THE FUTURE OF THE SUN:
Scientific Realities vs. Evolutionary Myth-Making

The late 1800s saw the beginning of the modern evolutionary
picture of how the sun works, what its past has been, and what
its future will be. That picture is now extremely sophisticated,
theoretical, and complex. It is sufficiently complex to be
beyond the understanding of the average lay person, so it is
uncritically accepted by most people.

Nevertheless, this evolutionary picture of the sunis
contradicted by scientific data (helioseismology and solar
shrinkage data), and is at variance with the biblical picture not
only of the sun's past, but also its future. Futureeventsin the
sun will come as a catastr ophic shock to millions enmeshed
in the evolutionary lie that the sun has billions of years of
peaceful operation ahead. The expectation that the sun hasa
long future period of stability isfallacious, and is another
symptom of the uniformitarian belief that "all things continue
as they were from the beginning of the creation" (2 Peter 3:4).

I. History of Modern Ideas about the Sun

It is commonly stated that ancient peoples had no true idea of
how the sun generatesits energy. This may be true, but a
biblical perspective on the abilities of early man allows for the
possibility of ancient peoples who did indeed know how the
sunworks. If so, however, records of their knowledge has
been lost. In modern times it was not until the 1800s that
knowledge of physical laws and solar observations converged
to allow models of solar energy generation to be developed.

In the 1870s the physicist von Helmholtz proposed
that the sun generates most if not al of its energy by a process
of slowly collapsing inward because of its own self-gravitation.
This concept, called "gravitational collapse" or "gravitational
contraction,” was plausible, since the sunisaball of gas, not a
rigid body. Gasesfallinginward would undergo a
conversion of potential energy into kinetic energy, which
would bereleased asthe heat and light of the sun.

Calculationsin the 1800s indicated that the sun could generate
energy for several tens of millions of years by gravitational
collapse. The physicist Kelvin popularized this result, so this
time scale of tens-of millions-of-yearsis known as "Kelvin-
Helmholtz time." The sun could have begun contracting,
possibly soon after the Creation Week, and could have
generated all of itsenergy from gravitational collapse over
the 6000-year biblical age of the univer se.

But by the 1870s the gradual geological evolution of
Lyell dominated academic circles, and the earth was
conseguently thought to be at least hundreds of millions of
yearsold. To evolutionists, the Kelvin-Helmholtz time scale
wastoo short, becausein the evolutionary scenario the sun
had to be at least asold asthe earth, if not older. There
must be, it was claimed, some other longer-lived energy source
powering the sun. Gravitational collapse was rejected as
unsatisfactory to evolutionists almost as soon as it was
proposed. It was rejected because of the threat it posed to the
time scale of evolutionism, not for scientific reasons.

In fact, thefirst person to propose a longer-lived
ener gy sour ce was a son of Charles Darwin named Geor ge.

In 1903 he claimed that nuclear fission, a process discovered a
few years before, occursin the sun to give it along lifetime
matching the evolutionary chronology. But doubts about the
possibility of solar fission arose immediately. The first attempt
to devise alonger-lived energy source for the sun ended in
failure. Solar fission isnow known not to be occurring.

This did not stop evol utionists from continuing to
devise for other energy generation methods to outlast
gravitational collapse. In the 1920s astronomer Arthur S.
Eddington proposed that the sun's energy comes from the
annihilation of matter, yet another process now known not to
occur. Nevertheless, most popular ideas about the
supposed internal properties of the sun and how it works
stem from Eddington's evolutionary theorizing. Indeed, as
his starting point Eddington assumed for evolutionary reasons
that the sun could not be generating energy by gravitational
collapse, and the rest of Eddington's main ideas followed.
These ideas are still accepted as truth today.”

Il1. IsThere Nuclear Fusion in the Sun?

In the 1930s nuclear fusion wasfirst proposed as an energy
source. If supplying all the sun's energy, fusion would allow
the sun to operate for some 10 billion years according to the
"standard solar model" (SSM), i.e., the conventional concept of
how the sun works. The SSM startswith Eddington's
assumptionstogether with nuclear fusion asthe only
energy source. Since the 1930s, evolutionists have assumed
that there is no other mode of energy generation in the sun
besides fusion. Evolution claimsthat the solar system is some
5billion years old, so it is popular to believe that the sun has
another 5 billion years | eft before it burns out.

Solar energy generation is an intensely studied topic,
for every time evolutionists believe they have satisfactorily
verified that the sun must have a very long age, new problems
appear. Inthe 1930sit became apparent the nuclear fusion
reactions thought to power the sun must produce particles
called " neutrinos." These particles were thought to be so tiny
that they could pass from the solar core to the earth in minutes.
Evolutionists believed that neutrino detection would clinch the
verification they sought for solar fusion, and neutrinos would
therefore confirm the evolutionary chronology of the sun.

The first solar neutrino detectors were built in the 1960s at a
cost of millions of dollars. In 1968, resear chers announced
that the detected solar neutrinoswere 75% lessthan
expected. Inthe 1980s and 1990s, detectors of greater
sophistication were built at costs making the original versions
seem cheap, but neutrino detection rates were no higher than
about 1/3 to 1/2. Detector malfunction was ruled out, so it was
appar ent the sun must be producing only a fraction of the
neutrinosthe SSM predicted. If there were no way around
this result, the conclusion would be that the sun at best is
generating only afraction of its energy by fusion, and the rest
by some other process, presumably gravitational collapse.
Such a conclusion could not be allowed to stand, and
away was found around these results. In the 1980stheidea
was broached that solar neutrinos comein three" flavors'
- electron, mu, and tau. Further, the electron neutrinos
produced in the sun were changing or "oscillating" on their



way to earth. Since the detectors of the time could sense only
electron neutrinos, plans were laid to build a detector in
Canada capabl e of finding the other two flavors. 1n 1999 the
Canadian detector started looking for mu and tau neutrinos.

In June 2001, the announcement was made that
enough mu and tau neutrinos had been detected to account
for the neutrino shortfall. The conclusion was that some
40% of solar neutrinos make it to earth as electron neutrinos
detectable by the old detectors, but the other 60% arrive to
earth as mu or tau neutrinos. Now the claim is being made
that these " missing" neutrinos have been found, the SSM is
therefore vindicated, and by implication we really know
that the sun must be billions of yearsold.

I11. Problemsfor the Standard Solar M odel

Cheerful press rel eases have claimed that the 30-year-old
"solar neutrino problem” (SNP) has been solved. Even if the
SSM were correct and the sun could potentially function
for billions of years, thiswould not proveit has been doing
so, or that it isolder than biblical chronology indicates.

But has the SNP really been solved? There are in fact some
extremely vexing problems for the SSM indicating that it is not
correct and that present processesin thesun areradically
different from what is commonly believed.

(1) Defectsin the neutrino oscillation model. A
mathematical model (computer program) must be used to
correlate the number of detected mu and tau neutrinos with the
number of electron neutrinos supposedly produced in the sun.
Thismodel has some extremely flexible parameters (" fudge
factors"), the values of which are not known and which can
be adjusted to make the detection ratefit the desired result.
Thus it cannot be said that we really know how many mu and
tau neutrinos, if any, come from the sun.

(2) Helioseismology. The sun experiences gigantic
vibrations ("sunquakes") asit releases energy. The study of
these solar vibrations is "helioseismology.” The science of
helioseismology indicates a different structure for the sun
than assumed in the SSM. |n other words, helioseismology
contradicts the SSM. This casts doubt on the SSM and implies
that the SNP has not really been solved. Evolutionists claim
that helioseismology fits the SSM, but are overlooking serious
discrepancies.’

(3) Solar shrinkage observations. Gravitational
collapse of the sun means that the sun is very sowly shrinking.
Solar shrinkage has been observed consistently over several
centuries.> Whether or not some fusion isoccurringin the
sun, contraction ener gy istherefore also powering the sun.
Thus the energy of the sun will dissipate in much less than the
future 5 billion years expected by evolutionists.

Modern publication of shrinkage data began around 1980. The
typical evolutionary response has been to associate all
shrinkage data with a study of two early researchers, Eddy and
Boornazian. Eddy and Boornazian found alarge shrinkage rate
that turned out to be cyclical. Evolutionists have claimed that
all shrinkage data are therefore cyclical, but this does not seem
to bethe case. M ost shrinkage data show long term
decreasein the sun'sdiameter over many centuries.
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Even more, the shrinkage rate appears to exceed the
rate of shrinkage needed to supply the sun's current energy
output, called its"luminosity." Thismeansthat the energy of
contraction isaccumulating in the sun. This energy must be
released at some future time. Such arelease will likely be
extremely catastrophic.”*

(4) Biblical prophecy. Thebiblical picture of the
sun'sfuture does not match the SSM. In biblical prophecy,
the sun will apparently undergo catastrophic changesin future
centuries. The abject fear of those on earth in the Tribulation
may be due partly to shocking violations of the SSM as the sun
enters an unstable phase. Unfortunately, Christian day-agers,
progressive creationists, and theistic evolutionists reject this
biblical picture as vehemently as unbelievers. Thisbiblical
future of the sun is the focus of the rest of this paper.

IV. TheTrue (Biblical) Future of the Sun

If the sun iscontracting at arate higher than needed to
account for itsluminosity, there must be heat accumulating
in the sun. Thismeansthat the sunis not in what physicists
call "thermal equilibrium.” Inthe relatively near future,
therefore, the sun's stable (*main sequence”) lifetime can be
expected to end, and the sun will experience various
cataclysmic decay eventsto releaseits excess heat.

Thisisthe future the Bible describes for the sun, and
also for other stars, if one can read biblical statements about
prophecy in aliteral way. A literal reading of prophecy for
the future of the sun is consistent with an acceptance of the
Genesis creation account asliteral. We would not expect the
Bibleto be literal at one end, but symbalic at the other.

Striking biblical predictions of the future behavior
of thesun arein the book of Revelation. Revelation 8:12
says, "And the fourth angel sounded, and the third part of the
sun was smitten, and the third part of the moon, and the third
part of the stars; so as the third part of them was darkened, and
the day shone not for athird part of it, and the night likewise."

The celestial phenomenain this verse are attributed to
the action of an angel. Thisin no way, however, negates the
fact that this verse is describing actual physical events.

Our secularist understanding of sciencein the West,
prevalent sincetherationalism of the 1700s, divor ces God
and Hisangelsfrom interaction with physical phenomena.
We tend to think of physical laws as "natural," happening apart
from God, hence the phrase "natural law." In contrast,
"miracles’ are interventions of God in the natural world. Such
a dichotomy is a misconception of reality.

True enough, miracles are caused by the intervention
of God in the natural realm, but so is natural law. The Bible
makes this clear in Colossians 1:17, where we are told that "by
[Christ] al things consist,” and Hebrews 1:3 where we are told
that God the Son is "upholding all things by the word of his
power." Thusnatural lawsrepresent the intervention of
God in hiscreation no lessthan miracles. God isactivein
His creation everywhere, al the time, and natural law is simply
the ordinary or usual manner which God has ordained to
intervene in His creation. Paul appropriately preached to the



Athenians on Mars Hill, "For in him we live, and move, and
have our being" (Acts 17:28), for his Greek hearers had views
of natural law and evolutionism strikingly similar to ours.

The similarity of modern conceptions of natural law
with ancient Greek (or Hellenistic) thought is no coincidence,
for it was the open goal of the Renaissance thinkers of the
1300s onward to organize a "rebirth" of ancient Greek
paganism. The Greek pantheon was dropped, but the main
philosophical features were retained, and have come down to
our own day viathe lineage of Renaissance thinking, followed
by the Enlightenment, rationalism, transcendentalism,
romanticism, and now secular humanism.

Asaninspired book, the Bible anticipates the falsehoods of
modern times as well as the paganism of the past. In opposition
to Greek (naturalistic) thought, the Bible often emphasizes
the operation of God and hisangelsin the creation, but at
other times speaksin termsonly of natural processes. We
see this contrast exemplified in biblical accounts of the Flood.
The Genesis account of the Flood focuses on the physical
phenomena and their effects on the earth and its population of
living things.

Elsewhere in Scripture, the simultaneous intervention
of God isrevealed as He superintended every aspect of the
Flood. InPsalm 29, for example, the voice of God is seven
times said to cause terrestrial events. And what events are
these? Even acasual reading of Psalm 29 shows that this
psalm is describing a mighty storm. But verse 10 specifies that
the storm being described is actually the Flood of Noah and its
aftermath, since in this verse the word trandated "flood" isthe
Hebrew word mabbul, el sewhere used in Scripture to refer to
Noah'sflood. Thus Psalm 29 provides afocus on divine
intervention in the Flood not so obvious in Genesis.”

In short, divine or angelic intervention in an earthly
event does not mean it is non-physical. The smiting of the sun
and starsin Revelation 8:12 is a physical event, supernaturally
superintended as are al eventsin the Creator's universe. In
other words, " This phenomenon cannot be explained merely by
clouds or haze in the sky, however, sinceit is specifically said
to be caused by a smiting of the heavenly bodiesin such away
as to reduce their light output by one-third."®

The phrase "the third part” in Revelation 8:12 can be
(and probably should be) trandated "athird."” Thus the sun's
heat, and also that of the stars generally, isreduced by 1/3.
Taken literaly, this prediction for the sun applies to the stars
also, indicating that stellar evolution under standsthe
working of other starsno better than it doesthe sun. The
light of the moon is reduced by the same proportion of 1/3
because the moon shines by reflected sunlight.

Thissame event is evidently predicted in the Old
Testament. Joel 2:31 states, "The sun shall be turned into
darkness, and the moon into blood [i.e., it will appear to be
red], before the great and the terrible day of the Lord come.”
The moon’s bloody appearance may be connected
with solar instability: "Consider what might happen . . . asa
result of the sun's generating many times the amount of energy
now escaping fromit. What would occur if the sun were to
‘blow its stack'? Might material from the sun be hurled into
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space in such away as to make the remaining core appear
darker [and] the moon glow red?. . ."®

V. Have Other Stars Foreshadowed the (True) Future of
the Sun?

Over severa decades, the star FG Sagittae, at one time thought
to be similar to the sun, progressed through a range of spectral
classes from blue to yellow.® FG Sagittae is surrounded by a
spherical shell of gas (a so-caled "planetary nebuld") that
formed possibly afew thousand years ago in aviolent
explosion. Doesthe fate of this erstwhile sun-like star
foreshadow the fate of the sun?

Such behavior would be totally consistent with the
fact that the entire creation is now "groaning and travailing"
under the curse of sin and is not working the way it was
originally designed (Romans 8:22). Even the earth itself issaid
to be "kept in store" (2 Peter 3:7), suggesting there are
processes of degradation now progressing in the earth of which
we are yet ignorant, but that will one day lead to its ultimate
dissolution.

The Genesis Flood provides a parallel example of future
dissolution in the earth predicted long beforeit occurred.
In the case of the Flood the prediction was 120 years ahead of
its fulfillment (Genesis 6:3), but Peter's prophecy of the earth's
final dissolution has been in force now for almost 2000 years.
In proportion with the shorter prediction time, the Flood
devastation was not nearly as severe as that of the last day
predicted in 2 Peter 3:10, when "the elements shall melt with
fervent heat." The apostle Peter himself describes the parallel
between these two events in verses 3-10 of 2 Peter 3.°

Further, a staggering implication of Revelation 8:12 is
that all starsin the heavens, not just the sun, areon the
same timetable of degradation that will climax at thistime
in history. For stars other than the sun, this verse could
perhaps be interpreted to indicate that their light decreases by
an average of 1/3, but nevertheless, the univer sal scope of
stellar change hereimplied isat oddswith stellar evolution
which predictsthat starshave vastly different stable
lifetimes (" main sequence" lifetimes). The biblical future of
the sun and other starsisradically different from the future
according to stellar evolution. If the Bibleistrue, stellar
evolution cannot be occurring.

The stellar dimming described in Revelation 8:12 is
temporary, lasting for a only relatively short time. A time
frame of decades or centuriesisruled out given the time frame
of the book of Revelation. Later on the sun becomes unusually
hot, as described in Revelation 16:8: "And the fourth angel
poured out hisvial upon the sun; and power was given unto
him to scorch men with fire." Aswith Revelation 8:12, this
verseis best understood as describing a physical event that is
supernaturally superintended.

Zechariah 14:6-7 seems to describe this same event
asatimein which the night sky will be indistinguishable
from the light of day: "And it shall come to passin that day,
that the night shall not be clear, nor dark: but it shall be one



day which shall be known to the Lord, not day, nor night: but it
shall come to pass, that at evening time it shall be light."

I saiah 30:26 also seemsto describe this event, with
an added specification asto how much brighter the sun will
be: "Moreover the light of the moon shall be asthe light of the
sun, and the light of the sun shall be sevenfold, as the light of
seven days, in the day that the Lord bindeth up the breach of
his people, and healeth the stroke of their wound." The earth
will receive as much light (and heat) as would normally be
contained in the radiation "of seven days."

Because of negative feedback mechanisms on the
earth that tend to damp out changes in the earth's temperature,
the seven-fold increase in the sun's luminosity will not translate
into a proportional increase in the earth's absol ute temperature.
Nonetheless, Revelation 16:9 says that "men were scorched
with great heat, and blasphemed the name of God," showing
that the resulting temperature at the earth's surface will be
uncomfortable in the extreme, though not |ethal.

With these end-time events happening in the sun and stars, we
have the culmination of one of the purposes for which the
heavenly bodies were created. Genesis 1:14 tellsusthat the
celestial bodies were created to be " signs.” A "sign" in
Scripture signifiesan indication or proof of God's power.
Thus the celestial bodies here are showing God's power, which
isafearful thing to those who have rejected Christ. Jesus
prophesied in Luke 21:25-26: "There shall be signsin the sun
and in the moon, and in the stars . . . men's hearts failing them
for fear, and for looking after those things which are coming on
the earth: for the powers of heaven shall be shaken."

Thisisthe scenario the SSM predictsfor the sun
some 5 billion yearsin thefuture. Yetitisdoubtful that
there isaBible believer anywhere who would claim that these
prophetical events are so remote. In fact, most Christians
would probably agree that Bible prophecy will be culminated
within the next thousand years or so, and probably less. The
biblical view of the sun's future seemsfar too short to
reconcile with the SSM which predicts 5 billion more years
of stable hydrogen burning. On the other hand, the biblical
scenario is very compatible with the possibility that the suniis
undergoing contraction with energy accumulation.

Clearly, the biblical picture of the sun's future does
not match the SSM. On the other hand, it does appear that
solar shrinkage has been reasonably verified by actual
observations. If thisbe so, then all sophisticated patching of
the SSM must be seen not as an approach to the truth, but as a
further departure fromiit.

VI. Evolutionary Myth-M aking

The SSM isbeset by difficulties so grave asto disproveit
altogether. Indeed, the evolutionary chronology of the sun has
been continuously accosted by problems ever since Helmholtz
proposed solar gravitational contraction. Y et none of these
difficulties has caused the evolutionary community to doubt
whether their chronology istrue. Instead, every difficulty has
been met by additional speculation, resulting in an SSM
that is dependent on theoretical neutrino oscillations, while
being at variance with helioseismology, solar shrinkage
data, and biblical prophecy.
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In short, it there has been an evolutionary "hardening
of the heart" analogous to the hardening of pharaoh's heart in
ancient Egypt (Exodus 7:22, 8:15, 32). Theevolutionary
community isin no way moving closer to the Bible, but
farther fromit. Sadly, Christianswho adopt evolutionary
ideas are moving in the same direction. Revelation 16:9
indicates that such an assessment is not overly pessimistic.
This verse describes the response of mankind to the heavenly
disproof of stellar evolution occurring in the end times: "And
men . . . blasphemed the name of God, which hath power over
these plagues; and they repented not to give him glory."

VIl. Conclusions

Some hydrogen fusion may be occurringin the sun, but not
enough to account for the sun's energy output. The balance
of solar energy is supplied by gravitational contraction which
seems to be occurring at a high rate, so that the sun is actualy
accumulating energy initsinterior. Thisinternal thermal
accumulation would be expected to lead to extreme solar
instability in the relatively near future. The biblical record
predicts that such eventswill occur in the sun, aswell asin
other stars.
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