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The power of a world view

A world view is inescapable. Our world 

view consists of our most basic assumptions 

(presuppositions) about reality. Our most 

foundational presuppositions (axioms) can-

not be proved by something else (otherwise 

they would not be the most foundational), 

yet we hold them to be unquestionable. We 

use these assumptions (often without real-

izing it) to help us interpret what we observe 

in the world. We cannot avoid this; without 

a number of foundational presuppositions 

about reality we could not make sense of 

anything. Consider a few assumptions that a 

typical person might hold to as part of his or 

her world view:

(1) I exist.

(2) Th ere is a reality beyond myself.

(3) I have senses which can be used to 

probe that reality.

(4) Th ere are laws of logic.

(5) I can use the laws of logic to draw ac-

curate conclusions about the universe.

Most people would hold to the above 

assumptions (and many others as well, of 

course). We cannot actually prove them with-

out making other assumptions, and yet we 

War of the world views
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could not function without them. Suppose I 

see a small rock on the side of the road and I 

decide to pick it up. I have assumed quite a 

lot to take this action. I must have reasoned 

that (1) I exist — otherwise I couldn’t pick 

up the rock. I assume that there is a rock 

— it is part of (2) a reality beyond myself. I 

have concluded that the image passed on to 

my brain by my eyes is an accurate repre-

sentation of that reality (3). I have used 

logic to draw the conclusion (5) that I can 

pick up the rock; this means I have also 

presupposed that there are laws of logic 

(4). Th ese assumptions are automatic; we 

don’t even have to think about them. Yet, 

without them we could not know that 

it is possible to pick up that rock. Th ese 

presuppositions (and others) constitute a 

person’s world view. Clearly, a world view 

is essential in order to know anything 

about the universe.

How are we to know if we have an 

accurate world view? Is there any reason 

to think that our most basic assump-

tions about reality are correct? Although 

most people would agree on the fi ve 

assumptions listed above, many people dis-

agree on other very foundational ideas. Th ese 

include: the existence of God, the nature of 

truth, the origin of the universe, the origin 

of life, morality, and many others. When 

people disagree on their most basic assump-

tions, how do we determine who has the 

more accurate world view?

Creation In-depth:

Internal inconsistencies in 

world views

Some world views cannot be en-

tirely correct because they are internally 

inconsistent. Consider the beliefs of a 

materialist. Such a person believes that 

all things are physical; nothing immate-

rial exists. The materialist uses reason 

and the laws of logic to support his 

beliefs, but he does so inconsistently. In 

his view, there can be no laws of logic 

since they do not exist physically. There 
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is no place in the universe where you can 

“see” the laws of logic; they are intangible 

and thus cannot exist according to the 

materialists’ professed beliefs. His reasoning 

is self-refuting.

Likewise, the evolutionist who be-

lieves that all life is merely an accidental 

by-product of chemicals, mutations, and 

natural selection has an internal inconsis-

tency. Such a person must (by his own pro-

fessed beliefs) accept that the human brain 

has developed accidentally. So why should 

we trust the brain’s conclusions? We have 

no reason to accept assumption (5) in the 

list above if evolution is true. The evolution-

ist world view is therefore internally incon-

sistent. The evolutionist accepts assumption 

(5) to support his world view which does 

not comport with assumption (5).

The evolutionist might respond that 

natural selection has guided the brain so 

that it can determine truth. There is no 

reason to assume that that is true, because 

it does not logically follow that survival 

value equates with the ability to determine 

truth. In fact, some incorrect beliefs might 

have survival value: for example, the belief 

that it is morally acceptable to do whatever 

I want (lie, steal, murder, etc.) as long as it 

increased my chances of survival.41

Inconsistencies of  

practice

Many world views lead to conclusions 

which are incompatible with the behavior 

of the persons who profess them. For 

example, a naturalist has no basis for an 

absolute moral standard, and yet most 

naturalists would nonetheless hold to a 

moral standard, and would be outraged 

if someone else were to violate it. If the 

universe is merely an accident, then what is 

the basis for right and wrong? What distin-

guishes a good action from an evil one in 

the naturalist’s view?

For example, most naturalists would 

believe that murder is wrong. Why should 

that be so? By the naturalist’s own assump-

tions, a human being is merely an accident 
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of the universe. Why should one acci-

dent eliminating another be considered 

wrong? The naturalist can make up an 

arbitrary standard for morality (perhaps 

morality is determined by majority 

opinion, or inborn “feelings”) but has 

no absolute basis for one. As such, 

he has no basis for imposing his mere 

opinions of right and wrong on others. 

Only a creation-based world view allows 

for the existence of absolute morality. If 

there is a Creator to whom we owe our 

existence, then that Creator can set the 

standards. The God of the Bible has cre-

ated such standards — laws of morality 

which are absolute.42

Illumination from the 

created universe

A person might argue that his or her 

world view is accurate because it can explain 

the scientifi c evidence, but all world views 

can do that — that’s what they are for.43 Ex-

ternal evidence can never prove or disprove 

a person’s world view in an absolute sense. 

Th e reason is simple: evidence is always 

interpreted in light of that person’s world 

view. Th e evidence doesn’t “speak for itself ”; 

it’s the interpretation that is signifi cant, and 

the interpretation is bound to be compatible 

with the world view that produced it. Th is is 

inevitable.

As an example, consider the disintegra-

tion of comets discussed in chapter 3. Recall 

that comets cannot last for millions of years, 

and thus their existence supports the bibli-

cal age of the solar system. Does this refute 

the naturalist’s world view (which holds to 

an age of the solar system of about 4.5 bil-

lion years)? Th e naturalist says, “Of course 

not. It simply means that there must be an 

as-yet-undiscovered Oort cloud (or genuine 

Kuiper Belt with numerous actual comet-

sized objects) which produces new comets to 

replace the ones that decay.” Th e naturalist 

has proposed an additional hypothesis which 
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brings the evidence into line with his world 

view. Both creationists and evolutionists can 

do this with any evidence. Th erefore, exter-

nal evidence contrary to the expectations of 

a world view cannot strictly disprove that 

world view because one can always add on 

additional auxiliary (supporting) conjectures 

to bring the evidence into line.

Let’s look at another example: Centuries 

ago, there was a commonly held belief called 

“geocentrism.” Th is idea holds that the sun 

and all the planets revolve around the earth. 

Th e geocentric model was strongly pro-

moted by the Greek astronomer Ptolemy. 

Today, we hold to the heliocentric model 

— the idea that the planets (including 

Earth) orbit around the sun.44 One might 

suppose that it would be easy to distinguish 

between these two models; simply watch 

how the planets move — examine the 

evidence.

Th e motions of the planets in the night 

sky are fully compatible with heliocentrism; 

the planets (and the earth) appear to orbit 

the sun. Such motions were well known 

in ancient times, but Ptolemy was able to 

explain these motions within the geocentric 

framework by the addition of supplemen-

tary assumptions. Ptolemy postulated that 

each planet orbits in a little circle which in 

turn orbits a larger circle centered on the 

earth.45 Th e little circles are called “epicycles” 

and the larger circle is the “deferent.” Th us, 

in Ptolemy’s view, planets orbit the earth 

in a “spirograph” fashion — making little 

circles which move along a larger circle.

Greek astronomer Claudius Ptolemy
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Amazingly, Ptolemy’s geocentric model of 

the solar system is able to predict the positions 

of the planets with a fair degree of accuracy 

— despite the fact that it is wrong.46 By care-

ful adjustment of the size of the epicycles and 

the speed at which the planets circumnavi-

gate them, the observations can be explained 

within a geocentric framework. Of course, 

the heliocentric model can also accurately 

predict the positions of planets. Both models 

can explain the evidence and correctly predict 

future observations. Th e main diff erence is 

that the heliocentric model is far simpler; it 

does not require any epicycles at all,47 and this 

is the lesson. Th e incorrect model required 

additional assumptions (epicycles) and adjust-

ments to make it “fi t” the facts. Th e correct 

model did not.48

Today, there are many similar battles 

between opposing frameworks of thought. 

Th ere is creation versus evolution, billions 

of years versus thousands, naturalism versus 

supernaturalism, and secular humanism versus 

Christianity. As with the competing models of 

the solar system, these battles are not primar-

ily about evidence; rather, they are about how 

such evidence is interpreted. When it comes 

to our world view, do we use the Word of 

God to interpret evidence, or do we use the 

opinions of fallible human beings?

Th e heliocentric model of the solar system Th e geocentric model of the solar system
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A biblical view of the  

universe

We have seen that when it comes to as-

tronomy, the biblical world view makes sense 

of the scientific evidence in a straightforward 

way without the need for excessive arbitrary 

assumptions. In chapter 1, we explored 

how the vastness and beauty of the universe 

declare God’s glory. God could have chosen 

to create only the earth, sun, and moon, and 

life would have been possible; but instead 

He chose to make a universe 

immense beyond imagination to 

give us just a small taste of His 

incredible magnificence.

In chapter 2, we saw that 

the Bible has always been right 

about astronomy. The spheric-

ity of the earth which hangs on 

nothing, the expansion of the 

universe, the countless numbers 

of stars, the conservation prin-

ciples of mass and energy, and 

the ordinances of the universe 

are all important astronomical concepts that 

are taught in the Bible. In many cases, the 

popular secular view of the day contradicted 

the biblical teachings, but the Bible has been 

vindicated.

In chapter 3, we saw how the biblical 

time scale is confirmed by scientific evidence. 

We understand that these evidences can 

always be interpreted in light of the secular 

view by the addition of extra assumptions 

(an undetected Oort cloud, spiral density 

waves, magnetic dynamos, etc.). We have 

Orion Nebula
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also seen that there is no need for these 

conjectures in the biblical world view. Th e 

Bible provides a logical, self-consistent 

interpretation of scientifi c evidence sup-

porting a universe that is thousands of years 

old. Conversely, the arguments off ered in 

favor of the secular view generally assume 

uniformitarianism and/or naturalism and 

are thus circular.

In chapter 4, the secular belief in natu-

ralism was challenged on both philosophical 

and scientifi c grounds. Problems with the 

secular big-bang and solar accretion models 

such as the missing antimatter, extrasolar 

planets (hot Jupiters), and star formation are 

in fact design features for creation — per-

fectly consistent with the Bible. Th e biblical 

implication that the earth is unique and that 

it alone harbors life is confi rmed (so far) by 

observational astronomy.

We acknowledge that these evidences 

can be reinterpreted by the addition of 

untested assumptions. Th e atheist might 

assume that the universe really is teeming 

with life; we just haven’t detected any yet, for 

whatever reason. Th e biblical world view 

makes sense of the evidence without the 

need for copious additional conjectures.

Nonetheless, a person who holds dog-

matically to the secular world view will not 

be convinced by these evidences — nor 

by any evidences. Th ere is a popular story 

about a psychologist treating a patient with 

a bizarre problem; the patient is convinced 

that he himself is in fact dead. Th e psy-

chologist points out that all the medical 

evidence points to the fact that the patient 

is alive, and is in perfect physical health, 

but the patient remains unconvinced 

— pointing out that medical evidence can 

be misinterpreted.

Frustrated, the psychologist fi nally 

comes up with a plan to prove to his con-

fused patient that he is in fact not dead. 

He asks the patient, “Do dead men bleed?” 

Th e patient replies, “No.” At this point, 

the psychologist pulls out a small pin and 

pricks the patient’s fi nger. A small drop of 

blood appears. “See! You’re bleeding,” says the 

psychologist, confi dent at having made his 
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point (literally). Th e patient replies, “Wow! 

I guess I was wrong. Looks like dead men 

really do bleed, after all!”49

Th is story reinforces a profound truth. 

When a person is committed to a particular 

assumption or world view, no amount of 

evidence can change his mind, because the 

evidence can always be explained away by 

additional assumptions. Much of secular sci-

ence has become like the “dead” man in the 

above tale. Secular scientists are well aware 

of the many problems with the big bang and 

secular models of solar system formation. 

Since they are unwilling to abandon the 

secular world view, they are forced to create 

assumption upon assumption in order to 

explain away evidence — evidence that is 

perfectly consistent with the biblical world 

view. How many supporting assumptions 

can a world view take? How many “epi-

cycles” must we add before a person will 

consider the possibility that it may not be 

the evidence that is the problem, but the 

secular world view?

The biblical world view

If we build our thinking on the Bible, 

the inspired Word of the God of the 

universe, then we have a correct founda-

tion for an accurate world view. Only the 

biblical world view can provide a basis 

for logical thought and scientifi c inquiry 

which is self-consistent, makes sense of the 

scientifi c evidence, and provides an abso-

lute moral standard. Notice that the fi ve 

example assumptions at the start of this 

chapter are logically consistent with the 

Bible. I exist (1) because God made me 

Th e Bug Nebula, NGC 6302
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(Ps. 139:14). Th ere is a reality (2) because 

God created it (Gen. 1:1). God created my 

senses (Ps. 94:9) so that I might be able 

to probe and master (Gen. 1:26–28) the 

reality He created (3). Th ere are laws of 

logic (4) which we can use (5) (Isa. 1:18) 

because these were used by Jesus Christ. 

(As one example, Jesus used logic in Luke 

24:39 when He argues that He cannot be 

merely a spirit because a spirit does not 

have fl esh and bone which He does have.)

Although the unbeliever suppresses 

the truth of the Bible, he cannot help 

but borrow the above biblical principles. 

He inconsistently uses biblical truths 

while simultaneously denying the Bible 

from which these truths are deduced. For 

example, although there is no basis for be-

lieving that the mind can use laws of logic 

to reason in a naturalistic world view, the 

naturalist nonetheless knows that the mind 

can indeed reason. Th e Lord has “hard-

wired” us to be thinking creatures.

According to the Bible, God made hu-

man beings in His own image (Gen. 1:27). 

As such, we refl ect in a fi nite, limited way 

some of God’s infi nite attributes. God is 

omniscient; He knows absolutely every-

thing that is true. Th us, we can know some 

things. God is logical and self-consistent. 

Th us, we too can use logic and draw con-

sistent conclusions. God has given us the 

ability to reason — to think some of His 

own thoughts after Him.

Although we have sinned, and now 

suff er the eff ects of the Curse, we still can-

not help but know (on some level) that 

there is a God. His divine attributes are 

clearly seen in the universe He has made 

(Rom. 1:20). From the beauty of Saturn’s 

rings to the majestic arms of the most 

distant spiral galaxies, God’s character is 

displayed throughout the universe, and 

there is no excuse for dismissing this fact. 

Th e created universe tells us that that there 

is indeed a Creator God (Ps. 19:1–6) of in-

fi nite power and imagination. God’s world 

confi rms what we read in God’s Word.
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The history book of 

the universe

Although the Bible is accurate when it 

touches upon astronomy (and everything 

else), its primary purpose is not to be a 

mere science textbook. Th e Bible is primar-

ily a history book which shows us our place 

in God’s universe and how to have a right 

relationship with Him. It is to be used 

as a guide — a “lamp” unto our feet (Ps. 

119:105) giving us illumination to walk 

the path (Prov. 3:6) that God has laid out 

for us. God loves us and has created us for 

fellowship with Him. His desire is that we 

would love Him (Mark 12:30) and enjoy 

our life in Him (John 10:10). 

God has not forced His fellowship on us; 

He gave mankind the freedom to choose to 

accept His love, or to reject it. In Adam, the 

human race chose to rebel against God, and 

the world was cursed as a result of Adam’s 

sin. We, like Adam, have all sinned against 

God (Rom. 3:23) in various ways (Rom. 

5:12–14), and the penalty for such rebel-

lion against God is death (Rom. 6:23). We 

all deserve death and hell because we have 

sinned against an infi nitely holy God, and 

since God is righteous, He must judge all sin 

— otherwise there would be no justice.

Since our shortcomings off end His 

infi nite holiness, the punishment must 

also be infi nite. Either we must suff er such 

punishment, or else a substitute must endure 

it in our place (Isa. 53). Th e substitute must 

be fully human to substitute for humanity 

(Heb. 2:14), and must be our blood relation 

(through Adam) so he can be our “kinsman 

redeemer” (Isa. 59:20, same word in Ruth 

2:20). He must be perfectly sinless, too, so 

He would not have to atone for sins of His 

own (Heb. 7:27), and must be fully divine so 
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as to be able to endure God’s infinite wrath 

(Isa. 53:10).

Fortunately, God did not leave us without 

a way back to a right relationship with Him. 

The second person of the Trinity took on hu-

man nature (Phil. 2:5–11), becoming the “last 

Adam” (1 Cor. 15:45), a descendant of the 

first Adam (Luke 3:38). Thus, He satisfies all 

the requirements for a substitute. Being both 

God and man, Jesus can also be our mediator 

(1 Tim. 2:5). Jesus Christ paid the penalty 

for sin for humanity (1 Pet. 3:18) by dying 

on the Cross. He took our place and died our 

death. The penalty for sin has been paid, and 

justice has been satisfied. We can be made 

right with God through simple faith and trust, 

via God’s gracious gift, the sacrifice of His son 

(Rom. 6:23). We do this by confessing that 

Jesus is Lord and by placing our faith in Him 

(Rom. 10:9–10). Through this, our fellowship 

with God is restored. Even though we will all 

someday die physically (unless the Lord comes 

first), the Lord has promised that we will live 

again (John 11:25) forever in fellowship with 

Him if we believe on Him, grasping hold 

of His gift (Rom. 6:23). There is no way we 

could possibly earn this gift of salvation (Eph. 

2:8–9); it is entirely by God’s grace, received 

by faith. 

Some people have the mistaken impres-

sion that God will let them into heaven with-

out faith in Christ because they are “basically 

good.” The Bible makes it clear that no one 

is “good” (Rom. 3:10; Ps. 14:3) because we 

all have sinned (Rom. 3:23).50 If God were to 

let sin go unpunished, then there would be 

no justice. Furthermore, sin ruins paradise. 

Remember, it took only one sin (by Adam) to 
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ruin the perfect world that God had created. 

God has said that He will in the future make 

a new heavens and a new earth; paradise will 

be restored. Th e new heavens and earth will 

remain perfect forever, which means not even 

one sin can enter in. Th erefore, no one can 

enter heaven unless he or she has been the 

willing recipient of Christ’s payment for sin. 

Th e Bible says that God is “not willing that 

any should perish but that all should come 

to repentance” (2 Pet. 3:9). Nevertheless, 

some will reject His 

gift of grace, but if we 

reject God, then we are 

rejecting all that God 

is — peace, joy, eternal 

life. Th erefore, we would 

be accepting suff ering, 

hopelessness, a sort of 

eternal “death” — in 

other words hell. Hell is 

eternal existence apart 

from God’s fellowship. Such an 

existence would necessarily be 

hollow, empty, and hopeless, 

because we were designed to 

be in fellowship with God. In this present 

life, our alternatives are either a relationship 

with God by receiving Jesus as Lord, or be-

ing separated from God, in eff ect rejecting 

Jesus. At death, God in a sense ratifi es our 

choice (Heb. 9:27). Th e biblical world view 

is therefore much more than just a platform 

for scientifi c research. While it does provide 

the foundation for good science, it also pro-

vides the basis for correct thinking about the 
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Lord, origins, morality, and eternity. Only 

the Word of God can provide such a founda-

tion. When we do science experiments, we do 

them in the present, physical universe; such 

methods are limited to the natural world. 

Based on his own experiences and empirical 

data, man can know nothing of the coming 

resurrection, or the nature of morality. It is 

only by revelation from the Lord (the Bible) 

that we can know these things with certainty.

Creation astronomy

It has been said that astronomy is the 

least well-developed field in creation sci-

ence. Far fewer creationist books and papers 

have been written in the field of astronomy 

than in the fields of biology or geology. This 

may be in part due to the fact that there are 

currently so few biblical creationist astrono-

mers when compared to creation scientists in 

other fields. Yet, we have seen that astronomy 

strongly confirms what the Bible teaches, 

and the secular alternatives are inadequate on 

multiple levels.

Still, there is a lot more to be discovered 

and there are unanswered questions in the 

field of creation astronomy.51 When it comes 

to creation-based models of the universe, I 

am convinced that we have only scratched 

the surface. Future discoveries in astronomy 

will continue to confirm the Bible by exhib-

iting the power and ingenuity of the Lord 

in ways that we cannot yet imagine. I am 

also convinced that much of the astronomi-

cal evidence for biblical creation is already 

known, but has been misinterpreted because 

of a secular bias. 

The quantity of astronomical data 

available today is staggering. The number 

of books and technical papers in the field of 

astrophysics is equally staggering, and yet, 

the vast majority of these are written from 

the fallacious world view of naturalism. This 

causes the interpretations of the data to be 

problematic, necessitating the addition of 

numerous arbitrary “secondary” assumptions. 

What is needed is to approach this existing 

information from a biblical framework.
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This book is meant to be an intro-

duction only — a starting point to a 

biblical view of the universe. We have 

shown how astronomy facts that are well 

known (recession of the moon, disinte-

gration of comets, extra-solar planets, lack 

of antimatter, etc.) are strongly consistent with 

the Bible and problematic for secular scenarios. 

Many more such explorations are possible. 

Who knows what amazing truths are waiting 

to be discovered if only the shackles of secular 

thinking are removed. Now is the time of 

discovery. It is time to take back 

astronomy.
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He counts the number of the stars;
         He calls them all by name.
 

– Psalm 147:4 (New King James Version)
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