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Absolute values
in redshift
quantization, and
distances
I’ve always loved (and I still do)
the paper of Dr Russ Humphreys re
garding redshift quantization,1 but
apart from space expansion, which
I understand he is not in favour of
anymore, I’ve got two other questions
at this stage.
Humphreys wrote:
“The appropriately named Hubble
Space Telescope can now photo
graph galaxies as far as 15 billion
light years away.”
Although the universe is sup
posed to be about 15 billion years old
according to the big bang model, 15
billion light-years is, according to the
big bangers, neither the distance of
the farthest-out celestial objects when
they started emitting the light we are
receiving now (it’s about 2.5 billion
light-years) nor the distance where
these farthest-out celestial objects are
supposed to be now (it’s about 33 billion
light-years). (These numbers can be
found by using the big bang cosmo
logical calculators widely available on
internet, with redshift z = 11.9 for the
most distant galaxy.)
So is the 15 billion light-years
Humphreys’ view of the distance, and
what then is its meaning (now or then)?
Humphreys also wrote:
“That means the values of z tend
to cluster around preferred values
with equal spacings between them,
such as: 0.00000, 0.00024, 0.00048,
0.00072, 0.00096, … . ”
Lots of examples are then given
as evidence of the spacings, but only
very little reference is made to the
absolute values of z, apart from the
series above.
If one looks at the most published
representations (by big bangers) of
measured redshifts, they show them
quantized per angle section around us,

but their absolute values differ from
subsection to subsection. Look, for ex
ample, at the Large-scale Structure in
the inner parts of the 2 DOF Galaxy
Redshift Survey:2

corrected, will have to be given clearly
and convincingly, and then, if possible,
with the latest available data.
Hennie Mouton
Kuils River
Cape Town
South Africa

References

For example, one subsection may
show z = 0.00000, 0.00024, 0.00048,
0.00072, 0.00096 … , but if the next
subsection shows z = 0.00020, 0.00044,
0.00068, 0.00092 … , then the spacing
would still be 0.00024 but the result
won’t be spherical groupings—it
would look like the images above.
Therefore the matter of their abso
lute values, which must be statistically
the same in all angular sections deter
mined so far, is extremely important
as far as the theory is concerned of
them demonstrating that we are in the
centre of the universe. So, if possible,
I suggest more and better evidence
of the same absolute values of the
redshifts z in different angles, since
these are essential to the whole case.
At least the following is some con
firmation of the evidence, but it is still
not sufficient to be convincing:
“Furthermore the redshifts of
quasars, BL Lac objects, galaxies
within a cluster and ‘distant’ clus
ters are all quantized with peaks
at z = 0.06, 0.30, 0.60, 0.96 (and
beyond).”3
Fortunately, 0.06 = 0.00024 x
250, because if it was not a multiple
of 0.00024, the concept of galaxies in
spherical clusters around us would have
been refuted.
Of course, if the effect of the local
movement of the measurement base
was not taken out and is the big rea
son for the images above not to show
concentric circles, it would be great.
But this sort of evidence, when
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»» Russell Humphreys replies:
Mr Mouton’s first question is easy
to answer: I’ve always regarded the
15 billion light-years as a minimum
radius for the galaxies in the universe,
because that is roughly as far as our
telescopes can observe them. How
far away the same galaxies are now
depends on cosmological models. If
the universe is not actually expanding,
as both John Hartnett and myself now
believe is likely,1,2 then those galaxies
would still be at the same distance we
see them now. In addition, God could
have created lots of galaxies beyond 15
billion light-years. Maybe He wanted a
radius of 100 billion light-years!
The second question is not as easy,
because in the last decade big bang sup
porters have managed to thoroughly
confuse themselves on the topic of
redshift quantization, the bunching of
redshifts, which is good evidence that
(a) the cosmos has a geometric centre,
and (b) our galaxy, the Milky Way,
is near it. The Wikipedia review Mr
Mouton cites is a good summary of
how big bang supporters are thinking.3
Their confusion seems to come from
several factors:
1. Failure to distinguish between near
by and distant galaxies. The last pa
per showing clear redshift quan
tization was by Napier and Guthrie
in 1997,4 on which I based my 2002
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