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 Astronomy (Sky and Telescope- Sept 1993) news is that the "Big Bang" theory, although very "successful" in its "accurate" predictions of what we see in the cosmos, did not occur 10 or 15 billion years ago, but actually occurred 35 billion years ago. Never mind the fact that the origin of the universe was set at 20 billion years for some time now. (The age is set at 13 million currently.)  According to Edward Harrison, the Hubble constant is not between 50 and 100 km/s/mparsec, but is only 10 km/s/mparsec, and not a constant at that.


This now "explains" how the universe had enough time to evolve massive well structured (design?) galaxies and such that are at the edge of the visible universe and thus the youngest evolutionary-wise.  It also means that the size of the universe is much smaller and much denser than what was previously thought.  (If it is smaller, then the galaxies far out are not as big as thought.) The grand conclusion Harrison makes is that the universe will now slow down its expansion and will eventually collapse back into the cosmic blob that exploded (the most recent Big Bang) and started  our present universe and all the life that is in it.


This marvelous revelation now provides just what the evolutionist needs and has been searching for in vain until now.  That is, there was no beginning and there will be no end, just a continuously oscillating universe.  Hooray, now there is no need for a Creator. There is no need to be accountable to anyone.  This seems to be just too good to be true, doesn't it?


Harrison explains the hubble red shift relationship differently than has been accepted previously.  Instead of a linear relationship of red shift with distance (except for the relativistic correction at shifts equivalent to the speed of light), he plots the data on a log-log relationship with a nice asymptotic curve to the limit of 35 billion years.  He then somehow gives a "Big Crunch" date of 79 billion years in the future, when it all collapses into another primeval ball ready to explode again.  He claims that his model passes all observational tests, but doesn't tell us what these are. He doesn't explain the physical mechanism for all of this.


There are a couple of "problems" with this theory (it is a theory, not proven).  First, what are the evidences or data to show this interpretation?  Second, what does this mean as far as the significance of man?   Does this mean that we are just a higher order of animal in the random scheme of things?  If so, then we are now free to do whatever is right in our own eyes, accountable to no one.  


Whenever Creationists pose a different interpretation of the observable data, we are labeled as not being scientific, but when one of their own poses a solution to the evolutionary dilemma, he is embraced as a brilliant Cosmologist.  Harrison says that we should be more agnostic in our attitude toward current cosmological beliefs.  I agree!

