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By James B. Miller
PASTCF Development Officer

Human institutions are some of the hardest 
things in nature to move. Social institutions 
have been a part of human existence at least 

as long as long as Homo sapiens have had the 
capacity for symbolic expression. Religious insti-
tutions are some of the oldest and most inertial 
institutions. All institutions resist change but it 
may be that religious institutions are the most 
resistant. When in the course of their history they 
do change (and change they must), they often 
claim that they don’t. And when they do undergo 
obvious public change, it is often described both 
within and without as revolutionary or radical.

The science and reli-
gion movement generally, 
and specifically the Pres-
byerian Assocation on Sci-
ence, Technology and the 
Christian Faith, are aimed 
at bringing about religious 
transformation. PASTCF 
was established in part as 
a social instrument or tool 
for institutional change in 
the Presbyterian Church 
(USA). However, up until 
now it has been a tool that 
could only work at the 
margins, nudging here 
and tweaking there.

The Jeremiah Cam-
paign was initiated to 
make the Association into 
a lever that has the capacity 
to move the PCUSA reli-
giously and institutionally 
into the 21st century — into 
a 13.7 billion year old uni-
verse that is still being cre-
ated and whose particular 

ultimate outcome is undetermined. 
In the 3rd century bce Archimedes wrote, 

“Give me a place to stand and a lever long enough 
and I will move the world.” We do not need a 
lever quite that long. But without such a tool it is 
unlikely that PASTCF can be anything more than 
(to mix metaphors) a bit of spice here and there 
in a church dinner that is otherwise nutritionally 
deficient as food for the spirit.

Initial response by PASTCF members to 
the Jeremiah Campaign has been good, but, 
as Robert Frost wrote, “We have miles to go 
before we sleep.”

As of November 18, 2003, twenty-five 
PASTCF members have pledged $11,535 toward 
the three-year goal of $105,000. In addition, the 

PASTCF Executive Board and former Board 
members have pledged $13,950. Combined this 
is approximately 23% of the funds needed from 
the PASTCF membership. [See page 11.]

If you hope that the Presbyterian Church 
(USA) can be more authentically responsive to 
God’s creative call as it comes to us in the midst 
of an astronomically expanding and evolving 
universe, in the midst of an ecologically inter-
dependent biosphere here on Earth, and in the 
face of new human powers to intervene in the 
inheritance of life and the cognitive constitution 
of the person, then take the opportunity afforded 
by the pledge information below to join with 
fellow PASTCF members in lengthening the 
lever that can be used to move our Church to 
deeper levels of faithfulness.

Where is a lever when you need one?
Sometimes you have to build it yourself.

Build the PASTCF Lever!
Make a pledge today by copying this form or just 
sending the requested information.

I pledge the following amount annually for 
three years in support of PASTCF’s Jeremiah 
Campaign.

 ______ $100 _____  $1,000

 ______ $300 _____  $1,500

 ______ $500 _____  $3,000

 ___________ Other (please specify)

name: _______________________________

street: _______________________________

city/state/zip: _________________________

phone: _______________________________

email: _______________________________

Send to James B. Miller, 19554 Crystal Rock Dr #14, 
Germantown, MD 20874, jmiller@aaas.org

Where Is a Lever When You Need One?
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PRESIDENTʼS CORNER BY   DEREK PURSEY

In my last column, I said that I would devote my next few 
“President’s Corners” to my own thoughts about science 
and faith. So here goes.

I shall be writing about metaphysics. No, not about 
secrets of the pyramids, or lost wisdom of the ancients, or 
whatever else you might find in the “Metaphysics” section of 
your local bookstore. Rather, I shall write about metaphysics 
as philosophers define it.

According to the Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, 
metaphysics is “… the philosophical investigation of the 
nature, constitution, and structure of reality. It is broader in 
scope than science … since one of its traditional concerns is 
the existence of non-physical entities, e.g., God. It is also more 
fundamental, since it investigates questions science does not 
address, but the answers to which it presupposes. Are there, 
for instance, physical objects at all, and does every event have 
a cause? …”

Last century, metaphysics became the poor relation of 
philosophy. So why should we bother with it? Well, we can’t 
help ourselves! M. Jourdain in Molière’s comedy Le Bourgeois 
Gentilhomme was amazed to discover that he had been speak-
ing prose all of his life without knowing it. Likewise, we have 
been doing metaphysics all of our lives without realizing it. 
In particular, how we do science and how we practice our 
Christian faith both presuppose metaphysical beliefs (usually 
unexamined) about “the nature, constitution, and structure 
of reality.” 

In this column I shall discuss some of the metaphysi-
cal assumptions underlying science, and in a later column 
I shall attempt to do likewise for our Presbyterian brand of 
the Christian faith. I believe that apparent conflicts between 
unexamined metaphysical assumptions of science and faith 
cause much of the antagonism that some Christians have 
towards science and that some scientists have towards religion. 
In the final column of the series, I shall try to present my own 
thoughts, fully respecting not only the enormous achieve-
ments of science but also the human encounters with God 
over many millennia, recorded in scripture, in the writings of 
Christians throughout the centuries, and experienced today 
by many Christians. 

A few of the metaphysical assumptions that underpin 
almost all scientific work are:

• Reality exists independently of any human consciousness.1 
[see endnotes on page 11]

• “Laws of nature”2 govern everything that exists and 
everything that happens.

• These “laws of nature” can be discovered and understood 
by applying rational analysis to the results of systematic 
observations of the natural world and/or to the results of 
controlled experiments.

• It is legitimate to generalize from special cases to obtain 
universal “laws of nature,” provided that there are suffi-
ciently many examples or samples of each kind of special 
case.

• “Laws of nature” are universal in that they hold everywhere 

and at all times in the whole universe. 
• Given several rival ways of understanding the same 

phenomena, the true “law of nature” will account for the 
largest number of phenomena with the smallest number 
of prior assumptions. (This is the philosophical principle 
known as “Ockham’s Razor.”)

• Given several equally economical ways of understanding 
the same phenomena, the true “law of nature” is that which 
provides most aesthetic satisfaction.

• A “law of nature” can be used to give reliable predictions 
of phenomena not yet observed.

• “Laws of nature” explain events in terms of prior causes. 
The past determines the future, not vice versa. Purpose, 
human or divine, directed as it is towards a future goal, is 
not an acceptable part of a “law of nature.”

I cannot imagine “doing science” without adopting these, along 
with other assumptions more specific to particular sciences. 

When regarded solely as part of “scientific method” and 
confined to the doing of science, this is sometimes called 
“methodological naturalism.” But what about when one is 
not “doing science”? It is very easy to slip into building one’s 
whole understanding of reality on the above presuppositions 
of science. This is then “philosophical naturalism,” sometimes 
also called “scientism.”

Philosophical naturalism goes far beyond what may be 
justified by the very real successes of science. I believe the 
following to be fair comment: 

• No amount of research can establish that “laws of nature” 
govern everything that exists and everything that hap-
pens. 

• It is quite conceivable that some “laws of nature” are intrinsi-
cally beyond the capabilities of human comprehension.3

• Philosophers find it impossible to justify the “inductive 
method” — generalizing from special cases to obtain 
universal “laws” — as a universal principle. 

• No amount of research can establish that the “laws of 
nature” are the same everywhere and at all times.

• A full understanding of reality may require emotion as 
well as rationality. Surely artists would say so! 

•  “Ockham’s Razor” certainly makes for easier understand-
ing, but is that an adequate reason for believing it is “built 
into” (supposedly) objective reality?

• “Beauty is in the eye of the beholder.” How can one rec-
oncile the demand for beauty in the “laws of nature” with 
the assumption that reality is objective, independent of 
anybody’s mental processes?

• Scientific research cannot prove that future-oriented “pur-
pose” has no causal effect on events. Indeed, everyday 
experience seems to suggest that “purpose” is real and has 
consequences. 
Methodological naturalism has been extraordinarily fruit-

ful as an underpinning for science, and these criticisms are in 
no way intended to undermine that. However, the success of 
methodological naturalism as a metaphysical foundation for 
science does not justify scientism.=
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RETHINKING SUNDAY SCHOOL    

By the Reverend Barbara A. Pursey, Ph.D.
PASTCF Secretary/Treasurer

During my years on the faculty of Univer-
sity of Dubuque Theological Seminary, I 
taught a basic course on Christian Educa-

tion. Because of my involvement with PASTCF 
and the General Assembly work group that gave 
rise to it, I was very disappointed to discover 
that church school materials basically ignored 
science matters, even when dealing with cre-
ation stories.

I examined all of them, not just Presbyterian 
curricula, and found that the contemporary sci-
entific worldview was omitted. Technology was 
just touched on in terms of medical issues and 
environmental concerns. The only exception I 
found was one of the United Church of Christ’s 
curricula, The Word Among Us, which suggested 
for older elementary ages bringing in a scientist 
or science teacher to talk about the scientific 
view of the cosmos that Christians understand as 
God’s creation. The overall message from church 
school curricula is that science/technology are 
not a matter of interest to the church. Is that 
a message we want our churches to proclaim? 
If not, how can we do a better job of relating 
science and faith?

Basic Principles
Underlying a more fruitful approach to 

relating science and faith are some basic prin-
ciples of biblical interpretation and scientific 
investigation that need to be understood when 
we involve our children and youth in exploring 
their interrelationship.

1. Science tells us what the universe con-
sists of and how it got to be that way. Science 
restricts its investigations to the physical universe 
of matter, energy, space, and time, discovering 
both the constituents and the laws by which they 
operate. Matters of spiritual meaning are outside 
the realm of science.

2. The Bible tells us what is the ultimate 
meaning of the universe and its relation to the 
Creator. The Bible is not a textbook of science 
and history. It tells us about God, how to know 
God, and how God relates to creation in com-
monsense terms. It does not intend to tell us how 
all things came to be, but only what their value 
is to the Creator.

Focus on Genesis 1-2
The creation stories of Genesis 1-2 are 

important texts in church school where the 

voices of science and faith both need to be 
heard. The creation story in Genesis 1-2 is a 
story of faith: God defeats chaos and forms an 
orderly cosmos which operates according to laws 
which science discovers. Genesis 1 in particular 
is organized as a prayerful reflection on God’s 
creative power at work in the cosmos. It says 
Who created, rather than describing How it was 
created. See also Psalm 104 for a personal reflec-
tion on Genesis 1.

The scientific creation story (from the Big 
Bang to the present day) describes a lawful physi-
cal development that intends to explain what we 
find in the universe as we explore it. The science 
story continues to make new discoveries in the 
physical universe. The biblical story is at a differ-
ent level of meaning, dealing with questions such 
as why is there something rather than nothing 
and what is the ultimate meaning of the universe. 
These two stories are about the same cosmos, like 
two sides of a coin, and both of them shed light 
on the mysterious universe in which we live. They 
should not be forced into an artificial agreement, 
or forced apart as enemies. The former case is 
like a Procrustean bed in which bits are added 
or cut off to fit a preconceived scheme. In the 
latter case either science or the Bible are viewed 
as providing the only truth worth knowing, and 
the other side dismissed. We need both perspec-
tives in the church. The theological principle here 
is “All truth is God’s truth,” whether found by 
painstaking scientific work or by faith in God’s 
self-revelation in scripture. Rightly interpreted, 
there will be no necessary conflict. The discover-
ies of science can give us even more reasons to 
praise God.

So what can church school teachers and 
leaders do to help students understand how sci-
ence and scripture can relate to each other? Our 
classrooms should not try to duplicate a science 
classroom or, on the other hand, be a forum for 
naive biblical literalism. But we can open doors 
for future learning and validate what students 
are learning in their science classrooms. Ques-
tions about creation and evolution will come up 
during the older elementary years, if not before. 
We may not have the answers, but we can invite 
a scientist in the congregation or a pastor to visit 
the class and address the students’ questions in a 
helpful way. Here are some suggestions for how 
to deal with the creation story with children 
and youth. These observations are based on 
the findings of biblical scholarship found in all 
mainline church curricula as teacher’s notes or 
background material.

General Suggestions
1. Don’t make roadblocks for future learning. 

Don’t overstate what scripture actually says. This 
is particularly a problem with teachers trying 
to make the story relevant to younger learners. 
One younger children’s book had as a constant 
refrain: God created (sun, stars, plants, animals 
…) from nothing! “Creation from nothing” is 
not in the text.

2. Bara (the special creation which only God 
can do) is used only three times in Genesis 1 
(verse 1 — heavens and earth; verse 21 — sea 
monsters; verse 27 — humankind) and not at all 
in Genesis 2. Most of creation is formed from 
preexisting material, and the Hebrew verbs for 
“form” and “shape” are used, often translated 
“make” in English.

3. Remember the text’s context. The standard 
phrase is “Let (something) happen,” words of 
permission not of magical power. But God always 
remains in overall charge of the process.

4. Especially with plants, animals, birds, 
and fish, the earth itself is empowered to “bring 
forth.” Surely this is the language of process, or 
(in our terms) evolution.

5. Human beings are both created and 
formed, with the forming coming first, and the 
special creation coming second. There is room 
here for both biological evolution (forming) and 
a divine gift of spirit (bara specialness) to endow 
people with the image of God.

6. It’s all good — good and very good. Genesis 
1 is a worship text. Make it a worship litany in 
ways appropriate for various age groups.

Specific suggestions
1. Younger children (grades K-3). Young 

children have a built-in sense of wonder at 
everything from stones to ants to dandelions. 
Make murals of creation which shift from non-
living to living. Emphasize that everything is 
connected on earth (Psalm 104). Science shows 
us how God cares about all creatures and wants 
us to care too. Creation happens because God 
speaks. Some words about Hebrew ideas of the 
universe and their kind of science can be helpful. 
The wonder of natural diversity (plants, bugs, 
puppies, etc.) can be explored.

The bottom line is, God created the universe, 
and it is good to celebrate that.

2. Older children (grades 4-6). This is a key 
time for introducing science perspectives, accord-
ing to many educators. Science is being taught in 
school. Questions may arise about the difference

“Church School” continues on page 4 >>>
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>>> “Church School” continued from page 3
between the science story and the Bible creation 
story. The “two books” idea can help here. There 
are two books, the book of nature and the book 
of scripture, and God is the Author of both. We 
can praise and worship God using either book. 
We acknowledge both science and faith answers 
about how it all came to be. Science knows vastly 
more about the universe than the Hebrews did, 
but the Hebrews saw God at work in it all. So 
can we. The universe is even more awesome than 
they knew, but we also affirm God’s majesty and 
power in it all. God asks us to help take care of 
the world God brought into being over such 
a long time. Litanies of thanksgiving can help 
students remember God’s actions in nature and 
the long story of creation.

3. Confirmation age (grades 7-9). Science 
and the Bible are not at odds. They have dif-
ferent purposes. Two books again! The Bible is 
a compendium of many pieces written over a 
vast amount of time by many different people, 
telling us about how God relates to people and 
the world/universe.

This is a good time to explore the question 
about what kind of writing is Genesis 1-2. Explore 
the difference between the stories. The creation 
stories are written in terms of the universe as 
the writers understood it to be. The chief mes-
sage is that there is only one God behind all of 
creation.

Look in detail at the Creation story. What 
does the story mean to say? God decides to order 
forms out of chaos, from simple to complex. 
Humans relate to God in a special way, while 
being connected with the rest of creation. The 
How? is left unanswered. Science is our way of 
looking for answers about nature. The Bible is 
our way of finding out who God is and how God 
relates to us in Christ. Different questions lead 
to different answers. That’s why there are two 
books (nature and scripture). The Bible provides a 
theology of creation, not a science of creation.

The more we know about the wonders of 
the universe discovered by science, the more 
awesome the Creator is, and more reasons we 
have to worship God.

4. High school age (grades 9-12). Students 
can be introduced to adult-level thinking about 
creation theology and its relation to redemption 
theology. Jesus Christ is not only the Redeemer 
who redeems us from our sins, but is the Cosmic 
Christ who was agent of creation ( John 1, Colos-
sians 1.15-20). A seminar-type approach might 
work best. Let students in turn provide topics out 
of their experience. Also this is a time for more 
searching ethical discussions beyond “God wants 
us to pick up trash.” Medical and biotech areas 
cry out for deeper thinking about a Christian 

response. If this is God’s world, and God cares 
for it and us, and we have been called to partner 
with God in caring for the earth as well, what 
does that imply?

Many scientists are people of faith who find 
no conflict between their science and their faith. 
We can listen and learn from them. A good place 
to start is to affirm that all things ultimately come 
from God the Creator. We worship God the 
Creator and use science to explore the details.

Some books which may help
There are very few resources that deal with 

science and technology matters in the church 
school classroom. Here are some I have found 
helpful.

A good resource for both youth and adults 
is the video The Question Is … which deals with 
the Big Bang, evolution, who we are as human 
beings, etc. It comes with a study guide from 
Templeton Foundation Press.

Computers, Kids, and Christian Education 
(revised edition) by Neil MacQueen (Augsburg-
Fortress, 2000). This is a well tested and thorough 
manual on how to use computers in the church 
school classroom. There are extended notes on 
what computer systems will work best, where 
to put them, and which resources will be most 
helpful at what ages.

Science, Kids, and Christian Education by 
Debbie Trafton O’Neal (Augsburg-Fortress, 
2002) describes simple scientific experiments 
for the church school classroom in the areas of 
basic science (from physics to botany). As a first 
edition, it contains some errors of scientific fact, 
but a teacher who checks out the science theory 
with knowledgeable persons in their congrega-
tion or community can avoid the worst howlers, 
and make use of many of the ideas. The actual 
experiments are graded in an age-appropriate way. 
Think science fair for the church school.

www.Here-I-Am by Russell Stannard 
(Templeton Foundation Press, 2002) is a story 
written for computer-savvy teens (is there any 
other kind?). An typical teen fooling around 
on the computer is confronted by a peculiar 
website which is somewhat intrusive. Could 
this be due to a virus, a hacker, or … could it be 
God? Delightfully written, with lots of lessons 
for faith and life sneaking through the medium 
of computer lingo.

A book for older elementary children that 
tells the biblical story of God in a humorous way 
is The Curious History of God by Russell Stannard 
(Templeton Foundation Press), produced for the 
religious education classes that are required in 
British schools. Full of illustrations, as well as pos-
sibilities for classroom discussion. It also builds in 
scientific perspectives where appropriate.=

Evolution and 
the Bible
In light of recent developments regarding the teach-
ing of the Theory of Evolution in public schools, the 
Office of Theology and Worship has made available 
the approved theological statement on evolution and 
the Bible from the the 1969 General Assembly of 
Presbyterian Church U.S.

Conclusion from the Study
Neither Scripture, our Confession of Faith, 

nor our Catechisms, teach the Creation of man 
by the direct and immediate acts of God so as to 
exclude the possibility of evolution as a scientific 
theory. Scripture states that “out of the ground” 
the Lord God formed every beast, Genesis 2:19, 
and “of the dust of the ground” the Lord God 
formed man, Genesis 2:7. Genesis 1 teaches 
that according to the Word of God there came 
into being Light, Firmament (called Heaven), 
the Earth and the Seas. Then, God said: “Let 
the waters bring forth” and “Let the earth bring 
forth.” After the creation of Light, the Firma-
ment and the Earth, after the Earth and the 
Waters brought forth plant, aquatic and animal 
life, then God said: “Let us make man.” This 
man, Adam, meaning both a man and man, is 
by nature both individual and corporate. The 
name Adam is simply a generic term for man 
brought forth from the Earth. Genesis 1 describes 
Creation as taking place in six days; however, it is 
not necessary to understand the Genesis account 
as a scientific description of Creation. 

Our Confession of Faith says: “It pleased 
God the Father, Son and Holy Ghost, for the 
manifestation of the glory of his eternal power, 
wisdom and goodness, in the beginning, to create 
or make of nothing the world, and all things 
therein, whether visible or invisible, in the space 
of six days, and all very good.

After God had made all other creatures, he 
created man, male and female, with reasonable 
and immortal souls …” (Chapter IV).

The Larger Catechism answers the question 
“How did God create man?” as follows: “After 
God had made all other creatures, he created 
man, male and female; formed the body of man 
of the dust of the ground, and the woman of the 
rib of man; endued them with living, reasonable, 
and immortal souls; made them after his own 
image …”(Q. 17)

It may be that the Westminster Divines
“Evolution” continues on page 10 >>>
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By David W. Talmage, M.D.
2003 Martin Awardee

Whenever I have asked people why they are attracted 
by the opposite sex they usually say they think they 
were made that way. I have never met a person who 

remembers that he/she consciously chose to be attracted by 
the opposite sex.

Thus, heterosexuals have no difficulty in believing that 
their own sexual orientation is determined from birth. Every 
species that has been studied has this natural sexual attrac-
tion, which ensures its survival. It must have a deep-seated 
genetic basis.

But homosexuality is a puzzle to most heterosexuals. They 
feel that there must be something wrong about being attracted 
to persons of the same sex because this attraction doesn’t lead 
to reproduction. If everybody were homosexual, they say, the 
species would die out. For this reason many people think that 
homosexuality cannot be genetically determined. I believe that 
the inability to imagine that homosexuality, like heterosexuality, 
is determined at birth is due to a lack of understanding how 
the genes in our DNA are expressed.

In this article I will review the evidence that homosexual-
ity is not a choice. Like most scientific knowledge, this is not 
something that we can prove or need to prove beyond a shadow 
of doubt. But in order to explain the evidence to be presented 
it is necessary to first review what is known about how sexual 
differentiation occurs and why most people are attracted by 
the opposite sex. Until we know how sexual attraction occurs 
in the majority of people we cannot possibly figure out why it 
sometimes behaves in a way that is not reproductive. Survival 
of the species does not require 100% heterosexuality. In fact, 
diversity is generally a positive value to a species.

Every cell in your body contains two copies of all the DNA but 
only a small portion of that DNA is active in any one cell. More 
than a billion human cells would fit into a teaspoon. Yet every 
cell in the human body contains all the DNA that the fertilized 
ovum started out with. In every cell there are 46 chromosomes, 
which contain all of the DNA that is needed to form all the 
different body parts and organs. Although every cell contains 
all this information, in any one cell only a small fraction of 
the DNA is used. The rest of the DNA is inactive and thus 
unavailable for use. For example, all the insulin that the body 
makes is made in one kind of cell in small cellular islands in 
the pancreas. Although every cell in the body contains the gene 
for making insulin, these highly specialized cells make all the 
body’s insulin. When all these island cells in the pancreas are 
destroyed, diabetes develops.

Both males and females have the genes with which they could 
have developed into the other sex. The same situation applies to 
the cells that determine sex as it does for the cells that make 
insulin. Although every cell contains the genes to make both 
the male and female body parts, usually only one of the two sets 
is turned on and most individuals are distinctly either male or 

female. Occasionally there is some confusion and an individual 
is born with both male and female body parts. We call these 
individuals hermaphrodites. The reason hermaphrodites are so 
rare is that the Y chromosome, which is found only in males, 
suppresses the genes that lead to the formation of the ovaries 
and activates the genes that lead to the formation of testes. 
The Y chromosome accomplishes this feat with only a single 
gene, which determines the production of a hormone called 
Testis Determining Factor (TDF). In mice the transfer of 
this one gene has been shown to convert a female into a male 
embryo even if the Y chromosome is missing.1

The development of the visible sexual organs is the second 
step in sexual determination and is completed early in preg-
nancy. The production of testosterone by the testes at this early 
time suppresses the formation of the vagina and uterus and 
stimulates the development of the penis. However, the brain 
connections for these body parts are not formed until late in 
the pregnancy, during the time of greatest brain growth in the 
ninth month or during the first few months after birth. During 
this period of brain growth the production of testosterone by 
the testes is turned on again for a short time and then ceases 
until the onset of puberty.2

It is not known exactly what effect the presence of tes-
tosterone has on the development of the brain. But some 
differences between the brains of males and females have 
been described. It is certainly possible that the brain con-
nections to the external sex organs and the signals that lead 
to sexual attraction are established during this time. What 
is known is that the development of the external sex organs 
and the development of the brain occur at distinctly different 
times during pregnancy and that testosterone is produced in 
embryos containing testes at both these times. This makes it 
easy to imagine that sometimes a person could be born with 
the external sexual organs of a male but with a brain that has 
some of the properties common to females.

Identical twins are more alike than fraternal twins, but they 
are not identical. Identical twins have exactly the same genes 
because they are formed from the same fertilized ovum by an 
accidental breaking of the small embryo into two embryos. 
Each half then grows into a complete individual. As a result 
of the identical genes, identical twins can exchange skin and 
organ grafts without any rejection reaction. But identical twins 
do differ a little, because the long and complex development 
process tolerates a certain amount of random variation. As 
a result identical twins may differ in such characteristics as 
handedness and fingerprints. They also do not always develop 
the same genetically determined diseases, such as schizophrenia 
and diabetes. Thus, it is not surprising that they may also differ 
in sexual orientation.

Evidence that sexual orientation is not a choice
General Considerations. Sexual orientation is clearly not a 

choice in animals, including those that are homosexual. Homo-
“Sexual Orientation” continues on page 10 >>>
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SCIENCE AND ALTRUISM   

By John A. Mills
First Congregational Church, Closter, NJ

This paper explores from whence the ultimate altruistic act 
of “love thy enemy” comes, where the “enemy” is defined 
nihilistically to be an irredeemable one who is intent on our 

destruction. It is a response to two sessions that I facilitated in 
November 2002. One session was at the First Congregational 
Church (UCC) of Closter and the other was at the First Con-
gregational Church (UCC) of Westfield. Both sessions were 
scheduled dialogues of the Wisdom’s Light ministry <http:
//wislith.home.att.net> of the New Jersey Association of the 
United Church of Christ. These are lay dialogues on various 
topics of religion and science. This particular topic was the 
scientific basis of altruism.

I opened the sessions with discussions of what altru-
ism is, broadly stated as the care for the other as the other. 
Overviews were given of Franz de Waal’s work, Stephen G. 
Post’s ideas of altruistic love, and Evan Thompson’s ideas of 
empathy as reported in Science & Spirit. The groups, ranging 
from six to eighteen lay participants engaged in a widerange 
of related topics, including whether we invent God, whether 
guilt is a part of the process, and how we are interconnected 
with creation.

I proposed a conclusion in the discussion that contends that 
the bottom-up processes of naturalistic evolution provide us 
with the encouragement or wherewithal to engage in altruistic 
acts, what I call naturalistic altruism. But left to themselves 
these mechanisms can carry us only so far, namely to concern 
at the very most for the redeemable enemy. They will not carry 
us to love for the irredeemable enemy.

The evolutionary process that undergirds the naturalistic 
process is opportunistic and immediate. It does not operate, 
so far as we know, on potentialities or teleos. Any surviving 
mutation must have an immediate use. The biological and 
socio-psychological discussions uncover these immediate uses: 
survival of the species, collective defense, collective resource 
gathering, and so forth. But I contend that this opportunistic 
and immediate process will not have a motivation to care for an 
enemy unless in the process there is the possibility of redeem-
ing the enemy. Forgiveness, then, becomes the response to the 
enemy’s repentance. Otherwise, the risks to one’s survival or 
one’s species’ survival of extending altruism to an irredeem-
able enemy outweigh the benefits. This last, extravagant step 
must be given through the top-down process of revelation or 
enlightenment. It is dependent on the development of natu-
ralistic altruism, but requires a final leap of faith transcending 
naturalistic altruism to widen our circle of care to even the one 
who would destroy us. This I call revealed altruism. God lays 
the ground work with evolution, but it takes God’s revelation 
to leap to that last wonderful step that breaks all barriers.

The paper argues that natural processes give rise to altruism 
because there is a naturalistic reward sought, be it personal 
survival, familial survival, tribal survival, or species survival. 

This criteria of a naturalistic reward sets a finite limit to the 
radius of the circle of inclusion — this far and no further. Thus, 
since love of the enemy may in fact have a higher probability of 
putting any level of survival at risk than not, the risks outweigh 
the rewards and we would not expect to find altruism toward 
the irredeemable enemy in any society that is not developed 
transcendently. Indeed, I suggest that if naturalistic altruism 
is the limit of our concern, then the flood gates of redemp-
tive violence are opened. That leaves revelation as the source 
of this edict. It is through altruism transcendently revealed 
(a top-down process) that shuts these gates and widens our 
circle of inclusion to his ultimate radius.

What Is Altruism?
Altruism, simply stated, is regard and empathy for the other 

as the other irrespective of our own agendas. It is the source of 
love of the Stranger and enshrined in our Abrahamic belief that 
God is love and in our Christian1 notion of the self-emptying 
(Kenosis) of God. “By ‘altruistic love,’ I mean a warm and 
abiding personal affirmation of the Other that is grounded 
both in emotion and in the insight that this particular Other 
has value, not only in their potentiality (i.e., ‘all people have 
good somewhere inside them’), but in their present, non-ideal 
and non-sentimentalized actuality.” [Post] Altruism takes us 
beyond the passive edict to do no harm to the active edict to 
allow no harm. Altruism requires of us to actively care and 
nurture the other. “… the faithful must struggle to balance 
love (agapé) for the near and dear with love for the neediest, 
and the outcome must lean toward the neediest and away from 
the self or the family, near and dear.” [Post]

The marks of altruism are:
• Love of oneself;
• Love and empathy of neighbor;
• Love and empathy of stranger;
• Recognizing the other within ourselves;
• Love that furthers the existence, growth, and presence 

of the other;
• Love that responds to need and suffering;
• Love that is loyal and patient;
• Love that honors the other’s freedom, integrity, and 

individuality.
But altruism is not selflessness. Selflessness is invalid inas-

much that it is not caring for one’s self. A person cannot exhibit 
altruism, if that person does not care for her or him self.

What Science Tells Us
It feels good to be altruistic. The January 2002 UC Berkeley 

Wellness Letter cites studies that volunteering for community 
service may prolong life and boost vitality and selfesteem, 
particularly among retirees. One study at the University of 
Michigan reported that retirees, by volunteering just 40 hours 
a year, increased their lifespan. A Cornell University study 
discovered that retirees who volunteered were happier and felt 
they had better control over their lives. A Canadian study found 
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that older Canadians who volunteered “enjoy an 
improved quality of life, stronger social networks, 
and increased physical activity.” From these stud-
ies, we can conclude that altruism is beneficial 
for our lives and survival. It is evolutionarily a 
positive survival force for mutations contributing 
to our desire to care for the other.

Franz de Waal claims that our moral sense, 
our altruism is an evolved trait and does not 
require a supernatural intervention. He asks, is 
the “selfish gene” the only path to Darwinian 
evolutionary survival (survival of the fittest)? 
And he answers, no, natural selection provides 
a variety of paths or strategies to survival. He 
describes the profound paradox that genetic self-
advancement at the expense of others — which 
is the basic thrust of evolution — has given rise 
to remarkable capacities for caring and sympathy. 
Richard Dawkins’ metaphor of the “selfish gene” 
is misleading; the metaphor of the “self-promot-
ing gene” is better. Survival also is promoted by 
cooperation, kindness, and supportive behavior, 
not just by aggression and selfishness. De Waal 
demonstrates in the behavior of other animals, in 
particular the primates, that nature is not just “red 
in tooth and claw,” but that there are tendencies 
and capabilities in primates that can be found at 
the center of human moral systems.

These traits include sympathetic behavior 
toward the disadvantaged; sharing of resources; 
social rules governing the exchange of services 
(e.g., grooming, food-sharing); methods and 
types of punishment (e.g., ostracism, 
withdrawal of sharing privileges); treat-
ment of violators; and rewards (e.g., extra 
sharing, protection) for “good citizens” and 
for the peace of the community (conflict 
resolution). For example, female chimps 
will intervene between two males ready to 
fight. An extensive example is the social 
organization of the bonobos. They are 
a female-centered, egalitarian primate 
species that substitutes sex for aggres-
sion. They are as genetically close to us 
as chimps. They are socially dominated 
by a loose hierarchy of females, where 
cooperation and conflict resolution is 
more common than violence.

Thus, the assumption that nature is 
male-dominated, aggressive, and warlike is 
a distortion. Therefore, the assumption that 
warfare and aggression (e.g., the elimina-
tion of Neanderthals) were the essentials 
of human ascendance is incorrect. Other 
aspects of social behavior were also impor-
tant: language, the role of women, tool use, 
and conflict resolution. De Waal concludes 
that we and the animals are products of 
both evolution and the environment (learn-

ing and education) and that neither we nor the 
animals are predetermined. Our development 
is a freeflowing dynamically integrated process 
of genes and environment. But is this all that it 
takes, as de Waal suggests, to achieve that ultimate 
altruism of loving the unrepentant enemy? Is this 
naturalistic altruism sufficient?

Stephan Post points out that altruism is not 
just love of enemies, but rather an ever-including 
sphere, that includes the infirmed, the outcast, 
and forgiven enemies. He claims that it is our 
religious traditions that take us from the evo-
lutionary mandated parental love to inclusive 
love of the other as other. These ever-widening 
spheres of love include special relations of deeply 
knowing each other; hospitable relations with 
those we know from a distance; needy relations 
with those who are severely ill or famished; and 
criminal and enemy relations where their inner 
resurrection is possible. But this last sphere does 
not include the unrepentant enemy.

In his Metanexus posting2 of 1 May 2003, 
Post wrote: “Love for all humanity without 
exception is not innate. It was not a visible ideal 
among the Greeks, who could not see beyond 
the city state (polis), and even within the city 
state friendship (philia) was king. While there 
was in antiquity a weak notion of philanthropia 
or ‘love for humanity,’ this did not enjoy any 
fuller development until the late Stoics and it 
did not apply to humanity as a whole. Judaism 
too was insular in its beginnings, but of great 

historical significance it introduced the notion 
of hospitality to aliens (non-Jews) as well as of 
moral obligations to humanity as a whole. These 
ideals are also significant in Islam. Buddhism and 
Christianity would introduce the remarkable ideal 
of even loving enemies … We are not ‘hard wired’ 
to love all humanity, and this form of love has 
sometimes been reduced to a thin veneer covering 
a seething cauldron of human hatred and group 
conflict. With the power of weapons of mass 
destruction, we must now learn the lesson of love 
for all humanity or perhaps suffer enormously. 
Every age can be defined ethically and spiritually 
by how well it teaches and implements the ideal 
of love — and love implies justice — for every 
human being without exception.”

Naturalistic Altruism and Redemptive Violence
Naturalistic altruism can include us in a circle 

that embraces all of God’s good creation. With 
the ever-increasing understanding that we are 
part and parcel of an interconnected, interpen-
etrated web of life, our survival, our happiness, 
and our future lie in the care of all of God’s good 
creation. We can expect that even people who are 
not influenced by a faith tradition could come 
to this conclusion. Evolutionarily, naturalistic 
altruism provides a beneficial trait.

But what about the enemy who is intent on 
destroying us no matter what? What about an 
enemy intent on destroying a civilization even 
at the cost of irreparable damage to the good 

creation? Should such be included in the 
circle of altruistic love, or should such be 
destroyed in the name of altruistic love?

Stephen Post continues in the previ-
ously cited posting: “Whether resistance to 
evil is nonviolent or not, our actions can be 
motivated by a love that remains open to 
forgiveness and reconciliation.”

If naturalistic altruism carries us to 
love and concern for all of creation, can 
this lead us to care and preserve even the 
most irredeemable? No, the logic of natu-
ralistic altruism demands that we destroy 
the nihilistic enemy in order to assure the 
survival, happiness, and future of the good 
creation. Evolutionarily, it makes no sense 
to overtly risk the wide circle of care that we 
have cast. An irredeemable enemy cannot 
be expected to contribute to our survival. 
Thus, if altruism calls us to care for the 
other, then we are called to protect the other 
from destruction, and hence; eradicate those 
who are clearly evil. This path opens the 
flood gates of redemptive violence: the use 
of violence to destroy evil.

Walter Wink in Engaging the Powers,
“Altrusim” continues on page 8 >>>
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WHAT WOULD JESUS DO? 
>>> “Altruism” continued from page 7
describes the civic religion of redemptive violence. 
Violence is deeply embedded in the spirituality 
of the modern world to the point of being the 
core of our civic religion. It appears to be in the 
nature of things. It works, apparently; it is inevi-
table. It is the last — often the first — resort to 
any aggression, small or large. Its practitioners 
believe that the threat of violence alone can deter 
aggression.

This outlook has evolved over the generations 
into a civic religion of redemptive violence: the 
victory of order over chaos by means of violence. 
It is rooted in the mythology of ancient Sume-
ria and Babylon in the ascendancy of Marduk. 
Redemptive violence is a theology of war: the 
identification of the enemy with the powers 
the god has vanquished. The enemy is the 
incarnation of evil. This theology is a theology 
of the status quo: to protect the nation-state at 
all costs. The state is the highest good. Might 
makes right. Order, any order, is preferable to 
chaos. Peace can only be achieved through war. 
Security can only be assured through strength. 
Yet, chaos finally cannot be defeated, but must 

be vanquished over and over again. Violence is 
in our nature. War is natural.

We see this played out in the United States, 
which has bought into a kind of postmodern 
redemptive violence that is shrouded in the guise 
of altruism. We pride ourselves on being altruistic. 
We believe all people deserve freedom, justice, 
and the good life. Our leaders, leveraging this 
concern, have mustered the most technologically 
and strategically powerful military in human his-
tory ostensibly to protect the world from terrorism 
and other threats to the wellbeing of humanity. 
We resort to war regularly.

But when we do, we do it with care and 
compassion. Our technology allows for precision 
bombings to minimize, if not eliminate, human 
collateral damage. Our technology and strategy 
allow for lightening fast blitzkriegs, again to 
minimize economic and social disruption. 
Our soldiers are armed with netted weapons, 
to improve their survival on the battlefield and 
to minimize civilian damage. Our motivations 
are of the highest. To bring peace, justice, and 
democracy to the world, we are willing to sac-
rifice our soldiers and our prosperity. And the 
past two Gulf wars have shown that violence 
used to redeem a nation or a cause succeeds … 
apparently. We have “altruistically” sacrificed our 
resources for the sake of the other.

Yet, this “altruism” is simply a veneer. The 
destruction wrought by violence — even redemp-
tive violence — leaves behind suffering, resent-
ment, and alienation. No amount of subsequent 
help and concern can eradicate the inevitableness 
of violence’s ugliness.

God and the Brain
Interestingly, evolution appears to have 

developed a counterweight to the risk of 
redemptive violence. Newberg and colleagues, 
in their studies of the neurological basis of belief, 
have discovered that humans have evolved to be 
receptive to God.

“God is dead” — Nietzsche
“Nietzsche is dead” — God3

If God exists and creates the universe, does 
it not make sense that the Divine installed brain 
machinery so we could perceive the Divine? 
Indeed, it seems that we have so perceived in 
the acquisition of the cognitive imperative. We 
have evolved with this imperative: the irresist-
ible, biologically driven need to make sense of 
things through the cognitive analysis of reality. 
This allows the anticipation of danger even when 

danger is not present and drives the mind to 
identify and resolve any potential threat. This 
facility evolved to protect us from dangers and 
from the stress of the unknown. The evolution 
of the cognitive imperative “took” to assuage 
our fears.

Yet there is one threat that cannot be resolved: 
everything dies. The contemplation of death leads 
to further questions. Why were we born only 
eventually to die? What happens to us when 
we die? What is our place in the universe? Why 
is there suffering? What sustains and animates 
the universe? How was the universe made? 
How long will the universe last? How can we 
live in this bafflingly uncertain world and not be 
afraid? So like many evolved facilities, we have 
extended the use of the cognitive imperative to 
myth-making and ritual-participation. The goal 
of these activities is to lift participants out of their 
isolated selves and immerse them in something 
larger than themselves — the transcendence of 
the self and the blending of the self into some 
larger reality and thereby provide mechanisms 
to deal with the irresolvable questions.

The repetitive rhythmic stimulation (ritual) 
can result in spiritual satisfaction and “can drive 
the limbic and autonomic systems [to] eventu-
ally alter some very fundamental aspects of the 
way the brain thinks, feels, and interprets reality. 

These rhythms can dramatically affect the brain’s 
neurological ability to define the limits of the self 
… rise out of themselves and into a larger and 
more exhilarating state of being.” [Newberg]

The evolutionary roots of ritual are social 
identity and cohesion, the reduction of acts of 
aggressions among members, and the need to 
escape the limiting boundaries of the self. Ritual 
gives us a visceral taste of God and thereby assures 
us of God’s reality. Ritual provides a means to 
turn spiritual stories into spiritual experiences 
and to act out our myths. “The inborn physical 
compulsion [the cognitive imperative] to enact 
our thoughts may have an evolutionary purpose. 
By mentally rehearsing certain important actions 
… we might actually hone our abilities to perform 
those tasks in real life … If the brain contains 
such a compulsion to act out thoughts and ideas, 
it would be no surprise if the brain compelled us 
to act out the stories of myth.

“It’s unlikely that the neurological machin-
ery of transcendence evolved specifically for 
spiritual reasons. Still, we believe that evolution 
had adopted this machinery, and has favored 
the religious capabilities of the religious brain 
because religious beliefs and behaviors turn out 
to be good for us in profound and pragmatic 
ways.” [Newberg]

Newberg and colleagues believe that their 
neurological approach suggests that God was 
‘discovered’ in a mystical or spiritual encounter 
made known to us through the transcendent 
machinery of the mind. If this is true, then this 
is a case of God providing through evolution 
the facility to take the next step in altruism and 
receive revealed altruism.

What Would Jesus Do?
In the Garden of Gethsemane, Peter drew his 

sword to protect Jesus from arrest. What greater 
motivation to draw one’s sword than to defend 
God? Yet, Jesus ordered Peter to put away his 
sword, for “those who live by the sword, shall 
die by the sword” (Matthew 26.52). Naturalis-
tic altruism can take us only so far, before once 
again we resort to violence. In this command in 
Gethsemane, Jesus leaped past what reason and 
nature would see their way to doing. In the long 
tradition of the prophets, Jesus incarnated God’s 
revelation of altruism: love your enemies even if 
it kills you. The mechanisms of evolution set the 
stage, but could not make this leap. It is received 
revelation that finally cries out to us to end the 
violence unconditionally.

To finally expand the altruistic circle to its 
ultimate limit, we must accept revealed altruism 
given intrusively by God. This is the top-down 
component of altruistic development. Genetically

“Altruism” continues on page 9 >>>

This outlook has evolved over the generations into a civic religion of redemptive 

violence: the victory of order over chaos by means of violence. 
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>>> “Altruism” continued from page 10
we are programmed for altruism. Socially we are 
conditioned to be empathic. But these are not 
enough. Our distance of involvement shrinks 
as someone becomes closer to us emotionally 
and physically, but we are still prone to diffused 
involvement dismissing the care of others as 
someone else’s problem. We can still see our way 
to redemptive violence: to protect the innocent 
and the deserving we can resort to violence to 
defeat and destroy the nihilistic enemy. Based on 
genes and society alone, we will not reach the 
height of altruism.

It is divine grace that reinforces genes and 
society and takes us to the ultimate extent: 
Love thy enemies as thyself unconditionally 
(Matthew 5.44; Luke 6.27, 35; Romans 12.20). 
This ultimacy requires of us divine love without 
expectation of the other’s metanoia; we are to 
love them despite their unwillingness to repent. 
This shrinks distance of involvement to zero and 

widens the circle of care to infinity. It eliminates 
any diffused involvement and requires collective 
involvement and mutual enablement.

Evan Thompson suggests a structure around 
empathy and Buddhist techniques to nourish 
our altruistic sense that we can apply to the very 
counterintuitive notion of love the unrepentant 
enemy. This full performance of empathy requires 
us to imagine or mentally transpose ourselves into 
the place of the other; to see ourselves from the 
other’s perspective; and to recognize the other as 
a person who deserves concern and respect.

From a Buddhist standpoint this full per-
formance of empathy is implemented as the 
non-duality of self and other. In The Way of the 
Bodhisattva what we call ‘self ’ and ‘other’ has 
no independent existence or intrinsic identity. 
Enlightenment consists in uprooting egocentrism 
at its very source so we are no longer governed 
by attachment to self. To practice this Buddhism 
teaches us to meditate on the equality of self 
and other and on the exchange of self and other. 
“In empathy, I imagine myself as other and … I 
become other to myself by looking back on myself 
through the eyes of another … What these self-
displacing experiences indicate is that … ‘I-ness’ 
is essentially constituted by ‘otherness.’”

Sanctuary
What would Jesus do, then, with the irre-

deemable enemy? Jesus taught us that no one 
was without blame and that everyone was a 

child of God. Jesus would not forget that even 
the irredeemable are children of God and would 
remind us that we are all interconnected in a 
divine web of love. Jesus would forgive them, 
but consistently, clearly, confront them and 
us with the sins and alienation in which they 
lived and in which we participate. Jesus would 
recognize that by us returning violence for their 
violence, fear for their fear, we return their evil 
for their evil. Jesus would teach us that no matter 
how the irredeemable may response, we must 
respond in love.

What Should We Do?
So this final and wonderful extension of altru-

ism finally breaks the rule of redemptive violence 
and calls us to Jesus’ Third Way as Wink and 
Post have described. In a 21 April 2003 posting 
to Metanexus4 Post stated: “Love can take the 
form of correction. It always affirms the value 
of all others, but it will not affirm hatreds and 

harmful actions … the person of love is not the 
nice easy going person who doesn’t make waves; 
such a person, after motivational self-examina-
tion and conscientious discernment, may make 
necessary waves. Love is ready to skillfully con-
front behaviors that are self-destructive as well 
as destructive of others … But in confrontation, 
love must never give way to malice … ”

Wink describes what I term militant pacifism. 
We are not to mirror evil. We are never to return 
evil for evil. Rather we are to respond to evil with 
nonviolent resistance. We are not to passively wait 
for evil to come upon us. We are not simply to 
do no harm. We are called to actively seek out 
evil and confront it. We are to allow no harm 
to happen. And we are to do this by righteous 
means, not by evil means. Our means must be 
consistent with our ends: there is no way to peace, 
peace is the way.

No matter that the wise of the world will 
tell us that what we do is irrational, foolish, and 
dangerous; that it will result in our destruction and 
theirs, if what we do is what Jesus would do, then 
we are called to do it no matter the cost. Wink 
reflects on Jesus’ sayings in Matthew 5.38-42 
of turning the other cheek, of giving away your 
underwear, and walking the second mile. Each 
of these sayings was to present to the one caught 
up in evil, the one who follows the theology of 
redemptive violence with an unexpected, out-of-
left-field alternative that undermines violence. 
Every one of these acts that Jesus proposed was 

pragmatic and imminently practical in his time. 
None of them was wishful thinking nor acts for 
a better time.

In the same manner, we must seek out means 
to undermine violence that work today in our 
technocratic, democratic society. The ultimate 
altruism of loving the irredeemable enemy is 
not for the enemy. It is for all those who would 
destroy that enemy and, thereby, deepen the 
abyss of violence into which the world is falling. 
What would Iraq be like today if instead of we 
Americans having sent in an army of redemptive 
violence (and that is exactly what it is), we enabled 
an international host of NGOs to “invade” Iraq 
with the food and medicine so solely needed by 
the children with the Blue Helmets only there to 
protect the NGO workers? Would Saddam still 
be in Baghdad? Probably. Would the Iraqi people, 
their children being fed and healed, find hope 
and empowerment? Just maybe. Would Saddam’s 
power had been undermined and the Iraqi people 
finding their own way to salaam? Only Allah 
knows… But that is the way of divine altruism. 
And that is the way we are to respond. It is what 
God would have us do …

Yes, we are to love Osama, even if it kills 
us.

The Reveend John A. Mills is an ordained pastor 
in United Church of Christ. He currently serves as 
pastor of First Congregational Church (UCC) in 
Closter, NJ and is also a senior solutions architect at 
Telcordia Technologies. He has masters degrees from 
Drew University Theological School and Rutgers 
University. He has published various technical 
articles in the field of software engineering and is 
an expert in the application of software architectures 
to telecommunications operations and management. 
He is director of Wisdom’s Light, a ministry of his 
church through which he has facilitated a variety of 
classes on the subject of Religion and Science for lay 
audiences. He also is interested in mysticism which 
he expresses in both lyrical and epic poetry. [Ed: 
see page 11]

Notes. 1My religious references will generally by Christian and from 
time to time Abrahamic. I do not mean to contend that other religions do 
not have similar notions. Rather, this is an indication of my own limited 
knowledge. As an ordained minister in a Christian denomination, I am 
quite familiar with Christian beliefs. I cannot make a similar claim on 
other religions and, therefore; must leave it to other experts to agree or 
disagree (as I suppose other Christian believers will) with my contentions. 
21 May 2003 [Views] Unlimited Love and Ultimate Reality. 3Graffito. 

Newberg. 421 April 2003 [Views] Progress Through Love.

Bibliography. Andrew Newberg, M.D., Eugene D’Aquili, M.D., 
Ph.D., Vince Rause, Why God Won’t Go Away: Brain Science & The Biology 
of Belief, Ballantine Books, New York 2001. Stephen G. Post, “Regarding 
the Other: Altruistic Love as Religious Ideal and Scientific Project,” Sci-
ence & Spirit, Volume 11, Issue 1, March/April 2000. Evan Thompson, 
Empathy and Human Experience. “Doing Well by Doing Good,” UC 
Berkeley wellness letter.com, January 2002. Franz de Waal, “The Biology 
of Morality,” Science & Spirit, Volume 11, Issue 1; March/April 2000. 
Walter Wink, Engaging the Powers: Discernment and Resistance in a World 
of Domination, Fortress Press, 1992.

Our means must be consistent with our ends: there is no way to peace,

peace is the way. 
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    SEXUAL ORIENTATION 

      
 

       
      

      
       

        
         
      

      
 
        

      
      

         
      

         
       

        
        

        
       
      

          
        
           

  

 
      

       
      

       
        

 
       

           
       

       
         

       
   

         
         
         

          
        

          
          

   

   
       

       

         
         

         
       

       
        

         
        

        
   

       
        

        
          
        

        
        

        
         

         
           

         
        

         
         

          
         

        
       
        

         
        

     
       

          
 
       
       

         
        

          
        

       
      

        
        

          
          

         
        

        
       
        

       
 

 
       
       

       
        

        
       

       
   

        
          

          
         

         
       

       
  

       
       

        
      

      
         

         
   

       
        

       
       

         
     

          
           

     

 
      

        
       

       
       

       
         
        

        
         

       
    
        

      
         

     
         

      
      

>>> “Sexual Orientation”  continued from page 5
sexual humans, like heterosexuals, do not remem-
ber making a conscious choice to become homo-
sexual. Until recently most homosexuals tried to 
hide their sexual orientation because of societal 
pressure. Some made a great effort to change 
their desires, and when this was unsuccessful 
they considered suicide. Thus, it is difficult to 
imagine that in these cases homosexual orienta-
tion is a choice.

Twin Studies. Bailey, Pillard and others3, 4 
have compared the concordance of homosexual 
orientation in identical twins with that in fraternal 
twins. In both males and females these studies 
have generally shown that if one identical twin 
is homosexual, the other twin is homosexual 
50 percent of the time, whereas with fraternal 
twins the concordance rate is less than 20 percent. 
These results indicate that homosexual orienta-
tion has a genetic component, but the expression 
of this gene or these genes is not 100 percent. 
Considering the complexity of the development 
of sexual orientation described above, this is not 
surprising.

Other studies that indicate a genetic 
component. LeVay5, in a study of individuals 
that had died of AIDS, found that there was 
a difference between males and females in the 
size of one area in the hypothalamus, a small 
gland at the base of the brain. In this one small 
area the brains of gay men were more like that 
of females than of males.

Hamer6 noted that the relatives of the moth-
ers of gay men were more likely to be gay than 
the relatives of the father. This type of inheritance 
indicates that the responsible gene is on the X 

chromosome. Hamer was able to identify a small 
area on the X chromosome that was responsible 
for this pattern of inheritance.

More recent studies have found differences 
between males and females in the length of the 
ring finger and the relative size of the corpus 
callosum, which connects the two halves of the 
brain. These studies tend to show that gay men 
may have inherited features which are more like 
heterosexual women than heterosexual men.

The absence of any evidence of psychologi-
cal disturbance in homosexual individuals. For 
many years psychiatrists and psychologists have 
tried to provide a psychological explanation for 
homosexuality. There have been many theories, 
including one by Freud, which tried to explain 
homosexual orientation as a defect in psy-
chological development. Careful studies have 
disproved all of these theories and shown that 
the incidence of psychological disturbance is not 
higher in homosexuals than in heterosexuals.7, 8 
As a result the American Psychiatric Association 
and the American Psychological Association have 
now dropped homosexuality from their list of 
psychological abnormalities.

Interpretation
The above description of the complex process 

of sexual orientation represents what is generally 
known and accepted. What follows is my own 
interpretation of these “facts.”

It seems clear that every fertilized ovum 
contains two sets of genes, one of which, in 
the absence of TDF and testosterone, directs 
the development of the embryo into a female. 
The other set directs development in the male 

     direction, but requires the presence of TDF and 
testosterone. This process is well established with 
respect to the sex organs. I believe that the data 
also can be interpreted to indicate that there 
are genes that direct two different pathways of 
development of the brain. This not only explains 
the different sexual stimuli of males and females, 
but also explains how the gene which permits 
the development of homosexual orientation can 
survive in a species even though that orientation 
may not lead to reproduction. The genes that 
make males to be attracted to other males are the 
same genes which make females to be attracted 
to males. A loss of these genes would be fatal to 
the survival of the species.

It is impossible to prove that all homosexual 
orientation was established at birth. However, 
since the same genes are responsible for sexual 
attraction in both heterosexual and homosexual 
individuals, it seems highly unlikely that in the 
first case these genes have been irreversibly 
expressed at birth but in the second they are 
left to be a matter of choice.

NOTES: 1Koopman, P., Gubbay, J., Vivian, N., Goodfellow, P., and 
Lovell-Badge, R. (1991) Male development of chromosomally female 
mice transgenic for Sry. Nature 351: 117-121. (Sry is another name 

for the sex-determining gene, TDF.)  2LeVay, S., (1993) The Sexual 

Revolution. Cambridge: MIT Press, 26. 3Bailey, J M. and Pillard, R.C. 
(1991) A genetic study of male sexual orientation, General Psychiatry 

48: 1089-1096. 4Bailey, J M. and Pillard, R.C. (1993) A genetic study 

of female sexual orientation, Archives of General Psychiatry. 5LeVay, S., 
(1993) The Sexual Revolution. Cambridge: MIT Press, 120-122; LeVay, 
S. (1991) A difference in hypothalamic structure between heterosexual 

and homosexual men, Science 253: 1034-1037. 6Hamer, D. and Copeland, 

P. (1994), The Science of Desire, New York: Simon and Schuster. 7Hooker, 
E. (1969) Parental relations and male homosexuality in patient and non-

patient samples. J. Consult. Clin. Psychol. 33: 140-142. 8Hooker, E. (1993) 
Reflections of a 40 year exploration. A scientific view on homosexuality. 
Am. Psychol. 48: 450-453.

>>> “Evolution” continued from page 4
understood the “six days” as well as such phrases 
as “of the dust of the ground” and “the rib of man” 
in a literal sense; but, as they were merely using 
the words of Scripture with no intention to argue 
the theory of evolution (of which they had never 
heard), we are free to interpret their words in a 
different sense, just as we now do the words of 
Scripture. Nowhere is the process by which God 
made, created or formed man set out in scientific 
terms. A description of this process in its physical 
aspects is a matter of natural science. The Bible 
is not a book of science. As John Calvin said, 
commenting on Genesis: “To my mind, this is 
a certain principle, that nothing is here treated 
of but the visible form of the world. He who 
would learn astronomy and other recondite arts, 
let him go elsewhere.” (Genesis Commentary 
— on Chap. 1, verse 6). 

If the Confession of Faith, or the Catechisms, 
appear in some manner to support the position 
of the General Assemblies of 1886, 1888, 1889 

and 1924 this is not because of Scripture itself 
but rather because Scripture was interpreted 
with 17th Century perspectives and presup-
positions. 

Some form of evolutionary theory is 
accepted by the majority of modern scientists. 
The Darwin Centennial celebration, composed 
of fifty outstanding experts on the various phases 
of evolutionary theory, expressed the meaning of 
evolution as follows: “Evolution is definable in 
general terms as a one-way irreversible process in 
time, which during its course generates novelty, 
diversity, and higher levels of organization. It 
operates in all sectors of the phenomenal universe, 
but has been most fully described and analyzed 
in the biological sector.” (Evolution After Darwin, 
edited by Sol Tax, University of Chicago Press, 
containing the University of Chicago Centennial 
papers and discussion, 1959)

Our responsibility as Christians is to deal 
seriously with the theories and findings of all 
scientific endeavors, evolution included, and to 

enter into open dialogue with responsible persons 
involved in scientific tasks about the achievement, 
failures and limits of their activities and of ours. 
The truth or falsity of the theory of evolution 
is not the question at issue and certainly not a 
question which lies within the competence of the 
Permanent Theological Committee. The real and 
only issue is whether there exists clear incompat-
ibility between evolution and the Biblical doc-
trine of Creation. Unless it is clearly necessary 
to uphold a basic Biblical doctrine, the Church 
is not called upon and should carefully refrain 
from either affirming or denying the theory of 
evolution. We conclude that the true relation 
between the evolutionary theory and the Bible 
is that of non-contradiction and that the posi-
tion stated by the General Assemblies of 1886, 
1888, 1889 and 1924 was in error and no longer 
represents the mind of our Church. 

We re-affirm our belief in the uniqueness 
of man as a creature whom God has made in 
His own image.
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Endnotes from “MetaWHAT?” on page 2
1 Ebenezer Scrooge, in A Christmas Carol, 

accused Jacob Marley’s ghost of being a bad 
dream — no more than an undigested piece of 
potato. Scientists regard reality as independent of 
anybody’s mental (or digestive) processes.

2 By “laws of nature,” I mean whatever the 
scientific consensus understands to give a reliable 
explanation of what is observed to happen. This 
would include such “theories” as quantum theory, 
relativity theory, evolutionary theory, etc.   

3 A cartoon showed two physicists working 
at a blackboard, while watched by a small dog. 
One physicist says to the other, “Isn’t it cute when 
a dog tries to understand quantum theory?” We 
may be more intelligent than dogs, but are we 
intelligent enough for a complete understanding 
of everything that is?

PASTCF Member
Commitments to the

Jeremiah Fund
$3,000* or more

Barbara A. and Derek L. Pursey
James C. Hathaway

Franklin D. Schowengerdt

$1,500 to $2,999

Kenneth E. McCall

Jeremiah Campaign Status
As of November 18, 2003

$900 to $1,499

Katherine P. Henrikson
D. William McIvor

James B. Miller
Arthur M. Suggs

Margaret G. Towne
Steven W. Mann

$600 to $899

George H. Wilkening
Donald J. Hooper
Donald E. Myers

$300 to $599

Keith I. Brown
Kenneth D. Jameson
Francis E. LaMore

Archie LeBron
John A. Norris

Richard K. Avery 
R. Wesley McCoy
John K. Alexander
Donald J. Barnes
David Brookman

Duane Hix
Gordon C. Mills
Philip J. Weiler 

Up to $299

Justine I. Walhout
William A. Wood
Norma A. Zylstra

Donald C. Burnham
K. Paul Davis
James Bidlack

William R. Clough
Penne J. Duncan

UPDATE 

*These amounts indicate the total three-year support to the Jeremiah Campaign. The pledges total $24,135 of the $105,000 that needs to be raised 
from PASTCF members. A big “piece of the pie” is still remaining (missing!). Please commit to your share today!

A Poem by John A. Mills

The Brits and Yanks assaulted the mountains vast,
Slaughtering Terror in each and every blast —
Against the heavy solid doors he huddled,
Imperfect shelter from the biting wind.
He looked at me with vacant eyes and muddled
Façade, and passed a fleeting, cynic’s grin.
I opened Your abode to let him enter,
A holy hav’n for th’ world’s tormentor.
O God, What am I to do with Osama?
O Would I break Your sanctuary, O Amma!
Does he dream of bugs and mushrooms,
Heralding a desert order
Of scoured lands and crushéd blooms,
Purified, allowing no quarter?
Now You send him here into Your arms.

And I, You incarnate, must face Your Love,
Unlike him of below, to be above
And follow costly Love no matter th’ alarms.
Society is banging at Your doors —
It knows its foe, gestated in its heart,
Is safely inside; now purifying wars
It thinks will an order safe and free impart —
“But there’s no way to peace, for peace is the way.”
In the desert dry will bloom Your salaam
And it will ne’er to them occur to bomb.
So I ope the doors of Love to play and pray:
And here in holy fear we shall stand steadfast
— he and I — he the snake, I the iconoclast.
The Yanks and Brits assaulted the mountains far,
In each and every death joined Terror on par.
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By James B. Miller
PASTCF Development Officer

Human institutions are some of the hardest 
things in nature to move. Social institutions 
have been a part of human existence at least 

as long as long as Homo sapiens have had the 
capacity for symbolic expression. Religious insti-
tutions are some of the oldest and most inertial 
institutions. All institutions resist change but it 
may be that religious institutions are the most 
resistant. When in the course of their history they 
do change (and change they must), they often 
claim that they don’t. And when they do undergo 
obvious public change, it is often described both 
within and without as revolutionary or radical.

The science and reli-
gion movement generally, 
and specifically the Pres-
byerian Assocation on Sci-
ence, Technology and the 
Christian Faith, are aimed 
at bringing about religious 
transformation. PASTCF 
was established in part as 
a social instrument or tool 
for institutional change in 
the Presbyterian Church 
(USA). However, up until 
now it has been a tool that 
could only work at the 
margins, nudging here 
and tweaking there.

The Jeremiah Cam-
paign was initiated to 
make the Association into 
a lever that has the capacity 
to move the PCUSA reli-
giously and institutionally 
into the 21st century — into 
a 13.7 billion year old uni-
verse that is still being cre-
ated and whose particular 

ultimate outcome is undetermined. 
In the 3rd century bce Archimedes wrote, 

“Give me a place to stand and a lever long enough 
and I will move the world.” We do not need a 
lever quite that long. But without such a tool it is 
unlikely that PASTCF can be anything more than 
(to mix metaphors) a bit of spice here and there 
in a church dinner that is otherwise nutritionally 
deficient as food for the spirit.

Initial response by PASTCF members to 
the Jeremiah Campaign has been good, but, 
as Robert Frost wrote, “We have miles to go 
before we sleep.”

As of November 18, 2003, twenty-five 
PASTCF members have pledged $11,535 toward 
the three-year goal of $105,000. In addition, the 

PASTCF Executive Board and former Board 
members have pledged $13,950. Combined this 
is approximately 23% of the funds needed from 
the PASTCF membership. [See page 11.]

If you hope that the Presbyterian Church 
(USA) can be more authentically responsive to 
God’s creative call as it comes to us in the midst 
of an astronomically expanding and evolving 
universe, in the midst of an ecologically inter-
dependent biosphere here on Earth, and in the 
face of new human powers to intervene in the 
inheritance of life and the cognitive constitution 
of the person, then take the opportunity afforded 
by the pledge information below to join with 
fellow PASTCF members in lengthening the 
lever that can be used to move our Church to 
deeper levels of faithfulness.

Where is a lever when you need one?
Sometimes you have to build it yourself.

Build the PASTCF Lever!
Make a pledge today by copying this form or just 
sending the requested information.

I pledge the following amount annually for 
three years in support of PASTCF’s Jeremiah 
Campaign.

 ______ $100 _____  $1,000

 ______ $300 _____  $1,500

 ______ $500 _____  $3,000

 ___________ Other (please specify)

name: _______________________________

street: _______________________________

city/state/zip: _________________________

phone: _______________________________

email: _______________________________

Send to James B. Miller, 19554 Crystal Rock Dr #14, 
Germantown, MD 20874, jmiller@aaas.org

Where Is a Lever When You Need One?


