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A Creation Story for the Next Millennium

by Derek Pursey

n the beginning, God. There was no

g space, and time had not begun. Then
Godsaid, “Let there be a cosmos”™; and

there was a cosmos, smaller than a grain of
sand. And God saw that the cosmos was good;
and in it God separated space from time, and
caused both to grow. Space was very hot, and
God filled it with quarks, gluons, electrons,
photons, and other creations. And there was
abeginning and a growing, the first stage. g
And God said, “Let there be light”;
and as the space grew, it cooled, and the
quarks and gluons condensed like the dew
into protons and neutrons, and as the |
space expanded further, the protons and §
neutrons and electrons condensed into at- |
oms of hydrogen and helium, and then *.

there were no more free electrons to trap |

the photons, and the photons became light. i |

And there was continuing beginning and
growing, the second stage.

As the space continued to grow, it be-
came very cold. And God said, “Let the |§
atoms be gal/]ered together, and let stars
and galaxies appear”; and wrinkles in |
space caused the atoms to be gathered into .
stars and the stars into galaxies. And as space
crushed the atoms together into stars, the
stars became hotter than the hottest furnace,
and the hydrogen was cooked to make helium,
and the helium to make other elements, and

in this way was all matter created. And God
saw that it was good. And there was continu-
ing beginning and growing, the third stage.

Then God said, “Let there be planets, not
Srercely hot like the stars, yet not cold like
space, but each one warmed by a star”; and
the wrinkles in space caused some stars to
collect clouds of dust, and the dust to gather
together into planets, and the planets to

move in orbits round their stars. Since the

planets were not hot, their atoms combined
into molecules, creating stuff of many differ-
ent kinds. And one star in one galaxy was
called “Sun,” and one planet belonging to
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Sun was called “Earth.” And God saw that 1t
was good. And there was continuing begin-
ning and growing, the fourth stage.

When it was first formed, Earth was a
place of chaos. As the Spirit of God moved
over the chaos, God said "Let dry land ap-
pear.” And the water on Earth gathered into
seas and oceans, and the dry land formed
continents. Then God said, “Let Earth bring
Jorth life.” And there developed some mol-
ecules capable of self-replication, and these
eventually evolved into single celled crea-
tures. From these evolved all the plants of
the oceans and the dry land, all the fish of
the sea, all the birds of the air, and all the
antmalson dry land. And God saw that it
was good. And there was continuing be-
ginning and growing, the fifth stage.

Then God said, “Let us make human-
kind in our image, according to our like-
ness.” And God selected creatures which
were very close to God’s design for hu-
mankind, and from these evolved new
creatures called Man and Woman. God
blessed Man and Woman, and God gave
them care over and responsibility for the
part of God’s cosmos called Earth. God saw
everything that God had made, and indeed it
was wvery good. And there was continuing
beginning and growing, the sixth stage.t

For a commentary by the author on
A Creation Story for the Next Mil-
lennium?” see the last page.



1998 PASTCF
Annual Meeting

he 1998 Annual General Meeting of

PASTCF was held on June 18 at
2:00pm, shortly after the PASTCF Lun-
cheon at the meeting of the General As-
sembly. Election results for the Executive
Board were announced as follows:

President: Rev. James B. Miller
Secretary/Treasurer: Derek L. Pursey
Board Member: George Neal

Jim Miller is familiar to members as
the past Secretary and Treasurer. He suc-
ceeds Ken McCall as president. Derek
Pursey is an emeritus professor of physics
at Jowa State University, a charter mem-
ber of PASTCF, and a speaker on science
and faith issues. George Neal is a retired
aerospace engineer who has organized sci-
ence and faith events in the Golden, Colo-
rado area. Names and addresses of all of
the Board members are printed to the
right on page 2 in this newsletter.

Annual Report

President Jim Miller presented the
annual report to the association. Among
the highlights:

% The PASTCF Board participated in
the meeting of the Ecumenical Round
Table on Science, Technology and the
Church in April 1998. A number of de-
nominations have groups, similar to
PASTCEF, that are concerned with issues
related to science and faith. The Ecu-
menical Round Table is an informal gath-
ering of leaders of these groups, meeting
annually to share insights and to plan
cooperative ventures. The Round Table

sponsored major conferences in 1993 and
1997.

@ PASTCF presence at the 210th
General Assembly this year included a
booth in the Exhibition Hall and a lun-
cheon with Dr. Anne Foerst as guest
speaker. (The text of Dr. Foerst’s address
to the luncheon will be published in the
upcoming February 1999 issue of
SciTecht.)

NEWS OF PASTCF ACTIVITIES

# Four persons were honored through
PASTCF’s Science as a Christian Voca-
tion program. They were Iain Campbell
of Pittsburgh, PA, Derek L. Pursey of
Dubuque, IA, Rebecca E. Stricklin of
Cincinnati, OH, and Robert P. Wagner
of Santa Fe, NM. The program will be
repeated in 1999. Watch for announce-
ments in future issues of SciTecht.

@ The PASTCF Board, in collabora-
tion with the Presbyterian Panel, is plan-
ning a major survey of attitudes in the
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) concern-
ing issues that relate to science. A similar
survey was conducted more than a decade
ago.

¢ PASTCF members were instrumen-
tal in drafting two overtures that were
adopted by a previous General Assembly.
These required the church to consider
theological and ethical issues arising from
developments in genetics and the other
biological, physical, and human sciences.
A response is a book of essays, In Whose
Image: Faith, Science, and the New Genet-
ics, edited by PASTCF member John P.
Burgess, which has just been published by
Geneva Press. Several of the essayists are

also PASTCF members.

- A Presbyterian conference on some
of the issues in science, technology and
the Christian faith is being planned for
1999, with support in part from the Bi-
centennial Fund. PASTCF president
James Millerand PASTCF members John
Turpin and Carol Anway-Wiese are on
the planning/design team.

 PASTCF Board Members Barbara
A. Pursey and James B. Miller designed a
course to be offered at Ghost Ranch in the
summer of 1998 on “Evolution and Cre-
ation, Facing the Issues.” Unfortunately
this course was canceled due to low enrol-
ment.

@ PASTCF continued its presence at
the American Association for the Ad-
vancement of Science (AAAS) annual
meeting in 1998 through a booth spon-
sored by PASTCF and other denomina-
tional groups and centers. The booth
attracted significant interest. This pres-
ence at AAAS is made possible in part by
the generous support of PASTCF mem-
bers through special contributions.t
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Three Mile Island:
Two Decades
Later

by Max A. Lauffer
PASTCF Board Member

hristians obedient to the Gospel,

who strive to love neighbor as we

love self, have compelling con-
cern for the health and welfare of all hu-
man beings. A majoraccidentat the Three
Mile Island nuclear generating plant oc-
curred on March 28, 1979. This approach-
ing twentieth anniversary is an opportunity
for us Christians to reassess the health
damage that can reasonably be charged to
radiation released on that occasion.

Tonizing radiations have been known
since Roentgen discovered x-rays in 1895.
The first case of radiation induced cancer
was reported in 1902. During the decade
of the twenties, national and international
committees set standards for the safe ex-
posure to radiation—standards designed
to protect physicians, nurses, dentists,
technicians, and patients involved in ra-
diation medicine.

Much is known about the harmful and
even lethal effects of large radiation doses.
Doses are measured in rems or millirems
(m-rems). The effects of doses larger than
50,000 m-rems are measurable. Half of
the people exposed over a short time to
300,000 m-rems will die of radiation sick-
ness within a few weeks. When the short-
term exposure is 100,000 m-rems there is
an increase in cancer. For example, for
every hundred persons each exposed to
100,000 m-rems there is a lifetime risk of
fatal cancer of about 30, compared to 20 in
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a hundred persons not exposed to such
radiation doses. This measurable 50% in-
crease was determined from studies on
people exposed to such doses, for example,
those irradiated by the explosion of nuclear
weapons or those exposed to extensive
radiation therapy.

Measurements taken at the time of the
Three Mile Island accident, verified and
interpreted by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, established reliably that the
maximum dose any person could have
received immediately outside the plant
was less than 100 m-rems; the average
dose to the residents within a fifty mile
radius was about 1.5 m-rems. There is no
way we can measure the small biological
effect of such small doses; however, we
can calculate a theoretical effect. The an-
swer, of course, depends on what theory
we use. On the principle that it is best to
err on the side of safety, scientists across
the world interested in radiation safety
originally adopted the most conservative
possible theory for their calculations—a
theory formerly known as target theory.

According to target theory, effect is
directly proportional to dose. 1f 100,000
m-rems cause an increase of 50% in the
lifetime cancer death rate, 1.5 m-rems
will cause an increase of 1.5 divided by
100,000 and multiplied by 50%, or
0.00075%. 2.2 million people lived at the
time of the accident within the 50 mile
radius. The lifetime cancer death from all
causes except the radiation from the acci-
dentisabout 20% of 2.2 million or 440,000.
When we multiply this number by the
calculated percentage, 0.00075%, we ar-
rive at a theoretical figure of 3.3 extra
lifetime deaths attributable to the Three
Mile Island accident.

Even this low theoretical is too high!
Over the past few decades, extensive labo-
ratory research has shown that actively
metabolizing experimental organisms re-
cover from ionizing radiation damage.
When the dose is well under 100 m-rems,
recovery in the human species could be
almost complete. Instead of 3.3 there could
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closer looks at zmportant matters .

be nearly zero additional deaths! Again,
radiation safety scientists make the ultra-
conservative assumption that the recovery
rate is only 50%. Thus, we cut our theo-
retical expectation in half — fewer than
two extra lifetime cancer deaths! No one
will ever know eighty years from now,
after all the people exposed in the fifty
mile radius have died, whether the actual
excess number of cancer deaths is 0, 1, or
2. Even if future scientists could deter-
mine the number precisely enough to an-
swer that question, there would be no way
of determining which one or two out of
440,000 was caused by radiation released
by the Three Mile Island accident.

A second major concern is that labora-
tory studies on mice show that extremely
high doses of ionizing radiation produce
genetic effects transmitted from genera-
tion to generation. However, a study spon-
sored by the National Academy of Sciences
and the National Research Council on
35,000 children born to parents who had
received doses averaging between 25,000
and 35,000 m-rems in Hiroshima and
Nagasaki revealed no measurable increase
in genetic defects. The theoretical expec-
tation from ultra conservative target theory
is that the more than 10,000 times smaller
exposure experienced on the average at
the time of the Three Mile Island accident
produced no additional genetic defects.

Itisimperative that Christians be con-
cerned about the health of people invol-
untarily exposed to ionizing radiation and
for the well-being of their unborn chil-
dren. It is equally imperative that Chris-
tians be fully informed and fair-minded
when they arrive at their judgments.t

|
All views expressed in “Perspectives” |
are those of the author. Do you have a |
perspective on important issues of sci- ‘
ence, technology, and Christian faith?
SciTecht would like to hear from you.
Send material for possible inclusion to
| the editor. Ways of contacting him are
i noted on page 2.t
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Commentary on “A Creation Story for the Next Millennium”

Why write this “creation story for the
next millennium”? Should it replace Gen-
esis 1?2 Of course not! I make no claim to
divine inspiration! However to understand
the motivation for this effort, one needs to
look carefully at the Genesis 1 story.

Genesis 1 tells of the creation of the
universe by God. However one cannot tell
about creating something without describ-
ing that thing in some way. Thus Genesis
1 is written in terms of a cosmology, that
is, an understanding of the nature of the
universe. The Genesis 1 cosmology is very
similar to that common in Babylon at the
time of the captivity, the period when
many scholars believe that Genesis 1 re-
ceived its final written form. Thus, the
question is what is the message of Genesis
1 regarded as holy scripture? Is it that God
created the universe? Surely so.

But is the message also that the uni-
verse is accurately described by Babylonian
cosmology? This cosmology is completely
at odds with that developed by science
during the past five centuries, and espe-
cially in the twentieth century. If we are
faithful Christians or Jews, are we forced

to believe the cosmology of Genesis 1 and
Babylon and therefore to deny the find-
ings of contemporary physics, astronomy,
chemistry, or biology? I do not believe so.

I believe that the message of Genesis 1
is simply that God is Creator, and that the
cosmology of Genesis 1 is only the me-
dium by which scripture conveys the mes-
sage. Written for a people in exile or just
returned from exile in Babylon, Genesis 1
describes God's creation of the universe in
terms of the cosmology with which the
people were familiar, the cosmology which
was taken for granted as part of common
knowledge. If God inspired the writing of
Genesis 1 today, would not God describe
the creation of the universe in terms of the
cosmology which is today’s “common
knowledge,” at least among educated
people? Cosmology whether Babylon’s or
today’s, is the medium, not the message!

That said, the “creation story for the
next millennium” can and probably will be
criticized for many gross oversimplifica-
tions and even inaccurate representations
of contemporary cosmology. That misses
my point, however. The cosmology is not

the message. Indeed, creation by God is
not even a part of modern cosmology, and
neither should it be. Cosmology is sci-
ence, not religion, and we may thank God
for that! In the “creation story for the next
millennium,” the cosmological assump-
tions are used metaphorically rather than
literally, as I believe is also the case in -
Genesis 1. An expression of religious faith
in this case, faith in God as Creator should
never be confused with a statement of
scientific orthodoxy.

Lastly, why a “creation story for the
next millennium”? The Genesis 1 story
proved very adequate for at least two mil-
lennia, and still conveys its message if one
does not confuse message with medium.
However the generally accepted cosmol-
ogy has changed in two and a half millen-
nia. I fully expect that the current “big
bang” cosmology will appear quite as un-
acceptable two millennia hence as the
Babylonian cosmology is today. There-
fore I may be excessively optimistic in
hoping that my “creation story for the
next millennium” will remain adequate
even for as long as one thousand years.t




