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A recently published book has the pro-
vocative title and subtitle: Astronomy
on Trial—A Devastating and Complete
Repudiation of the Big Bang Fiasco.
The author is Roy C. Martin, Jr., and
the 245-page book is published by
University Press of America, Inc., in
Lanham, Maryland.

The author, remarkably enough, is
not a creationist, but neither is he an
astronomer, so evolutionary astrono-
mers and cosmologists will undoubt-
edly ridicule or ignore his criticisms.
Nevertheless, his objections to the
establishment’s Big Bang theory do
echo what many people are thinking.
He opens the “Prologue” to the book
with the following blistering charges.

Astronomy, rather cosmology, is
in trouble. It is, for the most part,
beside itself. It has departed
from the scientific method and
its principles, and drifted into
the bizarre; it has raised imagi-
native invention to an art form;
and has shown a ready willing-
ness to surrender or ignore fun-
damental laws, such as the sec-
ond law of thermodynamics and
the maximum speed of light, all
for the apparent rationale of
saving the status quo. Perhaps

no “science” is receiving more
self-criticism, chest-beating,
and self-doubt; none other
seems so lost and misdirected;
trapped in debilitating dogma.1

Martin then proceeds, page after page
and chapter after chapter, to illustrate
and document the absurdity of the
“Big Bang fiasco.”

The Big Bang idea is not based on
observation and experimentation, as is
usually true in legitimate science, but
speculation and esoteric mathematics.

It is not a theory, and only
weakly might it be referred to
as an hypothesis. . . .  the physi-
cal laws of conservation of mat-
ter, inertia, and others that are
inviolable here on Earth, are ne-
gated in space by mathematics.2

Martin is not criticizing observational
astronomy, of course, but the cosmo-
logical extrapolations and specula-
tions that have abused it.

Even though Martin himself is not
an astronomer, there are significant
numbers of top-flight professional as-
tronomers who also reject the Big
Bang. Three very eminent astronomers
have recently commented as follows:

. . . the theory departs increas-
ingly from known physics, un-
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til ultimately the energy source
of the universe is put in as an
initial condition, the energy
supposedly coming from some-
where else. Because that “some-
where else” can have any prop-
erties that suit the theoretician,
supporters of Big Bang cosmol-
ogy gain for themselves a large
bag of free parameters that can
subsequently be tuned as the
occasion may require.3

They then draw the following reason-
able conclusion.

We do not think science should
be done that way. . . . In the cur-
rently popular form of cosmol-
ogy . . . the physical laws are
regarded as already known and
an explanation of the later situ-
ation is sought by guessing at
parameters appropriate to the
initial state. We think this ap-
proach does not merit the high
esteem that cosmologists com-
monly accord it.4

These astronomers are not creationists.
They believe there never was a real cre-
ation and that the universe is eternal
and in a sort of “steady state.”

In fact, there are various “steady
state” theories, as well as “continuous
creation” theories, all of course contra-
dicting the profound and true state-
ments of Scripture, and also either the
First Law of Thermodynamics or the
Second Law, or both. These laws—the
best proved laws of science—note that
no matter/energy is now being created
or annihilated, but that all the existing
matter/energy of the universe is decay-
ing and dying.

The Big Bang obviously contra-
dicts the First Law, with all the matter/
energy of the cosmos suddenly coming
into existence out of nothing—either
by a “quantum fluctuation” out of the
primeval void or as some suggest,

through a so-called “wormhole” from
some other imaginary universe. The
Second Law stipulates that disorder will
necessarily increase in the universe
which is surely a closed system, if God
is excluded, so it seems anomalous to
say that the matter/energy, which spon-
taneously appeared in the Big Bang,
would evolve into the highly complex
universe that now exists.

However, the Second Law is not
considered inviolable by these cosmolo-
gists if it interferes with their cosmo-
logical speculations. In addition to the
above exception, it must be discarded
for another reason also—to explain gal-
axies and the imaginary “dark matter”
which their origin and movements seem
to require. Astrophysicist Lawrence
Schulman of Clarkson University and
others feel that time can actually be re-
versed, along with the Second Law.
Science writer Marcus Chown notes the
implications.

The Universe may contain re-
gions where milk would stir it-
self out of coffee and eggs would
unbreak. . . . The idea that there
may be regions where time runs
backward could explain invis-
ible dark matter. . . . Schulman’s
calculations will appear in a
forthcoming issue of Physical
Review Letters. Except, of
course, in a reverse-time region,
where, having been published,
they are now being unwritten.5

The article to which Chown refers did
appear in the December 27, 1999, issue
of Physical Review Letters.

A subsequent comment by another
science writer “explains” this extraor-
dinary concept further.

In his studies, Schulman as-
sumes that the universe expands
and then contracts. . . . . . celes-
tial bodies with reversed time
would have originated in our
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distant future and would already
have experienced the cosmic
turnaround.

Presumably, these retreating bodies in
reversed time, being no longer visible,
could constitute the vast amounts of
“dark matter” required by Big Bang
cosmology.

To us, it is especially surprising that
so many evangelical scientists and theo-
logians seem quite willing to discard
the statements of Scripture in order to
accept the imagined “Big Bang” as the
event of divine creation. They are even
using the “New Age” icon, the so-called
anthropic principle, which presumably
ties various cosmic constants in with
Big Bang cosmology, as evidence of
this event. They should realize, how-
ever, that all this compromise not only
contradicts God’s Word, but also the
opinions of the large majority evolu-
tionary of evolutionary cosmologists.

For about a decade now, an in-
creasing number of scientists
and theologians have been as-
serting, in popular articles and
books, that they can detect a
signal of cosmic purpose pok-
ing its head out of the noisy
data of physics and cosmology.
This claim has been widely re-
ported in the media, perhaps
misleading lay people into
thinking that some kind of new
scientific consensus is develop-
ing in support of supernatural
beliefs. In fact, none of this pur-
ported evidence can be found
in the pages of scientific jour-
nals, . . .
     Stronger versions of the
anthropic principle, which as-
sert that the universe is some-
how actually required to pro-
duce intelligent “information
-processing systems,” are not
taken seriously by most scien-

tists or philosophers.7

The author of the above evaluation
is Professor of Physics at the University
of Hawaii, obviously biased against
theism, but nevertheless accurate in his
appraisal of the influence of the
anthropic principle.

To come back to Earth, so to speak,
it is worth repeating once again the
great truth that God’s revelation of spe-
cial supernatural creation of the heav-
ens in the beginning has never been
refuted by any factual discoveries of
astronomy or physics or cosmology.
God was there, and He knows! We do
well to believe His Word.

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).
    My right hand hath spanned
the heavens: when I call unto
them, they stand up together
(Isaiah 48:13).
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WHAT DO AMERICANS BELIEVE ABOUT ORIGINS,
ACCORDING TO THE POLLS? BY JOHN D. MORRIS, Ph.D.

For decades opinion polls have consis-
tently revealed that a majority of Ameri-
cans believe in some form of creation,
while only a small minority fully em-
brace evolution. Thus, it was of inter-
est to see the results of a nationwide
poll (November–December, 1999) com-
missioned by the ultra-liberal People
for the American Way (PAW), whose
anti-creation views are well known.

I first learned of this story when a
newspaper reporter from Kansas
phoned me for my opinion. She had
just received the 54-page news release
from PAW and was writing an article. I
had not seen the document, but as she
read the questions and analysis to me,
Paw’s overriding bias became clear to
both of us. Even in spite of constructed
questions, some very interesting results
unfolded.

Before discussing the results, let me
mention flaws in the survey. The poll re-
peatedly portrayed creation thinking
(“creationism”) as a religious belief as
opposed to the “scientific” truth of evo-
lution. How should one respond when
asked if they want religious beliefs taught
as science in public school classrooms?

The poll never defined evolution,
never differentiating between adapta-
tion, natural selection, mutations, etc.
(sometimes called microevolution,
which all creationists accept), and
large-scale macroevolution, i.e., fish to
man. The idea that man evolved from
the apes was deemed a wrong view of
evolution, for knowledgeable evolu-
tionists hold that man really evolved
from “an apelike ancestor,” not an ape
(even though the human ancestor most

recognized, means “southern ape”).
One question was about the Kansas

State Board of Education’s decision to
“remove evolution from their state sci-
ence standards,” but the KBOE did no
such thing. They did remove macro-
evolution from its proposed status as a
“unifying principle” in science, but left
all the actual “evolution” intact.

One conclusion drawn was that
people are confused over this issue and
what they believe on both sides. Actu-
ally, it was the pollsters who are con-
fused. I am very familiar with both sides
and on most of the questions, none of
the answers reflected my views, while
the questions contained error. Nowhere
would I have been allowed to state my
preference that the secular scientific in-
formation favoring creation and con-
tradicting evolution be allowed.

Nevertheless, it is instructive to
note that only 5% of these Americans
accepted evolution theory as “fully ac-
curate,” and another 22% accepted it
as “mostly accurate.” Meanwhile, 21%
considered it “completely not accu-
rate,” and another 8% considered it
“mostly not accurate.” The real ques-
tion is: How has this 5% minority of
aggressive evolutionists come to fully
control the public school system, in-
cluding the writing of textbooks and
teacher credentialing? What can be
done to allow a more mainstream view
back in?

America still awaits a polling effort
with unambiguous, unbiased, reveal-
ing questions. For what it’s worth, ICR
stands ready to help prepare such a poll,
and we would welcome the results.


