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Why the Big Bang is Not Biblical

As discussed in chapters 1 and 3, there are many Christian theologians, scientists, and philosophers who accept the big-bang cosmology and make it part of their apologetics. The basis for this is that the big bang requires that the universe had a beginning, which was a clean break with belief in an eternal universe that had prevailed in western thought for a very long time. Many people think that the principle of causality necessitates that there must have been a cause, or Creator, of the universe. Therefore, many Christians think that the big bang proves that there is a God. As argued in chapter 3, people who think this fail to understand the big-bang model, the principle of causality, or both. Causality operates in time, so it is unwarranted to force its operation across a boundary of time such as the big bang.

Furthermore, as briefly discussed in chapter 2, there are theories being developed in cosmology that would have the universe come into existence in such a way that its beginning would not violate any physical laws. There are problems with these efforts, but they illustrate the philosophy and direction of those who have been the architects of the big-bang cosmology. Can these efforts be divorced from the big-bang model?

There is much danger in making a scientific or philosophical theory a very important part of our apologetic. There are some problems with the big bang, as discussed in chapter 4. The history of science tells us that most ideas that were once accepted as true were eventually abandoned in the light of later evidence. How many theories of a century ago are still believed today? It is very arrogant to believe that only our generation has found ultimate truth. An honest and humble examination of the history of science would tell us that there is an excellent chance that the big bang will not survive. If and when the big bang falls out of favor and we have made it a central theme of our apologetics, then what will happen to our apologetics?
There are biblical problems as well. It is no accident that nearly all Christians who embrace the big bang also accept a 4.6 billion-year-old earth. Belief in theistic evolution, or its stepchild, progressive creation, nearly always accompanies belief in an old earth. The first chapter of Genesis tells us that the creation was accomplished in six days, which would seem to contradict the vast periods of time that would be necessary for the big bang and an old earth. Nearly all who are old-universe, old-earth creationists respond by appealing to the day-age theory, that the days of creation were vast periods of time. They point out that the Hebrew word for day, yom, can mean a period of time. That claim is true, but an important question is whether this is the intended meaning in Genesis chapter 1. There are compelling reasons that the days of the creation account are meant to be 24-hour days. The reasons for this have been discussed in detail elsewhere,1 so only some of the reasons will be briefly addressed here.

On the first day of the creation week, light was created and was separated from darkness. God called the dark night and the light He called day. A verse later the text states that there was evening and morning of the first day. There are no verse divisions or punctuation in the Hebrew, but it is very clear from the context that all of the discussion of the first day represents a thought, perhaps equivalent to a paragraph in English. To use a single word with two very different meanings within a thought without clarifying which meaning is intended in either case would be very confusing and thus is sloppy writing. The first use of the word “day” is in the context of daylight and dark, and according to all rules of interpretation, grammar, and style, this is the definition that should be observed in what follows, but especially within that thought.

Each of the days of creation is preceded by an ordinal, or number (first day, second day, etc.). In ancient Hebrew when an ordinal is used with a day, it almost always refers to a 24-hour day. Some proponents of the day-age theory respond to this by pointing out that the only text of ancient Hebrew that we have is the Old Testament, and while that rule may be followed elsewhere in the Bible, is there any guarantee that that rule is indeed a rule of ancient Hebrew? That question can be answered several ways. One is to point out that Scripture must be interpreted with Scripture. If the rule concerning ordinals applies elsewhere, it should apply in the Creation account as well. Second, we do have examples of other ancient, non-Hebrew, Semitic texts, and they apparently follow this rule as well. Third, this is a rule generally followed in all languages. There is nothing mysterious about the Hebrew word yom—it has many of the nuances of our English word day. In English, if one numbers days, it is universally understood that 24-hour days are what is meant.

Exodus 20:11 states “For in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that is in them, and rested on the seventh.” This was written in the context of the command to observe the Sabbath. It is obvious that the Hebrews’ workweek was six days. If the model that the Hebrews were to follow was the creation week, then it makes no sense that the days were long periods of time. The exegesis of day-age gets a little weird here, for it would lead to the nonsensical statement that first the Lord created in six time periods, and then much later He used this motif when giving the Law to the ancient Hebrews to hold His people to a very strict and literal interpretation of the demands of a seven-day week, but the model upon which it was based is to be taken rather loosely.

This brings us to another objection to the day-age theory. When the modern version of the day-age theory began to be developed in the 19th century, it was hoped that the days of creation could be matched to geological ages. However, when one carefully compares the details of what modern science says about the history of the earth with the biblical creation account, one finds that there are marked differences. For instance, not only were plants created before the sun (the third day as opposed to the fourth day), but also the plants that are specifically mentioned are flowering plants, plants that according to evolution appeared very late, after the time of many of animals created on days 5 and 6. There are many other examples.
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After the Creation of the Sun, Moon, and Planets by Michelangelo.

Given that the events of the six days of creation cannot be matched to the order of events that science professes, the original attempt to match creation days with geologic ages has utterly failed. However, the proponents of the day-age theory press onward anyway. How do these people propose to do this? Hugh Ross, one of the leading proponents of the day-age theory today, has taught that the days of creation overlapped, so that creative acts of single days actually happened over several days. For example, Ross claims that dinosaurs, which as land creatures were created on day 6 according to Genesis, were created on day 5. How did Ross discover this? Unfortunately, not by studying the Bible, but instead by studying science and imposing his preconceptions and conclusion upon the Bible. In the absence of the pronouncements of modern science about origins, it is inconceivable that anyone would come up with such an understanding of the creation account. With such loose rules of interpretation, anything is possible. This sort of Bible exegesis would be viewed as heretical if applied elsewhere, but is ignored here because the alternative would not be palatable to so many.

Another approach to the creation account that is gaining ground in conservative circles is sometimes called the framework hypothesis.2 Noting the subtle poetic aspects of the creation account, proponents of this idea argue that the creation account is primarily poetry. This theory is fraught with problems as well. First, this is a very new idea. With no real precedent in church history, one must question its legitimacy. As with the day-age theory, it is doubtful that anyone would think of this interpretation without the scientific pronouncements of origins. Another problem is the question of where does poetry end and the history begin? Were Noah and Abraham real people? Was the Tower of Babel a real event? If Noah was fictional but Abraham was real, where are the contextual reasons for such a claim? Most proponents of the framework hypothesis doubt the historicity of Adam and Noah. If this is true, then what are we to make of numerous New Testament references to both men, such as the words of Jesus in Matthew 24:38, Paul in 1 Corinthians 15, or Peter in 2 Peter 3?

The framework hypothesis overlooks the possibility that the creation account is history told with flair. It can be both poetry and history. Exodus 20:11 is even a larger problem with the framework hypothesis than with the day-age theory. If the six days of creation is merely a poetic device, then how could the Lord hold His people accountable to the very literal demands of the Sabbath and six-day workweek? If the model was poetry, could not the ancient Hebrews have interpreted at least this one commandment as poetry as well?

What all those who attempt to harmonize the big bang with Genesis miss is that the big bang is an evolutionary theory. In its basic form, evolution is an attempt to explain our existence and the existence of the world around us in a purely natural, purely physical process. This definition of evolution would apply to biological and geological evolution, as well as cosmic evolution. The big bang and biological evolution are cut from the same philosophical cloth. This is not a problem for the theistic evolutionist, but it should be. If one really understands what evolution is all about, then one will see that theism is wholly unnecessary. To bring God into the process as the Instigator is ad hoc. Unfortunately, many Christians mesh their apologetics with the atheistic enterprise of evolution in an attempt to gain favor with the scientific establishment. The sacrifice of biblical integrity in this attempt is sad.

Many Christian apologists today accept the big bang and claim that Genesis is in complete agreement with the big bang. However this is a situation driven by science and not by biblical studies. Prior to the widespread acceptance of the big bang during the 1960s many of those who peddled the idea that modern science and the Bible agreed so much on the question of origins rarely brought up a big-bang sort of origin for the universe. For example, the late Peter Stoner in a book3 first published in 1958, is probably one of the best examples of this school of thought from the time period just prior to the near universal acceptance of the big bang. The name big bang does not appear in that book, though the basic elements of the big bang are briefly discussed. Very little detail is given about the origin of the universe, because much of the detail of the big-bang theory was yet to be developed. It would seem that if the agreement between the Bible and science were that good, then Bible scholars would have been able to guide the development of the big-bang theory. In reality it was the big bang that led to the development of this understanding of the Bible.

Therefore those who accept the big bang and make it part of their Christian apologetics are guilty of interpreting the Bible in terms of current science. This is a very dangerous precedent. However this sort of attitude is not new. For instance, the translators of the Greek Septuagint (LXX) rendered the Hebrew word raqia as stereoma, which Jerome followed as firmamentum in the Latin Vulgate, which in the AV (authorized, or King James Version) was transliterated as firmament. This is a terrible translation, and many modern translations break from this to render raqia as expanse. The word stereoma conveys the meaning of something hard, such as the crystalline spheres of ancient Greek cosmology upon which the stars were implanted. Thus, the translators of the LXX incorporated the current cosmology of their day into their translation. This is very similar to those who wed the big bang to the Genesis creation account today. Other examples of reading current science into the Bible include secular chronologies of history that have caused some Christians to reinterpret biblical chronologies to fit. These attempts include a late date for the Exodus around 1200 B.C., about two centuries later than biblical chronologies will allow. Today there are other pressures bearing on biblical interpretations as well. Very questionable (but politically correct) studies have suggested that homosexuality is innate, that is, homosexuals have no choice in the matter. This does not square with the biblical injunctions against homosexuality. Unfortunately there are those who wish to reinterpret the Bible in the light of all new findings or latest fads of science, all the while claiming that this is what the Bible taught all along.

It is imperative that Bible-believing Christians take a right approach to the Bible and science. The Bible is either true or it is not. If it is true, then it is always true. On the other hand science is a very changeable thing. Most theories from a century ago have been replaced or heavily modified. It is very arrogant to think that only now have we really discovered the truth of physical reality. It is tempting to wed the Bible to our current understanding of the natural world, but that would be interpreting the perfect and unchangeable in light of the imperfect and changeable. Why would any Christian want to do that?

Simply put, the big-bang cosmogony is quite contrary to a very clear reading of the Genesis account. To distill the creation account down to the fact that the universe had a beginning, a fact that has only recently been confirmed by science, does great disservice to Genesis. We are given details of the creation week, and we ignore those details at our peril. The very clear teaching of the Genesis account is that the creation took six literal days. The big bang simply cannot be reconciled with this. The very strong implication is that the creation week was only a few thousand years ago. This seems scientifically embarrassing to many, so how do we prepare an effective apologetic within this constraint?

Big Bang Criticisms

What we need is a biblically based cosmology and cosmogony. Thus far creationists have not spent much time building such a model, but have instead relied upon criticizing current cosmological and cosmogony models. If you will, this is big-bang bashing. Before discussing a few creation cosmology suggestions, let us describe some of this big-bang bashing. Some criticisms of the big bang are similar to the criticisms of secularists and atheists who also disagree with the big bang, though because of a very different philosophical basis.

The Origin of Redshifts

Some people question the reality of redshifts. However, this is not a productive exercise. The redshifts are very real, though the interpretation certainly can be debated. Redshifts are usually understood to be radial Doppler shifts or due to the expansion of the universe, but could they be due to something else?

A number of alternate interpretations of the redshift have been offered. One is “tired light.” Tired light is the theory that over distance light is somehow relieved of some of its energy, corresponding to a redshift. A mechanism of how this would happen has not been identified. Some have suggested that tired light is a result of entropy, but there are questions about how and where the energy is transferred. Without a mechanism there are no predictions, so tired light cannot be tested. This removes this suggestion as a scientific idea and makes it more of a philosophical one. Tired light denies that the universe is expanding, but it does not address important cosmological issues such as the size, age, and history of the universe. Therefore it is not clear exactly what the purpose of the tired light proposal is, other than to deny the expansion of the universe. Some other cosmological statement or statements must accompany the tired light proposal.

West4 has offered an alternate interpretation of the redshift as due to transverse Doppler shift. In this model the universe spins as a rigid body with the earth near the center. Nearby objects would move more slowly than more distant objects, but this motion is in the transverse direction, perpendicular to the line of sight so that it produces no classical Doppler shift. However, the little known transverse Doppler effect would be produced. This would result in Doppler shifts that are proportional to distance, much as what is observed. There are several problems with this however. One problem is, like the tired light theory, it offers no cosmological predictions nor does it offer a cosmogony. Another question is the nature of the rotation of the universe. Is the rotation one of matter with respect to space, or is it a rotation of space itself? If the rotation is one of matter in space, then distant objects would be moving far faster than the speed of light. If the rotation is of space itself (carrying matter along) then with respect to what is space rotating?

When all is said and done, these alternate explanations for redshift fall short. The simplest explanation of the redshift is that the universe is indeed expanding. Many of the questions concerning redshift appear to be subtle attacks on the big bang. If the universe is not expanding, then the big bang cannot be true. However, the big bang is only one possible explanation of the expansion of the universe. Are there creation-based alternatives? In rejecting universal expansion we could be throwing out an important datum that could guide development of a creationary cosmology.

The Light-Travel-Time Problem

A thorny issue for recent creation is the light-travel-time problem. We will not take the time here to describe the various methods of finding astronomical distances. While there is some considerable error in these methods, they all result in very large distances, and even the most extreme errors possible will not decrease the overall distances by as much as a factor of two. These methods show that the universe is extremely large, many hundreds of millions, and even billions, of light years across. Presumably, it should have taken millions or billions of years for the light from these distant objects to reach the earth. If the creation was only a few thousand years ago, how could the light from objects at such great distances have reached us? This is called the light-travel-time problem. Creationists have offered several resolutions of this problem. While these answers will not be fully described here, they will be briefly discussed with some of the advantages and disadvantages of each.

The most common response to the light-travel-time problem is to appeal to the concept of a mature creation. The trees in the Garden did not begin as seedlings, but instead were mature trees. The same was true of animals and of Adam. Undoubtedly each started out as a mature specimen; otherwise their functions would not have been met. In like fashion, the stars would not have fulfilled their purposes (provide light and to be for signs and mark seasons) if they had not been visible from the earth by day 6 (when Adam was created), and possibly as early as day 4 (when the stars were created). Therefore, perhaps light was created in transit already on its way toward earth so that stars were visible as early as day 4, but certainly by day 6 when man was created. Proponents of this answer claim that instant or rapid creation must be accompanied by an appearance of age. That is, a tree on the sixth day of creation would have appeared much the same as any mature tree does today. If we erroneously assume that trees can only come about through a long process of growth, then we will reach the incorrect conclusion that trees in the garden were many years old when in reality they were only three days old. This does not imply that we have been deceived, but rather that we have incorrectly assumed that there is only one way in which a tree can come about. In other words, we have not been fooled, but we have instead managed to fool ourselves. Thus things may appear mature to us only because we have made a uniformitarian assumption.

However, when this reasoning is applied to the universe, there are several differences. We all know what a mature tree looks like, but what does a mature universe look like? Indeed, many arguments for recent creation are that the universe looks young, but then we waffle by claiming that the universe has an appearance of age. If the universe appears young, then it should not appear old, and if it appears old, then we should not expect the universe to appear young. We cannot have it both ways.
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Large Magellanic cloud (left) and 1987 Supernova (inset)

With the mature-creation hypothesis, distant stars never emitted the light that we are now receiving from them. Instead, the light would have been created in transit and merely appear as if it had been emitted. There are two problems with this conclusion. One is the question of whether the stars exist at all. If starlight was created in transit and was never emitted by stars, then must stars exist? In other words, the creation of light in transit amounts to suggesting that at least the more distant stars are an illusion. Since all galaxies outside of our own are much farther than a few thousand light years, we have never actually received light from any of these galaxies. Instead, light has been created as if it had come from these objects. If this is the case, must those objects actually exist? That is, if there is a created illusion, is there a need for the real objects?

Another problem is that the light from all astronomical objects contains very detailed information. From study of the spectra we can determine composition, temperature, motions, and a host of other things about astronomical bodies. For example, in 1987 a supernova was observed in the Large Magellanic Cloud, a small satellite galaxy of the Milky Way about 160,000 light years away. Astronomers were able to follow the rise and fall in the amount of light over many months. A hot, expanding gas cloud containing particular elements was seen. After a few years a light echo reflecting off nearby clouds was observed. All of this allowed astronomers to piece together a pretty clear picture of the supernova event and its aftermath. However, the light created in transit theory would have us believe that none of these processes actually happened. Why would light created in transit contain so much information of physical processes that never happened?

Finally, the idea that light was created in transit makes no predictions, so it is not testable. Therefore, it cannot be science. That does not mean that this idea is not true, but merely that it is more of a philosophical idea and not a scientific theory or hypothesis. Some critics have gone so far as to ask if most of the universe is an illusion, then why cannot all of the universe be an illusion? How do we know that the world was not created five minutes ago with memories of the past implanted in our brains? This, too, is philosophical and hence cannot be refuted scientifically.

A second explanation for the light-travel-time is a possible decrease in the speed of light. The Australian Barry Setterfield has pursued this idea. In the Setterfield5 hypothesis the speed of light was much higher in the past, but has been exponentially decaying. Perhaps during the creation week the speed of light may have been nearly infinite. This would have allowed light from the most distant objects to have reached the earth during the creation week and continued to reach us as the speed of light has decayed over the years. Setterfield has attempted to relate the change in the speed of light to the fall or other events as well as to find other physical evidences. For instance, Setterfield believes that the decay in the speed of light can account for redshift without appealing to an expanding universe. To support his theory Setterfield has found measurements of the speed of light over the past three centuries that suggest that the speed of light has decreased and continues to decrease.

The Setterfield hypothesis is very controversial,6 a subject that will not be fully discussed here. Critics of the Setterfield hypothesis usually make two points. One is that the speed of light is not an arbitrary constant that may be fixed at will, but is instead dependent upon physical parameters, the fine structure constant and the permittivity and permeability of free space. These two constants are very important in the behavior of electrons orbiting the nuclei of atoms. If those constants are changed even slightly, they will produce very noticeable changes in the structure of matter. If those constants are changed by even a fraction of the amount required by the huge change in the speed of light suggested by Setterfield, matter as we know it would have been impossible. Yet the spectra of distant objects appear identical to that of nearby objects, suggesting that the structure has not changed over time.

Another criticism of the Setterfield hypothesis is that the data may not support a decrease in the speed of light. The earliest measurements account for most of the change. Roemer made the first measurement of the speed of light over three centuries ago. This and subsequent early measurements indeed were much greater than those measured more recently. Taken at face value this would seem to indicate a decrease in the speed of light. However, the early measurements were subject to the greatest error, and it is entirely possible that Roemer simply determined a value that was too large. Those who measured the speed of light soon after Roemer may have fallen victim to trending. Trending is the tendency to make measurements close to the values already known. Science students do this sort of thing in laboratory exercises all the time. A savvy student will know what the book value of a measured quantity is, and the student will work toward this value as a guide. We would like to think that scientists are far too objective for trending to happen, but, being human, a scientist need not even be aware of such a bias. In fairness to Setterfield, he has found in the physics literature measurements of the speed of light made about a century ago by the famous experimental physicist, Albert Michelson. Michelson made several accurate measurements of the speed of light over several decades and apparently was convinced that there was a gradual change in the speed of light. This is much more convincing than the early measurements.

Another curious fact about the Setterfield hypothesis is that the speed of light has remained constant since the early 1960s. Setterfield has responded that new standards of time and length measurement adopted about that time are in terms of the speed of light. Therefore any measurement of the speed of light using the new standards will be in terms of the speed of light and must thus be constant.

A number of criticisms of the Setterfield hypothesis have been made. Some of these have been easily refuted while others have been more problematic. The Setterfield hypothesis remains a very controversial proposition among creationists, with scientists of good credentials and good arguments on either side. These sorts of disagreements are common in science and are a healthy thing. These and similar discussions should be encouraged. A final decision on this topic will not be soon in coming.

A Biblically Based Cosmology: The Humphreys Model

Russ Humphreys is a particle physicist who retired from a major research lab. From his knowledge of physics he knew that general relativity is one of the best-established theories of science. He was also aware of the light-travel-time problem. While contemplating this problem over several years, Humphreys was struck by Biblical mentions (as in Psalm 104:2) of the Lord stretching out the heavens. This seemed similar to the stretching or expanding of space as required by general relativity. Using this as a clue, Humphreys began studying general relativity with the intention of formulating a cosmology (or cosmogony) based upon the Genesis creation account that would solve the light-travel-time problem with relativistic effects. Humphreys has published an outline of his proposal in a book.7 A full discussion of the Humphreys cosmology will not be attempted here; the reader is directed to the above reference for that. However a brief discussion of this model follows.

The Humphreys model assumes that general relativity is a reasonably correct theory of gravity and adequately describes the structure of the universe. One of the results of general relativity is that time is not an absolute for all space, but proceeds at different rates at different locations. The passage of time is affected by speed and acceleration, while those in turn are caused by the presence of large amounts of matter or energy. Time passes infinitesimally more quickly in the reduced gravity on a tall mountain, as compared to in a deep valley, but such small differences are extremely difficult to measure. If a large amount of mass or energy is present, the large curvature of space-time makes time pass at a slower rate than at a location where there is little mass or energy.
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Black hole

Humphreys’ cosmology begins with the assumption that at the creation event of Genesis 1:1 all the matter in the universe was compacted into a sphere with a density equal to that of water. Amazingly, all of the matter in the universe would fit into a volume only about a light year across. We would expect that so much matter confined to such a small volume would be a black hole. Black holes are predicted by general relativity and are regions of space having such high density and gravity that nothing, not even light, can escape. A little-known fact is that a black hole is only one possible solution of such a configuration. Another equally valid solution is a white hole, so called for reasons that will be obvious in a moment.

A white hole is similar to a black hole, except that material is rushing outward rather than inward. The outrush of matter and energy would make a white hole appear very bright, unlike a dark black hole where no light can escape. A white hole is sort of the reverse of a black hole. When white holes were hypothesized during the 1960s, it became obvious that such objects could not exist today. One reason that white holes cannot exist today is that there is no natural way to produce such objects. On the other hand, astronomers have developed theories of how black holes can form. For example, we think that stellar-size black holes form from the catastrophic collapse of the cores of certain stars. Another reason that white holes cannot exist today is that they are inherently unstable, so that any white holes from the beginning of the universe should have long ago ceased to exist. As matter streams out of a white hole, its diameter decreases. As the size approaches zero, the white hole disappears. Humphreys suggests that the universe began as a white hole that rapidly began to evaporate so that the white hole ceased to exist sometime during the creation week. Therefore the Humphreys cosmology is sometimes called the white hole cosmology.

Both black holes and white holes are bound by surfaces called event horizons. The event horizon conveniently divides space into those regions inside and outside the compact object. Just above the event-horizon time progresses much more slowly than it does farther away from it. Since the curvature of space is so extreme near the event horizon, the dilation, or slowing, of time is very pronounced there compared to regions far from the event horizon.
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In the white hole cosmology, the earth is near the center of the universe so that it was among the last material to escape from the primordial white hole. Distant matter left much earlier. The creation account is told from the perspective of the earth, so the correct time frame is from there. On the earth the creation took six days. However, much of the universe may have left the white hole earlier than the earth and thus experienced much greater lengths of time than six days. Because of the different rates of time involved, the stars could have been created on day 4, but the light would have traveled for many years to reach the earth within two days when man was here to see them.

Some may object that this is some sort of strange day-age theory, but it is not. General relativity tells us that time is not an absolute in this universe, but instead can run at very different rates. Indeed, general relativity demands that time pass at different rates at different locations in the universe. With certain initial conditions a literal day or two could have passed on the earth while permitting millions or even billions of years to have elapsed elsewhere. Such things are possible as a consequence of general relativity. Therefore the Humphreys cosmology could provide a resolution to the light-travel-time problem.

When introduced, the Humphreys white hole cosmology became quite popular, though not many people really understood how the model worked. Most creationists who are suspicious of the model have remained silent, mostly because it is difficult to credibly critique something about which you know very little. After a while a few old-age creationists began to raise objections to the white hole cosmology. Many of these objections have been minor problems or have been disagreements over how realistic some initial conditions that Humphreys assumed are. The white hole cosmology promises to be debated for some time.

We should emphasize that Humphreys actually proposed far less than many people think. Contrary to popular conception, Humphreys has not published a model, but rather he has suggested a very broad outline of what he wants the model to become. There are many details of the model that have yet to be worked out at the time of publication of this book. While preparing this manuscript I reviewed a paper by Humphreys submitted for publication. In that paper Humphreys discussed William Tifft’s work on quantized redshifts. While redshift quantization is not explainable in terms of a big-bang model, it is easy to explain in Humphreys’ cosmology. Taken at face value and assuming that redshifts are cosmological, the most likely conclusion is that we are located near the center of many concentric shells of galaxies. This means that the universe has a center and that we are located very near that center, which are clearly presuppositions of the Humphreys’ cosmology. Of course, both of these ideas are anathema to any big-bang model so far proposed. This is promising. Whether or not the Humphreys cosmology survives, we should be encouraged by its proposal. Not only is it a serious attempt to solve the light-travel-time problem, but it also offers a biblically based cosmology, something that has been heretofore missing. I consider it likely that the solution to the light-travel-time problem is along these lines.

Non-Euclidean Geometry

Before moving on we should discuss one other proposed resolution of the light-travel-time problem. In the 1950s two physicists named Moon and Spenser (not creationists) proposed that light travels through a different sort of (non-Euclidian) geometry than normal (Euclidean) space.8Euclidean space is flat, while non-Euclidean space is curved. One of the possibilities of modern cosmology is that space, while it appears flat, may be curved. This is not as weird as it seems at first. For instance, the surface of the earth is curved, but locally it appears flat. Apparently these two scientists proposed their model as an alternative to general relativity. They also stated their intention to follow their paper with subsequent work to clarify their model, but this never happened.

An interesting aspect of their model is that light from the most distant portions of the universe would arrive on the earth within 16 years. If such a model were true, it would be an obvious resolution of the light-travel-time problem. However, there are several problems. One is the question of how realistic this model is. They proposed that matter inhabits Euclidean space while light travels through a different kind of space. That is, the space that we inhabit is flat, but light travels through a highly curved space. Is there evidence that this is indeed the case? One would expect that the promised future papers on the topic would have addressed this question, but, alas, that did not happen.

There may be one unintended prediction of the model. Moon and Spenser picked the radius of curvature of their model based upon a quirk. They realized that in their model very close binary stars would produce multiple images of the stars involved. This would cause unusual increases in the amount of light at various phases of the orbits. When Moon and Spenser published their work, few very close binary stars had been studied. Since that time many more close binary stars have been studied. Additionally, binary stars in which the companion stars are much closer together have been discovered. We now know of stars that are so close that it takes only a matter of minutes to orbit one another. Moon and Spenser selected a curvature small enough so that the effect of multiple images in the then-known binary stars would not be seen, but large enough so that its effects would not be observed in the solar system. With distant solar system probes such as the Pioneers 10 and 11 and the Voyagers 1 and 2 this limit has been increased as well. It is doubtful that using this data unavailable to Moon and Spenser would allow a refinement of their model that would work.

The light-travel-time problem still awaits a totally satisfactory resolution by recent creationists. Instead of majoring on this problem, perhaps we should realize that only an unbelievably powerful Creator could make such a large universe while at the same time enabling us to see it all. Instead of a problem, it could be one of the most remarkable testaments to God’s creation.

Checking Your Understanding

1. What is the day-age theory?

2. What is the framework hypothesis?

3. How does this chapter define evolution?

4. Why do some creationists reject the expansion of the universe, such as by appealing to the tired-light idea?

5. How is the translation of the Hebrew word raqia as stereoma in the Septuagint similar to people today who interpret Genesis to reflect the big bang?

6. What is the light-travel-time problem?

7. What is a white hole?

8. Why do most cosmologists doubt that white holes exist in the universe today?
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为什么宇宙大爆炸是不是圣经
在第1和第3章中讨论，有许多基督教神学家，科学家和哲学家谁接受大爆炸宇宙学和他们的辩护的一部分。这样做的依据是，大爆炸宇宙有一个开端，相信在很长一段时间，曾盛行于西方思想的永恒的宇宙是一个干净的休息。很多人认为必须有必须有一个原因，或创造者，宇宙的因果关系的原则。因此，许多基督徒认为，大爆炸证明，有一个神。如第3章中辩称，人们认为这无法理解大爆炸模型，因果关系的原则，或两者兼而有之。因果关系工作的时候，所以这是不必要的，如大爆炸的时间穿越边界，迫使其运作。
此外，在第2章简要讨论，有理论，宇宙进入存在这样一种方式，它的起点不会违反任何物理定律在宇宙学中，将有正在开发。有这些努力的问题，但它们说明了那些谁一直大爆炸宇宙学的建筑师的理念和方向。这些努力能否脱离大爆炸模型？
有太大的危险，在科学或哲学理论的一个非常重要的一部分，我们的歉意。大爆炸有一些问题，在第4章讨论。科学的历史告诉我们，大多数曾经被接受为真实的想法最终被遗弃在后来的证据的光。多少理论一个世纪前的今天仍然相信吗？相信，只有我们这一代人已经找到了终极真理，这是非常傲慢。诚实谦虚的考试科学的历史告诉我们，有一个很好的机会，一鼓作气将无法生存。如果当大爆炸属于失宠，我们取得了我们的护教的中心主题，那么会发生什么，我们的辩护？
圣经问题。不出意外的是，几乎所有的基督徒拥抱大爆炸的人也能接受4.6十亿岁的地球。有神进化论，或继子女，渐进创造的信仰，几乎总是伴随着一个古老的地球的信念。创世记第一章告诉我们，在六天内完成创作，这似乎违背了广大一段时间，这将是必要的大爆炸和一个古老的地球。几乎所有的旧宇宙的人，老地球创造的响应呼吁日龄理论，创造的日广大一段时间。他们指出，这一天，赎罪的希伯来字，可以指一段时间。这种说法是真实的，但一个重要问题是，这是否是在创世记1章的本意。有令人信服的理由，天创建账户，目的是要24小时。这方面的原因已经在其他地方详细讨论，所以只有一些原因将被简要地解决。
在创造周的第一天，光从黑暗中分离。神称为黑夜中的光，他叫天。诗句后的文本指出的第一天晚上和早晨。有没有在希伯来文的诗句部门或标点符号，但它是很清楚的，从上下文的第一天，所有的讨论代表一种思想，也许相当于一款英语。没有明确具体的含义在这两种情况下会使用一个词，两个非常不同的含义，在一个思想非常混乱和因此马虎写作。第一次使用“天”字是​​在白天和黑暗的背景下，并根据所有规则的解释，语法和风格，这是什么的定义，应该遵守，但尤其是在这种思想。
每个创造的日之前按序号或数字（第一天，第二天，等）。在古代希伯来文是用来序时用了一天，它几乎总是指一天24小时。日龄理论的一些支持者回应指出，古老的希伯来文，我们有唯一的文本是旧约，而规则可以跟随圣经中的其他地方，是有规则确实是任何担保古希伯来语规则？这个问题可以回答几个方面。一个是圣经经文的解释必须指出。如果有关序规则适用于其他地方，它应该适用于创建帐户。其次，我们也有其他古代，非希伯来语，犹太人的文本的例子，他们显然遵循这个规则。第三，这是普遍遵循的规则，在所有的语言。并没有什么神秘的希伯来字赎罪，它有很多的细微差别，我们的英语单词一天。在英语中，如果一个数天，它被普遍理解是什么意思，24小时。
出埃及记“20:11”对于在6天，耶和华造天，地，海，和所有在他们休息，就在第七。“这是写在上下文命令守安息日。很明显，希伯来人的每周工作6天。如果模型希伯来人遵循的是创造周，那么它是没有意义的日子很长一段时间。训诂学日龄这里变得有点怪异，因为它会导致无意义的语句，首先创建主六个时间段，然后很久以后，他用这个主题时，“古代希伯来人握住他的人一个非常严格的字面解释的要求，每周七天，但它是基于模型后，应采取比较松散。
这给我们带来了另一种反对日龄理论。当现代版的日龄的理论开始在19世纪的发展，它希望可以创造的日地质年龄相匹配。然而，当仔细比较现代科学说，在地球的历史与圣经创建帐户的细节，你会发现有显着的差异。例如，不仅是在太阳之前（第3天到第4天，而不是）创建的植物，也特别提到的植物是开花植物，植物，根据进化出现得很晚，许多时间后动物上创建的5和6天。还有许多其他的例子。
 
图片由Corbis的图片库
经过太阳，月亮和行星由米开朗基罗创作的。
鉴于六天的创造事件无法比拟的科学自称事件的顺序，原来尝试匹配与地质年代创作天已经彻底失败了。但是，日龄理论记者辗转的支持者反正。这些人是怎么建议这样做吗？休罗斯，今日日龄理论的主要倡导者之一，曾任​​教创建重叠的日子，所以单天的创意行为实际上发生了几天。例如，罗斯声称恐龙，陆地生物创造的第6天，根据成因，创建了第5天。罗斯是怎么发现这个问题？不幸的是，通过学习“圣经”，而是通过学习科学和对他的偏见和“圣经”结束后。在没有声明的现代科学起源，这是不可想象的，任何人都将拿出这样的理解创建帐户。有了这样宽松的解释规则，任何事情都是可能的。这类圣经注释将被视为异端，如果应用在其他地方，但这里被忽略了，因为可供选择的不会这么多适口。
在保守的圈子里抬头创建帐户的另一种方法有时也被称为框架假设.2，注意到微妙的诗歌方面的创作帐户，这个想法的支持者认为，开设帐户主要是诗歌。这个理论是充满问题，以及。首先，这是一个很新的想法。没有真正的教会历史的先例，我们必须质疑其合法性。至于与日龄理论，这是令人怀疑，有人会认为这种解释没有科学言论的起源。另一个问题是哪里开始诗歌端和历史的问题？挪亚和亚伯拉罕真正的人？巴别塔的一个真实事件？如果诺亚是虚构的，但亚伯拉罕是真实的，这种说法的背景原因？大多数框架假说的支持者怀疑亚当和诺亚的历史性。如果这是真的，那么什么是我们使许多新约圣经的引用，如两人的话，耶稣在马太福音24:38，保罗在哥林多前书15或彼得在彼得？
框架假说俯瞰创建帐户的可能性，历史告诉风骚。这既可以是诗歌和历史。出埃及记20:11甚至比与日龄理论的框架假设一个更大的问题。如果六天的创造仅仅是一个充满诗意的设备，那么怎么可能主抱他的人负责，要求非常字面安息日和6天工作制？如果模型是诗歌，不是古代希伯来人解释至少这一个诫命诗歌呢？
什么所有那些试图协调与创世纪错过大爆炸，大爆炸是一个进化的理论。在其基本形式，进化是一个纯粹的自然，纯粹的物理过程，试图解释我们的存在和我们周围的世界的存在。进化这个定义也适用于生物和地质演化，以及宇宙演化。从相同的哲学布大爆炸和生物进化被切断。有神进化论，这不是一个问题，但它应该是。如果一个人真的明白什么进化是一回事，那么人们会看到，有神论是完全不必要的。到进程的神带来的始作俑者是特设。不幸的是，许多基督徒网格的辩护无神论企业进化，企图获得与科研机构的青睐。在此尝试的圣经完整性的牺牲是可悲的。
今天许多基督教辩护士接受大爆炸，并宣称，创世记大爆炸是完全一致的。然而，这是科学，而不是圣经研究驱动的情况。在20世纪60年代被广泛接受的大爆炸之前很多这些人兜售的想法，现代科学和圣经同意这么多起源问题很少提出了宇宙大爆炸的起源。例如，已故的彼得·斯托纳在著作3首次出版于1958年的，可能是一个最好的例子，这所学校从时间段的思想普遍接受的大爆炸不久之前。大爆炸的名字没有出现在这本书中，虽然大爆炸的基本要素进行了简要讨论。非常小的细节是关于宇宙的起源，因为许多大爆炸理论的细节还有待开发。这似乎圣经和科学之间的协议，如果是良好的，那么圣经学者将一直能够引导大爆炸理论的发展。在现实中，它是大爆炸，导致这种对圣经的理解的发展。
因此，那些接受大爆炸，成为它的一部分，他们的基督教护犯的解释“圣经”在当前科学。这是一个非常危险的先例。然而，这种态度是不是新的。例如，提供翻译的希腊译本（LXX）希伯来字raqia为stereoma，杰罗姆跟着作为firmamentum在拉丁文圣​​经，AV（授权或国王詹姆斯版）音译为苍穹。这是一个可怕的翻译，和许多现代译本打破渲染raqia无垠。字stereoma硬的东西传达的意义，，如结晶古希腊宇宙学领域星星植入。因此，LXX翻译纳入到其翻译他们的一天的宇宙观。这是谁结婚大爆炸到今天创世记的创造帐户非常相似。读取当前科学“圣经”的其他例子包括已经引起了一些基督徒重新诠释圣经年表，以适应世俗的历史年表。这些尝试包括一晚的日期为公元前1200年左右的出埃及记，大约两百年后比圣经年表将允许。今天，有同时对圣经的解释以及其他方面的压力。非常可疑（但在政治上是正确的）的研究表明，同性恋是天生的，也就是说，同性恋者没有选择的余地。这与圣经反对同性恋的禁令不正视。不幸的是那些谁希望所有的新发现或科学的最新潮流，同时声称这是“圣经”教导一直在光重新诠释圣经。
当务之急是相信圣经的基督徒采取正确的圣经和科学的方法。 “圣经”是真实的，或者它不是。如果这是真的，那么它始终是真实的。另一方面，科学是一个非常多变的事情。从一个世纪前的理论已被替换或大量修改。这是非常傲慢地认为，只有现在，我们真的发现了真相的物理现实。结婚的“圣经”，以我们目前了解的自然世界，这是很有诱惑力，但是这将被解释的不完善和多变的完美的和不可改变的。任何一个基督徒为什么会想这样做吗？
简单地说，大爆炸宇宙的起源是一个非常明确的阅读创世记完全相反。创建帐户提取的事实，认为宇宙有一个开端，一个事实，只是最近才被证实了科学，确实严重损害了创。我们提供了详细的创作一周，我们忽略这些细节在我们的危险。创世记的记载很清楚的教导是创造了文字六天。大爆炸根本无法调和与此有关。很强的言下之意是，只有几千年前创造周。这似乎是科学的尴尬很多，那么我们如何准备有效的歉意，在此约束？
宇宙大爆炸的批评
我们需要的是一个基于圣经的宇宙论和宇宙的起源。迄今为止，创造论者不是花了很多时间建立这样一个模型，但而是依靠批评当前的宇宙和宇宙起源的模型。如果你愿意，这是大爆炸扑。在讨论几个创建宇宙学的建议，让我们介绍一些这大爆炸扑。大爆炸的一些批评，类似的批评，谁也反对大爆炸的世俗主义者和无神论者，虽然因为一个非常不同的哲学基础。
红移的起源
有人质疑现实的红移。然而，这不是一个生产的行使。红移是非常真实的，但解释当然可以辩论。红移通常被理解为径向多普勒频移或由于宇宙膨胀，但他们可能是由于其他的东西吗？
已经提供了一些不同的解释，红移。一个是“累了光。”累灯，远近光某种程度上缓解部分能量，对应的红移理论。怎么会发生这种情况的一种机制尚未确定。有些人认为，累灯是熵的结果，但也有能量转移如何以及在何处的问题。如果没有一个机制，有没有预测，这么累的光线无法进行测试。这消除这个建议作为一种科学理念，使得它更哲学的一个。累了光否认，宇宙正在膨胀，但它没有解决宇宙学的重要问题，如大小，年龄和宇宙历史的。因此，不完全清除疲惫的光建议的目的是什么，其他，比否认宇宙膨胀。其他一些宇宙声明或陈述必须伴随建议疲惫的光。
West4提供了另一种解释红移由于横向多普勒频移。在这个模型中，宇宙作为刚体地球中心附近旋转。附近的物体会比更远处的物体移动更慢，但这项议案是在横向方向，垂直于视线的，所以它不会产生经典的多普勒频移。然而，鲜为人知的，会产生横向多普勒效应。这将导致距离成正比的多普勒频移，多为所观察到的。然而与此有几个问题。一个问题是，它没有提供像疲惫的光理论宇宙学的预测，也不提供了宇宙的起源。另一个问题是，旋转的宇宙的本质。空间是一个物质的旋转，或者是它的旋转空间本身？如果旋转是在空间的物质之一，再远处的物体将远远快于光速的速度移动。如果旋转是空间本身（账面无论沿），然后就什么是空间旋转？
当一切都说过和做过，这些替代解释红移功亏一篑。最简单的解释红移是宇宙确实扩大。红移问题出现许多微妙的攻击大爆炸。如果宇宙不是扩大，那么大爆炸不能是真实的。然而，大爆炸是宇宙膨胀只有一个可能的解释。是否有创造为基础的替代品吗？在拒绝通用扩展，我们可能会被扔出去，可以指导发展的创造性的宇宙学的一个重要基准。
轻旅行时间问题
最近创作的一个棘手的问题是轻旅行时间问题。我们不会花时间在这里描述的各种方法寻找天文距离。在这些方法虽然有一些相当大的误差，都造成非常大的距离，甚至最极端的错误可能不会降低整体距离多达两个因素。这些方法表明，宇宙是非常大的，很多数亿，乃至数十亿光年。据推测，它应该已经采取了数百万或数十亿年从这些遥远的物体的光到达地球。如果创建只有几千年前，怎么可能这么大的距离，光从物体已经达到了我们？这就是所谓的光传播时间的问题。神创论者提供了这一问题的若干决议。尽管这些问题的答案，因此无法充分地描述在这里，将简要地讨论一些各的优点和缺点。
的光传播时间的问题的最常见的反应是一个成熟的创建的概念吸引。在花园里的树木没有开始苗木，而是成熟的树木。同样是真实的动物和亚当。毫无疑问，每一个开始作为一个成熟的标本，否则其功能将不会得到满足。在喜欢时尚，明星不会履行自己的目的（提供光，标志和标记季节），如果他们没有从地球上可见的第6天（亚当被造时），可能早在4天（当星星创建）。因此，可能光在运输过程中创建的道路上向着地球已经使分早4天可见，但肯定是第6天，当人被创造。这个答案索赔的支持者必须伴随着年龄的外观，即时或快速创建。也就是说，会出现一棵树的第六天创造大致相同，任何成熟的今天独木。如果我们错误地认为的树木只能拿出约经历了漫长的成长过程中，那么我们就达到了不正确的结论是，在花园里的树木多岁的时候，在现实中，他们只有三天。这并不意味着我们已经被骗了，而是我们错误地认为只有一种方式，一棵树可以来。换句话说，我们没有上当，但我们管理，而不是自欺欺人。因此，事情可能会出现我们成熟，仅仅是因为我们做了一个均变的假设。
然而，当这种推理被施加到宇宙中，有几个不同。我们都知道，一个成熟的树看起来像什么，但一个成熟的宇宙看起来像什么？事实上，许多近期创作的论点是，宇宙看起来年轻，但然后我们华夫声称，宇宙有一个外观年龄。如果宇宙看起来年轻，那么它应该不会出现老，如果它显得苍老，那么我们不应该期望宇宙显得年轻。我们不能两者兼得。
 
图片由NASA

大麦哲伦云（左）和1987年的超新星（插图）
与成熟创造假说，遥远的恒星永远不会发出光，我们现在接收来自他们。相反，光在传输过程中被创建的，只是看起来好像已经发出。这一结论有两个问题。一个是星星是否存在问题。如果星光在运输过程中，从来没有由恒星发出的，则必须恒星存在？换句话说，创造光在途量表明，至少在更遥远的恒星是一种错觉。由于我们自己之外的所有星系都远远超过几千光年远，我们实际上从来没有收到任何这些星系的光。相反，光线犹如来自这些对象已创建。如果是这种情况，必须这些对象实际存在吗？也就是说，如果有一个创建的错觉，真正的对象是否有需要？
另一个问题是，所有天体的光包含非常详细的信息。从光谱的研究，我们可以判断成分，温度，运动和主机其他事情天体。例如，在1987年观察到的超新星在大麦哲伦云，小约 160,000光年远的银河系的卫星星系。天文学家们能够遵循的光量的上升和下降，在许多个月。热膨胀的气体云被视为含有特定元素。几年后，附近的云层反射光回波进行了观察。这使得天文学家拼凑的超新星事件及其后果的一个非常清晰的画面。但是，光在运输过程中理论创建有我们相信这些进程，没有实际发生的事情。为什么会亮起在运输过程中创建包含物理过程，从来没有发生过这么多的信息？
最后，这个想法，在运输过程中创建的光不作任何预测，所以它是不可测试的。因此，它不可能是科学。这并不意味着，这种想法是不正确的，但仅仅是一个哲学思想，而不是一个科学的理论或假说。一些评论家已经走了这么远，要问，如果大部分的宇宙是一种错觉，那么为什么不能所有的宇宙是一个错觉？我们怎么知道，世界不是五分钟前在我们的大脑中植入了过去的回忆？这也是哲学，因此不能反驳科学。
光旅行时间是一个可能的第二种解释光的速度减少。澳大利亚的巴里·塞特菲尔德一直奉行这种想法。光的速度是在 Setterfield5 假设在过去要高得多，但已被指数衰减。也许在创造周光的速度可能已经几乎是无限的。这将允许从最遥远的天体光抵达地球一周的创建过程中，并，继续达到光的速度，多年来已经腐烂。塞特菲尔德已经尝试与改变光的速度的秋天或其他事件，以及找到其他物证。举例来说，塞特菲尔德认为，在以光的速度衰减能占到不吸引人的一个膨胀的宇宙红移。为了支持他的理论塞特菲尔德已经发现了超过光速的测量表明，以光的速度有所下降，并继续减少过去三百年。
塞特菲尔德的假设是很有争议的，6个主题，将不能完全在这里讨论。塞特菲尔德假说的批评者通常提出两点。其中之一是，光的速度是一个任意常数的意愿，可以是固定的，但物理参数，而不是依赖于精细结构常数和自由空间的介电常数和导磁率。这两个常​​数轨道原子的原子核的电子的行为是非常重要的。如果这些常数甚至略有改变，他们会产生非常显着的变化，物质的结构。如果这些常数改变甚至塞特菲尔德提出的光的速度了巨大的变化所需的一小部分，重要，因为我们知道这将是不可能的。然而，远处的物体的光谱附近的物体，会出现相同的结构随着时间的推移并没有改变。
塞特菲尔德假说的另一个批评是，数据可能不支持以光的速度在减少。最早的测量占大部分的变化。罗默首次测量光的速度，在三个世纪前。这和随后的早期测量确实远远大于那些最近测量。信以为真，这似乎表明，以光的速度在减少。然而，早期的测量受到的最大的错误，是完全可能的，罗默简单地确定一个值太大。测量光的速度后不久，罗默的牺牲品趋势。趋势是倾向接近已知的值进行测量。科学专业的学生在实验室练习做这样的事情，所有的时间。会知道的账面价值测量的数量是一个精明的学生，学生将朝着这个值作为指导工作。愿我们认为科学家是客观趋势发生太多，但作为人类，科学家甚至不知道这样的偏见。塞特菲尔德公平起见，他已经找到了在物理文献测量光速大约一个世纪前由著名实验物理学家，阿尔伯特迈克尔逊。迈克尔逊提出了一些几十年来的光的速度和精确的测量显然深信以光的速度，有一个逐渐变化的。比早期的测量，这是更为有说服力的。
另一个奇怪的事实有关塞特菲尔德假设是光速的20世纪60年代初以来一直保持不变。塞特菲尔德回应时表示，大约在那个时候是采用新标准的时间和长度测量光速。因此，任何将使用新的标准的光的速度测量中的光的速度，因此必须是恒定的。
已作出一些塞特菲尔德假说的批评。其中一些容易被驳倒，而其他更多的问题。塞特菲尔德假设神创论之间仍然是一个很有争议的命题，好凭据，并很好的理由，对任何一方的科学家。这些各种各样的分歧，共同在科学和健康的事情。这些和类似的讨论，应予以鼓励。最后决定这个话题不会很快到来。
à基于圣经的宇宙：堪模型
拉斯堪是一个退休一个主要的研究实验室的粒子物理学家。从他的物理知识，他知道广义相对论的最完善的科学理论之一。他也意识到光旅行时间问题。几年在思考这个问题，堪遭圣经提到（诗篇104:2）的主拉伸苍天。这似乎类似于拉伸或广义相对论需要拓展空间。使用此堪为线索，开始研究广义相对论的意图制定一个宇宙（宇宙起源）根据相对论效应就解决了轻旅行时间问题创世记的创造帐户。汉弗莱斯已经发表了他的建议，在著作.7纲要堪宇宙学的全面讨论不会在这里尝试，读者可以直接到，以上供参考。然而这种模式的一个简短的讨论如下。
堪模型假定广义相对论是一个合理的正确的理论重心，充分说明了宇宙结构。广义相对论的结果之一是，时间不是一个绝对的所有空间，但在不同的位置以不同的速率所得。时间的推移速度和加速度的影响，而反过来，这些大量的物质和能量的存在下所造成的。时间过得无穷更迅速地在减少重力对一个高大的山相比，在一个很深的山谷，但这么小的差异是非常难以衡量的。如果存在大量的质量或能量，空间 - 时间的曲率大时以较慢的速度比在一个位置有小的质量或能量传递。
 
黑洞
堪'宇宙学开始的假设，在的创建事件创世记1:1，宇宙中所有的物质压缩成球体的密度等于水。令人惊讶的是，所有的宇宙中物质会融入一个体积大约只有光每年在。我们希望局限于这样的体积小，这么多的事情，将是一个黑洞。黑洞预测由广义相对论和是空间具有如此高的密度和重力，什么都没有，甚至不发光，竟能区域。一个鲜为人知的事实是，一个黑洞，只有一个可能的解决方案，这样的配置。另一种同样有效的解决方案是一个的白色孔，所谓的原因，这将是明显的在一个时刻。
白洞是一个黑洞的类似，除了材料都抢着向外，而不是向内。物质和能量的冲向白洞显得很亮，不像黑暗的黑洞，没有光线能逃脱。白洞是一个黑洞的反向排序。当白洞的假设在20世纪60年代，很明显，这样的对象可以不存在的今天。白洞可以今天不存在的原因之一是，有没有自然的方式来产生这样的对象。另一方面，天文学家们已经开发出了黑洞如何形成的理论。例如，我们认为从灾难性的崩溃某些恒星的核心形成恒星大小的黑洞。白洞可以今天不存在的另一个原因是，他们本质上是不稳定的，所以从一开始就对宇宙的任何白洞应该早已不复存在。由于物质流白洞，其直径减小。的大小接近零，白洞消失。堪表明，宇宙作为一个白洞，迅速开始蒸发，白洞不复存在创造周期间的某个时候开始。因此堪宇宙学有时也被称为白洞的宇宙观。
两个黑洞和白洞被称为事件视界的表面的约束。事件视界方便进入这些地区的致密天体内外空间划分。以上事件视界时间的推移缓慢得多比它离它越远。由于空间的曲率是如此极端事件视界附近，很明显扩张或放缓，时间有比较远离视界的区域。
 
图片由布莱恩·米勒
在白洞宇宙学，地球是宇宙的中心附近，因此，它是最后的材料摆脱原始的白洞。遥远的事情离开要早得多。创建帐户告诉记者，从地球的角度来看，所以正确的时间框架是从那里。在地球上创造了六天。然而，大部分的宇宙可能已经离开白洞比地球早，因此而经历了更大的时间长度超过6天。由于涉及的时间不同的费率，星星已经建立的第4天，但光会已经走过了很多年，两天之内到达地球时，男子曾在这里看到他们。
有些人可能会反对，这是某种奇怪日龄理论，但事实并非如此。广义相对论告诉我们，时间是在这个宇宙中不是绝对的，而是可以运行在非常不同的费率。事实上，广义相对论在宇宙中在不同的地点，以不同的速率要求通。文字两天一定的初始条件允许数百万甚至数十亿年的地球上，而在其他地方已经过去了，可能已经过去了。这样的事情是可能作为广义相对论的后果。因此堪宇宙学提供了一项决议，光旅行时间问题。
介绍，堪白洞宇宙学成为颇为流行，但没有多少人真正了解模型如何工作的。大多数创世论谁是可疑的模型一直保持沉默，主要是因为它是难以令人信服的批判的东西，你知道很少。过了一会儿，几十岁的年龄创造论者开始提出反对白洞的宇宙观。许多一直反对这些小问题或分歧，堪承担一些初始条件如何现实。白洞的宇宙观承诺在一段时间内进行辩论。
我们应该强调的是，堪实际上提出远远低于许多人认为。流行的概念相反，堪富利士没有公布一个模型，而是他曾建议他想要什么模式成为一个非常广阔的轮廓。还有很多细节的模型还有待摸索出这本书的出版时间。在准备这篇稿子，我审查了文件堪提交出版。在该文件中，堪讨论的威廉·蒂夫特的工作量化的红移。虽然红移量化并不是可以解释大爆炸模型，很容易解释堪'的宇宙观。信以为真，并假设宇宙学红移，最有可能的结论是，我们是位于星系中心附近的许多同心壳。这意味着，宇宙有一个中心，我们非常靠近的中心，这显然是堪的“宇宙学的前提。当然，这些想法是迄今提出的任何大爆炸模型的诅咒。这是有希望的。是否堪宇宙学的生存，我们应该鼓励其建议。它不仅是一个严重的尝试解决了轻旅行时间问题，但它也提供了基于圣经的宇宙论，迄今已失踪的东西。我认为这是可能的，沿着这些线路的的轻旅行时间问题解决。
非欧几何
在继续之前，我们应该讨论其他建议决议案的轻旅行时间问题。在20世纪50年代的两位物理学家名为月球和斯宾塞（而不是神创论）提出，光通过不同的排序（非欧几里德）比正常（欧几里德几何）空间.8 欧几里德空间是平坦的，而非欧几里德空间是弯曲的。现代宇宙学的可能性之一是该空间中，当它出现时平，可以是弯曲的。这是不奇怪的，因为它似乎在第一。例如，地球的表面是弯曲的，但局部平面显示。显然，这两位科学家提出他们的模型作为一种替代广义相对论。他们还表示，他们打算按照自己的论文与后续工作，以澄清他们的模型，但是这从来没有发生过。
他们的模型中的一个有趣的方面是，光从宇宙最遥远的部分将在16年到达在地球上。如果这样的模式是真实的，这将是一个明显的光旅行时间问题决议。但是，也有几个问题。一个是这种模式是多么现实的问题。它们，提出此事栖息欧几里德空间，而光通过一种别样的空间。也就是说，我们所居住的空间是平坦的，但通过一个高度弯曲的空间的光。是否有证据证明这是事实确实如此吗？人们预计，未来的承诺论文的话题已经解决了这个问题，但是，唉，这种情况并未发生。
有可能是一个意想不到的预测模型。月亮和斯宾塞挑一个怪癖根据其型号的曲率半径。他们意识到，在他们的模型非常接近双星会产生多个图像的明星参与。这将导致不寻常的光的量的增加，在轨道的各个阶段。当月亮和斯宾塞发表了他们的工作，很少有非常紧密的双星进行了研究。自那时以来，许多更紧密的双星进行了研究。此外，已发现的伴星的双星是更加接近。我们现在知道恒星是如此接近，只需要短短的几分钟到另一个轨道。月亮和斯宾塞选择的曲率足够小，使得在当时著名的双星多个图像的效果不会被看到，但足够大，其影响将无法观察到太阳系中的。遥远的太阳系探头，如先锋10和11和航海者1和2，这限制已经增加。令人怀疑的是，使用这样的数据不可用月亮和斯宾塞将允许他们的模型，将工作细化。
光旅行时间问题仍有待完全满意的解决方案，最近的创世论。主修在这个问题上，也许我们应该意识到，只有一个令人难以置信的强大的造物主，可以做出这样的大宇宙，而在相同的时间，使我们能够看到这一切。而不是出了问题，也可能是最显着的证明神的创造之一。
检查你的理解
1。什么日龄理论？
2。框架的假设是什么？
3。本章定义如何演变？
4。为什么有些创造论者拒绝宇宙膨胀，如呼吁累了光的想法？
5。在七十人今天谁解释创世记反映大爆炸相似的翻译希伯来文raqia stereoma是如何呢？
6。什么是光旅行时间问题？
7。白洞是什么？
8。为什么大多数宇宙学家怀疑，白洞存在于宇宙？
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