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INTRODUCTION



GHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Problem. Some contemporary Evangslical views concerning thei
antiquity of man are problematic in the light of modern scientific
claims. Science yresents a view of ktm age of man that is éi:i’ferf
ent from that presented by some scholars who feel they are repre-

v sez;ting the Biblical view. The aei.e;ﬁaeé tend to look upon man as _
‘éeing hundreds of thousands of years ‘ole:%; Some Biblical scholars
feel that such a view is out of har}zwﬁy with the Seriptures. The
pur;zmé, of this study is to pmant an evangelical approach to the
problem of the antiquity of man in the j.ight- of Biblical and sc:i&rrF

- tific evidsnce.

Jugtification. 4 great many people have acceplted the claims

of science as fact. The antiguity of man which science has present-
ed is very different from that which has been presented fmz@ many of
the evangelical pulpits. The sincere Christian is facaé wi{.h making
a choice between a traditional so-called-Bibilical view of the anti-
quity of man and the view which science offers. 8ince the God of the
Bible is the same God of Hature, to thes evangelical, there must be
harmmny and agréemnt between these two fields of study., If the svan-
gelical pastor or theologian attempts to show agreement between these
two fields, he will be making a valuvable contribution to the thinking
of evangelicals. It ought to be obvious that the integrity of the
Scriptures is involved in this study. The evangelical view holds to
the integrity of th@ Holy Seriptures and hence desires to show hare



mony between the recognized facts of modern anthropology and Scripe
ture. Some haé@ endeavored to do that but have left untouched some
of the problsms which are invelved. This study will attempt %o arti-
’eulate many of the problems inwolved and viawyﬁariang appraac&éayaaag"’;

toward agreement.

&ﬁ@umgtians, The Bible, God's special revelation to man, does
ﬁgt contradict His revelation aé found in ﬂatﬁr&; however, int@rpfeta¢
tions of these two records may differ $harpiya As Wiley has notedi

The Farth and the Bible are God's two texts, each having its
place, time and funecition in progressive revelation. HNature is
the primary source of knowledge, the Bible ig the supplementary

SoUrces + » « ine Bible furnisheg us with _ideals, Nature gives
us the tools with which to vork them out.t :

Elements of the Problem. Some Bible students are responsible,

through faulty hermeneutics, for unnecessary criticiem of the Biblical
position., This ﬁisinterpr@tatiaa of scripture has caused méﬁy educa=
ted men to loock upon the Bible as being unreliable. The plea of this
paper is for a view of Eiﬁlisal hermeneutiecs that will not do injus~
tice to the Scriptures. VWhere the Bible has spoken loud and ¢lear,

4 may itg interpreter do likewise; whare it speaks softly, or not at all,

let him tread carefully.

Objectives. It is not the objective of this paper to effect a
reconciliation between Science and Seripbure relative to man's anti~
guity, but rather to uncover some of the problems involved in such a

reconciliation. There are two main reasons why the writer will not

4. Orton Wiley, Christian Theology, I, 1L0.




L
attempt a direct reconciliation. First, zs will be noted in the paper,
the total data of science, relative to man's antiquity, 1s mt come

‘plet@; this makes a complete harmony impossible at this time. S@céff

ond, it is the author's observation that an approach to the pr@bl@%tisk  5> 

what is needed first and foremost. K@ﬂée,,ﬁn attitude of approach
'kwili be éﬁvmcat&d in the conclusion to t&is works There are theologi~
eai implications of the highest magnitude involved in this study and
és‘a‘stuéenﬁ of theology the writer desirss that these problems be

recognized as having serious theological overtones.

Sources of data. This investigator has felt it wise to rely

on auvthorities who are recommized as swaﬁjhy others in their respec-
tive fields: An attempt was made to go dirvectly to original sources

when available.

Hethod of procedure. In order to bring into sharp focus the

real issues inwlved in the tension existing betwsen Science and the
evangelical’s view of the Scriptures, the étuéent mugt be aware of the
philosophy of each of thesge systeme of thought. The method undertaken
here will be to first ceﬁaié&r the philesophy which underlies modern
anthropology as a science. The self-imposed limitations which science
applies to itself will be discussed. Space will be given to consider
a correct attitude toward modern anthropology. WNext, the writer will
consider the basgic philosophy of Evangelicalism, Special attention
will be paid to the consideration of the evangelical view of the Bible
and its purpose. It may be thalt hers the erux of the problem will be

pointed out. After laying this background; the problems inherent in



the geience and Seripture %@n@im relative to the anthropologieal

a$§%a% primarily will be enumerated snd briefly discussed. Only &é‘ e

§ ﬁﬁah problens are recognized as vital and are dealt with in that. 1&@&%
‘wizi an aé&@&&%@ so lution be @ff@@%@ﬁ‘ | ‘ '

@ﬁiﬁﬁiti@ﬁﬁ of terms ugsed. Oertain terms way be obscure and

~f§§'ﬁhﬁ sake of clarity and communication must be defined as a&@ﬁ'iﬁ ‘
this papar, | | | | ’; ,
{1) Bvangelical. This §é@m will refer to the person who héiﬁa”
@@Ithé aup@agaay of feripture as a rule of faith and practice and ﬁa‘ ‘k
justification by faith in Jesus Christ,”
o {2) énti@aiﬁy; This is the quality of ®great age®. When the
antioulty of man iz referred Yo, the author is discuseing the age of
man. | |
(3) Science. When this term is used it refers to the physi-

eal sclences.

23, Marcellus Kik, cumenism and the Evangelical, p. Ve
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CHAPTER II
THE PHILOSOPHY OF MODERN SCIENCE

‘ The many and varied achievements of modern sclence have elevated
it to a place of authority in the mind of the average individual. As
Smethurst has observed, "Science and technology are among the domi-
nant inflnences on life at the present tims.”l The evangelical Ghriaw‘
tian, if he desires to gain audience taday; mst understand not only
the operations of modern sclence but also the basic philosophy b@hiﬂd
the concluzsions drawn as a result of the ap@rati@nsycf the scientific
method.

It is mostly with the anthropological section of modern seience
that this paper will deal, due to the fact that in this area lies the
greatest problem to svangalic&ls.g Howaver, the basic philosorhy of |
science in general can also be applied to anthropology since the lat-

ter is & subdivision of the former.
A. THE BASIC PHIIOSOPHY OF SCIENCE

The basic philosophy of science can readily be seen in its

fundamental objective; as stated by Smethurst, it is "the search for

3

truth.®” He goes on to define truth as meaning "true lkmowledge about

lﬁrthur F. Smethurst, HModern Science and Christian Beliefs, p.

Ve

%yilliam A. Smalley and Marie Fetser, "A Christian View of An-
thropology," Hodern Science and Christian Faith, p. 9%

3smethurst, op. cit., p. LS.



the natural warld,“h The avangaliqal has no quarrel with such an

aim. Anthropology seeks to discover the truth about man via the sci-
entific method of investigation; hence, it is called "the sclence of
man;”s The anthropologist must be & man of integrity, the same as any
competent scientists The discoveries of anthropology camnot be dis-

| missed by the evangelical as being the reaﬁlts of Pbiased research.”
Although it may be true thai a person's presuppositions enter uncon-
saiausly inte his work, yet the laymen mnst recognize the tools with
vhich the modern anthropolozist works tbéay. ?hés@ who work diligent-
&y to discover the answer ito man's antiquity have such tools as fluo~
rine éating‘methad and the carbon isotope 1l mathsdié These tools
enable the anthropologist to accurately date fossils up to 50,000
years, so itis belleved. The integrity of modern anthropologists was
recently displayed by the revealing of the Piltdown forgery. 1t was
the seientist who discovered the Piltdowm hoax. Hany of tiese men
were disturbed by the inconsistencies relative to this "find" when it
was first announeed.7 The skull and the jawbone seemed to be fron

two different creatures. The importance of all this to the evangeli~
cal is that many sclentists could not work this find into their systen
of study. The fact that the forgery could not be foreced into their

gystems seems to glve welght to the velidity of thelr studies.

bypiq,
sSmalley and Fetgzer, op. cit., p. 98.
6Ibid., ppe 173~17h, see for a discussion of this method.

7E@rnar& Ramm, The Christian View of Science and Zcripture,
pe. 311.




B, THE EVANGELICAL'S ATTITIDE TOWARD MODERN SCIINCE

The Necessity of Agreemernt

If the evangelical erbraces the belief that the God of reve~
lation in Nature is the same as the God of the revelation of the
Ei&l@, then he mﬁst conclude & n@é@séity*f@r harwony between these
two revelations. When science uncovers facts pertainiﬁg to the Uni-
verse; %hé svangs1iea1 is under obligation to xeaegnié@ these “faéhs“'
and to correlate them with the Beriptures. Draper, in speaking of
the Koran, set forth a principle whieh applies to the Scriptures also.

Coneidering the asserted origin of this book, indirectly from
God himself, we might justly expect that it would bear to be
tried by any standard that man can apply, and vindicate its truth
and excellence in the ordeal of human eriticism. . . « As years
pass on and human science becomes more exact, more camprehen@mva,
its conclusions must be found in unison therewith.d

Perhepg this is net the erux af the matter, since most evan~
gelicals would wish agreement. The problem lies perhaps in determin-
ing what is factual and what is theoretical. This problem is rooted
in the evangelical's éttitude and spi?it toward the sclences. The
evangelical must not view the sclentist with distrugt. It iz true
that science has made errors, but it is also true that science; in
due time, tends o correct its own errors. Scientists who are men of
integrity and honesty concerning their research gain recognition from
their cgllaaguas. The evangelical vho iz disturbed by some new scienw

tific discovery canmnot simply write it off as being the %"biased con~

clusiong of dishonest researchers.® The evangelical must listen in

gJ W. Draper, Intellectual Development of Europs, quoted in
Charles B. Warring, Genesis I and Hodern Saienca, De 37
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the game spirit as he himself desires itoc be heard.
Since science and Scripture, to the evangelical, both fihi:i*yf‘
their source in God, they must complement, not contradict, each aﬁﬁar.
This must be the attitude of the evangelical toward the facts of nod- 4
ern science and its ph%.losapﬁw. Let the sciences major on how God
made the universe and theology major on why He made it. Warren C.
Young observed:
. The various sciences s such as Physies, Chemistry, Fsycholagy,, -
Sociology, and so on, deal with particular areas or fields of
study. Philosophy endeavors to relate and integrate the infor-
‘mation which the various sciences are able to discover. . . . ‘
The sciences are concerned with the discovery and investigation
-~ of factual datas, while philosophy is concerned with the meaning
and significance of that duta. In general, the gcientist is a
discoverer, while the philosopher is an 1nterpreter.9 G
Undue problems my arise when the Christian philosopher, who is m..
ted iz’i the sciences, endeavors t& speak on science; likewise, pmblems
may arise when the scientist who is untrained in philosophy endeavors
to speak on philesaphical problems. Bernard Ramm pointed out:
We are to pay due resmet to bath science and &rmptwe.

Heither adoration of one nor bigateﬁ condemnation of the other

is correct. We must be ag ready to hear the vwolce of science as

we are of Scripture on common matters. The spirit of mutual re-

spact for both science and Scripture preserves us from any charge

of being anti-scientific or blindly dognatic or religiously bi-

go teds and from being gullible, or credulous or su p%sta‘&ieus

in our religious beliefs as they pertain to Nature.
Evangelicalism has a definite and vital contribution to make to modern
science. That contribution is teleological. The God of the Bible is

presented as the "Ultimate Reality® of the Universe. He is presented

*Warren C. Young, A Christian Approach to Philosophy, p. 26.

103&&;3:, op. cit., p. 32.
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ag guprema intelligence and perscnality. Hence, the evangelical can
account foy the orderliness and purposivensss of the Universe. Selsnce
tells man what the work of the Crestor is like; the Bible tells man
what the Creator is iike. The evangelical will gain an sudience with
the scientist when his attitule of hostility and distrust is removed. it
Had Darwin been fully undersiood by the evang@lieél s perhaps less»éi&é-‘
ﬁmé‘& concerning orgeric evolution would have arisen. In his cenéiu‘?
sion to The Origin of Species, Darwin posits the idea that God
 breathed into arigim?t life the powers of development and that what he
was proposing was not a substitute for the Creator but rather a theory
of development. He states:

There is rrandeur in this view of life, with itz several powers,

having been -g&gigixzally breathed by the Creator into a few forms
or into one.”

The prestige of modern science. In this age of rockets, satel-

lites, and many other scientific advancements, one observes that mane
kind is secientific :ﬁiﬁd&d.w In the face of such achievements, only
a person who fails to face reality would say that science has lititle
prestige in the aves of the average civilized person. In fact, so
great is the prestige of modern science in ithe minds of the American
public today, that Charles Clayiton Forrison has stated:

If Protestentism is to win Awerica, it must win sclence. I say
it must win science, not win America away from Bcisnce. Science

Hipid., pe 18,

120harles Darwin, The Origin of Species, p. L29.

13Ram, op. ¢it., p. 25.



ig solidly entrenched in ils p@sitian,lh
Science has won an audience by its products such as antibiotics,
television, rockets that circle the moon, and other notable aahiavé»
ments., The strides of m@d@én selence were sbtaggering during the
first halfl of the twentieth century and it is very likely that
these strides will continue and accelerate., The evangelical o@uld
‘applaud these achisvements more anthusiaétically'if it were not for ‘
the popular belief that science and the Bible are at odds,. ﬁény
people are not prone to listen to the voice of the Bible on any mate
ter for they believe "that science has broken the credibility of
Seriptura;“15 The evangelical who will gain a hearing from the av-
erage educated person in thisz generation must take a wholesome atili-
tude toward the scliences of his day.lé Science has attained pres-
tige in the minds of thinking people. The evangelical cannot gain
gimilar prestige, it has been suggested, until he ceases his bilased

attacks against science.

The Dangers of Extremism

Controversies seem to have the genius for driving the parti-
eipants to extreme positions. It is possible to ¥sin to the right

ag well as to the 1sf%.“17 A theologian can be just as guilby by

15Charl&s Clayton lorrison, "Protestantism and Science,”
Christian Century, April 2L, 19L&, p. 52k,

LRamm, ops cit., pe 2k

Or14., p. 28.

1p1d., p. 29.
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having too narrow a view of Biblical interpretation as he can by
having too broad a view. Both extremes have implications which are
injurious te a wholesome approach to the solution of the science-

Beripture problem.

The dangers inherent in the hypertraditionsl attitude.

Those whe are bound by tradition to sucﬁ a degree thal they fail to
distingﬁiah between the central and the peripheral truths of the
Seripture are called "hypertraditicnalisis® by Janmes Buswell,lg
They have created many problems for the evangelical, so Buswell im-
plies. Tha evangelical who speaks oul negatively against science is,
in Ramm's opinion, widening the gap between the Seriptures and sci-
ence and making 1t almost impossible for the scientist to accept
the eredibility of the 8eripturas.19 John Pye Smith goes so far as
to say that thass men are sctually playing inlc the hands of the
enemies of the Bible. |
(Evangelical casiigators of science) are unwittingly serving
the designs of (Christianity's) enemieg (and are) secret
traitors to the cause of Christisnity.20
Seientists, as a general rule, are not trained in the method of the
interpretation of the Scriptures and hence are likely to accept a

traditional theory as being a Biblical fact. Such was the case,

}ﬁéamea 0. Buswell, III, ®A Creationist Interpretation of
Prehistoric Man,” Evolution and Christian Thought Today, ed. by
Russell L. !Hixter, pp. 160~165 footnote.

wﬁam, op. eit., p. 28,

ZGJshn Pye Smith, On the Relation Belween the Holy Scriptures
and Some Parts of Geological Science, quoted by Ramm, Libid.




seeningly, when &lyﬂ Daniel equated a theory of creation with the
act of it. 1In conclusion to an artic&a, he stated:

The ea%ast?omhigﬁ theory was once and for all to be discard-

ed and with it the Biblical notion that the world and man -
. represented unalterable acts of spescial creation.gl

| Earn&rﬁ Ramm makes a esn%ribatisﬁ &t thie point. He makes a sharp
digtinction betwsen what the Bible aeu&a1Xy says and what some men
have said that it saystgz
The literalist, who believes that évmry word of the Bibiﬁ
must be interpreted as coming di?@ct from the mouth of God, finds
great difficulty in harmonizing his vi@w of the Seriptures with
é@i@ﬂée. The evangelical whe holds to the position that Ged ine- -
spired the writers of the Scriptures and they wrote in the cultural
and 1inguistig&l settings of their day in order to be understood,

is freed from the extrene difficultiss of Ei%araiiam,gg

The dangers inherent in some moaern religiaus attitudes.

Those theological systems which endeavor to appeal to the sclentific
mind by dismissing the Bible as a pufély human development are cre~
ating, perhaps, more éerieus problems for themselves than they rea-
lize. Albhough Heo-orthodoxy takes a more sericus view of the Serip~
tures than either Liberalism or Modernism, it still has a concept of

the Seriptures which seemingly destroys the integrity and validity

glﬂlyn E‘ Daniel, ”Th@ Idea of Man's Aﬂtiqnity,“ Seientifice
American, November 1959, p. 173.

ggﬁamm, ope cib.s PPe LO=k1

231%1&., ppe 65-80 for an excellent discussion on this issue.
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of Seriptural ﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁ;gh Ag George Turnsr obgerved, the rsader be-
ecomes the final authority to determine what is "iruth® in the
Seriptures and what is ”myth,”gg The Bible reader is compelled to
"select the inspired and authoritative utterances in the Bible from

26 ymite

those which are uninspired, unautharitativa and erronecus.”
accepting the person of Jesus Christ as ultimate authority, the
neo=orthodox would not accept Jasu$¥‘?iaw of the 01d Testament where
it disagrees with the results of higher criticiem. logically, any
systeﬁ of theology which mekes man the ultimate authority actually
eiiminatasktha necessity of the Scriplures. Some systems appareni-
1y have endeavored to elevate the subjective aspect of revelaticn and
yet not deatroy the objective aspect. ¥UHould not one be correct in
obgerving that whenever the objective is made subservient teo the
subjective, the objective, in r@ality, is eliminated as the author-
ity? Religious experience then b@csmés authoritative. Qb?iausly
this frees "religious modernisa” from the bonds of Seriptural author-
itariaﬁismw«bﬁ% not without great cost. How is one to delermine
what is of valga in the Scripture and what is not? To simply say
that "th@ir-[ggostlaéfj witness is valid, absolutely binding, in so
far as it really witnesses to 3131 [§ésus Chriéﬁ] ,”27 does mot solve

the problem. It merely directs it inito another channel. How is one

2rpid., pp. 32-3he
gg&asrge Turner, “The Emancipating Word of God," The Asbury
Seminayian, X111, no. 1, p. 23.

2é"ibid.

2TEmi1 Brunner, The Christian Dockrine of God, I, L7




to know what Yreally® witnesses to Christ? Is not this another
argument for total subjectivienm? ﬁ@y&reﬁtly the reader is to de-
termine what iz "fruth® and what iz not through his encounter with
the Holy Spirit. Brumner, has represented this view when he wrotes
The word of Seripture is ﬁﬂ%_t%@;fiﬁal courd of appeal, sineﬁ
Jesus Christ Himself alone is the ultimate authoritys . . » -
the Seripture, not . » » a8 an authority, but ag the scurce
of all that which possesses absolute au%hmrity.zg
Brunner recognized that it is in the Scripture that one learns af
Jesus Christ, the "ultimate authorlty." One wonders if it is con-
gigtent to &ég@pt this part of the record as being truth while re-
fuging to accept another part of the same record, often writtéﬁ by
the same Apostle. Instead of untying the "Gordian Knot," it appears
that this system of thought cuts it,

In such systems of %hsught ag bhig, there is no problem rela-
tive to sclence and Scripture tension. Where there is a confliet,
the Bible is ruled out as being "pre-scientific.® These writers
ware simply mistaken at that point. One cannot help but wonder if
they were not mistaken at other points alse, if this theory be true.

It aprears to this investizator that both the hyperitradi-
tionalist and the religious modernist have problems of greater magni-
tude than the evangelical. The evangelical has tried to effect an
agreement bealween the sciences and the Seriptures. Both the hyper-
traditicnalist and the religious modernist need mot bring the two to-
gether; the hypertraditionalist dismissed the claims of science

vwhile the religious modernist dismissed the claims of Seripture when

2814,
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~ they spoke to anything but Jesus Christ.
C. THE ACKNOWLEDGED LIMITATIONS QF MODERY SCIENCE

If there is to be agreeman% b@tweenkths gvangelical and
m&darn:scienoa, one must recognize the limitations of modern sci=
gﬁéég~ These limitations are not those proposed by the evangelical
7 bﬁtVréther by men who are studenté‘éf the sciences; therefore, the
limitaﬁiaﬁé should be carefully ﬁgteﬁ\as ﬂgt being the products of

~anti-scientists.

k The limitations of the stuqz 2§ir$a1itg, There are some
agpects of reality which cannot be measured or welighed in the sci-
entific manner. The soul of man is one such aspact. Professor

Faul Amos Neody, whose text Introduction to Evolution was used in

the Oregon State higher educational system, recognizes the existence
of this facet of reality which ig immeasureable.

We. . « have said nothing about the human soul. The reagson
for the omission lies in the fact that the soul is ocutside
the province of science. Secience deals with phenomena which
can be detected, studied, and msasured by use of scientific
instruments. The soul is not amenable to this approach. It
cannot be seen, or weighed, or analyzed chemically; nor can

it be studied--az yet, at least--by the methods of the psy~
chologist. Thus discussion of the soul would be out of place
in a book of science. This may not always be true, but for the
present we mgat look to religion and philosophy for knowledge
of the soul.??

$6 also has Avrthur F. Smethurst, a Canon in the Church of England

and & student of ithe sclences, stated.

29?&&1 Amos Moody, Introduction to Evolutien, p. 202.




18

Science is essentially the study of the material world. .« .
Thus, it will not give us information about spiritual reality
nor about esuch things as asathetic and woral valuss. These
things are not within the proper scope of science and the
methods of science are quite ungualified tw give us infermation
on them. Science depends upon such procedures as weighing and
measuring; therefore such things as are imponderable or %Smea~
sureable cannet be identified or studied scientifically.

Until the scientist has recognized %he‘spiritual realities as well
‘as the material, he will not be &bl&kﬁﬁ agree with the evangelicel.
Many, if not most, scientists recognise this limitation to the sci-
‘entific method. Concerning this dual aspect of reality, Smethurst
has written these words:
There is a part of reality which can, as it were, be caught,
studied, and observed by the sclentific method; and there is
another part which will alweys elude this method. DBut the

gecond Ear% is no less real and ggﬂlégs important than the
Pirgt.s —

Professor A.V, Hill, past president of the British Association and
Hobel prize winner in 1922 for secientific research, pointed out in
his presidential address to the British Association in September,
1952 that "science in itself is strictly neutral, in so far as athiQ

cal judgements are eeneerﬁ@é¢"32

 Limitations due to the availability of instruments. That

science works with tools and instruments is an cbvious fact. That
science is limited by the tools available to the secientist, is also

a fact. Certain tocls have been discovered in the past years which

Baamﬁthnrat’ QEQ- EE;:EC’ Pe 5?0

lebid., Pe 59, (Italics not in the originzl).

32
Ibid., p. 51, (quoted by Smethurst).



19
have radically changed some of the previcus conclusions of science.
B@f&ra the recegnition of the fluorine~dating method, the Pilidown

‘skall was dated at up to a million years; by the applicatien of the

fluorine test the date was reduced to not more than 50,000 years and
this in turn led to the exposing of the Piltdown hoax.”> Paul HMoody
wrote a year or so before the exposure of the Piltdown hoax, that the :
fluorine method of dating for the Piltdown man indicated that it

"may be of more recent age than was formerly supp@@@éa“Bh Kenneth
Oakley, authority in the fluorine method, stated that béfar@ the app~
lication of the fluorine ﬁést the popular estimates ranged from 200,

000 to one million y@ara.ag

After the flvorine test the range was
cut to from 10,000 to 100,000 years, Oakley noted. |

~ The carbon 1L method of dating has proved to be very useful .
to the paleontologist. As recent as 1955 the limit of the carbon 1k
dating was estimated at between 30,000 to 50,000 years. However,
only three years later, discoveries weyre made in this nmethod of dat-
ing which has pushed the limit up to as high as 70,000 years, under
certain conditions:

Most American laboratories find 35,000 to L5,000 years about
maximum for their equipment. Bubt Dr. de Vries at the Gronin-
gen laboratory has worked out a method of concentrating his sam=
ples until he can detect radiocarbon with as little as 1/2000

of the original radicactivivy left. He has dated 60,000 year-
old wood unearthed at Amersfoort in the Netherlands, and he

33&8&3&1’ ?‘Ec Mo, p@. 311“‘"3120
3b

Moody, ops cit., p. 130.
Bgﬁennath Dakley, "Dating Fossil Human Hemaing," An%hregglcgg
Today, ed. by A. L. Krosber, p. L7, written before exposing of the
hoax.
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reports that his instruments are delicate enough to go back
70,000 years.>

8cience has made tremendous strides in the development of tools teo
gulde its research. Just as asiegiigtsvwer% Linited twenty-five
kyears ago by the lack of present~day tools, so the scientist afz
t@day i$ iimit&d by the lack of tools Which will be developed in

the near future.

. Science limited by lack of data. Professor Hoody has given

a very valid account for the lack of fﬁaéil data. He concluded ﬁy
saying, YThe wonder 1e, not that the geolopical record is incom=
plete, but that it is as complete as it 18,737 One might conclude
- that absence of data in other filelds of science, besides paleontol-
0gy, iz very likely and that such absence is a logical limitation.
Ityis because of these, and cther limitations, that science

has not reached a final conclusion as to the origin of life, the
antiquity of man and other related subjects. In many areas sclence
has not tumed in its final interpretations; they are still in a |
state of fiux. Moody, in discussing the South African ape-man,
stated:

Hellwpreserved pelvic bones clearly indieat@ arect pogture.

In fact the pelvis is strikingly like that of modern man and

unlike that of apes., This fact has been established only

very recently; it affords an example of the ragiéi%z §§th which
interpretations change as new facts become availavle.

361@%an J. Briggs, "How 0ld Is It?" The National Geographic
Magazine, August, 1998, CXIV, no. 2, p. 25k, For explanatior, Dps
§j§:§§§“

B?ﬁmody, o cite, o 126; pg. 12)=-126 for this discussion,

38

Ibide, pe 212, (Italics mot in the original),
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Professor Ramm commented on the finality of modern-day science by

sayings
"Trne sclience” means "ithe best we have to date as developed
by @a; best scientists.” Bén this sense, "true science® is
not final nor infallible. _

What does this mean to thé e#angelieal? What is its signif-
icance? If the evangelical tried to reconcile his theélégy wi%h‘
that of current science, relative to man's origin, age, aud devel~
cpment, and succeeded to do so, his position may well be laughed at
in future decades by both scientists and theologians., If science
is not final as yet in some of these areas, the evangelical cannot
hope to reach full agreement with it. As carbon dating and fluc~
rine dating reach thelr final gtages and their conclusicons szre ag-
cepted as final and infallible, then, and only them, can the evan-
gelical hope to relate the Seriptures and sclence in agreement in
full. B8uch atiempts were made in the paét to interpret the Scrip-
tures in the light of the contemporary sciences. HMaridin Iuther bee
lieved Moses said that the world was 6,000 yvears al&.hﬁ John Calvin
gtated that the vorld was crested in the space of six days.hl One
wonders what would have been the public reaction if these reformers
had proposed a cogmogony curvent with modern sclentific views. Perw

haps four centuries from now some of the modern~dsy theslogieal

3%&%, e‘g' ﬁo, P 1%20
Lo
Martin Luther, luther's VWorks, ed. by Jarcslav Pelikan, I,

3
¥}

Joln Gaivim, Calvin's Commentaries, trans. by John King,
Genesis, I, 78. '
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cosm gonies will look as foolish, The lesson to be learned should
be cbvicusy the theologian should be wary about offering his ‘eas-
mogony as being infallible and final, Bernard Ramm, in discussing

migtakes common to both the theologian and the scientist, said:

" Firgt, theolegians and scientists may pronounce some scienti-
fic theory as final, and this can cause conflict., The theow
logian may presume a hypothesis to be a fact, and then have
later developments in science demonsirate its falsiiy; the
seientist may prematurely accept a hypothesis as true and find
himself in conflict with the theologian. There have been no
less than ten theories as to the origin of the solar system as
listed in W. M. Smart's The Origin of the Barth (1951). Which

is the true one? Which Is ¢ 51ical one? Premature judg-
- ments by ﬁ%‘hher sclentist or theologian may cause unnecessary
~friction. e :
D, SUARY

The scientist seeks truth about the world in which he lives.
The evangelical has no quarrel with such a gusst for he also is a
searcher after truth about this world. Although soms of the sci=-
entistes and theologians have made premature conclusions concerning
the theory of creation~-which have led to disagreements--there should .
be a great degree of harmony and undersianding between the two.
When there has been disunion because of ignorance, it appears the
evangelical has been the loser in the eyes of the general gublie;w
pcience has gained a threshold in the minds of educated pecple today.
The advancements of medical science, as well as the achievements in

technology, have proved of immense practical value to humanity. To

deny that science has gained great prestige because of its value, is

hgﬁam, Q‘Et .%Eb, P h?.

b'BIbid., pp. 18-26 for this discussion.

AR



23
to eclose one's eyes to reality.

Much of the tension between science and the Bible has come
g8 a regull of an impropsr attitude on the part of hyp@rtraditiméaln
- ists who @#iéantly Pfeel called to guard the faith against the athels~
tic attacks of mpdern-day science. This extremlsem has brought more
harm to Christianity than good. There is another extreme attitﬁﬁa,
which is held by religious modernism, that has avgrtcées of seri@ns
theological consequences. Although this attitude has endeawored to
"marry® sclence and the Church, it has "divorced” itself from ob-
Jective autlority. To such a person the $ibla iz looked upon as a
mixture of error and truthy it is up to the Bible reader to deter-
mine what is ervor and what is truth. This results in a subjective
ism, the results of which are all teo obvious te the thoughtful
theclogian.

To propose g theory of coempgony thal would be in agresment
with the final conelusions of science, vould at the present be ex~-
tremely diffiewnlt since sclencge has not s yet reached fimality ab
this point. Were cone to work out & system that would hermonize with
the sclence of this day, it wonld no doubt be obsolete in ancther
century or less. Hence, the svanpelical attitude toward science is
of suvreme imporiance~-it will always be in vogue. Although he may
or may not agree with certaln hypotheses of some scientists, he can
agree with thelr method and cbjective. This is a matter of atti-
tude. The evangelical must not be guilty of using the limitations
of science as a scapegoat, arguing that any theory which is uncom-

fortable to the theologian can be excused simply because science has
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not reached total finality., Total &g?ﬁé@ﬁmﬁ between seience and
Seripture %&y not be pessible at this time; however, the evangelical
must not be guilty of causing greater dissension,
‘Unless the evangelical has a wholesome atiltude toward sei-
ence, he will not gain the hearing of eithgs his congrepation of ﬁh@,

gelentist; and the evangelical nseds to be heard today.
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CHAPTER III
THE PHILOSOPHY OF EVANGELICALISHM

Evangelicalism is not an organization and hence does not
have an eorganized gyatem'ofkthaught or theology. Hevertheless,
there are certain cardinal beliefs which underlie this system called
by the name "evangelicalism.® This chapter will present the view
which is generally recogrized as "ewangelical®™ as evidenced in pub-
lications representing it. If one keeps in mind the distinction
drawn in the last chapter beitween the hypertraditional and ths evan-

gelical, it will help clarify the issues.
4. EVANGELICAL TEWETS

Among the bagic assumptions of evaﬁgalicaliém are assumplions
which are common to religlous thought in general. Wiley liste four
universal religious characteristics. They ares (1) a thought of a
supernatural power, (2} a sense of need, (3) an idea of reverence
or worship, and (k) an assurance of some sort of the manifestation
of this supernatural pmwsr.l

Other agsumpbions may come under the framework of the Chrise
tian religion alone. 8till others may be rejecied by some who would
call their system "Christian®. The following list of evangelical
tenets are offered as bagic to a vholesome apprvach to the tension

existing between science and the Bible.

Yiiley, op. cit., pp. 119-121.
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Truth. The evangelical shares the objective of most all, if
not all, religions and that ig 2 relating of self to truth, While
this guest includes the material aspect of reality, it is primarily
a quest for spiritual knowledge. As noted hefore, the scientist is

a searcher after truth also, although his goal may be natural truth.

God and truth. Most religions believe that God, or Ultimmte

Reality, is truth. Many differ in their concept of God but still
they feel that whoever or whatever He is, is Truth.. Ghristianitg’is_
no differeﬁt at this peint. The avangalieai tﬁua agrees with t&e rest
of Christianity in asserting that God 1s Ultimate Reality. One wri-
ter expraéﬁed what seems to be cammgnly ascepted vhen he stated:
e o « there can be ne qusstidn among religious people, that the
authority iz God. « + « If CGod exists, He is the ultimale cri-
terion and power of truth and reality.?
Herein, however, has not been the problem. The question has been,
"o o « in vhat way des God make knovn Himself, His mind and His au-
thority to men geﬂarally?ﬁg This question leads to the next tenet

of the evangelical.

God and revelation., The evangelical would no doubt agrese with

professor Wiley relative to his view of revelation in general when he
stated, "By general revelation as the term is used in theology, we

mean that disclosure of Himself which God makes to all men--in nature,

2T. Rees, "Authority," The International Standard Bible Ency-
clopedia, I, 33kh.

3Ibia.

———




in the congtitubtion of the mind, and in the progress of human ihiﬁ‘f '
%ryﬂh Concerning special revelation he stated, "By specilal Eez%@n
lation we refer to the redemptive purpose of God manifested iﬁ, Christ
desus s”g The evangelical who would agr@ éi%:h professor Wiley éwiﬂ
crme::lué@ that revelation ig & &@E%ﬁisehm}k@ of God to man, vhether

‘it be general or special.

Revelation and the Scriptures. This subject is in fiself

worthy of much greater mnsﬁ.éemﬁion than wi1l be given at this point.
Qei‘tain cenélusims have been reached by present-day-schelars, who
~have written on the problem of rem}a’ﬁiaﬁ,’ and these conclusions.
will be noted here. Wiley stateds

The Scriptures Contain and Are the Word of Cod. Christ was Him-

Sell the full and perfect revelation ag The Father. . . the
last word of all objective revelztion.

Wiley, evidently referring to a statement by MacPherson wrote?

Christianity thus owes its existence lo Christ, the revealer
of CGod, but the kmowledge of Chrisztianity is immediately set
forth in the Seriplures, which must be recelved and under-
stood by the heart ﬁnd mind of the believer (ef. MacFPherson,
Chr. Dogmie, ps 27)e

Wiley continued, showing clearly the relationship between the reve~
lation found in the Seriptures, Nature and Jesus Christ.
To rightly understand, then, the nature and function of the
Bible, it must be viewed as cecupying an intermediate posi-

tion between the primary revelation of Cod in nature, and the
perfect revelation of God in Chrisi-~the Personal Word. If

hH‘. Orton Wiley, Christian Theology, I, 126.
Szbid', p. 1350

SR

élhid; s Pe 137,

7Ibid., ps 138.
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we place at the very center of Revelation the idea of the
Bternal Word, and draw aboult it a series of conceniric circles,
the first and nearest wuld represemt the Word incarnate oy

the revelation of God in Christ the Persomal Word. The second
circle farther removed would represent the Bible ag the writ-
ten Word., It is in this sense that the Bible 1s at once the
Word of God and the record of that Word. . . The third and oubte
er circle wuld represent the revelation of God in nature and
the created universe., In order, therefore, to correctly undsr-
stand the Bible as the Written Word, we must estimate it in

its relation fe nature on the one hand, and the Persenal Word
on the other.

. Though many seholars from different theological systems may disagree
just as to how the Bible is or contains the Word of God, yet they
do smeem to agree on this ome point, "The Bible is indispensible to
the Christian Talth.” Karl Barth saids
The revealed Word of God ‘we know only from the Scripture. . .
The proelaimed Word of CGod we know only by knmwing the revela-
tion attested through Seripture.” |
Georgia Harkness pointed out that “among top-ranking schelars of the

scums

nical movement [}h@?@ i%] . + « great unanimity of appeal to
the Bible as authmrity.”lg Harry Fosdick believes that his apmoach
to the Bible is such that it restores "what once ow fathers had and
what recently the churceh hag lost: ability to see the Bible in its
enbirety and to use ii as a whgla.ﬂll While some may disagree with
Fogdick's msthod of Biblieal study it is ro teworthy that he wishes

the éntire Bible resiored for use.

The purpose of the Bible. If the Bible is a revelation from

87pid., p. 139. (Italics not in the eriginal).

®Karl Barth, The Doctrine of the lord of God, I, 1, 136,

lgﬁaargia Harkness, Foundations of Christian Knowledge, p. 96.

llﬁarry Emerson Fosdick, The Modern Use of the Bible, pi 29,
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God of Himself to man, ﬁhenem can conclude that the major purpcse
of the Bible is to reveal God to man. It will help the Bible stu=-
dent if he will remember that the wimary purpose of the Bible ig a
'mlig:imzs purpose and mot a scieﬂtifié one. Apparently tm Bible is
nat a tmbwk: on the sci@ﬁee& ai man but rather on ths ﬁmfulnem |
k' of man.. ‘There may be times,. hmezevm*, when the Pible seems t::s amak
m mh b ters p&rﬁammg to the acimcm.. What should be the s*bndaﬁt’a
| li ,attxtude t@m rd such statements? An attempt m answer bms qms‘bmm

- will be made at thizs time..

The Language of the Bible. One's view of the interpretation
of the Bible will bs governed by his view of its inspiration. Since
language is indispensable to communication--and revelation is com=
munication~-it is logical to conclude that the language of the re- |
velation in the E;?.bla is of ubmost importance. How one approaches
the language of the Bible will determine, perhaps, his interpreta-
tion to a great degree. |

C. Peter Wagner, in answer to the charge that the evangeliecal
is a Bibliolater, sets forth in Eternity magazine eight levels of
Seripture~truth. The first is "historical® truth; by this ‘he means
the simple recording of an event or statement made by a person. The
statement may or may not have been true, but the recording of that
statement is accurate. ”Paetical'* trath is another level of truth
which refers t language which does not even assume to be understood
in a literal or scientific sense. Even today poetic language is not
scientific. Do trees really "ery"? Why must some of the poetical
language in the Bible be interpreted as being literal? HNext he lists
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Prhenomenal® truth as being clesely related to poetical truthy it
does dffer, bovever, in that while 1t is not scientifically acous=

rate, yvet it is true from the @th ;@f vi@w of the cbaerver. Hen ggv,?,
sven today, ﬁ‘éﬁ‘h@ sun reoss this f:;@:‘ﬂ:‘g.ﬂggﬁ Seientifically thi éié 4 pm

aceurate, yeb from the standpoint of the ‘éhmrverg it is phﬁmmmél}.y ;
&é’mlﬁ.mgﬂ ,

ner eites prophetical visioms as a good 1llustration of this "lsvel®

true., "Sysmbolical® truth is truth which is clothes

of truth. When Danisl said to Nebuchadnezszar, %Thou art this head
of zold,” he was speaking symbolically. iémt%s@r ia ”@rgv&&ymﬁli’
truth., The book of Proverbe would be an illustration of this type
of truth. This type is not to be pressed literally. MCultural®
truth mf&*s to that which can em}.y be fully undsretood or interoret-
ed in the ldght of the culture in which it was written. VWhile con-
taining principles that may pertain for all cultures, it still can-
not be fully understood outside of the culture in which 1t was writ-;-"
ten. Wagner lists next "spiritual® truth. Although not writien
for doctrinal purposes, this truth may well teach docirine. From
such passages ons learns of the spiritual e@nflie% of men in thelr
experiences, The intergreter would not want to imitate the writers
et every polint, but can certainly learn from thelr experiences. la-~
vidlte writings are glven as an example here. The last level 1s Ptheow-
logieal® truth. Paul's writings are vital here. Stated Hagner:

We are bound to know them and follow them literally within the

ounds of sound hi%ariaal»gmmtic&l exegesis becauvse they'ire
theological truth.

" 120. Peter Wagner, ’*Eiélialatry,” Eternity, IX, no. 11, pp.
: “‘“16.
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When one recognizes thess various %levels® of truthe-not
levels of inspiration--then many of the problem passages relative to
science diminish. Bernard Ramnm feels also that the "keypoint of the
entire approach to the problem of harmonizing the Bible and scientie-
fie knmwledge“la lies in this area of language. He noted that the
language of the Bible is popular, not seientific, in refereuce to
natural matters. This language is phenomenal and non~postulational,
Though the language of the Bible is "pre-scientific" it is net "anti-
ﬁﬁi@ﬁtﬂfi@,“lh One of the r@markabla features of the Bible is the
obvicus omission of theorizing relative toc natural things. W. Bell
Dawson set this forth clsarly when he saids
A remarkable point in Biblical references to mture, ls that @e '
find no definite explanation anywhere of natural things. The
writers of the Bible d& not go beyond the deseription of what
they actually see arouwnd them, and tke correct way in vhich
they describe what they do see, is beyond praise. This is the
more noteworthy when we find so many mistakes in references to
nature, in the poets of all times, and even in modarn writers.
We may see good reason why the Scriptures avoid explaining
natural phenomena, when we consider that the only explanations
current during the centuries in which the Bible was written,
were full of mythologlieal ldeas. . « » The writers of the Bible
show more than severe self-control, and must indeed have been
divinely guided, in thus leeping io description and awiding
theoretical explanations of natural things. For gciantistig
have now come to adopt this attitude as the only safe way.

Some authorities felt that the Genssis account of creation was a

myth which the Hebrews borrowed from thelr kinsmen, the Babylon-

iana. This was a conclusion drawn from the observation that the

13Ramm, The Christian View of Science and Seripture, p. 72.
1

Ibid., pp. 65-80 for an excellent discussion.

]

15%. Bell Dawson, The Bible Confirmed by Science, pp. 32-33,
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two acecounts supposedly resembled each atﬁer.lé A superficial read-
ing of the two accounis may give that impression Lo some.

We may a;zppsse that the ancient Chaldeans had intelligence
zzzugé EZZ tgi:;s?iir;ﬁ; ig}eh accounts were in reality myths:
On the other hand there is nothing in the description of the creatien,
and of early man, as racordad in *tize Seriptures, which "cannot be tak-
en just as it stands written, without ‘smy’such oubrage to common sense

18

as thege myths demand.® 4 portion of the Babylonian myth will be

noted here zo that the reader may judge for himsell the "resemblance®
of the twe accounts.
Apsu and Tiamat were water Deities and typified chaosj to these
were born Lahmu and lahamu, and later appeared Amshar and Kishe
ar; and still later Anu and other gpds came into being. . Aspu
disliked the new order of things. . .Marduk slew her [Tiamat]-
and split her bedy into halves. . .one half of the body of Tia-
mat formed a covering for heaven [ the other half formed @art}g
« « JMarduk, or Bel, instructed Bz to cubt off his (HMarduk's)
head, and the mig was formed out of the bleed which flowed from
the god's boedy. ,
Theorizing ‘rélatim to other natural things, such as where the sun
went at night, is prevalent in ancient literature. It is aonspicl-
uwously absent in the Seriptures. This can be accounted for when one
takes into account the superintending work of the Holy Spirit in the
inspiration and guidance of the writers of the Seriptures.

It appears wise to held a view of inspiration which will allow .

léﬂﬁreatican," The Encyclopedia Americana, VIII, 170.
17
Dawson, op. cit., p. 29.

18
Thid,

S—————-

g
"Creation®, loc. cit.
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latitude to the Biblical writers in the language enployed by them;
otherwise, it seems as though many problems will arise during intefw'
pretation, The view vhich holds that the Holy Spirit inspired the
writers and they in turn wrote in ﬁha language of their day and in:
their ovn persomal style, is not in dlsagreement with the Scriptural
refeyrence te ingpiration; %Y. . . ma§ spake fram«ﬁed; being mved by
the Holy Spirit."20 This view, that the writers were "given extra
ordinary aid without any interference with their personal charaétar*
istiss or activities“zl is held by such theologlans as Wiley, Pops,
Miley, Strong, Wateon, Wakefield, Summers, Ralston and H3lls.22 It
ig this view of inspiration which this investigator feels is commo-
dious to an agreement between &éi@nce and Seriptures. Those win held
to a2 rigid verbal or dictation theory havé had difficulty in account-
ing for the popular languape of the Bible as well as the various line

guistical stylings of the Biblical writers.
B. SUMBRY

Christisnity is a f@ligian of revelation. The Bible iz ine
dispensable to revelation. lLanguage is an essenitial element in any
communication, and hence is essential to the revelation found in the
Christian Seriptures. Therefore, a study of the philosophy of the use

of language in the Seriptures is & keypoint to a true interpretation

2017 peter 1:121. A.S. Version.

21%ilay, op. cit.; p. 176,

ggibi&‘
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of Scripture. The student who has a coherent system of inspiration
and interpretation will be saved many pitfalls relative to what the
Bible sctually says and what some say that il says. Only a philos~
@hy of inspiration which allows ﬁ@xﬁ.bility in the language w:;ed -
by the Biblical writers will save the interpreter from mnemi&:ﬁ
 which conflict with the reliable findings of science. MWiley noteds

The Earth and the Bible are God's two texts, each having its

place, time and function in progressive revelation. HNature

is tkws prigary gguma of mwledg@, the Bible is t%m sapylaf, o

menbary source, , : ;
As such they compliment, not abrogate, each other. Due to his unware
ranted insistence on literal aae@ﬂcy, the striet literalist :izmzzeﬁ-
is,taly becomes involved in a conflict between the results of g&eé :
logy and the language of Gsmsis I, The evangelical who holds the
“dy&aﬁ;ie theory,* herein adweabted, is free o interpret the seeming-
1y "seientific" language of the Bible as being simply popular lan=
guage. VWhen the Bible spesks of the ®four corners of the aarthﬂ?h
this is neither scientific mor anti-seientific language; 1%t 1s ob- -
viously popular or @hammsml language. This concept of Biblical
language is essential to an ﬁndersmming of the following pages

of this paper.

231pid., p. 140.
m’n . }
evelation 20:8. A. 8. Version,
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CHAPTER IV
BIBLICAL FROBLEMS IN THE STUDY OF THE ANTIQUITY OF AN
4. INTRODUCTION

The evangelical Biblical interpretier faces many problems when
he endeavors to effect a.gm@mnt between the Seriptures and the re-
liable findings of modern sclence. The reason for these problens
are enuncilated by Pratt:

The book of NHature and the Vord of God emanate from the same
infallible Author, and therefore cannot be at variance., Butb
man is a fallible interpreter, snd by wmistaking one or both of
these mv%m Records, he forces them too often inbto umnatural
confliict.
The evangelical's view that the Seriptwes are accurate and reliable
necesgitates an sttempt on his part te bring the iwe "recordsy as

closely together as is humanly possible.

The anthropological problsm. The point of greatest concern

in the seclence~Zeripture tension is located in the area of the study
of man., There is not the problem in bobany, astronomy, or even geole-
opy, that there is in anthropology. Those who have scisntific traine
ing recognize this as the vital ares of apparent conflict. In a work
mresented by the American Scientific Affilistion, Willianm Smalley wn=~
derscores the importance of the anthrepological implicabtions to the
Bible students

Few Christians realize, however, that most of the e¢rucial points

3‘«3 » He Pratt, Scripture and Sclence Not at Varismce, quoted
by Ramm, op. ¢it., p. 50.
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of the science-Bcripture confliet center in anthropology, and
that concepts of the evolubtion of man and the develegment of
civilization are both in the sphere of anthropology.

Many Bibles, observed Smalley, h.aw}list@d in their marging a date
of L4OOL B.C. for the creation of man; however, many human fossils
date back beyond LOOL B.C. by thousands of years, so tae scientist
claims. Here the evangelical faces a vital mmbiﬁmgg An angwer
ﬂeeéﬁ km %m given those who are confronted with the claims of modern
anthropological dismvwias and the claims of theologians whose dates
appear in the margins ef Bibles. The problem of dating the earth |
and plant life dhes not present similar problems if the "day® of Cen-
esis I is teken in the broad sense of a "period of time.® Probleums
arige, pess@ibiy, when one tries W arrange chronologically the events
of Genesis I with the process proposed by modern science. Ramm point-
ed out that the problems inherent in the anthropological eonflict
were "far more pressing to evangelical Christianity than those of
geology or asﬁronmszy,‘?h This chapter will endeavor to show why there
is a greater problem in anthropelogy than any of the other sciences
relative o an agreement with past Biblical interpretaitions.

The observation has been made that the Scripbture places no
time limit on the creation cof the world-e-siich inwlives gesology,

paleoniology, =nd astronomy. The flexibility of the Hebrew word

23&3@11@? and Fetzer, "4 Christian View of Anthropology,®
Modern Science and Christian Faith, p. 99.

3bid., pe 101.

hﬁam, op. cit., p. 305.
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a13?, translated "day" in the Genesis account of creation, easily
allows the scientist latitude in estimating the antiquity of the
sarth. Car this same {lexibilily be used as an answer to the anthro-

pological dating of 50,000 %o 500,000 for mn's sge?

The recognition of problems. Evidence that problems exist

between science and Seriptures, relative to the dating of man, can
be found in the multitude of hooks written concerning the sclence-
Seripture conflict. Harold ¥W. Bernard, an educator in Oregox{ State's
system of higher educaﬁ;qn,nstamé that the first step in problem
golving wag a "felt med.“g Many evangelicals are avare of 2 need
of harmony between the books of science and Seripture. This is evie
dent by such articles as s "A Fresh look at Evolution,® and "Evolu-
tlon or Oreation®™ appearing within a yesr in an evangelical periodi-
c&l.é Cne may elther agree or disagree wiith the conclusions of these
articles, but he cannot logically dismiss the idea that a problem
exists in this realm.

Educator Bernard lists as the next step in a poblem solving
situation the "locating or recognizing a mwoblem situatien.”? The
importance of recogniszing and understanding the problem is seen in
these words:s "The more clearly one can state the natuwe of his dif-

g
ficulty the more likely he is o solve it." Hence, if the evangel-

z
“Harold W. Bernard, Psychology of Learning and Teaching, p.155.

%hristianity Today, 11, no. 23 and 111, no. 16 issues.

?%rmrd, loc. cit.

8
“Ibid.
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ical is to attempt to solve the #eienea»Seriptwe tension for him-
self and for others, he must first recognize what is inwvolved in the
problem and what the nature of the difficulty is. This chapter is

an attempt fo lay bare the problems inherent in the evangelical view 5

gsf zaaxi’é antiguity in the light of modern anthropology and p@amonw
tology. The investigator observed that only as ell of the ramificaw

: tic:ms of the conflict are duly recognized will ths evangelical p&ﬁ%i; :
tizm‘ be spared embarrassment in the future as well as the present

attempts at agreement.

4 counterfeit solution, At this point the reader is asked to

méall the discussion earlier concerming ths modern religiow view
that the Bible is but the result of man's developent. To the casual ’
reader this may seem to be the utopian answer. It certainly is é.
solution to the science-Scripturs problem, If the Bible is but the
product of ancilent men, it cannot be expected to agree with the
sclences of this d&ay, To the evangeliecal, apparently, ithis looms
up as a desiructive, counterfelt solution, He dare not take this
leap in logic if he desires to retain the Seriptures as a rule of
faith and conduct, In the definition of an evangelical of fered in
this paper, it was noted that an evangelical holds {o the Bible as
the rule of faith and conduct, If the Bible is full of secientifie
error, vhat guards it against the posgibllity of being full of theo~
logical smé religious error? To simply state that the Bible is not
a scientific book bub rather a religious book does mwt solve this
problem. Dawson has sald essentially the same thing.

In the mean time I wish to enforce the impertant principle that,
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with respect to the histery of creation and the subsequent
references to it; we cannot rest in the general statement
that the Bible ie not intended to teach Science; any more
than we can excuse inaccuracy as to historical facts by the
notion that the Bible was not intended to teach history.?

If the Bible is errent scientifically, it may well be errant doge~

trinally.

Scme new involvements in the problem of man. The writer has

tried to include in this paper the main problems involved in the an-
thropologieal problem. Perhaps some new aspects of this problem

have been brought to light in this work that have rolt been handled

by all the authors who have written on this subject. It has been his
desire to show how these involvements must be taken into consideration
by the person who endeavors to bring harmony ab this point. What
will be noted hereln iz oot new to the theologlang however, some of
these problems may not have been consldered as belng vital Lo the
&ﬁt%p@hgyﬁwip&we harmeny. tnis chapbter will oompose the main
body of this work. That which has been written up to now is intro-

ductory and preparatory.
B. THE TRTECRITY OF THE SCRIPIURES

While it may have appeared to a reader of the present volumes
on the sclence~Scripture tenalon that the primayy goal of these evane .
gelical authors was to bring into agreement the two records of sci-
ence and Seripture, it seems that the underlying motivation is the

maintenance of the integrity of Holy Seripture. ¥. Alton EBverest,

?Ja Wa Pawson, G EE'E" o 26,
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President of the American Scientific Affiliation in 1950, spoke to |
this poinds
It is the eammest prayer of each author that this velume
will prove to be an able witness to the veracity of the VWord

of Cod in order that the claims of Christ on the lives o'fl%@n
may be effectively proclaimed in this science-minded age.

John W, Dawson implied that he was concerned about proving the in-
tegrity of the Scripbures when he desired "to show more in detail
that the Bible is true to nature,"'t

Perhapz it would be well Yo mention at this point the rela-
tionship between a belief in the reliability of the Scriptures en
magse and one's persomal salvation, While it seems inconsistent to
ageept the teaching of the Bible velative to Christls redemplive
vork and then to reject its teaching relative to the historical da-
tay; 1t has obviously been done. How many pastors, when lsading a
parson to accept Christ as Savior, first of all led thes person to an
acceptance of the histor ical authentleity of all the data in ithe
Seripturea? The evangelical could possibly conclude then that there
are theologiang who lmow Christ asz personal Savier and yet who &b not
view thé&’%aripmx‘es in total as hisgtorically reliable. Thus; while
it may be possible to be converited and yel deny the integrity of
all Seripture, it is certainly dangerous. It appears that a dis=-
trust would grow toward all Seripture if only part of it was viewed
a8 being relisble. The theolégian who accepted Jesus as his Savior

from gin and yet denied Voses, would seem to be 2 living paradox;

mF.. Alton Everest, Modern Science and Christian Faith, vii.

i1 .
Dawson, op. Git., pe L3.



b3
his system would seem paradoxical also. The evangelieal sﬁéﬁﬁi@i be
able to show vhy such a view is paradoxical, tut must do 1t with
charity. Even though the evangelical may feel that the integrity of
the Beriptures is a very cenitral tenet of any systen of mligi;mm
thought that claims to be "Christian,® let hinm view those w%w éﬁff&r
with him at this pint with genuine Clristian love and understande
ing. let the evangelical remember thst one may sbtill be a Ghri#@tim
and yet not agree with him on the isszue of Seriptural iﬁ’t&@’i@;

On the other hand, the ewngelical may reason that 3&3’1&%‘ the
a@a&gﬁama of the nistorical reliability of the Bible is non-gsssne
tial to cne's personal salvation, he will ignore the problem come
pletely and eoncern himself with the "saving of souls.® The motive

is commerndable, but the cultcome will be dlsastrous when such a per-

son is confronted with an inguiring, scientifice-minded young person
vho feels there is conflict between the sclence of Genssis and the
seience of the classroom. The gmg@l&aa& who has nct bothered hime-
self with the problem will, in all probabillity, loss such a yamg
person from hig influence. The greater tragedy is that all too of-
ten the youth loses faith in the Church and its Christ as & result.
One wondsrs if it ever ig wiss to refuse to face apny problenm sguaree

ly? The evangellical must wot be accused of obsourantien,

Agreement between 3eripture and nature. As noted before, it

hag been generally held among theclogians that the Seristures ars
somehow commected with Ood's revelation of Himsell Yo man. The cone

temporeary lutheran theologlan, F. Pileper, stated the posltion which
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could well-be that of the evangelical relative te the lnspiration |
of Holy Seripture:

Inspiration covers not cnly a part of Seripture, e.g. the

chief matters, the doctrines; and such things as were before
unknown to the writers, etc.y bub the entire Scriptwres. Ev-

ery part of Scripture is in&@ireﬁ. That, and nothing less, 5'312 v

the meaning of ®"All Seriptm"e is given ty inspiration of CGeod.
Professor Berkhof, present~day reformed theologian, shows the r&l&~
tionship existing between nature and Scripture by observing, "All
our knowledge of God is derived from His self-revelation in nature
13 ' ' '
and in Seripture.® Although one may not have agreed with profess-
ors Berkhof and Pieper, in total, yet if he is to be an evangelical
he will agree with the essential truths of these two statements.
Wamely, that it is through His selfsrevelation in nature and Serip-
tures that CGod is knownjg and that the entire Scriptures are inspired.
The evangelical is urged to recall at thiz point the words of C. Pet-
er Wagner when he stated that while there are mot levels of inapirae
tion in the Bible there are levels of truth.
Pertinent to the revelation of God found in mature and the
Bible , Berkhof commented:

The Bible testifies to a twofold revelation of Cod: & revela-
tion in nature round about us, in human consciousness, and in
the providential government of the world; and a revelation em~
bodied in the Bible as the Word of God. It testifies to the
former in such passages ag the following: "The heavens declare
the glory of Cod: and the firmanent [sic] showeth His handi-

rork. Day unto day utﬁemtﬁsmech, and ndght unto night showe
eth mQWlﬂdge,“ PS. 1931,2-

ﬁ?r&ncis Piepsr, Christian Dogmatics, p. 220.

lBL. Berkhof, Systematic Theology, p. 35.

lthi@u, Pe 364




Jde Ho Wythe, apparently a doctor of medicine and a minister, cone
cluded pertaining to the two books of nature and Scripture, "Thus
the Record of HMoses and Nature's Hecord bear each other witmsa.‘*ls
As to why two records are necessary, Berkhsi’ has stated concemning
the position of Schelasticisme

But while it [ natural revelationl] enabled man to attain to a
scientific natural knowledge of God as the ultimate cause of
- all things, it did not provide for the Imowrledge of the mysier-
‘ies, such as the Trinity, the incarnation, and mggmp’cim.
- This kpawledge ie supplied by special revelation.

Een;iamiﬁ Warfield, noted theologlan, sald esaentially the same thing
concerning the distinction and yet the unity of these two forms of
: ‘mmmmom |

The one has in view to meet and smpply the natural need caf :
ereatures for knowledge of thelr God; the other to rescue broken
and deformed sinners from their sin and its consequences. ‘But,
‘though thus distingemished from one another, it is important

- that the two specles or stages of revelation should not be set
in opposition to one amther, or the closeness of their mutusl
relations or the conmstancy of their interaction be cbscured.
They constitute together ?7 unitary viele, and each is inconm-
plete without the other. o '

Uythe, referring to the results of geology and paleontology, keenly
oheerveds

The gradual unfolding of these facls was witnessed on the
one hand by weak-minded theclogians with dread, lest the foun-~
dations of Seripture faith should be overturned,-—as if Hature,
properly interpreted, could ever contradict God's VWordleand
en the other hand was premsturely hailed by half -educated ine
fidels as a contribution to their cause. The great masters of

155, H. Vythe, The Agreement of Sclence and Revelation, p. 172.

16
Berkhof, op. cit., p. 37.
1
7Barx;§mm B. Warfield, "Revelation," I.8.B.E., IV, 2575.
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‘science and hurble Christians rem&ineci unmoved, belng: ﬁ:%ly
persuaded that "the word of the lord endureth ferever.
_I"arhaps he é#pm@mé the position of ev&ng&licalism when he stated
that nature, properly interymtad, will not contradict Ged's worci.
o Could one rot add here that God's Word, properly interpreted, will
not contradict nature eiﬁher? Thomas Aquinas, according to Berkhof,
a@read. | | _ ‘ |

- He . E‘Fhema& Aquinag] held, however, that there could be no

conflict betwsen the truths of natural and thoss of au}&avmtar%-

al revelation. If there appears tg be wnﬁflicﬁ, there is some=-
ﬁhiﬁg wrong with one's philosophy. 7 P

This amp@ars to be very much the ammim% of gvangelical &cﬁmlaz*g ta'- ‘
'éa.j.
In regard to the agreement bebween geology and the ,mriptum s
: w}'th@ quotes a professor Guyobt. Wythe called Guyot "ome of the most
distinguished physical geographers® of his day. Profegsor Guyot
ghateds
To a sincere and unsophisticated mind, it must be evident that
the grand cutlines sketched by Moses are the same as those
which modern sclence enables us to trace; however imperfect
and unsettled the details furnished by selentific inquires may
appsar on many points. Whatever changes we may expect to be
introduced by new discoveries, in our present view of the unie
verse and the g?mh@ s the prominent points of this vast picture
will remain, tggse only are traced cut in th:lz«s admirable
account of Genesis.
This cbservation, made during the nineteenth century, is still held

by evangelicals conversant in the flelds of theology and geology.

Wiytne, op. cit., p. 152.

193@rk}}@f P g:gfi . mo

20
Guyot, quoted by Wythe, op. cit., pp. 15L=155.
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Such a person is Edwin K. Gedney. In his contribtution to the Amﬁ.éf -
can Scientific Affiliation's publicatlon he stated that %geology.
serves as a complement to the Bible by providing a wealth of ig:*xail
to amplify the outline of G@nssi&”zl He also gave a chart as a
| - suggested harmony betveen the two records. Wythe has summed it up
\@hén he said: | |
The deductions of Natural Science being regarded as fixed faéisi,
men are inclined to make them a standard of all truth. It is.
therefore necessary to show the harmony and consistency exist-
ing between the Book of Nature and that volume w&aigg claims to
be the Book of God's revelation in human language. PRI
k~‘i‘h‘e miter has been asquarely aé;t)befere the evangelical. 3ciam:éf“ oy
hes mede its impress upon the i;hinking of modern man. If the Bible
is to speak to modern man, it would seem that agreement must be
shown between the sciences of the day and this Bible.

In the preface to Modern Science and Christian Faith, F. Alton

Bverest clearly laid forth the negesgity of vindlcating the Bible
when it spesks relative to historical and scientific matters. If it
is found to be unreliasble at these points, how can one help but won=
der about the reliability of the rest of Secripture?

The Bible states that it is a message from Cod to man con-
taining information as to the past, present, and fubure course
of events, the full significance of which man cannot discover
by himself. Its message is primarily a spiritual one; yet its
sweeping scope treating man and his home, the earth, from cre-
ation to the end time inevitably touches upon points of great
historical and scientific significance. Surely if this Book
is found untrustworthy in these incidental contacis, the

2lpawin K. Gedney, "Geology @nd the Bible," Modern Science and
Christian Faith, p. Sk

gzwytm"%t g_i;;b_t, Pe 29«.
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spirvitual message might be viewed with éuapi@iomga

The undiqueness of the Cenesis account of Creation, Before

leaving the subject of the integrity of the Seriptures, it may be
well to note the unigueness of the ‘aéfmun‘b of creation as found in
Genesis as campared wiih the sdiemes of mankind up until the advent
of modern science. Doctor Charles Warring observed that tﬁi;s'f"uﬁi'gue-'
ness was a definite sign of the Divine origin of the Bible and es-
peclally this account of creation. -
Whatever may be thought of certain prominent theories of so-
called science--mostly pertaining to bilology~--there is no doubt
that vagtly more of the worldl's actual history is known row
than, for example, in the days of Milton; and; consequently, we
are to that extent in a bebler position for the comprehending
“the story of creation. On the other hand, if the account in
Genesis were of human invention it would easily square with the
science of the times in which it was written.©
The significant aspect of this Genesis account ig that it dosg m%
square with the science of its day, but rather is more in line with
mdern-day science. Doctor Wythe suggests that the brief history
of the creation, as found in Genesis I, was ®"for centuries the plaine-
est, most rational, and most consistent kmown %o mnk‘ind.”as The
Biblical account stands out strangely isclated from the ancient

philogophies of creation.

The creation of the world out of nothing by the power of God,
its globular form and suspension in space, and its gradual

EBEveras*b, op. ¢it., p. vi.

QHWarring, ope. cit., ps 2L

2
g&@“ﬁh@, Ops gﬁn’ Pe 1h9.
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preparation as a “namtaticn for man, were clearly taught by

the Bible when 8ll the ancient philosophies and systems of 26

heathenism were full of the crudest and most absurd theories,
Some of these theories may be found in books of mythology and in en-
cyclopedias. Wythe lists a few of the ideas current in ancient
ideas relative to the earth and the heavens which are "strangely"

abgent in the Biblical account. *Thus, in OGreek and Latin p%zﬂm?

ophy the heavens were considered a solil vault, studded with stars,t27 o

It was interssting to note that the Hebrew word y° P;l_ s translated
"firmament,® means literally "en expanse.” The word UpW, trangla-
ted ??he&véns,“ also fails to cé.rry with it any idea of solidness.
Hence, while some obher ancient systems of creation make the mw@m
a solid covering in which the stars are firm‘i;y imbedded, this conno-
tation is miraculously absent from the language of the Biblical cre-
ation account. Regarding the earth, Wythe wroles
« « « and to account for the moticn of the planets, men fan-
cied that there existed a strange machinery of cycles and
epicycles. « o Hohammed teught that the mountains vere created
to prevent §§@ earth from moving, and to hold it as by anchors
and chalng.
A vise word of caution for the evangelical is noted in the foliowing
reference to the speculations of former church writers who wandered
from the text of the Scripture itself, |
E%m the Fathers of the church, as they are ealled, neglechi-

ing the study of the Seriptures for the speculations of the
old philosophers, taught doctrines scarcely less absurd; and

géﬁﬁd.
Q?Ibiéi.

zaibié., p. 150.
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Galileo was condemmed by the Inguisition for teaching the motion
of the earth.< |

Warring stated that thers was smple reason for accepting the Genesis
account as having a Divine origin whan he penﬁed these words:

But when men acquired larger and wore agcurate knowledge of the
past it [Genesis accoun®] would diverge mre and mre from
the current "science,® until, at last, the contradiction would
become so apparent that no sane man could acceplt both as trye.
Thig has been the fate of all cosmogonies save the Mosaic.”

Wythe ’mnmm with the pogition of Warring when he stated:
But gs the truths of natural science have been developed by ex—
periments and cbegervation, and rational views of creation have
~ been esteblisghed, they have been found mz;sist%%z with, and of-
ten anticipated by, the languware of Holy Writ. :
He went on to say that other portions of the Ser<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>