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The Big Stretch – Part 3: More Supporting Evidence 
By Joe Spears

 his is the third in a series of articles about the cos-
mology by Barry Setterfield. I will give briefly an 
overview of the model, but so that we can cover 

new ground in this article rather than repeating what is 
online in the previous two articles, I will not go into a 
great amount of detail here; the previous two articles are 
online at The Big Stretch - Part 1 and The Big Stretch - Part 
2 - Evidence, and, of course, there is the book by Setter-
field1 and his website http://www.setterfield.org. Those 
sources contain hundreds of pages, going into much 
depth; I would highly suggest referring to them. In fact, 
one reason for writing this series of articles is to help bring 
those information sources to the attention of people inter-
ested in these matters of cosmology and creation. 

Brief Overview 
Some of the most perplexing problems for people perus-
ing the planets, stars, and so forth, while trying to 
accommodate the science with the Bible, have been the 
following: 

• How can galaxies be only thousands of years old, if 
the light we see left them billions of years ago? That 
would be before they were in existence, which does 
seem to be somewhat of a problem. 

• How can rocks have been created only thousands of 
years ago, while scientists tell us the atoms in them 
have been decaying for millions, or even billions, of 
years? 

How indeed, but there have been scientific explanations 
that attempt to explains the starlight problem, as well as 
the problem with the radiometric dating of rocks. 

Now, though, I will add some more problems for which, 
until I discovered this model, there was no scientific ex-
planation at all, to my knowledge: 

• How can there be light on day 1 before the sun shines 
on day 4? (To be fair, not all creationists believe the 

                                                        
1  Setterfield BJ, Setterfield HJ (2013) Cosmology and the 

zero point energy, Natural Philosophy Alliance Mono-
graph Series. <http://www.setterfield.org/GSRdvds. 
html#cosmology, http://worldnpa.org/cosmology-
and-the-zero-point-energy/> Accessed 2017 Jul 24 

sun was created on day 4; some say it was merely 
regulated, but this is still a major issue for many.) 

• How can the earth be in existence before the sun lights 
on day 4? 

This model explains, and even predicts, the above. (By 
predict, I refer to what the model indicates should be ob-
served, such as the result of calculations based on the 
model which indicate 3 to 4 days between the first ap-
pearance of light and the lighting up of the sun.) How? By 
invoking miracles? No, by understanding science. 

The beginning was a time when God poured vast 
amounts of energy into the universe as He stretched it out. 
Over thousands of years, this energy was then gradually 
changed into the kinetic energy of the vacuum of space, or 
the Zero Point Energy, ZPE. As this vacuum ZPE gradual-
ly increased over thousands of years, the result was a 
change of basic properties of space, which in turn caused 
an increased resistance to light, slowing it down over 
time. 

The result was that not only was light faster in the past, 
but also some important electric and magnetic processes 
proceeded much more rapidly than they do today. These 
processes led to very rapid formation of galaxies, solar 
systems, planets, etc. 

So, we have major components in this model: 

1. The change of the properties of space itself 

2. The electric and magnetic phenomena that formed 
galaxies, stars, etc. 

The first point sped up the processes of the second point 
above. 

That is the theory in a nutshell, but I am leaving out so 
much! If you want to learn more, check out Setterfield.org 
or the book Cosmology and the Zero Point Energy,1 or see the 
video interview of Barry Setterfield with Chuck Missler at 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wM1fJF7IIUs. 

Brief Addendum to Previous Article 
One argument against the model that could be brought 
forth is that the changes in light speed and other constants 
are no longer found by more recent experiments. This is in 
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no way contradictory to the model. This needs a bit of 
clarification. 

The posited increase in ZPE due to the initial stretching 
out of the cosmos would have only taken less than 3000 
years. We are now well beyond (thousands of years be-
yond) that period. So it should not be surprising if there 
are no measured changes in the so-called constants. 

But wait! Haven’t we claimed that the most recent 300 
years of light speed measurements show a decline in light 
speed? How can we have it both ways? The answer is 
simple. 

After the initial “thickening” of the ZPE, and after the 
completion of the stretching out of the universe, the uni-
verse then may simply oscillate. A paper by Halton Arp 
and Narlikar deals with this and shows that the universe 
need not be expanding in order to remain stable, but may 
also oscillate in relatively minor ways and still remain sta-
ble.2 These oscillations would slightly increase and 
decrease the density of the ZPE. Since their exact nature, 
frequency, duration and extent are unknown, they cannot 
be predicted exactly at the current time. These minor oscil-
lations would, however, affect the constants, just as the 
theory predicts: the constants would change, in sync. For 
example, as c (the speed of light) increases, Planck’s con-
stant (h) will decrease, and vice versa. Measurements tend 
to support this correlation, which in turn supports the sto-
chastic electrodynamical model of the cosmos. 

Arguments for the Setterfield Plasma-ZPE Model 
Arguments in favor of the Setterfield model are listed be-
low. I will use the word “predict” in the sense of the 
model/math agreeing with the “prediction.” For example, 
the math of the model can be used to calculate that there 
would be light on day 1, etc. 

Agreement with the biblical account from Genesis: 

It predicts light appearing on day 1.  Calculations based 
on this model indicate light would have been visible on 
earth 12 hours into day 1.3 

It predicts light before the sun lights up. This model 
predicts that light would exist from astronomical sources 
other than our sun and would reach our solar system be-
fore the sun lit up.3 

It is consistent with the sun forming and lighting up 
after the earth already existed (star/planet formation or-
dering). There is agreement between the model’s 
prediction of planets forming before their stars light up, 
with the sun lighting up on day 4 of creation week. 
Strange as this may seem, this is one aspect of the model 
that lies inherently solely within one of its 2 components, 
plasma cosmology. Anthony Peratt has written that stars 
                                                        
2 Narlikar J, Arp H (1993) Astrophysical J 405: 51 
3  Setterfield B, Creation and plasma physics. <http:// 
www.setterfield.org/Creation_and_Plasma_Physics.html
>  Accessed 2017 Jul 24 

can light up after their planets form, when plasma and 
electromagnetic effects are taken into consideration. 1,4,5 

This model indicates that stars may light up after their 
planets form. 

It predicts a time frame such that the sun indeed would 
light up on day 4 (star/planet formation timing accurate-
ly). Based on astronomical data involving Population I 
and II stars, the model gives a difference of 3.4 days3 from 
day 1 to the lighting of the sun on day 4, which strikingly 
agrees with Genesis; the difference between day 4 and day 
1 is 3 days, and since we don’t have the exact time of the 
day when events happened, 3.4 days fits perfectly into 
this biblical chronology. 

This model indicates, from calculations based on astro-
nomical measurements of Population I and Population II 
stars, a time of approximately 3.4 days between the ap-
pearance of light (day 1) and the lighting up of the sun 
(day 4).4  

It predicts night and day before the sun lit up on day 4. 
One might ask, how were there days, mornings and eve-
nings, before the sun lit up on day 4? This model can 
account for that also. There would have been light, start-
ing on the first day, from a quasar at the center of the 
galaxy. This would provide light from a single direction, 
like the sun does today. See the illustration of a quasar, 
which make this point obvious. 

Agreement with Biblical Chronology 
The model agrees with Biblical chronology. I noted in the 
second article of this series5 that the actual age of astro-
nomical objects, as well as the actual age of 
radiometrically-dated objects (rocks), can be calculated 
using this model. We will look at the calculated age of the 
universe from the calculations of the model and compare 
this with when creation week occurred according to the 
most ancient available biblical texts. 

Setterfield has researched the most ancient LXX (also 
known as the Alexandrian Septuagint) and has written 
about the chronology it provides. It differs from the con-
ventional biblical chronology in some points, though not 
all; for example, per the LXX, Adam is 230 when Seth is 
born, while the King James Version has Adam only 130 
when Seth is born. I will provide the dates below that Set-
terfield reported from his research into the LXX, but you 
can check his research out if you want.6 

                                                        
4 Setterfield B, A brief stellar history. <http://www. 
setterfield.org/Brief_stellar.html#ages> Accessed 2017 Jul 
24 
5 Setterfield BJ, Setterfield HJ (2009) Data and creation: 
The ZPE-plasma model, <http://www.setterfield.org/ 
Data_and_Creation/ZPE-Plasma_model.html#star_ 
formation> Accessed 2017 Jul 24 
6 See Setterfield B (1999) Ancient chronology in scripture. 
<http://www.setterfield.org/scriptchron.htm> and 
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Prediction of the date of Day 1 of creation week 

Theory predicts 5810 BC, which agrees with the LXX with-
in 1-2 years.7,8 The LXX indicates about 5810 BC as the 
time of the creation week of Genesis. When Setterfield 
performed his calculations translating the measured age 
of the universe to real years, according to the model, with 
various calculation methods, the LXX date always agreed 
with the calculation results, with the observed data indi-
cating conventional 13.7 or 14 billion years, while the LXX 
date corresponded to the range of 12 to 15 billion years. 
Setting the beginning of creation to the LXX date, 5810 BC, 
which falls within the date range the model provides for 
the beginning of the universe, results in other dates from 
calculations based on the model with this as a reference 
point (described below), which are amazingly close to the 
dates based on the LXX for major Biblical events such as 
the Flood of Noah.9 

Agrees with the time of Noah’s Flood 

The model indicates the flood would have occurred 2255 
years after creation (AC). The oldest known manuscript of 
Genesis, the LXX, gives the flood date as 2256 AC. There is 
only one year’s difference. 

Agrees with the time frame of tower of Babel event 

The model indicates the Tower of Babel event occurred 
about 2535 AC. The LXX again shows the date to be about 
2550 AC. The difference is about 15 years; note the Biblical 
date is not exact, so getting a match this close is very im-
pressive. (Note that the LXX was not just written to fit 
with the model, and could not have been; it is thousands 
of years old.) 

Agrees with the time frame of division of earth in the 
days of Peleg 

The model indicates the time that the earth was divided, 
in the days of Peleg, was about 2780 years AC. The LXX 
manuscript puts the Peleg continental division at about 
2775 years AC. The difference is only 5 years. 

Summary of Biblical Chronology 
This model gives the time of the flood within one year, 
and other events within 5 to 15 years. This is amazing; 
what other scientific model, based on physics and astro-
nomical data, can do this? 

                                                                                                    
<http://www.setterfield.org/Genesis_1-11/part_14_ 
genealogies.html> Accessed 2017 Jul 24 
7 Setterfield B, Setterfield H (2009) Data and creation: The 
ZPE-plasma model, Table 1. <http://www.setterfield. 
org/ZPE-Plasma_model.html#table_1> Accessed 2017 Jul 
24 
8 Setterfield B, Setterfield H (2009) Data and creation: The 
ZPE-plasma model, IV. Dating the geological column. 
<http://www.setterfield.org/ZPE-Plasma_model.html# 
dating> Accessed 2017 Jul 24 
9 Personal communication from Setterfield. 

In addition to these dates, we recall the problems solved: 
radiometric dating, starlight and the age of the universe, 
the earth’s existence before the sun lights up, light on day 
1 before the sun lights up on day 4, and even the timing of 
first light (this would be on day 1), and also the time be-
tween first light and the lighting of the sun: 3.4 days. 

It gives the age of the universe as approximately 7800 
years, which agrees with the oldest text of Genesis which 
also gives the time of creation week as approximately 7800 
years ago. 

The amazing thing is that multiple dates give such a close 
match between the LXX and calculations based on the 
model; one date source being the oldest known text of 
Genesis, and the other a very modern, recent scientific 
model. 

Extra-Biblical Evidence   
Other evidence in support of Setterfield’s model include 
the prediction and observed quantization of red shift, the 
centering of red shift shells at the location of the Earth, the 
prediction and observed morphology of galaxies, the pre-
diction and observed radial galaxy rotation rate gradients, 
planetary compositions, and the existence of Planck Parti-
cle Pairs “fog,” which may be addressed in a future 
article.  

 

 

COMING EVENTS 
Thursday, August 10, 7:00 pm, Providence Baptist 
Church, 6339 Glenwood Ave., Raleigh, Room 207 

Are Your Children Already Gone. Would You Like To Get 
Them Back? 

Mark Stephens, MCS, invites you to our meeting and will 
address the serious challenge that our children face (actu-
ally we adults too) of holding onto their faith or gaining 
faith in God due to naturalistic evolution, humanism, and 
secularism in our modern day culture. A video, titled Al-
ready Gone, along with discussion and projects to reverse 
this trend, will be included in our meeting. Keep hope! 
Especially, if you are a Christian or secularist who would 
like to be a part in turning this problem around.  

Please come out and bring your children (grandchildren), 
8 or older, to address and do something positive about 
this threat to our country and beyond!  


