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Doesn’t Science Disprove Christianity 
 
Good morning.  We are nearing the tail end of a sermon series entitled: “Questions 
our Neighbors are Asking About God.”  This week we are going look at the 
relationship between religion and science.  Specifically the question: “Doesn’t 
Science Disprove Christianity?” It didn’t surprise us that this question came out a lot 
when our high school students hit the streets this past September. This question 
keeps a lot of people from following Jesus. 
 
Popular opponents of religion in general and Christianity in particular love to set up a 
wall of separation between science and religion. In “the God Delusion” Richard 
Dawkins “argues that you cannot be an intelligent scientific thinker and still hold 
religious belief.”  That “in your face” kind of attitude hits all of us.  For many of our 
neighbors, they see our faith as something like this flow chart  comparing faith and 
science. 
 
 
They see us as getting an idea and holding to it no matter what the facts say.  
Whereas science is seen as getting an idea, then taking in additional facts, refining 
the idea and then taking in more facts and doing more refining. 
 
If you are a young adult or teen-ager, addressing this question is extremely 
important to you.  Listen to one of the conclusions from a George Barna survey 
young adults raised in Christian homes. 
 

One of the reasons young adults feel disconnected from church or from faith 
is the tension they feel between Christianity and science. The most common 
of the perceptions in this arena is “Christians are too confident they know all 
the answers” (35%). Three out of ten young adults with a Christian 
background feel that “churches are out of step with the scientific world we live 
in” (29%). Another one-quarter embrace the perception that “Christianity is 
anti-science” (25%). And nearly the same proportion (23%) said they have 
“been turned off by the creation-versus-evolution debate.”  

 
And these are young people raised in Christian homes.  What’s very interesting in 
this debate is that science is actually more favorable to belief in God than at any 
time since the Enlightenment – more than 300 years ago.  Let me illustrate this.  In 
1900 scientists thought they had almost everything figured out.  Many predicted that 
belief in religion would be dead within a generation. 
 
Let’s pray and then we’ll take a look at this.  Buckle your seat belt – you are in for 
quite a ride this morning. 
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Science at the Beginning of the 20th Century 

 

Why did scientists at the turn of the 20
th
 century think Christianity would be dead in a 

generation?  Let me address 4 things that drove this thinking 
 

1. They believed that the universe was eternal – there was no beginning and no 
end.  The farther they pointed their telescopes into space the more galaxies 
and stars they saw. 

2. They believed that everything should be able to be figured out without any 
starting assumptions.   

3. They believed everything can be known.  Religion in general and Christianity 
in particular had appealed to a God of the gaps over the years – pointing to 
the necessity of God for anything that we didn’t understand. Any time there 
was something that science couldn’t explain Christians would say – that is 
where God comes in.  But at the beginning of the 20

th
 century science had 

closed so many gaps they thought that it was just a matter of time before all 
gaps would be closed and the need for a God would be eliminated. 

4. They had an explanation for how life came into existence naturally – without 
God.  In the biological realm, Darwin had nailed the coffin shut with his 
brilliant theory as to how life came to be. The origin of life need not be tied 
back to any creator.  

 
Each of these goes against foundational truths found in the first few chapters of 
Genesis. Christianity was in retreat.  (This gives a whole new meaning to the Retreat 
Ministry).  The 20

th
 Century exploded each of those myths. 

 

What Scientists Now Believe 

 
The Eternal Universe One of the most fascinating stories in the history of science is 
how the scientific community reacted to the discovery that there was a beginning to 
the universe. The discovery began when Edwin Hubbell discovered that the universe 
was expanding. Einstein’s General Theory of Relativity mathematically predicted this 
expanding universe.  And if you re-wind the tape of an expanding universe the 
obvious conclusion was that there was a beginning of this expansion. In 1964, two 
scientists at Bell Labs had scientific evidence of this beginning of the universe. [See 
the photo on the left of the instrument they used to do this!] And all current scientific 
evidence points to there being an end to the universe as well.   
 
This idea that there was a beginning and an end of the universe shook the scientific 
community to the core. Robert Jastrow, an agnostic astronomer documents this 
history in his book God and the Astronomers.  He puts it this way 
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"For the scientist who has lived by faith in the power of reason, the story ends 
like a bad dream. He has scaled the mountains of ignorance; he is about to 
conquer the highest peak; as he pulls himself over the final rock, he is greeted 
by a band of theologians who have been sitting there for centuries." Robert 
Jastrow God and the Astronomers 

 
Scientists struggled with the implications that this eternal universe could have a 
beginning.  One of the greatest astrophysicists of the early 20

th
 century Arthur 

Eddington said “Philosophically, the notion of a beginning of the present order of 
Nature is repugnant to me … I should like to find a genuine loophole.”  
 
Einstein’s elegant general theory of relativity predicted an expanding universe – but 
he found the implications of a beginning “senseless.”  And he inserted a fudge factor 
into his equations to offset this expansion so that the universe could be eternal and 
not have a beginning.  Later, Einstein called it the “biggest blunder of my life.” 
 
The notion that the universe someday would end was on no scientist’s radar screen 
at beginning of the 20

th
 century. So here we have two basic foundational truths of 

the Bible.  Genesis 1’s description of a beginning is no longer ridiculed and Bible’s 
prediction of an end to the universe is not something that is scoffed at. 
 
No Starting Assumptions At the beginning of the 20

th
 century scientists thought 

that everything could be reduced to a series of mathematical equations.  Two of the 
most famous 20

th
 century scientists Arthur Eddington and Bertrand Russell’s worked 

hard to show how we can prove everything mathematically. Before they could 
complete this a Dutch mathematician Kurt Gödel stunned the scientific community 
when he showed that any system of even moderate complexity could not be proven 
mathematically.  There would always be certain starting assumptions that would 
need to be made. All systems will have some things that are true but not provable – 
and must be taken by … FAITH.   By FAITH?  There isn’t supposed to be a place for 
faith in a scientific world view. 
 
Everything can be known But there’s more. Not only do we now know the 
necessity of faith, the development of modern quantum theory blasted another hole 
in the scientific world view of the early 20

th
 century.  Simply stated, this view of 

reality showed that there are some things in nature that we can never know.  There 
will always be gaps that we cannot close.  Some interpretations of quantum theory 
even propose the unthinkable – the world seems to be made in such a way as to 
require someone to observe it.  
 

"The crucial feature of atomic physics is that the human observer is not only 
necessary to observe the properties of an object, but is necessary even to 
define these properties.”  Physicist Fritjof Capra 
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Can you imagine an agnostic physicist proposing that the world requires an 
observer.  I cannot emphasize how staggering these discoveries were to the 
scientific world view.   
 
Mechanism of evolution At the beginning of the 20

th
 century no one had calculated  

the probability for Darwin’s natural selection method to work. It was just accepted –“ 
by faith”. Natural selection proved everything about where we came from and how. 
Towards the middle of the 20

th
 century, we knew enough about genetics to begin to 

calculate the probability for natural selection to work naturally. And those 
probabilities were mind boggling. Listen to the words of two agnostic scientists Tipler 
and Barrows  
 

The odds for assembling a single gene [by chance] are between 4.3 x 10 109 
and 1.8 x 10 213. … That’s 10 followed by 213 zeros] There simply has not 
been sufficient time since the formation of the Earth to try a number of [these] 
combinations…  
 
The odds against assembling the human genome spontaneously is even 
more enormous. 10 x 12 million zeros and 10 24 million zeros.

1
 

 
Just to give you an idea how big these numbers are, the number of atoms that there 
are in the known universe is a number 10 to the 78 power.  That’s ten followed by 78 
zeros.  Tipler and Barrows estimate the probability of assembling a single gene is 10 
followed by 213 zeros.  But listen to what these agnostics say:  
 

We should emphasize again that the enormous improbability of the evolution 
of intelligent life in general and Homo sapiens in particular at any randomly 
chosen point in space-time does not mean we should be amazed we in 
particular exist here.   

2
 

 
We should not be amazed? The reason they give: “We are here” and that’s proof 
enough. They say even though the odds of being Queen of England are one in 7 
billion – someone has to be queen.  Now that’s amazing.   
 
Certainly some of the foundational truths of our faith – we have a creator God – 
There was a beginning and there will be an end  -  not all things can be known – the 
nature of mystery make science a friend not an enemy of Christianity.  It may not 
seem like it down here on the street, but we are living in an age where the truth 
claims of Christianity are more compatible with science than any time since the 
Enlightenment in the 17

th
 century.  There are fewer scientific objections  for us to 

make Jesus known to a world that desperately needs Him than there were at the 
turn of the 20

th
 century. 

                                            
1
 The Anthropic Cosmological Principle Tipler and Barrow pg 565 

2
 Ibid 



5 
 

Word of Caution  

I do want to sound one note of caution however.  The argument that Christians plug 
God into the gaps of human knowledge is regrettably true. And we need to be 
careful not to do this now.  The mechanism for evolution remains highly improbable 
but science may find a more probable natural mechanism.  So we need to be careful 
not to plug God into the answer to every mystery. Right now science makes the 
claim for a creator God more probable than it did previously.  Our agnostic and 
atheistic neighbors should not just dismiss the notion of a God as an unintelligent 
option.  But many will.  In a winsome way, we need to have the confidence to 
demonstrate that intelligent folks can believe these truth claims.  The argument that 
we just need to wait for science to fill all of the gaps is no longer true.  There are 
things that are not knowable.  There is a necessity of faith.  And that sets up a 
climate for us to share the gospel with our skeptical neighbors.  

How we got to this contentious condition 

 

We have to address how did we get to the contentious condition – how we got to this 
“Science vs Religion” state that we are currently in.  Most of it is our own fault.  We 
have defended certain interpretations of the Bible as non-negotiable. We have acted 
much like that flow chart I showed at the beginning.  In particular, how we interpret 
our text this morning is critical. Previously we defended that the world was flat

3
 and 

that the earth was the center of the universe. Discoveries in science changed the 
way we interpreted the Bible.  And when we changed our interpretation, it did not 
destroy the message of the good news about Jesus that the world so desperately 
needed to hear. Today we have given the world the impression that if you want to be 
a Christian you have to believe that the world was created in 6 literal 24 hour days 
and that it happened 6,000 years ago.  This is a serious deterrent for our neighbors 
to even consider the claims of Jesus. Yet, many Christians who hold to a high 
standard of biblical inerrancy don’t believe that the world was created in 6 days.  
Some, whom I respect here at the BARN hold to a literal 6 day creation – others do 
not. Many of the pastors in our denomination reject this literal interpretation of 
Genesis. They do this because there are many other legitimate ways to interpret 
Genesis 1-2. I don’t have time to get into these now but we can talk about them at 
lunch if you want.  The problem is that we have told the world that this is what it 
means to be a Christian.   
 
Let’s read our text today from Genesis 1 – See Slide Show 

                                            
3
 Some still hold to this citing: Daniel 4:10-11. In Daniel, the king saw a tree of great height at the centre 

of the earth...reaching with its top to the sky and visible to the earth's farthest bounds. If the earth were 
flat, a sufficiently tall tree would be visible to the earth's farthest bounds, but this is impossible on a 
spherical earth. Likewise, in describing the temptation of Jesus by Satan, Matthew 4:8 says, Once again, 
the devil took him to a very high mountain, and showed him all the kingdoms of the world [cosmos] in 
their glory. Obviously, this would be possible only if the earth were flat. The same is true of Revelation 
1:7: Behold, he is coming with the clouds! Every eye shall see him... 
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My Journey 

 
It took me many years to recognize that there are two creation stories in Genesis.  
One in Genesis one and one in Genesis two. And they are not the same.  It took me 
many years to see that the first is written in a style of Hebrew poetry. You could hear 
that in the cadence as it was read. Chapter 2 is written more as a historical 
narrative.  We don’t hold Hebrew poetry to a literal interpretation when it says that 
the “Trees of the field clap their hands.”  Yet I was holding our text today to a literal 
interpretation. 
 
I would say to those of us who hold to a 6 day 24 hour literal creation interpretation, 
that we need to recognize it as an unnecessary stumbling block to faith in Christ.  It 
is not one of the essentials to becoming a follower of Jesus. The cross should be the 
only stumbling block to faith in Jesus.  Maybe you could consider those of us who 
don’t hold your view as un-enlightened – but hopefully you see that we can draw 
upon the saving power of Jesus without holding to that belief.  Isn’t that what you 
want for your neighbors?  Strategically, is it wise to make this one of the hurdles to 
faith in Christ?  Can Paul’s appeal to be all things to all men in order to win some 
apply here? 
 
Some of us have adopted that flow chart I showed at the beginning.  If the Bible 
seems to plainly say that God created the world in six days and made the plants 
before he made the sun and moon and the stars, then that is what I am going to 
believe no matter what the evidence says. I say – no.  We need to be open to learn 
from science – from what is called the “Book of Nature.”  Nature is God’s book as 
well.  We do this not to prove that God’s word is untrue – but that perhaps our 
interpretation is not true.  We need to be much more like that flow chart on the left. 
  
We, as Christians don’t need to be afraid of Science –In fact, as Christians we 
should be the best scientists because we can be open to whatever can be 
uncovered through science.  This is not true for the non-Christian.  Their world view 
prevents them from exploring certain avenues.  Listen how objective this Nobel Prize 
winner and Harvard biology professor Dr. George Wald when faced with the 
overwhelming evidence against spontaneous generation of life.: 
 
 “That leads us scientifically to only one conclusion- that life arose as a supernatural 
creative act of God…I will not accept that philosophically because I do not want to 
believe in God. Therefore, I choose to believe in that which I know is scientifically 
impossible, spontaneous generation arising to evolution. 
 
Francis Crick co-discoverer of the structure of the DNA molecule shows this bias 
when he tells biologists: 
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 “Biologists must constantly keep in mind that what they see was not 
designed, but rather evolved.”

4
 

 
Oh really!  Why do they have to constantly keep that in mind?  Because it looks so 
designed.  As Christians we don’t need to be afraid of the truth we uncover.  We 
don’t need to say: 
 

Cosmologists must constantly keep in mind that what they see was created 
6000 years ago. 

 
We are free to go where the data takes us.  Maybe what we discover makes God 
appear a little more improbable – so what. Wait another 50 years and someone else 
will find something that makes belief in God more probable.  Maybe we will uncover 
something that goes against our interpretation of the scriptures – but that should 
drive us back to God and ask – What did You mean there? And that is a good thing.  
We don’t need to be afraid of this. 
 
I spent the better part of my Christian life attempting to come up with a way to 
reconcile a 6 twenty-four hour day creation with what I saw in God’s other book – 
nature - the world He created.  One of the pieces that I could not reconcile was that I 
believed that the Bible taught that there was no death before the fall of man. All of 
the scientific evidence seemed to point to the fact that there was death before man 
appeared on the scene.  A lot of death.  But that was not consistent with my 
interpretation of the Bible. Then about 4 years ago, we did a Bible study at our 
company and Mike Scudder went through a brilliant exegesis of the texts attempting 
to demonstrate that God’s word shows that there was animal death before the fall. 
At the end, although I was not fully convinced – there were still holes – I realized that 
this was a valid and biblically sound framework to understand the scriptures. I also 
realized that there were holes in my framework.  This was a major breakthrough for 
me.  What it uncovered in me was two things.  Like the scientists of the early 20

th
 

century I thought that I needed no gaps in my understanding.  I needed  to have an 
air tight reconciliation of the two books of God.  I needed to have everything figured 
out.  Second it revealed that there was a fear that somehow science would prove 
that the Bible was not the word of God.  That the fossil record would somehow show 
that there was death before the fall and my theological framework would come 
tumbling down.  I came to the point where I am today and In the beginning God 
created the heavens and the earth and that God’s word is true – and I don’t need to 
be afraid of any new discoveries of science – maybe it will shake up some of my 
interpretations of the Bible and like the scientific flow chart I will have to take this 
back to God and say: “What did you mean here?”  What has happened is my 
confidence in God and the truthfulness of His word is stronger than ever before. 
There are facts that our faith is objectively based on.  Paul did not say our faith is 

                                            
4
 What Mad Pursuit 1988 by Francis Crick 
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vain if God didn’t create the world in 6 days – but he said our faith is vain if Jesus did 
not rise from the dead.   

Conclusion 

Doesn’t science disprove Christianity. At the turn of the century, science “proved” 
the universe was eternal – no beginning and no end.  Science “proved” that God 
was not needed to bring forth life on this planet.  And Science “proved” that 
everything was knowable. Scientists don’t believe those anymore.  One of the 
greatest atheistic physicists of the 20

th
 century Richard Feynman said this:  

If you thought that science was certain — well, that is just an error on your 
part." 

We need not be afraid of science. Nor do we need to be afraid of our neighbor’s 
scientific world view.  Pick our fights.  True science can only uncover the true nature 
of the reality that God created.  When your neighbor says: “I don’t believe in your 
God of the bible.”  You can say – “Tell me about this god and his Bible you don’t 
believe in.  Maybe I don’t believe in a god like that either.”  
 
Also let us not be so in love with our interpretations of the scriptures that we are 
afraid to allow them to be changed when confronted with the facts. Remember one 
of the complaints of our kids – that we are saying that we are too confident that we 
know all the answers.  May God continue to reveal to us His whole counsel and may 
we be open to hear how He reconciles these two books of His – His book of nature 
and His book of scripture. And may God continue to reveal to us His desire to 
reconcile the world in Jesus.  Let’s pray. 


