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Editorial

The major contribution to this issue of the journal concerns the early history of
the Victoria Institute and the relationship of that outstanding scientist, John Clerk
Maxwell towards it. The article first appeared in Perspectives on Science and
the Christian Faith in September 2004. We are grateful to both the author,
Professor Jerrold McNatt, and the American Scientific Affiliation for permission
to reproduce it here. The author draws attention to the narrow defensive aims
of the Institute at its inauguration but also points out the limitations of Maxwell’s
over tolerant attitude towards scientific naturalism and theological liberalism and
draws lessons from the time that are relevant to our situation. Reviewing the
early history of the Victoria Institute in 1950, E.J.G.Titterington observed that,
“(The foundations of the Institute were well and truly laid, and the original
principles have stood the test of time.” But also noted that open attacks on the
Christian faith had become unfashionable. Today we are seeing, once again,
open attacks by atheist scientists, like Richard Dawkins, and so the aims of the
Institute remain relevant. Titterington, like McNatt, acknowledged that the Institute
“has had to adapt itself to the changing thought of the decades, and will doubtless
do so again: but its foundation principles still stand secure, and we may rest in
confidence that the Victoria Institute will still have a function to fulfil, ad majorem
Dei gloriam.” (JTVI 82 (1950)68, 69)
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The two other articles are by members of the council, Dr.Robert Allaway and
Professor Duncan Vere. The former seeks to ‘adapt’ the Biblical teaching on
‘the mind’ to contemporary scientific views and to draw out the implications of
this for pastoral care. The latter shows how even minor discoveries can illuminate
the Bible.

This issue contains a summary of two annual general meetings, because no report
was previously given of the 2004 AGM. We would like to point out that the article in
the last edition by Tom Hartman was not the prize-winning essay, but was, in fact, the
ruriner-up. Also we apologise to Mr.T.C Mitchell for publishing the Siloam Tunnel
Inscription upside-down. | wonder how many of you noticed it!

New Members

Ron Bull Aberdeen Park, London
(Dr.) Sydney Butchins D.Phil. (Oxon) Swiss Cottage, [ondon
John Cowing London

(Dr) Josu de la Fuente Cookham, Berkshire
(Dr.) Michael Ford.. St.Albans, Herts.

lan Fox Maidstone, Kent

(Rev) Neil Jefferyes B.Sc. B.D. ‘ Alton, Stoke-on-Trent
(Rev.Dr.) Peter Lalleman South Norwood, London
Claude Shepherd Cheam, Surrey .
Raymond Thomas B.Sc.(Econ.) P.G.C.FEd Bridgend, Dyfed

(Rev.) Derrick Watson Motherwell, Lanarkshire

Kieran Webster B.Sc. M.Sc. B.A. ASW Morganstown, Cardiff

Annual General Meeting: May 24 2004

It had been decided that because the normal annual lecture this year has been replaced
by a symposium on Biblical Archaeology to be held later in the year the AGM would
take place alongside the spring meeting of the Council. This was held in the Quaker
International Centre, 1-3, Byng Place, London WC1 at 3.30 p.m.

Although all members had been informed by letter only members of the Council
and Mr.Brian Weller, the minute secretary, and Mr.Reg.Luhman, the Editor of
the Journal were present. .
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(@) The minutes of the previous AGM were agreed.

(b} The President, Vice-Presidents and Honorary Treasurer were elected for a
further term of service.

{c} Professor D.C.Lainé Ph.D, D.Sc, C Eng, FIEE, C Phys, FinstP and Professor
John Warwick Montgomery Ph.D, D.Théol, LL.D as additional Vice-
Presidents.

{(d) The Rev.Michael Collis B.A, B.Sc, MTh, Ph.D, John Kane B.A, PhD and
Professor Colin Humphreys B.Sc, M.A, Ph.D, who formally retired, were
elected for a further period of service on the Council.

{e) The Rev. John Buxton presented the annual accounts, which are available
upon application.

Annual General Meeting: April 25 2005

The meeting was held in Room 4 Methedist Church House, 25, Marylebone
Road, London WC1E 7JH at 3.30 p.m.during the Meeting of the Council of the
Victoria Institute.

(a) Apologies were received from Messrs John Bland and Martyn Berry. No
other members were present except the Council members and Mr. Brian
Weller, the Minute Secretary and Mr.Reg Luhman, the Editor of the Journal.

{b) The minutes of the previous AGM were agreed.

{c) Dr.Weaver, due to pressure of work, was unable to continue as a member of
the Council and reluctantly tendered his resignation last September. Also
Dr.Kane had tended his resignation. Both resignations were accepted with
regret and they were both thanked for their work.

(d) The nominations put forward by the Council were duly passed without
comment.

(i) The President, Vice Presidents and Honorary Treasurer were elected to serve
for another year.

(iiy Terence C.Mitchell and Dr.A.B.Robins who formally retire, were re-elected
to serve for a further three years.

(d) The Rev.John Buxton presented the annual accounts, which are available
upon application. The Chairman thanked the Hon. Treasurer for preparing
these accounts, the acceptance of which was proposed by the Rev. Dr.
Robert Allaway and seconded by Prof.. Colin Humphreys



OCTOBER 2005 5

James Clerk Maxwell’s Refusal to Join the
Victoria Institute

Jerrold L. McNatt, Physics Department
Gordon College, Wenham, MA

Abstract

Thanks to his enduring theory of electricity and magnetism and his unique
statistical approach to gases, as well as numerous other contributions in
areas ranging from color vision to cartography, James Clerk Maxwell is
generally regarded as the greatest physical scientist of the nineteenth
century. Maxwell’s personal correspondence and reflective writings clearly
demonstrate that he was a serious evangelical Christian with a profound
understanding of theology. Nevertheless, he turned down numerous
invitations to join the Victoria Institute, which was founded in the 1860’s
to defend “the great truths revealed in Holy Scripture” against the flood
of opposition coming from science and biblical criticism. This paper will
explore the influences in Maxwell’s life and the circumstances surrounding
the formation of the Victoria Institute that combined to lead him to spurn
the invitations to join the Institute.

Introduction

James Clerk Maxwell’s lifetime (1831 to 1879) spanned the first two thirds of
Queen Victoria's reign, during which time he established “his special place in the
history of physics alongside Isaac Newton and Albert Einstein.”! During this
same era the growing influence of scientific naturalism outside the church and
biblical criticism within it alarmed many evangelicals. In particular the widely
discussed Essays and Reviews in 1860 and the early volumes of Bishop Colenso’s
Pentateuch in 1862 were cited as threats to confidence in the Bible by a group
of evangelical clergy and laymen and a minority of university professors who
united to form the Victoria Institute in 1866. Their purpose was “to defend the
truth of Holy Scripture against oppositions arising, not from real science, but
from pseudo-science.”? They clearly spell out what they mean by pseudo-science:
cosmological and geological theories which sincere scientists may believe to be
true, but which contradict a literal reading of Holy Scripture “must be merely
pseudo-science, that is, a false interpretation of nafure.”®

Maxwell’s lifelong friend and biographer, Lewis Campbell, reports that Maxwell
was frequently invited to join the Victoria Institute, and he records the formal
invitation of March 1875, which reads in part:
Sir I have the honor to convey the special invitation of the President and
Council to join this Society among whose members are His Grace the
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Archbishop of Canterbury, and other prelates and leading ministers, several
professors of Oxford and Cambridge and other universities, and many
literary and scientific men.?

The secretary, Francis Petrie, went on to say he had included “a short paper of
the objects of the Society which now numbers 580 subscribing members and
associates.”® (This paper may have been the document “Scientia Scientiarum”
referred to below.)

Maxwell sketched his negative reply in an incomplete rough draft penned on the
initially blank last page of the invitation letter. There he indicated some reasons
for his refusal that will be discussed in this paper. The record of his personal and
scholarly writings suggests additional doubts and reservations he would have had
about the early Victoria Institute. Three of the possible reasons for his refusal will
be examined:

1) The militant tone of the early Victoria Institute documents
2) Maxwell’s broad evangelical views
3) Maxwell's view of the relationship between science and theclogy.

The Militant Tone of the Early Victoria Institute Documents

In the first issue of the Journal of the Transactions of the Victoria Institute,
the founding committee, which adopted the name Provisional Council of the
Victoria Institute, described the four circulars and the two preliminary meetings
of 1865 which laid the groundwork for the First General Meeting of the Victoria
Institute on May 24, 1866. Also presented was a 25-page, unsigned, document
called “Scientia Scientiarum” which provided a detailed rationale for the Institute.

“Scientia Scientiarum” made clear that the founders of the Victoria Institute
were reacting to two significant publications that appeared in the early 1860’s
and which highlighted the impact and extent of theological liberalism in Great
Britain. The first, Essays and Reviews (1860), contained papers by six liberal
clergy-scholars (Frederick Temple, Rowland Williams, Henry Bristow Wilson,
Benjamin Jowett, Baden Powell, and Mark Pattison) and one layman (Charles
W. Goodwin).? These authors cited the need to modify biblical interpretation in
light of historical criticism and the current findings of science so that Christianity
could remain a viable faith for contemporary educated people. They argued that
the moral authority of the Bible could be maintained only if could be scrutinized
like any other book. Charles W. Goodwin, a distinguished Egyptologist, lawyer
and judge was specifically condemned by the Victoria Institute founders for his
paper “The Mosaic Cosmogony,” in which he argued that the nebular hypothesis
as understood by current geologists was seriously at odds with the Genesis creation
account.
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The second alarming publication was by Bishop John Colenso of Natal in 1862
and consisted of three volumes of a critical examination of the Pentateuch® that
eventually extended to seven volumes. Bishop Colenso had served in Natal
since 1853 and had produced a Zulu language grammar and dictionary as well
as translating instructional books, and large parts of the Bible. Answering the
questions of his “intelligent Zulus” led him to the conclusion that a large portion
of the Pentateuch was not historical. To make their point, the Victoria Institute
founders quote him directly as saying, “the elementary truths of geological science
flatly contradict the accounts of the Creation and the Deluge.”®

These challenges provoked a defiant response from the founders of the Victoria
Institute in the “Scientia Scientiarum” document. In reaction they laid down a
no-nonsense, black and white logic for the operation of their organization:

If science and Scripture are at issue, plainly one of them is wrong — untrue

. it is perfectly clear that men must naturally range themselves either
upon the side of Scripture or of science . . . . They cannot believe equally
in both. They must hold to one or the other . . . . Those who rather
distrust the deductions of science than the statements of Scripture are
invited to join the new Society . . . . it may obviously be objected . . .that
[this] assumes science to be at fault . . . . the assumption truly represents
the state of mind of those who propose to pursue this course . . . they do
distrust science and do not distrust the Scriptures.!?

They go on to paint a simplistic picture of science that omits any sense of an
exploratory process in which final judgment on theories is often delayed:

The nebular theory was adopted by the geologists from the astronomers
while indifferent to whether it was true or false . . . . Consider . . . how
much valuable time has been lost for science . . . while this untenable
theory has been blindly entertained.!!

The attitude of the Victoria Institute founders is in striking contrast to Maxwell’s
sophisticated approach to science. He saw it as a slow process requiring patience:

It is the particular function of physical science to lead us to the confines
of the incomprehensible and to bid us to behold and receive it in faith, till
such time as the mystery shall open.1?

Such a view found little to resonate with in the strident tones struck in “Scientia
Scientiarum.”

Another feature of the “Scientia Scientiarum” document that would have disturbed
Maxwell was its treatment of two of his scientific friends and guides who were
confessing Christians. After making the charge that “the erroneous theories of
_the eminent have held their ground against the sounder views of less-reputed
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individuals,”* the author(s) cite a series of exchanges between one of the most
eminent geologists of the era, Adam Sedgwick, professor of geology at Cambridge,
and Sir William Cockburn, Dean of York, who is described as a “practical
geologist.” Cockburn began with a “straightforward attack upon the nebular
theory” at the 1844 meeting of the British Association for the Advancement of
Science. Professor Sedgwick replied to the effect that “these theories, if rightly
understood, would confirm the truths of revelation.”'* Cockburn was not satisfied
with Sedgwick’s reply and continued to prod him and the Geological Society,
eventually making the following challenge:

You say that there are geological facts which prove the long existence of
the world through many ages. Isay there are no such facts . . . . Produce,
then, some one or more of these facts; and if I cannot fairly account for
them without supposing the very long duration of the earth, [ am beaten!
I am silenced! But if you do not produce such facts . . . confess, or let
your silence confess, that the whole doctrine of a pre-Adamite world has
been a mistake.®

Because Sedgwick and the Geological Society leaders would not publish their
letters to Dean Cochburn or enter into other forms of public debate, the “Scientia
Scientiarum” author(s) depict them as faint-hearted and weak, too willing to
adopt the scientific theories of the day and too timid to take on scripturally
conservative challengers.

Maxwell’s father, John, was an acquaintance of Sedgwick, and in a letter to his
son soon after Maxwell began his undergraduate studies at Cambridge in 1850
he asked, “Have you called on Professor Sedgwick at Trinity . . . . Sedgwick is a
great Don in his line, and if you were entered into Geology would be a most
valuable acquaintance; and, besides, not going to him would be uncivil . . . . 6
When Maxwell returned to Cambridge as Professor of Experimental Physics in
1871, Sedgwick was still a faculty member. He died in 1873 and was honored
by burial in the chapel at Trinity College. ’

Even closer family ties existed between the Clerk Maxwells and another Scottish
family, the Thomsons. The senior member of that family, James Thomson, had
been Professor of Mathematics at Glasgow University since 1832. His oldest
son, William, entered Peterhouse College at Cambridge in 1841 and graduated
in 1845 second in his class. William Thomson was appointed to the chair of
Natural Philosophy at Glasgow University in 1846 where he remained until his
retirement in 1899. In 1892 he was made a peer of the realm and took his seat
in the House of Lords as Baron Kelvin of Largs.

Before Maxwell enrolled at Cambridge in 1850, the younger Professor Thomson
was one of a number of people his father consulted about the suitability of colleges
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at Cambridge for his son.'” After graduating in 1854, Maxwell remained at
Cambridge for another year coaching pupils and studying for his Fellowship
exam. During this time his interest in electricity and magnetism grew in no small
part as a result of correspondence with William Thomson. In his usual witty way
he summarized his debt to Thomson in a letter to him.

I do not know the Game laws and Patent laws of science...but I certainly
intend to poach among your electrical images, and as for the hints you
have dropped about the “higher electricity”, I intend to take them. At the
same time, if you happen to know where anything on this part of the
subject is to be found it would be of great use to me.!8

Given this close personal and professional friendship between William Thomson
and James Clerk Maxwell, the scorn heaped upon Thomson by the author(s) of
“Scientia Scientiarum” would certainly have put Maxwell off. Referring to
Thomson'’s papers on the thermal history of the sun and the earth, the author{s)
asserted that

recent theories put forward by Professor Thomson . . . assuming an intense
heat in the sun are utterly irreconcilable with the Newtonian hypothesis .
... Professor Thomson’s theory destroyed the possibility of the sun being
the theoretical centre of the solar system, if universal gravitation be
anything like a plausible foundation.!®

These criticisms of Thomson'’s papers by the “Scientia” author{s) seem to be
based on a simplistic understanding of the state of matter in the sun. They first
noted that Newton’s theory of Universal Gravitation requires the sun to be about
350,000 times more massive than the earth and then that astronomical
measurements indicate its volume is about 1,400,000 times that of the earth.
“An intense heat in the sun” seems to be misinterpreted to mean the sun is in a
high temperature gaseous state of density so low that within its measured size it
can contain a mass only 1000 times that of the earth, only a small fraction of the
mass required. It is ironic that Thomson’s attempts to deduce the thermal history
of the sun and earth showed that they were formed much more recently than
assumed by some of the more prominent contemporary geologists,?® a result
that should have been welcomed by the Victoria Institute founders. A further
ircny is that Professor Thomséon was invited to give the Annual Address to the
Victoria Institute in 1897 and more or less restated the positions he took in his
papers in 1862.%

Maxwell’s Broad Evangelicalism

The mid-nineteenth century was an era of turmoil for the established churches of
" Great Britain. The Disruption of 1843 in one of the churches in which Maxwell
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was raised, the Church of Scotland, resulted in the departure of a significant
number of laymen and clergy to form the Free Church. The immediate cause of
the split was the unchecked authority exercised by aristocratic patrons in the
selection of parish clergy; however, the evangelicals who withdrew had already
been deeply distressed by the spread of theological liberalism within their national
church. The other church dear to Maxwell’s heart was the Church of England,
which was also torn by theological discord. Maxwell's discussion of the situation
in letters written while an undergraduate at Cambridge led his father to make the
following complaint:

Your dissertation on the parties in the Church of England goes far beyond
any knowledge. I would need an explanatory lecture first, and before I
can follow the High, Broad, and Low through their ramifications.#

A brief, simplified sketch of the parties his father listed will help to explain Maxwell’s
place in the theological spectrum.

To facilitate discussion of the religious outlook of sophisticated nineteenth century
scientists, one scholar has distinguished between the “conservative” perspective
of Cambridge Professors Adam Sedgwick and William Whewell (geclogy and
moral philosophy) and the “liberal” outlook of the astronomer John Herschel
and the mathematicians Charles Babbage and Baden Powell with respect to
their views of the Bible, natural theology, and miracles.?? Theological
“conservatives” of the nineteenth century Church of England came in two very
distinct varieties. High Churchmen (also referred to as Tractarians, Anglo-
Catholics, or Puseyites) flourished as a consequence of the Oxford Movement of
the 1830’s. They sought authority for their rites and practices in the traditions
and scriptural interpretations that evolved over the long history of the institutional
church, and formulated their theology along Roman Catholic lines. The other
“conservative” party was the Low Churchmen or Evangelicals, who traced their
roots back through the Wesleys and Whitefield to the Protestant Reformation,
the Church Fathers, and ultimately to the New Testament Church. They claimed
the Bible as understood by the individual believer as the prime authority on
which to base their beliefs and worship. The doctrine of the Atonement and the
centrality of preaching in worship were particularly emphasized. These two
“conservative” parties in the Church of England had leaders who usually publicly
opposed scholarship that questioned the historical accuracy or inspiration of the
Bible; however, they were often seriously at odds over the issues of ritual and the
appointment of bishops. The evangelical social reformer and philanthropist
Anthony Ashley-Cooper, the seventh Earl of Shaftesbury, who was the first
president of the Victoria Institute, has been described as dedicated “to a constant
battle against ‘this frightful heresy, this leprous system’ of Puseyism.”%
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The “liberal” clerics who made up the Broad Church party pursued the goal of
including a wide range of theological viewpoints within the Church of England.
Having abandoned both Church and Bible as sources of authority, they appealed
to concepts that ranged from intuition and internal assurance to patterns in the
lives of saints past and present and even to forms of mysticism. Liberal clergy, in
signing the Thirty-nine Articles (the official doctrinal statements of the Church of
England) and in reciting the services of the church, were in effect subscribing to
at least some doctrinal statements that were at odds with their personal beliefs.
Their consciences gained a measure of relief when Parliament passed the Clerical
Subscription Act of 1865 that seemed to modify the assent implied in clerical
oaths.?®> As stated in the previous discussion of Essays and Reviews, liberals
were particularly motivated by the desire to make their revised version of
Christianity fit with the historical and scientific ideas that prevailed in mid-
nineteenth century Britain.

In this paper Maxwell’s theological outlook has been called “broad evangelicalism”
to try to capture two important aspects of his beliefs. First, his personal
correspondence and the comments of his friends both testify that he maintained
an unswerving trust in Christ’s atonement and love throughout his life and he
continually identified himself with moderate evangelical thought. Second, the
scope of his reading and correspondence and his circle of friends included not
only pious evangelicals, but eagerly embraced what he judged to be fruitful thought
by all manner of theologians and skeptics alike.

Maxwell’s letters, especially those to his wife, reveal his extensive knowledge and
understanding of Scripture. In part these characteristics trace back to his mother’s
encouragement to memorize long scripture passages in early childhood. While a
pre-teenage student at Edinburgh Academy in the early 1840s, Maxwell usually
attended both St Andrew’s Presbyterian and St John'’s Scottish Episcopal churches
on Sundays, where he was respectively under the teaching of Rev. Thomas
Jackson Crawford and Dean Edward Bannerman Ramsey, both of whom were
evangelicals. At Cambridge many of his close friends were committed evangelicals,
many of whom later took leading places in the Church of England. For much of
his adult life he was a ruling elder in the Corsock? and Parton?” Presbyterian
churches, which were near his family estate, Glenlair, in the Galloway district of
southwest Scotland. Thus, it is clear that in nearly every stage of his life, James
Clerk Maxwell was enfolded by the godly influences of friends and family.

However, Maxwell’s evangelicalism was more than cultural. During his Cambridge
undergraduate studies he visited an evangelical rector, C. B. Tayler, and his family
in the summer of 1853. Maxwell was suddenly taken seriously ill and during his
recovery under the care of this pious family, he gained “a new perception of the
Love of God.”# This event has been interpreted as a conversion experience by
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~ one historian.? In short passages in his personal correspondence Maxwell made
clear the depth of his faith. In a later letter to Rev. Tayler he wrote of his personal
moral situation:

I maintain that all the evil influences that I can trace have been internal
and not external, you know what I mean - that I have the capacity of
being more wicked than any example that man could set for me, and that
if I escape, it is only by God’s grace helping me to get rid of myself,
partially in science, more completely in society, - but not perfectly except
by committing myself to God as the instrument of His will, not doubtfully,
but in the certain hope that that Will will be plain at the proper time.>°

He clearly understood his own sinfulness and his personal need of God’s grace
and guidance.

In a letter to Miss Katherine Dewar in May 1858 (just before their marriage in
June 1858), he related his enthusiasm for an expository sermon by his friend
Rev. Lewis Campbell delivered to the parish Campbell was serving in the south
of England:

In the afternoon . . . Lewis preached on “Ye must be born again,” showing
how respectable a man it was addressed to, and how much he, and all the
Jews, and all the world, and ourselves, needed to be born from above (for
that is the most correct version of the word translated ‘again’). Then he
described the changes on a man new-born, and his state and privileges. |
think he has got a good hold of the people, and will do them good and
great good.3!

His synopsis of the sermon leaves no doubt that his grasp of the doctrine of
regeneration is in accord with mainstream evangelicalism.

The high regard Maxwell had for the Bible is indicated in the recollections of a
Cambridge student of the 1870’s: '

At Clerk Maxwell’s we did our papers in the dining-room and adjourned
for lunch to an upper room, probably the drawing-room, where Clerk
Maxwell himself presided. The conversation turned on Darwinian
evolution; I can’t say how it came about, but I spoke disrespectfully of
Noah'’s flood. Clerk Maxwell was instantly aroused to the highest pitch of
anger, reproving me for want of faith in the Bible! I had no idea at the
time that he had retained the rigid faith of his-childhood, and was, if
possible, a firmer believer than Gladstone in the accuracy of Genesis.%

It is clear that Maxwell did not accept the position common to many liberals of
his day, namely, that exceptional and mysterious events in the Bible must be
deleted to accommodate sophisticated Victorians.
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Throughout his life Maxwell consciously developed the intellectual as well as
devotional dimensions of his faith. Lewis Campbell, his friend and biographer,
notes that after church he “loved to bury himself in works of the old divines.”33
He also read extensively and critically works of contemporary theology,
philosophy, and history. His many letters to his friends and family contain lists
of books he was reading, with thoughtful comments about many of them. What
is particularly noteworthy is the attention he gave to non-evangelical thought
and his respect for serious challengers and the positive aspects of their work. For
example, Lewis Campbell remembers discussing with him J. Macleod Campbell’'s
1854 book on the Atonement, which contained ideas that had earlier been
condemned by some evangelicals as heretical. Maxwell’s reaction was “we want
light.”3* In a letter to Lewis Campbell in 1857 he remarked upon reading
Henry T. Buckle’s controversial History of Civilization in England, one of the
first “scientific” histories, that it is “a bumptious book, strong positivism...but a
great deal of actually original matter, the true result of fertile study . . . . "3

Maxwell was also critical of some forms of evangelicalism. The Disruption of
1843 had split Maxwell’s own church, the Church of Scotland, when a large
group of evangelicals departed to form the Free Church. A brief thought about
this event appears in one of his letters.

The ferment about the Free Church movement had one very bad effect.
Quite a few young people were carried away by it; and when the natural
reaction came, they ceased to think about religious matters and became
unable to receive fresh impressions.3

This comment about the effects of Free Church enthusiasm reflects his uneasiness
about excessive emotionalism in Christianity.

Another aspect of Maxwell’s theological outlook came from his close friendship
with a number of theological scholars who did not fit the evangelical mold. His
close friend from his days at Edinburgh Academy and his eventual biographer,
Lewis Campbell, was an ordained minister in the Church of England but spent
most of his life as a Greek scholar at St. Andrew’s University. In his undergraduate
days at Oxford, Campbell was deeply influenced by the liberal theology of his
tutor, Benjamin Jowett.3” Jowett was one of the churchmen who contributed an
article to the book Essays and Reviews, the work by theological liberals referred
to previously as having helped to provoke the formation of the Victoria Institute.

As an undergraduate at Cambridge, Maxwell was closely connected with Fenton
dJ. A. Hort, the theologian and Greek New Testament scholar. They met through
their election to the Select Essay Club, also known as the “Apostles,” a club of
twelve of the best minds among Cambridge students whose goal was to learn
- “from people of the most opposite opinions.”?® When Maxwell returned to
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Cambridge as a professor in 1871, he joined with Hort, B. F. Westcott, J. B.
Lightfoot and other faculty to form another scholarly club to discuss speculative
questions.®® In addition to the compilation of an accurate New Testament text
by Hort and Westcott, these three great Greek New Testament scholars were
members of the committee that produced the Revised English Version of the
New Testament of 1881 and wrote commentaries and textual criticism that was
not always welcomed by contemporary conservatives.*

However, the theologian who had the greatest influence on Maxwell was Frederick
Dennison Maurice, known for his spiritual leadership of the Christian Socialist
Movement and his Broad Church theological views. His teachings emphasized
the centrality of a personal relationship between a Loving God and men. Maxwell
made many references to Maurice in his letters to his family and close friends,
some of which were critical of a number of Maurice’s theological positions.4!
Nevertheless, Hort observed that he thought that reacting to Maurice gave Maxwell
“considerable aid in the adjustment and clearing up of his own beliefs on the
highest subjects.”#?

Maxwell’s study of and eventual friendship with Maurice was significant for him
in a number of ways. In 1854 Maurice founded in London a Workingmen's
College to provide a university level education for clerks and artisans. Soon his
followers began similar institutions in other cities. The Workingmen'’s Colleges
were practical outcomes of Maurice's belief in the moral basis of education and
the Church'’s obligation to serve all of society. Maxwell was inspired by Maurice’s
vision and gave considerable time to evening classes and derived much satisfaction
from teaching for over ten years in the Workingmen’s Colleges in Cambridge,
Aberdeen and finally London.

Maxwell’s spirit of toleration for differing theological views within the Church is
traceable at least in part to Maurice and Julius Hare. Maurice’s emphasis on the
love of God led him to be “obsessive in his search for spiritual unity within
society and a determined enemy of the traditional causes of dissention.”*? Maurice
in turn was strongly influenced by Julius Hare, his most influential Cambridge
teacher and later his brother-in-law. After leaving his post at Cambridge, Hare
became Archdeacon of Lewes and in that role wrote numerous sermons addressed
to the Anglican clergy in which he lamented the prevailing evangelical spirit that
led so frequently to accusations of heresy.#* In a letter to one of his aunts,
Maxwell commented, “I have been reading Archdeacon-Hare’s sermons which
are good.”® Having imbibed Maurice’s spirit of toleration, Maxwell would
frequently remark to his friend Lewis Campbell, “I have no nose for heresy.”4¢

Another one of Maurice’s principles which parallels Maxwell’s philosophy was

a fearless regard for truth, . . . a protest against isolating the Christian
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faith from science and philosophy, and the necessity of meeting and dealing
with all doubts and questions in a frank and honest way.*’

Maxwell declared his personalized version of this principle in a letter to Lewis
Campbell written just before he came to know Maurice well.

The Rule . . . is to let nothing be wilfully left unexamined. Nothing is to
be holy ground . . . . Now I am convinced that no one but a Christian can
actually purge his land of these holy spots . . . . Christianity — that is, the
religion of the Bible — is the only scheme or form of belief which disavows
any possessions on such a tenure.*?

Lewis Campbell often referred to Maxwell's evangelical worldview, but he also
noted that Maxwell was never “completely identified with any particular school
of religious opinion.”*® Maxwell himself identified with evangelical principles
when he confessed to Campbell in a letter that “I believe with the Westminster
Divines and their predecessors ad Infinitum that ‘Man’s chief end is to glorify
Ged and to enjoy him forever.””%° Nevertheless, Maxwell was not dismayed by
challenges to the traditional literal interpretations of Scripture, and he seems to
prefer a Church where the tares and wheat grow together to one where charges
of heresy enforce a strict orthodoxy. In contrast to Maxwell’s view, the Victoria
Institute seemed to be setting up a “holy ground” in their defense of prevailing
literal interpretations of Scripture, particularly the Mosaic writings.

Maxwell’s View of Relations between Science and Theology

The last sentence in Maxwell’s draft of his reply to the Victoria Institute invitation
is incomplete, but it seems to be starting a thought about the nature of scientific
knowledge. '

For it is the nature of Science, especially of those branches of Science

which are continually spreading into unknown regions to be continually .
51

A hint at how he might have continued these thoughts is found in his Inaugural
Lecture given at Marishal College, Aberdeen, in 1856. He has a picturesque
view of the ever increasing, ever changing, and ultimately limited nature of scientific
knowledge.

While we look down with awe into these unsearchable depths and treasure
up with care what with our little line and plummet we can reach, we
ought to admire the wisdom of Him who has so arranged these mysteries
that we can first find that which we can understand at first and the rest in
order so that it is possible for us to have an ever increasing stock of
known truth concerning things whose nature is absolutely
incomprehensible.5?
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Maxwell’s references to the “unsearchable depths” of the natural world, the “little
line and plummet” of the investigator, and the “truth concerning things whose
nature is absolutely incomprehensible” reflect the fact that he recognized the
conditional and provisional nature of most scientific knowledge. When he was a
nineteen year old student at Cambridge, he reflected on human knowledge using
an interesting mathematical perspective.

the true logic for this world is the Calculus of Probabilities . . . .
Understanding, acting by the laws of right reason, will assign to different
truths . . . different degrees of probability. Now, as the senses give new
testimonies continually, . . .it follows that the probability and credibility
of their testimony is increasing day by day, and the more man uses them
the more he believes them . . . . When the probability . . . in a man’s mind
of a certain proposition being true is greater than that of its being false,
he believes it with a proportion of faith corresponding to the probability .
... When a man thinks he has enough of evidence for some notion of his
he sometimes refuses to listen to any additional evidence pro or con,
saying “It is a settled question.”?

Thus, according to Maxwell, scientific knowledge undergoes a continual process
of refinement not only with respect to its form but also with respect to its certainty.

Maxwell’s reluctance to link the particulars of shifting scientific thought with
biblical interpretation is shown in letters he exchanged in 1876 with Anglican
Bishop C. J. Ellicott (who was an accomplished New Testament scholar with
whose writings Maxwell was acquainted.) The Bishop asked Maxwell whether
he agrees with the theologians who claim that creation of light on the first day
and the sun on the fourth day “involves no serious problem.” Maxwell replied as
follows:

If it were necessary to provide an interpretation of the text in accordance
with the science of 1876 (which may not agree with that of 1896), it
would be very tempting to say that the light of the first day means the all-

embracing aether . . . . But I should be very sorry if an interpretation
founded on a most conjectural scientific hypothesis were to get fastened
to the text in Genesis . . . . The rate of change of scientific hypothesis is

naturally so much more rapid than that of biblical interpretations, so that
if an interpretation is founded on such an hypothesis, it may help to keep
the hypothesis above ground long after it ought to be buried and
forgotten 34

But perhaps the most surprising part of Maxwell's views was expressed in his

Victoria Institute reply in the sentence that immediately precedes the sentence
fragment discussed above.
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But I think that the results which each man arrives at in his attempts to
harmonize his science with his Christianity ought not to be regarded as
having any significance except to the man himself and to him only for a
time and should not receive the stamp of a society.5®

Thus for Maxwell any man’s reconciliation of the particulars employed in the
current formulation of science with his religious beliefs is subjective and transitory
and has little enduring value. Such efforts, when poorly done could even bring
reproach. For example, Maxwell was especially scornful of the use of the aether
concept in The Unseen_Universe,’¢ a book written by his friends and fellow
evangelical scientists, Peter Guthrie Tait and Balfour Stewart. They speculated
that the presence of a second aether would form the basis of an eternal, invisible
universe where human souls receive their form and which provides “continuity”
with the physical universe thus explaining the immortality of the soul. The
immense popularity of The Unseen Universe did not deter Maxwell from ridiculing
it in a review in Nature. He used an ironical reference to the anti-materialism in
one of the dialogues of the idealist philosopher George Berkeley.

We shall therefore make the most of our opportunity when two eminent
men of science . . . have betaken themselves to those blissful country
seats where Philonous long ago convinced Hylas that there can be no
heat in the fire and no matter in the world.57

Maxwell’s belief that “in physical speculation there can be nothing vague or
indistinct”®8 led him to point out that the authors of The Unseen Universe were
suggesting “a question far beyond the limits of physical speculation.”%°

Although Maxwell expressed his considerable doubts about the objective value of
linking biblical interpretations with contemporary scientific theories, he did not
call for the divorce of theology from science or science from theology. As he
said in the Aberdeen Inaugural Address:

Those who intend to pursue the study of theology will also find the benefit
of a careful and reverent study of the order of creation. °

Likewise in his reply to the Victoria Institute he commented:

I think Christians whose minds are scientific are bound to study science
that their view of the glory of God may be as extensive as their being is
capable of. ¢!

He seems to call for continual interaction between the theologian and the scientist,
but does not favor a detailed harmonization of their respective insights.

For Maxwell a more profound issue than harmonization was specialization. In
~contrast to the preponderance of non-specialists in the Victoria Institute, Maxwell
acknowledged and welcomed the professionalization of science:
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as the boundaries of science are widened, its cultivators become less
philosophers and more specialists . . . . This is the inevitable result of the
development of science, which has made it impossible for any one man to
acquire a thorough knowledge of the whole . . . . ¢

This view is in sharp contrast with viewpoint of the “Scientia Scientiarum” author(s)
who lament the fact that “the sciences have been too much separated and the
great majority have devoted their minds to the details of some narrow speciality.”®3
One aspect of this professionalization was the early 19* century struggle led by
some of Maxwell’s older Cambridge faculty colleagues like Adam Sedgwick and
William Whewell, who maintained their commitment to the Christian faith while
arguing the right to develop scientific ideas free from restraints imposed by
theologians or churches.®*

Maxwell also respected the professionalism developing in theology. Through
their writings or in some cases by personal interaction, Maxwell knew the
theologians of his day. He even expressed at times his preference for the company
of those interested in theological matters to those whose exclusive focus was
science.®> Like Newton he dedicated a considerable portion of his intellectual
efforts to matters of theology but unlike Newton he did “not wish to be set up as
an authority on subjects (such as historical criticism) which, however interesting
to him, he had not had leisure to study exhaustively.”%

Furthermore, Maxwell’s perception of the independent value of both science
and theology led him to a different conclusion than the founders of the Victoria
Institute as to what was the crucial theological issue of the last half of the 19%
century. For the Victoria Institute founders it was the fact that many prominent
scientists and theologians were no longer conforming their scientific theories to
traditional, more or less literal interpretations of the Bible. For Maxwell it was
the rising influence of scientific naturalism, which implied a diminishing influence
for theology and religion. Scientific naturalism was being skillfully mixed with
scientific popularization by the masterful rhetoric and persuasive writing of
scientists like John Tyndall, Thomas Huxley and a host of others both in and out
of the “X Club.”®” For these men Science was the only truth-seeker and problem-
solver mankind needed. Religion and its theology were nothing but a source of
obscurantism and obstruction. As historian Colin Russell has described their
plan:

Religion was not allowed to usurp the role of science but science (or

scientific naturalism) was to take every opportunity to invade the territory

of religion. 8
Tyndall boldly asserted the strategy in his famous Belfast Address to the British
Association for the Advancement of Science in 1874:
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We claim and we shall wrest from theology the entire domain of
cosmological theory. All schemes and systems which thus infringe upon
the domain of science must . . . submit to its control and relinquish all
thought of controlling it.%

Maxwell answered Tyndall’s outrageous claims for the supremacy of science
indirectly through a humorous poem published under a pseudonym in a popular
Scottish magazine in 1874. A few lines from the poem illustrate its tenor:

From nothing comes nothing, they told us, nought happens by chance,
but by fate; .

There is nothing but atoms and void, all else is mere whims out of date!
Then why should a man curry favour with beings who cannot exist,

To compass some petty promotion in nebulous kingdoms of mist?7°

The founding committee of the Victoria Institute spelled out in “Scientia
Scientiarum” that their primary concern was to promote an immediate and literal
agreement between scientific theory and biblical theology. In contrast, Maxwell
summed up his theological expectations concerning the process of doing science
in a poem he wrote while a Cambridge undergraduate, which reads in part:. .

Teach me so Thy works to read
That my faith, - new strength accruing, -
May from world to world proceed,
Wisdom’s fruitful search pursuing;
Till, Thy truth my mind imbuing,
I proclaim the Eternal Creed,
Oft the glorious theme renewing
God our Lord is God indeed.”

Maxwell’s participation in the development of scientific understanding was for
him an act of worship, part of a careful reading of God'’s revelation in nature.”?

Concluding Remarks

In summary, James Clerk Maxwell’s refusal to join the Victoria Institute first of
all stemmed from its narrow defensive aims and its inclination to turn on men
who Maxwell saw as Christian comrades. Second, its theological banner was
planted far to the right of Maxwell’s broad evangelicalism. Finally, Maxwell’s
view of the growing professionalism of science and theology led him to oppose
scientific naturalism without trying to reestablish the dominion of theology over
science.

In a larger sense, James Clerk Maxwell’s refusal to join the Victoria Institute can

be interpreted as symptomatic of harmful flaws in the outlook of both the Victoria
‘Institute and Maxwell himself. The Institute initially adopted a perspective that
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proved to be too narrow and thus limited its effectiveness. On the other hand,
the toleration that Maxwell typified was so broad that it nullified most attempts at
church discipline in matters of theology.

“Scientia Scientiarum” and the other circulars used to promote the founding of
the Victoria Institute were too narrow in several ways. First, they focused
extensively on the issues involving contemporary geology and Genesis. The impact
of Darwin’s Origin of Species {1859) is never mentioned. Furthermore, the
author(s) supported an explanation of geological strata in terms of Flood Geology,
a viewpoint that had few adherents in the Royal Geological Society in the 1860’s.
Second, the view of biblical interpretation the author(s) adopted was strict literalism.
They charged their opponents with being willing to “force upon” scripture new
interpretations that are nothing but the “explaining away of plain language, which
requires no interpretation in order to be understood.””® The existence of a number
of distinct evangelical theological traditions each claiming to come directly from
the Bible should have made the Victoria Institute founders a bit more cautious
about claiming that any portion of Scripture “requires no interpretation.”

One consequence of a narrow outlook was a narrow membership. As the Secretary
of the Victoria Institute pointed out in his invitation letter to Maxwell, numerous
outstanding clerical figures and “many literary and scientific men” had joined.
However, only a few prominent scientists who were professing evangelicals joined.
In a recently published study, Historian Crosbie Smith identified three informal
scientific-cultural groups that vied for credibility and prominence as the concept
of energy was shaped into the controlling idea of physical science.” Besides the
devotees of a theologically liberated, professionalized science inspired by Huxley,
Tyndall, and their “X Club” colleagues and the Cambridge clerical dons led by
Sedgwick and Whewell, Smith identified a third, hitherto generally
unacknowledged, group he called the North British evangelicals. This group
included many prominent physical scientists of the period: James Joule, William
Thomson (Lord Kelvin), Peter Guthrie Tait, Fleeming Jenkin, Macquorn Rankine,
Balfour Stewart, and James Clerk Maxwell. It is noteworthy that none of this
group joined the Victoria Institute between the time of its founding (1865) and
the formal invitation to Maxwell {1875). The failure to attract many prominent
evangelical men of science clearly diminished its influence in the science-religion
dialogue of the mid to late Victorian era. In a classic history of the Victorian
Church, the Victoria Institute has received only a two sentence reference.”

It should be noted that the views set forth in the founding documents of the
Victoria Institute were modified as the organization matured. Cambridge University
physicist George Gabriel Stokes, who was one of Maxwell’s undergraduate
teachers and a friend and colleague in later life, succeeded the great social reformer
Ashley-Cooper as President in 1886. He reflected a much changed perspective
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in remarks recorded in the Institute Journal.

We all admit that the book of Nature and the book of Revelation come
alike from God, and that consequently there can be no real discrepancy
between the two if rightly interpreted. The provinces of Science and of
Revelation are, for the most part, so distinct that there is little chance of
collision. But if an apparent discrepancy should arise, we have no right
on principle, to exclude either in favour of the other. For however firmly
convinced we may be of the truth of revelation, we must admit our liability
to err as to the extent or interpretation of what is revealed; and however
strong the scientific evidence in favour of a theory may be, we must
remember that we are dealing with evidence which, in its nature, is probable
only, and it is conceivable that wider scientific knowledge might lead us
to alter our opinion.”

Had he lived to read these remarks by his mentor and friend Stokes, James Clerk
Maxwell might have been more favorably disposed towards the Victoria Institute
and its mission.

Turning to Maxwell’s attitude of theological toleration, it should be noted that his
willingness to take on the scientific naturalists, if only to a limited extent, is
commendable. However, his failure to detect the perils of theological liberalism
is lamentable. Heresy charges by more conservative evangelicals were probably
too glibly raised in some instances, but there were a number of important cases
in both the Church of Scotland and the Church of England in which the verdicts,
in effect, tolerated views that were far from historic Christiann orthodoxy. For
instance, two of the contributors to Essays and Reviews, Rowland Williams and
Henry B. Wilson, were tried in church courts for their views on inspiration,
justification, and the future state of the dead. They were initially found guilty on
some of the charges and sentenced to suspension for one year. On appeal, the
verdict was overturned. This and other cases meant that “few clergymen, whatever
they taught, were in danger of prosecution because their sermons or books
contradicted the articles of religion.””” Maxwell’s tolerant approach was shared
by far too many evangelicals, and his claim to have “no nose for heresy” proved
to be no virtue in Victorian Britain as theological liberalism prospered. Maxwell’s
faith was basically too personal and his hesitation about speaking out concerning
matters outside his area of expertise severely limited his influence at a critical
time in church history.

1 P. M. Harman, The Natural Philosophy of James Clerk Maxwell (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 1998), 1. i

2 “Scientia Scientiarum,” The Journal of the Transactions of the Victoria Institute, 1 (1867):
5. Following the complefion of this paper, a web site with the full text of “Scientia Scientiarum”
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the authorship to James Reddie who was the founding Secretary of the Victoria Institute.
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A Pastor’s view of ‘the Mind’
Bob Allaway

‘I cannot face going to church and having to put on a “happy-clappy mask”. 1
ought to be able to be honest about my feelings, but I fear people will treat me as
lacking in faith and make me feel guilty and even more depressed.” ‘My husband
wants me to stop taking my medication. He thinks I am like a drug addict. He
says a Christian should find her joy in the Lord.’ Similar stories of such
unsympathetic treatment came pouring out to me, when people learned what |
was doing for my Sabbatical study in 2003. This grew out of the pastoral care to
the clinically depressed that my wife and I have been led to provide, on many
occasions, over the course of my ministry.

Why is it that caring people, who would think nothing of a fellow Christian
having to take regular aspirin to prevent blood clotting, or insulin for diabetes,
will treat it as a spiritual defeat if, say, a believer has to be on constant medication
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for a mental condition? Could an over-spiritual view of what the mind is be one
reason for this?

There are, of course, equal dangers for pastoral care in an over-physical view of
the mind. Some believers are fearful, and rightly so, of a reductionism that would
treat spiritual experiences as ‘nothing but’ symptoms of mental ill health, or a
determinism that would enable people to claim they ‘can’t help’ their actions.

In addition, some may wonder if such a view of the mind undermines fundamental
Christian beliefs about our origin as human beings and eternal destiny as
individuals.

In my Sabbatical study', I undertook to find a view of the mind that can
accommodate the insights of modern neuroscience and clinical observation while
retaining the outlook of the Bible. I had both an evangelistic and a pastoral
purpose in this.

As an evangelist, or apologist, | wanted to show where supposed conflicts between
science and Biblical Christian faith are false, to eliminate unnecessary stumbling
blocks on the path to Christ. As a pastor, [ wanted to help believers come to
terms with their own, and others’, mental conditions and any treatments they
may need, while being able to discern where some therapies may be incompatible
with our faith.

As a starting point, let us begin with a ‘common sense’ view of the mind, that
many mistakenly imagine is the Christian one.

Mind as soul

We are conscious of ourselves as looking out from our bodies and controlling
them - ‘I am my mind, and my body is something outside of me in which I live.
It is natural to think that the mind is a function of some independent, spiritual
entity - conventionally, a ‘soul’ - that works through the body.

This, as [ said, seems to correspond with our experience, and gives Christians a
way of defending humanity’s unique status ‘in the image of God’ and their eternal
destiny. ‘We may share 99% of our DNA with chimpanzees,” we can say, ‘but
we have souls, that no genetic scanning can detect, and they haven’t, and though
the body may die, the soul can live on.” Yet both science and the Bible contradict
this. ‘

It is a sad fact that things that afflict the body can damage the mind. From time
immemorial, alcohol has been knewn to hinder mental function. Perhaps it might
be argued that this is only harming the ‘mind/brain interface’. But there are
conditions that can seemingly change the person, the conscious mind.

A familiar example is Alzheimer’s Disease. This is so distressing for carers, not
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only because of having to see dementia afflict a loved one, but because sometimes
the personality seems to change as well. People will say things to me like, ‘It is as
if the person | knew and loved has already died, and | am living with a stranger.’

A better, but rarer, example is damage to a particular area near the front of the
brain. Cases are known where this has transformed the personality, but without
any loss of mental function, as in dementia.?

The Bible also contradicts this ‘common sense’ view of the mind as a function of
‘soul’. In the Old Testament, ‘nephesh’ (translated by —psuché, ‘soul’, in the
New) seems to mean ‘life’, or a creature having it, and applies to animals as well
as humans. (eg Genesis 1:21,24; 2:7). It can die the same as the body (eg Ezek
18:4,20). Mental function is located in the leb (or lebab), translated ‘heart’.

While there is an occasional vague hope of life with God beyond death, as in
Psalm 73:24, the few places where this hope is more detailed speak of resurrection
rather than immortality (Isaiah 26:19; Daniel 12:2,3).

By New Testament times, something like the ‘common-sense’ idea of the soul
seems to be envisaged (e.g. Revelation 6:97), to preserve the person between
death and resurrection, but the latter is still the ultimate Christian hope. It is
clearer that the believer’s body will be raised in a new form, ‘spiritual’, where any
damage to body and mind will be no more. By contrast, its present ‘weak’,
‘perishable’ form is said to be- _psuchikon. (1 Cor 15:42-44) NIV translates this
‘natural’, but the literal sense is ‘of the nature of the soul’!

Modern computing provides us with an improved version of the ‘common-sense’
model that overcomes many of these scientific and Biblical objections to it.

Mind is to brain as programme is to computer

The programme needs a computer to run; it exists as a pattern of electrical
signals within the computer. Consequently, damage to the computer’s circuitry
is likely to damage the functioning of the programme. If the computer is destroyed,
the programme will be destroyed with it. However, a smart operator will keep a
backup copy of the programme on disc somewhere, up-dated with improvements.
In the event of the computer being lost or stolen, a new and better machine can
be bought and the same programme loaded up from tackup, to run just as
before or better.

In the same way, our minds are but a pattern of electrical signals in the brain,
that can be destroyed along with it. However, God, who knows all, can keep a
backup copy in his memory, retaining all that is worth preserving (and leaving
out whatever is not). When this body has died, he can create a new and better
body for me, that shall never die, and in which my mind can run for evermore.
This model overcomes previously expressed objections, and rightly stresses the
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Biblical view that our eternal life is contingent on God’s eternal life (Romans
6:23; 1 Timothy 6:16), but it needs to be refined in the light of scientific and
Biblical views of origin and development.

The programme and the computer are two independent systems. The programme
cannot change the computer’s circuitry, and the computer cannot change the
program {except by some glitch disrupting its function). On the other hand, in
the case of the mind and the brain {(and the body of which it is part), there is a
mutual interaction.

Mind as a function of body

If we think about what marks us off from other animals and has enabled human
civilisation to develop to the extent that it has, one thing that immediately springs
to mind is language. As is, I think, well known, Noam Chomsky has postulated
the existence of an innate human ‘language instinct’ (or more correctly
‘grammatical instinct’). This is something separate from ability to speak, as it has
been demonstrated in deaf children learning to sign.3

Language is very much something that we see as a mental operation. Yet such
an innate ability, emerging at a particular stage of development, suggests a product
of a child’s genetic code, just as much as the hormones that start to circulate his
or her body at a later age, which will set off thinking about sex! On the computer
analogy, we are ‘hard-wired’ for language.

It could be argued from anthropology and archaeology, that we also have a sort
of ‘God instinct’. Carl Jung noted this * “collective idea” of God that is pervasive
throughout human history’ and is ‘a force as real as hunger and the fear of
death’.* Does this mean that, to use the computer analogy again, we are also
‘hard-wired’ for worship?

For Christians, this can serve as a confirmation of our beliefs. One of the things
that marks off the creation of Humanity in Genesis 1:26 is that for the first and
only time, God says, not, ‘Let there be .., but ‘Let us create .. in ourimage and
our likeness ...” - an astounding statement to appear in one of the most
monotheistic portions of the Old Testament. ‘In the image of God created he
him, male and female created he them.’ It is not sex that is part of the image of
God here, as the animals have that as well. One aspect of this statement is that
the female is shown to have God’s image as well as the male, which is good. But
may not their being in relationship be part of that image, also? ‘It is not good for
the man to be alone’ (Genesis 2:18).

Thus, what distinguishes us from other creatures is not that we are smarter than
they are, but that we are made for fellowship with one another and with God,
and since the latter is eternal, so is the fellowship. (Once it is restored through
Christ.)
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If bodily processes can shape mental ones, does this mean that mental functions
are genetically predetermined? No, because mental processes can also shape
bodily ones.

Mind is to brain as chicken is to egg

Sternberg and Gold have demonstrated how the mind can affect the immune
system so that ‘our state of mind can influence how well we resist or recover
from infectious or inflammatory diseases’.® Yes, as the body lives or dies, it
preserves or Kills the brain and with it the mind, but the mind can also keep alive
or kill the body {and hence the brain).

Our minds can also determine the physical structure of our brains. Up until the
age of sixteen, our brains are growing. They do not just do so in accordance with
some preordained pattern recorded in our genes. Rather, connections between
neurones increase to support those things on which the mind is concentrating.
‘“The key factor is stimulation of the brain. In [a] study with rats, it was found to be
learning and memory ... that resulted in the greatest changes in the brain.’

All the above are examples of what philosopher Nancy Murphy’ terms ‘top-
down causation’. She gives as an example ‘a simple feedback system’ described
by ‘neuropsychologist Donald MacKay’ in which ‘the brain becomes a self-
modifying system, modifying its own neural structure’. This would seem to be
the same sort of process as that mentioned above. Such ‘top-down causation’,
she argues, saves a ‘physicalist” explanation of the mind from determinism, leaving
space for ‘rationality, morality and free will’,

Pastoral Implications of this Model

I have sought to demonstrate that mental processes are the same things as brain
processes, and thus are as much affected by physical illness and treatment as any
other bodily process. If, as is generally reckoned, monopolar clinical depression
is caused by chemical activity in the brain, it makes sense to treat it with other
chemicals that inhibit that activity.® Lithium treatment of Manic-Depressive illness
(Bipolar Disorder) also seems to control the cause of that condition (even though
it is unclear how!), since, for example, it prevents the manic phase rather than
simply sedating it.’

Christians should not be afraid of such drugs. That some drugs can be used to
manipulate the brain in evil ways does not mean that all drug treatment is wrong.
Food can be used for gluttony, leading to obesity, but that does not mean that
food is wrong.

This is not to say that we should be happy with any such treatment. It is one

thing to use a chemical remedy for a condition with a (probable) chemical cause.
It is another matter when dealing with a reactive condition, with an external
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cause. (And even a clinical depression can have an external trigger.) Nevertheless,
emergency treatment may be needed to overcome the immediate problem (and
in the case of clinical depression, this may include ECT?). Once things have
been stabilised, however, pastoral conversatiorr and discernment may be more
valuable, for reactive conditions, at any rate.

This is recognised in the popularity of much ‘counselling’ nowadays, but Christians
should be as questioning about different forms of this as they often are of physical
treatments. Over two decades ago, Oden!! expressed concern that much pastoral
care was taking its lead from modern psychotherapies. Many, if not all, of these,
he claimed ‘produce results which are no better than those which occur through
spontaneous remission,’” and ‘some psycho-therapies may even induce injurious
dependence on themselves’.

The Christian pastor has the advantage over the secular counsellor that he (or
she) also recognizes that there can be spiritual triggers to mental conditions,
such as a previous involvement with the occult.

Mention of the occult raises the question of spiritual experience. A Christian
may claim that the Holy Spirit has spoken to her. (Similarly, a medium may
claim to have a communication from the dead, though a Christian would say it
was from a demon.) Now, a classic symptom of schizophrenia is ‘dissociation’.
Thoughts intrude themselves on the mind, and are perceived as coming from
outside. A sceptic may ask, what is the difference between this and a claimed
supernatural revelation?

Physically, there may be no difference. Both involve hearing, and hence activity
in the same areas of the brain. Nevertheless, a Christian psychiatrist once remarked
to me that he could certainly tell the difference. The psychotic spoke rubbish; the
inspired Christian spoke sense. Thus an apparent similarity between a spiritual
and a mental happening does not mean that one is ‘nothing but’ the other. We
simply need to exercise discernment, as Christians have throughout history.

What about the argument that recognizing physical influences on the mind will
enable people to excuse their actions, and avoid taking responsibility. for them?
It is certainly true that people can be predisposed towards certain behaviour, by
nature (as with a genetic predisposition towards alcoholism) or nurture (as with
experience of abuse within a family being perpetuated). Can those battling against
such influences be held responsible for their actions?

Yes, for there is, of course, one inherent tendency that we all share, and that is
Sin itself. Biblically, we are born sinners [Psalm 51:5]. Yet we can be held
responsible for following that tendency (once we are old enough to know what
we are doing), because there is One who did not do so.
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When ‘the Word of God became flesh’ in Christ, the Second Adam, he tock on
himself the human nature with its inherent tendency to sin that we all have!?,
otherwise, he could not have ‘been tempted in every way - just as we are’
[Hebrews 4:15]. ‘Yet he was without sin’, he never gave in, but stayed faithful to
his Father’s will even to death.

To one seeking to excuse his actions by his genes or his upbringing, I would
argue that he still has a will, he still chooses to give in. To resist when his whole
body cries out for a particular need, or memory seems inescapable, may involve
great suffering. But Christ ‘suffered when he was tempted’ [Hebrews 2:18], yet
he chose to resist for our sake. It is to him that each of us must answer on the
day of judgement, not to some distant deity untouched by human suffering. He
bore that suffering in our place, so he could offer us forgiveness. If we accept
what he did for us, then, as the Holy Spirit helps us be made like him, we can
find ‘grace to help us in our time of need’, to resist as he did.

An affective disorder, such as depression, might appear to excuse lack of will.
Telling a clinically depressed person to ‘buck up’ is like telling a cripple to ‘stand
on your own two feet’! One first needs the ‘crutches’ of anti-depressants, or
even ECT in extremis. Yet, even without such help, I would still appeal to the
will: not to do anything, but to resist despair, especially the temptation to self-
destruction.

Once again, it is to Christ we need to appeal. In Gethsemane and on the Cross,
he knew anxiety and despair that we could never begin to imagine:

and none of the ransomed ever knew

how deep were the waters crossed,

or how dark was the night that the Lord went through
ere he found his sheep that was lost.13

He knows; he understands. He could have escaped all that, but he chose to
endure it for our sake. And beyond the darkness was the light of his resurrection.

For his sake, he wants us to endure in the darkness, not take the easy way out
and deny his love for us by self-destruction. The light will come.
1 The resultof my study was read as a paper at the Baptists Doing Theology in Context

Consuitation held at Regent’sPark College, Oxford in August 2003. It may be found on the
college website.
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Death and the outcast; a new discovery
relevant to biblical studies?

Duncan Vere

A recent report in New Scientist describes a discovery of considerable interest
to biblical scholarship. In 2000 tomb robbers raided a family grave in Akeldama,
in the Hinnom Valley, south and west of Jerusalem. Most tombs had been raided
already, but they found a burial with its entrance blocked by a stone cemented
into place. The robbers were probably alarmed at finding a burial where the family
of the deceased had failed to return to place the bones in an ossuary, but had
seemingly sealed the grave, perhaps out of fear or superstition. The thieves left
the grave as worthless. An archaeologist, Shimon Gibson, found the grave soon
after the robbers “at the foot of Mount Zion in a priestly and aristocratic quarter”
near the tomb of the Caiaphas family.

It seemed likely that the family had been afraid to collect the bones, but the
reason for this is unclear. When the stone was removed with much difficulty, a
fragment of shroud was found on a heap of decayed human remains with some
scraps of bone and hair.

When experts on ancient DNA {Helen Donoghue and Mark Spigelman of
University College, L.ondon) tested these remains they found unmistakably the
DNA both of Mycobacterium leprae and M.tuberculosis. Neither was from the
DNA of soil or other contaminant bacteria, but both were from pathogens. Carbon
dating of the shroud put the man’s death into the first half century AD i.e. during
or very soon after the death of Christ.

The discovery has several implications. It has been held and is stated in the
references in many Bibles that the ‘leprosy’ of the AV was unlikely to have been
that disease but could refer to any severe skin malady. The new facts show that
it is very likely that the ‘lepers’ whom Jesus healed really did have that disease.
Also tuberculosis tends to extinguish leprosy when it invades a new population;
this is the probable reason for the near disappearance of leprosy from the British
Isles when it was common throughout the Middle Ages. TB raises immunity
against contracting leprosy, but kills a majority of lepers whom it effects. Leprosy
makes people very vulnerable to TB, a weakness enhanced by the social exclusion
and poverty of lepers. But the man at Akeldama was not deprived or shunned by
his family. He seems to have had clean hair and to have been cared for by his
wealthy relatives (cf. Matthew 26.6)

The cementing of the tomb stone may have some relevance to the ‘sealing’ of
Jesus’ tomb to prevent tomb robbery (Matthew 27.66) There are interesting
connections with the burial site to the ‘potter’s field ‘(Zechariah 11.13; Jeremiah
19.1,6; Matthew 27. 9-10; Acts 1.18-19) .



OCTOBER 2005 33

(1) Stephanie Pain. Histories: Death and the Qutcast. New Scientist 2488 (26 February

2005) 52 -53

(2) J.A Moyter Akeldama in C. Brown (ed) New International Dictionary of New

Testament Theology. Vol.1. (1976) 93 - 94)

(3) S. Gibson et.al. The Shroud Cave - A Unique Study Linking a Closed Loculus, a
Shroud and Ancient Mycobacteria. Ancient Biomolecules 4 (2002) 134f..

{4) H.D. Donoghue et.al. Co-infection of mycobacteria tuberculosis and micobacteria
leprae in human archeological examples ... Proc. Roy.Soc.B. 272 (2005) 389 -394

Journal of the Transactions of The Victoria Institute, continued
(after Vol. 90) as Faith and Thought. 1979 Vol. 106 to 1983 Vol. 110
Cumulative Index Part

The first part of this index was published in Bulletin 27 (April 2000) and covers volumes 1 to 43
(1866 to 1911); Part 2 (Bulletin 28) volumes 44 to 70 (1912 to 1938); Part 3 (Bulletins 29 - 31)
volumes 71 to 100 (1939 to 1973).; Part 4 (Bulletiris 32 - 33) volumes 101 to 105 (1974 - 1978).
Part 5, which now follows, covers volumes 106 - 110 (1979-1983).

Abbreviations

Asterisk (*) - the first page of an article; ¢ - correspondence; d - contribution to a discusssion; f-
and pages following; r - review; rw - writer of a review.

To save space titles of papers and headings are indexed under key words only and not given in full.

Also ‘10’ is omitted in volume numbers: e.g. 6-107 indicated volume 106 page 107.

earth, age of 6-6, 9-218, 181
earth. Centre of universe, 6-7
earth, Cooling? 8-19
earthquakes, Detection 9-104;
light of, 9-178;
man-made 104
Easlea, B 8-115
Eaton, M.A. 9-238r
Ebla 6-20, 85, 8-53f
Ebon, M. 10-183
Eccles, J.. 10-154
Ecclesiastes 9-238r
ecstacy 9-196
Garden of Eden 8-175
Edmunds, V. 7-61r
education 6-114, 7-165
educational 8-76r
Egypt. Magnetism 8-19
Ehrenfeld, D. 7-132r
Einstein, A. 9-29, 96, 116; 10-204
Einstein’s Universe 10-186°
Eire 7-14
Eisley, L. 9-17
elephants 7-75
electricity 9-8
Eliade, M. 9-176
Ell’ezer (rabbi) 8-26
Elijah 6-124
Elizabeth Il ) 6-92
6-149, 155, 161f

Ellul, J.

6-17

Ellison, A.J.
Ellison, H.L.. 7-213rw; 8-26d, 75rw, 88rw
Elton, G.R. 10-78
emergence 9-207
emrpiricism 10-130
energy, Unit of 9-8f, 117
engineering, genetic 10-8
English Reformation - masters of 10-231r
Enoch, M.D. 10-221
entertainment . 6-131
entropies 8-10, 187; 9-148
enwy 9-159
enzymes 9-221
Epiphenomenalism 10-142
Epistemology 10-242r
equality 6-117
Erasmus 985
erosion 7-15
in China 10-13
errata 7-161
eschatology 8-88r
ESP. 10-165
Estling, R. 9-174
ether of space 9-13
ethics 7-9, 147r
ethics, Evolution and 6-58
ethics, Christian 9-85r,
medical 106, social 157r
ethics, Western 10-16
eternal punishment 8-182r



34 FAITH AND THOUGHT

Eucharist 9-94f
euphemism 7-116, 135
evil 7-61; 8-73r
Evolution 6-67*, 72; 9-171r, 240r
anti - 7-73
altruism 6-53
Christians and 6-61°
creationand 7-82f; 8-14, 100f; 10-124°
chemical 7-143; 9-127*
doubts 9-17, 155r
emergent 9-176, 207
frauds 9-241
from space 9-220r
man's 7-19
meaning 9-126
muddle 7-164
now stopped 7-215
plants 6-13f
pollution and 7-210f
science and 7-86
Evolution and other controversies 10-88r
evolution explosive 10-118
evolutionary process 10-104
Evans, C.S. 6-179; 10-153
Eveleigh, M. 1091w
existentialism 6-155f
EXIT 7-151
Exodus 8-3f
explanation, Biological 7-114°
explanation. Lack of as evidence 8-15
eye 8-101, 104
eye for eye 7-88; 8-26
Eysenck, H.J. 10-153
Ezekiel 10-223r
facts 7-81
faith, chemical 7-143
faith healing 761
faith killed 8-109
faith leap 6-72
Faith and Thought 76
Fall 6-159; 7-85, 89; 9-172, 204
fallen from heaven 8-115
Falklands War 9-169
family 6-170f
famine 7-81
Farley, dJ. 7-17
Farmer, F.T. 7-235rw; 8-79rw, 115;
9-8, 239rw; 10-241rw
fear 9-13
fear of death 7-70
feedback 7-113, 205; 8-166f
Fermi, E. 8-113; 9-97
Ferré, F. 7-28

ferrite paints 9-170

Festinger, L.

Feyerabend, P.K.

Feynman, R.P.
Filmer, W.E.
finding of God

fireballs, Cavendish laboratory

events in
fireworks
fish blood
fish, electric
fishing
fitness, survival
flatearth

flood, Biblical
food
footprints
forces

forces. Four
forests

Fort, C.
Fossils

Foster, L.M.
Foster, R.
Frair, W.
France, Anatole
Francis, L.
Frankl, V.E.
Freeman, E.A.
free-will

Frei, HW.
Freud

Frey, W.
Fudge, E-W.
Fuller, D.P.
fundamentalism
Furniss, J.

Gadamer

Gadegaard, N.H

6-62; 8-22
7-168f, 178f
8-105

8-173rw; 7-97*, 129, 137r

9-220%r
9-17
119
9-108
6-21
10-11
79
10-108
7-155
9-179
7-35; 10-185
6-85; 8-114
7-154
7-20, 81
6-17
9-234
7-15, 80
7-228
6-67r
10-234rw
10-91r
10-80r
8-8
7-162
6-22
10-78
10-112
9-82r
6-27
7-158
8-182r
7-33
10-133
8-182

7-219
7-7

Gaia 7-228; 8-68"r, 111f (see also 102, 17)

galaxies
Gale, G.
Galileo
Galton, F.
gaps
Garandy, R.
Gardner, Rex
Gawler, G.
Gay News
Geisler, N,
Geller, Uri

gene - definition of

genes - Selfish

9-20f

8-146

6-178

8-65

7-145; 8-112
8-30f

7-51r

8-122

8-24

7-61; 8-73r
6-16; 8-15, 165
10-110
10-103*



Genesis
Genesis chap. 1 f
chap. 1-3
chap. 1-11
Genesis, and Fxodus
critical theories
genetics. Engineering
genetics, Behaviour
geology, Russian
George, Henry
Ghost - in the machine
Gibeah
Gibson, A.G.
Gibson, J.C.L.
Giddens, A.
Gill, R.
Girard, J-P
Gish, D.T.
Gladwin, J.
Glover, J.
glycerol
gnosticism
God -
and new physics
atomic bomb and
beyond nature
finding
experiencing
father
in history
intervening
is
male
of gaps
revelation, authority
talk
Trinity
transcendent
Godd, C.J.
gold
in temple
Goldsmith, M.
Gooch, PW.
Goodall, J.
Gordan, R.P.
Gore, C.
Gorer, G.
Gospels, date of
gospel and culture
Ccsse, E.
Goudzwaard, R.
Gould, D.
Gould, S.J..
Gould, S.J.
Gouldner, A.

8-175; 10-118*
7-82, 88f, 187f
64,7
9-170, 241r
8-3

8-5

7-166; 8-24
6-51

821

6-111
10-140
6-86

9-81r
8-175r
6-197
6-199
8-170

6-7

7-61
10-184
9-190
9-176

10-243r
996

8-183r
9-220r
7-123

7-76; 8-92r
10-271, 42f, 57f
10-144
7-47r

7-224
613,75, 8-112
10-218r
7-34°

9-16, 208
10-186°
10-36
7-159; 9-191
8-581
10-213r
10-185
7-218
8-77rw

7-48

7-70

9-92f

8-39°

7-83

6-196; 7-146r
7-12

9-228"r

69

7-205

OCTOBER 2005 35

Govett, R. 7-111; 10-235r
grace 6-144

Economy of 6-148
Grassé, P-P 7-214r
gravity waves 7-162; 9-16, 109
Gray, Asa 6-62
Graham, Billy 10-234r
Grayson, A.K. 10-52
greed 8-19
Greed, J.A. 7-137r
Greek historians 10-35
Green, C. 10-183
Green, M. 9-160r
Greenberg, D. | 8-101
greenhouse effect 10-5f
Greet, KG.  7-151; 10-79rw, 2261w, 252r
Gregory, D. 7-44
Gregory, Sir R. 10-204
Greven, P. 7-79
Griffiths, M. 8-183r
ground motives 6-151f
group selection 10-104
Guillebaud, H.E. 8-182
Guiness, Os 6-28
Guirdham, S. 10-185
Gundry, R.H. 9-86r
Gunning prize 7-65
gunpowder 7-228
Gustafson, D. 10-183
Haber, F. 9-236
Habermas, J. 6-112f
Habgood, J. {(Arbp) 7-164; 8-79r
Halsey, A.H. 6-170
Hamburg Battle 7-225r

bombed 6-15
Hamilton, W.D. 10-116, 117
Hampshire, S. 10-183
Hansel, CE.M. 10-183
Happold, F.C. 10-154
Hardy, Sir A. 10-184, 192
Hare, R.M. 7-38
Harman, G. 7-83d
Harper, M. 10-224r
Harris, B.F. 96
Harris, D.M. 6-6
Harris, R. 9-236r
Harris, R.J.C. 7-8, 150
Harrison, R.K. 7-213r
Hart, JH.A. 9-197
Hasted, J. 8-105,, 162, 168f, 6-17
Hawkins, KW. 9-107
Haynes, R. 10-185
Hayward, A. 7-49¢

Haywood, W.A.

10-229rw 2311w



36 FAITH AND THOUGHT

FAITH and THOUGHT - APPLICATION FOR ENROLMENT

Title and SUINAIME ..ottt e et e et e e eaans
st NAMIES oot et as

AAIOSS oo et aaa e

Please enrol me asa Member under *Option 1
*Option 1E; *Option 2; *Option 2E (Not suitable for members of CiS)
*Option 3 (See concessionary terms below)

If you are resident outside Europe kindly indicate whether you wish to pay the
optional airmail supplement *YES / NO

I enclose a remittance for £ being the current
year’s subscription payable on 1st January and consent to my particulars being
included in the record of members.

Please let me have a *Banker’s Standing Order form/Gift Aid Declaration
SIGNATUIE eeviiiiiieii e ra e

CONCESSIONARY TERMS: Option 3 offers a concessionary rate of
subscription for first degree and full time theological students and requires
completion of the following additional questions:

0o 1 =T L= T O PSP PP PP PO PP RPP PP OPPTPPPPRPPPPPRPRt
COUISE ettt e r s e e e s e s
Expected completion date ..................cccciii e,
Private/vacation address ............o.ccociiriieriiniimiiiiiee e

*Please delete as appropriate

Mail to the Administration address: Rev. J. D. Buxton, 15 The Drive, Harlow, Essex. CM20 3QD.



PAST PRESIDENTS
1865 - 1885 The Right Hon. The Earl of Shaftesbury KG.
1886 - 1903  Sir George Gabriel Stokes, Bart., DCL, FRS.
1903 - 1921 The Right Hon. The Earl of Halsbury, PC, FRS.
1921 -1923 The Very Revd. H. Wace, MA, DD, Dean of Canterbury.
1927 - 1941 Sir Ambrose Fleming, MA, DSc, FRS.
1941 - 1946 Sir Charles Marston, FSA
1946 - 1952 . Sir Frederic Kenyon, GBE, KCB, D Litt, LLD, FBA.
1952 - 1965 Professor F.F. Bruce, MA, DD, FBA.
1966 - 1976 Professor Sir Robert Boyd, CBE, DSc, FRS.
1977 - 1985 Professor Sir Norman Anderson, OBE, QC, MA, LLD, DD, FBA.

1985 - 2001 Prof. D.J.E. Ingram, CBE, DL, MA, D.Phil, DSc. (Oxon),
C.Phys, F. Inst.P.

PUBLICATIONS
Volumes Concluded
Journal of the Transactions of The Victoria Institute 1-89 1957
Faith & Thought 90-114 1988
*Science & Christian Belief First Volume in 1989

*Published jointly be The Paternoster Press (Send the Light Ltd.) for Christians in
Science & The Victoria Institute.

SUBSCRIPTIONS - January 2005
United Europe &

Options Kingdom Overseas
1. Faith & Thought alone £9.00 £9.80
1E. Faith & Thought with electronic Science & Christian Belief £18.00 £19.30
2. Faith & Thought with printed Science & Christian Belief ~ £18.00 £19.30
2E. Faith & Thought with both printed and electronic versions of

Science & Christian Belief £20.00 £21.30
3. As 2 above for first degree and theological students £12.00 £13.30
Optional Airmail Supplement
World World * Please enquire if guidance is
Zone 1 Zone 2 needed about the Royal Mail
Option 1 £0.80 £0.80 Classification of countries into

Options 2 & 3 £2.20 £2.50 its two world zones.



The Faith & Thought, Bulletin first appeared in 1985 under the
title Faith & Thought Newsletter. That new title reflected a wider
coverage, since it contained some short articles, notes and book
reviews, in addition to the news items, which previously would not
have fallen within the purview of the Journal. From the April 2005
issue it will be known as Faith & Thought.

Faith & Thought is published by The Victoria Institute énd mailed
free to all Institute members, along with Science & Christian Belief.

The Journal Science & Christian Belief is published jointly for VI
and CIS. It replaced the CIS (previously RSCF) Newsletter and the
Vljournal Faith & Thought, the final number of which was volume
114 No.2 - October 1988. ’
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