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Abstract

A re view of Ga li leo and the he lio cen tric the ory
con tro versy re veals that a ma jor rea son for his dif fi -
cul ties was op po si tion from sci en tific col leagues.
The church be came in volved pri mar ily as a re sult
of pres sure from the ac a demic com mu nity. This
pa per also con cludes that the claim that sci en tists

are more re cep tive to em pir i cal ev i dence and re -
search than peo ple of faith is ques tion able. Re ac -
tions of to day’s sci en tists to in no va tive ideas and
un or tho dox views in the area of or i gins in di cate
that not much has changed in this area in the past
three centuries.

Introduction

In dis cus sions of or i gins and Chris tian ity in gen eral, the
Ro man Cath o lic Church’s his tor i cal op po si tion to the he -
lio cen tric so lar sys tem (i.e., the be lief that the Earth and
plan ets re volve around the Sun) is of ten used to prove the
harm ful in flu ence of re li gion on sci en tific prog ress. Typ i -
cal is an editorial in Omni that claimed 

once a re li gion be comes po lit i cally pow er ful, it sup -
presses all “he ret i cal” teach ings. Ga li leo was si -
lenced by the Ro man Cath o lic Church. ... Rob ert A.
Heinlein pre dicted three de cades ago that the
United States would be ruled by a re li gious dic ta tor -
ship in the twenty-first cen tury (Bova, 1981, p. 6).

A more re cent ex am ple was an ed i to rial that claimed
“West ern civ i li za tion has pro gressed since Ga li leo was
branded a her e tic for ob serv ing that the sun has spots and
for dar ing to adopt a rad i cal new the ory that Earth is not at
the cen ter of the uni verse.” (Marrison, 2002, p. 10). The
Ga li leo af fair may be not only the most quoted ex am ple of
“per se cu tion” of sci ence by re li gion, but one of the most
mis un der stood events in his tory. An ex am ple is the claim
by Charles Dar win’s great great grand son Mat thew Chap -
man in his book about the Scopes trial: 

For sup port ing Co per ni can the ory in the mid-
1600s, Ga li leo was tried by the Ro man Cath o lic
church and put un der house ar rest for the last eight
years of his life. He was not ‘par doned’ un til 1988
when Pope John Paul II fi nally con ceded that the
church had made a ‘mis take’. 1988! Over three cen -
tu ries to con cede a sci en tific point that ev ery man of
rea son had ac cepted two hun dred years be fore
(2000, pp. 136–137). 

Chap man added that Ga li leo “had been pros e cuted by
theo lo gians” and then quotes a trial at tor ney stat ing “Have -
n’t we learned any thing?... Are we to have our chil dren
know noth ing about sci ence ex cept what the church says
they shall know?” (2000, pp. 194–195). The com mon
myths re peated by Marrison and Chap man are in ma jor ar -
eas con trary to the his tor i cal re cord. For ex am ple, Uni ver -
sity of New Mex ico His tory of Sci ence pro fes sor Timothy
Moy concluded that

Un for tu nately, Ga li leo’s trou ble with the
Church later be came a pop u lar ar che type for the
his tor i cal re la tion ship be tween sci ence and re li -
gion. Noth ing could be fur ther from the truth. For
most of the me di eval and Re nais sance pe ri ods, and
even stretch ing into the eigh teenth cen tury En -
light en ment, the pri mary sup porter of re search and
teach ing in the sci ences was the Ro man Cath o lic
Church. In fact, one his to rian of sci ence, John
Helbron, has re cently pub lished a book en ti tled
The Sun in the Church that doc u ments how the
Church, in the af ter math of the Ga li leo af fair, con -
tin ued to pro mote re search into ev i dence for
heliocentrism, even to the point of turn ing en tire
ca the drals into gi ant pin-hole cam eras to mea sure
the ap par ent diameter of the solar disk at various
times of the year (2001, p. 45).

The Ga li leo af fair has con tin ued to be a sub ject of
much pub lic in ter est (Sobel, 1999). An other ex am ple is
that in 1992 Pope John Paul II of fi cially de clared that Ga li -
leo was “wronged” by the church and the In qui si tion. A re -
view of the his tor i cal re cord shows that Ga li leo’s trial “was
not the sim ple con flict be tween sci ence and re li gion so
com monly pic tured” (Hummel, 1986, p. 116) and that the 
pop u lar con cep tion of the situation is a myth (Lessl, 1999).

It is widely be lieved that the even tual ac cep tance of the
he lio cen tric po si tion was one of the many tri umphs of sci -
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ence over re li gion. This view, im mor tal ized by An drew
White (1955), has been na ively re peated ever since (Har -
ris, 1973). White’s war fare the sis and work has been thor -
oughly re futed by many re search ers (Brooke, 1991). It is
more his tor i cally ac cu rate to con clude that, al though
many Je su its and other cler ics op posed Ga li leo, the main
op po nents of the new Co per ni can po si tion were ac a de mi -
cians teach ing sci ence in the uni ver si ties, and that much,
if not most, of Ga li leo’s sup port came from church of fi -
cials. The dis tinc tion be tween the sci en tific/ac a demic
com mu nity and the church was far less pro nounced in Ga -
li leo’s time than it is to day. In Ga li leo’s day most Eu ro pean 
ed u ca tional in sti tu tions were as so ci ated with a mon as tery
or other church in sti tu tion, and pro fes sors in Cath o lic
schools of ten were re quired to fol low the rules set for
priests, even hav ing to take vows of cel i bacy. None the less,
ac a demic and cler i cal roles were of ten clearly dis tin guish -
able, although not totally separate as they usually are today
(Livingstone, 1987; Moore, 1981). 

From our twenty-first cen tury sec u lar sci en tific and ma -
te ri al is tic per spec tive, and in view of the athe ism gen er ally
in ter twined with sci ence to day, it is easy to dis miss the sev -
en teenth-cen tury con tro versy as a pri mary proof of the
Cath o lic Church’s an tip a thy to the re sults of sci en tific re -
search that con flicted with re li gious dogma. Seeger con -
cludes that the Ga li leo con flict is usu ally cited as an
ex am ple of the “sup posed war fare be tween sci ence and
the ol ogy.” In fact, he con cludes it is “merely an in stance of 
the per pet ual clash be tween an in di vid ual’s free dom of
thought and so ci ety’s es tab lish ment of au thor ity. ...Con -
flicts be tween the individual and society are always taking
place” (1981, p. 168).

A Short History of the
Heliocentric Revolution

The re ac tions of sev en teenth-cen tury Eu ro pe ans to the he -
lio cen tric the ory can be un der stood only by eval u at ing the
en tire sit u a tion in its his tor i cal con text. Through out his -
tory, most civ i li za tions un der stood the Earth to be a world
that ex isted pri mar ily for their ben e fit and was the phys i cal
cen ter of the Uni verse. The stars guided them at night and
re vealed in for ma tion about their lives, the Sun warmed
them and lighted their way, and the rain clouds were
created to water their crops. 

Un til the six teenth cen tury most of hu man ity ac cepted
the geo cen tric worldview, viz. that the Sun, plan ets, and
stars all cir cled the Earth. The com mon peo ple took it for
granted for gen er a tions be cause it fit a sim plis tic, straight -
for ward view of the Earth-Sun re la tion ship. Geocentrism
was both part of their to tal worldview and in ter twined with
their re li gious be liefs. Few sci en tists since Ar is totle chal -

lenged it, and since Au gus tine few church men had
ques tioned the theory until Copernicus. 

It seemed ob vi ous to any one who had the bless ing of vi -
sion that the Sun rises and sets, and that the Earth is sta -
tion ary (Bentley, 1966). Sev en teenth-cen tury sci en tists
and non-sci en tists alike ar gued that if the Earth moved
around the Sun, wind would blow con stantly at a uni form
speed and in ten sity (Draper, 1957). If it moves, why do we
not feel its move ment as we do when we ride a horse? They 
were not aware that the Earth is blan keted by an at mo -
sphere that moves with the Earth, but com pared their ex -
pe ri ence with trav el ing on horses to the Earth trav el ing in
space. Also, if the Earth were trav el ing around the Sun,
what pre vented ev ery thing from fly ing off, and what pre -
vented the Earth it self from fall ing into the Sun? Since
they had no un der stand ing of cen trif u gal force or grav ity,
the new idea was to them blatantly foolish (Walsh, 1911).

Since it was ax i om atic that the Sun moves around the
Earth, they ar gued that any one who de nied this ob vi ous
fact was wrong. Even to day we say “the Sun rises in the
East and sets in the West.” The Earth’s place in the cen ter
of the phys i cal and psy cho log i cal Uni verse was a be lief
taken for granted for cen tu ries (Gingerich, 1993). Sci en -
tists saw no sig nif i cant rea son to view the Uni verse in any
other way un til Co per ni cus pub lished his On the Rev o lu -
tion of the Ce les tial Spheres in 1530. For years, new as tro -
nom i cal dis cov er ies were al tered or in ter preted to fit into
the es tab lished sys tem by elab o rate in tel lec tual schemes
(Leith, 1973). It was for this rea son that it took sev eral gen -
er a tions af ter Ga li leo to prove the heliocentric position
true (Wallace, 1986).

Al though an early six teenth-cen tury phy si cian prob a bly 
orig i nated the mod ern heliocentrism the ory, the one first
cred ited with its sci en tific de vel op ment was Nich o las Co -
per ni cus (Leith, 1973). Co per ni cus (1473–1543) was a
priest, a stu dent of canon law, and, later, a pro fes sor of as -
tron omy. His re search on the Sun, Moon, and plan ets
even tu ally cul mi nated in his 1530 work noted above
(Nash, 1929). Im por tantly Co per ni cus re ceived much
sup port from the church and its popes, es pe cially Clem ent 
VII (Hagen, 1908). Car di nal Schonberg and a protestant
cler gy man, Andreas Osiander, both helped Co per ni cus to
pub lish his great work (Koestler, 1959). They even ar -
ranged for its print ing, and the work was ded i cated with
permission to Pope Paul III (Hoyle, 1973). 

At this early date, the op po si tion was mostly from the ac -
a demic com mu nity. Gingerich (1981) notes Co per ni cus’
book was highly re garded in Lu theran cir cles and ex ten -
sively stud ied through out their uni ver sity sys tem. Fear of
ex pos ing him self to the rid i cule of com mon peo ple was a
ma jor rea son why Co per ni cus’ work was not pub lished un -
til shortly be fore he died. A ma jor rea son they op posed the
the ory was be cause it pro posed a rad i cally new view of the
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uni verse that con tra dicted the common view of most
people.

The Campaign Against Galileo

When Ga li leo be gan his cru sade for the Co per ni can
 position, to his sur prise it pro voked the ire of many es tab -
lish ment pro fes sors. Ga li leo no doubt rea soned that Co -
per ni cus was a re spected or tho dox sci en tist who pub lished
his work with out ma jor prob lems from the Church
(Hoyle, 1973; Kesten, 1945). The prob lem de vel oped
when Ga li leo’s ideas were looked upon fa vor ably by cer -
tain in flu en tial church men and sci en tists, caus ing jeal -
ousy in many of his ri val sci en tists (Drake, 1957). A ma jor
rea son for the ac a demic op po si tion to Ga li leo was all the
var i ous “nat u ral” phi los o phies, in clud ing phys ics and
chem is try, were firmly based on Aristotelianism (Drake,
1980). Many schol ars of the time did not value ob ser va -
tion, ex per i men ta tion, or re search, a ma jor means of sup -
port for Ga li leo’s con clu sions (Wallace, 1977; Ronan,
1974). For cen tu ries, many schol ars con cluded that the
ba sic truths of na ture were to be found in Ar is totle’s writ -
ings and those of his learned com men ta tors (Wallace,
1981). Sci en tific ar gu ments were set tled by quot ing Ar is -
totle, a geocentrist whose the o ries of both the uni verse and
phi los o phy stemmed from geocentricity (Lud wig, 1978).
Log i cal ar gu ments and reason, they believed, were often
more to be trusted than were the evidence of one’s senses
(Santillana, 1955).

The real threat of Ga li leo to his con tem po rary sci en tists 
was less his po si tion on heliocentricity than his in sis tence
on ob ser va tion, re search, and ex per i men ta tion to de ter -
mine re al ity (Berg man, 1981). It was for this rea son that G. 
A. Magnini, an em i nent as tron omy pro fes sor at Bo lo gna,
openly de clared that Ga li leo’s ob ser va tions, which in di -
cated that Ju pi ter had sat el lites, must be in cor rect (Ronan,
1974). Al though the sci en tific rev o lu tion emerged grad u -
ally, and many of Ga li leo’s ideas can be traced to be fore
the thir teenth cen tury, Ga li leo openly chal lenged the
whole sys tem of de ter min ing truth that ex isted then, and
therein lay most of his problems (Wallace, 1981; Burnam,
1975).

The fa mous church-Ga li leo con flict be gan around
1611, or about 68 years af ter Co per ni cus’ book was pub -
lished. The op po si tion was gen er ated pri mar ily by “... a
body of dis si dent pro fes sors at Pisa who ... had al lied them -
selves with a set of court iers at Flor ence” (Ronan, 1974,
pp. 131–132). Most of the early or ga nized op po si tion
came from the ac a de mi cians: they were qual i fied to ar gue
against it, whereas the com mon peo ple, few of whom were
lit er ate, usu ally could not ar tic u late valid rea sons for their
op po si tion (Barbour, 1971). Con versely, Ga li leo had
many pow er ful sup port ers both in and out side the church,

a fact that openly in fu ri ated his op po nents. Moy notes that
Ga li leo by 1616 had the “sup port of some pow er ful lib eral
theo lo gians, par tic u larly Car di nals Roberto Bellarmine
and Maffeo Barberini”—later Pope Ur ban VIII (2001, p.
44). Some clergy also were very op posed to heliocentrism,
and of ten be cause of the ar gu ments of the as tron o mers—
and they oc ca sion ally tried to use their po si tions to in flu -
ence oth ers. Like wise, to day many clergy op pose crea -
tionism, and their opposition is often based primarily on
the authority and power of Darwinists.

To en sure suc cess, Ga li leo’s op po si tion worked hard to
build their case. Al though it even tu ally be came ap par ent
that the sci en tific com mu nity’s ar gu ments against Ga li -
leo’s po si tion were not as con vinc ing as they first as sumed,
Ga li leo’s writ ings them selves were far less than con vinc -
ing. Moy con cludes that Ga li leo’s 1632 book, which he
be lieved fi nally proved his case for heliocentrism, did not,
but rather: 

Ga li leo’s new proof made no sense; it was a
cockamamie ar gu ment about how the mo tion of the
tides proves that Earth or bits the Sun, and it just
does n’t work. When push came to shove (and it did),
Ga li leo sim ply did not know how to prove that Earth
truly moved. Ga li leo had there fore crossed the line
set out six teen years ear lier—he had pro moted an
idea con trary to Scrip ture with out pro vid ing con -
vinc ing proof of its truth ful ness (2001, p. 45).

It is no won der many of Ga li leo’s crit ics re mained un -
con vinced. On the other hand, many in the church were
anx ious for new ideas, and the hon ors it be stowed upon
Ga li leo made his en e mies furious: 

They were all jeal ous of the spe cial treat ment Ga -
li leo was given [by the church and] of his large sal ary
and of the con tin ual fa vours be stowed upon him per -
son ally by the Grand Duke. In ad di tion, the ac a dem -
ics were fu ri ous that this brag gart of an anti-
Ar is to te lian should be in a po si tion to pro mote his
icon o clas tic views (Ronan, 1974, pp. 131–132). 

Santillana con cluded that dur ing the first half of the
sev en teenth cen tury

a ma jor part of the Church’s in tel lec tu als were on
the side of Ga li leo, while the clear est op po si tion to
him came from sec u lar ideas. It can be proved fur -
ther ... that the trag edy was the re sult of a plot of
which the hi er ar chies them selves turned out to be
the vic tims no less than Ga li leo—an in trigue en gi -
neered by a group of ob scure and dis pa rate char ac -
ters in a strange col lu sion who planted false
doc u ments in the file, who later mis in formed the
Pope, and then pre sented to him a mis lead ing ac -
count of the trial for decision (1955, pp. xii–xiii).

Frus trated at try ing to stop Ga li leo with sci en tific ar gu -
ments, his de trac tors de cided that it was much eas ier to
quiet him on grounds of her esy. The church was used by
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the ac a demic com mu nity to squelch what some ac a de mi -
cians felt was a threat to both their method of know ing and
their au thor ity. Ronan notes that Ludovico delle Colom -
be’s anti-Ga li leo faction were

dis ap pointed with the way the ar gu ment on float ing
bod ies had gone, [and] de cided that it was time to
carry the at tack on Ga li leo into court cir cles, and to
shift the em pha sis from prob lems in phys ics to the far 
more dan ger ous ground of re li gious fi del ity. For mal
court ban quets pro vided suit able oc ca sions, and one
day, when Ga li leo was not pres ent, the open ing salvo 
was fired by the pi ous Dow a ger Grand Duch ess
Chris tina who raised the ques tion of the re li gious or -
tho doxy of the Co per ni can view. Un wit tingly
primed by Boscaglia, the uni ver sity’s strongly pro-Ar -
is to te lian pro fes sor of phi los o phy, the Grand Duch -
ess ques tioned the Ben edic tine monk, Benedetto
Castelli, who was a well-known pu pil of Ga li leo’s,
ask ing him whether a mov ing Earth was not contrary
to the Scriptures (1974, pp. 144-145).

In this case the sci ence pro fes sors and es tab lish ment
schol ars ac tu ally were greater en e mies of sci ence than re li -
gion. Cer tain sec u lar as tron o mers even re fused to look
through Ga li leo’s tele scope to ver ify his ob ser va tions,
whereas the Je suit as tron o mers in con trast were will ing to
look through his tele scope and “saw the phe nom ena for
them selves, were con vinced, and turned to hon our ing and 
feast ing Ga li leo: af ter all, was he not Je suit trained, a true
son of the Church, whose fame brought dis tinc tion to the
Or der?” (Ronan, 1974, p. 127). Not only were these Je su its 
de lighted with Ga li leo, but also dur ing a visit to Rome he
had an au di ence with Pope Paul III that ev i dently made
such a favorable impression on the Pope that 

af ter wards church dig ni tar ies vied with one an other
to do him hon our. In brief, the trip was an un qual i -
fied suc cess, a tri umph for Ga li leo and his tele scope.
... As far as Ga li leo was con cerned, he was over joyed
with the re cep tion he had re ceived; his tele scopic
ob ser va tions had been con firmed by the high est as -
tro nom i cal au thor ity in the land; he had the sup port
and friend ship of Prince Cesi and, it seemed, the
sym pa thy ... [of] Car di nal Barberini. Church and so -
ci ety were on his side; what more could he ask?
(Ronan, 1974, p. 131)

Ga li leo’s main prob lem, what Santilana called his “fa -
tal mis take,” was his

rash in dis cre tion, his in sis tence on throw ing open to
the com mon peo ple, by writ ing in the ver nac u lar, a
ques tion which was far from be ing set tled ... the
proper ap proach would have been to write elab o rate
tomes in Latin and then pa tiently wait for the ap -
praisal of the schol ars ... (Santilana, 1955. p. 18).

When Ga li leo was brought to trial the sec ond time, he
was a man of nearly 70, in poor health, and, partly for this

rea son, the churches’ in ter fer ence in his life work was ac -
tu ally mi nor. He had many re search in ter ests, most of
which he could pur sue with out prob lems, and the trial
only forced him to re gard any find ings that di rectly sup -
ported the Co per ni can sys tem as the ory and not fact
(Brodrick, 1964; Drake, 1957; 1967; 1974; 1981; 1983). It
is also com monly claimed that Ga li leo was tried and found 
guilty of her esy. In fact, “Ga li leo was never charged with
nor tried for her esy, as is com monly be lieved. Her esy was a
far more se ri ous of fense and car ried a much stiffer pen alty” 
(Moy, 2001, p. 45). Ga li leo was in fact tried and found
guilty only of not keep ing the agree ment he made in 1616
to dis cuss heliocentrism as hy po thet i cal only un til de fin i -
tive proof was forth com ing. In Ga li leo’s day “no one had
yet come up with a con vinc ing proof that Earth re ally flew
around the Sun at great speed, as Copernicus’s proposal
required” (Moy, 2001, p. 44). 

Al though the out come of the sec ond trial hin dered him 
from di rectly re search ing heliocentrism, Ga li leo nev er the -
less con tin ued to make ma jor dis cov er ies in his many
other ar eas of in ter est. His last ma jor as tro nom i cal dis cov -
ery made in 1637 proved that the Moon swayed or vi brated 
as it cir cled around the Earth. Ga li leo’s de feat was pri mar -
ily psy cho log i cal, al though it is true that some branches of
the Cath o lic Church later at tempted to sup press his
heliocentricity work. And, as is quite clear from the lit er a -
ture, the rea sons for sup pres sion in cluded the op po si tion
of ma jor portions of academia against Galileo and his
ideas. 

Iron i cally, the Cath o lic Church’s re sponse prob a bly
en cour aged many peo ple who oth er wise would not ex am -
ine the he lio cen tric view, and as a re sult many even tu ally
ac cepted it. Al though the he lio cen tric rev o lu tion had be -
gun with Co per ni cus, most uni ver si ties still taught geo -
centricity years af ter Ga li leo died (Spielberg and
An der son, 1987). When Har vard was founded in 1636, the 
fac ulty re mained “firmly com mit ted to the Ptol e maic the -
ory.” The facts re viewed here are widely known among sci -
ence his to ri ans. An ar ti cle pub lished in a jour nal that is
openly hostile to the religious worldview concluded that: 

While schol ars have (nat u rally) been un able to
come to a con sen sus on why Ga li leo was tried by the
In qui si tion, al most all his to ri ans agree that it was not
pri mar ily be cause Ga li leo be lieved in the Co per ni -
can heliocentrism (Moy, 2001, p. 43 emphasis in
original) 

The Major Sin of the Catholic Church 

The Cath o lic Church’s ma jor sin was prob a bly ca pit u lat -
ing to the pres sure from the sci en tific com mu nity, cer tain
Je su its and other en e mies of Ga li leo. Only as a re sult of
pres sure from the sec u lar es tab lish ment and the Ar is to te lian 
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phi los o phers did the Cath o lic Church firmly side against
Ga li leo (Himmel, 1986). An im por tant fac tor in the con tro -
versy over heliocentrism was the mat ter of how to in ter pret
the Scrip ture’s de scrip tions of na ture in har mony with the
au thor ity of fac tual ob ser va tions about na ture. The strug gle
was “a com plex power strug gle of per sonal and pro fes sional
pride, envy and am bi tion, af fected by pres sures of bu reau -
cratic pol i tics” (Himmel, 1986, p. 116).1 Ga li leo rightly un -
der stood that nat u ral the ol ogy and di vine rev e la tion could
not be in con flict. He rea soned that God could not say one
thing in His Word and some thing else in “His nat u ral rev e -
la tion,” the nat u ral world. If there is a dis crep ancy, it must
lie with our un der stand ing or in ter pre ta tion of ei ther the
nat u ral world or God’s rev e la tion, and this means more re -
search, study, un der stand ing, and pa tience (McMullin,
1988). It also means we should not re ject scrip ture for hu -
man in ter pre ta tions of our cur rently lim ited sci en tific data.
Science books that are only a few years old are commonly
found to be wrong or misleading in the light of new
research.

The Cath o lic Church was by no means in no cent, but
in fact was guilty of much re pres sion and per se cu tion of
dis si dents, in clud ing var i ous Prot es tants, Jews, and oth ers
who dared to dis agree with it. The sci en tific com mu nity,
though, also has been his tor i cally guilty of much per se cu -
tion of its dis si dents, her e tics, and even its most prom is ing
sons (Brewster, 1841; Nash, 1929). And sci ence may be
even more guilty than some religionists (Walsh, 1911).

Examples of the Same Problem Today 

The same prob lem still ex ists to day, and many main line
Church lead ers are again mak ing the same mis take that
they made in Ga li leo’s time by sid ing with the sec u lar es -
tab lish ment and sup port ing evo lu tion ary nat u ral ism
(John son, 1995; Moore, 1979). They have again re jected
Ga li leo’s “Book of Na ture” con cept and el e vated na ture
not only to a god sta tus, but to the creator as well. 

The or tho dox sci ence po si tion is that the cre ation cre -
ated it self and that nat u ral law only is re spon si ble for, and
can fully ex plain, the ex is tence of ev ery thing in the Uni -
verse. Many prom i nent op po nents of creationism and
even in tel li gent de sign to day are theo lo gians (Num bers,
1992). Ed i to ri als such as in the sec u lar hu man ist mag a -
zine, The Free In quirer, com monly claim that the evo lu -
tion ists’ stron gest al lies are the clergy. Many mod ern
de nom i na tions may again be proved wrong for de fend ing
a be lief sys tem that is both with out em pir i cal foun da tion
and in tel lec tu ally bank rupt. His tory may also again
condemn religion for once more siding with the scientists:

To day many churches and theo lo gians have great
re spect for nat u ral sci en tific con clu sions. Some times 
they sup press ideas they would es pouse in the ab -

sence of those con clu sions.... But hold ing un war -
ranted re spect for all things sci en tific is dan ger ous. It
was ever so: when Greek sci ence be came widely
avail able in the West in the thir teenth cen tury, it
even tu ally helped to pro vide theo log i cally dog matic
an swers to the great cos mo log i cal ques tions. Will
mod ern theo lo gians and churches adopt un crit i cally 
mod ern nat u ral sci en tific ideas con cern ing or i gins
and or der and con vert those ideas to theological
dogma today? (Maatman, 1994, p. 181). 

The his tory of the uni ver sity re veals that the ac a demic
com mu nity not un com monly has been, and still is, in tol -
er ant of dis so nant views (Berg man, 1993). Once con -
vinced of the righ teous ness of a cause, ed u cated per sons
some times are more ve he ment in sup press ing op po si tion
than their less-ed u cated breth ren. It is no ac ci dent that
Hit ler arose, and the Ho lo caust oc curred, in a coun try that
had a higher ed u ca tional level and a greater per cent age of
Ph.D’s than any other na tion in the world. With very few
ex cep tions, ac a de mia sup ported Hitler’s tyranny and
policies (Morse, 1968). 

Kind ness, com pas sion, and love for one’s fel low hu -
mans are not a pre req ui site to earn a Ph.D., and the highly
in tel li gent of ten are ste reo typed as sadly lack ing in these
qual i ties. Few uni ver si ties en cour age the de vel op ment of
these traits, and many prob a bly sup press them. Higher ed -
u ca tion of ten ex poses one to other cul tures and peo ples,
and may in crease tol er ance in these ar eas, but it does not
al ways in crease tol er ance for a di ver sity of ideas. All too of -
ten ed u ca tion in doc tri nates those in its care in a cer tain
worldview, and for this rea son col lege grad u ates have re -
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1One re viewer of this pa per stressed that I should add that
Ga li leo tried to de fend heliocentrism to Cath o lic theo lo -
gians by ar gu ing that Bib li cal schol ars should take into
con sid er ation well-es tab lished facts about the world from
sci ence as they in ter pret Scrip ture: “The Cath o lic
Church at the time did not gen er ally ap pre ci ate the now
well-un der stood con cept of phenomenological lan guage
in Scrip ture. Scrip ture de scribes events as they ap pear to
an ob server on Earth. To take scrip ture to be a lit eral pre -
cise de scrip tion of the ac tual pro cesses in volved (like sci -
en tific the o ries) fails to in ter pret Scrip ture as it would
have been un der stood by the orig i nal read ers. In gen eral,
this was not ap pre ci ated in Ga li leo’s day by the church,
and is still a con cept re jected even to day by to day’s
geocentrists. The Cath o lic Church’s sins in cluded they
gave too much cre dence and au thor ity to Ar is to te lian phi -
los o phy and did not have an ad e quate ap proach for in ter -
pret ing Scrip ture. This made them un able to ac cept
im por tant new dis cov er ies. Al though they also ca pit u -
lated to pres sure from the sci en tific com mu nity, I would
view that as more of a symp tom of the prob lem and not
the root prob lem.”



mark ably sim i lar views on a wide va ri ety of so cial ques -
tions, from abor tion to zoophilia, from gun con trol to
re li gion (Rob ert son, 1981). In our age of al most wor ship of
the sci ence en ter prise, it is quite pos si ble that a more ac cu -
rate view of re al ity will be dis missed sim ply be cause it does
not con form to some body of scientific opinion. And the
view often most at issue is religion: 

In re search uni ver si ties, “the re li gious peo ple
keep their mouths shut ... And the ir re li gious peo ple
dis crim i nate. There’s a re ward sys tem to be ing ir re li -
gious in the up per ech e lons.” Stark sug gest that per -
haps more NAS mem bers are re li gious than think it
pol i tic to ad mit (Larson and Witham, 1999, p. 91).

Cen sor ship of pro fes sors and ideas has been with us for
a long time, and is still very much with us to day. Gruber’s
ex ten sive study con cludes that the prob lem of sup press ing
mi nor ity views in sci ence—or those that were con sid ered
threat en ing to the ex ist ing so cial or der—was his tor i cally
common in

vir tu ally ev ery branch of knowl edge, re pres sive
meth ods were used: lec tures were pro scribed, pub li -
ca tion was ham pered, pro fes sor ships were de nied,
fierce in vec tive and rid i cule ap peared in the press.
Schol ars and sci en tists learned the les son and re -
sponded to the pres sures on them. The ones with
 unpopular ideas some times re canted, pub lished
anon y mously, pre sented their ideas in weak ened
forms, or de layed pub li ca tion for many years (1981,
pp. 203). 

These prac tices are still true to day. Max Planck, af ter
dis cuss ing his rev o lu tion ary work that con cluded en ergy,
like mat ter, ex ists in units or quanta, stressed: “It is n’t a
mat ter of the strength of the ar gu ments. It’s a mat ter of the
old sci en tists dy ing off” (quoted in Durden-Smith, 1981, p. 
91). Be fore an ar ti cle is pub lished in a sci en tific jour nal, it
must be ap proved by a board of re view ers or ref er ees. The
valid re quire ment to se lect work of high qual ity not un -
com monly re sults in ex clud ing un or tho dox or new the o -
ries, blur ring the dis tinc tion be tween ref er ee ing and
cen sor ing. Re jec tion of a sci en tific pa per be cause it dis -
agrees with one’s per sonal opin ions is com mon, and some -
times a new jour nal is founded be cause of such in ci dents.
Pro fes sor Bateson, when serv ing as a ref eree, once re jected
a pa per sub mit ted by Karl Pearson and his col leagues who
re sponded by found ing a new jour nal called Biometria as
an outlet for their articles.

Un for tu nately, many ideas in sci ence are at first seen as
“fringe” or pseudo-sci ence. One very ef fi cient strat egy for
in sur ing that cer tain ideas are not se ri ously dis cussed in
sci en tific cir cles (much less gain ac cep tance) is for crit ics
to la bel them “pseudo-sci ence” be fore they are ex am ined
care fully. This of ten in sures that they will not get a fair
hear ing. Pomeranz found that acu punc ture, ad min is tered
by his co-worker to an es the tized an i mals, caused neu ron

cells to no lon ger fire for about twenty min utes. Pomeranz
be came ex tremely in ter ested in acu punc ture and pain.
Un for tu nately, though, Pomeranz found it was dif fi cult to
in ter est others in his research to the extent that he 

has had grant ap pli ca tions turned down for work on
“acu punc ture,” only to have them ac cepted the fol -
low ing year for “pe riph eral elec tri cal stim u la tion”—
in ef fect, the same thing, as al most all acu punc ture
in volves the use of elec tri cal charges. He has had to
com bat the skep ti cism of his peers by us ing 10 con -
trol groups in an ex per i ment where one would be
more usual. Though his more con ven tional work has 
ap peared in Sci ence, the most pres ti gious of the
Amer i can sci en tific jour nals, he has yet to pub lish a
sin gle pa per there on acu punc ture and its ef fects. “In 
fact, they’ve never taken one pa per, how ever highly
re viewed,” he says, “that did n’t knock acupuncture.”
(Durden-Smith, 1981, p. 91).

Even highly qual i fied sci en tists have dif fi culty pub lish -
ing if their ideas are too con tro ver sial. One of the most em -
i nent mod ern as tron o mers, the late Fred Hoyle, lived for
many years “al most in ex ile from the sci en tific world com -
mu nity” (Overbye, 1981, p. 69). A founder of a ma jor re -
search in sti tute at Cam bridge Uni ver sity in 1967, he was
widely con sid ered one of this cen tury’s most cre ative, pub -
lished (and controversial) astronomers. 

Af ter study and pon der ing the or i gin of life prob lem for
some time, Hoyle con cluded that con di tions on Earth
were never such that life could have orig i nated nat u rally
here. His prob lems stemmed not so much from his new
the o ries, which he ad mit ted had prob lems, but from ques -
tion ing some of the older sci en tific the o ries that have be -
come sa cred such as the spon ta ne ous gen er a tion of the
first form of life. Hoyle con cluded that “Heavy gov ern -
ment fund ing of sci ence is the main spring of a de gen er a -
tion of sci ence into con for mity. The sys tem has a nat u ral
evo lu tion to wards killing minds” (quoted in Overbye,
1981, p. 72).

His re search led him to pos tu late that if life arose nat u -
rally, it must have “orig i nated in space and mi grated to
Earth abroad com ets” or sim i lar means (Overbye, p. 69).
Hoyle also got into trou ble for ques tion ing the Big Bang
hy poth e sis, the the ory that mat ter, en ergy, space, time, and 
the laws of phys ics flung them selves into be ing “like a party 
girl pop ping out of a cake.” Hoyle con cluded: “It seemed
ab surd to have all the mat ter cre ated as if by magic”
(Overbye, p. 70).

Al though he was rec og nized as a highly in flu en tial
thinker in as tron omy and was knighted by Brit ain’s Queen
Eliz a beth II in 1972 for his con tri bu tions, con flicts with
col leagues over his con clu sions be came so great that he
was forced to leave Cam bridge in 1971 (Mad dox, 2001,
p.270). Yet, one well-known as tron o mer ad mit ted he did
not be lieve “there have ever been any vic to ries against
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Hoyle” (Overbye, 1981 p. 72). The long term ed i tor of Na -
ture John Maddox stated that 

only last year came the book A Dif fer ent Ap proach to
Cos mol ogy, by Hoyle, Geoffrey Burbidge and Nar -
likar, pub lished by Cam bridge Uni ver sity Press. This 
is a schol arly rather than a po lem i cal work, in that it
is a well-doc u mented guide to extragalactic ev i dence 
against the Big Bang (a term, in ci den tally, in tended
to be de ri sive, that was coined by Hoyle him self in a
broad cast lec ture of 1952). My own con vic tion is
that Hoyle’s scep ti cism was well-founded. But it is
too soon to tell how the Big Bang will be re placed by
some other cos mol ogy. That is het ero doxy. Soon af -
ter A Dif fer ent Ap proach to Cos mol ogy ap peared, I
asked one of Hoyle’s for mer col leagues if he’d read it. 
“Would n’t waste the time,” was the re ply. The hope
must be that ci vil ity will break out among Hoyle’s
enemies now that he is dead (2001, p. 270). 

Mad dox adds that Hoyle and three col leagues pub -
lished in 1957 in Re views of Mod ern Phys ics a “clas sic pa -
per now known af fec tion ately as B2FH. Fowler won a
No bel prize for his work. Hoyle, shame fully, did not”
(2001, p. 270). 

Fran cis Crick, like wise a No bel Prize win ner and one of 
the most em i nent liv ing sci en tists, also has voiced her esy.
Like Hoyle, Crick feels that the con di tions never were ap -
pro pri ate on the Earth for the self-for ma tion of life, and
thus also has hy poth e sized a panspermia the ory (Crick,
1981). Niles Eldredge, who him self has been un der fire
be cause he has ques tioned the slow, grad ual Dar win ian
evo lu tion and ad vo cates in its place a form of the punc tu -
ated equilibrium theory, stated that

Crick’s book strikes me noth ing short of a di sas ter. To 
be sure, poorly writ ten books by em i nent sci en tists
abound, and ... Crick has ev ery right to hold—and
pub lish—any idea he wants, how ever odd it may
seem. But in sci ence, ideas for which there are few
ways to test, for which there is vir tu ally no ac cu mu -
lated cor rob o ra tion, and which ad dress phe nom ena
for which there are sim pler hy poth e sis, usu ally do
not com mand book-length treatment (1981, p. 94).

Did Crick also en coun ter dif fi cul ties in ob tain ing grant
money and pub lish ing his views as a re sult of this book?
Some peo ple feel this book, at the least, tar nished his rep u -
ta tion. One may ex pe ri ence dif fi cul ties pub lish ing in a ref -
er eed jour nal, but some times can pub lish in the open
mar ket, al though even best-sell ing au thors such as
Velikovsky have ex pe ri enced prob lems (Bloch, 1975).
Velikovsky’s main the sis is the ma jor events in the his tory
of Earth and other plan ets have been dom i nated by
catastrophism rather than uniformitarianism (Gold smith,
1997). He cor re lated these pro posed ca tas tro phes with
world events, in clud ing those men tioned in the Bi ble.
Gardner notes that the first re sponse of many sci en tists to

Velikovsky’s work, led by Harlow Shapley of Harvard Uni -
versity, “was one of rage,” and a

flood of in dig nant let ters to the pub lisher from sci en -
tists who threat ened to boy cott the firm’s text books,
led to the dis missal of the as so ci ate ed i tor who
brought the manu script to the com pany’s at ten tion.
Pub li ca tion rights were turned over to Doubleday.
...which has no text book de part ment ... (Gardner,
1957, pp. 28–29).

Block noted af ter Worlds in Col li sion was pub lished in
1950, “a mod ern clas sic case of ac a demic dem a gogu ery”
fol lowed: 

Sci en tists and schol ars who sup ported Velikov -
sky’s the sis—and even those who sim ply de fended
his right to be heard—were shouted down. Some,
like as tron o mer Gordon Atwater and Macmillan ed i -
tor James Putnam, were sum marily dis missed from
their po si tions. Fa vor able re views of the book were
killed be fore their pub li ca tion, to be re placed by fer -
vent at tacks on ‘ir re spon si bil ity’ in the pub lish ing in -
dus try. All too fre quently, these at tacks were writ ten
by sci en tists who ad mit ted that they had not read
Worlds in Col li sion, while those who had read the
book grossly mis rep re sented the au thor’s po si tion
and ig nored or dis torted his ev i dence. The book’s
pub lisher, Macmillan, came un der such pres sure in
the ac a demic com mu nity that it was forced to trans -
fer the pub li ca tion rights to Doubleday, even though 
at that time the book had been 20 weeks on The New
York Times best seller list (1982, p. 929).

The 1950 meet ing of the Amer i can As so ci a tion for the
Ad vance ment of Sci ence set up a “the ory-cen sor ing
board” to pre vent pub li ca tion of what in their judg ment
was “the wrong kinds of sci ence books” such as those that
openly sup port creationism or Bib li cal ide ol ogy. One dif -
fer ence is that Ga li leo has largely been vin di cated by sci -
ence, while the jury is still out on many of Velikovsky’s
ideas. This is pre cisely the point: it is easy to con demn or
cen sor ideas that seem wrong, but few con demn those
whose ideas seem cor rect. There fore, those whose ideas
seem wrong are the scholars in need of protection. 

Al though Velikovsky’s work is still very con tro ver sial,
some claim that cer tain of his pre dic tions have proved cor -
rect, and his ideas are no less fan tas tic than some of those
pro posed to day by other, more main line ca tastro phists
such as the the ory of di no saur ex tinc tion pro posed by Luis
and Wal ter Alvarez (see Alvarez, 1997). Velikovsky en -
gaged in a writ ten de bate with Al bert Ein stein right up to
the lat ter’s death in 1955, and al though Ein stein “ac cepted 
Velikovsky’s ev i dence of re cent ca tas tro phes,” he was ad a -
mant that cer tain other of his ideas were wrong until 

just a few days be fore he died, Ein stein learned that
ra dio noises had been de tected from Ju pi ter, he of -
fered to use his in flu ence to ar range other ex per i -

232 Creation Research Society Quarterly



ments on Velikovsky’s be half. Al bert Ein stein died
with Worlds in Col li sion open on his desk (Bloch,
1982, p. 931).

The ma jor rea son for uni ver sity ter mi na tions to day is
not in com pe tence, but rather con flicts be tween the fired
pro fes sor and his or her col leagues based on dif fer ing be -
liefs and opin ions about ac a demic or po lit i cal/cul tural
mat ters (Bergman 1980; 1993).

Hoyle is not the only mod ern em i nent as tron o mer who
has suf fered a fate that in many ways is worse than that of
Ga li leo. Linus Pauling, who has the rare dis tinc tion of
earn ing two No bel Prizes, like wise dared to op pose the sci -
en tific com mu nity. Find ing it dif fi cult to ob tain grant
money for his re search, he was forced to set up his own
foun da tion so he could sup port his re search from pub lic
con tri bu tions (Gardner, 1991). Horgan con cluded that
“sci ence to day is locked into par a digms. . . and if you try to
get any thing pub lished by a jour nal to day” that con tra dicts
the or tho dox par a digm chances are “the editors will turn it
down” (1995, p. 47). 

Significance of the Galileo
Case for Science

Re li gion has no mo nop oly on in tol er ance. In tol er ance is a
char ac ter is tic of im per fect hu mans and a trait that all of us
must work as sid u ously to over come. Tes ti fy ing to day
against Dar win ism can re sult in death threats, as has hap -
pened to Fred Hoyle’s col league, Chandra Wickrama -
singhe (threats that, ac cord ing to the March 1982 is sue of
Dis cover mag a zine, the po lice took “very se ri ously.”) Isaac
Asimov concluded that if a

her e tic is him self a sci en tist and de pends on some or -
ga nized sci en tific pur suit for his liv ing or for his re -
nown, things can be made hard for him. He can be
de prived of gov ern ment grants, of pres tige-filled ap -
point ments, [and] of ac cess to the learned jour nals
(Asimov, 1977, p. 7).

To day, more than ever be fore, we must re al ize that in
ex per i men tal sci ence ideas should be si lenced only by em -
pir i cal ev i dence that co mes from ex per i men ta tion and
rep li ca tion (Redondi, 1987; Lang ford, 1965). Since or i -
gins sci ence is at its core, his tory, and not di rectly based on
em pir i cal, lab o ra tory sci ence, much spec u la tion is in -
volved. It is un for tu nate for sci ence that there is not more
tol er ance in this area in the twenty-first century. 

Re ports of ter mi na tions and other prob lems in ac a de -
mia based on re li gious be liefs now abound in the lit er a -
ture, forc ing one to ask, “Have things changed much since
Ga li leo?” The an swer is, prob a bly not very much. Har -
vard’s Owen Gingerich con cluded that “...sci en tific cen -
sor ship, re mains in our world to day, and it may well be far
more ef fec tive and in sid i ous than in the sev en teenth cen -

tury” dur ing the time of Ga li leo (1981, p. 60). Sir Fred
Hoyle in an in tro duc tion to one of his books concluded:

The pop u lar be lief is that the Co per ni can Rev o lu -
tion and the in qui si tion of Ga li leo are things of the
past. Hu man so ci et ies, it is claimed, have pro gressed
be yond the stage when such out rages could hap pen
again. In this book we show that the Co per ni can
Rev o lu tion is far from over, and that so ci ety has not
im proved since the six teenth cen tury in any im por -
tant re spect. If any thing the sit u a tion may have got
worse, with the suc cesses of the In dus trial Rev o lu -
tion con fer ring upon hu man be ings a de gree of
arrogance not seen before (1993, p. 1).

The fact that many sci ence her e tics are proved wrong
and fade into obliv ion does not jus tify the per se cu tion of ten
meted out to sci ence in no va tors. Asimov warned that in sci -
ence the in sid ers or pro fes sion ally trained sci en tists, what he 
calls endoheretics, are “some times right, and since star tling
sci en tific ad vances usu ally be gin as her e sies, some of the
great est names in sci ence have been endoheretics”
(Asimov, 1977, p. 12). This is prov ing true, even to day. And
as is true in the cur rent cre ation-evo lu tion con tro versy, Dar -
win ists have worked hard to gain sup port from both the
clergy and the com mon peo ple. Al though many cler ics also
op posed Ga li leo’s po si tion, they were crit i cal of him and his 
work for rea sons hav ing noth ing to do with re li gion
(Schirrmacher, 2000; Gerard, 1908). They, too, were part of 
the zeit geist of the time, and as is also true  today in the Dar -
win ism con tro versy, many cler ics went along with the
conclusions of the academic establishment.
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Boltzmann’s Atom by David Lindley
The Free Press, New York. 2001, 260 pages, $24

Just a cen tury ago, many sci en tists re jected the con cept of
at oms. Ernst Mach (1838-1916), for ex am ple, re jected at -
oms be cause they could not be di rectly seen. Lud wig
Boltzmann (1844-1906), in con trast, pro moted atomic
the ory since at oms nicely fit his the o ret i cal re search on
gases. Still to day there is on go ing, good na tured ten sion
be tween ex per i men tal and the o ret i cal phys ics, al though
the existence of atoms is now clear.

Boltzmann is of in ter est to creationists since he pi o -
neered the un der stand ing of the Sec ond Law of Ther mo -
dy nam ics. His clas sic pa per in 1877 gave the sta tis ti cal
def i ni tion of en tropy, the uni ver sal ten dency in na ture to -
ward dis or der. Nei ther au thor Lindley nor Boltzmann ap -
par ently un der stood the con flict be tween the Sec ond Law
and evo lu tion ary prog ress. In fact Boltzmann be came a
pro moter of the new ideas of Dar win. Boltzmann’s words:
“The over all strug gle for ex is tence of liv ing be ings is…a
strug gle for [or der], which be comes avail able in the flow of 
en ergy from the hot sun to the cold earth” (p. 225). As we
know to day, raw en ergy with out in tri cate pro cess ing brings 
only fur ther dis or der, not or der. Boltzmann was on good
terms with the out stand ing the o re ti cian and creationist

James Clerk Maxwell (1831-1879). The book gives
in trigu ing de tails about sev eral per son al i ties. For ex am ple, 
Max well wrote po etry, of ten used hu mor, and he spoke
with a strong Scot ac cent. Boltzmann was a pi a nist, fa ther
of five, and was a poor lecturer. Maxwell was a theist but
Boltz mann apparently was not.

Boltzmann did not have a happy life. He was af flicted by
neur as the nia, a term of his day for de pres sion and anx i ety.
He fi nally took his own life by hang ing. This sad prac tice of
sui cide was pop u lar in Vi enna around 1900. The au thor
makes an im por tant gen eral state ment con cern ing faith:
“There co mes a time when cir cum stances are so hard that
mud dling through does n’t work any more. Then one has to
fall back on re serves of in ner strength, on prin ci ples or be -
liefs. And if there are no such prin ci ples or be liefs, per haps
death be gins to seem the only op tion” (p. 223). A eu logy for
Boltzmann by Ernst Mach took an other di rec tion. Mach
con cluded that, in view of the in tense ri valry over ideas be -
tween sci en tists, “the sur pris ing thing was per haps that cases 
such as the un for tu nate death of Boltzmann did not oc cur
more of ten” p. 218). In other words, he was surprised more
scientists didn’t kill themselves!




