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B.H.
17th of Cheshvan, 5723
Brooklyn, N.Y.

Dr, H. Goldstein
1721 Grand Avenue
New York 53, N.Y.

Greeting and Blessing:

My secretary, Dr, Nissan lindel, has brought your letter
of October 23 to my attention. I am pleased to note that you
took time out to review my letter of the 18th of Teveth, 5722,
and Eo put down in writing your observations thereon. IHany
thanks.

In reply, I can either follow the order of my letter-point—
b vby point in the light of your remarks, or take up your remarks
N ¢ as they appear in your letter. I will choose the latter method.
e In any case, I trust that our views will be reconciled, since,
- 5 50 as you indicate in the intréductory paragraph of your letter,
W mSAMR..\  you are in full sympathy with the aims of my said letter, namely,
Torady J—to-rer the- traditional-Yiddishkeit, a\;’x
" sure tWat both of us will~agree with the”Rambam that mjsconceptions
— are sémetimes even morey armful than piddeeds. l

I must begin with two prefatory remarks:

oo {a) It should be self-evident that my letter did not im-
neddloa, a7y ly ag:epudiation of the validitylof science or the scientific
e | method, In fact, I stated so explicitly towards the end of my
said letter. be suspected of trying
o be e the accomplishments of scien ” in certain
. sreas the Torah view accords to science even more credit thafn
' /science itself claims; hence many laws in Halachah are geared
/A to scientific conclusions (as e.g. in medicine), @ssuming, them
) objective reality, LI 2l N——

L
&

P

SN i
g/) ~.._{b) A remark has been attributed to you to the effect that
.~ _ " just as Rabbinic problems should be dealt{with by Rabbis) so
g% should scientific¢ problems be left to & i o not know
’,g}\i/”ﬁBW accurate this report is, but I feel I should not ignore it
o/ t!

nevertheless)

science on the university level for a number-ef o

LR , from 1928 to 1932 in Berlin, and from 1934 to,, . _ -

1938 in Paris, and-a@p_o££e9t~to~kaap—eeasenahlx_abaaasi;wi;gy&%vJ CN?*

[jlscientific delevopments (ever since. i
‘ TS CE e ST Ny

Now to your letter, i’

(1) I quite agree, of course, that scientific theories
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must be judged by the standards and criteria set up by the scien- |
tific method itself, This is precisely the principle I followed |
in my letter. Hence I purposely omitted any references to \
Scripture or the Talmud, etc.

(2) You write that you can heartily applaud my emphasis
that scientific theories never pretend to give the ultimate truths.
But I went further than that. The point was not onty that science |
isfnotyin a position to offer ultimate truths, but that modern
science itself sets its own limits, declaring that its predictions /

Z—— arepin every case merely "most probable"but not abs certain./

/;/I?"M)\‘“;,&Q\ Herein, a u knowy lies a basic difference of concept between
9. | ence today and 19th century science. Where in the past scien-

tific conclusions were considered as natural "laws" in

the strict sense of the term, i.e modern
science no longer holds this view, \te—%heé.._\
SIS SR e e, WL ol ikl

7

| % tlan ) Parenthetically, this view is at variance with the concept .
Q,w»r - /»'/ of nat tas espoused by the Torah, since the idea of -mizaeles-fo) *
% /¥ {presuppos€sr a change in fixed order-—reth hap the occurrence
~& i \-,9;' a least probable event. ¥ 7T
T \ 1 T ;
/‘;"' g’“(gf é’} .‘ Acknowledging the limitations of science, set by science
= \wﬁ:ﬁ‘,‘&k / itself, as above, is in~iiself sufficient to resolve any doubt
*:}%‘(, 994 gli\at scienc: might ggeient a challenge to Torah. The rest of the
v vk scussion in my sa etter, -as—also-whatfellews—in—this, is werial
\\/,/' \ vorfdy by way of further empha;is. Howevexzs, in view of th ’;'act g
_ «fJ the Torah does/accord to science important func{ion in
pe

n
el 42 /)

: 4 e M‘*’“ﬂn—«l‘—‘tf‘r‘”’ﬁ"‘ '*\,_..:‘, o
(3) Next, you deplore you consider a "gratuitous 5=y
attack on the personal motives of scientists." But no such /
general attack will be found in my letter, I specifically \WE‘U@{

{40 -/ referred to a certain segment of scientists in a certain area/,, -,
m of gcien:%fic risigrch, nirgely thg_szhwho produce hypotheses /;. Lhnradéred
WE such as the evolutionary theory o e
e %ﬁ hich are not only highly speculative, but not strictly
S ?«»‘mf’(ﬂ scientific, and are indeed replete with internal weaknesses
WTag 2\ I refexred to such scientistg who propound these theorieg in
W7 X7 g(‘ . categord¢al terms, not ® inffequently holding up/to ridjtule &5 Glap7
‘ff-‘ Y ) i those who\entertain "old faghioned" ideas about/the orygin of * o
N 7,«9) ]fthe world.\ Unfortunately, e find such attitudes in Yext books e
R ¢ o | where side side with "mgdern" scientific theories/are cited wxqe‘ﬁ}
g Vo) ; the "ancient™ views of th¢ Bible, and the liKe. It is the motives\<  .»
3}!} gfa / of these scientists that I attempted to analyze, since their 7‘({’-,\
i attitude cannot be squared with a desire to promote ~ebjeetive- 1 52¢
e\t truth, or to promote technqlo,ﬁfal advancemept W@mm fe
i) BEhuman-tife-on-earthy WEW\‘{.W AN Lo B e
. A T
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did not want to accusejthem of anti-mligim,gbut attempted
) to explaigt:heir attitude by a common human sthe quest
sAwp ~3» for distinttion and accomplishment, Incidentally, this natural
on trait has its positive aspects, and is also basic in our religion,
Cﬁ since without the incentive of accomplishment nothing would be
; accomplished, ;

(4) Regarding the par. in letter which begins"Basically
the problem..." through page 2, which appears not fully clear, I
can only say that perhaps a little more/careful study of these
paragraphs is indicated. They have to/do with the causality
theory. The classical idea of causality led to the well-known
e conclusion that if at any time the eyact measurements of positions
and velocities of objects were knowg, including knowledge of the
forces acting on the particles, it fvould be possible in theory
at least to predict any future stafe of things in the universe,
A - Aside from the fact that modern gtience no longer subscribes to
wp? such determinism, this theory cofild be applied only to future
x%ﬁ . predictions, but not to the past, since one and the same effect
1f \ might be produced by different/sets of causes. This, in substance
5 v} is the gist of that section of the letter, which was intended to Jowt
1

W point out one of the basic djfficulties of all theories dealing— - iy
J"/ with the origin of the univgrse or of our planet earth, nows w‘-‘"”“ﬁ""
\x’f o Your remark about the misuse of the terms "fission",

y: . and "fusion" in relation to chemical reactions is, of course, («, ¢
P b Y valid and well takem. I trust, however, that the meanin ./L‘W“‘ Ry
WY |12 (esmpasit

( . not unduly affected thereb Undoubtedly the terms eempe.skienw

qint YLl ?’and "decomposition,” WMW E
\ —cemposition—reaetions Wy

3 6;*?2 b { believe, the different u age of theggerms in nuelear and chemical )

: ‘.1}1? reactions-is more conventional than basic. Nevertheless,, I should /)

f"l’ have been mindful of the -semantiges W v ; [\, Q';}(,

Here a word of explanation regarding the terminology of my ,\53 }’Cf

letter is in order. If the terms or expressichs used are not Ly
tog/ 7 always the sconventionsl-or-technical ones, this is due/(a) th s
)?act that I usually dictate my letters - which

is then translatedy and (b) the fact that I received my scientific

raining, as already mentioned in German and French, and previously .

in Russian, which may also account for some of the variations. /-"{;fﬁj
A

1% (6) You refer to my statement that scientists know very w“;‘/ 0
_ little about the interactions of isolated atoms or subatomic 1L
[ particles, and question its relevance to the theories about the
G ;‘7 1571 { dating of the World. The relevance is this., The evolutionary i
> g W 4 | theory as it applies to the origin of our solar system and planet !
el s | #arth, from which the dating is inferred ir £+ -
R 2\] | presumes (at least in the case of seme¢ hypotheses) that
5% | Ts-we-knew-ié~now-evolved—frem atoms and subatomic particles in
Q] some pristine ex—gasecus- state, which then condensed,/etc.

(\3 {\\\1 (f very'little can be kn of the integaction of atoms-and p 1cles\
R !,i' in fhat presupposed sfate, the whol€ evolutionary /theoryAs ob- sk
'.‘i" e Y
Y 4

vigusly purely conjfdctural, ¢

i . e pre s —‘g 3 ‘\ /’ f'. ';‘! m
¥ RY Cipebened ) T o U,
¢ I oepm i} e Ao
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major part of physics re-

\ I am aware of the fact that
9\ W\‘ search in this century has been concerned with interactions of
; \individual units ranging from atoms to the most elementary -
7 W particles now known. Thfs is precisely the nt I make.
wﬂ;”ﬁ' sider how comparative}ly new, and limited, e science o 1
3 eory of relativ and the Rutherford xe
ed only in 1905; xhe contribution of Ni#Is Bohr to Lhe

\ introd
: 4" } unga standing of the stpdcture of the atom eéme only in 1913,
ek ¢ 936 (I believe), etc.

Each ¥ iscovery advan

A

orf '.“

y-.J(T 5%4‘5 have learned in the field f.rﬁzcleonics in the last few decades g

y 4 2 > RS 4 3 F
It is safe to assume that all we

LG 3 D : O

,
T
o £

very little by comparison with what we can con-

is
fidently expect to learn in the next few decades,

[}

= e
o.

¢

ufin the continued advapcement and perfection of scientifi o
W"‘\ ;technology. Eut nd\matter how much We are destined to leapf about %
; u the structure and behavior of nucleif in the futurg, we cap’ never kY
PAE “\know with any degree of certainty hgw the universge came gbout, N
m if scientific knowledde is jto be the only sourcefof our knowledge. “‘
\‘\
R 3 As a matter of fac#, the evolutionary hypgtheses are, with §~
science, before
‘w\{?ﬁ efore there was :
734 any idea that the gtogl could be split, And this is not to say 3
Rl o that science is "bad,” but merely to point out the almost insur- 1’\
?.“*‘ LS mountable difficultiés with which science is faced in this o
&EJU\ e particular area of j£osmogony and geochronolog St
. 7 _

%»

. @ (7) You object to my statement that conditions of pressure, g
emperature, radioactivity, etc. must have been "totally different"”

-~ in the early stages supposed by some evolutionists from those

existing today, and you assert that those environmental conditions ?{1

» ‘_ have for the most part either been duplicated in thg laboratorys— ¢ = g
a.;;;"]‘r or observed in natural phenomena. M»GL ¥ {L“%M{' ‘[&}f Llaks '3/ >
4 ‘ : ol R Lgletn ol
:}ﬁ’[}b, ﬁ'& Here, with all due respect, I beg to differ. pre—we~da _ne {\
: o _mew-wha 3 ally 00 S in. those NDO d 3 €tag N@-- g
;ﬁ!’"‘ Cannot-very-wel¥ “”“!.“,_"",l own-qualities-and-faclorsy-etc. As
s o for observab¥é natural {phpromena,~sol: e T opgalactit; tele- {—
03; o scopic obsérvations\can-fardl §in déductions a1}
L;E’ o1 S~ which A0 build apything more than pure hypothegds, e N i
2 < g

N
'% o g (8) You state that there is no evidence that any radiocactiv
si/ \Q} . element produces cataclysmic changes. s is surpding, il\view -—
'é of the nuclgar experimepits in Brookhaven §nd_elsewhede, andithe
1}-51!3 ‘3\9 effects of pven a single nuclear explosion @ a time When the
Tl state of Wblen > N
c

§ whole univgrse is supppsed to have been in
w/ ,}a;n‘:)? atomic insgability, with worlds in collisiok, ,etc., catdglys

X
 mustl, Tie—

5t
(e 2

Ul c =
”}f WP (9) My use of such terms as "colligatidp" and "conglomera-
£ ‘)m v"$ tion" in connection with nuclear reactions whidh are not standard
R ,(’7""» scientific terms, has already been covered earlder (5). But I
7 _{ should have thought that you would be able to id @ify them with

“‘*7.;5"@";” j\“fa fugiq{mal and oth;:&éransfomations of atomic nucle¥ which have to
?a

N R Dot L vMEpY - Y
il AL S

‘4 'z-e changes
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I Wmimr modifications, s 1 rooted in 19th cent
Lavoisier exploded thefphlogiston theory, and
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do with the formation and tpdnsmutation of the elemenits, processes -

which must be given a cenjfal place in the evolutionary hypotheses
of the origin of the unixerse,

. \vonth? (10) Your observation sbout a lack of a clear distinction
j&\\ ' to in my letter between cosmology and geochronology, is correct, but
- pm@'\ no such distinction was intended(l) In evaluating the evolutionary
<§,y \;}U’ theory of the universe, as of our planet Barth, I have in mind
: that the strength of a chain is measured by its weakest link, and

11 o;,,:7 P}
e

E;in my letter I attempted to point out some of the weakest links

in _both areas of cosmology and geochronology, which, in Yhe final
@[’\éu‘? a sis,\are not ind engent. You Rkgow, of co

A / QTora certhinly makes ns distinction byhztween the

cf@/é«f’ﬁ ~ing to the universe, indluding our

frl o Screated simu

24 (1) (11) You state, finally, that the crucial point to con-

») Ssider. in regard to geochronology is the existence of objects
Cor k and geological formations in and on the crust of the Earth which
P! V) frserve as physically observable clocks, etc. But I have already
. pointed out in my said letter that such criteria are valid only
as of now and for the future, but cannot be applied _.either
scientifically or logically to a primordial state.@See also p. 5
of my letter, par. beg. "The theory of evolution...." ‘

( .,
can serve a useful
ol you feel iike ret
3C to me again, &
625 N 229
{&-(,,2,-,%@, With/blessing,

[ . A ;
(s ﬁ biid. and.

07% P,S. I have just been able tovborrow your book The Attenu-
i ation of Gamma Rays and Neutrons in Reactor Shidds, which im-
pressed me considerably. Incidentally I noted in it your observ-
ations about the discrepancies between theory and experiment

which I found more than once in your work,

Such a statement as "Not only is the simplest organism
an/ incredibly complicated entity whose chemistry and physics

are barely glimpsed at, but the classical scientific pattern of
expe'rW%a%fon‘ 18 né€essarily not available in studying radiation
effects" is very significant and has a direct bearing on the

theory of evolution which involves an age of unimaginable radio-
Nactivity both in the universe and on our planet Earth.

a{)’{‘ & ¢

Znilcle ytn 2R e - lajn o ng::zj; A Gy ,’l"":i&‘”}d&;t{ I ©)
8 & /1’!?3(.5)/ gy~ 1l %m.\,%hwémdg Ns?, y\(—;}z, \

oth of us are quite busy, I
ough to warrant further discuygsion if it
rpose to ourselves and others.
ning to the subject, do not hejg

e

ate to write
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