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Rolston Urges Care for Nature

Rocky Mountain Chapter Hosts Distinguished Templeton Award Winner

By Howard Jansen

Rocky Mountain Chapter President

r. Holmes Rolston III spoke on “Caring
D for Nature: From Respect to Reverence”

to a group of ninety at Montview Boule-
vard Presbyterian Church in Denver on Sunday,
May 15, 2005. The program was sponsored by
the Rocky Mountain Chapter of PASTCE. Dr.
Rolston is Distinguished Professor of Philoso-
phyat Colorado State University in Fort Collins,
Colorado and a Presbyterian minister.

In 2003 he was awarded the Templeton
Prize in Religion, the largest and most presti-
gious prize for religion in the world. The prize
of over $1 million was given by Dr. Rolston to
his alma mater, Davidson College, to establish
a chair in Science and Religion. He has lectured
worldwide on issues in science and theology
as well as having authored several books and
numerous papers. He is recognized as the father
of Environmental Ethics.

After an introduction by the Rev. Larry
Angus, Dr. Rolston began by rather humorously
describing his experience at Buckingham Palace
in London at the
time he was awarded
the Templeton Prize.
On a more serious
note he outlined his
philosophy about
the great biodiversity
and plenitude of
beinginevolutionary
natural history on
earth and how the
earth is a proving
ground for all forms
oflife. Respect forall
nature becomes the
preamble for rever-
ence. Diversity and
complexity of life

increase over evolutionary time. Development
from simple cells to complex and specialized
organisms has occurred over many millions of
years, and produced swarms of creatures. This
has been true in plants, animals, reptiles, and
insects.

Rolston went on to say Darwinian accounts
provide valuable understandings life, but the
theory of natural selection does not give us suf-
ficient basis to explain the increasing complexity
and diversity we observe. Some critical innova-
tions have occurred such as the genetic code,
meioticsex, multicellularlife, origin of eukaryotes
from prokaryotes, animal societies, and language,
especially human. These developments were not
inevitable and may not have happened, but they
did. Is it all systemic tendency or chaotic and
random in spite of value? Biology has not given
us sufficient explanation why. If it is random, it
may engender respect but not reverence.

Earth is a providing ground for life by sup-
plying resources and sources. There is readiness
for life with water, atmosphere, a suitable mix
of elements, compounds and minerals, energy,

radioactivity, and DNA. It is difficult to find

From left to right: Howard Jansen, Larry Angus, Holmes Rolston, and Joe Jensen.

these resources elsewhere in the universe. The
anthropic principle suggests that the physical
universe necessary for life was fine tuned for life.
Physics describes matter and energy and their
relationship, but biology adds another dimen-
sion — information. The gene is a package of
information. Heredity is about the transmission
of information.

How and why is this true? Scientific theory
does not predictit. Biologyis full of unpredictable
surprises. While science may answer some of the
how, the why may take a religious explanation. If
you see these evolutionary and cybernetic pro-
cesses and biodiversity as having intrinsic value
youare inclined to respectit. If you systematically
come to venerate these productive processes you
pass into the domain of the religious.

Lifeisgenerated and regenerated in struggle
and persists in the midst of perpetual perishing.
Suchlifeisalso agiftand suggestsagiver. Nature
is grace. The earth is a sacred wonderland. Some
scientists admit there is something unspeakably
holy underlying our discovery and confirmation
of details that make our world. Many biologists
are religious in recognizing the miracle and
mystery oflife and nature
and are awed by their
encounter with the cre-
ativity that characterizes
our planet. The promised
land has become the
land of promise. Nature
is the vast miracle that
moves us from respect to
reverence.

After his address,
Dr. Rolston generously
accepted questions and
comments. A lively dis-
cussion ensued which
continued through the
following refreshment
time.t
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DEREK PURSEY

That Old Time Religion ...

nmylastcolumn, I argued that science, while trustworthyas
I away of understanding the world around us, cannot provide

complete knowledge. I finished the column with a quota-
tion from Sir Arthur Eddington that likened the methods of
science to fishing with a net - only what is caught in the net
can be studied scientifically. Science cannot say whether or
not anything escapes being caught in its net.

In this column, I look at religion, and since we are a
Presbyterian organization, I look specifically at the Christian
religion with a Presbyterian flavor. Thope to show thatreligious
faith is as limited as science in its understanding.

We Christians learn how God relates to people through
the history of the Hebrews as recorded in the Old Testament,
through thelife and teaching of Jesus as recorded in the Gospels,
and from the other New Testament books. These writings are
the foundational documents of our faith. Presbyterians get
additional insight from our constitutional documents, the
Book of Order and the Book of Confessions.

Theauthority of the confessions and the ultimate authority
of the Bible are made clear by the second and third constitu-

Good Enough For Me?

industrial revolution created modern capitalism dominated
by huge corporations, and most adopt a prescientific under-
standing of the natural world.

Tobe sure, Presbyterians today do notadvocate polygamy,
slavery, or monarchy, reject capitalism for lack of biblical
warrant, or deny scientific knowledge. However it takes
creative interpretation of the Scriptures and the Confessions
to justify much of what we unquestioningly accept in 21st
century America.! All Presbyterians without exception use
creative interpretations to support their understanding of
God, life, and reality, but recent history of the Presbyterian
Church (USA) shows that one person’s interpretation may
be regarded as heretical by another.

Looking to ancient documents for guidance is not nec-
essarily bad. It is a defense against a danger noted by John
Polkinghorne in a recent book. He writes: “There is always
the danger that the gusting of the Zeitgeist might wrongly
be mistaken for the wind of the Holy Spirit.”> However,
the authors of Scripture and the Confessions were no more
immune to the “gusting of the Zeizgeist” of their day® than

tional questions affirmed byall
Presbyterian ministers, elders,
and deacons. These are:

(2) Do you accept the
Scriptures of the Old and New

There is always the danger that the gusting of the Zeitgeist
might wrongly be mistaken for the wind of the Holy Spirit.

Testaments to be, by the Holy
Spirit, the unique and authoritative witness to Jesus Christ
in the Church Universal, and God’s Word to you? (3) Do
you sincerely receive and adopt the essential tenets of the
Reformed faith as expressed in the confessions of our church
as authentic and reliable expositions of what Scripture leads
us to believe and do, and will you be instructed and led by
those confessions as you lead the people of God? (G-14.0207b
and G-14.0207¢)

The New Testament was written almost two millennia
ago, the Old Testament is older still, and all but three of the
documents in the Book of Confessions were written over three
centuries ago. Biblical scholarship and theology help us under-
stand their relevance for today. However, in light of the above
constitutional questions, the findings of biblical scholarship
and the insights of theology have authority for Presbyterians
only insofar as they remain connected to the Bible and to the
Confessions. The relation of biblical scholarship and theology
to the “raw data” of the Scriptures and the Book of Confessionsis
like that of theory to data in science. A good scientific theory
must be consistent with the relevant data, but will also have
consequences beyond the data on which it is based. The same
should be true for good theology.

In searching for an authoritative religious resolution of
a controversy, Presbyterians are committed to seeking guid-
ance from the Scriptures and the Confessions, some of which
(the earlier Old Testament books) accept polygamy, most
reflect a patriarchal society, most assume either a tribal or a
monarchical political system, most assume that each person
has a preordained role in society, and most see nothing wrong
with slavery. Furthermore, nearly all were written before the

are we in our day.

To the extent that the worldviews implicit in the Bible
and the older Confessions constrict our Presbyterian faith, this
“Old Time Religion”is not“good enough for me.” Nevertheless
as an elder and deacon I take very seriously my affirmation
of the constitutional questions. This is the quandary that we
all face. The Scriptures and the Confessions give little direct
guidance for many of the theological and ethical problems
that we face today. Do we believe science or Genesis for how
the universe came into being? Where in the Bible or the
Confessions do we find information about DNA, genetic
testing, and genetic modification? Where do the Bible and
Confessions deal with radiation or chemotherapy for cancer,
or organ transplants? Where does Scripture discuss cloning
or stem cells? And on and on and ...

Presbyterian faith has changed over the centuries in
response to social and economic changes and to scientific
discoveries. Few of us wish to abandon our technological
goodies just because the science on which they are based is
not found in, and is sometimes contradicted by, the Bible.
We must try to be true to our promises in the constitutional
questions. Nevertheless we must understand our faith in the
context of everything else that we know about the world
around us, including science, philosophy, history, economics,
etc., while not forgetting Polkinghorne’s warning about the
“gusting of the Zeirgeist.”t

1Hclp is found in Presbyterian Understanding & Use of Holy Scripture and Biblical
Authority and Interpretation. These may be downloaded at www.pcusa.org/oga/publications/

scripture-use.pdf. ZJohn Polkinghorne, Science and the Trinity: The Christian Encounter with

Reality (Yale University Press, 2004), p. 26. 3For just a few examples, see Leviticus 20.10; 1
Kings 11.3; 1 Chronicles 14.3; John 8.1-11; Book of Confessions, §3.18, §3.24.
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NO MONOPOLY ON TRUTH

PASTCF Called To ARMSS

The Association of Retired Ministers, their Spouses and Survivors

By Barbara and Derek Pursey

PASTCF Officers

tion was Living into Tomorrow’s Challenges.

The Association of Retired Ministers, their
Spouses and Survivors met in Kansas City from
June 16-19. Bill Tammeus, faith columnist for the
Kansas City Star and a Presbyterian elder, gave
the keynote address on Faith and Science: Can
They Ever Be Partners? Derek and Barb Pursey
responded to the keynote address from the per-
spectives of science and of theology.

Tammeus’ address was a delightful combi-
nation of wit and serious commentary. Being

The theme of this year’s ARMSS conven-

a newsman, he overemphasized the “warfare”
aspect of the religion and science interaction
— after all, war is far more newsworthy than
peace, and battles over evolution are once again
in full swing in the state of Kansas. He also
raised several other controversial issues in which
a purely scientific approach has clashed with
deeply-held religious views — homosexuality,
origin of the universe and of life, issues of the
beginning and end of human life, stem cell
research, the effectiveness of healing prayer,
and genetic modification crops.
Throughout, he emphasized that
neither religion nor science can
legitimately claim a monopoly on
truth, and that there needs to be
continuing honest and respectful
dialogue between the communities
of faith and of science.
DerekK’sresponse, entitled Chal-
lenges to Faith from Science and Tech-
nology, recognized the importance
of the issues raised by Tammeus,
but then homed in on what he
believes to be the central problem
— how to reconcile our Christian
faith in the resurrection of Christ
with a proper scientific skepticism,
and to do so in a way that respects
not only the cumulative insights of
centuries of scientific progress but
also two millennia of Christian faith
and theology. He then surveyed
Ian Barbour’s four approaches to
the relationship of science and
religion — warfare, independence,
dialogue, and integration. After
critiquing the first three of these,

Derek argued that the only truly satisfactory
approach is integration, a modern day analog of
what Thomas Aquinas achieved in the thirteenth
century. He acknowledged that we do not yet
have such integration.

Derek concluded with a six-part “call to
ARMSS.”He challenged participants to (1) urge
seminaries to build science and faith courses into
the required curriculum; (2) seek out scientifi-
cally trained church members and urge them to
teach adult course; (3) read some of the books
recommended in the PASTCF introductory
bibliography; (4) encourage pastors to read
some of the books; (5) encourage directors of
Christian education to incorporate some science
into the church school program, perhaps asking
scientifically trained church members to help;
and (6) join PASTCF!

Barb took up the issues raised by Bill Tam-
meus from the point of view of Creation Theol-
ogy. Bill overemphasized the “war” or “conflict”
between science and religion. After pointing
out that many sci-tech people are Christians,
Barb went on to talk about how the Reformed
tradition has affirmed the work of science from
John Calvin on, most notably in the so-called

Derek Pursey, Bill Tammeus, and Barbara Pursey at ARMSS

“two books”idea.! That said, there isa worldview
clash between materialistic and religious ways
of looking at the world. Such differences are
made worse by absolutist mindsets — my way
or the highway — by both atheistic materialist
scientists and religious fundamentalists. But it
need not be that way. A helpful image is Chet
Raymo’s insight that knowledge is an island in
the sea of mystery, and it is along the shore that
the creative work of the mind is done, one foot
on the island and one in the sea.?

The Reformed tradition teaches us that
all truth is God’s truth, whether in science or
religion. Our task then as faithful Christians
is to affirm that the cosmos as explored by sci-
ence is at the same time the creation of God
as Creator. We can think of reality as similar
to a coin such as the U.S. penny. One side has
a picture of Abe Lincoln, and the other side a
picture of the Lincoln memorial. One could
argue that there is only one side, and then fight
about it, but that is ridiculous. There is one coin
with two sides which are quite different, justlike
science and religion. People of faith can affirm
that both sides of the coin of reality exist and
are important to explore by the tools of scientific

research ononesside and theologi-
cal experience/study on the other.
We can use binocular vision which
incorporates both perspectives,
and get a richer sense of depth in
whatwe see of creation. To answer
Bill Tammeus’ question, faith and
science can be partners when we
respect each other.

The next day continued the
science/faith theme in the area
of bioethics, with presentation
and workshops led by staff from
the Center for Practical Bioethics
in Kansas City on critical issues
such as stem cells and the ethi-
cal concerns raised by high tech
medicine in the beginning and
ending of life. The Terry Schiavo
tragedy was still on many of our
minds. Altogether the convention
was a stimulating and thought-
provoking time for us all.t

Because God the Creator is the Author of
both the book of nature and the book of scripture,
they cannot intrinsically conflict, though our

interpretations may create conflicts. ZSkeptim and
True Believers (Walker, 1998), pp. 46-49.
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MORE ID CONTROVERSY p

Mislabeling, Miscalculating, and Misunderstanding

The Scientific Community and the Challenge of Intelligent Design

By the Reverend James B. Miller, Ph.D.

PASTCF Development Officer

[This address by Jim Miller was presented at the
Ecumenical Roundtable meeting at Ghost Ranch
Santa Fe in April 2005. At the last minute, Dr.
Miller was unable to be present at the Roundtable
and the address was read by Derek Pursey, PASTCF
President to a combined assembly of the Roundtable
and the Santa Fe Theologians’ Institute. An earlier
version of this paper was published in the Journal
of the Washington Academy of Sciences, v. 90,
4 (Winter 2005), 29-41. Reprinted by permission
of the author.]

twas during the controversy over state public
I school science education standards in Kansas

in the summer of 1999 that advocates for so-
called intelligent design (ID) first began to enter
in the public debate about teaching evolution
in public classrooms. By 2002, when Ohio was
adopting new standards for its public schools,
ID advocates were the leading voices seeking
to compromise mainstream science education.
Today, local school boards all cross the nation
find themselves being encouraged internally and
externally to adopt policies that, at the very least,
permitID tobe taughtasa“scientific” alternative
to contemporary evolutionary theory.

Those promoting ID have seen significant
success in the court of public opinion, though
notin the federal courts nor within the scientific
community itself. There are bona fide scientists
who publicly support the ID position, although
they are a small minority. Their expertise lies
outside the relevantscientific disciplines,and they
do not presentoriginal research supporting ID at
professional meetings nor publish such research
in peer-reviewed journals. A small furor occurred
this past summer when an article advocating ID
was published in the journal of the Biological
Society of Washington, one of the founding
scientific societies of the Washington Academy
of Sciences. It should be noted, however, that
the author was not a scientist in a relevant field
but a philosopher of science, and the content of
the article was not a report on the author’s own
original biological research but a review of the
research of others, which the author asserted
supported an ID position.

Why in the face of no legitimate scientific
support has the ID movement had such success
in getting their views aired in public and gaining
some degree of purchase in the administration of

publicscience education? So far, whatever policy
success ID hashad at thelocal level has not stood
the test of judicial review. But such review is an
ongoing process and, in principle, bad science
education is not unconstitutional.

Why has the primary position put forward
by the scientific community to defend itself not
found resonance with a large segment, perhaps a
majority, of the American public? That position
has been that science and religion are funda-
mentally different domains of human life, what
the late Stephen Jay Gould generously called
“non-overlapping magisteria,” and therefore
science should be the exclusive subject in the
science classroom.

In this brief paper I would like to suggest
answers to these two questions. I cannot claim
thatthese answers are definitive. I can affirm that
they grow out of a 37-year career in relation to
scientific and religious communities in which I
have tried to understand the science and religion
relationship historically, in western culture and
especially in America.

Mislabeling

It has been common for those defending
mainstream science against attempted inroads
by the ID movement to label ID as a form of
“creationism.” This strategy is to link ID with its
predecessor antievolution movement, so-called
“scientific creationism” (SC). The U.S. Supreme
Court found that the proposal to teach SC in the
public schools was a violation of the Establish-
ment Clause of the First Amendment of the
U.S. Constitution. In the context of SC the word
“creationism” refers to a religious doctrine that
the universe and all if its constituents were cre-
ated directly by God 6,000 to 10,000 years ago,
over a period of six 24-hour days, that human
beings were created in a way separate from the
other creatures (i.e., “in the image and likeness
of God”), and that the source for this position
is an inerrant sacred scripture.

Wihile this definition does identify one form
of creationist view, it is by no means the only
definition of creationism. The tendency of the
defenders of evolution to treat the definition
of creationism univocally amounts to a case if
historical mislabeling.

Creationism is not a four letter word for
adherents of the three Abrahamic religious
traditions (Judaism, Christianity, and Islam).
All are creationist in the technical sense that
they hold that the reason for the universe ulti-

mately lies in a transcendent source, a creator.
Although there are a variety of explications of
this view, both among and within these tradi-
tions, the combination of scriptural literalism
and a “young Earth” cosmology represents a
minority interpretation.

In addition, the linking of the term “cre-
ationism” in the narrow sense with the label
“fundamentalism”is also historically problematic.
Notall fundamentalists hold a literalist or young
Earthview. Fundamentalism arose largely among
Protestant Christians in early 20th century
America with the publication of a series of tracts
called “The Fundamentals.” It was primarily
a movement that sought to articulate a set of
essential or fundamental Christian doctrines in
the face of, on the one hand, the critical move-
ment in biblical interpretation that had begun
in the 18th and 19th centuries, and, on the other
hand, what was seen by some as a secularizing of
American religious culture. Those who identi-
fied themselves as fundamentalists more often
held that the Bible was infallible rather than
inerrantor literally true.! Like William Jennings
Bryan — the populist Presidential candidate,
self-affirmed fundamentalist, and member of
the prosecution in the infamous Scopes trial
— many held an old Earth view. As Bryan
himself suggested, the “days” of creation could
have been 600 million years long.

As a minimum typology there are at least
four forms of Christian “creationism.”

Strict creationism: This is the type most
commonlyidentified with the term “creationism”
especially in public media and is the reference
among many of the defenders of evolution. This
type is characterized by a young Earth view, a
beliefinbiblical inerrancy and aninterventionist
understanding of divine action in the world. It
holds that God created the universe directly in
six 24-hour days.

Progressive creationism: This view is often
confused with the first (as in the case of William
Jennings Bryan). While this view holds that
God creates directly at various points (and so
is interventionist in its view of God’s relation
to nature), it views the “days” of the Genesis
account to be metaphorical. It generally accepts
the geological account of the age of the Earth.
It views the Bible as infallible in what it intends
to reveal but not inerrant in every respect. This
is the view of classic Protestant Christian fun-
damentalism as described above.

“Mislabeling” continues on page 5>>>
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>>>"Mislabeling” continued from page 4

Theistic evolution creationism:* This type
views the primary form of divine creative activity
as the process of evolution itself, though it often
will designate some limited points of interven-
tion (e.g., at the very beginning, perhaps at the
origin of life, and almost certainly at the origin
of humankind). Persons with this view usually
hold that the Bible is infallible. A good example
of thisviewin avery sophisticated form would be
the position of Pope John Paul IT as he articulated
it in a statement to the Pontifical Academy of
Science in October 1996.

Ewvolutionary theism creationism: This last
type is fully non-interventionist, viewing God’s
creative activity as cohesive with but not directly
obviousin the evolutionary processes. Here there
are no “divine fingerprints” on nature. In fact,
evolutionary processes are seen as theologically
suggestive that metaphorically God also evolves.
The Bible is viewed as the textual foundation
of a community of faith and so authoritative for
that community, but also as a living document
historically formed that depends on an ongoing
interpretative process for its meaning.

Asaway ofillustrating the qualified value of
suchatypologyitneeds to be said that the “center
of gravity” of the ID movement is somewhere
between “progressive creationism” and “theistic
evolution creationism.” The most articulate of the
ID advocates argue that standard evolutionary
theoryhasreal butlimited applicability and must
be supplemented by the ID position in order
for there to be a full explanation of biological
phenomena. Among the American public ID
is most attractive to folks in these two groups.
Yet, itis also seen as a pragmatic option for some
“strict creationists” who view the movement as
a way to get some of their interests served in
public education.

The intellectual roots of the ID movement
are not in the fundamentalist movement but in
the much older tradition of “natural theology”
that has been a part of the broader Christian
tradition from its earliest days, though it was a
prominent position in the 18th and 19th cen-
turies. This is a tradition of seeing evidence for
God in the structures and processes of nature.
It can be found in the writings of Thomas
Aquinas (1225-1274) in the 13th century but
is perhaps best seen in the writings of Wil-
liam Paley, especially his Nazural Theology: or,
Evidences of the Existence and Attributes of the
Deity, Collected from the Appearances of Nature
first published in 1802.

It is important to understand that for
non-literalist interventionist creationists of the
progressive or theistic evolution sort, the issue
is not about mechanisms but about principles.

So the focus is hypothetical and not experi-
mental. Therefore, proposed ID “principles”like
“irreducible complexity” or “complex specified
information,” which purport to offer evidence
of a non-natural intelligence as the source of
biological structure or processes have an appeal
quite apart from whether they have any actual
empirical warrant.

Butif the problem of “mislabeling” contrib-
utes to public confusion about what is actually at
issue (e.g.,is it science as contrasted with biblical
literalism or with natural theology), lack of care
about the term “faith” further contributes to the
confusion. “Faith” is not the opposite of “fact,”
muchless the opposite of “knowledge.”In the first
place, the meaning of the term “faith” is not any
more univocal than the term “creationism.”

At perhaps its most basic, the term faith
means trust or commitment. It is a matter of
having faith, placing trust in something. In this
regard science isitselfa faith-founded enterprise,
trusting in the intelligibility of the world and in
mathematics as a means to articulate that intel-
ligibility. Contemporary philosophers of science,
perhaps most notably physical chemist turned
philosopher Michael Polanyi (1891-1976),* have
suggested that without some prior commitment
to something, some act of faith, no knowledge
is possible at all.

Faith can also refer to that set of ideas in
which one places trust — a faith. Here faith can
mean the defining doctrines of a faith community
or, in a relative sense, the defining or prevailing
theoretical framework of a scientific discipline
(what Thomas Kuhn called a “paradigm”).s While
it is the case that the theoretical frameworks of
science are more publicly open to revision than
those at the foundation of religious communities,
studies in the history of religious doctrines dem-
onstrate that they are also malleable in relation
to the historical experience of the community
which holds them.¢

Lastly, the term “faith” may apply to the
historical community (i.e., religion) that is the
bearer of a particular doctrinal tradition. This is
the reference when someone asks a person what
“faith” he or she is.

With regard to “facts,” without some frame-
work of “faith” there are no “facts,” only raw
unmediated sensory experiences. In the public
mind, the purported opposition between “faith”
and “fact”isrelated to the supposed opposition of
“theory” and “fact.” A “theory” is an explanation
of the “facts” in which one places one’s “faith;”
and in so doing provides the opportunity to
uncover new “facts.” Those new facts may call
the adequacy of the theory (and so one’s faith
in it) into question, which in turn can lead to
a theoretical reformulation. But in no case are

facts acquired or observed apart from some
explanatory theory.

It is perhaps also worth noting that facts
in and of themselves do not provide theoreti-
cal innovation. Anomalous facts may very well
be a stimulus for such innovation. But, as Karl
Popperargued, theoretical development depends
foundationally on the human imagination. And
the motivation for a proposed theoretical inno-
vation does not disqualify it. If Abbe Georges
Lemaitre’s Christian belief that the universe had
a beginning motivated his proposal for a “big
bang” cosmology and if Sir Fred Hoyle’s athe-
ism stimulated his preference for a “steady state”
cosmology, in neither case was the motivation
relevant.” What was relevant was which of the
theoretical options did most justice to the facts
at hand and led to the most fruitful research
program. The “accidental” discovery of the
microwave background radiation in 1964 was
one of the major facts that gave precedence to
Lemaitre’s proposal over that of Hoyle.

If the above description of some of the basic
misunderstandings that exacerbate the public
discussion of ID isitselfadequate to some degree,
then it helps to explain why efforts by the scien-
tific community to address the challenge of the
ID movement may miscalculate the appropriate
point of engagement.

Miscalculating the point of engagement
Unfortunately, good science is not enough.
The scientific community has tended to act as
though all that was necessary would be for it to
provide the public with the appropriate scientific
information and the ID problem would go away.
But, even if, in principle, providing scientific
information were enough, failures in the public
educational system to provide a sound basic
understanding of the nature of science and its
findings for all citizens undermines the ability
of the scientific community to communicate its
understanding of the evolutionary sciences to the
community-at-large.

In addition, the focus of action or engage-
ment has been less educational than judicial. As
noted above, the ID movement has yet to meet
the test of judicial review. But as also noted, bad
science is not a constitutional violation. Even if
every judicial challenge of ID is successful in
every particular case, such success is unlikely
to eliminate the ongoing need for such legal
challenges. The situation is a bit like being able
to successfully treat the symptoms of a disease
but never being able to completely remove it as
a threat to public health.

A third miscalculation has been to under-
estimate the sophistication of ID proponents.

“Miscalculating” continues on page 8>>>

www.pastcf.org

August 2005 SaTecrt ‘ 5




PART THREE p

The Origin of Controversy
Official Preshyterian Response to Darwinism

By the Reverend Robert A. Keefer

PASTCF Board Member

Part Three of Four

he concludingarticle of this series in the next
Tissue of SciTecht will consider the singular

action of the northern General Assembly
with respect to Darwinism in the late nineteenth
century. However, it may be of interest now to
pause and ask why so little attention was paid
to an issue that was obviously generating great
controversy in the religious life of the time.

One probable reason concerns the way busi-
ness came to Assemblies in the late 19th century,
similar to the ways we know. There were three
principal conduits for business. The first was
through reports: boards, institutions, special
committees, and other entities of the General
Assembly submitted reports annually which
might include recommendations for Assembly
action. Reportswere and are reviewed by standing
Assembly committees, which could recommend
Assembly action based on these reports. Thus, if
no Assembly entity reported any discord or dif-
ficulty generated by Darwin’s theory of evolution,
itwould not have generated in the Assembly any
action with respect to evolution.

The second conduit was and continues to be
official correspondence to the Assembly: over-
tures from presbyteries, communications from
individuals, and resolutions from commissioners
to the Assembly. There were fewer of all of these
in the late 19th century than there are today. The
Minutes of the Assemblies from 1859 to 1900
reveal no overtures, communications, or resolu-
tions explicitlyabout evolution. A representative
year, 1872, shows forty-two overtures; the
issue-related overtures were about
dancing, temperance, the Sabbath,
divorce, asking the American Bible
Society to publish a “paragraph”
Bible, and whether to invite persons
who were believers but not members
of churches to participate in the Lord’s
Supper. The remaining overtures related
to internal ecclesiastical matters (Minutes
1872, 69-75).

Business also came to the Assembly through
judicial processes. In the 21st century judicial
decisions are no longer reviewed by the General
Assembly but are concluded in the General
Assembly Permanent Judicial Commission.

Until the 1880s, however, cases appealed to that
level were heard by the Assembly itself and for
a century thereafter were subject to Assembly
review. So far as can be told by reading the
Assembly’s minutes, none of the judicial cases
in the northern Assembly of the era concerned
the teaching of evolution. In short, unlike in the
Presbyterian Church in the United States, the
northern Assemblywas notbeing asked to declare
on the subject of evolution and consequently for
the most part it did not.

Oneoverturein 1884 (the year of the “Wood-
row Affair” in the South) may have some seeds
in Darwinism, but it did not result in Assembly
action. The Presbytery of Dayton overtured the
General Assembly “with reference to the growth
of unsound views concerning the Sacred Scrip-
tures, the Atonement and the Future State.” Said
views were likely due more to Higher Criticism
than to Darwinism, butat the time Higher Criti-
cism, evolution, and philosophical materialism
were frequently conjoined as kindred evils. The
Assembly took no action on the overture, how-
ever, noting that lower judicatories — sessions
and presbyteries — already had sufficient power
to deal with offenses by their members (Minutes
1884, 47 and 48).

The General Assemblies of the late 19th
century, like those of our day, consistently
struggled with social problems, questions about
Christian piety and the relationship of Chris-
tian faith to public life. The matters before the

More important than evolution?

Assemblies did not, for the most part, include
the scientific thinking of the day. Until 1865,
they were deeply concerned about the Civil War
and the relationship of Christian discipleship
to citizenship in a particular nation, as well as
about slavery. After the Civil War, matters of
reconstruction and ministry with freed slaves
received enormous attention. At the same time,
the northern Assemblies (Old School and New
School) were grappling with reunion until it was
consummated in 1869, and throughout the latter
partofthe century with the possibility of reunion
with the Southern Church.

Other social issues receiving regular atten-
tion were dancing, drinking, the theater and
card-playing. Nearly every year the Assembly
addressed the keeping of the Sabbath. The
growth of European immigration sparked new
mission initiatives, such as the founding of
German-language seminaries, and economic
difficulties caused the Assemblies to address the
provision of manses for pastors and the payment
of adequate salaries. Assemblies struggled with
questions of relationship with Roman Catholics
aswell aswith evangelical churches. These press-
ing concerns demanded the time and attention
of the commissioners.

The mind of the Presbyterian Church may
best have been revealed by the annual “Narra-
tive on the State of Religion in the Presbyterian
Church.” This Narrative was appended to the
minutes every year, having been drafted by an
Assembly Committee, based on the work of the
Assembly and on narrative reports submitted
by presbyteries. These continued through

1921, although they were called the

“Narrative of Christian Life and Work”

from 1912.

Itwas almostritual to describe annu-

ally the evils confronting Christian people,
their virtue in confronting them and their
failures to confront them. For example, one
Narrative early in our period includes a com-
ment on the victories of Christians over “the
various forms of error and sin prevailing among
them — universalism, infidelity, spiritualism,
Sabbath-breaking, drunkenness and profanity.”
(Minutes [Old School], 1861, 351) “Infidelity” in
this context did not refer to the marriage-bed,
but rather to the failure to hold fast to the Faith
ofthe Apostles as expounded in the Westminster
Confession. Most telling and of great interest to

“Darwin” continues on page 7>>>
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John Haught Lectures on Science and Religion

October 15-17, 2005, lowa State University, Ames, lowa

member of the Religion Department at
Georgetown University, Washington D.C.
He recently left primary teaching responsibili-

Dr. John Haught is long-time faculty

ties and is now Research Professor to expand his
writing and lecturing on the dialogue between
Science and Religion. His two recent books are
God After Darwin and Deeper Than Darwin.

Sponsors: Central Iowa PASTCEF, John
Templeton Foundation, Mission Com-
mittee of the Presbytery of North Central
Iowa, Presbyterian Association on Science,
Technology and the Christian Faith provid-
ing support through the George and Joanne
Neal Memorial Fund, Roman Catholic Father
Supple Fund, Iowa State University Lectures,
Collegiate Presbyterian Church of Ames, Iowa
State Student Body, lowa State Department
of Philosophy and Religion.

Presentation: “Science, Theology and the Origin of Life”
Saturday, October 15th, 5:30pm at Collegiate Presbyterian Church
159 N. Sheldon Avenue, Ames
(advanced dinner reservations required to Collegiate Church, 515-292-2063)

Public Lecture: “God After Darwin”
Sunday, October 16th, 3:00pm on Campus in Sun Room of Memorial Union

Public Lecture: “Science, Religion and the Quest for Purpose”
Sunday, October 16th, 7:00pm at Collegiate Presbyterian Church

Discussion with students from lowa State Science and Religion departments
Monday, October 17th

Contacts for Additional Information

University Arrangements:

George Beran: (515) 232-2790
Housing & Food:

Sarai Beck: (515) 232-3116

General:
Harold Martin: (319) 342-3771 or (319)
239-3281 or Neil Mulock: (319) 233-
6312 or (319) 287-5718

>>>"Darwin” continued from page 6

this review is a comment from the 1873 Nar-
rative. Near the concluding section, after the
usual complaints about intemperance, Sabbath
desecration and vice, come these words: “Infidel-
ity was never more subtle and insinuating, never
more insidiously inculcated in popular literature
and in graver works of science and philosophy.
The supernatural is denied. Materialism, with
its degrading tendencies, is prevalent.” (Minutes
1873,571-572)

The problem, from the point of view of the
Assembly, was not limited to a specific scientific
theory, but to a philosophical materialism that
may be supported by certain “works of science
and philosophy.” This materialism, by its denial
of the supernatural, calls into question the reli-
ance of Christian people upon their faith. What
remedy did the Assembly recommend? Keep in
mind that the Narrative did not include policy
decisions, official guidance or doctrinal direction,
but was a review of the state of the Church for
the sake of its members. The Narrative Com-
mittee wrote this response to the challenge of
materialism:

“The Church is so much the more bound
to gird up her loins resolutely for new contests,
to be ready to use intelligently the material and
spiritual forces of modern life, the new discover-
ies of science, the power of the press, a deeper
spiritual consecration, to meet and vanquish the
errors and evils of the times. For our faith we
covet the strongest tests, and court the closest

investigation, of science, wherever science can
properly stand, and have no fear of the results.
The things which we believe were not done in a
corner, and so will we too try every man’s work
by the word of God, which liveth and abideth
forever. For we can do nothing against the truth
but for the truth.” (572)

The Assembly threw down the gauntlet and
not only called upon Presbyterians to study and
understand the science of the day and their own
faith, butalso challenged the sciences to examine
and disprove, if they could, the affirmations of
that faith. The popularized “warfare of science
and religion”is not the dominant metaphor here,
but rather the vision of science as a tool that can
serve equally well both materialism and faith, as
well as critically examine both.

Skepticism, especially with respect to the
reliability of scripture, and philosophical mate-
rialism continued to be decried together in the
Narratives of 1877 (590) and 1878 (125-126).
In 1882, the Narrative had a section, “Doctrinal
Soundness,” which included this warning:

“Insome sections [the Church] hasbeen
exposed to the assaults of atheism and
infidelity, and in others the teachings
of science falsely so called have been
hostile to the growth of evangelical
sentiment.” The Assembly did not say
specifically what were the “teachings of
science falsely so called” but, as will be

described below, this was the Assembly

thatexplicitlyjoined evolution to Higher
Criticism. After this brief remark about
science, the Narrative went on at rather
more length against forms of biblical
criticism which cast doubt whether the
Scriptures “are the inspired utterances of
Jehovah, orwhether they simply contain
that which is inspired.”

(Minutes 1882,116) The Narrative of 1885 again
challenged higher criticism, calling it a source
of “apprehension” for people of faith (Minutes
1885, 701).

The Assemblies’ anxiety over the growth of
materialism in the thinking of Christians was
well-founded. One incident may illustrate how
the increased awareness of the natural causes
of things has changed Christian piety. In 1875,
the General Assembly responded to a plague of
locusts in the Midwest by taking two actions.
The second of these, creation of a relief fund for
those harmed by the plague, we would expect
to be duplicated in our day by Presbyterian
Disaster Assistance (Minutes 1875, 519-520).
The Assembly’s first official action in response to
the plague of locusts, however, one can scarcely
imagine in a 21st century Presbyterian (USA)
General Assembly: calls for prayer to God to
avert another plague (486-487).1

Robert A. Keefer is a minister in the Presbytery of
Cincinnati, a doctoral candidate in theology and
science at Union Institute &5 University, and a

member of the Executive Board of PASTCF.
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>>>"Miscalculating” continued from page 5

The first level of this sophistication is in the
area of political skills and public relations.
They have far more successfully been able to
stimulate grassroots public support for their
position (as indicated regularly by public poll-
sters) than has the scientific community been
able to even achieve public clarity about the
relation of theories and facts. The second level
of sophistication is intellectual, in the domain of
the philosophy of science. This is not to suggest
that ID proponents are the best philosophers of
science (though some are philosophers of note,
e.g., Alvin Plantinga at Notre Dame). But it is
tosuggest theyare often more appreciative of the
philosophical issues involved in the controversy
than are many, though certainly not all, of the
defenders of evolution from within the sciences.
This is not too surprising given that most scien-
tists are too busy doing science to be also broadly
philosophically or historically knowledgeable
about science. On the other hand the apparent
sophistication of ID proponents helps to provide
them with a public aura of intellectual authority,
and so a source of justification for those in the
public who are for religious reasons predisposed
to agree with their views.

Ultimately the ID controversy is not about
particular scientific findings butabout the nature
of science itself and the relationship of science
to broader culture frameworks and in particular
to religion. Unless the controversy is engaged
at this point, where scientific information is
relevant but not decisive, it is unlikely that it
will soon diminish.

Misunderstanding relation of science and religion
But here is another rub. There has been and is a
wide range of views about just what the relation-
ship of science and religion is, let alone what it
ought to be. One need not look very far in the
media to find that the prevailing public view is
that science and religion are and always have
been in conflict with one another. This view is so
pervasive and common that words like “versus”
or “debate” or “warfare” are commonly used in
the public media along with “conflict” to refer
to the relationship.® References are regularly
made to Galileo’s trial in 1633 and the Scopes
trial in 1925 as paradigmatic examples of the
relationship. Yet, contemporary historical schol-
arship has persuasively demonstrated that both
of these incidents are far more complex than a
simple conflict between science and religion. In
fact, renewed historical interest in the interac-
tion of science and Christianity from the first
century forward has led to recognition that the
relationship has been farricherand dynamic than
adversarial images can encompass.’

At the risk of using another idiosyncratic
typology, let me suggest that the field of science
and religion relationships can be mappedin rela-
tion to three basic types (within which there may
be several forms): dualist (separation),imperialist
(conflict), and interactionist (engagement).

The dualist type rather than the imperialist
comes first because it seems to be the default
position when you really press people on
what they think the relationship is. They may
acknowledge that the public account of and
perhaps the public dynamic of the relationship
is conflictual, but they personally hold that
science and religion are fundamentally differ-
ent human endeavors. This view is one of the
legacies of the formation of “modern” culture
out of the Renaissance that witnessed the birth
of science in its modern form. The shades of
Rene Descartes and Immanuel Kant hang over
this division that separates matter from mind,
acquired knowledge from revealed knowledge,
facts from values, and science from religion. It
is what might be characterized, slightly tongue-
in-cheek, as the “Robert Frost” hypothesis of the
science and religion relationship: “Good fences
make good neighbors.” More seriously, this is
the view that has tended to predominate within
established science. Perhaps the most articulate
recent expression of this view was made by the
late Stephen Jay Gould in his article, “Non-
overlapping Magisteria,” that appeared in the
March 1997 issue of Natural History magazine.™
Thisviewhasalso been embraced by manyin the
religious communities because it would appear
to allow continued use of traditional religious
concepts without the necessity to take account
of ongoing developments in the sciences. Pope
John Paul II’s 1996 statement on evolution,
which prompted Gould’s article, is itself finally
an expression of such a dualist view.

Yet this dualist or separatist view has never
been entirely satisfactory. Even Descartes and
Kant found it to be problematic. Scientists
like paleontologist Gould recognize that new
scientific insights will have a bearing on the
credibility of some religious convictions (e.g., the
idea of a divine plan for the universe in the face
of evolutionary contingency). More harshly the
biologist Richard Dawkins and Nobel laureate
Steven Weinberg view the development of sci-
ence as necessarilyundermining the credibility of
anyreligious perspective. Religious conservatives,
for their part, have also been reluctant to live in
“two worlds,” one described by science and the
other by religion.

Thus, an imperialist type of view of science
and religion has emerged as a way to overcome
the dualism. For religious fundamentalists,
whether strict or progressive creationists, there

is a conviction that the fundamental authority
is the sacred text and that any true science must
of necessity conform to that text. Their opposite
numbers are those committed to an ontological
reductionist and materialist metaphysical view.
Religion by their lights has no suz generis real-
ity but is the expression of some natural force
or set of forces (e.g., biological, psychological,
economic, political, historio-cultural).

The third alternative way to think about
the science and religion relationship is some
form of constructive interaction. As it turns
out, even taking account of particular points of
conflict or forms of cultural separation of sci-
ence and religion, the historical record is one of
interaction, which at its best has been construc-
tive. Certain human values and cosmological
assumptions like truth-telling, on the one hand,
and the intelligibility of nature, on the other
hand, predate the scientific enterprise and have
their historical roots in religious history. That
the cultural phenomenon of “modern” science
arose in the midst of an Abrahamic culture (i.e.,
one shaped by Jewish, Christian and Islamic
traditions) is not an historical coincidence.
That the young “new science” of Galileo found
a hospitable cultural environment in which to
flourish in northwestern Europe is notunrelated
to theological and ecclesiological features of the
Protestant Reformation.

At the same time scientific development has
stimulated the religious imagination. In the early
18th century, the American Calvinist theologian,
Jonathan Edwards, drew substantively and
metaphorically upon both John Locke’s Essay
on Human Understanding and Isaac Newton’s
Principia Mathematicain the construction of his
theological works." The point of stimulation is
the narrative we tell ourselves, which reflects our
understanding of the place that we are. Every
religious tradition has such a narrative and that
religious narrative has embedded in it from its
time of conception whatever the then prevail-
ing general cultural understanding of the order
and processes of nature was. What science is
always doing is introducing new nature narra-
tives. These will invariably have an impact on
religious narratives, unless the religious narratives
are artificially isolated culturally, as in a dualist
model. One of the most provocative voices in
this regard, both scientific and religious, was
that of the Jesuit paleontologist, Pierre Teilhard
de Chardin. He summed up the challenge that
religion must confront in the face of ordinary
scientific development when he wrote:

“When we speak of a ‘theology of modern
science’, it obviously does not mean that by itself
science can determine an image of God and a

“Misunderstanding” continues on page 9>>>
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>>>"Misunderstanding” continued from page 8
religion. But what it does mean, if I am not
mistaken, is that, given a certain development
of science, certain representations of God and
certain forms of worship are ruled out, as 7oz
being homogeneous with the dimensions of the
universe known to our experience. This notion
of homogeneity is without doubt of central
importance in intellectual, moral and mystical
life. Even though the various stages of our inte-
rior life cannot be expressed strictly in terms of
one another, on the other hand they must agree
in scale, in nature and tonality. Otherwise it
would be impossible to develop a true spiritual
unity in ourselves — and that is perhaps the
most legitimate, the most imperative and most
definitive of the demands made by man (sic) of
today and man (sic) of tomorrow.”

This is the issue that does not seem to be
well appreciated by the scientific community,
except perhaps by those who have abandoned
traditional faiths in the light of their scientific
experience.” The ordinary development of sci-
ence has a religious effect. Therefore, teaching
nothing but straight science in the public school
science classroom has a religious bearing. It is,
what I have called in the past, the unacknowl-
edged “elephant in the classroom.”

Conclusion

Today many of the science classrooms in the U.S.
are troubled; teachers are reluctant to teach what
the curriculum requires; students are stressed
between academic expectations and the religious
commitments of family and church. The public
media thrive on the controversy and the public
discourse on the question of intelligent design
is compromised by the deep “innocence” of the
public both about science and about religion
(even their own religion).

The comments above have not been
addressed to my colleagues in the religious com-
munities. I would say some, perhaps most, of the
same things to them. However, they have a huge
task of constructive theology that they need to
be about and for which the scientific community
has no direct responsibility. At the same time,
these communities are not isolated from one
another. In their 1997 replication of a survey
first done in the early part of the 20th century,
Larry Witham and Edward Larson discovered
that forty percent of rank and file scientists were
willing to assent to an extremely traditional
affirmation of God (namely, one who answers
prayer in some direct interventionist manner).
Given that even some theologians would not
affirm such an interventionist notion of God,
it is likely that the number of theists within the
scientific community is larger than the number

reported in the survey. This suggests that even
beyond the forty percent, there are scientists who
participate in religious communities all across
the nation. Both existentially and institutionally
these are the persons who provide the first best
point of coalescence from which to encourage
support for public science education that has
integrity, that recognizes the deeper and broader
cultural significance of scientific development,
and that is robustly resistant to imperialisms of
whatever sort.

There then remains the task of describing
the specific actions that such persons, religiously
engaged scientists, might take. Thatisbeyond the
scope of this present paper. However, it would be
premature to end without at least outlining, in
general terms, the scope of such actions.

There are three arenas in which activities
of such scientists will take place: their religious
communities, their scientific communities, and
the civic community-at-large.

(1) With respect to their religious com-
munities, they need to help inform their fellow
congregants of the knowledge being developed
in their field and related fields (especially con-
gregational leadership) and to actively invite
ethical and theological reflection on these
developments. Engagement of this sort will
likely push the envelope of the tradition and
here scientists need to be forthright in terms of
their own ethical and theological quandaries that
have been precipitated by their work.

(2) With respect to their scientific com-
munities, religiously engaged scientists need
to bring to bear the perspective on life that is
nurtured by their religious communities not
only on their personal relationships but as it is
significant to their professional judgments and
commitments. Human ignorance is profound so
there are virtually an infinite number of paths of
potentially fruitful scientific inquiry. So, choices
always have to be made. One’s religious tradition
ought to inform such choices. Further, as it has
been said, knowledge is power, and there is no
absolute moral separation between the acquisi-
tion of knowledge and its application. More and
more today it is precisely potential applications
that drive and guide the direction of research,
even basic research. So, the basic researcher also
inescapably shares responsibility for the use of
the knowledge that she produces.

(3) This leads to the final arena, that of the
civic community-at-large. Here the religiously
engaged scientist needs to help clarify and make
more accurate the public discourse on matters at
the intersection of science, ethics, and religion.
Most particularly, such scientists need to ban
from their language such expressions as “versus”
or “debate” or “conflict” when speaking generally

about the science and religion relationship. Sci-
ence and religion exist in a creative tension with
oneanother. Whether one accepts the exact terms
of Einstein’s aphorism that “religion without
science is blind, and science without religion is
lame,” it does express the sort of constructive
interaction that is evident in a reading of their
relationship in western history. Religiously
engaged scientists need to incarnate in the civic
community-at-large the reality of science and
religion not as simply tolerating one another in
right and left pockets but has essential contribu-
tors to the whole life.

It should not be assumed that any of these
tasks are either easy or that they will be initially
welcomed by the communities in which they are
carried out. However, I believe that neither the
integrity of science and science education nor
the cultural vitality of religion can be sustained
unless we all learn how to identify the issues
accurately, apply our efforts appropriately, and
have some reasonably clear understanding of the
historical dynamics in which we live and move
and have our being.t

"tisironical that the author of one of the definitive essays on biblical
inerrancy, B. B. Warfield, was also a qualified supporter of Darwinian
evolutionary theory. See “B. B.Warfield (1851-1921). A biblical inerrantist
as evolutionist.” David Livingstone, Isis, 2000 June, 91(2):283-304. 2Just
as the opponents of ID wish to link it with its constitutionally invalidated
“creation science” predecessor, by labeling it as “ID creationism,” I use
the “creationism” label to emphasize that so-called “theistic evolution”
and “evolutionary theism” are also creationist in the technical sense.
3See “Truth Cannot Contradict Truth,” L'Osservatore Romano (English
edition), October 30, 1996. 4See in particular Science, Faith and Society
(1946) and Personal Knowledge: Towards a Post-Critical Philosophy (1958).
5See Kuhn's The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962). While Kuhn’s
historical model of scientific change has been rightly criticized in terms
of'its details, it nevertheless has a first order heuristic value in describing
science in broad stroke as an historical and cultural process. %See for
example Jaroslav Pelikan’s five volumes, Te Christian Tradition (1975-
1991),which cover Christian doctrinal development from 100 ce through
the modern period. 7He[ge Kragh provides an insightful discussion of
these motivational issues in his Cosmology and Controversy: The Historical
Development of two Theories of the Universe (1996). Interestingly, it was
Hoyle that derisively labeled Lemaitre’s cosmology the “big bang.” ®In
1997 the AAAS Program of Dialogue on Science, Ethics, and Religion
organized a conference at the Field Museum in Chicago on the “Epic
of Evolution” that specifically demonstrated it was possible to have a
constructive discussion about the various evolutionary sciences and
religion. When the Chicago Tribune reported on the event, although
the body of the article provided a reasonable account of the confer-
ence, the headline and sub-headline read: “Roll over, Darwin, those
theologians are at it again: It’s science vs. religion, but today’s battle is
far less heated.” *When Science and Christianity Meet, David Lindberg

and Roland Numbers, eds. (2004) Gould’s article responded to press
excitement over Pope John Paul IT’s positive statement on evolution that
he made to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences in October 1996. Gould
expanded his paper into the volume, Rocks of Ages: Science and Religion in
the Fullness of Life (1999). 11Although Edwards is probably best know
for his sermon, “Sinners in the Hands of an Angry God,” he also wrote
important theological works which show the influences of Locke and
Newton, e.g. Religious Affections (1747) and The Nature of True Virtue

(1765). 2From a letter written by Teilhard in 1947 and published in the

collection, Science and Christ (1968), p. 221. 13The abandonment of all
religion because one particular tradition is compromised by science, is a
kind of odd compliment to that tradition, suggesting that it is normative
for all religious alternatives. Such a universal abandonment is also some
evidence of a lack of knowledge about religions, a failure of religious
imagination and, I would argue, simply suppresses one’s actual religious
commitments. It is important to remember that one does not need to
identify with an historic religious tradition to be religious.
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PASTCF Dues To Increase

at $35 when the organization was formed
in 1992. Additional contributing ($100)
and sustaining ($250) levels of membership
were made available for those who wished to
contribute more generously, and student ($10)
membership was introduced to encourage young

The regularannual dues for PASTCF were set

people to join. More recently, a spouse mem-
bership ($15) was introduced so that a married
couple could both be members at only a slight
additional cost. These dues levels have remained
unchanged since they were introduced.
Meanwhile inflation hasincreased PASTCF
expenses. As an example, the typical cost of
printing and mailing a single issue of Sci7echt,
now approaching $1,200, has doubled since 2000.
This is only partly due to an increase in the size
of a typical issue, from 8 to 12 pages. Likewise,
the cost of our booth at General Assemblies,
including the expenses of people to staff it, has
increased. We have remained solvent for the past
two years in part by not having a booth at the
annual meeting of the Association of Presbyterian
Church Educators, although this should be a

very important venue for us.

Our income has also been reduced. The
financial difficulties that Presbyterian Church
(USA) suffers, along with most other denomi-
nations, has forced a significant reduction in
the grant that PASTCF receives. At this time,
it amounts to less than half the cost of printing
and mailing a single issue of Sci7echt. We have
benefited from a growth in PASTCF member-
ship from 1998 through 2002, but member-
ship has remained fairly static since then. So
PASTCEF is faced with shrinking income and
increasing costs.

What would the PASTCF dues be today

if they had kept pace with inflation? According
to U.S. government figures, to have the same
purchasing power as $35 had in June 1992 the
dues today would need to be $48.56.*

With this in mind, the PASTCF Board
of Directors, at its spring meeting, decided to
increase the regular membership dues, beginning
January 1,2006, not to $48.56 but only by a very
modest amount to $40, and to leave all other
levels as they are. The table compares the present
dues structure with the inflated dues needed to
keep the same purchasing power and the dues

approved by the Board effective in January.

Category Present Inflated January 1, 2006
Regular $35 $48.56 $40
Contributing $100 $138.73 $100
Sustaining $250 $346.83 $250
Student $10 $13.87 $10
Spouse $15 $20.81 $15
*The Consumer Price Index increased by a factor of 1.38730 between June 1992 and June 2005.
Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Statistics.

Call For Annual Meeting

Association on Science, Technology and the

The 2005 Annual Meeting of the Presbyterian

Christian Faith will convene at 11:00am on
Saturday, September 24, 2005, at Chevy Chase
Presbyterian Church, One Chevy Chase Circle
NW, Washington, D.C. 20015.

Preliminary Agenda for Annual Meeting
Opening prayer
Approval of minutes of 2004 Annual
Meeting
Membership report
Financial report
President’s report
Approval of Bylaw changes

Election of Nominating Committee

for 2006
Other business
Closing prayer

The proposed Bylaw Changes will be
mailed shortly to all voting PASTCF
members, along with the Election

Ballot.

Ist Mini-Conference

conjunctionwith amini-conference entitled
Does God Leave Fingerprints? The confer-
ence features addresses by President Derek

The PASTCF Annual Meetingwillbe heldin

L. Pursey and Development Officer James B.
Miller. There is a $25 advance registration fee
($30 onsite), which includes lunch. The confer-
ence is open to all interested persons, not only

PASTCF members.
Program Highlights
09:00am Welcome and Introductions
09:15am Opening Worship

09:30am Address by Dr. Pursey
Challenges to Faith from Science
and Technology

11:00am PASTCF Annual Meeting
12:00m Lunch

01:00pm Address by Dr. Miller
God’s Nature and Nature’s God

3:00pm Dialogue and discussion
04:45pm Closing Worship

For More Information about the Annual Meet-
ing or the Mini-Conference, contact President
Derek Pursey. Contact informationn is on the
back page.

Correction

The May 2005 editioni of Sci7echt reported on
the 2005 meeting of the Ecumenical Roundtable.
Thereportindavertentlyleft out thatin addition
to other denominations, the United Church of
Christ was also represented by John Mills and
Frank Villa. Our apologies to Frank and John.
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Letters & Feedback

To the Editor:

I'write in response to Derek Pursey’s invita-
tion for comments in his column in the February
SciTecht, entitled “We are Presbyterian, Aren't
We?” I think Derek has touched on important
issues: what it means to be Presbyterian and that
we in PASTCEF need to be clear about it if we
are going to have any impact in the church or
the scientific community.

First let me say that I enjoy Sci7echt very
much and can’t wait for the next issue to arrive,
so my comments here should not be taken as
being critical of the publication, Derek’s column,
or the organization. My comments are offered
as a way for PASTCF to become more relevant
and successful in reaching the main body of
Presbyterian believers.

The question forming the title of Derek’s
article is one that I would have to answer as
follows: “You tell me what it means to be a Pres-
byterianand I'lltellyouifTam one.”I don’t think
reciting a body of belief adequately describes as
“Presbyterian”the people and congregations I've
known over my lifetime.

For example, mywife and I recently resigned
from a Presbyterian congregation where our
family had been members for many years, where
I had served three terms on session, taught
numerous courses in science and theology, and
established a ministry on peacemaking and social
justice. Although we were moving to the East
Coast at the time, we had long felt that we were
being driven out of that church because of our
relatively liberal stands on social issues such as
gay rights and abortion and my approach to sci-
ence and theology. At one point I was told by the
pastor that my opposition to “Intelligent Design”
was “inconsistent with church policy.”

We are now attending a church where the
pastor performed a gay union ceremony (which
actually caused a net increase in the member-
ship) and which, judging from the sermons and
the ministries the church supports, is at the
opposite end of an extreme polarity between
two supposedly Presbyterian congregations. We
see it borne out in every sermon and publica-
tion, in the music and form of worship, and in
countless other ways — two congregations that
would not be recognizable as belonging to the
same denomination by any impartial outside
observer were it not for the name “Presbyterian”
on the buildings.

So let me offer a better way to define
Presbyterianism, a definition that at least has
always had special meaning for me. Just as sci-

ence is not a body of knowledge but a method
of acquiring knowledge, Presbyterianism is not
a body of belief but a framework of governance
that guides and nurtures individual faith. Most
importantly, that framework exists to ensure
freedom of conscience as set forth in the Book of
Orderin the following passages (G-1.0301):“God
alone is the Lord of the conscience and hath left
it free from the doctrines and commandments
of men.... Therefore we consider the rights of
private judgment, in all matters that respect
religion, as universal and unalienable.”

Those words from our Church Constitution,
and the accompanying organizational and legal

structure designed to enforce them, which in no
small part formed the foundation of American
democracy, are what Presbyterianism means to
me and why I still cling to its precepts for the
formal context of my own faith.

What does this have to do with PASTCF?
I think we need to view the first word of our
name as defining how we come to our beliefs
individually rather than what those beliefs are.
And I think we need to look at both statements
of our mission, integrating issues of science and
technology into theology and vice versa, to see
if we are striking the right balance between
them as we seek to put our beliefs into action in
shaping church doctrine and positions on social
issues of the day. I have always been amazed at
the lengths we go to interpret scientific theories
to fit theological doctrines, but never consider

reinterpreting the doctrines and how we put
them into practice in society.

For example, how should our scientific
understanding of the universe and the way it
works inform our interpretation of those events
that are recorded as miracles in the Bible? We
often adopt a fearful “give them an inch and
they’ll take a mile” stance when that subject
comes up, and I have even been accused of trying
to “explain away” the miracles. If our faith rests
on unexplained miracles, then science is truly
our enemy.

How should evolution inform ourinterpreta-
tion of the doctrine of original sin, or even the
very definition of sin in today’s world? How
should genetics inform our interpretation of
biblical exhortations against certain behaviors?
How should modern medicine inform our deci-
sions about when life begins?

Far from being irrelevant, modern science
and technology are at the heart of many of the
great social issues threatening to tear apart both
churchand society. We cannothope for PASTCF
to have animpactifwe don'tapproach those issues
head-on, integrating widely accepted scientific
theories into our positions, questioning rigid
church doctrine and rejecting literal interpreta-
tions of the Bible that have nothing to do with
what it really means to be Presbyterian.

I used to open my science and theology
classes with the question, “Why do you believe
in God?” Of all the responses I received, ranging
from “because of the wonder of God’s creation”
to “the existence of love in the world,” I have
never heard anyone say they believe in God
because of what the Bible says. The Bible is great
God-inspired literature that chronicles God’s
relation to a group of people in a small region
of the ancient world as seen through their eyes
and culture and withoutanyscientificknowledge
we now take for granted.

The Bible has been assembled, interpreted,
and reinterpreted by thousands of scribes and
scholars over the centuries. It contains great
truths that guide the daily lives of billions of
people. But it is not a science textbook and its
literal interpretation is the one great obstacle to
the reconciliation of science and theologyand the
major impediment to faith among scientists.

It seems obvious to me that PASTCEF has
a unique role to play in church and society in
bringing our collective scientific and techno-
logical expertise to bear on the doctrines of the
church and its positions on social issues. It’s a
tall order to be sure, but one that I believe we
cannot shrink from if we really want PASTCF
to be relevant.

Frank Schowengerdt

PASTCF Member
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