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In an earlier work I reviewed the state of creation astronomy.1 There I pointed out that the development of a creation model of astronomy has lagged development of creation models in biology and geology. There are two reasons for this. One reason is that there are so few qualified researchers in the field. In order to contribute significantly to an endeavor such as this, one must have great knowledge of the subject, which today usually requires earning a doctorate. Creationists with doctorates in either astronomy, or physics with a specialty in astronomy are very rare. Many Christian young people with an aptitude in science are attracted to biology or geology where there is obvious disagreement with the Bible on the question of origins. However, many fail to understand the extent to which evolutionary thinking has permeated astronomy, as well as many other sciences. It is hoped that this book may kindle a keen interest and devotion in some Christian young people to pursue a career in astronomy to help develop creation-based models.

[image: image1.jpg]



The second reason why so little progress has been made with a creation astronomy model is that we have fewer biblical specifics in astronomy as compared to biology and geology. Many of the issues dealing with biology and geology are post-creation week, while most astronomy issues may be creation week. Physics as now ordained to operate may have not been in effect at the time the astronomical world was created. The creation of the heavens is mentioned in Genesis 1:1, but it is unclear exactly what this means. The only other mention of astronomical bodies is on day 4 when the sun, moon, and stars were created. Does the creation of the heavens in Genesis 1:1refer to the abode of God, or to space, or does it imply the creation of some material objects as well? Some would place the creation of distant astronomical objects at this time, but this would seem to contradict the very clear statement in Genesis 1:19 that those objects were created on day 4. Therefore, the creation of stars and galaxies in the very beginning (before the earth) is not biblically sound.

Alternately, the creation of the heavens on day 1 in Genesis 1:1 could refer to the initial creation of matter that on day 4 was shaped into stars and other objects. If all matter was created on day 1, then this raises the question of what form that matter was in. Was this matter merely amorphous, or did it have some shape? Was the matter “normal” matter, as we know it, such as atoms made of electrons, protons, and neutrons, or was it in some exotic form? All answers to these questions are speculative, as we have no firm biblical guidance on these issues. This situation does allow us some latitude in developing ideas. For example, in his model discussed in the previous chapter, Russ Humphreys assumes that the matter was normal atomic matter, primarily in the form of hydrogen and oxygen to form water. The speculation of water comes from the mention of water in Genesis 1:3 and water being placed above the expanse in Genesis 1:6–7.

With such scanty information, creationists generally have postulated that God created the astronomical world, probably entirely on the fourth day. This has been the extent of creation cosmology. This is contrasted with creation biology and geology. Creation biologists discuss baraminology, the study of created kinds, and question whether speciation within kinds has occurred since the Flood. Flood geologists offer evidence of catastrophic mechanisms that operated during and immediately after the Flood, and they use the Flood and its aftermath to explain the geologic column and the many varied landforms on the earth today. There are several competing theories of how the Flood commenced and laid down rock strata.
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In short, creationists believe that events have shaped the earth and the life on it. Even the creation week may have contained some processes (albeit very rapid ones!) rather than instantaneous creation, though instantaneous creation may have been the norm. For instance, man was created from the dust of the earth, which suggested a shaping process. The fashioning of Eve from the side of Adam also suggests a process. The terminology of Genesis 1:11, 20, and 24suggests that plants and animals may not have been created ex nihilo, but may have been created in a rapid process using matter that already existed. Each of these three verses says “let the earth (or water) bring forth. . . .” These words suggest the possibility of a process, however there are severe limits on any processes involved. The most severe limit would be that all creative processes would have required less than a day, so these were not evolutionary processes.

Most creationists assume that bodies in the astronomical realm were instantaneously created on day 4, but is this necessarily true? Could these bodies have been shaped rapidly? Perhaps all the matter of the universe was created on day 1, but most of it remained shapeless until day 4, much as the earth was shapeless at first (Genesis 1:2). If this is true, then astronomical bodies may have been formed on the fourth day through a rapid, directed process. Again, because of its quick and ordered nature, this was not an evolutionary process. This suggestion catches the essence of the Humphreys cosmology. Matter was created in the beginning, but it was not until day 4 that stars and other astronomical bodies were formed. Perhaps the planets formed on the fourth day from matter created three days earlier. One possibility is that the many of the craters found on nearly every hard surface in the solar system were the result of the assembly of these bodies on day 4.2
What of the universe as a whole? The Humphreys cosmology is the only example of a serious attempt to explain how the universe came to be from a biblical framework. There may be other possibilities, but few people have spent enough time to develop them. It is desirable that we have a selection of cosmological models like we do with Flood geology.

In the Bible (Genesis chapter 1) the Hebrew word that is usually translated “heaven” is shemayim. A related word is the Hebrew word raqia, which was discussed in an earlier chapter. There it was pointed out that this was badly translated as “firmament” in the AV. Firmament gives the meaning of being hard, and was actually introduced in the LXX as an accommodation of ancient Greek cosmology. The word raqia is a noun that comes from a verb meaning “to beat out” as one might do to a metal. Gold is so malleable that gold working is a good example of this process. Hammers or rollers may be used to pound gold into a thin leaf that is only a few atoms thick. Gold leaf can be applied as a coating to surfaces in a process called gilding. Therefore, the raqia is something that is beaten out.

Obviously, the raqia must have some property of something that has been beaten out, but just what is that property? Some people who support the rendering “firmament” argue that the thing being beaten out is usually a metal, and since hardness is a common metallic property, the raqia must be something hard. However, there are other metallic properties, such as luster and electrical and thermal conductivity. Why should we restrict the meaning to hardness? Furthermore, gold is one of the best examples of a metal that is beaten out, but gold is not known for hardness. Perhaps the important property is not anything inherent in the thing beaten out but rather is a result of the process itself. When something is beaten out, it is stretched, so the raqia could be something that is stretched. This is especially interesting in that the Old Testament has numerous statements of the heavens being stretched out, as in Psalm 104:2. In fact, just these passages provided some inspiration to Russ Humphreys for his model. If we understand the stretching of the heavens to mean the expansion of the universe, either past or present, then the Christian should welcome redshifts, not oppose them.

Many modern translations of the Bible follow this lead in rendering raqia as “expanse.” In Genesis 1:14 the stars are said to be in the raqia of the shamayim, and in Genesis 1:20 birds are described as flying in the raqia of the shamayim. Thus a good alternate meaning may be the sky. In English we say that both birds and stars are in the sky. In other passages the heavens (shamayim) and the expanse (raqia) are equated. For instance, Genesis 1:8 explicitly states that God called the “raqia” shamayim. Therefore, the shamayim and the raqia may be used interchangeably. If this is correct, then there may be no basis for always making a distinction between the two—the two may be used as variety to mean the same thing or may refer to different aspects of the same thing. In any case, it is very clear that the raqia is not something hard.

Some people think that the creation of the raqia refers to the creation of space itself. If this is true, then what are we to make of the statement in Genesis 1:1 that God created the heavens (shamayim) at the very beginning? Others think that that the creation of the raqia on the fourth day refers to the creation of the earth’s atmosphere. If this is true, then what are the waters above the raqia? Proponents of the canopy theory (that there was a large volume of water above the earth’s atmosphere before the Flood) think that the raqia is the earth’s atmosphere and that the water above was the canopy that was collapsed at the time of the Flood. Others think that this water refers to atmospheric water in the form of vapor and clouds. Still others think that there is a large amount of water beyond the space that we see in the universe. At least a few creationists think that the raqia is the creation of the crust of the earth or the earth’s surface. This interpretation is difficult to square with some of the other considerations just discussed. We have no definite answers on just what is meant by these passages, and so some latitude in speculation on this is allowed. However, the best interpretation is that space itself was created in the first verse with the creation of the heavens.
One of the most serious shortcomings of creation astronomy is that there is no creation model of stellar astronomy. Again, most creationists conclude that stars were created on day four and have not changed since then. However, we assume that the earth changed dramatically during the Flood. We also believe that there may have been post-flood speciation and that many kinds of plants and animals have become extinct since the creation. Very little has been written on applying these sorts of principles to astronomy, so let us consider a few points here.
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Most astronomers think that over long periods of time, stars gradually change. This is based upon the conclusion that stars derive their energy from thermonuclear reactions, most notably the fusion of hydrogen into helium. Recent studies of solar neutrinos seem to confirm that at the very least the sun does this. Thermonuclear reactions generally happen in the cores of stars, where the pressure and temperature are high enough to support these reactions. Thermonuclear energy is so efficient that stars could be powered over very long periods of time. For instance, calculation shows that the sun can be powered by this mechanism for about 10 billion years. Through fusion, the composition of the core of the sun and other stars should slowly change from being mostly hydrogen to being almost entirely helium. This change in composition will increase the mean molecular weight of the core. Anyone familiar with the ideal gas law will realize that as the mean molecular weight increases, there will be a change in the temperature and volume of the core. More specifically, the core will shrink and become hotter. The increase in the temperature and density will cause the thermonuclear reactions to increase. An increased thermonuclear reaction will cause the star to become brighter.

If a star changes its observable properties such as it brightness, astronomers say that the star has evolved. In other words, change is equated with evolution. Biologists try to get away with this sort of sleight of hand when discussing biological evolution. They define evolution as change, so if any change in the gene pool of a species can be demonstrated, then evolution can be demonstrated. Of course, most people recognize that biological evolution, if it were possible, is more than simple change. Biological evolution must include increased information and the development of new kinds of organisms. Astronomers do not claim that of either of these things happen with stars: stars may change their properties, but no new information is generated and no new kinds of objects are created. This would seem to mean that stellar evolution and biological evolution are fundamentally different.

Another difference between stellar evolution and biological evolution is that the former is based upon well-established physical principles. Biological evolution would have to operate contrary to much of the same physics, such as the second law of thermodynamics. If stars derive their energy from thermonuclear reactions and if there has been sufficient time, then physics demands that stars must change their overall properties. That is, stars must evolve, given the definition of stellar evolution.
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This illustration demonstrates the process of stellar aging.

Many creationists are naturally taken aback by the possibility that stars can change, particularly when the word evolution is involved. Instead of saying that stars evolve, may I suggest the word “entrope”? This word is derived from the word entropy, for any changes in stars are subject to the second law of thermodynamics, and this word better reflects this fact than the word evolve does. Others have suggested the use of the alternate term “stellar aging,” which gets across a similar idea.

The only impediment to observing stellar entroping is a lack of time. It takes a very long time for a star like the sun to undergo a significant change in its structure that can be seen. Indeed, if the universe is only a few thousand years old as the creation model suggests, then there has not been nearly enough time for most stars to have appreciably changed (or evolved, or entroped) from the state in which they were created. On the other hand, if the sun and earth were billions of years old, the gradual change in the sun demanded by stellar evolution theory is a problem.3
Through much of our discussion, we have assumed that the sun is a star. Developments in astronomy over the last few centuries have led us to this conclusion. However, is this true in a biblical sense? The Hebrew word for star refers to any bright, star-like object in the sky. Besides the stars, this term would include the planets, comets, and meteors. In short, virtually every astronomical body except the sun and the moon would be considered stars in ancient Hebrew. Even orbiting spacecraft visible to the eye and modern aircraft, especially at night, would fit the biblical definition of stars. In a biblical sense, the sun may not be a star. If this is true, then perhaps the sun is different from stars in some fundamental way(s). One possible avenue for creation research is to ascertain ways, if any, that the sun is different from stars. In passing, I should mention that some Christians note that stars are sometimes used in the Bible to represent angels, or messengers, and so conclude that distant stars are angelic beings. While interesting, this is poor theology and ultimately could lead to very strange beliefs. Nearly all, if not all, commentators agree that such usage is symbolic.

Many creationists believe that a major part of the curse as the result of man’s sin in the Garden of Eden was the imposition of the second law of thermodynamics. The first law of thermodynamics insures that energy (and matter) cannot be created or destroyed, but the second law of thermodynamics is a statement of how less useful energy becomes as it is used. A quantity called entropy is the measure of how less useful energy is. The second law requires that entropy increase with time. Entropy has been generalized to not only refer to energy, but also to order and information, and to decay. Much of the case for the law of entropy being part of the curse is from Romans 8:22 and the context therein.

However, could this be reading too much into the curse? Digestion of food is an excellent example of the second law of thermodynamics. Food containing lower entropy is consumed to produce higher entropy waste, all the while producing energy and nutrients for the person eating. Did Adam and Eve eat before the fall? Certainly, given the instructions of what they could and could not eat and the fact that they sinned while eating. The second law of thermodynamics dictates the direction that energy flows (from hotter to colder). If the second law of thermodynamics did not work, then how could the sun and stars have shone before the fall? There are numerous other examples. This demonstrates that the second law of thermodynamics had to be in operation before the fall of mankind. If one wants to persist in arguing that the second law of thermodynamics came into force at the time of the fall, then one must hypothesize that some other law describing energy transfer was placed before the fall that the law of entropy supplanted at the time of the fall. While this is a logical possibility (one that I would not necessarily oppose), such a suggestion is hardly science, for it is not testable.

I bring this question up to ask just what effect did the fall of man have upon the cosmos? Romans 8:22 strongly indicates that the entire cosmos somehow shared in the curse. Any creation cosmological model should consider this and other questions raised here. At the time of this writing these questions have hardly been raised, let alone answered. It is my sincere hope and prayer that this modest book may help stimulate work on this important topic.

One thing that we have learned from our study of cosmology is that it is a rapidly changing thing. Over the years many ideas have seemingly been beyond dispute only later to be discarded. An understanding of Genesis that was tied to any of these ideas would have been discredited long ago. Are we so arrogant to think that only our generation has finally learned the ultimate nature of the universe? Those who would link Genesis to the big bang should carefully consider the caution offered here. When the big-bang theory is scrapped, what is to become of Genesis if we have wrapped it in the big-bang theory? Science is a tentative, changing enterprise, but the Bible is forever true.

Checking Your Understanding

1. Why has there been so little progress in developing a creation model of astronomy?

2. How might the Hebrew word, raqia, translated “firmament” in the AV relate to the modern idea of the expansion of the universe?

3. What is a star, as used in the biblical sense?

4. What does Romans 8:22 suggest about the universe and the curse of sin?

5. What is the danger of incorporating the big bang as the basis for understanding the Genesis account of creation?

Footnotes

1. R.E. Walsh, editor, “The Current State of Creation Astronomy” by D.R. Faulkner, The Fourth International Conference on Creationism (1998) p. 201–216. Back
2. D.R. Faulkner, “A Biblically Based Cratering Theory,” Creation Ex Nihilo. Back
3. D.R. Faulkner, Impact 300. Back
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在前面的工作我回顾了创造天文学.1状态，在那里，我指出，天文学的创造模型的发展创造模型在生物学和地质学的发展滞后。这有两个原因。原因之一是，有这么几个合格的研究人员在该领域。为了有助于显着一个像这样的努力，一个人必须有很大的学问的学科，今天通常需要获得博士学位。神创论者具有博士学位的两种天文，物理与天文学专业是非常罕见的。许多基督教的年轻人被吸引到那里是明显的分歧与“圣经”的起源问题上的生物或地质科学的资质。然而，许多人不理解的程度，进化思想已经渗透到天文学，以及许多其他的科学。我们希望，这本书可能点燃了浓厚的兴趣和奉献精神，在一些基督教年轻人追求天文学的职业生涯中，以帮助开发创造为基础的模型。
 
为什么这么小已经取得进展与一个创造天文模型的第二个原因是，我们有更少的圣经在天文学的细节相比，生物学和地质学。处理生物学和地质学的许多问题是创造周后，大多数天文问题，而可能是创造周。现在受戒操作的物理效果可能没有在当时的天文世界被创造。创造的天空中提到创​​世记1:1，但目前还不清楚这意味着什么。其他提及的唯一天体是第4天，当太阳，月亮和星星。在创世记1:1创造天地神的居所，或空间，或是否意味创造一些物质对象？有些人会在这个时候把遥远的天体创造，但是这似乎违背了非常明确的说法，这些对象创建的第4天，在创世记1:19。因此，创造的开始（地球）前恒星和星系是不是圣经的声音。
另外，第1天在创世记1:1创造天地可以参考第4天被塑造成恒星和其他物体的初始创建的物质。如果所有的事情被创造的第1天，那么这引发了一个问题，什么形式，无论是英寸，这件事仅仅是无定形的，它还是有一些形状？之事“正常”的事情，因为我们知道它，如原子的电子，质子和中子，或者是一些异国情调的形式？所有这些问题的答案是投机性的，因为我们在这些问题上没有坚定的圣经指导。这种情况确实给我们一些发展中的思想纬度。例如，在他的模型在前面的章节中讨论，拉斯堪假设，这件事是正常的原子物质，主要是在氢气和氧气的形式，形成水。水的炒作来自创世记1:3和水以上的穹苍被放置在创世记1:6-7提水。
有了这样的信息闭塞，创造论者普遍推测，上帝创造了天文数字的世界，可能是完全第四天。这一直是创造宇宙论的程度。这是对比与创作生物学和地质学。创造生物学家讨论圣经分类，种内的形态是否发生洪水以来创建的种，和问题的研究。洪水地质学家提供的的灾难性机制，经营洪水期间和之后的证据，和他们使用的洪水和它的后果来解释地质柱和今天地球上的许多不同的地貌。洪水如何展开奠定了岩层，有几个相互竞争的理论。
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总之，创造论者相信，事件已经形成了地球和生命就可以了。即使是创建本周可能载有一些流程（尽管是非常迅速的！），而不是瞬间的创造，虽然瞬时创作可能已经常态。例如，男子从大地的尘土，这表明一个塑造的过程。从侧面亚当夏娃的塑造也表明一个过程。创世记1:11，20和24建议，植物和动物可能没有被创建无中生有，但可能已经创建了一个快速的过程中使用已经存在的物质的术语。这三节说：“让地球（或水）带来。 。 。 “这些话表明的可能性的一个过程，但也有严格的限制所涉及的任何进程。最严重的限制，将所有的创作过程将需要不到一天的时间，所以这些人不是进化过程。
大多数创造论者认为在天文领域的机构瞬间创建的第4天，但是这一定是真的吗？这些机构已迅速形成？或许宇宙的所有物质上创建的第1天，但大部分保持不成形，直到第4天，就像地球是不成形在第一（创1:2）。如果这是真的，那么天体可能已经形成第四天通过一种快速，定向过程。同样，由于其快速和有序性，这是一个渐进的过程。这个建议抓住堪宇宙学的精髓。此事在开始创建，但它不是，直到第4天，恒星和其他天体的形成。第四天从物质形成行星也许三天前创建。一种可能性是，许多在太阳系的几乎每一个坚硬的表面上发现的陨石坑的结果，这些机构的装配4.2天
作为一个整体的宇宙是什么？堪宇宙学是唯一的例子，严重试图解释宇宙是如何从圣经的框架。可能还有其他的可能性，但是没几个人花了足够的时间来开发他们。这是可取的，我们有一个宇宙学模型的选择，就像我们做洪水地质。
在希伯来文“圣经”（创世记1章），通常被译为“天堂”是shemayim。与此相关的词是希伯来字raqia，这是在前面的章节中讨论。在那里，它指出，这是严重译为“苍穹”在AV。苍穹给硬的意义，实际上是引入古希腊的宇宙观作为宿舍LXX。的的字raqia是来自一个动词，意思是“击败”作为一个可能的金属做的一个名词。黄金黄金的工作是一个很好的例子，这个过程是如此锻铸。可使用锤子或滚筒，，砸向金成是只有几个原子厚的薄叶。这个过程被称为烫金表面涂层，可以应用于金箔。因此，raqia是被殴打的事情。
显然，raqia必须有一定的财产已经被殴打的东西，但究竟什么是财产吗？有人支持渲染“苍穹”的人认为，被殴打的事情通常是金属，由于硬度是一种常见的金属属性，的raqia必须是硬的东西。但是，也有其他金属的性能，如光泽和电导率和热导。我们为什么要限制的意思硬度？此外，黄金是最好的例子，被殴打的金属之一，但黄金是不知道的硬度。也许重要的属性是没有什么固有的被打出来的东西，而是过程本身是一个结果。当事情被殴打，被拉长，因此raqia可能是一些被拉伸。这是特别有趣，在旧约中有许多报表的天空伸了出来，在诗篇104:2。事实上，就在这些段落拉斯堪为他的模型提供了一些灵感。如果我们理解了天伸展意味着宇宙膨胀，无论是过去还是现在，那么基督徒应该欢迎红移，他们不会反对。
许多现代圣经译本率先渲染raqia“无垠”在创世记1:14星星说成是中的shamayim raqia，在创世记1:20鸟飞在raqia的shamayim。因此，一个很好的替代意义可能是天空。在英语里我们说，鸟类和星星在天空中。在其他段落天上（shamayim）和广袤（raqia）被划等号。例如，创世记1:8明确指出，神称的“raqia”shamayim。因此，的shamayim raqia可以互换使用。如果这是正确的，那么有可能是没有根据的区分总是两个两个可能被用来作为各种意味着同样的事情，也可能是指对同一事物的不同方面。在任何情况下，它是很清楚，的raqia是不是硬的东西。
有些人认为，创造raqia指空间本身的创作。如果这是真的，那么什么是我们在创世记1:1表上帝创造了天地（shamayim），在开始的时候吗？其他人则认为这创造raqia第四天创造是指地球大气层。如果这是真的话，那么有什么上述水域的raqia？树冠理论（以上的地球大气层有一个大体积的水在洪水到来之前）的支持者认为的raqia是地球的大气和水之上檐篷倒塌在洪水的时候。其他人则认为这水是指大气中的水蒸汽和云的形式。还有一些人认为有超越的空间，我们在宇宙中看到了大量的水。至少有几个神造论者认为的raqia是创造地球或地球表面的地壳。此解释是困难的平方与刚刚讨论过的一些其他方面的考虑。我们这些经文是什么意思，有没有明确的答案，所以一些在此纬度投机，允许。然而，最好的解释是，空间本身是建立在天上的创作的第一首诗歌。
创造天文学最严重的缺点之一是，有没有恒星天文学的创建模型。同样，大多数的神造论者的结论是明星们创造第四天，从那时起没有改变。然而，我们假设在洪水，地球发生了巨大的变化。我们也相信，有可能已经水灾后的形态和创建以来，许多种类的植物和动物已经灭绝。很少有写上应用这些原则的各种天文，所以让我们在这里考虑的几个点。
 
图片由NASA

我们的太阳
大多数天文学家认为，在很长一段时间，星星逐渐改变。这是基于结束时，恒星的能量来自热核反应，最引人注目的氢聚变为氦。太阳中微子最近的研究似乎证实了，在至少这太阳确实。热核反应一般发生在恒星的核心，其中的压力和温度都很高，足以支持这些反应。热核能源效率是如此的恒星在很长的一段时间内，都可以采用。例如，计算结果表明，太阳可以采用此机制，大约10亿年。通过融合，组成的太阳和其他恒星的核心应该慢慢改变从大多氢是几乎完全氦的。在组合物中的这种变化将增加的平均分子量为核心。将认识到，任何熟悉用理想气体定律的平均分子量增加，会有一个变化的温度和体积的核心。更具体地，核心将收缩并变得更热。的温度和密度的增加，将导致增加的热核反应。热核反应的增加将导致明星将变亮。
如果一个明星改变其显着特性，如它的亮度，天文学家说，这颗恒星已经演变。换句话说，变化被等同于进化。生物学家试图摆脱这种花招的手时，在讨论生物进化。他们定义的进化变化，所以，如果可以证明一个物种的基因库中的任何变化，那么，演化可以证明。当然，大多数人认识到生物进化，如果有可能，更多的是比简单的变化。生物的进化必须包括增加信息和开发新的生物种。天文学家并不认为发生的这些事情与恒星之一：恒星可能改变它们的属性，但没有新的信息产生，并没有创建新的对象。这似乎意味着恒星演化和生物进化是根本不同的。
恒星演化和生物进化的另一个区别是，前者是根据既定的物理原理。生物进化有许多相同的物理，如热力学第二定律的相反操作。如果恒星的热核反应的能量，如果有足够的时间，那么物理要求，明星必须改变他们的整体性能。也就是说，星星必须进化，恒星演化的定义。
 
图片由布莱恩·米勒
该图演示恒星老化的过程。
许多创造论者自然吃了一惊，星星可以改变的可能性，特别是当涉及这个词演化。而不是说，恒星的演化，，我建议字“衰变”？这个词是来自熵这个词，在恒星的任何变化都受到了热力学第二定律，这个词更好比字的演变确实反映了这一事实。也有人建议使用另一种说法“恒星老化”，这得到过类似的想法。
到观察恒星衰变的唯一障碍是缺乏时间。一个星像太阳经过在其结构中，可以看到一个显着的变化，它需要一个很长的时间。事实上，如果宇宙是创建模型表明只有几千岁，那么有没有得到大多数恒星从他们所处的状态有明显改变（或进化，或衰变）几乎有足够的时间。另一方面，如果太阳和地球数十亿年之久，在阳光下所要求的逐步改变恒星演化理论，是一个难题.3

通过我们的讨论，我们假设，太阳是一颗星星。在过去的几个世纪天文学的发展已使我们得出这个结论。然而，这是真的在圣经感？星级的希伯来文是指任何明亮，明星般的物体在天空中。除了明星，这个词将包括行星，彗星和流星。总之，几乎每一个天体将被视为除了太阳和月亮星星在古希伯来语。即使轨道航天器可见眼睛和现代飞机，尤其是在夜间，将符合圣经定义的恒星。在圣经的意义上说，太阳可能不会成为一个明星。如果这是真的，那么也许太阳是一些根本途径从恒星（次）不同。一个可能的途径是创作研究，以确定的方式，如果有的话，从恒星，太阳是不同的。顺带一提，我提一些基督徒的注意，明星们有时在圣经代表天使，或使者，并因此得出结论，遥远的恒星是天使。虽然有趣，这是神学和差，最终可能导致非常奇怪的信念。几乎所有的，如果不是所有的评论员都认为这种用法象征。
许多创造论者相信，人的罪在伊甸园的结果作为一个重要组成部分的诅咒是热力学第二定律的征收。热力学第一定律确保能量​​和物质不能被创造或毁灭，但用处不大，能源变得如何使用，因为它是热力学第二定律是一个声明。一定量称为熵是衡量如何有用的能量少。第二定律要求，熵随着时间的增加。熵一直是广义的，不仅是指能源，也为了和信息，并腐烂。大部分的诅咒熵的一部分的法律的情况是从罗马书8:22，其中上下文。
然而，可以这样读太多的咒？食物的消化是热力学第二定律的一个很好的例子。食品含有低熵消耗产生更高的熵废物，同时产生的能量和营养素的人吃。亚当和夏娃吃前下降？当然，在说明什么他们可能并不能吃，他们犯罪的事实，一边吃。热力学第二定律决定能量流动的方向（从较热的冷）。如果热力学第二定律，没有工作，又怎能太阳和星星照前的秋天呢？还有许多其他的例子。这表明，热力学第二定律在操作之前人类堕落。如果一个人想坚持认为热力学第二定律生效，在秋天的时候，则必须推测，其他一些法律描述能量转移被放置在秋天之前，熵定律的时间取代下降。虽然这是一个合乎逻辑的可能性（我不一定会反对），这样的建议是很难科学，因为它是不可测试。
我把这个问题问什么效果没人的堕落于宇宙？罗马书8:22强烈表明整个宇宙某种共享的诅咒。任何创造宇宙学模型应该考虑这一点，并在这里提出的其他问题。在写这篇文章的时候，这些问题很难被提出，更不用说回答。我真诚地希望和祈祷，这温和的书，可能有助于刺激对这一重要议题的工作。
有一件事，我们已经从我们的宇宙学的研究是，它是一个快速改变的事情。多年来有很多的想法似乎已经不容置疑，只是后来被丢弃。理解创世记被捆绑到任何这些想法会被抹黑了。我们认为只有我们这一代人终于学会了宇宙的终极性的如此嚣张？链接创世记大爆炸应该仔细考虑这里提供的谨慎。报废时，当大爆炸理论是什么，如果我们把它包裹在大爆炸理论成为创世记？科学是一个试探性的，不断变化的企业，但“圣经”是永远正确的。
检查你的理解
1。为什么一直进展甚微天文学发展的创造模型？
2。怎么可能希伯来字，raqia，翻译为“苍穹”在AV涉及到的宇宙膨胀的现代理念？
3。什么是明星，在“圣经”意义上使用吗？
4。什么罗马书8:22建议有关宇宙和罪恶的诅咒？
5。理解创世记创造的基础将大爆炸的危险是什么？
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