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The Age of the Sun

!Energy by thermonuclear fusion
!The core of the sun should alter and the sun 

should grow brighter with age
!If the sun is 4.6 byo, it should have 

brightened by about 40%

40% Brighter

Stellar evolution theory predicts that the sun should increase in size with 

increasing age (i.e. the sun’s diameter should be increasing).  

Creation 11(2):30–34 March 1989 by Andrew Snelling

http://www.answersingenesis.org/Home/Area/bios/a_snelling.asp


The Sun and Life

Earth average temperature (59 F or 15 C)
Just a 25% increase in brightness increases the 
average temperature by about 32O F (18O C)

(59o – 32o = 27o F (Average temperature)
Say, that is a little cooler!

Remember stellar evolution theory predicts that the sun should increase in size 

with increasing age (i.e. the sun’s diameter and energy output should be 

increasing), which means according to their model the earth used to be 

colder!. 



Supernatural vs. Natural
Many aspects of the Universe are consistent with God’s creative design, but not consistent 
with a naturalistic origin.

•Astronomers have now discovered around 200 planets 
orbiting other stars.   

•These planets are large (Jupiter-sized) yet they orbit very 
close to their star – closer than Mercury is to the sun in 
many cases.  This defies evolutionary planet formation 
theories.

• The sun would be spinning very rapidly if it had 
condensed from a nebula.  But it rotates slowly; this is 
inconsistent with an evolutionary origin.



Conservation of angular 
momentum

Conservation of Angular Momentum 

“This (Angular Momentum) would have caused the sun to spin 
very rapidly. 

Actually, our sun spins very slowly, while the planets move very 
rapidly around the sun.  

In fact, although the sun has over 99% of the mass of the solar 
system, it has only 2% of the angular momentum.  

This pattern is directly opposite to the pattern predicted for the 
nebular hypothesis.”

Dr. H. Reeves The Origin of the Solar System, in The Origin of 
the Solar System, Dermott, S.F. Ed. John Wiley & Sons, New 
York p. 9, 1978

“The ultimate origin of the solar system’s angular momentum 
remains obscure.” 

Well-known solar-system Evolutionist scientist, Dr. Stuart Ross 
Taylor, Solar System Evolution: A New Perspective, Cambridge 
University Press, p. 53, 1992



Conservation of Angular Momentum 



Planets rotating 
animate

Venus, Uranus 
and possibly 
Pluto rotate 
backwards from 
the other planets. 

Astronomical Almanac for the year 
1989 (Wash. DC U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1989) p. E88



Saturn’s moons
6 of the 63 moons rotate backwards.  
Jupiter, Saturn and Neptune have moons 
orbiting in both directions.  
Astronomical Almanac for the year 1989 (Wash. DC U.S. Government Printing Office, 1989) 
p. E88

In 2005 - the number was up to 8 out of 91 known moons spin backwards.



Receding moon drawing 
from Impact

Available from ICR (619) 448-0900





Tides  

See also: In the Beginning  Walt Brown  p. 28 
and p. 177



The gravity of the moon pulls on Earth’s oceans causing tides.  These tidal bulges pull 
ahead of the moon and give it energy.  This causes the moon to slowly spiral away.
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Without the Moon, the Earth could slow down enough to become unstable, 
but this would take billions of years and it may never happen at all.

The migration of the Moon away from the Earth is mainly due to the action of 
the Earth's tides.

The Moon is kept in orbit by the gravitational force that the Earth exerts on it, 
but the Moon also exerts a gravitational force on our planet and this causes 
the movement of the Earth's oceans to form a tidal bulge.

Due to the rotation of the Earth, this tidal bulge actually sits slightly ahead of 
the Moon. Some of the energy of the spinning Earth gets transferred to the 
tidal bulge via friction.

This drives the bulge forward, keeping it ahead of the Moon. The tidal bulge 
feeds a small amount of energy into the Moon, pushing it into a higher orbit 
like the faster, outside lanes of a test track.

This phenomenon is similar to the experience one feels on a children's 
roundabout. The faster the roundabout spins the stronger the feeling of being 
slung outwards.  (1 Feb, 2011)

But the energy gained as the Moon is pushed higher is balanced by a 
reduction in the energy of its motion - so an acceleration provided by the 
Earth's tides is actually slowing the Moon down.
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Without the Moon,  
the Earth could slow down enough  
to become unstable,  
but this would take billions of years  
and it may never happen at all. 
Feb 1, 2011



The Inverse Square Law:

D

The force of attraction between two 
objects is inversely proportional to the 
square of the distance between them.



The Inverse Square Law:

D
If the distance is 1/3, the force of 
attraction between two objects is 9 
times greater.
1/3 inverted is 3/1. 3  = 92



Tides  

This fact alone puts the age of the 
Earth/Moon system at less than 

1.2 billion year max.
In the Beginning  Walt Brown  p. 177



1,000 years ago 125 feet closer 

1 million years ago 28.4 miles closer 

10 million years ago 284 miles closer 

100 million years ago 2,840 miles closer 

1 billion years ago 28,400 miles closer 

1.4 billion years ago contact

Earth – Moon Distances



Recession of the Moon

1.0 bya

Time

Distance 
from 
Earth

1.4 bya today
Conta

ct



  

Moon Not Billions Years Old! 
09.10.2009 
Source: Pravda.Ru 
URL: http://english.pravda.ru/science/mysteries/109775-moon-0 

By Babu G. Ranganathan 

According to evolutionists, our moon is nearly as old as the Earth and, from the rate of 
unimpeded meteors hitting the moon's surface over billions of years, there should be many 
feet of lunar dust on the moon's surface. Unlike the earth, the moon has no atmosphere to 
burn up meteors so massive collection of dust was a major concern for scientists and they 
were concerned that the lunar module, carrying the astronauts, would sink into many feet of 
dust. But, when we actually landed on the moon the astronauts discovered only a very thin 
layer of dust. This is strong evidence that our earth/moon system is young after all. 

But, haven't geologists proved from scientific dating methods that the earth is 4.5 billion 
years old? Doesn't astronomy prove that the universe must, at least, be billions of years old 
since it would have required billions of years for light from the nearest stars to reach the 
earth? Don't all qualified scientists, including geologists, believe in Darwinian evolution and 
a billions of years old Earth and universe? The simple answer is "No". 
Both evolutionists and creationists have certain built-in assumptions in interpreting and using scientific data when it comes to the earth's age. The issue many 
times comes down to which assumptions are more reasonable. Dating rocks is not a hard (no pun intended) science. 

For example, many times one radiometric dating method will give a vast difference in age from another radiometric dating method used on dating the same 
rock! Radiometric dating methods have also been severely faulty when tested with the actual historical age of certain rock. For example, Hawaiian lava flows 
that were known to be no more than two centuries old were dated by the potassium-argon method to be up to three billion years old! (Science 141 [1963]: 
634). 

The reason for these huge discrepancies is that these methods are based on assumptions that no major changes have occurred in the earth's atmosphere in 
the past which could have affected the initial amounts and even the rates of decay of the substances involved (Industrial Research 14 [1972]: 15). If, for 
example, a world-wide flood the Bible describes in Genesis had actually occurred then it would have, indeed, altered the initial conditions so as to make 
radiometric dating less than an exact science, to say the least. The Carbon -14 dating method has been known to have fifty percent accuracy, but it is only 
accurate up to thousands (not millions or billions) of years and can only be used on things that were once living. 

http://english.pravda.ru/
http://english.pravda.ru/science/mysteries/109775-moon-0
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Origin of the Moon

“The origin of the moon is still unresolved.”
A. Snyder Ruzicka and L. A. Taylor, “Giant Impact and 
Fission Hypotheses for the origin of the moon: a critical 
review of some geochemical evidence, International 
Geology Review, 1998, p. 851.

The best explanation is the moon was 
created in its present orbit about 6,000 

years ago

International Geology Review, 1998
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Just as our own Moon floats away from Earth a 
tiny bit more each year, other moons are doing 

the same with their host planets. As a moon 
orbits, its gravity pulls on the planet, causing a 

temporary bulge in the planet as it passes.

Scientists thought they knew the rate at which 
the giant moon Titan is moving away from 
Saturn, but they recently made a surprising 

discovery: 

Using data from NASA's Cassini spacecraft, they 
found Titan drifting a hundred times faster than 

previously understood - about 4 inches (11 
centimeters) per year.

The findings may help address an age-old question. 

While scientists know that Saturn formed 4.6 billion years ago in the early days of the 
solar system, there's more uncertainty about when the planet's rings and its system of 

more than 80 moons formed. 

Titan is currently 759,000 miles (1.2 million kilometers) from Saturn. The revised rate of 
its drift suggests that the moon started out much closer to Saturn, which would mean 

the whole system expanded more quickly than previously believed.

NEWS | JUNE 8, 2020

https://solarsystem.nasa.gov/moons/saturn-moons/titan/overview/
https://solarsystem.nasa.gov/missions/cassini/overview/
https://www.jpl.nasa.gov/news/


I, even my hands, have stretched out the 
heavens, and all their hosts have I 
commanded (Is 45:12) 

Thou, even thou, are Lord alone; thou 
hast made heaven, the heaven of 
heavens, with all their host…

The Origin of Stars

Nehemiah 9:6



The Universe Declares God’s 
Glory

The heavens declare the glory of God; 
the skies proclaim the work of his 
hands. 
Psalm 19:1

The beauty and size of the universe 
clearly demonstrates God’s creative 
power.
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To astronomers and 
laymen alike the topic of 
star formation has always 

been a particularly 
appealing one. 

The reason being that 
important clues about 
our genesis lie hidden 
behind the veil of the 
dusty, and often very 

beautiful, star forming 
molecular clouds. 

Our Earth and the Solar 
System were born 4.6 

billion years ago and our 
knowledge of the event is 

sparse. 

Astronomers turn their 
eyes to the birth of other 
stars and stellar systems 
in neighbouring stellar 
‘maternity wards’ and 

use these as a time 
machine to see a replay 

of the events that 
created our own Solar 

System.

Star forming regions also 
feature in some of the 
most attractive images 

Hubble has made.

http://spacetelescope.org/images/heic0506b/
https://esahubble.org/images/heic0105a/
https://esahubble.org/images/heic0105a/
http://spacetelescope.org/images/heic0305a/


!200 billion stars per galaxy (2x1011) 
!Universe 20 billion years old (2x1010)

!100 billion galaxies  (1011)

Star Formation and Time

100 Billion  x  200 Billion Stars



20,000,000,000,000,000,000,000

20 Sextillion

Hundreds 
Thousands 

Millions 
Billions 
Trillions 

Quadrillions 
Quintillions 
Sextillions

Stars too numerous to count



20,000,000,000,000,000,000,000

31,700 stars per second

20 Billion Years



If stars evolve, star 
births should equal 

star deaths.

Novas and 
supernovas are star 

deaths.  

Many have been 
observed.  

Where is the 
evidence for star 

births?

Holt Physical Sci. 2001, P. 
539



The popular idea is that stars form from 
vast clouds of gas and dust through 
gravitational contraction.

Nebula

Gas and dust clouds 
will expand NOT 

contract

Star Formation and Physics



“Stars are formed by the gravitational collapse of cool 
dense gas and dust clouds…. 

There are problems, however, in initiating the collapse  
of a gas cloud.  

It resists collapse because of firstly its internal motions 
and the heating effects of nearby stars, secondly the 
centrifugal support due to rotation, and thirdly the 
magnetic field pressure….

The Facts on File Dictionary of Astronomy, 
1994, p. 434.

continued

Star Formation



In a massive dense cloud shielded by dust, it is 
believed that collapse can be triggered when the 
cloud is slowed on passing through the spiral 
density-wave pattern of our galaxy:…”

The Facts on File Dictionary of Astronomy, 1994, p. 434.



“The complete birth of a star has never been 
observed.  

The principles of physics demand some special 
conditions for star formation and also for a long 
time period. A cloud of hydrogen gas must be 
compressed to a sufficiently small size so that 
gravity dominates. 

Don DeYoung (Ph.D. in Physics), Astronomy and the 
Bible, 2000, p. 84.

continued

Star Formation



In space, however, almost every gas cloud is 
light-years in size, hundreds of times greater 
than the critical size needed for a stable star.  

As a result, outward gas pressures cause 
these clouds to spread out farther, not 
contract.”



“Precisely how a section of an interstellar 
cloud collapses gravitationally into a star … 
is still a challenging theoretical problem…  

Astronomers have yet to find an interstellar 
cloud in the actual process of collapse.”

Fred Whipple, The Mystery of Comets, 
(Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institute Press, 
1985), pp. 211, 213.

Star Formation



“There is general belief that stars are forming 
by gravitational collapse; in spite of vigorous 
efforts no one has yet found any observational 
indication of conformation.  

Thus the ‘generally accepted’ theory of stellar 
formation may be one of a hundred 
unsupported dogmas which constitute a large 
part of present-day astrophysics.”

Hannes Alfven (Nobel prize winner), Gustaf 
Arrhenius, “Evolution of the Solar System”, NASA, 
1976, p. 480.

Star Formation



“Despite numerous efforts, we have yet to 
directly observe the process of stellar 
formation….  

The origin of stars represents one of the 
fundamental unsolved problems of 
contemporary astrophysics.”

Charles Lada and Frank Shu (both astronomers), “The 
Formation of Sunlike Stars,” Science, 1990, p. 572.

Star Formation



Eagle nebula

Do pictures confirm stars are forming?
Star Nurseries



Star Nurseries

“Stars are still forming today. About 1500 
light-years away lies the Orion Nebula: 
enough gas and dust to make millions of 
stars…. 
It even contains protostars that are still 
condensing …”

Martin Rees (A leading researcher on cosmic evolution), Before the Beginning, 1998, p. 
19.



Images taken by the European 
Southern Observatory Very Large 
Telescope in January 2002 of the 
Horsehead Nebula in Orion verified 
that the structures are

Anglo-Australian 
Observatory, Photograph by 

David Malin 

Star Formation and Nebula

expanding.



Star Nurseries

“NASA’s claim in 1995 that these pictures 
showed hundreds to thousands of stars forming 
was based on the speculative ‘EGG-star 
formation theory.’  

It has recently been tested independently with 
two infrared detectors that can see inside the 
dusty pillars. 

Ron Cowen, “Rethinking an Astronomical Icon: The 
Eagle’s EGG, Not So Fertile,” Science News, Vol. 161, 
16 March 2002, pp. 171–172.

continued



Few stars were there, and 85% of the 
pillars had too little dust and gas to support 
star formation.  

‘The new findings also highlight how much 
astronomers still have to learn about star 
formation.’”

No star 
nurseries



Merrill Earth Science 1993 p. 631

93,000,000 miles = 1 AU = 8 light minutes.
8 minutesThe Tremendous stellar distances commonly cited are obtained only on the  basis of a 

number of very esoteric and questionable assumptions.Geometric methods for measuring such astronomical distances can reach only to about 
330 light-years; so any greater distances are uncertain to say the least.Furthermore, there is no assurance of the uniformity of the speed of light at such tremendous distances.Dr. Henry Morris, The Genesis Record. ISBN 0-8010-6004-4



Merrill Earth Science 1993 p. 631

Earth in June

186,000,000 miles = 2 AU =16 light minutes.

Earth in January
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A
U Unknown distance

to a star

Simple trigonometry 
can figure distances 

within limits.

Sine=Opp/Hyp  
Cos=Adj/Hyp  
Tan=Opp/Adj

Earth in June

Earth in January



Earth’s orbit around the sun is  
16 light minutes across. 

1 Year = 525,948 minutes

A one light year 
triangle has an angle 
of .017 degrees. 

To measure the distance to a star 100 
light years away, they must measure an 
angle of .00017 degrees.  This would be 
like keeping two surveyors 16 inches 
apart and moving the 3rd point 830 
miles away.  

Earth’s orbit
      shown way —>

too big here.



Chicago, Illinois

Measuring a distance 15 billion 
light years away is impossible!

This is like having two surveyors, 
16 inches apart, looking at a dot in 

Chicago and calculating the 
distance!



Earth’s orbit around the sun is  
16 light minutes across. 

1 Year = 525,948 minutes

A one light year 
triangle has an angle 
of .017 degrees. 

To measure the distance to a star 100 
light years away, they must measure an 
angle of .00017 degrees.  This would be 
like keeping two surveyors 16 inches 
apart and moving the 3rd point 830 
miles away.  

Earth’s orbit
      shown way —>

too big here.



How old was 
Adam on day 

6? 0!



Short period 
comets have 
a life 
expectancy 
of less than 
10,000 years.
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Long-period comets have orbital 
periods longer than 200 years.  

In addition, their orbits are often 
highly inclined to the ecliptic 

suggesting that they, like the short-
period Halley-type comets originate 
in the spherical shell of icy bodies 

known as the Oort Cloud.

What is the difference between 
short period comets and long 

period comets? 

Comets can be divided into short-
period and long-period orbits. 

Short-period comets have periods 
of less than 200 years,  

whereas long-period comets can 
take up to a million years to 

complete just one orbit of the Sun.



Every time a comet passes close to the 
Sun, part of its sublimates, meaning that 
the snow and ice turn directly into vapour 
and this is the vapour that we can see as 

one of the tails of the comet.  

So, since part of the comet sublimates 
every time it passes the sun, it cannot live 

forever.

For example, we have Haley's comet which 
is quite well-known since it passes the Sun 
once every 75 years or so, and this comet 

will be  
completely sublimated and disappear after 

only 10,000 years or about 100 rotations 
around the Sun.  

This is a typical lifetime for a comet. But 
still, this does actually not mean that there 

will come a day when all the comets are 
gone and that's because there are huge 

hidden supplies of comets waiting beyond 
the orbit of Neptune.  

That's the Kuiper belt and the Oort cloud. 
And these regions continuously replenish 
the inner Solar System with new comets.

04 April 2013



Comets

!The evolution model postulates that they are 
being replaced – the Oort cloud 

!Problems with the Oort cloud 
" It has never been observed 
"There is NO evidence that it exists 
"Not enough mass in the hypothetical Oort cloud

! If the solar system is billions of years old, 
then “long period” comets should not exist



“In 1950, based on a study of the orbits of 
several long-period comets, the Dutch 

astronomer Jan Oort proposed

(hoped, wished, prayed)
that a great spherical shell of (comets) 

existed at the remote frontiers of our solar 
system.” Matson 

“Better statistics in more recent years have 
supported the existence of the Oort Cloud and put it 
at a distance of 50,000 AU (AU=astronomical units).” 
From Matson’s web site “answer” to my young earth 

arguments.



Merrill Earth Science 1993 p. 631

93,000,000 miles = 1 AU =8 light minutes.
8 minutes



Pluto is 39 AU from the sun and cannot be seen without a powerful telescope.  
Seeing a comet at 50,000 AU is impossible!

Prentice Hall Earth Science 1991 p. 73



Oort never saw the Oort cloud!

No one has ever seen the Oort cloud. It is hard to see 
a comet 1 AU from earth.

“Oort proposed a cloud of comets surrounding the 
solar system based on mathematical errors.”

 
See Raymond Littleton, “The Non-existence of the Oort 

Cometary Shell,” Astrophysics and Space Science, 
Vol. 31 December 1974, pp. 385-401

Matson said, “Sorry fellas, but if you 
want to use this comet argument it is up 

to you to prove beyond a reasonable 
doubt that the Oort Cloud and other 

sources don’t exist! ”

From Matson’s “answer” to my young earth arguments.



Oort Cloud and Kuiper Belt

“The existence of the Kuiper belt and the Oort 
cloud of comets has not been verified.  
Perhaps there is an alternative: The presence of 
comets may be evidence that the solar system 
is not as old as is often assumed.”

Don DeYoung, Ph.D. Physics, Astronomy and the 
Bible, 2000, p. 49-50

Comets (10kms)
100 – 500 kms

KBO



Comets and the Oort Cloud

“Though the Oort cloud has yet to be observed, 
the theory accounts so well for the distribution of 
comets’ orbits that most astronomers today 
accept its existence,…”

Timothy Ferris, The Whole Shebang: A State-of-
the-Universe Report, 1997, p. 123.

Definition of blind faith 
An unquestioning belief that does not require 
proof or observation.



Comets and the Oort Cloud
“Many scientific papers are written each 
year about the Oort Cloud, its properties, 
its origin, its evolution. Yet there is not 
yet a shred of direct observational 
evidence for its existence.”

Who said this?

Carl Sagan and A. Druyan, Comets, 1985, pp. 201.



Comets and the Oort Cloud

“Since it cannot be detected, the Oort 
cloud is not a scientific concept. This is 
not bad science, but non-science 
masquerading as science. The existence 
of comets is good evidence that the solar 
system is only a few thousand years 
old,…”

Danny Faulkner, Ph.D. Astronomy, Technical Journal, 
“More Problems for the Oort Comet Cloud”, 2001, p. 
11.



First published: 

Creation 25(1):20–24 

December 2002 

by Spike Psarris 

Neptune is the eighth of the nine known planets in our solar system. An enormous gas giant, it is about 17 times the mass of the Earth 

(and 58 times its volume). It poses many problems for those who wish to deny Creation. Among other things, naturalistic theories say 

that Neptune shouldn’t exist!

Neptune: monument to creation 
According to evolutionary ideas Neptune should not exist! What is its secret? 

http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v25/i1/neptune.asp

http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v25/i1/neptune.asp#Psarris
http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v25/i1/neptune.asp


Neptune has winds that rage at almost 2,200 km/h (1,300 mph), the strongest measured in the solar system. Photograph 1 (p. 

24) shows two large spots thought to have been enormous atmospheric storms, the larger one approximately the same diameter as the 

Earth. In 1994, the Hubble Space Telescope was pointed at Neptune, which revealed that these storms are now apparently gone. 

However, a new one has appeared elsewhere on its surface. Neptune is a dynamic, ever-changing place. 

And Neptune is nowhere near as cold as evolutionary theory predicts. Instead, it 
actually generates heat, radiating into space over twice the energy it receives from 
the Sun. This fits the Creation model very well, as a young Neptune could easily still 
be cooling off a few thousand years after its creation. However, this does not fit the 
evolutionary/long-age model, as many evolutionists have acknowledged.1 Overall, with its raging winds, dynamic 

atmosphere, and heat generation, Neptune appears quite young.

At about 30 times as far away from the Sun as Earth, Neptune appears as little more than a bluish dot in all but 

the most powerful telescopes. Our best photographs and measurements of Neptune and its moons were taken by the Voyager II spacecraft, 

which flew by the planet in August 1989. Many of these measurements greatly surprised evolutionary scientists. They had assumed 
Neptune would be a cold, inactive place, but it is not.

http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v25/i1/neptune.asp#r1


In evolutionary models, the farther you are from the middle of the cloud (where the 
Sun is today), the longer the planet-formation procedure requires. Neptune and 
Uranus are too far out to have formed according to this process, even over the 
supposed 4.5-billion-year age given to the solar system.  

One evolutionist astronomer wryly comments: 

‘What is clear is that simple banging together of planetesimals to construct planets takes too long in this remote outer part of the solar 

system. The time needed exceeds the age of the solar system. We see Uranus and Neptune, but the modest requirement that these 

planets exist has not been met by this model.’5

The gas giants are supposed to have formed at the outer reaches of the solar system because it was cold enough there for ice to condense, 

making the growing planetoid massive enough to attract gas. 

Unfortunately for evolutionists, Neptune doesn’t fit that model. An article in a (pro-
evolution) astronomy magazine explained it this way:    ‘Pssst … astronomers who 
model the formation of the solar system have kept a dirty little secret: Uranus and 
Neptune don’t exist. Or at least computer simulations have never explained how planets 
as big as the two gas giants could form so far from the sun.  

Bodies orbited so slowly in the outer parts of the sun’s protoplanetary disk that the slow process of gravitational accretion would need more time 

than the age of the solar system to form bodies with 14.5 and 17.1 times the mass of Earth.’4

http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v25/i1/neptune.asp#r5
http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v25/i1/neptune.asp#r4


Safronov published these calculations in 1972. So, this problem has been recognized for 
at least 30 years. Why then do the textbooks and popular media so confidently proclaim 
that we ‘know’ for certain that the solar system formed by itself over thousands of 
millions of years? Shouldn’t the fact that some of the planets ‘don’t exist’ cause some 
doubt?

How much more time is needed? Another (evolutionary) book explains: 

‘There have been many attempts to model the evolution of a swarm of colliding planetesimals … Safronov calculated the characteristic time-

scales for planetary growth. In the terrestrial region he found timescales of 107 [10,000,000] years but the time estimates increased rapidly in 

the outer regions of the solar system and was 1010 [10,000,000,000] years for Neptune—which is twice the [alleged evolutionary] age of the 

solar system. 

It is clear that, in view of the large timescales found for the formation of the outer 
planets, a satisfactory theoretical model for the accretion (growth) of planets from 
diffuse material is not available at present.’6 

So even if the solar system really were 4.5 billion years old, as evolutionists believe, we 
would still be 5.5 billion years short of the time necessary for Uranus and Neptune to 
have formed by themselves.7 This is why the Astronomy magazine said that, according to evolution, ‘Uranus 
and Neptune don’t exist.’

http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v25/i1/neptune.asp#r6
http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v25/i1/neptune.asp#r7


The Astronomy article mentioned above continues as follows: 

‘… Edward Thommes and Martin Duncan of Queens University in Ontario and Hal Levison of the Southwest Research Institute in Colorado 

report a possible way to get around the problem. Maybe Uranus and Neptune began 
forming closer to the sun, where there was more material to make giant planets and 
timescales are much shorter ... [the article then describes their model, and how the 
planets migrated against the sun’s gravity to their current positions, and quotes other 
scientists who explain why it won’t work]. 

‘“It’s clear that our level of sophistication of studying planet formation is relatively primitive”, 
concedes Duncan. But he adds, “So far it’s been very difficult for anybody to come up with a 
scenario that actually produces Uranus and Neptune.”’4 

Here we see the true heart of the matter. The ultimate goal of the evolutionist is to 
‘come up with a scenario’ of how the universe formed by itself, without a Creator. Sadly, 
they often seem to believe that the mere act of making up such a story proves that it all 
actually happened that way.  

It doesn’t even have to be a good story; in each issue of Creation we see the wildly implausible scenarios that evolutionists have to accept in 

order to maintain their belief system. Indeed, in this article we’ve seen that, instead of acknowledging their Creator, evolutionists would rather 

cling to a story that denies the very objects that it’s supposed to explain!

Neptune: monument to creation 
According to evolutionary ideas Neptune should not exist! What is its secret? 
Creation 25(1):20–24  December 2002  by Spike Psarris 

Neptune is the eighth of the nine known planets in our solar system. An enormous gas giant, it is about 17 times the mass of the Earth 

(and 58 times its volume). It poses many problems for those who wish to deny Creation. Among other things, naturalistic theories say 

that Neptune shouldn’t exist!

http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v25/i1/neptune.asp

http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v25/i1/neptune.asp#r4
http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v25/i1/neptune.asp#Psarris
http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v25/i1/neptune.asp


Excess Internal Heat

Jupiter emits twice as much radiation as it receives.  
It is difficult to explain how this could continue for 
billions of years.

Neptune radiates 2.7 times as much heat as it receives.  This 
is consistent with an age of 6000 years, but not with 4.5 
billion years.

Jupiter  (NASA/JPL image)

Neptune  (NASA/JPL)
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August 13, 2016

The newly found object, named Niku, was discovered by a team of astronomers using the 
Panoramic Survey Telescope & Rapid Response System (Pan-STARRS) telescope in Haleakala, 

Maui. And it has astronomers scratching their heads.

A new object past 
Neptune has been found 
orbiting the Sun, nearly 
perpendicular to the 
planets in the Solar 

System.

http://pan-starrs.ifa.hawaii.edu/public/
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Niku, which is around 200 kilometers (124 mi) in diameter, isn’t conforming to the Solar 
Systems norms: it’s not moving from East to West, but upwards. It orbits the Sun on a plane 

tilted 110 degrees above the orbital plane of the planets in the Solar System. 

But the weirdest thing about this finding is that this object is not only tilted, but also orbiting 
backwards, opposite the orbital direction of the planets. This is abnormal because the rest of 

the planets and objects in the Solar System orbit the sun counter-clockwise, or prograde.

“Angular momentum forces everything to have that one spin direction all the same way,” says 
Bannister. “It’s the same thing with a spinning top, every particle is spinning the same direction.”

Two planets in the Solar System, however do not follow this norm either. Venus and Uranus 
were believed to have been hit by another celestial body, thus altering their rotation. Initially, a 
similar collision was suspected to have caused Niku to orbit the sun backwards, which would 

also explain the object’s 110-degree inclination.

But while Niku could have easily been dismissed as just another collision victim, additional 
findings have astronomers throwing that logic out the window and scratching their heads even 

more. 

They found that Niku is not alone.  Apparently, Niku is a part of an entire group of objects 
orbiting the Sun in this inclination, and in this direction.

https://blogs.nrao.edu/askanastronomer/2013/03/18/why-do-the-planets-in-our-solar-system-orbit-the-sun-counter-clockwise/
http://curious.astro.cornell.edu/about-us/56-our-solar-system/planets-and-dwarf-planets/general-questions/247-what-direction-do-planets-rotate-beginner
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Niku



JANUARY 25, 2021

The European Southern 
Observatory (ESO's 
VLT), astronomers have 
revealed a system 
consisting of six 
exoplanets, five of 
which are locked in a 
rare rhythm around their 
central star. 



But even if the arrangement of 
the orbits is neat and well-

ordered, the densities of the 
planets "are much more 

disorderly," says Nathan Hara 
from the Université de Genève, 

Switzerland, who was also 
involved in the study.  

"It appears there is a planet as 
dense as the Earth right next to a 

very fluffy planet with half the 
density of Neptune, followed by a 

planet with the density of 
Neptune. It is not what we are 

used to."  

In our Solar System, for example, 
the planets are neatly arranged, 
with the rocky, denser planets 

closer to the central star and the 
fluffy, low-density gas planets 

farther out. 

“This contrast between the 
rhythmic harmony of the orbital 

motion and the disorderly 
densities certainly challenges our 

understanding of the formation 
and evolution of planetary 

systems," says Leleu.

JANUARY 25, 2021
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HOW DO BIRDS NAVIGATE? 
Birds have excellent vision and rely on visual landmarks for local and long-distance migration. They use key land features such as mountains, rivers, coasts or 
even large buildings. 

There are three types of "compasses" a bird uses to find its way. Birds can use the sun, the stars and the Earth's magnetic field. 

1. Birds use the sun as a compass. They use the positions of the sun during the day to navigate. They also can use the 
setting sun as an indication of due west. 

2. Night flyers use celestial navigation, which means they find their way by knowing the patterns of the stars in the sky, and 
by knowing special stars like the North Star. In their first year of life, birds memorize the position of the constellations in 
relation to the North Star. These star patterns stay the same even though the Earth moves through space, making the 
constellations appear to move to different spots in the sky during the year. 

3. Birds have tiny grains of a mineral called magnetite just above their nostrils. This mineral may help them to navigate using the Earth's magnetic field, 
which tells the bird what direction is true north. 

Petrels and pigeons can use their sense of smell to find their way, but it is used only in addition to the sun, stars and magnetic field. 

AT WHAT ALTITUDES DO BIRDS MIGRATE? 

Some geese and ducks fly at incredible heights. Bar-headed geese have been recorded as high as 29,000 
feet when they migrate over the Himalayas! That's five miles above our heads, even higher than Mount 
Everest! 

Most night-migrating songbirds fly below 2000 feet (600 m) when flying over land. Some will fly as high as 
6,500 feet (1,980 m). Occasionally, they may fly higher to reach favorable winds. 

The wind sometimes causes birds to fly at certain heights. When the bird is flying into the wind (called a headwind), it flies very low. When the wind is blowing the same direction 
as the bird, pushing it along (called a tailwind), it will fly high, where the wind is the fastest.

Bird Migration Facts 
by Kerry Scanlan, Vicki Piaskowski, Michelle Jacobi and Steve Mahler 

WHAT IS MIGRATION? 
Migration is the seasonal movement of birds, generally between breeding and non-breeding areas. 

...”And let them be for 
signs, and for seasons, 
and for days, and for 
years:”  Genesis 1:14b

© Zoological Society of Milwaukee 
10005 West Blue Mound Road, Milwaukee, WI 53226 
Main Office: (414) 258-2333 • Education: (414) 258-5058 • Conservation: (414) 276-0339 http://www.zoosociety.org/Conservation/BWB-ASF/Library/BirdMigrationFacts.php

http://www.zoosociety.org/Conservation/BWB-ASF/Library/BirdMigrationFacts.php


Dr. Tommy Mitchell
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The Age of the Sun

!Energy by thermonuclear fusion
!The core of the sun should alter and the sun 

should grow brighter with age
!If the sun is 4.6 byo, it should have 

brightened by about 40%

40% Brighter

Stellar evolution theory predicts that the sun should increase in size with 

increasing age (i.e. the sun’s diameter should be increasing).  

Creation 11(2):30–34 March 1989 by Andrew Snelling

http://www.answersingenesis.org/Home/Area/bios/a_snelling.asp
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Oct 1, 2019
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Comets

Long-period comets 
Short-period comets


