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Today is January 17, 2016
How are we to think about Genesis 1?

A BRIEF ANALYSIS OF TWO VIEWS
The            view
· It takes the text in its English translation      .
Strengths:

1. Gen. 1 explicitly describes       days… “There was evening and there was morning” (5, 8, 134, 19, 23, 31)
2. Gen. 1 appears to describe       days… “the first day…second day, etc.”
3. The       commandment seems to assume consecutive 24-hour days of creation when it sets for the pattern of 6 consecutive 24-hour days of labor (Ex. 20:9-11).
Weaknesses:

1. We cannot clearly identify the       of Genesis 1. 
2. Modern science says that the earth is far more than       of years old and some of its arguments are quite compelling. 
3. Gen. 1 and Gen. 2 present       accounts of creation and only Gen. 2 claims to be an actual account of creation. (Gen. 2:4)

The             view
Strengths:

1. It       well with the assertions of modern science.
2. It does not require strong       between the interpretation of the stories of Gen. 1 and Gen. 2.
3. It does not require a certain decision regarding the       and intentions of Gen. 1.
4. It does not do violence to the       of the totality of Scripture.

Weakness:
· There is not among holders of this view consistent       as to how it should be interpreted. 
SO, WHAT ARE WE TO DO WITH THIS PASSAGE?
This passage is not a       of the universe.  

This passage is not a      text.

A REVIEW OF INTERPRETIVE PRINCIPLES

1.  Resist ​​​​      to the Scripture more than what is there.
2.  Read the passage in light of its literary      .
THIS PASSAGE HAS IMMEASURABLE IMPLICATIONS FOR OUR THEOLOGY
This book is not science…it is a       journal.

1.  This text shapes our theology about the      and       of God.
The Bible does not attempt to       the existence of God. 

     is the main attraction of the text!
This is how God      Himself.
2.  This text shapes our theology about      .
This is the beginning of the story of       .
3.  Genesis 1-3 is the foundation of       of the Bible.  
4.  This text gives rise to our theology of      .
THIS TEXT HAS POWERFUL IMPLICATIONS FOR ETHICS. 

1. Our creation theology shapes the way we       and       in the world.
2. Our creation theology requires some       of us.
3. Our creation theology allows us to live without      .
ADDENDA
DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. Does the creation account demand a literal interpretation?


If “yes”, what are the problems you may face with this position?


If “no”, what are problems you may face with this position?


Are there other passages in the Bible which we do not take literally?  (See, for 
example, Ps. 17:8—does God have wings?; Ps. 92:12-14—will the righteous 
really stay fresh and green?; John 6:53—do we really have to drink His blood and 
eat His flesh?)

2. Do you think that if you take the creation account more figuratively than literally that you are denying the reliability of the rest of the Bible, in particular the historicity of the birth, death, and resurrection of Christ?


Explain your answer.

3. How much time do you think Christians should devote to the “creation vs. evolution” debate?


Is this debate helpful to the cause of Christ?  


Does it show love for God and for neighbors?  


Does it build up the church?  


Does it enable us to reach unbelievers? 


What might help us move in healthy directions in this controversy?  


(Might an understanding of the text as the beginning of the story of salvation and the 
portrait of a creative, active, personal, powerful, mysterious God as opposed to a scientific description help move us away from the often angry and usually unhelpful debate of “creation vs. evolution”?

4.  Is “intelligent design” just a “softer” way of saying “creation” or is it a view that is radically different and more scientific?

Would the teaching of “intelligent design” in the public school help or hinder the cause of the gospel in our world today?

1. Can a Christian honestly believe that God created the universe and that some sort of evolutionary or natural forces are also at work in the world?
OTHER NOTES….

1.  How does the creation story relate to science?

At some point the debate runs out of steam: science is inconclusive on the matter of faith and God; the Bible has a different purpose. There is a place for both and limitations for both.
Science:

The creation account gives man full authorization for scientific inquiry.  A Christian may go into science with full permission to explore, ask all the hard questions, investigate and decipher.  
The scientist can tell me much about this universe.

But the scientist’s insight into purpose and meaning is limited and his conclusions must remain bounded by the natural realm.  (In other words, scientist, you are not in a position to tell me there is no God!  And remember, neither science nor nature nor technology are God nor should they make god-noises!)
Faith:

Let faith/theology have full run to seek God, to know Him and to explore the wide horizon of His purpose in the world.  The Bible is the start for objective knowledge in this realm.  I cannot explain too much about how it all came about, but I know who is in charge!  

But, person of faith, we cannot disregard the information gained by scientific inquiry—we are not free to create history from our imagination so that our notion of theology or revelation fits into our presupposed categories!  We are not free to ignore evidence in order to give support to a preferred picture of inspiration or revelation!
(The passage does offer a broad-brush portrayal of creation that is in many ways remarkably consistent with the natural science story told at the Natural History Museum!)
Hold science in one hand, and faith in the other.  

Let the two talk to each other:  do not fear either, allow each to have validity in its sphere without usurping the role of the other.  Our biggest challenge to this dialogue resides in fear, ignorance and will to power.
Science without faith is unbounded, unregulated crass materialism and ultimately leads to nihilism or fatalism or a power-hungry god-complex.

Faith without science becomes superstition.
In this town we are surrounded by people with the intelligence and education to do real science. There is science going on here the likes of which mere mortals like me will never grasp. We should celebrate inquisitive minds, the creative approaches to problem solving, and amazing technological advances. Science and scientific inquiry are pleasing to God. We should encourage scientists to do their best work and in so doing bring glory to God.

But we do not fear that science will somehow prove or disprove God. We do not fear that science will render the Bible obsolete or irrelevant. 
Why? Because the Bible is not a science text. Science and scientific proofs are not its point, purpose, or intent. 
The Book is an inspired record of God revealing Himself to humans in history. It is a poignant means by which God reveals Himself to us today. Its fundamental purpose is to lead people into a dynamic relationship with Him. 

Science has no (or very little) supernatural vision. To reduce this passage to

scientific proofs is to demean the depth and breadth of its theological expansiveness and diminish the living, dynamic quality that has spoken to humankind through the ages.  

2.  Notes on the Hebrew word “Day”:

Several approaches have been posited to explain the use of the word “day”:

Literal 24-hour Day 

Day-Age

Alternate Day-Age 

Progressive Creation-Catastrophic

Eden-Only

Gap Theory

Sacred Week

The Hebrew word translated “day” (yom), has several meanings:

Gen. 1:5a  it refers to light versus darkness

Gen. 1:5b  it is the combination of light and dark

Gen. 2:4b  it is the entire period of creation


(The sun, which marks the day, is not even in place until the 4th day.)

In Heb. 4:1-11, God’s day of rest has never ended.  It has continued since creation.  The 7th day is clearly not 24 hours in this reference.

Ex. 20:8-11 and 31:17 are often quoted to validate the “24-hour day” interpretation.  Certainly, one could make this argument, especially if one assumes that the Hebrews themselves believed that the days were “24 hours”.  Based on the variety of ways this word may used, we cannot be entirely sure that such was the case.  We can be sure that the Hebrews believed that God was responsible for creation and that He did it in the way and in the timeframe He wanted.

These references to the “six days of creation” may not be the literal proof for the 24-hour day view that some might wish.  They may, for the writer of the text, provide a basis for bringing focus to the importance of keeping the Sabbath.  At the heart of Sabbath-keeping is the concept of regular rest for the sake of worship and recognition of God’s provision.  Ancient Hebrews, recording a law which was to govern their new nation and to guide them in the wilderness and into hostile territory, understood that routine and structure as well as clear theological underpinnings of daily life and regular worship, were essential to their survival. Sabbath was the core of this routine structure.

The Sabbath principle comes home when it is presented in the New Testament as the “eternal rest” into which the believer enters when he enters into God’s kind of rest (Heb. 4:1-11).

Literary form in Genesis 1 does not constitute a challenge to the reality of the facts. The Creation Story is not mere myth but neither is it history in the modern sense of eyewitness reporting of events. The story contains theological truth about events, in powerful, sweeping, largely symbolic terms—a means of describing unique, primeval events that have no time specific, human-conditioned, experienced-based equivalents.

This understanding forces the study of the text not so much toward a consideration of the scientific data required by space and time but to the central character of the text (and its primary focus), the God of creation.

So, regardless of whether one holds to atheistic evolution, theistic evolution, progressive creationism, or fiat creationism, one must begin with the nature of the text. It is at its core elegiac poetry, a paean to the God of all creation, in whom and through whom we have our being (Acts 17:24-28).

3.  What about dinosaurs and the Bible?

Now, there are some folks who are convinced that dinosaurs showed up on the 6th day of creation (which would mean that humans and dinos coexisted.) Others similarly believe that the creatures mentioned in Job (40, 42) are references to ancient “thunder lizards.” (Maybe, maybe not; one of them, Leviathan, sounds more like a fire-breathing dragon to me; see Job 42:13-21.) One can find many books that seek to answer that question with a variety of arguments.

The argument that dinosaurs were indeed on the ark follows this general line:

 “The term ‘dinosaur’ does not appear in the Bible. Why” Because the term was not coined until the mid-19th century. However, the KJV does use the term “dragon” in the Old Testament. That would be the only term available at the time to describe what we know as dinosaurs. So, clearly, the Bible mentions dinosaurs.”

“The Book of Job was written 500 years after the flood. (?) 

It mentions the “behemoth” that had a tail like the cedar of Lebanon. (It has to be a dinosaur…?)

God says He made the behemoth when He made man. (Accurate translation of Job 41:15?)

Therefore, dinosaurs had to be on the ark.”

Peterson, Museum of Earth History, Creation Truth Foundation, 8/4/05

(Parentheses mine.)

Seriously, one would think the Bible would at least mention something as important as dinosaurs!

On the other hand, is there a problem if dinosaurs actually don’t appear in the Bible? Does that omission somehow call into question all those fossils we see in the natural history museum? More importantly, would that absence cast doubt on the veracity and reliability of the Bible? 

Two important thoughts here:

First, there are many things not mentioned in the Bible. For example, continental drift, volcanoes, meteorites, and Colorado blue spruce trees aren’t there. 

You know what else is not mentioned in the Bible? Brains. The liver, kidneys, bowels, heart, yes—but not brains. Do we have a problem in any way due to the absence of brains in the Bible?

What does this mean? Simply that the Bible doesn’t explain everything. It is not a science or history textbook. It leaves many topics unaddressed . . . and that is quite alright. 

This leads to the second thought: the purpose of the Bible is not to provide scientific proofs. It is to introduce people to God. From the first chapter to the last, we find in it a portrayal of the eternal, purposeful, creative God. By showing how real people have interacted with this God who reveals Himself in history, the Bible helps facilitate our own dialogue with Him. 

Fortunately, genuine faith is not based on finding dinosaurs in the Bible. Faith is based on an encounter with the living God who revealed Himself most fully in Jesus the Christ.

4.  A Brief comment on Darwin:

Charles Darwin, an amateur naturalist, was recruited to participate in the voyage of HMS Beagle. In 1831, the ship sailed from Plymouth, England. For five years, the little ship sailed down the coast of Argentina, around the Strait of Magellan, and into the Pacific. The Beagle spent five weeks at the archipelago of the Galapagos. Darwin’s observations of the finches, beetles, fossils, ferns and other wildlife he encountered on this voyage changed his conceptions of the origins of life and formed the basis of his ideas that would appear in “The Origin of the Species” 25 years later (1859). 

Darwin had planned to enter the ministry. This journey took him a different direction. He posited from his studies that lineages of living things change, diverge, and go extinct over time rather than appear suddenly in immutable form as the creation narrative might have it. His was a painful journey from moral certainty to existential doubt—a journey consistent with our own modern experience. 

Darwin struggled with questions of faith his entire life. His faith was shaken and his views of the nature and place of God changed through both his observations of nature as well as other life experiences. His doubts about Christianity were deepened by his encounters with Scripture-quoting slave-holders as well as his trouble with the problem of evil in the world. He could not reconcile the idea of a benevolent God with so much suffering in a world He supposedly created. The death of his beloved eldest daughter at age 10 in 1851 led him deeper down this path. He ultimately described himself as an agnostic.
It is interesting to note that the development of evolutionary thought is called “Darwinism” by its opponents rather than “evolution” or “natural selection.”
I understand Darwin, at least in some regard:  the quintessential scientist who observed data, drew conclusions, and developed theories to explain what he saw.  He was meticulous, thorough, and highly rational in his approach. 
I understand a little of the application of natural selection to the fields of anthropology, paleontology, sociology, psychology, and economics.  (This particularly western/euro-centric worldview gives rise to supposed explanations of social customs, cultures, and language as well as just war theories, the idea of peace maintained through power, explanations of human behavior as a series of adaptive cognitive mechanisms, and capitalism!)

Some problems with Darwinian naturalism:

It loses its way when dealing with the metaphysical.

Moral responsibility is seen as simply the result of repeated choices, experiences, consequences, conscience, habits formed and reformed upon reflection.

This view fails the test of individual freedom, which has a way of rising above the intractable, inexorable laws of natural selection.

It is limited in its options as it denies the realm of the transcendent.  (This is the reason that natural theology stumbles in its explanations of human behavior, consequences, choices and faith as mere matters of nature.)

Darwin wrote that “belief in God is not instinctive in man.  (This belief) derives from an advance in man’s reason, faculties of imagination, curiosity, and wonder in the context of a long-continued culture.”  (Descent of Man, ch. 21, p. 592)

Furthermore, he said, one cannot say when, in the evolution of man, people began to conceive of immortality.  The concept is clearly one which developed over time, however.  (Descent of Man, ch. 21, p. 593)

He does use the phrase, “one must conclude” with more enthusiasm than is always called for!  One may conclude, but one is not inevitably required to conclude!  This is determinism not entirely consistent with Darwin’s own system!
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