SCIENCE -~ TRUTH OR FICTION ?

The Bible clalms that God's Word is Truth in John ERT A

1

Isaish 8:20 makes this bold statement, "...if they speak not

aecording to this word, 1t is because there 1s no light in

T

them." A strong statement that! Yet many in the name of
science deny v%st poBlidhs of The BibBle 40 hob the enbtirety ol
1t. How can this he?

First - just what is scilence? According to Webster's
Dictionary the word sclence comes {rom a French word that

1

he

by

means "to kmow". Several alternate definitions are given, each

of which include kmowledge, facts and truth. Two specific
definitions given are: (1) "a branch of study concernsd with T
obgservation and classification of facts, especlally, with the
establishment of verifiasble laws." and (2) "accumilated
knowledge systematized and formulated with reference to the

discovery of genersl truths or the operation of general laws.™

b

iote particularly these three points: (1) verifiable lavs,
(2} general laws and {3) general truths. It is very plain
then, if the Bible is true {and you can prove that it is) and
sclentists restricted themselves strictly to scientific con-

cilusions within the confines of these definitions of science,

TRE COULD BE NO CONPLICT! Truth 1s trubth no metter where it

PR

2 found - in the Bible, or in the heavensg, or in the scien-

tific leborstories, or wherever!
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nanientists’ Veer from Definition

Advances in technology have certainly proved the va.is el
geientific research and development. Space achievements havs
also proved that many of the predictions of science, even
xhough they have had a "puck Rogerish" aspect, were sbsolutely
correct. The television and electronic industries, based on
an ever-widening srea of scientific research and development,
have head a tremendous impact on the American economy and way
of 1ife - whether for good or bad is a debatable point.
Nowhere is 1t possible tTo svoid coming into direct contact with
many of the chemical products that have resulted from chemical
research and development. Certainly those branches of sclence
have proved that they are nased on a solid footing of truth.
Mechanical, opbtical and sound technologies have also mece
tpemendous contributions TO the Americen way of life - the
sutomobile and the Jet plane have revolutionized the American
mode of travel. Can 1t be denied that any of these are based
on a good truthful scientific footing? MNo it cannot .

But, since Mgeientists® do not generally agree with the
Pible, something is Wrong. The Bible is absolutely true, wnich
you can prove - and certainly ought to prove Or prove agsain if
you have already proved 1t once. deience 1s based on:

{1} verifisble lavs, (2) general laws and (%) general truths -
ao it is true by its very definition. Thus we are confronted
w4h an apparent paradox - truth contradicting truth. Wny?

The problem is much the same in science as it is In

peligion =~ many come in +he name of Christ who don't really




helieve Him or obey Him; so also many come in the name of
science or claim to be scientists who are not scientists at all
ir. the strict sense of the term. The respect and sometimes
almost worship that science receives from the public 1s due to
the technological advances of true science and the inablility
of most people to differentiate between the results of true
science and the wild claims of the pseudo-sciences, "Confi-
dence toward science is steadlly growing, founded upon the
progressive generallity that marks the march of science as well
as upon the successful spplication of technology, both indi-
cating that the complex symbolic structures developed by
scientists do reflect in some fashion, even though smplguously
and with distortions, the complex order and structure of

nature." (The Blements and Structure of the Physical Sciences

by J. A. Ripley, page 550). WNotice that he attributes the
groving confidence in science to its application in making
things - things that are physical and can be seen end felt.
TERE IS NO DOUBTING WHAT THEY CAN SEE AND FEEL - so they
think that science is true as it takes credit for thelr

production. Bub is 1t really?

The “scientists", themselves, often doubt the veracity of
their cle.ms! Note this amarzing analysis of Karl Popper's
ohilosopny of science given by Herman Bondi in his book The

_iverse at Large, page 13, "iis analysis is so profound and

rings so true that it may be userful to describe it here in brief.
The essential point that Popper mskes with such force is that

the real basis of science is the possibility of empirical




DISPROOF. It is NOT PRCOF that is of importance 1n sclence; on
the contrary, he claims, PROOF CAN NEVER BE GIVEN!" (caps are

mine). Karl Popper is the author of Iogle of Scientific

Discovery, Basic Books, 1559. This doesn't sound like a
science made up of verifiable laws, general laws and general
truth - somewhere somehow they have gotten off the track of
true science. They still go under the name of science, though.

Tsn't this what the apostle Paul had reference to in I _Tim. 6:20,

"o Timothy, keep that which is committed to thy trust, avold-
ing profane and vain babblings, and oppositions of sclence

Talsely so called:"? To understand what has happened in the

"scientific fleld" it is necessary to get a basic understand-

ing of. what constitutes a "science".

Physical Science

One would guess by the name that a "physical science”
should have something to do with physical things and that sll
"sciences' dealing with physical things should be called
"physical science"; but they aren't - why not? Professor

J. A. Ripley in his book The Elements And Structure of The

Physical Sciences, page 3, states that: "...the subject

matter of physical science is the systematic development of
generalizations involving matter and energy in all their
manifestations, ...But, it mey be asked, if we include sll
menifestations of matter and energy, does not that imply the
inclusion of biology and possibly psychology as well?...

Lo 1s enczh to say that unlike astronomy, most of geology,

and chemistry ..., biology is still very far from permitting
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...lts systematic reduction to, and inclusion 88, a branch of
snysicsal science,” )

Biology and part of geology are not considered by Professor
Ripley to be included as part of the physical sciences for
reasons thaet will become clearer as the study continues.

Biology is now called a "science" but it is obvious
that it does not as yet come within the definition of "science"
given in Vebster's Dictionary. Because the "biolobical
sciences” have by popular and long usage become known as
"science" 1t Jras become necessary to differentiate beltween them
and the "physical sciences". & little reflection on the names
wlll show how arbitrary the names are - biological things
certainly are Just as physical as those of the physical
sclences. They just cannot be included as physical science
because they do not conform to the definition of "physical
science" i.e., to be capable of a "systematic development! -
which is in actuality the dictionary definition of just plain
science!l

Since the biological "sciences" do not reduce to general
and verifisble laws, these "sciences" have become fertile
ground for the doctrine of evolution. Indeed, so deeply
entrenched 1s the evolutionary "lie" in the biological
"sciences"” that the professors and teachers in these Fields
of' study claim thaet they cannot teach biology "truthfully" in
states that have anti-evolution laws on the statute books.

Most of the law-makers have heen so steeped themsélves in the

lies of evolution taught in the name of "blological science"

Ul
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that they sincerely think that these fields of study are, in
actuality, part of science (that is "to know") and that they
would appear to be bigoted and uneducated if they opposed the
reveal of such "stupid" laws. So the ancient doctrine of
evolution gained a secure foothold in the educational insti-
tutions of the western world by its acceptance within the
fold of revered "science' - "bioclogical science"” (and through
these into the "earth sclences').

Duriﬁg the seventeenth-century Scientific Revolution
chemistry beéan to gain some status as & sclence. Dr, Derek

Price's book, Science Since Bsbylon, mskes this statement on

page 70: "During that century, chemistry, as the next of the
sciences, began to climb from the uncertain rationale of
technology toward some scientific status.”

At sbhout this same time orgsnic chemlistry begen to be
organized into a systematic science along with inorganic
chemistry, although the connection between the two was com-
plicated by the fact that 1ife processes vere considered to
be a part of organic chemistry. Now organic chemistry is
simply that portion of the chemical sciences that is con-
cerned with the carbon compounds. The need for the theory
of evolution 1s rather closely asscclated with the expulsion
of life processes from chemistry - the "life process”
(biological) area of study was still not organized as a
sclence. This is clearly brought out in the following quote

found on pages 71 and 72 of Price's book, Sclence Since

Bebylon: "As organic chemistry was shakily rising, so also



sere the biological sclences. mo let drop the mezlc nNEXS o
Darwin is sufficient €O demonstrate the intensity of the
rgvolution that he created end that resounded more tThan &Iy
previous scientific advonce in 1ts public repercussions.
Although this was one of the greatest scientific advences
ever mede, it is important +o pealize that it was not &

breaskthrough bul a BREAK-INTO. At the time when Darwin's

theories were promulgated, the hiological sclences comprised

varely more than sort of catalofue reisonne'!. The pieces of

the jlgsaw pﬁzzle were all sorted, and 1t vas D-rwin and his
contemporaries who lald out the frame and began the joo of
creating what was virtuslly a new sclence.' (caps mine).

Dr. Price calls Darwin's contribution a "scientific
advance", but he clearly polnts out that it was through
evolution that the biological data could be systematized into
whet is now called "biological science'. The "laws" around
Jaich biology had to be organized into 2 "geience' are
actually only those postulated by the theory of evolution.
stated enother way blology, as & science, 1s based on no
lawe at all and cannot rightly be called a science in the
e meaning of the word. William P. D. Wightman brings this

point out very empnatically in his book, The Growtn of

qetlentific Ideas on page 395: BThe Big Idea of blology 1s

evolution., It stands in relation to biology as the atomic
theory Lo chemistry, and the theory of gravitation 1o physics.”

The previous cuote from Ripley's book on the physical

sciences also states that only part of geology could rightly



be called one of the physical sciences. Why? It, too, as the
"oiological sciences” has been gystemstized intc a "science™
by the use of "laws" that in truth are not laws at all.

These "laws™ are based on the "principle of uniformitarisanism”
first proposed by Hutton and latewr popularized by Lyell. Since
neither the theory of evolution nor the "principle of
uniformitarianism” have ever been proved, nor can they be
proved, "laws" based on them cannot be valid. The "sciences"
‘based on ") ays derived from these theories cannot be valid
sclences eithed.

W..ut, then remains? - is there no truth st 2ll in science?
Trus science is present in our soclety today which, as already
mentioned, our technological advances hsve proved, but the
truth has been smothered oy the sensational and popularized
versions of "science". People are just naturally interested
in a mystery, vain bebblings, "fables and endless gensologies"”
(I Tim. 1:4) - seeking for the begiming of things. People
1ike this approach because it tends to knock dovn authority
and they hate authority and laws - primarily because God 1s
the Lawgiver!

Science has historically been considered to be in oppo-
sition to religion. It is frequently forced into this position
vecause of misunderstanding or mistrust, but often it is
racause of the presence among the scientists of those who
profess "sclence falsely so called".

Gerald Holton makes this observation in pis article "The

False Images of Science" which appeared in the January 9, 1960



issue of the Baturday Evening Post: "To some extent science
was pushed into this position {(of an iconoclast) by the ancient
but dangerous tendency of some philosophers to prove the exis-
e of God by pointing to problems which science could not
solve at the Time, Newton himself, who was deeply interested
in vheology, wrote, "It 1s not to be conceived that mere mech-
anical causes could give birth to so many regular motions
{in the solar system). ...This most beautiful system of the

sun, planets and comets could only proceed from the counsel
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and dominion of an intelligent end powerful belno

The key to how a useful and true science can be deter—

mined is found in Newton's methods. He locked for "how"
comething worked or was bensving under existing conditions-

)
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not ‘where” or "how" or "when'" it ceme to be. The law of

0]

universal gravitation (and it is a law in spite of the fact
that Mr, Wightmen called it a theory on page 7) determined by

Newtcon is still the basls for all mechenical and physical law
even voday. Astronomy, physics, mechanics 2nd chemistry ars
sll besed on the acllon of exact laws that can be observed in

space Oor 1n the laboratory. It is a positive approach to

-

unéerstanding and using our environment - not the nszative
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sproving, doubting approach so much in vogue today.

Recently as the result of the “genius" of Albert Einstein,
Newtalan Mechanics have been imputed to be in errvor in some
very few cases - none of which are of any consequence except

waers The investlgations wander of T into the nebuloug aress

of: when 1t came to be, where it came from, and how it came



to be., 1In all normal areas of paysical end mechanical zciences,
New "nian Mechanlcs still give sxact answers - even orbitel

celculations for satellites stilil employ non-relativistic

mechanics. Again guoting from Ripley's book, The Zlements

And Structure of The Phvsical Sciences, page 538, "So, in 1917,

when minstein began publishing his work in general relativity,
an upsurge in cosmology took place and a new look was given
the universe wnose form scemed so precisely oublined in the
m@chanics‘of Newtonien physics. IZinstein's general theory
raised the posgibility of an slt efnuue way of looking at the

niverss.” Just what does he mesn by an "alternate wey" of

leookdng at 1t? It turns out that it 1s & philosophical way

The Principle of Relativity: Hencelf'ortn space by itself, and

tilme vy itsell, zre doomed Lo feade away into mere shadows, and
only a kind of union of the two will preserve the independent

rezlity." And again he quotes from Albery Binstelin,

Philosopher-Scientist on page 463: "Why were another seven

years recuired for the construction of the general theory of
relativity? The main reason lies in the fact that 1t 1s not
eagy to free onesell from the idea that coordinates must have
an lrmediate metrical meaning." In other words, one must
divorce nimself from reality! This apnroach has a certain
similarity with the metaphysical spproach to religion
in the esst cept Tor the mathematical rigor employed.

Professor G. C., McVittie mekes this frank admission in the

10




Imtrocuetion to his book, General Reletivity end Cosmclogy,

on page 2:  "An individual scientist may perhaps believe that he
srsues nls worlc without ccnsidering philosophnical gquestions

of Ttiizs Xxind, but his beliel is illusory, and arises simply
because tie scientist has unconsciocusly acguired some partic -

uler metephysical outlock." And the outlook they have acquired

These are the reasons for evolutlion and relativity taking

the "sciences" todsy - they are

3

suchh prominent ocositions is

sensational end God rejecting! BUT THESE ARE NOT SCIENCES!
BEdEce N1T Sefcnés THER @

I3

Is there eny value to any of the sclences then? Yes,

iy

even agide frow the tecanologicel and sconomic blessings of
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applied science there are very deepd educational benefits to
be derived from the study of true sclence., Astronomy (with
The pseudoscience, cosmology, shripped from 1t) is the back-
none oF all tie T¥ie Bciences and certainly proves the exig-

ch Newton made specizal note.
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Guoting agaein from Derek Price's book, Science Since Babvlon,
‘...by far the mosh highly developed, most recog-
nizebly modern, yebt most continuous province of scientific
learning, was mathematical astronomy. ...In comparison, all
other parts of modern sclence sppear derivative or subsequent:
cither tansy Grew thelr insplretion directly from the success~
(UL sulliclency of mathematical and logical explanstions for
agironomy or they developed later, probably as & result

acent subjects.”
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Gerald Holton brings out the vital need for some under—
standing of sclence in soclevy vocey - even if only elementery
in neture - in his erticle "The False Image of Science': "Tre
brutal fact is that, by losing contact with even the elemen~
tary facts of modern sclence, our intellectusls for the first
vime in history, are losing thelr hold on understanding the
world, OGf all the evils arising from the separation of culture
and scientific knowledge, this bewllderment and homelessness is
the most terrifying.

God would have had a more &ifficult time in showing Job
tiie tremendous feats of creavicn and sustaining the universe
had Job nad no undérstanding of science, astronomy, for

instence. Jorb ‘Censt wnou bhind the sveet influences

o
SN

oo
!

[_J

i

.
N
A¥]

of the Pleiadses or looze the bands of Orion? Canst thou bring
forth Mazzaroth in hils sesscns? or censt thou guide Arcturus
with nidls sons? Knowest thou the ordinances of heaven? Canst
domdlnicn thereof in the earth?" This would have
meznt 1ittle to Joo hed he not known a Iittle about sstronomy,
Tor exarpls, the vuzzler of star clusters—vwhy they are
grouped es tnsy ere has puzzled astronomers throughout all
Alstory. e knev of the orderly motion of the planets, moon
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Danlel was well-versed in science toc (see Dan. 1:4),

wiich was part of the reason, &t least, that he could be of

¢ to the king of Babylon. It was also part of the reason

(r

02 nac sucn faith—he could understand better the awvesome

power and glory of God.



How did Job, Daniel, David and the others know socut Tne
complex order of the heavenly bodies? Could they have teen
acquainted with astronomy” Obviously they were-the pressr-
vetion of the method for cslculating the calendsr by an
infusion of principles of astronomy with the annual Savbatis
could only be acquired by a knowledge of astronomy and a
knowledge of God! This fusion of knowledge of God and sclence
is precisely what is lacking today in astronomy and 21l science!
It is for‘this reason thet astronomers, when consldering the
calendar, say that the joint motions of the sun, earth and moon
are "incommensurable, no really satisfactory solution is pos~
sible, and the modern calendsr of civilized nations entirely

disressrds the moon." (From Astronomy by Russell, Dugan, and

The diverzence apparently started back in Abrsham's day
according to Josephus. Then, as now, the simplified motions
were used te serve specific purposes-then the Saros cycle was
used to predict the eclipse seasons for pagan religious rites.
Now agzin the troplcel year is used to confuse the seasons of
God's Testivals. The Saros 1s a measure of the periodic .
regrescion of the nodes of the plane of rotation of the moon
£ad is relatively easy to measure and tabulate with simple
instrumentaiion~possibly Stonehenge was used for this very
purpose. The Saros cycle has no connection with the nineteen
. -ar Metonlc cycle aelthough its period is confusingly close-~

2 1ittle over eighteen years.



Ihe knowledge of the interrelation between the calondar
calovlatlions and Cod's seascns rust have been whet the
Cheldeans did not want Abram to divulge to the people. {Ses
Jgosephus, Anticuities of the Jews, Book T, Chapter VII.)
Anotasr interesting coint is cleared up in the same book by
Jogephus in chaonter i1, section 3 conoerning Seth. e, too,
Was an astronomer end even left a record of the data still
I8 1t a coinclidlence that the base date for celendar
celculation, 3701 B. C., should come in the early years of
nhat date is still
C at thalt time and that date has
cxrried on ever since. It certein y 18 too Tar off to have

God's people heve anciently nhad a basic knowledge of
science. At least an elementary Imowledge of true science
& escentlal to all educated peopls - and all Christiens
caould be educated. Only ths instruction Paul gave Timothy
In I Tim. 1:% needs to be followed, "Neither give heed to

£

Tables and endless genealogies,” which means to seek afier

the sources or beginnings.
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