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The origin and destiny of the Universe always have been im-
portant topics in thecreation/evolutioncontroversy. In thepast, evo-
lutionists went to great extremes to avoid scenarios that suggested
aUniversewith a beginning or ending, because such scenarios posed
bothersome philosophical questions (�What came before the be-
ginning?� or �What will come after the ending?�). Only theories
thatguaranteedaneternalUniversewereworthyofconsideration.

BACKGROUND
One theory offered in an attempt to establish the eternality of

theUniversewas the Steady Statemodel of Sir FredHoyle and his
colleagues. Even before he offered this unusual theory, however,
scientific evidence had been discovered which indicated that the
Universe was expanding. Hoyle set forth the Steady State model
to: (a) erase anypossibilityof abeginning; (b)bolster the ideaof an
eternalUniverse; and (c)explainwhy theUniversewasexpanding.
His ideawas that at certain points in theUniverse (which he labeled
�irtrons�),matterwasbeing created spontaneously from nothing.
Since this new matter had to �go� somewhere, and since two ob-
jects cannot occupy the same space at the same time, it pushed the
matter that alreadyexisted further intodistant space.Hoyle asserted
that this process ofmatter continually being created (the idea even
came to be known as the �continuous creation� theory) avoided any
beginning or ending, and simultaneously accounted for the expan-
sionof theUniverse.

For a time,Hoyle�sSteadyStatehypothesiswasquitepopular.
Eventually,however, itwasdiscardedforseveral reasons.Cosmolo-
gist JohnBarrowsuggested that theSteadyState theorysprang�from
a belief that the universe did not have a beginning.... The specific
theory they proposed fell into conflict with observation long ago�
(1991, p. 46). Indeed, theSteadyState theorydid fall �into conflict
with observation� for a number of reasons. First, new theoretical
concepts being proposed at the timewere completely at oddswith
the Steady Statemodel. Second, empirical observations no longer
agreed with the model (see Gribbin, 1986). And third, it violated
theFirstLawofThermodynamics,which states that neithermatter
nor energy may be created or destroyed in nature. Therefore, the
SteadyStatemodelwasabandoned.

TheBigBangmodel replaced the Steady State theory by pos-
tulating that all the matter/energy in the observable Universe was
condensed into a particle smaller than a single proton (the famous
�cosmicegg�).TheBigBangmodel,however, sufferedfromat least
twomajor problems. First, it required that the �cosmic egg� be eter-
nal�a concept clearly at oddswith the SecondLawofThermody-
namics. JohnGribbin, a highly regarded evolutionary cosmologist,
voiced the opinion of many when he said: �The biggest problem
with theBigBang theoryof theoriginof theUniverse is philosoph-
ical�perhaps even theological�whatwas there before the bang?�
(1976,pp.15-16).

Second, theexpansionof theUniversecouldnotgoonforever;
it had toendsomewhere.TheUniversehadabeginning, andwould
have an ending.Robert Jastrowhas addressedboth of these points:
�And concurrently there was a great deal of discussion about the
fact that the second lawof thermodynamics, applied to theCosmos,
indicates theUniverse is running down like a clock. If it is running
down, there must have been a time when it was fully wound up�
(1978, pp. 48-49).Matter could not be eternal, because eternal things
do not run down. Furthermore, therewas going to be an end at some
point in the future.

Such a scenario is unacceptable to evolutionists. Jastrowhim-
self admitted: �Astronomers trynot to be influencedbyphilosoph-
ical considerations.However, the ideaof aUniverse that has both a
beginning andanend is distasteful to the scientificmind� (1977, p.
31). To avoid any vestige of a beginning, or any hint of an ending,
evolutionists invented the Oscillating Universe model (also known
as theBigBang/BigCrunchmodel, theExpansion/Collapsemodel,
etc.). Dr. Gribbin suggested: �[T]he bestway around this initial dif-
ficulty is provided by amodel inwhich theUniverse expands from
asingularity, collapsesbackagain, and repeats the cycle indefinitely�
(1976,pp.15-16).

That is to say, therewas aBigBang; but there alsowill be aBig
Crunch, atwhich time thematterof theUniversewill collapseback
onto itself.Therewill be a �bounce,� followedbyanotherBigBang,
whichwill be followedbyanotherBigCrunch, and this processwill
be repeated ad infinitum. In the Big Bangmodel, there is a perma-
nent end; not so in the Oscillating Universe model, as Dr. Jastrow
explained:

Butmany astronomers reject this picture of a dyingUni-
verse.Theybelieve that theexpansionof theUniversewill
not continue forever becausegravity, pullingbackon the
outward-moving galaxies, must slow their retreat. If the
pull of gravity is sufficiently strong, it may bring the ex-
pansion toahalt at somepoint in the future.
Whatwill happen then?The answer is the cruxof this the-
ory. The elements of the Universe, held in a balance be-
tween the outward momentum of the primordial explo-
sion and the inward force of gravity, stand momentarily
at rest; butafter thebriefest instant, alwaysdrawntogether
by gravity, they commence tomove toward one another.
Slowly at first, and thenwith increasingmomentum, the
Universe collapses under the relentless pull of gravity.
Soon thegalaxiesof theCosmos rush towardoneanother
withan inwardmovementasviolentas theoutwardmove-
mentof their expansionwhen theUniverseexplodedear-
lier. After a sufficient time, they come into contact; their
gasesmix; their atomsareheatedbycompression; and the
Universe returns to the heat and chaos from which it
emergedmanybillionsofyearsago(1978,p.118).
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The description provided byDr. Jastrow is that commonly re-
ferred to in the literature as the �BigCrunch.�But the obvious ques-
tion is�after that, thenwhat?Again, Jastrowexplained:

Nooneknows. Someastronomers say theUniversewill never
comeout of this collapsed state.Others speculate that theUni-
versewill rebound from the collapse in a newexplosion, and
experienceanewmomentofCreation.Accordingto thisview,
ourUniversewill bemelteddownand remade in the caldron
of the secondCreation. Itwill become an entirely newworld,
inwhichno traceof theexistingUniverse remains....
This theory envisages aCosmos that oscillates forever, pass-
ing 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 explosivemoment of creationwith
the concept of an eternalUniverse. It also has the advantage
of being able to answer the question:What preceded the ex-
plosion?(1978,pp.119-120).

COMMENTS
Severalquestionsarise.First,ofwhatbenefitwouldsuchevents

be? Second, is such a concept testable scientifically? Third, does
current scientificevidencesupport suchan idea?

Ofwhat benefit would a Big Bang/Big Crunch/Big Bang sce-
nariobe?Theoretically, as I havenotedalready, thebenefit to evo-
lutionists is that they do not have to explain a Universe with abso-
lute beginnings or endings. A cyclical Universe that expands and
contracts infinitely ismuchmore acceptable than one that demands
explanations forboth its origin anddestiny.Practically, there is no
benefit that derives from such a scenario. Astronomer Carl Sagan
ofCornellUniversitynoted:

...information fromouruniversewouldnot trickle into that next
oneand, fromourvantagepoint, suchanoscillatingcosmol-
ogy is as definitive and depressing an end as the expansion
thatnever stops (1979,pp.13-14).
Could theOscillatingUniversemodelbe tested scientifically?

Gribbin felt that it could.
The key factors which determine the ultimate fate of the
Universe are the amount ofmatter it contains and the rate
at which it is expanding.... In simple terms, theUniverse
can only expand forever if it is exploding faster than the
�escape velocity� from itself.... If the density of matter
across the visible Universe we see today is sufficient to
halt the expansion we can observe today, then the Uni-
verse has always been exploding at less than its own es-
cape velocity, and must eventually be slowed down so
much that theexpansion is firsthaltedand thenconverted
into collapse. On the other hand, if the expansionwe ob-
serve today is proceeding fast enough to escape from the
gravitationalclutchesof thematterweobserve today, then
the Universe is and always was �open� and will expand
forever (1981,p.313).
Does scientific evidence support the theoryof an�oscillating�

Universe?The success or failure of this theory depends, in part, on
theamountofmatter contained in theUniverse, since theremustbe
enough matter for gravity to �pull back� to cause the Big Crunch.
This is one reason why cold dark matter is so important. Dr. Grib-
bin has said: �This, in a nutshell, is one of the biggest problems in
cosmology today, thepuzzleof the so-calledmissingmass� (1981,
pp. 315-316). In discussing theOscillatingUniversemodel, astron-
omers speakof a �closed�or an �open�Universe. If theUniverse is
closed, theoretically the Big Crunch could occur, and an oscillat-
ingUniverse becomes a viable possibility. If theUniverse is open,
the expansionof theUniversewill continue and theBigCrunchwill

not occur,making an oscillatingUniverse impossible. Joseph Silk
remarked: �The balance of evidence does point to an openmodel
of the universe� (1980, p. 309, emp. added). Gribbin commented:
�The consensus among astronomers today is that the universe is
open� (1981, p. 316, emp. added). Jastrowobserved: �Thus, the facts
indicate that the universe will expand forever� (1978,p. 123, emp.
added). Recent evidence seems to indicate that an oscillatingUni-
verse isaphysical impossibility (seeChaisson,1992).

Evolutionary cosmologist JohnWheeler has drawn the follow-
ing conclusionbasedon the scientific evidence: �Withgravitational
collapse we come to the end of time. Never out of the equations of
general relativity has one been able to find the slightest argument
for a �re-expansion�of a �cyclic universe�or anything other than an
end� (1977, p. 15).AsRosshas admitted: �Attempts ...to useoscil-
lation to avoid a theistic beginning for the universe all fail� (1991,
p. 105). No one yet has improved onGenesis 1��In the beginning,
Godcreated....�
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