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We shall soon be mailing out notices for Membership
Renewal for 2004. In preparation for this mailing, we
did a quick survey of deaths among our members
since 2000. We arrived at the number of about fifty
members -- these are the people we know died. Some
may have died without our being informed of their
death. Anyway, fifty is a large number to lose in just
three years. This is a fact of life, however. So, ITEST -
- and groups like it -- is at a very important crossroads.

We read in newspapers, magazines and see on TV that
the young are far different from their parents and
from their grandparents. This seems to ring true es-
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pecially when we greet a new class of freshmen enter-

ing college. Perhaps we should cultivate these young people to join us in our apostolate. If we
lose the advantage of the changing student body and recent graduates (from undergraduate and
graduate studies) we may lose the people who will keep this work going and growing.

This is the task of the membership; it is part of carrying out their baptismal obligations to
"preach the Word (and the word) to the whole world.” One way we can do this is by seeking out
young people in science and technology (along with the older ones) and explain the apostolate
to them. This issue of the Bulletin is dedicated to developing in part the rationale behind this
apostolate. Please read it, see if you can add to it and share your thoughts about it with others.

The members are truly the key to the apostolate. That the clergy were doing the bulk of the
work of spreading the Kingdom of God was an accident of history. There were plenty of voca-
tions to the priesthood and religious life 50 or 60 years ago. Many of them were sent into studies
in science, technology, law, philosophy and theology rather than into parish work. They taught
and in their spare time devoted themselves to things like the faith/science apostolate. It is, of
course, no longer true that there is a plentitude of vocations. Now is the hour of the laity. The
laity should be writing the papers, getting new members and so on. We offer people the oppor-
tunity to do this. In fact, the offer is open for other people to direct ITEST -- so long as they
can support themselves on a pittance. We still have the people. Despite our efforts we simply do
not have the money for grand schemes. Maybe we’ll get it. In the meantime, the Lord be with
you and fill you with ideas about developing the work in faith/science issues. God bless you.
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ANNOUNCEMENTS

1. All dues-paid members should have received
the latest ITEST publication, the edited proceedings,
Advances in Neuroscience: Social, Moral, Philosophical
and Theological Implications. (230 pp.) If you paid dues
for 2002 and 2003 and did not receive a book, please
contact the ITEST office staff and we will send you a
copy. Those who are on the mailing list only and who
wish to purchase a copy, may also contact the ITEST
offices. Price is $19.95 (postage and handling included)
for non-members and $15.95 for ITEST members.

2. Check our web site at http:/ITEST.slu.edu.
Click on ITEST publications then on Publications of the
New Millennium, to view our books of proceedings
from workshops on Christianity and the Human Body
(2000), Genetics and Nutrition (2001) and the latest, Ad-
vances in Neuroscience (2002). All books from the 90’s
and the new millennium are listed on the web site.
However, since most of these books are still available in
print, they do not appear in their entirety on the web.
We list the cover with the title, introduction, table of
contents and foreword for each book. That information
is usually sufficient for anyone researching a certain
topic and looking for a suitable book to purchase.

3. We have set the tentative date of early 2004 for
the appearance on the ITEST web site for the updated
and revised, Readings in Faith and Science. Originally
published in 1997 as a spiral-bound book for campus
ministry discussion groups on faith/science issues, the
"web" book has been expanded to 283 pages with arti-
cles by various authors under the general categories of
faith/science, science, technology and theology. Titles
include, environment and the believer, reproductive
biologies, the Christian notion of freedom, spirituality of
the scientist, evolution and the Bible, Christianity and
modern science, animal research, reproductive technolo-
gies, stem cell research, and others. This book will be
available free of charge on the ITEST web site. We will
let you know as soon as it is "live."

4. Often we receive a message that the Bulletin
is not deliverable because the mail box is full. We have
an extensive list of address changes, e-mails and phone
numbers on the last three pages of this issue. If your
name is on the list, let us know if there are any errors;
we will correct them in the next issue. If your address,
e-mail, etc. has changed, please notify us of that change.
Please write or print clearly. It is sometimes impossible
to decipher e-mail addresses -- especially on the mem-
bership cards.

S The ITEST Board settled on a topic for the
Fall, 2004 weekend workshop, Artificial Intelligence,

Computers and Virtual Reality. The last time ITEST
visited this topic was in 1984 and the Board decided
that this area of technology which pervades almost every
area of life certainly merited a revisit. Please reserve
October 15-17, 2004 for the ITEST Workshop on this
topic at Our Lady of the Snows Shrine, Belleville,
Illinois. The ITEST Board and ITEST staff have already
received commitments from the people who will prepare
essays for this timely topic.

Since both computer science and computer technology
surround us -- at least in our work environments -- they
provide opportunities for growth and development on
the one hand. On the other, used inappropriately, they
can cause great harm. In themselves technologies are
neutral, they become risky, even dangerous, when con-
trolled by the unscrupulous or the greedy. Witness the
work of a hacker recently in the news who managed to
"worm" his way into secure web sites around the world.

The film industry has made millions producing block-
buster movies on the topic. Gattaca, Matrix, Contact,
A.IL, to name a few, were box office attractions espe-
cially among young viewers ages 13 to 20. Hear what
some young computer scientists, technologists and phi-
losophers are saying about the trends in the computer
age. Learn how "Virtual Reality" has become a buzz
word in the business and academic world. Look for
updates on the progress of this workshop in the 2004
Bulletins. Register early.

6. Recently Sister Marianne did a quick survey of
our membership and discovered that we have lost
almost fifty members to death in the last three years --
those are the ones we know about. That is a trouble-
some "early-warning" since we are getting pretty "long
in the tooth." The long-term trend is not good if we do
not recruit more "younger”" members. We have said it
before but it is worthy of repetition: "if each member
were able to recruit just one new member, we would
double our membership." We know that some members
are not in a position to suggest new members but
others may be able to get several. But, please, don’t rely
on the Staff to keep the membership up. Recruiting
may be part of the apostolate about which we write
quite a bit in this issue of the Bulletin.

7. If you have some material on some aspect of
the faith/science apostolate -- scientific or theological --
that you think would be good to share with your
colleagues (in and out of ITEST) on the web site,
please send it to Sr. Marianne Postiglione, RSM by
postage (at ITEST; 3601 Lindell Bivd.; St. Louis, MO
63108) or by e-mail (postigm@slu.edu).



SOME THOUGHTS ON THE FAITH/SCIENCE APOSTOLATE

Robert A. Brungs, S.J.
Director: ITEST

INTRODUCTION

With the thirty-fifth anniversary of ITEST on the im-
mediate horizon and with the beginning of my fortieth
year of active involvement in the faith/science dialogue,
it seems an appropriate time to put down some of my
own impressions of this crucial apostolate.

I have personally been active in all the aspects of this
apostolate. I began with the conviction that the real
problem was the Church’s lack of knowledge and con-
cern about what was happening in scientific laboratories
around the world. To do something positive about this
situation became the first of our goals when ITEST was
created in 1968.

It has become clear over the years that lack of knowl-
edge was truly a part of the problem, but not the most
important part. Even though ITEST has been successful
in meeting the goal of informing the churches about
what has been going on, it now seems to be a small
part of the need. The real need, I think, is evangeliza-
tion and everything that that implies, especially for our
laity. It is this notion of evangelization, in several of its
aspects, that I will emphasize in what follows.

BACKGROUND

"Whatever things were rightly said among all men, are
the property of us Christians." So stated Justin Martyr
(c. 165). Augustine repeats this sentiment in a some-
what different way: "whatever they [here, scientists, etc.]
can really demonstrate to be true of physical nature, let
us show to be capable of reconciliation with our Scrip-
tures." This is the legacy the Church brings to the
faith/science dialogue. It is an ancient testimony to the
fact that Christianity is the earthiest of all religions. It
is also a testimony to the basic Christian openness to
the "works of man." Despite all the criticism directed
against it over the centuries, Christianity has been the
most accessible of all religions to new ideas and new
knowledge.

The faith/science dialogue is simply a subset of the
more general issue of the place of human culture in the
Revelation of Christ. In brief, it is a statement of
creation in Christ, Incarnation, Death, Resurrection,
Ascension and happiness with God and with each other
in the eschaton. As such we can trace its history back
to the very beginnings of the Faith. In fact, we can
trace the encounter of -God’s Revelation with what we
‘have come to call Greek culture back to intertesta-
mental times, to the "clash" of Greek thought and

practice with Jewish life. So, the faith/science effort in
one sense brings nothing new to the Church. What is
new is the fact that we have come back almost full
circle to the situation in intertestamental times -- the
most crucial part of the dialogue is its effect on the
lives of individual people. We cannot afford to lose
sight of that element of effect on people’s lives. The
faith/science dialogne is not simply an intellectual
discussion. We are not talking of the science/theology
dialogue which can be almost totally theoretical. It may
be that that dialogue is of necessity far more theoretical
than faith/science work.

In reality, the voices in the Church on the matter of
issues of faith and culture have always been ambivalent.
In the earliest days of the Church experts in theology
like Justin, Origen, Pseudo-Clement and Clement of
Alexandria were very open to the ambient culture while
Tertullian and Irenaeus, with different evangelical
situations, were far less happy with "inculturation.” This
ambivalence, fortunately, has never been absent from
the Church throughout its history. I say "fortunately”
because the tension that has existed is evidence of a
healthy search for the truth which is ultimately a search
for the Lord Jesus Christ.

One of the great ironies of the history of the faith is
that the welfare of science, based on the intellectual
foundations of St. Basil, was preserved and fostered in
the monasteries (and later the universities), whose
disciplines were based on the model advocated by Ter-
tullian and Irenaeus. Basil® in his Hexaemeron (The Six
Days of Creation) established the basis for the interac-
tion between the faith and science in particular. Basil’s
essential position was as follows:

(1) the behavior of the elements must be un-
derstood in terms of law ordained by God
rather than in terms of their essences;

(2) the heavens are corruptible like the earth so
that the same laws of physics should apply to
both;

(3) nature, once created and put in motion,
evolves in accordance with the laws assigned to
it without interruption or diminishment of
energy.

In many ways, the subsequent story of faith/science is a
nuancing (sometimes even to the point of denial) of
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these key elements of Basil. In our day, however, espec-
ially in view of the shift from physics to biology, they
are hardly adequate to our need. There is another ele-
ment in this history that we must notice. Kaiser® phrases
it in this way:

But the creationist tradition (we are not refer-
ring to "creation science”) and Basil’s contribu-
tion, in particular, were not just theoretical in
nature. They had strong practical components
that were closely related to the theoretical, but
took on a life of their own and influenced the
history of science just as much, if not more,
than the theoretical. We have already discussed
the importance of the liturgical concern for
time and the regulation of monastic life as
vehicles for the sense of regularity in the
rhythms of the cosmos. In this section we turn
to the healing and helping ministries of the
early Church, rooted in the biblical beliefs of
creation, resurrection, and the possibility of the
miraculous, which, through the work of Basil
and his contemporaries, gave rise to the Chris-
tian traditions of medical science and technolo-
gy in the middle ages.

Especially in view of the growing centrality and impor-
tance of the life sciences, this tradition of healing and
helping must be reconstituted as a cornerstone of
faith/science dialogue.

OUR PRESENT CONDITION

Although we physicists and perhaps chemists may drag
our feet in acknowledging the fact, biology has assumed
center stage in science. We need not linger on this be-
yond noting that the little book of Erwin Schrédinger,
What is Life?, may well be the most significant scientific
event of the 20th century, nuclear fission and fusion
notwithstanding. Shortly after World War II several
physicists became interested in problems of biological
science. Within ten years or so of the publication of
What is Life?, Watson and Crick had identified the
Double Helix, the structure of DNA. Molecular biology
was off and running, with implications for human life
that still are beyond our imagination. In its own way
molecular biology represents the fullest expression of
"the physics of living systems." This may well be the
most important aspect of science in the 20th century. It
will go a long way in determining the culture (and the
lives of individual human beings) of the next century
and, perhaps, of the next millennium. As a friend of
mine would say, "we’ll know more later."

Until the time of Darwin, physics, and to a lesser
extent, chemistry, had dominated the history of science
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(and, hence, the history of faith/science relationships).
Darwin changed everything, although it took many de-
cades for this to be fully realized. Nonetheless, from the
time of Schrodinger’s book, the methodologies of phy-
sics were introduced into the life sciences. As a result,
the life sciences over the last forty years or so have
moved from a basically observational posture, through
a very rapid and intense analytical phase, to a synthetic
capacity.* Biology has moved from cataloguing to com-
merce and industry. This may well be the most signifi-
cant science/technology development of our lifetime --
perhaps, even of any day, bar none. This is truly a re-
volutionary science. It promises to leave nothing living
untouched.

A TypricAL DOCTRINAL ISSUE

One of the most important, if not the most important
(nay, critical) issue that the Church will face is that the
sciences, especially the biological sciences and technolo-
gy, are predicting the making of a new human. Cosmo-
logical questions and astrophysics, as important and
interesting as they are, pale in comparison with this pre-
diction. We know that Christianity from its earliest
teaching preached a New Human in Christ. Are these
two new humans related or are they necessarily in con-
flict? I think that logically we can look at three possibil-
ities.

One, these new humans (the Scriptural New Human and
the scientific new human) are totally unrelated. That is
at least a conceptual possibility. It is not, however, a
real possibility for a Christian. That would assert, in
effect, that there is no connection between "this world"
and the "next world.” To a Catholic that notion is ana-
thema. However we might explain it, a Christian could
never maintain that what we do on earth is totally unre-
lated to what happens in heaven -- even to the possibili-
ty of there being a heaven. Christianity, despite what
we’ve done to it theologically and spirituality, is an
earthy religion; it’s also an urban religion. It’s the only
major religion in the world -- at least the only major

one I know -- that began in a city. Christianity does not
look forward to the recreation of Eden. Our future,

insofar as it has been revealed to us, does not take
place in a Garden. Rather, the New Jerusalem, the
home of the blessed, is a city. I don’t intend to try to
prove anything from this. It is, nonetheless a suggestive
use of images: there is some kind of a divine "urbaniza-
tion program"” taking place. Do I know what this in-
volves? No, I don’t. I do, however, think it is a compel-
ling argument against a total divorce between this world
and the next, between the Church militant and the
Church triumphant. Such a separation would certainly
fly in the face of Christian tradition.



ITEST BULLETIN (Volume 34, Number 4)

The second conceptual possibility is that the scientific
new human and the Christian New Human are identical
-- the one is the other. This option, I think, can be
disposed of as easily as the first. Before anything else,
the scientific new human is immanent in this world. The
New Human of the Scripture and Tradition is eschato-
logical, i.e., it will be reached only in the final Kingdom
of God, in heaven. That’s certainly reason enough to
say that they cannot be identical. At its best, our life is
sacramental and our activity has "only sacramental”
value. We'll return to this later. Suffice it here to say
that we await the transformation of the cosmos that will
be definitive only when Christ comes back to us.
Nothing we are able to do can accomplish that transfig-
uration which St. Paul talks about in Romans and
Philippians when Christ will transform these wretched
bodies of ours into copies of his own glorified body.

The third conceptual possibility, and the only one I
think a Christian can accept, is that somehow or other
these new humans are related. How? We don’t exactly
know; there is room here for speculation. In fact, we
hardly have a theology capable of asking the proper
questions. I'm willing to go a bit further and say that
for the most part theologians are hardly aware that
there are questions to be asked. Nor do I see any in-
dication that that state of affairs will change in the near
future. The few who have ventured into this area seem
to be inclined to be popularizers rather than to be
serious researchers. This is a shame because the work
of science and the cultural tendency we face, and into
which these powers will fall, demand a significant de-
velopment of genuine Christian doctrine. This is one of
the items on the agenda for doctrinal development in
the foreseeable future.

In the biological mix I see two areas of particular need,
in vitro fertilization and molecular biology. These two
areas, especially taken together, raise significant moral
issues for Catholics, which in turn demand a significant
development of doctrine. One thing seems totally clear:
our current doctrinal understanding of the body ar most
allows us to begin to search for the proper questions we
must put to the Tradition. At the risk of being reckless
-- especially since I am not a systematic theologian by
profession -- I'll include a brief doctrinal approach to
these issues a bit further on. Before doing that, howev-
er, I'd like to call upon over 25 years experience in
faith/science work to say something about the dialogue
itself.

THE DIALOGUE
It is clear that there has been a significant increase in

interest in what only recently was seen as an .esoteric
concern. I believe that there have been more "high-
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level" meetings this summer than we were accustomed
to experience in several years. In the midst of growing
attention to the faith/science dialogue it is necessary to
be aware of many levels of issues and opportunities for
evangelization. It is also imperative to keep several
distinctions in mind.

1.) The first of these distinctions is that between
scienceftheology and scienceffaith concerns. I am treating
neither of these terms in a pejorative sense. They are
both necessary and both can be productive. All I am
saying here is that they are not the same. They are no
more the same than theology and doctrine are the
same. I would classify as theology/science dialogue issues
like the scientific method, how science affects the way
we think as well as questions of cosmology. This type of
issue tends to be concerned with epistemologies of one
kind or another, on Aow we think or believe rather than
on what we think or believe. Yet, any position that we
assume as Catholic participants in dialogue has to be
essentially based on what we believe. In other words, we
cannot build systems apart from Revelation and Tradi-
tion. In my opinion, too much of the science/ftheology
dialogue -- and sometimes even of the faith/science
dialogue -- is overly defensive in terms of our basic
religious assumptions. That, however, is another topic.

2.) Another type of theology/science dialogue -- one
much closer to faith/science dialogue -- involves issues
with a significant moral element which is generally
lacking in the dialogue already described. These dia-
logues concern issues like genetic engineering, neuro-
technology, death and dying, and many other issues
coming from science and technology. They tend to be
philosophy of science/philosophy and/or theology dis-
cussions to the extent that the emphasis is on ethics
rather than morality. Although they are valuable in
defining terms, they tend to be rather more intellectual
than affective. As such they are more appropriate to
"experts” than to "practitioners."

3.) Finally, there are dialogues which center on actual
scientific results and the credal and liturgical aspects of
the Christian faith. These, I believe, are the most dif-
ficult but most important part of the faith/science dia-
logue. They are difficult because, in general, they de-
mand an "ontology" rather than an “ethic," doctrine
rather than morality. They are important because they
require a development in our understanding of the
faith. They tend to concentrate on raising and refining
questions rather than on providing answers. They are
today’s equivalent of the problems facing the early
Councils like Nicaea and Chalcedon. In brief, they are
translational and transitional between revelation and
human knowledge.



ITEST BULLETIN (Volume 34, Number 4)

A separate range of distinctions is involved in all of the
above types of dialogue. These distinctions deal mainly
with the people involved in the dialogue and in the pur-
pose of a particular dialogue. In general, there are three
models, each important in itself, but each with its own
agenda and methods.

The first is the type of meetings that the Bishops’ Com-
mittee on Science and Human Values conducts with a
group of people from the National Academy of Sci-
ences. What is the purpose of such meetings beyond
people getting to know people? One obvious goal is the
exchange of information about basic approaches to is-
sues -- a why-we-hold-what-we-hold position. This type
of dialogue is quite significant because members of the
National Academy of Science (and other such groups of
"leaders" are often called on to help shape governmen-
tal postures and practices on issues with a significant
scientific/technical component. Also, the bishops are
given the opportunity to learn about the issues from
"experts” and to explain basic Catholic positions on this
type of issue. They are able to show that these positions
rest on solid foundations and are not simply some reac-
tionary obscurantism.

A second type of dialogue is composed of the actual re-
searchers in science meeting with those actually doing
doctrinal investigation. This type of dialogue can be,
and should be, more wide ranging and open-ended than
the more official type mentioned above. It is really con-
cerned more with the questions posed by scientific ad-
vance and the opportunity these provide for Catholics
to develop their understanding of and commitment to
their faith. This type of dialogue can be the most in-
tellectual of the three, but it can never be solely in-
tellectual. It is concerned with a dimension that Pope
John Paul II mentions:

For science develops best when its concepts and
conclusions are integrated into the broader hu-
man culture and its concerns for ultimate mean-
ing and value. Scientists cannot, therefore, hold
themselves entirely aloof from the sorts of is-
sues dealt with by philosophers and theologians.
By devoting to these issues something of the
energy and care they give to their research in
science, they can help others realize more fully
the human potentialities of their discoveries.
They can also come to appreciate for them-
selves that these discoveries cannot be a genu-
ine substitute for knowledge of the truly ulti-
mate. Science can purify religion from error
and superstition; religion can purify science
from idolatry and false absolutes. Each can
draw the other into a wider world, a world in
which both can flourish.
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A third type of dialogue, perhaps the most important,
is with Christians in science in order to introduce them
to the riches of their faith. It has been stated by many
ITEST members that people operating at the peak of
scientific performance cannot be satisfied with only a
grade-school knowledge of the Christian faith. Among
other elements, a rationale for this third type of dia-
logue is that these people are crucial in breaking down
the myth of a conflict between science and belief. We
are not dealing with issues that can be solved (or
moved forward) on the basis of the faith that these
scientists may have learned in grammar school. It is a
question of the necessary and the sufficient. Grammar
school education may be necessary but it is hardly
sufficient. Also, it is certainly a part of the evangeliza-
tion promulgated in Vatican II and in papal encyclicals
since the Council. Catholics in science are basically the
only evangelists we have in the scientific/technological
communities. I would recommend the statement by the
American delegates at the Fifth Synod of Catholic
Bishops in 1977. [The text of that statement is on the
ITEST web site at http:/ITEST.slu.edu. The document
can be found under "Theological Viewpoints\The
Vineyard\Appendix 3."

Many Christians in science tell me that their work in
science is called into question if they are discovered to
be believers. Clearly then, the myth of conflict is alive
and well and must be broken down before solid dia-
logue is as effective as it might be. Excellent Catholic
scientists who are also real believers are essential to the
success of all this effort. In fact, it cannot be achieved
at all if Catholic scientists are not involved.

It is clear that no single group nor one type of dialogue
is sufficient in itself. In fact, the more groups that are
involved, the greater progress there will be in the crit-
ical aspect of our times. As an addendum to this set of
distinctions I would remark that probably the most cru-
cial aspect of the across-the-bench dialogue is the educ-
ation of young Christians in science in their faith. The
only place left for any concentrated effort in this regard
is the campus ministry center. In the United States, at
least, most Christians in science will be trained in secu-
lar and state universities. Generally, excellent Catholic
university programs in the various sciences are a thing
of the past. The only venue for significant faith enrich-
ment, then, is the campus ministry program. Yet, very
few campus ministry programs seem to be disposed to
work in this area. Even fewer are equipped to do so.
Moreover, there is little effort to recruit knowledgeable
Christian faculty members to conduct faith/science
programs. Most unfortunately, there seems to be little
effort to remedy this very sad situation.

Please allow me a personal anecdote here. Some years
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ago I visited Jowa State University at the invitation of
the Catholic campus ministry center. Part of the pro-
gram was a small get-together with "a few Catholic
students in science.” It was scheduled to last an hour or
so on Sunday evening after the 7:00 PM Mass. The pas-
tor expressed sorrow that so few students would be at
my talk. He expected maybe a dozen students would at-
tend. As it turned out there were more than 80 and the
discussion went on for many hours. I found an intense
hunger on the part of these young people in science for
an integration of their career in science with their
Catholic faith. The real problem is that their knowledge
of the faith is very poor, despite the fact that many of
them had Catholic primary and secondary educations.
This type of "evangelical work" is extremely important
in any faith/science dialogue simply because these young
people will be the only evangelists we will have in the
scientific/technical community. Much effort must be put
into a fostering of the faith in this very important group
of people. In this regard I would simply point to part of
the intervention of the American Bishops at the Fifth
Synod in Rome in 1977:

. . evangelization and catechesis by scientists
who are men and women of faith are extremely
important. They should be encouraged by the
church. They constitute one of those small
groups which will be responsible for so much of
the mission of the church in the years to come.
Scientists who acknowledge the reign of God
should be encouraged to form communities
where they may grow in their own understand-
ing, experience and response to their Catholic
faith, and where they show their insights into
how the mysteries of redemption can be pre-
sented to their brothers and sisters who are
seeking answers to the dilemmas posed by their
scientific research.

What are we doing to fulfill this prophetic statement of
the Bishops? It is clearly a significant part of the
dialogue between faith and science. It might be a better
world if Christians in science knew enough about their
faith to promote that faith in the scientific community.
We are not advocating here that these apostles prosely-
tize -- referring every advance to God’s action alone.
But believing Christians in science are rather different
from non-believers in the same vocation. (Yes, doing
science is a vocation in the Church.) Scientists knowing
the content of their faith could imbue other scientists
with a different view of nature -- just as adventurous
and imaginative as the non-believer. Christianity was
never a brake on the intuitive in nature. Rather, it is a
. spur. That it will have to be done humbly and carefully
is clear. We cannot afford to "turn off scientists" with
triumphalist-sounding speeches. But we do have to
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preach, even if we do this only by being the best
scientists we can possibly be and living in faith.

Scientists could teach real science to their colleagues in
theology. A theologian without any knowledge of sound
science is really at a disadvantage. Only scientists have
a sure enough grasp of sound science to pass on to
theologians. Theologians have to learn their theology
from the best sources. Why not from excellent Chris-
tians in science. We have in ITEST a group in which
such "cross-education” can take place. With scientists
writing about science (and speculating on the impact of
scientific progress on faith) and theologians doing the
same in theology, we can help the Church deal signifi-
cantly with issues that will certainly arise. Educating
each other and promoting the notion of the importance
of both science and theology in research will have a
profound effect on the growth of the Christian Church.

DOCTRINAL CONSIDERATIONS

All the central issues now challenging the faith revolve
around our understanding of our bodied existence. This
is true even of our basic understanding of the nature of
the Church. St. Paul remarks in Ephesians 5:31-32:
"For this reason, a man must leave his father and
mother and be joined to his wife, and the two will
become one body.” This mystery has many implications;
but I am saying it applies to Christ and his Church."
This implies a bodily relationship even between Christ
and His Church. Each age in the Church has its own
genius and its own challenges. Those responses best
suited to, say, the Middle Ages are almost certainly not
the best suited to the 21st century. In the Middle Ages
the theological thrust was concerned more with the soul
than with the body. Thomism, at least as it has been
taught in the school of theology at which I was trained,
was far more directed to the "rational" aspects of the
human being than to the "animal." I doubt that my
training in philosophy was vastly different from that of
most students of the Thomistic system. On the first day
of class we were told that "man is a rational animal."

We spent two years, eleven months and twenty-nine and
a half days on "rational" and an afternoon on "animal."
This is, of course, an exaggeration, but not too much of

one.

I was trained in theology in the early *60s by one of the
best Catholic theological faculties ever assembled in the
U.S. We spent a great deal of time on the union of the
divinity and humanity of Christ. That was interesting,
but it was terribly abstract, general and maybe even
ethereal. It was not really directed to the central
Christian revelation of God’s covenantal love for his
people. In fact, once the center of the theological effort
moved from the monasteries to the universities in the
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twelfth and thirteen centuries it became almost totally
intellectual. Yet, as St. Paul stressed, it is love that
makes the building grow. This is something, of course,
that is well known; unfortunately we have not carried
out the implications in our catechesis.

I suppose if every Catholic were to write down the
points most basic to the faith each one would have a
different list. At least I hope they would. That is a very
healthy type of diversity, I believe, because we have no
evidence that God’s approach is the same to each of us.
To put it more forcefully, I know of no evidence that
God ever does the same thing twice. Thus, what follows
is my personal statement of essential, but relatively little
used, aspects of the faith.

In the beginning God created the heavens and the
earth. He made Man in his own image and likeness;
male and female he made them. In his Gospel, St. John
tells us that "in the beginning was the Word and the
Word was with God. And the Word was God." St. Paul
in that beautiful hymn in Colossians tells us that Christ
is "the image of the unseen God, the firstborn of all
creation, for in Him all things were created." All these
quotes, among many others, are talking about the same
thing.

The council of Chalcedon seven times in its formal
decree proclaimed that the Word (the Logos) and Jesus,
son of Mary, are one and the same. Therefore since the
Word is God, as the council of Ephesus tells us, Mary
of Nazareth is Theotokos, the mother of God, not Chris-
totokos. Thus, as Romano Guardini emphasizes in his
book, The Lord, God now has a body; God now has a
destiny in creation. God has become part of human his-
tory, part of the history of his creation. He has now, in
Christ, covenanted himself to a particular people; we
are a people set apart, as St. Peter says. This is not an
"ethnic people,” nor a "regional people,” nor a "national
people." It is not a people assembled along any humanly
conceived division. His "people set apart' are the
members of his Church -- those who have accepted his
covenant. Note, however, that the "people" is not set
apart to be apart, but to sing the praises of God.

Christianity is the covenant. More than that, it is a
covenant in the body. It is the new covenant in the body
and blood of Christ: "This is the cup of my blood, the
blood of the new and everlasting covenant." This is not
the place to discuss the nature and history of the cove-
nant -- from Noah through Christ -- even though it is
the central notion of all of God’s recorded creative and
redemptive energy. Nonetheless, it is critical that we
understand that this is the way God would be united
with his creation -- by covenantal overture and response
"in the body."
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The covenant is in Christ’s body and blood and the
union he set up is of a marital and nuptial nature. Pope
John Paul II has stated that the "proto-covenant” -- the
covenant between God and creation with Adam and
Eve -- was a marital covenant. Certainly, the covenant
with Israel, especially as preached by the later prophets,
was a covenant between God and his bridal people,
Israel. The Book of Revelation ends with John’s de-
scription of the New Jerusalem, the City come down
from heaven all dressed for God as a Bride. St. Paul in
Ephesians talks about marriage as the sign of the bridal
union between God and his Church.

Pursuing this brings us into Paul’s thoughts on the
Second Adam and the Second Eve. It is this nuptial
covenantal relationship that is Christianity. Christ and
Mary, by their obedience to the Father’s will, have
assumed the headship of creation rejected by the First
Adam and the First Eve. This part of doctrine, rather
neglected for a thousand years, provides a fruitful entry
into our understanding of the Faith in the very neural-
gic areas arising from science, because it tells us of
God’s desire for our free response (and that of all crea-
tion) in love. The covenant between Christ and Mary is
integral (it points to nothing beyond itself; it is in itself
the reality to which all other created reality points).

We (and creation with us) are fully redeemed by Christ
(with Mary’s free ratification of God’s will) -- though
not yet. As Paul tells us, we enjoy the first-fruits of the
Spirit, but we wait for our bodies to be set free. Paul
says: "We are waiting for our bodies to be set free." He
most emphatically does not say that we are waiting to
be set free from our bodies. Scripture and Catholic liv-
ing and worship does not refer to some "nature" out
there doing something. It refers to specific, individual
persons living out a life in the light of the life, death
and resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth, the Son of Mary
and the Son of the living God.

Historically, theologians and philosophers constructed
an intellectual model of the human as composed of two
principles of being (body and soul) to describe the com-
plexity of the human being. These "principles of being"
in time became "things” in their own right (something
the original authors would have firmly rejected). We use
that language unthinkingly: missionaries go overseas, for
instance, to "save souls." That’s all right if we realize
that at its best that phrase is merely a shorthand for
"saving people.” Souls are not saved. Moreover, it is not
heretical to say that "souls" are not saved at all. People
are saved. To maintain that, I cite St. Thomas himself
from a little known, and in my training never men-
tioned, work (ii lecture on 1 Corinthians 15): "Even if
the soul should attain salvation, yet not I nor any
human being." In short, the soul is not the human being
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nor is the human being the soul. Of course, this notion
does not originate with St. Thomas. Irenaeus,’ in a very
important passage of the Adversus Haereses, writes:

For by the hands of the Father, that is, by the
Son and the Holy Spirit, man, and not [merely]
a part of man, was made in the likeness of
God. Now the soul and the spirit are certainly
a part of the man, but certainly not the man; for
the perfect man consists in the commingling
and the union of the soul receiving the spirit of
the Father, and the admixture of that fleshly
nature which was moulded after the image of
God.

I propose that the soul-body model, despite all the good
use it has been put to in the past, is no longer capable
of answering the questions we must now put to the
revelation.

The most powerful questions (actually, not so much
questions as cultural stances) are being put to the
Church in sexual matters -- ranging from divorce to
" contraception, through abortion to ir vitro fertilization
and even finally to eugenics with a lot of stops in be-
tween. These are not very amenable to a body-soul
model of the individual. Neither is an understanding of
the union of Christ and Church. The only model -- as
sirange as it may sound on first hearing -- is Christ’s
Eucharistic presence to us in order to give the Spirit to
us. That is why He became one of us in the Incarna-
tion.

We must go back to covenant, to Mary accepting the
covenant in which she would bear a son and name him
Jesus. In her acceptance in grace of this Gift of God to
creation she became the Woman, Israel, the Second
Eve. All these are covenantal terms. In virtue of her
free "yes" God became incarnate, assumed a body (from
her) and took on a historical destiny, as Guardini in-
sists. Mary, conceived without original sin and sinless
her whole life through, was able in her acceptance of
masculinity to represent the whole of creation in an
integral (whole, unsplintered by sin) fashion. Mary’s free
acceptance of the covenant with and in Christ was indis-
pensable to God’s being with us. Nowhere are we told
in revelation that God had a back-up plan in the event
of Mary’s refusal. God, as Guardini maintains, has
made himself weak and humble, lest he overwhelm us
with his beauty and love. God clearly bends over back-
wards not to coerce us in any way. He wants our free
acceptance and our free response to his overtures. This
is something to remember whenever we talk about our
covenant with our "meek and humble" Lord.

Mary’s ratification of God’s will extended beyond the
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moment of incarnation. Her presence on Calvary was
necessary so that in the name of all creation she could
ratify Jesus’ gift of himself on the Cross. Both Christ’s
gift, then, and Mary’s ratification of that gift was
needed for our redemption. The Church is also referred
to as the Second Eve by the Fathers of the Church. The
Church’s union with Christ, however, is sacramental; it
is not integral. The Church, while growing in holiness
through the presence and gift of the Spirit, is not sinless
nor is it the reality of the union of God with his people.
Rather the Church’s union with Christ effectively points
to Christ’s eschatological union with Mary. We, of
course, remember the Baltimore Catechism’s definition
of a sacrament as an outward sign instituted by Christ
to give grace. It is a sign of some greater reality. It
points to something beyond itself. Christ’s presence to
the Church, and to us in the Church, is Eucharistic. It
is the covenant in the body and blood of Christ. It is
traditional Catholic teaching that the Eucharist "makes”
the Church, is the continual source of the Church. It is
in the Eucharist that Christ is present to his Church.
The union of Christ and Church is Eucharistic; it is
sacramental.

In the theology of the post-medieval tradition, one
could easily get the impression that Christian matrimony
exists on the fringe of the revelation. It is as if matri-
mony merely is the overtaking of a natural union by
grace. If we work from a theology of covenant, we find
that matrimony is at the very center of the revelation.
It is the sacrament of Christian matrimony that signs
the Eucharistic union of Christ and the Church. As the
Eucharist is the foundation and cause of the union be-
tween Christ and the Church, so matrimony is its sacra-
mental strengthening. It points to and effectively signs
that union.

Thus the sacrament of human sexuality (matrimony) is
a sacramental sign of the union between Christ and the
Church. Our sexuality lies at the very heart of Christian
reality, namely, Christ’s covenant with his Bride the
Church. Many these days will dismiss this thinking with
an easy declaration that the nuptial language of the
Church is merely metaphor, merely imagery. The
Church for the first 12 centuries was not so facile in
declaring the nuptial imagery to be metaphorical. I find
it quite instructive to note than through the time of
Bernard of Clairvaux the book of scripture most fre-
quently commented on was the Song of Songs, the cele-
bration of the love of a man and a woman. They saw
this love as an extremely important sign of the Christian
faith. For that reason, if for no other, I don’t believe we
can write off the scriptural use of nuptial imagery as
simply metaphor. (I am always amazed at the "sure
grasp" opponents of sacramental realism have of scrip-
ture’s use of metaphor. They seem to know by some
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divine illumination what is metaphorical [almost every-
thing] and what is not.) I'm reminded of a cartoon
showing God standing on a cloud brandishing a thun-
derbolt. The caption, as I recall, was: "Metaphorical? I'll
show you metaphorical!"

Sexuality is at the heart of any realistic understanding
of our being bodied. I suspect, though I can’t prove it,
that the Church will continue to see it as more impor-
tant than our cognitive faculties, as more human than
our neo-cortical character. We are bodied and our sexu-
ality is written in every cell of our body. Contemporary

science and technology are creating the need (a blessed

opportunity from the Spirit, I think) to redevelop our
doctrinal theology. Most people with whom I discuss
this immediately start into ethics -- we more accurately
used to call it moral theology. I am not talking about
ethics. I am talking about doctrine. I'm talking about
another and deeper approach to the Psalmist’s question:
"What is Man that you are mindful of him, the son of
Man that you should care for him?"

We are bodied. Our destiny is to remain bodied when
we (hopefully) enter into glory. God’s providence for us
is most evident in our bodiedness. There is a period of
only a day or two in the history of the universe when
we can be conceived. What are the odds of a particular
sperm uniting with a particular egg in that period of
only a few hours? Then multiply those odds by the odds
involved in the conception of each of our ancestors over
maybe 10,000 - 20,000 generations. That’s the probabili-
ty that any of us has of being alive. Either we are
totally trivial and our being here has absolutely no
lasting meaning -- or we are and were deeply wanted.
The same genetic probability holds for Christ. Since he
was of the house of David, he had very specific ances-
tors -- not all of them, by the way, upstanding in a
Jewish or Christian way.

A pivotal part of our lives in Christ depends on our
parents and our ancestors. A significant part of our
worshipful approach to God depends on our bodies. All
of the sacraments are material and all of them (except
the Eucharist, interestingly) depend on the physical
presence of (and communication between) at least two
human beings. They are material signs and they are
communal signs. We cannot overlook the communal na-
ture of our being; we are oriented, outside the confines
of our body, to each other. They are covenantal signs.
The body provides the only means of communication we
have with each other and with God. We do not commu-
nicate simply by thought; we do it with words, gestures
and changes in tone of voice. Indeed, a grimace or a
smile may be worth many words and all uncommunica-
ble thoughts.
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Perhaps, I say this only in my ignorance, but I think
that God has chosen to communicate with us only
through our bodies and particularly he has done this in
and through Christ’s body. Mystics seem to remember
what happened to them, so the experience is clearly
written into their brains. Also, it is the body that makes
us specific -- another genetic gift from God. It is our
bodied character that differentiates us from each other
and from all other creatures, angels included. This is
true on the level of the species, the sexes and individu-
als of the same sex. Toward the end of the Letter to
the Romans St. Paul says "Just as each of our bodies
has several parts and each part has a separate function,
so all of us, in union with Christ, form one body, and
as parts of it we belong to each other." I think this says
all that needs to be said regarding the necessity of our
communion with each other.

Our bodies both individuate us and allow us to be
members of a community. We are not simply some ma-
terial substrate that can be pummeled into any shape or
form that someone else would prefer. We are bodied in
a very specific way and always will be. Our physical her-
itage matters to us -- probably even more than we even
know or think. It certainly ties us to the past and to the
future, even to the eschaton.

How we will be bodied here (and maybe hereafter) de-
pends on the uses to which we shall put the new powers
we are gaining especially from the biological sciences --
genetics, neurosciences, aging, and eventually "life-ever-
lasting” -- and computer technologies. We are clearly
entering a new era of human living. No matter how
many years or decades it may take for us to be ready to
alter the shape and texture and function of our bodies
predictably and reproducibly, we have already begun in
small ways to work toward it. Popularizers of microbiol-
ogy, particularly, talk about directing further human
evolution. This is eugenics -- not necessarily in a bad
sense -- but it is eugenics indeed.

But if we are going to direct our further evolution, in
what direction shall we further it? It presumes that we
know the destination we want to reach. What is our
goal as humans? Does science give us even a hint about
which direction it would be proper for us to go? No!
Does philosophy? Not really! Does theology? Not yet.
Does the Faith? Yes, it tells us the goal of our pilgrim-
age, but we have not spent nearly enough time or en-
ergy in working out an itinerary. We only really know
that we have to go forward into the future with an open
mind and, even more, with an open heart. We cannot
afford to cringe in fear or to be giddy with success. In
general, the genetic technologies will be the same as
past technologies -- partly good and partly bad. They
will increase both our sense of accomplishment (we will
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make "new humans") and our sense of anxiety (why
have we made "new humans"? to what end? life ever-
lasting?).

I shall list five guidelines which I think are a part of
any attempt to "improve" ourselves and our stock. They
probably are not exhaustive. I have been speaking of
them for more than thirty years and I have yet to have
anyone add any others. But that could change quickly
if we really dedicated ourselves to this needed develop-
ment of doctrine. The five are:

1.) Does the proposed physical alteration enhance our
individual dignity?

2.) Does the proposed advance enhance our individual
freedom?

3.) Does the proposed advance enhance our communal
freedom? Does it enhance our ability to live freely in
society? Is it ordered to uniformity or to the exotic?
Does it enhance the sense of community and the reality
of community?.

4.) Does the proposed change enhance our ability to
worship God? This concerns sexuality particularly,
though not exclusively.

5.) Does the proposed alteration give us a deeper
understanding of the true role of our body in our
salvation or does it present an exaggerated view of our
"physical nature"? Does it promise "everlasting life" or
some equivalent of it? Does it help us come to grips
with both our fallibility and our need for each other
and for God? Is it concerned with our bodily integrity?

It is too early in our recognizing the tremendous impor-
tance and beauty of our bodied existence to go into
great detail. What is of primary urgency right now is
realizing that Christianity is a religion of specifics, not
generalities. It is critical now to realize that the incarna-
tion is exactly that -- God becoming a unique human
being and remaining so. It is crucial to realize that God
is forever a part of His creation and it forever has a
destiny in Him. It is urgent to understand that the
sacramental realism of the Church must be maintained
and to perceive that human history is really salvation
history. The history of the Church contains the history

of the cosmos. They are not distinct.

It is important for us to re-focus on the historical reality
of the sacraments and of the Church. The Church is not
just an assembly whose growth is founded on the faith
of its members. Rather, it grows dynamically with the
power of the Eucharistic Christ. I simply refer to the
parable in Mark about the seed growing under its own
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dynamism (chapter 4). The Church grows "on its own."
Like its members, it lives in a sacramental (and marital)
relationship with Christ which points to his integral (not
sacramental) union with Mary. God has a destiny in his-
tory in the Church. Even the angels, St. Paul tells us,
learn of the fullness of the mystery of Christ in and
from the Church.

Also, it is doctrinally radical (in the original sense of
the word -- radix, rooted) to note and develop the idea
that all of creation awaits freedom from sin and death.
As we sin in the body, we are saved in it as well. Some-
how or other we are being brought into sharing the di-
vine nature, without losing our humanity. The Greek
Fathers of the Church referred to this process as divin-
ization. 1 am assuming the prophetic role proper to my
being a Christian in stating that it may be that, as we
are being divinized, the world around us is being hu-
manized. I do not know in any kind of detail what that
might mean. I do know that there will be a heaven (and
a hell). I know that we shall rise recognizably ourselves
(with our own history, ancestral background and memo-
ries). I know that creation will be freed from decadence.
1 know that Christ will transfigure our bodies into
copies of his own glorious body. I know that somehow
(the how belongs to God, not us) we shall have been in-
volved in the making of heaven -- of course, the greater
work will have been his. I know that all will be one
(though it will remain itself) in the Father. That is the
goal.

We must consider the Church as historical. If it is his-
torical, it changes, as does everything historical. Science
and technology are a part of the history of the universe
-- maybe not yet a large part as the universe goes -- but
a significant part. Whether we are considering genetics,
neuroscientific advance, computers or more theoretical
philosophical things like the beginnings of the universe
or of life, our thought and affective theology must in-
clude them. The Church has grown (not just in num-
bers) over the intervening 2,000 years and is still
growing and changing. Again, science and technology
are part of this growth. Now, the Church is still facing
a problem that has dogged its steps since the beginning:
how to preserve a never-changing message of salvation
while everything is changing. Somehow, the Church has
to present eternal truth by updating its statement of
that truth. But she is able to do so; after all, she has
done it for two millennia at the hand of the Holy Spirit.
The crux of the issue is still the same: the Church must
live in history. To be true to herself she has to change.

These are my (maybe) esoteric ideas that I think should
be given far more consideration in our systematic theol-
ogy. In their context they create a wide-open arena for
faith/science work. Qur task is to help direct now the
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course of our bodied history. Rarely has any generation
received so great and glorious a challenge.

CONCLUSION

If the goal of the faith/science dialogue is evangelizat-
ion, we cannot be defensive about the Church’s centrali-
ty to human history and to the cosmos. If the Church
is not the center of God’s plan for his creation then I
see no sense in belonging to it. Also, if the goal is
simply to dialogue (to talk, but not to evangelize) then
I believe we can forget Christ’s mandate to "preach the
Gospel to the whole world." I am old-fashioned enough
to believe that our actions speak louder than our words.
If our love for the Church and for Christ is not appar-
ent, our intellectual attainments and our eloquence will
have little long-term effect. St. Paul in Corinthians
mentions "booming gongs and clashing cymbals." In dia-
logue, whether it is with the National Academy of Sci-
ences or Christian graduate students, "passionate belief"
will (or at least should) carry more weight than abstract
intellectualisms. In other words, belief (and the hope it
generates) is more appealing than intellectual argument.
Hope is a very attractive virtue.

I can think of no purpose for the faith/science dialogue
other than our evangelical duty to preach the Good
News, in season and out of season. In this vein, we
have to teach (and convince) Catholics that evangeliza-
tion is a privilege and duty imposed on us in baptism
and enabled in confirmation. By the very fact of our
baptism we are sent to "preach the Word who is God."
We don’t need ordination or any other sacrament to
give us a mandate. The clergy are not and never were
meant to be the only evangelists in the world nor are
they necessarily the most important ones. To raise up
evangelists we have to inform them of their baptismal
obligations; we have to show them that that is a part of
our lives -- without apology. We must also let them
know that they need no permission from anybody to
fulfill an obligation.

Furthermore, we have to convince ourselves and them
that teamwork among all of us is critical. As one ITEST
member mentioned at the ITEST 25th anniversary Con-
vention, "an army without a general is a rabble, a
general without an army is ridiculous." Evangelization
must operate at all levels of the dialogue and, as Vati-
can II and subsequent papal encyclicals have stated,
they will operate effectively only "in community.” Ser-
ious faith/science dialogue is really a cultural movement,
requiring many inputs and many interests and skills.
Above all, it demands faith, hope and love -- and love
is still the greatest of these. After all, as Saint Paul
teaches, "it is love that makes the building grow."
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A Protestant theologian of the 19th century, Horace
Bushnell, noted that power always follows the direction
of hope. Do we personally and communally have the
faith in Christ that will make our hope in Him visible?
Do we so share in Christ’s love that it shows forth from
us on its own? If we cannot show Christ’s love vividly
enough to validate our hope in the future, all the dia-
logue in the world will be futile. We should in St. Paul’s
words, radiate the brightness of the Lord.

I am convinced that we do have that love and that our
defensiveness in the face of great scientific achievement
is decreasing. While scientists may know much more
about the detailed workings of the human body and of
the cosmos, we Christians have had revealed to us the
meaning of our existence in the body -- indeed, the
meaning of the whole of creation -- in the Church. We
have a duty in love to share it with all people with
humility, kindness and the flavor of wit that St. Paul
recommends. I am confident that with God’s help we
shall do so. After all, it can come only from us.

In our hearts we should carry the words of Athanasius®

Like a musician who has attuned his lyre, and
by the artistic blending of low and high and
medium tones produces a single melody, so the
Wisdom of God, holding the universe like a
lyre, adapting things heavenly to things earthly,
and earthly things to heavenly, harmonizes them
all, and, leading them by His will, makes one
world and one world-order in beauty and har-
mony.

The faith/science apostolate can help make "one world
and one world-order in beauty and harmony.” Our de-
cisive task on earth is aiding in this work of the Spirit.

ENDNOTES

1.) Augustine, De Genesi ad litteram, 1b, 1c 21, no. 41.
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I would recommend: Christopher Kaiser, Creation and
the History of Science, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Pub-
lishing Company, 1991; Fr. William Wallace, OP, "His-
tory of Science and Faith," in Transfiguration: Elements
of Science and Christian Faith, St. Louis: ITEST
Faith/Science Press, 1993. Also, I would recommend any
of the books of Fr. Stanley Jaki, OSB.

3. Kaiser, op. cit., pp. 34-35.

4. By synthetic I mean the capacity to build or rebuild
living systems -- plants, animals and human beings.

5. Adversus Haereses, V, ch. VI, no. 1.

6. Athanasius, Contra Gentes, 41, p. 26.
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at a Distance?

This is a great, interesting, exciting time in the country.
The timeliness of ITEST’s decision to sponsor a confer-
ence on education (Science and Technology Education
in Church-Related Schools, Oct., 1989) is only empha-
sized by the experience I had on Monday and Tuesday
of this week in Washington as a member of the Eisley
group of the National Science Foundation. We were
asked to give the Foundation some ideas about improv-
ing the quality of the sciences in the two year colleges.

The leaders of the National Science Foundation empha-
sized that they are quite concerned about the nation’s
future with respect to economic competitiveness, and
scientific and technological viability. They worry that we
are going to be unable to continue in the role of leader,
or even be competitive, because the number of people
entering careers in science and technology is rapidly
decreasing. The percentage and the actual number from
the traditional population pools who went into science
and technology are declining. If we're going to be
competitive, we have to reach out and tap new pools --
women, some minorities, those with handicaps, for
instance -- that traditionally have not gone into the
sciences. Additionally they were quite concerned about
the low level of scientific and technological literacy
found in the populace. Many of you have read about

that in the work of John Miller from Northern Illinois
University and the national assessment reports that have

been published in the media.

A further complication in this concern is the ability of
academia to be competitive for those who will soon be
graduating and vying for jobs. Academia cannot attract
the top talent. Consequently, students are not being
taught by top people even when they are faculty mem-
bers. Too often the graduate students end up doing the
teaching. Thus, much of the focus in the educational
system is on increasing the quantity and the quality of
science and technology education not just for the
professionals but also for the total population. . . .

Last night we heard the Director speak about examining
ITEST’s future. 1 feel that this particular approach
would be great fuel for the fire that ITEST is going to
create in the nation as it moves ahead into this future.
The educational imperatives will certainly give the staff
and Board of Directors fresh ideas about what they can
do in the educational field in the future.

I will quote what Father Brungs said last night: he
asked us "to tell the leadership what to do. Don’t worry
about the funds. And don’t let the quest for the perfect
be the enemy of the good. In other words, that means
that you have no limitations on your imagination when
these ideas are suggested." We can say that, if we are
really truly Christians, we believe that where there’s a
will, there’s a way. If the Lord would have us do these
things, He will provide for us. This is a great way of
testifying to our Christian faith....

.... We want to think about both the formal and the
informal conduits which we have for communicating an
understanding of science and technology and theology
and their interactions. Don’t confine your suggestions to
those things done in the formal side: schools, colleges,
universities. Think about that great informal educational
enterprise we have in the country, including such things
as museums and libraries, mass media, churches, indus-
tries, businesses, extension centers, and a whole variety
of other institutions and organizations which have ways
of communicating new knowledge and understanding to
our populace. . . . If there is anything ITEST must do
in the future, it is to move out of just the smaller group
working together here. It’s necessary to build partner-
ships with other organizations. Otherwise, I don’t think
we're going to have the influence that we can and
should have. Let me list these needs I think I found in
Decision. These needs are the ones that I thought were
most significant.

First, there is the need to understand that careers in
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science and technology are significant forms of Christian
vocation. This refers to the pipeline. We can contribute
to this national need of getting more people into the
pipeline by becoming a part of that recruitment cam-
paign. But we should do it within the Christian commu-
nity. Some people have suggested that Christians are
underrepresented in science and technology. So, in
addition to women and other minorities, let’s recruit
Christians into the field.

Second, there is a need to develop a Christian perspec-
tive on the nature of science and technology and their
interactions. This has to do with scientific and techno-
logical literacy. Quite often when we talk about scientif-
ic and technological literacy, we usually think of scientif-
ic and technological knowledge, and about being able to
understand the interactions between science, technology,
and society. Well, we should also include in that phrase
the interactions between science, technology, and
theology, religion -- faith.

The third is the need to determine the role of the
sciences and technology in theological education. About
five or six years ago I sat on the task force studying the
future of chemical education in the United States. The
American Chemical Society had just published the
Tomorrow Report. We found that there was a great need
in all other professional education -- whether it be in
law, business, theology -- to do something about im-
proving the scientific and technological literacy of those
who become policy makers, policy influencers, decision
makers in our society. We have to do that with respect
to theological education also.

But this should not be a one way street. There is an
equal need for us to determine the role of theology in
science and technology education. Now that might be a
little hard to work in in some of the public sector
institutions, but I suggest that we should challenge our
church-related institutions to make sure that they are
really considering this role and that they are doing all
that can be done. They can become models for deter-
mining the role of theology in science and technology
education and then implementing it.

There is another issue when we move into a field like
this, namely, who’s going to lead and how are we going
to prepare them to lead. There is an interesting move-
ment in the junior colleges to try to overcome some
problems created by the entrenchment of the idea that
the two year colleges are teaching institutions and not
research institutions. It’s gotten so bad that scholarship
in these colleges and others labelling themselves teach-
ing institutions has almost evaporated. -

There is a move now to resurrect the idea of scholar
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teachers and to expand the idea of scholarship from just
discovering knowledge through research into one that
recognizes that there are four dimensions of scholarship
and only one of them is discovering knowledge.

There’s the scholarship of integrating knowledge
through curricular development. So we have to train
people to be able to integrate this theologi-
cal/scientific/technologicalinterface material. There’s the
scholarship of applying knowledge through service. We
need people committed to the application of the
theological/scientific/technologicalunderstanding. Above
all, there’s the scholarship of presenting knowledge
through effective teaching. We have to educate and
train people to do this. There’s a great need then to
develop the concept of the scholar teacher to work with
what I call in the paper TEST -- simply Theological
Encounter with Science and Technology.

Finally, we can make all these suggestions, but if we do
not go out and build partnerships or some alliances to
serve as centers for the theological encounter with
science and technology in regional areas -- not just in
the St. Louis area but in Los Angeles, Chicago, New
York and Atlanta and so on -- we’re not going to be
effective. There’s a need then to develop partnerships
and alliances to serve as sort of the nucleation centers
for this.

Whatever programs are designed to satisfy these needs
should essentially contribute to the following:

® They should contribute to the building of "communi-
ties of scientists and technologists who acknowledge the
reign of God, where they may grow in their own
understanding, experience, and response to their
Christian faith and integrate their professional and
religious personal lives." (from ITEST Brochure)

® They should contribute to the improvement of the
scientific/technological/theologicalliteracy of non-science
and non-technology students by increasing their under-
standing of the nature of science and technology and
their theological interaction as well as their societal
interactions.

® They should contribute to the presentation of the
recent advances in science and technology and their
contribution to our understanding of the theological
significance, potential and meaning in terms of God’s
plan and word.

I think we have to design programs for faculty, clergy,
and laity to develop scholar teachers -- a concept I
mentioned earlier -- concerned with the theological
encounter with science and technology and competent
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to assume leadership roles in developing and delivering
educational programs. This is to be done through both
the formal and the informal conduits in order to
develop theological, scientific and technological literacy
among the populace. It’s important that these programs
develop both a competence in dealing with "TEST" and
an enthusiasm for it. That’s one specific type of pro-
gram that we could get involved in.

I put three options here. One, we have to do it for
faculty because they’re going to be teaching, for clergy
because they’re teaching in that great informal center,
the church, for the laity.

Secondly, we have to develop regional alliances and
centers for "TEST" that will provide fora to discuss
issues raised by Decision, which will become partner-
ships to implement the educational imperatives. That in
turn will build an interdisciplinary community for those
interested in "TEST." I have in mind something like the
following: I plan to present this concept and this
particular recommendation to Jerry Miller the Presi-
dent, and Jim Hanson, the Dean, of the California
Lutheran University in Thousand Oaks, with which I
have a long affiliation, and to Bishop Roger Anderson,
the Bishop of the Southern California West Center of
the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America. I want to
see if we can develop such a center at California
Lutheran University. It’s timely because just last week
they dedicated a new science building. There is great
evidence of interest in science on that campus.

Third, ITEST could prepare and distribute a position
paper derived from this presentation and amplified by
ideas presented during the workshop discussions. This
paper should reflect the participants’ consensus on the
implications of Decision and suggest educational
programs.

Often, in the educational field, change does not occur
unless we advance some ideas which motivate people in
the field to think about what they could do. And that’s

our purpose.

Fourth, -- it’s been suggested this would be done when
possible -- the video should be revised to make it more
appropriate for a secular, multicultural market such as
that found in the public educational institutions.

Next, ITEST could prepare a monograph on the science
and technological education to serve as the basis for the
recommended "TEST" initiative for theologians. This
work would be of benefit to seminary students, theologi-
cal educators, students of religion, religious educators,
and clergy. If well done, it might pique the interest of
the scientific and technological laity of the church.
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While reading the Chronicle of Higher Education I saw
the title The Role of Art in Theological Education in the
new book section. Immediately I asked, "Why shouldn’t
there be a monograph on the role of science in theolog-
ical education issuing from ITEST?"

Next we could collect and/or commission papers related
to such topics as The Christian as Scientist and The
Scientist as Christian and publish them. Encourage
church related colleges and seminaries to sponsor
symposia and colloquia on the subject with presented

invited papers and discussion summaries to be included
in this collection. It’s not an original idea.

Next I think we have to develop overtures to our
brothers and sisters who share in the life of our heaven-
ly Father through our savior, the Lord, Jesus Christ,
and who are empowered by the Holy Spirit 1o join with
us regardless of their denominational persuasion in this
new adventure stimulated by Decision. Such an outreach
should emphasize the great commonness that we all

share, regardless of our origins in our Christian faith
and life. .

1 strongly suggest that less important, minor differences
brought about by denominationaltheological differences
should be transcended in the light of our great need to
build a broadly based "TEST" community which can
have an impact in this world. Such cooperation is
needed in all aspects of the programs suggested in this
paper. Let’s present a united front to the rest of the
world. It’s imperative that we do this if we want to have
the impact that Decision emphasizes. [NOTE: These
suggestions were made well before the omnipresence of
the world-wide web. ITEST has now done much of this
on our website at http:/ITEST.slu.edu.]

We could develop discussion groups on campuses, both
colleges and seminaries, and in churches, both local and
synodical. Here, scientists, technologists, and theologians
can openly and candidly share ways of serving the Lord
through "TEST" activities.

We could also prepare papers for publication in jour-
nals and other periodicals, papers entitled "Give us
more scientists and technologists” or "Give us more
scientifically and technologically literate theologians and
clergy," or some such title. Charles Ford suggested that
The Lutheran is looking for publishable autobiographical
information from people who have achieved something
in the field of science and technology. We need to get
that type of thing spread throughout the churches with
these kinds of programs.

Finally, keeping in mind our informal sector of educa-
tion, we could develop sermon idea papers or a series
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for pastors to encourage them and help them preach
one sermon a year that stresses to the universities, the
colleges, and schools the importance of evangelizing the
modern world. It could also present the call of scholar-
ship, especially in science and technology, as a legiti-
mate Christian vocation.

People will do it if you give them a little help and
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orientation in the direction you want to go. But they
won’t generate it on their own. You just can’t say, "Go
do it"; you have to motivate and inspire them.

I submit these ideas for your consideration. Think about
whose responsibility these programs should be, how they
should be done. Do you believe that they have value or
are not worth the effort?

NEW MEMBERS

ARNETT, PhD, Dr. Jeffrey; 4409 Van Buren Street; University Park, Maryland, 20782; U.S.A.; Psychologist; Univ. of Maryland-
Dept. Human Development; Young people in industrialized societies; E-MAIL amett@wam.umd.edu.

BITTNER, Rev. Gregory T.; 1515 12th Avenue South - St. Stephen Church; Birmingham, Alabama, 35205; USA; Catholic Priest;
St. Stephen Martyr Church; Law, campus ministry, medical ethics; (205)-933-2500; FAX (205)-939-1500;
E-MAIL Saintst@bellsouth.net.

BOYLE, Brendan C.; 801 N. Ocean Boulevard #204; Pompano Beach, Florida, 33062; U.S.A.; Programmer; Neuroscience, Arti-
ficial Intelligence; (561)-893-5395; (W) (561)-893-2658; FAX; E-MAIL brendan@brendanboyle.com.

CARUANA, Rev. Louis; Pont. Gregorian University - Faculty of Phil.; Piazza della Pilotta - No. 14, Rome, 00187; Italy; Professor
of Philosophy; Pontifical Gregorian University; FAX; E-MAIL caruana@unigre.it.

de GARCIA, PhD, Sixto J.; 10701 S. Military Trail; Boynton Beach, Florida, 33436; U.S.A.; Professor of Theology; St. Vincent de
Paul Seminary; Fundamental Theology, Christology, Mystics; (561)-732-4424; E-MAIL sgarcia@svdp.edu.

D’SOUZA, 8], Fr. Leo; Saint Aloysius College; Mangalore, 575 003; INDIA; Research Scientist/Jesuit Priest; Lab. of Applied
Biology at St Aloysius College; Theology, plant breeding, biotechnology; 0091 824 242-3217; FAX; E-MAIL labens@sanchamet.in.

MOLNAR, MD., PhD, CSe, Professor Peter; University of Debrecen Medical/Health Sci. Cntr; P.O. Box 45 - Nagyerdei krt., 98,
Debrecen, 4012; Hungary; MD, PhD, CSc.; University of Debrecen Medical/Health Sci. Cntr; ; +36-52-451-486/4406; FAX +36-52-
451-487; E-MAIL pmolnar@jaguar.dote.hu.

ROWNTREE, SJ, Fr. Stephen; P.O. Box 54 - Loyola Univ. Philosophy Dept.; New Orleans, Louisiana, 70118; U.S.A.; Philos-
opher/Jesuit Priest; Loyola University - New Orleans; Christian ethics; E-MAIL rowntree@loyno.edu.

CHANGE OF ADDRESS

ACKER, HM, Sr. Joan; 10504 Scottsdale Drive; Strongsville, Ohio, 44136-8801; U.S.A.; Professor (retired); John Carroll University;
Science/religion; E-MAIL joanhm29@core.com.

AUSTERBERRY, PhD, Charles; 5036 Pinkney Street; Omaha, Nebraska, 68104; U.S.A.; Professor of Biology; Creighton University;
Molecular genetics, evolution; (402)-280-2154; E-MAIL cfauster@creighton.edu.

CAVANAUGH, Jean; 133 Sayles Avenue; Pawtucket, R.I., 02860; U.S.A.; Freelance Writer; E-MAIL jeancavanaugh@yahoo.com.

COOK, Mrs. Bernice; 1327 Kensington Way Drive; Ellisville, Missouri, 63011; U.S.A.; Administrative Assistant (ret.); ITEST; ;
(636)-207-0627.

MC INTOSH-DOTY, Mikail M.; P. O. Box 2247; Austin, Texas, 78768; U.S.A.; Librarian; Lutheran Seminary Program in the
Southwest; (512)-478-5212; FAX (512)-472-4620; E-MAIL mmdoty@etss.edu.

DOU MASDEXEXAS, SJ, Fr. Alberto; Placa del Vi, 4; Girona, 17004; Spain; Prof. Emeritus; Univ. Autonoma de Barcelona;
Relationship: science/faith; 972-201998; E-MAIL jaumeangles@sijtar.org.

DURBIN, JR, PhD, William A.; 7600 Maple Avenue #1702; Tacoma Park, Maryland, 20912; U.S.A.; Graduate School Professor;
Washington Theological Union; History of science and Christianity; (301)-270-2870; FAX (202)-726-1716;
E-MAIL durbin@wtu.edu. ¢



ITEST BULLETIN (Volume 34, Number 4) Page 17

ELLIS, MD, Dr. Jacob P.; 1400 W. Main Street; El Dorado, Arkansas, 71730; U.S.A.; Physician (ret.); Univ of Arkansas for Med.
Sciences; (870)-862-3528.

LIBRARY - NCBC; 159 Washington Street; Boston, Massachusetts, 02135-4325; U.S.A; Library - Dir. John Haas; National Catholic
Bioethics Center - NCBC; (617)-787-1900; FAX (617)-787-4900; E-MAIL drjohnhaas@aol.com.

HILL, Rev. John; 54 Victoria Road; Woy Woy, New South Wales, 2256; Australia; Parish Priest; Ethics, sacraments; 061 2 9394
5202; FAX 061 2 9394 5212; E-MAIL frjohnhill@ozemail.com.au.

HOY, PhD, Michael; Lutheran School of Theol. 6325 Clayton Rd.; Clayton, Missouri, 63117; U.S.A.; Dean; Lutheran School of
Theology; (314)-725-9710; E-MAIL Istoffice @lststl.org.

HYNES, Dr. Thomas V.; 8 Bellingrath Place; Nashua, New Hampshire, 03063-7004; U.S.A.; Physicist/materials scientist; U.S. Army
Research Lab; Cosmology, biophysics, philosophy/ethics; (603)-880-6539 (h); (410)-306-0733 (w); FAX (410)-306-0736; E-MAIL
thynes@arl.mil. :

ISSA, PhD, Ms. Amalia M.; 1395 Kelton Avenue - Apartment 112; Los Angeles, California, 90024-7802; U.S.A; Ethicist, Scientist,
Adjunct Prof.; Southern Tllinois Univ. School of Medicine; Science & faith, bioethics, neuroscience; FAX (217)-757-2359; E-MAIL
aissa@siumed.edu.

JACCARINI, SJ, Fr. Vincent; Mwangaza Jesuit Center - PO BOX 15057; Nairobi, 00509 Langata; Kenya; Priest/University
professor; University of Nairobi; Biology, theology, philosophy; (254-2-) 890 427;.

KEEFE, SJ, Fr. Donald J.; Loyola Hall, Fordham University; Bronx, New York, 10458-9993; U.S.A; Prof. emeritus of theology;
Fordham University; Sacramental theology, ecclesiology; (718)-817-5453; E-MAIL dkeefe@fordham.edu.

KESSINGER, Glen L.; 534 Creekridge Road; Aiken, South Carolina, 29803; U.S.A.; Physical actinide chemist; Savannah River
Site; High temperature chemistry; (803)-649-0559; FAX ; E-MAIL glen kessinger@srs.gov.

KUHL, Dr. Steven; 2905 North Shore Drive; East Troy, Wisconsin, 53120; U.S.A.; Asst. Prof. of Historical Theology; St Francis
Seminary; Theology and science; (262)-642-6303; FAX (262)-363-2020; E-MAIL skuhl@sfs.edu.

LANCTOT, MD, Claude A.; 98 Chemin Richford; Frelighsburg, Quebec, J0J 1C0; Canada; Physician; Self-employed; Bioethics,
NFP; E-MAIL cal.grpapa@starpower.net.

LOCKWOOD, Robert P.; 1111 Boulevard of the Allies; Pitisburgh, PA, 15222; U.S.A.; Director of Communication; Diocese of
Pittsburgh; E-MAIL rlockwood@diopitt.org.

MATIS, SJ, P. Eugenio; Largo de Sto Agostinho 4; Macau, China; Catholic Missionary; Ricci Institute; Relation of science &
theology with faith; E-MAIL ematissj@ms48.hinet.net (or) chinprov@seed.net.tw.

MATSCHINER, Dr. John; 10341 Manchester Road - St Agnes Home; St. Louis, Missouri, 63122; U.S.A.; Biochemist (emer); U.
of Nebraska Medical School; E-MAIL matschiner@mindspring.com.

MERRIFIELD, SJ, Fr. Donald; 2727 Pamoa Road; Honolulu, Hawaii, 96822-1838; U.S.A.; Priest, Ministry; Jesuit House;
Consciousness, religion/science; (808)-721-3541; E-MAIL dmenmifield@att.net.

O’CONNELL, SJ, Fr. Daniel C.; 4511 West Pine; St Louis, Missouri, 63108; U.S.A.; Priest/Psychology professor; Language,
cognition, psychology of religion; E-MAIL doconnl@luc.edu.

PELTON, Father Robert; Madonna House - 2888 Dafoe Road; Combermere, Ontario, KOJ 11.0; Canada; Priest; Madonna House
Apostolate; Restoring all things in Christ; (613)-756-3713; E-MAIL mhrdpelton@webhart.net.

POOLE, JR, Prof. Charles P.; 5716 Sylvan Drive; Columbia, South Carolina, 29206-1626; U.S.A.; Physicist; University of South
Carolina; Science and theology; (803)-782-6250; FAX (803)-777-3065; E-MAIL cppoole@psc.sc.edu.

QUINN, Thomas D. & Rose; 20510 Falcons Landing Circle #1303; Potomac Falls, Virginia, 20165; U.S.A.; Management consultant
(acrospace); Ethics of genetic engineering; (703)-444-8737; E-MAIL rosetom @mymailstation.

SALMON, SJ, Fr. James F.; 4603 Millbrook Road; Baltimore, Maryland, 21212; U.S.A.; Chemist (retired); Loyola College;
Chemistry, theology; (410)-617-2350; FAX (410)-617-2125; E-MAIJL salmon@loyola.edu.



ITEST BULLETIN (Volume 34, Number 4) Page 18

SMULDERS, CFMM, Bro. Anthony P.; 7140 Ramsgate Avenue; Los Angeles, California, 90045; U.S.A.; Professor of Biology;
Loyola Marymount University; Science & religion interface; (310)-338-5954; FAX (310)-338-4479; E-MAIL asmulder@lmu.edu.

SOLLEE, JR., MD, A. Neyle; 2019 Cherokee Bluff Drive; Knoxville, TN, 37920; U.S.A.; Physician; UT Medical Center; Theology,
biology, medicine; (865)-609-8658; E-MAIL ansollee @midsouth.rr.com.

VOGEL, MD, PhD, Thomas T.; 247 South Ardmore Road; Bexley, Ohio, 43209-2403; U.S.A.; Surgeon, physiologist; Ohio State
University; (614)-284-1234; FAX (614)-236-2954; E-MAIL vogel.3@osu.edu.

WILLMERING, Mr. Robert G.; 4515 Swiss Walk; St. Louis, Missouri, 63129-1024; U.S.A.; Masters in Political Science; Semi-
retired; Most of ITEST areas of discussion; (314)-845-6073.

E-MAIL/PHONE

ALAVANJA, Michael (301)-435-4620

BRUSICH, Mark brusich@attbi.com
CAPELLA, Peter pcap@cablespeed.com
COLEMAN, Father Michael coleman@diocesekcesj.org
DARRIET, Danielle ddarriet@hopale.com
DONCEL, Father Manuel manuel.g.doncel@uab.es
GILLETT, Loma legillett@hotmail.com
HARMAN, Laurinda laurinda.harman@temple.edu; (215)-844-7586
HOHNSTEDT, Leo Ifhohn@msn.com

KING, Donna - kingking2@earthlink.net
KNAPP, S.J. Father James jknappsj@yahoo.com
KRACHER, Alfred akracher@urark.edu

MC CULLAGH MD, Peter pjdmccullagh@bigpond.com
MURPHY, Bishop Michael mjm@ma.rr.com
O’NEILL, Sister Aquin msawomen@aol.com
POHLMAN, Sister Marie mlpohlman @insight.rr.com
SLY, MD, William slyws@sbcglobal.net
UDIAS, SJ., Augustin audiasra@fis.ucm.es

VAN HOVE, SJ, Brian bhove@cdob.org
WOLFERSTEIG, Robert drdesygn@cox.net
ZETLMEISL, Michael (281)-276-5457

IN MEMORIAM

Father John Blewett, S.J.
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We also ask your prayers for ITEST members who are ill. May they feel the restoring hand of the Lord.



