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On September 24, 2005 PASTCF held its Annual 
Meeting and Mini-Conference at Chevy Chase 
Presbyterian Church in Washington, D.C. Keynote 
speakers were Derek Pursey and Jim Miller. Dr. 
Miller’s address follows. Dr. Pursey’s address was 
printed in the November 2005 issue of SciTech†.

By the Reverend James B. Miller, Ph.D.
PASTCF Development Officer

The purpose of this paper is to suggest that 
natural theology, taken as evidence in nature 
for the existence of God, is an inadequate view 

in light of what we are learning about nature; 
and that it is possible to hold a robust form of 
naturalism, which denies the existence of the 
supernatural, without denying the possibility of 
affirming not only the existence of God but of 
God incarnate in Jesus as the Christ.

Natural Theology
The two philosophers most influential in the 
formation of the western mind are Plato (427-347 
bce) and his student, Aristotle (384-322 bce). 
Alfred North Whitehead has suggested that all of 
western philosophy is a footnote on Plato. At the 
time that Michelangelo was painting the ceiling 
of the Sistine Chapel, his younger compatriot, 
Raphael, was paining a picture called “The School 
of Athens.” It is anachronistic in that it includes 
figures from the history of western philosophy 
who were not contemporaries (nor residents of 
Athens). But central to the painting, amongst all 
these seminal thinkers, are the images of Plato 
and Aristotle.

Both Plato and Aristotle included theologi-
cal elements in their philosophies. Plato had his 
own “creation story” and Aristotle, though he 
thought the world to be eternal, offered so-called 
“proofs” for the existence of God. This sort of 
philosophical theology might be called Classical 
Natural Theology.

Perhaps its most articulate expression can be 
seen in the late medieval theology of Thomas 
Aquinas (1225-1274 ce). In his Summa Theo-
logica he offered five proofs of God’s existence. 
His first three “proofs” (the Unmoved Mover, the 
First Cause, the Necessary Ground) might be 
called cosmological proofs. They each focus on a 
particular aspect of the world (motion, causation, 
contingency) and he proposes that each feature 
logically depends upon an ultimate end term. 
His fourth proof might be called a moral proof 
and argues for an ultimate Good, in relation to 
which the value of else is established. His fifth 
proof is explicitly one from order or design.

After the birth of modern science in the 
16th and 17th centuries, within the mechani-
cal universe of Newton, perhaps the clearest 
statement of a modern natural theology is found 
in the writings of William Paley (1743-1805), 
especially his Natural Theology: or, Evidences of 
the Existence and Attributes of the Deity, Collected 
from the Appearances of Nature (1802). This is 
the work in which the watch and watchmaker 
analogy is first used. According to Paley, if we 
are walking on the heath and come upon a 
watch, noting the complexity of its works and 
how they all work together to perform a func-
tion, we would assume that somewhere there is 
a watchmaker who designed it. This is the form 
of natural theology that underlies the “intelligent 
design movement” (ID). It assumes, given that 
God is creator, there will be definitive evidence 
of divine creativity in nature.

It may already be obvious that there is a 
limitation to this form of theological reasoning; 
namely, it does not provide anything significant 
about the character of the designer. As physicist 
and Anglican priest, John Polkinghorne, has 
written:

Even at its most persuasive, natural theol-
ogy can only lead to a limited concept of 
God as the Great Architect of the Universe, 

the One whose mind and will are behind 
cosmic order and fruitfulness, but no more 
than that. (Science and Theology, 84).

So, the best that this form of natural theology 
gets you is a pretty austere theism or deism.

Enlightenment Skepticism
However, accompanying the rise of modern 
science and integral to it was the philosophical 
movement known as the Enlightenment. Here 
critical or analytic reason, not tradition, was to 
be seen as the ground of intellectual authority. In 
the face of such rationalism a form of skepticism 
was nurtured that was critical of not only natural 
theology but any form of theological claim.

Such skepticism is anticipated in the apoc-
ryphal story of the encounter of Napoleon and 
Pierre Laplace, one of the founders of statistical 
mathematics and great mathematical cosmolo-
gist. It is said that when Napoleon visited Laplace 
and was shown the latter’s cosmology, Napoleon 
inquire, “Where is God in your system?” To which 
Laplace is said to have replied, “I have no need 
of that hypothesis.”

This spirit of the marginalization of religion 
(or even its complete dismissal) is echoed in the 
words of Nobel laureate Steven Weinberg:

I am all in favor of a dialogue between 
science and religion, but not a constructive 
dialogue… One of the great achievements 
of science has been, if not to make it impos-
sible for intelligent people to be religious 
… then at least to make it possible for 
them not to be religious. We should not 
retreat from this accomplishment. (Cosmic 
Questions, 174.)
The emergence of Darwin’s theory of evolu-

tion in the mid-19th century, which offered a 
fully naturalistic explanation for apparent design 
in nature (e.g., the functional integrity of organs 
in organisms and the fitness of organisms in their

“God-Nature” continues on page 7 >>>

God’s Nature and Nature’s God
From Natural Theology to Theological Naturalism
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The first federal court case concerning the teaching of 
“Intelligent Design” in the science classroom of a public 
school was decided last December. Judge Jones’s deci-

sion will surely be used as a precedent in many future cases. 
Most PASTCF members will have heard the bare bones of 
the decision — that ID is essentially religious in character, 
that ID is not science, and that teaching it as a scientific 
alternative to evolution violates the constitutional stricture 
against the establishment of religion. However, I suspect 
that only a few readers will have read the whole decision. 
In this column, I shall comment as objectively as I can on a 
few aspects of it. Please do not judge the decision purely on 
what I write. If you wish to take issue with it, first read the 
complete document. [1]

The basic facts are as follows. The Dover Area School 
Board required a statement to be read to students in the ninth 
grade biology class that asserted in part “… [Darwin’s] Theory 
is not a fact. Gaps in the Theory exist for which there is no 
evidence.… Intelligent Design is an explanation of the origin 
of life that differs from Darwin’s view…,” and referred students 
to the book Of Pandas and People for “an understanding of 
what Intelligent Design actually involves.” School administra-
tors made a special appearance in the classroom to read the 
disclaimer, and also announced that no discussion would be 
allowed, either by the students or the teachers.

A group of parents (“plaintiffs”) then sued the school 
board (“defense”), leading to the case at hand.

Media reported the conclusions reached by Judge Jones, 
but made no comment on how he reached them. That will 
be my main emphasis. In summary, Jones employed two 
fundamental principles. First, he relied completely on legal 
precedents to determine what constitutes “endorsement or 
disapproval of religion” and whether any particular approach 
to the teaching of biology qualifies as science or as religion. 
Second, he relied completely on evidence before the court, in 
the form of depositions, testimony, and material introduced 
as exhibits, scrupulously refusing to consider evidence not in 
the court record.

After some preliminaries, Judge Jones reviewed the legal 
history of challenges to evolution (pp. 7-14). From these prec-
edents, he determined that he should rule on four questions: 
(1) whether the school board’s ID policy conveys a message of 
“endorsement or disapproval of religion” independently of the 
school board’s actual intention, (2) whether ID is science (pp. 
64-89), (3) whether the school board’s intent was “to endorse 
or disapprove of religion” (pp. 90-132), and (4) whether the 
primary effect of the ID policy advances or inhibits religion (pp. 
132-134). The Judge’s definition of “science” was based on 
a combination of legal precedent and testimony at the trial. 
He used legal precedents to establish precise definitions of 
the other italicized phrases.

Judge Jones determined from case law that the first question 
was tantamount to asking whether a hypothetical “objective 
observer” would interpret the school board policy as endorsing 
religion. The evidence considered included “expert witness” 

testimony, depositions, and exhibits covering the history of 
creationism and of the ID movement, the prepublication his-
tory of the book Of Pandas and People, details of the disclaimer 
and the circumstances surrounding its reading to students, and 
evidence of how the Dover community at large perceived the 
ID policy. He concluded that “both an objective student and 
an objective adult member of the Dover community would 
perceive Defendants’ conduct to be a strong endorsement of 
religion pursuant to the endorsement test” (p.63).

To assess whether ID is science, Judge Jones again relied 
on extensive testimony, exhibits, and case law to establish 
what constitutes science. He found that “ID fails on three 
different levels, any one of which is sufficient to preclude a 
determination that ID is science. They are: (1) ID violates 
the centuries-old ground rules of science by invoking and 
permitting supernatural causation [2] ; (2) the argument 
of irreducible complexity, central to ID, employs the same 
flawed and illogical contrived dualism that doomed creation 
science in the 1980s; and (3) ID’s negative attacks on evolution 
have been refuted by the scientific community” (p.64), and 
“that a reasonable, objective observer would, after reviewing 
both the voluminous record in this case, and our narrative, 
reach the inescapable conclusion that ID is an interesting 
theological argument, but that it is not science” (p.89). The 
reasoning behind these conclusions is fleshed out in the 
intervening pages.

The most astonishing section of the whole document 
is pages 90-132, where Judge Jones reviewed in detail the 
history of the school board’s policy in order to determine 
its intent. The two members most active in promoting the 
policy were blatantly open about their religious motivation. 
Tactics included blackmail — purchase of a new biology 
text would be denied unless Of Pandas and People was also 
purchased (p.110) — and religious harassment of dissenting 
board members (pp. 124, 125, 129, 130). Board members 
admitted that they did not know what ID was, had not read 
Of Pandas and People, and had no idea whether or not the 
book or ID were good science (p. 123), yet bypassed normal 
procedures to railroad the policy (p.118), ignoring objections 
from their own science faculty and administration (p. 125)), 
and without seeking advice from any scientific or science 
educators organization (p. 123). With friends like these, ID 
needs no enemies!

Throughout the main body of the decision, Judge Jones 
maintained a sober judicial manner. Perhaps the blatant 
shenanigans of the school board led him to cut loose briefly 
in his conclusion, writing “The breathtaking inanity of the 
Board’s decision is evident when considered against the factual 
backdrop which has now been fully revealed through this 
trial. The students, parents, and teachers of the Dover Area 
School District deserved better than to be dragged into this 
legal maelstrom, with its resulting utter waste of monetary 
and personal resources” (p. 138).

The Dover Area School Board was replaced in the
“Dover” continues on page 11 >>>
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Does God call people to investigate how God’s 
created universe works? Does God call some 

to develop applications based on the scientific 
understanding of nature?

The Presbyterian Association on Science, 
Technology and the Christian Faith believes 
that the answer to both questions is most 
emphatically Yes!

So in 1998 the “Science as Christian Voca-
tion” program, named in memory of Daniel W. 
Martin, was inaugurated. For 2005 the PASTCF 
Board honors the following awardees.

Charles F. Denny is professor of biology at the 
University of South Carolina, Sumter where he is 
also a member of First Presbyterian Church.

Daniel W. Foster, M.D. is from Dallas, 
Texas where he holds the John Denis McGarry 
Distinguished Chair in Diabetes and Metabolic 
Research at the University of Texas Southwestern 
Medical School. He is a member of the First 
Presbyterian Church of Dallas.

George D. Johnson, P.E., lives in Long 
Beach, California where for many years he has 
served as a Professional Civil Engineer. He is a 
member of the Covenant Presbyterian Church 
in Long Beach.

Doris E. Wright, Ph.D., hails from Houston, 
Texas. Her professional field is Food Science and 
Nutrition Science. She is a member of Spring 
Branch Presbyterian Church in Houston.

Following are personal statement from each 
of the awardees for 2005.

From Charles F. Denny

Science and Christianity, more notably Pres-
byterianism, have long been complementary 

aspects of my life. As a young Kentucky 
farm boy, I can vividly recall watching 
newly mowed hay ruin in the field since 
my stepfather and his father would not 
break the Sabbath and work on Sunday. 
Helping to care for 200 head of sheep 
and their lambs through the cold win-
ters gave me a feeling of kinship with 
Jacob, David, and the shepherds living 
near Bethlehem. My church youth 
activities and college religion courses 
helped to make John Calvin and John 
Knox heroes for me.

Science came to me naturally due 
to an aroused sense of curiosity which 
was strengthened by my maternal 
grandparents’ frequent readings from 
H. A. and Margret Rey’s Curious George 
series of books. I continue this tradition 

with my students by using examples from Curious 
George to introduce the scientific method and 
the excitement of discovery.

Being a scientist and a Christian have never 
been in conflict for me, but have followed parallel 
paths throughout my life. The existence, presence 
and continuous nature of Creator God became 
obvious to me in the science lab, the birthing 
barn, and the pew. My belief in God has been 
solidified by assisting in the miraculous birth 
of livestock and of my own children, watching 
the effects of the rhythmic cycles of the seasons 
of the earth on animals and plants, and learn-
ing about the history of the Jewish people and 
Jesus’ life story.

I easily relate to the writer of Hebrews 11.1-
3: “Now faith is the assurance of things hoped 
for, the conviction of things not seen. Indeed, 
by faith our ancestors received approval. By faith 
we understand that the worlds were prepared by 
the word of God, so that what is seen was made 
from things that are not visible.” My research 
focused on microbes which reveal their minute 
characteristics only with the use of sophisticated 
instruments to make visible that which is invisible 
to the unaided eye. The organizational pattern 
and discipline of the steps of the scientific method 
of problem solving (problem, hypothesis, experi-
ment, results, and conclusion) have prepared me 
well for the challenges and rigors of Bible study. 
My approach to Bible study also follows an 
organized set of steps. Beginning with prayer, I 
proceed to read the Word, study the Word using 
resources and accommodating the thoughts of 
others, listen to God, and attempt to apply my 
gained knowledge to everyday life.

The practice of science and Christianity 
strengthen each other in my life. My research 
in microbiology resulted in the discovery of 
a new subspecies of a bacterial species, Bdel-
lovibrio bacteriovorus, which is a predator on 
other bacteria.

While this was very exciting, this discovery 
also reminded me of the majesty and intricacy 
of the creation and the omniscience and omni-
presence of the Creator. I still have feelings 
similar to those of Nobel Laureate Max Perutz 
who stated: “A discovery is like falling in love 
and reaching the top of a mountain after a hard 
climb all in one, ecstasy induced not by drugs 
but by the revelation of a face of nature that no 
one has seen before and that often turns out to 
be more subtle and wonderful than anyone had 
imagined … ”

The more I study and research, the more 
I believe in the underlying force and power 
in nature being the power and purpose of the 
Lord. I, like the Apostle Paul wrote in Romans 
1.20, find this belief to be self-evident: “Ever 
since the creation of the world [God’s] eternal 
power and divine nature, invisible though they 
are, have been understood and seen through the 
things he has made.”

I think that music expresses best the emo-
tions and beliefs we mortals have toward our 
Creator God. Thus, I will close by quoting one 
of my favorite hymns written by Cecil Alexander 
in 1848:

All things bright and beautiful, All things 
great and small,

All things wise and wonderful: The Lord 
God made them all.

He gave us eyes to see them and lips that 
we might tell.

How great is God Almighty, Who made 
all things well.

From Daniel W. Foster

In 1999 I gave a series of lectures at the First 
Presbyterian Church of Dallas called “Seri-

ous Questions.” In the first lecture, entitled 
“Does God Exist?” I began by reviewing the 
three great atheisms that Christianity has had 
to face following the Enlightenment. The first 
was the atheism of Ludwig Feuerbach, which I 
called anthropologic atheism. In his book The 
Essence of Christianity, published in 1841, he 
said, in the core argument, that God is simply a 
projection of human thought. Humans created 
God in themselves and projected Him outward

“Vocation” continues on page 4 >>>
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>>> “Vocation” continued from page 3
as transcendent, but the projected God was not 
real. Homo homini Deus est, he said: Man is god 
for man.

The second great atheism was the nihilistic 
atheism of Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche. His 
theme was that the Christian God was dead 
because unbelievable. He was killed because 
human rationality had displaced Him. Nietzsche 
was likewise against all morals, because if God 
is dead, all is permissible.

The third great atheism was scientific 
atheism. It was heralded by Sir Charles Lyell’s 
Principles of Geology published in 1830. This vast 
record of geological time made clear that the six 
day creation story of Genesis was symbolic and 
not literal. Then in 1859 came Charles Darwin’s 
On the Origin of Species. This book showed that 
all life was not created at one time, emphasizing 
the mythic nature of Genesis and rendering the 
whole Bible suspect for some. Then came the 
cosmologists, the astrophysicists, who showed 
that the universe was some 13 billion years old 
and that there were billions of galaxies. The earth 
was a tiny suburban speck around a minor sun 
in our own galaxy, the Milky Way.

In my view this is the only serious atheism 
now in our country and the rest of the developed 
world. Feuerbach and Nietzsche are known 
only to scholars. But science is something else 
entirely. The power of science to induce counter-
conversion amongst believers and prevent faith 
in seekers is very great.

To those having an experience with science, 
the universe seems solid, factual, and testable 
compared to fanciful stories about the end of the 
world, strange figures like Satan, and miracles 
beyond experience, making the doubt seem 
real and faith in an invisible God unreal. And, 
especially, there is the claim in Christianity not 
only that there is a God, but that this God once 
visited this tiny speck of a planet, no more than 
a dust particle in the universe, in the form of a 
man and that this man died and was raised again 
— all for the forgiveness of human sin. Science 
seems an easy winner.

On the surface, science whether astrophys-
ics, particle physics, or molecular biology, seems 
massive, whole, all powerful, and very certain. 
And yet in fact that is not the case. It is full of 
mystery. How did the big bang happen? What 
is the nature of the “dark energy” expanding the 
universe? What are we to say about quantum 
theory and the experience of entanglement where 
measurement of a particle at one site is reflected 
in another particle 100 kilometers away?

But faith is also full of mystery. I will not 
belabor this point. I will say it astonishes me how 
often preachers and teachers and believers act 

and speak as if they know all the answers with 
certainty. I believe the Christian faith to be not 
only a scintillating hope but ultimate truth. Yet 
there are great unanswered mysteries. The late 
Nobel laureate Peter Medawar once said that 
the only important questions are the questions 
children ask. The classic child’s question is: 
Where did God come from Mommy? And it is 
a question the most learned and sophisticated 
of human minds cannot answer. The Bible 
states unequivocally that God is and gives the 
only unambiguous, non-symbolic definition of 
God. God is Being itself. “Who shall I say sent 
me,” Moses asks at the burning bush? And God 
answers: “Tell Pharaoh I AM sent you.” Tell 
him Being itself sent you. But, where did Being 
itself come from? How can there be something 
without beginning and without end? Then there 
are the lesser but still profound mysteries. How 
could God appear in human life? How did the 
death of Christ on the cross bring salvation to 
the universe? There are many mysteries even in 
the answering truth message of the Bible.

Well, let me get to the conclusion. We started 
off by saying that science, a human discipline of 
extraordinary power and one of the glories of 
humanity, is for many a threat to faith. It either 
causes counter-conversion, the loss of faith, or 
blocks conversion, the movement from prefaith 
to faith. It is the predominant atheism of our 
time and place. Then we said, that despite its 
appearance of monolithic certainty, science is full 
of mystery. And the more we know the more the 
mysteries appear. Thirdly we noted that faith, 
including the Christian faith, is full of mystery. 
So, in fact, we have two sets of mysteries addressed 

by separate questions.
Science asks, how did the world start?
Faith asks, who started it?
Science asks, how did humans develop?
Faith asks, what does it mean to be 
human?
This led the late Stephen Jay Gould to 

emphasize that the domains of science and faith 
are separate and distinct. They ask different 
questions that do not overlap. In his book, Rocks 
of Ages, he introduces the term non-overlap-
ping magisteria or NOMA. A magisterium is a 
domain where the teaching uses different tools 
to answer a specific set of questions that do not 
overlap with other domains. He took the term 
magisterium from the Roman Catholic Church 
where it stands for the power and authority to 
teach religious truth. In our case the magisteria 
are science and faith. The magisterium of science 
covers the empirical realm. It is interested in facts 
about the universe and theories to explain the 
facts. The magisterium of religion is interested 
in questions of ultimate meaning and moral 
value. Gould illustrates this with a catchy state-
ment. Science, he said, is about the ages of rocks 
while religion is about the Rock of Ages. The 
tools of the magisterium of science are objective 
observations, utilizing the five senses. They can 
be experimentally confirmed. The tools of the 
magisterium of faith are response of the soul, 
heart and mind to the revelations of God. I should 
note here, that the person of faith also uses the 
objective senses as well, but in a different way. 
Faith gives eyes that see beyond seeing; they see 
poverty in the midst of riches, they see violence 
and evil and unconcern throughout the world. 
Faith gives ears that hear beyond mere words 
and sense the pain and emptiness and questions 
of speakers. Faith uses hands not to manipulate 
a nuclear reactor or a telescope circling high 
above the earth, but to touch other hands in 
the companionship of humanity, especially in 
loneliness, despair, and death.

I believe that the magisterium of faith and 
the magisterium of science are distinct and 
should remain so. Respectful dialogue is help-
ful, but attempts at marriage are not. Yet we, 
the people of faith, have to deal with science’s 
specific threat through counter-conversion and 
a blockade of faith. How do we do that? Here 
are my simple rules.

1. Do not be either threatened or encouraged 
by science or statements of scientists. The mag-
isteria are different. The faith is not weakened 
by an atheistic statement nor strengthened by a 
scientist that believes.

2. Acknowledge and rejoice in the findings of 
modern science. As I say, they are a glory. Don’t be

“Vocation” continues on page 5 >>>
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a flat earth Christian. I have a quite radical faith 
about this. I believe great scientific discoveries are 
revelations from God even though the scientist 
does not know it. I feel the same about Mozart’s 
music and Shakespeare’s plays.

3. Focus on core truths of the faith, not minor 
things. We believe God created the heavens and 
the earth in the beginning. We do not care that it 
did not occur in six days 6,000 years ago. What 
is important is that God did it even though the 
universe is 12 or 13 billion years old.

4. Develop a theological agnosticism that 
freely says “I don’t know.” Or “I’m not sure.” For 
example, all Christians believe that Christ died 
for our sins on the cross. Yet we do not know 
why God chose this mechanism for our salvation. 
Another way of saying this is that we should be 
willing to accept and acknowledge the mysteries 
of God. Remember that the Apostle Paul, a giant 
intellect, says in 1 Corinthians 8.2, “If anyone 
imagines that he knows something, he does not 
yet know as he ought to know.”

5. Live in faith and in the biblical Word. The 
Holy Spirit will affirm in the heart its truth. The 
late William Stringfellow, in his book An Ethic 
for Christians and Other Aliens in a Strange Land, 
says this marvelously: “In the face of death, live 
humanly. In the middle of chaos, celebrate the 
Word. Amidst babel, I repeat, speak the truth. 
Confront the noise and verbiage and false-
hood of death with the truth and potency and 
efficacy of the Word of God. Know the Word, 
teach the Word, nurture the Word, preach the 
Word, defend the Word, incarnate the Word, 
live the Word.”

6. Remember that in living one’s faith, pro-
claiming hope and practicing love, God affirms 
his reality. He honors us with His presence. Albert 
Schweitzer at the end of his book The Quest for 
the Historical Jesus put it this way: “If you will 
follow Him by the Sea of Galilee, you will learn, 
as an ineffable mystery, Who He is.”

From George D. Johnson

I was thrilled to be recognized for the Daniel W. 
Martin ‘Science as a Christian Vocation’ award 

for 2005. I was so pleased that my wife Polly, 
who knows me better than anyone, decided to 
send in the nomination for me to be considered. 
We have been partners, working together in all 
phases of activities in church and community 
for over 50 years, and in my working career as 
a civil engineer she also understands my pas-
sion for integrity and ethics in the engineering 
profession.

My Christian commitment actually guided 
me into the engineering profession. The teach-
ings of Christ of how people should live together 

in community became very important to me in 
my early life. In civil engineering I found a way 
of having a specialized education and technical 
training that through experience would permit 
me to design and build those structures and 
infrastructure facilities that would enable people 
living together in community to live a safe and 
better life.

In our society only Registered Professional 
Civil Engineers have the legal right, assigned 
to them, by the individual states where they 
practice, to protect the public health, safety, and 
welfare of the public by designing and approv-
ing the plans for all water and sewer systems, 
highways, bridges, major building structures, 
and other public facilities that serve the people 
who live in close community. The ethics of this 
profession coincided with my understanding 
of the Christian faith. My Christian faith also 
gave me some additional values to go with my 
professional life, to go the second mile, to give 
back to the community more than was required, 
to spend more time in the community and church 
in volunteer work with organizations that helped 
people in the community.

My work in the Presbyterian church at all 
levels has given me insight in how to work with 
people and organizational structures using core 
values to make decisions. This has carried over 
into my professional work. My professional engi-
neering work has given me tools and knowledge 
to solve problems and confront issues, which has 
helped me in working in many committees and 
organizations in the church.

In my civil engineering life, I served the City 
of Long Beach in the Bureau of Engineering for 
25 years (1955 to 1980) and another 25 years 
(1980 to present) with a consulting engineer-
ing firm, Moffatt & Nichol Engineers, where 
I continue to work part-time. A few examples 
of the projects I worked on include: site project 
design engineer for the Long Beach Conven-
tion Center, the Long Beach Aquarium of the 
Pacific, and the adjacent Rainbow Harbor where 
the 2002 General Assembly of the Presbyterian 
Church took place.

In my Presbyterian Church life, I have served 
as an elder since 1956, on local church commit-
tees, on presbytery committees, commissioner 
to General Assembly, on synod committees, on 
General Assembly Support Agency Board and 
Church Building Loan Committee. I have served 
as moderator of Los Ranchos Presbytery and 
presently as moderator of the Synod of Southern 
California and Hawaii.

My perception of how science/technology 
and Christian faith go together developed into 
a brief written statement in February 2000 when 
I attended a week-long retreat called “Compan-

ions on the Inner Way” led by the Reverend Dr. 
Howard Rice. In one of the sessions, as we studied 
how religious credos were developed, we were 
asked to write our own individual credo. The 
following is the credo I wrote for my journey 
in this life, so far:

“I believe in God as the Creator, setting in 
motion the creation of humankind, providing 
the way for intelligent life, people who with all 
of their faults can be free to make choices about 
who they are within a framework of billions 
of possibilities. People who have the choice of 
accepting or rejecting God in many different 
ways, and some who may never encounter the 
message of God as we know it. The Creator has 
released the formation of a universe which, at the 
present time, only a portion can be perceived. The 
forces that continue the further development of 
this universe are in place and the people continue 
to explore, learn and try to understand this evo-
lution process and search for the knowledge to 
understand and feel the presence of the Creator 
who we call God. I believe in One God, in all, 
merciful and loving; in Jesus, the Christ, God’s 
representations full of compassion; in the Holy 
Spirit, within, ever present, always on call; and 
in the Bible, a reflection of God, Jesus, Holy 
Spirit and me. In all, guiding, leading, chasten-
ing, there for me.”

(A picture of Mr. Johnson was not available)

From Doris E. Wright

It was a most humbling experience to have been 
recognized by the Daniel W. Martin Science as 

a Christian Vocation program. The award process 
gave me an opportunity to consider my profes-
sional endeavors in light of my Christian faith. 
This was the first time that I stopped to assess 
how my Christianity interacted with my chosen 
profession as a college educator and researcher in 
the field of nutrition and food sciences.

Trained as a food and nutrition scientist, I 
selected the academic environment to do research 
and to teach. As a graduate student I served as a 
teaching assistant and felt called to be a teacher 
and mentor for college students training for the 
dietetics field.

In our present culture, too often the expec-
tation is that we as professionals separate our 
Christian beliefs from the secular work world. 
However, Christianity is not something we can 
put aside; it is an integral part of our being human. 
Therefore, as a mentor, a teacher, and a researcher, 
I endeavored to demonstrate Christ-like charac-
teristics in the following ways: (1) to treat every 
person with respect and caring; (2) to not judge 
people for their mistakes, but to encourage them

“Vocation” continues on page 6 >>>
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>>> “Vocation” continued from page 5
to be their best; and (3) to provide benefit for 
the community (improved health, more effective 
nutrition education delivery, etc.).

As a faculty member in a program preparing 
students to become registered dietitians, my focus 
was primarily on teaching skills and techniques 
to enhance their counseling and educating 
effectiveness. My focus always was on actively 
listening to the patient to assess his overall needs 
as a person rather than judging him simply 
against lab value criteria (i.e., overweight male 
with uncontrolled blood glucose, high LDLs and 
triglycerides, and high blood pressure). Rather 
than getting caught up in the numbers on the 
chart, I emphasized the need to understand and 
care for the person and the context in which he 
lives to more effectively work with him to identify 
dietary and lifestyle changes which were feasible 
to improve his health.

In research I directed student theses related 
primarily to issues related to the development 
and/or treatment of obesity. As researchers 

     
      

        
        

    
     

      
       

    
    

        
        

         
     

       
        

       
           
        
       

     
        

          
         

      
        

        
         

     
      

        
        

      
      

     
       

       
        

        
         

       
    

         
        

        
         
          

       
        

      

 
         

       
         
          

      
       

          

        
      

   
        

       
       
         

         
      

      
        

     
      

      
      
       
        

       
         
       
       

        
      
       

         
     

  
          
         

      
      

         
       

      
        

      
         

       
         
       

      
    

       
    

      
       

        
          

     
        

         
 

       
       

      
         

      
      
      

        
       

       
          

           
         

 
       

         
       

      
           
        

         
        

    
       

         
         

      
          
         

          
       

     
         

       
         
          

      
        

      
         
       
         

         
   

        
         

        
           

         
          

       
         

         
         

         
     

          
       

        
        

         
        

       
   

        
     

questions are “Some” and “Yes.” However, to 
simply end here would be a significant disservice 
both to the presenters and to the time all of us 
devoted that Saturday in September.

The particular value for me of the two 
presentations and the subsequent roundtable 
discussions was, that while I heard little new 
information, I had never before had so many 
details presented together. For instance, I have 
long been aware that the scientific and religious 
communities do not share a common vocabulary. 
But I did not fully understand the extensive 
attempts of some groups to cloak issues of faith 
with scientific-sounding words and phrases and 
pass them off as actual science. Once I became 
aware of the true agenda of the partisans of 
Intelligent Design, I could see how skillfully 
they had used language to deflect criticism and 
avoid unwanted discussion.

Particularly Jim Miller’s presentation pro-
vided much needed historical background and 
gave me a better context for understanding the 
present seeming impasse between science and reli-
gious faith. (I started to write simply “faith” right 
then, but realized that so-called science-based 
atheism is as much dependent on “faith” as is the 
individual Christian’s belief in the sovereignty of 
God.) Jim’s presentation also gave me additional 
background information to better understand 
three recent programs on PBS about Galileo, 
Newton, and Einstein. One thought that struck 

me while watching those programs is that the 
proponents of ID have taken the position of the 
church hierarchy against Galileo, especially, and 
Copernicus before him, that God simply would 
not do things as they suggested.

On a more practical level, what does this 
have to do with me as an intelligent Christian? 
We Presbyterians have a long commitment 
to knowledge and learning. We have founded 
schools and established hospitals. We have 
stressed that there is no part of existence that is 
outside the redeeming love of God. Therefore, 
there is no part of creation that is closed to our 
quest for understanding. Will we ever know and 
understand everything about our beginnings as 
humans? Certainly not on this side of heaven, 
and perhaps not even then. But that should not 
prevent us from attempting to learn all we can 
about any part of the mechanics, the how, of 
creation including our own beginnings. Or of 
attempting to learn and understand everything 
we can about ourselves right now.

Since I believe that the creative activities of 
God are so grand, I also believe we should not 
be surprised by either complexity or simplicity 
in creation. Neither should we try to circum-
scribe those creative activities by stipulating 
what means God might or might not employ. 
And so, I return to the opening question: Does 
God leave fingerprints? I believe the answer 
is an unequivocal yes. It is a Yes, however, for 
those who look for such fingerprints with the 
eyes of faith, and who can discuss what those

“Mini” continues on page 11 >>>

Doris Wright

(both as students and professionals) once the 
data are converted to numbers it is often easy 
to forget that the numbers represent more than 
the quantity or the quality of the subject matter. 
To fully interpret and understand the results it is 
important to remember that the data represent 
real people and, therefore, that conclusions and 
recommendations from the research should also 
encompass the realities of people’s lives. As my 
students progressed through the research process, 
I sought to help them realize the implications 
of their conclusions as related to lives of real 
people.

When serving on institutional ethics com-
mittees, providing academic counseling, and 
interacting with support staff, I always tried to 
follow a Christ-like example by being supportive, 
honest (even if it wasn’t what people wanted 
to hear), and just showing love, concern, and 
respect for all people. I am grateful to God for the 
opportunity I had to be a mentor and role model 
for those entering a profession that enhances the 
health and well being of people.

The PASTCF Mini-Conference
David P. Notley

PASTCF Member

Does God leave fingerprints? If so, science 
by its very nature, cannot find them. Can 
faith find God’s fingerprints in nature? Not 

by ignoring the knowledge and understanding 
gained through science. Is it possible to do both 
— to see God’s fingerprints in nature while at 
the same time fully accepting the discoveries and 
insights of science? That is the question!

These words by Dr. Derek Pursey opened 
the 2005 PASTCF Annual Meeting and Mini-
Conference and set the tone for the entire day. 
The other formal paper, “God’s Nature and 
Nature’s God,” by the Reverend Dr. James B. 
Miller (reprinted in this issue of SciTech†) gave 
a balance to the day’s proceedings. Together, 
they examined the current issues of perceived 
antagonism and conflict between science and 
Christian faith. Meeting on September 25, 
2005 at the Chevy Chase Presbyterian Church 
in Washington, D.C., the day ended with a fas-
cinating roundtable discussion with all attendees 
participating.

Two questions remain with me now, long 
after the meeting ended. Did I hear anything 
really new, anything that I had not been exposed 
to before? Does any of it matter to me or should 
any of it matter to me, regardless of the answer 
to my first question? The simple answers to these 
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>>> “God-Nature” continued from page 1
environment), only reinforced this skepticism for 
some. In the words of biologist Richard Dawkins 
(who interestingly holds the Chair for the Public 
Understanding of Science at Oxford):

Although atheism might have been logi-
cally tenable before Darwin, Darwin made 
it possible to be an intellectually fulfilled 
atheist. (The Blind Watchmaker, 6)
Sometimes this purportedly science-inspired 

skepticism is elevated to the level of an “evangeli-
cal” fervor in favor of a materialist naturalism, 
whereby it is the task of the scientifically literate 
to vanquish religion. Again, from Dawkins:

It is fashionable to wax apocalyptic about 
the threat to humanity posed by the AIDS 
virus, ‘mad cow’ disease, and many others, 
but I think a case can be made that faith is 
one of the world’s great evils, comparable to 
the smallpox virus but harder to eradicate. 
(The Humanist, Vol. 57, No. 1.)
Now, I would suggest that one of the motiva-

tions of the major advocates of ID is an objection 
to this skeptical way of thinking and, in response, 
a reassertion of modern natural theology. Phil-
lip Johnson, who is a Presbyterian and former 
professor of law at the University of California 
at Berkeley and is perhaps the “Godfather” of the 
movement, put the objection this way:

Naturalism does not explicitly deny the 
mere existence of God, but it does deny 
that a supernatural being could in any way 
influence natural events, such as evolution, 
or communicate with natural creatures like 
ourselves. Scientific naturalism makes the 
same point by starting with the assumption 
that science, which studies only the natural, 
is our only reliable path to knowledge. A 
God who can never do anything that makes 
a difference, and of whom we can have no 
reliable knowledge, is of no importance to 
us. (Darwin on Trial, 115.)
Okay. But what could be so wrong with this 

objection? Even if ID is a theological movement 
rather than a scientific one, don’t most Christians 
think of God as an “intelligent designer” in the 
divine role of Creator? While it is true that many 
Christians do imagine God as an “intelligent 
designer,” I would like to suggest several reasons 
why this is not very good theology.

Theological Naturalism
First, I want to agree with people like Dawkins 
and people like Johnson. What science says 
does matter to theology. While I do not agree 
with them how it matters, I do not think that 
the theological significance of the scientific 
description of the world can be underestimated. 
To my mind one of the best statements of this 

significance is found in the writings of the 
French Jesuit paleontologist, Fr. Pierre Teilhard 
de Chardin. 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 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 not 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 interior 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. (From a personal letter writ-
ten in 1947.)
But if it is the case that science has a con-

structive bearing on theology, it is also the case 
that given science’s limitation to naturalistic 
explanations, such a limitation ultimately and 
inevitably leads to a denial of God, to atheism. 
Ironically, both ID advocates like Johnson and 
scientific skeptics like Weinberg and Dawkins 
believe so. This was also the conclusion of 
Princeton theologian, Charles Hodge, who in 
answer to the title question of his book, What 
Is Darwinism?, argued that it was inescapably 
atheism. (It is worth noting that one of Hodges 
students, B.B. Warfield, who rote the seminal 
essay on biblical inerrancy, accepted Darwinian 
evolution in a qualified manner.)

I would like to suggest that science’s epis-
temological commitment to methodological 
naturalism does logically entail an assumption 
that nature is fully open to naturalistic explana-
tions, that in principle there are no supernatural 
causes that must be cited in order to an adequate 
explanation of natural phenomena. However, 
I would also suggest that such an assumption 
does not rule out an affirmation of the reality 
of God.

Perhaps some definitions are in order here. 
With an expression of gratitude to physicist 
Howard van Till and philosopher David Grif-
fin, there are at least three kinds of naturalism. 
Methodological naturalism holds that science is 
only competent to investigate natural actions 
and causes. Positively, minimal naturalism holds 

that there only are natural actions and causes; 
of negatively, that there are no supernatural 
actions or causes in nature. Maximal naturalism 
asserts that nature is all that there is, that there 
is no other reality, and so, that there is no God. 
In other words, this last form of naturalism is 
explicit atheism.

Johnson and other ID advocates believe that 
it is a logically slippery slope that inevitably leads 
from methodological to minimal and finally to 
maximal naturalism; unless at the very begin-
ning God can be cited as a necessary cause for at 
least some natural phenomena. So, at the heart 
of the ID movement is the intention to change 
the basic definition of scientific method in order 
to establish a “theistic science.”

Now there are two very important claims 
here. The first is that naturalism rules out divine 
action that makes a difference. The second is that 
naturalism (and implied materialism) rules out 
the very existence of God. I am going to argue 
that both of these claims are mistaken and that 
it is possible to adopt a very robust form of 
naturalism without it being necessary to abandon 
belief in the reality of God.

I want to start with the question of God’s 
“existence.” It is important to remember that 
because God is transcendent, at best all of the 
language we use to refer to God is analogical or 
metaphorical. In this regard, all systematic theol-
ogy that purports to speak definitively of God, 
in principle violates the second commandment. 
It constitutes an idol of words rather than one 
of matter. We violate the commandment when 
we take our words about God as though they 
were God. In philosophy this is known as “the 
fallacy of misplaced concreteness.”

With this caution in mind, I would suggest 
that “nature” is simply another word that we use 
for “creation” and that creation is comprised of 
all that exists (all the creatures). But if this is the 
case then, formally God, who is Creator and not 
a creature, does not “exist.” The reality of God is 
something other than existence. In the 20th cen-
tury this idea was expressed by he theologian Paul 
Tillich when he identified God as the “ground of 
being.” God is not a being among beings (even 
if viewed as a Supreme Being). Rather God is 
that which makes all being possible.

So it seems to me that naturalism, even in its 
strongest philosophical sense does not bear on 
God’s reality, unless one adds to such naturalism 
a religious conviction that denies the reality of 
God. In other words, naturalism will not get you 
atheism. Atheism is a religious faith position not 
a logical consequence of naturalism no matter 
how robust the naturalism.

Now it is one thing to argue that abandoning
“God-Nature” continues on page 8 >>>
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>>> “God-Nature” continued from page 7
a dualism of nature and supernature does not rule 
out the reality of God. However, it is something 
else to offer an explanation of what it might mean 
to say that God acts in the world. Let me begin 
by suggesting that Christians not only hold that 
God is transcendent, we also hold that God is 
immanent. Yet the immanence of God, though 
intensely intimate (there is nowhere we can go 
that God is not there), does not obliterate the 
otherness of creation. We are other than God but 
God is nearer than our next breath. It is in regard 
to the immanence of God that divine action can 
be said to be thoroughly natural.

A Naturalistic and Theological Cosmology
To enter this kind of discussion it is necessary 
to move beyond biology and physics to philo-
sophical cosmology and more generally yet to 
what is called metaphysics. If you are not already 
convinced, let me indicate that this can be a fairly 
abstract discussion. It is said that a picture is 
worth a 1,000 words. Below is a picture worth 
maybe 100,000 words. Hopefully, it may help 
make my discussion a bit more concrete.

Our first challenge is to start by thinking of 
the world in terms of time rather than stuff. In 
the middle of our picture is a line representing 
the present. To the left of the line is the past or 
what might be called the actual world. To the 
right of the line is the future or what might be 
called the domain of potentiality or possibility. 
I’ve suggested in the drawing that this domain 
is not just raw potentiality but has a gradient; 
that is, some possibilities are better or worse than 
others. It is also the case that in a strict sense only 
the past “exists.” It is filled with what was. The 
future, what might be, does not exist.

The past is constituted not of things but of 
events. An event rather than a thing is the most 
fundamental building block of reality. Most, 

perhaps all events, take form with an expectation 
or anticipation of future events. What we would 
call a thing or enduring object (e.g., a table or 
tree or human being) is constituted of a series 
of events that have a distinctive relationship of 
identification with one another.

An event forms in the present. In doing so it 
draws upon both past events and the possibilities 
of the future. But each event also begins with 
an initial aim that will more or less be satisfied 
in the process of becoming concrete.

If we look at the forgoing as the description 
of a philosophical cosmological system we can ask 
the question that Napoleon is said to have asked 
Laplace. “Where is God in the system?” Unlike 
Laplace, I believe the appropriate response is, 
“God is everywhere in the system.”

First, God sustains the past in its full richness. 
For us, as the past recedes our memories of it 
fade. This degeneration of our memory of the past 
has been called “perpetual perishing.” But God 
sustains in the divine life each moment in the full 
richness of its formation. God also sustains the 
domain of the possible in a graded manner. This 
constitutes the basic value framework or gradient 

of reality. But it is God 
also who provides each 
moment with its initial 
aim, it is God’s call to 
creation, God’s Word 
seeking incarnation.

In none of these 
respects is it the case 
that God’s active pres-
ence will be unambigu-
ously obvious. In fact 
God’s presence is so 
intimate that it can not 
be distinguished from 
the creation or nature. 
In fact God’s activity 
is completely coherent 
with natural processes. 

This amounts to a denial that there is any such 
thing as a supernatural event. This may seem 
like a strange conclusion, maybe even heretical. 
But in my defense I would offer the following 
testimony.

… God, the Author and Creator of all 
natures, does nothing contrary to nature; 
for whatever is done by Him who appoints 
all natural order and measure and pro-
portion must be natural in every case. 
(Augustine of Hippo, Reply to Faustus the 
Manichean, Book XXVI, 3).
One of the consequences of this view is that 

the resurrection is not a supernatural event, one 
that somehow contravenes the order of nature, 
but is instead a fully natural event, even if an 

exceptional one.
ID’s final fatal theological flaw seems to 

me to be a failure of religious nerve. It is an 
effort to live by certainty or proof or empirical 
demonstration rather than living by faith. But 
we are deeply ignorant, not only about God but 
even about God’s creation. It is not only that we 
don’t know but some of the things we think we 
know we will discover are erroneous. Many of the 
things we don’t know are relevant to the things 
we think we know. This is one of the reasons 
that scientific inquiry will be unending so long 
as there are those who choose to engage in it. 
So, in all aspects of our lives, and most especially 
in our Christian lives, we have no choice but to 
live by faith.

Instead of seeking evidence of God in nature, 
so as to bolster our faith or convince ourselves 
that God is involved with us, we look to nature to 
discern what God is about so that we might join 
that endeavor, this approach might be theologi-
cal naturalism. I take this to be the sense of the 
quote, attributed to Nicolaus Copernicus, with 
which I will conclude.

To know the mighty works of God, 
comprehend His wisdom and majesty 
and power, to appreciate in degree the 
wonderful working of His laws, surely 
all this must be a pleasing and acceptable 
mode of worship to the Most High to 
whom ignorance can not be more grateful 
than knowledge.=

© Rev. James B. Miller, Ph.D.

PASTCF Member Honored

The Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies has 
awarded the 2005 David Morsey Award 
for Best Biblical Exegesis to PASTCF 

member, the Reverend Dr. William R. 
Clough for his article “The Word and the 
World,” Journal of Interdisciplinary Stud-
ies, Vol. XVII, No. 1/2, 2005: 1–25. The 
citation reads: “The 2005 David Morsey 
Award for Best Biblical Exegesis in JIS is 
awarded herewith to Dr. William R. Clough 
for exemplary Biblical scholarship, which 
relates Biblical truths to human affairs, 
advancing dialogue across geographical, 
disciplinary, and denominational boundar-
ies, successfully bridging facts and values, 
knowledge and faith, science and religion, 
thus bearing witness to their Author, the 
Creator-God. Dr. Clough’s essay best exem-
plifies JIS’ quest to recover the lost unity 
of Renaissance learning, while affirming 
transcendental values and faith.”
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By the Reverend Bob French
PASTCF Member

A s a pastor who likes to keep up with prog-
ress in the sciences, I was both attracted and 
disappointed by last fall’s special issue of 

Scientific American. Although or perhaps because 
I’m a rank scientific amateur, I’m usually thrilled 
by the magazine. I look forward each month to 
trying to wrap my mind around concepts like 
nanotechnology and “dark matter.”

But this issue brought me back to earth. It 
was devoted to the proposition that the world 
is coming to a major crossroads in the next 
fifty years. Radical adjustments will need to be 
made as the world population increases to nine 
billion and then levels off around the year 2050: 
“the climax of humanity” as the magazine puts 
it. Economics will become global and national 
structures will sink or swim. Wealth will increase, 
even in formerly poor countries, but the truly poor 
in all countries will not share it. (We saw that in 
New Orleans.) If the planet is to remain livable, 
business and the ecology movement will have to 
stop competing and start helping each other, or 
both will be out of business. Forests and fisheries 
will be exhausted even before 2050 and excess 
carbon dioxide from our industrial activities will 
pool in the atmosphere. A Harvard biologist 
refers to the next fifty years as “the bottleneck,” 
a period of maximum stress on natural resources 
and human ingenuity. Scientists can only clarify 
the decisions to be made; other forces determine 
the course history will take.

What can we do to meet these challenges? 
The magazine identifies two possible engines for 
change: government and economics. Govern-

ments vacillate; they are not designed to mount a 
sustained attack on long-range problems. There 
is some hope for innovative economic incentives 
like the trading of emissions permits, but so far 
this has had little effect and regulating such 
things is a bureaucratic nightmare. No perfect 
mechanism to help us negotiate the next 50 
years is on the horizon. Human ingenuity is 
the scientist’s stock in trade, but there is a dim 
awareness that something more than ingenu-
ity might be needed. Unable to find definitive 
answers, pessimistic about the shortsighted-
ness of business and government leaders, the 
magazine says plaintively, “These are ultimately 
questions about one’s moral values and personal 
preferences.”

Wouldn’t you think this would be a meeting 
point of science and religion? Religious people 
can help here. Part of our stock in trade is 
helping humanity advance from personal prefer-
ences to the realm of moral values. If personal 
preference is all we’ve got to go on, we’re in for 
what H. Richard Niebuhr called “the brief night 
of individual ethics.” It’s a matter of sharing, 
cooperating, and putting timeless truths ahead 
of instant gratification. That’s what religious 
people (Moses, Christ, and others) have been 
teaching for thousands of years. Yet the magazine 
gave no hint that religious ideas have any place 
in the solution.

In the same issue, there is an article called 
“Clash in Cambridge” by John Horgan. It 
reports a June 2005 meeting of scientists and 
theologians convened by the John Templeton 
Foundation to encourage mutual understand-
ing between religion and science. Horgan is an 
interesting maverick, the author of The End of 

     
        

          
 

       
      

        
      

      
        

    
      
        
        

         
        
        
         

         
        

        
     

         
         
         

      
         

          
      

        
       

      
    

       
       

         
       
      

         
        

           
          

           
          

         
   

     
       

       
             

        
         

        
       

         
     

          
          

       

          
         

        
       
       

       
       

         
       
       

        
     
          
         

        
         
        

       
        

         
         

        
      

         
         

        
          

       
      

         
         

       
          

       
        

          

  
      

    
     

        

        
        

       
         

      
        

       
          

        
      

         
        

        
         
        
       

       
       
          
         
        

       
       

        
          
          

         
         

         
       

        
        

        
        

         
      

   
        

       
      

         
         

     
          

   
        

       
        

        
  

        
          

     

By Darry Carlstone
PASTCF Vice President

I t seems that science and religion issues will 
continue to be in the forefront for the fore-
seeable future. Therefore, it was particularly 

significant that Dr. George Ellis of the Univer-
sity of Capetown was featured in a public lecture, 
sponsored by the Religious Studies Program at 
the University of Oklahoma on October 4. Dr. 
Ellis, a physicist who contributes to cosmology 
and general relativity, is also the 2004 recipient 
of the Templeton Foundation Award.

In his address, “Science and Religion in  

Are We Missing An Opportunity? Science, whose views often offend scientist and 
theologian alike. I’m not sure how objective his 
report might be. But as far as I can determine, 
nobody at the conference said a single thing about 
the challenges we face in the future. Instead the 
meeting bogged down instantly in arguments 
about the two to three thousand-year-old views 
of nature in the Bible, with the scientists attack-
ing them and the theologians trying lamely to 
defend them. No one suggested that “You shall 
love your neighbor as yourself ” was an axiom the 
scientific community might find helpful, and one 
that was a lot more central to religious thought 
than the details of biblical miracle stories. No 
one mentioned the magnificence of the Bible’s 
view of earthly existence as seen “from above,” or 
the wisdom of the religious confession of human 
sin and limitation.

When I read this issue of Scientific American, 
I thought, This is an opportunity we can’t afford 
to miss. The world’s most pressing need is for 
what we in the church have got: the principles of 
Judeo-Christian ethics. But we’re not getting that 
across. There are plenty of church conferences 
with a bearing on the questions raised in the 
magazine: peace, economic justice, population, 
the environment. But apparently, in our contacts 
with scientists we’re arguing over minutiae and 
making ourselves more and more irrelevant. 
That needs to stop. We need to stop talking to 
ourselves about these things and start talking to 
the culture, including the scientific establishment. 
We have something essential to contribute.

Bob French is a Presbyterian minister serving the 
United Ministry of Aurora, a combined Presbyterian 
and Episcopal congregation in upstate New York. 
He has served pastorates in Ohio and had an earlier 
career as a German and Arabic linguist for the U.S. 
government. He has a lively interest in science.

George Ellis Makes U of O Appearance
Dialog: What Is Their Relation Today?,” Dr. Ellis 
observed that both religion and science have, in 
the past, dominated and claimed more than each 
should, but today there is a growing mutuality, 
with increasing science and religion dialogue, 
and many books written on the subject.

This debate recognizes that major areas of 
concern of science and religion are separate, and in 
the main no conflict arises between them: science 
dealing with how and religion with why; science 
with what is in a material sense, and religion 
often with what ought to be. This concept has 
been formalized by biologist Stephen J. Gould, 
who introduced the term NOMA (non-overlap-

ping magisteria), with science and religion each 
ruling its respective domain, and no possibility 
of conflict. However, Ellis observes that this is 
not always true — conflict does exist. His posi-
tion is that some kind of integration is possible 
to give a unified worldview that accommodates 
both without diluting either.

Ellis observed that the domain of science 
is limited. It cannot, for example, describe the 
appreciation of beauty, the greatness of literature, 
or the understanding of love. Neither can sci-
ence deal with ethics, aesthetics, metaphysics, or 
meaning, all of which are of great significance 
to humanity. However, in such a distinction, the 
issue of discernment is encountered. “This is the 
key issue in trying to get a religious approach

“Ellis” continues on page 11 >>>



	 Sc i Tech†	 February 2006	 www.pastcf .org	 	  	

	 	 	

	 10	

e aniel  artin ward f r 	Bravo!	

2004 AAAS Support

Mark Achtemeier
Donald Brown
Keith Brown
Alan Carlson

Darry Carlstone
Dorothy Clark

Kathryn Conner
Alan Dotson
James Eby

James Hathaway
Charles Jenner
Parrish Jones
Max Lauffer

James Massello
Wesley McCoy

Sara Joan Miles
William Nebo

Ann Pollitt
Richard Schlobohm
William Skinner

John Turpin
Alan Villesvik
Joseph Whitner
Mary Wilcox
Walter Wiest

Walter Wilkins
James Wilkinson

2004 Jeremiah 
Campaign Fund

John Alexander
Richard Avery
Donald Barnes

David Brookman
Darry Carlstone

Charles Doak
Bert Eakin

Joseph Eschbach
Boone Groves

James Hathaway
Katherine Henrikson

Duane Hix
Donald Hooper
Howard Jansen
Charles Jenner
Archie LeBron

Steven Mann
Kenneth McCall
Wesley McCoy

William McIvor
James Miller
Gordon Mills
Donald Myers
David Notley

Ann Pollitt
Barbara Pursey
Derek Pursey
Arnold Rots

Henry Seaford
Frank Schowengerdt

Richard Sugg
Arthur Suggs

Margaret Towne
Bert Veenendahl
Alan Villesvik

Justine Walhout
Kenneth Wilbur

George Wilkening
William Wood
Robert Wright
Norma Zylstra

2004 Contributing 
Membership

John Alexander
Eugene Bay

Charles Doak
Bert Eakin
Harry Ellis

Joseph Eschbach
Cleveland Evans
Lawrence Gurley
Richard Hadley

Katherine Henrikson
Jerrad Hertzler

Virgil Hill
Donald Hooper

Thomas Hughart
George Johnson
Don Kuespert
Max Lauffer

Wesley McCoy
Patrick McGeachy

Neil Munch

Donald Myers
Robert Powell

Richard Schlobohm
Arthur Suggs

Bert Veenendahl
David Vellenga
Frank Walmsley

2004 Sustaining 
Membership

Rogene Henderson
Kenneth McCall
Robert Patterson
Barbara Pursey
Derek Pursey

2005 AAAS Support

Jeffrey Bolognese
Andrew Breidenbach

Lehr Brisbin
Donald Brown
Keith Brown
Gail Bucher

Darry Carlstone
Dorothy Clark
Gary Coulter
Charles Doak

Larry Gabbard
Boone Groves

Donald Hooper
Parrish Jones
Larry Lane

Max Lauffer
Wesley McCoy

Sara Miles
William Miller
Donald Myers
Francis Nagy

David Pearson
Ann Pollitt

Donald Spong
Walter Wiest

George Wilkening

        
       

       
  

     
      

        
 

       
        

       
    

         
        

      
       

        
      

       
         

   
       

        
         

      
  

       
        

        
    

      
    

   
     

     
        

       
        

       
       

        
      
        

      
     

     
       

   
      

       
     

    
       

       

        
       

   
        

         
       

       
         

          
       

        
         

        
         

  
        

         
        

        
        
           

        
       

       
        

       
         

     
       

         
        

        
         

      
         
    

      
        

       
       

       
 

       
        

       
        

        
         
          

         
           
          

        
  

        
        
         

         
        
        
       

        
   

       
        

         
        
 

       
  

       
   

          
  

       
  

   
           

     
       

        
       

       
        

       
       

          
      

      
     

2005 Jeremiah 
Campaign Fund

Larry Angus
Donald Barnes

Darry Carlstone
Joseph Eschbach
Boone Groves
James Guthrie

James Hathawat
Katherine Henrikson

Virgil Hill
Howard Jansen
Archie LeBron

Kenneth McCall
Wesley McCoy

William McIvor
James Miller
David Notley

Barbara Pursey
Derek Pursey

Henry Seaford
Frank Schowengerdt

2005 Contributing 
Membership

John Alderman
John Alexander
Susan Andrews
Alan Carlson
Charles Doak
Harry Ellis

Joseph Eschbach

Giving Honor Roll for 2004 and 2005
The work of the Presbyterian Association on Science, Technology and 

the Christian Faith depends almost entirely on the contributions of our 
members. So the Executive Board recognizes and thanks the individuals  

who have “gone the extra mile” in 2004 and 2005. Extra giving happens in 
one of three ways: (1) additional giving to support PASTCF and the Ecu-

menical Roundtable at the American Association for the Advancement of 
Science annual meeting; (2) giving to the Jeremiah Fund; or (3) contributing 
at a level above the basic $40 membership: Contributing members donated 
at least $100 per year and Sustaining members donated at least $250 per 
year. This listing reflects contributions made in 2004 and 2005.

Edie Gause
Robert Gruwell

Lawrence Gurley
James Hathaway

Katherine Henrikson
Virgil Hill

Donald Hooper
Celeste Howard
Charles Jenner
Max Lauffer
Joyce Little

Jill Martinez
Wesley McCoy

William McIvor
Gordon Mills
Donald Myers
Robert Powell
Arthur Suggs

Margaret Towne
Bert Veenendahl
Frank Walmsley
Walter Wilkins

2005 Sustaining 
Membership

Cleveland Evans
Rogene Henderson
Kenneth McCall
Robert Patterson
Barbara Pursey
Derek Pursey

Richard Schlobohm
Margaret Towne

Three Cheers!
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Ghost Ranch Seminar #CE-T811	
July 31 through August 6, 2006

God Talk In an Age of Science
What Language Shall I Borrow?

with Barbara and Derek Pursey

Registration Fee: $230 + housing & meals	
Commuter Fee: $230 (no meals included)

How can the Gospel of Jesus Christ be expressed in language that makes sense in a world 
dominated by science and technology? Worship should not produce cognitive dissonance. 
Evangelism directed towards scientifically interested or technically savvy people must 

be expressed in ways that make sense to them. Children learn science in their day schools 
and often find this in conflict with what is taught in Sunday school. In this seminar we will 
evaluate liturgical resources and church school curricula from the perspective of a scientific 
understanding of nature. We will explore the possibilities for expressing the Christian faith 
in ways that are respectful of the scientific worldview, with emphasis on worship, Christian 
education, and mission. Participants are encouraged to bring and share materials that they 
have found helpful.

For more information, go to www.ghostranch.org or contact Derek or Barbara Pursey
2930 Brueck Road • Dubuque, IA 52001-1042
dlpursey@mchsi.com or bapursey@mwci.net

  to the way that science tests the truth-value of 
theories: religion has a similar need. We use 
tradition, sacred books, wise people, consider-
ing the fruits, but ultimately our own judgment 
— exercised cautiously.”

“However there is a crucial final point. It is 
not true that all exercises of faith and hope are 
equal. Like all our abilities, they too can be used 
rightly or wrongly. This is where the exercise of 
discernment is essential. Some faiths, and in 
particular fundamentalist faiths, are destructive 
and to be avoided; some hopes are evil.” Thus 
faith and hope, like our actions, have to be guided 
by ethics — value choices of what is and is not 
acceptable.

Ellis suggests “that deep ethics is kenotic or 
self-emptying: that is, it is based in generosity and 
love, and involves the capacity and willingness 
for forgiveness and reconciliation, which in turn 
means giving up the need for revenge, in order 
to attain the greater good. On occasion it can 
involve the ultimate of sacrifice on behalf of the 
other, even the enemy, because that is the way to 
turn the hardened heart, to convert an enemy to 
a friend, and so to create the true security that 
comes from being surrounded by friends rather 

>>> “Mini” continued from page 6
fingerprints mean with the vocabularies both of 
science and of faith.

Derek Pursey and Jim Miller gave us excel-
lent examples of how these two vocabularies can 
be used to understand two different, but not 
mutually exclusive, truths. We Christians need 
not be afraid of where inquiry into either of these 
truths will lead. They are all part of God’s creation, 
a creation that is good. But we do need to be 
bold in teaching our fellow Christians these two 
vocabularies, and the limits of each in explaining 
the mysteries of both science and faith. For after 
all, by using the word mystery, we admit there is 
a horizon to our understanding that we are not 
allowed to reach, let alone cross.

Derek Pursey summarized well in his final 
paragraph what I’ve been trying to say: So, does 
God leave fingerprints? If so, they will be found 
in contingencies of nature. As such, God’s finger-
prints will not be discovered by science, but they 
might be perceived through faith. Nevertheless, 
as with all contingent events and the exercise of 
our own free will, we expect the consequences 
of God’s fingerprints to be consistent with the 
regularities discovered by science.

After I had completed my review of the 
conference I was reading the Outlook Section 
of The Washington Post. An Op-Ed piece 
by Timothy Shriver, Chairman of the Special 
Olympics, entitled In the Presence of Mystery 
caught my eye. It contained the following: 
“Could we teach them [our children] that sci-
ence, with all its majesty and achievement, has 
only one thing in common with religion: When 
it reaches its most profound questions, it too, 
yields to mystery?” I’m not sure that is all these 
two have in common, but I believe it is an idea 
worth considering.=

>>> “Dover” continued from page 2
November 2005 elections, and the new board 
does not intend to appeal. Although the deci-
sion has the force of law only in the jurisdic-
tion of the Middle District of Pennsylvania, 
it will certainly be cited in future court cases. 
Undoubtedly some of these will be appealed. 
The U.S. Supreme Court may eventually decide 
the constitutionality of teaching ID in public 
school science classrooms.=

1 The full decision is available at www.pamd.uscourts.gov/kitz-
miller/decision.htm. Complete legal documents for the case, including 
depositions, transcripts, and the decision, can be found at www2.
ncseweb.org/kvd.

2 Judge Jones cited a U.S. Supreme Court ruling that supernatural 
causation is an inherently religious concept.

>>> “Ellis” continued from page 9
that is compatible with science: to drop dogma 
and subject theories to testing. This is analogous 

than enemies.”
The implication is not that one must always 

sacrifice on behalf of others, but rather that one 
should be prepared to do so when the context is 
such that a move of this kind can have a transfor-
mational quality. “If in your pursuit of the rights 
of one group, you turn in fury on their oppressors 
and kill them or torture them, then you too have 
fallen into the fatal trap: the infection of hate 
will have taken hold of you too, and made you 
behave as the oppressors did.”

He further insists that what is required is a 
science-ethics-religion triad, which takes cog-
nizance of science — studying the mechanisms 
of how things work; religion — studying why, 
thus issues of meaning and spirituality, and ethics 
— what to do, making it real.

“These must all be approached with humil-
ity and questioning (so avoiding any of the 
fundamentalisms), but also with rigor (honest 
intellectual assessment), and with an ethical com-
mitment that informs the discussion. Thus to be 
really worthwhile it should involve consideration 
of both hard science, with its high standards of 
rigor of proof, and hard religion, with its high 
standards of ethical demands.”=
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On September 24, 2005 PASTCF held its Annual 
Meeting and Mini-Conference at Chevy Chase 
Presbyterian Church in Washington, D.C. Keynote 
speakers were Derek Pursey and Jim Miller. Dr. 
Miller’s address follows. Dr. Pursey’s address was 
printed in the November 2005 issue of SciTech†.

By the Reverend James B. Miller, Ph.D.
PASTCF Development Officer

The purpose of this paper is to suggest that 
natural theology, taken as evidence in nature 
for the existence of God, is an inadequate view 

in light of what we are learning about nature; 
and that it is possible to hold a robust form of 
naturalism, which denies the existence of the 
supernatural, without denying the possibility of 
affirming not only the existence of God but of 
God incarnate in Jesus as the Christ.

Natural Theology
The two philosophers most influential in the 
formation of the western mind are Plato (427-347 
bce) and his student, Aristotle (384-322 bce). 
Alfred North Whitehead has suggested that all of 
western philosophy is a footnote on Plato. At the 
time that Michelangelo was painting the ceiling 
of the Sistine Chapel, his younger compatriot, 
Raphael, was paining a picture called “The School 
of Athens.” It is anachronistic in that it includes 
figures from the history of western philosophy 
who were not contemporaries (nor residents of 
Athens). But central to the painting, amongst all 
these seminal thinkers, are the images of Plato 
and Aristotle.

Both Plato and Aristotle included theologi-
cal elements in their philosophies. Plato had his 
own “creation story” and Aristotle, though he 
thought the world to be eternal, offered so-called 
“proofs” for the existence of God. This sort of 
philosophical theology might be called Classical 
Natural Theology.

Perhaps its most articulate expression can be 
seen in the late medieval theology of Thomas 
Aquinas (1225-1274 ce). In his Summa Theo-
logica he offered five proofs of God’s existence. 
His first three “proofs” (the Unmoved Mover, the 
First Cause, the Necessary Ground) might be 
called cosmological proofs. They each focus on a 
particular aspect of the world (motion, causation, 
contingency) and he proposes that each feature 
logically depends upon an ultimate end term. 
His fourth proof might be called a moral proof 
and argues for an ultimate Good, in relation to 
which the value of else is established. His fifth 
proof is explicitly one from order or design.

After the birth of modern science in the 
16th and 17th centuries, within the mechani-
cal universe of Newton, perhaps the clearest 
statement of a modern natural theology is found 
in the writings of William Paley (1743-1805), 
especially his Natural Theology: or, Evidences of 
the Existence and Attributes of the Deity, Collected 
from the Appearances of Nature (1802). This is 
the work in which the watch and watchmaker 
analogy is first used. According to Paley, if we 
are walking on the heath and come upon a 
watch, noting the complexity of its works and 
how they all work together to perform a func-
tion, we would assume that somewhere there is 
a watchmaker who designed it. This is the form 
of natural theology that underlies the “intelligent 
design movement” (ID). It assumes, given that 
God is creator, there will be definitive evidence 
of divine creativity in nature.

It may already be obvious that there is a 
limitation to this form of theological reasoning; 
namely, it does not provide anything significant 
about the character of the designer. As physicist 
and Anglican priest, John Polkinghorne, has 
written:

Even at its most persuasive, natural theol-
ogy can only lead to a limited concept of 
God as the Great Architect of the Universe, 

the One whose mind and will are behind 
cosmic order and fruitfulness, but no more 
than that. (Science and Theology, 84).

So, the best that this form of natural theology 
gets you is a pretty austere theism or deism.

Enlightenment Skepticism
However, accompanying the rise of modern 
science and integral to it was the philosophical 
movement known as the Enlightenment. Here 
critical or analytic reason, not tradition, was to 
be seen as the ground of intellectual authority. In 
the face of such rationalism a form of skepticism 
was nurtured that was critical of not only natural 
theology but any form of theological claim.

Such skepticism is anticipated in the apoc-
ryphal story of the encounter of Napoleon and 
Pierre Laplace, one of the founders of statistical 
mathematics and great mathematical cosmolo-
gist. It is said that when Napoleon visited Laplace 
and was shown the latter’s cosmology, Napoleon 
inquire, “Where is God in your system?” To which 
Laplace is said to have replied, “I have no need 
of that hypothesis.”

This spirit of the marginalization of religion 
(or even its complete dismissal) is echoed in the 
words of Nobel laureate Steven Weinberg:

I am all in favor of a dialogue between 
science and religion, but not a constructive 
dialogue… One of the great achievements 
of science has been, if not to make it impos-
sible for intelligent people to be religious 
… then at least to make it possible for 
them not to be religious. We should not 
retreat from this accomplishment. (Cosmic 
Questions, 174.)
The emergence of Darwin’s theory of evolu-

tion in the mid-19th century, which offered a 
fully naturalistic explanation for apparent design 
in nature (e.g., the functional integrity of organs 
in organisms and the fitness of organisms in their
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