Week 6:  Examine the young ages of the known universe (1). Assignment 6: Summarize lecture notes.

The Age of the Universe, Part 1
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The age of the universe is a point of dispute between the Bible and the opinion of the majority of astronomers today. The Bible implicitly teaches us about the age of the universe. In other words, it gives us sufficient information so that we can compute approximately how long ago God created the universe. The Bible teaches that the entire universe was created in six earth-rotation days (Exodus 20:11 ). Furthermore, the Bible provides the age differences between parents and descendants1 when listing certain genealogies. From these kinds of biblical references, we know that the elapsed time between Adam and the birth of Christ was roughly 4,000 years. From other historical records, we know that Christ was born roughly 2,000 years ago. Since Adam was created on the sixth day of the creation week, we can conclude that the earth, the entire universe, and everything in it were created approximately 6,000 years ago.

Many people today would scoff at this claim. After all, most geology textbooks, astronomy textbooks, and the majority of schools and universities teach that the earth is 4.5 billion years old, and that the universe is even older, but what is the basis for the secular belief in billions of years? Why is it that so many scientists choose to ignore the recorded history of the Bible, and instead believe in a vastly inflated age of the universe?
Circular reasoning

One answer is circular reasoning: many scientists believe the world is old because they believe most other scientists think the world is old. Although a given scientist may be well aware of evidence that is not consistent with long ages, it is very tempting to dismiss such evidence because, “How could all those other scientists really be wrong?” How many of those other scientists believe in long ages simply because they also think that other scientists do? A majority opinion can become self-sustaining through circular reasoning; people believe because other people believe. It is surprising that many people do not realize the inconsistency here.

Many times, the circular reasoning can be cross-disciplinary. A geologist may feel assured that the earth is billions of years old since most astronomers believe that the solar system is billions of years old. However, an astronomer may feel confident that the solar system is billions of years old since the majority of geologists accept this for the age of the earth. Of course, the majority opinion can be wrong. In fact, many scientific discoveries have gone against the majority. Nonetheless, the psychological pressure to agree with the majority is a very powerful and well-documented phenomenon.2
The evolution connection

It is noteworthy that most (though not all) of the scientists who believe in billions of years also believe in particles-to-people evolution. Evolution requires vast ages. It couldn’t possibly have happened on a mere 6,000-year time scale, because such profound changes would then have to be happening so rapidly that we would not only see massive transformations all around us, we would have historical records of many examples. Yet, we have never seen life evolve from non-life, nor have we ever seen a living organism evolve into another kind with greater specified complexity. These “uphill” changes just aren’t observed; indeed, they seem to be impossible.

The imaginary vast ages are invoked to make these seemingly miraculous leaps feasible. As George Wald has stated, “Time is in fact the hero of the plot. . . . Given so much time, the ‘impossible’ becomes possible, the possible probable, and the probable virtually certain. One has only to wait; time itself performs the miracles.”3 The insurmountable obstacles to evolution are simply swept under the rug of vast ages.

The addition of the billions of years does not actually solve the problems with molecules-to-man evolution. These problems have been addressed in detail on our website at answersingenesis.org and in the materials available there, and so there is no need to elaborate in this astronomy book. The point here is simply that evolution requires vast ages. Hence, this is an example of how worldviews can affect a person’s interpretation of evidence. Evolutionists must believe in vast ages. Their worldview bias does not allow them to consider the possibility that the universe could be only thousands of years old, regardless of what recorded history teaches, and regardless of any scientific evidence. People who reject molecules-to-man evolution would do well to remember this before jumping on board with the vast ages.
The big-bang connection
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I have found that most people who believe in billions of years also believe in the “big-bang theory.” The big bang is a secular speculation about the origin of the universe; it is an alternative to the Bible. The big bang attempts to explain the origin of the universe without God. It can be considered the cosmic equivalent of particles-to-people evolution. Sadly, a lot of Christians have bought into the idea of the big bang, without realizing that it is based on the anti-biblical philosophy of naturalism (there is no God, nature is all there is or ever was). Furthermore, they are generally not aware that the big bang contradicts the Bible on a number of points and has many scientific problems as well.

According to the big bang idea, the universe is nearly 14 billion years old; whereas the Bible indicates that the universe is about 6,000 years old. For those who claim to believe the Bible, this difference alone should be sufficient reason to reject the big bang. It is wrong about the age of the universe by a factor of over two million! But it is not just a problem of time scale; the Bible gives a different order of events than the current secular opinion. The big bang / naturalistic view teaches that stars formed before the earth, fish came about before fruit trees, and the sun came about long before plants. However, the Bible teaches the exact reverse—that the earth came before stars, fruit trees came before fish, and the plants were created before the sun.
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Future of the Universe

The big bang is a story about the alleged past, but it is also a story about the alleged future. According to the currently favored version of the big bang, the universe will continue to expand indefinitely and grow colder. Usable energy will become increasingly scarce, and will eventually cease altogether, at which point the universe will die a “heat death.” At this point, no “heat” will be left, so the universe will have a temperature close to absolute zero everywhere. No life will be possible at that point since no usable energy will exist.

Heat death is a rather bleak scenario, and quite different from the future the Bible teaches. Scripture indicates that the Lord will return in the future in judgment. The paradise lost in Genesis will become a paradise restored. There will be no “heat death,” nor any death of humans or animals, since the Curse will be no more. The new earth will remain perfect in the Lord’s presence forever. (See diagram this page.) Many Christians are inconsistent; they accept what the big bang says about the past (instead of the Bible), but reject what it says about the future (in favor of the Bible).
The Assumptions of Naturalism and Uniformitarianism

A belief in naturalism and uniformitarianism can cause a person to make a vastly inflated estimate of the age of the earth and universe. Recall that naturalism is the belief that nothing exists outside of nature. In this view, the universe and everything in it came about by the same kinds of processes observed within the universe. Naturalism is, of course, an unbiblical concept since the Bible makes it clear that God created the universe supernaturally. The problems with naturalism will be discussed in greater detail in the next chapter. Naturalism often leads to exaggerated age estimates when applied to supernaturally created things.

As an example of this, consider the first man. Adam was created as an adult—a fully grown man. Suppose that we were asked to guess the age of Adam on the seventh day, only 24 hours after God created him. If we incorrectly assumed that Adam was not supernaturally created but that instead he came about the same way people come about today, then we would derive an age that is far too old. A naturalist might guess that the one-day-old Adam was about 30 years old by incorrectly assuming that he grew to adulthood by the same process that other people do today. Naturalism leads to an age estimate for Adam that is 10,000 times too old, but the universe was also supernaturally created. A person who denies this would likely conclude an age that is many times older than the true age.

A belief in uniformitarianism can also lead to severe overestimates of age. Uniformitarianism is the idea that most things in the world today (mountains and canyons, for example) were formed at about the same (i.e., uniform) rates that we see operating in the world today. People who hold to uniformitarianism would assume that radioactive decay has always occurred at the same rate, that canyons have (generally) been eroded at the same rate as today, and that mountains have been uplifted at the same average rate as today. They would certainly deny a worldwide flood(Gen. 6:8) since it would mnbnalter these rates dramatically. Uniformitarianism can be summed up by the phrase “the present is the key to the past.”4
However, both naturalism and uniformitarianism are merely philosophical assumptions. They are both anti-biblical since the Bible teaches both a supernatural creation and a worldwide flood. Moreover, naturalism and uniformitarianism can lead to contradictory conclusions (as we will show) which brings into question the reliability of those assumptions.
The distant starlight problem

One of the most common objections to a “young universe” is often called the “distant starlight problem.” There are galaxies in the universe that are incredibly far away. These distances are so extreme that even light would take billions of years to travel from these galaxies to the earth. Yet, we do see these galaxies; this indicates that the light has traveled from there to here. Since this process is supposed to take billions of years, the universe must be at least billions of years old—much older than the biblical time scale. It is argued that distant starlight therefore supports the big-bang story of origins.

There are actually several different natural mechanisms that God might have used to get the starlight here in thousands of years. These have been published in TJ [now Journal of Creation] and other places and so we will not repeat them here [for more information, see Does Distant Starlight Prove the Universe Is Old?]. The point here is to show that the objection itself is vacuous. The argument that distant starlight disproves the biblical account of creation and supports an old “big-bang” universe is based on faulty reasoning.

First, notice that the distant starlight argument is based on the fallacious assumptions of naturalism and uniformitarianism. It assumes that the light got here entirely by natural means, and traveled at a constant rate, over a constant distance, with time also being constant. Of course, it is possible that God may indeed have used “natural means” to get the light here. It may also be that some of the things assumed to be constant in time (such as the speed of light) are indeed constant, but is there any logical reason why we would automatically know beforehand that these must be the case? Remember that God created the lights in the sky to give light upon the earth. This happened during the creation week where God was creating in a supernatural way.

The evolutionist insists that if we cannot show a naturalistic mechanism for a particular event of the creation week (like distant starlight), then the Bible cannot be trusted. This is an unrealistic “heads I win, tails you lose” sort of argument. Since many of the events that happened during the creation week were supernatural in essence, it is irrational to demand a naturalistic explanation for them. It is ridiculous to argue that a supernatural explanation is wrong because it cannot be explained by natural causes. This would be circular reasoning. Now, it is perfectly fine to ask the question, “Did God use natural means to get the starlight from galaxies to earth? And if so, what is the mechanism?” However, if no natural mechanism is apparent, this cannot be a legitimate criticism against supernatural creation anymore than a lack of a natural mechanism for Christ’s resurrection could invalidate that event.
Light travel-time: a problem for the big bang

There is another fatal flaw in using a light travel-time argument like distant starlight to reject the Bible in favor of the big bang. Such an argument is subtly self-refuting. This is because the big bang also has a light travel-time problem! In the big-bang model, light is required to travel a distance much greater than should be possible within the big bang’s own time frame of about 14 billion years. This serious difficulty for the big bang is called the “horizon problem.”
Attempts at compromise

The belief in billions of years has a stranglehold on our culture today—even within the church. Many professing Christians have been taken in by the fallacious distant starlight argument or other eisegetical6 claims involving anti-biblical assumptions. As a result, many Christians have compromised; they have attempted to “add” the billions of years to the Bible. One of the most common methods of trying to believe both the Bible and the billions of years is called the “day age” position. In this view, the days of creation were not actually days, but rather were vast ages—many millions of years each. According to the day-age idea, God created over six long periods of time.

It is important to point out that even if the day-age position were true, it would not bring the biblical account into alignment with the secular story of origins since the order of events is different between the two. Recall that the big bang / naturalism view teaches that stars existed long before fruit trees which came after fish. The Bible teaches that fish were made on day 5 after the stars which were made on day 4, and after the trees which were made on day 3—regardless of how long the days were.

Day-age followers point out that the Hebrew word for day (yom) does not always indicate a “day” in the ordinary sense, but can sometimes mean an unspecified period of time. In certain contexts, “day” can refer to a longer period of time, but not in the context of the days of creation. Similarly, our English word “day” can mean an unspecified period of time in certain contexts like “back in grandfather’s day. . . .” However, it would not mean an unspecified period of time in other contexts such as “five days ago, the third day, day then night, morning of the day, evening of the day, the evening and morning.” Clearly, in the preceding phrases the word “day” must mean an ordinary day from context—not a period of time.

The Hebrew language also obeys grammatical rules, and as with English, the meaning of a word is always determined by its context. The Hebrew word for day means an ordinary day (and is never translated as “time”) when in any of the following contexts:

1. When combined with an ordinal (list) number (“the first day, the third day, etc.”) day means an ordinary day—not a period of time.

2. When associated with the word “morning,” such as “There was morning that day,” day means an ordinary day—not a period of time.

3. When associated with the word “evening,” such as “There was evening that day,” day means an ordinary day—not a period of time.

4. When evening and morning occur together, such as “There was evening and morning” (even if the word “day” is not present), this constitutes an ordinary day—not a nonspecific period of time.

5. When contrasted with “night,” such as “There was night then day,” the word day means an ordinary day—not a period of time.
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In Genesis chapter 1, we see all of these contextual indicators used for the days of creation. The days of creation must be ordinary days from context; they cannot be long periods of time because context does not permit this. It would be wrong to try and read “day” to mean “a period of time” in Genesis 1, when the context clearly precludes such a meaning; such an error is called an unwarranted expansion of an expanded semantic field. The day-age idea is not logically sound; it is simply an unsuccessful attempt to make the Bible compatible with anti-biblical notions.7
Ultimately, the Bible teaches that God created in six days and the secular opinion is that the universe evolved over billions of years. Each of us must decide whether we are going to trust the secular opinions of human beings, or the clear teaching of the Bible. As we saw in the last chapter, the Bible has always been correct when it touches upon astronomy.

It is important to remember that we are at just another point in history. Yes, people today will scoff at and ridicule a belief in a “young universe.” Then again, many of those same people will ridicule a belief in Jesus Christ being the one true God, or even the very belief in a Creator. The Bible has always been vindicated in the past. So there is no reason to cave in to mere peer pressure today.
The evidence confirms a young universe

Even now, the scientific evidence is very consistent with what the Bible teaches about the age of the universe. Why then do many secular scientists believe that the evidence points to a multi-billion-year-old universe? People who believe in the big bang generally interpret the evidence according to the big bang (sometimes without even realizing it). In other words, they simply assume that the big bang is true and they interpret the evidence to match their beliefs. We all interpret the evidence in light of our worldview; there is no getting around it. However, the Bible can also be used to interpret the evidence. Since the Bible records the true history of the universe, we will see that it makes a lot more sense of the evidence than the big bang does. Let us now look at some facts about the universe. We will see that the evidence is consistent with 6,000 years, but doesn’t make as much sense if we hold to the big bang.

Of course, big-bang supporters can always reinterpret the evidence by adding on extra assumptions, so, these facts that follow are not intended to “prove” that the Bible is right about the age of the universe. The Bible is right in all matters because it is the Word of God. However, when we understand the scientific evidence, we will find that it agrees with what the Bible teaches. The evidence is certainly consistent with a “young” (roughly 6,000-year-old) universe.
Creation In-Depth:

The Horizon Problem

In the big-bang model, the universe begins in an infinitely small state called a singularity, which then rapidly expands. According to the big-bang model, when the universe was still very small it would have developed different temperatures in different locations. Let’s suppose that point A is hot and point B is cold. Today, the universe has expanded and points A and B are now widely separated.
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However, the universe has an extremely uniform temperature at great distance—beyond the farthest known galaxies. In other words, points A and B have almost exactly the same temperature today. We know this because we see electromagnetic radiation coming from all directions in space in the form of microwaves. This is called the “cosmic microwave background” (CMB). The frequencies of radiation have a characteristic temperature of 2.7 K and are extremely uniform in all directions. The temperature deviates by only one part in 105.

The problem is this: how did points A and B come to be the same temperature? They can only do this by exchanging energy. There are many systems where this happens; consider an ice cube placed in hot coffee. The ice heats up and the coffee cools down by exchanging energy. Likewise, point A can give energy to point B in the form of electromagnetic radiation (light). (This is the fastest way of transferring energy since nothing can travel faster than light.) However, using the big bang supporters’ own assumptions (such as uniformitarianism and naturalism), there has not been enough time in 14 billion years to get light from A to B; they are too far apart. This is a light travel-time problem—and a very serious one. After all, A and B have almost the same temperature today, and so must have exchanged light multiple times.
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Big-bang supporters have proposed a number of conjectures which attempt to solve the big bang’s light travel-time problem. One of the most popular is called “inflation.” In “inflationary” models, the universe has two expansion rates; a normal rate and a fast “inflation” rate. The universe begins with the “normal” rate (which is actually quite rapid, but is slow by comparison to the next phase). Then it enters the inflation phase, where the universe expands much more rapidly. At a later time, the universe goes back to the normal rate. This all happens early on, long before stars and galaxies form.

The inflation model allows points A and B to exchange energy (during the first normal expansion) and to then be pushed apart during the inflation phase to the enormous distances at which they are located today, but the inflation model amounts to nothing more than storytelling, with no supporting evidence at all. It is merely a speculation designed to align the big bang to conflicting observations. Moreover, inflation adds an additional set of problems and difficulties to the big-bang model, such as what would cause such inflation, and how to turn it off in a graceful fashion. An increasing number of secular astrophysicists are rejecting inflation for these reasons and others. Clearly, the horizon problem remains a serious light travel-time problem for the big bang.

The critic may suggest that the big bang is a better explanation of origins than the Bible since biblical creation has a light travel-time problem—distant starlight. Such an argument is not rational since the big bang has a light travel-time problem of its own. If both models have the same problem in essence,5 then that problem cannot be used to support one model over the other. Therefore, distant starlight cannot be used to dismiss the Bible in favor of the big bang.
 (下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
宇宙的年龄，第1部分 
杰森博士LisleMarch 13，2008 
门外汉 
年龄的星级天文学作家，贾森莱尔大爆炸星光 
宇宙的年龄之间圣经和今天的大多数天文学家认为争议点。圣经教导含蓄地对宇宙的时代。换句话说，它给了我们足够的信息，以便我们可以计算大约多久以前，上帝创造了宇宙。圣经教导我们，整个宇宙是在六个地球自转天（出埃及记20:11）创建。此外，圣经提供家长与descendants1上市时一定族谱的年龄差异。从圣经中提及这些类型，我们知道，与亚当和基督的诞生经过的时间大约是4000年。从其他史料记载，我们知道，基督是大约2000年以前出生的。由于亚当是在第六天创造周创建的，我们可以得出结论，地球，整个宇宙，这一切都在大约6000年以前建立。 
当今许多人会嘲笑这种说法。毕竟，大多数地质教科书，天文学教科书，学校和大学教授，地球大部分是45亿岁，宇宙是更老，但什么是在数十亿年的世俗信仰的基础？为什么有这么多科学家选择忽略了圣经记载的历史，而是在一个膨胀的宇宙的年龄大大相信吗？
循环论证 
一个答案是循环论证：许多科学家认为，世界旧的，因为他们相信其他大多数科学家认为，世界是旧的。不过，某一科学家可能清楚的证据表明，长期不与年龄相一致认识到，这是非常诱人的解雇这些证据，因为“怎么会所有其他科学家真的错了？”如何对这些其他许多科学家相信，在漫长的时间仅仅是因为他们还认为，其他的科学家吗？多数意见可以成为自我循环论证通过维持，人们相信，因为其他人相信。令人惊讶的是许多人不知道这里的不一致。 
很多时候，循环推理可以跨学科。地质学家可以放心，地球是亿万年之久，因为大多数天文学家认为，太阳系是岁十亿美元。然而，天文学家可以自信地认为，太阳系是十亿年之久，因为大多数地质学家接受地球的年龄这一点。当然，多数人的意见可以是错误的。事实上，许多科学发现有违背多数。然而，心理压力，同意多数是一个非常强大和完善的记录phenomenon.2 
连接的演化 
值得注意的是，大多数（尽管不是全部）的科学家在数十亿年谁相信也相信在粒子与人民之间的进化。进化需要大量年龄。它不可能仅仅发生在6000年时的规模，因为这样深刻的变化，然后将要发生的如此迅速，我们不会只看到我们周围大量的转换，我们将有很多例子的历史记录。然而，我们从来没有看到的生活演变成非寿险，也没有见过一个活的有机体进化成另一种更复杂的类指定。这些“上山”的变化只是没有观察到，实际上，他们似乎是不可能的。 
广大年龄虚调用，使这些看似神奇的飞跃可行的。正如乔治瓦尔德曾表示，“时间是英雄的阴谋的事实。 。 。 。鉴于这么多的时间，'不可能'成为可能，可能的可能，以及可能的实际确定。一个人只有等待，时间本身执行奇迹“3演化只是在广阔的时代地毯清扫难以逾越的障碍。。 
在数十亿年的时间增加并未真正解决问题与分子到人的进化。这些问题已经在关于我们的网站详细的answersingenesis.org和材料提供那里，因此没有必要制定这一天文学。这里的关键是简单，进化需要大量的青睐。因此，这是一个怎样的世界观会影响一个人的证据的解释的例子。进化论者必须相信，在广大年龄。他们的世界观偏见不允许他们考虑的可能性，宇宙可能是只有几千岁，无论什么文字记载的历史教训，以及任何科学证据无关。人们谁反对分子到人的进化会很好地记得以前在船上跳与广大好久了。 
在大爆炸连接 

概念艺术的通货膨胀（丘）一些地区在早期宇宙中 
我发现，大多数人谁相信在数十亿年中也认为，大爆炸是一个关于宇宙的起源世俗的投机“大爆炸理论。”，它是对圣经的选择。大爆炸试图解释宇宙的起源没有上帝。它可以被认为是宇宙粒子相当于人民之间的进化。可悲的是，有很多的基督徒陷入了大爆炸的观念，没有意识到它是基于自然主义的反圣经哲学为基础的（有没有神，自然是所有存在或曾经是）。此外，他们一般都不会知道，在大爆炸违背了数点圣经，有很多科学的问题。
根据大爆炸的想法，宇宙是近14亿岁，而圣经表明，宇宙是约6000岁。对于那些谁声称相信圣经，这种差异仅应充分理由拒绝大爆炸。它是关于宇宙的年龄错误得到了超过两百万的因素！但它不只是一个时间尺度的问题;圣经给出了一个比目前的世俗舆论的事件顺序不同。大爆炸/自然主义的观点教导我们，在地球形成之前，明星，鱼是约在果树，太阳出来前，有关植物长。然而，圣经教导完全相反，认为地球在星星来了，果树在鱼类面前来了，植物创建前的太阳。 

宇宙的未来 
大爆炸是对所谓过去的故事，但它也是对所谓未来的故事。根据大爆炸，目前青睐的版本，宇宙将无限期地继续扩大和发展更冷。可用的能量会越来越稀缺，最终完全停止，此时宇宙会死“热死。”在这一点上，没有“热”会离开，所以宇宙将有一个温度接近绝对零度处处。没有生命将有可能在这一点上，因为没有可用的能量将存在。 
热死是一个相当暗淡的情况，不少来自未来的圣经教导不同。圣经表明，主会返回在判断未来。在创世记失去的乐园将成为一个天堂恢复。将不会有“热死”，也没有任何人类或动物死亡，因为诅咒不会再有。新地球将继续在主的面前全然永远。 （见图表这一页。）许多基督徒是不一致的，他们接受什么大爆炸说，过去的事情（而不是圣经），但它说什么拒绝对未来（在圣经的青睐）。 

均变主义和自然主义的假设 
以自然和均变信仰可以导致一个人做一个对地球和宇宙的年龄大大夸大的估计。回想一下，自然是相信，没有什么本质以外的存在。这种观点认为，宇宙和它的一切是约在宇宙中所观察到的同种处理。自然，当然，一unbiblical概念，因为圣经清楚地表明，上帝创造了宇宙超自然。与自然的问题将会更详细地讨论未来的篇章。自然往往导致夸大的年龄时，适用于超自然创造的东西估计。 
作为一个例子，考虑的第一人。亚当被创建为一个成人一个大男人。假设我们被要求猜测第七天的亚当年龄，只有24个小时后，上帝创造了他。如果我们错误地认为亚当不是超自然的创建，但他来，而不是对今天的人同样的方式来，那么我们将得到一个时代，是太旧。博物学家可能猜测，一个天大的亚当是30年来错误地假设他增长了同样的过程，其他人今天到成年老。自然导致了亚当的年龄估计为10,000倍太旧，但宇宙也超自然创建。一个人谁不承认这将可能是一个时代的结束许多倍的真实年龄老。 
信中均变也可以导致严重高估的年龄。均变的是，世界上大多数事情今日（高山和峡谷，例如）是在大约相同（即统一）率，我们看到今天在世界上形成的经营理念。均变人谁坚持认为放射性衰变会一直以同样的速度发生，那峡谷有（一般）被侵蚀像今天在同样的速度，而且已在山上像今天一样平均抬升。他们肯定会否认一个全球洪水（创6:8），因为它会改变这些比率显着。均变可以总结的那句“现在是对过去的钥匙。”4 
不过，这两种自然哲学和均变仅仅是假设。他们都是反圣经，因为圣经教导既是一个超自然的创造和全世界的洪水。此外，自然和均变可能导致矛盾的结论（我们将展示），它带来了质疑这些假设的可靠性。 

遥远的星光问题 
最常见的反对意见，“年轻的宇宙”一个是通常被称为“遥远的星光的问题。”宇宙中有那些令人难以置信的遥远星系。这些距离是如此极端，甚至连光将需要数十亿美元从这些星系到地球的旅行。然而，我们也看到，这些星系，这表明，光有专程从那里到这里。由于这个过程应该考虑到数十亿年，宇宙必须在多年老比老圣经时间尺度至少十亿美元。有人认为那遥远的星光因此支持起源大爆炸的故事。 
实际上有几个不同的，上帝可能常常会在数千年的星光这里的自然机制。这些已发表在TJ和其他场所[现为创作杂志]，所以我们在这里就不再赘述[了解更多信息，看不见的，是遥远的星光证明宇宙是旧的？]。这里的关键是要表明，反对本身就是空洞的。那遥远的星光的论点驳斥创造的圣经帐户并支持老“大爆炸”宇宙是基于错误的推理。 
首先，注意遥远的星光论点是对自然和均变的谬误假设。它假定光来到这里完全是由自然的方法，并前往在一个恒定的速率比恒定的距离，也正不断与时间。当然，这可能是上帝可能真的曾用“自然是指”在这里得到的光。它也可能是因为一些事情假定在时间（如光的速度）确实是恒定不变的，但没有任何逻辑理由，我们会自动预先知道这些一定是这样？请记住，上帝创造了天空中的灯光在地上光。这发生在一周的创作在神在创造一种超自然的方式。 
进化论者坚持认为，如果我们不能展示一个星期的特定事件的自然主义的创作机制（如遥远的星光），那么圣经不可信任。这是一个不现实的“正面我赢，反面你输”的论调。自该事件发生在一周的创作在本质上许多超自然的，这是不合理的需求，他们自然的解释。这是可笑的争辩说，超自然的解释是错误的，因为它不能由自然原因解释。这将是循环论证。现在，它是完全没有问这个问题：“神岂是利用自然的手段从星系到地球的星光？如果是的话，是什么机制呢？“但是，如果没有自然机制是显而易见的，这不能成为反对超自然的合法批评创造了一个比基督复活的可能失效的事件自然机制的缺失。 

光速旅行时间：一为大爆炸问题 
还有另一种利用光在旅行时一样遥远的星光参数拒绝在大爆炸赞成圣经致命的缺陷。这种论调是巧妙地自我批驳。这是因为大爆炸也有一种淡淡的旅行时间问题！在大爆炸模型，光需要出差的距离远远大于应在大爆炸的约140亿年的时间内成为可能。这为大爆炸严重的困难是所谓的“地平线问题。” 
尝试妥协 
在数十亿年的信念，今天，即使在教堂对我们的文化的束缚。许多自称基督徒已经采取了错误的参数或其他遥远的星光eisegetical6索赔涉及反圣经的假设。其结果是，许多基督徒妥协，他们试图“加上”的数十亿年的圣经。的努力相信无论是圣经和年数十亿的最常用的方法之一是所谓的“天时代”的地位。按照这种观点，创造的日子实际上没有天，而是被广大年龄，很多年，每年数百万。根据天年龄的想法，上帝创造了超过六长时间。 
重要的是要指出，即使如果有一天年龄的立场是正确的，它不会使对准了起源自该命令的事件世俗的圣经故事帐户是两者之间的不同。回想一下，在大爆炸/自然主义观点教导我们，以前存在的恒星后，果树的鱼来长。圣经教导我们，是第5天，其中后作出的第4天星鱼制成，并在其中提出的第3天，不管多久的日子都是树。 
日间年龄追随者指出，日间希伯来字（赎罪）并不一定表示“天”，在一般意义上的，但有时意味着一个时间不确定的时期。在某些情况下，“天”可以指一个较长的时期，但不是在创作的日子中。同样，我们的英语单词“天”可能意味着早在祖父的一天，一个在某些情况下的时间，如“未指定的期间。 。 。 。“不过，这并不意味着，如在其他方面未指定的时间期限”前五天，到了第三天，一天，然后晚上，当天上午，一天晚上，傍晚和清晨。“显然，在这个词的“日”前的短语必须是指一个普通的日子，从上下文而不是一段时间。 
希伯来文的语言也遵循语法规则，如英语，一个词的意义总是由它的上下文决定的。希伯来文的一天是指普通的日子（上，从来不会为“时间”已翻译）在任何下列情况下： 
当与序（列表）号码（“第一天，第三天，等”）合并日指一个普通的日子，没有时间期限。 
当与这个词相关的“早晨”，如“早上，有一天，”天是指一个普通的日子，而不是一段时间。 
当用“黄昏”等相关的“有一天傍晚，”天是指一个普通的日子，而不是一段时间。 
到了晚上和早晨发生一起，如“有晚上和早晨”（即使这个词“天”是不存在），这构成一个普通的日子，时间不是一种非特异性的时期。 
当与“夜”，如对比“有那么一天晚上，”这个词是指一个普通的日子一天而不是时间的一个时期。 


在创世记第一章中，我们看到了创造的日利用这些指标全部内容。创造的日子，必须从上下文平凡的日子，他们不能长时间，因为环境不允许的。这将是错误的尝试，并宣读“天”是指“一段时间”创世纪1，当上下文清楚地排除这样一个意思，这样的错误被称为一个扩大的语义场莫须有的扩张。这一天年龄的想法是没有逻辑的声音，它只是一个不成功的尝试，使反圣经圣经notions.7兼容 
最后，圣经教导我们，上帝在六日内创造和世俗的看法是，宇宙几十亿年进化而来的。我们每个人都必须决定是否要信任人类的世俗的意见，或者是圣经明确的教学。正如我们在上一章所看到的，始终是正确的圣经时，对天文学的一面。 
重要的是要记住，我们正处在历史上只是一个点上。是的，今天的人们会嘲笑和嘲弄，在这样的信念：“年轻的宇宙。”再说，这些同样的人会嘲笑了耶稣基督的信仰是唯一真神，甚至在信仰造物主非常多。圣经一直平反了过去。所以没有到今天的原因仅仅是同龄人的压力屈服。 
年轻的证据证实了宇宙 
即使是现在，科学证据是与圣经所记载的关于宇宙年龄的教导是一致的。那么，为什么许多世俗的科学家认为，证据指向一个多亿岁的宇宙？人谁相信在大爆炸的证据，一般解释根据大爆炸（有时甚至没有意识到这一点）。换句话说，他们只是认为大爆炸是真的，他们解释的证据，以配合他们的信仰。我们都理解了我们的世界观在光的证据;也无法逃避。然而，圣经，也可以用于解释的证据。由于圣经记载宇宙的真实历史，我们会看到，它使更多的证据并不比大爆炸的感觉。现在让我们看看有关宇宙的一些事实。我们将看到，证据与6000年一致，但并没有太大的意义，如果我们坚持让大爆炸。 
当然，大爆炸的支持者总是可以通过重新诠释添加额外的假设的证据，所以，下面这些事实不是为了“证明”圣经说得对宇宙的年龄。圣经是正确的，所有问题，因为这是神的话语。然而，当我们理解的科学证据，我们会发现它与什么圣经教导一致。证据当然是一个“年轻”（约6000岁）的宇宙是一致的。 
创造深入： 
地平线问题 
在大爆炸模型，宇宙在一个无限小的状态称为奇点开始，然后迅速膨胀。根据大爆炸模型，当宇宙还非常小，将发展在不同的地点不同的温度。让我们假设A点和B点是热是冷的。今天，宇宙不断扩大，并指出现在A和B是相距甚远。 

然而，宇宙有一个非常均匀的温度很远，超出了已知的最遥远的星系。换句话说，A和B点几乎一模一样今天气温。我们知道这是因为我们看到未来在太空中的电磁辐射，从各个方向的微波的形式。这就是所谓的“宇宙微波背景”（中巴）。辐射的频率有一个特征温度为2.7 K表，并在各个方向非常一致。温度偏离只有一个105的一部分。 
问题是这样的：你是怎么来点A和B是相同的温度是多少？他们只能通过能量交换的。有许多系统在这情况下，考虑在冰块放在热咖啡。冰加热和冷却的咖啡通过交换能量。同样，一个可以给点能量点的电磁辐射（光）的形式乙。 （这是能量传递，因为没有可以比光速最快的方法。）但是，使用大爆炸支持者（如均变和自然）的假设，还没有在140亿年的时间来获得足够的光线A到B，他们太遥远。这是一个光速旅行时间问题和一个非常严重的。毕竟，A和B有相同的温度几乎今天，所以必须有交换光多次。 

大爆炸的支持者们提出了一个猜想它试图解决的大爆炸的光旅行时间的问题数量。最流行的一种叫做“。通胀”在“通货膨胀”的模式，宇宙膨胀速度有两个，一个正常率和快速“通胀”率。宇宙开始于“正常”率（这实际上是相当迅速，但被下一阶段相比，慢）。然后在进入通胀阶段，在宇宙膨胀更加迅速。在稍后的时间，宇宙又回到了正常水平。这一切都发生早，早在恒星和星系的形成。 
通货膨胀模型允许点A和B交换能量（在第一次正常扩张），并在随后被推向通货膨胀阶段，在它们所在的今天，除了巨大的距离，但通货膨胀模型金额只是讲故事多，没有证据支持的。这仅仅是旨在协调矛盾大爆炸到投机性意见。此外，通货膨胀的问题，并增加了对大爆炸模型，另外一组的困难，例如是什么造成这样的通货膨胀，以及如何将它以优美的方式关闭。一个世俗的天体物理学家越来越多的拒绝接受这些原因和其他通货膨胀。显然，在地平线上的问题仍然是一个严重的光旅行时的大爆炸的问题。 
批评家可能表明，大爆炸是一个比圣经起源自圣经创造更好的解释有一种淡淡的旅行时间的问题遥远的星光。这种论调是不理性的，因为大爆炸有指示灯旅行时间自己的问题。如果这两个模型在本质上是同样的问题，5，那么这个问题不能被用来支持一个比其他模式。因此，遥远的星光不能用于解雇在大爆炸赞成圣经。
THE AGE OF THE UNIVERSE
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There are a number of evidences which point toward a youthful age for the universe. Here are several of them. This is science vs. evolution—a Creation-Evolution Encyclopedia, brought to you by Creation Science Facts.

CONTENTS: The Age of the Universe
Solar Collapse: Evidence points to a more youthful sun 
Blue-white Stars: Their ubiquity disproves the Big Bang 
Amount of Hydrogen: There is too much hydrogen in relation to helium 
Galactic Arms: Their relative compactness reveals a youthful age 
Differential Disk Speeds: This is a another powerful evidence of youthful disk galaxies
Galactic Magnetic Fields: This is an adjunct to the disk speed problem 
Variant-Velocity Galaxies: Stars within galaxies are moving at different speeds 
Thorium-Neodymium Ratio: A solar radioactive nuclide measurement confirms the youthful age of the stars 
Rings of Saturn: They are too delicately formed to have existed very long 
Brightness of Those Rings: This fact, plus the fact they have not fallen into the planet, also attests to a youthful age 
Meteoroid Impact Problem: Saturn's rings should have been destroyed within 10,000 years
Other Planetary Ring Systems: The rings around Jupiter, Uranus, and Neptune are even more delicate 
Venus' Surface Indicates Extreme Youth: The Magellan flyby discovered this fact
Evidence that the Earth and Moon Are Quite Young: A remarkable amount of evidence points to a young age for our world and its satellite

Page numbers without book references refer to the book, ORIGIN OF THE SOLAR SYSTEM, from which these facts are summarized. An asterisk ( * ) by a name indicates that person is not known to be a creationist. Of over 4,000 quotations in the set of books this Encyclopedia is based on, only 164 statements are by creationists.
In this book, we have discovered many reasons why the universe did not originate by chance, but instead must have been created by a Designer with highest-level intelligence and power.
Be aware a second question arises: How old is the universe? Astronomical evidence indicates that the universe is quite youthful. For more information on some of this data, see Origin of the Stars. An important closely related article is Age of the Earth, which discusses evidence on that topic.
1: Solar collapse. Stellar evolution is keyed to the theory that stars are fueled by hydrogen explosions (nuclear fusion). It is thought that hydrogen is converted to helium, releasing some of the energy in the nucleus. The amount of mass / energy that it would have to lose daily amounts to four million tons a second.

But the problem here is that, along with heat and light, the fusion process should produce a multitude of sub-atomic particles called neutrinos. If the stars were fueled by hydrogen explosions, each square inch of earth's surface would be hit by a trillion neutrinos each second, day and night! Scientists have neutrino detectors in place and regularly measure neutrinos coming in from space. But relatively few arrive. This fact alone disproves the hydrogen theory of solar energy. What then causes the stars to shine? The main alternative explanation to fusion is called "solar collapse." The scientific basis for this was worked out a century ago by two brilliant scientists: Hermann von Helmholtz (1821-1894) and Lord Kelvin (1824-1907).

If each star is slowly contracted, great amounts of energy would be released all the time. But there is a reason why scientists dare not accept solar collapse as the cause of sun and star shine; it would mean the universe is much younger than theorized. It would also mean that the earth is much younger! The long-ago framework of modern evolutionary theory requires hydrogen explosions as the fuel instead of solar collapse. Nuclear fusion will give billions of years for a star's life, solar collapse only a few million years.

A change in the radius of our sun of about 80 feet [24m] a year is all that would be necessary to produce our sun's actual energy release. In addition, if hydrogen were the solar fuel, then we should be receiving a very large quantity of neutrinos, but careful measurements reveal that they are arriving much more sparsely. Without hydrogen explosions (nuclear fusion) as the cause of solar energy and light, the entire theory of the Big Bang is undercut.

If the rate of solar-collapse shrinkage, discussed above, were only one fifth that of the above quoted measurement, the sun would have been "twice its present size a million years ago." So our sun must be very young indeed! Twenty million years ago, the sun would have been so large it would have engulfed the earth within its enormous sphere. As little as 50,000 years ago, it would have been too large for life to exist on our planet. Couple this with the fact that the recent studies in the early 1980s determined that the sun's size could not be much larger, nor our distance from the surface be much closer, without solar winds destroying life on earth!

2: The Blue-white stars. Every galaxy is filled with stars of various types. Some are white, others are yellow, while still others are red. According to evolutionary theory, the color indicates the age of the star. Yet here we have all these different colors in the same galaxies! If they all came from a "Big Bang," they would all be the same color, not different colors. Since the blue-white stars are considered the youngest, the other stars cannot be any older.
3: Amount of hydrogen. *Fred Hoyle explains that if the universe was not created, it would be very ancient, but the amount of fresh hydrogen in it reveals it to have had a beginning—and not long ago. If the universe were old there would be much helium and little hydrogen, but just the opposite is true.
"To avoid the issue of creation, it would be necessary for all the material of the Universe to be infinitely old, and this it cannot be for a very practical reason. For if this were so, there could be no hydrogen left in the Universe. As I think I demonstrated when I talked about the insides of the stars, hydrogen is being steadily converted into helium throughout the Universe and this conversion is a one-way process—that is to say, hydrogen cannot be produced in any appreciable quantity through the breakdown of the other elements. How come it is then that the Universe consists almost entirely of hydrogen? If matter were infinitely old, this would be quite impossible."—*Fred Hoyle, The Nature of the Universe (1950), p. 125.
4: Galactic arms. Because of their immense velocities, as suggested by the current redshift theory, the clusters of galaxies must be of recent origin, or they would long ago have torn apart their revolutionary patterns. The starry whirlpool-shaped arms of galaxies are loose. Yet, revolving around the galactic center as they do, within one or two revolutions they should tighten up around that center. Each island universe cannot revolve as a single body tightly held together, because it is composed of billions of separate stars.

"If galaxies are billion of years old, orbital mechanics requires that the arms in spiral galaxies and the bar in barred spiral galaxies should be greatly distorted. Since they have maintained their shape, either galaxies are young or unknown physical phenomena are occurring within galaxies."—Walter T. Brown, In The Beginning (1989), p. 13.
"Computer simulations of the motions of spiral galaxies show them to be highly unstable; they should completely change their shape in only a small fraction of the assumed evolutionary age of the universe. The simplest explanation for the existence of so many spiral galaxies, including our own Milky Way Galaxy, is that they and the universe are much younger than has been assumed."—Op. cit., p. 19.
Astronomers estimate that it takes 100,000 to 200,000 years for one of the spiral arms of a galaxy to revolve one time about its center. Such time length for the age of the universe would be far less than the billions postulated by the evolutionists.

5 _ Differential disk speeds. The inner stars in galaxies revolve around the center decidedly faster than the outer stars! Because of this fact, only one or two rotations—of each galaxy and all its stars—should be enough to wind it all together tightly. But this has not happened. Thus the nebulae show a youthful age.

"Galaxies are often found in tight clusters that contain hundreds of galaxies. The velocities of individual galaxies within these clusters are so high in comparison to the calculated mass of the entire cluster that these clusters should be flying apart. However, since the galaxies within a cluster are so close together, they could not have been flying apart for very long."—Walter T. Brown, In The Beginning (1989), p. 19.
6: Galactic magnetic fields. This wrapping-up factor would also occur within a comparatively short time (if not in some way specially protected) because of the magnetic field within each island universe. The magnetic field runs through the gases in each spiral arm, yet is not strong enough to provide adequate rigidity to each of those arms.

7: Variant-velocity galaxies. It is now known that stars within galaxies are moving at different speeds. Yet they, with millions of other stars about them, are also traveling in a certain direction. Given these facts, the galaxies should long ago have torn themselves apart if the universe were very old.

"Stars that are moving in the same direction at significantly different speeds frequently travel in closely spaced clusters. This would not be the case if they had been traveling for billions of years because just a slight difference in their velocities would disperse them after such great periods of time. Similar observations have been made of galaxy and galaxy-quasar combinations that apparently have vastly different velocities but which appear to be connected."—Walter T. Brown, In The Beginning (1989), p. 19.
8: Thorium-Neodymium Ratio. The Thorium-Neodymium ration also indicates that all the stars are uniformly youthful.
"Still another young-universe astrochronometer can be added to the list, thanks to an article by M. Waldrop . . The author uses a radioactive nuclide measured in the sun and 20 nearby stars. The measured thorium-232 has a 14 billion year half-life, decaying to stable neodymium 142. The author notes:

" `What I expected to find was a change in the ratio of thorium to neodymium between the oldest and the youngest stars.' He expected that the ratio would be as much as two or three times smaller in the older stars because the thorium would have had more time to decay. What he actually did find, however, was essentially no variation at all in the thorium-neodymium ratio. "Virtually all the original thorium is still there, even in the oldest of the sampled stars.' "

"The data [supplied by Waldrop in the science article] suggests a date too young to be measured by this means of calculation . . The raw data is that all the original thorium is still there. The indicated age [of the stars] is therefore too young to measure."—Michael Shaver, "Young Universe," Creation Research Society Quarterly, December 1990, p. 113 [quoting *M. Waldrop, "A Younger Universe is Seen in the Stars," Science 237:361-362 (1987).
The following data applies not only to the age of the universe, but also the age of our Solar System:

9: The delicate rings of Saturn. The rings of Saturn are primarily composed of solid ammonia, along with pebbles of various sizes. Scientists are trying to figure out how such a delicate substance as ammonia, which should rather quickly vaporize off into space, could be formed into these equally delicate rings. How could those rings—and Saturn inside them—have been accidentally formed from gas, collisions, or some other such chance occurrence? But, the fact that they exist directs our attention to several age problems:

"The theory that explained how Saturn's rings could persist through 4.6 billion years of solar system evolution also explained why Saturn was the only planet that could have a ring.

"Then those theories had to be revised to account for the rings of Uranus. The revisions implied that Jupiter would not have a ring. Now Jupiter has been found to have a ring, and we have to invent a theory to explain it . .

"Dust and grain-sized particles can be fueled out as major constituents of the ring [of Jupiter]. The intense radiation in Jupiter's magnetic field would sweep them out . . No theory has yet been developed that explains how all three of these planets could have rings for so long."—*Bradford Smith, quoted in Mark Tippetts, "Voyager Scientists on Dilemma's Horns," in Creation Research Society Quarterly, December 1979, p. 185.
And then there are its 17 moons which never collide with the rings. The farthest out is Phoebe, which revolves in a motion opposite Saturn and its rings. How could that happen? How could it continue without self-destructing?

"Saturn, a planet of nearly one hundred times the mass of our earth, has millions of amazing and fragile solid bodies in orbit in the form of its familiar relatively thin rings. According to the spectrum measurements by Dr. G.P. Kuiper of the University of Arizona, these rings are composed mainly of solid ammonia. Since solid ammonia has much higher vapor pressure than ice, for instance, it is questionable whether the ammonia could have survived for the supposed life of the planet of some 4.5 billion years.

"The eminent astronomer, Dr. H. Alfven has stated that it is unlikely that any force acting today could have caused the ring structure of Saturn, and that probably the rings were formed at the same time as Saturn itself. He points out that it is doubtful that such a fragile ring-like structure could survive the tremendous tidal forces (gravitational, as well as other forces) acting on it if its age is actually, as generally believed, 4.5 billion years old. Many scientists agree with Dr. Alfven that it is indeed unlikely that any force acting today could have caused the ring structure of Saturn."—H.M. Morris, W.W. Boardman, and R.F. Koontz, Science and Creation (1971), p. 73.
10: The brightness of those rings. How can those delicate rings be there? What is more, why are they so bright? Astronomers tell us that, with age, they should not have such a fresh, new brightness, and they should gradually fall into the planet.
"The rings [of Saturn] are glorious, but they may not be permanent . . Here is some of the problem: The rings look solid, but they're really fairly flimsy. They consist of separate icy particles. Saturn's moons pull on the particles in the rings. They may be causing the particles to slowly spiral toward Saturn . .

"There's another problem: Debris left behind by comets should bombard Saturn's rings continuously . . This debris should cause Saturn's rings to turn dark, but Saturn's rings aren't dark; they're bright, as though they haven't been around very long. Are they a permanent feature or are they only temporary?

"For now, the rings of Saturn are one of the Solar System's ongoing mysteries."—*Star Date radio broadcast, May 6, 1991.
11: The meteoroid impact problem. As mentioned in the above quotation, bombardment from outer space is another problem. Those rings should long ago have been destroyed by impact with meteoroid and similar material from outer space.
"Yet nonstop erosion poses a difficult problem for the very existence of Saturn's opaque rings—the expected bombardment rate would pulverize the entire system in only 10,000 years! Most of this material is merely re-deposited elsewhere in the rings, but even if only a tiny fraction is truly lost (as ionized vapor, for example), it becomes a real trick to maintain the rings since the formation of the solar system [as imagined by evolutionists] . .

"Furthermore, the narrow, sharp-edged rings don't fit the idea of a dispersed parent population battered to smithereens by interplanetary projectiles." _*Jeffrey N. Cuzzi, "Ringed Planets: Still Mysterious_II," Sky & Telescope, January 1985, pp. 22-23.
12: Even more fragile rings elsewhere. To add to the puzzle, in recent years it has been discovered that there are other planets in our solar system which have even more fragile ring systems. Those around Jupiter, Uranus, and Neptune are even more delicate—yet there they are!

13: Venus is also young. The Venus flybys have shown that planet to be young in the extreme. Consider the following:

"In the November 16 issue of Science, R.A. Kerr remarks:

" `The planetary geologists who are studying the radar images streaming back from Magellan [space probe] find that they have an enigma on their hands. When they read the geological clock that tells them how old the Venusian surface is, they find a planet on the brink of adolescence. But when they look at the surface itself, they see a newborn babe' [Richard A. Kerr, "Venus is Looking Too Pristine," Science, 250:913, 1990].

"Of the 75 craters mapped so far by Magellan, only one shows any signs of aging; i.e., tectonic movements, lava-filling, etc. The surface of Venus should be hundreds of millions of years old, yet it looks freshly minted. The anticipated spectrum of degradation has not yet been seen."—*Science Frontiers, No. 73, January_February, 1991, p. 2.
14: Evidence that the earth and moon are quite young. There is a surprising amount of clear evidence that the earth and moon are quite young. Age of the Earth contains a surprisingly large amount of scientific evidence pointing to that fact.

 (下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
宇宙的年龄 



有许多证据是偏向了年轻的宇宙年龄点数。下面是其中一些。这是主场迎战演化增设进化百科全书科学，创造科学事实所带来给你。 

内容：宇宙的年龄 

1.太阳能崩溃：证据指向一个更年轻的太阳 
2. 蓝白色的星：驳斥了无所不在的宇宙大爆炸 
3. 氢量：有太多太多的关系氢氦 
4. 银河武器：揭示了它们的相对年轻的年龄紧 
5.差分磁盘速度：这是一个年轻的盘状星系的另一个有力证据 
6. 银河系磁场：这是对磁盘速度问题附属物 
7. 变式速星系：明星在星系正在以不同的速度 
8.钍钕率：太阳能放射性核素的测量证实了年轻的恒星年龄 9. 土星环：他们太微妙成立已经存在很长时间 
10.这些环的亮度：这个事实，再加上他们没有堕落到地球的事实，也证明了一个年轻的年龄
11.流星的影响问题：土星的光环应该万年内被摧毁 
12.其他行星环系统：围绕木星，天王星环，海王星更细腻 
13.金星表面指示极端青年：飞越麦哲伦发现了这个事实 
14.有证据表明，地球和月亮都是很年轻：一个显着的证据表明，构成了我们的世界和它的卫星年轻 

书中没有提及页码参考书籍，在太阳系的起源，从这些事实进行了总结。一个由名称星号（*）表明此人不知道是一个创造论者。在4000多帐套报价这部百科全书是基于 
，只有164声明是创造论者。 

在这本书中，我们发现很多原因，宇宙并非来自偶然，而是必须由一个最高级别的智慧和力量设计器创建的。 

但是，第二个问题是：宇宙多大？天文学的证据表明，宇宙是相当年轻。如需有关这些数据的一些信息，看到明星的起源。一个重要的文章是密切相关的地球，其中讨论了关于该主题的证据时代。 

1：太阳能崩溃。恒星演化，关键在于有一套的是明星们被氢气爆炸（核聚变）燃料的理论。据认为，氢转化为氦，释放出原子核中的能量。大众/能源量是将要失去每天达四百万吨一秒钟。 

但这里的问题是，随着热和光，融合过程应该产生一种亚原子粒子的许多所谓的中微子。如果恒星爆炸是由氢燃料，每个地球表面的平方英寸将遭受由每秒一万亿中微子，白天和夜晚！科学家们中微子探测器到位，并定期测量中微子来自生长空间。但相对较少的到来。仅这一事实驳斥了太阳能制氢的理论。那么，什么导致恒星的光芒？主要的替代解释融合被称为“太阳崩溃。”此工作的科学基础是一个世纪前被两个杰出的科学家：Hermann冯赫尔姆霍茨（1821年至1894年）和开尔文勋爵（1824至1907年）。 

如果每个明星正在慢慢收缩，数额巨大的能量将释放所有的时间。但还有一个原因，科学家们不敢接受太阳和星星闪耀导致太阳能崩溃;这将意味着宇宙是较年轻得多的理论。这也意味着，地球年轻得多！现代进化理论很久以前的框架需要的燃料，而不是太阳能崩溃氢爆炸。核聚变将给予数十亿年的明星的生活，太阳能崩溃只有几百万年。 

以我们的太阳大约80英尺的半径变化[24米]一年是有必要的所有生产我们的太阳的实际能量的释放。此外，如果被太阳氢燃料，那么我们应该收到的中微子的数量非常大，但仔细测量表明，他们到达更稀少。无氢爆炸作为太阳能光，对整个宇宙大爆炸理论的原因（核聚变）的削弱。 

如果太阳能崩溃收缩率，上面的讨论，只有五分之一以上引述测量，太阳将被“一万年前的两倍现在的规模。”因此，我们的太阳一定很年轻真的！二十亿年前，太阳会如此之大，将被笼罩在地球内部的巨大球体。早在5000年以前少，这本来是生活过于大，存在于我们的星球。这与20世纪80年代初，在最近的研究确定，太阳的大小不能大得多，我们也没有从表面的距离更接近，不破坏地球上生命的太阳风，事实！ 

2：蓝白色的星星。每个星系充满了各种类型的明星。有些是白色的，其他人是黄色的，而有的则是红色。按照进化理论，颜色表示的恒星的年龄。然而在这里，我们有所有这些在同一个星系不同的颜色！如果他们都来从“大爆炸”，他们将具有相同的颜色，而不是不同的颜色。由于蓝白色的恒星被认为是最年轻的，其他明星不能老。 

3：氢量。 *弗雷德霍伊尔解释说，如果宇宙是没有创造，那将是很古老，但在它新鲜氢量显示它有一个开端，而不是很久以前。如果宇宙是老会有很多氦气和氢气少，但正好相反。 

“为了避免创造的问题，有必要对所有的宇宙物质是无限老了，这一点，不能为一个很实际的原因。因为如果是这样的话，有可能在宇宙中没有氢。当我想到我演示时，我对明星的内心讲，氢正在稳步转化成氦整个宇宙和这种转换是单向的过程，也就是说，氢不能在任何明显的大量生产，通过其他元素的分解。为什么它在那个时候，宇宙的组成，几乎完全是氢吗？如果是无限的老问题，这将是非常不可能的。“-*弗雷德霍伊尔，对宇宙的本质（1950），第125。 

4：银河武器。由于其巨大的红移按目前速度理论认为，星系的群集必须是最近的原产地，否则他们早就撕裂了他们的革命模式。繁星点缀的旋涡状星系的武器是松散的。然而，围绕银河系的中心，他们在一个或两个革命，他们应该收紧旋转围绕这个中心。每个岛宇宙不能紧紧围绕一起举行的一个机构，因为它是单独的十亿颗恒星组成。 

“如果星系是亿年历史，轨道力学要求，在螺旋星系和棒旋星系在酒吧的武器应该受到极大的扭曲。由于他们一直保持着它们的形状，无论是年轻的星系或未知的物理现象发生在星系。 “-沃尔特吨布朗，在开始时（1989年），第13。 

“对螺旋星系的运动的计算机模拟显示他们是非常不稳定的。他们应该彻底改变只是一个假设的宇宙进化的年龄小部分的形状最简单的解释这么多的螺旋星系的存在，包括我们的银河系，是他们和宇宙是年轻得多，比人们假设。“-作品。前。，第19。 

天文学家估计，它需要10万至20万年为一个星系的中心旋转一个关于时间的旋臂之一。为宇宙的年龄这样的时间长度将远远超出了进化论者所假设的数十亿少。 

5 _差分磁盘速度。星系内部恒星在围绕中心恒星比外决然更快！基于这一事实，只有一两个轮换，每个星系和它的所有明星，应该足够的风一起紧。但这种情况并未发生。因此，星云表现出青春的年龄。 

“星系，经常发现在包含数百个星系紧簇。这些集群内各星系的速度是如此，相对于整个集群计算集群质量高，这些应该飞散。但由于星系，在一个集群是如此接近，他们已经不能飞行了很长时间分开。“-沃尔特吨布朗，在开始时（1989年），第19。 

6：银河系磁场。这种包装式因素也将发生在一个比较短的时间（如果不是在特殊保护的一些方法），因为在每个岛宇宙磁场。磁场贯穿于每一个旋臂中的气体，但却没有强大到足以提供足够的刚性，这些武器每个。 

7：变速星系。它是目前已知星系内恒星以不同的速度移动。然而，他们与他们的其他恒星约数百万，也都是在某一个方向行驶。鉴于这些事实，星系应该早就撕除自己如果宇宙是很老。 

“星星在同一个方向前进的显着不同的速度经常往返于密集群。这不会是这样，如果他们已经行驶了数十亿美元，因为他们的速度只是一个细微的差别会分散他们在这么大的时期时间了。类似的意见作出了星系和星系，类星体的组合，显然有很大不同的速度，但它似乎是连接“。-沃尔特吨布朗，在开始时（1989年），第19。 

8：钍钕比例。钍-钕口粮还表明，所有的星星都一样年轻。 

“还有一位年轻的宇宙astrochronometer可以添加到列表中，一个由M.瓦尔德罗普文章表示感谢。。笔者使用了放射性核素在太阳附近恒星和20个测量。测量钍-232有一半一百四十○点零零亿年生活中，腐朽的稳定钕142笔者注意到。： 

“`我总能看到的是一个钍之间的最古老和最年轻的恒星钕比的变化。'他预计这个比例将高达两三次较旧的钍星小，因为将有更多的时间衰减。实际上他没有找到什么，然而，在本质上没有钍钕比的变化在所有。“几乎所有的原始钍仍然存在，即使在最古老的恒星的采样。' “ 

“数据[由瓦尔德罗普供应的科学论文]建议的日期太年轻，被这种计算方法计算。。的原始数据是，所有的原始钍仍然存在。的[星星]因此，表示年龄太年轻的措施。“-迈克尔剃须刀，”年轻的宇宙，“创作研究会季刊，1990年12月，第113 [报价*米瓦尔德罗普，“一个年轻的宇宙是在星星看，”科学237:361-362（1987）。 

下面的数据不仅适用于宇宙的年龄，但也是我们太阳系的年龄： 

9：土星环的细腻。土星环主要由固体氨，以及大大小小的鹅卵石。科学家正在试图找出如何氨这样一个微妙的物质，而应迅速蒸发到太空，可到这些同样微妙的环组成。这些戒指怎么能和它们内部土星已形成了从燃气不慎，碰撞，或其他一些这样的机会发生？但事实上，他们的存在将我们的注意的几个年龄问题： 

“理论，解释了如何土星环可能会持续46亿年进化的太阳系也解释了为什么土星是唯一的星球，可能有一个环。 

“那么这些理论，必须修订了天王星环的责任。暗示将不会有木星环。目前已发现木星有一个戒指，和修订，我们必须创造一个理论来解释。。 

“尘埃和粒级的颗粒，可刺激了作为[木星]环的主要成分。在木星的磁场强烈辐射会扫出来。。没有理论尚未被开发出来解释如何使所有三这些行星可能有这么久戒指。“-*布拉德福德史密斯，在马克蒂皮茨引述，”旅行者科学家困境的角，“在创作研究会季刊，1979年12月，第185。 

再有17个卫星，从来没有把戒指碰撞。最远的是菲比，这在其对面的土星环和旋转运动。这是怎么发生的呢？这怎么可能的情况下继续自我毁灭？ 

“土星，接近一百倍，我们地球的行星的质量，已经在其熟悉的形式比较薄的环惊人且脆弱的数以百万计固体的轨道。据大奖赛柯伊伯博士的大学的频谱测量亚利桑那州，这些戒指主要是由固体氨。由于具有更高的固氨蒸气压比冰，例如，它是值得怀疑是否可能对氨的45亿年地球上的一些所谓的生活下来。 

“这些著名的天文学家，博士阁下阿尔芬说，它是不太可能有作用力今天可能已经造成了土星环的结构，而可能是戒指本身在土星同时形成的。他指出，这令人怀疑的是这样一个脆弱的环状结构能够生存的巨大潮汐力（重力，以及其他部队）在采取行动，如果它的年龄，实际上，一般认为，4.5亿年的历史。许多科学家同意阿尔文博士它确实是不太可能有作用力今天可能已经造成了土星环的结构。“-航模莫里斯W.W.博德曼和R.F.昆茨，科学与创新（1971），第73。 

10：这些戒指的亮度。这些精致的戒指怎么能在那里？更重要的是，他们为什么如此明亮？天文学家告诉我们，随着年龄的增长，他们不应该有这样一种新鲜的亮度，并应逐渐落入地球。 

“[土星]环是光荣的，但他们可能不会是永久的下面是一些问题：。。坚实的戒指看，但他们真的很脆弱，他们分开冰粒组成土星的卫星上拉。。中环的粒子。它们可能会造成颗粒慢慢地向土星的恶性循环。。 

“还有另外一个问题：碎片留下的彗星后面应该轰炸土星环的不断这些碎片应导致土星环的转暗，但土星的光环是没有黑暗的，他们是光明的，因为尽管他们不在身边很漫长。。。难道他们的永久特征，还是他们只是暂时的？ 

“现在，土星环是太阳系的奥秘之一正在进行。”-*星最新式的无线电广播，1991年5月6日。 

11：流星体碰撞问题。如上述引文中提到，从外层空间轰炸是另一个问题。这些戒指应该早就被销毁的流星体和类似外太空重大影响。 

“然而，不间断的侵蚀造成了对土星的不透明环，预期轰炸率将粉碎仅10000年，整个系统的生存困难的问题！这种材料大多只是再沉积其他地方的戒指，但即使只有一小部分是真正的丢失（如电离气体，例如），它成为一个真正的技巧，以维持自太阳系形成[按进化论者想像]的戒指。。 

“此外，狭窄的，锋利的戒指不适合在分散的母体饱受星际射成碎片的想法。” _ *杰弗里全Cuzzi，“环状行星：静止Mysterious_II，”天空和望远镜，1985年1月，第22-23页。 

12：更为脆弱的戒指在其他地方。为了增加这一难题，近年来已发现有在我们的太阳系其他行星有环系统更加脆弱。环绕木星，天王星和海王星这些都是更细腻，但他们来了！ 

13：金星也年轻。飞越金星表明，地球是在极端年轻。考虑以下几点： 

“在11月16日科学，类风湿性关节炎克尔备注问题： 

“`谁正在研究的雷达图像流从麦哲伦[太空探测器]返回行星地质学家发现他们有他们的手是一个谜。当他们阅读的地质时钟，告诉他们如何老的金星表面，他们发现一个星球青春期的边缘。但当他们在月球表面看，他们看到一个新生婴儿'[理查德克尔，“金星看上去不算精粹，”科学，250:913，1990]。 

“在75个火山口映射的麦哲伦到目前为止，只有一个显示任何老化迹象，也就是说，构造运动，岩浆填充等金星表面应数亿万年之久，但它看起来刚毕业的了。预计光谱退化尚未见过。“-*学前缘，73号，January_February，1991年，第2。 

14：有证据表明，地球和月亮都是很年轻。有一个明确的证据表明，地球和月球相当数量惊人的年轻人。地球的年龄包含的科学证据指向那个令人惊讶的大量事实。 

