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Methods of Modern Science
Science is one of those human activities
that is usually easy enough to identify,
but very difficult to actually define.1 In its
most basic form, however, science seeks to
understand the physical world—i.e., the
object of science’s attention is the physical
creation. Towards that end, the standard
of truth is the physical world itself. The
veracity of any theory of understanding
is measured by how well the theory corresponds to the data (the observed characteristics) of the physical creation.2
The actual methods employed by scientists to develop or evaluate the theories
are diverse and have varied substantially over the centuries.3 Some methods
were rejected by most scientists at their
inception, others became popular before
falling out of favor, and still others have
persisted. In the study of the past, what
is currently most popular is to study the
modern world and apply to the past what
has been learned about the modern world.
It has proven to be very successful to
assume that the regularities (i.e., natural
laws) and the physical processes of the
world do not change across all of space
and across all of time. The assumption
that the world operates in a consistent,
unchanging manner is called “methodological uniformitarianism.”4 Another
related methodological rule that, because
of its success, is currently popular in
studies of history, is to appeal to known
processes rather than unfamiliar process.
This methodology is called “actualism.”

To believers, methodological uniformitarianism and actualism are appealing
because they are each consistent with the
physical creation being sustained by an
unchanging God.
Applying these simple methods of science to the study of the creation, however,
poses difficulties. Among these difficulties is the problem of created history.

The Problem of Created History
When children are told the story of
the creation they are often told that God
spoke the word and suddenly, whatever
God spoke simply appeared. What was
not there one moment was there the next.
Let us suppose for a moment that creation
did occur in just this simple fashion. At
some point on Day 3 of the Creation Week
(and not true one moment before), rivers
would be cascading over boulders and
meandering among sand bars and about
the roots of water plants, and the wind
would be rustling the leaves of trees, and
fruits would be dangling ripe from tree
branches. At some moment on Day 4 (but
not one moment before) the sky would be
dappled with the lights of thousands of
stars. At some moment on Day 5 (unlike
the previous moment), fish would be
swimming in the sea and birds flying in
the sky. The next day butterflies would
suddenly appear fluttering over flowers
in full bloom, and so it goes.
Let us say that a mere moment after
one of these creations we (unnaturally, of
course) introduced a modern scientist into

the scene and let him do what he normally
does. But, let us say that although he uses
methods current to modern science, he is
not made privy to the fact that the creation had occurred just a moment before.
What would such a scientist deduce? The
scientist would begin by collecting data
about the physical world before him.
Then, having deduced the nature and
behavior of the creation before him, the
scientist would apply the principles of
uniformitarianism and actualism to infer
what had happened before the scientist
began observing—i.e., before the creation
itself. The cascading river water and rustling wind, for example, would be traced
back along a course to pre-creation positions farther and farther upstream and
upwind. Likewise, the fruits and leaves
of trees would be traced back to earlier
times—again before both the scientist’s
first observation and their actual creation.
Starlight would be traced back light seconds, light minutes, and light hours, days,
and years to distant pre-observation and
pre-creation positions in the universe. Fish
and birds and butterflies would be traced
back along hypothetical flight paths predating observation and creation.
Further studies by the scientist would
lead to the discovery of natural processes
of development, which would, in turn,
allow for the inference of even more precreation history. The careful observer
of river water might discover that that
water is sourced in precipitation, which
in turn arises from condensation from
water vapor in the sky, sourced in turn
from the evaporation of ocean water
many miles distant. From these discoveries, just-created cascading river water
would be traced back to precipitation,
clouds, water vapor, and ocean water
in ever more distant pre-creation times

and places. The study of wind might
lead to the discovery of great trends in
air motion from higher pressure zones to
lower pressure zones and thus long-scale
inferences about pre-creation winds. The
study of plant growth and development
would lead to inferences of pre-creation
ripening of fruit from pollinated flowers
and the development of both flowers and
leaves from buds on limbs and successive
tree structures ultimately from seeds.
The study of light might lead to theories
of starlight arising from fusion in the
center of stars, millions of years before
the creation. The study of animals would
lead to pre-creation inferences of fish and
birds maturing from their respective eggs
and butterflies progressively backwards
from cocoons, caterpillars, and even eggs
before that.
Even further studies would lead to
the discovery of natural cyclical processes. River water would be discovered
to be part of a cyclical process of water
evaporating, condensing, precipitating,
and collecting—only to return again to
repeat the process over and over again.
The study of great trends in wind would
lead to the discovery of giant convection
cells of surface air warming by the sun’s
heat and rising, then cooling and sinking,
and warming again in an ever-repeating
cycle. Plants and animals would be seen
to be birthing, developing, maturing, and
producing young that, in turn, would go
through the same process over and over
again. Stars might even be discovered to
be formed from gas clouds and generate
light until they self-destruct to produce
gas clouds that start the process over
again. Being cyclical, these processes
allow for the continued maintenance of
the creation and they are quite consistent with an unchanging Creator and

5

Sustainer. But being cyclical, they also
provide no hint of where they actually
began or where they might ultimately
terminate. In fact, if they were created
to sustain an everlasting creation5 there
would be no termination point. Just as
James Hutton famously concluded about
the soil and rock cycle, there would be “no
vestige of a beginning and no prospect
of an end.”6 Our scientist in that situation
would infer a fully functioning creation
reaching countless millions and billions of
years—and more—back into pre-creation
times. Our scientist would infer both deep
time and deep history7—neither of which
were actually true.
If God did speak a creation into being
which was fully functional and provided
with provisionary cycles it would not only
appear to be very old (already showing
evidence of deep time which had never
elapsed), but it would also appear to
record a long series of historical events
(i.e., already showing evidence of deep
history that had never occurred). In
similar fashion, the same Creator, when
He created wine from water in the midst
of the Cana marriage feast, formed wine
looking older than it really was (the emcee
of the feast inferred that it had been there
for at least the full duration of the feast)
and, presumably, with apparent history
that never occurred (bottling following
pressing, following harvesting of grapes,
following the development of grapes
from flowers, following pruning, following years of grape vine growth, etc.). A
modern scientist following such a creative
event would entirely miss the creation
event, and, in fact, infer that “all things
continue as they were from the beginning
of the creation” because, in fact, that is
exactly what modern scientists assume.
Add a bit of misplaced certainty, and one
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has a scoffer who concludes that because
there was no creation, there was also no
judgment to come.8 In short, the modern
scientist—either in the present or even in
the garden soon after the Creation—cannot infer the truth about the creation. In
fact, the methods of modern science might
be totally blind to the creation because of
the problem of created history.

The Catastrophic Failure of
Modern Science
Modern science cannot infer how the
creation occurred because God utilized
processes in creation that we do not
observe in the present. Since God claims
to have ended all the works of the Creation on the seventh day,9 science would
fail to deduce the mode, the tempo, and
the order of creation. In general, modern
science will fail to infer the correct process when that process is unobserved by
humans in the present. Because of this,
modern science will certainly err in its
study of such things as the conception
and resurrection of Christ—because we
do not observe fatherless human conception or humans rising from the dead.
In fact, since miracles and wonders are,
by definition, outside normal human
experience, at least the vast majority of
the miracles and wonders—and possibly
all of them—cannot be understood by
modern science. Science is not the right
method to study miracles.
But we have already seen that science’s
failure is even more substantial than that.
Science not only fails properly to understand the process of creation, it is also
blind to the fact or event of creation itself.
The scientist infers an unbroken history
through the creation event, as if it had never
occurred. This is not only because the process of creation is outside the experience

of a scientist, it is also because God wove
into the creation various processes that
were intended to maintain the creation
indefinitely into the future. These cyclical
processes effectively make the creation
event invisible to the eyes of science. In
general, if provisional cycles were either
instituted (such as in the creation) or reinstituted after a cycle-breaking event,
many aspects of the event itself would be
invisible to scientists using assumptions
of uniformitarianism and actualism. The
more localized the event, the more invisible the event will be. The more the history
of the universe was designed to continue
seamlessly through a given event, the less
one would expect science to notice the
event at all. Thus, not only would modern
science fail to understand the nature of
the conception or resurrection of Christ,
it would—like most of the world at the
time—not even infer that either event had
ever happened at all. The same can be said
for a vast percentage of the miracles and
wonders recorded in Scripture. In fact,
even though many of them were global,
most of the events of Genesis 1-11 are
invisible to science.
For example, consider first the world
before the Fall of man. Certain elements
of the Genesis account such as the tree
of life and a talking serpent are clearly
outside of modern experience and would
never be deduced from modern science.
Neither the identity of the tempter, nor
the cause of man’s Fall nor the nature of
the curse could be inferred from science.
But that is only the beginning. Before
the Enlightenment,10 the church believed
the pre-Fall world was not only without
carnivory11 but, in fact, lacked animal
death altogether.12 It was a world that
not only could have persisted forever,
but it was without thorns and thistles13

and a world without suffering.14 Such a
world is so unfamiliar (and unthinkable)
to us today, that modern science cannot
(and would not) infer anything like this
as part of earth history. And, since God
intended the cursed creation to persist
through time—at least until the final
judgment—after the curse he established
(and/or re-established) cyclical processes
for the preservation of the creation in this
fallen state. The scientist projects modern
cycles of provision through the curse in
the same way he projects those same
cycles through the creation. In both cases
he presumes the existence of the present
world and its processes when they did not
exist—in one case (pre-Creation) when
there was no world at all, and in the other
case (pre-Fall, post-Creation) when the
world existed, but in an uncursed state
with processes of preservation designed
to preserve that world forever. If the
cursed world did change as radically as
the Scripture suggests, the modern scientist not only fails to understand what
happened in the Fall, but fails to deduce
that it ever happened at all. He not only
fails to recognize specific elements of the
world between the Creation and the Fall,
he in fact fails to recognize that that world
ever existed at all.
The antediluvian world poses similar
difficulties. First, modern science would
be blind to specific elements such as
cherubims yielding swords, humans
living in excess of 900 years or generating young at 500 years of age or walking
directly into the presence of God rather
than dying. Science would not be able to
infer the nature of the antediluvian world,
the structure of the human genealogical
tree, or the provision through this time of
seed and sacrifice. But then there is also
the fact that God promised to never again
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repeat the flood.15 Neither the reason for
the flood, nor the nature of the Flood, nor
the means of salvation through the flood
would be inferable. But God also promised
to never again interrupt the day/night
and seasonal cycles.16 This indicates that
not only did the flood involve processes
outside of human experience, but the
flood somehow interrupted the normal
provisional cycles. Not only, then, would
science be unable to infer the nature of
the flood—and in fact potentially miss its
place in earth history altogether—but err
also in the projection of provisional cycles
of the present back through the flood into
the antediluvian world. The Bible alludes
to unfamiliar geography before the flood.
Eden’s location on the modern earth is elusive because of the absence of Eden itself,
the curiously unfamiliar nature of Eden’s
rivers (one great river dividing into four17),
and the mismatch between the biblical
description of Eden’s surroundings and
the geography of the modern world.18 But
there are hints of an even greater difference in the global distribution of fountains
of water19 and antediluvian oceans and
continents. 20 Combined with the possibility of a different climate,21 different
geology,22 and different biology,23 it may
be that the pre-flood world had different
provisional cycles than were established
after the flood’s interruption of such
cycles. If so, modern science would—just
as in the case of the Creation and the
Fall—not only fail to understand or even
recognize the flood, but also incorrectly
deduce the nature of the world before it.
With just a little bit of hubris the modern
scientist could easily say that “all things
continue as they were from the beginning
of the creation”24 and be ignorant, as the
Bible says, not just of the creation, but also
of the flood.
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And, if the patriarchs between Noah
and Abraham lived as long as the Bible
indicates, and the confusion of tongues
was as abrupt as the narrative suggests,
modern science would also fail to deduce
the Babel event and the correct nature of
human history between the flood and
Babel. In short, if the events of Genesis
1-11 are correct as presented in Scripture,
modern science would not be able to infer
any of them on its own. Without Scriptural
revelation modern science would catastrophically fail to deduce anything like
an accurate earth history before the time
of Abraham. If the reading of the Bible that
is popularized in children’s bible stories
is true, science would be unable to infer
a single truth about earth history before
Abraham as it is given in Scripture. Its
success rate would be zero percent!
And it is not just modern science that
would so fail. If methodological uniformitarianism and actualism were applied by
people living in any segment of earth history, there would be catastrophic failure in
deducing the remainder of earth history.
Adam using this methodology before the
Fall would not have seen the Creation, and
he would not have predicted anything like
the curse would ever occur. He would also
have projected pre-Fall conditions into
both pre-creation and post-curse times.
Likewise, antediluvians would be blind
to the Creation and the curse, and would
have been able to predict neither the flood
nor the world following. Thus judgments
such as the curse, the flood, and the judgment still to come are unpredictable to the
people living before them. Without divine
revelation, divine judgment comes upon
everyone unawares.
Beginning with Genesis 12, the biblical
narrative focuses on particular human
lineages and leaves behind global earth

history—not picking up global history
again until the last book of the Bible.
Science fails in this vast intermediate
section of Scripture as well, but since the
Scriptural account is more localized and
focusing more on human history than on
the history of the physical world, science
can cover up its failure by claiming that
the Bible is addressing different issues
from modern science. But the failure of
science is just as catastrophic. The God
of Scripture is an intervening God. He
consistently and constantly operates in
a fashion different from the “natural”
course of the creation. Humans do not
by nature seek God (John 15:16; Eph
1:4; 2 Thess 2:13); God draws us to Him.
Humans cannot by nature save themselves (Matt 19:25-26; Mark 10:26-27; Luke
18:26-27); God has to save us. Humans
cannot by nature please God (Heb 11:6);
God has provided the gift of faith so that
we can please Him. Humans cannot in
their own power escape the power of sin
(John 8:34); God provides the power over
sin. Whereas natural law and process
might be sufficient to generate the bodies
of humans and animals,25 there may be
no natural process capable of generating the souls of either. An “intervening”
God would frustrate science’s attempts
to study any of those interventions. In
fact, most people’s understanding of a
prayer-answering God would frustrate
the ministrations of science. Considering
all this, it seems somewhat surprising that
any believer in the living God of Scripture
would accept the ubiquity of science’s
success. The high view of science held by
the church may be a sad measure of how
much the church really does not believe
in a prayer-answering God.

The Necessity of Special Revelation
To make sure that we would correctly
infer the events at the Cana feast, we
have been given divine revelation of the
event.26 This is not only because we would
incorrectly infer these events because they
happened so long ago, this is also because
we would incorrectly infer the events even
if we had been there! In fact, because the
official of the feast would most certainly
incorrectly infer the event, Jesus performed the miracle immediately before
the servants of the feast and sent them to
the very feet of the official. Jesus asked
the servants to fill the water purification
jugs with water. The servants knew that
the jugs were full of water because they
labored to fill the jugs with water with
their own hands. Then, Jesus told those
same servants to draw from those jugs
and bring what they drew directly to the
official. As the text specifically clarifies,
the servants knew that what they gave
to the official had been water. Jesus sent
eye-witnesses of the truth to the feet of
the official. Although the servants were
silent, the official could have consulted
with the servants, but did not. Jesus sent
eye-witness testimony of the truth about
the wine that the official failed to consult. Without that testimony, the official
deduced a reasonable, but incorrect, history of the wine.
In a similar way, the same Jesus—creator of all things—also provided us with
eye-witness testimony of the creation—
and, in fact, eyewitness testimony of the
Fall, the flood and Babel as well. The
Triune God was not only the best possible
eye-witness (being the most honest, the
most correct, the most capable of communicating, and having the most understanding and the best perspective), but
was also the only eyewitness before any
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other observer had yet been created. At
least one of the reasons for the account—
given first probably orally to Adam before
it was given by inspiration to Moses—was
because humans would deduce an incorrect history if they lacked the information.
Without that information, the best human
attempts would catastrophically fail to
deduce even one fact related in Genesis
1-11. Not only was every single word of
Genesis 1-11 correct (as we believe when
we accept the inerrancy of Scripture), and
not only was every single word of Genesis
1-11 profitable for spiritual purposes (as
we deduce from 2 Tim 3:16), but every
word was necessary for man to infer correctly the actual history of the creation.
Without it (or by ignoring it) humans not
only cannot infer the correct history of
the world, they will certainly deduce an
incorrect history of the world.
Truly, then, the Bible is not a textbook
of science. This is because without using
the Bible, no textbook of science can arrive
at the truths Scripture provides. The Bible
is thus greater and more foundational
than any textbook of science could ever
be. If a person desires to know the truth
about the origin of things, it is mandatory
that they first consult with the Bible and
adopt the claims Scripture makes. We
must start with the Bible or we will certainly err about earth history. We must not
change the meaning of the biblical text to
fit the conclusions of modern science, for
science cannot be correct whenever it studies a situation where God uses (or used)
processes other than those observed by
scientists in the present.
According to 2 Tim 3:16, Scripture is
both necessary and sufficient for man’s
spiritual development. If the biblical data
is also necessary for inferring the correct
history of the creation, then perhaps the
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biblical data is also sufficient. Whereas
the information we have been given in
Scripture cannot be deduced by humans
on their own, perhaps the remainder of
the story can be inferred by careful human
study. It might be part of the dominion
mandate given to man to start with God’s
special revelation and carefully study the
physical world to deduce the rest of the
story. If so, the brevity of the Genesis 111 account might suggest just how much
responsibility God gave to man in the
execution of his dominion role.

How Old Is the Creation?
Science can potentially determine the
age of things, and thus could be applied
to the question of the creation’s age. However, given what has already been said,
we must first examine the Scriptures to
see if God has revealed anything in his
Word relevant to that question. If so, that
information must provide the framework
within which we determine the actual
age of things. And, in fact, the Bible does
provide important information on the age
of the creation.
First, working back from the time of
Abraham, the genealogies of Genesis 5
and 11 allow us to reckon time from Abraham back to the flood and the Creation of
Adam before that. The human longevities
related in these passages are well outside
the experience of modern science. In fact,
modern science not only finds these ages
uninferable, but also impossible. The
genealogies of Genesis 5 and 11 are either
erroneous or they are correct, as can only
be known by divine inspiration. Furthermore, the unique genealogical formulae
and unique chronological information
(e.g., paternal ages) of Genesis 5 and 11
suggest these genealogies are not only
designed differently from other genealo-

gies in Scripture but that they are specifically designed for chronology. This
in turn suggests that these genealogies
were provided to us without gaps and
with reliable numbers.27 With this work-

this we conclude that the actual age of
the universe as a whole—including the
contained galaxies, stars, planets, and
earth—is approximately 6000 years.

ing hypothesis, the creation of Adam is
only about 2000 years before the birth of
Abraham.
Second, there is the length of the
Creation Week. If, as the Bible claims,
God really did create by the word of his
mouth and God really did end the works
of his creation at the end of Day 6 of the
Creation Week, then modern science can
deduce neither the mode nor the tempo of
his Creation. As indicated above, without
divine revelation we would not be able
to even infer the creation occurred, let
alone when it happened, how long it took,
what order it was in, or how it happened.
If God created in the manner indicated
in the Creation account, we would be
able to infer nothing that is related to us
in the Creation account! We are entirely
indebted to God’s eye-witness account for
how and when the creation occurred. A
natural reading of that account leads to
the same conclusion held almost universally by Jews and Christians all the way
up to the Enlightenment28—that creation

Science to the Rescue?

occurred in a week of six earth-rotation days. Exceptions to this conclusion
came from inferences outside Scripture
(e.g., Augustine concluding the creation
was instantaneous based on theological
reasoning;29 Grosseteste and Descartes
and Rosenmüller30 and others after them
based on scientific reasoning).
Given two millennia in the Adam-toAbraham genealogies and a week from
the beginning of creation to the creation
of Adam, the creation dates to about
2000 years before the birth of Abraham,
or approximately 6000 years ago. From

Following the reasoning presented
above, one would expect that if it ignored
the claims of Scripture, modern science
would deduce deep history and deep time
before the actual beginning of things.
And, truly, modern science deduces
ages for the universe, for the most part,
millions of times older than the Bible suggests. Again, by the reasoning presented
above, science would also be expected to
reconstruct incorrectly the mode, tempo,
and order of creation. And, again, none
of the objects listed in Genesis 1 (the
earth, the sun, the moon, the stars, plants,
animals, humans, etc.) are suggested by
modern science to have been formed
instantaneously by anything approaching the word of God. Nor does modern
science deduce the order of origin given
in Genesis 1. Modern science reverses the
earth-before-sun, plants-before-animals,
and flying-before-land animals order
given in Genesis 1. As we concluded
above, modern science is not the place
to begin to determine the age or nature
of creation.
Can we use science to determine anything about the age of things? Perhaps.
When we turn to the biblical account we
learn not only about the creation, but also
the Fall and God’s response in the form of
the curse. The pre-Fall world was designed
to persist forever and might—because of
the provisionary cycles embedded within
it—appear infinitely old. With the curse,
however, we are told that the universe
was made subject to corruption (Rom
8:19-21), groans and travails in pain (Rom
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8:22), and “waxes old like a garment” (Ps
102:25-26). Whereas it might not be possible to determine how old things really
are, it might be possible to determine how
long things have been decaying.
An example might be the decay of
DNA. Deleterious mutations accumulate
in organismal DNA, increasing what
is called the mutational genetic load of
organisms. Although we are not quite able
to measure this mutational load directly,
we can measure some related phenomena.
In human DNA, for example, new mutations of all types (neutral, deleterious, and
presumably advantageous) accumulate
at a rapid rate (on the order of one to ten
mutations per generation per person).
The number of mutational differences
between all humans seems roughly consistent with what would be accumulated
in the 6000 years since Adam’s Fall going
through the population bottlenecks of
the flood and Babel.31 Another example
concerns the earth’s magnetic field—an
important protector of life on earth. It
seems that the magnetic field of the earth
is decreasing in intensity, dropping half
of its strength every 1400 years or so. It
does not seem possible for that decay to
have been occurring for as long as even
10,000 years—i.e. quite consistent with
an earth-impacting Fall only about 6000
years ago.32 Similarly, the loss of material
by some comets as they orbit the sun suggests they have been losing material like
this for less than 10,000 years (consistent
with a solar-system-impacting Fall only
6000 years ago).33 Even the absence of
supernovae remnants in our vicinity of
the galaxy older than several thousands of
years suggests stars may have been blowing up in this region for less than 10,000
years (possibly consistent with a galaxyimpacting Fall only 6000 years ago).34
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The time before the Fall is quite unfamiliar to us. It seems quite impossible
to imagine human DNA which does not
mutate, or magnetic fields which do not
lose energy, or comets which do not lose
matter, or stars which do not blow up. As
a result, modern science would not only
not deduce such a pre-Fall world, it would
deny its existence. In fact, modern science
would argue that DNA, the earth’s magnetic field, comets, and exploding stars
have been around for billions of years. Yet,
there does seem to be evidence that the
modern fallen world has only been decaying for only about 6000 years of time—just
as the Bible claims. In fact, instantaneous
creation of a creation initially designed to
exist forever, which began decaying only
about 6000 years ago explains not only
the evidence of only thousands of years of
decay, but also evidence for deep time.
If one wishes to determine how long it
would take modern laws and processes to
create something, then science probably
supplies the best possible estimate. If one
wants to determine how old something
really is, one needs to consult a reliable
witness. The only reliable witness for the
age of the universe and the earth is the
Bible. As a scientist I am convinced that
the Bible—and not science—is the correct place to begin to determine the age
of things. I also believe that the Bible is
very clear about the creation being only
about 6000 years old. And, because of its
critical importance in understanding the
world, I would suggest that this means
that the creation really is only about 6000
years old. And, although much of modern
science deduces a very different history
for the creation, the authority and importance of Scripture not only indicates that
the creation is thousands of years old, but
also explains why modern science arrives

at the wrong conclusions it does and why
some data seems to be quite consistent
with a creation only thousands of years
old. This is because God created a fullyfunctioning, mature world only about
6000 years ago.
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