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INTRODUCTION

One of the most basic, and most fundamental, issues that
can be considered by the human mind is the question, “Does
God exist?” In the field of logic, there are principles—or as
they are called more often, laws—that govern human thought
processes and that are accepted as analytically true. One of
these is the Law of the Excluded Middle. When applied to ob-
jects, this law states that an object cannot both possess and not
possess a certain trait or characteristic at the same time and in
the same fashion. When applied to propositions, this law states
that all precisely stated propositions are either true or false;
they cannot be both true and false at the same time and in the
same fashion.

The statement, “God exists,” is a precisely stated proposi-
tion. Thus, it is either true or false. The simple fact is, either
God exists or He does not. There is no middle ground. One
cannot affirm logically both the existence and nonexistence
of God. The atheist boldly states that God does not exist; the
theist affirms just as boldly that God does exist; the agnostic
laments that there is not enough evidence to make a decision
on the matter; and the skeptic doubts that God’s existence can
be proven with certainty. Who is correct? Does God exist or
not?

The only way to answer this question, of course, is to seek
out and examine the evidence. It certainly is reasonable to
suggest thatif there isa God, He would make available to us
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evidence adequate to the task of proving His existence. But
does such evidence exist? And if it does, what is the nature of
that evidence?

The theist advocates the view that evidence is available to
prove conclusively that God does exist and that this evidence
isadequate to establish beyond reasonable doubt the exis-
tence of God. However, when I employ the word “prove,” I
do not mean that God’s existence can be demonstrated scien-
tifically in the same fashion that one might prove that a sack of
potatoes weighs ten pounds or thata human heart has four dis-
tinct chambers within it. Such matters as the weight of a sack
of vegetables, or the divisions within a muscle, are matters that
may be verified empirically using the five senses. And while
empirical evidence oftenis quite useful in establishing the va-
lidity of a case, itis not the sole means of arriving at proof. For
example, legal authorities recognize the validity of a prima fa-
ciecase, which is acknowledged to exist when adequate evi-
denceisavailable to establish the presumption of a fact that,
unless such fact can be refuted, legally stands proven (see Jack-
son, 1974, p. 13). Itis the contention of the theist that thereisa
vast body of evidence that makes an impregnable prima facie
case for the existence of God—a case that simply cannotbe re-
futed. I would like to present here the prima facie case for the
existence of God, along with a sampling of the evidence upon
which that case is based.



2

CAUSE AND EFFECT-
THE COSMOLOGICAL
ARGUMENT

Throughout human history, one of the most effective ar-
guments for the existence of God has been the cosmological
argument, which addresses the fact that the Universe (Cos-
mos) is here and therefore must be explained in some fashion.
In his book, Not A Chance, R.C. Sproul observed:

Traditional philosophy argued for the existence of
God on the foundation of the law of causality. The
cosmological argument went from the presence of a
cosmosback toa creator of the cosmos. Itsoughtara-
tional answer to the question, “Why is there some-
thing rather than nothing?” It sought a sufficient rea-
son for a real world (1994, p. 169, emp. in orig.).

The Universe exists and is real. Atheists and agnostics not
only acknowledge its existence, but admit thatitis a grand ef-
fect (e.g., see Jastrow, 1977, pp. 19-21). If an entity cannot ac-
count for its own being (i.e., it is not sufficient to have caused
itself), then it is said to be “contingent” because it is depend-
entupon something outside of itself to explain its existence.
The Universe is a contingent entity since it is inadequate to
cause, or explain, its own existence. Sproul has noted: “Logic
requires thatif something exists contingently, it musthave a
cause. Thatis merely to say, if itis an effectit must have an an-
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tecedent cause” (1994, p. 172). Thus, since the Universe is ad-
mittedly a contingent effect, the obvious question becomes,
“What caused the Universe?”

It is here that the Law of Cause and Effect (also known as
the Law of Causality) is tied firmly to the cosmological argu-
ment. Scientists, and philosophers of science, recognize laws
as “reflecting actual regularities in nature” (Hull, 1974, p. 3).
So far as scientific knowledge can attest, laws know no excep-
tions. This certainly is true of the Law of Cause and Effect. It
is, indisputably, the most universal, and most certain, of all
scientific laws.

Thislaw hasbeen stated in a variety of ways, each of which
adequately expressesits ultimate meaning. Kant, in the first
edition of Critigue of Pure Reason, stated that “everything that
happens (begins to be) presupposes something which it follows
according to a rule.” In the second edition, he strengthened
that statement by noting that “all changes take place according
to the law of connection of cause and effect” (see Meiklejohn,
1878, p. 141). Schopenhauer stated the proposition as: “Noth-
ing happens without a reason why it should happen rather than
nothappen” (as quoted in von Mises, 1951, p. 159). The num-
ber of various formulations could be expanded almost indef-
initely. But simply put, the Law of Causality states that every
material effect must have an adequate antecedent cause.

The philosophical/theological implications of this concept—
pro and con—have been argued through the years. But after
the dust settles, the Law of Causality always remains intact.
There is no question of its acceptance in the world of experi-
mental science or in the ordinary world of personal experi-
ence. Many years ago, professor W.T. Stace, in his classic work,
A Critical History of Greek Philosophy, commented:

Every student of logic knows that this is the ultimate
canon of the sciences, the foundation of them all. If
we did notbelieve the truth of causation, namely, ev-
erything which has a beginning has a cause, and that



in the same circumstances the same things invariably
happen, all the sciences would at once crumble to
dust. In every scientific investigation this truth is as-

sumed (1934, p. 6).

The Law of Causality is not of importance just to science.
Richard von Mises observed: “We may only add that almost
all philosophers regard the law of causality as the most im-
portant, the most far-reaching, and the most firmly founded
of all principles of epistemology.” He then added:

The law of causality claims that for every observ-
able phenomenon (let us call it B) there exists a sec-
ond phenomenon 4, such that the sentence “Bfol-
lows from A”istrue.... There canbe no doubtthat the
law of causality in the formulation just stated is in
agreement with all our own experiences and with
those which come to our knowledge in one way or
another.... [We]| can also state that in practical life there
is hardly a more useful and more reliable rule of be-
havior than to assume of any occurrence that we come
to know that some other one preceded it asits cause
(1951, p. 160, emp. in orig.).

Richard Taylor, addressing the importance of this basic law
of science in The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, wrote:

Nevertheless, it is hardly disputable that the idea of
causation is not only indispensable in the common
affairs of life but in all applied science as well. Juris-
prudence and law would become quite meaningless
if men were not entitled to seek the causes of various
unwanted events such as violent deaths, fires, and ac-
cidents. The same is true in such areas as public health,
medicine, military planning, and, indeed, every area

of life (1967, p. 57).

Justas the Law of the Excluded Middle (discussed in chap-
ter 1) is true analytically, so the Law of Cause and Effect is
true analytically as well. Sproul addressed this when he wrote:
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The statement “Every effect has an antecedent cause”
is analytically true. To say that it is analytically or
formally true is to say that it is true by definition or
analysis. There is nothing in the predicate that is not
already contained by resistless logic in the subject. It
is like the statement, “A bachelor is an unmarried man”
or “A triangle has three sides” or “Two plus two are
four....” Cause and effect, though distinct ideas, are
inseparably bound together in rational discourse. It
is meaningless to say that something is a cause if it
yields no effect. Itis likewise meaningless to say that
something is an effect if it has no cause. A cause, by
definition, must have an effect, oritis nota cause. An
effect, by definition, must have a cause, oritisnotan
effect (1994, pp. 172,171 emp. in orig.).

Effects without adequate causes are unknown. Further,
causes never occur subsequent to the effect. Itis meaningless
to speak of a cause following an effect, or an effect preceding
a cause. In addition, the effect never is qualitatively superior
to, nor quantitatively greater than, the cause. This knowledge
isresponsible for our formulation of the Law of Causality in
these words: Every material effect must have an adequate an-
tecedent cause. The river did not turn muddy because the frog
jumped in; the book did not fall from the table because the fly
lighted on it. These are not adequate causes. For whatever ef-
fects we observe, we must postulate adequate antecedent causes
—which brings us back to the original question: What caused
the Universe?

There are but three possible answers to this question: (1)
the Universe is eternal; it always has existed and always will
exist; (2) the Universe is not eternal; rather, it created itself
outofnothing; (3) the Universe isnot eternal, and did not cre-
ate itself out of nothing; rather, it was created by something
(or Someone) anterior, and superior, to itself. These three op-
tions merit serious consideration.



IS THE UNIVERSE ETERNAL?

The front cover of the June 25, 2001 issue of 7ime maga-
zine announced: “How the Universe Will End: Peering Deep
Into Space and Time, Scientists Have Just Solved the Biggest
Mystery in the Cosmos.” Comforting thought, isn’tit, to know
that the “biggest mystery in the Cosmos” has been figured
out? But what, exactly, is that mystery? And why does it merit
the front cover of a major news magazine?

The origin and destiny of the Universe always have been
important topics in the creation/evolution controversy. In
the past, evolutionists went to great extremes to present sce-
narios thatincluded an eternal Universe, and they went to the
same extremes to avoid any scenario that suggested a Uni-
verse with a beginning or end because such a scenario posed
bothersome questions. In his book, God and the Astronomers,
the eminent evolutionary astronomer Robert Jastrow, who
currently is serving as the director of the Mount Wilson Ob-
servatory, put it like this:

The Universeisthe totality of all matter, animate and
inanimate, throughout space and time. If there wasa
beginning, what came before? If there is an end, what
will come after? On both scientific and philosophical
grounds, the concept of an eternal Universe seems more
acceptable than the concept of a transient Universe
that springs into being suddenly, and then fades slowly
into darkness.

Astronomers try not to be influenced by philosophi-
cal considerations. However, theidea of a Universe
that has both a beginning and an end is distasteful to
the scientific mind. In a desperate effort to avoid it,
some astronomers have searched for another inter-
pretation of the measurements that indicate the re-
treating motion of the galaxies, an interpretation that
would not require the Universe to expand. If the evi-
dence for the expanding Universe could be explained
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away, the need for a moment of creation would be
eliminated, and the concept of time without end would
return to science. But these attempts have not suc-
ceeded, and most astronomers have come to the con-
clusion that they live in an exploding world (1977, p.
31).

What does Jastrow mean when he says that “these attempts
have notsucceeded”? And why do evolutionists prefer to avoid
the question of a Universe with a beginning? In an interview
he granted on June 7, 1994, Dr. Jastrow elaborated on this
point. The interviewer, Fred Heeren, asked if there was any-
thing from physics that could explain how the Universe first
came to be. Jastrow lamented:

No, there’s not—this is the most interesting result in
all of science.... As Einstein said, scientists live by their
faith in causation, and the chain of cause and effect.
Every effect hasa cause that can be discovered by ra-
tional arguments. And this has been a very success-
ful program, if you will, for unraveling the history of
the universe. But it just fails at the beginning.... So
time, really, going backward, comes to a halt at that
point. Beyond that, that curtain can never be lifted....
And thatisreally ablow at the very fundamental prem-
ise that motivates all scientists (as quoted in Heeren,
1995, p. 303).

Seventeen years earlier, in his book, Until the Sun Dies, Jas-
trow had discussed this very problem—a Universe withoutany
adequate explanation for its own existence and, worse still,
without any adequate cause for whatever theory scientists might
set forth in an attempt to elucidate how it did originate. As

Jastrow noted:

This great saga of cosmic evolution, to whose truth the
majority of scientists subscribe, is the product of an
act of creation that took place twenty billion years ago
[according to evolutionary estimates—BT]. Science, un-
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like the Bible, has no explanation for the occurrence of
that extraordinary event. The Universe, and everything
that has happened in it since the beginning of time, are
agrand effect withoutaknown cause. An effect with-
out a cause? That is not the world of science; it is a world
of witchcraft, of wild events and the whims of dem-
ons, amedieval world that science has tried to banish.
Asscientists, what are we to make of this picture? Ido
not know (1977, p. 21).

While Dr. Jastrow may not know how the Universe began,
there are two things thathe and his colleagues do know: (1) the
Universe had a definite beginning; and (2) the Universe will
have a definite ending.

Admittedly, the most comfortable position for the evolu-
tionistis the idea that the Universe is eternal, because it avoids
the problem of a beginning or ending and thus the need for
any “first cause” such as a Creator. In hisbook, Until the Sun
Dies, astronomer Jastrow noted: “The proposal for the crea-
tion of matter out of nothing possesses a strong appeal to the
scientist, since it permits him to contemplate a Universe with-
out beginning and without end” (1977, p. 32). Jastrow went on
to remark that evolutionary scientists preferred an eternal Uni-
verse “because the notion of a world with a beginning and an
end made them feel so uncomfortable” (p. 33). In God and the
Astronomers, Dr. Jastrow explained why attempts to prove an
eternal Universe had failed miserably. “Now three lines of evi-
dence—the motions of the galaxies, the laws of thermodynam-
ics, and the life story of the stars—pointed to one conclusion;
allindicated that the Universe had a beginning” (1978, p. 111).
Jastrow—who is considered by many to be one of the greatest
science writers of our age—certainly is no creationist. Butasa
scientist who is an astrophysicist, he has written often on the
inescapable conclusion that the Universe had a beginning. Con-
sider, for example, the following statements that have come
from his pen:



Now both theory and observation pointed to an ex-
panding Universe and abeginningintime.... About
thirty years ago science solved the mystery of the birth
and death of stars, and acquired new evidence that the
Universe had a beginning (1978, pp. 47,105).
Arthur Eddington, the most distinguished British as-
tronomer of his day, wrote, “If our views are right,
somewhere between the beginning of time and the
present day we must place the winding up of the uni-
verse.” When that occurred, and Who or what wound
up the Universe, were questions that bemused theo-
logians, physicists and astronomers, particularly in the
1920’s and 1930’s (1978, pp. 48-49).
Mostremarkable of all is the fact thatin science, asin
the Bible, the World begins with an act of creation.
That view has not always been held by scientists. Only
asaresult of the most recent discoveries can we say with
afairdegree of confidence that the world hasnot ex-
isted forever; thatit began abruptly, without apparent
cause, in ablinding event that defies scientific expla-
nation (1977, p. 19).

The conclusion to be drawn from the scientific data was ines-

capable, as Dr. Jastrow himself admitted when he wrote:

The lingering decline predicted by astronomers for
the end of the world differs from the explosive condi-
tions they have calculated forits birth, but the impact
isthe same: modern science denies an eternal ex-
istence to the Universe, either in the past or in
the future (1977, p. 30, emp. added).
In her book, The Fire in the Equations, award-winning science
writer Kitty Ferguson wrote in agreement.

Our late twentieth-century picture of the universe is
dramatically different from the picture our forebears
had at the beginning of the century. Today it’s com-
mon knowledge that all the individual stars we see with
the naked eye are only the stars of our home galaxy,

the Milky Way, and that the Milky Way is only one
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among many billions of galaxies. It’s also common

knowledge that the universe isn’t eternal but had

a beginning ten to twenty billion years ago, and

that it is expanding (1994, p. 89, emp. added).
The evidence clearly indicates that the Universe had abegin-
ning. The Second Law of Thermodynamics, as Dr. Jastrow
hasindicated, shows this to be true. Henry Morris correctly
commented: “The Second Law requires the universe to have
had abeginning” (1974, p. 26). Indeed, it does. The Universe
is not eternal.

Steady State and Oscillating Universe Theories

One theory that was offered in an attempt to establish the
eternality of the Universe was the Steady State model, propa-
gated by Sir Fred Hoyle, Thomas Gold, and Sir Hermann
Bondi. Even before they offered this unusual theory, how-
ever, scientific evidence had been discovered which indicated
that the Universe was expanding. Hoyle and his colleagues
set forth the Steady State model to: (a) erase any possibility of
a beginning (a nice sidestepping tactic for nasty philosophi-
cal questions such as “What came before the beginning?”);
(b) bolster the idea of an eternal Universe (another sidestep-
ping tactic for questions such as “What will come after the
ending?”); and (c) explain why the Universe was expanding.
Their idea was that at certain points in the Universe (which
they called “irtrons”), matter was being created spontane-
ously from nothing.

Since this new matter obviously had to “go” somewhere, and
since itisa well-established fact of science that two objects can-
not occupy the same space at the same time, it pushed the al-
ready-existing matter further into distant space. This replen-
ishing “virgin” matter, which allegedly maintained the density
atasteady state (thus the name of the model), had the amazing
ability to condense into galaxies and everything contained with-
in—stars, planets, comets, and, ultimately, organic life.
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Hoyle, Gold, and Bondi asserted that this process of mat-
ter continually being created (the idea even came to be known
as the “continuous creation” theory) avoided a beginning or
ending, while simultaneously accounting for the expansion of
the Universe. When asked the question as to the origin of this
matter, Hoyle replied that it was a “meaningless and unprof-
itable” pursuit (1955, p. 342).

For a time, the Steady State hypothesis was quite popular.
Eventually, however, it was discarded for a number of rea-
sons. Cosmologist John Barrow has suggested that the Steady
State theory proposed by Hoyle and his colleagues sprang
“...from abelief that the universe did not have a beginning....
The specific theory they proposed fell into conflict with ob-
servation long ago...” (1991, p. 46). Indeed, the Steady State
Theory did fall into “conflict with observation” for anumber
of reasons. First, valid empirical observations no longer fit
the model—that is, we now know the Universe had a beginning

(see Gribbin, 1986).

Second, new theoretical concepts being proposed were at
odds with the Steady State model. In 1978, Arno Penzias and
Robert Wilson were honored with the Nobel Prize in physics
for their discovery of the cosmic microwave background ra-
diation (referred to variously in the literature as CMB, CMR,
or CBR; I will use the CMB designation throughout this dis-
cussion). The two Bell Laboratory researchers serendipitously
stumbled onto this phenomenon in June 1964, after first think-
ing it was an equipment malfunction. For a short while, they
even attributed the background noise to what they referred
to as “white dielectric material”—bird droppings (Fox, 2002,
p- 78). The electromagnetic radiation they were experiencing
was independent of the spot in the sky where they were focus-
ing the antenna, and was only a faint “hiss” or “hum” in mag-
nitude. The microwaves, which can be related to temperature,
produced the equivalent of approximately 3.5 K background
radiation at 7.3 cm wavelength (“K” stands for Kelvin, the stan-
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dard scientific temperature scale; 0 K equals absolute zero—
the theoretical point at which all motion ceases: -459° Fahr-
enheit or -273° Celsius). Unable to decide why they were en-
countering this phenomenon, Penzias and Wilson contacted
Robert Dicke at Princeton University who, with his colleagues,
immediately latched on to thisnoise as the “echo” of the Big
Bang. A prediction had been made prior to the discovery that
ifthe Big Bang were true, there should be some sort of constant
radiation in space, although the prediction was for a temper-
ature several times higher (see Hoyle, et al., 2000, p. 80; Wein-
berg, 1977, p. 50).

When I mentioned in the above paragraph that “new the-
oretical concepts” eventually dethroned the Steady State The-
ory, I wasreferring to Penzias and Wilson’s discovery of the
cosmic microwave background radiation. Described by some
evolutionists as the “remnant afterglow of the Big Bang,” it is
viewed asa faintlight shining back to the beginning of the Uni-
verse (well, at least close to the beginning. . .say, within 300,000
to 400,000 years or so). This radiation, found in the form of
microwaves, hasbeen snatched up by Big Bang proponents
asthe proof of an initial catastrophic beginning—the “bang”—
of our Universe. The cosmic background radiation spelled al-
most instant doom for the Steady State Theory, because the
theory did not predictabackground radiation (since there was
no initial outpouring of radiation in that model). Plus, there
was no way to introduce the idea of such background radiation
into the existing theory. [For an in-depth review and refutation
of the idea of the cosmic background radiation representing
proof of the Big Bang Theory, see Thompson, Harrub, and
May, 2003b.]

Third (and probably most important), the Steady State The-
ory violated the First Law of Thermodynamics, which states
that neither matter nor energy can be created or destroyed
in nature. Jastrow commented on thislast point when he wrote:
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But the creation of matter out of nothing would vio-

late a cherished concept in science—the principle of

the conservation of matter and energy—which states

that matter and energy can be neither created nor de-

stroyed. Matter can be converted into energy, and vice

versa, but the total amount of all matter and energy

in the Universe mustremain unchanged forever. Itis

difficult to accept a theory that violates such a firmly

established scientific fact. Yet the proposal for the cre-

ation of matter out of nothing possesses a strong ap-

peal to the scientist, since it permits him to contem-

plate a Universe without beginning and without end

(1977, p. 32).
The Steady State model, with its creation of matter from noth-
ing, could not be reconciled with this basic law of science, and
thus was abandoned. [However, as the British science journal
Nature correctly noted, “Nobody should be surprised, there-
fore, if the handful of those who reject the Big Bang claim the
new dataas support for their theories also” (see “Big Bang Brou-
haha,” 1992, 356:731). And, sure enough, Fred Hoyle, Geof-
frey Burbidge, and Jayant Narlikar developed what came to be
known as the Quasi-Steady-State Theory—a slight variation
on the original Steady State Theory, invented to try to make
sense of the “chink” in the armor of the original concept, as
represented by the cosmic background radiation.|

Unable to overcome these flaws, scientists “steadily” aban-

doned the Steady State Theory and sought another theory to
fill the void. They ended up turning back to the theory that
had been proposed earlier by Georges Lemaitre and the Rus-
sian-American physicist George Gamow—a theory that had
been hastily shoved aside by the Steady State model only a
few years prior. [Although it probably is not known widely to-
day, the Big Bang—in its original “standard” form—actually came
before the advent of the Steady State Theory and, ironically,
was given its name (intended to be derogatory) by Hoyle asa
result of a snide comment made on a live radio show for which
he served as host (Fox, 2002, p. 65).]
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Slowly but surely, the Big Bang model of the origin of the
Universe eclipsed and eventually replaced the Steady State
Theory. It postulates that all the matter/energy in the observ-
able Universe was condensed into a particle much smaller
than a single proton (the famous “ylem,” as it frequently is
called). The ylem—an entirely hypothetical construct—was a
primordial substance 10" times the density of water, yet small-
er in volume than a single proton. As one writer expressed it:
“Astonishingly, scientists now calculate that everything in this
vastuniverse grew out of aregion many billions of times small-
er than a single proton, one of the atom’s basic particles” (Gore,
1983, 163:705). The ylem (a.k.a. the “cosmic egg”) was a “mind-
bogglingly dense atom containing the entire Universe” (Fox,
p. 69). [Where, exactly, the cosmic egg is supposed to have
come from, no one quite knows; so far, no cosmic chicken has
yet been sighted.]

Atsome pointin time, according to Big Bang theorists, the
ylem reached its minimum contraction (at a temperature of
10” Celsius—a 1 followed by 32 zeros), and suddenly and vio-
lently expanded. Within an hour of this event, nucleosynthe-
sisbegan to occur. Thatis to say, the light atoms we recognize
today (e.g., hydrogen, helium, and lithium) had been manu-
factured in the intense heat. As the Universe expanded and
cooled, the atoms started “clumping” together, and withina
few hundred million years, the coalescing “clumps” began to
form stars and galaxies. All the heavier elements are assumed to
have been formed later by nuclear fusion within the cores of
stars.

The Big Bang model, however, suffered from numerous
problems. First, it required that whatever made up the “cos-
mic egg” be eternal—a concept clearly at odds with the Sec-
ond Law of Thermodynamics. John Gribbin, a highly regarded
evolutionary cosmologist, voiced the opinion of many when
he wrote: “The biggest problem with the Big Bang theory of
the origin of the Universe is philosophical—perhaps even the-

-15 -



ological-what was there before the bang?” (1976, pp. 15-16).
Mathematician David Berlinski, writing in Commentary mag-
azine, concluded:

Such is the standard version of hot Big Bang cosmol-
ogy—"“hot” in contrast to scenarios in which the uni-
verse is cold, and “Big Bang” in contrast to various
steady-state cosmologies in which nothing ever be-
gins and nothing ever quite ends. It may seem that
this archeological scenario leaves unanswered
the question of how the show started and merely
describes the consequences of some Great Cause
that it cannot specify and does not comprehend
(1998, p. 30).

It’s not just that “it may seem” that the Big Bang Theory
“leaves unanswered the question of how the show started.”
It’s that it does leave such questions unanswered! An article
(“The Self-reproducing Inflationary Universe”) by famed cos-
mologist Andrei Linde in the November 1994 issue of Scientific
Americanrevealed that the standard Big Bang Theory hasbeen
“scientifically brain dead” for quite some time. Linde (who, by
the way, is the developer of two closely related variations of
the Big Bang, known as the chaotic and the eternal inflation-
ary models) is a professor of physics at Stanford University.
He listed half a dozen overwhelmingly serious problems with
the theory—problems that have been acknowledged (although,
sadly, notalways in a widely publicized fashion) for years. [For
an in-depth review and refutation of the Big Bang Theory, see
Thompson, Harrub, and May, 2003a; 2003b; 2003c¢.] Linde
began his obituary for the Big Bang by asking the following
question.

The first, and main, problem is the very existence of
the big bang. One may wonder, What came be-
fore? If space-time did not exist then, how could ev-
erything appear from nothing? What arose first: the
universe or the laws governing it? Explaining this ini-

- 16 -



tial singularity—where and when it all began—still re-
mains the most intractable problem of modern cos-

mology (1994, 271[5]:48, emp. added).

Second, a great deal of time and energy has been expended
in an attempt to determine the ultimate fate of the Universe.
Willit collapse back onitselfin a “Big Crunch,” or will it sim-
ply continue expanding? In a desperate effort to avoid any ves-
tige of abeginning or any hint of an ending, evolutionistsin-
vented the Oscillating Universe model (also known as the Big
Bang/Big Crunch model, the Expansion/Collapse model, etc.).
Dr. Gribbin suggested that “...the best way round this initial
difficulty is provided by a model in which the Universe expands
from a singularity, collapses back again, and repeats the cycle
indefinitely” (1976, pp. 15-16).

Thatis to say, there was a Big Bang; but there also willbe a
Big Crunch, at which time the matter of the Universe will col-
lapse back onto itself. There will be a “bounce,” followed by
another Big Bang, which will be followed by another Big
Crunch, and this process will be repeated ad infinitum. In the
Big Bang model, there is a permanent end; not so in the Os-
cillating Universe model, as Dr. Jastrow explained:

But many astronomers reject this picture of a dying
Universe. They believe that the expansion of the Uni-
verse will not continue forever because gravity, pull-
ing back on the outward-moving galaxies, must slow
their retreat. If the pull of gravity is sufficiently strong,
it may bring the expansion to a halt at some point in
the future.

What will happen then? The answer is the crux of this
theory. The elements of the Universe, held in a bal-
ance between the outward momentum of the primor-
dial explosion and the inward force of gravity, stand
momentarily at rest; but after the briefestinstant, al-
ways drawn together by gravity, they commence to
move toward one another. Slowly atfirst, and then with
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increasing momentum, the Universe collapses under
the relentless pull of gravity. Soon the galaxies of the
Cosmos rush toward one another with an inward
movement as violent as the outward movement of their
expansion when the Universe exploded earlier. After
asufficienttime, they come into contact; their gases
mix; their atoms are heated by compression; and the
Universe returns to the heat and chaos from which it
emerged many billions of yearsago (1978, p. 118).

The description provided by Jastrow is that commonly re-
ferred to in the scientific literature as the “Big Crunch.” But
the obvious question after hearing such a scenario is this: Af-
ter that, then what? Once again, hear Dr. Jastrow:

No one knows. Some astronomers say the Universe
will never come out of this collapsed state. Others
speculate that the Universe will rebound from the col-
lapse in a new explosion, and experience a new mo-
ment of Creation. According to this view, our Uni-
verse will be melted down and remade in the caldron
ofthe second Creation. It willbecome an entirely new
world, in which no trace of the existing Universe re-
mains....

This theory envisages a Cosmos that oscillates forever,
passing through an infinite number of moments of
creation in a never-ending cycle of birth, death and
rebirth. It unites the scientific evidence for an explo-
sive moment of creation with the concept of an eternal
Universe. Italso hasthe advantage of being able to an-
swer the question: What preceded the explosion? (1978,
pp- 119-120).

This, then, is the essence of the Oscillating Universe theory.
Several questions arise, however. First, of what benefit would
such events be? Second, is such a concept scientifically test-
able? Third, does current scientific evidence support such an
idea?
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Of what benefit would a Big Bang/Big Crunch/Big Bang
scenario be? Theoretically, as I already have noted, the ben-
efit to evolutionists is that they do not have to explain a Uni-
verse with an absolute beginning or an absolute ending. A cyc-
lical Universe that infinitely expands and contracts is obviously
much more acceptable than one that demands explanations
forbothits origin and destiny. Practically, there is no benefit
that derives from such a scenario. The late astronomer from
Cornell University, Carl Sagan, noted: “...[I|nformation from
our universe would not trickle into that next one and, from
our vantage point, such an oscillating cosmology is as defini-
tive and depressing an end as the expansion that never stops”
(1979, pp. 13-14).

But s the Oscillating Universe model testable scientifically?
Gribbin suggests that it is.

The key factors which determine the ultimate fate of
the Universe are the amount of matter it contains and
therate at whichitis expanding.... In simple terms, the
Universe can only expand foreverifitis exploding fast-
er than the “escape velocity” fromitself.... If the den-
sity of matter across the visible Universe we see today
is sufficient to halt the expansion we can observe to-
day, then the Universe has alwaysbeen exploding at
less than its own escape velocity, and must eventual-
ly be slowed down so much that the expansion s first
halted and then converted into collapse. On the other
hand, if the expansion we observe today is proceeding
fast enough to escape from the gravitational clutches
of the matter we observe today, then the Universe is and
always was “open” and will expand forever (1981, p.
313).

Does the scientific evidence support the theory of an “os-
cillating,” eternal Universe? In the end, the success or failure of
this theory depends, basically, on two things: (1) the amount of
matter contained in the Universe, since there must be enough
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matter for gravity to “pull back” to cause the Big Crunch; and
(2) the amount of gravity available to do the “pulling.” The
amount of matter required by the theory is one reason why
Gribbin admitted: “This, in a nutshell, is one of the biggest
problems in cosmology today, the puzzle of the so-called miss-
ing mass” (1981, pp. 315-316). Cosmologists, astrophysicists,
and astronomers refer to the missing mass as “dark matter.”
Intheir book, Wrinklesin Time, George Smootand Keay Da-
vidson remarked:

We are therefore forced to contemplate the fact that
as much as 90 percent of the matter in the universe is
both invisible and quite unknown—perhaps unknow-
able—to us.... Are such putative forms of matter the fan-
tasies of desperate men and women, frantically seeking
solutions to baffling problems? Or are they alegitimate
sign that with the discovery of dark matter cosmology
findsitselfin a terraincognitabeyond ourimmediate
comprehension? (1993, pp. 164,171).

In his June 25,2001 Timearticle (which claimed to “solve the
biggest mystery in the cosmos”), Michael D. Lemonick dealt
with this “puzzle.”

Asthe universe expands, the combined gravity from
all the matter within it tends to slow that expansion,
much as the earth’s gravity tries to pull arising rocket
backto the ground. Ifthe pullis strong enough, the ex-
pansion will stop and reverse itself; if not, the cosmos
will go on getting bigger, literally forever. Which is it?
One way to find out is to weigh the cosmos—to add up
all the stars and all the galaxies, calculate their gravity
and compare that with the expansion rate of the uni-
verse. If the cosmos is moving at escape velocity, no
Big Crunch.

Trouble is, nobody could figure out how much matter
there actually was. The stars and galaxies were easy;

you could see them. Butit was noted as early as the
1930s that something lurked out there besides the glow-
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ing stars and gases that astronomers could see. Galax-
iesin clusters were orbiting one another too fast; they
should, by rights, be flying off into space like untethered
children flung from a fast-twirling merry-go-round.
Individual galaxies were spinning about their centers
too quickly too; they should long since have flown apart.
The only possibility: some form of invisible dark mat-
ter was holding things together, and while you could
infer the mass of dark matter in and around galaxies,
nobody knew if it also filled the dark voids of space,
where its effects would not be detectable (2001, 157
[25]:51).

In discussing the Oscillating Universe model, astronomers
speak (as Dr. Gribbin did in one of the quotes above) of a
“closed” or an “open” Universe. If the Universe is closed, the
Universe will cease its expansion, the Big Crunch could occur
(theoretically), and an oscillating Universe becomes (again,
theoretically) a viable possibility. If the Universe is open, the
expansion of the Universe will continue (resulting in a condi-
tion known as the Big Chill), and the Big Crunch will not oc-
cur, making an oscillating Universe impossible. Joseph Silk
commented: “The balance of evidence does point to an open
model of the universe...” (1980, p. 309, emp. added). Gribbin
said: “The consensus among astronomers today is that the uni-
verse is open” (1981, p. 316, emp. added).

Even more recent evidence seems to indicate that an oscil-
lating Universe is a physical impossibility (see Chaisson, 1992).
Evolutionary cosmologist John Wheeler drew the following
conclusion based on the scientific evidence available at the time:
“With gravitational collapse we come to the end of time. Nev-
er out of the equations of general relativity has one been able
to find the slightestargumentfora ‘re-expansion’ ofa ‘cyclic
universe’ or anything other than an end” (1977, p. 15). Astron-
omer Hugh Ross admitted: “Attempts...to use oscillation to
avoid a theistic beginning for the universe all fail” (1991, p. 105).
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In an article written for the January 19, 1998 issue of U.S. News
and World Report(“A Few Starry and Universal Truths”), Charles
Petit stated:

For years, cosmologists have wondered if the universe
is “closed” and will collapse to a big crunch, or “open,”
with expansion forever in the cards. It now seems
open—in spades. The evidence, while notironclad,
is plentiful. Neta Bahcall of Princeton University and
her colleagues have found that the distribution of clus-
ters of galaxies at the perceivable edge of the universe
imply [sic] that the universe back then was lighter than
often had been believed. There appears to be 20 per-
centas much massas would be needed to stop the ex-
pansion and lead the universe to someday collapse
again (124[2]:58, emp. added).
Apparently, the information that appeared in the June 25, 2001
Time article was “ironclad,” and dealt the ultimate death blow
to the idea of either an eternal or oscillating Universe. In speak-
ing aboutthe origin of the Universe, Lemonick explained:

That event—the literal birth of time and space some
15 billion years ago—has been understood, at leastin
itsbroadest outlines, since the 1960s. Butin more than
athird of a century, the best minds in astronomy have
failed to solve the mystery of what happens at the other
end of time. Will the galaxies continue to fly apart for-
ever, their glow fading until the cosmosis cold and dark?
Or will the expansion slow to a halt, reverse direction,
and send 10 octillion (10 trillion billion) stars crashing
back together in a final, apocalyptic Big Crunch, the
mirror image of the universe’s explosive birth? Despite
decades of observations with the most powerful tele-
scopes at their disposal, astronomers simply haven’t
been able to decide.

But a series of remarkable discoveries announced in
quick succession starting this spring has gone along
way toward settling the question once and for all. Sci-
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entists who were betting on a Big Crunch liked to
quote the poet Robert Frost: “Some say the world will
endin fire,/some say inice./From what I've tasted of
desire/I hold with those who favor fire.” Those in the
other camp preferred T.S. Eliot: “This is the way the
world ends./Not with abang but a whimper.” Now,
using observations from the Sloan Digital Sky Sur-
vey in New Mexico, the orbiting Hubble Space Tele-
scope, the mammoth Keck Telescope in Hawaii, and
sensitive radio detectors in Antarctica, the verdict is
in: T.S. Eliot wins (157[25]:49-50).

What, exactly, has caused this current furor in astronomy?

And why are T.S. Eliot and the astronomers who quote him

the “winners”? As Lemonick went on to explain:
Ifthese observations continue to hold up, astrophys-
icists can be pretty sure they have assembled the full
parts list for the cosmos at last: 5% ordinary matter,
35% exotic dark matter and about 60% dark energy.
They also have a pretty good idea of the universe’s fu-
ture. Allthe matter puttogether doesn’thave enough
gravity to stop the expansion; beyond that, the anti-
gravity effect of dark energy is actually speeding up
the expansion. And because the amount of dark en-
ergy will grow as space gets bigger, its effect will only
increase (157[25]:55).

The simple fact is, the Universe just does not have enough
matter, or enough gravity, foritto collapse back uponitselfin
a “Big Crunch.” Itisnot “oscillating.” Itisnot eternal. Ithad a
beginning, and it will have an ending. As Jastrow observed:
“About thirty years ago science solved the mystery of the birth
and death of stars, and acquired new evidence that the Universe
had a beginning.... Now both theory and observation pointed
to an expanding Universe and abeginning in time” (1978, p.
105). Six pages later in God and the Astronomers, Dr. Jastrow con-
cluded: “Now three lines of evidence—the motions of the gal-
axies, the laws of thermodynamics, the life story of the stars—
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pointed to one conclusion; all indicated that the Universe had
abeginning” (p. 111). Earlier in that same volume, he had writ-
ten: “And concurrently there was a great deal of discussion
about the fact that the second law of thermodynamics, applied
to the Cosmos, indicates the Universe is running down like a
clock. If it is running down, there must have been a time when
it was fully wound up” (pp. 48-49).

It wasbecomingapparent that matter could notbe eternal,
because, as everyone knows (and as every knowledgeable sci-
entistreadily admits), eternal things do not run down. Further-
more, there was going to be an end at some pointin the future.
And eternal entities do not have either beginnings or endings.
In 1929, Sir James Jeans, writing in his classic book The Uni-
verse Around Us, observed: “All this makes it clear that the pres-
ent matter of the universe cannot have existed forever.... In
some way matter which had not previously existed, came, or
was brought, into being” (1929, p. 316). Now, over seventy
yearslater we have returned to the same conclusion. As Lem-
onick put it:

If the latest results do hold up, some of the most im-
portant questions in cosmology—how old the universe
is, whatit’s made of and how it will end—will have been
answered, only about 70 years after they were first
posed. By the time the final chapter of cosmic his-
tory is written—further in the future than our minds
can grasp—humanity, and perhaps even biology, will
longsince have vanished (157[25]:56, emp. added).

The fact that 7ime magazine devoted an entire cover (and
feature story to go with it) to the topic of “How the Universe
Will End,” and the reference to the “final chapter of cosmic
history,” are inadvertent admissions to something that evo-
lutionists have long tried to avoid—the fact that the Universe
had abeginning, and will have an ending. When one hears Sir

James Jeans allude to the fact that “in some way matter which
had not previously existed, came, or was brought, into being,”
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the question that comes to mind is: Who broughtitinto being?
As Great Britain’s most eminent physicist, Stephen Hawking,
once remarked: “The odds against a universe like ours emerg-
ing out of somethinglike the bigbang are enormous. I think
there are clearly religious implications” (as quoted in Bos-
lough, 1985, p. 121, emp. added). I certainly agree.

DID THE UNIVERSE CREATE
ITSELF OUT OF NOTHING?

In the February 2001 issue of Scientific American, physicists
Philip and Phylis Morrison wrote an article titled “The Big
Bang: Wit or Wisdom?,” in which they remarked: “We no
longer see abigbangasadirectsolution” (284[2]:95).It’sno
wonder. As Andrei Linde also wrote in Scientific American
(seven years earlier) about the supporting evidences for the
Big Bang: “We found many to be highly suspicious” (1994,
271[5]:48).

Dr. Linde’s comments caught no one by surprise—and drew
no ire from his colleagues. In fact, long before he committed
to print in such a prestigious science journal the Big Bang’s
obituary, cosmologists had known (though they were not ex-
actly happy at the thought of having to admit it publicly) that
the Big Bang was, to employ a phrase I used earlier, “scientifi-
cally