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If I were to find myself resurrected after death, I might be surprised: “A miracle!”
But I would be less surprised than I have already been by a miracle that I know has
happened.

“Oh? What’s that?”

“That I have been created in the first place. That’s the really big miracle, and my
continuing existence after death, however surprising, would be less miraculous.”

I often have this sort of conversation with my secular, scientific friends when asked
about resurrection. They are almost always taken aback.

The story from science, I continue, is of a universe created from some fluctuation
in a quantum vacuum, exploding into a huge cosmos, now thirteen billion years old.
In that huge cosmos, life emerges on planet Earth, so far the only known planet with
life, to generate billions of species over three and a half billion years,. Among those
species, one, and only one, Homo sapiens, has enough cognitive powers to marvel over
this creation and to wonder whether there is resurrection. So here I am, made of quarks,
generated from stardust, and worried about heaven to come. Our creation is the first
staggering fact; life renewed after death would be continuing miracle, but, just that:
continuing miracle.

My friends puzzle over my claim. “Well, Thadn’t thought of it like that. You could
be right. I agree that creation, or (they may prefer to say) nature is surprising. Still,
science leads us to think that nature is all there is. Resurrection is supernatural, and
science doesn’t allow us to believe in anything supernatural.”

I here explore this further. Let me be clear about my argument. I make the case
that, contrary to this seemingly scientific (or “scientistic”) claim that science shuts out
any possibility of resurrection, contemporary science leaves open such possibility.
What we know from science about creation is compatible with faith in resurrection.
I say nothing about “proof.” The word “proof,” many now think, belongs in the realm
of mathematics. It doubtfully belongs even in natural science, where the most scien-
tists can get is a well corroborated theory, supported by considerable evidence,
coherent, and consistent with other theories. The better word is “plausible.” So my
argument is that nothing we know about “creation” (or “nature” if you prefer) makes
resurrection implausible.

I do claim some theological ancestry. Recalling Ezekiel and the resurrection of
the dry bones, Irenaeus remarks: “Surely it is much more difficult and incredible, from
non-existent bones, and nerves, and veins, and the rest of man’s organization, to bring
itabout that all this should be, and to make man an animated and rational creature, than
to reintegrate again that which had been created and then afterward decomposed into
earth.”! Tertullian agrees: “On this principle, you may be quite sure that the restora-
tion of the flesh is easier than its first formation.”

Resurrection, if true, is miracle. The classic evidence is the resurrection of Jesus
Christ. Christians must pay careful attention to the evidence.’ That faith does go
beyond science. But as background to such faith, those who preach the resurrection
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felt experience. Humans can produce arguments about ideals in the face of the real.
The linguistic ideational uniqueness involves complex use of symbols. Ian Tattersall
concludes: “We human beings are indeed mysterious animals. We are linked to the
living world, but we are sharply distinguished by our cognitive powers, and much of
our behavior is conditioned by abstract and symbolic concerns.”’

Molecules, trillions of them, spin round in this astronomically complex webwork
and generate the unified, centrally focussed experience of mind. This is a process for
which we can as yet scarcely imagine a theory. Life starts up, and, as we already
recognized, on many of its trajectories, it smarts up. Blaisé Pascal’s “thought” at the
start of the Enlightenment s still true: “But, if a universe were to crush him, man would
still be more noble than that which killed him, because he knows that he dies and the
advantage which the universe has over him; the universe knows nothing of this. All
our dignity consists, then, in thought.””?

Spirited persons are the ultimate marvel. We humans are at once “spirited selves,”
enjoying our incarnation in flesh and blood, empowered for survival by our brain/
minds, defending our personal selves, and yet transcending ourselves and our local
concerns. Homo sapiens is the only part of the world free to orient itself with a view
of the whole. We are not free from either the worlds of nature or culture, but free in
those environments. That makes us, if you like, free spirits; it also makes us self-
transcending spirits. We alone can wonder where we are, who we are, and what we
ought to do.

A frequent way of reading the history of science is the displacing of humans from
central focus. Earth is a lonely planet, lost out there in the stars; humans are late-
comers on Earth, arriving in the last few seconds of geological and astronomical time.
We are cosmic dwarfs, trivial on the cosmic scale. Copernicus dealt a cosmological
blow: humans do not live at the center of the universe. Darwin struck an evolutionary
blow: humans are not divine but animals. Watson and Crick struck a molecular
biology blow: humans are nothing but electronic molecules in motion on atomic
scales. Freud struck a psychological blow, the most humiliating of all: we persons are
not masters of our own minds.

But with a gestalt switch, one can read the same natural history to find cosmic
genius in humans. In astronomical nature and micronature, at both ends of the
spectrum of size, nature lacks the complexity that it demonstrates at the mesolevels,
found in our native ranges on Earth. Perhaps we humans are cosmic dwarfs; perhaps
we are molecular giants. Butthere is no denying our mid-scale complexity. We human
beings do not live at the range of the infinitely small, nor at that of the infinitely large,
but we may well live at the range of the infinitely complex.

Terrence Deacon concludes: “Hundreds of millions of years of evolution have
produced hundreds of thousands of species with brains, and tens of thousands with
complex behavioral, perceptual, and learning abilities. Only one of these has ever
wondered about its place in the world, because only one evolved the ability to do so.”
The natural forces, thrusting up the myriad species, produced one that, so to speak,
reached escape velocity, transcending the merely natural with cares superior to
anything previously natural. A complement of this eternal mystery is the possibility
for better and worse caring, for noble and for misplaced caring, for good and evil.

The embodied story is the human legacy of waking up to good and evil (as in
Genesis 1-2), or the dreams of hope for the future (as with visions of the kingdom of
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God). This, as much as logic and love, may be the differentia of the human genius. The
generation of such caring is as revealing as anything else we know about natural
history. The fact of the matter is that evolution has generated ideals in caring.

The singularities, if we may use a theological word, might also be “revealing” not
simply about human spirit, but about divine spirit, about “Presence.” Science gives
us three principal data points: matter-energy, life, and mind. The firstis universal, the
second is rare, and the third is single and we are it. Is there a subtending field, a deeper
source?

One conclusion is inescapable: what is “in our heads” is as startling as anything
else yet known in the universe. We will be left wondering if this is a key, at cosmo-
logical and metaphysical levels, to what is going on “over our heads.” Are we detect-
ing Mind in, with, and under it all? We humans are spirited presence. Are we anicon
of deeper Presence, Spirit suffusing the universe story?

My secular scientific colleagues will reply again that even if science does not give
answers, we should still be naturalistic. Nature proves richer, more fertile, brooding,
mysterious, than was recognized before. Such nature is a supercharged nature, but still
nature. There is no Supernature, but nature is super. But Christians may want still
deeper explanations: a Transcendence in which this self-transcending nature is
embedded, a Ground of all Being. Supercharged nature signals TranscendentPresence.

There are forces at work that transcend the physical, the biological, the cultural.
These spiritual forces sway the future because they have for millennia been breaking
through and infusing what is going on. This detects from our present vantage a fourth
dimension (Spirit) when three dimensions (matter, life, mind) are already incontest-
ably evident and the fourth is secretly and impressively also at work.

Almost anything can happen in a world in which what we see around us has
actually managed to happen. The creation has never yet proved simpler or less myste-
rious than we thought. We wonder if there is a “Logos” in, with, and under the logic
of such nature. Maybe our presence is embraced by another Presence. To have faith
in resurrection is not, in this view, to be naive, but rather to be realistic.
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