
“C arbon dating—that shows
the Earth is billions of years
old!” droned anti-creation-

ist Barry Lynn, listing his evidence for
evolutionism in a nationally televised de-
bate years ago.1  When I heard that, I had
to laugh.  Carbon 14 dating cannot show
that anything is even one million years old,
much less “billions” of years.  The short
half-life of C-14 (5730 years) means that
after 350,000 years, there would not be one
single carbon 14 atom left in any fossil.

 But now we have even more reason to
laugh.  Professional carbon-14 dating lab-
oratories are reporting significant amounts
of C-14 from even the deepest geologic
strata.2  Because all strata below the Pleis-
tocene (Ice Age) are supposed to be millions
of years old, the labs should have found no
carbon 14 in them at all.  The fact is that,
even after much searching, they have not
found any natural source of carbon that
clearly does not contain carbon 14!

 Even using uniformitarian3 assump-
tions, these new data imply that all geologic
strata are less than 75,000 years old.  As I
will explain , taking the effect of the Genesis
Flood into account shrinks the ages down
to 4000 to 5000 years. Now we can turn
Barry Lynn’s gaffe around and claim, “Car-
bon dating shows the Earth is only thou-
sands of years old!”  Here are the details.

How C-14 dating works
The story starts in the Earth’s upper atmo-
sphere.  Fast cosmic-ray protons penetrate
the Earth’s magnetic field (which is a partial
shield) and slam into atoms of the upper
air.  That starts a process which turns some
nitrogen 14 atoms in the air into carbon 14.
C-14, or “radiocarbon,” is radioactive, but
it is only a tiny fraction of all carbon.  The
rest is carbon 12 (99%) or carbon 13 (1%),

which are not radioactive (Figure 1).  Non-
radioactive carbon atoms, the majority of
carbon, are major constituents of living and
dead creatures, both animals and plants.
Some nearly pure forms of carbon are char-
coal, graphite (as in pencil “leads”), and
diamond.

 A newborn C-14 atom quickly joins
with two oxygen atoms and becomes a
carbon dioxide molecule, CO2.  Then plants
absorb this contaminated CO2 and convert
it into food, thus passing on the C-14 to
animals which consume the plants.  Even-
tually, everything in the biosphere (the
sphere of living things) becomes contami-
nated with carbon 14.  The air you breathe,
the soil beneath you, the food you eat, even
your own body—carbon 14 contaminates
them all. Today about one out of every
trillion carbon atoms is radioactive.

 Those facts are the basis of the C-14
dating method.  Let’s take a tree, for exam-
ple.  Today’s one-per-trillion ratio of C-14
atoms in the tree will stay the same as long

as it lives, because the contaminated CO2
it takes in continually replenishes C-14 that
has decayed.  But when it dies, the number
of C-14 atoms in it will start to diminish
(by decaying; i.e., turning into nitrogen-14
atoms), because they are no longer being
replaced.  A thousand years from now, a
scientist finds the tree trunk and measures
the ratio of C-14 to ordinary carbon in it.
He finds that the ratio is less than one out
of a trillion. If he knows the ratio at the
time the tree was alive, he can then estimate,
from the decrease in the ratio, when it died.

The Genesis Flood affected C-
14 dates
The initial ratio turns out to be the “zinger”
for carbon 14 dating.  When a sample is
thought to be too old for the C-14 method
to be calibrated (say by historical data),
uniformitarians simply assume that the
creature started with today’s one-per-tril-
lion ratio.  But according to the logical
consequences of Genesis chapters 6 through
8, their assumption is drastically wrong.
That is because the worldwide flood record-
ed there buried most of the biosphere (ani-
mals, plants, soil) deep underground, where
it became fossil carbon (coal, oil, natural
gas).  The amount of buried fossil carbon
is roughly 200 times more than the carbon
in today’s biosphere, according to one
estimate.4

 That means the pre-Flood biosphere
was much richer in carbon than today’s.
The amount of CO2 in the atmosphere was
more than ten times greater than today,
according to geological data.5  The resulting
“greenhouse” effect would have warmed
up the Earth, particularly at high latitudes.
The warmer oceans would make the climate
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much wetter than is the case today.  Plants—
liking CO2, water, warmth, and God’s spe-
cially designed6 soil—would grow faster,
more abundantly, and have much more land
area on which to grow.  So the world of
Noah before the Flood was lush and verdant,
as the fossils attest.

 The greater amount of total carbon in
the pre-Flood biosphere did not mean a
greater amount of carbon 14.  If God did
not make much C-14 during Creation, the
1656 years from then to the
Flood7 would, at today’s C-14
production rate, have only
allowed about 20% of today’s
amount of carbon 14 to come
into existence.  But the pre-
Flood Earth had a stronger
magnetic field,8 more effec-
tively shielding its atmo-
sphere from cosmic rays.
That would make the produc-
tion rate of C-14 lower than
today.  Thus, the total amount
of C-14 was probably less
than the amount in today’s
biosphere.  Most of the greater
amount of carbon must have
been non-radioactive carbon,
mostly carbon 12.

 With less C-14 and 200
times more C-12 than today, the pre-Flood
C-14/C ratio would have been less than 0.5
percent of today’s ratio.  After the Flood,

various factors (more intense cosmic rays
than today, rapid re-growth of plants) would
cause the ratio to rise rapidly toward today’s
ratio during the first millennium after the
Flood, the Ice Age.  Peculiarities in C-14
dates for ice-age fossils confirm this rapid
rise.9

 Uniformitarians, not acknowledging
this drastic difference in C-14/C ratio,
would assume too large an initial amount
of C-14 in fossils.  That, in turn, would
make them overestimate the ages.  The error
gets bigger and bigger as we go back toward
the time of the Flood (about 4350 years
ago10), causing, for example, the “40,000

years” assigned to Australian aborigine
artifacts.  But correcting for the change in
C-14/C ratio collapses such dates down to
roughly 4000 years before the present.
Objects formed after the ratio approached
today’s value, say about 3000 years ago,
would give uniformitarians nearly the cor-
rect dates.11

Deep carbon 14
Ever since Willard F. Libby invented C-14
dating a half-century ago, investigators have
been reporting carbon 14 in fossils from
deep geologic strata, such as coal, oil, and
dinosaur bones.  But because their methods

were crude (counting C-14 de-
cays), they attributed their results
to either (1) contamination from
modern carbon, or (2) back-
ground radiation.12, 13  For sever-
al decades the literature
accumulated many such entries,
apparently bothering nobody but
a few creationists.14

 However, in the early
1980’s, professionals at carbon
14-dating laboratories began to
be troubled.  At that time a new
method, accelerator mass spec-
trometry (AMS), came into use.
The method counts actual num-
bers of C-12, C-13, and C-14
atoms, very accurately.  The re-
searchers wanted to find a source
of carbon containing zero C-14,

so they could calibrate the “zero” of their
equipment.  “No problem,” they thought,
“any fossil older than a million years
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should do just fine.”  But no matter how
deep in the geologic strata they went, they
could not find carbon that did not contain
carbon 14!

 This problem prompted a decades-long
effort to eliminate all possible machine
background or contamination, and to find
radiocarbon-free carbon.  Paul Giem, a cre-
ationist M.D., reviewed 51 technical articles
addressing the problem, from 1980 to
1999.15  Nine of them are by creationists,
but the other 42 are in secular scientific
publications, such as Radiocarbon, Science,
Nuclear Geophysics, and Nature.  These
publications listed 77 occurrences of signif-
icant amounts of C-14 from strata (even
pre-Cambrian) deep enough to be thought
radiocarbon-free.  The data ranged from
0.01 to 0.71 percent of the roughly one-per-
trillion ratio in modern carbon (%mc, % of
modern carbon), as Fig. 2 shows.16  The
average is 0.184 %mc, which uniformitari-
ans would interpret as an age of about
52,000 years.

 As Giem points out, all authors agree
that machine background cannot explain
these data.  Giem also examines other hy-
potheses, such as (1) nuclear synthesis of
C-14 in situ, (2) contamination in situ, and
(3) contamination during sample processing.
He finds all of them inadequate, as appar-
ently do most C-14 professionals.

 Contamination is particularly unlikely
with the new method because of the carbon
thirteen measurements.  Different organ-
isms process carbon differently so they
absorb different amounts of C-13 relative
to C-12.  For example, the C-13/C ratio of
wood is about 2.5% less than the standard,
whereas that of fungi is quite different.  If
enough recent fungi to disturb the C-14/C
ratio significantly had invaded fossil wood,
it would show up as a disturbance in the
C-13/C ratio.  It hasn’t.  Thus contamination
is becoming a forlorn hope for uniformitar-
ians.

RATE gets involved
In 1997, Andrew Snelling, a creationist
geologist on the Radioisotopes and the Age
of the Earth (RATE) project,17 began col-
lecting samples of fossil wood, sending
them to professional radiocarbon labs, and
publishing the data.18, 19  The results showed
quite significant amounts of C-14, even for
strata allegedly as old as 220 million years.20

He thoroughly documented a direct conflict
(of a young C-14 date with an ‘old’ potas-
sium-argon dating of the surrounding rock)
in a creationist technical journal.21  Dr.
Snelling’s success in this initiative encour-
aged the rest of us on the RATE project to
pursue carbon 14 further.

 John Baumgardner, a creationist geo-
physicist on the RATE committee, has been
gathering well-documented samples and
sending them to various radiocarbon labs
for analysis.  The results were very encour-
aging, including our discovery of C-14 in
the (uncontaminatable) interior of diamonds.
Dr. Baumgardner, Dr. Snelling and I sub-
mitted a technical paper to the 5th Interna-
tional Conference on Creationism.22  We
also reported our final C-14 results in a
chapter of a 2005 book available at no
charge online.23

Carbon 14 is our friend
Carbon 14 dating has been an icon of evo-
lutionists, being the “flagship” of the radio-
isotope dating fleet.  Many creationists who
did not understand it well felt it was an
embarrassment, something we had to ex-
plain away.  But now the tables have been
turned.  By providing strong evidence that
even the deepest geological strata are only
thousands of years old, carbon 14 calls into
question the basic assumptions behind such
“long-age” radioisotope methods as potas-
sium-argon, rubidium-strontium, etc.  It
supports the RATE project’s main hypoth-
esis, episodes of greatly accelerated nuclear
decay rates during Creation and the Genesis
flood.24  It looks like carbon 14 is now
becoming a friend of creationists and an
embarrassment to evolutionists.25
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122.pdf

22. Fifth International Conference on Creationism, August 4–9,
Geneva College, near Pittsburgh, PA, proceedings ar-
chived at www.creationicc.org/

23. John R. Baumgardner, 14C evidence for a recent global
flood and a young earth, chapter 8, pp. 587-630, of Radio-
isotopes and the Age of the Earth, Volume II: Results of a
Young-earth Creationist Research Initiative, L. Vardiman,
A. A. Snelling, and E. F. Chaffin, eds., Institute for Cre-
ation Research, El Cajon, CA, and Creation Research So-
ciety, Chino Valley, AZ, 2005.  Chapter 8 archived at:
www.icr.org/i/pdf/technical/Carbon-14-Evidence-for-a-
Recent-Global-Flood-and-a-Young-Earth.pdf

24. D. Russell Humphreys, Nuclear decay: evidence for a young
world, ICR Impact No. 352 (October 2002).
www.icr.org/i/pdf/imp/imp-352.pdf

25. A skeptic in Albuquerque, NM, Dave Thomas, vociferously
and publicly criticized my presentations on C-14 for many
years.  Finally in February 2001, I figured out what he
was misunderstanding and asked him about it by e-mail.
He sent me an e-mail (3/2/01) acknowledging his misun-
derstanding  (but to my knowledge, he has not withdrawn
that criticism in public).  I then sent him a tiny sample of
the newer C-14 data, namely Dr. Snelling’s articles, with
website references.  Mr. Thomas promised me in March to
reply soon.  He didn’t.  I prompted him again in May, and
again he promised a reply.  And again he failed to do so.
In July he told me he hadn’t forgotten, but no reply came
after that.  In 2003 I tried prompting him through a mutual
friend.  Still no reply.  As of 2014, I know of no reply
from him.  It looks like the newer C-14 data has perma-
nently silenced an anti-creationist on the topic.

How Rapidly Did
Dinosaurs Move?

T here are at least three ways
to explore dinosaur motion.
First, one can measure the

actual speeds of somewhat similar
animals living today. Second, anatom-
ical studies of dinosaur fossils give
theoretical limits on their possible
speed. Computer modeling of dino-
saur movement based on fossils is
also helpful. And third, dinosaur foot-
prints preserved in sedimentary strata
give a permanent record of their loco-
motion.

 Dinosaur stride is defined as the
distance between two prints made by
the same foot. Pace is the distance
between successive footprints of two
rear or front feet. Scientists have con-
structed dinosaur speed formulas
based on the stride measurements
combined with size estimates for the
animal (Farlow, 1981). Fossil foot-
prints cannot reveal whether the crea-

ture was moving at maximum
speed; however, some of the calcu-
lated values of speed are surpris-
ingly high. Table 1 lists the top
estimated speeds for several crea-
tures, including people (DeYoung,

2000). No fossil footprints found to
date show the large elephant-like sau-
ropod dinosaurs moving rapidly. In-
stead, their typical speeds are
estimated to have been similar to our
own walking speed, 2–3 feet per sec-
ond.

 It appears that the Tyrannosaurus
was especially careful in its move-
ments. Its small forearms would have
provided little protection in a sudden
fall. Severe head injury could have
easily resulted if the creature tripped
while running. The T. rex may have
moved slowly, choosing its steps with
caution. The same hazard applies to-
day, to giraffes for example, which
will likely break bones in a fall. Sens-
ing this, giraffes display a slow, grace-
ful movement.
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TABLE 1.
Estimated top speeds of various creatures, including several dinosaurs

and humans, in order of increasing values.
Organism meters/second miles/hour

Stegosaurus 2-17 4-38
Apatosaurus 3-12 27-75
Brachiosaurus 5-12 11-27
Tyrannosaurus 6-20 14-43
Triceratops 7-12.5 16-28
Penguin, swimming 7 17
Human 10-12 25
Kangaroo 14 31
Killer whale 15 35
Deinonychus 12-25 26-55
Dromiceiomimus 14-31 32-68
Ostrich 14-18 36
Greyhound; Horse 20 45
Lion 22 48-50
Pronghorn antelope 24 55
Cheetah 30 70
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Two Books?

I am troubled that the premier profession-
al creationist society has given voice to
an erroneous tenet that is contrary to the

fundamental precepts of the reformed ortho-
dox faith. I refer to Dr. Jerry Bergman’s
article, “Neglecting God’s Other Book?” in
the Creation Matters newsletter of
July/August 2014.

 It is true that many prominent men have
based their philosophy of science on the
belief that nature is able to communicate
truth to those who approach it eagerly, but
this is a completely unfounded and unorth-
odox belief. The two-book metaphor is
based upon a serious confusion between
what is written revelation and what is in
fact an attempt by man to read into nature
his own fallible thoughts. Revelation is
knowledge that we acquire through faith in
God; science is the result of faith in fallen
men and nature.

 A book must contain words of commu-
nication from one mind to another mind.
Nature does not contain words, and it does
not have a mind with which to construct
propositions. In addition, “laws” of science
are not inerrant, are not immutable, and thus
are not authoritative. As Christians though,
we are to accept the Scriptures (and nothing
else) as inerrant, immutable, and authorita-
tive; contrary to the axioms of the two-book
fallacy.

 Leegwater (2009) has asked several
important questions that need to be an-
swered by those advocating the two-book
metaphor.

Do we have two books that are inde-
pendent of each other, with the one
book revealing to us that God creat-
ed, and the other book telling us how
he did it? Is it that straightforward?
Do the books parallel or complement
each other? Do they stand in a hier-
archical relationship?

 There simply is no comparison, and
there simply is no possibility of a two-book
principle being the foundation of an ortho-
dox Christian epistemology.

 We need not fear neglecting God’s
other book because “God’s Other Book”
does not exist. It is a fabrication of the
human imagination so that fallible men
could ascribe to God the errant ideas that

they contrive in their flawed minds, to try
and maintain an aura of piety over their
myths, and to appease the concerns of the
Christian community.

Reference
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Bergman’s Reply

M y conclusions are derived from
numerous scriptures, such as
Psalm 19:1, “The heavens are

telling of the glory of God; And their ex-
panse is declaring the work of His hands.”
(NASB) And under the heading “Wisdom
Can Be Found in God’s Creation,” Job
12:7–9 says,

Ask the wild animals, and they’ll
teach you; the birds of the sky will
tell you. Or ask the green plants of
the earth and they’ll teach you; let
the fish in the sea tell you. Who
among all of these doesn’t know that
the LORD’s hand made them all.
(ISV)

Romans 1:18–21 adds,
…since the creation of the world
God’s invisible qualities—his eter-
nal power and divine nature—have
been clearly seen, being understood
from what has been made, so that
people are without excuse. (NIV)

 Thus, just as one learns about an artist
by studying his paintings, or learns about a
writer by studying his writings, one learns
about the Creator by studying His creation.

 Survey research has consistently found
that the major reason most people believe
in God is the design and wonder of creation.
When I was involved in the atheist move-
ment, knowing that evolution is the doorway
to atheism, we thus stressed the evidence
for evolution in our written and oral prose-
lytizing.

 In the two books of personal testimo-
nies which I co-edited (Sharp and Bergman,
2008; 2014), a major theme is the impor-
tance of a study of the evidence against
evolution and for creation, in one’s going

first from atheism to creationism, and then
to Christianity; or in going from theistic
evolution, which often leads to major com-
promises to the faith, to creationism. This
was also true of myself.

 The pattern is clear from my reading
of hundreds of testimonies. Evolutionists,
both the theistic and atheistic kind, first must
be convinced that the facts of science do
not support evolution. Then they are moti-
vated to look at the creation explanation,
and last, become a creationist. Thus, for
these people it is critical to document that
evolution is false, or at least has major
problems, before they seriously consider the
creation models. I know of no evolutionist
who has become convinced of creation by
first studying creation models.

 Unless one is already a believer, this
goal is not achieved by scriptural evidence,
but through a study of creation. This typifies
the approaches used by CMI, CRS, AiG and
other creation organizations. My experience
with higher education confirms that this is
the only approach that works. Walter
ReMine (1993), in my opinion, persuasively
documented the position that God gave us
a biotic message that proves His existence
by the clear evidence in a universe that was
designed to convey to humans that life did
not evolve, but rather was designed.
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Adaptation by Galapagos Finchesby
Jean K. Lightner, DVM, MS

Editor’s note:  You may submit your question to Dr.
Jean Lightner at jean@creationresearch.org.  It will
not be possible to provide an answer for each question,
but she will choose those which have a broad appeal
and lend themselves to relatively short answers.

Q Have the finches on the
Galapagos adapted by

natural selection?

A While natural selection may have
played some role, numerous other

factors have been essential in allowing the
finches to survive and adapt on these Ecua-
dorian islands.

 The finches on the Galapagos
Islands have been studied extensively.
The best known and most comprehen-
sive study was conducted by Peter and
Rosemary Grant over a period of 40
years (Grant and Grant, 2014).  They
chose to study these birds because they
had variation in several traits including
overall size, beak size, and beak shape.
Natural selection can only take place
if there is variation that already exists
in the population, so these birds
seemed like good candidates.

Natural selection
eliminates useful variety
Beak dimensions were found to be
highly heritable and correlated with
diet.  Birds with larger beaks were
able to crack and consume the larger
and harder seeds.  Those with smaller
beaks fed on the smaller and softer
seeds.  Natural selection was documented
in years when environmental conditions
were unusually harsh.  For example, after
a severe drought in 1977, when the small
and soft seeds were depleted fairly early in
the dry season, only 15% of the adult me-
dium ground finches (Geospiza fortis) sur-
vived.  The average beak size in the
population increased since birds with small-
er beaks disappeared from the population;
many were found dead with empty crops,
indicating that they had starved.

 Prior to another severe drought, there
were very wet conditions which greatly
increased the abundance of small and soft
seeds.  This time when the drought hit, it
was the larger and harder seeds that became
depleted first.  The average beak size shifted
in the opposite direction.  In both instances,
what was termed natural selection could

probably be better described as catastrophic
elimination.  Important variety, which was
useful long-term for the finches to exploit
the various food sources, was eliminated.
So how did the finches recover variability
so that multiple episodes of natural selection
in opposite directions didn’t wipe them out
entirely?

Hybridization can restore some
variety
One means by which lost variability was
restored was through hybridization with

similar species of finches that also inhabited
the island.  It was common for a few of the
medium ground finches to mate with the
small ground finch (G. fuliginosa) or the
cactus finch (G. scandens).  When appro-
priate food was available, the hybrids tended
to do very well.  Thus they were able to
restore some of the valuable variation that
was lost due to natural selection.

 This brings out an important point re-
lated to diversification within kinds.  As
members of the finch kind spread out after
the Flood, they diversified to fill a variety
of different niches (Lightner, 2010).  Some-
times, as on the island of Daphne Major,
populations exist which are identified as
different species.  They may be closely
related and have some overlap in diet, but
generally they remain distinct populations.
They usually do not interbreed because of

differences in appearance and/or song.
However, under some circumstances these
birds may be able to interbreed, which in
the case of those on Daphne Island, helped
them overcome an environmental setback.
Thus, species can diverge, or sometimes
even merge as creatures reproduce and fill
the earth (Genesis 1:21–22; 8:17).

Beak design allows for variety
Beak design points to an awesome Creator.
It has been determined that the timing and
intensity of expression of certain genes

influence beak size and shape
(reviewed in Lightner, 2012a;
2012b).  Beak formation is a
complex process with many crit-
ical steps that must be accom-
plished to form a suitable beak.
The fact that the design is robust
enough to allow for modification
of the beak—enabling the finch-
es to adapt to a variety of envi-
ronments — should inspire even
more awe for the Creator.

 Evolutionists have postu-
lated that random mutation and
natural selection are the primary
mechanisms by which popula-
tions adapt to different environ-
mental conditions.  In light of
what was actually observed in
the finches, it would seem that
natural selection is a force which
threatens otherwise well-adapted

populations.  Although the basis for differ-
ences in the size and shape of beaks has
generally been assumed to be heritable
mutations, specific alleles underlying these
traits have yet to be clearly identified.

 What have been identified are some
heritable epigenetic modifications that are
associated with genes in one pathway that
is important in beak development (Skinner
et al., 2014).  Species-specific patterns in
DNA methylation were observed in differ-
ent finch species in genes related to the
bone morphogenic protein pathway.  Sur-
prisingly, the pattern of epigenetic changes
fit better with the inferred ancestry of the
finches than did the measure of genetic
change (copy number variation) that the
researchers used.

 This is quite a shocking shift from the
standard evolutionary thinking about adap-

From Voyage of the Beagle by John Gould, as found on
http://darwin-

online.org.uk/converted/published/1845_Beagle_F14/1845_
Beagle_F14_fig07.jpg (public domain)
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L eslie Orgel, a giant in the abio-
genesis field, wrote journal
articles in chemistry for over

50 years before passing away in
2007. His unique understanding of
chemical evolution was that of one
who had lived it from its beginnings.
He was head of the Chemical Evolu-
tion Laboratory at Scripps Institute
in San Diego, California, one of the
world’s premier abiogenesis labora-
tories. For many years he shared an
office with Francis Crick with whom
he developed the RNA world hypoth-
esis. At the time of his death, Orgel
was not impressed with the current
state of chemical evolution.

 The final paragraph of Orgel’s
final journal article is significant.
Basically, he acknowledges the va-
lidity and seriousness of a certain
problem potentially fatal to a natural,
mindless origin of life. This does not
mean that he was giving up the the-
ory; to the contrary, he remained a
true believer to his death. He merely points
out problems serious enough to make a
natural origin impossible if they are not
resolved. He says in a somewhat cryptic
statement,

The prebiotic syntheses that have
been investigated experimentally al-
most always lead to complex mix-
tures. Proposed polymer replication

schemes are unlikely to succeed ex-
cept with reasonably pure input poly-
mers. No solution to the
origin-of-life problem will be possi-
ble until the gap between the two
kinds of chemistry is closed. …
However, solutions offered by sup-
porters of geneticist or metabolist
scenarios that are dependent upon

“if pigs could fly hypothetical
chemistry” are unlikely to help.

Prebiotic syntheses
The “prebiotic syntheses” he is talk-
ing about include the initial, first-
stage, prebiotic processes needed to
convert raw, natural chemicals into
amino acids or nucleic acids. Mil-
ler’s experiment would be such a
prebiotic synthesis, as would varia-
tions on it using different energy
sources and different raw chemicals.
The “complex mixtures” are the
broad variety of products naturally
resulting from these processes. Typ-
ically, these mixtures contain more
contaminants than products useful
for life. For instance, Miller’s ex-
periment produced four times as
many contaminants as amino acids
(Stout, 2014).  Amino acids could
never assemble into protein in a
mixture such as was made by Miller.

 “Prebiotic syntheses” also include
the outputs of the next stage, where the
amino acids or nucleotides produced in the
first stage assemble into reasonably pure,
useful polymers. Again, cross-linking and
compounds formed with impurities prevent
this step from successfully taking place.
Natural processes are capable of forming
products not suitable for life as well as
suitable. Those not suitable characteristical-

tation.  Epigenetic modifications have been
shown to result from environmental influ-
ences.  It had been thought that these could
not be transmitted to the next generation,
but now there is an increasing number of
examples where such epigenetic modifica-
tions have been shown to be stable for many
generations.  So, rather than the environ-
ment’s “selecting” from the variation that
exists, it would seem that the environment
can provide cues to which the birds epige-
netically respond.

Adaptation is evidence of a
Creator who provides for His
creatures
There is a lot we don’t know about adapta-
tion.  Scientific research indicates that ad-
aptation is far more complex than we had

previously thought.  There could be signif-
icantly more interaction between the envi-
ronment and the genome than we have yet
identified.  What is clear is that the accu-
mulating evidence points all the more clear-
ly to a Creator who provides for His
creatures, even in this fallen world (Mat-
thew 6:25–26).
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Editor’s note:  Unless otherwise noted, S.O.S. (Speaking of Science) items in this issue are
kindly provided by David Coppedge, editor of “Creation-Evolution Headlines” at
http://crev.info.  Opinions expressed herein are his.  Unless otherwise noted, emphasis is added
in all quotes.

Whale Pelvis Is Not Vestigial

T he old Darwinian idea of “vestigial organs” has
proven to be a hindrance to science once again, this

time in the case of whale pelvic bones. Are the shrunken
pelvic bones in whales vestigial legs?  That’s been com-
mon understanding for years.   Scientists and students in
Los Angeles decided to investigate, according to PhysOrg1:

Both whales and dolphins have pelvic (hip) bones, evolu-
tionary remnants from when their ancestors walked on
land more than 40 million years ago. Common wisdom has
long held that those bones are simply vestigial, slowly
withering away like tailbones on humans.

 New research from USC and the Natural History Museum of

Los Angeles County (NHM) flies directly in the face of that
assumption, finding that not only do those pelvic bones serve a
purpose — but their size and possibly shape are influenced by
the forces of sexual selection.

“Everyone’s always assumed that if you gave whales
and dolphins a few more million years of evolution,

the pelvic bones would disappear. But it appears
that’s not the case,” said Matthew Dean, assistant
professor at the USC Dornsife College of Letters,

Arts and Sciences, and co-corresponding author of a paper
on the research that was published online by Evolution on
Sept. 3.

 Over a period of four years, Dean and a grad student studied
hundreds of whale pelvic bones from the Smithsonian and the
Natural History Museum in Los Angeles, the two largest collections
of whale fossils in North America.   They believe that the bones
have been subject to sexual selection, because the pelvic bones do
not bear a size relationship to the ribs.   They infer from this that

Speaking of Science

ly form in larger numbers than do those
suitable.

Polymer replication schemes
“Proposed polymer replication schemes”
would be the processes at work in a pro-
posed subsequent stage of abiogenesis,
where polymers become capable of replica-
tion. “Reasonably pure input polymers” are
required for this. Realistically, it is implau-
sible that the complex output of Miller’s
and similar early stage processes could
provide input products of required purity
for this stage to be successful.

 Orgel’s next comment, about “No so-
lution to the problem…,” is particularly
significant. First, he acknowledges that
abiogenists have a problem in trying to
propose a realistic scenario describing how
a materialistic origin of life could have
taken place. If nature truly favors the ap-
pearance of life, as claimed by many, the
field should be characterized by successes
instead of the problems so readily apparent.

A major statement
Beyond this, Orgel significantly acknowl-
edges that abiogenesis is impossible unless
the gap is closed between the complex
output of early processes, starting with a
process such as  that represented by Miller’s
experiment, and the “reasonably pure input
polymers” required to form replicating
polymers. This is a major statement. One
of the most qualified abiogenists in history
has thus acknowledged that abiogenesis, as
it currently stands in the light of experimen-

tal evidence, is not possible. In the article
he mentions a few things people are at-
tempting in order to purify the stage 1
products. However, these have been tried
for many decades without success.

 This statement doesn’t say much for
60 years of effort. Miller’s experiment,
performed over 60 years ago, was the first
experiment to produce amino acids starting
with raw, non-biological chemicals. Yet,
the problems revealed by Miller’s experi-
ment still prove fatal to abiogenesis.

 Let’s consider how Miller’s experiment
works. It uses methane, ammonia, water,
and hydrogen in a spark chamber.  A spark
acts like a “bomb” and randomly rips apart
any molecule it contacts. The fragments
produced will have a random assortment of
electrical charge, plus or minus. Fragments
of opposite charge will join to each other,
making random new compounds. Un-
charged covalent and hydrogen bonds will
also randomly form as appropriate, joining
uncharged fragments. As this process is
repeated, any newly formed molecules con-
tacting a spark can be ripped apart again.

An unchanged process
All pre-life first-stage processes are equiv-
alent. Changing the energy source from a
spark, to a high-energy, ultra-violet light
photon, or even to a hot water source, does
not change the underlying process—ran-
dom ripping apart followed by random
recombination. Changing the raw source
chemicals does not change the process.
Changing the operating temperature or the

acidity of the solution does not change the
process. The kinds of chemical reactions
available under pre-life conditions will al-
ways produce a complex mix of products,
with too many contaminants for successful
abiogenesis.

 From this perspective, it is easy to
understand why Miller’s experiment pro-
duced the products it did. There is no prin-
ciple to constrain the wild mix of products
naturally produced to become the precise
subset needed for successful abiogenesis.
There is no scientific basis to expect “Or-
gel’s gap” to be closed. Nature does not
favor a natural, spontaneous appearance of
life, but works against it. Abiogenesis is
impossible.

 Truly, God has designed the creation
to reveal the necessity of an intelligent,
powerful Creator. The evidence is so clear
that a person is without excuse for not
receiving it.

References
Orgel L. 2008. The implausibility of metabolic cy-

cles on the prebiotic Earth. PLoS Biol. Janu-
ary; 6(1):e18. Retrieved June 4, 2012, from
www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC22115
48/

Stout, T. 2014. How God Reveals Himself Through
Science, page 9. Retrieved Aug. 18, 2014, from
www.creationtruthoutreach.org/articles/hgrh.p
df

http://crev.info
www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2211548/ 
www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2211548/ 
www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2211548/ 
www.creationtruthoutreach.org/articles/hgrh.pdf
www.creationtruthoutreach.org/articles/hgrh.pdf
http://phys.org/news/2014-09-whale-sex-hips.html
http://phys.org/news/2014-09-whale-sex-hips.html


 Vol. 19 No. 5  September / October   | Creation Matters | 9

more “promiscuous” species are endowed with bigger organs.
Whether or not that is so, they deny that the “vestigial organs”
theory has any explanatory value:

“Our research really changes the way we think about the
evolution of whale pelvic bones in particular, but more
generally about structures we call ‘vestigial.’ As a parallel,
we are now learning that our appendix is actually quite
important in several immune processes, not a functionally
useless structure,” Dean said.

 Whale pelvic bones thus are only a particular instance of a
principle: things thought useless in evolutionary theory might be
“actually quite important” for animal function.
1. University of Southern California (2014, Sep 8). Whale sex: It’s all in the

hips. PhysOrg. Retrieved Sep 12, 2014 from http://phys.org/news/2014-09-
whale-sex-hips.html

Scientific Claims Are Reversible

H ow much confidence can the public put in scientific claims
today, given that some long-lived dogmas have been re-

versed?

Sodium reversal:   Jesus said, “Salt is good” (Mark
9:50), referring to spiritual seasoning.   Scientists,
speaking of dietary seasoning, have long proclaimed
“Salt is bad,” urging people to reduce sodium intake
drastically.  For instance, Medical Xpress continues to
warn that “9 out of 10 American kids eat too much
salt,”1 based on government guidelines.  But just the previous day,
Medical Xpress reported that sodium’s influence on blood pressure
(one of the chief worries) is negligible.2

 In a large study, sodium intake had an insignificant effect on
systolic blood pressure among 8,670 French adults monitored for
body mass index, fruit and vegetable consumption, exercise, and
sodium intake.  None of the participants were taking blood pressure
medicine during the experiment.   This contra-consensus finding
is important, the researchers felt, because

…though the lifestyle factors measured in the study are
often targeted by physicians as areas for adjustment in
patients with hypertension, there is surprisingly little data
on their individual effects on blood pressure within phar-
macologically untreated populations.

 In other words, salt’s risk to blood pressure appears to be a
commonly-accepted truism with little evidential support, leaving
open the possibility that some people may be getting too little of
the mineral.

Volcano reversal:  The “textbook theory of volcanoes may
be wrong,” ScienceDaily3 announced, publishing a press
release from Caltech.   Mantle plumes do not rise up
through narrow jets to the surface.  The opposite is true:

The new measurements suggest that what is really
happening is just the opposite: Instead of
narrow jets, there are broad upwellings, which
are balanced by narrow channels of sinking material called
slabs. What is driving this motion is not heat from the
core, but cooling at Earth’s surface. In fact, Anderson
says, the behavior is the regular mantle convection first
proposed more than a century ago by Lord Kelvin. When
material in the planet’s crust cools, it sinks, displacing
material deeper in the mantle and forcing it upward.

 Caltech geophysicist Don Anderson is calling this “top-down
tectonics.” He says it is “based on Kelvin’s initial principles of
mantle convection.”  But then, how and why did the mantle plume
hypothesis gain such traction for so many decades?  Anderson’s
answer sounds disgustingly familiar:

“Mantle plumes have never had a sound physical or logical
basis,” Anderson says. “They are akin to Rudyard Kip-
ling’s ‘Just So Stories’ about how giraffes got their long
necks.”

Neuroscience reversal:   A potential paradigm shift is in
progress in neuroscience.  On Medical Xpress, John Hewitt
discusses recent findings that show neural pulses can pass
through each other and continue on, contrary to a long-held
belief that they will annihilate on collision.4  That sounds
minor, but Hewitt claims it is “shaking the foundations
of neuroscience.”  Since 1949, neuroscience has accept-
ed the results of Ichiji Tasaki’s experiments that seemed
to show annihilation.  “In other words, he was the man with the
plan,” Hewitt says, showing the power of authority in science.
“If Tasaki found that spikes failed to penetrate each other, then
that would be good enough for me, and in fact it was good
enough for neuroscience for the next half a century.”  The old
view also comported well with existing theory.  New experiments
by Thomas Heimburg may bring that dogma crashing down.

Mammal reversal:   Heard the one about mammals
being small, shrew-like animals scampering in the
underbrush to escape dinosaur feet?  Three new fossils
described on National Geographic News5 are “revis-
ing our image of the first furry beasts,” the article
says, showing squirrel-like mammals with long toes
and prehensile tails happily living in the trees. “Three
newly described species suggest that mammals
evolved earlier, and faster, than previously thought.”
 The old picture of mammal evolution “needs to be repaint-
ed,”   now that we can see they lived in various habitats.   “They
walked on the ground; they also swam, dug to burrow, and glided
in the forests,” the article says.   This paradigm shift also shows
that mammals were diverse and well adapted at their first known
appearance in the fossil record.   How long before the museum
displays are updated to include a variety of mammals?   Some
scientists are likely to be unhappy with the “shifting picture of
mammal evolution”:

“I expect this will be contentious,” [Anne] Weil [of Okla-
homa State] says, but the study is an important addition to
investigations of where mammals came from.

“I think it’s going to be part of an argument that will be
going on for some time,” Weil says, “and I expect paleon-
tology as a whole will learn a lot from questions gleaned
from these animals about the antiquity of Mammalia.”

 PhysOrg6, reporting on the three new fossils, adds that these
new species (1–10 oz. in weight) had complex teeth and the

typical mammalian middle ear with three ossicles.   Their
advanced state requires proposing a much earlier date for the

first mammal common ancestor, at least 25 million years earlier,
or as much as 74 million:

However, the placement of the new species within Mamma-
lia poses another issue: Based on the age of the Euharami-
yida species and their kin, the divergence of mammals
from reptiles had to have happened much earlier than
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some research has estimated. Instead of originating in the
middle Jurassic (between 176 and 161 million years ago),
mammals likely first appeared in the late Triassic (be-
tween 235 and 201 million years ago). This finding corre-
sponds with some studies that used DNA data.

Genetics reversal:  In “Biology’s Quiet Revolution” on
Evolution News & Views7, Dr. Jonathan Wells recounts
the major reversal in molecular biology since 1980.
Prior to that, scientists were confident they understood
the “Central Dogma” of genetics, “DNA makes RNA
makes protein makes us” — a concept amenable to genetic
determinism and neo-Darwinism.  In a verbal victory dance,
Jacques Monod proclaimed in 1970, “the mechanism of Darwinism
is at last securely founded, and man has to realize that he is a mere
accident.”

 That was then.  Now, Wells shows with links to major papers,
geneticists have repeatedly been astonished at major finds that
have undermined much of the 1980s consensus, showing that the
level of information in cells is much vaster than previously
realized.   The Central Dogma has become “discredited myth,”
Wells says, that must be discarded to answer the “huge questions”
that remain.
1. Thompson, D. (2014, Sep 9). Nine of 10 American kids eat too much salt,

CDC says. Medical Xpress. Retrieved Sep 12, 2014 from
http://medicalxpress.com/news/2014-09-american-kids-salt-cdc.html

2. Oxford University Press (2014, Sep 8). Sodium’s influence on blood pressure
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pressure-statistically-insignificant.html
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canoes may be wrong. ScienceDaily. Retrieved Sep 12, 2014 from
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neuroscience. Medical Xpress. Retrieved Sep 12, 2014, from
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neuroscience.html
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Views. Retrieved Sep 13, 2014, from
www.evolutionnews.org/2014/09/biologys_quiet_089651.html

Moon News
Still a hot core: Japanese scientists have determined
that a soft, hot core remains in the center of the moon,
contrary to expectations. A question resulting from a
new model of the lunar interior made by scientists at
the National Astronomical Observatory of Japan is,
“how can the bottom of the lunar mantle maintain its softer
state for a long time?”1  The researchers used measurements from
their Selene orbiter to infer a hot core that should not be there.

Another investigator, Prof. Junichi Haruyama of Institute of
Space and Aeronautical Science, Japan Aerospace Explora-
tion Agency, mentioned the significance of this research,
saying, “A smaller celestial body like the Moon cools

faster than a larger one like the Earth does. In fact, we
had thought that volcanic activities on the Moon had
already come to a halt. Therefore, the Moon had been
believed to be cool and hard, even in its deeper parts.
However, this research tells us that the Moon has not yet
cooled and hardened, but is still warm. It even implies
that we have to reconsider the question as follows: How
have the Earth and the Moon influenced each other since
their births? That means this research not only shows us the
actual state of the deep interior of the Moon, but also
gives us a clue for learning about the history of the system
including both the Earth and the Moon.”

 Another article on tidal heating and lunar history was pub-
lished by the University of California, Santa Cruz2, but the press
release doesn’t mention whether the heat should have lasted for
billions of years.  Presumably, tidal heating can preserve some of
the primordial heat from the moon’s formation for a time, but heat
is lost more rapidly from a small body than a large one.   The
problem is explained in the opening paragraph of the paper in
Nature:

The theory of equilibrium figures of rotating fluid bodies is
a classic problem in geophysics, and it has been helpful in
understanding the shapes of the Sun and planets. However,
the origin of the Moon’s shape has remained an open
problem in the past century, and the body’s deviations
from any simple tidal–rotational (spherical harmonic degree-
2) figure are large. This difficulty is surprising given the
Moon’s presumably simple early thermal history: born
hot and quickly cooled, one might expect the Moon to be
described by a simple figure of equilibrium.

 The authors found a way to model the “surprising” observa-
tions (see Sid Perkins’ summary on Science Magazine3).  It remains
true, nevertheless, that what they found was not what they expected.

Lunar lightning:  Another surprising finding was announced by
the University of New Hampshire4: there may be lightning in the
soil of the moon.   Because the lunar surface is dry, there is no
way to dissipate the buildup of electrostatic charges from the solar
wind except by sparking.  The discharges in the top levels of soil
would have the effect of breaking up rock particles and creating
lunar regolith, or soil.

The study, published recently in the Journal of Geophysical
Research-Planets, proposes that high-energy particles from
uncommon, large solar storms penetrate the moon’s frig-
id, polar regions and electrically charge the soil. The
charging may create sparking, or electrostatic breakdown,
and this “breakdown weathering” process has possibly
changed the very nature of the moon’s polar soil, sug-
gesting that permanently shadowed regions, which hold
clues to our solar system’s past, may be more active than
previously thought.

 Assuming similar processes occur on other bodies, this finding
“could change our understanding of the evolution of plan-
etary surfaces in the solar system,” the article says.

Life on the moon: New Scientist5 published a hypothesis that
rocks launched from earth could carry certain microbes to the
moon, where they might survive as fossils.   Meanwhile, the
Russians are wondering how sea plankton found its way onto the
exterior of the Space Station: did the station get contaminated by
human transport, or did the organisms get launched upwards
naturally somehow?  See breaking news on Space.com.6
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Birds Surprise Evolutionists
Peacock tails are not a sexual-selection trade-off:  Popular
opinion about peacock evolution is that the males traded
flying ability for extravagant sexual displays.
Wrong, Science Magazine1 now tells us: “Peacocks need not
sacrifice flying skills for sexiness.”   Experiments with
clipped birds showed that “there was no statistically significant
difference in flight performance  of peacocks with intact tail
feathers and those without.”  This result “complicates the common
assumption in evolutionary biology  that elaborate sexual orna-
ments must come at a cost to the animal.” PhysOrg2 indicates that
the team was surprised when they found that the take-off penalty
for the heavy tail is negligible:

“Intuitively you expect that the train would detrimentally
affect flight performance and so not finding a detectable
effect was a bit surprising,” Dr Askew said. “These birds
do not seem to be making quite the sacrifices to look
attractive we thought they were.”

 He added: “The train of the peacock is one of the most iconic
examples of sexual selection in the animal kingdom. It has been
thought  that such elaborate ornamentation carries a functional
cost for the bearer. These results therefore have broader ramifi-
cations for evolutionary biology’s understand-
ing of sexual selection.”
How the hummingbird got its sweet tooth:
Charles Darwin was “spot-on” when he speculated
about how birds acquired their tastes, Hannah
Rowland says in The Conversation.3  “Real taste
[in] the mouth, according to my theory must be
acquired  by certain foods being habitual  —
hence become hereditary,” he had scribbled in
his notes—a seeming Lamarckian suggestion.  Rowland, a Lecturer
in Ecology and Evolution at University of Cambridge, pointed to
mutations in taste genes that she says gave hummingbirds a sweet
tooth, or rather sweet tongue: “Hummingbirds have co-opted genes
that originally allowed dinosaurs to savour the taste of flesh,
and transformed them into the sugar detectors  most modern
birds live without.”  A just-so story was sure to follow:

Baldwin’s results show that Darwin was spot-
on. Perhaps ancestral hummingbirds that lacked the sweet

receptor frequented flowers to catch insects. On occasion
they accidentally consumed some nectar.
Small mutations  in  T1R1  and  T1R3  would have  allowed
them to taste  this sugary liquid, giving them access to a
vital source of energy. This could have given nectar-sipping
individuals the  evolutionary upper hand  compared to in-
sect-eaters.

 How did other nectar-loving birds get their sweet tastes?
“Future research” will be required to confirm the just-so story for
lorikeets, sunbirds, and tanagers. Rowland failed to mention if
mutations also “allowed” the hummingbirds to evolve their unique
rotating shoulder, new flapping behaviors, vibrant optical feathers,
nectar-trapping tongues, and other designs highlighted in Flight:
The Genius of Birds.4

Ostrich fun:   On Live Science,5 Alina Bradford listed some
interesting facts about ostriches without any evolutionary story-
telling.   Though the giant birds may seem handi-
capped because they can’t fly, they are very
successful in their hot, dry habitat, getting the
water they need from food.   They can live up to
75 years, run a sustained 40 miles an hour, and kill
a lion with one kick.  They also have the largest
eyes (2 inches) of any land animal.   “It may seem

amazing that an ostrich’s thin legs can keep their large bodies
upright,” Bradford says.  “Their legs are perfectly placed

so that the body’s center of gravity balances
on top of its legs,” giving them speed and ma-
neuverability.  A male is called a rooster; a female

a hen.  Incidentally, ostriches are listed in Job 39:13–18 as exam-
ples of the Creator’s handiwork.  Though not endowed with sense
enough to care about her large eggs left on the ground, she has no
fear: “When she rouses herself to flee, she laughs at the horse and
his rider.”  (The horse gets its comeuppance in the next few verses.)
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N ature is full of examples of plants
and animals that possess abili-
ties, even cleverness, which defy

any attempt to explain their existence apart
from the act of a purposeful Creator.

 There are many species of wasps that
hunt arthropods such as spiders, paralyzing
them by stinging them before placing them
as a food source into nesting cavities where
the wasps lay eggs. A newly discovered
species of spider-hunting wasp has been
discovered in China that does all this and
more.

 Not only does it build nesting cavities
for its eggs and their stores of food, but it
protects its eggs in an amazing, intelligent
way. Named the bone-house wasp, it hunts
a local species of very aggressive, stinging
ant. After the nesting cavities are construct-
ed, the wasp builds a final, outer vestibular
cavity and packs it with the dead bodies of
these freshly harvested ants.

 Other animals that might be tempted to
break open the nesting cavities to eat the
paralyzed spiders are discouraged from do-

ing so by the smell of the ants. It turns out
that this species of stinging ant aggressively
defends its colonies, and the smell of the
ants in the wasp’s nest is a strong warning
to stay clear of these wasp nests.

 From where did such wisdom come?
Who taught the wasp this strategy? How
could the newly developed wasps automat-
ically possess such knowledge, since they
have no contact with their parents to learn
from them? The answer, friends, is the Lord
God Almighty.
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Adult female of Deuteragenia ossarium (bone-
house wasp). Scale bar: 10 mm. Photograph:
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