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INTRODUCTION 

 
My prior book, The Invented Universe, showed how materialism—the view that 

reality consists only of matter, energy, and physical laws—fails to explain the 
deepest mysteries of existence. Scientific proposals for the universe’s fine-tuning, 
the origin of life, and the rise of consciousness and morality often resemble 
diversions from the evidence more than true explanations.. 

This difficulty arises because science has been placed in the awkward position 
of being required to explain these mysteries using physical causes alone. 
Constrained in this way, it is prevented from following the evidence wherever it 
might lead. 

This book takes the next step. If science, under the rule of materialism, does 
not provide reasonable answers, where then can they be found? 

The Discovered Universe revisits the shortcomings of materialistic approaches, 
outlined more fully in The Invented Universe. Readers who wish to explore those 
topics in greater detail—complete with references, citations, and technical 
analysis—will find that earlier work a helpful companion. Here, the discussion is 
more streamlined and less technical, making room to additionally explore how 
science operates within a worldview that does not exclude the possibility of the 
supernatural. 
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◆◆◆ 
 

CHAPTER 1 
 
 

WHY OUR UNDERSTANDING OF REALITY 
MATTERS 

 
We all live by an interpretation of reality—whether we recognize it or not. The 

way we understand our beginnings, the account we accept about how we came 
to be, does more than explain the past. It shapes our sense of identity, our values, 
and our vision of the future. It tells us who we are, what kind of universe we 
inhabit, and whether our lives are filled with meaning or merely the by-products 
of blind physical forces. 

Every civilization has grounded itself in a vision of reality. But these are never 
just stories of the distant past; they are frameworks that shape how we see 
everything in the present. Are we part of a created order, designed with intention 
and purpose? Or are we the accidental result of unguided matter and chance? The 
way we answer that question alters everything: how we treat one another, what 
we call moral, what we hope for, and even what we fear. 

There is a struggle underway over how we explain the world and our place in 
it. Competing worldviews, the basic lenses through which we see and interpret 
reality, offer different accounts of existence. And whether we recognize it or not, 
we are always living within one of them—sometimes even slipping back and forth 
between frameworks without realizing it. 

The real question is not whether we live with a framework of understanding, 
but which one we consciously embrace—and whether it is worthy of our trust, 
our reason, and our lives. 

From Creation to Cosmos: How the Story Changed 

Western culture once embraced a Christian worldview, seeing the universe as 
the purposeful work of a Creator. Over time, this was replaced by an alternative 
account in which everything—from space and time to life and consciousness—
arose through unguided natural processes. Today, this narrative dominates 
education and is presented as the authoritative scientific account of origins. 
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This account describes a universe that began suddenly, expanded rapidly, 
formed galaxies, and—on at least one planet—produced life from non-life 
without guidance or purpose. Over eons, life diversified into beings capable of 
questioning their own existence. Presented in schools and public discourse as the 
authoritative scientific explanation, it carries the weight of science’s prestige and 
is often treated as settled fact. 

But is it? Before judging the claims, we must first examine science itself—its 
methods, the kind of knowledge it produces, and the limits of its authority. 

The Strengths and Limits of Science 
 
Science, at its best, is a disciplined way of learning—anchored in observation, 

experimentation, and logical reasoning. It develops explanations for how things 
work and builds models that can predict outcomes with remarkable accuracy. 

Its strength lies in being evidence-driven. Ideas are tested against reality: 
observations are made, results measured, and experiments repeated. When 
findings can be reproduced under the same conditions, confidence in the 
conclusions grows. This process of trial, error, and refinement is what gives 
science its power and credibility. 

Science excels when studying physical processes that follow consistent 
patterns—gravity, chemical reactions, electromagnetism. Tools like microscopes 
and telescopes extend our senses, opening windows into realities otherwise 
invisible. In these domains, science yields dependable, concrete knowledge. 

But this remarkable tool has limits. The scientific method depends on direct 
observation and repeatable testing. Where those aren’t possible—such as with 
unique, unrepeatable events in the distant past—science must rely on indirect 
evidence and inference. Clues like fossils, background radiation, or erosion 
patterns are valuable, but they rarely give the whole picture. The more indirect 
the evidence, the greater the uncertainty. 

Science also encounters challenges with complex systems like climate, 
ecosystems, or the human brain. These involve countless interacting variables, 
many of which can’t be neatly isolated. Models help, but they rest on assumptions, 
and assumptions leave room for error. 

And there are some questions science was never designed to answer. Science 
can describe what is, but not what ought to be. It can measure facts, but not 
values. It can explain mechanisms, but not meaning. Questions of purpose, 
morality, beauty, and ultimate reality lie outside its reach. 

Even the greatest mysteries of existence—Why is there something rather than 
nothing? What is the origin and purpose of life? Where is everything headed?—
are not scientific questions in the strict sense. They cannot be settled by 
experiment or equation. 
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Recognizing the limits of science does not diminish it. Quite the opposite—it 
honors science for what it truly is: one of the most reliable tools for discovering 
truths about the natural world. But it is not the only tool. And when it comes to 
the deepest questions of meaning, science itself points us beyond its own domain. 

Science today does not operate in a vacuum. While its core methods remain 
anchored in observation and experiment, the way it is practiced is often guided 
by an underlying philosophical rule—methodological naturalism. This principle 
limits explanations to material causes alone, regardless of where the evidence 
might point. In domains where direct testing is possible, this restriction may not 
matter. But in questions of origins or ultimate reality, it has the effect of stretching 
science beyond its proper bounds. There it becomes less a tool of discovery than 
a tool of invention—constructing speculative explanations to preserve a 
materialist worldview. To see how this happened—and why it matters—we need 
to look closely at what this rule demands, and how it has shaped modern thought 
about science. 

 
Methodological Naturalism 

 
Methodological naturalism is a foundational rule that guides modern scientific 

inquiry. It requires scientists to seek explanations only in terms of natural causes 
and physical laws—excluding anything supernatural or non-material from the 
outset. This is not a conclusion drawn from evidence, but a rule of method. Even 
if evidence were to point beyond nature, the method forbids considering it. In 
this way, science is limited by design to naturalistic explanations, even when none 
are known, observable, or testable. 

Those who apply methodological naturalism often employ a subtle but 
powerful maneuver—one that allows science to extend its influence far beyond 
the domains where it actually works. This maneuver has two parts. First, it 
establishes a rule: in areas where empirical evidence is lacking—such as the origin 
of the universe, the emergence of life, or the nature of consciousness—any 
explanation may be advanced so long as it appeals to a “natural” rather than a 
“supernatural” cause. The result is often not a conclusion grounded in 
observation and testing, but speculation guided by a prior philosophical 
commitment. 

Second, when applying this rule, the meaning of “natural” has been redefined. 
Traditionally, “natural” referred to the observable world—what could be studied 
through the senses and tested by experiment. This classical view did not exclude 
the possibility of supernatural causes; it merely recognized that science was 
limited to what could be empirically examined. But under methodological 
naturalism, the boundary between natural and supernatural has been redrawn. 
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What once would have been regarded as non-natural or even supernatural—
unseen forces or invented entities with no basis in observation—has now been 
absorbed into the category of “nature,” so long as these forces are impersonal 
and not the product of a conscious agent. By contrast, the label “supernatural” 
has been restricted almost entirely to purposeful or intelligent causes beyond 
space, time, and matter—especially divine agency. 

This redefinition tips the scales decisively toward materialism—the belief that 
reality consists only of matter, energy, and the physical laws that govern them. In 
a philosophical context “materialism,” is the claim that nothing exists beyond the 
material realm: no soul, no spirit, no divine presence. On this view, everything—
from galaxies to consciousness—must be explained in terms of impersonal 
matter and blind physical forces. 

In practice, this framework gives scientists license to propose phenomena—
no matter how speculative, unobservable, or even contradicted by evidence—so 
long as they remain impersonal. Divine agency, by contrast, is excluded in 
principle, even when an intelligent cause would better account for the data than 
appeals to unobserved natural entities. The effect is not to follow the evidence 
wherever it leads, but to dictate in advance what counts as an acceptable 
explanation through rules built into the method from the beginning. 

As we will see in the following chapters, theoretical physicists working within 
this framework have proposed entities with “superpowers” that override 
established physical laws—inflation fields, quantum fluctuations, multiverses. 
These are not accepted because they are observed, but because they preserve 
materialist assumptions. The result is a kind of modern mythology: instead of 
gods with supernatural powers behind the clouds, we now have mathematical 
constructs with supernatural powers behind the cosmos. The names have 
changed, but the strategy is familiar—filling gaps in knowledge with imaginative 
forces that reflect the worldview of the age. 

Ironically, science itself was born as a reaction against myth-making. It rose to 
prominence by insisting on observation, experimentation, and testable 
explanations. But in addressing the ultimate questions of origins and existence, 
science under methodological naturalism now faces the same problem the 
ancients did: phenomena that are neither observed nor, in many cases, even 
testable. And like the ancients, it responds with invention—only now, the 
inventions are cloaked in technical language and mathematical formalisms, not 
robes and thunderbolts. 

This is not how science is supposed to work. Science is meant to follow the 
evidence wherever it leads—not to fabricate explanations in advance of it. But 
methodological naturalism prioritizes preserving a materialist worldview over 
discovering the truth. The result is a method that tolerates highly speculative, even 
self-contradictory, explanations. 

Science remains a powerful tool for exploring the physical world. But in areas 
where it becomes more concerned with protecting a worldview than uncovering 
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reality—when it trades evidence for ideology and inquiry for dogma—it ceases to 
be science in the truest sense. It becomes not a path to understanding, but a tool 
of persuasion—used to reinforce a materialist orthodoxy, regardless of where the 
evidence might lead. 

The Pattern: Speculation, Adjustment, and 
Preservation 

 
In the following pages, we will see a recurring pattern that emerges 

when cosmology, origins biology, and related fields confront the ultimate 
questions—questions about the origin of the universe, the emergence of life, or 
the nature of consciousness. These are not questions about repeatable, observable 
processes. They are questions about beginnings, causation, and purpose—
domains where science, constrained by methodological naturalism, is 
fundamentally unequipped to reach definitive answers. 

The pattern typically begins with a bold speculative claim in alignment with a 
materialistic worldview. Because the subject lies beyond the reach of direct 
observation or experimentation, the proposal is often untestable—at least 
initially. As data accumulates and knowledge advances, parts of the theory may 
come under empirical scrutiny. But when they do, the results are inevitably 
disappointing: the evidence does not support the model. The data pushes back. 

At this point, one might expect the theory to be rethought or abandoned. But 
under the rules of methodological naturalism, that is rarely an option—especially 
when the theory supports a deeper philosophical commitment. Instead of 
reconsidering the framework, scientists often respond in one of two ways: by 
introducing additional speculative phenomena to preserve the model, or by 
appealing to vague abstractions that deflect scrutiny. 

In cosmology, the remoteness of the subject matter—events that are said to 
have occurred billions of years ago and light-years away—makes direct testing 
extraordinarily difficult. This remoteness grants researchers significant freedom 
to invent hypothetical mechanisms, unobservable phenomena, or mathematical 
constructs to preserve the theory, even when evidence points in another 
direction. Because these claims are largely insulated from falsification, they serve 
as convenient patches that allow the core model to survive, regardless of 
contradiction. 

In contrast, the study of life operates in the here and now. We can observe 
biological systems directly, watch them replicate in laboratories, and test the 
causal chains involved. This makes it harder to defend obviously speculative 
claims. As a result, the fallback strategy often shifts: rather than adding 
mechanisms, scientists invoke abstract terms like “emergent properties” or “self-
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organizing systems.” These concepts suggest that complexity naturally arises from 
simplicity, but they rarely offer specific, testable pathways by which such 
transformations occur. Instead of rescuing a theory with detail, they shield it with 
conceptual vagueness. 

Over time, both approaches can lead to the same outcome: the theory 
becomes increasingly insulated from empirical challenge. It either grows so 
complex and speculative that it ceases to make falsifiable predictions, or it is 
defended institutionally despite mounting contradictions—because alternative 
explanations, especially those involving intelligence or purpose, are excluded 
from the outset. 

In either case, the scientific process ceases to function as a self-correcting 
search for truth. It becomes a tool for defending a worldview. The language of 
science remains, but its role shifts: rather than following the evidence wherever it 
leads, science is used to protect the boundaries of materialism—insisting, 
regardless of the evidence, that the answer must lie within nature alone. 

From Cosmos to Cell: Where the Pattern Emerges 
 
Nowhere is this pattern of bold speculation, theoretical adjustment, and 

worldview preservation more visible than in science’s attempts to explain the two 
deepest mysteries of all: the origin of the universe and the origin of life. These are 
not just technical questions—they are existential ones. They touch the very 
foundation of reality: how everything began, why anything exists at all, and what 
that means for our place in the cosmos. 

In the next chapter, we turn first to the universe. The dominant naturalistic 
account is rooted in a single interpretation of redshifted starlight—an 
interpretation that has grown into a sweeping origin story. As we’ll see, this 
narrative is held together not by direct observation, but by a series of speculative 
constructs added over time to preserve its materialist foundation in the face of 
conflicting data. 

After that, we will turn to life. Here, too, science attempts to explain the rise 
of breathtaking complexity—not through purpose or intelligence, but through 
undirected physical processes. Yet the more we learn, the more this explanation 
strains under the weight of its own assumptions. And here, rather than adding 
new theoretical mechanisms, the response is often to invoke abstract terms like 
“emergent properties” or “self-organization”—concepts that promise much but 
explain little. 

In both domains, the pattern holds: confident claims, resistance from the 
evidence, and increasingly creative strategies to keep any non-material cause 
forever off the table. What results is not a neutral investigation, but a 
philosophical commitment—one that shapes not only the answers science is 
allowed to give, but even the questions it is allowed to ask.
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CHAPTER 2 
 

 
BEGINNING OF THE UNIVERSE 

 
When science seeks to offer an origin story that satisfies the materialistic 

requirements of methodological naturalism, it must confront two seemingly 
insurmountable physical problems: the origin of all matter and energy, and the 
origin of the universe’s order. The first problem challenges the foundational 
principle of the conservation of energy—how can everything come from 
nothing? The second problem arises from the Second Law of Thermodynamics, 
which says that systems left to themselves tend toward disorder—so where did 
all the structure and complexity currently within  the universe come from? 

For much of scientific history, the preferred solution was to claim that the 
universe had no beginning—that it was eternal. This view avoided the dilemma 
of matter and energy appearing from nothing, but created another: in an eternal 
universe, entropy—the measure of disorder—would have reached its maximum 
long ago. All stars would have burned out, and heat would be evenly distributed 
across the universe, leaving no possibility for life. Faced with this tension, modern 
science turned to a new theory that embraced a beginning: the Big Bang. 

The Big Bang: A Universe with a Beginning 
 
The Big Bang theory emerged as the leading scientific narrative to explain a 

universe that appears to have both a finite origin and a high degree of order. 
Rather than proposing that matter and energy have always existed, the Big Bang 
model asserts that the universe had a definite beginning—an event in which 
space, time, matter, and energy all came into existence. This beginning is 
estimated to have occurred roughly 13.8 billion years ago, not as an explosion in 
preexisting space, but as the rapid expansion of space itself from an extremely 
hot, dense, and compact state. 

The idea gained momentum following a key discovery in the 1920s by 
astronomer Edwin Hubble. He observed that light from distant galaxies was 
consistently shifted toward the red end of the spectrum—a phenomenon known 
as redshift. This effect was interpreted using the Doppler principle, first observed 
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with sound waves. Just as the pitch of a train whistle drops as the train recedes—
due to sound waves stretching out—so too does light stretch as its source moves 
away, shifting toward the red end of the spectrum. Applied to galaxies, this 
redshift was taken as evidence that they are receding from us in all directions, 
suggesting that space itself is expanding. 

However, while redshift is an observed fact, its interpretation is not 
straightforward. The Doppler explanation is widely accepted, but it is not the only 
conceivable cause. Some scientists have speculated that light might lose energy as 
it travels vast distances, becoming redder without motion being involved. Others 
have proposed unknown mechanisms or cosmic media that could subtly affect 
light in transit. Though these ideas remain speculative, they highlight an important 
distinction: redshift tells us something about the light—but not exactly why it 
appears as it does. 

Based on the assumption that redshift is caused by universe expansion, 
scientists reasoned that the universe must have been smaller in the past. With no 
observed physical force capable of starting that expansion—and no better 
materialistic explanation—they extrapolated backward as far as they could, to its 
logical extreme: an origin point of zero volume and infinite density, known as a 
singularity. From this hypothetical state, they proposed, all space, time, matter, 
and energy emerged. 

But a singularity with zero volume and infinite density is not just 
unobserved—it is physically incoherent. It contradicts the very laws of physics 
it’s meant to extend. The singularity functions not as an empirical discovery, but 
as a made up entity that has never been observed nor can it be tested.  It is an 
imagined natural cause to allow for a materialistic explanation for the existence 
of the universe. 

Because the  existence of a singularity cannot be tested and lies beyond the 
reach of direct empirical confirmation, it remains insulated from falsification. Its 
justification rests on mathematical formalism comprehensible to a small 
community of theoretical physicists, leaving it largely immune to broad scientific 
scrutiny. The result is that this unobservable and incoherent entity now serves as 
the foundational “event” in the dominant theory of cosmic origins. 

Did Everything Really Come from Nothing? 
 
Infinite density is not the only problem with the singularity. There is also the 

unanswered question of why it expanded in the first place. What caused the 
singularity to appear—and what supplied the “push” that turned a static point of 
infinite density into an expanding universe? In the standard Big Bang model, 
space, time, matter, and energy are said to have come into existence in a single 
instant. But how can something—let alone everything—emerge from nothing? 
This seems to defy one of the most basic principles of physics: the conservation 
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of energy. Energy can shift forms, but it is never created from nothing. Yet the 
Big Bang account implies that all the energy in the cosmos simply appeared—
without cause, precedent, or any known physical mechanism. 

Physicists acknowledge this tension. In technical discussions it is often 
conceded that the Big Bang model does not explain the origin of the universe—it 
only describes what happened once expansion was underway. What set that 
expansion into motion, or whether anything existed “before,” lies entirely outside 
the theory’s scope. 

Yet in popular presentations, the theory is offered as a complete account of 
the origin of everything. In truth, this reflects not an experimental discovery, but 
a philosophical commitment rooted in methodological naturalism. The 
“singularity” functions as a stand-in for an explanation—a narrative 
placeholder that occupies the space where a causal mechanism should be. It 
performs, in the story, the role that a supernatural cause would play—but without 
allowing a divine being into the conversation. 

In that sense, the idea that the universe came from nothing is less a conclusion 
of science than a stopgap to preserve the materialist narrative. It sidesteps the 
problem rather than solving it, and it works by suspending the normal rules of 
physics precisely at the moment they are most needed. 

Another challenge arises from the claim that time itself began with the Big 
Bang. If time did not exist before the expansion, then there was no “before,” no 
prior cause, no chain of events. Cause and effect—the foundation of all other 
scientific reasoning—simply evaporate. The question “What caused the 
universe?” is dismissed not because we have answered it, but because the model 
forbids us to ask it. 

Here again, the move functions as a conceptual placeholder—a way to keep 
the story within materialistic boundaries by redefining the question out of 
existence. Science, at this point, is no longer describing what it can test or observe. 
It is offering a philosophical narrative designed to close the door on 
alternatives—even if those alternatives might provide a clearer answer to the 
mystery of why anything exists at all. 

Patching the Gaps: When the Model Doesn’t Fit the 
Data 

 
While the singularity itself cannot be tested, a universe expanding from a 

dense, hot state should yield predictable results—at least if that expansion 
followed the established laws of physics. But over time, crucial observations failed 
to match those predictions. Rather than abandon the model, physicists 
introduced a series of invented constructs—inflation, dark matter, and dark 
energy—to patch the growing gaps. 
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None of these has ever been directly observed, and each operates outside the 
boundaries of established physics. They function as conceptual patches—entities 
inserted into the story not because the evidence clearly revealed them, but because 
the model needed them to survive. They are stand-ins for real explanations, 
performing the work that a supernatural cause might suggest, while still keeping 
the narrative safely materialist. 

Their purpose is not purely to explain, but to rescue a theory that no longer 
aligns with the natural world we observe. 

In the pages ahead, we will examine some of these additions one by one. We 
will ask not only what problems they were intended to solve, but whether they 
solve them convincingly—and whether the growing dependence on such 
speculative constructs still qualifies as science, or signals something else: a story 
being preserved, not because it is confirmed, but because no alternatives outside 
materialism are allowed. 

Cosmic Inflation: A Rapid Fix for a Failing Theory 
 
A set of inconsistencies rapidly became apparent when cosmologists tried to 

apply the Big Bang model to actual observations. Three major problems—the 
horizon, flatness, and structure problems—proved so serious they forced a major 
revision of the theory. 

 
The Horizon Problem 

 
The observable universe appears remarkably uniform. This is most evident in 

the cosmic microwave background (CMB)—the faint afterglow believed to be 
left over from the early universe. It shows nearly identical temperatures in all 
directions, varying by less than one part in 100,000. To achieve this level of 
uniformity would ordinarily indicate that all locations in the universe have been 
in close interaction with each other so they could equalize their temperatures. 

But here’s the puzzle: the regions of the sky emitting this radiation are so far 
apart that, under normal physics, they could never have interacted. According to 
the time frame given by the Big Bang Theory, there hasn’t been enough time since 
the universe began for light—or any signal—to travel between them. So how did 
these distant regions end up so perfectly balanced in temperature? This is known 
as the horizon problem. 

 
The Flatness Problem 

 
Measurements show that the universe is geometrically flat. This means the 

outward push from the Big Bang is almost perfectly balanced against the inward 
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pull of gravity. Had the expansion been even slightly stronger, space would have 
stretched outward like the surface of a saddle, curving away so rapidly that 
galaxies and stars could never have formed. Had it been slightly weaker, space 
would have curved inward like the surface of a sphere, and gravity would 
eventually have pulled everything back into a collapse long before life could 
appear. 

The precision required for this balance is almost beyond comprehension. 
Physicists sometimes compare it to tossing a box of pencils into the air and having 
every pencil land perfectly balanced on its tip. Even that picture, though striking, 
is far too generous. A closer sense of the fine-tuning would be to imagine firing 
an arrow across the width of the universe and hitting a single atom dead-center 
—a cosmic bullseye. That is the level of accuracy required for the forces of 
expansion and gravity to be in balance from the very first moment. 

This razor-edge balance not only determines the universe’s fate, it also shapes 
its geometry. On the largest scales, space shows no inward or outward curvature. 
Instead, it behaves as if it is perfectly flat—a silent signature of the astonishing 
fine-tuning built into the cosmos from its very beginning. 

 
The Structure Problem 

 
Measurements of the cosmic microwave background show a striking 

uniformity in temperature across the entire sky. According to the Big Bang model, 
conditions after the proposed origin event should have produced small variations 
in density and temperature—subtle “lumps” that gravity could later amplify into 
galaxies, clusters, and cosmic filaments. 

Yet those variations are either absent or far smaller than the model requires. 
Without a clear source for the necessary irregularities, the Big Bang framework 
struggles to explain how the highly structured universe we observe today could 
have arisen from such an even, featureless distribution of matter and energy. 

 
How Inflation Solves These Problems 

 
Inflation is a proposed revision to the Big Bang model that attempts to resolve 

the horizon, flatness, and structure problems in a single step. According to the 
theory, about 10⁻³⁶ seconds after the proposed origin event, the universe 
underwent a burst of expansion so rapid that space itself grew faster than the 
speed of light. This inflationary phase lasted only about 10⁻³² seconds, but in that 
blink of time the cosmos is said to have ballooned from smaller than a proton to 
roughly the size of a grapefruit. This enormous, faster-than-light growth 
smoothed out irregularities, stretched space nearly flat, and vastly increased the 
size of the observable universe. 
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Inflation solves the horizon problem by proposing that when the entire 
observable universe existed in a region smaller than a proton, all parts could 
exchange heat and equalize their temperature. The universe was then stretched to 
about the size of a grapefruit, and because this happened so rapidly, the uniform 
temperature was preserved throughout the expansion. Subsequent slower 
expansion carried this smooth, balanced state to its present vast scale, explaining 
why the cosmic microwave background shows nearly identical temperatures in 
every direction. 

It solves the flatness problem by forcing the universe into an almost perfect 
balance between the pull of gravity, which tries to collapse it, and the energy of 
expansion, which tries to push it apart. In the Big Bang model without inflation, 
even the slightest deviation from this balance in the earliest moments would have 
quickly grown—gravity would have pulled everything back together, or 
expansion would have raced ahead so fast that matter could never clump into 
galaxies and stars. To prevent this, inflation was mathematically formulated so 
that its brief, extremely rapid expansion would drive the universe toward a perfect 
“tie” between these two opposing forces. Once inflation ended, the universe 
continued expanding at a slower rate, but with gravity and expansion energy still 
so precisely matched that space appears flat on the largest scales. 

Inflation addresses the structure problem by proposing the existence of tiny 
quantum fluctuations—microscopic ripples in energy—that could be magnified 
to astronomical scales during its brief expansion. These imagined fluctuations 
became slightly denser regions in the otherwise uniform early universe, providing 
the “seeds” that gravity could later pull together into stars, galaxies, and the 
immense cosmic web we observe today. 

In the Big Bang model, inflation functions as a single, rapid process that 
smooths the universe where needed, flattens its geometry, and plants the seeds 
for all large-scale structure—effectively patching the model’s most glaring 
difficulties before normal, slower expansion took over. 

 
Solving One Problem by Creating Others 

 
Inflation was introduced to fix glaring contradictions in the Big Bang model—
particularly the horizon, flatness, and structure problems. But to accomplish this, 
the inflation field must be endowed with an extraordinary set of precisely 
calibrated properties. Without extreme precision in its design, none of the 
required outcomes would occur. In this sense, inflation is less a discovery from 
observation than a finely tuned mathematical construct, invented out of whole 
cloth to rescue the Big Bang from its most obvious failures. 

To work, the inflation field must possess abilities that border on superpowers, 
defying all known laws of nature. It must generate a vast, universe-spanning 
repulsive force strong enough to overpower gravity—normally the dominant 
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large-scale force in the cosmos. It must drive the universe apart faster than light, 
sidestepping Einstein’s speed limit. And it must switch on and off with 
astonishing timing: beginning at exactly the right moment, lasting just long 
enough to smooth temperatures, flatten curvature, and magnify microscopic 
quantum ripples into the seeds of galaxies—and then stopping before it erases 
the very structures it is supposed to produce. 

What is this field made of? Where does its energy come from? How does it 
operate with such perfect tuning? And does this process—postulated but never 
observed—violate the conservation of energy or the second law of 
thermodynamics? 

These are not minor technicalities. They cut to the heart of whether inflation 
describes a real physical phenomenon or serves as a theoretical patch—a 
placeholder designed to keep the Big Bang model viable. Its “solutions” to the 
horizon, flatness, and structure problems depend entirely on unobserved 
processes that, against all odds, happen to produce exactly the universe we see. 

Yet inflation has become a fixture in modern cosmology, treated less as a 
hypothesis awaiting confirmation than as a necessary component—because 
without it, the Big Bang cannot explain the observed structure of the universe, 
and the broader narrative of a purely materialistic origin begins to unravel. In that 
sense, inflation works as much as a philosophical safeguard as a scientific theory, 
moving the mystery of cosmic origins into a realm where evidence is thin, 
assumptions are many, and the laws of physics can be bent—so long as the 
answers remain materialistic. 

Dark Matter: The Invisible Glue Holding the Theory 
Together 

 
As astronomers mapped the motions of galaxies, they noticed something 

strange: stars at the edges of spiral galaxies were moving far too fast. According 
to Newton and Einstein, outer stars should orbit more slowly than those near the 
center. Instead, they raced around at nearly the same speed. By all rights, these 
galaxies should be flying apart—but they weren’t. 

To explain this, scientists proposed a radical solution: an unseen form of 
matter massive enough to provide the missing gravity. They called it dark matter. 

And that was only the beginning. Galaxy clusters also seemed to hold together 
with far more gravity than visible mass could supply. Light from distant galaxies 
bent more than expected as it passed by these clusters—a phenomenon known 
as gravitational lensing. Even the formation of large-scale cosmic structures 
demanded more gravitational pull than ordinary matter could offer. Each new 
puzzle was solved by invoking more dark matter. Today, it is said to make up 
85% of all matter in the universe—though no one has ever observed it directly. 
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Despite decades of searching, dark matter remains invisible to every detector. 
It emits no light, absorbs no radiation, and interacts with no known forces other 
than gravity. Candidates range from exotic particles like WIMPs and axions to 
primordial black holes, but every experiment so far has drawn a blank. 

This makes the situation ironic: appeals to unobservable entities are usually 
deemed unscientific, yet the standard cosmological model rests on a form of 
matter no one can see or measure. Some researchers have suggested that the 
problem lies not in missing matter but in our understanding of gravity itself. 
Alternatives such as Modified Newtonian Dynamics (MOND) try to explain 
galactic rotation without inventing new matter, though these remain 
controversial. 

In this light, dark matter resembles inflation. It wasn’t predicted and then 
confirmed by observation; it was introduced to preserve the theory when the 
evidence threatened to unravel it. Without it, the equations don’t work. And so 
the model keeps it—not because we’ve found it, but because the theory cannot 
survive without it. 

Dark Energy: Another Patch for the Model 
 
In the late 1990s, a discovery shook the foundations of cosmology. For 

decades, scientists assumed that the expansion of the universe—set in motion by 
the Big Bang—must be slowing down under the pull of gravity. As galaxies drifted 
apart, their mutual gravity should have gradually reined in the expansion. 

But observations told a different story. 
By studying light from distant Type Ia supernovae—stellar explosions that 

serve as distance markers—astronomers compared their brightness (indicating 
distance) with their redshift (showing how much the universe has expanded since 
the explosion). Instead of finding evidence for deceleration, they found the 
supernovae were dimmer than predicted—farther away than expected. 
Interpreted through the Doppler effect, this meant the universe wasn’t slowing 
down at all. It was accelerating. 

This accelerating expansion had no place in the standard Big Bang model. 
Gravity should be slowing down the expansion. To account for the acceleration, 
cosmologists introduced a new entity: dark energy—an unseen force that pushes 
space apart instead of pulling it together. Unlike gravity, dark energy doesn’t 
weaken as space expands; it becomes more dominant. More space means more 
dark energy, which drives more expansion, in a runaway feedback loop. 

No one has ever detected dark energy directly. It emits no light, leaves no 
trace, and interacts with nothing—except through its supposed effect on the 
expansion of space. In other words, it was invented to solve a problem the Big 
Bang theory couldn’t explain. Some have tried to link it to “vacuum energy” from 
quantum physics—the idea that even empty space is alive with microscopic 
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fluctuations—but the math is disastrous. Quantum field theory predicts a vacuum 
energy density 120 orders of magnitude greater than what would be needed to 
explain the observed acceleration. This “worst theoretical prediction in the 
history of physics”1 suggests either our understanding of quantum theory is 
deeply flawed, or the premise of dark energy itself is misguided. 

Like inflation and dark matter before it, dark energy is a theoretical patch—
introduced not because it was predicted and confirmed, but because the Big Bang 
model cannot explain the data without it. On paper, it now accounts for nearly 
70% of the universe’s energy content. Yet its role in the model rests entirely on 
inference, not detection. 

The irony is hard to miss. Those who dismiss non-material explanations—
such as design or purpose—as “unscientific” because they cannot be seen or 
tested now rely on a cosmology built on invisible, untested ingredients. Dark 
energy is not a confirmed feature of the universe; it is a mystery layered on top of 
other mysteries. It keeps the equations of the Big Bang from collapsing, but it 
also raises an uncomfortable question: are we uncovering the true nature of 
reality—or defending a theory too committed to materialism to admit it might be 
wrong? 

A Theory Held Together by Speculation 
 
The standard Big Bang model is often presented as a scientific account of the 

universe’s origin—anchored in observation and physical law. Yet its endurance 
comes less from what the evidence directly shows and more from a series of 
theoretical add-ons devised to cover its gaps. 

It starts with a singularity—a point of infinite density where space, time, and 
energy supposedly emerge from nothing. But this isn’t observed. It’s where 
physics breaks down and the laws of nature stop working. 

Then inflation is added to explain why the universe looks so flat and uniform. 
But inflation wasn’t predicted—it was invented to solve those problems, 
requiring a mysterious “inflation field” and a sudden burst of unimaginable order. 

Dark matter came next, to explain why galaxies behave as they do, even 
though we’ve never detected the stuff. Dark energy followed, to explain the 
universe’s accelerating expansion—yet the leading theory predicts a value off by 
10120, the worst mismatch in science. 

None of these components—singularity, inflation, dark matter, or dark 
energy—has been directly observed. Each was added because the model didn’t 
work without it. 

Ironically, science often dismisses supernatural explanations for appealing to 
the unseen. But modern cosmology rests on a chain of unobservables—used not 
because they’ve been found, but because the theory needs them to stay afloat. 
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In the end, the Big Bang hasn’t removed metaphysics. It’s simply replaced it 
with a different kind—dressed in scientific and mathematical terms. 

 

From Chaos to Cosmos? 
 
Even if we set aside the many speculative elements needed to preserve the Big 

Bang model—singularity, inflation, dark matter, and dark energy—we’re still left 
with a deeper question. Suppose the universe did begin with an immense release 
of energy, however it happened. How do we get from that initial formless burst 
to a universe filled with structure, complexity, and life? 

This leap—from undirected energy to exquisitely ordered systems—is not 
easily explained. The raw material may be there, but the precision required to 
produce a life-permitting universe defies simple narratives of randomness and 
time. 

It’s not just that stars formed, or that planets coalesced. It’s that the very laws, 
forces, and constants of nature had to be just right—not merely to allow matter 
to exist, but to permit the emergence of chemistry, biology, and consciousness. 
Slight changes in any number of physical parameters, and the result would be a 
universe that expands too fast, collapses too soon, or remains forever sterile. 

In the next chapter, we’ll explore this puzzle of fine-tuning—how a universe 
allegedly born from chaos seems, paradoxically, to be calibrated with 
extraordinary care.


