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“Thou, even thou, art Lord alone;

thou hast made heaven, the heaven
of heavens, with all their host, the

earth, and all things that are therein,
the seas, and all that is therein, and

thou preservest them all; and the host of
heaven worshippeth thee” (Nehemiah 9:6).
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Our Bible-believing forefathers were very
naïve. They had the simplistic notion that
God was omnipotent and truthful. In their
unsophisticated view of things they be-
lieved that the Bible was God’s Word and
that He was able to do what He said He
did, and that He said what He meant to
say about what He did! They believed
what He wrote when He wrote the Ten
Commandments on “two tables of stone
written with the finger of God . . . accord-
ing to all the words, which the LORD spake
with (Moses) in the mount out of the midst
of the fire” (Deuteronomy 9:10).

Among these words were the follow-
ing: “Six days shalt thou labor, and do all
thy work. . . . For in six days the LORD
made heaven and earth, the sea, and all
that in them is. . .” (Exodus 20:9,11). Ev-
erything that was in the heavens was made
in that primeval six-day period, or—more
specifically—on the fourth day of that
period when God had said that He “made
two great lights, the greater light to rule
the day, and the lesser light to rule the
night: He made [note, not ‘is making’] the
stars also. . . .”

That seems easy enough to under-
stand. God was surely able to do that, and
that’s what He says He did! “By the word
of the LORD were the heavens made; and

all the host of them by the breath of His
mouth. For He spake, and it was done;
He commanded, and it stood fast” (Psalm
33:6,9). “Thus the heavens . . . were fin-
ished, and all the host of them. And on
the seventh day God ended His work
which He had made. . .” (Genesis 2:1,2).
Why are “finished” and “ended” so hard
to understand?

One can understand why atheistic and
pantheistic astronomers and cosmologists
would reject this truth—the very premise
of their profession requires them to try to
understand the cosmos without invoking
a Creator God. But Christian astronomers
who say they believe in God and the Bible
should find no problem with it.

Or so our naïve forefathers would
have thought. Now, however, we have the
phenomenon of Christian “apologists”—
including at least one prominent commu-
nicator with a Ph.D. in astronomy—tell-
ing Christians they must abandon the
Biblical literalism of their forefathers; and
then try to explain the cosmos by some
15 billion years of stellar evolution, start-
ing with the hypothetical Big Bang, fol-
lowed by the evolution of the elements,
then the stars, galaxies, and planets. We
ourselves are said to be the eventual prod-
uct of these aeons of stellar evolution, the
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elements of our very bodies being essen-
tially “stardust” formed in ancient stellar
processes.

Furthermore, they say, we can still see
stellar evolution taking place in the heav-
ens. We can see stars, galaxies, and plan-
ets in various stages of this cosmic evolu-
tionary process.

No we can’t! The heavens and the
earth were “finished.” All of God’s heav-
enly “works were finished from the foun-
dation of the world” (Hebrews 4:3). As
long as people have been looking at the
stars, they have never seen a single star
evolve. We do occasionally see stars dis-
integrate, but that’s not evolution! The
tragedy is that so many leaders of Chris-
tian colleges, publications, churches, and
para-church organizations are blindly
following these latter-day apologists for
modern scientism.

Perhaps the greatest anomaly in this
situation is the incredibly weak scientific
case for the whole scenario of cosmic evo-
lution. There can be no “experiments” or
“observations” of stars evolving, in the
very nature of the case, so it cannot be
scientific, though it may be naturalistic—
all based on mathematical manipulations,
computer simulations, and atheistic or
pantheistic philosophies.

The British Astronomer Royal, Mar-
tin Rees, has warned about putting too
much faith in these speculations.

In a recent lecture he warned the
Association for Science Educa-
tion that cosmologists are not to
be taken seriously when they
speculate about the universe in
the first second after the Big
Bang. . . . Even the existence of
the Big Bang itself depends on the
extrapolation of physics back to
the very beginning. In other
words, the shaky place given to
religious concepts in many of the
popular cosmolo-gies is not based
on sound science.1

The author who was quoting Dr. Rees
is herself a former professor of philoso-
phy of science at the University of Cam-
bridge. She concludes:

But perhaps it is unfair to judge
the significance of science in gen-
eral from cosmology, which is a
special case in being as far re-
moved from and sparsely sup-
ported by the here-and-now evi-
dence as any theories can be.2

In spite of the great faith placed by
certain Christian leaders in the Big Bang,
there are many secular astronomers who
reject it. Among the more obvious diffi-
culties are its contradiction of the two
universal laws of thermodynamics, but
there are many others. The “inflation
theory” was enthusiastically promoted for
awhile in the 1980s as a means of resolv-
ing at least some of these problems. This
was the notion that an incredibly small
mini-universe “inflated” to the size of a
grapefruit in an incredibly short time be-
fore it exploded into the Big Bang, which
then proceeded to evolve into everything
else.

But inflation itself has encountered
numerous problems, with many modifi-
cations having to be appended to the
theory.

Even so, there is no proof that in-
flation is correct; and, to add to
the uncertainty, distinct versions
of the theory have proliferated, as
physicists grapple with the prob-
lem of finding an inflation that
could have produced the universe
but is also compatible with known
laws of physics.3

As another astronomer has recently
expostulated, after trying to sort through
all the problems:

But then nobody knows whether
inflation actually happened any-
way.4

Since simple inflation turned out
to be inadequate to generate the Big Bang
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and the cosmos, various cosmophysicists
have tried to improve on inflation.

The theory now comes in variet-
ies called old, new, chaotic, hy-
brid, and open inflation, with nu-
merous subdivisions like
supersymmetric, supernatural,
and hyperextended inflation, each
a vision of just how the inflation
might have touched off the birth
of the universe we see today.5

Then, of course, there is the problem
of what started the inflation in the first
place.

This question has led to an even more
fantastic speculation. There has somehow
been a “quantum fluctuation” from noth-
ing into something, by virtue of the un-
certainty principle.

One of the consequences of the
uncertainty principle is that a re-
gion of seemingly empty space is
not really empty, but is a seething
froth in which every sort of fun-
damental particle pops out of
empty space for a brief instant
before annihilating with its anti-
particle and disappearing—these
are the so-called quantum fluctua-
tions.6

After developing these thoughts at some
length, the author says:

If this theory is correct, then seeds
of structure are nothing more than
patterns of quantum fluctuations
from the inflationary era. In a very
real sense, quantum fluctuations
would be the origins of everything
we see in the universe.7

Atheistic astronomers used to replace
Genesis 1:1 with their version of origins
as: “In the beginning, hydrogen.” But that
didn’t really explain the hydrogen. Now,
the new version has it as follows: “In the
beginning, quantum fluctuations.”

By no means, however, have we yet
seen the end of these cosmic metaphysi-
cal speculations. As Coles says:

But perhaps none of the available
family of models will fit all the
new data. For many of us, that is
the most exciting possibility of all,
as we would have to move to
stranger theories, perhaps not
even based on General Relativity.8

Who knows? Perhaps they will some-
day even hit on the simplest of all—the
true theory that, “In the beginning God
created the heaven and the earth.”
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Before I came to work at ICR in 1984, I
was on the faculty of the University of
Oklahoma. There were other Christians
on the faculty, but few openly identified
with Christ or Christian thinking in a pub-
lic way. Often there was public ridicule
of Christians in the campus newspaper by
other faculty members and administrators,
so the peer pressure was real and vicious.
It escalated whenever creation was raised,
however, and since I’ve never been good
at keeping quiet, much of it was aimed at
me.

It was in the early 1980s when I first
heard the term “politically correct,” and
knew beyond a shadow of a doubt that I,
as an outspoken Christian/creationist, was
quite “politically incorrect.” A focal point
of the movement was the chancellor of
Michigan State University, Donna
Shalala, who was known as “the queen of
political correctness.” Maybe I was an
optimist or maybe just naïve, but I hoped
that once this trend was exposed and even
named, it would certainly be condemned
and shunned by “open-minded” academic
freedom advocates. Wrong!

Soon it became openly espoused and
defended by leaders in politics, media,
religion, and science in addition to aca-
demics. Now it’s worse than ever, with the
former queen, Donna Shalala, ruling from
her throne as Secretary of the Department
of Health and Human Services. Suffice it
to say, I’m no longer naïve nor optimistic
for a quick turn around.

But why? While many thought sys-
tems are labeled “politically incorrect,”
why is creationism at the top of the list? I
think there are several reasons.

One is that evolution undergirds all

Why Is Creation Politically Incorrect?
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of the wrong thought systems now deemed
politically correct, from humanism to
Marxism to New Age to post-modernism.
But evolution can never stand the test of
open scientific inquiry. Thus, the alternate
view of creation must be censored.

A second reason is that, in the name
of “tolerance,” the politically correct
crowd vilifies any person or thought that
is not “tolerant,” which does not value
every view or action as equally valid.
Since Christianity insists that absolute
truth does exist, in faith and practice as
well as science and history, it must not
be tolerated. The message of creation,
which undergirds Christianity, further
implies that there are absolute guide-
lines for life, and that some choices con-
stitute sin, which must be punished. In
the name of “tolerance,” this view can-
not be tolerated.

The intolerant “politically correct”
movement against the truth gathers steam
with each passing day, especially in the
schools. Unprepared Christian students
easily fall prey to its concepts of relativ-
ism. Shalala’s illogical views have be-
come mainstream during her tenure away
from the Washington spotlight. Biblical
Christianity remains the only foe stand-
ing in the way of complete victory.

My promise to you is that ICR will
remain “politically incorrect,” intolerant
of wrong thinking in science, government,
society, and church. Truth means some-
thing to us.


