)

GEORGE Fox

UNIVERSITY Digital Commons @ George Fox University
Western Evangelical Seminary Theses Western Evangelical Seminary
5-1-1960

An Evangelical Approach to the Problem of the

Antiquity of Man in the Light of Biblical and
Scientific Fvidence

Richard Burdine

Recommended Citation
Burdine, Richard, "An Evangelical Approach to the Problem of the Antiquity of Man in the Light of Biblical and Scientific Evidence"

(1960). Western Evangelical Seminary Theses. 75.
http://digitalcommons.georgefox.edu/wes_theses/75

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Western Evangelical Seminary at Digital Commons @ George Fox University. It has been
accepted for inclusion in Western Evangelical Seminary Theses by an authorized administrator of Digital Commons @ George Fox University. For more

information, please contact arolfe@georgefox.edu.


http://www.georgefox.edu/
http://www.georgefox.edu/
http://digitalcommons.georgefox.edu
http://digitalcommons.georgefox.edu/wes_theses
http://digitalcommons.georgefox.edu/wes
mailto:arolfe@georgefox.edu

APPROVED BY

Major Professor: W&M % %—Ofél

~

Co-operative Reader: W

Professor of Thesis Form: WW d ﬁfﬁl&ié/
¢ ’



AN EVANGELICAL APPROACH TO THE PROBIEM OF THE ANTIQUITY OF MAN

IN THE LIGHT OF BIBLICAL AND SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE

by

Richard T. Burdine

A Thesis
Presented to
the Faculty of the

Western Evangelical Seminary

In Partial Fulfillment
of the requirements for the Degree

Bachelor of Divinity

Portland 22, Oregon

May, 1960



CHAPTER

TABIE OF CONTENTS

TI. INTRODUCTION &« o o o o s o o s o o o o o o s o o o o o

H.

The Problem « s s & ¢ ¢ o o & & o & & & & & o
Justification of the Study . « ¢« « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o « &
Basic AssumptionSe « o« o o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o
Elements of the Problem .« ¢« ¢ o o ¢« ¢ o o o o o«
ObJjectivesS « o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o &
Sources 0f Data o« o o0 o ¢ o o o s 0 ¢ o 0 »

Method of Procedure .« o ¢ ¢« o o o o o ¢ o o o »

Defim—tion of Terms Used o ° o . °o o o . . ° o e

IT. THE PHITLOSCPHY OF MODERN SCIENCE ¢ o o ¢ o o o o o o &

The Basic Philosophy of Science . o« &+ o & & o &
The Evangelical's Attitude toward Modern Science
The Acknowledged Limitations of lModern Science .

SUBMATY o s o o o s & o o o 5 o & @ o & & & &

ITI. THE PHIIOSOPHY OF EVANGELICALISM « ¢ o o « o o o o o &

A.

B'

Bvangelical Tenets « o o o o ¢ o s o o o » o o

SUIMATY o o o o o o 6-0 o o o o o o o o o o o o

IV. BIBLICAL PROBLEMS IN THE STULY OF THE ANTIQUITY OF MAN

A.
B.

Co

Inbroduction « « « & s » & & s & s & s » & & % &

The Integrity of the Scriptures . ¢« « « o o &

The Origin and Antiquity of Man . ¢ ¢ « o & o o
1. Sources of Data . « o o o o ¢ o o o o o &

2 o The mo lutio n Of Marl L . o o e L ° . o L]

PAGE

VO N N Vo wWw oW W

(0,3 5 U 5 § = w W (8] N n N '
© n F R 3 3 F & & d 4



D.

3. The Origin of Races
L., The Fall of Man . .

SUMmMaTy o« o o o o o o o o o

V. SUMYARY AND CONCLUSIONS , . . . .

A,

B.

Ce

SUMMATY « o o & » & o » '
Conclusions « « o « o o o =

Areas for Further Research

78
82
85
89
89
90
93

b B



B N — 3

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION



CHAPTER T
INTRODUCTION

Problem. Some contemporary Evangelical views concerning the
antiquity of man are problematic in the light of modern scientific
claims. Science presents a view of the age of man that is differ-
ent from that presented by some scholars who feel they are repre-
senting the Biblical view. The sciences tend to look upon man as
being hundreds of thousands of years old. Some Biblical scholars
feel that such a view is out of harmony with the Scriptures. The
purpose of this study is to present an evangelical approach to the

problem of the antiguity of man in the light of Biblical and scien-

tific evidence.

Justification. A great many people have accepted the claims

of science as fact. The antiguity of man which science has present-
ed 1s very different from that which has been presented from many of
the evangelical pulpits. The sincere Christian is faced with making
a choice between a traditional so-called-Bibilical view of the anti-
guity of man and the view which science offers. Since the God of the
Bible is the same God of Nature, to the evangelical, there must be
harmony and agreement between these two fields of study. If the evan-
gelical pastor or theologian attempts to show agreement between these
two fields, he will be making a valuable contribution to the thinking
of evangelicals. It ought to be obvious that the integrity of the
Scriptures is involved in this study. The evangelical view holds to

the integrity of the Holy Scriptures and hence desires to show har-



mony between the recognized facts of modern anthropology and Scrip-
ture. Some have endeavored to do that but have left untouched some
of the problems which are involved. This study will attempt to arti-
culate many of the problems involved and view various approaches made

toward agreement.

Assumptions. The Bible, God's special revelation to man, does
not contradict His revelation as found in Nature; however, interpreta-
tions of these two records may differ sharply. As Wiley has noted:

The Earth and the Bible are God's two texts, each having its
place, time and function in progressive revelation. Nature is
the primary source of knowledge, the Bible is the supplementary

source. . o o The Bible furnishes us with_ideals, Nature gives
us the tools with which to work 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. Where 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 some of the problems involved in such a

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

14, Orton Wiley, Christian Theology, I, 1LO.




L
attempt a direct reconciliation. First, as will be noted in the paper,
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 theological overtones.

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

on authorities who are recognized 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 into sharp focus the

real issues involved in the tension existing bétween Science and the
evangelical's view of the Scriptures, the student must be aware of the
philosophy of each of these 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



the science and Scripture tension relative to the 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
justification by faith in Jesus Christ.2

(2) Antiguity. This is the quality of "great age". When the
antiquity of man is referred to, the author is discussing the age of
man,

(3) Science. When this term is used it refers to the physi-

cal sciences.

2J. Marcellus Kik, Ecumenism and the Evangelical, p. V.
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CHAPTER II
THE PHIIOSOPHY OF MODERN SCIENCE

The many and varied achievements of modern science have elevated
it to a place of authority in the mind of the average individual. As

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

nant influences on life at the present tim.e."1 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
greatest problem to evangelicals.2 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 BASIC PHIIOSOPHY OF SCIENCE

The basic philosophy of science can readily be seen in its
fundamental objective; as stated by Smethurst, it is "the search for

truth."3 He goes on to define truth as meaning "true knowledge about

lArthur F. Smethurst, Modern Science and Christian Beliefs, p.

2William A, Smalley and Marie Fetzer, "A Christian View of An-
thropology," Modern Science and Christian Faith, p. 99.

3Smethurst, op. cit., p. LS.



the natural world."h 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."5 The anthropologist must be a man of integrity, the same as any
competent scientist. The discoveries of anthropology camot be dis-
missed by the evangelical as being the results of "biased research.”
Although it may be true that a person's presuppositions 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 antigquity have such tools as fluo-
rine dating method and the carbon isotope 1l 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 Piltdown hoax. Many of these men
were Qisfurbed by the inconsistencies relative to this "find" 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 not 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.

thid.

5Smalley and Fetzer, op. cit., p. 98.

6

Ibid., pp. 173-17h, see for a discussion of this method.

7Bernard Ramm, The Christian View of Science and Scripture,
P 311,




B. THE EVANGELICAL'S ATTITUDE TOWARD MODERN SCIENCE

The Necessity of Agreement

If the evangelical embraces 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
two revelations. When science uncovers facts pertaining to the Uni-
verse, the evangelical is under obligation to recognize these "facts"
and 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.

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'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 evangelical must listen in

8J. W. Draper, Intellectual Development of Europe, quoted in
Charles B. Warring, Genesis I and Modern Science, p. 37.




/ the same spirit as he himself desires to be heard.

Since science and Scripture, to the evangelical, both find
| their source in God, they must complement, not contradict, each other.
This must be the attitude of the evangelical toward the facts of mod-
ern science and its philosophy. ILet the sciences major on how God
made the universe and theology major on why He made it. Warren C.
Young observed:

| The various sciences, such as Physics, Chemistry, Psychology,
Socioclogy, and so on, deal with particular areas or fields of
study. Philosophy endeavors to relate and integrate the infor-
mation which the various sciences are able to discover. . . »
The sciences are concerned with the discovery and investigation
of factual 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.

Undue problems may arise 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 Scriptwre.
Neither adoration of one 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 spirit of mutual re-
spect for both science and Scripture preserves us from any charge
of being anti-scientific or blindly dogmnatic or religiously bi-
goted; and from being gullible, or credulous or supirsti’cious
in our religious beliefs as they pertain to Nature. 0

Evangelicalism has a definite and vital contribution to make to modern
\\ science. That contribution is teleological. The God of the Bible is

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

9Warren C. Young, A Christian Approach to Philosophy, p. 26.

10Ramm, op. cit., p. 32.
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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 willvgain an andience with
the scientist when his attitude of hostility and distrust is removed.11
Had Darwin been fully understood by the evangelical, 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 original life the powers of development and that what he
was proposing was not a substitute for the Creator but rather a theory

of development. He states:

There is grandeur in this view of life, with its several powers,
having been igiginally 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-
kind is scientific minded.13 In the face of such achievements, 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. I say
it must win science, not win America away from Science. Science

U1pi4., p. L8.

12Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species, p. L29.

13Ramm, op. cit., p. 25.
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is solidly entrenched in its position.
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 could
applaud these achievements more enthusiastically if it were not for
the popular belief that science and the Bible are at odds. lMany
people are not prone to listen to the voice of the Bible on any mat-
ter for they believe "that science has broken the credibility of
Scripture."l5 The evangelical who will gain a hearing from the av-
erage educated person in this generation must take a wholesome atti-
tude toward the sciences of Hhis day.16 Science has attained pres-
tige in the minds of thinking people. The evangelical cannot .gain

similar prestige, 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 "sin to the right

as well as to the 1eft."l7 A theologian can be just as guilty by

1uCharles Clayton Morrison, "Protestantism and Science,"
Christian Century, April 2L, 1946, p. 52l.

Ramm, op. cit., p. 2L.

lélbid., p. 28.

Ibid., p. 29.
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having too narrow a view of Biblical interpretation as he can by
having too broad a view. Both extremes have implications which are
injurious 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 they fail to
distinguish between the central and the peripheral truths of the
Scripture are called "hypertraditionalists” by James Buswell.,
They have created many problems for the evangelical, so Buswell im=-
plies. The evangelical who speaks out negatively against 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 Pye Smith goes so far as
to say that these men are actually playing into the hands of the
enemies of the Bible,
(Evangelical castigators of science) are unwittingly serving
the designs of (Christianity's) enemies (and are) secret
traitors to the cause of Christianity.go
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,

18J’ames 0. Buswell, IIT, ™A Creationist Interpretation of
Prehistoric Man," Evolution and Christian Thought Today, ed. by
Russell L. Mixter, pp. 168-169 footnote.

l9Ramm, op. cit., p. 28.

20John Pye Smith, On the Relation Between the Holy Scriptures
and Some Parts of Ceological Science, quoted by Ramm, Ibid.
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seemingly, when Glyn Daniel equated a theory of creation with the
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.
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 his view of the Scriptures with
science. The evangelical who holds to the position that God in= -
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 1iteralism.23

The dangers inherent in some modern religious attitudes.

Those theological systems which endeavor to appeal to the scientific
mind by dismissing the Bible as a purely human development are cre-
ating, perhaps, more serious problems for themselves than they rea-
lize. Although Neo~orthodoxy takes a more serious view of the Scrip-
tures than' either Liberalism or Modernism, it still has a concept of

the Scriptures which seemingly destroys the integrity and validity

21Glyn E. Daniel, "The Idea of Man's Antiquity," Scientific
American, November 1959, p. 173.

22Ramm, op. cit., pp. LO-L1

23Ibid., pp. 65-80 for an excellent discussion on this issue.
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of Scriptural truth.al As George Turner observed, the reader be-
comes the final authority to determine what is "truth" in the
Scriptures and what is "myth."2S The Bible reader is compelled to
"select the inspired and authoritative utterances in the Bible from
those which are uninspired, unauthoritative and erroneous.“26 While
accepting the person of Jesus Christ as ultimate authority, the
neo~orthodox would not accept Jesus' view of the 01ld 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-
1y have endeavored to elevate the subjective aspect of revelation and
yet not destroy the objective aspect. Would not one be correct in
observing that whenever the objective is made subservient to the
subjective, the objective, in reality, is eliminated as the author-
ity? Religious experience then becomes autﬁoritative. 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 "thei:‘[?postlesz:]witness is valid, absolutely binding, in so
far as it really witnesses to Him [pésus ChrisE:],"z7 does not solve

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

2thid., pp. 32-3l.

2
5George Turner, "The Emancipating Word of God," The Asbury
Seminarian, X111, no. 1, p. 23.

261bid.

2TEmi1 Brunner, The Christian Doctrine of God, I, L.




16

to know what "really" witnesses to Christ? Is not this another
argument for total subjectivism? Apparently the reader is to de-
termine what is "truth" 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_the source
of all that which possesses absolute authority.28
Brunner recognized 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
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." These writers
were simply mistaken at that point. One cannot help but wonder 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 évangelical has tried to effect an
agreement between the sciences and the Scriptures. Both the hyper-
traditionalist and the religious modernist need not bring the two to-

gether; the hypertraditionalist dismissed the claims of science

while the religious modernist dismissed the claims of Scripture when

2BIbid.
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they spoke to anything but Jesus Christ.
C. THE ACKNOWLEDGED LIMITATIONS 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 thése 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 outside
the province of science. Science deals with phenomena which
can be detected, studied, and measured by use of scientific
instruments. The soul is not amenable to this approach. It
cannot be seen, or weighed, or analyzed chemically; nor can
it be studied--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 always be true, but for the
present we must look to religion and philosophy for knowledge
of the soul.??

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

and a student of the sciences, stated.

29P::1u1 Amos Moody, Introduction to Evolution, p. 202.
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Science is essentially the study of the material world. . .
Thus, it will not give us information about spiritual reality
nor about such things as aesthetic and moral values. These
things are not within the proper scope of science and the
methods of science are gquite 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.

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, Smetﬁurst

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 method. But the
second gart is no less real and no less important than the
first.d

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

cal judgements are concerned."32

Limitations due to the availability of instruments. That

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

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

3OSm.ethurst, op. cit., p. 57.

il
3 Ibid., pe 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 Piltdown
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 Piltdowm hoax.33 Paul Moody
wrote a year or so before the exposure of the Piltdown hoax, that the
fluorine method of dating for the Piltdown man indicated that it
"may be of more recent age than was formerly supposed."3h 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 1l method of dating has proved to be very useful
to the paleontologist. As recent as 1955 the limit of the carbon 1l
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 radiocactivity left. He has dated 60,000 year-
0ld wood unearthed at Amersfoort in the Netherlands, and he

33kamm, op. cit., pp. 311-312.
3}"Moody, op. cit., p. 130.

35Kenneth Oakley, "Dating Fossil Human Remains," Anthropology
Today, ed. by A. L. Kroeber, p. L7, written before exposing of the
hoax.
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reports that h%s instruments are delicate 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 geological record is incom-

31 One might conclude

plete, but that it is as complete as it is.m
that absence of data in other fields of science, besides paleontol-
0gy, 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 clearly indicate erect posture.

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

unlike that of apes. This fact has been established only

very recently; it affords an example of the rapidity w%th which
interpretations change as new facts become available.3

36Lyman J. Briggs, "How O1d Is It?" The National Geographic
Magazine, August, 1958, CXIV, no. 2, p. 254. For explanation, pp.

3'?I’Ioody, op. cite., p. 126, pp. 124-126 for this discussion.

8
3 Ibid., p. 212, (Italics mot in the original).
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Professor Ramm commented on the finality of modern-day science by

saying:
"True science" means "the best we have to date as developed
by our best scientists." _In this sense, "true science' is
not final nor infallible.3?

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, age, 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 some of these 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. Martin Luther be-
lieved Moses said that the world was 6,000 years old.ho John Calvin
stated that the world was created in the space of six da;ys.lll 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

39Ramm, op. cit., p. L2.

L0
Martin Luther, Luther's Works, ed. by Jaroslav Pelikan, I,

3-

L1
John Calvin, Calvin's Commentaries, trans. by John King,
Genesis, I, T78.
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cosmogonies will look as foolish. The lesson to be learned should
be obvious; the theologian should be wary about offering his cos-
mogony as being infallible and final. Bernard Ramm, in discussing
mistakes common to both the theologian and the scientist, said:

First, theologians and scientists may pronounce some scienti-
fic theory as final, and this can cause conflict. The theo~
logian may presume a hypothesis to be a fact, and then have
later developments in science demonstrate ifs falsity; the
scientist may prematurely accept a hypothesis as true and find
himself in conflict with the theologian. There have been no
less than ten theories as to the origin of the solar system as
listed in W. M. Smart's The Origin of the Earth (1951). Which
is the true one? Which is the Biblical one? Premature judg-
ments by ﬁ%ther scientist or theologian may cause unnecessary
friction.

D. SUIMMARY

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 some of the sci~
entists and theologians have made premature conclusions concerning
the theory of creation~--which have led to disagreements-—there should
be a great degree of harmony and understanding between the two.
When there has been disunion because of ignorance, it appears the
evangelical has been the loser in the eyes of the general pub]ic;hB
science has gained a threshold in the minds of educated people today.
The advancements of medical science, as well as the achievements in

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

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

L‘2Ramm, op. cit., p. L9.

hBIbid., 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 on the part of hypertraditional-
ists who evidently feel called to guard the faith against the atheis-
tic attacks of modern-day science. This extremism has brought more
harm to Christianity than good. There is another extreme attitude,
which is held by religious modernism, that has overtone<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>