
"Science and religion - is it either/or or both/and?"  

Hi everyone.  Let me start this talk the way all good talks start: with a meme.   

 

This is what many scientists think of when they hear someone say that they believe in God.  The 

ancient aliens guy.  Crazy.  Deluded.  Strange Hair.  Let me ask for a show of hands: do any of you have 

atheist or agnostic friends who have asked you difficult questions about science?  And how many of 

you have asked questions about the compatibility of science and God?  I know I have.   

 

This question of the relationship between science and religion is a very important subject in today’s 

culture, both for Christians and non-Christians.  For Christians, especially those studying at universities, 

science is often considered to be in opposition to religion.  Science, it is claimed, can answer all the 

questions which were once answered by religion. Conversely, for non-Christians, science is sometimes 

advanced as an insurmountable obstacle to the Christian faith.  If we believe firmly in the validity and 

truth of science, then we don’t need to bother considering the claims of Jesus.  I want to speak to both 

Christians and non-Christians today. My goal in this talk is to clear away whatever difficulties are 

preventing people from taking the Christian faith seriously or from living it out confidently.  I’m going 

to argue not only that science and religion are compatible, but that science can give us good reasons to 

believe that God exists.   

 

I understand that this is quite a challenge; many of you are probably thinking  “One does not simply 

reconcile science and religion.”  But if I don’t answer all of your questions in the next hour, I hope I’ll be 

able to convince you that such reconciliation is at least possible. 

 

Here is my outline for tonight.  I want to start with some definitions.  I then want to address six major 

classes of claimed conflict between ‘science’ and ‘religion’ and explain why I don’t think any of them 

are valid.  Next, I want to present some ways in which modern science can point us towards God rather 

than away from him.  Finally, I want to close by asking the question: ‘If God exists, why isn’t the 

scientific evidence more conclusive?’ This problem is known as the hiddenness of God and is a subject 

that is often passed over in talks like this one.  So let’s start with some definitions.   

 

First, what is science?  According to Merriam-Webster, science is “a system of knowledge covering 

general truths … especially as obtained … through the scientific method."  So here, science is defined 

methodologically; it’s an approach to truth that uses the scientific method.  So what is the scientific 

method?   

 

Generally speaking, it involves the steps of observation, hypothesis, experimentation, and revision.  We 

observe some phenomenon; we form a hypothesis, and we do experiments testing the hypothesis, 



which is then either confirmed or disconfirmed.  Now this definition of science is not the only or even 

the best definition; for instance, many theoreticians like myself can go months or –truth be told- even 

years without directly interfacing with experiments.  But this definition is sufficient for our purposes 

tonight.  

 

Second, what is religion?  Sociologists will fight for hours over this question, but in the context of a 

conflict between ‘science and religion’, religion usually refers to monotheism - belief in a good, 

personal transcendent Creator and sustainer of the universe.   

 

Now that we’ve defined our terms, let’s move on to our next section: what exactly is the conflict 

between science and religion?   

 

If you listen carefully to statements made by prominent atheists, you’ll find that there is not one 

claimed conflict, but actually several different conflicts.  There are six major categories that I’ve 

identified: definitional, metaphysical, epistemological, magisterial, Humean, and evolutionary.  Let’s 

look at each of these categories and I’ll show you why I don’t think they’re valid.   

 

First, let’s look at the definitional conflict between science and religion.  Here are some statements 

about the contrast between science and religious faith:  

 

“Another meme of the religious meme complex is called faith.  It means blind trust in the absence of 

evidence, even in the teeth of evidence.” – Richard Dawkins, The Selflish Gene 

Here, the Neoatheists define ‘faith’ as ‘belief without evidence.’  Now what’s the problem with that?   

The problem is that that is not what the word ‘faith’ means; it’s not how the Bible uses the word ‘faith’ 
or how Christians have thought about the concept of faith for thousands of years.  
 
The Greek word ‘pistis’ which is translated as ‘faith’ in modern Bibles does not mean ‘belief without 
evidence.’  It’s better understood to refer to ‘personal trust in God.’  Examples can be furnished by any 
personal relationship.  For instance, if I said ‘I have faith in my wife,’ I would not mean ‘I believe that 
she exists without evidence”.  I would mean that I trust her.  Now, is that trust necessarily contrary to 
evidence?  Not at all!  Over 16 years of marriage my wife has given me plenty of evidence to show me 
that she loves me, keeps her promises, and is eminently trustworthy.   

The same is true of God.  Faith is not opposed to evidence because our trust in God can be based on 
evidence that He exists, that He’s good and is worthy of our confidence.  So this first idea that ‘science 
is based on evidence, while religion is based on faith’ is predicated on a faulty understanding of biblical 
faith and therefore does not represent a real conflict between science and religion.  

Second, let’s look at another claimed area of conflict between science and religion.  



“Any account of nature should pass the tests of scientific evidence; …Nature may indeed be broader 
and deeper than we now know; any new discoveries, however, will but enlarge our knowledge of the 
natural."— Humanist Manifesto II. Nobel Laureate James Watson and poet Matthew Arnold make 
similar statements.  And perhaps some of you recognize this movie quote.   
 
And if you do, you should be very, very ashamed.  I’ve never, ever seen this movie.  I’m not even sure 
how this image got into my presentation.   
 
In these arguments, no mention is made of ‘faith.’  Instead, we are told that science shows that Nature 
is all that exists.  So is this objection true?  Does science really show that nothing outside of nature 
exists?  Absolutely not.  Why? 

The position that ‘nature is all that exists’ is known as naturalism.  But naturalism is a metaphysical 
proposition, not a scientific proposition.  In other words, naturalism is not the result of science; instead 
it is a philosophical assumption that, in this case, is tacked on to the discipline of science.  After all, 
precisely what experiment demonstrates that ‘Nature is all that exists’?  Is there a list of all existing 
entities written on the back of a napkin somewhere?   

So I can just find some competent scientist like professor Frink here and hand him microscope and he’ll 
scan down the list and say ‘Rocks, planets, stars, pizza, books, etc… etc… Nope No God or angels or 
demons on here.’? Clearly not.  

So why do so many people say that science demonstrates that Nature is all that exists?   I think they’re 
confusing methodological naturalism with metaphysical naturalism.  What do I mean? Based on our 
definition of science, science can only address regular, repeatable, empirically testable phenomena.  
How else could you perform the ‘experimentation’ step of the scientific method?  Consequently, 
scientists generally assume that unknown entities will not interfere with their experiments.  This 
assumption often takes the form of methodological naturalism; it’s an assumption we make so that we 
can meaningfully interpret our experimental results.   But notice that the assumption of 
methodological naturalism for the purposes of our experiments in no way necessitates metaphysical 
naturalism, the idea that there are no non-natural entities at all. 

To see how this works, imagine I am feeling sick and I’m referred to a toxicologist to determine why I 
am sick.  After many rounds of tests, he cannot explain my illness.  So he comes to me and says ‘I can’t 
figure out why you’re sick.   Your symptoms must be a result of some unknown poison.’  I say ‘Or I 
suppose my symptoms might not be the result of poison at all.  Maybe I have a cold.’  Suddenly, the 
doctor turns red.  ‘Nonsense!’ he shouts, ‘I am a toxicologist.  I don’t believe in colds!’  How would you 
react?  I think you’d do something like this:  

You’d probably recognize that the toxicologist has confused methodology with metaphysics.  For the 
purposes of his diagnosis, he assumes that some poison must be the root cause of my symptoms; but it 
doesn’t follow that no other causes can possibly exist.  But can’t scientists be guilty of the same 
mistake?  When confronted with an incident with no known natural cause, the response is ‘There must 
be some unknown natural cause.  I am a scientist. I don’t believe in supernatural causes!’ So while I 



agree that there is a potential conflict here, it is not a conflict between science and God.  Instead, it is a 
conflict between naturalism and theism, two metaphysical positions.   

Now let’s consider a third claimed conflict between science and religion, that of epistemology.   

Consider this quote from Stephen Hawking: 

“There is a fundamental difference between religion, which is based on authority, and science, which is 
based on observation and reason. Science will win because it works.” – Stephen Hawking 
 
What Hawking is describing here is what he sees as a difference between religious and scientific 
epistemology.  What is that?   
 
Epistemology is the study of how we know truth.  Here, Hawking says that religion and science 
approach knowledge of the truth in two completely different ways and that the scientific approach is 
better.  The position that often underlies these types of objections is known as ‘scientism’, the belief 
that ‘science is the only way to know truth.’  So is this objection valid?  Is science the only way to know 
truth?  
 
No.  In fact, the statement that ‘science is the only way to know truth’ is demonstrably false because it 
is self-refuting.   

Ask yourself: is the statement “science is the only way to know truth” itself true?  If it is, how do you 
know that is true? Certainly not through science!  Which experiment shows you that ‘science is the 
only way to know truth?’  There isn’t one.  But if this truth cannot be known through science, then 
science is not the only way to know truth.  The statement is self-refuting and therefore false.  But what 
if we make a more modest claim like “Science is the only reliable way to know truth”?   

Again, do we know that truth reliably?  If so, how?  Not through science!  So this statement is also self-
refuting.  I think that the most optimistic claim we make is to say something like ‘science is the best 
way to know truths which can be known through science.” But that is hardly a claim that demonstrates 
a clear conflict between science and religion.   

Fourth, you’ll occasionally hear the claim that ‘all good scientists are atheists.’   

I think that most actual scientists know better than to say something like this, but it’s a claim that you 
hear repeated quite frequently on the internet.  

And it’s certainly true that many vocal atheists like Richard Dawkins, Lawrence Krauss or Neil Degrasse 
Tyson are scientists.  This fact is often troubling to many Christians, because we –rightly, I think- tend 
to esteem scientists.  So how do we respond to this claim? 

First and foremost, we need to be absolutely clear that consensus does not determine truth.  Just 
because most people or even most intelligent people believe some proposition absolutely does not 



mean that that proposition is true.  120 years ago, most of the world’s best scientists believed in the 
existence of luminiferous ether; does that mean that ether exists?  No.  In the same way, it’s not 
enough to simply observe that many scientists are atheists.  We still need to ask whether they have 
good reasons for their belief. 

Second, expertise in science does not imply expertise in any other area, whether it’s economics or 
philosophy or theology.  This is a rule that many scientists are apt to forget.  It is helpful to keep in 
mind the statement of the eminent physicist Richard Feynman: “I believe that a scientist looking at 
nonscientific problems is just as dumb as the next guy.” Scientists are not oracles or wizards or high-
priests.  We don’t have all the answers.  And when it comes to topics we haven’t studied, we won’t be 
any more reliable than a layperson although –unfortunately- we are likely to sound much more 
convincing. 

Third, the idea that the majority of scientists are atheists is actually false.  While the percentage of 
atheists is vastly higher among scientists than among the general public, it is still a minority.  Most 
scientists believe either in God or in a ‘higher power’ of some kind.  And there are a number of very 
prominent scientists who are evangelicals; the most well-known is probably Francis Collins who is the 
head of the NIH.   

However, I would strongly resist playing the ‘my dad can beat up your dad’ game.  It’s helpful to 
know that there are many, many scientists who are Christians.  But ultimately, the truth of Christianity 
or its compatibility with science doesn’t depend on how many scientists are on ‘our side.’   

Fifth, let’s examine what I call the Humean objection.   

Here are some representative quotes, the first by renowned Scottish skeptic David Hume and the other 
two by professing Christians.   The argument here is that, because miracles cannot occur, God –or at 
least the miracle-working God of the Bible- cannot exist. 

Let me begin by noting that the last two statements here aren’t even arguments.  They’re purely 
rhetorical.  It would be like saying “I can’t believe that in this day and age, with the Internet and cell 
phones and airplanes that you still believe in llamas.”  That’s not an argument.  You’re just trying to 
make the other person feel dumb. 

But is there an actual argument that can be made against miracles?  Hume certainly makes one.  First, 
he defines miracles as ‘violations of natural laws’ and then he argues that we should never trust 
reports of miracles because all of our personal experience testifies to the fact that natural laws are 
never violated.  Hume’s argument was and is very popular, but is it a good argument? 

No.  Right off the bat, his argument falls apart if we have ever personally experienced a plausible 
miracle or have personally heard a report from a credible source.  Let me give just one example.  My 
wife is an ER doctor and a few years ago, a young woman came into the ER whose heart had stopped.  
They ran a code on her for 45 minutes.  They decided that they would use the paddles once more and 
then would give up when my wife felt God say to her: “Touch her and pray for her.”  My wife said: “No, 



that’s weird.”  But she really felt God telling her to touch her and pray for her.  So she edged towards 
the bed, surreptitiously reached down and grabbed her toe.  They shocked the woman, her heart 
resumed, and she walked out of the hospital a few days later.  Now, my wife is not the kind of person 
who goes around reporting miracles all the time. So this strikes me as a very credible miracle claim.  
Now, I understand if you insist that she’s probably lying. But surely you’d grant that I, as her husband, 
have a good reason to see her testimony as reliable.  So it’s not true that my ‘uniform human 
experience’ is that miracles don’t happen. 

Second, Hume’s definition of a miracle is that it is a ‘violation of the laws of nature.’ But this is a very 
problematic definition because of quantum mechanics.  Quantum mechanics tells us that it’s very hard 
to identify inviolable laws of nature. According to quantum mechanics, almost all natural laws are 
probabilistic in character; we can no longer say that things are strictly impossible.  We can only say that 
certain things are very, very improbable.   Hume was writing in the 18th century, so he couldn’t 
possibly have known about quantum mechanics, but from a modern perspective, his argument is 
flawed at the outset.   

Third, we can’t insist that the existence of physical laws prohibits the existence of miracles because 
God is not constrained by the laws which he created.  God is no more subject to the laws of nature, 
than an author is subject to the laws of the novel he is writing.  For example, I could write a novel in 
which gravity makes you fall upwards.  But the characters in my novel couldn’t look at me and say: 
“Wait, why are you standing on the floor.  You’re violating the law of gravity!” because I’m not 
constrained by the laws of the novel.  

Finally, God can act as a causal agent in nature without violating natural laws.  Let me give you an 
example. Imagine my friend and I go to the roof of his house to investigate the law of gravity.  He drops 
a ball off the roof and it strikes the ground exactly one second after he lets it go.  He does it a million 
times and sees the same result.  But I tell him “The next time you do it, it will take 100 seconds to reach 
the ground.”  He says “That’s impossible.  I’ve done this experiment a million times.  That would violate 
the law of gravity.”  I say “Just do it”, so he drops the ball and I catch it and let it go 99 seconds later.  
Now, have I violated the law of gravity?  Not at all. I’ve simply introduced an outside factor; I am 
acting as a causal agent who intervenes in the system to change the outcome.  And that’s exactly 
what God does in miracles. 

Finally, let’s consider evolutionary claims of conflict which are often raised as objections against 
religion.  Consider the following quotes:  

“Darwin made it possible to be an intellectually fulfilled atheist.” – Richard Dawkins, The Blind 

Watchmaker 

Dawkins, who is obviously a prominent evolutionary biologist, claims here that evolution unavoidably 

leads you to atheism.  So is that the case?  

 

Here we need to step back and examine the claims of evolution before we return to the question of 



whether and how evolution is incompatible with the existence of God.   

 

Modern evolutionary theory is based on three foundational premises: first, that species of life on Earth 

have changed over the course of Earth’s history. Second, that all species are descended from a single 

ancestral life form, an idea known as universal common descent.  Third, that random mutation and 

natural selection are the primary drivers of modern biodiversity.  So which of these premises conflicts 

with the existence of God?  

 

Surprisingly, the first premise is almost universally accepted, even among young-earth creationists.  No 

one denies that the fossil record shows that the species on earth have changed over earth’s history.   

 

The second premise is a bit more controversial, but again, there is more agreement than you might 

think.  For instance, creationists accept a limited form of common descent, just not universal common 

descent.  In other words, they would place limits on the amount of change that can occur within a 

given population; but they would affirm that many distinct modern species shared the same common 

ancestor.  And at least some of those in the much-maligned intelligent design community are willing to 

accept universal common descent wholesale. So they’re in full agreement here with what modern 

evolutionary theory proposes.  Not all in the ID community, but some.   

 

So the real source of conflict is the third premise: that random mutation and natural selection are the 

primary drivers of all modern biodiversity.  So has science demonstrated unequivocally that this third 

pillar of Neodarwinian synthesis is true? No.  Let me give you two reasons why: one philosophical, the 

other scientific.   

 

Philosophically, the crux of the debate is in what we mean by the word ‘random’ when we talk about 

random mutations. Scientifically, this word carries a very technical meaning; it contrasts Darwinian 

evolution to Lamarckian inheritance.  A random mutation is one that occurs independent of its 

environment as opposed to a non-random mutation which is an adaptive response to a change in the 

environment.   

 

This kind of randomness says nothing at all about God’s existence or his interaction with the world.  It 

merely says that mutations appear to occur at a rate and in locations that are independent of their 

environment.  Unfortunately, people sometimes confuse this limited sense of randomness meaning 

‘independent of the environment’ with a very different sense of randomness in which randomness 

means ‘absolutely uncaused, undirected, and unguided.’  It is this second kind of randomness which is 

problematic for theism, but only because it excludes God by definition - even God cannot cause, direct 

and guide an ‘absolutely uncaused, undirected, unguided process.’  However, this second kind of 



randomness is not a scientific description of an event, but a metaphysical interpretation of the event.   

 

Once again, we do not have a conflict between science and God but between naturalism and theism.   

 

But second –even apart from philosophical considerations- this third pillar of evolutionary theory is the 

most difficult to prove experimentally.  Since creationists are willing to concede at least some degree 

of biological change within populations, certainly the types of changes we see today in the emergence 

of antibiotic resistance, proponents of evolution would have to show evidence that large evolutionary 

changes can be driven purely by random mutation and natural selection.   

 

Unfortunately, because macroevolution occurs on geologic timescales of millions of years and usually 

proceeds in small increments, this type of evidence is extremely sparse.  

 

I think both sides of the debate would agree that evidentiary support for this third pillar, the crucial 

one, the main point of contention between critics and proponents of evolution, is based upon a 

substantial extrapolation from the current evidence at our disposal.  I don’t have time to delve into a 

discussion of related evolutionary objections to theism, things like ‘evolution explains morality’ or 

‘evolution explains religion.’  

 

But I believe that these two objections alone are sufficient to defuse the claim that the current 

scientific evidence for biological evolution is incompatible with God’s existence.  For both philosophical 

and scientific reasons, it is plausible to reject the claim that evolution demonstrates that God does not 

exist or that he is not the Creator of life on earth, whether through an evolutionary mechanism or not.  

 

So I’ve hopefully shown that some of the main claims of conflict between science and religion are 

invalid.  But is that all that we can say?  Even if there is no inherent conflict between science and 

religion, can science contribute to a positive case for God’s existence?  I believe it can and I want to 

examine that evidence in the next section.   

 

Although this is a huge topic, I want to briefly sketch a few arguments that I believe point to the 

existence of God.  Now if you’re an atheist or an agnostic tonight, I want you to resist the temptation 

to simply reject these observations out of hand because they don’t “prove God.”  “Proof” is generally 

relegated to the realm of mathematics. Instead, I am merely asking which worldview is more consistent 

with these observations; which worldview can offer a better explanation for them.  And that’s what 

science does: it doesn’t prove things. Instead, it examines the evidence and then seeks to infer the best 

explanation for the evidence.   

 

That is the question I want to consider: which worldview better explains these five pieces of evidence.  



 

First, let’s consider the mathematical structure of the universe itself.   

 

Nobel Laureate Eugene Wigner wrote a very famous paper entitled ‘The unreasonable effectiveness of 

mathematics in the natural sciences’ in which he observes that the remarkable success of mathematics 

in describing the physical world is actually very surprising.  He repeatedly uses the words ‘miracle’ and 

‘miraculous’ to describe this phenomenon.  After all, it is not metaphysically necessary that the 

universe is the way it is.  We could conceive of a universe that was wholly chaotic, described by no 

underlying mathematics at all.  We could conceive of a universe that was just partially chaotic, with 

temporal and spatial regularity sporadically interrupted by chaos.  Perhaps the laws of nature in one 

laboratory are different than in another laboratory.  Perhaps the laws of nature on one planet are 

different than what they are on another planet.  But instead, we observe a universe with a deep and 

beautiful underlying mathematical structure.  But in addition to the mathematical structure of the 

universe, there is another surprising observation: that we are able to perceive and understand this 

structure. This fact is also quite surprising.  After all, while one might argue that evolution could select 

for enough intelligence to escape sabertooth tigers or to avoid falling off cliffs, why exactly are human 

beings –and human beings alone- able to comprehend quantum mechanics or string theory?  Surely, 

that doesn’t confer any reproductive benefit.  Why should we expect human beings to understand 

science any better than chimpanzees and dolphins do?  As Einstein said: “The eternal mystery of the 

world is its comprehensibility…The fact that it is comprehensible is a miracle.” 

 

So we have a conjunction of two very surprising phenomena: a deep, beautiful mathematical structure 

that pervades the entire universe and the remarkable ability of human beings -alone, uniquely- to 

comprehend this beauty.  What explains this conjunction?  It is hard to explain why either of these two 

phenomena would exist in a purely naturalistic universe.  But both phenomena fit quite naturally into a 

universe created by an infinitely wise God who created human beings in the divine image to perceive 

and appreciate the world He had created.  

 

Second, the vast majority of modern astronomers now believe that the universe is not eternal; instead, 

it had a beginning about 14.3 billion years ago in an event known as the Big Bang.  

 

What most people aren’t aware of was that this model was resisted for decades because it 

contradicted the prevalent belief of physicists that the universe was eternal (which went back at least 

as far as the ancient Greeks).   

 

Indeed, as recently as 1989, the editor of Nature magazine –one of the most prestigious scientific 

journals in the world- wrote that the Big Bang is ‘philosophically unacceptable’ and that ‘Creationists 

and those of similar persuasions seeking support for their opinions have ample justification in the 



doctrine of the Big Bang.” And you can see why the Big Bang was problematic to naturalists.  If the 

universe was eternal, then there was no need for it to have a cause.  

 

But if the universe began to exist, wouldn’t something or someone have to have caused it to come into 

being? And if all of time, space, matter and energy came into being at the Big Bang, then wouldn’t the 

cause of the Big Bang have to be immaterial, outside of time, and outside of Nature? While this 

observation doesn’t prove that the cause of the universe had to be God, it certainly seems to be 

suggestive.  

 

But not only has the origin of the universe furnished suggestive evidence for theism, but the recently 

discovered fine-tuning of the universe has provided even more suggestive evidence.  

 

 The standard model of physics is our best working model describing the interaction of fundamental 

forces and subatomic particles.  However, this model includes a number of independent parameters -

like the ratio of the gravitational force to the strong force or the cosmological constant- that must be 

obtained from experiment.  Right now, they cannot be obtained from other more fundamental 

equations; they are simply inputs to the model.   

 

What physicists have recently discovered is that a number of these constants appear to have been 

exquisitely finely-tuned to allow for the existence of intelligent life in the universe.  If some of these 

constants had been changed even a fraction of a percent, life would be impossible.   

 

The most dramatic example of fine tuning is found in the cosmological constant, which is finely tuned 

to one part in 10^120, which is 1 part in 1 trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion trillion 

trillion trillion. This is just one example of fine tuning among the fundamental constants and 

parameters that determine our universe, which is why it is widely recognized by both Christian and 

non-Christian physicists to be a real phenomenon.   

 

So what is the most popular non-theistic explanation for fine tuning? Currently, many atheists posit the 

existence of an infinite number of undetectable parallel universes.  In each of these parallel universes, 

the fundamental constants are all slightly different. As a result of this variation, every possible value is 

sampled somewhere in the infinite multiverse; we live in the universe that got lucky.  Now there are 

physical objections to this explanation, but right now, I want to focus on just one practical objection. 

Many atheists say: “I could never believe in God; it takes too much faith.  It’s too weird and 

implausible.”  But surely, it takes at least a little faith to believe that there exist an infinite number of 

undetectable parallel universes, right? After all, if an infinite multiverse does exist, then there are 

actual universes out there in which pink unicorns exist.  Pink unicorns with ten horns and feet made 

out of pudding.  There is some universe out there composed entirely of Gorgonzola cheese.  Why so 



many dairy products?  I don’t know.  If God’s existence seems weird and implausible to you, surely 

these ideas are at least as implausible!   

 

Fourth, I can’t resist saying a brief word about quantum mechanics since it is my professional area of 

expertise.  Although it doesn’t necessarily provide reasons to believe that God exists, it does seem to 

have some very important implications for naturalism.   

 

Let me list two well-accepted features of quantum mechanics that are surprisingly not well-known to 

most non-physicists.  First, quantum mechanics makes it extremely hard to identify inviolable ‘laws of 

nature.’  According to quantum mechanics, while events may be extremely improbable, very few 

events can be ruled out as absolutely ‘impossible.’  

 

For instance, when physicist Alvaro de Rujula was asked whether the LHC, a particle supercollider, has 

the potential to destroy the world, he replied: ‘the random nature of quantum physics means that 

there is always a minuscule, but nonzero, chance of anything occurring, including that the new collider 

could spit out man-eating dragons.’ (Dennis Overbye, "Gauging a Collider's Odds of Creating a Black 

Hole", NYTimes, 4/15/08)  Now he was making a joke, but he was also technically exactly correct.  

Almost anything is technically possible under quantum mechanics.  As a result ‘miracles’ can no longer 

be dismissed as ‘impossible.’ And if God decided to intervene in the universe, he could do so without 

‘violating’ any of the natural laws he created.   

 

Second, quantum mechanics dictates that there are some entities that will never be accessible to 

observation.  In contrast to a Newtonian universe in which every entity can theoretically be measured, 

quantum mechanics presents us with a universe in which the most basic description of reality, the 

wavefunction, cannot be measured even in principle.  This idea may be a bitter pill to swallow for many 

proponents of scientism and perhaps even naturalism, because it implies that there are hidden, 

unknowable entities that are fundamentally inaccessible to science.   

 

Finally, although I can’t go into detail, many of the founders of quantum mechanics, such as Nobel 

laureate Eugene Wigner and John von Neumann, held that quantum mechanics demonstrates that 

consciousness plays a role in the universe distinct and different from matter.  Now their view is only 

one interpretation and is not held by all modern physicists, but it remains popular.  I think that a 

conservative assessment would affirm that quantum mechanics makes the possibility of mind-body 

dualism far more plausible than it would have been on a Newtonian view of physics.   

So while quantum mechanics doesn’t provide direct evidence for God’s existence, I think it does 

challenge naturalistic ideas about reality in at least three areas: the possibility of the miraculous, the 

fact that not all entities are accessible to science or observation, and the possibility that mind is distinct 

from matter.  



 

Finally, I want to ask what the search for truth itself can tell us about God’s existence.   

 

One prerequisite for the entire scientific enterprise seems to be the assumption that truth is 

intrinsically good and that we ought to seek it.  If truth is not intrinsically good, then why seek the truth 

at all, either through science or some other means?  Any worldview which cannot explain why we 

ought to seek the truth is going to undercut the very foundations of the scientific enterprise.  So let’s 

ask the question: is truth intrinsically good and should we seek to know the truth?   

The difficulty arises when we try to explain why truth-seeking is intrinsically good and morally 

obligatory if naturalism is true, if Nature is all that exists.   

 

Most naturalistic theories of morality tend to equate ultimate value and moral goodness with human 

flourishing.  So if we wanted to try to explain why truth is good on naturalism, we could say something 

like ‘Truth is good because it promotes human flourishing.  Scientific truth enables us to cure diseases 

and feed the hungry.  That is what makes it good.’  Unfortunately, this approach doesn’t work in this 

case because it makes truth an instrumental good not an intrinsic good.  What do I mean?   

 

An intrinsic good is something that is an end unto itself.  It is good because of what it is.  An 

instrumental good is a means to an end.  It is good only insofar as it leads to some other, ultimate 

good.  So why does it matter that naturalism makes truth an instrumental good rather than an intrinsic 

good?  It matters because truth-seeking and human flourishing are often in deep conflict.   

 

For instance, let’s say you are an atheist and your Christian grandmother is dying; her only comfort is 

that she believes that she will soon be in the presence of Jesus.  She says ‘I’m sad that I’m dying, but 

I’m so happy that I’ll soon be face to face with Jesus, that I’ll be reunited with my husband and my little 

son who died when he was young.”  Do you urge her to seek the truth?  No, because it will diminish 

her flourishing.  Or perhaps atheists like Bertrand Russell and Jean-Paul Sartre are right in their 

assessment that atheism is a terrible, miserable, agonizing truth.  So what if it turned out factually that 

most people would be happier believing religious delusions rather than believing the truth of atheism?  

In that case, a commitment to human flourishing as the ultimate good would require us to promote 

religious beliefs, even if they are obviously false, because we’re ultimately committed to human 

flourishing, not to truth.   

 

So it doesn’t seem that naturalism can furnish us with any reason to think that truth is intrinsically 

good or that truth-seeking is morally obligatory.  And that inability tends to undercut the entire 

scientific enterprise. 



So can any worldview explain why truth is intrinsically valuable and why truth-seeking is morally 

obligatory?  Yes.   

 

If a truth-loving God exists and commands us to seek the truth, then we can explain why truth-seeking 

is good and obligatory.   

 

We can even resolve the tension between truth-seeking and human flourishing because –if Christianity 

is true- then the truth will ultimately lead to our eternal flourishing.  Jesus Christ claimed that he 

himself was ‘the way, the truth, and the life” and said: “You will know the truth and it will set you 

free.”  So no matter what hardships or difficulties or miseries attend truth-seeking here, there will be 

no ultimate conflict between the truth and our joy.  

 

So we have a very odd paradox. Atheists, who tend to rightly value truth very highly, have no way to 

explain why it is valuable.  This inability also calls into question the entire scientific enterprise, which is 

founded on the assumption that truth is a good thing.  Moreover, if an atheist approaches a Christian 

and says ‘You ought to abandon Christianity and seek the truth of atheism,” I think that the Christian is 

well within his rights to ask “Why? If you are right and atheism is true, why should I seek to know the 

truth?  Is truth intrinsically good?  Am I obligated to seek it?”  On the other hand, Christians can always 

urge everyone to seek the truth because the truth is intrinsically good and because God commands us 

to seek it.  So Christianity provides a foundation for truth-seeking and for the entire scientific 

enterprise not available to atheists.  

 

Thus far, I hope I’ve demonstrated why there is no inherent conflict between science and religion.  I’ve 

also suggested several ways in which science can point us towards belief in God rather than away from 

Him.  But I don’t want to stop there.  I want to tackle another question which I think is often 

overlooked: why isn’t the scientific evidence for God’s existence clearer?  Even if we think that there is 

very good scientific evidence that God exists (as I do), why isn’t the scientific evidence for God’s 

existence absolutely undeniable?   

 

First, remember that science is not the only means to truth.  So it seems foolish to demand that 

definitive evidence for God’s existence must be available through scientific arguments rather than 

through ethical or aesthetic or existential arguments.  Indeed, it seems to me that there are many 

reasons to expect that God would not use science as the primary means by which He reveals Himself.   

 

For instance, at what level of scientific progress should God’s existence become clear?  Given that 

modern science did not even exist until the 18th century, are we really suggesting that God should have 

left himself without a witness to humanity for millennia?  That can’t be right. And what about 

differences in scientific ability?  Should God be accessible only to the elite few who have mastered 



molecular biology or quantum mechanics?  Does God desire to be comprehensible only to people with 

PhDs or to all people?  And what about all of the cultures today who have limited appreciation for 

science, who value art or tradition or experience over scientific knowledge?  We may despise them as 

primitive and backwards, but God doesn’t.  If God desires to reach them, would he really limit his 

revelation only to science? 

 

“Ok,” you might say.  “Perhaps God has reasons to reveal himself through more than just science.  But 

that’s still unfair.  He still ought to give us more evidence.  If God is omnipotent, he can do anything he 

wants.  Why not write John 3:16 in mile-high letters on the moon that everyone can see, in every 

language in the world?  Why not rearrange the stars in the Big Dipper to spell out ‘God exists’?  Why 

not teleport copies of the KJV Bible into the nightstand of every hotel room? (I guess the Gideon’s beat 

him to it) Why doesn’t God just do some unmistakable sign from heaven so that we know he exists?”   

 

Here, we need to take a harder look at the biblical doctrine of sin.  Believe it or not, your intellectual 

objections and mine are not the ultimate reason for our unbelief.  They just aren’t.  How can I convince 

you of that?  Let’s try a thought experiment.  Imagine that when you go home tonight, you ask Jesus if 

he is God.  So Jesus appears to you in your room in all of His glory in some undeniable way.  He does 

miracles. He makes your laptop levitate.  He shows you the nail prints in his hands. There is no doubt in 

your mind that He exists, that He is God, that He died on the cross, and that He rose from the dead.  

Now let’s not ask whether you believe he exists; we’ve assumed for the moment that that question has 

been settled.   

 

The question I want to ask is: how do you feel about Him?  What if he says to you: “I want you to go to 

all of your friends and family tomorrow and tell them that you have seen me and that they have to 

repent and believe the good news so that they can be saved from hell and reconciled to me”?  What if 

he says “As a Christian, you need to submit every part of your life to me: your career goals, sex, your 

friendships, how you spend your money, how you spend your time, what you do for entertainment.  If I 

tell you to leave your job and go start an orphanage in India, you must go.  I am more important than 

your family, your friends, even your own life.  You have to lay it all down before me”?   

 

Tell me honestly: doesn’t that make you feel a little uncomfortable?  I’ll be honest, it makes me feel 

uncomfortable.  Why?  Because we’re all sinners.  There’s a part of all of us that doesn’t really want 

God to exist because we want to be in control of our own lives, to call our own shots, to decide what is 

good and bad for us, to answer to no one but ourselves.   

 

What we’re really saying is that there’s a part of us that wants to be our own God.  But if that’s the 

case, then don’t you see that evidence isn’t really the issue?  If we had all the evidence we needed to 

fully convince us intellectually, there would still be a heart problem that God needs to overcome.   



 

So why blame God for not providing enough evidence when more evidence is not what you really 

need? 

 

But now you ought to be asking some important questions: if the fundamental problem is not our 

intellects but our hearts, then what do we do?  Do we just sit around and hope that one day, our 

hearts will change?  And if scientific evidence is not the primary means that God uses to reveal himself 

to us, where else should we look?  And what if we’re not very good at science or philosophy?  God has 

one answer to all of these questions and it is the central message of Christianity: the gospel. 

 

This is what the apostle Paul had to say about the gospel: “For what I received I passed on to you as of 

first importance: that Christ died for our sins according to the Scriptures, that he was buried, that he 

was raised on the third day according to the Scriptures.”  This is the central message of the Bible: not 

advice, but news, news that Jesus Christ has come, God himself taking on human flesh, to live the life 

we ought to have lived, free from sin and evil and full of love and compassion.  He came to die the 

death we deserve to die because we are all sinners, all rebels, shaking our fist at God and saying ‘I want 

to do it my way.  I want to be my own god, my own master, my own savior.  You can take a hike’.  He 

died the death of a sinner and rebel suffering God’s wrath in our place, to rise to life again three days 

later.  He rose to life to  conquering death on our behalf and to reconciling us completely to God, so 

that we can be justified in God’s sight, declared to be completely innocent and righteous in God’s sight.  

There is no more condemnation for those who trust in what Jesus did for us.  And just like Jesus was 

raised to life, we are raised to a new life, given new hearts that do love God and do love other people, 

to pour ourselves out for God and for others.  This is what God has done to rescue, to redeem, and to 

save us and fallen, evil, corrupt, hell-bound humanity.  That’s what the Bible says.  It says: here is the 

message, here is the news of what God has done.  Do you accept it?  Will you repent and believe?  Are 

you willing to commit your life to it?   

 

Now, do you see how this message answers all of those questions?  What if we’re not very good at 

science or philosophy?  What if we are uneducated and weak and despised and foolish?  Listen to what 

the apostle Paul writes in another letter: “ God chose what is foolish in the world to shame the wise; 

God chose what is weak in the world to shame the strong”   

 

God is not known through education but through revelation.  God reveals himself not to those who 

boast in their intellect, not to those who boast in how many degrees they have or in how good they are 

at understanding arguments from natural theology.  God reveals himself to those who are humble 

enough to admit they need help.  

 

What about the question of where we should look for God’s ultimate revelation?  Should we look in 



science or in art or philosophy?  Where can we find God’s ultimate revelation to humanity? The 

Christian answer to this question is completely unique among world religions: Christians claim that 

God’s ultimate revelation to humanity is not found in science or in art or in philosophy, but in a person: 

in Jesus Christ.   No one discipline can reach all people across all cultures across all history: not all 

cultures can respond to one particular branch of science, not all cultures can respond to one particular 

kind of art, not all cultures can respond to one particular kind of music.  But all people, from all 

different cultures, from all different social and economic and political backgrounds can respond to a 

person.  And God comes to us as a person and says: trust in me, follow me.  If we want to know God, 

we don’t start by looking at philosophical arguments or scientific arguments.  We should start with the 

person of Jesus as he’s described in the Bible.  

 

And finally, if the fundamental problem is not in our head, but in our hearts, how can we change our 

hearts?  We can’t.  But God can.  We can’t fix ourselves, but we can ask God to fix us.  The heart of the 

gospel is a God who saves, who rescues, who breaks through to hearts that are hardened in sin, 

rebellious, angry, and evil and conquers them with his love, mercy, and grace. The gospel is not a 

message about how you can save yourselves; it is a message of what God has done to save you and a 

command for you to repent and believe it.  Let me adapt the message by which the great Baptist 

preacher Charles Spurgeon was converted.  It’s not exactly what was said, but I’m adapting the same 

thought to our context tonight.  An uneducated man was asked to preach one night because the pastor 

was snowed in, and this is what the man said and how Spurgeon was converted.  He got up into the 

pulpit and said this: ‘Look to Jesus and live.  You needn’t be educated to look.  You needn’t have a PhD 

to look.  You don’t need to understand philosophy or quantum mechanics or topology to look.  Anyone 

can look.  A child can look.  Look to Jesus; look to him dying on the cross, look to him suffering for our 

sins. Look to him rising from the dead to reconcile us to God. Look to him seated at God’s right hand to 

intercede for us. Look at him and live.’  That is what God asks of us. Not to master some set of 

arguments, but to look and live. 

 

If you’re a non-Christian tonight, I understand if your head is reeling. Maybe you say: I don’t buy any of 

this stuff. Maybe you have a lot of questions.  Maybe you are still not convinced that science and 

Christianity are compatible.  That’s fine.  Keep asking questions.  Keep reading.  Keep learning.  But I 

want to point you to Jesus.  Don’t use science as a weapon to keep him at bay.  He is trying to help you, 

he’s trying to rescue you.  Open up the gospels.  Read about his life, read about his message, read 

about his death and read about his Resurrection.  And be willing to lay your pride at his feet and follow 

where he leads you. 

 

If you’re a Christian tonight, I hope I’ve convinced you that science and faith are not enemies.  Because 

God is real, all of creation reveals his handiwork. Science enables us to appreciate God’s wisdom and 

goodness and beauty and for that reason, it is a wonderful tool.  But God cares much more about our 



devotion to Him than He cares about our intelligence, our knowledge, or our scientific ability.  

Remembering that fact will help us keep things in their proper place, neither elevating science above 

God or rejecting science as incompatible with God. 

 

Let me close with a quote from the original “Rules and Precepts” of Harvard University, which is 1646 

stated: “Let every Student be plainly instructed, and earnestly pressed to consider well, the maine end of 

his life and studies is, to know God and Jesus Christ which is eternal life (John 17:3) and therefore to lay 

Christ in the bottome, as the only foundation of all sound knowledge and Learning. And seeing the Lord 

only giveth wisedome, Let every one seriously set himself by prayer in secret to seeke it of him.”  The 

founders of Harvard understood that all our scientific knowledge is worthless compared to the 

knowledge of God.  Knowledge of God is the most important object we can seek in our lives.  So let’s 

always keep that in mind. 

 

Thank you. 


