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In1992,newspapersplastered acrosstheirfrontpages
new findings about theBigBang theory.TheAssociated
Press quoted physicist Joel Primack as saying that the
new scientific data represent �one of the major discov-
eries of the century.� The reports oftenwere couched in
highly religious terms, suggesting that scientists have
found the �Holy Grail of cosmology.� What is all this
talk about, andwhat is its significance to the biblical re-
cordofcreation?

BACKGROUND
The Big Bang theory rests on three basic assump-

tions: (1) that from some sort of original �cosmic egg,�
itself smaller thanasingleproton,hydrogenandhelium
atoms were created and ultimately (through a process
called �nucleosynthesis�) gave rise to 99% of the visi-
blematter in theUniverse; (2) that theheatgeneratedby
this process has cooled to only a few degrees above ab-
solutezero; and (3) that theUniverse is expandingaway
fromacentralpoint. I discussedeachof thesepoints ina
previousarticle (Major,1991).Buthowis thecurrentcon-
troversy related to these assumptions, and what ramifi-
cationsdo thesenewfindingshaveonbiblical creation?
Although the extremely high temperatures thought

to be associatedwith the BigBang cannot bemeasured
directly, evolutionary cosmologists felt that one day it
mightbepossible to findaremnantof these temperatures
in what they termed �background� radiation�the �af-
terglow� of the Big Bang. In 1965, two scientists from
Bell Laboratories, Arno Penzias and Robert Wilson,
pointed an improvised radio telescope into space and
found a uniform background radiation of three degrees
above absolute zero (3°Kelvin). Cosmologists took this
as evidence for theBigBang, andDrs. Penzias andWil-
son subsequently were awarded a Nobel Prize for their
discovery. In 1989, NASA launched its Cosmic Back-
ground Explorer satellite (COBE), and it began its sur-
vey of deep space. It, too, found a 3-K temperature (or,
more correctly, 2.735±0.06K,measured to an accuracy
ofone in10,000).
Therewere still seriousproblemswith theBigBang

theory, however. For example, in anyBigBang scenario
�according to evolutionists�assumptions about initial

conditions�theUniversecancontainnomore than10%
protons, neutrons, and other ordinary matter such as is
found in stars, planets, etc. What makes up the rest of
thematter�90-99%of theUniverse�still is amystery.
Cosmologists donot knowwhat it is, andhavenot found
direct evidenceof its existence.Onesuggestion is that it
consists of �cold dark matter���cold� because it can-
not interact with other matter (except gravitationally),
and �dark� because it cannot be seen. Evolutionists des-
perately need thismatter�both known and unknown�
to allow for expansion and galaxy formation. If this ex-
tra matter did not exist, then the ordinary matter of the
Universe would have scattered into the empty reaches
of spacewithoutevercoming together to formgalaxies.
The problem is, the Universe is �lumpy.� There are

clusters of galaxies, for example,which stretch 550mil-
lion light-years across the sky. The cold darkmatter the-
orycannotaccount for this, andcircumventing thisprob-
lemiswhat thecurrentcontroversy isall about.BigBang
supportersnoware suggesting that the �cosmicegg�had
small defects�minorvariations that couldgrow intoma-
jor variations. The existence of these �minor variations�
should have had some effect on the background radia-
tion.However,untilnow, theevidenceofanyserious fluc-
tuations in the background radiation has been conspicu-
ously absent, leaving the BigBang concept riddledwith
problemsforwhichseemingly therewerenosolutions.
WhenNASA�sCOBEsatellite reported its first results,

those results supported previous findings of a uniform
background radiation.A second surveywas carried out
to an accuracy of not one in 10,000, but one in 100,000.
Media reports are all about the results of this survey,
which evolutionists say documents the existence ofmi-
norvariations in thebackground temperatureof theknown
Universe.

COMMENTS
These variations are presumed to represent early de-

fects that could explain how the Universe got to be so
�lumpy.� However, most people likely are unaware of
the infinitesimal nature of the variations being reported.
In reality, the �variations� differ from the approximate
3-K background by barely thirty-millionths of a Kel-
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vin.Somescientistsdoubt that theseare largeenough to
account for the large-scale structure of theUniverse (see
Flam, 1992). So, while scientists were relieved to find
variations, theyhavebeen forced toadmit that the results
arenotexactlywhat theyneed to�fix� the theory.
Articles in science journals alsohavementionedother

concerns. For example, themeasured temperature vari-
ations, according to the principal investigator, George
Smoot, are�wellbelowthe levelof instrumentalnoise.�
In other words, the variations may turn out to be unim-
portant statistically because the instruments are not ac-
curate enough to produce the published results. Al Ko-
gut,whoalsoworkedon the initial researchproject, said:
�Youcan�tpoint toanyonepoint in thedataandsay�that�s
signal and that�s noise�� (seeFlam,1992).Theseevolu-
tionists believe, of course, that they are observing a real
phenomenon, not just instrument noise. [It should be
pointed out, however, that the variationswere not ap-
parent from the raw data, but were �extracted� by
manipulatingCOBE�sdata.]

CONCLUSION
These recent findings certainly are not an unquali-

fied success, and should be downgraded from�greatest
discovery� to �interesting,� and from�proof� to �possi-
blecorroboration.�TheBritishjournalNaturecommented:
�The simple conclusion, that the data so far authenticated
areconsistentwith thedoctrineof theBigBang,hasbeen
amplified in newspapers and broadcasts into proof that
�we now know�how the Universe began. This is cause
for somealarm�(1992,p.731).
Not so long ago, adherents of theBigBang held to a

smoothUniverse, andpointedwithpride to theuniform
background radiation. Then they found large-scale struc-
tures, andrevised their�predictions.�Nowtheyhavefound
infinitesimalvariations,andarehailing themas thegreatest
discovery of the century.Wemust urge caution when a
theory, claiming to be scientific, escapes falsification by
continualmodificationwith ad hoc, stopgapmeasures.
Certainly there is no justificationwhatsoever forGeorge
Smoot to say, �If you�re religious, it�s like looking at
God.� This statement spurred the media to seek com-
ments from various religious quarters. According to the
AssociatedPress, the �Rev. [sic]Mr.Burnhamsaidmany
theologianswill find having another confirmation of the
bigbang theory tobeverycompatiblewith thebelief that
Godcreated theuniverseoutofpre-existent chaos.�How-
ever, the idea thatGod just started the creation and left it
to evolve on its own is not supported anywhere in theBi-
ble. The evolutionists�time scale is inconsistentwith bib-
licalchronology, and thecreation record tellsus thatGod
created the heavenly objects on the fourth day. This or-
der of creation differs markedly from the evolutionary
account.Overall, this newdiscovery is not anywherenear
as conclusive as its promoters claim.TheBigBang the-
orystill is rifewithproblems.
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