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      Recommended Resources

      Bloom, John A. The Natural Sciences: A Student’s Guide. Crossway, 2015. This book is part of the Reclaiming the Christian Intellectual Tradition series, which examines academic topics from a Christian perspective. Bloom helps readers understand Christian underpinnings for the practice of science. He shows that far from being a threat to or an enemy of science, the Christian faith was pivotal in science’s history, and it is indispensable for clear thinking on current scientific issues.

      Keathley, Kenneth D. Faith and Science: A Primer for a Hypernatural World. B&H Academic, 2024. Keathley provides a thoughtful exploration of the relationship between science and faith. Drawing from a wealth of theological, historical, and scientific insights, he presents complex ideas in an engaging and accessible manner. This book is a great antidote for readers who perceive science and Christian faith as adversaries.

      Lennox, John. Can Science Explain Everything? Good Book, 2019. This brief and highly readable book is perfect for high school and college students looking for a stimulating apologetic resource. Lennox clarifies the limits of science and exposes the problems with scientism as a worldview. He also helps readers think more clearly about the relationship between science and faith.

      Numbers, Ronald, ed. Galileo Goes to Jail: And Other Myths about Science and Religion. Harvard University Press, 2009. A readable book that debunks a number of common myths about the relationship between science and religion. Each short chapter looks at a different episode in the history of science and religion, separating the historical wheat from the chaff.

      Ratzsch, Del. Science and Its Limits: The Natural Sciences in Christian Perspective. InterVarsity Press, 2000. An excellent introduction to the philosophy of science. Instead of simply talking past those with whom he disagrees, which is often the case in debates about science and faith, Ratzsch brings conceptual clarity and philosophical insight to many facets of the discussion. After reading this book, your brain will feel like it has gone through a growth spurt—in the best sense!

      Wood, Todd Charles. The Quest: Exploring Creation’s Hardest Questions. Compass Classroom, 2018. Wood writes this book as a young-earth creationist who is passionate about science. Christians are all too familiar with the challenges science presents for faith, questions about whether evolutionary theory can be reconciled with the Bible, or whether Noah’s flood was global. Instead of using these hard questions as an excuse to disparage science (or faith), Wood sees these challenges as an invitation to a lifetime of Christian discipleship. In a book that is refreshingly personal, Wood encourages us to engage God’s creation with faith, commitment, and endless curiosity.
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