM by George M. Mardsen. Grand Rap-
ids, Michigan: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1991.
201 pages, index. Paperback; $12.95.

George Marsden has written on the topic of “funda-
mentalism” before (Fundamentalism and American Culture,
1980) and is considered by many to be a leading authority
on the subject. He is a professor of the history of Chris-
tianity in America at the Divinity School at Duke Uni-
versity. His newest book is a collection of essays edited
into book form. The title may be somewhat misleading.
I thought it would be a theological analysis of fundamen-
talism and evangelicalism, but it is more of an historical
survey of these movements in America. His survey of
how evangelicalism and fundamentalism have related to
American culture from the second half of the 19th century
until today is informative.

The author helps the reader to grasp the difference
between two labels which are often difficult to distinguish
from one another. He considers “evangelicalism” to be
the primary and original term, with “fundamentalism”
a sub-heading under it. Both groups have much in com-
mon. They both believe in the centrality of Jesus Christ
as the world’s Savior, and both have a high view of Scrip-
ture, using such terms as “infallible” and/or “inerrant”
to describe it. “Evangelical” originally referred to the great
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American revival movements of the 18th and 19th cen-
turies. As evangelicals came into conflict with theological
liberalism and the modern approach to science, some of
them became very militant. In order to protect purity of
doctrine, they often separated from their churches to form
new churches and denominations. These militant and sep-
aratist evangelicals came to be called fundamentalists in
the early 19th century. Thus, a fundamentalist is an angry
evangelical, according to Mardsen, which is a simple but
fairly helpful way to distinguish the two terms.

The author reminds us that there was a time when
evangelical Christianity and science lived in harmony.
However, primarily because of the influence of Charles
Darwin, a split took place in the evangelical community.
There were those who were at least willing to try to relate
evolution to a high view of Scripture, believing that true
science and biblical truth must be compatible. The author
uses the American Scientific Affiliation as an example of
a group whose members tend to accept evolutionary ideas
while still holding to basic evangelical truths. The Creation
Science movement is seen more in the fundamentalist
camp, but hereagain labelsareslippery, since, for example,
this reviewer leans towards creation science but does not
consider himself a fundamentalist. The key difference
seems to be in the words “militant” and “separatist.” One
tends to slide into the fundamentalist camp when one
not only holds to certain truths, but tends to separate
from those who disagree, refusing to dialogue on the issue
in question.

Although the book is made up of essays, thus giving
it a certain uneven quality with the individual chapters
not always closely tied together, I found it to be both
interesting and helpful. I came away from the book feeling
that my understanding of evangelicalism and fundamen-
talism was sharpened. ASA members will appreciate the
changingrelationships between science and religion which
are documented in the book, especially chapters 5 and 6
(“The Evangelical Love Affair with Enlightenment Sci-
ence” and “Why Creation Science?”).Those involved in
present controversies involving science and religion may
benefit by stepping back from the present in order to
gain some historical perspective. Mardsen’s book helped
me to do just that.

Reviewed by Richard M. Bowman, Pastor, First Christian Church, 441
No. Church St., Decatur, IL 62522,

THE SCATTERED VOICE: Christians at Odds in the
Public Square by James W. Skillen. Grand Rapids: Zon-
dervan Books, 1990. 252 pages. Paperback: $7.95.

Skillen, director of the Association for Public Justice
and the Center for Public Justice in Washington, D.C,,
challenges American Christians “to develop a principled
framework that can distinguish the task of government
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and the role of citizenship from the responsibilities of
other institutions and communities.” This theoretical
challenge stems from certain conceptual, historical, and
theological confusions, common to all currents of opinion,
which constrain our imagination and prevent us from
meeting the opportunities of the present.

A Christian perspective will be distinguished, the au-
thor concludes, by four conditions. First, it will recognize,
in light of Trinitarian theology, the cultural mandate of
politics and the importance of political science to political
order. What is political order? What is the purpose and
scope of the political? Neglect of these questions admits
a fundamental conceptual confusion that precludes a con-
structive and critical Christian contribution. Second, it will
come to grips with the real history of American politics.
Political order cannot be grasped outside of history, but
there is a dangerous tendency to look to history for the
norms of justice and polity; a misinformed or uncritical
perspective on one’s historical context binds one to an
unconvincing moralism and to a piecemeal approach to
reforms. Third, it will draw on its biblical roots and Chris-
tian tradition to recognize the good of political order; a
Christian perspective that ignores the full authority and
scope of the Bible and the wisdom of the church is bound
to place an inordinate emphasis on, for instance, sin to
the neglect of justice, and vice versa. Finally, it will rec-
ognize both our highly differentiated society and our rap-
idly shrinking world. Indeed, contrary to liberal prejudice,
confessional and structural pluralism is an important im-
plication of a Christian perspective on politics.

In the middle chapters, Skillen leads the reader on a
tour of the present landscape of American Christianity.
We meet, in the author’s terms, pro-American conserva-
tives, cautious and critical conservatives, sophisticated
neo-conservatives, traditional and reflective liberals, civil-
rights reformers, projustice activists, and theonomic re-
constructionists. Under these labels he gathers a familiar
list of voices, including Jerry Falwell, Chuck Colson, Rich-
ard John Neuhaus, Michael Novak, the Catholic Bishops,
the oldline Protestant denominations, Jim Wallis, Ron
Sider, and Gary North. Their insights and errors endue
the author’s own perspective with catholicity, conceptual
clarity, and theoretical and historical depth.

The value of this book is, in short, that it draws the
reader into the current debate by providing some basic
conceptual tools, some fundamental questions, and the
benefit of the author’s knowledge of American Christi-
anity, Reformed theology, and democratic theory. Skillen,
who holds advanced degrees in both theology and political
science, renders the reader who is familiar with the leading
lights of the current debate but who is dissatisfied with
their conclusions. Those who look here for a slate of policy
recommendations or for approbation of their own moral
prejudices will be disappointed and unsettled. But those
who seek a Christian political perspective informed by
political science will be greatly enriched.

Reviewed by Gregory A. Bezilla, Dept. of Political Science, Columbia
University, New York, NY 1027.
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ECONOMICS TODAY: A Christian Critique by Donald
A. Hay. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Com-
pany, 1989. 313 pages, endnotes, index. Paperback; $17.95.

The author of this book, which seeks to relate Christian
truth to the field of economics, is a Fellow and Tutor in
Economics at Jesus College, Oxford. This background
would seem to qualify him to write in this area, but in
the Preface the author suggests that “my reading is in-
sufficient and my understanding inadequate for what I
am trying to do” (p. 9). In spite of this disclaimer, it is
a thoughtful book. Economics is a difficult field with many
conflicting theories regarding its nature and essence. Chap-
ters four through eight were revisions of previously writ-
ten materials published in Great Britain.

The eight chapters of the book can be divided into
two main sections. The first two chapters grapple with
biblical/theological issues which impact on economic is-
sues. Armed with a Christian understanding of truth, the
author then proceeds to relate that understanding to var-
ious secular economic theories, with a chapter on both
capitalism and socialism.

One of the main points of the book is the question of
how to relate the high economic ideals, which can be
identified in Scripture to economic realties which are tak-
ing place in a fallen world, where unredeemed persons
often are influential. The author comes up with eight prin-
ciples which he believes “incorporate the essential features
of biblical teaching concerning economic life” (p. 77). These
principles cover the areas of man and his dominion, work,
and the distribution of goods. As is frequently the case
when dealing with complex material, principles can be
stated rather clearly, but the difficulty lies in their appli-
cation to day to day situations. For example, his eighth
principle has to do with the obligation of the rich to help
the poor. Few Christians would argue with that, but then
the author says that men have “no right to consume any
more of the product than is essential to provide for their
own basic needs” (p. 76). This statement is fraught with
ambiguity and does not necessarily follow from the eighth
principle. It certainly leans in the direction of socialism
rather than capitalism.

The author suggests that Christians must always strive
for the biblical ideal in economics. He recognizes that full
implementation of biblical economic truth is out of the
question in a fallen world. Christians cannot really pro-
mote economic principles which presupposearelationship
to God in society where many do not enjoy such a rela-
tionship. Christians must often pursue that which is “sec-
ond best” or “possible” in a sinful world, while never
losing sight of God's ideal.

Ithought the author’s material relating to biblical / theo-
logicalissues was very helpful. Imust confess that Ibogged
down in those sections where he analyzed various secular
economic theories. This reviewer has had very little formal
training in economics (one undergraduate course many
years ago) and found some of this material difficult to
grasp. This is not a defect in the book but rather in the
reviewer.

I wondered if the author was not familiar with the
Christian Reconstruction (or “Theonomy”) movement in
the United States. This group has much to say about how
biblical economic theory should be applied today. They
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would not agree that Christians should settle for “second
best.” The author never mentions this movement or any
of its many books and authors. I would think that any
book on Christian economics would have to interact with
this position, and was disappointed to find that it did
not.

I believe this is a book worth reading and owning. I
plan to do some more work with the book to sharpen
my own understanding of the field. The first two chapters
are a good beginning point for Christians who are weak
in the subject. We live in a society where much that hap-
pens economically is unrelated to divine truth, and some-
times even Christians support economic practices which
cannot be justified biblically. Hay’s eight principles are
a good beginning point.

Reviewed By Richard M. Bowman, Pastor, First Christian Church, and
editor of Disciple Renewal magazine, Decatur, IL 62522.

PREPARE TO ANSWER: A Defense of the Christian
Faith by Rubel Shelley. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book
House, 1990. 236 pages, no index, endnotes. Paperback.

Rubel Shelley is a name well known in the Christian
Churches and Churches of Christ, but probably not well
know in other circles. He has written several previous
books, my favorite being I Just Want to be a Christian. He
is an able defender of the Christian faith.

This latest book might be described as an introduction
to apologetics. He attempts to argue that Christian be-
lievers can also be persons of intelligence. He speaks to
the basic problems that have troubled both believers and
unbelievers over the centuries. First, he argues that the
evidence for the existence of God in nature and science
is very compelling. Then he tackles the difficult problem
of evil, with man’s freedom being the basic explanation
for the existence of evil. His approach will not be very
satisfactory for Calvinists, who will find that the author’s
approach on this issue leaves too many unanswered ques-
tions. Wesylians and Arminians will probably feel more
comfortable with the author’s handling of suffering and
evil in the world.

In the middle part of the book Shelly argues for the
authority of Scripture. He seeks to convince the reader
of the divine presence which seems to permeate the text.
The book ends with the author’s statement that Jesus is
the Christ, the only Savior of the world, and with a brief
review of why so many reject Him. He points out that
often those who reject Christ do so for reasons which are
unrelated to intellectual concerns.

While I found myself in agreement with almost ev-
erything written in the book, I did not find much new
in its pages. I expected it to be more intellectually stim-
ulating than it was. This is probably not a book which
will interest those who are well grounded in apologetics,
but it might be useful as an introduction.

Reviewed by R. M. Bowman, Pastor, First Christian Church, Decatur,
IL 62522.
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EUPRAXOPHY: Living Without Religion by Paul Kurtz.
Buffalo: Prometheus Books, 1989. 159 pages, no index.
Hardcover; $15.95.

As professor of philosophy at the State University of
New York at Buffalo, Kurtz edits Free Inquiry magazine.
He is also the founding chairman of the Committee for
the Scientific Investigation of Claims of the Paranormal
(CSICOP) and co-president of the International Humanist
and Ethical Union. A few selected titles from his pen in-
clude: Decision and the Condition of Man; In Defense of Secular
Humanism; and Transcendental Temptation: A Critique of Re-
ligion and the Paranormal — all of which are more or less
devoted to his evangel for humanism.

His impressive writing list also includes co-authorship
with colleagues who seek to explain humanism, as well
as to propagateits message to vulnerable studentsinlimbo.
Other writings are directed at those whom Kurtz sees
still in a benighted state with dependence upon the su-
pernatural, whether it is primitivism with superstition or
sophistication among those whose esoterica mark elite
theologies, “Christian” or others of the so-called “great”
religions.

Thus the reader is not surprised to find him quite fa-
miliar with such scholars as Sidney Hook, a leading
spokesman for naturalistic humanism, and George
Lundberg, who raises the whole issue of science as
mankind’s mean’s of salvation in the contemporary world.
To read this sophisticated analysis of humanism, one can
easily recall the fundamental argument of Auguste Comte,
the founder of sociology, who proposed a three-stage his-
tory of humanity (anticipated by Turgot): the theological
(personal gods); the metaphysical (impersonal forces); and
the positive (laws derived from observation and experi-
ment).

Kurtz claims that his probe goes beyond Comte, Hook,
and others to the point where he rejects the use of the
term “religion.” Such a “concept” of religion is to be re-
placed by his coined term “eupraxophy.” This label is
derived from Greek roots: eu—good, well; praxis—con-
duct, practice; and sophi—scientific and philosophic wis-
dom. Hence, eupraxophy to Kurtz is “a set of convictions
and practices offering a cosmic outlook and an ethical
guide to life.”

To Kurtz, eupraxophy draws upon sciences (particu-
larly behavioral sciences), philosophy, and ethics. He ar-
gues that from these, he means more than merely the
sum of parts, that is, of discreet scholarly fields. Not simply
an intellectual exercise, eupraxophy expresses convic-
tions—an emotional state, or ethos—about the nature of
the universe and how to live one’s life with commitment
and dedication. It thus combines a world view with a
dynamic lifestyle.

The author maintains that the eupraxopher can lead
a meaningful life and create a just society (shades of Comte
and those committed to social Darwinianism!). And he
offers concrete recommendations for the development to-
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ward ultimate utopianism by eupraxophetic reality in the
process.

To achieve this end, Kurtz builds upon previous efforts
with chapters entitled: (I) What Is Eupraxophy?; (II) What
Is Humanism?; (II) The Definition of Religion; (IV) Con-
viction and Commitment; and (V) Building Humanism
in the Future.

The reader will discover that Kurtz has indeed done
his homework for a “reasonable” analysis. This, of course,
does not mean that I, as reviewer, swallow this tempting
bait hook, line and sinker; that is, [ question his stated
viewpoint, basic assumption, and conclusion.

Yet, as a professional anthropologist with evangelical
Christian assumptions, [ admire Kurtz’ grasp of religion
as defined by such anthropologists as: E.E. Taylor (“the
belief in spiritual beings”); Sir James Frazer (in the Golden
Bough, religion as “a propitiation or conciliation of powers
of nature and human life”); and Anthony F.C. Wallace
(“It is the premise of every religion—and this religion’s
defining characteristic — that souls, supernatural beings
and supernatural forces exist”).

In order to reject religious dimensions, Kurtz must re-
veal their common “fallacy” by defending his optimism
in human energy and wisdom that can correct inherent
flows in religion. His closely-reasoned argument will in-
deed threaten readers who are not firmly committed to
transcendent assumptions. These include immature Chris-
tians who do not buttress their faith by serious reflection
on biblical doctrine about meaning and purpose in life.
This arena of conflict is not for those who depend upon,
say, facile answers of the electronic church or similar ex-
positions of Christianity. Therefore, Kurtz’ ambitious
evangel does hone previous tools of humanistic thought,
but the basic scalpel of naturalistic humanism remains.
By that I mean the so-called 1933 “Humanist Manifesto”
stemming from such humanists as Curtis Reese, AE.
Haydon, Charles F. Potter, RW. Sellars, ].C.F. Auer, and
of course, Syndey Hook. As they define it: “Humanism
asserts that the nature of the universe depicted by modern
science makes unacceptable any supernatural or cosmic
guarantees of human values ... Religion [which must also
be discarded, says Kurtz] must formulate its hopes and
plans in the light of the scientific spirit and method.”

[ await the humanistic response from Kurtz and others
in the light of recent world events; the emergence of Fun-
damentalism in particular, which [ am presently preparing
a paper on. This is not a Christian exclusive (e.g., the
Moral Majority, and “born again” confessors in America)
but is also evident in Islam (e.g., the Iranian Revolution
and the Muslim Brotherhood) and among the Hindus and
Sikhs of the Indian subcontinent.

And how about the collapse of Soviet intolerance for
religion, which after eight decades of repression, finds
the masses eagerly searching for Christianity, and, in some
areas, Islam, as a demonstration of the profound need
for the supernatural?
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And while I find Kurtz most stimulating with a genre
of writing that I covet, along with his seminal probes, 1
cannot escape the axiom that “the proof of the pudding
is in the eating.” The fare served up by humanism seems
much like the “cotton candy” that I used to savor at county
fairs: sweet indeed, but hardly to be prescribed for holistic
health to those who ponder the reality of overwhelming
social and cultural ills. These require therapy beyond the
limits of science, especially the scientism posited in nat-
uralistic humanism.

My assumption remains intrinsically and extrinsically
religious; it is akin to the Apostle Paul’s interpretation of
Jesus’ provision:

For the message about Christ’s death on the cross is non-
sense to those who are being lost; but for us who are being
saved it is God’s power. The scripture says, ‘I will destroy
the wisdom of the wise and set aside the understanding of
thescholars.’ So then, where does that leave the wise, or the
skillful debaters of this world? God has shown that this
world’s wisdom is foolishness! (I Corinthians 1:18-20 TEV).

Who, then, should read this effort by Kurtz? I recom-
mend it to all who are serious about the exchange at the
market place of ideas, and especially for those of us who
have been entrusted with advising the future generation
as they confront horrendous, unsolved problems theoret-
ically minimized by Kurtz’ proclamation of salvation in
humanism.

Obviously, Kurtz has never faced the world of, say,
Tolstoi, Dostoevski, Sorokin, Solzhenitsen, Bonhoeffer and
others who have experienced the reality of conditions ex-
ceedingly remote from ivory towers. One should read
Ellul's Living Faith for a brilliant response to Kurtz’ eu-
praxophy as a refined form of secular humanism.

Reviewed by George Jennings, Professor Emeritus of Anthropology,
Geneva College, P.O. Box 632, Le Mars, IA 51031.

NEW 20TH-CENTURY ENCYCLOPEDIA OF RELI-
GIOUS KNOWLEDGE by ]. D. Douglas, (ed.). Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker, 1991. 896 pages. Hardcover; $39.95.

Readers will recognize some academic heavyweights
among the authors who wrote the articles in this volume
including F. F. Bruce, Carl Henry, Bruce Metzger, Cor-
nelius Van Til, and Robert Webber. Its editor, J. D. Douglas,
seems to have built a literary career on producing such
tomes. With such talented writers assembled, purchasers
of this expensive collaboration might justifiably have high
expectations. They will not be disappointed.

New 20th Century Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge
(NTCERK), is a descendant of the 1886 publication Schaff-
Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge (SHERK), and
the 1955 first edition Twentieth-Century Encyclopedia of Re-
ligious Knowledge (TCERK). The preface indicates that this
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is more of an original work than a revision, however. Its
2100 articles describe religious developments and trends
in the twentieth century. Evangelical Christianity is pre-
sented as a phenomenon which impacts theologies,
churches, philosophies, religions and peoples worldwide.

Two-thirds of the articles are new with the other third
updated and supplemented. Thus, that this is not a sup-
plement to the previous edition, but can be used inde-
pendently of it. (The 1886 SHERK contained 13 volumes.)
While this volume is more broadly evangelical than
TCERK, many of its contributors are not evangelical. Its
authors are less American in their orientation, also. The
publisher’s goal for this volumes is to “present a retro-
spective view of one period in church and world history
that we have been privileged to share.”

Articles of special interest to ASA members and readers
of this journal are “Christian Education,” “Psychology of
Religion,” “Science and Religion,” and the “Scopes Trial.”
Strangely absent are articles on creationism, evolution,
and humanism, to mention a few.

Reviewed by Richard Ruble, John Brown University, Siloam Spring, AR
72761.

DARWIN AND THE GENERAL READER: The Recep-
tion of Darwin’s Theory of Evolution in the British Pe-
riodical Press, 1859-1872 by Alvar Ellegard, Chicago and
London: The University of Chicago Press, 1990. 394 pages,
index. Paperback.

The author, professor emeritus of English at the Uni-
versity of Goteborg, Sweden, has written numerousarticles
on the public reception of Darwinism. This book was first
published in 1958, two decades before a general recog-
nition that historical analysis needs to be based on ex-
tensive statistical data. Ellegard’s stated purpose is to
“describe and analyze the impact of Darwin’s theory of
Evolution on the British public during the first dozen years
after the publication of the Origin of Species.” To do so
he scoured 115 British newspapers, magazines and jour-
nals for articles and reviews of Darwin’s theory.

Ellegard discusses four main influences on its reception
— politics, religion, philosophy of science, and scientific
issues. Although many authors have attempted to mini-
mize the conflict between Darwin’s theory and religion,
he sees it as a significant factor in the acceptance of evo-
lution. Even though the theory, properly construed, did
not oppose major theological tenets, in point of fact it
threatened the belief of millions. To the general public
Darwinism was at least as much a religious as a scientific
question.

The most important contributions to the debate came
from biologists. However, “the scientists were not merely
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scientists, they were also members of the general public,
and were influenced, like everybody else, by various po-
litical, religious, and ideological beliefs.” Those factors
arebetter studied in general publications than in the purely
scientific journals. Practically all of the beliefs and attitudes
that prevail on this subject today can be traced in the
vigorous, wide-ranging mid-Victorian debate.

The first chapter reviews the scientific and religious
background of the debate over Darwin’s theory. Its rev-
olutionary and radically new element was not the concept
of development itself but the proposed mechanism of nat-
ural selection. His main objective was to establish a so-
lution to the species problem that rendered superfluous
any reference to supernatural causes in their production.
During the 1860s the Darwinian theory became the central
point in the debate over the philosophical basis of scientific
inquiry — its presuppositions, method and implications.

The next three chapters present the climate of general
opinion, presentations in the press and reactions of the
British Association for the Advancement of Science and
several major universities.

The second 100 pages consist of five chapters dealing
with religious and philosophical issues: Science and Reli-
gion: A Mid-Victorian Conflict, The Argument of Design, Mir-
acles, The Bible, Mid-Victorian Philosophy of Science. A third
section, equally long, considers The Immutable Essence of
Species, Missing Links, The Battle against Natural Selection,
The Case for Darwin, The Descent of Man.

The last chapter Summary and Conclusion, based on a
wide range of evidence, concludes that

The general public’s interest in the Darwinian theory was
almost wholly due to two factors which were closely bound
up with each other, namely, the religious and ideological
implications of the theory as such, and its bearing on tradi-
tional views concerning the history of mankind and the
nature of man.”

Only at the scholarly level did debate center on the
fundamental problems of the teleological interpretation
of nature, the structure of scientific explanation, and the
relation of facts to values in the moral and aesthetic spheres
of human activity.

Ellegard dispenses with the pervading myth that sci-
entists are value-free agents pursuing objective truth:

Though the actual arguments used in the Darwinian con-
troversy ostensibly concerned scientific points, it is quite
clear that the stand taken by the disputants was ultimately
determined by ideological or religious considerations. One
did not, on the whole, disagree about the facts; one dis-
agreed about the interpretation of the facts, and preferred
the interpretation which supported the ideological position
one wished to maintain.

Appendices provide 30 pages of statistical data, charts

and graphs; 15 pages of periodical references; and six
pages of names with biographical notes.
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The wealth of information in this unique book enables
the author to achieve his purpose. Ellegard combines a
readable style with extensive documentation. His book
will prove invaluable to anyone who wants an under-
standing of the actual issues in the debate stirred by
Darwin’s theory during the two decades immediately fol-
lowing its publication.

Reviewed by Charles E. Hummel, author of The Galileo Connection,
Grafton, MA 01519.

EVOLUTION AND THE MYTH OF CREATIONISM:
A Basic Guide to the Facts in the Evolution Debate. by
Tim M. Berra, Stanford, CA., Stanford University Press,
1990.

I'and many other biology instructors across the country
received free copies of this book for possible adoption as
a textbook, presumably either for biology majors or for
non-majors. It claims to be a basic guide to the facts, and
in large measure it is: it presents generally clear and en-
joyably interesting summaries of the background infor-
mation that anyone would need in order to evaluate the
evolution controversies. Berra provides concise explana-
tions of natural selection, nonadaptive evolution, specia-
tion, radiometric dating, punctuated equilibrium,
convergence, neoteny, molecular clocks, DNA hybridiza-
tion, etc.

Evidence is summarized for the Cretaceous extinction,
vestigial organs, fossil forms intermediate between all the
major vertebrate groups, and describes microevolution
caught in the act. An extensive section summarizes what
is known about the hominid fossil record. And Berra does
agood job of showing that many lines of evidence converge
together on an evolutionary conclusion: he cites the cor-
relation among genetic, anatomical, and embryological
evidences for the common origin of vertebrates (p. 20).

In addition to providing background information about
evolution, Berra addresses the young-earth, global-flood
creationist challenge. He emphasizes that the vast geologic
ages, and the general outline of those ages, were accepted
by scientists long before evolution was proposed, and that
these ages are based on the overwhelming majority of
over 100,000 measurements in published literature, and
thus is not something that scientists have accepted merely
to accommodate Darwinism. He also presents brief (some-
times inadequately brief) refutations of the more common
creationist arguments, especially in Chapter 5. He con-
cludes, I am afraid with some truth, that the young-earth
creationistargumentsare “scientifically inaccurate, willful,
or devious” (p. 132). He also summarizes recent court
cases.

However, while this book deals mostly with providing
background information, it is not exactly unbiased in its
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CRITICALLY
ACCLAIMED

“Unquestionably the best critique of Darwinism 1 have
ever read.”

Dr. Michael Denton, molecular biologist and author of
Evolution: A Theory in Crisis

“Darwin on Trial may be the most important book on the
evolution debate in decades.”

David L. Wilcox, chairman of the Creation Commission
for the American Scientific Affiliation (from an article in
Christianity Today)

INTERVARSITY PRESS

Available at your local Christian bookstore or call
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approach. Much good information is presented, but in
several cases important issues are passed off with brief
nonfactual statements because of the author’'s open and
clear anti-creationist crusade. For instance, like most text-
books, this book hides the immense problems that still
remain for the materialistic scenario of the origin of life
from prebiotic chemicals. (None of the problems cited in
Thaxton et al.’s The Mystery of Life’s Origin are even men-
tioned, much less refuted.) Berra brushes aside the still-
embarrassing  discontinuity commonly called the
Cambrian Explosion with the old adage that soft-bodied
animals do not leave fossils (p. 128). (The very existence
of microfossils disproves this.) At one point the author
hints, without saying it since — it is known to be untrue
— that viruses may have been transitional in the origin
of cells. He also makes a big deal about microspheres
and coacervate droplets as if they really were cells, which
they are not. And for a few pages he slips into ad hominem
arguments against creationists, ridiculing them for some
religious beliefs that have nothing to do with scientific
controversies. He correctly takes most of the creationists
to task for their poor publication records in science jour-
nals. But | happen to know that one of the creationists
whom he criticizes does, in fact, have a legitimate pub-
lication record, and Berra conveniently ignores this. He
insists that the whole phenomenon of the natural world
can be explained by nothing more supernatural than
“water seeking its own level” (p. 66). Thus the author is
correct in stating “This lavish fossil record speaks loudly and
clearly to the fact that evolution has occurred” (italics his)
but cannot conclude that creation did not also occur.

But why is the author carrying out his anti-creationist
crusade? Some anti-creationist writers seem to be offended
primarily at the idea of God, and for them it is a religious
crusade. Not for Berra, who takes pains to point out that
many people are studiously religious and yet also accept
evolution. For Berra, the crusade is one of basic education.
He believes that to “teach students that the foundations
of biology, most of geology and astronomy, and a good
deal of physics are flawed is to cheat them, shackle their
intellectual growth, erode their ability to compete for jobs,
and stifle their prospects for a rewarding life” (p. viii).
He cites that statistics about how American students are
at the bottom of the heap in terms of mathematics and
science achjevement.

I share Berra’s alarm at the dismal achievements of
American college students, and agree that much of
creationism’s popularity arises from the inability of these
students to recognize even the most basic errors. But like-
wise, the situation is not helped by evolutionary indoc-
trination. Thankfully, this book should go a long way
towards helping this situation: the very existence of this
book invites the student to inquire and evaluate rather
than simply accept either a creationist or evolutionist party
line. Furthermore, it should help students to appreciate
that science is a way of knowing that can be applied to
everyday life.

Reviewed by Stanley Rice, Department of Biology, Huntington College,
Huntington, IN 46750

PERSPECTIVES ON SCIENCE & CHRISTIAN FAITH



BOOK REVIEWS

CREATION AND THE PERSISTENCE OF EVIL: The
Jewish Drama of Divine Omnipotence by Jon D. Leven-
son. San Francisco: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1988. xvi
& 182 pages., indexes. Hardcover, $18.95.

Contrary to Qoheleth, there is something “new under
the sun;” we have here a fresh approach to an old idea
and a fresh look at data that have been known and end-
lessly discussed. Levenson sees three glaring deficiencies
in past and current scholarship: (1) creatio ex nihilo is “not
an adequate characterization of creation in the Hebrew
Bible” (p. xiii), (2) the connection of Gen. 1:1-2:3 with the
Priestly theology of the cultus has not been adequately
explored, and (3) the “vast amount of overlap between
the idea of God as Creator and the idea of God as Lord
in covenant needs to be exposed and explored” (p. xiv).

Levenson is well qualified to address these concerns.
Heis an associate professor of Hebrew Bible at the Divinity
School of the University of Chicago and has authored An
Entry into the Jewish Bible and Sinai and Zion as well as
serving as associate editor of Harper’s Bible Commentary.
His writing style is lively and he has produced a well
argued text. While he has largely succeeded in his goal
of producing a book free of the normal jargon of the phi-
lologist and theologian, he has by no means given us a
popularization.

Although the lack of chronologic certainty precludes
writing a history of the idea of creation, Levenson gives
primary consideration to its historical Near Eastern an-
tecedents and its subsequent antecedents in Rabbinic Ju-
daism. He makes very extensive use of the pagan Near
Eastern creation myths to elucidate the original meaning
of the creation passages in the Old Testament. There is
much that can be said for this approach. Language, un-
fortunately, is often very imprecise and what is obvious
in one culture and era may be erroneously understood
in a radically different milieu. Levenson’s work is a valu-
able corrective to the tendency of modern scholarship and
religious interpreters toread modernapproachesand ideas
back into Scripture.

However, at times Levenson’s connections between
pagan myths and “myths” of the Bible get a little fanciful.
Weare never forthrightly told whether Levenson considers
the Hebrew Creation account to be a theological statement
which uses familiar ideas and phraseologies from the sur-
rounding pagan mythologies as vehicles to express the
inexpressible truths of God’s activity, or whether he simply
sees the Creation account as a mythology that the Hebrews
borrowed and adapted, albeit with some ethical and con-
ceptual improvements, from their pagan contemporaries.

Nevertheless, there are many very provocative points
made that will give the thoughtful reader a fresh start in
seeking out the true meaning of the Scriptures. Not only
does he provide fresh insights on the nature of Creation
and the problem of evil, but his whole work can and
should be carefully considered as a stimulus to a deeper
understanding of the Scripture passages used by Jesus
and the New Testament writers, either directly or as an
assumed common knowledge, for their teaching on Cre-

VOLUME 44, NUMBER 3, SEPTEMBER 1992

ation. It gives us some theses to test in a fresh study of
the Scriptures.

Reviewed by Eugene O. Bowser, Reference Librarian, James A. Michener
Library, The University of Northern Colorado, Greeley, CO 80639.

SUSTAINING THE EARTH by John Young. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1990. 225 pages, bibliog-
raphy and references, index. Hardcover; $19.95

In an erudite and comprehensive way, John Young,
Professor of History and Director of the Center of Envi-
ronmental Studies at the University of Adelaide, Australia,
delineates the main facets of environmentalism, from its
beginnings as a single issue thirty years ago, to the present,
in which the environmental crisis influences everything.
Young sees green politics finding common ground to
emerge as a major force in making a peaceful and invig-
orating transition from a post-industrial society to a world
that is sustainable.

Young begins by uncovering greed as the basis for
environmental degradation. “We ... accelerate the degra-
dation of the environment to make the world safe for
inequality” (p. 20); but a return to a “Garden of Eden”
by those disillusioned with modern life is a dead end.
Three comments on chapter 2: (1) On page 27, the word
not is missing. Read: “the Aborigines of Australia, how-
ever, did not acquire firearms...” (2) Missionaries did not
preach “that disease was God’s punishment for sin and
that conversion would entitle the victim to Western med-
icine,” but they healed following the Lord’s example and
as part of the mandated Great Commission, providing
physical evidence of the Good News (p. 39). (3) I doubt
that regrowth of bush on Maori lands can be attributed
to “environmental management” by them (p. 45).

Chapter 3, “The Parable of the Talents”, starts with a
discussion of biblical and Christian ideas. As the outset,
the author informs us of his humanistic, non-revelational
bias: “Society produces the religion it needs to authorize
functioning in customary ways” (p. 54). The unique life
of ancient Israel among its neighbors cannot be explained
in this manner. “In Genesis, man justifies (italics his) his
action... the stories justified the state of society retrospec-
tively and provided authority for the generations of the
future” (p. 55). Ultimately this means that, in the envi-
ronmental crisis, man is left to his own self-justifying ac-
tions; God has no revealed plan for his planet toward
which his creatures can live in hope.

Young then asserts, “The New Testament ... places
man at the center of the universe” (p. 56). Whatever hap-
pened to John 1:1-3; Col. 1:15-18; Heb. 1:1-37? Again,
Christ’s statement (Lk. 12:17) that the Father values per-
sons much more than many sparrows does not mean un-
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concern for nature (p. 56). Evidently this author does not
know that the paliggenesia, literally new genesis or new cre-
ation (Mt. 19.28), is an essential part of Christ’s kingdom.
The I Cor. 9:9-10 passage (p. 56) is misinterpreted. Paul
is arguing for the right of support in his apostolic labors,
not for “extra-terrestrial immortality.”

Young completely ignores the great biblical passages
about the new order of justice, equity, peace, joy and
renewal of the whole creation as Isa. 11:1-9; 65:17-25; Rom
8:18-25; Rev. 21:1-5, 24-27,22,1-5. On the credit side, the
author does recognize that the concept of stewardship in
Christian thought offers most to those in search of an
ideology for a sustainable society (p. 54).

In chapter 4, “Science to the Rescue,” the author con-
cludes “that technological remedies were only capable of
dealing with symptoms. Cures would be found only as
a result of asking the political and moral questions of
diagnosis” (p. 92). Science, however, cannot be so easily
dismissed. It has a vital role to play in a sustainable world.
Some so-called environmental problems are falsely per-
ceived, as an objective review of the hard facts will reveal.
In some instances there have been too much politics in-
volved, preventing safe and workable scientific solutions,
such as disposal of nuclear wastes. A good book on the
scientific side of the question is “Trashing the Planet” by
former AEC chairman and Washington governor Dixy
Lee Ray (Regnery Gateway, Washington, DC, 1990).

Chapter 5, “Small is Beautiful, But Can We Afford It?,”
works through the harmful effects of present kinds of
industrial growth in both rich and poor countries. The
point is now reached where environmental issues shift
from the periphery of the political agenda to the center
(chapter 6). Young advises that in a post-environmental
society, single-issue organizations (e.g., animal rights,
Greenpeace, wilderness protection) need to seekacommon
ethical denominator as an essential ingredient to a sus-
tainable society. Only by “green groups” finding common
ground (chapter 7) can they be effective in persuading
people to democratically to accept the “relationship be-
tween the deterioration of society and that of the natural
environment” —and to change.

In the final chapter, “The Politics of a Sustainable So-
ciety,” it seems to me that the author steps out of the
role as historical chronicler and analyst into that of a po-
litical strategist advising the green movement on individ-
ual ideology and action; the function of the community
pressure group; and finally activity in the political society,
which includes local, state and national government (p.
174). He does not disapprove of such tactics as confronting
bulldozers or clinging to bows of nuclear ships.

This important book includes some features that en-
hance its use as a textbook. At the end of each chapter
suggestions are given for further reading. Following this
is a concise transitional statement summarizing the ar-
gument so far and leading into the issues of the next
chapter. The extensive bibliography (16 pages) alone is
worth the price of the book. While deficient in biblical
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perspective, this book is a must for the serious student
of environmentalism.

Reviewed by Albert C. Strong, B. S., M.Div., Retired, Silverton, OR
97381.

CREATION OR EVOLUTION: Correspondence on the
Current Controversy by Edward O. Dodson and George
F. Howe. Ottawa, Ontario: University of Ottawa Press,
1990. xv + 177 pages. Paper; $17.95.

In 1980, a letter by Edward Dodson of the University
of Ottawa appeared in BioScience, criticizing the special
creationists for failing to produce a creditable body of
research. This letter caught the eye of the then president
of the Creation Research Society and editor of their Quar-
terly, George Howe, a botanist now at the Master’s College
in California. He wrote a response, intended for publica-
tion in BioScience, but the response was not published.
He also wrote personally to Dodson. Some of the contents
of this letter surprised and interested Dodson, who was
not familiar with the Creation Research Society, and thus
began five years of correspondence between these two
men. The Jetters that they exchanged constitute the body
of this book.

Publishing a series of letters is a really interesting and
creative approach to dealing with an issue that has been
previously addressed through one-sided books and cha-
otic debates. Not only are the topics discussed in a de-
bate-like exchange, but there is a personal dimension, as
a relationship develops between the correspondents.
While there is debate, the circus-like flavor of the typical
creation-evolution debate is gone, since neither man an-
ticipated having an audience to impress other than his
correspondent; and each seems to genuinely care what
the other thinks. In this sense even the small-talk that is
in these letters enhances the book.

Unfortunately, while this approach could have resulted
in an excellent survey of the subject, this did not occur.
The discussion meanders everywhere and many issues
are left dangling. I suppose that this is because it was
never planned as a book, and one could not expect better
from a series of personal letters. As a result, this book is
not recommended for anyone who wants an overview
or introduction to the subject. If you already know some-
thing about the subject, however, you will enjoy the book,
which is quick reading.

At the outset, Howe advised Dodson to take a look
at the Creation Research Society Quarterly (CRSQ). And as
far as [ can tell, he never had a chance to do this. As a
result, all of Dodson’s impressions about creation science
were based solely upon those examples that Howe pro-
vided to him. Thus, Dodson got the correct impression
that the young-earth creationists are capable of and have
done a fair amount of competent ordinary research. But
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if Dodson had actually paged through the CRSQ he would
have found, in addition to a little bit of good science, a
vast amount of wild speculation and of truly bungled
science. I believe Dodson would have concluded, as I did
(see Creation/Evolution XXIV:25-36 (1988) and XXV: 8-14
(1989) that young-earth creationists are capable of doing
good science but their zeal seems to have blinded their
ability to discern good science from sloppy speculations.

Dodson is a devout Catholic. The reader will be pleased
that, as a result, in this book, issues of evolutionary theory
are not sidetracked by theist/atheist battles. Many
creationist books imply that there are only two choices
— atheistic evolution vs. young-earth creationism — and
if theistic evolution is even mentioned, it is relegated to
the appendix (as in the case of What is Creation Science?
by Morris and Parker). And many evolutionists dismiss
all believers in God as anti-intellectual. Because both Howe
and Dodson believe in the continual working of an all-
powerful Creator, this book simply cannot follow this
usual dichotomous approach.

The shared beliefs of the correspondents allowed an
interesting issue to be debated. Dodson the Catholic re-
peatedly asked Howe the Baptist, “If you take Genesis 1
literally, why don’t you take Christ's own words literally
when he said ‘This is my body’ and 'This is my blood’
in reference to the Eucharist? (p. 99) And if you accept
Genesis 1 as literal scientific statements, why not Leviticus
11? (p. 93).” A satisfactory resolution is never reached.
Young-earth creationists claim to be defending a straight-
forward Biblical literalism, but there are many verses that
they choose to take figuratively, and these are just two
examples.

On the other hand, the correspondents identified a real
problem: Dodson said that if special creationists are to
be taken seriously, they must go through the long dis-
cipline of publishing small ordinary pieces of research,
research that neither praises nor attacks macroevolution,
in order to build up scientific credibility. Dodson repeat-
edly cites the example of the eminent Russian ichthyologist
Vadim Vladykov, who rejected evolution but who was
given a respectful hearing by his colleagues because of
his long publication record involving everyday sorts of
ichthyological studies. Howe’s response is that creationist
articles are never published because reviewers and editors
reject out of hand any articles written by creationists. This
is untrue, because editors and reviewers do not necessarily
know who is and who is not a creationist when considering
an article for publication, so long as the article does not
address macroevolution.

Howe also maintained that Dodson’s book Evolution:
Process and Product contained much very good evidence
for microevolution, but was unsuccessful at defending
macroevolution: and that creationists readily accept mi-
croevolution. Howe neglected to mention to Dodson that
Howe himself had published an article (CRSQ) 10: 208-228
(1974)) in which even microevolution was scoffed at.
Again, how was Dodson to know about this unless he
could have perused CRSQ for himself?
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Despite the title of the book, a significant amount of
text is given to long discussions of Protestantism vs. Ca-
tholicism and whether Teilhard de Chardin was involved
in the Piltdown hoax or not, which I found interesting
but which would turn off a reader looking for guidance
on creation vs. evolution issues.

Dodson maintained that scientific controversies cannot
be resolved in public debates in front of non-specialists,
simply due to the immensity of the background informa-
tion required (p. 8). Howe’s response is that if evolution
has anything going for it, it should stand up to public
scrutiny. Howe rejects the idea that you need to know
biology in order to understand issues involving evolution,
“If a plumber or a bricklayer can pick up books on origins
and see flaws in the use of data, they deserve a hearing”
(p- 22). But I, for one, would not criticize plumbers until
I'knew something about plumbing. Should plumbing tech-
niques be evaluated by public debate? Because Dodson
said that biologists are the ones competent to pass judg-
ment on evolution (p. 28), Howe transmogrified this state-
ment to mean that only those people who had been
indoctrinated to chant the evolution party line should be
permitted to speak (p. 137). I agree with Dodson. I know
that the non-majors in my general biology course are not
competent to judge these issues, even after a semester of
biology. Modern college students are often incapable of
even carrying out the simplest mathematical calculations,
so how can they possibly judge radiometric dating, much
less population genetics, much less evolutionary theory.
My current crusade is to help produce a generation of
citizens who are capable of survival-level mathand science
skills. So much for the value of open public debate.

While these letters are generally cordial, they do reveal
an underlying difference in attitude between the theistic
evolutionist and the young-earth creationist. From begin-
ning to end, Dodson is respectful and open to suggestions,
while Howe continues to make polite jabs, such as “Why
don’t you spend more time doing real science instead of
spending your waking hours on speculation”, “I forgive
you for dodging facts”, and “Well, you tried, but what
do you expect of an evolutionist anyway?” This gracious-
ness on one side and pseudogracious thrusts on the other
in this book match up with most of my own experiences
with colleagues in the two camps.

Reviewed by Stanley Rice, Department of Biology, Huntington College,
Huntington, IN 46750.

This publication is available

in microform from University
Microfilms International. AS
Call toll-free 800-521-3044. Or mail inquiry to; ° -

University Microfilms International, 300 North
Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, MI 48106.
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EDITOR’S NOTE: We are including in the following pages a number
of older book reviews which were “electronically mislaid” during a
change of editors and the transition to desktop publishing of
Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith. We apologize to our reviewers

for this delay.

ADAM, EVE, AND THE SERPENT by Elaine Pagels.
New York: Random House, 1988. 189 pages, index. Hardcov-
er; $17.95 ($25.25 Can.).

Amid modern complexity of religious expression, it is
tempting to treat the first few centuries in church history as a
simple, pristine period. Elaine Pagels, Harrington Spear
Paine Professor of Religion at Princeton University, explored
the time from New Testament to Augustine, finding even less
consensus than today. Creation and Fall readings (Genesis
1-3) typified the changing pattern, yielding diverse, contra-
dictory implications as the church developed. These chapters
appealed to disenfranchised subjects of the Roman
Empire—including slaves and women, together comprising
seventy-five percent of the population—as a “charter of
freedom.” Insisting that everyone was created in the divine
image, the church threatened emperor worship and seemed
to undermine the whole structure of the society. Many
believers maintained celibacy in order to assert freedom from
the ties with pagan culture. Harsh but sporadic persecution
backfired as citizens witnessed brave martyrdom contrasted
with government cruelty, so that conversions multiplied.
When the empire became at least nominally Christian, after
Constantine’s conversion, the situation reversed. A new
emphasis upon consequences of the Fall aligned with the
need to be governed by combined church and state authori-
ties. Baptismal regeneration concepts reflected earlier accent
upon liberty, until Augustine’s more pessimistic views pre-
vailed and politics were recognized to be less changed by
Christian dominance than idealists had expected. Monastic
asceticism drew “spiritual athletes” to deny the flesh. Church
fathers vied for influence, excommunicating each other,
applying the heretical label, often with political or military
enforcement, to much that had been considered orthodox.

The book, derived from eight years’ research, is thoroughly
documented by footnotes, yet written in a style accessible to
everyone. Those turbulent centuries are vividly evoked,
together with characters of saints too often presented else-
where as heroes or villains.

Evangelicals will balk at some assumptions, particularly of
comparatively recent compilation of Genesis, and deutero-
Pauline epistles instead of completely apostolic authorship.
Such quibbles may be limited to the introduction and first
chapter, without interfering with appreciation for many
insights. Rabbinic and early Christian interpretations of Gen-
esis are compared, recognizing diversity in both traditions.
Ideas and ideals appear in context of events, enriching any
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reader’s understanding. Implications from early interpreta-
tions are shown to have been realized much later, in modern
campaigns against slavery, phrasing of the American Decla-
ration of Independence, and various political /religious causes
currently in conflict.

The author’s three previous books dealt with gnosticism, a
mystical movement in the second and third centuries which
employed radical exegesis and was already splintering when
most church leaders denounced it as heresy. Gnostics had
been criticized for denying moral freedom, yet Augustine
later prevailed with a similarly truncated sense of human
potential to make moral choices; this irony led Pagels into the
study. Orthodox versus gnostic interpretations occupy the
third chapter. Another irony emerges: most Christians read
Genesis as “history with a moral” while the gnostics perceived
“myth with a message,” but the more literalist interpreters
perceived history as an evolution from the beginnings in
Eden.

Church leaders tended to read in a great deal of sexism and
a correlation between the Fall and sexual urges. Jovinian
objected (citing the texts from both Testaments) very prop-
erly by our current standards, and promptly found himself
rejected as heretical. Augustine’s theory of original sin, still
influencing Western civilization with a great sense of guilt,
equated the Fall with sex and declared that sin was passed to
all generations through semen. Julian’s response to the bizarre
statements, again quickly suppressed, is remarkably close to
our conservative, contemporary understanding.

Adam, Eve, and the Serpent brings together sparkling
exchanges on Genesis applied to human experience—moral
choice, rights and obligations, suffering, death, sin and guilt,
sexuality and spirituality, nature and the supernatural.
Alleged and actual heretics enhance our understanding no
less than those whose orthodoxy has rarely been questioned,
in this warm, witty, balanced Christian parallel to a Talmud.
The author refrained from choosing sides, presenting an
engaging picture, deeply relevant to our own time as well as
to the patristic period. Her epilogue is especially wonderful
and inspiring in its discussion of grief psychology—guilt
being more readily accepted than helplessness, even in inno-
cence, because guilt asserts the self. That profound expres-
sion, derived from personal tragedy, enhances a splendid
study’s impact with compassion.

Reviewed by John R. Armstrong, Deacon, St. Philip the Evangelist Anglican
Church, 628-49th Avenue S.W ., Calgary, Alberta, Canada, T2S 1G6.
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MODELS OF GOD: Theology for an Ecological,
Nuclear Age by Sallie McFague. Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1987. 224 pages.

Theology, like all intellectual activities, is a thoroughly
contextual enterprise. Our theological reflection occurs in the
context of the intellectual categories that we use in other
disciplines and in the overall historico-cultural context that
we find ourselves in. When those intellectual categories have
shifted from the atomism of a mechanistic world view to the
holism of an interdependent, organic and fundamentally
relational perspective, and when the historico-cultural con-
text has shifted from a self-confident faith in technological
and economic progress to a situation of profound ecological
and nuclear insecurity, then what kind of theology appropri-
ately addresses this context? Sallie McFague answers this
question with a metaphorical theology which proposes new
models for understanding God and the God/creation
relationship.

Theology is metaphoric, says McFague, because it takes
seriously both the interpretive character of human existence
and the realization that all language about God is constructive
and therefore “misses the mark.” Consequently, theological
or confessional language uses metaphors. Language appropri-
ate to one context is metaphorically applied to another. So we
speak of God as the rock, liberator, or father, using language
from the geological, political, or familial realms to apply to a
relationship that is not univocally geological, political or
familial. The central question becomes then, what metaphors
are most appropriately used of God in the context of our
changed intellectual and cultural situation?

McFague’s first response to this question is to say that the
classical metaphors of God as father, king and lord are not
appropriate because they foster a dualistic and monarchical
world view that cannot address with creativity our nuclear
and ecological situation and is not reflective of our changed
holistic and relational perspective.

Recognizing that any metaphorical theology is necessarily
tentative and non-absolute (no longer presuming that theol-
ogy deals with “timeless truths”), McFague proposes four
new metaphors that give expression to the heart of the gospel.
The first is that the world is God’s body. Opposed to the
monarchical model of God as king and the world as the realm
of his rule, the model of the world as God’s body insists that
the relation of God to the world is closer, more interdepen-
dent, more intimate, and less disinterested than is the case
with the monarchical model. This new metaphor replaces the
dualistic theism of the classical position with a monistic
panentheism “in which all things have their origins in God
and nothing exists outside of God, though this does not mean
that God is reduced to these things”™ (p.72).

Concomitant to this new metaphor of the world, McFague
proposes three new metaphors for God. Beginning with the
central Christian assumption that God is love, these three
metaphors parallel the three kinds of love common to Greek
literature (viz., agape, eros and philia). The God who loves
with agapic love is our mother. Her love is a creative love
given with no thought of return. This is a love that is the giver
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of life, that wants the creation, as her child, to be. The
accompanying ethic of such a metaphor is the justice a
mother insists upon. All of her children, all creatures, must be
nurtured and led to fruition and fulfillment.

Yet God’s love is also the love of eros. Hence, God is also a
lover who finds the beloved creation lovely, lovable, and
therefore inherently valuable. The erotic love of the divine
lover is salvific in character. Therefore, God participates in
the pain of the beloved as only a lover can. “God as lover takes
the suffering into her own being; God feels pain in his own
body in an immediate and total way” (p. 142). Consequently,
the ethic engendered by this metaphor is one of healing. And
healing in ecological perspective is the complex reunification
of our disordered world.

Finally, God is a friend who loves with the love of philia.
God’s love is not only the parental love of a mother or the
erotic passion of a lover, but also the joyful and free attraction
of a friend. God likes the creation! The love of God our friend
is a sustaining love, a love that shares and works for the vision
of the good of the befriended. As such it is a love which bears
the weight of the world, working for its fulfillment. Its ethic is
the ethic of companionship, a “companionable sensibility” in
relation not only to all other human beings (even the stranger
and enemy) but to all other creatures (who have often been
seen as strange or alien and the enemy!).

This book is creative, imaginatively written and compel-
ling. Theology books are seldom exciting—this one is.
McFague challenges us to begin to live inside a new model of
the world and of God and to allow that model to become the

*lens through which we look at the world and ourselves. It is a

challenge worth taking up.

This is not to say that the book is without problems. In
closing I will mention what I consider to be its major flaw;
viz., the relation between McFague’s new model and the
classical tradition from which it purports to distance itself.
When reading McFague’s presentation of the classical, mon-
archical view, I often felt that we were dealing with some-
thing of a caricature. Specifically, she seldom (if ever) relates
her understanding of the classical view to what might be a
scriptural view of the matter. Is the monarchically conceived,
omnipotent, omniscient, and immutable God of dualistic
theism the same as the covenantal, historically active creator
and redeemer of the scriptures? And if the classical language
of God as father, king, and lord was interpreted (or reinter-
preted) in light of the scriptures, would this God be that far
from the laudable characteristics of God as mother, lover, and
friend? I think not. McFague’s omission of such a comparison
of classical and biblical traditions leads her, I think, into
various false dichotomies. And, just as important, one often
feels, in the midst of her critique of the classical tradition, as if
one is cut off from that tradition and not deepened in one’s
understanding. This is regrettable not only because we live in
a time when we need the moorings of standing in a tradition,
but also because McFague's proposals do, in fact, deepen our
Christian understanding of God. And this, I am sure, was her
intention.

Reviewed by Brian |. Walsh, Senior Member in Worldview Studies, Institute
for Christian Studies, Toronto, Canada.
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A SCHOLAR’S GUIDE TO ACADEMIC JOUR-
NALS IN RELIGION by James Dawsey. Metuchen, NJ:
Scarecrow Press, 1988. 290 pages. Hardcover; $32.50.

Authors who do not know where to submit their manu-
scripts for publication may find help in this compendium.
This book provides writers the names, addresses, and guide-
lines of journals which publish academic articles in the area of
religion.

Helpful details about each journal are given including
appropriate topics, manuscript requirements (style, length,
language), names of editors, whether submissions are refer-
eed, usual time it takes for an editorial response, and propor-
tion of submissions accepted for publication. In addition,
information about subscriptions and advertisements are
included.

The bulk of the book contains information on 500 journals
that publish academic articles on religion listed in 33 catego-
ries. The first entry in category 11, “Science and Religion,” is
American Scientific Affiliation Journal. Three essays pre-
cede the journal listings and include one on writing book
reviews. A helpful bibliography on style manuals and an
index conclude the book. The book’s compiler is an associate
professor of religion at Auburn University and a published
writer of books and articles.

Reviewed by Richard Ruble, John Brown University, Stloam Springs, AR
72761.

RESURRECTION AND MORAL ORDER: An Outline
for Evangelical Ethics by Oliver O’'Donovan. Grand Rap-
ids: Eerdmans, 1986. 284 pages. $18.95

The author’s thesis is that Christian ethics depend upon
the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead, and on
this he builds a description of the shape of “Christian
moral thought theologically.” He ties moral thought and
action to “being mankind in God’s world.” The resurrec-
tion of Jesus looks back to what has been lost, and recovers
it, and also looks forward because Jesus has been trans-
formed. It is this that is the basis of morality, which is
“man’s glad response to the deed of God....” Jesus is the
one in whom the moral order is restored. The principle
on which the moral life is lived is love; the commands
to love God and one’s neighbor logically imply all other
commands. Further, when we contemplate God’s affir-
mation of Christ, and stand under it, our acts of love are
also affirmed by God, which gives meaning to our lives
in the present even though we now only anticipate the
reality of that affirmation.

The thesis of the book seems sound, and the first two
parts are challenging and stimulating. The third part, on
the form of the moral life, which is love, seemed less
crisp and convincing.

Reviewed by David T. Barnard, Queen's University, Kingston, Ontario,
Canada K7L 3N6.
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CREATION VERSUS CHAOS: The Reinterpretation
of Mythical Symbolism in the Bible by Bernhard W.
Anderson. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987. 210 pages,
index, bibliography. Paperback.

When debates in various sciences go deeper than the
classification and interpretation of data, they tend to be
forced to address the very nature of the data. For Christians
engaged in scientific research that question inevitably raises
the issue of creation. While the nature of reality as creation
has received most press, as of late, in the so-called creation/
evolution debate, it is an issue that is foundational to any
Christian perspective in science. One of the tragedies of the
creation/evolution controversy is that so little light has been
shed by the debate on the biblical view of creation.

In this context, the re-publication of Bernhard Anderson’s
1967 book Creation Versus Chaos is a welcome contribution.
Indeed, I would go so far as to say that no one who would
presume to speak intelligently about creation can do so
without being conversant in the issues that Anderson

addresses in this book.

A unique representative of the “biblical theology” school of
Old Testament scholarship, Anderson addresses the relation
of Israel’s creation-faith to the dominant creation mythologies
contemporary to Israel in the ancient Near East. Where other
scholars see similarity and borrowing, Anderson discerns
creative distinctiveness. Rather than borrow the mythical
symbolism of her neighbors, Israel radically reinterprets it.
Articulating her creation-faith in the light of God’s saving
acts in history (most notably the Exodus), Israel historicizes
the symbols of watery chaos common among her neighbors.
In other words, Israel differs from other ancient Near Eastern
peoples by insisting that creation is not the result of a war
between the gods or a battle with a dangerous primordial
watery chaos. Rather, Israel’s creation story is a confessional
or liturgical expression of faith in the one God who rules over
all creatures. The story functions as a prelude to the historical
drama of the God/Creation relation. Consequently, when
Israel employs Babylonian or Canaanite images of God doing
battle with monsters of the deep or the chaotic sea, she
self-consciously historicizes those images so that they have
metaphoric reference not to a primordial theogonic struggle
but to Yahweh's historical battles with peoples who oppose
the Creator’s rightful rule.

Anderson’s analysis is, then, contextual. He analyzes Israel’s
creation-faith in the contexts of redemptive history, the
mythologies of the time, the socio-political realities of Israel,
and Israel’s worship. In the estimation of this reviewer, such a
contextual study, even twenty years after its original publica-
tion, is timely. In the context of a debilitating creation/
evolution debate within the Christian scientific community
we need to begin by hearing anew the biblical view of
creation in the context of the questions that the biblical
writers were responding to. Only then can we begin to reflect
upon the significance of the biblical view for our work.
Anderson provides us with the tools for such reflection.

Further, Anderson takes us beyond the literalism of the
creation/evolution debate not by blithely saying that the text
is mythical but by creatively unpacking the deep meaning of
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the symbolism. Insofar as all science is rooted in symbols and
metaphors that are themselves pre-scientific, any self-reflec-
tive Christian scientist will benefit from Anderson’s
exposition.

But there is another contemporary context that Anderson’s
book continues to address. I refer to the combined horror of
the environmental crisis and the nuclear threat. Not unlike
the world views of the ancient Near East, we still experience
life on this planet on the edge of the precipice, threatened by
an overwhelming chaos. And while we may view the Baby-
lonians and Canaanites as hopelessly primitive in their mythi-
cal fear of the watery chaos, it is ironic that our chaos is not
accounted for in our modern myths. Indeed, our chaos is the
paradoxical result of the scientific and technological myth
that has dominated Western culture. The chaos is still a threat
in our post-modern reality. We still need a Creator-Redeemer
to rescue us from its deathly grip. Anderson tells us that as
image-bearers of that God we are called to “help sustain the
creation in face of the menacing powers of chaos.” A high
calling for people who have, in fact, conjured up the chaos
that threatens us.

Creation Versus Chaos is a classic. What makes it a classic
is its wise, contextual and biblical exposition of the Judeo-
Christian understanding of creation. And, as a classic, it is a
book that will continue to speak to new historical contexts
long after its original publication. This reviewer is grateful
that it is in print again.

Reviewed by Brian J. Walsh, Senior Member in Worldview Studies, Institute
for Christian Studies, Toronto, Canada.

THE DEATH OF ETHICS IN AMERICA by Cal
Thomas. Waco, TX: Word Books, 1988. 180 pages, index.
Hardcover; $9.00.

The message of Thomas’ book is that America must return
to values that will unite her and make her ethically strong
again. According to Thomas, the United States was built upon
a belief in strong moral values.

The book is divided into three parts. The chapters are titled
with provocative phrases such as ““Pinkie Rings and Heavenly
Things,” “Down Come Baby and All,” and “Fools and Their
Money.” The Death of Ethics in America includes quotes
from such celebrities as James Dobson, Alan Bloom, Michael
Novak, and former Secretary of Education William Bennett.

Thomas uses the real-life examples of former Senator Gary
Hart, Democratic presidential candidate Joseph Biden, and
former PTL leader Jim Bakker as support for his statement
that we have lost the vision of what America can be. Thomas
names numerous individuals who have admitted that they
lied, stole, and cheated their way to the top.
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The author likens the country’s lack of moral fortitude and
belief in absolutes to the deadly disease known as Acquired
Immune Deficiency Syndrome. Thomas terms America’s
disease: “acquired integrity deficiency syndrome.”

Thomas supports his statements with carefully documented
facts. It is obvious to the reader that he has done his
homework. The book is no fevered hell-and-damnation ser-
mon. On the contrary, it is a mixture of interesting facts and
startling statistics.

This book will appeal to those concerned with the moral
decline of our society and who believe that Christians must
take action in a world where staunch belief in biblical
principles is an unpopular position. It will appeal to those who
believe drastic changes need to be made in the nation’s school
system and that a candidate for public office needs integrity
as well as political prowess.

Thomas writes a twice-weekly, nationally syndicated news-
paper column distributed to over 60 newspapers. He occa-
sionally guest hosts Cable News Network’s “Crossfire.” He
has appeared on talk shows such as “The Phil Donahoue
Show,” ABC’s “Nightline” and “Good Morning America,”
“The CBS Morning News,” and NBC’s “Today Show.”

The author is a graduate of American University in Wash-
ington, D.C., and has lectured and debated on over 60 college
campuses. He is the author of seven books, including Occu-
pied Territory, Liberals for Lunch, and the best-selling Book
Burning.

Reviewed by Maryam E. Kubasek, John Brown University, Box 2244, Siloam
Springs, AR 72761.

WATER INTO WINE: An Investigation of the Con-
cept of Miracle by Robert AH. Larmer. Kingston &
Montreal, Canada: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1988.
155 pages, index. Hardcover; $22.50 (Can.).

“I think it is possible to retain the traditional view that
miracles come about through God overriding nature, yet not
define miracles as violations of the laws of nature,” writes
Robert A.]. Larmer of the Department of Philosophy, Uni-
versity of New Brunswick. He limits himself to the philosoph-
ical issues and reserves the term miracle for “events which
strongly and clearly suggest the activity of a transcendent
agent and which have religious significance,” after evaluat-
ing other definitions. His ideas are illustrated by obvious
occurrences such as tossing a billiard ball into a table of balls,
so new mass and energy is created but the law of conservation
of energy is not violated. The Virgin Birth resulted by God’s
creation of a spermatozoon in the body of Mary, and the
resurrection of Jesus was by reversing the damage done to the
body. Lengthy evaluations are made of contrary views by
David Hume, Alastair McKinnon, Patrick Howell-Smith,
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George Chryssides, Guy Robinson, David Basigner and Grace
Jantzen, showing that the idea “we must always postulate a
natural explanation of an event. .. is at best false, at worst
meaningless.”

Answering Christine Overall’s view that, “If God is con-
ceived as a God of Order and harmony, miracles do not
consititute evidence for His existence, but rather His nonexis-
tence,” this author claims that miracles are “events which
especially reveal the character and purposes of God.” To
challenge the physicalist who claims no agent exists outside of
the material, the theist must develop the idea of an immater-
ial agency, show the body of evidence for it, and have a larger
system of thought which explains the data which physicalism
cannot explain.

Evidences for miracles are of three types: personal observa-
tion, relevant physical traces, and testimony of others. Final-
ly, Larmer discusses Miracles and Apolegetics, claiming that
Stephen Wykstra’s article in an issue of the Journal of the
American Scientific Affiliation (Dec. 1978) “‘seems to imply
that miracles are an apologetic liability.”” Miracles and moral
evil are discussed in replying to why God does not accomplish
more and more good miraculously. Theism is compared to
alternate world views such an pantheism and panentheism.
To the degree that a miracle “is a part of a large and
meaningful whole, it is significant and consequently has a
good deal of apologetic value.”

This is a valuable book dealing with a problem many of us
consider.

Reviewed by Russell L. Mixter, Professor Emeritus of Zoology, Wheaton
College, Wheaton, IL 60187.

AUTHORITY TO HEAL by Ken Blue. Downers Grove,
IL: InterVarsity Press, 1987. 168 pages. Paperback; $6.95.

This is a popularly written book arising out of the struggles
of a pastor and evangelist to understand and apply the
biblical healing accounts and commands to heal 1t is a
re-edited version of the dissertation for Blue’s D.Min. degree
from Fuller Theological Seminary, where he studied under
John Wimber and was heavily influenced by Wimber’s
teaching and practice in evangelism and healing. Blue is a
pastor of the Vineyard Christian Fellowship in Vancouver
and directs Kingdom Ministries, which conducts training
seminars all over North America. He has also co-authored
with John White Healing the Wounded, as a reworking of his
master’s thesis.

John White notes in the foreword that there are two kinds
of authors: those who “accumulate data, sort them and draw
conclusions,” and those who incorporate data into their own
lives and are “compelled to write by the urgency of a vital
experience.” As White observes, Blue belongs to the second
category. Consistent with this orientation, one will look in
vain for a rigorous analysis of Scripture, followed by a rigid
deduction toward necessary conclusions. Rather, we find here
a personal report of the theology, practice, and insights that
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Blue found to be true as he carried the “full Gospel” into a
spiritually and physically hurting world. Scripture is
employed by allusion and by limited quotation, but much of
the argument is carried by reference to personal experience,
testimony of acquaintances, and secondary literature. There
are no indexes, reading lists, or bibliography as such; how-
ever, there are end notes.

The book is organized into three parts. Part 1 draws
inspiration from Jesus’ Parable of the Sower in discussing four
major “weeds” which have long been destroying the work of
the Church: the idea that God inflicts sickness on us for our
own good, the philosophy of determinism, the “faith formu-
la,” and the secular scientific world view. Readers of this
journal will be particularly interested in the last two. The
“faith formula” deals with practices and ideas from within
the healing movement that have brought disrepute to it. The
“secular world view” provides great food for thought for
anyone immersed in the science-worshipping (not under-
standing!) and secular society by which we are all strongly
influenced.

The second part presents the idea that God wants to heal
the sick, but the earth was lost to Satan through Adam and
Eve’s fall. The Kingdom of Heaven is engaged in a very real
and deadly serious struggle with the “pseudokingdom of
Satan.” God has won the victory, but it will not be fully
realized until the future. This is used to explain at least much
of such problems as the difficulty often faced in receiving
healing and the fact that we all die in the end. Perhaps its
unfair to ask the author to change his approach at this point,
but this is one of the places where a careful exposition of the
author's position, supported by a rigorous examination of
Scripture, would be extremely valuable. If Blue’s argument
can be supported by such an appeal to Scripture, then he
provides the most satisfying resolution of the problem of evil
that this reviewer has seen, although Blue does not use the
term “problem of evil.”

Part 3 is the “how to” section and is full of quite sensible
pointers and advice. While Blue is commendably careful to
avoid insisting on one method, his five-step “model” pre-
sented in chapter 11 should be studied thoughtfully and
thoroughly by everyone in the charismatic movement today.

Authority to heal is a well-written, lively narrative that
will be of real help to those who are already basically
convinced that the Church has an important healing ministry
today. Those who are confused by the wide variety of
“theologies” and practices advocated today, and who desire
to get started on a ministry of healing without delving too
deeply into theology, will find much of value here. Those of
us who desire to construct a solid foundation of scriptural
evidence for a healing ministry will find a very attractive
position to which we may apply Acts 17:11, “examining the
Scripture daily to see whether these things were so.” Finally,
many non-charismatics will discover a more sober approach
to the healing ministry that has not attracted the media
attention enjoyed by the more flamboyant ““faith healers.”

Reviewed by Eugene O. Bowser, Technical Services Librarian, James A.
Michener Library, The University of Northern Colorado, Greeley, CO
80639.
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THE STEEPLE’S SHADOW: On the Myths and
Realities of Secularization by David Lyon. Grand Rap-
ids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1987. 165
pages, index. Paperback.

Secularization, defined as an uncoupling between religion
and society, has been associated with industrial, technologi-
cal, scientific, philosophical, and political developments.
David Lyon’s title applies the analogy of a shortened shadow
from the steeple, because waning church influence is com-
monly attributed to this uncoupling. The Senior Lecturer in
Sociology at Bradford and Ilkley College, Yorkshire, Lyon
began his analysis twenty years before 1985 publication in
Britain's Third Way evangelical magazine. He wrote several
books during those decades, while distilling the secularization
study into a compact volume with jargon avoided so that a
general readership could understand it.

Although the author declares an anti-evolutionary bias, he
does not take issue with natural scientific interpretation but
only objects to an extrapolation into sociology. He argues
against a deterministic, irreversible progression toward the
obsolescence of organized religion, and a passive role for those
who are affected by secularization pressures. Secularization
theories assume a previous “age of belief,” followed by
erosion or displacement of religion. He counters that the
Middle Ages in Europe or the colonial period in the New
World were not characterized by greater or more widespread
faith than subsequent times; that official religion typified a
ruling minority. Moreover, the predicted obsolescence of

religion has not been fulfilled, even in officially Marxist-

regimes, where churches are growing rather than dwindling.
New religious movements have also arisen, including both
cults and branches of the major religions. Secularization itself
is multi-faceted, not the monolithic threat or promise per-
ceived by polarized minorities. There is also a “sacralization”
process involving concepts such as the family, individual
rights, and various ideologies in our modern pluralistic
societies.

Eight chapters explore historical, economic, ideological,
and cultural factors in 152 pages. Lyon recognizes complex
choices rather than only polarities aligned with compromis-
ing assimilation or defensive reaction. He traces fragmenta-
tion and marginalization of organized religion, considering
that evangeiical tradition has advantageous flexibility for
renewal amid the diverse pressures. Liberalism and funda-
mentalism are, in his opinion, more vulnerable to idolatrous
identification with left or right wing causes, linked to secular-
ization or modern humanism on one hand, excessive reaction
on the other.

Indeed, Lyon’s analogy to the shadow conveys the prob-
lem, in that light rather than shadow is to come from the
Church. Having exploded the over-simplified myths, he does
not urge a return to supposed religious dominance of prior
centuries, but reminds us to be faithful, responsible, light-
giving. His timely, balanced examination is followed by a
ten-page bibliography and four-page index, enhancing the
book’s usefulness.

Reviewed by John R. Armstrong, Honorary Assistant in Deacon’s Orders, St.
Philip the Evangelist Anglican Church, 629-49 Avenue S.W. Calgary,
Alberta, Canada T2S 1G6.
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SUFFERING AND HOPE: The Biblical Vision and
the Human Predicament by J. Christiaan Beker. Philadel-
phia: Fortress Press, 1987. 94 pages. Paperback.

Few of us will not experience some form of suffering
during our lifetime. Even if we are not directly affected, we
need not look far to see others suffering from disease, hunger
pain, loss of loved ones, or the ravages of war.

The presence of suffering in the world may be of greater
significance to those who profess a Christian faith. Christians
view humans as created in God’s image and part of his
creation. Human suffering may, therefore, seem incongruous
with a powerful and loving God.

Various writers have struggled with this problem over the
centuries. J. Christiaan Beker, Professor of Biblical Theology
at Princeton Theological Seminary, has written a small book
in an attempt to answer some of the questions which arise
regarding human suffering and the nature of God.

Suffering has been with us since the Fall. And, as the author
points out, there is no greater degree of suffering today than
any other time in history. We are, however, probably more
aware of suffering in the world today. In the privacy of our
living room we can view in living color the ravages of disease,
hunger, and warfare from Ethiopia to Afghanistan by watch-
ing 30 minutes of network news. Anyone with any degree of
sensitivity cannot but be disturbed by such events.

Beker himself has some personal experience with suffering,
He was placed, as a young man, in a Nazi work camp. he
explains that this book is in part a result of his attempt to come
to grips with his experiences.

In seeking to understand this seeming dilemma of pro-
found human suffering and an all-powerful and loving Ged,
Beker has gone to the Scriptures. He first discusses the biblical
responses to human suffering in the Old Testament. Four
primary areas are explored by the author: Deuteronomic
theology (or retributive justice), Job, Ecclesiastes, and Daniel.
In later chapters the author also discusses New Testament
passages on suffering, especially those found in Paul’s letters,
1 Peter, and Revelation. These passages are probably familiar
to most readers. However, Beker’s analysis adds new insights
and calls for further study and reflection on the biblical
response.

In another chapter the author provides a critical evaluation
of two other recent books on this subject. These are When
Bad Things Happen to Good People by Harold Kushner, and
Suffering by Dorothee Soelle. Beker concludes that both of
these books . . . are ultimately deficient and unsatisfactory
to a Christian. . .. ”

For Beker, the problem of human suffering can only be
understood in light of the hope revealed in Scripture. That
hope, of course, lies in the resurrection of Jesus Christ and the
promise that we also as Christians shall share in that
resurrection.

The book was thought provoking, and the author presented
some new insights to this old problem. Although I did not
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agree with everything in the book, I did find it to be
beneficial to me personally and would recommend it to others
interested in examining the biblical response to human
suffering.

Reviewed by Philip Eichman, Muncie, IN 47302.

FAITH AND KNOWLEDGE: A Critical Inquiry by
Paul Giurlanda. Lanham, MD: University Press of America,
1987. 312 pages. Paperback; $14.75.

The main thesis of this book is that faith and knowledge are
two sides of a coin; the coin itself being a community. They
are inseparable, interconnected, and can be distinguished
from each other only for theoretical purposes. Personal faith
and knowledge lose any meaning if separated from the
communal life. Man is a social animal and he, along with his
faith and knowledge, can be fully characterized through the
community he lives in. He is born into a certain social
situation and his convictions, ideas, etc. are molded by his
social environment.

The author’s arguments may sometimes seem surprising as
he uses every opportunity to support his thesis concerning the
triad faith-knowledge-community. For instance, the doctrine
on papal infallibility is interpreted as saying, “that there is no
better place to look for truth than here, in the community.” It
would be probably hard not to agree with the author’s remark
that “this may seem a perverse reading” (p. 242).

In the first chapter, Giurlanda analyzes the ideas of
philosophers and scientists who are opposed to objectives
defended by Frege or later by the Vienna Circle. These
philosophers are Stephen Toulmin, who writes about evolving
rationality and an impact thereupon of historical rationality;
Michael Polanyi, with his analysis of apprenticeship, implicit
assumptions, and general/specific authority; Hubert Dreyfus,
with his excellent critique of too-far ranging claims of A.L;
and Alasdair Maclntyre, who tries to restore the concept of
virtue as a clue to understanding of morality.

The second chapter discusses Gadamer and his debt to
Aristotle, who discussed the problem of prudence that “in-
volves knowledge of the ultimate particular thing, which
cannot be attained by science” (p. 87). Chapter three
discusses both Gadamer—who supplies theoretical and con-
ceptual background to the author’s research—and Habermas,
and is probably the best part of the book.

Chapter four on Scripture is called pivotal to the book in
Robert N. Bellah’s preface. It is, however, a bit disappointing.
What seems to matter to Giurlanda is his main thesis, and the
Scripture is treated as any other supportive source with no
regard to its distinct position.

Chapter five extracts these points from writings of (mostly)

Christian writers that are germane to the main problem of the
book: “whether there can be knowledge without precondi-
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tions and without faith” (p. 188). Augustine answers no, when
saying, for instance: “accept...and then understand.”
Anselm says simply, “'I believe so that I may understand™ (p.
250). Thomas' intricate theology is more or less in keeping
with what Giurlanda wants to prove. As to Luther, it goes
almost without saying that faith occupies a prominent posi-
tion in his theology. And now, in the chapter on faith in the
Christian tradition, the author inserts a discussion on Kant
who, in a rather unsophisticated fashion of the Enlighten-
ment, reduces religion to reason. After him comes Schleier-
macher, for whom faith was necessary even for seeing
miracles and prophecies as such.

In the closing chapter the ideas of David Tracy and
writings of Stanley Hauerwas are investigated. The line at this
point is always present in the Christian tradition, especially
since Schleiermacher is perspicuous, namely putting more
and more emphasis on the communal character of faith. But
whereas Tracy and Hauerwas can be seen as scholars for
whom the maxim “theology as doxology” is dear, the latter
element is somewhat missing in Faith and Knowledge.
Giurlanda seems to overstress community in the context of
faith, steering sometimes toward Kant rather than Augustine
or Tracy. His book, nevertheless, is inspiring and worth
attention.

Reviewed by Adam Drozdek, Duquesne University, Pittsburgh, PA 15262.

THE INTERNATIONAL STANDARD BIBLE EN-
CYCLOPEDIA (vol. 4) by Geoffrey W. Bromiley (ed.).
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988. 1211 pages. Hardcover;
$39.95.

The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia (atfec-
tionately known by seminarians as ISBE) was first published
in 1915. In 1929, under the editorship of James Orr, a revised
edition was issued. Over the years, ISBE became a classic as it
was used and treasured by countless numbers of students,
teachers, scholars, and pastors. However, the publishers real-
ized that because of new textual and archeological discover-
ies, ISBE needed revision. Despite several delays due to
changes in associate editors, in 1979 the first volume of the
completely revised edition was published. Now nine years
later, the project is complete with the publication of this, the
fourth and final volume (there were five volumes in the first
revision).

The purpose of this second revision remains the same as
that of its predecessors: to define, identify, and explain
biblical topics. It does this via a dictionary-encyclopedia
format, and it also directs the readers to other sources for
further exploration. 1SBE includes articles on every person,
place, and term mentioned in the Bible. They are arranged
alphabetically, cross-referenced, and illustrated with photo-
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graphs and maps some of which are in color. Although the
Revised Standard Version of the Bible is used in the articles as
the biblical text, the King James and New English Versions
are also sometimes cross-referenced.

The new revised ISBE is the result of years of work by
hundreds of contributors (most from the United States) from
many fields of knowledge and religious affiliations. Although
some of the articles are retained from the earlier editions,
they have been brought up to date. Geoffrey W. Bromiley,
the general editor, was assisted by capable associate editors
such as Everett F. Harrison and William Sanford LaSor.
Although ISBE is written from a conservative viewpoint
(called “reasonable conservatism™ in the first edition), this
new revision has received high praise from both liberal and
conservative scholars.

In volume four, the article which will be of most interest to
readers of PSCF is the six-page one entitled “Science and
Christianity.” It was written by Richard Bube, Stanford
University Professor and Fellow of the American Scientific
Affiliation. This article considers the nature, limitations,
importance, and correlations of science, and also discusses
creation, evolution, determinism, free will, and Christian
responsibility.

The general editor states that ISBE is intended to contrib-
ute to a better understanding of and love for the Bible thereby
glorifying God and edifying the church. It has succeeded
admirably in the past and promises to be even more successful
in the future. It is a joy to recommend not only volume four
but the entire set. Anyone who wants to understand the Bible
better will find ISBE extremely useful.

Reviewed by Richard Ruble, John Brown University, Siloam Springs, AR
72761,

DEMON POSSESSION AND THE CHRISTIAN: A
New Perspective by C. Fred Dickason. Chicago: Moody
Press, 1987. 355 pages. Paperback.

If Dickason is right, every Christian leader should read this
book. He not only believes that Christians can be demonized
(a term he prefers to demon possession) but is convinced that
they are quite frequently. What this means in practice is that
many Christians are struggling to overcome problems which
can be solved by recognizing and rejecting demonic influence
in Jesus’ name.

Dickason calls this a new perspective because it has limited
acceptance. But it is not altogether new, and he draws on the
work of others to enrich and strengthen the development of
his thesis. He gives several pages of bibliography at the end of
the book.

A major portion of the book is given to evidences for and
against the possibility that Christians can be demonized.
Beginning with the presupposition that the Bible is inspired
and authoritative, the author examines the principal biblical
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texts used to prove either that Christians can be demonized,
or that they cannot be. Then he examines theological argu-
ments for and against the demonization of Christians. His
conclusion, after these lengthy expositions, is that neither
exegesis nor theology can give proof of one position or the
other. The case must be decided by other means.

The other means he uses are case studies—his own and
those of others. He does not mean by this to place experience
on a level with the Bible. But he holds that all truth is God’s
truth, and that evidence from correct experience is valid in
determining the point in question, and in offering guidelines
for ministry to the demonized. He does not claim to give .
infallible proof, but he is insistent that Christians admit and
act upon the possibility that they and other believers are
subject to demonization.

In addition to the discussion of whether Christians can be
demonized, Dickason gives advice on how to resist demons
and how to counsel the demonized. He gives excerpts of some
of the 400 sessions he has had with demonized Christians, and
he quotes other writers in the same field.

The author does not believe that all moral, spiritual and
psychological problems originate in demons. He repeatedly
refers to multiple sources of such disorders. But in his own
counseling, only 10 out of 400 counselees did not have
problems due to demonization. While it is true that many
were brought to him because of the suspicion of demoniza-
tion, that is still an extremely large percentage. As a matter of
fact, he quotes, with approval, Ensign and Howe, who say
that “compulsive and/or irrational behavior which is immo-
ral or which constantly defeats the witness and integrity of
the children of God is almost always evidence of either
demonic harassment (external) or demonic control (internal)”
(p. 237, emphasis added).

Dickason adopts an anti-charismatic position, and even
cites cases in which his counselees were demonized because
they had opened themselves up to receive a gift of tongues.
He believes that supernatural gifts to the church have ceased.
Although he repeatedly states this belief, he does not defend
or prove it, except by citing the writings of others.

When one reads a book with positions as revolutionary and
controversial as this one, the question is naturally raised as to
the author’s basis for his claims, especially when the strongest
evidence he produces is his own counseling sessions. Is he
correct, or is he a charlatan? The fact that Dickason has a
doctorate from Dallas Seminary, that he has been teaching at
Moody Bible Institute since 1974, and that he is presently
chairman of the theological department there, keep me from
dismissing him lightly.

Dickason did not give conclusive proof of his thesis, but he
did present it clearly, in an organized if didactic form. The
subject is so important that it merits more research and study.
This book is a valuable contribution to the process. I doubt
anyone can read it without wanting to know more. Don't miss
it!

Reviewed by Joseph M. Martin, Missions Professor, Edward Lane Bible
Institute, Patrocinio, MG, Brazil.
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On Bullock’s “The Origin of Species
and the Origins of Disease” ...

I appreciate Dr. Wilbur Bullock’s valiant attempt, in
“The Origin of Species and the Origins of Disease” (March
1992), to address atheists’ strongest argument against the
existence of God. Only after I became acquainted with
David Hume’s works did I finally appreciate the diffi-
culties of biologists have in believing in God. “If God is
so powerful and so good, why does disease exist?”

I was led to believe that Dr. Bullock was going to pro-
pose a new solution to the dilemma that did not com-
promise the goodness of God. But alas! my expectations
were unfounded. Dr. Bullock’s solution is merely that “We
need to reaffirm that our Creator and Sustainer controls
the disease processes, whether personal or community.”
But if God is good, why does God permit disease to cause
such suffering among His children? Or, what is the re-
lationship between God's creative and sustaining role and
our responsibility?

The New Testament only hints at why disease exists,
from God’s viewpoint. Jesus healed the sick, which testifies
both to a) the role of disease in pointing to the saving
power of God, and b) the fact that disease is not part of
God’s original world of goodness, but part of the sinful
world that is to be purified.

But we are also personally responsible to maintain
healthy bodies. When God created humanity, he told the
first man and woman, “Be fruitful, and multiply, and
have dominion” (Gen. 1:28). When we treat our bodies
with the love and respect they deserve (as the image of
God), by eating properly and not engaging in unhealthy
behavior (suchas promiscuity), we are more likely to main-
tain “the intricate balances (homeostasis)” that Dr. Bullock
mentions.

James G. Osborn
8911 Second Street
Lanham, MD 20706

... And a Response

James Osborn raises an important issue. “Why does
disease exist?” However, a discussion of the theological
problems of disease was not the aim of my paper. Rather,
I was primarily concerned with comparing two theories
(natural selection and germ theory) in regard to their de-
velopment, their acceptance, and their over-enthusiastic
application to problem solving that was often beyond sci-
entific justification.

Discussion of the religious implications of disease is
a subject on which many books have been written, but
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might [, in reply to Dr. Osborn, offer my own tentative
evaluation of the problem?

First, as a biologist/parasitologist I have been much
involved with thereality of predation and parasitism/dis-
ease in the regulation of natural populations. This is an
undeniable feature in the biological world.

Second, as a Christian I accept this world as God created
it and He declared His creation to be “good.” I see no
evidence, scientifically or biblically, to cop out of the prob-
lem with the highly dubious hypothesis of recent crea-
tionism that predation, disease, and biological death
originated with the sin of Adam in the garden of Eden.

Third, although these natural phenomena are myste-
riously “good” in God'’s eyes, much to our consternation
“the lions roar for their prey and seek their food from
God” (Psalm 104:21). There will come a time, in the “new
earth,” when “the wolf and the lamb will together, and
the lion will eat straw like the ox.” This obviously describes
a drastically different natural order than we see today.
Certainly, if we have anatomy and physiology courses
in that day we will need different texts from the ones we
use today! These will be marvelous events, but we are
incapable of understanding them at the present time.

Fourth, there is the effect of human sin on all this. Dr.
Osborn rightly points out our responsibilities “to maintain
healthy bodies.” Human sin, whether greed, gluttony, or
adultery, is a major factor in human disease. Furthermore,
as in the cases of sexually transmitted diseases and sec-
ond-hand tobacco smoke, our personal sin often results
in harm to others. Certainly Christians should have no
problem recognizing these far-reaching effects of sin. How-
ever, even though we can legitimately think of these sick-
nesses as, at least partly, “punishment” we need to always
remember the biblical principle to “hate the sin but love
the sinner.” This means that Christians need to avoid
greed, gluttony, and adultery in their personal lives, and
we should be encouraging our society to do the same
because we love our neighbors. We need to be concerned
about just and adequate health care for all even though
individuals and the society around us continue to smoke,
abuse drugs and alcohol, and are promiscuous in their
sexual relations. We need to do these things, firm in our
commitment to biblical ethics, but in a gentle, educational
manner rather than to harshly criticize all who think or
do differently.

Finally, it is important to recognize that human sin
harms, not only individuals and society but even the bi-
ological world around us. How well the words of Hosea
(4:2,3) describe this aspect of our world today:

There is only cursing, lying and murder, stealing and adul-
tery; they break all bounds and bloodshed follows blood-
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shed. Because of this the land mourns, all who live in it
waste away; the beasts of the field and the birds of the air
and the fish of the sea are dying.

There are no easy answers to Dr. Osborn’s question.
It is so much tied in with the —to us — unfathomable
relationships of a Holy God and sinful human beings.
Meanwhile, for me, I will continue to trust in God’s good-
ness and marvel at the intricate balances between host
and parasite, balances that result (most of the time) in
beautiful commensal or symbiotic relationships.

Wilbur L. Bullock
13 Thompson Lane
Durham, New Hampshire 03824-2725

More on Darwin on Trial

A response to reviews of Darwin on Trial (by Phillip E.
Johnson) written by Duane Thurman and Owen Gingerich.
Washington, DC: Regnery Gateway, 1991. (Reviews pub-
lished in the June 1992 issue of PCSF.)

Johnson’s Darwin on Trial is perhaps the finest piece
of original scholarship analyzing the agenda of the Darwin
industry this century. I found the work insightful, well
researched and reasoned, and lucidly presented. Not only
that, but it was a sheer joy to read. Seldom has a work
of technical analysis given me such pleasure while I
learned.

Professor Thurman’s is a good descriptive summary
of the contents of Johnson’s book, informing a would-be
reader that Darwin on Trial is a worthwhile book to read.
His assessment, however, suggests little of the richness
and depth of insight within its pages. I agree with Thurman
that a more apt title would have been Darwinism on Trial,
for that surely is the subject of the book. According to
Johnson, Darwinism is a euphemism for scientific natu-
ralism, a grand materialistic philosophy of world view.

Professor Gingerich thinks Darwin on Trial is a “good
read,” and his review includes more of the flavor of
Johnson’s book. Both he and Thurman mention Johnson’s
impressive credentials as a legal scholar and that he is
expert at analyzing arguments. Johnson takes arguments
apart and exposes faulty logic with care and apparent
ease, the way a good mechanic takes apart a malfunction-
ing machine looking for a broken part. According to
Gingerich, Johnson is “a thoughtful and intelligent au-
thor,” the possessor of “an enviably logical gift of mind,
and a covetably sharp pen,” who has presented a "“bril-
liantly argued critique of Darwinian evolution” that is
“deftly organized, articulate, even witty.”

Yet after noting all that brilliance and ability to analyze
how words are used in arguments, neither reviewer con-
siders whether Johnson’s analysis might also be correct.
Instead Thurman issues a cautionary warning to the reader
that Johnson the lawyer has more than objective analysis
on his mind. He has considerable skills and is trying to
persuade the reader to accept his point of view. And
Gingerich records that, after reading Darwin on Trial, he

VOLUME 44, NUMBER 3, SEPTEMBER 1992

was left with “a highly uneasy feeling. ” He suspects
Johnson of having made an egregious error that under-
mines his case, though he does not tell us clearly or pre-
cisely what it is.

To see how incisive Johnson’s analysis is, consider the
question whether it is possible to embrace Darwinian
mechanisms as a scientific description of the way moths,
trees and people made their initial appearance on this
ear, without also embracing naturalistic philosophy that
goes along with it. Here Johnson is careful to protect him-
self from being caught in a logical trap, by saying, ”I
believe that a God exists who could create out of nothing
if He wanted to do so, but who might have chosen to
work thorough a natural evolutionary process instead”
(p. 14). What God could have done is one thing. What
the empirical evidence supports is quite another. It is clear
thatJohnson does not think there is any empirical evidence
for such a natural process having produced life, or trans-
formed bacteria into humans. Thus Johnson’s analysis
should provide little encouragement to those who espouse
guided or theistic or non-naturalistic evolution. However,
he is equally critical of the young earth creation view,
and Johnson does not make clear what view he personally
holds.

What if Johnson’s analysis of Darwinism is correct?
Then it means that many fine minds, including the minds
of many Christians, have been seduced by a naturalistic
metaphysics insidiously masquerading as science. In other
words, modern empirical science didn’t blast Christianity
atitsrootas Jacques Monod and many others have claimed.
Philosophical naturalism merely and brilliantly used the
prestige of science to intrude into traditional Western cul-
ture, and by an incredibly clever smoke and mirror routine,
so well orchestrated it looked conspiratorial, managed to
replace theism as the intellectual vanguard shaping the
development of the “global village.”

But is Johnson’s analysis correct? Gingerich has doubts,
but has not identified any substantive errors. Someone
should come forward to expose the flaw in Johnson’s anal-
ysis if it is there, for there are signs in many quarters
that educated people outside the hallowed halls of science
are taking his arguments and ideas seriously, and are
prepared to act on them. “A highly uneasy feeling” may
give us sufficient cause to look for an error, but it is no
basis to decide there is one. Our regard for truth and
reason demands more. It is an important matter, for unless
a fatal flaw is identified, who can say that this admittedly
brilliant analysis of Darwinism is not also correct? And
if it is correct, or if very many think it is, who can doubt
that as a consequence much of our social fabric based
upon Darwinism will begin to unravel? These are very
uncertain times.

There is room for improvement in Darwin on Trial.
Gingerich is quite right to note that Johnson does not
point out what we ought to have done with respect to
the Creationists. Nor did he point us in the direction of
what we should do about the way evolution is currently
being taught in the schools. However, unlike Gingerich,
I do believe Johnson understands how science functions,
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and I would prefer to give him the benefit of the doubt,
and suggest that his prescription may be coming an a
sequel. In case Johnson has not thought of this, perhaps
the suggestion will prompt one.

Charles B. Thaxton, Ph.D.
President, Konos Connection
P.O. Box 991, Jullan, CA 92036

On Bernard Ramm and Spradley ...

The article by Joseph Spradley on Bernard Ramm and
the ASA (March 1992) was fascinating.

There is an aspect of Ramm'’s progressive creationism
that as far as I know has never been addressed. While
not denying theistic evolution as a viable option, Ramm
claimed that progressive creationism was a strictly
creationist system because it did not involve vertical ra-
diation(evolution) butonly horizontal radiation (The Chris-
tian View of Science and Scripture, 1954, p. 215 & 272). The
vertical events he called creation events. While Ramm
was quite stingy with details of his system, he seemed
to suggest that creation took place at the Phyla and/or
Family level (p. 215).

There is an inverse relationship between the number
of creation events one has in his system and the amount
of vertical evolution one must invoke to explain the variety
and complexity of our present world. The fewer creation
events one has, the more he must depend upon evolution
to make up the difference. Hence, Ramm’s system is un-
workable. There is no way that one can explain the com-
plexity of our present world by having creation at the
Family level (or higher) and depend only on horizontal
radiation. Ramm’s progressive creationism is thus an ev-
olutionary system, partially, even though he sincerely be-
lieved it was not.

The fact that Ramm has moved even further from an
historical view of Genesis suggests that at gut level he
realized that his progressive creationism emperor had no
clothes. Spradley admits that “ ... it perhaps conceded
too much to science.” However, the basic suppositions
that allow such concessions are the gift that keeps on
giving. Ramm’s newer view concedes even more of Gen-
esis. To remove Genesis from history is certainly one way
to solve the problems. But has anyone bothered to calculate
the Biblical cost?

Ramm’s statement, “If scientists do their work in theory
construction within the limits of the data themselves, sci-
entists will never say anything contrary to the Word of
God” (Spradley, p. 8), is absurd. Does Ramm seriously
believe that atheistic evolutionists feel they have gone be-
yond the data in constructing their atheistic world view?
Romans 8:7 would suggest that the natural person (sci-
entist) is not neutral and objective but instead would prefer
a non-theistic world view.

Please do not interpret my words as a lack of appre-
ciation for Bernard Ramm. While I am in basic disagree-
ment with his position, I am not ignorant of the problems
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he sought to address. Anyone who addresses these prob-
lems with such gusto can’t be all bad!

Marvin L. Lubenow
Apologetics/Theology
Christian Heritage College
2100 Greenfield Drive

El Cajon, CA 92019

... And a Response

Marvin Lubenow’s letter is an interesting and thought-
ful response to my article on “Changing Views of Science
and Scripture: Bernard Ramm and the ASA” (March 1992).
Having none of Ramm'’s writings here in Cairo, I can
only answer with personal reflections based on my best
recollections of his thinking.

Ramm’s 1954 version of “progressive creation” was
an attempt to fit the fossil evidence of changing life forms
over long periods of time into a creationist system.
Lubenow objects that progressive creation at only the
“phyla and/or family level” is insufficient to disallow
“vertical radiation” (evolution), and therefore “Ramm’s
system is unworkable.”

At least two possibilities would seem to obviate this
objection to a system of progressive creation. One possi-
bility is to allow for progressive creation at a lower level,
perhaps even at the species level to avoid any question
of evolution. However, I don’t think Ramm was opposed
to evolutionary mechanisms as such, so long as they were
not extended beyond the data to “evolutionism.” So an-
other possibility is to allow for limited evolution between
progressive creation events at higher levels. Both seem
consistent with Ramm’s 1954 intentions.

From Ramm’s later perspective, progressive creation
“conceded too much to science,” not in the sense of ac-
cepting some evolutionary processes, but in viewing Gen-
esis 1 as a scientific treatise to be evaluated and judged
by science. Treating it as a scientific account of origins is
to “remove Genesis from history, ” rather than interpreting
itinits historicaland cultural context. Viewed in contextual
terms, Genesis 1 is seen as primarily a polemic against
the idolatrous worship of nature and a call to recognize
the one God who created all things.

Lubenow asks if “Ramm seriously believe[s] that athe-
istic evolutionists feel they have gone beyond the data
in constructing their atheistic world view.” Whether they
“feel” such or not, they clearly have! Our task is to separate
their atheistic assumptions and conclusions from their
valid contributions.

Joseph L. Spradley

Visiting Professor
The American University in Cairo
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