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By any other name would smell as sweet;
So Romeo would, were he not Romeo call’d,
Retain that dear perfection which he owes
Without that title. Romeo, doff thy name,
And for that name which is no part of thee
Take all myself.

[Act II, Scene II]
Juliet’s discussion of roses 

and Romeos sets in literary terms 
a profound and enduring epis-
temological and hermeneutical 
issue: what is the nature of words 
and language? Does meaning 
reside in words or is meaning 
what the reader/hearer brings to 
words? Or some of both? Juliet, 
torn by love as she was, argued 
that nothing essential resided 
in the word Montague. Yet she 
and her lover died because the 
words Montague and Capulet 
and what the words represented 
were irreconcilable. This suggests 
there may be more in words than 
Juliet felt.

Which brings me, fi nally, to 
writing about the names of our 
association, the Presbyterian 
Association on Science, Technol-
ogy and the Christian Faith, our 
journal/newsletter, SciTech†, and 
our website, <www.pastcf.org>. 
These names could have been 
otherwise, ala Juliet, but not 
just anything would do. So here’s 
what’s in our name(s).

Some time ago I asked Jim Miller, former president 
and one of the founders of PASTCF, to refl ect on the 
association’s name. Here’s what Jim wrote: “I believe that 
there were two particular considerations that effected [the 
name’s] determination. One was to include ‘technology’ in the 

“Name” continues on page 10 >>>

Whatʼs In a Name?
What the Bard Teaches Us about PASTCF and SciTech†

By D. William McIvor
SciTech† Editor/Publisher

A perennial staple of high school English classes, Romeo and 
Juliet was one of Shakespeare’s early tragedies (probably 
written in 1594 or 1595) and is often disparaged when 

compared to the great quartet of Hamlet, King Lear, Macbeth, 
and Othello. Yet the tragic drama of “star-crossed” young lovers 
skillfully develops several principal themes, not the least of 
which is the antithesis between love and hate.

The play’s opening sonnet describes the extreme hatred 
between the Capulet and Montague families.

Two households, both alike in dignity,
In fair Verona, where we lay our scene,
From ancient grudge break to new mutiny,
Where civil blood makes civil hands unclean.
From forth the loins of these two foes
A pair of star-cross’d lovers take their life;
Whose misadventur’d piteous overthrows,
Doth with their death bury their parents’ strife.

[Prologue, II.1-8]

In the second act, Juliet talks about her love for Romeo 
and also about the problems their love provokes. She asks why 
Romeo has to be Montague and refl ects on the irrelevance 
of names.

JULIET: O Romeo, Romeo! wherefore art thou Romeo?
Deny thy father and refuse thy name;
Or, if thou wilt not, be but sworn my love,
And I’ll no longer be a Capulet.

ROMEO: [Aside] Shall I hear more, or shall I speak at 
this?

JULIET: ‘Tis but thy name that is my enemy;
Thou art thyself, though not a Montague.
What’s Montague? it is nor hand, nor foot,
Nor arm, nor face, nor any other part
Belonging to a man. O, be some other name!
What’s in a name? that which we call a rose
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WE ARE THE PRESBYTERIAN ASSOCIATION 
on Science, Technology and the Christian Faith. Not 
Christian Religion, not Christian Theology, but Chris-

tian Faith. Should that make any difference? I believe so.
We often think of religion as a set of beliefs, rituals, and 

other practices. Religious education teaches these to each 
new generation. However, religion and its practices may be 
taught and studied without producing commitment. Christian 
worship, rituals, prayers, doctrines, and other practices are 
important, but Christian faith is more than these.

Theology systematizes religious beliefs into a logically 
coherent, rational, and comprehensive way of understand-
ing God. This must include understanding of how religious 
beliefs and practices are related to the attitudes and mores of 
society, including the scientific understanding of nature. The 
intellectual understanding provided by theology is important, 
but Christian faith is more than that.

There are many varieties of Christian faith, with different 
expressions in worship and doctrine. However, I believe that 
Christian faith always includes at the very least the following 
elements. Faith is a trusting commitment to the source of ulti-
mate meaning for our lives and for all that exists—our “ground 
of being,” whom we call God. Christian faith trusts that “God 
is love,”1 concerned with the wellbeing of humankind and of 
individuals. Christian faith trusts that God “became flesh” in 
the person of Jesus of Nazareth. Christian faith, hope, and 
trust are linked especially to the events surrounding the death 
and resurrection of Jesus. Faith is essentially a relationship of 
trust: for an individual, a loving dependence on God, and for 
a community, a covenant with God.

Trust, commitment, hope, and relationship are more 
fundamental than rational thought. One does not need to 
be a theologian to trust God in faith. The simple faith of a 
child may be more acceptable to God than the sophisticated 
(and perhaps hedged) faith of a college professor.2 Of course, 
worship and theological understanding provide much of the 
context for faith. However, worship and theology should be 
servants of faith, not its masters.

How do science and technology relate to Christian faith 
understood this way? What is science anyway, and should 
we trust it?

Science is a systematic way of investigating how nature 
works. Philosophers deny (correctly, in my opinion) that any 
single “scientific method” is used in every science. However, all 
science depends on repeated testing of hypotheses by controlled 
experiments or by observation, leading to a body of reliable 
results that are eventually incorporated into a logically coher-
ent, rational, and reasonably comprehensive understanding of 
nature. Technology exploits this understanding for human 
purposes.

Well-established scientific results, even esoteric ones, are 
shown by experience to be trustworthy. We depend on this 

every moment of the day through our use of technology.3 Nev-
ertheless, scientific and technological work is done by fallible 
human beings. As such, science and technology are subject 
to the whole gamut of human failings, including ambition, 
jealousy, prejudice, fraud, greed, political maneuvering, and 
hubris. However, because of its reliance on observation and 
experiment, science is largely self-correcting. Fraud is exposed 
and errors are discovered and corrected, though perhaps not 
immediately.

Scientists, influenced by their own curiosity and by both 
scientific peers and society, make human decisions about what 
to investigate next. There are always new aspects of nature to 
explore. However comprehensive the contemporary scien-
tific understanding of nature may be, it is and always will be 
incomplete. New insights or discoveries produce changes in 
scientists’ consensus understanding of nature. Science is truly 
“reformed and always reforming.”

Faith, expressed through the practice of religion, is a 
human activity like science and engineering, and may be 
distorted by the same human failings, including ambition, 
jealousy, prejudice, fraud, greed, political maneuvering, and 
hubris. I believe that faith, 
like science, is self-correct-
ing to a significant extent, 
although how this happens 
is less obvious than in sci-
ence. Our faith and trust is 
in God as we know God in the circumstances in which we live, 
not in how past generations of fallible human beings, living in 
totally different circumstances, understood God to be. Faith, 
like science, must be “reformed and always reforming.”

The biggest change in circumstances since the time of 
the Reformation (let alone since biblical times) is how our 
lives have become dominated by technology. The key words 
of faith—hope, trust, commitment, and relationship—also 
describe how most of us relate to technology and to the science 
on which it is based. We hope and trust that technology will 
improve our lives. We commit ourselves to it whenever we flip 
a light switch, put food in a refrigerator, adjust a thermostat, 
drive an automobile, watch television, send an email, to men-
tion only a few examples. We become emotionally attached to 
our technological gadgets. As with Christian faith, our hope, 
trust, commitment, and relationship with technology is more 
basic than intellectual understanding. One does not need to be 
a scientist in order to use a cell phone or surf the web.

So how can Christian faith relate to science and technology? 
I can speak only for myself. I rejoice that God has enabled us 
to understand so much about how the natural world works. 
Although awed by the immensity and complexity of the world 
that science reveals, I trust God who “saw everything that he 
had made, and indeed, it was very good.”4 I trust technology

“Faith” continues on page 11 >>>

     
        
          

          
         

          
         

         
        

        
           
        

      
      

   
        

       
        

         
    

        
         

      
        

         
     
        

       
         

         
        

       

      
     

      
   

      
    

      
     

          
    

    
  

      
     

    
       

    
        

       
      
          

         
          
    

       
       

         
  

           
       

    

Should fai th make any dif ference?

Science, Technology, FAITH

I trust technology to operate reliably because I trust 
the consistency of God and the goodness of Creation. 
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ON THE FRONT LINES BY   WES MCCOY     
     

         
        

        
       

      
           

        
         

         
      

      
        
        
         

     
           

      
       
         

       
        

       
      

        
        

 
       

          
           

        
          
       

          
       

        
      

       
      

      
          
         

  
     

     
       

      
          

        
       
  

      
      
       

       
        

    
          
       

        
         

      
      

       
       

     
        

       
        
        

         
      

          
        

      
         

          
     

       
      

         
         

        
          

         
  

 
      

     
     

          

       
        

       
      

      
         

      
         
        
  

         
       

         
       
         
            

         
           
        
         

 
         

       
       

        
      

       
  

       
       

       
         

          
        
         

      
 
       

        
          

         
        

        
        

       
        

        
      

        
        

  
       

       
       

      
        

          
          

     

         
           

           
       

A s a high school biology teacher with 25 years experi-
ence, for some time I have been accustomed to ques-
tions and challenges related to teaching evolution. Raised 

in a Christian home where learning of all kinds was highly 
valued, I had long ago come to view my science as an exten-
sion of my faith—a way of examining the deeds of God as 
well as God’s Word.

Early on in my career, my school board had tried to establish 
a policy of “equal time,” requiring me to teach 30 minutes of 
creationism for every 30 minutes I taught about evolution. 
Thankfully, that ruling did not withstand much challenge and 
passed into obscurity. So I was startled by a strange feeling of 
deja vu when a group of citizens brought in a petition protest-
ing the adoption of some truly excellent biology textbooks 
because of their “biased view” of evolution.

The school board responded to the petition by adopting 
the textbooks but with what they called a “compromise.” The 
board decided to write a sticker to be placed in all the biology 
textbooks letting readers know that “evolution is a theory, 
not a fact, about the origin of living things.” They wrote a 
policy which “encourages the teaching of disputed views of 
the controversial theory of evolution.” Imagine what happened 
next. We saw ourselves on TV and in the newspapers, on PBS, 
NPR, CBS, BBC, and ShowTime. You can imagine the images. 
Newspaper editors probably keep templates for just such an 
occasion: angry citizens addressing a dour and silent school 
board. Citizens on “opposite” sides pointing fi ngers and shout-
ing at each other. Images of Darwin, apes, crosses, and Bibles 
superimposed, implying a choice between good and evil. Worst 
of all, in my view, were the personal interviews with school 
board members, three of whom actually stated that they would 
prefer to have all science classes teach creationism.

The watershed moment for me came when a local reporter 
asked me “How do you respond to your enemies who say we 
should not teach evolution?” I was stunned into speechlessness 
by the word “enemy.” I have a diffi cult time imagining a faith-
ful Christian as my enemy. Yet that is how I am perceived by 
many adults. Letters to our local newspaper have labeled me as 
“afraid of the truth” and predicted that I will “be left behind.” 
Leaders of the Intelligent Design creationism organization 
called the Discovery Institute admonished me to “teach the 
controversy” and to “present all sides out of fairness.”

Where did all this come from and how can I, a high 
school biology teacher and faithful Christian, respond to this 
level of frenzy?

The frenzy, of course, comes from fear. Citizens fear 
science and scientists. The same fear that gives rise to urban 
legends about genetic experiments gone awry and unauthor-
ized organ donations feeds into the fear of satanic infl uences 
on Earth. Over half of Americans believe that evolution and 
creationism should both be taught in schools. Yet only about 
15% of Americans declare themselves as “fundamentalist.” 

This means that most supporters of teaching Intelligent 
Design creationism are probably members of conservative or 
moderate congregations. Most of them probably do not know 
that their denominations have published statements similar to 
the resolution from the General Assembly of the Presbyterian 
Church (USA) indicating “no confl ict between evolution and 
the doctrine of a Creator God.”

Science education research has shown that most 9th or 10th 
graders entering a biology course have never had any formal 
instruction in a school about evolution. They may have heard 
about it from family, church, friends, television, or a book, 
but they almost certainly have never learned about it in any 
instructional setting in science. As a result, students do not 
understand the wide range of concepts that can lead them to 
understand what scientists mean by evolution.

Students use scientifi cally unconventional criteria when 
classifying animals. They may group animals based on their 
habitat, their behavior, or their ability to communicate or do 
tricks. As a result, students do not usually understand the 
term “related” the same way that their teachers do. For many 
students, the animals are “closely related” if they simply hang 
around the same water hole together. Students say they are 
related if they are in the same biological community.

Every student I have interviewed believes that natural 
processes are planned and controlled to some degree by God. 
Some students believe that God controls and plans every tiny 
detail of life on Earth. 
Therefore, they have 
trouble seeing any 
patterns in the natural 
world. They usually 
view each event as 
independent of every 
other event. Biologists 
see powerful unifying 
patterns within the 
natural world, but this notion escapes most students. To describe 
evolution itself, virtually every student understood evolution 
as a process that happens “sometimes,” when environmental 
pressures forced an animal to make intentional changes in its 
lifestyle or its body parts. Animals, they say, make deliberate 
changes to their bodies in response to severe changes in the 
environment, usually within the lifetime of that animal. For 
example, many 14-year-old students think that “evolution of 
lions” means that lions might start living in ponds, where their 
legs would wither and turn into a sort of rudimentary paddle. 
Humans are treated as a special case, and few students believe 
that humans could evolve at all.

Standard terms used to explain evolution are simply not 
understood by these 14-year-old students. Relationship, genet-
ics, inherited, species, population, mutation, and adaptation

“Frenzy” continues on page 8 >>>

Evolut ion and publ ic  educat ion

Whence All the Frenzy?

The watershed moment for me came when a local 
reporter asked me “How do you respond to your enemies 
who say we should not teach evolution?” I was stunned 
into speechlessness by the word “enemy.” I have a 
difficult time imagining a faithful Christian as my enemy. 
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FROM UNIVERSIT Y CHURCH, TEMPE BY   BARBARA PURSEY      

A s an organization within the church, PASTCF is com-
mitted to assisting the Presbyterian Church (USA) to 
move beyond the impasse of either/or in dealing with 

science and faith issues. We are committed to implementing 
the resolution approved by the 214th General Assembly that 
there is no contradiction between the theology of creation and 
the fi ndings of evolutionary biology. But to foster a “beyond 
either/or” mindset in our congregations requires more than 
such general statements. As our late colleague George Neal 
constantly reminded the board, “Make sure the rain reaches 
the grass.” Part of the reason that the rain may stay in the 
stratosphere of academic discourse may be because issues 
having to do with creation (except for human origins!) seem 
far removed from the lives of church members.

When I led a workshop some years ago at the Princeton 
Seminary Summer School on science/creation issues, the group 
was very receptive to the theology of creation that posited God’s 
continuing involvement in the creation through evolution and 
other developments. Then I was brought 
up short by a question from the back of 
the room: “What does Jesus Christ have 
to do with all of this?” In other words, 
does this topic of science and creation, so 
dear to our hearts, relate to redemption? 
And if so, how?

My brief answer at the time had to 
do with the early church’s insight about 
the Cosmic Christ. But I have been 
musing on these questions ever since. If 
we cannot make a strong case for knit-
ting together creation and redemption, 
science and faith will remain a minority 
view for those of us who have an interest 
in a topic that seems peripheral to many 
in the church.

There are really two issues we face 
when we consider faith and science 
together as the two sides of the one coin 
of reality: (1) Creation—the cosmos as 
creation, and God as Creator, and how all 
that happens; and (2) Redemption—God 
rescuing us from the messes we get into 
when we decide to take over running 
creation. “You shall be like gods” has been 
our perennial agenda as a species.

Creation of the cosmos can be 
understood in various ways. It could 
have been an “executive decision” ages 
ago, the “how” being left up to science 
to fi nd out. Or it could be continuing 
creation, which begins at the beginning 
and is still going on, science again sup-

plying the specifi c “how.”
With the fi rst option, God is frequently understood as the 

God of the philosophers, rather than the God of Abraham, 
Isaac and Jacob. Such a Deist God tends to be impersonal. A 
question that might be asked is: “How does God fi t into our 
view of things?” The God of the philosophers is always at risk 
when the view of things changes.

The second option brings us closer to God as Redeemer. 
Redemption for Christians involves the person and work of 
Jesus Christ. It requires a personal Theist God, one who is 
engaged in the world process. As a favorite text says: “God 
so loved the world, that he gave his only son, that whoever 
believes in him may not perish but may have eternal life” 
( John 3.16). For a full understanding of God and creation 
and us, we Christians must include Christ. Christ has cosmic 
signifi cance for the church—he is not just a superhero with 
big muscles and an attitude to bad guys, snatching us from 
certain death. Though he certainly does that! The depths 

and heights of redemption are hymned 
in Philippians 2.6-11. And the church 
went on to say this amazing Redeemer 
is also the Creator, as in the hymn in 
Colossians 1.15-20:
He is the image of the invisible God, the 
fi rstborn of all creation; for in him all things 
in heaven and on earth were created … all 
things have been created through him and 
for him. He himself is before all things, and 
in him all things hold together … For in 
him all the fullness of God was pleased to 
dwell, and through him God was pleased 
to reconcile to himself all things, whether 
on earth or in heaven, by making peace 
through the blood of his cross.

Creation and redemption go 
together

It all started with the Hebrew rev-
elation of God’s intentions for people, 
nations, and creation. For example, in 
Isaiah 40 the God who comes to rescue 
exiles in Babylon is also the Creator of all 
things, whose greatness is beyond com-
pare. The One who feeds his fl ock like 
a shepherd also designed the universe 
without any help. “Who has directed the 
spirit of the Lord, or as his counselor 
has instructed him? Whom did he seek 
for enlightenment … Who taught him 
knowledge and showed him the way of 
understanding? Even the nations are like 
a drop in the bucket, and are accounted
“Cosmos and Christ continues on page 5 >>>

One image of creation and redemption is 
“Christ of Saint John of the Cross,” the 1951 
painting by surrealist Salvador Dali. Of this 
painting Dali wrote, “In ... 1950, I had a 
‘cosmic dream’ in which I saw this image in 
color and which in my dream represented 
the ‘nucleus of the atom.’ This nucleus later 
took on a metaphysical sense; I considered it 
‘the very unity of the universe,’ the Christ!”

 4 

Knit t ing Together Creat ion and Redemption

Cosmos and Cross
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>>> “Cosmos and Christ” continued from page 4
as dust on the scales … To whom then will you 
liken God, or what likeness compare with him? … 
Lift up your eyes on high and see: Who created 
these?” Why then do you think, O Israel, that 
God doesn’t notice you? God doesn’t get bored 
or tired out like we do, and will save those who 
put their trust in God.

Of course the rescuing of Israel was not done 
by magical manipulation but through the oddest 
channels. Cyrus the Persian was God’s instru-
ment to answer Israel’s prayers (Isaiah 45). God 
often acts in mysterious ways (to us!) to answer 
our prayers. For example, healing. God healed in 
the Old Testament and God heals through Jesus 
Christ, but even then it was rarely sensational. 
God works in and through the created order 
even in rather dramatic happenings. Prayer 
which connects the faithful believer to divine 
Love followed by actions in obedient faith is 
the customary way.

So what does this have to do with science 
and creation? Many church folk have this odd 
idea that God created once a long time ago, then 
went away to sit in distant splendor to pull the 
strings of sovereignty from a distance—occa-
sionally intervening with a zap of power. In due 
course Jesus the Risen Son took a seat beside 
him, fielding and answering prayers through 
the messenger Holy Spirit via a heavenly long-

distance service.
Nothing could be further from the biblical 

truth. There is an active God displayed through 
the whole Bible, One whose hands are always 
mucking about in creation. God’s creative hand 
has never stopped acting in creation; God is always 
at work “in, with, and under” all things. That 
same God is incredibly near to us (closer than 
breathing, nearer than hands and feet), loving 
us unconditionally. God is beyond us in majesty, 
sovereignty, and power, but intimately with us in 
compassion and powerful care—all at the same 
time. God is the ultimate Mystery we adore, 
relate to, and obey, but can never explain. The 
early Church put these things together by talking 
about the Cosmic Christ—both Redeeming Son 
of God and the Creator of all things. As Jesus 
said, God is big enough to be concerned about 
the sparrow, the lilies of the field, and individual 
human beings, as well as the starry heavens. John 
Calvin wrote on God’s continuing involvement 
for both creative and redemptive purposes:

“To make God a momentary Creator, who 
once for all finished his work, would be cold and 
barren, and we must differ from profane men 
especially in that we see the presence of divine 
power shining as much in the continuing state of 
the universe as in its inception … Unless we pass 
on to his providence … we do not yet properly 
grasp what it means to say: ‘God is Creator’ … 

Faith ought to penetrate more deeply, having 
found him Creator of all, forthwith to conclude he 
is also everlasting Governor and Preserver—not 
only in that he drives the celestial frame as well 
as its several parts by a universal motion, but 
also in that he sustains, nourishes, and cares for 
everything he has made, even to the least spar-
row.” (Institutes, 1.16.2)

Why don’t scientists find God mucking about 
as they do their research? Science describes one 
level of the universe and how it functions; it is 
not the key to everything there is to know, some 
scientists to the contrary notwithstanding. Sci-
entists who are people of faith see themselves as 
following in God’s footprints to see what God 
has done—and it is a spur to faith and worship, 
not an alienation. They might put it this way: In 
the beginning God created the heavens and the 
earth, and science shows us how God did it. In 
addition God is intimately close to each of us in 
unconditional love to redeem and transform us 
into the divine image which was always God’s 
intention for us. Creation and redemption are 
knitted closely in God’s loving heart and cosmic 
purposes. May it be so in our hearts and minds 
as well.=

Adapted from a talk at University Presbyterian 
Church in Tempe, AZ, Feb. 23, 2003. Dr. Pursey 
is Secretary/Treasurer of PASTCF.

     
         
        

       
     

         
      

          
      

        
         

        
       

        
       

      
      

        
        

 
       

      
         
          

       
        

        
      

      
        
       

        
      

         
      

       
       

       
      

  
      
       

       
        

          
          

       
        
     

         
   

     
       

            
       

       
        

     

        
          

        
     

        
       

      
       
          

         
         

        
      

        
       

         
         

 
        

     
       

        
         

       
         

       
      

       
        
           

          
        

         
         

     
          

         
       

       
    

        
      

       
         

        
       

       
       

        
       
   

       
        

       
       

        
         

        
        

       
       

        
        
        

        
          

         
        

          
         
        
         

        
       

          
       

       
         

        
         

        
           

      
        

        
           

        
    

         
           

         
       

        
       

        
          

        
         

      
        

      
          

          
       
          
         
         
        
       

      
           

         
           

         
         

          
      

     

Why is there something rather than nothing?

God & Time
By D. William McIvor

SciTech† Editor/Publisher

Spokane’s Whitworth College and Gonzaga 
University sponsored a four-part lecture 
series on March 31-April 2, 2003 with the 

theme of “God and Time.” This was the third 
annual “Physics & the God of Abraham” confer-
ence sponsored by the two schools.

The lecture series addresses the connections 
between modern science and Judeo-
Christian theology. This year’s lectures 
spoke of what contemporary physics 
reveals about time and its relationship 
to the traditional theistic conception of 
God as eternal and active in temporal 
matters.

The conference began with Dr. 
Eric Kincanon, Professor of Physics at 
Gonzaga University, outlining “Funda-
mental Questions About God’s Relation 
to Time.” His purpose was to introduce 

such topics as creation, subjective vs. objective 
time, divine foreknowledge, and some modern 
models of time, particularly looking at answers 
of classical temporalists and atemporalists. Dr. 
Kincanon’s lecture presented some of the subjects 
and definitions that would be discussed more 
fully in the following lectures.

On Tuesday and Wednesday evenings, Dr. 
William Lane Craig, Research Professor of Phi-
losophy at Talbot School of Theology, presented 
two lectures: “Beyond the Big Bang” and “God 
and Time.” On Thursday evening, the Reverend 
Robert J. Spitzer, S.J., President of Gonzaga Uni-
versity, concluded the conference by speaking on 
“The Unconditioned, Creation, and Time.” (I 

was unable to attend this final lecture.)
Dr. Craig began his first lecture by posing 

the question of the great German philosopher 
Gottfried Wilhelm von Leibniz (1646-1716): 
“Why is there something rather than nothing?” 
Leibniz postulated the existence of a metaphysi-
cally necessary being which supplies the sufficient 
reason for the existence of everything, a being 
identified as God. Though this answer was not 
satisfying to skeptics such as 18th-century Scot-
tish philosopher David Hume (who argued that 
the universe always existed and did not need, 
therefore, a sufficient cause), Dr. Craig asserts 
that discoveries in astronomy and astrophysics 
during the past century suggest the universe does 

in fact lack at least one property of a 
necessary being: eternality. This finding 
supports Leibniz’s contention that the 
universe is not necessary in its existence 
but depends on a being that transcends 
the space-time world.

Which leads to the question, how 
does God connect with time? In general, 
theism argues that as a necessary being, 
God must exist eternally. But does this 
mean that God is “timeless”—beyond

“God & Time” continues on page 9 >>>
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Sara McCaw, Director of Christian Education at Westminster Presby-
terian Church in Dubuque, Iowa, with Barbara and Derek Pursey, at 
the PASTCF booth in the exhibit hall of the 2003 APCE conference
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Kenneth McCall and Barbara Pursey discuss a point at t  
Ecumenical Round Table booth

PASTCF at APCE
By Derek Pursey

PASTCF President

The Association of Presbyterian Church 
Educators (APCE) holds a major confer-
ence every year. PASTCF has been present 

for the past four years. The APCE meeting is 
always well attended by over a thousand directors 
of Christian education, pastors with Christian 
education responsibilities, church school teach-
ers, and other interested persons. APCE includes 
people belonging to the Christian Reformed 
Church, the Presbyterian Church in Canada, 
and the Presbyterian Church (USA).

This year Derek and Barbara Pursey staffed 
the booth. We had a wide variety of materials 
available for free pick-up—recent issues of and 
reprints from SciTech†, an updated bibliography, 
a catalog of resources, and flyers advertising our 
luncheon speaker at General Assembly in May 
and the two Ghost Ranch seminars to be led by 
PASTCF Board members this summer. Check 
these out at <www.ghostranch.org/seminars> and 
see page 7 of this issue.

The APCE keynote speaker was Dr. Thomas 
Troeger, Ralph E. and Norma E. Peck Professor 
of Preaching and Communications at Iliff School 
of Theology in Denver. He is an inspiring speaker 

who was greatly appreciated. His presentations 
showed an openness to the whole of human expe-
rience and understanding, including science.

Christian educators seem to be much more 
open to integrating science concepts with faith 
than the Church as a whole. That is good, since 
they are the people most responsible for the faith 
development of the next generation. Many people 
stopped at our booth and took away much of 
our material. However, more important are the 
many conversations that we were able to have 
with Christian educators.

PASTCF at AAAS
By Derek Pursey

PASTCF President

For over ten years, PASTCF has been pres-
ent at the annual meeting of the American 
Association for the Advancement of Science 

(AAAS) by means of an exhibit hall booth spon-
sored by the Ecumenical Round Table on Science, 
Technology and the Church. This is an umbrella 
organization made up of science and faith initia-
tives in major Christian denominations.1

In February 2003, the booth was staffed 
by Kenneth McCall, PASTCF’s first presi-
dent. Also helping was PASTCF member 

Adrian Wyard, founder 
of the Counterbalance 
Foundation. (If you are 
unfamiliar with this 
organization, check out 
the riches at <www.coun-
terbalance.org>.)

Other PASTCF 
members whom we know 
were present include Bar-
bara and Derek Pursey, 
and Jim Miller. Also 
attending were the Rev. 
Barbara Smith-Moran 
and Dr. Sandra Michael, 
who are leaders in the 
science and faith initia-
tive within the Episcopal 
Church USA, as well as 
being affiliate members 
of PASTCF. Undoubt-
edly, other PASTCF 
members attended what is 
the world’s largest general 
science conference.

Our presence at AAAS is always very 
interesting. Many people would be surprised at 

        
      

       
       

       
       

       
      

          
      

         
      

    
      

       
       

       
     

        
       
        
       

       
       
      

      
    

 
 

       
       

      
   

  
       

       
        

       
          
        

        
        

       
   

  
  

     
   

    
  

    
    
   

  
 

        
        

       
        

        
           
  

   
     
       
      
     
   

  
     

    

   
  

  
      

       
       

      
       

      
       

      
      

        
       

        
       

         
     

           
            

         
    

       
    

     
   

  
        

        
         
       

         
        
          

        
        
          

PASTCF Goings & Comings
APCE AND AAAS            

Adrian Wyard, founder of the Counterbalance 
Foundation, talking with a visitor to the Ecu-
menical Round Table booth
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the number of scientists with a strong religious 
commitment, who express appreciation for the 
booth. Other scientists are delighted and perhaps 
surprised to find that most mainline Christian 
denominations are not opposed to science. Too 
often, the popular media present science and 
Christian faith as deadly enemies. Of course, 
there are also the died-in-the-wool atheists, 
but even they are usually willing to stop by and 
engage in dialogue. The Ecumenical Round 
Table booth is the only organized way in which 
the institutional Church witnesses annually to 
scientists at the AAAS meeting.

PASTCF participation in this effort is sup-
ported by special donations from members over 
and above their membership dues. This covers 
travel and related expenses, printed materials, and 
sometimes a small contribution towards addi-
tional booth expenses. We get wonderful value for 
this investment since PASTCF provides much of 
the printed materials on display. The booth rental 
cost and most additional expenses are covered 
by contributions ranging from $250 to $500 
from other participating groups, that in recent 
years have included other science/faith related 
organizations2 in addition to the denominations 
represented in the Round Table.

General Assembly
Luncheon Speaker

The speaker at the General Assembly Luncheon 
sponsored by PASTCF will be Kenneth W. 

Culver, M.D., Presbyterian elder and Executive 
Director, Pharmacogenetics Department, Novar-
tis Pharmaceutical Corporation.

As a college student, Dr. Culver participated 
in a church-sponsored mission trip to Central 
America, where he saw many children in need 
of medical attention. Because of this experience, 
he felt the call of God to become a pediatrician. 
In his medical practice, he saw patients with 
genetic diseases for which he could offer no 
cure. As always seeking God’s guidance, he was 
led into genetics research, and participated in 

the first approved 
pioneering gene 
therapy procedure 
as part of a National 
Institutes of Health 
team. The story of 
this successful 
therapy was told in 
the cover story of 
the October 2001 
issue of Presbyteri-
ans Today.

The luncheon will be in the Adam’s Mark 
Hotel in Denver, Colorado, at 12:30pm  on 
Thursday, May 29, 2003. Persons attending the 
General Assembly may order tickets as part of 
the registration package. Tickets will also be on 
sale for the first few days of the Assembly at the 
GA ticket booth.

PASTCF at Ghost Ranch

Three members of the PASTCF Execu-
tive Board will offer seminars at Ghost 

Ranch during this summer’s session. For regis-
tration information, contact Ghost Ranch Ed-
ucation & Retreat Center.

Ghost Ranch Abiquiu
HC77, Box 11, Abiquiu, NM 87510
(877) 804-4678 or (505) 685-4333
<www.ghostranch.org>

“Genesis and Evolution: Integration”
Margaret Towne, Ed.D.

June 2-8, 2003

The course affirms the consistency between 
God’s amazing Word (the Bible) and God’s 

awesome works (nature). It targets high school, 
college, and seminary students, seminary faculty, 
pastors, church school and high school teachers, 
school board members, parents, museum staff, 
politicians, and folk in pews across the denomina-
tions who always wonder about these issues.

The subjects of creationism and evolution 
have been of interest within churches for years 
and they have rippled to courtrooms and class-
rooms within the larger culture. The conflict has 
contributed to disunity and confusion within the 
kingdom of God. The course strives for unity, not 
necessarily uniformity among Christians. “That 
all of them may be one, Father, just as you are 
in me and I am in you. May they be brought to 
complete unity to let the world know that you 
sent me.” ( John 17.21, 23)

“Meeting the Creator Again for the First T ime
Exploring the Cosmos as Creation”

Rev. Barbara A. Pursey, Ph.D. 
and Derek Pursey, Ph.D.

July 21-28, 2003

What is the cosmos telling us about the cre-
ation and its Creator? Did God create the 

universe and everything in it? Or did it just 
happen? Must we choose between the scientific 
and the biblical views of the origin and ordering 
of the universe? Many youth and young adults 
in our churches think we must. But if not, what 
other options are there? This seminar, the first 
in a projected series of three annual seminars 
on issues of science and faith in the church, will 

   
     GENERAL ASSEMBLY, GHOST RANCH, AND A 3RD CHAPTER  

      
       

   

explore some key ways to relate contemporary 
science and Christian faith, which respect both 
the results of scientific research and the faith we 
express in our theology and worship.

Barb Pursey is a retired seminary professor 
and Secretary-Treasurer of PASTCF. Derek 
Pursey is emeritus professor of physics and 
President of PASTCF. Their seminar is cospon-
sored by the Presbyterian Association on Science, 
Technology and the Christian Faith.

A Third PASTCF Chapter

About a dozen PASTCF members met at 
Grundy Center, Iowa to listen to an address 

by Dr. David V. McCalley, emeritus professor of 
biology at the University of Northern Iowa and 
to decide to form a local chapter of PASTCF. 
Provisional approval has been given and final 
approval is pending from the Board.

The Chapter wishes to be known as “Central 
Iowa PASTCF.” Most of the charter members 
are clergy within the bounds of the Presbytery 
of North Central Iowa or are affiliated either 
with Iowa State University in Ames or the 
University of Northern Iowa in Cedar Falls. By 
choosing to be the Central Iowa PASTCF, the 
group hopes to include people from the other 
two major universities in Iowa—the University 
of Iowa in Iowa City and Drake University in 
Des Moines—as well as from a number of lib-
eral arts colleges and community colleges in the 
area covered. Initially chapter meetings will be 
held quarterly and will alternate between Ames 
and Cedar Falls. The next meeting is scheduled 
for 3:00pm on Saturday, June 21, at Collegiate 
Presbyterian Church in Ames. If the Board 
approves, President Derek Pursey will present 
the Chapter’s charter at that meeting.

The convener of the new chapter is the 
Rev. Harold P. Martin, 405 W. Main Street, 
La Porte City, IA 50651-1028, 319-342-3771, 
<hpmartin@netins.net>.

1Participating groups represent the Presbyterian Church (USA), the 
Episcopal Church USA, the United Church of Christ, the Evangelical 
Lutheran Church, the US Conference of Catholic Bishops, the United 
Methodist Church, and the Anglican Church of Canada.

2These include the Counterbalance Foundation, the American 
Scientific Affiliation, the Center for Theology and the Natural Sci-
ences, the Institute for Religion in an Age of Science, the Boston 
Theological Institute, and the John J. Reilly Center at the University 
of Notre Dame.
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>>> “Frenzy” continued from page 3
are all examples of words that my students use 
very rarely and understand poorly. In fact, most 
students have developed “separate worlds” in their 
minds. They keep their scientific understand-
ings of the natural world separate from the way 
things “really work.” They hold implicit theo-
ries of the world that are based more on their 
personal feelings rather than logical conceptual 
development.

Students and many teachers grew up in a 
culture that taught them a worldview, a way of 
thinking about things which may or may not 
include scientific ways of knowing. Students bring 
explanations of the world to the classroom that 
may work very satisfactorily for them, matching 
all their family’s understanding and explanations. 
Students bring personal knowledge which is 
unique to their own experiences as a student, 
an adolescent, a religious person, and a potentially 
powerful adult.

Some students and teachers were raised in 
homes where science was perceived as threaten-
ing. Adopting the idea of evolution for a student 
may be seen as our demand that they reject other 
aspects of their identity. Accepting evolution can 
be a social process with social consequences, not 
simply a matter of rational decision making. By 
accepting evolution, they may be cutting pos-
sible avenues of employment, social contact, 
and may face ostracism by members of their 
faith community. But these students could lose 
another way. Anyone who chooses not to accept 
scientific accounts could be marginalized in soci-
ety in some way. They may be from restrictive 
religious backgrounds and have lower career 
expectations for themselves. They may seek out 
fewer references and fewer role models. These 
students who reject evolution outright may then 
be restricting themselves from certain educational 
and career paths.

So what’s wrong with presenting “Intelligent 
Design (ID) creationism” alongside the theory of 
evolution in the biology classroom and allowing 
students to choose for themselves? Why not “be 
fair to all sides” as my school board wishes? Isn’t 
it best to just present all the different ideas, giving 
students all available information, so they can 
make an “informed decision”? Isn’t that what we 
mean in science by “constructivist” learning?

The answer is No! And it is worse than 
unfair. It is impossible.

Why impossible? First, because this sugges-
tion of “fairness” presupposes equality of validity 
of “all sides” in science. But ID is, first of all, a 
theory based on negative propositions … that 
evolution is NOT taking place and, therefore, 
ID must be correct. ID creationists discount all 
evidence for “macroevolution,” also called “specia-

tion.” But their only effort at providing evidence 
for how species change over time is to claim that 
a designer caused it to happen without saying 
how that designer worked this feat.

Second, a theory is an explanation for a natu-
ral phenomenon which has massive amounts of 
corroborating evidence that has been checked 
for validity and supported by many observations. 
ID theorists are trying to rush ID theory to the 
front of the theory line, making the claim that 
it is just as valid as evolutionary theory without 
the years and years and millions of observations 
which support evolution. They wish science 
teachers to teach ID creationism “side by side” 
with evolution, which is how journalists often 
display ID in the newspapers. Third, a theory is 
used in science as a framework to explain and 
predict observations.

For example, this week’s issue of Science, the 
peer-reviewed journal of the American Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Science, contains 
no fewer than seven articles or reports which 
clearly use the theory of evolution as the basis 
for their findings and explanations. No articles 
use ID creationism as a basis for their findings. 
In fact, the University of Washington examined 
thousands of publications and found zero peer-
reviewed science research articles which use the 
ID creationism theory as their framework. A good 
way to find out if a theory can be considered true 
science is to find out if scientists are really using 
it in their research work. The only documents 
being produced that claim that ID creationism is a 
valid theory are those produced by the two dozen 
scientists who have written non-peer-reviewed 
books on the topic. Their ideas do not yet stand 
up to scientific scrutiny. Their claim is that the 
scientific community is so embedded in atheism 
that they are biased unfairly against theological 
explanations. Intelligent design creationism pre-
supposes an intelligent cause of living species, a 
kind of transcendent intelligence which guides 
the formation of living things. This transcendent 
force, which they claim could be “God or an 
intelligent alien being” does not need to operate 
according to known physical laws, and therefore 
cannot be legitimately measured or detected by 
science. ID creationism relies on the argument, 
that “since things are more complicated than we 
can understand, they must have been created; 
they cannot have evolved.”

In truth, most of the people supporting 
ID creationism do not actually want “all sides” 
presented. They would like their side presented, 
meaning some version of creationism which aligns 
with Christian notions of “God as the Creator.” 
There is not much call for presentation of ideas 
that the “creator” might be an alien intelligence 
(like the Raelians) or that creation might have 

occurred according to the methods described in 
Hindu or Buddhist or Native American literature. 
ID creationists do not even offer an explanation 
for how God formed species. They just claimed 
that he did, and that is sufficient for them.

This is not sufficient science for me. What 
do I believe? I believe that God created a world 
that can form and change itself. I believe that 
God can be surprised and disappointed in our 
choices, for I know that God has given us the 
greatest of all gifts—free will. I know that to 
establish a universe with free will, God also 
provided us with rules which we call by various 
names. We are constrained within those rules. For 
example, hydrogen and oxygen will join together 
to form water in only one pattern, which we term 
H-O-H, not O-H-H or H-H-O. But, within 
those constraints, there is some randomness in 
the formation of those chemicals. What we do as 
scientists is to learn those rules which constrain 
us and how they operate. We observe and we 
measure physical quantities. The spirit of God or 
the human soul are still just as real, but are beyond 
measurement with science. Like love, beauty, pas-
sion, grief, joy, devotion, and courage, spirit can 
be described by music, poetry, artwork, faith and 
prayer but not by science. It is absurd to say that 
since courage and love cannot be measured by 
science, they do not exist.

I believe Mark 4.41, when it asks, “Who is 
this, that the wind and sea obey him?” I also do 
not think it atheistic for scientists to then develop 
theories of weather formation and ocean currents 
that rely on models of convection, radiation, and 
Coriolis forces. I believe Psalm 139, which pro-
claims “thou didst form my inward parts; thou 
didst weave me in my mother’s womb. I will give 
thanks to Thee, for I am fearfully and wonder-
fully made.” I also proclaim that it is perfectly 
acceptable for embryologists to ascertain through 
careful study that there are certain hormones and 
cell membrane receptor proteins which govern 
the development of a fetus. In fact, I take the 
stand that it is imperative that we learn as much 
as we can about these developmental processes 
so that we can help these children grow up with 
as much vigor as they can muster. Such scientists 
are anything but atheistic. In the same way, God 
has created a myriad of natural processes which 
act upon populations of living creatures. These 
natural processes have caused millions of spe-
cies to form and then die out on the Earth. The 
evidence of their passing is etched into the Earth 
itself. The story will always be a partial one, but as 
we uncover more and more evidence of the past, 
and observe more and more species in the present, 
we can then use the theory of evolution to make 
predictions about what did actually happen and

“Frenzy” continues on page 9 >>>
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>>> “Frenzy” continued from page 8
what might happen in the future. That is science, 
and science changes daily.

It would be dangerous for a believer in God 
to cast their “proof of faith” in with the scientifi c 
claims of Intelligent Design theory. For while 
God is eternal, scientifi c theories are constantly 
being tinkered with. One would risk having 
one’s idea of God being thrown out with the 
next wave of fossil evidence. A much better idea 
is to approach science from the perspective of a 
believer. For example, when I was a young boy and 
came home from school to describe the periodic 
table of the elements to my mother, her response 
was “I’ll bet God was just tickled to death when 
people fi gured that table out!” Similarly, I’ll bet 
God is just tickled to death that some humans 
fi nally noticed his long-term natural processes 
of evolution. Of course God created us. Life is 
no accident. But didn’t God use his own natural 
processes to do so?=

R. Wesley McCoy, Ph.D. is science department chair 
at North Cobb High School in Kennesaw, GA and 
a member of the PASTCF Board.

>>> “God & Time” continued from page 5
time—or “everlasting”—existing far all time of 
which there is no beginning or end? Theologians 
and philosophers and even the scriptures have 
not settled on one answer.

Craig’s proposed model for understanding 
God’s relationship to time is too lengthy and 
complicated to be detailed here. Suffi ce it to 
say that his argument turns on understanding 
“intrinsic change” and “extrinsic change.” Intrin-
sic change is change within or unique to an object 
itself: the green apple becomes red as it ripens. 
Extrinsic change is how something changes in 
relationship to something else: the father was 
taller than his daughter but now she is taller (the 
father did not change except in relationship to the 
daughter’s height). But notice that both intrinsic 
and extrinsic change must be temporal; they can 
only happen in time. So there’s a dilemma: if 
God is timeless and then creates the universe, 
this brings about an extrinsic change with God 
(not in God) in relationship to the universe. 
Therefore, God is temporal.

Craig resolves the dilemma by affi rming 
Leibniz’s solution with this addition: Beyond 

creation (one can’t say before because time didn’t 
exist before creation) God exists timelessly but 
with creation God exists temporally. And notice 
this amazing consequence: because a perfect God 
could not create from any lack or need within the 
divine reality (God did not create because he was 
lonely), creation can only result from grace: God 
graciously gives up timelessness for the benefi t 
and blessing of creation and the creature. Creation 
is amazing grace!=

Dr. Craig’s lectures were most stimulating 
and he has written widely on this and related 
subjects. A search on Amazon.com listed 29 
titles that Craig has authored or edited. Among 
these titles, those most directly related to the 
Whitworth/Gonzaga conference are: Cosmologi-
cal Argument from Plato to Leibniz, God, Time, 
and Eternity, Philosophy of Religion: A Reader and 
Guide, The Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and 
Future Contingents from Aristotle to Suarez, The 
Tensed Theory of Time: A Critical Examination, The 
Tenseless Theory of Time: A Critical Examination, 
Theism, Atheism, and Big Bang Cosmology, Time 
and Eternity: Exploring God’s Relationship to Time, 
Time and the Metaphysics of Relativity.

PASTCF at AAAS Meeting
P. Mark Achtemeier

Claire Beasley
Andrew W. Breidenbach

I. Lehr Brisbin
David Bubb

John S. Carlson
Dorothy Clark
Richard Hadley

James C. Hathaway
Hans J. Hennecke

Katherine P. Henrikson
Robert A. Keefer

David Little
Steven W. Mann
R. Wesley McCoy
Donald E. Myers
Henry A. Norton
David P. Pearson

Ann Pollitt
Lawrence L. Rauch

Arnold Rots
Richard M. Schlobohm

Richard H. Sugg
Walter E. Wiest

Contributing Members ($100–$249)
John K. Alexander

Donald E. Bedingfeld
Joseph J. Brigham
Donald S. Brown

Donald C. Burnham
Jim Burns

Charles W. Doak
Harry W. Ellis

Joseph W. Eschbach
David Evanoff

Robert A. Gruwell
James C. Hathaway

Jerrad J. Hertzler
Donald J. Hooper
Max A. Lauffer

Jill M. Martinez
D. William McIvor
John B. McLaren

William C. Powell
Richard M. Schlobohm

Richard M. Shibles
Margaret G. Towne

Bert Veenendaal
David G. Vellenga

Walter J. Wilkins III
James D. Wilkinson

Sustaining Members ($250 and over)
Albert S. Anderson
Rogene Henderson
Kenneth E. McCall
Robert J. Powell, Jr.
Barbara A. Pursey
Derek L. Pursey
Robert M. Row

William Witherspoon

George and Joanne Neal Memorial Fund
Nanon and Dave Anderson
Don and Elizabeth Benson
Donald and Betty Brown

Carolyn H. Coolbaugh
Bonnie B. Foulk

Katherine P. Henrikson
Virgil and Shirley Hill

Howard J. Jansen
Joseph S. Jensen

R. Wesley McCoy
Lynne M. Myers

Letty Owings
Derek and Barb Pursey

Franklin D. Schowengerdt
Allen R. and Karen H. Spelman

Vernon and Margaret Towne
Mary M. Wilcox

Gift Honor Roll for 2002 — BRAVO!
The PASTCF Board recognizes members and friends who have “gone the extra mile” in 2002 in one of four ways: (1) additional giving to support 

PASTCF at the American Association for the Advancement of Science annual meeting; (2) joining at a level above the basic $35 membership; (3) 
contributing to the George and Joanne Neal Memorial Fund; and (4) contributing to the PASTCF Endowment Fund. This listing refl ects only those 
contributions received by the Treasurer in 2002.

Unrestricted Endowment Contributions
David P. Notley

Robert A. Gruwell
Margaret G. Towne
David G. Vellenga
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         WHATʼS IN A NAME? 
>>> “Name” continued from page 1
name. Most of what goes for science and religion 
efforts in the world beyond the churches focuses 
on ‘science’ and ‘religion’ or ‘theology.’ The former 
work group1 on science, technology and the 
Christian faith (apart from having ‘technology’ 
in its name and the association is in a sense the 
institutional heir of that group) believed that most 
people most of the time encounter science at the 
application end of things, in medicine, the host of 
consumer products, or the material and informa-
tion infrastructure that [increasingly] provides the 
… framework for society. So an association that 
did not include technology in its interests would 
tend to make it more abstract and less engaging 
of people in their actual living.”

Clearly one of the goals or at least one of the 
hopes in founding the Presbyterian Association 
on Science, Technology and the Christian Faith 
was that it be “practical.” Tens of thousands of 
Presbyterians, maybe more, make their daily bread 
in ways directly related to science and technology 
and all Presbyterians are affected profoundly by 
the scientifi c and technological environment 
of our world today. PASTCF wants to engage 
Presbyterians and be engaged by them “in their 
actual living.”

Jim Miller added a second thought about 
the name. “The second issue is a bit more subtle 
and not very obvious. It is the use of the term 
‘Christian.’ While this was in one obvious sense 
a way to say that the association stood within one 
of the broad families of human religious tradi-
tions, more subtly it was a way of specifying faith 
in a religious context without suggesting that 
‘faith’ was a stance exclusive to religion. There 
is ‘scientifi c faith’ (the philosophical presup-
positions that underlie scientifi c practice) and 
‘technological faith’ (the convictions about human 
agency that underlie technological activity). This 
is probably too subtle a point, though it is one 
of the reasons that the name was not ‘science, 
technology, and faith.’”

So the name—Presbyterian Association on 
Science, Technology and the Christian Faith—
refl ects who we are: Presbyterian, Christian, 
engaged and affected by science, technology, 
and faith; and what we do: we will associate (in 
all the possible connotations of that word) around 
the vital concerns and conversations arising from 
who we are.

Other names were considered, some seriously 
and others more smilingly. One serious alterna-
tive was “Presbyterians Affi rming Science and 
Technology.” But this left out the vital Chris-
tian faith component as Jim has articulated it. 

Also, the acronym—PAST—connotes looking 
only back and not ahead. We do need to look 
back but those engaged in science, technology, 
and Christian faith must also always be looking 
ahead to the future. There was also the passing 
thought of following the Methodists whose 
group is named “Methodists Interested in Sci-
ence and Technology.” But were we “Presbyterians 
Interested in Science and Technology,” well, the 
acronym doesn’t work out very well!

Not that our actual acronym works all that 
well either. Jim Miller admits that “the associ-
ation’s name is rather pedestrian and does not 
admit to a catchy acronym.” PASTCF came into 
existence on June 4, 1992 at the 204th General 
Assembly in Milwaukee. At the inaugural meet-
ing, I remember sitting in the back of the room 
with Cam Murchison, a fellow member of the 
General Assembly Council, trying to quickly 
come up with some other name that would at 
least give way to a simpler acronym. We failed. So, 
Presbyterian Association on Science, Technology 
and the Christian Faith and PASTCF became 
who we are and what we do.

Of course, the association’s full name is a real 
mouth full and many have wondered how do you 
pronounce PASTCF? For a number of years we 
didn’t know how to pronounce it! But of late we 
have sort of by default settled on “past-siff ” as 
the standard pronunciation.

The newsletter/journal
Then there is SciTech†, the association’s 

newsletter/journal. Dan Martin was PASTCF’s 
founding vice-president and newsletter editor 
(the two functions were linked for the fi rst several 

years of PASTCF’s existence). He published the 
fi rst newsletter in September 1992, calling it, 
simply, “Bulletin Board.” Because I had some 
experience in publishing newsletters and access 
to quality computer equipment and secretarial 
help, I volunteered to help Dan put out the 
newsletter by doing the production and print-
ing of the material he edited. Dan readily agreed 
and eventually we used the term publisher for 
my particular functions.

The fi rst issue I produced was in March 
1993. I quite arbitrarily decided that “Bulletin 
Board” was much too prosaic for what Dan and 
the Board hoped the newsletter would become. 
So when Volume 2, Number 1 appeared, it carried 
the name I had coined, SciTech†. I tried to fi nd a 
name that was short, simple, and signifi cant of 
who and what we are. The Sci and the Tech parts 
were easy. But what about Christian faith? How 
could this vital part of our identity and purpose 
be represented?

I latched on to the cross, the most universal 
symbol for Christianity. Living in the Reformed 
tradition, Presbyterians take the cross with utmost 
seriousness as affecting everything about us. So it 
seemed an appropriate combination with science 
and technology. Science + technology + Christian 
faith = SciTech†.

Some months later when I attended my 
fi rst PASTCF board meeting (several editions 
of SciTech† having already appeared), I proposed 
that it become the newsletter’s offi cial name. I 
think it’s fair to say that some on the board, 
especially Dan, were a little nonplussed by my 
proposal. But when I explained it and the Board 
considered alternatives, it was agreed that SciTech†
would stay.

It’s not without problems. First, the cross 
may not be obvious (and therefore ignored) or 
it can be mistaken for some kind of asterisk and 
readers might look for a footnote. Second, even if 
it’s noticed, it may not communicate any accurate 
meaning. Third, it doesn’t always work well in 
print. It’s made with the “dagger” key, preferably 
(but infrequently) superscripted. But not all fonts 
have the dagger key (neither do some computer 
keyboards). And it doesn’t always make its way 
through cyberspace easily, often not translating 
well between Mac and PC computers. (The least 
objectionable workaround is to use the “plus” key, 
as in SciTech+).

But SciTech†’s biggest problem may be how 
it is pronounced. SciTech isn’t hard: sigh-tek. 
But what about the full name? Sigh-tek-cross 
doesn’t sound good. I’ve tried sigh-tek-eye, 
with the k-eye representing X, the Greek letter 
chi, the fi rst letter in the Greek name Christos. 
But this is too much of a stretch. So by default

“Name” continues on page 11 >>>

1The work group functioned within the Theology and Worship 
ministry unit of the General Assembly Council. As funding for this 
work lessened, it became obvious that the future required an institutional 
existence outside of denominational offi ces and budgets.
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      MORE ON NAMES AND FAITH 
>>> “Name” continued from page 10
pronouncing the newsletter’s name usually leaves 
off the cross—sigh-tek. But every time I say it, 
and I hope now every time you say it, there is 
a conscious remembrance that we are not just 
about science and technology. We are about those 
things in the context of Christian faith. So even 
if it can’t be easily pronounced, it will always be 
printed SciTech†.

The Website
Then, finally, a few thoughts about our 

website, <www.pastcf.org>. Naming the site 
required no creativity on anyone’s part. Given our 
acronym and given the Internet’s predetermined 
nomenclature for websites, our web name was 
obvious. What may not be obvious is that not 
only do we have a website but that it is increas-
ingly useful as we associate in the vital science, 
technology, and Christian faith conversation.

The website is now in its third major incar-
nation or, since it exists in cyberspace, should 
we say in-silicona-tion? Did you know that the 
website has pictures and contact information 
for all Board members? Did you know there 
is a page of Frequently Asked Questions (and 

answers)? Did you know there is a resource page 
from which significant articles from SciTech† and 
other important papers can be downloaded? Did 
you know that you can now join PASTCF by 
using downloadable membership application 
forms? (What an easy way to involve Presby-
terian friends.2 Just point them to the website 
or download and print out a form and give or 
mail it to them.)

Did you know there is a calendar page? It’s 
pretty bare bones right now but I would love to 
fill it with information about what’s happen-
ing in your neck of the woods. Are there local 
events related to our theme that you would like 
to publicize? They can be listed on the PASTCF 
website. Did you know you can find out about 
PASTCF’s local chapters? You can also learn 
about the Daniel W. Martin ‘Science as Christian 
Vocation’ Recognition? Did you know that you 
can find links to other related websites?

Most of all, did you know that the website 
now links to an online forum board where all of us 
and any others can literally carry on conversations 

about our vital interests and concerns? I hope that 
soon it will become as lively as any chat room on 
the Internet—and a whole lot more interesting! 
All this and more is at <www.pastcf.org> and with 
your involvement, more will be coming.

What’s in a name? Roses might smell as sweet 
if we called them stinkweeds and there could 
be other names for our association, newsletter, 
and website. Nonetheless, in our names there 
are important pointers to who we are and what 
we need to do. And clearly, our names will mean 
all the more when they are more widely known. 
You can help that happen. Let’s move towards 
the day when

Presbyterian Association on Science,
Technology and the Christian Faith

PASTCF

SciTech†

<www.pastcf.org>

are as well-known and as sweet as Juliet’s 
rose.=

2Non-Presbyterians may join as affiliate members with all the 
benefits of membership except the right to vote.

     
        

      
         

            
        

         
       

        
       

       
      

         
           
        

       
      

         
         

          
          

           
           
          

         
          

          
          

           
     

       
         

             
          
          

        
         
     
         

         
  

         
         

          
         

          
        

       
       

       
          

          
         

         
         

       
         

        
         

         
         

           
     

            
        

        
   
         

         
        

       
     

   
     

    
     

      
             

           
        

       
         

          
         

      
            

            
           

           
         

          
         

        
          

            
          

             
          

          
           
          

     

>>> “Faith” continued from page 2
to operate reliably because I trust the consistency 
of God and the goodness of Creation. I strive in 
faith to “do everything to the glory of God,”5 in 
my understanding of science and in my use of 
technology, as in all of my life. I pray to under-
stand my and our place in God’s created order 
in the light of scientific knowledge. I thank God 
for the benefits that technology has provided. I 
confess my share in the sin of abusing technol-
ogy for evil ends instead of for good, and I trust 
God for forgiveness. I pray that scientists and 
technologists, Christian and otherwise, may be 
granted wisdom and guidance for developing 
future science and technology.

When I worship in church, my faith is 
expanded and enriched by hymns, prayers, and 
sermons that respect the insights of science into 
God’s creation. But my faith shrivels a little when 
worship disregards or contradicts well-estab-
lished scientific knowledge.6 I hope to see our 
faith taught to our children in ways that respect 
the scientific understanding of nature graciously 
granted by God. I pray for educational materials 
that would facilitate this and I trust God that 
more such materials will be produced.

I hope for theology that respects the integrity 
of science while illuminating and enriching my 
faith in Christ. Trusting that God does not use 
nature to deceive, that is, trusting that the insights 
provided by science are reliable, I cannot give tra-
ditional doctrines ultimate authority over what is 

acceptable science. For me, the true 
authority for science is Creation 
itself, as revealed by God through 
observation, experiment, and ratio-
nal analysis. But equally, I cannot 
grant science ultimate authority 
over my theology. As a “reformed 
and always reforming” Christian, it 
is by my faith in God that I trust the 
“reformed and always reforming” 
understanding of God’s Creation 
that science provides.

In my Christian faith, living as 
I do in 21st century technology-
dominated America, I proclaim 
Christ as Lord of the whole of 
creation, including nature as 
described by science. I praise and thank God 
for the knowledge gained through science and 
for “miracles of science”7 provided by responsi-
bly- used technology. But faith is a gift of God.8 
I cannot expect someone to share my faith unless 
what I say resonates with the stirrings of the Holy 
Spirit in that person’s life.

Do my thoughts resonate within you? Bill 
McIvor, the Editor of SciTech†, would welcome 
your reflections on this and on any other articles 
that he publishes.=

11 John 4.8b, NRSV. This theme permeates scripture, as even a 
casual look at a Bible concordance will show.

2See, for example, Mark 10.13–16.

    

  

         
         

3Basic electrical technology is based on 19th century discoveries. 
Electronic devices (including those that automobiles and many domes-
tic appliances depend on) use transistors and other components based 
on 20th century quantum physics. GPS devices (nowadays standard 
navigational aids) depend on Einstein’s General Theory of Relativity, 
according to which the very fabric of space and time is distorted by the 
presence of matter and energy. 21st century chemists “custom design” 
materials with desired properties. Diabetics use human insulin “manu-
factured” by genetically modified bacteria. These are just a few examples. 
A comprehensive listing of how we depend on science-based technology 
would fill many volumes.

4Genesis 1.31a, NRSV.

51 Corinthians 10.31b, NRSV.

6However, I do not wish to lose the Gloria Patri, the Doxology, and 
the Lord’s Prayer, linking my worship to that of early Christians.

7Slogan at the DuPont booth in the exhibit hall at the 2003 meeting 
of the American Association for the Advancement of Science. 

81 Corinthians 12.9a, NRSV.
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By any other name would smell as sweet;
So Romeo would, were he not Romeo call’d,
Retain that dear perfection which he owes
Without that title. Romeo, doff thy name,
And for that name which is no part of thee
Take all myself.

[Act II, Scene II]
Juliet’s discussion of roses 

and Romeos sets in literary terms 
a profound and enduring epis-
temological and hermeneutical 
issue: what is the nature of words 
and language? Does meaning 
reside in words or is meaning 
what the reader/hearer brings to 
words? Or some of both? Juliet, 
torn by love as she was, argued 
that nothing essential resided 
in the word Montague. Yet she 
and her lover died because the 
words Montague and Capulet 
and what the words represented 
were irreconcilable. This suggests 
there may be more in words than 
Juliet felt.

Which brings me, fi nally, to 
writing about the names of our 
association, the Presbyterian 
Association on Science, Technol-
ogy and the Christian Faith, our 
journal/newsletter, SciTech†, and 
our website, <www.pastcf.org>. 
These names could have been 
otherwise, ala Juliet, but not 
just anything would do. So here’s 
what’s in our name(s).

Some time ago I asked Jim Miller, former president 
and one of the founders of PASTCF, to refl ect on the 
association’s name. Here’s what Jim wrote: “I believe that 
there were two particular considerations that effected [the 
name’s] determination. One was to include ‘technology’ in the 

“Name” continues on page 10 >>>

Whatʼs In a Name?
What the Bard Teaches Us about PASTCF and SciTech†

By D. William McIvor
SciTech† Editor/Publisher

A perennial staple of high school English classes, Romeo and 
Juliet was one of Shakespeare’s early tragedies (probably 
written in 1594 or 1595) and is often disparaged when 

compared to the great quartet of Hamlet, King Lear, Macbeth, 
and Othello. Yet the tragic drama of “star-crossed” young lovers 
skillfully develops several principal themes, not the least of 
which is the antithesis between love and hate.

The play’s opening sonnet describes the extreme hatred 
between the Capulet and Montague families.

Two households, both alike in dignity,
In fair Verona, where we lay our scene,
From ancient grudge break to new mutiny,
Where civil blood makes civil hands unclean.
From forth the loins of these two foes
A pair of star-cross’d lovers take their life;
Whose misadventur’d piteous overthrows,
Doth with their death bury their parents’ strife.

[Prologue, II.1-8]

In the second act, Juliet talks about her love for Romeo 
and also about the problems their love provokes. She asks why 
Romeo has to be Montague and refl ects on the irrelevance 
of names.

JULIET: O Romeo, Romeo! wherefore art thou Romeo?
Deny thy father and refuse thy name;
Or, if thou wilt not, be but sworn my love,
And I’ll no longer be a Capulet.

ROMEO: [Aside] Shall I hear more, or shall I speak at 
this?

JULIET: ‘Tis but thy name that is my enemy;
Thou art thyself, though not a Montague.
What’s Montague? it is nor hand, nor foot,
Nor arm, nor face, nor any other part
Belonging to a man. O, be some other name!
What’s in a name? that which we call a rose


