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The Bible and the Idolatry of Science
By Ronald L. Cooper
Editor’s note: With students going back to school, and
today’s emphasis placed upon the sciences, this article is
apropos for Christians to assess our thinking, especially in
the area of the sciences. Do we believe that science
furnishes us with truth? What do the Scriptures say? “O
Timothy, keep that which is committed to thy trust,
avoiding profane and vain babblings, and oppositions of
science [knowledge in modern translations] falsely so
called: Which some professing have erred concerning the
faith” (1 Timothy 6:20, 21). Also think of the first empirical
“scientific” experiment performed: “And the woman saw
that the tree was good for food, and that it was pleasant to
the eyes, and a tree to be desired to make one wise, she
took of the fruit thereof, and did eat, and gave also unto her
husband with her; and he did eat” (Genesis 3:6). Where did
such an empirical experiment get us? Into an estate of sin
and misery. Science does not furnish us with truth; rather,
God reveals truth to his people in his Word.
The reader should also read or reread the following
Trinity Reviews: “Science and Truth”; “The Scientist as
Evangelist”; “The Hoax of Scientific Creationism”; “The
Sagan of Science”; and “The Biblical View of Science.”

Introduction
Once started, the idea that science is able to discover truth
has never disappeared both within Christian and nonChristian circles, and even when refuted, it revives and
reasserts itself more strongly than before. In his Foreword
to Gordon Clark’s The Philosophy of Science and Belief in
God, John Robbins says both “Christians and nonChristians alike commonly believe that science is an evergrowing body of knowledge about the universe. Scientific
knowledge…has been extracted from Nature…by a group
of extremely intelligent, highly educated, disinterested, and

scrupulously honest men and women.”1 In the nineteenth
century, and even before that time, it was believed that
science, especially physics, not only discovers truth, but it
was increasingly considered to be the sole gateway into all
knowledge. This unproven, but nevertheless widely
accepted proposition, has intimidated many theologians
who felt the need to reinterpret the Bible, particularly
Genesis, to accommodate the views of science. Modern
creation research societies, controlled by scientists who are
Christians, also promote the false idea that there is such a
thing as true science. Henry Morris of the Institute for
Creation Research (ICR), states “True science always
supports the Scriptures.”2 Jeff Miller of Apologetics Press,
referring to the first and second laws of thermodynamics,
says, “As far as science can tell, its laws have never been
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violated. They are without exception.”3 Numerous
theologians, writing in the Christian Scholar’s Review,
argue the laws of science are true and must be integrated
with theology, with both learning from the other.4 Even
Reformed theologian, R. C. Sproul, who argues that chance
cannot be the cause of anything, seems to embrace the
possibility that science can find truth. “Chance as a real
force is a myth. It has no basis in reality and no place in
scientific inquiry. For science and philosophy to continue
the advance in knowledge, chance must be demythologized
once and for all.”5

heliocentricity was assumed by most people to be an
established fact.8
The second significant attack on Scripture was from geology, based in part on the writings of James Hutton9 and
Charles Lyell,10 which challenged the literal twenty-four
hour, six-day creation and young Earth, with the inference
that the age of the Earth was millions of years old.11 Terry
Mortenson analyzed the writings of nineteenth century
geologists, and stated it was the Galileo affair of
challenging the Earth as the center of the universe that led
to the idea that true science (physics) can help in giving the
true interpretation of the Bible. Scripture tells us about
spiritual matters, while science tells us how the world
works. It was the growing authority of science that led to
the second challenge regarding the age of the Earth. Just as
astronomy brought forth observational proof that the Earth
revolves around the Sun, so it was that observational proof
from geology demonstrated the Earth to be old.12 This was
followed by the third major attack on Scripture, viz.,
Darwinian evolution,13 the idea that man evolved from
natural processes, denying a literal Adam and Eve. Because
of these three major assaults, many theologians found it

Historical Attacks on Scripture from Science
Beginning in the Middle Ages the first major attack on the
authority of Scripture was launched by Copernicus who
challenged the Ptolemy model, which held the Earth to be
the center of the universe. The heliocentric view, while
temporarily opposed by Rome, gained momentum, and it
was given a tremendous boost by Isaac Newton, who, due
to his law of action at a distance, required all planets,
including the Earth, to revolve around the Sun.6 Andrew
White wrote a comprehensive history documenting the
attack of science on theology, which included the
Copernican attack.7 By the nineteenth century
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their refutations, and “…neither observation nor reason can
be described as a source of knowledge, in the sense in
which they have been claimed to be sources of knowledge,
down to the present day.”20 For Imre Lakatos, science is
nothing but a set of research programs.21 Justificationism
dominated philosophy for many years, but this idea fell into
disrepute as it was concluded from inductive logic that
“…all theories are equally unprovable.”22
Further doubt was cast on science by probabilism, the
view that scientific theories can be at most highly probable.
This idea was destroyed by Popper, who stated that all
theories are not only unprovable, but they are equally
improbable.23 In the view of Lakatos, one research program
lasts until another considered more powerful replaces it.
Well-known astrophysicist, Stephen Hawking, agrees that
there is nothing true about science. “Any physical theory is
always provisional, in the sense that it is only a hypothesis:
you can never prove it. No matter how many times the
results of experiments agree with some theory, you can
never be sure that the next time the result will not
contradict the theory.”24 Hans Reichanbach says, “The way
toward an understanding of the step from experience to
prediction lies in the logical sphere; to find it we have to
free ourselves from one deep-rooted prejudice: from the
presupposition that the system of knowledge is to be a
system of true propositions.”25 The closest we can get to
knowledge is to have a system of wagers (probabilities).
After discussing developments in twentieth century nuclear
physics, Max Born, says, “The riddle of matter is still
unsolved, but it is reduced to the problem of ultimate
particles…. We have reached the end of our journey into
the depths of matter. We have sought firm ground and have
found none.”26 Philosopher Bertrand Russell, who rejected
Christianity, said of the scientific method, “All inductive
arguments in the last resort reduce themselves to the
following form: ‘If this is true, that is true: now that is true,
therefore this is true.’ This argument is, of course, formally

necessary to reinterpret Genesis to accommodate the
supposed discoveries by science. According to Babinski,
“The Bible’s geocentric passages were ‘reinterpreted’…by
Christians, [and] next came the challenge of the age of the
Earth.”14

Nineteenth and Twentieth Century Physics
In the latter half of the nineteenth century there was a
strong movement among physicists to believe science has
the potential to explain everything. It would be just a matter
of time before physics could tell us all truths about the
location and speed of every particle in the physical
universe, and this would include human behavior because
the mind is also made up of particles.15 However, this
optimism regarding the prowess of science was short-lived
because by the end of the nineteenth and into the twentieth
century there were dramatic changes that resulted in a loss
in the belief of certainty. Gordon Clark summarizes some
of the major events among physicists in the abandonment
of nineteenth century theories.16 The theories of special
relativity (SR), general relativity (GR) and quantum
mechanics (QM) were two of the most dramatic theoretical
developments in the twentieth century. With relativity came
the abandonment of the belief in absolute motion, the end
of independence between time and space, and the speed of
light being the same for all observers in all reference
frames. With the advent of QM the position and speed of
certain particles could no longer be determined
simultaneously, and electrons, confined to discrete
(quantized) orbits, could jump between them without
traveling.17
It did not take long before philosophers of science
prepared the science-discovers-truth coffin for burial.
Thomas Kuhn explains science as competing paradigms,
and when one becomes accepted, it becomes normal
science.18 Normal science continues until some sort of
crisis develops in which an extant theory cannot explain
some new observations.19 According to Karl Popper,
science consists of nothing but opinions or conjectures and
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fallacious. Suppose I were to say: ‘If bread is a stone and
stones are nourishing, then this bread will nourish me; now
this bread does nourish me: therefore it is a stone, and
stones are nourishing.’ If I were to advance such an
argument, I should certainly be thought foolish, yet it
would not be fundamentally different from the arguments
upon which all scientific laws are based.”27
Despite abandoning the belief in determinism and
mechanism by most of those involved in science, Clark
states that the general public seems to be aware that the
great advances in technology in the twentieth century have
something to do with the newly discovered laws in physics,
especially Einstein’s relativity.28 What is not understood is
this does not mean that new laws were added to old ones,
but new ones replaced old ones.29 Clark gives some
examples, starting with Newton’s first law of motion or law
of inertia, which says a moving body continues in
rectilinear motion until an external force is imposed on it.30
This was replaced by SR, whereby all bodies are moving,
so there are no fixed points by which rectilinear motion can
be measured. Clark, quoting Newton, recognizes there is
also a problem with the law of inertia for bodies supposedly
at rest because all bodies are supposedly moving.31
Ernst Mach, commenting on Newton’s absolute motion
experiment,32 said we can think of an Earth-centered
Ptolemaic system or the Copernican one because each is
equally valid.33 Mach did not believe in either absolute
motion or absolute space, but it can be assumed that
Newton’s bucket is fixed with respect to the celestial
bodies rotating around it. Possibly because Clark did not
disagree with the accepted view of heliocentrism, he did
not consider Mach’s comments on absolute motion.34 If we
begin with the assumption of absolute rotation of the Earth,
then the equator becomes oblate where the force of gravity
is reduced, the Foucault pendulum35 plane rotates, etc. “All
these phenomena disappear if the [E]arth is at rest and the

other heavenly bodies are affected by absolute motion
around it, such that the same relative motion is produced.
This is, indeed the case, if we start ab initio with the idea of
absolute space.”36 What we have here is a philosophical
choice rather than science,37 and both the Ptolemaic and
Copernican systems are correct, the latter having been
chosen due more to simplicity.38 Even Einstein in comparing the Earth-centered to the Copernican system said,
“But as motion is relative and any frame of reference can
be used, there seems to be no reason for favoring one CS
[coordinate system] rather than the other.”39 This paper
does not focus in any detail on the arguments for a
geocentric universe with the Earth immobile, a view
rejected by secular astronomers. Sadly, even though there
are approximately seventy verses of Scripture that defend a
fixed Earth and a moving Sun, heliocentrism is accepted by
most Christian astronomers and creation parachurch
organizations.40 CMI Ministries strongly defends heliocentrism, as demonstrated by Jonathan Sarfati41 and Robert
Carter.42 Besides the error of asserting science is a source
of truth, the typical excuse for ignoring the many Scriptural
verses is that geocentrism is only phenomenological
language, or possibly poetry. However, one Christian
astronomer, Geradus Bouw, defends geocentrism on the
basis of Scripture,43 and a geocentric mathematical model
36
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can be constructed which is as equally valid as the
heliocentric model.44 If the Earth does not move, then we
have absolute motion and absolute space. Newton could not
demonstrate absolute motion because he believed in
heliocentrism instead of geocentrism taught in Scripture,
and he considered the solar system to be an isolated system
independent of the rest of the universe.45
With the acceptance of relative motion, Newton’s first
law had to be abandoned, and this was the alleged reason
for Einstein’s SR.46 However, there was a much more
important reason for Einstein’s theory. In the latter
nineteenth century, an experiment was conducted by two
physicists, Michaelson and Morley (MM),47 who attempted
to measure the speed of the Earth as it was moving through
the ether in its rotation about the Sun. These results
shockingly indicated that the Earth was not moving. Steps
were taken immediately to explain away these findings, one
of the first being the invention of shrinking meter sticks
that affected the measurement in such a way that the null
result was obtained. Einstein eliminated the null result of
MM by denying the existence of the ether in his SR theory.
Special relativity made the Earth an arbitrary coordinate
system rather than a fixed reference frame. According to
Arndts, “The assumption that the [E]arth is in motion—
along with the data from the Michaelson-Morley
experiment—led directly to the postulates of special
relativity.”48 Thus, the primary reason for SR was to avoid
the unthinkable conclusion of MM that the Earth does not
move, which would destroy the Copernican system.
The first postulate of SR is that the laws of physics are
the same in all inertial reference systems, which means we
cannot detect either absolute or uniform motion by any
scientific test. However, significant problems arose with
this new theory. First, while it is claimed SR has been

validated by various tests (e.g., by Hafale and Keating to
test whether clocks slow down – time dilation, and the
Frisch and Smith muon experiment), Arndts’ evaluation is
that there are so many difficulties with these tests, they are
not credible.49 Another serious problem for SR was the
development of QM which, according to Heisenberg’s
uncertainty principle, small particles50 are different from
large particles in that they are ruled by probability
functions rather than by fixed laws.51 Problems in the
second postulate of SR, the speed of light being constant in
all reference frames also came from QM, whereby
electrons can change orbits instantaneously without
traveling, and one particle can affect another far away
simultaneously (known as spin), which also contradicted
SR.52 Still another difficulty for the speed of light is that
gravity has to be either infinite in speed or billions of times
faster than light, or planets would not maintain their
orbits.53
While SR was designed to explain away the MM result
of absolute motion, absolute motion by the inertial effect
can be detected due to a change in direction or velocity.54
In this case the observer inside the accelerating elevator
space ship can detect the acceleration, indicating there is
absolute motion, which still presented a problem for
Einstein due to the MM null result.55 If there is absolute
motion, then there is absolute space as well, which is
inconsistent with SR. The way Einstein dealt with this
problem was to develop the theory of GR, which postulated
that acceleration and gravity was the same thing. However,
Arndts demonstrated that they are only the same under
certain conditions and not the same under other
conditions.56 “The Alice-in-Wonderland conclusions found
in general relativity are the result of the Alice-inWonderland assumption that acceleration and gravity are
the same thing.”57 He says all this was necessary to avoid
the unacceptable conclusion that the Earth is motionless at
the center of the universe. Another serious problem is while
SR abolished the ether, GR put it back in. Arthur
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Eddington, a supporter of Einstein’s relativity, said, “Some
would cut the knot by denying the aether altogether. We do
not consider that desirable, or, so far as we can see,
possible; but we do deny that the aether need have such
properties as to separate space and time in the way
supposed.”58 Space was again a substance with physical
qualities, including curvature when masses are nearby.59
However, what is most important to note is the fact that
there was nothing discovered in either SR or GR, and they
were designed mainly to explain away the MM results.60
Not only do SR and GR contradict each other, the various
experiments conducted that supposedly have confirmed SR
led to unintelligible results.
Another significant difficulty arose in twentieth century
physics for subatomic particles, called the Heisenberg
uncertainty principle, which found that the position and
momentum of a particle could not be known
simultaneously because any attempt to measure these led to
a disturbance of the particle. Clark points out that the
previous belief that both position and momentum can both
be known is “…not a discovery based on observation, but
an a priori thesis adopted for other reasons.”61 Another
major problem that began in the nineteenth century was
whether light is a wave or a discrete particle (called a
photon). Max Planck circa 1900 studied the relationship
between heated bodies, and he observed different colors of
light given off, which he considered to be different
radiation frequencies. He con-structed a model in which
were small oscillators in the material that exchanged energy
with an electromagnetic field not in discrete bundles rather
than continuously. The size of each energy bundle was
proportional to the frequency of radiation. Einstein
combined Planck’s work on frequency with Thomson’s
experiments with cathode rays, and the idea of the electron
led him to develop the formula for the photon, E = hν.62
Despite these developments, the two theories are
contradictory, and each demonstrated that the other

contradicts certain observations.63 However, both are used
in physics depending on which application is considered.64
The fact that both theories are used for light led to similar
ideas about other particles. Louis de Broglie postulated that
because light has dual properties, then electrons should also
have dual properties. Another related idea in the late
nineteenth century on the study of the atom was that energy
existed in quantized discrete states. In 1913 Niels Bohr
developed the quantum energy model, which gave accurate
predictions for the hydrogen atom, but failed for atoms with
more electrons.
The new ideas from Bohr and de Broglie led Erwin
Schrödinger in 1925 to develop an equation, a form of the
wave equation in classical physics, which could predict
quantum states for atoms with more than one electron,
agreeing with experimental results.65 According to
physicist, Paul Tipler, “we can’t derive the Schrödinger
equation just as we can’t derive Newton’s laws of motion.
The validity of any fundamental equation lies in its
agreement with experiment.”66 In other words,
Schrödinger’s equation has nothing to do with any real
processes of nature; it is used simply because it works.
Even more bizarre, the square of Shrödinger’s wave
equation is magically transformed into a probability
function that gives the likelihood of finding an electron in a
particular location. The pre-twentieth century idea that light
was a classical wave, and an electron was a classical
particle disappeared, and each one “behaves like a classical
wave when propagation is considered and like a classical
particle when energy exchange is considered.”67
Commenting on the historical corpuscular theory of matter,
Schrödinger states, “what are these corpuscles really, these
atoms and molecules?—I must confess honestly I know the
answer just as little as I know where Sancho Panza’s
second donkey came from.”68 He also comments on the
nineteenth century notion that matter was considered to be
of one solid substance, and there were true models that
could explain all future movements of particles given the
initial conditions. “Quite the contrary, we are now obliged
to assert that the ultimate constituents of matter have no
‘sameness’ at all.”69 Regarding the idea of true models of
reality, he says, “[T]his attitude has now been
abandoned…. As our mental eye penetrates into smaller
and smaller distances and shorter and shorter times, we find
nature behaving so entirely differently from what we
observe in visible and palpable bodies of our surrounding
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that no model shaped after our large-scale experiences can
ever be true.”70
Besides the various contradictions among twentieth
century physics theories, some concepts, such as energy,
underwent significant definitional changes while
maintaining the same names. Two glaring examples are
energy and the first law of conservation or energy. Energy
is nothing that can be observed. Investigators during the
nineteenth century thought of it as some sort of physical
substance, and before that it had the name vis viva, which is
close to what is now called kinetic energy.71 Other forms of
energy were invented, such as mechanical energy, chemical
energy, potential energy, etc. Their sum represents total
energy, which is nothing more than an arbitrary
bookkeeping method. Bridgman, referring to a comment by
Poincaré, says when the conservation of energy seems to
fail, we just invent a new form of potential energy.72 The
energy concept was becoming more and more intangible
although the name remained the same. Commenting on the
conservation of energy as the sum of kinetic and potential
energy, Bridgman says the construct of the latter only has
meaning in terms of operations, with the choice of its
position being arbitrary.73 Electrical engineer, Fred Fish,
says, “[T]his law is not susceptible to mathematical proof,
but all experience leads to the conclusion that it is true, and
it is to be accept-ed as one of the ‘Articles of Faith,’ for the
scientist and the engineer.”74 Science philosopher, John
Kemeny, says, “a brief look at the history of conservation
laws will indicate that they hold not so much because of

any attribute of nature, but because of a human desire for
conservation laws.”75
Once QM was invented, the energy concept was
becoming even more intangible, which presented major
problems for the concept of the conservation of energy.
According to Bridgman, “there are quantum phenomena
which still may have to be treated by statistical methods,
and this may mean having to give up conservation in detail.
We have no experimental evidence…of what an electron is
doing while jumping from one quantum orbit to another.”76
Bridgman comments on other physical concepts, such as
length, which in terms of physical operations is completely
different if we compare the measurement of the diameter of
ordinary physical objects with that of electrons. In the
former case we can use some sort of ruler, but in the latter
case we have to solve electrodynamic mathematical
equations combined with experimental data.77 This means
the concept of length has different meanings depending on
which operations are performed. Not only energy, but many
other fictions were invented, such as forces, charges,
electric fields, magnetic fields, atoms, heat, etc.78 The force
construct in physics is a made-up concept that came from
the idea of pushing or pulling ordinary objects. Bertrand
Russell said, “‘Force’ was known [before Einstein] to be
merely a mathematical fiction….”79 According to Kemeny,
many concepts, such as force, are best described as
fictitious.80 For example, in Newton’s Second Law of
motion there is no way to measure force independently of
the law, so this is really a definition of force rather than a
law. If we substitute mass x acceleration (ma) for force,
then we don’t have to mention force at all. The concepts of
force, energy, mass, etc. are “free creations of the human
mind.”81 Instead of mass and acceleration, we could have
meleration, M, standing for (m + a), and accelass, A,
meaning (a-m). Now force F is not m x a, but ¼(M2 – A2).
The definition of force is arbitrary and fictitious.82
Bridgman, in agreement with Kemeny, says, regarding
electric fields, “I believe that a critical examination will
show that the ascription of physical reality to the electric
field is without justification…. It seems to me that any
pragmatic justification for postulating reality for the
electric field has now been exhausted…. I cannot find a
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single physical phenomenon or a single physical operation
by which evidence of the existence of the field may be
obtained independent of the operations which entered the
definition.”83 Also the electromagnetic field for moving
particles has no correspondence to reality.84 Regarding
atoms, “This [the atom] is evidently a construct, because no
one ever directly experienced an atom, and its existence is
entirely inferential. The atom was invented to explain
constant combining of weights in chemistry.”85 Another
fiction is the concept of heat. Bridgman says, “it is not
possible in the general case to find anything which we can
call heat as such…. The heat concept is in the general case
a sort of wastebasket concept, defined negatively in terms
of the energy left over when all other forms of energy have
been allowed for.”86 The first law of thermodynamics, dE =
dW + dQ,87 the conservation of energy, is supposedly the
most well tested law in physics.
According to Henry Morris, everything God created,
including all mass, can be expressed as energy, God
finished his creation on day six, so the total amount of
energy in the universe is constant, i.e., no energy added and
none destroyed. “Nothing is now being created and this is
what was finally formalized by science in the first law of
thermodynamics…the total energy remains unchanged; no
energy is either created or destroyed, although its form may
and does change. This is the first law of thermodynamics,
the law of conservation of energy. This law has been
validated on both the cosmic and sub-nuclear scales and is
a truly universal law, if there is such a thing.”88
Science philosopher, Kemeny, corrects this erroneous
view: “The assumption that occurs most frequently in the
modern physics text is that nature obeys certain
conservation laws…but a brief look at the history of
conservation laws will indicate that they hold not so much
because of any attribute of nature, but because of a human
desire for conservation laws.”89 For Bridgman, “The first
law of thermodynamics properly understood is not a
statement that energy is conserved, for the energy statement
without conservation is meaningless.”90 In other words, the

first law is a definition. The Second Law of
Thermodynamics, or the law of entropy, which is often
used by confused Christian apologists to argue this is a
proof that the universe had a beginning, is just as imaginary
as the First Law. One definition is that it shows that heat,
itself a fictitious concept, is always transferred from a body
of higher temperature to a body of lower temperature, with
both bodies in contact with each other. Another definition,
based on statistical analysis, says maximum entropy91 will
occur in the most probable state of a system.92 While the
Second Law tells us that energy systems lose their ability to
do work over time, there is a slight probability that entropy
could reverse itself.93 Nothing can be proved from the
Second Law. One way of considering the concepts of
physics is as a set of arbitrary rules for operating in a
laboratory. Clark says the significance of Bridgman’s
operationalism should not be missed. “Length, mass,
electric charge and all the concepts of physics are
descriptions of operations performed in laboratories. They
are not descriptions of natural objects or physical
realities.”94
This article will continue in the November, December
Trinity Review.
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