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On December 12, 2008, upon discovering the existence of Dr Michael 

Zimmerman’s Clergy Letter Project and finding no sustained, effective 

Creationist response, CreationLetter.com was launched. 

 

On March 16, 2009, I took the initiative to write to Dr Michael Zimmerman, 

the founder of the pro-evolution Clergy Letter Project, with a few of my 

objections.  

 

 

 

Mar 16, 2009 

Dr. Zimmerman, 

 

I have been reviewing your website and I am concerned that you may have 

intentionally or otherwise inflated your statistics. 

 

Specifically: 

 

[1] Occasionally, a university is included as a "congregation" celebrating an 

Evolution Weekend. Whether this is a religious university or not, such an 

institution could never be confused with a congregation. 

 

[2] You include members of the Unity cult as legitimate Christian clergy. 

They do not represent orthodoxy [as defined by the Apostle's Creed] by even 

the most optimistic stretch of the imagination. If you wanted to have them 

sign a letter of their own, fine, but don't lump them with Christians. They 

have more in common with the Universalists! 

 

On the second objection, I also wonder whether those who signed your 

Christian Letter could also affirm [a] the Apostle's Creed, [b] the literal, 

physical resurrection of Christ, the [c] hypostatic union and [d] that Christ 

Jesus is the only name by which men must be saved. I actually have the same 

question for you. Can you affirm these matters of essential doctrine? 

 

Sincerely, 

Rev Anthony W Breeden 

 

 

 

Mar 18, 2009 

Dear Reverend Breeden, 

 

     Thanks so very much for writing and for caring so deeply about the work 

of The Clergy Letter Project.  I'm sorry that you see a problem with our 

numbers.  In fact, those who are involved are fully comfortable with the 

numbers we report.  With respect to Evolution Weekend and universities, I 

assure you that all non-religious activities are not included on our web 

page.  In fact, I've spoken at a fair number of those events and they are not 

included!  

 

Whether the word "congregation" is appropriate or not for the group 



 

 

Of religious congregants who happen to worship together at a university is, 

perhaps, debatable, but the fact is, they do come together to worship and 

they have opted to spend some of their time, as a group, discussing the 

compatibility of religion and science.  Thus, we all believe that they 

deserve to be listed as Evolution Weekend participants.  Beyond that, whether 

we have five or ten more or fewer congregations listed hardly seems to make a 

difference! 

 

With respect to Unity ministers endorsing The Christian Clergy Letter, I 

fully leave the decision up to each individual.  If the individual is 

comfortable attesting to the statement in that Letter about their status as a 

member of the Christian clergy, it seems unreasonable for me to quiz them on 

their individual beliefs.  Certainly many Unity ministers, like many 

Unitarian Universalist ministers and all rabbis, have been uncomfortable 

signing The Christian Clergy Letter and thus they have, rightly, refused to 

do so.  I have no reason not to respect the beliefs and honesty of those who 

have opted to sign The Letter.  Again, although I've not done a count, I 

assume that if the Unity ministers are removed, the number of clergy who have 

endorsed The Christian Clergy Letter will decline by 100 or so, which still 

leaves well more than 11,500 signatures. 

 

With respect to the beliefs of the remaining Christian clergy who have signed 

The Christian Clergy Letter, all I can say is that these are men and women 

who have devoted their lives to Christianity and to the teachings of Jesus 

Christ.  They have all been ordained within the framework of their church.   

 

As I said above with respect to the Unity ministers, I have no reason not to 

respect the beliefs and honesty of those who have opted to sign The Christian 

Clergy Letter. 

 

I believe that the numbers of clergy who are supporting the efforts of The 

Clergy Letter Project are overwhelming and the volume is so large that 

quibbling about any individual misses the entire point of our activities. 

Nonetheless, I very much appreciate your concerns and I'm delighted that you 

felt comfortable enough to share them with me. 

 

All the best, 

 

 

Michael 

 

Michael Zimmerman 

Office of the Dean 

College of Liberal Arts and Sciences 

Butler University 

 

 

 

On March 19, 2009, I had the honor of giving a devotional and speaking on the 

Creation Letter project at Answers in Genesis’ Creation Museum. Ken Ham 

mentioned our ministry a few days later, which made us very [happily] busy 

the next week. Finally, I was able to respond… 

 

  

 

 

Mar 27, 2009 



 

 

 

Dr. Zimmerman, 

 

Thank you so very much for responding to my email. Regrettably, I have not 

been able to address your email due to my speaking schedule. 

 

First, I can certainly understand how it would be tempting to simply accept 

any signature which calls itself Christian. It is, no doubt, time consumptive 

simply to maintain the website, though I've noted that the rate at which 

signatures are added seems to have dropped off to more manageable levels 

since your first couple years of operation. Furthermore, as you said, you've 

no reason to doubt the sincerity of those who sign -- nor would you wish to 

look a gift horse in the mouth, as they say. Nevertheless, it should be noted 

that some organizations calling themselves Christian are widely recognized as 

cults: Mormons, Unitarian Universalists, the aforementioned Unity cult and 

Jehovah's Witnesses, for example. I name these, for your Christian Clergy 

Letter bears signatures from all of these cults alongside signatures from 

recognized, legitimate Christian denominations. It would seem that these 

obvious cults would have been filtered out summarily, if only to establish a 

sense of sincerity on your part. 

 

Second, I note that you did not answer the question to the point of whether 

you could personally affirm the Apostle's Creed [in the sense Christians have 

historically understood it], the literal, physical resurrection of Christ, 

the hypostatic union and that Jesus Christ is the only name under heaven and 

earth whereby men must be saved. I should note that such a question, for the 

genuine Christian, should not be too difficult a thing to answer. I confess 

that I have been asked on several occasions whether your efforts are those of 

a genuine, concerned Christian. In all honesty, on these occasions I am 

compelled to reply that I could not be certain, for you do seem to make 

strange bedfellows. I note, for example, that you ally yourself with the 

Center for Inquiry in the case of TeachThemScience.org. Nevertheless, I 

should like the matter cleared up whether you do so affirm these doctrines, 

for I do not wish to misrepresent you, even if I disagree with you. 

 

Regards, 

Rev. Breeden 

 

 

 

Mar 28, 2009 

 

Dear Reverend Breeden, 

 

Thanks for writing back.  I'm sorry that we seem to disagree so fundamentally 

on a number of points.  First, although you assert "that some organizations 

calling themselves Christian are widely recognized as cults," that doesn't 

make it so.  None of the religions you point to consider themselves cults 

and, I think it fair to say, the general population does not consider them to 

be cults.  If you are using the Martin's 1955 definition of cult ("By cultism 

we mean the adherence to doctrines which are pointedly contradictory to 

orthodox Christianity and which yet claim the distinction of either tracing 

their origin to orthodox sources or of being in essential harmony with those 

sources. Cultism, in short, is any major deviation from orthodox Christianity 

relative to the cardinal doctrines of the Christian faith."), to my eye this 

is a very outdated and self-serving definition.  Consider, for example, 

Miller's 2003 conclusion, "If the term does not enable us to distinguish 
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between a pathological group and a legitimate one, then it has no real value. 

It is the religious equivalent of the racial term for African Americans—it 

conveys disdain and prejudice without having any valuable content."  So, if 

you believe that anyone who disagrees with you is not a Christian, then I 

suspect that most of the Christian ministers who have signed The Clergy 

Letter are not, in your mind, Christian.  But, it is not your mind that is 

important in this context.   

 

If these ministers and their religious organizations consider themselves to 

be Christian, there is nothing wrong with saying so to the American people 

and the people of the world.  Beyond all of that, frankly it doesn't make 

much difference if The Clergy Letter is signed by 11,000 ministers or 11,880 

Christian ministers.  The point is the same:  there are thousands of 

Christian ministers who have absolutely no trouble reconciling their deeply 

held religious views and the modern science of evolution and those who claim 

that the fundamentalist way is the only way are not speaking for thousands of 

Christian religious leaders. 

 

With respect to your question about my own beliefs, I'm sorry to say, it has 

nothing to do with The Clergy Letter.  As I've said to you previously, I have 

not signed The Clergy Letter because I am not an ordained member of the 

Christian clergy.  I most certainly have not tricked or coerced anyone into 

signing The Clergy Letter or into participating in Evolution Weekend events. 

Simply, I have put The Letter in front of clergy members and have accepted, 

and responded to, their responses.  Why you might think that my personal 

beliefs are important on this topic rather than the beliefs of those who have 

added their signatures to a Letter in which they believe confuses me. 

  

Finally, let me say that the issue isn't whether ALL Christian ministers are 

comfortable signing The Clergy Letter.  Rather, the point is that the claim 

regularly being promoted that one can't be a "good" Christian and accept 

evolutionary theory.  The fact that thousands upon thousands of Christian 

clergy disagree with this position makes it clear that such an extreme view 

need not be taken as fact by congregants.  In fact, there is a diversity of 

opinion on this topic, a diversity that prior to The Clergy Letter was going 

unnoticed.  This diversity is of critical importance because it means that 

voices other than Biblical literalists are now being heard. 

 

      Be well, my friend. 

                                                                                

                       Michael 

 

Michael Zimmerman 

Office of the Dean 

College of Liberal Arts and Sciences 

Butler University 

 

 

 

Mar 31, 2009 

Dr. Zimmerman, 

  

It does appear we are at an impasse, so out of respect I shall endeavor to 

make this brief. 

  



 

 

Concerning cults, I respectfully remind you that professors of religious 

history do not set the criteria for what constitutes a cult any more than the 

state. It is the religion itself which defines and defends its orthodoxy, 

which sets the standards for allowable heterodoxy and reserves the right to 

call a thing heresy. It is self-serving, admittedly, but required to protect 

orthodoxy, especially in a tradition that believes it's doctrines have come 

by divine, inerrant revelation. These are the things that separate sects and 

cults. And no Cult EVER recognizes itself as such. Martin had it right.   

  

You have stated in your last missive that you did not see what your personal 

beliefs have to do with the Letter. Again, it comes down to a question of 

sincerity. Is this the effort of a sincere orthodox Christian? Or another 

attack on Biblical authority from so-called liberal "Christians" who don't 

really believe much else in the Bible anyway? Is it the effort of a Christian 

at all? And if he's willing to conflate his numbers, how can we trust his 

motives much less his conclusions? And if he is willing to partner with 

godless humanists to enforce the exclusive teaching of evolution in schools, 

just how plastic are his religious convictions and affiliations? Is he really 

just a wolf in sheep's clothing? These are questions that hang upon your 

personal convictions as founder and spokesman for the Clergy letter Project.  

  

I find your complete unwillingness to answer the question of your personal 

convictions to be telling on two levels: First, I think you don't believe a 

blessed Word of it and that is why you won't answer. Second, I think you full 

well know how damning such an admission of discord with fundamental Christian 

doctrine would ultimately be to your cause. 

  

Not that your unwillingness to simply answer to your personal convictions 

paints you in much better light. 

 

I offer one final opportunity: Can you personally affirm the Apostle's Creed 

[in the sense Christians have historically understood it]; the literal, 

physical resurrection of Christ; the 

hypostatic union; and that Jesus Christ is the only name under heaven and 

earth whereby men must be saved? 

  

I shall not trouble you with this question again. 

  

Regards, 

Rev Anthony W Breeden 

 

 

Of course, he did not respond to this particular challenge. I will say that 

this is pretty much the closest he came to admitting he was not a Christian. 

He at least admitted that he was not an ordained member of clergy; however 

the context of my questions made it abundantly clear that he had cause to be 

more up front about his religious beliefs. In short, he was letting me go on 

under the false pretense that he was a Christian just short of lying. He 

would continue to evidence this reluctance to answer a direct question 

throughout our email exchanges. 


