
farthest tens of billions. Yet evolution-
ary astronomical textbooks admit that 
these distances are only 'estimated', 
'apparent', 'approximate', 'inferred', 
'indicated', 'assumed', or 'guessed'! 

Genesis calls the Sun the Me' or 
Hagadol, the Great Luminary, 'like a 
mighty man running a race' (Psalm 
19), with the stars referred to almost in 
passim (Genesis 1:16). Evolutionists 
revel in labelling the Sun as an insig-
nificant Type G' star set at the corner 
of a minor galaxy somewhere at the edge 
of the universe. But evidence is accu-
mulating that the Sun may be unique in 
the universe, and should not be classi-
fied as a star. The stars may be much 
smaller and closer than heretofore be-
lieved. Not even the Hubble Telescope 
shows them to be anything more than 
point-sources of light, which is all they 
may turnout to be! 

A reading of 'Quasars, Redshifts 
and Controversies', Halton Arp, 1987, 
gives compelling evidence that quasars 
are not at the cosmological distances 
claimed for them, and that the use of the 
redshift as a measure of cosmic distance 
is invalid. Moon and Spencer ('Binary 
Stars and the Velocity of Light', 1953) 
argued for a universe between two and 
15 light-years in size. Cogent 
geocentrists like Walter van der Kamp, 
Harald Heinze and James Hanson be-
lieve that the parallax and aberration 
circlet described by the stars are real, 
not apparent. Through simple trigonom-
etry they have the diameter of the uni-
verse down to 120 light-days and all the 
stars being arranged in a huge equidis-
tant stellatum.2 

As for Barry Setterfield, the main 
proponent of a decrease in the speed of 
light, he has good personal reasons for 
not as yet replying to criticisms of c de-
cay. In past issues of the Technical 
Journal and elsewhere he has amply 
demonstrated his ability to answer all 
criticisms of the theory, and it is under-
stood that more discoveries on this sub-
ject and others are soon to emerge from 
his stable. 

Amnon Goldberg, 
London, 
UNITED KINGDOM. 
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It should be noted that the Moon 
and Spencer 'model' has since been 
widely discredited, most astronomers 
cannot conceive how simple trigonom-
etry could measure the diameter of the 
universe, and Setterfield has, unfortu-
nately, so far not been able to answer 
all criticisms of his theory in this or 
any other creationist journal. 

— Editor. 

HOW MUCH DID THE 
ANCIENTS KNOW OF THE 

HEAVENS? 

Dear Editor, 

I just finished reading Dr Bergman's 
article Teaching evolution through sci-
ence fiction'1 and found it most informa-
tive. However, one point piqued my in-
terest. Dr Bergman states, 

'The enormous size of the universe 
was not fully understood until this 
century and, even in the last few 
decades, our views of its vastness 
and complexity has been revolu-
tionized. '2 

I recall C. S. Lewis, in one of his 
essays on apologetics,3 made reference 
to the fact that Ptolemy (Claudius 
Ptolemaeus) was well aware of the size 
of the earth in relation to the visible 
stars. Lewis's point was that science 
had not undermined the 'naive' view of 
the universe held by the medieval theo-
logians. In his Almagest4 Ptolemy 
wrote: 

'Now, that the earth has sensibly 
the ratio of a point to its distance 
from the sphere of the so-called 
fixed stars gets great support from 
the fact that in all parts of the earth 
the sizes and angular distances of 
the stars at the same times appear 
everywhere equal and alike, for the 
observations of the same stars in 

the different latitudes are not found 
to differ in the least. 
Moreover, this must be added: that 
sundials placed in any part of the 
earth and the centres of armillary 
spheres can play the role of the 
earth's true centre for the sightings 
and rotations of the shadows, as 
much in conformity with the hy-
potheses of the appearances as if 
they were at the true midpoint of 
the earth. 
And the earth is clearly a point also 
from this fact: that everywhere the 
planes drawn through the eye, 
which we call horizons, always ex-
actly cut in half the whole sphere 
of the heavens. And this would not 
happen if the magnitude of the 
earth with respect to its distance 
from the heavens were perceptible; 
but only the plane drawn through 
the point at the earth's centre would 
exactly cut the sphere in half, and 
those drawn through any other part 
of the earth's surface would make 
the sections below the earth greater 
than those above.' 
I would like to know if Dr Bergman 

is aware of this and have him elaborate 
on his understanding of the state of 
cosmological knowledge during the 
Middle Ages. 

Larry Scroggins, 
Pacific Grove, California, 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. 
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The Author Replies . . . 

Historically, although some indi-
viduals have taught that the universe 
extends to infinity, before the advent of 
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telescopes (especially the larger com-
plex telescopes produced around the turn 
of the century) scientists could not see 
very far into the universe. Now we re-
alize that hundreds of galaxies besides 
our own exist, as well as white and red 
dwarfs, red giants, neutron stars, dou-
ble and triple stars, and possibly even 
black holes as well as pulsars. We also 
now have an understanding of what su-
pernovae really are, and the many other 
objects in the universe which were un-
known or not understood historically. 
Quasars were discovered only in 1963, 
and we could not understand neutron 
stars (where the pressure from gravity 
is so great that it is essentially a solid 
mass of neturons packed as densely as 
in an atomic nucleus, with a cupful 
weighing a few tonnes) until neutrons 
were discovered in 1932, while neutron 
formation was not understood until 
much later. 

It was once believed that the physi-
cal heavens consisted of only a large 
number of stars, all of which were very 
much alike. We can see about 6,000 
stars in the evening and, aside from bib-
lical revelation which does not speak 
much about the physical heavens except 
its large number of stars, I know of no 
ancient record which discussed galax-
ies, galaxy clusters, or super-clusters, 
all of which were discovered only re-
cently. The closest and one of the most 
visible galaxies from the earth, 
Andromeda, was thought to be a star, 
and it was only Simon Marius, a con-
temporary of Galileo, who gave the first 
description of it which even indicated 
that it was something more than an or-
dinary star. Of course, it was not until 
much later that we realized what galax-
ies were — even Galileo thought that 
the heavens were populated only by in-
dividual stars. It took his successors to 
realize that there are many patches of 
sky which would not 'disintegrate' into 
stars when enlarged under high magni-
fication as previously expected. It was 
only in 1700 that clear nebulae were 
discovered, and they were treated as 

merely curiosities. 
Further, I know of no historical 

record which gives any hint of such ce-
lestial objects as pulsars or neutron 
stars, which were not known until very 
recently. While I respect C. S. Lewis — 
especially because of his clear later 
statements in favour of creationism 
against evolution (something that is not 
widely known) — I do not think that the 
history of astronomy was an area of his 
expertise. In many ways, astronomy has 
advanced so much that even our knowl-
edge before 1900 would be considered 
somewhat primitive. It is true that some 
early Greeks and other astronomers 
were aware of the size of the earth in 
relationship to visible stars, but the vis-
ible stars are only a minute part of the 
presently-known universe — and how 
much is out there that we today do not 
yet know about? Every time a new and 
bigger telescope is developed, we end 
up discovering much that we never even 
dreamed existed. Will this ever end? A 
new telescope a thousand times more 
powerful than the ones we have with 
equally improved resolution may open 
up wonders that we cannot even imag-
ine. This, at least, is what has happened 
for the past hundred years. Even our 
knowledge of how the sun functions, 
what stars are, the actual conditions on 
our local planets, has been revolution-
ized in the past few decades. The new 
Hubble Telescope can resolve images 
an estimated 12 billion light years away, 
three times as far as before the wide field 
planetary camera was installed. 

My reading of a number of works 
on astronomy written in the Middle 
Ages forces me to conclude that, while 
the people then knew a great deal about 
what could be observed on the earth, it 
took a Johannes Kepler to figure out the 
actual orbits of the planets as described 
in Kepler's famous laws. Progress then 
was slow and difficult because most 
people were preoccupied with making 
a living and survival — only a few rich 
people could then afford the luxury of 
doing astronomy. Today this, of course, 

has drastically changed. Governments 
and industry support astronomical re-
search to the tune of billions of dollars 
annually, and there are more living pro-
fessional astronomers today than have 
lived throughout all of history combined. 
These factors alone give us a tremen-
dous advantage. Also, we now have 
6,000 years of research to build upon, 
and communication among scientists 
today is far more effective than ever 
before in history. We also have the ad-
vantage of technological revolutions that 
began with Shockley and his team's in-
vention of the transistor in the late 
1940s. Thus, I would say that the 
knowledge of the heavens during the 
Middle Ages was probably a minute 
fraction of one percent or less of our 
knowledge today. 

As a collector of old science books, 
I am intrigued about the advances in 
knowledge from the turn of the century 
alone, and am forced to conclude that 
our knowledge about science in 1910 
was primitive compared to what is 
known today (although many of the ba-
sics taught at high school and college 
were known at this time). Nonetheless, 
the word 'revolution' is used for good 
reason to describe the progress of sci-
ence today, all of which clearly renders 
the Paley's watchmaker hypothesis in-
finitely more viable in our age than ever 
before in history. Ironically, among sci-
entists, even though we have more evi-
dence for design and thus a Creator than 
every before, proportionately fewer sci-
entists than ever before believe in 
Him — something I find enormously 
ironic. Evidently, many scientists learn 
more and more about less and less until 
they know everything about nothing! 
The problem of unbelief among scien-
tists, though, has much more to do with 
our educational indoctrination than the 
facts of science. 

Dr Jerry Bergman, 
Archbold, Ohio, 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. 
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