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Evolution is not Science; it fails to meet standards required by legitimate technical inquiry. Evolution is a naturalistic philosophy concerning how life may arise if only natural physical laws, time, and chance are allowed to operate. It isn’t science because evolution disallows subjection to empirical and analytical requirements of falsification. Evolution fails to meet standards that allow an orderly transition from speculation to established scientific fact. 

Science is causal. A detectable, verifiable occurrence produces predictable outcomes. Evolution purports causality because: 1. There is a geologic fossil record indicating progress over time from a common ancestor to the "filling of every available niche with life"; 2. It maintains a melioristic cause: Survival of the Fittest; and, 3. Mutations, accumulating over time, produce new entities, more capable of operating in the available environment. If true, evolution should be observable today. Evolutionary rhetoric purports new transitional forms; none withstand skeptical peer review. 

Opposing 1., the geologic record is a testimony to rapid appearances of species sans transitional forms with intervening stasis. Further, great extinctions occurred so perhaps less than 1% of all species to ever have existed are still alive today. There is no indication that many of the now-extinct creatures are incompatible with today's environment; they haven’t re-evolved to fill every available niche. 

Darwinism maintains that mutations accumulate gradually over millions of years to result in a reproductively more successful offspring. There is no fossil evidence for this because, it is claimed, changes occurred at the boundaries of a population insufficiently large for the fossil record. Punctuated Equilibrium is also evolution, however, it purports that changes occurred saltationally, over geologically short periods of time, so rapidly that there is no evidence of transitional forms. Two claims without evidence - a violation of causality. 

A cause cannot simultaneously be something slow and cumulative with many transitional forms and rapid and deterministic with none. No amount of rhetorical legerdemain or technical prestidigitation can call such didactic premises equivalent. If evolution is to graduate from a hypothetical wasteland into the realm of science, it must first determine what it is and is not, only then can it become science. 

Opposing 2., survival of the fittest is a tautology. New species are more fit because they survive, they survive because they are more fit - without a single coherent causal factor defining the relationship between fitness and the necessary genetic changes. This is philosophical psycho-babble - not science. 

Finally, evolution claims mutations accumulate as either gradual (Darwinism) or rapid (Punctuated Equilibria) advancements. As causal mechanisms, mutations are particularly problematic; virtually all mutations are harmful or lethal. Few, are at best neutral and no known truly beneficial mutations occur in recorded science. 

If evolution is to graduate into real science, it must transition from the 19th century where speculative transitional forms are used to explain how groups morphed into another. Modern biochemistry indicates there are many different pathways from one species to another, depending upon the protein or enzyme reference selected. Since genes code for more than one trait, presently, it’s impossible to ascertain the required transition probabilities allowing migration through a transitional form. If present biochemical references are any guide, the morphological transitional form may be more distantly displaced than the end species. The genetic coding required for a transitional form may not result in a viable offspring. At the most fundamental level, evolution is 19th century speculation unable to calibrate itself with modern biochemistry. 

Science is well-defined and highly restricted. A theory integrates empirical findings into a unified framework with the fewest inconsistencies. A theory must be well-defined and restricted so that it can be determined what it is not. As the late Nobel Laureate Richard Feynman put it, science must be in a continual process of falsification. Evolutionists define evolution as "Descent with modification". This statement is so general that its veracity goes unchallenged while saying absolutely nothing scientific. Descent with modification can equally apply to dropping a Ming vase, or the micro-evolutional changes associated with information loss through transcription. Because it cannot be falsified evolution is not science. 

Science requires that the theory "fit the data" not the reverse. This means all of the data, even inconvenient data showing complex organisms appearing prior to simpler forms. If there are no transitional forms the theory must explain their lack without resorting to magic (Punctuated Equilibria), or without calling every new discovery a transitional form (Darwinism). Evolution is in complete disarray. It has no explanation for "self-replicating systems" arising unsolicited out of atoms and molecules, it cannot explain protein biosynthesis, it cannot decide whether RNA or DNA came first or even what constitutes life. Evolution does not explain the single-handed orientation of RNA/DNA, how it arose in that configuration from an ambidextrous molecular world, nor how it avoided observed racemization while the first DNA was being formed. Evolution alternatively claims that birds evolved from reptiles or they didn't (rife with technical frauds). Evolution is explained by some to be the technically indefensible act of massive accumulations of order, information and complexity so that the world is melioristic; other theories claim that the evidence shows a (more scientifically viable) descent into disorder and loss of genetic information. That such an epistimological dislocation can be called science requires suspension of coherent thought. 

Good science is validated by falsification. This presumes knowledge of what is to be falsified. Unfortunately, evolution, while, admitting debate within the context of evolution, does not admit the whole theory to be subject to falsification. When queried about evidenciary paucity Richard Dawkins stated: "We don't need evidence, we know it to be true". The theory is claimed to be true by fiat - only (all) the details are in question. Aptly questioned by Colin Patterson of the American Museum of Natural history to evolutionists: "Can you tell me anything you know about evolution ... any one thing ... that is true? Candidly, one evolutionists claimed: "I do know one thing, it ought not to be taught in high school" - we agree. 
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Something positive: NMSR repetitively refers to the THEORY of evolution. NMSR says, "evolutionary theory explains and makes comprehensible a whole host of phenomena." But does the theory of evolution fit the evidence? Ptolemy augmented Aristotle's geocentric theory of planetary motion with complicated diagrams and mathematical data, giving the geocentric view a pseudo-scientific appearance not based on evidence. 

"Evolution" refers to two things. (1) Relatively minor variations or adaptations (e.g., changes in the size of finch beaks or the coloration of peppered moths) - a scientific fact confirmed by observation also called micro-evolution. (2) Extension of adaptive changes such that all creatures could have developed from a common ancestor called macro-evolution. The latter is not a scientific fact confirmed by observation. 

NMSR says although evolution "can't be 'repeated' in a laboratory, we can still make reliable inferences about past earth history ..." Methods leading to historic inference can be scientific but historic inference itself does not meet the definition of science. NMSR examples of fingerprints, DNA samples, planetary motion, and atomic particles are observable, testable, and qualify as science. They are not historic inference. DNA reproduction is an example of intelligent design, not mindless evolution. 

NMSR says evolution "predicts the similarities of bio-molecules of various species ..." This is an a priori assumption that also applies to intelligent design. 

CSFNM agrees with the NMSR definition of science. In addition, a theory must be well defined and restricted so that it can be determined what it is not. The late Nobel Laureate Richard Feynman said science must be in a continual process of falsification. 

NMSR says "evolution can be easily falsified in principle" if there was a creature with "no ancestors from which they might have descended." Stephen Jay Gould (Harvard Geology & Paleontology Professor, 1977) says "All paleontologists know that the fossil record contains precious little in the way of intermediate forms; transitions between major groups are characteristically abrupt." A simple way to state these transitions is that they do not exist. All 200 human features formerly labeled as vestigial have been found to have functions (Bergman/Howe PhDs, 1990). 

NMSR says "The theory of evolution is a constantly-improving ..." The theory of evolution applied to itself? It takes intelligence to improve a theory. 

"Our theory of evolution has become ... one which cannot be refuted by any possible observations. Every conceivable observation can be fitted into it. It is thus 'outside of empirical science' but not necessarily false. No one can think of ways to test it. Ideas, either without basis or based on a few laboratory experiments carried out in extremely simplified systems, have attained currency far beyond their validity. They have become part of an evolutionary dogma accepted by most of us as part of our training." Paul Ehrlich (Stanford Biology Professor) and L. Charles Birch (Sydney Biology Professor), 1967 

The theory of evolution has become a scientific religion that many scientists have accepted and supported by interpreting their observations and ignoring other scientific observations to fit their view. 

Creationism does not meet the requirements of a scientific theory 
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It’s generally accepted that despite its legally protected status, evolution is not really a scientific paradigm in the technical sense, but a naturalistic philosophy that unsuccessfully attempts to explain the existence of order, complexity, information and life. It’s a belief system inasmuch as creation scientists have a belief system; they are fundamentally different. Ultimately, both employ science to provide a framework explaining the physical world. To provide a basis for comparison, it’s necessary to establish some terms. 

There exist three forms of truth: revealed (1), self-evident (2), and deterministic (3). Creation scientists employ all three; naturalistic philosophy denies revealed truth from an omniscient, omnipotent Creator. Post-modernism rejects existence of self-evident truth. Thus, naturalistic progenitors play with a deck containing a third the cards; small wonder they get the wrong answers. Further by promulgating a single approach, they a priori systematically deny research into alternatives – naturalism is an article of faith. Creation scientists hold revealed Truth as supreme, other forms are subordinate; the naturalist only has determinism, based on experimentation and observation of the here-and-now. 

“The present is the key to the past”, but only in a quasi-static, reversible system. However, the known cosmos is highly catastrophic; naturalism cannot accurately ascertain the historic nature of the cosmos by rejecting revelation; it’s hubris in the extreme. True science is that which creates a model based on observations, experiments and available data. It employs a model that is falsifiable and predictive. It holds to a model that doesn't change on a transitory basis. Below is one fine example of excellent Creation Science. 


First, "In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth ... the Spirit of God was hovering over the waters(4)". The model suggests the universe, rather than a singularity below the Plank size and time, had substance, extent and definition. Based on total mass considerations it would be a sphere of water ~ 2 light years in diameter with aligned nuclear spins to create a specific magnetic field (5). Through a series of oscillatory collapses where the water generates a black/white hole singularity, a concentric series of spheres of various elements are generated. What does this model predict? First, it predicts that water will be ubiquitous throughout the universe (it is). Second, there will be a quantization of red-shifting and polarization rotation (there is) (6) because the oscillatory compression/ rarefaction waves sent matter out in concentric spheres, where stars and galaxies then formed. Third, it predicts Earth should be near the center of this phenomenon because the Earth was pre-existent, this is true because quantization of red-shift is not observable if located far from the center. Fourth, it predicts there should be an orientation to the cosmos, this is observed (7). Fifth, it predicts planetary magnetic fields and their rate of decay far more accurately than Big Bang science. Sixth, it predicts an inflationary phase during formation of the universe. Seventh, it requires a period of rapid heating and cosmological adiabatic cooling. 

This is a consequence of a rapid increase in the rate of radioactive decay due (our model suggests) to a directed modification in the strong force constant. The heating resulted in a great tectonic breakup (predicted by Baumgardner model), followed by rapid cooling. The seas heated by decay dramatically increased the atmospheric water vapor content, resulting in a global cooling phenomenon followed by a substantive ice age. Eighth, the model predicts the formation of the great geological features such as the Grand Canyon and the Columbia Gorge as a result of tectonic action and drainage of residual inland seas post- Deluge. Creation science not only develops these models, they are scientifically accurate and mathematically sound. Not only that, they work! 

In contrast, the Big Bang model cannot explain the ubiquity of water as a consequence of post Bang nucleosynthesis. Atomic formation beyond helium prior to stellar formation is exceptionally difficult and atoms beyond Beryllium would be exceedingly rare due to exceedingly small lifetimes in nucleosynthesis (8). 

The Big Bang model cannot satisfactorily explain the presence or magnitude of planetary magnetic fields; of course it must be tweaked mercilessly in order to form stars and galaxies. The Big Bang theory requires a full stage of stellar evolution to generate the heavy elements beyond iron observed in our solar system. The ersatz, but presently accepted naturalistic theory is that Earth captured the majority of the heavy elements in our solar system. There is no explanation for this distinction. If this model is correct, there should be measurable quantities of heavy elements distributed throughout our near solar neighborhood. We predict this trans-ferrous distribution won't be found, if at all, in sufficient quantities to form the core of the Earth. 


Creation science, and now increasingly, secular science is discovering the distinction between inanimate matter and information. Creation scientists acknowledge that information preceded all else (9), that this information was definitive, purposeful and perfect; that it created order, complexity and life out of chaos. There is no known naturalistic law that accounts for the formation of order, information and complexity through undirected, random processes. Our model predicts that life, once formed is quite stable (10) . We observe this constancy in the fossil record - there is no verified evidence of meliorism or transitional forms. Niles Eldrege explains: "No wonder paleontologists have shied away from evolution for so long. It never seems to happen" (11). The great argument between the saltationists and uniformitarianists is whether the extant evidence doesn't point to what creation scientists would predict – essential information is lost and order decreases in species over time - that is what is observed. Michael Behe notes that "There are no detailed Darwinian accounts for the evolution of any fundamental biochemical or cellular system" (12). Honest intellectuals, some formerly atheists, acknowledge the importance of revealed truth. 


Creation scientists can explain the existence of consciousness and reason. There is no explanation for this in the naturalistic materialist model (13). Creation science, is more complete, more commensurate with available data, and has a revealed model of the Truth ante facto - it is better science than naturalistic materialism.
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The Fossil Record 

NMSR indicates that the observed roughly horizontal stratification of fossil-bearing sedimentary rocks covering most contemporary continents is a tribute to evolutionary deposition of material and organisms in primordial seabeds, later raised by gradual plate tectonics to form extant structures. If the "present is the key to the past", then we should observe such strata and fossils being formed today. We don't observe this and we know it's not happening. We also know that modern plate tectonics disallows such an evolutionary occurrence; granitic continental plates float like a cork on the denser mantle material. Observed continental sedimentary formations could never have formed through gradual evolutionary processes. 

NMSR's statement that different strata maintain different fossils is only true when counter-vailing evidence is ignored. NMSR claims that "life forms entombed are not arranged willy-nilly..." The truth is, evolution ignores the great fossil graveyards where animals and plants of all kinds are entombed together - precisely reflecting some great catastrophe, the Great Flood. The fossil record, as opposed to Thomas' propagandizing, reveals no succession of closely related forms - these don't exist and there is no evidence for them. NMSR doesn't understand Creation science. The fossil record is not a testimony to a short period of creation, but a Post-Creation mass extinction caused by God's judgement during the Great Deluge. 

Molecular Biology 

This section is almost incoherent. NMSR incorrectly believes the molecules to man hypothesis. Creation science doesn't predict irreducible complexity, it merely states that random processes cannot produce it. Adaptations can occur on purpose, but purposeful adaptations are antithetical to evolutionary theory which requires unguided, random modifications accumulating to generate a more fit entity; a process never observed. NMSR disputes the foundation of evolution. 

The canard regarding and efficient versus meticulous designer is trivia. DNA codes for production of peptides and proteins. Simple chemical peptides (e.g. insulin) apply more universally very complex ones, thus we discern some molecular chains apply to many creatures; more complex ones do not. Genes code for different traits and multiple traits - given this, creationists expect to see molecular differentiation even for similar structures; they must perform different tasks. 

Geographical Diversity 

Evolution doesn't account for geographical diversity or provide the evolutionary explanation for kangaroos only in Australia. Creation science predicts the observed Diaspora pattern subsequent to the Flood. Marsupial creatures dispersed more rapidly because their young are carried while placental mammals must nurture their young and the dispersion requires more time for placental mammals. Flood geology predicts the Southeast Asia to Australia land bridge (known to geologists) was exposed for a brief time during the Post-Flood ice age. Marsupials were able to use the bridge; mammals had not yet arrived. Subsequent warming eliminated the bridges, isolating certain population types. 

Where placental mammals and marsupials cohabited, the aggressive nature of placentals displaces the mild marsupials (excepting opossums). Evolutionary theory experiences difficulties because they believe long ice ages occurred. This means there is every reason to expect biological homogenization rather than diversity if evolutionary models are accepted. 

Topic: Genetics and Biochemistry Do Not Admit Evolution as a
Scientific Theory
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Recent advances in biochemistry and information theory
have been devastating for Darwinism or any other naturalistic philosophy. Evolution claims that undirected, random process account
for observed order, complexity and information in living entities[1].
However, random, undirected processes cannot produce such characteristics.

Michael Behe shows that well-matched, irreducible complexity cannot be the consequence of undirected random processes.
Recent attempts by evolutionists to claim that multi-point
metastable equilibrium chemistry [2] can produce order dramatically
miss the point of well-matched irreducible complexity; there is no
more information in the final state of the system than there was at
first. Evolutionists Shanks and Joplin claim the biochemical systems
can be redundantly complex, where biochemical pathways can overlap;
sometimes (they postulate) chaotic conditions can lead to order.

They miss the fundamental feature that Irreducibly
Complex (IC) systems can never be replicated by Simple Interactive
SI) ones such as demonstrated by the Blousov-Zhabitinsky (BZ)
reaction, even chained SI ones. This cannot occur because there is
no functional mechanism to gradually build up a system, in a random
undirected way, creating constituent parts over time, when the
system requires all parts to function simultaneously [3]. If the BZ
reaction were to lead to a crystal, the repeated structure would
still contain very little information. It is similar to a string of
x's --- lots of order, little information.

Alternatively, massive information generation and transfer is
clearly observed in extant self-replicating systems, i.e., living creatures.
Reactions proceed to transcript information as accurately as possible.
There is no known instance of a random generation of information;
quite the reverse, a great deal of intelligent, directed effort is
expended to eliminate sources of noise that corrupts information content.

Recently I demonstrated that the energy required to create information is very significant, and has employed the above
analysis on simple biochemical species [4]. Thousands of Gigajoules
are required simply to generate the chemical codons forming the alphabet of DNA. Thousands more to form them into information-bearing sequences. The net consequence is that when
chemical equilibrium is achieved, the condition is not simply energy
liberating, (as in BZ), but energy intensive. Energy must be released in order to produce information, so a lot is required. Nor is
the biological system chemically stable as in BZ; once the entropy
reducing mechanism (life) ceases, racemization rapidly results and
energy is released as the information degenerates.

There exists no undirected, random physical mechanism to
produce either information or complexity. Information is not a property of matter; purely material processes are fundamentally precluded as sources of information [5]. Matter can carry code; it is not
the code. Since evolution is a materialistic philosophy, it cannot
naturalistically explain the existence of information. Information is
comprised of 5 irreducible parts: statistics, syntax, semantics, pragmatics and apobetics [6]. Even the availability of DNA codons occurring randomly in nature are no further than statistics. Structuring
codons into coded DNA sequences raises to the level of syntax, only
provided that the code is interpretable. The biological requirement
is for DNA to transcript into mRNA and reproduce. Modern evolutionary biology cannot decide whether DNA or RNA came first [7].
However, RNA is only a temporary storage medium for genetic information; being an unstable sugar. Why undirected processes should
select this mechanism has not been made clear, other than it is a
less complex path and the probabilities of random formation are only
slightly less absurd than starting with DNA.

There are many subtleties in a biological system, much of the
DNA contains sequences that appear not to code for proteins and
are poorly understood. Much of the DNA codes for processes rather
than product. This carries IC to an entirely new level. Now (many)
separate processes must be structured to produce the product. This
is what Behe means by well-matched irreducible complexity. Eliminate one of the processes, and the product is either flawed or gone.
DNA itself performs very few of the essential functions of life. Further, no one has ever succeeded in predicting the three-dimensional
structure of a protein from its one-dimensional sequence of amino
acids. Thus DNA code as presently understood does not reveal the
functional structure of the molecule for which it codes [8].

Darwinism is completely out of its element when true science
steps to the plate. Shanks and Joplin are at least trying to address
the complete lack of science in understanding how information can
be generated through random undirected acts evolution requires.
They aren't even close, of course, but at least they recognize a serious problem exists. The problem is that they are trying to arrogate
to matter a fundamental property of containing inherent information.
This is the fundamental building block of the "molecules-to-man" hypothesis. The molecules must contain the information, because no
known physical process will generate it ex nihilo. However, if the
molecules contain latent information, then the process cannot be
either random or undirected. The epistemological poverty of
evolutionary theory is manifested in its inability to provide
coherent, viable processes, based on known physical principles to
generate order, information and complexity. The inescapable conclusion is that evolution doesn't work at the most fundamental level
of biochemistry and information theory.
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We readily acknowledge that evolutionists have admitted the inefficacy of Neo-Darwinism regarding life's genesis. However, evolution claims (with no proof, as usual) to have solved this problem: "For those who are studying the origin of life, the question is no longer whether life could have originated by chemical processes involving non-biological components. The question instead has become which of many pathways might have been followed to produce the first cells."1 NMSR claims that the Hand of God may have been required; necessary to start the process, later offering naturalistic speculations. NDT can't have it both ways. The initiation of the process is the sine qua non evolution in its many forms must answer. Of course we reject as foolishness the claim that to assume that God must be the answer is the end of scientific inquiry. Such greats as Newton, Pascal, among a list of giants freely assumed that an infinite, personal, loving God authored the universe, it's neither capricious nor inscrutable. 

NMSR claims evolution has been proved, yet our earlier essay we demonstrated that evolution isn't even a scientific statement about a coherent process. Evolution is so generally described it's tough to disprove. Indeed, the simplest life is exceedingly complex - evolution has no explanation; evolution cannot scientifically occur at the atomic level. 

NMSR's statement regarding Cytochrome C is unsupportable with real evidence. Leading evolutionists, such as Orgel and Crick, are surprised there aren't multiple codes in nature. Yet evolutionists claim that the universal genetic code is strong evidence for evolution. (Ridley, Blackwell, 1993). The protein synthesis argument has been thoroughly debunked, because different proteins evolve at different rates, that different portions of the genome evolve at different rates for a species; that the same region evolves at different rates in different species and though the fossil record is used to calibrate the clock, the clock otherwise disputes and contradicts the fossil record. 

Michael Behe himself has explained to Orr the error of his position. Orr doesn't understand IC. We print Behe's private response as a footnote. 

The nylon bug's an interesting study, but misses the point. Creationists don't state mutations cannot exhibit novel characteristics. We reject the following: New information is generated; New species are generated; and Speciation mutations are spontaneous and random. NDT states that mutations and changes must be random and spontaneous. If a creature responds and changes to outside stimuli, it is not NDT. 

Bacteria Klebsiella aerogenes, was prompted to metabolize a synthetic sugar (Xylitol) similar to (ribitol or D-arbitol). Denying its normal food causes a series of point mutations by turning on a repressor gene normally inhibiting the formation of RDH. The gene lost information, became less specific; used the synthetic sugar2. The bacteria were still Klebsiella aerogenes. 

This is a form of microevolution that creationists readily agree to. Neither of these supports NDT, however. Claims of using molecular enabling the trace of lineage of viruses and bacteria dosn't prove anything. Creationists agree that changes demonstrate micro-evolution. But they are still viruses and bacteria. 

Topic: Current scientific dating methods are sufficient to establish the age of the earth as over four billion years
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Age dating the Earth is a complex technical challenge. The inherent presumption in age dating is that the present is the key to the past. This very presumption is belied by observations that the Earth has undergone specific periods of very catastrophic events, chief among these are the events of Creation Week and the Biblical Flood; there can be no epistemological certitude of prior events from current investigations. The most reliable historic information concerning these catastrophic sequences in contained in the Bible. Present-day scientific investigation cannot reproduce these distant historic events. Therefore, to gain insight into available data, a systematic approach to gathering and interpreting all the information is necessary. All too frequently, evolutionary approaches rely solely on radiometric age dating and ignore fundamental evidence to the contrary. Herein we discuss some of the many glaring inconsistencies between radiometric age dating and contravening evidence, such as insufficiency of atmospheric helium, orphan Polonium radiohalos, paucity of stone-age burial sites, rapid diffusion of radiogenic helium in granitic biotite, and Grand Canyon radiometric age-dating inconsistencies, among many others. 

Grand Canyon Evidence Supports Young Earth Hypothesis 

In the western Grand Canyon are lava flows resulting from volcanoes on the Uinkaret Plateau north of the Colorado River. They are among the youngest formations of the GC, being classified of Pleistocene age, definitely less than a few million years. Yet Strontium-Rubidium age measurements of these lava flows date of 1.34 ± 0.04 billion years! Something is clearly wrong with the dating method. The task of the Creationist is to explain how apparently billions of years of radioactive decay could occur in a short period of time so that observed isotopic ratios are allowed. If there is evidence for this, then the Gy - age Earth model can be discarded for one more in consonance with the remaining data mentioned above. Creationists believe that there were at least two periods of highly accelerated radioactive decay: once during creation week and another at the Biblical Flood. The salient fact is that there is no mechanism to tell the difference between the isotopic ratios of radioisotopes for age dating if the rate is accelerated or if it is uniformitarian in interpretation. However, recent scientific evidence now shows that there are credible technical grounds for believing a young earth age. 

Radiogenic Helium Diffusion Rates in Biotite Inconsistent with Old Earth Model 

Naturally occurring zircons contain Uranium and Thorium. When these elements decay, helium is released. The diffusion rate for the helium from bare zircons is extremely rapid. However, when zircons are embedded in crystals of a mineral called biotite (a type of mica), the biotite acts as a barrier to the diffusion of helium from the zircons. Thus, we can gain an accurate idea of the age by the amount of helium retained in the zircon if the biotite diffusion rate is known. Since we measure the retained helium, we must have a very slow rate if the Earth is ~Gy in age, but a rapid rate if it is much younger. Recently, a prestigious university performed diffusion measurements on biotite from a gneiss sample. The data show that the diffusion rate is extremely rapid. The diffusion rates are somewhat greater than a simple creation model would predict, but they are tens of millions times greater than an evolutionist model would require. Thus, radiogenic helium diffusion does not support the Gy age model for the Earth. 

Polonium Orphan Radiohalos 

Radiohalos occur when ionizing radiation from radioactive decay deposits energy in a Bragg peak in a visible matrix. Since emitted particle energies are very specific, a series of halos result when one observes (for example) Uranium decay. There are numerous examples of only Polonium radiohalos in within mica of granitic formations. The problem for evolutionary geology is that the 218Po half-life is only 3.1 minutes. If there are no ancestral halos, there must have had to be a way to emplant the 218Po in the crystal formation without any 222Rn. Evolutionary geologists have attempted to duplicate the orphan halos in the laboratory have been universally unsuccessful. The accelerated decay theory encompassed by the CM would allow such a formation to occur. 

Insufficient Seafloor Mud 

Each year, water and wind erode about 25 billion tons of dirt and rock from the continents and deposit into the ocean. This material accumulates as mud on the hard basaltic ocean floor. The average depth of this mud is less than 400 meters. The primary removal mechanism is plate tectonic subduction. This process removes only 1 billion tons per year. Calculating the depth according to the 3Gy hypothesis would result in kilometers deep deposits of mud. A better explanation is the shorter time span consistent with the Creationist model. 

Rapid Decay of the Earth’s Magnetic Field 

The total energy stored in the Earth’s magnetic field has decayed by 1/e in the past 1000 years. Evolutionary age dating explaining the rapid reduction, as well as how the Earth could have maintained its magnetic field for billions of years are very complex and ultimately inadequate. The CM provides aa more straightforward explanation, based on sound physics and provides a more detailed explanation of the field, its creation, rapid reversals during the Genesis Flood, surface intensity decreases and increases until the time of Christ, and a steady decay since that time. The CM theory matches the paleomagnetic, historic and extant data. The net result is that the Earth’s magnetic field energy content (not surface intensity) has decayed at least as rapidly as presently observed. Coupling available data indicates that the Earth’s magnetic field could not be more than about 10,000 years old. 

The above examples show clearly that in order to subscribe to the Gy age hypothesis, absolutely essential for evolution to be viable, one must accept only limited evidence and discard contravening data. Currently accepted methods for dating the Earth are not sufficient to establish Earth’s age at ~4Gy. 

Topic: Current scientific dating methods are sufficient to establish the age of the earth as over four billion years
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There are many geologists who assert the only mechanism for sedimentary buildup observed is through a Flood type phenomenon, never through uniformitarian processes. It is not necessary for layered salt deposits to occur as a consequence of cyclic floodings and evaporations. The Permian salt deposits in the Paradox Basin are easily explained in a one-year timeframe if one assumes brine-rich hot water from "the fountains of the great deep" mixed with colder seawater, precipitating numerous meters-thick layers in a one-year period. The layering is explained by a cyclic process of release of hot brine mixing with colder water over time. 

Thomas states using salt content in the oceans is not a reliable age-dating method because the Na+ concentration has achieved steady state; the statement is false (no reference). The sodium concentration in the ocean is far from being in equilibrium. The seminal work on this shows that there are 11 known halite inputs to the oceans and 7 known outputs. The data indicate that the ratio of output to input is only 0.27, far from steady state. The solution to a differential equation expressing the inputs and outputs yields dates from 62 Myr, (minimum values for inputs, maximum for output), to 48 Myr, (maximum input, minimum output). To date there is no credible refutation of these data or the derived age dating for the ocean. Absent a well-documented study refuting the sodium argument, the sodium argument is still valid, supporting a young earth. 

The assertion the isochron method of radiometric dating provides its own quality control is debunked by extant formations. As we mentioned in our earlier treatise, the Uinkaret Plateau provides a completely false radiometric date for its geologic location. The isochron method can be derived from a collection of laboratory rocks if we assume the rocks belong to the same cogenetic unit where each rock had the same quantity or ratio of daughter product when the rocks formed. The present abundances are presumed to be the initial abundances or ratios. All of this assumes an initial condition, which cannot be verified by laboratory analysis. In fact, some of the answers to the questions posed by such geologic features has been addressed by Gunter Faure, who believes magma mixing causes fictitious isochrons. 

Creationists realize the complexity of helium balance; but it is not as inscrutable as Thomas would lead one to believe. As to the 1972 Geophysical Review article cited by Thomas, this unreviewed work has appears never to have been taken seriously in the scientific literature since that time. Probably that was for several reasons: First, helium is approximately uniformly mixed in the atmosphere, so it is not clear how the solar wind could penetrate deeply enough into the atmosphere to have a significant effect on the total helium. Second, evolutionists have not explained why geomagnetic sweeping would preferentially select out the helium. Third, the pole reversals now appear to occur over timespans of weeks, far too short a time to have a dramatic effect on helium concentrations. 
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Perhaps the best indictment of evolution's inefficacy in the biogenesis process comes from Fred Hoyle: "I don't know how long it is going to be before astronomers generally recognize that the combinatorial arrangement of not even one of the thousands of biopolymers on which life depends could have been arrived at by natural processes here on Earth." Astronomers have little difficulty at understanding this because they will have been assured by biologists that it is not so, the biologists by "others" that it is not so. The "others" are a group of persons who believe quite openly in mathematical miracles. They advocate the belief that tucked away in nature, outside of normal physics, there is a law which performs miracles. 

We will show that information theory requires just such mathematical miracles if evolution is to work as stated. 

For evolution's claims to be true, changes must occur over the average of the population's genome through selections (mutations) that are random and spontaneous. The salient question is whether or not random spontaneous mutations can add information to the genome that will propagate through successive generations. This requirement simply cannot be sustained with current knowledge of genetics and information science. When NDT adherents state that natural selection operates, they merely mean a genome individual exhibits greater reproductive success, through what we shall call selection value (SV). SV operates on the population's genome, although heritable traits are transferred on an individual basis, incorporated into a population only when the new trait is ubiquitous in the population. To get to the point that NDT adherents presuppose, many steps are necessary. 

First, information must be added to the genome through random, spontaneous processes, (e.g. copying errors) as required by NDT. Second, this information must be added to significantly change the genotype. Third, changes in the genotype must result in a positive significant mutation, Fourth, significant positive mutations must result in a dominant trait SV in order to propagate throughout the population. Finally, the genotypic SV must not be randomly selected out and fail to influence the entire genome. 

The extreme rarity of copying errors is a severe problem for NDT. For example, in bacteria, the mutation rate per nucleotide is 0.1 -10 per billion,2a,2b. In more complex life the rate is smaller, 0.001 - 1 per billion. Using assumptions from competent authorities that the rate is ~ 1 part in 1010, these are the chances of a mutation occurring in a particular nucleotide in a particular replication. The rates are so low because the cell has an error correcting code to prevent such errors. (An interesting study for evolutionists is why the error correcting code exists if mutations truly produce long-term advantages). 

To be a part of an evolutionary step, we must have a mutation with a positive selective value and it must also add information. The above requirements eliminate Richard Dawkins fatuous statement that the change can be as small as you please and still qualify. The minimum change in a genome is a change in one nucleotide, or one bit of information. This minimum step is probably far too small to actually result in a credible change, but to allow evolution some chance, we state that the minimum informational change is also a sufficient change satisfying the two requirements stated. No point mutation has been observed to satisfy these requirements, however. 

Stebbins, has estimated that the evolution of a new species will require al least 500 such steps. Inferring NDT data from horse evolution during the past (supposedly) 65 million years, one small evolutionary step could be expected in approximately 50 million births. Combining the error rate and the proposed number of births, we find that in any evolutionary step, the chance of a single change occurring is 1/200. Since there are four nucleotide bases, there is an equal probability of substitution, thus the chance of a specific mutation occurring is 1/600. This mutation must be positive and add information; it must be a dominant trait so that it will be expressed in the phenotype if it is on only one member of the allele pairs. 

Fisher's analysis shows that if the SV is 1% the probability of survival in a single generation is 2%. Simpson estimated the SV at 0.1% or 1/500 successful selections (births). The probability that a trait will survive one generation using evolutionist probabilities is 1/300,000. To accumulate the necessary 500 steps results in a probability of (3X10-5)500, or about 2.7X10-2739. This, of course renders evolution entirely impossible from an information theory perspective. 

Evolutionists have argued that the information already exists in the genome, it is merely turned on at some point. This, too, can be shown to be impossible because the available variation in DNA itself is thousands of orders of magnitude larger than a single (particularly simple) chromosomal structure can possibly accommodate. 

In truth, there is no known physical process that allows the accumulation of information through random processes to enable evolution as the evolutionists themselves require. Earlier, NMSR essays indicate that they acknowledge that some force (like God) may have been necessary to create the initial life, but that evolution is sufficient to maintain speciation and improvements over billions of years. Evolution can do neither, it is incapable of creating life and it is incapable of manifesting new forms of life. There is no known natural law through which matter can give rise to information, neither is any physical process or material phenomenon known that can do this. Indeed, the six theorems of information theory state that it is impossible to: 

Set up, store or transmit information without a code 

Have codes apart from a free and deliberate convention (e.g. DNA) 

Have information exist without having a mental source 

Establish information without voluntary free will 

Generate information without all five hierarchical levels of statistics, syntax, semantics, pragmatics and apobetics 

Originate information by statistical processes 

Only Fred Hoyle's mathematical miracles in action can admit evolution. 
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NMSR states that information theory only confuses the evolutionary issue. The reductionist approach to biogenesis and life's development fails badly. Physical sciences provide an explanation of how evolution occurs - the problem: it doesn't work. The lack of transitional forms is well-known. Dawkins agrees: “Modern animals had a last common ancestor which lived at some (in principle) discoverable moment in geologic history (1)”. In principle admits the complete lack of transitional forms. “Our understanding of ... biological sciences ... obliges us to abandon purely reductionist explanations of complex biological processes (2). … Some aspects … of Darwinian evolution … need revision”. “Pre-adaptive changes in the hominid brain that enhanced the capacity to use symbolic communication over 2.5 million years cannot be fully explained in terms of the usual dynamics of Darwinian evolution (3)”. As we pointed out earlier, symbolic communication requires implementing the 6 steps to generate, and receive information it’s the heart of the problem with evolution, not a confusing side show (4). 

Matter must operate in specifically directed ways to enable life. It is a property of the information in life that directs the matter, never the reverse - there is no known law of nature that allows matter to form life in any materialistic system - open or closed. 

Creationists call micro-evolution changes that occur in the phenotype over time - most are corrupting, not melioristic. They aren’t naturalistic evolution. The former manifests information loss the other, ex-nihilo information gain - a physical impossibility. 

CSFNM addressed the issue of highly ordered structures, e.g., snowflakes earlier, crystals have substantial order, but little information, because highly ordered systems are repetitive sequences. Dawkins agrees. 

NMSR’s assertion of confusion by addressing the information issue is flawed. Dawkins admits in the evolutionary community, information content and flow is controversial. Gould believes information decreases, Dawkins perceives it may increase. Both agree information content synonymous with complexity. Dawkins claims to have answered the information issue. He hasn't - Dawkins mistakenly ascribes minimalist changes as synonymous with natural selection, on the basis of a single genotype - we have shown that the survival probability is essentially zero(5). Dawkins assertion of information content of the human genome as gigabits is in error, it's actually hundreds of orders of magnitude greater. 

Dawkins shows a plausible evolutionary path for hemoglobin, but nowhere does he cite evidence that this actually happened, other than the lamprey, which may be a tautology. No mechanism other than the typical feasibility arguments is mentioned - true science requires causal mechanisms - none has been stated. 

Dawkin's primary error: information increases through duplications and deletions, frame shifting, although none of these mechanisms has ever demonstrated increased information content. Dawkins attempts to escape by the arabesque that it is a hard thing to estimate the total information content in the Shannon sense; he suggests we look at the working model. The creation and flow of information is evolution’s irreducible dilemma. Dawkins approaches the issue; retreats because it’s "too hard". That’s Darwinism – it doesn’t work. 



(1) Dawkins, R. "The Information Challenge"challenge
(2) Nadeau R. and Kafatos, M. "The Non-Local Universe" The Oxford University Press, 1999 p 12.
(3) Ibid. p. 13.
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The title of the topic suggests the issue is biblical inconsistencies. However, biblical inconsistencies, even if they did exist, are not the reason evolutionists reject the creation narrative. 

Before discussing the real reasons there are two observations to be made from the topic. First, the problem with the topic as stated is that it assumes the presence of inconsistencies in the biblical narrative. This could be debated ad nauseam. Inconsistencies are perceived due to insufficient research or presuppositional biases, either interpretational or anti-supernatural. It is believed that any perceived inconsistancy can be resolved by addressing one of these three areas. And second, the topic recognizes that the Bible clearly teaches creationism. While NMSR is debating this topic with CSF, their problem is with the Bible. 

The reasons that evolutionists reject the biblical narrative are found in history and philosophy. While science owes its existence to the information in the Bible, evolution owes its existence to the rejection of that information. Modern science traces its history to the great thinkers of Ancient Greece, but science as we know it was not born then. Another step was needed. Perry writes, "The Hebrews' removal of the gods from nature-the demythicizing of nature-is a necessary prerequisite for scientific thought." [1] It was the acceptance of the supernatural information in the Bible that permitted men to explore nature without fear of reprisal by "the gods." There are no gods in nature, but there is a God who created nature. On the other hand, the later rejection of that information gave birth to evolution. There are no gods in nature, and there is no God who created nature. Evolutionists reject creationism because evolution IS the result of a wholesale rejection of the supernatural as a source of information. [2] Having rejected a supernatural creation, another "truth" had to be found. 

Given that evolution exists because of a rejection of the supernatural begs the question, "How was it rejected?" The answer is choice, an act of human will to decide between two or more options what to believe. For our purposes there are three ways of gaining information and determining the truth: Revelation (Supernatural disclosure by God of truth which could not be discovered by the unaided powers of human reason. [3]), Rationalism, and Empiricism. By definition the presence or absence of the supernatural cannot be tested by way of Rationalism or Empiricism. Therefore, neither of these can be used to reject the supernatural. The evolutionist's rejection of Revelation is not based upon Rationalism or Empiricism. It is a choice. Evolution is not the presence of Rationalism. It is the absence of Revelation. It is simply the ultimate conclusion based on the presupposition that God does not exist. 

Finally, there is evidence for a literal interpretation of a six-day creation seen by everyone every day. It is the calendar. Time is measured using such divisions as year, month, and day. With each of these there is a physical event that determines its length. But from where do we get the seven-day week? There is no physical phenomenon that repeats every seven days. The Encyclopedia Britannica (EB) states, "The seven-day week may owe its origin partly to the four (approximately) seven-day phases of the Moon and partly to the Babylonian belief in the sacredness of the number seven, which was probably related to the seven planets. Moreover, by the 1st century BC the Jewish seven-day week seems to have been adopted throughout the Roman world." [italics added] [4] The EB recognizes that the week began in ancient Israel, but offers only speculation as to its actual function. Unfortunately, the suggested function, the division of the month, fails by 1.5 days after only one month. While the EB only speculates, the Bible is very specific. Genesis 2:3 says that the seventh day is a day of rest because God rested on the seventh day. Almost 2,700 years later, in Exodus 20:8-11, God equated the seven-day human work week to the seven days of creation. Both pericopies demand an equivalence between the duration of the creation and the duration of a week. There would be a violation of logical equivocation if the creation were anything other than seven literal days. [5] 

Although the title of this topic suggests otherwise, the real issue is not inconsistencies. The issue is choice. The choice is to accept or reject the supernaturally provided information in the Bible. That choice not only determines whether one is a creationist or an evolutionist, but also one's eternal destiny. The next time you look at a calendar remember that you get to rest on the weekend because God rested and declared it a time of rest. 
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Space does not permit addressing all six "inconsistencies."


The "inconsistency" between Genesis 12 and Acts 7:4 can be resolved with 
study. It is one thing to say that everything in the bible is truthful, and 
another to say that everything is true. For example, Genesis 4:3 is a 
truthful account of Satan's words, but his words were a lie. A similar 
situation exists between Genesis and Acts, though not to the same extreme. 
Acts 7:4 is a truthful account of what Stephen said during his trial. That 
Stephen misunderstood or misstated the chronology does not impugn the 
accuracy of the Genesis narrative.

The "inconsistency" with the animals can be resolved with study. 
Genesis 6:19-20 indicates that all animals were to be loaded in pairs, a male 
and a female. Genesis 7:2-3 gives additional information. Because some 
animals were considered "clean" there was a need to have more than one pair.
Mr. Thomas correctly observes that dietary laws were introduced 1,000 
years after the flood (compare Gen. 9:3 with Deut. 14:3-21). Therefore, the 
function of the "clean" animals was not dietary, it was sacrificial (Gen: 
4:4). Sacrifice had occurred from the beginning and the knowledge of what 
was acceptable would have been common.


The "inconsistency" with the Nephilim can be resolved with a literal 
interpretation and an acceptance of the supernatural. The "sons of God" are 
wicked angels. The "daughters of men" are human women. Their genetically 
mixed offspring were giants. Human procreation cannot produce giants. New 
genetic information is required. That the nephilim reappeared after the 
flood suggests a reoccurrence of activity by wicked angels.

The "inconsistency" with the extent of the flood can be resolved with 
study. Mr. Thomas turns "can mean many things" into "cannot mean 
world-wide." Evolutionists find justification for their rejection of a 
world-wide flood in the semantic range of erets. However, even evolutionists 
now recognize that all of the continents use to be a single super-continent, 
they call it Pangaea. Given that Genesis 8:9 uses the adjective "whole" to 
describe the amount of land that was covered means the entire super-continent 
was covered. 


Mr. Thomas' focus on the semantic range of erets may be technical, but 
it is also a diversion. Genesis 7:19-20 gives the best information 
concerning the extent of the flood. All of the mountains everywhere were 
under at least 15 cubits of water (22.5 feet). Given that the ark was 30 
cubits high (Gen. 6:15), it is likely this means that the ark was buoyant and 
able to float freely over the highest mountains. Only a world-wide flood 
could produce this effect.

Inconsistencies can be resolved through additional study, a literal 
interpretation, and the elimination of anti-supernatural biases. There is 
one final requirement, the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. The unsaved cannot 
accept the things of God. They are foolishness to him, because they are 
spiritually appraised.

