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DOES THE ASA TAKE A "POSITION" 

ON CONTROVERSIAL ISSUES? 

ASA officers and the editor of the Journal ASA 
periodically receive letters alleging that the ASA has 
departed from its original position and purposes. The 
correspondence file at the national office con tains 
statement.~ .~uch as: 

The Old ASA is gone. Back in 1946 we were all 
Biblical and no one dared champion evolution. 

If the AS:\ had remained true to the doctrines and 
principles on which it was founded , the Creation 
Hcsearch Society would never have been necessary. 

The Journal ASA has published letters and articles 
containing similar statements, of which the following 
are examples: 

T hus, in fifteen years we have seen develop within the 
A.S.A. a spectrum of belief in evolution that would 
have shocked all of us a t the inception of our organi2a· 
t ion (11:26-27, 1959). 

T housands of high school and college students are losing 
their Christian faith on the strength of what they are 
taught in biology, geology and related scicnc:cs. The ASA 
was founded to prevent this tragedy. I, personally, have 
bee n iri the ASA almost from the start. I can sec a 
gradual drift towards the "intellectually popular" con
cept of biological evolu tionarr theory. We ;ue Jo~irlg 
our purpose for being a nd are getting intn great con
fusion. Most articles in the JASA are now on a 
variety of subjects that have little pert irlence to our 
purpo~e for existe nce ( 15:67.68, 1963 }. 

We remember the days whe n the A.S.A. was first or
ganized. We were all aga inst evolu tion then ( 15: 100, 
i96:) ). 

The implication of these and similar statements is 
that the ASA originally took a definite stand in favor 
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of a given interpretation of the Scriptures and against 
the theory of evolution, and that it has since departed 
from that position. On the other hand, I have been as
sured by long-time members that these characterizations 
of the original position of the ASA are in error, and that 
the ASA has neGer taken a stand on controversial issues. 
I attempted to resolve the question to my own satis
faction by investigating Annual 1\lccting programs 
(which usually include abstracts of the papers ) , cor
respondence by ASA officers, statements by ASA 
officers and editors published in the Journal ASA, and 
two official publications of the ASA: Modern Science 
and Christian Faith ( 19.50), and Evolution and Chris
tian Thought Today (1959). 

I want to make it clear that the question is not 
whether the majority of members at one time held to a 
given interpretation of the Scriptures, or whether there 
was almost unanimity of opin ion against the acceptance 
of evolution. The crucial question is whether the ASA 
has ever taken an official position on controversial issues 
such as evolution. 

Annual Meeting Programs 
At the third annual convention in 1948 Laurence 

Kulp discussed 'The Antiquity of Hominid Fossils," in 
which he stated that there is considerable scientific 
evidence that man-like creatures have been on earth 
for at least many tens of thousands of years. There 
must have been some interesting discussions, for in 
"Some Basic Presuppositions of Evolutionary Think
ing," Edwin Monsma presented four presuppositions 
of evolutionists "which cannot be accepted by Christian 
men of science because thev believe in the Bible as 
the inspired word of God." , 

In 1949 Kulp gave two papers. In "The Carbon 14 
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Dating Method" he noted that Neanderthal Man is 
older than 25,000 years. In "Deluge Geology" he com
mented that it is unfortunate that flood geology has 
become the Christian view among fundamentalists 
because not only is it absurd to the educated non
Christian, hut it gives apparent support to impossih!e 
interpretations of Genesis. It is interesting to note 
that Larry Kulp was elected to the Executive Council 
in 1948 after he had given at least one paper by which 
members could tell that he was not an anti-evolutionist. 
Furthermore, at the 1951 annual meeting a committee 
asked him to prepare a monograph on the age of the 
earth. 

In 1950 Delbert Eggenberger discussed "Methods of 
Dating the Earth and the Universe," in which he con
cluded that several different methods of dating all 
point to a beginning on the order of several billion 
years ago, and that "the Scriptures themselves do not 
teach a short time-scale." 

In 1951 J. Oliver Buswell, Jr. in "Creation Days" 
held that the days in Genesis 1 were figurative, and 
were not necessarily of anything like approximately 
equal duration. J. H . Shrader in "A Conservative and 
Consistent View of Biblical Cosmology" argued that the 
Bible is "an expression of lofty monotheism and a 
unique insight into man's divine nature," and that the 
Scriptures should be taken as "the expression of many 
men in the frame of language and knowledge refer
ence that was current to the respective seers." 

Papers in 1957 included "Glaciation and World
Wide Changes in Climate" by Wallace Broeker, "The 
Formation of Living Organisms from Non-Living Sys
tems" by Walter Hearn, and "Radiocarbon Dating-A 
Tool in Fixing Chronology of the Last 50,000 years" by 
Edwin Olson. 

These papers obviously constitute only a small per
centage of those given over a ten year period . However, 
they certainly belie the claim that there was an official 
position on controversial issues during that period. 

Statements in Correspondence by ASA Officers 
Statements by officers in the early years of the ASA 

also support the conclusion that there was no official 
anti-evolution stance. In April 1944 Alton Everest (one 
of the founders of the ASA and its President for the first 
ten years) wrote to the Executive Council members 
that Peter Stoner had been given permission to include 
the following brief paragraph on the ASA in an article 
written for Moody Monthly: 

The American Scientific Affiliation is an organization 
of scientific men with absolute faith in God and His 
Word. It has no pet theories to prove hut stands ready 
and is anxious to contribute its time in supplying the 
necessary scientific information to the churches. 

In June 1944 Marion Barnes (ASA Secretary-Treas
urer) wrote to "Members and Friends of ASA": 

2 

There is a lack of unanimity in even the conservative 
circles of the evangelical church of today concerning 
many topics such as the reconstruction theory, the flood, 
etc. It is not the aim of the Affiliation to espouse any 
particular theory, but it seems pertinent, in view of 
the requests for aid from Bible Institutes and authors of 
Sunday School literature for the Affiliation to serve as 
a factfinding body and to conduct a survey of the 
situation .... It is felt that a clearer understanding of 
the whole situation would result, enabling individuals 
to make their own decisions. 

In October 1950 Alton Everest wrote to Executive 
Council members concerning an individual who had 
publicly condemned the ASA for failing to take the 
flood geology position: 

As I have emphasized in the past, my feeling is that the 
ASA is not serving its highest purpose when it promul
gates some "standard" interpretation. It may be that 
most of the members may incline to one belief, but the 
opinion of the few dissenters is an extremely valuable 
check and stimulus. The majority has been wrong too 
many times in the past to make it safe to take any 
other course. We should examine all sides, and allow 
any conclusions drawn to be those of individuals. For 
these reasons, I am still in favor of hearing the deluge 
side fairly dealt with, in our Journal, or in our mee tings. 

Harold Hartzler, therefore, was following the es
tablished precedent when he wrote in 1968 to a com
plaining ASA member: 

The ASA has never taken a position on any scientific 
theory, contrary to what some may think .... We have 
never made a statement concerning scientific matters 
even though some think we should .... We as a group, 
do not believe in theistic evolution, neither do we be
lieve in any other form of evolution. The whole problem 
[it] seems to me is of properly interpreting both scien
tific theory and the statements of Holy Scriptures. 

Statements in the Journal ASA by ASA Officers and 
Editors 

We may possibly feel that statements published in 
the Journal ASA are more representative of the "official" 
ASA position than are informal statements such as those 
quoted above. Actually, there is complete consistency 
between the two sources. 

An editorial in the December 1950 issue states that 
one of the main objectives of ed:torial policy is "to 
permit, within the framework of conservative theology 
a discussion of both sides of scientific questions on 
which many true Christians are known to differ." The 
editor also notes that "the publication of many papers 
in recent issues has demonstrated a striking difference 
in point of view." 

The September 1951 issue included "The American 
Scientific Affiliation-The First Decade" by Alton 
Everest. A statement by Harley Barnes is quoted at 
length because Alton considered it to be "a fair ex
pression of the prevailing attitude of the majority of 
the present Associates and Fellows of the ASA." That 
statement includes the following: 

The essence of my attitude toward evolution and the 
Bible as a Christian geologist is that Christians should 
be non-evolutionary because the Bible does not give 
unequivocal grounds for being anti-evolutionary. . . . 
We are faced ... with the realization that the Bible 
allows for numerous interpretations of the creation 
account, but our choice of "the" interpretation has been 
limited to those which do not conflict with accumulated 
scientific observations. . . . Let us not repeat the 
mistake of earlier Christians by forcing the Bible to 
speak in the language of current or recently current 
theory .. . . If it can be interpreted more than one way, 
let us admit it and when all pertinent facts are known 
rejoice in the Wisdom which has been revealed but 
until that time not understood. Perhaps the Bible 
suffers less from too much literal interpretation than 
from too much literal interpolation ( 3: 36). 

One final example will suffice. In the June 1952 issue 
Del Eggenberger's editorial dealt with plans for a dis-
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cussion at the annual meeting on "Conflicts Within the 
A.S.A." He concedes that a number of members for 
some time had been suggesting that the ASA should 
have a united front on controversial issues. He responds 
that: 

It has bee11 the feeling of the Executive Council that 
this is not a proper aim of the A.S.A., rather we should 
attempt to prese nt possible solutions on topics of 
interest to our group. We do not claim as a scientific 
organization to have the final answer on any given 
subject in the area of science and certainly we are not 
given to just one interpretation of Biblical statements. 

After commenting that some members are inclined to 
accept flood geology, whereas others are wholly com
mitted to the modern point of view, Eggenberger states: 

Now it is not the policy of the A.S.A. to officially de
cide which is the correct point of view; rather we should 
investigate both as possible solutions to the subject. 
The same principle holds in any other area of science 
(emphasis supplied). 

Other Official Publications 
In the Preface to Modem Science and Christian 

Faith ( 1950 edition), Alton Everest wrote that "The 
main function of the American Scientific Affiliation is 
to survey, study, and to present possible solutions. Ideas 
expressed in this book must not, therefore, be con
strued as representing the official view of the group" 
(p. vi). There was some uncertainty among Executive 
Council members as to whether the chapter on anthro
pology should be included, but the final decision was 
in the affirmative. Authors of the different chapters took 
very different approaches: Edwin Gedney's discussion 
of geology supported a progressive creationism view, 
William Tinkle and Walter Lammerts took an anti
evolution position in discussing biology, and William 
Smalley and Marie Fetzer's approach to anthropology 
included theistic evolution as one possible way of cor
relating human paleontology with the Scriptures. 

In the Preface to Evolution and Christian Thought 
Today, Russell Mixter wrote: 

the respective authors ask only that their presentations 
be judged without prejudice. Each of them is com
mitted to the evangelical Christian doctrine that the 
world and its living members are the result of the 
activity of God as declared in the Holy Scriptures . They 
do not hold that their views are the only possible ones, 
but they do maintain that the information they submit 
is accurate, and that their interpretations are fair to both 
Christian and scientific principles. These principles, 
rather than any particu Jar doctrine held by Christians 
of the past, have been their criteria of judgme nt 
(pp. 6-7). 

Although probably none of the chapters can be charac
terized as being completely anti-evolutionary, James 0. 
Buswell, III did argue against theistic evolution . The 
other chapters represent a wide range in the degree of 
acceptance of evolution as a possible mechanism used 
by God in the creative process. 

The Current Situation 
I have been concerned here primarily with the early 

years of our organization because most of the state
ments implying an "official position" concerned that 
period of our development. Let us look finally at the 
current situation, because some of our members have 
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The ASA has never taken an official 
anti-evolution (or any other) position, 
although there is abundant evidence 
that there has been considerable pres
sure to do so. 

insisted that the ASA is presently promulgating theistic 
(or some other form of) evolution. One member wrote 
to the Journal ASA editor and to Harold Hartzler that 
the Journal should be honest and admit that the ASA 
position is theistic evolution. Another person wrote that 
he was cancelling his membership because the ASA no 
longer provided a broad forum for views that were 
contrary to those of the Journal editor. However, if one 
reads the Journal at all regularly, he will know that 
Dick Bube has solicited dialogues between people hold
ing contrary views. One member whose participation 
in such a dialogue has been solicited is unhappy with 
the breadth of views allowed. He has complained that 
his "partner" in the dialogue "cites repeatedly the liter
ature of godless, unbelieving, materialistic scientists as 
the basis for his own conclusions." 

The position of the Journal editor is shown by an an
swer he gave to a member who objected to the publica
tion of a specific article with which he disagreed. 

It is not a function of the Journal to propagate a cru
sade for any particular interpretation of many questions 
in which science and Christian faith are mutually in
volved. Any article, judged to be consistent with the 
ConstitutiJnally-stated pur;Joses and doctrine of the ASA 
and to exhibit sound scholarship in respect to factual 
basis and exercise of interpretation, is acceptable for 
publication in the Journal. If an author is guilty of 
gross scientific or exegetical error, we are confident that 
readers will quickly set the record straight, thereby 
increasing general understanding of the truth ( 2 I: 93, 
1969) . 

Further evidence that the ASA does provide a broad 
forum within the framework of our organization is the 
variety of papers presented at annual meetings. I re
ferred earlier to abstracts printed in meeting programs 
to demonstrate that there was no official position (or 
even united front) in the early years of the ASA, and 
one can use the same method to show that there is cur
rently no evidence of an official "pro-evolution" position. 

At the 1968 meeting Robert Gentry spoke on "Cos
mology, Radioactive Halos, and the Age of the Earth,'' 
and suggested that "creation by fiat should be con
sidered as a valid cosmological model." 

In 1973 S. Hugh Paine presented "The Origin of 
Life: A Fresh Look at What the Bible Reveals," in 
which he emphasized the acceptance of the Bible as a 
basis for understanding concerning the origin of life. 
"It becomes of primary importance, therefore, to ex
amine it carefully to determine what God is trying to 
say to us through it." 

Hugh Paine was also on the program in 1974, with 
a paper on "The Genesis Flood and Biblical Uniformi
tarianism," which dealt with the internal consistency of 
the Biblical record of diluvialism. He proposed a mech
anism for global flooding-using data currently available 
in the geophysical sciences- and discussed the possible 
boundaries in time and space for such an eustatic ex-
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I personally trust that we will continue 
to investigate all areas of the relation
ship of science to the Scriptures. 

cursion. He concluded that the credibility of the Bib
lical record appears to be sustained by these studies, 
and that modification of the uniformitarian theory to 
include such events is needed. 

In 1975 our Executive Secretary specifically invited 
Duane Gish to give one of the major presentations at 
the annual meeting, but he was unable to at tend. 

Certainly the evidence from materials published in 
the Journal ASA and papers presented at annual meet
ings contradicts a claim that the ASA currently takes 
any official position . 

Summary 
I am convinced that the above evidence shows un

equivocally that the ASA has never taken an official 
anti-evolution (or any other) position, although there is 
abundant evidence that there has been considerable 

pressure to do so. The only official ASA statement is the 
following: 

( 1) The Holy Scriptures arc the inspired Word of God, 
the only unerring guide to faith and conduct. (2) Jesus 
Christ is the Son of God who throul(h his atoneme nt is 
the one and only Mediator between God and Man. ( 3) 
God is the Creator of the physical universe and he has 
made it to function according to certain laws which are 
the legitimate subject of man's studies and investigations. 
The scientific approach is capable of giving reliable 
information about the natural world (ASA Constitution, 
1969 Revision). 

I personally trust that we will continue to investigate 
ail areas of the relationship of science to the Scriptures, 
and that we will never be guilty of judging a fellow 
Christian's commitment to Christ by that person's posi
tion on any issue about which Christians honestly dis
agree. 

Claude E. Stipe 
ASA President, 1976 
Department of Sociology and Anthropology 
Marquette University 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53233 

Scientific Theorizing and Societal Good 
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Department of Educational Foundations 

University of Calgary 
Calgary, Alberta, Canada T2N IN4 

This paper discusses the problem of u;hen to translate scientific theorizing 
into actual societal practice such that society will be in a state of psychological 
readiness and be willing to accept whatever results may come out of the scien
tific experimentation. One suggestion is for society to de~elop a system of scien
tific beliefs such that what is scientifically desirable is also that which is 
desirable for man/ society. To the extent that a societal system of belief becomes 
thoroughly scientific, to that extent the problem of psychological readiness will 
be solved, for the ends of Science and Man/Society will be one and the same. 

The problem of psychological readiness may be dissolved, but at a prfoe 
that may well cost the meaning and significance of human life made in the image 
of God. If a society becomes thoroughly scientific in its total beliefs, it must not 
expect that convictions will be settled. Rather they will always be in a cT'itical 
state that does not contribute to an individual/ societal feeling of totality and 
well-being. 
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Introduction 
A major question for most scientists is when to 

translate theory into practice such that the nature of its 
results is controlled and that societv to which such 
practices are to be applied, will be in'~ state of psycho
logical readiness to accept such predicted consequences, 
especially if they involve changes in society's basic sys
tem of beliefs expressed in its conduct of life. To disre
gard societal feelings and human concerns over these 
matters is surely an immoral act. This question arises, 
perhaps, because society continues to hold beliefs which 
may be uninformed by knowledge (true scientifically/ 
logically ), which is the result of scientific theorizing. If 
society's beliefs were derived from such scientific knowl
edge, perhaps psychological readiness would not be a 
problem. Societal scientific beliefs would be supportive 
of scientific theorizing and of its attempt to find out if 
their theories are true and if true in what ways they 
may be considered desirable. 

This paper inquires into two questions: ( 1) will the 
gap between scientific theorizing and that which is 
judged desirable be resolved if society holds scientific 
beliefs, and ( 2) will scientific social beliefs encourage 
a sense of societal stability and cohesiveness, assuming 
that this is a social good? 

Beliefs Based on Science 
Let us envision a society where the basic beliefs are 

derived from scientific theorizing and knowledge . Ob
viously, not all beliefs would be acceptable scientifically 
and the task for society is to 'refine' its beliefs such 
that they meet the requirements of scientific knowledge. 
Whenever scientific theorizing is refined , such that its 
results are highly predictable, it is released to society 
for its application. The results of the applications are, 
of course, predicted to benefit society as a whole. 
Should the results, however, turn out to be wrong, 
even humanly destructive and undesirable, society in
terprets this to be characteristic of the process of theor
izing-a trying and finding out with no promise of 
guaranteed certainty. Some risks necessarily remain, 
given that risk is a basic element in belief. For whether 
a bel.ief is scientific or not, it never achieves apodictic 
certainty or else it is not a belief. But the risks in
volved in scientific beliefs are minimized and calculated 
on the basis of what is known as a result of scientific 
theorizing. (This calculation does not obtain where 
beliefs are inspired solely by the existence of a Divine 
?r?er or a personal theistic God, because His reality 
1s independent of man.) The risks are understood and 
accepted by society if it is guided in its practical con
duct by scientific beliefs. Society is, therefore, always 
ready to try out what science theorizes to be beneficial 
to man. Societal read iness or fear that the dignity of 
life might be threatened are no problems. For accord
ing to the scientific theorists , society accepts the view 
that it is the scientists' laboratory. When a new theory 
~s tried out ~nd its results are judged good by society, 
~t .itself having been a participant in the experiment, 
1t 1s adopted and practiced as a part of the plan of life . 

Human Genetics 
Huxley's speculation on how to improve the quality 

of human genetics, for example, could be tried out. 1 It 
is possible to divorce sex for love, from sex for mere 
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( 1) Will the gap between scientific 
theorizing and that which is iudged de
sirable be resolved if society holds scien
tific beliefs? ( 2) Will scientific social 
beliefs encourage a sense of societal 
stability and cohesiveness? 

procreation or breeding purposes. If such experiments 
indeed lead to a scientifically better genetic type of 
human species, and if there is also fulfillment of the 
human need for physical love, then it is socially adopted. 
Of course, the meanings of certain concepts, such as 
marriage, family, wife, etc. may have to be revised in 
order to fit new social practices. But for scientific pur
P?~es, the changes are justified and are, perhaps, insig
mf1cant when compared to the possible improvement 
of the genetic quality of the human race. With such 
improvement, new human possibilities could indeed be 
generated. 

Evolutionary Theory 
Indirectly, perhaps, the influence of other scientific 

theorizing upon societal practices and human relation
ships is already evident. It is indirect because it cannot 
be shown that there is a one-to-one correlation between 
the scientific theorizing and new societal practices en
gendered by it, nor can it be shown that the particu
lar scientific theorizing is the direct cause of such 
societal practices. The scientific theorizing referred to 
here is the biological evolutionary theory. 
~rounded in scient~fic evidences, its practical impli

cat10ns for a way of hfe are easily accepted and imple
mented. Each one creates his own meaning, for life as 
such has no meaning in itself. The destiny of each large
ly depends upon one's self. The values of society are 
wholly man-made, hence, changing and primarily in
strumental for the continuous search for the human 
good. Since human life shares the same basic elements 
as that of the lower forms of life , such as the amoeba, 
the paramecium, etc. somehow it is suggested that 
human life is not as sacred as when viewed as a crea
tion of God, made after His own image. The sanctity 
of human life can be easily obscured if not missed al
together. This is not, of course, to suggest that there 
cannot be a totally humane attitude toward life 
whi~h may be also one of respect, of decency, of com~ 
Rass1.on for that which is human independent of a be
lief in God. There can be a kind of "sacredness " a 
"spirituality," in man which arises out of his hu~an 
qualities. Nonetheless, there have certainly been those 
who drew, rightly or wrongly, implications from the 
?iol.ogical evolutio~ary theory of life for new types of 
in~1~1dual and societal human relationships . To repeat, 
t~1s 1s not t~ say that such influences or changes can be 
directly attributed to the theory itself. But it is not im
possi~le nor illogical to say that one's way of life, its 
meanmgs, and its activities may change when influ
enced by the evolutionary theory of life. 

Once the theory is made the justification for certain 
social actions, practices, and reforms, then it ceases to 
be a theory. The biologica l evolutionary theory is not 
merely believed that but more important now believed 
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in. It becomes a scientific social belief which now oper
ates as one of the principles that underlie basic prac
tices of a way of life. The scientific belief, a necessary 
condition for actual practice, now displaces other beliefs 
that contradict it. Displaced beliefs are treated as in
quiries, subjected to criticism or theorizing in order to 
find out if they are worth keeping, modifying, or test
ing. If they prove themselves acceptable to the stan
dards of scientific knowledge, they are retained in the 
belief system. Now they have a right to be believed in, 
not because society feels deeply about them, but be
cause they meet the demands of the rules of logic, of 
stubborn facts, and of human knowledge. As such, there 
is public agreement about them as beliefs because they 
are not relative to the believers but to the conditions 
of scientific knowledge which are independent of man. 

Refining Scientific Beliefs 
Having been subjected to scientific scrutiny, the ac

cepted beliefs form a part of the conditions of actual 
practice. Similarly, other beliefs will be the object of 
theorizing and criticism before their right to belong to 
the societal scientific belief system is ensured. Still other 
beliefs, however, failing to meet the standards of 
knowledge, are replaced by scientific theories which 
may have become beliefs or presuppositions for the 
purpose of action. The process of "refinement" of 
beliefs continues ad infinitum; theories are accepted as 
scientific beliefs, beliefs cease as beliefs and become 
theoretical inquiries and, in turn, are either accepted 
or rejected as beliefs once more, or, perhaps are re
jected forever. On and on the process goes until socie
ty's belief system is completely "refined" and consists 
only of scientific beliefs. Such a societal belief system 
then is fully informed by scientific knowledge, to the 
extent that scientific beliefs become identical with 
scientific knowledge itself. What one knows is also 
what one believes in and is the basis of conduct in life. 
There are no irreducible elements and the original prob
lem of psychological readiness stated in the beginning 
of this paper is now solved. 

Belief vs. Action 

But, perhaps, this is too strong a claim to make. To 
say that there are now no irreducible elements is to say 
that the grounds for knowing (theoretical propositions), 
the grounds for believing in them, and the grounds for 
acting on them are identical. But, surely, this is not so. 
To say that society holds scientific beliefs is not to say 
that what society holds is scientific knowledge. Scientif
ic knowledge is that which is true, and it is not a neces
sary condition for action. It simply is. Scientific beliefs, 
on the other hand, are a condition for action informed 
by scientific knowledge. The action, although based on 
scientific beliefs, is not shown to be either true or false, 
but is rather judged to be desirable or not, reasonable or 
not, etc. Likewise, saying that value judgments are scien
tifically informed is not to say that they are scientific 
statements. They remain as judgments and are assessed 
not as true or false statements but as sound, reasonable, 
sensible, meaningful, arguable, etc. judgments. The 
scientific theory, which is the basis of the beliefs/ action, 
is a set of logically related propositions and is subject 
to questions of logic. The hypotheses it generates re
spond to questions of evidence. The practices drawn 
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from the theory or induced from the hypotheses, how
ever, do not correspond to either logic or evidence, but 
to the question of desirability. The act of believing in 
the desirability of certain practices and practicing them 
are not matters of truth or falsity. One may insist that 
he believes in the truth of the practice because the prac
tice is derived from a certain verified theory, for ex
ample, biological evolution (if it is verified). But say
ing this does not establish the truth of the practice, 
because truth refers to the theory, not to the practice. 
One asks: "Is the practice sound, reasonable, etc?" 
but not "Is the practice true or false?" Of course, it is 
acceptable to say "Is the practice based upon that which 
is true?" Granting that scientific knowledge informs 
the question of the verifiability of the belief (is it 
true/ false), of the feasibility of the practice (can it be 
carried out), such information, although necessary, is 
not sufficient to make a decision on the desirability of 
the practice nor does it lead necessarily to action on 
such a decision. The conditions for knowing, believing, 
and acting, (whether they be of the scientific kind or 
not) are not identical; the gaps between and among 
them remain and they must be reckoned with. 

Scientific Desirability 
It may be argued that the notion of "desirability" is 

no longer a problem. It is also informed by scientific 
knowledge such that what is "desirable" is "desirable 
scientifically." But what does this mean? To say that 
an object is desirable to me means that the object has 
certain properties that please and satisfy me. Inde
pendent of me, such properties would not in themselves 
have desirable qualities. It is I, therefore, that deter
mine what object is desirable and what object is not. 
Now, if we speak of "desirable scie:-itifically," what are 
the desires of science? Obviously, we are not using 
"desires of science" in the same way as "desires of per
sons." Science does not have desires in the same way 
that people do. Rather to say that something is "scien
tifically desirable" is to say that something has qual
ities/ characteristics that meet the approval of science or 
scientific thinking. For example, to hope that there can 
be different kinds of "banks" to house different human 
organs from which those in need of replacement of an 
organ may draw, may be repugnant to society, given its 
supposedly humane attitude toward the human person 
and his organs. Or, the human organs may be "farmed 
out" in "green houses" where they could be nurtured 
(kept alive) while waiting for the call of those in need 
of them. 

There is nothing basically wrong about such ideas if 
they could be put into practice. Scientifically, the body 
is viewed as a machine, although admittedly complex, 
and its different parts, when worn out, can be replaced. 
Heart and kidney transplants could be only the begin
ning of a systematic, total program of human organ 
transplantation. Such a practice, if possible, is attractive 
to science and its purposes, among which are the con
tinuous refinement of its techniques and methodologies 
such that a body of true propositions about the world, 
about society, and about humankind may be developed. 
Science has been successful, on the whole, with its 
attempts at knowing the world, but much less so at 
knowing human society and humankind. To conduct 
scientific experiments on the latter entities is, indeed, 
scientifically desirable. 
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Is this to say that we are treating the human person 
with disrespect in treating human organs like pieces of 
hardware that are easily replaceable or like plants that 
can be rooted or uprooted? Not at all. If anything, scien
tific knowledge teaches us to view the human body 
as it is, that is, truthfully, as an object that can be in
quired into as thoroughly as possible such that its 
functions and malfunctions may be understood. With 
such an understanding, much of what we now know to 
be "incurable" diseases, even "old age," would be no 
longer a threat to those who want to live a long life. 
More important, such an understanding could possibly 
generate new types of human possibilities. But to view 
the human body, on the other hand, with scientifically 
false notions, with myths and superstitions, is to dis
respect it. It is to encourage attitudes of physical in
adequacies and frailties, thereby thwarting any notions 
for new potentialities for total growth. 

Investing the human body with sentimental feelings 
prevents the study of science from knowing fully well 
what the human body is all about; hence some public 
"good" does not ensue. Science aims to correct societal 
beliefs about what is desirable and what is not. To say 
that something is "humanly desirable" is not to say 
that something is "scientifically undesirable." Rather, it 
is to say that it can also be "scientifically desirable." 
In the same manner, that something is "scientifically de
sirable" is not to say that it is "inhumane, degrading 
to the human person." "Science" and "human/ humane" 
are not mutually exclusive possibilities. Wrong thinking 
has made them so. 

To be scientifically desirable any practice must be 
in consonance with the canons and thinking of science 
If a practice fails to meet the standards of science, 
such a practice must be either doubted, subject to 
further inquiry, or rejected. Any practice is justified on 
the ground that it is scientifically based, and, therefore, 
contributing to the inspirations of science. The goal is 
science and the fulfillment of its aims, which is nothing 
short of knowing everything that is true, empirically 
and scientifically, of the world, of human society, and 
of humankind. For purposes of experimenting with and 
testing some of its theories on problems of human so
ciety, science views society to be the ideal laboratory, 
with its members the objects of scientific experimenta
tion. 

Such a situation can, therefore, be envisioned, where 
the conditions of knowing, believing, and acting are 
completely reducible one to the other. It is a societal 
situation where the aim of life is to uphold science and 
the achievement of its goals, to the extent that life is 
not only scientific but, more important, science itself. 
"Life" and "science," implicated in each other, are one 
and the same. 

Is this too much to ask of human society? Perhaps 
not, if the conviction of contemporary society is to 
develop and adopt a societal belief system that is thor
oughly scientific. 

Scientific Belief and Societal Stability 

What arguments may be made for societal scientific 
beliefs considering that the encouragement of a stable 
society is a social good? A scientific belief system is 
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Scientific beliefs provide society with 
certain goods, but to stabilize societal 
beliefs is not one of them. 

viewed as a form of human development in man's un
derstanding of himself, his problems, and his environs, 
with no sanctions from an Absolute Truth or God. Sci
entific beliefs, like scientific knowledge, emphasize 
tentativeness, make no promise of being right, true, ade
quate for all problems for all times and for us all. Con
stant criticism and examination of them, their bases, evi
dences, and corresponding claims, based on new ques
tions and forms of inquiries, are encouraged. As a 
result, a scientific belief system does not create a feeling 
of increasing stabilization of belief nor does it encourage 
total commitment. On the contrary, one's faith in scien
tific beliefs is constantly being undermined. There is 
only a theoretical attachment to them which could eas
ily be suspended, replaced, or discarded altogether any 
time they are no longer functional or viable. One could 
ask: "Does it really matter what one believes in? Or, 
does it matter that one believes at all? All is uncertain 
and beliefs make no difference. What is the use?" 

A scientific system of belief, more analytic than 
synthetic, leads to further questioning and criticizing, 
and not to the deepening of one's faith in the system. It 
does not lead to the cultivation of "settled convictions" 
or "solidarity of beliefs," but to the continuous settling 
and unsettling of them. Constant criticisms, which may 
lead to alteration of beliefs, create the loss of a sense of 
uniformity of sentiment which is the condition of social 
stability, the feeling of total well being. 

Claiming justification or criterion in contem
porary knowledge, scientific beliefs cannot claim a 
monopoly of truths/ Truth. Such an orientation encour
ages the development of different systems of beliefs 
and life styles, different alternatives to values and 
truths, and different points of view. These differences 
can become extreme in their demands and radical in 
their insistence on certain kinds of values and be
haviors which may be deemed disruptive of societal 
unity. After all, no one system of belief is strong enough 
to put down the claims of others or to show that they 
are completely and totally wrong, while it is complete
ly and totally correct. Different systems of beliefs, each 
one threatening the viability and credibility of the 
other, could lead to societal divisiveness and disrup
tions. 

The critical orientation of scientific beliefs leads also 
to practical doubts, suspension of action, hesitancy of 
conclusion, and other theoretical moods which are anti
thetical to the function of beliefs, which is to encour
age action based on one's convictions. Scientific beliefs 
characterize the present academic posture which is 
judged by contemporary youth to be ineffectual, sterile, 
and irrelevant, a cop-out. Highly informed of knowledge 
and made critical by logic, it is impotent of action! In 
behaving like scientific knowledge, scientific belief fails 
to fulfill its function. Like scientific knowledge, it also 
says that because something is possibly the case, does 
not imply doing something about it. The motivation to 
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act is not a necessary condition of scientific beliefs. 
Do we therefore ;rrivc at the conclusion that societal 

beliefs must not be judged on whether or not they are 
informed hy knowledge, sensible, or rational, but on 
whether or not thev are able to maintain the stabiiity 
and well-being of' society? Is a stable form of lif~, 
grossly empty of reason and truth, justifiable? Not at all. 
The point is that a thoroughly scientific societal beliel 
system may not be able to cope with all societal prob
lems, the solutions to which may sometimes have to go 
against the rules of logic. Not all of life's problems are 
problems of science, although, admittedly some aspects 
of some of life's problems respond to the inquiries of 
science. To the extent that such problems in life do 
respond, to that extent life can be scientific. But total 
life, with its hopes, dreams, and aspirations, is not sci
ence. A societal belief system needs to be informed by 
reason and truth, hut need not be thoroughly scientifi~· 
to the extent that it is identical with scientific knowl
edge or science itself. 

Conclusion 
It is true that scientific beliefs provide society with 

certain human goods, for example, belief in me:-lical 
science, belief in forecasts of cl imatic conditions, belief 
in the "uniformity of nature," etc., hut to stabilize so
cietal beliefs is not one of them . Given their orientation 
to constant criticism, evaluation, and clarification, ev
erything, including life, can be dissolved under the 
scrutiny of truth and logic. "One begins to feel that his 
bread or the salvation of his soul hangs on the fortunes 
of scientific and theoretical arguments."2 When criticiz-

A New Look at Liberal-Conservative Tensions 

ing is allowed to alter fundamental convictions to which 
most are committed, then, ''it is like the trembling of a 
solid earth," and like "moving to a new planet and the 
work must be begun all over again."3 But for society 
to maintain a temporal continuity and to advance "it is 
1Jecessary that beliefs should be transmitted together 
with problems and opportunities. Unless the burden is 
to fall, the young must not only grasp what the old 
have let go, but they must obtain the same foothold."4 

It is possible for contemporary society to desire to 
adopt a thoroughly scientific societal system of belief, 
such that every societal practice is adopted because it 
is scientifically based. Science then is the be-all and 
end-all of such a society. But before such a societal pos
ture is adopted, the price that a given society must pay 
must also be known. And after it is known, society must 
decide whether or not it is willing to pay the price in 
the name of scientific theorizing, scientific knowledge, 
and Science itself. 
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What is going on? Within the last decades, some
thing has happened to Christianity. Its authority and 
the certainty of its message is called into question by 
the profound changes that have taken place within 
our culture. Both the church and our culture are in 
the midst of a struggle to re-evaluate what is im
portant in life. Basic to the struggle is the overwhelm
ing effect a scientific way of thinking has had on the 
minds and lives of all of us! 

It began a long time ago, but its main effects are 
relatively recent. The scientific method has provided 
natural explanation for events that "·ere previously 
seen as God's hand at work among us. This gradual 
erosion of our faith leaves us all with a sense of 
anxiety. How can we see God in our daily lives when 
there is a natural explanation for everything'? It is 
difficult to relate to a God who has been pushed into 
a corner called our "spiritual lives" and is given an 
hour or two on Sunday in our busy schedule! The 
anxiety we all have in our personal faith prompts us to 
look for those who are responsible for shaking our 
faith. Thus there is a natural tendency to blame "lib
eral influences" or "conservative blindness" for the 
problems of our faith instead of realizing the crisis 
we all face as we try to retain a living Christianity in 
our highly scientific age! 

WE ALL SEE A NATURAL WORLD 

As far back as the 17th century, V/estern man 
started turning his attention to the physical world 
for explanations of the mysteries of the universe. The 
"Copernican" revolution wiped away many previous 
beliefs about our world and its relation to other 
planets. Bacteria were seen for the first time, making 
it easier to conceive of sickness in physical terms. The 
human body was subjected to minute scrutiny and the 
resulting discoveries changed man's view of himself. 

Gradually most of the questions that required "su
pernatural answers were given "natural" explanations. 
One by one, the movements of planets, the coming of 
spring, thunder, rain, and earthquakes were taken 
out of the realm of the supernatural. ~'!other nature 
moved in where God and his angels had reigned 
before. 

With the discoveries of bacteria, the nervous sys
tem of the body, movement of blood through the 
bodv, and the complex chemical changes that take 
place within the body, sickness and even death gained 
a more "natural" character. Instead of witchcraft, it 
became the virus; instead of voodoo, it became a heart 
attack. Cancerous tumors replaced visitation by the 
Spirit of Death. The passing of a curse from genera
tion to generation gave way to genetics and the DNA 
molecule. Sickness no longer called for a magic potion 
or exorcism, but for an operation removing diseased 
tissue or a drug that would kill the virus. 

Now, in 1977, the "natural way" of looking at our 
world is deeply ingrained in our daily lives. We thank 
vitamins for our health; we praise new forms of ferti
lizer and weed control chemicals for our good crops; 
we shake our heads knowingly when it rains because 
our TV has just shown us that a low pressure center 
has moved in. Natural explanation is so much a part 
of our thinking that our Christian faith-a faith rooted 
in the hope of God's Acts among us-is implicitly 
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There is a natural tendency to blame 
"liberal influences" or "conservative 
blindness" for the problems of our faith 
instead of realizing the crisis we all face 
as we try to retain a living Christianity 
in our highly scientific age. 

called into question. The anxiety is the same for all 
of us-conservative, moderate, or liberal alike. Even 
though methods of dealing with expressing this anxiety 
is different, it is important to realize that the root 
problem is the same for all of us-the struggle to wit
ness a supernatural faith to a natural world! 

Even though it is hazardous to use these labels, for 
the sake of becoming very pointed, I will try to show 
the special struggle of both liberal and conservative 
thinking to express the Christian faith while remaining 
immersed in scientific perception and thought. 

The Liberal Is Sensitive To Our Modern Culture 
The more "liberal" thinker has usually had to con

front our modern culture (e.g., the professor, large 
city pastor, campus pastor, or missionary) in situations 
that demand understanding of the thinking and ways 
of our age. Demons, angels, heaven and hell are con
cepts that do not readily fit into the life of a business 
man or a college student. Today's college student, 
for example, can find meaning in the human struggles 
of the psalmist and of Christ Himself (e.g., Jesus Christ, 
Superstar), but finds it hard to identify with the 
miraculous events of Scripture or to the traditional 
lofty characteristics of Biblical stories and characters. 

The liberal approaches Holy Scripture with an hon
est attempt to emphasize the humanity of God's people, 
thus making easier the application of His Word to 
our modern situation. The Christian message is thus 
communicated in terms of helping the struggles a 
person faces in his life. The Gospel can be presented 
as giving a person an "O. K." feeling about himself 
which can affect his present life relationships. 

In the effort to make God's Word "come alive" to 
our "natural" age, however, there is the tendency to 
de-emphasize the supernatural elements of Scripture 
so that its message will fit better with the climate of 
our time. Demon possession is translated into a more 
"natural" term, mental illness. Jonah's miraculous 3-day 
stay in the belly of the whale is better seen as an 
allegory in which God expresses the truth of His 
control of our lives. Thus in the effort to communicate 
God's Word to our scientific culture, the liberal stands 
in danger of explaining away the supernatural ele
ments of Scripture-to take away the mystery of the 
Bible to fit its message into the 20th Century world 
view. 

The Conservative is Sensitive to our Tradition 
The more "conservative" thinker faces the constant 

need to re-affirm faith shaken by the questioning of 
the modern age. Sensing the anxiety of persons who 
are puzzled and upset with the changes within the 
church, the "conservative" stresses the comforting mes
sage that God's Word does not change. In the face of 
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the naturalism in our culture, there is a necessary and 
deliberate focus on the truth of God's miraculous acts 
as recorded in scripture. 

The conservative approaches Holy Scripture in an 
honest attempt to affirm the supernatural elements of 
God's Word. Such a person rejects "natural" explana
tions of the miracles recorded in the Bible and affirms 
the historicity of such "unnatural" events as the part
ing of the Red Sea and Jonah's life in the whale. 

But in the necessary struggle to defend the factual 
character of miraculous events recorded in the Bible, 
there is the temptation to divorce God's Word from our 
20th century life. The conservative also lives in a scien
tific world and constantly relies on "natural" explana
tion for the events of his daily life . With this comes 
the danger of seeing miracles as something that hap
pened only in the Bible times, making the events of 
Scripture somewhat "unreal" to our age. Too often this 
makes it necessary to separate one's life into two 
schizophrenic parts-the spiritual (Sunday Morning) 
and the secular (the rest of the week). 

We can believe that Christ's resurrection from the 
dead was a factual, historical event, but then find it 
difficult to see Him rise again, daily, in our own 
lives. Such a faith is in danger of becoming a lifeless 
doctrine with its expression limited to carefully worded 
documents and Sunday morning rituals. 

WE ALL MAKE DECISIONS BY "WEIGHING 
THE FACTS" 

We are constantly faced with opposing viewpoints 
in our life, and we often must make decisions in the 
face of contradictory opinions. How does one decide 
what car or tractor to buy? Years ago, before we be
came so immersed in scientific thought, "common 
sense" answers were passed on by parents. 

But now there is a different basis for common 
sense. How does one decide which hybrid is best? 
Common sense now tells us to examine the "facts". 
Scientifically controlled tests by "experts" provide the 
data that a certain hybrid will produce a 15% greater 
yield per acre. These are convincing data! TV ads play 
on this aspect of our "common sense" every day. How 
can we decide which toothpaste to use? The advertise
ment proclaims : "Laboratory tests show that Crest re
duces tooth decay 37%." These are objective data, and 
we are convinced by these "facts". The scientific method 
with its formulation of hypotheses and performing 
controlled experiments is so much a part of us that we 
do not think twice as we "look at the facts" to deter
mine what is true. 

The scientific method is a part of our decision
making as we all, liberals, moderates, and conservatives 
alike are caught up in "looking at the facts" to deter
mine what is true. Here again I will become more 
pointed by referring to the struggle the "liberal" and 
"conservative" face as both utilize unwittingly the 
scientific method in their search for the truth of the 
the Bible. 

The Liberal Struggles To Understand Biblical 
Culture 

The historical-critical method of approaching the 
Bible is based on the scientific method of hypothesis 
testing via data collection. Using this method is a valid 
way to better understand the meaning of God's Mes-
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sage to the Israelites and other people of Biblical 
times. Certainly their culture is different from our own. 
Also, the Hebrew and Greek words and phrases can 
become much richer in their meaning by looking at 
their Sitz im Leben. To develop and test hypotheses 
about the cultural setting of the events recorded in 
the Bible is important for the on-going study of the 
Word of God. 

The danger to the Christian lies in the scientific 
assumption that one can arrive at truth through this 
method-that one can uncover the real historical truth 
by getting the "facts" straight. In the struggle to get 
at the historical "kernel'' of the event, God's message 
to us can get lost. Truth is defined by the validity of 
the evidence gathered to support the historical reality 
of an event recorded in Holy Scriptures. Estimates of 
probability, rather than the Holy Spirit, convince one 
of the "truth" of the events of the Bible. 

The Conservative Struggles To Affirm The Truth 
Of Scriptures 

With the pressures of this age to question all au
thority, the conservative struggles to keep the Bible 
from coming under such attack. To affirm that the Holy 
Scriptures are God's Word and not to be treated 
lightly is essential for our faith. It is very important 
to constantly check our beliefs against the teachings 
of God's Word. 

The method of establishing a doctrine of the Bible 
by putting together a series of "proof texts" is also 
highly influenced by the scientific method of data 
collection. To see God's Word as page after page of 
"facts" to be used as data to back up some venerable 
teaching of the church-as in the stance against or
dination of women-is quite similar to a chemical engi
neer gathering evidence to back up the claims of his 
product! 

The temptation of this approach to Holy Scripture 
is to make faith equivalent to carefully reasoned and 
documented statements. Again the Holy Spirit is not 
needed! It is important to affirm that Holy Scripture 
is the authority for our faith and life, but the source 
of our faith is not God's Word! The Word is a means 
of grace. The source is the Holy Spirit who works 
faith in our hearts through the Word and Sacraments. 

WE ALL STRUGGLE TO BE OBJECTIVE 

Perhaps the most dangerous and diabolical effect 
a scientifically conditioned mind-set has in under
mining our faith is its effect on our values. This effect 
is so subtle that it is hard to see the danger. It is so 
pervasive that it is related to everything that touches 
our awareness! The mind of Western man tries to 
separate what is "out there" from what is "in here." 
One can use the term objective consciousness to 
describe this phenomenon, and the term can be best 
explained by reference to scientific thought. 

In order to run an experiment the scientist must 
divorce his own feelings and thoughts from the con
duct of the experiment. Expressions like: "Well, I feel 
that this product is better" or "Just trust my instinct 
that . . .' are taboo. The personality of the scientist 
or his own feelings are not important and must be 
carefully controlled and eliminated. What is important 
are the "facts" or hard data that the experiment pro-
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duces . With this approach to reality we learn to value 
"data" and "facts", and we tend to see events as 
realities in and of themselves. 

Our view of history in 1977, therefore, is based on 
our style of "objective consciousness." As with an his
torical probe of Watergate, events that "actually hap
pened" are the important "data". History is reduced 
to re-constructing the "facts." Anything that is non
factual (like the hopes, fears, feelings and visions of 
people) is judged inferior and unimportant in this view 
of history. 

Such immersion into "objective consciousness" tends 
to divorce one's private feelings and personal faith 
from the events that happen in our lives. To go to 
church on Sunday (a "fact") can become more im
portant than to have a deep trust and lo.ve for Christ 
(a feeling or hope). What a person writes down or 
what is tape recorded becomes more important than 
the total witness of his life and the ongoing personal 
statement of his faith. 

Our view of the history of God's people is also 
affected by this objective value system. The recorded 
events in the Bible may be seen as important insofar 
as they are a record of "facts". This approach to 
Scripture is harmful because God's Word is reduced to 
objective events. Again, all of us, lib.erals,. mo~erates, 
and conservatives, are caught up m this view of 
history. We all struggle to be objective. 

The Liberal Responds To A Need For Good 
Scholarship Of The Bible 

Good scholarship has contributed to our under
standing of Biblical times. Its value in giving us new 
insight into the meaning of the Bible should not be 
under-estimated. The process of good scholarship, 
however, is also a struggle to be objective-a struggle 
to eliminate personal bias and pre-judgment in one's 
approach to a text. The Bible must be seen as a boo.k 
of objective history existing apart from the scholars 
personal life and experienc~. The Bibi~ can t~,en b~ 
subjected to scholarly analysis to determme the truth 
of the events recorded there and at this point ceases 
to be the unique "living word." 

Questions of authorship and the historicity of Adam 
and Eve, for example, become important questions 
to be decided in the same manner questions about the 
history of Watergate are decided-by objective scholar
ship. The Bible is inevitably subjected to questioning. 
and the "reality" of its history is determined by ob
jective analysis. The faith of the analyst becomes less 
important than his scholarly arguments. 

The Conservative Responds To The Need To 
Affirm The Authority Of The Bible 

The Bible is a unique book for Christians and its 
authority as a revelation of God is a necessary element 
of our faith. Any questioning of this authority is harm
ful to faith. The conservative responds to modern 
scholarship with the necessary caution that this is a 
Holy book. 

It is, however, at this point that the argument of 
the conservative is bound up in modem consciousness 
that values objectivity. For anything to be perfect, it 
must not contain errors. An error, as anyone today 
knows, is a discrepancy in the facts! But inerrancy is 
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Our struggle must be with anti-Chris
tian fore es in our thinking and our way 
of life and not with each other. 

a new term, originating within the last century, which 
signals the importance of "getting the facts straight." 
It is a term growing out of scientific thought and 
related to our modern struggle to be objective. 

In scientific experiments, an error or contradiction 
calls the conclusion into question-its assertions are 
not seen as true. For those immersed in such a scientific 
view, truth is equated with inerrancy! To suggest that 
Jesus erred in ascribing authorship is to call the truth 
of God's word into question! The Bible is then no 
longer reliable to the modern "objective" mind. 

But is the truth of the Bible to be judged by our 
modern values? Was it more important for Jesus to 
"get his facts straight" or to communicate His message 
to the non-scientific mind of that age? To suggest that 
the differences in Biblical records must be denied to 
preserve the validity of God's word is to subject the 
truth of Holy Scripture to our modern, objective value 
system. Differences in the synoptic accounts can be 
seen as different ways these authors had of expressing 
their faith with each "contradictory" account being 
true. 

Facts in scientific experiments are unemotional, 
objective entities gathered to support a rational theory. 
Faith in Jesus is an emotional, subjective commitment 
based in the work of the Spirt and cannot be val
idated or rejected by scientific consciousness! 

SIDE EFFECT - MORAL ISSUES 
Even though consideration of morality is not specific

ally part of the theological issues involved here, the 
effect of scientific values shows up there also. The 
basic temptation facing both liberals and conservatives 
is to define morality in such a way that their own 
actions are justified! 

Liberal Morality: Danger of Rationalization 
The liberal approaches moral decisions with the 

necessary concern for the persons involved. He recog
nizes that each situation is different and that to oper
ate by the principle of love requires that one understand 
all of the elements of the dilemma facing the person. 
In short, he recognizes that moral decisions are usually 
not simple, black and white judgments, but require 
careful weighing of many considerations. One's de
cision must relate (be relative to) the unique char
acteristics of the situation. 

One of the side effects of scientific thought is the 
constant questioning of authority in the quest for 
truth. In other words, just because Aristotle, Galileo or 
Dr. Spock said something doesn't make it tru~ . . Th.e 
scientific mind will accept a statement only if 1t is 
backed up by "hard data". Such relativism shows up 
in all thinking and is expressed in liberal thought by 
suggesting that statements by Luther, Aquinas or St. 
Paul regarding moral actions are relative to their day. 
Hence, for example, the view that women should not 
be ordained is relative to the customs of the New 
Testament era. Putting women into positions of author-
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ity over men truly might have caused offense and 
hindered the spread of the Gospel in that day, but 
such a view is seen as irrelevant today. 

The danger of this relative way of thinking is its 
ability to justify any actions or life style! Extra-marital 
or pre-marital sexual activity can be justified as valid 
expressions of warmth and intimacy which are helpful 
to the other person. Drinking and drug usage can be 
"justified" as making it possible to relate better to 
others. Any thought or behavior can be rationalized 
in this manner and all of one's actions can be justified. 
Sin is relatit:e and forgiveness is not necessary. 

Conservative Morality: Danger of Definition 
The conservative approaches moral decisions with 

the recognition that the basis for our Christian life is 
in the witness of the Bible. Its guidelines and ex
amples are the authority for our moral judgments. The 
conservative realizes how easy it is to stray from the 
source of our morality and constantly struggles to re
define and clarify God's will for our lives. 

One of the side effects of scientific thought, how
ever, is to suggest that there is a clear line between 
what is true and not true, what is real and not real, 
what is fact and what is fiction. The reality that exists 
"out there" is definable in concrete terms. The I.B.lvl. 
Corporation is either in the black or in the red. 

This type of objective thinking lies behind the at
tempt to define morality entirely in terms of "right" 
and "wrong" actions. Abortion and homosexuality are 
judged as wrong per se. These and other issues are 
decided by reference to "data" (sufficient numbers uf 
proof texts). The church's task is seen in terms of up
holding the "right" definition of morality. 

The danger of this approach to morality is the same 
as the danger of liberal thinking! Since I do not en
gage in homose>a1al behavior and have not had an 
abortion, I am not as sinful as those who do! I can 
justify my own actions by defining morality in terms 
of acts that I do not do. I am not brought to my knees 
in confession, and Christ's forgiveness loses its im
mediacy for me. I become good at pointing out the 
sins of abortionists, drug users, etc., but fail to see 
my lack of love and my own deteriorating relationship 
with Christ. Forgiveness is not necessary because I am 
"justified" by my own good life. 

STARTING POINT: ON OUR KNEES! 
Our sinful human nature prompts us to define sin 

in such a way that we are self-justified and prompts us 
to see the danger facing the church in the erroneous 
theology of other persons. Perhaps the danger facing 
the church is not "out there" in the heretical or power
hungry actions of others, but is "in here" in the power
ful anti-Christ forces that exist in our own minds 
because we live immersed in a scientific culture. The 
forces are subtle and pervasive, and even more dia
bolical because they are part of the structure of our 
consciousness, hence almost impossible to see. 

In the face of this possibility, power politics, heresy 
hunting and rebellion against authority miss the root of 
the problem and may only serve further the Devil's 
purpose of splitting us apart from Christ and from each 
other as His children. 

The starting point is the beam in our own eye! The 
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force that constantly succeeds in moving Christ from 
the center of our life is real! The Devil does all in his 
power to keep God's \Nord from affecting our lives
by calling its authority into question or by reducing 
it to a "fact book" that exists "out there." His attempt 
to nullify the work of the Holy Spirit is real and con
stant. 

From this starting point and with clear recognition 
of our limitations, we can approach the twofold task of 
the Church in her on-going study of theology. The first 
task falls to the conservative mind: to keep strona and 
pure the witness and teachings of Scripture. To \eep 
God's 'Nord from becoming watered down as each new 
age struggles to relate to God's message takes conserva
tive men who are not afraid to point to the dangers of 
new theological formulations . The conservative realizes 
how easily the "stumbling block" of the Gospel can be 
explained away by conforming God 's Word to the 
theories and scholarship of the day! The church that 
loses the purity of her message and fails to stand in awe 
of the holy, transcendent , inspired Word of God will 
wake up to find that she no longer has a unique message 
to spread. Christianity becomes indistinguishable from 
other philosophies and religions. Pray for the strength 
and forcefulness of the conservative mind in its task 
to keep God's Word unique! 

But there is also a second task that is essential for the 
Christian Church in each age, and this task falls to the 
liberal mind. Especially in om agp, of accelerated 
change, the worc!S, thoughts and customs of our culture 
shift at an alarming rate. A church that ignores such 
change will find it difficult to confront the lives of 
people with a statement of the Law and Gospel. The 
task of the liberal mind is to gain an understanding of 
the changing world we live in and then speak God's 
Word to the people living in the changed age. The 
liberal mind must constantly test out new ways of ex
pressing God's Word so that it can take root and bear 
fruit in the lives of Christians in 1977! Pray for the 
strength and creativity of the liberal mind in the task 
of keeping God's Word alive. 

The education of ministerial students sharpens the 
need for both conservative and liberal thought. A 
thorough grounding in the study of God's Word, 
heightened by study of Greek and Hebrew, and a seri
ous study of the Confessions and the traditions of the 
Church are the contribution of the conservative mind. 
A strong conservative thrust in his education gives the 
ministerial student a foundation for his faith and doc
trine, making him stand in awe before the inspired 
Word and the Spirit-led confessions of this Word in 
the history of the church. 

A thorough grounding in the liberal arts, with serious 
study of our changing culture is the contribution of the 
liberal mind. This thrust in his education gives the 
ministerial student a foundation for relating God's 
\Nord to the people of our day. 

The conservative thrust by itself runs the danger of 
transcendence. God 's Word is put into the box of pure 
doctrinal formulation and its truth remains "out there"
apart from the lives of His people. The liberal thrust by 
itself runs the danger of relativism. God's Word is 
re-formulated in the thought and custom of the culture 
with the loss of its uniqueness and "holiness." 

In a sense, this tension is expressed in Christ him

JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN SCIENTIFIC AFFILIATION 



LIBERAL-CONSERVATIVE TENSIONS 

self. He is both true Cod and true man. When the 
church stresses too strongly the divinity of Christ, his 
transcendence makes it difficult for people to relate to 
Him. Ritual and proper doctrinal formulation become 
the major concerns. On the other hand, when the church 
stresses too strongly the humanity of Christ, its mes-

Dialogue 

sage is reduced to humanism and social activism. 
The Christian Church must live in this creative ten

sion and ever seek new expression of its witness while 
keeping firmly rooted in the holy Word of God. Our 
struggle must be with the anti-Christian forces in our 
thinking and our way of life and not with each other! 

Is There a Christian Economic System? 
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In recent vears we have found ourselves in the 
throes of one' economic crisis after another and some 
pessimists suggest it may become as serious as the 
Great Depression of the 1930's. If we attempt to bail 
ourselves out bv massive deficit financing, we mav 
easily destroy the dollar through inflation, which may 
in the end be even worse than what happened forty 
or fifty years ago and all that followed therefrom. If 
the global tragedy called World War II was, even in 
part, the consequence of the economic blunders of 
the 1920's and 30's, the subject should be of interest, 
particularly, if we are moving toward ''. . . some 
catastrophe corresponding, in effect if not in form, 
to the ruin of 1929 and all that followed from it to 
sour the very soil and to murder thirty million peo
ple."1 Since this is not a new problem, it appears that 
we have been rather negligent in not focusing greater 
attention upon it Jong ago. 

Yet any one who suggests laissez-faire capitalism as 
the Christian and constructive answer to our present 
dilemma will probably be laughed out of court. Was 
not Cain a capitalist and the Good Samaritan a social
ist? Still it is my contention that the New Deal was a 
calamity and unnecessary, and that the philosophy of 
the Welfare State is fallacious in theory and has proven 
disastrous in practice (I do not blame F. D. R. for the 
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long years of Republican protective tariffs which finally 
destroyed our international trade and hence made 
"plowing under cotton and killing little pigs" seem 
necessary; I blame him only for not making a clean 
break with our tragic past and starting over right). As 
I write, we are teetering on the brink of disaster, and 
larger doses of New Deal economics will not deliver us, 
but hasten our ruin . Let us look back in history and 
see how other people handled their problems in brighter 
days when things went at least half way right. 

As is well known, Adam Smith published The Wealth 
of Nations in 1776. It would no doubt be unfair to 
call this classic a textbook in Christian capitalism. It 
is also unfair to say, as did a prominent evangelical 
recently, that " ... Adam Smith, optimistically holding 
to fixed natural economic laws, did not realize that sin 
would promote greed .. .. "2 Even a cursory reading of 
The Wealth of Nations would convince, it would seem, 
anyone that Smith mistrusted just about everybody. For 
instance, he tells us that "People of the same trade 
seldom meet together, even for merriment and diver
sion, but the conversation ends in a conspiracy against 
the public .... "3 He had no more confidence in big 
business than he did in tradesmen: "The government 
of an exclusive company of merchants is,'' he wrote, 
"perhaps, the worst of all governments ... . "4 Although 
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he didn't want business men running the government, 
he had little confidence in the politicians either: "The 
violence and injustice of the rulers of mankind is an 
ancient evil, for which, I am afraid , the nature of 
human affairs can scarce admit of a remedy."5 While 
many of those today who are on the political "Right" 
are anarchists, often consciously and militantly so, it 
should be obvious that Adam Smith was not. He was 
convinced that the government should have three 
functions: 6 defend the frontiers with military force, if 
need be; provide police and administer justice within 
the state; and maintain a few services which could 
not easily be supplied by business . Perhaps the best 
way to explain what Smith really meant is to say that, 
if I were a farmer, I would have the ricrht to produce 
any quantity of any legitimate commodity and sell it 
in any honest way-and the same goes for everyone else 
in his respective business, trade or profession. It is in
teresting to note that while we seem to regard the 
task of keeping us all prosperous as the primary assign
ment of government, Smith did not consider this proper. 
Nevertheless, he believed in government, although he 
thought it should be a "simple frugal affair," as Thomas 
Jefferson phrased it. It should be obvious that he be
lieved in limited government, not out of an unbounded 
faith in human nature, but because he trusted no one 
very far, including the politicians. It would appear, 
that in practice at least, he was not very far from 
the Christian doctrine of natural depravity, although no 
one, to my knowledge, has classified him as an evan
gelical. I am sure he would be best described as a 
deist. 

To understand "the obvious and simple system of 
natural liberty" which Adam Smith believed in and 
promoted, it is necessary to know something of the 
background out of which his thinking grew. Not too 
far in the past was Isaac Newton, who overawed his 
contemporaries much as Einstein did the last genera
tion. As Bernhard7 wrote, "The majesty of Newton's 
conception of a harmonious universe ruled by im
mutable, divine laws was expressed in Pope's couplet:" 

Nature and Nature's laws lay hid in night. 
God said, "Let Newton be!" and there was light. 

Newton, of course, was a physicist and mathematician, 
but closer in time and subject matter to Adam Smith 
was William Blackstone8 who introduced his famous 
Commentaries on the Laws of England with the as
sertion that human laws have no validity, if contrary to 
the Higher Law, "dictated by God Himself." Although 
these words were published in 1765, a little more than 
a decade before The Wealth of Nations appeared, the 
concept of a Higher Law, the Natural !\fora! Law, goes 
back to Cicero, the Roman orator, and the Greek Stoics 
before him (and, of course, Moses and the Prophets 
long before the rise of Greek philosophy). The related 
concept of a "harmonious universe," to quote Bernhard 
again, was popularized by William Paley in a book 
published just after 1800. To Paley design in nature 
presupposes an omnipotent and omniscient Designer; 
he and his enthusiastic disciples found evidences of 
God's handiwork everywhere. Indeed , the Royal So
ciety9 eventually produced a twelve volume study 
showing the marvels of God's creation in a universe 
"where all things work together for good." One would 
judge that these essays were mostly biology and re-
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lated topics, dedicated to the proposition that the great 
Architect of the universe had done His work wisely and 
well. However, Frederic Bastiat,10 a famous French 
economist, published a book, Economic Harmonies, 
in 1850 which sought to prove that there were no 
natural or necessary conflicts between individuals, 
classes, or nations, certainly not in the long run; that 
all things could work together for good, if we were 
wise enough, patient enough, and good enough to 
know and follow what the Lord intended for us. This 
was a far cry from Social Darwinism-"Be merciful and 
you die"-soon to be popularized by Herbert Spencer. 
It is interesting to note that the classic free trade era 
in Europe after 1850 was a remarkably peaceful period 
as compared with the last sixty-five years of human 
history. Was this coincidental? 

Conservative Christians today are often accused of 
having a "do-nothing" social policy, but this was not 
true of evangelicals two centuries ago. In the midst 
of the half century of Wesley's popular ministry, an 
obscure Englishman, Granville Sharp, met an ailing 
and wounded slave on the streets of London. The un
fortunate servant had been severely beaten and turned 
out to die. Out of this grew the abolition movement, 
which freed the slaves in England in 1772, stopped 
the slave trade in British ships after 1807, and freed 
the slaves on the plantations in English colonies in 
1834 (this they accomplished without a war too). In 
spite of the attempts by contemporary economic de
terminists, such as Eric vVilliams, 11 to prove that slavery 
withered away rather spontaneously (with a little help 
from Wilberforce and the abolitionists) because it had 
ceased to be profitable, there is abundant evidence, as 
J. C. Fumas 12 points out, that slave smuggling into 
our South was common and very profitable up until 
the Civil War. Furnas, it should be added, had little 
sympathy for evangelical reformers, such as Sharp and 
Wilberforce. 13 The recent and highly controversial 
study, Time on the Cross, 14 suggests that slavery was 
a viable economic institution. It is interesting to note 
that during the great debates over slavery while the 
issue was being fought out, first at the King's Bench 
(the British "Supreme Court" freed the slaves in Eng
land in 1772) and later in Parliament from 1787 to 
1833, the question of profit did come up, but the 
abolitionists insisted that "a Christian country should 
be glad to give up profits which are made out of human 
shame and misery." 15 This is capitalism with a con
science; making money is legitimate, but when profit 
making and God's Law are in conflict, as they may 
be in the short run, choose the right, "For what shall 
it profit a man, if he gain the whole world . . . ." 
(Mark 8:36) . 

When the English reformers were finally finished 
with slavery in British territory in 1834, they found 
plenty more that needed fixing. Perhaps the most con
spicuous change in the next dozen years, and one that 
had profound economic consequences, was the famous 
Repeal of the Corn Laws. The Com Laws were the 
British "farm program," a complicated scheme to keep 
out foreign grain and maintain higher agricultural 
prices than a free and open market would provide. 
There was nothing new or unusual about these economic 
interventions by the government; the several European 
nations had long been rigging their markets in favor 
of powerful pressure groups, a practice that Adam 
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Smith had condemned as being detrimental to the pub
lic welfare. A word of explanation is probably neces
sary at this point: many Americans, knowing that life 
was less complicated in the 1890's, extrapolate back
ward in time and assume that things must have been 
quite free and easy a few hundred years ago. Quite 
the contrary was true. The French and Spanish govern
ments, for instance, were past masters at the art of 
controlling the economy a few centuries ago and 
James Michener, 16 for one, believes the mighty power 
of Spain was destroyed in this way, that Spain com
mitted suicide-a proposition we in the United States 
would do well to ponder. It was to the British version 
of these same economic interferences that English re
formers now addressed themselves. The Anti-Corn-Law 
League was organized and the propaganda war quickly 
went into high gear. From the beginning the League 
tried to make it clear that their "organization was es
tablished on the same righteous principle as the Anti
Slavery Society."17 The campaign became a holy war: 
how could anyone seek to keep food needlessly scarce 
and expensive when people were hungry and even 
starving? "A great conference of ministers of religion 
at Manchester . . . led to a diffusion of repeal ideas 
from scores of pulpits."18 The conspicuous leaders of 
the movement were Richard Cobden and John Bright, 
both textile manufacturers and evangelical Christians. 
Bright, a devout Quaker, "refused to separate the 
spheres of morality and politics,"19 and got his free 
trade principles from the Bible. It was this moral 
earnestness in an England which still took the Scrip
tures very seriously-plus the massive tragedy of the 
Irish Potato Famine-which brought the Repeal of the 
Com Laws in 1846 and free trade in general in the 
next decade or so. It is interesting to note that the 
French economist, Frederic Bastiat, became the philoso
pher of the League during the campaign. Bright and 
Cobden liked his harmonious economics better than 
that "dismal science"20 inherited from Thomas Malthus. 
His doctrines fit in better with their ideas of the good
ness and wisdom of God. Cynical economic determinists 
have dismissed Bright and Cobden's pious pretensions 
as hypocrisy (or self delusion); after all, manufach!rers 
stood to gain by open markets. This they knew and 
proclaimed loudly during the controversy, but the ac
cusation of bad faith is unfair. When the Crimean War 
came, both opposed it bitterly and on principle, al
though they knew the war was popular and that this 
would mean political suicide for them . During the 
American Civil War, Bright favored the North and 
worked mightily to keep England neutral, although, 
as a cotton manufacturer, he knew his self interest lay 
with the South.21 Although he objected strongly to 
Northern protective tariffs, he felt that human free
dom was more important than free trade. And much 
more could be said, if space permitted. It is a pity that 
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we know so little about the accomplishments of these 
Christian statesmen . We could learn much from them 
too: they believed in freedom under law (God's Law), 
Christian stewardship and personal responsibility. They 
were also men of compassion and were concerned for 
their fellow men. 

Perhaps the best way to sum up the accomplishments 
of these Christian statesmen is to take a wee glimpse 
at their age as it appeared in 1882 in the Spectator: 
"Britain as a whole was never more tranquil and happy. 
No class is at war with society or the government; 
there is no disaffection anywhere, the Treasury is 
fairly full .... "22 Now substitute "today" and "the 
U.S.A." for "Britain" and "1882" in the above quotation. 
If "the proof of the pudding" is at least partly "in the 
eating," just perhaps our rude forefathers could teach 
us something, if we would but listen. 
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Many Christians wholeheartedly endorse the posi
tion that capitalism is a form of economics whose pre
cepts are in accordance wi th biblical teaching. They 
contend it is the force that made America the great 
nation she is today, but unforhmately we are abandon
ing the economic principles of our founding fathers for 
the seductive allurements of socialism. As evangelical 
publicist James Hefley laments: "The cherished Amer
ican free enterprise system and its ideological all:-:, the 
Protestant work ethic" has received "the biggest black 
eyes" for our current economic ills. College students 
are being led astray by professors and textbooks that 
"acclaim socialism as a better system" and "argue the 
advantages over capitalism, of a socia listic system."1 

The now defunct magazine Christian Economics has 
perhaps been the most forthright spokesman for the 
position that laissez-faire capitalism (more accurately, 
economic individualism ) is Christian. Editor H. Edward 
Rowe once wrote: "The right to private property is 
established by all Biblical prohibitions against coveting 
and stealing .... Where the Scriptural concept of 
private property is upheld, men are economically free 
and capitalism exists."2 Brushing aside objections hy 
an evangelical critic, Rowe asserted: 

Those who make light of capitalism, even in subtle ways, 
are underm ining freedom. :>.!en who do not have the 
privilege of free exchange in the market place are not 
free men. In a very profound and meaningful sense, 
Jesus Christ died to purchase freedom for enslaved men. 
. . . The spirit ual fr eedom which is available through 
a personal relationship with Jesus Christ is the basis of 
all freedoms in th e social and economic realm.3 

In a persuasive manner the advocates of laissez
faire capitalism read their principles into the Ten Com
mandments.4 The First Commandment "you shall have 
no other gods before me," it is said, downgrades the 
state and its responsibility to maintain community. The 
only alternative to individualism is collectivism, where 
man is exploited by his fellows. The Mosaic injunction 
against stealing makes "the power of ownership" abso
lute-black or white, "I own a thing or I don't." Any 
attempt at redistributing wealth in an equitable fash
ion through government action or taxation procedures 
is "Robin Hood justice, in which the rich are robbed 
and the poor share in the loot."5 

Such people have their biblical proof texts. The Lord 
your God "is he who gives you power to get wealth" 
(Deut. 8:18) sustains the right of the rich to be rich. 
"You always have the poor with you" (~ It . 26:11) and 
"Blessed are the poor, for yours is the kingdom of God" 
(Lu. 6:20) affirm poverty as a part of God's moral 
order and suggest he will take care of their needs in 
due time. The debacle of Ananias and Saf phira (Acts 
4:32-5: 11 ) proves the early church h<lc missed the 
will of God in attempting to establish a collectivist 
economy. Paul's statement, "lf any one will no t work, 
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let him not e<lt" (II Th. 3: 10) is a condemnation of 
the welfare state idea. 

Some claim the parables illustrate a capitalist con
ception of economic life. The sower of the tares (weeds) 
committed the immoral act of devaluating a nother's 
possessions. ( :-.1t. 13: 24-30) The treasure hidden in the 
field portrnys a person motivated by profit to expend 
freely his existing weal th in order to acquire a larger 
amount. (Mt. 13:44) The account of the laborers in 
the vineynrd acknowledges the right of a person to do 
as he wishes with his property. Since the master had 
"contracted" to pay the going wage, those who worked 
all day suffered no injustice. (:\1t. 21:3.3-41) The story 
of the talents teaches that ability is the reason for in
equality in personal possessions. ( :\H. 25: 14-30) 6 

Such an effort to establish a Scriptural basis for 
laissez-faire capitalism is bound to be self-defeating. 
One can just as easily argue that capitalist values are 
condemned by the Ten Commandments. Substantial 
portions of the Pentateuch, poetic literature, and proph
etic writings of the Old Testament deal with the just 
treatment of the economically disadvantaged. The 
teachings of Jesus and the exemp'arly actions of the 
early church underline the importance of human com
passion and concern for others. 

In actuality, many Feah.!res of the system run at 
cross purposes to Christianity. Let us look at these 
more closely. The capi talist emphasis on indi-cidualism 
is much at odds with the b iblical teaching, stressing 
community and the individual's role as a part of the 
larger group. The Old Testament conceives of God 
and man in a social relationship, and the covenants be
tween Yahweh and his people underscore this theme 
of community. The dangers of individualism with its 
glorification and isolation of self can be seen in 
the repeated urgings for Israel to turn away from the 
pursuit of personal wealth and power and to renew the 
covenant of social justice and communal obligations. 
In the New Testament we see the selfless Jesus dedi
cating himself in suffering love to the formation of a 
new people and the Apostles establishing and nurturing 
church communities where the common good in all 
aspects of life was promoted. 

Contrast this with the practice of modern capitalism 
which fosters the kind of individualism interested only 
in ma:..:imizing profits instead of that which resists group 
tyranny and is concerned with personal welfare. Rather 
than arguing that the abuses of society should be 
corrected so underprivileged people could also ex
perience individual freedom, the capitalist retreats to 
the logic of social Darwinism. Although American 
businessmen usually have explained their success in 
terms of self-help, hard work, and Christian virtue 
rather than the Darwinian struggle for existence and 
survival of the fittest, 7 Richard Hofstadter ably demon
strates that entrepreneurs "accepted almost by instinct" 
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the Darwinian concepts that seemingly portrayed the 
condition of their exis tence. In 1889 Andrew Carnegie 
wrote concerning the "law of competition" that however 
much we may object to its apparent harshness: "It is 
here; we cannot e,·ade it; no substitutes for it have 
been found; and while the law may sometimes be 
hard for the individual, it is best for the race, because 
it insures the surviva l of the fittest in every depart
ment." Or there is the revealing remark once made by 
the prominent Baptist layman John D. Rockefeller be
fore a Sunday school group: 

The growth of a large business is merely a survival of 
the fitt est. . . The American Beauty rose can be pro
duced in the sp lendor and fragrance which bring cheer 
to its beholde r only by sacr ific ing the earlv buds which 
grow up around it. This is not an evil tendency in busi
ness. It is me rel y the work ing-out of a law of nature 
and a law of God.8 

!\foreover, capitalism places far too much emphasis 
upon materialism. The goal of life is to make money 
and accumulate possessions. The market place is deified 
as the controlling force in economic relationships, and 
people have no value as created beings apart from 
their economic functions. The biblical mandate to seek 
first the kingdom of God is replaced by the quest for 
a complacent, comfortable life with little or no regard 
for the ueeds of others or the cultivation of spiritual 
values. 

Lacking in laissez-faire capitalism with its impersonal 
free market mechanism is a genuine concern for human 
beings as people. The Scriphrres teach that "the 
laborer deserves his wages" (Lu. 10:7), but according 
to an articulate free enterprise spokesman, Southern 
Presbyterian minister John R. Richardson, this means: 

The only just standard that men have to determine the 
worth of a man's labor is the market's demand. In a 
free socie ty reward is based upon production, and pro
du ction is evaluated by the market. ... His service to 
mankind we can on ly de te rmine by the market, while 
hi s service to God wi ll be fully rewarded at last only 
by God.9 

This would harmonize well with the "iron law of 
wages" popularized by the early nineteenth century 
classical economist David Ricardo which held that a 
laborer 's actual pay could not rise above the minimum 
subsistence level for any prolonged period because the 
usual increase in population and the price of foodstuff~ 
would force wages back to the "natural" level. In other 
words the laissez-faire system doomed a person to 
perpetual poverty. 

Do not forget that the same advocates of laissez
faire in Britain who secured the repeal of the Corn 
Laws in 1846 were also responsible for the New Poor 
Law of 1834. This measure was based on the capitalistic 
principle that anything, including public charity, which 
interfered with the natural law of supply and demand 
was undesirable. The result was the establishment of 
prison-like workhouses for paupers where families were 
separated, men assigned to petty, menial tasks, and the 
barest minimum of food, clothing, and shelter provided. 
It was assumed that pauperism was in most cases culp
able, and indigency was due to personal weakness. 
Improvemen t could be effected by individual effort, if 
the person only had the necessary will and determina
tion.10 The grim, forbidding atmosphere of the work-
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house was designed to provide that motivation. Yet, 
this inhuman secular approach to the desperate situa
tion of the victims of industrial society hardly misses 
the mark any farther than the opinion expressed by Carl 
Mcintire and shared by a great many evangelicals who 
otherwise reject his controversial political views: "The 
best remedy for poverty is the Word of God."11 

Capitalism can also be faulted for its selfishness, 
that is, people are free to do with their wealth and 
property as they see fit. As the well-known Christian 
philosopher Rousas Rushdoony puts it: "The right to 
property is a God-given right. Ownership is evidence 
of work and character. Property gives power to man 
and the family. It is God's will, clearly declared in 
Scripture, that man possess, develop, and use land 
and personal property, under God." 12 

This ignores a large body of biblical teaching that 
wealth is given so that it may be used responsibly, 
for the benefit of one's neighbor. Ownership is relative, 
not absolute, and the poor have a claim upon the af
fluent person's possessions. (Deut. 15:7-8) The prophet 
Amos' incisive critique of the abuses of riches under
scores the point that it is not so much the amount of 
one's wealth that matters as the method in which it is 
acquired and utilized. Passages like Proverbs 30:8-9 
suggest that the best thing in life is a modicum of 
this world's goods, since affluence and poverty alike 
carry the danger of idolizing material possessions. 

The experience of the industrial revolution makes it 
quite clear we should not expect a person of means 
to look out for the interests of both his neighbor and 
society in general. The noted British public figure and 
evangelical layman, Sir Frederick Catherwood, reminds 
us that the government of necessity had to undertake 
the regulation of business. 

Though the tremendous power which was being de
veloped by the Industrial Revolution could and did work 
for the good of humanity, there could be no security 
th at that was wha t it would do unless it was brought 
unde r conscious discipline, and that discipline could 
on ly be imposed by the assumption by the public of 
c ~mstantly increasing discretionary powers.13 

This selfishness is revealed by the amazing disparities 
in personal income that ex ist in countries with capital
istic economic systems in spite of the great wealth they 
produce. For instance, the top 20% of families in the 
United States receive 42% of the national income and 
the upper 5% get 19.6% of the total. The bottom 20% 
receive only 5%.14 Free market economists bitterly pro
test all expansion of social services as a socialistic re
distribution of wealth, yet the amount allocated for 
defense and national security matters in the federal 
budget consistently is four to five times that laid out 
for items like education, programs for the needy, hous
ing, and health. And then there is the global aspect of 
income maldistribution-the difference between the 
industrialized nations of the northern hemisphere and 
the developing countries of the south. 

It is apparent that laissez-faire capitalism, although 
its contributions are numerous, significant, and often 
meritorious, must be modified or even replaced by a 
kind of system that will insure a wider measure of 
social and economic justice. Perhaps this will require 
some form of democratic socialism, or maybe it can 
be done through a substantial revamping of our present 
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political and economic order. I would suggest guide
lines for Christian action in this regard. 

First, Christians should do all they can to make 
society more righteous. They should insist that there 
be an adequate minimum standard of care for those 
unable to support themselves-youths, the infirm, 
mothers with dependent children, the elderly. The 
absolute right of every able-bodied, adult man and 
woman to gainful employment should be guaranteed. 
Equality of opportunity must also be upheld . All the 
wonderful virtues of hard work, integrity, honesty, and 
thrift are meaningless if the social system blocks an 
individual's movement at the very beginning just be
cause of race, sex, or social class standing. In other 
words the Christian is obligated to take a stand on the 
side of ;ustice for all people. 

Second, believers must view the goi;ernment as a 
positive force for the achievement of social and econ
omic justice. It is the only agency with enough power 
to counteract the giant combines which characterize 
modern capitalism. It can force businesses to pay more 
attention to the human needs of their employees, pre
vent them from plundering the environment for the 
sake of quick, short-run profits, and guarantee the pro
tection of consumers' rights. Government action is 
needed to insure minimum living standards and to 
bring about a more equitable distribution of income. 

It is not enough that Christian citizens actively par
ticipate in public life, because even status quo con
servatives advocate that. Rather, Christians must bring 
to their involvement the proper kind of values-above 
all, a radical commitment to justice for all people and 
the recognition that "human rights" must at times take 
precedence over "property rights." They must be flex
ible and innovative, willing to experiment with dif
ferent political and economic schemes, as they search 
for one that might benefit larger segments of the pop
ulation than the present order seems to be doing. 

We should not ignore the risks that exist in this . 
There are powerful vested interests who will resist 
any sort of change that jeopardizes their preeminent 
social and economic standing. It will be difficult to 

sidestep the cumbersome governmental bureaucracies 
which grow like cancers on the body politic, throttling 
and choking out imaginative approaches to helping 
people. There is always the danger of swinging 
too far toward the opposite pole of a depersonalizing 
collectivism that submerges and tyrannizes the individ
ual in a manner similar to what capitalism does to the 
poor. Still, if we wish to "let justice roll down like 
waters, and righteousness like an everlasting stream" 
and to show forth our faith by our works, we must go 
forth in trust, letting our lights so shine before men 
that they may see our good works and give glory to 
the Father in heaven. 

REFERENCES 
!James C. Hefley, America-One Nation Under God (Wheaton, 

IL: Victor Books, 1975) , p . 63. 
ZChristian Economics, 23 (Sep. 1971), 8. 
3Christian Economics, 23 (May 1971 ) , 8. He was referring 

to Tom Skinner's address at Urbana 70. 
4For examples of this see Howard E . Kershner, God, Gold and 

Government (Englewood Cliffs , N .J.: Prentice-Hall, 1957); 
T. Robert Ingram, The World Under God's Law (Houston: 
St. Thomas Press, 1962); and Irving E. Howard, The 
Christian Alternative to Socialism (Arlington, VA: Better 
Books, 1966 ). 

5Ingram, W orld Under God's Law, pp. 94 , 97. 
6Larry Thornton , "The Parabolic Teaching of Christ on Eco

nomics," Central Bible Quarterly , 13 (Fall 1970), 20-35. 
7Irvin G. Wyllie, The Self-Made Man in America: The Myth 

of Rags to Riches (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers Uni
versity Press, 1954), p. 87. 

8Richard Hofstadter, Social Darwinism in American Thought 
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1955 ) , pp. 44-6. 

9John R. Richardson, Christian Economics: Studies in the 
Christian Message to the Market Place (Houston: St. 
Thomas Press, 1966), p. 28. 

IOJ. F. C. Harrison, The Early Victorians, 1832-51 (New York: 
Praeger, 1971), pp. 85-6. 

!!Quoted in Erling Jorstad, The Politics of Doomsday (Nash
ville: Abingdon, 1970), p. 149. 

I2Rousas J. Rushdoony, Brend Upon the \Vaters (Nutley, NJ: 
Craig Press, 1969), pp. 28, 30. 

13H. F . R. Catherwood, The Christian in Industrial Society 
(London: Tyndale Press, 1964 ), p. 56. 

14Economic Report of the President (Washington : US GPO, 
1964), p . 60. These figures we re compiled in 1962 and 
no significant shift in the ratios has occurred since then. 

WHERE AMERICA MISSED THE WAY 

Edward Coleson 

In the spring or summer of 1933 a minister whom 
I know got up behind the pulpit one Sunday morning 
and condemned the new "farm program" of the Sec
retary of Agriculture, Henry A. Wallace. He said that 
in a world where millions of people were cold and 
hungry that the policy of "plowing under cotton and 
killing little pigs" was wicked. One of the members 
who was busy helping FDR with the New Deal 
severely reprimanded his pastor. He told him to "preach 
the Gospel and stay out of politics." Yet, if the practice 
of artificially reducing the production of food in a 
hungry world is not a moral question, there are no 
moral questions. I wouldn't want to defend this policy 

(continued on page 19) 
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The powerful National Association of Manufacturers 
declared some years ago that our "private enterprise 
system and our American form of government are 
inseparable and there can be no compromise between 
a free economy and governmentally dictated economy 
without endangering our political as well as our eco
nomic freedom."1 The assumption here is that individual 
freedom is being squashed by the growth of a hier
archical, bureaucratic state and thus we need to return 
to an earlier day when government seemingly was re
stricted to those few functions which were necessary 
to preserve the greatest measure of individual freedom. 
This evokes, nostalgically, the Jeffersonian imagery of 

(continued on page 19) 
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before the Judge of all the earth. Would you? Never
theless, the Christian socialists in our midst have been 
so busy denouncing capitalist sins, ancient and modern, 
that they have found no time to consider their own 
shortcomings. 

What we see with Mr. Roosevelt's New Deal is a 
dramatic revival of the ancient system of mercantilism 
which ruined Spain and France a few centuries ago. 
All the regulations, controls, subsidies and restrictions 
which had once throttled Western Europe were back 
and with a vengeance. Actually, the United States has 
never been truly free enterprise in all its history; as 
James Truslow Adams 1 so eloquently told us, Alexander 
Hamilton started us off in 1789 with a policy of pro
tecti ve tariffs and favors for the few. This mistake 
nearly precipitated the Civil War a generation before 
it happened and was an important cause of the coming 
of that tragic conflict in 1861. In spite of our aversion 
to imports we did build up a vast export trade over the 
years (we did not see that international trade is simply 
"swapping"-that imports must equal exports over 
time, if everyone is going to get paid.) Yet in the first 
three decades of this century we did export about a 
fourth of our wheat, nearly two thirds of our cotton, 
and more than a third of our tobacco.2 After the Crash 
of '29 the Republicans passed the Smoot-Hawley 
Tariff, which killed our foreign trade and the "agri
cultural surplus" began to pile up. Mr. Roosevelt did 
the obvious: he simply plowed it under (anyone who 
thinks that is only my bias needs only to read Henry 
A. Wallace's Neu; Frontiers, copyright 1934). F.D.R. 
also started an expensive system of government con
trols, subsidies, welfare and all the rest which has 
driven this countrv to the brink of ruin and will no 
doubt push it over into the abyss. Yet there are pious 
people-and intelligent ones too-who believe the New 
Deal and modern versions thereof are Christian. 
Something needed to be done in '33, but F.D.R., like 
Hoover before him, did all the wrong things. 

It is unfortunate that we have made so little effort 
to understand the Great Depression and why it came. 
Of course, Robert L. Heilbroner3 tells us that the Crash 
was "an absolutely numbing intellectual shock . . . 
since . . . no one could explain why the economic 
mechanism was not working." This is needless ignor
ance. In January of 1933, a few \veeks before 
i\fr. Roosevelt took office, a number of prominent 
university economists in America wrote an open letter 
to F .D.R., urging him to stay on gold and reduce 
tariffs . Benjamin iv!. Anderson ,4 who was one of the 
signers of that letter, insisted that freer trade would 
have brought immediate recovery to the nation and 
relief to our impoverished farmers. It would also have 
saved the "have-not" nations the virtual necessity of 
going to war to secure food for their peoples. His con· 
tention that open markets and free enterprise would 
have brought instant prosperity may seem an over
statement, unless one remembers the spectacular Ger
man recovery after vVorld War II, the Economic 
~1iracle under Ludwig Erhard:5 No one has called 
what happened during New Deal clays the Roosevelt 
Miracle (actually prosperity returned on December 8, 

(continued on page 20) 
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a republic composed of self-sufficient, self-reliant small 
farmers and craftsmen, where everyone maintained 
their autonomy and at the same time participated in 
the process of government. 

Actually this ideology of economic independence as 
the basis of the American political order has been 
effectively negated, not so much by the growth of big 
government as by the emergence of large-scale cor
porate enterprise.2 The natural right to the private 
ownership of productive property which is implicit in 
the founding documents of the American nation was 
strongly emphasized by early thinkers like Jefferson 
as being the essential economic basis of a free citizenry. 
But, modern corporate capitalism has expropriated the 
property and independent livelihood of the vast ma
jority of farmers, artisans, and merchants, and they 
have been transformed into wage-earners who are at 
the mercy of vast structures over which they as indi
viduals can exercise no control. The supermarket has 
displaced the corner grocer, the factory has absorbed 
the skilled craftsman, and corporate agriculture has 
virtually wiped out the family farm. This destruction 
of the small individual entrepreneur took place under 
the guise of "free enterprise" and with the overt 
collusion of the government which provided the large 
firms with tax advantages, subsidies, tariff protection, 
and various other favors. 

At the same time political power became concen
trated in corporate hands and until recently it was 
seldom subject to any kind of accountability. One need 
only look at our ravaged environment-the rivers that 
are open sewers, the moon-like landscape resulting from 
strip mining, the smoke pall hovering over our cities
and be reminded of the rapacious unrestrained in
dividualism of American business enterprise. Economic 
considerations take first place in political decisions, 
and the guiding principle is that private profit is the 
public good. The general welfare is not a priority con
sideration for the great corporation-only the maximiz
ing of profits. 

Tbe dehumanizing nature of modern American cor
porate capitalism ought to compel Christians to cry out 
in protest. It forces the individual into the mold of 
conformity (do you remember the company that re
quired its male employees to wear white shirts and 
ties-the "image"?) and places the free worker in the 
chains of wage slavery. The average citizen is man
ipulated by unscrupulous advertising and thrust into 
the never ending cycle of consumerism that keeps him 
spiritually and economically impoverished. The po
litical crises of the Nixon-Agnew Administration and 
Ford's continued insensitivity to human needs ham
mer home the reality that in spite of the real gains 
made in the last forty years, our political system is still 
very much beholden to the great corporate power in
terests. 

It is clear to me that the socially conscious disciple 
of Christ must demand fundamental changes in our 
political and economic order from the top on down, 
and I would suggest that the guidelines set forth in 
the National Urban Coalition's intriguing Counter
budget provide a useful starting point .3 This proposal 

(continued on page 20) 
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1941-the day after Pearl Harbor) . Just perhaps a 
correct economic policy in America would have saved 
us those long years of depression and the second 
World War. 

Today a battered and bankrupt nation must do what 
we should have done long ago. First of all, we need 
to repent of our sins and get right with God. Secondly, 
we need to revise our theory of law: our laws should 
be simple, direct, and a modern interpretation of the 
moral law (God's Law). Then we should all go back 
to work, including millions of Americans who should 
be eased off welfare (a few should be left on relief). 
We also need to stop our global give-aways, except 
"ambulance operations" in times of disaster; if people 
want our stuff, they should pay for it. It just cannot be 
Christian to pauperize people. Then the "haves" in 
America should stop striving for ridiculously high 
profits and wages, quit "featherbedding" and stop 
limiting en try into every trade and profession. Let's get 
back on sound money. Let's fire millions of bureaucrats 
and reduce taxes to a fraction of the present level. I 
could go on, but I'm sure the reader is convinced al
ready that the proposed program of reconstruction is 
impossible. Yet much of this is what the British did 
in the early years of the last century. The alternative 
today is revolution with dictators of the Hitler and 
Stalin variety. Does America have the moral fiber and 
the Christian good sense to do what must be done? 
I pray that we may. 

If my people, which are called by my name, shall 
humble themselves, and pray, and seek my face, and 
turn from their wicked ways; then will I hear from 
heaven, and will forgive their sin, and will heal their 
land. 11 Chron. 7: 14. 
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REBUTTAL 
It should be obvious to the reader by this point 

in the discussion that Pierard is a pious pragmatist; 
he believes in "playing it by ear"-in a Christian way 
of course. He insists that the "British evangelicals who 
worked for the abolition of slavery" were confused . 
The confusion is in the minds of modem Christians. 
We have so completely forgotten our past that we 
do not know that there once were people who insisted 
that the laws of men must be based on the moral law. 
If Adam Smith and William Blackstone were not that 
devout, it is well to remember that John Wesley said 
the same thing: "Notwithstanding ten thousand laws, 
right is right and wrong is wrong still ." It is possible 

(concluded on page 21 ) 
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calls for increases in federal expenditures for health 
care, social security, income support for poor families, 
education, law enforcement, improvement of public 
services at state and local levels, housing and urban 
development, improvemen t of mass transit facilities , 
environment protection , and foreign development aid. 
Significant reductions would occur in such areas as 
highway construction, agricultural subsidies, and above 
all national defense and military assistance. Through 
more equitable taxation and reallocation of budgetary 
expenditures much could be done to improve the 
quality of life for all of our citizens. 

We Americans have put too much weight upon the 
acquisition of material possessions at the expense of 
spiritual, aesthetic, and cultural values. In a way we 
have been "conned" by the system through high wages 
and the lavish production of consumer goods into be
lieving that we live in the best of all possible worlds. 
The current political scandals, the Vietnam debacle, 
and the energy crisis are hopefully serving to shock 
us out of our complacency. They may bring us to the 
realization that we live in a mutually interdependent 
world and that rugged individualism is not a viable 
option either for personal or national survival. Our ac
quisitive society with its stress on the relentless pursuit 
of profit and wealth must be modified by a reassertion 
of the importance of community and concern for each 
other. Possibly this type of repentance will enable 
America to find her way back to the path of national 
righteousness which she has missed. 

For the day of the LORD is near upon all the nations. 
As you have done , it shall be done to you, 
your deeds shall return on your own head. 

Obadiah 15 
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REBUTTAL 
A well-known Christian scholar, John H. Redekop, 

reminds us that the creed of individualism must not 
be confused with a concern for individual welfare. 
"There is little indication of any desire that the abuses 
of society should be corrected so that underprivileged 
individuals might also learn what individual freedom 
means."1 That in a nutshell is the greatest defect of 
the position advanced by Coleson. 

Laissez-faire capitalism, based as it is on the ration
alist premises of the eighteenth century Enlighten
ment, does not adequately take into account the human 
propensity for sin. Will businessmen, each pursuing 
their own interests unhampered by any external force 
other than the exigencies of the market and a state 
functioning merely as a passive policeman, conduct 

(concluded on page 21 ) 

JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN SCIENTIFIC AFFILIATION 



IS THERE A CHRISTIAN ECONOMIC SYSTEM? 

Edward Coleson ... 

to build a system on principle, Christian principles, at 
that. 

When we stand with Joshua and the Hebrews at 
the ~fountains of Blessing and Cursing, it is obvious 
that the Bible teaches that the moral law is a sufficient 
guide for the conduct of the affairs of men and nations 
(Deuteronomy, chapters 27 through 30 and Joshua 
8:30-35). Christ also was emphatic that He was not 
"come to destroy the law" (Matt. 5: 17). Therefore 
take your Bible and your history book and review 
the New Deal and much that has happened since. 
Would the farm program, NRA codes, the prohibition 
on ownership of gold and a multitude of other devious 
arrangements stand close scrutiny in the light of Scrip
tural principles? They were pragmatic makeshifts and 
have created more problems than they solved. That is 
why New York City and the rest of us are faced with 
today's dilemma. 

Those British evangelicals, who laid the foundation 
for Victorian prosperity and power, were a long way 
from "social Darwinism." They believed that God had 
created a harmonious universe where all things could 
work together for good, if we would only obey Him. 
They were men of compassion with a strong sense of 
community. The "Good Samaritans" today may be 
socialists, but it has not always been so. Before our 
left-wing Christians help push us over the brink, they 
would do well to examine the record. They might even 
help to save us from the equivalent of the French 
Revolution, just as those English evangelicals saved 
their country in their time of crisis. 

Their achievements are not a figment of my imagin
ation. An impressive list of authorities, Christian and 
secular, can be cited to support my view. Professor 
Cairns' of Wheaton College, for one, tells us that the 
political arm of the Wesleyan Revival accomplished 
more than any reform movement in history. Would 
that we could do as well. 
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themselves in an "honest way" and insure the welfare 
of the total community? I think not. Each will look out 
for "Number One" and if "getting ahead" means that 
others will be crushed in the process, so it will be. 

It is noteworthy that those British evangelicals who 
worked for the abolition of slavery went against the 
cherished principles of laissez-faire. They placed the 
"human rights" of the Afro-American slaves above the 
"property rights" of the plantation owners. By obtain
ing legislation halting the traffic in slaves, they inter
fered with "free trade." They utilized the power of the 
state to eliminate a social abuse. To identify this radi
cal departure from laissez-faire as "capitalism with a 
conscience" makes about as much sense as talking about 
"communism with a human face." 

I contend there is no such thing as a Christian eco
nomic system, but only practices and approaches in 
the social and economic realm that may be in harmony 
with biblical principles. The moment we pin the label 
"Christian" on a system, we have limited God and 
merely sanctified our own economic views. It is ex
tremely difficult to draw distinctions between ordinary 
concerns of self-interest and genuinely Christian moti
vations in a person's behavior. So, to endow something 
so solidly grounded on self-interest as laissez-faire 
capitalism with the exalted status of a Christian sys
tem is peculiarly unwarranted and fraught with perils. 

What we need instead is an approach which con
tributes directly to the economic and social well-being 
of all people, not one where the benefits accrue largely 
to the possessors of wealth and hopefully some "good
ies" trickle down to the impoverished masses. Certain
ly that would be more "Christian" than laissez-faire 
capitalism. 
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We are all aware that this nation and the world are beset by numerous societal prob
lems: poverty, crime, racism, pollution, unemployment, inflation, drug abuse, social 
disruptions, famine, the threat of nuclear war, and the like. We are equally aware that 
direct measures for dealing i.cith these problems have, on the i.chole, been unsuccessful 
and have often led to unanticipated and undesired consequences. Thus, price and wage 
controls offer temporary relief from inflation, but in the end tend to leave us in a 
worse position than before. Urban renewal programs designed to improve housing 
conditions for the poor often leave them with their old neighborhoods destroyed 
and unable to afford available alternatives. Welfare regulations instituted to im
prove the lot of ghetto children have contributed to family breakdown by making it 
economically advantageous for mothers to raise their children in a fatherless home. 
Minimum wage laws intended to aid unskilled 11;orkers have actually made it more 
difficult for many to find employment; at the higher rates of pay, employers find it 
more economocial to replace people with machines or to eliminate ;obs. Legislation 
and program~ dedicated to the reduction of inequalities of opportunity beticeen races 
(such as the busing of schoolchildren) have instead heightened interracial tensions. 
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Notes on "Science and the Whole Person" -
A Personal Integration of Scientific and Biblical Perspectives 

Part 4 

Pseudo-Science and Pseudo-Theology: 
(A) Cult and Occult 

The prefix "pseudo" means counterfeit. The evalua
tion of authentic science and authentic theology cannot 
be made fully unless it is realized that there are counter
feit forms in the world, and unless the characteristics 
of these counterfeit forms are recognized. An invest i
gation of pseudo-science and pseudo-theology reveals 
an intimate relationship between them. 

Pseudo-Science and Pseudo-Theology 

Pseudo-science is an activity that looks like science, 
uses the terminology of science, claims the authority of 
science, but at a fundamental level violates the basic 
integrity of a scientific activity. The mark of a counter
feit is that it closely resembles the authentic. So also 
pseudo-theology is an activity that looks like belief in 
and worship of the true God, uses standard or in
vented theological terms and categories, claims to fulfill 
the needs and to take the place of authentic theology, 
but at a fundamental level violates the basic integrity of 
theology and turns out to be only a human enterprise. 
Since "theology" cannot be discussed in this context in 
abstract terms, I state as my own definite presupposi
tion that authentic theology is to be identified in terms 
of the Christian faith as defined by the Biblical revela
tion. It is in terms of this presupposition that J work 
out the remainder of this installment. "Authentic sci
ence" has been described in previous installments. 

The judgment that a particular activity is one of 
pseudo-science or pseudo-theology is not one easily 
made by a person who is not intimately conversant with 
authentic science and Christian faith. The intricacy and 
ingenuity of the counterfeit in these fields is no less 
than the misdirected artistry devoted to the production 
of counterfeit money. It is often not possible, given 
limited resources and time, to demonstrate in detail 
the fallacies and aberrations of the counterfeits in the 
fields of science and theology. I have received, for ex
ample, from time to time whole books of mathematical 
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argumentation seeking to prove all kinds of things from 
unorthodox theories of cosmogony, to basic errors in 
Einstein's theory of relativity, to simple and classical 
substitutes for quantum mechanics, to grandiose models 
for description of the world in terms of concepts and 
models imported from philosophy, politics or religion. 
To sit down and attempt to unravel the errors in these 
arguments would take an immense effort. There is, 
however, a basic flavor to pseudo-science or pseudo
theology that one deeply involved in authentic science 
or theology can usually detect without detailed analysis 
of the argument. There are certain critical test points 
that pseudo-science or pseudo-theology always fail to 
match. 

In scientific circles practitioners of pseudo-science 
are called such things as "crackpots" or "quacks." In 
religious circles practitioners of pseudo-theology are 
called "fanatics" or "heretics." The connotations of the 
terms are quite similar in both fields. Generally the 
heretic is one who departs from the orthodox position 
by departing from the faithful exercise of the disci
pline that guides and guards orthodoxy. Historically oc
casional cases exist where men labeled "crackpots" and 
"heretics" have later been accepted as men of vision 
ahead of their times, but these arc the exceptions that 
prove the rule : for every one of them there are thousands 
of pseudo-scientists and pseudo-theologians whose ideas 
have no validity beyond their own conceptions. The 
major breakthroughs in scientific and theological under
standing have come from men and women who had a 
thorough grasp of the fundamentals of their discipline; 

This conti.nuing series of articles is based on courses given in 
the Unde.,.graduate Special Seminar Program at Stanford Uni
versity, CJt Fuller Theol.ogica/. SeminaT!j, and at Regent College, 
Vancouver, R.C. Part l, "Science Isn't E~'erything" appea1'ed 
in March ( 1976), p . 33-37. Part 2, "Science Isn't Nothing" 
appeared fo Ju ne ( 1976), p. 82-87. Pa1'1 3, "The Philosophy 
and Practice of Science" CJ71peared in September ( 1976), p. 
127-132. 
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seldom if ever do such breakthroughs come as the re
sult of the efforts of amateurs or dilettantes . 

In his book Physicist and Christian , William 
Pollard 1 describes the intuitive apprehension of pseudo
se:ience in the area of physics. 

In my own field of physics it is a common experience to 
receive privately published papers which develop all 
kinds of strange and bizarre theories about everything 
from the electron to the universe as a whole ... . T o the 
non-ph ysicist they have as bona fide a ring as a paper in 
the Physical Review. But to physicists they are immedi
ately recognized as fundamentally different. They con
stitute in the strict sense of the word unorthodox or 
heretical physics. In subtle ways impossible to describe 
clearly to the world at large , they violate everything 
which has given the physics community power to slowly 
and painfully acquire real and dependable insights into 
the nature of things. 

Such practitioners of pseudo-science or pseudo-theol
ogy generally believe that they have discovered or 
been provided with some special key to understanding, 
unshared by members of the "establishment." They are 
not willing to enter into careful and scholarly dis
cussion with representatives of orthodoxy, but separate 
themselves into self-contained and carefully guarded 
enclaves where support for the pseudo-position can be 
constantly reinforced by elaborate publication and edu
cational procedures. (As a peripheral observation, I 
have noted that almost every writer in extreme pseudo
se:ience or pseudo-theology is prone to the capitalization 
of many words in the attempt to emphasize the "key" 
nature of his position.) 

If practitioners of pseudo-science frequently neglect 
all areas of evidence or physical laws that would con
tradict their conclusions if considered properly, prac
titioners of pseudo-theology are essentially unanimous 
in their rejection of the Biblical doctrine of the Trinity 
and of the deity of Jesus Christ. (I address myself 
here particularly to cults which claim a Christian 
heritage but have forsaken Christian integrity.) I can
not sav that there are no cults that are faithful to these 
corner~tone Biblical teachings, but certainly every major 
cult can be characterized immediately by the formula
tion invented to avoid these fundamental doctrines. 
Likewise every major cult is in agreement, contrary to 
Biblical teaching, (and here we can include most of the 
world's great religions as well) that "salvation" is ulti
mately through knowledge and by "right action" based 
on that knowledge. To include Eastern religious thought, 
one mav wish to substitute the word "enlightenment" 
for "knowledge," but the thrust is the same. 

In the remainder of this installment, I consider some 
of the characteristics of specific cults in order to illus
trate and develop these concepts of pseudo-science and 
pseudo-religion and of how they are frequently used to 
reinforce one another. 

Sampling the Universe: Forms of Fatalism 

One set of cults claims to be neutral with respect to 
worldview, philosophy or religion, and claims therefore 
that it is possible to hold any religious or philosophical 
position at the same time that one is a faithful cultist. 
The members of this set of cults that essentially sample 
the universe for guidance are as ancient as human 
records. They have apparently existed at all times of 
recorded history. 
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The mark of a counterfeit is that it close
ly resembles the authentic. 

These cults believe that the disposition of our lives 
is partially or totally determined by forces beyond our 
control, but that the fate determined by these forces 
can be known to us through apparently unrelated ob
servations. By knowing our proper place in the uni
verse, we may then take what advantage is possible of 
this special knowledge to improve our lives and situa
tion in the world . The forces beyond our control may 
be wholly impersonal, as in astrology, palmistry, read
ing tea leaves, casting sticks or coins in I Ching, or 
various forms of the ancient arts of discerning the future 
by inspection of the entrails of birds or the livers of 
animals ( hepatoscopy). Or these forces may have 
aspects of personality as in spiritualism, witchcraft and 
Satanism. These latter do involve religious expressions 
of their own, whereas the former could be religiously 
neutral. 

Consider astrology as a specific example of an ancient 
and currently repopularized cultic expression. The evalu
ation of astrology depends upon what one really believes 
that it is; although it is not essential that astrology be 
intrinsically anti-Christian , it seems in practice to be
come so in most cases. For most devotees, astrology 
assumes the form of both a pseudo-science and a 
pseudo-religion. Certainly the Biblical assessment of 
astrology is negative in that historical context (e.g., 
Daniel 2:27; Isaiah 47:13,14). 

If astrology had a basis in fact, it could be an indi
cator of human characteristics and potentialities such 
as are given by studies of the effects of heredity and 
environment on human beings, or by studies of psycho
logical preferences and facets of human personality. If 
astrology had a basis in fact, therefore, Christians could 
regard it properly as one more way to understand the 
nature of the created world, and it would of necessity 
have no more anti-Christian impact than the study of 
genetics. For those who accept astrology, on the other 
hand, it seems empirically that such a neutral approach 
is seldom followed. It seems much more common for 
astrology to become the principal focus of life, with 
"traditional religion" relegated to a secondary and 
peripheral role in deciding choices and actions. It is 
necessary, therefore, to distinguish between what might 
be the case if astrology were a real science, and not a 
pseudo-science coupled with a pseudo-religion, and 
what is the case with devotees of astrology. 

On the other hand, if astrology has no basis in fact, 
it is nothing short of foolish to pay any attention to it, 
or to regard it as indeed supplementary to understand
ing gained from genetics and psychology. As to whether 
astrology is an authentic science or a pseudo-science, I 
must personally conclude that it is an eminent case of 
the latter. To argue that the planets have dominant 
effects on our personality, metabolism, and health, not 
to mention our success, wealth, sex-life, wish-fulfillment 
etc., and to couple this argument with the admission 
that we really don't know how they have this effect, 
adds up for me to a position that can be accepted only 
on faith with little regard for any objective evidence. 
Not only is the position non-rational, but it is basically 
irrational since its conclusions frequently contradict 
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other available evidence. Its popularity is correlatable 
with a modern infatuation for the irrational in reaction 
against excessive rationalism, as cliscussecl earlier in 
Part 2. \,\1hen I couple the irrationality of astrology with 
the admitted uselessness of daily newspaper horoscopes 
and the realization of the vast business potential in the 
astrology area, I am confirmed in the conclusion that 
astrology is a pseudo-science. \Vhen I recognize in ad
dition the subtle ways in '.vhich faith in astrology can 
replace faith in the living and loving Goel, I feel justi
fied in regarding it as a pseudo-religion as well as a 
pseudo-science. Actually, an investigation into the re
ligious perspectives of astrologers usually reveals a 
dimension of pantheism or Eastern mysticism regarding 
the Unity of all things, of which the planetary mo
tions may be only a relatively unimportant manifesta
tion. 

The Key to Health and Success: Neo-Gnosticism 

Gnosticism was a philosophico-religious movement 
that pre-elated Christian times but continued on after
wards, in which the main conviction was that "salva
tion" or "emancipation" came through knowledge 
(Greek, gnosis) which was able to deliver the special 
possessor of this knowledge from the constraints of 
matter. 

A second group of cults share the claim that their 
particular founder had insights that prove to be the 
key to a healthy and successful life; these cults may 
therefore be considered to be modern examples of 
gnosticism, or of neo-gnosticism. In each case the 
founder has lived in the past 200 years and has written 
prolifically. Each stresses in its own way that "salvation" 
comes through knowledge; knowledge of that particu
lar key which had been hidden and is hidden still from 
all who do not participate in the cult. L. Ron Hubbard 
( 1911- ) discovered the principles of "clianetics" 
and his discovery has grown into the Church of Scien
tology. The teachings and beliefs of Jehovah's v\lih1esses 
are based to a large extent on the writings of Charles 
T. Russell ( 1852-1916) and his style of biblical in
terpretation and extrapolation. Christian Science is 
founded on the book by Mary Baker Eddy ( 1821-1910) 
whose textbook dominates Christian Science thought: 
Science and H ea/th, 1cith Key to the Scriptures. Mor
monism came into being with Joseph Smith ( 1805-
1844) who claimed to translate the golden plates 
delivered to him by an angel and produced the "keys" 
of the Latter Day Saints: the Book of lvformon, the 
Doctrine and Covenants, and The Pearl of Great Price. 

Of this group of four cults of the neo-gnostic type, 
the Church of Scientology is the most openly non
Christian. At its best Scientology advocates and prac
tices a number of techniques that may have a practical 
psychological effect; at its worst Scientology is a false 
religion incompatible with the Christian faith, exhibit
ing a mixture of pseudo-science and pseudo-religion. 
Scientology exalts the role of knowledge, assumes that 
knowledge leads to wisdom, and that wisdom leads to 
salvation. Scientology openly presents itself as being 
in a long line of "wisdom" religions: religions that claim 
special insight able to deliver the initiated. In Scientol
ogy the claim is made for the application of the scientific 
method: what works is right. This pragmatism is both 
appropriate and useful for the application of the scien-
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tific method, but it is also one of the chief limitations 
of that method as a universal principle of life, as we 
have discussed in Part 1. The truth is pragmatic, but 
what is pragmatic in the short range need not be the 
ultimately true. 

It is unfortunate that the cult insistence 
on the primacy of the cult "key" and the 
cult community makes it virtually im
possible to appreciate authentic science 
and theology rather than their pseudo 
counterparts. 

Scientology also grasps at the criterion of "good" 
provided by evolutionism, i.e., good is determined by 
its survival value. But on what kind of scientific basis 
is such a definition derived? It cannot be scientifically 
established. Rather it is a faith assumption that con
verts what is (what survives) into what ought to be 
(what is good). This is no definition of "good" at all, 
and men are unable to agree on what survival (or the 
greatest good for the greatest number) really means 
in the absence of more basic and more ultimate value 
presuppositions. 

Scientology claims to be compatible with any re
ligious beliefs, and to interfere with no religious prac
tice. This can be true on~y if one's religious beliefs are 
wholly subjective. It seems to be clearly impossible 
to me to be a Biblical Christian and an advocate of 
Scientology. Scientology teaches that man is innately 
good (the basic fallacy of every iclea1istic neglect of 
realitv); the Bible teaches that man is bv nature in 
rebellion against Goel. Scientologists admit' that Scien
tology is based primarilv on Buclclhism, believe that 
soul or spirit is "that part of man that is part of Goel," 
and define sin as "that action or omission of action 
that causes the greatest harm to the greatest overall 
portion of life." 

Although Scientology is problem oriented and prides 
itself on producing solutions for problems, it is unable 
to respond to the deepest problems of life except on a 
superficial level. The problem of death, for example, 
is left essentially up to the individual to work out in his 
own "religious" way. The problem of guilt cannot be 
met by divine forgiveness, for Sc:entology is "open" 
enough to permit whatever '"Goel and/ or Gods or the 
principle of a first or prime cause" one might care to 
believe in. In addition to its religious errors, the prac
tical clanger of Scientology appears to lie in the finan
cial as well as the spiritual bondage in which its 
followers may find themselves entrapped. With respect 
to the high costs of achieving the upper grades of 
Scientological standing (grades of "clearness"), fre
quently reputed to be in the thousands of dollar range, 
Scientologists reply that they attempt to compress all 
the benefits of religion into two years rather than a 
whole lifetime, and that therefore the actual cost is 
only apparently high; the same amount of money con
tributed to the institutional church for a lifetime is 
required within just two years, hut with guaranteed 
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results hv Scientology. 
Remarkable resemblance can be detected between 

Scientologv and Christian Science in spite of the his
torical differences in their origin and formulat10n. 
Christian Science is of course much more biblically 
oriented, but only insofor as the Bible agrees with the 
svstern of \fary Baker Eddv. Accepting as the Prin
c.iple par excellence that a perfect Cause must bring 
forth a perfect Effect, the creation account of Genesis 1 
is taken to demand that since God is perfect, man must 
be perfect-not only in creation but today as ~veil. 
Since Genesis 2 and 3 (and the rest of the Bible) 
provide the reasons why man as he now is is not per
fect Christian Scientists have no hes1tat1on to d1sm1ss 
Ge1;esis 2 and 3 as inferior to Genesis 1. The "key" 
to health and success in Christian Science is the at
tainment of spiritual unity with God and the realization 
that man is only spiritual and not material. But the Goel 
referred to is not the God of the Trinitv or of the 
Bible, but a Divine Principle which is impersonal. 
Jesus, in his "material manhood," was not the Christ. 
Evil is not real but is the result of our faulty appre
hension of reality. Here Christian Science shows wide 
overlap with the emphases of Eastern religions, as 
discussed below. 

The "kevs" to the Scriptures of \formonism, pro
vided in tl~e writings of Joseph Smith and of the pro
clamations of the leader of the Church of Latter Day 
Saints to this day, openly claim to be revelation which 
corrects and clarifies the older revelation of the com
monly accepted Bible. \formon study of the Bible per 
se is made all but impossible by an insistence on lookmg 
for evidence of missing portions, altered texts and 
variant readings in order to justify the works of Joseph 
Smith as essential portions of the whole Scriptures. 
Without consideration of the severe scholarly problems 
in arauing for the authenticity of the Smith writings 
as reeelatio11 given in "reformed Egyptian hieroglyph
ics," or of frequent quotations in these writings from the 
Bible in its word-for-word King James translation (in
cluding the errors in that translation), it can be noted 
that Mormons reject the Trinity and regard Jesus ~nd 
the Devil as spiritual brothers, and they also consider 
God to be an exalted man with a physical body. The 
\1ormon doctrine of salvation involves not only faith 
in Jesus, but also baptism by immersion, obedience to 
the teachings of the Mormon church, good works, and 
the keeping of the commandments of God as ~formons 

Cultic advocates often speak of the sci
entific demonstration of the validity ~f 
a spiritual nature to man. Although this 
may sound like good news for the re
ligious person, it is usually an extreme
ly dangerous pitfall. 

interpret them. Thus the atonement of Christ is not 
sufficient, but is only a first step which must be sup
plemented by human works. Actually all men, regard~ 
less of beliefs or works, will enjoy some degree ol 
"salvation" in a hierarchically structured heaven of 
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which the highest category is Godhead, reserved for the 
faithful ~formons who have fulfilled all the require
ments. 

Jehovah's v\/itnesses not only have taken the writings 
of Charles T. Russell as guides to interpreting the Bible, 
but have published their own translation of the Bible 
(the ~ew \Vorld Translation) with such variants in 
translation as may be used to support the vVih1esses' 
doctrines. f ehovah's Witnesses also reject the Trinity 
and the d~ity of Christ. The atonement of Christ pro
vided the foundation upon which the work and obedi
ence of the faithful can be built to enable them to be 
among the literal 144,000 of Revelation 7 :4; 14: 1,3 to 
enter the established kingdom. Christ has already re
h1rned secretly and invisibly in 1914 and is presently 
about the business of setting up his kingdom. 

All of these four cults maintain fairly closed com
munities and are not open to genuine scholarly inter
change or debate with either the scientific community 
or the Christian community. They involve many sincere 
and well-intentioned people who are desperately seek
ing for some source of security and assurance in our 
tension-ridden dav. It is unfortunate that the cult in
sistence on the p~imacy of the cult "key" and the cult 
community makes it virtually impossible for these peo
ple to appreciate authentic science and theology rather 
than their pseudo counterparts. The obvious hard work 
of manv dedicated cult devotees can be associated with 
the cult consciousness that man's work is the basis for 
his ultimate position, both in this life and in the life 
to come. 

Becoming One with the Universe: Eastern Religion 

Since the Eastern religions in their classical forms 
make little pretense at being scientific, it may seem 
inappropriate to include them in a discussion centering 
around pseudo-science, or it may seem presumptuous to 
treat such religions with their long history and millions 
of adherents under the category of pseudo-religion. 
On the other hand, we have already seen above the 
influences of Eastern religious thought on astrology, 
Scientology and Christian Science. We are also living 
in a day in which interest in the Eastern religions is at 
a new high in the \Vestern world, and many cultic forms 
do manifest aspects of pseudo-science and pseudo-re
ligion of relevance to us. 

Not only do the Eastern religions agree with other 
cults in rejecting the Trinity, the deity of Jesus Christ, 
and the biblical revelation of reconciliation with a 
personal God by grace through faith, but they reject 
even the biblical doctrine of Creation, which forms 
the implicit base for so much of Western thought. 
Unless this rejection of the doctrine of Creation is 
realized to be at the heart of Eastern religious thought, 
any understanding of it is impossible. Eastern thought 
fairly generally treats the acceptance of mat~er .a~ the 
cause of evil, and the effort to preserve the md1v1dual 
as the cause of moral failure. Man does evil according 
to Eastern thought because he is finite, limited, indi
vidual and conscious of self as reality; he can be de
livered from this bondage only by withdrawing from 
finiteness, limitations of space and time, handicapping 
illusions of individualitv, and destructive self-con
sciousness into the great Unity of unindividuated reality. 
The method of withdrawal usually involves some form 
of meditation and obedience to discipline: to the ac-
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Scientifically demonstrable results de
scribed in a particular religious context 
cannot be taken as evidence that that 
context is thereby verified. 

quisition of knowledge, not by the \Nestern method of 
"study," but by the Eastern method of "satori," sud
den nonrational enlightenment. The biblical doctrine 
of creation takes seriously the pronouncement of God 
that the universe, according to his creation purpose, 
is good, and that evil which we see around us todav 
is not the inevitable consequence of the structure ~f 
the created universe (with its finite, limited, self
conscious individuals), but is the result of human 
moral rebellion against God. :\!oral rebellion has little 
meaning within Eastern thought; unless we perceive 
that God is us, and that we are God-that all is God 
and that we are all, we are blinded by the limitations 
of appearances and fail to grasp the Unity of reality. 

The methods of meditation and discipline may cover 
a wide range within Eastern thought from the devo
tion to the eightfold wav of conservative Buddhism, to 
the short-cut through n1editation alone of Zen Budd
hism, to the pop meditation of Transcendental :\!edita
tion for which only a single meaningless word (a 
mantra) provided by a guru needs to be repeated for 
15 minutes twice a day to achieve satori, health, peace, 
success and u:timate enlightenment. While recognizing 
the fallacious theological foundation of these claims, 
we should, however, be willing also to recognize the 
possibility of useful natural body and even mind train
ing through such methods. Eastern religious thought 
has roots in antiquity and an association with folk
science and pseudo-science through the years. Just as 
folk-science often provided medical aid long before 
medical science understood the cause, and in such 
cases based its argument upon fallacious pseudo-science 
and pseudo-religion, so we may expect it to be possible 
that methods of disciplining body and mind advocated 
by Eastern religions may be effective without confirm
ing the religious premises associated historically with 
them. As the treatments of chiropractic may often be 
useful for particular ailments (and even more useful 
than available medical treatments) and vet no confir
mation is thereby given of the basic philosophy of 
chiropractic, so also we may expect some positive re
sults to be achievable by the practice of yoga, acu
puncture, Transcendental I'vfeditation etc. without 
providing any confirmation of the religious superstruc
ture 011 which these practices are historically hung. If 
we do not make this distinction between the possible 
beneficial results of physical and mental discipline and 
the religious framework within which their devotees 
present them, we may well find ourselves in the em
barrassing position of denying scientifically demonstrable 
results in an effort to amid supporting pseudo-religious 
concepts. This is the kind of dilemma that Christians 
have long been in with respect to the biological theory 
of organic evolution, and it is time that lessons learned 
in that encounter be applied to this field developing 
from the background of Eastern religions. 

Today a large field is developing on the borderline 
between pseudo-science and authentic science with 
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renewed interest in parapsychology, paramedicine, extra
sensory perception, clairvoyance, psychokinesis and re
lated phenomena. Although these areas could be in
vestigated purely in terms of natural science (and 
should be so investigated), they are most frequently 
conceptually tied to a mode of thought derived from 
the Eastern religions. While disagreeing in detail, they 
agree in general with the claims of Scientology and 
Christian Science that a person in full tune with the 
universe (a "clear," or one united to the divine Prin
ciple) has within himself the ability to transcend the 
limitations of space and time, to burst the bonds of 
finiteness and individuality, and to propel himself into 
the All with the ability to exercise the powers thereof. 
Thus the Christian Scientist argues that only failure 
to achieve the ultimate apprehension of reality causes 
Christian Scientists to experience death; the Scientolo
gist says, "A person who is Clear has gone beyond the 
ordinary. He knows himself. He understands himself 
and can fashion his own happiness at will. He is 
'cleared' of all the obstacles that prevented him from 
reaching his highest aspirations."2 

Advocates of these positions often speak of their 
scientific demonstration of the validity of a spiritual 
nature to man. Although this may sound like good news 
for the religious person, it is usually an extremely 
dangerous pitfall. For what the advocates of these 
positions mean is a spiritual nature of man constructed 
according to human expectations and not in accord 
with the biblical revelation. Dr. James Pike claimed 
that he had found such scientific evidence for the 
existence of an afterlife through his seance contacts 
with his dead son, but it was an afterlife fashioned 
after the thoughts of autonomous man and not after the 
clear word of biblical revelation. These combinations 
of pseudo-science and pseudo-religion, like the others, 
are an attempt to construct a religious view over which 
man has control, rather than encountering the religious 
reality over which God has control. Christians must be 
aware, as the biblical record makes clear from the 
magicians of the court of Pharaoh (Exodus 7:11,22; 
8:7) to the Beast of Revelation (Revelation 13:13-15), 
that simple performance of an extraordinary feat does 
not authenticate the philosophy and religion of those 
who perform it. 

Transcendental Meditation 

Transcendental Meditation has become a particularly 
well-known version of popularized Eastern religious 
practice, distinguished by the fact that so many prac
titioners of Tl'v! deny that there is any religious content 
involved. It therefore becomes an interesting test case 
of the way in which Christians should deal with such 
phenomena. In order to answer the question of whether 
T1\I is a science, a religion, both or neither, answers to 
a variety of questions must be sought. 

1. Are there observable phenomena that are real 
and reproducible 0 

2. Are these phenomena beneficial or harmful? What 
criteria should be used to decide? 

3. Do these phenomena have natural causes? Can 
they be scientifically described? 

4. Do these phenomena have supernatural causes? ls 
it impossible to describe them in natural categories? 

5. \.\'hat is the belief system out of the matrix of 
which TM arises? 
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6. Does the belief system in which Tlvl originates 
necessarily bind the practitioner? 

7. Can TM be regarded simply as a healthy exercise 
(like sleeping or jogging) or as an unhealthy exercise 
(such as holding one's breath)? 

8. If the phenomena observed have supernatural 
causes, what is the agency? 

9. Can there be spiritual danger in practicing TM? 

An analysis of answers to these questions suggests 
that TM co11ld be a science, a religion, both or neither. 
It could be a science if certain physiological activity 
led to demonstrable and reproducible results. The 
question is, Does it? There appear to be definite re
sults but it is not clear that they are uniquely different 
from deep rest or sleep. A recent report in Science·~ 
directed toward detecting physiological and biochemical 
effects of TM concludes that "meditation does not 
induce a unique metabolic state but is seen biochemical
ly as a resting state." Still, Pv1 could be a neutral 
technique for relaxation. 
T~1 could be a religion if Maharishi's overall perspec

tive and claims for TM are accepted, and if it is appre
ciated that initiation into T~l and the receiving of a 
mantra occur at a religious ceremony, however hidden 
this may be from the initiate not acquainted \Vith the 
language used. 

TM could be both religion and science, if physiolog
ical disciplines with scientifically describable results 
were considered to be the >vays in which such religion 
should be expressed. There are many testimonies from 
Christians that their Christian perception has been 
deepened by practicing TM. 

TM could be neither science nor religion, if it were 
simply subjective delusion or deliberately perpetrated 
fraud. 

What then should the Christian learn from all this? 
Essentially three things. 

1. The religious context of TM cannot be overlooked 
or forgotten if T\1 is being advanced for instruction of 
the general public. In its present practices, TM does 
require a religious initiation ceremony and is based 
upon a monistic religious view of reality. 

2. Scientifically demonstrable results described from 
a particular religious context cannot be taken as evi
dence that that context is thereby verified. 

3. Rejection of a religious context for a variety of 
non-scientific reasons cannot be taken as the basis for 
rejecting the reality of scientifically demonstrable re
sulb coming from that religious context. 

If non-Christians are most often guilty of violating 
2., Christians are most often guilty of violating 3. T\'1 
(or something analogous to TM) could probably be just 
healthy "exercise." Unfortunately, the probability that 
people in general practicing TM would regard it as 
simply healthy "exercise" is not large. 

Other Contexts 

Although >ve have been concerned in this installment 
primarily with those cases where pseudo-science and 
pseudo-theology are combined, it should be recognized 
that pseudo-science or pseudo-theology can arise also 
in other contexts. It is possible, for example, for those 
who profess an authentic Christian position to hecocm~ 
entrapped in pseudo-science; likewise it is possible for 
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Mystic Cult Disrupts Christian Community 

A m~·stic cult has sprung up in the last year to rock 
the Christian community with uncertainty and dissension. 
The cult is derived from the a"cient mystic practice of 
i'uogi, the origins of which are hidden in antiquity, al
thou.~h there is good reason to believe that it is related 
to the pagan festival of pressing juice from the grape 
by stomping barefoot on the ripe grapes. According to 
iB principal teacher ]'uogi J ala ( meaning, master of 
i'uogi), the prncticc of i'uo~i fa an effort to bring the 
individual self into resonance with the universal fre
quency of the cosmos. This is accomplished by rh~·thmic 
movement of the feet in a motion producing slow 
running, while the participant pays particular attentinn 
to the rhythm of his breathing and of his footsteps on 
the ground. It is claimed that masters of i'"ogi experi
ence a wide variet~· of physical benefits including 
lnwered blood pressure, lowered rest pulse rate. greater 
utilization of oxygen and general physiological well being. 
J'uogi Jala stoutly denies any specific religious o.r philo
sophical cnntent to i'uogi ( ofte" corrupted to "joggi" or 
"'1ogging" in the western world ) , but does say that its 
practice inevitably leads to clarity of thought, improved 
mental ability, enhanced self-awareness, and freedom 
from guilt fixations. 

The increasing popularity of i'uogi has caught the 
Christian community by surprise. Church members are 
arriving late at church so as not to miss the regular 
practice of i'uogi, claiming that it makes them better 
able to be dail~· disciples of Christ, and there is talk of 
introducing i'uoi;i into the physical education classes of 
the public schools. 

One well-known biblical scholar has condemned a!l 
practice of i'1wgi by Christians, as equivalent to participa· 
tion in a pagan religious rite. In a speech recently, he 
'aid, "Although they claim that this is not a religious 
practice, how is it poss ible to separate 'resonance with 
th~ universal frer1uency' from a pagan religious world
view?" When asked about the well documented bene· 
ficial physiological and even psychological benefits of 
fuogi, he .replied, "We know onh too well that the 
Devil can imitate the work of our Lord." 

lf y011 miss the point of this fictiriou.s "news irem," 
read the accompanying di>c 11>sion of cult and occu/.t. 

those who are engaged in authentic science to become 
entrapped in pseudo-theology. The Christian, there
fore, needs also to be aware that an orthodox religious 
position does not automatically establish an orthodox 
scientific understanding, any more than an authentic 
practice of science guarantees an authentic religious 
interpretation. Again discrimination is essential. To 
attack one engaged in pseudo-religion and authentic 
science by attacking his science is disastrous; so also is 
the attack on one engaged in pseudo-science and au
thentic theology by an attack upon his theology. Chris
tians have frequently been guilty of the former, and 
the world has often been guilty of the latter. Hopefully 
Chri~tians will have learned from the past not to fall 
into the same kind of pitfalls as the world. 

Summary 
Any evaluation of authentic science and theology 

must recognize that there are many counterfeit pseudo
sciences and pseudo-theologies in the world. Although 
proponents of such pseudo-science and pseudo-theology 
may be sincere and dedicated people, they are guilty 
of missing the essence of what it takes for science and 
theology to be authentic. Unfortunately the culture out 
of which the pseudo-science or pseudo-theology comes 
is a closed culture, seeking primarily to reinforce the 
characteristic doctrines and to close off openness with 
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Rejection of a religious context for a 
variety of non-scientific reasons cannot 
be taken as the basis for rejecting the 
reality of scientifically demonstrable re
sults coming from that religious context. 

respect to alternatives. 
Often pseudo-science and pseudo-theology appear 

in a context in which one is used to reinforce the 
other. Such efforts can be separated into at least three 
basic categories. First, there are forms of fatalism, in 
which knowledge of the universe and its future by 
means of pseudo-scientific approaches often turns ulti
mately into a pseudo-religion. Second, there are forms 
of gnosticism, in which secret or hidden knowledge is 
held out as the "key" to health, success, happiness, and 
"being right with God;" this hidden knowledge is ob
tained sometimes by pseudo-science, sometimes by 
revelation, and sometimes by a combination of both
in any case it is the knowledge itself which "saves." 
Finally, there are variations of the theme of the Eastern 
religions, in which self-induced transcendence over 
matter, finiteness, individuality, space and time, is 
achieved by discipline and meditation; such transcend
ence return.~ the ~;parated self to the unity of the All 
and hence saves. 

One of the most significant lessons to be learned is 
that the practice of science by an individual need not 
be intimately related lo his religious understanding. 
Authentic science and religion should go together; 
pseudo-science and pseudo-religion are often joined. 
But an authentic religious view can appear to be sup
ported by pseudo-science, and a pseudo-religious view 
can appear to be supported by authentic science. Dis
crimination is essential. 
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TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION 
1. Perhaps Happiness: A Scientology Handbook defines "Oper-

ating Thetan" ( p. 46) in the following way: 
Operating Thetan: a Clear who has been familiarized 
with his environment to a point of total cause over 
matter, energy, space, time and thought, and who 
is not necessarily in a body. 

Compare with similar ideas in Christian Science and Eastern 
religions. Is the concept of "Operating Thetan" a scientific 
one? 

2. Why is the rejection of the Trinity and of the deity of 
Jesus Christ one of the hallmarks of every pseudo-Christian 
cult? 

3. lf fatalism were really authentic so that "reading tbe signs 
of the future" could be done to tell what must inevitably 
happen, what would be the point in reading these signs 
in order to be able to change the future? If the future 
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could be changed by deliberate action, then what "future" 
was being read? 

4. There are many reasons for arguing that ultimately all 
things in the universe are related. Some fraction of my 
weight for example is determined by the furthest galaxies 
of the universe. In modern quantum physics we speak of 
the state of an entire system, recognizing the interrelated
ness of the parts. Does this mean that all things are equally 
interrelated? In fact, does not our everyday ability to de
scribe events depend crucially on the fact that only a few 
interrelations are sufficiently large to be non-negligible? 

5. Trace the relationship between Gnosticism, idealism, Uto
pianism, and disillusionment. Discuss the importance of a 
critical realism to both authentic science and authentic 
religion. 

6. Examine the following logical argument: 

a. God is perfect. 
b. Everything that God does is perfect. 
c. God made man. 
d. \fan must be perfect. 
c. Man appears to be imperfect. 
f. Man's imperfections must be an illusion. 

7. Is Buddhist science possible? On what grounds? 

8. An article in Scientific American (February 1972) by R. K. 
Wallace and H. Benson claims scientific evidence that 
Transcendental Meditation reduces oxygen consumption, 
causes a rapid decline in the concentration of blood lactate 
produced by anaerobic metabolism mainly in muscle tissue, 
produces a rapid rise in the electrical resistance of the skin, 
causes an increase in intensity of "slow" alpha brain waves, 
and produces a decrease in respiratory rate and in volume of 
air breathed. T'vl's proponents often claim that it is related 
to neither philosophy nor religion. On the other hand, TM 
is practiced by the repetition of a "personalized" mantra, 
which the subject is nev<'r permitted to reveal; is alternatively 
called "The Science of Creative Intelligence," which is 
based on "the major discovery that tl1cre exists in every 
human being the constant source of intelligence, energy 
and ha;>piness;" and its founder Maharishi Mahesh Yogi 
has been quoted as saying that "theoretically, if everyone 
practices T\1, the problems of stress, war, and man's in
humanity to man would be non-existent." Given this kind of 
evidence, is T\1 a science, a religion, a pseudo-science, a 
pseudo-religion-or an eclectic mixture 0f several of these 
depending on who is doing what with it? 

9. Given the need and the opportunity, would you try acu
puncture? If it helped you, would you attribute religious 
significance to the outcome and come to accept ancient 
Chinese views of man's relationship to the universe? 
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ADAM AND THE APE by R. J. Berry. London: 
Falcon Books, 1975. 8 pp. 

This book, subtitled "A Christian Approach to the 
Theory of Evolution," is written by a Professor of 
Genetics at the Universitv of Lond on . Bv his own nd
mission, it is not an attempt at a logi~al and meta
physical analysis of the issue, but a discussion at a lay
man's level to answer questions "people are really ask
ing." Berry feels that it is high time that a number of 
myths were exploded on both ~ides of the issue, but 
particularly among Christians. By discussing both the 
creation narrati,·e and the evolutionary evidences, he 
hopes to show that the data are compatible and com
plementary. 

Dr. Berry's purpose appears to be two-fold. First, 
he sees the need to challenge the belief of many 
Christians that evolutionary theory is in actuality <>. 

paper tiger in the realm of ideas that can be dismissed 
with quick recourse to creationist writings or the "gap" 
theory. Secondly, he wishes to plead for a better ullder
standing of the immanence of God. ln this context, the 
book reads well but is confusing at times, as if the 
author. assumes a bit too quickly that his direction is 
self-evident. He does not deal at any length with the 
motivations which have kept the evolutionary controver
sies alive beyond the nineteenth century. 

The book is interesting reading, particularly the 
author's attempts to speculate on the interactions be
tween Biblical and biological meanings. Some scien
tists as well as theologians might feel his reasoning was 
too loose at these points, but 1 enjoyed them (prob
ably because I enjoy the same process in my own 
discipline, juxtaposing Matthew 15: 10-20 with the 
afferent / efferent pathways in the nervous svstem and 
Luke 11: 21 with the function of the reticu'lar forma
tion). 

Berry touches on the history of the church-evolution 
controversy, illustrating how Christians reacted out of 
ignorance and out of feeling that God needed defending. 
Both Bibliolatry and rejection of the faith stem from 
misperceptions of the facts and issues, according to 
Berry. He develops this position very well but has to 
stre tch a point or two, such as when he states (pp. 12, 
31) that the Genesis account should be interpreted as 
the narrative of a hypothetical Hebrew observer; this 
treats the account as a primitive scientific report, which 
may distort the meaning of the Hebrew narrative form. 

His call for an acknowledgement of the immanence 
of God is likewise incomplete because Berry doesn't 
seem equipped to follow through on his own. As a 
scientist, he seems to have difficulty dealing with 
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mvstical, mythical, or metaphorical paradigms, while 
feeling that they may be called for. In short, Berry 
touches on some crucial issues which he doesn't seem 
to have the time or space to develop further. Among 
these are the differences between man and animals 
( also a key poin t for Richard Bu be, "Biblical Evolu
tionism?" Journal ASA 23, 140 ( 1971) ) , the idea of the 
imago Dei as responsibility, and the relationship of 
morality and natural selection. He also contrasts pain 
and disease as biological mechanisms "vith the more 
theological concept of suffering (see also: Rube, "Orig
inal Sin as Natural Evil," Journal ASA 27, 171 (1975). 

In some ways, this book is a polite and diplomatic 
way of pleading for Christians to cease and desist from 
uninformed and reactionary pronouncements on true 
scientific work. As such, it suffers from the drawbacks 
implicit in addressing two audiences: the searching 
Christian and the skeptical unsaved. But it is an attempt 
and a beginning that can he commended for its motives. 
Scientism wili probably always he with us, but for the 
Christian to invest considerable energies battling it, in 
place of the patient education of self and others, results 
in a poor witness to society. 

Revieu;e<l by Scott R. Scribner, Graduate School of Psychology, 
F ult er Theological Seminary, Pasade11a, C«lifomi11. 

SYMBOLS, SYSTEMS, SCIENCE AND SURVIV· 
AL by R. Wayne Kraft, Vantage Press, New York, N.Y. 
10001. 246 pp. ( 1975) $6.95. 

D r. Kraft is a Professor of Metallurgy and Mater ials 
Science at Lehigh University and is also director of the 
American T eilhard de Chardin Association, Inc. The 
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sub-title of his book is "A Presentation of the Systems 
Approach from a Teilhardian Perspective." The book 
springs from Teilhardian optimism, seizing the reality 
of present global crisis as the sign that man has 

an opportunity of unimaginable magnitude and beauty 
~nd scope to build a world which is as superior to the 
one we live in as the one we live in is superior to a 
lifeless planet such as the moon. . . Man does control 
his destinv. . . The reader will realize that he can 
achieve his impossible dreams, that life is not ho;>eless, 
and that a betkr world can and must be built bu us, 
every last one of us ... provided we learn how to use 
science and technology to superhumanize us rather than 
dehumanize us. 

\1 v reaction in reading such works as this is to re
joice in the spirit and optimism of the author, and then 
to weep that he has so misjudged the reality of the 
human dilemma by deleting major portions of biblical 
revelation. 

The book opens with some interesting comments on 
communication and understanding, and on interactions 
between communication theory and the 2nd Law of 
Thermodynamics. A quantitative measure of informa
tion is suggested by using the idea of probability as 
follows: "the more improbable a message is to a re
ceiver, the greater the amount of information contained 
in the message." 

The systems approach is advanced as the master 
key to unravelling the complexity of today's problems. 
The author sees a systems approach as a way to under
standing complexity, and then through his optimism 
believes that understanding leads to wisdom, and that 
wisdom provides the means for building a better world. 
Many useful insights are given into the nature of ~ys
tems and the inadequacy of a reductionistic viewpoint. 

The author argues that "entropy, information and 
energy are different manifestations of the same mys
terious something," and that an input of information 
into the svstem of the universe can offset the increase 
of entropy described by the 2nd Law of Thermo
dynamics. Thus usual predictions of the death of the 
universe are based on an inadequate picture. It is at 
this point that he introduces and accepts (essentially 
as faith presuppositions) the main elements of the 
thought of Teilhard de Chardin. 

There must be an energy driving the evolutionary p rocess 
because, o therwise , a universal evolutionary process as 
he envisioned it just would not occur .... If the universe 
is converging, as he believed it was, then there must be 
a driving force causing it to converge. The driving force 
he called radial energy. ( p. 99). 

Because the belief that there is only a finite amount of 
energy in the universe would lead to the conclusion that 
the evolutionary process would not ultimately lead to its 
destined conclusion, the belief must be rejec ted. To re
ject the concept of the universe as a closed system is 
to sugfcrest that there are inputs into that system, not 
only o a spiritual nature as commonly argued in evan
gelical Christian circles, but of a physical nature, which 
really means that "the energy supply in the universe 
is forever increasing." 
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It is our purpose as human beings to discover that source 
of energy which gives us life, and then to learn how to 
use it to build the earth. 

We can be no more than at one stage of a process in 
action, not the final stage. 

In addition to being antiscientific, antireligious, pre
posterous, and egotistical, such a belief would be deadly 
because if man believes that there might be a reversal 
of the cosmic processes sometime, ... then he would 
lose heart to progress and would never progress. T he 
cosmic processes must be irreversible or man will die. 

Dr. Kraft attempts to construct a model of the 
Beginning and the End, the Alpha and Omega of 
Teilhard's thought, in thermodynamic categories. 
Radial energy is interpreted to be love, "the most 
mysterious kind of cosmic energy . . . its source is 
Alpha. God emits love. God is love." 

Finally Dr. Kraft seeks to identify the Teilhardian 
system as he has elaborated it with the main perspec
tives of historic Christianity. He indicates his acceptance 
that Jesus of Nazareth is the Savior of the world, but 
he does 

not regard Christianity in an exclusionist sense which 
belittles and denigrates the values, truths, customs, and 
beliefs of the other major religions of the world, for I 
believe all the major religions of the world are in fact 
converging onto Omega. 

He accepts the words, "This is My body ... this is My 
blood" as being literally true, but at the same time 
holds that the "this" in these statements is "the whole 
world . . . . Its groaning, the suffering and anguish of 
its people are part of His sacrifice. Its evolution and 
development, the achievements and creations of its 
people are part of His glory." Dr. Kraft's definition of 
the Center of Centers leaves one wondering as to the 
meaning of the verb "is,"' 

He is immortal. ... He is unchangeable. He is eternal. 
He is supreme. He is supremely personal. He is the 
Creator. He is Lord. He is Master. H e is Teacher. He is 
truth. He is process. He is system. He is space. He 
is time. He is spirit. He is entropy. He is evolution. He is 
Alpha. He is Omega. He is One. He is incomprehensible. 
He is my God-and yours . And He became a Man, in 
time, in the Person of Jesus Christ. And He, Jesus, 
loves me-and you. 

He believes that "all the peoples of the world are part 
of the Church of God-whether they realize it or not." 

The Church recognizes that it will only succeed insofar 
as it helps scientists become better scientists, black men 
better black men , Chinese more Chinese, democrats more 
democratic, Christians more Christian, yes I will even 
add, Jews more Jewish, Hindus more Hincluistic .... 
Somehow or other the Spirit of God works in all men
just because they a.re men . 

As a consequence of this universalistic approach, we 
are led to a series of injunctions that human beings 
must follow if they are to be successful in building a 
new earth. Human beings must love, work, be patient, 
put love into practice, build our systems so that they 
reflect love, design them so that they promote love, 
"get over the idea that military, political, scientific, 
economic, or ideological supremacy is the path of 
progress," realize that we do not have all the answers, 
love our neighbor until it hurts, "try to solve the real 
problems of war, poverty, starvation, injustice, ignorance 
and prejudice," and "design and build our institutions 
.. to permit and encourage each individual to develop 
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to his fullest potential." Amen and Amen. But hou; is 
sinful humankind, beset by a fallen nature in rebellion 
against God, to meet this long list of must's? 

Dr. Kraft is realistic and humble enough to realize 
that it is not in our power to attain heaven, and that 
we can succeed only by the grace of God. But he 
misses the verv means bv which God has acted to 
provide such ;,ictory for , us. He misses the unique
ness of the person, life, death and resurrection of 
Christ, all of which he believes in, but none of which 
is sufficiently important to claim his and others' com
p!ete commitment. In all such discussions of what mll.1t 
be the case and what must be done and what mu.it 
happen in the future, one simple question (and its 
answer) is missing. That question is, "Yes, and what 
has God said?" 

GOD IN CHARIOTS AND OTHER FANTASIES 
by Clifford Wilson, Creation-Life Publishers, San 
Diego, California 92115. Paperback. 144 pp. ( 1975) 
$1 .. 50 

This is a quickly put-together continuation of the 
author's refutation of Erich von Daniken's The Chariots 
of the Gods, following such books of his as Crash Go 
the Chariots and The Exorcist. With a foreword bv Tim 
LaHaye, the body of the book consists of a question
and-answer foremat between \"lilson and Ralph Simons, 
proprietor of vVestern Book Company in Oakland, 
California, used in a series of radio broadcasts. Pri
marily the book is an array of contradictions of the 
claims made by von Daniken that may be helpful to 
someone who has found von Daniken convincing. In 
the ninth through twelfth chapters, Dr. Wilson passes 
on to his own opinions of UFO's; he both accepts their 
reality and is convinced that they are messengers of 
Satan. 

Jesus said that before His return there would be signs 
in the sky. I believe we are seeing some of those signs 
as Satan uses UFO's in an attempt to deceive men and 
to lead them away from the true God. 

Later chapters deal briefly with "The Relevance of 
Archeology to the Bible," and with the author's criticism 
of the movie, "The Exorcist," when viewed in biblical 
perspective. 

REINCARNATION, EDGAR CAYCE AND THE 
BIBLE by Phillip J. Swihart, InterVarsity Press, 
Downers Grove, Illinois 60515. Paperback. 55 pp. 
( 1975) $1.25. 

Dr. Swihart, chief psychologist at Midwestern Colo
rado Mental Health Center, compares the teachings of 
Edgar Cayce with those of the Bible in this brief book
let. Cayce is probably the single individual most re
sponsible for popularizing the idea of reincarnation in 
connection with pseudo-Christian thought. 

Born in 1877 Cayce astounded the medical world 
for some 43 years with his "near perfect diagnoses" of 
medical illnesses "stated in proper medical terminology" 
although he had never had more than a sixth grade 
education. Initially considering himself as a devout 
Christian, Cayce came to trust more and more in his 

MARCH 1977 

psychic "readings," especially after 1923 when a 
wealthy printer named Arthur Lammers urged Cayce 
to use his abilities not only to arrive at medical diag
noses but to plumb the ultimate questions of life and 
its meaning. When his readings were complete, he had 
arrived at quite a different theology than that of the 
Bible. 

In summary, according to the Cayce readings the Bible 
is neither accurate nor authoritative. Jesus was only one 
manifestation of Christ; there were many others. Jesus 
Christ was not God incarnate but an entity such as 
you and I. All of us sin and all of us will eventually 
achieve perfection bv repaving our Karmic debt. This 
requires many lifetimes in which we work our way 
back toward an eventual reunion with God. There is no 
eternal judgment, for God does not judge. 

The crux of the conflict can be seen most clearly 
through the words of Gina Germinara, a Cayce devotee, 
whom Swihart quotes as follows. 

For almost twenty centuries the moral sense of the 
Western World bas been blunted by a theology which 
teaches the vicarious atonement of sin through Christ, 
the Son of God .... All men and women are the sons 
of God .... Christ's giving of his life . . is no unique 
event in history .... To build these two statements, 
therefore-that Christ was the Son of God and that he 
died for man's salvation-into a dogma, and then to 
make salvaticm depend u;1on believing that dogma, has 
been the great psychological crime because it places 
responsibility for redem:1tion on something external to 
the self; it makes salvation dependent on belief in the 
divinity of another person rather than on self-transfor
mation through belief in one's own intrinsic divinity. 

Misunderstanding the nature of God, the purpose of 
creation, the person of Christ, the meaning of salvation, 
the quality of divine grace, Cayce and his followers 
end with a universalistic salvation for all after sufficient 
self-expiation through reincarnations, with "no judg
ment, no eternal accountability, no hell, and no exist
ence or place called heaven." 

Swihart goes on to consider those biblical passages 
quoted by Cayce an<l others in support of a biblical 
basis for the doctrine of reincarnation. In every case 
(i\fatthew 11: 14; Mark 9: 11-13; Genesis 14: 18; He
brews 7:3; John 3:3-6; John 9:2,3; Romans 9:11-14; 
John 8:58) Swihart shows convincingly that the expo
sition of a doctrine of reincarnation must be the conse
quence of an uninformed reading into the Scripture 
what is simply not there. "Reincarnation and biblical 
revelation are mutually exclusive." 

Reciewed by Richard H. Rube, Dep"rtment of Materials Sci
ence a11d Engineering, Stanford Uni,,ersity, Stanford, California. 

BREAD FOR THE WORLD by Arthur Simon, 
Paulist Press, New York, and Wm. B. Eerdmans Publish
ing Co., Grand Rapids, 1975. Paperback, 177 pages. 

I highly recommend this concise paperback for any
one who wants to begin to get a grasp on the world 
food crisis. 

Arthur Simon is head of an organization with the 
same name as the book, which tries to bring public 
opinion to bear upon Washington policy makers on 
the issue of world hunger and the role of the United 
States. The book, however, is much more than simply 

31 



BOOK REVIEWS 

the mouthpiece of that organization. 
It begins with an overview of world hunger and a 

summary of food production and demands on the food 
supply such as population growth. The "lifeboat" and 
"triage" philosophies are briefly discussed from the 
Christian perspective. Part II considers the question of 
economic development in the poor countries in easy
to-understand terms, and relates this to the issue of 
resources and environment in the West. The issues of 
Christian stewardship and human justice are touched 
upon, but the main thrust of the book is the need for 
corporate action: 

The chief value of (simplicity of life and voluntary 
poverty) is spiritual and symbolic. (It) consists in 
lives that are placed more fully at the disposal of God 
and other people, and in keeping alive for others a 
sense of proportion. 

Life-style adjustments should not, however, be viewed 
as a substitute for helping to enact needed public 
policies .... 'eating lower on the food chain' by cutting 
back on grain-fed meat makes sense, but . . . does 
not automatically transfer food to hungry people ... 
Food will reach hungry people only if government 
policies see to its proper production and distribution. 

(pp. 55-56) 

Consequently, the major portion of the book is Part 
III, "The Need for a U. S. Commitment," which in
cludes chapters on foreign aid, international trade, 
foreign investment, and the role of the United States. 

The book is particularly useful in that Part IV con
tains many suggestions for involvement bv individuals 
and groups at various levels. The following are helpful 
to those who may want to teach a course on world 
hunger or include a unit on it in some other course: 
bibliography, list of films, Bible passages, and list 
of organizations involved with the issue. 

This book is used in a course I teach at v\lheaton 
College, called "Food, Hunger, the U. S., and the 
vVorld," one of the courses offered under the college's 
new Human Needs and Global Resources ( HNGR) 
Program of Studies. The program and the course were 
organized on the basis of the belief that as Christians, 
we cannot be aware of the plight of millions of poor 
people around the world without doing something 
about it. We concluded that while it mav not be the 
role of an educational institution to feed· hungrv peo
ple, we could increase student awareness of the com
plex causes and consequences of the world food crisis 
and point out our corporate and individual responsi
bilities. 

It is easy to lose one's objectivity when discussing 
an emotion-laden topic like world hunger. Therefore, 
an emphasis on facts and accurate analyses is essential. 
Arthur Simon's book meets this criterion and vet is 
simple enough that any individual using it can be.gin to 
relate to the issue. 

Revieu;ed by Bee-Lun C. Wang, Department of Sociology, 
Wheaton College, Wheaton, Illinois. 

A Second Review of Bread for the World ... 

I sat in my office eating a sandwich and began to 
read Bread for the World. I debated whether I should 
have a second sandwich when I suddenly realized I 
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had already eaten more food than that available to 
several million people every day. In a simple way 
Arthur Simon managed to convey to me the blessing 
of being able to decide to eat a second sandwich 
while living in a world where hunger is a way of life 
to more than 460 million people. 

Arthur Simon is Executive Director of Bread for 
the World, a non-profit Christian organization whose 
purpose is to affirm the right to food for all individuals. 
As a mark of Simon's commitment, it should be noted 
that all income from the sale of this book goes to the 
organization. The group looks at the world situation 
with regard to hunger in light of Christ's call for us 
to serve, not to be served. Some searching questions 
are asked about the priorities in the United States, 
both governmental and personal. The unifying theme 
of the book is the liberation offered by Jesus and the 
impact this liberation can have upon the world if 
Christians are truly transformed people. 

Simon has done a great deal of very careful re
search and his facts cannot be disputed. In addition, 
he tempers the listing of data with personal observa
tions and experiences that others have had, experiences 
which bring home the enormity of the problem and 
the anguish of suffering in a way no columns of figures 
can ever achieve. 

The problem of hunger is a complex one a11d Simon 
demonstrates this well. He discusses the "Green Revo
lution" and various aspects of increasing food pro
duction in other countries. \Norld trade, industrial 
development, international commerce-all have a bear
ing on the problem of food production and distribution. 
Especially disturbing is the emphasis so many countries 
(including the United States) place on military 
strength, necessitating huge expenditures for machines 
of warfare, when the resources could be better used 
in ways which would benefit people more. The facts 
Simon presents are irrefutable; the implications are 
frightening. 

Simon does not rest with simply describing the 
problems; he calls for solutions and offers ideas. 
Throughout the book there is a stress on Christian 
commitment and Christian responsibility; we are all 
challenged to examine our own lives and our own 
failings. A list of discussion questions for each chapter 
is provided, making this book useful for group study 
(and perhaps group commitment). 

This is a disturbing book; it perhaps should be 
labeled "Caution: This book may be hazardous to 
your complacency". But it must be read and acted 
upon if we are serious about our dedication to Jesus 
Christ. 

Reuie!l:ed by Do1wld F. CaJbreoth, Director of Clinical Chem
istry, \Vatts Hospital, Durham, North C(;rolinu 27705. 

THE FUTURE: HUMAN ECOLOGY AND EDU
CATION by Edward A. Sullivan, Homewood, Illinois: 
ETC Publications, 1975, 154 pp., $8.50. 

A biomedical revolution is upon us in full force. 
Recent progress in the life sciences and in medicine 
have unleashed forces which will profoundly affect 
the future of each of us. Concepts which were mere 
speculation ten years ago are reality today. The new 
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vocabulary of molecular biologv includes such terms 
as cloning, genetic engineering and the like. Significant 
issues are being raised which call for both an under
standing of the science involved and an ethical stance. 
Christians have a unique world view and can make 
important contributions to the problems being debated. 
In order to participate effectively, they need a reliable, 
comprehensi,·e scientific e\planation of the issues and 
a consideration of the ethical aspects of the questions 
being discussed. The Future: ... offers neither. 

The book deals mainly with de,·elopments and is
sues related to the mind and its function. After a brief 
review of the brain and nervous system, Sullivan be
gins to delve into areas associated with mind control 
and learning; such issues include electrical stimula
tion of the brain, a consideration of biofeedback con
trol of bodv function, neurochemistry and the behavior 
of children. Each area receives a brief review of 
scientific progress and the author then looks into the 
future to examine the implications of current research 
and to speculate on the uses to which scientific findings 
may be put. The result is a sort of psychobiological 
Future Siwek. 

Unfortunately, the book has two major failings: there 
are factual errors and there is no serious examination 
of the issues. With regard to the first problem, a few 
examples can be cited. A discussion of the relationship 
between the XYY chromosome and a propensity to 
violence (pg. 6.5) leaves one with the impression that 
there is a definite cause-effect relationship when, in 
reality, the question is still quite controversial and un
resolved. On page 74, Dilantin and diphenylhydantoin 
are referred to as two different drugs; however, Dilan
tin is the registered trademark for diphenylhydantoin 
preparations sold by Parke-Davis Co., so the two drugs 
are the same. A consideration of phenylketonuria on 
pp. 82-83 seriously oversimplifies the issues involved. 
The use of magnesium pemoline in altering the bio
chemistry of memory (pg. 89) ignores the controversy 
and conflicting data surrounding this drug. In dis
cussing the effect of ethanol on physiological responses 
(pg. 96), the author seems unaware of data made avail
able several years ago by the American Medical Associa
tion suggesting impairment at much lower limits than 
those stated in the book. Since the bulk of the references 
cited were from popular magazines and not primary 
scientific literature sources, many of the errors are 
understandable but seriously affect the reliability of 
the author's statements. 

For the Christian, an examination of the ethical is
sues involved is important, but this is not done in the 
volume under discussion. Sullivan states various possi
bilities but draws no conclusions as to the propriety 
of his speculations. The serious student must look else
where for guidance to the many moral problems related 
to our progress in the biomedical sciences. The writer 
makes an attempt to cover a complex field in a simpli
fied manner, but is not successful. 

Revieu;ed b11 Dnil(l/d F. Ca/breath, Directur of Clinical Chem
istry, \Valls Hospital, Club Bled., Durham, North Carolina 2770.5 
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ANIMAL NATURE AND HUMAN NATURE bv 
W. H. Thorpe, Anchor/Doubleday, Garden City, Ne\~ 
York, 1974. ~12.50. 

\V. H. Thorpe, a prominent British ethologist, gave 
the Gifford Lectures, a long-standing series on "natural 
religion" at the University of St. Andrews in 1969-71. 
The book Thorpe has written, based on his talks, is 
primarily an examination of animal nature, but this 
examination is used as a basis for discussing other 
topics that are of more interest to readers of this Journal. 
1 shall not attempt to deal with the ethological por
tions of the volume, except to state that they are 
interesting, reasonably up-to-date, and relevant to 
Thorpe's discussion. 

The author is erudite, using the works of many 
philosophers, scientists, and theologians. He may rough
ly be summed up as a scientific non-materialist. Another 
way of summarizing Thorpe's view is that animals, man 
and the universe are more complex than many people 
think they are. His treatment of the topic does not allow 
for firm conclusions about his view of God, Christ or 
the Bible. 

A recurring theme is that of hierarchical control, 
based particularly on the ideas of Pattee and Koestler. 
From hierarchy theory, and for other reasons, he 
thinks determinism is too simple, and that the origin 
of life and of consciousness are two profound disconti
nuities which a simple appeal to chance processes can
not explain. 

Following Popper, Thorpe argues for the existence 
of both mind and soul, and goes as far as to admit to 
a belief in the existence of parapsychological powers. 
\Vi th ,\Jae Kay, he believes that there really is free 
will. He also thinks that man is qualitatively different 
from all other organisms. 

This is an interesting book, attempting with relative 
success to argue from nature for many principles 
which most of us believe that the Bible also teaches. 

Recieu;ed by Martin LaBar, Central \Vesleyan College, Central, 
So11th Carolina 29630 

EVOLUTION AND GUILT by Juan Luis Segundo, 
Orbis Books; i\faryknoll, New York, 1974. Volume V of 
A Theology of a New Humanity; 148 pages; $7.95 
Hardback. 

This is a serious and important work by a Catholic 
Theologian with the help of the staff of the Peter 
Faben Center in Montevideo, Uruguay. The translation 
is by John Dury. The author .is a Latin American Chris
tian i\farxist of the "Che" Guevara type who sees 
Christianity from a Teilhardian perspective. Father 
Segundo is a serious Jesuit Christian Moralist who is 
committed to dealing honestly, but from an evolution
ary perspective, with both Scripture and Catholic 
dogma. This is no easy feat and volume V breaks new 
ground with almost every page. The basic approach of 
the author is to develop a structural framework for a 
Christian view on guilt and redemption that is both 
evolutionary, Biblical, and Catholic. While it is easy 
to criticize such a grand task, his book will inspire a 
great deal of thought and controversy. His tool is an 
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analogy between entropy and sin. "Entropy is sin" 
(p. 109) since it impedes evolutionary progress. The 
work reflects a heavy social orientation. 

Teilhard de Chardin has been criticized for his in
adequate handling of sin and redemption. Segundo 
seeks to remedy that. He starts by pointing out that 
guilt is an individual concept, based on an "immobil
ist" static view of mankind, and that evolution is to
talistic involving all living things. Evolution is dy
namic and goal oriented. (Teilhard's influence. ) In 
Chapter 2, The Energy Basis of Guilt, entropy is 
seen from an evolutionary perspective as analogous to 
guilt in the immobilists' paradigms of the biblical 
writers. Since "Evolution moves towards ever more 
complex and potent concentrations of energy ... and 
energy tends towards degradation ... (evolution) does 
so by running counter to the statistically greater tend
ency toward even simpler ... energy". ( p. 23) 

If "Evolution is a fact, then, it is a universal fact and 
the whole order of guilt is framed within it." (p. 25) 
Part of this guilt in Catholic Christian terms is con
cupiscence, since redemption does not save us from 
this part of our basic nature. Concupiscence is an 
operative law, just like entropy. "By Jefinition, it is a 
negative tendency that paves the way for sin, some
thing that inclines us toward sin." (p. 26) . Entropy is 
tied into redemption by suggesting that despite the 
quantitative victory of sin or entropy, the quality 
brought into the world by God's incarnation will move 
us to higher evolutionary realms, in that we can quali
tatively overcome sin and reach God. So God's incar
nation is a real Historical event, but more than that. 
It is the redemptive force that pervades all-Humanity 
and the Universe. (Col. 1: 15-20) 

Christ, sin, and other biblical terms, when removed 
from their immobilist Biblical situ and are translated 
to a Christian Evolutionary perspective, are made to 
do double duty. "His redemption must be simultaneous
ly at one point in time, and at the beginning of time." 
(p. 30) Since Biblical writers thought in immobilist, 
non-evolutionary terms, some careful reinterpretation 
is required. But the author concludes, after looking at 
Rom. 2:14-16, Rom. 1:24, 26, 28, Rom. 5 :13, Gal. 
3:17-20, etc. , that Paul's view of Law and of Sin 
"would be contradictory" if he were not viewing it 
(Law & Sin) in evolutionary terms. Modern Man , as 
more fully evolved than ancient Man, is less instinctual 
( concupiscentual) and more choice-directed. He is 
more evolved. Societally, the conservative, static ele
ments of culture are seen to mitigate against change or 
evolutionary forces, just as concupiscence mitigated 
against Love and free choice. 

To illustrate the author's handling of Biblical ma
terial, it is worth while to see his analysis of St. John. 
When John writes about Christ taking away "The Sin 
of the world", it is not to be understood in the im
mobilists' categories of individual morality and per
sonal redemption, but, here Sin is the structure of the 
world system which obscures their real import from 
man. The "alienating sin of the world is ideology". 
(p. 52) Christ's rejection by the world is a constant, 
since the world's social mechanism is conservative. But 
there are critical moments in history, so Christ's "hour" 
is His moment of opportunity. To overcome this con
servative bent of Society is to be "Born Again". ( p. 56) 

Segundo states that "operating through immobilist 
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mental conceptions, John perceived that Christ's re
demption was operating in an evolutionary framework." 
( p . . 5~) !f e .then states that the key to understanding 
Chnstiamty 1s to see 1t in evolutionary terms. The col
lective bent of Segundo is seen in his treatment of 
societal change. The traditional Christian view of in
ternal individual conversion and subsequent societal 
outworking just won't do. It never has. Instead, the 
paradigm is the liberation of minorities in which interior 
c?nversion is no.t the cause, but is the result of change, 
smce they ( Chnstians) are not victims of mass mechan
isms-they have overcome sin. 

The demonic element in the Gospels is seen as the 
"prehuman, presocial stage from which Christ and His 
followers are commissioned to free Man". Satan shows 
up as the Base-Negative but Necessary-on which the 
humanizing power of God will build. What Segundo 
has done then is make sin the universal, as Scripture 
has done, by equating it with certain aspects of Law, 
concupiscence and society. Christ's redemptive work is 
also u.niv~rsal, since it fights entropy and the original 
quantitative fore~ that brings disruptions and degenera
tion to every thmg that exists. It is claimed that this 
view is far more primeval than the view that sin was 
committed by our first ancestor, Adam. 

Having sketched his views on sin and redemption, 
he then relates them to Catholic dogma, arguing, for 
example, that just because dogma says it "is in no 
way evident ... " doesn't preclude one from trying. 
Use is made of denz. 2302, "in which the Magisterium 
now admits that we do not find history, in the classical 
or modern sense of the word, in the first eleven chap-
ters (of Genesis) ...... But fundamental truths 
about salvation and popular descriptions of the origin 
of the,,human race, both expressed in simple figurative 
terms. 

In summary, Father Segundo has take BibUcal and 
Catholic materials and asked the question, "is it hurt 
if we view it through an evolutionary paradigm even 
if that was not the view of the Biblical writers?" His 
answer is no, the ideas of Scripture and the Historicity 
of the Christ redemptive event are fully compatible 
with an evolutionary approach. 

How convincing is Segundo? First, for him, evolu
tion is viewed in Teil~ardian terms o~ goal orientation 
rather than a mechanism. Modern b1ofogy just won't 
bu~ that. .In addition, many times his interpretation of 
Scnpture 1s stramed and awkward-he wants his ideas 
to fit the Bible so much. But many will feel that things 
have been stretched too far. Thirdly, he seems to deny, 
or at least pay scant heed, to God as Personal since 
his thrust is almost totally societal in orientation. So 
with Segundo, I have no Personal Savior. 

Reviewed by Fred ]appe, Dept. of Chemistry, Mesa Commun
ity College, San Diego, California 

CREATION VERSUS EVOLUTION? NOT REAL
LY! by William A. Schmeling, Clayton Publishing 
House, St. Louis, Missouri, 1976, Paperback, $3.75, 
119 pp. 

William Schmeling, a parish pastor and teacher, 
correctly places the creation-evolution controversy in 
the context of the broader Bible-science relationship. 
He modestly presents some guidelines and directions 
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for reconciling this apparent conflict, as well as others, 
between the Bible and science. He believes the real 
problem is "with faulty definitions and assumptions we 
have about the Bible and science." 

The point of the book is that both Bible and science 
are true. They are not classic enemies locked in mortal 
combat. Neither has to out-do the other in order to win, 
to be safe, or to prove something to the world. Creation 
and evolution are complementary truths, not antagon
istic. 

Schmeling confesses: "The Bible is the Word of 
God." "It is trustworthy, authoritative, and without 
error" as "a guide for life with God and a compendium 
of truth to outfit us for life under God" (by Paul's 
definition in 2 Tim. 3:16-17). "The Bible, including 
Genesis," is "a history of salvation, to equip us toward 
Christian completeness" . . . and is "a theological 
book." Schmeling also discusses the meaning of its 
inspiration. 

"The Bible speaks its truth in the revealed answers 
to the great 'who' and 'why' questions of life." Science, 
as the pursuit of empirical knowledge, "has its truth 
in the demonstrable answers and theories concerning 
the 'what' and 'how' of things." Schmeling presents 
several helpful diagrams to clearly explain ( 1) these 
types of truth and what they reveal: the Bible-theo
logical-essence (Who?) and purpose (Why?), science 
-empirical-description (what?) and function or mech
anism (how?); and ( 2) how the Bible and science can 
give complementary approaches to truth in contrast to 
the false extremes of biblicism and scientism. 

Schmeling probes "the creation accounts to ask ques
tions of their meaning and purpose, not to undermine 
God, Church or Bible," ... but "to come to renewed 
faith in God who creates and sustains heaven and 
earth." Almost half of the book is a detailed and re
freshingly illustrated documentation of the two types 
of Biblical creation accounts: (1) Gen. l-2:4a, Ps. 18:4, 
30:3,9, 104:1-9; Eccl. 1:5-7, and (2) Gen. 2:4b-25. 
The first type declares God's transcendence and His 
orderly creation by fiat in the setting of ancient Sum
erian cosmology; the second type relates God's im
manence and personal participation in creation: both 
types presented as complementary revelations. 

If the nature of Biblical truth is its accuracy in de
scribing the methods and stages of the origins of things 
and of mankind, then we are left with an unresolvable 
difficulty: two unique accounts, two absolutely authori
tative sources. If the nature of Biblical truth is some
thing else, only then does this marked difference in 
detail cease to matter. 

"The physical data in the accounts are meant to be no 
more than incidental 'setting' to make the theological 
point," because the physical "information is different in 
each account," and it ... "is simply untenable in the 
light of present knowledge about the universe. There 
is no disrespect for God or the Bible in saying this. 
Both accounts are scientifically primitive." "Profound 
and eternal as theology, they are dated as descriptions 
of (pre-Ptolemaic) cosmology and geography." 

The truth of the matter is that the cosmology of 
Genesis was probably as vast a concept to the writer, 
who could only walk or ride up to twenty miles a day, 
as the twentieth century cosmology is to us, who can 
go around the earth in a day and are fast approaching 
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interplanetary travel. The vaster the universe, the great
er God's glory as its Creator, and thus the more pro
found the theological statements of Genesis. 

"The theological purpose of the creation stories is 
to lead us to a knowledge of God, to an understanding 
of ourselves," ... "to a loving relationship with God 
and to a working-living relationship under Him." In 
contrast, Sumerian and Egyptian accounts of creation 
are difficult to illustrate, are pre-logical (although their 
pre-Ptolemaic cosmology is similar to that of Genesis), 
are polytheistic, partly purposeful and moral, partly 
capricious and immoral, and somewhat pantheistic. 

The Genesis description of the cosmos is not accurate. 
But the point it makes is absolutely true! God is Creator 
and Preserver of all things. Humankind is uniquely 
created for fellowship with God, for fellowship with 
itself, and for 'stewardship' over the whole earth. 

These theological truths about God, humanity, and 
their relationship cannot be scientifically tested, be
cause "they are outside the purview of scientific in
vestigation." 

Difficulties with alternatives other than biblicism 
and scientism are evaluated: "the elastic Yorn" or He
brew day = a thousand years or longer eon, the 
"mature creation" or apparent age belief, "the flood 
did it" answer, "they (the Sumerians) borrowed from 
us" superiority complex, "Creation Research" zeal, and 
van Diiniken' s explanations with outer space visitors. 
Schmeling's criticisms in general are: ( 1) these al
ternatives do not consider the primitive cosmology in 
Gen. 1, (2) they are naive in approach and theology, 
( 3) they do not accept that the truthfulness of the 
Bible is independent of man's ability to account for 
scientific discrepancies, and (4) they present "contrived 
leaps of faith in the direction of biblicism." Since "the 
Bible is a theological document that neither requires 
nor admits of scientific verification, I personally find 
the 'cause' of the (Creation Research) Society tedious 
and unnecessarily consuming of Christian time and 
talent." Although biblicism vs. scientism is a Protestant 
dilemma, for Augustine it was a problem of Biblical 
Christianity vs. neo-Platonism, and, as a kind of pioneer 
of theistic evolution, he came up with the concepts: 
"creation in potential" and "creation in the beginning" 
(before time). For Roman Catholicism, the intervention 
of God in the creation of the human soul is a reasonable 
alternative, defensible theologically and not scientifically 
unprovable. Schmeling sees Chardin's Omega Point 
vision as a "mind-expanding" alternative. 

The last chapter discusses "loose ends and new 
questions," giving references for further study: the 
nature and origin of the human soul, the meaning of 
"image of God," immortality vs. resurrection, the fall 
of man, our need of salvation, and Jesus Christ as the 
answer. The thrust of this book is but one aspect 
of "They're-taking-our-Bible-away-from-us-controversy," 
which has recently split the Lutheran Church-Missouri 
Synod. God can be speaking to all evangelical Chris
tians through this unhappy situation. The publishers 
represent the moderate group (Concordia Seminary-in
Exile) of Bible scholars responsibly using historical
critical methodology. Pastor Schmeling is to be highly 
commended for his useful contribution to a faithful 
solution of a problem which has confused so many for 
too long. Although written in a popular style, his book 
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can be placed in the credible tradition of other, more 
scholarly writers, including a number of ASA members, 
such as Richard Bube, Robert Fischer, Walter Hearn, 
Bernard Ramm, and Aldert van der Ziel. The publishers 
feel this book will be so helpful for group study on 
teen and adult levels that a 20% discoun t on 10 or more 
copies ( + $1.00 for postage and handling) has been 
offered. 

Rei;ieiced by Je rry D. Albert, Mercy Hospital Research facility, 
San Diego, Californiu 92103 

IN THE BEGINNING GOD by William Hartley, 
Baker Book House, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1975, 
11 2 pp., $1.45. 

This book consists of 50 two- page devotional notes 
on the first verse of each chapter of Genesis. The ma
terial was originally published as a weekly devotional 
in Redemption Tidings. While these notes may be 
suited to a periodical devotional page, they tend to 
lack cohesion when published in a single volume. Thus, 
the subtitle of the book "Jottings from Genesis" fairly 
accurately describes the con ten t. It is a somewhat dis
jointed collection of though ts on an assortment of 
themes. Thus , it is of little use as a commentary or 
reference book. It does not deal with creation as the 
title might suggest. However, once one gets over trying 
to read it as a commentary, it does reveal some in
sights, especially into the sim il arities between the strug
gles of the patriarchs and our own. Hartley's method 
is to extract from each chapter an application to our 
attempts to live the Christian life. Often the note has 
only a marginal relevance to the text, since Hartley 
often takes only a single phrase from the chapter and 
then enlarges on it. This book appears to have a fairly 
limited usefulness. Nevertheless, it is a verv readable 
book and will undoubtably continue to prov{de inspira
tion to many readers. 

Revierved by Steve11 R. Scadding, Departm ent of Zoology, 
Uni versit y of Guelph, Guelph, Ontario , Canada. 

THE GENETIC BASIS OF EVOLUTIONARY 
CHANGE, by R. C. LeWontin, Columbia University 
Press, New York and London, 1974. 346 pp. 

Richard C. LeWontin is, in the opinion of many, the 
most important population biologist of our time. Not 
only are his research work and his theoretical insight 
both broad and deep, but he is very articulate in 
speech and on paper. He has made national news twice 
in recent years, both over issues of conscience. He 
resigned from the National Academy of Science over 
NAS secret work for the military, during the Viet '.\lam 
war. He has attacked fell ow population biologist Ed
ward 0. Wilson for what LeWontin considers to be 
nondemocratic presuppositions in Wilson 's book, Socio
biology. A commi tted Marxist, Le Wontin will probably 
be newsworthy again. 

The Genetic Basis of Evolutiorwry Change is not 
worth a full review in the Journal ASA in my opinion. 
However, its basic thesis, which is that we really know 
next to nothing about the genetics of evolution, is worth 
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pointing out, considering the stature of the author. 
The immense theoretical structure of evolutionarv 
genetics, says LeWontin, is an idol with feet, body, 
and head of clay. His arguments are largely convincing 
and persuasive. A book for those with a strong back
ground in evolutionary theory, most of it would be 
obscure to most Journal ASA readers. However, this 
very depth makes it the more impressive. 

Two quotes, both italicized in the original: 
"To the present mome nt nu one has sttcceeded in 

measuring 1cith any accuracy th e net fitnesses of 
genotypes for any loctts in any species in nature." 
( p. 236) and ... "in large part u;e knou; virtually 
nothing about th e genetic changes that occur in 
Sfi eCies formation." ( p. 159 ) 

Reviewed by Marti11 LaBar, Central \Vesleya11 College, Central, 
South Caroli110 29630 

SCHIZOPHRENIA: A SOURCE OF SOCIAL IN
SIGHT by Brian W. Grant. Philadelphia: Westminster, 
1975, 252pp., $10.00. 

From ancient times the psychotic person has been 
subject to polarized reactions in society. Sometimes the 
psychotic has been persecuted, ostracized, and pun
ished; at other times he has been viewed wi th awe as 
the possessor of mysterious arcane knowledge, even 
elevated to the status of prophet or seer. In this book, 
the author devotes much of the first half denouncing 
drug treatment and hospital care of the psychotic 
schizophrenic because he views such treatment as 
persecutory repression by those who do not under
stand the schizophrenic language. In the second half, 
the author presents the schizophrenic as an unparalleled 
seer who possesses social insights that will cure the 
astigmatism of our community life. 

The author is a chaplain, pas toral counselor, and 
professor at Christian Theological Seminary, Indianap
olis. He speaks from this professional perspective to 
the church, calling it to provide a haven for the 
psychotic in the community and to be a transla tor of 
the schizophrenic insight to the society at large. Just 
why he picks on the church is unclear, particularly 
since he equates the church with "any humanistic com
munity institution". 

In brief critique, the author gives a simplistic for
mulation of schizophrenic process, totally misappre
hends modern treatment, glorifies the distortions of 
schizophrenic perception irtto the quintessence of 
insight, gives us a mish-mash of Whiteheadian philoso
phy to justify the whole enterprise, and charges us ten 
dollars to boot for the book! 

The book reads like an unedited Ph.D. thesis, which 
it turns out to be: from the Theology and Psychology 
division at the University of Chicago. That particular 
group of professors are known for their highly intel
lectualized approach, uncontaminated by fundam ental 
clinical experience. Their tradition appears to be well 
established with their students. This book is a good 
example of what the rapprochement between psychol
ogy and theology is not about. 

Reviewed by E. Mansell Pattison, Department of Psych iatry 
and Human Behavior, University of California, lrcine, California 
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I KNOW IT WHEN I SEE IT: PORNOGRAPHY, 
VIOLENCE, AND PUBLIC SENSITIVITY by 
Michael Leach. Westminster Press, Philadelphia, 1975. 
I53 pp. $5.95 hardback. 

This is not just another item in the continuing debate 
on pornography, but an e ntertaining and fresh approach 
to develop ethical standards for judging motion pic
tures. \Vhat makes a move obscene? Is Deep Throat 
as immoral as S111J er Fly;:i In attempting to treat these 
questions the author leads the reader humorouslv 
through a critical review of noteworthy and repre
sentative motion pic tures clea1ing with sex and vio
lence, from first efforts to current hard-core. The 
author's reaction to Deep Throat (pp. 43-51) and 
Death Wish (pp. 86-89 ) is particularly graphic. 

A former Roman Catholic priest and children's home 
administrator and currently a free-lance writer who is 
Director of Professional Services for The Seabury Press 
-Leach struggles to arrive at existential definitions. 
Pornography is a portrayal that stimulates a fantasy 
that society at large find s indecent. Obscenity involves 
material that has as a basic purpose the degradation, 
debasement, and dehumanization of persons . Focusin g 
on both culturai mores of sex and violence as reflected 
in film, Leach asks the reader to consider wh;1 t is 
really obscene and what simply appeals in a grossly 
incomplete manner to the unwholesome taboos of 
American society, many of which have been sup
ported by religious moralism. Although concluding 
that many popular films are simply "junk," he senses 
that the Christian communitv has been overlv sens i
tive to se.\ual pornography a1~d undiscerning al;out the 
obscenitv of violence. Encouraged bv some recen t 
trends, he hopes that the Church will be as realistic 
about the effect of violent films in the 1970s as it 
was enlightened about sex in the pre,·ious decade . 

This book reads like fi ction and will appeal to those 
who appreciate clever writing. \!or<' ca reful editorial 
revision might have pre\'en ted several mi nor inaccur
acies such as faultv mathematics ( p. 33 ), slightly in
correct titles, (pp. 56, 119) and spellings of personal 
names (pp. 114, 119). A helpful postscript presents a 
bibliographical essay which describes the usefulness of 
the sources consulted. This reviev.: essay deserves a 
wide audience for its thoughtful conclusions. Alas, it 
may not be selected for libraries of Bible colleges and 
some seminaries because of its explicit analysis, yet in 
a subculture where the military is in and nipples are 
out, this brief discussion could raise some significant 
questions with profound effect. 

Rei;ieu;ed by Do1wld G. Dai;is, Jr., Grnduate School of Library 
Science, The Uni ue rsit.y of Texas at Austin, Austin , Texas. 

WOMAN BEYOND ROLEPLA Y by Elizabeth Skog
lund, Elgin, Illinois-Weston, Ontario: David C. Cook 
fublishing Co., 1975, 112 pages, $1.25. 

The author, a counselor in Burbank, California , has 
written a brief but helpful guide to the problems con
fronting contemporary Christian women. Skoglund be
gins with an analysis of the many conflicting demands 
and expectations, expressed by the churches, by men, 
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by educators, and by the secular media, which burden 
so many women. As one who has tried to balance the 
roles of Ph.D. ca ndidate, wife, and student pastor, I 
found that her descripti on rang true to my own ex
perience. Skoglund displays an admirable sensitivity to 
the needs of all sorts and conditions of women: the 
middle-age wife trapped in stifling marriage to an 
insensitive husband , the student who is searchina for 
God's will for her life, the 11·oman entering the business 
world and fa cing discrimination. She understands both 
the insecuritv of the housewife who feels threatened 
hy Women's , Lib, and the anger of the woman who is 
held back by prejudice in the use of her God-given 
talents. On the evidence of the book, Skoglund shows 
herself to be a skilled and compassionate counselor. 

Another fine feature of Woman Beyond Roleplay 
is the author's courage and frankness in discuss ing 
issues that would have been taboo not so long ago: 
divorce, women's sexual feelings toward men , and 
masturbation. In addition she has included discussions 
of the special problems of single women in a marriage
orientecl society. Since she deals so competently with 
these, I wish that she had also found room for some 
additional women 's concerns-particularly unwanted 
pregnancies and worrisome homosexual feelings. Evan
gelical women are not exempt from these anxieties, as 
I discovered several years ago during a summer hos
pital chaplaincy. 

The major weakness of the book is its trea tment of 
the issue of the husband 's authority in marriage. The 
author criticizes other evangelical writers for their 
fuzzy treatment of the status of women, but she her
self seems ambivalent. fo fairness to Skoglund, it should 
be said that feminism is presentlv one of the most 
divisi\'e issues within the eva ngelical community, _judg
ing from a recen t debate in Christianity Today. Skog
lund herself takes the more conservative position, 
namely that within marriage the husband should be 
the head of the wife. However, her assertion dies the 
"death of a thousand c1 ualifications". She insists that 
the husband's authority must never be exercised 
arbitrarily, and she attacks forthrightly the idolizing 
of the male sex inculcated by The Total Woman and 
Fascinating Womanhood. Her "case study" of what 
male headship should be struck me as indistinguishable 
from the ideal of mutual submission in marriage as 
proposed by many feminist evangelicals. Skoglund also 
believes that a woman ought not to be the pastor of a 
church, although she challenges women to answer 
God's call as they hear it, and excludes them from no 
other job or profession. I find myself wondering how 
she would advise a woman who feels called to ordina
tion. As a woman seeking holy orders myself, I cannot 
believe that Goel would deceive all women who hear 
that particular ca ll as addressed to them. However, 
these sections of the book should provoke readers to 
thought and discussion. 

On the whole, I would recommend the book highly 
to pastors, guidance counselors, youth leaders, and 
others whose advice may be sought by women. I would 
especially urge men who are confused and upset by 
the women's movement to read this book; it will help 
them understand why so many women are protesting 
against the old order, but it will also reassure them 
that feminism need not lead to loss of Christian faith. 
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Woman Beyond Roleplay is well written, avoids jar
gon, and contains many concrete case studies to serve 
as examples of the author's points. I found it enjoyable 
as well as informative. 

Reviewed by Rebecca Frey Wenger, graduate student in 
theology, Religious Studies, Yale University, New Haven , 
Connecticut 

THE CLASH BETWEEN CHRISTIANITY AND 
CULTURES, by Donald E. McGavran. Washington, 
D.C.: Canon Press, 1974, 84 pp. $1.75. (Now available 
from Baker Book House, Grand Rapids). 

The author is Dean Emeritus of the School of World 
Mission and Institute of Church Growth of Fuller 
Theological Seminary, and was a missionary in India 
for thirty years. Because of his background, one would 
expect this book to be valuable for those who are 
interested in the cross-cultural communication of Chris
tianity. Unfortunately the positive aspects of the book 
are greatly outweighed by the negative aspects. 

The stated purposes of the book are very good. 
McGavran expresses the hope that it "will help Chris
tians see the issues involved in the contextual nature 
of Christianity and work their way through to de
cisions in harmony with Biblical convictions" ( p. 1) . 
The central question is "How can we incorporate differ
ent cultural patterns in Christian life while remaining 
soundly and Biblically Christian?" (p. 35, author's 
italics), and he affirms with Biblical missiology that 
Christianity "must fit the context and make adiustments 
to each culture into which it flows, while remaining 
true to its God-given revelation" ( p. 16, author's 
italics). 

He also suggests a useful distinction among four 
kinds of Christianity, although they are more correctly 
facets rather than kinds of Christianity. Christianity 
One (theological Christianity) includes beliefs con
cerning God, man, sin, Scripture, salvation, eternal 
life, and right and wrong. Christianity Two (ethical 
Christianity) deals with applied value systems-what 
people should do under certain circumstances. Chris
tianity Three involves church customs, including ways 
of worship, forms of prayers, canons of song and praise, 
and kinds of church organization. Christianity Four 
concerns the local customs of Christians. He sees accom
modation of Christianity to a specific culture ranging 
from almost nil in Christianity One to almost total in 
Christianity Four. One problem with his model is the 
inclusion of "right and wrong" in category One, be
cause most Christians tend to evaluate as right or 
wrong many cultural practices which more correctly 
belong in categories Two and Three. It is certainly 
correct that "Much of the confusion which exists 
concerning Christianity and cultures could be avoided 
if those discussing the matter were to state which of 
the four kinds of Christianity they were speaking about" 
(p. 49). 

The clash between Christianity and cultures is seen 
as being between Christians, who believe that "God has 
shown men the true and living way and wants all 
men to walk in it" (p. 6) and cultural relativists, who 
hold that "Each culture has an inalienable dignity and 
right to exist; no man has a right to change it" ( p. 2). 
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McGavran presents three proposals for resolving 
the clash. The first is to take a high view of Scripture, 
i.e., that "it is authentic and demands faith and obe
dience to all its declarations" ( p . 52). The second is to 
take a high view of culture, which "regards each cul
ture as reasonable given the specific circumstances in 
which it has developed" (p. 67). He hastens to add 
that seeing them as reasonable is not synonymous with 
seeing them as right. The third proposal is to allow 
differences of opinion in the relationship between 
Christianity and cultural practices. 

Although these proposals seem straightforward, 
problems arise in attempting to understand McGavran's 
position. He sees the high view of Scripture as re
quiring faith and obedience to all its declarations, and 
claims that 

The Church has again and again rejected symbolic or 
allegorical meanings alleged to lie behind the words 
of the Bible. The plain meaning of the Bible is the 
true meaning. Seeking behind the plain words for "new 
meanings which fit this new culture" opens the door to 
all kinds of subjective interpretations ( p. 65). 

Unfortunately we are not told whether he is dealing 
here with the crucial doctrines of the Bible or with all 
statements. Are we to act on the plain meaning of 
heaping coals of fire on the heads of people (Romans 
12:20)? The accepted "plain meaning" of many Bib
lical passages is more correctly agreement on a par
ticular interpretation. 

A further statement makes his position even more 
difficult to understand. 

The written Word is always supplemented by the spoken 
Word. What God currently says through his Word, the 
light which the Holy Spirit constantly causes to break 
forth from the Word, will vary from culture to culture 
and from age to age within the same culture, and thus 
further the possibilities of acting in ways which both 
conserve culture and obey God ( p. 7 4). 

His discussion of whether Christians in Bangladesh 
must refuse to work and shop on Sunday is inconsis
tent with his statement that all declarations of Scrip
ture demand our obedience. Most work for Moslems and 
would be fired it they refused to work. Since the main 
markets are held on Sunday, women who did not shop 
then would be at a serious disadvantage. He concludes 
that they cannot be expected to have a full day of rest 
and worship, but that they should work toward that 
end. It is interesting to note that he does not draw 
any analogies to Christians in the United States whose 
jobs require Sunday work. 

McGavran's second proposal is that we take a high 
view of culture, but he surprisingly insists that we 
reject the positions of cultural relativism, which has 
been primarily responsible for that high view of cul
ture. Unfortunately he does not differentiate using 
relativism as a tool for understanding from using it 
for evaluation. There is a crucial difference between 
stating that beliefs and practices of a given culture 
should not be interpreted in terms of the standards of 
a different culture, and saying that all cultural prac
tices are equally good and right. For example, the 
Eskimo practice of leaving old and unproductive people 
to die can be understood only in terms of limited re
sources which must be used to maintain the strength 
of those who are productive. To attribute to Eskimos 
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the same motivations, (e.g., callousness, selfishness, 
etc.) which we would to someone in our culture whose 
older relatives died through complete neglect would 
be utterly meaningless. Although a few social scien
tists use the concept of relativism in the extreme 
fashion that McGavran does, the majority are con
cerned with understanding rather than evaluation. 

His understanding of the nature of culture seems to 
be minimal. He evidently sees cultures as aggregates 
of customs rather than as unified systems, because "al
though a high degree of relatedness is observable, the 
components are seldom essential to the culture. Most 
components can be changed or even abandoned with
out trauma" (p. 38). Although he gives examples such 
as the introduction of outboard motors, car-tire san
dals, etc., there are many cases in which cultures have 
experienced widely ramifying changes because of the 
introduction of new technological or social practices. 
The introduction of the steel axe to the Yir Yiront of 
Australia is a classic example. Although the steel axe 
is not a great technological improvement over the 
stone axe, it affected relationships between the sexes, 
status positions, trading patterns, and indigenous re
ligious beliefs and practices. 

Another confusing statement is that there is one 
Christian culture. Since there is one way of acting, 
thinking, worshipping, repenting, and believing which 
is pleasing to God, the Christian culture is formed as 
this life style takes shape in "deeds, thoughts institu
tions, buildings, customs, languages, and dreams" (pp. 
8-9). This new culture then "marches to a new drum 
beat" (p. 12), but surprisingly enough (given the 
specific categories listed above), not all cultures will 
be transformed into one uniform model. 

In dress, diet, discipline, language, and form of houses 
and gardens ( all neutral components), great dissimilari
ties will exist; whereas in love for the Lord Jesus, 
obedience to the Biblical revelation, what is regarded 
as sin and what righteousness, hope of heaven, and 
many other such matters, great similarities will exist 
( p. 13 ). 

This is confusing. The implication seems to be that 
houses are neutral but that buildings (churches?) are 
part of the Christian culture. 

The inference from McGavran's statements is that 
there are certain cultural structures which are essen
tial to a "Christian culture," and that these will not 
affect the rest of the indigenous cultural system. Un
fortunately we are left in ignorance concerning the 
nature of those essential traits. 

We are given very few specific examples of customs 
that will be affected. As mentioned above, he evi
dently would condone working and shopping on Sun
day, although others maintain that they are against 
Scriptural injunctions and therefore are in the category 
of sins. He agrees with the decision of the church in 
the Philippines to ban cock fighting for members, even 
though it is not proscribed in the Bible. His rationale 
is that the associated gambling leads to poverty, and 
the economic potential of the Christian community 
needs to be enhanced, not endangered. (Since there 
must be some winners as well as losers, one could pos
sibly argue that it may well contribute to the economic 
well-being of at least some Christians). 

McGavran is also against polygamy (more specific
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ally polygyny), which he labels a social evil. Recogniz
ing that it is nowhere prohibited in the Bible, he states 
"Yet polygamy as a system is only tolerated in the 
Old Testament. It is not endorsed, much less com
manded" ( p. 79). This seems to be a weak argument, 
on much the same level as stating that the Bible con
dones slavery because in the New Testament Chris
tians are never told to set their slaves free. In fact, 
there is at least one instance in the Old Testament in 
which polygyny seems to be endorsed. After David 
had Uriah killed so he could take Uriah's wife Bath
sheba, the prophet Nathan's condemnation of that act 
included a list of things which God had done for 
David, among which was to give David his master's 
house and his master's wives (II Samuel 12.8). 

McGavran sees polygyny as a social evil because if 
the population of sexes is af proximately equal, some 
men will have no wife at al. Using the same line of 
argument, one could maintain that monogamy in our 
society is a social evil because, given the surplus of 
females, many women have no husband. Recognizing 
that most influential men in polygynous societies have 
more than one wife, and considering the fact that it is 
important to attract them to the church, he would 
allow interim adjustments. Men who had plural wives 
before accepting Christianity would be baptized, but 
the rule against Christians taking second wives would 
be rigidly enforced. Obviously Western values rather 
than the "plain teaching" of the Bible are being 
applied here. 

There are a number of ethnocentric statements about 
cultures, of which only one illustration will be given. 
He comments that cultures are bound to be sinful 
because man is sinful, and that "God's holiness and 
righteousness make it impossible for Christians to be
lieve God is responsible for the cultures of all races" 
( p. 11). There would be no purpose for such a state
ment unless he believes that God is responsible for 
the cultures of some races (or at least one race), which 
is an incredible idea. Certainly God cannot even be 
held responsible for the culture of the ancient He
brews. (The term "race" is obviously used in an un
scientific way; there is no such thing as a culture of a 
given race). 

McGavran's third proposal is to allow for differences 
in opinion in the relationship between Christianity and 
cultural practices, but it is difficult to determine the 
extent to which he would follow this. His different 
statements cannot be readily combined into a coherent 
position. He notes that the older churches have tended 
to control the younger churches, with the objective of 
preventing the repetition of certain errors. He asks 
whether each group should not be allowed to make its 
own adjustments, even though we might consider some 
of them to be in error. In support of this position he 
cites the teaching method of Paul, which was 

to preach, baptize, instruct for a few days, weeks or 
months, and go away leaving the new converts to the 
guidance of the Old Testament Scriptures, oral tradi
tion about the Lord Jesus, and the beneficent influence 
of the Holy Spirit. Some congregations did what he 
thought they should not (witness Corinth), but he 
trusted the Holy Spirit and the Bible to correct them 
(pp. 29-30). 

He states that theological Christianity (his category 
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One) "must not be unnecessaril y burdened or stopped 
by inflicting on weak churches adjustments and pat
terns which suited strong churches in other cultures" 
( p . 81). As long as the new churches accept the Bible 
as "the sole authority in life and worship" (p. 28), 
they should be allowed to make so me beginning adjust
me{1ts. Since he has se t the condition of accepting the 
Bible as their sole authority, it is meaningless to refer 
to "beginning adjustments" by new churches unless 
it is taken for granted that they will be expected to 
eventually conform to the customs of \ -Vestern Chris
tianity. 

To further confuse the iss ue, he seems to give the 
missionary primary responsibiJity fo r makin g decisions. 

No q uestion faces the m issionary w ith n1ore insistence 
th an what form Christi anit r shou ld take when churches 
beg in to multiply in a diffe ren t cu lture . He faces the 
q uestion not on a theore tica l , bu t on an intensely prac
tical level. If he gives the w rong answe r, the church he 
fo unds will likely become a closed-off enclave of 
fo re ign religion. If h e gives the ri ght answer, soundly 
Chr isti a n churches w ill be more likely to multiply p . 16 ) . 

Bv now it should be obvious why the usefulness of 
this ' book is questionable. McGavran renounces a cul
tural relati vistic position (as he defin es it ), but hi s 
high view of culture requires a rela tivistic approach . 
His appeal to the "plain meaining" of the Scriptures is 
not consistent with his interpreta tio ns. H is understand
ing of the nature of culture is confused . His approach 
to the way in which Christianity is to be accommodated 
to other cultures is inconsisten t. 

Although ~fcGavran's stated purposes for this book 
(see the second paragraph of this review ) are excellent, 
he has failed in helping Chris tians to understand th tc 
issues . One of his statements abou t others could well 
be applied to hi s own effort : "The evangeliza ti on of 
the world will be accompl ished be tter if Christ 's obe
dient servants avoid ambiguous generaliza ti ons and 
say exactly what they mean" ( p . 50 ). 

Reuieu:ed by Cla ud e E. S ti pe, Department of Sociology and 
A rit liro po/og y , M arq ue tte U 11 ive rsi t y, Mi l1cr111kee, \.V isconsi 11 . 

BIBLICAL REFLECTIONS ON CRISES FACING 
THE CHURCH, by Raymond E. Brown, S.S., Paulist 
Press, Paramus, New Jersey, 1975, $2.45. 

F or centuries Roman Catholics have been accused 
of sacrificing the authority of Scriptures on the altar 
of tradition. With characteristic vigor, Va tican II struck 
a new note concern ing the Bible's place within the 
church . Along with Sacred Tradition, it is to be, "ac
cepted and venerated with the same sense of devotion 
and reverence." 

Raymond Brown, the only American to serve on the 
Pontifical Biblical Commission, believes that the 
church is just beginning to face the immense impact 
that biblical criticism will have on the formulation 
of theology. A scientific approach to the study of the 
Bib le yields results that have maj or implications for 
such contemporary iss ues as the ordination of wom en, 
reli gious education, the papacy, the role of Mary, and 
ecumenism. 

In addition to the Hoover Lec tures a t the Uni versity 
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of Chicago, this book contains addresses by Brown to 
the National Catholic Educational Associa tion and the 
College Theology Society. In them he considers the 
qu es tion of what will happen now that Ca tholics have 
ioined with the rest of Christendo m in a relatively 
common understanding of the New Tes tamen t. 

Brown outlines a theology of the papacy based upon 
the principles of "di versity," "collegiality," and "sub
sidiarity" and sugges ts that the goals of ecumenis m 
might bes t be served by approaching "the question of 
Peter" from the perspective of service ra ther than au
thority. 

Un like the papacy, nrnriology has remained outside 
the realm of formal ecumenica l d iscussion. After search
ing the New Testament record , particularl y Luke and 
John, Brown agrees with Wolfhart Pannenberg that it 
provides little information on Mary as a historical 
character. Her significance for Christians lies primarily 
in her symbolic role as the true disciple. 

An yone who has witnessed the long and bitter con
troversies among many Protestants concerning the con
tri but ions of biblical criticism may be less inclined 
than Brown to welcome wholeheartedly the advent of 
modern critical methods. Indeed he has been a fav
orite targe t for the abuse generated by me mbers of 
Ca tholicism's far right. It does seem unfortunate that, 
as a man dedicated to the ideal s of ecumenism, Brown 
should succumb to provocation by repea tedl y referring 
to this segment of fellow believers in such intemperate 
terms as "right wing vigilantes." 

i\·Jinor cri ticism aside, this little book is a lucid and 
eas ily comprehended survey of the church's attitude 
towards seventy years of biblical criticism. It points to 
rhe las t third of this century as a time when biblical 
reflection will act as the pathfinder for theological 
discussion. 

He vieu:ed b y A11n S pangle r, E dito rial Assis tant, \ V i.llw m B . 
Ee rdmans Publishing Co., G ra nd Rapids, Michigm 1 49503 

CONTOURS OF A CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY: 
AN INTRODUCTION TO HERMAN DOOYE
WEERD'S THOUGHT by L. Kalsbeek, Toronto: 
W edge Publishing Foundation, 1975, 360 pp., $12.50. 

Herman Dooyeweerd ( 1894- ) is a Dutch jurist 
and philosopher whose "Philosophy of the Cosmonomic 
Idea" (publi shed in English as A New Critique of 
T heoretical Thought ) forms the basis for the present 
introduction by Leonard Kalsbeek. Dooyeweerd's work 
was conceived and developed within the context of 
the Dutch Cal vinist tradition-a tradition which in
cludes such eminent scholars as Groen van Prinsterer, 
Abraham Kuyper, and Herman Bavinck. These men 
have been significant contributors to the nineteenth 
and twentie th century renewal of Christian philosophy 
and Dooyeweerd's systematization can be seen as a 
major development in this ongoing process. 

Basic to an understanding of D ooyeweerd's work is 
his asserti on that all philosophy is grounded in certain 
pres uppositions which, in turn , determine its direc
tion. These presuppositions constitute a fi xed starting 
point which is of a religious nature, transcending philo
sophic thought itself ( i.e., not imm anent ). The re-
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ligious root of human existence is the "heart" (out of 
which are the issues of life) and thus, it is the heart, 
directed toward or away from God, which forms the 
"ground motive" and determines the religious direc
tion of all philosophy. The whole of Dooyeweerd's 
philosophy rests on this assertion, as does the possibil
ity of a biblically directed Christian philosophy. Since 
all thought proceeds from a definite heart commit
ment, part of the ongoing task of Christian philosophers 
is to uncover the religious foundations of contemporary 
thought and to formulate specific alternatives based on 
the biblical ground motive of (according to Dooye
weerd) creation, fall, and redemption. 

Dooyeweerd's alternative then represents a human 
attempt to ground philosophy, and all other sciences 
as well, in a biblical world and life view. His work 
reflects, throughout, a commitment to the authority of 
Scripture as the only legitimate foundation of Christian 
theoretical activity and thus, contrasts sharply with the 
work of Kant who held to the sufficiency of human 
reason as the "neutral" foundation of theoretical 
thought. Kalsbeek's frequent reference to Kant is help
ful, both in clarifying the development of Dooyeweerd's 
thought and as an aid to understanding the unique 
character of his philosophy. While the contrast with 
Kantian Idealism is mentioned most frequently, the 
Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea also stands op
posed to any other philosophy which is characterized 
by an attempt on the part of man to construct his own 
(non-biblical) framework for understanding. Thus, 
Dooyewerd's philosophy provides an alternative frame
work for addressing the important theoretical and social 
issues of our day. 

The first half of this book is devoted to ouUining 
the foundations of the Philosophy of the Cosmonomic 
Idea. This includes Dooyeweerd's thoughts on the 
nature of philosophy, the nature and meaning of tem
poral reality, and the problem of knowledge. Several 
chapters are then devoted to drawing out the implica
tions of this philosophy with respect to specific social 
structures-the family, marriage, the state, the church, 
and "voluntary organizations". The final chapter con
tains a brief outline of a Christian philosophical anthro
pology. 

The author states in the preface that, "this introduc
tion is not intended for philosophers but for persons 
with an interest in philosophy who discover the exist
ing introductions and extensive publications of Herman 
Dooyeweerd initially too difficult." I was quite im
pressed with the way in which these intentions were 
fulfilled. Kalsbeek does a superb job of explaining some 
fairly complex ideas; and his clarity of expression 
makes this a very readable book which should, indeed, 
be easily understood by one who does not have an 
extensive background in philosophy. 

There are two additional features of this book which 
deserve to be mentioned. The first is the Introduction 
by Bernard Zylstra in which he summarizes the cul
tural-historical context within which Dooyeweerd's 
philosophy was developed. Secondly, there is an ex
tensive bibliography, also compiled by Zylstra, of 
English, French, and German titles of books and articles 
related to the Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea. 
The bibliography should satisfy anyone who wishes to 
pursue the developments and implications of Dooye-
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weerd's work. On the other hand, many of the titles 
listed are not likely to be available in the library of a 
secular college or university and may even be difficult 
to obtain under the best of circumstances. 

My overall impression of this book is very favorable. 
It is first class introductory work which deserves to be 
read by anyone interested in the religious nature of 
theoretical activity, the possibility of a radically Chris
tian philosophy, and the implications of such a philoso
phy for our response to contemporary social issues. 
Clearly, there are specific points which will have to be 
developed further or even altered completely in the 
light of fresh insights into God's Word. However, re
gardless of one's agreement or disagreement with some 
of the specific formulations of Dooyeweerd's philoso
phy, the spirit in which it was conceived certainly 
recommends his work to the Christian community for 
its consideration. The present introduction by Leonard 
Ka!sbeek is, in my opinion, a very good place to begin. 

Note: I made an inquiry at the campus bookstore 
aimed at finding out how easy it would be to obtain 
this book and was told that I should order it directlv. 
In case you must do the same, here is the address of the 
publisher: Wedge Publishing Foundation, 229 College 
Street, Toronto, Ontario, Canada, ~v15T 1R4. 

Reuieu;ed by Carl D. Bennink, Department of Psychology, 
University of Louisville, Louisville, Kentucky 40208. 

LIMITS TO GROWTH, by Dennis and Donella 
Meadows et. al., Signet books, New York, 1972, re
vised 1974, 207 pp., $1.75. 

A question: what book written in the past 5 years 
has sold over a million copies and foresees an apocalyp
tic vision of mass starvation, economic collapse, and 
death-dealing pollution, probably within the lifetime 
of us or our children? 

If you are an evangelical, you probably answered 
with the title of one of Hal Lindsay's books. Well, there 
is another, enormously influential, secular book that 
presents such a vision. It is Limits to Growth, and it 
deserves far more attention from the Christian com
munity than it has received. Although it was published 
in 1972, in searching the Christian Periodical Index, 
I have not found one reference to Limits to Grou;th or 
its content. 

The authors are a team of systems analysts from 
M.l.T. They were commissioned by the Club of Rome, 
a non-partisan but highly placed group of businessmen, 
systems analysts and others to model the world econ
omic system and investigate where it will lead if current 
trends continue. Beginning with work along these lines 
already done by Prof. Jay Forrester of M.l.T., they 
developed and computerized such a model taking into 
account five factors: industrial output, population, 
pollution, food production, and availability of natural 
resources. Using data collected throughout the world 
on the past and present state of these five variables 
and their interrelationships, a computer was program
med to trace their evolution. Limits to Grou;th is a non
technical account of the authors' conclusions. 

The central features of their model are two as-
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sumptions: continued exponential growth of the five 
variables (although at different rates) and the existence 
of finite limits to the world's natural resources and 
agricultural capacity. With these assumptions, the 
consequences of continued growth become obvious. The 
question becomes, not whether growth will be stopped 
by smashing against the limitations of our planet, but 
when. The startling factor in their projection is that 
these limits will be reached within the next hundred 
years. Furthermore, because of built-in delays in the 
system, the basic behavior of population is overshoot and 
collapse; i.e., population grows beyond the carrying ca
pacity of the planet and agricultural and other resources 
are severely strained. This is followed by a collapse 
of population presumably due to disease, war, or 
starvation, until population is reduced to a level the 
world can support. The authors vary the parameters in 
several different ways, assuming first the world-wide 
availabilitv of effective birth control, then effective 
pollution 'controls, then combining these and various 
other assumptions. Such policies generally only delay 
the inevitable by one or two decades . The only policy 
that does allow human life to be sustained without a 
collapse is an equilibrium or "no-growth" economy. In 
such an economy, population is stable, extensive re
cycling is carried out, and the mean world-wide stan
dard of living is constant, although the model allows 
it to be higher than the current world-wide mean. 

A variety of criticisms of Limits to Growth have 
been made. One is the standard criticism that predic
tions based on extrapolating past trends are tentative at 
best. This is a weak criticism in this case, however, as 
the authors are not attempting prophecy. They are at
tempting to tell what they foresee will happen unless 
things change and are calling for specific types of 
change to prevent these things from happening. Furth
ermore, these trends are real and their possible conse
quences need to be taken seriously. For example, popu
lation continues to grow and many of the most over
populated parts of the world show continued resistance 
to birth control. The economy continues to grow and 
with it our rate of consuming natural resources; in fact, 
we tend to measure our national well-being by the rate 
of its growth. Even though some progress has been 
made in combatting pollution, resistance to further 
pollution controls in the name of economic growth is 
increasing. Another criticism is that the continued 
advance of technology will enable us to substitute 
other sources of energy or other resources for those 
exhausted and enable us to continually produce more 
food as population grows. This, too, is an invalid criti
cism as there are many reasons for regarding such a 
hope as vain. Among these are the fact that we do 
live in a finite world and we are going to encounter 
its limits eventually; for example, the effects of the 
"green revolution" were generously allowed for in the 
world model, yet population still overshot the carrying 
capacity and collapse occurred. Also, technology has 
side effects which are often not beneficial and there 
is no guarantee that the kind of technology produced 
in the future will be beneficial; a large proportion of 
research and development today is toward military 
ends. And depending on technology as an "escape 
hatch" which allows us to conserve resources today 
without regard for the poor of today's world or for 
future generations is selfish and irresponsible. 
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There are two other kinds of criticism which appear 
more legitimate. One is that, to poor nations, a call to 
cease growth appears to be an effort on the part of the 
rich to bind them into permanent poverty. This has 
been mitigated recently, however, as in April of 1976, 
the Club of Rome dramatically changed its position 
from advocacy of a no-growth policy to advocacy of 
limited growth, focusing on enabling growth in under
developed nations. Another serious criticism is that it is 
difficult to see how a no-growth or even a limited 
growth policy could be maintained without rigid 
government controls. While this may ultimately prove 
necessary if growth has to be limited, the dangers of 
it are obvious. 

There are several special areas of significance of this 
book for evangelicals. A few years ago books on proph
ecy and the second coming of Christ were extremely 
popular. This popularity reflected a general feeling 
among evangelicals that our world was hurtling toward 
an imminent apocalypse. Limits to Growth provides 
some objectively measurable factors and data which 
suggest that this feeling was more than just a tempo
rary passing reaction to the domestic turmoil of the 
late 60's. It should remind us that, although the society 
we live in is presently concerned primarily with its 
pocketbook, the same limits, the same growth, and the 
same imminent danger still remain. Secondly, the 
basic issues the book raises are moral and sipirtual. 
It calls for profound changes by individuals, by our 
society, and by the world, especially an end to find
ing status and satisfaction through possessing and 
consuming and an increased concern for other peoples 
and future generation. Although not worded in this 
fashion, these are essentially calls to repentance from 
national sins of greed and selfishness. Limits to 
Growth tells us where our sins will lead us unless we 
change our ways. This should call those of us who are 
evangelicals to check out our own lifestyles carefully 
to see if we have over-adjusted to our society and to 
work out practically what seeking God's kingdom 
first means in an indulgent, consumption-oriented na
tion. Also, and this is the third major implication, on 
issues like this evangelicals have significant things 
about values, lifestyles and repentance to say to our 
culture and we need to be more involved in finding 
ways to say it. 

One aspect of our role in society as Christian believ
ers is our view of government. There is a tendency 
among evangelicals to favor a laissez-faire role for 
government except in areas such as protection from 
crime and national defense . However, if the trends pro
jected by Limits to Growth -prove correct, the unre
stricted growth resulting from laissez-faire will soon 
bring us to a major disaster. Furthermore, as the effect 
of some of these limits begins increasingly to be felt, 
pressures for governments to "do something" (which 
means assume more power) will increase. Evangelicals 
need to be ready for these pressures and need to be 
involved in influencing government toward ends con
sistent with Christian belief and practice. Otherwise 
the disasters portrayed in Limits to Growth could 
happen when evangelicals could have played a major 
role in either averting them or mitigating their effects. 

Reviewed by James Bradley, Division of Mathematics and 
Natural Science, Roberts Wesleyan College, Rochester, New 
York, 14624. 
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Mulliordinal rather than Complementary 
I found the dialogue between Cramer and MacKay aboul The 

Clockwork Image fascinating. While I believe I understand, and 
agree wi1h MacKay's arguments, I too srnmbled over his use or lhe 
term "complementary." 

May I suggest a substilute term which clarified his presentation 
ror me and which hopefully will resolve a major poim of 
difference in lheii respec1ive positions. ll is the term 
"mul1iordinal," a word or mathematical origin which is used 
extensively in general semantics. In fact, Alfred Korzybski, the 
founder of general semantics uses ii so frequently in his book 
Science and Saniry 1ha1 he abbrevia1es il 1hroughout as ''m.o." 

Multiordinalily describes our capacity, indeed our need, to 
make statements about our knowledge which have validity al 
several levels simultaneously. Each lower order statement is 
subsumed under the one above it and each has a validily of its 
own. Frequently the lower order s1atemen1s gjve no clue lo the 
levels above them and when we move 10 higher order lhe added 
dimensions drama1ically change the appearance of what we 
describe, so much so that if we are nol aware of lhe m.o. of our 
language we rail 10 see any relationship between the levels. 

In fac1, the man-made dichotomy between religion and science 
can be 1raced to 1his very failure. Lei me use a beautifully m.o. 
verse as an example. "I am lhe Way, the Truth and 1he Life." Al 
1he theological level ii refers to spiri1; at the social level (including 
moral) it refers to person; at the scientific level i1 refers lO process. 
(The Way answers How? not Who? and lire is also a process. of 
course.) 

To clariry why lhese are identified as difreren1 levels or 
abstraction, let us start al the bouom of the abstraction ladder 
with events in the physical world. The physical scienlist searches 
for order in these evems. At 1he next level 1he social sciemist, and 
those concerned wilh morals and ethics, select as their field of 
study only 1ha1 class of even1s which represem the highest order we 
know on earth, the human being. They in turn search for order 
between persons. At a higher level, the lheologian abs1racts further 
and is concerned with lhose higher order aHributes of humans 
which have to do wilh communion wi1h God. This uniquely 
human abili1y to abstract 10 indefinilely high levels places us above 
other creatures which cannot do it and below God who runctions 
a1 all levels simultaneously and without the human limi1a1ion of 
abs1rac1ion. This lotal order a1 all levels simultaneously and 
wi1hout abs1rac1ion is the logos of John L 

While we canno1 comprehend all of it in its entirety in this lire, 
we can enhance our ability to understand ir we recognize lhis 
multi-ordinali1y. Each level is a legitimate field or study. However, 
ir we eliminate any of these levels from our considera1ion we limit 
our search for lhe Truth which sets us free. This applies bo1h to 1he 
Christian who ignores process and lo the physical scientist who 
divorces spiril and person from his consideration. 

John C. Richards 
53 Atherton Avenue 
Atherlon, Calirornia 94025 

What's The Solution To Pollution? 
Pollution-the result or improper waste disposal-is one of the 

many problems facing our urbanized technological society. 
Stewardship in ulilizing our natural resources seems tO ofrer a 
solution to pollution. Some in1eresting principles may be round in 
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lhe Scriplures regarding pollution. 
Pollution comes in 1hree forms-water, air and solid waste. 

Only wa1er pollution is of interest here, but 1he underlying 
principles also apply to lhe management of any waste. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is committed 
to the management or bolh poinl and nonpoint sources of water 
rollu1ion in lhis coumry. Poim rollu1ion sources emanate from 
discrete pipes and are easily controlled by conveying the was1e to a 
waste ueatment plan1. Nonpoinl pollution sources do no1 emana1e 
from discrete pipes and, consequently, are much more difficult to 
control. Examples of nonroint pollution would be fertilizers and 
pesticides applied 10 agriculture crops, soil erosion caused by 
conslruction ac1ivities or ra1her highly polluled stormwater from 
urban areas. The control or nonpoint sources is much more 
complex. Management practices might include resl&ictive fenilizer 
and pesticide application rates, erosion conlrol programs for 
consuuction ac1ivi1ies or a myriad of necessary comrols to 
improve urban stormwa1er quality. 

The EPA has demonstra1ed leadership in water pollution 
control and Mr. Mark Pisano, Director or Water Planning for lha1 
Agency has s1ated: 

Our approach 10 the non point source problem is based on the 
concept of 'stewardship or the land.· By lhis we mean that 
man's ac1ivi1ies in 1he use or 1he land should nol destroy the 
land's productivily for future generations. Reasonable care in 
lhe conduct or 1hese activities will markedly allevia1e, and, if we 
are righl, essentially prevenl this lype of problem. 

The interpretation is-let us assen some responsibility and take 
care or lhe land; we have to preserve il for someone else lo use too. 

Chaucer stales " ... and out of olde bokes, in good reyth, 
cometh al this newe science that men lere." Interestingly, one or 
the oldest books, the Bible, comains instructions about both 
stewardship and waste disposal. 

The underlying philosophy which pervades the Ten Command
ments (Exodus 20: 1-17) is lha1 of the individual's responsibility. 
The firs1 four commandments deal wi1h the individual's responsi
bility tO God; bu1 the !alter six deal specifically wi1h the individu
al's responsibility toward 01hers and/or their possessions. 

further instructions in individual responsibility, was1e disposal 
and stewardship also appear. A caveat placing the onus for waste 
disposal on lhe individual-the one who crea1es i1-is found in 
Deuteronomy 23: 12-14 (RSV). There i1 states: 

You shall have a place outside the camp and you shall go oul to 
it; and you shall have a slick wi1h your weapon; and when you 
sit down outside, you shall dig a hole with it, and turn back and 

The Fat Furor 
In an ironic commentary on the abundance of American 

lire. concern for being overweighl is reaching an hysterical 
peak. Now a flood of Christian books on how 10 lose weight 
is appearing, each claiming lo provide the basic key on how 
to lose weigh!. The Journal ASA offers to its readers all 1hey 
need to know about losing wejghl in the following four 
points. 

I. Be sure that you really wanl to lose weight. 
2. Know 1ha1 for every round or your present body 

weight, you can eat 16 calories a day without gaining or 
losing weight. (For example, if you weigh 150 lb., you can eat 
2400 calories a day wi1h no change i~ body weight.) 

3. Know that ror every 3500 calories less than that 
indicated in 2., you will lose one pound. For example, if you 
now weigh 150 lb. and eat 1900 <:alories a day, you will lose I 
lb. in I week. If you eat 2150 calories a day, you will lose I lb. 
in 2 weeks. H you eat 1400 calories a day, you will lose 2 lb. in 
I week. As far as weight loss is concerned, it does not mat1er 
what you eat, only how many calories. There is, therefore, no 
need lo eliminate anything completely rrom the die1, and no 
basis for developing a martyr-complex. Choice of nutritious 
roods is, of course, desirable. 

4. Get a pencil, a pad, and an up-10-da1e book of calorie 
values in different foods (The All-in-One Calorie Counter 
by Jean Carper and Patricia A. ·Kraus, Bantam, $1.50, is a 
lypical example). Don't put any1hing in your mouth without 
wriling down lhe corresponding calories on your pad. Al the 
end or each day, add ur the total. You can't go wrong - and 
you can save a bundle compared 10 all 1he 01her money
making ways of helping you lose weight. 
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cover up your excreement. Because the Lord your God walks in 
the mids1 of your camp, to save you and to give up your enemies 
before you, therefore your camp must be holy , that he may not 
see anything indecent among you, and turn away from you. 

Both the method (bury it) and the place (outside the camp) of 
di sposing wastes are defined . Wastes di sposed in thi s manner were 
potentiall y useful as a fertili zer and it was not offensive to anyone 
else. Disposing the waste outside the camp would also prohibit any 
indecent exposure among individuals, since it presumably would 
be accompli shed in private . Thi s is stewardship along with 
respon sibilit y, and as the Biblical passage al so states, adherence to 
it would prohibit the Lord from seeing anything indecent among 
hi s people. 

The solution to pollution is both stewardship and responsibility. 

Benjamin F. Richards, Jr. 
Professional Engineer 
1417 Harding Highway 
Mays Landing, New Jersey 08330 

The Question of Synchronicity 
Page Smith, distinguished historian and author , brought out A 

New Age Now Begins: A People's History Of The American 
Revolution for the Bicentennial. His editor asked him to guess 
how many pages the book had in it s final form, and he guessed 
1776. No, she said, 1976. 

"I ' m a believer in synchronicity, serendipity, chance," Smith 
cla ims. "History is full of those. They should play as important a 
role in research as they seem to play in life." Smith recalls the 
awesome fact that both John Adams and Thomas Jefferson died 
fifty years to the day after the signing of the Declaration of 
Independence-on July 4, 1826. 

Christian author George MacDonald said in his novel 
Wilfrid Cumbermede, 1 do not believe we notice half of the 
coincidences that float past us in the stream of events. Things 
which would fill us with astonishment, and probably with 
foreboding, look us in the face and pass us by, and we know 
nothing of them." 

1 notice little of what floats by in the stream of events, but as a 
C.S. Lewis researcher, I have noticed the following coincidence in 
my very limited personal list of a few people related to C.S. Lewis 
research: 

9th Street-location of Dr. C.S. Kilby 's home in Mississippi 
9 Bradshaw Drive-address of Eugene McGovern, editor of the 
New York C.S. Lewis Society journal 
19 Shakespeare Road-address of Mr. and Mrs. Leonard 
Miller , who cared for the Lewis brothers in their last years 
19 Beaumont Street-address of Walter Hooper, Lewis's 
literary executor 
19 W. Orange Grove-address of Marilyn Peppin, officer of the 
Southern California C.S. Lewis Society 
1557 N. Orange Grove-address of John Beck, Smeagol Films, 
who is now filming the Lewis trilogy 
466 Orange Street-address of Hope Kirkpatrick, officer of the 
New York C.S. Lewis Society 
1344 E. Mayfair, Orange-my own address 
4013-house number of David Hendrickson, editor of the 
Portland C.S. Lewis Society publication 
43 Bowness Ave.-address of Clifford Morris, C.S. Lewis's car 
hire driver and good friend 

Incidentally, I just received a letter about C .S. Lewis research 
from an English professor at Oral Roberts University. I see that 
the University is located on Lewis Street. Enough' 

I am really not interested in trivia for it s own sake. I grant that 
my collection of related addresses is not overwhelmingly 
impressive. But if indeed these pa11erns of synchronicity are 
prevalent (as Arthur Koestler asserts quite convincingly in Roots 
Of Coincidence), what is the answer of the Christian when we 
eventually have to face some very challenging questions about it 
from non-Christians? And what are those questions going to be? 

I am a layman untrained in science. I have heard hundreds of 
stories about Christians who had experiences like needing $109.62 
on Tuesday at the latest, and receiving $109.62 on Tuesday from 
an unexpected or unknown source. Many of us feel affirmed in our 
Chri stian faith by special patterns like that in our lives. Are we 
going to be told that these experiences, like the death dates for 

John Adams and Thomas Jefferson and the senseless clustering of 
address elements among a few C.S. Lewis people-that these 
examples of synchronicity are a matter of physics? Are we willing 
to take that facet of reality in stride if it is true, and to incorporate 
it into our Christian world view? I'm not only willing; l 'm eager. 
But lam unequipped . 

Kathryn A . Lindskoog 
1344 East Mayfair Avenue 
Orange, California 92667 

Judging Scientific Research 
Dr. Harris 8. Rubin's research into the effects of marijuana on 

male sexual response to pornographic movies has received 
considerable publicity in Science magazine. This letter of mine to 
the Editor of Science was not published. 

I found most disconcerting the editorial remarks of the author 
of Briefing (Science 192, I 086 ( 1976)) concerning the research 
program of Dr. Harris B. Rubin. First the author describes the 
congressional debate as: " On the one side were arrayed the forces 
of rationality and progress. On the other were those who stood for 
moralit y and traditional values." Toward the end, he/she said, 
"The result is a defeat for science ... " The implied dichotomy 
between rationalit y and morality is enough to concern the sensitive 
reader , but the final declaration suggests a reductionistic approach 
that sets a dangerous precedent. 

Curiously missing from the debate over the Rubin research is 
any consideration of the human rights and dignity of those 
participating in the research program, or of the morality of 
subjecting human beings to immoral practices, harmful to them, 
for the sake of scientific understanding. Such an approach is based 
on the presupposition that exposure to sexual stimuli and 
experience outside tile context of a love relationship is not harmful 
to those involved; I personally disagree completely with this 
presupposition and can find no scientific basis for it. By direct and 
indirect implication the approach reduces the potentially unique 
sexual expression of a love relationship between two whole persons 
to a simple matter of tumescence. Even more harmful is the 
practice of enacting sexual relationships between two "research 
subjects" for the progress of science, while totally disregarding the 
relationship between the sexual act and the human attributes of the 
whole person. Next on the agenda may well be research into how 
much pain a person can stand, justified, of course, on the grounds 
that this will aid in alleviating suffering! 

As one whose professional life has been dedicated to the 
integrity of science, I would have not the slightest hesitation in 
voting against thi s kind of reductionistic disintegration of human 
personality. 

Richard H. Bube 
Department of Materials Science and Engineering 
Stanford University 
Stanford , California 94305 

The Trouble With The Virgin Birth 
1 believe in the biological truth of the virgin birth. That is easy. 

But it isn't enough. 
I can't think much about the biological truth of the virgin birth, 

because I can't find any comment anywhere on the obvious 
alternatives we have to sort out in order to think clearly about the 
subject. (How much do we really value a creed if we don't care to 
think about it?) 

Here are the six questions about the virgin birth that block me. 
I . Could God have used a kind of parthenogenesis within Mary? 
(As I recall , parthenogenesis is full development of an egg into an 
animal without benefit of fertilization. It occurs in nature in 
certain lower animals and has been accomplished in laboratory 
experiments with certain more complex animals.) 
2. If the ovum was never fertilized, then Jesus ' genes were all from 
Mary. What are the biological implications of that for the kind of 
man Jesus was? What could have been the nature of his 
chromosomal pattern? 
3. In contrast, do any Christians hold the theory that the Holy 
Spirit inplanted a zygote (fertilized ovum) within Mary? If that 
were the case, Jesus was no more a physical descendent of Mary 
than of Joseph, but her body nurtured Him without contributing 
any genetic material. Would this tie in with Christ being the second 
Adam, a new creation? 
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4. The only alternative l can see to the two ideas above is the idea 
that God implanted a sperm full of chromosomes into Mary's 
body to unite with her ovum. Is that an acceptable idea to 
orthodox theologians? Supernatural insemination. 
5. If God created or transferred a certain sperm into Mary and 
united it with an ovum, what genetic code did He use? Surely not 
His own, I assume. Could He have drawn a sperm of David from a 
"celestial frozen sperm bank." so that Christ was literally the SON 
of David? (Here, of course, I am talking about the code, not the 
speck of material.) Did God use a sperm from Joseph? Or could 
Christ actually be the Second Adam genetically in that the sperm 
He grew from carried Adam 's exact chromosomal pallern? (This, 
in contrast to the David theory, would give him twenty-four 
unfallen chromosomes out of forty-eight.) 
6. My final question sounds zany, but I don't mean to be profane. 
I ask it in reverence. All time is now to God, I truly believe. Jesus 
was fully God and fully man. As a true human man, Jesus had 
sperm in His testicles, didn't He? Those sperm had genetic codes. 
Perhaps God took one of those sperm from Jesus' mature body 
and moved it back in time (from our point of view) and implanted 
it inside Mary to unite with her ovum to form Jesus in her womb. 
So He was physically the Son or God because He was His own 
father. If this idea is out of court, why? 

In conclusion, I am willing to happily accept mystery at the 
point where human reason and knowledge fall short. But won't 
some perceptive Christians who know biology guide me to that 
given point? I can't get there on my own. 

Kathryn A. Lindskoog 
1344 East Mayfair Avenue 
Orange, California 92667 

All We're Meant to Be 
I would like to share some reflections regarding the book A II 

We're Meant To Be, reviewed in the March 1976 issue of the 
Journal ASA. I was saddened by much of what I read in the 
review, and book itself. Any notions I had of the evangelical 
movement having unified beliefs were largely shattered. 

Some interesting, and positive things were included in the book. 
Overall however , the following points stand out: (I) The book 
intimates that only those Christians that find themselves in an 
"ideal" cultural selling can be joyful believers, and suggests that 
true joy on earth comes, not from being reborn in C hrist, but one's 
earthly environment. It's inferred, that one's peace in the Lord is 
dependent on other people's choices, rather than my regeneration 
and relationship with the Lord. (2) The title " Biblical approach to 
Women's Liberation " seemed indeed quite unbiblical due to 
extensive use of secular references; opinions of theologians known 
to be more liberal than many evangelicals; secular opinion placed 
on 'equal footing ' with the Holy Word. (3) Low regard for the 
wisdom, constancy, and inspiration of all Scripture. For example, 
Paul's writings are set against those of Jesus as if they don't mesh, 
and we must choose between them. It is hinted that one is 
redundant, or naive, to take the Scripture at face value. It breeds 
doubts about many " distasteful" passages. (4) The salvation 
message, is viewed as, "But the Good News was that achieved 
roles were what counted in the kingdom of God ... " p. 84 (5) 
Wholesome allitude of acceptance of order, rightful authority, 
peace of the body, and love for brothers in Christ is lacking. I was 
left with the impression that the book 's intent was not to praise 
and honor God, but rather to negate all that didn't conform to 
current women's lib standards. A prevailing mood of defiance 
seems characterized by the comment on page 20, "To speak of 
God otherwise is considered blasphemy." Many were shocked to 
hear singer Helen Reddy accept her Grammy Award with, "I'd 
like to thank God because She made everything possible." Any 
pastor who began by praying, "Our Mother, who are in 
heaven ... "would probably be defrocked forthwith. Yet the Bible 
is not afraid to use that image of God ... . '' ... 

With regard to discerning biblical principles, I thought the book 
was weak in realizing that Christians and non-Christians are 
guided by different values. Quotes from non-Christians seemed to 
be utilized as if automatically applying to the believer's circum
stances (i.e., attitude toward being single) .... 

For a book claiming to be "A Biblical Approach to Women's 
Liberation" it seemed to include far too many unrelated 
references. While scholarly by English Department standards I 
expect, many of the over 275 references were not close to being 
exegetical. No effort was spared to bring the weight of today's 
secular women leaders, past cultures, psychology, el. al, down on 
the "wayward and errant man of the Bible." (marks my own) 
Though this often made for interesting side points , constant 
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Propitiation 
F our lau;s of ecology: 

l) EvenJthing is connected to everything else. 
2) Everything must go somewhere. 
3) Nature knows best . 
4 ) There is no such thing as a free lunch. 

- Barry Comnwner, 
The Closing Circle. 

Eradicated molecules obey 
the laws of na ture's faith 
and go somewhere, 
affecting something else, 
living their amnesiac lives 
disguised as foods or poisons
reincarnated polymorphously; 
eternal matter. 

Someone or something pays 
for every advance or growth; 
for every giant mankind step, 
mankind is expended. 
Germs hosted by man 
are devoured by sewer worms 
who lose, obeying rules 
of icthyology. 
Fish, in turn, on mankind's plate 
are a truly unfree lunch. 

There is no death; 
there is no end to Hell. 
Eradicated molecules obey 
and go somewhere. 
Someone pays for every death; 
a price is recorded 
for every redemption. 
There is no inexpensive grace, 
only a resurrection-
for which One has paid. 

Allan Roy Andrews 
North Shore Community College 
Beverly, MA 01915 

e,·angelical exegesis is suspec1. 
Of major concern to me was the degrading way the Ho ly 

Scripture was handled. For example, Paul 's writing was treated as 
being less inspired than Jesus. Are we to now see hi s writing as 
only semi-inspired? or 250Jo inspired? The book has the thrust of 
casting doubt over the authority and trustworthiness of Scripture, 
generally .... 

As to the inferences that God has somehow slighted or ripped 
off those unmarried people, the need to believe God knows best is 
apparent. Again, the biblical principle: "Trust in theLord with all 
your heart, and do not rely on your own insight. In all your ways 
acknowledge him, and he will make straight your paths." Prov. 
3: 5-6, is missing in applicable and needed situations covered by the 
book, in my opinion .. 

In closing, I want to thank the men and women of this 
evangelical magazine for their rigorous efforts to keep thi s such a 
publication. We know that the path of least resistance among 
seminaries, denominations, and periodicals, is to become "of the 
world." May the Lord continue to bless your ministry. 

Fred Kerr 
Inter-Varsity Christian Fellowship 
233 Langdon 
Madison, Wisconsin 53703 

There Is a Second Edition 
With regard to the review by Geoffrey A. Manley in Journal 

ASA 28, 136 (1976) of our book, The Case for Creation, we regret 
that the reviewer did not utilize the second edition. 

Wayne Frair 
Department of Biology 
The King's College 
Briarcliff Manor 
New York 10510 

P. William Davis 
Hillsborough Jr. College 
Tampa, Florida 33601 
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Inerrancy Isl ls Not The Watershed of 
Evangelicalism: None Of The Above 

In The Battle for the Bible Harold Lindsell JOins Francis 
Schaeffer in No Final Conflict in arguing that the doctrine of 
Biblical inerrancy is the watershed of evangelical Christianity, 
upon which all else ultimately stands or falls. l r the term used in 
place of "inerrancy" were "trustworthiness," "authority," 
"reliability" or the like, there would be little question about the 
cogency of this claim. But the very term "inerrancy" has lost its 
meaning - or had its meaning sufficiently obscured - that to carry 
into battle a banner with only this word held high can do little but 
scatter the people of God as they vainly seek to combat an elusive 
foe . If l am asked to answer whether (a) inerrancy is the watershed 
of evangelicalism, or (b) inerrancy is not, I can only reply that the 
answer must be, " None of the above." 

On p. 129 of The Batlle/or the Bible Dr. Lindsell describes me 
as " an articulate spokesman in support of biblical errancy." This 
statement is itself an admirable example of the difficulty in using 
the terms " inerrancy" and " errancy." For Dr. Lindsell 's 
statement is certainly true in terms of his understanding of 
"inerrancy ," just as it is certainly false in terms of mine. A survey 
of several brief quotations from writings that have developed the 
theme according to the perspective l presently defend indicate a 
consistent position for almost 20 years . 

A consideration of the total revelation of God ... leads to the 
conclusion that the Scriptures are indeed verbally inspired , 
inerrant , and infallible as a revelation of God by Himself to 
men ... This by no means implies that there are "errors" of fact 
in the Bible, but rather that the criteria for judging fact are often 
either uncertain or irrelevant to the revelational purpose of the 
Bible. ("A Perspective on Biblical lnerrancy," Journal ASA 15, 
86 (1963)) 
The discovery of errors in the Bible is the result of asking the 
wrong questions to ascertain revelational content. ... If, on the 
other hand , one is guided by the Biblical criteria, all of the 
supposed Biblical errors and contradictions are resolvable 
problems. (The Encounter Between Christianity and Science, p. 
98 (1971)) 
It is possible to affirm that on the basis of God's faithfulness in 
the Scriptures, there is no error in the Bible when it is properly 
interpreted . (" In errancy, Revelation and evolution," Journal 
ASA 23, 81 (1972)) 
The more important question is: does the Bible set forth a true 
description of reality? Christian faith presents a clear 
affirmation , " Yes, that is exactly what the Bible does." (The 
Human Quest, p. 117 ( 1972)) 

In view of my clear and consistent denial of the existence of errors 
in the Bible, how then does Dr. Lindsell come to the conclusion 
that l am a " supporter of biblical errancy?" Such a conclusion is 
possible only because the term " inerrancy" means something quite 
different to Dr. Lindsell and to me. 

This difference can be illustrated most clearly by comparing two 
quotations . 

The Bible is not a textbook on chemistry, astronomy, 
philosophy, or medicine. But when it speaks on matters having 
to do with these or any other subjects, the Bible does not lie to 
us . It does not contain error of any kind. (The Battle for the 
Bible, p. l 8) 
The only criterion which is consistent with the Bible' s own 
testimony is that which establishes that an error exists in the 
Scripture only if it can be shown that the revelation of Scripture 
fail s to achieve the purpose for which it is given. ("lnerrancy , 
Revelation and Evolution," Journal ASA 24, 81 (1972)) 

Again we have a semantic conflict. l interpret these statements as 
indicating that Dr. Lindsell defends "arbitrary inerrancy" whereas 
I am defending "revelational inerrancy." I call the former position 
"arbitrary inerrancy" because it demands that the Bible be judged 
as free from error regardless of what kind of arbitrary criterion is 
used to judge by, even one independent of the Biblical purpose of 
revelation ; I call the latter position "revelational inerrancy" 
because in the process of communication through historical 
documents, only the ability to convey the intended message can be 
the ultimate criterion of reliability . On the other hand, Dr. 
Lindsell considers the former to be "total" or "biblical 
inerrancy ," the only form consistent with the integrity of an 
inspired Scripture, and he considers the latter to be a "partial" or 
"limited inerrancy" because it is not as inclusive as his own 
definition . 
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In presenting three possible views of the Bible, Dr. Lindsell 
argues (pp . 18 , 19) that either (a) the Bible is not at all trustworthy, 
(b) the Bible is truthful in all its parts (arbitrarily inerrant, using 
my definition), or (c) the Bible contains some truth and some 
error. But his conception of inerrancy forces him to miss a fourth 
view of the Bible, the one which l would defend: the Bible is totally 
trustworthy in presenting to us the revelation of God, but if it is 
regarded as arbitrarily inerrant, some of the questions that we may 
put to it may result in our concluding there is error present - error 
according to the perspective of arbitrary inerrancy, but not error 
according to the perspective of revelational inerrancy, and not, 
therefore, actual error in the Bible. 

Others have and will argue the case against "arbitrary 
inerrancy" more cogently than l, both from a historical and a 
theological position, but it seems to me essential to emphasize two 
aspects of such a case. 

I. The .most ardent advocate of "arbitrary inerrancy" applies 
his principle only with great care, falling back time and again on 
the pr inciples of " revelational inerrancy" to argue that this was 
not really an error, after all, because the purpose of the authors 
and of the Holy Spirit were better served by the form taken . Thus 
differences between descriptions of the same event in different 
biblical accounts are interpreted as being consistent with the 
purpose of the authors not being to provide verbatim accounts. 
Different chronological ordering of events in different accounts is 
interpreted as being consistent with the purpose of the authors not 
being to provide chronological ordering. The difference between 
New Testament quotations of Old Testament passages and the Old 
Testament passages themselves is interpreted as being consistent 
with the overall purpose of the New Testament writers . Direct mis
statements of fact, as in Matthew's three sets of 14 generations in 
the genealogy of Jesus (whereas there were five other generations 
tha t Matthew omits) are interpreted as being consistent with the 
author's purpose in giving this genealogy. So many exceptions are 
routinely cited by the advocates of "arbitrary inerrancy " in order 
to defend it, that its defense seems arbitrary indeed . More 
importantly, its defense seems not at all consistent with the Bible's 
own testimony or the kind of book that it is. 

2. On p. 19 of The Battle/or the Bible Dr. Lindsell suggests that 
the " errors" that exist in the Bible according to his interpretation 
of the view that departs from that of "arbitrary" total inerrancy, 
can be assumed to have arisen "incidentally and accidentally, not 
intentionally ." But such "errors" as Dr. Lindsell would find on 
the principle of "arbitrary inerrancy" are not present in the Bible 
because of some slip of the mind or pen; they are present of 
necessity. Any book that seeks to communicate to men of many 
different ages and cultures, many different worldviews and 
civilizations, must be written in a form that is meaningful to those 
for whom it is immediately intended without obscuring ~t s 
meaningfulness for those who are to follow after. Nowhere is 
this more clear than in the discussion of whether or not the Bible is 
scientifically true. By insisting that the Bible must be scientifically 
true, Dr. Lindsell is insisting upon an impossibility - for the simple 
reason that what is scientifically true is defined by each generation 
for itself. To suppose that our present scientific views are " true" 
and that previous ones were " false " is to misunderstand the 
necessary transient nature of " scientific truth ." Revelation , given 
as communication as is the Bible, must be given in terms of the 
"scientific truth" of the people for whom it was written . It is the 
task of inspiration to insure that this process will not obscure the 
meaning of the revelation for future generations; the Bible is an 
awe-inspiring evidence of how this can be accomplished . It must 
remain, however, that the revelation of God's Creation can be 
expressed equally truthfully in terms of the three-layered universe, 
the Ptolemaic universe, the Newtonian universe, or the Einsteinian 
universe. The model chosen will be determined by the date the 
revelation is given; the message is timeless and applicable to all 
generations. If it is demanded that the Bible speak with an 
ultimately true cosmology - which one shall we demand? We know 
that tomorrow's will differ from today's. To suppose that "error" 
and "truth" can be handled in these matters in terms of naive 
intuition or common sense, is to misunderstand the nature of these 
terms as they must apply to scientific questions in a historical 
continuity. 

It is true that Dr. Lindsell senses this argument and on p. 190, in 
connection with his discussion of Beegle's writings, he seeks to 
reply . His reply is essentially that if God wanted to convey 
absolute scientific truth, He could, because God is sovereign . This 
reply does not recognize that there are indeed things that God 
cannot do . God cannot act contrary to His character, He cannot 
lift a stone heavier than He can lift, He cannot make the sum of 
two and two be five . And He cannot take a relative thing like 
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"scientific truth" and absolutize it in revelatory communication. 
If the law of contradiction is not applicable in describing God and 
His activities, then we have come a long way indeed from biblical 
theology. 

Because of the confusions discussed above, the term 
"inerrancy" has outlived its usefulness. The basic authority and 
reliability of the Scriptures as God's revelation continue to be 
watersheds of evangelical Christianity. But it is not a shibboleth 
about "inerrancy" that truly challenges the evangelical 
community today - it is not there that the watershed is to be fo\lnd. 
The watershed, as in every other day, is still to be found in whether 
Christians are obedient to the Lord they serve. 

Richard H. Bube 
Department of Materials Science and Engineering 
Stanford University 
Stanford, California 94305 

Determinism vs. Free Will 
I am pleased to see articles in Journal ASA devoted to important 

theological topics such as "Determinism vs. Free Will" by Richard 
Ruble in the June 1976 issue. However, five or six pages is 
probably not enough to expect a clarification of all the areas of 
confusion associated with this particular subject. 

The format of Ruble's article is such as to suggest that there are 
essentially only two positions, viz. determinism and free will, but 
in this discussion he actually refers to several different positions, 
and many of his comments are relevant to certain specific posi
tions rather than to determinism and free will generally. It is a 
source of much frustration to one discussing this topic to have his 
position confused with another one, and this is certainly a major 
factor contributing to the heat with which this subject is frequently 
debated. 

Ruble's discussion of determinism often suggests a view in 
which a person's decisions are mechanically decermined by events 
and natural laws over which he has no control, thus implying that 
he is no more responsible for his behavior than a rock is for its. On 
the other hand, the first argument the author suggests in support 
of determinism does not imply such a mechanistic doctrine. This 
argument is based on the nature of God, and so should be of 
special interest to those of us who value the theological approach. 
From God's nature one reasons that since the Creator freely acts 
with perfect knowledge of the consequences of his actions, no 
event should be regarded as ultimately purposeless or accidental. 
Forcing mechanisms are not necessary. What is contradicted is not 
freedom, but chance, which, unfortunately, Ruble lists as a 
synonym for free will even though attributing decisions to chance 
is not the same as claiming responsibility for them. 

l enjoy the stimulation of articles like this and hope to see more 
such theological discussions in future issues of Journal ASA. 

Gordon Brown 
Department of Mathematics 
University of Colorado 
Boulder, Colorado 80309 

Justification by Faith Alone 
A recent letter in the September 1976 issue of Journal ASA with 

regard to the Understanding of Roman Catholics caused me to 
reexamine an article by Russell L. Mixter (Journal ASA, 28, 
March 1976) entitled "Scripture and Science with a Key to 
Health." The letter discusses Mixter's inclusion of the Roman 
church in the list of groups presumed to be outside the mainstream 
of evangelical Christianity. The writer then laments the Journal's 
inclusion of such writing within its pages, feeling such statements 
D be "offensive and unfair." 

I wish to compliment the Journal for printing such statements, 
for it is in the context of such exposition as Mixter's that we are 
obliged to reconsider the relationship of such groups to the 
mainstream of evangelical Christianity. The second article of the 
ASA statement of faith refers to Christ as the sole "mediator" 
between God and man. The Scriptures in Romans ch. 3 and 4 
declare by divine inspiration that justification is by faith alone in 
Christ's atoning sacrifice. In the face of such a doctrine, the 
Roman church continues to stand behind the assertion made at the 
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Council of Trent (I 545-63) that justification is a result of faith plus 
works; this constitutes a direct challenge to Paul's warning to the 
Galatians (ch I, v 8-9). To the extent that Mixter's inferences cause 
our Christian brothers within or outside of the Roman church to 
again question such distinctions, the inclusion of such statements 
are a valuable service and a sign of the unwillingness of the Journal 
to simply allow such distinctions to be ignored. 

The "evangelical" perspective referred to in the letter is, 
perhaps, broad in some areas and rather narrow in others. But to 
assert that the Biblical manuscripts teach or imply justification by 
other means than solely faith is either to imagine a contradiction 
between the books of Romans and James, or to deny the 
perspicuity of Scripture. 

Knowledge of these doctrinal differences (deep ones to be sure) 
are often assumed in the writings of evangelicals, without 
restatement. For this reason, statements which regard the Roman 
church as lying outside the mainstream of evangelical Christianity 
may seem bigoted to some. On the other hand, if there is danger in 
associating with or contributing to such an organization as the 
Roman church, then what appears to be a bigoted statement is 
really simply an instructive one, which should raise honest 
questions in the mind of the reader. 

Charles Detwiler 
1512 Slaterville Rd. 
Ithaca, New York 14850 

Unfair to Jay Adams 
The article "An Analysis and Critique of Jay Adams' Theory of 

Counseling" by James Oakland was most unfair in his 
presentation of Adams' material. He tried to discredit Adams' 
whole theory as nothing more than an opinion, supporting his 
argument by a string of misrepresentations of the material in 
Adams' Competent to Counsel. Oakland's careful selection of 
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"evaluations" 10 include 111 his article made cerLain !he 
onesidedness was preserved. Ha,·rng read /\dams for myself, l find 
Oak land and company far rrom accurate or fair. \-1u st the Jo11rnul 
stoop so low? 

The most glaring flaw in l\fr. Oakland's article is 1hat af1er 
accusing him of wro11g]y interpreting Scripture, he never offers a 
more appropriale interpre1a11on "'hich would discreJil 1he 
noulhetic method. The basic argumen1 comes down 10 one of how 
much can God be 1rustcd? Adams savs tha1 God knew what He 
was doing when rnspinng the Bible, r~ferrj ng to 2 Timothy 3: 16, 
17, ';All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is prof11able 
ror doctrine, for correcrion, for reproof, for instruc1ion in 
righ1eousness, rhat the man of' God may be complete, thoroL1gh~)' 
furnished unto al/ good work,." E'idently Oakland disagrees, bur 
not just wi1h Jay /\darns. 

By saying that the Bible cannot thoroughly furnish a man ,;un10 
all good works" is to say that man is somehow wiser than God. 
The impression left by Oakland is that psychoanalytic 1heo ry is 
able to put together a whole man withou1 the Scriptural model, 
and the theory supercedes what 1s "out-dated" in the Bible. Our 
generation is no1 the f'irst 10 see such a depar1ure f'rom Scripture: 
"Professi11g themselves to be wise. 1hey became fools." \Romans 
1 :22) Another area where Oakland has sadly gone orr the track is 
in the area of sin. All the "evaluators" are worried about calling 
"mental'" patients "sinners" because or a fear of offending 1he 
cl ient. There shoulu be no tear of ol'fending the person in this 
respect, because his need !'or God is e' idem. 

Rosemary Camilleri accuses him of being ~ "frightened 
evangelical. ., frigh1ened or sin." But it appears 10 me tha1 the 
people who Oakland cited in his arti cle are the ones who are 
afraid, afraid of sinners' ridicule. Otherwise, they would be more 
w;llrng to acknowledge Lhe consequences of sin (in a sinless \~orld, 

( AdLcerliseme11t I 

!here 1<ould be no me111al disorders). Adams 1s merely, and 
rightfully, callrng a spade, a spade. 

Whal is the ultimate effect ol Oakland's system ol non
Chnstian psychiatric counseling·,• People are allowed w continue 
evading their responsibility before God, and 10 continue masking 
and denying their guilt for negligence and disobedience 10 the 
Scriptures. The Bible is made to appear incompetent where it 
claims experlise. People never learn how to use the Bible 
effectively fo r future problem so lving on their own. So he keeps 
rernrning to the psychiatris1 all hi> life, never really solving the 
problem for good, never getting saved because 1he psychiatrist was 
afraid 10 tread on his toes. This process keeps the psychiatris t in 
business now. but J doubl if hi s eternal account can bear much 
fruit. 

Adams' sys1em provides for guiding a person to a lasting 
answer, and also to a Book which can guide him h.is whole life. The 
homework ndiculed so fiercely by Oakland, is merely a tool which 
rorces a person to s\Op relying on someone else to solve his 
problems for him, and 10 start recognizing, through Scripture, his 
own mistakes, developing an ability 10 solve his own problems. 
Thi s will produce people who are willing 10 s1and firm in their 
faith, and can endure a testing ''by fire ." The counselor may not 
soak as much money om of a pa1ien1 through years and year s o f 
extended counseling, bu1 his eternal accoum with God will bear 
much frun. For this erron, Jay Adams should be praised. 

Be1sv L. Dari 
Cori1ell University siudem 
429 Mitchell Street 
Ithaca, New York 14850 
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A three-week course to be taught by 
Professor R. Hooykaas, D.Sc. (Utrecht University) 

and 

Professor D. li.4. li.focKay, B.Sc., PhD. (University of Keele) 

at the Regent College Summer School, 
Vancouver, B.C. 
July 4-22, 1977 

The course will begin with a consideration of the historical relations hip between Sci
ence and Religion. Natural theology and biblical theology will be covered and an 
attempt made at a proper understanding of both nature and scripture . It will go on to 
comider the basic principles on which Christian faith and scientific thought should be 
integrated and to apply these principles to practical issues in the areas of physics, 
''artificial intelligence" and the science of man. 

Dr. Hoo~·kaas, Professor nf the Histnrr of Science first at Amsterdam and then at Utrecht, is well 
known for his important pioneering work in the relationship nf science and faith. His most recent 
book, lleli~io 11 11nd the Rise of Modem Science has been widely acc!Jimed among Christians in the 
sctences. 

Professor \h1 cKay, He<id of the Research Department of Communication at Keele, has writte n and 
lectured widely in the fields nf brnin research , computing, communication theory, philosophy and 
theologr. Amo ng bis publications ::ire lrifonnC1tio11, i\1.eclwnism and .~Jenning) Fre edo-m of Action t11 

a Mech1rt1fo1ic Unit'ersc and The Clockwork lmlJge. 

The names nf hoth men will ;1rohahly b« well known to readers of the ]oumlJ! ASA. To have them 
both together m :'\nrth America for .3 weeks is a rare opportunity. Regent College, situated on a 
major univnsit:- campus, warmly invites ASA memb ers to seize the chance tn hear them and enter 
into ch:o;cussion with then:1. 

The tuition cost for the 3 week course will be $GO, plus registration fee of $15. 
l'uller details and registration forms are available either from the ASA office or from 
The Registrar, Regent College, 2130 \Vesbrook Crescent, Vancouver, B.C. V6T l\V6. 
Canada (604-224-3245). 
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Founded in 1941 out of a concern for the relationship 
between science and Christian faith, the American Scientific 
Affiliation is an association of men and women who have 
made a personal commitment of themselves and their lives 
to Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior, and who have made a 
personal commitment of themselves and their lives to a scien
tific description of the world. The purpose of the Affiliation 
is to explore any and every area relating Christian faith and 
science. The Journal ASA is one of the means by which the 
results of such exploration are made known for the benefit 
and criticism of the Christian community and of the scientific 
community. 

Members of the American Scientific Affiliation endorse 
the following statement of faith: ( 1) The Holy Scriptures are 
the inspired Word of God, t/1e only unerring guide of faith 
and conduct. ( 2) Jesus Christ is the Son of God and through 
His Atonement is the one and only Mediator between God 
and man. ( 3) God is the Creator of the physical universe. Certain 
laws are discernible in the manner in which God upholds the 
universe. The scientific approach is capable of giving reliable 
information about the natural world. 

Associate Membership is open to anyone with an active 
interest in the purpose of the ASA. Members hold a degree 
from a university or college in one of the natural or social 
sciences, and are currently engaged in scientific work. Fellows 
have a doctoral degree in one of the natural or social sciences, 
are currently engaged in scientific work, and are elected by 
the membership. Dues: Associate $13.00, Member $18.00, and 
Fellow $25.00 per year. A member in any of these three 
categories can take the special stude11t rate of $5.00 per year as 
long as he is a full time student. 

EXECUTIVE COUNCIL: 
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EDITOR, AMERICAN SCIENTIFIC AFFILIATION NEWS: 
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PUBLICATIONS include the ASA Ne1cs (sent to all mem
bers four to six times each year); fow- symposia: Mod
em Science and Christian Faith, F. Alton Everest, 
Editor, Van Kampen, Wheaton, Illinois ( 1950) (out of 
print), Evolution and Christian Thought Today, Russell 
L. Mixter, Editor, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, Michigan 
( 1960), Our Society in Turmoil, G. Collins, Editor, 
Creation House, Carol Stream, Illinois (1970), and 
People, Power and Protein, Journal ASA Supplement 1 
( 1976). Individual authors are also encouraged to pub
lish independently. 

LOCAL SECTIONS of the American Scientific Affiliation 
have been organized to hold meetings and provide an 
interchange of ideas at the regional level. Membership 
application forms, ASA publications and other informa
tion may be obtained by writing to: AMERICAN 
SCIENTIFIC AFFILIATION, Suite 450, 5 Douglas 
Ave., Elgin, Illinois 60120. 
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1977 ANNUAL ASA MEETING 
The Annual Meeting of the ASA u:ill be held at Nyack College in Nyack, 
N.Y. on the Hudson on August 12-15, 1977. Dr. Kenneth Pike icill be the 
principal speaker; he u:ill be applying his linguistic skills to areas of interest 
to scientists and Christians. For further information on this annual meet
ing, u:rite Bill Sistersnn at .5 Douglas Ave., Elgin, Illinois 60120. 
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