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Foreword
Foreword to the First 
Edition

I believe this book is destined to meet 
a great need “for such a time as this” 
(Esther 4:14). The issue of origins is 

crucial to our understanding of the 
future, and there has been a significant 
revival of belief in creation as men and 
women have realized this fact in recent 
decades. The frightening glimpses of 
imminent world catastrophe and crises 
of all kinds should drive every person 
to a serious confrontation with the 
meaning of his or her life and destiny.

After all, there are only two basic 
world views: the God-centered world 
view or the man-centered world view, 
creation or evolution. If there is really 
a great personal Creator God behind 
the origin and meaning of all things, 
then we urgently need to know Him

and to order our lives according to His will, as revealed in 
His inspired Word. If human beings, on the other hand, are 
simply the end-products of a long process of evolution from 
the primordial nothingness (as taught today in most secular 
schools and information media), then “let us eat and drink; 
for tomorrow we die” (I Cor. 15:32).

The decision obviously is one of urgent importance.
Our personal lives (and possibly the present world itself) 
are ephemeral. The worldwide revival of true creationism in 
recent decades has occurred as more and more people have 
awakened to the urgency of this decision.

As one who has been directly involved with the creation 
movement for over 50 years, I can testify to this remarkable 
growth of intelligent belief in divine creation. There are now 
many thousands of scientists who have become creationists, 
and this includes scientists in every field and every nation. 
Polls show that half of the people in the United States now 
believe in special creation.

Even though most scientists and other intellectuals still 
continue to believe in evolution, the facts of science oppose 
evolutionism, and most people see this, once these facts are 
shown to them. There is no evidence whatsoever —  past, 
present, or possible — that vertical evolution of one kind of 
organism into a more complex kind or organism has ever 
occurred, or ever can occur.

All the changes ever really observed in nature (e.g., dif­
ferent varieties of dogs and cats, different tribes of people) are 
horizontal changes, within fixed limits. Many kinds of crea­
tures have deteriorated and become extinct in human history, 
but none has ever evolved into a higher kind. Similarly, in the 
fossil record of the past, there are many examples of deteriora­
tion and extinction, but no real transitional fossils from lower 
kinds to higher, more complex kinds. As far as possible evolu­
tionary changes are concerned, the two basic laws of change in 
nature have been expressed scientifically as the law of conser­
vation of quantity and the law of decay of quality —  that is, 
the first and second laws of thermodynamics, which seem to 
indicate that “vertically upward” evolution is impossible.

While such scientific data do not seem to impress the 
doctrinaire evolutionists who control our scientific and edu­
cational establishments, they have convinced great numbers 
of people —  scientists and laymen —  that creation is a much 
better scientific “model” of origins and history than evolution.

As a result, in recent years, organizations studying and 
promoting scientific biblical creationism have been estab­
lished in at least 25 countries around the world. In this 
country alone, there are probably 100 national, regional, or 
local creationist organizations. Perhaps the most influential 
of these (at least judging from the outcries of the evolution­
ists) is the Institute for Creation Research and its Graduate 
School of Science. Dr. John Morris, the author of this book, 
serves as ICR’s president, and has established a solid reputa­
tion as speaker and writer in the field of geology, a vitally 
important field of biblical and scientific creationism.

In addition to the scientific case for creation (which is 
essentially the same as the scientific case against evolution), 
there is an overwhelming biblical case for creation, as well as 
a moral and social case against evolution, as documented in 
the many publications of the Institute for Creation Research.

However, there still remains one serious problem, and 
that is the question of the age of the earth. Evolutionists, 
realizing that evolution requires immense periods of time to 
be even marginally feasible, have repeatedly fallen back on 
the supposed multi-billion-year history of the world as their 
main defense. Using their assumption of “continuity” or 
uniformitarianism (“the present is the key to the past”), it is 
relatively easy for them to find numerous natural processes 
whose present-day rates of action might suggest long ages of 
operation to produce the present structure of the world.

The fallacy in this approach, however, at least to a Bible- 
believing Christian, is that it rejects the divine revelation 
from the Creator of the world that He did it all in six days
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m , i.il thousand years ago (Gen. 1:1—2:3; Exod. 20:8—11).
I nillier, God defined the word “day” (Hebrewyom) the very 
lusl lime the word was used, as the “light” period in the cy- 
, In al succession of light and darkness (Gen. 1:3—5) that has 
<, m l inued regularly ever since that first day.

Some, however, consider the Old Testament as convey- 
ni|' only theological concepts instead of historical facts.
K ill the Lord Jesus Christ, who is actually the Creator of all 
dungs (John 1: 1-3; Col. 1:16) and who therefore knows 
how it was, completely rejected the long-age notion of the 
mi icnt evolutionary philosophers (Stoics and Epicureans), 
lie reminded us that “from the beginning of the creation 
| not several billion years after the beginning] God made 
i hem [i.e., Adam and Eve, citing Genesis 1:27] male and 
i.male” (Mark 10:6; NKJV).

But what about the supposedly scientific indicators of 
n at age for the earth and the universe? Must we choose

heiween science and Scripture? No, of course not! The same 
( lod who created the world has given us His Word, and He 
! Iocs not contradict himself. If there seems to be a problem,
ilher the world or His Word must have been misunderstood.

Ai this point, most scientists and even many Christian leaders 
i ipt for the uniformitarian-age estimates of the evolution­
ists, and either reject the biblical testimony altogether or else
wrest. . . the scriptures” (2 Pet. 3:16) to try to make them 

accommodate the billions of years demanded by evolutionism.
Since John Morris is my son, I am both pleased and 

thankful that he has chosen a “more excellent way” in this 
hook, knowing that God has magnified above all His Word 
and His Name (Ps. 138:2). John himself is both a scientist and 
a ( Tristian leader. With a Ph.D. in geological engineering and 
many years of personal Bible study, he is eminently qualified to 
write this book. He believes, as I do, that God is able to speak 
plainly, especially on such vital issues as origins, meanings, and 
destinies. Therefore, the infallible biblical record of the recent, 
literal creation of all things and then the subsequent cataclys­
mic destruction of the world in the great Flood must be taken 
as established fact, with all the real data of science (as distinct 
I mm the uniformitarian interpretations of these data by fallible 
scientists) reinterpreted within a creationist context.

The home o f IC R ’s scientific laboratories in the 
San Diego, California area.

That this is the God-honoring (rather than man­
honoring) approach is confirmed in the climactic words of 
the apostle Peter shortly before he died. “In the last days,” he 
wrote, “scoffers” will be saying that “all things continue as they 
were from the beginning of creation” (2 Pet. 3:3-4;NKJV). 
This is an explicit prophecy of the latter-day prominence of 
the doctrine of continuity, or uniformity, which undergirds 
evolutionism. But then Peter says that they “willingly forget” 
two great facts of history. First, there is the special creation of 
all things “by the word of God,” not by continuing natural 
processes. Second, “The world that then was, being overflowed 
with water, perished” (2 Pet. 3:5-6; ASV).

Thus, the key to resolving the modern conflict between 
the Bible and evolutionary uniformitarianism, prophetically 
revealed two thousand years ago by the Holy Spirit through 
the apostle Peter, is to recognize and apply to the study of 
earth’s processes and systems the two great facts of God’s pri­
meval, complete creation and the subsequent global deluge.

When this is done, as Dr. Morris has shown in this 
book with scientific insight, biblical conviction, and clarity 
of explanation, these processes and systems provide compel- 
lingly strong support for the biblical revelation of the recent 
creation and worldwide flood. There are no proven scien­
tific evidences that the earth is old, but there are scores of 
circumstantial evidences that the earth is young. The only 
way we can know for certain the age of the earth is for God 
(who was there) to tell us. And this He has done! We should 
believe what He says.

— Henry M. Morris
President Emeritus, Institute for Creation Research 
Passed into glory as this second edition was being 
completed

The Institute for Creation Research stresses the 
creation foundation for the Christian world view. 
Headquarters are in Dallas, Texas.
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Introduction
T his is, without a doubt, a

fascinating time to be a Bible- 
believing Christian. On the one band, 
the forces of evil are running rampant, 
with the earth seemingly on a collision 
course with its ultimate destiny. But 
on the other hand, there has never 
been a time when more support for 
the biblical world view was available. 
You might not have heard it in the 
media, but discovery after discovery 
confirms the truth of God’s Word 
and the benefits of living according to 
God’s guidelines.

Today we can watch as the concept 
of evolution self-destructs. It has never 
been well supported by the evidence, 
and now many scientists are coming 
forward to point out its weaknesses. 
Many have recognized the total inabil­
ity of chance and random processes to

produce the incredible complexity we see around us, especially 
in living systems. Students of earth history have abandoned 
the creed of former decades, that “the present is the key to the 
past,” and are proposing instead secular theories of past events 
that sound almost biblical in their proportions. The problem 
for Christians is gaining access to this revealing information, 
for many educators, politicians, and media outlets have joined 
forces to continue promoting the evolutionary, humanistic, 
naturalistic world view.

The American educational system has particularly done 
a great disservice to many Americans. Not only is its social 
agenda a disaster, but its academic training has also failed.
The achievements of American
students are lagging behind those 
of other developed countries.
Many important facts and ideas 
are censored out of the classroom, 
and students are seldom taught 
how to think about the material 
they are allowed to see. Instead, 
they are taught certain facts and 
theories (expected to remember 
them and repeat them on a test), 
but skills in gathering and inter­
preting data are neglected.

This is especially true when dealing with ideas about the 
past. The idea of evolution has come to be so firmly en­
trenched in our educational system that most people assume 
it is true. Scientific facts are placed within this interpretive 
scheme. End of discussion! Remember and repeat. Never 
mind the fact that no one has ever seen evolution take place, 
neither have the fossils documented evolutionary trends in 
the past, scientific law refutes the whole idea of evolution, 
and evolution is contrary to logic. Many people intuitively 
suspect evolution is not true, but still “believe” it anyway, 
because it is all they’ve been taught. “All educated people 
believe in evolution,” they’re told. “Only ignorant, bigoted 
Christian fundamentalists still deny it.”

If people were taught to think, 
taught to recognize the difference 
between scientific facts, which can 
be observed in the present, and 
taught ideas about the past which 
can be used to interpret the facts, 
then the issue would clear up, for 
the intellectually honest, anyway.
SAT scores would climb once 
again as science classes spent more 
time on science and less on ideas 
about evolutionary history.

Even many Christians are 
ensnared in the trap of not think­
ing critically. In the Bible they 
read that God created all things in six days. They have come 
to know the Lord and love and trust His Word, but they 
have heard that all educated people know that evolution has 
been proven. And so, they find themselves in a dilemma: cre­
ation or evolution, the Bible or science? Since science is true, 
and since it disagrees with the Bible, then Scripture must be 
untrue, they think.

Several options present themselves. A frequent response 
is to believe in creation at the appropriate times, but to 
believe evolution at other times, and try not to think about 
the inconsistency.

Or maybe the two are somehow compatible. Maybe 
God used evolution to create. Maybe the days of Genesis 
were long periods of time. Maybe evolution occurred in 
a “gap,” then that original world was destroyed, and God 
re-created in six days. Maybe, maybe . . . “Well I’m just not 
going to think about it. I’ll stay in the New Testament.”

But those doubts! Where do the dinosaurs fit in with 
Scripture? Where did Cain get his wife? Where did the races

Day 2

Day 1
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Day 3

come from? What about the Ice 
Age? How did all those animals 
fit in Noah’s ark? Where did all 
the water come from to cover 
the mountains? And where did 
it go? Reasoning from an evo­
lutionary mindset, there are no 
good answers to these questions. 
And so, many think, maybe 
Scripture has errors. Maybe it 
can’t be trusted. Maybe even the 
New Testament can’t be trusted.

The result: a weak church, 
with weak, doubting Christians.

Young people from Christian homes and good churches 
i'o off to college and come back doubting and defeated or 
worse. Pastors don’t teach the whole Scripture. Denomina- 
i ions go liberal. Seminaries teach a smorgasbord of ideas — 
i hoose whichever compromise you like; we can’t know the 
truth.

The Institute for Creation Research (ICR) exists to ad­
dress these issues. Its purpose is to study the evidence and 
rive better interpretations, consistent with Scripture, and to 
discover new scientific truth where it can. But perhaps most 
of all, ICR’s desire is to teach people how to think about the 
past, and how to interpret scientific and historical data from 
.1 scriptural perspective and to get it right! We have seen how 
evolution has been used as an excuse to doubt the gospel, 
and this roadblock needs to be removed.

In recent years, we have noticed an incredible resurgence 
of interest in creation thinking. Individual Christians and 
lamilies have become desper­
ate for good teaching on the 
subject of origins and science.
I volutionism and humanism 
have become so pervasive and so 
distasteful that more and more 
( hristians no longer feel com- 
fortable with the compromised 
message they’ve been taught.

ICR’s most popular seminar 
series is called “Back-to- 
( ienesis,” and that is the theme 
of much that we do here at ICR.
We’re all scientists, but we’re 
also Christians. We love science,
hut we also love the Lord, our Savior Jesus Christ, and His 
Word. We encourage Christians to go “back to Genesis,” 
to see the true history recorded there and then interpret the 
si ientific data relating to the unobserved past in submission 
io Scripture.

We do not spend the majority of the time in our seminars 
presenting new and different data. Instead, we take the same 
data used by our evolutionary colleagues (i.e., dinosaur fossils,

Day 5

racial differences, geologic de­
posits, etc.) and show how the 
data can be better interpreted 
from a biblical perspective.
We have found that the Ph.D. 
scientist needs exactly the same 
teaching as the high school 
youngster. All of us need en­
couragement to think correctly 
— to think in terms of biblical 
fundamentals!

The scientist already knows 
the data and will immediately 
see how it should be reinter­
preted. The layperson will recount evolution lectures and 
TV specials and recognize the error. Committed Christians 
rejoice to get their questions answered and doubts removed, 
to get the monkey of evolution off their backs. God’s Word 
is true! It can be trusted, even in these difficult areas of sci­
ence and history.

This book represents an outgrowth of my Back to 
Genesis lecture, “The Age of the Earth.” At the end of each 
lecture, folks always rush up and ask where my material is 
in print. Numerous ICR books deal with this vital question 
(among others), but there seemed to be a need for a book 
that focused on both the data supporting a young earth and 
the way data are interpreted.

Presenting the age of the earth lecture always frustrates 
me. As a geology professor, I want to say so much, use so 
many examples. But in a 45-minute lecture, I just can’t do it. 
Here in this book, much more information and much more 
support has been included, although much more could still 
be added.

This book does not pretend to be a complete techni­
cal treatment on the age of the earth. It hopefully provides 
a good lay understanding of the general subject, in such a 
way as to be of use to both lay and technical readers. It does, 
however, cover numerous important subjects, even technical 
subjects treated in a non-technical manner. My desire is that 
all readers will not only learn new information, presented in 
a non-threatening format,
but a new and helpful way 
to think about the informa­
tion as well.

This is not to say that 
the material is presented in 
a less-than-correct manner.
We serve the God of truth, 
and must be both truthful 
and careful in all our study.

You will note that some 
of the references I’ve cited 
will be other creationist 
books where more complete
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discussions of pertinent points are made, and where origi­
nal sources are given. I would very much like to see each 
reader introduced to the wealth of good creationist books 
and articles, including my own. On other occasions, I have 
included references to particular technical sources, to aid in 
deeper understanding. On still other occasions, I will merely 
report on my own field work and observations, and thus no 
references may he given, if not published elsewhere.

Another question many people often ask after a lecture is 
where they can get copies of my illustrations. And so, I have 
endeavored to make the hook “user-friendly,” to provide the 
photos and sketches in a format that can be directly used in 
teaching. Additionally, I would encourage each teacher and 
creation speaker to acquire his own photos and examples 
from personal observation and investigation whenever 
possible, supplementing the material herein. The evidence 
for creation, the Flood, and the young earth, once rightly 
interpreted, is everywhere. Hopefully, this book will inspire 
many to take new notice of the evidence all around us. And 
hopefully this book will inspire many students to take up 
geology as a vocation and also inspire Christian geologists 
to join the work and solve some of the remaining problems 
for the young-earth concept. I do not claim, by any stretch 
of the imagination, that we have all the answers. W hat I do 
claim is to have access to the Book giving the framework 
for solving the problems. Let us proclaim what we do know, 
propose a model based on the biblical framework, continue 
to solve the remaining problems, and correct any flaws in our 
understanding as we go.

Before we start into the discussion, it probably would be 
helpful to give some definitions, so questions in the reader’s 
mind can be avoided. You will notice that even these defini­
tions and graphics are user-friendly, designed less for com­
pleteness than for ease of teaching.

Biblical Creationism: Supernatural creation of all things 
in six literal days by the God of the Bible.

Scientific Creationism: Each basic category of life

T he  B ib lica l M ode l

1) Special creation o f all things 
by God in six solar days

2) The curse on all things 
because o f sin, all things 
are dying

5) The global flood o f Noah's 
day which deposited rocks 
and fossils

appeared
abruptly,
without

descending from 
an ancestor of a 
different sort. Much 
variation within a 
category is expected, 
but each possesses 
genetic limits to its 
variability, and thus 
exhibits stasis.

Stasis: The 
tendency of types

of organisms 
to remain 
unchanged

T be  C rea tion  M ode l

1) Supernatural origins o f|| I I , | | ’
all things with design, purpose, 
and interdependence o f  parts

2) Net basic decrease in 
complexity overtime and limited 
horizontal change

5) Earth history dominated 
by catastophic events

over time; static or 
stationary with respect to 
evolutionary progress.

Catastrophism: .
I here have been 4c

episodes in the raj
past that occurred I·,I
at rates, scales, 
and intensities far 
greater than those ’ ’ 
possible today, or 
which were of an en­
tirely different nature 
than those of today.
This certainly includes 
special creation and the 
great flood of Noah’s day,
would have restructured the entire 
planet and been the source of the rock 
and fossil records.

Evolution: The idea that all of life has come from a com­
mon ancestor through a process of modification over time. 
Thus, man and the apes are thought to have descended from 
an ape-like common ancestor. All vertebrates came from fish, 
which in turn came from an invertebrate. All life descended 
from a single-celled organism that arose spontaneously from 
non-living chemicals. Changes occurred through natural 
processes, including mutation, natural selection, and genetic 
recombination.

Micro-evolution: Small adaptations within a population 
of organisms which allow a certain trait to be expressed to a 
greater or lesser degree than before; variation within a given 
category. This is regularly observed to occur within living 
populations.

Macro-evolution: Large hypothetical changes which are 
thought to occur in an individual or in a population of or­
ganisms that produce an entirely new category or novel trait. 
These changes have never been observed to occur within 
living populations.

Mutations: Changes in the genetic material of an 
organism, potentially expressed in offspring. Many times a 
single mutation affects more than one trait. While some are 
neutral, many are lethal. No beneficial mutations that add 
information to the genome have been observed.

Natural Selection: The process observed within popula­
tions of organisms that select those traits best suited for a 
given environment. This conservative process tends to main­
tain the status quo and never produces new genetic material.

Punctuated Equilibrium: Macro-evolution on a rapid 
pace in brief periods during otherwise long ages of no 
change. Invoked to explain and allow for evolution in the 
absence of fossil transitional forms.

Uniformitarianism: “The present is the key to the 
past.” Episodes of dramatically different rates or character
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i I i .i i i processes possible today have never occurred. Present 
processes are extrapolated into the past under the assumption 
i li.H things have remained “uniform.”

Geologic Column: The column of fossils, with ancient 
lines on the bottom and more recent ones on the top, within 
i In observed local sequences of the rock layers which have 
liccn systematized by correlation on a global scale. Does not 
exist in complete form in any one location, but as a trend 
mi .1 global scale. Index fossils are thought to be unique to 
individual eras, periods, and systems. The time interpreta­
tion superimposed on the rock layer sequences is called the 
geological time scale and is linked to evolutionary dogma.

Index Fossils: While almost every stratum of rock con- 
i.iins many of the same basic fossil types (i.e., clams, coral, 
e i i . . ) ,  certain individual organisms or variations are thought 
to  have existed in only a brief period of supposed geologic 
time, and thus can be used to determine the layers age.

Neo-catastrophism: Natural catastrophes occurred in 
the past, which, while perhaps of great intensity and scale, 
were no different in character from processes possible today. 
Ihese catastrophes were episodic, separated by long peri­

ods of uniformity. Popular theory among geologic thinkers 
loti ay.

Theistic Evolution: Essentially the same as atheistic 
evolution in its relation to scientific data. God may have ei­
ther started the evolution process, and then left it to natural 
processes, or may have guided the evolution process.

Progressive Creation: Sometimes called the day-age 
theory. The days of Genesis were long periods of time, 
roughly equivalent to the supposed geologic ages. Each basic 
category of life was created by supernatural intervention at 
various times throughout the ages.

Framework Hypothesis: The idea that the Bible, when it 
speaks of things historic or scientific, is to be understood in 
a rheological sense only, assuming that God was involved but

1) Naturalistic origins o f  all things 
through chance, random mutation, 
natural selection

2) Net basic increase in complexity 
over time with unlimited vertical 
change

5) Earth history dominated by 
uniform events: neo-catastrophism

not as actually recorded. 
Genesis is not to be taken 
as factual history. This 
view is very popular in 
many modern evangelical 
seminaries, and allows 
theologians to fully accept 
evolution and/or long 
ages.

Local Flood Theory: 
The teaching that the Hood 
of Noah’s day covered only 
the Mesopotamian Valley 
— a major Hood, hut not 
global. This view (or its 
counterpart, the tranquil 
Hood theory, which says 
that the Flood was global 
but had no discernible 
effect, i.e., no erosion, 
no rocks, no fossils) is a 
necessary part of any com­
promise with evolution 
or old-earth ideas, since 
the world’s rock and fossil 
record is usually misin­
terpreted as evidence for 
evolution and an old earth.

Evolutionism: Ihe 
application of evolution­
ary ideas in the public 
arena. Includes concepts 
such as social Darwinism, 
man is an animal, animal 
rights equivalent to human 
rights, low view of human 
life, etc.

New Age Thinking: 
The modern equivalent of 
ancient pantheism, meld­
ing evolution science with 
Eastern mysticism, espous­
ing a one-world govern­
ment, a combination of all 
religions, and evolutionism 
in society.
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WHAT DO THE ROCKS SAY?

How many times have you
opened a newspaper and read 

an article describing the discovery of 
a new fossil, archaeological find, or 
underground fault? After describing 
the nature of the discovery, the article 
explains how scientists are so thrilled 
with its confirmation of evolutionary 
theory. An age. is reported, perhaps 
millions or even billions of years.
No questions are raised concerning 
the accuracy of the date, and readers 
are led to feel they have no reason to 
question it either.

Did you ever wonder how sci­
entists got that date? How do they 
know with certainty something that 
happened so long ago? It is almost as

if rocks and fossils talk, or come with labels on them explain­
ing how old they are and how they were fossilized.

As an earth scientist, one who studies rocks and fossils, I 
will let you in on a little secret. My geologic colleagues may 
not like me to admit this, but rocks don’t talk! Nor do they 
come with explanatory labels.

I have lots of rocks in my own personal collection, and 
there are many more in the ICR museum. These rocks are 
well cared for and much appreciated. I never did have a “pet 
rock,” but I do have some favorites. I have spent many hours 
collecting, cataloging, and cleaning them. Some I have even 
polished and displayed.

But what would happen if I asked my favorite rock, 
“Rock, how old are you?” “Fossil, how did you get that 
way?” You know what would happen? Nothing! Rocks do 
not talk! They do not talk to me, and I strongly suspect they 
do not talk to my evolutionary colleagues either! So where 
then do the dates anil histories come from?

The answer may surprise you with its simplicity, but 
the concept forms the key thrust of this book, which I have 
designed to explain how rocks and fossils are studied and 
how conclusions are drawn as to their histories. But more 
than that, I have tried to explain not only how this endeavor 
usually proceeds, but also how it should proceed.

Inclined rock strata

Before I continue, let me clearly state that evolutionists 
are, in most cases, good scientists, and men and women of 
integrity. Their theories are often precise and elegant, and we 
can learn much from their endeavors. It is not my intention 
to ridicule or confuse. It is my desire to expose the mind trap 
they have built for themselves and show a better way. Let me 
do this through a hypothetical dating effort, purely fictional 
but fairly typical in concept.

H ow  It Is Usually Done

Suppose you find a limestone rock containing a beauti­
fully preserved fossil. You want to know the age of the rock, 
so you take it to the geology department at the nearby uni­
versity and ask the professor. Fortunately, the professor takes 
an interest in your specimen and promises to spare no effort 
in its dating.

Much to your surprise, the professor does not perform 
carbon-14 dating on the fossil. He explains that carbon 
dating can only be used on organic materials, once-living 
things that consist mostly of carbon, not on rocks or even on 
the fossils, since they, too, are rock. Furthermore, in theory, 
carbon dating is only useful for the last few thousand years, 
and he suspects your fossil is millions of years old. Nor does
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i his expert measure the concentrations of radioactive isotopes 
io calculate the age of the rock. “Sedimentary rock, the kind 
whii h contains fossils,” he explains, “ordinarily cannot be 
n i 11 lately dated by radioisotope methods. Such methods are 
"lily applicable to igneous rocks, like lava flows and granite.” 
lusts ad, he studies only the fossil’s shape and characteristics, 
not the rock. “By dating the fossil, the rock which contains it 
i an be dated,” he declares.

for purposes of this discussion, let us say your fossil is 
a i lam. Many species of clams live today, of course, and this 
ime looks only a little different from those you have seen.
I lie professor informs you that many different clams have 
lived in the past. These were the ancestors of modern clams, 
Inn most have now become extinct.

Next, the professor removes a large book from his shelf 
entitled Invertebrate Paleontology and opens to the chapter 
mi clams. Sketches of many clams are shown. At first glance 
in.my seem similar, but when you look closely, they are all 
lightly different. Your clam is compared to each one, until 

Iin.illy a clam nearly identical to yours appears. The caption 
under the sketch identifies your clam as an index fossil, and 
explains that this type of clam evolved some 320 million 
years ago. With a look of satisfaction and an air of certainty, 
i lie professor explains, “Your rock is approximately 320 mil­
lion years old!”

Notice that the rock itself was not examined. The fossils 
in it dated it, and the fossil type was dated by the assump- 
tion of evolutionary progression over time. The limestone 
itself might be essentially identical to limestones of any age, 
so the rock cannot be used to date the rock. The fossils date 
the rock, and evolution dates the fossils. Evolutionists deter­
mined the order of evolution and estimated the ages involved 
even before the discovery of radioisotope decay and long 
before the formulation of radioisotope dating methods, but 
these were used to calibrate the fossil succession. The many 
problems with these methods are discussed in chapter 5, but 
today they give fossil dating an air of credibility.

You get to thinking. You know that limestones frequent­
ly contain fossils, but some seem to be a fine-grained matrix 
with no visible fossils. In many other limestones, the fossils 
that appear seem to be ground to pieces, and other sedimen­
tary rocks, like sandstone and shale, might contain no visible 
lossils at all. “What do you do then?” you ask. “How can you 
date those rocks?”

fhe professor responds with a brief lecture on stratigra­
phy, information on how geologic layers are found one on 
lop of the other, with the “older” ones (i.e., containing the 
oldest fossils) beneath the “younger” ones. This makes sense, 
lo r obviously the bottom layer had to be deposited before the 
upper layers. “But how are the dates obtained?” you ask. “By 
(lie fossils they contain!” he says.

It turns out that many sedimentary rocks cannot be 
dated all by themselves. If they have no fossils which can be 
dated within the evolutionary framework, then “We must 
look for other fossil-bearing layers, above and below, which 
can help us find the range of possible ages within which 
the true age must lie,” the professor says. Such layers may 
not even be in the same location, but by tracing the layer 
laterally, perhaps for great distances, some evidence can be 
found.

“Fortunately, your rock had a good fossil in it, an index 
fossil, defined as an organism which lived at only one time 
in evolutionary history. It is not that it looks substantially 
more or less advanced than other clams, but it has a distinc­
tive feature somewhat different from other clams. When 
we see that kind of clam, we know that the rock in which it 
is found is about 320 million years old, since that kind of 
clam lived 320 million years ago,” he says. “Most fossils are 
not index fossils. Many organisms, including many kinds 
of clams, snails, insects, even single-celled organisms, did 
not change at all over hundreds of millions of years, and are 
found in many different layers. Since they did not live at any 
one particular time, we can’t use them to date the rocks. Only 
index fossils are useful, since they are only found in one zone 
of rock, indicating they lived during a relatively brief period 
of geologic history. We know that because we only find them 
in one time period. Whenever we find them, we date the 
rock as of that age.”

Let us pause in our story to identify this thinking pro­
cess as circular reasoning. It obviously should have no place 
in science. In circular reasoning, instead of proceeding from 
observation to conclusion, the conclusion interprets the ob­
servation, which “proves” the conclusion. The fossils should 
contain the main evidence for evolution. But instead, we see 
that the age of rocks is determined by the stage of evolution 
of the index fossils found therein, which are themselves dated 
and organized by the age of the rocks. Thus, the rocks date 
the fossils, and the fossils date the rocks. The unquestioned 
assumption of evolution provides the context for the entire 
process.

Back to our story. On another occasion, you find an 
interesting piece of hardened lava, the kind extruded dur­
ing a volcanic eruption as red hot, liquid lava. Obviously, 
it contains no fossils, since almost any remains would have 
been incinerated or severely altered. You want to know the 
age of this rock, too. But your professor friend in the geology 
department directs you to the geophysics department. “They 
can date this rock,” you are told.

Your rock fascinates the geophysics professor. He ex­
plains that this is the kind of rock that can be dated by using 
radioisotope-dating techniques, based on precise measurements 
of the ratios of radioactive isotopes in the rock. Once known.
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these ratios can be plugged into a set of mathematical equa­
tions that will give the absolute age of the rock.

Unfortunately, the tests take time. The rock must be 
ground into powder, which then must be sent to a laboratory 
where they determine the isotope ratios and report back. A 
computer will then be asked to analyze the ratios, solve the 
equations, and give the age.

The geophysicist informs you that these tests are very 
expensive, but since your rock is so interesting, and since 
he has a government grant to pay the bill, and a graduate 
student to do the work, it will cost you nothing. He may 
even be able to publish the results in a scientific journal, 
thus advancing his career. Furthermore, he will request that 
several different tests be performed on your rock. There 
is the uranium-lead, method, the potassium-argon method, 
rubidium-strontium method, and a few others. The tests can 
be done on the whole rock or individual minerals within the 
rock and then can be analyzed by the “model” or the “iso­
chron” techniques (to be discussed later). All these tests can 
be done on the same rock. “We are sure to get good results 
that way,” you are told. The results will come back with the 
rock’s absolute age, plus or minus a figure for experimental 
error.

After several weeks the professor calls you in and shows 
you the results. Finally you will know the true age of your 
rock. Unfortunately, the results of the different tests do not 
agree. Each method produced a different age! “How can that 
happen on a single rock?” you ask.

The uranium-lead model method gave 500 ± 20 million 
years for the rock’s age.

The potassium-argon model age test gave 100 ± 2 mil­
lion years.

The rubidium-strontium model test gave 325 ± 25 mil­
lion years.

The rubidium-strontium mineral isochron test gave 375 
± 35 million years.

Then the professor asks the all-important question. 
“Where did you find this rock? Were there any fossils 
nearby, above or below the outcrop containing this lava 
rock?” When you report that it was just below the lime­
stone layer containing your 320 million year old fossil, 
it all becomes clear. “The rubidium-strontium dates are 
correct; they prove your rock is somewhere between 325 
and 375 million years old. The other tests were inaccurate. 
There must have been some leaching or contamination.” 
Once again, the fossils date the rocks, and the fossils are 
dated by evolution.

Our little story may be fictional, but it is not at all 
far-fetched. This is the way it is usually done. An interpreta­
tion scheme (evolution) has already been accepted as truth. 
Each dating result must be evaluated — accepted or rejected 
— by the assumption of evolution and the billions of years 
it needs. The whole dating process then proceeds within the



Ii i< I iImp of the old-earth scenario. No evidence contrary 
m 11 ii accepted framework is allowed to remain. Evolu- 
i H hi lands, old-earth ideas stand, no matter what the true 
i i h Ii nee reveals. An individual fact is accepted or rejected as 
i ihd evidence according to its fit with evolution.

I ei me illustrate this dilemma with a few quotes from 
i Milmionists. The first is by paleontologist Dr. David Kitts, 
i \ allied acquaintance of mine when we were both on the 
Iai iilly at the University of Oklahoma. While a committed 
■ mlutionist, Dr. Kitts is an honest man, a good scientist, and 
in excellent thinker. He and many others express disapproval

uh i he typical thinking of evolutionists.

The record of evolution, like any other histori­
cal record, must be construed within a complex of

inspect the interpretation, and note that it confirms 
the theory. Well, it would, wouldn’t it?'

In Go d s  Image
Is circular reasoning the best science has to offer? Are 

better decisions possible? Are scientists doomed forever to 
run in this circle? Is the human mind capable of more?

The Bible reveals that hope exists. In fact, even “the 
invisible things of him from the creation of the world are 
clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made, 
even his eternal power and Godhead; so that they are with­
out excuse” (Rom. 1:20). Thus, by studying the creation, 
the things that are made, we ought to be able to accurately

particular and general preconceptions, not the least of 
which is the hypothesis that evolution has occurred.1

And this poses something of a problem: If we 
date the rocks by their fossils, how can we then turn 
around and talk about patterns of evolutionary change 
through time in the fossil record?* 2

A circular argument arises: interpret the fossil 
record in the terms of a particular theory of evolution,

I David B. Kitts, “Search for the Holy Transformation," review of Evolution 
o f Living Organisms by Pierre P. Grasse, Paleobiology 5 (summer 1979): p. 353.
2. Niles Eldridge, Time Frames: The Rethinking o f Darwinian Evolution and the 
Theory o f Punctuated Equilibria (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1985), p. 52.

determine certain things, especially the fact that things were 
made by something or someone separate from the creation, 
an entity that was not made in the same fashion as every­
thing else. The exquisite design of living things far exceeds 
the potential of natural processes, like natural selection. The 
character of the creation reveals (among other things) the 
character of its Maker.

Surely this verse means that the natural man, using his 
own senses and reasoning ability, is capable of correct obser­
vations and interpretations, perhaps within certain limits, 
but indeed an observer is “without excuse” in concluding 
that the creation has no maker, or that the maker is part of

3. Tom S. Kemp, “A Fresh Look at the Fossil Record,” (Vew Scientist 108 
(December 5, 1985): p. 67.
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the creation. At least some mult i ·,!.Hiding ol the character 
of the Creator, “even I I is i n mil powci ami godhead,” must
result. But the ten...... I the passagi imliiatcs that people do
not always come lo ihr iiglii m m  liision. Sometimes they 
suppress what tin \ m i , a m i i hom.e mil to perceive. W hat is 
wrong? Wli.it lias happened

Ihe Bilili n a. In s dial lium.inkind is created “in the 
im.igi id (mil l< n i l .  I ' Man is not God, nor is man 
ih iinipi iii 111. 1111111 i s H ni. 111 omnipresent; but being God’s 
inlay In Hip, , i ei lain ahllii ies and characteristics. What does 
( mil s Image entail?

I In Image ol ( md does not refer to God’s physical 
Inult < >n in i a.sion, ( iod took on human flesh in order to 
i i m  i I liimsi II io man in the Old Testament (Gen. 18:24),
Inn ( mil in mans flesh was most powerfully revealed when 
|esus ( luisi "look upon him the form of a servant, and was 
made in the likeness of men" (Phil. 2:7). On other occasions, 
St upline talks of His arm or face or hand in communicat­
ing ( iod’s attributes or actions, discussing them in terms 
understandable by humans, but not implying that God has a 
physical body, for “God is a Spirit” (John 4:24).

Rather, the “image of God” refers chiefly to the fact that 
man possesses personal, rational, and moral qualities and has 
a God-consciousness, making him totally distinct from the 
animals. Much of man’s physical and emotional make-up is 
shared (to a lesser degree) with the animals. Animals were 
created “after their kind,” but man was created “in God’s im­
age,” somehow adequately reflecting His glory and attributes. 
This image was in the beginning “very good” (Gen. 1:31). 
Notice that man was not and is not God, but a representa­
tion of His image.

God’s image carries great potential for the study of God’s 
creation and the accurate understanding of it, and Adam and 
Eve were told to do just that (Gen. 1:26, 28). It is hard to 
imagine what they and their descendants would have been 
capable of had they been obedient to God’s command.

But we know they were not obedient. They chose to 
rebel against their Creator and incurred His wrath (Gen. 3). 
They were placed under the penalty of death and along with 
all of creation began to deteriorate and ultimately to die. The 
image of God was marred so that even man’s spiritual and 
rational abilities were shackled. Beginning with Eve, every 
man’s natural desire has been to avoid the consequences of 
sin and to elevate himself to a position of power, refusing to 
acknowledge ( iod as Creator. Little wonder that today Ad­
am’s descendants so often make false conclusions. “Because 
that, when they knew ( iod, they glorified him not as God, 
neither were thankful; but became vain in their imagina­
tions, and their foolish heart was darkened. Professing them­
selves to be wise, they became fools” (Rom. 1:21-22). “The 
fool hath said in his heart, There is no God” (Ps. 14:1), for 
“the god of this world hath blinded the minds of them which 
believe not” (2 Cor. 4:4). They walk “in the vanity of their 
mind, having the understanding darkened, being alienated

from the life of God through the ignorance that is in them, 
because of the blindness of their heart” (Eph. 4:17-18).

This incomplete reasoning ability and lack of a complete 
desire for truth, coupled with lack of access or unwillingness 
to discover and discern all the relevant data, as well as 
imperfect logical tools, lead to “science falsely so called”
(1 Tim. 6:20).

In principle, the marred image of God is capable of dis­
covering limited truth, but in practice man seldom, if ever, 
accomplishes this in an ultimate sense. God exists, creation 
occurred, but can we truly understand it as it needs to be 
understood? Dim approximations are about the best we usu­
ally achieve.

One must recognize that determining the age of a rock 
delves into the long-ago past, before human observers were 
present or cared to make observations. A good rule of thumb 
to follow when evaluating pronouncements about earth 
history is to separate valid observations from interpretations 
of those observations, especially if the interpretation process 
involves an anti-God component.

Man, in the image of God, can make valid observations, 
although necessarily incomplete in most cases. A scientist 
can measure the precise abundance of elements in a rock, 
and can discern its stratigraphic position among other rock 
strata. The scientist can describe and catalog the fossils pres­
ent and compare them to other fossils. But since the deposi­
tion and timing of the rocks and fossils were not observed, 
interpreting the ages and origins is much more difficult, if 
possible at all, and many times interpreters resort to circular 
reasoning.

Is There an Alternative?
How should a creationist react to circular reasoning? In 

fact, how should a scientist of any persuasion react to circular 
reasoning? Obviously, with skepticism and even rejection. 
Circular reasoning has no place in science. We can do better.

The key is understanding our assumptions held at the 
start. Is the assumption of evolution necessary to do science? 
Despite the pronouncements of some modern-day evolu­
tionists, obviously not! Are other assumptions possible? Yes! 
Can good science be done without an exclusive commitment 
to naturalism? Certainly! How can we determine which as­
sumption set is correct?

Before discussing this, let me clarify something that too 
few people recognize, and evolutionists seldom admit. Sci­
ence operates in the present, and in a very real sense is limited 
to the present. Scientific theories must involve, among other 
things, the observation of data and processes that exist and 
occur in the present. But who has ever seen the long-ago 
past? Rocks and fossils exist in the present. We collect them, 
catalog them, study them, and perform experiments on 
them, all in the present! The scientific method is an enter­
prise of the present.
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• >1 course, observations and records dating from within 
human history are usable, to the extent that the observers are 
ili i incd reliable.

I heories must also be testable and potentially falsifiable 
In ihere must be some conceivable test which could prove 
di, in wrong). But who could disprove an idea about the 
l'i i What test could be run to conclude that evolution (or
i, nion) is impossible?

Another requirement for good science is reproducibil- 
i/r Ibis means that observations made today of a particu- 
I ii event or object will be the same as observations of an 
, quivalent event or object tomorrow. Similar events will yield 
.iinilar results and similar observations.

I .vents that occurred only once might have been ob- 
I'tved, and their results studied, but they cannot be re- 

I" iied. But some events that occurred only once (such as the 
, ii igin of the earth) may not have been observed at all. When 

ii mists have only the results of an event or its after-effects 
io study, a full reconstruction of the one-time event (some- 
i lines called a singularity) is lacking.

Even if someone did observe an event in the past (or 
claimed to), can we really know his observations were accu­
rate? And is the written record complete and trustworthy?

Let me further expand on this difficult concept. I am not 
trying to discredit science; I am only trying to show its limita­
tions. For example, geology is science. Studying the nature of 
existing rocks and fossils and the processes that act on them 
— that is science. Predictions about the future of the rock are 
another matter. Likewise, historical geology—  the recon­
struction of the unobserved past of rocks and fossils — is also 
another story. I he same difficulty exists in biology, ecology, 
astronomy, archaeology, etc.

Note that evolution, if it ever occurred, did so in the 
unobserved past. and each supposed stage only occurred once. 
No one ever saw the origin of life from non-living chemi­
cals. No one has ever seen any type of organism give rise to 
a completely different type (macro-evolution). No one has 
ever even claimed to see meaningful evolutionary changes 
take place. The minor variations (micro-evolution) in plant 
and animal groups (e.g., DD F resistance in insects, shift in

// ere are two different views on the formation o f  canyons like the Grand Canyon. Evolutionists believe 
was carved over millions o f  years; creationists believe it was formed by the Genesis flood.
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Scientific proof requires observation and
repeatability.

dominant color of peppered moths, etc.), which do occur 
in the present, are not evolutionary changes. In fact, since 
creation allows for adaptation and variation within created 
kinds, small changes are perfectly compatible with creation 
theory as well, and are certainly not proof of evolution.
Major changes (macro-evolution) have never been scientifi­
cally observed, and thus the theory of evolutionary descent 
from a common ancestor has not been and could never be 
proven scientifically. How could you ever run a test to see if 
it happened in the past? Or how could you ever prove that it 
did not happen in the past? Evolution is a belief system some 
scientists hold about the past, and they use this view of his­
tory to interpret the evidence in the present.

Likewise, creation, if it ever occurred, did so in the un­
observed past. It is not going on today. No human observer 
saw the creation of the world take place. Thus, creation has 
not been, nor could it ever be, scientifically proven. It, too, is 
a belief some scientists have about the past.

Appealing to sc riptural authority for proof, while appro­
priate lor Bible-believing ( Ihristians, does not constitute sci­
entific pvoof, in a modern sense, which requires observation 
and repeatability. But if Scripture is truly God’s Word, and 
He is reliable, then we can have confidence in it. But how do 
we come to the notion that Scripture is authoritative and its 
Author reliable? Many books have been written on this sub­
ject, each one taking a slightly different approach, and I don’t

pretend to have th e  final word. For our purposes, 
suffice it to say that our confidence in Scripture 
does not spring from nowhere, nor is it a blind 
leap of faith. We all live in a real world and deal 
with realities that do not always fall into any neat 
philosophical framework. We can and do observe 
which ideas make sense to us — which ones seem 
to work. If an idea repeatedly fails, or lacks com­
mon sense, we reject it.

Scripture makes many statements that are 
testable and potentially falsifiable. And each 
time we investigate, we find Scripture to be true 
or at least possibly true if we had all the data 
and perfect reasoning skills. Even though many 
detractors have claimed otherwise, never has a 
charge against Scripture stood up under close and 
objective scrutiny. We see scriptural teachings 
work in medicine and economics, and in science 
and history. We see prophecies come true long 
after they were made. We see societies and fami­
lies thrive if guided by biblical principles, as do 
legal, governmental, and educational institutions. 
Scriptural values such as love, honesty, and truth 
witness in our spirits that they are correct.

In short, Scripture works! We see it provide
useful results and good fruits in every realm. Other systems 
and teachings don’t work nearly as well. This does not prove 
Scripture; we must still believe it by faith. And we must 
always be willing to fine-tune our interpretation of it as our 
understanding grows, but we have every reason to accept it 
as God’s true and authoritative Word. So, while we cannot 
scientifically prove Scripture, it is, at least, valid for us to hold 
the position, by faith, that Scripture is true and applicable in 
all areas. And since Scripture speaks of a recent creation, it 
provides us with a basic scientific model that can guide our 
research and understanding, a model that warrants consid­
eration in the marketplace of ideas. But, because it involves 
one-time events in the past unobserved by humans, super­
natural creation cannot be scientifically proven.

Thus, both evolution and creation are outside the realm 
of empirical science, inaccessible to the scientific method. 
Neither is observable or repeatable. They are in the category 
of singularities, one-time events. It is not illegitimate for a 
scientist, who exists in the present and conducts his or her 
science in the present, to wonder, “What happened in the 
unobserved past to make the present, which is observed, this 
way?” Scientists can then try to reconstruct history in the 
most logical way possible, but no historical reconstruction 
can be proven (or disproved). Any view of origins must be 
held ultimately by faith.

Having said that, let me also say that as a scientist, I am 
totally convinced that the creation view of history is cor­
rect. I am a Christian, a child of God, a fact which I know 
to be true beyond a shadow of a doubt, but which likewise

16



I h i not prove scientifically. I know the Creator personally 
.mil mist His account of past events. After all, He was there, 
mil in fact, He was doing it all! His record, the Bible, does 
mil give me all the scientific details, but it does provide the 
l .i'iieral framework that guides my own scientific study. I am 
i onvinced it is an accurate record of real events.

\ C hristian 's Resource

All other factors being equal, a Christian, reasoning from 
i scriptural position, has greater potential for understanding 
i liese things than the non-Christian, who starts the process 
\ ith a non-biblical (i.e., false) world view. This is due to the 
ict that the Christian has input from a source not available 

h i the non-Christian — the Holy Spirit. Jesus taught that 
when “the Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide you into all 
iniih. . . . He shall glorify me” (John 16:13—14).

The presence of the Spirit does not guarantee a right 
i (inclusion, for even a Christian is subject to practical limita- 
i ions. All of us live in a world whose education system and 
popular media has been taken over by those who often emit 
l.ilse knowledge. And Christians still live in a sin-dominated 
world, and bear the marred image of God. Getting saved

does not change that. Furthermore, we all live in a society 
that brainwashes its citizens with a secular viewpoint, and we 
experience difficulty in ridding our minds of ingrained error. 
And how about personal sin? While we can be forgiven and 
victory gained over wrong habits, sin still clouds our thinking 
processes and inhibits the Holy Spirit from complete control.

But a Christian can start from the right perspective, 
and many times he receives enlightenment from the Spirit 
in varying degrees. Through the work of the Spirit, the 
recognition of truth can be realized by inner conviction and 
Spirit-directed thinking processes. We must always be willing 
to grow in understanding and change our opinion as more 
information comes in and our maturity in Christ deepens, 
but Christians at least have greater potential to arrive at truth 
than the non-Christian.

By adopting the view of ancient history given in Scrip­
ture, a Christian is then able to study the results of creation, 
the plant and animal types that were created. We can study 
the results of the flood of Noah’s day, which certainly laid 
down the majority of the earth’s sedimentary rocks that 
contain fossils. Although we did not witness creation or the 
Flood, we are convinced they really happened in history, and 
can attempt to interpret the present evidence, the results of
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past events, within a true hisioiii.il Iratnework. In this way, 
we can fill in the gaps in our knowledge, more fully under­
stand the past, and make sense of the present.

On the other hand, il die Bible is correct and creation, 
the Curse, the blood, and the dispersion at Babel really hap­
pened, what on urs when someone assumes an evolutionary 
history instead? ( )hviously, il one denies true history, and 
accepts a false view by assumption, any attempt to recon­
struct history is doomed to failure. It will not only be wrong, 
it will be inlerioi to a reconstruction based on real events, 
and it will neither he internally consistent nor scientifically 
satisfying. I he data will not fit very well, yet it cannot be 
absolutely disproved. I here will always be a story that can be 
tolil about the evidence.

In recent decades, a grave change has taken place that 
limits die parameters in which scientific study is allowed.
I lie change has not so much happened as it has been foisted 
upon us. Previously, science was defined as “the search for 
truth," but now it is nearly always equated with natural­
ism, the search for a naturalistic answer to all questions, 
even those ultimate questions of the long-ago past that defy 
normal explanations. The very possibility of supernatural 
involvement is denied, excluded by definition. Thus, natural­
istic evolution is science and creation is religion, which does 
not belong in scientific discussions.

My former faculty colleague, Dr. David Kitts, quoted 
previously, often engaged in spirited discussions with me on 
this issue. He claimed to be a religious man, who believed in 
God, yet he scrupulously kept his beliefs out of his reason­
ing about earth history. He insisted that even if creation is 
true, even if God created all things in six literal days, just like 
it says in the Bible, even if Noah’s flood deposited the rock 
strata and the fossils, even if it happened just that way, even 
if that is absolute truth, it is still not science and its study has 
no place in science. Science is the attempt to find the best 
naturalistic explanation for things, even if the supernatural 
explanation is true and fits the data better!

My contention is that evolution is the religion of natu­
ralism — that it is at least as religious as creation and that 
creation is at least as scientific as evolution.

Keep in mind that facts are facts, evidence is evidence.
All too often, ( Christians who believe in creation only by 
faith are afraid to look at the facts. Many are afraid they 
might find something that will contradict their faith, so they 
choose not to look.

But we should never be concerned that facts, which ex­
ist in the present, will be incompatible with our assumptions 
about the past. Pacts are like rocks: they don’t talk; they 
must be interpreted by ones assumptions. When I was in 
graduate school, the professors frequently admitted, “There 
is no such thing as a value free fact,” especially when it 
comes to unobserved history. Pacts must be interpreted: they 
must be placed within an existing world view before they 
have much meaning at all. Christians must try to discover

God’s interpretation of the facts. We must also be willing to 
fine-tune our presuppositions as our understanding grows 
in both science and Scripture. Truth does exist; and we must 
strive, with God’s help, to overcome our limitations and 
discern it with diligent study.

To make matters worse, raw facts or data relating to the 
unobserved past can usually be interpreted in more than 
one way, within more than one world view, although both 
interpretations cannot be true. That fossil clam, mentioned 
at the start of the chapter, can be interpreted by an evolution­
ary historical reconstruction as a clam type that supposedly 
evolved from other animal types and ultimately single-celled 
organisms. In this view, it lived 320 million years ago, and 
its descendants either became extinct or they descended into 
modern clams.

Or, it can be interpreted by the creation historical 
reconstruction as an animal deposited in sedimentary mate­
rial during Noah’s flood, but which was a descendant of 
the original clams in the clam kind created on day five of 
creation week. Other clams survived the Flood, and their 
descendants survive to this day.

In this scheme, the Christian/creationist accepts by faith 
God’s record of creation. Contrary to what some might 
think, the scientific research that stems from a creation view 
is anything but trivial and sterile. The details of the view are 
yet to be fully worked out, and much is to be learned. But, 
if the events in Scripture really happened, we have a chance 
to reconstruct the specifics of a particular fossil deposit cor­
rectly, while those who deny history have no chance at all. 
They are forever doomed to tell and retell an inferior recon­
struction that offends our logic and makes a farce of the 
present.

The Christian should stand in submission to Scripture 
in every area of life, including science and reconstructions of 
the past. We must interpret scientific data within the frame­
work given there.

Can the Matter Be Resolved?
Since neither view of history can be scientifically proved 

or disproved, what hope is there? Will the creation/evolution 
debate go on forever, or can it be resolved? Can it even be 
resolved in the mind of a particular individual?

I was lecturing at a seminar one time when a representa­
tive of the local atheist group showed up. He had brought 
a young man, a university graduate student. They sat in the 
front row, right below where I stood, and whispered and 
gestured at my comments, calling attention to themselves 
and their disgust. (I suppose they hoped to discredit me and 
my statements, but they were so obnoxious that many, who 
may not have been on my side to start with, wanted nothing 
to do with the position of these men, whatever it was. In­
tending to thwart my effectiveness, they were actually a big 
help.)
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DATA

i 1
Interpretation A
This clam evolved 
over long periods 
of time.

Interpretation B
This clam died 
in Noah’s flood, 
having descended 
from originally 
created clams.

■

Assumptions of 
biblical history

i
DATA

I
Interpretations consistent 
with the Bible.

As the lecture ended, many people gathered around 
to ask questions. The two atheists shoved their way to the 
front, and the younger man fired one question after an­
other. He appeared to have been coached by the older. I 
tried to be polite, but each time he saw I had an answer for 
his last question, he interrupted and asked another. Finally,
I challenged him (i.e., them) to give me his hardest ques­
tion and then listen while I answered, if I could. The crowd 
hushed to hear his question, but it never came. Perhaps the 
older man's coaching had not prepared him to think for 
himself

The older man, a professor with a long history of “fight­
ing creationism’’ as he put it, stepped in to rescue his protege 
from having to think for himself. He said he didn’t like 
creationism because it disagreed with all the great scientists 
of our day — Stephen Gould, Carl Sagan, Isaac Asimov, etc. 
(atheists all). My view was different from theirs; therefore, I 
must be wrong.

But his main point was that my view mixed science and 
religion, and we all know that only naturalistic (read atheis­
tic) evolution is science, but creation is religion.

Evidently he had not been listening to my lecture. Over 
and over again, I had insisted that the majority of univer­
sity scientists did not hold my interpretations, and that I 
had specifically been giving another interpretation. I had 
pointed out that I did not disagree with scientific data, just 
the religious opinions (i.e., naturalistic opinions) of some 
scientists about those data and their reconstructions of 
unobserved history. I had specifically pointed out that the 
modern definition of science is improper, self-serving, and 
harmful. Furthermore, I had shown many data censored 
by my evolutionary colleagues, facts which do not fit an 
evolutionary view very well at all and which were therefore 
usually ignored. But I had not disagreed with the facts'.

The place we differed was in the interpretation process. I 
had started from a different assumption set, performed good 
scientific research on the data, and derived an interpreta­
tion consistent with my world view. 1 had insisted that my 
presuppositions were different from those of many scientists. 
But, when I asked him to find fault with my interpretations 
given my assumptions, he got strangely silent. The only 
thing he would say was to repeat the oft-repeated charge that 
science has no room for the supernatural, and that I could 
not be a scientist if I believed in God.

He was unwilling to consider my assumptions as pos­
sibly legitimate, but admitted he couldn’t fault my science or 
my interpretations. My heart ached, and still aches, for the 
millions of students brainwashed and badgered by religious 
evangelists of naturalism into accepting a wrong “religion” in 
the name of science.

Until a person is willing to think on an assumption or 
presuppositional level, there can be little movement on this 
issue. The facts are roughly compatible with both models of 
history. Both groups can do good science, and the resulting
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interpretations can be consistent within each model, ah 
though quite different horn eat It other.

The schematic thawing on the previous page illustrates 
the point well. It actually wot Its lor many situations, even in 
the present, lilts is how you get political liberals and conser­
vatives, for example.1

W in ri Ahi You Coming  From?
As we have seen, the Christians assumption set should 

come from a careful and honest interpretation of Scripture, 
guided by the I loly Spirit, and in submission to its teachings.
I he evolutionist’s assumption set comes primarily from an un­
necessarily high assessment of the ability of scientists to discern 
truth, finite men who were not present to make the neces­
sary observations, have access to only a portion of the total 
data anil possess fallible logical tools, and therefore can hardly 
expect to fully understand the past. Humankind, created in the 
image of God, can do many things, but there are limitations.

Many evolutionists believe in evolution simply because 
that is the only concept they have ever been taught. Their 
mentors, from high school on up, have drilled into them 
the false notion that only ignorant fundamentalists — flat- 
earthers —  believe in creation, so young evolutionists reject 
creation thinking without investigation.

They have never heard a credible case for creation, and 
so they perpetrate the lie that evolution is the only legitimate 
view. This fallacy is furthered by the redefinition of science as 
naturalism, which denies the possibility of creation.

Comets: Assumptions and
Interpretations

Consider this interesting application of the two models. 
We observe comets in our solar system in elliptical orbits 
around the sun. We observe that on each swing around 
the sun, a comet loses some of its mass. By measuring the 
mass of the comets and the amount of loss over time, we 
can conclude that many comets (especially the short period 
comets which make frequent passes around the sun) are not 
extremely old.

Young-earth advocates have interpreted this to imply 
a young solar system. If the solar system were many 
millions of years old, the short-period comets would 
have all ceased (o exist. But since those comets 
still exist, the solar system must be young.
Seems simple enough.

But those who insist on an old solar 
system hold that position in spite of the 
evidence from comets. I hey acknowledge 
that the present comets must be young, *

4 .1 am indebted to my friend Dr. Donald C'hittick lor helping firm up my 
thinking in this area. This schematic is adapted from his excellent book The 
Controversy (Portland, OR: Multnomah Press, 19X4).

but are convinced the solar system is old. They propose a 
hypothetical storehouse of comets in the outer reaches of the 
solar system, too far out to see with telescopes or to measure 
with any sensing device. They call this hypothetical (read 
imaginary) cloud of comets the Oort Cloud, after the man 
who first proposed it. Oort claimed that inter-stellar events 
occasionally dislodge a piece of material from this otherwise 
stable cloud, propelling it into a near solar orbit, furnishing 
our solar system with an inexhaustible supply of comets.

Did you follow the logic? Assumption: The solar sys­
tem is old. Observation: Comets live for only a short time. 
Conclusion: Youthful comets are continually coming in from 
a faraway unseen source.

When young solar-system advocates bring up the age of 
comets, old solar-system advocates say, “Oh, we have solved 
that. Comets are replenished from the Oort Cloud.” Thus, 
the observations play second fiddle to the assumptions. 
Without getting a person to question the assumption, you 
will seldom get him to question the imaginary Oort Cloud.

Resolution becomes even more difficult when dealing 
with proposed one-time events of the long-ago past, events 
outside the realm of scientific observation.

Unfortunately, evolutionists seldom admit they have 
presuppositions. They present their view of history and 
their interpretations as if they were observed facts.
Students and laymen alike are either duped by 
authority or intimidated into acceptance of 
a world view with its philosophical and
religious implications without even 
knowing what has happened. Sim­
ply put, most people believe in 
evolution because most peo­
ple believe in evolution.
It is all they have
ever been taught.
If creation is
even men 
tioned, 
it is

ridiculed 
and unfairly 

caricatured. Thus, evo­
lution is assumed, not proved;

and creation is denied, not refuted. 
Observations made by careful observers 

in the past, such as Newton and Pasteur, for ex­
ample, are legitimate within the limitations of the day. One 

must always discern the difference between scientific data 
and interpretations of those data, and the observed past and 
unobserved, inferred past. By the way, many of the 
founding fathers of science, including the two giants
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.......lioned above, were Bible-believing Christians
and i reationists and did their study from a 

i ipiural world view. I recommend Men 
if  ,S( ience, Men o f God, by Henry M.
Mun is,5 for brief biographies of many 
nt h scientists.

Nevertheless, comparison,
, ablation, and rational 
ilist iission are possible if 
I ">i h parties recognize 
i licit own assumptions 
nid interpretative 
process. You will 
not get very 
I.it with

someone who 
will not even admit 

he has presuppositions. But 
let us look at how we can and should

proceed to choose between the evolution 
and creation models of the unobserved past.

Predicting the Evidence

We first must agree on the basic nature of each model. 
Recognizing that there are many shades of opinion on many 
points within each view, let me first list the basic points 
about which we can agree.

Evolutionary theories generally start with either nothing 
or chaos. Something happens to cause matter to coalesce into 
particles, atoms, molecules, stars, galaxies, planets, and life.
( )ver time, the life becomes more and more complex: single- 
celled organisms branch into plants and marine invertebrates, 
then into fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, mammals, and 
finally, into man. All of life, modern and extinct, came from a 
i ommon ancestor through innumerable stages, all by natural,
■ I lenry M. Morris, Men o f Science — Men o f God (Green Forrest, AR: 
Master Books, 1988).

unguided 
processes. 

Biblical creation 
ideas start with nothing

other than an omnipotent God, 
the God of the Bible. The state before 

creation is totally unknowable, but there came a 
point in which He called into existence the space-mass- 

time universe, out of His own inexhaustible power. He created 
light, water, the continents, the atmosphere, and stellar bodies, 
preparing earth for life. He created each basic category of life 
distinct from all others, complete with a means of replicating. 
He created man after His own image, separate from the 
animals. It was perfect at the start, but fell into disarray as man 
rejected God’s authority.

Obviously, since both views deal with the unobserved 
and unobservable past, neither can be empirically proved.
The best we can do is determine which view is best, and 
which we choose to believe.

Having completed the formal statement of each model, 
predictions can now be made, these are not predictions of 
the future, but, instead, predictions about the data. In effect, 
each adherent must say, “If my assumptions are correct, I 
predict that when we look at the data, we will see certain 
features.” The model that better predicts the evidence is more 
likely the correct one, but neither model can be ultimately 
proved or disproved.

We evaluate the predictions by looking for internal in­
consistencies. Is the model consistent within itself? Does the 
model need secondary modifications in order to be consis­
tent? Furthermore, does it fit all the data? Are there facts that 
just do not seem to fit at all? Finally, on a more basic ami



intuitive level, does the model in (piesiion work when ap­
plied in science and life? I )oes it make good common sense, 
or does it require imaginary components? Can I live with its 
implications? I )oes it satisfy my personal need for purpose 
and hope? D oes it lead to a suitable and pragmatic philoso­
phy of life? Ibis process ol evaluation allows us to select an 
appropriate model, one that works in science and in life.

I make three claims lor the creation model. I do not 
claim it is u zfzz/z/zi <z//y proven, but I do claim that it (1) 
handles the data in an internally consistent fashion —  it does 
not contradict itself; (2) does so in a way clearly superior to 
the evolution model; and (3) makes sense of life and forms 
the basis ol a satisfying life.

PRI D IC T IO N S O F T H E  
EV O LU TIO N  MODEL

1. Transitional forms

2. Beneficial mutations

3. Things getting better

4. New species

Marxist Assumptions

In 1990, I had the distinct privilege of journeying to 
Moscow on a lecture tour, speaking on university campuses 
and at scientific research institutes. I was there just before 
communism was displaced. Change was in the wind.

PR E D IC TIO N S O F TH E  j CR EA TIO N  MODEL

1. Separate, distinct kinds

2. Intelligent design in nature

3. I endency for decay

4. Extinction of species
l __

I once gave a lecture to several hundred biology faculty 
and students at the University of Moscow. I had come to 
suspect that Russian students had one interesting advantage 
over American students. Whereas in America, students are 
all too often expected to memorize what the professor has 
taught and then to give it back on a test, Russian students

tend to think presuppositionally. (Perhaps Russian students 
have grown up reading Tolstoy and playing chess, while 
American students read comic books and play video games.) 
Russians of that time openly admitted their atheism and 
their naturalistic view of science, while today, many Ameri­
can students and professors hold naturalism by default, with­
out knowing it. Thus, to a greater degree than in America, 
Russians seem to be prone to think presuppositionally and to 
be less intimidated when confronted with another model.

However, at that time Russians were totally steeped in 
evolutionary thinking. Communism rests unalterably on athe­
ism, and that is all this present generation had heard until the 
Communist government collapsed. Evolution provided the 
communistic world view with an air of scientific credibility.

Parenthetically, I remember one of my graduate stu­
dents at the University of Oklahoma, who, as a young man 
growing up in Iran under the Shah’s regime, had turned to 
communism. A leader in the Student Communist Party, he 
was taken to Moscow for a year’s saturation in Communist 
thought. Do you know what they taught him? Not Marx. 
Not Lenin. For the whole year, they just filled him with 
evolution! Evolution is a necessary foundation for Marxism. 
According to Marxism, evolution is true, and all things come 
from natural processes {materialism is the Marxist word for 
this) and evolutionary progress through time is inevitable. 
Marxism claims to be the most highly evolved social and 
political system.

The Russian people tend to be very quiet, almost stoic in 
lecture settings, but certainly respectful of authority figures 
(such as a guest professor). I suspect that for 70 years they 
had not been allowed to show much emotion. The result was 
that I had little audience response during my lecture.

At any rate, my talk was focused on the presupposi- 
tional nature of science and the legitimacy of the creationist 
presupposition set and the scientific logic of its resulting 
interpretations. I used the schematic drawing of Assump­
tions A and B yielding Interpretations A and B respectively, 
and I could see they were listening intently although 1 got 
little response.

Until, that is, I showed them a revised schematic, with 
only one assumption set and only one interpretation. I 
pointed out that this was the way it was in Russia, this was 
how they were being taught. Remarkably, there were heads 
nodding all over the room. They recognized it!

Encouraged by this response, I claimed, through the 
interpreter, “This is not education; this is brainwashing!” 
Together they burst into a nervous laughter of recognition. 
Warming to the occasion, I blurted out, “This is adherence to 
the party line!” I thought they never would quit laughing and 
talking among themselves. They recognized their education 
and themselves in that chart and did not like what they saw. 
From then on, students and faculty alike listened intently to 
the presentation of a creationist world view consistent with 
itself and with the real world. Reporters thronged me as soon
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as I was through and an article about my lecture and even my 
itinerary for the rest of the lecture tour was carried in Pravda, 
the first time such a thing had ever been done.

Incidentally, my tour was partially sponsored by the 
new and courageous Moscow chapter of the Gideons. They 
had just received their first shipment of Bibles —  the book 
students had been warned about but had never seen.

As my lecture ended, having presented only logical and 
scientific information that pointed toward creation, the 
students and professors had thought it through. “With this 
evidence for creation, there must be a God. Who is this 
( iod? How can I know Him?” many called out. They rushed 
the platform with questions, nearly all of a spiritual nature. 
And the Gideons were there, opening boxes of Bibles and 
passing them out. The liberating light of creation has great 
power, even in the midst of darkness.

Conversely, evolutionary ideas have brought much 
bondage and sorrow. Without question, Marxism is founded 
on evolution and naturalism. Marx considered Darwin’s 
book, On the Origin o f Species, as the scientific justification 
for his view of evolution in the social realm. He offered to 
dedicate his book, Das Kapital, to Darwin. In the name of 
evolution, unthinkable evils have been perpetrated, especially 
in Marxist and totalitarian countries. Even many of our 
Western social ills are the result of a society that has adopted 
evolution, rejecting the Creator’s authority over their lives 
and actions. “Ideas have consequences,” as they say, even 
ideas about the past.

While most evolution teachers simply repeat what they 
have been taught, maybe even trying to do a good job, some

understand the battle, and know what they are doing. Christ 
noted that while “light has come into the world,” “men loved 
darkness rather than light, because their deeds were evil” 
(John 3:19). With that knowledge, the controversy comes 
into focus. Not only are thought systems at stake but life­
styles! Many would rather believe they came from a fish than 
acknowledge a Creator God to whom they are accountable 
for their choices and actions.

In 1993, I had occasion to speak to a packed crowd 
of 2,700 government bureaucrats, university students, and 
Communist Party officials in Beijing, China. Believe it or 
not, the government had requested Christian professionals 
to come and address the possible benefits of Christianity to 
China. The task of organizing the conference, identifying the 
lecture topics, and selecting the speakers had fallen to me. 
The others were to discuss education, economics, medicine, 
etc., while I was scheduled to expound the benefits to science 
of a creationist world view.

Throughout the months of preparation, the govern­
ment canceled many of the presentations, including mine, on 
several occasions. But each time, mine was reinstated because 
of the primary role I was playing in conference preparations. 
They were quite concerned about my talk but were reluc­
tant to lose face by canceling it. Finally, the night before the 
conference, it was canceled again. The Communist organiz­
ers deemed my talk a frontal assault on their world view, anil 
rightly so.

Thankfully, in final negotiations, since 1 was already 
listed in the printed programs, they offered to let me 
speak if I refrained from mentioning creation, evolution,
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Vi/e should allow students 
to hear al[ opinions ?

Christianity, or the Bible. They 
approved me to lecture if 
I agreed to speak 
only about my 
own personal 
geologic field 
research. Since all 
the other talks of substance had 
been totally canceled, and this was 
the only opportunity to present 
anything, I agreed. I presented a 
slide lecture on the 1980 eruption 
of Mount St. Helens and its 
implications in interpretations 
of unobserved geologic events of 
the past. Some of these startling 
evidences are discussed later in this 
volume.

My presentation, however, 
included a little more than just in­
terpretations of the past. I showed 
how my American education, at 
all levels up through my Ph.D. 
program, had been incomplete.
Much information, such as we had 
discovered at Mount St. Helens,
had been censored out of my education, indeed, out of all 
geologic education. These new ideas about catastrophes were 
proving quite helpful in geology. Censorship of informa­
tion and ways of thinking from students produces harmful 
effects, both to the student and to the country involved in 
such brainwashing.

The Communist Party dignitaries on the front row knew 
what I was saying and to whom I was talking. They appeared 
furious, a fact that was later related to me in no uncertain 
terms. On the other hand, the students were delighted. They 
were hearing things that had been kept from them. As for 
the scientists, as soon as the lecture was over, I was surround­
ed by several, including the director of the Academy of Sci­
ence, and questioned at length over these new ideas (which 
they themselves had never heard). They unofficially

invited me back to speak at universities and even to join 
them on a field trip to Tibet to see if catastrophism would 
help in locating oil and minerals. The only ones who approve 
of censorship and brainwashing are those who have a world 
view to protect — in this case, an atheistic world view based 
on evolution.

We must get away from thinking of evolution as a sci­
ence. Evolutionary naturalism is a philosophical world view 
about the past, loaded with religious implications, which 
historically and presently exists in a frantic attempt to explain 
the fact that we are here without accountability to a Creator/ 
God. It results in bad science, a denial of true history, and 
much misery to people and nations who have adopted it.

May God grant all nations a return to light and logic.

THE MOST ASSERTIVE ANTI-CREATION ORGANIZATION TODAY IS THE BERKELEY, 
CALIFORNIA, BASED NATIONAL CENTER FOR SCIENCE EDUCATION. ITS DIRECTOR,
HR. ITIGENIE SCOTT, KNOWS THE TRUE RELIGIOUS NATURE OF THE ISSUE AND EVEN 

CALLS HERSELF A "PHILOSOPHICAL MATERIALIST" — A RELIGIOUSLY HELD COMMITMENT
TO NATURALISM, THAT NATURE IS ALL THERE IS. THIS IS ESSEN I I ALIA I I IL SAME AS 

ATHEISM. UNFORTUNATELY, SHE AND HER RELIGION ARE WELCOMED AT SCHOOL BOARDS,
LEGISLATURES, AND UNIVERSITIES NATIONWIDE, OFTEN IN THE NAME Ol- SEPARAI ION Ol 
CHURCH AND STATE.

24



Rocks don’t talk. They must be interpreted. Wh.n is the most important part 
of the interpretation process?

What are some limitations on our ability to atturately interpret the past?

How is each fact listed below an important part ol the creation model? 
a. The creation in six days

b. The Curse on all things because of sin

c. The great flood of Noah’s day

lersion at the Tower of Babel

What is meant by the term “scientific model”?

How can a scientific model make “predictions”?
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Chapter Two
WHAT DOES 
THE BIBEE SAY?

m ;'any Christians would readily | 
.agree that large-scale evolution 

has not occurred in the basic plant and 
animal types, especially as it applies 
to the origin of mankind. Those who 
have carefully thought about it with 
an open mind can easily see that the 
fossil record gives no support to the 
concept of descent of all life from a 
common ancestor. Likewise, the trend 
of change is not toward innovation 
and introduction of more complexity 
in living things, but rather toward 
deterioration and extinction. It is 
inconceivable to most Christians that 
the incredible design and order that 

we see in the universe, especially in plants and animals, could 
have come about by mere mindless and random natural 
processes. Mutations (birth defects) could never produce the 
spectacular precision that life exhibits.

Furthermore, evolution is essentially the atheistic explana­
tion for origins, doing away with the need for God. From Dar­
win to the present day, evolutionists use the theory to explain 
how we got here without a Creator, and therefore, to justify a 
lifestyle without accountability to God. Evolution relies solely 
on natural selection; there is no room for supernatural input.
At best, evolution relegates God to inactivity. But to those 
who do not hold an atheistic world view, the exclusion of God 
from any involvement in earth history is unreasonable. Thus, 
most committed Christians tend to shy away from embracing 
naturalistic evolution too tightly. And, of course, Christians 
of all persuasions believe in Scripture (albeit in many varying 
degrees), and Scripture clearly presents God as Creator.

A man who has no assured and ever-present 
belief in the existence of a personal God or of a future 
existence with retribution and reward, can have for his 
rule of life, as far as I can see, only to follow those im­
pulses and instincts which are the strongest or which 
seem to him the best ones.1 1

1. 77te Autobiography o f Charles Darwin. IXX7, as republished by The Nor­
ton Library, New York, p. 94.

But the 
issue of the 
age of the earth 
is a different matter.
Somehow it has become
acceptable for Bible-believing
Christians to adopt the idea of a five-billion-year-old earth. 
Many evangelical Christians would claim that God has cre­
ated, using special creative processes and that He did not use 
theistic evolution, a concept that relies on either totally 
natural processes, or on very minor input from God. But 
these Christians have also come to believe that God 
accomplished His work of creation over billions of years as 
supposedly documented in the rock and fossil record. This 
position usually accepts as authoritative the results of radio­
isotope dating, and either ignores the biblical genealogies and 
other passages which speak to the age question, or claims that 
they refer only to the relatively recent timing of the origin 
of true man (i.e., Adam, who they feel was the first living 
creature with an eternal spirit, unlike “pre-Adamic” hominids 
or supposed ape men).

This book contends that the earth is only thousands of 
years old, not billions, just as a straightforward reading of the 
Bible indicates, and that the rock and fossil evidence is fully 
compatible with the biblical teaching. Furthermore, since all 
Scripture is interrelated, the age of the earth has important 
theological implications, as we shall see.

T w o Views Very D ifferent

The old-earth and the young-earth views are extremely 
differenr in their conclusions. They simply are not saying 
the same thing. Attempts to straddle the fence and accept 
them both will be unsatisfying —  scientifically and 
scripturally.

The Bible, if we allow it to speak for itself, tells of a 
creation period of six solar days, during which the entire 
universe was created in a “very good” state, only thousands 
of years ago.

Note: The term “solar day” needs some explaining. 
Strictly speaking, it refers to the time for one rotation of the 
earth on its axis, today approximately 24 hours, resulting
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Iii .1 day/night sequence. But according to Genesis 1, light 
mil the day/night cycle were created on day one, whereas 
llic sun was not created until day four, so there was no sun 
lim ing the first three days. In Scripture, however, there is no 
ilillerentiation between the length of the first three days and 
iIn· last three, and the entire week is referred to as being six 
i lays long, followed by a day of rest. For convenience, there­
fore, 1 use the term solar day to refer to a day quite similar
10 ours.

This creation soon came under a death sentence, due 
in the rebellion of Adam against God’s authority. Later, the 
i m b’s surface was restructured by the worldwide flood of 
Noah’s day.

I he Bible does not specify a precise date for creation.
I his is clearly discerned from the fact that nearly every schol­

ar who has tried to calculate such a date from Scripture has 
iirived at a slightly different number. Perhaps the Bible does 
ive such a date, but it has eluded us. But Scripture does give 

i ballpark age for the earth of just a few thousand years. Even
11 one inserts every possible time gap in the genealogies and 
' Isewhere (which is clearly not warranted), the time of the
< n ation of Adam would be no longer ago than, say, 12,000 
years (most likely, closer to 6,000 years). Stretching the Bible 
beyond that leaves it with little meaning.

I low  Much T ime Elapsed
before Adam?

The length of time allowed by Scripture for the creation- 
week days has been demonstrated conclusively by many 
Bible-believing scholars to be only six solar days.2 As has been 
pointed out, the Hebrew wordyom, translated day, has a vari­
ety of possible meanings and sometimes can mean an indefi­
nite period of time. The word occurs over 2,000 times in the 
I)ld Testament, and it is worth noting that this word almost 
,i I ways certainly means a solar day and always could mean a 
solar day. But, when uncertainty arises, the Bible must be 
used to interpret itself, most specifically noting the context 
of the word, other usages of the word, and other passages on 
the same subject. For the following several reasons, we know 
i hat the context and the way in which the word day is used in 
( ienesis 1 implies a literal solar day.

When the Hebrew word yom is modified by a number, 
such as six days or the third day (as it is some 359 times in 
i he Old Testament outside of Genesis l),3 it always means 
■i literal day. Furthermore, the words evening and morning,

I or an excellent discussion of this topic, see The Genesis Record by Dr.
I lenry Morris, a scientist and careful Bible scholar. This well-received com­
mentary on Genesis contains much insight into early earth history, both 
from the Bible and from science.
I See, for example, the article in the ICR newsletter Acts & Facts, “The 
Meaning of Day’ in Genesis," Impact no. 184. (A free subscription to Acts & 
Facts can be obtained from ICR at P.O. Box 2667, El Cajon. CA 92021.) Also 
see the same author’s series of articles in Creation Ex Nihilo Technical Jour­
nal, published by Answers in Genesis, especially vol. 5, no. 1 (1991): p. 70-78.

which always mean a true 
daily evening and morning, 
define yom some 38 times 
throughout the Old Testa­
ment outside of Genesis 
1. There are several good 
words in Hebrew which 
mean time, or an indefinite 
period, which the writer 
could have used; but yom 
was chosen — the only 
Hebrew word which can 
mean a solar day. I hits, 
in all cases, the use ol the 
language implies a lit­
eral meaning for yom. Why 
would ( ienesis I be the 
exception? Ihese facts, plus 
the general tenor of the 
passage, plus the summary 
verses in Genesis 2:1-4, will 
not allow any other mean­
ing. Genesis 1:1—2:4 was 
obviously intended to give 
a chronology
of events
that really
happened, just as 
written.

Moreover, to make sure 
we didn’t misunderstand, 
God defined the word the 
first time He used it. Soon 
after calling the universe 
and earth into existence, 
God created light.

Then God said,
“Let there be light”; and 
there was light. And 
God saw the light, that 
it was good; and God 
divided the light from 
the darkness. God called 
the light Day [i.e.,yom], 
and the darkness He 
called Night. So the eve­
ning and the morning 
were the first day (Gen. 
1:3-5; NKJV).

Here we see the word 
defined as a solar day, or 
the daylight portion of a



day/night cycle. Bui it is also used lor the entire cycle itself. 
We often use the I'nglish word day in both ways, too, relying 
on the context to make the meaning clear. While our English 
word can also mean a long period of time (e.g., in the day of 
George Washington), it clearly does not mean a long period 
in this passage.

Perhaps the most definitive passage definingyom was 
written by God's own fingei on a tablet of stone so that we 
couldn't get it wrong. I he fourth of the Ten Commandments 
regards resting on the Sabbath day:

Remembct the Sabbath day, to keep it holy. Six 
days shall thou labor, and do all thy work: But the 
seventh day is the sabbath of the Lord thy God: in it 
thou shah not do any work, thou, nor thy son, nor 
thy daughter, thy manservant, nor thy maidservant, 
not thy cattle, nor thy stranger that is within thy 
gates: l o t in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, 
the sea, and all that in them is, and rested the seventh 
day: wherefore the Lord blessed the sabbath day, and 
hallowed it (Exod. 20:8-11).

In this passage, God instructs us to work six days and 
rest one day because He worked six days and rested one 
day —  the week during which He created the heavens, the 
earth, the sea, and all things in them. The word remember 
in Hebrew, when used as a command, as it is in Exodus 
20:8, always refers back to a real historical event. And for

H o w  Long Is a Day?
• The word day (Hebrew yom) can have a variety 

of meanings.
* A solar day
* Daylight
* An indefinite period of time

• It was defined as a literal day the first time it 
was used (Gen. 1:3—5).

• Occurring 2,291 times in the Old Testament, 
it a I most always means a literal day.

• When used in the plural form yamim (845 
times), it always refers to a literal day.

• When modified by numeral or ordinal in 
hisioiT.il n.ui.uive (359 times in the Old Testament 
outside of ( ienesis I), it always means a literal day.

• When modified by evening and/or morning 
(38 times outside ol ( ienesis 1), it always means a 
literal day.

• The context of Genesis 1 is a tight chronology.
• It forms the basis lor our work week of six 

literal days (Exod. 20:1 I).
• The proper interpretation is a solar day, not an 

indefinite time period.

in verse 11 is usually translated because. It too refers back 
to a real historical event. Thus, the days of our real work­
week are equated in duration to the real days of creation. 
The parallel usages of rTzy in context provide certainty in its 
interpretation. In both places the same words are used with 
the same modifiers, in the same sentence, on the same slab 
of rock, written by the same finger. If words mean any­
thing, and if God can write clearly, then creation occurred 
in six solar days, just like our days.

Furthermore, when the plural form of yozw is used, ya­
mim, as it is over 700 times in the Old Testament, including 
Exodus 20:11, it always means a literal, solar day. How could 
God, the author of Scripture say it any more plainly? He did 
it all in six solar days!

The passage in Exodus also clears up another mystery.
“If God is omnipotent, surely He is capable of creating the 
entire universe instantaneously. Why did He take six days?” 
some ask. The answer is: to provide a pattern for our work 
week. We are to work six days and rest one, just as He did. 
The seventh day rest is a commemoration of His perfect 
work of creation.

O ld-Earth Creationists

Many Christian writers who attempt to accommodate 
long ages into biblical history recognize the obvious mean­
ing ofjyozw as a literal day, but claim that science has proven 
the old earth and, therefore, Scripture must be interpreted to 
fit. Consider the testimony of old-earth advocate Dr. Davis 
Young, Christian geology professor at Calvin College:

It cannot be denied, in spite of frequent inter­
pretations of Genesis 1 that departed from the rigidly 
literal, that the almost universal view of the Christian 
world until the eighteenth century was that the Earth 
was only a few thousand years old. Not until the 
development of modern scientific investigation of the 
Earth itself would this view be called into question 
within the church.4 *

Recognizing that the historic view of the church was 
“young-earth creation,” Dr. Young has chosen to hold a 
different view. He started out his career as a young-earth 
creationist, “evolved” into an old-earth creationist, then a 
theistic evolutionist, and now teaches that since the old earth 
and evolution have been proven by science, Scripture must 
contain little factual scientific or historic content. He recom­
mends we even stop trying to incorporate evolution into 
Scripture, and adopt the “Framework Hypothesis,” wherein 
one simply allegorizes those portions of Scripture that appear 
to present facts about the past. He now advocates gleaning 
only “spiritual” implications from Genesis, not historic or 
scientific implications.

4. Davis A. Young, Christianity anil the Age o f the Earth (Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 1982),p. 25.
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In a summary statement of his position,5 Dr. Young 
gives seven “Conclusions and Suggestions for the Future,” of 
which some are given below:

Literalism and concordism are failed enterprises 
that evangelicals should abandon [p. 291]. . . .  In 
future wrestling with geologically relevant texts such 
as Genesis 1-11, evangelical scholars will have to face 
the implications of the mass of geologic data indicat­
ing that the earth is extremely old, indicating that 
death has been on earth long before man, and indicat­
ing that there has not been a global flood [p. 295].

Approaches to Genesis 1 that stress the contem­
porary cultural, historical, and theological setting of 
ancient Israel are potentially fruitful [p. 302].

I suggest that we will be on the right track if we 
stop treating Genesis 1 and the flood story as scientific 
and historical reports. . . . Genesis is divinely-inspired 
ancient near-eastern literature written within a specific 
historical context that entailed well-defined thought 
patterns, literary forms, symbols and images [p. 303].

Narrative or Poetry?
Some evangelicals refer to the Genesis account as poetry: 

an inspired saga written in flowery, emotive language that 
does not need to be taken literally. Poetic passages in Scripture 
do contain such figurative language, but how about Genesis 
I ? Is it poetry or prose? Do we need to take it literally or not?

Recently, ICR commissioned Dr. Steven Boyd of The 
Master’s College to investigate the nature of Genesis 1. Is

5, Dr. Young’s latest thinking is explained in his two-part series “Scripture in 
the Hands of Geologists,” Parts One and Two, The Westminster Theological 
Journal 49 (1987): p. 1-34 and 257-304.

it really to be understood as a historical narrative, or is it 
poetic, not necessarily communicating accurate truth about 
creation? This project was a part of the RATE Initiative 
on Radioisotopes and the Age of the Earth, which will be 
described more fully in the following chapters. The scientists 
wanted to make sure their scientific conclusions were in 
harmony with Scripture; and Dr. Boyd, a physicist turned 
Hebrew scholar, had just the right background for the job.

Poetry may contain many truths about history, for God 
can write with (lair if He chooses; but it is the narrative pas­
sages which provide the time, place, and details of the story, 
who is involved, and the sequence of events.

Dr. Boyil performed a comprehensive statistical study on 
numerous portions o( Scripture of all types, and concluded 
that the verb tenses anil forms used in narrative passages dif­
fer greatly from those used in poetry.6

Comparing Genesis 1:1—2:3 to obviously poetic pas­
sages dealing with creation such as Psalm 104 identifies the 
account of creation in Genesis as perhaps the most narrative 
passage in all of Scripture. There is no internal hint that it 
should not be taken as a straightforward recitation of the 
facts, or understood as anything other than brute history.

This study of verb tense usage was perhaps the most 
careful and applicable study ever undertaken to specify the 
difference between narrative and poetry in the Old Testament. 
It concluded that Genesis 1:1-2:3 is clearly narrative and not 
poetry, and was intended to convey historical truth. If we allow 
Scripture to speak for itself, our only valid conclusion is that 
God created all things in six literal days not very long ago.

Efforts to Avoid the O bvious

Next, consider the opinion of Wheaton College biologist 
Dr. Pattle P.T. Pun. Dr. Pun believes in creation (sort of) but 
advocates that God created over billions of years and claims 
to be among the most conservative professors on the Whea­
ton science faculty. Note what he says about the Scriptures:

It is apparent that the most straightforward un­
derstanding of the Genesis record, without regard to 
all the hermeneutical considerations suggested by 
science [emphasis added], is that God created heaven 
and earth in six solar days, that man was created in the 
sixth day, that death and chaos entered the world after 
the Fall of Adam and Eve, that all of the fossils were 
the result of the catastrophic universal deluge which 
spared only Noah’s family and the animals therewith.7 *

While Dr. Pun insists he believes in inerrancy, it seems 
obvious from this quote that Scripture cannot be trusted 
in a straightforward sense when it deals with earth’s early 
periods. It must be understood within the hermeneutic of
6. See Don DeYoung, “A Proper Reading of Genesis 1:1-2:3,” chapter 10, in 
Thousands. . . Not Billions (Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2005).
7. Dr. Pattle P.T. Pun, Journal o f the American Scientific Affiliation (March
1987): p. 14.
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secular science, even though it is obvious, even to him, that 
the author intended a literal interpretation.

Note: Hermeneutics is the methodology by which 
Scripture is interpreted. Conservative Bible scholars hold 
to a historical, grammatical hermeneutic which seeks to 
discern the actual meaning the author was communicating 
to the reader. 1 )r. Pun advocates one based on secular sci­
ence for early earth history.

Old-earth advocates Bradley and Olsen also agree that 
the Scriptures, in context, seem to point to a young earth. 
But, as is apparent in the last sentence, they have adopted, 
for other reasons, the idea of the old earth. They imply that 
since science has proven the old earth, and since Genesis 1 
anil Exodus 20:1 1 are describing its creation, these scriptural 
passages that seem to be describing a recent creation should 
not be understood in a literal sense.

The Hebrew word yom and its plural form yamim 
are used over 1,900 times in the Old Testament. In 
only sixty-five of these cases is it translated as a time 
period other than a day in the King James Version. 
Outside of the Genesis 1 case in question, the two 
hundred plus occurrences of yom preceded by an 
ordinal, all refer to a normal twenty-four hour day. 
Furthermore, the seven-hundred plus appearances of 
yamim always refer to a regular day. Thus, it is argued 
[by young-earth creationists, ed.] that the Exodus 20:
11 reference to the so. yamim of creation must also 
refer to six regular days.

These arguments have a common fallacy, however. 
There is no other place in the Old Testament where the 
intent is to describe events that involve multiple and/or 
sequential, indefinite periods of time8 [emphasis mine].

Recognizing that every rule of interpretation points to 
a literal meaning of day in these foundational chapters of 
Genesis, these scientists (sincere Christians and anti-evolu­
tionists) insist that Genesis 1 and other creation passages are 
the only exceptions to the rule that the context defines the 
meaning of a word.

How do these authors know that Genesis 1 is describ­
ing “multiple and/or sequential, indefinite periods of time”? 
lhey do not develop that opinion from Scripture. They are 

convinced of it through the interpretations of scientific data 
by some secular scientists. Thus, they must force long ages 
into Scripture, placing opinions of scientists above the clear 
meaning (even to them) of God’s Word.

But Scripture does speak clearly. The question is not 
what does it say, hut does it really mean what it says, and will 
I believe it.

Most secular scientists think that young-earth advocates 
are wrong, but these secular scientists have little regard for

8. Walter L. Bradley and Roger Olsen. “The Trustworthiness of Scripture in 
Areas Relating to Natural Science," Hermeneutics, Inerrancy, and the Bible 
(Grand Rapids: Academic Books, 1984), p. 299.

Scripture and have probably never been exposed either to 
proper biblical interpretation technique or to good scien­
tific data in support of the young earth. From their way of 
thinking, the old-earth idea must be true, regardless of what 
the Bible says. But what must they think when they see sup­
posedly Bible-believing creationists distort the Bible and the 
normal Christian way of biblical interpretation in order to 
embrace something clearly refuted by God’s Word? As the 
Hebrew scholar Dr. James Barr (who does not claim to be a 
Bible-believer) recognizes:

Probably, so far as I know, there is no profes­
sor of Hebrew or Old Testament at any world-class 
university who does not believe that the writer(s) of 
Genesis 1-11 intended to convey to their readers the 
ideas that (a) creation took place in a series of six days 
which were the same as the days of 24 hours we now 
experience; (b) the figures contained in the Genesis 
genealogies provided by simple addition a chronology 
from the beginning of the world up to later stages in 
the biblical story; (c) Noah’s flood was understood to 
be world-wide and extinguish all human and animal 
life except for those in the ark. Or, to put it negatively, 
the apologetic arguments which suppose the “days” 
of creation to be long eras of time, the figures of years 
not to be chronological, and the flood to be a merely 
local Mesopotamian flood, are not taken seriously by 
any such professors, as far as I know.9

Dr. Barr, recognized as being one of the world’s leading 
Old Testament Hebrew scholars, makes no claim to believe 
Scripture in a historical sense, yet he forthrightly insists that 
any worthwhile scholar would rightly conclude that the 
Genesis narrative was intended to be understood literally 
and that it speaks of a recent creation and a global flood. If 
a non-believing scholar has such a high regard for Genesis, 
how much more should “Bible-believing” Christians take 
Genesis seriously?

“Long” Days Don ’t Help

To top it off, even if the days of Genesis were long peri­
ods of time, and if Genesis is giving, in any sense, a historical 
account of creation, the problem still remains to those who 
equate Genesis days with “geologic time.” As it turns out, 
the order of creation given in the Bible differs markedly from 
the order of appearance of things in the view of mainstream 
scientists. The two are simply not telling the same story.
Any attempt to harmonize the two always results in severe 
twisting of Scripture. Perhaps Dr. Young, quoted previously, 
is more consistent, arguing that the biblical Genesis account 
contains no actual historical information.

9. Letter to David Watson from James Barr, April 23, 1984, quoted in Rus­
sell Grigg, "Should Genesis Be Taken Literally?” Creation 16(1) (December 
1993): p. 38-41.
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Contradictions between the 
Siblical View and the Secular View

Biblical Order o f Appearance

Matter created by God in the beginning 
Earth before the sun and stars 
Oceans before the land 
Light before the sun

. Atmosphere between two water layers 
Land plants, first life forms created

. Lruit trees before fish

. Lish before insects
>. Land vegetation before sun
0. Marine mammals before land mammals
1. Birds before land reptiles
2. Man, the cause of death

Evolutionary Order o f Appearance

1. Matter existed in the beginning
2. Sun and stars before the earth
3. Land before the oceans
4. Sun, earth’s first light
5. Atmosphere above a water layer
6. Marine organisms, first forms of life
7. Lish before fruit trees
8. Insects before fish
9. Sun before land plants
10. Land mammals before marine mammals
11. Reptiles before birds
12. Death, necessary antecedent of man

O verlapping Days

Thus, we have a difficult time understanding and appre- 
i.ning the lengths to which old-earth advocate and Christian 

istronomer Dr. Hugh Ross goes in his efforts to reinterpret 
Scripture to fit what some secular scientists insist is true. He 
proposes that the days of Genesis were not only long periods 
of time, long enough to allow for the billions-of-years-old 
universe and earth, but also overlapping. By this, he means 
that each day overlapped onto the days before and after it, and 
i hereby he claims he solves the obvious mismatch between the 
order of creation as given in the Bible and the order of appear- 
i nee of things according to the standard evolutionary chronol­

ogy and geologic time scale.
For example, the Bible says that fruit 

i revs bearing fruit were created on day three, 
while oceanic life, even the invertebrates, 
did not appear until day five. This order 
is opposite in evolution, in which marine 
invertebrates evolved early, while fruit trees 
.ire much more recent. By claiming that day 
live extended from day two through day six,
.ind that day three extended from day two 
ihrough day five, he can rearrange the order 
io fit. Some parts of day five came before 
some parts of day three. After undergoing 
such manipulative twisting, Scripture no 
longer has any meaning, for it can fit any re- 
< (instruction of the past. Dr. Ross’s diagram, 
redrawn here, has proven offensive to many 
Bible-believers.

Dr. Young once proposed a similar scenario, and his 
graph of overlapping days is nothing short of repugnant. He 
evidently no longer holds this view, having given up on any 
idea of the historicity of Genesis; but it illustrates the lengths 
to which one must go to harmonize the Bible with evolution 
and the old earth.

Dr. Ross has even claimed that Scripture necessarily 
teaches the old earth, and he says that he decided to become 
a Christian only when he was satisfied that Scripture fits 
in with the big bang and old-earth ideas. (He now aggres­
sively defends the big bang as God’s method of creation, 
even though many secular astronomers are casting about for 
another theory that fits the observed evidence better.)

(Redrawn from Hugh Ross, Genesis One: A  Scientific Perspective, 1983)



Whatever the currently held majority view among 
secular scientists, some Christians, especially those trained in 
science, feel they must adopt it, because after all, how could 
science be wrong? Perhaps it is peer pressure, the desire to 
be accepted and recognized by one’s colleagues. Perhaps it is 
a misplaced understanding of the abilities of scientists to re­
construct the past. But whatever the reason, many Christians 
insist on holding the mainstream viewpoint of science.

Unfortunately, it does not stop there. 'There are many 
essential doctrines of the New Testament, including clear 
teachings of Jesus Christ, which are undermined by adopting 
the old-earth view. These will be discussed in later chapters.

To the Bible-believing Christian, science must be compat­
ible with Scripture, leading many to conclude the two must 
be combined somehow. As it concerns evolution and old-earth 
ideas, this combination takes the form of theistic evolution, 
Progressive creation, the gap theory, the day-age theory, or the 
framework hypothesis. In each case, it is Scripture that suifers 
and is made to bow to the opinion of secular scientists. But 
then, of course, scientists change their view, and Scripture must 
be reinterpreted.

How much better to recognize that Scripture is truth, 
and that incomplete scientific data must be interpreted 
within a scriptural framework. With Scripture as our pre- 
suppositional stance, we can do better science, guided by 
the witness of the Holy Spirit within us. But we still must 
acknowledge that precision in scriptural interpretation some­
times escapes us, and that scientific observations can help us 
understand difficult passages. By doing so, we can continue 
to improve our understanding of both Scripture and science 
as research continues. Even then there is no guarantee we will 
arrive at a full understanding, but at least this philosophy 
keeps the Christian from being held hostage by the changing

“scientific” opinion 
of the day.

The trap of twist­
ing Scripture to fit 
one’s preference can 
have grievous conse­
quences. We shouldn’t 
be looking to science 
to prove the Bible 
— the Bible does not 
need our help. Nor 
should we be looking 
to scientific opinion 
to interpret the Bible 
for US. The Bible will 
interpret itself. We 
just need to believe it. 

But if the Bible is true, it has got to work; the evidence 
must fit! And that’s the contention of this book. We must 
use Scripture and a biblical understanding of the past to in­
terpret scientific data. We should do all things in submission 
to God’s Word, for when we do, we find that the evidence 
is not only compatible with Scripture, but also supports the 
Bible and encourages our faith.

Faulty thinking process employed 
by many Christians

“For I am not asham ed o f the gospel o f Christ: for it is the pow er o f God unto salvation to 
every one that bclieveth; to the Jew first, and also to the G reek” (Rom. 1:16).
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List several ways in which the biblical model stands in contrast to the 
evolution model.

What is the best biblical evidence used by old-earth advocates that “day” in 
Genesis 1 means a long period of time? Give evidence that “day” means a 
solar day.

Why do some evangelicals resort to ovei 
problem is this supposed to solve?

Twelve differences between the biblical order of creation and the 
evolutionary order of appearance are given. List several more.
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| Chapter Three
El IF TWO VIEWS CONTRASTED

Despite pronouncements by
IRoss, Pun, Davis, and others, 

the old-earth/universe view differs 
markedly from the straightforward 
concept of creation as understood 
from Scripture alone. According 
to the big-bang concept (which 
is coming under more and more 
criticism these days), the universe 
began some 10 to 20 billion years ago 
with a big bang. Prior to that time, 
all the matter and energy in the entire 
universe was condensed into a super- 
dense “cosmic egg” about the size 
of an electron. Some cosmologists 
now claim that even the egg itself 
originated “as a quantum fluctuation 
in a vacuum.”

At some distinct time, an insta­
bility arose and the egg exploded, first in a very short-lived 
cold big “whoosh” (called inflation) and then a hot big 
bang, initially producing sub-atomic particles and then fus­
ing some particles into hydrogen (then some into helium) 
gas atoms. Eventually, the hydrogen gas, instead of expand­
ing radially outward as would be expected from an explo­
sion in a vacuum, began to coalesce into stars, galaxies, and 
super clusters of galaxies concentrating the still-moving 
mass into huge “lumps,” leaving the majority of space 
quite empty.

Within the interior of stars, hydrogen and helium 
were supposedly fused into heavier atoms. In the course of 
time, some of these stars underwent nova and super-nova 
explosions, Hinging the heavier elements into space. The 
exploded remnants of such stars eventually coalesced into 
“second-generation" stars containing minor concentrations 
of those heavier elements. In time, the process repeated. 
Our sun is thought to be a “third-generation” star, and the 
other planets and all people consist of leftover interstel­
lar stardust, which escaped the sun’s gravitational pull and 
remained in orbit. Our solar system dates back about five 
billion years, according to this view.

In this scenario, life arose spontaneously from non­
living chemicals about three to four billion years ago, 
and multi-cellular life some one billion years ago. Life

increased in complexity until man evolved around one to 
three million years ago. Modern man and civilization date 
back only a few thousand years —  a seeming after­
thought in the cosmic timetable.

Scripture and G enealogies

The Bible, on the other hand, places creation in six literal 
days only a few thousand years ago, with man, the “image of 
God,” being the goal from the very start. This date derives 
mostly from summing up the time spans given in scriptural 
genealogies. By adding up the numbers found in the geneal­
ogy given in Genesis 5, as found in all English Bibles based on 
the Massoretic text, we find that only 1,656 years passed from 
the creation to the Flood. These genealogies consist of the age 
of each patriarch at the birth of his son through whom the 
patriarchal line was passed, the years the father lived after the 
son was born, and the summation of both, providing the total 
age of each father at death. Because of the correct addition 
of the numbers given and no hint elsewhere in Scripture that 
generations are missing, it is concluded by most conservative 
Bible scholars that the total of 1,656 years accurately reflects 
the time span between creation and the Flood, allowing for 
the possible rounding off of numbers and birthdays within a 
particular year.

-  ■ ------- ‘ i S
T he Evolutionary V iew of H istory

1. Most recent big bang, 10-20 billion years ago 

12. Our solar system, 5 billion years ago

3. Single-celled organisms, 3—4 billion years ago

4. Multi-celled organisms, 1 billion years ago

5. Humankind, 1-3 million years ago

\  6. Modern civilization, 5-10 thousand years ago
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I ime reckoned by the Jewish calendar provides a similar 
d in In it, this book, published in 2007, computes to being 
published in 5767. This is the Anno Mundi, or years since 
11 ,i i ion. This dating system is the work of Rabbi Jose ben
I I il.ilta in the 2nd century A.D., and is also based on the 
• nesis patriarchal ages. Differences in Jewish dates stem
II un the estimate of the destruction of the second Jewish
ii itiple. But using Anno Mundi yields a time of creation of 
'· 'ii() B.C. Obviously, this falls within the same “ballpark,” 

j i h I lor our purposes can be considered essentially the same.1

However, even if one puts a large gap of time between 
each lather-son listing (i.e., say great-grandfather to great- 
grandson instead of father to son), it still does not stretch 
the total more than a few thousand years. Thus, it does not 
help solve the discrepancy between the secular view and the 
biblical view.

Abraham to David

The time from Abraham to dates well established in 
the Bible anti in archaeology, say the time of David, is also 
somewhat subjet live. Most scholars conclude that Abraham

The various extant copies o f the M asoretic text, from which our English Old Testam ent is 
translated, give exactly the sam e num bers in the genealogies o f G enesis 5. The Septuagint, on the 

other hand, has num erous variants. Taking the m aximum number for each link in the genealogy yields 
a m axim um  of 2,402 years between creation and Flood. faking each m inim um  number gives a tim e  
span of 1,307 years. The m ost reliable Septuagint texts give 2,262 years. Josephus, the Jewish historian  
who lived at about the tim e o f Christ, follow ed the m ost reliable Septuagint figures. The Samaritan  
Pentateuch, another ancient m anuscript, yields a span o f 1,307 years. W hichever m anuscript is pre­
ferred, there is no support for adding m illions o f years to G enesis 5.

See Paul J. Ray, “An Evolution of the Numerical Variants o f the Chronogenealogies of Genesis 5 and 1 I Origins 12, no. I (1985): p. 26 37.

It must be admitted that the Septuagint text, the Greek 
i i.mslation of the Hebrew Bible used in Israel at the time of 
< Jnist, places the number of years at about 2,300. While both 
i umot be correct, for the purposes of old-earth/young-earth 
discussions, the difference can be considered trivial.

Noah to Abraham

The next two intervals are less well defined. Genesis 10 
I irovides a list of the early descendants of Noahs three sons, 
l.ipheth (v. 2—5), Ham (v. 6—20), and Shem (v. 21—32). These 
l i e  repeated exactly in 1 Chronicles 1:8-23. Genesis 11 am­
plifies and extends the lineage of Shem and furnishes age spans 
I l orn Noah to Abraham (v. 10—32) (with the names exactly 
ii-produced in 1 Chronicles 1:24—28). Adding up the numbers 
in ( lenesis 11 yields 292 years from the Flood to the birth of 
Abraham. But the total is not nearly as tight, lacking the sum­
mary totals of Genesis 5.

Furthermore, by comparing the list with that in Luke, we 
lind one discrepancy in the line from Noah to Abraham, for 
in Luke 3:36 the name Cainan is added as Shem’s grandson. 
Many scholars offer good explanations for the difference (most 
likely a late error in copying Luke’s Gospel, with a scribe erro­
neously adding the name Cainan, properly found in Luke 3:37 
to Luke 3:36, by mistake), but we must admit that the time 
-.pan cannot be fixed with absolute certainty.

I, See Stephen Rosenberg, "Happy 5767 — But How Did We Reach That 
Number?” Jerusalem Post Online Edition (Sept. 20, 2006), www.jpost.com.

lived about 2000 B.C., but uncertainties in the date of the 
Exodus and the time of the Judges make it possible, as 
proposed by some, that either a somewhat shorter or some­
what longer time is implied. Indeed, an expanded chronol­
ogy might seem to yield more compatibility with the scale 
developed by secular Egyptian archaeology apart from 
scriptural input. Please understand, I am not advocating a 
longer time span. I suspect that it is the Egyptian chronol­
ogy that needs revision. However, although we must admit 
the possibility of some uncertainty as to the exact dates, 
the young-earth doctrine of Scripture is not in question 
here.

Even if we stretch it and stretch it to accommodate 
every possible longer period, the numbers only increase by a 
few thousand years, an insignificant increase as far as evolu­
tion is concerned.

Thus, we can derive a most probable range of dates, 
all of which fall into the young-earth position.

Min. Max.
From creation to the Flood 1656 to 2400
From the Flood to Abraham 300 to 4000
From Abraham to Christ 2000 to 4000
From Christ to present 2000 to 2000
Total Range o f Dates

I
5,956 to 12,400

My own conviction is that the true 
on the order of 6,000 years or so. But in

age is 
order

probably 
to make a
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■ ■ ■ I M W k
As in G enesis 5, the Septuagint chronologies o f G enesis 11 are varied. For the tim e  

span from the Flood to Abraham, they range from a m inim um  of 292 years (m atching  
the M asoretic) to a m axim um  of 1 ,513 years — the m ost accep ted  variant

registering 942. Ihis figure m atches that from the Samaritan Pentateuch and
approxim ates that given by Josephus, 952.

Sic Paul I R.iv. An Ivoluiion o f the Numerical Variants o f the Chronogenealogies o f Genesis 5 and 11,” Origins 12, no. 1 (1985): p. 26-37.

correct statement, one in which we can have confidence, 
we should give the age of the earth as a range of approxi­
m a te  da te s . Remember, even a 12,000-year-old earth is a 
young eat th, as far as our discussions of creation/evolution, 
young earth/old-earth are concerned. I think it sufficient to 
place the age of the earth in the 6,000—10,000 year range, 
and this is the figure often used by evangelicals.

But what can be made of the billions of years of history 
required by evolution and the big bang? Suffice it to say that 
if the Bible is right, the old-earth concept is wrong, and 
vice versa. If the earth is old, the Bible is wrong. The only 
point of general agreement between old- and young-earth 
views is that modern civilization began just a few thousand 
years ago, with the introduction of writing and recorded 
history (i.e., the only history we know is true).

Comparing the Two

These two viewpoints are so divergent and different 
in their predictions of the data that we ought to be able to 
test between them and see from the data which one is more 
likely correct, and I think we can.

Interpretation A Interpretation B

As already mentioned, both camps are in substantial 
agreement as to the dating of true history (i.e., recorded, 
human history). But details of human history before Abra­
ham’s day are notoriously poorly documented by archaeol­
ogy. When we get into the realm of geology, as we have 
seen, rocks are somewhat generic with respect to time. 
They do not come with labels telling us how old they are. 
They do come with certain densities, fossil content, mineral 
isotope ratios, etc. Both old-earthers and young-earthers 
recognize exactly the same facts about the observed present 
nature of the rocks. But in discussing the unobserved past, 
these facts must be interpreted within one’s view of history. 
When proposing an age or a method of origin, scientists try 
to answer the question: “What happened in the unobserved 
past to make the observed present get to be this way?” 
These efforts are best described as historical reconstruc­
tions. The data gathering and analysis are empirical science, 
but historical reconstructions, however legitimate, are a 
totally different enterprise.

It is true that the rocks and fossils can be interpreted 
within the old-earth viewpoint, with some degree of suc­
cess. They can be made to fit. In fact, the rocks can fit 
within any number of old-earth scenarios. This is obvious 
when one recognizes that the accepted age for the earth in 
1900 was only about 100 million years, and now evolution­
ists date it 50 times as great! No matter what the evidence 
and what the politically correct interpretation of the day 
may be, the rocks can be made to fit.

The rocks can also be interpreted, however, within the 
young-earth viewpoint. They are compatible with either (al­
though less compatible with the old earth, I believe). Neither 
the old-earth idea nor the young-earth idea can be scientifi­
cally proven by geologic observations; and, likewise, neither 
can be disproved.

Many Bible-believing creationists, including myself, 
hold to the young-earth view. I am convinced that the Word 
of God specifically indicates that creation took place only 
thousands of years ago, and a worldwide flood subsequently 
restructured the world’s surface in the days of Noah. If these 
events represent true history, any attempt to reconstruct his­
tory that denies these truths will surely fail.

Actually, the earth does not really look old at all. It does 
look cursed and flooded, however. It was shaped either by a
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I. ii i >1 time and little water action, or lots of water and a little 
lime.

While neither can be proven or disproven, these two 
views can be compared to see which one fits the data better 
iiiid is therefore more likely correct. I am convinced that un­
i t  i comparison, the creation/Flood/young-earth model will 
In found not only to fit the data quite well, but it also will 
III the data much better than does the old-earth/evolutionary 
model.

I hose committed to a completely naturalistic viewpoint 
ol history can perhaps be expected to adopt the old-earth 
model. But a Christian, one who believes in the existence 
ol an all-powerful God and claims to believe in Scripture, 
should never feel compelled to adopt this naturalistic, 
iinscriptural, and quite inferior way of thinking. Instead, a 
• hi istian should feel very uncomfortable relegating God to

academics, for they demand strict naturalism. There is no 
benefit to the Christian in this compromise.

On the other hand, the old-earth concept is a neces­
sary part of evolution. Everyone agrees that evolution is an 
unlikely process, involving millions and millions of favorable 
mutations, fortuitous environmental changes, etc. Only as 
one shrouds evolution in the mists of time does it become re­
spectable. If the earth is billions of years old, there is enough 
time for unlikely events to occur, or so it is thought.

Consider this incredible quote from George Wald, a 
well-known evolutionary spokesman:

l ime is in fact the hero of the plot. . .  . Given so 
much time the impossible becomes possible, the pos­
sible probable and the probable virtually certain. One 
has only to wait: time itself performs miracles.2

e
W ith new  ideas com ing a long in astronom y to  replace the big bang, essen tia lly  

p roposing  an in fin itely  old  universe, it w ould  not be surprising if  som e major 
revisions in  the age o f  the earth com e too . But, not to worry, the rocks are 

generic en ou gh  to accom m odate any new  date. N ot long ago the universe was 
thought to  be about 20 b illion  years, but recently  sc ien tists  have revised  the age dow n  
to  1 2 -1 4  b illion  years.

■p1

the long ago and far away and making Him responsible for 
i lie ages-long evolutionary process —  as wasteful, bloody, 
and contrary to God’s revealed nature as it is.

As always, if we begin our reasoning process with 
Scripture and interpret the scientific data from a scriptural 
perspective, we will find our interpretation not only scientifi- 
i illy compelling, but also personally satisfying, intuitively 
correct, and clearly preferable to those derived from a view­
point which denies true history.

I M PORTANCE OF THE ISSUE

Interestingly enough, the scientific view of biological 
creation (as opposed to evolution) does not necessarily de­
pend on young-earth ideas. Many Christians who certainly 
Jo  not believe that all life came from a common ancestor 
ih rough descent with modification and that strongly hold 
ih.it the Creator God specifically created each basic category 
ol plant or animal have accepted the old-earth position.
I hey are creationists (of a sort) but old-earthers. Unfortu­
nately, this viewpoint entails many biblical problems and 
iherefore should be rejected. Did death and bloodshed occur 
before sin? What was the omniscient God’s purpose in creat­
ing dinosaurs and other now-extinct animal types if they 
were gone long before man got here? Furthermore, compro­
mising on this issue does not yield acceptance among secular

- w m w  1
Time has become a vast carpet under which all the 

problems of evolution are swept. If someone brings up a 
problem —  the lack of transitional forms, living or extinct; 
the paucity of mutations which could be called beneficial; 
the conservative nature of natural selection; the precise 
design of living things, far beyond the reach of unintelligent 
processes to produce; the downward spiral of the second law 
of thermodynamics vs. the upward trend of evolution; the 
lack of new species in the present but extinction all around 
—  oh well, just wait; in billions of years nature will over­
come them. Just sweep them under the carpet of time.

But a realistic look at the evidence insists that time does 
not perform miracles, nor has real evolution ever happened. 
The fossil record shows no evidence that any basic category 
of animal has ever evolved from or into any other basic cat­
egory. The laws of statistics show that favorable mutations, 
which actually adil genetic information to the genomes, are 
so improbable that they would most likely never happen 
even once in 20 billion years, let alone happen millions of 
times. The laws of science absolutely preclude evolution, 
pointing toward degradation of life’s complex systems and 
not toward evolutionary integration. The more time there 
is, the more extinction and the more harmful mutations will

2. George Wald, “The Origin of Life,” Physics and Chemistry o f Life (New 
York: Simon & Schuster, 1955), p. 12.
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According Io evolution, early plants reproduced by spores, and seed-bearing plants are 
a late addition to the biosphere, long after even land anim als appeared. Yet the Bible 

puls seed bearing plants before everything else. The claim  that the order o f evolution  
and I he order ol biblical creation are the sam e m ust d istort or ignore biblical details.

occur. 1 )e evolution will occur, not evolution. Time is the 
enemy ol evolution, rather than its hero.

But of ionise, if the earth is only thousands of years old, 
then evolution becomes even more foolish, fhus, the idea 
ol the old earth is necessary for the evolutionary viewpoint, 
but the idea ol the young earth is not absolutely necessary 
lor belief in the special creation of plants, animals, and 
man. I lowever, strictly speaking, belief in the young earth 
is necessary for a truly biblical point of view. The old-earth 
creationists, whose spiritual salvation is not in question here, 
embrace an inconsistent way of thinking about God, the 
Bible, and the past.

A Functionally 
Mature Creation

It has been pointed out that 
when God created. He must have

created things with at least a 
superficial appearance of 

history. For instance, 
when God created 

fruit trees, they 
were mature 

fruit trees 
with fruit 

already

on them (Gen. 1:11). When He created animals, they were 
able to swim or fly or walk (v. 14—25). When He created 
Adam, Adam was a mature, full-grown man, not a baby or 
an embryo. Indeed, it would be impossible to create func­
tioning organisms that did not have a superficial appearance 
of a prior history. (Even an embryo has a history.)

The word superficial is important because if careful and 
objective scientists had been able to examine Adam im­
mediately after he had been created, they might have been 
able to discern that he had just been created, that he had not 
lived a life of, say, 25 years or so. Certainly they would have 
found no decay in his teeth, no calcification in his bones, no 
cholesterol in his arteries, and no defective genes. Careful in­
vestigation might have shown that he could not have arisen 
by the normal processes we observe in the present. The only 
way he could be in that state was to be newly created, for he 
would have exhibited no objective evidence of deterioration 
caused by age. Superficially, he appeared to be a grown man. 
He was functionally mature, but only minutes old. The same 
could be said for the plants and animals.

Freshly created trees may even have had tree rings. The 
finished creation was “very good,” you remember, and tree 
rings perform useful work today. They aid in transporting 
water up the trunk, and their presence adds great beauty to 
wood products. Without tree rings, living trees would be 
much weaker, and less stable and less able to grow to great 
height. Perhaps tree rings were a part of Gods “very good” 
creative design.

Similarly, the stars were created to be seen on earth, to 
accomplish the purpose of measuring time (Gen. 1:14-19). In
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m l. 1 lor God’s purpose 
In have been fulfilled, 
tin light would have 
lii'ili been created en 
h m ie  and arrived im- 
111 Jiately, or perhaps 
il. speed of light was 
ii hi i.illy nearly infinite, 
hi perhaps the stars 
v · 11· not so far away, or 
| ' 1 haps the structure of 
spare has been changed.
I lowever it got here,
11ie light from the sun 
uni stars had to be here 
"ii earth by the end of
I lay 6 in order for God’s 
purpose in creation to 
he fulfilled.

ICR physicist Dr.
Russell Humphreys has
II evoted years of study 
10 the sticky problem 
1,1 light from distant 
•tars. He agrees that 
many stars are now 
billions of light years 
away. Restricted to the 
present well-measured 
velocity of light, it 
would take light much 
longer than a few thou­
sand years to arrive on 
earth. Given the bibli­
cal doctrine of recent 
creation of all things, 
how do we see so many 
stars? Even supernovas 
(exploded stars), which 
are far away, can be
seen. Did God create a stream of photons, a few thousand 
years of travel time long, ending in an explosion, when there 
never was a star at this location? Maybe, but Humphreys has 
proposed a more satisfying possibility.

Most theories of cosmology assume the theory of 
relativity: the best approximation of reality modern physics 
offers. The relativity equations, which govern movement of 
anything in space, set several necessary boundary conditions. 
I he equations assume that space is infinite and, obviously, 
there is no center of mass or anything else in infinite space. 
Yet the Bible seems to indicate that only God is infinite. 
Space may be very, very large but not limitless. Scripture 
also identifies earth as the center of God’s attention. Here 
is where He put His image in man. Here is where His Son

Time -----*
(a) Evolution proposes an increase in order over time.
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(b) The second law of thermodynamics, which 
applies in every process, mandates that over time all 
systems, including living systems, deteriorate.

Time is the enemy of evolution, not its hero.k
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came to live and die and rise again. Here is where Christ 
will reign. Here is the site of the New Jerusalem on the new 
earth. The big-bang theory might assume that earth is a 
nowhere planet rotating around an average star in a feeble 
arm of a backwater galaxy, but to God, this place is special. It 
seems reasonable to conclude earth’s location in space might 
also be special.

Using the same well-applied equations of physics, but 
with the boundary conditions of a finite (but very large) uni 
verse, and with earth somewhere near the center, everything 
changes. The equations predict that light emanating from 
anywhere in the known universe would be here in just two 
days — the length of time between the star’s creation on day 
4 and creation’s completion on day 6! Adam could observe
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Remember that Exodus 20:11 tells us

Ciod created everything, including the 

heavens, during I lie six days o f creation, starting  

with earth on day I. O ld-earth/universe advocates 

such as Hugh Ross hold that the stars predate the 

earth by billions o f years, even though Scripture 

reveals that stars were not created until day 4. The 

Hebrew construction, as w ell as the context, m akes a 

straightforward understanding o f G enesis 1 preferable. 

For a good discussion o f th is, see “Star Form ation and 

G enesis 1,” ICR Im pact A rticle no. 251, May 1994.

the stars on the first evening, and use them for their intended 
purpose of timekeeping (Gen. 1:14). They could accomplish 
their very good purpose when creation was finished.

But of course, if God is capable of creating a star, He is 
also able to create light. There are many different types and 
sources of light besides a star’s internal processes. Creating light 
would probably be an easier job than creating ripe fruit on a 
newly created fruit tree. For some reason, this issue remains a 
real problem to many Christians, who are willing to accept the 
creation of a fruit-bearing fruit tree but cannot conceive of the 
creation of stars with light already here or an ordered universe 
still under construction. But it should be no problem if we 
understand the nature of God and His creative power. This is 
not deceptive, as some have charged, but the inevitable result 
of the creation of a functionally mature creation. Furthermore, 
God told us when He created, in case we were inclined to make 
an error of judgment. In fact, if creation were really long ago, 
He deceived us, since in His Word He tells us He created things 
recently.

Most importantly, we dare not make the error of limiting 
God to that which we see occurring today. Creation week was 
different in eveiy respect from today. The omnipotent, omni­
scient Creator was using creative processes that He is no longer 
using, and which are certainly not happening on their own.
God even told us that Flis work of creation is finished (Gen. 
2:1), no longer going on. The first law of science today, which 
has never been violated in the present, insists that nothing can 
be created. The very fact that the universe exists proves that 
some process not now occurring accomplished it in the past. 
Present processes cannot create. Perhaps some recognizable 
processes were occurring during creation week (e.g., gravity),

but we cannot even limit them by todays experience. 
Christians need to rest in the certain knowledge that 
the creation episode is beyond our present experience, 
and the only way we can know about it is for the Creator 
to tell us. This He has done in His Book to us. We can 
study the results of creation, but we cannot study the ac­
tual event of creation or the processes used. By studying 
what God has accomplished, however, we can and are 
expected to discern the fact of creation and the nature of 
the Creator (Rom. 1:20).

At the end of Genesis 1, God declared His entire 
creation to be “very good” (v. 31). In order for it to have 
been so good, it would have to be functionally mature, 
ready to accomplish God’s purposes in creation. As 
we study the results of creation today, we see that the 
evidence is perfectly compatible with the scriptural 
record. The data do not prove Genesis, but they do 
support and confirm it. In general, the facts of science fit 
quite nicely with what we would expect if Scripture is 
correct.

God knew that this superficial appearance 
of history might be misunderstood by those not 
having access to the originally created state or

not having the patience to study it, so He told us in His 
Word when this was accomplished. Today, some scientists, 
attempting to discern the age of things, deny the possibil­
ity of creation, and having denied truth, come to a wrong 
conclusion. If one denies the possibility of a function­
ally mature creation, he or she will perhaps mistake that 
functional maturity for age.

A S P E C T S  O F  A  
M A T U R E  C R E A T IO N

Partial List

Continents with top soil
Plants bearing seed
Fruit trees bearing fruit
Land with drainage system
Rocks with crystalline minerals
Rocks with various isotope ratios
Stars visible from earth
M arine animals adapted to ocean life 
Birds able to fly
Land animals adapted to environments 
Plants and animals in symbiotic relationships 
Adam and Eve as adults
All “very good”
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W T I O l l i

1. Where does the biblical age for the universe ol between six and ten 
thousand years come from? How is that derived?

2. What does the term “appearance ol age” mean? Is this a solution to the 
conflict between evolution and creation?

3. A graphic is given listing aspects of a mature creation. List several more 
that could have been added.

4. How does the second law of thermodynamics contradict the evolutionary
concept
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< Chapter Four
DATING METHODS

In this chapter we want to
answer questions raised by those 

newspaper and magazine articles, 
those television specials, and those 
classroom lectures that insist that 
a particular rock or fossil has been 
discovered which dates to 3 million 
years or 700 million years or 2 billion 
years. Few people stop to think 
about how these dates are derived. 
How do the scientists determine the 
supposed age of a rock and is this 
method reliable?

Not only are rocks and fossils 
dated, but many other systems are 
as well. Perhaps scientists want to 
date a river delta —  how long it took 
sediment to accumulate. Perhaps

we want to estimate past population growth or pollution 
build-up. The concept is quite useful to understand.

As we have seen, the order of the fossils found in rock 
sequences is concluded to be the evolutionary order and se­
quence, which in turn determines all other geologic dates. 
But the dates, right or wrong, come from somewhere. Let 
us see where they originate.

Actually, every dating method involves the same basic 
procedure, and the concept behind dating techniques is 
not difficult to understand. Keep in mind that rocks, fossils, 
and datable geologic systems do not come with labels on 
them revealing their age. The investigator must interpret 
the history of the phenomena. There may be, and in fact 
generally is, more than one legitimate way to interpret the 
data.

Under normal circumstances, the dating method 
proceeds in the following manner:

l.'lhc scientist will observe the present state of the rock 
or system that is to be dated. (This is science, dealing 
with the present.)

2.The scientist will measure the rate of a process 
presently operating within that system. (This also is 
science.)

3. The scientist must then assume certain things about 
the past history of this rock or system. (This is model 
building, with assumptions being made in order to 
reconstruct unobserved history.)

4. The scientist can now calculate how long it would 
take for that present process, operating throughout 
the unobserved past at a rate comparable to today’s 
observed rate, to produce the present state of things 
in that system. (This is interpretation of observed 
data based on assumptions about the unobserved 
past.)

A Parable

Let us illustrate this procedure with a parable. Parables 
can be used to shed light on complex concepts, and while 
the concept of dating is not terribly difficult, it is new to 
many people, making a parable appropriate. We will call 
this the “Parable of the Potato Basket.”

Suppose that as a scientist you entered a lecture hall to 
attend a scientific lecture. As you arrived, you saw someone 
up on the platform with a basket of potatoes on the table in 
front of him (sketch 1). As you sat down, you noticed that 
as the second hand of the wall clock reached 12, this man 
reached into the basket, pulled out a potato, peeled it, and 
put it back in the basket. As the second hand reached 12 
once again, he repeated the process. You observe him peel­
ing potatoes at the rate of one per minute for ten minutes; 
and finally, you ask yourself, “I wonder how long this nut’s 
been doing that?”

The question you have just asked is exactly the same 
question that a scientist asks when investigating the age 
of a rock or system. How old is this rock? How long has 
this tree been growing? How long has this river delta been 
building up? How long has this process been going on?

How are you going to determine the length of time the 
man has been peeling potatoes? Obviously, you would first 
come up and count the peeled potatoes. Suppose you count 
35 peeled potatoes. You have thus observed the present 
state of the system (the number of peeled potatoes, 35), 
and you have measured the process rate (the rate of potato 
peeling, one per minute). Both of these observations are 
scientific observations, dealing with the present. You would
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Sketch I

likely conclude that the system has been in operation for 35 
minutes.

Is That the Correct Age of
hie System? Well, Maybe.

Let us step back and think for a moment. In order to 
derive such a conclusion, you must make certain assump- 
i ions about the unobserved past. These assumptions are 
i lineal to your conclusion.

The first thing that you must assume about the past is 
diat the rate of potato peeling has been constant through­
out the whole history of the potato basket. Scientifically, all 
you really know is that the man has been peeling potatoes 
■H one per minute for the last ten minutes. You simply do 
not know what the rate of potato peeling was before you 
came in. Perhaps the man is getting better at it and only 
now can peel a potato each minute, whereas before it took 
him longer. Or perhaps he is getting tired and slowing 
down. By observing the present rate, you do not necessar­
ily know the rate in the past, and you have no firm basis on 
which to assume that the rate of potato peeling has been

Sketch 2

constant. Perhaps your assumption ol constant peeling ta lc  
is reasonable, but is it correct?

You may recognize this first assumption as the principle 
of uniformity. Basically, it postulates that things have been 
uniform throughout the unobserved past, that no process has 
ever occurred dramatically different from present processes.
It includes at least two parts: the uniformity of process 
and uniformity of process rate. We have already seen that 
the Scrip­
ture clearly 
teaches that 
the creative 
processes 
God was 
using during 
creation week have 
ceased. Creation was 
of the entire world, 
not too long ago. And 
Scripture also speaks 
of a great worldwide 
Hood that restructured 
the planet! Where on 
earth could you go and 
not view a created and 
subsequently flooded ter­
rain? Certainly the Flood 
employed present process­
es for the most part; but 
process rate, scale, and 
intensity were far differ­
ent from similar pro­
cesses today. The Bible 
speaks of catastrophism, not 
uniformity, in earth history.

James Hutton in the late 1790s and Charles Lyell in 
the 1820s first proposed uniformity in science. Both had a 
desire to minimize the influence of Scripture in society and 
tried to marshal evidence for slow and gradual processes 
acting over immense time, thereby proving Scripture in er­
ror. Obviously, no one could really know the nature of pro­
cesses of the past without traveling back in time to observe 
them. Nevertheless, this assumption of uniformity domi­
nates science, especially the historical sciences. Scripture 
strongly warns against this idea, as will be discussed later.

Uniformity  in the 
H istorical Sciences

I Biological uniformity — evolution 

' Astronomical uniformity — big bang
Geological uniformity —  billions of years
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I he next assumption you 
have to make or the ques­
tion you must answer is, 
have any peeled potatoes 

been added to or taken 
away from the basket 

throughout its 
whole history? If 

so, then your 
calcula­
tion 
would

be mislead­
ing. For all you know, 
someone has sabotaged 
the experiment by add­
ing several peeled po­

tatoes to the basket, 
so that some 
of the peeled 
potatoes now 
in the basket 
did not

get there through the observed process of potato peeling 
(sketch 2). Likewise, you must assume that no one, includ­
ing the government, has come in and removed some of the 
hard-earned peeled potatoes. Again, you have absolutely 
no way of knowing just by looking at the potato basket
(sketch 3).

rhere is another question that you must answer, and 
that is, were there any peeled potatoes in the basket at the 
start? Perhaps when the basket was brought in, there were 
already several peeled potatoes in it, and therefore the time 
determination is incorrect. Again, you have no certain way 
of knowing, except by asking the man peeling or another 
witness who was present at the start, and then you would 
not really know if you were told accurate information or 
not (sketch 4).

Ihese three assumptions, (1) regarding the constancy 
ol the process rate, (2) regarding the degree to which the 
system has been isolated from the environment, and (3) re­
garding the initial conditions of the system, are inherent in 
any dating process. Correct assumptions in each area must 
be made in order to proceed to a correct answer, unless 
specific, accurate knowledge about the past is known.

We must continually remind ourselves of what is tak­
ing place in a dating process — any dating process. Strict 
scientific observation can only get us started. We are able 
to observe the present state of things. And we are able to 
measure the rate of a relevant process. But establishing a 
date for the unobserved origin of something requires mak­
ing assumptions regarding unobserved history, to a great 
degree inaccessible to empirical science. It is legitimate for a

scientist to speculate on such things, but it would be better 
for scientists to approach them with a little more humil­
ity. Unfortunately, the results of historic speculations are 
usually presented as unquestioned fact; and students, or 
tourists at the national parks, or interested persons watch­
ing a TV special or reading the newspaper are sometimes 
intimidated into accepting a politically correct view of 
history based on uniformitarian assumptions as if that view 
were scientific fact.

Trees and Tree Rings

Another more realistic illustration would be determin­
ing the age of a tree.

We all know that certain trees form tree rings at the 
rate of one per year, with very few exceptions. Much can be 
inferred from tree rings, based on years of careful study. For 
instance, in a wet year, the tree grows faster than in a dry 
year, leaving a wider ring. A year of disease or insect infesta­
tion will show up as an abnormal ring. Frost damage can be 
seen, and a protracted cold spell during the normal growth 
season may even produce a second ring in one year, but 
those are usually recognizably different from normal rings. 
By documenting weather patterns and other variable condi­
tions and cataloging tree-growth responses in the observed 
past, scientists have developed confidence in deciphering 
the past of a particular tree.

Let us say that we examine a particular tree and find 
it has 250 tree rings.
We document that no 
unusual atmospheric 
or geologic occurrences 
capable of altering 
normal tree growth 
are recorded in the 
most recent 250 years, and 
therefore the rate of tree-ring for­
mation was likely constant, at one per 
year, throughout the life 
of the tree. We could 
even observe how the 
tree had responded to 
various known, histori­
cal episodes during its 
lifetime. Furthermore, 
we could properly assume that 
nothing had happened which had 
somehow robbed the tree of a tree 
ring, and that when the tree first 
formed as a seed, it had no tree 
rings present.

Because these as­
sumptions are likely 
correct, we are justified in

Sketch 4
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Dating N iagara Falls

Another less obvious example is the 
age of Niagara Falls. The waters of Lake 
Erie flow over the Niagara escarpment in 
spectacular falls that empty into Lake O n­
tario a few miles downstream. The falls are 
observed to be retreating toward Lake Erie 
as the cliff erodes, at a measured rate of 
four (or five) feet per year, forming a long 
gorge. This has been stabilized somewhat 
in recent years by artificial means, but the 
measurement reflects the natural erosion 
rate before engineers slowed it. Next, we 
notice that the falls are only seven miles 
(37,000 feet) from Lake Ontario.

Here is the question: How old is this 
system? How long has Niagara Falls been 
eroding the cliff in the upriver direction?

Simple division indicates that the 
system is on the order of 9,000 years old 
(i.e., 37,000 feet divided by 4 feet per 
year), but is that the correct determina­
tion? As we have seen, there are some as­
sumptions involved, including a constant 
rate of erosion, no major alterations of 
the dynamics of the system, and that the 
erosion started at the end of the gorge, as 
the tilt of the land caused the water to run 
faster and do its erosive job.

But what if there were more water in 
the past? And what if the rock were more

concluding that the tree is 250 
years old. But in a real sense, 
the only way we could know for 
sure is if someone gave us an ac­
curate record of the date of tree­
planting, and then we might 
still be somewhat uncertain of 
the total accuracy of the record. 
In this case, the age determina­
tion of 250 years is quite likely 
precise, but the point is that the 
past holds many uncertainties.

This aerial view shows 
the headward erosion o f  
Niagara Gorge.
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Niagara Falls

easily eroded? I suspect that in the centuries after the Flood 
there would have been much more water, and the (then) 
fairly recently deposited strata might have been softer, more 
easily eroded. And in all likelihood, the Ice Age followed 
the Flood, with major changes in precipitation and runoff 
as well as in acidity of the water. And do we really know 
where the original mouth of the gorge was? Very likely, the 
true age of this waterfall system is younger than the simple 
calculation indicates, but obviously we cannot truly know.

Interestingly enough, Charles Lyell visited Niagara 
Falls in 1841 while promoting his concept of uniformity 
of geologic processes throughout the past, a concept widely 
embraced by geologists for decades but largely abandoned 
by geologists today. He was anxious to find geologic features 
that would take more time to form than the Bible would 
allow. Although local residents who had lived near the Falls 
for years insisted that the Falls were retreating at a rate of at 
least three to five feet each year, he estimated the rate at only 
one foot per year, even though he observed it for only a brief 
time (much less than even one year). Thus, he charged that 
the Bible was in error, for Niagara Falls would take 35,000 
years to form at the rate he claimed. Obviously, assumptions 
about the unobserved past dominated the dating process. In 
the chapters to follow, numerous evidences for the young 
earth are given. Even though certainty cannot be reached, 
the claim will be made that the evidence is much more

compatible with the young-earth model than with the old- 
earth. Such is the case with Niagara Falls. The age calculated 
on sound observations is quite compatible with the biblical 
time scale, especially when factors concerning the recent 
Flood and subsequent Ice Age are considered.

The youthful age of the falls and its gorge does not sup­
port the concept of vast ages, despite the wishful thinking 
and dishonest calculations of adherents. The evidence fits 
with Scripture, while wrong assumptions must be employed 
to support long ages.

Unfortunately, Lyell s rigged calculations were believed 
by many, and played a significant role in the abandonment 
of the popular Ussher chronology1 for Scripture. In a similar 
way, bogus claims abound today, and still lead to disbelief of 
the Bible —  and even of God.

1. Bishop James Ussher was an outstanding scholar, lin­
guist, and historian. His chronology was based on careful 
study of both the biblical and primary documents, many 
of which are no longer available today. His work, in Latin, 
is not inspired in the same way Scripture is inspired, but is 
much more scholarly than the efforts of his detractors to­
day. A recent and accurate translation of his Annals o f the 
World is available from Master Books or ICR.
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The book gave the parable of the “potato basket. I )evise your own parable 
to make the same point.

Consider how two trees growing at the same time and 
might have different tree ring patterns.

Niagara Falls was mentioned as a possible young-earth indicator. Can you 
think of other geologic formations that would likewise be “datable”?
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RADIOISOTOPE DATING

Certainly many people 
think radioisotope 
dating has proven that 

the earth is billions of 
years old and that this 
family of dating methods 
can determine the age of 
ancient rocks. However, 
as seen in the potato 
basket illustration, the 
efforts suffer from various 
problems and disputable 
assumptions.

It must be stated 
before we begin to look 
at these methods that 
the only rocks which 
can normally be dated by 

radioisotope methods are igneous and metamorphic rocks, 
rocks which once were very hot, some even in liquid form, 
and which since have cooled into solid rock. This includes 
rocks such as basalt (a type of solidified lava) —  rocks that 
are now quite hard, but once were in a hot, liquid or semi­
liquid condition. Advocates propose that melting resets 
the age clock to zero and that the date given through this 
method reflects the time elapsed between the cooling of the 
rock and the present.

Generally speaking, sedimentary rocks, such as lime­
stone, sandstone, and shale, cannot be dated with radioiso­
tope schemes. (There are a few proposed schemes by which 
some scientists attempt to date certain minerals or crystals 
contained within sedimentary rocks, but these schemes are 
rarely used and not discussed here.) Sedimentary rocks, by 
definition, are laid down as sediments by moving fluids. 
These are made up of pieces of rock or other material that 
existed somewhere else and were eroded or dissolved and re­
deposited in their present location. In other words, the rock 
material itsell is from a previously existing older source, and 
no dating would be accurate because of redeposition. This 
would be a contaminated specimen. Fossil-bearing rocks 
are dated ultimately by the index fossils contained within, 
which, of course, are organized, arrayed, and dated by the 
assumption of evolution (which is a false assumption).

Often the sedimentary layers are assigned an age when a 
nearby igneous layer is dated by radioisotope means, but as 
we shall shortly see, these suffer many weaknesses.

The first radioisotope dating technique which was well 
studied and which has formed the basis for all of the others 
utilizes the fact that uranium-238, an unstable radioactive 
element, decays spontaneously into lead-206 through many 
intermediate isotopes. Old-earth advocates do not think that 
uranium-238 and other radioactive elements formed here on 
earth but instead result from the long-ago fusing together 
of smaller atoms in the interior of stars, and were slammed 
together and flung out into space during violent supernova 
events. Both larger and smaller atoms are presumed to be 
part of the inter-stellar stardust that coalesced to form the 
earth billions of years ago. Many of these larger atoms are 
unstable and change through radioactive decay into smaller, 
stable atoms.

As shown in the accompanying diagram, uranium-238 
changes into thorium-234 through what is called alpha de­
cay, in which the decaying atom loses mass and changes into 
a smaller atom. Other types of decay, including beta decay, 
do not substantially reduce the atom’s mass. The alpha par­
ticle ejected in alpha decay actually consists of two protons 
and two neutrons, and its ejection decreases the mass of the 
uranium atom by four mass units, so that it equals the mass 
of thorium-234. Thorium-234 subsequently loses an electron
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Cardenas Basalt at the Grand Canyon

and changes into protactinium-234, which changes into 
uranium-234, which changes into thorium-230, and on down 
i In- line, through various isotopes of radium, radon, polonium, 
lead, and bismuth, finally arriving at the stable atom lead-206.
I ach time an atom changes into another type of atom, it gives 
nil a certain amount of energy that identifies the specific decay 
event that has occurred. Thus, uranium is called the parent 
material that transforms into the stable daughter element lead, 
alter undergoing the various intermediate transitions.

The rate at which uranium changes into lead through 
its intermediate steps is measurable and has been accurately 
measured for the last several decades. It is referenced by 
its half-life, the time it takes for half of a given number of 
uranium-238 atoms to turn into lead-206 atoms. Actually,
, ach of the intermediate steps also has its own characteristic

U 238 D ecay Series

half-life, but they are much more rapid, 
thus they are subsumed within the 
first step from uranium-238 to thori- 
um-234. As we proceed, keep in mind 
that the measurement of half-life is not 
a measurement of time, but of the rate 
of decay.

Simply stated, when a scientist 
wants to age-date a rock, he or she can 
only measure the present state of that 
rock and the processes occurring within 
that rock. This means measuring the 
amount of each of the affected isotopes 
present in that rock, including the 
amount of uranium-238 and lead-206. 
This can be done with a great amount 
of precision. Since we already know 
the rate of decay of the parent uranium

into the daughter lead, we can begin the process of answer­
ing the question, how old is this rock? How long, in other 
words, would it take for the measured quantity of decaying 
uranium to decay into the measured quantity of stable lead 
at the present rate of decay?

But do we thus derive the true age of the rock? As you 
might suspect, the calculated age depends critically on the 
validity of the assumptions that have been made. Remember 
the potato basket and the assumptions involved. Has the 
specimen been isolated with no contamination? What were 
the initial conditions? Has the process rate been constant 
through time? Unless all of the assumptions are correct, the 
calculated age will be incorrect.

For years, creationists limited their critiques of radio­
isotope dating to the assumptions regarding the openness 
of the system to the environment and the initial condi­
tions. However, in 1997, the Institute for Creation Research 
launched an aggressive research initiative into radioisotope 

dating. Numerous experts in this field were 
recruited to participate in the basic research 
and to critically review the results. They 
were not only to investigate the veracity of 
radioisotope dating, but also to improve it 
if possible. One of their stated goals was to 
seek to understand why there are such large 
amounts of daughter elements in the rocks 
when the Bible indicates that the earth and 
cosmos are young. Could they have been 
produced by some other method? The proj­
ect was labeled “Radioisotopes and the Age 
of the Earth,” or RATE, and before it was 
over, it made several important discoveries, 
which will be woven into the discussion to 
follow. This author was not one of the pri­
mary investigators but was present at all the 

meetings from initial planning to conclusion
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Ill

The horizontally bedded sedimentary rock layers cannot be dated by radioactive dating methods. The 
tilted, dark layer intruded into the others, a diabase sill near Hance Rapids, is an igneous rock, and  
has been dated.

and can attest that the spirit and integrity of each scientist 
was above reproach.1

throughout its history. Great care is taken in this. A speci­
men that shows such evidence would not be considered 
proper for analysis. One would hope that the results 
obtained on good specimens would be reasonable and 
consistent, since all questionable specimens were already 
screened out.

Nothing could be further from the truth. Many, 
many times, when specimens are dated, the resulting 
answers do not agree with each other or with any other 
estimate gained from the fossils or from stratigraphic 
position. If the results come back wrong, the results from 
the tests are thrown out, and a charge of contamination 
may be levied. But these are the results of tests run on 
specimens that have already been culled for any evidence 
of contamination or loss or gain of its constituents.

For instance, it is well known that either uranium or 
lead can easily be leached by ground water. Every munici­
pal water supply must constantly monitor the presence 
of toxic heavy metals in their drinking water. When it 
exceeds a certain level, the water is undrinkable. It either 
must be removed or the system shut down.

Let me give an example of this occurring in a natural 
setting. Dr. Andrew Snelling, ICR geologist, studied the 
published dates and isotope ratios from a uranium deposit 
in Australia. He wrote:

The First Assumption

Let us consider again the three main assumptions 
that underlie all dating methods. The first assumption 
which casts doubt on the results of radioisotope dating 
deals with the degree of isolation of the rock from its 
environment. This assumes that neither the parent nor 
the daughter concentrations (nor any of the intermedi­
ate products between uranium and lead, one of which is 
a highly mobile gas) have been altered throughout the 
entire history of the rock (except by radioactive decay) 
or that the amount of loss or gain can be known. Is this 
assumption free from question?

It is line I hat when scientists gather a specimen for 
analysis in a laboratory, they attempt to find one that 
shows no evidence ol having been contaminated through 
leaching by groundwater movement or other processes

I. Larry Vardiman, Andrew A Snelling, and Eugene F. Chaffin, eds.. 
Radioisotopes and the \pe o f the Earth I Yoang-Earth Creationist 
Research Initiative (Y\ ( 'ajon. ( 'A: ICR. 2000); I arry Vardiman. Andrew 
A. Snelling, and Eugene I < 'liallin, eds.. Radioisotopes and the Age o f  
the Earth: Results ( l i t  'ajon, ( A: It R . 2005); Don DeYoung. Thousands 
. . . Not Billions (Green Idlest, AR Maslei H ooks, 2005). see also com­
panion documentary of the same name.
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These observations alone demonstrate the open 
system behavior of the U-Th-Pb system that renders 
meaningless any “age” information derived. How­
ever, both Hills and Snelling have recognized that 
U and Pb also have migrated several times and on 
a considerable scale in the primary ore zone, with 
the latest redistribution having produced supergene 
uraninites, often with colloform banding, found as 
Iracture and cavity infillings . . . and between quartz 
and gangue grain boundaries. . . . With such whole­
sale repeated migrations of U also, all attempts at 
“dating” must be rendered useless, especially when 
whole-rock samples, in which different generations 
of uraninites are lumped together, are used. Indeed, 
it must surely be virtually impossible to be certain 
of the precise status and history of any particular 
piece of uraninite selected for “dating.” Even though 
every conceivable precaution is taken when selecting 
grains for “dating,” how can we be sure that the U 
and Pb isotopes and isotopic ratios measured repre­
sent the “original,” unaffected by the gross element 
movements for which there is such abundant evi­
dence? The uraninite grains or ore samples “dated” 
always contain radiogenic Pb both within crystal 
lattices of minerals, and as microscopic inclusions or 
grains and veins of galena, but how can we be sure 
all the Pb was generated by radioactive decay from U 
/« situ?. In any case, the uraninite grains and veins do 
not have uniform compositions —  either between or 
within grains —  so that “dating” of sub-sections of 
any grain or vein would be expected to yield widely 
divergent U-Pb and Pb-Pb ratios and therefore 
“ages” even within that single grain or vein. Thus it 
is logical to conclude, as others have already, that 
U-Th-Pb ratios may have little to do with the “ages” 
of many minerals, rocks and ores. Not only then has 
open system behavior of these isotopes been demon­
strated, as confirmed by the independent evidence of 
ore textures, mineral chemistry, supergene alteration, 
uranium/daughter disequilibrium, and groundwater 
and soil geochemistry, but apparent “isochrones” 
and their derived “ages” are invariably geologically 
meaningless. Thus none of the assumptions used to 
interpret the U-Th-Pb isotopic system to yield “ages” 
can be valid. . . . Creationists should therefore not 
be intimidated by claims that U-Th-Pb radiometric 
“dating” has “proved” the presumed great antiquity 
of the earth, and the strata and fossils of the so-called 
geological column.2

The above evidence conclusively demonstrates that 
i he U/Pb system, including its intermediate daughter

’ Andrew A. Snelling, “The Failure of U-Th-Pb Dating’ at Koongarra, 
Australia,” Creation Ex Nihilo 9, no. 1 (1995): p. 88, 91.

products, especially Ra and Rn, has been so open with 
repeated large-scale migrations of the elements that it is 
impossible to be sure of the precise status/history of any 
piece of pitchblende selected for dating. Even though 
geochronologists take every conceivable precaution when 
selecting pitchblende grains for dating, in the light of the 
above evidence, no one could be sure that the U and Pb 
they are measuring is “original” and unaffected by the 
gross element movements observed and measured. Those 
pitchblende grains dated have always contained Pb, both 
within their crystal lattices and as microscopic inclusions 
of galena, making it impossible to be sure that all the Pb 
was generated by radioactive decay from U. In addition, 
the pitchblende grains don’t have uniform compositions 
so that “dating” of sub-sections of any grain would tend to 
yield widely divergent U/Pb ratios and therefore varying 
“ages” within that single grain. A logical extension of these 
data and conclusions is to suggest, as others already have, 
that U/Pb ratios may have nothing to do with the age of 
a mineral. So that in spite of the “popular” dating results 
looking sensible, the evidence clearly indicates that these 
dates are meaningless.3

My question is, if leaching and contamination can occur 
which cannot be visibly detected, how can we be sure they 
have not occurred in other clean-looking samples whose 
resulting dates happen to come back in agreement with what 
the examiner thought they should be?4

The Second Assumption

The second assumption is a true Achilles’ heel of radio­
isotope dating. This is the one that considers the original 
quantity of the various isotopes, particularly the daughter 
product. If some of the daughter material is present at the 
start, the rock would already appear to be old, when in fact it 
was just formed. It would already have a superficial appear­
ance of history.

This assumption can actually be tested for its reason­
ableness, because rocks that can be dated are forming now. 
We can gather samples, for example, from recent volcanic 
eruptions and date them. If the dating process is accurate, 
then the date derived should be almost equivalent to zero, 
or too young to be measured. In the scientific literature, 
research results have often been reported where rocks of 
known age have been dated. In almost every case, the age 
of these recent lavas has come back from the lab in terms 
of excessively high ages, not essentially zero, as one would 
predict.

I ,et me give a few examples. It is known that Sunset 
Crater in northern Arizona was formed by a series of recent

3. Andrew Snelling, “The Age of Australian Uranium,” Creation Ex Nihilo 4, 
no. 2(1981): p. 44-57.
4. John Woodmorrappe, “Radiometric Geochronology Reappraised,” in 
Studies in Floral Geology (Santee, CA: Institute for Creation Research,
1993). See for a compilation of many unusable dating results.
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volcanic eruptions. Indian artifacts and remains are found 
in association with the rocks formed by the most recent 
volcanic eruption, which first spewed out liquid lava, then 
cinder showers. Few of the inhabitants seem to have been 
killed by the eruption, hut their villages and agricultural 
sites were buried. I he Indians hastily moved to a safer 
location, hut took with them the tale of the mountain’s 
activity, some 940 years ago. Tree-rirtg dating accurately 
dates the eruption to about A.D. 1065, and it is instructive 
to compare this historical date with the radioisotope date 
obtained?

I wo ol the lava flows were dated by the potassium- 
argon method. Much to everyone’s surprise, the lava flows 
gave “ages’’ of 2 10,000 and 230,000 years!5 6 The explana- 
t ion? I lie date falsely registers old because of excess argon. 
We know the rocks are not that old, but merely appear to 
be old. Well, it is true that higher levels of argon-40 are 
present than were expected, but that is not much of an 
explanation.

Consider another example. A coal mine in Queensland, 
Australia, required a vertical ventilation shaft to provide air 
to the miners. On the way down, the drill encountered a 
basalt layer, and underneath the basalt they found pieces 
of unfossilized wood. Multiple carbon dating studies of the 
wood fragments yielded an “age” of 30,000 to 45,000 years, 
while the basalt, using the potassium-argon method, dated 
39—58 million years!7 The tests are designed to yield the 
highest quality results, but these mutually exclusive dates 
testify that something is wrong.

Speaking of “down under,” Dr. Snelling dated rocks 
from a volcano in nearby New Zealand, Mt. Ngauruhoe. It 
has often erupted in recent decades, and it was these recently 
formed rocks that were gathered and dated by multiple 
methods. While K-Ar model ages dated from 270,000 years 
to 3.5 million, the Rb-Sr isochron dated over 133 million 
years, the Sm-Nd method nearly 200 million years and the 
lead-lead ratio method indicated a date of 3.9 billion years!8 
All this from rocks less than 60 years old. Do radioisotope- 
dating results warrant our trust?

5. Steven A. Austin, Grand Canyon: Monument to Catastrophe (Santee, CA: 
ICR. 1994), p. 215 216.
6. G.B. Dalrymple, “40 Ar/36 Ar Analyses of Historical Lava Flows,” Earth 
and Planetary Letters 6 (1969): p. 47-55.
7. Andrew A, Snelling, “Conflicting ‘Ages’ of Tertiary Basalt and Contained 
Fossilized Wood. Crinum, Central Queensland, Australia,” Creation Ex 
Niltilo 14. no. 2 (20110): p. 99 122.
8. Andrew A. Snelling. "The < ause of Anomalous Potassium-argon 'Ages' 
for Recent Andesite I lows at Ml. Ngauruhoe. New Zealand, and the 
Implications for Potassium argon I Tiling,” in Proceedings o f the Fourth 
International ( 'onferenee on ( 'reationism, cd. R E. Walsh (Pittsburgh, PA:
Creation Science Fellowship, 1998). p. 503 525; Andrew A. Snelling, “The 
Relevance of Rb-Sr, Sm-Nd and Pb-I’b Isotope Systematics to Elucidation 
of the Genesis and History of Recent Andesite Flows at Mt. Ngauruhoe, 
New Zealand, and the Implications for Radioisotopic Dating,” in Proceed­
ings o f the Fifth International Conference on Creationism, ed. Robert L. Ivey, 
Jr. (Pittsburgh, PA: Creation Science Fellowship, 2003), p. 285-303.

A SAMPLING OF RECENT  

Volcanoes and their “Ages”9
Location Known Age Measured
Hualalai 200 years 1.6 my
Mt. Etna 2100 yrs. .25 my
Mt. Etna 29 yrs. .35 my
Mt. Lassen 85 yrs. . 11 my
Sunset Crater 950 yrs. .27 nty
Kilauea <200 yrs. 21 my
Kilauea < 1000 yrs. 43 my
Kilauea <1000 yrs. 30 my
Kilauea 40 yrs. 8.5 my
Mt. Stromboli 38 yrs. 2.4 my
Hualalai 200 yrs. 22.8 my
Rangitoto <800 yrs. .15 my
Mt. Erebus 17 yrs. .64 my
Mr. Etna 37 yrs. .7 my
Medicine Lake <500 yrs. 12.6 my

»

Assumptions of Radioisotope Dating

1 .No loss or gain of parent or daughter (closed 
system)

2. Known amounts of daughter present at start
3. Constant decay rate

The Third Assumption

The third assumption regards the decay rate of parent 
into daughter. Is it scientifically reasonable to assume that 
the decay rate has not changed over billions of years when we 
have only been measuring it in recent decades? To be sure, the 
decay rate has not changed since the early 1900s, when accu­
rate measuring became possible. Scientists have performed all 
sorts of experiments trying to force the rate to change, apply­
ing parameters in ranges likely to occur in nature, but the rate 
has not changed more than by a very small fraction. But since 
the half-life of uranium-238 to lead-206 is 4.51 billion years 
(in other words, a very slow rate of decay), can we be confi­
dent in assuming that the half-life has remained unchanged 
throughout an assumed multi-billion-year past?

For all the early years of creationist work, the assumption 
of constant decay rates was not seriously challenged. Several 
creationist theorists, with good observational data and bibli­
cal hints to focus their research, have speculated on changing 
decay rates, most likely associated with the “stretching out of 
the heavens,” mentioned often in Scripture, occurring during 
creation week, and possibly during the Flood. Non-creationists
9. Andrew A. Snelling, “ ‘Excess Argon’: The ‘Achilles’ Heel’ of Potassium- 
Argon and Argon-Argon ‘Dating’ of Volcanic Rocks,” Impact 307 (January 
1, 1999).
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Ii nl speculated about it also. The RATE initiative (1997—2005) 
i hanged all that. Before it was over, at least three lines of 
i \ itlence pointed to episodes of accelerated decay in the past, 
as well as speculations as to the physical nature of the change.
( hie of these lines of evidence is especially interesting.10

After verifying that abundant radioisotope decay had 
indeed taken place, the RATE team began investigating the is­
sue of when this decay had taken place. One project involved 
looking deeply into an unsolved mystery. In the 1980s, high 
levels of helium had been discovered in tiny crystals of zircon 
v Inch were contained within deeply buried (i.e., ancient) 
gunite rock; this zircon contained significant uranium. The 
granite was extracted from a hole drilled three miles deep in 
New Mexico. As uranium undergoes alpha decay, an alpha 
particle is given off which consists of two positively charged 
protons and two neutrons, essentially equivalent to a helium 
nucleus. Once in the surrounding medium, often the black, 
ll.ikey mica mineral called biotite, it collects two negatively 
i barged electrons and becomes a neutral helium atom. 1 leli 
urn is an extremely tiny atom, and being a noble gas it refrains 
from reacting chemically and combining with other atoms. Its 
.mail size and freedom as a non-reacting atom together with 
ns high energy (amplified by the underground heat) allow it 
m migrate through the crystal, eventually escaping the lattice 
into the surrounding biotite and encasing rock. The decay­
ing uranium cluster locked in the lattice continually produces 
helium, which begins its migration out. Given enough time,
I he rate of production should equal the rate of escape.

By measuring the amounts of uranium and lead in these 
1i ystals, previous investigators had determined the standard 
uranium-lead age of this rock to be about 1.5 billion years at 
loday’s rate of uranium decay. The amount of uranium and 
lead present was measured and therefore the amount of helium 
I hat should have been produced over this time at modern 
rates was also known. But when studied, the granite was seen 
io contain excessive amounts of helium, up to 80 percent of 
i lie total amount that had ever been produced! Very little had 
leaked out. Because helium moves so readily through most sol- 
iris, especially at the elevated in situ temperatures measured in 
I he granite, the RATE team realized such high retention levels 
were a strong indication that abundant nuclear decay must 
have occurred recently, over an interval of much less than 1.5 
billion years,11 or else much more would have leaked out.

RATE experimentally measured the helium diffusion 
i.ire for these crystals and found it pointed to a helium dif­
fusion age of only 6,000 ± 2,000 years. Thus, within just the 
last few thousand years, 1.5 billion years’ worth of decay (at 
loday’s rate of decay) took place. These data seem to demand 
iich a burst of grossly exaggerated decay, not very long ago. 

I.vidently the assumption of constant decay rates is in error. * I

Ill D. Russell Humphreys, "Young Helium Diffusion Age of Zircons Sup- 
purls Accelerated Nuclear Decay,” in Radioisotopes: Results (see note 1), p. 
IS mo.
I I lumphreys, "Young Helium Diffusion Age,” Radioisotopes: Results (see 

mite I), p. 25-100.

A volcanic eruption, bringing lava to the earth’s 
surface

From a creationist standpoint, bursts of decay are bibli 
cally conceivable at the times of creation, the Curse, and/or 
the great flood of Noah’s day when the Bible specifies that 
mere natural processes may have been supplemented or 
overridden by supernatural processes. Natural processes have 
operated throughout history and operate today according 
to natural law, but was it this way at the extraordinary times 
mentioned in Scripture? As creationists, we do well not to 
invoke miraculous intervention to explain things we do not 
fully understand except on the occasions the Bible reveals 
as miraculous. But we are warranted in appealing to the 
supernatural on those occasions when Scripture indicates 
special events actually occurred. Maybe God utilized other 
“laws” on those special occasions that Tie is not now using, 
or maybe recognizable laws operated on those special times 
at rates, scales, and intensities not seen today. Radioisotope 
decay seems to have been altered in the past. This idea will 
be verified by results from other RATE experiments to be 
discussed in the'pages to follow.

As we have seen, assumption number one, regarding a 
closed system, is troublesome, because buried in it is the uni- 
formitarian idea that nothing has ever happened to the earth’s 
crust, which would have dramatically opened these rocks to 
environmental influences. But it would not be surprising if, 
during the time of Noah’s flood, the earth’s crust were in such 
turmoil that contamination or leaching would have been a 
very common occurrence. Is this assumption legitimate? Gan 
it be assumed that catastrophes such as the great flood of 
Noah’s day have not occurred? Even local catastrophes, which



are now well accepted By all geologists, would disturb the 
uniformity of the geologic process in the areas affected.

Assumption number two, dealing with the initial condi­
tions, fares poorly when tested and is probably wrong much 
of the time. It does not work whenever it can be checked, 
for essentially all recently formed rocks date old. How dare 
we assume this assumption is trustworthy when no checks 
can be applied? furthermore, this assumption is essentially 
the denial ol the possibility of creation! It claims knowledge 
that we do not have, and limits the range of God’s options to 
things within our experience.

A D i nial of C reation

Let me further illustrate how assumption number two 
involves a denial of the possibility of creation. The Bible says 
that on day 1, “God created the heaven and the earth” (Gen. 
1:1). On day 3, the continents were called forth from the 
world ocean (v. 9). Certainly, rocks came to be which were 
either created directly by God or formed quickly during 
these early processes.

If a scientist were to come along on day 8 and gather a 
specimen of this newly created rock, the rock would actually 
be only a few days old. If the rock were then taken into a 
laboratory and dated with the set of assumptions discussed 
above, how old would that rock appear to be? The question 
could be rephrased, when God created the earth, were there 
any lead-206 atoms
present? Or was the 
concentration of lead 
abnormally high?
What processes were 
occurring within 
the minerals and at 
what rate? Did the 
isotopic levels remain 
static after the rocks 
first appeared and 
how long would they 
continue without 
change? When did 
isotopes begin to 
decay? Obviously, the 
rock might possess a 
superficial appearance
of history from the very start, if one assumes that lead-206 
comes only from uranium decay that has always occurred 
at the present rate. Such a perceived history would not be 
a history that actually occurred but was imposed by man’s 
limited experience and observation.

The Bible says that at the end of the creation period all 
was “very good.” Would lead atoms have been present? Prob­
ably. The various isotopes of lead are indeed quite useful; in 
fact, lead has had many more uses for civilization, ancient

Rock o f  
Known Ages

Radioisotope
Dating

Doesn’t  Work.

and modern, than uranium has, which has been deemed use­
ful only in recent decades. In order for the earth to be very 
good, it would certainly include lead and likely the various 
isotopes of lead as well. I suspect the rocks would appear old 
(using these questionable assumptions to date them), even 
though they were newly created.

This is not an act of deception on God’s part, as some 
have charged. The Bible is very clear that creation took place 
only several thousand years ago, just in case we are inclined 
to misinterpret the array of isotopes. And, as already stated, 
if the earth is truly very old, then God has deceived us, for 
His revealed Word teaches plainly that His world is young! 
And His revealed Word communicates with much greater 
clarity than do the rocks. But keep in mind that the radio­
isotope-dating concept assumes that many, if not all, of the 
daughter isotopes came from parent decay and thus denies 
the power of God to create a variety of isotopes. In other 
words, it denies truth and therefore can only arrive at error.

The Fourth Assumption

There is another assumption that is an overarching back­
drop for the whole method, and that is the assumption that the 
earth is at least old enough for the present amount of radiogenic 
lead in a specimen to have been produced by present rates of 
uranium decay. If we knew that the earth was old, the possibility 
exists that radioisotope dating could help us determine exactly 

how old, but it is useless 
in testing between 
old earth and young 
earth. It assumes an 
old earth.

To sum up, 
the concept of 
radioisotope dating 
assumes uniformity. 
It assumes that there 
has never been any 
world-restructuring 
catastrophe. It

r ~" assumes there
has never been 

any supernatural 
creation, and it assumes 

the earth to be old.
Since these are all questionable and biblically incorrect 

assumptions, one might suspect that the results so obtained 
would not be very useful; and indeed they are not. Many 
times the laboratory results are found to be bizarre: not 
agreeing with what was expected, not agreeing with each 
other, not agreeing with the ages of nearby fossils, and not 
agreeing with stratigraphic analyses. Even believers in radio­
isotope dating often discard such results as unusable.

Rock, o f  
Unknown Ages

Radioisotope 
Dating 

Assumed to Work
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Stratification in the Grand Canyon

G rand Canyon Dating

Let me illustrate from an area of interest to all scientists, 
.inti in particular to those of us at the Institute for Creation 
Research —  the Grand Canyon.12

The most noticeable layers in the Grand Canyon, and 
ol great notoriety, are the horizontal, fossil-bearing sedimen­
tary layers. Being made of eroded material from a previous 
source, they are contaminated, and not datable by radioiso­
tope methods. But there are several igneous layers that are 
potentially datable by the family of radioisotope techniques, 
which include not only the uranium/lead method, but also 
potassium/argon, rubidium/strontium, samarium/neodymium, 
ind related other techniques.

Three particular rock layers in the Grand Canyon can 
he and have been dated extensively by these methods and 
io them we will give special attention. One is called the 
< iardenas Basalts, a sequence of basaltic lava layers that is 
thought to be among the oldest rocks in the canyon. It has 
been assigned to the Precambrian system, lying stratigraphi 
• .illy below the fossil-bearing Tapeats Sandstone of Cam­
brian age, which is assumed in evolutionary thinking to be 
about 550 million years old. The Cardenas Basalt layers are 
even older.

I ’ See Steven A. Austin, Grand Canyon: Monument to Catastrophe (Santee, 
I A: ICR, 1994).

Volcanoes up on the plateau above the canyon have 
extruded a much younger suite of basaltic lavas. Uniformi- 
tarians have concluded that the entire canyon was forcefully 
eroded by rapidly moving water within the last million years 
or so, and these volcanoes erupted after the canyon had been 
carved, because lava flowed down the canyon walls and even 
blocked the river for a time. Native Americans, in all likeli­
hood, witnessed some of these eruptions, probably within 
the last few thousand years. Being on top of all the other 
rock units, these lava rocks are relatively younger. But how 
much older or younger, and what ages make sense?

In addition, dikes and sills of molten material have been 
squeezed (or intruded) into underground vertical or hori­
zontal cracks between layers or into the rocks themselves.
The intruded equivalent of basalt, these dikes and sills can be 
dated too, at least theoretically. Obviously, intruded material 
must be younger than the rock into which it is injected. But 
again, how much younger and how old?

All have been well studied, with results published in the 
geologic literature. In addition, the RATE team has gathered 
fresh samples in an attempt to reproduce the original results, 
as well as extend the studies. In each study, accepted radio­
isotope methods were used, employing the (questionable) 
assumptions discussed earlier. This extensive study thus pro­
vides a good test case. Do radioisotope methods accurately 
determine the ages of rocks?
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Cardenas Basalt and the Colorado River

The Cardenas Basalt

Ihe usually deeply buried Cardenas Basalts were first 
dated in 1972 by the potassium-argon (K-Ar) method,13 
deemed proper for this type of rock. The isotopic array pub­
lished was used to calculate an age of 853 ±15 million years, 
using recently revised values for the decay constants. A later 
study yielded ages of 820 ± 20 and 800 ± 20 million years.14 
Further study produced ages of 791 ± 20 and 843 ± 34 mil­
lion years.15 Thus, the range of dates, including uncertain­
ties, would place the actual age somewhere between 771 and 
877 million years. In each of these tests, only a single isotope 
analysis of each rock was obtained. The results are referred to 
as model ages. Results from model age studies are often recog­
nized as discordant, not agreeing with other analyses obtained 
by using a different radioisotope method, or not even agreeing 
with the results of the same test run on a different specimen 
of the same rock. Other times, the derived isotope dates are 
discrepant, not agreeing with dates obtained by stratigraphic or 
fossil studies. Frequently, a date will simply be discarded if it 
does not fit, and never published at all.

In recent years, an effort has been made to minimize the 
effects of both variations in makeup throughout the rock and 
uncertain assumptions inherent in the model age method. 
Efforts have also attempted to reduce scattered estimates of 
the age to a single figure upon which more reliance could be 
placed. Ihus, the isochron technique was developed, based on 
multiple analyses of various specimens of both rocks and min­
erals, all from the same geologic unit. In theory, this method

13. T.D. Ford and others, "Name and Age of the Upper Precambrian Ba­
salts in the Eastern Grand Canyon," Geologic Society o f America Bulletin 83 
(January 1972): p. 223 226.
14. E.H. McKee and D.C. Noble. "Age of the Cardenas Lavas, Grand Canyon, 
Arizona,” Geologic Society o f America Bulletin 87 (August 1976): p. 1188-90.
15. DP. Elston and E.H. McKee, "Age and Correlation of the Late Protero­
zoic Precambrian Grand Canyon Disturbance, Northern Arizona,” Geologic 
Society o f America Bulletin 93 (August 1982): p. 681 699.

would not only give the true age of the unit but also deter­
mine the amount of daughter material present initially. The 
result is considered valid when the various data points plot 
along a straight line. Supposedly, the slope of the line gives the 
age, and the intercept gives the initial daughter amount.

The five model ages given can now be reformatted as an 
isochron. To seeming approval, they plotted along a straight 
line. The straight line plotted indicates an age of only 715 ± 
33 million years, and the intercept of the line with the axis 
allows the initial amount of argon-40 to be found. Remem­
ber that the model ages are calculated using the assumption 
that no argon was present at the start. But the newer and 
better-trusted isochron method revealed that this assumption

Igneous intrusion. Cutaway illustration o f  the 
features produced when rising magma (molten 
rock) intrudes into existing rock. Clockwise from  
upper right: a volcano, formed when magma erupts 
through a conduit to the surface as lava; a stock 
or batholith, formed when rising magma replaces 
or forces aside existing rock; ring dikes, concentric 
vertical intrusions which cut through existing rock 
layers; sills, intrusions which run between the 
existing layers; and radial dykes, another form o f  
vertical intrusion which may run for hundreds o f  
miles. A t bottom is a magma chamber.
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Him Ii Unit Location Conventional

Age

RATE Age Results (Millions of Years)

Model Ages Whole Rock Isochron Ages

K-Ar K-Ar Rb-Sr Sm-Nd Pb-Pb

Min. Max.

llricnt
Ml. Ngauruhoe 
Andesite

New Zealand Historic
1949, 1954, 

1975

<0.27 3.5±0.2 - 133* 87(7) 197*160(5) 3,908*390(7)

1 nk.net Plateau
H.IS.llt

Western Grand 
Canyon, AZ

<1.16*0.18 1.19*0.18 20.7*1.3 1,143* 220(7) 916*570(6) -

Mrwozoic
Somerset Dam 
( uihbro

Queensland,
Australia

216*4
225*2.3

182.7*9 252.8*9 174*81(15) 393* 170(14) 259*76(13) 1,425*1,000(13)

I'o i ambrian
< irdenas
Basalt

Eastern Grand 
Canyon, AZ

1,103*66 577*12 1,013*37 516*30(14) 892* 82(22) 
1,111* 81(19)

1,588*170(8) 1,385*950(4)

ID . Rapids
1 )labase Sill

Grand Canyon,
AZ

1,070*30 656±15 1,053*24 841.5*164 1,007* 79(7) 
1,055*46(11) 
1,060* 24(7) 
1,075* 34(12)

1,330*360(9)
1,336*380(7)
1J  9t 140(7)

1,250*130(11)
1,327*230(6)
1,584*420(10)

Apache Group
Basalt

Central AZ 1,100 513*13 968.9*25 - 2,295* 300(5) - 1,304*69(18)

Apache Group
1 >i abase Sill

Central AZ l,120±10
1,140*40

267.5*14 855.8*17 - 2,067* 380(16) - 1,142*98(19)
1,146*59(18)

Brahma
Amphibolite

Grand Canyon,
AZ

1,740-1,750 405.1*10 2,574.2*73 - 840* 86(25) 
1,240* 84(19)

1,655*40(21)
1,678*60(24)

1,864*78(27)
1,883*53(20)

l ives Chasm 
( .lanodiorite

Grand Canyon,
AZ

1,840*1- - - - 1,512* 140(7). 1,664*200(7) 1,933*220(7)

Beartooth
Amphibolite

Northeast WY 2,790*35 1,520*31 2,620*53 - 2,515* 110(5) 2,886*190(4) 2,689.4*8.6(5)

was in error, even though the significantly older dates had 
previously been accepted. Some daughter has been present at 
die start.

More accurate determinations for this rock type are 
d,ought now to result from use of the rubidium-strontium 
isochron method, which has become quite popular in recent 
years. Six specimens gathered from the same basalt strata16 
yielded an isochron date of 1.07 ± 0.07 billion years, much 
older than the previously accepted K-Ar isochron of 715 mil­
lion years,17 even though both of them plotted along straight 
lines. Obviously, they cannot both be correct. The geologic 
community has now generally accepted the Rb-Sr isochron 
as correct and discarded the younger K-Ar dates, calling it a 
pseudo-isochron.

When the RATE scientists got involved, they extended 
our understanding quite a bit. By this time, the accepted 
date was 1,103 ± 66 million years, based on a published 
Rb-Sr isochron.18 Yet the model ages from K-Ar gave ages

16. McKee, “Age of the Cardenas Lavas," p. 1188 90.
17 Austin, Grand Canyon: Monument to Catastrophe, p. 120-122.
18. E.E. Larson, T.E. Patterson, and F.E. Mutschler, “Lithology, Chemis­
try. Age and Origin of the Proterozoic Cardenas Basalt, Grand Canyon.
Arizona,” Precambrian Research 65 (1994): p. 255-276.

ranging from 577 ±12 million years to 1,013 ± 12 million 
years, while the whole-rock isochron analyses ranged from 
516 ± 30 million years to 1,588 ± 170 million years for the 
various methods.19 * Each method produced a different age, 
in ascending order, with K-Ar yielding the least pseudo age, 
with Rb-Sr next, then Sm-Nd, and Pb-I’b being the highest.

D iabase Sills and D ikes

The same scatter of results can often be seen. It seems that 
when a rock, properly screened and prepared, is subjected to 
multiple tests, dating results seldom agree. The RATE team 
not only documented inconsistent outcomes, it also tried to 
find an underlying pattern and cause. For the dikes and sills, 
keep in mind that they must be younger than the rocks into 
which they are intruded. The process of intrusion transpired 
quickly and thoroughly mixed the molten magma. Thus, the

19. S.A. Austin and A.A. Snelling, “Discordant Potassium-argon Model and 
Isochron 'Ages' for the Cardenas Basalt (Middle Proterozoic) and Associ­
ated Diabase of Eastern Grand Canyon, Arizona,” in Proceedings o f the 
Fourth International Conference on Creationism (see note 8), p. 35-51; A.A. 
Snelling, "Isochron Discordances and the Role of Inheritance in Mixing of 
Radioisotopes in the Mantle and Crust,” in Radioisotopes: Results (see note 
I ), p. 393-524.
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dates obtained for the whole rocks should agree
with dates derived from the individual minerals as 
well as the isochrons.

The Bass Rapids Sill outcrops along the river 
west of Grand Canyon village. RA TE obtained 
both model and isochron ages for the sill from 
whole rock study as well as individual minerals, a 
breadth of information seldom gathered from any 
outcrop. Predictably, the results were discordant 
and often meaningless. K-Ar model dates ranged 
from 656 ± 15 million years to 1053 ± 24 million 
years. Multiple isochrons were plotted, using a 
variety of elements, including K-Ar, Rb-Sr, Sm- 
Nd, and Pb-Pb; all resulting in straight line plots, 
seeming to indicate trustworthy ages. Each tech­
nique’s results were acceptably consistent within 
itself but inconsistent with the others. Their results 
varied from 841.5+ 164 million years (K-Ar) to 
1,379 ± 140 million years (Sm-Nd) with absolute 
values in the same order as before. Interestingly, 
the method using the longer half-life element gave 
the older age in every case.20

All of the results are listed in the table on the 
previous page. It may be that Institute for Creation 
Research scientists have done more radioisotope 
dating on Grand Canyon rocks than anyone else.

RATE conducted a similar study on rocks from the 
Beartooth Mountains of Wyoming. From a single specimen 
of amphibolite, a metamorphic rock, three discordant miner­
al isochron ages were obtained using the same three different 
methods, and again the results were in the same order. Each 
radioisotope pair appears to yield concordant ages internally 
between whole-rock and individual minerals.21 This is taken 
by advocates to imply accurate results, but the “accurate” 
methods disagree with one another. The RATE team sug­
gested the possibility that decay rates have indeed changed in 
the past, but changed differentially for each unstable isotope.

Basalts on the Canyon Rim

Now let us apply the same suite of methods to the recent 
volcanic rocks on the canyon’s rim. Remember that these pla­
teau basalts are extremely fresh looking and are lying on top of 
all other rocks in the canyon. Some even erupted after the can­
yon was eroded. Perhaps witnessed by Native Americans, they 
are easily the most recent rock units in the Grand Canyon.

Cutaway 
view o f  
Grand 
Canyon

20. Steven A. Austin, “Do Radioisotope Clocks Need Repair?” in Radio­
isotopes: Results (see note I), p. 325 92; Andrew A. Snelling, “Isochron 
Discordances," in Radioisotopes Results (see note I ). p. 393-524; Andrew 
A. Snelling, Steven A. Austin, and William A. Hoesch, “Radioisotopes in a 
Diabase Sill (Upper Precambrian) al Hass Rapids, Grand Canyon, Arizona: 
An Application and Test of the Isochron Dating Method," in Proceedings o f 
the Fifth ICC (see note 8), p. 279 284.
21. Steven A. Austin, "Do Radioisotope Clocks Need Repair?" in Radioiso­
topes: Results (see note 1), p. 325-392.

Basaltic Rock Layer
six K-Ar model ages................ 0.01 to 17 million years
five Rb-Sr model ages...... 1,270 to 1,390 million years
one Rb-Sr isochron age.................. 1,340 million years
one Pb-Pb isochron age.................. 2,600 million years

Kaibab 

Toroweap

PilwS i - ·

Cardenas Basalt (Precambrian)
five K-Ar model ages.............. 791 to 853 million years
six Rb-Sr model ages............980 to 1,100 million years
one Rb-Sr isochron age................... 715 million years
one Pb-Pb isochron age..................  1,070 million years

As mentioned betore, one K-Ar model date stands at 10 
thousand years, but another K-Ar model date of an olivine 
mineral from the same rock dated at 117 ± 3 million years.22 
(Some have proposed that this mineral was from an older 
pod that may have been incorporated into the later lava 
flow.) Other nearby specimens were dated by this method to 
be 3.67, 2.63, and 3.60 million years old.23

When RATE researcher Dr. Steve Austin conducted 
Rb-Sr studies on five specimens gathered from obviously 
recent (Quaternary) lava flows in the same area, he obtained 
a straight-line isochron age of 1.143 ± 0.22 billion years!24 * * 
Obviously, this isochron is discordant with the K-Ar dates 
and discrepant with the stratigraphic control, which places 
the entire suite of rocks at less than a few million years old, 
most likely in the low thousands of years.

Furthermore, these lava flows could not possibly be older 
than the Cardenas Basalts, even though both rock strata 
produced equally good isochron plots. Evolutionists would 
call the Rb-Sr isochron of the plateau basalts a fictitious 
isochron, with the isochron slope having no relationship to 
real time. Could the isochron (accepted as accurate) that was

22. P.E. Damon and others. “Correlation and Chronology of the Ore 
Deposits in Volcanic Rocks,” US Atomic Energy’ Commission Annual Report, 
No. COO-689-76 (1967).
23. Reynolds and others, Compilation o f Radiometric Age Determinations in 
Arizona (Tucson, AZ: Arizona Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology, 
1986), p. 14, 16.
24. Andrew A. Snelling, "Isochron Discordances and the Role of Inheri­
tance in Mixing of Radioisotopes in the Mantle and Crust,” in Radioiso­
topes: Results (see note 1), p. 393-524.
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•.miil.irly derived for the stratigraphi- 
i .illy lower Cardenas Basalts likewise 
In fictitious? And how does one 
know? How could you know?

Problems with the plateau 
basalts are magnified when 
.1 technique employing the 
t.it io of lead isotopes is used.
I ilty-five specimens were 
analyzed25 from numerous 
lava flows throughout the 
plateau. When the lead-lead 
i< stilts were plotted, they 
Melded an isochron age of 2.6 
t 0.21 billion years! This is the
oldest figure ever derived, yet it is 
lor the youngest suite of rocks! These 
specimens came from numerous sources; 
hut they plotted along a straight isochron line, 
attesting to their similar time of origin, usually thought 
to demonstrate the acceptability of results. Dr. Austin repro­
duced this trend.26 Surely fictitious isochrons are real, but 
neither they nor the accepted isochrons seem to be giving the 
title age of the rocks in question.

It must be admitted that rocks lower in the strata column 
usually (but as we have seen, not always) date older than rocks 
I ou nd higher in the column. The true ages are not discerned, 
even when the results are selectively reported; but something 
is going on which is not yet fully understood by creationists 
nt evolutionists. Uniformitarians, in their zeal to establish 
the old-earth position, misinterpret this enigmatic array of 
isotopes as evidence for great age. When the RATE scientists 
.ittacked this issue, they found that, in general, those isotopes 
which decay by emitting an alpha particle (i.e., U-Pb; Sm- 
N d) tend to yield older ages than those isotopes that decay 
by emitting a beta particle (i.e., K-Ar; Rb-Sr). Furthermore, 
t hose isotopes that are heavier, thus having a larger atomic 
number, also tend to give greater dates than the lighter iso­
topes. Following the lead of RATE, a number of creationists 
.tre attacking this problem, and more answers may be forth­
coming; but until then, surely the Bible-believing Christian 
need not be intimidated by radioisotope dating.

Age of Meteorites Earth

Over the years, estimates of earth’s age have varied dra­
matically. It was “proven” to be about 2 billion years old in

25. J.E. Everson, “Regional Variation in the Lead Isotopic Characteristics 
ol Late Cenozoic Basalts from the Southwestern United States," (I’ll. D. 
diss., California Institute of Technology, 1979), p. 454; C. Aliberl and others.

Isotope and Trace Element Geochemistry of Colorado Plateau Volcanics," 
Gcochimica et Cosmochimica Acta 50 (1986): p. 2735-2750.
26. S.A. Austin, “Isotopic and Trace Element Analysis of Hypersthene- 
normative Basalts from the Quaternary of Uinkaret Plateau, Western Grand 
( 'anyon, Arizona,” Geologic Society o f America Abstracts with Programs 24
( 1992): p. A26 1; Austin, Grant! Canyon: Monument, p. 125 126.

the 1930s, but has more than doubled 
in recent decades, as radioisotope 

techniques were employed. Ihe 
accepted age for the earth now 
rests in the neighborhood of 4.6 
billion years. From where did 
this number come? Obviously, 
it came from some form of 
radioisotope technique, but 
what rock was dated? What 
rock was here at the formation 
of the earth, such that it could 

give the earth’s age?27
Iheories on the formation

of the earth vary; but all (except 
special creation) hold that the earth 

was at one time, either during or 
after its formation, a molten fireball. No 

solid material was present. Whatever rocks
were present in those early days would have undergone 

intense metamorphism, so that no dating effort could be 
certain of anything before the alteration. The oldest known 
earth rocks are now claimed to be up to 3.8 billion years or 
so. So where did the 4.6 billion years come from?

The answer? Meteorites — rocks that fall from the sky. 
Sometimes these meteorites date at 4.6 billion years or so, 
usually when the age is obtained by the lead-lead isochron 
method.28 This age is then transferred to the earth.

Theories on the origin of the solar system propose that 
the sun and its planets condensed out of interstellar stardust 
at about the same time. Meteorites are thought by most to 
be remnants of either “planetesimals” that slammed together 
to form planets or of a planet that broke up after coalescing. 
Therefore, meteorites are of the same age as the earth. To 
date a meteorite is to date the earth, or so it is claimed. Now, 
obviously, some things are being assumed here, things that 
are not known.

A Meteorite Called Allende

A meteorite that has received much attention is a stony 
meteorite called Allende (a-yen-day). This extraterrestrial 
rock has perhaps been studied more than any other rock on 
earth. Numerous radioisotope techniques have been em­
ployed in determining its age, but it is the lead-lead dating 
result which has yielded the date of 4.6 billion years for the 
meteorite, and thus for the earth. But what does this mete­
orite really tell us? Do the different determinations agree? As 
you might suspect, not at all.

27. Stephen G. Brush, “The Age of the Earth in the Twentieth Century,” 
Earth Sciences History 8, no. 2 (1989): p. 170-182. See for a good history of 
dating efforts.
28. Faure, Principles o f Isotope Geology, p. 311-12. See for a review of this 
evidence and technique.
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Perhaps the most extensive dating effort29 studied the 
results from several radioisotope methods, including Pb- 
206/U-238, Pb-207/U-235, Pb-207/Pb-206, Pb-208/Th 
232, and Sr-87/Sr-86. For each of these methods (and others 
which did not give meaningful data), the authors identified 
the ages of the whole rock, as well as at least 50 different in­
clusions (mineral grains of a particular chemical composition) 
and of the rock matrix itself.

The U- Ih-Pb suite of tests on the inclusions yielded 
much scatter, from 3.91 billion years to 11.7 billion years. 
The matrix results varied from 4.49 to 16.49 billion years, 
with 13 out of 18 ages being impossibly high, even though 
estimates or the amount of original daughter isotopes were 
subtracted out. This subtraction amount was based on the 
lead content of the mineral troilite (iron sulfide) in yet an­
other important meteorite, the Canon Diablo meteorite. No 
isochron was possible.

The Canon Diablo troilite has been accepted as contain­
ing a representative ratio of radiogenic to non-radiogenic 
lead, and thus establishes the amount of original daughter 
material to be subtracted from the total. O f course, the 
individual atoms are identical and cannot be differentiated by 
simple inspection. The theoretical amount of original daugh­
ter material in all meteorites is simply accepted from the Ca­
non Diablo troilite ratio, the correct ratio in turn determined 
by its concordance with the accepted age of the solar system.

But the fact remains, there is a seeming excess of lead in 
meteorites, or a deficiency of uranium and thorium. Typi­
cally, there is too much lead for it to have been derived from 
decay of the uranium and/or thorium present. Thus, some 
estimate of the original daughter material must be made. 
Once done, meteorites still tend to give excessively high ages.

For Allende, the Rb-Sr suite of techniques yielded 
differing results. (The Sr-87/Sr-86 was the only technique 
discussed in the report —  the results of other methods were 
deemed too unreliable and were not supplied.) The inclu­
sions yielded ages from 0.70 billion years to 4.49 billion 
years, with most being significantly lower than expected.
The matrix ages were reported as 4.60 and 4.84 billion years, 
even though the best estimates of original daughter material 
were taken into account. No isochron was possible.

Although the dating of mineral inclusions is considered 
standard procedure and the results accepted on many occa­
sions, it is conceivable that discrepancies might arise. Thus, 
the whole-rock model age would take precedence. As can be 
seen from the following table, no agreement was reached, 
with many other values being greater than the assumed age 
of the solar system — an impossibility.

In the discussion portion of the article by Tatsumoto and 
coworkers, the authors gave reasons for the varied results,

29. M. Tatsumoto, D. Unrch, and G. Dcsborough, "U-Th-Pb and Rb-Sr 
Systemetics of Allende and U-Th-Pb syslematies of Orgueil,” Geochemica el 
Cosmochimica Acta 40 (1976): p. 616 634.

A radioactive inclusion produces damage in the 
form o f  concentric spheres, with each diameter 
recognizable as the decay o f  a particular isotope.

including anomalous concentrations in the original solar 
nebula, removal or enrichment of certain isotopes by later 
disturbance events, movement of mobile elements Rb and 
Pb from the matrix into the inclusions, large variations of 
isotope ratios in the individual inclusions, ratios affected by 
impact on earth, and original isolation from the solar nebula. 
If the results do not fit, explain them away! But how could a 
20th-century investigator possibly know what was happen­
ing in an isolated corner of the solar nebula five billion years 
ago? How could anyone have confidence in the few dates ac­
cepted? Perhaps they too are contaminated, and the true date 
is unknown. As it stands, the dates are accepted or rejected 
based on their agreement with an unproven and unprovable 
idea about solar-system formation. The scatter, which is very 
real, seems more impressive and important than the forced 
agreement with the theory.

“Age” o f Allende

Pb-207/Pb-206
Pb-207/U-235
Pb-206/U-238
Pb-208/T-232
Sr-87/Sr-86

4.50 billion years 
5.57 billion years 
8.82 billion years 
10.4 billion years 
4.48 billion years

Other investigators conducted a potassium-argon based 
effort of Allende, but it yielded no help. This study of the same 
mineral inclusions gave apparent ages averaging 5.29 billion
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Halo Sequence for 
238 U Parent

I l.ilo f o r 2‘°Po Parent

years, again older than the assumed age of the solar system.30 
I he suspected cause is potassium loss in the solar nebula.

At the very least, we can say that the isotope ratios of 
meteorites do not demonstrate conclusively that the earth’s 
age can be known. Even some evolutionists are inclined to 
agree. Note this concluding quotation:

We suspect that the lack of concordance [scat­
ter in the data] may result in some part from the 
choice of isotope ratios for primitive lead [the original 
amount assumed for daughter material based on the 
Canon Diablo troilite], rather than from lead gain or 
uranium loss. It therefore follows that the whole of 
the classic interpretation of the meteorite lead isotope 
data is in doubt, and that the radiometric estimates of 
the age of the earth are placed in jeopardy.31 *

But there is also much selectivity in reporting the data. 
Many results are discarded, but to the extent that “indepen­
dent” methods show similar isotope ratios compatible with a 
young age; this could mean that the universe is all the same 
young age, all created at about the same time, fully function­
al, with a God-ordained “very good” array of isotopes.

Radiohalos

Consider another very intriguing piece of evidence from 
radioactive elements. In recent years, creationist physicist 
Robert Gentry called our attention to an unusual phenom­
enon, which he interpreted as pointing to the instantaneous 
creation of granites. His conclusions have been published in
30. Heinrich D. Holland, The Chemical Evolution o f the Atmosphere and 
Ocean (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984), p. 6. See for a 
discussion of the study by T. Kirsten, 1980.
31. N. Gale and others, “Uranium-Lead Chronology of Chondrite Meteor­
ites,” Nature ( Physical Sciences) 240, (November 20, 1972): p. 57.

scientific journals and in his book Creations Tiny Mystery.31 
The RATE group confirmed his findings and greatly extend­
ed them, and thereby answered many unanswered questions.

Scientists have long known that when each particular 
radioactive atom decays, it gives off energy at a character­
istic level. For an alpha decay episode, this energy burst 
damages the mineral matrix in which the atom rests; and 
the size of the damaged zone reflects the level of energy 
released. Because uranium atoms (for purposes of this 
discussion) are usually found in clusters containing billions 
of atoms (which themselves occupy a very tiny point of 
space) within certain minerals, the decay of these unstable 
atoms over time produces a sphere of damage around the 
radio-centers.

As mentioned before, uranium decays to lead through 
a series of intermediate steps, each of which has its own 
characteristic energy level upon decay. If the tiny uranium- 
containing crystal resides in a well-formed crystalline struc­
ture, as is common in the mineral biotite (a form of mica 
frequently found in granitic rocks), the damage will appear 
as a series of concentric spheres around the cluster, corre­
sponding to a series of concentric circles, which are visible 
when one views a slice of the sphere through a microscope. 
These circles have come to be known as pleochroic halos, or 
radiohalos. Each element has its own characteristic halo size 
produced by its distinctive alpha decay energy. By observing 
the particular set of halos, one can deduce the identity of the 
original radioactive element and the intermediate daughter 
elements it produced.

Several of these intermediate decay steps have extremely 
short half-lives. For instance, when radon-222 (half-life of
32. Robert Gentry, Creation's Tiny Mystery, 2nd ed. (Knoxville, TN: Earth 
Science Associates, 1988).

61



Conventional age 
of rock

Number 
of rock 

samples 
(Number 
of slides 

prepared)

Number of halos counted

Po-210 Po-214 Po-218 U-238 Th-232

Tertiary
1 Ma-65 Ma

8(400) 9 0 0 2 0

Average number of radiohalos per slide 
= 0.028

Paluozolc-Mesozoic 
70 Ma-490Ma

70(3,485) 15,847 1,350 426 11.092 286

Average = 8.32

Precambrian
600Ma-2,900Ma

31(1,510) 1,788 23 2 510 3

Average = 1.54

Metamorphic
Rocks

100Ma-1,750Ma
21(1,051) 8,999 53 11 2,971 3

Average = 11.45

3.82 days) changes through alpha decay into polonium-218 
(half-life of 3.05 minutes), it almost immediately changes 
again, into lead-214. Likewise, when bismuth-214 (half- 
life of 29.7 minutes) changes through beta decay into 
polonium-214 (half-life of 1.6 x 1 0 ’ seconds), the poloni­
um-214 rapidly changes into lead-210. Furthermore, when 
bismuth-210 (half-life, 5 days) decays through beta decay 
into polonium-210 (half-life, 138 days), the polonium-210 
rather quickly reaches the stable lead-206 form. Obviously, 
the atom does not linger very long in any of these three 
polonium states before it decays into the next isotope in the 
decay chain.

Amazingly, the set of halos characteristic of polonium 
isotopes is sometimes found without the apparently more 
slowly forming uranium halos, showing no evidence of 
parent uranium but only parent polonium. There never 
was uranium present at these precise locations. Somehow, 
the short lived polonium must have gathered there before 
quickly decaying, producing these polonium halos.

Granite is conventionally thought to require many 
thousands ol years to cool from originally melted rocks 
in order lor its several types of mineral crystals to form, 
although the individual minerals, especially when concen­
trated, can rather quickly solidify once the temperature 
drops to the crucial points. Even pegmatite, a coarser- 
grained version of granite, frequently occurring as veins 
within granite, does not require an appreciable length of 
time to solidify. Since polonium isotopes have such very

short half-lives, it would 
be incredibly unlikely 
for the polonium halos 
to occur by themselves 
with no evidence of their 
parent material. There 
are only two possibili­
ties. Either the granites 
were instantaneously 
created in a hardened 
condition with polonium 
inclusions present, which 
subsequently decayed 
to form halos; or some­
how the polonium or 
its ancestors migrated 
to the decay centers in a 
very short period of time, 
after which the decay oc­
curred and the halos were 
preserved.

The first possibility 
was fully falsified by the 
RATE investigations.33 
Many of the granite hosts 
of the halos obviously

formed sometime after creation and are even found amid 
sediments deposited by the great Flood. Somehow the con­
centrations of polonium gathered after granite solidification, 
all the while decaying rapidly. The granite must have been 
solid when the polonium decayed, in order for the crystals 
to bear evidence of the zones of damage, and it must not 
have been heated to an elevated temperature after the spheres 
of damage formed, else the heating would have erased the 
halos. The granite cools too slowly, and the polonium decays 
too rapidly to accomplish this in any scenario other than 
extremely rapid implacement and cooling, or so it apparently 
seems. Evolutionists have come to call this a tiny mystery.

What is the solution to the mystery? Obviously, we 
cannot know for sure. God has not given us all the details.
But the polonium halos do exist in abundance and must be 
explained. The only hope for a true interpretation necessitates 
going back to Genesis for our basic model. Sticky points 
include the fact that all of these polonium halos are of the 
element polonium, which is in the decay chain of naturally 
occurring uranium and thorium atoms. Also, why are fully 
formed uranium halos almost always found in the same crys­
tals as the nearby polonium halos? The full uranium halos, 
which consist of numerous rings reflecting the multiple step 
decay chain, would seem to take a much longer time to form.

33. Andrew A. Snelling, “Radiohalos in Granites,” in Radioisotopes: Results 
(see note 1), p. 101-208.
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I he RA TE investigators, led in this proj- 
H i by Dr. Andrew Snelling, who performed 
yi oinan’s work, collected scores of granite 
s.miples from many locations on several 
i nntinents, and counted halos in each one.
Some samples were from Precambrian 
suurces, considered to date from creation 
week. Paleozoic and Mesozoic rocks were 
i eri.iinly from the Flood, while Tertiary 
tin ks were likely post-Flood. The RATE 
I· am found abundant halos in rocks from 
i \ ery designation except the Tertiary (post- 
I lood). As seen in Table 3.3, by far the
I irgest concentrations were from Flood rocks. Fully 
developed uranium halos, which require long periods of 
lime to form at today’s decay rates, were always found near 
I lie rapidly formed polonium halos. On first blush, finding 
die two together seems impossible, for they require 
incompatible histories. The only sequence of events that 
explains the facts is rapid movements of radioactive atoms 
i Dupled with accelerated decay episodes.

At the center of each U-238 halo now there is still 
.1 crystal containing uranium and lead atoms. But at the
i cuter of the polonium halos are empty holes, evidence that
ii was only a liquid or gas that migrated there. One of the 
intermediate decay chain isotopes is a mobile, inert gas.
Also, polonium is known to have an attraction for sulfur 
and chlorine, and usually traces of sulfur and chlorine were 
lound nearby too, in the mineral hosting these halos. Evi­
dently the migrating fluids and radioactive gas were pulled 
into central locations (or centers) where they subsequently 
decayed.

Subsurface, fast-moving hydrothermal (hot water) fluids 
are known to exist within cooling granite. In all likelihood, 
ii was by this mechanism that atoms of radioactive elements 
were moved into place as they were decaying. Remember, 
one of the gaseous intermediate links can easily migrate, and 
note that all radiohalos are found along cleavage (splitting) 
planes within crystals and/or near tiny fractures in the min­
erals. These migrating fluids may have also played an impor­
tant role in conveying excess heat away from the rock. This 
stunning evidence from radiohalos invalidates two of the 
assumptions of radioisotope dating: that of a closed system 
and  that of constant decay rates. It also partially solves the 
heat problem.

As encouraging as these findings are, let me not leave the 
impression that radioisotope dating has been overturned. It 
has been called into question, flaws in its foundation ex­
posed, and its results shown to be inconsistent. In short, it 
is in trouble, but it is still a very formidable concept in the 
minds of many. Much research needs to be done and is being 
done at ICR and elsewhere.

Carbon 14
Many people have the mistaken notion that the car­

bon 14 dating technique plates the age of the earth at billions 
of years and various rocks at millions of years. But, in real­
ity, the carbon-14 method is valid only tor “recent” times. 
Carbon-l4’s half-life is only 5,730 years, meaning that much 
decay has occurred within human history. Alter ten hall-lives 
or so (57,300 years), there should be essentially no C-14 left. 
Even the most devoted advocate would not claim that C-14 
dating has any relevance beyond about 100,000 years before 
the present time, and its inaccuracies are well-known. It 
decays so rapidly that even if the entire mass of the observable 
universe was packed with carbon-14 atoms, after just 1.5 mil­
lion years there would not be a single C-14 atom left. If any 
C-14 is present in a specimen it must be younger than that.

Thankfully, the carbon-14 technique does have some 
application in the most recent few thousand years. If the 
standard assumptions are valid (i.e., that the rate of car­
bon-14 decay is constant, that there have been no additions 
or deletions of parent or daughter materials in a specimen, 
and that the amount of the daughter material present at the 
start is known), then the method can perhaps tell us some­
thing about the specific dates of historical artifacts. Its only 
real application is in archaeology, not in geology.

First, know that carbon-14 dating is only applicable for 
carbon-based material. It is not helpful in dating inorganic 
rocks, but, rather, carbon-based, once-living remains such as 
bone, plant material, or fleshy parts. For instance, a tree bur­
ied by a lava flow can be dated by C-14, but the hardened 
lava itself cannot be dated by this method.

Next, a short description of the concept of C-14 dating 
is in order. Carbon-14 is formed when nitrogen-14 interacts 
with a cosmic ray-produced neutron in the upper atmosphere. 
Iliis rate of formation is known. This radioactive isotope of 
carbon comprises only a minor percentage of total carbon. 
Only one atom of carbon-14 exists per one trillion atoms 
of stable carbon. This ratio of radioactive carbon (C-14) to 
stable carbon (C-12) can be measured in the environment 
today. Ihe ratio changes as C-14 decays back to nitrogen-14.
It would only take about 30,000 years for the rate of C-14
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Bristlecone pine tree

buildup to equal the rate of its decay, so it is usually assumed 
that the atmosphere must be in carbon-14 equilibrium, with 
equal amounts of C-14 being formed and decaying.

Both forms of carbon are found distributed through­
out the atmosphere, oceans, and earth. When a C-14 atom 
becomes part of a carbon dioxide molecule, it enters the food 
chain, first through plants, then into animals that eat the 
plants, and then into carnivores. Once the plant or animal 
dies, it ceases to interact with the environment by breathing, 
eating, and/or absorbing. Thus, it ceases to take in the normal 
ratio of C -12 to C-14 atoms, and the unstable C-14 atoms 
begin to decay back into N-14, thus changing the C-12/C- 
14 ratio over time. By measuring this ratio at any time after 
death, one can get an idea of when the plant or animal ceased 
taking in C-14 from the outside and through this derive the 
time since its death.

Many processes, such as ground-water leaching, bacte­
rial action, etc., can alter the concentrations of the parent or 
daughter material; and so care must be taken, and usually 
is taken, to date only those specimens that give no appear­
ance of having been contaminated or leached. Carbon-14 
decays at a rather stable rate and has been further calibrated 
by comparing its results with historically known dates; but 
the assumption of the original concentration is once again a 
weakness of the technique.

Remember, it would take only 30,000 years or so to 
produce an equilibrium state between C-14 formation and 
decay, starting from an atmosphere with no C-14. Normally, 
the assumption is made that such an equilibrium has existed 
throughout the past, since most think the earth’s atmosphere 
is much older than 30,000 years. This assumption of equilib­
rium provides a value for the concentration of C-14 at death; 
however, this assumption has now been disproved. It is now 
known to all investigators that C-14 is not in equilibrium,

that the C-14 concentration is cur­
rently increasing. Thus, the carbon-14 
age must be adjusted, using a calibra­
tion curve derived by dating objects of 
known age.

Unfortunately, many times even 
adjusted C-14 dates on objects do not 
agree with historically derived ages. I 
remember talking once with a famous 
archaeologist from the University of 
Pennsylvania doing an excavation in the 
country of Turkey. He had discovered 
an ancient tomb with wooden timbers.
I asked if he had sent timber samples 
off for dating through the carbon-14 
method. His reply and candid admis­
sion shocked me. He had, of course, 
sent samples off for dating, but claimed 
he would never believe anything that 
came back from a carbon-14 lab. Nor 

was he aware of any archaeologist in the world who would 
accept such dates. If the date agreed with what he knew it 
should be historically, then the data would be published; 
if not, it would be ignored. He was obliged to carbon-date 
artifacts to keep his grant money coming, and he always did 
so; but he did not trust the method or its results.

On another occasion, I was debating an evolutionist 
at the national convention of the American Archaeological 
Society when dating processes came up. I chided the ar­
chaeologists present by insisting that they should be honest 
and admit that they never trust carbon-14 dates. There was 
nervous laughter throughout the audience, but no one even 
attempted to contradict me.

This total distrust of the method is, of course, an over­
statement. There are many who do take the results from 
carbon-14 dating seriously. But only on very rare occasions 
does anyone take it as definitive, particularly when the date 
cannot be verified by another technique, usually a historical 
dating method.

The salvation of the carbon-14 technique has supposedly 
come through calibration by dendrochronology (tree-ring 
dating). By comparing the C-14/C-12 ratios in tree rings 
stretching back into the past, a calibration curve can be 
drawn. This is believed to give the researcher information 
on the precise carbon inventory in the atmosphere at the 
time the tree-ring formed and, therefore, makes possible the 
dating of other objects that died that year which presumably 
possessed the same C-14/C-12 ratio at death.

The technique is very precise and persuasive, but it also 
has a serious weakness —  one that has not been resolved 
involving the reliability of dendrochronological methods as 
developed by researchers. The oldest living tree is thought to 
be on the order of 4,500 years old, yet advocates claim tree­
ring chronology extends roughly twice that. Obviously, since
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1111 single tree lived throughout the entire
lime, dendrochronologists must match up
tin ling patterns from trees whose life spans
,ih  thought to have overlapped in order
In extend the series far back into the past.
I his, of course, is fraught with difficulty and
subjective analyses. Even trees living today
in ihe same forest do not always show the 

une tree-ring patterns. Variations are seen
horn tree to tree due to distance from water
source, prevailing sunlight direction, nutri­
ents in the soil, storm patterns, etc. Inves­
tigations look for shorter sequences within
i he pattern thought to be unique, and thus
i an be used for correlation. Much care is
l iken, but problems still exist. The overlap­
ping sequences are never perfect.

Among the pines [the bristlecone] is, if anything, 
even more undependable than the Junipers. . . . We 
have many cores from bristlecones growing in the 
White Mountains of California, east of the Sierra Ne- 
vadas, at altitudes of 10,000 feet, where the rainfall is 
low and erratic. There are also a number of cores from 
bristlecones growing at high altitudes in southwestern 
Utah and on the San Francisco Peaks at Flagstaff, Ari­
zona. Comparison of charts of measured rings shows 
no similarity whatever. ’ '

The construction of a definitive bristlecone chro­
nology was, however, not without its difficulties. The 
trees grow extremely slowly and examples showing 40 
rings per centimeter are common. With such narrow- 
ringed material, years of particular stress result in 
rings being locally absent. In fact, in any one core as 
many as 5 percent of the total number of rings may be 
missing. In order to overcome this problem there was 
a strong need for multiple cores and for replication 
between trees.34 35

Both the dendrochronology and the C-14 scales depend 
very much on at least pseudo-uniformity in the environment 
ihroughout the time spans covered. This, of course, would 
he impossible, given the biblical Flood. If the Flood really 
occurred the way the Bible says, no tree could have survived. 
Furthermore, the Flood would have drastically altered the 
carbon inventory in the world as it laid down the vast limestone 
deposits (calcium carbonate), coal deposits, and oil shales. At 
i he time of the Flood, great amounts of carbon were removed 
from the atmosphere and oceans and were no longer available

34. Harold S. Gladwin, “Dendrochronology, Radiocarbon and Bristlecones," 
Anthropological Journal o f Canada 14, no. 4 (1976): p. 5.
35. M.G.L. Baillie, Tree-Ring Dating and Archaeology (Chicago, IL: Univer­
s ity  of Chicago Press, 1982), p. 36.

Ancient tomb with wood timbers

for ingestion or absorption into animals or plants, thus 
destroying any semblance of uniformity in nature and also any 
hope of a calibration curve going back before the Flood. Nor 
would such a calibration be possible for the first few centuries 
following the Flood, during which time things re-stabilized. As 
mentioned, the carbon-14 built up in the atmosphere has not 
yet even reached equilibrium with its decay.

We do not know all that happened to the available carbon 
at the time of the Flood and the years soon after. Nor do we 
know precisely what happened to the environment. In all 
likelihood, there were intense weather patterns and numerous 
volcanic events for hundreds of years. It would not be sur­
prising if unstable and extreme weather conditions, particu­
larly during the Ice Age that followed Noah’s flood, might 
have caused numerous tree rings to develop in any one year. 
Furthermore, extensive volcanism late in the Flood and after 
the Flood could have released much primordial CO2 in the 
atmosphere that would have had little C-14. Trees incorporat­
ing into themselves this unnaturally low ratio of C-14/C-12 
in the atmosphere would have an elevated C-14 age. These 
conditions, combined with the magnetic field struggling to 
regain equilibrium and causing unpredictable fluctuations in 
cosmic ray influx, could very well result in a varying rate of 
C-14 formation. Cross correlation between ring arrays from 
different trees would be impossible.

C-14 in “Ancient” Rocks

But the story does not stop there. Over the years 
there has been a growing awareness that “ancient” carbon­
bearing rock formations contain some C-14. According to 
conventional dating methods, they are so old they should 
be carbon-14 dead. For instance, coal is essentially made of
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Table o f C -14 Results

Coal
Location & 
G eologic Era

I

Coal
Seam

C onven­
tional
G eologic
Age
(M illions of 
Years)

C -14/ 
C-12 
(pMC ± 
lo )

Cenozoic

Texas Bottom 3 4 -5 5 0.30 ±
0.03

North
Dakota Beulah 3 4 -5 5

0.20 ±
0.02

Montana Pust 3 4 -5 5
0.27 ±
0.02

M esozoic

Utah Lower
Sunnyside

6 5 -1 4 5 0.35 ±
0.03

Utah Blind
Canyon 6 5 -1 4 5 0.10 ±

0.03

Arizona Green 6 5 -1 4 5
0.18 ±
0.02

Paleozoic

Kentucky Kentucky 
# 9 3 0 0 -3 1 1 0.46 ±

0.03
Pennsylva­
nia

Lykens 
Valley #2

300-311 0.13 ±
0.02

Pennsylva­
nia

P itts­
burgh 3 0 0 -3 1 1 0.19 ±

0.02

Illinois Illinois #6 300-311 0.29 ±
0.03

Average percent m odern carbon for 
the ten coal sam ples is 0.247 ± 0.025

carbon. Limestone’s chemical formula is CaCO3, or calcium 
carbonate. When limestone undergoes heat and pressure it 
becomes marble. In each case, the formations are thought to 
be far too old to have C-14 remaining, but over the years, 
investigators have noted C-14 present, particularly in coal. The 
scientists were not actually “dating” the coal, for they thought 
they already knew the age, hut on occasion they conducted 
isotopic analyses and listed carbon-14 as a minor constituent.

Previously, the device used to determine atomic makeup 
lacked the ability to identify extremely small quantities of

C-14 in older specimens. In recent years, highly sensitive 
accelerator mass spectrometer (AMS) tests have routinely 
discovered the presence of C-14. Many subsequent tests were 
run in an attempt to find out how C-14 “contamination” 
had taken place. They never found a contamination source, 
but their published results are instructive.

In each case, when “ancient” sources containing car­
bon were analyzed, they were found to contain C-14, even 
though they should have been C-14 dead. Samples from all 
layers of the geologic column, from Precambrian marble and 
graphite to Paleozoic limestone, wood, and even Mesozoic 
dinosaur bone were all found to contain C-14. Typically 
they dated from 30,000-60,000 years, using uniformitarian 
calibration curves, not “too old to measure” as was expected.

The RATE team collected all the published data and 
verified the ones on coal by doing their own tests, They ac­
quired samples of numerous coal seams from North Amer­
ica, gathered by government researchers in such a way as to 
minimize contamination and maintained in pristine condi­
tion. These samples were subjected to AMS analysis; and in 
each case, the “very old” specimens (varying from 50-300 
million years old in conventional thinking) contained C-14. 
Every coal seam, the ones ICR dated and the ones others 
dated, contained short-lived C-14, indicating they were only 
a few thousand years old at most!’6 (See chart.)

Couple these findings with results revealing C-14 in var­
ious fossils, from whalebone to shells of invertebrate animals 
to foraminifera (tiny sea fossils). Each specimen was thought 
to be of great age, but each dated only a few thousand 
years old. Nothing that was studied was C-14
dead; and therefore, no specimen was as
much as 100,000 years old! This
fact is unthinkable for an
evolutionist.

Recently 
it has been de­
termined that numer­
ous dinosaur bones have 
retained their boney material.
Some even have parts that are soft 
and pliable. These have not been carbon 
dated by their evolutionary discoverers, but I 
hope they soon are.

36. John R. Baumgardner, “C-14 Evidence for a Recent Global Flood and a 
Young Earth," in Radioisotopes: Results (see note I ), p. 587-630.
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Evidences o f Accelerated Decay 
D iscovered by RATE

♦ H elium  atoms trapped in zircon crystals
* Rock dated at 1. 5 b illion  years show ed  

evidence o f 6,000 years o f diffusion

♦ Uranium  and polonium  halos found  
together

* In rocks o f all ages, including Flood  
rocks

* Rapidly m oving fluids transported  
atom s to decay centers where they  
quickly form ed halos.

' D iamonds: A Creationist’s 
Best Friend

There is another form of carbon that RATE studied 
— one diat had never been dated. Diamonds are a crystal-

I line form of carbon, thought to have formed in earth’s earli- 
I est days under extreme conditions. Because of their supposed

great age, inorganic origin, and complete impermeability, no 
" one had ever even suggested they might contain C-14. Until

RATE, that is. Under this program, diamonds from several 
varied sources were obtained and tested. Once again, each 
specimen contained measurable C-14 and dated just thou­
sands ol years old.

♦ A ncient carbon-bearing rocks 
contain C-14

However, over the last several decades, some creation­
ists have dated dinosaur bones, ancient wood, etc., but the 
newer AMS was not yet in use. I worked for several years 
documenting dinosaur footprints and other markings in the 
( ilen Rose limestone of central Texas. This limestone forma­
tion, which is thought to be 100 million years old, contains 

abundant wood frag­
ments. Over 

the years, 
the other 
research­
ers and 
I dated 
several

37. John Morris, Tracking Those Incredible Dinosaurs (Nashville, TN: Thom­
as Nelson Publishers, 1980).
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this period), and C-14 began 
to build up once again in the 
upper atmosphere. The biblical 
Book of Job was written dur­
ing this chaotic period and it 
often mentions ice and snow 
in the northern regions, (e.g., 
Job 38:22-23, 29-30) as well 
as cave men (Job 30:1-8) and 
dinosaurs (Job 40:15—41:30). 
We have yet to understand all 
the ramifications.

Dr. Larry Vardiman of ICR 
is researching similar unsettled 
conditions recorded in ice cores 
extracted from the ice sheets 
of Greenland and Antarctica. 
Glacial ice forms as excessive

Consider the options. Was there contamination? 
Impossible, for diamonds are the hardest natural sub­
stance, completely impenetrable. Could the C-14 have 
spontaneously formed from N-14 within the diamond? 
Perhaps, but this has never been observed to happen 
and demands special conditions. Furthermore, even if 
C-14 formed, it would be subject to spontaneous decay, 
just like all C-14 atoms. In just a few half-lives it would 
all be gone. Is there a continuing source of radiation 
that would continually produce more C-14 internally?
If so, how could it last, and how could we ever date 
any specimens, if C-14 can spontaneously form in situ?. 
Under any possible scenario, C-14 dating of anything 
is invalidated! It would be more reasonable if there was 
an episode of accelerated decay sometime recently. Can 
it be that the earth formed not too long ago and that 
diamonds that date from creation contained some C-14, 
and there has not yet been enough time for it all to 
decay? That seems to be the best option, most consistent 
with the data.

PO ST-FLO O D  CATASTROPHISM
The “very good” environment in the world’s begin­

ning ceased when Adam sinned. “Cursed is the ground” 
as a result of what you have done (Gen. 3:17), he heard 
the Creator say. Nevertheless, things still functioned 
well until the time of the Flood when everything 
changed. The fountains of the great deep spewed forth 
their contents and the windows of heaven opened.
The created equilibrium was no more. It no doubt 
took several hundred years for the earth to settle back 
down into the relative equilibrium we now enjoy. In 
those transition years, earth’s magnetic field fluctuated, 
weather patterns varied wildly (the Ice Age occurred in

■ B B 4

A ssum ptions o f R adioisotope Dating versus 
Reality

C losed
System

RATE discovered m any ways by 
which a rock remains open to 
contam ination. Steam generated  
by the hot rock may be m ore ef­
ficient at m oving iso topes than  
ground water. D iscordant dates
were com m on.

Initial
C onditions

RATE collected  dates from  many 
historic lava flows. Virtually 
all o f them  indicated daughter 
products were present at the 
start.

Constant
Decay Rate

RATE discovered three clear 
indicators that decay rates had 
changed in the past.
♦ H elium  produced by uranium  
decay was extensive but had not 
had tim e to escape.
♦ Radiohalos o f short-lived  
polonium  were found adjacent 
to uranium  halos which under 
today’s decay rates would re­
quire a long tim e to form.
♦ D ating results from  m ultiple  
m ethods on the sam e rock show  
alpha-decay accelerated m ore 
than beta-decay ep isodes, as did 
heavier isotopes.



Glaciologists taking ice cores in Sweden. Individual storm patterns are often misinterpreted as annual layers.

snow accumulates and compacts tightly into ice. Often the 
ice contains horizontal bands looking somewhat like tree 
rings, which uniformitarian researchers claim represent many 
winter/summer patterns. If each couplet is interpreted as one 
year, the total time indicated extends back for tens of thou­
sands of years. But Dr. Vardiman’s research indicates that the 
evidence better points to a time of intense volcanism and 
erratic storm patterns for only several hundred years, with 
frequent dynamic storms creating many pseudo-winter/sum- 
mer patterns each year. This, of course, would be the Ice Age, 
caused by the Genesis flood. Evidently, the earth’s processes 
were so destabilized by the global flood cataclysm that the 
earth took several hundred years to restabilize.38 The Ice Age 
occurred during this time. What would this environmental 
crisis do to trees and their tree rings?39 40 Are multiple trees 
rings possible per year?

Some creationists have investigated the tree-ring and 
carbon-14 calibration problems and have concluded·*0

38. Michael Oard, An Ice Age Caused by the Genesis Flood (El Cajon, CA: 
ICR, 2002).
39. Larry Vardiman, Ice Cores and the Age o f the Earth (Santee, CA: ICR.
1993). See this monograph by Dr. Vardiman.
40. Gerald Aardsma, Carbon-14 and the Age o f the Earth (Santee, CA: ICR, 
1991).

that even if one accepts standard tree-ring chronology, the 
only way to make sense out of the C-14 data is to accept a 
world-restructuring event no longer ago than about 12,000 
B.C., which completely altered the world’s carbon balance. 
While that date may be high, note that the C-14 data is not 
compatible with any sort of an old-earth model. We do not 
have all the answers yet, but the evidence is strongly in favor 
of the overall young-earth/Flood model. Research needs to 
continue, particularly on the tree-rings and C-14 calibration. 
O f all the radioisotope dating methods, carbon-14 is one of 
a very few which could potentially tell us something about 
true history. The rest have essentially little or no sensitivity 
below several million years.

Again, please do not get the impression that radioisotope 
dating has been disproved, because it often does yield results 
which are consistent with the standard old-earth paradigm. 
The make-up of the early earth and the dynamics of the 
Flood and the centuries following are still not completely 
understood, either; and until more is known, we cannot fully 
understand what these isotope ratios are telling us.

However, as we have seen, we can be confident that the 
radioisotope dating methods are not as accurate as we are 
told and need not be intimidating to the advocate of the
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young earth. This is especially true as we recognize the basic 
assumptions of all such techniques, which in essence involve 
denial of the biblical facts of creation and the Flood. Our 
distrust of these methods even increases when we recognize 
that the methods frequently give discrepant, discordant, or 
fictitious dates anti are frequently, if not usually, discarded.

The troubles of the radiocarbon dating method are 
undeniably deep anti serious. Despite 35 years of technologi­
cal refinement anti better understanding, the underlying 
assumptions have been strongly challenged, and warnings are 
out that radiocarbon may soon find itself in a crisis situation. 
Continuing use of the method depends on a “fix-it-as-we-go”

approach, allowing for contamination here, fractionation 
there, and calibration whenever possible. It should be no 
surprise, then, that fully half of the dates are rejected. The 
wonder is, surely, that the remaining half has come to be 
accepted.

No matter how “useful” it is, though, the radiocarbon 
method is still not capable of yielding accurate and reliable 
results. There are gross discrepancies, the chronology is un­
even and relative, and the accepted dates are actually selected 
dates.41

41. Robert E. Lee, “Radiocarbon, Ages in Error,” Anthropological Journal o f 
Canada 19, no. 3 (1981): p. 9, 29.

Biblical Arguments for a Global Flood

y . ' The depth an d  duration o f  the Flood — The Flood waters covered the m ountains to a
depth of at least the draft o f Noah's ark (Gen. 7 :19-20). Today's m ountains in the Ara­

rat region include M ount Ararat, which rises to 17,000 feet in elevation. The Flood lasted  
for a year, peaking 150 days after it started (7:11, 8:3-4), then it began to abate. A year-long m oun­
tain-covering Flood is not a local Flood.

The physica l causes fo r  the Flood — The Bible explains that the breaking open o f “all the foun­
tains o f the great deep” and the “windows o f heaven” (7:11) were the primary causes. The “deep” is 

I the ocean; thus the “great deep” could hardly be the cause o f a lim ited  local Flood. The “w indow s” 
seem  to refer to the “waters above the (atm ospheric) firm am ent” (1:7). These were global causes, 
producing a global effect.

M any expressions o f the Flood's g lobal nature — An honest look at the Flood account uncovers an 
abundance o f term s and phrases, each o f which is best understood in a global sense. Taken together  
as form ing the context for each other, the case is overwhelm ing. An abridged listing  follows:

G enesis 6 — “M ultiply on the face o f the earth” (v. 1). “W ickedness o f man was great in 
the earth” (v. 5). “M ade m an on the earth” (v. 6). “D estroy man whom  I have created from  the 
face o f the earth, both m an, and beast, creeping thing and birds o f the air” (v. 7; not just herds 
of dom esticated anim als as claim ed). “The earth also was corrupt before G od” (v. 11; how  
much can God observe?). “The earth was filled w ith vio lence” (v. 11); “God looked upon the 
earth” (v. 12). “All flesh . . .  upon the earth [not just hum ans]” (v. 12). “The end o f all flesh” (v.
13). “The earth is filled w ith violence” (v. 13). “Destroy them  w ith the earth” (v. 13). “Flood-

<
 waters on the earth” (v. 17). “To destroy . . .  all flesh” (v. 17). “W hich is the breath o f life”

(v. 17; not just dom esticated animals). “From under heaven” (v. 17; not just the atm osphere  
above M esopotam ia). “Everything that is on the earth shall d ie” (v. 17; anim als at a distance  
would have been unaffected by a local Flood). “Every living thing o f all flesh” (v. 19; couldn't 
be just Noah's herds). “To keep them  alive” (v. 19). “Birds . . .  to keep them  alive” (v. 20; birds 
could certainly survive a local Flood).

G enesis 7—”To keep the species alive” (v. 3). “On the face o f all the earth” (v. 3). “All liv­
ing things that I have m ade” (v. 4). “D estroy from  the face o f the earth” (v. 4). “The flood of  
waters was upon the earth” (v. 6). “Because o f the waters o f the flood” (v. 7). “The waters o f  
the flood ” (v. 10).



List the three major assumptions of radioisotope dating and show how 
they compare with the potato basket illustration and your own illustration

What would cause a volcanic rot k ol let cut 
were extensively old?

Why are the rocks commonly found in the Grand ( lanyon not datable 
using radioisotope dating methods?

Give a summary of the helium escape dating method proposed by the 
RATE Project.

Summarize the finding from the carbon-14 investigations through RATE

The discovery of the recent apparent age of diamonds through carbon-14 
impressive. Flow do the three assumptions of radioisotope dating bear on 
the effort to date diamonds?
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HUMAN HISTORY AND 
THE YOUNG EARTH

O'

I
I

if  all the dating techniques 
'available to us, only a few tend 

to give ages on the order of millions 
or billions of years, namely those 
radioisotope dating techniques (with 
the exception of carbon-14) discussed 
previously and a few others that are 
not included. There are, however, 
many other techniques available to 
date the earth and its various systems, 
many of them based on much 
sounder science than radioisotope 
dating. Although employing the same 
uniformitarian assumptions critiqued 
in this book, the vast majority of these 
dating methods give maximum ages 

for the earth that are much too low to have allowed _ _  
for evolution to occur.

All dating techniques are based on careful 
measurements and sound theory, but they share a 
common weakness in that they all employ the same 
uniformitarian, naturalistic assumptions inherent in 
radioisotope schemes, and therefore give question­
able results. However, many such methods are more 
reliable than radioisotope schemes, even though these 
methods are not necessarily correct either. Rocks and 
other earth systems are not at all reliable for dating 
the earth, whether individual rocks or entire physi­
cal systems, simply because dating methods rely on 
improvable assumptions which are in some instances 
biblically incorrect. But the methods explained 
in this chapter anil the next involve less 
objectionable applications of these
assumptions than radioisotope 
dating. I hey rely to a greater 
degree on true history — writ­
ten and observed history and 
are thus more reliable.

An effective debating tech­
nique is to show that the assump­
tions used by one’s opposition

Proton
Atom

lead to illogical conclusions, conclusions that even they do not 
like. In that spirit, we can use the set of assumptions employed 
by old-earth advocates and demonstrate internal inconsisten­
cies in that way of thinking. When we do this, the weight of 
the evidence, even using their assumptions, points toward a 
young earth. Most of the evidence implies that the earth is far 
too young to be compatible with the evolutionary world view.

That is the key. Since the rocks themselves are not defini­
tive as to age, the most we can hope for is to show that rocks 
and systems are not compatible with a particular world view. 
Having said that, we must acknowledge that, to some degree, 
the radioisotope techniques are loosely compatible with the 
view that the earth and its systems are millions or billions of 
years old, all the while recognizing that questions regarding 
them give us reason to distrust their conclusions. But there 
exists a large body of evidence that does not fit at all with

Cosmic Ray

Neutron

Nitrogen (Nl4)Atom 
(7 protons and 7 neutrons)

Carbon C Atom 
(6 protons and 8 neutrons)

Currently C 14/C ,2= 1/1,000,000,000,000 
Small amount of carbon is radioactive
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i >kl earth ideas, although derived by using uniformitarian 
techniques. In fact, we cannot fully disprove old-earth ideas, 
hut we can show internal inconsistencies within that model.

Some of these alternative dating techniques point to an 
,tgc of only thousands of years, while others give ages in the 
low millions. Remember that all these techniques involve 
assumptions that largely exclude the possibility of creation 
or Noah’s flood. But even given those invalid assumptions 
(i.c., the same assumptions evolutionists use), the weight of 
die evidence is much more compatible with the young-earth 
position than with the old-earth position. The data cannot 
specifically tell us one way or the other, but the young-earth 
position appears to be favored. This chapter and the follow­
ing chapters give several of these specific chronometers (or 
means of determining time) that point toward the young 
earth —  an earth too young to have allowed for evolution.
We will first look at some involving human civilization.

Recent Dating of C ivilization

Several writers have advocated various dating methods, 
which, even if not definitive, are compelling.1 One involves 
the fact that civilization dates to only five thousand or so 
years ago, at the beginning of written history. Evolutionary 
ideas, however, would insist that humans diverged from ape­
like ancestors some three million years ago and through a 
gradual increase in culture developed into Stone Age people 
and then Bronze Age, Iron Age, and up into the modern era.
I his gradual increase in technology and cultural levels should 
be reflected in archaeological discoveries.

In reality, this is not borne out. Archaeologists have 
shown that in a variety of places around the world, very ad­
vanced, modern cultures sprang up suddenly, almost simul­
taneously. These were complete civilizations, each possess­
ing a complex language, sophisticated culture, agricultural 
knowledge, rather impressive technology, and many times a 
written language. These cultures were able to devise elabo­
rate calendars and build pyramids, impressive buildings, and 
seagoing vessels. Most eventually lost their advanced technol­
ogy, and only in the last few hundred years has mankind be­
gun to regain it. This early technology, even more advanced 
in some cases than modern technology, is not what would 
be expected if humans had recently been beetle-browed, 
stoop-shouldered, long-armed knuckle-walkers, hunting and 
gathering for their daily food.

Yet, true history — that is, written history - relying on 
human observation and authentication agrees remarkably 
with that suggested by biblical history. According to Scripture, 
human culture from its very start was advanced, and humans 
have always been intelligent. The only claims which disagree 
with this perspective are those derived from the illegitimate 
use of dating techniques as described before, as well as from
1. See for example, Henry M. Morris, Biblical Basis for Modern Science 
(Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 1984), p. 414-426.

Metal spike embedded in 
fossilized wood in rock dated 
60 million years

the evolutionary as­
sumption of human 
development. But 
evidence for primitive 
cultures can be more 
easily understood 
in terms of isolated 
language groups of 
intelligent people, 
migrating away from 
the Tower of Babel, 
having been separated 
linguistically, and no 
longer having access to the broad array of technology available 
to other groups. “Primitive” people groups were those which 
totally lost their technology from misuse or hardship, and 
who did not compete well against larger, better-situated, and 
advanced language groups.

Anthropologists have noted remarkable similarities be­
tween the historical folklore of nearly all cultures. Hundreds 
of widely dispersed people groups have a similar legend of a 
flood, sent by God because of man’s wickedness, but survived 
by a favored righteous family, who built a huge boat for sur­
vival which eventually landed on a high mountain. Their com­
mon themes speak of a common ancestry that alone survived 
the Flood and passed the story of it on to their descendants.

Less well-known are the common creation legends, again 
held by groups in all corners of the globe. Typically, the 
legends tell of a great golden age in which food was abun­
dant, life spans were long, and the language was the same. 
This wonderful situation was lost due to disobedience and 
punishment, eventually leading to a great watery cataclysm.
A smaller but not insignificant number of legends tells of a 
God-induced dispersion of tribes, followed by migration and 
reestablishment of civilization. I he similarities with Genesis 
are obvious, and fit the thesis that all people alive today de­
scended from Noah, and remember their legendary histories. 
Indeed, the creation, Fall, Flood, and dispersion are all such 
monumental events they would be hard to forget, and re­
main by having been passed down through the generations.
I he stories have all (hanged somewhat in the telling and 
retelling, but their essence remains. This is what we would 
expect il biblical history is true.

Popui ation Statistics

( Ibscrvation of the earth’s population and population 
growth likewise supports the young earth. Given the total 
number of people on earth today, now over 6 billion, and 
the present rate of population growth of about 2 percent 
per year, it would take only about 1,100 years to reach the 
present population from an original pair. This is of the same 
order of magnitude as the time since Noah’s flood — at least 
it is within the right ballpark.
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Human remains are rarely buried complete, except by purposeful burial. 
Fragile remains are seldom preserved.

But suppose man has been around for one million years, 
as evolutionists teach. If present growth rates are typical, 
there should be about 1086l)0 people alive today! That’s 10 
with 8,600 zeros following it! This number is obviously ab­
surd, and no evolutionist would claim it to be accurate. But 
it is an example of uniformitarian thinking in action.

Of course, the assumption of stable population growth 
throughout the past might seem unreasonable because of fam­
ines, plagues, and wars. However, the last few centuries, which 
have seen interdependent societies, mass weaponry, and crowd­
ed cities develop, have also seen the most brutal genocides, 
rampant abortion rates, the worst wars, the worst famines, and 
the worst plagues, in which multiplied millions have died. And 
yet the population growth rate has not changed much.

The Fossil Record

• 95% of all fossils are 
marine invertebrates, mostly 
shellfish.

• Of the remaining 5%,
95% are algae anil plant fossils 
(4.75%).

• 95% of the remaining 
0.25% consists of the other 
invertebrates, including insects 
(0.2375%).

• The remaining 0.0125% 
includes all vertebrates, mostly 
fish. Very few land vertebrates 
have been found, and almost 
all of them consist of less than

Carved bust resembling ape, found  in rock 
dated about 50 million years

one bone. (For example, many dinosaur bone fragments have 
been discovered, but only about 1,200 dinosaur skeletons.) 
95% of the mammal fossils were deposited during the Ice 
Age, following the Flood.

• Essentially all marine fossils are today found on the 
continents, in great fossil graveyards. There are almost no 
marine fossils found in the oceans.

• The fossil record is best understood as the result of a 
marine cataclysm that utterly annihilated the continents and 
land dwellers (Gen. 7:18-24; 2 Pet. 3:6).

But let us assume man has been here for one million 
years. We can calculate the population growth rate necessary 
to produce today’s population in that length of time from an 
original pair, and we find it to be only 0.002%, quite differ­
ent from known measured rates throughout recorded history.

Even so, starting one million 
years ago, with an excessively 
low growth rate of 0.002%, 
and a present population of 6 
billion, can you guess how many 
people would have lived and 
died throughout history? The 
number is so large it is meaning­
less, and it is approximately the 
number that could just fit inside 
the volume of the entire earth! If 
all these people lived and died, 
where are their bones? Why are 
human bones so scarce?
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rThe numbers do not get any bet­
ter when we consider only the Stone 
Age, in which the evolutionists tell us 
that Neanderthal and Cro-Magnon 
civilizations dominated.2 These 
people groups even buried their dead, 
increasing the chances that bones and 
teeth would be preserved. If the Stone 
Age really lasted 100,000 years and 
supported a population of between 
1 and 10 million individuals, they 
should have buried about 4 billion 
bodies in the uppermost soil layer!
We find only a very few.

This argument applies even more 
so for all the other plants and ani­
mals which have comprised a much 
greater volume over a much longer 
period of time. Plant and animal

remains, as well as human, decompose, are eaten, are 
recycled, and take unusual conditions to be preserved; 
but surely such conditions would sometimes occur. Ac­
tually, fossil remains are abundant, especially for marine 
organisms buried catastrophically in sedimentary rock 
units on the continent. But these trillions of fossils do 
not compare to the trillions of trillions that should have 
lived throughout the supposed billions of years. The 
present fossil array (consisting almost entirely of marine 
fossils) is more compatible with the idea that the world 
at one time contained abundant life, which was buried 
essentially simultaneously by a cataclysmic flood. Where 
is the fossil evidence of billions of years?

These calculations do not allow any firm conclusions. 
Too many conditions are subjective. But we can say that 
the earth and its fossil contents are quite compatible with 
the Flood and young-earth model, and not at all compat­
ible with an old-earth model. Population calculations and 
volumetric quantities can only be made compatible with the 
old earth by adopting unusual conditions and unrealistic as­
sumptions about the past.

Lessons from th e  G enome

Recent research at ICR has inadvertently discovered a 
powerful new young-earth argument. Each plant or animal 
type has its own unique genetic code, the DNA. The informa­
tion-laden code consists of myriads of “letters” which the rest 
of the cell can read and understand. The code tells each cell 
how to operate, grow, and reproduce. In reproduction, the 
DNA copies itself, causing the offspring to grow into the same 
kind of living thing. Alterations in the letters (mutations) pass

2. See J.O. Dritt, “Man’s Earliest Beginnings: Discrepancies in the Evolu­
tionary Timetable," Proceedings o f the Second International Conference on 
Creationism 1 (1991): p. 73-78.

Why Are Human Bones So Scarce?
Fossils are formed when buried in sediment beneath 
moving water.

l and vertebrates, especially mammals, bloat when 
dead and float in water.

1 and vertebrates dismember easily and fairly quickly 
disintegrate or are scavenged in a water environ­
ment.

I he processes acting during the Flood would tend 
to destroy soft-bodied organisms and preserve those 
with hard outer shells.

O f all living things, humans are among the least in 
number. (Some estimate that only about 350 mil­
lion people died in the flood of Noah’s day, although 
there could have been many more.)

The destruction of mankind was the primary goal of 
the Genesis flood.

Human bodies have a low fossilization potential.

Even if all were preserved and evenly distributed 
throughout the world’s 350 cubic miles of Flood 
sediments, the chance of exposure, discovery, rec­
ognition, and reporting of even one human fossil 
would be extremely remote.

I

I

on different information to the next generation. Evolution re­
lies on these emerging differences to evolve the different kinds 
of plants or animals.

Yet the DNA code con­
tains precise information. It 
is more than just order or 
design; it is intelligent, writ­
ten information! Mutations 
in this written information 
produce “misspellings.”
How many misspelled 
words can a code absorb 
before it ceases to contain 
useful information? Eventu­
ally the organism and popu­
lation of organisms will be 
unable to function and/or 
reproduce and go extinct.

In recent years the Bell found  in coalfrom
entire human genome
has been decoded, and Pennsylvania, dated
was found to consist of at avound 250 million
about 3 billion “letters” or years old
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Iron pot token from  coal seam in Oklahoma, 
dated at 250 million years old

nucleic acid base pairs. In 2006, scientists announced the 
decoding of the nearly complete chimp genome (about four 
billion base pairs long). It had been claimed that the human 
and chimp genomes were up to 99 percent similar, proving 
they came from a common, ape-like ancestor, and it is held 
that mutations in their supposed original DNA must have 
produced both. Careful analysis now reveals that they are 
much more different than claimed.

The Institute for Creation Research has inaugurated a 
major research effort into this potentially fruitful area. Pre­
liminary analysis has revealed that chimp and human DNA 
are much more different than claimed by the evolutionary 
spin-doctors. Furthermore, each is rapidly accumulating 
mutations today. These changes in the genomes cause dam­
age to the genome and result in birth defects, not evolution. 
In fact, the genomes seem to be deteriorating so rapidly that 
eventual extinction of both is only a matter of time.

The largely intact genomes of chimps and man imply that 
the creation of both was not very long ago, or neither would 
still exist. Thus, the evidence supports the biblical truth 
of recent creation. Chimps were created
“after their own kind,” while humans 
were created “in God’s image.” They 
did not descend from a common 
ancestor. At this writing the research 
has only begun, with tantalizing 
initial results. This may become one 
of the very strongest arguments for 
the young earth. Stay tuned.

Some Interesting 
Human Fossils

While the conditions for preservation of 
human fossils would have been rare during the 
Flood, it does seem possible that human artifacts

might have survived. Genesis 5:22 mentions that people 
before the Flood employed objects made of both brass and 
iron. Metal implements would readily sink, even in turbu­
lent water, and might be buried in Flood sediments. Few 
would ever have been exposed, and few have been claimed. 
But there are several which have been discovered that might 
just be from before the Flood. None were well documented 
before being removed from the surrounding sediments, 
so doubters may discount them; but they do exist and are 
reported by reliable witnesses to have come from rock sup­
posedly millions of years old. They are included here both 
for interest’s sake and to encourage those who know of 
other such objects to share them.

Keep in mind that nearly all sedimentary rock is of 
marine origin, and the fossils contained therein are marine 
fossils. Hardly any land remains are to be found, and most 
of them are surrounded by marine fossils and sediments or 
entombed in volcanic deposits. Land environments simply 
did not survive intact, with one exception.

We get the impression that before the Flood the bio­
sphere was abundant. Vast forests covered the lowlands, 
perhaps partially floating in water. These verdant habitats 
were inundated and ripped up by Flood waters, but would 
have floated and perhaps stayed together with intertwined 
roots. Eventually, these would have decayed away or beached 
themselves as the Flood waters abated. They have become the 
immense coal seams of our modern world. Internal layering 
reveals volcanic clay and marine fossils, rather incongruous 
with a land-based environment. Occasionally, land fossils are 
found in coal seams, giving a hint that animals were clinging 
to the floating mass in a futile attempt for survival.

But it is in this environment that the rarely discovered 
human artifacts are sometimes found. Coal mining has 
excavated great volumes of coal. In years past, mining was by 
hand and reports of fossils trickled out, but todays mecha­
nized techniques increase the possibility that an artifact 
would be destroyed. Nevertheless, some finds have been 

reported, although none have been properly docu­
mented and are minimally useful.
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1. How far back in time does written human history go?

2. Starting with two people and given a population increase rate equivalent to 
that of today, how many people would he alive today?

I· F
P i

3. Why don’t we find human bones with dinosaur bones?

4. Describe the “real” fossil record. Why should it be that way?
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WORLDWIDE PHYSICAL 
PROCESSES

A Si
sc
s already mentioned, radioisotope 
schemes are not the only way 

we can date the earth or its systems.
In fact, there are hundreds of clocks. 
Many of these physical processes 
or systems seem to imply that the 
earth is far too young to allow for 
evolution. These clocks are evaluated 
in exactly the same conceptual way as 
radioisotope clocks but differ widely 
in scope. When using radioisotope 
techniques, an individual rock or set 
of rocks is examined and dated. But a 
rock can, of course, be contaminated 
and altered in its mineral and 
chemical make-up. With the following 
techniques, the entire world is the 

sample. Since it is nearly impossible to alter the entire 
world’s chemical make-up to any significant degree, these 
processes should be given more weighty consideration.

One of these worldwide processes has already been men­
tioned —  the global build-up of radioactive carbon. Remem­
ber that C-14 is extremely rare compared to C-12. Given 
the present rate of cosmic-ray influx (which causes C-14 to 
form), when build-up equals decay, the global amount of C- 
14 should be about 75 tons. Calculations show that at 
present production rates the C-14 equilibrium can grow 
no larger than 75 tons, since the C-14 is continually 
decaying back into nitrogen. At present, only about 62 
tons exist, but the total is climbing.

Recognizing that the C-14/C-12 ratio has not yet 
reached equilibrium but is still building up, we can cal­
culate backward to the time when no carbon-14 should 
have been present. This calculation has some uncertain­
ty, but it yields a maximum age for the earths present 
surface layers (including oceans, atmosphere, and land 
surface) of approximately 10,000-15,000 years. How­
ever, the surface layers might he much younger. If the 
earth’s surface is any older than 10,000-15,000 years, 
some environmental crises must have severely depleted 
the environment of C-14. Now, evolutionists might

claim that the present rate of C-14 production reflects a 
temporary fluctuation in cosmic-ray influx, but certainly 
this is little more than ad hoc wishful thinking. As far as we 
know from scientific observation, the rates of cosmic-ray 
incidence and C-14 production are constant.

The concept of “maximum age” needs a little explaining. 
Recall that assumptions about the unobserved past are easily 
the most important aspect of the age determining process. 
Uncertainty in the assumptions employed in any dating 
technique makes it impossible to derive a truly accurate 
age. In this case, the calculation assumes that there was no 
carbon-14 present when the atmosphere formed. This, of 
course, is reasonable only if there was a time when earth had 
no atmosphere, or, in regards to C-14, a time when an event 
stripped the earth of its atmosphere during which all or 
almost all of its oceanic and atmospheric C-14 was removed. 
While the uniformitarian outlook cannot comprehend such 
an event, I suspect the intense and prolonged rain during the 
Flood mega-storms, coupled with deposition of limestone 
and other carbon-bearing deposits by ocean waters, would 
have stripped the earth of most of its C-14. However, in all 
likelihood there were still a minimal number of C-14 mol­
ecules in the environment at the end of the Flood. Since not 
all C-14 molecules were generated by post-Flood cosmic ray 
bombardment, the maximum age of the present atmosphere

r
I O nly igneous rocks can be dated by

RADIOISOTOPE DATING TECHNIQUES.

Fossil-bearing rocks are dated by the

FOSSILS THEY CONTAIN.

Fossils are dated by the false

ASSUMPTION OF EVOLUTION.

The igneous rocks on the rim of the 
G rand Canyon date “older” than 
THE IGNEOUS ROCKS AT THE BOTTOM, 
ACCORDING TO RADIOISOTOPE DATING.
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111.ii would be needed to produce the present 
,i mount lessens somewhat.

As an interesting sidelight, only about 
one carbon atom in a trillion is of the C-14 
Isotope. The various carbon isotopes arc 
11 pially likely to combine with other atoms 
io lorm larger molecules, such as CO,. From 
si inlying certain chemicals and minerals in 
sedimentary rocks, it has been determined 
dial much higher concentrations of CO, 
existed throughout the past, when the 
partial pressure1 of CO, was up to 16 times 
higher than at present!* 2 Since CO, in the 
atmosphere seeks equilibrium with CO, in 
die oceans, and since animals emit CO, as 
plants assimilate it, a much larger concentra­
tion of CO, would imply that a much larger 
biomass could likely have been sustained in 
i he past. This supports the impression we 
get from Scripture that the pre-Flood world 
was a well-designed place that could support 
abundant life, an idea equally well supported 
by studies of the fossil record.

For purposes of our discussion, let us as­
sume that the concentration of atmospheric 
nitrogen and the rate of cosmic ray influx 
was the same before the Flood as it is today, 
and thus the maximum amount of C-14 
would be the same as today (i.e., about 75 
ions). But in the pre-Flood case, only one 
carbon atom in 16 trillion would be of the 
C-14 variety, due to the greater presence of carbon in the 
atmosphere as CO,. The same amount of C-14 plus a higher 
amount of C-12 would yield an unnaturally low (by today’s 
standards) C-14/C-12 ratio, both before the Flood and in 
the centuries following. This would tend to give older C-14 
“dates” than would be suspected by assuming uniformity 
throughout the past. Again we see that the biblical model 
adequately handles the C-14 data, while the old-earth model 
does not handle it nearly as well.

Many similar chronometers, or earth clocks, could be 
discussed, using the entire world as a specimen. Most of 
these give young ages, far too young to have allowed for 
evolution.

Decay and Reversals of Earth’s 
Magnetic Field

Dr. Thomas Barnes, formerly dean of the ICR graduate 
school and late emeritus professor of physics at the

Earth with magnetic field

I Partial pressure is the contribution any single gas in a mixture of gases 
makes to the total pressure of the mixture.
2. Crayton J. Yapp and Harold Poths, "Ancient Atmospheric CO, Pressures 
Inferred from Natural Goethites,” Nature (January 23, 1992): p. 342 344.

University ofTexas, El Paso, performed the pioneering work 
on the classic geochronometer of earth’s magnetic field, in 
the ICR technical monograph Origin and Destiny o f the 
Earth’s Magnetic Field (2nd edition, 1983). More-recent 
studies have extended Barnes’s seminal work, to deal with the 
large amount of new data gathered since Barnes proposed his 
original straightforward concept.

As we know, the earth has a dipolar magnetic field with 
north and south poles. The earth is not permanently mag­
netized like a metallic magnet (permanent magnetism is de­
stroyed by heat and the earth has an extremely hot interior), 
but rather, its field is due to an electromagnet, produced by 
electrical currents in the earth’s interior.

Observations have shown that the earth’s magnetic field 
has been measurably decaying over the last century and a 
half. Precise measurements of the field’s intensity, or strength, 
have been made on a worldwide basis since 1835 that have 
allowed us to know the state of the field at any point in time 
since then. The intensity represents that force which attracts 
ferromagnetic particles, including those in a compass needle, 
turning it northward.
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1
Measurements of Magnetic Field over Time

Magnetic Moment
Year in amp-me
1835 8.558
1845 8.488
1880 8.363
1880 8.336
1885 8.347
1885 8.375
1905 8.291
1915 8.225
1922 8.165
1925 8.149
1935 8.088
1942 8.009
1945 8.065
1945 8.010
1945 8.066
1945 8.090
1955 8.035
1955 8.067
1958 8.038
1959 8.086
1960 8.053
1960 8.037
1960 8.025
1965 8.013
1965 8.017
1968 7.985
1975 7.939
1975 7.927
1980 7.906
1985 7.871
1990 7.841
1995 7.812
2000 7.788
2005 7.768

Ref : Figures from 1835 to 1965 reprinted from Barnes’s 
supplemented by Humphreys.

I
monograph j

From these measurements, we can ascertain that the 
field’s overall strength has declined by about 7 percent since 
1829. Such a phenomenal drop in historical recent history 
cannot be ignored! These measured data-points plot along a 
curved line, which best fits that of exponential decay, typical 
of many natural processes.’ From the measured decay, it can 
be calculated that (he half-life of the magnetic fields strength 
is approximately 1,400 years. 11 this half-life did not change 
with time, the field must have been much larger in the past 
and will be much smaller in the future.
3. By exponential decay, il is meant dial the quantity lessens by a certain 
fixed percentage each year, and that this yearly decay percentage stays the 
same over time.

If we apply the same uniformitarian assumptions used in 
radioisotope dating to the magnetic field, the consequences 
of its decay in the future are significant. The measured half- 
life of 1,400 years implies that 1,400 years from today, the 
magnetic field will be one-half the strength that it is now. It 
will continue to decay at this rate, with half of its strength 
decaying every 1,400 years until sometime in the future, say 
A.D. 10,000, when it will, for all practical purposes, cease to 
exist.

But a robust magnetic field is important for life as we 
know it, because the field forms a protective shield around 
the earth, which deflects back into space much of the harm­
ful cosmic radiation continually bombarding the earth, pre­
venting the radiation from impacting the earth’s atmosphere 
and surface and causing mutations in living things. Without 
a magnetic shield surrounding the earth, life would be rather 
harsh.

There are also implications of the decay rate for the past. 
If the earth’s magnetic-field intensity was twice as strong 
every 1,400 years as you go back in time, only 100,000 years 
ago the magnetic field would have been incredibly strong, 
comparable to that of a neutron star. The heat generated 
by resistance to the electrical currents in the molten core 
required to produce such a large magnetic field would have 
had dire consequences. Barnes speculated that in the not- 
too-distant past, life would have been nearly impossible, 
and some 20,000 years ago, the heat produced would have 
disrupted the earth’s internal structure. This may be an over­
simplification, but you get the picture.

Furthermore, since cosmic-ray bombardment generates 
carbon-14 in the outer atmosphere, a stronger field, which 
would deflect more cosmic energy, would dramatically de­
crease the carbon-14 inventory in the past and, therefore, the 
results from using C-14 to date things would be even more 
uncertain.

From seismic studies, scientists are fairly certain of 
the overall makeup of the globe. It appears that the earth 
possesses an outer “crust” on its surface, which, while thin 
(about 20 miles thick on average), has never been completely 
penetrated by drilling. Below the crust lies the very thick 
(about 1,760 miles) mantle of the earth, consisting primarily 
of solid materials. The pressure in the mantle region is exces­
sive and the temperature is quite high, but acting together, 
the pressure and heat maintain the mantle material in solid 
form. The very center portion of the earth is called the core, 
which is divided into the outer and inner portions. The outer 
core (1,400 miles thick) is even hotter than the mantle and 
in a fluid state, and is thought to consist primarily of molten 
iron and nickel. The inner core (with a radius of 780 miles) 
is solid once again, but hotter, with even greater pressure. 
(Near the boundaries of these zones, subdivisions are pro­
posed, but for our purposes here, only the main divisions are 
considered.)
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What Causes the 
Magnetic Field?

There are only two mod­
els (with variations of each) 
that have been proposed to 
account for the magnetic 
field as it exists. Unifor- 
niitarian scientists have 
proposed a self-exciting 
"dynamo” in the core, with 
a slowly circulating fluid 
flow of molten iron and 
nickel in the earth’s outer 
core, capable of generat­
ing electric currents that 
have sustained and added to 
the magnetic field for billions 
of years. The energy fueling this
movement is thought to be from the 
earth’s rotation and its internal heat.
Somehow, this energy is converted into 
magnetic energy without an overall energy loss.
This dynamo concept has many problems, most 
particularly that there is no known way under 
reasonable conditions to either start or maintain 
the complex movements needed. (For comparison, con­
sider the complicated electric path necessary in an electrical 
generator. Similar complex flow patterns are necessary in the 
earth, yet such paths are totally unnatural.) Many geophysi­
cists, nevertheless, favor this concept, for it alone has the 
promise of maintain­
ing itself over billions 
of years (in theory, 
anyway).

The alternate idea 
to the magnetic field 
being generated by 
fluid currents in the 
outer core is that the 
field is generated by 
circulating electric 
currents in a rather 
stationary core fluid, 
decaying in intensity 
over time. Such 
electrical currents 
are known to exist, 
and due primarily to 
electrical resistance 
would decay in a 
manner consistent 
with the known field 
decay rate. Thus, the

Drawing o f  
earth’s interior

freely decaying electric-current theory 
fits modern observations of the decay 

rate quite well.
Next, consider the fact that 

abundant evidence exists that 
the earth’s field has reversed

its polarity many times in 
the past, as inferred from 
measurements and sam­
ples taken from archaeo­
logical sites, sedimentary 
rocks, lava flows, etc. The 

most important reversal 
data come from measure­
ments of reversely magne­

tized rock on land, and to 
a lesser degree, from mid- 

occan ridges.
The self-starting and self­

exciting dynamo theory proposes 
that reversals occur when the fluid 

motions cause the electrical currents to 
slowly decay all the way down to zero, then 

build up again in a reversed orientation. Such 
a dynamo, theoretically, could account for 

reversals. As mentioned, this theory has serious 
problems, but it can accommodate reversals.

O n the other hand, creationists of the 1970s theorized 
a smoothly decaying magnetic field without reversals, 
insisting that consideration of the overall field decay, as 
measured, took precedence over the measured reversed

Zone of cooling and magnetization

K-Ar

Vertical and horizontal reversals
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orientation in some rocks, relegating those measurements 
to local causes. But ongoing research developed much 
confidence in the idea dial whole-field reversals did occur. 
Thus, the early creationist concept was deemed inadequate 
to explain the evidence. As it turns out, rapid and compli­
cated reversals are an essent ial part of the free-decay theory 
also, once the effects of Noah’s Hood are considered.

The reversal concept derives from the measured orienta­
tion of magnetic particles in rock, called remnant magnetism. 
This can he measured in a laboratory for an oriented specimen, 
or it can he recorded using a magnetic sensor towed along the 
ocean bottom, measuring the magnetic field recorded in ba­
saltic rocks along mid-ocean ridges. Here it appears that large 
sections of the earth’s crust (called plates) have spread outward 
from the ridges, being formed as emerging lavas cool into 
basaltic rock; the rocks which make up the plates acquire the 
magnetic signature of the magnetic field at the time and place 
they cool. These rocks sometimes show alternating positive 
and negative magnetized bands, roughly paralleling the ridge, 
and are interpreted as showing many reversals throughout the 
past. This evidence of spreading has been considered proof of 
continental separation.

rhere are many problems associated with this evidence. 
To start with, the gathering of the data is done by those 
who know what they are looking for, and the measurements 
which do not seem to fit preconceived notions are frequently 
discarded. One of my former
colleagues on the faculty at the 
University of Oklahoma had 
been a researcher aboard a sci­
entific vessel in the mid-Atlan­
tic. Although he was a devoted 
advocate of plate tectonics, he 
grew skeptical of the sea-floor 
magnetic evidence, because 
he saw the selective manner in 
which it was being gathered.
Likewise, a former graduate 
student of mine acquired 
a laboratory job
at the university, 
measuring the rem­
nant magnetism in 
individual speci­
mens. He had never 
thought to question 
the theory, but he 
was puzzled to find 
how often discrep­
ant readings were 
discarded by the 
scientist in charge.
If the readings 
matched the theory’s

predictions, they were kept. Abnormal readings were culled 
out. Once he and I discussed the scientific problems with the 
theory, he understood better.

To make matters worse, there are seven different types of 
remnant magnetism, only one of which is associated with the 
earth’s magnetic field, and there are four theoretical types of 
self-reversal possible.

When analyzing specimens, investigators attempt to 
erase or estimate the improper signals by subjecting the 
specimen to a series of heating cycles below the melting tem­
perature, thus isolating the true paleomagnetic signal related 
to the earth’s field at the time the magma cooled. Researchers 
have, in recent years, developed good techniques for evaluat­
ing such signals and have determined that self-reversal would 
be extremely rare, but you can imagine the difficulties and 
possibilities for error, especially in the early, formative days of 
this theory, during which many of the ideas of plate tecton­
ics and paleomagnetic reversals were developed, ideas still 
popular today.

Another problem stems from the fact that in the 
lab, an individual rock’s magnetic signature is thought 
to represent the field for the entire earth. Measurements 
from many specimens are averaged to minimize the effect 
of variant readings, but small errors in measurement may 
yield large errors in the estimation of overall field strength 
and orientation.

The drill ship JOIDES Resolution
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Tliis is not to say that the theory and measurements are 
without merit. Far from it. I feel that both are quite valu­
able, now that many of the problems (such as those alluded 
io above) have been solved. I recently toured the Deep-Sea 
Drilling Project research vessel, the JOIDES Resolution, 
when it was being refitted in San Diego. The sophisticated 
equipment on board and the professionalism of its staff 
were quite impressive. At issue is not the accuracy of the 
measurements, but the choice of investigations, the value 
placed on individual measurements, and the interpretation 
of all.

Make no mistake, reversals did occur. But I am con­
vinced that the rocks have recorded events which are much 
more complex than is frequently admitted, and that the 
data’s complexity is sometimes obscured or denied in order 
to support the standard dynamo theory.

Plate Tectonics

Plate tectonics is the idea that earths surface is divided 
into numerous “plates” which move relative to one another, 
which is sometimes called continental drift. These continent­
bearing plates are thought to spread apart, converge, or 
slide past one another. While no one observed the proposed 
separation of the world’s landmass into the present-day 
continents, the evidence that supports this movement 
is strong. Not only does the rather amazing fit of the 
continents support the idea, but also, once the continents 
are placed back together, mountain chains and stratagraphic 
layers on the now-separated continents line up, as do major 
fault zones. Other evidences could be cited. It does appear 
that major continental movements, in some form, did 
happen in the past, and if they did, we have to include them 
in the biblical model.

Continental separation was most likely part of the over­
all restructuring of the earth’s surface at the time of Noah’s 
flood, a tectonic event with no equal. The continents prob­
ably separated in the later stages of the Flood, after a great 
deal of sediment had already been deposited as mud (which 
quickly hardened into sedimentary rock) and after mountain

chains and fault systems had developed. In all likelihood, this 
separation was instrumental in bringing about an end to the 
Flood itself.

There is plenty of water available to cover the earth. If 
the earth were completely smooth, with no high mountains 
and no deep oceans, the water would stand over a mile and a 
half deep. I he Bible records that on one particular day, after 
Noah, his family, and the animals had safely boarded the ark, 
“All the fountains of the great deep were broken up, and the 
windows of heaven were opened. And the rain was on the 
earth forty days and forty nights” (Gen. 7:11—12; NKJV).
A large amount of water rushed to the surface from below 
ground, while additional water fell from above. Tsunamies 
pushed ocean water onto the land. Before long, the entire 
continent was submerged.

Evidently, before the Flood and during the early stages 
of the f lood, the world’s topography was much less pro­
nounced —  the oceans were shallower and the mountains 
were lower, allowing the waters to cover the entire earth for 
a time. But how did the Flood end? Where is the water now? 
Obviously, the water is now in the ocean basins, which are 
much deeper than the continents are high and which cover 
over two-thirds of the globe. Such deep and wide ocean 
basins could not have existed during the Flood, because then 
it would have been impossible for water to cover the conti­
nents, as the Bible implies. Somehow, nearing the end of the 
Flood, the oceans must have been deepened and widened, 
allowing the water to drain into them, thus ending the Flood 
on the continents. Continental separation may have been 
one of the physical mechanisms involved. This partially 
explains why no oceanic crust dating from the early earth has 
been discovered in today’s ocean basins. Today’s oceanic crust 
formed late in the Flood.

Nevertheless, we should keep in mind that plate-tectonic 
theory has never been observed and thus not “proven” i n 
any real sense. True enough: the earth’s surface is divided 
up into plates whose boundaries are identified by plotting 
the observed epicenters of modern earthquakes. And there 
is evidence for some plates sinking below an adjacent plate

Plate tectonicsTransform Plate Boundary

Subducting Plate

Convergent Plate Boundary 

Island Arc \
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and others moving laterally relative to the adjacent plate.
But the idea that the continents were once connected and 
have moved to their present separate locations is a subjective 
reconstruction of history, although fairly well supported by a 
lot of data.

The discovery of the paleomagnetic striping patterns par­
allel to the spreading mid-ocean ridges has been recognized 
as an important proof of the theory of continental separa­
tion. Almost every textbook on geology reflects this, and 
most reproduce the same paleomagnetic trace as measured 
on the Reykjanes Ridge near Iceland. These paleomagnetic 
striping patterns look convincing, but they are hardly typical. 
Almost nowhere else does such a clear mirror-image pattern 
exist. In some places, the striping is perpendicular to the 
ridge, not parallel, and in others there is no clear pattern at 
all. The data are extremely complex.

Problems in the theory of spreading along the rift zones 
are compounded by studies showing that reversals are found 
not only perpendicular to the mid-ocean rifts in parallel 
zones, but also vertically in each rock zone. Drill cores have

displayed this for years, but this fact is 
seldom mentioned by uniformitarians. 
These zones are probably best under­
stood as resulting from rapid reversals 
coupled with rapid spreading and go 
hard against the slow-and-steady spread­
ing hypothesis.4

There are yet other data that seem 
to contradict the standard theory. Pre­
cise measurements of distances across 
the Atlantic and at other places do not 
observe the predicted movement.5 In 
some cases, there is no movement oc­
curring today, and in others, the move­
ment is opposite to that expected.6 The 
main weakness of the theory of plate 
tectonics is that there is no way to move 
a continent without relying on unnatu­
ral conditions. It appears that major 
plate movements may have occurred in 
the past, but that this movement has 
come (or is coming) to a halt today.

Reconstructing history from partial 
evidence is risky business. We must re­
construct in submission to true history 
as given in Scripture, and even then the 
job is difficult, but Scripture does not 
give us all the details. Without Scrip­
ture, we have no chance. And, as a 
matter of fact, the only proposed 
scenario for continental separation 
that provides an adequate mechanism 
for plate movement is a young earth, 
creation-based idea which involves 

runaway subduction of oceanic crust, initiated by a cataclys­
mic event, such as an asteroid impact into the ocean. While 
there is admittedly no direct scriptural basis for this idea, it 
incorporates the geologic and geophysical evidence into the 
overall scriptural framework. This model, well received in 
both the creationist and non-creationist camps, was de­
veloped by creationist geophysicist and ICR professor Dr. 
John Baumgardner, with the flood of Noah’s day in mind.7 * 
Formerly a researcher at Los Alamos National Laboratory, 
he feels that this cataclysmic event commenced some days or 
weeks after the Flood had laid down vast layers of sediment. 
The event destroyed all pre-Flood oceanic crust, subducting

4. J.M. Hall and P.T. Robinson, “Deep Crustal Drilling in the North Atlan­
tic Ocean,” Science 204 (May 11, 1979): p. 573-586.
5. D.E. Thomsen, “Mark III Interferometer Measures Earth, Sky, and 
Gravity’s Lens,” Science News 123 (January 8, 1983): p. 20-21.
6. W.E. Carter and D.S. Robertson, “Studying the Earth by Very-long Base­
line Interferometry,” Scientific American 255, no. 5 (1986): p. 44-52.
7. Dr. Baumgardner’s model is best developed in a series of technical papers
presented at the International Conference on Creationism, 1986, 1990, 1994, 
2003. His two papers in 1994, “Runaway Subduction as the Driving Mecha­
nism for the Genesis Flood” and “Computer Modeling of the Large-Scale 
Tectonics Associated with the Genesis Flood,” are well worth the study.
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it beneath the continents, moving the continents, and form­
ing new oceanic crust between them. While contributing to 
the horror of the Flood, these movements eventually led to 
its end.

To sum up, plate tectonics is an observable fact. The 
plates do exist and some do move with respect to one anoth­
er. Furthermore, the idea of the separation of a prior super- 
continent in the past is well supported by the evidence. But 
large-scale movements are most likely made possible only by 
I he rapid and dynamic events surrounding the Flood. At the 
very least, the Flood provides us with the energies and cir­
cumstances capable of moving a continent. Certainly, more 
research must be done, but imagine the depth of frustration 
experienced by uniformitarians who are trying to move the 
continents around with only present-day energy levels and 
process rates.

Rapid Reversals Coupled with Decay

Back to magnetic-field decay. If the magnetic stripes 
formed slowly, over long periods of slow separation as pro­
posed by evolutionists, what do we make of the fact that the 
most recent reversal is dated at 700,000 years ago? (Some 
have proposed possible reversal events 20,000 years ago and 
greater, but these are not well accepted.) Earth’s magnetic 
field would have been so strong, life would have been impos­
sible had the field decayed along its present trend for 700,000 
years, or even 20,000 years. Furthermore, during a slow 
reversal event, the magnetic field would be quite weak for 
long periods of time, with deadly effects on life. On the other 
hand, how do young-earth advocates handle the fact that the 
earths crust does contain rocks with reversed magnetic orien­
tation, particularly those along the active mid-ocean ridges?

Dr. Russell Humphreys,8 long a physicist at the Sandia 
National Laboratories in New Mexico, and now an ICR physi­
cist, has attempted to solve this problem. He has adopted as 
fact that the flood of Noah’s day did occur only a few thousand 
years ago. With this as his starting point, he has proposed a 
very ingenious solution, one that explains the true data, in­
cluding reversals, in an elegant and straightforward theory.

In the early years following publication of Barnes’s origi­
nal concept of freely decaying electrical currents, creationists 
had few ways to handle the fact that many data support the 
idea of field reversals. As we have seen, these reversals, and 
the data indicating them, are very complex. But the reversals

8. Dr. Humphreys has published his ideas in numerous papers. Two sum­
mary papers have appeared in Acts & Fads, Impact articles Numbers 188 
and 242. These contain many references for further study, and a synopsis of 
the theory is included. Other papers include “The Creation of the Earth’s 
Magnetic Field,” Creation Research Society Quarterly ( CRSQ), Vol. 20 (2), 
1983, p. 89-94; “The Creation of Planetary Magnetic Fields,” CRSQ, 1984, 
Vol. 21 (3), p. 140-149; “Reversals of the Earth’s Magnetic Field during 
the Genesis Flood,” International Conference on Creationism ( ICC), 1986, 
Vol. 2, p. 113-126; “Has the Earth’s Magnetic Field Ever Flipped,” CRSQ, 
1988, Vol. 25 (3), p. 130 137; and “Physical Mechanism for Reversals of the 
Earth's Magnetic Field During the Flood,” ICC, 1990, Vol. 2, p. 129-142.

did occur. Literally thousands of reversely polarized crustal 
rock specimens have been studied, both from land and sea.

Another category of specimens comes from archaeologi­
cal sites — from bricks, kilns, campfire stones, pottery, etc., 
the dates of which can be discerned. Iron minerals in these 
artifacts were able to orient themselves with the earth’s field 
when originally heated. This orientation was preserved when 
the object cooled and, if the specimen’s original position is 
ascertained, its original magnetic orientation can be inferred. 
Archaeomagnetic measurements indicate that the earth’s 
magnetic field was about 4() percent greater in A.D. 1000.
It has declined ever since and is still declining today. Thus, 
both paleoinagnetic and archaeomagnetic measurements 
contradict the concept ol a magnetic field whose intensity 
is freely decaying due to simple electrical resistance. Briefly 
listed below ate several lines ol reasoning and discover­
ies. Weaving them together, I lumphreys has been able to 
develop his model.

It has been recently shown that our sun’s magnetic field 
regularly reverses itself, in connection with its sunspot cycle, 
every 11 years. Evolutionists had believed the sun’s field was 
generated by a dynamo in some regards similar to earth’s, but 
now they recognize a big problem. How can the field frequent­
ly reverse, each time using up significant energy, yet maintain 
itself for billions of years? The dynamo concept is on shakier 
ground than ever.

The nature of earth’s field seems to be due to electrical 
currents in the rather motionless core, not slow fluid cur­
rents maintained by a dynamo. The presently observed decay 
is quite consistent with that predicted by a simple model of 
electrical resistance. The original field dates from the creation 
of the earth, which was complete with a “very good” magnet­
ic field caused by electrical currents that are now decaying.
It makes sense that God would furnish the earth with such a 
protective shield. The decay probably commenced with the 
curse on the earth in Genesis 3:17, due to Adam’s rebellion.

Dr. Humphreys has developed a corollary theory for the 
likely strength of other planetary magnetic fields at creation. 
The predictions of this theory have now been supported by 
space-probe measurements.9 This concept, when applied to 
earth, provides an original strength for the earth’s field.

Another startling discovery involved firm evidence of 
a very rapid reversal event on earth, taking only about 15 
days,10 the time estimated for a pool of molten lava to cool. 
Evidence of this reversal was found within a now-hardened 
basalt rock. Evidently, a complete reversal occurred during 
the short time the lava pool was cooling (a maximum of 15 
days for this volume of lava).

Still another discovery involves fluid motions in the 
outer core, gentle eddy currents thought to be dragging the

9. See Humphreys’ article “Beyond Neptune: Voyager II Supports Creation," 
Impact, no. 203 (May 1990).
10. R.S. Coe and M. Prevot, “Evidence Suggesting Extremely Rapid Field 
Variation during a Geomagnetic Reversal,” Earth and Planetary Science Let­
ters 92, (1989): p. 292-298.
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Energy
4 Maximum Age

8,000 6,000 4,000 2,000
Years before present

Total energy (in trillions o f  kilowatt hours) stored in the 
earth's magnetic field. Free decay theory gives maximum  
age o f8 ,700years.

huge plates along. These currents do exist and have now been 
measured by geophysical techniques, but they are not at all 
what were expected Irom the hypothesized dynamo." They 
are, however, compatible with the revised free-decay model.

11. L.J. Lanzerott et al., "Measurements of the Large-scale Direct-current 
Earth Potential and Possible Implications lor the Geomagnetic Dynamo,” 
Science 229 (July 5, 1985): p. 47 49.

Dr. Humphreys proposes that at 
the onset of the Flood, a powerful event 
associated with plate movements and 
the breaking up of the “fountains of the 
great deep” (Gen. 7:11), fluid convec­
tion was initiated in the outer core. The 
movement of molten metallic material 
in the presence of the existing magnetic 
field would produce a magnetic flux. A 
strong enough flux of magnetic energy 
would cause the entire earth’s magnetic 
field to eventually reverse — a natural 
consequence of rapid convection flows. 
Continuing movement would cause con­
tinual rapid field reversals, which would 
be recorded in rocks being continually 
extruded and deposited on the earths 
surface. Note that these reversals do not 
add to the field’s energy. Instead, rapid 
reversals within a decaying field use up 
its energy even more rapidly, contribut­
ing to and hastening its overall decay.

As the Flood year ended, the energy 
for massive fluid movements was no 
longer present, and the magnetic flux 
waned. Today, we measure only a relic 
convection current. The earth’s field 
gradually returned to its original con­
figuration and decay rate.

A look at the field’s total change 
in energy is more enlightening, at this 
point, than examining its change in 
intensity. The intensity reflects the effect 
of the field on the earth, from orienting a 
compass needle to polarizing the magnet­
ic particles in molten lava. The intensity 
can go to zero and reverse in the complex 
scenario above. But the total energy in 
the system cannot increase unless outside 
energy is added to it. If the energy level 
drops to zero, there is nothing left to 
start it up again. It can only decay, as 
does every energy system, and the more 
it is perturbed, the faster it decays.

Based on the measured intensity of 
the earth’s field, scientists can calculate 

its total energy. As the intensity declines, so does the total 
energy. The half-life of the intensity is 1,400 years, but the 
half-life of the field energy is only 700 years! The types of 
trauma experienced by the field during the Flood, as briefly 
outlined in the preceding paragraphs, would serve to tempo­
rarily increase the decay of the field. Instead of a free decay 
of the magnetic field, we should, instead, consider a dynamic 
decay model.
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I
 Dr. Humphreys has produced two graphs that illustrate

his theory. The first graph, which is qualitative only, portray­
ing the general idea, shows how the field’s surface intensity

I varies with time, and demonstrates the measured decay at
present. This is preceded by a series of numerous rapid rever­
sals at the time of the Flood, followed by a lengthy period of 
lluctuation during which the earth’s field settled back down. 
Before the Flood, the field was presumably much stronger 
than today but was still decaying at the present half-life.

The second graph, which is numerically accurate, plots 
the field’s total energy versus time. Again, it shows the 
measured decay rate, but also a time of almost instantaneous 
energy loss due to the rapid reversals during the Flood. The 
half-life before the Flood would be the same as now, but 
with the rapid one-time decrease of energy due to the Flood.

Humphreys postulates a maximum possible energy lor 
the earth’s magnetic field at creation, consistent with his 
now substantially verified planetary model. He finds that the 
known decay would project back to this maximum in a time 
remarkably consistent with the biblical date for creation.

Old-earth advocates maintain hope that somehow the 
dynamo theory can still be salvaged. At present, it conflicts 
with observations of rapid reversals in modern lava flows, 
sunspot cycles, minor convection currents in the core, and it 
has no support in physical theory. The only existing model 
for the magnetic field that handles all the data specifies a 
young earth and a recent creation. It is based on sound phys­
ics, and its predictions have been proven by observation.

To summarize, unless the earth’s magnetic field has been 
altered or energized by an unusual magnetic event in the past, 
about which we know nothing, the present decay rate yields 
an upper limit of 20,000 years or so for the age of the earth.

However, the earth’s age is not necessarily that high, 
because this number was derived using uniformitarian as­
sumptions of decay (which, in this case, have a better chance 
of being valid than those assumptions applied elsewhere).
But even using the standard dating assumptions, the age 
calculated is young, not old. Furthermore, the evidence of 
magnetic reversals is quite compatible with predictions based 
on the biblical Flood.

Since this chronometer is based on worldwide measure­
ments, monitored for a long time, and showing a dramatic 
trend, it perhaps represents the very best application of uni­
formitarian principles. The weight of the evidence is on the 
side of the young earth, not on the side of an old earth.

Helium in the Atmosphere

A powerful young-earth argument involves the he­
lium found in our atmosphere. Helium, of course, is a very 
lightweight gas because the helium atom contains less mass 
than any other atom except hydrogen. Helium is found in 
the atmosphere in measurable quantities, and based on the 
volume of the atmosphere and the percentage of helium, the

actual number of helium atoms in the atmosphere can be 
estimated.

Helium is produced beneath the earth’s surface by the 
process of radioactive decay. When certain of the radioac­
tive isotopes undergo an alpha decay episode, they give off 
an alpha particle. This particle consists of two protons and 
two neutrons. It quickly attracts two free electrons, thus 
becoming equivalent to a helium atom, which because of 
its extremely small size, lightweight, and mobility migrates 
through the pores in rock and eventually makes its way to 
the surface of the earth where it joins the other gases in the 
atmosphere. Obviously, if we know how fast the helium is 
being added to the atmosphere and how much helium is in 
the atmosphere, then we can estimate how long it would 
have taken for all the helium to accumulate, providing us 
with a maximum age of the atmosphere.

Dr. l.arry Vardiman, chairman of the physics depart­
ment at ICR, has done a great deal of work through the 
years on this very important chronometer. He continues to 
refine his and our understanding of it. His work presents an 
“airtight” argument.12

Sensors have measured the rate of introduction of 
helium into the atmosphere. Believe it or not, the measured 
rate stands at 13 million helium atoms per square inch each 
second! This phenomenal rate compares to the theoretical 
rate of helium escape into outer space of a maximum of 
about 0.3 million helium atoms per square inch each second. 
Therefore, helium in the atmosphere is accumulating at a 
very rapid rate. Dividing the known amount of helium in 
the atmosphere by the rate of accumulation shows that all of 
the helium in the atmosphere today would have accumulated 
in no more than two million years!

Please do not conclude that the atmosphere is two mil­
lion years old. Instead, this measurement shows that, using 
the uniformitarian assumptions inherent in every dating 
process, the atmosphere could not possibly be any older 
than two million years. Many are convinced it is much 
younger.

These uniformitarian assumptions include the notion that 
the rate of accumulation has never been any different through­
out the past. But during Noah’s flood, the rate may have been 
much more rapid, because the earth’s crust was in such turmoil 
that the helium would have been able to escape crustal rocks 
more easily. Accelerated nuclear decay would further increase 
the rate. Both these factors would reduce the maximum age.

Another fact presents itself, however: that of the recent 
discovery of large volumes of helium in the earth’s crust 
which do not appear to be of radiogenic origin.13 If non­
rad iogen ic helium (identical to radiogenic helium) is added
12. See Dr. Larry Vardiman’s monograph The Age o f the Earth’s Atmo­
sphere, Institute for Creation Research, 1990.
13. See, for example, H. Craig and J.E. Lupton, “Primordial Neon, Helium, 
and Hydrogen in Oceanic Basalts,” Earth and Planetary Science Letters 31 
(1976): p. 369-385.
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to the earth’s atmosphere from lime to time, then the age 
decreases even more.

This argument from helium huikl-up also assumes that 
at the time the atmosphere formed, there were absolutely no 
helium atoms present, and that all ol the helium atoms pres­
ent now have come about by this process. But at the time 
of creation there most likely were some helium atoms in the 
atmosphere, once again making the age of the earth much 
lower. I lelium is a very useful, “very good” element, and 
the wise ( aeator would probably have included some in the 
original atmosphere.

Many scientists have, over the years, tried to propose mecha­
nisms by which helium might more readily escape into outer 
space, overcoming the earths gravitational pull, but none has 
been fully successful.

A recent understanding of solar flux, which proposes 
that lightweight helium would be differentially swept away 
from the atmosphere, has possible merit but has not yet been 
endorsed by all scientists. The problem for old-earth think­
ing is huge and not yet solved.

There is another point we can make here. We have seen 
that helium is lightweight, inert, and mobile, and rises in any

O uter space

A ll o f  the helium now in the atmosphere would accumulate in a maximum o f  two million years!

This also assumes that nothing has happened to add or 
take away any helium from the atmosphere. Can we assume 
that no comet has come by and sucked all the helium off? 
Probably. Can we assume that no asteroid has blasted into 
the earth bringing helium with it? Perhaps. Can we assume 
that since helium does have some finite weight, it does not 
continue to rise and escape the earth’s gravitational pull? 
Again, probably. In order for the helium to escape, it has 
to overcome earth’s gravitational pull by achieving “escape 
velocity,” as does any object. Escape velocity is many times 
faster than the speed of sound. Certainly, some atoms would 
reach such outwardly directed velocities when in an excited 
state in the outer atmosphere, but this would be, at best, a 
relatively rare occurrence. As we have seen, the maximum 
loss is significantly lower than the rate of helium influx from 
the crust. If the atmosphere is as old as evolutionists say, 
there ought to be a lot more helium here!

We can conclude from all this that the earth’s atmo­
sphere is quite young, much too young to have allowed evo­
lution to take place. But keep in mind that with this method 
or any method, we cannot accurately date things. The only 
thing we can do is put a maximum age on them.

You might ask how the evolutionists answer this prob­
lem, and the fact is, they do not have an adequate answer.

fluid medium. This includes both gas and liquid. The rocks of 
the earth’s crust contain both gas and liquid in the tiny spaces 
between grains and in cracks. They must be filled with some 
fluid, and if any helium were present, it would rise, eventually 
reaching the surface where it enters the atmosphere.

But the fact is, crustal rocks presently contain a large 
amount of helium! How long would it take for a helium 
atom at any depth to percolate through the rocks and reach 
the surface? Gas movement through a rock is a function of 
the rock’s permeability, a measure of the ease with which flu­
ids can migrate through it, and the driving force, in this case 
the difference in density between the helium and the other 
fluids (usually a saltwater brine). Different rock types have 
different permeabilities, but no rock provides a helium-proof 
seal, especially over long periods of time. Helium would 
move through and exit the rocks faster than any element 
other than hydrogen. And yet it is still found in rocks.

Radioactive decay in the rocks continually replenishes 
the helium, so the presence of it there is no surprise. But if 
this production has continued throughout billions of years, 
and the helium rushes to the surface, there should be much 
more in the atmosphere! The fact that helium is in the rocks 
in abundance but not in the atmosphere is a puzzle.
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Thus, the lack of helium in the atmosphere provides a 
young age for the atmosphere itself, while the presence of 
helium (both radiogenic and non-radiogenic) in the crust 
implies a young age for the crustal rocks.

Salt in the O cean

Another worldwide chronometer that speaks to this issue 
regards the amount of sodium (Na) — best known as a com­
ponent of salt (NaCl) —  in the ocean. We all know that the 
ocean is salty to the taste, and it stands to reason that it is get- 
t i ng more and more salty each year as rivers dump dissolved 
salts from the continents into the ocean. Evolutionists have 
traditionally assumed that life evolved in a salty sea, some 3 to 
4 billion years ago. If the ocean is so old, and has been receiv­
ing salt for so long, wouldn’t it be too salty for life by now?

Actually, there are quite a number of possible ways in 
which the ocean can increase in sodium. There are also many 
possible mechanisms by which the salt might be removed 
from the ocean. Discovering the present and historically 
possible values of both input and output processes would 
provide insight into the ocean’s history.

Drs. Steve Austin and Russell Humphreys of ICR have 
formalized this argument.14 They have attempted to identify 
rates of addition and removal of salt for each mechanism, 
both in the present and throughout the past. Furthermore, 
to arrive at the absolute maximum age, they have taken the 
minimum input rates that can be justified, both in the pres­
ent and throughout the past, and have taken the maximum 
output rates that can be justified. Their analysis provides 
strong evidence for a young ocean.

For decades, investigators have monitored sodium input 
and output and have identified numerous mechanisms.
The processes are well known and accepted and are briefly 
discussed below.

Input Processes

1. Rivers: Silicate-Weathering Component. Chemical 
weathering of continental silicate minerals (especially feld­
spars and clays) produces dissolved sodium, which finds its 
way into rivers and, eventually, the ocean.

2. Rivers: Chloride-Solution Component. Some depos­
its on land consist of chloride and sulfate minerals that easily 
dissolve and are transported to rivers.

3. Rivers: Sea-Spray Component. Spray from ocean waves 
gets transported to land, where it falls as rain or snow. Even­
tually it is picked up by rivers and transported back into the 
ocean. Obviously, this will also be considered later as output.

4. Ocean Floor Sediments. Some ocean-floor sediments 
contain sodium that is released into the ocean.

14. Steven A. Austin and Russell Humphreys, “The Sea's Missing Salt: A 
Dilemma for Evolutionists,” Proceedings o f the Second International Confer­
ence on Creationism 2 (1991): p. 17-33.

5. Pulverized Sediments in Glacial Ice. Fine particles of 
rock flour produced by glacial movement are added directly 
to the ocean. They contain significant amounts of sodium.

6. Atmospheric and Volcanic Dust. Wind-blown dust 
from land sources may drop into the sea.

7. Coastal Erosion. Waves pounding the shoreline erode 
considerable amounts of land.

8. Glacier Ice. The melting of glacial ice and snow di­
rectly into the sea adds small quantities of sodium to the sea.

9. Volcanic Aerosols. Volcanic steam contains some 
sodium, much of which falls into the ocean.

10. Ground Water Seepage. Fresh ground water from 
the continent seeps toward the ocean. It contains dissolved 
solids, ini hiding significant amounts of sodium.

I I . Sea Floor I iydrothermal Vents. Hot springs located 
on the ocean floor contain a high concentration of dissolved 
solids, including sodium.

O utput Processes

1. Sea Spray. As discussed above, waves produce spray, 
which contains sodium. Some evaporates, and some is car­
ried inland by winds.

2. Ion Exchange. River-borne clays exchange calcium 
ions for sodium, thus removing sodium from the seawater.

3. Burial of Pore Water. Accumulating sediments on the 
sea floor are seawater saturated. This water, which contains 
salt, is thus removed from the ocean.

4. Halite Deposition. Most halite (rock salt) deposits are 
the result of river-water evaporation, not seawater. Actually, 
the ocean would need to be 20 times more concentrated in 
salt for deposition to occur. This happens infrequently in 
trapped pools, but such deposits redissolve easily. This out­
put is trivial. The volume of salt water evaporated in trapped 
lagoons and not redissolved is insignificant.

5. Alteration of Sea Floor Basalt. Weathering of cold ba­
salt under water produces certain clays that absorb sodium.

6. Albite Formation. It had earlier been proposed that 
hot basalts exchange calcium for sodium, thereby removing 
sodium from the ocean. However, more recent studies show 
that this would not result in a net removal of sodium.

7. Zeolite Formation. Alteration of volcanic ash produc­
es minor amounts of zeolites, which absorb sodium.

In order to calculate the appropriate minimum in­
put rates and maximum output rates for each possible 
mechanism (to generously estimate maximum age), one 
must impose a concept of earth history on the data. For 
instance, during the Ice Age, both weather patterns and 
glacial processes were far different in intensity from those of 
today. Also, by examining the fossil record, it is obvious that 
throughout most of earth history the climate was generally 
warmer and supported lush vegetation. This would affect 
climate patterns, erosion, etc. To give the old-earth position
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Atmospheric and Volcanic Dust

Rivers, Glaciers
Erosion Spray

A ll o f  the salt in the ocean would accumulate 
in a maximum o f  62 million years.

the benefit of the doubt, Austin and Humphreys selected the 
most extreme of any reasonable conditions in each case to 
determine the minimum input and maximum output. Their 
conclusions and the model they used are included in the ac­
companying table. All units are in 10"' kg/yr.

Sodium -Input Process
Modern Minimum

|  1. Rivers: Silicate Weathering 6.2 6.2
' 2. Rivers: Chloride Solution 7.5 7.5

3. Rivers: Sea Spray 5.5 5.0
4. Ocean Floor Sediments 11.5 6.21
5. Pulverized Sediments/Glacial Ice 3.9 0.0
6. Atmospheric and Volcanic Dust 0.14 0.14
7. Coastal Erosion 0.077 0.074
8. Glacier Ice 0.12 0.0
9. Volcanic Aerosols 0.093 0.093

10. Ground Water Seepage 9.6 9.3
1 1. Sea f loor 1 lydrothermal Vents 1.1 1.1

Sodium O utput Process
Modern Maximum

1. Sea Spray 6.0 6.7
2. Ion Exchange 3.5 5.2
3. Burial of Pore Water 2.2 3.9
4. Halite Deposition <0.004 4.0
5. Alteration of Sea Floor Basalt 0.44 0.62

2 6. Albite Formation 0.0 0.0
7. Zeolite Formation 0.08 0.2

■H

Simply using modern measured rates, the ocean’s pres­
ent salt content would accumulate in only 32 million years. 
In other words, at present rates of input and output, the 
imbalance is so great that all of the salt in the oceans would 
accumulate in 32 million years.

Using the extreme minimum and maximum values, the 
maximum age is only 62 million years! The ocean could sim­
ply not be any older than this. As far as science knows, there 
is no process that did or could remove the excess salt.

Again, I am not claiming that the ocean is 62 million 
years old, but that it couldn’t possibly be any older than 
that. As with all dating attempts, there are assumptions 
involved. This number assumes that there have been no 
large, unaccounted-for additions or deletions of salt, but, of 
course, at the time of the Flood, erosion was occurring on a 
much grander scale! No doubt, much of the ocean’s present 
salt was added then, thus drastically reducing the maximum 
age. This method also assumes that at the start, the ocean 
was fresh water, but this does not seem likely. Whatever 
salts were present at creation would lower the maximum 
age even more. Reasonable assumptions would bring that 
age quite a bit further down, but would not derive a precise 
age. The values used are extremely generous to the old-earth 
concept, in order to arrive at the maximum age. They are 
uniformitarian assumptions, generously applied. But even 
the best use of uniformity results in a figure incompatible 
with the old earth as presently understood.

At the very least, we can surely say that the ocean is not 
nearly salty enough today to be 3+ billion years old, the 
age required by the evolutionary tale of life’s evolution and
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history. If the ocean was old and had been receiving sodium 
at any rate comparable to todays rate, it would be so choked 
with salt, life would be impossible. The evidence supports a 
young earth, not an old earth.

This kind of calculation could be repeated for scores of 
processes. Ocean water contains many dissolved elements 
and compounds, and most of them yield maximum ages 
for the ocean far too young to be compatible with old-earth 
ideas.15

Meteoric Dust from Space

In the early days of space exploration, NASA was quite 
worried about what would happen to a spacecraft landing 
on the moon. Their problem was this: We know that dust 
from outer space continually impinges on earth.
We assume it strikes the moon at a proportionate 
rate, given the moon’s size and gravity. Measure­
ments back in the fifties and sixties indicated that 
meteoric dust, made up primarily of iron, nickel, 
and other recognizable compounds, was imping­
ing upon the earth at 14 million tons per year.

It was inferred that if the earth has been here 
for 5 billion years, then there should be enough 
such material here on earth to form a layer over 
150 feet thick. No one expected to find such a 
layer, of course, since the earth’s surface is con­
tinually mixed by rain, wind, erosion, etc., but it 
did bother scientists that nickel is so rare on earth.
If the earth is old and the rate of accumulation has 
been roughly the same throughout earth history, 
there ought to be more! The earth’s nickel content 
is much more compatible with a young earth than 
with an old earth.

But what about the moon? With no rain, 
wind, or water, what falls on its surface stays right 
there. NASA design teams spent a good deal of 
time concocting landing pedestals to minimize 
the distance the vessel would sink into unconsoli­
dated dust. O f course, their fear was unfounded, 
for only an inch or so of dust was encountered by 
the first moon lander. Given the measured rate of 
influx, this small volume of dust could easily ac­
cumulate in a few thousand years; but if the moon 
is old, then something is wrong.

This young-moon argument became a favorite 
of creationists everywhere, both because it was so 
clear and because it was easy to understand and ex­
plain. However, more and better-quality data were 
obtained over the years, and questions began to be raised.

A member of the faculty at ICR, geologist Dr. Andrew 
Snelling, with an ICR physics graduate student, Dave Rush,
15. Henry Morris and Gary Parker, Wliat Is Creation Science? (Green For­
est, AR: Master Books, 1987): p. 288-293. See this reference for a list of 
geochronometers and their implications.

conducted a careful literature survey and analytical study on 
this subject.16 * What once seemed to be a strong argument for 
the young earth/moon is not quite so clear now. Since the 
sixties, several measurements of dust influx have been made, 
and they all disagree, sometimes varying by a factor of 1,000. 
The point is, we just do not know, at the present time, how 
much dust is coming in, and, therefore, we cannot make any 
clear statements about the earth/moon’s age on the basis ol 
this scientific data.

It appears that the influx rate varies quite a bit, and we 
need more observation time to get a reasonable average. But 
it seems that if meteoric dust comes in at alternating high 
and low rates, there would have been many such cycles in 
5 billion years, and a relatively large quantity of dust would

AM5/1 teams were concerned about the 
possible depth o f  dust on the moon.

have accumulated. Once more is known, this argument may 
again be a good one. But it is not definitive right now, and 
we should stick to better arguments.

16. Andrew Snelling and Dave Rush, “Moon Dust and the Age of the Solar
System,” Creation Ex Niltilo Technical Journal 7, no. I (1993): p. 2 42.
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Grand Canyon erosion cuts through flat, featureless 
Plateau.

Kocks on the Earth’s Surface

The earth’s crust, both continental and oceanic, consists 
of rock similar in chemical make-up and potentially derived 
from materials deep inside the earth. Volcanic activity spews 
material onto the surface, while intrusional activity emplaces 
great volumes of material below the surface but still in the 
crust. Once in the crust or on the surface, the igneous mate­
rial can weather, erode, and metamorphose, changing into 
other forms, but the total volume remains.

We know the total volume of sediment of all kinds in the 
earth’s crust (about 5 billion cubic kilometers) and can esti­
mate the volume of new material (i.e., not recycled) added, to 
be on the order of 4 cubic kilometers each year.17 Based upon 
this estimate, the time needed to accumulate the entire crust 
is only 1.25 billion years. Obviously, that is only a ballpark 
figure, but still far too young for evolutionary tastes.

Again, this 
assumes none 
of the present 
crust was here at 
the beginning, 
either continen­
tal or oceanic, 
but we know 
that at creation
there was a fully 
developed crust. 
This view also 
assumes that the 
rates of emplace­
ment have been

Erosion of the Continents

17. Robert Decker and Barbara Decker, eds., Volcanoes anti the Earth’s 
Interior (New York: W. H. Freeman, 1982).

constant, But what about the Flood? 
Volcanic and tectonic activity dur­
ing the Flood dwarfed modern rates. 
Given the necessary but faulty assump 
tions, the number 1.25 billion has no 
direct meaning, except as a critique of 
uniformitarian assumptions.

Erosion of tiie 
Continents

Uniformitarians believe our 
modern continents have existed for 
about 3.5 billion years and have been 
in recognizable configuration for tens 
of millions of years, at least since the 
postulated break-up of the Pangean

Colorado supercontinent some 200 million years
ago. In their model, continents have 
been crumpled into mountain chains, 

upthrust into elevated plateaus, sometimes submerged under­
water, but never remained static.

In western North America, the Laramide Orogeny some 
70 million years ago (as dated by uniformitarian geologists) 
thrust up the Rocky Mountains, and along with them, ele­
vated areas like the Colorado Plateau. The rocks that typically 
cap this plateau are thought to be 100 million years old and 
have never been underwater since their uplift. Thus, erosion 
supposedly has been cutting them down for 70 million years.

Streams and rivers, eventually entering the ocean, carry 
these eroded sediments away. The sediment load in these 
rivers can, of course, be measured, and the average yearly 
amount of sediments carried into the sea from the continents 
stands at 27.5 billion tons per year.18 *

By now, you know what comes next. The volume of the 
continents above sea level has been measured at 383 million

A t present rates, the continents would all be 
eroded in no more than 14 million years.

18. S.E. Nevins, “Evolution: The Oceans Say No!” Impact, no. 8 (1973);
Ariel A. Roth, “Some Questions about Geochronology,” Origins 13, no. 2 
(1986): p. 64-85.
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hi Ilion tons. At present erosion rates, all the continents will 
lie reduced to sea level in 14 million years!

But they are thought to be many times that old already. 
Were they many times greater in bulk when they uplifted? 
No, because rocks thought to be on the surface at the time 
o f  uplift are still on the surface, and have hardly been eroded 
at all!

Consider the Colorado Plateau. There has been signifi­
cant erosion — just look at the Grand Canyon. But much 
of the Colorado River drainage basin is virtually untouched 
— a flat, featureless, uplifted plateau, bearing no evidence of 
70 million years of erosion. Was erosion occurring at a slow 
rate in times past, only now to pick up to a rate where all 
the continents of the world will be gone in 14 million years? 
Such rapid erosion cannot be blamed on human activity, 
for it would have increased erosion only by about a factor 
of 2 1419 at the most, and then only for the most recent few 
thousand years.

This line of reasoning might not be a method of dating 
the earth or its continents. Rather, it is a devastating critique 
of the story uniformitarians tell. That story has no internal 
consistency.

The uniformitarian may try to take solace in the pro­
posal that the continents are 
still rising, and volcanoes are 
continually erupting, thereby 
replacing the volume be­
ing displaced and keeping 
pace with erosion. But this 
proposal does not address the 
problem that the surface at 
the time of uplift is still the 
surface today, and erosion has 
hardly touched it. Nor does 
it account for the present-day 
existence of so much ancient 
(hundreds of millions of 
years old) sedimentary rock.
If the uplift and erosion had 
been continuing for even 
two or three times the 14 million years, all the sedimentary 
rock would be gone! This fact is made more disconcerting if 
one realizes that mountain chains (as opposed to continents 
in general) are rising several times faster than erosion yet 
contain a lot of “ancient” sedimentary rock overlying granitic 
rock. Much of this rock is dated at hundreds of millions of 
years, some even up to 3 billion years. This is enough time 
to completely erode the continents many times over, yet the 
continents are nearly everywhere covered with sediments.
The uniformitarian story does not fit the observed facts!

Again, do not get hung up on the 14-million-year figure. 
The crustal sedimentary rock was probably, in most cases,

19. S. Judson, “Erosion of the Land — or What’s Happening to Our Conti­
nents?” American Scientist 56 (1968): p. 356 374.

deposited by the flood of Noah’s day. Then the continents 
and mountains were upraised toward the end of the Flood, 
and erosion rates have varied since then. The 14 million years 
represents only a critique of uniformitarian, old-earth ideas.

Sediments in the Ocean

A corollary to the erosion problem has to do with the 
volume of sediments in the ocean. We have already noted 
how fast sedimentary material is entering the ocean —  27.5 
billion ions per year. Now note how much sediment resides 
on the ocean bottom — 410 million billion tons.

Simple division arrives at an age of 15 million years. We 
could properly com. lode that this is the age of our present 
ocean basins, given (lie assumptions of constant sedimenta­
tion rale ami no sediments there to start with. If the oceans 
are as old as commonly believed, they ought to be complete­
ly full of sediments.

Plate tectonics theory, one might point out, holds that 
oceanic crust is continually being subducted, or downthrust, 
underneath the continental plates. It might seem that this 
would remove and/or destroy some of the sediments, thereby 
solving the apparent problem.

A t present rates, all the sediment in the ocean would 
accumulate in no more than 15 million years.

But two factors argue against this. At the trenches where 
subduction is supposed to occur, most of the sediments are 
thought to be scraped off and piled up. (They are mostly still 
there, have been measured, and are included in the total fig­
ure above.) But even if the sediment is being subducted, sub­
duction rates are still only between 10—20 percent of the rates 
of erosion and accumulation. Furthermore, most river deltas, 
where the bulk of sedimentation occurs, are not near subduc­
tion zones. Thus, the amount of sediment subducted and 
recycled does not significantly change the calculated age.20 It 
seems that both the measurements of sediment carried into 
the ocean and the rate of sediment accumulation in the ocean 
do not square with the long-age scenario. Again, the Flood

20. See aforementioned papers by Nevins and Roth.
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would have increased the rate ol deposition, thus lowering 
the time required to accumulate the sediments. But what can 
be said for Christians who hold to the old-earth concept? 
They must deny the history ol the worldwide Flood, for even 
a tranquil Flood would produce a great deal of sedimenta­
tion. Thus, old eat lit ( Christians must believe in a local Flood 
or in no Flood, an untenable positiott lor Bible-believers.

Summary

We have studied only a few of the many geochronom- 
eters that ean be used to date the earth. These and many 
others not discussed here point to an age for the earth 
m m  It too young to have allowed for evolution. As we have 
seen, the Flood is the key. Nothing on the surface of the 
earth could have escaped its devastation. Uniformitarian­
ism, by its very nature, assumes that processes have not 
changed much in their intensity throughout the history of 
the earth, and thus, adherents mistake certain devastated 
features for age.

Remember each clock relies on the same basic assump­
tions as for radioisotope dating: (1) constant process rate; (2) 
relative isolation of the system, so no loss or gain of quanti­
ties has occurred; (3) knowledge of the initial state of the 
system; (4) earth old enough to have produced the present 
state through the observed process.

Since all these assumptions are questionable at best, 
and very likely wrong altogether given the historical facts 
of creation, Fall, and Flood, we do not expect any such 
geochronometer to give a valid age. However, it is reason­
able to conclude that those geochronometers which make 
use of worldwide observations and systems (like magnetic 
field decay, helium in the atmosphere, and salt in the ocean) 
would be better, all things being equal, than those employing 
the dating of a single rock or local system. Such a worldwide 
scope minimizes the possibility of loss or gain of the materials

being measured. As far as its mass is concerned, the earth is 
very nearly a closed system.

It would also be better for a system to have a long 
enough history of measurement (like the magnetic field de­
cay) to identify and smooth out any temporary fluctuations 
in the process rate.

And, if the history of measurement of a particular sys­
tem represents a significant portion of a half-life, it also lends 
credence to the method. Note that the half-life of the mag­
netic field’s energy is 700 years, and its history of measure­
ment covers almost 25 percent of the half-life. The half-life 
of uranium-238, on the other hand, is 4.5 billion years and 
has only been accurately measured for several decades (about 
0.000002 percent of a half-life). Surely the better dating 
schemes point to a young earth.

It might even be reasonable to assume that the larger the 
“date” derived by a particular system, the more opportunity 
there has been for contamination or alteration, which would 
yield an incorrect date. Therefore, those that tend to give 
young ages are probably more likely to be accurate than those 
that give old ages.

It seems reasonable to conclude that while any chronom­
eter, whether limiting or actual, would be untrustworthy, for 
each employs questionable assumptions about the unobserved 
past based on uniformitarianism, the weight of the evidence 
does point toward a young earth rather than an old earth. The 
only way we could know for sure how old things are would be 
if someone (or Someone) who saw these processes occurring 
made careful observations and recorded them for us. Then 
and only then would we have true empirical evidence.

And that is exactly what we do have in Scripture. An 
observer (in fact a participant in these events) did record 
for us what went on. We can read that scientist’s “lab book” 
and conclude the age of things. Any other way of dating is 
fraught with error-prone assumptions. How much better to 
trust the accurate record of the capable Observer.

Grand. Canyon
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Summarize the argument for a young age for tin· e 
decay.

from magnetic

Give the uniformitarian explanation 
rocks along the mid-ocean rift.

Give a young-earth/Flood explanation for these 
two ideas and discuss which is most likely.

Does plate tectonics fit in with the biblical model? In what way?

Summarize the “helium build-up in the atmosphere” age indicator anil 
identify how the three necessary dating assumptions apply to this met lx,

Compare the magnetic-field-decay chronometer with the salt- 
chronometer. Which do you think is more precise, and why?

SBESTIOTi
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GEOLOGIC EVIDENCE FOR 
A YOUNG EARTH

T he publication of the book The 
Genesis Flood, by Whitcomb 
and Morris in 1961, is generally 

recognized as the catalyst for 
beginning the modern creation 
movement. Not that it discussed 
creation very much; rather, it 
explained the nature and power of 
the Flood. And the Flood is the 
key. Such a Flood could account for 
the fossils and the strata that have 
traditionally been misinterpreted as 
evidence of long ages of uniformity.

For the first time, biblical inerrancy could be considered a 
credible, scholarly position. On the authority of Scripture, 
the catastrophic Flood really occurred on a wide scale, and 
the evidence for extensive catastrophism in geology abounds. 
The young-earth position directly follows from the global 
Flood doctrine, just as belief in an old earth by otherwise 
Bible-believing Christians necessitates holding to the local- 
Flood concept.

But things have changed in the years since. The creation 
movement has even caused a revolution in secular geologic 
thinking. At the very least, secular geology has adopted 
many of the “radical” positions espoused in The Genesis 
Flood, for now we find the entire discipline of geology 
moving back toward catastrophism. Many leading geolo­
gists now even identify themselves as “neo-catastrophists” 
and have begun to invoke large-scale, dynamic processes for 
the production of geologic layers and earth features. These

Destruction left by tsunami

geologists freely speak of continents moving about, of large 
meteorites impacting earth and causing the dinosaurs to 
go extinct, of volcanic events dwarfing anything in human 
history, etc. These ideas were routinely scoffed at in the days 
before The Genesis Flood.

Consider for a moment the perspective of the late Dr. 
Derek Ager, former president of the British Geologists Asso­
ciation. While attempting to distance himself from creation­
ist geologists who believe in Noah’s flood, he spearheaded 
a revival in geology back toward dynamic processes. “The 
hurricane, the flood or tsunami may do more in an hour or 
a day than the ordinary processes of nature have achieved 
in a thousand years. . . .  In other words, the history of any 
one part of the earth, like the life of a soldier, consists of long 
periods of boredom and short periods of terror.”1

Ager insists, as do numerous leading geologists of 
today, that many (and perhaps nearly all) of the geologic 
deposits are actually the result of a series of rapid cata­
strophic events, usually water related. For instance, it is 
no longer considered laughable to argue that each hori­
zontally bedded layer of fossil-bearing strata in the Grand 
Canyon was laid down by a catastrophe of one sort or

1. Derek Ager, The Nature o f the Stratigraphical Record (New York: John 
Wiley and Sons, 1981), p. 54, 106.
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another. The growing number o f “neo-catastrophist” geol­
ogists who advocate this position feel that the catastrophes 
that laid down the Tapeats Sandstone were not part of the 
same catastrophe or catastrophes that laid down the over- 
lying layers up to the rim of the canyon. The geologists 
would claim that millions and millions of years separated 
each sequence of catastrophes. By doing so, they recognize 
catastrophism in geology but still hang on to the concept of 
the old earth and retain the time necessary for evolution to 
occur.

Please grasp clearly what these scientists are advocat­
ing. They would say that nearly all of the rock material was 
laid down rapidly, as sediments, by catastrophic events, 
fhese events were separated by great lengths of time. But 
while the real evidence points toward rapid catastrophic de­
position which took very little time, great amounts of time 
supposedly passed between the layers where no evidence is 
found! The evidence for time is the lack of physical evi­
dence. Virtually all of the actual evidence in the 
rocks points toward catastrophic flood processes 
lasting only a short period of time.

Back in the early days of modern creation­
ism, particularly with the publication of The 
Genesis Flood in 1961, the duty of the creation­
ist geologist was to demonstrate catastrophism 
as opposed to strict uniformitarianism (the idea 
that each geological layer accumulated slowly and 
gradually by processes and process rates similar to 
those occurring today).2 Now, with the acceptance 
of rapid, catastrophic processes by many leading 
geologists, the creationist’s duty has somewhat 
changed. Now we must also strive to tie these lay­
ers together into one catastrophe and show that the 
length of time that passed between the deposition 
of any two adjacent layers, and thus much of the 
entire series, was not long at all.

Discussed below are several ways that dem­
onstrate how the layers can be tied together 
into a rather short period of time. Dating the earth 
by use of these methods will not be advocated. Rath­
er, what will be shown is that the evidence speaks of 
a single, rapid geologic event, which was responsible for 
the majority of the world’s fossiliferous sedimentary rocks 
and which continued through the geologic column, leav­
ing no time for evolution.

Surface Features

One way to show that only a short time elapsed between 
the deposition of one bed and the deposition of an overlying 
bed is to show that the various surface features present on
2. The book The Genesis Flood, by John Whitcomb and Henry Morris, is 
considered the catalyst for the modern creation movement. For the first time, 
a systematic and scientifically credible defense of biblical world history was 
possible. It is still a highly valuable work.

the top surface of each bed would not last very long if 
exposed, fherefore, these features had to be covered rather 
quickly, before they had a chance to erode or be destroyed.

One very common feature, seen in many rock layers in 
many locations, is the presence of ripple marks, formed as 
water moves over a surface. These can frequently be seen 
on a beach after the tide has receded, and can also be seen 
on the ocean bottom where a particular current direction 
dominates. In many other situations we see what have been 
called raindrop impressions, although these fragile raindrop 
marks may actually he blisters formed as air bubbles escaped 
from rapidly deposited sediments under water. Animal tracks 
are also common. In any case, these features, which had to be 
formed in soli sediment or they would not have formed at 
all, are very fragile, and if present on any surface, soft uncon­
solidated material or hard rock, will not last very long.

Keep in mind that almost every sedimentary rock layer 
was deposited under water. Every geologist agrees with this.

Ripple
marks

Raindrop
impressions

Animal
tracks

Surface features are easily destroyed. They must be 
quickly protected in order to be preserved.

Unless erosion dominates locally, sediments normally accu­
mulate on an ocean bottom, lakebed, delta, beach, lagoon, 
stream bank, etc., in the presence of water currents. If sub­
sequent events lilt the deposit up out of the water, erosion 
and/or non-deposition will result. But if a zone stays under 
water, it will continue to be subjected to water action and 
will likely receive more sediment. In such an active environ­
ment, ripple marks can be preserved only if they are quickly 
buried by overlying materials, so that they are protected and 
have time to harden into rock.

In many places around the world, these ocean-floor sedi­
ments have been solidified into rock and are now uplifted 
onto continental surfaces. Ripple marks and similar features

97



Dinosaur tracks o f various sizes in central Texas.

are readily seen in many locations, “frozen” in solid rock. 
Many examples come readily to mind. In a streambed I once 
hiked down in Oklahoma, numerous limestone layers could 
be seen, each only a few inches thick. Each one displayed 
obvious ripple marks about one inch high. Interestingly, 
the ripple marks in different layers were in different direc­
tions, indicating the water current responsible for deposition 
shifted rapidly and erratically while deposition continued. 
How could all the ripple marks be preserved?

If such a mark is exposed on any surface, under water 
or above water, it will soon erode and be washed away.
Even on a hard rock surface, markings will erode in a 
few decades. There is no possibility that fragile features 
will last unprotected for millions of years, waiting to be 
re-submerged and buried, and thus protected from de­
structive forces. We cannot determine exactly how much 
time passed between the deposition of two layers simply 
by looking at ripple marks, raindrop impressions, animal 
footprints, etc., but we can conclude that much less time 
passed than it takes for surface features to be eroded and 
disappear.

Since almost every layer gives demonstrable evidence 
of having been laid down rapidly and catastrophically, 
and since nearly all such catastrophic layers have surface 
features that were not eroded, one can reasonably conclude 
that the whole sequence of rocks was deposited by differ­
ent episodes in a rapid, possibly continuous, event.

Bioturbation

A similar line of reasoning can be used by observing 
the deficiency of preserved evidence of living communi­
ties within a layer of rock. Obviously on and below nearly 
every surface, whether on land or in the sea, abundant life 
is present which will leave its mark. In the ocean bottom or 
near the shore, worms, clams, fish, and all sorts of plants and

animals live and disturb the sediments. Many actually 
ingest the mud, utilizing the nutrients present.

On land, tree roots, gophers, and numerous 
other animals will alter the surface soil layers in 
fairly short order. Weathering will further hasten 
deterioration.

Consider the example of Hurricane Carla in 
1961, which devastated the central Texas coast. As 
the hurricane retreated, it laid down a recogniz­
able layer of sediments on the shore and far out into 
the Gulf of Mexico. These graded and well-layered 
sediments contained within them many sedimen­
tary structures such as buried ripple marks and cross 
bedding. These internal markings were well studied 
in the years after Hurricane Carla and were recognized 
as rapid deposition features.3

About 20 years later, others went back to study what 
had happened to the stratum. Due to bioturbation, the 
disturbance of the geologic zone by biologic activity, the layer 
could hardly be found, and once located, it retained almost 
no evidence of sedimentary structure. Within just a couple 
of decades (and probably much more quickly), life at the 
surface of this bed, both on shore and off, had destroyed 
the internal character that had been formed by catastrophic 
processes.4 Indeed, in any environment, from a desert sand 
dune to the shallow marine, life is abundant and continually

Ripple marks left by water action on surface o f  
formerly horizontal Hakatai shale, Grand Canyon.

3. Miles O. Hayes, “Hurricanes As Geological Agents: Case Studies of Hur­
ricanes Carla, 1961, and Cindy, Report o f Investigation, University
o f Texas Bureau o f Economic Geology, No. 61 (Austin: University of Texas, 
1967): p. 56.
4. As reported in Robert H. Dott, “ 1982 SEPM Presidential Address: Epi­
sodic Sedimentation — How Normal Is Average? How Rare Is Rare? Does 
It Matter?” Journal o f Sedimentary Petrology 53, no. I (March 1983): p. 12.
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agitates the sediments within several feet of the 
surface. Particularly in shallow water, where 
most of the sedimentation occurs, living com­
munities of plants and animals are especially 
active.

Compare the layer from Hurricane 
Carla to sedimentary layers of rock around 
the world, almost all of which are lull of 
sedimentary structure. While individual 
exceptions could be cited, they are exceptions, 
fhe broad trend is for each stratum to 
contain abundant internal structure.
Evidently, the sediments were not exposed 
to an environment of biologic activity for 
any length of time before they were buried 
out of reach of plant and animal activity 
and subsequently hardened. Perhaps the 
sediments continued to build up so rapidly 
that the structure was out of reach of 
burrowing animals, but this implies continual 
catastrophic deposition. Where fossilized 
bioturbation does exist, it usually looks quite 
different from modern habitats. It better 
resembles that left by burrowing animals as they escape from 
deepening sediments, having been buried there against their 
will. These escape burrows are frequently oriented upward 
only, not in the variety of directions employed in living 
communities. It is as if the organisms were digging out of a 
continually growing supply of sediments.

Again, we cannot tell how long the lower layer existed 
before the overlying layer was deposited, but we can say that 
it was less than the time for bioturbation to destroy sedi­
mentary structures within the lower zone.

In this manner we can march up the geologic column, 
tying the layers together, and conclude a relatively short 
time for the entire sequence.

Several cycles o f  graded bedding are shown as formerly vertical 
rock face lies horizontally. Such sedimentary structure is 
quickly destroyed by bioturbation.

Lack of Soil Layers

Exactly the same logic can be applied to another fea­
ture, the almost complete lack of recognizable soil layers 
anywhere in the geologic column.

Within standard, old-earth thinking, the continents 
now exposed have on numerous occasions been under­
water, as evidenced by the fact that nearly all of the rocks 
themselves were deposited by ocean water, perhaps by off­
shore wave action, in the deep ocean, in deltas, in lagoons, 
or by major storms or mud slides. When uplifted and 
exposed as land, they presumably were covered with soil, 
wherein plants and animals could live. Even in near shore 
environments, underwater “soils” are needed.

Soils today consist primarily ol weathered rock, 
broken up by the cycle of freezing and thawing 
water, by chemical deterioration of rock minerals, 
by wind and water erosion, and by the action of 
rooting plants and burrowing animals. To this is 
added organic debris — mostly decaying plants and 
animal carcasses and droppings. W ithout soil, abun­
dant life is impossible, but we know from the fossil 
record that abundant life has existed throughout 
much of this planet’s history. It takes a while for 
soil to form, but once present, it tends to remain, 
barring erosion, often held in place by roots.

What happens to the soil as the land surface 
submerges beneath the sea? W hether the land is 
covered rapidly by a catastrophic process, or slowly 
by transgression of the sea, certainly some of the 
soil would be covered by ensuing sedimentation 
and preserved.
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So what do we make of the fact that convincing soil 
layers, or even soil materials, are seldom found in the 
geologic record? Geologists ruled by their uniformitar- 
ian paradigm claim to have discovered soil layers, but the 
underconsolidated layers are not “soils” in any true sense. 
Classification systems categorize modern soils well, but 
ancient candidates are markedly different. In a discussion 
of soil types it was said that “many paleosols do not possess 
adequate characteristics to allow for proper classification by 
the order level following Soil Taxonomy. This is a fact.”5

A possible soil sometimes mentioned is underclays, 
often found beneath coal seams and thought by some to 
represent leached soil layers; but the make-up of underclay 
is not what one would expect of a soil layer capable of sup­

There is no evidence o f  much time neededfor sediment accumulation 
o f  series o f  layers, including coal.

porting a lush swamp. The thick growth necessarily present 
in a swamp is missing in an underclay. The little rootlets 
present hardly speak of saturated conditions, swarming life, 
and intertwined trees and shrubs.

This attempt at identifying a fossil soil is rare. The geo­
logic record is one of rocks, with few exceptions, not soils 
or paleosols. Typically, poorly consolidated rocks are not 
thought to consist of materials that have ever been soils.

Standard evolutionary geology tells us that land surfaces 
supporting abundant life have been here continuously for 
hundreds of millions of years. Where, then, are the soils?

A better explanation is that only one soil existed before 
the depositional episode that resulted in the majority of the

5. W.C. James, G.H. Mack, and H.C. Monger, “Classification of Paleosols: 
Discussion,” Geological Society o f America Bulletin 105 (1993): p. 1637. See 
also Peter Klevberg and Richard Bandy, “Postdiluvial Soil Formation and 
the Question of Time, Parts 1 and II,” Creation Research Society Quarterly 
39 and 40 (March 2003 and Sept. 2003): p. 252-268, 99 116.

geologic record. The soils that are missing never existed.
The time to produce many soils never happened.

Undisturbed Bedding Planes
Much the same logic can be brought to bear on the 

nature of the bedding contacts themselves. Frequently, one 
will find two formations of totally different rock types, 
lying one on top of the other, with a “knife-edge” bedding 
plane between them.

Note the picture of a contact seen in the Grand Can­
yon between two such rock units. Here the brown-colored 
Hermit Shale lies below the whitish Coconino Sandstone, 
as it does throughout much of the region.

The Hermit Shale is thought to have accumulated as 
silt and mud in an offshore envi­
ronment. It is found in a marine 
geologic context and contains index 
fossils by which evolutionists date it 
at about 280 million years of age.

The overlying Coconino Sand­
stone, dated at about 270 million 
years, tells a different story, although 
its history is in dispute. Most uni- 
formitarian geologists interpret it 
as a desert sand dune deposit, now 
solidified into hard rock. They base 
this interpretation on the presence 
throughout the rock of inclined 
planes, called cross bedding (i.e., 
sedimentary structure), found at 
an angle to the general horizontal 
bedding of the rock unit as a whole. 
These are thought to be the un­
dulating sand dune surfaces in an 
otherwise flat desert.

Other geologists interpret these giant features as an 
underwater sand dune deposit. They base their contention 
on certain features more representative of wet sand than dry 
sand, such as the angle of the cross-beds, presence of am­
phibian tracks fossilized in the sand (what are amphibians 
doing in the desert and how could their little footprints be 
preserved in loose, dry, sand?), source of the original sand, 
features of the sand grains, etc.6 The underwater case would 
probably be convincing to all, if it were not for certain 
implications which necessarily follow.

We know that moving water can transport sand grains, 
with more rapid water required to move larger grains for a 
given water depth. We can measure the average sand grain 
size present in the Coconino and determine the velocity 
needed. It turns out that the Coconino is made of fine sand 
grains ranging in size from 1/8 mm to 1/4 mm in diameter.

6. W.E. Freeman and G.S. Visher, “Stratigraphic Analysis of the Navajo 
Sandstone,” Journal o f Sedimentary Research 45, no. 3 (1975): p. 651-668.
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Obviously, a measurable velocity of water 
at the sand-water interface is required to 
move fine sand grains. As it turns out, a 
velocity of three to five feet per second in 
deep water is necessary.

Measurements of the sand dune ge­
ometry coupled with experimental results 
show that those giant sand dunes (or in 
this case, long, underwater undulates) were 
made in a water depth of over 100 feet.

Now we know from observation that 
water generally moves much more rapidly on 
the surface than it does at depth. In order for 
water at a 100-foot depth to move at three to 
five feet per second, it must be moving at a 
much greater velocity on the surface.

Actually, at a depth of 100 feet in 
the open ocean, sustained water velocities 
of three feet per second have never been 
observed. Clearly, it would take a storm
of unprecedented magnitude. Such a catastrophe is far 
beyond that which most uniformitarians dare to con­
sider. O f course, most creationists favor the underwater 
model, since they are not intimidated by the thought of 
catastrophic water events, and also, since virtually all rock 
units are best understood as having been deposited during 
the height of the flood of Noah’s day. It is hard to imagine

Crossbedding in Coconino Sandstone. Note person for scale.

how a desert deposit would develop during the Flood. 
But it is more than just an interpretation of necessity. The 
evidence clearly favors the underwater model. Those who

7. For an explanation of this, see Steven A. Austin, Grand Canyon: Monu­
ment to Catastrophe (El Cajon, CA: ICR, 1994).

The Coconino Sandstone, thought to be fossilized sand dunes, 
conformably overlies the Hermit Shale, an offshore deposit.

advocate the desert interpretation illustrate the maxim, “I 
wouldn’t have seen it if I hadn’t believed it.”

But let us return to the bedding plane between the 
Hermit Shale and the Coconino Sandstone. Regardless 
of how the Coconino Sandstone was deposited, it origi­
nated in a completely different environment than the 
Hermit Shale and, according to evolution, was separated 

in time by about 10 million 
years. If the Coconino Sand­
stone represents a desert (one 
which covered over 100,000 
square miles, by the way), 
then the deltaic environment 
that accumulated the Her­
mit Shale material had to be 
uplifted, out of water, to an 
elevation high enough and 
dry enough to be a desert.
Can you imagine the erosion 
that would take place over 
this gigantic area, particularly 
as it was near sea level, both 
above and below? And yet, the 
upper surface of the Hermit 
is exceptionally flat, with no 
evidence of normal erosion.
It is not possible, as far as has 
been observed, for the kinds 
of erosional processes associ­

ated with regional uplift to scour off all possible overlying 
sediment and leave behind a completely flat Hermit surface 
on which the Coconino desert could form. Or if no other 
sediments were ever present, how could it remain stagnant 
with no erosion, leaving a flat, featureless Hermit surface
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on which sand began to collect 10 million years later? No 
surface on earth remains stagnant, with no erosion and 
no deposition. It certainly would not sit there with noth­
ing at all happening for 10 million years! Especially for this 
10 million years! According to the evolutionary old-earth 
scenario, the earth was, at that time, enjoying an extended 
period of wet climate. A huge desert with little rainfall 
near a warm ocean is a contradiction in terms. Even if 
the Coconino was formed underwater, no surface such as 
the top of the Hermit would remain there for a long time 
without any change.

The point is, the existence of the sharp, knife-edge 
contact between those two formations argues against the 
passage of long periods of time between their depositions, 
regardless of their index fossils. If it were not for the 
assumption of evolution, these two beds would speak either 
of continuous, rapid deposition with perhaps a near- 
instantaneous shift in current direction and sediment load, 
or of rapid deposition of the Coconino after an episode of 
“sheet erosion” due to massive volumes of water flowing 
rapidly at equal depth over a wide area and equally eroding 
the sediment in all locations. In both cases, we are talking 
about a flood on the scale of the Genesis flood.

Contacts between rock units in nearly every area ex­
hibit the same knife-edge contact, not between every two 
consecutive layers at all locations hut between at least 
some layers in each locality and between “all” consecutive 
layers in some locations. The rocks simply do not support 
vast ages passing between the deposition of successive 
layers.

The Coconino Sandstone immediately underlies the Toroweap Limestone, 
again with no evidence o f  erosion.

Missing T ime between Layers

The lack of evidence for time passing between the 
layers is compounded by the immensity of the supposed 
time gaps between layers. Considering the Grand Canyon, 
conventional thought has dated each layer and identified 
the supposed environment in which it was deposited. The 
change of sediment type necessitates a change in depositional 
environment, and for each change, uplift or submersion 
must occur. Large-scale, vertical continental movements 
obviously require significant time and energy. Uniformitarian 
thinking stresses that this happens quite slowly, but consider 
the changes to the land that would ensue. Wouldn’t there 
be a gradual change in sediment type and a mixing of both 
for a while? If this happened suddenly, there would be no 
mistaking the change in conditions. Given the abrupt change 
in strata between the two successive layers, isn’t this exactly 
what we see? If standard time classifications are correct, much 
time elapsed between successive layers — a time of either 
erosion of intervening strata or non-deposition of strata, 
all while the continent was being uplifted or submerged, 
with land, desert or sea life thriving or being driven to 
extinction. The time for deposition needed and depositional 
environments for the layers reveal the impossibility of all this 
happening slowly and leaving little evidence. Remember, 
while deposition continues, there is no time gap.

Polystrate Fossils

Underground coal mines have always been extremely 
dangerous places to work, particularly in times past, before 

mechanization revised coal­
mining methods. Miners are 
continually in danger. One of 
the most dangerous aspects 
of a coal mine is the presence 
of features known as kettles. 
Seen as rather circular shapes 
in the mine’s roof, kettles are 
actually the bottoms of cylin­
drical bodies of rock which 
can easily detach and fall, 
crushing the miners beneath.

As it turns out, these 
circular features are the bot­
toms of fossilized, upright 
tree trunks. The lower por­
tions, including the roots, are 
frequently mined away along 
with the rest of the coal, leav­
ing only the trunk penetrating 
up through the roof into the 
strata above. If not stabilized 
and secured by bracing, roof
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bolts, or some other device, 
these cylindrical tree trunks 
can prove deadly.

The popular explanation 
for the origin of coal suggests 
that peat (an organic deposit 
thought to be the precur­
sor of coal) accumulated 
in a swamp. As the swamp 
trees and bushes lived and 
died, organic material would 
accumulate as peat in the 
stagnant water of the swamp.
Great thicknesses of peat are 
thought to have accumulated 
over the years as the swamp 
slowly submerged beneath the 
sea.

Once the peat swamp 
was completely submerged by 
the ocean, it was buried by 
slowly accumulating mud on 
the ocean floor. This overlying 
mud is thought to have slowly 
hardened into rock (usually 
shale or limestone), while the 
peat, deeply buried for millions of years, gradually was com­
pressed, and metamorphosed into coal through the action 
of heat and pressure. This process involves driving the water 
and other volatile materials out of the peat, leaving behind 
mostly carbon.

Furthermore, ocean-bottom mud accumulates very 
slowly, usually at about one millimeter to one inch per year 
near the continental margins or in a shallow sea. In the deep 
ocean, sediments accumulate at about one millimeter per 
1,000 years. At this rate, deep burial and alteration of peat 
into coal, and mud into rock, would require millions of 
years. In some eastern U.S. coal regions, up to 50 different 
coal seams are stacked on top of each other, separated by 
even more slowly accumulating limestone and shale layers. 
Theoretically, in evolutionary terms, each layer took a vast 
time for accumulation, making the total time for deposition 
lengthy indeed, as the entire region slowly bobbed up and 
down like a yo-yo —  under the ocean and out of the ocean.

But fossil trees, such as mentioned above, give us addi­
tional information that helps us date the entire sequence and 
tie at least some of the layers together. If the trees grew in 
the place in which they are now found (in other words, trees 
growing in the swamp), then after the peat had accumulated 
and the whole area eventually slowly submerged, their dead 
trunks would have extended up into the ocean water over­
head, sometimes as much as 30 to 40 feet, while slowly being 
buried by accumulating mud.

Grand Canyon, Arizona

Consider an exposed tree 
trunk extending 30 feet up from 
the bottom of an ocean. Of 
course, the tree would now he 
dead. No woody tree can long 
survive the action of seawater and 
marine animals. Some may grow 
with their roots in salt water, 
but when any tree is covered by 
seawater, it will die. How long 
would it take that dead tree 
trunk to rot and fall over? Could 
it remain upright for millions 
or for even hundreds of years, 
while the mud slowly accumu­
lated around it? Obviously not. 
Penetrating completely through 
overlying layers, some fossilized 
trees even intersect more than 
one coal layer! These trees have 
come to be called polystrate fos­
sils because they penetrate many 
[poly] strata. Did such trees ride 
the strata down and up again 
and then down again for millions 
of years? From studying these 

fossilized trees, we can conclude that the length of time for 
accumulation of the peat (which later turned into coal) and 
the overlying sediments was shorter than the time it takes 
for wood to decay. Obviously, wood decays in only a few 
decades at most, whether in an active ocean environment, 
standing in air, or buried in sediments.

Polystrate fossilized trees which extend through more 
than one layer in effect tie the entire series of layers together 
into a short period of time. This period of time cannot be 
explicitly determined from the data, but it is wholly incom­
patible with the long-age model normally taught.

One polystrate fossilized tree might be understood as 
having been deposited in a freakish scenario, but the fact is, 
the world contains many polystrate fossilized trees. In coal 
mines, they are quite common. Dramatic examples are some­
times found in areas where the coal cross section is exposed 
by erosion or by open pit mining.

Certain geologic sites have been especially crucial in 
shaping current thought. Thus it is with the amazing se­
quence of beds and fossils exposed along the Bay of Fundy, 
Nova Scotia, Canada, near the town of Joggins.

Sir Charles Lyell, friend and colleague of Charles 
Darwin, and principal architect of the principle of geologic 
uniformity, published his classic book Principles o f Geology 
in 1830. In it, he proposed that slow and gradual processes, 
operating on a local scale much as are seen today, had sculp­
tured the earth’s surface over vast eons of time.
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ARGUMENTS I OR RAPID 
Sedimentation at Joggins

1. A distinctive soil level is missing. Only a few 
of the trees .nisi lion, the organic coal layers. Often 
the trees rest on top ol a coal seam, but roots seldom 
penetrate into it as they would if the tree grew in a 
peat hog. I hose s tu m p s  arising from non-organic 
layers have no obvious soil present.

2. I lie vertical stumps often penetrate two or 
mot e strata, including thin seams of coal. Often 
they overlap other trees, arising from overlying lay­
ers. A dead, hollow, and submerged stump could 
not persist for the long period of time necessitated 
lor a second forest to grow and collect as peat.

3. Segments of roots are often found inside 
the once-hollow trunks, while other fossil roots are 
normally detached and buried in the surrounding 
sediment. This seems to be a very unlikely scenario 
for any growth in situ hypothesis.

4. Leaves seldom remain on a forest or swamp 
floor for long periods without decay, yet well- 
preserved fossil leaves are abundant, thus indicating 
rapid burial.

5. Some of the fossilized trees are inclined, 
not directly in vertical growth positions. A few are 
found upside-down. None of the tree root systems 
are complete; all have been truncated.

6. The marine tubeworm Spirorbis, frequently 
found in fossilized association with the fossil trees, 
implies that all were exposed to seawater.

7. The surrounding sandstones are crossbedded, 
implying rapidly moving water.

8. The hollow vertical trees are typically filled 
with different sediments than the surrounding 
matrix. The internal sediments are themselves 
crossbedded.

9. The long axis of both the partial roots and 
the rootlets have a preferred orientation as would 
result from movement, not growth in place. The di­
rection parallels current direction as discerned from 
ripple marks and crossbedding.

While a fuller understanding awaits more re­
search, we can say with confidence that the “just-so 
story" told by Lyell and his modern-day disciples 
simply doesn’t fit the facts. His story was unfor­
tunately sufficient in his day to convince many 
scientists and theologians to abandon the doctrines 
of recent creation and global Flood, but it is insuf­
ficient today, now that more is known.

Excerpted from John 1). Morris, “The I’olystrate Trees and 
Coal Seams of Joggins Fossil Clifts," Impact, no. 316 (October 
1, 1999).

Lyell traveled far and wide, searching for evidence to 
support his model. One such site was at Joggins, where, he 
claimed, upright fossil trees rose from several successive lay­
ers of coal. It could hardly be imagined, he argued, that tree 
trunks could maintain their upright posture during transpor­
tation in a watery catastrophe.

The Geologic Setting at Joggins

Two schools of thought exist within uniformitarian geol­
ogists, who variously interpret these beds as: (1) a flood plain 
in which a river occasionally overflowed its banks, burying 
the surrounding marsh in mud; and as (2) a coastal plain 
occasionally inundated by rising oceans. In both cases, sedi­
ments are assumed to have been building up as the underly­
ing basin subsided, with deposition keeping up with sinking, 
rhe coal beds are thought to record a recurring swampy bog, 

where organic materials collected for hundreds of years, only 
to be buried either by river flooding or sea level rises. Over 
time, thick layers of mud and sand would collect, later to 
be uplifted and returned to a swamp condition. Could it 
be instead that the abundant polystrate trees, which always

Tree fossil extending through several layers o f  rock



intersect numerous thin coal layers, 
interspersed with other rock types, were 
deposited by successive Flood events, and 
not over vast eons of successive uplifts?

The argument is not limited to large 
fossilized tree trunks. Once, on a field 
trip in Oklahoma, I observed thinly 
bedded limestones present in a hillside, 
scores o f three-inch-thick limestone lay­
ers, stacked on top of one another like 
pancakes. Evolutionists interpreted the 
limestone layers as the result o f lengthy, 
slow accumulation processes. But 
throughout the entire outcrop, evidence 
of rapid, continuous accumulation can 
be seen. Multiple polystrate fossils are 
found protruding up through several 
limestone layers each. These were not 
large trees but fossilized reed-like crea­
tures called Calamities, in some cases 
up to six inches in diameter but usually 
just an inch or so. These segmented “stems” were 
evidently quite fragile once dead, for they are 
usually found in tiny fragments. Obviously, the 
limestones could not have accumulated slowly 
and gradually around a still-growing organism, 
but must have been quite rapidly deposited in a 
series o f underwater events.

Other types of fossils likewise testify to the 
same conclusion. Sometimes, an animal’s fossilized 
body will intersect more than one layer or lamina­
tion within a rock, and the same argument applies.

One of the standard examples cited for long 
ages involves the Green River Formation in Wyo­
ming. Here, extensive shale deposits consist of 
millions of millimeter-thick laminae, interpreted 
by uniformitarians as representing winter/summer 
sequences of sedimentation in calm lake environ­
ments. Yet fossils exist here in abundance!

By the way, how do fossils form? Do dead 
animals or plants sink to the bottom of a lake or an 
ocean and remain, while minuscule yearly amounts of sedi­
ment cover them up and fossilize them? No, of course not. 
They either float to the surface or sink to the bottom, where, 
in either case, they are eaten by scavengers or decomposed 
by bacterial or mechanical action. In no case do they remain 
for long. But here in the Green River Formation, fossils are 
often found in “fresh” condition, sometimes giving evidence 
of having been buried alive. While specific mechanisms vary, 
suffice it to say that in order to be preserved, they must be 
buried quickly, out of the reach of destructive agents.

And this is how it is at the Green River Formation. Fos­
silized catfish are found in abundance, some up to ten inches 
long, having the skin and soft parts preserved in some cases,

Most fossils are form ed by rapid burial. This fish was so rapidly 
buried he didn’t have time to swallow lunch.

Many fossils are buried in pristine condition, before 
scavenging or decay could take place. Here, even the fish 
scales are preserved.

obviously buried rapidly. I he catfish fossils are found in many 
orientations, transgressing numerous millimeter-thick lamina­
tions. They did not die and lie for hundreds of years on the 
lake bottom while being slowly covered.8 Other types of fossils, 
including “enormous concentrations” of bird fossils9 * are found 
in these “lake-bottom" sediments. Surely the time has come 
to recognize that this formation, often used as proof that the 
Bible is wrong, actually supports rapid catastrophism instead.

8. .I II. Whitmore. L. Brand, and H.P. Buchheim, "Implications of Modern 
Fish Taphonomy for the Preservation States and Depositional Environments 
of Fossil Fish, Fossil Butte Member, Green River Formation, Southwestern 
Wyoming," Geological Society o f America Abstracts with Programs 35. no. 6 
(2003): p. 105.
9. Alan Feduccia,“Presbyomis and the Evolution of Ducks and Flamingos,"
American Scientist 66 (May/June 1978): p. 298.
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Trees floating in Spirit Lake at Mount St. Helens frequently sink with an 
upright orientation as they waterlog.

Coal

Regarding the origin of coal, it is noteworthy that the 
metamorphosis of peat into coal has never been observed 
under normal conditions. All grades of coal, lignite, and 
peat can be seen, but any changes seem to have ceased. 
Perhaps the old peat-bog theory should be abandoned. 
Research has shown that coal does not take millions and 
millions of years of heat and pressure to form as is com­
monly asserted. In recent years, several laboratory schemes 
have been devised whereby coal or coal-like substances can 
be made rapidly, in hours or, at the most, days.10 It does not 
even require pressure, but mainly higher temperature (ideal­
ly, perhaps, very hot water"). It must be heated in a way in 
which the organic material is isolated from oxygen so that 
it cannot ignite. The process needs heat to get it started, but 
produces its own heat and pressure once it starts.

A catalyst, the presence of which causes the reaction to 
occur relatively rapidly, aids this chemical reaction. That 
catalyst is a certain type of clay, montmorillonite, a deriva­
tive of volcanic ash. Interestingly enough, many clay lay­
ers, usually called the underclay, often underlie coal beds. 
These layers are quite unsuitable as a soil and typically 
give scant evidence of biological activity. Thin, volcanic 
clay layers, called partings, are also found throughout 
the many coal layers, and frequently volcanically derived 
material is disbursed throughout the organic material itself

10. See, for example. A. Davis and W. Spackman, “The Role of Cellulosic 
and Lignitic Components in Articulate Coalification,” The/43 (1964): p.
215 -224; George R. Hill, Chemical Technology (May 1972), p. 296 and John 
Larson, “From Lignin to Coal in a Year," Nature 31 (March 28, 1985): p. 16; 
R. Hayatsu et al., “Artificial Coalification Study: Preparation and Character­
ization of Synthetic Macerals,” Organic Geochemistry 6 ( 1984): p. 463 -471.
11. E. Pennisi, “Water, Water Everywhere: Surreptitiously Converting Dead 
Matter into Oil and Coal,” Science News (Feb. 20, 1993): p. 121-125.

and forms clinkers when the 
coal is burned.

The clay partings them­
selves are quite interesting. 
Many times these thin, flat 
layers cover hundreds of square 
miles in area.12 In contrast, 
extensive, flat layers do not exist 
in modern peat swamps, where 
the surface is quite undulating, 
with many stream channels and 
local high places throughout. 
There is no such thing as one 
flat plane in a peat bog. It ap­
pears that peat must accumulate 
rather rapidly under the right 
conditions, and that the right 
conditions do not occur in peat 
swamps. Likewise, it appears 
that the clay partings require 
a flat depositional plane, not 

an active, growing peat swamp. Some other model of coal 
formation is obviously needed.

The May 18, 1980, eruption of M ount St. Hel­
ens devastated 150 square miles of forest north of the 
mountain. W ithin minutes, about four million logs were 
floating on Spirit Lake, surrounded by great volumes 
of organic material and volcanic ash. W ithin just a few 
years, an organic deposit consisting mostly of tree bark 
and decayed woody materials and containing volcanic 
ash had accumulated at the bottom of the lake. This 
peat has much the same m ake-up and geometry as 
coal. Many sheets of bark are piled on top of each other, 
having been abraded off the floating trees and sunk to 
the bottom. Since it is known that the hard, black shiny 
bands (vitrain layers) in coal are actually m um m ified 
bark, the Spirit Lake peat looks very much as if it 
would make good coal if buried and cooked.

To make matters more interesting, many of the float­
ing tree trunks are becoming waterlogged and, as they 
do, they typically sink to the bottom, root end first, and 
ground themselves in the organic muck and bark sheets 
already at the bottom of the lake. As the organic mate­
rial continues to accumulate, and as volcanic and erosive 
activity continues, adding volcanic ash and other sedi­
ments to the lake, these upright trees are being buried on 
the lake bottom. If further sediment accumulation occurs, 
these tree trunks will be buried in an upright “polystrate” 
position.13

12. Steven A. Austin, “Evidence for Marine Origin of Widespread Carbo­
naceous Shale Partings in the Kentucky No. 12 Coal,” Geological Society o f 
America Abstracts 11 (1979): p. 381-382.
13. See Steven A. Austin and John D. Morris, Footprints in the Ash (Green 
Forest, AR: Master Books, 2004). The Institute for Creation Research has 
begun leading tours to Mount St. Helens every other August for several years.
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The peat not only resembles modern 
coal beds in character and geometry, but 
volcanically derived clay abounds through­
out. If the mountain were to erupt again, 
depositing a layer of hot material on top of 
the peat deposit, it would likely be quickly 
turned into coal, probably looking just like 
the bituminous coal beds found today. And 
polystrate trees wotdd penetrate this coal 
layer.

Regional Evidence for 
Continual Deposition

So far in this chapter, we have discussed 
evidence that local sets of strata were depos­
ited rather continuously, with no significant 
time gap between any two consecutive lay­
ers. A similar line of reasoning can be ap­
plied to geologic layers on a regional scale.14

We have already noted that many leading 
geologists have become committed to neo-catastrophism, 
claiming that catastrophic processes laid down nearly all 
deposits rapidly, but that the catastrophes were episodic, 
separated in time by perhaps millions of years.

W ith few exceptions, the environment of deposition 
is underwater —  that is where deposition takes place. 
When a deposit is uplifted out of water, and exposed 
to rainfall, wind, and river action, that is when erosion 
— not deposition —  takes place. To modern old-earth 
advocates, an erosional event marks the passage of time, 
a hiatus in the overall (rapid) depositional sequence. We 
are interested in just how much time did elapse.

In the young-earth/Flood model, nearly the entire 
sequence of fossil-bearing rocks was deposited in short 
bursts of activity during the Flood, with rapid deposition 
interspersed with rapid erosional episodes. In this model, 
erosion was as rapid and catastrophic as deposition, nei­
ther taking much time. But in the old-earth model, while 
deposition can be considered as either rapid or slow, erosion 
usually takes long periods of time. (Rapid erosion requires 
a catastrophe.)

Erosion episodes are normally easy to recognize in 
the rock record. In general, they are represented by a /.one 
where the adjacent rocks are not in a conformable se­
quence, which is the term applied when one layer overlies 
the other in a parallel, undisturbed manner. Conformity 
indicates continual deposition, with no erosional break.
If strata are not in conformity, the contact is termed an 
unconformity or a disconformity. The cross sections shown 
pictorially define those concepts and identify the various 
types of erosional expressions.

14. For a fuller discussion of this concept, see Henry Morris and Gary 
Parker, What Is Creation Science? (Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 1982).

The sequences o f  sediment can accumulate rapidly, such as 
this series o f  beds at M ount St. Helens.

In a conformity, each rock layer (itself laid down rapidly) 
is parallel with those above and below it. As discussed earlier 
in this chapter, reasoning from the presence of surface fea­
tures, lack of bioturbation, lack of soil layers, or presence of 
polystrate fossils, we can conclude that, as a rule, no signifi­
cant time passed between the deposition of any two con­
formable layers, and thus the entire sequence accumulated 
rather rapidly.

Individual layers (or beds, members, etc.) are many times 
combined into a group of similar layers called a formation.
A formation would typically contain the same index fos­
sils (i.e„ groupings of fossils arranged by evolutionary ideas 
and believed to have lived at the same time). Usually, each 
layer within a formation is of the same basic rock type (for 
example, limestone), although an individual layer might vary 
from the norm. Geologists will seldom call for an erosional 
episode within a formation, which is considered to be a pe­
riod of continual deposition, fast or slow, over a short or long 
time period.

The change from one formation to another might be 
represented by a change in rock type (perhaps from lime­
stone to sandstone) or a change in fossil content, and a cor­
responding change in the age assigned. Between these two 
formations, erosion may have occurred, as represented by a 
lack of conformity between formations.

In a disconformity, the rock layers remained parallel after 
deposition — no tilting or faulting occurred. But as seen in 
illustration B, an erosional sequence (which reminds one of 
river or stream erosion, forming an uneven land surface) has 
developed. Obviously, this takes time, but how much time?

In an unconformity, the lower rock layers have been 
tilted and then eroded, as seen in illustration A, and at a later 
time, the upper layers were deposited horizontally on top of 
the tilted eroded surface. The upper edges of the tilted beds
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of the lower formation would even have been exposed on the 
erosional surface for a while. Again, how much time elapsed? 

The answer cannot always be obtained in the local
setting. But the erosional episode, either the disconformity 
or the unconformity, can usually be traced laterally through 
the use of subsurface information from oil wells or other 
outcrops. This may lake a lot of work, but as the layers and 
formations, which themselves may cover vast areas, are 
traced laterally, they will either pinch out into a zone where 
they were not deposited at all, or to an area where they were 
not tilted or eroded. In such cases, an erosional sequence 
can eventually be resolved into a conformable, continuous 
depositional sequence.

Ibis might be more easily understood, and certainly 
more easily demonstrated, by considering the various geologic 
periods in a hypothetical sense. For example, the Devonian 
Period is thought to have extended from about 417 million 
years ago to 354 million years ago. The next older period, the 
Silurian, extended from 417 million years back to 443 mil­
lion years ago. One might not be surprised to discover that 
formations designated as within the Devonian and Silurian 
periods were each deposited as continuous series. Frequently, 
the Devonian rests conformably on top of the Silurian, and 
by application of the principles discussed above, one might 
conclude that no great time gap occurred between the end 
of the Silurian and the beginning of the Devonian.

4—Time 

Unconformity

4—Time 

Disconformity

— Time

Paraconformity

But sometimes an erosional sequence can be found 
between the two, indicating a time gap. The question 
is, how long? Even though the question might not be 
answered locally, and resolving it regionally might be 
difficult or impossible, the fact remains that in numerous 
other locations, no time gap is observed between the two 
systems. In fact, many locations can be cited where an 
entire series of layers, including the Ordovician (resting 
beneath the Silurian) and the Mississippian (lying above the 
Devonian), lie conformably, one on top of the other. Thus, 
the majority of the fossiliferous column can be resolved into 
a single, continuous depositional sequence.

Therefore, any local erosional episode, while it may 
represent more time than a normal conformable surface, 
still does not represent a significant time lapse. The entire 
column of Flood formations represents a single series of 
depositional episodes, interrupted locally by limited ero­
sion, but continuing elsewhere.

In many cases, an individual formation may be overlain 
conformably by another formation, but the fossil content 
of the two demands (to evolutionists) that the formations’ 
times of deposition be separated by many millions of years! 
Tltis is called a paraconformity (illustration C) or pseudo­
conformity. A “surface of non-deposition and non-erosion” 
is implied —  a surface that remained absolutely stagnant 
for millions of years. Obviously, there is no such stagnant 
surface on land today, with nothing happening on it, no 
erosion, no rooting by plants or burrowing by animals,

anywhere on earth. Nor can a surface be stagnant 
underwater, with no bioturbation or deposition. 
This is a totally hypothetical concept illustrating 
the lengths to which old-earth advocates will go to 
salvage their millions-of-years theory.

Soft Sediment Deformation

One way of “tying the layers together” is to 
consider soft-sediment deformation. Evidently, 
many sediments were deformed (that is, bent or 
broken) while they were still in a soft, unconsoli­
dated condition (i.e., soft, muddy sediments as 
opposed to hard rock).

In old-earth thinking, conformable layers 
of sediments were deposited consecutively, but 
separated in time, perhaps by millions of years. 
Subsequent to deposition, the strata sequence was 
deformed (i.e., bent or broken). This may have 
occurred at a time much later than the time of 
deposition. If already quite old, one would sup­
pose that the sediments would have already hard­
ened into solid rock, and should give evidence of 
having been in a hard, “brittle” condition when 
deformed.
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fFormation-A-

Unconformity\l 
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Formation B

Limited Extent of Conformities
The young-earth model, however, predicts a much 

different situation. If creation/Flood thinking is correct, 
then great thicknesses of sediments were laid down during 
the year of the Flood and perhaps the first few centuries 
following. The lowest of these Flood sediments were laid 
down early in the Flood, and those nearer the top were 
laid down late in the Flood, only months later. Much de­
formation would have taken place late in the Flood as the

oceans were deepened and widened, anil the 
continents were uplifted. In many cases, ihese 
uplifts and the concurrent deformation would 
have taken place when the sediments were less 
than a few years old. We would expect that 
some of them would give evidence of having 
been deformed when still in a soft, muddy 
condition, not hard rock as they are today.

Tlie first question that must be answered is 
this: How long does it take for soft, saturated 
sediments to harden into solid rock? Unfor­
tunately, there can be no specific answer to 
this question, for each situation is different.
In general, the presence of elevated tempera­
ture, the presence of an adequate cement to 
hind the grains or minerals together, and deep 
burial, forcing the pore water out and bring­
ing the individual grains into contact with one 
another, all speed up the hardening process.

It must be recognized that even now, some of the 
sedimentary layers in the geologic column are softer than 
others. Some have not yet turned into solid rock. The 
conditions for hardening just weren’t satisfied in all areas, 
usually the lack of adequate cement. But most of the layers 
have become, of course, solid rock.

Under normal conditions, sediments harden into rock 
in a matter of years, at the most perhaps as much as a

Paraconformities in the Grand Canyon —  layers rest comfortably on each other. Only an evolutionary 
view o f  fossils would call for a time gap in between.
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hundred years. It does not take millions and millions of 
years to form rock from sediments. Under ideal conditions, 
it can happen within days.

For instance, modern-day concrete is very much analo­
gous to a rock, albeit a man-made rock. Cementing chemi­
cals are present which bind the grains together, and as the 
water in the mixture is incorporated into the mineral struc­
ture, or squeezed out and evaporated, the concrete turns quite 
hard. This happens in hours to days. Many rocks are formed 
in much the same rapid fashion.

Consider the sediments deposited by mudslides caused 
by the eruption of Mount St. Helens as the mountain’s glacier 
rapidly melted and descended, incorporating mud, boulders,

lightly folded strata at Split Mountain, California, must 
have been soft when bent, not hard as it is now.

trees, and animals along the way. One 
mudslide after another covered the area 
like a stack of pancakes, resulting in a 
sediment pile up to 600 feet thick in 
places. These units, deposited by cata­
strophic water action, look essentially 
the same as rock layers frequently seen 
elsewhere. Even though these materials 
were not subjected to optimum condi­
tions for hardening, within five years 
the sediments were hard enough to 
stand in a near-vertical slope. It does not 
take long to form rock from sediments; 
it just takes the right conditions.

Once a rock does become hard, it 
is extremely difficult to bend it with­

out breaking it. Rocks would be expected to behave in 
what engineers call a hard, brittle fashion, and not in a soft, 
plastic, or pliable fashion. Usually, the rock’s state when it 
deformed can be determined by examination, especially 
under a microscope.

Many times a rock will appear to have deformed while 
in a soft, unconsolidated condition, and yet the timing of 
deposition and bending raises concern. According to the 
old-earth scenario, rocks would often have been laid down 
millions of years before they were deformed. Since they had 
plenty of time during which to harden, they should have 
behaved in a brittle fashion, and yet, frequently, they seem 
to have deformed as would an unconsolidated mud.

This concept 
is illustrated in the 
Grand Canyon. 
When you stand 
on the 7,000-feet- 
above-sea-level 
south rim of the 
Grand Canyon 
and look over the 
edge, you will 
see horizontally 
bedded sedimen­
tary layers totaling 
thousands of feet 
thick. The canyon 
is carved through 
an elevated plateau 
called the Kaibab 
Upwarp. The very 
same rocks which 
can be seen at 
Grand Canyon Vil­
lage are also pres­
ent 250 miles away 
in eastern Arizona,
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(Above) A t hinge point o f  monocline, the once soft sediment 
(now hard rock) flexes 90 degrees. Note two climbers for scale.

(Right) The normally horizontal Tapeats sandstone 
stands vertically in center o f  monocline.

but there they are a mile or so lower in elevation. The pla­
teau was pushed up into its current elevated position some 
70 million years ago, according to uniformitarian geologists, 
at the time the Rocky Mountains were being formed, and 
the canyon was later carved through this uplifted plateau.

Kaibab Upwarp

Kaibab Limestone 250

Muav Limestone
bright Angel Shale
lapeats Sandstone 550

Vishnu Schist

As can be seen in the accompanying cross section, the 
lowest sedimentary layer, in most locations the lapeats 
sandstone, is thought by unilormatai ian geologists to be on 
the order of 550 million years old. I he Kaibab limestone 
on the rim is thought to be 250 million years old. But up- 

warp on  nt led only 70 million 
years ago. Ibis means that the 
l apeats sandstone was already 

about dHO million years old at 
the time ol upwarp!

As we study the nature of 
bending at the hinge point, 
we will see that the sandstone 
appears to have been in a soft, 
unconsolidated condition when 
bending occurred. Scientists 
have not found elongated 
sand grains or the cement that 
bound the grains together in a 
broken and recrystallized state. 
It appears that the rocks, while 
having somewhat hardened 
due to the weight of the overly­

ing sediments, were still rather soft and “fresh.” They were 
not in a rock-hard, brittle condition at the time of bending. 
Evidently, they had not been there very long.15
15. For a similar study, see Steven A. Austin and John D. Morris, “Tight 
Folds and Clastic Dikes as Evidence for Rapid Deposition of Two Very 
Thick Stratigraphic Sequences,” Proceedings o f the First International Con­
ference on Creationism (1986): p. 3-15.

Cross section of Grand Canyon 
geology showing monocline 

x and Kaibab Upwarp

jG ibab Limestt

.Muav Limestone 
jf jg h t Angel Shale 
lapeats Sandstone 550 n

The strata are flat at Grand Canyon Village and are 
also flat but lower in eastern Arizona, 250 miles away. Most 
people do not know that on the edge of the plateau, where 
a monocline has draped the strata over a buried fault with 
a 5,000-feet displacement, the rocks are, in places, stand­
ing in a near-vertical orientation.
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Evolutionists will say, 
however, that if a rock is 
deeply buried and tonlined 
on all sides by surrounding 
pressure, bending can or 
cur on an otherwise brittle 
rock. This is, ol course, 
quite true, espccially lor 
certain torks that can 
“flow," like roils salt. But 
in a hard rock like thcTa- 
peats sandstone, that sort 
ol bending always results 
in elongated sand grains 
or broken cement crystals, 
neither ol which have been 
found in these deformed 
Grand Canyon rocks.

As can be seen on the 
accompanying stress-strain 
diagram, there is a limit to 
how far any substance can
strain (or deform) under a given stress condition. Deforma­
tion will occur with the application of stress, and if the stress 
is maintained at a constant level, the material will continue 
to deform, or “creep.”

Any rock can be incrementally loaded up to the failure 
point by the addition of stress. If the stress is maintained at 
a constant level below the rupture point, deformation will 
continue in most rocks to a terminal value, at which time 
the rock will either become stable, or it will fracture. Most 
rock types will not continue to undergo unlimited deforma­
tion. There is a limit to the amount of creep that will occur 
over time, as shown on the graph. Rock is not at all like a 
homogeneous material such as steel. Any tiny irregularity in 
the rock, either due to deposition or the increasing stress, 
would quickly propagate, causing failure of the whole.

As can be seen from the photographs of the point of 
greatest bending, these rocks bent at a 90-degree angle 
within a distance of 100 feet or so. This would place the rock 
in the outer half of the fold in tension. Hard rock is notori­
ously weak in tension, and yet this material stretched quite 
a hit. At places along the monocline, the entire layer visibly 
thinned as it bent. It’s hard to imagine how hard rock could 
have withstood that much stretching, even if confined. Hard 
rock simply does not behave this way! From all we can gather, 
both visually and under the microscope, the rocks were still 
in a soft, unconsolidated condition at the time of bending.

The 5,000 feet of uplift produced different reactions 
in different rocks. TheTapeats sandstone and overlying 
sedimentary rocks merely draped over the fold. They bent 
and stretched and accommodated the movement. More 
recent (post-Flood) faulting, such as along the Bright Angel 
fault, broke the same sedimentary layers that had by then

hardened into solid rock, even though movement along the 
fault was much less.

Beneath the Tapeats in most locations lies the Vishnu 
Shist, an extremely hard metamorphic rock. This formation 
is the basement rock in this area and is correlated laterally 
with rocks across the continent. In the creationist model, 
it normally is assumed to date from creation itself, part 
of God’s original creation of the earth. Perhaps it was 
metamorphosed and altered by the Flood, but it was already 
hard and brittle by the time of the Flood. Uniformitarians 
date it as over a billion years old.

The Vishnu behaved as brittle rocks should behave dur­
ing the uplift of the plateau. It broke! Seismic studies have 
located the faults, and have concluded that one side moved 
upward at least 5,000 feet relative to the other side.

Thus, the hard, deeply buried metamorphic rocks 
broke, while the sedimentary rocks, almost as deeply 
buried, which are now quite hard and break when faulted, 
merely draped over the fault at the time of the uplift. It 
appears that at the time they were recently deposited muds, 
and had not yet hardened into stone, as they have since the 
Flood.

This does not prove the young earth or the Flood or 
any other biblical doctrine. All we can say from this ob­
servation is that the Tapeats sandstone had not yet had 
enough time to harden into solid rock at the time it was 
deformed. The currently accepted dates of the deposition 
and deformation are incompatible with the nature of the 
rocks themselves. This observation, in effect, wipes out 480 
million years of supposed earth history.

The situation at the Grand Canyon is far from unique. 
There are many, many other places where rocks have
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Clastic sandstone dike squeezed up from below before 
sand hardened.

deformed while in a soft, unconsolidated condition. The 
Rocky Mountains are full of such occurrences. The Ap­
palachian Mountains are as well. One such occurrence 
might be passed off as an anomaly, but the world is full of 
examples of soft sediment deformation, just as it should 
be if the earth is young and the Flood really is responsible 
for most of the world’s geologic features.

C lastic D ikes

A similar argument can be made from the observance 
of features called clastic dikes. A clastic rock is made up of 
pieces of a previously existing rock. Sandstone, for instance, 
is made up of sand grains, and sand grains are usually 
pieces of quartz, most often derived from the erosion of 
previously existing granite and other rocks. Thus, sandstone 
is a clastic rock. A dike is a vertical, wall-like feature, buried 
underground. Many igneous dikes can be seen surrounding 
volcanoes, but our interest turns to clastic dikes.

Once I was asked to investigate some very interesting 
sandstone dikes in central Texas. These dikes were found 
in Rockwall County, east of Dallas. The county seat of 
Rockwall is Rockwall. Both are named after some very 
unusual “rock walls” which are found throughout the 
county. Farmers frequently curse these dikes because their 
plows are broken as they encounter stone “walls” hidden 
just below the ground surface.

O n occasion, the rock walls have been excavated to 
see what they look like. From the side, they appear to 
be man-made rock walls consisting of broken flagstone, 
almost like bricks. The “bricks” sometimes appear to 
be beveled, with a mortar in between. Many of the local 
citizens are absolutely certain that a prehistoric race of 
giants built these rock walls as a fortress. However, every 
geologic study has concluded that they are clastic dikes 
and not a fortress after all.

Some of the local real estate agents, hoping to 
use interest in the ancient “fortress” as a means to 
increase property values, asked geologists from the 
University of Texas at Austin, and others from Bay­
lor University, to come and see evidence they had 
gathered. But much to their dismay, the geologists 
again called the rock walls clastic dikes, and gave 
them a purely natural cause.

Next, the real estate agents called the Institute 
for ( aeation Research for help. Since they wanted to 
promote their area as the site of a prehistoric race of 
giants, and knew the Institute for Creation Research 
didn’t agree with the commonly held geologic time 
table, they thought ICR might be sympathetic. I was 
on the faculty at the University of Oklahoma at the 
time, and since I had long been affiliated with ICR, I 
was asked to go down and investigate.

After days of studying, as much as I might have 
liked to conclude that these walls were made by a pre- 
Flood race of giants, 1 had to inform my frustrated hosts 
that the walls were in reality clastic dikes. There is a per­
fectly good geologic explanation for them. But there is 
also a wonderful young-earth lesson to be learned from 
these clastic dikes.

Most of the dikes are sandstone and are of significant 
size, varying from 1/4 inch to 18 inches in thickness, 
getting slightly thicker with depth. Dimensions vary, but 
some stretch for several miles, and are up to 150 feet in 
height. There is no discernible change in sand-grain size 
or lithology, either vertically or horizontally. Sometimes a 
smaller dike branches off a larger one, occasionally to re­
join it. A few other dikes consist of limestone or marcasite.

Apparently, the swarm of dikes stems from a series of 
related events, but all are found in cracks within limestone 
layers, common in central Texas, which, according to the 
standard dating scales, are on the order of 80 million years 
old. Some geologists have interpreted the dikes to be due 
to infilling of submarine cracks by material from above,16 
but this is not likely, at least not for the larger dikes made 
of sandstone. No horizontal layer of sandstone more than 
a few inches thick is present stratigraphically above the 
dikes that could serve as a source, and in no case would 
pure sand settle out in cracks in the sea bottom without 
abundant impurities present. Only the limestone dikes 
show a hint of horizontal deposition, as would be expected 
if they settled out from above, but this would also occur if 
injection took place laterally. The sandstone dikes show no 
compelling evidence of being formed by shallow or deep 
marine sand settling out from above.

Examination of the sandstone dike material indicates 
that it is essentially the same as that of a sandstone bed

16. John Napier Monroe, “The Origin of the Clastic Dikes of Northern 
Texas” (master’s thesis, Southern Methodist University, 1949).
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Cross Section of Clastic Dike

Limestone

Sandstone

buried beneath the dikes.17 They are made of the same 
chemical constituents, and exhibit the same array of sand 
grain sizes. The only difference between the dikes and the 
mother sandstone bed is that the sand grains in the dike 
appear to be similarly oriented, with their long axes tend­
ing to point in the same direction. This would result if the 
material were squeezed upward from below (as with grit 
in a toothpaste), but would not result from deposition or 
settling out of moving water. No deformed sand grains are 
seen, and there is no hint of broken and recrystallized ce­
ment. The material in the dikes appears to have still been a 
saturated and unconsolidated sandy mud at the time it was 
squeezed up into the overlying limestone.

Old-earth advocates tell us that the source sandstone 
bed was already millions of years old at the time of squeez­
ing. Something is wrong here. Evidently, the source bed 
had not yet had time to harden before injection occurred. 
Again, this does not prove the young earth, but it does cast 
doubt on supposed earth history.

As with the case of soft sediment bending, the clastic- 
dike argument can be applied in many places around the 
world. For instance, the mountain-building episode that 
formed the Rocky Mountains uplifted sediments over 
20,000 feet in some places. The time of uplift, as we have 
already mentioned, was approximately 70 million years ago, 
so they say. Unis, many of the underlying rocks were already 
hundreds ol millions of years old at the time of uplift, and 
should have been quire hard. But it appears that this uplift 
episode injected soli material that has now hardened into 
clastic dikes. Ihese dikes, the make-up of which is identical 
to the Sawatch sandstone (dated at 470 million years old),
17. Martin Kelsey and I larold Denton. "Sandstone Dikes Near Rockwall, 
Texas,” University o f Tc.\tw liiillclin, no. '2(11 ( 1932): p. 138-148. Very little 
interest has been shown in the dikes in recent decades. Dr. T.J. Gholy, geolo­
gist at East Texas State University, has, however, investigated them over the 
years. His conclusion, which agrees with the article and with my conclusion 
based on my own field work, is that the main dikes were injected from below 
(personal communication).

were injected as soft sandy mud into the much older Pike’s 
Peak granite. If, as is apparently true, the uplift is the same as 
the Laramide Orogeny that formed the Rocky Mountains 70

Sandstone “pipes” injected from below while source 
sand was still soft
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million years ago, then this scenario wipes out 400 
million years of earth history.18

Another fascinating study could be cited from 
Kodachrome Basin State Park in Utah.19 Here, dikes 
are found in association with giant sandstone “pipes,” 
rather cylindrical features sometimes reaching 170 feet 
in height and 50 feet in diameter.20 The same problem 
crops up again. The time of deposition of the source bed 
is thought to be about 25 million years before the time of 
injection.

These are not isolated examples. The world contains 
quite a few examples of clastic dikes (and pipes), just as it 
should if the biblical account of the Flood and the young 
earth are correct.

Reevaluation of a Classic
O lD'Earth Argument

Many people have the mistaken impression that geol­
ogy has proved that the earth is billions ol years old. As 
we have seen, nothing could be further from the truth!

One of the classic arguments used in favor of the 
old earth comes from the Petrified Forest of Yellowstone 
Park, where beautifully preserved petrified tree stumps are 
found in great numbers. At Specimen Ridge, a hillside 
now gouged by erosion reveals some 27 or more horizon­
tal layers of consolidated volcanic material, each of which 
contains abundant petrified wood, including many tree 
trunks in a vertical position with the root ends down and 
the trunk up. Many other trunks are horizontal. Similar ex­
posures at nearby Specimen Creek consist of over 50 layers.

The upright trees have traditionally been interpreted as 
having been buried and petrified in their place of growth, as 
explained on the geologic marker present there. The series 
of pancake-like layers are interpreted as containing in petri­
fied form, successive, in-place forests, each of which was 
buried by volcanic ash. It is claimed that after each volcanic 
eruption the upper surface of the volcanic-ash layer slowly 
weathered into suitable topsoil in which seeds and sprouts 
could take root. Within a few hundred years, a second forest 
grew to maturity, which in turn was also buried by a second 
volcanic-ash eruption. This repeating pattern occurred at 
least 27 times, so it is thought. Each forest required at least 
several hundred years to develop, because petrified trees 
containing up to 400 or so tree rings are typically present 
in each layer. The whole sequence of events is assumed to

18. One of our graduate students at ICR, Mr. Bill Hoesch, conducted a 
comprehensive field study of this area — his thesis, “The Timing of Clastic 
Dike Emplacement along Red Creek Fault, Fremont County, Colorado,” 
was published in 1994; Ariel A. Roth, “Clastic Pipes and Dikes in Koda­
chrome Basin,” Origins 19, no. 1 (1992): p. 44 48.
19. M. Huuse et. al., “Giant Sandstone Pipes Record Basin-scale Liquefac­
tion of Buried Dune Sands in the Middle Jurassic in SE Utah,” Terra Nova 
17, no. I (2005): p. 80-85.
20. Apparently they were injected from below by unprecedented regional
shaking, liquefying and melting sediment and forcing it into overlying
cracks.

have taken many thousands of years at a minimum, perhaps 
much longer. At any rate, more time elapsed than can be 
easily fit into biblical chronology.

TEiis might be a good time to point out that petrified 
wood does not take millions of years to form. Wood can, 
under certain conditions, be petrified rapidly, as several 
laboratory experiments have shown.21 During one field 
experiment, researchers fastened a block of wood on the 
end of a rope and dangled it down into an alkaline spring 
in Yellowstone Park. They submerged it in the silica-rich, 
hot waters to see if such an environment would petrify the 
wood. When they came back one year later and pulled the 
log out of the hole, they found that substantial petrifaction 
had occurred.22 There are many examples of man-made 
wooden objects petrifying within a few years. Further­
more, artificially petrified wood is even being produced com­
mercially these days for true hardwood floors. It does not

Geologic Evidence for the 
Young Earth

1. Surface features
2. Deficiency of bioturbation
3. Lack of soil layers
4. Undisturbed bedding planes
5. Polystrate fossils
6. Limited extent of unconformities
7. Soft-sediment deformation

21. Refer to Steven A. Austin, “Catastrophes in Earth History,” ICR Techni­
cal Monograph, no. 13 (1984).
22. A. C. Sigleo, “Organic Geochemistry of Solidified Wood,” Geochimica cl 
Cosmochimica A da  42 (1978): p. 1397-1405.
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Petrified trees in growth position, but not growth location.

take long to petrify wood; it just takes the right conditions. 
Ground water percolating through hot volcanic ash, which 
typically is full of silica, is thought to be the most suitable 
natural environment for the rapid petrifaction of wood.

The series of ash layers containing petrified trees, some 
upright, was once considered by many to be the most con­
vincing argument against the Bible. This classic and 
dramatic site certainly has much to tell us. Consider 
the following quote from former Bible-believer
turned skeptic Dr. Ron Numbers. He has become a 
widely published chronicler of “errors” in creation 
thinking, convincingly writing from an enlightened 
insider perspective. His progression in thinking for 
rejecting creation and Christianity follow.

I vividly remember the evening I attended 
an illustrated lecture on the famous sequence of 
fossil forests in Yellowstone National Park . . . 
first agonizing over, then finally accepting, the 
disturbing likelihood that the earth was at least 
thirty thousand years old. Having thus decided 
to follow science rather than the Scripture on the 
subject of origins, I quickly, though not painlessly, 
slid down the proverbial slippery slope toward 
unbelief. . . .  The [agnostic) tag still feels foreign 
and uncomfortable, but it accurately reflects my 
theological uncertainty.’’

23. Ronald L. Numbers, The Creationists (New York: Allred A. Knopf, 
1992), p. xvi.

Creationists, over the years, have 
studied the Petrified Forest in Yellowstone 
to see whether the evidence allowed any 
other interpretation. I was first there in the 
mid-70s and observed the many upright 
trees petrified with their roots down, trunks 
up. The question was, did they grow there? 
If so, then the earth is older than a straight­
forward reading of Scripture would indi­
cate. Or, could they have been moved into 
this location from another location, some­
how maintaining an upright posture?

We noticed several things about the trees. 
In each case, they were only stumps; no 
complete trees were present. Furthermore, 
the stumps typically were of a common 
length, usually 10 to 12 feet tall.

Likewise, the roots, while often oriented 
in a downward direction, did not have fully 
developed root systems. In living trees, the 
roots are much wider than the trunk of the 
tree, even extending out farther than the 
branches. The roots of these petrified trees 
appear to have been broken off near the base 
of the tree. Only root balls are present, not 
the fully developed root system. Thus, the 
trees are much different from living trees, 

and we suspected, as had other creationists before us,24 that 
they did not grow where they are now found.

Each layer of trees, embedded as they are in volcanic ash, 
exhibits other evidence of having grown somewhere else and 
having been transported to this location. Each of the layers

Even though upright, this tree has no roots. I t did  
not grow here.

24. John C. Whitcomb and Henry M. Morris, The Genesis Flood (Phillips­
burg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1961): p. 418-421. This position was 
advocated in this groundbreaking book.
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gives evidence of having flowed 
as a water-saturated mud 
primarily consisting of volca­
nic ash. The consistency of the 
layers of volcanic mud and the 
common height of the stumps 
suggest that they may have 
come from a common source.

Other investigators have 
noted features about this area 
that likewise support a “rafting- 
in” model. Dr. Harold Cof­
fin found that the twigs and 
branches, as well as horizontal 
tree trunks, are oriented in a 
preferred direction. This would 
be the case if they had been 
rafted in by moving mud. He 
also noted a great variety of 
plant material, seemingly too 
much variety to have all been growing in one location when 
covered by volcanic ash. It appeared, then, that the trees 
may have come from some distant source in a mudflow that 
picked up a variety of materials along the way.25

In 1975,1 predicted a way to solve the problem. I sug­
gested that the tree rings in petrified trees from several layers 
should be compared. I predicted that if the layers had come 
from a common source and the trees had lived at the same 
time, then tree-ring patterns in different layers would match. 
But if they had grown in successive forests, at totally differ­
ent times, their tree-ring patterns would show no correspon­
dence whatsoever.

This is indeed a wonderful time to be a young-earth 
creationist, because so much information is now available 
that confirms our understanding of Scripture. A friend of 
mine, Dr. Mike Arct, recently performed such a study on 
the nearby Specimen Creek area. In his study, he discovered 
a “signature” ring pattern in several different layers, demon­
strating that the various “forests” grew at the same time and 
must have been transported to this location in successive 
mud flows,26 thus disproving the consecutive-forest model.

The recent eruption of Mount St. Helens further rein­
forces this rafted-in interpretation. As a result of the erup­
tion on May 18, 1980, an energetic blast cloud raced from 
the upper mountain and devastated 150 square miles of 
forest. Likewise, a concurrent avalanche sped from the

25. Harold Coffin, Origin by Design (Hagerstown, MD: Review and Herald 
Publishers, 2005). For a good discussion of this and other subjects, see this 
book.
26. M.J. Arct, “Dendroecology in the Fossil Forests of the Specimen Creek
Area, Yellowstone National Park,” Ph.D diss., Loma Linda University, 
1991. See also his master’s thesis, “Dendrochronology in Yellowstone Fossil 
Forests” (1985).

Upright floating logs in Spirit Lake

summit into Spirit Lake, causing a wave almost 900 feet 
high, which scoured slopes adjacent to the lake.

Many trees from the “blow-down zone" found their 
way into Spirit Lake, but others sloshed into rivers drain­
ing Mount St. Helens and were carried along in mud flows 
for scores of miles downstream. As this mud moved along, 
many of the trees were observed to he floating upright, 
roots down, moving along at a high rale ol speed. Per­
haps this was due to the fact that boulders may have been 
trapped in the truncated roots, or because the wood in 
the roots is more dense than that in the trunk. I;or what­
ever reason, they were floating in moving mud, still in an 
upright position. When the mud finally came to a halt, they 
were still upright, and are still upright today.

Likewise, today on Spirit Lake, as many o f the trunks 
become waterlogged, they turn to an upright position and 
sink. They bury themselves in the ash and peat deposit at 
the bottom of the lake, a fact that we confirmed both by 
scuba investigation and side-scanning sonar. Since Mount 
St. Helens continues to be active, depositing more material 
in the lake as time goes on, these upright trees will be bur­
ied in separate geologic layers, even though they came from 
the same forest. If the lake were to fill up and be excavated 
by geologists centuries from now, the (by then petrified) trees 
might look as if they represented several separate forests.
But, of course, they don’t, and, furthermore, their tree-ring 
patterns would certainly match.27

So we can see that on Mount St. Helens, two completely 
separate mechanisms resulted in upright trees being depos­
ited where petrification can take place. They are deposited in

27. John Morris and Steve Austin, Footprints in the Ash (Green Forest, AR: 
Master Books, 2004).
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growth position, but not in growth location. We suspect that 
similar events occurred at Yellowstone Park.

Interestingly enough, several recent interpretations of 
the Yellowstone Petrified Forest have included references to 
the events at Mount St. Helens. Many geologists are now 
agreeing that the Yellowstone petrified trees were, indeed, 
from the same standing forest, transported on a series of 
mud flows. And, wonder of wonders, the evolution lesson 
along the roadside has been removed. The classic argument 
that the Bible is wrong has been shown to be wrong. The 
Bible stands. Dr. Ron Numbers was misled!

Parenthetically, Dr. Arct also found some other intrigu­
ing features in the Yellowstone petrified tree rings. Within 
many of the layers, trees were present with up to 900 tree 
rings. The rings were large, and showed almost monotonous 
regularity, indicating excellent growing conditions year after 
year. No frost patterns were found at all. These older trees 
were of the same family as the various redwood species that 
today grow to great ages, even in hostile environments, and 
arc essentially immune to fire, insects, and disease. Further­
more, these large trees typically had their bark removed, as 
do the floating trees in Mount St. Helens’ Spirit Lake. Did 
abrasion during transportation scour the bark from the 
trees in Yellowstone as it did on the trees in Spirit Lake?

Couple these findings with the fact that in the same 
layers, many other stumps were found equally well petri­
fied, but with only .30-50 tree rings. Many of these still 
retained their bark (sometimes even in “woody” condition), 
athough their branches had been stripped off. Furthermore, 
their tree rings showed great variation from year to year.

Next, consider the fact that the time period before the 
Flood was probably less than 2,000 years. No tree could 
have grown to the ages of present redwoods, some of 
which are over 4,000 years old and still growing.

Can this series of deposits represent a time of vol­
canism in the centuries following the Flood? Could the 
older trees be pre-Flood trees, which had floated through 
the Flood year in a floating mat, finally to be grounded as 
the Flood waters receded? Perhaps they remained on the 
ground while other trees sprouted from their cones and 
grew around them. Both would then have been removed by 
dynamic mud flows associated with post-Flood volcanism, 
of which there was much.28

Conclusion

Thus we have seen, from a variety of different mea­
surements and techniques, that the geologic and physical 
evidence of the world is quite compatible with the biblical 
doctrine of the young earth. We cannot prove the Bible 
from looking at geology, nor do we try to. We accept Scrip­
ture by faith, but insist that if the Bible is really true, then 
the geologic evidence must support it —  and indeed it does! 
The evidence not only supports the Bible, but a great deal of 
geologic evidence is quite incompatible with an old-earth 
scenario.

28. For a thorough study of this and related subjects, see Greg J. Beasley, 
“Long-Lived Trees: Their Possible Testimony to a Global Flood and Recent 
Creation,” Creation Ex Nihilo Technical Journal 7, part 1 (1993): p. 43-67.
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1. Virtually every sedimentary rock is now understood as the result of rapid 
catastrophic deposition requiring only a short period of time. Where do 
old-earth advocates put the great amounts of time required for evolution?

2. List several ways to “tie the layers together” into a short period of time, 
thus minimizing the time for the whole series of strata.

3. What is meant by “hioturhation” anti how does this argue for a young 
earth?

4. Under what circumstances could a “polystrate tree" he preserved today?

5. Investigation of the recent Mount St. Helens eruption anti its alti-iillccis 
has been used throughout the book. Summarize its young-earth 
implications.



Chapter Nine
WHAT DO THE ROCKS MEAN?

Recently I was invited to make a 
short appearance on a radio talk 
show hosted, as it turned out, by a 

Christian-hating, Christian-baiting 
skeptic. The general subject was 
creation/evolution, and he characterized 
all creationists as ignorant, bigoted 
fundamentalists, and stated that “he 
had one on the phone.” He bragged 
to show the error of creation by 
demanding of me “one proof” that the 
rocks are only 6,000 years old.

I began by pointing out that rocks 
are rather generic with respect to age, 
and that there is no hard evidence that 
they are of any particular age. Each

rock must be understood within a world view, using certain 
assumptions about the past. But he would have none of it. 
Again he demanded “one proof” of young age. All appeals to 
allow his listeners to be informed fell on deaf ears. His was 
on a bully pulpit or “bully mike.” He refused to be edu­
cated on how rocks are dated, wrongly thinking that rocks 
speak. His listeners perpetuate his bigotry, which he wrongly 
received from others before him, to this day, just as students 
repeat their classroom instruction and scientists parrot the 
expert. We should be able to do better.

While I have not in this book, and (as I have main­
tained) indeed could not have, proved scientifically that 
the earth is young, I have given significant evidence that 
fits much more easily in the young-earth model than in 
the old-earth model. In fact, some of the evidence does 
not seem to be at all compatible with old-earth ideas. The 
weight of the evidence comes down on the side of the 
young earth.

More important, however, is the way of thinking about 
the unobserved past that is presented here. My conten­
tion throughout has been that only Scripture gives specific 
information about the age of the earth and the timing of 
its unobserved events. Rocks, fossils, isotope arrays, and 
physical systems do not speak with the same clarity as 
Scripture. The truth is there in nature, but can we find it? 
Such systems in many ways are rather generic with respect 
to age: they can be adequately interpreted within more than 
one model, depending on one’s presuppositions.

In order to properly interpret the data, we must first go 
back to Genesis and develop our overall model, get our 
thinking straight. Then we interpret the physical evidence 
within that model. In the biblical model derived from a 
straightforward reading of Scripture, fossiliferous rocks 
were by and large deposited by Noah’s flood. Fossils are the 
remains of organisms that descended from those created 
during creation week and died in the Flood (with some ex­
ceptions). Radioisotope dating methods suffer from wrong 
assumptions about the past, mainly because all physical 
systems were drastically altered by the global and destruc­
tive nature of the Flood, and also because the assumptions 
used deny the possibility of creation. Scripture does not give 
us all the details, but only as we place our interpretations
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in agreement with the teachings of Scripture do we have a 
chance to rightly understand the past.

Evolutionists follow exactly the same method of think­
ing, only they bow before a different philosophy — that 
of naturalism, evolution, and uniformitarianism. These 
doctrines about the past are, at best, based on unprovable 
assumptions, and are not well-supported by the data. By 
definition, they deny the great worldwide events of Genesis. 
But if creation and the Flood are facts of history, they must 
be included in one’s view of the past. To deny historical 
truth before attempting to reconstruct history is forever to 
embrace error.

Does It Matter?
The questions then arise: “Why are we concerned with 

something so elusive?” “Shouldn’t we concern ourselves 
only with knowing the Rock of Ages, and forget about the 
ages of rocks?” Followed by the statement, “Let’s talk about 
where we re going, not about where we’ve been.”

Comments and questions like these may seem very 
spiritual, but they are little more than cop-outs. All too 
many Christians have chosen not to see or become involved 
in the battle around us, in effect surrendering to the enemy, 
and in so doing, abandoning all those who come under the 
influence of the enemy.

Battlefronts captured by those with views adversarial 
to Christianity include the news media, television, politics, 
academia, the judicial system, public education, and, in 
this case, much of science, with resulting havoc every­
where. Each of these battles was winnable, and some of 
them still are! The Christian’s resources far surpass those of 
the humanist, and the evidence is very clearly on our side. 
Losses are avoidable.

The evidence is especially on our side in real science. 
Creation far excels evolution as a scientific model. Evolu­
tion survives only by suppression of alternatives. The tactics 
of evolutionists include ridicule, personal attacks, bureau­
cratic policies, and court rulings. Mostly, evolution survives 
because so few people have ever been allowed to hear a 
credible case for creation. All that most people know is 
what they have been taught.

Few advocates of either creation or evolution even rec­
ognize the philosophical nature of the question. The discus­
sions usually sink to a “my evidence versus your evidence” 
level, while in reality all evidence must be interpreted, and 
nearly all evidence can be included in either model. The 
discussions should be “my interpretations based on my 
assumptions versus your interpretations based on your 
assumptions” and the reasonableness of each set of assump­
tions and interpretations. And, of course, we must never 
confuse circumstantial evidence with direct evidence.

Please do not think I am claiming that a proper pre­
sentation of creation and young-earth thinking guarantees

victory in every legislative committee, school administra­
tion, radio talk show, and think tank. Many of these arenas 
have been infiltrated by assertive secularists and are now 
dominated by persons who know they are in a battle, and 
know which side they are on. Often, the rules are set up so 
that creationists are not even allowed in the discussion, let 
alone taken seriously.

But the battle is winnable, at least on a local and indi­
vidual level, and the battle is worth fighting! The following 
pages give several reasons why a follower of Christ must 
join the battle, for the battle is for the minds and hearts of 
men and women, boys and girls, scientists and laypersons, 
Christians and non-Christians. The fight must be carried to 
several battlefronts, and all soldiers of the Kang can play a 
vital role. Eternal matters are at stake!

The Scientific  Battlefront

Few people, especially Christians, ever stop to think 
that God has ordained science, and that each human 
has been commanded to take part in this enterprise. As 
God’s week of creating came to an end, He placed Adam 
in charge of all creation. Adam was told to “subdue” the 
earth, and “have dominion” over it and all of the crea­
tures in it (Gen. 1:28). Theologians call this the Domin­
ion Mandate, and recognize that it passed through Adam 
to all his descendants.

And God blessed them, and God said unto 
them, Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the 
earth, and subdue it: and have dominion over the 
fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over 
every living thing that moveth upon the earth.

The two verbs are significant. Subdue implies the seri­
ous study of the earth and its processes, as well as of all 
living things. We have come to call this understanding pro­
cess “science.” Mankind must fully understand the creation 
in order to carry out the next part of the mandate.

To have dominion over creation would fall into our 
modern category of technology, that of the utilization of 
our knowledge. God has placed mankind in the position 
of stewards over creation. We are to care for it, manage it, 
protect it, and utilize it for our good and God’s glory.

Frequently, humanists claim that Christians, if allowed, 
would spoil the environment and ruin the ecological balance 
between species. Although some Christians are insensi­
tive, no support can be found in Scripture for abusing the 
environment.

Actually, the Christian should lead the way in environ­
mental concerns. In recent years, the humanist has laid ex­
clusive claim to this God-commanded activity, and is using 
it to capture the hearts of young people. Along the way, they 
have twisted environmentalism into pantheism, with a 
host of attendant New Age evils. A good deal of illegitimate
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baggage has thus been added to proper, God commanded 
concern for the creation, bi modern environmentalists, 
man is the enemy, not the steward. Evolution is the creator, 
through Mother Nature and l ather l ime. A Christian must 
not participate in tin pantheistic aspects of the modern en­
vironmental movement, but God expects all of us, not just 
environmentalists, to i are wisely for His creation.

Another reason creation understanding is so important 
is that ( lod deset ves praise lor His creative majesty, just as 
I le does lot I lis redemptive work. Christians’ prayer lives 
stiller ilramatii ally if we do not spend time praising Him 
lor I Its i n ative aits and His sovereign care for the creation. 
I lis Word to us includes many references of praise to the 
God ol creation. How dare we ignore them, and it!

I hou art worthy, O Lord, to receive glory 
anti honor and power: for thou hast created all 
things, and for thy pleasure they are and were 
created (Rev. 4:11).

Furthermore, God validates His Word in time and space, 
relating many prophecies and historical references in Scrip­
ture to specific times and places, things that are in principle, 
verifiable.

Jesus asked Nicodemus:

If I have told you earthly things, and ye believe 
not, how shall ye believe if I tell you of heavenly 
things? (John 3:12).

If we do not believe Him when He teaches about 
“earthly things,” how can we trust Him when He tells us 
of “heavenly things”? We can check the things of science 
and history, and when we do, we find His Word reliable.

On the other hand, if He is wrong about science and 
history, He is wrong, and by His own Word, the wrong 
prophet is a false prophet (see Deut. 18:20-22).

In order to fully appreciate God’s creative power and 
majesty, we must first rightly understand His creation. This 
means we must study and comprehend it fully and rightly. 
Then we can praise Him from knowledge, and bring Him 
glory as we properly care for creation and obey His mandate.

This command to understand includes more than 
creation; it extends to the young-earth issue as well. The 
enemy uses evolution as a major weapon in his battle, and 
the old-earth idea undergirds all of evolutionary thinking.
In witnessing to others about Christianity, many times you 
will encounter an unsaved person who will use the young- 
earth teaching of Scripture to reject Christ as revealed in 
Scripture, because if one is an untruth, the other must be, 
too. Creationists are tempted to stop with the creation 
versus evolution issue and ignore the age of the earth, but 
to many people, the old earth proves evolution. It cer­
tainly disproves Scripture, and, therefore, the scriptural 
doctrine of creation. Many on both sides consider the age 
of the earth as the weakest doctrine in Scripture. We must 
strengthen and defend it.
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Intelligent
Design

Here is an issue we 
can agree on, that of 
the intricate complex­
ity of all things, espe­
cially in the biosphere.
The design of living 
things is too great to 
deny. Every observer, 
from creationist to 
secularist, sees the 
intricate design in life 
and must ascribe it to 
something. Biblical 
creationists attribute 
this complexity to the 
creator God of the 
Bible, and claim things 
are exactly the way 
they should be if Scrip­
ture is correct, especial­
ly when you consider the information in the DNA molecule. 
No undirected process produces intelligent information that 
can be read and understood. Its coded information surpasses 
our own ability to understand it. Today’s molecular biolo­
gists cannot write such a code or even devise a way to do the 
things a cell can do. Certainly a level of intelligence beyond 
our own was behind the writing of the DNA or the func­
tions of a cell. Creationists recognize the source: the Creator 
God of Genesis.

Naturalistic evolutionists have no belief in a God, and 
thus no recourse to a supernatural mind behind it all. As did 
Darwin, they generally attribute the amazing design to natu­
ral selection. Unthinking random mutations have produced a 
written encyclopedia with intelligent information contained 
within. Surely some things cannot be.

Now there is a new alternative on the market. Called 
the Intelligent Design (ID) movement, it acknowledges the 
complexity and order, insists it proceeds from intelligence, 
but refuses to speculate on the identity of the intelligence 
and designer. It also rightly brands naturalistic evolution as 
the religion of naturalism.

Thus we have three options: unintelligent design by 
random causes, intelligent design by an unknown cause, or 
intelligent design by the intelligent God of the Bible. Origins 
views like these are at their core unprovable, but which is 
most credible? If God exists, creation thinking handles all the 
data. Naturalism only makes sense if there is no God and if 
natural forces are all there is. Reliance on blind natural forces 
stretches credibility, but that is the evolutionists’ faith. Any 
view of origins is “religious,” since it attempts to reconstruct

the unobserved past, The best wc can do is to determine 
which historical view is most satisfying scientifically, histori­
cally, and personally.

Creation and N ew Age

On the other hand, many secularists today have aban­
doned strict naturalism in favor ol hazy New Age thinking. 
Even scientists are leaving Darwinian evolution in droves, 
recognizing that strictly natural processes, operating at 
random on inorganic chemicals, could never have produced 
complex information-loaded living cells. I hey have grown 
weary of arguing that random mutations in a highly com­
plex genetic code provide improvements in it.

To avoid the implications of impotent nature, New 
Age disciples have chosen to believe that nature is alive and 
well and doing these things on purpose. Thus, they worship 
nature (some more openly than others), ascribing to nature 
qualities and characteristics formerly ascribed to God. They 
recognize the marvelous design in living things and know 
that an overriding mind must be behind it. That mind to 
them is Gaia, or Mother Earth. They would be nearly as 
critical of Darwinian evolution as creationists. How can 
you reach these New Age disciples?

Logical reasoning with one who has chosen absurdity 
as his faith is never easy. Arguing creation versus evolu­
tion with a New Age advocate seldom works. But some­
times discussing the age of the earth can provide an open­
ing. To supply firm evidence that the earth may not be so 
old might just weaken his commitment to his anti-God 
philosophy.
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The Biblical Ba i i i i i roni

When I came to work .11 l( R in I 984, having left 
my faculty position .11 the I Jnivcisity ol Oklahoma, ICR 
had far outgrown its lai ility. Ihe only office space left was 
an overflow room lot the R R library, in which were kept 
thousands ol theologiial hooks dating from the 1700s and 
1800s. A collet tot who hail been interested in the his­
tory ol model n 1real ion and evolution had do­
nated them 10 l( R. Ihe hooks represented
the thinking ol ( hristian leaders 
through the decades dur 
ing which natu­
ralistic evolution 
replaced creation as
the norm. Being a 
confirmed book­
worm, I read many 
of these books, and 
skimmed nearly all 
of them.

During the 
1700s, while ex­
ceptions could be 
cited, most theolo­
gians and scientists
in western countries were Bible- 
believing Christians and creationists. But by the late 
1800s, most scientists and theologians had abandoned 
the creation, Flood, and young-earth doctrines, and had 
accepted the position that the Bible contains errors and 
cannot be trusted, particularly as it relates to science and 
history.

Having studied geology in secular settings, I knew 
that in the late 1700s, James Hutton, and in the early 
1800s, Charles Lyell, had proposed the principle of 
uniformity and, thus, an old earth. They are canonized 
by secularists for opening the door for Darwin in 1859 
to completely discredit the Bible! Many leading scientists 
resisted these ideas, and defended Scripture as both true 
and scientific. But by the late 1800s, almost all such voices 
had been silenced. What could have brought such a turn­
around?

My office reading provided the answer. In many cases, 
it was Christians who led the charge against Scripture. 
Beginning in the early 1800s, theologians readily adopted 
the old-earth ideas, then uniformitarianism instead of the 
Flood. They even toyed with evolutionary ideas long before 
Darwin. The Bible-believing scientists of the day were thus 
in the difficult position of trying to defend Scripture when 
theologians were against them.

Gradually, belief in a historical view of Genesis waned, 
and a generation later, when Darwin proposed his mecha­
nism for evolution, even scientists fell into his trap, and

few academics, either scientists or theologians, any longer 
accepted creation.

Parenthetically, things have not changed much. Scien­
tists and laymen, not theologians, lead the modern creation 
revival. By and large, seminary-trained theologians oppose 
or are indifferent to biblical and scientific creationism. But 
it does not take a seminary degree to know that the Bible

teaches creation and a young earth. In fact, it probably 
takes seminary training to accept the various perversions 
of Scripture, such as the day-age concept, the framework 
hypothesis, theistic evolution, and the local-Flood theory. 
Modern evangelicals are hard-pressed to find a major semi­
nary that unequivocally holds to a historical, grammatical 
view of Genesis. Most prefer to allegorize it and welcome 
evolution and/or old-earth thinking into their theology.

Recently, a group of professors from a major, conser­
vative evangelical seminary met with scientists from ICR. 
Every one of them had abandoned the recent creation posi­
tion, usually in favor of the framework hypothesis. At the 
end of the meeting, each participant was asked to identify 
what it would take to change his position. Each scientist 
insisted he would change to belief in the old earth only if 
he was convinced Scripture taught long ages, even though 
each was certain science was in favor of the young-earth 
position. Conversely, the theologians admitted they held to
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an old earth in spite of the obvious sense of Scripture and 
would adopt a young-earth belief only if the consensus view 
of secular scientists shifted to recent creation. No wonder 
the church is so weak, if its leaders have adopted what for­
merly they would have considered heresy.

Today, the hardest pill for liberal and neo-evangelical 
theologians to swallow may be the young-earth doctrine. 
Even many “fundamental” theologians hold the so-called 
gap theory to accommodate the geologic ages, while moder­
ate “evangelicals” espouse the day-age concept, while elite 
seminarians have adopted the framework hypothesis. All 

cling to the old-earth idea.
Historically, it was the issue of the age 

of the earth that was the first
doctrine of Scripture 

to be abandoned 
by compromis­
ers, then the 
Flood, then the 
creation. Today, 
the cycle has 
reversed. With 
evolution now 
exposed as not 
credible, many 
Christians are 
re-adopting 
creation, but 
still hold on to 
the old-earth 
and local Flood. 
How much 
better it would 
be to come all 
the way back to 
a biblical world 

view (one which employs better science, by the way).
Much is at stake, even the issue of biblical inerrancy. 

Can God’s Word be trusted? When it gives times and places 
and genealogies, does it contain meaningful information?
To Christian old-earth advocates, many Scripture passages 
must be ignored or allegorized.

Let’s look at the biblical flood, as a primary example.
The Bible teaches that the Flood was a global event, which 
destroyed the pre-Flood world and all its land-dwelling 
inhabitants not on Noah’s ark.

Consider the following passage:

And the flood was forty days upon the earth; 
and the waters increased, and bare up the ark, and 
it was lifted up above the earth. And the waters pre­
vailed, and were increased greatly upon the earth; 
and the ark went upon the face of the waters. And 
the waters prevailed exceedingly upon the earth; and

all the high hills, that were under the whole heaven, 
were covered. Fifteen cubits upward did the waters 
prevail; and the mountains were covered. And all 
flesh died that moved upon the earth, both of fowl, 
and of cattle, and of beast, and of every creeping 
thing that creepeth upon the earth, and every man:
All in whose nostrils was the breath of life, of all 
that was in the dry land, died. And every living 
substance was destroyed which was upon the face of 
the ground, both man, and cattle, and the creeping 
things, and the fowl of the heaven; and they were 
destroyed from the earth: and Noah only remained 
alive, and they that were with him in the ark. And 
the waters prevailed upon the earth an hundred and 
fifty days (Gen. 7:17-24).

How could words more clearly state the global nature 
of the Flood? But in spite of the obvious intent of Scripture, 
many Christians have followed evolutionary leads and claim 
that the Flood, if it occurred at all, was only local, limited 
perhaps to the Mesopotamian valley, hut not global in 
extent, and certainly not responsible for the rock and fossil 
records.

It is true that the Hebrew word translated all in this 
passage can sometimes be taken in a limited sense, just as 
in English. Such a word must be understood, then, in light 
of its context, and here, it can only mean “all” in a global 
sense: “All flesh. . . . All in whose nostrils was the breath 
of life . . .  all that was in the dry land. . . . every living 
substance . . . upon the face of the ground . . . the fowl 
of the heaven . . . destroyed from the earth.” Il is just not 
sufficient to say that all is sometimes to he understood as 
limited. To defend the local Flood, it must be demonstrated 
that all is lim ited to some in this case in spite of the fact 
that the all-inclusive nature of the Flood is repeated over 
and over.

Some other phrases could only mean a global flood:
“all flesh . . .  I will destroy them with the earth” (Gen.
6:13). (Note that “the earth” means planet Earth, not 
just the local area.) “1 do bring a flood of waters upon the 
earth to destroy all flesh, wherein is the breath of life, from 
under heaven; and every thing that is in the earth shall die” 
(Gen. 6:17). (Note that the phrase under heaven refers to 
the atmosphere, which is worldwide.) The animals “of 
every sort” were to be brought in by twos “to keep them 
alive” (Gen. 6:20), a capricious command if the Flood 
were only local. The list could go on and on. Noah’s flood 
covered the globe! The entire earth!

Both Christ and Peter in the New Testament 
echoed this same teaching.

But as the days of [Noah] were, so shall also the 
coming of the Son of man be. For as in the days 
that were before the flood they were eating and 
drinking, marrying and giving in marriage, until the
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day that [Noah] entered into the ark, and knew not 
until the flood came, and took them all away; so 
shall also the coming of the Son of man be (Matt. 
24:37-39).

The world that then was, being overflowed 
with water, perished: But the heavens and the earth, 
which are now, by the same word are kept in store, 
reserved unto fire against the day of judgment and 
perdition of ungodly men (2 Pet. 3:6—7).

Note that both Christ and Peter based their doctrines 
ol the coming judgment of the whole world on the fact of 
the past judgment of the whole world in Noah’s day. If the 
f lood had been only local, and much of the earth and at 
least some people had survived it, what kind of judgment is 
to come? Will it also be local? Will some sinners be exclud­
ed? I he local flood idea produces theological chaos!

Not only did the Flood cover the globe, this moun­
tain-covering, year-long cataclysm accomplished a large 
amount of geologic work, operating at rates, scales, and 
intensities far in excess of modern floods. At the very least, 
it did what all floods do, eroding some areas and rede­
positing the eroded material elsewhere as sediments. The 
sediments would be full of plants and animals that died 
in the Flood. If Noah’s flood happened the way the Bible 
says it happened, then modern day sedimentary rocks 
containing fossils are its result.

The Flood deposits would then give evidence of hav­
ing been laid down catastrophically, not by calm, uniform 
processes. They would frequently be of vast regional extent, 
not local, as uniformitarians propose. Erosion, as well as 
deposition, would be of catastrophic proportions! Many 
evolutionists now call themselves neo-catastrophists because 
they recognize these features and admit they are dominant. 
Something radically different was going on in the past: 
something catastrophic, something global, something 
like the flood of Noah’s day.

Yet many evolutionists still wrongly use rocks and 
fossils as evidence of evolution and the old earth, misinter­
preting their true history. But if Noah’s Hood produced the 
rocks and fossils, there is hardly any evidence left for evolu­
tion and old-earth concepts.

Modern evangelicals who adopt the old-earth con­
cept and/or evolution must deny the Flood as a global, 
geologically significant event, and all of them who have 
thought about it in a consistent manner do. Most claim 
the Flood was only a local flood. Others propose a non­
sensical tranquil flood. Perhaps the majority just look 
the other way and ignore the whole issue. In each case, 
they deny a clear teaching of Scripture, one that forms 
the basis for much vital teaching in the New Testament. 
Christians desperately need to return to a consistent belief 
in all of God’s Word if we are ever to be effective in reach­
ing the world.
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The Flood of Noah’s Day
The Bottom Line

The worldwide, mountain-covering deluge would have deposited 
most of the world’s fossil-hearing rock.

The naturalist — denying the fact of the Flood — misinterprets the rocks and fossils.

If the Flood was a global event, it laid down the rocks and fossils, and there is no evidence 
for evolution or for an old earth.



This situation was dramaiically illustrated by an event 
that happened to ICR several years ago. At the time I was 
teaching a course in biblical anil scientific apologetics to 
students at Christian I leritage ( Allege (now San Diego 
Christian College), l( R's sister school. I had been teaching 
about the Flood, and how those who desired to accommo­
date the old earth view into their view of Scripture always 
had to modify the i le.ir doctrine of the global Flood (that 
is, il they arc knowledgeable and consistent in their under­
standing, ol old earth thinking). I showed how both histori­
cally and logically, an old-earth advocate cannot hold to a 
global, geologically significant Flood, for the evidence for 
long ages is in the rocks and the fossils. But if Noah’s flood 
happened, it deposited the great majority of the world’s 
lossiliferous rocks. Thus, in order to hold to the old-earth 
idea, one must conclude that the flood of Noah’s day was 
only local, or tranquil, but not responsible for the rocks 
and fossils.

One day after class I got word that two Christian 
scholars were coming to ICR a few days later to discuss 
our view of the young earth. One of them, astronomer 
and big bang/old-earth advocate Dr. Hugh Ross, had an­
nounced he was coming to ICR for a “biblical confronta­
tion.” He felt it was his Christian duty to confront us 
with our erroneous teaching of the young earth. The other 
scholar, philosopher/theologian Dr. Norman Geisler, also an 
advocate of the old earth, was coming in support of Ross, 
not so much to confront ICR with error, but to take part in 
the discussion.

O f course, this is serious business, and we took it so. 
We arranged for all of our scientists as well as interested 
SDCC faculty to be present for the dialogue. If we were 
in error, we wanted to
know it and correct our 
thinking.

The day before they 
came, I predicted to my 
class that these scholars, 
if they were consistent in 
their old-earth thinking, 
would accept either the 
local Flood theory or the 
tranquil Flood theory,

in order to maintain their belief in the old-earth as well as in 
Scripture.

The confrontation lasted two days. It consisted primar­
ily of Dr. Ross trying to convince us of the validity of the 
big-bang theory, radioisotope dating, Einstein’s theory of 
relativity (which many young-earth creationists hold), and 
plate tectonics (which many young-earth creationists also 
hold, albeit with a different time frame). Ross even claimed 
that to a great degree his salvation experience was con­
nected to the big bang and old-universe concepts, for as a 
teenage science buff searching for religious truth, he found 
that the Genesis account of the Bible was the only religious 
writing which he could make fit with the big bang and old 
universe (which he already “knew” to be true).

Geisler was less committed to any of these specific 
positions, but adamantly held to the old earth. He even 
distanced himself from certain of Ross’s positions, such as 
the idea that Neanderthal man was a human-like animal, 
although with a larger brain than modern man, with the 
ability to talk, conduct burials with religious significance, 
etc., but had no eternal spirit. Geisler held instead that 
Neanderthal was a descendant of Adam, but Ross insisted 
that the eternal spirit in man came later, when Adam was 
created, long after the Neanderthals, and based his posi­
tion exclusively on old radioisotope dating of Neanderthal 
fossils.

But then came the question: What do you think about 
Noah’s flood? Ross freely admitted that while it was a 
major flood, it covered only portions of the Middle East. It 
did not cover Europe, Asia, or Africa, and did not drown 
the inhabitants of these areas. It certainly could not have 
covered America, nor did it affect the Indians already liv­

ing here, nor did it cause the Grand 
Canyon. The Grand Canyon was 
eroded millions of years ago, accord­
ing to secular geologic interpretation 
and radioisotope dating. To Ross, the 
Flood must have only appeared to 
Noah to be global, for it covered as 
far as Noah could see, but certainly 
was just a local flood. He referred to 

universal” Flood, meaning 
as far as Noah could see.

By all means, it did 
not deposit the rocks 
and fossils. Geology 
has proved they are 
millions and millions

of years old!
At this point, Geisler chimed 

in to correct Ross. He insisted that the 
Bible clearly taught a global, worldwide Flood.

But, Geisler said, it did not do the geologic work 
claimed for it by young-earth creationists. He held that it
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must have destroyed all the pre-Flood human inhabitants, 
but left little geologic trace on the planet. It rose, covered 
the world, drowned all of life on land, and then simply 
drained off. No rocks, no fossils. 1 asked how he could hold 
such a position, since even the minor, local floods of today 
do tremendous geologic work. How could a flood, which 
he admitted was much larger and more dynamic than any 
observed flood, do no geologic work? Thus, he proposed a 
tranquil Flood.

The proper way to approach this issue is to accept 
Scripture at face value, as the writer of Scripture, God, 
intended the reader to understand it, and to place our 
thinking, our research, our interpretation of data, all in sub­
mission to His truth. We must rethink our presuppositions, 
allowing God, not secular scientists, to set our historical 
world view. We must judge the opinions of all scientists 
(including our own opinions) by Scripture. The Bible 
commands, “Be not conformed to this world: but be ye 
transformed by the renewing of your mind” (Rom. 12:2). 
“Prove all things; hold fast that which is good” (1 Thess. 
5:21). Once we succeed in allowing God and His Word to 
direct our study, we will do better science.

The Theological Battlefront

It has been rightly noted that ideas have consequences, 
ideas have power. The way a person thinks influences the 
way he or she relates to society, to self, and to God.

Obviously, evolutionary ideas have great impact on 
one’s view of life and its meaning. One who considers 
mankind to be the random by-product of chance events 
operating on the primeval slime makes decisions and relates

to those around him in a very different way than 
does one who believes men and women were t reateil 
in the image and likeness of God. If each human 
being somehow bears God’s image and likeness, 
how can he or she take any action that will harm, 
deface, or destroy that image? If man is an animal, 

promiscuity, homosexuality, racism, treachery, 
abortion, infanticide, euthanasia, and 

violence are all understandable as 
animal traits.

Young-earth ideas influence all 
our thinking. Do we think of God 
as long ago and far away, or nearby 

and intimately interested and involved 
lives and in earth history? Did He

know wliai I le was doing as He created?
Assume, for (lie moment, the stance taken by many 

Christian leaders today, that God created the earth and its 
systems, but did so over 4.5 billion years. I will attempt to 
show that this view is internally inconsistent in its theol­
ogy, promoting a view ol ( iod totally unlike the God of the 
Bible.

First, consider God’s omnisc ience. If He knows every­
thing, including His purpose in creation, why did He take 
so long, as a seeming afterthought, to recreate His own 
image in a creature with whom I le could communicate, 
on whom He could shower 11 is love and grace, and from 
whom He could receive reciprocal love? What was His 
purpose in the billions of years ol evolutionary blind alleys 
and extinctions? Is He powerless, able to accomplish His 
purpose only with trial and error, fils and starts? Was He 
testing various animals to see whether I le could find one 
worthy of His special attention and image? What about 
the dinosaurs, those majestic beasts that supposedly went 
extinct long before man was c reated? Were they considered 
as possible candidates for God's image, only to be rejected? 
And why all the death, bloodshed, and violence over all these 
millions of years? Why did I le set up this bizarre scenario 
to finally produce man? If God is omniscient, why does it 
appear that He did not know what He was doing? If He is 
omnipotent, surely He could have done it in a better way. 
And why, if evolution and long ages are correct, did the 
God of foreknowledge, the Alpha and Omega who knows 
the end from the beginning, produce so many types that 
ended up extinct?

Mutation and Natural
Selection

The main mechanisms for evolution are touted as mu­
tations and natural selection. W ithout mutations, evolution 
could not acquire new genetic information, and without 
natural selection, the survival of the fittest trend cannot
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work. Both obviously occur today, yet they do not produce 
evolutionary change. As we showed in chapter 6, the trends 
are the opposite of evolution, leading to extinction, not 
innovation.

Consider how these mechanisms mesh with the charac­
ter of God as revealed in Scripture. Are those the methods 
He would utilize to produce His image in man?

By definition, mutations involve random damage to 
the genetic information code. Never have mutations been 
observed to add useful information which was not there 
before. It might be conceptually possible, but the odds 
against adding new information by random alteration are 
astronomical. Would God use random damage to produce 
His very good creation, including His very image? Perhaps 
He could orchestrate good damage, but this damage would 
not be random or consistent with His wise and beneficent 
nature.

Similarly, natural selection occurs all around us, but it 
can only select from the variety produced by random muta­
tion and genetic recombination. It has no mind; it does 
nothing on purpose. It conserves by natural processes the 
best variety present; it innovates nothing. But God is a su­
pernatural God, with wisdom and power quite distinct from 
nature. Would such a supernatural God, who strictly forbids 
us to worship nature, accomplish His creative handiwork by 
natural processes?

G race, Mercy, 
and Love

God’s gracious, mer­
ciful, and loving nature 
is likewise incompatible 
with millions of years of 
evolution. Is not survival 
of the fittest, where the 
strong survive and the 
weak perish and might 
makes right, more in 
line with salvation by 
works than salvation 
by grace? God does not 
think that way. “Blessed 
are the meek,” protect 
the poor and defenseless, 
and even children inherit 
the kingdom. Evolution, 
the bloodthirsty cult of 
tooth and claw, does not 
mesh with God’s es­
sence. He could not use 
evolution to produce His 
image and remain true 
to His character. Even 
evolutionists seem to 

understand this and recoil from the implications of evolu­
tion, yet hold this belief because they do not believe in God. 
Locked in naturalism, atheism, and anti-supernaturalism, 
they have no options, and wonder why a Christian would 
accept any form of evolution.

To an evolutionist or old-earth creationist, the world 
both before and after Adam’s creation was essentially the 
same as the world today — animals killing one another and 
diseases ravaging plants and animals, all in the presence of 
poison ivy, thorn bushes, parasites, viruses, etc. Beneath 
Adam’s feet in the Garden of Eden (thought by old-earth 
advocates to be in the Tigris-Euphrates valley) were prob­
ably thousands of feet of fossil-bearing rock, interpreted by 
old-earth advocates to be the result of a lengthy history of 
violence on earth: survival of the fittest in action. But all of 
this is so unlike God, the ever-living source of life and love. 
God ' ‘saw everything that he had made, and indeed it was 
very good” (Gen. 1:31).

God does not call our present world very good. He 
deems it so bad that He has promised it will “melt with 
fervent heat,” and then He will create a “new earth, 
wherein dwelleth righteousness” (2 Pet. 3:13).

Then God saw everything that He had made, 
and indeed it was very good. So the evening and 
the morning were the sixth day (Gen. 1:31; NKJV).
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And I saw a new heaven and a new earth: for the 
first heaven and the first earth were passed away; and 
there was no more sea. . . .  And I heard a great voice 
out of heaven saying, Behold, the tabernacle of God is 
with men, and he will dwell with them, and they shall 
be his people, and God himself shall be with them, 
and be their God. And God shall wipe away all tears 
from their eyes; and there shall he no more death, 
neither sorrow, nor crying, neither shall there be any 
more pain: for the former things are passed away.
(Rev. 21:1-4).

Christians who advocate the old-earth idea typically 
feel that Satan was cast out of heaven long ago, long before 
Adam was created, and was present on earth throughout the 
ages. But if that is so, where were Satan and the myriads 
of demons when God pronounced everything very good? 
Was Satan lurking behind a tree just waiting for a chance at 
Eve? Was he already actively working to distort 
God’s creation, causing extinction and death?
That is not very good at all. How could the 
holy, perfect God of the Bible declare it to be 
so?

To make matters worse, God has prom­
ised a restoration of earth to what it was 
like before Adam sinned. To an old-earther,
Adam lived just a few thousand years ago, at 
the end of 4.5 billion years of history. Adam’s 
world was essentially no different from ours. So 
what will this world be restored to: billions of 
years of extinction and death? No, the Bible says 
it will be a time without bloodshed and carnivo­
rous activity, when the wolf and the lamb will lie 
down together, where even the lion will be 
vegetarian, and where harmony 
will exist between man
and the animal

kingdom once again. To an old-earther, this has never hap­
pened. How can the earth be restored to such a state?

The wolf also shall dwell with the lamb, the 
leopard shall lie down with the young goat, the 
calf and the young lion and the fading together; 
and a little child shall lead them. Ihe cow and the 
bear shall graze; their young ones shall lie down

together; and the lion shall eat straw like the ox. Ihe 
nursing child shall play by the cobra’s hole, ami the 
weaned child shall put his hand in the viper’s den 
(Isa. 11:6-8; NKJV).

T he C urse

Ihe root theological problem with old-earth thinking 
has to do with the curse on all creation due to Adam’s 
sin, as described in Genesis 3, and the resulting “wages of 
sin,” death. From observation, we know that all things are 
in the process of dying. People grow old and die. Animals 
die. Plants wither and fade. Machines wear out. Civiliza­
tions die. The moon’s orbit decays. Stars burn out. “The 
whole creation groaneth and travaileth in pain together 
until now” (Rom. 8:22), and has done so since the very 
m oment of Adam’s fall:

For the earnest expectation of 
the creature waiteth for the

manifestation of the sons of 
God. For the creature 
was made subject to 
vanity, not willingly, 
but by reason of him 
who hath subjected 
the same in hope, 
because the creature 
itself also shall be 
delivered from the 
bondage of corrup­

tion into the glorious 
liberty of the children 

of God. For we know 
that the whole creation 
groaneth and travaileth in 
pain together until now 

(Rom. 8:19-22).

Ihe passage, Romans 
8:19-26, strikes at the heart of 

the old-earth concept. Let us 
look at the words carefully.

The words creature (v. 
19, 20, 21) and creation (v. 

22) are actually the same 
word in the Greek language.

In each case the proper translation is “creation.” The “whole 
creation” (v. 22) is groaning under the effects of the curse, 
awaiting deliverance such as has already been provided “the 
children of God” (v. 21) in the spiritual realm. Everything 
is under this “bondage of corruption,” including animals, 
plants, and the very earth itself. The earth’s human population 
(v. 23—26) likewise suffers physically, but God’s children will



By way oi explanation, plants are biologically alive, but have no “breath o f life” (Gen. 2:7). 
Furthermore, “The life o f the flesh is in the b lood ” (Lev. 17:11). Plants have no 
consciousness, no breath, and no blood, and thus are not living in the biblical sense o f  

living. They were created specifically to nourish living things. Their b iological death (and perhaps
also that of many of the lesser forms of life technically classed as anim als) does not constitute the 
death of a biblically living, breathing, blood-filled creature.

experience the "redemption of our body” (v. 23). Everything 
suffers under the curse!

I lie t nation has been made “subject to vanity” (v. 20), 
a scale implying failure to achieve the “very good” purpose 
lor whir h ii was created. Because of sin and the resultant 
curse, ii slopped measuring up to God’s design as it origi­
nally did.

I he tense of the verb “was made subject,” speaks of a 
past, completed event at which all of creation was affected.
I here are only two candidates for this event, Genesis 1:1 and 

Genesis 3:14—19. If the creation of all things in Genesis 1:1 
included the making of all things “subject to vanity” (as Dr. 
Hugh Ross and other old-earth advocates claim), then God is 
the author of much pain and suffering and death. Did God 
create bloodthirsty animals, poisonous plants, infectious dis­
eases, parasites, etc.? Did He call it all “very good”? Did God

The Extent of the Curse
Genesis 3:14-19

All of creation altered because of 
Adam and Eve’s rebellion

Earth cursed, v. 17 
Animals cursed, v. 14 
Plants cursed, v. 18 
Humankind cursed, v. 16-18 
Death reigns, v. 19, Romans 8:19-22
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design conscious animals, capable of expressing emotions 
such as loyalty and care for one another, to suffer excruciat­
ing pain and horrid death?

The situation gets worse when humankind is considered. 
The world immediately after Adam’s creation would suffer 
the same symptoms as our world, both being “subject to 
vanity.” Is this world “very good”? What about miscar­
ried babies, heartbroken widows, lepers, cancer victims, 
handicapped infants and adults? What about famine, natural 
disasters, and drought? What about birth defects and tragic 
mutations? Factor in human behavior patterns including geno­
cide, human sacrifice, brutality on unimaginable scales, which 
(according to their view of carbon dating) archaeologists tell us 
have been going on for millennia, long before the biblical date 
for Adam. This world is not “very good.” This world of ours 
could not be similar to God’s created “very good” earth. If it 

is, God is responsible for all these painful and 
horrible things. Where is His holiness in all this? 
Where is His justice?

If, however, the event that ruined creation is 
the one recorded in Genesis 3, then the presence 
of pain, suffering, and death makes sense. Man’s 
rebellion against God brought the curse and 
death, the “bondage of corruption.” God’s holy 
nature and justice shine as He faithfully pro­
nounces the penalty for sin as He had promised 
(Gen. 2:17), but He also promises in His grace 
to send a solution to the problem of sin and 
death (Gen. 3:15), a solution we now recognize 
as God’s only Son, Jesus Christ.

Adam and Eve were created to live forever 
in fellowship with God. They had access to the 
Tree of Life in the Garden. They and the animals 
were commanded to be vegetarian, and no car­
nivorous activity was to take place:

And God said, Behold I have given 
you every herb bearing seed, which is upon 
the face o f all the earth, and every tree, 
in the which is the fruit of a tree yielding 
seed; to you it shall be for meat. And 
to every beast of the earth, and to every 
fowl of the air, and to every thing that 
creepeth upon the earth, wherein there is



life, I have given every green herb for meat: and it 
was so (Gen. 1:29—30).

But sin distorts everything. Sin distorted God’s original 
“very good” creation. God had promised that if man dis­
obeyed and ate of the forbidden tree, “thou shalt surely die” 
(Gen. 2:17), or literally, “dying you shall die.” Man would die 
spiritually and begin the process of dying physically: for “dust 
you are, and to dust you shall return” (Gen. 3:19; NKJV). 
Everything partook of this curse —  the animals (v. 15), the 
plants (v. 18), the ground (v. 17), and Adam and Eve (v. 
15—19). Everything is now under this “bondage of cor­
ruption” (Rom. 8:21).

The Extent of the C urse

The very first recorded death was that of an animal to 
provide a covering for Adam and Eve, painfully aware of 
their sin (Gen. 3:21). Throughout the Old Testament, we 
see blood sacrifices for sin commanded. “W ithout shedding 
of blood is no remission” of sin (Heb. 9:22). The bibli­
cal teaching of the entrance of death because of sin makes 
sense only if the earth is young.

Wherefore, as by one man sin entered into the 
world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon 
all men, for that all have sinned (Rom. 5:12).

But now Christ is risen from the dead, and 
has become the firstfruits of those who have fallen 
asleep. For since by man came death, by Man also 
came the resurrection of the dead. For as in Adam 
all die, even so in Christ all shall be made alive (1 
Cor. 15:20-22; NKJV).

But what if the earth is old? The fossils must then be 
understood to show that the dying of living creatures had

already been going on for hundreds of millions of years 
before Adam sinned. Death, extinction of the less-fit as 
the more-fit survive through the process of natural selec­
tion, has dominated history. Death is then normal; death is 
natural; death is just the way things are. If God created this 
kind of world, then what kind of God do we have? Is He 
sadistic, capricious, and cruel?

But it gets even worse! To an evolutionist, death is 
the central focus. Death fuels evolution. Death produced 
man. For instance, it was the extinction of the dinosaurs 
that gave rise to the mammals, and eventually to man. Carl 
Sagan, the late evolutionary spokesperson of the late 20th 
century, says it this way:

The secrets of evolution are death and time
-  the deaths of enormous numbers of lifeforms 

that were imperfectly adapted to the environment; 
and time for a long succession of small mutations 
that were by accident adaptive, time for the slow 
accumulation of patterns of favorable mutations.1

Charles Darwin recognized the key role of death in evo­
lution by natural selection. The final, climactic paragraph of 
Origin o f  Species points this out. After describing for several 
hundred pages the evidence for and effects of natural selec­
tion, he concludes: “Thus, from the war of nature, from 
famine and death, the most exalted object which we are 
capable of conceiving, namely, the production of the higher 
animals (i.e., man) directly follows.”1 2 In other words, from 
death comes man.

Actually, Charles Darwin credited the existence of 
pain and suffering and death for his commitment to natural 
selection. In response to a plea not to be so atheistic in his

1. Carl Sagan, Cosmos (New York: Random House, 19X0), p. 30
2. Charles Darwin, The Origin o f Species (London: J.M. Deni. 1971). p. 463.

I 133



writings, Darwin responded: “I had no intention to write 
atheistically, but I own that I cannot see as plainly as oth­
ers do, and as I should wish to do, evidence of design and 
beneficence on all sides ol us. I cannot persuade myself that 
a beneficent and omnipotent ( iod would have designedly 
created the ichneumon idae (a parasite, ed.) with the express 
intention of their feeding within the living bodies of cater­
pillars, or that a cat should play with mice. Not believing 
this, I see no necessity in the belief that the eye was express­
ly designed."1

I hits, to an evolutionist, death is the natural state of 
things, and death produced man. The death and extinction 
ol the unlit is absolutely essential for evolutionary change to 
occur through survival of the fittest. Even to an old-earth 
creationist, death preceded man (even the death of 
luiman-likc “animals”), and God used death to prepare the 
way for man. In either case, a world dominated by death, 
pain, and suffering was here before man and certainly before 
man sinned.

The Effect of the C urse

Next, notice that death is also the central focus 
of Christianity. First, death is the penalty for sin.
“The wages of sin is death” (Rom. 6:23), for sin sepa­
rates us from a Holy God. But that is not all.

What happened in the Garden of Eden after Adam 
and Eve sinned? What happened when God 
came down to fellowship with them 
that evening? Where were
they? They were

GOD

hiding —  hiding 
in the bushes from God. Sin 
had erected an awful barrier between them 
and God. Sin does that, doesn’t it? Sin had created a 
gulf between sinful man and his sinless God.

God acted from His character of justice as He pro­
nounced the penalty for sin. His holy nature demanded 
that sin’s wages be paid. He was fully just in establishing

3. Charles Darwin in a letter to Harvard professor Asa Gray, May 22, I860.

that penalty. As Creator, He had the authority to set the 
rules over His creation and the penalty for breaking the 
rules. Adam and Eve had chosen to rebel and had chosen 
sin and its penalty. It was God’s holy and just nature that 
demanded the death penalty for sin. Not just physical 
death, but spiritual death, eternal separation from the living 
God.

But more was at work than God’s justice. His grace 
was also on display.

Think about it. Adam and Eve were created to live 
forever. They had access to the Tree of Life. Their newly 
created bodies contained no genetic defects or diseases. 
They would have lived forever —  hiding in the bushes — 
separated by their sin from a holy God. Can you think of 
anything more horrible? There is another name for eternal 
separation from God because of sin. The Bible calls it hell. 
Adam and Eve were not in the physical place called hell, 
but their situation was no less ultimate, tragic, and hope­
less.

Furthermore, think what Adam and Eve would be like 
now, if nothing had changed. They had chosen to rebel, 
they had refused to repent and even refused to accept the 
blame for their actions. Their commitment to sin was now

well established. They had 
no access to God, nor did they care to 

have any. Surely, Satan and their own sinful 
natures would have led them into ever-deeper 
debauchery. And, by now, thousands of years 
later — well, we would best not even try to 
imagine.

The death penalty for sin served several pur­
poses. It put a limit on how long a sinner could live, putting 
a cap on how debased he could become.

It also placed an ever-present reminder before Adam 
and Eve of the fact that their choice to rebel had ruined
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God’s perfect creation. Every time they saw one animal kill 
another, or when their oldest son killed his brother, they 
must have said, “Oh, this is awful! W hat have we done? It 
would drive them back to God for His solution to the sin- 
and-death problem.

Most of all, the establishment of death as the pen­
alty for sin made it possible for the penalty to be paid by 
someone else: someone who did not deserve the penalty. 
Now God himself could come to earth; take upon himself 
the form of man whom He had created; live a sinless life, 
a life for which no sin penalty was needed; and die in place 
of condemned man. “The wages of sin is death” (Rom. 
6:23), but “Christ died for our sins” (1 Cor. 15:3). He 
died so that we would not have to die. And then He rose 
from the grave, victorious over death, offering eternal life 
to those who believe. Death provides an escape from an 
eternal sin-plagued life, and serves as the door to a new life, 
one free from sin and death, made possible by the death 
and resurrection of the Creator.

But what if evolution and the old earth are true? What 
if the fossils were deposited long before Adam lived? What 
if the dinosaurs had become extinct before sin entered 
creation? Obviously, if death was here before Adam’s sin, 
then creation had already been spoiled, and death is not the 
penalty for sin. But if death is not the penalty for sin, what 
possible good would have been accomplished by Christ’s 
death? In evolution, it is “survival of the fittest.” In Chris­
tianity, it is “the death of the fit for the unfit."

Do you see how the two concepts are incompatible? If 
death was here before sin, then Christ’s death was inef­
fective and meaningless. The central focus of Christianity 
fails. The old-earth concept undermines Christ’s work of 
redemption!

One can be a Christian and believe in evolution. Many 
do. Most people who come to Christ for salvation come as 
evolutionists, for that is all they have ever been taught. They 
have recognized their sin and its consequences before a Holy 
God and turn to Him for forgiveness based on His full and
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final payment for their sin. Ihey might not have even heard 
of the six days of creation. But while it is possible for an un­
taught Christian to believe in evolution, it is impossible that 
both evolution and ( '.hristianity can be true. Ihey are op­
posite world views. II evolution is true, Christianity is wrong!

Recently, I had the distinct privilege of giving a lecture 
to 2,500 public school students, teachers, and university 
professors in Istanbul, litrkey, a predominantly Islamic 
country. My lee lure was part of a conference sponsored by 
a quasi governmental foundation advocating a return to the 
creationist world view in the Turkish education system.

I his was my 14th trip to Turkey. All the others had been 
concerned with my expeditions to Turkey in search of Noah’s 
ark.1 I hrotighout the years, I had studied Islamic thought,

The Wages of sin is 
DEATH . . .

to better prepare myself for the work in Turkey, and to be 
a fruitful ambassador for Christ among those lost in deep 
darkness, but before this trip, I seriously studied the Islamic 
teaching on creation and the Flood.

The Koran, the Islamic holy book, restates many Old 
Testament stories. It teaches creation in six days, Adam

4. See my book for young people, Noah's Ark and the Ararat Adventure, for 
information on the expeditions, adventure, and discoveries on Mt. Ararat 
(Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2006).

and Eve, the Garden, the original perfect state, eating the 
forbidden fruit, the expulsion from the Garden, the wicked 
pre-Flood world, and the world-wide Flood. A few differ­
ences occur, but the gist of the stories is the same.

Except, that is, for the Curse. Here the differences may 
at first seem slight, but they form the basis for the Islamic 
view of salvation, and their thinking has something very 
important to contribute to our discussion here.

In the Koran, when Adam and Eve ate of the forbidden 
fruit, they incurred Allah’s severe displeasure. The Muslims 
acknowledge that the penalty for sin is death, and that 
Adam and Eve were expelled from the Garden to begin a 
life leading ultimately to physical death. Furthermore, they 
recognize that each member of the human race chooses to 

sin and deserves God’s sentence of death.
Sounds familiar enough, but Muslims believe 

that man’s sin caused the creation merely to fall 
“out of balance,” no longer benefiting from its 
original perfection. They have no comprehension 
of the scriptural Curse on all of creation, nor that 
Adam’s sin nature passed on to all of Adam’s de­
scendants. To them, each person’s penalty for sin 
is due to his or her own personal sin, and, thus, it 
is also possible to regain Allah’s favor by obedience 
to him. In fact, this is the only way of salvation.
In the Islamic system, obedience involves praying 
toward Mecca five times a day, giving to the poor, 
participating in the fast during Ramadan, reciting 
the Muslim creed, making a pilgrimage to Mecca, 
i.e„ the Five Pillars of Islam. Regular sins must be 
repented of, but it is up to Allah to grant forgive­
ness or not. There is no just basis on which Allah 
formally has chosen to forgive.

I submit that the Muslims’ low view of the 
Curse, and their incomplete understanding of 
man’s hopeless condition before God, both be­
cause of personal sin and the inherited sin nature 
from Adam, is the reason that they are today in 
such darkness. They choose, instead, to view sin 
and its punishment solely as a result of their own 
personal actions, and, thus, their own personal 
actions must save them. Ihey have no need for a 
Savior. But the Bible teaches that Christ came to 
pay the penalty for our sin and for our sin nature, 

to do for us what we could not do for ourselves. The Curse 
on all of creation because of Adam’s rebellion has only one 
remedy —  the death of the sinless Son of God, himself 
the offended Creator! It may be that teaching this concept 
could provide the key to Islamic evangelism.

But what can we say to modern Christian evangelicals 
who hold the work of Christ on the cross as necessary for 
salvation, yet deny the foundational concepts of Genesis 
1—3? Many modern evangelical seminaries give credence to 
the presence of a sin nature in each one of us, all the while
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denying Adam as a historic person, denying 
the original “very good” creation, denying 
Adam’s sin as a historic event, and deny­
ing the Curse as
passing on to all 
creation (the ani­
mals, the plants, 
the earth, and all 
mankind) as a 
result of Adam’s 
rebellious choice.

As you can see, denying the his­
toric facts of Adam’s sin and the resultant 
curse logically undercuts orthodox Chris­
tian doctrine and places modern Christian 
old-earth advocates only one slippery step 
away from a Muslim-style, works-oriented 
salvation, a position shared in principle 
by the cults. A low view of sin requires no 
Savior to save us from sin. Those presently 
advocating such a position may be able to 
maintain their own personal walk with the 
Lord, but what does their teaching com­
municate to their students? A world view 
with an illogical foundation and an error- 
filled revelation will not long endure.

Just as teaching on the Curse may be 
the key to Muslim evangelism, so 
clear teaching on the biblical 
Curse might provide 
the key to returning 
Christianity to a truly 
biblical world view.

This point and all its 
ramifications (i.e., death 
before sin, the problem of pain, the ever-present tendency 
for decay in all systems, etc.) occupy a major role in ICR’s 
outreach. Perhaps there is no other single point besides this 
that better grabs the attention of sincere Christians who 
have been wrongly taught. We attribute much of the pres­
ent revival of interest in creation on the part of Christians 
to the communication of no death before sin.

Often I think my evolutionary colleagues understand 
this issue better than my Christian brothers and sisters. 
Consider this quotation from an outspoken atheist:

Christianity has fought, still fights, and will fight 
science [by this, he means naturalism| to the des­
perate end over evolution, because evolution destroys 
utterly and finally the very reason Jesus’ earthly life 
was supposedly made necessary. Destroy Adam 
and Eve and the original sin, and in the rubble you 
will find the sorry remains of the son of god. Take 
away the meaning of his death. If Jesus was not the

Christ D IE D  
for our sins

redeemer who died for our sins, and this is what 
evolution means, then Christianity is nothing!'

Many Christians try to keep a foot in both camps 
and accept God as Creator but still accept evolu­

tion and/or the old earth. Without a doubt, it 
is possible to be a born-again 

Christian and believe that 
fossils date from before 
sin. One does not have to 
be a young-earth creation­
ist to be a true Christian. 
But the old-earth idea and 
Christianity cannot both 
be right. If evolution is 
true, then Christianity 
is wrong. If the earth is 
old, then Christianity is 

wrong. These concepts are not just incompatible, 
they are opposites. They are mutually exclusive! As 
stated in the quote above, “Evolution means that 
Jesus was not the redeemer who died for our
sins.”

The Personal 
Battlefront

As we have 
seen, the rocks and 
fossils, which are 
used as evidence 
for evolution and

_ the old earth,
do not speak

with clarity, yet much evidence can be 
marshaled which fits far better into the young-earth sce­
nario. The evidence, which can neither prove nor disprove, 
in a scientific sense, either idea about the past supports the 
young-earth view better. And, of course, the Bible clearly 
teaches the young-earth concept. In fact, Christianity 
makes no sense at all if the earth is old.

God is not a deceiver. He would not allow a world full 
of rocks and fossils to prove a view contrary to that spe­
cifically taught in Scripture. If scriptural history is correct 
and the earth is young, then the rocks must agree.

We have seen that some interpretations of the evidence 
are compatible with evolution and old-earth concepts. But 
these interpretations are not nearly the best interpretations. 
Only by adopting biblical history as fact and then interpret­
ing the rocks can we hope to do so correctly.

Ihe rocks, rather than speaking of long ages, speak 
of death and destruction. The rocks were formed from
5. G. Richard Bozarth, “The Meaning of Evolution,” American Allicixl 
(February 1978), p. 30.
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sediments deposited by caiastrophic water processes, 
operating at rates, scales, and intensities dwarfing those 
operating today. The fossils are dead tilings, things that 
died in the cataclysm (some in lesser catastrophes which 
followed the Flood).

This great watery upheaval was none other than the 
great flood ol Noah's day. As Scripture teaches, it was a 
judgment on sin. ( !od hates sin, and He saw the civilization 
in Noah's clay as wholly wicked.

And ( lot, saw that the wickedness of man was 
great in the earth, and that every imagination of 
the thoughts of his heart was only evil continually.
Anti it repented the Lord that he had made man 
on the earth, and it grieved him at his heart. And 
the Lord said, I will destroy man whom I have 
created from the face of the earth; both man, and 
beast, and the creeping thing, and the fowls of the 
air; for it repenteth me that I have made them 
(Gen. 6:5-7).

Ike “wages of sin” has always been death. It was surely 
true in Noah’s day, and God sent the Flood as a punish­
ment for sin. Sin had so distorted God’s once “very good” 
creation that God chose to annihilate it and start again.
The rocks grimly remind us of the wages of sin and the 
wicked pre-Flood world.

But the rocks and fossils should also remind us that our 
present world exhibits exactly the same conditions that led 
God to judge the previous world.

And as it was in the days of Noah, so it will be 
also in the days of the Son of Man: They ate, they 
drank, they married wives, they were given in mar­
riage, until the day that Noah entered the ark, and 
the flood came and destroyed them all. . . . Even 
so will it be in the day when the Son of Man is 
revealed (Luke 17:26-30; NKJV).

Hie apt description of our world found here and its 
similarity to the world of Genesis 6 allows no other conclu­
sion than that the coming judgment cannot be far away.

These rocks and fossils will not last forever either: they 
too will be annihilated. There will come a day when “the 
elements shall melt with fervent heat, the earth also and 
the works that are therein will be burned up” (2 Pet. 3:10).

But “we, according to his promise, look for new heavens 
and a new earth, wherein dwelleth righteousness” (v. 13). 
In the new earth, we will not have fossils to remind us of 
death and sin.

Just as godly Noah accepted God’s gracious provision 
of salvation during time of judgment, entrusting his life 
and safekeeping into God’s hands, so we can escape the 
coming judgment. Our present-day ark of safety is not a 
wooden vessel. Rather, it is the eternal Son of God, Jesus 
Christ. Through His death on the cross, He paid the wages 
of our sin, and through Him we can avoid the death penalty 
for our sins, escape the judgment to come, and live forever 
with Him. “The wages of sin is death; but the gift of God is 
eternal life through Christ Jesus our Lord” (Rom. 6:23).

A Christian is one who recognizes that he has sinned and 
offended the holy Creator-God, thereby separating himself 
from God: “All have sinned, and come short of the glory of 
God” (Rom. 3:23). Each person’s sin deserves the death pen­
alty — eternal separation from anything good and holy.

Furthermore, a Christian is one who recognizes that noth­
ing he can do will ever change the situation. But he also recog­
nizes that Jesus Christ, God the Son, has already done all that 
is necessary. “Not by works of righteousness which we have 
done, but according to his mercy he saved us” (Titus 3:5).
“For He made Him who knew no sin to be sin for us, that 
we might become the righteousness of God in Him” (2 Cor. 
5:21; NKJV). “God demonstrates His own love toward us, in 
that while we were still sinners, Christ died for us” (Rom. 5:8; 
NKJV). But then He rose from the dead, in victory over sin 
and death, offering eternal life to all who believe. Jesus said,
“I am the resurrection and the life. He who believes in Me, 
though he may die, he shall live” (John 11:25; NKJV).

A Christian is one who has gone to God the Father, 
repented of his sin, and asked God to apply the death of Christ 
to his own personal sin, to forgive him on that basis, since the 
penalty has already been paid. God responds with forgiveness, 
cleansing, victory over sin, and power to break sinful habits. 
Most of all, He gives us life —  eternal life — where once 
there was only death. And then there will be long ages, 
not m illions o f years o f death and suffering, but in ­
num erable years of life w ith our Savior. He has done 
it all, “T h a t in the ages to come He might show the 
exceeding riches of His grace in His kindness toward us in 
Christ Jesus” (Eph. 2:7; NKJV).
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T^TTOrTS

1. Why do we care about the age of the earth? What difference does it make?

2. How is the character of God called into question by the possibility of 
millions and billions of years?

3. What’s “the bottom line issue” in age-of-the-earth discussions?

4. Did the curse of Genesis 3 affect only physical death, or spiritual death as 
well? How do we know?

5. How could discussion of the age of the earth point people to salvation 
through the work of Jesus Christ on the cross?
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