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The Relationship of Science,
Factual Statements and the
Doctrine of Biblical Inerrancy*

BERNARD RAMM

Professor of Christian Theology

American Baptist Seminary of the West
Covina, California

Kinds of Objections

There are three typical kinds of objection made
against Holy Scripture either with the intention of
discarding Scripture as a whole or of qualifying or
modifying its range of authority.

First, it has been alleged that there are contradic-
tions in Holy Scripture. The most obvious reference
here is to the various places in Scripture where two
different numbers are given in two different passages.
Stephen speaks of the Israelites being in Egypt four
hundred years (Acts 7:6) whereas Paul says the stay
was four hundred and thirty years (Gal. 3:17). Or
else a contradiction is supposedly found in two diver-
gent ways of explaining the same event. In holy com-
munion Matthew and Paul state that the disciples
partook of first the bread and then the cup. Luke
reverses the order and puts the cup before the bread
(Luke 22:17-19). This is not a scientific problem per
se but a literary or critical one. We are not concerned
in this paper with this kind of problem, judging it
as not a problem of science but of literary criticism.

Second, it has been alleged that in certain matters
the moral character of a supposed Word of God is
in contradiction to man’s moral sensitivity. The most
common reference here is to the command given to
Saul to slaughter all of the Amalekites (I Sam. 15:
1-5). In recent philosophical theology the problem is
raised in a different context. It is asserted that the
two propositions; (i) God is love, and (ii) there is
evil in the world, are contradictory. This kind of
problem is one which belongs to theology or apolo-
getics or philosophical theology but not to science.

Third, it is asserted that either the general view
of the universe in Scripture or particular factual refer-
ences are contrary to what we know the facts to be
in the twentieth century. That is to say the “bowl
picture” of the universe of the Old Testament or the
“three-decker” view of the universe in the New Testa-
ment clash with our knowledge of astronomy. Or some
particular factual reference is contrary to what we now

?Based on a paper presented to a meeting of the San Francisco
Bay Section of the ASA on May 10, 1969,
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know to be the case from science. This is the kind
of problem we wish to discuss as this does get us
into the relationship of science and Holy Scripture.
The problem of the relationship of Holy Scripture
to scientific knowledge is much larger than our pur-
poses here. We are intentionally cutting this problem
down to the problem of factual error in Scripture, as
such allegations refer to both science and Scripture.

The Problem of Inerrancy

The debates in the nineteenth century over the
credibility of Scripture created by the growth of the
sciences forced theologians to talk about the character
of the perfection of Scripture as never before in the
history of theology. Part of this discussion was the
problem of inerrancy: (i) do the Scriptures teach their
own inerrancy? (ii) are there contradictions in Scrip-
ture of a scientific nature™

To some theologians this is no problem at all. For
example Rudolph Bultmann accepts the authority of
the New Testament in the Church but to him the
New Testament is authoritative only in its existential
layer. The fact that much of the New Testament may
be mythological or historical fiction doesn’t concern
Bultmann’s theology at all because it is not in this
kind of material that the authority of the New Testa-
ment rests. Barth believes that the Scriptures are a
witness to revelation and to be heard they must be of
the same order as our existence. There are then pos-
sible errors in Scripture, in fact and in theology, for
these reveal that tlie Scriptures do have a human or
worldly character. So even half-a-dozen errors in Scrip-
ture would not be any problem as far as Barth is
concerned.

However, evangelicals or conservatives or orthodox,
have felt that if there is a divine revelation which in
turn is given to us in Scripture by divine inspiration,
then something must be said about the trustworthiness
of Scripture of a very high order. To some evangelicals
this meant the inerrancy of Scripture in all matters of
fact and history as well as faith and morals. The Scrip-
tures must possess this kind of inerrancy because
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faith and morals in Scripture are embedded in the
historical or factual and it is confusion to state that
there is inerrancy in faith and morals but error in fact
and history.

What has caused such agitation among evangelicals
about Scriptural inerrancy in both the 19th and 20th
centuries is that each in its own way challenged vigor-
ously the complete inerrancy of Scripture: (i) so-
called higher or destructive Biblical criticism; (ii) the
developments of science and the restructuring of our
concept of the universe in its every dimension; and
(iii) the rise of religious liberalism at the beginning
of the nineteenth century,? which accepted the errancy
of Scripture as a philosophical and/or theological and/
or critical necessity.

However it must be pointed out that historically the
inerrancy of Scripture is not the kind of perfection of
Scripture the Reformers and post-Reformation ortho-
dox theologians taught. They stressed what they called
the aitributes or the affections of Scripture. The theo-
logians had no uniform list but they mention such
things as: authority, clarity, effectiveness, truth and
certainty, integrity, holiness and purity, perspicuity,
necessity, efficacy, sufficiency.® The Lutheran list was:
authority, perfection, sufficiency, perspicuity and ef-
ficacy.* The importance of this will be indicated later
in this paper.

The careful analysis and definition of such terms as
error, contradiction and inerrancy belong to the lo-
gicians. In the spectrum of the faculties of a university
it is the territory of the logicians to discuss the problem
of error on a technical and theoretical level. This
paper will be strongly oriented in this direction. (This
is an altogether different question from whether Chris-
tianity is logical or rational. Logic deals with the re-
lationship among propositions and this is the kind of
relationship we are discussing here).

In a general way anticipating what will be said
later, the definition of an error and the assertion that
there is a contradiction among propositions is an in-
credibly difficult matter. In almost all discussions on
the errancy or inerrancy of Scripture there is little
theoretical discussion of the logical character of an
error and the logical problems of asserting a contra-
diction.

It must be pointed out that his-
torically the inerrancy of Scripture is
not the kind of perfection of Scripture
the Reformers and post-Reformation
orthodox theologians taught.

In logic the definition of an error (a contradic-
tion) is not difficult: A proposition and its negation
cannot both be true at the same time. The most ob-
vious application of this to Scripture is to locate two
different passages which are speaking of the same
event and in which the numbers mentioned contra-
dict each other. As already indicated we are not in-
terested in this particular problem. This is a matter
of literary criticism or of logic in its formal meaning
and therefore not part of scientific considerations.

At this point I would like to make this observation.
I am not a mathematician so I must take the word of
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other scholars. The mathematician, Godel, has shown
that when a mathematical system reaches a certain
state of complexity it becomes impossible in principle,
not in just technical difficulty, to show that a given
theorem is consistent with the body of the mathe-
matical system.> In reading about Godel I asked my-
self the theoretical question: is this purely a mathe-
matical Eroblem, or can philosophical or theological
systems become so complicated or so complex that the
detection of a contradiction is either impossible or
unusually difficult? I do not know if we can go from
mathematics to metaphysics and theology, but it at
least runs up 2 red flag in my mind which says that
affirming an error or contradiction in Christian theol-
ogy may not be the simple thing or obvious thing that
critics of Christian theology make it out to be. However
this is a digression.

Detection of Error

We are concerned directly with errors in fact.
Here again the definition of error is not so difficult
but the actual detection of error may be very difficult.
If the content of a factual proposition differs from
what we know the facts to be, then the proposition
1S In error.

However when we come to apply this criterion
to matters of fact {natural history, history, the sciences,
etc.) we find in some instances that it becomes a
wretchedly complex matter. Neither at the technical
nor the popular level do we operate with a simple
calculus of yes or no, true or false, right or wrong,
coherence or contradiction, fact or error. We find
that we must use a lot of other terms which indicate
either how complex the materials are or how sloppy
our present ability to verify is. Concretely in our ex-
positions or lectures we use such terms as tension,
implausibility, contriety, paradox, the dialectical, prob-
lem, difficulty, obscurity, blunder, and probability.

This means that as any scholar reads any docu-
ment of a factual or historical nature these are the
various logical counters in his head. He neither thinks
nor writes with a simple system of right or wrong.
But besides using such terms as error or contradic-
tion he finds himself also using some of the words
listed at the end of the previous paragraph. There-
fore in many situations it is the subjective disposition
or the prejudices or the cultural slant of a person
which determines which of these logical counters he is
going to use.

Here is an example with reference to Scripture.
A Unitarian may read the Bible and, coming to a cer-
tain passage, he says, “There is an error here”. Out of
the whole range of possible words he could use about
the phenomenon he uses “error”. As a Unitarian he
has a subjective urge to find as many errors in the
Scripture as he can, for that in turn is a kind of way by
which his own case is reenforced. However, an evan-
gelical scholar with a high regard for Holy Scripture
will say that there is no error in the passage, but there
is a problem or a difficulty.

Our point here is simply a cautionary one: namely,
it is not an easy thing to assert error in an ancient
document. Frequently when the critic of Scripture
affirms an error in Scripture, there may be more log-
ical justification to call it a problem or a difficulty.
We simply cannot assess the trustworthiness or integrity
of Holy Scripture by restricting our logical apparatus
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to a yes or no, a true or false.

If a person doubts what is said in the above para-
graphs let him tune in on a political debate or a de-
bate about economics or philosophy. The attacker of
a system finds that it abounds with errors and contra-
dictions because as the attacker he wants to destroy
the foundations of the opposition. He therefore speaks
of very obvious errors and contradictions which any
person with ordinary sense can detect. But the de-
fender of the position thinks that these errors and
contradictions are just problems and difficulties which
he will eventually iron out even though at the moment
he does not see how he shall resolve them.

We do not wish to give the implication that the
evangelical Christian can get off the hook any time
he wants to by resorting to the complex character
of asserting error. We are, rather, suggesting that the
assertion of error in any kind of historical or factual
or scientific literature is not an easy thing to do. There
may be some errors in Scripture. If this is the case we
cannot hide behind some casuistry of logic. We only
wish to say that those scholars who set out to find
error in Holy Scripture ought to have some idea of the
complex range of logical terms one may use in dealing
with documents or manuscripts or books, and further,
which terms out of the possible list mentioned above
cannot be divorced from the intent or prejudices of
the scholar. There is an ineluctable subjective element
here whether we admit it or not.

Scholars who set out to find error
in Holy Scripture ought to have some
idea of the complex range of logical
terms one may use in dealing with
documents, manuscripts or books, and
which terms cannot be divorced from
the intent or prejudices of the scholar.

Importance of Context

Attempting to pick out the word which accurately
describes a problem passage (e.g., difficulty, problem,
ambiguity, or error, etc.) is only the beginning of the
difficulties in dealing with error in any given document.
The further complication is this: the special nature of
a document reflecting certain intentions or goals of
the author of the document means that error must be
discussed within the context of the speciality of the
document.

Within a given context all of the following state-
ments are true even though on the surface the state-
ments appear contradictory: “the general declared
war,” “the president declared war,” “the senate declared
war,” “the United States declared war” or “the people
rose up and declared war on so-and-so.” The historian
picks out which expression he wishes to use as governed
by the kind of historical explanation he is giving.

Some Biblical Illustrations

This thesis that the concept of error becomes some-
what free-floating in different kinds or species or genre
of literature (and in many cases in the (E)ivergent levels
of explanations of scientific theories) is not peculiar
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to Biblical materials but characterizes all literature and
history. But for our purposes I shall use Biblical illustra-
tions because I am1 most familiar with them.

(i) The Hebrews used specific numbers for general
quantities. Thus ten could mean some and forty could
mean many. There are many more special ways that
the Hebrews used numbers but this suffices for our
purposes. So if the text says that a certain historical
period lasted 40 years or 40 days and we know by
independent means that the actual number was 38,
there is no contradiction. Even though the text gives
a specific number, by literary custom it intended only
to express a general quantity.

(ii) Genesis 1 has a series of lists of different
sorts such as astronomical bodies, creatures in the sea,
creatures on land, as well as lists of plants. These are
not intended as exhaustive lists. There is no mention,
for example, of comets, planets or galaxies. However
there is no error here in the Hebrew listings because
the intention of the author was to expression totality
in the manner and custom in which he understood
totality, namely, God is Creator exhaustively of every-
thing. An actual scientific set of lists, if such in itself
were possible even in the twentieth century, would add
nothing to the original intention the author of Genesis
1 wished to convey.

(iii) Luke gives two different accounts of Paul’s
conversion, which are given in the text as if Paul were
speaking directly (Acts 22 and Acts 26). The situa-
tions were different, some of the intentions were dif-
ferent, and perhaps other factors were present known
by Paul and Luke but not to us. Thus Paul is speaking
to a given situation in which he must adopt his pre-
sentation, If this is the true state of affairs then one
account cannot be pitted against the other. There are
other autobiographical remarks in the Epistles which
may on the surface seem quite different from what is
said in Acts (especially in Galatians 1 and 2) but
here again if we get the whole situation in perspective,
the accounts are supplementary and not contradictory.

(iv) The manner in which the Scriptures speak of
the cosmos is from man’s standpoint, meaning his con-
cerns, his relationships, his responsibilities, his spiritual-
ity, and his worship of God. They are not intended as
objective, impersonal, accounts from which everything
anthropic is eliminated.

Kinds of Explanation

At this point the issue gets a little more complicated
as there is a good deal of material in philosophy about
what constitutes an explanation. The Encyclopedia of
Philosophy (eight volumes) has a number of very
special articles on the different kinds of explanations
there aré. The phenomenon of sexuality illustrates the
multiple character of explanation. Sex can be explained
anatomically, physiologically, psychologically, and so-
ciologically. Granted there is some overlap in each
explanation, but in general each one of these disciplines
will have its own unique configuration in explaining
sex. Such matters as suicide and divorce have very
different kinds of explanations when we approach them
on the one hand psychologically and on the other hand
sociologically.

Similarly the cosmos can be explained from many
different perspectives. The philosopher Heidegger has
called them Entwiirfe—sketches. The Biblical view of
the cosmos is a sketch based on man as the central
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actor and the point of reference; the scientific sketch
of the universe is impersonal, abstract and deals more
with laws and models. The two do not conflict, for as
sketches they each have a different function.

We must again restate what we are attempting to
do. We are affirming that some kind of investigation
must be made about error in the realm of symbol
and in the realm of fact before we can really speak
to the point of possible errors in Scripture. We have
further attempted to point out that in some instances
the affirmation that there is error may be very diffi-
cult—and we are referring here to scholarship in gen-
eral, not just to Biblical materials. Nor are we at-
tempting to provide an easy out for Biblical diffi-
culties. We are demanding that the critic take a look
at the whole problem of error and realize its complex-
ities before he starts assigning errors in Scripture.

Possible Errors Related to Science

There are two kinds of possible errors in Scripture
which are related to science. The first is that the
general way in which the universe or the world or some
part of it is represented is contrary to our present scien-
tific understanding of these things. Right now the
“hot copy” item is Bultmann's rejection of the New
Testament picture of the universe as a three-story
house. The second is that in some specific reference
to fact there is contradiction between what Scripture
asserts and what science claims to now know. Let us
look at each in turn.

General Representations of the Universe

The first objection we have already partially an-
swered in our above discussion of the difference be-
tween the sketch of the cosmos made by science and
the sketch or sketches we have in Scripture. However
I think it is possible to make a distinction between the
structural and cultural forms that revelation comes
through, and the revelation itself. The revelation does
not dignify the structure into the category of the
revelational.

I will present what German scholars call a “thought-
experiment.” I think it is possible to teach the doctrine
of creation from the point of view of the cosmological
systems of Ptolemy, Newton or Einstein. I think the
kinds of things Scripture wants to say can be said in
context of any of these three theories without dignify-
ing the theories as such as revealed truth. I know that
there are always difficulties with “husk and kernel”
theories or divisions between “form and content.” I
am aware of how dangerous this can get when we see
the way in which Bultmann (in my opinion at least)
destroys genuine New Testament theology when he
makes a distinction between mythological form and
existential content, or between what is said (Gesagt)
and what is meant (Gemeint). However if revelation
comes in a pre-scientific, pre-critical period in history
some sort of distinction has to be made. A revelation
couched in terms of perfected science as of the year
3,000 A.D. would have been a meaningless and con-
fusing revelation. Therefore it is valid to make a dis-
tinction between the structural or literary forms in
which a revelation comes and what the revelation itself
teaches. We make this distinction in the New Testa-
ment when we learn the revelatory content of a parable
without stating that a parable is the perfect form of
teaching because Jesus used it. As a matter of fact it
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was used by the rabbis before Jesus. One of their com-
mon expressions was: “I will parable to you a parable.”

The point at which I am driving is this: when we
make a distinction between the modality in which a
revelation comes and the teaching of the revelation
itself, there is no contradiction between modern scien-
tific pictures or models and Biblical revelation. Hence
there is no scientific error at this point. How far we
can push this I do not know; I at least suspect that
if a pre-scientific world view were strongly animistic
or polytheistic or mythological, it could not serve as
a structural form through which a true revelation could
come.

Statements of Fact

There are some difficulties, however, with reference
to particular statements of fact. I can suggest only a
few.

In Genesis 30 mandrake plants are considered
aphrodisiac plants (sexual stimulants). The plant has
no such powers.

Also in Genesis 30 is recorded how Jacob thought
he was determining the kind of offspring from his
flocks by his use of peeled rods. This is contrary to
what we know of genetics.

Genesis 2 records the four rivers of Paradise but
modern geography knows of no such configuration of
rivers that Genesis 2 speaks of (Pishon, Gihon, Hid-
dekel, Euphrates).

Certain persons, such as Esther and Darius (Daniel
6), are not known to historians where they think they
have enough information to make such a judgment.

A revelation couched in terms of
perfected science as of the year 3000
A.D. would have been a meaningless
and confused revelation. Therefore it is
valid to make a distinction between the
structural or literary forms in which a
revelation comes and what the revela-
tion itself teaches.

If there were 600,000 men in the Exodus escape
(Exodus 12:37) then it is calculated there were some-
where between two and three million people in all.
Generals who are specialists in such kinds of mass
movements of people declare it is an impossibility.
Furthermore if Joshua had an army of 600,000 men
there would have been no real contest in taking the
various cities of Palestine. Three million people them-
selves would have just walked over everybody without
a battle.

These are the kinds of materials where Biblical
statements may clash with modern scientific knowledge.

How does an evangelical react to this? There are
a few things that can be said.

(i) Not everything the Scripture records is what
the Scriptures teach. Or as Charles Hodge put it in
the last century, we must make a distinction between
what the writers believe as persons and what they
wrote as Scripture. Maybe all of the Hebrew authors
of the Old Testament thought that the heavens were
an inverted bowl supported by pillars. But they did
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not teach this as God’s revelation. With reference to
mandrakes the Scripture does not approve or disap-
prove of mandrakes. It simply records how the patri-
archs felt about mandrakes. So there is no factual
error here as there is no Biblical teaching about man-
drakes that would clash with our modern knowledge
of botany.

(ii) Perhaps we do not know either exactly what
certain Hebrew words mean or perhaps we don’t know
all the thought-patterns of the Hebrews. The word
elep translated by thousands may also be translated
by “family” or “tent group.” So instead of 600,000
warriors in Israel, demanding a total population of
some figure over 2,000,000, we arrive at a figure of
about 27,000 which then is a reasonable number.

Or else the Hebrews used inflated numbers to ex-
press the power of the glory in the action of God (cf.
here also the large numbers in Genesis 5). It is a
common expression in English to say that “a million
people were there” in referring to a parade or a fair
or a sports contest when we all know that maybe only
10,000 were there. Hence such occasional use of large
numbers in the Old Testament may not have been
intended to be taken literally but may have been,
rather, “mathematical hyperbole”.

(iii) There are two possible solutions to the four
rivers of Genesis 2. The older solution is that the four
rivers are four great canals dug out by the ancient
Babylonians or inhabitants of Mesopotamia to facilitate
the irrigation of the land. In recent years Renckens,
a Dutch scholar, has presented a different solution.
He claims that the chapter is not expressing literal
fact or straightforward prose history. It is a chapter
written according to our modern expression of “poetic
license”. Water in the Middle East is very scarce
compared to such states as Washington or Oregon or
tropical countries with their daily downpour. About 75%
of the land in the Middle East is desert or semi-desert.
Egypt is 95% desert. Therefore one of the ideas of
heaven itself in the Middle East is a glorious supply
of water. So Genesis 2 is not literally about four an-
cient rivers or four ancient canals but a reference to the
unusual supply of water given to the first man to show
the %(oodness of God and the wonders of Eden. If
Rencken’s interpretation is correct then there is no
conflict between Genesis 2 and its four rivers and
our modern knowledge of the geography of the Middle
East.

(iv) With reference to other problems of factual
statements of Holy Scripture and their alleged contra-
diction by modern science we can say “wait and see.”
This is not a question-begging procedure or a theo-
logical “cop out.” Modern archeology is usually dated
as of the year 1798 when Napoleon invaded Egypt and
had with him not only soldiers but a number of scholars
who investigated many of the great antiquities of Egypt
and published their findings upon their return to
France. The great American archeologist, Albright,
said that it was not until at least 1920 that we could
really begin an intelligent correlation of archeological
materials with Holy Scripture. I have no idea what
sort of number to cite here, but certainly a great
number of problems of the Hebrew Bible have been
cleared up by archeological research. To be honest we
have to say that at the present time archeology has
also created some problems with the Old Testament.
But in view of the past one hundred years or so in
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which so many Biblical conundrums were resolved
it is not asking too much or shirking real scholarly
responsibility to simply say “wait and see.” This
does not mean that of a necessity Scripture will be
vindicated but it does claim that any judgment made
now with a spirit of finality may be embarrassed by
future discoveries.

If there are errors in Scripture or
if there are no errors in Scripture is
essentially a factual question, not a
theological one. And therefore this issue
is going to be settled eventually by
empirical, factual studies and not by
theological presuppositions.

Science and Inerrancy

1 must say in summary that my concern about sci-
ence and inerrancy is not the same concern as that of
many of my evangelical friends. They believe that the
assertion of Biblical inerrancy is a theological must.
A number of reasons are given for this, “If Scripture
is the truth of God it must be true in all that it says.”
“If there is error in Scripture then it becomes im-
possible to tell what is truth and what is error.” “If
God truly reveals himself and his plans in Secripture
and this is certified by verbal inspiration, then no
error can exist without impugning both the doctrine
of revelation and inspiration.” “If we can’t trust all of
the Bible perhaps we therefore cannot trust any of the
Bible—just as a witness caught in one lie while on the
dock will then be suspected with respect to everything
else he says.” “If the inerrancy of Scripture is denied
then we have started a theological program that will
eventually lead us to a great deterioration of orthodoxy
so that we will end up as some sort of liberal or mod-
ernist or existentialist.”

I think very differently at this point. To me
whether there are some errors or not in Scripture is
something determined empirically. We cannot dogma-
tize facts into or out of existence. They are just “there.”
If there are errors in Scripture or if there are no errors
in Scripture is essentially a factual question, not a
theological one. And therefore this issue is going to
be settled eventually by empirical, factual studies and
not by theological presupposition.

Furthermore an inerrant document is not thereby
a divinely inspired document. It is possible to write a
text in mathematics or symbolic logic which contains
no errors. This does not make these books divinely in-
spired. An inerrant Scripture would say only that
error cannot be charged against Scripture and so chal-
lenge its divine inspiration, but as such it does not
prove that Holy Scripture is divinely inspired. For
this, other categories and other kinds of reasoning are
necessary.

Furthermore I think the “all or nothing” way of
putting the issue is not the way we would really
react. Suppose, for example, after ransacking all pos-
sible evidence, we come to the conclusion that Paul’s
figure of 23,000 in I Cor. 10:8 is in error with the
report in Numbers 25:24 which reports 24,000, (I
have read the usual explanations or harmonizations of

JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN SCIENTIFIC AFFILIATION



SCIENCE AND BIBLICAL INERRANCY

this passage). I think that less than 1% of the body of
evangelical believers would renounce their faith if this
were substantiated as an error or if any other error of
this kind were shown in Holy Scripture. The reason
to me is quite obvious. Christians do not really stick
with the Christian faith because of the inerrancy of
Scripture but because of their experience of Christ and
of the Holy Spirit and of the spiritual content of Holy
Scripture which has so effectively spoken to their own
hearts,

Furthermore, the problem is not this simple. We
cannot assert “I believe there are no errors in Scrip-
ture,” and then pretend that all is settled or all is at
rest. There are some very difficult problems with the
text of Scripture. We know from reading the Latin
Vulgate and the Greek translation of the Old Testa-
ment that some words or phrases have been dropped
from the Hebrew texts we now use. In some cases just
the reading of the text indicates that something has
been dropped out. We have the difficult problem
of deciding on the canonicity of certain books such as
Esther. Or in the New Testament we really do not
know who wrote Hebrews and so we cannot say with
historical certainty that Hebrews is apostolic and
therefore part of the canon. I will not extend these
remarks, but apart from the allegation that there are
errors in Scripture there is an immense amount of ma-
terial in Scripture that is very ambiguous for one
reason or other—historical, moral, factual, or in mean-
ing. Therefore the assertion that the Scriptures are in-
errant does not really settle the critical dust. It does
not immediately make the Scriptures free from all
problems or ambiguities. And these other kinds of
problems may be more disturbing with respect to the
integrity of Holy Scripture than any incidental error
in a matter of fact. Supposing the critics are right
that the Gospels are not really historically reliable
accounts of the life of Christ, but are about 90% in-
vention of the early Christian Churches; or that Acts
has very little history in it but is primarily a propa-
ganda document written to reconcile conflicting parties
in the Church or to vindicate Paul to later congrega-

I am somewhat bewildered by some
of my evangelical friends who think all
is safe if they can show that all the pro-
posed errors or contradictions in the
Scripture can be challenged and shown
to be problems or difficulties rather
than errors. Nobody can play the game
of infallibilities in the 20th century and
win.

tions; or that Colossians and Ephesians are really at
least second or maybe third generation documents and
not Pauline at all; or that II Peter is a purely second
century fabrication; or that John’s Gospel is some sort
of literary mutation drawn from many non-Christian
sources (which is about the position Bultmann takes
in his commentary on John which is supposed to have
sold more copies in Germany than any other single
volume that is a commentary on some book of the
Holy Scripture). All of these things could be said
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without claiming that there is any error of fact. Yet if
such theses were generally true, they would destroy
any evangelical or orthodox version of Christianity.

Problems, difficulties, ambiguities, etc., can do far
more damage to faith and to one’s belief in the integrity
of Scripture than a sheer contradiction here and there.
So I am somewhat bewildered by some of my evangel-
ical friends who think all is safe or all is well if they
can show that all the proposed errors or contradictions
in the Scripture can be challenged and shown to be
problems or difficulties rather than errors.

The Game of Infallibilities

Nobody can play the game of infallibilities in the
twentieth century and win. The Roman Catholic Church
thought they had it won with an infallible Tradition
{Scripture and tradition with the small “t”), and with
an infallible pope, and with infallible ecumenical coun-
cils. But now all is in turmoil because historical science
has caught up with the Roman Catholic Church. All
of these infallibilities must eventually be conveyed in
the fallible language of a bishop or a priest to the
laity; or, the theologians who study these infallible
documents come up with alternate interpretations il-
lustrating that the infallible document is subject to
many fallible interpretations; or, as many “concession-
ist” Roman Catholic theologians are saying nowadays,
all the papal utterances and decrees of councils must
be seen in their historical context and so corrected or
adjusted. For example, the position of justification
taken by the counter-Reformation Council of Trent
is hard to square with the latest Greek studies of the
New Testament. So we are told the decree of the
council of Trent was meant to neutralize the one-sided
forensic view of the Reformers and therefore must be
interpreted in that light. All decrees of popes and
councils are historically relative. So the game of in-
fallibilities has really been lost in the Roman Catholic
Church.

The affirmation of an inerrant Bible must not lead
us to imitate the game of infallibilities. Our exegesis
may be good but we can’t assume that it is all in-
fallible. Our doctrinal statements may be, in our mind,
exactly what Holy Scripture teaches, but we cannot
say they are infallible as the Roman Catholic Church
pronounces about her de fide dogmas. There is an am-
biguity in all of life. We are hedged in by all kinds
of probabilities and obscurities in our earthly pilgrim-
ages. There are sufferings, tragedies, cataclysmhs, and
accidents which perplex all of us when we attempt
to correlate these with divine province. It is therefore
a mark of spiritual maturity, theological maturity, and
emotional maturity when we can learn to live with
that which is expressed in Luther’s famous phrase,
“the theology of the cross.”

For my own faith the divinity in Scripture is that
it is the bearer of revelation. But how this revelation
comes throu%h to me and holds me and grips me and
sustains my faith in Holy Scripture is that which was
mentioned previously: the perfections or affections of
Scripture. I find the Holy Scripture is functionally the
Word of God to me because of its divine authority,
its sufficiency [or “perfection” in the sense that it
teaches all we need to know in this life for salvation,
Christian living, and the hope to come], its clarity,
and its efficacy. These are the qualities whereby we
really are factually and effectively held to Holy Scrip-
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tures, for in these matters the Scriptures do function
as the written Word of God.
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There is no relationship between the Bible and
science as we know it today. Just about as much re-
lationship exists between apples and rocks as between
the Bible and modern science. The differences in con-
tent, scope, and purpose are so vast and profound
that one has to look very hard to find any similarities
or relationship. Indeed, the danger in such a search
is that one is likely to come up with apparent simi-
larities and false relationships, as a result of misin-
terpretation of Scripture and misunderstanding of sci-
ence. In order to avoid this danger it becomes more
important to contrast the differences rather than to
compare the similarities which might establish some
relationship between the Bible and science.

Although the contents of both the Bible and
science are presentations of the truth, the natures of
their respective truths are profoundly different. The
Bible contains the truth of God’s Word, the “spiritual,”
religious, or theological truth vital to the wholeness of
human life. It declares Jesus Christ to be the Way,
the Truth, and the Life. It proclaims God’s great love
for people and for His creation. It displays His plan of
salvation and reconciliation to a people full of loneli-
ness, greed, self-centeredness, hatred, and to a world
full of broken relationships, imbalance, and out of
control.

Science, on the other hand, contains the truth of
God’s world, the physical, biological, psychological,
and social truths which describe and correlate the
measurable and observable contents of the universe—
matter, energy, forces, and processes and relationships
of life.

Biblical truth is rather static and claims to be
absolute, although its form and means of expression
may change in order to convey its message clearly to
a changing world. Scientific truths are relative and
dynamic, constantly subject to change by expansion
and revision.

The Bible witnesses to the living Word, Jesus
Christ; this is a conclusion of faith. Science points to
understanding of the world; this is a conclusion of
knowledge. The purpose of the Bible is not to present
scientific truths, and the purpose of science is not to
present theological truths. I don’t believe that inerrancy
of the Bible extends to scientific and historical ver-
acity, but to those theological truths which make it
the “only unerring guide of faith and conduct.” The
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authority of the Bible rests upon the authority of
Jesus Christ, the living Word. The validity of science
rests upon experimental verification.

The approach to truth is also radically different.
The Bible proclaims truth through inspiration and
revelation. Science discovers truth through an orderly
process known as the scientific method, involving in-
ductive logic and empiricism, although some of the
most revolutionary scientific discoveries have been
made “accidentally” by a combination of intuition and
rare insight. Nevertheless, the observations and data
upon which these great scientific concepts are based
were arrived at through the scientific method.

The Bible tends to “answer questions” beginning
with, “Why?” e.g., “Why is man here? Why is man
the way he is?” Science tends to answer questions be-
ginning with “How?”, e.g., “How did man get here?
How did man get the way he is?” The Bible is con-
cerned with ultimate purpose; science is concerned
with mechanisms.

The Bible is a book I approach with
reverence—especially in the respective origi-
nals because every time I read a passage it
seems to be new, it conveys something new to
the situation in which I find myself. Some-
how it seems to have answers for some of my
“scientific” searches, too, though I refuse to
look upon the scriptures as a scientific text-
book. It contains truth which will reveal itself
in new ways always,

Science is my field of endeavor and also
something not stationary. Any theory in
scientific thought can only be a model, never
an absolute truth. Though our continued
guesswork can help us make more models and
through them find solutions to specific situa-
tions (medical advances) even scientific
thought is subject to “fashions” and always to
be taken with the idea, that things may look
quite different a few years hence.

Marie H. Berg

Fellow of ASA, Member of Membership Committee
4910 Circle Downs

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55416

The Bible is a witness to the activity of God in
the affairs of people and in history. Science is the
activity of people probing the nature of the world.

In conclusion, no significant relationship can be
found (by this observer) between the Bible and sci-
ence, because no such relationship is intended by
either the writers of Scripture or by scientists. How-
ever, some case may be made for the Bible giving
support to scientific endeavor, and vice versa. For
example, God’s directive in Genesis for man to “sub-
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due the earth and have dominion over all living
things” requires pursuit of knowledge (science). And,
in the other direction, some archaeological discoveries
have given the Biblical record a measure of historical
support. But I am not convinced that the establishment
of these relationships between the Bible and science
is a basic goal of either.

Richard H. Bube

Fellow of ASA, Editor of Journal ASA

Department of Materials Science, Stanford University
Stanford, California 94305

Understanding the revelational content of the Bible
means getting out of the Bible what God put there by
inspiration. Understanding the revelational purpose of
the Bible means asking the right questions to find out
what God put there. The basic guideline to the right
questions is the Bible’s own teaching about the pur-
poses for which it was written. The right questions are
essentially theological questions, taking that term in
its broadest sense to include questions about the nature
of God, the nature of man, the relationship between
God and man, and the relationships between man and
man in fulfillment of the God-to-man relationship.
The wrong questions are those that seek to establish
natural mechanisms for God’s activity by looking for
these mechanisms in the Bible; there is no information
in the Bible, for example, that is either in favor of or
opposed to theories of organic evolution. . . .

In view of the scientific data now available, are
we forced to the conclusion that there is a basic con-
flict between the natural revelation pointing toward
evolutionary origins for man, and the Biblical revela-
tion setting forth the creation of man by God?

The only conflict that can exist is one between our
interpretation of the paleontological record and our
interpretation of the Biblical record. Is the paleonto-
logical record showing us a pattern of general evolution
in which man has a long, continuous history that can
be traced back over several million years to primitive
manlike animals? Is the paleontological record showing
us that man has evolved not only morphologically, i.e.,
physically, but mentally and culturally as well? Is the
Biblical record showing us the scientifically describable
mechanisms by which God created life, animals, man,
and woman? Is the Biblical record showing us that at
one moment of time God created the first man Adam
from dust of the earth, and then at a later time He
created the first woman Eve from a rib of Adam?

If these are our interpretations of the paleonto-
logical and Biblical records, then conflict is inevitable.
No individual could hold both points of view simul-
taneously. What are the alternatives?

We could conclude that the Biblical record pro-
vides the only scientific data worth considering. On
this basis we could simply ignore the paleontological
data on the grounds that the apparent pattern and

evidence are intrinsically spurious. These data must
then be assumed to be susceptible to interpretation in
a different way. There appears to be no position that
is scientifically defensible today except one consistent
with the broad outlines of evolution.

Of course, each individual can make the choice
for himself to adopt openly a scientifically indefensible
position. It is possible, for example, to argue, without
fear of being proved wrong, that God created the
world fifteen minutes before you read this sentence;
one need only argue that the world so created has
all the signs of being much older, including such ob-
vious features as your memory of previous events,
etc. Such positions may be chosen, but it is up to each
individual again to choose for himself that position
which allows him to maintain personal intellectual in-
tegrity. A choice like this must be based upon the to-
tality of an individual’s knowledge and experience, and
is basically a choice made upon faith.

This is not to say that scientifically indefensible
choices made on the basis of faith are never to be
adopted. But in such a case alternative evidence of
some sort must be present with such overwhelming
conviction that no other choice is possible. If one must
insist that the Genesis accounts are descriptions of
scientifically describable mechanisms, that there were
at specific moments of time fiat creations of Adam and
Eve as the first human beings, then one must deny the
apparent evidence of the paleontological record. But
it must be clear that such a choice is made on the
basis of Biblical interpretation alone, and has no sup-
port [rom science.

The most important question is whether or not
the Genesis accounts are descriptions of scientifically
describable mechanisms. The only reliable guide to
understanding the content of the Biblical revelation
is to ask questions consistent with the revelational pur-
pose of the author involved. Is it really consistent with
the testimony of the Bible about the purposes for
which is was written to demand that the Genesis ac-
counts be intended to convey information about the
mechanisms of creative activity? Is it not much more
in keeping with the whole tenor of Biblical revelation
to see in these accounts the triumphant proclamation
of God as Creator and Sustainer of the universe, and
of man as the highest creation of God, destined for a
life dedicated to serving God but fallen into the depths
og sin by substitution of self for God at the center of
life?

The answers to evolutionary questions are not to
be found in Genesis. Present interpretations of the
paleontological record may or may not accurately de-
scribe the mechanisms involved in the crigin of man.
But such answers as will be forthcoming on these
problems will come from scientific studies. The Chris-
tian must not react in fear to the fossil record. The
reliability of the Bible and the vitality of a life with
Jesus Christ do not depend in any way on the proof or
the disproof of even the general theory of evolution.

Reprinted from The Encounter Between Christianity and
Science Wm. B. Eerdmuns (1968) pp. 97, 105-107.
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Wilbur L. Bulloch
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Much of the conflict between the Bible and science
can be traced to a stiffnecked rigidity and arrogance
by both zealous Christians and by enthusiastic, but un-
believing, scientists. The scientist, who on the basis of
the improbability of a written revelation from God
ignores or denies the realm of the spiritual, must rec-
ognize that his personal philosophical judgment does
not prove the materialistic position. The Christian must
accept the Bible as the authoritative, written revela-
tion from God, but avoid the pitfalls of extreme literal-
ism and unnecessary allegorizing.

Too many well-meaning people have been too
quick to fasten a literal meaning to biblical pas-
sages in terms of the science of their day (or
even the science of a past day!) and claim that
this is what the Bible says. The unreasonable and
unjustified defence of Ptolemaic astronomy is a
tragic and embarrassing example of distorting and
perverting Scripture on the basis of a senseless
and damaging literalism. The more recent de-
fence of “fixity of species” is another example. A
definition of “species” by an eighteenth century
biologist, Linnaeus, was forced into Scripture and
has caused untold damage and confusion for two
centuries. '

On the other hand, there have been all too many
who have accepted the philosophical speculations of
unbelieving scientists and others as “fact”. These peo-
ple, including many theologians, have been too quick
to sacrifice the authenticity and authority of Scripture
on the altar of “Science”. They use hypothesis and
theory to allegorize away, not only problem passages,
but even the basic truths of Scripture.

To me, one of the best guidelines is that laid down
by Paul in I Thessalonians 2:4. The gospel—and I
here apply this to its written record in Scripture—is a
“trust” From God. We are not to add anything to it
nor delete anything from it in order to defend our own
theories or our own private opinion of what the
gospel is (Revelation 22:18,19). Also we are to speak
to please God, not men. To me this means all men,
even our fellow Christians as well as our scientific col-
leagues.

In the area of evolution these principles are
particularly important. Any theory of evoll)ution—
as a biological theory and not as a philosophical
position—seeks to explain how plants and animal
got to be the way they are. Biblical creation ex-
plains Who did it and why He did it; it does not
explain how. So long as evolutionary theory and
interpretations of Biblical creation keep to their
respective fields of inquiry there is no conflict.
The Christian must recognize that the God of the
Bible is just as holy and just as omnipotent in
small insignificant processes as He is in the spec-
tacular and dramatic events. All too often people
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condemn “theistic evolution” on the basis of a
deistic interpretation of both evolution and the
Bible. To use the Bible in this way to disprove all
evolutionary theory is a misuse of a precious trust.
Evolutionary theory may be unproven and un-
proveable in many places—and I believe it is—
but, the written word of God is not the weapon
to use. The Bible does not disprove evolution as
biological theory; it does deny philosophical evolu-
tionary materialism. Neither can biological theory
be used to invalidate Scripture, althought it may
cast doubt on some of the traditional (and often
unjustified ) interpretations of Scripture.

Finally, we must avoid the arrogance of assuming
that, because we know some truth from science and/or
some truth from Scriptures, we know all truth. “Now
we see through a glass darkly”; we “know in part” (I
Corinthians 13:12). We must honestly admit that our
knowledge of spiritual truth and scientific truth is
really infinitesimally small. On the basis of that admis-
sion, the apparent conflicts between the Bible and sci-
ence, between Genesis and certain aspects of evolution-
ary theory become exciting and challenging areas of
study and investigation. The conflicts are not ignored
or avoided. They are not allegorized away. They are
not magnified into overwhelming obstacles. They are
simply given a different kind of priority from that im-
plied by the “evolution or creation” choice given us by
some theologians and some scientists. But both theo-
logical confidence in Scripture and scientific accuracy
demand such candor.

Adherence to these principles of integrity and
humility are essential; it is also rewarding. No
scientist or liberal theologian is going to shake
my faith in the Scriptures as the inerrant word
of God. No extreme fundamentalist or overly
literalistic theologian is going to convince me that
there is no truth in evolutionary theory. I am will-
ing to face unanswered questions and apparent
conflicts with absolute faith in the integrity of
Scriptures and the Christ they present. My prayer
is that my Lord will keep me from jumping to
false conclusions in the face of pressure from well-
meaning Christians or from fellow scientists. I do
not expect to know all the answers in this life,
but the trust of the gospel is too holy, too over-
whelming to be belittled by my arrogance or my
ignorance. But may I humbly, in the fear of the
Lord, continue to seek wisdom as our God has
commanded.

Stephen W. Calhoon, Jr.

Book Review Editor, Journal ASA

Central Wesleyan College
Central, South Carolina 29630

God said in Genesis 1:26, “Let us make man in
our image, after our likeness; and let them have
dominion over . . . all the earth.” In 1:28 He said
to man, “Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth
and subdue it, and have dominion over . . . every living
thing that moves over the earth.” (RSV) This com-
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mission is reiterated in Psalm 8, Hebrews 2:6-8, and
in other places.

Before subjection and dominion can be realized,
there must be a thorough understanding of that which
is to be dominated. Science is man's attempt to gain
this understanding, and hence may be interpreted by
the Christian as his response to God's commission.

Wherein the Bible speaks to any aspect of science,
it does so authoritatively and with reliability. Man’s
interpretation and understanding of the meaning of
what is said is subject to change, but when correctly
interpreted, the Bible’s truth is absolute.

In areas where the Bible does not give specific
details, science may be able to elucidate some of these
details, but the final elucidation will, without question,
support rather than contradict any details scripture
does give. For example: we are told that God made
the heavens and the earth (Gen. 1:1), great sea
monsters (verse 21), and man (verse 27) out of
previously unrelated material (barah). Then He also
said “Let the earth put forth” vegetation (verse 11),
“Let the waters bring forth” swarms of living creatures
(verse 20), and “Let the earth bring forth” living
creatures according to their kinds (verse 24). This
says to me that science will not be able to shed much
light on the actual creation of the universe, of sea
monsters, and of man—all apparently direct, ex nihilo
acts of God— but may be able to illuminate the proc-
esses God set in motion for the bringing forth of
the other living beings.

The Christian must be careful to work within the
framework of God’s inspired work, making no conclu-
sions that are contradictory to scriptural principles.
Indeed, if it looks as though evidence at hand war-
rants a conclusion contradictory to scripture, he can
be sure that further evidence is needed. This knowl-
edge should make him a better scientist for he will
not be making as many firm conclusions without suf-
ficient supporting evidence.

Before one is too strongly influenced by the athe-
istic theories being promulgated by contemporary
science, he should remember Paul's condemnation in
Romans 1:18-24,28 of those who seek a source-of-all-
things other than God. One working outside the frame-
work of theistic origins cannot hope to reach ultimate
truth about origins.

Gary R. Collins

Fellow of ASA, Chairman of Psychology Commission,
Consulting Editor (Psychology), Journal ASA

Trinity Evangelical Divinity School

Deerfield, Illinois

The Christian who is also a scientist must, I be-
lieve, accept the basic premise that divine revelation
cannot genuinely contradict any truth which is dis-
coverable by other means. Stated more simply, God's
Word and God’s world cannot be discordant.

Much of the subject matter of science and many
of the truths in Scripture are so far removed from
each other that they never come into conflict. The
psychological study of animal learning, for example,
and Biblical statements about salvation, are in separate
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and largely unrelated domains.

There are many other issues, however, in which
research findings appear to disagree with statements
in the Bible. When confronted with these matters, the
Christian must remember the basic premise stated
above and seek to deal with the conflict in the follow-
ing ways.

1. Collection of Additional Data. All science pro-
ceeds on at least two basic assumptions. First, science
assumes that the world contains facts and events which
can be accurately observed. Secondly, it is assumed
that these observables are related to each other in
logical and consistent ways. Using his various tech-
niques, the scientist strives to make precise observa-
tions and to discover how the observables are related.
When confronted with problems, he tries to find solu-
tions by making further observations and collecting
additional data.

2. Biblical Exposition. The Bible was written for
two purposes. First, the scriptures tell us about salva-
tion which comes “through faith in Jesus Christ” (II
Tim. 3:15, RSV). Secondly, the inspired Word of God
was given for “teaching, for reproof, for correction,
and for training in righteousness, that the man of God
may be complete, equipped for every good work”
(II Tim. 3:16,17, RSV). »

The Bible is not a scientific textbook. Its language
is theological and many of its terms (such as “soul,”
“spirit,” “mind,” “heart,” “righteousness,” etc.) can-
not be translated into scientific language. The scriptures
do not speak, nor do they claim to speak, with pre-
cision on matters relating to science. The account of
creation, for example, is so brief (only 34 verses from
Genesis 1:1 to 2:3) that it must only be a broad gen-
eral outline of a very complex topic.

As there are techniques and well defined methods
in science, so there are rules to be used in the study of
scr}pture. Some of these principles of hermeneutics are
as follows:

a. When possible, study in the original languages
(since ideas are sometimes distorted slightly in trans-
lation.)

b. Always look at the context. This includes con-
sideration not only of the verses which precede and
follow the passage being considered, but it also in-
volves a consideration of the historical setting, the cul-
ture, and the general intent of the book in which the
passage appears.

¢. Remember the “literary mold.” The Bible con-
sists of poetry, biography, history, letters, wise sayings,
and direct dictations from God. The literary form
governs, somewhat, the meaning of the words and sen-
tences.

d. Use cross references, comparing scripture with
scripture. If two passages differ in clarity, “obscure
passages must give right of way to clear passages.™

In both the collection of scientific data and the
exposition of scripture, we must seek to be as ob-
jective as possible. It is easy for all of us to approach
problems with our minds already made up. We look
to the scientific data (and as Christians we look to
scripture) to find support for the conclusions which we
have already reached. Emotional involvement with our
pet ideas, and selective perception as we look to the
data, probably contribute much to the heated conflict
that surrounds issues such as evolution.

While the accumulation of scientific data and the

107

wr



SYMPOSIUM

careful exposition of scripture may eventually lead to
the solution of many problems, it is true that some
conflicts persist. What do we do then? The answers
given below are not likely to be very satisfactory to
inquiring minds, but they may be our only alternatives.

1. We accept the conclusion that at least for
the present, the conflict cannot be resolved. In
the words of psychologist Paul Meehl, “if a resolu-
tion cannot be effected, the problem is put on
the shelf as a mystery, not solvable by the lights
of nature or of grace but only in the light of
glory.”?

2. When we are forced to decide between
science and scripture, the Bible must be con-
sidered pre-eminent and science must be brought
into line with the authority of the Word of God.

In considering the relation between the Bible and
science, one other issue should be mentioned. Accord-
ing to Dr. Myron Augsburger, “in the twentieth cen-
tury we've made a god of scientific achievement. But
even now we are recognizing that it takes more than
technology to provide man with meaning and values
in life. Faith is an inescapable necessity.” Science has
produced an avalanche of valuable technical informa-
tion, but science cannot tell us how we ought to use
this data. Research can reveal nothing about right
and wrong. Science cannot tell us what we ought to
study or how we should behave. We may know a great
deal about nuclear power, space exploration, and the
ways to control human behavior, for example, but we
must look beyond science to decide whether this in-
formation will be used for man’s benefit or for his
destruction.

Value judgments and ethical decisions appear to
be based on three major foundations: an individual's
subjective feelings, group consensus (as when a code
of ethics is adopted) and/or the Word of God. For
the Christian, the first two of these must be in sub-
jection to the third. Our scientific endeavors, aspira-
tions, and achievements can only be properly evaluated
in the light of divine revelation as found in the Bible.

FOOTNOTES

1. B. Ramm. Protestant Biblical Interpretation. Boston: W. A,
Wilde Company, 1956.

2. What, Then, is Man? St. Louis, Missouri: Concordia, 1958,
p. 181.

3. M. Augsburger. Faith for a Secular World. Waco, Texas:
Word, 1968, p. 14-15. (Italics mine).

Roger J. Cuffey

Member of Physical Science Commission,
Consuliing Editor (Paleontology), Journal ASA
Department of Geology and Geophysics
The Pennsylvania State University
University Park, Pennsylvania

The relationship between the Bible and science is a
subject vitally important to every evangelical scientist,
although—considering the diversity of their scientific
and religious backgrounds—such persons ever achiev-
ing a uniform viewpoint on this subject seems highly
unlikely. Nonetheless, sharing the different attitudes
held by various evangelical scientists should prove
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mutually profitable to all.

When we speak here of the relationship between
the Bible and science, what we are really considering
is the relative reliability of Biblical exegesis as com-
pared with scientific investigation, when dealing with
scientific (rather than spiritual) problems. Ideally,
both methods of study should yield similar conclusions,
as they presumably would if employed by a sinless and
infinitely intelligent scholar.

Practically, however, our minds are both affected
by sin and rather limited; consequently, information
derived from studying the Bible exegetically some-
times conflicts in varying degrees with information de-
rived from studyin% nature scientifically. For example,
some evangelical scholars reject—on the basis of Biblical
exegesis—the widely accepted scientific conclusion that
all organisms are the product of organic evolution.
The evangelical scientist must decide, therefore, which
(if either) of the two methods—Biblical exegesis or
scientific investigation—he will rely on in preference
to the other.

Biblical exegesis is based upon a scholar’s read-
ing the Bible, and then drawing conclusions about
reality from the meanings of the words written therein.
Although this is a relatively reliable method of ob-
taining information, we sometimes forget that language
itself is imperfect and limited in its ability to impart
precise and complete information. The unending con-
troversies which have raged about various Biblical
doctrines, and about the exact meanings of literary and
legal writings, imply that there is a point beyond which
further exegetical study of written language yields no
more insight into reality. Moreover, exegesis is further
limited as a scientific tool, because ancient writings
can be interpreted only in terms of the languages and
concepts which were available to their authors when
writing,

Because the Bible is concerned mostly with spirit-
ual (rather than scientific) matters, because it was
written long before modern science expanded vocabu-
laries, and because by nature it shares the limitations
on completeness inherent in all written language, I
think that modern scientific controversies can never be
decided by relying upon Biblical exegesis alone.

Scientific investigation, in contrast, is based upon
a scholar’s making observations of natural phenomena—
observations which can be repeated independently by
another scholar—and then drawing conclusions about
reality from them. This, too, is a relatively reliable
method of obtaining information, but is also limited
in that it involves natural (rather than spiritual) phe-
nomena. However, since our principal concern is scien-
tific problems, that limitation does not affect our use
of this method. Moreover, in comparison with exegesis,
scientific investigation is much less limited and much
more capable of leading to new, more precise and
complete insights about reality. This is because new
and different observations of natural phenomena can
be made when existing scientific knowledge has been
pressed to its limit, whereas exegesis is forever limited
to the meanings placed upon words by previously exist-
ing societies. Consequently, scientific investigation is a
very powerful tool, and—in my opinion—the principal
tool which must be employed in resolving any mod-
ern scientific controversy.

When both Biblical exegesis and scientific investi-
gation lead to the same conclusion regarding some as-
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pect of nature, everyone is satisfied. However, evan-
gelical scientists are quite concerned when these two
methods lead to apparently different or contradictory
conclusions. What should we think when Biblical exe-
gesis and scientific investigation produce seemingly
contradictory results concerning some specific scien-
tific problem, such as that of organic evolution?

Initially, we should re-examine both the scientific
evidence and the Biblical material bearing on the
problem, in order to determine whether or not the
conflict is merely an apparent or superficial one. Many
of the apparent conflicts which have arisen in the
past have been of this type, including—I believe—the
conflict about evolution. Such conflicts may result
either from imprecisely or inaccurately stated scientific
conclusions, or from linguistically unjustifiably narrow
Biblical interpretations; both excesses have often oc-
curred in discussions about evolution.

Then, if the conflict remains unresclved, we should
obtain new evidence bearing on the problem. Usually,
in dealing with scientific controversies, this new evi-
dence will come from new scientific observations, al-
though sometimes it will come from increased under-
standing of the languages in which the Bible was
written. The conflict can then be re-examined in the
light of this new evidence, and three different possi-
bilities may result.

First, new scientific investigations may necessitate
changing the commonly accepted Biblical interpreta-
tion. This has actually happened several times in the
history of modern science; it is currently happening—
for many evangelical scientists, as they become aware
of modern paleontologic and genetic research—with
the evolution controversy.

Second, new Biblical exegesis may suggest a change
in commonly accepted scientific ideas. If new scientitic
evidence can then be generated supporting the sug-
gested change and contradicting the commonly held
idea, then the entire scientific community would ac-
cept the change. However, if such evidence is not
generated, all scientists—evangelical or not—should con-
tinue to accept the commonly held scientific ideas and
re-assess the new exegetical results. This course should
be followed especially if new scientific evidence con-
tinues to support the commonly accepted scientific
ideas, as do current paleontologic studies bearing on the
evolution and flood-geology problems.

In modern science, I know of no instance in which
Biblical exegesis has initiated significant changes in
commonly accepted scientific conclusions. However,
Biblical exegesis alone might help an evangelical sci-
entist (but not his non-evangelical colleagues) decide
which of two scientific theories—equally supported by
available scientific evidence—is more likely correct. For
example, scientific investigations indicate that evolution
occurred; Biblical exegesis leads me personally to favor
a concept of God-guided cvolution, instead of a con-
cept of non-theistic evolution.

Third, the apparent conflict may still remain, in
spite of additional relevant evidence. In this case, the
evangelical scientist may wait to decide about the
problem until continued search for new evidence can
resolve the conflict, as some have done with the evolu-
tion question. Sometimes, however, events require us
to m:l]ke an immediate though tentative decision about
a conflict. In that situation, I personally would tempo-
rarily accept the scientific conclusion rather than the
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exegetical one, so long as doing so does not sacrifice
the few basic spiritual concepts taught by the whole
Bible. Because of the past history of scientific con-
clusions influencing Biblical interpretations, and be-
cause of the availability of the scientific conclusions
to virtually unlimited further testing, I believe that this
is the most reasonable option open to an evangelical
scientist faced with a particular scientific question.

In conclusion, I believe that the evangelical scien-
tist must rely primarily upon scientific investigation,
rather than Biblical exegesis, when dealing with mod-
ern scientific problems, like that of organic evolution.
I offer these thoughts, reflecting my own beliefs, for
the consideration of other evangelical scientists in-
terested in this important subject.

H. Harold Hartzler

Fellow of ASA, Executive Secretary of ASA,
Chairman of Membership Committee

Department of Mathematics and Astronomy
Mankato State College, Mankato, Minnesota 56001

First of all, it must be stated that the main pur-
pose of the Bible is to show that God is a loving
heavenly father and that Jesus Christ came into the
world in order to seek and to save the lost. Science,
on the other hand, is not concerned with either God
or Jesus Christ, but is interested in formulating as
complete a description as is possible of the universe.

Both the Bible and science have been produced by
individual human beings. However, they differ in that
the Bible is the inspired Word of God, while science
has only a human origin. Thus, since God is perfect
and man is subject to error, it may be expected that
the Bible, when it deals with the physical universe,
will give a more perfect picture than that revealed by
science.

F. Alton Everest, first President of the ASA, and
more recently Editor of the ASA Newsletter, has writ-
ten in the preface of Modern Science and Christian
Faith (Van Kampen 1948): “This volume has been
written to demonstrate two things, (1) Between the ob-
servations of science and a simple, direct interpretation
of the Bible narrative there exists a harmony such as
would be expected of a book having the same author
as the physical world. (2) There is an appreciable
group of reputable men of science who are convinced
of the inspired origin of the Bible and who find in it a
stimulating, satisfying, and irreplaceable contribution
to their scientific pictures of the universe.”

This is in marked contrast to the article by Paul
H. Seely entitled “The Three Storied Universe,”
Journal ASA 21, 18 (1969). Here the author writes,
“The Bible assumes that the universe consists of three
stories. The top story consists of a hard firmament
which serves to divide a part of the primeval ocean from
the other part of that ocean which is on the earth,
The middle story, the earth, is where flesh and blood
men live. The bottom story, Sheol, is where the souls
of the departed live. The Bible assumes that the uni-
verse is three-storied; but, we do not believe that
Christians are bound to give assent to such a cos-
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mology, since the purpose of the Bible is to give re-
demptive, not scientific truth. The relationship of sci-
ence to Scripture is this: The Bible gives redemptive
truth through the scientific thoughts of the times with-
out ever intending that those scientific thoughts should
be believed as inerrant.”

It is the conviction of the writer that the above
represents Mr. Seely’s interpretation of the Bible but
that it is by no means the only or the correct one. R.
Laird Harris has replied to the above-mentioned article
in Journal ASA 21, 92 (1969). Dr. Harris points out
that the doctrine of the inerrancy of Scripture comes to
us from an exegesis of the statements of Christ. He
states, “The question is, was Christ correct when He
spoke of Heaven, of Hell, of Adam and Eve, of Noah
and the Flood, of Jonah and the whale, or was He not?
In those areas where the doctrine of inerrancy of Scrip-
ture is given up, the authority and truthfulness of Christ
is soon given up as well and this is quite logical for
even the critics admit that Christ taught inerrancy.”

This problem of inerrancy is a crucial one in Chris-
tendom today and it is a problem before the ASA. The
first section of the ASA doctrinal statement states that,
“The Holy Scriptures are the inspired Word of God,
the only unerring guide of faith and conduct.” The
question may be asked, Why give up the doctrine of
inerrancy?

The writer thinks that in matters where the Bible

and scientific results appear to conflict, one should
first carejully examine what the Bible has to say, ac-
cept it as God's Word, and then examine the scientific
results and interpret them in the light of Scripture.
Many Christians proceed in the opposite direction. The
question is: Which is the better procedure? Perhaps
both should be used? However for the Christian the
primacy of God's Word should never be lost sight of.

Scientists who are Christians need to be reminded
of Paul’s statement to the Corinthians: “For this world’s
cleverness is stupidity to God. It is written: He that
taketh the wise in their craftiness. And again: The Lord
knoweth the reasonings of the wise, that they are vain.
So let no one boast o? man (I Cor. 3:19-21, Phillips).”

This simply points out that all of the best scientific
cleverness is simply foolishness in the sight of God.
Again one may note that scientific theories are quite
transitory. It is of the nature of science to change be-
cause man is continually looking for a better descrip-
tion of the universe. Thus it will continue until God
calls a halt.

In summary, the writer believes that the Bible is
our only unerring guide, that it is accurate in all areas
and that it contains the solution to man’s deepest need.
Science, on the other hand, is always quite fallible,
is ever changin%, is always ready to test some new
hypothesis, yet has proved to be of very great value
to mankind. It is the most powerful force in the
present age.

An absolute, literalist interpretation of the first three chapters of Genesis makes
it impossible to relate it to man’s origin according to modern studies in anthropology.
More disastrously, a literalist interpretation forces one to focus on man’s physical origin,
rather than on man’s relationship to God, the origin of man’s spiritual nature—in God's
image—and the revealing to man of the beginning of God’s continuing act of reconcil-
ing man to Himself. Nowhere in these chapters is there stressed man’s physical shape
except the symbolic formation of Woman from a rib. How important is the biological
nature of man? Only to the degree that man’s spiritual nature is dependent upon it,
should be the answer. Since 1 do not assume that such a relationship can even be
implied, then the size, shape and skin color of man is not important and does not
have to be accounted for by a special act of God. It is the implanting of God's image

in man which is the point of these chapters.

In the pasti—and to some extent today—there was believed to be a correlation
between man’s spiritual nature and physical structure. Skin color was the symbol of
this correlation. The darker the skin pigmentation the less soul-substance a person had,
proving the curse of degeneration on the children of Ham. Conversely, the whiter the
skin the more soul one had, the closer to God, one of the elect. Black men are suffering

under this false judgment.

God’s redemptive plan is not more valid because one assumes a special creation
hypothesis than an evolutionary hypothesis to account for man’s biological structure.
The point of Genesis is God’s love to man, not biology; man’s recognition of God

and man’s symbol-making capabilities.

God’s eternal plan for man has been recorded not only in Genesis but also in
the book of Revelation, where God revealed to John His plan for the ages, clearly
describing God's reconciling work begun in Genesis. Man’s biology has little place in
all of this—it being the transitory shell in which the real man, man’s spirit, lives.

George R, Horner

Fellow of ASA, Chairman of Social Science Commission

Boston State College
Boston, Massachusetts
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Russell H. Heddendorf

Fellow of ASA, Member of Social Science Commission,
Consulting Editor (Sociology), Journal ASA

Geneva College, Beaver Falls, Pennsylvania

I would like to address myself to the particular
discipline of social science. This emphasis rules out
consideration of the general theory of evolution and
the physical world which is the result of God’s creative
act. Rather, it directs itself to the social world, which
is a product of man.

The particular concern here is with a general
theory of society. The Biblical description of
society is based on the fact of man’s alienation
from God and resultant sinfulness. In this condi-
tion, he creates a society which is merely an im-
perfect form of what could be if God were to rule.
This society is a source of comfort to man in that
it meets his perceived needs. In fact, however, it
helps to keep him separated from God. In return,
society supports the sinful nature of man. This
view of man and his relation to society could be
supported from scripture and is also in agreement
with social views held by Calvin.

Further, it is a view of society which is tangential
to that held by the branch of contemporary sociology
referred to as the sociology of knowledge. Omitting the
question of man’s nature, the claim is that society has
not a true reality; it is merely a social construction of
man. The meaning that society has for man is designed
to meet his apparent needs which shift with the particu-
lar social position in which the individual finds him-
self. Strict methods of empirical study are of less
value in analyzing a society so conceived, since the
critical questions transcend data derived by empirical
methods.

This general theory is fundamental for the de-
velopment of special theories or “theories of the middle
range” as they are referred to in sociology. For instance,
it is entirely likely that a special theory of social prob-
lems could be elucidated. Perhaps a special theory
of values and morals could also be developed. The
data in the social sciences would be quite congenial
for the development of such theories which would also
be in fundamental agreement with scripture. While
these special theories would be based on the general
theory, additional support could be provided at a
number of points directly from scripture.

From these special theories, it would be expected
that applied theories could be derived. Based on the
view of man and society stated above, these theories
would deal with concrete problem areas in our society.
For example, a basic theory of capital punishment
could be derived from the special theory of values
which would be in agreement with the general theory.
The principle here would be social unity under the
will of God. Under the special theories of social prob-
lems, applied theories for such areas as juvenile de-
linquency would be feasible.

The argument being made here is that the
Christian approach to problems in the physical
world should be different from that used for
problems in the social world. For one thing, the
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Bible has much more to say about the social
world than the physical. Further, the lack of so-
phistication in the social sciences leaves problems
" this area on a higher level of generality where
they are more readily approached. Finally, one
finds that social science provides much ready sup-
port for theories of the social world which are in
agreement with Biblical principles., Thus, while
the Christian may have to approach physical
science from a defensive posture, it is not neces-
sarily the case that such a position would have
to be taken in the social sciences. Indeed, the
changing nature of the social world would in the
long run probably help to validate these theories,
as it increasingly conforms to the sinful inclina-
tions of man.

Irving W. Knobloch

Fellow of ASA, Consulting Editor (Botany),
Journal ASA

Department of Botany and Plant Pathology

Michigan State University

East Lansing, Michigan 48823

It is an often-overlooked truism that not all science
is frowned upon by conservative laity and theologians.
People are most happy to have access to antibiotics,
better fruits and vegetables and a host of other things.
It can also be said that in distant ages science was
looked upon with amusement and then wonder but not
distrust. Several notable exceptions were, of course,
when Galileo Galilei published his masterpiece in 1632
entitled “A Dialogue on the Two Principal Systems
of the World” and the other was in 1859 when Charles
Darwin offered his book “The Origin of Species by
Natural Selection” to the world. Galileo’s work seemed
to CFlace the earth in a subsidiary position to the sun
and this was contrary to the current teaching on the
subject. Darwin’s work seemed to conflict with Biblical
teaching regarding the origin of man.

Today, over a hundred thousand scientists labor
away and hardly one of them wonders if his work
will have any effect upon religion. Most of them
couldn’t care less. Many of these workers ‘in the
sciences are sincere and dedicated Christians believing
in the confessions and the creeds of their respective
churches. Only a small handful of Christian scientists
deal with controversial areas such as origins and evo-
lution. No scientist in his daily work as a scientist ever
deals with matters of morals, with the soul or with
the after-life. They certainly think about these matters
but—“after working hours”. I venture the opinion that
they are conducting themselves properly by keeping
these areas separate. In my own work, I am attempting
to unravel the ancestry of a group of thirty-five species
of plants. They are all listed as separate taxa in the
textbooks but my studies thus far prove that about half
of them have the triploid number of chromosomes in
their cells and they also show spore abortion. With-
out going into technicalities, we can positively say
that about half of the species are not “good” species
but have arisen as a result of hybridization. This type
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of research is “evolutionary” and might offend those
who believe in the fixity of species. It is interesting
to note that a great many conservative Christians have
also given up this doctrine (fixity of species) but
they are not willing to “go all the way” in evolutionary
doctrine. What I will prove in my research will be
a “fact” but my findings will really have nothing to
say about the ultimate origin of all plants. Science has
a great deal to say about the origins of many taxa
of a factual nature but it cannot speak with the same
certainty (although some over-zealous disciples do)
of the ultimate origin of living things.

Speaking frankly, it is much too early, in history,
to write the final chapter on evolution. Personally I
have no fear, should it be eventually proven (if indeed
it is possible) that man came from the lower forms
because, if is proven, that is the way it was.

I have the firm belief that in matters of science,
it will be the scientist who has the last word and not
the theologian. How could it be otherwise? We all
recall many firmly-held beliefs of the middle ages which
were thought to reflect true Biblical teaching and which
have now been discarded. It is not unreasonable to
guess that some of the ideas we now hold, will also
be found to be in error as time goes on. What these
doomed beliefs will be, no one knows! Special Creation
may be one such but at present we simply do not have
the definitive data needed to be dogmatic. Please

bear in mind what was alluded to previously. The
origin of many present-day taxa has been traced and
for them, the idea of Special Creation is no longer
tenable.

Possibly we should all ask ourselves what we con-
sider to be the bare essentials of the Christian religion?
Can we say that God gave us the Ten Commandments
and that we must keep these to merit His grace? If
so, couldn’t we stop arguing about original sin and
all the many other so-called “sins” not connected to
the Comandments? Can’t we agree that Christ was
divine and that he is our Redeemer? If we believe
in a Heaven and a Hell, why do we have to insist
that one goes to either place immediately, as some
say. Does it really matter? And, in a similar vein, be-
lieving as we do that we do go to one place or the
other, why must we insist that one’s “soul” goes there.
Is there anything wrong with the “body” going some-
place?

I am forced to be pragmatic about religion and
what I see about me leaves little hope that all Chris-
tians will adopt the above line of thought. My concern
for the welfare of the Christian church leads me to
think, however, that we must stay flexible in all non-
essentials. Inflexibility in the past has lead to ludicrous
consequences. 1 trust that many of you will think along
these lines in the coming years.

T. H. Leith

Fellow of ASA, Member of History and Philosophy of
Science Commission, Consulting Editor
(Philosophy), Journal ASA

Department of Philosophy

York University

Ontario, Canada

If someone says that a Christian view of the world
is a metaphysic, 1 have no wish to argue about terms.
Certainly it has often added ideas of a traditional
metaphysical sort to its system; indeed, it has too
often been a Christianized Platonism or something else.
However, to the extent that a Christian view is to
be identified with systematic theology, it is in critical
ways different from those great speculative meta-
physical schemes of the past. Also, it is hardly justifi-
able to arrive at the Creator-creature relationship so
important to the Christian way of seeing the world,
by starting from some metaphysic essentially different
in its fundamenals, although it may have facets which
prove suggestive in those areas of the relationship
where we may wish the luxury of some speculation.
Let me, then, merely point out that I prefer caution
in calling a Christian philosophy a metaphysic. But I
am not willing to be as lenient in talking of a Christian
science. 1 deny that there is a Christian physics or
a Christian biology. There are Christian philosophies
about these, however.

It is my conviction that a Christian physics is
neither more nor less than a good physics, a
physics doing what any science should. Any science
worth its salt should be as coherent as possible

112

and as open to critical test as is humanly possible.
A Christian can ask no more of it than any
scientist can ask: how is it standing up to test
and how suggestive is it for future work. Some
Christians believe that their faith demands some-
thing different, in part at least. They may believe
that biological or geological theories, say, of a
sort hardly popular among non-Christians are re-
quired by their belief. If tﬁey mean that scientists
are shortsighted in the theories which they de-
velop, this is often too true and if they can offer
alternatives which are empirically heuristic and
which give some indication of corroboration I will
applaud. But I do not wish the substitution of
one prejudiced outlook for another. If a Christian
believes that he must develop unpopular theories,
he must realize that, as far as his science goes,
an analysis of the results of his theorizing has to
stand up to critical empirical test within the realm
of nature. I am not, however, sure that the Chris-
tian faith in its broad sense gives us more than
general leads as to what such theories might be
any more than atomism or mechanism as philo-
sophies have done. Above all, I am confident that,
if a more specific sense is implied, as with exegesis
of some Scriptural passage, the theory which one
believes to follow from this exegesis must, if it is
scientific, do what any good scientific theory must
do: it must be corroborated by our experience in
the laboratory or in the world outside it. If it
can not be, it is not scientific. It is a theory of
some other sort. I see some of these around in
our day but they masquerade as scientific when
they are not. As example I might mention the
theory that much of our geological record is the
product of a universal flood not too long ago or
the theory that the gaps in the fossil record are
capable of explanation only if we introduce
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special creative acts of God somewhere within
them.

To return to the matter of the relationship of the
philosophy of science to the Christian faith, may I
make a few general remarks and then several sugges-
tions? I am convinced that the relationship will reveal
itself as partly negative but as salutary nonetheless.
The negative aspect is that those who work in this
area will very often see the failures of the church
applying itself to scientific matters in the past and
even in our day. Too commonly we shall see that the
church has presumed to build God in the image of its
ideas of a science which proved transient and on the
foundation of a metaphysic which is essentially non-
Christian. We shall recognize, and be disturbed by,
the inhibitions placed upon scientific theorizing and
practice in a quite infelicitous manner by the church.
And we shall see that we are not alone, that science has
been inhibited by a variety of metaphysics, by ideologies,
by political structures and that escape here is most
difficult. Indeed it is not possible to avoid, being
human, some prejudice within scieniific work, but
we must always permit experiment and testing as a
counter-influence. The one inescapable restriction is
that, always, some moral code will place some bound
upon what sorts of experiments may be performed;
we do not wish absolute license in playing with people
or societies, we do not wish Nazi-like death clinics or
atomic bombs dropped on a people to see what hap-
pens to them.

The relationship has a potentially positive side also
and indeed it has been actualized in part. I expect
to see more Christians finding their way into the philo-
sophy of science in order to contribute to its work
in both its narrow and broader senses. Above all, I
am sure that our faith can foster an interest in science
and help us work toward a more refined and useful
Christian philosophy of the scientific task.

As a philosopher of science, I cannot help but
recognize that everyone’s view of the aim of science,
and thus of some of its methodology both in theory
development and in practice, is always colored by a
world-view, by what we believe about nature, our
place in it, and the origins of values. A Christian
then must see the world and himself as a creature
of the God of Scripture, as things originated and sus-
tained by this God, just as the non-Christian must really
begin logically with the denial of this insight. Hence,
if the world is God’s, then any other way of seeing
it misunderstands it. The practical result for the Chris-
tian should be action on this pre-supposition: working
in science, and thinking about science, as activities
glorifying God.

For the Christian, then, nature stands in complete
dependence on God; God doesn’t depend on nature.
God is not to be found limited by the world. Never
forget that God creates a world consistent with His
nature and that any kind of world which we find must
be that sort of world. God cannot, therefore, be pro-
scribed by our subjective ideas as to right and wrong
or good and bad, nor can God, in any way, be limited
by our incomplete theories about nature. God is not
to be fitted to the Procrustean bed of our rationalism
or our empiricism and surely He is not to be added
as a veneer to some other world view as in vitalism
or personalism or mechanism or what have you. The
Christian must always remember that scientific laws
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are his theories: only the lawfulness of nature is God’s
or, as Kingsley put it, nature manifests the “customs
of God” and we must painfully seek out the details
of these, never being sure that we have got them
quite right. Of course, our knowledge of the relation-
ship of any created thing to the Creator is imperfect,
although we may try to see it in some scheme of
total dependence. We are not left, however, with a
“wholly other” since the Bible seems to provide us
with analogies or suggestive pictures of God and His
creative activity. It is these which afford us the oppor-
tunity to speculate on the details of this activity. In
some ways a mechanistic model of the universe—in
whatever new sense we must use that term “mechan-
istic” in our day of relativistic quantum mechanics—
with God as designer and mechanic may prove useful.
In another context a kind of Berkelian thought-model
may be helpful to our understanding. Donald McKay's
clever work in England and Mascall’s studies of models
and images are well-known examples of such studies.
It is the task of the philosophical analyst (including
some of those interested in aspects of these specula-
tions which impinge on the philosophy of science,
as well as some theologians), to assess such model-
building in the light of systematic exegesis or in terms
of the scientific matters which they raise. An example
of the latter is the problem raised by a contingent
model, in which God is a “God of the gaps,” for
scientific methodology. Just how does one work up
a theory of the paleogenesis of living forms if the
gaps in the fossil record are taken to be unsuited to
scientific theorizing?

If it is clear that for a Christian scientism is im-
possible, that science must be seen in its proper place
in Christian epistemology, it is likewise important to
remember that this proper place is only generally
recognizable. We know some matters where science
cannot serve us as more than an informant (as in
ethics) or as a goad to clearer thinking (as in sys-
tematic theology). But just how far science can take
us in understanding nature on the basis of its own
ideas and methods is not known. It is crucial that
we have not set up artificial barriers ahead of time.
If there are different Christian philosophies, a spec-
trum of theologies, and variant systems of exegesis,
it is as true that not all of these foster science as well
as do others. I am all for removing false barriers to
science and for examining very carefully any inhibit-
ing philosophy or theology or specific exegesis to
see whether it can show cause for such proscription.
Let me hint at what you will find by returning to
the more usual question of the relationship of science
to metaphysics.

I do not doubt for a minute that scientific work
involves what one might call metaphysical presupposi-
tions, but I am confident that these do not logically
generate particular scientific theories. Scientists are
committed to the assumption that their memories are
reliable, for if they were not, they could never either
develop a theory nor repeatedly test it. Scientists be-
lieve too that others can experience what they do, for
if this were not so, no theory could be publicly test-
able. Again, scientists are committed to there being
some events which are “causally” related, with science
seeking to ascertain what the relations might be, for
otherwise they could never have criteria as to how
to test their theories, All of these assumptions permit
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us to work in science, to develop a methodology.
There are, however, yet other commitments necessary
to scientific theorizing itself. Must we not believe that
the events covered by our thory may be causally re-
lated in whatever way the theory suggests? Must we
not ask what the world must be like if some events
in it are caused and if other persons like ourselves
are members of it? And must we not ask if the world
which is publicly experienceable is the same as, or
continuous with, our sense perceptions? But do you
see anywhere the specification of any particular sci-
entific theory by these? I do not.

The restriction of scientific theorizing by meta-
physics is not logical, it seem to me, but psychological.
People believe that some metaphysic requires some
specified scientific theory. The result is to make neces-
sary what is only contingent and historical accident
and is to influence illicitly the scientist’s account of
the aim and strategy of science and the relationship
which he sees among varied theories. Does this apply
also to theology? I believe it does. Certainly theology
helps explain why the metaphysical a prioris which
I called necessary are in fact such. It also forbids
certain interpretations of what a theory means. But
I do not see theology as legitimately limiting scientific
theorizing (unless, of course, one includes in theoriz-
ing the testing of theories in a manner forbidden by
a theologically-based ethic).

When one turns to specific exegesis of certain
Scriptural passages matters are a little harder.
Exegesis might suggest specific theories in some
science or, at least, delimited classes of theories.
But the ultimate test for any scientific theory is
how well it fits what we know from experience in
the physical world and how well it stands up in
future. If it cannot do that it is a failure as a
scientific theory and if we cannot even see if
it fails because testing is impossible, it is not a
scientific theory at alll An example of the latter
is the theory that the world was created fairly
recently with the appearance of great age: such
a theory requires tgat, no matter how hard we
look, the evidence always fools us. The former
type of theory is often found in the history of
science, as when Galileo’s opponents pointed out
that Psalm 93:1 forbade the motion of the earth
and that certain other passages indicated the
motion of the sun so that Aristotle’s or Tycho’s
model of the solar system were possibly true, but
Copernicanism was likely false. I find, however,
very few good scientific theories which are the
product of exegetical stimulation. I am not hope-
ful for improvement. Indeed, I continue to look
instead for exegesis being prodded into re-examin-
ing itself by scientific advance. As long as that
condition obtains we are likely to hear the skeptic
cry, “I always said you could find a convenient,
but rationalized, escape when matters became
too hot.” I am not sure that the situation is en-
tirely avoidable, although one would wish that
exegetes had more foresight in seeing that the
terms of the Biblical text or the context allowed
much more flexibility than they have been wont
to believe at a given time. It has, however, been
partly, and perhaps largely, due to science that
exegetes have had their eyes opened both as to
the breadth of Biblical meaning and to the dis-
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tinctives between the nature of scientific explana-
tion and that of theology. Therefore, I look for
further developments in this direction, for we can
hardly say that the process is complete if for no
other reason than that science has not ceased
providing us with the challenge of startling but
well-corroborated theories of interest to the Bibli-
cal scholar,

Reprinted portion of a paper “What Is the Philosophy of
Science?” The Gordon Review 10, 119 (1967).

Gordon R. Lewthwaite

Consulting Editor (Geography), Journal ASA

Department of Geography
San Fernando Valley State College

The discussion of the relationship between the
Bible and Science has been bedevilleg by one basic
fact: if both are viewed as presenting factual accounts
of earth-history on one and the same scientific-histori-
cal level a mutual clash, if not mutual cancellation,
seems unavoidable. Faithful exegesis of texts which
“say what they mean and mean what they say” can
terminate in the conclusions that earth-history and
human genealogies must be compressed within 6000
or so years, that all was created between the mornings
and evenings of six literal days after which God rested,
that man (and woman made from his rib) lived in
an angel-guarded Paradise whence four explicit (but
undiscovered) rivers ran, and where grew the trees
of life and of the knowledge of good and evil. And,
after the complete discontinuity created by a world-
wide Flood, all human kind and multitudinous and
varied fauna spread across an earth which incautious
exegesis has at times described as over-arched by a
solid “firmament,” characterized by four corners, and
circled by the moving sun.

From the scientific side others have insisted with
equal honesty that a vast array of interlockin§ evidence
demonstrates the earth is aeons old, that life evolved
into growing complexity, that no obliterating discon-
tinuities are evinced in the strata, that man appeared
hundreds of thousands of years ago, and that Biblical
exegesis produced a frustrating network of cosmologi-
cal dogma which had to be forcefully breached %y
science.

Confronted with these agonizing dilemmas,
Christians have tended to polarize into either (1'
fundamentalistic positions which in effect smuggle
scientific contraband into Scripture and wrench
scientific data into conformity or (2) reverse the
procedure and wrest the Scriptures into conform-
ity with science. The former include the “flood
geologists” who postulate a radical methodological
and chronological error in modern science, the
latter include (among others) both those who
advocate a yawning theological and geological
“gap” between the first two verses of Genesis
and those who extend the days of creation (eve-
ning and morning included) into “periods” or
reintrepret them as days of “revelation” rather

JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN SCIENTIFIC AFFILIATION



THE BIBLE AND SCIENCE

than of creation. And yet others, veering into
neo-orthodoxy or liberalism, seek to salvage
“spiritual values” by assigning a “purely religious,”
a-scientific role to much of Scripture.

This writer confesses he has no crystal-clear solu-
tion which reconciles all the difficulties without a
clash or which will wholly redeem honest thought
from all suspicion of wishful thinking. He is convinced,
however, that there is no hope of avoiding a fatal
clash if the Biblical and scientific data are placed on
the same factual-scientific plane, and if divine revela-
tion is interpreted as completely purging the text of
every relativity involved in its cultural-historical
setting. It seems preferable, rather, to view science
and Scripture as presenting different but not wholly
competitive models of reality: Scripture provides a
background of meaning wholly inaccessible to science,
but not without a meaningful interlacement. Creation
is thus an essentially Christian concept which precludes
any concept of an autonomous, sheerly accidental and
“naturalistic” process of evolution, but it does not
exclude evolution as a divinely ordained means or con-
fine faith to “fiat” or even “progressive” creationism.
It is the atheist whose options are restricted. To adopt
Lever’s imagery, the unbeliever must believe that the
music heard on the radio is an accidental concatena-
tion of sounds, but those who accept the “inaudible
data” of the Biblical revelation, are assured that the
whole is divinely composed and orchestrated from
first to last. For “Creation” may lie beyond and be-
hind time though its variant structures unfold through
time and space and lie open to empirical investigation.
The sudden burst of trumpets, like the sudden appear-
ance of new life-forms, may or may not indicate an
element of “progressive creation,” but the ultimate
reality of creation remains untouched by the test-tube

and the Christian investigator is free to follow the
evidence wherever it leads, whether to fiat creation-
ism, to progressive creationism, or to an evolutionary
continuum.

While not unaware that apostate presuppositions
have their impact in allegedly objective science, and
aware also of the legitimate demand for faithful Bibli-
cal exegesis “let the chips fall where they may,” this
writer cannot but suspect that modern modes of scien-
tific-historical expression are particularly inappropri-
ate for early Genesis. He has come to tentatively favor
Dooyeweerd’s thought that the days of Genesis express
“cosmic” rather than astronomical or geological time
and Ramm’s suggestion that the order of creation is
topical and moderately concordant rather than se-
quential and precise, and concludes that the moulding
of man from the dust of the earth does not preclude
an evolutionary process. Early Genesis seems rich
in the allegorical expression of reality rather than sci-
entific history, the %enealogies scarcely serve the alien
purpose of a datable sequence, while the Flood may
have been “universal” only from the viewpoint of
the narrator. And, not to exaggerate but to clarify a
point, if the ancients really thought God was disposed
to rest one day from His creative deeds, if the Psalmist
really thought the sun went round the earth, or if
the details of Judas’ death are really contradictory,
does this negate James Orr’s definition of inspiration
as “plenary for the end for which inspiration is given
. . . imparting in a complete and infallible way the
mind of the Spirit on the great subjects of God’s
revelation”? As this writer sees it, inspiration did not
necessarily breach or exclude some occasional elements
of the prescientific thought-forms of ancient culture,
while science and Scripture both yield faithful “models”
of reality, each valid in its distinctive sphere.

Russell Maatman

Fellow of ASA, Consulting Editor (Chemistry),
Journal ASA

Dordt College

Sioux Center, Iowa 51250

I would like to be able to say that while the pur-
pose of the Bible is to teach us faith and practice,
there are secondary or peripheral matters in the Bible
which do not have scientific objectivity. Such an as-
sumption would help remove certain difficulties in
understanding the Bible. For example, I could then
understand that the Biblical statements about the
virgin birth are only indications of the glory of Christ
and his special relation to the Father. It would not
be necessary to hold that he was actually born of a
virgin. The statements about the virgin birth would
then merely constitute the vehicle carrying the truth
of Christ's greatness. The incomprehensibility of a
virgin birth would thus be avoided.

Passages referring to-devil's being cast out could
be understood if peripheral matters could be found
in the Bible. It could be maintained that the “devil”
statements mean only that the persons referred to
were mentally ill or epileptic, and that this is the
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Bible’s way of teaching God’s power over the deepest
psychological problems of man.

Even if we accept the idea that the Bible
contains peripheral matters, important questions
remain concerning the two examples cited. Wheth-
er or not Christ was actually born of a virgin
might make a difference in the Biblical descrip-
tion of the relation between mankind and God.
Similarly, if the devils mentioned in the New
Testament actually exist, they are supernatural
beings. Consequently, many of us consider the
actuality of their existence to be a fact which
must be included in our faith, a faith in the
supernatural. The relevant question in this dis-
cussion is not the actuality of the virgin birth or
whether or not devils exist, but whether or not
one can categorically state that these ideas are
peripheral.

Consider two other types of Biblical passages. Con-
cerning one type, all Christians would agree that there
are no peripheral elements. Such passages might be
found in the epistles. Concerning the other type, al-
most everyone would agree that there are peripheral
elements if the Bible can contain peripheral elements.
Some of the passages containing minute details of
Old Testament history might be in the latter category.

These three types of passages must be considered
when one considers the problem of peripheral matters.
The basic question is, How can one know what in the
Bible is peripheral? Anyone can devise a set of criteria
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for deciding what is peripheral material. But can he
prove that his criteria are correct? Lack of such proof
is a denial of II Peter 1:20 “. . . no prophecy of
the scripture is of any private interpretation.” If de-
termining the criteria for distinguishing the peripheral
is left to each person, then the Bible is “true” only
in a subjective sense.

Suppose there are reliable criteria for distinguishing
the peripheral. Let us consider the possible sources
of such criteria. The source could be the Bible, or
it could be extra-Biblical.

An extra-Biblical source would possess an authority
more fundamental than the authority of the Bible,
since there cannot be two courts of last resort. If we
postulated this source to be a human source, we would
then be making Biblical teaching dependent upon man.
Since man is fallible, such a source of criteria is also
fallible, and does not meet the condition that it be
reliable.

Could the source of extra-Biblical criteria be a
divine source? Christians do not claim private revela-
tions from God concerning what part of the Bible is
peripheral. Is it possible, however, that God speaks
to us about the Bible in, for example, our scientific
results? It has been suggested that God has given
us two non-contradictory, infallible sources of informa-
tion, the Bible and nature, and that studying nature
can help us understand the Bible. This suggestion is
not denied here, but for two reasons such a sugges-
tion does not give us a means whereby we may de-
termine what in the Bible is peripheral.

(1) A logical difficulty arises if we use one in-
fallible source to decide which “facts” of the other
infallible source are peripheral, i.e., not necessarily
objectively true. Even if we were to purge Source A
of all that is inconsistent with Source B, we would
have no defense against one who decided to purge
from Source B all that is inconsistent with Source A.
If one source of information can judge the other, we
would ultimately be forced to decide which source is
primary. (We cannot make one source primary in
one area, e.g., in natural science, on the grounds that
the other source does not speak on natural scientific
subjects. Such a procedure assumes an answer to the
very question being investigated.) But a decision con-
cerning which source is primary is of human origin,
and therefore fallible.

(2) If it is possible to determine what is peripheral
in the Bible by means of investigating nature, then the
Bible does not provide us with a clear guide as to
what is sinful, and we are forced to go outside of
the Bible for necessary spiritual guidance. To demon-
strate this claim, consider the frequently-made asser-
tion that the Bible states that our universe is a three-
story universe, with heaven in the sky, man on earth,
and hell below the surface of the earth. The three-
story idea is said to be peripheral. Yet, if the Bible
does indeed contain the three-story idea, the idea
should have been accepted by the first readers of the
Bible, who would not have known it was a peripheral
idea. It would have been wrong for these first readers
to contemplate either space travel or an early equiva-
lent of Project Mohole. Anyone contemplating either
of these projects should have been warned that these
projects are wrong because they imply travel to heaven
or hell. Accepting the idea of the peripheral in the
Bible limits us in our scientific work. In carrying out
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God’s command to subdue the earth, we would need
to wait for the unbeliever to determine which lines
of investigation are not sinful.

Therefore nothing outside the Bible can determine
for us what part of the Bible is peripheral.

The Bible itself might provide the criteria for
determining what in the Bible is peripheral. The Bible
could instruct us in this matter in two different ways.
First, since in some passages we are shown how other
passages are to be used, we might observe an inspired
writer separating the non-peripheral from the peri-
pheral. But it is a hopeless task to derive the sought-
for criteria from the passages in which other passages
are discussed. An idea in, for example, an Old Testa-
ment passage which we might have considered peri-
pheral, is shown by the New Testament commentary
on the passage to be absolutely essential to the mes-
sage. If we were to attempt to separate the non-
peripheral from the peripheral in the Old Testament
passages not discussed in the New Testament, it would
be impossible to use the method of examining how
some passages interpret others. Interestingly, even
those who claim that there are peripheral matters in
the Bible do not attempt to prove their point by
citing these explanatory passages.

Second, a Biblical answer to our question might
be obtained by examining statements which the Bible
makes about itself. The Bible makes no direct state-
ment about peripheral matters. It does, however,
describe itself and its purpose. The Gospel of John
was written “. . . that ye might believe that Jesus is
the Christ, the Son of God: and that believing ye
might have life through his name.” (John 20:31)
Concerning the Scriptures in general, Paul says, “All
scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profit-
able for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for in-
struction in righteousness.” (II Tim. 3:16) These are
typical of the passages which describe the Bible and
its purpose. Can we derive from such statements
criteria enabling us to separate the non-peripheral
from the peripheral?

In one approach, Paul is said to define “all scrip-
ture” as that which is profitable for doctrine, etc. TIE)e
peripheral matters are then those which are not profit-
able. But those who claim that Christ was born of a
virgin maintain that the virgin birth is both non-
peripheral and profitable for doctrine. They also claim
a Christological significance for the smallest, most ob-
scure Biblical detail of middle eastern geography or
history. Evidence that there is such a significance has
been explained in commentaries, and need not be
repeated here. We can conclude that we are unable
to derive from Biblical statements about the Bible
criteria for separating the non-peripheral from the
peripheral.

We have exhausted the list of possible sources
for such criteria. We cannot use the human mind;
nor can we use anything in nature which we
find and analyze. God has not given us a special
private revelation providing the answer. We might
find such criteria in the Bible if they were there,
but we do not find them. Thus we conclude that
there is no means of identifying any peripheral
matters in the Bible. An equivalent conclusion is
the following: We cannot state that there are any
peripheral matters in the Bible.

What is the relation between the Bible and science?
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With the elimination of the question of the peripheral,
we can now state that the Bible can speak on any
question. A suggested interpretation of a Biblical pas-
sage cannot be ruled out because we believe that the
Bible is not a textbook of science, or of history, or of
any other subject. The Bible teaches what it teaches;
whether or not it is a textbook is irrelevant,

Thus, if a botanist is interested, he can use with
complete confidence the idea that cedar trees grew
in Lebanon 3,000 years ago. How the botanist uses
that fact may have no discernible relation to the doc-
trine, reproof, etc., we are to derive from the Bible.
But the fact is given in the Bible, and we cannot
state that it is peripheral to what God intends for us
to learn from the Bibie. This fact is objectively true.
The cedar trees were there.

Nothing that has been said here suggests that
there are many scientific facts in the Bible. Nor can it
be stated a priori that any scientific facts we find
there are important in our science. When we consider
what the Bible actually does say, we will probably
conclude that some of the scientific facts recorded
there—such as the existence of cedar trees in Lebanon
—add virtually nothing to our scientific knowledge.

But more important for our discussion, we will
probably conclude that the Bible gives us information
related to some of the great scientific questions of
our time. One of these questions is concerned with
whether or not the steady-state creation theory can
be correct. In another question, we ask whether or not

the Bible provides information which can help us de-
cide for or against the general theory of evolution, a
theory which as become a unifying principle underly-
ing a world-and-life view. To study these questions
careful exegesis is required, but one inadmissable prin-
ciple of exegesis is the principie that the Bible cannot
give us reliable scientific information. We will probably
conclude, by comparing Scripture with Scripture, that
the “days” of Genesis 1 were long periods. We will
also want to compare Scripture with Scripture as we
attempt to decide whether or not “after its kind” means
there were separate creations of living thoings, if
Genesis 2:4 begins the history of man, with his sepa-
rate, historical creation being described in Genesis 2:7,
and if the English translation of Genesis 2:7 misled
some into believing that God added a soul to a pre-
existing animal. We may be able to answer such ques-
tions correctly if we allow the Bible to speak on science.
I believe that much of this necessary, careful
exegesis concerning origins has already been done.
We ought to realize that these exegetical studies
show that the Bible denies general evolutionary
theory. We Christians have debated the all-im-
portant question of evolution, a question of which
unifying principle will be our world-and-life view,
for too long a time. Other great scientific prob-
lems, problems peculiar to our times, await the
attention of the Christian man of science. The
Bible may be able to aid us in the solution of
these problems. We must get on with the task.

George I. Mavurodes

Consulting Editor (Philosophy), Journal ASA
Department of Philosophy

University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104

“What is the relation between the Bible and Sci-
enceP” Discussions of this and similar questions often
suffer from some confusion over the import of the
questions themselves and of their answers. My present
contribution is simply an attempt, therefore, to clarify
a few questions and a few possible answers, in the
hope that these (or something like them) will be
of interest to members of the ASA.

First, then, the Bible appears to be a book of
fixed content, containing a fixed and finite set of state-
ments, along with questions, commands, poetry, etc.
Science, on the other hand, is not a book at all, but
is an elaborate and ill-defined complex of institutions,
traditions, people, doctrines, rules, and practices. It is
unlikely that any simple comparisons between entities
of such different types will be fruitful.

Many people are, however, interested in a some-
what narrower and perhaps more manageable question:

(1) Can scientific questions be settled by
reference to the Bible?
And I think that many ASA discussions in fact revolve
around this query. I suggest, however, that (1) can
profitably be broken down into two still more limited
questions. The first, and easier, of these is
(2) Does the Bible contain the true
answer to scientific questions?
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Now consider the following three scientific questions:

(Ql) Were camels domesticated prior to
1000 B.C.?

(Q2) What is the optimum antenna configura-
tion for low power, medium range transmission on
the 20 meter band?

(Q3) Are any present-day rabbits the lineal
descendants of non-mammalian organisms existing
some time in the past?

Most readers of the Bible will agree that it contains
an answer to (Q1). And many of these, including
many archaeologists who make a special study of such
things, agree that the Bible contains the true answer
to (Q1). It may be worth noting, in passing, that in
order to hold this latter view it is not necessary to
hold any special view as to the inspiration or inerrancy
of the Bible. '

I think there are hardly any readers of the Bible,
on the other hand, who would claim that it contains
any answer—either true or false—to (Q2), regardless
of how high a view of inspiration they maintain. The
true answer to (2), therefore, appears to be the quali-
fied statement “The Bible contains the true answers
to some scientific questions and not to others.”

What about (Q3)? (Q3) is relevant to theories
of evolution but is narrower than most such theories;
ie., if the correct answer to (Q3) is “no” then most
modern theories of evolution are false, though some
highly restricted version of such a theory may be true.
If the true answer is “yes”, however, it does not
follow that any modern version of evolution theory
is true,

Does the Bible contain the true answer, or indeed
any answer at all, to (Q3)? I know of no “principle”
which will easily decide this. In particular, it cannot
be decided merely by reference to (2) or the answer
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to (2). What is needed is a much more ad hoc pro-
cedure, a reading of the Bible itself with attention
to the information actually conveyed there. In my opin-
ion the Bible contains no answer at all to (Q3), but
I know that some disagree with me. And among those
who disagree, some hold that the Biblical answer is
true, while others hold that it is false.

I turn now to the second question which might
be derived from (1).

(3) Does the Bible contain an effectively
reliable answer to some scientific questions?
The phrase “effectively reliable” is a technical one,
and I must explain what I intend by it. Perhaps the
best way to do this is to explain why we need to
ask something beyond question (2). The fact that
a book contains the true answer to a certain question
is not, by itself, sufficient to help a person who asks
that question. For, even though the book contains the
true answer in fact, the questioner may have no reason
to think that it does. He may have no reason for
relying upon it in this case. And so the book may

be of no use in “settling” his question.

Some notion of reliability, therefore, seems to be
necessary. And it is plausible to suppose that truth
is a necessary ingredient in the required sort of reli-
ability; i.e., no book will contain the effectively reliable
answer to a question unless it contains the true answer
to that question. The other necessary ingredient is
not, however, a property which a book can have per se.
It is rather a certain relation which a given person
may have toward that book, the relation of having
a good reason for relying upon the book in this case.
Effective reliability must thus be a person-relative
notion—really it is effective reliability for Mr. N—and
it is this fact that I have especially wanted to mark
by introducing this technical phrase.

We can say, then, that a book contains an effec-
tively reliable answer to a certain question Q for a
certain person N if and only if

(A) the book contains the true answer to Q,
and

(B) N has a good reason for accepting the
book’s answer to Q without a prior knowledge of
what the true answer to Q is.

If a certain person, a certain book, and a certain
question are related in this way, then the person can
settle the question by referring to the book.

We can now reformulate (3) more accurately as

(4) Is there any scientific question and

any person such that the Bible contains an

answer to that question which is effectively

reliable for that person?
As in the case of (2), I would suppose again that
the correct answer to (4) is “Yes, there are some such
persons and questions, and there are also many which
do not fit the requirements.” And again, so far as I
can see, there is no principle which readily distinguishes
the cases. We must especially keep in mind the person
for whom the question is to be settled and what rea-
son he may have for relying upon the Bible in this
case. (The person may of course be oneself, but it
need not be.) It should come as no surprise to us to
find that some people may really have good reasons
for such reliance while others really do not.

A last word. A person’s views on inspiration are
likely to be relevant to requirement (B). But the rela-
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tions between them need to be carefully considered.
For example, I have argued elsewhere (Journal ASA
19, 90 (1967) ) that one form of this doctrine com-
monly held by evangelicals entails that, for any per-
son, the effective reliability of the Bible on any ques-
tion cannot properly be higher than the effective reli-
ability for that person of a certain difficult and tenuous
science. Perhaps this is a reason for rejecting this
version of inspiration (I suspect that it is), but in
that case, we should have to examine again the rela-
tion of the new version to requirement (B).

John A. Mcintyre

Fellow of ASA, Member of Executive Council,
Member of Physical Science Commission

Cyclotron Institute

Texas A&M University

College Station, Texas 77843

Both Christians and non-Christians alike agree that
God’s creation, the natural world, is a real and valid
fact. Except for some of our philosopher friends, we
believe that we can profitably studly nature, that it is
not capricious, and that it is internally consistent. Now,
do we, who believe in the inspiration of scripture,
claim any more for scripture, or rather, does scripture
claim any more for itself? We read for example,
from Paul: “All scripture is inspired by God and
profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and
for training in righteousness.” Also, Peter writes: “First
of all, you must understand this, that no prophesy
of scripture is a matter of one’s own interpretation,
because no prophecy ever came by the impulse of
man, but men moved by the Holy Spirit spoke from
God.” And Jesus used the following expression con-
cerning inspiration: “The scripture cannot be broken.”
Thus scripture declares itself to be valid, dependable,
profitable for study, and to be given by God. Cannot
precisely the same things be said about the natural
world? My thesis is then, that just as we have learned
to study and comprehend the natural world, we could
profitably use the same methods to study and compre-
hend scripture.

We can now use this similarity between the
natural world and scripture to distinguish between
the inspiration of scripture and the interpretation
of scripture. Our commitment as members of the
ASA to the inspiration of scripture is nothing more
than the scientists’ commitment to the validity
of the natural world. On the other hand, our inter-
pretations of scripture correspond to the scientists’
theories about the natural world. Among Chris-
tians there is ordinarily no disagreement about
the inspiration of scripture any more than there
is disagreement among scientists about the validity
of nature. All of our disagreements lie in the area
of interpretation. That is why it is not only un-
kind but also illogical in an argument about the
interpretation of, say, the account of the flood,
to accuse our opponents of not believing in the
inspiration of scripture.
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Turning then to the problem of the interpretation
of scripture, what insight can our knowledge about
scientific theories give to us concerning the validity
and limitations of scriptural interpretations? There are
several things about scientific theories that would also
apply to scriptural interpretations. First, both scientific
theories and scriptural interpretations are man-made
and hence are limited in scope and subject to future
correction. A good example of such a scriptural inter-
pretation is the Ussher date of 4004 B.C. for the
creation of the world. Later, scientific evidence has
caused this date to be changed. This example also
shows the equivalence of scientific theories and scrip-
tural interpretations. A change in a scientific theory
can also produce a change in a scriptural interpreta-
tion. We can then conclude that since scientific the-
ories are continually changing that scriptural interpre-
tations will also be continually changing. This close
connection between scriptural interpretation and scien-
tific theory emphasizes the importance of the joint
meetings of our organization and the Evangelical The-
ological Society.

Another feature about scientific theories that should
be considered in connection with scriptural interpre-
tation is the meaning of their content. This feature
brings us into the realm of the philosophy of science,
and I hope we will all be further educated about
these matters. As an example of what I have in mind
here, I will use the theory of wave mechanics which
is basic to all of physics. In this theory, the quantity
which appears in the fundamental (Schroedinger)
equation is denoted by the Greek letter psi. This
quantity, however, cannot be measured in any way;
yet there are rules which tell us how to find measur-
able quantities from a knowledge of psi. Since, how-
ever, psi itself can never be measured, the question
arises as to just what psi is, or “What does psi mean?”
Here the philosopher of science must enter into the
picture to evaluate the meaning and content of the
psi symbol which the physicist finds so necessary for
his work.

Now, I wonder if there might not be similar
problems in the interpretation of scripture. May
there not be symbols in the Bible which should
not be interpreted in a literal way? This question
can properly be answered only by the philosopher
and the theologian, and I will leave it here. How-
ever, the scientist can rightfully be skeptical, I be-
lieve, of a theology which is more literal in inter-
preting the things of the spirit than is a mathe-
matical science in describing such a concrete
entity as the physical world.

These comments bring me to my final point. Can-
not the scientist recommend to the theologian the use
of some of the techniques and attitudes that have
proved so fruitful in the study of the natural world?
When the scientist investigates nature, no holds are
barred. Nature is stretche%l, pulled, and twisted, in
every conceivable manner. New, tentative, theories
are proposed and put to the experimental test. An
atmosphere of experimentation and excitement prevails.
Nevertheless, there is, at the same time, a profound
respect for the traditional, fundamental, time-tested
parts of the science, an example being in physics the
law of the conservation of energy. Why cannot the
enterprise of interpreting the scripture be carried out
in the same manner? Of course, we must not over-
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emphasize the experimental and skeptical features of
science at the expense of the respectful attitude toward
the sound edifice that has already been constructed.
At this last point, incidentally, I believe the liberal
theologians have erred. But, while our conservative
theologians have opposed this fundamental error, for
which we may be forever grateful, there has been
a, perhaps natural, tendency to oppose also the inven-
tive, skeptical aspects of liberalism, and of science, as
well. Such opposition to experimentation in interpreta-
tion is a dangerous thing for, if our interpretations of
scripture are to develop in a healthy way as new sci-
entific evidence accumulates, we must capture the-
ologically the free-thinking as well as the conservative
features of a scientific enterprise. Then, our conserva-
tive theology will once again take her place as the
“Queen of the Sciences.”

Reprinted portion from Journal ASA 17, 100 (1965)

Russell 1. Mixter

Fellow of ASA, Consulting Editor (Biology)
Journal ASA

Department of Biology

Wheaton College

Wheaton, Illinois

Scripture tries to tell us Who has the creative
imagination and ability to initiate and sustain the
materials and processes of the world and the purposes
for which they appeared. Science concerns itself main-
ly with observing what exists, how it works, when it
arose, and how long it will last. Because scientific
methods do not arrive at a Who, we need the Bible
to tell us about Him and His intentions.

Wordsworth sensed in nature “a presence . . . a
sense sublime of something far more deeply interfused
whose dwelling is the light of setting suns . . .” but
this is elemental compared to the knowledge of the
believer in the God revealed in the book of Romans
Who has a plan for good for His own and seeks to
make men his children.

This summer I talked with a man who had written
a book intended to make religion compatible with
modern thinking. He claimed his students were re-
tained for Christianity by his thinking. So I read his
book. He judged the Bible, casting aside as folklore
any part he felt unacceptable to his ideas. Miracles
were exaggerated stories, the God of the Hebrews
was largely an invention of their minds to bolster their
warlike tendencies, and the evolving mind of man
gradually acquired a God satisfactory to the author.
The writer judged the Book, he should have let the
Book judge him.

Likewise the Bible should judge science; not telling
it what is and how it works but rather why it exists
and for what is its purpose. A conversation with an-
other teacher brought from him the comment that
Genesis said man could exploit his environment. “On
the other hand,” 1 replied, “Genesis says the world
was made for man but he must care for it for himself
and future generations.” Which of us was right?
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Scripture tells us of the “source, support, and end
of all things.” Written in days when pagan imagination
pictured a creation of the world now known to be
absurd, the Bible in reserved and stately phrases gave
us fundamental assertions without irrelevant and in-
accurate detail. The ancients said the world rested
on the back of a turtle; the Book of Job states the
earth hangs on nothing. The Bible is to be commended
for what it does not say as well as for what it does
reveal. :

The Testaments do not tell a scientist what his
science is but rather what he should use it for. “If a
man does not love his brother whom he has seen how
can he love God whom he has not seen.” This gives
all creative thinkers the duty to use any inventive
genius for good and not for ill. Atomic energy to
desalinate sea water, yes, but to blow the earth to
bits, no.

Now abide faith and science. The scientist has
confidence in the value of asking questions of nature,
believing nature is reliable. The Christian holds that
nature is consistent because it was created by One
wlo abides and has an ability that guarantees the
working of natural processes. In addition the Chris-
tian does not stand alone in the world but has a Friend
in control, Who can, if He wishes, alter the uniform
action of forces for man’s benefit. On the other hand,
he does not expect God to favor him if at the same
time a miracle would injure others. A Christian can’t
expect rain on his field if the same rain would ruin
the crop of his neighbor. The Bible gives rules under
which any kind of favor can be granted such as “If
you ask in my name” and “If you abide in me,” both
of which mean asking only for such innovations in
the natural course of events which will benefit all
under their environment.

Finally, Scripture tells us what will happen to all
the findings of science. “They shall perish but Thou
shalt endure.” There will sometime be a climax to
our centuries when the “kingdoms of this world shall
become the kingdoms of our Lord and His Christ.”
“The moon shall wax old” but he that does the will
of God “abides forever.” 1 feel that the atomic bomb
and the population bomb predict that the world cannot
always continue on its present career. Only a cata-
clysmic event like the Second Coming can cure the
world’s ills. Until then we are grateful for every ad-
vance science can make for the benefit of all man-

kind.

W. Jim Neidhardt

Fellow of ASA, Counsulting Editor (Physics)

Journal ASA
Department of Physics, Newark College of Engineering
Newark, New Jersey

The Bible is God's special revelation to man and
as such is true. The truth of the Bible, however, can
only be fully understood when it is interpreted accord-
ing to its purpose as God's revelation. That purpose is
to bring men into relationship with the living God
who is responsible for all order found in the physical
and moral realms. The Bible proclaims that God is
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creator and sustainer of the universe—without His con-
tinual upholding, all existence would disappear. In
keeping with this purpose the Bible in its references to
nature is primarily concerned with the question of why
the universe exists and not with the question of how
we exist. It is not the Bible’s purpose to reveal the de-
tails of physico-chemical mechanisms found in nature.
Such details are the proper province of scientific
method. It is rather the Bible’s purpose to point man
to the One responsible for these mechanisms’ very ex-
istence, the One who holds man morally accountable
that knowledge of these mechanisms will be used to
further good purposes.

It is appropriate here to note that Biblical descrip-
tions of nature are phenomenolo%ical; the language of
the senses is used without speculation as to how God
brought something to pass. The statement “He ascend-
ed .. .” is a description of what the Apostles actually
saw; conjecture as to how God achieved this miracle
or to the possible location of God’s infinite dwelling
place as above us are clearly absent!

Phenomenological language is particularly appro-
priate for the Bible to use as it is universal and non-
speculative; it does not trap man into seeking mechanis-
tic explanations hidden in the passage. Such language
thereby frees the reader to respond to the primary
purpose of all Scripture: a further revealing o? God’s
love and justice to, and care for all creation.

Biblical revelation and scientific explanation are
thus seen to be different yet equally valid perspectives
of the same God-given reality; the two perspectives
are complementary to one another.

There is always the possibility of tension when the
two perspectives focus on the same part of reality. The
question of origins is one such area. To me, the Biblical
perspectives clearly affirms that:

(1) There was a beginning to the space-time con-
tinuum we exist in.

(2) God’s creative will alone and not the existence
of anything else was responsible for that beginning.

(3) God brought order and life to a formless earth.

(4) God made man in His own image (thereby
uniquely coupling together the realms of spirit and
matter) and gave him dominion over all creation which
God called good.

(5) Man at a given point in space-time rejected
God’s love and lost not only fellowship with God but
a harmonious relationship with the rest of God’s cre-
ation,

I believe! that the Bible portrays prehistory by a
series of “overviews” couched in the language of man’s
senses. These “overviews” focus on the meaningful and
creative activity of God in bringing order to a chaotic
universe. God’s purposeful activity is focused upon,
not particular physico-chemical mechanisms that God
brought about and then employed.

Science, on the other hand, concerns itself with
the task of describing probable physico-chemical pro-
cesses that can mechanistically explain how the present
forms of inorganic and organic matter, or of life itself
came about. The scientist assumes the relationships
(scientific laws) between energy and matter he dis-
covers today are universally valid for all past times
(a metaphysical assumption, an act of faith); he limits
himself to descriptions in terms of these relationships,
indeed these laws themselves can be thought of as
descriptive dcvices. How and why fundamental laws
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In my essay, “The Theologian’s Craft” (published in Journal ASA 18, 65 (1966)
1 have emphasized that the Bible must be regarded as inerrantly true and that the
theologian, in drawing doctrine from it, is engaged in the same kind of methodological
procedure as the scientist uses in formulating hypotheses (conceptual Gestalis) to
explain the phenomenal data he encounters in nature.

In my paper, “The Approach of New Shape Roman Catholicism to Scriptural
Inerrancy” (Evangel. Theol. Soc. Journal, p. 209, Fall 1967, and included in my new
book, Ecumenicity, Evangelicals, and Rome, Zondervan, 1969), 1 have set out ex-
plicit hermeneutic corollaries of the doctrine of Biblical inerrancy. In essence, these
principles assert that Holy Writ, being God’s special revelation to man in propositional
form, is perspicuous and self-interpreting; thus, extra-Biblical scientific data can never
determine the meaning of the Scriptural text (though, of course, such data can and
must pose questions for the Biblical interpreter). Though God is the author both of
Scripture and Nature, and therefore the two cannot contradict each other, Scripture has
one distinct advantage over “nature:” the Bible is already in propositional form,
whereas natural phenomena are not. The scientist has “more room to slip “twixt the
cup and the lip” than the Biblical exegete, for the scientist must begin by proposition-
ally setting out his data (a process subject to error), whereas the theologian finds
himself working with propositionally veracious assertions from the outset. This does
not mean that the theologian cannot “goof” hermeneutically; but it does mean that
scientific propositions must be placed on a secondary level in comparison with Biblical
propositions, and must never be employed as a means of criticizing revelational as-
sertions.

In specific reference to evolutionary theory, it follows from the preceding that
Genesis 1-3 must be interpreted on its own ground and must not be employed as a
source of proof-texts for a scientific theory arrived at independently of Scripture. If
the exegesis of Genesis 1-3 allows for a general theory of evolution, then of course
the Christian can accept it; but if Scripture is not open to this possibility, then such
a scientific theory would perforce have to be rejected by the Christian believer. In
my own opinion, the constant reiteration of the phrase “after its kind’ eliminates
amoeba-to-man evolution. 1 see no objection to limited evolution within major creative
categories or species types, and the non-specific use of the Hebrew yom (“day”)
allows, 1 believe, for unlimited periods of time corresponding to the special creation
of original “species types” (man being one of these types.) A Chardinian redoing
of the Christian position in terms of a general evolutionary theory, however, is, in my
opinion, entirely unjustified. It is perfectly clear that Genesis 1-3 intends to convey
cognitive data, and that the cognitive data go beyond the general assertion “God
created the heavens and the earth” (otherwise, why did the Lord bother with all of
the stuff in the text after chapter 1, verse 17). To ?z’mz‘t God’s intent here to a vague
general statement in order to bring the propositional Scriptural text into line wih a
(still legitimately disputed) scientific theory formulated from non-propositional data,
is a wholly unjustified procedure.

John Warwick Montgomery

Fellow ASA, Member of History and Philosophy of Science Commission
Chairman, Division of Church History, Trinity Evangelical Divinity School
Deerfield, Illinois 60015

come into being, how and why they are maintained,
or how matter (or energy) itself came into being; these
are questions which hint of purpose and science by its
very nature avoids asking. Further, scientists have been
impressed by the evidence for the contingency present
in nature, i.e., anything is not possible.

. . the paradoxical status of many basic principles and
findings of modern physics illustrates vividly the view
that order in nature is not simply the creation of the
inquiring mind. More forcefully than ever, physics had
to recognize that its laws describing this order were
not a priori constructions but had to be tailored
meticulously to the stubborn, Dbrute facts of nature.
These facts are the actual setup, distribution, quantiza-
tion of forces, and the sharply defined characteristics
of the ‘fundamental’ particles of matter, which simply
state that not everything imaginable occurs in nature.
Nature is a supreme paragon of drastic limitations of
physical possibilities, and the order of the universe is
just another aspect of this primordial fact . . . Yet, the
fact of limitation remains inextricably present in the
order and correlation of things as we see and interpret
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them, and of this limitation which can in principle® take
on so many various forms, nature itself gives no expla-
nation.2

It is the function of scientific method to describe
nature and the evidence for contingency. Biblical
revelation has the complementary function to yield
an_explanation of such contingency in the activity of
a loving, transcendent, immanent, and personal God.
Both are rooted in space-time, in historical events al-
though they focus upon different aspects of the same
objective experience.

The “focusing procedures” inherent in the two per-
spectives may in certain areas completely eliminate
simultaneous observation of the findings of the other
perspectives; such elimination should not obscure the
truthfulness of the differing perspectives. It should
lastly be pointed out that when scientists claim a mech-
anistic description of the universe is all that can be
known or that chance alone is the governing force be-

121



SYMPOSIUM

hind the creation of human life, they are extending
scientific method and finding far beyond their range
of validity and ignoring other equally valid perspec-
tives. Justification for such procedures is not found in
the open-mindedness of good science but in additional
metaphysical assumptions.

FOOTNOTES

1. This is for me a tentative solution. In reaching it I found
it helpful to ask the question: What type of description
of creation would be truly appropriate for God to use in
order to communicate meaningfully to-people of all ages
with their varying degrees of scientific understanding?

2. Stanley L. Jaki, The Relevance of Physics, The University
of Chicago Press, Chicago (1966), pp. 439-440.

James A. Oahland

Consulting Editor (Psychology), Journal ASA
Department of Pediatrics, School of Medicine,
University of Washington
Seattle, Washington 98105

I wish initially to restate the question presented by
speaking only of my discipline—psychology—rather than
science as a whole. Given this more limited task, and
one with which I feel somewhat more comfortable, I
wish to make three observations.

The first relates to the multiplicity of positions with-
in each field. Psychology is an extremely broad and
heterogenous field, as I never fail to rediscover when
teaching survey courses; what this means for this topic
can be seen in the difference between discussing the
relationship between the Bible and psychophysics as
against the Bible and psychotherapy. Consider the
former. Studying the detection of luminance increments
in a homogeneously lighted field as a function of the
area and perimeter of the luminance increment hardly
seems to be a matter which would affect or be affected
by Biblical exegesis or theology. At this molecular Jevel
of scientific research, theologians (or Christians) have
no more reason for dialog with these scientists than two
boys, one of whom is talking about swimming and the
other, his dislike of spinach. Yet a vast area of the
field of psychology is of this nature—anyone doubtin%
this should peruse such publications as Psychologica
Abstracts, Annual Review of Psychology, APA Conven-
tion Proceedings, etc. Similarly, discussions in the Bible
and/or by theologians of God, His nature and attri-
butes, of Angels, etc., is unrelated (or at best, only
tangentially related) to the subject matter of psychol-
ogy.

My first observation, then, is that there is no rela-
tionship between the Bible and much of psycholog
(its cfforts to extend knowledge and the body of knowl-
edge itself). While this is probably an obvious state-
ment, it does enable us to see that the relationship be-
tween the Bible and psychology is confined to a very
limited arca of interface between them.

A second reflection on the question posed is that
neither psychology nor Biblical exegetes or theologians
speak with any unity. Psychology attempts to describe,
understand, predict and/or control the behavior and/or
mind of human beings and/or the subhuman species,
and note the immense differences over what we are
supposed to be doing. Beyond that, there is practically
no position or theory in psychology which does not
have its distinguished and scholarly opponents who
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take basic issue with the position (theory, methodology,
assumptions). Thus one must ask, with which “psy-
chology” are we to discuss the relationship? Similarly,
the multiplicity of denominations, theological positions,
Biblical interpretations, etc., raises the same problem.
For example, much of the Bible is in narrative form;
one cannot argue with narrative, only propositions, and
propositions can be gained from narrative only by in-
ference and interpretation which no one (I hope)
claims to be infallible.

To state this another way, we accept the need for
hermeneutics in understanding what the Bible says, but
this implies differences in the end product, i.e., a lack
of unity in what we feel the Bible says. Furthermore,
attempts to operationalize propositions—a standard
scientific procedure—exacerbates the disunity. Given
this mutual state of affairs, the best response is a gener-
ous portion of humility, not dogmatism, on both sides.

It seems to me that implicit in many discussions of
this question is an equation of the Bible with a funda-
mentalistic theology and the assumption that the latter
is the one true, consistent, agreed upon, infallible state-
ment of truth. Even a casual perusal of the history of
theology and the church, and of the great theological
treatises of the last two centuries, evaporates this.
Theologians rarely claim this themselves, and the dis-
agreements between theology and across history (given
only conservative theologians) are more typical than
not when one is in the area of anthropology (theolog-
ical). Humility is a virtue.

A third observation. If one accepts the assumption
(and I do) that the Bible is more than great litera-
ture, that God exists and reveals himself through it,
and in this revelation, a description and understanding
of man can be gained, then, insofar as one deals with
the more moral questions about man, the Bible can and
should be a frequent, valuable, though generally un-
systematized source of insight for the psychologist. He
could generate propositions about man inferred from
the Bible (as he does from his colleagues’ recorded
observations). When propositions generated from the
former disagree with those from the latter, he would
carefully examine whether the inferences made from
the source (in either case} were unjustifiable, overly
narrow, etc. When propositions agree, he would still
maintain a tentativity, aware of his finiteness.

In summary, my current impressions are that the
relationship between the Bible and psychology is lim-
ited to only certain areas of each, is confounded by the
absence of agreed upon, operationalized propositions
from either area, but can be exceedingly productive of
advance in both our understanding of man and of the
Bible, if we can tolerate the tensions of scholarly study
and the frequently necessary tentativity.

C. Eugene Walker

Fellow of ASA, Member of Membership Committee,
Consulting Editor (Psychology), Journal ASA

Department of Psychology
Baylor University, Waco, Texas 76703

The view that I would like to outline here regarding
the relation between science and the Bible is a rather
simple view, but it is one which over the years has
appeared to me to offer a very useful and satisfying
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What is the relation between the Bible and science?

1 will state my conclusions first and then if you are still interested in reading
further an explanation will follow.

“I feel that the Bible has very little to say about science except in a general way,
but that it has everything to say about the scientist.”

The surgeon about to perform a heart transplant, the engineer at ground control
in Houston who programs the computer for re-entry or the geologist studying the pro-
portions of alkali-feldspar intergrowths in a differentiated granophyric ferriodiabase sill
in central Oregon can find little help in Biblical exegesis. So why should we think that
in the less sophisticated areas of animal evolution or plant geography the Bible can
be of any greater assistance?

The Scriptures are very remarkable in the manner of their day, but they are still
written in the language and a culture far removed from the scientific era of today.
For this reason I feel it is a gross injustice to the Scriptures and also to science to make
use of them in a manner which I believe was never intended.

I believe the Bible to be the Word of God, divinely inspired, and our only rule
of faith and practice. It has everything to say to the individual living in today’s world.
Much of the thinking of the current crop of students and faculties of our leading uni-
versities can be characterized by a recent recording “I Swear there is NO Heaven and
1 pray that Hell's not Real.” The message of the Bible has everything to say to these

people as well as to the scientist. We must remember scientists are also people.

I grow rather weary of the attempts to interpolate the Scriptures into every aspect
of the modern scene. It is only as the written Word affects the lives of those who read
it that it will have an effect on the science of today and tomorrow.

Robert Lake Wilson

Member of Physical Science Commission

Department of Geology and Geography

University of Chattanooga, Chattanooga, Tennessee

conceptual model for understanding the relation be-
tween these two areas.
I regard the Bible and science as two comple-

mentary, essentially non-overlapping approaches to
truth. The scientific method, based as it is on empiri-
cism, provides a means of ascertaining facts regarding
the physical universe and its functioning. We can,
through the empirical procedures of science, determine
what will work, what will not work, and the conse-
quences of various actions on various other objects
or actions that we are interested in. However, as has
been often noted, science is silent on the question of
values. When billions and billions of dollars are spent
developing new weapon systems for destruction, we
as human beings may be appalled. However, there is
no scientific way in which we can determine that this
is the wrong goal and that some other goal or value
is “right.” When the German scientists during the last
war used human subjects in research that proved to be
very painful and detrimental to the subjects, eventually
costing many of their lives, we were appalled. But we
were not appalled for scientific reasons. If man is con-
sidered nothing more than a highly complex and highly
evolved animal, there can be no basis for regarding
him as an inappropriate subject for experimentation,
any more than we regard the white rat or the guinea
pig inappropriate subjects for research. That is, on the
basis of science, there is no way to make this decision.
Science is impartial regarding values and goals.

Once goals have been determined, science can
tell us how to achieve these goals and the influ-
ence of various factors upon these goals. But, not-
withstanding the fact that scientists are discuss-
ing values more now than they ever have and
some propose that science may be able to deal
with values, science cannot a priori determine
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values. Values pertain to men not to science. The
empirical method of science is an extremely
efficient approach to the search for truth when
information of a specific sort from a particular
realm is desired. However, it falls short of much
of what we would desire to know as human
beings. It is my belief that this type of informa-
tion is provided by the Bible through another
means or method of finding truth.

The Bible represents a revelation of truth. God,
who created the universe and man, realizing that man
would not be able to determine the answer to all
questions on the basis of empirical and other methods
of finding truth, saw fit to reveal certain things directly
to man which could best be communicated to him in
that fashion. We, therefore, can think of empirically
derived truth and revelationally derived truth as being
two sources of information. There are undoubtedly
other methods of ascertaining truth which might also
be included, but since this paper deals primarily with
science and the Bible, we will mention only these two.
The bulk of the revelational truth found in the Bible
deals with values, goals, and unobservables. Thus, it
can be seen that the Bible and science complement and
supplement rather than supplant or overlap each other.
What can be determined empirically by science is not
that which is in the Bible. That which is revealed
in the Bible is not that which can be studied or derived
from the empirical method of science.

This leads to the conclusion that many of the
problems debated by some individuals regarding
the nature of the realtionship between science and
the Bible are pseudo problems. For example, does
the Bible teach us anything about science? The
answer essentially is no. The Bible was specific-
ally written to reveal certain truths to us that
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could not be derived scientifically. Indeed, the
Bible commands man to work and subdue the
earth, which many have pointed out may be in-
terpreted as a command by God to become sci-
entists and students of our universe. The Bible was
not intended to supply us with the type of infor-
mation that we are commanded to discover our-
selves.

Does the Bible contain scientific errors? The an-
swer to this is yes and no. The Bible was written to
reveal truth about the moral and spiritual realm and
is accurate in its information. However, the language
and form of communication is that which is most
effective for communicating this information—mainly
the phenomenological and popular mode of speech.
Therefore, some statements in the Bible are not scien-
tifically accurate in a technical sense, nor were they
intended to be. However, they are accurate in being the
popular mode of expression and in communicating on
a phenomenological level the thought and intent in an
accurate manner. For example, when the Bible speaks
of the four corners of the earth, it no more means that
the earth is flat or that we are to assume anything of

this nature than we should assume upon reading the
front page of our morning newspaper that the news-
paper editor is unaware of the fact that the earth re-
volves around the sun when he tells us the time the
sun will rise and set. The fact is, the editor of the
newspaper is seeking to communicate something to us
in popular terminology in a way which will make sense
and be easily understood by us. He is not intending
to comment upon the relation of the planets to one
another. Therefore, it can be said that while certain
statements in the Bible are not technically scientifically
accurate, they are not inaccurate either in that they
are not intended to be scientific pronouncements.

In sum, my view of the relation between the
Bible and science is that the Bible was written
to reveal certain truths and things to us which
we could not discover on our own because of
human limitations and that we are commanded
by the Bible to search out and find information
via the scientific and other methods of inquiry on
our own in those areas where this is possible.
The two systems of truth supplement each other
rather than conflict with each other.

Summary

In the December 1968 issue of the Journal, Russell
Maatman called for an evaluation of the relationship
between the Bible and science. He felt, and we would
argue quite correctly, that the ASA needed to direct
its attention particularly to this key issue in order to
clarify its approach to many other secondary issues, es-
pecially that of evolution. We agreed with Dr. Maatman
and therefore invited leaders of and major contributors
to the ASA to write for this Symposium published in the
preceding pages. We appreciate the participation of
the many who volunteered to contribute to this Sym-
posium, and we continue to invite others to add their
voices to this current sharing of convictions and per-
spectives.

Matters of truth are not settled by democratic vote.
Yet one purpose of a survey of the opinion of Christian
men of science is to seek to identify not only how indi-
viduals may happen to feel subjectively about an issue,
but also to search for clues of the guidance of the Holy
Spirit in the lives and beliefs of God’s people. Insofar
as the statistics derivable from the present Symposium
are meaningful, their implication is clear. By a factor of
more than three to one, respondents have indicated that
they consider the Bible and science to provide comple-
mentary insights into the nature of the world, rather
than holding that the “scientific implications” ;of the
Bible must always take precedence over the stientific
interpretation of nature.

The majority opinion appears to us to be consistent
with the growing realization that the description of the
world requires a multi-level approach in which different
terms and concepts may be needed to describe the
physical, the biological, the psychological and the spirit-
ual. Just as an exhaustive description on one level does
not invalidate exhaustive descriptions on other levels, so
a description framed in the terms and concepts of one
level can be used only with difficulty and uncertainty to
deduce detailed terms and concepts of another level.
As the Christian rightly rebels against the attempt to
discredit concepts with proven experiential validity on
the spiritual level by showing that they cannot be
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properly derived from physical and biological concepts
only, so also he rightly rebels against the attempt to
discredit concepts with proven experiential validity on
the physical and biological level by showing that they
cannot be properly derived from psychological and
spiritual concepts only.

Perhaps the most crucial element in this perspective
is that the truth of a description does not require
that the statement describe exhaustively at every level.

Can Christian men of science with convictions at
opposite extremes of the Bible vs. science question
honor their mutual commitment to Jesus Christ and
work together for better understanding and service?

On the one hand there are those who believe that
the Bible does not in general teach specific scientific
mechanisms and details, and who may feel that some
particular scientific hypotheses are generally accept-
able. On the other hand there are those who are sure
that the Bible does teach specific scientific mechanisms
and details, and therefore who know that particular
scientific hypotheses are wrong. Those who are unsure
should find it relatively easy to live with the convic-
tions of those who are sure; still they must constantly
guard against the temptation to belittle and look down
on their “more naive” brothers. Those who are sure
almost inevitably find it impossible to live with the
convictions of those who are not; the issue shifts into
one of truth, with those who are sure defending the
truth and those who are unsure defaulting in some sense
from the faith. Whether or not members of these two
groups can live together cooperatively in the fellowship
of faith seems to depend almost completely on how
able and willing the man, who is sure that he knows
the biblically-revealed scientific mechanisms and de-
tails, can be in tolerating his brothers, who do not inter-
pret the Bible in the same way that he does and yet
insist that they are true to the faith and followers of the
biblical revelation.

This is not the kind of a question a Symposium can
answer. But we hope that if it is possible for followers
of Jesus Christ to live together in harmony as members
of the household of faith in spite of differences, this
clarifying perspective on the options available may
serve a positive purpose.
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Man on the Moon

“By what you have done the heavens have become part of man’s world.”
Richard M. Nixon, speaking to the astronauts on the moon on July
20, 1969.

“This is the greatest week since the beginning of the world, the creation.
Nothing has changed the world more than this mission.” Richard M.

Nixon, speaking to the astronauts returned to earth on July 24, 1969.

Just sixty years after the Wright brothers set a new world’s record of somewhat
less than two hours of sustained flight, Neil Armstrong and Ed Aldrin set foot on the
moon. At least two-thirds of the world vicariously joined them. They were the rep-
resentatives of a concentrated and competitive endeavor to overcome the age-long
restraint of earth’s gravity and to explore lands and planets in the extra-terrestrial
universe. What does it mean, and what does it imply for the future?

In the framework of the evolutionary perspective, this landing of men on the moon
represents a giant new breakthrough in the development of life in the universe as we
know it. “A small step for a man, a giant leap for mankind,” Neil Armstrong said as
he stepped for the first time upon the surface of the moon. In the movie “2001: A
Space Odyssey”, science writer Arthur C. Clarke compares in significance the first
time a primeval creature on earth purposely threw a bone into the air, with the first
time that a modern Homo sapiens purposely throws himself into the air and into space.

The evolutionary view, especially in the form advanced by Teilhard leads one to
expect major breakthroughs in the evolutionary progress: the emergence of vast new
potentialities as the result of some particular small step in the general continuous
development. The arrival of man on the moon has been likened by others to the first
emergence of life from the sea; the suggestion is implicit that as that first creature
became better equipped to live in air rather than in a water environment, so man (or
his evolutionary successor) is on the road to developing the facility to live at home
anywhere in the universe. Clarke even envisions the advanced consciousness of the
future outstripping the confines of space and time.

With the many threats of impending disaster from nuclear holocaust, environ-
mental pollution and overpopulation of this earth, the prospect of new frontiers in
space, of new worlds to sustain an expanding mankind, is a possibility that is quickly
grasped in the hope of arriving at a new solution. The day after the moon landing,
noted world traveller and news commentator Lowell Thomas rhapsodized about his
faith that this was just the first of many steps that would eventually break the bonds
of relativity theory and ‘permit mankind to visit realms of the universe at present
deemed completely inaccessible.

If this projected exploration of space could serve as the focal point for drawing
nations closer together in a common venture, then regardless of its other potentialities,
it would appear/to be a major force for good. Unless, of course, one should happen
to notice the obviously unintentional similarity between the words of President Nixon
and those of Genesis 11:4, “Then they said, ‘Come, let us build ourselves a city, and
a tower with its top in the heavens, and let us make a name for ourselves, lest we
be scattered abroad upon the face of the whole earth,” "—and wonder. If this exploration
of space is turned into a great venture to exalt man and his technological abilities at
the expense of his spiritual understanding and needs, if it becomes only the grand
vehicle of spreading man’s inhumanity across the face of the universe, then where
is the glory and where the hope?

There is a third possibility for the significance of the recent space success. It
could well prove to have come too late and at too great expense, to be ultimately
irrevelant. Like the final bursts of sparks from a piece of fireworks before it is
plunged into darkness, this fantastic glory of our landing men on the moon may in the
next few decades be eclipsed by an outbreak of personal, social, racial and national
strife and suffering of such intensity that the prospect of visiting the moon may be
relegated to the category of Marie Antoinette’s supposed solution for her starving
subjects, “Let them eat cake.”

In all these things we see a cry for a vital Christian eschatology. “Since all these
things are thus to be dissolved, what sort of persons ought you to be in lives of holiness
and godliness, waiting for and hastening the coming of the day of God, because of
which the heavens will be kindled and dissolved, and the elements will melt with
fire! But according to His promise we wait for new heavens and a new earth in which
righteousness dwells.” (II Peter 3:11-13).
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Religious Perspectives of Students*

DAVID O. MOBERG

Department of Sociology and Anthropology
Marquette University, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53233

Four items from a student attitude survey of 1,367 students in three church-
related liberal arts colleges, a state university, and three Bible colleges were
examined to discover expressed opinions on items pertinent to the tensions
youth sometimes experience between their church’s teachings and what they
learn through scientific and educational sources. Theologically conservative
students and active church participants were the least likely to feel oppressed
and restricted by their churches’ teachings on moral issues and philosophy of
life and the most likely to disagree with the statement, “The church is losing
ground as science and education advance.” Theologically liberal persons and
those who seldom or never attend church were at the opposite extreme. Sev-
eral possible interpretations of these findings are discussed briefly.

Theologically conservative Christians traditionally
have believed that there is an antagonism between
sound religious doctrine and modern science and edu-
cation. It is not our purpose here to survey the many
variations within that viewpoint nor to summarize the
evidence that the increasingly predominant perspective
among evangelicals is that there is no inherent conflict
between scientific discoveries and Christian faith.!
Their most common current view appears to be that
the apparent contradictions are a result of theorizing
and other analyses of empirical facts by scientists, or
of interpretations by theologians of the revelation of
God in the Bible. Instead we shall examine some
empirical data from a study of students which includes
relationships between expressed attitudes on items
related to the “science-religion conflict.”

METHODOLOGY

In the Spring Semester of 1962-63 four senior
students conducted an Independent Study “Student
Attitude Survey” on the subject of religion and morality
under my direction. The pretested and revised ques-
tionnaire consisted of six legal-size pages covering
many aspects of background information on each re-
spondent, his personal views about the rightness or
wrongness of eighty-two types of behavior which have
been identified by one religious group or another as
having positive or negative moral significance, the
chief influence on his point of view toward each type
of behavior, and his attitudes toward thirty items on
beliefs about Christianity, religion, morality, church
activity, and the like. The questionnaires were com-

*Paper presented at the 23rd Annual Convention of the Amer-
ican Scientific Affiliation, Calvin College, Grand Rapids, Mich-
igan, August 20-23, 1968.
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pleted by 1,367 students in selected classes in three
church-related liberal arts colleges, a state university,
and three Bible colleges from the Spring of 1963 to
the Spring of 1964 and again subsequently in one of the
liberal arts colleges in the fall of 1966. The 180
university questionnaires were distributed in class and
completed outside of class for return at a subsequent
class period; all the others were administered in the
classroom without advance notice to the students that
this would be done. The average time necessary for
completion of the instrument was 45 minutes. Of the
total number of 1,367 respondents, 966 were fresh-
men, 184 were sophomores, 117 were juniors, 64 were
seniors, 31 were in “special” classifications, and 5
failed to indicate their class. The large proportion of
freshmen reflects a deliberate effort to cover classes
that included a cross-section of all students early in
their college careers rather than persons enrolled in
advanced courses which tend to attract primarily the
students majoring in certain subjects.

A substantial proportion of the students was from
theologically conservative schools. All three Bible
colleges are fundamentalistic, although gradual shifts
toward a more moderate “conservative evangelicalism”
are evident in their recent history. One of the liberal
arts colleges stands clearly in the evangelical Protestant
tradition; one is theologically conservative but aloof
from associations with the National Association of
Evangelicals, and one is related to a “mainline Prot-
estant” denomination and locally identified as relatively
“liberal” in its theological orientations, although “neo-
orthodoxy” may be more strongly represented in the
faculty of its Philosophy and Religion Departments
than religious liberalism. The relatively great strength
of religious conservatism in the Midwest is reflected
in the composition of the state university’s student body
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RELIGIOUS PERSPECTIVES OF STUDENTS

as well as in many private colleges of the region.
Compared to all American educational institutions, the
sample therefore may be assumed to include a larger
proportion of fundamentalists and evangelicals than
the national student population, and it almost entirely
omits Roman Catholics and Jews. This was by delib-
erate design, for the key problems intended for in-
vestigation in the project are associated with conserva-
tive Protestantism.

FINDINGS

Persons whose theological self-classification was
“fundamentalist” or evangelical, neo-evangelical, con-
servative, or orthodox were considerably less likely
than the others to agree and more likely to disagree
that the church is losing ground as science and educa-
tion advance. Responses on attitudes toward Jesus
Christ and the Bible similarly indicate that persons
with the more conservative views on these subjects
were more likely to disagree with this statement.

Church participation also is related to these atti-
tudes. Persons who attended church at least once a
week at the time of the survey were the least likely
to believe that the church is losing ground with the
advance of science and education.

On the other hand, it must also be pointed out
that a majority of every category of students except
those who rarely or never attended church, those with
non-orthodox attitudes toward Christ and the Bible
and those who classified themselves as humanists,
agnostics and atheists disagreed or strongly disagreed
with the statement. This suggests that failure to hold
conventional Christian beliefs and inactive church
participation are both related to believing that the
church is losing ground as science and education
advance.

Persons who themselves have experi-
enced disillusionment with a church as
its dogmatism, authoritarian moralism,
and fallacious interpretations of Bible
chronology, archeology, and history
have been exposed by their education
.. .. tend to be natural reactors against
a church that taught them folklore and
fictions as if they were “gospel truth.”

A second item dealt with the question of whether
the church lacks value for the upper and educated
classes (those best grounded in the sciences and other
subjects of education). All categories of theological
self-classifications overwhelmingly disagreed with the
statement, indicating their belief that the church does
have value for the educated as well as the uneducated
and for the upper as well as the lower classes. Persons
with the most conservative Christian interpretations of
Jesus Christ and the Bible disagreed more strongly
than did those with liberal perspectives. Similarly those
who attended church most often had the highest per-
centages of strong disagreement.

Advocates of modern scientism, to say nothing of
many educated church members, are inclined to
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emphasize that churches are far behind the times and
impose many outmoded dogmas and medieval super-
stitions upon their members. Differences between the
varijous theological categories of respondents were not
great except that the self-styled liberals, agnostics, and
atheists in the study were more inclined to agree than
the others, the vast majority of whom disagreed.

This general pattern was more obvious on the re-
sponse patterns by beliefs about Jesus Christ and
the Bible. A majority of those with the most liberal
viewpoints agreed that the church tries to impose
worn-out dogmas and medieval superstitions upon
members, while the opposite prevailed among those
who held perspectives closer to Protestant orthodoxy.

A strong majority of the students who never at-
tended church when living at home and the non-church
members who were “never” attending at the time of
the survey agreed that the church seeks to impose
worn-out dogmas and medieval superstitions upon
members, but the opposite was true of the other cate-
gories. About nine out of every ten persons who
attended church weekly, whether members or not,
disagreed with the statement.

Similar patterns again prevailed in relationship to
feeling restricted by the church in the development
of one’s philosophy of life. Fundamentalists and evan-
gelicals felt the most strongly that their church was
not restricting them, and only among the agnostics and
atheists did a majority feel their church was restrictive.
Those with liberal views about Jesus Christ and the
Bible were more likely than conservatives to feel re-
stricted by their church, and the persons who often
attended church were less likely to feel the develop-
ment of their philosophy of life was restricted than
those who attended seldom.

DISCUSSION

The impact of science and education on the
church cannot be determined conclusively from state-
ments about it. Certainly it is evident that among
the 1,367 students in this survey and on the basis
of the questions used as indicators, the overwhelming
majority did not feel that the church has been harmed
by the advance of science and education. The students
who were themselves the “least religious” in terms of
traditional indicators of Protestant beliefs and church
participation were the most likely to feel personally
oppressed by their church and the most apt to believe
that it was losing ground under the impact of modern
scientific and educational advancements. Conceivably
the psychological mechanism of projection could be
operating in their case; if they personally were giving
up religious beliefs and activities in ‘favor of what
appeared to them to be more scientific and sophisti-
cated philosophies and practices, they could easily
feel that every wise and educated person would do
the same and thus the church would lose ground
before the advance of science and education. Psycho-
analytic theory would suggest that their repressed guilt
feelings for their personal irreligiosity may be relieved
by expressing the opinion that they are in the vanguard
of basic social changes.

There is no indication of which comes first in
such cases—disillusionment with the church or en-
thrallment with modern science and education. In other
words, no causal relationship is demonstrated by our
findings. Some would be inclined to hypothesize that
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growth in scientific and educational understanding is
the cause of defections from Christian faith and church
participation. Persons who themselves have experienced
disillusionment with a church as its dogmatism, au-
thoritarian moralism, and fallacious interpretations of
Bible chronology, archeology, and history have been
exposed by their education are especially likely to
accept such an interpretation. They tend to be natural
reactors against a church that taught them folklore
and fictions as if they were “gospel truth.”

Others, however, are more likely to hypothesize
that departure from the faith or perhaps, as another
version, never having had true Christian faith, is the
origin of the belief that the impact of science and
education is detrimental to the church. When basic
Christian faith is absent, one lacks an integrating
philosophy to help reconcile apparent contradictions
between traditional Christian perspectives and modern
scientific and educational viewpoints.

Either of these interpretations is consistent with
the findings of this survey, but neither of them is tested
by the data. In either case, it is not surprising that
those who are the most closely integrated with their
churches, as indicated by attendance patterns, should
be the least likely to believe that churches are losing
ground to science and education, the most likely to
think that churches are good for the upper and
educated as well as the lower and uneducated classes,
the most apt to disagree with the idea that the church
seeks to impose many worn-out dogmas and medieval
superstitions upon their members, and the most likely

Theologically conservative students
who are active church participants are
least likely to feel oppressed by their
church and to believe the church is los-
ing ground under the impact of science
and education.

to feel that their church does not restrict the develop-
ment of their philosophy of life. Participation in the
church is to a considerable extent related to “believing
in” the church. This relationship is apparent among
non-members as well as church members.

Theologically conservative students who are active
church participants are least likely to feel oppressed
by their church and to believe the church is losing
ground under the impact of science and education.
Non-believers and inactive members are the most in-
clined toward such feelings and opinions.

NOTE

IThe literature on this subject is very extensive. All the pub-
lications of the American Scientific Affiliation are related to it
directly or indirectly. One of the most recent works relating
evangelical Christian faith to modern science is Richard H.
Bube, editor, The Encounter Between Christianity and Science
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co.,
1968).

The Christian understanding of creation as an act of a free and loving divine
will is the sole basis for our confidence that our finite life has a meaning, a pur-
pose, and a destiny which no immediate misfortune can eradicate. Christian
thought has seldom, therefore, claimed that it knew just how God had created the
world, and it has never sought to understand creation in terms of that sort of

explanation. .

.. The idea of creation is founded on the religious knowledge

through faith of the character of God's will; it is a certainty based on the imme-
diate experience of God's sovereignty and His love in the covenant with Israel
and in Christ, and the consequent faith that existence, which is known there
to come from God, is created in the same love. . . .

Christian thought must accept the scientific method, which searches for
the necessary interrelations between events, as a valid and important means of
understanding the observable world around us. But Christianity can never ac-
cept science as a total view of finite reality, especially historical redlity. For our
historical experience reveals all too clearly that freedom, both human and
divine, is interlaced with causal necessity in everything that happens. Since,
then, the determined relations relevant to scientific inquiry give us only a par-
tial picture of the mystery of our historical existence, there we are justified in
using the categories of freedom, intention, and purpose as complementary means
of explanation. For only if at some point the impersonal process and so the
structural sequence is transcended in freedom, and only if our explanations
go beyond the “how” and include the “why,” can there be meaning in human

or divine life.

From Maker of Heaven and Earth, by Langdon Gilkey
Copyright 1959 by Langdon Gilkey. Reprinted by permission of Doubleday and Co.
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A Generation in Search of a Future*

GEORGE WALD

Department of Biology
Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts

Cause of Student Unrest

All of you know that in the last couple of years
there has been student unrest, breaking at times into
violence, in many parts of the world: in England,
Germany, Italy, Spain, Mexico, Japan, and, needless
to say, many parts of this country. There has been a
great deal of discussion as to what it all means.
Perfectly clearly, it means something different in Mex-
ico from what it does in France, and something dif-
ferent in France from what it does in Tokyo, and
something different in Tokyo from what it does in
this country. Yet, unless we are to assume that students
have gone crazy all over the world, or that they have
just decided that it’s the thing to do, it must have
some common meaning.

I don’t need to go so far afield to look for that
meaning. I am a teacher, and at Harvard I have a
class of about three hundred and fifty students—men
and women—most of them freshmen and sophomores.
Over these past few years, I have felt increasingly that
something is terribly wrong—and this year ever so much
more than last. Something has gone sour, in teaching
and in learning. It’s almost as though there were a
widespread feeling that education has become irrele-
vant,

A lecture is much more of a dialogue than many
of you probably realize. As you lecture, you keep
watching the faces, and information keeps coming
back to you all the time. I began to feel, particularly
this year, that I was missing much of what was coming
back. I tried asking the students, but they didn’t or
couldn’t help me very much.

But I think I know what’s the matter. I think that
this whole generation of students is beset with a
profound uneasiness, and I don’t think that they have

*This article is the record of a talk presented by Professor
George Wald, Nobel Laureate, at the March Fourth Convoca-
tion at MIT (see Journal ASA 21, 51 (1969)), as pub-
lished in the March 22, 1969 issue of The New Yorker Maga-
zine, reprinted by permission; copyright 1969 by The New
Yorker Magazine, Inc. It has been one of the most widely pub-
licized and reprinted talks of this kind in recent years, and cer-
tainly has been one of the most controversial. Newspaper col-
umnist Joseph Alsop has said of Professor Wald, that he is “a
deeply idealistic man who knows a great deal about biology
and nothing whatever about the world he lives in . . . . there
are plenty of men who are aware Wald is talking through his
hat.” In a subsequent article, “America’s My Home. Not My
Business, My Home,” (Bull. Atomic Scientists 25, No. 5, 29
(1969)) Wald says that no man should have a political philos-
ophy that won't fit on the face of a button. He offers for his
philosophy: “A better world for fewer children.”
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yet quite defined its source. I think I understand the
reasons for their uneasiness even better than they
do. What is more, I share their uneasiness.

The Vietnam War

What's bothering those students? Some of them tell
you it’s the Vietnam war. I think the Vietnam war is the
most shameful episode in the whole of American
history. The concept of war crimes is an American
invention. We've committed many war crimes in Viet-
nam—but I'll tell you something interesting about that.
We were committing war crimes in World War II, be-
fore the Nuremberg trials were held and the principle
of war crimes was stated. The saturation bombing of
German cities was a war crime. Dropping those atomic
bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki was a war crime.
If we had lost the war, it might have been our leaders
who had to answer for such actions. I've gone through
all that history lately, and I find that there’s a gimmick
in it. It isn’t written out, but I think we established
it by precedent. That gimmick is that if one can allege
that one is repelling or retaliating for an aggression,
after that everything goes.

And, you see, we are living in a world in which
all wars are wars of defense. All War Departments are
now Defense Departments. This is all part of the
doubletalk of our time. The aggressor is always on the
other side. I suppose this is why our ex-Secretary of
State Dean Rusk went to such pains to insist, as he
still insists, that in Vietnam we are repelling an ag-
gression. And if that’s what we are doing—so runs the
doctrine—everything goes. If the concept of war crimes
is ever to mean anything, they will have to be defined
as categories of acts, regardless of alleged provocation.
But that isn’t so now.

I think I know what is bothering the
students. 1 think that what we are up
against is a generation that is by no
means sure that it has a future.

I think we've lost that war, as a lot of other people
think, too. The Vietnamese have a secret weapon. It’s
their willingness to die beyond our willingness to kill.
In effect, they've been saying, You can kill us, but
you'll have to kill a lot of us; you may have to kill
all of us. And, thank heaven, we are not yet ready to

129



GEORGE WALD

do that.

Yet we have come a long way toward it—far enough
to sicken many Americans, far enough to sicken even
our fighting men. Far enough so that our national
symbols have ione sour. How many of you can sing
about “the rockets’ red glare, the bombs bursting in
air” without thinking, Those are our bombs and our
rockets, bursting over South Vietnamese villagesP When
those words were written, we were a people struggling
for freedom against oppression. Now we are supporting
open or thinly disguised military dictatorships all over
the world, helping them to control and repress people’s
struggling for their freedom.

A Much Larger Situation

But that Vietnam war, shameful and terrible as it
is, seems to me only an immediate incident in a much
larger and more stubborn situation.

Part of my trouble with students is that almost
all the students I teach were born after World War II.
Just after World War 11, a series of new and abnormal
procedures came into American life. We regarded
them at the time as temporary aberrations. We thought
we would get back to normal American life someday.

But those procedures have stayed with us now for
more than twenty years, and those students of mine
have never known anything else. They think those
things are normal. They think that we've always had a
Pentagon, that we have always had a big Army, and
that we have always had a draft. But those are all
new things in American life, and I think that they are
incompatible with what America meant before.

The Army

How many of you realize that just before World
War II the entire American Army, including the Air
Corps, numbered a hundred and thirty-nine thousand
men? Then World War II started, but we weren’t
yet in it, and, seeing that there was great trouble in
the world, we doubled this Army to two hundred and
sixty-eight thousand men. Then, in World War II it
got to be eight million. And then World War II came
to an end and we prepared to go back to a peacetime
Army, somewhat as the American Army had always
been before. And, indeed, in 1950—you think about
1950, our international commitments, the Cold War,
the Truman Doctrine, and all the rest of it—in 1950,
we got down to six hundred thousand men.

Now we have three and a half million men under
arms: about six hundred thousand in Vietnam, about
three hundred thousand more in “support areas” else-
where in the Pacific, about two hundred and fifty
thousand in Germany. And there are a lot at home.
Some months ago, we were told that three hundred
thousand National Guardsmen and two hundred
thousand reservists—so half a million men—had been
specially trained for riot duty in the cities.

I say the Vietnam war is just an immediate incident
because as long as we keep that big an Army, it will
always find things to do. If the Vietnam war stopped
tomorrow, the chances are that with that big a
military establishment we would be in another such
adventure, abroad or at home, before you knew it.

The Draft

The thing to do about the draft is not to reform
it but to get rid of it.
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A peacetime draft is the most un-American thing I
know. All the time I was growing up, I was told about
oppressive Central European countries and Russia,
where young men were forced into the Army, and I was
told what they did about it. They chopped off a
finger, or shot off a couple of toes, or better still, if
they could manage it, they came to this country. And
we understood that, and sympathized, and were glad
to welcome them.

Now, by present estimates, from four to six thou-
sand Americans of draft age have left this country
for Canada, two or three thousand more have gone
to Europe, and it looks as though many more were
preparing to emigrate.

A bill to stop the draft was recently introduced in
the Senate (S. 503), sponsored by a group of senators
that runs the gamut from McGovern and Hatfield to
Barry Goldwater. I hope it goes through. But I think
that when we get rid of the draft we must also dras-
tically cut back the size of the armed forces.

Militarization

Yet there is something ever so much bigger and
more important than the draft. That bigger thing, of
course, is the militarization of our country. Ex-Presi-
dent Eisenhower, in his farewell address, warned us
of what he called the military-industrial complex. 1 am
sad to say that we must begin to think of it now as
the military-industrial-labor-union complex. What hap-
pened under the plea of the Cold War was not alone
that we built up the first big peacetime Army in our
history but that we institutionalized it. We built, I
suppose, the biggest government building in our history
to run it, and we institutionalized it.

I don’t think we can live with the present military
establishment, and its eighty-billion-dol[gr-a-year budg-
et, and keep America anything like the America we
have known in the past. It is corrupting the life of
the whole country. It is buying up everything in sight:
industries, banks, investors, scientists—and lately it
seems also to have bought up the labor unions.

The Defense Department is always broke, but
some of the things it does with that eighty billion
dollars a year would make Buck Ro%ers envious. For
example, the Rocky Mountain Arsenal, on the outskirts
of Denver, was manufacturing a deadly nerve poison
on such a scale that there was a problem of waste
disposal. Nothing daunted, the people there dug a
tunnel two miles deep under Denver, into which they
have injected so much poisoned water that, beginning
a couple of years ago, Denver has experienced a series
of earth tremors of increasing severity. Now there is
grave fear of a major earthquake. An interesting debate
is in progress as to whether Denver will be safer
if that lake of poisoned water is removed or is left in
place.

Perhaps you have read also of those six thousand
sheep that suddenly died in Skull Valley, Utah, killed
by another nerve poison—a strange and, I believe, still
unexplained accident, since the nearest testing seems
to have been thirty miles away.

As for Vietnam, the expenditure of firepower there
has been frightening. Some of you may still remember
Khe Sanh, a hamlet just south of the Demilitarized
Zone, where a force of United States Marines was be-
leaguered for a time. During that period, we dropped
on the perimeter of Khe Sanh more explosives than fell
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on Japan throughout World War II, and more than
fell on the whole of Europe during the years 1942
and 1943.

One of the officers there was quoted as having
said afterward, “It looks like the world caught smallpox
and died.”

The only point of government is to safeguard and
foster life. Our government has become preoccupied
with death, with the business of killing and being
killed. So-called defense now absorbs sixty per cent
of the national budget, and about twelve per cent of
the Gross National Product.

ABM

A lively debate is beginning again on whether or
not we should deploy antiballistic missiles, the ABM.
I don’t have to talk about them—everyone else here is
doing that. But I should like to mention a curious
circumstance. In September, 1967, or about a year
and a half ago, we had a meeting of M.LT. and
Harvard people, including experts on these matters,
to talk about whether anything could be done to block
the Sentinel system—the deployment of ABMs. Every-
one present thought them undesirable, but a few of
the most knowledgeable persons took what seemed to
be the practical view: “Why fight about a dead issue?
1t has been decided, the funds have been appropriated.
Let’s go on from there.”

Well, fortunately, it's not a dead issue.

An ABM is a nuclear weapon. It takes a nuclear
weapon to stop a nuclear weapon. And our concern
must be with the whole issue of nuclear weapons.

There is an entire semantics ready to deal with the
sort of thing I am about to say. It involves such phrases
as “Those are the facts of life.” No—these are the facts
of death. I don’t accept them, and I advise you not
to accept them. We are under repeated pressure to
accept things that are presented to us as settled—
decisions that have been made. Always there is the
thought: Let's go on from there. But this time we
don’t see how to go on. We will have to stick with
these issues.

We are told that the United States and Russia,
between them, by now have stockpiled nuclear weapons
of approximately the explosive power of fifteen tons of
TNT for every man, woman, and child on earth.
And now it is suggested that we must make more. All
very regrettable, of course, but “those are the facts
of life.” We really would like to disarm, but our new
Secretary of Defense has made the ingenious proposal
that now is the time to greatly increase our nuclear
armaments, so that we can disarm from a position
of strength.

I think all of you know there is no adequate de-
fense against massive nuclear attack. It is both easier
and cheaper to circumvent any known nuclear defense
system than to provide it. It’s all pretty crazy. At the
very moment we talk of deploying ABMs, we are also
building the MIRV, the weapon to circumvent ABMs.

Nuclear War

As far as I know, the most conservative estimates
of the number of Americans who would be killed in
a major nuclear attack, with everything working as
well as can be hoped and all foreseeable precautions
taken, run to about fifty million. We have become
callous to gruesome statistics, and this seems at first
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to be only another gruesome statistic. You think, Bang!—
and next morning, if you're still there, you read in
the newspapers that fifty-million people were killed.

But that isn’t the way it happens. When we killed
close to two hundred thousand people with those first,
little, old-fashioned uranium bombs that we dropped
on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, about the same number
of persons were maimed, blinded, burned, poisoned,
and otherwise doomed. A lot of them took a long
time to die.

Take away from me the noise of your songs; to the
melody of your harps I will not listen. But let justice
roll down like waters, and righteousness like an ever-
flowing stream. Amos 5:23,24.

Society right now has very few realities for
me. They exist, but theyre not real to me. When I
watch the news every night it’s not real to me.
I cant believe it. I can't believe a Hamburger
Hill. I can’t believe a gas bomb attack by police
on a peaceful protest in Berkeley. I cant believe
spending millions of dollars to send soldiers to
West Germany to engage in a war game. 1 can’t
believe financed non-production of our crops while
millions starve.

I can’t believe analysts seriously discussing
how decisions are made based on whether John-
son or Nixon feel their place in history is going
to be preserved if they make certain decisions
while people die. I cant believe the pictures I
see of the war and I can’t believe the pictures I
see of the ghettos. These can't be realities to me.
I acknowledge that they exist but I can’t allow
myself to see them as my real world because,
if I do that, then I'm willing to accept them.

The way things should be has got to be the
way things are or none of us should be able to
sleep well at night. We should lose sleep not out
of fear of our economic security of our property
because the Negroes are rioting again. We should
lose sleep because we are doing things that are
wrong, were allowing things that are wrong to
go on in our society, and we’re accepting them.

Ira C. Magaziner

From the Senior Oration at Brown University, June 1969, “The
Need: A Cultural Revolution.” Reprinted from Brown
Alumni Monthly, July 1969.

Beloved, do mnot be surprised at the fiery ordeal
which comes upon you to prove you, as though some-
thing strange were happening to you. But rejoice in
so far as you share Christ’s sufferings. I Peter 4:12,13.

That’s the way it would be. Not a bang and a
certain number of corpses to bury but a nation filled
with millions of helpless, maimed, tortured, and doomed
persons, and the survivors huddled with their families -
in shelters, with guns ready to fight off their neighbors
trying to get some uncontaminated food and water.

A few months ago, Senator Richard Russell, of
Georgia, ended a speech in the Senate with the words
“If we have to start over again with another Adam
and Eve, I want them to be Americans; and I want

131



GEORGE WALD

them on this continent and not in Europe.” That was
a United States senator making a patriotic speech. Well,
here is a Nobel laureate who thinks that those words
are criminally insane.

How real is the threat of full-scale nuclear war? I
have my own very inexpert idea, but, realizing how
little T know and fearful that I may be a little paranoid
on this subject, I take every opportunity to ask reputed
experts. I asked that question of a distinguished profes-
sor of government at Harvard about a month ago. I
asked him what sort of odds he would lay on the possi-
bility of full-scale nuclear war within the foreseeable fu-
ture. “Oh,” he said comfortably, “I think I can give you
a pretty good answer to that question. I estimate the
probability of full-scale nuclear war, provided that the
situation remains about as it is now, at two per cent per
year.” Anybody can do the simple calculation that
shows that two per cent per year means that the
chance of having that full-scale nuclear war by 1990 is
about one in three, and by 2000 it is about fifty-fifty.

We have to get rid of those nuclear
weapons. There is nothing worth having
that can be obtained by nuclear war—
nothing material or ideological—no tra-
dition that it can defend. It is utterly
self-defeating. . . . Nuclear weapons of-
fer us nothing but a balance of terror,
and a balance of terror is still terror.

A Generation That May Have No Future

I think I know what is bothering the students. I
think that what we are up against is a generation that
is by no means sure that it has a future.

I am growing old, and my future, so to speak, is
already behind me. But there are those students of
mine, who are in my mind always; and there are my
children, the youngest of them now seven and nine,
whose future is infinitely more precious to me than
my own. So it isn’t just their generation; it’s mine too.
We're all in it together.

Are we to have a chance to live? We don’t ask
for prosperity, or security. Only for a reasonable chance
to live, work out our destiny in peace and decency.
Not to go down in history as the apocalyptic genera-
tion.

And it isn’t only nuclear war. Another overwhelm-
ing threat is in the population explosion. That has not
yet even begun to come under control. There is every
indication that the world population will double before
the year 2000, and there is a widespread expectation
of famine on an unprecedented scale in many parts
of the world. The experts tend to differ only in their
estimates of when those famines will begin. Some think
by 1980; others think they can be staved off until

1990; very few expect that they will not occur by the
year 2000.

That is the problem. Unless we can be surer than
we now are that this generation has a future, nothing
else matters. It's not good enough to give it tender,
loving care, to supply it with breakfast foods, to buy
it expensive educations. Those things dont mean any-
thing unless this generation has a future. And we're not
sure that it does.

I don't think that there are problems of youth, or
student problems. All the real problems I know about
are grown-up problems.

Perhaps you will think me altogether absurd, or
“academic,” or hopelessly innocent—that is, until you
think about the alternatives—if I say, as T do to you
now: We have to get rid of those nuclear weapons.
There is nothing worth having that can be obtained by
nuclear war—nothing material or ideological-no tra-
dition that it can defend. Tt is utterly self-defeating.
Those atomic bombs represent an unusable weapon.
The only use for an atomic bomb is to keep somebody
else from using one. It can give us no protection—
only the doubtful satisfaction of retaliation. Nuclear
weapons offer us nothing but a balance of terror, and
a balance of terror is still terror.

We have to get rid of those atomic weapons, here
and everywhere. We cannot live with them.

A Point of Decision

I think we’ve reached a point of great decision,
not just for our nation, not only for all humanity,
but for life upon the earth. I tell my students, with
a feeling of pride that I hope they will share, that the
carbon, nitrogen, and oxygen that make up ninety-nine
per cent of our living substance were cooked in the
deep interiors of earlier generations of dying stars.
Gathered up from the ends of the universe, over billions
of years, eventually they came to form, in part, the
substance of our sun, its planets, and ourselves. Three
billion years ago, life arose upon the earth. It is the
only life in the solar system.

About two million years ago, man appeared. He
has become the dominant species on the earth. All
other living things, animal and plant, live by his
sufferance. He is the custodian of life on earth,
and in the solar system. It's a big responsibility.

The thought that we're in competition with Rus-
sians or with Chinese is all a mistake, and trivial. We
are one species, with a world to win. There’s life all
over this universe, but the only life in the solar system
is on earth, and in the whole universe we are the only
men.

Our business is with life, not death. Our challenge
is to give what account we can of what becomes
of life in the solar system, this corner of the universe
that is our home; and, most of all, what becomes of
men—all men, of all nations, colors, and creeds. This
has become one world, a world for all men. It is only
such a world that can now offer us life, and the chance
to go on.
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“They keep us safel”

NEEDED: A NEW LOOK AT
CHRISTIAN ESCHATOLOGY

Professor Wald’s article has been widely read by
many people, especially those who are vitally interested
in college students and in campus unrest. He writes
from a realistic perspective becausc of his broad contact
with students. Perhaps you saw him on national T.V.
during the 2nd week in April speaking to students
during the Harvard protest against R.O.T.C. He ob-
viously has the feel for students.

1 agree with him that a major factor which is
paralyzing students today is that they sense there is
no meaningful future for them. I agree that in some
vague way they feel uneasy about the future. When
a man sees no future he starts to malfunction. He
starts to question all kinds of things. He challenges
all of society’s presuppositions. Anyone in contact with
students can attest to the above attitudes.

I question whether or not it is the American mili-
tary and the nuclear stockpiles that are causing the lack
of hope. Perhaps these are only symptoms. In general,
I wish to call the underlying cause, “Americanism.” I
sense that we all see no future for America. Perhaps
since the depression we have had no future in America
per se. It has been in outstanding individuals like
Roosevelt, Eisenhower and Kennedy. When John
Kennedy died much of the hope in America disap-
peared. The assassinations of Robert Kennedy and
Martin Luther King have taken more of a toll than
we realize.
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Some very perceptive remarks about the role of
hope are made in an article called “On Living in a
Biological Revolution,” by Donald Fleming in the
February, 1969 issue of the Atlantic Magazine. One
statement will suffice to encourage the reader to look
at the article.

“In this sense, the greatest revolutionaries of the Western
World to date have been precisely the early Christians who
dared to affirm in the earliest days of the classical world that
something far better was in the process and could be salvaged
from the ruins.”

Fleming goes on to say that the biological revolu-
tion is the main one going on now and that biologists
are the people of the future. They know this and this
is what is giving them unusual drive and energy in
pushing forward in biological research.

Whether or not the biological revolution is the
revolution of the future is questioned by all of us.
But both Walds and Fleming’s remarks bring us
squarely to the whole idea of eschatology and whether
on not Christians have an adequate basis for hope.

First, let me say that “Americanism” has been the
eschatology of many Christians. This has been es-
pecially true of second generation Christians who have
been reared in an atmosphere of dispensationalism.
I have noticed in my student contacts that there has
been a serious lack of motivation in many Christians
of such vintage. These students, when questioned,
show the same symptoms that Wald so expertly points
out. Christian theology has little relevance for them.
They will dogmatically talk about things like the
“rapture” but apparently their eschatology is in ma-
terial gain and in social climbing,

Another phenomenon which shows that many Chris-
tians find their hope in “Americanism” is the massive
numbers of theologically conservative Christians who
are connected with ultra-right brands of politics. There
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is nothing inherently wrong with a Christian being
conservative in politics. But when it is the exception
to be theologically conservative and politically liberal
one must look for other causes, especially when so
many Christians would rather “fight than switch”
and have looked to men like Barry Goldwater as a
political messiah to save American virtues.

Why might it be true that “Americanism” is the
essence of eschatology for many Christians? Well,
try to imagine your future as one in which you are
forcibly drawn out of the battle when the going gets
tough and catapulted somewhere into the sky. Most
of these Christians’ eschatology practically ends right
there. Not very motivating, is it? There is no need
to prepare for any future. And the future is so ill de-
fined that vagueness is its most characteristic feature.
Most Christians secretly prefer living now than in
heaven, regardless of how it is defined.

Secondly, one finds among these Christians a feel-
ing that the physical world is evil. Many even think
that their bodies are evil. Heaven is an escape of the
soul from the known world. Many seem to hate them-
selves and have a hard time loving themselves.

I believe that many Christians have a perverted
doctrine of creation and therefore have no understand-
ing of the cosmic dimensions of the death of Christ.
The result is a very narrow sense of individualistic
redemption and a truncated idea of eschatology. And
this ends in an eschatology that doesn’t satisfy the

individual’s deepest needs. So he looks elsewhere for
satisfaction of these needs and tends to find them in
“Americanism”.

My plea is for the Journal ASA to take the lead
in articulating a Christian eschatology based upon
Biblical views of creation and redemption. Teilhard de
Chardin has made a proposal in which he sees an
Omega point in the future where evolution and Jesus
Christ meet. Many have rejected this position because
it doesn’t have an adequate view of the Fall and of
the death of Christ.

Perhaps more serious study needs to be made of
all the Biblical passages that refer to the redemption
of the cosmos. Many are in the Old Testament. Those
in the New Testament are Rom. 8:18-25, II Peter
3:11-13, Rev. 21-22 etc. Here we see a new order on
a new earth. The New Jerusalem is here on earth rather
than in heaven. Continuity between this age and the
age to come may be in terms of God’s created heaven
and earth which is completely redeemed. So let’s
be prepared to set forth an eschatology which is
grounded in the Biblical doctrines of creation and
redemption. The Journal ASA has a great opportunity
here to do creative work in the field of future hope.

James E. Berney

Inter-Varsity Christian Fellowship
Western Regional Director

427 44th Street

Richmond, California 94805

THE FOOLISH
ALTERNATIVE

What a frightening thing it is to face the future
today if that future is limited to what one can ac-
complish by oneself in a single lifespan on earth!

The present world situation suggests that there are
two practical courses of action that may be undertaken
as alternatives in the future. If these alternatives are
evaluated simply on the basis of previous history alone,
neither may be considered to be particularly hopeful.

Continue Armament Buildup

The first course of action is to continue in a buildup
of armaments and instruments of warfare, with no fore-
seeable end in view, in the effort to maintain a balance
of potential terror. The argument is that if the potential
terror that can be perpetrated by our side is equivalent
to or greater than the potential that can be perpetrated
by the other side, the net effect will be a deterrent
to the use of that terror. The justification given is
that it is necessary for our country to defend itself
against threatened attack from external enemies, and
that there is no way to accomplish this without a con-
tinuation of the arms race.

The record of history indicates that any time two
nations have continued to build up huge gacklogs of
potential terror, at some time this unstable stalemate
has crumbled, perhaps under the influence of a third
power, and the instruments of death have been re-
gretfully put to use. The choice of the first course
of action requires the hope that this record will not
be repeated, that the continued buildup of arms will
lead to a world situation where it will become un-
necessary to use them,
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End Armaments Buildup

The second course of action is to bring to an end
any continued buildup of armaments and instruments
of warfare, all chemical-biological warfare, all research
aimed at counter-insurgency in other people’s countries,
and to restrict any militarily-directed research to meas-
ures of defense alone. The non-aggressive defense of
the country is a legitimate activity of the government
and has a legitimate claim on the scientific talent of
the country. Government support of scientific education
of students is also a valuable contribution to the wel-
fare of the country, but it may be questioned whether
funds granted for military-directed projects are the
most appropriate way to achieve this educational goal.

By emphasizing restriction to purely defense ac-
tivities, it is clear that we admit the possibility that
other nations not following this restriction may increase
their armaments to the point where their potential
for terror exceeds our own. The choice of this second
course of action requires the hope that other nations
of the world will not take advantage of this possible
inequity to enforce their will upon this country. History
offers little support for this hope to be fulfilled. The
justification for making this choice rests upon the
conviction that the continued arms race can lead to
nothing except global nuclear war, and that it is pos-
sible that some alleviation of international aggravation
might be secured by a reduction in belligerent attitudes
and actions.

How Can A Choice Be Made?

In view of this dilemma, how is any choice to
be madeP Put into the most dramatic and extreme
terms, it appears that we may be called upon to
choose between possible death and possible enslave-
ment. Has not the rallying cry of our country from
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the very beginning been. “Give me liberty or give
me death?”

It is not the fact, however, that the choice appears
to be between death and enslavement that provides
the major guide for making such a choice. For the
choice is not only between death and enslavement, it is
between killing and enslavement, killing on a scale
and with an abandonment truly unique to our present
times. And this choice is one that contains its own
directive.

It should be clear that the extreme alternatives
really are: killing or enslavement. A deterrent can be
effective only if the enemy is convinced that when
the chips are down we will make use of our potential
terror to retaliate in kind and destroy him. If it is
known that we will not retaliate, that we will not
kil when the only motive can be that of global re-
venge, then any deterrent is disarmed. The whole de-
terrent-based argument is suspect.

It is appropriately argued that the Christian has
a perspective that his fellow humanist, who shares
these same concerns, does not have, namely the con-
viction that no alternative is inevitable because God
is there, that He is in charge of the world in an ulti-
mate sense, and that the sufferings of this world are
not the ultimate dimension of reality. Such a per-
spective, however, is in the nature of a personal faith
that sustains the individual or a group of individuals
in the midst of the most grievous adversity; it is not
a self-evident directive for action. The directive for
action must derive from an analysis of the situation,
and from the answer to the question, “Through what
actions of mine can I maintain that God is acting in
the present situation® It is the hope of a Christian
that God can and will work His will under the most
unpromising of situations, and it is the responsibility
of a Christian to be in the place where God can work
through him.

It should be clear that the exireme alternatives
really are: killing or enslavement. ....If a Chris-
tian should be forced into choosing between “serv-
ing God” through killing, and serving God even
though enslaved, does he really have a choice?

In this context, the analysis of the problem is not
only a choice between killing and enslavement—which
activity is more consistent with the Christian faith in
the ultimate victory of God’s purposeP—it is also a
choice between an alternative which is evil, and one
which is by historical standards simply foolish. In such
a case, I maintain that the Christian is called upon
to choose the foolish alternative.

An Evil Choice

The course of action that calls for the continued
buildup of armaments for increasing levels of deter-
rency can, I believe, be labeled evil. It is evil for at
least three reasons: (1) it commits a large fraction

of human ingenuity, concern, and effort to the develop-
ment of instruments of death and inhumanity, (2) it
provides no basis for a resolution of the problems that
appear to make the buildup necessary but serves only
to intensify the confrontation, and (3) it diverts into
military hardware a large portion of the nation’s re-
sources that is badly needed at home and abroad for
the alleviation of human needs, poverty, sickness and
injustice. I cannot see that one can continue on such
a course of action while consistently maintaining at
the same time that one is trusting that God will set
things right.

United Press International Release—July 28,
1969

Defense Secretary Melvin R. Laird said today
the best way to make sure the United States is not
the victim of chemical or biological weapons is
to maintain its own such weapons as a deterrent.
He said the Soviet Union had a “much greater”
capability in this area. “This deterrent is impor-
tant if we want to see that these gases are never
used in our time,” Laird declared. The Secretary
defended the need for a chemical and biological
(CBW) program. “As much as we deplore this
kind of weapon,” he said, “if we want to make
sure this weapon is never used we must have the
capability to use it.” Laird said that the United
States must continue to develop offensive chem-
ical and biological weapons.

A Foolish Choice

The course of action that calls for the end of a
buildup of armaments and for a restriction of research
to items essential to defense and the general welfare,
alone—together of course with that fundamental re-
search into the nature of the universe that is the proper
concern of society—can, I believe, be labeled foolish.
It is foolish because it assumes the possibility of an
alleviation of international %rievances deeply rooted
in history and in national objectives, simply through
the refusal of a powerful nation to seek to establish
its will throughout the world by force. But if it is
foolish, it is also a course of action that is completely
open to the will of God. Here is a real challenge for
Christian faith.

In the final analysis, if a Christian should be forced
into choosing between “serving God” through killing,
and serving God even though enslaved, does he really
have a choice?

Richard H. Bube

Departments of Materials Science and Electrical Engineering
Stanford University

Stanford, California 94305

This article has also been published in The Church Herald,
official organ of the Reformed Church in America.

Regular Features of the Journal: “Book Reviews,”
“Communications”, and “What Do You Think of THAT?!”
will return in the March 1970 issue.
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YES, STEPHANIE, THERE
IS A FUTURE

In June at graduation time, Stephanie Mills of
Phoenix, Arizona, gave the valedictory address at Mills
College in California. The title of her address was,
“The Future is a Hoax.” She said that she saw ahead
only an overpopulated world doomed to cannibalism,
a horribly disfigured planet with mankind continuing
to spread “like an unfeeling, unthinking cancer across
the earth.” She concluded that the most humane thing
she could do would be to have no children. She has
no belief in a Supreme Being, but she is not a fatalist;
she hopes that there will be some effective planning
for population control. The following remarks are
addressed to the many young people like Stephanie
all around the world today. To them all, I say, “Yes,
there is a future.” I reinforce that by appealing to
Romans 12:21, “Do not be overcome by evil, but
overcome evil with good.”

In the first place, this is a strategy for personal
injury. Paul’s paragraph begins, “Bless those who
persecute you. Bless and do not curse them.” He urges
Christians to live peaceably with all men, to do every-
thing that is within them to live in harmony and
concord. Christians are to trust in God and in His
moral order to work out retribution, not to seek ven-
geance. Paul pleads that if an enemy is hungry, he
be fed; if an enemy is thirsty, he be given drink. By
acting in this way, the Christian will overcome the
enemy with love; he will subdue him with kindness.
Hence the concluding words, “Do not be overcome
by evil, but overcome evil with good.”

But does this work? Is it reasonable or is it ri-
diculous? We need to remember that when Jesus the
Christ came to this world, He came to His own and
His own did not receive Him. Although He began to
be rejected from the beginning of His ministry, He
went about doing good. He fed the hungry, gave drink
to the thirsty, healed the lame and the blind, and He
raised the dead. Then He Himself went to the cross
and was marvelously vindicated in His resurrection.
Even members of the priestly party who had put Jesus
to death, in later days became obedient to the faith
(Acts 6:7). This is the very heart of God's strategy,
overcoming evil with good. Dr. C. H. Dodd has said
that this is the most creative element in Christian
ethics. It is creative because it calls into being that
which did not previously exist, relationship where there
was no communication, and cooperation where there
was isolation. It is creative because it cancels hegative
feeling and despair, and it prompts positive thought,
feeling and action. It comes from the heart of the
Creator who replenishes our motive because His love
is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Spirit who
is given to us.

But we do not have only a strategy for winning out
over personal injury. We also have a strategy for
overcoming all kinds of evil. There is always a future
for faith, hope and love.

Faith acts according to the word of God and not
the word of man. The first command of the Bible is,
“Be fruitful and multiply.” God wants Christian fam-
ilies on this earth. There ought to be a theology of
eugenics from the Christian point of view. God has
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always used believing families to do His great work.
It's up to you, Stephanie and young people of today,
whether or not you have children when you marry, but
I submit that God wants Christian families on earth
and God doesn’t want Christians to think that it's im-
possible to rear children today to do His work in this
world. Let faith act in confidence about God’s Provi-
dence, His “preserving and governing all His creatures
and all their actions.”

Now Stephanie has a point about mankind spread-
ing in the form of an unfeeling, unthinking cancer. We
can’t forever commit sins and follies and avoid the
judgment of God. There is a built-in process of judg-
ment in the world. It is time for us to be called back
to our Creator, providential Supporter, and Redeem-
er, and I am confident that He is able to still give
us His wisdom for the control of population and for
the feeding of the hungry.

When Jesus taught us to pray, “Thy Kingdom
come,” He had particular reference to hope. God has
a plan for this world: to sum up all things in Christ.
Subsidiary to that plan is the conflict of the ages,
the battle between truth and error, between good and
evil, between Christ and antiChrist. God will keep
things going to accomplish His plan. Hope is world-
affirming, faith-affirming, and kingdom-affirming. When
the Jews returned from exile to Jerusalem in the time
of Zechariah the prophet, they looked at a ghastly
ruin, at desolation, hopeless and heart-subduing. The
prospect of erecting a temple again seemed utterly
gloomy and without any foundation in reality. Then
the prophecy came that it would be possible, “not by
might nor by power, but by My Spirit, says the Lord
of Hosts.” The people had hope and went ahead with
the building of the temple.

Love is the active energy of God going out from
Christian hearts into the world. It has validity now, it
has validity in the future, it has validity for this world
and the world to come; it abides forever. Back in the
12th century there was a rich young man named
Bernard who felt the frivolity of society and the call
of Christ to serve the poor. He renounced his wealth
and took vows of poverty and obedience. Bernard and
his friends chose a place where human life was cheap
and wretched, a place at Clairvaux, and there acting
on the motto “To work is to pray,” they lifted the con-
dition of the people, established schools and hospitals,
and continued in the double aim of bringing people
into a healthy, happy life and leading them to God in
Christ. Through Bernard of Clairvaux and his helpers
a light shined in the darkness of the Middle Ages. That
beautiful hymn, “O Sacred Head Now Wounded,” is
ascribed to him.

Dr. Sam Higginbottom was one of the distinguished
missionaries of this century. He went to India with the
gospel and the plow, to give them Christ and to feed
their frail, emaciated bodies. Through agricultural mis-
sions he made an impact on the government of India;
he gave hope to farmers around Allahabad and de-
veloped a plow which oxen pull and which could
turn the earth at least six inches deep.

Yes, Stephanie, there is a future. It belongs to
those who have faith and hope and love, and who
believe that under God they can overcome evil with
good.

Cary N. Weisiger, II1

Pastor, Menlo Park Presbyterian Church
Menlo Park, California
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