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Genesis 1 Part 8 – The Fourth Day of
Creation
(Genesis 1:14-19)
When I made a series of video lectures on the Creation Week, my talk
for Day Four was entitled The Bible’s Astronomy.1 That is what the
fourth day of Creation is really all about – though perhaps a better
title might have been The Bible’s Cosmogony.
Cosmogony refers to a theory or model of how the universe came to
be in its present form. It is therefore a subset of cosmology – a study of
the universe, and how it fits together. Cosmology and astronomy
overlap a lot, and writers on astronomy will usually comment on
cosmology, though strictly speaking astronomy is more of an
observational science, describing our view of the night sky. Hopefully,
all readers of this book will be aware that none of the above terms has
anything to do with astrology, which is a pseudo-religious, occult
“art”. A case can be made to suggest that astronomy is supported in
the Bible (Psalm 19:1). Astrology, on the other hand, is forbidden in
the Bible. For example, in Deuteronomy 18:9-12, God says:
When you come into the land that the Lord your God is
giving you, you shall not learn to follow the abominable
1

The Six Days of Genesis – DVD Series, Creation Today, produced by Kent
Andrew Hovind, 2013.
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practices of those nations. There shall not be found among
you anyone who burns his son or his daughter as an
offering, anyone who practices divination or tells fortunes
or interprets omens, or a sorcerer or a charmer or a
medium or a necromancer or one who inquires of the
dead, for whoever does these things is an abomination to
the Lord. And because of these abominations the Lord
your God is driving them out before you.
The telling of fortunes or the interpretation of omens certainly covers
astrology, and a strong case is made that these verses forbid
astrology, among other occult practices.

The Big Bang
Most people seem to make a start with this subject, by assuming that
the Big Bang theory is a scientific fact, and that we must therefore
interpret Genesis accordingly. Indeed, belief in the Big Bang theory
seems to be more widespread that belief in Darwinian Evolution.
There are biblical scholars who refuse to compromise with
Darwinism, but think that they have no choice but to add the Big Bang
to their biblical accounts. We need to state at the outset that this is
not the case. In many ways, the Big Bang can be considered as a form
of cosmic evolution, because, like its biological counterpart, its
provisions are contrary to Scripture, and it suggests that ordered
systems could spontaneously develop out of chaos. We need to state
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from the outset that not only is it not necessary to accept the Big
Bang theory, the biblical account is positively opposed to it.

What Is the Big Bang Theory?
In order to be able to criticize the Big Bang theory, we need to
understand what it really is. Now, a commentary on Genesis like this
cannot discuss every aspect of the Big Bang theory, so readers need to
be referred, for further information, to some of the most important
books on creationist cosmogony of the last couple of decades. These
would include Taking Back Astronomy2 by Jason Lisle, Dismantling the Big
Bang3 by Alex Williams and John Hartnett, Starlight, Time, and the New
Physics4 by John Hartnett, The Created Cosmos5 by Danny Faulkner, and
The Physics of Einstein6 by Jason Lisle.
It is often mistakenly thought that secular cosmologists assume that
every piece of matter in the universe was once in one small point, and
that this somehow exploded, sending everything out to expand into
space. This is not what they believe. They believe that not only all
matter, but also all of space and time was also in that small point,
known as a singularity, before it burst open. The Big Bang is inferred,
2
3
4
5
6

Lisle, J. (2006), Taking Back Astronomy, (Green Forest, AR: Master Books).
Williams, A. and Hartnett, J. (2005), Dismantling the Big Bang, (Green Forest,
AR: Master Books).
Hartnett, J. (2007), Starlight, Time, and the New Physics, (Atlanta, GA: Creation
Book Publishers).
Faulkner, D. (2016), The Created Cosmos, (Green Forest, AR: Master Books).
Lisle, J. (2018), The Physics of Einstein, (Aledo, TX: Biblical Science Institute).
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because of the expansion of the universe. Galaxies are moving away
from each other, so this movement is extrapolated backwards, to
determine at what point that singularity existed. One high school
physics textbook in the UK put it thus:
If we imagine travelling back in time, then galaxies would
all be speeding towards each other, making the Universe a
denser place in the past. If we continue going backwards,
then we should reach a moment in time when the
Universe was crammed together into a state of almost
infinite density. This reasoning suggests that the Universe
began in a sort of explosion.7
The Big Bang theory, as stated above, does not suggest that
everything has expanded into an infinite cosmos of space. This would
imply that one part of the universe would be the center, and that,
therefore, observations taken in different parts of the universe would,
themselves, be different. However, it is a principle of the Big Bang
theory that there is no special place anywhere in the universe, and
that all observations from all parts of the universe are essentially the
same. The only way to satisfy this principle – known as the
Cosmological Principle – is to imagine a universe that is not really
possible for our heads to get around. It is suggested that our threedimensional universe is expanding into a fourth dimension. This
7
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fourth dimension is not time, as in Einstein’s ideas of relativity, but a
fourth dimension of space perpendicular to the other three.
To get at least a modicum of understanding on this matter, let us
imagine a universe with one dimension less. Let us say that the visible
universe has two dimensions instead of three. This universe could be
on a flat two-dimensional plane. But let us suppose that it is, in fact,
drawn on the outside of a very large balloon. Although the surface of
the balloon is curved, it would appear to small occupants of this
universe that it is, in fact, a planar surface. Then we can imagine that
this balloon is being inflated, so that its surface expands through a
third dimension. An ant on the balloon’s surface, while thinking that
it is on a flat surface, could walk in one direction, and eventually end
up back where it started. No point on the surface of this balloon
would be the “center” of this two-dimensional universe, because this
universe has no boundary – just a curve back on itself. Big Bang
theorists take this two- and three- dimensional analogy and apply it
to a three and four dimensional scenario.
It needs to be emphasized that this highly unusual cosmological
model is not a statement of fact. It is a model. It is for this reason that
Dr. Lisle describes it as “a secular speculation about the origin of the
universe.”8

8

Lisle, J. (2006), p. 43, emphasis added.
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The Biblical Account
Now that we have stated what the secular alternative to the biblical
account is, we can more fully examine the biblical account. In doing
so, we will see that it is incompatible with the secular Big Bang model.
14. And God said, Let there be lights in the expanse of the
heavens to separate the day from the night. And let them
be for signs and for seasons, and for days and years, 15.
and let them be lights in the expanse of the heavens to
give light upon the earth. And it was so. 16. And God made
the two great lights—the greater light to rule the day and
the lesser light to rule the night—and the stars. 17. And
God set them in the expanse of the heavens to give light
on the earth, 18. to rule over the day and over the night,
and to separate the light from the darkness. And God saw
that it was good. 19. And there was evening and there was
morning, the fourth day. (Genesis 1:14-19)
In verse 14, we see that all the lights of the universe were created by
God and therefore He knows where they all are, and how they all
work. In no way does this take away from our awe at the vastness of
the universe; quite the contrary.
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However, it is possible that this also means that however vast the
universe is, it is finite. Of course, God could create an infinite universe
if He wished, but we have already discussed that the universe is
bounded by the waters above the expanse. In verse 14, we have read
that God made these lights in the expanse. Therefore, the lights are
contained within a finite, though hugely vast, volume. It makes sense
to suppose, then, that the number of lights is finite. These lights
include stars, the Sun, the Moon, planets, asteroids, and, indeed, all
astronomical objects. We have already discussed that this expanse is
stretching. In the Creation Week, it stretched rapidly, but that
stretching continues today. This stretching of what we might call the
fabric of space is what gives us our red shift measurements today.
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The lights are there to separate the day from the night. This may
seem obvious at first, but it is not. In fact, the amount of light from
stars presents a paradox, which Big Bang cosmology is unable to
explain. The paradox is called Olber’s Paradox, and is named for
Heinrich Wilhelm Olbers (1758–1840), who formulated it. Also called
the Dark Night Paradox, it surmises what might happen if there are an
infinite number of stars. Although these stars are not an equal
distance away, some are brighter than others, and they could appear
at all points of the night sky. With such a scenario, why is there any
dark sky at night at all? If there is an equal chance of a star being at
any point in the sky, and there are an infinite number of stars, the
entire night sky should be covered with stars. Clearly, this is not the
case, so Olber concluded that the number of stars is finite.9
Genesis 1:14 also tells us that the lights in the sky are for signs and
seasons. This fact applies to the Sun and Moon, but equally applies to
the stars. Because stars are so far away, they appear fixed. Of course,
they are not. Over the centuries, there have been imperceptible
changes of the position of the stars relative to each other. In the time
of Noah, for example, the star that we now know as Polaris – the Pole
Star – was not the one directly above the North Pole. Instead, that
position was held by a fainter star, called Thuban.
9
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Thuban is seen in the constellation Draco (the Dragon). The current
pole star is Polaris, at the tail of the constellation Ursa Minor (Little

Bear). This apparent movement of these stars over centuries is due to
axial regression.
As the stars appear more or less fixed in place in the sky, many people
have imagined pictures, by joining lines to the stars, as if they were
dots on a page. It takes a lot of imagination to see these rather fanciful
pictures in the sky, yet the images are pretty well established, and
some of them are even mentioned in the Bible. These constellations
act as signs in the sky. Different constellations appear at different
times of year, so these signs do indeed mark out the seasons. For
example, in many northern hemisphere lands, the appearance of
Orion lets us know that Winter is upon us. However, any attempt to
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see spiritual suggestions in the sky constitutes astrology, which is
forbidden in Scripture.

The Earth’s axis is tilted at an angle of 23° to where it might be
expected. If one imagines a flat surface, or plane, through the Earth’s
orbit, then a line perpendicular to this would be referred to as the
normal. The Earth’s axis is 23° to that normal. It has been suggested
that this axial tilt is abnormal, and must have been caused by the
catastrophic events of the Worldwide Flood. This seems unlikely. It is
the axial tilt, which is responsible for the seasons, so I would surmise
that the axial tilt before the Flood was the same as that today.
The Sun and the Moon are also timekeepers. The Earth’s rotation on
its axis once every 24 hours is what defines our day, and the rhythm
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of day and night occurs also because of this rotation. This rotation
also causes the apparent motion of the Sun across our daytime sky,
and the apparent motion of the constellations during the night. As we
have suggested, from Day One there must have been a uni-directional
form of light, in order to define these features. On Day Four, however,
the Sun was made the focal point of this light. Why did God make the
Sun on Day Four, and not on Day One? Many ancient pagan societies
worshiped the Sun and / or the Moon, because of their astronomical
significance. It seems likely, therefore, that God was emphasizing that
the Sun and the Moon are only created objects, and so they are not to
be worshiped. This suggestion is somewhat supported by the fact that
the Sun and Moon are not named in this account, but simply
designated as greater and lesser lights.
The Earth and Sun also define our year. The Earth orbits the Sun once
every 365.24 days. The Earth’s orbit is nearly, but not quite, circular. It
is, in fact, an ellipse, with the Sun at one of the two foci of the ellipse.
In fact, all the major timescales, except one, appear to be
astronomical in nature. The year is the period of one orbit of the
Earth around the Sun, and the day is the period of rotation of the
Earth around its axis. The month is closely related to the orbital
period of the Moon around the Earth. This period is 28 days, though
appears to be longer, when one observes the phases of the Moon,
because, by the time the Moon has completed an orbit, the Earth’s
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position has shifted relative to its own orbit around the Sun. The
more irregular months can also be defined by the rising of the
zodiacal constellations. These are the twelve constellations, which are
close in the sky to the ecliptic – the apparent path of the Sun during
the year, which actually represents the orbit of the Earth. These
twelve constellations are mostly named after animals – hence the
zodiacal constellations. However, no mystical significance is to be
given to these constellations, which are only apparent images, seen
with the eye of imagination.
The ecliptic (that apparent path of the Sun) is of great significance in
looking for other astronomical objects. All the eight planets of the
Solar System orbit in more or less the same plane, so they can all be
found in the sky close to the ecliptic. The word planet means
wanderer. The planets appear like stars in the sky, but they generate
no light of their own; like the Moon, they reflect sunlight back to us.
Ancient people named them wanderers, because they are not “fixed”
in the sky, like proper stars, but move across the sky. Their apparent
movement is mostly in one direction, but at the point when the Earth
nears its closest point to a planet further away from the Sun, that
planet can appear to go backwards in the sky, due to the effect known
as retrograde motion, as shown in the diagram.
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It should be noted that the Sun and the Moon are not actually named
in Genesis 1. The theistic evolutionary commentator John Walton
suggests that this is because the cosmos is actually a Temple, and that
the lack of names for these lights – and, indeed, the fact that they are
not mentioned until Day Four – suggests that the purpose of Genesis 1
is simply to speak against the polytheism of “other” Ancient Near
Eastern myths. I am sure that God made these lights on the fourth
day, to emphasize that the Sun and Moon were not creation gods, as
indeed many other cultures suggest. But this fact in no way detracts
from the truthfulness, integrity, and historicity of Genesis 1.
Therefore, for Walton to suggest that the historicity of Genesis 1 does
not matter, compared to its symbolic “truths” is an entirely unbiblical
way of approaching the text. The text is more typical than
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metaphorical. Remember that, in a biblical context, a type is something
which is both real and metaphorical at the same time. For example,
the Passover Lamb was a real lamb, and the Passover a real event –
but it is also symbolic of the death of Jesus, and the salvation of those
for whom He shed His blood. It is in the same manner that we say that
the deliberate non-naming of the Sun and Moon, and the deliberate
creation of them three days later than the Earth is both symbolic of
their relative importance, as well as historically true.
The Sun is the Greater Light, which rules the day. The Sun is – after
Day Four – the source of our light, that we get during the daylight
hours. It is the Sun which sets up the daily rhythms of night and day,
evening and morning. It also sets up the rhythm of the seasons
throughout the year. The Moon, meanwhile, not only governs the
night sky (more on this in a moment), but also governs the passage of
months, and its gravitational pull on the Earth governs the almost
twice-daily rhythm of the ocean tides. It is no wonder, then, that
early Celtic Christians, for example, used these rhythms to influence
their times of prayer:
The first Christians naturally adopted a rhythm of daily
prayer and of weekly celebration of the Lord’s Supper….
Their Scriptures revealed that God expressed rhythm in

104

Genesis 1 Part 8 – The Fourth Day of Creation

his universe; in the seven days of Creation, in the seasons
and in the cycle of each day.10
The Moon, like the planets, does not generate its own light. Instead, it
reflects the light of the Sun. While the Moon is sometimes visible
during the day, and not always visible at night, there is no doubt that
when it is visible during the hours of darkness, its brilliance mitigates
against the darkness quite a lot. There are many nocturnal animals
that would not be able to find food, if it were not for the limited
visibility enabled by moonlight.
When we consider the multiplicity and complexity of the universe, it
is startling to find that the creation of the stars is summed up in one
phrase – almost a throwaway comment at the end of verse 16.
And God made the two great lights—the greater light to
rule the day and the lesser light to rule the night—and the
stars. (Genesis 1:16).
Psalm 8:3 refers to the stars as “the work of your fingers”, yet Psalm
19:1 gives us another reason for the existence of the universe; “The
heavens declare the glory of God, and the sky above proclaims his
handiwork.” We can assume that the term stars is much broader than
our current use of the word, and includes all astronomical objects –
10 Simpson, R. (2014), Celtic Christianity, (Vestal, NY: Anamchara Books), Kindle
edition, location 848.
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planets, comets, galaxies and so on. There are so many objects of so
many different kinds. Our Solar System (objects that orbit the Sun)
consists of eight planets – Mercury, Venus, Earth, Mars, Jupiter,
Saturn, Uranus, and Neptune. There are also a number of dwarf
planets. There could be a hundred of these, but five have been given
names – Ceres, Pluto, Eris, Makemake, and Haumea. The Solar System
also contains comets, which seem to be basically balls of dirty ice,
orbiting the Sun, often in highly elongated elliptical orbits, whereas
most planetary orbits, though also elliptical, are closer to being
circles.
Comets give us an interesting upper bound for the age of the Solar
System. As the comet passes close to the Sun, some of its material is
thrown into space, by the action of the Sun. This material can often be
seen, for larger comets, as a comet tail, which points away from the
Sun, not, as is sometimes thought, opposite to the direction of
motion. It is possible to calculate the rate at which comets lose this
material, and, if we do so, we find that no comet should exist for more
than 100,000 years. This does not mean that I think the Solar System
is 100,000 years old. I think it is about 6,000 years old, because that is
what the Bible says. Nevertheless, this fact shows us that the Solar
System cannot be more than 100,000 years old. However, evolutionary
astrophysicists have developed a coping mechanism for this. They
refer to a nursery of comets, far beyond the orbit of Neptune, which
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Genesis 1 Part 8 – The Fourth Day of Creation

they call the Oort Cloud. This contains a lot of comets, and, every so
often, a passing star can nudge a new comet out of here, so that it can
orbit closer to the Sun. There is, however, no evidence for such a
cloud, and, if we accept the Genesis account, there is no need even to
postulate such a cloud.
Remember that I am not trying to blind you with science with
comments such as these. I am simply showing that genuine scientific
evidence is consistent with the biblical account, rather than with the
concept of deep time. When we start by accepting the account of
creation in Genesis 1 as historically accurate, we find that everything
else falls into place.
There is a great deal more to say about biblical astronomy. However,
if you want more detail on the subject, you need to read a book which
is solely concerned with such a subject. Dr. Danny Faulkner’s “The
Created Cosmos” and Dr. Jason Lisle’s “Taking Back Astronomy”
would be two such books, and both are footnoted earlier.

The Horizon Problem
Having examined the biblical astronomy, we now need to address a
serious problem that applies to a number of cosmogonies – namely
the starlight problem. We should first note that the Big Bang Theory
has an inherent, yet under publicized, starlight problem of its own, to
which there seems to be no observable scientific solution.
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The problem, called The Horizon Problem, concerns a phenomenon
known as Cosmic Microwave Background Radiation.
Space is not completely a vacuum. It is the nearest thing we know to a
perfect vacuum, but it does actually contain some particles, atoms,
and molecules. These particles are in motion – and motion of particles
implies a temperature. In fact, throughout the universe, there is a
background temperature of about 2.75K.11 Although this is a very,
very low temperature, it is still a bit above absolute zero. The energy
required for this temperature is supplied by radiation which has a
frequency of 160.23 GHz, which places it in the microwave range of
the electromagnetic spectrum, corresponding to a photon energy of
6.626 × 10−4 eV. This energy is surprisingly homogeneous. That is to
say it is found to be the same in every direction in every part of the
universe. Yet, the “Big Bang” must have been a randomized event,
that would suggest there should initially have been hot spots and cold
spots throughout the universe. To get the current homogeneity, there

11 K stands for Kelvin, which is a unit of temperature. There are two better known
temperature scales; degrees Fahrenheit has the freezing point of water at 32°F and
the boiling point of water at 212°F – a difference of 180 degrees. Celsius places
the same two references – more logically – at 0 and 100°C respectively.
Therefore, there are 100 degrees difference between these two. Absolute zero is
defined as the coldest temperature possible – when all particles cease moving.
This occurs at -273.15°C. In the Kelvin temperature scale, this absolute zero is set
at 0K, and then each subsequent Kelvin unit is the same amount of temperature
rise as degrees Celsius. Therefore the freezing point of water is 273.15K, and
water’s boiling point is 373.15K.
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must have been a transfer of energy by radiation. This radiation could
have traveled at a maximum speed of the speed of light.
According to Big Bang theorists, the universe is about 13.7 billion
years old. Therefore, the maximum distance that could have been
traveled by the Cosmic Microwave Background radiation is 13.7
billion light years. For this to be achievable, the universe would have
to be less than 27.4 billion light years across (twice the maximum
energy difference, to represent energy radiating in all directions).
However, the universe is known to be much bigger than 27.4 billion
light years. Therefore, CMB is associated with a light problem, specific
to the Big Bang theory, which is not soluble by observational science.
The Big Bang coping mechanism for this is a concept known as
inflation. Now, the expansion of the universe appears to be governed
by a constant known as the Cosmological Constant, and this is a “fiddle
factor” introduced by Einstein, which he later considered to be a
blunder. However, if there is such a constant, then the inflation model
suggests a temporary increase of this constant by a factor of 10100 (1
with a hundred zeros after it), during a period from about 10 -36 to 10-32
seconds after the Big Bang singularity.
Dr. Faulkner has suggested an alternative – and better – explanation
for CMB. He relies on the previously discussed concept that the
universe must be bounded by the “waters above”. As this water is at
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the edge of the universe, it follows that it must have a red shift of the
water spectrum greater than any other observed red shift. The
radiation from this water, Faulkner shows, would have to be about
that of a cool blackbody, which is precisely what it is! So the events
described in Genesis 1:6-8 provide a better explanation for the
existence of the CMB than does the Big Bang / Inflation Theory.

Creationist Cosmogonies
This brings us to one of the most frequent accusations made against
the belief in a historical Genesis. How can you believe the universe is
only 6,000 years old, when light has to have traveled from stars for
many millions of years? As creationists, we refer to this question as
the Starlight and Time Problem. It is often stated as follows:
“How could light have traveled for millions of years across the
universe, yet reached us after only 6,000 years?”
Yet Dr. Faulkner has shown that the question is even more tricky than
this! It is a little lengthy to explain this important point, so it is best to
pose the problem in Faulkner’s own words.
Most treatments of the light travel time problem
concentrate upon the question of how we can see objects
more than 6,000 lys away. Because most objects clearly
visible to the naked eye are well within 6,000 lys, they
aren’t a problem in a recent creation. But while it is
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possible for us to see most of the naked eye stars and
today, some millennia after the Creation Week, it would
not have been possible for Adam to have seen any stars
(other than the sun) for at least four years after his
creation. The stars were made on Day Four, and Adam was
made on Day Six. The nearest star after the sun is 4.3 lys
away, so Adam could not have seen even the closest star
for more than four years, and then stars would have
slowly winked in over the succeeding years. However, the
stars could not have fulfilled their God ordained functions
when Adam first saw them after Day Six. These functions
include being used to mark seasons and the passage of
time (we still do this today with the day, month, and year).
The passage of the year and the seasons are reckoned by
how the sun appears to move against the background stars
as the earth orbits the sun. Absent these background stars,
it would not be possible to determine the passage of the
year and of the seasons. Therefore, to truly solve the light
travel time problem, light from stars even a few light
years away must have been visible only days after their
creation (and it is likely that the light of all the
astronomical objects reaching the earth today also
reached the earth at this early time). Any realistic solution
to the light travel time problem must explain how Adam
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could have seen any stars on the evening following Day
Six.12
It must be pointed out immediately that the Bible does not always
give us a direct answer to questions of this nature. Such questions do
not concern issues of human or even Christian behavior. However,
our presupposition that the Bible is true is not problematic, because it
is possible to build an explanation, which is scientifically coherent,
which acknowledges our biblical presupposition.
We should also mention at this point that there are a number of
variations of the Big Bang theory, and there are other non-biblical
cosmogonies. Although it is the majority view, there are many
astrophysicists who do not accept the Big Bang Theory. Sir Fred
Hoyle’s Steady State Theory is not generally accepted today, but it is
still out there. Also, there is a five-dimensional cosmogony called
Cosmological Relativity, devised principally by the Israeli cosmologist
Dr. Moshe Carmeli.
With this diversity of secular cosmogonies, it should not be an
embarrassment to creationists to discover that there is not one
creationist cosmogony, but several. This is because, although the
Bible is inspired, our creationist models are not. They are scientific
12 Faulkner, D., A Proposal for a New Solution to the Light Travel Time Problem,
Answers Research Journal
6 (2013):279–284, < www.answersingenesis.org/arj/v6/light-travel-time-problem.pdf
>.
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explanations, that attempt to help us understand what has been
happening. As some have said – we hold tight to Scripture, but loosely
to our scientific models.
The existence of even one scientific model that starts from Scripture,
and consistently explains the scientific phenomena, is sufficient to
show that the Bible’s science can be taken seriously. The fact that
different creation scientists have developed different, but
scientifically valid models simply underlines that true science is
consistent with Scripture.
Coupled with the above comments, we need to add that, although I
currently favor one of the models mentioned below, I cannot tell you
that it is definitely true, nor that it will ever, in this life, be “proved”
true, because scientific models do not work like that. I will explain,
after relating the models, which one I prefer, and show that it is a
helpful explanation, but it must be remembered that it is Scripture
that is inerrantly true, not our scientific models.

A. Mature Creation
This explanation takes, as its analogy, the appearance of Adam and
Eve in the Garden. Suppose one had a time machine, and could see
Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden, before the events of Genesis 3
had happened. No sin had yet occurred, so no aging processes had
begun. How old would the first man and woman have appeared? They
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would certainly not have been babies, or even children. It is likely
that they would be approximately similar in appearance to young
adults in their early twenties. They were certainly created physically
mature, as God had commissioned them to “Be fruitful and multiply
and fill the earth and subdue it” (Genesis 1:28) Yet, the two of them, in
reality, were probably no more than about 10 days old.13
In the same way, it is reasoned, God could have created a mature
universe. Therefore, a star which is a million light years away, could
have been created as if it were a million years old. The light shining
from it could also have been created, in a stream stretching most of
the way across that million light years. So what we see is not the star
itself, but its apparent age, in the already created stream of light.
Many serious creationists of the past have adhered to this view. For
example, this is the explanation used by the late Dr. Henry Morris in
his commentary, The Genesis Record:
The light trail from the star was created in transit, as it
were, all the way from the star to the earth, three days
before the star itself was created!… The universe was
created “full-grown” from the beginning.14

13 It is my opinion – not set in stone – that the events of Genesis 3 occurred on the
tenth day after the beginning. My reasons for this are detailed later in the relevant
chapter.
14 Morris, H.M. (1976), The Genesis Record, (Grand Rapids, MI), pp. 55-56.
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Most of us in the creationist community owe far more to Dr. Morris
than we can ever say, so who am I to criticize this particular
viewpoint? However, I believe I can do so, without undermining
respect for the man. In the modern era, Dr. Morris was a pioneer. He
was the first modern creationist to write a one-volume commentary
on the book of Genesis. He paved the way for others to research
further, and therefore develop new ideas, while adhering to Scripture.
The principle problem with this mature creation model is that we are
comparing apples with oranges. In the example of the apparent age of
Adam and Eve, there is no deception involved in this apparent age,
because God has clearly told us that they were created on Day Six of
the Creation Week. The apparent age of starlight is different. Take, for
example, the case of a supernova. A nova is an exploding star, so a
supernova is a very brightly exploding star – possibly exploding by
means of “core collapse”. Supernova 1987A is so called, because it was
the first supernova recorded in 1987. It was in the dwarf galaxy
known as the Large Magellanic Cloud, which is 168,000 light years
away. So, if we explain this phenomenon by the mature creation
model, we have to say that the light stream created from that galaxy
to the Earth includes elements that, in 1987, would be interpreted as
an explosion hundreds of thousands of years ago that never
happened. This does not appear to be a satisfactory explanation. Dr.
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Jonathan Sarfati, explaining how the mature creation model fails to
explain “core collapse” supernovae in general, writes this:
In “core collapse” supernovae, [the] explosion is preceded
by a collapse of the outer layers. This results in huge
amounts of fusion reactions that produce enormous
numbers of neutrinos. These are ghostly particles that
interact only by the “nuclear weak force”, so mostly pass
straight through matter. Then this implosion “bounces”
off the star’s core, creating the explosion that we see. But
because neutrinos pass almost unimpeded through
matter, while light doesn’t, we detect the neutrinos from a
supernova several hours before the light. But the “lightcreated-in-transit” model would entail that a neutrino
stream was created followed by a light stream, and just
appear as if a supernova had exploded according to the
laws of physics.15

15 Sarfati, J. (2015), The Genesis Account, (Powder Springs, GA: Creation Book
Publishers), pp. 217-218.
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B. Decay in the Speed of Light
This concept was first suggested in 1981 by Australian creationist
Barry Setterfield. He examined measured values for the speed of light
taken over a period of 300 years, and discovered that there seemed to
be a downward trend in this speed. Therefore, he proposed that, over
time, the speed of light must have changed. He even proposed a
formula for this change in speed over time.
Λ=a+e kt ( b+ dt )
a, b, k, and d are constants, t is time, Ʌ is the cosmological constant,
proportional to c2.
The claim was that the increased speed in the past would have made
short work of light traveling from distant stars. However, it fails
because of the nature of c, the speed of light. There are many values
in physics which depend upon the value of c. For example, Planck’s
constant determines the size of the packets (or quanta) of energy
emitted by electrons as they decay from an excited state. Planck’s
constant depends on c, so it, too, would have changed over time. But
this would have caused abnormal and unsustainable amounts of
radioactivity in the past, if the value of c had changed. For this, and
other reasons, this model – often referred to as CDK – is not generally
accepted by creationists today.
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For a much more detailed analysis of this model, please see Danny
Faulkner’s book, The Created Cosmos.16

C. Time Dilation
Since c represents a speed (or, more correctly, a velocity), we can take
a look at the basic equation of motion.
v=

s
t

where v is velocity, s is distance, and t is time.
Mature creation implies that the distance of the light is not constant.
CDK implies that the velocity of light is not constant. If we have
rejected both of these options, perhaps it is time that is not constant.
For this reason, there have been some very successful attempts to
address the starlight and time problem by what is known as time
dilation.
In 1994, Dr. Russell Humphreys suggested a solution, which he called
White Hole Cosmology17. In my previous commentary on Genesis, this
was the model that I favored, and we should note that this model,
unlike the first two, successfully explains the starlight and time
problem. Humphreys noted that gravity dilates time. Although this
16 Faulkner, D. (2016), The Created Cosmos, (Green Forest, AR: Master Books), pp.
208-213.
17 Humphreys published a popular-style version of his theory in his book,
Humphreys, R. (1996), Starlight and Time, (Green Forest, AR: Master Books).

118

Genesis 1 Part 8 – The Fourth Day of Creation

seems counter-intuitive, we know that time runs slower in a stronger
gravitational field. This can be seen even here on Earth, by
synchronizing accurate atomic clocks at sea level and high in
mountains, where a measurable difference in time can be observed,
caused by the time-slowing effects of the greater gravity at sea level
(being closer to the center of the Earth).
The Big Bang model of the universe suggests an infinite, 4D universe,
in which no point is favored. This would result in the gravitational
field everywhere being the same. However, we have already stated
that a creationist view of the universe is as a finite bounded entity.
Therefore, there must be a net gravitational field towards the center
of the universe. If we assume that our galaxy is somewhere near the
center of the universe, then we see that time at the Earth would run
slower than time at the edge of the universe. We have already
discussed the expansion of space. So at its creation, the universe
would be a lot smaller than it is today, and the effect of gravitational
time dilation would be much greater, meaning that, while the 24hours of Day Four happened on Earth, there could be the equivalent
of millions of years of star formation at the event horizon.
Dr. John Hartnett also proposed a time dilation model, which also
works well. In his book, Starlight, Time, and the New Physics18, Hartnett
notes that time dilation is also caused by the stretching of space.
18 See reference 4.
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Hartnett worked on a creationist version of Moshe Carmeli’s Cosmic
Special Relativity, which postulates a five-dimensional structure to the
universe.
It should be noted that Hartnett has, more recently, seemingly
abandoned time dilation19 in favor of a version of the Anisotropic
Synchrony Convention, discussed below.

D. Anisotropic Synchrony Convention
Dr. Jason Lisle is an astrophysicist, and quite probably the most
brilliant man I know. He had mentioned solutions to the starlight and
time problem, even during the days when he was a student. In 2010,
he published his first version of his elegant solution, which he called
Anisotropic Synchrony Convention20, or ASC. This relies on the fact
that, whenever anyone talks about the measurement of the speed of
light, they unwittingly have to adopt a time convention. Einstein
assumed that the speed of light was the same in all directions. This
might seem self-evident at first, but it does lead to some anomalies.
One of these is the famous thought experiment, which Einstein
himself proposed, which is to ask what would the universe look like, if
we were traveling along a beam of light? Or how about if one’s speed
19 Hartnett, J.G., A Biblical Creationist Cosmogony, Answers Research Journal 8
(2015):13–20, < www.answersingenesis.org/arj/v8/creationist-cosmogony.pdf >.
20 Lisle, J., Anisotropic Synchrony Convention—A Solution to the Distant Starlight
Problem, Answers Research Journal
3 (2010):191–207, < www.answersingenesis.org/arj/v3/anisotropic-synchronyconvention.pdf >.
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was 99% the speed of light? It was these thought experiments that led
Einstein to realize that time would dilate in certain circumstances,
such as gravity.
A word to describe something which is the same in all directions is
isotropic. So, Einstein was proposing an Isotropic Synchrony
Convention.
Lisle’s conjecture is that light could, in fact, follow an anisotropic
synchrony convention. The speed of light might be different in
different directions.
Lisle shows that it is not possible to measure the one-way speed of
light. The speed of light is only measured as an average – “there and
back”. But if this speed is anisotropic, then the average speed tells us
nothing about how fast light is traveling in either direction.
The “simplest” way to measure the speed of light today would be to
fire a laser at the Moon, and catch its reflection. The start and stop of
the laser beam would be measured by the same clock, so no
synchronization of clocks is necessary. However, this is only
measuring the average speed of light.
How could we measure the one-way speed of light from Earth to
Moon? To do so, we would need two clocks – one on Earth and one on
the Moon. These clocks would have to be synchronized. But to
synchronize the clocks would require sending a signal from one to the
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other. This signal – possibly by radio – would itself travel at the speed
of light; the very value that the experiment is actually trying to
measure!
Perhaps an alternative would be to synchronize both clocks on Earth,
then take one of them to the Moon. But the acceleration of the rocket
traveling to the Moon sets up its own time dilation.
From these problems, it can be seen that we cannot know the speed of
light in one direction. Therefore, we could assume that the speed of
light away from the Earth could be ½c, while the speed of light coming
back towards Earth could be nearly instant.
An objection to ASC might be that just because something is possible,
does not make it probable. However, this explanation now seems to
me to be the best explanation, as it fits with Einstein’s ideas, as well as
staying true to the Scriptural account. Time dilation methods require
us to assume that the Earth is close to the center of the universe,
whereas ASC does not. For a fuller, more detailed explanation of ASC,
and other relativistic corollaries, derived from Genesis 1, see Dr. Jason
Lisle’s book The Physics of Einstein.21

E. Dasha Solution
As you might have guessed, the first word in this section’s title is not
English. It is a Hebrew word, and was addressed under Day Three. In
21 Lisle, J. (2018), The Physics of Einstein, (Aledo, TX: Biblical Science Institute).
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Genesis 1:11, we read “And God said, Let the earth sprout vegetation,
plants yielding seed, and fruit trees bearing fruit in which is their
seed, each according to its kind, on the earth. And it was so.” The
word “sprout” is the Hebrew word dasha. As mentioned in the
previous chapter, the word implies that God did not make plants fully
grown. Of course, he could have done, but the word dasha implies that
He actually grew the plants from the ground up at a very, very
accelerated pace, so that it happened almost instantaneously, but not
quite.
In his book The Created Cosmos, Dr. Danny Faulkner suggests that the
word dasha might enable us to understand a solution to the starlight
and time problem. Faulkner appeals to the fact that there is no
necessity to propose that events in the Creation Week followed postCreation laws of physics. So, just as God could have made the plants
by sprouting them upwards, so He could have made the stars, and
their starlight, by rapidly maturing that light, causing it to travel
from the star to the Earth in miraculously short timescales.
In many ways, this solution is like a return to the mature creation
model – albeit with rapid, rather than instantaneous, production of
the light trails. Of course, much of what God did in the Creation Week
is not susceptible to scientific analysis, and yet there are established
physical phenomena, to which creationist astronomers point when
discussing the universe, such as red shifts. It is not clear how the
123

About Genesis

Dasha Model gets to grips with this. Nevertheless, we see that this
does appear to be a viable creationist cosmogony, so I would suggest
that we now have three major creationist models that help explain
the universe.

Conclusion
In this section, we have examined what Scripture says about the
creation of the universe, and what secular Big Bang theory says. We
have found the latter to be wanting, both scientifically and biblically.
We have seen that creationists have developed a number of biblical
models to explain cosmogony, three of which seem to hold water
scientifically.
At this point of writing, my personal preference (given that I do not
have a high level of expertise in science; my expertise is in science
education) is for the Anisotropic Synchrony Convention. Although
this seems to answer my own questions most effectively, the Time
Dilation models also work, and I used to teach those in my
presentations for many years.
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