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Ghapter 2 ——

THE BIG BANG
AND STELLAR EVOLUTION

Why the Big Bang is a fizzle
and stars cannot evolve out of gas

This chapter is based on pp. 1-47 of Origin of the Universe (Vol-
ume One of our three-volume Evolution Disproved Series). Not in-
cluded in this chapter are at least 104 statements by scientists.
You will find them, plus much more, on our website: evolution-
facts.org.

INTRODUCTION

Look about you. There are clouds, seas, and mountains,
grass carpets, the plains; and birds sing in the trees. Farm
animalsgrazein the meadows, and water brooksrun through
thefields. In city and country, people usetheir astounding mindsto
plan and produce intricate things. At night the stars come out, and
overhead are billions of starsin our galaxy. Beyond them are 100
billionisland universes, each with 100 billion stars.

Yet all of thesethingsaremadeof matter and energy. Where
did it all come from? How did everything begin—all the
wonder ful thingsof lifeand nature?

Evolutionary scientiststell usthat it all came from noth-
ing. Yes, nothing.

That iswhat isbeing taught to your friends, children, and loved
ones. You need to know thefacts.

Inthischapter weshall briefly view what evolutionary sci-
entists teach about the origin of matter, stars, galaxies, and
planets,—and wewill giveyou basic scientificreasonswhy their
cosmological theoriesareincorrect. (Cosmology istheword used
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for theories about the origin of matter and stellar objects.)
1 - THE BIG BANG THEORY

The Big Bang theory has been accepted by amgjority of scientists
today. It theorizesthat alar gequantity of nothing decided to pack
tightly together,—and then explode outwar d into hydrogen and
helium. Thisgasissaid to haveflowed outward through friction-
less space (“frictionless,” so the outflowing gas cannot stop or
dow down) toeventually form star s, galaxies, planets, and moons.
Itdl soundsso smple, just asyouwouldfindinasciencefictionnovel.
Andthatisadlitis.

WHATIT IS ALL ABOUT

Theoriginators—* Geor ge L emaitre, a Belgian, struck on
thebasicideain 1927; and * George Gamow, *R.A. Alpher, and
*R. Herman devised the basic Big Bang model in 1948. But it was
*Gamow, a well-known scientist and science fiction writer, that
gave it its present name and then popularized it (*1saac Asimov,
Asimov’s New Guide to Science, 1984, p. 43). Campaigning for the
ideaenthusiastically, hewasableto convince many other scientists.
He used quaint little cartoons to emphasize the details. The car-
toonsreally helped sell thetheory.

Thetheory—According to thistheory, inthebeginning, there
was no matter, just nothingness. Then this nothingness con-
densed by gravity into a single, tiny spot; and it decided to
explode!

That explosion produced protons, neutrons, and €l ectronswhich
flowed outward at incredible speed throughout empty space; for
there was no other matter in the universe.

Astheseprotons, neutrons, and eectronshurled themselves
outward at supersonic speed, they are said to have formed
themselvesinto typical atomic structuresof mutually orbiting
hydrogen and helium atoms.

Gradually, the outwar d-racing atoms are said to have be-
gun circling one another, producing gas clouds which then
pushed together into stars.

Thesefirst starsonly contained lighter elements (hydrogen and
helium). Then all of the stars repeatedly exploded. It took at least
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two explosions of each star to produce our heavier e ements. Gamow
describeditin scientific terms: In violation of physical law, empti-
nessfled from the vacuum of space—and rushed into asuperdense
core, that had adensity of 10%gm/cm?and atemperaturein excess
of 10* degrees absolute. That isa lot of density and heat for a
gigantic pileof nothingness! (Especially when werealizethat it
isimpossible for nothing to get hot. Although air gets hot, air is
matter, not an absence of it.)

Where did this “superdense core” come from? Gamow sol-
emnly came up with ascientific answer for this; he said it came as
aresult of “the big squeeze,”” when the emptinessmade up itsmind
to crowd together. Then, with true scientific aplomb, he named this
solid core of nothing, ““ylem”” (pronounced “ ee-lum”). With aname
like that, many people thought this must be agreat scientific truth
of some kind. In addition, numbers were provided to add an addi-
tional scientificflair: Thisremarkablelack-of-anything wassaid by
Gamow to have a density of 10 to the 145th power g/cc, or one
hundred trillion timesthe density of water!

Then all that packed-in blankness went boom!

Let’stakeit point by point—That isthe theory. It all sounds
so simple, just asyou would find inasciencefiction novel. And that
isalitis. Thetheory standsin clear violation of physical laws,
celestial mechanics, and common sense. Here are a number of
scientific reasons why the Big Bang theory is unworkable and
fallacious.

THE BIG BANG EXPLOSION

1-TheBigBangtheoryisbased on theoretical extremes. It
may look good in math calculations, but it can’t actually happen. A
tiny bit of nothing packed so tightly together that it blew up
and produced all thematter in theuniver se. Seriously now, this
isafairy tale. Itisa bunch of armchair calculations, and noth-
ing else. It iseasy to theorize on paper. The Big Bang isatheoreti-
cal extreme, just asisablack hole. It iseasy to theorize that some-
thingistrue, when it has never been seen and thereisno definitive
evidence that it exists or ever happened. But let us not mistake
Disneyland theoriesfor science.
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2 - Nothingness cannot pack together. It would have no way
topushitself intoapile.

3 - A vacuum has no density. It is said that the nothingness
got very dense, and that iswhy it exploded. But atotal vacuumis
the opposite of total density.

4 - Therewould beno ignition to explode nothingness. No
fireand nomatch. It could not beachemical explosion, for no chemi-
calsexisted. It could not be anuclear explosion, for there were no
atoms!

5-Thereisno way to expand it. How can you expand what
isn’'t there? Evenif that magical vacuum could somehow be pulled
together by gravity, what would then cause the pile of emptinessto
push outward? The* gravity” which brought it together would keep
it from expanding.

6 - Nothingnesscannot produceheat. Theintense heat caused
by the exploding nothingnessis said to have changed the nothing-
nessinto protons, neutrons, and electrons. First, an empty vacuum
inthe extreme cold of outer space cannot get hot by itself. Second,
an empty void cannot magically change itself into matter. Third,
there can be no heat without an energy source.

7 —-Thecalculations are too exacting. Too perfect an explo-
sion would be required. On many points, the theoretical math-
ematical calculationsneeded toturn aBig Banginto starsand
our planet cannot beworked out; in othersthey aretoo exact-
ing. Knowledgeable scientistscall them “too perfect.” Mathemati-
cal limitationswould have to be met which would be next toimpos-
sibleto achieve. Thelimitsfor successare simply too narrow.

Most aspects of the theory are impossible, and some require
parametersthat would require miraclesto fulfill. One example of
thisisthe expansion of the original fireball from the Big Bang,
which they place precisely within the narrowest of limits. An evolu-
tionist astronomer, *R.H. Dicke, saysit well:

“If the fireball had expanded only .1 percent faster, the present
rate of expansion would have been 3 x 10% times as great. Had the
initial expansion rate been 0.1 percent less, the Universe would
have expanded to only 3 x 10-° of its present radius before collaps-
ing. At this maximum radius the density of ordinary matter would
have been 10-2 grm/m?d, over 10 timesas great asthe present mass
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“| just can’t figure it out. There “We're trying to get gas to start
are stars out there, and they just spinning by itself. It’s just a mat-
don’t fit the theory.” ter of waiting long enough.”
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“The background radiation is “We decided to prove that mat-
still rowmg. from all directions. ter, shooting toward a single point,
How many Big Bangs were there?” would stop and stick together.”

“Yes, | know we’ve already spent

I'm t"y'”Q to figure where the $50 million trying to find lumps in the
law of grawty came from. None radiation, but | think with another gov-
of the Big Bang calculations can ernment grant for $80 million, and fly-

explain it.” ing time on the shuttle, we’ll succeed.”
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density. No starscould haveformed in suchaUniverse, for it would
not have existed long enough to form stars.”—*R.H. Dickey, Gravi-
tation and the Universe (1969), p. 62.

8 - Such an equation would have produced a hole, not a
universe. *Roger L. St. Peter, in 1974, developed a complicated
mathematical equation that showed that the theorized Big Bang
could not have exploded outward into hydrogen and helium. Inre-
ality, St. Peter saysthetheoretical explosion (if one could possibly
take place) would fall back on itself and make atheoretical black
hole! Thismeansthat oneimaginary object would swallow another
onel

9-Thereisnot enough antimatter in theuniverse. Thisisa
big problem for the theorists. The original Big Bang would have
produced equal amounts of positive matter (matter) and negative
matter (antimatter). But only small amounts of antimatter exist.
There should be as much antimatter as matter—if the Big Bang
wastrue.

“Since matter and antimatter are equivalent in all respects but
that of electromagnetic charge oppositeness, any force[the Big Bang]
that would create one should have to create the other, and the uni-
verse should be made of equal quantitiesof each. Thisisadilemma.
Theory tells us there should be antimatter out there, and observa-
tion refuses to back it up.”—>*Isaac Asimov, Asimov’s New Guide
to Science, p. 343.

“We are pretty sure from our observations that the universe to-
day contains matter, but very little if any antimatter.”—*Victor
Weisskopf, ““The Origin of the Universe,”” American Scientist, 71,
p. 479.

10 - The antimatter from the Big Bang would have de-
stroyed all theregular matter. Thisfact iswell-known to physi-
cists. As soon as the two are produced in the laboratory, they in-
stantly cometogether and annihilate one another.

We have mentioned ten reasons why matter could not be
made by a supposed Big Bang. But now we will discuss what
would happen IF it actually had.

THE OUTWARD RUSHING PARTICLES

1 - Thereis no way to unite the particles. As the particles
rush outward from the central explosion, they would keep getting
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farther and farther apart from one another.

2 - Outer spaceisfrictionless, and there would be no way
todow theparticles. The Big Bang is postul ated on atotally empty
space, devoid of al matter, inwhich asingle explosionfillsit with
outward-flowing matter. There would be no way those particles
could ever slow.

3 - The particles would maintain the same vector (speed
and direction) forever. Assuming the particles were moving out-
ward through totally empty space, thereisno way they could change
direction. They could not get together and begin circling one an-
other.

4-Thereisnoway toslow theparticles. They aretraveling
at supersonic speed, and every kilometer would separate them
farther from one other.

5 - There is no way to change the direction of even one
particle. They would keep racing on forever, never slowing, never
changing direction. Thereisnoway to get the particlesto forminto
atomsor cluster into gaseous clouds. Angular momentum [turning
motion] would be needed, and the laws of physics could not pro-
duceit.

6 - How could their atomic structures originate? Atoms,
even hydrogen and helium, have complex structures. Thereis no
way that outward shooting particles, continually separating farther
from each other asthey travel, could arrange themselvesinto atomic
structures.

We will now assume that, contrary to physical laws, (1) the
particles magically DID manage to move toward one another and
(2) the particles COULD slow down and change directions.

THE PARTICLES CHANGED DIRECTIONS
AND FORIVIED GAS CLOUDS

Thetheory—Gradually, the outward-racing particlesare said
to have begun circling one another, forming atoms. These atoms
then changed direction further (thistime toward one another) and
formed gas clouds which then pushed together into stars.

This aspect of the stellar evolution theory is as strange as that
which preceded it.
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1 - Gasmoleculesin outer space are widely separated. By
“gas,” we mean atoms of hydrogen and/or helium which are sepa-
rated from one another. All gasin outer space has a density so
rarified that it isfar lessthan theemptiest atmospheric vacuum
pressure bottle in any laboratory in the world! Gas in outer
spaceisrarer (lessdense; atoms more separated) than anything on
earth.

2- Neither hydrogen nor helium in outer spacewould clump
together. In fact, there is no gas on earth that clumps together
either. Gas pushes apart; it does not push together. Separated at-
omsof hydrogen and/or helium would be even lesslikely to clump
together in outer space.

We will now ASSUME that the outward-moving, extremely
fast, ever separating atoms (shot out by the Big Bang explosion)
could slow, change direction, and form themselves into immense
clouds.

GAS CLOUDS
PUSH THEMSELVES INTO STARS

1- Becausegasin outer spacedoesnot clump, thegascould
not build enough mutual gravity to bring it together. And if it
cannot clump together, it cannot form itself into stars. The idea of
gas pushing itself together in outer space to form stars is more
sciencel essfiction. Fog, whether on earth or in space, cannot push
itself into balls. Once together, a star maintains its gravity quite
well, but there is no way for nature to produce one. Getting it to-
gether in the first place is the problem. Gas floating in a vacuum
cannot form itself into stars. Once a star exists, it will absorb gas
intoit by gravitational attraction. But beforethe star exists, gaswill
not push itself together and form a star—or a planet, or anything
else. Since both hydrogen and helium are gases, they are good at
spreading out, but not at clumping together.

2 - Careful analysis hasrevealed that thereis not enough
matter in gascloudsto produce stars.

3 - Therewould not beenough timefor thegastoreach the
currently known expanse of the universe, so it could form it-
self into stars. Evolutioniststell usthat the Big Bang occurred 10
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to 15 billion yearsago, and starswereformed 5 billion years|ater.
They only allow about 2¥2billion yearsfor it to clump together into
stars! Their dating problem has been caused by the discovery of
supposedly faraway quasars (which wewill discusslater), some of
which aredated at 15 billion light-years, sincethey have aredshift
of 400 percent. That would make them 15 billion yearsold, which
istoo old to accommodate the theory. It doesn’t take anuclear sci-
entist to figure out the math in this paragraph. Simple arithmetic
will tell you thereisnot enough time.

4 - Gascloudsin outer spaceexpand; they do not contract.
Yet they would haveto contract to form anything. Any one of these
pointsaloneisenough to eliminate the stellar evol ution theory.

5- If the Big Bang theory weretrue, instead of a universe
of stars, therewould only bean outer rim of fast-moving mat-
ter. The outwardly flowing matter and/or gas clouds would keep
moving outward without ever slowing. In frictionless space, with
no matter ahead of it to collide with, the supposed matter from the
initial explosion would keep moving outward forever. Thisfactis
as solid asthe ones mentioned earlier.

6 - In order for the gasto produce stars, it would have to
move in several directions. First, it would have to stop flowing
outward. Then it would have to begin moving in circles (stellar
origin theories generally require rotating gas). Then the rotating
gaswould have to move closer together. But there would be noth-
ing to induce these motions. The atomsfrom the supposed Big Bang
should just keep rushing outward forever. Linear motion would
haveto mysteriously changeto angular momentum.

7 - A quantity of gasmoving in the samedirection in fric-
tionless space is too stable to do anything but keep moving
forward.

8- Gasin outer spacewhich wascirclinga common center
would fly apart, not condense together.

9- Thereisnot enough massin theuniversefor thevarious
theoriesof origin of matter and stars. Thetotal mean density of
matter in the universeis about 100 times less than the amount re-
quired by the Big Bang theory. The universe has alow mean den-
sity. To put it another way, there is not enough matter in the uni-
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verse. This“missing mass™ problemisamajor hurdle, not only to
the Big Bang enthusiasts but a so to the expanding universe theo-
rists (*P.V. Rizzo, “Review of Mysteries of the Universe,” Sky and
Telescope, August 1982, p. 150). Astronomers are agreed on the
existence of this problem. *Hoyle, for example, says that without
enough mass in the universe, it would not have been possible for
gasto changeinto stars.

“ Attemptsto explain both the expansion of the universe and the
condensation of galaxies must be largely contradictory so long as
gravitation is the only force field under consideration. For if the
expansive kinetic energy of matter is adequate to give universa
expansion against the gravitational field, it is adequate to prevent
local condensation under gravity, and vice versa. That iswhy, es-
sentially, the formation of galaxiesis passed over with little com-
ment in most systems of cosmology.”—*F. Hoyle and *T. Gold,
quoted in *D.B. Larson, Universe in Motion (1984), p. 8.

10 - Hydrogen gasin outer space does not clump together.
*Harwit’s research disproves the possibility that hydrogen gasin
outer space can clump together. Thisis a major breakthrough in
disproving the Big Bang and related origin of matter and starstheo-
ries. The problemistwofold: (1) The density of matter in inter-
stellar spaceistoo low. (2) Thereisnothing to attract the par-
ticles of matter in outer space to stick to one another. Think
about it aminute; don’t those facts make sense?

This point is so important (for it devastates the origin of stars
theory) that *Harwit’s research should be mentioned in more de-
tail:

*Harwit’sresearch dealt with themathematical likelihood
that hydrogen atoms could stick together and form tiny grains
of several atoms, by the random sticking of interstellar atoms and
moleculesto asingle nucleus asthey passed by at avariable speed.
Using the most favorable conditions and the maximum possible
sticking ability for grains, Harwit determined that the amount of
timeneeded for gasor other particlesto clump together intoa
size of just a hundred-thousandth of a centimeter in radius—
would take about 3 billion years! Using more likely rates, 20
billion yearswould be required—to produce onetiny grain of mat-
ter stuck together out in space. Aswith nearly all scientists quoted
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inour 1,326-page Evolution Disproved Series (which thisbook is
condensed from), * Harwit isnot aCreationist (* M. Harwit, Astro-
physical Concepts, 1973, p. 394).

11 - *Novotny’s research findings are also very important.
*Novotny, in abook published by Oxford University, discussesthe
problem of “gaseous dispersion.” It isaphysical law that gasin
a vacuum expands instead of contracts; therefore it cannot
form itself into stars, planets, etc. That which cannot happen,
cannot happen given any amount of time. Do you agree?

If you agree, you are being scientific (for you are agreeing with
scientific facts); if you disagree, you arefooling yourself.

We will now ASSUME that the clouds formed themselves
into what evolutionists call proto-stars, or first-generation stars.

STARS EXPLODE AND SUPERNOVAS
PRODUCE HEAVY ELEMIEENTS

Theproblem—TheBigBangonly produced hydrogen and
helium. Somehow, the 90 heavier (post-helium) elements had
to be made. The theorists had to figure out a way to account for
their existence.

Thetheory—Thefirst stars, which wereformed, were so-caled
“first-generation stars’ (also called “population |11 stars’). They
contained only lighter elements (hydrogen and helium). Then all of
these starsrepeatedly exploded. Billionsupon billions of stars kept
exploding, for billionsof years. Gradually, these explosionsaresaid
to have produced all our heavier elements.

This concept isaswild asthose preceding it.

1 - Another imaginative necessity. Like all the other aspects
of this theory, this one is included in order to somehow get the
heavier (post-helium) elementsinto the universe. Theevolutionists
admit that the Big Bang would only have produced hydrogen and
helium.

2 - The nuclear gaps at mass 5 and 8 make it impossible
for hydrogen or helium to changeitself into any of the heavier
elements. Thisis an extremely important point, and is called
the “helium mass 4 gap” (that is, thereisagap immediately after
helium 4). Therefore exploding stars could not produce the heavier
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elements. (Some scientists specul ate that alittle might be produced,
but even that would not be enough to supply all the heavier ele-
ments now in our universe.) Among nuclides that can actually be
formed, gaps exists at mass 5 and 8. Neither hydrogen nor_he-
lium can jump the gap at mass 5. Thisfirst gap is caused by the
fact that neither aproton nor aneutron can be attached to ahelium
nucleus of mass 4. Because of this gap, the only element that hy-
drogen can normally changeintoishelium. Evenif it spanned this
gap, it would be stopped again at mass 8. Hydrogen bomb explo-
sions produce deuterum (hydrogen 2), which, in turn, forms he-
lium 4. In theory, the hydrogen bomb chain reaction of nuclear
changes could continue changing into ever heavier elementsuntil it
reached uranium;—but the processis stopped at the gap at mass5.
If it were not for that gap, our sun would be radiating uranium
toward us!

“In the sequence of atomic weight numbers 5 and 8 are vacant.
That is, thereisno stable atom of mass5 or mass 8. . The question
thenis: How can the buildup of elements by neutron capture get by
these gaps? The process could not go beyond helium 4 and eveniif it
spanned this gap it would be stopped again at mass 8. This basic
objection to Gamow’s theory is agreat disappointment in view of
the promise and philosophical attractiveness of the idea.” —* Will-
iam A. Fowler, California Institute of Technology, quoted in Cre-
ation Science, p. 90.

Clarification: If you will look at any standard table of the ele-
ments, you will find that the atomic weight of hydrogen is 1.008.
(Deuterum is a form of hydrogen with a weight of 2.016.) Next
comes helium (4.003), followed by lithium (6.939), beryllium
(9.012), boron (10.811), etc. Gapsin atomic weight exist at mass5
and 8.

But cannot hydrogen explosions crossthose gaps? No. Nuclear
fision (anuclear bomb or reactor) splits (unevenly halves) uranium
into barium and technetium. Nuclear fusion (a hydrogen bomb)
combines (doubles) hydrogen into deuterum (helium 2), which then
doublesinto helium 4—and stopsthere. So a hydrogen explosion
(even in a star) does not go acrossthe mass 5 gap.

We will now ASSUME that hydrogen and helium explosions
could go across the gaps at mass 5 and 8:



Big Bang and Stellar Evolution 81

3 - Therehasnot been enough theoretical timeto produce
all the needed heavier elementsthat now exist. We know from
spectrographsthat heavier eementsarefound all over the universe.
Thefirst starsare said to have formed about 250 million years after
theinitial Big Bang explosion. (No one ever dates the Big Bang
over 20 billion years ago, and the date has recently been lowered to
15billionsyearsago.) At somelengthy time after the gas coal esced
into “first-generation” stars, most of them are theorized to have
exploded and then, 250 million yearslater, reformed into ““second-
generation” stars. These are said to have exploded into “third-
generation” stars. Our sun is supposed to be a second- or third-
generation star.

4 - Thereareno population |11 stars(also called fir st-gen-
eration stars) in thesky. According to the theory, there should be
“population 111" stars, containing only hydrogen and helium, many
of which exploded and made “population I1”” (second-generation
stars), but there are only population | and |1 stars (*Isaac Asimov,
Asimov’s New Guide to Science, 1984, pp. 35-36).

5- Random explosionsdo not produceintricateorbits. The
theory requiresthat countlesshillionsof starsexploded. How could
haphazard explosions result in the marvelously intricate circlings
that wefind in the orbits of suns, stars, binary stars, galaxies, and
star clusters? Within each galactic system, hundreds of billions of
stars are involved in these interrelated orbits. Were these careful
bal ancings not maintained, the planetswould fall into the stars, and
the starswould fall into their galactic centers—or they would fly
apart! Over half of al thestarsinthesky areinbinary systems, with
two or more starscircling one another. How could such astonishing
patterns be the result of explosions? Because there are no “first
generation” (“Population 1) stars, the Big Bang theory requires
that every star exploded at |east one or two times. But random ex-
plosions never produce orbits.

6 - Therearenot enough supernova explosionsto produce
the needed heavier elements. There are 81 stable elements and
90 natural elements. Each one has unusual propertiesand intricate
orbits. When a star explodes, it iscalled anova. When alarge star
explodes, it becomes extremely bright for afew weeks or months
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andiscalled asupernova. It issaid that only the explosions of su-
pernovas could produce much of the needed heavier elements, yet
there have beenrelatively few such explosions.

7 - Throughout all recorded history, there have been al-
most no super nova explosions. If the explosions occurred in the
past, they should be occurring now. Research astronomerstell us
that one or two supernova explosions are seen every century, and
only 16 have exploded in our galaxy in the past 2,000 years. Past
civilizations carefully recorded each one. The Chinese observed
one, inA.D. 185, and another inA.D. 1006. The onein 1054 pro-
duced the Crab nebula, and wasvisiblein broad daylight for weeks.
It was recorded both in Europe and the Far East. Johannes Kepler
wrote abook about the next one, in 1604. The next bright one was
1918 in Aquila, and the latest in the Veil Nebulain the Large Ma-
gellanic Cloud on February 24, 1987.

“Supernovas are quite different . . and astronomers are eager to
study their spectrain detail. Themain difficulty istheir rarity. About
1 per 650 years is the average for any one galaxy . . The 1885
supernova of Andromeda was the closest to us in the last 350
years.”—* Isaac Asimov, New Guide to Science (1984), p. 48.

8 - Why did the stellar explosions mysterioudly stop? The
theory required that all the stars exploded, often. The observable
factsarethat, throughout recorded history, starsonly rarely explode.
In order to explain this, evolutionists postulate that 5 billion years
ago, the explosions suddenly stopped. Very convenient. When the
theory was formulated in the 1940s, through telescopes astrono-
mers could see starswhoselight left them 5 billion light-years ago.
But today, we can see stars that are 15 billion light-years away.
Why are we not seeing massive numbers of stellar explosions far
out in space? The starsare doing just fine; it isthe theory whichis
wrong.

9 - Themost distant stars, which are said to date nearly to
the time of the Big Bang explosion, are not exploding,—and
yet they contain heavier elements. We can now see out in space
to nearly the beginning of the Big Bang time. Because of the Hubble
telescope, we can now see almost as far out in space as the begin-
ning of theevolutionists' theoretical time. But, aswith nearby stars,
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“We’ve changed the speed of
light to 15 miles per hour. Maybe
that latest change will bring those “I've found a blue-shifted star!
quasars into line with the theory.” It sure is getting bright fast!”

—

“For this NASA experiment, you
astronauts will place half a dozen

baseballs in outer space, and then “l know the theory says that
carefully observe to see if they will supernovas should be exploding
begin orbiting one another. It will all over the place, but | just can’t
help us prove a theory.” find them.”

“After listening to you explain “l am happy to be able to tell

how hydrogen pushed itself to- you students that Charles Dar-
gether to make stars, | thought | win’s theory forbade the Second
could blow hard into a bottle and Law of Thermodynamics from

at least make a flare.” occurring.”



84 Science vs. Evolution

thefarthest oneshave heavier elements (are” second-generation”),
and they are not exploding any morefrequently than arethe nearby
ones.

10 - Supernovas do not throw off enough matter to make
additional stars. There are not many stellar explosions and most
of them are small-star (nova) explosions. Yet novas cast off very
little matter. A small-star explosion only losesahundred-thousandth
of its matter; a supernova explosion loses about 10 percent; yet
even that amount is not sufficient to produce all the heavier ele-
mentsfound in the planets, interstellar gas, and stars. So superno-
vas—Gamow’s fuel source for nearly all the elementsin the uni-
verse—occur far too infrequently and produce far too small an
amount of heavy elements—to produce the vast amount that exists
intheuniverse.

11 - Only hydrogen and helium have been found in the
outflowing gasfrom super nova explosions. Thetheory requires
lots of supernova explosionsin order to produce heavy elements.
But there are not enough supernovas,—and research indicates that
they do not produce heavy elements! All that was needed was to
turn aspectroscope toward an exploded supernovaand analyzethe
elementsin the outflowing gasfrom theformer star. *K. Davidson
did that in 1982, and found that the Crab nebula (resulting from an
A.D. 1054 supernova) only has hydrogen and helium. This means
that, regardless of thetemperature of the explosion, the helium mass
4 gap was never bridged. (It had been theorized that a supernova
would generate temperatures high enough to bridge the gap. But
the gap at mass 4 and 8 prevented it from occurring.)

12 - An explosion of astar would not produce another star.
It has been theorized that supernovaexplosionswould cause nearby
gas to compress and form itself into new stars. But if a star ex-
ploded, it would only shoot outward and any gas encountered would
be pushed along withiit.

So we find that the evidence does not support the various
aspects of the Big Bang and stellar evolution theories.

2 - MIORE FACTS
WHICH BURY THE THEORY
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MORE PROBLEMS FOR STELLAR EVOLUTION

1 - According to thetheory, older stars should have more heavy
elements because they are continually making them. But the so-
called “older stars’ have been found to have no more heavy
elements than the so-called “younger stars.” All stars, from
“young” to“old,” havethe same amount of heavy elements.

2 - Thetheory saysthat gasfloating ininterstellar spaceisleft-
over from the Big Bang, and can only consist of hydrogen and he-
[ium. But * Rubins has shown that thisis not true. Extra-galactic
gashasavariety of heavier elementsin it.

3 - Thetheory saysthat the super-fast particles, hurled outward
by the Big Bang, wereevenly radiated. Yet, as scientists have noted,
a perfectly smooth cosmic explosion would only have produced
perfectly smooth, increasingly rarified (ever farther apart)
particles. So the very existence of stars disproves the theorized
original giant explosion.

4 - Thetheory requiresacontinual rush of particlesoutward—
leaving nothing inside this outer perimeter of outflowing matter.
Yet there are stars and galaxies all through space, not just at
the outer edge. Even if clumped gas could have formed any
stars, everything would continueto be hurled tothethin, outer
edges of space—with an expanding center containing nothing.

5 - According to the theory, the farther we look out into space,
the farther back into past eons of time we are gazing. This means
that the farthest stars and galaxies ought to be the youngest.
Yet resear ch revealsthefarthest starsarejust likethosenearby.

6 - Angular momentum is another serious problem. Why
do starsturn?Why do galaxiesrotate? Why do planetsorbit stars?
Why do binary starscircle one another? How could the super-fast
linear (straight line) motion, started by the supposed Big Ban
have changed intorotation (spinning or revolving motion) and
revolutions (orbiting motion)?How could angular momentum ex-
ist—and in such perfectly balanced orbitsthroughout space? There
isno possibleway that floating gas could transform itself into rotat-
ing and orbiting objects, like stars, planets, and moons.

7 - Inwar d pushing gaswould not changeto arotating star.
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According to thetheory, starswereformed by the“inward gravita-
tional collapse of hydrogen gasclouds.” If so, why do the resultant
stars rotate? Some stars rotate very fast. If ten people in acircle
pushed marblesin toward acommon center, the marbleswould not
begin rotating or circling after they reached it.

8 - Matter-origin theories cannot explain why stars spin.
Thetheoriststell usthat stars somehow started spinning; but, with
age, they dow down. Yet some stars spin faster than either “younger”
or “older” stars. Some spin oncein lessthan an earth-day. Thefast-
est, Hz 1883, has a spin period of only 6 hours.

9 - Some stars orbit backward to that of other stars. The
theorists cannot explainthis.

10 - Therearehigh-velocity starsthat aretraveling far too
fast to accommodate the evol utionary theories of matter and stellar
origins.

11 - If the Big Bang theory were true, all starswould movein
the same direction; but stars, clusters, and galaxies are moving
in various dir ections opposite to one another. (More about the
expanding universetheory later.)

12 - Evidence is accumulating that the entire universe is
rotating! Thisisangular momentum on the most gigantic of pro-
portions. Yet the Big Bang should only have produced linear move-
ment outward fromiit.

13 - Theorists are deeply bothered by, what they call, the
“lumpy”” problem. Theuniverseis”lumpy”; that is, it hasstars,
planets, etc. in it. Yet none should exist if the Big Bang theory
weretrue. They arguefiercely over these problemsintheir profes-
sional journals, while assuring the public the theory isaccepted by
all astrophysicists. They consider thisto be amajor unsolved prob-
lem.

“AsIBM’sPhilip E. Seiden, putit: * The standard Big Bang model
does not give rise to lumpiness. That model assumes the universe
started out as a globally smooth, homogeneous expanding gas. If
you apply thelaws of physicsto thismodel, you get auniversethat
isuniform, acosmic vastness of evenly distributed atoms with no
organization of any kind.” No galaxies, no stars, no planets, no noth-
ing. Needless to say, the night sky, dazzling in its lumps, clumps,
and clusters, saysotherwise. How then did the lumps get there? No
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one can say.”—*Ben Patrusky, “Why is the Cosmos ‘Lumpy’?”
Science 81, June 1981, p. 96.

14 - The universeis full of stars, with relatively little gas.
But it should betheother way around: full of gasand no stars.
The Big Bang should have produced a“homogenous’ universe of
smooth gas ever flowing outward with, at best, aimost no “in-
homogeneities,” or “lumps’ such as stars and island universes.

15 - Theuniverseisfull of superclusters. These are the big-
gest “lumps’ of all. It hasrecently been discovered that the galax-
ies are grouped into galaxy clusters, and these into still larger su-
perclusters. The“Big Bangers,” astheir colleagues call them, ex-
cusethe problem by saying that “ gravity waves’ produced the gal-
axies. But gravity, in any form, could not press floating hydrogen
and helium into a star or planet out of gas, make a marvelously
organized disk network of stars, or produce the precisely balanced
spinning and orbiting of planetsand stars.

“The main efforts of investigators have been in papering over
holes in the Big Bang theory, to build up an idea that has become
ever more complex and cumbersome . . | have little hesitation in
saying that asickly pall now hangsover the Big Bang theory. When
a pattern of facts becomes set against a theory, experience shows
that thetheory rarely recovers.”—*Sir Fred Hoyle, “The Big Bang
Theory under Attack,” Science Digest, May 1984, p. 84.

16 - Solar collapse, not nuclear fusion hasbeen found to be
the cause of solar enerqgy. But that would undercut the entire
theory of the Big Bang. We will briefly summarize the data here.
You will find it discussed morefully (along with additional quota-
tions) in the chapter, Origin of the Stars, in our 3-volume set on our
website. It is also partially referred to in ““6 - Solar Collapse™ in
the Age of the Earth chapter in this book.

There is evidence that our_sun “shines,” not by hydrogen
explosions, but by solar collapse. Yet stellar evolution iskeyed
tothefact that starsarefueled by (shine because of) hydr ogen
explosions (nuclear fusion). The amount of mass/energy our sun
would haveto lose daily amountsto 4 million tons[3.6 million mt]
a second. The problem is the fusion process should produce
lots of sub-atomic particles called neutrinos, and each square
inch of earth’s surface should be hit each second by atrillion
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nos, missing matter, missing an- missing matter! This break-
timatter, and all those quasars through will make me famous like
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neutrinos. Scientists have neutrino detectors in place and have
searched for them since the mid-1970s, but hardly any arrive
from the sun. Thisfact alonewould appear to disprovethe hydro-
gen theory of solar energy (cf. *J.H. Bahcall, Astronomical Jour-
nal, 76:283, 1971). *Corliss, the world leader in tracking down
scientific anomalies, considersthe * missing neutrinos’ to be* one
of the most significant anomalies in astronomy” (*W.R. Corliss,
Stars, Galaxies, Cosmos, 1987, p. 40). It was not until the 1930s
that the nuclear theory of starlight was developed by * Hans Bethe
and * Carl von Weizsacker. Yet it remainsatheory. In contrast, there
is strong evidence pointing to solar collapse as the true cause of
solar energy.

Thescientificbasisfor solar collapse, asthe sour ce of solar
ener gy, was developed over a century ago by two brilliant sci-
entists: Hermann von Helmholtz and Lord Kelvin. If each star
isslowly contracting, great amounts of energy would be constantly
released. But evolutionists cannot accept this possibility, be-
cause it would mean the universe (and the earth) is much
younger. Nuclear fusion would mean billionsof year sfor astar’s
life; solar collapse only a few million. A changein the radius of
our sun of about 80 feet [24.27 m] ayear isall that would be neces-
sary to produce our sun’s actual energy release. Thisis aradius
shrinkage of only .009 feet [.27 cm] per hour.

Some scientists have found evidence of solar collapse. One
major study was done by *John A. Eddy and * Aram Boornazian
(*New Scientist, March 3, 1983, p. 592). The basis for this is an
analysis of solar transit measurements, made at the Royal Green-
wich Observatory since 1836 and the U.S. Naval Observatory since
1846. It was cal cul ated that the sunisshrinking at therate of 5 ft/hr
in diameter (0.1% per century, 2 arc-sec/century). They also ana-
lyzed solar eclipsesfor the past four centuries. A separate report by
*Ronald Gilliland confirmed the * Eddy and * Boornazian report
(*op. cit., p. 593).

“The sun has been contracting about 0.1% per century . . corre-

sponding to ashrinkagerate of about 5 feet per hour [15.24 dm].” —
*G.B. Lublihn, Physics Today, Vol. 32, No. 17, 1979.

The above findingswould indicate that our sun’s output of ra-
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diant energy is generated by this shrinkage and not by hydrogen
explosions (thermonuclear fusion) deep withinit. Asalready men-
tioned, if hydrogen wasthe solar fuel, we should bereceivinga
very large quantity of neutrinos; yet almost nonearedetected.
Jupiter isalso apparently contracting, becauseit isgiving
off more heat than it receives from the sun. A surface contrac-
tion of just one centimeter per year would account for the measured
heat flow from Jupiter. A similar situation existsfor Saturn.

“Jupiter . . radiates twice as much energy asit absorbs from the
sun through a contraction and cooling process.”—*Star Date radio
broadcast, November 8, 1990.

“Saturn emits 50% more heat than it absorbs from the sun.” —
*Science Frontiers, No. 73, January-February 1991.

These facts are known; but, in order to defend evolutionary
theory, the decision has been made to stick with solar fusion
(hydrogen explosions) asthe cause of solar energy and sunshine.

“ Astronomerswere startled, and |laymen amazed, whenin 1979
Jack Eddy, of the High Altitude Observatory in Boulder, Colorado,
claimed that the sun was shrinking at such aratethat, if the decline
did not reverse, our local star would disappear within a hundred
million years.”—*John Gribbin, “The Curious Case of the Shrink-
ing Sun,”” New Scientist, March 3, 1983.

“Geological evidence, however, indicatesthat theterrestrial crust
[our earth’srock strata] hasan age of several billionyears, anditis
surely to be expected that thesunisat least asold astheearth . . We
must conclude that . . another source must be responsible for most
of the energy output of a star.”—*Eva Novotny, Introduction to
Stellar Atmospheres and Interiors (1973), p. 248.

Summarizing solar collapse: The evidence that hydrogen
explosions (thermonuclear fusion) isthe cause of solar energy
(sunshine) would be a great abundance of neutrino radiation.
But that evidenceis missing. The evidence that solar collapse
(gradual shrinkage) isthe cause hasbeen definitely found. Evo-
lutionists regject solar collapse as the cause, (1) since it would
mean our sun and the universe could not be more than a few
million yearsold; (2) their cosmology theorieswould bewrong
and (3) the Big Bang theory would be gutted.

Is there no evidence that supports the Big Bang theory? Evo-
lutionists are able to point to only TWO. Here they are:
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[1] BACKGROUND RADIATION
NOT EVIDENCE OF THE BIG BANG

The fact—There is a faint amount of heat radiating
throughout outer space. It iscalled background radiation. Since
it comes uniformly from all directions, it is believed to exist
throughout the universe. Itisavery small amount of “heat”: infact,
only 2.73°K. above absolute zero (0°K ., which is-270°C. or -454°
F).

Thetheory—Background radiation (also called microwave
radiation), first discovered in 1965, is said to be the single, best
evidence that the Big Bang occurred. It issaid to betheleftover
remains, thelast remnant, from the Big Bang explosion.

Scientists said that background radiation would prove the
theory in four ways: (1) It would come from only one direction—
the Big Bang source. (2) It would havetheright radiational strength
to match the Big Bang mathematical theory. (3) It would emit the
proper spectrum. (4) It would not be a smooth radiation.

But we find that, if this is the best evidence that the theorists
can produce for their speculation, it surely is weak.

1-Itisomnidirectional. Background radiation comesfrom
every direction instead of one. The Big Bang theory requiresthat
it come from only one direction—from where the Big Bang oc-
curred. Sinceitsdiscovery, scientists have been unableto matchits
directional radiation (its isotropy) with the Big Bang predictions.
Itsomnidirectionality tellswherethe background radiation is
coming from: “Background radiation” is actually a glight
amount of heat given off by stars throughout the universe.
Would they not be expected to emit avery faint amount of heat into
outer space?

2 - Theradiation does not fit thetheory, for it istoo weak.
It should befar morepowerful thanitis.*Fred Hoyle, aleading
20th-century astrophysicist, said it should have been much stron-
ger.

3- Background radiation lackstheproper spectrum. It does
not have the ideal “black body” (total light absorption) capacity
which would agree with the * Max Planck calculation. Thisradia-
tion doesnot fit the theoretical 2.7K black body spectrum required
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for the Big Bang theory.

4 - The spectrum should be far hotter than it is. The heat
emitted by the radiation should have afar higher temperature. The
radiation should emit a 100°K black body radiation spectrum,
which isfar greater than the 2.73°K spectrum it now has.

5- Backaground radiation istoo smooth. Thetheory requires
that it be much moreirregular and “lumpy” (with “ density fluctua-
tions”) inorder for it to explain how stars could beformed fromthe
Big Bang explosion. In recent years, some slight variations in
smoothness have been detected, but thisisstill not enoughtofit the
theory.

“1t seemsdifficult to believethat, whereas visible matter is con-
spicuously clumpy and clustered on all scales, theinvisibleinterga-
lactic gas is uniform and homogeneous.”—*G. de Vaucouleurs,
“The Case for a Hierarchical Cosmology,” Science 167, p. 1203.

“The problem wasto reconcilethe apparent evenness of theearly
expansion, as indicated by the steady background radiation, with
the observed large-scale structures[stars, planets, etc.]. A perfectly
smooth cosmic explosion would have produced only an increas-
ingly rarified [ever thinner] gascloud.”—* Peter Pocock and *Pat
Daniels, Galaxies (1988), p. 117.

6 - All of the above points (omnidirectionality, very slight
amount of heat, general smoothness, with radiative fluctua-
tions in strength) is what we would expect from radiational
heat from the multiplied billions of starsthroughout the uni-
ver se. It would be understandablefor all those starsto emit aslight
amount of uniform, omnidirectional radiative heat. And we would
expect theradiational heat emitted by the starsshould, at great dis-
tances, show very dight fluctuations. Does not each one send forth
both heat and occasional gigantic solar flaresinto space? If you do
not believe stars emit heat into space, then you do not believe the
sun keeps you warm.

[2] THE REDSHIFT
NOT EVIDENCE OF THE BIG BANG
OR AN EXPANDING UNIVERSE
The fact—Relatively white light can be split by a triangular
prism of glassinto all the colors of the rainbow. Using aspectrom-
eter, this can be done to starlight. Dark, vertical bands mark the
spectrum at various points. Analyzing these dark bands, the type of
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“l sure am thankful for the theory
of black holes. Maybe we can use it
to explain away parallel galaxies,
disk-shaped galaxies, spiral arms,
globular clusters, and other things
that don’t fit the theory.”

“Why are you laughing? | said
‘swirling pools of gas clouds
made our planet.” ”

“Isn’t there some way we can

“Grumble, grumble, grumble. slow the planets down, so we can
Our theory would have been bet- make them agree with the theory.”
ter off if we had never gone to the “Prof, | have an idea: All we
moon.” need do is speed up the sun!”
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“Isn’t there some way we can
rearrange the solar system, so it
will agree with the theory?”

“If we could just invent some-
thing to glue gas together, the
theory would have it made.”
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elements in each star can be ascertained. Spectral type isastar’s
classification—based on its spectrum, surface temperature, and
mass. A spectrogram is a photograph of a star’s spectrum. Spec-
troscopy isthe study of spectra.

Ultraviolet is on one end of a spectrum and has a higher fre-
guency and shorter wavelength than visible blue light. Infrared is
the other end of the visible spectrum (astronomerscall it “red”).

Every star isredshifted to some extent (that is, the entire
spectrum of that star is moved toward thered end). The far-
ther a star or galaxy isfrom us, the more its light is shifted.
Thisdisplacement iscalled the redshift.

Thetheory—The“BigBangers’ (asscientistscall them) theo-
rizethat thisredshift showsthat the univer seisexpanding out-
war d from the sour ce of the Big Bang explosion. They base this
on the hypothesis that the “speed theory” of the redshift is the
only cause of the redshift. Thismeansthat if light istraveling to-
ward us, thewavelength isslightly compressed or shortened. This
would causethelight to be “blueshifted”” (shifted toward the ultra-
violet). If it ismoving away from us, the wavelength is stretched
out, which causes aredshift (shifted toward theinfrared).

“Thisredshift, observed in the spectral lines of distant galaxies
and interpreted as a Doppler [speed] effect, is the key to cosmol-
ogy.”—*Carl Sagan, Cosmos, p. 252.

What causes the redshift? It is quite obvious that the dis-
tance of the star from us has something to do with the redshift.

Here are FOUR scientific explanations for the redshift, each of
which are accepted by various scientists:

» The Speed redshift (also called the Doppler theory of red-
shift): Thiswould occur if the star were moving away from us.
Evolutionists say all the stars are moving away from us, and that
there is no other cause for the recorded redshifts. But there are
three other possibilities:

» Gravitational redshifts: The pull of gravity on light rays
would cause a loss of energy in the beam of moving light. In
1915, *Albert Einstein predicted that gravity could bend light—
and that it would cause aredshift. Thiswaslater proved to betrue.
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Aslight travelstoward us from distant stars, it passes other stars,
which dightly slowsthe beam, causing its spectrum to shift toward
thered.

“Einstein’sviewsof gravity led to the prediction that light emit-
ted by a source possessing avery strong gravitational field should
be displaced toward the red (the Einstein shift).”—* Isaac Asimov,
Asimov’s New Guide to Science, 1984, p. 50.

Yet, inorder to bolster their Big Bang and expanding universe
theories, evolutionistsignore gravitational, second-order Doppler,
and energy-loss shifts.

» Second-order Doppler shift: A light sourcemoving at right
anglesto an observer will alwaysberedshifted. Thiswould oc-
cur if the universe were moving slowly in avast circle around a

THE REDSHIFT—Shown here are five spectra, taken by
spectrometer photographs of distant objects in the universe.
The figures are in accordance with the speed theory of red

shift.

The top one is from a stellar object which, according to
the speed theory, is 78 million miles distant and is moving
away from us at a speed of 1,200 kilometers per second.

The second one is thought to be 1 billion light-years dis-

tant and rushing away at 15,000 kps.

The third is listed at 1.4 billion-light years and 23,000 kps.

The fourth is esti-
mated at 2.5 billion light-
years and 39,000 kilome-
ters per second.

The bottom spectrum
is thought to be located at
a distance 3.96 billion
light-years from us and
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common center. We know that every body in the universeis orbit-
ing and, at the sametime, moving in somedirection withitsorbital
body. Much of that movement isat right anglesto us.

* Energy-loss shift: Light waves could themselves directly
loseener gy asthey travel acrosslongdistances. Thiswould nicely
explain why thefarthest starsfrom us have the most dramatic red-
shifts. Thisisalso called thetired-light redshift.

Big Bang theorists maintain that the speed redshift is the
ONLY cause of the redshift,—because they can then say that the
universe is expanding outward as a result of the Big Bang.

But the evidence reveals that the speed redshift theory—as
the ONLY cause of the redshift—is wrong:

1- Nearly all thestarsand galaxiesareredshifted. Thisfact
agrees with the gravitational-loss, second-order Doppler, and en-
ergy-loss redshifts. But, if only the speed theory is accepted as
the cause of this—nearly all theuniver seismoving away from
us—our planet! A true expanding universe theory would mean
that everything was moving outward from acommon center some-
where else, not from our planet. | f the Big Bang really occurred,
the univer sewould berushing outward from wheretheexplo-
sion occurred,—not from our planet! Example: A bomb explodes
in outer space, hurling shrapnel in every direction. Some pieces
would be flying in our direction while otherstraveled in other di-
rections. Thisdifferential could be measured. Some pieces would
be flying toward us, others sideways, and others away from us. If
therewasaBig Bang, we could locateits origin by measuring red-
shifts. But, instead, we only find evidencethat everything in space
isredshifted; that is, everything is supposedly moving away from
us. Thispoint disproves both the Big Bang and the expanding uni-
versetheory.

2 - Theclosest stars and galaxies are the least redshifted,
and some of the closest starsare actually moving toward us—
yet still seem redshifted. Thefarther that starlight hastotravel
before reaching us, the more those two types of shifts would
slow it.

3- Thereisevidencethat photons (light particles) do slow
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down. Thiswould benicely explained by gravitational and energy-
| oss redshifts.
4 - Quasarsstrongly disprovethe speed theory of redshift.

They areunknown objectswhich show drastically shifted spec-

trums toward the red. Yet, if the speed theory isaccepted asthe
cause of those shifts, they would be at impossibly great dis-

tancesfrom us. Some have redshifts of 200 and 300 percent! This
would equal distances up to 12 billion light-years and recession
(moving away from us) speeds exceeding 90 percent of the speed
of light! Many astronomers renounced the speed theory when they
learned this. But then camethe discovery of quasarswith even higher
redshifts: 300-400 percent! Ultimately, they found three qua-
sars which, according to the speed theory, are moving faster
than the speed of light! One of theseis eight timesfaster than
the speed of light! In adesperate attempt to save their theory, the
evolutionistsrecal culated the “ Hubble constant,” whichisthefor-
mulafor the speed of light. But they are unableto changeit. Now
they really have aquandary on their hands! As*Vincent A. Ettari
wrote, “An increase of 100 percent in the Hubble constant would
decrease the computed age of the universe by 50 percent.”—And
the evol utionists cannot accept that!

5- Light hasweight. Some suggest that light and gravity could
not affect oneanother. But * Einstein wasright: Light can bepulled
by gravity becauseit hasweight. Becauselight hasweight, it can
be pulled by matter and push it! Becauselight hasweight, starsit
passes pull on it, dlightly redshifting it.

“If aset of fine scalesisarranged so that one scaleis kept dark,
and light is allowed to fall on the other, the lighted scale will sink
slowly. Light has*weight.” The pressure of light on the Earth’s sur-
face is calculated as two pounds per sguare mile [90 kg per 2.6
km?].”—*Isaac Asimov, Asimov’s Book of Facts (1979), p. 330.

6 - No one has ever seen a blue-shifted stellar light spec-
trum. Thisnicely agreeswith the alternate redshift theories (gravi-
tational, second-order Doppler, and energy-loss) of redshift. Even
near by stars, which wethink are moving toward us, are very
slightly redshifted. But, if the speed theory isthe only cause of
redshifts, every star in the universe is actually moving away
from us! Why should we be the center of this expanding uni-
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verse?

On pages 67-68 of his book, Asimov’s New Guide to Science,
*|saac Asimov, aconfirmed evolutionist, lists 10 reasonswhy qua
sars do not agree with the speed theory of light. (We quote that
lengthy section on our website.)

3 - OTHER ORIGIN
OF THE UNIVERSE THEORIES

There are several other origin of matter theories which are
but variants of the Big Bang. Essentially the same problems apply
to them:

* The Steady State Universe Theory. Originated by * Fred Hoyle
in 1948, this theory saysthat, in the space between galaxies, new
matter isquietly but continually appearing out of nothing. In 1965,
Hoyle publicly abandoned thetheory asridiculous. (On our website,
we list his reasons for that decision.)

» The Oscillating Universe Theory. This is another idea by
*George Gamow. It saysthat when the universefinally runsdown,
another Big Bang will start it going again. The main differenceis
that, while thefirst Bang occurred when nothing exploded into all
the matter in the universe, the later ones would be the result of all
the matter packing into atiny point and then exploding again.

1 - *Robert Jastrow, founder and director of NASA’s Goddard
Institute for Space Studies disproved thistheory with thefact that,
when all the hydrogen isused up, therewill be nothingtore-
placeit.

2 - Why would matter, that is ever expanding outward to-
ward infinity, suddenly stop and reverseitsdirection?

3-If all matter had finally moved intothe outer perimeter
of the universe, that is where the center of gravity would be.
Why would matter want to rever se and move back away from
thegravitational field?

4 - Theuniver secould not callapseinward unlesstherewere
ten times as much matter in the universeastherenow is. This

is the “missing mass” problem. Evolutionists try to solve it by
theorizing that 97% of the mass in the universe is “dark matter”
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which cannot be located, seen, or identified with any scientificin-
struments.

5 - All the matter, shooting back inward, is supposed to collide
inoneminiature point. I n reality, inertiawould carry everything
past that central stopping point. Why would everything go to
one little dot and stop there? More fairy tales. Remember, it was
*Gamow who a so invented the Big Bang theory.

* The Inflationary Universe Theory. Thisone, partly invented
by * Allan Guth and * Paul Steinhardt in 1984, saysthat the universe
(including all space and time) began asasingleinfinitesimal par-
ticle. No one has figured out where that particle came from and
how everything got jammed into it. First, it wasin its ““cold big
whoosh™ stage. When it reached five inches, it suddenly got hot
(the “hot big bang™ stage)—and blew up. Those two men now
speculate that the particleinitially swelled out of nothingnessinto
its““‘whoosh” pinpoint stage.

All of these theories are cheap science fiction. Along with
theBigBangtheory, theseother theoriesviolatenatural laws—
including the First and Second Laws of Thermodynamics
(whichwewill discussin chapter 18 of thisbook). Even * Stephen
W. Hawking of Cambridge University, one of the most influential
theoretical physicistsintheworld, hasrejected the Big Bang theory
(*National Geographic, December 1988, p. 762).

4 - ADDITIONAL FACTS WHICH
DISPROVE STELLAR EVOLUTION

How did the stars get there? Not from evol ution. Here are more
reasons why the stellar evolution theories do not agree with the
facts:

1 - Galaxies never exist alone. They are alwaysfound in pairs
or inlarger collectionsof galaxies. Yet cloud condensation would
not favor formation of nearby pairsand groups of stars.

2- Asarule, theamount of matter within each galaxy isnot
enough to explain why its stars clumped together asthey did.

The space-to-mass ratio within the galaxy istoo great to bind
them together.
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3 - The usual shape of the galaxiesis that of a saucer with a
central sphere. This shape defies explanation by the laws of phys-
ics. Island univer sesshould not havetheir highly coordinated,
inter-orbiting structure arrangement. The stars should al fly
apart. Each galaxy is a carefully organized city in the sky. In an
attempt toexplain thispattern, theoristsdeclarethat theremust
be “dark matter” pressing the galaxies together! But there is
no evidencethat such fanciful stuff exists. It takesalot of imagina
tion to hold evolutionary theory together. Thetheorists declare that
“97% of the universe is missing.” They are speaking of the dark
matter (“exotic matter”) which they cannot find (*Marcia Bartusiak,
“Missing: 97% of the Universe,”” Science Digest, 91:51, Decem-
ber 1983).

4 - Why are disk galaxies shaped like a disk? Astronomers
say thereisno explanation for what could place starsinto that
galactic structural pattern. It surely isbeautiful, with the globu-
lar clusters outside the disk, hanging in space like chandeliers,—
but how could random motions produce such balanced, artistic har-
mony?

5- Each galaxy, withal itsstars, ismoving together in acertain
direction; but the corporate velocities within a galaxy should
gravitationally unbind thestar swithin it, yet thisdoesnot hap-

pen

6- All theevidenceindicatesthat these galaxieswer efor med
in their present shape, and are held together by a power unex-
plainable by natural forces aswe know them.

7-Morethan onehalf of all thestarsthat we can individu-
ally examinethrough our telescopesarebinary or multiplestar
systems. The other word for evolution is“randomness.” How could
random accidentsand gaseouscontr actionsproducetwo, three,
or four stars circling one another ? They should crash into one
another or fly apart. Try placing two magnets close to one another;
will they orbit one another or smash together?

8 - Differential binaries. Most stars circling one another
aredifferent in composition. Spectrumsreveal different physical
properties for each one. Most binaries are composed of different
typesof stars. Evolution cannot explainthis.
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9- Globular clustersaremassiveclustersof stars. Thereis
no possible way they could be formed by evolutionary means
or even exist. Yet therethey are. Each one containsfrom 20,000 to
1 million stars! In our Milky Way Galaxy aloneit isestimated that
there are 200 of these giant clusters. Other galaxies have compa-
rable numbers of them.

10 - Thereareno binaries or multiple systemsin globular
clusters. Thisfact isunexplainable by stellar origin theories.

11 - Globular clustersareextremely stable; yet they ought
tobethemost unstable objectsin theuniver se. The starswithin
globular clustersought toall becrashinginto oneanother. The
organization of starswithin clustersisfabulous. Any nonthinking
force capable of bringing these tens of thousands of starsinto the
globular cluster—would have crashed them all together!

12 - It cannot be said that evolutionary forces gradually
“built them up”; for globular clustersalwayshaveaminimum
size below which they do not occur.

13 - Globular clusters rotate separately, and even pass
through the galactic plane—without colliding with any stars!
Evolution cannot explain this! These clustersarefantastic balls
of stars, each onescattered above and below thegalactic plane
of an island universe.

14 - Elliptical galaxies are truly huge! Far larger than the
globular clusters scattered about island universes, ellipticals are
super-gigantic ballsof stars. Thereisabsolutely no way that the
random, evolutionary movements and explosions could pro-
duce dlipticals. How could all those stars get into that cluster,
with absolutely nothing outside the cluster extending out for many
light-years? How could they all bethere, without crashing into one
another or flying out from the cluster? They could never come to-
gether by random chance. Think, reader, think. What are we con-
fronted with here?

15 - Why are galaxies not equally spaced all through the
univer seinstead of being clumped into super cluster s, composed
of millions of galaxies? Even superclusters have a definite order
and arrangement. Oneor two giant elliptical galaxiesareusualy in
the center of each cluster.

16 - Sarsnever get closer than a certain distancefrom one
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another (3.5 light-yearsapart). Thishighly organized arrangement
could never be caused by evolutionary forces.

17 - Evidencedisprovestheevolutionary stellar size theory.
Theevolutionary theory isthat starsgradually get lar ger until
they becomered giants; then they collapseintovery small stars.
Thisso-called “evolution of stars’ ischarted in accordance with the
theorized Hertzspring-Russell diagram. But it has recently been
discovered that aphysical barrier exists between thered giantsand
thewhite dwarfsthey are said to evolve into. ““Mass-shedding™ is
theoretically supposed to occur, asthe star shrinks down, but it is
now known that this does not happen. Instead, the star’'simmense
gravitational field quickly reabsorbswhatever isthrown off.

18- TheFirst L aw of Thermodynamics (the law of conser-
vation of mass/energy) maintains that the universe and our world
began in perfect completeness and quality. It says matter could
not have started itself. It forbids the self-origin of matter or life.

19 - The Second L aw of Thermodynamics (the law of en-
tropy) saysthat al systemswill eventually becometotally random
and disorganized. It repudiates the possibility that either mat-
ter or lifecould evolveinto greater complexity. Everything runs
down and wearsout. * Albert Einstein declared that, of all thelaws
of physics, the two laws of thermodynamics would never be ne-
gated or replaced. (See chapter 18, The Laws of Nature, for much
more on this powerful evidence against evolution.)

20 - Sellar evolution isnon-observable science. Many evo-
[utionists have admitted that no evidence exists that evolution
has ever occurred anywherein the univer se. Stars are not now
evolving in outer space, and animalsand plantsare not evolvingin
our world.

5 - WHAT ARE BLACK HOLES?

(For additional information, see *#3/10 What about Black
Holes?*) (See p. 9 for explanation of this paragraph.)

Black holesareatheoretical extreme. If an object could be-
come large enough, it could, in theory, collapse into a cavernous
something that could absorb nearby matter. Do such horriblethings
actualy exist? Thewholethingisatheory, for which thereisno
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substantial evidence.

Evolutionary theoristspoint to locationsin the universe, where
large amounts of radiational activity (X-rays) are occurring, and
declarethat they are black holes. The cause of that stronger radia-
tionisnot known; itisonly speculativeto say it comesfrom ablack
hole.

Yet, if black holes absorb everything, there should be no
X-raysin their area. Even the theorists admit they could not
see a black holeif they were closeto one.

Since the entire universe is so orderly and all the stars never
exceed acertain size, why should we expect that star-eating black
holeswould exist, destroying great quantities of stars?

Itisof interest that some of these suspected black holesare
located rather closeto stars,—Yyet they have not gobbled them
up.

Black holesarejust another non-existent theory.

Like the Big Bang, the theorized early non-oxygen envi-
ronment; theorigin of lifefrom non-living materials; thechance
production of protein molecules; and evolution of life forms
from one phylum, class, order, or family into other ones—
black holeslook good on paper but do not exist in reality.

Thisisthe evolutionists' reasoning: “We know that black holes
(‘singularities’) exist, because some sourcesemit alot of X-rays. If
alot of X-raysare coming from asingle source, it must be ablack
hole.” Based onthis, they haveinvented accretion disks, capturing
and evaporating black holes and mini-black holes. The only evi-
dence for black holesis X-rays from outer space. Remember
that.

6 - THE ORIGIN OF
THE SOLAR SYSTEM

(For additional information, see *#1/4 History of Cosmologi-
cal Theories [extensive data] / #2/2 A Final Look at Matter and
the Solar System: What Happens When a New Moon Arrives, Three
Men Who Gave Us Our Modern Stellar Theories. How Unscien-
tific Can We Become?*)

DISPROVING THE SEVEN THEORIES
Thereare seven theoriesabout theorigin of the Solar Sys-
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tem (Nebular Hypothesis, Fision Theory, Capture Theory, Accre-
tion Theory, Planetary Collision Theory, Stellar Collision Theory,
and Gas Cloud Theory) which, on pp. 79-84 of our 3-volume book
set (and on our website), we discuss in some detail. Here are sev-
eral key points:

1 - The Nebular Hypothesis (also caled the Planetesimal
Theory) saysthat, asthegasswirled around, eddies of gascaused
the sun and planets. All seven theoriesrequire circling gaswhich
contractsinto the sun. We have already disproved the basics under-
lying this concept. Many say that material from the sun made the
planets and moons. But the elemental composition of each of the
planets is different from the sun and from one another. One
could not comefrom the other. In addition, the sun would haveto
rotate extremely fast to hurl off planets and moons, yet it ro-
tatesvery slowly. More on thislater.

2 - The Fision Theory says that our sun burst and sent out
the planets and moons. But they would fly outward forever:;
they would not stop and begin circling the sun or one another.

3 - The Capture Theory says our planets and moons were
wandering around and were captured by our sun. But_they
would then crash into the sun; they would not circleit or one
another. Wenever seeplanetsor moonsflying by ustoday; yet
we now know of at least 60 moonsin our solar system.

4 - The Accretion Theory saysthat small chunksof material
gradually got together and formed our planet. Then more chunks
formed our moon, which began circling us. Thisideais pretty far
out also. The planets, moons, and asteroids are all in carefully ar-
ranged orbits. The meteorsfly fast inlinear motion. No chunksare
just floating around, and those chunkswould not stick together
anyway.

5 - The Planetary Collision Theory says our world collided
with a small planet, producing our moon. But such an impact
would totally destroy our planet. How could such an impact
producea circling moon? Thiswould have had to berepeated
for_all 60 moonsin our solar system. The theory would require
thousands of planets passing through our solar system, for enough
direct hitsto produce al our moons. Why are not such flybys oc-
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curring today?

6 - The Stellar Collision Theory saysthat two star s collided,
and produced our planetsand moons. But they would not then
pause and circle one of the suns which was waiting placidly to
receive them. They would either be hurled away from the sun or
crash back intoit.

7 - The Gas Cloud Theory says gas clouds were pulled in
from outer space by our sun’s gravity; then they paused,
formed themselvesinto planetsand moons, and began circling
one another. But gas does not clump, and linear motion to-

ward the sun would not changeinto circular motion around it.

These solar system theories do not explain where stars,
planets, and moons originated or how they arrived at their
present, intricate pattern. Such precision could not come about
by chance.

Every moon is located at the precise distance to keep it
from flying into or away from its planet. How could all this
originate from a single explosion or collision? None of these
theoriesfit into the laws of physics, aswe know them.

On pp. 97-101 of his book, Asimov’s New Guide to Science,
theleading evolutionist science writer of the 20th century describes
and tears to pieces each of the stellar/solar system theories. (It is
quoted on our website.)

FACTS ABOUT PLANETS AND VIOONS

Hereareavery few of many factsabout our solar systemwhich
disprove the possibility of its being the result of evolutionary ori-
gins:

1 - Thereisno known mechanical processthat can accom-

lish a transfer of angular (turnin inning, orbiting) mo-
mentum from the sun to its planets.

A full 99.5 percent of all the angular (rotational) momen-
tum in the solar system is concentrated in the planets—yet a
staggering 99.8 per cent of all themassislocated in our sun! To
an astrophysicist, thisisboth astounding and unexplainable. (Their
theory isthat the sun wasrotating so fast, it hurled out the planets.)

Our sunisrotatingrather sowly, but the planetsarerotat-




Science vs. Evolution

106

agoayd

adoulg snpade|
aseydised uonadAH
swe) uey |
aMueuy esyy
ese;3 950861
eayusi] auoig
eljewiy osdAjen
epa [SETETY
oislied shureL
opawAfuen snpejaosug
edosng sewiy
o| snayjewndy uoseqo
agayL snuep BlUBHL
eayjewy 92S0861 leuquin
sowlisg eajsespy 128086} 1y praJeN
uoop soqgoyd snew seny epueniy uopl uoseyo
AYNOYIN SNN3A H1ldv3 SHVIN d3atidnr N3NLvs SANVYN 3INNLd3IN OlNd

@G-

J9juad d13oejeb ayj jo 3IN2.1D 3)a|dwod e ayew 0} sieak uoljjiu gGZ Inoge saye)
wajlsAg Jejog ay) “noy Jsad sajiw uoljjiw e jjey jnoge jo paads e je Bujiqio ‘wie jeyj uo
3InQ "aueld s13oejeb ayj) se umouy S| pue Uiy} pue apim si }SIp SIYL MSIp 9y} anroqe Appybiis
pue suie jeaids ayj} Jo auo 1eau ‘Axejen Aepp AYIA 1NO JO 193UdD aY) wiouay sieah Jybij
000°2Z Inoqe pajedo] s| ‘A10}1119) WOy INo SI YdIYym walsAs Jejos siy ] "Mojaq }Jeyd ayj}
uo umoys s| wajlsAs Jejos ano ul sjaue|d ay} Jo yoea pue uns ayj} jo azis aaljesedwiod ay |




Big Bang and Stellar Evolution 107

ing far too fast in comparison with thesun. Inaddition, they are
orbiting the sun far faster than the sun isitself turning. But if
the planetsdid not orbit so fast, they would hurtleinto the sun; and
if the sun did not rotate slowly, it would fling its mass outward into
space.

Accordingto*David Layzer of Harvard, in order for thesun to
originally have been part of the same mass as the planets and
moons, it would have to rotate ten-million times faster. *Layzer
adds, if thesun lost so much of itsmomentum, why did the plan-
etsnot losetheirs?

2-Theorbitsof Mercury, Pluto, aster oids, and cometseach
have an extreme inclination from the plane of the sun’s eclip-
tic. The solar origin theories cannot explain this.

3- Both Uranusand Venusrotate backwar d, compared to
all theother planets. The other seven rotateforward, inrelation to
their orbit around the sun. Uranus rotates at a 98° angle from its
orbital plane. Itisliterally rolling along!

4 - One-third of the 60 primary moons have retrograde
(backward) motion, opposite (!) to therotational direction of
their planets. Theofficia evolutionists' theory for how these back-
ward-rotating moons formed is this: The planet hurled them out,
then drew them back, and they began orbiting it. Evolutioniststry
to explain everything in our world and the universe as a bunch of
fortunate accidents. (According Jet Propulsion Lab, as of February
2006, the major planets in our solar system now have over 150
moons, with more than 50% discovered in the past 6 years. How
could they al get into position around their respective planets, and
keep orbiting without falling into those planets?)

5 - The continued existence of these moons is unexplain-
able. For example, Triton, the inner of Neptune's moons, with a
diameter of 3000 miles[4827 km], is nearly twice the mass of our
moon, yet revolves backward every six days, hasanearly circular
orbit,—and isonly 220,000 miles[353,980 km] fromits planet! It
should fall into its planet any day now, but it does not do so.

6 - Therearesuch striking differencesbetween thevarious
planets and moons, that they could not have originated from
the same sour ce.

“The solar system used to be a simple place, before any space-
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CHART OF THE PLANETS—The following
chart will provide you with a glimpse of the com-
plexity of the nine planets. Each one is supposed
to have hardened, under similar conditions, from
the same floating gas,—yet each one is widely
different from the others. For example, compare
pictures you have seen of Venus, Earth, and
Mars from outer space. There is not the least
resemblance between them.

Planetary Data MERCURY | VENUs | EARTH | MARs |JUPITER | SATURN |URANUS |NEPTUNE| PLUTO
g:jao'{":;;fg;' an:ﬁ;':)' ) 3,031 7,521 7926 | 4217 | 88730 | 74566 | 31566 | 30,199 | 11,420
Mass
(Earth =1) 0.055 0814 | 1000 | o107 | 3178 | o516 | 1455 | 1723 |0.0026(2)
Density
(water = 1) 5.43 524 552 393 1.33 071 1.31 1.77 1.1
2’; e ) 0.06 086 1.00 015 | 1323 | 752 64 54 0.01
i 88.0 2247 | 36526 | €870 | 1186 | 2946 | s4.01 1648 | 2477
Revolution around Sun days days days days years years years years years
2;:;:)“ Period 58.65 2430 | 09973 | 10260 | 0410 | o0.427 0.45 067 | 6.3867
Equatorial Radi
(r:i‘l’ :sc)’”a adius 1,516 3750 | 3963 | 2112 | sae79 | 37.284 | 16247 | 15380 | 752
Mass
(Trillion Trillion Pounds) 0.729 10738 | 13177 | 1416 | 41870 | 1,2538 | 19095 | 2271 | o026
?’éi?;'hof: > ity 0.8 0.95 1.0 0.71 024 | 0125 | o216 | 030 0.36
Gravity
(Earth =1) 0.39 0.88 1.0 0.38 2.34 0.93 0.79 113 | 00637
Period of Rotati
(:;'l:’rs)" otation 14076 | 58322 | 239 246 9.8 102 17.2 177 6.4
Escape Velocity
(Miles per Hour) 9,619 23042 | 25085 | 11,185 | 133,104 | 79,639 | 47.470 | 52794 | 2640
Major Atmospheric Gas Oxygen Carbon i Carbon
| P Y9 Dioxide Nitrogen Dioxide Hydrogen|Hydrogen|Hydrogen|Hydrogen| Methane
'(Bi';‘rzg‘s’;‘ of Equator 0.0 26 235 252 3.4 267 82.1 29.0 62.0
Known Moons 0 (] 1 2 16 17 15 8 1
Eccentricity of Orbit 0.206 0.007 0.017 0.093 0.048 0.056 0.047 0.009 0.246
mf:sigﬁ'ﬁixg°°'ty 107,132 | 78364 | 66,641 | 53980 | 29216 | 21565 | 15234 | 12,147 | 10,604
mﬂimﬁg‘;ﬁﬁzg from Sun 286 66.8 91.4 1284 | 4603 | 8376 | 16990 | 27710 | 27560
(MMEI:‘,:'::S"'O? ﬁﬂ;‘)’e from Sun 434 67.7 945 1549 | so72 | e3e2 | 18680 | 28190 | 4555.0
?ﬁﬁ.’;ﬁfﬁ?ﬁlﬁf m Sun 36.0 67.2 93.0 1416 | 4834 | sse7 | 17840 | 27944 | 3656
Period of Revolution
(Earth Years) 0.24 0.62 1 1.88 11.86 | 29.46 | 8401 | 16479 | 24770

Inclination of Orbit to Plane
of Ecliptic (Degrees) 7.00 3.39 - 1.85 1.31 2.49 0.77 1.77 17.15
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craft ventured forth from the Earth . . But 30 years of planetary
exploration have replaced the simple picture with afar more com-
plex image. ‘ The most striking outcome of planetary explorationis
thediversity of theplanets,” says planetary physicist David Stevenson
of the Californialnstitute of Technology. Ross Taylor of theAustra-
lian National University agrees:. ‘If you look at all the planets and
the 60 or so satellites[moong], it'svery hard to find two that arethe
same.’ "—*Richard A. Kerr, “The Solar System’s New Diversity,”
Science 265, September 2, 1994, p. 1360.

7 - Many say that material from the sun madethe planets
and moons. But theratio of elementsin thesun isfar different
than that found in the planets and moons. One could not come
from the other. How then could the earth and other planetsbetorn
out of the sun (planetesimal theory) or come from the same gas
cloud that produced the sun (nebular hypothesis)

“We see that material torn from the sun would not be at all suit-
ablefor theformation of the planets aswe know them. Itscomposi-
tionwould be hopelessly wrong.”—*Fred Hoyle, ““Where the Earth
Came from,”” Harper’s, March 1951, p. 65.

8- How could thedelicateringsof Saturn havebeen formed
from gas, collisions, or some other chance occurrence? (Those
rings include ammonia, which should rather quickly vaporize off
into space.)

9 - Saturn has 17 major moons; yet none of them ever col-
lidewith rings. Thefarthest one out is Phoebe, which revolvesin
amotion oppositeto Saturn and itsrings. How could that happen?

10 - Nearly all of Saturn’s moons are different from one
another in the extreme. Titan, alone, has a thick atmosphere
(thicker than ours). Enceladus has an extremely smooth surface;
whereas the other moons are generally much rougher. Hyperion is
theleast spherical and shaped like apotato. The surface of lapedus
isfivetimesdarker on one sidethan on the other. Onemoonisonly
48,000 miles [77,232 km] above Saturn’s cloud cover! There are
three co-orbital moon sets; that is, each set sharesthe same or bit
and chasesitsoneor two companionsaround Saturn endlessly. Some
of Saturn’s moonstravel clockwise, and others counterclockwise.
How could all those moons originate by chance?

11 - As noted earlier, the chemical makeup of our moon is
distinctly different than that of earth. The theorists cannot ex-
plainthis.
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“To the surprise of scientists [after the Apollo moon landings],
the chemical makeup of the moon rocksisdistinctly different from
that of rocks on Earth. Thisdifferenceimpliesthat the moon formed
under different conditions. Prof [A.GW.] Cameron explains, and
means that any theory on the origin of the planets now will haveto
create the moon and the earth in different ways.”—* J.E. Bishop,
“New Theories of Creation,” Science Digest 72, October 1972, p.
42.

12 - Our moon islarger in relation to the planet it orbits
than is any other moon in our solar system. Go out at night a
look at it. To have such a huge body circling so close to us—
without fallinginto the earth—issimply astounding. Scientists
cannot keep their satellites orbiting the earth without occa-
sional adjustments. Lacking such adjustments, the orbits decay
and the satellites eventually fall and crash. Yet, century after cen-
tury, our moon maintains an exquisitely perfect orbit around the
earth.

“Themoonisawaysfalling. It hasasidewaysmotion of itsown
that balancesitsfalling motion. It therefore staysin a closed orbit
about the Earth, never falling altogether and never escaping alto-
gether.”—* Isaac Asimov’s Book of Facts (1979), p. 400.

“Now the moon’s elliptical motion around the earth can be split
into horizontal and vertical components. The vertical component is
such that, in the space of asecond, the moon fallsatrifle morethan
1/20 inch [.127 cm] toward the earth. In that time, it also moves
about 3300 feet [1001 m] inthe horizontal direction, just far enough
to compensate for the fall and carry it around the earth’s curva-
ture.”—*Isaac Asimov, Asimov’s New Guide to Science (1984),
pp. 873-874.

7 - THE ELEMENTAL FORCES
OF THE UNIVERSE

* Gravity. Gravity istheweakest forceintheuniverse; yetitis
inperfect balance. If gravity wereany stronger, thesmaller stars
could not form; any weaker, the bigger stars could not form
and no heavy elements could exist. Only red dwarf stars would
exist, and these would radiate too feebly to support life on aplanet.

* Proton to Neutron ratio. A proton is a subatomic particle
found in the nucleus of all atoms. It has a positive electric charge
that is equal to the negative charge of the electron. A neutronisa
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subatomic particlethat hasno electric charge. The mass of the neu-
tron must exceed that of the proton in order for the stable elements
to exist. But the neutron can only exceed the mass of the proton
by an extremely small amount—an amount that isexactly twice
the mass of the electron. That critical point of balanceis only
onepart in athousand.

If the ratio of the mass of the proton to neutron were to vary
outside of that limit—chaos would result. If it were any less or
more, atoms would fly apart or crush together—and every-
thing would be destroyed. If the mass of the proton were only
slightly larger, the added weight would causeit to quickly become
unstable and decay into aneutron, positron, and neutrino. Thiswould
destroy hydrogen, the dominant element inthe universe. A Master
Designer planned that the proton’s masswould be slightly smaller
than that of the neutron. Otherwise the universe would collapse.

* Photon to baryon ratio. A photon is the basic quantum, or
unit, of light or other electro-magnetic radiant energy, when con-
sidered as a discrete particle. The baryon is a subatomic particle
whoseweight isequal to or greater than that of aproton. This pho-
ton-to-baryonratioiscrucial. If theratioweremuch higher than
itis, starsand galaxies could not hold together through gravi-
tational attraction.

* Nuclear force. It is the nuclear force that holds the atoms
together. If it were larger, there would be no hydrogen, only
helium and the heavy elements. I f it were smaller, therewould
only be hydrogen and no heavy elements. Without hydrogen and
the heavy elementsthere could be no life. Without hydrogen, there
could be no stable stars.

If thenuclear forcewereonly onepart in ahundred stron-
ger or weaker than it now is, carbon could not exist, and carbon
isthebasic element in every living thing. A two-per cent increase
would eliminate protons.

* Electromagnetic force. If it werejust avery small amount
smaller or larger, no chemical bonds could form. A reduction
in strength by a factor of only 1.6 would result in the rapid
decay of protonsinto leptons. A threefold increase in the charge
of the electron would render it impossible for any element, other
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than hydrogen, to exist. A threefold decrease would bring the de-
struction of all neutral atoms by even the lowest heat—such asis
found in outer space.

* |t would beimpossiblefor evolution to producethedeli-
cate balances of thesefor ces. They wer e planned. In spite of the
delicateinternal ratio balance within each of thefour forces (gravi-
tation, electromagnetism, and the weak and strong forces), those
basic forces have strengths which differ so greatly from one
another that the strongest isten thousand billion billion billion
billion times mor e power ful than the weakest of them. Yet the
complicated math required for the Big Bang theory requires
that all basic forces had to be the same in strength—during
and just after that explosion occurred!

Evolutionistscannot claim that these delicate balances oc-
curred asaresult of “natural selection” or “mutations,” —for
we are heredealing with the basic properties of matter; there
isnoroom herefor gradual “ evolving.” The proton-neutron mass
ratio, for example, iswhat it has always been—what it was since
the Beginning! It has not changed; it will not change. It began just
right; there was no second chance! The same appliesto all the other
factorsand balancesin elemental matter and the physical principles
governing them.

8 - ADDITIONAL DATA

SIX FUNDANMENTAL REQUIREVMIENTS
OF STELLAR EVOLUTION THEORIES
It is difficult to even think about outer space. You and | have
never lived there. So we shall consider six primary aspects of mat-
ter and stellar evolutionary theories as occurring right here on
earth. In doing so, we can see the utter foolishness of each of these
requirements for outer-space evolutionary theory.

1. When nothing makes itself into something. Experiment
One: Gointo an empty room and clean it out well. Remove all the
furnitureand even thedust. Seal up thewindowsand lock the doors
and leave. Come back periodically and check to see what happens.
Theair inside the room should changeitself into different types of
matter, such ashirds, chemicals, grass, etc. Or take avacuum bottle
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and extract as much air and gaseous material as possible. Sedl it.
The contents should change into something el se. Conclusion: Noth-
ing never makes itself into anything.

2. When gas begins twirling. Experiment Two: With all the
doorsand windows shut, and everything inside and outside the house
evenly cold, theair in the house should begin rotating and then push
itself into a solid. Conclusion: Gas left alone in a cold place will
not do anything.

3. When gasgravitatesinto a solid. Experiment Three: Gas
issupposed to push itself into solids. Wewill helpit aong, by start-
ing with the high-pressure propanetank in your backyard. Fill it as
full as possible, thus helping to push the gas together. Wait and
check it periodically. The contents should change themselvesinto a
solid. Then open the valve to see how the situation is proceeding:
All the contents will rush out. Conclusion: “Nature may abhor a
vacuum,” but gas abhors being pushed together!

4. When hydrogen changes itself into the heavier atoms.
Experiment Four: Asarule, hydrogen in stars only changes into
helium. But when alarge-enough star explodes, sizeable amounts
of the hydrogen are said to change into heavier elements (elements
above helium). Admittedly, we cannot equal thisexperiment on earth,
since the explosion of alarge star is required. But we have evi-
dencefrom outer space on thispoint. TheA.D. 1054 explosion of a
star produced the Crab nebula. Analysis of the gasfrom that nebula
revealed few, very few heavier elements. Conclusion: Supernova
explosions, which are infrequent, could not have produced the
present amounts of heavier elements.

5. When starsget together. Experiment Five: There are hun-
dreds of millions of multiple star systems, in which severa stars
are close to one another and mutually orbit each other. Simulate
this by taking three or four circular magnets (you will find one on
theback of every TV setinthejunkyard). Place them closetogether
and, by hand, have them orbit one another. They are never to come
together, but only to circle one another. Scientists know that the
gravitational (“magnetic-like”) attraction of an average star
isabout 5light-years. They also know that multiplestarsarefar
closer to each other than 5 light-years! So, like magnets, they
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ought to rush together if not properly kept apart by exacting orbits.
Conclusion: You cannot put magnets close together without them
coming together, no matter how carefully you try to keep them
from doing so. It is impossible for stars to randomly arrange them-
selves into short- or long-term orbits with anything. Try dropping
one magnet past another repeatedly, and seeif it will accidentally
gointo orbit!

6. When randomness or ganizes itself. Experiment Six: Go
toyour local junkyard and ask that it belocked up and closed off for
ayear. Return from time to time and watch how it cleansitself up
and then arrangesitself into an orderly collection of materials. Con-
clusion: Randomness never organizes itself. Incoherent matter in
outer space could never arrange itself into orbiting stars, galax-
ies, and planetary systems.

THE AGE OF THE UNIVERSE

What isthe age of the univer sg, as calculated by some of the most
prominent theories being considered in our time? Herethey are:

*Gamow: 3-5 billion years. * Peeblesand * Wilkinson: 7 billion years.
* Ashford: 10-15 billion years. * Shklovski: 70 billion years. * Alfven:
trillions of years. *Hoyle: infinite time.

By thelate 1980s, evolutionary scientistswere pretty much in agree-
ment that the universe was 15-20 billion yearsold. But new data surfaced
in the early 1990s, which required them to lower the age to 15 billion
years or less. The problem is the Big Bang theory leans heavily on the
speed theory of the redshift;—and there are now quasars which, accord-
ing to the speed theory, are older than 15 billion years. So the evolution-

ists are being squeezed on both ends of their grand time continuum.

THE NICE SYMPOSIUMV

By theearly 1970s, so much scientific data had poured in repudi-
ating the basic aspects of the various cosmologies, that something
had to bedone. Inthe past, the elusive hope had always offered itsel f that,
even though all the past theories of matter and stellar origins might bein
shambles, there was always the possibility that some brilliant mind might
yet come up with asolution.

In April 1972, the top minds in stellar physics, chemistry, and
astronomy gathered at the Nice Symposium. A declaratory statement
of purposeincluded thiscomment:

“The Symposium has al so served in delineating the areas of our
ignorance, in particular in relation with the hydrodynamics of the
nebula[moations of gas clouds], and with the physicochemistry of
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the ' sticking process [getting gastogether into starsand planets].”—
*Symposium Statement, quoted in R.E. Kofahi and K.L. Segraves,
The Creation Explanation, p. 141.

Many insurmountable problems were discussed, but it
seemed that all the participants could do was list the prob-
lems. No one seemed to have any answers.

“[1] Yet to be discussed adequately isthe detail ed fragmentation
of themassive cloud inwhich protostars are born. [2] Alsoin ques-
tion are the hydrodynamics and stability considerations of the
protosun nebula. [3] Most important, there remain to be specified
thecrucial experimental teststhat can distinguish between the avail -
ableviabletheories. [4] Itisparticularly disappointing that we have
almost no useful information on the specific solid state processes at
work intheaccretion phase.” —*Review of Nice Symposium, quoted
in op. cit., p. 143.

Here, in simple language, is a restatement of the above ques-
tions, for which scientists have no answers: (1) How did the first
cloud break apart and changeinto stars?(2) How did the gas clouds
whirl themselves toward production of stellar objects, in such a
way as to solve the angular momentum problem? (3) Boys, we
ought to be able to experimentally prove at least one of these the-
ories! (4) How did the gas push itself into solids?

*H. Reeves, theeditor of thefinal Symposium Report, listed
seven fundamental problems. The above reviewer quotes them:

“Dothe sun and planets originatein the sameinterstellar cloud?
If s0, how was the planetary matter separated from the solar gas?
How massive was the nebula? How did the collapsing cloud cross
thethermal, magnetic, and angular momentum barriers? What were
the physical conditionsin the nebula? What was the mechanism of
condensation and accretion [of gasinto stars, planets, etc.]? How
did the planets, with their present properties and solar distances,
form?’—=*Ibid.

If you open atypical science book on astronomy, you will
find theories about the origin of the universe and stars stated
with great certainty, and you will be bombarded with paintings of
gasclouds and protostars.

If you attend a closed-door conference, such asthe Nice Sym-
posium, you will find worried men, desperate theories, scien-
tific factswhich condemn those theories, alack of alternative
explanations, an atmosphere of hopeless despair in the face of
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unproven and unprovableideas, and no solutionsor scientific
experimentsableto alleviatethe situation.

SCIENTISTS SPEAK ABOUT ASTRONOMY

We will conclude with a few quotations. You will find far
more on our website. The first one, by an evolutionist, describes
the evolutionary, or sorry state, universe:

“Our Universe had its physical origin as a quantum fluctuation
of some preexisting true vacuum, or state of nothingness.”—*Ed-
ward P. Tryon, “What Made the World?”” in New Scientist, March
8, 1984, p. 16.

Another scientist, aleading astronomer who spent histime study-
ing the starsinstead of speculativewritings, said this:

“A scientific study of the universe has suggested a conclusion
which may be summed upin the statement that the universe appears
to have been designed by a pure mathematician.”—*Sir James
Jeans, The Mysterious Universe, p. 140.

Another astronomer, writing more recently, put it thisway:

“It seems to be one of the fundamental features of nature that funda-
mental physical laws are described in terms of a mathematical theory of
great beauty and power, needing quite ahigh standard of mathematicsfor
oneto understandit . . One could perhaps describe the situation by saying
that God is a mathematician of a very high order, and He used very ad-
vanced mathematics in constructing the universe.”—*Scientific Ameri-
can, May 1963, p. 53.

The problem isthat, although the evolutionists do not want
the publicto know it, the scientists cannot figure out how gal-
axies, stars, and planetsoriginated. Although there are billions
of starsout there, the experts do not have the slightest idea of how
even one was produced.

“A handful of sand contains about 10,000 grains, more than the num-
ber of stars we can see on a clear night. But the number of stars we can
seeisonly afraction of the number of starsthat are[there] . . The cosmos
isrich beyond measure: thetotal number of starsintheuniverseisgreater
than al the grains of sand on all the beaches on the planet earth.”—*Carl
Sagan, Cosmos, 1980.

“The universe we see when we look out to its farthest horizons con-
tains a hundred billion galaxies. Each of these galaxies contains another
hundred billion stars. That's 10% stars all told. The silent embarrassment
of modern astrophysicsisthat we do not know how even asingle one of
these stars managed to form.”—*Martin Harwit, “Book Reviews,”” Sci-
ence, March 1986, pp. 1201-1202.
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“Theproblem of explaining the existence of the galaxies has proved to
be one of the thorniest in cosmology. By al rights, they just shouldn’t be
there, yet there they sit. It's hard to convey the depth of frustration that
this simple fact induces among scientists.”—* James Trefil, Dark Side of
the Universe (1988), p. 55.

“If stars did not exist, it would be easy to prove that thisis what we
expect.”—*G.R. Burbidge, quoted by *R.L. Sears and *Robert R.
Brownlee (eds: *L.H. Aller and *D. McLaughlin) Stellar Structures
(1963), p. 577.

“But if we had areliabletheory of the origin of planets, if we knew of
some mechanism consistent with the laws of physics so that we under-
stood how planets form, then clearly we could make use of it to estimate
the probability that other stars have attendant planets. However no such
theory exists yet, despite the large number of hypotheses suggested.” —
*R.A. Lyttleton, Mysteries of the Solar System (1968), p. 4.

“| suspect that the sunis 4.5 hillion years old. However, given some
new and unexpected results to the contrary, and some time for frantic
recalculation and theoretical readjustment, | suspect that we could live
with Bishop Ussher’svaluefor the age of the Earth and Sun[4004 B.C.].
| don’t think we have much in the way of observational evidencein as-
tronomy to conflict with that.”—*John Eddy, Geotimes (1978).

Itisfor such reasonsasthe above, that many scientistsareturn-
ing to the only other cause of stars, galaxies, and planets.

“Like most scientists, Einstein included, | have an almost religious
belief in a basic underlying order—a belief that natural forces are just
manifestations of some deeper thing.”—*William Kaufmann, “Luminous
Reputations,” in Science Digest, Vol. 89, No. 1 (1981), p. 8.

“The details differ, but the essential elementsin the astronomical and
biblical accounts of Genesis are the same: the chain of eventsleading to
man commenced suddenly and sharply at adefinite momentintime, ina
flash of light and energy . . For the scientist who haslived by hisfaithin
the power of reason, the story ends like a bad dream. He has scaled the
mountain of ignorance; he is about to conquer the highest peak; as he
pulls himself over the final rock, heis greeted by a band of theologians
who have been sitting there for centuries.”—*Robert Jastrow, God and
the Astronomers (1978) [one of the best-known astronomers of the 20th
century].

“Everything pointswith overwhelming forceto adefinite event or events
of creation at some time or times not infinitely remote.”—*Sir James
Jeans, Eos or The Wider Aspects of Cosmogeny, p. 35.

Sir Isaac Newton is considered one of the two greatest scien-
tistsof thelast 500 years. He clearly saw the implications of celes-
tial mechanicsand theintricately designed wondersin the sky.

“One day, as Newton sat reading in his study with his mechanism on
alarge table near him, afriend, who saw things differently than he did,
stepped in. Scientist that he was, he recognized at a glance what was
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before him. Stepping up toit, he slowly turned the crank, and with undis-
guised admiration watched the heavenly bodiesal moveintheir relative
speed in their orbits.

“Standing off afew feet he exclaimed, ‘My! What an exquisite thing
thisisl Who made it? Without looking up from his book, Newton an-
swered, ‘ Nobody.’

“Quickly turning to Newton, his friend said, ‘ Evidently you did not
understand my question. | asked who made this? Looking up now, New-
ton solemnly assured him that nobody madeit, but that the apparatus had
just happened to assume the form it wasin.

“The astonished man replied with some heat, ‘ You must think | am a
fool! Of course somebody madeit, and heisagenius, and I’ d liketo know
who heis!’

“Laying his book aside, Newton arose and said, ‘ This thing is but a
puny imitation of amuch grander system, whose laws you know,—and
here | am not ableto convinceyou that thismeretoy beforeyou iswithout
adesigner and maker!

“ *Yet you profess to believe that the great original from which the
design is taken, with its more massive and complicated orbital motions,
has come into being without either designer or maker! Now tell me by
what sort of reasoning do you reach such aconclusion? "—The Minne-
sota Technolog, October 1957.

“1 know of no reason [for the motion of the planets] but because the
Author of the system thought it convenient.”—Isaac Newton, Four Let-
ters to Richard Bentley, in *Milton K. Munitz (ed.), Theories of the Uni-
verse (1957), p. 212.

EVOLUTION COULD NOT DO THIS

Try as they might, scientists cannot figure out how to make
light without 94.5% of the energy being used as heat. But the fire-
fly, Photinus, makes light with 90% of the energy for that purpose.
The glow of afirefly contains only 1/80,000 of the heat that would
be produced by a candle flame of equal size. One scientist spent
hislifetime studying theluciferin infireflies, without success. Many
other researchers have tackled the problem, and have also failed.

The diving spider is a regular spider which breathes air but
spends most of its time under water. Diving under water with a
bubble, and fastening it to vegetation, the spider usesit for air and
a nest. The living and nesting habits of this spider are complex
and amazing. As soon as the babies are born, they do their part in
diving and helping the family. Why would any spider in his right
mind want to live underwater, when he cannot breathe there?
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CHAPTER 2 - STUDY AND REVIEW QUESTIONS
THE BIG BANG AND STELLAR EVOLUTION

GRADES 5 TO 12 ON A GRADUATED SCALE

1 - Draw a simple sketch of our solar system, with the sun,
planets, and some of the moons. Then draw a second sketch of
what our part of the sky would look likeif an outward moving ex-
plosion of gas[from a“Big Bang”] wereto passthroughit. Would
it produce our sun, with planets circling it, and moonscircling the
planets?

2 - Draw asketch of the supposed Big Bang in the center of a
sheet of paper. All around it jot down brief-sentence reasons why
that theory would beimpossible.

3 - Draw apicture of electronscircling anucleus. Find aPeri-
odic Table of Elements. Do you believe those very complicated
elements, with their whirling el ectrons, could have madethemselves
out of nothing?

4 - *Fred Hoyle developed an incorrect theory, known as the
steady-state theory. Later he repudiated it publicly. What do you
think of Dr. Hoyle for doing that? Do you think it is common for
most evolutioniststo later reject atheory they have held for many
years?

5 - Write a paper disproving one of the following: Big Bang
theory, background radiation theory, redshift theory, expanding uni-
versetheory.

6 - Could outward-flowing gasand random action of molecules
really have produced stars, planets, and life on our world? Tell why
you do or do not think so.

7 - Explain the difference between “Kelvin,” “Celsius,”” and
“absolute zero.” How is “Celsius™ different than *““Fahrenheit™?

8 - Explain the difference between the four types of redshift
explanations: (1) first-order Doppler effect (speed theory), (2) gravi-
tational shift, (3) second-order Doppler effect, and (4) energy-loss,
tired-light shift.

9 - Research the meaning of the following terms and explain
each in abrief statement: laws of nature, angular momentum, he-
lium mass 4 gap, periodic table of elements, supernova, inverse-
square law, Hubble constant, second law of thermodynamics.





