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CHAPTER. I 

INTRODUCTION 

Problem. Some contemporary Evangelical views concerning the 

antiquity of man are problematic in t he li ght o f modern scientif ic 

claims. Scie nce presents a vie w of the age of man that i s differ­

ent f r om that presented by some schol ars who feel t hey are repre­

senting the Biblical view. The sciences tend to l ook upon man as 

being hundreds of thousan.ds of years old. Some Biblic a l scholars 

feel that such a vie w is out of harmony with the Scriptures. The 

purp:ise of this study is to present an evan gelical approach to the 

problem of the antiqui fy" of man in the light of Biblical and s cien ­

tific evidence . 

Justification. A grea t many pe ople have accepted the claims 

of science as fact. The anti quity of man which science has present­

ed is very different fro m that which has been pre sented from many of 

t he evangelical pul pits . The sincere Christi.an is faced with making 

a choice bet ween a traditional so-called-Bibilical view of the anti­

quity of man and the view which sci ence offers. Since the God of the 

Bible is the same God of Nat ure , to the evangelical , there must be 

harmony and agreement between these t wo fie l ds of study. If the evan­

gelical p astor or theo l ogian attempts t o show agreement be tween the se 

two fields, he will be maki ng a valuable contribution to the t hinking 

of evangelicals. It ought t o be obvious that the integrity of the 

Scriptures is involved in this study . The eva nge l ical view holds to 

the integrity of the Holy Scriptures and hence desires to show har-
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j mony between the recognized facts of modern anthropology and Scrip-

ture. Some have endeavored to do that but have lef.t untouched some 

of the problems which are involved. This study will attempt to arti-

culate many of the problems involved and view various a pproaches made 

toward agreerne nt. 

Assumptions. The Bible, God's special revelation to m~n , does 

not contradict His revelation as found in Nature; however, interpreta-

t ions of these t wo records rray differ sharply. As Wiley has noted: 

The Earth and the Bible are God's two texts, each having its 
place, time and function in pro gressive revelation. Nature is 
the primary source of lmo~d.edge, the Bible is the supplementary 
source. • •• The Bible furnishes us with ideals, Nature gives 
us the tools with which to V·ork them out. l 

Elements of the Problem. Some Bible students are responsible, 

through faulty hermeneutics, for unnecessary criticism of the Biblical 

position. This misinterpretation of scripture has caused many educa-

ted men to look upon the Bible as being unreliable. The plea of this 

paper is for a view of Biblical hermeneutics that will not do injus-

tice to the Scriptures. \.\There the Bible has spoken loud and clear, 

may its interpreter do likewise; where 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 Scripture relative to man's anti-

quity, but rather to uncover so me of the problems involved in such a 

reconciliation. There are t wo main reasons why the ~Titer will not 

1H. Orton Wiley, Christian Theology, I, 140. 
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J attempt a direct reconciJiation. First, as will be noted in the parer, 

the total data of science, relative to man's antiquity, is not com-

plete; this makes a complete harmony impossible at this time. Sec-

ond, it is the author's observation that an approach to the problem is 

what is needed first and foremost. Hence, an attitude of approach 

will be advocated in the conclusion to this work. There are theologi-

cal implications of the highest magnitude involved in this study and 

as a student of theology the writer desires that these problems be 

recognized as having serious t heolo gical overtones. 

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

on authorities who are reco gnized as such by others in their respec-

tive fields. An attempt was made to go directly to original sources 

when available. 

Method of procedure. In order to bring i nto sharp focus the 

real issues involved in the tension existing between Science and the 

evangeJical's view of the Scriptures, the student must be aware of the 

philosophy of each of t l:E se systems of thought. The method undertaken 

here will be to first consider the philosophy 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 . Next, the writer will 

consider the basic philosophy of Evangelicalism. Special attention 
/ 

will be paid to the consideration of the evangelical view of the Bible 

and its purpose. It may be that here the crux of the problem will be 

pointed out. After laying this background, the problems inherent in 
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the science and Scripture tension relative to tte anthropological 

aspect primarily will be enumerated and briefly discussed. Only as 

such problems are recognized as vital and are dealt with in that light 

will an adequate solution be effected. 

Definitions of terms used. Certain terms may be obscure and 

for the sake of clarity and communication must be defined as used in 

this paper. 

(1) Evangelical. This term ·will refer to the person who holds 

to the supremacy of Scripture as a rule of faith and practice and to 

2 
justification by faith in Jesus Christ. 

(2) Antiquity. This is the quality of "great a ge". When the 

antiquity of man is referred to, the author is discussing the age of 

man. 

{3) Science. When this t er m is used it r efers to the physi-

cal sciences. 

2J. Marcellus Kik, Ecumenism and the Evangelical, p. v. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE PHIIDSOPHY OF I'DDER.N SCIENCE 

The many and varied achievements of modern science have eJevated 

it to a place of authority in the mind of the avera ge individual. As 

Smethurst has observed, "Science and technology- are amon g the domi­

nant influences on life at the present time. 111 The evangelical Chris-

tian, if he desires to gain audience today, must understand not only 

the operations of modern science but also the basic philosophy behind 

the conclusions drawn as a result of the operations of the scientific 

method. 

It is mostly with the anthropological section of modern science 

that this paper will deal, due to the fact that in this area lies the 

2 
greatest probJem to evangelicals. However, the basic philosophy of 

science in general can also be applied to anthropology since the lat-

ter is a subdivision of the former. 

A. THE RJ\SIC PHIIOSOPHY OF SCIE..l\J CE 

The Basic philosophy of science can readily be seen in its 

fundamental objective; as stated by Smethurst, it is 11 the search for 

truth. 113 He goes on to define truth as meanin g 11 true knowledge about 

1Arthur F. Smethurst, Modern Science and Christian Beliefs, p . 
xv. 

2
William A. Smalley and Marie Fetzer, "A Christian View of An­

thropology," Modern Science and Christian Faith, p. 99. 

3smethurst, op. cit., p. 45. 
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the natural world. 11 4 The evangelical 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 science of 

man. n.5 The anthropolo gist must be a man of integrity, the same as any 

competent scientist. The discoveries of anthropology cannot be dis-

missed by the evangelical as being the results of "biased research. 11 

Although it may be true that a person's presµppositions enter uncon-

sciously into his work, yet the laymen must recognize the tools with 

which the modern anthropologist works today. Those who work diligent-

ly to discover the answer to man's antiquity have such tools as fluo­

rine dating method and the carbon isotope 14 method.
6 

These tools 

enable the anthropologist to accurately date fossils up to .50,000 

years, so itis believed. The integrity of modern anthropologists was 

recently displayed by the revealing of the Piltdown forgery. It was 

the scientist who discovered the Piltcbwn hoax. Many of tl:':e se men 

were disturbed by the inconsistenci es re la ti ve to this 11find 11 when it 

was first announced. 7 
The skull and the jawbone seemed to be from 

two different creatures. The importance of all this to the evangeli-

cal is that many scientists could n0t work this find into their. system 

of study. The fact that the forgery could not be forced into their 

systems seems to give weight to the validity of their studies. 

P• 311. 

4Ibid. 

)Smalley and Fetzer, op. cit., p. 98. 
6
Ibid., pp. 173-174, see for a discussion of this method. 

7Bernard Ramm, The Christian View of Science and Scripture, 
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B. THE EVANGELICAL1S ATTITUDE TOWARD rv.D DERN SCIENCE 

The Necessity of Agreement 

If the evangelical enbraces the belief that the God of reve-

lation in Nature is the same as the God of the revelation of the 

Bible, then he must conclude a necessity for harmony between these 

t wo revelations. When science uncovers facts pertaining to the Uni-

verse, the evangelical is under obligation to recognize these "facts" 

arrl to correlate them with the Scriptures. Draper, in speaking of 

the Koran, set forth a principle which applies to the Scriptures also. 

Considering 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 criticism •••• As years 
pass on and human science becomes more exact, more comprehensive, 
its conclusions must be found in unison therewith.8 

Perhaps this is not the crux of 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 1 s attitude and spirit toward the sciences . The 

evangelical must not view the scientist with distrust. It is true 

that science has made errors, but it is also true that science, in 

due time, tends to correct its own errors. Scientists who are men of 

integrity and honesty concerning their research gain recognition from 

their colleagues. The evangelical who is disturbed by some new scien-

tific discovery cannot simply write it off as being the "biased con-

clusions of dishonest researchers." The evan gelical must listen in 

8J. W. Draper, Intellectual Development of Europe, quoted in 
Charles B. Warring, Genesis I and Modern Science; p. 37. 
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the same spirit as he himself desires to be heard. 

Since science a nd Scripture , to t he evangelical, both find 

their source in God, they must complement, not contradict, each other. 

This must be the attitude of the evange lical to ward the facts of mod-

em science and its philosophy. Let the sciences major on how God 

made the universe and theolo gy major on why He rr.ade it. Warren C. 

Young observed: 

The various sciences, such as Physics, Chemistry, P~Jchology, 
Sociology, a nd so on, dea l with particular areas or fields of 
study . Philosophy endeavors to relate and integrate the infor-
1!1.ation which the various sciences are able to discover •••• 
The sciences are concerned with the discovery and investigation 
of factual data, while philosophy is concerned with the meaning 
and significance of that data. In general, the scientist is a 
discoverer, while the philosopher is an interpreter. 9 

Undue problems rray a r ise when the Christian philosopher, who is limi-

ted in the sciences, endeavors to speak on science; likewise, problems· 

may arise when the scientist who is untrained in philosophy endeavors 

to speak on philosophical problems. Bernard Ramm pointed out: 

We are to pay due respect to both science and Scrip ture. 
Neither a doration of o n e nor bigoted condemnation of the other 
is correct. We must be as ready to hear the voice of science as 
we are of Scripture on common matters. The spir it of mutual re­
spect for both scienee and Scripture preserves us from any charge 
of being anti-scientific or blindl y do gmatic or religLously bi­
goted; and from being gullible, or credulous or superstitious 
in our religious beliefs as they pertain to Nature.10 

Evangelicalism has a definite and vital contribution to make to modern 

science. That contribution is teleologLcal. The God of the Bible is 

presented as t he "Ultimate Reality" of t he Universe. He is presented 

9warren C. Young, ~Christian Approach to Philosophy, p. 26. 

1~amm, op. cit., p. J2. 
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as supreme intelligence and personality . Hence, the evangelical can 

account for the orderliness and purposiveness of the Universe. Science 

tells man what the work of the Creator is like; the Bible tells man 

what the Creator is like. The evangelical will gain an audience with 

the scientist when his attitude of hostility and distrust is removed. 11 

Had Darwin been fully understood by the evan gelical, perhaps less dis-

trust concerning organic evolution would have arisen. In his conclu-

sion to The Origin of Species, Darwin posits the idea that God 

breathed into ori ginal life the powers of development and that what he 

was proposing was not a substitute for tre Creator but rather a theory 

of development. He states: 

There is grandeur in this view of life, with its several pov11ers, 
ha~ng been ~2iginally 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 man-

13 
kind is scientific minded. In the face of such achieverr:ents, only 

a person who fails to face reality would say that science has little 

prestige in the eyes of the average civilized person. In fact, so 

great is the prestige of modern science in the minds of the American 

public today, that Charles Clayton Morrison has stated: 

If Protestantism is to win America, it must win science. 
it must win science, not win America away from science. 

11Ibid.' p. 48. 
12charles Dar~~n, The Ori gin of Species, p. 429. 

13aamm, op. cit. , p. 25. 

I say 
Science 
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is solidly entrenched in its position. 14 

Science has won an audience by its products such as antibiotics, 

television, rockets that circle the moon, and other notable achieve-

ments. The strides of modern science were staggering during the 

first half of the twentieth century and it is very likely that 

these strides will continue and accelerate. The evangelical oould 

applaud these achievements more enthusiastically if it were not for 

the popular belief that science and the Bible are at odds. Many 

people are not prone to listen to the voice of the Bible on any mat-

ter for they believe 11that science has broken the credibility of 

15 
Scripture." . The evangelical who will gain a hearing from the av-

erage educated person in this generation must take a wholesome atti-

16 
tude toward the sciences of ms day. Science has attained pres-

tige in the minds of thinking people. The evangelical cannot gain 

similar presti ge, it has been suggested, until he ceases his biased 

attacks against science. 

The Dangers of Extremism 

Controversies seem to have the genius for driving the parti-

cipants to extreme positions. It is possible to 11 sin to the right 

as well as to the left. 1117 A theolo gian can be just as guilty by 

14charles Clayton Morrison, "Protestantism and Science, 11 

Christian Century, April 24, 19~.6, p. 524. 
15Ramm, op. cit., p. 2h. 
16

Ibid., p. 28. 

l?Ibid., p. 29. 



\ 
J 

I 
( 

\ 
I 
I 

having too narrow a view of Biblical interpretation as he can by 

having too broad a view. Both extremes have implications which are 

injurious to a wholesome approach to the solution of the science-

Scripture problem. 

The dangers inherent in. the hypertraditional attitude. 

Those who are bound by tradition to such a degree that t.hey fail to 

distinguish between the central and the peripheral truths of the 

18 
Scripture are called 11 hypertradit ionalists 11 by James Buswell. 

They have created many problems for the evangelical, so Buswell i~-

13 

plies. The evangelical who speaks out negatively a gainst science is, 

in Ramm' s opinion, widening the gap between the Scriptures and sci-

ence and making it almost impossible for the scientist to accept 

the credibility of the Scriptures. 19 John fyf:J· Smith goes so far as 

to say that these men are actually playing into the hands of the 

enemies of the Bible. 

(Evangelical cas t i gators of science) are unwittingly serving 
the designs of (Christianity's) enemies (and are) secret 
traitors to the cause of Christianity.20 

Scientists, 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, 

18James O. Buswell, III, uA Creationist Interpretation of 
Prehistoric Man, 11 Evolution and Christian Thought Today, ed. by 
Russell L. Mixter, pp. 168-l~footnote . 

l9R "t 28 amm, op.~·' P• • 
20 John Pye Smith, On the Relation Between the Holy Scriptures 

and Some Parts of Geolo gicalSc"ience, quoted by Ramm, Ibid. 
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act of it. In conclusion to an article, he stated: 

The catastrophist 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 special creation.21 

Bernard Ramm makes a contribution at this point. He makes a sharp 

distinction between what the Bible actually says and what some men 

have said that it says. 22 

The literalist, who believes that every word of the Bible 

must be interpreted as coming direct from the mouth of God, finds 

great difficulty in harmonizing bis view of the Scriptures with 

science. The evangelical who holds to the position that God in-. -· 

14 

spired the writers of the Scriptures and they wrote in the cultural 

and linguistical settings of their day in order to be understood, 

is freed from the extreme difficulties of lit·eralism. 23 

The dangers inherent in ~ modern religious attitudes. 

Those theological systems which endeavor to appeal to the scientific 

mind by dismissing the Bible as a purely human development are ere-

ating, perhaps, more serious problems for themselves than they rea-

lize. Although Neo-ortbodoxy takes a more serious view of the Scrip-

tures than1.either Liberalism or Modernism, it still has a concept of 

the Scriptures which seemingly destroys the integrity and validity 

21n1yn E. Daniel, "The Idea of Man 1 s Antiquity, 11 Scientific 
American, November 1959, p. l?J. 

22 
Ramm, op. cit., pp. 40-41 

23Ibid., pp. 65-80 for an excellent discussion on this issue. 
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of Scriptural truth. 24 As George Turner observed, the reader be-

comes the final authority to determine wl:i.a t is "truth" in the 

Scriptures and what is "myth. 1125 The Bible reader is compelled to 

15 

"select the inspired and authoritative utterances in the Bible from 

those which are uninspired, unauthoritative and erroneous. 1126 While 

accepting the person of Jesus Christ as ultimate authority, the 

nee-orthodox would not accept Jesus' view of the Old Testament where 

it disagrees with the results of higher criticism. Logically, any 

system of theology which makes man the ultimate authority actually 

eliminates the necessity of the Scriptures. Some systems apparent-

ly have endeavored to elevate the subjective aspect of revelation and 

yet not destroy the objective aspect. Would not one be correct in 

observing yhat whenever the objective is made subservient to the 

subjective, the objective, in reality, is eliminated as the author-

i ty? Religious experience then becomes authoritative. Obviously 

this frees "religious modernism" from the bonds :=·of Scriptural author-

itarianism-but not without great cost. How is one to determine 

what is of value in the Scripture and what is not? To simply say 

that "their (}pestles~ witness is valid, absolutely binding, in so 

far as it really witnesses to Him [Jesus ChrisD , 1127 does not solve 

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

24Ibi'd., 32 34 pp. - • 

25 
George Turner, 11 'l'he Emancipating Word of God, 11 The Asbury 

Seminarian, Xlll, no. 1, p. 23 • 

26
Ibid. 

27Emil Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of ~' I, 47. 
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to know what "really" witnesses to Christ? Is not this another 

argument for total subjectivism? Apparently the reader is to de-

termine what is 11 truth11 and what is not through his encounter with 

the Holy Spirit. Brunner, has represented this view when he wrote: 

The word of Scripture is not the final court of appeal, since 
Jesus Christ Himself alone is the ultimate authority; • 
the Scripture, not ••• as an authority, but as

8
the source 

of all that which possesses absolute authority.2 

Brunner recogpized that it is in the Scripture that one learns of 

Jesus Christ, the "ultimate authority." One wonders if it is con-

sistent to accept this part of the record as being truth while re-

fusing to accept another part of the same record, often written by 

16 

the same Apostle. Instead of untying the "Gordian Knot," it appears 

that this system of thought cuts it. 

In such systems of thought as this, there is no problem rela-

tive to science and Scripture tension. Where there is a conflict, 

the Bible is ruled out as being "pre-scientific •11 These writers 

were simply mistaken at that point. One cannot help but ~onder if 

they were not mistaken at other points also, if this theory be true. 

It appears to this investigator that both the hypertradi-

tionalist and the religious modernist have problems of greater magni-

tude than the evangelical. The evangelical has tried to effect an 

agreement between the sciences and the Scriptures. Both the hyper-

traditionalist and the re ligious modernist need not bring t he two to-

gether; the hypertraditionalist dismissed the claims of science 

while the reli gious modernist dismissed the claims of Scripture when 

28Ibid. 
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they spoke to anything but Jesus Christ. 

C. THE ACKNOWLEDGED LII"lITATIONS OF MODERN SCIENCE 

If there is to be agreement between the evangelical and 

modern science, one must recognize the limitations of modern sci-

ence. These limitations are not those proposed by the evangelical 

but rather by men who are students of the sciences; therefore, the 

limitations should be carefully noted as not being the products of 

anti-scientists. 

The limitations of the study of reality. There are some 

aspects of reality which cannot be measured or weighed in the sci-

entific manner. The soul of man is one such aspect. Professor 

Paul Amos Moody, whose text Introduction to Evolution was used in 

the Oregon State higher educational system, recognizes the existence 

of this facet of reality which is immeasureable. 

We ••• have said nothing about the human soul. The reason 
for the omission lies in the fact that the soul is outsi. de 
the province of science. Science deals with phenomena which 
can be detected, studied, and measured by use of scientific 
instruments. The soul is not aTIEnable to this approach. It 
cannot be seen, or weighed, or analyzed chemically; nor can 
it be studied--as 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 a lways be true, but for the 
present we must look to religion and philosophy for knowledge 
of the soul. 29 

Sa also has Arthur F. Smethurst, a Canon in the Church of England 

and a student of the sciences, stated. 

29 Paul Amos Moody, Introduction to Evolution, p. 202. 
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Science is essentially the study of . the material ~vorld ••• 
Thus, it will not give us information about spiritual reality 
nor about such things as aesthetic and moral values. These 
things are not vd_ thin the proper scope of science and the 
methods of science are quite unqualified to give us information 
on them. Science depends upon such procedures as weighing and 
measuring; therefore such things as are imponderable or immea­
sureable cannot be identified or studied scientifically.30 

Until the scientist has recognized the spiritual realities as well 

as the material, he will not be able to agree with the evangelical. 

Many, if not most, scientists recognize 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 scientific method; and there is 
another part which will always elude this :trEthod. But the 
second

3
£art is ~ less real and ~ less important than the 

first. 

Professor A.V. Hill, past president of the British ~ssociation and 

Nobel prize winner in 1922 for scientific research, pointed out in 

his presidential address to the British Association in September, 

19.52 that "science in itself is strictly neutral, in so far as ethi­

cal judgements are concerned. 11 32 

Limitations due to the availability of instruments. That 

science works with tools and instruments is an obvious fact. Tb.at 

science is limited by the tools available to the scientist, is also 

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

30smethurst, op. cit., p • .57. 

31 . 
Ibid., p. 59, (Italics not in the original). 

32 
Ibid., p. 51, (quoted by Smethurst). 
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have radically changed some of the previous conclusions of science. 

Before the recognition of the fluorine-dating method, the Piltdo~n 

skull was dated at up to a million years; by the application 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 Piltdo~n hoax.33 Paul Moody 

wrote a year or so before the exposure of the Piltdown hoax, that the 

fluorine method of dating for the Piltdo~n man indicated that it 

"may be of more recent age than was formerly supposed. 11 34 Kenneth 

Oakley, authority in the fluorine method, stated that before the app-

lication of the fluorine test the popular estimates ranged from 200, 

000 to one million years. 35 After the fluorine test the range was 

cut to from 10,000 to 100,000 years, Oakley noted. 

The carbon 14 method of dating has proved to be very useful 

to the paleontologist. As recent as 1955 the limit of the carbon 14 

dating was estimated at between 30,000 to 50,000 years. However, 

only three years later, discoveries were made in this method 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 45,000 years about 
maximum for their equipment. But 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 rac~oactivity left. He has dated 60,000 year­
old wood unearthed at Amersfoort in the Netherlands, and he 

33Ramm, op. cit., pp. 311-312. 

34 
Moody, ££• cit., p. lJO. 

35Kenneth Oakley, "Dating Fossil Human Remains, 11 Anthropology 
Today, ed. by A. L. Kroeber, p. 47, written before exposing of the 
hoax. 
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reports that h~s instruments are de1icate enough to go back 
70,000 years.3 . 

Science has made tremendous strides in the development of tools to 

guide its research. Just as scientists were limited twenty-five 

years ago by the lack of present-day tools, so the scientist of 

today is limited by the lack of tools which will be developed in 

the near future. 

Science limited by lack of data. Professor Moody has given 

a very valid account for the lack of fossil data. He concluded by 

saying, "The wonder is, not that the geolo gical record is incom­

plete, but that it is as complete as it is. 1137 One might conclude 

that absence of data in other fields of science, besides paleontol-

ogy, is very likely and that such absence is a logical limitation. 

It is because of these, and other 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 science 

has not turned in its final interpretations; they are still in a 

state of flux. Moody, in discussing the South African ape-man, 

stated: 

Well-preserved pelvic bones clear]y indicate erect posture. 
In fact the pelvis is strikingly like tl1at of wndern man and 
unlike that of apes. This fact has been established on]y 

20 

very recently; it affords an example of the rapidity "'~th which 
interpretations change ~ ~ facts become available.3 

361yman J. Briggs, "How Old Is It?" The National Geographic 
i1agazine, August, 1958, CXIV, no. 2, p. 254-.--For explanation, pp. 
234-255. 

37 
Moody, op. cit., p. 126, pp. 124-126 for this discussion. 

38 
Ibid., p. 212, (Italics not in the original). 
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Professor Ramm connnented on the finality of modern-day science by 

saying: 

"True science" means "the best we have to date as developed 
by our best scientists •11 In this sense, "true science 11 is 
not final nor infallible.39 

What does this mean to the evangelical? What is its signif-

icance? If the evangelical tried to reconcile his theology with 

that of current science, relative to man's origin, a ge, and devel-

opment, 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 so me of t hese areas, the evangelical cannot 

hope to reach full agreement with it. As carbon dating and fluo-

rine dating reach their final stages and their conclusions are ac-

cepted as final and infallible, then, and only then, can the evan-

gelical hope to relate the Scriptures and science in agreement in 

full. Such attempts were made in the past to interpret the Scrip-

tures in the light of the contemporary sciences. :M.artin Luther be­

lieved :M.oses said that the world was 6,000 years old. 40 John Calvin 

stated that the Y..orld was created in the space of six days. L.l One 

wonders what would have been the public reaction if these reformers 

had proposed a cosmogony current with modern scientific views. Per-

haps four centuries from now some of the modern-day theological 

3. 

39Rannn, op. cit., p. 42. 
40 

Martin Luther, Luther's Works, ed. by Jaroslav Pelikan, I, 

41 
John Calvin, Calvin's Commentaries, trans. by John King, 

Genesis, I, 78. 
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cosmo gonies will l ook as foolish. The lesson to be learned should 

be obvious; the theolo gian should be wary about offering his cos-

mogony as b eing infallible and final. Bernard Ramm, in discussing 

mistake s common to both the theologian and th8 scientist, said: 

First, theologians and scientists may pronounce some scienti­
fic theory as final, and this can cause conflict. The theo­
logian may pre sume a hypothesas to be a fact, and then have 
later developments in science demonstrate i ts falsity; the 
scientist may prematurely accept a hypothesis as true and find 
himself in conflict vQth the theologian. There have been no 
less than ten theories as to the origin of the solar sy stem as 
listed in W. M. Smart' s The Origin of tl:e Earth (1951). ·whi ch 
is the true one? Which is the Biblical one? Premature judg­
ments by ~~ther scienti..st or theologian may cause unnecessary 
friction.4 

The scientist seeks truth about the world in which he lives. 

The evangelical has no quarrel with such a quest for he also is a 

searcher after truth about this world. Although sorre of the sci-

entists and theo logians have made premature conclusions concerning 

the theory of crea t ion--...vhich have led to disagreements--there should 

be a great degree of harmony and understanding between the two ~ 

When there has been disunion be cause of i gnorance, it a ppears the 

evan gelical has been the loser in the e ye s of the genera l public;43 

science has gained a threshold in the minds of educated people today. 

The advancements of medical science, as well as the achievements in 

technolo gy , have proved of immense practical value to humanity . To 

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

42Ramm, op . cit., p . 49, 

43Ibid., pp. 18-26 for this discussion. 
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to close one's eyes to reality. 

Much of the tension between science and the Bible has come 

as a result of an improper attitude ori the part of hypertraditional­

ists who evidently feel called to guard the faith against the atheis­

tic attacks of modern-day science. This extremism bas brought more 

harm t o Christianity than good. There is ano t her extreme attitude, 

which is held by religious modernism, that has overtones of serious 

theolo gical consequences. Althou gh this attitude has endeavored to 

"marry" science and the Church, it has "divorced" itself from ob­

jective authority. To such a person the Bibl e is looked upon as a 

mixture of error and truth; it is up to the Bible reader to deter­

mine what is error and what is truth. This results in a subjectiv­

ism, the results of which are all too obvious to the thoughtful 

theologian. 

To propose a theory of cosmo gony that would be in agreement 

with the final conclusions of science, ~ould at the present be ex­

tremely diff icult since science has not as yet reached finality at 

this point. Were one to work out a system that rould harmonize with 

the science of this day , i t would no doubt be obsolete in anot her 

century or less. Hence , the evangelical attitude toward science is 

of supreme importance--i t will always be in vogue. Although he may 

or may not a gree wi t h certain hypotheses of some scientists, he can 

agree with their method and objective. This is a ro.atter of atti­

tude. The evangelical must not be gui lty of using the limitations 

of. science as a scapegoat, arguing t ba. t any theory which is unco m­

fortable to the theolo gian can be excused simply because science has 
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not reached total finality. Total a greement between science and 

Scripture may not be possible at this time; ho wever, the evangelical 

must not be guilty of causing greater dissension. 

Unless the evangelical h3.s a wholesome attitude toward sci-

I ence, he will not gain the hearing of either his congregation or the 

scientist; and the evangelical needs to be heard today. 

I · 
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CHAPTER III 

THE PHIIDSOPHY OF EVANGELICAIJSM 

Evangelical±sm is not an organization and hence does not 

have an organized system of thought or theology. Nevertheless, 

there are certain cardinal beliefs which underlie this system called 

by the name 11 evangelicalism. 11 This chapter will present the view 

which is generally recognized as "evangelical" as evidenced in pub­

lications representing it. If one keeps in mind the distinction 

drawn in the last chapter between the hypertraditional and the evan­

gelical, it will help clarify the issues. 

A. EVANGELICAL TENETS 

Among the basic assumptions of evangelicalism are assumptions 

which are common to religious thought in general. Wiley lists four 

universal reli gious characteristics. They are: (1) a thought of a 

superna;lmral power, (2l) a sense of need, (3) an idea of reverence 

or worship, and (4) an assurance of some sort of the manifestation 

of this supernatural power. 1 

Other assumptions may come under the f ramework of the Chris­

tian religion alone. St ill others may be rejected b;>r some who would 

call their system nchristian"'· The follo111ing list of evangelical 

tenets are offered as basic to a wholesome approach to the tension 

existing between science and the Bible. 

1wiley, op. cit., pp. 119-121. 
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Truth. The evangelical shares the objective of most all, if 

not all, religions and that is a relating of self to truth. While 

this quest includes the material aspect of reality, it is primarily 

a quest for s piritual lmowledge. As noted before, the scientist is 

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

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

Reality, is truth. Many differ in their concept of God but still 

they feel that whoever or whatever He is, is Truth. Christianity is 

no different at this point. The evangelical thus agrees with the rest 

of Christianity in asserting that God is Ultimate Reality. One wri-

ter expressed what seems to be commonly accepted when he stated: 

• • • there can be no question among religious people, that the 
authority is God •••• If God exists, He is the ultimate cri­
terion and power of truth and reality.2 

Herein, however, has not been the problem. The question has been, 

"· •• in what way cbes God make lmown Himself, His mind and His au­

thority to men generally?11 3 This question leads to the next tenet 

of the evangelical. 

God and revelation. The evangelical would no doubt agree with 

professor Wiley relative to his view of revelat ion 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, 11Authori ty, 11 The International Standard Bible Ency­
clopedia, I, 334. 

3Ibid. 
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in the constitution of t he mind, and in the pro gress of human his­

tory. 11 4 Concerning special revelation he stated, 11By special Reve-

lation we refer to the r edemptive purpose of God manifested in Christ 

Jesus. 115 The evangelical who would agree with professor Wiley would 

conclude that revelation is a self-disclosure of God to man, whether 

it be general or special. 

Revela tion and the Scriptures. This subject is in itself 

worthy of much greater consideration than v..d..11 be given at this point. 

Certain conclusions have been reached by present-day-scholars, who 

have written on the problem of revelation, and these conclusions 

will be noted here. Wiley stated: 

The Scriptures Contain and Are the Word of God. Christ was Him­
self the full and perfect revelation o~ the Father ••• the 
last word of all objective revelation. 

Wiley, evidently referring to a statement by MacPherson wrote: 

Christianity thus owes its existence to Christ, the revealer 
of God, but the knowledge of Christianity is immediately set 
forth in the Scriptures, which must be received and under­
stood by the heart fd mind of the believer (cf. MacPherson, 
Chr. Dogm., p. 27). 

Wiley continued, showing clearly the relationship between the reve-

lation found in the Scriptures, Nature and Jesus Christ. 

To right1y understand, then, the nature and function of the 
Bible, it must be viewed as occupying an intermediate posi­
tion between the primary revelation of God in nature, and the 
perfect revelation of God in Christ--the Personal Word. If 

4rI. Orton Wiley, Christian Theolo gy- , I , 126. 

Sibid., p. 135. 

6Ibid., p. 137. 

7Ibid., p. 138. 
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we place at the very center of Revelation the idea of the 
Eternal Word, and draw about it a series of concentric circles, 
the first and nearest \i'Ould represent the Word incarnate or 
the revelation of God in Ghrist the Personal Word. The second 
circle farther removed would represent the Bible as the writ­
ten Word. It is in this sense that the Bible is at once the 
Word of God and the record of that Word ••• The third and out­
er circle V<.ould represent the reveJ.a tion of God in nature and 
the created universe. In order, therefore, to correctly under­
stand the Bible as the Written Word, we must estimate it in 
its relation to nature ~ the ~ hand, and the Personal Word 
on the other.tt-

Though many scholars from different theological systems may disagree 

just as to how the Bible is · or contains the Word of God, yet they 

do seem to agree on this orn point, "The Bible is indispensible to 

the Christian faith." Karl Barth said: 

The revealed Word of God we lmow only from the Scripture. • • 
The proclaimed Word of God we know only by knowing the revela­
tion attested through Scripture.9 

Georgia Harlmess pointed out that "among top-ranking scholars of the 

ecumenical movement [!,here is J . . . great unanimity of appeal to 

the Bible as authori ty. 1110 Harry Fosdick believes that his approach 

to the Bible is such that ·it restores 11wha t one e our fathers had and 

what recently the church has lost: ability to see the Bible in its 

entirety and to use it as a whole. 1111 While some may disagree with 

Fosdick' s method of Biblical study it is noteworthy that he wishes 

the entire Bible restored for use. 

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

8Ibid., p. 139. (Italics not in the original). 

9Karl Barth, The Doctrine of the Word of God, I, 1, 136. 

10
Georgia Harkness, Foundations of Christian Knowledge, p. 96. 

1
1ttarry Emerson Fosdick, The Modern Use of tre Bible, p •. 29. 
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God of Himself to man, then one can conclude that the major purpose 

of the Bible is to reveal God to man. It will help the Bib le stu­

dent if he will remember that the primary purpose of the Bible is a 

religious purpose and not a scientific one. Apparently the Bible is 

not a textbook on the sciences of man but rather on the sinfulness 

of man. There may be times, however, when t he Bible seems to s p eak 

on matters pertaining to the sciences. What s hould be the student's 

attitude toward such statements? An attempt to answer this question 

will be ma de at this time. 

The Language of the Bible. One's view of the interpretation 

of the Bible will be governed by his view of its inspiration. Since 

language is indispensable t o commu..nication--and revelation is com­

munication--i t is lo gical to conclude that the langua ge of the re­

velation in the Bi b le is of utmost importance. How one approaches 

t he language of the Bible will determine, p:irhaps, his interpreta­

tion to a great de gree. 

c. Peter Wagner, in answer to the c ha r ge that the evan gelical 

is a Bibliolater, sets forth in Eternity ma ga zine eight l~ vels of 

Scripture-truth. The first is 11 histo rica l 11 truth; by this he means 

the simple recording of an event or sta tement made by a person. The 

stateme nt ma y or may not have been true, but the recording of trat 

statement is accurate. "Poetical" truth is another level of truth 

which refers to langua ge which does not even assume to be understood 

in a literal or scientific sense. Even today poetic language is not 

scientific. Do trees really 11 cry11 ? Why must some of the poetical 

language in the Bible be interpreted as being literal? Next he lists 
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11 phenomenal11 truth as being closely related to poetical truth; :: 1t 

does differ, however, in that while it is not scientifically accu-

rate, yet it is true from the point of view of t he observer. Men say, 

even today, 11 The sun rose this morning. 11 Scientifically this is in-

accurate, yet from the standpoint of the observer, it is phenomenally 

true. 11 Symbolical11 truth is truth which is clothed ±1:r 'S·yihbols . ~.t. Wag-

ner cites prophetical visions as a good illustration of this "level" 

of truth. ·when Daniel said to Nebuchadnezzar, "Thou art this head 

of gold, 11 he was s reaking symbolically. · Another is 11 proverbial11 

truth. The book of Proverbs would be an illustration of this type 

of truth. This type is not to be pressed literalJy. "Cultural" 

truth refers to that which can only be fully understood or interpret-

ed in the li ght of the culture in which it was written. While con-

taining principles that may pertain for a 11 cultures, it still can-

not be fulJy understood ou t side of t he culture in which it was writ-

ten. Wagner lists next 11 spiri tual11 truth. Although not written 

for doctrinal purposes, this truth may well teach doctrine. From 

such passages one learns of the spiritual conflicts of men in their 

experiences. The interpreter would not want to imitate the writers 

at every paint, but can certainly learn from their experiences. Da-

vid' s writings are given as an example here. The last level is 11 theo-

logical" truth. Paul's writing s are vital here. Stated Wagner: 

We are bound to know them and follo w them literally within the 
tounds of sound hil~orical-grammatical exegesis because they 're 
theological truth. . 

12c. Peter Wagner, 11 Bibliolatry, 11 Eternity, I X, no. 11, pp. 
14-16. 
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When one reco gnizes these various "levels" of truth--not 

levels of inspiration--then many of the problem passages relative to 

science diminish. Bernard Ramm feels also tm t the 11 keypoint of the 

entire approach to the problem of harmonizing the Bible and scienti­

fic lmo wledge 1113 lies in t his area of lan gua ge. He noted tmt the 

language of the Bible is popular, not scientific, in reference to 

natural matters. This language is phenomenal and non-postulational. 

Though the langua ge of the Bible is "pre-scientific" it is not "anti­

scientific.1114 One of the remarkable features of the Bible is the 

obvious omission of theorizing relative to natural things. W. Bell 

Dawson set this forth cle arly when he said: 

A remarkable point in Bibli cal r eferences to nature, is tli.a t we 
find no defini te explanation anywhere of natural ttiings . The 
writers of the Bible do not go beyond the description of what 
they actually see aromd them, and the correct way in which 
they describe what t hey 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 modern writers. 
We may see good reason why the Script ures avoid explainin g 
natural phenomena, when we consj_der that the only explanations 
current during the centuries in whi ch the Bible was written, 
were full of mythological ideas •••• The writers of the Bible 
show rrore than severe sell-control, and must indeed have been 
divinely guided, in thus keeping to description and avo ioing 
theoretical explanations of natural things. For scientisti.5 
have now come to adop t this attitude as the only safe way. 

Some authorities felt that the Genesis account of creation was a 

myth which the Hebrews borr owed fro m their kinsmen, the Babylon-

ians. This was a conclusion drawn fro m the observation that the 

13Raw.m, The Chris t i a n View of Science and Scripture, p. 72. 

14
rbid., pp . 6.5-80 for an excellent discussion. 

1.5 W. Bell Dawson, The Bible Confirmed by Science, pp. 32-33. 
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two accounts supposedly resembled each other. A superficial read-

ing of the t wo accounts may give that impression to some. 

We may suppose that t he ancient Chaldeans had intelligence 
enough to understand that 1uch accounts were in reality myths: 
not to be taken literally. 7 

On the other hand there is nothing in the description of tre creation, 

and of early man, as recorded in t he Scriptures, which "cannot be tak-

en just as it stands written, without any such outrage to common sense 

as these myths demand. 1118 A portion of the Babylonian myth will be 

noted :here so that the reader may judge for himself the ttresemblance 11 

of the t wo accounts. 

Apsu and Tiamat were water Deities and typified ch3.os; to these 
were born Lahmu and Lahamu, and later appeared Amshar and Kish­
ar, and still later Anu and other gods came into being ••• Aspu 
disliked the new order of things. . .Marduk slew her ~Tiamaf] 
and split her b ody into halves ••• one half of tre body of Tia­
mat formed a covering for heaven [!,he other half formed eart~ 
••• Marduk, or Bel, instructed Ea to cut off his (Marduk's) 
head, and the ml~ was forme d out of tre blood which flowed from 
the god 1 s body. 

Theorizing relative to other natural things, such as where tre sun 

went at night, is prevalent in ancient literature. It is con spic-

uously absent in the Scriptures. 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 Scriptures. 

It ap:pears ~~se to hold a view of inspiration which will allow 

16 
"Creation," The Encyclopedia Americari.a, VIII, 170. 

17 
Dawson, op. cit., p. 29. 

18 
Ibid. 

19 
"Creation", lac . cit. 



/ 

34 

latitude to the· Biblical writers in the langua ge employed by them; 

otherwise, it seems as though many problems will arise during inter-

pretation. The view which holds that the Holy Spirit inspired the 

writers and they in turn wrote in the language of their day and in 

their own personal style, is not in disagreement with the Scriptural 

reference to inspiration; 11 ••• men spake from God, being n:oved by 

the Holy Spirit. 1120 This view, that the writers were 11 given extra-

ordinary aid without any interference V'l.ith their personal character­

istics or activities1121 is held by such theologians as Wiley, Pope, 

Miley, Strong, Watson, Wakefield, Summers, Ralston and Hills. 22 It 

is this view of inspiration which this investi gator feels is comma-

dious to an agreement between science and Scriptures. Those who held 

to a rigid verbal or dictation theory have had difficulty in account-

ing for the popular langua ge of the Bible as vell as the various lin-

guistical stylings of the Biblical writers. 

B. S UMJ'1AR Y 

Christianity is a reJi gion of revelation. The Bi b le is in-

dispensable to revelation. Lan guage is an essential element in any 

connnunication, and hence is essential to the revelation found in the 

Christian Scriptures. Therefore, a study of the philosophy of the use 

of language in the Scriptures is a keypoint to a true interpretation 

20 
II Peter 1 : 21. A. S. Version • 

2
1wiley , op. cit., p. 176. 

22
Ibid. 
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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 actually says and what some say tli.at it says. Only a philos-

ophy of inspiration which allows flexibility in the language used 

by the Biblical writers will save the interpreter from conclusions 

which conflict with the r e liable findings of science. Wiley noted: 

The Earth and the Bible are God's tV\10 texts, each having its 
place, time and function in progressive revelation. Nature 
is the primary source of lmowledge, the Bible is the supple-
mentary source.23 · 

As such they compliment, not abrogate, each other. Due to his unwar-

ranted insistence on literal accuracy, the strict li teralist immed-

iately becomes involved in a conflict between the results of geo-

logy and the langua ge of Genesis I. The evangelica l who holds the 

17dynamic theory," herein advocated, is free to interpret the seeming-

ly 11 scientificn language of the Bible as being simply popular lan­

guage . When the Bible speaks of the 11four corners of the earth1124. 

this is neither scientific nor an ti-scientific language; it is ob-

viously popular or phenomenal language . This concept of Biblical 

language is essential to an understanding of the following rages 

of this paper. 

23Ibid., p. 14.0. 

24. 
Revelation 20:8. A. S. Version. 
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CHAPTER IV 

BIBLICAL FROBLEl'.iS IN THE STUDY OF THE ANTIQUITY OF 114.N 

A. INTRODUCTIO N 

The evangelical Biblical interpreter faces many problems when 

he endeavors to effect agreemenl:. between the Scriptures and tbe r-e-

liable findings of modern science. The reason for these problems 

are enunciated by Pratt: 

The book of Nature and the Word of God emanate from the same 
infallible Author, and therefore cannot be at variance. But 
man is a fallible interpreter, and by mistaking one or both of 
these Divine Records, he forces them too often into unnatural 
conflict. 1 

The evan gelical's view t hat the Scriptures are accurate and reliable 

necessitates an attempt on his part to bring the t wo 11records 11 as 

closely together as is human l y possible. 

The anthro pological problem. The point of greatest concern 

in the science-Scripture tension is located in the area of the study 

of m:i.n. There is not the problem in botany, astronomy, or even geol-

ogy , that there is in anthropology. Those who have scient ific train-

ing recognize this as the vital area of apparent conflict. In a work 

presented by the American Scientific Affiliation, William Smalley un-

derscores the importance of the anthropological implications to the 

Bible student: 

Few Christians realize, however, that rrost of the crucial points 

1J. H. Pratt, Scripture and Science Not at VariaDce, quote d 
by Ramm, op. cit., p. SO. - -
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of the science-Scripture conflict center in anthropology, and 
that concepts of the evolution of man and the develo~ment of 
civilization are both in the sphere of anthropology. 

Many Bibles, observed Smalley, have listed in their margll1s a date 

of 4004 B.C. for the creation of man; however, many human fossils 

date back beyond 4004 B.C. by thousands of years, so the scientist 

claims. Here the evan ge lical faces a vital problem. 3 An answer 

38 

needs to be given those who are confronted with the claims of modern 

anthropological discoveries and the claims of theolo gians whose dates 

appear in the margins of Bibles. The problem of dating the earth 

and plant life cb es not present similar problems if the 11 day 11 of Gen-

esis I is taken in the broad sense of a "period of time." Problems 

arise, possibly, when one tries to arrange chronologically the events 

of Genesis I with the process proposed by modern science. Ramm point-

ed out that the prob lems inherent in the anthropological conflict 

were "far more pressing to evangelical Christianity than those of 

4 geology or astronomy • 11 This chapter will endeavor to show why there 

is a greater problem in .anthropology than any of the other sciences 

relative to an agreement with past Biblical interpretations. 

The observation has been made that the Scripture places no 

time limit on the creation of the v-.orld--which involves geology, 

paleontology, and astronomy. The flexibility of the Hebrew word 

2 
Smalley and Fetzer, 11A Christian View of Anthropology, 11 

Modern Science and Cli..ristia.n Fait~, p. 99. 
3 . 
Ibid., p. 101. 

4. 
Ramm, op. cit., p. 30.5. 
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0 i J , translated "day" in the Genesis account of creation, easily 

allows the scientist latitude in estimating the antiquity of the 

earth. Can this same flexibili cy be used as an answer to the anthro-

pological dat ing of 50,000 to 500,000 for nan's a ge? 

The reco gnition of problems. Evidence that problems exist 

between science and Scriptures, relative to trn dating of man, can 

be found in the multitude of books written concerning the science-

Scripture conflict. Harold W. Bernard, an educator in Ore gon State's 

system of higher education, stated that the first step in problem 

solving was a 11felt need. 11 5 Many evangelicals are aware of a need 

of harmony between the books of science and Scripture. This is evi-

dent by such articles as, "A Fresh look at Evolution, 11 and 11 Evolu-

tion or Creation?" appearing within a year in an evangelical periodi­

cal. 
6 

One may eit her agree or disagree with 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 problem solving 

situation the "locating or recognizing a problem situation. 11 7 The 

importance of recognizing and understanding the problem is seen in 

these words: "The more clearly one can state the nature of his dif­

ficulty the rrore likely he is to solve it. 118 Hence, if the evangel-

5Harold W. Bernard, Psychology of Learning and Teaching, p. 155. 
6
christianity Today, 11, no. 23 and 111, no. 16 issues. 

?Bernard, loc. cit. 

8 
Ibid. 
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ical is to attempt to solve the science-Scripture tension for him-

self and for others, he must first recognize what is involved in the 

problem and what the nature of the difficulty is. This chapter is 

an attempt to lay bare the'.· p:rOBJ..ems inherent in the evangelical view 

of man 1 s antiquity in the light of modern anthrop::> logy and pale on-

to logy. The investigator observed that only as all of the ra mi.fica-

tions of the conf'lict are duJy recognized will the evangelical posi-

tion be spared embarrassment in the future as well as the present 

attempts at agreement. 

A counterfeit solution. At this point the reader is asked to 

recall the discussion earlier concerning the modern religious view 

that the Bible is but the result of man's development. To the casual 

reader this may seem to be. the utopian answer. It certainly is a 

solution to the science-Scrip ture problem. If the Bible is but the 

product of ancient men, it cannot be expected to agree with the 

sciences of this day. To the evangelical, apparen tJy, this looms 

up as a destructive, counterfeit solution. He dare not take this 

leap in logic if he desires to retain the Scriptures as a rule of 

faith and conduct. In the definition of an evangelical offered in 

this paper, it was noted that t an evangelical holds to the Bible as 

the rule of faith and conduct. If the Bible is full of scientific 

error, what guards it against the possibility of being full of theo-

lo gical and religious error? To simply state that the Bible is not 

a scientific book but rather a reli gious book does mt solve this 

problem. Dawson has said essentially the same thing. 

In the mean time I wish to enf'orce the important principle that, 



with respect to the history of creation and the subsequent 
references to it, we cannot rest in the general statement 
that the Bible is 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.9 

If the Bible is errant scientifically, it may Vlell be errant doc-

trinally. 

Some ~ involvements in the :problem of ~· The writer has 
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tried to include in this paper the main problems involved in the an-

thror:ological problem. Perhaps some new aspects of this problem 

have been brought to light in this work that have not been handled 

by all the auth0Ts 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 at this point. What 

will be noted herein is not new to the theologian; however, some of 

these problems may not have been consider ed as bein g vital to the 

anthropology-Scripture harmony. This chapter will comr:o se the main 

body of this Vlork. That which has been written up to now is intro-

due to ry and preparatory. 

B. THE INTEGRITY OF THE SCRIPTURES 

Whi le it may have appeared to a reader of t be present volumes 

on the science-Scripture tension that the priTIE.ry goal of these evan-

gelical authors was to bring into agreement the two records of sci-

ence and Scripture, it seems tra t t he underlying rnotiva tion is the 

maintenance of tre integrity of Holy Scripture. F. Alton Everest, 

9 J. W. Dawson, op. cit., p. 26. 
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President of the American Scientific Affiliation in 1950, spoke to 

this point: 

It is the earnest prayer of each author that this volume 
will prove to be an able witness to the veracity of the Word 
of God in order · that the claims of Christ on the lives-of 

1
5en 

may be effectively proclaimed in this science-minded age. 

John W. Dawson implied that he was concerned about proving the in-

tegrity of the Scriptures when he desired "to show nnre in detail 

that the Bible is true to nature •1111 

Perhaps it wou ld be well to mention at this point the rela-

tionship between a belief in the reliability of the Scriptures ~ 

masse and one 1 s persona 1 salvation. While it seems inconsistent to 

accept the teaching of the BibJe relative to Christ's redemptive 

work and then to reject its teaching relative to the historicai da-

ta, it has obviously been done. How many pastors, when Jeading a 

person to accept Christ as Savior, first of all led the person to an 

acceptance of the historical authenticity of all the data in the 

Scriptures? The evangelical could possibly conclude then that there 

42 

are theologians who know Chr ist as personal Savior and yet who do not 

view the Scriptures in total as historically reliable. Thus, while 

it may be possible to be converted and yet deny the integrity of 

all Scripture, it is certainly dangerous. It appears that a dis-

trust VIOUld grow toward all Scripture if only part of it was viewed 

as being reliable. The theologian who accepted Jesus as his Savior 

from sin and yet denied Moses, would seem to be a living paradox; 

10 
F. Alton Everest, Modern Science and Christian Faith, vii. 

11 
Dawson, op. cit., p. 4J. 
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his system would seem paradoxical also. The evangelical should be 

able to show why such a view is paradoxic al, but must do it with 

charity. Even though t he evangelical may feel that the integrity of 

the Scriptures is a very centra l tenet of any system of religious 

thought that claims to be "Christian, 11 let him view those who differ 

with him at this poin t with genuine Christian love and understand­

i ng . Let the evangeli cal remember that one may stil 1 be a Chr istian 

and yet not a gree with him on the issue of Scr i p tural in t egrity. 

On the ot her hand, t he evan gelica l may reason that since the 

acceptance of the historical reliabili ty of the Bible is non-essen­

tial to one 1 s personal salvation, he will ignor e the problem com­

pletely and concern himself with the "saving of souls. 11 The motive 

is commendable, but the outcolT'.e will be disastrous when such a per­

son is confronted ~ith an inquiring , scientific-minded young person 

who feels there is conflict between the science of Genesi s and the 

science of the classroom. The evan gelical who has not bothe red him­

self with the p roblem w.i.11, in all probability , lose such a young 

person from his influence. The greater tragedy is t hat all too of­

ten the you t h loses faith in the Church and its Christ as a result. 

One wonders if it ever is wise to refuse to face any problem squa r e­

l y ? The evange lical must not be accused of obscurantism. 

Agreerrent be tween Scr i pture and na ture. As noted before, it 

has been generally held arrong theolo gi a ns that the Scriptures are 

s anehow connected with God's revelation of Himself to man. The con­

temporary Lutheran theolo gian, F. Pieper, stated the po sition which 
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could v.~ell::'be that of the evangelical relative to the inspiration 

of Holy Scripture: 

Inspiration covers not only a part of Scripture, e. g. the 
chief matters, the doctrines, and such things as were before 
unknown to the writers, etc., but the entire Scriptures. Ev­
ery part of Scripture is insp ired. That, and nothing less, is

12 the meaning of "All Scripture is given by inspiration of God~-" 

Professor Berkhof, present-day reformed theologian, shows the rela-

tionship existing between nature and Scripture by observing, "All 

our lmowledge of God is derived from His self-revelation in nature 

13 
and in Scrip ture • 11 Although one may not have agreed with profess-

ors Berkhof and Pieper, in total, yet if he is to be an evangelical 

he will a gree v.d.th t he essential truths of these two statements. 

Namely, that it is through His self~revelation in nature and Scrip-

tures that God is lmown; and that the entire Scriptures are inspired. 

The evangelical is urged to recall at this point the viOrds of C. Pet-

er Wagner V\ihen he stated that while there are not levels of inspira-

tion in the Bible there are 1 evels of truth. 

Per tin en t to the re vela tio n of God f' ound in nature and the 

BibJe, Berkhof commented: 

The Bible testifies to a t wofold revelation of God: a revela­
tion in nature rotmd about us, in hu..man consciousness, and in 
the providential government of the v..orld; and a revelation em­
bodied in the Bible as t he Word of God. It testifie s to the 
former in such passages as the follo~ing : "The heavens declare 
the glory of God: and the f irmanent [sic] showeth His handi­
work. Day unto day utteret~speech, and ni ght unto night show­
eth knowledge," Ps. 19:1,2. 

12Francis Pieper, Christian D:igmatics, p. 220. 

lJL. Berkhof, Systema t ic Theology , p. JS. 

14 
Ibid., p. 36. 



J. H. Wythe, apparently a doctor of medicine and a minister, con-

eluded :r:::e rtainin g to the t wo books of nature and Scripture, "Thus 

the Record of Moses and Nature's Record bear each other vdtness. 1115 

As to why two recor ds are necessary, Berkhof has stated concerning 

the position of Scholas t icism: 
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But whi le it Cnatural revelation=:) enabled man to attain to a 
scientific natural knowledge o f God as the ultimate cause of 
all things, it did not provide for the knowledge of the myster­
ies, such as t he Trinity, the incarnation, and red~mption. 
This knowledge is supplied by special revelation.lb 

Benjamin Warfie ld, not ed theologian, said essentially the s ame thing 

concerning the distinction and yet the unity of these two forws of 

revelation: 

The one has in view to mee t and supply the natural need of 
creatures for knowledge of their God; the other to rescue broken 
and deformed sinners from their sin and its consequences. But, 
though thus distingiirished from one another, i t is important 
that the t\.\o species or stages of· revelation should no t be set 
in opposition to one another , or the closeness of t heir mutual 
relations or the constancy of their interaction be obscured. 
They constitute togetrer a unitary whole, and each is incom­
plete wi thout the other.17 

Wythe, referring to the results of geology and paleontology, keenzy 

observed: 

The gradual unfolding of trese facts was witnessed on the 
one hand by weak-minded theolo gian s with dread, lest the foun­
dations of Scripture f aith should be overturned,--as if Nature, 
properly interpreted, could ever contradict God 's Word!-and 
on the other hand was prematurefy" hailed by half-educated in­
fidels as a contribution to their cause. The great masters of 

15 J. H. Wythe, The Agreement of Science and Revela t ion , p. 172. 

16 
Berkhof, op. cit., p. 37. 

17
Benjamin B. Warfield, "Revelation," I.S. B.E., I V, 2575. 
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science and humble Christians remained unmoved, being fully 
persuaded tba t "the word of the lord endur eth for ever. 11 18 

Perhaps he expressed the position of evan gelicalism when he stated 

that nature, properly interpreted, will not contradict God 1 s Word. 

Could one not add here that God's Word, properly interpreted, will 
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not contradict nature either? Thomas Aquinas, according to Berkhof, 

agreed. 

He [}'homas Aquina~ held, however, that there could be no 
conflict between the truths of natural and those of superna tur­
al revelation. If there appears t~9be conflict, there is some­
thing wrong with one's philosophy. 

This ap pears to be very much the opinion of evangelical scholars to-

day. 

In regard to the agreeirent between geology and the Scripture, 

Wythe quotes a professor Guyot. Wythe called Guyot "one of the rno st 

distinguished physical geographers" of his day. Professor Guyot 

stated: 

To a smcere and unsophisticated mind, it must be evident that 
the grand outlines sketche d by Moses are the same as t..h.ose 
which modern science enables us to trace; however imperfect 
and unsettled the details furnished by scientific inquires may 
appear on many points. Whatever changes we may expect to be 
introduced by new discoveries, in our present vie w of the uni­
verse and the globe, the prominent points of this vast picture 
will remain. And t~bse only are traced out in this admirable 
account of Genesis. 

This observation, made during the nineteenth century, is still held 

by evangelicals conversant in the fields of theolo gy and geology. 

18
wythe, op. cit., p. 152. 

19
Berkhof, lac. cit. 

20 
Guyot, quoted by Wythe, op. cit., pp. 154-155. 
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Such a person is Edwin K. Gedney. In his contribution to the Ameri-

can Scientific Affiliation 1 s publication he stated that 11 geoJ_ogy 

serves as a complement to the Bible by providing a wealth of detail 

to amplify the outline of Genesis. 1121 He also gave a chart as a 

suggested harmony betVl'een the two records. Wythe has su..1TI.11Bd it up 

when he said: 

The deductions of Natural Science being regarded as fixed facts, 
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 whi~~ claims to 
be the Book of God's revelation in human language. 

The matter has been squarely set before the evangelical. Science 

has made its impress upon the thinking of modern man. If the Bible 

is to speak to modern man, it wou ld 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 

Everest clearly laid forth the necessity of vindicating the Bible 

when it speaks relative to h istorical and scientific matters . If it 

is found to be unreliable at these points, how can one help but won -

der atout the re liability of the rest of Scripture? 

The Bible states that it is a message from God to man con­
taining information as to the past , present, and future 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 ti.me inevitably touches upon points of great 
historical and scientific significance. Surely if this Book 
is found untrustworthy in these incidental contacts, the 

2
1-:Edwin K. Gedney, "Geology and the Bible , 11 Modern Science and 

Christian Faith, p. 54. 
22 

Wythe, op. cit., p. 29. 
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. . t 1 . ght b . d . th . . 23 spiri ua message mi e viewe WJ. suspicion. 

The uniqueness of the Genesis account of Creation. Before 

leaving the subject of the integri i{y of the Scriptures, i t may be 

well to note the uniqueness of the account of creation as found in 

Genesis as campared wi th the scie nces of mankind up until the advent 

of modern science. Doctor Charles Warring observed that this unique-

ness was a definite sign of the Divine origin of the Bible and es-

pecia lly this account of creatfu n. 

Whatever may be thought of certain prominent theories of so­
called science--mostly pertainin g to biology--there is no doubt 
that vastly more of the world's actual :history is known row 
than, for example, in the days of l1ilton; and, consequently, we 
are to that extent in a better po sition for the comprehending 
the s t ory of creation. On t h e other hand, if th.e account in 
Genesis were of human invention it vvu l d easily square ~~th the 
science of the tfules in which it was written. 24 

The signif icant aspect of this Genesis account is that it does not 

square with the science of its day, but rather is more in line with 

ID.odern- day science. Doctor W-ythe suggests that the brief history 

of the creation, as found in Genesis I, was 11 for centuries the plain­

est, most rational, and most con sistent known to mankind. 1125 The 

Biblical account stands out strange l y isolated from the ancient 

philosophies of creation. 

The creation of the war l d out of nothing by the power of God, 
its globular form and suspension in s pace, and its gradual 

23 
Everest, op . cit., p. vi. 

24 
Warri_TJ.g, op. cit., p . 21. 

25 
Wythe, op. cit., p . 149. 
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preparation as a habitation for man, were clearly taught by 
the Bible when all the ancient philosophies and systems of 

26 heathenism were full of the crudest and nost 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" 

absent in the Biblical account. 11Thus, in Greek and Latin philos­

ophy the heavens were considered a solid vault, studded with stars. 1127 

It was interesting to note that the Hebrew word~.) 1>"1, translated 
- "T 

11firmament, 11 means literally 11 an expanse. 11 The word 0~.?2~~ transla­

ted '~heavens," also fails to carry with it any i dea of solidness. 

Hence, while sorrE other ancient s;-ystems of creation make the heavens 

a solid covering in which the sta rs are firmly imbedded, this conno-

tation is miraculousJy absent from the language of the Biblical ere-

ation account. Regardllig the earth, Wythe wrote: 

••• and to account for the motion of the planets, men fan­
cied that there existed a strange machinery of cycles and 
epicycles ••• Mohammed taugh t that the mountains ~ere created 
to preven t ~ge earth from movin g, and to hold it as by anchors 
and chains. 

A wise word of caution for the evange lical is noted in the following 

reference to the SJ;Bculations of former church writers who wandered 

from the text of the Scripture itself. 

Even the Fathers of the church , as t hey are called, neglect­
ing the s tudy of the Scriptures for the s peculations of the 
old philosophers, taught doctrines scarcely less absurd; and 

26
Ibid. 

27
Ibid. 

28 . ' 
Ibia., p . 150. 
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Ga lileo ·Na s condemned by the Inquisition for teachin g t he motion 
of the earth. 29 

Warring s t ated that there was a11ple reason for accepting t he Genes:IB 

account as having a Divine origin when he penned t he se words: 

But when men acquired l arger and more accurate knowledge of the 
past it [9enesis accounIJ vvo uld diverge irore and no re f rom 
the current "science, 11 until, at last, t he contradiction would 
become so apparent that no sane man could accept both as t:t\,!e. 
Thi s has been the fate of all cosmo gonies ~the I1osaic.38 

Wythe concurs with the position of War ring when he stated: 

But as t he truths of natural science have been developed by ex­
periments and observat i on , and rational views of creation have 
been established, t hey have been found consist311t with, and of­
ten anticipated by , t he l angua §:;e of Holy Writ. 

He went on to say that o t her :ror tions of t he Scripture allude t o the 

creation of the mr ld an d that none of them are at variance with the 

science of rrodern day . 

Scriptural misinterpretations. The integrity of the Scrip-

tures wi ll always be in doubt as long as men's interpretations of the 

Bible are equated with the ScriP:,ure itself. I1any of professor Hux-

ley 1 s objections to the Genesis account of creat ion during the latter 

part of the nineteenth century , were in reality leveled a gainst T1il­

ton 1 s interpretation as found in his "Paradise Lost . 11 32 A list of 

some of the co mmonly accepted vie ws of "Scriptural truth, 11 which in 

reality were merely t he interpretations of men, were set forth by 

29rbid. 

30
warring, op. cit., pp. 21-22. (Italics not in t he original). 

31 
Wythe, loc. cit. 

32
warring, op . cit., p . 12. 
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Warring. 

11 The universe was made six thousand years ago." "Light and 
darkness are substances •11 11 There is a solid dome or arch 
above the earth.rt 11 The sun and moon are supported by trat ardl . 11 

11 The earth is the largest body in the wiverse . 11 11 The conti -
nents and seas were made in a few hours. 11 "These were all com-
pleted before any pl ants or animals existed. 11 11 There were no 
plan ts or animals before grasses, herbs, and fruit - trees . 11 

11 The sun was created after tte se plants. 11 "The earth is larger 
than the sun or the stars. 11 "There was no animal life on land, 
or in the water, before whales and birds." 11 There were no 
land animals before cattle, beasts, and o ther livmg creatures. 11 

"There were no ro.en before Adam. 11 

Not one of these staterrents is found in this account. Each 
is merely an inference by somebody from wha. t3~e thinks Hoses 
111.eant. Mostly they are bare int erpolations . 

That the Church has erred in its mterpretation of Scripture in some 

areas is evident by her treatment of such scientific advances as. the 

discovery of the rotation of the earth as p roposed by Copernicus. 

Galileo was condenmed by the pope because of his astronomical dis -

. 3h 
coveries. Navigators circumnavigated the earth, thereby provmg 

its s phe rical shape. However, 11 the Catholic Church continued ob-

stinately to refuse to accept the truth which the adventurous navi-

35 
gators had proved. 11 Such an attitude on the part of the Church 

caused men to ask the question, "If the Church stands agamst the 

great discoveries of these n:en, in what other ways is she resisting 

36 
the truth and teaching falsehoods?" One might well apply that 

same question to the Church today, evangelical or otherwise. 

33Ibid., p. 212. 

3~enry Hallam Saunderson, The Way Called Heresy, p. 315. 
35

Ibid., p. 3lh. 
36

I bid. 
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The attitude of Pieper seems very un~~se at this point. He 

states very dogmatically that 

the time in which creation was completed was six days ••• 
these six days are neither to be shortened, for pious rea­
sons ••• nor ••• extended, for impious reasons •.• to six 
periods of indefinite length.37 

Pieper continued'"to say that these can only be interpre ted correctly 

as being t wenty-four hour days. One wonders if such an attitude is 

either safe or scholarly. 

Benjamin Warfield 1 s attitude at this point should be con-

trasted with that of Pieper's. Pieper seemingly had little use for 

the claims of modern geology 'Nhen he stated: 

Men who presume to correct God's record of the creation through 
conclusions drawn from tre recent condition of the world are 
playing the role of scientific wiseacres, a procedure unworthy 
of Christians, as well as of mrn in general. The discord among 
professional geologists, for example, as to the a ge of the 
earth and of man is so great t hat only he will speak of 11·assured 
results 11 of geology wm has c omplete~8renounced the use of what 
reason is left to man after the Fall. 

The reader is asked to contrast this attitude with that taken by 

Benjamin Warfield who stated that evolution 11 cannot act as a substi-

tute for creation, but as best can suppJy only a theory of the meth-

39 
od of the di vine providence. 11 If one had to choose between these 

two attitudes, the evangelical would do well to look upon the scien-

ces as a complement to theolo gy, rather than i t s enemy. To equate 

one's view of interpretation with the truth itself, as apparently 

37p· ieper, 

38
rbid., 

op. cit., p. 468. 

p. 467. 

39Benjamin Breckinridge Warfield, Biblical and Theolo gical 
Studies, p. 238. 



Pieper has done, only widens the gap between the scientist and the 

t :heo logian. 

If the Bible is allowed to speak dogma tic ally only on those 

points where it is clearly dogmatic, it will vindicate itself. An 

illustration of this is found relative to the origin of the uni-

verse. There was a time when matter was viewed as indestructible. 

This led to the conclusion that mtter was eternal. Uo However, now 

that atomic energy has come into bein g we know that mass can be 

changed into energy and energy into mass; this points to a begin-

ning of things, so some scientists reason. Peter Stoner, Christian 
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astronomer, stated that 11 science has no w set tentative a ges for many 

41 
things." In a recent article of Science .News Letter the universe 

was dated at between seven to thirteen billion years. The author 

stated that for the first time this jibes vd_ th tre age of the uni-

verse found as a result of radioactive dating. 

Dr. Allan R. Sanda ge of the Observatories' []fount Wilson 
and Palomar:J staff said the large variation in the estimated 
age of the universe is due to uncertainties that still exist 
in the .measurements. The figures are significant, however, 
because for the first time they are consistent with tre age 
set by geologists based ~~ the decay of radioactive elements 
in rocks and meteorites. 

The scientists now speak of the "birth" of the universe. This agrees 

with the dogmatic state:rrent of the Scriptures that God brought the 

universe into being at a certain time. 

40Peter Stoner, "Genesis I in the Light of Modern Astronomy," 
The Evidence of God in ~ Expanding Uni verse, p. 139. 

41rbid. 

4211 Universe Age Now Jibes 'w'.d.th Radioactive Datin g," Science 
News Letter, November 1.5, 19.58, LXXIV, 307. 
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The evangelical should ever keep before him tre thought that 

Genesis does not attempt to describe the process of nature. 11 I read 

that there was li ght; that an expanse was made in the midst of the 

waters ••• that the wat ers brought forth water animals, 11 wrote Char-

les Warring. And he continues, 11But not one word cb I see as to 

1 the infinitely complex processes involved. 11t43 

C. THE ORIGI N AND ANTIQlJTIY OF !'TAN 

Since man is the object of God 1 s revelation and redemption, 

he thus becomes a very central figure in any system of theology or 

soteriology. Hence, any system of theology which endeavored to find 

common ground with modern science had to reckon with the problem of 

man. An interesting observation was n:e.de by this investigator. In 

the publication, tlodern Science and Christian Faith, more than twice 

the space was given to t h e consideration of anthropology than to any 

other one subject in the book. And this is ri ghtly so. No other 

field of science touches the nerve center of theology rrore than mod-

ern-day anthropology, which includes human paleontology. In the 

conclusion of his study on anthropology , Ramm stated: 

We have now surveyed Genesis and anthropology and found the 
problems more severe than Genesis and geology. The most uncom­
fortable problem is the relationship of the antiquity of man, 
t~4Fall of man, to the advanced state of culture in Genesis 
4. 

43T T • •t 23 2' 1'larr ing, op. ~·, pp. - L+. 

4\.amm, op. cit., p. 342. 
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Sources of Data 

To the evangelical there are two main sources of knowledge 

concerning the antiquity of man. That is lmowledge which is con-

tained in the record of God's revelation as found in tre natural 

Vlorld and that which is contained in the special revelation of His 

Written Word. The former shall be called "scientific data" and the 

latter, "Scriptural data." 

Scientific data. In the past some evangelicals have dis re -

garded the finds and conclusion s of human paleontologists on tbe 

basis that these finds were meager and widely scattered. This can 

no lon ger be a valid argument against such data. "Between eighty 

and ninety individuals are represent ed by skeletal remains of vary-

ing completeness, 11 wrote Professor Moody concerning the remains of 

the "Neanderthal man. n45 The paleontologist is not accumulating 

data from only one or two pieces of bone, as some have previously 

thought. 46 This investigator desires to n:ake it plain that he cbes 

not approach the subject of the antiquity of man wi th a theory of 

man's age that he intends to vindicate. His purpose is to correlate 

the generally accepted date for the age of f ossils out of which a 

theory may be developed at some future date. 

Kenneth P. Oakley, recognized authority in the field of fluo-

rine dating, sets f orth in an encyclopedic inventory, Anthropology 

45:rvroody, Introduction to Evolution, p. 217. 

46smalley and Fetzer, "A Christian View of Anthropology," 
op. cit., p. 161. 

55 



I 
I 
t 

I 

56 

Today, the modern methods of dating human fossil finds. As one 

reads Oakley's work, he is made aware of the me ticulosi ty of the 

science of fossil dating. He gave a table showing the types of 

dating: 

Relative Dat in gs 

R.l.~The age relation between the specimen and its containing 
deposit or associated fossils. 

R.2.--The stage in the local or regional stratigraphical se­
quence to which the containing deposit (or fauna or cul­
ture undoubtedly contemporary with the specimen) can be 
ref erred. 

R.J.- The inferred ~si tion of that stage in terms of world 
stratigraphy. 

R.L~.-The geologi cal or archeologicala ge of a specimen infer­
red from its morphology in the absence of reliable evi­
dence of its association. 

Absolute Datings 

A.1.--Direct determination of the age of a specimen itself 
from internal evidence (e.g., Cl4 radioactivity of char­
red bone). 

A.2.--Direct determli1ation of the age of the source de~sit 
from internal evidence (e.g., Cl4 radioactivity of char­
coal or shells in the bed. ) 

A.J.--Age in years inferred by correlation of the source bed 
(or its "horizon") wi t h a de~sit wmse actual age is 
known. 

A. 4.--Age in years inferred from theoretical considerations 
(e.g., dates o btaine d by matching the geological reco:rd 
of g lacial fluctuations with the curve of past i:p.Rola­
tion as calculat ed by 1'1ilankovi tch or Spitaler). 41 

Oakley then went on to show row certain fossil rew.ains are labeled 

as having a "R.l. a ge" or an 11A.2. a ge" depending on the above de-

tailed table. Obviously a ''R.l.age 11 is much more reliable than a 

"R.h. age." An "A.l. age" also is obviously better than a 11R.l. a ge. 11 

All of this shows the evan gelical the great pains taken by the sci-

l.qKenneth Oakley, op. cit., p. I+J. 
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entist to be accurate and honest in the dating of material. 

"The days of morphological dating , judging the antiquity of 

a fossil by its differences from modern forms, are past, n48 stated 

57 

James Buswell. In the rast few weeks, Science News Letter (January 

16, 1960) reported a new method of datin g prehistoric objects up to 

about 100,000 years. Pre liiilinary studies and tests using this new 

"thermoluminescence" method have proved very successful. It is ex-

pected that this method will help unravel the chronological myster-

ies surrounding civilizations that have left pottery behind. Pottery 

cannot be dated by the carbon isotope 14 method; it can be dated by 

this new and complex method. The evangelical who desires to be 

heard in t he age of such discoveries cannot dare make light of such 

tools available t o the anthropologist. May the theolo gian, 'Aho is 

tempted to ridicule such tools, remember that it was the carbon 14 

method of dating that was instrumental in the accurate dat ing of 

the Dead Sea Scrolls . 

Arthur Smethurst, Canon in the Church of England and Doctor 

of Philoso phy (for research in geology a nd geochemistry) emphasized 

the reliability of the chronology of the data found in rock forma-

tions: 

Therefore, by comraring the biological remains in each suc­
cessive system of rocks, it is possible to trace the development 
of living organisms on this earth from their earliest appear­
ance up to the present time ; a nd the evidence so obtained is not 
a matter of dispute but of fact, and must be accepted by all 
unbiased and unpre judiced Chris ti a n people. The record of the 

48 
James O. Buswell, III, 11A Creationist Interpretation of Pre -

historic Man," Evolution and Christ i a n Thought, p. 173. 
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rocks is undeniable. The question of the process by which the 
development took place is a matter of some speculation, but that 
there has been such development or evolution is not a matter 
of theory. It is an obvious and unquestionable fact ••.• We 
must, therefore, say that any Christ ian who rejects this evi­
dence4~s refusing to accept the witness of God's own handi­
work. 

What is the witness of the rocks and fossil finds? What do 

they say relative to the number of years man has inhabited this 

earth? Paul r1oody 1 s textbook on evolution sets forth dates that are 

recognized as being reliable not only by anthropologists and paleon-

tologis t s but also by several evangelical scientists. The first 

group of prehistoric men mentioned by professor Moody is the South 

African Ar;e-man. These combine some apelike features with some hu­

man ones. "We lmow now that they were not apes, n50 wrote 1'1oody. 

The South African Ape-men were of small stature, about four feet 

tall, and walked upright. The upright posture of these "creatures" 

was established only recently.51 

The level of civilization attained by any peoples cannot be 

knom simply from their human fossil ren:ains; artifacts seemingly 

bold the clue to the advancement of any peoples. When such arti-

facts are absent, interest has apparently centered on the size or 

capacity of the fossil's brain case. It seems that there has been 

a measurable increase in the size of man's brain case throughout the 

49smethurst, op. cit., pp. 105-106. 

so 
I"loody, op. cit., p. 211. 

51ibid., p. 212 • 
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course of human development. 11 We may note here, 11 stated Moody, 

11 that throughout human evolution thE!l'.'e has been an increase in brain 

size relative to total body size. 1152 This increase has not been 

true in the d.evelopmen t of the great apes . This leads some sci en-

tists to believe that the increase of man's brain capacity rray have 

a direct bearing on the increase of man 1 s intelligence and hence 

.53 
civilization. The brain capacity of the South African Ape-man 

ranged from 4.50 to 640 cubic centimeters. The range found among 

modern man is from 900 c.c. to about 2400 c.c. Did this South Afri-

can Ape-man use tools? 11At present there is little evidence upon 

which to base an answer, n.54 commented professor Moody. He does 

not suggest an approximate date for trese men other than suggesting 

that they lived "just before and/or just after the beginning of the 

ice age. 1155 He does feel that they lived before the Java and Pekin 

men, who appeared about S00 ,000 years ago.
56 

The Java men were about five feet in height and also walked 

upright. They had an average brain capacity of about 13.50 c.c. to 

li.iOO c.c. "Thus their cranial capacity," observed Moody, "was inter-

mediate between that of modern man and that of the South African ape.­

.57 men. 11 

52
rbid.' p. 213. 

53
rbid., p. 217. 

54rbid., p. 214. 
55

rbid., p. 223. 
56

rbid., P· 216. 

.57 Ibid., p. 21.5. 
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It is believed that the Pekin men were contemporary wi th the Java 

men. When professor i"'Joody wrote his book, he stated that fifteen 

skulls and skull fra gments had been found . They were similar to 

the Java men with the exception that their average brain capacity 

was only 1075 c.c.
58 

Next appeared Neanderthal man. His date is given as about 

100,000 years. His appearance was made in Europe. His brain capa-

city was at leas t as l arge as rrodern man , v11ith an average of about 

'""'9 1400 c.c.~ The culture of these men was that of old stone age. 

Crude carvings a n d chipped flint remain as evidence of this culture. 

11 The irmnediate successors of the Neanderthal peoples" were the 

60 
Cro-!'1agnon men. A little more is knom. about these men. 

The Cro-Magnon people were characterized by a rather hi gh 
type of Stone Age culture. In addition to stone, tone was 
used as material for the manufacture of imple:rr,ents. These peo­
ple buried their dead wi th so rre elaborateness. But they are 
best known f or the expertly drawn, colored pictures of contem­
porary mammals found on the walls of c aves in France and Spain. 
These marvelous exam;_Jles of pr:imi tive art are located in r e­
gions of the caves that are perpetually dark, whic h fact indi­
c~tes6fhat the artists must have employed artificial illumina­
tion. 

How do some evangelical writers who have investigat~d this 

area of human history, vie~11 such datings? Professo r Fetzer stated 

that 

Authentic, carefully examined fo ssil deposits date from the 
Third Interglacial period , a nd it is probable that some may 

5Bibid ., p. 216. 

59 
Ibid., P• 217. 

60 
Ibid., P• 219. 

61
Ibid. 
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date from the Second Int erglacial period .62 

The Third Inter glacial period has been dated 220,000 years a go and 

the Second period near 600,000 yea rs. Miss Fetzer dated Neanderthal 

man at 100,000 years also. 63 Pro f essor Bernard Rarrnn was willing t o 

grant the anthropolo gi st his 200,000 or 500,000 or even 900,000 

years. 64 

Any adequate solution to the Scriptural account of the crea-

tion of Il13.n must take into account the scientific data mentioned 

above. One must remember tb.a t the fossil data will never be com­

plete, since fossilization is a very complex process. 65 The marvel 

is not that the paleontolo gist has so few fossils with which to work, 

but rather that he has as many as he does. 

Scriptural data. The Bible does not set a date for the ori-

gin of man. All of the dates that have been proposed as being Bibli-

cal are but inferences from the Scripture itself. This the student 

must continually keep in mind. War f ield observed that the Scripture 

gives man no guidance relative to estimatin g the .antiquity of man. 

In a word, the Scriptural data leave us wholly without guidance 
in estimating the time which elapsed between the creatio n of the 
world and the deluge and between the delu ge and tre call of 
Abraham. so far as t he Scripture assertions are concerned, we 
may suppose any length of time to have intervgged between these 
events which may otherwise appear reasonable. 

62 
Smalley and Fetzer, op. cit., p . 162. 

63 
Ibid., p. 185. 

64itannn., op. cit., pp. 314-315, 328. 

65Moody, op. cit. See chapter 7 for a discussion of fossils. 

66 f' 21 War ield, op. cit., p. 47. 
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One wonders if the 200,000 or 500,000 or even 900,000 years interval 

is "reasonable" or not? The genealogies of Scripture, from which all 

the Biblical inferences relative to man 1.s antiqui t y are drawn, were 

not constructed for a chronological purpose; those who endeavor to 

construct a time table from them create w.any problems. Ussher' s 

chronolo gy is a prime example of this. His date of 4138 B.C. for the 

creation of man67 is generally regarded as not "tenable" an:ong mod-

68 
em scholars. Foster f elt that 8,000 years was ample allowance 

for the creation of man. 69 The reader must r emember that when Foster 

made this observati on tlE re were no tools available for the "abso-

lute" dating of fossil data, such as exists today in the carbon 14 

and t he thermoluminescence :rre tho ds. J. I. I"Iarais, writing in The 

International Standard Bi ble Encyclopedia in 1915, felt that from 

12,000 to 15 ,000 years date for man 1 s antiquity was sufficient in the 

light of the discoveries of his day. 
70 

Professor Warf ield was pe r haps correct when he stated that 

"the question of the anti qui ty of man has of itself no theological 

. "f" II 71 signi icance. He continued t o show that t he rea son i t has become 

a theological problem is due to t he contrast t hat has been drawn be-

t ween the seemingl y s ho rt time allotted in the Scriptur es t o human 

history and the trerre ndously long time allotted by the sciences. 

67Ibid., p. 239 . 
68 

Ramm, op. cit. , p. 313 • 

69
Randolph Fos t er, Studies in Theology , IV, 300. 

70 
J. I. Marais, "Anthropolo gy ," I.S. B.E., I, 151. 

71 
Warf ield, op. cit., p. 238 . 
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How can the student bring together these two records in closer. 

agreement? Can the genealogies of Genesis 3 to 5 be flexible enough 

to allow for the great time span of science? What c:b the genealogies 

tell us, relative to the a ge of man? 

Is Buswell cor rect when he states that the Creationist "need 

have no quarrel with an antiquity of hundreds of thousands of 

years"? 72 Or is Rarrnn oorrect when he states that 11 we might stretch 

the tables of ancestors a few thousand years, but can we stretch 

them 200,000 years?" 73 Ramm was referring to the ancestors of Gene-

sis. Warfield made an interesting and significant discovery per-

taining to the genealogies when he found "their symmetrical arrange­

ment in groups of ten is indicative of their compression. 11 74 This 

discovery bore out a conclusion reached by this investigator some 

months past relative to the genealogies of Jesus Christ as found in 

the Gospels of Luke and 1'1atthew. When a comparison was made between 

the two gospel records, differences were obvious; when a comparison 

was made with the records of genealogies as found in the Old Testa-

ment, omissions were evident. The clue to these problems may per-

haps be the clue to the Genesis genealogical problem. Matthew's ac-

count holds a clue: 

So all the generations from Abraham unto David are fourteen 
generations; and from David unto the carrying away to Babylon 

72 
Buswell, op. cit., p. 181. 

73 
Ramm, op. cit., p. 327. 

74
warfield, op. cit., p. 247. 



fourteen generations; and from the carrying away to Babylon 
unto the Christ fourteen generations. 75 

64 

Whatever one may feel Mat thew's reason for arranging the genealogies 

into groups of fourteen or for eliminatin g certain persons in the 

genealogies, this fact remains clear; this is not a chronologLcally 

pure arrangement, hlt rather a logical one. To try to construct a 

time table from this record would result in eITor. The same princi-

ple may hold true in Warfield's discovery. The arrangements in groups 

of ten is significant and suggest a logical, not an all-inclusive r.e-

cord. Therefore, Warfield concluded: 

••• and for au ght we know instead of twenty generations and 
some t wo thousand years measuring the interval between the cre­
ation and the birth o f Abraham, t wo hundred generations, and 
something like twenty t:b.ousand years, or even two thousand gen­
erations an?6sorne t h ing like t wo hu.n.dred thousand years may have 
intervened. 

This may seem like a neat solution which solves all the problems rel-

ative to t he antiquity of man. This may be a partial answer, but 

there are still some questions existing which must be recognized as 

beillg crucial. Ramm was no doubt correct when he observed that the 

chief pr oblem lies in the connection of the genealogies of Genesis 

3 with 4 in the li ght of an antiquity of 200,000 or 500,000 years. 

In the fourth and fifth chapters of Genesis we have lists of 
names, ages of people, towns, agriculture, metalurgy, a nd music. 
This implies the ability to write, to count, to btiild, to farm 
to smelt, and to compose. Further, this is done by the immed­
iate descendants of Adam. Civilization does not reveal any evi­
dence of its existence till about 8000 B.C. or, to some, 16,000 
B.C. We can hardly pus h it back to 500,000 B.C. It is probil:em-

75 Matthew 1:17, A.s.v. 
76 f' t War ield, loc. ci • 
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atic to interpret Adam as having been created at 200,000 B.C. 
or ear lier, wf1h civilization not com:in g into existence till 
say 8000 B.C. 

65 

Perhaps it will not be too long until scientists unravel the secrets 

of earJy civilization; when this is done, no doubt the evangelical 

will be able to use this data in his own system . If' Adam was crea-

ted hundreds of thousands of years ago, how can man account for the 

recency of the birth of civilizatio n , as we know it through history? 

This question will have to be shelved for the time being until sci -

ence uncovers more infornation. 

Another question that needs to be answered eventually, which 

relates to the a bove one, is the mathematica l problem of the p resent 

world population in view of a high antiquity of man. Bishop Foster 

accentuates this problem in his Theology volumes. He set forth sev-

eral laws of human propagation and then concluded showing that if the 

flood was universal and if it occured 4, 200 years a go : . 

Our difficulty is not to account for all present peoples in 
so brief a time, but rath9r the time is nnre th..an we know what 
to do with. If we reduce the scale of increase, to double once 
in five generations, we have as the result 28 doublings. That 
would show the present popula t i on of the globe to be each of 
four lines 2.54,179, 775 of women alone. This sum, multiplied by 
four, the number of the lines would show 1,016,716,000; double 
this to account for the rren, and we have for our present popu­
lation 2,033,432,200--two thousand and thirty- three millions 
and nearly a half. 7§3-t is at least 400,000,000 more than the 
existing population. 

If man's antiquity is pushed back to 200,000 years instead of 4,000 

the problem is greatly multiplied. The present ropula ti on of the 

340. 

77Ramm, op . cit., p. 32 7. 

78 
Foster, op. cit., p. 339. For full discussion see pp. 335-
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earth would seem to indicate a much more recent date for man's origin 

than fossils indicate. Perhaps there was an unknown factor at work 

in the early days of man's life that is unknown to man today that 

would account for his slow reproduction. The flood cannot be used 

as a satisfa:ctory answer to this mathematical problem. Ramm nE.de a 

very sane appeal for a local flood. He concluded that geologists 

have not found evidence of a universal flood. 79 He expressed that 

"most of the recent conservative scholarship of the church defends 

80 
a local flood. 11 This only adds to the mathematical population 

problem; however, it must be taken into account by the honest inves-

tiga tor. 

Another problem involved in a hi gh antiquity of man for the 

evangelical who believes that Adam was the first man, is the slow 

progress of man up until the last few thousand years. If the anthro-

pologist is granted his S00,000 antiquity , why was progress for the 

first 490,000 years so slow? The anthropologist wbo cbes not be-

lieve that the Adam of the Bible was the first man, can easi]y answer 

this by saying that it has taken man this long to develop intellect 

and to evolve to this civilization. The person who holds to Adam 

as being the first man and Eve the first woman, cannot resort to this 

answer because the Bible clearly shows that Adam and his immediate 

descendants were intelligent; also the Genesis ch3.pters four and five 

discussion just mentioned seem to argue for a culture very soon after 

Adam. These are a few of the problems the evan gelical must face in 

79Ramm, op. cit., p. 242. For full discussion see pp. 229-249. 
80 -

Ibid., p. 238. 
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the light of science's high antiquity for man. 

Another question, which relates indirectly to the problem of 

man 1 s antiqui ty, is the a ge of the Old Testament individuals who 

lived during the first few chapters of Genesis. Some were said to 

have li.ved over 900 years. Eve did not give birth to Seth until Adam 

was 130 years old. Some type of time reduction factor is needed in 

order to explain t hL s in the light of modern science. It could be 

that the 111ord "year" is not the same as today 's so13.r year, but is 

rather a term used to express an unlmov.n (to men to day) amount of time. 

It seems unlike]y that Adam was 130 solar years old when Seth was 

born. Ramm gave one answer to this problem when he stated that in-

stead of the years being solar years they could have been "epochs" 

in the live s of these antediluvians. 
81 

Perhaps the archeolo gi st.! s 

spade will likewise unravel this mystery for the evangelical in tbe 

future. The pious answer that men lived longer at first because the 

effects of sin had not taken their toll as yet, is not a direct an-

swer from the Scripture, but ra t her a bold inference. William Vis, 

practicing physician, made such an inference and c13.imed it v.as clear.,-

ly taught in the Scripture when he said, "The spiritual rressage of the 

Bib le is clear : 

of sin into the 

the length of 'life decreased because of the entry 

82 
human family. 11 He of fered, however, no Scripture 

as proof of the "clear" message of the Bible at this point. The view 

that the shortened life span was due to sorre great climatic change 

81Ibid., p. J}_µ. 
82 

William.R. Vis, "Medical Science and the Bible, 11 Modern Sci-
~ and Christian Faith, p. 242. 
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due to the flood can only be held by those who would posit a univer-

sal flood. Some have offered as a solution to the longevity of the 

antediluvians that instead of the years referring to the a ge of the 

men themselves, it referred to the dynasty which was represented by 

this man's name. 

The longevity is the period during which the family had promi­
nence and leadership; the age at the son's birth is the date in 
the family history at which a new family os~ ginated that ulti­
mately succeeded to the dominant p::>si tion. 

The student a gain must be r eminded of the dan ger in equating 

his own theories wi th Scriptura l data. One must not make the Bible 

say more than it clearly states; else, undue friction will be caused 

between systems of theology as well as between theology- and science. 

The Evolution of tlan 

A study of the antiquity of man logicalJy includes a study of 

the evolution of man. The evangelical is being continually confront-

ed by the problem of Wn.ere to fit in the prehistoric men of science 

with the Scripture account. Involved in this study is the question 

of Pre-Adamic man and the problem surrounding the person of Cain. 

One cannot escape the question of the origin of the nn ral quality of 

man if he proposes the orig in of man due to the na tura 1 process of 

evolution. Can the evangelical look upon evolution as a friend or 

must he continue to view i t as an arch enemy? What implications are 

involved, relative to the fall o f man and the origin of sin in every 

83 
John D. Davis, "Antediluvian Patriarchs," I.S.B.E., I, 143. 
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individual's life? These are some of the questions inherent in an 

evangelical study of human evolution . 

Organic evolution. The word 11 evolutionn simply means 

11 change. 11 84 The evolution with which this paper is concerned is a 

special aspect of evolution called "Organic evolution. 11 

This subdivision of evolution deals with change undergone by 
living things, plants and animals. For our purposes we may 
define organic evolution as the theory that plants and animals 
~ living ~ the modified deScendants of soNewhatClifferent 
plants and animal s which lived in times pg,s t . 5---

With this definition of or ganic evolution in mi_nd, th£ question is 

asked if there is anything contained in it with which the evan geli-

cal must disagree? This is quite different from the common concep-

tion that or ganic evolution means that man came from monkeys. That 

there have been modified changes since the creation is evident in 

the record of the rocks. 

This geological record demonstrates th2t hosts of animals not 
present in the modern l'.orld formerly lived. What became 

8
gf 

them, and what was their relationship to modern animals? 

Hence, nndern scientists accepted orgaDic evolution as a fact. 

Paleontology gave strong support to the theory of organi c change to 

69 

such a degree that many modern scientists and evangelical theolo gians 

make creationism and organic evolution compg.tible . The theory of 

organic evolut ion holds no threat to the evangelical; however, some 

of the conclusions dral'm from it, such as a mechanistic view of the 

84 
Moody, o p . cit., p. 1. 

85 
Ibid. (Italics not in the original). 

86
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origin of life which rules out a creator,must by its very nature be 

in conflict with the evan gelical p:>sition. One of the earliest cap-

able theologians to take a wholesome attitude towards or ganic evolu-

tion was James Orr. The evangelical would do well to consider care-

fully the approach of Orr to this problem. 

In reality, the facts of evolution do not weaken the proof from 
design, but rather imnl:msely enlarge i t by showing all things 
to be bound t ogetrer in a vaster, grander plan than had been 
formerly conceived ••• 

On the general hypothesis of evolution, as applied to the 
organic world, I have nothing to say, except that, within cer­
tain limits, it seems t o me B?tremely probab le, and supported 
by a large body of evidence. 

John Wesley, who had a great deal of respect for the scientific meth-

od and who was deeply interested in science, held to a type of evo-

lution which he called "gentle ascent. 11 

The \'\hole process of nature is so gradual, that th.e entire chasm 
from a plant to man is filled up with divers kinds of creatures, 
rising one above another, by so gentle ascent ±.bat the t3~nsi­
tions from one species to another are almost insensible. 

Frank Collier, who has writ t en a book on the scientific nature of 

John Wesley stated: 

In the words of Aristotle as in the words of Wesley, we have 
the essential idea of evolution--contiguous, gradual , orderly, 
and, on the whole, progressive change. 9 

That Roman Catholic theologians face IDUch the saoo problem 

re la ti ve to an agreement of s ci enc e and Scripture i s e vid en t in this 

87 
James Orr, The Christian Vie w of God and The World, p. 99. 

88 
John Wesley, Survey, II, 185-186, quoted by Frank Collier, 

John Wesley Amon g the Scientists, p. 1,50. 

89 
Collier, loc. cit. 
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statement found in The Catholic Encyclopedia: "One of the most im-

p::irtant questions for every educated Catholic of to-day is: What is 

to be thought of the theory of evolution? 11 90 Apparently the typical 

Roman Catholic position is a theistic evolution. 9l From this Roman 

CatPnlic authority a gain we read: 

That God should have made use of natural, evolutionary , origi­
nal causes in the production of man 1 s body, is per se not im­
probable, and was p rop::iunded by St. Augustine (~~e AUGUSTINE OF 
HIPFO, SAINT, under V. Augustinism in History). 

The evangelical should be able to a gree with Wasmann' s conclusi.on 

that 

The human soul could not have been derived throu gh natural 
evolution from that of the brute, since it is of a spiritual 
nature; for which reason we ~~st refer its origin to a crea­
tive act on the part of God. 

Warring held to a type of theistic evolution also. In answering an 

accusation that I1oses disagreed with the t heory of evolution, Warring 

gave this comment: 

I read that t he plants sprouted forth from t he ground; that the 
waters swarmed wi th certain kinds of life; and that th..e earth 
brought forth cat tle, beasts, etc.; but nothing whatever as to 
the way in which it was done •••• and hence that pre sent ani­
mals and plants s prang from th94nearest preceding species rather 
than from raw water and earth. 

It has been observed that many feel that or ganic evolution is 

90
E. Wasmann, 11 Evolution, 11 The Catholic Encyclopedia, V. 654. 
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Buswell, op. cit., p. 185. 
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not incompatible with the Scriptures; however, there were some so-

called-logical conclusions drawn from evolution (such as mechanis-

tic origin of life) which are at variance with the Scriptures. The 

evan gelical need not fear the advance of evolution per ~ in light 

of these observations IJ1.ade; but he need be alert to answer the infer-

ences dravm from orgariic evolution which in turn are presented as 

fact. 

Human evolution. Reference has been made indirectJy to the 

involvement of man in the total process of evolution. However, it 

seems advisable to consider this under a special section, since the 

major subject of this paper is the age of man. 

There are two popular theories as to the evolution of man as 

listed by Marie Fetzer: (1) The Classic Theory and (2) The Weiden-

reich's Theory. The classic theory views t!E human process like unto 

a tree which produces "steadily diver gi ng branches and t wi gs. 11 She 

continued, 11 The various known fossil types are considered to repre-

sent branches for the most part, and not the main phylogenetic 

trunk. l ,
9S All of the . b h b t' t ( t th se various ranc es ecame ex inc excep e 

one which emerged as the present species). This one existing branch 

in tum split in to diver ging twigs which a re represented by the pre-

sent human races. The Weidenreich 's theory holds to a polycentric 

origin. Several races were developing at the same time at various 

speeds during the Pleistocene period. 96 

95smalley and Fetzer, op. cit., p. 163. 

96
I bid., p . 164. 
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Something should be .said concerning the notion that evolution 

teaches that 11 man came from mori..keys. 11 Moody brings out clearly that 

one modern form cannot descend from another. Man and monkeys are 

con temporaries. 

It is as incongruous to speak of one as the descendant of the 
other as it would be to s peak of one member of the sophomore 
class in college as the descendan t of another member of tJ:i..a. t 
class. What, then, is the evolutionary interpretation of the 
relationship existing between monkey and man? Rather than be­
ing a father-to-son relationship, it is more comparable to a 
cousin-to-cousin relationship. You and y our cousin have a pair 
of grandparents in corrnnon. Modern man and modem monkey are 
thought of as having shared a common ancestor in the distant 
past. 97 

That there has been some chan ge, or evolution, over the span 

of mBn 1 s history is a well established fact. How significant these 

changes have been is another matter. A student can readiJy see the 

changes when observing the skulls and jaw bones of the South African 

Ape-man, the Java and Pekin men, the Neanderthal man , and the Cro-

:r"Jagnon man. The external differences are easiJy observed. Other 

differences appeared after close examination. One such example was 

the decrease in the thickness of the bones comprising the brain case. 

The further back human fossils date, tl:i£ thicker this brain case. 

The Java men had brain cases that measured an average of about lOmm. 

The Pekin men had brain cases measurin g 9. ?mm. The Neandertha l men 

averaged about 7 .2rnm. Modern man averages about .5.2rmn. in thickness. 98 

Someone may ask the significance of all t his. It is simpl y to point 

out that organ ic evolution, or change, of some sort took place be-

97Moody, op. cit., p. 2. 

98 
Ibid., pp. 21.5-217. 
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tween early man and modem man. The significance of this change is 

not in the realm of facts but rather in the realm of theories. It 

must be remembered: 

Museum reconstructions of pre-historic man, picturing forms with 
hairy bodies and bestial facial expressions, are certainly the 
imagination of the reconstructionist. 99 

Pre-Adamic m.an. Closely related to the question of the anti -

qui ty and evolution of man is the question, "Were there rren before 

Adam?" I:oes the Bible plainly state that Adam was the first man or 

is this an iri~erence drawh from the Scriptures? i-.lb.at do present-day 

scbolars in the evange lical s ys tem of theolo gy believe pertaining to 

this question? Wbat h ave evangelical theologians of the immediate 

past held relative to Pre-Adamic man? 

Various views have been held b y evan gelical men. Warfield 

gave a brief history of t h e cb ctrine of Pre-Adamic or Co-Adamic 

100 
men. He emphatically stated that th'e Bible clearly teaches tbat 

Adam was the first man and Eve the f irst vmra n and all other human 

beings descended from t hese t wo. lOl While he ma,y have been correct 

in this statement , it appears he is still drawing inference from the 

Scripture when he stated that "the unity of the old man in Adam is the 

. . 102 
postulate of the unity of t he new man in Christ. 11 This k ind of 

postulati.ri.g cou ld l ead to serious treologica l problems in the f uture. 

99 Smalley and Fetzer, op. cit., p. 168 . 

100warfi e l d , op . cit., P· 2.56. 

101 
259. Ibid., p. 

102 
261. Ibid., p . 
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Foster felt, as Warfield, that the Biblical impression is 

that Adam was the first human being created. However, he did throw 

in a word of caution at this point. 

This impression is not, howeve:r, more universal than was the im­
pression that the world was created in six natural days about 
six thousand years ago, based also on what seemed to be an ex­
plicit declaration. That has been compelled to yield to the 
force of counter evidence, and better learnin g has shown that · 
the common impression rested upon unsound interpretation. A 
conviction equally stron g as that which supports the Adamic 
headship of the race gave way before proof to the contrary, and 
has well-nigh entirely disappeared from the world. No well­
infoI'lll3 d person now entertains it. Universal impression and :nost 
profound con viction are neither proof of the soundness of int er­
pretati on nor the certainty of the truth of what is believed. 
Both may be compelled to give way •103 

This word of caution is wisdom for the student of . theology and sci-

ence. 

It appears only logical that for a person to accept some type 

of human theistic evolution, he would also accept some type of Pre -

AdamLc bein g, human or animal. Hence when Buswell rejected theistic 

evolution, one assumes he was also rejecting the possibility of Pre-

Adamic creature s. While he may have been correct, his reason for re-

jecting these theories was very oues t ionable to this writer. He felt 

that th!3 main problem was a theo logical one and hence could not go 

along with theistic evolution. Note his words: 

This I find a t present , impossible to accept, on theolo gi cal 
as well as on anthropological grounds. Theologically, the funda­
mental doctrines of the ori ginal perfection and subsequent fall 
of man and his consequent need of redempt ion; and the role of 
the Saviour, Jesus Chris t , the Son of God in dying on the cross 
to pay the penalty for the fall, for all who will accept him, 
are""""Seriously jeopardized bY"a-first ma n having descended or-

103 Foster, op. cit., pp. 325-326 . 
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ganically from pre -human parents . 

This investigator could find no Scri pture which stated that Christ 

came to pay the penalty for the fall; rather there is ample Scrip-

ture to support the belief that Christ came to pay the penalty f or 

the sins of every individual. There is a distinction that needs to 

76 

be kept in mind between the "fall" and the 11 sins" of the individual. 

"The penalty of the fall" is another inference upon which it is 

dangerous to build a criterion for judging scientific data. Ramm 

also felt that to lose the unity of the r a ce would involve the theo ­

lo gian in serious implications relative to the fall of man . 105 The 

subject of the fall will be dealt 1<\r:i. th briefly later on in this 

chapter. 

Foster referred to a Dr. Winchell as being a man who has great 

reverence for the Bibl e and whose system has 11 no necessary collision 

106 
with the sacred book in its main features. 11 Foster listed Win-

chell's theory- as holding to the idea that 

Biblical Adam is not the head man of the race, but only the head 
man of the Hebrew race and those bra~8hes of the human fami l y 
that are traced to that common root. 7 

Foster observed that in Dr. Winchell's book, Preadamites, he 

Points out some Biblical facts to justify his conclusion that 
there as [ sic.J already exisrb1§g a numerous race, or races of 
men when Adam was introduced. 

10~ 
Buswell, op. cit. , pp. 185-186. (Italics not in original). 

105 
Ramm, op. cit., p. 317. 

106 
Foster, op. cit., p . 323 . 

107 
Ibid. 
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Evidently Foster is referring to Winchell's book when he gives 

several arguments offered as proof that the Bible teaches there V\ere 

Pre-Adamic humans. In listing these proofs, it was stated that the 

Bible account of Adam was simpl y an account of the creation of the 

man Adam and a history of his descendants. The problem relative to 

Cain and his mark is listed as proof that others were living at the 

time of Cain, besides his brothers and sisters. 
109 

This is a ques-

tion that must be dealt with by the evangelical who endeavors to an-

swer the question of man's an ti qui ty. 

Warring allows room for Pre-Adarnic man in his own thinking. 

He stated that it was possible tl:-1.at t here may have been races of 

people in existence long before Adam and that these races became ex-

tinct. 

This the first chapter of Genesis neither affirms no r denies. 
Elsewhere in the Bible there are statements which l ook as if 
there were other nen besides the chil dren of Adam.110 

But he felt that in his day there was little evidence to support Pre-

Adamic llBn , geo lo gically speaking. 

Man's moral quality. So:rrewhere i n the s tudy of the evolu-

tion of man, space must be gi ven to d iscuss the moral quality in man 

which the lower animal life does not possess. Only the most rigid 

mechanistic evolutionists would hol d that man 1 s moral quality is 

purely and simply a development of the naturalistic process of evo-:-

lution. Evolutionists, such as Moody, who allowed for the work of 

109
I bid., p. 326, for a full discussion see pp. 326- 328. 

110 
Warri ng , op. ci!'._., pp . 169-170. 
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a Creator v..orking in the evolutionary process, recognized tbe falla-

cy of ascribing the ori gin of the human soul to tbe evolutionary pro-

cess solely. In speaking of the Roman Catholic Church, Moody stated: 

That church does not officially oppose evolution, even of man, 
so long as no attempt is made to explain the origin of the 
human soul by this means. This is a restriction readily ac­
cepted by the present author since in his opinion the soul 
does no=r-cOriie within tbe province of science. 111 

This is also the opinion of Dr. A. R. WalJace, a strong upholder of 

112 
the theory of natural selection. 

Thus Dr. A. R. Wallace, thou gh vigorously mainta:inin g the 
"essential identity of man 1 s bodily structure with that of 
the higher mammals and :bis descent from some ancestral form 
common to man and the anthropoid apes, 11 discards the theory 
that "man's entire nature and all his faculties, moral, intell­
ectual, spiritual_,, have been derived from their rudiments in 
lower animals. 1111-' 

The Ori gin of Races 

The prob lem of the origin of the various races has no doubt 

crossed the minds of m::ist thinking people today . Does the Scripture 

speak to this origin or diversity? What has science contributed to 

a solution of this question? Many anthropologists differ as to the 

exact nUillber of races in existence today . Dobzhansky, in the Ency-

clopedia Americana, showed the d.ifficul ty in trying to establish an 

accurate measurement of race. Such characteristics as skin color, 

form of head hair, shape of nose, measurements of various body parts, 

111 
Moody, op. cit., pp. 5-6. (Italics not in the original). 

112 
Marais, op. cit., p. 149. 

113 
Ibid., p. 150. 
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shape of the head, and languages spoken were all used as measure-

ments for tre classification of the races at different times in the 

114 
past 200 years. This became a part of the total problem of the 

antiquity of man when the evan gelical had to take into account the 

divergent races and the common fatherhood of mankind as seen in 

Adam. So!!B Bible students ffi ve held that Noah had three sons of 

different colored skins. "It is pious fiction," wrote Ramm, "to 

believe that Noah had a black son, a brown son, and a white son. 11115 

If one has accepted a universal flood, then all of the races must be 

derived from Noah. If the flood were local to the Mesopotamian val-

ley then there is no necessity of concluding Noah to be the father 

of all races. 

Scientific data. What does scientific data have to say regard-

ing the origin of races? Does it have anything to contribute at 

this point? There has seemed to have been valid evidence that the 

North American Indian inhabited t his Northern continent some 10,000 

years ago. Moody stated in 1953 that carbon lLi dating tests showed 

116 
that the "earliest lmown Americans lived about 10,000 years ago. 11 

Among the IIB. teria 1 dated by Dr. Libby, a nuclear chemist, was a pair 

of hand-woven sagebrush-bark sandals found in Fort Rock Cave, Oregon. 

114
Th. Dobzhansky, "Races, Nature and Origins of, 11 Encyclo­

pedia Americana, XXIII, 108. 

11~amm, op. cit., p. 336. 

116 
Moo dy, op. cit., p. 129. 
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These sandals were dated at 9,000 years. The farrous Russell Cave 

in Jackson County, Alabama has been the site of many excavations 

roBde under t h e auspices of the National Geographic Society and Smi~h-

sonian Ins ti tu ti on. A campfire uncovered there has been dated back 

to 9,020 years (plus or minus 350 years) by the c a r bon 14 method.
118 

These dates mus t be taken into account in an att empt to answer t~ 

problem of the origin of the races. 

A noteworthy observation about t he origin of races is the 

general a greement amon g anthropologists of this day that the races 

are f rom one common stock. The unity of the human race is generally 

accepted in scientific circles as being a fact. Henry V. Vallo is, 

in Anthropology __ Today, wrote: 

Contrary to the opinion forrer1y held by sorre auttors, anthro­
pologists now more or less agree tlla t all living human popu­
lations belong to one and the same species.119 

Moody stated, "Modern men all belong to one species and. • • all men 

living at one ti..rn.e in the p ast histo r:1 of the earth be lon ge d to one 

120 
spe cies. 11 Sorre felt that tbis unity had g rea t t heolo gical signi-

ficance and received it with open anus. 

But the question still remains, "How c:an one a ccount for the 

racial differences if all men have a common ancestor? 11 SoTIB people 

today still voice the opinion that the African has dark skin because 

117Briggs, The National Geo graphic I:1agazine, op. cit., p . 239. 

118 
Carl F. i"°Ji ller, "Russell Cave: New Light on Stone Age Life," 

National Geographic Magazine, March, 1958, CXIII, 428 ~ 

119
Henri V. Vallois, ''Race," Anthro polo gy Today , p. 145. 

120 
Yloo dy , op. cit • , p. 2 2 9. 
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of the external climate i n which he lives. Perhaps Lamarck's prin-

ciple that the "effects of use and dis use t o enviror1mental influences 

were in some degree inherited11 had s cmething to do with such ideas. 

Smethurst noted 

It may, however, be fairly said that the great majo rity of 
biologists today reject the idea that acquired characteristics 
can b12f1herited, thoug h there are still not able exceptions to 
this . 

Moody mentioned, 

One source of diversity in a popul ation, then, lies in the mech­
anism of inheritance by which thousands of pairs of dominant 
and recessive genes are reasserted and reassembled generation 
after generation.122 

The estimated number of genes which each hun1an being r..ossesse s is 

24,000 pairs.
123 

Ramm felt that the answer to racial differences 

could be due to these richly stocked genes . 110ver a period of time 

peoples who have migrated from a co:mm:m c.enter will coil11!Ence to devel-
124 

op their own indi vidualities • 11 He concluded: 

The laws of heredity plus princip les of separation or selection 
operating overs period of tiTIB will produce the various races 
of the world.12:;, 

Scriptural data. The Bible cbes not state definiteJy ho w or 

when the races originated. Some have inferred that this is the teach-

ing of Genesis 10 and 11. Smalley goes so far as to say that just 

121 Smethurst, o p. cit., p . 114. 

122 
Moody, op. cit., p . 303. 

123 
I bid. 

124 
Ramm, op . cit., p. 339 , 

125
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the opposite is the case. 

The long -invoked rationalization of the ori gin of the three 
races in the th.ree sons of Noah obviously will not hold for the 
following two reasons: (1) the sons were genotypically the 
same, and Biblically recorded groups of descendants remaining 
into historical tines were Caucasian in race, (2) as nearly as 
can be determined, all areas inhabited by group s mentioned as 
being descended fro m the sons of Noah were inhabited by Cau­
casian peoples until relat ively recent times • 126 

Here , a s in ot·her areas of scientific study , the evangelical 

must be extremely careful not to ma.ke t he Bi ble say more than it is 

intended to say by i ts Author. 

The Fall of Man 

In a v\ork dealing wi th the anti quity of man , a consideration 

of his spiritual fall, as recorded in Genesis J, must be mentioned, 

even though the space gi ve n to it cannot be great. This subject it-

self can easily be the subject of a whole volume. It shall be treat-

ed briefly here in an endeavor to sho w its relationship t o rran 1 s an-

tiq uity in the li ght of scientific data. 

Man before the fall. --- -- --- l'Iuch is made, in some theo logical cir-

cles, of the perfect condition of man before the fall. This perfec -

tion is extended to his physical, mental, and emot ional as well as 

s piri t ual being . Luther believed Adam to have b een a superman prior 

to t he fall. This is based on what Luther conceived the 11 ilnage of 

Go d11 in man to be. 

Therefore the iw.3.ge of God, according to which Adam was cre­
ated was something far more distinguished and excellent, since 
obviously his inner and his outer sensations VI.ere all of the 

126 
Smalley and Fetzer, op. cit., p . 114. 
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purest kind. His intellect was the clearest, his me mory was the 
best, and his will was t he mo s t straightfor ward--all in the most 
beautiful tranquillity of mind, without any fear of death and 
without any anxiety. To these inner qualities came also those 
mo st beautiful and superb qualities of body and of all the limbs, 
qualities in which he surpassed all the remainin g living crea­
tures. I am fully convinced that before Adam's sin his eyes 
were so sharp and clear that they surpassed those of the lynx 
and ea gle. He was stronger than the lions and the bears, whose 
strength is very great; and he handled them the way we handle 
puppies. Both the loveliness and the q ualtty of the frui~~ 7he used as food were also far superior to what tb.ey are now. -

Luther made the fall effective on even the fruit which God created 

for man. Does the Bible support Luther's view? Obviously some think 

so, but the Bible is significantly silent as to the condition of man 

prior to the fall. Only his moral condition is mentioned in the 

Bible--not his physical or intellectual qualities. These are infer-

ences from the idea of what the 11 image of God" in man was. Geology 

has proved beyond a shadow of a doubt that death existed in plant 

life and animal life long before tr.e appearance of man on the face 

of the earth. To make all death and decay a result of man 1 s fall is 

neither Scriptural nor safe. Rannn believed that only ideal condi-

tions existed "within the Garden. There was disease and death and 

bloodshed in Nature long before man sinned. 11128 As proof of this 

statement he of fered that "life can live only on life. All diet must 

be protoplasmic. n 129 The person who has accepted theistic evolution 

as a fact, cannot hold that physical death of nan was due to the 

fall--unless he holds that the 11Adam11 of Genesis 2 was t h e first human 

127 
Luther, op. cit., p. 62. 

128 
Ramm, op. cit., p. 334. 

129 
Ibid., p. 335. 
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form which evolved some hundreds of thousands of years ago. Those 

wr10 hold to the recency of Adam and to theistic evolution of man 

from lower animal for m, must then proJ:X.ise that when God breathed in-

to Adam the breath of soul life he a lso changed him biochemically; 

else he would still have been subject to physical death. While God 

could have done this, it seems hardly logical that He would. 

Some have sought to answer these problems by interpreting 

the 11 death11 of Genesis 3, Romans 5:12, and I Corinthians 15:21-22 

as "spiritual" death. Further exegesis on these passages will, it 

is hoped, help to solve this iroblem. 

Man after t he fall. SonB, such as Luther, have sought to 

make the fall effective on man's physical and cultural life. Others 

oppose such an i mposition. Is the evangelical ·::,to assume that Adam 

had a culture higher than today's? The Biblical pic t ure of the Gar­

den seems to be one of simp le culture. 
130 

It is true to the Scriptures to state that 11by one man sin 

entered into the world. 11 The problem of today is, 11 How is this sin 

transmitted to the succeeding generations ?11 Some have believed that 

it was transmitted through inherit ance. Others t hat it is imputed 

to man. Can sin be inherited? Is sin a substance carried through 

the genes, or is i t a relationsh i p ? Smalley attempts an answer to 

this perplexing problem. 

The important p roblem of man 1 s essentially sinful nature 
could well be clarified in a culturological approach. Man 1 s 

130 
Smalley and Fetzer, op. cit. For an excel lent discussion 

see pp . 125-1~.8. 
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sinful nature cannot be only a biologica lly inherited fact.or 
as the lay-Christian's interpretation of original sin s eems to 
be. Obviously , the pro pensity for sinnin g is a t least channel­
ed and or ganiz ed by t he culture i nto whic h he is born •••• 

Culture may be, furthe r mor e , a major causal force in the sin­
ful nature of rnankind.131 

The evangelical would be wise, i t would a ppear, i f he were to inajor 

on the fa c t of sin and minor on its origin. A view of imputed or 

inherited sinfulness seems to get the individual off the hook. He 

may feel that he is not responsible for his sin if it was passed on 

to him' anymore than he is responsible for the color of his eyes. 

This has serious overtones t o the evangelical who deals with sin as 

an individual moral problem. These are implications which the evan-

geli ca 1 needs to t hink through to day. 

D. SUMMA.RY 

The theolo gical problems inherent in a view of the antiquity 

of man have many serious implications. Some evangelicals feel there 

is a wide chasm between the data of science .and that of the Scrip-

tures. This se ems to b e true when one considers what some have made 

the Bible say. When the Bible is allowed to speak for itself, many 

of the problems s eem to fade away. 

The anthropological area of science is whe re the greatest con-

cern in t he science-Scripture tension is located. 

The recognition of problems is t he first step towards a whole-

some solution. An effort was made to sh::>w the many problems involved 

131Ibid., p. 138 . 
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in the study of man's antiquity. 

The integrity of Holy Scripture is a basic concern in an evan-

gelical approach to any science-Scripture problem. Since both Nature 

and Scripture find their oource in God, they harnonize and complement 

each other. Many students of both science and the Bible feel that 

there is harmony between science and Scripture. A correct interpre-

tation of Scripture will help iJl]nensely to alleviate existing ten-

sions. 

A study of the origin of Ill3.n is obviously an integral pa.rt of 

the study of his antiquity. Scientific data, relative to m3.n 1 s anti-

qui ty, seemingly indicates man is hundreds of thousands of years old. 

The Scriptural data does not indicate clearly ho~ long man has in-

habited this globe. However, a serious problem arises when one stu-

dies the genealogies of Genesis 3 to S; for the impression given is 

that the time span was not as great as that presented by science. 

One cannot .escape a discussion of the evolution of man in con-

sidering his antiquity. Human fossils provide ample evidence that 

man has chan ged somewhat down through the a ges of his existence. The 

i mplications of these changes do not come under the study of "data" 

since they are speculative. Some evolutionists, such as Paul Moody, 

proi:ose that the soul of man is not a product of organic evolution. 

Some students of the Bible feel that the theory of Pre-Adamic 

man is not totally inconsistent with Scripture. As yet, one cannot 

state dogmatically that the Pre-Adami..c theory is false or unbiblical. 

The origin of the races naturally comes under a discussion of 

man's origin and antiquity. The Bible does not outline the origin of 

I 
l 
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races for the student. General agreement anr>ng anthropologists today 

suggests that all present races have their origin in one common 

stock. Some feel that racial differences can be fully accounted for 

by the richness of human genes and the principles of separation. 

The fall of man must be considered in a work of this sort 

since the Bible presents this fall close to the time of Adam's crea-

tion. One must be careful not to make the fall rro re than the Bible 

makes it. The fall was spiri tua1, that niuch is clearly taught. The 

fall of man, which plays such a large part in Arminian theolo gy as 

well as in Augustinianism, is not mentioned directly in the New Test-

ament. Whi le it is referred to in RomAns 5 and I Corinthians 15, yet 

the word 11fall 11 does not occur in the New Testament as meaning the 

event of Genesis 3 • 

. \ 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

As stated in the Introduction of this work , this has not been 

an attempt to harmonize the Scripture with the accepted facts of mod-

em science. If the reader finds that some harmony has been reached 

as a result of this wor_k, the investigator will rejoice. 

A • SUMY.lf-lRY 

An attempt has been made to effect in the thinking of the evan-

gelical a correct attitude to ward the sciences of this day. Special 

attention has been given to the anthropologi_cal area of science be-

cause herein lie the most serious problems. · Only as the evangelical 

is aware of what these problems are, will he be able to eff ect har-

mony. The evolution of man is not inherently evil nor does it pre-

sent disastrous consequences relative to man's creation as proposed 

in Scripture. The Bible does not clearly state how long man has ex-

isted on the earth, nor does it give any reference to the origin of 

races. The fall of man, as presented in the Bible, is a spiritual 

fall. The Bible majors on the reality of sin in man's life but min-

ors on how it originates in the individual. Could this not be a 

clue to the major emphasis 'f<hich the evangelical should make? 

The evangelical should reco gnize that the objective of science 

is to discover truth about the natural world. The integrity of the 

scientis t s is revealed in their achievements. Due to these achieve-

ments science has gained prestige in the eyes of the average educated 

; ,. 



f' 

90 

person today. If evangelicalism endeavors to discredit science, it 

will be hindering its own cause. On the other hand, a simple dismis-

sal of Biblical evidence as being the pro duet of human developrr.ent, 

solves nothing and creates problems of greater consequences. 

An attempt has also been made to let the Bib1e speak for 

self in order to vindicate itseJf. Often the most ardent friends of 

the Bible have become its unwitting enemies when an attempt has been 

made to press the Bible into some mold of interpretation. 

The language of the Bible holds a key to much of the tension 

existing between evangelicalism and science. When the Bible is read 

and interpreted in its historical, cu1tural, and grammatical setting, 

many of the problems ,vanish. The evangelical believes that there will 

be no final disagreement when all the facts of science and exegesis 

are in. In the mean time, one must view science as a friend, not as 

an enemy. The revelation of God in the took of Nature will agree with 

the revelation of God in the book of the Holy Bible. Hence, the sci-

entist who faithfully uncovers the facts of Nature is complementing 

and not destroying the integrity of the Scriptureso 

B. CONCUJSIONS 

An attempt was made to show that by and lar ge the scie.ritists 

of today are 111.en of integrity and honesty in the use of the scienti-

fie method of research. Therefore, this writer concluded that evan-

gelicalism will only be heard in this day of satellites, moon rock-

ets and other scientific achievements when it takes a positive atti-

tude toward the sciences and the scientists. 
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This investigator concluded that there were three main ap-

preaches to the science-Scripture problem. While the theories of 

basis for harmony are legion in number, these can be grouped into 

three main ap:proaches or attitudes. 

(1) Scripture wrong, Science ri ght approach. This is the view 

proposed by the so-called-religious rroderns of the day . The Bible 

is vievved as a purely human developmental :product and hence cannot 

be expected to be in agreement with the science of today. While many, 

both within and without theolo gical circles, may hold this vie w, it 

cannot be held by the evangelical. If the Bible is viewed as a sim-

ple product of human evolution, then it can no longer be 11 the· rule of 

faith and conduct" that the evangelical believes it to be. To remove 

the Scriptures as a guide is a cost far too great for the evangelical 

to pay. To do so is neither safe nor necessary. A problem for those 

who would take this way out is the uniqueness of the Biblical account 

when compared with the other ancient books of history. Only a book 

which had Divine guidance and inspiration could be so ancient and yet 

so advanced. 

(2) Science wrong, Scripture righ~ approach. There are many 

who express this approach in their writings. They distrust the sci-

entist and hence view all scientific contradictions as being biased. 

However, these same individuals will utilize scientific discoveries 

to their own benefit while castigat ing the sciences which have :pro-

duced these benefits. 

Science is here to stay; science' has gained prestige in the 
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eyes of the world. If the evan gelical is going to gain audience in 

this age, he must not take a negative approach to the sciences. The 

person who decries science as 11wrong11 and "evil" will soon lose his 

youth to the churches that recognize the contributions of science. 

This is not a safe approach for the evangelical either. 

(3) Science righ!'._, Scripture right approach. This may seem 

like an over-simplification of the µcoblem, but somewhere within this 

approach lies the secret. This allows the evangelical to keep the 

achievements of science and not discard the Scriptures while doing 

it. This is the hardest place of all. It is the area of real, hon­

est, hard work. To throw out the Bible takes little work. To throw 

out the sciences takes as little, for some. To correlate both sci­

ence and the Scripture will be an endless 'µcocess of hard exegesis 

and investigation. Herein lies, perhaps, the answer why some do not 

wish this approach. In the light of this third apµcoach one is re­

minded of the words of Ralph Waldo Emerson: "God offers to every 

mind its choice between truth and repose. Take what you please--you 

can never have both. 11 

Although Science may of fer a solutLon for the problem of the 

antiquity of man which seems out of harmony with the traditional so­

called-Biblical view, the evangelical can retain his confidence in 

both the Bible and the sciences. However, he must clearly distin­

guish between what ~ the dogmatic statements of Scripture and what 

have been interpreted as such by men. When all the data of science, 

relative to man's antiquity, are in, this irwestigator is convinced 

they will hanronize with accurate, sctolarly, Biblical interpretation. 
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In the meantime, the e.vangelical should maintain a wholesome positive 

attitude toward modern science. Only such an attitude will commend 

the evangelical position to the increasingly-scientific modern mind. 

This is the a pproach to the problem of the antiquity of man that this 

writer has reached as a result of this study. He offers it as the on­

ly safe evangelical approach today. 

C. .AREAS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

There were many areas upon which this paper touched that are 

vital but which could not be fully handled herein. The \'\Titer feels 

they are interesting as well as important to the evangelical posi­

tion. 

(1) The Word of God. A study needs to be made as to what is 

included in this phrase, The Word of God. It is the conviction of 

this investigator t hat much of the confusion as to revelation lies at 

this point. 

(2) The Fall of Man. An investi gation into what the Bible 

says concerning the fall of man and what Biblical students have said 

that it says, would prove interesting and profitable. 

(3) The Flood. Was t he floo <il of Genesis universal or local? 

Was the entire wo r ld engulfed by wa ter or was it only the known world 

of Moses? What does nnden1 science tell of a universal deluge? 

(4) Pre-Adamic Man. Were there men living before Adam, or 

was he t he first human being? Was he the h..ead of all races or only 

the He brew line? 

(5) Age of · the Antediluvians. Did these men prior to the flood 
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actually live over 900 solar years or was there a different method 

of dating from what is kno~~ today? 

. (6) The Image of God in Man. How was man created like God? 

What was his original condition before tbe fall? Does re generation 

restore one to this first condition? 
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