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M
R. O

LSEN
: 

In the study of philosophy, D
r. C

lark, you m
ust 

discover m
any interesting relationships betw

een that 
subject and the T

ruths of the G
ospel. 

O
rdinarily, 

one thinks of philosophy, or, at least, of philoso-
phers as being bitterly opposed to orthodox C

hrist-
ianity. 

Since you publicly advocate the w
orship 

of the L
ord Jesus C

hrist, w
e surm

ise you do 110t 
agree w

ith this opinion of philosophy. U
ndoubtedly 

you hold that there can be a truly C
hristian system

 
of philosophy as capable of rational defense as any 
pagan system

. 
C

ould you tell us, then, w
hy so 

m
any philosophers do not agree w

ith you, or w
hat 

problem
 in philosophy m

ost frequently leads to a 
rejection of C

hristianity? 

DR. CLARK: 
M

y dear M
r. O

lsen, m
y very dear M

r. O
lsen, w

hile 
you pause for breath let m

e ask you the tim
e-w

orn 
exam

ple 
of 

unansw
erable 

questions-H
ave 

you 
stopped beating your w

ife yet? 
In logic, w

e call 
this m

ode of attack the fallacy of m
any questions, 

and the only proper reply is to enum
erate the ques-

tions one at a tim
e and answ

er them
 singly. 

A
s 

you say, I believe that Jesus C
hrist is the L

ord of 
G

lory, and the only W
ay by w

hich a m
an can ap-

proach G
od. 

A
s you say again, I hold that the 

C
hristian can form

ulate a philosophy even m
ore 

consistent and rational than the non-C
hristian. B

ut 
w

hy non-C
hristian philosophers do not agree that 

this is possible has nearly as m
any answ

ers as there 
are non-C

hristian philosophers. A
nd w

hat problem
 

in philosophy m
ost frequently leads to a rejection 

of C
hristianity is a question I hardly dare to face. 
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A
s to v,·hether I have stopped beating m

y w
ife yet, 

at least, w
hatever kind of treatm

ent she is receiving 
she enjoys, for up to the tim

e I left her this m
orn-

ing she had not appealed to any divorce court. 
B

ut 
I recognized that m

y question w
as fairly broad, 

and no doubt involves intricacies only a philosopher 
w

ould think of. 
B

ut for popular discussion, is 
there not som

e outstanding topic w
hich the question 

brings to your m
ind? 

Y
es, there is, M

r. O
lsen. 

A
nd w

ith alI the· proper 
m

odifications and cautions w
hich in philosophy re-

m
ind one of the interm

inable red tape of bureau-
cratic inefficiency, I m

ight state that the antithesis 
betw

een natural law
 and the m

iraculous verv w
ell 

fits w
hat you have in m

ind. 
-

T
hat not only fits the question I asked, D

r. C
lark, 

but it ties in w
ith som

e reading I have been doing 
recently. It seem

s that the older theories of physics 
w

ere strictly m
echanical and determ

inistic, w
hereas 

now
 physicists are adopting the so-called quantum

 
theO

l·y and an indeterm
inistic approach to the uni-

,·crsc. 
I suppose you m

ean to say this new
 physics 

opens the possibility for m
iracles. 

Y
ou are to be com

plim
ented, M

r. O
lsen, for keep-

ing up w
ith recent science; but, unfortunately, I 

m
ean nothing of the sort. 

In the first place, the 
B

ible teaches that nothing is left to chance; that 
every hair of our head is num

bered; not a sparrow
 

falleth to the ground w
ithout G

od's notice, and that 
G

od w
orks out H

is determ
inate Purpose; having 

chosen H
is ow

n from
 all eternity. 

T
he B

ible em
-

phatically does not present an indeterm
inistic sys-

tem
. 

In the second place, the quantum
 theory does 

not rest on sufficiently firm
 

scientific ground to 
w

arrant uncritical acceptance. 
A

nd, thirdly, I do 
not see that acceptance of this theory w

ould be 
,"ery effective in leading its exponents to defend 
the m

iracles of the Bible. 

K
o\\". there you go and leave m

e up in the a
ir-

determ
inistic m

iracles: that sounds strange to m
e. 
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If an event is determ
ined, how

 can it be a m
iracle? 

A
nd, if a m

iracle, how
 can it be determ

ined? 
I 

thought a m
iracle w

as som
ething inexplicable by 

the law
s of nature. 

A
s for the quantum

 theory, 
I do not regret dropping that part of the discussion, 
for I really do not understand it anyw

ay. 

D
o 110t be alarm

ed at determ
inistic m

iracles, M
r. 

O
lsen. 

T
here are various form

s of determ
inism

, 
and the Biblical form

 is m
erely that G

od plans a 
definite m

iracle for a definite purpose at a definite 
tim

e, and no unforeseen, uncontrolled factor can 
prevent G

od from
 accom

plishing H
is purpose. 

T
he 

real question is-H
ave there been m

iracles? 

D
r. C

lark, now
 w

e are on com
m

on ground, so that 
I hope w

e can get to the heart of this question of 
m

iracles. 
T

he greatest m
iracle of all, undoubtedly, 

w
as 

the m
iracle 

of 
C

hrist's resurrection. 
Paul 

argued that if C
hrist be not raised fro111 the dead, 

our Faith is vain; w
e are still in our sins. 

If 
C

hrist did not rise from
 the grave, C

hristianity is 
obviously untrue. 

N
ow

 here is a vital question and 
. I w

ill be interested to hear your response--H
ow

 do 
you answ

er philosophic objections t'o m
iracles? 

T
he first part of the answ

er, 1\1r. O
lsen, is to state 

exactly w
hat w

e m
ean by m

iracles. 
A

n innocent 
individual m

ight 
suppose 

everyone agrees 
as 

to 
w

hat a m
iracle is; but w

e dare not be too innocent 
in philosophy. 

O
ne of 

the 
frequently 

repeated 
argum

ents against m
iracles w

as m
ost forcefully ex-

pressed, in m
odern tim

es, by D
avid H

um
e. 

\V
hile 

his com
plete theory cannot be discussed now

, it is 
to be noted that H

um
e defines a m

iracle as a "trans-
gression of a law

 of nature by a particular volition 
of G

od." 
H

e goes on to say that the law
s of nature 

are established by a firm
 and unalterable experi-

ence; no m
iracle has ever been observed in any age 

or country; and, therefore, there is a uniform
 ex-

perience against every m
iraculous event. 

H
 um

e 
here practically defines a 

m
iracle as that w

hich 
has never happened, and so his conclusion follow

s 
readily. 

H
e assum

es that no m
iracle has ever been l I I Ii \! i I \1 
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observed and infers that none has occurred. 
B

ut 
his assum

ption is the very thing in dispute. 

O
LSEN

: 
W

ell, D
r. C

lark, if you have quoted his "Enquiry 
C

oncerning H
um

an U
nderstanding" correctly, and 

I suppose you have, it is clear that H
um

e has as-
sum

ed w
hat he needed to prove; and I also recall 

the 
fam

ous argum
ent docum

ented 
from

 H
um

e's 
w

ritings 
to 

the 
effect 

that 
there 

never 
w

as 
a 

N
apoleon any m

ore than a m
iracle. 

B
ut H

um
e's 

strict definition of "m
iracle" is not exactly that 

w
hich never happened; it is, rather, a transgression 

of nature's law
s by G

od. 

DJ(. CLARK: 
T

hat is correct, 
M

r. O
lsen. 

\\ihile it does not· 
alleviate H

um
e's unenviable predicam

ent of assum
-

ing his conclusion, yet it calls for a separate re-
m

ark. 
T

he law
s of nature, or, to be m

ore concrete, 
the law

s of physics, are form
ulations of experi-

m
ental results. 

T
he experim

ents are lim
ited in 

scope; they deal w
ith but a fraction of hum

an ex-
perience. 

U
sually, 

perhaps 
alw

ays 
outside 

of 
C

hristian circles, history and its events are banished 
from

 science. 
Science concerns itself w

ith w
hat is 

repeated tim
e and tim

e again; w
ith w

hat alw
ays 

happens the sam
e w

ay, and the unique events of 
history are said to be of no significance. 

Even 
w

ithin the lim
its of experim

ent the results do not 
guarantee anyone law

. 
E

very average has 
its 

variable error, and w
ithin that range of error re-

m
arkable things can happen. 

N
ow

 m
iracles are not 

necessarily transgressions of any know
n law

 of 
physics. 

T
he escape of the Israelites from

 
the 

Egyptians, by the w
ind blow

ing back the R
ed Sea, 

w
as a m

iraculous deliverance, but it w
as not be-

yond the pale of strict science. 
H

ence, I should 
refuse to define a m

iracle as a transgression of a 
natural law

. 
V

,'hat w
e are interested in are cer-

tain 
definite 

events 
recorded 

in 
the 

B
ible; 

the 
passing through the R

ed Sea is one; the resurrec-
tion of C

hrist is another. 
N

ow
 it seem

s reasonable 
to view

 w
ith suspicion the application of a scien-

tific law
 to m

aterial outside the range of scientific 
experim

ent. 

I t 
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M
R. O

LSEN
: 

Y
our language, D

r. C
lark, is becom

ing too abstract 
and vague, but I 

take it you m
ean that strictly 

physical experim
ent cannot prove or disprove the 

resurrection of C
hrist any m

ore than it can prove 
or disprove that N

apoleon w
as E

m
peror of France. 

DR. CLARK: 
Y

es. ?,rr. O
lsen, I m

ean exactly that; for physics 
is not history. 

A
nd, further, even in physics ex-

perim
ents do not force anyone law

 upon us, but 
give us the choice of an infinite num

ber of possi-
bilities. 

A
nd the law

 or theory w
hich a scientist 

or philosopher chooses 
depends 

on 
som

e 
factor 

m
ore intim

ate than the experim
ent. 

Som
e m

ay 
choose a theory w

hich rules out the accounts in the 
B

ible, and, having ruled them
 out, those persons 

w
ill refuse to investigate the historical and archaeo-

logical evidence, because history is not experim
ental 

science. 
T

o this attitude, I should reply-B
elief in 

m
iracles is not precluded by scientific experim

ent, 
but by a personal, philosophic choice. 

Therefore, 
instead of denying that G

od has the pow
er to act 

in the w
orld; instead of assum

ing an anti-religious 
philosophy from

 the start, and rew
riting science 

and history to suit, it w
ould be better to investigate 

history first and then fram
e a philosophy to fit the 

facts. 
A

nd not only fram
e an academ

ic philosophy 
to fit the facts, but accept the G

od of history and 
H

is gifts of redem
ption from

 sin, and L
ife w

ith 
H

im
-through the risen Saviour and L

ord, C
hrist 

J estls. 

M
R. O

LSEN
: 

D
r. C

lark, that w
as m

arvelous, and you w
ill not 

m
ind m

y expressing so. 
T

here w
as a lot of m

eat 
in w

hat you said, for, of course, it is m
y view

 as 
w

ell as yours, being a believer in the Scriptures, 
that the m

iracles are facts as m
uch as any facts of 

history. 
A

ccept the m
iracles, and one does not 

have any difficulty in accepting and appreciating 
G

od's Plan of Salvation. 
I w

ould like to get back 
to the m

iracle of C
hrist's resurrection from

 the 
dead. 

I have often said that it is the m
ost attested 

fact in history. 
I enjoyed the m

anner in w
hich 

you presented your view
point. 

I do not think that 
I am

 w
rong in assum

ing that you, too, w
iII agree 
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that the resurrection of C
hrist is the m

ost estab-
lished 

fact in history. 
W

ould you m
ind giving 

a few
 brief sentences w

hy you believe so, and w
hat 

are the evidences to substantiate this view
point? 

DR. CLARK: 
I w

ould not say, M
r. O

lsen, that C
hrist's resurrec-

tion is the best attested fact in history. 
A

fter all, 
there is considerable evidence that N

apoleon w
as 

E
m

peror of France. 
Y

et this m
uch w

e can say
-

T
he resurrection of C

hrist is better attested than 
m

any of the unquestioned events of ancient history. 
N

ot to m
ention the existence of the C

hurch and 
the celebration of the L

ord's D
ay as evidence, there 

w
ere five contem

porary w
riters w

ho m
entioned it, 

and any historical criterion w
hich w

ould rule out 
C

hrist's resurrection w
ould also virtually annihilate 

all ancient history. 
W

hen one accepts X
enophon, 

Thucydides or Suetonius, and rejects Christiai1 his-
torians, it evinces a deep religious prejudice. 

M
R. O

LSEN
: 

T
hat w

as very interesting. 
N

ow
 I have tw

o nuts 
I w

ould like you to crack. 
Y

ou have adm
irably 

answ
ered the question regarding the fact of m

ira-
cles and the general principles of philosophy that 
enable m

an to em
brace m

iracles and believe in them
. 

N
ow

, here are tw
o specific m

iracles-\\Thy do you 
believe them

 to be true? 
T

he R
ecord of the first is found in the B

ook of 
II K

ings, the 6th chapter. 
T

here w
e read: 

"B
ut as one w

as felling a beam
, the axe head 

fell into the w
ater: and he cried, and said, A

las, 
m

aster! for it w
as borrow

ed. 
"A

nd the m
an of G

od said, \V
here fell it? and 

he shew
ed him

 the place. 
A

nd he cut dow
n 

a stick, and cast it in thither; and the iron did 
S

W
Im

. 

"Therefore, said he, T
ake it up to thee. A

nd he 
put out his hand, and took it." 

T
hat w

as a strange phenom
enon. 

D
o you believe 

it to be a fact, and w
hy? 

T
he second m

iracle to 
w

hich I refer also took place on the sea. 
I have in 

m
ind 

the occasion 
w

hen our L
ord Jesus C

hrist 
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w
alked upon the sea. 

H
ere, therefore, are tw

o very 
definite m

iracles. 
I repeat, do you believe them

 to 
be facts, and w

hy? 

DR. CLARK: 
O

ur discussion this evening, M
r. O

lsen, has cen-
tered on m

iracles in general. N
ow

 it is usually good 
policy 110t to reopen a general question by bringing 
forw

ard particular cases. 
If tonight, instead of 

arguing about m
iracles w

e had dem
onstrated that 

m
urder in general w

as w
rong, there w

ould be no 
point in asking-Is this particular m

urder w
rong 

or is that particular m
urder w

rong? 
W

e have 
hinted briefly at the relation betw

een science, his-
tory and religion. 

\V
e have attem

pted to show
 

that those w
ho deny the possibility of m

iracles have 
no scientific proof of their denial; that, indeed, they 
base their denial, and can only base their denial, 
on the philosophic assum

ption that there is no G
od, 

110 Pow
er superior to the concepts of physics. 

If 
a m

an believes in G
od, he cannot deny the possi-

bility of m
iracles. 

This is the general principle, 
and specific cases are only a m

atter of historical in-
vestigation. 

IHR. O
LSEX

: 
T

hat w
as m

y m
eaning. D

r. C
lark. 

I did 110t intend 
to reopen the general question, but I sim

ply w
anted 

som
e 

specific 
reasons 

for 
these 

tw
o 

particular 
m

i racles. 

D
R. CLARK: 

In historical m
atters. M

r. O
lsen, and these m

iracles 
are historical m

atters, w
e m

ust get our evidence 
from

 
the docum

ents. 
T

he docum
ents 

m
ust 

be 
show

n to be trustw
orthy. 

T
o do this, one m

ust 
check the docum

ents w
herever possible, 

and the 
better they check w

ith other credible sources, the 
m

ore credence one m
ay give to them

. 
N

ow
 on a 

previous occasion, M
r. O

lsen, w
e canvassed in this 

Forum
 hour som

e of the archaeological evidence to 
show

 that the B
ible is true. 

There is a great m
ass 

of sllch e\'idence, and it is im
possible to explore it 

this evening. 
V

ery rem
arkably, all this evidence 

tends to corroborate the Scriptures, and none of it 
has dispro"ed any part of the Scriptures. T

he only 
I I. 
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barrier, therefore, betw
een a m

an's reason and his 
belief in these B

iblical m
iracles-the only .intellec-

tual barrier-is the assum
ption of atheism

. A
nother 

barrier, not strictly intellectual, is sin. 
W

hen one 
accepts 

the 
historical 

evidence 
he 

is 
forced 

to 
acknow

ledge that-he is a sinner deserving of G
od's 

w
rath and curse. 

B
ut if he could only see, also, that 

the G
od W

ho controls all history; that the G
od 

\V
ho determ

ines \iracles, has also determ
ined a 

Plan of R
edem

ption-then he m
ight be w

illing to 
accept G

od's grace and trust the O
ne of \\Thom

 it 
is said: 

"T
he w

inds and the w
aves shall obey T

hy w
ill, 

Peace, be still! 
\V

hether the w
rath of the storm

-tossed sea, 
O

r dem
ons or m

en. or w
hatever it he. 

They all shall sw
eetly obey T

hy w
ill, 

Peace, peace, he still!" 

I -/ I i I I I· I I 

. 


