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By Jim Miller
PASTCF Development Officer

There is an old story about the person of low 
estate who agrees to provide a service for the 
ruler of the country for thirty days. When 

asked what compensation he wishes, the worker 
says that all he wants is one gold coin on the first 
day, two on the second day, four on the third day, 
and so on, doubling the amount of the previous 
day for each remaining day. Being shortsighted 
(and not much of a mathematician) the ruler 
agrees, only to discover that by the end of the 
thirty days the nation’s entire treasury is owed the 
worker—more than 536 million gold coins!

The story illustrates the power of geomet-
ric progression, as with compound interest or 
population growth. As development officer of 
PASTCF, I’d like to engage you in a three-year 
experiment to demonstrate this power to the 
advantage of our association and our service to the 
Presbyterian Church and the world. But rather 
than the power of two, I’d like us to engage the 
power of three, the Trinitarian number.

Currently  PASTCF has about 320 members. 
If each of us recruits two new members each year 
for the next three years, at the end of that time 
we will have a membership of about 8,640. If 
all of these were regular members, that would 
produce an annual income from membership 
dues of $345,600.

How difficult can this be? We know from 
demographic data that within the Presbyterian 
Church (USA) more than 300,000 members 
have degrees in math, science, or engineering 
and 8,640 equals less than 3% of that number. 
And that assumes that only Presbyterians with 
those sorts of degrees are interested in support-
ing the goals of PASTCF (namely, to help the 
church understand and respond faithfully to 
developments in science and technology and to 
support Presbyterian scientists, engineers and 

science teachers as they live out their Christian 
faith). We already know from our membership 
that Presbyterians generally, regardless of their 
academic background or professional activity, 
are interested in such an effort.

In the next few weeks you will receive a 
personal invitation to take part in this develop-
ment experiment. If we are successful, what 
will it mean?

•	 A full-time PASTCF field staff person to 
work with congregations and presbyteries to 

initiate and sustain their faithful engagement 
with science and technology.

•	 An ongoing local project grants program 
to provide material assistance for such local 
efforts.

•	 National and regional educational events to 
help equip ruling and teaching elders of the 
PCUSA for congregational and presbytery 
leadership in relation to scientific and tech-
nological developments.

•	 Special studies to give focused attention 
to timely issues at the interface of science, 
technology and the Christian faith and make 
recommendations relevant to the worship, 
education, and mission of congregations and 
presbyteries.

There is an easy way to begin this process. At 
Christmas we celebrate the gift of God’s love for 
the world with a season of giving. Consider giving 
a PASTCF membership to two family members 
or friends. You could just ask them to join but 
that requires them to take the initiative. If you 
give memberships, it will be the responsibility of 
the Association leadership to show the recipients 
that PASTCF is important enough for them to 
renew when that time comes.

And, each gift membership will be “Trini-
tarian”—a three-in-one gift. Why three? It is 
a gift that will invite the recipient (at the time 
of renewal) to claim for themselves a role in 
helping the Presbyterian Church (USA) offer 
a faithful witness to what God is doing in the 
21st century. It is a gift that will strengthen 
PASTCF in its effort to be a resource to the 
church in this work. And, last but certainly not 
least, it is a gift that will allow you, the giver, two 
concrete opportunities to participate directly in 
this work yourself.=

The Power of Three3
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President’s Corner	 By    Derek Pursey 	  se n ence  	

While browsing recently in Calvin’s Institutes, 
Abridged Edition, I found the following:

Whenever we come across these matters 
in secular writers, let that admirable light 
of truth shining in them that the mind of 
man, though fallen and perverted from 
its wholeness, is nevertheless clothed and 
ornamented with God’s excellent gifts. If 
we regard the Spirit of God as the sole 
fountain of truth, we shall neither reject 
the truth itself, nor despise it wherever it 
may appear, unless we wish to dishonor 
the Spirit of God … (2.2.15)

And:
… But if the Lord has willed that we be 
helped in physics, dialectic, mathematics, 
and other like disciplines, by the work 
and ministry of the ungodly, let us use 
this assistance. For if we neglect God’s 
gift freely offered in these arts, we ought 
to suffer just punishment for our sloths. 
(2.2.16)

Thus John Calvin considered all truth to 
derive ultimately from the Spirit of God, regard-
less of the immediate source. He clearly expected 
to find truth in the science of his day, regardless of 
the faith (or lack thereof ) of those who developed 
it. To reject truths found through science is to 

reject a gift from God. Although Calvin wrote 
this when science as we understand the term 
today was barely in its infancy, it is reasonable 
to suppose that he would be equally open to 
finding truth in 21st century science.

Calvin wrote this in 1559, shortly after the 
death of Copernicus, five years before the birth 
of Galileo, and 84 years before Isaac Newton 
was born. However the curriculum of universi-
ties in his time included grammar, dialectic (i.e. 
logic), rhetoric, arithmetic, music, geometry and 
astronomy as well as theology, medicine, and 
other topics. Alchemy and astrology were serious 
topics of study—indeed, the main job available 
to mathematicians was “court astrologer” for a 
powerful prince or nobleman. So even though 
science in the modern sense did not yet exist, 
its precursors were flourishing.

However “scientific truth” is not set in stone. 
New discoveries force revisions. The history 
of physics is a prime example. Last century 
began with the deterministic physics of Isaac 
Newton, celebrated by Alexander Pope in the 
famous couplet:

Nature and nature’s laws lay hid in night;
God said “Let Newton be!” and all was light.

John Collins Squire added:
It did not last, the Devil howling “Ho!
Let Einstein Be!” restored the status quo.

Nature has not changed since Calvin’s time, 

Calvin, Science, Theology, and Faith         
      

         
        

         
         

       
       

        
       

      
     

      
       

       
        

        
         

         
        

      
       

       
      

     
        

       
      

         
        
         

     
           

  
       

         
      

         
         

        
      

       
     

       
        

       
      

        
        

         
        

        
   

      
        

     
       

     

        
        

          
       

         
      

           
     

      
         

         
        
        
         

         
      

       
     

        
       

        
        

     
         

         
      

        
       

       
        

         
       

   
         
       

        
        
      

      
         
          

          
       

         
         

       
        

        
          

        
       

     
        

        
       

         
        

         
         

        
         

      
        

  
      

      
        
         
  
         

        
          

      
      

        
       

          
         
        

       
   

        
     

Science and Christian Faith: A Course For Clergy and Laity
“If I Can Do It, Most of You Can Do It!”

By the Reverend Duane Hix
PASTCF Member

Those of us Presbyterians who live in the land 
of lakes and prairies are fortunate to have an 
annual week of continuing education and fun 

that we call Synod School. A keynote speaker 
highlights the early morning hours. Then for the 
rest of the morning and half the afternoon, the 
over 500 participants from across the Midwest 
are able to choose from a variety of mini-courses, 
ranging from basket-weaving or ultimate Fris-
bee to the theology of Reinhold Niebuhr or the 
sonnets of Shakespeare.

I threw aside all caution and offered a course 
there last summer on Modern Science and the 
Christian Faith. SciTech† thought my reconstruc-
tion of the course might prompt a few of you to 
undertake a similar effort in your communities 

and churches. As I say in the title, I’m just a 
pastor with a little background in philosophy 
and a dabbling of science: if I can do this, I bet 
many of you can too. Maybe you could use my 
course outline as a start.

Day 1: Definitions. We began with a pre-
view of the whole five days ahead of us, and laid 
a few ground rules. Because I knew that there 
would be an abundance of material, probably 
more than would permit adequate discussion 
time in each class, I made time in the evening 
toward the end of the week for questions that 
couldn’t get treated in the hour of class. (If you 
could have 1½ hours for the class, it would go 
better.) Then the course proper started with 
basic definitions. What is science? How does the 
scientific method operate? How do both religion 
and science use models, metaphors, observation 
and experiments?

Then I clarified that not all ways of know-
ing need fall under the implied skepticism and 
reserved judgment of the scientific method, as 
some knowing, indeed religious knowing, begins 
with acceptance of a standpoint, faith in an idea 
or person, and the questioning occurs within the 
context of faith, rather than prior to it. Build-
ing on the work of Ian Barbour, I then offered 
four possible relationships between science and 
religion: conflict, independence, dialogue, and 
integration. We concluded with a consideration 
of miracle and the limits of predictability.

Day 2: Creation and Evolution. My guide 
through most of this day’s work was Kenneth 
Miller’s Finding Darwin’s God. We began with 
a look at the biblical stories of creation and con-
sidered the meaning of myth. Then some theo-
logical concepts were examined, as for instance

“ You Can Do It” continues on page 7 >>>

but our understanding 
has changed drastically. 
Sophisticated meth-
ods of investigation 
have vastly increased 
the amount of reliable 
observational data. We 
understand the data 
by constructing theories. Nature provides the 
phenomena—we construct the theories that we 
use to make sense of them.

Theology is similar. The raw material is 
Scripture, our direct experience of God’s actions 
in the world, and secular knowledge (see the 
Calvin quote above). God provides the data—we 
construct the theology.

Calvin taught that all human efforts are 
tainted by sin. Since this includes both science 
and theology, where can we find truth? Our 
answer must be through faith—faith that is radi-
cal trust in God, as opposed to intellectual assent 
to a set of theological propositions. We trust in 
the reliability of God’s providence in order to 
do science. We trust in the guidance of the Holy 
Spirit in order to do theology. However, truth 
claims of both scientific theories and theologies 
must be regarded as provisional and subject to 
revision. Semper reformandum.
Calvin’s Institutes, Abridged Edition, edited by Donald K. McKim 
(Westminster John Knox). This is based on Calvin’s 1559 edition 
translated from the Latin by Ford Lewis Battles and edited by John T. 
McNeill (Library of Christian Classics, Westminster Press, 1960).
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L ast Summer At Ghost Ranch	 	

  
Charles Reece, Ph.D.

PASTCF Member

How shall we who have heard the voice of 
truth speak through scripture, spirit, and 
science learn to speak afresh in our day—to 

speak with renewed coherent integrity of all that 
we think we understand and all that we know 
that we don’t?

“God Talk in an Age of Science: What 
Language Shall I Borrow?” was a seminar held 
at Ghost Ranch in August 2006. Led by Barbara 
and Derek Pursey, the seminar highlighted our 
need to recognize our use of metaphors or models 
with which to speak about the universe and 
about God. Jesus’ use of metaphors was vital for 
communicating his message. Metaphors easily 
lose their meaning as cultures and experience 
change. What metaphors from our time and 
place refresh the message?

Mixing worship, instruction, discussion, and 
illustration, the seminar reflected on expressing 
answers to the basic questions, informed by both 
science and Christian faith:

•	 Who is God? Creator and redeemer. Really, 
it’s all about God, not us.

•	 Where am I? In the context of an unimagin-
ably large universe that has not always existed, 
which appears amazingly and precisely tuned 
so as to create conditions such as would yield 
creatures such as us who can recognize our 
setting and react in awe.

•	 Who am I? A socially 
formed neurobiologi-
cal wonder of cre-
ation, a creature made 
from existing stuff 
and somehow cre-
ated particularly to 
be co-creators with 
God—presen t ing 
both challenge and 
opportunity, broken 
potential and redemp-
tion.

•	 How shall I worship 
the God of this Cre-
ation? With accurate 
concepts that inform 
wonder, with thor-
ough engagement of 

the mind and heart, and in language owned 
by the people.

The significance of truth and the awesome-
ness of meaning come from their integration. 
Connect the dots and the bigger picture emerges. 
This is true for our models in science, our theol-
ogy, and our experience on the road of spiritual 
formation. It is true at successive “levels” of 
physical reality, where new properties emerge. 
The palette of conversation draws from shared 
concepts and experience. The fragmentation of 
knowledge, learning, and experience gives dif-
ferent groups each a varying palette.

Like it or not, the shared palette today is 
largely determined by popular media and public 
education. The principal hues available are 
economic and technological. Science, and more 
broadly that which is statistically measurable, 
creates the available stock color-set of truth. Does 
science lack the color space to fully describe the 
particular? If so, is this a useful metaphor with 
which to see integrity simultaneously in science 
and the life of God in, with, and behind all of 
the real particulars of creation?

How then do we speak of God—God’s iden-
tity, position, character, and action? How do we 
speak of Christian faith and also actually express 
it from the shared palette? For those aspects 
of faith, experience, and truth which presently 
(or perhaps inherently) cannot be cast with the 
common palette, how shall we endeavor to extend 
the palette of others, so that they might share in 
more dimensions of the truth, to know better 

both the Artisan and his craft? This metaphor 
works equally well whether one sees the colors 
to be added as those recognized through science 
or those recognized through the spirit.

I believe that this is tough work. To put it 
bluntly, it is mission work. This is the stuff of 
cross-cultural communication. North American 
technically-minded Christians need to get out 
of their ghetto. Ought we not to pray that the 
Spirit would distribute gifts of science teach-
ing in order to equip the saints for meaningful 
discourse outside the church ghetto? Might the 
Presbyterian church with its tradition of clear-
headed shared reasoning have a significant role 
to play in this broadening of the color palette 
available for praise, worship, and service?

We must enable people to know and speak 
of God in their language, not requiring them to 
use ours, trusting that God’s Spirit is the true 
agent. By implication, we need to examine our 
liturgy, our styles, our structured forms. Are they 
communicating from a fresh, shared palette, or 
leftover paint from the 12th or 17th centuries, 
the 1950s, or one particularly cheap color from 
last year?

Barbara and Derek identified in the seminar 
several sets of resources for the mechanics of 
the adaptation process for individuals—books, 
liturgy, curricula. These served to illustrate for the 
participants particular color schemes that might 
be refreshing. Sufficient resources are there for 
the highly motivated. Inadequate resources exist 
for convenience and broad instruction—thus 
presenting a challenge to the SciTech† reader.

God talk in an age of sci-
ence—fundamentally it’s not 
about finding new words for 
God or giving preachers a sci-
ence class, but engaging in the 
life-giving art of cross-cultural 
communication, both learning 
and sharing light of a refresh-
ing, even life-giving color.

The class broadly reviewed 
the development of scientific 
worldviews, noting the theme 
that shifts in understanding 
do indeed occur individually 
and culturally as we continue 
to look both more closely 
and more broadly. How does 
one navigate this potentially 
unsettled domain, seeking 
to absorb, integrate, employ

continues on page 4 >>>

Canvas Ready?

The seminar met in the lounge of the Staff House at Ghost Ranch, shown here. The 
mountain in the background is Cerro Pedernal, 9,862 feet high.
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Martin Awardees	 en  p  	
>>> “Canvas” continued from page 3
and share all available truth? We ought to expect the metaphors 
and models that express our understanding to evolve as our 
experience and understanding broaden and deepen.

•	 First, recognize the Reformed perspective that all truth 
is God’s truth.

•	 Second, to remain open and avoid arrogance, build with 
the energy and insight of the new without too hastily 
discounting accepted truth and received wisdom.

When living with the former settled, the individual or fellow-
ship that is confident and secure in God’s grace is then open 
to learning and refinement, via grace upon grace.

Awe is the root of both science and religion.

•	 Faith reacts in awe to what we know with praise, wonder, 
care, and trust.

•	 Science reacts in awe to what we don’t know with 
systematic study, fueled by the desire to make 
things clear.

Understood this way, there is no God-of-the-gaps, 
only the God-of-the-known. We cannot praise God 
for what we don’t know, but only for what we do know, 
and our knowledge is always partial. We cannot trust 
a God whom we do not know. Faith comes by hearing 
or, to sustain the metaphor, by seeing something of 
a different color, even the word of God. Is not the 
Christian faith the response of hearts and minds to 
what is known, all of what is known, yet known in 
a broader spectrum than is accessible to the tools of 
science? With what color set shall you paint?

This seminar held anywhere else would have 
been less rich. Ghost Ranch was a new experience for 
this writer. The reputed “thinness” of the separation 
between heaven and earth at Ghost Ranch indeed 

blended a strong element of spiritual 
retreat into what otherwise might have 
risked becoming a merely cognitive 
exercise.

Many thanks to Barbara and Derek 
for investing their time and energies, 
seeking to share from their accumulated 
palette. Part of the persistent wonder of 
Ghost Ranch is the ever-changing color 
scheme of its exposed geologic strata, 
disparate vegetation, dancing clouds, and 
ocean of stars—quite the fitting graphic 
metaphor indeed for a dynamic creation 
and the kingdom of God at hand.=

Charles E. Reece is Senior Scientist at Jef-
ferson Lab, a DOE nuclear physics research 
lab in Newport News, VA working on 
superconducting RF materials and systems 
for particle accelerators. He is an elder and 
charter member of KirkWood Presbyterian 
Church, Yorktown, VA.

Seminar participants—back row: Jerry Middents, Ethan Raath, Jesse 
Garner, Charlie Reece, and Ron Van Heukelom; front row: Virginia Bun-
ning, Barb Pursey, Derek Pursey, and Bill McGoodwin
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By Derek L. Pursey
PASTCF President

The Church does too little to honor the witness of ordi-
nary folk as they go about their daily affairs. One small 
remedy is PASTCF’s Daniel W. Martin “Science as a 

Christian Vocation” program, inaugurated in 1998 to rec-
ognize Presbyterian scientists, engineers, science educators, 
and other technical professionals whose work is truly in 
response to a call from God. To date, 36 individuals have 
been recognized.

In 2006 four people were honored at the PASTCF 
luncheon during the 217th General Assembly in Birming-
ham. They are Dr. Randall M. Erickson of Los Alamos, 

NM, Dr. Ronald Lee Jenkins of Birmingham, AL, Dr. 
Brian Scully of Royal Palm Beach, FL, and Dr. James H. 
Shelhamer of Kensington, MD.

Dr. Erickson is a nuclear and systems engineer at Los 
Alamos National Laboratory. From his high school days, 
he has been interested in physics, with a particular interest 
in energy technology. After graduating with a D.Sc. in 
nuclear engineering from M.I.T., he rejected working on 
“Star Wars” projects on ethical grounds, and joined Los 
Alamos National Laboratory instead where his work has 
emphasized peaceful uses of nuclear fusion energy, and safe 
disposal of nuclear wastes. He has been actively involved in 
the United Church of Los Alamos, including participating

“Vocation” continues on page 6 >>>

Science as a Christian Vocation
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By the Reverend James B. Miller, Ph.D.
PASTCF Development Officer

Have you ever really listened to what people 
say when they pray? Very often the language 
of prayer is that of request. We ask God for 

something or to do something—for the world, 
for us, or for ours. But such prayer is really curi-
ous when you think about it.

First, does God not know about the cir-
cumstances we are identifying? Perhaps God 
has been on vacation of dozing. Perhaps God’s 
attention has been directed elsewhere. We act 
as though if we don’t call the matter to God’s 
attention, somehow God will not attend to it. 
But such behavior is patently absurd if we hold 
in an orthodox way that God is omniscient, that 
God knows all that can be known.

Second, if God already knows about the 
conditions for which we are praying, then the 
way we pray implies that God is somehow wait-
ing for us to ask before addressing the situation. 
But this is the God who acts while we are yet 
sinners—the God modeled by the prodigal’s 
father who rushes out to welcome his son home 
even before the boy can express his contrition, 
the God who stands with the elder brother 
inviting him to come into the welcome-home 
party while that brother is still stewing in his 
self-righteousness. This is the God who takes 
the initiative creating a world that is good, not 
waiting for someone to ask for it. So, praying 
for God to act in the face of need is to slander 
a God whom we otherwise affirm is one who 
acts before we ask.

As you may surmise, I don’t believe in asking 
God to do things for me, for mine, or for the 
world. But, perhaps ironically, I do believe in 
prayer and its potential power.

I do believe in prayer as a way of placing 
myself before God as I truly am. Not just as I 
am in some abstract existential or moral sense, 
but as I am as the concrete integration of God’s, 
the world’s, and my own activity. For good, and 
too often for ill, in the present we are all (people 
and protozoa, artichokes and atoms), every one, 
the consequence of 13.7 billion years of history. 
For myself on my best days I marvel at this, and 
on my worse days wonder, And all of that for no 
more than this? On those worse days, I can draw 
upon the grace of God’s ongoing creation to know 
that what I am at the moment is not the last 
word and that God is calling me to participate 
in shaping a more abundant future.

Placing myself before God as I truly am also 

requires the acknowledgement, in the words of 
Isaac Newton, that I “stand on the shoulders of 
giants.” It is the contributions of countless myri-
ads of others, virtually all of whom are unknown 
to me, that make my life and its opportunities 
possible in the present. It is literally the case that 
we are all composed of stardust. The elements in 
our bodies heavier than hydrogen (or helium or 
lithium)—the oxygen, calcium, nitrogen, carbon, 
iron—were “cooked” in the fiery ovens of the early 
generations of stars. As some of them died in 
cosmically spectacular supernovae, they scattered 
their products to the cosmic winds and some of 
those elements ended up becoming me.

This, of course, is not even to mention the 
host of living things on planet Earth that stand 
in my biological lineage—from single celled 
creatures to oceanic vertebrates to amphibians 
to reptiles to small mammals that survived the 
astronomical catastrophe that led to the extinc-
tion of most of the dinosaurs to the early primates 
and early expressions of the genus Homo. It is as 
a consequence of this lineage that my relation 
to all living things on Earth today is not simply 
one of shared tenancy but more intimately one 
of kinship.

Before any moral assessment of my being, 
when I stand before God in prayer, this is who 
I am. I may not deliberately rehearse this cosmic 
historical reality in every prayer, but if it is not 
a formative background to my praying, then I 
am failing to present myself fully to God—and 
given that we now can in fact know this historical 
reality, failure to draw upon it as background is 
to stand dishonesty before God.

I believe also that prayer is a way to express 
my awful (awe-filled) adoration and praise of 
God who is calling such a wondrous, rich, and 
dynamic creation into being. I agree that simply 
looking at the universe and its history does not 
automatically or from some logical necessity 
result in an affirmation of God, let alone adora-
tion. But for one who already is committed to 
affirm that God is Creator, one can only stand 
wide-eyed with mouth agape at what God has 
been and is creating.

As I perhaps suggested above, I believe that 
prayer is a way in which I present myself before 
God, warts and all (that’s my warts not God’s). 
This is not because God has to be reminded 
of my failings to honor the divine creative 
call. God is all too aware of those and has had 
to compensate for them. Rather it is for my 
benefit, that is to say, for my own integrity, that 
I acknowledge my sin before God. [By sin I 

don’t mean simple moral error but rather willful 
persistence in moral error—but that discussion 
is for another time.]

I don’t confess my sin in order that God 
can forgive me (remember the prodigal’s father, 
again). No, I confess in order that I may live out 
of the forgiveness that God has already made 
available to me. And by “living out of ” I mean 
being about responding to God’s call to partici-
pate in the creation of the world. The bondage 
of sin is bondage to the past as though it fully 
determines the present and so the future. The 
forgiveness of God, the grace of God is that the 
past under determines the present and so we are 
freed to live genuinely as God’s partners in the 
creation of a more abundant future.

But what, you might ask, about petitionary 
and intercessory prayer. Do I completely abandon 
them? No. But I do think of them in a new way. 
If God is already providing for me all that I need 
for abundant life, and if God in the divine gift 
of freedom to the creation does not do for me 
that which in my freedom I must do for myself, 
then petitionary and intercessory prayer are not 
about God but about me. They are a reminder to 
me that I am an unfinished work with plenty of 
rough edges that need to be smoothed or deficits 
that need to be filled. They are a reminder of my 
organic kinship to all who are around me, whom 
I am charged to serve as I serve myself. [There 
are really only two commandments—love God 
and love all others as I love myself. Of course, 
fulfilling those two is a life’s work.] Petitionary 
and intercessory prayer help me focus on what is 
needed, what resources God is providing me, and 
what I can do to respond. Anytime I engage in 
petitionary and intercessory prayer and am not at 
the same time praying a prayer of commitment, 
I am engaging in that faith that the epistle of 
James called empty.

Our ancient cultural forebears believed that 
the forces of nature were either themselves or 
manifestations of numinous spiritual beings that 
could be placated or better controlled and chan-
neled through right practice or ritual, a kind of 
religious technology by which the spiritual power 
(or the power of the spirits) was harnessed to 
serve human ends. This is what anthropologists 
describe as a culture of magic. With its distinc-
tive affirmation of the sovereignty of God, the 
Reformed tradition in Protestant Christianity has 
historically denied a magical view of worship. So, 
for Presbyterians as a part of that tradition, we 
should not act as though prayer was a kind of 
technology, a way to get God to do things. God 
already has plenty of tasks in the work of creation 
for me/us to do, and has provided the resources 
to accomplish them. May we discern them and 
be about them. This is my prayer.=

Prayer Is Not Technology
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In the August 2006 issue of SciTech†, PASTCF 
Board member Robert Keefer reflected on sin, evolu-
tion, and the image of God in the context of C.S. 
Lewis’ Perelandra. PASTCF member Wade Seaford 
commented on that article.

Comments from Dr. Seaford:

I especially enjoy reading that stimulates my 
lazy gray matter. “No Chance for Perelandra?” by 
the Reverend Keefer fits that category. For years 
a student of biological evolution and especially 
human origins as well as being grounded in 
Holy Writ, I must make a few observations of 
Keefer’s position.

Whether in young-earth creationism or 
current Intelligent Design thinking, the basic 
assumption is putting on the same level the 
presence of the Imago Dei and the biological 
process (as discussed in Jim Miller’s article in 
the same issue). For the young-earth creationism, 
a literal interpretation of Genesis is the way it 
all happened. For Intelligent Design geology 
and most of biology are important, but there 
is a supernatural answer to wherever science 
is silent.

Whereas ID—in one way of looking at it—is 
a great improvement over literal interpretation, it 
does treat both supernatural and natural process 
as the same kind of stuff. Keefer puts “sin” on the 
same philosophical level as evolution.

If “sin is any want of conformity to or trans-
gression of the law of God,” I am not sure I can 
equate it with Keefer’s depiction of the animal 
competition assuredly present among early homi-
nids. Nor have I the slightest notion of when, 
how, and where God imparted his sinless Image 
to the human line. I do believe, however, that He 
did so, and that subsequently this Image became 
marred by sin. Surely Keefer agrees.

When? Obviously, it is impossible to know. 
How? How does one correlate the impartation 
of the Imago Dei with the behavior of hominids? 
I haven’t a notion. But in spite of this ignorance, 
I find it necessary to believe that it happened 
seemingly in time and space as a result of an 
ineffable action of God.

So, although the Big Bang occurred, the 
cosmos was born with all its chemical compo-
nents, the fine tuning of Earth’s cradle for life and 
its subsequent evolution—all this, but impossible 
to correlate supernatural events with any of it 
and remain in the realm of science.

ID is not science, neither is any aspect of 
soteriology. If a Perelandra should exist, its life 
would have a unique evolution, but the eternal 

destiny of its inhabitants would require a super-
natural revelation to ascertain.

Reply from Dr. Keefer:

I am grateful for Dr. Seaford’s observations 
on my little essay about Perelandra and the 
(im)possibility of a sinless intelligent species. He 
is on the mark in noting that we cannot correlate 
supernatural events with any particular forces or 
activities in the natural world and “remain in the 
realm of science.” The tendency to make such a 
correlation is, in my opinion, one of the principal 
weaknesses of ID hypotheses.

Yet I wish to remark on two of his statements, 
not to quibble, but to clarify. I do not mean to 
equate animal competition among early hominids 
with “want of conformity to or transgression of 
the law of God.” I intend rather to suggest that 
sinful behavior is not a “fall” from a previous 
state of grace, but rather the inevitable outcome 
of evolution into intelligence. Animal competi-
tion, indeed, is the root of sin, but it becomes not 
merely the struggle for survival but emphatically 
sin when the actors are aware that their behavior 
is a want of conformity to or transgression of 
the law of God. Lest we mistakenly conclude, 
therefore, that those who do not know the Ten 
Commandments cannot “sin,” remember that 
“they are without excuse” (Romans 1.20). Human 
beings everywhere seem to be aware that there 
are behaviors that are contrary to some law, if 
not the law of the God of the Bible.

Second, I appreciate his calling attention 
to the happy conjunction of my essay with Jim 
Miller’s on Imago Dei. Defining “image of God” 
has been a theological problem since the Church 
Fathers and a modern scientific view of things 
merely adds another dimension to the puzzle. 
Most answers to the question, “What does 
‘image of God’ mean?” do not reply, however, 
with an assumption that Imago Dei is a substance 
that can be imparted, but rather is a quality of 
human life.

Perhaps created in the “image of God” means 
the capacity to make decisions of the will, or 
mutual relatedness with God and other human 
beings, or the ability to reason. Jim rightly points 
out that “the truth is that we do not have the 
foggiest idea what the writer of Genesis 1.26-
27 actually had in mind.” In any event, Imago 
Dei is clearly part of the definition of what it 
means to be human and, if my suppositions 
about Perelandra and Malacandra are correct, 
what it means to be any intelligent species in 
God’s universe.

>>> “Vocation” continued from page 4
in 25 mission trips to Mexico, and discussion 
groups about science and faith issues.

Dr. Jenkins is a professor of biology at 
Samford University. The Samford student 
body is predominantly from evangelical 
Protestant religious traditions. Many stu-
dents struggle to reconcile challenges from 
science and technology with their faith 
tradition, challenges such as evolution and 
climate change vs. biblical authority. As a 
Christian first and scientist second, Jenkins 
gently and lovingly helps his students find 
their own way of respecting both their faith 
and the science that they learn in the class-
room and laboratory. He describes himself as 
a “theologian of nature”—one who through 
faith in Jesus Christ and the study of science 
sees God everywhere.

Dr. Scully is the Director of the Institute 
of Food and Agriculture Sciences of the Uni-
versity of Florida Indian River Research and 
Education Center. A conscientious Chris-
tian and devoted father of two daughters he 
is always thinking of ways to help peoples 
and populations who have special needs. 
His research has been in plant breeding and 
genetics, specifically turf genotypes. He has 
developed new varieties of corn and beans 
that improve production without sacrificing 
nutrition. He intends to donate to the church 
all profits from his patents on this new corn 
variety. An outstanding professional in his 
field, Dr. Scully understands his work, family, 
and church together as the spiritual walk 
that God has given him.

Dr. Shelhamer is Deputy Chief of Criti-
cal Care at the National Institutes of Health 
in Washington, DC. His pastor describes 
him as “a dedicated disciple of Jesus Christ” 
and “a wonderful model for others as they 
discern God’s claim upon their lives.” His 
professional work combines the practice 
of medicine with the most critically ill, 
significant medical research, and advanced 
training and collaboration with physicians 
who hold NIH Fellowships. He has also 
been a leader in his church’s mission work, 
participating in two medical missions to a 
small village in western Kenya, staying at 
times to teach and learn “because that is 
what God has called him to do.”

The “Science as a Christian Vocation” 
program is named after the late Daniel W. 
Martin, a distinguished acoustical physicist 
who helped found PASTCF and epitomized 
science as a Christian vocation. More infor-
mation about the program may be found on 
the website <www.pastcf.org>.
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    >>> “ You Can Do It” continued from page 2
whether creation is an “ontological category” 
that precedes any description of events as in the 
biblical creation story. What can be gleaned from 
the creation story are a sense of sequence, a hier-
archy of beings, a sense of personal crafting, an 
immanent and transcendent God. As we moved 
to the more scientific consideration of evolution 
and its challenge to creation themes, we looked 
at the historical context within which Darwin 
wrote, including new developments in geology, 
botany, and the philosophy of history.

A clear explanation of how evolution 
works came next, emphasizing that the process 
depends on chance, contingency. What then are 
the problems for religion? It seems to violate, 
prima facie, the creation story of scripture. It 
seems to portray nature always at war, and thus 
creation is not good. It seems to eliminate trust 
in a providential Creator, and it seems to deni-
grate human beings. Therefore, some religious 
believers have attempted to refute Darwin, like 
the young earth creationists or Philip Johnson’s 
“gaps” theory, and Michael Behe’s “irreducible 
complexity.”

However, building on Miller’s analysis 
and subsequent synthesis, there can be a basis 
for accepting the truth of evolutionary theory 
without abandoning belief in a providential 
God, although design, if it can still be called 
that, arises more from within the process than 
prior to it. God gains a more dynamic status, 
working with contingency rather than eliminat-
ing it. But, lo and behold, this is a more biblical 
picture of God!

Day 3: Physics, Astrophysics, and the Big 
Bang. We began with a warning: beware of trying 
to base religious belief on scientific confirma-
tion—you may go to bed married and wake up 
the next day wanting a divorce from your evidence 
because a new theory has refuted it overnight. 
That being said, we examined developments 
in physics that have contributed to theological 
viewpoints. Isaac Newton’s mechanical universe 
that employed calculus and laws of gravitation 
connected to a hardening of the views of provi-
dence and predestination that developed after the 
Reformation, with Deism being the unintended 
result. A brief look at thermodynamics led into 
a discussion of quantum thinking. It was noted 
that the two-part theory of light, as both waves 
and particles, is analogous to how we cannot 
adequately describe Jesus unless we see him as 
both human and divine.

Next we looked inside Rutherford’s original 
model of the atom and how further examination 
resulted eventually in Heisenberg’s uncertainty 
principle, which has called into question the 
absolutism of physical predictions. Einstein’s 

relativity theories shed new light on how we 
might see eternity breaking into time, and remind 
us, as in Tom Torrance’s work, that time and space 
are “creatures” rather than eternal. Finally, we 
looked at the Big Bang theory and the Anthropic 
principle and how, although obviously neither 
of these can be seen as proof of a Creator, they 
at least are open to one.

Day 4: Neuroscience, Genetics, and the 
Soul. There were three uneven parts to this day, 
beginning with a brief history of the doctrine of 
the soul, from Plato to Augustine to Aquinas, 
and a reevaluation of those themes by seeing 
that the Bible itself speaks more of an “enfleshed 
spirit” rather than a separation of body and soul. 
Developments in brain research and artificial 
intelligence received a brief span of attention, 
focusing especially on the electrochemical 
model of the brain. The key ethical question 
that arose for our discussion was determinism 
versus voluntary decision, and I tried to make 
the case that consciousness is more than physical 
reactions to stimuli in the brain.

The third part of the day focused on genetics, 
how genes work, and whether here also there is 
enough contingency to eliminate a deterministic 
view of decisions. Some of the current ethical 
debates about stem cell research and cloning 
were examined, noting both the promise and 
the peril of genetic engineering in our future. 
Throughout this topic, I was aided by the book 
edited by Nancy Murphy and others: Whatever 
Happened to the Soul?

Day 5: The End of the World and an 
Eternal God. The newest area of exploration 
in the Science and Religion dialogue seems to 
be eschatology, the end of the world. Writings 
by John Polkinghorne and colleagues have 
prompted the debate. Scientifically, the theories 
of relativity and entropy imply that there will be 
an end to material creation. If this is so, what 
does it say about biblical pictures of the end, and 
implications for the Creator’s plan? Why does 
God create what will not continue? Is there an 
implied ethic of limit that we overlook to our 
peril in ecological issues? Variant theories of 
how the world would end were examined, such 
as asteroids and comets hitting our planet Earth, 
the end of the sun’s radiant power for our solar 
system, and the crunch of reconvergence or the 
explosion of over-expansion that, one or the 
other, would destroy the whole universe.

Also on this day’s agenda was a discussion 
of the differences between the doctrine of the 
immortality of the soul and the resurrection 
of the body, leading to speculation on how the 
second coming may recreate us. Will there be 
a recapitulation and repair of all that was once 
broken on this earth, so that creation attains its 

final goal of goodness after history comes to 
an end? What are the levels of continuity and 
discontinuity between life before the general 
resurrection and after, using as a model Jesus’ 
own resurrection body?

Finally, we talked about reviewing our 
outmoded categories of a three-storey universe, 
and looking at other ways of interpreting heaven 
and hell. Should they be seen in relational rather 
than spatial categories?

I feared from the start that there would be 
too much information for five hours of class, 
and, as I expected, that was the one thing which 
students viewed negatively on their evaluation 
sheets. However, the class was wonderfully 
received overall. Over the last few months, I 
have gotten requests from students to elaborate 
on something I said or to refer them to other 
sources. I was pleased to offer the class, and 
learned much in the teaching. And of course, 
I plugged PASTCF, and distributed plenty of 
extra copies of SciTech†!

Duane Hix is pastor of the Kenwood Park Presby-
terian Church in Cedar Rapids, Iowa.
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Evolution Sunday

On February 11, 2007 hundreds of congre-
gations from all portions of the country 

will come together to discuss the compatibil-
ity of religion and science. For far too long, 
strident voices, in the name of Christian-
ity, have claimed that people must choose 
between religion and modern science. More 
than 10,000 Christian clergy have already 
signed The Clergy Letter demonstrating 
that this is a false dichotomy.

Now, on the 198th anniversary of the 
birth of Charles Darwin, many of these 
leaders will bring the message to their con-
gregations through sermons or discussion 
groups that religion and science are not 
adversaries. At press time 165 congregations 
from 43 States and the District of Columbia 
are currently scheduled to participate in 
Evolution Sunday 2007. If your congrega-
tion would like to join this national event, 
please email Michael Zimmerman <mz@
butler.edu>. Dr. Zimmerman is Dean of 
the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences at 
Butler University.

Link to more information at <www.
pastcf.org> or go to <www.butler.edu/
clergyproject/rel_evol_sun.htm>; <www.
butler.edu/clergyproject/clergy_project.
htm>; <www.butler.edu/clergyproject/
rel_resources.htm>.
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act on the implications of science and technology as they affect 

the theology, worship, practice, and moral actions of the church; 

and to challenge and assist Presbyterian scientists, engineers, 

and other technical professionals to study, understand, discuss, 

and act on the implications of the Reformed theological tradi-

tion for their scientific and technical vocations.

Objectives: (1) To provide for the exchange of ideas and 

information among the members and to develop programs 

as appropriate to the interest of the members and the needs 

of the church. (2) To assist the membership in providing 

leadership for educational opportunities in congregations 

and presbyteries and to encourage the formation of groups for 

study and action. (3) To recognize scientific and technological 

professions as expressions of Christian vocation. (4) To provide 

a national forum for discussion and exchange of ideas and 
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educational institutions to provide educational opportunities 

for students and faculty and continuing education for pastors 

in the area of science, technology, and the Christian faith. (6) 
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or local conferences.
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