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INTRODUCTION

Few evangelicals need to be convinced that it is important for
Christians to say something coherent about modern science. A spate
of evangelical books on the Bible and science testify to the continu-
ing need. For one thing, the educated secularist regards the battle
‘hetween the Bible and Darwinian evolution as over—and he thinks
that evolution has won. So the evangelical press methodically turns
out books about evolution, to undermine that easy assumption.

In the twentieth century, however, Darwinian evolution is no
longer the unique focus of controversy. Far more powerful than
evolution itself is an atmosphere, an atmosphere in which Rudolf
Bultmann can make his famous statement that “it is impossible to
use electric light and the wireless and to avail ourselves of modern
medical and surgical discoveries, and at the same time to believe in
the New Testament world of spirits and miracles.” We live in an
atmosphere in which the liberal Christian feels that intellectual in-
tegrity demands his giving up many elements in the biblical story.
He may even feel religiously and emotionally attracted to miracles,
but he “cannot” accept that they happened. He may feel that there
is something unstable and subjective about modern destructive bibli-
cal criticism, but he is told that this criticism is the most advanced
“seientific” tool that we have.

We breathe an atmosphere, in fact, in which not only evolution,
but engineering, psychology, medicine, sociology, linguistics, anthro-
pology, historiography, archaeology, art, music, and philosophy are
all summoned to the task of undermining biblical teaching. And the
“atmospheric” quality of their effects, more than any specific argu-
ment, makes their position all the more effective because all the
more subtle and irresistible.

xiii




xiv. PHILOSOPHY, SCIENCE, AND THE SOVEREIGNTY OF GOD

It is not my purpose to respond directly to all of this.

do it. In fact, part of the problem may be that too often evangelicals
have been content just to respond. The problems are posed by
the liberals, and evangelicals react with answers. The problems are
posed by science, and evangelicals react with answers. No doubt
this has value. We should praise God for the way that he has used it,
But mere reaction has weaknesses.
cals already in unbiblical terms, because the problems are posed by
the secular culture. Too often the answers have been patchwork.
Too often the answers have been still partly caught in a non-Christian
problematic, and so have lacked conviction. (For example, the
liberal dynamistic view of revelation has sometimes provoked a
fundamentalist static view of revelation, with little appreciation for
the development from Old Testament to New Testament. Liberal
vaunting of science has produced fundamentalist rejection of science.)
Hence I wish to concentrate in this book on the positive task of
uncovering some biblical foundations for science and the philosophy
of science. Most of what I say is more an introduction to philosophy
of science than a treatment of special problems in philosophy of scj-
ence. The question of basic orientation is at stake,
There are problems in covering such a broad field. Constructing
a framework for doing science involves, eventually, saying something
about everything that there is. One must speak in generalities, But
if one becomes too general, he becomes trite or obscure. If one
becomes too specific, he is likely to lose sight of the forest for the
trees. I have endeavored to compromise. To facilitate the compro-
mise, two special devices have been introduced into the text: (1) a
detailed numerical system of outlining, and (2) technical termi-
nology. Neither of these devices is strictly necessary. But without
them, this book would have grown to unmanageable length.
Numerical section numbers have been used to divide the text intg
successively smaller units. For €xample, chapter 2 on “ontology” is
divided into subsections 2.1,22,2.3, and 2.4. Section 2.4 on “Crea-
tion” is in turn subdivided into sections 241, 2,42, and 2.43. And
so on. It is best, I think, for a reader to ignore this numbering at

Francis
Schaeffer does it, evangelical answers to the liberals do it, apologists

The problems come to evangeli-
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until he has grasped some of the detail. At a la.ter stage (par-
, ly when section 3.35 is understood), the number.mg.;vlllt'helpft(;
& i d to show my justification fo
w the topics are connected, an ‘
ati hc;:‘topics inpthe order and with the emphasis that I have used.
:Iagter stage, in other words, the numbering system can help one
see the e iti detail.
10 ! e generalities in addition to . _
| ﬁt:eccg)nd device used is technical terminology. ”l"fechmca!tt;:.rm(.:sl
: i d are thereafter capitalize
uced one by one in the text, anc ' i
b in:_‘r: . ish them from the words of ordinary English. In addmgn,
a glo gulhas been provided at the back of the book to summarize
: glo'ssagngs of the terms. However, the technical terms themselves
;hﬁ::aood deal of vagueness and imprecision about .them. You mt:lst
'ﬂ.su iose that a technical term has a perfectly precise sense, exactly
the safne sense every time that it is used. The tec%lmcal terms an;
@;sentially like new words in English vocabulary- (_mdeed, some o
iﬁzem are newly coined). I use the word “description rath;:lr than
\deﬁn i i ind readers that my
“definition” in introducing new terms, to remin
-'“&éﬁn;gE:s" should be read sympathetically and not pressed for
s ematical precision. _ ‘
Imgnce again? this device can be largely ignored at ﬁrst_, manl)zr of
‘the technical terms have a meaning -close enough to ordmary ng-
lish to allow the reader reasonable progress even.when he 1g.nonl=.s
."aisﬁn'ctions Moreover, a large number of terms are introduced simply
4  describe -the study of various fields. For example, Theqlogy Proper
I"‘:lbe sfudy of God, Aesthetics is the study of the Aesthetic Function,
j‘Ii'cti.";malalogg,' is the study of Creation, and so on. None.of these spei—
gial terms for “studies” need be mastered; the main point is that al-
:-'most any item of interest can be made the sub]ect-matte; for hl‘,m'lati
] ipati he reader will find the technica
investigation. At a later stage, t
m f:ore important, because they serve as pegs or fra.lmeworks bz
f'Il'ti'l.iit:h modern philosophy and science can be more easily compare

‘to biblical teaching.

NOTES TO INTRODUCTION

1. Rudolf Bultmann, “New Testament and Mythology,” dKer:ygSm};zCalzd
i 'h‘ a Theological Debate, ed. Hans Werne‘r Bartscl_l (Lo.n on.Sio.ns. ;m;j’
gj;{}), p- 5. Bultmann comments further, “The various impres
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speculations which influence credulous people here and there are

portance, nor does it matter to what extent cheap slogans ha
atmosphere inimical to science,

of little im

ve spread ap
What matters is the world view which men
imbibe from their environment, and it is science which determines that viey
of the world through the school, the press, the wireless, the cinema, and gl
the other fruits of technical progress” (ibid., n. 1). Of course, Bultmann §
concerned not so much with the question whether the secularist’s “world.
view,” is frue, but with the question of how we communicate to secul
Nevertheless, because he thinks that a direct challenge to this world v
wrong, he emasculates the gospel in trying to communicate it.

arists,
iew i

1S Do

Chapter |

ORIENTATION

e ‘sci * occurs only twice in the King James Ve_rsnon,
ywéri;lansiz;e;l::: agd I Timotilly 6:20. Both times it means simply
I ge,” not “science” in our twentieth-century sense.. Moc}ern
ions lik;: the Revised Standard Version, the New En‘ghsh Blble:
ﬁ;e'New American Standard Version theltefore use kn(.)wled%e
th 'equivalent. Does this mean that the Bible says nothing rele-
to modern science? Hardly. But it means that understanding
ble’s bearing on science is more difficult. .

he task is difficult partly because it is halt'd to kn'ow what in the
1o appeal to. Each person wants to find in th:c Bible whlat agr;es
his own preconceptions, his own 11f.e-style‘,‘ his own Va,l’leSI:I c:
. ¢can come to the Bible with his mind a “blank slate. € a
has to know how to read, or how to understand the language
‘which someone else reads to him. Furthermore,.everyone comes
a basic orientation either of trusting what the Bible says bece}:se
od's word, or of distrusting it. Everyone has some vague idea

t he is likely to find there.

wt}:i:ebad? S);mply to have preconceptions and life-style and
t bad. Everything depends on v.vhat they'are. .So let
say what is my way of approaching the Bible and dlscuss_lng the
ation of the Bible and science. Other.s may not agree with n:ie,
st at least they will know how I am going to proceed. If] they do
agree at the beginning, they may still come to agree later on.
one need be discouraged! .
“will discuss (1.1) my presuppositions, (1.2) what tools and in-
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sights I bring to the Bible and to science, and (1.3) what is my puts

i of any “God” who is not like Yahweh and does not do
pose.

i i s doing in the Bible. .
tlilss,r eIco:i(:SI; want gto rnak.e the point that Corneel:uiz
il has made already: the only th.elsx.n wortl.ly olf ttJ;e narrsla :
_theism, biblical theism, Trinitarian theism. 1czsus t)}rl é
knows the Son except the Fatherl; andthr;o Scz)r;le L }E)oovzzs he
[ eXCE to whom
: Enfp(th/;lz:ft S10;1: 2a7n)d. %f;ya(r)r?ihe way, and the truth, and the
h:l‘;c comes- to the Father, but by me” (John 14:6). Iéi:f;
knows God aright unless he knows God through Jem:is rist
as come in the flesh. “Any one who goes ’z’lhead and ; oes
in the doctrine of Christ does not hav‘e God (I'I J 011:n h) i L
» second place, when I say that “Yahweh is who he is,

1.1 Presuppositions

By ‘presupposition’ T mean a belief or disposition to which opg
clings for life and death, and which one does not allow to be refuted
by evidence. Let me illustrate with a hypothetical case. Suppog
that Lydia is a believer in Christ. Lydia’s fundamentalist paslor
stands up in the pulpit and announces that on the basis of the Jateq
archaeological discovery in Palestine, it is no longer possible to belieye
that Christ rose from the dead. Her pastor then resigns his pastorata,
What does Lydia do? She may want to find out more about ig

- . ) . ! p lative
supposed “discovery.” But she continues to believe in Christ. She summarize what the Bible says, not to go off on a specu

. . I
trusts in Christ more than in her pastor, more than in the judgments ek 1 think first of all of the fact that Jesus Christ is Yahweh (
of archaeologists. She “presupposes” that Christ did Tise.

Or suppose that Joan is an unbeliever. Lazarus returns from the'
dead, appears to Joan, and warns her that if she does not repent,
she will go to hell. Even S0, she continues in her unbelief, accordipg:
o Luke 16:27-31—unless God is merciful to her and changes her'

heart (Ezek. 36:25-27). She “presupposes” that Christianity is nol
and cannot be true,

Now, my own presupposition is that Yahweh is who he is. Itis
unthinkable that Yahweh should be other than who he is. Hence it
Is proper that this should be a firm basis for everything that
cluding what I say in this book.

I must explain something of what I mean. In the first

conditional allegiance, and to whom I-am to entrust my life
salvation. Thus, instead of saying that I presuppose that

i i his Spirit, identified
isees. Christ has, by his word and by ]
har\::i‘:;sus and thereby, at the saglrettn;le,utionlcihléstgltlic:n gﬁg
isti lieve first of a
it we are. As a Christian I beli e
: i f himself and his work. He say
into t%:goﬁ:i’iso (s)ave his people from their Tlns. J(elzstllllse aSS(I:(rsl I;Itll?rg;
L i rea
d the Pharisees to do, namely, ' ot
n e tfletlallissk ttze?stimony about himself. He has sent his Spirit tg
J“h i:1(;ny heart so that I might believe and tll;er}ei'fo? !lrriltdfg:ﬁlngd
i they are. I have by his Spirit
things to be what he says Ey SR Teanacd
) f what Jesus meant whe :
""unugem?;:s ;‘(;rl?t?zthglngdothe Life. 1 have learned something og
e ti?r’t,leans to make every thought captlvehto thelicz?ggfxlﬁg toI
i ted anew every day to the rea 1

‘ beélnﬁoc%::f 1;uight unless I see it in its proper relatlin ht(;
Chri ts t:;! Creator-Redeemer of me and my world.2 I seek hi
fﬁhg’ﬂom and its righteousness above all things else.

o the third place, the fact that Jesus Christ is Lord implies that
':_' )

I do, in-

in the Bible, which is his word. I'am not talking about some vague,
general “theism.” No doubt the word ‘God’ is often used by people.
in cases where they have no intention of identifying “God” with
the God of the Bible. In using the word ‘God,’ they are not talking
about Yahweh. Hence they are simply building i

hypothetical god. We ought not to be fooled by the fact that they
still use the word ‘God.’ For the sake of clarity, T will use ‘God’
when I am speaking of Yahweh and ‘god’ or ‘idol’ when I am


















































































































































































































































































































































































