Is death a necessary part of God’s creation?

Friday Night @ L’Abri lecture for July 24 2009

’Theistic Evolution: Is death a necessary part of Creation?’
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I note on the schedule that I am described as a ‘Software Expert’ and you might wonder what a so-called ‘software expert’ is going to do with the subject of evolution.  Well, it is true that the last 15 years of my working life were in software but the first 12 years or so were as a biologist – or more precisely a botanist. Botany was my first degree and I worked in research and then became a university lecturer in a botany department. So I should have some credence when I choose to speak in the area of evolution. I also happen to be a theologian. That was my next degree and career; and then finally I became a ‘Software expert’. (World-wide Senior Support Consultant)
What am I going to talk about?
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· Almost everyone today accepts that evolution is true. 

· No matter how one looks at it evolution involves death

· If God uses evolution to produce the creation we see around us then God uses death 

What I am going to do is interact with those ideas but before I do I am going to let you into a secret: 
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I never believed that ‘big-E’ evolution was the correct answer to account for the wonderful variety of the creation that we see around us. I was not a Christian during most of my Botanical career but I did not believe in Evolution as the answer to all the problems of the existence of life and variety. The basic reason for my unbelief then was lack of any real evidence for such an overarching theory.

Then I became a Christian, here, in this house. 

And here I went through a profound change of ideas about the nature of the world and the beauty of the creation that we see around us. It wasn’t just in creation.  All the old allegiances were challenged; from politics to sociology, from religion to theology and most particularly about the nature of science itself. I remember Ranald Macaulay giving me an essay to read, written by Michael Polanyi.
 It used the mathematics of hierarchy and structures to destroy many of the presuppositions of modern science. Ranald said to me ‘Isn’t that exciting?” and my reply was that I was devastated.  I was not excited. It is all very well to be known as a maverick who doesn’t believe in Evolution – it gets one a degree of notoriety, even fame. But one doesn’t have to really have answers to the problems that might cause.  One can be inconsistent and I had not really thought-through what would be the implications of my position. 

To have the whole edifice challenged, an idea and worldview that you have casually accepted without properly thinking about it but have been living with and operating on – to have that challenged was devastating. 

OK, that is a bit about me. What about my subject? I am going to discuss Evolution at a very general level; then look at some Christian Responses to Evolution. In particular I am going to focus in on recent developments in one of the Christian responses – Theistic Evolution. As a conclusion I will try to draw all the bits together.

Definitions:
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 “Science” comes from a word which means “to know”, - science has been called the “art of knowing”. It is an attempt to explain the physical world we see around us. More particularly it is the methodology we use to explain the physical world around us - to explain the “how” of how things happen; the ‘how’ of how things are like the way they are. It has also become the paradigm by which we understand the world around us. 

I note with a grim sort of humour that there are those post modernist philosophers who dismiss science because it is a meta-narrative. They write their thoughts using a word-processor and communicate them using emails and the whole panoply of the publishing industry. Then they arise from their desks and eat lunch consisting of food from all over the world and prepared using a cooker or microwave. Now: I am not making fun of them. They are humans created in the image of God and precious to him and therefore to us. What I am doing is pointing out that they, like all of us, are inconsistent in their thoughts and lives.

The problem for the post modernist is that the real world works. The author arises from his couch and eats food which is then absorbed into his body in ways which are known and understood because scientists have worked out how this happens. These two people have totally different views of the world. As I understand it, a scientist cannot be a post-modernist professionally. A scientist in his profession looks for rules, those very rules whose existence the post-modernist denies 

Now neither am I saying that the scientist is right. That science has a correct view of the universe. I am merely saying that it is a different view of the universe.
Science presupposes that the things we see and smell and touch and hear are real and that there are rules that control both us and the external world and also that we can find out what those rules are. The evidences are real in the sense that they reflect what is there with some degree of accuracy – they are not merely some idea that exists merely in the mind of person, in our minds, nor merely some idea in the mind of some God.

The bible appeals to us to use our senses. In the Old Testament God says ‘Try me and see” (Malachi 3:10) In the New Testament, John makes the point very strongly that we have seen the transcendent God. – That which was from the beginning we have heard and seen with our eyes and touched with our hands – that is what we are declaring to you. – Thus far the bible and science are on the same side.
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In Post-Modern terms there is a meta-narrative; an overwhelming story that encompasses all other – despite the claim that there is not. The scientist - as a scientist - believes in the unity of all things. To be able to talk about this I am going to use another term: The scientist believes in a paradigm  - Now, a paradigm is: (dictionary definition)

“A set of assumptions, concepts, values, and practices that constitutes a way of viewing reality for the community that shares them, especially in an intellectual discipline” 
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Even if we understand that our thinking is based on some presuppositions, very frequently we do not think about what the presuppositions are but they are the things that inform, colour and define one’s world-view. Note: it is personal and it is presuppositional. We very rarely stop to ask whether our personal presuppositions are correct.
 

Science has one paradigm, one set of presuppositions. Christianity can be seen as another paradigm, another set of personal presuppositions. Let me say here and now, (before Stefan jumps on me <grin>) that technically and in fact, Christianity is not a paradigm. A paradigm is the set of presuppositions a person has to explain his or her world view; The world that we operate in is what God has defined, not what our ideas of it are. He upholds it moment by moment. In him everything coheres (Colossians 1:17). Nonetheless, pragmatically Christians have personal presuppositions and these colour, inform and define their world view. Pragmatically – on the ground. Christians operate within a paradigm – in fact different Christians operate with differing paradigms and these are the main cause of the differences within Christianity like denominations.
[image: image7.jpg]Theistic Evolution:
Is Death Necessary part of God's Creation?

= Paradigm

"A set of assumptions, concepts, values, and
practices that constitutes a way of viewing reality
for the community that shares them, especially in

an intellectual dscipline”
= Personal and presuppositional
= The data must be made to fit the paradigm.




Now one of the problems with using paradigms is that we either ignore data that doesn’t fit our presuppositions or we twist the data to fit. It is one of the presuppositions of the scientific paradigm that this should not happen – the facts should speak for themselves. However, within science there are other paradigms: In physics there is relativity – and one of its presuppositions is that Relativity is true. The only formal change made to Einstein’s formulation is that Gravity *must* be positive (thus avoiding a potential problem with the “General Theory of Relativity”) In Biology the paradigm is Evolution and one of its presuppositions is that there is no other answer. The data must be made to fit the paradigm.

The data must be made to fit the paradigm.
So science is an art, an explanation, a method and a paradigm.  

Whenever any word has more than one meaning it is important to make sure that you know which meaning is being used when you hear or read about “science” or something “scientific”.

“Evolution” is also a word which has several meanings so, as we come to look at “evolution” we need to know exactly what is intended by whoever is talking about it.
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“to evolve” means to change gradually from one thing into another; my ideas have evolved as I have thought about this lecture. It also has the meaning to effect the direction of something. Maybe I could evolve a scheme to get you to pay me money for listening to me. 
As a myth, the idea of progress from small natural beginnings to cultured civilisations has been around for hundreds – no, thousands - of years. Biologically “Evolution” was initially a set of rather ill formed ideas based on the obvious fact that organisms change from one generation to another; that a father isn’t exactly like his son. The idea was around a long time before Lamark in the 1830s or Darwin and Wallace in the 1860s. Darwin’s grandfather mentions it. Linnaeus mentions the idea at he published more that a hundred years before Darwin and Wallace. What these 19C scientists did was to suggest mechanisms by which change could occur. 
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Since then Evolution has become a much more complicated word and has taken on many different meanings. It can be really good science:- good ecology, good genetics, good taxonomy, good biochemistry, good physiology.  “Science” here has both the “explanation” meaning and the “methodology” meaning: Statements are made which are good explanations of things that are seen in all these fields. The fact that so many fields are involved – nowadays, the whole of biology – should alert us to the fact that “evolution” as a word also has the meaning of “the paradigm – evolving and often progressing towards something better” which is used to explain the current diversity of the creation we see before us and sometimes to prophesy a future towards which we are evolving.
I want to make it clear at this point that the ‘big-E’ Evolution is what I am talking about tonight, the paradigm, the way of looking at the whole.  This is sometimes called “macroevolution” to distinguish it from what I shall discus next – an idea which is sometimes called “microevolution”.

I have no problems with what I might call ‘little-e’ evolution – the “science=explanation” definitions. That one grass can evolve into another grass over time by exploiting special ecological niches. Or that primroses can evolve double petals. The fact that all our domestic dogs have “evolved’ from wild forbears, etc etc, None of these things bother me. Any Christian can and should accept this. We know God is in control of everything – and that includes His creation. We are told by Paul in Romans 1 that nature demonstrates God’s divine power and majesty. In other words I accept the science part of what is called evolution with very few problems. 
The problems I do have with the details are when the work is not plain observation explanation but when the paradigm forces an evolutionary conclusion by limiting the investigation or squeezing the data into the framework.
 This is what I do not accept: - the overarching paradigm understanding. The imposing of a philosophic framework onto the whole field of biology.
What does bother me is the paradigm that says that everything has evolved from very simple precursors. That the whole of the current biological complexity can be explained this way is, to my mind, extremely unlikely.

Let me outline the paradigmatic understanding of Evolution - very briefly. 
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In the beginning something (unknown) caused life to appear on this planet as simple single-celled organisms. These single celled organisms spread and multiplied, competing with each other for food and light and other resources. Some were more suited to survive in the environment in which they were all living. These succeeded and reproduced at the expense of their less suited competitors who became extinct. In turn, they were out-competed by their more successful descendants and they too succumbed to competition. Gradually in time, different ecological niches were filled by what have become known as different species. One group of organisms could live better in a desert environment, another group survived better in a cold environment and so on. This process has continued essentially unchanged as a process - until today - and from those primitive beginnings all of today’s complex ecologies have descended. 

Four points:

1. I say “unknown” about the jump from non-life-to-life, but it is an article of faith that the process is very similar to what has happened since the start of life. In other words that chemical complexes evolved from simpler chemicals until the distinction between life and non-life becomes meaningless.

2. I used the words “from primitive beginnings” – That is loaded language, but it is an article of faith for most people that evolution is progressive;  and although some would deny that individual stages are “better” than any other stage there is an undoubted understanding from nearly everyone that complexity increases and that this is progress.

3. There are some who would maintain that now we, humanity, know what is happening then we ourselves are no longer evolving. Some would even maintain that by eliminating the environmental pressure which usually removes the old and infirm from our midst we may be engaged in reversing the processes of normal evolution.
 

4. Death is an integral part of the process. Some individual organisms survive, some are eaten. Even those who survive to breed are themselves out-competed by their better-able-to-survive children. Death is a necessary and integral part of the evolutionary process.

I now want to look at how Christians have responded – various Christian ‘paradigms’ as to how to approach evolution
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Firstly, there is the “head in sand approach” – It is too difficult to understand. “I reject it and just go with the bible. God created; there is no more to say about it. Do not waste your time on it.” I have even heard this preached. But to me it really is “head in sand”, for rarely do such people reject anything else from science. They drive their cars, watch their TV’s, use electricity, computers etc and equally rarely do they understand the science behind these things. If the reason is intellectual laziness then this is a response about which I cannot find much good to say.

Secondly, there is “misguided loyalty” These are those who have taken what looks like a very similar decision – but it is quite different. They have a belief in God and the bible and they turn their backs on science out of loyalty to God. They are frequently frightened that science might be true and thus fear for their own faith – and sometimes fear for God’s survival in an intellectual scientific age. This “misguided loyalty” is understandable, but is not honouring to God. They are equally inconsistent as the first group and use all sorts of other benefits of scientific advance. It is not honouring to God in two ways, God does not need their help to survive He is bigger than we think! and secondly we are commanded to be wise not blind. Science as an explanation can be good and helpful in aiding us to obey the commands to work into God’s creation as stewards and caretakers.

Thirdly, at the completely opposite pole there are people who see the statements of science as more reliable than the statements in the bible. In theological terms they see God’s voice in the natural revelation as superseding God’s voice in the “special” written revelation in the Bible. They might just plain accept that Science is right and the bible wrong. Of course, most non-Christians fall into this group if they think about it at all – but so also do some Christians.
Fourthly, however, because most Christians understand that God cannot lie, and therefore the two revelations, having one author, must agree:  they are more likely to accept that Science is right and that we have misunderstood the bible; and therefore they seek “conciliation”; <technical term> that is, to find methods of understanding the bible that will reconcile Science and our understanding of the bible. For instance, by claiming that the early chapters of Genesis are merely a poetic way of explaining the current creation. We will see this kind of approach in a minute, here I will merely comment that if Genesis is merely poetry then it is the only poem we know that is written like that (so we have no rules for interpreting it) and that Jesus himself used its statements as fact. 
Fifthly, one of the common ways that Christians try to bridge the gap between Science and the Bible in this area of evolution is to say that God used and uses the evolutionary process to produce the creation we see now. As I said above, as a Christian, I personally have always accepted that selection and survival, ecology and genetics, are happening now and happening under God’s overarching control: but that is not what is meant here. In this view there is a full acceptance of the paradigm that not only Creation as we know it - the current complexity – but also Creation as the process described in Genesis was accomplished by God using ‘big-E’ Evolution. This is called “Theistic Evolution”

As I said right back at the beginning: I did not see sufficient evidence to justify the claims of “big-E” Evolution and as a result I did not see any need to bring God into the picture anyway – to do so would have been to validate a process for which I could see insufficient evidence, so I myself have never been a “Theistic evolutionist”. 

Also as I said in a lecture here back in 1992 I find it difficult – impossible - to accept that God would use a mechanism that means that human illness and death are good. I was then commenting on the differences between Professor Jones who had given the 1991 Reith Lectures and Richard Dawkins. I had not then worked out the full implications of what I was saying. 

Now a very erudite and high-up biologist who is a Christian and who has written some excellent books on ethics and morals has written a book “Creation or Evolution: do we have to choose?” 
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Denis Alexander is Director of the Faraday Institute for Science and Religion, a fellow of St Edmunds College, Cambridge and for many years was chairman of the Molecular Immunology Program at the Babraham Institute. His scientific credentials are impressive.

In this book he makes the claim very persuasively that the facts of evolution are beyond argument. Evolution is the way it happens. Evolution is the way it Happened. God used Evolution to create. God uses Evolution today.
Let me state a personal belief here. I hold fairly closely to the Genesis account of Creation. “God said – And it was.” – I hang very loosely to the “When?” of it but fairly closely to the “How?” of it
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It is my opinion that God created a system that was intended to endure. Ecology must have been included in that. If leaves do not rot when they fall then we would be under 200 million miles depths of leaves by now. Even if each deer bred only once in its lifetime and no deer died, by now there would be no spare ground for them to feed upon.
 It is my opinion that they died. There is no evidence whatever of creative energy used at the Fall, but some animals are obligate carnivores. We are not told even by implication that God created them at the Fall. They may have been scavengers before the Fall – that is a ‘maybe’. The life of a deer may have been limited. There may not have been the chase or the hunt but I think that there must have been death before the Fall. To my mind God would not have created something that couldn’t possibly keep going.  

I have no problems with ecology including even the death of animals before the Fall – that is; as created. 
But I do have a problem with the death of mankind. I have a major problem with the death of mankind before the Fall. Also, whatever you might want to say about Adam, The bible makes it quite clear that Eve is definitely a special creation. The ladies always are special! 
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I will make 2 points here, or rather ask 2 questions

1. How could Adam and Eve understand the threat “In the day that you eat of the fruit of that tree you will die”? How could they understand the threat if they had not seen animals die? For me this is one of the arguments that suggests that death as a necessary part of the surrounding ecology was well known to them, but they knew that they were something different and they knew that they were not created for death
2. If death of animals were intrinsically wrong and sinful then how is it that we humans are allowed to eat meat?

=============

Back to the book: As I said Alexander makes a strong case for the fact that evolution is now beyond biological and scientific dispute. Even from these chapters I would question that, there are far too many holes, far too many “we don’t have the proof yet but it must have happened this way” but even if we follow through with him and accept that; then the remainder of the book is to my mind devastating for a Christian to read and very difficult to accept
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I made an argument above for death of animals as an ecological requirement. He makes an argument for death as a necessity for all of evolution – which of course it is. BUT, he includes mankind in this. Therefore death of humans , if not good, is not bad, for it is part of God’s plan, a necessary part of God’s good creation. And because we have evolved then death is good for us too. 
To be able to say both that man is special and that that mankind evolved Alexander evokes an idea that has been around for a few decades. He presupposes that God chose and spoke to a group of farmers – maybe even a single family - of Neanderthal men and women and breathed into them that divine breath that makes them different. Note, they had evolved up to this point, and they are going to continue evolving from now on but now with a something a bit special. They had evolved by breeding and dying up to this point. They will continue to breed and die after this point but now with something added - the breath of God. This family, this group, became not Homo Neanderthal but Homo divinus and have evolved into us - Homo sapiens.

It is a nice story, but there is not a single shred of biblical evidence for it. 

It is a nice story and fits the anthropological facts as we have interpreted them but there is not a single shred of evidence anywhere that it, or anything like it, actually happened.

Further, to explain what happened at the Fall He suggests that the Fall is our everyday continued rebellion against God and not a particular unique point in history. 
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I am going to use a theologian’s technical term here – exegesis – it is the methods that we use to understand what the Bible is saying. As a method it has rules.
 (see slide)
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To explain the Genesis 3 story of the Fall he engages in a very innovative exegesis of what the word “death” means in the bible. He accepts the fact that nearly all the OT references to death merely make a distinction between life and death. But he imports some New Testament ideas back into Genesis and finds real (animal) death, spiritual (separation from God (required for the new understanding of Genesis 3)) death; and final death (permanent separation from God).
Such an exegesis goes against nearly 2000 years of Christian understanding of what the bible means when it talks about Adam and Eve, the Fall and the disaster of human death.

I am in no way denying that one can find concepts that suggest this kind of division of different kinds of death but I do not myself see them as clearly as he does and specifically I do not find them where he finds them.

I agree that the OT references mostly see a difference between life and death; a physical difference between living (and either praising God or sinning) and ‘the dust of the pit’ sheol. 
The spiritual has little reference here, so much so that the word ‘nephesh’ meaning “breath” and which is often translated “soul” or “life” can be used to describe dead people (Hag 2:13) or ascribe to the wicked that they kill the soul (Ps 143:3). 
In particular the word ‘muth’ and its cognates occur frequently (see footnote 6) and to make them have a different meaning in Genesis 2-3 requires far more evidence that we have available to us.  However, there are hints in the OT that there is more than mere physical death, so Eccl 3:19-21 
 and even hints about resurrection which demonstrate to us that not every thought was attuned to this stark difference between life and death.
 C. S. Lewis suggests that not giving the Jews the carrot of eternal life was God’s way of helping them concentrate on this life here and now.
  However, I disagree with Lewis’s idea here; yes, there is not much written in the OT but Jesus was sharply critical of the Sadducees for not realizing that the immortality of the person is central even to their (OT) scriptures.
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I agree that the NT teaches that because of Christ overcoming physical death then we no longer have to fear it.  However, to try and claim that Paul’s theology is dealing with spiritual death rather than physical death is an utter misreading. “If Christ did not die..” Paul says in 1 Cor 15 and he means dead not some idea of dead. The whole of Pauline theology of the atonement depends on Christ’s physical death. The whole of our future life depends on the physical death and physical resurrection. Death to Paul is the great enemy – and it is the result of sin “just as sin came into the world through one man, and death through sin, and so death spread to all men because all sinned” he says in Romans 5. Taking Alexander’s tentative suggestions at all seriously means endangering the very purpose of the incarnation; which is that Christ might die for those whose death is deserved as a just punishment for their sin. Of course we (most of us, even though we are believers) will die a physical death because we are living in this world and the victory is not yet; but our death is, in God’s grace, no more final than Jesus’s death was. As he was raised so will we be raised. 

In a very real sense the NT does distinguish between physical death and spiritual death. Paul says, “I will die (and be with Jesus which is good) but I will be bemoaning the fact that I am without my body”
 We know that the souls of just men are alive after their death and Peter says that “the Lord knows how to rescue the just and keep the ungodly in chains until the day of judgment” 
  The last enemy is death Paul tells us in 1 Cor 15. At the very end everyone is resurrected, physically resurrected. Satan and death will have won no victories, they are never going to be able to say “I got that one or this one” they will have ‘got’ no-one. Some people are resurrected to life and glorious bodies and others to spiritual death. The day of judgment is when spiritual death occurs – even death itself is cast into the lake of fire Rev 20:14   - note, as with much of the New Testament and especially Paul there is a strong element of “now and not-yet” Paul can say we are sanctified –made holy - already and also talk about the daily process of making us holy.
So what do we do with Alexander’s “spiritual death” which is neither physical nor final? I do not think it exists.

Firstly, I would say with reference to the way that he deals with Romans 7 that it stands in the flow of Paul’s thought of the way of salvation and as such is talking to a Christian, a saved person who is now struggling with their own spiritual and physical disobedience. Although a saved, forgiven and renewed person, the victory is still not yet. Paul’s expressed anguish at realizing that he still thinks, does and says things which are worthy of death is countered initially by the fact that the law has no more power over him and then by the realization the it is still Christ who saves him from this body of sin. Yes, he deserves death because, like each and every one of us. 

“we still do wrong even though we belong… And yet he loves us”
 

All the other references that Alexander adduces are similar. Because Christ’s work on the cross is a completed work Paul can talk about the difference between life and death. Because we are in the here and now, living it out, Paul can talk about before we were saved, then we were under a sentence of death, now we are saved the sentence is commuted to eternal life, but it is all part of the “now and not yet”. We were dead. We now are fully saved and have life more abundantly. Not until the last days (the eschaton) do we have the full package. For those who choose to ignore this great salvation, at the eschaton in the final Great White Throne Judgement they really do die a spiritual death (but after being resurrected, not a physical death
 hence the warning in Matt 10:28 to be afraid of the judge
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Alexander then changes to the biological with the statement: “Carbon-based life is of course impossible without death. No multicellular animal can live by deriving all its energy needs from chemical elements, all are completely dependent on the food-chain” This is one of those generalities which is actually untrue, there are multicells in the deep ocean which as far as we know do not require organic precursors. However, let that be. As I have explained elsewhere, I am firmly of the opinion
 that a good sound ecology is part of God’s good creation and that must necessarily involve death. Death of microbes, death of plants, even death of animals; and as such the death of organisms, in and of itself, is not bad. 

But note very, very especially that while I do include humanity in the ecology, in the sense of being at the top of the food chain and returning waste products – including carbon-dioxide – to the ecology, in no way do I include humans in death – by which I mean “death-by-design”. 

As I commented above, to interpret the first three chapters of Genesis so that words used there have totally different meanings to the same words used in great frequency elsewhere in the bible is unwarranted on any practice of exegesis. Even those who say “but it is poetry” have no other equivalent poetry with which to measure it. The plain presumption must be that God allowed it to be written down in words that a Hebrew of 1400BC would understand. “In the day that you eat of it you shall die” (Gen 2:17) must mean physically “die”; even more must this be so if as Alexander  claimed the OT mostly only knows of physical death. If suddenly and here only (along with Genesis 3) “die” means what Alexander means by “spiritual death” then where is the Hebrew reader in Moses time – and later - going to get that concept from? – Indeed, as I pointed out before, to counter those who do not agree with the ecological death of other life before the fall, how is the Hebrew reader (including Adam and Eve themselves) going to understand “die” if there is no death at all? 
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The whole point of death of humans in the bible is that it should not have happened. The whole point of all the bible story is to give all Glory to God who devised, and implemented, a plan to overcome the death of humankind which results from their own disobedience 
In God’s overarching plan the fact that it did happen was going to be corrected by the death of God himself, in Christ’s death on a cross. But we have no warrant to suppose that God’s intentional and willed plan was to include the disobedience of any of his creatures. In fact very much the opposite, that would be for God to violate his own character. His character as revealed to us in the bible and in creation. This to me is a better understanding of “Jesus wept”. Jesus was distressed at the death of one friend - for death is an enemy, and as Paul says, it is the final enemy to be overcome. The fact that Paul calls death an enemy (death of humans, for we are the sole subject in 1 Cor 15)  is to me the absolute denial of the implication behind much of Alexander’s soft-soap sell of death as good.  
Note: again and again I reiterate that I agree with Alexander; death is essential for ecology and I truly believe that it should not be seen as bad – for animals and plants and microbes. I just as firmly believe that for human beings it is unnatural and wrong. 

I conclude that Alexander’s exegesis is not good exegesis. No biblical scholar that I know of would substantiate this exegesis. Apart from the point I made above about what Adam and Eve would have understood if there had been no death before then Fall, consider what they would have understood by death if they had evolved to this point living with death. What does that threat now mean? They know and expect death as a necessary good, so what is this God is going on about? 
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Further, forgetting them, how is the 14th century BC Hebrew in the desert going to understand it when he hears the story?. For both Adam and Eve and the wanderer in the Sinai dessert death must have meant physical death: Only if death is good and thus Genesis 3 has another meaning for the word “death” can we understand it. But they could not have understood it. “In the day that you eat of it you will blah.” Here in Genesis 3 and here only does a word that is used nearly 1000 times in the Old Testament have a special meaning. 
Such an exegesis of the Creation and the Fall, twisting them to fit inside the Evolutionary paradigm leads to many problems elsewhere in the bible. 

If death is good why did Jesus have to die?

How do we understand Paul and first and second Adam teaching? “as by one man sin entered the world and so death entered the world, so by one man comes the gift of life”

How do we understand I Corinthians 15 and the final enemy?

How do we understand the rescue from the fear of death in Hebrews 2

How do we understand the eventual victory; and death in the lake of fire?

Basically, nearly all the New Testament teaching on the atonement is called into question by suggesting that evolution is God’s way of creating man, both then and now; and therefore that death is somehow good as a necessary part of evolution
So how to resolve this dilemma: 
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Firstly, I think any exegesis that makes death of humans good in any sense is a faulty exegesis and not true to the biblical statements nor to a Christian worldview

Secondly, while the statements of “big-E” evolution appear incontrovertible, I think we need to remember that it is a paradigm, a way of seeing things, a set of presuppositions: it is itself a worldview and by definition it does not allow another view-point. Within its own rules it is incontrovertible. It must be true. Everything must be forced through its framework. I do not think it is a fully correct worldview. I am not hiding my head in the sand. I consider that it is at its best only a partially correct worldview.

Thirdly, As I chose to make the statement that I think that God’s written word in the bible is true, I do not intend anyone to understand that it is a text-book of science. It presents a worldview where God created, where God is in control moment by moment but its aims are the salvation of individual men and women. It tells us some things about the world in which we live but it is not an exhaustive text-book of the “hows”. It has more to say about the “whys”. And one of the things it says about the “whys” is that death for humans is an aberration and not as intended in an un-fallen world. In the Bible death of humans is a result of the fall and Jesus came, and God died, to overcome this problem. 
Fourthly, when I was a young Christian there was a group of scientists who were Christian who wanted to keep God in the picture so that they could communicate the gospel to their secular peers. They insisted that the Science was right and true but they also insisted that God was involved. Their secular colleagues very sensibly said something like “if we get thus far without God why are you being so irrational as to demand that God is involved?” In other words the very attempt to include God was seen as irrational by the world and those outside the faith. I think that the same is true now. Many a secular scientist will look askance at hypotheses made-up to include God in evolution – “Why do you need these fairy-tales?” will be a very valid question that they will ask from within that worldview.

Remember I said that “big-E” evolution is at best only a partially correct worldview. Sometimes it is necessary that we oppose the world and stand-up and be counted. For me; With Luther I say “here I stand; I can do no other”. The evolutionary paradigm is not a complete view of the world and neither is it a correct view of the world
I do not have anything to put in its place. I have not made up some monolithic structure of my own to replace it. I operate on a different worldview that God created and that initially the creation was “very good” and then the Fall occurred by the sin of out first parents – Adam and Eve and the good world God had made became twisted as a direct result of that. I operate on a worldview that says God is still in control and has provided a way out of the problems caused by sin. Both the sin of our first parents in Eden and our own tendency to continue to sin are covered by the Cross. 
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Finally, I know of no way of convincing anyone of this by argument and persuasion. The bible says in Heb 11:3 “By faith we understand that the universe was created by the word of God, so that what is seen was not made out of things that are visible.“ and faith is not something we can soup up for ourselves. “faith is not of ourselves, it is the gift of God”

I operate on a worldview which I understand is biblical. It says that humanity was not created to die. It says that both the sin of our first parents in Eden and our own individual disobediences which we to continue to sin are covered by the Cross which redeems us from the death we deserve. We have the victory now. The final victory is not yet
As John Owen wrote we have seen (or rather will see) the death of death in the death of Christ.

The kettle has just boiled. What happened? What caused what happened? To one person:- electrical energy has been transformed into heat energy which resulted in a volume of water having its temperature raised and some molecules of water changing state from liquid to gas. To another person:- they made a cup of tea. 


Both are equally correct answers!








explain difference: 


belief (I’d die for it (hope and pray not tested that way))  


opinion (you can argue with me and change my mind) 
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� The essay was in the book “Knowing and Being” published in 1969 


Polanyi saw absolute objectivity (objectivism) as a delusion and false ideal. He criticised the prevailing notion that the scientific method yields truth mechanically to the scientist. Instead, he argued that all knowing is personal, and as such relies upon fallible commitments. What saves his claim that all knowledge is personal from relativism is his belief that our tacit awareness connects us with objective realities.


Our tacit awareness however relies upon assumptions acquired within a local context, so we cannot simply assume that they have universal validity; we must seek truth but accept the possibility of error. Any process of articulation inevitably relies upon that which is not articulated. Indeed, reliance upon what is not articulated is how words become meaningful, i.e. meaning is not reducible to a set of rules; it is grounded in our experience - where experience is not something that can simply be reduced to collections of sense data.





� Note: the concept that there is nothing other than what I believe is a presupposition. The concept that no-one can know anything is a presupposition. – As an aside, neither of them are provable by logic.


� Examples: the heather fiasco. – symptomatic of enormous wastage of time money and resources


� Just think about that apparently innocent statement for a moment. It says that by caring for the sick we are risking the whole progressive process of Evolution. That is a very sad and sick statement. If it were to be true, then “Good for Nurses and Doctors”, I say – people are more important than ideas


� And if we are reversing evolution – If Alexander and other Theistic Evolutionists are correct how can a Christian then work in medical fields, doctors and nurses, without disobeying God


� Simple maths suggest hundreds of billions of deer to the square metre  by now – assume that we did start 4004 BC – about 50 million deer to fill the earth completely would take about 315 years using the most conservative mathematical model. In the 316th year they would be 2 deep and by 320th year they would be 32 deep and if we started in 4004 BC we are still only 3688 with another 5700 years to run to get to now.


� Rules of exegesis


The first thing is to find out what it meant to the people then


The second thing is to find out what it meant to the people who would read it when it was written


Only then can you try and explain it to us now





� muth – death has 790 refs in Hebrew OT – 3 in Gen 2-3 (2:17 and 3:3,4) – you have to have very good reason to translate them differently in Genesis (cognate words add about 150 more references)


� Ecc 3:19  For what happens to the children of man and what happens to the beasts is the same; as one dies, so dies the other. They all have the same breath, and man has no advantage over the beasts, for all is vanity. All go to one place. All are from the dust, and to dust all return. Who knows whether the spirit of man goes upward and the spirit of the beast goes down into the earth? 


Contrast with Ecc 12:7  and the dust returns to the earth as it was, and the spirit returns to God who gave it.


� Job 19:25-27 For I know that my Redeemer lives, and at the last he will stand upon the earth. And after my skin has been thus destroyed, yet in my flesh I shall see God, whom I shall see for myself, and my eyes shall behold, and not another.


� Lewis, C.S. Reflections on the Psalms


� Matt 22:32 (Mark 12:27; Luke 20:38)


� 2 Cor 5:1-8 and Phil 1:23; Rev 6:9


� 2 Pet 2:9; Rev 6:9


� From the song “He loves us” from a group called  “2nd Chapter of Acts”


� Mark 9:47  – quoting Isaiah 66:24 “.. be thrown into hell,  'where their worm does not die and the fire is not quenched.' “





� Remember my careful distinction between opinions and belief.
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