
         In the battle over the best explana-
tion of the origin of the Universe and our 
planet the two most popular paradigms 
are Evolutionary Naturalism and Biblical 
Naturalism. Until the 18th Century, most 
people in Western civilization subscribed 
to the Biblical Naturalism worldview. 
Very thick layers of sedimentary rock in-
terpreted by the "Uniformatarianism" ex-
planation proposed by Charles Lyell were 
a major reason for a paradigm shift dur-
ing the 19th Century to Evolutionary 
Naturalism. It seemed obvious that bil-
lions of years of Earth's history was bur-
ied in those layers of rock.  

         At the same time, it seemed clear 
that the Bible teaches a total history of 
only thousands of years for the history of 
the universe. The result has been a reduc-
tion in the trust of the scientific reliability 
of the Bible. Many now believe the Bible 
is a book of folk fables and is primarily 
useful for moral training. The label, 
"fundamentalist" like the first century la-
bel, "Christian", has been given to people 
to suggest that they possess lower intel-
lect. 

         In response, many "creationists" 
have altered the most obvious interpreta-
tion of the Bible to accommodate the 
"obvious" age of the universe. So, in the 
Biblical Naturalism camp two major divi-
sions exist. Both "younger universe" as 
well as "ancient universe" creationists 
claims that they derive their understand-
ing from nature and scripture. 

         Dave Nutting, from the Alpha 
Omega Institute, wrote the first article 
that I would like to share. Most of us are 

bombarded with the misinformation 
about the age of the rocks from all sorts 
of trusted public educational sources. 
Dave reminds us of the disservice the Na-
tional Park Service has rendered to mil-
lions of unsuspecting young people 
through the years.  
 

The Rocks Cry Out by Dave Nutting, 
Think and Believe, July/August 2001; 
Vol.18 No.4  

        This summer millions of people from 
all over the world will visit America’s 
National Parks and Monuments where 
they will be deluged with a flood of evo-
lutionary dogma. It is disheartening, that 
instead of honoring and glorifying the 
Creator for His wonderful works, our 
parks and monuments have been turned 
into shrines of evolutionary paganism 
and pantheism.  

        Now you might say, “Isn’t that state-
ment going a bit too far?” Maybe, but 
how often in the parks “educational pro-
grams” have you heard “Mother Nature,” 
“Time,” “Gaia,” “Evolution,” and 
“Natural Selection” being credited for the 
wonders of our world? How often have 
the intricate designs and amazing beauty 
been attributed to blind chance? How 

long has it been since you heard the 
credit going to God, the Creator? 

        Then again, think about the names 
we find on so many geologic features. 
Just here in the Grand Junction area we 
find Devil’s Kitchen, Devil’s Canyon, 
and Serpent’s Trail. In Colorado Springs 
we find Garden of the Gods (notice the 
plural). In Idaho and Oregon there’s 
Hell’s Canyon. If that’s not enough, jour-
ney to Grand Canyon, where you will 
find Vishnu Schist, Zoroaster Granite, 
Vulcan’s Throne, Devil’s Corkscrew, 
Shiva Temple, Osiris Temple, Isis Tem-
ple, Jupiter Temple, and Diana Temple. 
The list goes on and on. 

        But what do we find when we actu-
ally study the rocks, geologic formations, 
and the animals and plants of our nation’s 
wonderlands? We find just what we 
would expect to find if the account given 
in Genesis is true and accurate. We find 
intricacy and design in living things that 
could come only from an intelligent, 
powerful Creator. We find distinct 
“kinds” of life, not the billions of transi-
tions that would be expected according to 
evolution. We also find billions of fossils 
buried in rock layers all over the earth. 
There is evidence of rapid deposition and 
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extensive formations covering thousands 
of square miles, as well as huge canyons 
that can best be explained by lots more 
water—just what we would expect to find 
from Noah’s Flood. 

         Yet, with all this evidence that the 
Word of God is true when it speaks of 
Creation and the Flood, people still pro-
claim the glories of evolution and refuse 
to honor and glorify the Creator. Just like 
the people in the apostle Paul’s day, they 
worship and serve the creature, more than 
the Creator (Romans 1:25). Yet, the very 
rocks give testimony of God’s power, 
truth, and faithfulness. Seeing what God 
has made should turn our hearts and 
mouths to worship and praise Him! How-
ever, we are not “officially allowed” to 
acknowledge Him in the parks of this 
land. The whole situation is reminiscent 
of the time when the rulers of Jesus’ day 
tried to get the people to stop praising 
Him, and He told them that if the people 
didn’t praise Him, the rocks would cry 
out (Luke 19:40). The rocks are truly 
“crying out” in our parks and monu-
ments. May we, too, join our voices in 
praise to our Creator God. 

         Dr. Russell Humphreys wrote the 
second article I would like to share. Dr. 
Humphreys became a controversial figure 
among creationists after the publication 
of his book, Starlight and Time  in 1994. 
In that book, Dr. Humphreys tried to rec-
oncile the apparent ancient age of the 
universe, as observed by the stars that are 
millions of light years away, with the 
young age of the universe portrayed in 
the Bible. 

         I do not pretend to be a qualified 
judge as to the validity of Dr. Hu m-
phreys' hypothesis. I have admired Dr. 
Humphreys for his courage in providing a 
new unorthodox idea for astronomers to 
test. Many creationists have joined in the 
battle against Dr. Humphreys' hypothesis. 
That is how science is supposed to work. 
I have, however, been disappointed that 
many creationists have included an attack 
on Dr. Humphreys in a more personal 
way. I believe that Dr. Humphreys' arti-
cle will be enlightening. 

Seven Years of Starlight and Time  
by D. Russell Humphreys, Ph.D.*  

         Seven years ago this month I sent 
Master Books the manuscript of a small 
book on creationist cosmology called 
Starlight and Time .1 Without much pub-

licity it has proved surprisingly popular, 
being well into its sixth printing and re-
cently made into a video.2 Apparently 
many Christians have been concerned 
about the problem suggested by the 
book's subtitle, Solving the Puzzle of Dis-
tant Starlight in a Young Universe. That 
is, if the cosmos is indeed as young as the 
Bible says it is, how could the light from 
very distant stars have had time to get 
here? Consequently, the book has had 
quite an impact, both favorable and vitri-
olic.  

        A 1987 monograph by Australian 
creationist Barry Setterfield3 had stimu-
lated me to examine this problem. He 
suggested that the speed of light, c, was 
much faster in the past. His particular "c-
decay" model turned out to have prob-
lems with both data and physics theory, 
problems I outlined in appendix A of my 
book. But he deserves credit for focusing 
creationist attention on cosmology and 
for setting the example of offering a very 
creative solution to the problem.  

        The monograph revived my interest 
in Einstein's general theory of relativity, 
which I had neglected since graduate 
school. Physicists like me often use Ein-
stein's special theory of relativity dealing 
with the effects of high speeds and have 
found it indispensable. Few of us have 
occasion to use general relativity, which 
deals with effects of gravity and accelera -
tion not easily attainable in the labora-
tory. But it is an essential tool for astro-
physics and cosmology.  

        Until the last decade many young-
earth creationists had avoided relativity, 
and consequently astrophysics and cos-
mology. The main reason was a dislike of 
some of the philosophical implications 
and logical paradoxes associated with the 
theory. However, I found that the bad 
philosophy and paradoxes come not from 
the mathematics of relativity itself, but 
rather from a bad interpretation of the 
mathematics. A better interpretation is 
possible which resolves the philosophical 
and logical problems as my book briefly 
expla ins.4 I've been pleased to see that in 
recent years creationist scientists are no 
longer avoiding relativity, but rather 
studying it seriously and deriving better 
applications.  

What the Big Bang Theorists Don't 
Tell You  

        As I began to study cosmo logy, I 
carried into it the usual island universe 

misconception of the big bang theory 
which most people have, including most 
scientists and even many astronomers. 
Like most people, I pictured the big bang 
as beginning with tiny "cosmic egg," or 
small ball of hot matter exploding out-
ward into an empty three-dimensional 
space. After billions of years the matter 
would cluster into galaxies, groups of 
hundreds of billions of stars like our own 
Milky Way galaxy. The resulting hun-
dreds of billions of galaxies would them-
selves be clustered into an "island" of 
galaxies in a "sea" of otherwise empty 
space.  

        But in 1991, Roy Holt, a fellow crea-
tionist physicist, made me realize that my 
picture of the big bang theory was wrong. 
Roy, having the same preconception as I 
did, pointed out an inconsistency. In the 
alleged big bang's beginning, he said, the 
intense gravity from all that concentrated 
matter would cause it to be deep in a 
black hole , out of which the matter 
should not be able to emerge. Back-of-
envelope calculations supported his 
point. If our understanding of the impli-
cations of the big bang were right, it 
could never happen!  

        I knew from my studies that the big 
bang theory did not claim to start out in a 
black hole, but at first I didn't understand 
why not. Then I realized that the actual 
theory, as understood by experts, does 
not depict an "island" universe. That is, it 
has no large volume of empty space un-
occupied by galaxies. By making an arbi-
trary and unjustified assumption, the ex-
perts would have space be roughly uni-
formly populated with galaxies.  

        In the big bang's mathematical 
model of the beginning, space itself 
would expand outward with the ball of 
hot matter, and the matter would com-
pletely fill space at all times. There 
would never be a large empty part. In the 
most favored version of the big bang, if 
you traveled very fast in any given direc-
tion, you would arrive back at your start-
ing point without ever encountering a 
large region of empty space. That makes 
it impossible to define a boundary around 
the matter, so the matter could have no 
center of mass. With no unique center for 
gravity to point to, there would be no 
black hole at the beginning.  

        Knowing their theory is very diffi-
cult to visualize, big bang experts don't 
try hard to correct the public's "island 

(Continued on page 3) 
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universe" misconception. But occasionally 
they do make brief comments, such as,  

This [picture of the big bang] is 
wrong . . . there is no center and 
edge.5  

But What If There Is a Center?  

         In contrast to the big bang story, the 
Scriptural record appears to imply that the 
universe is in fact, an island universe. Ap-
pendix B of Starlight and Time  shows Bib-
lical evidence that (a) the cosmos has a 
unique center and a boundary for its mat-
ter, beyond which there is at least some 
empty space; and (b) on a cosmic scale of 
distances, the earth is near the center.  

         A finite cosmos with a center of grav-
ity is quite different from the nonbounded 
universe the big bang depicts. In the big 
bang theory, if you could travel from our 
galaxy to a neighboring one, you would go 
gravitationally "up" for the first half of the 
journey and then gravitationally "down" 
for the next half. Going further outward 
would continue the ups and downs, but 
they would average out to about zero. On a 
large scale, such a universe would have no 
part which would be significantly higher 
(gravitationally) than any other part.  

         But in a creationist cosmos having a 
center of gravity, if you were to travel out-
ward from the center you would, on the 
average, go steadily "upward" in a gravita-
tional sense. On a large scale, the heavens 
would be at a higher gravitational 
"altitude" than the earth. As Isaiah 55:9 
says: "For as the heavens are higher than 
the earth . . ."   

         A center of gravity is important be-
cause an effect in general relativity called 
gravitational time dilation comes into 
play. Experiment and Einstein's theory 
agree that time and all physical processes 
run more slowly in areas which are lower 
in a gravitational field than in areas which 
are higher.  

         The effect is very small normally, but 
it turns out that when the expanding uni-
verse was at a critical size (about fifty 
times smaller than it is now), gravitational 
time dilation would have been very impor-
tant. My theory proposes that the cosmos 
was at that critical size during the fourth 
day of Creation Week. While one ordinary 
day was elapsing on earth, billions of 
years worth of physical processes were 
taking place in distant parts of the uni-

verse. This allows starlight from even the 
most distant star to arrive during or soon 
after the fourth day, the same day God cre-
ated all the stars. During that day, most of 
the expansion of the cosmos would have 
taken place.  

        The bottom line is that relativity 
forces us to say by whose clocks we spec-
ify the age of the cosmos or the timing of 
events within that cosmos. My book points 
out that the Bible gives us time in terms of 
the "earth's frame of reference, not some 
other frame." Scripture says, and my the-
ory agrees, that the universe is young as 
measured by clocks on earth.  

"Starlight Wars"  

        Starlight and Time appeared in print 
in October 1994. Just a few months after 
that, a small group of opponents of the tra-
ditional historical view of Genesis —that it 
means what it says—declared "holy war" 
on my book. Their leader was Hugh Nor-
man Ross, whose organization "Reasons to 
Believe" markets a theology heavily based 
on big bang thinking. Dr. Ross had as-
sumed that general relativity can lead to 
only one cosmology, the big bang theory 
and its billions of years. But my book of-
fers an alternative—a relativistic cosmo l-
ogy that fits into the Biblical timescale.  

        Starlight and Time did not mention 
Ross, but he correctly saw it as a threat to 
his  organization. At his instigation, the 
Rossites launched attacks in lay publica-
tions7 and in a creationist newsletter in 
which I published answers.8 In 1996 they 
tried an extensive letter campaign to 
Christian leaders. In 1997 they switched to 
a creationist scientific journal.9 Thank-
fully, my answers have satisfied reviewers 
and silenced critics. The resulting four-
years debate have now been archived on 
the Internet.10 The debate apparently ended 
last year after I emphasized that the Ros-
sites had refused to comment on several 
key concepts and quotes from the secular 
astrophysics literature which support my 
cosmology. Their silence betrays the 
weakness of their arguments.  

How to Regard Creationist Models  

        In contrast to the way some scientists 
promote their theories, I don't expect peo-
ple to take mine as gospel. For example, 
many people may prefer the mature crea-
tion of starlight, a venerable creationist 
theory I commented on in appendix A of 
my book. Even if you like my theory, 
please try to keep open to the possibility 

that a better one may come along. I myself 
remain open, and anticipate my tenure at 
ICR, with increased attention and time fo-
cused on this vital question, to bear much 
fruit.  

        Cosmic phenomena are so complex 
and beyond our ken that it would be espe-
cially arrogant to assume God couldn't do 
what He said He did simply because we 
can't imagine how. Our imaginations are 
very limited, but God's is not. Even in cos-
mology, all things are possible with God 
(Matthew 19:26). Every human theory 
needs to conform to the knowledge the 
word of God gives us. Regardless of the 
complexities of cosmology, we can know 
that the world is young because of clear 
Scripture in clear context, such as Exodus 
20:11, "For in six days the Lord made 
heaven and earth . . ." Our privilege, our 
mandate, is to try to discern His methods 
and thoughts, and to give Him all praise 
and glory throughout.  
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Reid Moon and Bob Harsh would 
like to invite you to participate in 
a morning of exploring the world 
class Carnegie Museum from a 
creationist point of view. Each of 
the exhibits at Carnegie Museum 
suggest the visitors view nature 
through evolution glasses. Reid 
and Bob will teach you how to 
observe the same nature through 
creationist glasses. 
 

When: Saturday September 22 at 
10:00 AM 
Where: Meet at the Carriage 
Drive Entrance in front 
What to bring: Pencil and your 
imagination 
Cost: $5 a person (group rate) + 
$1.00 for handout 
 

We will provide separate tours: 
Children ages 9-12 

Youth 13-18     Adults  

 
 
AVAILABLE on CD: Entire audio re-
cordings of 1994 and 1998 ICC’s!  
 
Two CD set for each year in MP3 For-
mat- Plays on a computer via the media 
player program or special MP3 players 
but it does not play on a regular music 
CD player. Each 2 CD (MP3) set has 
over 60 hours of audio presentations 
with questions and answers not only 
from the Technical Track but also the 
Basic, Evening, and Educational Tracks. 
This is a real value at $20.00 per set and 
$5.00 shipping/handling. In addition, 
when purchased with a written proceed-
ings of 1994 or 1998, the cost of the 
proceeding is only an additional $5.00 
with no shipping charge. 


