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“Qoheleth” 
Duccio di Buoninsegna (1255–1319)

By William P. Brown, Ph.D.
Columbia Theological Seminary

W ell-known is the categorical separation between sci-
ence and religion proposed by the late eminent biologist 
Stephen Jay Gould (aka NOMA or 

“non-overlapping magisteria”). To be sure, scien-
tific investigation and theological inquiry oper-
ate with different methods, values, and ways of 
knowing. And never the two shall merge. But one 
must not forget Gould’s concluding remark on 
the need to “unite the patches built by our sepa-
rate magisteria into a beautiful and coherent quilt 
called wisdom.”1

Taking my cue from Gould’s frequently 
overlooked statement, I want to argue that more 
important than the separation of magisteria is the 
larger quilt whose various “patches”—quilters call 
them “blocks”—together make sense of the world 
around us. More than Gould may have realized, 
wisdom can turn the dividing wall between sci-
ence and faith into a porous membrane. Call it 
TOMA or “tangentially overlapping magisteria.”

It is no coincidence that wisdom plays 
a prominent role in the Bible. Proverbs, for 
example, is a collection of didactic sayings, from 
extended lectures to pithy apothegms, many of 
which offer trenchant observations about the 
world in order to cultivate wisdom. Like scientific 
investigation, the quest for wisdom, according to 
Proverbs, is open-ended, ongoing, self-correcting, 
and never complete.

The author of Ecclesiastes (Qohelet) is well-
known for his detached view of the world. In the 
guise of Solomon, the sage presents himself as the 
consummate examiner of life. He is the Bible’s 
most rigorous empiricist. Employing his intellect 
to investigate the world around him,2 Qohelet 

typically frames his insights as observations.3

Though lacking the tools of scientific analysis, the authors of 
scripture were keen observers of the natural world. Solomon, remem-
bered in biblical tradition as the consummate sage, is said not only 
to have been prodigious in composing songs and proverbs, but also 

to have demonstrated an intimate familiarity 
with the world of botany and zoology, prompting 
international acclaim.

He would speak of trees, from the cedar that 
is in the Lebanon to the hyssop that grows in 
the wall; he would speak of animals, and birds, 
and reptiles, and fish. People came from all the 
nations to hear the wisdom of Solomon; they 
came from all the kings of the earth who had 
heard of his wisdom (1 Kings 4.32-34).

In other ancient non-Greek cultures, partic-
ularly Mesopotamia, we find strong evidence of 
scholarly, if not scientific, observations of the nat-
ural world.4 Some modern scholars have argued 
that ancient lists of phenomena, both natural and 
divine, were the product of an emerging Listen-
wissenschaft (literally “list science”),5 a precursor 
to modern scientific study. Although this point 
is debatable,6 it comes as no surprise that certain 
creation accounts in the Bible feature something 
akin to catalogues of natural phenomena (e.g., 
Job 38-41; Psalm 104), indicating the “scientific,” 
or at least taxonomic, impulse to classify.7

In an apocryphal text also attributed to 
Solomon, the “spirit of wisdom” is said to impart 
what could be called scientific knowledge of 
creation:

From NOMA to TOMA
Bible, Science, and Wisdom

For it is God who gave me unerring 
knowledge of what exists, to know the 
structure of the world and the activity of 
the elements; the beginning and end

> continues on page 4
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I remember that the conversation hap-
pened in the Sanctuary next to the 
piano. I think she came to talk to me 

after worship one Sunday, as people often 
do. I usually wish people would phone me 
during the week and arrange to see me in 
my office, or in their homes, or at the coffee 
shop, but frequently these conversations 
happen unscheduled, after worship.

Her friend was in intensive care, prob-
ably near her life’s end, waiting for the “plug 
to be pulled,” as they say. She wanted to 
know what I, as a pastor, thought and what 
the Presbyterian Church (USA) says about 
such things. I do not recall what I answered, 
only the situation and the question.

The important thing in answering a 
question like that one is to be both scientifi-
cally and theologically honest. When we are 
discussing issues of life and death, how can 
we responsibly ignore what the world knows 
about life and death from the study of 
medicine and biology? How can we respon-
sibly ignore what the Church knows about 
life and death from the doctrine of Creation 
and from the resurrection of Jesus Christ?

Well, of course we can’t responsibly 
ignore either. You know that already, or you 
would not be reading this column in this 
particular journal. Can I hope, however, 
that you and I will be motivated to take 
seriously the work of our Association and 
the papers in this journal? It is tempting to 
think of the dialogue of science and theol-
ogy as a plaything of the intellectual elite. 
To be honest, I have been told that it is, and 
that it is a waste of time. And then a woman 
concerned about her friend’s wellbeing—her 

friend’s living and dying—asks her pastor a 
question that cannot be answered responsi-
bly without some grounding in both science 
and theology.

Immediately my mind leaps to the well-
known quotation from Albert Einstein: 
“Science without religion is lame, religion 
without science is blind.” On the face of it, 
the great physicist seems to be encouraging 
our enterprise, to give science the legs of 
religion to walk and to give religion the eyes 
of science to see. Amen and hallelujah.

But I started my education as a literary 
critic, and I have retained enough of that 
bias to resist spouting quotations with-
out checking their context. I learned that 
Einstein wrote this particular aphorism in 
a 1941 paper called “Science, Philosophy 
and Religion” and he was deliberate in 
writing “religion” and not any particular 
religion. He said that religion contributes 

the goal for which a scientist works: truth 
and understanding. Religion provides faith 
that the laws of nature are comprehensible 
to reason. Science, in turn, contributes 
comprehension of the means by which the 
goals of religion can be attained. He added 
that though there cannot, broadly speaking, 
be a conflict between religion and science as 
such, science may indeed call into question 
the specific content of particular historical 
religions.

So, Christian believers, be careful when 
we take for ourselves Einstein’s dictum and 
do not check the context. Christianity is 
certainly a particular historical religion. 
Does science call into question any of the 
specific content of our faith?

Absolutely, say I, and therefore it makes 
our work even more important. If we are to 
provide any guidance of faith to those who 
ask us questions, we not only need to know 
our theology and our science but also those 
points at which science calls our theology 
into question. We had best know those 
points so we can work on them.

Readers and PASTCF members: please 
let us know what sort of work you are doing 
on those points. We love to publish member 
submissions in SciTech† … and urge you to 
share your thoughts. In addition, look for 
discussion groups hosted on Facebook in 
which we continue grasping for the answers 
to questions raised in these pages. Truth and 
understanding are our goal.

Bob Keefer is a railroading buff and pastor of 

Westminster Presbyterian Church in Clarinda, 

Iowa. Email him at <rkeefer@iowatelecom.net>.

SciTech† doesn’t get many “Letters to the Editor.” There is one in this issue but we would like to receive more. What’s on your mind? 
Are there issues you would like us to address or comments on this issue? Please send letters or comments to Bill McIvor at bill@pastcf.
org (snail mail address is on page 12). Keep submissions brief (no more than 200 words) and observe appropriate courtesies. The Editor 
has final authority on whether a letter will be published, and in which issue, and reserves the right to edit letters for length and style.  We 
hope that the website will eventually be a place for interaction as well as our Facebook page. Who knows? Maybe we’ll even Twitter!

When I looked at the February (2009) 
issue of SciTech† with discussions 

of other worldviews, I worried because so 
often this is a prelude to denigration of 
what science already knows. The floating 
axe head of Dr. Heie is an example. It is 
philosophers who would conclude “impos-
sible” and, therefore, a miracle. Many 
impossibilities and “miracles” of the past 
have fallen to advances in science.

The response of a scientist to a float-
ing axe head would be, “Isn’t that odd. I 
wonder how that works.” She would take 
out her cell phone and take photos from 
several locations, borrow a boat and probe 
under the axe head with sticks, and tap 
the axe head with a rock. With that data 
she would ask for a meeting with scientists 
from many disciplines. The science team 
would do more tests and use that data to 
develop hypotheses, which would require 
more tests. And so on.

If our first response to the unusual is 
“Magic,” we end up with images of Jesus on 
a bagel. If the floating axe head were indeed 
a miracle involving a physical object, sci-
ence in theory would be able to measure 
characteristics of God. In my theology, that 
is unacceptable.

John Simpson, Fair Oaks, CA

< continued from page 3

Will the SBE solicit testimony from a sample of priests, ministers, rabbis and theologians 
from various traditions regarding the diverse tenets of their religions? …

“And heaven knows what other elements of our 114-page science curriculum might ‘con-
tain a sense of showing hostility” to people of other religious faiths. Will chemistry standard 
C-4 on exothermic reactions offend fire-worshipping Zoroastrians, for example? It seems to 
me that S.873 threatens to engender more entanglement between church and state than it 
might alleviate.”

He concludes, “Modern science has developed along a path entirely separate from reli-
gion, and makes no statement whatsoever regarding Christianity or any other faith—oppos-
ing, supportive or otherwise. Science and religion are different spheres of knowledge, and one 
would hope for respect, understanding and dialogue to develop between our communities, 
not a fight. It’s a shame that certain state senators seem to be itching for one.”

The full press release from South Carolinians for Science Education is available at 
http://www.sc-scied.org/EE/index.php.
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Endnotes

   FROM THE PRESIDENT    by Robert Keefer

Check the Context
When Science Questions Faith
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By Dr. Paul H. Carr and the Rev. Nicholas van Gombos
PASTCF Members

How do we move thoughtfully into God’s future? The Rev-
erend James B. Miller, Ph.D., addressed this question in a 
workshop, “Singing the Lord’s Song in a Strange Land,” 

held at the Bedford (New Hampshire) Presbyterian Church in Octo-
ber 2008. Dr. Miller is a Presbyterian pastor, former senior program 
associate of the American Association for the Advancement of Sci-
ence, and General Missioner of the Presbyterian Association on Sci-
ence, Technology and the Christian Faith.

In the first presentation, entitled “How We Got Here from 
There: Landmarks in a 3,000 Year Journey from Genesis to Now,” 
Dr. Miller traced the emergence of modern mathematical science 
from ancient Greek philosophy. A major milestone was Newton’s 
discovery of the laws motion and gravity, eventually enabling 
humans to travel to, land on and return safely from the Moon. He 
pointed out that our latest scientific understanding of complex, 
dynamic, living systems is that the whole cannot be reduced to 
its parts. The emergent whole is greater than the sum of its parts, 
because they interact.

In a second presentation, “Christian Faith and Life in God’s 

Science & Spirit Workshop
Great Success at Bedford Presbyterian Church

Evolving Creation,” Rev. Miller noted that science and technology 
are good at solving problems in the material world, such as how to 
build a windmill. However, spiritual values come into play in decid-
ing an issue like, “Should windmills be installed in my backyard?” 
Problems are solved using physical laws, but issues are resolved by 
conversations and negotiations between relevant parties.

By extension, religion deals with issues such as “What is the 
meaning of my life and my death?” There are many resolutions of 
these issues, as exemplified by the multitude of Christian denomina-
tions and by other world religions. Rev. Miller concluded: (1) science 
deals with descriptions of what and how; (2) religion focuses on 
questions of who and why. Thus, science and religion are comple-
mentary in their work.

Jim Miller believes that God will guide us into the future of our 
technological society. Awareness of what science and cosmology can 
teach us will enhance our understanding of and joy in God’s con-
tinuing creation. We are called to be God’s co-creators today!

The Science and Spirit Forum at Bedford Presbyterian Church 
is a group dedicated to being aware of the interface between the tech-
nological world in which we live and the assumptions of Christian 
faith. For more information, contact scienceandspirit@bedfordpres-
byterian.org.

On the Front Lines

PASTCF member Robert Dillon 
is Associate Professor of Biology 
at College of Charleston. (See his 

“Stonewall, Woodrow, and Me” in the 
August 2008 issue of SciTech†.) Rob is also 
president of SCSE —South Carolinians for 
Science Education. SCSE is a newly formed 
organization of parents, businesspeople, 
educators, students, scientists, and clergy 
dedicated to improving the quality and 
defending the integrity of science education 
in the public schools of South Carolina.

In a recent press release from SCSE, 
Rob related the unwelcome news that Sena-
tor Mike Fair (R-Greenville) has introduced 
a new creationist bill (S.873) in the South 
Carolina statehouse. This legislation, if 
enacted, would require the State Board of 
Education to “examine all curriculum in use 
in this State that purports to teach students 
about the origins of mankind to determine 
whether the curriculum maintains neutral-
ity toward religion, favoring neither one reli-

gion over other religions, nor religion over 
non-religion, including atheism,” revising 
or replacing any such curriculum as soon as 
practical.

Senator Fair frames his argument 
as a protection of religious freedom. He 
asserts that elements of the state science 
curriculum having to do with the origins of 
“mankind” are atheistic, and that atheism is 
a religion. Hence, teaching evolution in the 
public schools amounts to the establishment 
of religion in violation of the First Amend-
ment.

Fair is familiar to citizens of South 
Carolina. He also authored a bills establish-
ing a committee to review science textbooks 
and “allowing” public school educators to 
critique “strengths and weaknesses” of bio-
logical evolution. Similar to bills introduced 
in Alabama, Iowa, Missouri, Oklahoma, 
and New Mexico such legislation seeks to 
protect the “rights” of high school teachers 
to promote religious doctrine in the public 
school science classroom. Fair’s new bill 
reverses this logic, however, seeking to pro-

tect public school students from science that 
may conflict with peculiar religious beliefs.

Rob Dillon writes, “As a scientist, I can 
claim no special expertise in the political, 
legal, or religious issues around which the 
debate over S.873 will turn. It is certainly 
true that some Christians do find their 
faith especially threatened by modern paleo 
anthropological research. On the other 
hand, I belong to an organization called 
The Presbyterian Association on Science, 
Technology, and the Christian Faith, most 
of whose members find their faith to be 
enriched by scientific discovery. Reference 
to the links and resources available from the 
religion section of the NCSE website sug-
gests that my PASTCF colleagues are not 
alone: ncseweb.org/religion.

“If enacted, S.873 would require 
our State Board of Education to conduct 
a ‘review as to whether the curriculum 
contains a sense of affirmatively opposing 
or showing hostility to religion.’ But how 
precisely might such a review be conducted?

> continues on page 11

Join a lively conversation between sci-
entists and Protestant religious leaders 
in celebration of the 500th anniver-

sary of the birth of John Calvin and the 
200th anniversary of the birth of Charles 
Darwin, featuring plenary speakers, work-
shops, and the play Re:Design, based on cor-
respondence between Charles Darwin and 
Presbyterian and fellow scientist Asa Gray.

October 1 & 2, 2009
The conference will be held on the 

campus of Union Presbyterian Seminary, 
3401 Brook Road, Richmond, VA. It is 
cosponsored by the Carl Howie Center for 
Science, Art & Theology, the Institute for 
Reformed Theology, and the Presbyterian 
Association on Science, Technology and the 
Christian Faith.

Scheduled speakers and presenters 
include: Wentzel van Huyssteen, James I. 
McCord Professor of Theology and Sci-
ence at Princeton Theological Seminary. 
Robert Keefer, President of the Presby-
terian Association on Science, Technol-
ogy and the Christian Faith and pastor of 

P rinceton Theological Seminary has 
been awarded a $346,988 grant 
over three years as part of the John 

Templeton Foundation’s inaugural “Science 
for Ministry” Initiative. The purpose of this 
broader program is to “support effective sci-
ence education programs and resources for 
people active in ministry.”

Codirecting the initiative will be Dr. 
J. Wentzel van Huyssteen, the James I. 
McCord Professor of Theology and Science 
at Princeton, and Kenneth Reynhout, a 
Ph.D. candidate in theology and science at 
the Seminary.

“This initiative,” says van Huyssteen, 
“is intended to address a common experi-

Evolution, God, and Becoming Human
the Westminster Presbyterian Church in 
Clarinda, IA. Stephen Kolderup, Minister 
Member-at-large, Greater Atlanta Presby-
tery and member of the writing team for 
the ecumenical Worship for Life project. 
Keith Miller, Assistant Research Professor 
in the Department of Geology at Kansas 
State University. George Murphy, a retired 
Lutheran pastor who earned a Ph.D. in 
theoretical physics from Johns Hopkins and 
taught college 
science courses in 
the United States 
and Australia. 
Ronald Num-
bers, Hilldale 
and William 
Coleman Profes-
sor of the His-
tory of Science 
and Medicine at 
the University 
of Wisconsin 
in Madison and 
author of the 

definitive study of the history of the “cre-
ationist movement” in America. Jennifer 
Secki Shields, Director of Christian Educa-
tion at Christ Crossman United Methodist 
Church in Fairfax, VA. Bernard Wood, 
University Professor of Human Origins and 
Professor of Human Evolutionary Anatomy 
at George Washington University and 
Director of the Center for the Advanced 
Study of Human Evolutionary History.

ence of ministers and scientists of faith who 
struggle to develop a constructive dialogue 
around issues of theology and science in 
their ministry contexts. We are seeking to 
equip leaders in ministry with the knowl-
edge and tools to confidently respond to 
these fundamental challenges, and to do so 
in ways that encourage a transformational 
impact on their church communities.”

As many as 144 participants from 72 
Christian faith communities will partici-
pate, each community sending a scientist 
and a theologian to focus on the two 
essential questions shared by theology and 
science: questions of origins and questions 
of human nature. After the introductory 

sessions, participants will 
choose among three-day and 
one-day events that focus on 
such topics such as evolution in 
both cosmology and biology, 
and cognitive science, neuro-

science, and the human person.
The grant will subsidize the majority 

of the costs for participants as well as create 
content for the program. The first program 
will be November 2–6, 2009, on the Princ-
eton Seminary campus. More information 
about the program and applications are 
available by calling 609-497-7990 or at 
www.ptsem.edu/scienceforministry.

The largest seminary in the denomi-
nation, Princeton was founded in 1812. 
The John Templeton Foundation (www.
templeton.org) serves as a philanthropic 
catalyst for research and discoveries relating 
to what scientists and philosophers call the 
Big Questions in such fields as theoretical 
physics, cosmology, evolutionary biology, 
cognitive science, and social science relating 
to love, forgiveness, creativity, purpose, and 
the nature and origin of religious belief.

At PTS contact Michelle Roemer-
Schoen at Michelle.Schoen@ptsem.edu.

“Science for Ministry” Grant For PTS



	 May 2009     SciTech†	 SciTech†     May 2009

< continued from page 1

and middle of times, the alternations 
of the solstices and the changes of the 
seasons, the cycles of the year and the 
constellations of the stars, the natures 
of animals and the tempers of wild 
animals, the powers of spirits and the 
thoughts of human beings, the variet-
ies of plants and the virtues of roots; I 
learned both what is secret and what 
is manifest, for wisdom, the fashioner 
of all things, taught me.

Wisdom of Solomon 7.17-21

According to this text, God’s wisdom 
imparts knowledge of astronomical pat-
terns and biological forms. Though such 
knowledge is considered a matter of revela-
tion, it is still knowledge of nature, a natural 
knowledge. Wisdom, thus, blurs the bound-
ary between divine revelation and natural 
discovery, both of which are part of 
the same package of knowledge and 
neither of which settles for ignorance.

The ancients observed the 
world with what they had: eyes to 
see and ears to hear, accompanied by 
an eagerness to understand it all in 
relation to God. The biblical sages 
in particular studiously observed 
the natural world, and their perspec-
tives, one could say, helped set the 
intellectual stage for later scientific 
study, from the classical Greeks to 
the present. To them, the world was 
orderly yet tinged with mystery. 
Nature was good and beneficial but 
also formidable and perilous; hence, 
the ancient Israelites had to learn to 
develop creation’s salutary side, from 
breeding animals to terracing slopes 
to conserving water, all of which had 
to be learned by trial and error.8 

To state the obvious, they were 
agriculturalists, keenly aware of how 
to plant and harvest, to prevent land 
erosion, and to measure the soil’s moisture 
content, among other things, in order to 
maximize the land’s productivity in the long 
term. The arable land was their laboratory 
of survival. Agronomy was their first sci-
ence, next to medicine.

To study nature, moreover, was an exis-
tential matter, not unlike physicist Brian 

Greene’s point that even if greater scientific 
understanding does not yield greater util-
ity, it does yield “its own empowerment.”9 
Such empowerment, however, points not 
just to the capacity of the human intellect. 
There was something more for these ancient 
inquirers. They felt gripped by something 
beyond themselves. They bore witness to a 
world bursting with the manifold nature of 
life; they marveled over the cosmic expanse; 
they trembled before the world’s formidable 
beauty. And they asked questions:

When I look at your heavens, the work of 
your fingers,

the moon and the stars that you 
have established;

What are human beings that you are 
mindful of them,

mortals that you care for them?
Psalm 8.3-4

Awestruck, the ancients inquired. Skip 
two and a half millennia, and you find that 
the question of human identity still has pur-
chase even though our understanding of the 
cosmos has dramatically changed. Indeed, 
all the more so: while we have increased our 
understanding of the universe to “ten to the 
plenty,”10 the question posed by the psalmist 

is intensified to the “nth” degree.
To be sure, the specific questions 

posed by the ancients are not the ques-
tions normally posed by scientists, a point 
that cannot be overstated. Nevertheless, 
they were no less probing, and that too is a 
point worth noting. The ancient creation 
traditions of the Old Testament—at least 
seven by my count11—represent probing 
forays into the world of wonder and realia, 
not unlike the Gedanken experiments of 
modern science. But more than thought 
experiments, these traditions were, and con-
tinue to be, theological “life experiments” 
that not only evoke a sense of wonder and 
understanding, but also humility, gratitude, 
and responsibility.

And speaking of responsibility: the 
need to hold science and biblical faith in 
close conversation has never been more 
urgent. We desperately need a new way in 

the world that is both empirically and 
biblically credible. One testimony to 
such need is given in the recent popu-
lar book by E. O. Wilson, an alleged 
representative of “soulless scientism.” 
Cast as a series of letters addressed 
to a Southern Baptist pastor, The 
Creation reaches out to the religious 
community to recapture the wonder 
of nature and, thereby, form an 
alliance to help mitigate the rapid 
destruction of the earth’s biodiver-
sity.12 I, for one, want to strengthen 
this emerging alliance from the 
biblical side. For creation’s sake—for 
God’s sake—we need a new Great 
Awakening, a Green Awakening.

William Brown is Professor of Old Testa-

ment at Columbia Theological Seminary. 

Among his many publications are Seeing 

the Psalms: A Theology of Metaphor 

(Westminster John Knox, 2002), God and 

the Imagination: A Primer to Reading the 

Psalms in an Age of Pluralism (CMBC Pub-

lications, 2001), Ecclesiastes (Westminster John 

Knox, 2000), and The Ethos of the Cosmos: The 

Genesis of Moral Imagination in the Bible (William 

B. Eerdmans, 1999). He is an adult Sunday School 

teacher at North Decatur Presbyterian Church, 

Decatur, Georgia and a Minister of the Word and 

Sacrament of the Presbyterian Church (USA).
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By the Reverend Thomas G. Lewis, D. Min.
Columbia Theological Seminary

 The wolf shall lie down with the lamb,
The leopard shall lie down with the kid,
The calf and the lion and the fatling together
And a little child shall lead them. (Isaiah 11.6)

The prophet Isaiah paints a beautiful picture of the shalom that 
will come to the entire world. Those who are enemies will 
coexist in peace and prosperity, and those who are far apart 

will come close to each other.
For more than three centuries, those in the science camp and 

those in the spirituality camp have lived in a standoff. Like siblings 
embroiled in seemingly irreconcilable conflict, they have stood back 
to back, not speaking, with their arms folded across their chests. But 
I see the distance between them shrinking. God’s spirit is blowing 
winds of change, and the line in the sand between enemies is disap-
pearing. Estranged siblings are 
turning to face each other, they are 
speaking, their arms unfolding.

In The Soul of Christianity, 
Huston Smith writes, “We live in 
an exciting time … in the second 
of two revolutions of the human 
spirit. The first of these was disas-
trous for the human spirit. The 
discovery of the controlled experi-
ment … inaugurated the scientific 
method and it quickly displaced 
the traditional world view (which 
pivots on God) with the scientific 
world view, which has no place for 
deity …

“The second revolution … 
is constructive for it brings God 
back into the picture. The fact 
that science cannot get its hands 
on anything except nature is not proof that nature is all that exists. 
Absence of evidence and evidence of absence…. are very different.”1

Science and spirituality study different aspects of the created 
order in very different ways, and these different approaches to under-
standing created the standoff. Science rests on proof, on observations 
leading to hypotheses to be tested, then verified. Spirituality is based 
on faith, “the assurance of things hoped for, the conviction of things 
not seen.” (Hebrews 11.1)

Now we are seeing that we do not have to place ourselves in 
one camp or the other. Rather than either/or, we are entering an era 
of both/and. The rivalry has begun to dissipate, and the siblings 

approaching reunion.
The Fetzer Institute, dedicated to “fostering awareness of the 

power of love and forgiveness in the emerging global community,” is 
bringing together the disciplines of science and spirituality in inno-
vative, intentional ways. The Institute has supported the work of 
Jack Nitscheke of the University of Wisconsin. Using MRI imaging, 
Nitscheke and other scientists identified brain structures critical 
for various emotions. They found that the orbitofrontal cortex and 
nucleus accumbens are activated by altruistic love.2

Findings of another Fetzer-funded project suggest that empathy 
is not a process restricted to one type person, or localized in one 
region of the brain. In “The Physiology of Love: Empathic Respond-
ing to Emotional Reactions,” Stephanie Preston of the University of 
Iowa Hospitals and Clinics concludes that there are multiple ways 
that people go about understanding the emotional state of another.3

The Institute is also engaged in controlled studies that examine 
different aspects of forgiveness. Fetzer projects in this area include 

publication of Amish Grace: 
How Forgiveness Transcended 
Tragedy. This book examines 
the remarkable expressions of 
forgiveness extended by an Amish 
community in the aftermath of a 
horrendous school shooting. The 
community forgave not only the 
gunman who had murdered and 
injured their children before kill-
ing himself; they also extended 
love and forgiveness to his family.

Research in the area of 
forgiveness provides new insights 
into the most challenging aspect 
of spirituality and religion: the 
necessity to forgive. It also moves 
rapidly from the effect on inter-
personal relationships, to the 
relationship with God to global 

implications for war and peace—all this in a time when killing has 
become technologically easier than sitting around a table and offer-
ing love and forgiveness.

Yes, the siblings are indeed beginning to hold hands. And the 
lion and lamb shall dwell together.

Thomas G. Lewis is Director of Spirituality program at  Columbia Theologi-

cal Seminary. He has pastored Presbyterian churches in Commerce and 

Cartersville, GA and Edmond OK. He is the author of Finding God: Praying 

the Psalms in Times of Depression (Westminster John Knox, 2002).
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Dwelling Together
Science and Spirituality

“The Peaceable Kingdom” — Edward Hicks (1780–1849)
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became the center of moral discussions; slave labor, child labor, 
employer-employee relations, and the role of government in industry 
were questions of social discussion.

Today, quality of life issues have been expanded and refined. 
Medical health, aging, and psychological well-being are our new 
issues in the twenty-first century. Medical ethics a hundred years ago 
could easily be addressed by the Hippocratic Oath—it was medi-
cally a stable social period. While there are still individual questions 
of behavior, now there are a plethora of social questions about the 
institutions, legality of patients, equity, and so on.

R. Gillon analyzes a refinement of the Hippocratic Oath, in 
his British Medical Journal article, “Medical Ethics: Four Principles 
plus Attention to Scope.” He begins: “The ‘four principles plus 
scope’ approach provides a simple, accessible, and culturally neu-
tral approach to thinking about ethical issues in health care. The 
approach, developed in the United States, is based on four common, 
basic prima facie moral commitments—respect for autonomy, benef-
icence, non-maleficence, and justice—plus concern for their scope 
of application. It offers a common, basic moral analytical framework 
and a common, basic moral language. Although they do not provide 
ordered rules, these principles help doctors and other health care 
workers make decisions on moral issues that arise at work.6

The individual and social costs of the medical treatment, the 
range and implications of the side effects, the clash of principles, 
and a host of other questions confront individuals and society today, 
even within the parameters of the “four principles.”

When I was in graduate school a doctoral student in philosophy 
and I had a discussion about baptism. He commented that it would 
have been clearer if the Bible had explicitly stated sprinkling or 
dunking. I must have looked surprised because he added that it was 
an either/or question. Either immersion was required or it was not 
to fulfill the sacrament of baptism. It was incredulous to me that life 
with a living God could be so simplistic as to be relegated to a series 
of either/or issues. Could not both be equally acceptable?

The either/or issues arise as stable social groups come in contact 
with the ethics of other social groups, whether stable or in flux. The 
interface between these principled groups and other groups are rife 
with conflicts, as foundational beliefs are perceived discounted. 
The logic that these groups use to tie their basic tenets to selected 
moral action raises numerous philosophical and logistic problems. 
The issues in logic typically are unassailable, so discussions end 
before they start. For example, if specific actions conflict with my 
interpretation of God-given texts, you will not be able to convince 
me otherwise, and the conflict typically would result in greater 
emotional investments in current beliefs. American slavery is a more 
distant example where intellectual investment was made in justify-
ing the institution of slavery on biblical grounds. It is difficult to 
convince people that their god is wrong, doesn’t exist, or even that 
their interpretation is flawed.

Mediation, for Perry, is required to resolve the conflicts 
between differing value interests. It was the responsibility of the 
community to resolve the differing interests—differing values. We 
(religious groups, political groups, the nation, and the world) have 

some distance to go in our resolution process, because, too often, we 
still see either/or situations as primary “facts,” or God-given edicts. 
Values conceived as “for” or “against” may seem natural, but they 
are contentious. And, we have many “either/or” ethical questions in 
health care:

•	 Pro-life or women’s rights?
•	 National health care or no national health care?
•	 Assisted suicides or not? (Legistrothanatry is the new legal 

specialty addressing the legal code for assisting suicides.)7

•	 Should marijuana be legal for medicinal purposes or not?
•	 Should the rich have access to organ transplants when those 

with less resources have no access? (Steve Jobs’ recent liver 
transplant presents a host of worthy ethics discussions.)

•	 Should celebrities have better access to pain medications or 
even “personal physicians,” as Michael Jackson had?

The logic used by both sides is not the issue in ethics. The probabi-
listic logic we each use to draw conclusions and decide on actions is 
hard and soft wired into our nervous systems based upon our own 
experiences and belief systems (see SciTech†, February 2009).

The issues in medical ethics rest in the questions we ask and the 
process we use to resolve our differences. If questions are couched in 
the “either/or” format it is difficult for contenders to move beyond 
emotion. Further, all actions are moral actions because they are value 
laden, toward the environment, toward others, or toward ourselves.

Dewey and Tufts argued that the key to moral questions was 
the betterment of society. “[The] critical questioning of existing 
institutions [including organizations, and laws of a society in flux] 
and critical discussion of changes, proposed on the theory that they 
will produce social betterment, are the best means of enforcing the 
fact that moral theory is more than a remote exercise in conceptual 
analysis or than a mere mode of preaching and exhortation. When 
we take the social point of view we are compelled to realize the 
extent to which our moral beliefs are a product of the social environ-
ment and also the extent to which thinking, new ideas, can change 
this environment.”8

Remember that Peirce wrote that ethics are the laws of confor-
mity of “those things whose ends lie in action.” Dewey and Tufts 
were advocating a society where issues are thoughtfully addressed 
with the end resulting in the betterment of society.

The actions taken in such a society for social betterment, seem 
to me, to reflect Christ’s exhortation of loving your neighbor, which 
was akin to Abraham’s actions in a multicultural setting. They 
are not the imposition of values upon others, nor the actions of a 
“righteous” invasion of ideas, beliefs, or homelands. They are acts of 
thoughtful questioning, discussing, and resolving. They are also acts 
of equity towards others. There is a richness in the ethics of a democ-
racy that has bearing upon our moral acts in medicine, politics, 
church polity, and international relations.

The key to medical ethics, then, is not the morality of our posi-
tion, but rather our process of resolution. That is, our thoughtful 
actions in mediation, discussion, and policy setting are the moral 
questions that we face in the broad field of medical ethics. It isn’t 
how the question is resolved, it is how we interact to resolve the issue.

> endnotes are on page 11

By the Reverend Robert Keefer, Ph.D.
PASTCF President

Your PASTCF Board held our annual 
face-to-face meeting in Chicago in 
April this year. As always, we had 

engaging interaction with each other and 
with our colleagues in our sister organiza-
tions; we also had substantive discussion 
over matters affecting the life of your Asso-
ciation.

First, the ecumenical conversation. 
After separate Board meetings, the sev-
eral science and faith organizations that 
meet concurrently hold an “Ecumenical 
Roundtable on Science, Technology and 
the Church.” PASTCF meets with our 
counterparts in the United Church of 
Christ, the Episcopal Church, the Evangeli-
cal Lutheran Church in America, and the 
United Methodist Church. The Roundtable 
this year focused on the ways science and 
faith conversations play out in the life of the 
Church. For example, two of us who serve as 
pastors facilitated discussion about congre-
gational life; representatives of McCormick 
Theological Seminary and the Lutheran 
School of Theology in Chicago, as well as 
the Zygon Center, addressed areas of theo-
logical education and the life and mission of 
the Church.

Regarding our own association’s work, 
a difficult reality hit home: our finances 
are shaky. In fact, there is little available 
for general expenditures to maintain the 
organization, since available money is 
largely restricted in designated funds. The 
Board is responding first by assuming some 
of the costs of this meeting as individuals, 
but longer-term economies will need to be 
considered. Members can help by renewing 
your membership promptly when requested, 
and, if possible, raising your level of mem-
bership by one step. We agreed that 
the Secretary-Treasurer and the 
Webmaster will set up an account 
with PayPal so members can pay 
dues online and make contributions 
online.

In that vein, we also agreed 
to make sweeping changes to our 

website. Sara Joan Miles will work with Bill 
McIvor to add to the resources available and 
the site’s interactivity. Have you visited the 
Association’s page on Facebook? We intend 
to create discussion groups, especially 
oriented to matters discussed in SciTech† 
to expand the conversation beyond chapter 
meetings and the Association’s annual meet-
ing, and beyond those able physically to 
attend face-to-face meetings.

Speaking of SciTech†, we intend to 
continue the practice of orienting much 
of the content of each issue to a particular 
subject, with a coordinator assisting Editor 
Bill McIvor in its content gathering. The 
scheduled issues and coordinators in the 
coming months are:

•	 August 2009: Original Sin (Bob 
Keefer)

•	 November 2009: Image of God & 
Human Origins (Jim Miller)

•	 February 2010: Flat World (George 
Stickel)

•	 May 2010: (potentially) E-parenting 
(Sharon Cindrich)

•	 August 2010: Scientific & 
Theological Illiteracy (Sara Miles)

If you have written or would like to write 
something that relates to one of these issues, 
please contact the relevant coordinator or 
the Editor.

We also decided to continue participat-
ing in the annual meeting of the American 
Association for the Advancement of Sci-
ence, if our ecumenical partners continue to 
participate. They have indicated that they 
hope to, but most of them are also facing 
financial limitations. Also, we hope that 
members will increase support for this pres-
ence by making an additional contribution 
when we renew our dues.

Science-and-faith dialogue at its best 
includes face-to-face conversation, and 

PASTCF’s local chapters are the arenas for 
most of that conversation. We decided to 
create designated accounts for our chap-
ters as part of the Association’s account-
ing. Thus, you may give a contribution to 
your chapter by sending it to the PASTCF 
Secretary-Treasurer, designated for your 
chapter.

Why would you want to do this? The 
national Association holds legal 501(c)3 
status, and so your gift through the Associa-
tion to your Chapter is fully tax-deductible.

It is always a joy to read nominations 
for the Dan Martin recognition, “Science 
as a Christian Vocation.” This year we 
are making two awards: to Valerie Evans 
Minor, RN of Philippi, West Virginia and 
to W. Bruze Ezell, Jr., Ph.D., of Pembroke, 
North Carolina. We anticipate that both of 
them will attend the conference and annual 
meeting in Richmond this October, when 
they will be honored and be given certifi-
cates. Conference attendees will have the 
opportunity to meet them. We also were 
pleased to consider and approve a Jeremiah 
Grant proposal from the Covenant Presby-
terian Church of San Antonio, Texas; they 
propose incorporating ongoing science and 
faith discussion in their plans for church 
redevelopment. More information about 
this will be in a future issue of SciTech†.

If you have not yet looked into partici-
pating in this year’s conference, then visit 
the website for Union/PSCE (www.union-
psce.edu), click “Leadership Development” 
and note “Evolution, God and Becoming 
Human” on October 1-2. We are cosponsors 
of this conference, and it will include the 
Annual Meeting of the Association. You 
will hear excellent presentations, participate 
in engaging conversation, and help shape 
the future of the science and faith conversa-
tions through this Association and in your 

own communities.
As always, I invite your sug-

gestions, your questions, and your 
willingness to volunteer. As I said 
several times in our booth at the 
last General Assembly, “What this 
Association does is whatever its 
members do.”

PASTCF Annual Board Meeting

A new logo and website are coming. Stay tuned!
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By George W. Stickel, Ph.D.
PASTCF Board Member

What are medical ethics?
hat are ethics? 
hat is ethics?

Ethics and aesthetics are part of the philosophical field called 
axiology. Axiology asks questions about values and why we value 
what we value. Aesthetics addresses concepts of beauty, asking what 
beauty is and what makes something beautiful.

Ethics is the philosophical study of morality and what is right 
or wrong. It asks what is moral? Is there a value that is moral, or 
good, or bad? What is morally right? Does a moral right or wrong 
exist? How should I behave? Are there underlying principles for my 
actions?

In the late 1970s I took a course from Risieri Frondizi call “The 
Theory of Values.” Professor Frondizi, had been rector (similar to 
a university president or chancellor in the U.S.) of the University 
of Buenos Aires beginning in 1958, the beginning of what today 
is called the golden age of the Argentine universities. His brother, 
Arturo, was president of Argentina and they found themselves on 
opposite sides on various issues that were at the very heart of aca-
demic freedom and future elections.

Risieri Frondizi earned his doctorate under the guidance of 
Ralph Barton Perry, who was one of the last doctoral students of 
William James. Because of his unique position at the time of James’s 
death, Perry had subsequently published the two-volume work, The 
Thought and Character of William James.

Frondizi’s text for the values course was Perry’s General Theory 
of Value. I also purchased Frondizi’s What is Value? although Fron-
dizi didn’t refer to it during the course.

We spent at least half the course focused on a single footnote in 
the Perry book. The footnoted sentence is: “That which is an object 
of interest is eo ipso invested with value.” (Eo ipso means “by that very 
fact.”) The footnote reads: “An object 
is valuable when qualified by an act 
of interest; relation to interest assum-
ing, in the experience of judgment of 
value, the role of adjective.”1

Sound like philosophy?
The difficulty with medical 

ethics is similar to the difficulty with 
the philosophical study of ethics or 
axiology. When you step into the 
issues of medical ethics you must start 
swimming immediately because they 
are deep, and the waters are shark 
infested.

They are shark infested because 
we attach an adjective to ethics to 
describe it with some specificity. 

Medical ethics uses a relatively benign adjective—medical—com-
pared to a religious descriptor, e.g., Christian ethics or Muslim ethics. 
The descriptor suggests that reader and writer know precisely what is 
meant, when, in fact, there is an ever expansive spectrum of meaning. 
Why? Because we live in a dynamic and fluid world.

During a recent visit to her grandmother, our daughter heard 
a pastor during a vespers worship service use the phrase “a female 
pastor.” Then, he paused to make sure the audience was with him 
and added, “And I don’t need to tell you what I think about that.” 
Through the murmuring of the congregants and another few choice 
words, it was clear that there was an ethical problem with a woman 
being a pastor, and that this problem was at the heart of Christen-
dom. Further, it was understood by all present, except my daughter 
and her boyfriend, that the ethical judgment was clearly and unam-
biguously stated in the Bible. The descriptors that we use add or 
detract from the issues themselves.

Let’s go back to Perry for a moment. The introductory para-
graph in his book on values immediately preceding the above refer-
ence reads as follows:

It is characteristic of living mind to be for some things and 
against others. This polarity is not reducible to that between ‘yes’ and 
‘no’ in the logical or in the purely cognitive sense, because one can say 
‘yes’ with reluctance or be glad to say ‘no.’ To be ‘for’ or ‘against’ is to 
view with favor or disfavor; it is a bias of the subject toward or away 
from. It implies . . . a tendency to create or conserve, or an opposite 
tendency to prevent or destroy. This duality appears in many forms, 
such as liking and disliking, desire and aversion, will and refusal, 
or seeking and avoiding. It is to this all-pervasive characteristic of 
motor-affective life, this state, act, attitude or disposition of favor or 
disfavor, to which we propose to give the name of ‘interest.’ [Italics are 
Perry’s, bold is mine.]

Ending the paragraph is another footnote saying that ‘interest’ 
is “our ‘feeling towards’ an object, or, as how the object ‘strikes or 
affects us’ … [but also to mean] to embrace desire and disposition as 

well.”
But my focus here is not on a 

single footnote but on the words 
“interest” and “motor-affective life.” 
Understanding these words will lead 
to  some common understanding of 
ethics and medical ethics.

In addressing values, including 
ethics, from Perry’s perspective and 
that of numerous other philosophers, 
we are not separating the philosophi-
cal from the essence of being human. 
That human form—our human 
form—is a complex organism with a 
sophisticated central nervous system, 
where information is taken in from

> continues on page 7
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the environment, which allows the organism to react to that environ-
ment—”the motor-affective life.”

Most of that motor-affective dynamic results from a series of 
stimuli to which we react. Perry is more of a “realist,” philosophically 
than I am. So he is more behavioristically driven—stimulus-response 
psychology—and less cognitively driven, but then, behaviorism was 
the psychology of Perry’s day.

While the motor-affective life is a good starting place for 
a theory of values, today we know a great deal more about the 
functioning of the brain, the role of emotion, and the process of 
decision-making. However, in understanding values we are still left 
with the individual within an environment. But instead of stimulus 
and response, there is a complex orchestration of understanding or 
comprehension within the brain system that allows us to select, that 
is, to decide and to respond. We have a choice—informed or not—as 
we turn with interest toward some object.

Let me put this in some sort of perspective. In the February 
2009 issue of SciTech†, I wrote of Charles Peirce’s philosophy. Peirce 
approached philosophy with a mathematical logic, where the organ-
ism responded to the environment with a “probabilistic” logic. Peirce 
understood that there were some dynamics within the brain that 
gave chances to various responses. This probabilistic approach is not 
unlike the research today in artificial intelligence whereby computer 
decision-making results from the “weighting” of particular electronic 
pathways based upon the computer’s experience with, for example, 
the game of chess.

If we strip all of that away to the essence of things, Peirce used 
concepts of “firstness,” “secondness,” and “thirdness,” to show the 
organization of the logic and the role of probability. Peirce defined 
firstness as what “is” apart from anything else. God is a firstness, or 
rather, The Firstness. Secondness is something that stands against 
the firstness, or beside, or opposite the firstness. The Holy Spirit was 
a secondness, for Peirce, but so was existence itself—the self within 
the environment. Thirdness was all about relationship—it was not 
just one thing against another or lying beside another, it was the 
relationship between the two. Some Peirceans have discussed Jesus 
Christ as that relationship between God the Father and the Holy 
Spirit. It was that very relationship that “allowed” Christ “to create 
everything and without him nothing was created” (Colossians 1.15-
16. John 1.3), and to relate to the world.

For our purpose here, Peirce saw aesthetics (beauty) as a first-
ness. Beauty is sublime. It is just there. Ethics is a secondness. It is 
where two existences have contact. Thirdness, being the relationship, 
is the epistemology—the knowing. So, for Peirce, first came aesthet-
ics (beauty), then came ethics (morality), and last came epistemology 
(the relationship, the logic). This was the order of creation, with the 
coming forth of the Logos.

Therefore, any valuing is the result of an “interest.” If an object 
provokes an interest, it has value. There is a subtle difference between 
Perry’s realism and that of pragmatism. From a pragmatic perspec-
tive if we act toward that object, we value it. Charles Peirce argued 
that logic, ethics, and aesthetics were the three normative sciences. 
He wrote: “For normative science in general being the science of the 

laws of conformity of 
things to ends, aes-
thetics considers those 
things whose ends are 
to embody qualities of 
feelings, ethics consid-
ers those things whose 
ends lie in action, and 
logic those things 
whose end is to repre-
sent something.”2

“To represent 
something” of the 
end is to produce a 
thought, a word (an 
expression), or even 
an institution—any of 
which would be a rep-
resentation for Peirce. 
Thought, the representation of relationships, was the highest form of 
understanding. Through thought, one can question, solve problems, 
and improve as an individual and as a community.

John Dewey and James Hayden Tufts applied these ideas to 
ethics. They published two books entitled Ethics, one in 1908, and 
a revised version in 1932. Chapter 16 of the 1932 edition is entitled 
“Morals and Social Problems,” and the first section of that chapter is 
“The Moral Significance of Social Questions.”3

Dewey and Tufts wrote about the questioning of social prob-
lems: “When social life is stable, when custom rules, the problems of 
morals have to do with the adjustments which individuals make to 
the institutions in which they live, rather than with the moral qual-
ity of the institutions themselves…. If anything is wrong it is due to 
the failure of individuals to do what social customs tell them to do. 
Only a few daring persons criticize ancestral habits, and then only 
guardedly.”4

They contrasted that stable social period with a more modern 
society. “When social life is in a state of flux, moral issues cease to 
gather exclusively about personal conformity and deviation. They 
centre in the value of social arrangements, of laws, of inherited 
traditions that have crystallized into institutions, in changes that are 
desirable. Institutions lose their quasi-sacredness and are the objects 
of moral questioning. We now live in such a period.”

Finally, “ . . . since the latter half of the eighteenth century the 
interesting and stirring human problems for intellectual inquiry as 
well as for practical application have arisen out of criticism of exist-
ing social arrangements and traditions, in State, government, law, 
church, family, industry, business, international relations.”5

When government and the church were the major institutions 
and society began to change, through transportation of goods and 
a growing middle class, the ethical issues addressed those institu-
tions. As industry grew and European world exploration expanded, 
the questions of religious organizations and governments became 
refined. In that same period new institutions arose, and, in turn,
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By George W. Stickel, Ph.D.
PASTCF Board Member

What are medical ethics?
hat are ethics? 
hat is ethics?

Ethics and aesthetics are part of the philosophical field called 
axiology. Axiology asks questions about values and why we value 
what we value. Aesthetics addresses concepts of beauty, asking what 
beauty is and what makes something beautiful.

Ethics is the philosophical study of morality and what is right 
or wrong. It asks what is moral? Is there a value that is moral, or 
good, or bad? What is morally right? Does a moral right or wrong 
exist? How should I behave? Are there underlying principles for my 
actions?

In the late 1970s I took a course from Risieri Frondizi call “The 
Theory of Values.” Professor Frondizi, had been rector (similar to 
a university president or chancellor in the U.S.) of the University 
of Buenos Aires beginning in 1958, the beginning of what today 
is called the golden age of the Argentine universities. His brother, 
Arturo, was president of Argentina and they found themselves on 
opposite sides on various issues that were at the very heart of aca-
demic freedom and future elections.

Risieri Frondizi earned his doctorate under the guidance of 
Ralph Barton Perry, who was one of the last doctoral students of 
William James. Because of his unique position at the time of James’s 
death, Perry had subsequently published the two-volume work, The 
Thought and Character of William James.

Frondizi’s text for the values course was Perry’s General Theory 
of Value. I also purchased Frondizi’s What is Value? although Fron-
dizi didn’t refer to it during the course.

We spent at least half the course focused on a single footnote in 
the Perry book. The footnoted sentence is: “That which is an object 
of interest is eo ipso invested with value.” (Eo ipso means “by that very 
fact.”) The footnote reads: “An object 
is valuable when qualified by an act 
of interest; relation to interest assum-
ing, in the experience of judgment of 
value, the role of adjective.”1

Sound like philosophy?
The difficulty with medical 

ethics is similar to the difficulty with 
the philosophical study of ethics or 
axiology. When you step into the 
issues of medical ethics you must start 
swimming immediately because they 
are deep, and the waters are shark 
infested.

They are shark infested because 
we attach an adjective to ethics to 
describe it with some specificity. 

Medical ethics uses a relatively benign adjective—medical—com-
pared to a religious descriptor, e.g., Christian ethics or Muslim ethics. 
The descriptor suggests that reader and writer know precisely what is 
meant, when, in fact, there is an ever expansive spectrum of meaning. 
Why? Because we live in a dynamic and fluid world.

During a recent visit to her grandmother, our daughter heard 
a pastor during a vespers worship service use the phrase “a female 
pastor.” Then, he paused to make sure the audience was with him 
and added, “And I don’t need to tell you what I think about that.” 
Through the murmuring of the congregants and another few choice 
words, it was clear that there was an ethical problem with a woman 
being a pastor, and that this problem was at the heart of Christen-
dom. Further, it was understood by all present, except my daughter 
and her boyfriend, that the ethical judgment was clearly and unam-
biguously stated in the Bible. The descriptors that we use add or 
detract from the issues themselves.

Let’s go back to Perry for a moment. The introductory para-
graph in his book on values immediately preceding the above refer-
ence reads as follows:

It is characteristic of living mind to be for some things and 
against others. This polarity is not reducible to that between ‘yes’ and 
‘no’ in the logical or in the purely cognitive sense, because one can say 
‘yes’ with reluctance or be glad to say ‘no.’ To be ‘for’ or ‘against’ is to 
view with favor or disfavor; it is a bias of the subject toward or away 
from. It implies . . . a tendency to create or conserve, or an opposite 
tendency to prevent or destroy. This duality appears in many forms, 
such as liking and disliking, desire and aversion, will and refusal, 
or seeking and avoiding. It is to this all-pervasive characteristic of 
motor-affective life, this state, act, attitude or disposition of favor or 
disfavor, to which we propose to give the name of ‘interest.’ [Italics are 
Perry’s, bold is mine.]

Ending the paragraph is another footnote saying that ‘interest’ 
is “our ‘feeling towards’ an object, or, as how the object ‘strikes or 
affects us’ … [but also to mean] to embrace desire and disposition as 

well.”
But my focus here is not on a 

single footnote but on the words 
“interest” and “motor-affective life.” 
Understanding these words will lead 
to  some common understanding of 
ethics and medical ethics.

In addressing values, including 
ethics, from Perry’s perspective and 
that of numerous other philosophers, 
we are not separating the philosophi-
cal from the essence of being human. 
That human form—our human 
form—is a complex organism with a 
sophisticated central nervous system, 
where information is taken in from
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the environment, which allows the organism to react to that environ-
ment—”the motor-affective life.”

Most of that motor-affective dynamic results from a series of 
stimuli to which we react. Perry is more of a “realist,” philosophically 
than I am. So he is more behavioristically driven—stimulus-response 
psychology—and less cognitively driven, but then, behaviorism was 
the psychology of Perry’s day.

While the motor-affective life is a good starting place for 
a theory of values, today we know a great deal more about the 
functioning of the brain, the role of emotion, and the process of 
decision-making. However, in understanding values we are still left 
with the individual within an environment. But instead of stimulus 
and response, there is a complex orchestration of understanding or 
comprehension within the brain system that allows us to select, that 
is, to decide and to respond. We have a choice—informed or not—as 
we turn with interest toward some object.

Let me put this in some sort of perspective. In the February 
2009 issue of SciTech†, I wrote of Charles Peirce’s philosophy. Peirce 
approached philosophy with a mathematical logic, where the organ-
ism responded to the environment with a “probabilistic” logic. Peirce 
understood that there were some dynamics within the brain that 
gave chances to various responses. This probabilistic approach is not 
unlike the research today in artificial intelligence whereby computer 
decision-making results from the “weighting” of particular electronic 
pathways based upon the computer’s experience with, for example, 
the game of chess.

If we strip all of that away to the essence of things, Peirce used 
concepts of “firstness,” “secondness,” and “thirdness,” to show the 
organization of the logic and the role of probability. Peirce defined 
firstness as what “is” apart from anything else. God is a firstness, or 
rather, The Firstness. Secondness is something that stands against 
the firstness, or beside, or opposite the firstness. The Holy Spirit was 
a secondness, for Peirce, but so was existence itself—the self within 
the environment. Thirdness was all about relationship—it was not 
just one thing against another or lying beside another, it was the 
relationship between the two. Some Peirceans have discussed Jesus 
Christ as that relationship between God the Father and the Holy 
Spirit. It was that very relationship that “allowed” Christ “to create 
everything and without him nothing was created” (Colossians 1.15-
16. John 1.3), and to relate to the world.

For our purpose here, Peirce saw aesthetics (beauty) as a first-
ness. Beauty is sublime. It is just there. Ethics is a secondness. It is 
where two existences have contact. Thirdness, being the relationship, 
is the epistemology—the knowing. So, for Peirce, first came aesthet-
ics (beauty), then came ethics (morality), and last came epistemology 
(the relationship, the logic). This was the order of creation, with the 
coming forth of the Logos.

Therefore, any valuing is the result of an “interest.” If an object 
provokes an interest, it has value. There is a subtle difference between 
Perry’s realism and that of pragmatism. From a pragmatic perspec-
tive if we act toward that object, we value it. Charles Peirce argued 
that logic, ethics, and aesthetics were the three normative sciences. 
He wrote: “For normative science in general being the science of the 

laws of conformity of 
things to ends, aes-
thetics considers those 
things whose ends are 
to embody qualities of 
feelings, ethics consid-
ers those things whose 
ends lie in action, and 
logic those things 
whose end is to repre-
sent something.”2

“To represent 
something” of the 
end is to produce a 
thought, a word (an 
expression), or even 
an institution—any of 
which would be a rep-
resentation for Peirce. 
Thought, the representation of relationships, was the highest form of 
understanding. Through thought, one can question, solve problems, 
and improve as an individual and as a community.

John Dewey and James Hayden Tufts applied these ideas to 
ethics. They published two books entitled Ethics, one in 1908, and 
a revised version in 1932. Chapter 16 of the 1932 edition is entitled 
“Morals and Social Problems,” and the first section of that chapter is 
“The Moral Significance of Social Questions.”3

Dewey and Tufts wrote about the questioning of social prob-
lems: “When social life is stable, when custom rules, the problems of 
morals have to do with the adjustments which individuals make to 
the institutions in which they live, rather than with the moral qual-
ity of the institutions themselves…. If anything is wrong it is due to 
the failure of individuals to do what social customs tell them to do. 
Only a few daring persons criticize ancestral habits, and then only 
guardedly.”4

They contrasted that stable social period with a more modern 
society. “When social life is in a state of flux, moral issues cease to 
gather exclusively about personal conformity and deviation. They 
centre in the value of social arrangements, of laws, of inherited 
traditions that have crystallized into institutions, in changes that are 
desirable. Institutions lose their quasi-sacredness and are the objects 
of moral questioning. We now live in such a period.”

Finally, “ . . . since the latter half of the eighteenth century the 
interesting and stirring human problems for intellectual inquiry as 
well as for practical application have arisen out of criticism of exist-
ing social arrangements and traditions, in State, government, law, 
church, family, industry, business, international relations.”5

When government and the church were the major institutions 
and society began to change, through transportation of goods and 
a growing middle class, the ethical issues addressed those institu-
tions. As industry grew and European world exploration expanded, 
the questions of religious organizations and governments became 
refined. In that same period new institutions arose, and, in turn,

> continues on page 8
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became the center of moral discussions; slave labor, child labor, 
employer-employee relations, and the role of government in industry 
were questions of social discussion.

Today, quality of life issues have been expanded and refined. 
Medical health, aging, and psychological well-being are our new 
issues in the twenty-first century. Medical ethics a hundred years ago 
could easily be addressed by the Hippocratic Oath—it was medi-
cally a stable social period. While there are still individual questions 
of behavior, now there are a plethora of social questions about the 
institutions, legality of patients, equity, and so on.

R. Gillon analyzes a refinement of the Hippocratic Oath, in 
his British Medical Journal article, “Medical Ethics: Four Principles 
plus Attention to Scope.” He begins: “The ‘four principles plus 
scope’ approach provides a simple, accessible, and culturally neu-
tral approach to thinking about ethical issues in health care. The 
approach, developed in the United States, is based on four common, 
basic prima facie moral commitments—respect for autonomy, benef-
icence, non-maleficence, and justice—plus concern for their scope 
of application. It offers a common, basic moral analytical framework 
and a common, basic moral language. Although they do not provide 
ordered rules, these principles help doctors and other health care 
workers make decisions on moral issues that arise at work.6

The individual and social costs of the medical treatment, the 
range and implications of the side effects, the clash of principles, 
and a host of other questions confront individuals and society today, 
even within the parameters of the “four principles.”

When I was in graduate school a doctoral student in philosophy 
and I had a discussion about baptism. He commented that it would 
have been clearer if the Bible had explicitly stated sprinkling or 
dunking. I must have looked surprised because he added that it was 
an either/or question. Either immersion was required or it was not 
to fulfill the sacrament of baptism. It was incredulous to me that life 
with a living God could be so simplistic as to be relegated to a series 
of either/or issues. Could not both be equally acceptable?

The either/or issues arise as stable social groups come in contact 
with the ethics of other social groups, whether stable or in flux. The 
interface between these principled groups and other groups are rife 
with conflicts, as foundational beliefs are perceived discounted. 
The logic that these groups use to tie their basic tenets to selected 
moral action raises numerous philosophical and logistic problems. 
The issues in logic typically are unassailable, so discussions end 
before they start. For example, if specific actions conflict with my 
interpretation of God-given texts, you will not be able to convince 
me otherwise, and the conflict typically would result in greater 
emotional investments in current beliefs. American slavery is a more 
distant example where intellectual investment was made in justify-
ing the institution of slavery on biblical grounds. It is difficult to 
convince people that their god is wrong, doesn’t exist, or even that 
their interpretation is flawed.

Mediation, for Perry, is required to resolve the conflicts 
between differing value interests. It was the responsibility of the 
community to resolve the differing interests—differing values. We 
(religious groups, political groups, the nation, and the world) have 

some distance to go in our resolution process, because, too often, we 
still see either/or situations as primary “facts,” or God-given edicts. 
Values conceived as “for” or “against” may seem natural, but they 
are contentious. And, we have many “either/or” ethical questions in 
health care:

•	 Pro-life or women’s rights?
•	 National health care or no national health care?
•	 Assisted suicides or not? (Legistrothanatry is the new legal 

specialty addressing the legal code for assisting suicides.)7

•	 Should marijuana be legal for medicinal purposes or not?
•	 Should the rich have access to organ transplants when those 

with less resources have no access? (Steve Jobs’ recent liver 
transplant presents a host of worthy ethics discussions.)

•	 Should celebrities have better access to pain medications or 
even “personal physicians,” as Michael Jackson had?

The logic used by both sides is not the issue in ethics. The probabi-
listic logic we each use to draw conclusions and decide on actions is 
hard and soft wired into our nervous systems based upon our own 
experiences and belief systems (see SciTech†, February 2009).

The issues in medical ethics rest in the questions we ask and the 
process we use to resolve our differences. If questions are couched in 
the “either/or” format it is difficult for contenders to move beyond 
emotion. Further, all actions are moral actions because they are value 
laden, toward the environment, toward others, or toward ourselves.

Dewey and Tufts argued that the key to moral questions was 
the betterment of society. “[The] critical questioning of existing 
institutions [including organizations, and laws of a society in flux] 
and critical discussion of changes, proposed on the theory that they 
will produce social betterment, are the best means of enforcing the 
fact that moral theory is more than a remote exercise in conceptual 
analysis or than a mere mode of preaching and exhortation. When 
we take the social point of view we are compelled to realize the 
extent to which our moral beliefs are a product of the social environ-
ment and also the extent to which thinking, new ideas, can change 
this environment.”8

Remember that Peirce wrote that ethics are the laws of confor-
mity of “those things whose ends lie in action.” Dewey and Tufts 
were advocating a society where issues are thoughtfully addressed 
with the end resulting in the betterment of society.

The actions taken in such a society for social betterment, seem 
to me, to reflect Christ’s exhortation of loving your neighbor, which 
was akin to Abraham’s actions in a multicultural setting. They 
are not the imposition of values upon others, nor the actions of a 
“righteous” invasion of ideas, beliefs, or homelands. They are acts of 
thoughtful questioning, discussing, and resolving. They are also acts 
of equity towards others. There is a richness in the ethics of a democ-
racy that has bearing upon our moral acts in medicine, politics, 
church polity, and international relations.

The key to medical ethics, then, is not the morality of our posi-
tion, but rather our process of resolution. That is, our thoughtful 
actions in mediation, discussion, and policy setting are the moral 
questions that we face in the broad field of medical ethics. It isn’t 
how the question is resolved, it is how we interact to resolve the issue.
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By the Reverend Robert Keefer, Ph.D.
PASTCF President

Your PASTCF Board held our annual 
face-to-face meeting in Chicago in 
April this year. As always, we had 

engaging interaction with each other and 
with our colleagues in our sister organiza-
tions; we also had substantive discussion 
over matters affecting the life of your Asso-
ciation.

First, the ecumenical conversation. 
After separate Board meetings, the sev-
eral science and faith organizations that 
meet concurrently hold an “Ecumenical 
Roundtable on Science, Technology and 
the Church.” PASTCF meets with our 
counterparts in the United Church of 
Christ, the Episcopal Church, the Evangeli-
cal Lutheran Church in America, and the 
United Methodist Church. The Roundtable 
this year focused on the ways science and 
faith conversations play out in the life of the 
Church. For example, two of us who serve as 
pastors facilitated discussion about congre-
gational life; representatives of McCormick 
Theological Seminary and the Lutheran 
School of Theology in Chicago, as well as 
the Zygon Center, addressed areas of theo-
logical education and the life and mission of 
the Church.

Regarding our own association’s work, 
a difficult reality hit home: our finances 
are shaky. In fact, there is little available 
for general expenditures to maintain the 
organization, since available money is 
largely restricted in designated funds. The 
Board is responding first by assuming some 
of the costs of this meeting as individuals, 
but longer-term economies will need to be 
considered. Members can help by renewing 
your membership promptly when requested, 
and, if possible, raising your level of mem-
bership by one step. We agreed that 
the Secretary-Treasurer and the 
Webmaster will set up an account 
with PayPal so members can pay 
dues online and make contributions 
online.

In that vein, we also agreed 
to make sweeping changes to our 

website. Sara Joan Miles will work with Bill 
McIvor to add to the resources available and 
the site’s interactivity. Have you visited the 
Association’s page on Facebook? We intend 
to create discussion groups, especially 
oriented to matters discussed in SciTech† 
to expand the conversation beyond chapter 
meetings and the Association’s annual meet-
ing, and beyond those able physically to 
attend face-to-face meetings.

Speaking of SciTech†, we intend to 
continue the practice of orienting much 
of the content of each issue to a particular 
subject, with a coordinator assisting Editor 
Bill McIvor in its content gathering. The 
scheduled issues and coordinators in the 
coming months are:

•	 August 2009: Original Sin (Bob 
Keefer)

•	 November 2009: Image of God & 
Human Origins (Jim Miller)

•	 February 2010: Flat World (George 
Stickel)

•	 May 2010: (potentially) E-parenting 
(Sharon Cindrich)

•	 August 2010: Scientific & 
Theological Illiteracy (Sara Miles)

If you have written or would like to write 
something that relates to one of these issues, 
please contact the relevant coordinator or 
the Editor.

We also decided to continue participat-
ing in the annual meeting of the American 
Association for the Advancement of Sci-
ence, if our ecumenical partners continue to 
participate. They have indicated that they 
hope to, but most of them are also facing 
financial limitations. Also, we hope that 
members will increase support for this pres-
ence by making an additional contribution 
when we renew our dues.

Science-and-faith dialogue at its best 
includes face-to-face conversation, and 

PASTCF’s local chapters are the arenas for 
most of that conversation. We decided to 
create designated accounts for our chap-
ters as part of the Association’s account-
ing. Thus, you may give a contribution to 
your chapter by sending it to the PASTCF 
Secretary-Treasurer, designated for your 
chapter.

Why would you want to do this? The 
national Association holds legal 501(c)3 
status, and so your gift through the Associa-
tion to your Chapter is fully tax-deductible.

It is always a joy to read nominations 
for the Dan Martin recognition, “Science 
as a Christian Vocation.” This year we 
are making two awards: to Valerie Evans 
Minor, RN of Philippi, West Virginia and 
to W. Bruze Ezell, Jr., Ph.D., of Pembroke, 
North Carolina. We anticipate that both of 
them will attend the conference and annual 
meeting in Richmond this October, when 
they will be honored and be given certifi-
cates. Conference attendees will have the 
opportunity to meet them. We also were 
pleased to consider and approve a Jeremiah 
Grant proposal from the Covenant Presby-
terian Church of San Antonio, Texas; they 
propose incorporating ongoing science and 
faith discussion in their plans for church 
redevelopment. More information about 
this will be in a future issue of SciTech†.

If you have not yet looked into partici-
pating in this year’s conference, then visit 
the website for Union/PSCE (www.union-
psce.edu), click “Leadership Development” 
and note “Evolution, God and Becoming 
Human” on October 1-2. We are cosponsors 
of this conference, and it will include the 
Annual Meeting of the Association. You 
will hear excellent presentations, participate 
in engaging conversation, and help shape 
the future of the science and faith conversa-
tions through this Association and in your 

own communities.
As always, I invite your sug-

gestions, your questions, and your 
willingness to volunteer. As I said 
several times in our booth at the 
last General Assembly, “What this 
Association does is whatever its 
members do.”

PASTCF Annual Board Meeting

A new logo and website are coming. Stay tuned!
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and middle of times, the alternations 
of the solstices and the changes of the 
seasons, the cycles of the year and the 
constellations of the stars, the natures 
of animals and the tempers of wild 
animals, the powers of spirits and the 
thoughts of human beings, the variet-
ies of plants and the virtues of roots; I 
learned both what is secret and what 
is manifest, for wisdom, the fashioner 
of all things, taught me.

Wisdom of Solomon 7.17-21

According to this text, God’s wisdom 
imparts knowledge of astronomical pat-
terns and biological forms. Though such 
knowledge is considered a matter of revela-
tion, it is still knowledge of nature, a natural 
knowledge. Wisdom, thus, blurs the bound-
ary between divine revelation and natural 
discovery, both of which are part of 
the same package of knowledge and 
neither of which settles for ignorance.

The ancients observed the 
world with what they had: eyes to 
see and ears to hear, accompanied by 
an eagerness to understand it all in 
relation to God. The biblical sages 
in particular studiously observed 
the natural world, and their perspec-
tives, one could say, helped set the 
intellectual stage for later scientific 
study, from the classical Greeks to 
the present. To them, the world was 
orderly yet tinged with mystery. 
Nature was good and beneficial but 
also formidable and perilous; hence, 
the ancient Israelites had to learn to 
develop creation’s salutary side, from 
breeding animals to terracing slopes 
to conserving water, all of which had 
to be learned by trial and error.8 

To state the obvious, they were 
agriculturalists, keenly aware of how 
to plant and harvest, to prevent land 
erosion, and to measure the soil’s moisture 
content, among other things, in order to 
maximize the land’s productivity in the long 
term. The arable land was their laboratory 
of survival. Agronomy was their first sci-
ence, next to medicine.

To study nature, moreover, was an exis-
tential matter, not unlike physicist Brian 

Greene’s point that even if greater scientific 
understanding does not yield greater util-
ity, it does yield “its own empowerment.”9 
Such empowerment, however, points not 
just to the capacity of the human intellect. 
There was something more for these ancient 
inquirers. They felt gripped by something 
beyond themselves. They bore witness to a 
world bursting with the manifold nature of 
life; they marveled over the cosmic expanse; 
they trembled before the world’s formidable 
beauty. And they asked questions:

When I look at your heavens, the work of 
your fingers,

the moon and the stars that you 
have established;

What are human beings that you are 
mindful of them,

mortals that you care for them?
Psalm 8.3-4

Awestruck, the ancients inquired. Skip 
two and a half millennia, and you find that 
the question of human identity still has pur-
chase even though our understanding of the 
cosmos has dramatically changed. Indeed, 
all the more so: while we have increased our 
understanding of the universe to “ten to the 
plenty,”10 the question posed by the psalmist 

is intensified to the “nth” degree.
To be sure, the specific questions 

posed by the ancients are not the ques-
tions normally posed by scientists, a point 
that cannot be overstated. Nevertheless, 
they were no less probing, and that too is a 
point worth noting. The ancient creation 
traditions of the Old Testament—at least 
seven by my count11—represent probing 
forays into the world of wonder and realia, 
not unlike the Gedanken experiments of 
modern science. But more than thought 
experiments, these traditions were, and con-
tinue to be, theological “life experiments” 
that not only evoke a sense of wonder and 
understanding, but also humility, gratitude, 
and responsibility.

And speaking of responsibility: the 
need to hold science and biblical faith in 
close conversation has never been more 
urgent. We desperately need a new way in 

the world that is both empirically and 
biblically credible. One testimony to 
such need is given in the recent popu-
lar book by E. O. Wilson, an alleged 
representative of “soulless scientism.” 
Cast as a series of letters addressed 
to a Southern Baptist pastor, The 
Creation reaches out to the religious 
community to recapture the wonder 
of nature and, thereby, form an 
alliance to help mitigate the rapid 
destruction of the earth’s biodiver-
sity.12 I, for one, want to strengthen 
this emerging alliance from the 
biblical side. For creation’s sake—for 
God’s sake—we need a new Great 
Awakening, a Green Awakening.

William Brown is Professor of Old Testa-

ment at Columbia Theological Seminary. 

Among his many publications are Seeing 

the Psalms: A Theology of Metaphor 

(Westminster John Knox, 2002), God and 

the Imagination: A Primer to Reading the 

Psalms in an Age of Pluralism (CMBC Pub-

lications, 2001), Ecclesiastes (Westminster John 

Knox, 2000), and The Ethos of the Cosmos: The 

Genesis of Moral Imagination in the Bible (William 

B. Eerdmans, 1999). He is an adult Sunday School 

teacher at North Decatur Presbyterian Church, 

Decatur, Georgia and a Minister of the Word and 

Sacrament of the Presbyterian Church (USA).
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By the Reverend Thomas G. Lewis, D. Min.
Columbia Theological Seminary

 The wolf shall lie down with the lamb,
The leopard shall lie down with the kid,
The calf and the lion and the fatling together
And a little child shall lead them. (Isaiah 11.6)

The prophet Isaiah paints a beautiful picture of the shalom that 
will come to the entire world. Those who are enemies will 
coexist in peace and prosperity, and those who are far apart 

will come close to each other.
For more than three centuries, those in the science camp and 

those in the spirituality camp have lived in a standoff. Like siblings 
embroiled in seemingly irreconcilable conflict, they have stood back 
to back, not speaking, with their arms folded across their chests. But 
I see the distance between them shrinking. God’s spirit is blowing 
winds of change, and the line in the sand between enemies is disap-
pearing. Estranged siblings are 
turning to face each other, they are 
speaking, their arms unfolding.

In The Soul of Christianity, 
Huston Smith writes, “We live in 
an exciting time … in the second 
of two revolutions of the human 
spirit. The first of these was disas-
trous for the human spirit. The 
discovery of the controlled experi-
ment … inaugurated the scientific 
method and it quickly displaced 
the traditional world view (which 
pivots on God) with the scientific 
world view, which has no place for 
deity …

“The second revolution … 
is constructive for it brings God 
back into the picture. The fact 
that science cannot get its hands 
on anything except nature is not proof that nature is all that exists. 
Absence of evidence and evidence of absence…. are very different.”1

Science and spirituality study different aspects of the created 
order in very different ways, and these different approaches to under-
standing created the standoff. Science rests on proof, on observations 
leading to hypotheses to be tested, then verified. Spirituality is based 
on faith, “the assurance of things hoped for, the conviction of things 
not seen.” (Hebrews 11.1)

Now we are seeing that we do not have to place ourselves in 
one camp or the other. Rather than either/or, we are entering an era 
of both/and. The rivalry has begun to dissipate, and the siblings 

approaching reunion.
The Fetzer Institute, dedicated to “fostering awareness of the 

power of love and forgiveness in the emerging global community,” is 
bringing together the disciplines of science and spirituality in inno-
vative, intentional ways. The Institute has supported the work of 
Jack Nitscheke of the University of Wisconsin. Using MRI imaging, 
Nitscheke and other scientists identified brain structures critical 
for various emotions. They found that the orbitofrontal cortex and 
nucleus accumbens are activated by altruistic love.2

Findings of another Fetzer-funded project suggest that empathy 
is not a process restricted to one type person, or localized in one 
region of the brain. In “The Physiology of Love: Empathic Respond-
ing to Emotional Reactions,” Stephanie Preston of the University of 
Iowa Hospitals and Clinics concludes that there are multiple ways 
that people go about understanding the emotional state of another.3

The Institute is also engaged in controlled studies that examine 
different aspects of forgiveness. Fetzer projects in this area include 

publication of Amish Grace: 
How Forgiveness Transcended 
Tragedy. This book examines 
the remarkable expressions of 
forgiveness extended by an Amish 
community in the aftermath of a 
horrendous school shooting. The 
community forgave not only the 
gunman who had murdered and 
injured their children before kill-
ing himself; they also extended 
love and forgiveness to his family.

Research in the area of 
forgiveness provides new insights 
into the most challenging aspect 
of spirituality and religion: the 
necessity to forgive. It also moves 
rapidly from the effect on inter-
personal relationships, to the 
relationship with God to global 

implications for war and peace—all this in a time when killing has 
become technologically easier than sitting around a table and offer-
ing love and forgiveness.

Yes, the siblings are indeed beginning to hold hands. And the 
lion and lamb shall dwell together.

Thomas G. Lewis is Director of Spirituality program at  Columbia Theologi-

cal Seminary. He has pastored Presbyterian churches in Commerce and 

Cartersville, GA and Edmond OK. He is the author of Finding God: Praying 

the Psalms in Times of Depression (Westminster John Knox, 2002).

> endnotes are on page 11

Dwelling Together
Science and Spirituality

“The Peaceable Kingdom” — Edward Hicks (1780–1849)
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By Dr. Paul H. Carr and the Rev. Nicholas van Gombos
PASTCF Members

How do we move thoughtfully into God’s future? The Rev-
erend James B. Miller, Ph.D., addressed this question in a 
workshop, “Singing the Lord’s Song in a Strange Land,” 

held at the Bedford (New Hampshire) Presbyterian Church in Octo-
ber 2008. Dr. Miller is a Presbyterian pastor, former senior program 
associate of the American Association for the Advancement of Sci-
ence, and General Missioner of the Presbyterian Association on Sci-
ence, Technology and the Christian Faith.

In the first presentation, entitled “How We Got Here from 
There: Landmarks in a 3,000 Year Journey from Genesis to Now,” 
Dr. Miller traced the emergence of modern mathematical science 
from ancient Greek philosophy. A major milestone was Newton’s 
discovery of the laws motion and gravity, eventually enabling 
humans to travel to, land on and return safely from the Moon. He 
pointed out that our latest scientific understanding of complex, 
dynamic, living systems is that the whole cannot be reduced to 
its parts. The emergent whole is greater than the sum of its parts, 
because they interact.

In a second presentation, “Christian Faith and Life in God’s 

Science & Spirit Workshop
Great Success at Bedford Presbyterian Church

Evolving Creation,” Rev. Miller noted that science and technology 
are good at solving problems in the material world, such as how to 
build a windmill. However, spiritual values come into play in decid-
ing an issue like, “Should windmills be installed in my backyard?” 
Problems are solved using physical laws, but issues are resolved by 
conversations and negotiations between relevant parties.

By extension, religion deals with issues such as “What is the 
meaning of my life and my death?” There are many resolutions of 
these issues, as exemplified by the multitude of Christian denomina-
tions and by other world religions. Rev. Miller concluded: (1) science 
deals with descriptions of what and how; (2) religion focuses on 
questions of who and why. Thus, science and religion are comple-
mentary in their work.

Jim Miller believes that God will guide us into the future of our 
technological society. Awareness of what science and cosmology can 
teach us will enhance our understanding of and joy in God’s con-
tinuing creation. We are called to be God’s co-creators today!

The Science and Spirit Forum at Bedford Presbyterian Church 
is a group dedicated to being aware of the interface between the tech-
nological world in which we live and the assumptions of Christian 
faith. For more information, contact scienceandspirit@bedfordpres-
byterian.org.

On the Front Lines

PASTCF member Robert Dillon 
is Associate Professor of Biology 
at College of Charleston. (See his 

“Stonewall, Woodrow, and Me” in the 
August 2008 issue of SciTech†.) Rob is also 
president of SCSE —South Carolinians for 
Science Education. SCSE is a newly formed 
organization of parents, businesspeople, 
educators, students, scientists, and clergy 
dedicated to improving the quality and 
defending the integrity of science education 
in the public schools of South Carolina.

In a recent press release from SCSE, 
Rob related the unwelcome news that Sena-
tor Mike Fair (R-Greenville) has introduced 
a new creationist bill (S.873) in the South 
Carolina statehouse. This legislation, if 
enacted, would require the State Board of 
Education to “examine all curriculum in use 
in this State that purports to teach students 
about the origins of mankind to determine 
whether the curriculum maintains neutral-
ity toward religion, favoring neither one reli-

gion over other religions, nor religion over 
non-religion, including atheism,” revising 
or replacing any such curriculum as soon as 
practical.

Senator Fair frames his argument 
as a protection of religious freedom. He 
asserts that elements of the state science 
curriculum having to do with the origins of 
“mankind” are atheistic, and that atheism is 
a religion. Hence, teaching evolution in the 
public schools amounts to the establishment 
of religion in violation of the First Amend-
ment.

Fair is familiar to citizens of South 
Carolina. He also authored a bills establish-
ing a committee to review science textbooks 
and “allowing” public school educators to 
critique “strengths and weaknesses” of bio-
logical evolution. Similar to bills introduced 
in Alabama, Iowa, Missouri, Oklahoma, 
and New Mexico such legislation seeks to 
protect the “rights” of high school teachers 
to promote religious doctrine in the public 
school science classroom. Fair’s new bill 
reverses this logic, however, seeking to pro-

tect public school students from science that 
may conflict with peculiar religious beliefs.

Rob Dillon writes, “As a scientist, I can 
claim no special expertise in the political, 
legal, or religious issues around which the 
debate over S.873 will turn. It is certainly 
true that some Christians do find their 
faith especially threatened by modern paleo 
anthropological research. On the other 
hand, I belong to an organization called 
The Presbyterian Association on Science, 
Technology, and the Christian Faith, most 
of whose members find their faith to be 
enriched by scientific discovery. Reference 
to the links and resources available from the 
religion section of the NCSE website sug-
gests that my PASTCF colleagues are not 
alone: ncseweb.org/religion.

“If enacted, S.873 would require 
our State Board of Education to conduct 
a ‘review as to whether the curriculum 
contains a sense of affirmatively opposing 
or showing hostility to religion.’ But how 
precisely might such a review be conducted?

> continues on page 11

Join a lively conversation between sci-
entists and Protestant religious leaders 
in celebration of the 500th anniver-

sary of the birth of John Calvin and the 
200th anniversary of the birth of Charles 
Darwin, featuring plenary speakers, work-
shops, and the play Re:Design, based on cor-
respondence between Charles Darwin and 
Presbyterian and fellow scientist Asa Gray.

October 1 & 2, 2009
The conference will be held on the 

campus of Union Presbyterian Seminary, 
3401 Brook Road, Richmond, VA. It is 
cosponsored by the Carl Howie Center for 
Science, Art & Theology, the Institute for 
Reformed Theology, and the Presbyterian 
Association on Science, Technology and the 
Christian Faith.

Scheduled speakers and presenters 
include: Wentzel van Huyssteen, James I. 
McCord Professor of Theology and Sci-
ence at Princeton Theological Seminary. 
Robert Keefer, President of the Presby-
terian Association on Science, Technol-
ogy and the Christian Faith and pastor of 

P rinceton Theological Seminary has 
been awarded a $346,988 grant 
over three years as part of the John 

Templeton Foundation’s inaugural “Science 
for Ministry” Initiative. The purpose of this 
broader program is to “support effective sci-
ence education programs and resources for 
people active in ministry.”

Codirecting the initiative will be Dr. 
J. Wentzel van Huyssteen, the James I. 
McCord Professor of Theology and Science 
at Princeton, and Kenneth Reynhout, a 
Ph.D. candidate in theology and science at 
the Seminary.

“This initiative,” says van Huyssteen, 
“is intended to address a common experi-

Evolution, God, and Becoming Human
the Westminster Presbyterian Church in 
Clarinda, IA. Stephen Kolderup, Minister 
Member-at-large, Greater Atlanta Presby-
tery and member of the writing team for 
the ecumenical Worship for Life project. 
Keith Miller, Assistant Research Professor 
in the Department of Geology at Kansas 
State University. George Murphy, a retired 
Lutheran pastor who earned a Ph.D. in 
theoretical physics from Johns Hopkins and 
taught college 
science courses in 
the United States 
and Australia. 
Ronald Num-
bers, Hilldale 
and William 
Coleman Profes-
sor of the His-
tory of Science 
and Medicine at 
the University 
of Wisconsin 
in Madison and 
author of the 

definitive study of the history of the “cre-
ationist movement” in America. Jennifer 
Secki Shields, Director of Christian Educa-
tion at Christ Crossman United Methodist 
Church in Fairfax, VA. Bernard Wood, 
University Professor of Human Origins and 
Professor of Human Evolutionary Anatomy 
at George Washington University and 
Director of the Center for the Advanced 
Study of Human Evolutionary History.

ence of ministers and scientists of faith who 
struggle to develop a constructive dialogue 
around issues of theology and science in 
their ministry contexts. We are seeking to 
equip leaders in ministry with the knowl-
edge and tools to confidently respond to 
these fundamental challenges, and to do so 
in ways that encourage a transformational 
impact on their church communities.”

As many as 144 participants from 72 
Christian faith communities will partici-
pate, each community sending a scientist 
and a theologian to focus on the two 
essential questions shared by theology and 
science: questions of origins and questions 
of human nature. After the introductory 

sessions, participants will 
choose among three-day and 
one-day events that focus on 
such topics such as evolution in 
both cosmology and biology, 
and cognitive science, neuro-

science, and the human person.
The grant will subsidize the majority 

of the costs for participants as well as create 
content for the program. The first program 
will be November 2–6, 2009, on the Princ-
eton Seminary campus. More information 
about the program and applications are 
available by calling 609-497-7990 or at 
www.ptsem.edu/scienceforministry.

The largest seminary in the denomi-
nation, Princeton was founded in 1812. 
The John Templeton Foundation (www.
templeton.org) serves as a philanthropic 
catalyst for research and discoveries relating 
to what scientists and philosophers call the 
Big Questions in such fields as theoretical 
physics, cosmology, evolutionary biology, 
cognitive science, and social science relating 
to love, forgiveness, creativity, purpose, and 
the nature and origin of religious belief.

At PTS contact Michelle Roemer-
Schoen at Michelle.Schoen@ptsem.edu.

“Science for Ministry” Grant For PTS
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I remember that the conversation hap-
pened in the Sanctuary next to the 
piano. I think she came to talk to me 

after worship one Sunday, as people often 
do. I usually wish people would phone me 
during the week and arrange to see me in 
my office, or in their homes, or at the coffee 
shop, but frequently these conversations 
happen unscheduled, after worship.

Her friend was in intensive care, prob-
ably near her life’s end, waiting for the “plug 
to be pulled,” as they say. She wanted to 
know what I, as a pastor, thought and what 
the Presbyterian Church (USA) says about 
such things. I do not recall what I answered, 
only the situation and the question.

The important thing in answering a 
question like that one is to be both scientifi-
cally and theologically honest. When we are 
discussing issues of life and death, how can 
we responsibly ignore what the world knows 
about life and death from the study of 
medicine and biology? How can we respon-
sibly ignore what the Church knows about 
life and death from the doctrine of Creation 
and from the resurrection of Jesus Christ?

Well, of course we can’t responsibly 
ignore either. You know that already, or you 
would not be reading this column in this 
particular journal. Can I hope, however, 
that you and I will be motivated to take 
seriously the work of our Association and 
the papers in this journal? It is tempting to 
think of the dialogue of science and theol-
ogy as a plaything of the intellectual elite. 
To be honest, I have been told that it is, and 
that it is a waste of time. And then a woman 
concerned about her friend’s wellbeing—her 

friend’s living and dying—asks her pastor a 
question that cannot be answered responsi-
bly without some grounding in both science 
and theology.

Immediately my mind leaps to the well-
known quotation from Albert Einstein: 
“Science without religion is lame, religion 
without science is blind.” On the face of it, 
the great physicist seems to be encouraging 
our enterprise, to give science the legs of 
religion to walk and to give religion the eyes 
of science to see. Amen and hallelujah.

But I started my education as a literary 
critic, and I have retained enough of that 
bias to resist spouting quotations with-
out checking their context. I learned that 
Einstein wrote this particular aphorism in 
a 1941 paper called “Science, Philosophy 
and Religion” and he was deliberate in 
writing “religion” and not any particular 
religion. He said that religion contributes 

the goal for which a scientist works: truth 
and understanding. Religion provides faith 
that the laws of nature are comprehensible 
to reason. Science, in turn, contributes 
comprehension of the means by which the 
goals of religion can be attained. He added 
that though there cannot, broadly speaking, 
be a conflict between religion and science as 
such, science may indeed call into question 
the specific content of particular historical 
religions.

So, Christian believers, be careful when 
we take for ourselves Einstein’s dictum and 
do not check the context. Christianity is 
certainly a particular historical religion. 
Does science call into question any of the 
specific content of our faith?

Absolutely, say I, and therefore it makes 
our work even more important. If we are to 
provide any guidance of faith to those who 
ask us questions, we not only need to know 
our theology and our science but also those 
points at which science calls our theology 
into question. We had best know those 
points so we can work on them.

Readers and PASTCF members: please 
let us know what sort of work you are doing 
on those points. We love to publish member 
submissions in SciTech† … and urge you to 
share your thoughts. In addition, look for 
discussion groups hosted on Facebook in 
which we continue grasping for the answers 
to questions raised in these pages. Truth and 
understanding are our goal.

Bob Keefer is a railroading buff and pastor of 

Westminster Presbyterian Church in Clarinda, 

Iowa. Email him at <rkeefer@iowatelecom.net>.

SciTech† doesn’t get many “Letters to the Editor.” There is one in this issue but we would like to receive more. What’s on your mind? 
Are there issues you would like us to address or comments on this issue? Please send letters or comments to Bill McIvor at bill@pastcf.
org (snail mail address is on page 12). Keep submissions brief (no more than 200 words) and observe appropriate courtesies. The Editor 
has final authority on whether a letter will be published, and in which issue, and reserves the right to edit letters for length and style.  We 
hope that the website will eventually be a place for interaction as well as our Facebook page. Who knows? Maybe we’ll even Twitter!

When I looked at the February (2009) 
issue of SciTech† with discussions 

of other worldviews, I worried because so 
often this is a prelude to denigration of 
what science already knows. The floating 
axe head of Dr. Heie is an example. It is 
philosophers who would conclude “impos-
sible” and, therefore, a miracle. Many 
impossibilities and “miracles” of the past 
have fallen to advances in science.

The response of a scientist to a float-
ing axe head would be, “Isn’t that odd. I 
wonder how that works.” She would take 
out her cell phone and take photos from 
several locations, borrow a boat and probe 
under the axe head with sticks, and tap 
the axe head with a rock. With that data 
she would ask for a meeting with scientists 
from many disciplines. The science team 
would do more tests and use that data to 
develop hypotheses, which would require 
more tests. And so on.

If our first response to the unusual is 
“Magic,” we end up with images of Jesus on 
a bagel. If the floating axe head were indeed 
a miracle involving a physical object, sci-
ence in theory would be able to measure 
characteristics of God. In my theology, that 
is unacceptable.

John Simpson, Fair Oaks, CA

< continued from page 3

Will the SBE solicit testimony from a sample of priests, ministers, rabbis and theologians 
from various traditions regarding the diverse tenets of their religions? …

“And heaven knows what other elements of our 114-page science curriculum might ‘con-
tain a sense of showing hostility” to people of other religious faiths. Will chemistry standard 
C-4 on exothermic reactions offend fire-worshipping Zoroastrians, for example? It seems to 
me that S.873 threatens to engender more entanglement between church and state than it 
might alleviate.”

He concludes, “Modern science has developed along a path entirely separate from reli-
gion, and makes no statement whatsoever regarding Christianity or any other faith—oppos-
ing, supportive or otherwise. Science and religion are different spheres of knowledge, and one 
would hope for respect, understanding and dialogue to develop between our communities, 
not a fight. It’s a shame that certain state senators seem to be itching for one.”

The full press release from South Carolinians for Science Education is available at 
http://www.sc-scied.org/EE/index.php.

Letters

William Brown — “NOMA to TOMA”
1Stephen Jay Gould, Rock of Ages: Science and Religion in the Fullness 
of Life (London: Vintage, 1999), 178. 2See Michael V. Fox, “Wisdom 
in Qoheleth,” in In Search of Wisdom: Essays in Memory of John G. 
Gammie, ed. Leo G. Perdue, Bernard Brandon Scott, and William 
Johnston Wiseman (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1993), 

119-21. 3For example, Ecclesiastes 1.14; 2.13; 2.24; 3.16, 22; 4.1, 

4, 7, 15; 8.9, 10, 17; 9.11. 4Such as the Babylonian “astronomical 
diaries,” reflecting a primitive science that is “empirical, predictive, 
and theoretical,” according to Assyriologist Francesca Rochberg, 
The Heavenly Writing: Divination, Horoscopy, and Astronomy in 
Mesopotamian Culture (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

2004), xv (see also pp. 28, 96). 5First coined by Wolfram von Soden 
in his study of Sumerian and Akkadian lists that include matters of 
philology, deities, kings, geography, zoology, and botany in “Leistung 
und Grenze sumerischer und babylonischer Wissenschaft,” in Benno 
Landsberger and Wolfram von Soden, Die Eigenbegrifflichkeit der 
babylonischen Welt. Leistung und Grenze sumerischer und babylonischer 

Wissenschaft (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1965 
[1936]), esp. 29-74. The theory was developed in biblical studies by 
Albrecht Alt in “Die Weisheit Salomos,” ThLZ 76 (1951), cols 139-44 
(translated as “The Wisdom of Solomon,” in Studies in Ancient Israelite 
Wisdom, ed. James L. Crenshaw [New York: Ktav, 1976], 102-12). 
6For detailed discussion, see Chapter 5. 7Compare Genesis 1.11-12, 21, 

24-25; Proverbs 30.18-19, 24-28, 29-31. 8See Daniel Hillel, The Natural 
History of the Bible: An Environmental Exploration of the Hebrew 
Scriptures (New York: Columbia University Press, 2006), 150. For a 
survey of agricultural practices and techniques, including terracing, 
see Oded Borowski, Agriculture in Iron Age Israel (Winona Lake, IN: 

Eisenbrauns, 1987). 9Brian R. Greene, The Fabric of the Cosmos: Space, 
Time, and the Texture of Reality (New York: Vintage Books, 2004), 

20. 10As nicely put by Verlyn Klinkenborg in “On the Recentness of 
What We Know,” The New York Times, Talking Points (9 August 

2006). 11That is, Genesis 1.1-2.3; Genesis 2.4a-3.24; Job 38-41; Psalm 
104; Proverbs 8.22-31; Ecclesiastes 1.2-11; 12.1-7; and Isaiah 40-55 

(excerpts). 12Edward O. Wilson, The Creation: An Appeal to Save Life 
on Earth (New York: Norton, 2006).

George Stickel — “Medical Ethics”
1Ralph Barton Perry, General Theory of Value: Its Meaning and 
Basic Principles Construed in Terms of Interest (Cambridge: Harvard 

University Press, 1967 [first published in 1926]) 115. 2Charles S. Peirce, 
“The Three Normative Sciences,” MS 312, in The Essential Peirce: 
Selected Philosophical Writings, Vol. 2, 1893-1913 (Bloomington: 

Indiana University Press, 1998) 200. 3John Dewey and James Hayden 

Tufts, John Dewey: The Later Works, Volume 7: 1932 Ethics. 4Dewey 

and Tufts, 314. 5Dewey and Tufts, 314-315. 6R. Gillon, British Medical 
Journal 1994; 309:184 (16 July). http://www.bmj.com/cgi/content/

extract/309/6948/184. 7http://www.faqs.org/abstracts/Health/
Legistrothanatry-a-new-speciality-for-assisting-in-death-Fiesta-of-

death.html. 8Dewey and Tufts, 316.

Thomas Lewis — “Dwelling Together”
1Huston Smith, The Soul of Christianity (New York: HarperSanFran-

cisco 2005), p. xv. 2Fetzer Institute research Summary, a presentation 

during 2004 Compassionate Love Conference, May 21-23, 2004. 3Ibid.
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“Qoheleth” 
Duccio di Buoninsegna (1255–1319)

By William P. Brown, Ph.D.
Columbia Theological Seminary

W ell-known is the categorical separation between sci-
ence and religion proposed by the late eminent biologist 
Stephen Jay Gould (aka NOMA or 

“non-overlapping magisteria”). To be sure, scien-
tific investigation and theological inquiry oper-
ate with different methods, values, and ways of 
knowing. And never the two shall merge. But one 
must not forget Gould’s concluding remark on 
the need to “unite the patches built by our sepa-
rate magisteria into a beautiful and coherent quilt 
called wisdom.”1

Taking my cue from Gould’s frequently 
overlooked statement, I want to argue that more 
important than the separation of magisteria is the 
larger quilt whose various “patches”—quilters call 
them “blocks”—together make sense of the world 
around us. More than Gould may have realized, 
wisdom can turn the dividing wall between sci-
ence and faith into a porous membrane. Call it 
TOMA or “tangentially overlapping magisteria.”

It is no coincidence that wisdom plays 
a prominent role in the Bible. Proverbs, for 
example, is a collection of didactic sayings, from 
extended lectures to pithy apothegms, many of 
which offer trenchant observations about the 
world in order to cultivate wisdom. Like scientific 
investigation, the quest for wisdom, according to 
Proverbs, is open-ended, ongoing, self-correcting, 
and never complete.

The author of Ecclesiastes (Qohelet) is well-
known for his detached view of the world. In the 
guise of Solomon, the sage presents himself as the 
consummate examiner of life. He is the Bible’s 
most rigorous empiricist. Employing his intellect 
to investigate the world around him,2 Qohelet 

typically frames his insights as observations.3

Though lacking the tools of scientific analysis, the authors of 
scripture were keen observers of the natural world. Solomon, remem-
bered in biblical tradition as the consummate sage, is said not only 
to have been prodigious in composing songs and proverbs, but also 

to have demonstrated an intimate familiarity 
with the world of botany and zoology, prompting 
international acclaim.

He would speak of trees, from the cedar that 
is in the Lebanon to the hyssop that grows in 
the wall; he would speak of animals, and birds, 
and reptiles, and fish. People came from all the 
nations to hear the wisdom of Solomon; they 
came from all the kings of the earth who had 
heard of his wisdom (1 Kings 4.32-34).

In other ancient non-Greek cultures, partic-
ularly Mesopotamia, we find strong evidence of 
scholarly, if not scientific, observations of the nat-
ural world.4 Some modern scholars have argued 
that ancient lists of phenomena, both natural and 
divine, were the product of an emerging Listen-
wissenschaft (literally “list science”),5 a precursor 
to modern scientific study. Although this point 
is debatable,6 it comes as no surprise that certain 
creation accounts in the Bible feature something 
akin to catalogues of natural phenomena (e.g., 
Job 38-41; Psalm 104), indicating the “scientific,” 
or at least taxonomic, impulse to classify.7

In an apocryphal text also attributed to 
Solomon, the “spirit of wisdom” is said to impart 
what could be called scientific knowledge of 
creation:
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For it is God who gave me unerring 
knowledge of what exists, to know the 
structure of the world and the activity of 
the elements; the beginning and end
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