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Why Are Creation and the Flood Important? 

First, let’s acknowledge why some people reject Genesis and are not willing to carefully consider 

· how the universe, earth, and life began, and 

· the flood—earth’s defining geological event. 

The following reflects attitudes I once held. 

In our scientifically “enlightened” and media-driven age, don’t educated people accept that evolution happened? Most of my teachers and professors, people I greatly respected, accepted evolution. It appeared to me that those who believed in the biblical version of creation did not grasp the immense age of the earth and universe.  Don’t we sense great age when we see the Grand Canyon or galaxies that are billions of light-years away? Given billions of years, vast changes will occur. To believe that a worldwide flood occurred seemed ridiculous. Just look at a globe. Where could so much water come from to cover, as the Bible clearly states, all the mountains of the earth? Mount Everest rises almost 6 miles above sea level. If that much water once covered the earth, where did all that water go? Obviously, the Bible was written in an age when people were relatively uneducated and little was known about the earth—or so I thought. 

Was I curious enough to study origins? No. I thought it was a complex, time-consuming subject. Besides, I felt that the case was closed a century ago—certainly after the famous Scopes Trial in 1925. Those who accepted the biblical version of creation and a global flood were a little embarrassing to be around. I became a Christian in high school, but held the above attitudes until my early 30s. I was at Position 1, shown in Figure 205. 


Figure 205: Five Views on Origins. People generally fall into five categories when it comes to the question of origins. Individuals of all ages and academic, scientific, and theological backgrounds occupy each category. 

In our society, indeed throughout the world, the one issue that screams most loudly that the Bible is not accurate or relevant is evolution. Yet, church leaders who say they want to teach the Bible often ignore the issue, either out of a lack of interest, understanding, courage, or confidence. How sad, because the scientific case for creation and the flood is so compelling—and fatal to evolution. 

Others reject the theory of evolution, believe that God created everything relatively recently, and accept a global flood. Although their beliefs, usually based on a literal interpretation of the Bible, clash with evolution (taught in almost all schools and universities), they tend to ignore the conflict. The reasons are many: they may feel too busy, they may not recognize all the contradictions between evolution and the Bible or may feel powerless to resolve them. They may wish to avoid controversy or involvement in unfamiliar scientific topics. They may have only a vague understanding of the flood. (Major consequences of the flood have been incorrectly interpreted as supporting evolution.) They may not realize that evolution (1) is scientifically bankrupt, (2) is a major stumbling block for countless nonbelievers, and (3) has caused many children raised in Christian homes to later reject their faith or view church as irrelevant. This is Position 3. 

Other people know how foundational Genesis 1–11 is to the entire Bible. (Genesis 1–11 tells of the creation, fall, and flood—three of the most significant events of all time.) Every New Testament writer and many Old Testament writers refer to those chapters. [See “Does the New Testament Support Genesis 1–11?” on pages 519–521.]  If those writers were wrong about ancient history, why should we believe them when they say that a man rose from the dead? Jesus Christ also spoke of events described in each of the first seven chapters of Genesis. If Christ was mistaken about ancient history, why should we believe Him when He speaks of eternity? If Genesis 1–11 is in error, then many other portions of the Bible that refer to those chapters are equally wrong, opening the door to differing interpretations of the entire Bible and a comfortable, pick-and-choose view of Scripture. If evolution happened, then death existed for a billion years before man evolved. Death would not be a consequence of Adam’s sin; Adam’s sin would simply be a fiction, believed only by “literalists.” And if sin is a fiction, we don’t need a Savior!  (Also, if there is no such thing as sin—or a Creator—there are no moral absolutes. See “What Are the Social Consequences of Belief in Evolution?” on pages 517–519.) 

These are scary thoughts for countless Christians. Some search for ways to reinterpret the Bible to harmonize it with evolution. They are called “theistic evolutionists.” Others who have great confidence in and a broad understanding of the Bible know that these reinterpretations produce more contradictions than they resolve. [See “Is Evolution Compatible with the Bible?” on pages 502–509.] The last thing they want to do is argue with scientists. For some, preserving image and intellectual respectability is important. Scientific answers often seem more credible and objective than various theological positions. Also, churches strive for internal harmony; raising this issue could bring disharmony, decreased donations, or even church splits. Therefore, many church leaders avoid the origins issue, even if evangelism suffers. They hold Position 4. 

Finally, those holding Positions 2 and 5 are examining the evidence. Most are surprised and excited by what they are learning. After seeing the evidence, the frequent reaction is, “Why haven’t I been told this before?” Instead of being intimidated by science, a subject they may have disliked in school, they are amazed at the simple, compelling evidence for creation and a global flood. Hundreds of topics and scientific discoveries supporting creation and the flood fascinate most people and are easy to discuss, even with strangers. In effect, this becomes a powerful pre-evangelistic tool. While no one has all the answers concerning origins, be assured that the scientific evidence is overwhelmingly consistent with Genesis 1–11 and opposes evolution. In fact, it is extremely difficult to find any knowledgeable evolutionist willing to debate the issue—orally or in writing—with someone who understands this evidence. 

Most Christians feel the responsibility to evangelize—to take seriously the great commission. What are the major obstacles to evangelism? People give many reasons for rejecting Christ: 

· Christians are hypocrites, judgmental, dogmatic, legalistic, and out of touch with reality.

· My past misdeeds could never be forgiven.

· I prefer to live without biblical constraints.

· I am too busy to consider the matter.

· I prefer another religion.

· Evolution proves that the Bible is wrong.

· God is unnecessary.

· A loving God would not allow the suffering and evil we see in the world.

· The Bible is outdated; it contains myths and errors.

A correct understanding of origins overcomes several of these objections directly. Other objections result primarily from a lack of confidence in or understanding of the Bible. For those who do not believe the Bible is accurate, it does little good to assert, “The Bible says so !” or, “Just believe.” What better way to establish the remarkable accuracy and authority of Scripture than by showing that Genesis 1–11 (the most discredited portion of the Bible to the secular world) is scientifically accurate and real history involving real people—our not-so-distant ancestors. The Bible comes alive. Ignoring the origins issue leaves evolution, a major stumbling block to many, unopposed. For the church, evolution is like an elephant that has occupied the church’s living room for over a century. Instead of accommodating the beast, why not remove it? 

Many theologians are uncomfortable with science and the subject of origins. They know what the Bible clearly says, but may not know (or want to know) the scientific evidence that is so consistent with a literal creation and a global flood. Therefore, they—spooked by science—avoid the subject, which leaves their congregations and students in the dark. As Ralph Waldo Emerson wrote: “The religion that is afraid of science dishonors God and commits suicide.” 

When speaking to the Jews, all of whom knew there was a Creator, the Apostle Paul could begin with Jesus Christ and the gospel. However, when speaking to Greek pagans, Paul first had to explain that there is a Creator (Acts 14:15, 17:24–28). Because we live in an increasingly pagan society that is bombarded daily by claims of evolution, helping others recognize the Creator seems to be a logical first step in bringing them to Christ. 

But Christ was more direct. When confronting some of the religious leaders, Jesus said in John 5:46–47, 

For if you believed Moses, you would believe Me; for he wrote of Me. But if you do not believe his writings, how will you believe my words? 

What did Moses compile that has been so widely rejected for the last 150 years? Genesis 1–11, the most ridiculed—and to many Christians—embarrassing portion of the Bible. Elsewhere (John 1:3, Colossians 1:16) we are told that Christ was there in the beginning and “all things have been created through Him and for Him.” Also, Genesis 3:15 gave us the first hint of Christ and His work of salvation. 

For the first half of my life, I held Position 1. During the next few years, I shifted to Position 2, then to Position 5. Committed Christians are in all five positions. Where are you? 

How Can the Study of Creation Be Scientific? 
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Figure 206: Causes and Effects. Each arrow’s tail represents a cause, and each yellow circle represents an effect. The arrow itself is the cause-to-effect relationship. Yellow circles also represent scientific evidence that to most people suggests a creation and a global flood. All of us, including students, should be free to reach our own conclusions about origins after learning the evidence and all reasonable explanations. Withholding that information in schools and misrepresenting it in the media are inexcusable. 

The first cause appears to be supernatural, or beyond the natural (blue area). Evolutionists often say that the yellow circles and their scientific implications cannot be presented in science classrooms, because the first cause (red circle) is supernatural. Subjects outside the natural (including biblical descriptions of creation and the flood that are so consistent with the physical evidence) are inappropriate for publicly financed science education. However, excluding what is observable and verifiable in nature, along with possible causes, is bad science, misleading, and censorship. Creation science, then, is the study of this scientific evidence. 

Let me define science. 

science: A field of study, using observations and experiments, to better understand natural phenomena. 

Broad, but increasingly precise and concise, relationships (usually mathematical) are sought between causes and effects. These relationships, called scientific laws, help predict future phenomena and explain past events. 

Notice, this does not mean that the first cause must be naturalistic. It is poor logic to say that because science deals with natural, cause-and-effect relationships, the first cause must be a natural event. Furthermore, if the first cause were a natural consequence of something else, it would not be the first cause. An infinite series of events would have preceded it—with no first cause. Scientific laws can give great insight on ultimate origins although the first cause cannot, by definition, be duplicated. Yes, there was a beginning.  [See Items 53 and 55 on page 33.] 

Scientific conclusions, while never final, must be based on evidence. 

scientific evidence: Verifiable measurements or observations that support or oppose possible physical explanations. 

All evidence in Parts I and II of this book is based on observable, natural phenomena that others can check. (This book also contains 50 testable and potentially falsifiable predictions.) To most people, this evidence implies a creation and a global flood. This does not mean that the Creator (The First Cause) can be studied scientifically or that the Bible should be read in public-school science classes. (I have always opposed that.) Those who want evolution taught without the clear evidence opposing it, in effect, wish to censor a large body of scientific evidence from schools. That is wrong. Also, the consequences of a global flood have been misinterpreted as evidence for evolution, not as evidence for a flood. That misinterpretation, unfortunately, is taught as science.  [See Part II.] 

Explanations other than creation or a global flood may someday be proposed that are (1) consistent with all that evidence and (2) demonstrable by repeatable, cause-and-effect relationships. Until that happens, those who ignore known evidence are being quite unscientific. Evolutionists’ refusal to debate this subject (see pages 534–537) and their speculations on cause-and-effect phenomena that cannot be demonstrated also show poor science, especially when so much evidence opposes those speculations. 

Evolutionists raise several objections. Some say, “Although evidence may imply a sudden beginning, creation is supernatural (not natural) and cannot be entertained as a scientific explanation.” Of course, no one understands scientifically how the universe came into existence—how space, time, matter, and the laws of physics began. [See Figure 229

 HYPERLINK "http://www.creationscience.com/onlinebook/FAQ49.html" \l "wp6163679" 515 and the paragraph preceding that figure.] Others, not disputing that the flood best explains many features on earth, object to a global flood, because the Bible—a document they may reject—speaks of such a flood.  Still others object to the starting point for the flood (given on page 120), but in science, all starting points are possibilities. The key question must always be, “What best explains all the evidence?” 

Also, the source of a scientific idea does not need to be scientifically derived. For example, Friedrich Kekulé discovered the ring structure of benzene in a dream in which a snake grabbed its tail. Kekulé’s discovery laid the basis for structural chemistry. Again, what is important is not the source of an idea, but whether all evidence supports it better than any other explanation. Science, after all, is a search for truth about how the physical universe behaves.  Therefore, let’s teach all the science. 

Why Is the Universe Expanding? 

First, we will look briefly at some applicable biblical references. Then we will examine specific scientific evidence to compare two competing answers to this question. 

At least eleven times, the Bible states that God “stretched out” or “stretches out” the heavens. [See Table 22.] For emphasis, important ideas are often repeated in the Bible. While we may have difficulty visualizing this stretching, we can be confident of its significance. 

The Hebrew word for stretched is natah. It does not mean an explosion, a flinging out, or the type of stretching that encounters increasing resistance, as with a spring.  Natah is more like the effortless reaching out of one’s hand.

	Table 22. Bible References to Stretching Out of the Heavens 

	Job 9:8 
	“[God] stretches out the heavens” 

	Ps 104:2 
	“stretching out heaven like a tent curtain”1 

	Is 40:22 
	“He ... stretches out the heavens like a curtain and spreads them out like a tent”1 

	Is 42:5 
	“... God the Lord, who created the heavens and stretched them out” 

	Is 44:24 
	“I, the Lord, am the maker of all things, stretching out the heavens by Myself” 

	Is 45:12 
	“It is I who made the earth and created man upon it. I stretched out the heavens with My hands” 

	Is 48:13 
	“Surely My hand founded the earth and My right hand spread out the heavens.” 

	Is 51:13 
	“... the Lord your Maker, Who stretched out the heavens and laid the foundations of the earth” 

	Jer 10:12 
	“He has stretched out the heavens” 

	Jer 51:15 
	“He stretched out the heavens” 

	Zech 12:1 
	“the Lord who stretches out the heavens” 

	The context of each of the above verses deals with creation. Although past and present tenses (stretched and stretches) are expressed in these English translations, Hebrew verbs do not generally convey past, present, or future. Translators must rely on context and other clues to determine verb tense. 

Even if we knew the intended Hebrew tense, is the stretching from God’s perspective or man’s? The creation was completed in six days (Exodus 20:11), so from God’s perspective the heavens were stretched out during the creation week (in the past) perhaps on Day 4. However, from our perspective, redshifted light from extreme distances, a consequence of this past stretching, is reaching us now (in the present). 


Expansion: Big Bang or Stretching? 

The stretching explanation, proposed here, has similarities and differences with the big bang theory. Both the big bang and stretching explanations describe a very rapid expansion of the universe soon after time began, but before all the laws of physics were in place. As one big bang authority stated: 

In its standard form, the big bang theory maintains that the universe was born about 15 billion years ago from a cosmological singularity—a state in which the temperature and density are infinitely high. Of course, one cannot really speak in physical terms about these quantities as being infinite. One usually assumes that the current laws of physics did not apply [during the big bang’s rapid expansion—called inflation2]. ... One may wonder, What came before? If space-time did not exist then, how could everything appear from nothing? What arose first: the universe or the laws determining its evolution? Explaining this initial singularity—where and when it all began—still remains the most intractable problem of modern cosmology.3 [my emphasis] 

The stretching proposal, in contrast to the big bang theory, does not begin with a singularity—an infinitesimal point (a mathematical fiction).6 [See Table 23.] Nor does the energy expended in stretching out the heavens mysteriously come from within the universe or during its first trillionth of a trillionth of a ten-billionth of a second (10-32 second), as with the big bang theory. Energy flowed into the universe as stretching progressed. According to the big bang theory, stars, galaxies, and black holes began forming after 500,000,000 years. According to the stretching explanation, these bodies were formed (or began) near the beginning of time—early in the creation week. You can decide which explanation the following surprising evidence supports. 

In both explanations, the expansion stretched (redshifted) wavelengths of light. Although light cannot travel faster than the speed of light relative to space, space expanded faster than the speed of light. The expansion was like raisins in a ball of dough. As the dough (representing space) expands greatly, the raisins (representing matter) are carried outward by the dough, but move only slightly relative to the dough. 

   

	Table 23. Comparison of Two Explanations for Expansion of the Universe 

	  
	Big Bang
(inflation2) 
	Creation
(stretching) 

	The universe and time began before the laws of physics came into operation.3 Energy and matter appeared out of nothing.4 
	Yes 
	Yes 

	The expansion stretched (redshifted) wavelengths of light. 
	Yes 
	Yes 

	Gravity waves were produced. 
	Yes 
	Yes 

	When time began, the mass of the universe was what it is today, but it was all concentrated in a 
	point, one quadrillionth the size of an atom. 
	volume, perhaps several light-days in radius 

	The initial temperature was 
	nearly infinite 
	finite 

	What expanded? 
	space, radiation, and matter 
	space (the heavens) 

and radiation 

	The expansion began 
	when time began 
	days after creation 

	All expansion energy was expended 
	within a fraction (10-32) of a second 
	as the expansion proceeded 

	Expansion energy came from 
	inside the universe 
	outside the universe 

	Stars, galaxies, planets, and black holes began forming 
	after 420,000,000 years of expansion5 
	before the expansion 


     

The Universe’s Expansion Energy 

What follows is the standard derivation of Friedmann’s Equation—Equation (4). While it is not controversial, its implications are. Therefore, you may wish to scan everything leading to Equation (4) and study what follows. 

First, consider the visible universe as a large sphere of radius R and uniform densityIts mass is 
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At the center of the sphere is an observer who sees that stars and galaxies at any large distance, such as R, are redshifted according to Hubble’s Law: 
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where H is the Hubble constant, and R-dot ([image: image4.jpg]


) is simply shorthand for the derivative of R with respect to time (t). In other words, all stars and galaxies are moving away from the observer with a velocity proportional to their distance from the observer. Solving Equation (2) gives 
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Because H is a positive constant, Equation (3) says that the radius of the universe expanded exponentially for some brief time period from an initial radius R0. During this accelerated expansion, light was stretched out (redshifted). 

Both the big bang and the stretching explanation agree with the above. However, proponents of the big bang explanation extrapolate the presently observed expansion all the way back in time to a point that is less than 10-26 of a centimeter. In contrast, the stretching explanation says that the initial universe was compact, but had a radius (R0) large enough to hold all the mass now in the universe. Then, after a few days, the heavens were stretched out. 

The energy of a mass, m, at the surface of the expanding sphere is the sum of its kinetic and potential energy. 
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where G is the gravitational constant. Measurements show that this energy is conserved—that is, zero. Therefore 
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Substituting Equations (1) and (2) in the above gives the Friedmann Equation, namely 
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H and G are constants, so  (the mass density) is a constant. Because mass and energy are interchangeable, according to Einstein’s equation E = m c2,  is also called the energy density. Equation 4 is quite profound, because it says that as the universe rapidly expanded,  (the energy density) was also constant. This means the energy within the rapidly expanding sphere (volume times energy density) had to increase as R3. Equations (1)–(4) are consistent with both the big bang explanation and the stretching explanation. 

But where did that energy come from? Here is where the big bang explanation and stretching explanation clash. According to the big bang, the energy came from inflation, but inflation is simply a made-up term to account for the expansion.2  Inflation is not scientifically demonstratable. As famed cosmologists, Steinhardt, admitted: 

The inflationary paradigm is fundamentally untestable, and hence scientifically meaningless.11 

Furthermore, having energy increase within the universe violates the conservation of energy law, but having energy come from outside the universe, does not. 

The stretching explanation is also unscientific, because it says that God stretched out the universe. However, that assertion was written and explained in five different books of the Bible thousands of years before the Hubble Law was discovered. Just because neither process is repeatable, doesn’t mean that one of them isn’t correct. The test must be, “Which explanation does today’s observable evidence support?” As you will see below, one explanation fails miserably. 

The Evidence 

Accelerating Expansion.  The redshift of distant starlight implies an expansion. However, a big bang should produce only a decelerating expansion, not the accelerating expansion discovered in 1998. [See “Dark Thoughts” on page 34.] Stretching, completed during the creation week, could have produced the accelerated expansion. 

Slowly Spinning Sun. If, as evolutionists teach, our sun formed in the early solar system from a slowly spinning dust and gas cloud, its spin rate had to increase as the cloud gravitationally contracted. (This is required by the law of the conservation of angular momentum. A common demonstration of this law is shown in Figure 81 on page 152.) The sun spins about once every 25 days (depending to some extent on latitude), just as the Earth spins once every 24 hours. However, if the sun contracted from a spinning dust and gas cloud, it should be spinning 100 times faster.7 [See “Angular Momentum” on page 29.] 

On the other hand, if before space was stretched out, the sun was almost as compact as it is today, its slow spin rate today would be expected. 

Star Formation.  Astronomers recognize that the densest gas cloud seen in the universe today could not form stars by any known means, including gravitational collapse, unless that gas was once thousands of times more compact. [See “Star Births? Stellar Evolution?” on page 95.] According to the big bang theory, stars began to form by the gravitational collapse of dust and gas clouds 500 million years after the big bang’s sudden inflation. Martin Harwit points out that if this were true, the vast energy, angular momentum, and magnetic fields generated by each collapse would be clearly visible—but they are not. [See “Interstellar Gas” on page 95.] 

The stretching explanation states that the volume of the universe was much smaller when stars were either (a) made or (b) formed by gravitational collapse.8 Then, as the heavens were stretched out, energy and angular momentum would have been added to these stars. We should not see vast amounts of heat, extreme rotational velocities, or gigantic magnetic fields. 

Planet Formation. So many planets have been found outside our solar system that there appear to be about as many planets as there are stars. Many orbits of these planets show that they could not have evolved in any conceivable way. 

With so little in common with the familiar Solar System planets, these newcomers [extrasolar planets] spell the end for established theories of planet formation.9 
For example, more than 30 sets of binary stars—two stars orbiting each other—have one or more planets orbiting each binary pair. The rapidly changing gravity fields produced by each binary pair would have prevented any orbiting cloud of dust and gas from collapsing into one planet. This was recognized before these planets were found. 

The environment around a pair of stars, they argued, would be too chaotic for planets to form.10 

Besides, if planets could form around binaries, we would likely never see them—at least if they formed millions of years ago. 

Even if a planet could form in such a dynamic environment, its long-term stability would not be assured—the planet would wind up being ejected into deep space or crashing into one of the stars.10 

Now that planets are often found around binary stars, it seems clear that the planets are young and they must have formed at about the same time as the binaries. This contradicts the big bang explanation that stars formed over long periods of time from rotating clouds of dust and gas, and that planets form in similar fashion millions of years later. 

However, both planets and stars could have come into existence at about the same time in a much smaller universe. Large clusters of mass would have formed stars and smaller clusters would have formed planets, each with relatively small amounts of rotational angular momentum. Then, before all matter in this smaller universe collapsed into one massive black hole, the space between these bodies was stretched out, giving each body the great energy and rotational angular momentum we see today. 

Intergalactic Medium (IGM).  Outer space is nearly a perfect vacuum. The IGM (the vast space between galaxies) contains about 10–100 hydrogen atoms per cubic meter. However, almost every hydrogen atom in the IGM, out to the farthest galaxies telescopes can see (13 billion light-years away), has been ionized—has lost its electron. 

According to the big bang theory, for the first 380,000 years after the big bang, the expanding universe was so hot that all matter was ionized. Only after the universe had expanded (and cooled) enough could protons acquire an electron and become neutral hydrogen. After matter in the universe was no longer ionized, stars and galaxies began evolving. Had the hydrogen remained ionized, the mutual repulsion of the positive hydrogen ions would have prevented hydrogen from coming together to form stars. (Other reasons why stars and galaxies could not have evolved are given on pages 33–36.) 

This presents a major problem. What reionized the hydrogen that today pervades the IGM? No explanation has been found. Most big bang theorists had guessed that the radiation from the earliest stars and galaxies—after the universe had already expanded for hundreds of millions of years—was powerful enough to reionize the IGM. This now appears to not be the case.12 

According to the stretching explanation, when the universe was created, it was extremely compact, so the intense light of DAY 1 and/or the light of stars and galaxies (created on DAY 4) ionized the surrounding gases. Then, the heavens were stretched out. Therefore, hydrogen in the IGM has always been ionized, just as we see it today.

[image: image9.jpg]



Figure 207: WMAP. In 2001, the Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe (WMAP), a NASA spacecraft, began measuring the extremely uniform temperatures of the Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB) radiation from deep space. The hot spots, shown in yellow and orange, are only 1 part in 100,000 hotter than the dark blue spots. Two interpretations are possible: 

1. Big Bang Interpretation: You are seeing “quantum fluctuations” in the early universe 380,000 years after the big bang, as tiny bundles of energy pop in and out of the vacuum of space. Those bundles of energy were amplified by inflation enabling them to begin forming stars, galaxies, and black holes hundreds of millions of years later. [“Quantum fluctuations,” while sounding impressive, have little experimental support. 

2. Stretching Interpretation: You are seeing early stars and galaxies in a very compact region as they were during the creation week. 

Colliding Galaxies.  Galaxies frequently contain two distinct rotating systems, as if a galaxy rotating one way collided with another rotating the opposite way.  Today, because of the vast distances between galaxies, such mergers should rarely happen—but many appear to have occurred.13 

Does this mean that the universe must be billions of years old? No. Before the heavens were stretched out, galaxies would have been closer to each other, resulting in much greater speeds and frequent collisions. 

If some galaxies merged over billions of years, why haven’t the different rotations within merged galaxies become uniform rotations by now? Clearly, those mergings did not happen billions of years ago.14 

Black Holes.  Black holes come in two varieties: massive black holes (MBHs) and stellar black holes (SBHs). MBHs are millions to a few billion times more massive than the Sun. They lie at the center of every large nearby galaxy—and perhaps every galaxy.15 SBHs are only a few tens of times heavier than the Sun. If our Milky Way Galaxy is as old as evolutionists believe, tens of millions of stars heavier than ten solar masses should have collapsed into SBHs.16 However, our Galaxy has only about 50 known SBHs—so our galaxy may be young. In both types of black holes, mass is so concentrated that nothing within a specific distance of a black hole (called the event horizon) should escape its gravity—not even light. 

Astronomers admit that galaxies and black holes must have existed very soon after the universe began,17 but the big bang theory says that 380,000 years after the big bang (before stars formed) all matter was spread out with almost perfect uniformity. [See Figure 207.] That uniformity would prevent gravity from forming galaxies and black holes, even over the supposed age of the universe.18 However, they easily could have formed soon after the creation of matter and the universe, if the universe was much more compact and the heavens were stretched out before all mass collapsed into one huge black hole. 

Standard cosmological models implied that matter in the universe was not concentrated tightly enough to have formed black holes so early on. Clearly the models were wrong.19 

Nothing should escape black holes, yet jets are often seen traveling away from black holes and along their spin axis—some at “up to 99.98 percent of the speed of light. These amazing outflows traverse distances larger than galaxies.”20 (Actually, the spinning disk of matter and the magnetic field it generates probably powers these jets.) Stars sometimes expel axial jets, so this paradox could be resolved if space was stretched out after stars, stellar jets, and black holes began forming. 

The spin rates of 19 MBHs have been measured. The outer surfaces of most of these MBHs are spinning 80–100% of the speed of light!21 (If Earth spun at the speed of light, a day would be 1/7th of a second long!) To achieve such high spin rates, staggering amounts of matter must have been pulled into a MBH soon after the universe began. (Figure 81 on page 152 explains the basic principle—the law of the conservation of angular momentum.) This suggests that two galaxies collided and their MBHs merged. But remember, mergers of galaxies are extremely rare13—unless everything in the universe was much more compact. Had smaller bundles of matter (such as gas or even stars) been pulled into a MBH, the radiation emitted from the MBH would have been so powerful that its radiation would have blown the center of the galaxy apart. 

Following this picture to its logical conclusion, the intrinsic emission in this AGN [Active Galactic Nuclei] would have been so luminous that the associated radiation pressure would blow the AGN apart.22 

Quasars. A quasar is MBH that is radiating brightly from large amounts of infalling matter. Some quasars “emit as much energy as thousands of giant galaxies from a region as tiny as the solar system.”23 Most black holes have already pulled in almost all the dust within their vicinities. However, some MBHs are at such extreme distances from us (and therefore seen as they were far back in time) that we see them still pulling in large amounts of nearby matter. The gravitational potential energy of all that falling matter is converted to bright radiation, making quasars the most luminous stable objects in the universe. Light from quasars was emitted soon after time began. 

One quasar has been found that has two billion times the mass of the Sun, and yet is so far from Earth that big bang advocates say it must have formed (by some unknown mechanism) very soon after the universe began. (This contradicts their teaching that the universe began with a superhot expansion, and 500,000,000 years later, stars began forming.) “It is safe to say that the existence of this quasar will be giving some theorists sleepless nights.”24 However, these massive objects could have formed in a very compact universe if the stretching occurred several days after the universe began, but after most gravitational clumping. 

Likewise, much of the expansion of supernova remnants over great distances may be due to the stretching, not the passage of millions of years. 

Galaxies and Their Black Holes. The masses of most MBHs are positively correlated with the size of their galaxies: their total mass, luminosity, the number of associated globular clusters, and especially the mass of the galactic bulge. Typically, the larger the galaxy, the larger its black hole. According to standard explanations for galaxy formation, this should not be, because black holes are so small compared to the volume of galaxies today. 

For reasons not fully understood, it appears that the sizes of central black holes and the masses of their galaxies, especially the central bulges, are almost perfectly in step.25 

Here’s the problem: If a massive black hole formed first, it could not form a large galaxy, because black holes cannot affect something as large as today’s galaxies. If a large galaxy formed first, there is no reason it should then form a large central black hole. Therefore, “the correlation means that the black hole and galaxy had to form together.”26 

Why would the correlation of the black hole’s mass be even stronger for the mass of the galaxy’s central bulge than the mass of the entire galaxy? The strength of gravity diminishes as the square of the distance between gravitating masses.s the galaxy was stretched out, gravity’s strength would have dropped faster for the outer portion of the galaxy than the inner portion which produced the central bulge. Without this understanding, central bulges are a mystery.27  

Therefore, the sequence of events appears to be as follows: 

The universe was initially much smaller. Some regions contained more mass than other regions. The densest concentrations collapsed rapidly, forming massive black holes. They could then hold on to the nearby surrounding matter that was being stretched out to form the galaxy—especially the mass closest to the black hole that would become the central bulge. 

A few small galaxies sometimes have a huge MBH. Possibly the largest known black hole is 17 billion times the mass of the Sun! It lies in the center of the small galaxy NGC 1277, but has an event horizon five times the radius of our solar system!28 How can this monster be explained? Did enough time pass for a normal MBH to devour most of the stars in its galaxy? If that much time passed, we should see many examples of extremely large MBHs in small galaxies. Did multiple galaxies collide, merging several of their MBHs? As mentioned above, colliding galaxies are statistically quite rare in today’s immense universe.13 However, mergers of growing black holes could have occurred before the heavens were stretched out, and these extremely large MBHs could have ended up in small galaxies. 

Central Stars. About forty stars orbit within a few dozen light-hours of the black hole at the center of our Milky Way Galaxy. Those stars could never have evolved that close to a black hole, which has the mass of 4,300,000 suns, because the black hole’s gravity would have prevented gas from collapsing to become a star.29 However, those stars could have formed in a much denser environment,30 before space was stretched out during the creation week. 

Some astronomers say that these stars evolved far from the black hole and then migrated great distances toward the black hole. Such a migration, which seemingly violates laws of physics,31 must have been fast, because the stars are so massive that their lifetimes are very short in astronomical terms. Also, matter (or stars) migrating toward black holes must radiate vast amounts of energy as happens with quasars, but that energy is not observed in any wavelength for these central stars. 

Spiral Galaxies. If spiral galaxies formed billions of years ago, their arms should be wrapped more tightly around their centers than they are. Also, nearer galaxies should show much more “wrap” than more distant spiral galaxies. [See Figure 212 on page 423.] However, if space was recently stretched out, spiral galaxies could appear as they do. 

Stellar Velocities.  Stars in the outer parts of spiral galaxies travel much faster than they would if they were in equilibrium. Therefore, these galaxies are flying apart. We cannot see them flying apart, because they are so far away and have been flying apart for only a few thousand years—since the stretching during the creation week. 

How did they get their higher velocities? Those stars were nearer the centers of their galaxies before space was stretched out. Therefore they had higher speeds. Stretching did not remove those higher speeds. Appeals to so-called dark matter, which has never been seen or directly measured, is not needed to explain those high velocities. 

Speeding Galaxies.  Galaxies in galaxy clusters are also traveling much faster than they should, based on their distances from their clusters’ centers of mass. They too are flying apart, because the heavens containing those clusters were stretched out. 

Dwarf Galaxies.  Dwarf galaxies are sometimes embedded in a smoothly rotating disk of hydrogen gas that is much larger than the galaxy itself. The mass (hidden or otherwise) of each dwarf galaxy is insufficient to pull the gas into its disk shape,32 but if this matter was once highly concentrated and then the space it occupied was recently stretched out, all observed characteristics would be explained. 
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Figure 208: Dwarf Galaxy. An enormous hydrogen disk (blue) surrounds the dwarf galaxy UGC 5288 (bright white). This isolated galaxy, 16 million light-years from Earth, contains about 100,000 stars and is 1/25 the diameter of our Milky Way Galaxy, which has at least 100,000,000,000 stars. The dwarf’s mass is about 30 times too small to gravitationally hold onto the most distant hydrogen gas, so gravity could not have pulled the distant hydrogen gas into its disk. Because the gas is too evenly distributed and rotates so smoothly, it was not expelled from the galaxy or pulled out by a close encounter with another galaxy. 

Before space was stretched out, gravitational forces and rotational velocities would have been much greater, so after the stretching, the hydrogen gas would have assumed this smooth, rapidly rotating pattern, even though the galaxy did not have the gravitational strength to hold the gas. This must have occurred recently, because the gaseous disk has not dispersed into the vacuum of space. (The galaxy is seen in visible light; the hydrogen disk is seen by a fleet of 27 radio telescopes.) 

Heavy Elements in Stars.  According to the big bang theory, there are three generations of stars, each with increasing amounts of heavy elements. The first generation should contain only hydrogen, helium, and a trace of lithium—the only chemical elements a big bang could produce. Second-generation stars would begin forming with heavier elements supposedly made inside first-generation stars that, after hundreds of millions of years, finally exploded. If so, some first-generation stars should still be visible, but not one has ever been found. [See Endnote 56

 HYPERLINK "http://www.creationscience.com/onlinebook/ReferencesandNotes54.html" \l "wp1119475" n on page 93.] 

According to the stretching explanation, stars have always had some heavier chemical elements. The most distant stars, galaxies, and quasars that can be analyzed contain some of these heavier chemical elements. 

Distant Galaxies. Massive galaxies and galaxy clusters are found at such great distances that they must have formed soon after the universe began—exactly as the stretching explanation maintains. The big bang theory cannot explain how such distant galaxy concentrations could have formed so quickly that their light had 13.3-billion years to travel to planet Earth.5, 33, 34 

Furthermore, stars in the most distant galaxies contain heavy chemical elements.34 Therefore, according to the big bang theory, several generations of stars must have preceded those stars. That makes it even less likely all those time consuming events could have fit into the relatively short time period since a big bang. 

The stretching explanation says that during the creation week galaxies, galaxy clusters, and stars with heavy elements formed in a much smaller universe, before the heavens were stretched out. The stretching of space produced the great distances separating those galaxies from Earth. 

Starburst Galaxies. While we frequently see stars die, individual stars have never been seen forming. [See “Star Births? Stellar Evolution?” on page 36 and corresponding endnotes on page 95.] Therefore, evolutionist astronomers believe that star formation rates in our galaxy and nearby galaxies are too slow to be observed, but that amazingly high star formation rates occur in “starburst galaxies”—the brightest galaxies with the greatest red shifts. To achieve such ultrafast rates, those astronomers imagine 10-trillion solar masses of dark matter (invisible stuff) were present.35 (Because those galaxies have high red shifts, they are extremely far away, so we see them far back in time, as they looked soon after the universe began. Because those galaxies are so bright, they have many stars that all formed in the relatively short time since the universe began.) 

Actually, there is nothing unusual about those galaxies; we just are seeing them far back in time, as they appeared soon after they were created, but before the universe was completely expanded. Nor could they form 420,000,000 years after a big bang, because all matter in the universe would have been uniformly spread out. That would require too many miracles and dark matter—matter that doesn’t exist, except in some people’s minds. 

Strings of Galaxies.  Long, massive strings of galaxies have been discovered.36 Obviously, gravity did not pull matter into long strings of hundreds or thousands of galaxies—even if the universe were unbelievably old. Instead, gravity, would have pulled matter into more spherical globs. 

These strings of galaxies can be understood if galaxies began to form when all matter in the universe was initially confined to a much smaller volume. Then, the heavens were rapidly stretched out. Just as one might pull taffy into long strings, the stretched out heavens might contain long, massive strings of thousands of galaxies. Surprisingly, too many appear connected or aligned with other galaxies or quasars, as prominent astronomers have noted.  [See "Connected Galaxies" on page 42.] 

Helium-2 Nebulas.  Clouds of glowing, blue gas, called helium-2 nebulas, have been set aglow by something hot enough to strip two electrons from each helium atom. No known star—young or old—is hot enough to do that,37 but compressed conditions before the heavens were stretched out would. 

Dark “Science.”  The big bang theory must invoke unscientific concepts, such as “dark matter” and “dark energy,” to try to explain the “stretched out heavens.” What is dark matter? What is dark energy? Even believers in those ideas don’t know, and some admit that those phrases are “expressions of ignorance [by those who accept the big bang theory].”38 Dark matter, dark energy, and many other scientific problems with the big bang theory are discussed beginning on page 33. 

Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB). The CMB is often given as evidence for the big bang theory. Actually, that radiation, when studied closely, is a strong argument against the big bang and evidence for the sudden creation of matter within a much smaller universe that was later stretched out. [For details, see pages 426–428.]
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Figure 209: Stretching Out Light. Unimaginable amounts of energy were required to stretch out the heavens—in effect, to lift massive gravitational bodies and move them billions of light years away from other gravitational bodies. The same energy source that stretched out space (represented above by the blue springs) also stretched out—redshifted—light (represented by the yellow arrows). The law of conservation of energy says that energy cannot be created or destroyed in an isolated system. According to the big bang theory, the universe is an isolated system, so that energy could not have come from within the universe, as the big bang theory claims. Instead, it came from outside the universe. Thus, we can see distant stars and galaxies in a young universe. 

“The horizon problem” has perplexed advocates of the big bang theory for decades. That problem arises because opposite sides of the universe have not “contacted” each other—even at the speed of light—because of the great distances between them. Nevertheless they do have the same temperature and other physical properties. The stretching explanation easily explains this, because all matter was initially confined to a volume only a few light days in diameter. Therefore, temperatures throughout that volume reached equilibrium before the stretching began, probably by DAY 4 of the creation week. 

Summary 

Robert Jastrow (1925–2008), a leading figure in NASA’s Apollo program to land men on the moon and the founding director of Goddard Institute for Space Studies, aptly summarized this topic. 

Now we see how the astronomical evidence supports the biblical view of the origin of the world. The details differ, but the essential elements in the astronomical and biblical accounts of Genesis are the same: the chain of events leading to man commenced suddenly and sharply at a definite moment in time, in a flash of light and energy.39 

Jastrow, an agnostic and big bang believer, did not have the advantage we now have of seeing all twenty-one recent evidences (summarized above) that contrast the big bang vs. the stretching explanations. Nor is there any reason to believe that Jastrow ever considered the stretching explanation. He does recognize that no known physical forces could produce a big bang and its inflation. 

Astronomers now find they have painted themselves into a corner because they have proven, by their own methods, that the world began abruptly in an act of creation to which you can trace the seeds of every star, every planet, every living thing in this cosmos and on earth. And they have found that all this happened as a product of forces they cannot hope to discover. That there are what I or anyone would call supernatural forces at work is now, I think a scientifically proven fact.40 

Robert Jastrow’s most quoted statement by far is still true today, except for three modifications I place in brackets: 

For the [atheistic] scientist who has lived by his faith in the power of reason, the story ends like a bad dream. He [believes he] has scaled the mountains of ignorance; he is about to conquer the highest peak; as he pulls himself over the final rock, he is greeted by a band of theologians who have been sitting there for centuries [actually, a few thousand years].41 

With both the big bang and stretching explanations, it is difficult to imagine time beginning, the sudden presence of matter and energy in a small universe, then a brief but enormous expansion of space when all the laws of physics did not operate. The big bang theory says that space and light expanded for less than 10-32 of a second (a billionth, billionth, billionth of a hundred thousandth of a second) from a mathematical point—trillions of billions of times faster than the speed of light today. The stretching explanation says that days after the creation of time and all matter, a smaller universe than we have today was rapidly stretched out, along with light waves in that space. Although no scientific explanation can be given for either form of expansion, the stretching interpretation best fits the observable evidence. 

We also can appreciate why at least eleven Bible passages, involving five different writers, mention the “stretched out heavens.” Another verse, Psalm 19:1, takes on a new depth of meaning: “The heavens are telling of the glory of God, and their expanse is declaring the work of His hands.” 
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Galaxies Are Billions of Light-Years Away, So Isn’t the Universe Billions of Years Old? 

The logic behind this common question has several hidden assumptions, two of which are addressed by the following italicized questions: 

a. Was space, along with light emitted by stars, rapidly stretched out soon after creation began? If so, energy would have been added to the universe and starlight during that stretching. Pages 410–420 show that the scientific evidence clearly favors this stretching explanation over the big bang theory, which also claims that space expanded rapidly. Yet, the big bang theory says all this expansion energy, plus all the matter in the universe, was, at the beginning of time, inside a volume much smaller than a quadrillionth of an atom. 

b. Has starlight always traveled at its present speed—about 186,000 miles per second or, more precisely, 299,792.458 kilometers per second? 

If either (a) space and its starlight were stretched out, or (b) the speed of light was much faster in the past, then distant stars should be visible in a young universe. Pages 410–420 address possibility (a). Here, we will address possibility (b) by examining the historical measurements of the speed of light. 

Historical Measurements.  During the past 300 years, at least 164 separate measurements of the speed of light have been published. Sixteen different measurement techniques were used. Astronomer Barry Setterfield has studied these measurements, especially their precision and experimental errors.1 His results show that the speed of light has apparently decreased so rapidly that experimental error cannot explain it! Montgomery and Dolphin have critically reexamined all of Setterfield’s data, applied various statistical tests, and reached similar conclusions.2 In the seven instances where the same scientists remeasured the speed of light with the same equipment years later, a decrease was always reported. The decreases were often several times greater than the reported experimental errors. I have conducted other analyses that give weight (give significance) to each measurement according to its accuracy. Even after considering the wide range of accuracies, it is hard to see how one can claim, with any statistical rigor, that the speed of light has remained constant.3 

M. E. J. Gheury de Bray, in 1927, was probably the first to propose a decreasing speed of light.4 He based his conclusion on measurements spanning 75 years. Later, he became more convinced and twice published his results in Nature,5 possibly the most prestigious scientific journal in the world. He emphasized, “If the velocity of light is constant, how is it that, invariably, new determinations give values which are lower than the last one obtained ... There are twenty-two coincidences in favour of a decrease of the velocity of light, while there is not a single one against it.”6 [emphasis in original] 

Although the measured speed of light has decreased only about 1% during the past three centuries, the decrease is statistically significant, because measurement techniques can detect changes thousands of times smaller. While the older measurements have greater errors, the trend of the data is startling. The farther back one looks in time, the more rapidly the speed of light seems to have been decreasing. Various mathematical curves fit these three centuries of data. When some of those curves are projected back in time, the speed of light becomes so fast that light from distant galaxies conceivably could have reached Earth in several thousand years. 

Some people have arbitrarily defined the speed of light as a constant. However, no scientific law requires the speed of light to be constant.7 Many have simply assumed that it is constant, so changing old ways of thinking is sometimes difficult. Russian cosmologist, V. S. Troitskii, at the Radiophysical Research Institute in Gorky, also questioned some old beliefs. He concluded, independently of Setterfield, that most red shifts of distant starlight are the result of the slowing speed of light, and at the beginning, the speed of light was 10 billion times faster at time zero!8 Furthermore, he attributed the cosmic microwave background radiation to this rapidly decreasing speed of light. Setterfield reached the same conclusion concerning redshifts by a different method. If either Setterfield or Troitskii is correct, the big bang theory will fall (with a big bang). 

Other cosmologists are proposing an enormous decay in the speed of light.9 Several of their theoretical problems with the big bang theory are solved if light once traveled millions of times faster—or if the universe was initially more compact and was later stretched out as explained on pages 410–420. For example, “the horizon problem” recognizes that opposite extremes of the universe have the same temperature. Why should this be? The universe isn’t old enough for such vastly separated regions ever to have had contact with each other.  Light doesn’t travel fast enough—at least not today. 
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Figure 210 This is NIST-7, an atomic clock at the United States National Institute of Standards and Technology. If its time were compared with a similar clock 6 million years from now, they might differ by only one second! The latest development, called NIST-F2, achieves fifty times greater precision by cooling the vibrating atoms to nearly absolute zero. Despite the extreme precision of atomic clocks, we have no assurance that they are not all drifting relative to “true” time. In other words, we can marvel at the precision of atomic clocks, but we cannot be certain of their accuracy. 

Atomic vs. Orbital Time.  Why would the speed of light decrease? In 1981, T. C. Van Flandern, working at the U.S. Naval Observatory, showed that atomic clocks are probably slowing relative to orbital clocks.10 He wrote: 

The number of atomic seconds in a dynamical interval (such as a revolution of the Earth about the Sun) is becoming fewer. Presumably, if the result has any generality to it, this means that atomic phenomena are slowing down with respect to dynamical phenomena. ... we cannot tell from existing data whether the changes are occurring on the atomic level or the dynamical level.11 

Orbital clocks are based on orbiting astronomical bodies, especially Earth’s one-year period about the Sun. Before 1967, one second of time was defined by international agreement as 1/31,556,925.9747 of the average time it takes Earth to orbit the Sun. However, atomic clocks are based on the vibrational period of the cesium-133 atom. In 1967, a second was redefined as 9,192,631,770 oscillations of the cesium-133 atom. Van Flandern showed that if atomic clocks are “correct,” the orbital speeds of Mercury, Venus, and Mars are increasing, so the gravitational “constant” should be changing. He also noted that if orbital clocks are “correct,” the gravitational constant is truly constant, but atomic vibrations and the speed of light are decreasing. The drift between the two types of clocks is only several parts per billion per year. But again, the precision of the measurements is so good that the discrepancy is probably real. 

For the following three reasons, orbital clocks seem to be correct and the frequencies of atomic vibrations are probably slowing very slightly. 

· If Van Flandern’s studies are correct, the gravitational “constant” should be changing or else atomic vibrations are slowing slightly. Other studies have not detected variations in the gravitational constant.

· If a planet’s orbital speed increased (and all other orbital parameters remained the same), the planet’s energy would increase. That would violate the law of conservation of mass-energy.

· If atomic frequencies are decreasing, then five “properties” of the atom, such as Planck’s constant, should also be changing. Statistical studies of past measurements show that four of the five “constants” are changing—and in the right direction.2
So, orbital clocks seem to be more accurate than the extremely precise atomic clocks.16 

I initially doubted Setterfield’s claim, because the decrease in the speed-of-light measurements ceased in 1960. Large, one-time changes seldom occur in nature. The measurement techniques were precise enough to detect any decrease in the speed of light after 1960, if the trend of the prior three centuries had continued. Later, Setterfield realized that beginning in the 1960s, atomic clocks were used to measure the speed of light. If atomic frequencies are decreasing, then both the measured quantity (the speed of light) and the newly adopted measuring tool (atomic clocks) are changing at the same rate. Naturally, no relative change would be detected, and the speed of light would be constant in atomic time—but not orbital time. 

Misconceptions.  Does the decrease in the speed of light conflict with the statement frequently attributed to Albert Einstein that the speed of light is constant? Not really. Einstein said that the speed of light was not altered by the velocity of the light’s source. Setterfield says that the speed of light decreases over time. 

Einstein’s statement that the speed of light is independent of the velocity of the light source, is called Einstein’s Second Postulate. (Many have misinterpreted it to mean that “Einstein said the speed of light is constant over time.”) Einstein’s Second Postulate is surprising, but probably true. Wouldn’t we expect a ball thrown from a fast train in the forward direction to travel faster than one thrown in the opposite direction, at least to an observer on the ground? While that is true for a thrown ball, some experimental evidence indicates it is not true for light.17 Light, launched from a fast-moving train, will travel at the same speed in all directions. This strange property of light led to the more extensive theory of special relativity.18 

Some people give another explanation for why we see distant stars in a young universe. They believe that God created a beam of light between Earth and each star. Of course, a creation would immediately produce completed things. Instantly, they would look much older than they really are. This is called “creation with the appearance of age.” The concept is sound. However, for starlight, this presents two difficulties: 

· Bright, exploding stars are called supernovas. If starlight, seemingly from a supernova, had been created less than 10,000 years ago on its path to Earth and did not originate at the surface of an exploding star millions of light years away, then what exploded? Only a relatively short beam (less than 10,000 light-years long) would have been created near Earth. If the image of an explosion was created on that short beam of light, then the star never existed and the explosion never happened.  One finds this hard to accept.

· Every hot gas radiates a unique set of precise colors, called its emission spectrum. The gaseous envelope around each star also emits specific colors that identify the chemical composition of the gas. Because all starlight has emission spectra, this strongly suggests that a star’s light originated at the star—not in cold, empty space. Each beam of starlight also carries other information, such as the star’s spin rate, magnetic field, surface temperature, and the chemical composition of the cold gases between the star and Earth. Yes, God could have created this beam of light with all this information in it. However, the real question is not “Could God have done it?” but “Did He?”

Therefore, starlight seems to have originated at stellar surfaces, not in empty space. 
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Figure 211: Hubble Deep Field North. The Hubble Space Telescope, searching for evolving galaxies in December 1995, focused for 10 continuous days on a tiny patch of sky, so small when viewed from Earth that a grain of sand held at arm’s length would cover that area. This picture of that tiny patch of sky is called Hubble Deep Field North. Most objects in it are not isolated stars, but galaxies, each containing billions of stars. Of the 3,000 galaxies photographed that emitted enough light to measure their redshifts, which presumably measure distance, all seemed surprisingly mature. As stated in Scientific American, “... the formation of ‘ordinary’ spiral and elliptical galaxies is apparently still out of reach of most redshift surveys.”12 Moreover, fully formed clusters of galaxies, not just galaxies, are seen at the greatest distances visible to the Hubble Space Telescope.13 In 1998 and 2004, similar pictures—with similar results—were taken. 

Think about this: There is not enough time in the age of the universe (even as evolutionists imagine it, times a billion) for gravity to pull together all the particles comprising clusters of galaxies.14 (As explained under “Galaxies” on page 36, clusters of galaxies cannot form, even granting all this time.) Because the most current studies show fully-formed galaxies even farther away than those shown above,15 creation becomes the logical and obvious alternative. We may be seeing galaxies as they looked months after they were created. Vast amounts of time are no longer needed. [See page 429.] 

[image: image14.jpg]2millionTight-years

32 million light-years 65 millio light-years 106 million light-years,





Figure 212: Spiral Galaxies. The arms in these six representative spiral galaxies have about the same amount of twist. Their distances from Earth are shown in light-years. (One light-year, the distance light travels in one year, equals 5,879,000,000,000 miles.) For the light from all galaxies to arrive at Earth tonight, the more distant galaxies had to release their light long before the closer galaxies. Therefore, the more distant galaxies did not have as much time to rotate and twist their arms, so the farther galaxies should have less twist. But, if light traveled millions of times faster in the past—or if space and its light were stretched out during the creation week, as proposed on pages 410–420—the farthest galaxies did not have to send their light long before the nearest galaxies. Spiral galaxies should have similar twists. This turns out to be the case.19 

The galaxies are: A) M33 or NGC 598; B) M101 or NGC 5457; C) M51 or NGC 5194; D) NGC 4559; E) M88 or NGC 4501; and F) NGC 772. All distances are taken from R. Brent Tully, Nearby Galaxies Catalog (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1988). 

Surprising Observations.  Starlight from distant stars and galaxies is redshifted; that is, their light is redder than one might expect. Redshifted light is a wave effect, similar to the lower pitch of a train’s whistle when the train is going away from an observer. As the wave emitter (train or star) moves away from an observer, the waves are stretched, making them lower in pitch (for the train) or redder in color (for the star or galaxy). The greater a star’s or galaxy’s redshift, the faster it is supposedly moving away from us. 

Since 1976, William Tifft, a University of Arizona astronomer, has found that distant stars and galaxies have redshifts that typically differ from each other by only a few fixed amounts.20 This is very strange if stars are actually moving away from us. It would be as if galaxies could travel only at specific speeds, jumping abruptly from one speed to another, without passing through intermediate speeds. Other astronomers, not initially believing Tifft’s results, did similar work and reached the same conclusion—one that undermines the foundations of cosmology. 

All atoms give off tiny bundles of energy (called quanta) of fixed amounts—and nothing in between. So, Setterfield believes that the “quantization of redshifts,” as many describe it, is an atomic effect, not a strange recessional-velocity effect. If space slowly absorbs energy from all emitted light, it would do so in fixed increments, which would redshift starlight, with the farthest star’s light red-shifting the most.  If the speed of light is decaying, we should soon see the redshifts of a few distant galaxies suddenly decrease. This may explain why two distinct redshifts are seen in each of several well-studied galaxies;21 they are obviously not flying apart! 

Another surprising observation is that most distant galaxies look remarkably similar to nearer galaxies. For example, galaxies are fully developed and show no signs of evolving. This puzzles astronomers.22 If the speed of light has decreased drastically—or if space and its light were stretched out during the creation week, as proposed on pages 410–420—these distant, yet mature, galaxies no longer need explaining. Also, the light from a distant galaxy would have reached Earth not too long after the light from nearby galaxies. This may be why spiral galaxies, both near and far, have similar twists.  [See Figure 212.] 

A Critical Test.  If the speed of light has decreased a millionfold, we should observe events in outer space in extreme slow motion.  Here is why. 

Imagine a time in the distant past when the speed of light was a million times faster than it is today. On a hypothetical planet, billions of light-years from Earth, a light started flashing toward Earth every second. Each flash then began a very long trip to Earth. Because the speed of light was a million times greater than it is today, those initial flashes were spaced a million times farther apart than they would have been at today’s slower speed of light. 

Now, thousands of years later, imagine that throughout the universe, the speed of light has slowed to today’s speed. The first of those light flashes—strung out like beads sliding down a long string—are approaching Earth. The large distances separating adjacent flashes have remained constant during those thousands of years, so the moving flashes slowed in unison. Because the first flashes to strike Earth are spaced so far apart, they will strike Earth every million seconds. We would see past events on that distant planet (the flashing of a light) in slow motion. If the speed of light has been decreasing since the creation, then the farther out in space we look, the more extreme this slow motion becomes. 

About half the stars in our galaxy are binary; that is, each has a companion star. Both stars are in a tight orbit around their common center of mass. If the speed of light is decreasing, the “slow-motion effect,” should show the orbital periods of binaries decreasing with time and increasing with distance from earth. 
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If the Sun and Stars Were Made on Day 4, What Was the Light of Day 1? 

Light from the Sun and other stars is not the only way to illuminate the earth and produce day-night cycles. The light of Day 1 was probably a consequence of the instantaneous creation of matter. To understand why, some basics must first be explained. 

Before plants, planets, and people could be created, fundamental forces had to be created, including the gravitational force and electrical force. For example, on earth, the gravitational force pulls all things—rocks, the chair you are sitting in, and your body—toward the center of the earth. Powerful electrical forces hold atoms—which comprise everything—together. 

Gravity. The Bible seems to mention the beginning of gravitational forces. In describing earth’s earliest state, Genesis 1:2 says, “And the earth was formless and void, ... .” The second half of that verse then states, “... the Spirit of God was moving over the surface of the waters.” Could the earth be formless—basically a “glob”—but soon afterwards have a surface? Yes, if gravitational forces suddenly began acting to make a “formless” earth spherical. 

Possibility 1. Just as earth’s particles, when created, were apparently at various distances from where they would finally rest after gravitational forces came into existence, atomic particles (electrons, protons, etc.) may not have been created in their final positions within atoms. The newly created electrical forces would have pulled electrons and protons—negatively and positively charged particles—toward each other to form atoms. Negatively charged electrons would have accelerated or “fallen,” by electrical attraction toward positively charged nuclei. In doing so, they would emit light. 

Whenever electrical charges accelerate, electromagnetic radiation—which includes visible light—is given off. That is how an antenna works. Electrons surge up and down the antenna at a particular frequency, causing radio, television, or other electromagnetic waves to radiate out at that frequency. If “a universe” of newly created electrons accelerated (or “fell”) toward atomic nuclei, light would radiate at all frequencies. 

Possibility 2. Alternatively, if before the stretching out of the heavens (explained on pages 410–420) began, the matter in a small enough universe would have been gravitationally compressed and heated so much that atoms would have rapidly lost and gained electrons. All matter would have emitted light, just as in a light bulb or florescent lamp. Once the stretching began, that matter would have cooled and the light would have diminished. 

With either Possibility 1 or 2, the newly created matter would have emitted light. Genesis 1:3 may describe this: “Then God said, ‘Let there be light’, and there was light.” 

When light reflects enough times off surrounding matter—as it would in a much smaller universe—everything reaches a common temperature and the space between that matter becomes filled with blackbody radiation.1 If that space later expands, that radiation’s temperature will drop. 

Two Perspectives 

A Creation Perspective. The instant matter was created, every particle of matter in the universe emitted a burst of light. Light from one point on earth would reach other points in a tiny fraction of a second. The farther matter was from earth, the longer it would have taken for that light to reach earth. Just how long would depend on the velocity of light and how far matter extended from earth. 

Visualize an observer sitting in a rowboat on a very large, glassy-smooth lake. At one instant, pebbles fall uniformly onto the entire lake. Assume that only one wave ripples out from each pebble’s splash. Waves that began nearest the rowboat strike the boat first. As time passes, waves that began farther and farther out strike the boat. For the observer in the boat, the waves hitting the boat at any instant appear to have started from an imaginary ring, expanding outward at “wave velocity,” but always centered on the boat. 

Now imagine a similar situation, but in three dimensions. An observer in pitch-black outer space sees, for the first time, light coming from all directions—all emitted at the instant matter was created throughout the universe. It will appear to him that the light originated from an imaginary spherical shell and that he is at its center. The sphere’s radius increases at the speed of light, but the observer receives the same amount of radiation—from all directions and at all times. This is because the expanding sphere’s increasing area exactly balances the reduction in the radiation’s intensity due to the increasing distance the light has traveled. 

If, before space was stretched out, matter was created with positive and negative charges accelerating toward each other, we would see almost identical blackbody radiation coming from all directions. Such radiation was discovered in 1965 and is called the cosmic microwave background (CMB) radiation. Its temperature today corresponds to a very cold 2.73 kelvins (-454.76°F). [Stretched out space is discussed on page 410: “Why Is the Universe Expanding?”] 

What would this light have looked like before the Sun, Moon, and stars were made on Day 4 and before the heavens were stretched out? The initial burst of light from matter comprising the “formless” earth would disappear in less than a second. However, light would then reach earth from the surrounding sphere that expanded from earth at the velocity of light. Seconds or minutes later, light would arrive from the newly created matter from which the Sun would be made on Day 4. Hours later, and before the heavens were stretched out, light would begin arriving—again, from all directions—from matter that would form the bulk of the stars in our Milky Way Galaxy. 

But after that initial burst of light arrived from all directions, light would arrive at earth primarily from one direction. This bright, temporary source of light, from matter that would become our galaxy, would be concentrated in a particular portion of the sky. Shadows would appear; light would be separated from darkness. 

     And God separated the light from darkness. (Genesis 1:4b) 

Earth, rotating since its creation on Day 1, would experience day-night cycles even before the Sun was created on Day 4. Today, thousands of years after that first day when matter was created throughout the universe, the CMB reaching earth is uniformly spread out over the entire sky. This is because blackbody radiation uniformly filled otherwise empty space on Days 1–3, before the heavens were stretched out. Since Day 4, the Sun has been earth’s dominant light source. 

The Big Bang Perspective. The big bang theory, whose popularity is largely due to its explanation for the CMB, gives another explanation. Within a tiny fraction of a second after the big bang, the universe was about the size of a basketball and was expanding trillions of billions of times faster than the speed of light today. Minutes later, matter and energy came together to form hydrogen nuclei. 

Matter, during that time, was so compressed and temperatures were so hot that most nuclei would have merged to form heavier nuclei, such as carbon, iron, and uranium. However, because hydrogen is by far the most abundant element in the universe today, something must have prevented this nuclear fusion. Intense background radiation would do the job, as Nobel prize winner Steven Weinberg explains: 

[Before CMB was discovered, James Peebles, an early big bang researcher] noted that if there had not been an intense background of radiation present during the first few minutes of the universe, nuclear reactions would have proceeded so rapidly that a large fraction of the hydrogen present would have been “cooked” into heavier elements, in contradiction with the fact that about three-quarters of the present universe is hydrogen. This rapid nuclear cooking could have been prevented only if the universe was filled with radiation having an enormous equivalent temperature at very short wavelengths, which could blast nuclei apart as fast as they could be formed.2 

Notice: CMB was needed to make the big bang theory work—as were “dark matter” and “dark energy.” [See “Dark Thoughts” on page 34.] 

Smoothness of the CMB 

The CMB is remarkably smooth, so smooth that for 25 years after its discovery, no variations could be detected. Increasingly precise instruments were designed and launched into space to look for variations in the CMB’s intensity, because the big bang theory said large variations had to be there if stars and galaxies were to form. Without billions of large concentrations of matter, other matter could not gravitationally contract around those concentrations to form the untold billions of galaxies. If stars and galaxies did not form, we would not be here! 

Finally, after 25 years of searching, variations amounting to only one part in 100,000 were found. However, experts recognized that such weak concentrations, even after hundreds of billions of years, could not have pulled in enough matter to form galaxies. 

But this uniformity [in the CMB] is difficult to reconcile with the obvious clumping of matter into galaxies, clusters of galaxies and even larger features extending across vast regions of the universe, such as “walls” and “bubbles.” 3 

The theorists know of no way such a monster [a massive accumulation of galaxies, called the Great Wall] could have condensed in the time available since the Big Bang, especially considering that the 2.7 K background radiation reveals a universe that was very homogeneous in the beginning.4 

Gravity can’t, over the age of the universe, amplify these [tiny] irregularities enough [to form huge clusters of galaxies].5 

Also, the Hubble Space Telescope has photographed the extreme edges of the visible universe. Most experts expected to see diffuse matter slowly gravitating together to form galaxies. This is what one would expect if the extremely smooth CMB was left over from the big bang.  Instead, galaxies were already “bunched together”—having formed very early in the history of the universe. 

... tremendously distant galaxies are just as clustered as today and are arranged in the same filamentary, bubbly structures that nearby galaxies are.6 

In each of the five patches of sky surveyed by the team, the distant galaxies bunch together instead of being distributed randomly in space. “The work is ongoing, but what we’re able to say now is that galaxies we are seeing at great distances are as strongly clustered in the early universe as they are today,” says [Charles C.] Steidel, who is at the California Institute of Technology in Pasadena.7 

Conclusion 

Is the CMB (1) left over from the big bang, (2) radiation emitted for a brief instant from all created matter, or (3) something else? Both (1) and (2) place the CMB at the beginning of time and attribute the radiation’s current low effective temperature (2.73 kelvins, or -454.76°F) to an expansion of space. 

The big bang’s explanation for the CMB has several widely recognized problems. 

· The CMB, when viewed over the entire sky, is thousands of times too smooth to have produced the galaxies we see today, even after billions of years.

· The most distant galaxies seen are tight clusters of stars—too tightly clustered to have formed so quickly after the rapid expansion of a big bang. 

· The CMB radiation from matter on opposite sides of the universe is identical. However, that matter, according to the big bang theory, was never close enough together to have reached thermal equilibrium. But, if the CMB is a natural consequence of the creation of matter within a very compact universe that was later stretched out, identical radiation would be expected.

All this does not necessarily mean that the explanation proposed here for the light of Day 1 is correct. However, if one considers the many other problems with the big bang theory, a discussion that begins on page 33, the two choices described here—creation or the big bang—are reduced to one. (Other possibilities, usually of a nonquantitative, nontestable nature and having nothing to do with the CMB, have been proposed for the “light of Day 1.”) 

Yes, there is much we do not know about light and the beginning hours and days of the universe. However, weak ideas should be exposed and better ideas presented, even if they may not be the final answer. Otherwise, incorrect ideas are accepted by default—reinforcing the reigning paradigm. 

The subject is not unimportant. God asked Job “Where is the way to the dwelling of light? And darkness, where is its place, that you may take it to its territory, and that you may discern the paths to its home?” (Job 38:19–20) Just as Job could not answer those questions and others related to creation (Job 38), we also fall short—although today we better understand light and how immense the universe is. 

One thing is clear: on Day 1, three days before the Sun and all stars were made—or before the creation of all stars was completed8—a temporary light source illuminated the spinning earth and provided day-night cycles. 
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Figure 213: Globular Cluster. Globular clusters are tight, spherical concentrations of 10,000–1,000,000 stars. This globular cluster, called M13, is about 22,000 light-years away. To see why stars in globular clusters did not evolve but came into existence about the same time, see “Star Births? Stellar Evolution?” on page 36. 

Here is a similar, but less widely known, problem. Let’s suppose that the universe is 13.8 b.y. old. That is not enough time for stars containing heavy chemical elements to form and then transmit their light all the way to Earth. A big bang would have produced only hydrogen, helium, and lithium—the three lightest chemical elements. Light from some of the most distant stars and galaxies shows that they contain much heavier chemical elements, such as carbon, iron, and lead—elements that could not have been in the first generation of stars to form after the big bang. Evolutionists, therefore, believe that the hundred or so heavier chemical elements (97% of all chemical elements) were produced either deep inside stars or when some stars exploded as supernovas. Much later, a second generation of stars supposedly formed with the heavy elements from that exploded debris. 

Big bang advocates and physicists have struggled to explain the origin of the heavier chemical elements (carbon, oxygen, iron, lead etc.). [See Endnote 30 on page 138.] To squeeze enough hydrogen nuclei together to form some other light elements supposedly requires the high temperatures inside stars. To form elements heavier than iron, they say, requires something much hotter—a supernova. But this too will not work. [See Endnotes 105–107, beginning on page 401.] 

So, if a big bang happened, there would not be enough time afterward to complete all four of the following: 

a. Form the first generation of stars out of hydrogen, helium, and lithium. 

b. Have many of those stars quickly4 pass through their complete life cycles then finally explode as supernovas to produce the heavier chemical elements. 

c. Recollect, somehow, enough of that exploded debris—presumably containing heavy elements—to form the second generation of stars. (Some were quasars which are powered by black holes, billions of times more massive than our Sun!) [See Endnote 17 on page 419.] 

d. Transmit the light from these heavy elements to Earth, immense distances away. 

Sophisticated light-gathering instruments have allowed astronomers to discover heavy elements in many extremely distant galaxies5 and quasars.6 If the speed of light has been constant, that quasar’s light has taken 95% of the age of the universe to reach us. This means that only the first 5% of the age of the universe was available for events a–c above. (Only 0.7 b.y. would be available in a 13.8-b.y.-old universe.) Few astronomers believe that such slow processes as a–c above, if they happened at all, could happen in 0.7 b.y.7 

Evolutionists can undoubtedly resolve these time contradictions—but at the cost of rejecting some cherished belief. Perhaps they will accept the possibility that light traveled much faster in the past. More than 160 measurements collected over 300 years by dozens of researchers support this revolutionary idea. [See page 421.] Maybe they will conclude that the big bang never occurred, or that heavy elements were somehow in the first and only generation of stars, or that stars degrade, but new stars don’t evolve. Much evidence supports each of these ideas, and all are consistent with a recent creation. 

Few evolutionists are aware of these contradictions. However, as more powerful telescopes begin peering even farther into space, these problems will worsen and more attention will be focused on them. If scientists find, as one might expect, even more distant stars and galaxies with heavy elements, problems with the claimed age of the universe will no longer be the secret of a few evolutionists.8 
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What Was Archaeopteryx? 

If dinosaurs (or, as some evolutionists assert, reptiles) evolved into birds, thousands of types of animals should have been more birdlike than dinosaurs and yet more dinosaur-like than birds. Evolutionists claim Archaeopteryx (ark-ee-OP-ta-riks) is a feathered dinosaur, a transition between dinosaurs (or reptiles) and birds. Of the few claimed intermediate fossils, Archaeopteryx is the one most frequently cited by evolutionists and shown in most biology textbooks. Some say the seven main Archaeopteryx fossils are the most famous fossils in the world. 

Archaeopteryx means ancient (archae) wing (pteryx). But the story behind this alleged half-dinosaur, half-bird is much more interesting than its fancy, scientific-sounding name or the details of its bones. If Archaeopteryx were shown to be a fraud, the result would be devastating for the evolution theory. 

Since the early 1980s, several prominent scientists have charged that the two Archaeopteryx fossils with clearly visible feathers are forgeries.1 Allegedly, thin layers of cement were spread on the mating surfaces (slab and counterslab) of two fossils of a chicken-size dinosaur, called Compsognathus (komp-sog-NAY-thus). Bird feathers were then imprinted into the wet cement. 
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Figure 214: Compsognathus. While most dinosaurs were large, this one, Compsognathus longipes, was small—about the size of a domestic cat. The German scientist who discovered Compsognathus, Andreas Wagner, “recognized from the description [of Archaeopteryx] what seemed to be Wagner’s Compsognathus but with feathers! He was extremely suspicious ...”2 Compsognathus and Archaeopteryx have many similarities. Compsognathus fossils are also found at the same site in Germany where Archaeopteryx was found. 

If Archaeopteryx did not have a few perfectly formed, modern feathers (clearly visible on two of the seven known specimens3), it would be considered Compsognathus.4 The skeletal features of Archaeopteryx are not suitable for flight, because no specimen shows a sternum (breast bone), which all birds and bats must have to anchor their large flight muscles. Why would Archaeopteryx have modern, aerodynamically perfect feathers if it could not fly? Finally, after 150 years of filling textbooks and training teachers with false information, two prestigious science journals announced that Archaeopteryx should not be classified as a bird.5 
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Figure 215: “Chewing Gum Blob.” These raised spots have the appearance of pieces of chewing gum. They have no corresponding indentation on the mating face of the fossil. Possibly some small drops of wet cement fell on the surface and were never detected or cleaned off by the forger. 

The two fossils with feathers were “found” and sold for high prices by Karl Häberlein (in 1861 for 700 pounds) and his son, Ernst (in 1877 for 20,000 gold marks), just as Darwin’s theory and book, The Origin of Species (1859), were gaining popularity. While some German experts thought that the new (1861) fossil was a forgery, the British Museum (Natural History) bought it sight unseen. (In the preceding century, fossil forgeries from limestone quarries were common in that region of Germany.6) 

Evidence of an Archaeopteryx forgery includes instances where the slab and counterslab do not mate. The feather impressions are primarily on the main slab, while the counterslab in several places has raised areas with no corresponding indentation on the main slab. These raised areas, nicknamed “chewing gum blobs,” are made of the same fine-grained material that is found only under the feather impressions. The rest of the fossil is composed of a coarse-grained limestone.  [See Figure 215.]   

Some might claim that Archaeopteryx has a wishbone, or furcula—a unique feature of birds. It would be more accurate to say that only the British Museum specimen has a visible, but strange, furcula—“relatively the largest known in any bird.”7 Furthermore, it is upside down, a point acknowledged by two giants of the evolutionist movement—T. H. Huxley (Darwin’s so-called bulldog) and Gavin deBeer. As Fred Hoyle and N. Chandra Wickramasinghe stated, 

It was somewhat unwise for the forgers to endow Compsognathus with a furcula, because a cavity had to be cut in the counterslab, with at least some semblance to providing a fit to the added bone. This would have to be done crudely with a chisel, which could not produce a degree of smoothness in cutting the rock similar to a true sedimentation cavity.8  [See Figure 216.] 
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Figure 216: Furcula of Archaeopteryx? This V-shaped bone is claimed to be the wishbone, or furcula, of Archaeopteryx. It is shaped more like a boomerang than the familiar wishbone in a chicken. A furcula acts as a spring—storing and releasing energy with each up and down wing flap. Notice the crack in the right arm of the furcula and the broken right tip—strange for a bird’s flexible bone buried in soft sediments. Perhaps it broke when a forger chipped it out of another fossil. One must ask why only this Berlin specimen shows a clear furcula. Notice how the counterslab (bottom picture) does not have a correspondingly smooth depression into which the raised furcula will fit. 

Feather imprints show what have been called “double strike” impressions. Evidently, feather impressions were made twice in a slightly displaced position as the slab and counterslab were pressed together.  [See Figure 217.] 
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Figure 217: Double Strike. A forger would have a delicate task positioning the counterslab on top of the slab with a cement paste between the two slabs. The two halves of the fossil must mate perfectly. A last-minute adjustment or slip would create a double strike. 

Is Archaeopteryx a forgery? Honest disagreements were possible until 1986, when a definitive test was performed. An x-ray resonance spectrograph of the British Museum fossil showed that the finer-grained material containing the feather impressions differed significantly from the rest of the coarser-grained fossil slab. The chemistry of this “amorphous paste” also differed from the crystalline rock in the famous fossil quarry in Bavaria, Germany, where Archaeopteryx supposedly was found.9 Few responses have been made to this latest, and probably conclusive, evidence.10 

Fossilized feathers from any animal are almost unknown,11 and several complete, flat feathers that just happened to be at the slab/counterslab interface are even more remarkable. If a feathered Archaeopteryx had been buried in mud or a limestone paste, its feathers would have had a three-dimensional shape, typical of the curved feathers we have all held. Indeed, the only way to flatten a feather is to press it between two flat slabs.  Flattened feathers, alone, raise suspicions. 

Also, there has been no convincing explanation for how to fossilize (actually encase) a bird in the 80% pure, Solnhofen limestone. One difficulty, which will be appreciated after reading about liquefaction on pages 189–201, is the low density of bird carcasses. Another is that limestone is primarily precipitated from seawater, as explained on pages 247–252. Therefore, to be buried in limestone, the animal must lie on the seafloor—unusual for a dead bird. Other problems with evolving birds are described in Endnote i on page 68. 

While not addressing charges that Archaeopteryx status as a bird was based on faked evidence (that fooled the evolutionist community, textbook writers, and students for 150 years), leading paleontologists are coming to the conclusion that Archaeopteryx is a dinosaur. “It isn’t a bird after all.”12 This is based on other fossils found that are definitely two-legged dinosaurs (similar to those seen in the film Jurassic Park). These fossils have too many characteristics in common with Archaeopteryx.13 Lawrence Witmer, a paleontologist at Ohio University put it this way: “We now really need to accept the fact that Archaeopteryx probably isn’t a bird.”14 

When the media popularize an evolutionist claim that is later shown to be false, retractions are seldom made. One refreshing exception is provided by National Geographic, which originally, and incorrectly, reported the discovery in China of “a true missing link in the complex chain that connects dinosaurs to birds.” (Actually, the fossil was a composite of a bird’s body and a dinosaur’s tail, faked for financial gain.)15 Details were explained on a few back pages of National Geographic by an independent investigator at the request of National Geographic’s editor. The report stated: 

It’s a tale of misguided secrecy and misplaced confidence, of rampant egos clashing, self-aggrandizement, wishful thinking, naive assumptions, human error, stubbornness, manipulation, backbiting, lying, corruption, and, most of all, abysmal communication.16 

Such fiascoes are common among those seeking rewards and prestige for finding fossils of missing links. Fake fossils, especially from China,17 have propped up evolutionary stories for decades. The media and museums that popularize these stories mislead the public.   

Archaeopteryx’s fame seems assured, not as a transitional fossil between dinosaurs (or reptiles) and birds, but as a forgery. Unlike the Piltdown hoax, which fooled leading scientists for more than 40 years, the Archaeopteryx hoax has lasted for 150 years. [See "Ape-Men?" on page 14.] Because the apparent motive for the Archaeopteryx deception was money, Archaeopteryx should be labeled as a fraud. The British Museum (Natural History) gave life to both deceptions and must assume much of the blame. Those scientists who were too willing to fit Archaeopteryx into their evolutionary framework also helped spread the deception. Piltdown man may soon be replaced as the most famous hoax in all of science. 
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Figure 218: Birds from Dinosaurs? Birds have many marvelous and unique features: flight, feathers, energy efficiency, navigational abilities, brittle eggs, amazing eyesight, and lightweight construction. If birds evolved, from where did they come? Evolutionists try to solve this recognized dilemma18 by claiming that birds evolved from dinosaurs19 or that they are “cousins.” Archaeopteryx is a prime exhibit for both views. Yes, dinosaurs have some features in common with birds, especially aspects of their bone structure, but birds have many characteristics that dinosaurs do not have. No doubt, more will be discovered. 

Another possibility is that a designer gave both birds and dinosaurs some common features, because each had similar needs. For example, gears are common to cars, bicycles, windmills, and watches. Everyone knows they were designed. No one teaches, advocates, or even considers that windmills turned into cars or watches. Efficiency dictates design similarities. How could anyone think dinosaurs evolved into hummingbirds? Time, mutations, and natural selection? 
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What Are the Predictions of the Hydroplate Theory? 

All the predictions of the hydroplate theory are summarized below. Confirmed predictions are in bold, and a partially missed prediction is in italics. Page numbers, where more information can be found, are in parentheses. 

1. pooled water under mountains (129) 

2. salty water in very deep granite cracks (129) 

3. many fossilized whales at the base of Andes (134) 

4. deep channels under Bosporus and Gibraltar (131) 

5. fracture zones mark high magnetic intensity (142) 

6. magnetic strength grows at hydrothermal vents (142) 

7. Earth is shrinking (160) 

8. earthquakes will be predicted (159) 

9. granite layer deep under Pacific floor (166) 

10. shallow-water fossils in and near trenches (167) 

11. inner core’s spin is decelerating (179) 

12. age sequences wrong for Hawaiian islands (183) 

13. thin, parallel, extensive varves not under lakes (195) 

14. sand dunes from Canyon (218) 

15. unique chemistry of Grand and Hopi Basins (220) 

16. slot canyons have cracks up to 10 miles deep (222) 

17. Grand Canyon’s inner gorge is a tension crack (223) 

18. fault under East Kaibab monocline (235) 

19. loess at bottom of ice cores (267) 

20. muck on Siberian plateaus (268) 

21. rock ice is salty (268) 

22. carbon dioxide bubbles in rock ice (268) 

23. muck particles in rock ice (268) 

24. no fossils below mammoths (269) 

25. radiocarbon dating mammoths (270) 

26. ice age can be demonstrated (283) 

27. salt on Mars (300) 

28. moons around some comets (301) 

29. mass of solar system heavier than expected (303) 

30. a few comets reappear unexpectedly (303) 

31. excess heavy hydrogen in 5+-mile-deep water (305) 

32. salt and bacteria in comets (305) 

33. Oort cloud does not exist (314) 

34. no incoming hyperbolic comets (314) 

35. argon only in comet crust (315) 

36. asteroids are flying rock piles (326) 

37. rapidly spinning asteroids are well-rounded (326) 

38. asteroid rocks are magnetized (330) 

39. deuterium on Themis (332) 

40. water is inside large asteroids (332) 

41. mining asteroids too costly (332) 

42. Deimos has a very low density (334) 

43. Mars’ sediments deposited through air (339) 

44. heavy hydrogen in space ice (339) 

45. comets are rich in oxygen-18 (386) 

46. lineaments correlate with earthquakes (387) 

47. little radioactivity on Moon, Mars (389) 

48. carbon-14 in “old” bones (473) 

49. bacteria on Mars (495) 

50. some hydrogen is missing from polonium halos (565) 

51. spin rate and direction of Ceres (347) 

Is Global Warming Occurring?  If So, What Causes It? 

Global warming—an emotionally charged social, political, economic, and ecological issue—is occurring. However, most who jump to the conclusion that man is the primary cause of global warming also believe that the earth is billions of years old. They are alarmed that man is ruining a billion-year-old earth in just a few decades. No, global warming began at the peak of the Ice Age, a few centuries after the flood. As more ice melts, the long-term warming trend will continue with many short-term fluctuations. 

Global warming will alter world economies, and poorer countries may be less able to advance. Thousands of researchers with conflicting solutions to the problem are competing for funds. However, before billions of dollars are spent, global warming’s cause should be clearly understood. 

All can agree that the Sun’s output varies and yearly records show wide temperature fluctuations. Nevertheless, the slow, warming trend—seen over centuries, not years—will continue, but for a surprising reason. We should first understand why the earth has so much ice—7 million cubic miles. Of the world’s ice, 88% is in Antarctica and 10% in Greenland. If all that ice melts, sea level will rise at least 200 feet.1 

The global flood produced the special conditions that caused the Ice Age: temporarily cold continents and warm oceans. [See pages 110–146.] Crashing hydroplates at the end of the flood crushed and thickened continents and buckled up the earth’s major mountains, making the continents higher and, consequently, colder than they are today. Also, after the flood, oceans were warmer than today, primarily because so much magma spilled onto the floor of the Pacific Ocean. Warm oceans produced extensive evaporation and precipitation, which on the cold continents resulted in extreme snowfall rates that built up glaciers. Heavy cloud cover and volcanic dust further cooled the continents. 

Large temperature differences between cold continents and warm oceans generated strong wind systems that quickly carried the moist air up and over the continents where much of the water vapor cooled, condensed, and fell as snow. Each winter’s glacial advances were followed by summer’s glacial retreats; these yearly cycles left marks on earth that some mistakenly associate with multiple ice ages (4–30 ages, depending on location). 

Antarctic Lakes 

Historical evidence, described in Figure 219, also shows that snow depths on Antarctica increased recently and rapidly. As they did, lakes were quickly covered and insulated from the cold antarctic air. Almost 400 such lakes are known in Antarctica. 

Lake Vostok, Antarctica’s biggest and deepest subsurface lake, has the volume of Lake Michigan.10 DNA recovered from ice layers directly above the lake’s liquid water (and 2 miles below earth’s surface) show that thousands of diverse organisms have lived in the lake. Most DNA was from bacteria, but some was from more complex life forms.11 

The real surprise was [the DNA] sequences indicating larger organisms like clams and jellyfish. Strangest of all were genetic signatures resembling parasites or symbiotic partners of large aquatic organisms: a rainbow trout intestinal bacterium, a sponge symbiont, a lobster gut bacterium.12 

DNA degrades rapidly, so how could thousands of organisms have lived recently in Lake Vostok? A few were complex organisms, “like clams and jellyfish.” They can’t live in Antarctica, at least today. (The outpost above the frozen lake “holds the record for the lowest naturally occurring temperature ever observed on earth.”12) Besides, Lake Vostok is permanently dark; without photosynthesis, what would those animals eat? How could Antarctica have one or, more surprisingly, almost 400 unfrozen lakes buried under snow and ice—a “preposterous”13 discovery made in the 1990s? 

Two basic questions must first be answered: 

· How could a lake form on Antarctica?

· After many years, why would even one Antarctic lake still be unfrozen?

The flood provides the obvious answer to the first question. When the flood waters drained into the newly formed ocean basins, every continental basin, including those on Antarctica, were left full of water—some with warm, salty water—and clams, jellyfish, and their food. Therefore, Antarctica had lakes right after the flood. Also recall that the earth rolled 34°–57° in the centuries after the flood, so Antarctica was at a temperate latitude immediately after the flood. [See “Earth Roll” on page 130.] 

Those who deny a global flood must find a way to warm Antarctica enough to create lakes. According to the plate tectonic theory, Antarctica has always been at the South Pole, so proponents of that theory cannot claim that Antarctica drifted in from warm latitudes. Nor did volcanic activity provide the necessary heat, because Antarctica has few volcanoes and most are not near those lakes. 

Once a thin sheet of ice forms on a lake in Antarctica, a “race” begins between (1) ice growing downward and (2) snow building upward. Either the lake will become a solid block of ice, or the snow on top of the lake will become deep enough to insulate the lake and keep it from freezing. Each year, the ice will grow downward and thicken, at a steady but diminishing rate. Simultaneously, snow will build up above the lake. If the snow’s thickness reaches about 2,000 feet before the downward growing ice touches the lake bottom, the lake will be insulated enough to not completely freeze, because the slight amount of geothermal heat coming up through the floor of the lake will prevent complete freezing. 

Of course, the annual snowfall, the average air temperature, and the lake’s initial depth and salt content will determine the winner. Today, Antarctica has less than 2 inches of precipitation each year, and the average air temperature is 20°F (-6.7°C) in the summer and -30°F (-34.4°C) in the winter. Under today’s conditions, the ice should win that race on Antarctica, especially if the initial lake is shallow. If the lake is deep or salty, snow has a better chance of winning. However, those who do not think there was a global flood have difficulty explaining how deep or salty lakes developed on Antarctica. 

The second question is answered when one realizes that for centuries after the flood, snowfall rates would be orders of magnitude greater than today, and many postflood lakes would be salty and deep. The more a lake freezes, the greater the salt concentration in the remaining liquid, so its freezing temperature drops. Ice growth rates would quickly approach zero. Snow would win. One extensively studied subsurface lake in Antarctica, Lake Vida, has seven times the salt concentration of our oceans!14 

Because Antarctica has so many subsurface lakes, conditions must have been favorable for liquid water to collect on Antarctica and form lakes. This alone suggests that there was a global flood followed by extreme rates of snowfall—the Ice Age. Traces of life in Lake Vostok reinforces both this conclusion and a recent flood. 
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Figure 219. Ancient Map Shows Recent Antarctic Snow Accumulation. In 1929, this amazing map was discovered in an old palace in Constantinople (Istanbul), Turkey. The map, drawn on gazelle skin, was signed in 1513 by Turkish admiral Piri Re’is (Pear-ee-RYE-us). The Admiral wrote on the map that it was based on 20 older maps, some dating back to the 4th Century B.C. and one used by Christopher Columbus. The Piri Re’is map shows, with amazing accuracy for the 16th Century, parts of Africa, Europe, the Americas, and Antarctica. Surprisingly, details show that Piri Re’is must have had a source map that was drawn before snow was deep enough to cover the rugged Antarctic coastline. Forgery can be ruled out, because we would learn the shapes of those ice-covered coastlines only after the development of seismic techniques for penetrating deep ice. 

The Atlantic Ocean runs down the center of the map. (Disregard the symbols and focus on coastlines.) Notice at the upper right of the map the bulge of Africa and the Iberian Peninsula (today’s Spain and Portugal). Next, locate a “skinny” South America. While some scales on the map are distorted and some marginal notes are incorrect, the shapes of the above continents are unmistakable. Finally, in the extreme south is part of the Antarctic coast called Queen Maud Land. Today, glaciers extend far beyond, and hide, that irregular coastline. 

Copies of the Piri Re’is map are held by the U.S.Library of Congress and other leading libraries. Charles Hapgood6 gives many details of Piri Re’is and other old maps that show a relatively ice-free Antarctica: Oronteus Finaeus, 1531; Hadju Ahmed, 1559; and Mercator, 1569. These medieval maps, copied 2–3 centuries before 1819 (when textbooks say Antarctica was discovered) were probably based on much earlier source maps. These and other7 medieval maps also suggest much lower sea levels before the Ice Age. (The hydroplate theory explains why lowered sea levels were followed by the Ice Age.) The maps provide additional information on Antarctica’s mountain ranges, plateaus, bays, coastal islands, and former rivers—under about a mile of ice today. Obviously, the Antarctic ice cap grew rapidly and recently8 as humans were exploring the earth.9 The ice cap did not grow, as taught for the last century, over millions of years or before man allegedly evolved. 

For a few centuries after the flood, the warm oceans cooled and mountain elevations diminished as the thickened continents sank into the mantle. Both changes steadily reduced the heavy snowfall toward today’s rates. Eventually, ice depths peaked. Then, as snow and ice decreased on earth, less of the Sun’s radiation was reflected off ice sheets and back into space.2 More of the Sun’s heat warmed the earth, so even more ice melted, and the warming continued. This cycle will continue unless cost-effective ways are found to reduce the warming. 

Does mankind’s burning of fossil fuels and production of greenhouse gases contribute to global warming? Yes, but no one really knows to what extent.3 Those who claim that man is the sole cause of global warming have not addressed the key question: Why did the earth once have so much ice? Apart from the worldwide flood, explanations for the Ice Age run into scientific problems. Scientists who have studied the Ice Age in great detail know these problems, although few others do. 

Since the peak of the Ice Age, melting ice has raised sea level about 400 feet;4 man did not cause that rise. (Man began increasing CO2 emissions thousands of years later, in about 1800, at the start of the Industrial Revolution.) Without some unexpected development, sea level will rise at least 10 inches in the next 100 years and almost 200 feet in the next few thousand years.5 This steady rise will be apparent to all in a few decades. If increasing greenhouse gases turn out to be a major factor, the rise will be even faster. 

Yes, atmospheric CO2 (carbon dioxide) is increasing, but most of the increase is due to the warming of oceans, which then release some of the CO2 they contain. (Oceans contain 50 times more CO2 than the atmosphere.) In other words, CO2 increases did not produce much global warming; warming produced most CO2 increases. 

Those who express opinions on the cause of global warming usually look at its effects today and, using a few relatively recent clues, try to determine its cause. The hydroplate explanation takes a broader, longer-range look, not just from effect back to cause, but also from cause directly to effect. We can have much greater confidence in our conclusion when, after considering all the data, including the Ice Age and its causes, the issue is seen identically in both directions. The flood also explains many other features on the earth. 
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Have Planets Been Discovered Outside the Solar System? 

Yes, and, statistically speaking, there appears to be more planets than stars, at least in our Milky Way Galaxy.1 However, what has been learned from these discoveries does not imply that planets evolve or that life exists on such planets.  Quite the opposite.2 

The media and a few astronomers usually fail to explain important aspects of these discoveries. From 1963–2000, claims were made that planets had been found outside the solar system. Few details accompanied each report, so the general impression that planets evolve was reinforced and became textbook orthodoxy. Today, planets have been discovered, but their characteristics contradict all theories (proposed during the past 275 years) for how planets evolved,3 and almost all their orbits create temperatures too extreme for life.4 Besides, many other requirements must be met for life to exist, and most importantly, life is too complex to have evolved. [See pages 7–24 and "Is There Life in Outer Space?" on page 495.] 

What were these false claims that planets had been discovered? In 1963, Peter van de Kamp announced that Barnard’s star wobbled, as if a planet orbited the star. Ten years later, other astronomers showed that the telescope wobbled, not the star. In 1984, major radio and television networks reported that astronomers at Kitt Peak National Observatory had discovered the first planet outside the solar system. Other astronomers, after months of searching, could not verify the claim. Two years later, the astronomers who made that “discovery” acknowledged that atmospheric turbulence probably fooled them, because even they could not find their “planet.” In 1991, British astronomers reported that a star, named Scutum, wobbled with a six-month cycle. They claimed, and the excited media announced, the discovery of the first planet outside our solar system. Later, these astronomers admitted their error. The Earth wobbled slightly, not the star. 

On 19 May 1998, NASA announced, amid much fanfare, that the Hubble Space Telescope had made the first direct observation of a planet outside the solar system. An editorial in Nature criticized NASA’s premature announcement. “One does not need to read between the lines to perceive a deep need within NASA for publicity.”5 Two years later, the astronomer making the “discovery” retracted her claim.6  What she thought was a planet was a star dimmed by interstellar dust. Other false alarms involved astronomers eager for publicity who joined with media hungry for an audience. Misinformation resulted. Unfortunately, the media rarely retracts reports that are later disproven, and textbooks, which change slowly, have yet to catch up. 

Several stars are surrounded by disks of gas and dust, which a few astronomers thought might be merging to form planets. Some of these astronomers also believe that finding such disks confirms the theory that planets evolve from gas and dust orbiting a star. However, it is now known that on rare occasions the outer envelope of a sunlike star can be ejected into a disk-shaped cloud.7 

Since 2000, sophisticated techniques have identified 1,700 planets outside our solar system. One technique accurately measures a star’s wobble, indicating that a possible planet orbits that star. A second technique measures the slight but periodic dimming of a star, suggesting that a planet is passing between the star and Earth. Other planets have been detected based on the way their gravity bends light rays we see from a light source behind the planet. A few telescopes have directly spotted extremely large planets that are far from the glare of the stars they orbit. 

What has been learned? As one astronomer wrote, these newly discovered planets “spell the end for established theories of planet formation.”8 How do these extrasolar planets contradict evolution theories? One planet has been found in a tight cluster of tens of thousands of stars that would disrupt the evolution of any planet. That cluster is also devoid of the heavy chemical elements thought necessary to evolve a planet.9 At least 30 separate planets each orbit a pair of suns whose constantly changing positions would disrupt any slow evolution of a planet.10 One planet has been repeatedly observed eclipsing each of the eccentric binary stars it orbits. The forty-nine experts who discovered this planet admit that they have no theoretical understanding for how such a planetary system could have evolved.11 One planetary system (having at least two planets) orbits a pair of suns! 12 A Jupiter-size planet has been found orbiting three suns! Its orbit is so close to one star (0.05 AU) that it would have been pulled apart and overheated before it could have evolved. Worse yet, two other stars orbit the first star at a distance of 12.3 AU. They would also prevent the planet from evolving.13 

Some planets are so near their star that they are losing mass too rapidly to have been planets for very long.14 Besides, their rocky cores would have melted before the planet’s evolution could begin.15 Others are too far from their star and the dust near the star needed to grow a planet. Also, their slow motion at those great distances would “scoop up” little dust. One extreme example is a planet that is 650 AU from its star (650 times the Earth-Sun distance).16 That great distance may have resulted from the stretching of space during the creation week, as explained on pages 410–420. 

If planets have evolved, friction from the gas and dust around a young star would have circularized each planet’s orbit. Many extrasolar planets have very elongated and/or highly inclined orbits as opposed to the orbits of the planets in our solar system. A few planets orbit their star in directions opposite to the direction the star rotates.17 Neither elongated, nor tilted, nor retrograde orbits would evolve from swirling dust clouds. 

Some relatively cool, “rogue” planets (not associated with any star) are being discovered wandering alone in deep space. Experts admit that, “The formation of young, free-floating, planetary-mass objects like these is difficult to explain by our current models of how planets form.” 18 

One extrasolar planetary system, called Kepler-11, consists of six planets orbiting in nearly the same plane. They are so close to their star that collisions and orbital perturbations should have quickly destroyed their compact, “flat” arrangement19—unless they are extremely young. 

What is clear is that for both our solar system’s planets and for the extrasolar planets, evolutionary explanations have been shattered. Unfortunately, hundreds of millions of people have been misled by claims that planets evolved. Even the “experts” who have been telling us these stories will now admit that they were wrong.20 

So what accounts for planets (solar and extrasolar)? They could have been created directly. A second possibility, explained on pages 410–420, is that planets formed from densely packed matter just before the heavens were stretched out. 
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What about the Dinosaurs? 
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Figure 220: Probably Not a Plesiosaur. This 32-foot-long “monster,” caught by a Japanese fishing ship off the coast of New Zealand in 1977, was unfortunately thrown overboard shortly after this picture was taken. The animal made front-page news for weeks in Japan. Several Japanese scientists felt that it was a plesiosaur, and a Japanese postage stamp seemed to commemorate the discovery of the first modern plesiosaur. In the 6th edition (1995) of this book, this animal was incorrectly labeled as a “possible plesiosaur.” Later, after reading English translations of opinions of other Japanese scientists and seeing similar pictures of decaying basking sharks, it seems more likely that this was a large basking shark.3 Decay patterns near the shark’s head give the appearance of a neck. My apologies for the error. 

This frequent question, asked in just this way, implies many questions related to dinosaurs, a word meaning “terrible lizards.” When did they live? What killed the dinosaurs? What were they like? What does the Bible say about them? Could so many large animals have fit on the Ark? Why are their bones and fossils found inside Antarctica and the Arctic Circle—unlivable places, too cold and lacking food? 

There were about 500 different types of dinosaurs. Most were large; some even gigantic. One adult dinosaur was as tall as a five-story building. However, some adults were small, about the size of a chicken.  [See page 431.] Most evolutionists now say that birds are dinosaurs. 

Many questions will be answered if we focus on one question, “When did they live?” Two quite different answers are usually given. Evolutionists say that dinosaurs lived, died, and became extinct at least 60 million years before man evolved. Others believe God created all living things during the creation week, so man and dinosaurs lived at the same time. If we look at the evidence, sorting out these two very different answers should be easy. 

Did dinosaurs become extinct at least 60 million years before man evolved? Almost all textbooks that address the subject say they did. Movies and television vividly portray this. One hears it even at Disney World and other amusement parks. Some will say that every educated person believes this. We frequently hear stories that begin with impressive-sounding phrases such as, “Two hundred million years ago, when dinosaurs ruled the earth, ...” But none of this is evidence; some of it is an appeal to authority.  Evidence must be observable and verifiable. 

Did man and dinosaurs live at the same time? Scientists in the former Soviet Union have reported a layer of rock containing more than 2,000 dinosaur footprints alongside tracks “resembling human footprints.”1 Obviously, both types of footprints were made in mud or sand that later hardened into rock. If some are human footprints, then man and dinosaurs lived at the same time. Similar discoveries have been made in Arizona.2 Were it not for the theory of evolution, few would doubt that these were human footprints. 

Soft dinosaur tissue has now been recovered from several dinosaurs: three tyrannosaurs (T. Rex) and one hadrosaur. It is ridiculous to believe that soft tissue can be preserved for more than 60,000,000 years, but it could be preserved for 5,000 years. [For details see “Old DNA, Bacteria, Proteins, and Soft Tissue?” on page 38.] 

The Book of Job is one of the oldest books ever written. In it, God tells of His greatness as Creator and describes an animal, called Behemoth, as follows: 

Behold now, Behemoth, which I made as well as you; He eats grass like an ox.  Behold now, his strength in his loins, And his power in the muscles of his belly. He bends his tail like a cedar; The sinews of his thighs are knit together. His bones are tubes of bronze; His limbs are like bars of iron. (Job 40:15–18) 

Marginal notes in many Bibles speculate that Behemoth was probably an elephant or a hippopotamus, but those animals have tails like ropes. Behemoth had a “tail like a cedar.” Any animal with a tail as huge and strong as a cedar tree is probably a dinosaur. Also, Job 40:19–24 says this giant, difficult-to-capture animal was not alarmed by a raging river. If the writer of Job knew of a dinosaur, then the evolution position is wrong, and man saw dinosaurs. 

The next chapter of Job describes another huge, fierce animal, a sea monster named Leviathan. It was not a whale or crocodile, because the Hebrew language had other words to describe such animals. Leviathan may be a plesiosaur (PLEE-see-uh-sore), a large seagoing reptile that evolutionists say became extinct 60 million years before man evolved.4 

For the past three centuries, reports have come from the Congo in western Africa that dinosaurs exist in remote swamps. These eyewitness stories are often from educated people who can quickly describe dinosaurs. Two expeditions to the Congo, led by biologist Dr. Roy Mackal of the University of Chicago, never saw dinosaurs, but interviewed many of these witnesses and concluded that their reports were about dinosaurs and were apparently true.5 If any of these accounts are correct, man and dinosaurs were contemporaries. 

Consider the many dragon legends. Most ancient cultures have stories or artwork of dragons that strongly resemble dinosaurs.6 The World Book Encyclopedia states that: 

The dragons of legend are strangely like actual creatures that have lived in the past. They are much like the great reptiles [dinosaurs] which inhabited the earth long before man is supposed to have appeared on earth. Dragons were generally evil and destructive. Every country had them in its mythology.7 

The simplest and most obvious explanation for so many common descriptions of dragons from around the world is that man once knew the dinosaurs. 

What caused the extinction of dinosaurs? Primarily, the flood. Because dinosaur bones are found among other fossils, dinosaurs must have been living when the flood began. Dozens of other dinosaur extinction theories exist, but all have recognized problems. [See pages 118–120.] Most of the food chain was buried in the flood. Therefore, many large dinosaurs that survived the flood probably had difficulty feeding themselves and became extinct. 

One of the least acknowledged dinosaur mysteries is the discovery of their fossils and bones inside the Arctic Circle and in Antarctica8—places where they shouldn’t have been able to live. That mystery is solved when one understands why the earth slowly rolled 34°–57° after the flood. [See “Earth Roll” on page 130.] 

Were dinosaurs on the Ark? Yes. God told Noah to put representatives of every kind of land animal on the Ark. (Some dinosaurs were semiaquatic and could have survived outside the Ark.) But why put adult dinosaurs on the Ark? Young dinosaurs would take up less room, eat less, and be easier to manage. Animals were on board so they could reproduce after the flood and repopulate the earth. Young dinosaurs would have more potential for reproduction than old dinosaurs. 

Bones of certain dinosaurs show annual growth rings, as trees do. Those dinosaurs, early in life and late in life, grew very slowly. During mid-life, they had large growth spurts.9 Therefore, their juveniles, during the year they were on the Ark, probably weighed less than 60 pounds. (A 2-year-old T. Rex weighed 66 pounds. The largest known T. Rex lived to the age of 28 years.10 Dinosaurs did not become large because they lived long lives.) 
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What Triggered the Flood? 

At the end of the creation week, all that God created was “very good” (Genesis 1:31), so the flood was not inevitable at that time. In other words, the earth was not created with a “ticking time bomb”—a bad condition. Nor was the universe created with killer comets, asteroids, or meteoroids aimed at earth. Their presence at the end of the creation week also would not have been “very good.” 

Indeed, most natural disasters are a consequence of the flood: volcanic eruptions, earthquakes, tsunamis, lightning strikes, storms (tornadoes, hurricanes, blizzards, etc.), local floods, droughts, landslides, and impacts by comets, asteroids, and meteorites. [Pages 289–352 explain how the flood produced comets, asteroids, and meteorites.] Even mutations and other cellular damage caused by radioactive decay are a consequence of the flood. [Pages 357–405 address the origin of earth’s radioactivity. The index will help you locate explanations showing the connection of these natural disasters to the flood.] 

Because of the depth of man’s sin1 (Genesis 6:5–6), the earth was destroyed by a flood. We may never know with certainty what physical chain of events initiated the flood, but the Bible gives some intriguing clues. 

The hydroplate theory, summarized on pages 111–146, shows how a global flood, corresponding in every detail to the Genesis flood, easily explains 25 otherwise mysterious features of the earth and solar system. Initially, this theory requires a horizontal layer of water under the earth’s crust. Naturally, the ceiling of this subterranean water chamber would sag and touch the chamber’s floor at thousands of places.2 Those contacts will be called pillars. The Bible speaks in several places of considerable subterranean water (see page 465), but how and when did the pillars form? 

Rock Movement.  First, visualize an important feature of the newly created earth. Imagine the entire earth’s surface covered by a sandwich arrangement in which a horizontal layer of rock (which will become the earth’s crust) has a layer of water above and below it. The rock layer is almost 10 miles thick; each water layer is at least 3/4 mile thick.3 The water above this rock layer is surface water; the confined water below is subterranean water. If the rock layer were perfectly uniform in thickness and density, everything would be in balance.  Equilibrium would exist. 

Undoubtedly, variations existed in the rock’s thickness and density. Heavier parts would sag (bend) downward, like an overloaded floor, causing additional surface water to flow into each depression. That added weight would increase each sag. More surface water would flow into the growing depressions, driving them even deeper. 
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Figure 221: Dry Land Appears. At the end of the first creation day, Day 1, water covered the entire earth. On Day 2, God made a “raqia” that sharply separated (“badal”) the liquid water (“mayim”) above from the liquid water below. On Day 3, land rose out of the surface water, in preparation for the creation of plants, animals, and humans. (Water thicknesses are exaggerated to illustrate events of Days 2 and 3.  Dimensions are estimates.) 

Sequence is important. If the Sun and Moon, created on Day 4, had existed before pillars formed, the Sun’s and Moon’s powerful gravity would have greatly deformed the temporarily unstable crust. Pillars, the foundations of the earth, maintained stability. 

Recognizing that a large amount of water was under the preflood crust, as the Bible states, is essential to understanding the flood. Our failure to understand basic physical aspects of the flood led to the mistaken belief that evolution happened over billions of years. 

Some sagging rock could also have been squeezed downward through the subterranean water, forming protrusions—or “pillars”—pressed against the chamber floor.  That was because the pressure within the rock at the base of the rock layer’s thicker, denser portions would exceed the subterranean water’s pressure pushing upward. If the pressure difference exceeded the rock’s shear strength at any point, rock would “flow” downward, deforming like putty. Compression tests on cylinders of rock subjected to high confining pressures, but larger axial loads, show that the rock cylinders deform like putty. [See the technical note, “Highly Compressed Solids,” on page 566.] 

Downward protrusions (pillars) would grow like the downward flow in a lava lamp, except the rock, a solid instead of a liquid, had internal strength due to atomic bonding. The deeper the sags, the greater this pressure difference would become, so rock would “flow” even deeper until all pillars pressed against the chamber floor. Pillars carrying an excessive load would thicken and penetrate slightly into the chamber floor. 

If one squeezed a water balloon in a few places, it would bulge in all other places. Likewise, as rock sagged downward and as pillars were squeezed downward, the fixed volume of subterranean water forced the thinner, less-dense parts of the crust upward. 

Day 2. If, on Day 2 of the creation week, our “sandwich” encircled the earth like the outer three rings of an onion, water would cover the entire earth. In the following hours, the thinner portions of the crust would rise out of the surface water and become dry land. Water would drain into depressions. This seems to be what happened on Day 3 (Genesis 1:9–10). Water covered the entire earth, then “God said, ‘Let the waters below the heavens be gathered into one place, and let the dry land appear’; and it was so. And God called the dry land earth, and the gathering of the waters He called seas;” [Pages 482–490 further support this interpretation of Day 2.] 

Genesis 1:9 says that the waters below the heavens were gathered into one place (i.e., one big ocean). Why, then, in the next verse did God call the collected waters “seas”—plural?  Answer: Multiple seas were honeycombed below the crust.  The Interpreter’s Bible explains: 

“Seas” embraces more than the waters upon the face of the earth; it includes also the (supposed) subterranean waters upon which the earth was believed to rest ... and the circumfluent ocean, upon which the pillars of the firmament stood.4 

Psalm 24:2a specifically states that God “founded it [the earth] upon the seas.” 

Interestingly, Day 2 was the only creation day in which the Bible does not expressly say God saw that day’s work was “good.” Certainly, nothing bad was done on the second day, because at the end of the creation week, God saw that all He had made was “very good.” Apparently, the second day’s activity—the creation of the earth’s crust (the raqia) with liquid water above and below, the lifting of continents, and the establishment of pillars—was not completed until Day 3. 

Now we can see why. On Day 2, immediately after the crust was created with liquid water above and below it, the crust had to deform. Heavier portions sagged and squeezed down pillars, while lighter portions rose out of the water. On Day 3 (after establishing the pillar structure—the foundations of the earth), God stated in Genesis 1:10 that “it was good.” Later on Day 3, after vegetation was created, God made a similar statement. Thus, Day 3 was the only creation day in which two “it was good” pronouncements were made. 

Psalm 104:3, in describing Day 2,5 states (with my interpretations in brackets), “He lays the beams [pillars] of His upper chambers [the crust] in the [subterranean] waters.” By Day 3, surface water had drained into depressions, forming dry land—a “good” condition (Genesis 1:10) necessary for what God would create next: life. 

Peter also seems to describe these events in II Peter 3:5–6. He states that in the latter days mockers will not understand that, “the earth was formed out of water and by water, through which the world at that time was destroyed, being flooded with water.” 

This is consistent with the following interpretation: On Day 2, a nearly horizontal crust, or “expanse,” was formed in the midst of the liquid water covering the earth (Genesis 1:2,6,7,9). On Day 3, lighter portions of the crust rose out of the water, causing water above the rising crust to flow into depressions (Genesis 1:10). In other words, the earth (its crust) was formed out of  (rose out of) surface water and was formed by pressure from subterranean water. Some might incorrectly think “forming the earth out of water” implies alchemy; that is, water (H2O) was changed into SiO2, (Mg,Fe)2SiO4, and a host of other minerals that comprise rock. (Even if alchemy occurred, one would not say rock formed by water; one would say rock formed from water.) Actually, “out of” is used in a spatial sense. The King James Version clearly conveys this idea of the land rising out of water:  “... the earth standing out of the water ... .” The Complete Jewish Bible states, “long ago there were heavens, and there was land which arose out of the water and existed between the waters.” II Peter 3:5b [my emphasis] 

An ancient writing, ascribed to Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus (A.D. 80–118), vividly described these events as follows: 

Until the third day of creation, the earth was level as a plain and water covered the whole earth. When God said [Genesis 1:9], “Let the waters below the heavens be gathered,” the mountains and hills arose and other parts became depressions. The waters filled these depressions and they were called seas. 

With remarkable insight a few lines later, he states that “the earth is spread upon the water just like a ship which floats in the midst of the sea.”6 

After about 2,000 years,7 the water below the crust burst forth as “the fountains of the great deep,” combined with surface water, and, as Peter wrote, flooded and destroyed the earth in a global cataclysm. The Greek word katakluzo, from which we get our word “cataclysm,” is translated as “flooded” in II Peter 3:6. In describing Noah’s flood, the Bible never uses the normal Greek or Hebrew words for flood. Noah’s flood was much more; it was an unparalleled, global cataclysm—earth’s defining geological event. 

The complex Hebrew word raqia is usually translated in modern times as “expanse” or “firmament.” Pages 482–490 explain why raqia is sometimes identified with “heavens” but in other contexts refers to earth’s preflood crust. 

Pillars. Pressure from the compressed subterranean water supported most of the crust’s weight; pillars supported the rest. Every 12 hours, tidal effects, caused primarily by the Moon’s gravity, lifted the subsurface water (and, therefore, earth’s crust), just as tides lift ocean surfaces today. At low tides, the crust settled. Each pillar’s pressure on the chamber floor increased and decreased twice daily. These loose, or flexible, contacts could be described as “sockets.” Smaller tides also occur in the solid earth.  [See Endnote 5 on page 545.] 

The Bible says the earth was founded on pillars. Psalm 75:3b says, “It is I [God] Who have firmly set its [the earth’s] pillars.” In Job 38, God demonstrates His authority by giving Job the most difficult science examination of all time. In verses 4–6, God asks Job, “Where were you when I laid the foundation of the earth?  Tell Me, if you have understanding, ... On what were its bases sunk?” This word, “bases,” is translated in all 54 other places in the Bible as “pedestals” or “sockets” which held pillars. 

Two verses later, in Job 38:8–11, God seems to speak of a confined sea of water that burst forth. Then, a dark cloud of water vapor apparently enveloped the exploding sea. 

Or who enclosed the sea with doors, when, bursting forth, it went out from the womb, when I made a cloud its garment, and thick darkness its swaddling band, and I placed boundaries on it, and set a bolt and doors, and I said, “Thus far you shall come, but no farther; and here shall your proud waves stop.” 

Ancient extrabiblical writings, although not having the authority of biblical passages, also describe this pillar structure within the subterranean water. As one example, the British Museum’s The Book of the Cave of Treasures (A.D. 300–599) states: 

And on the Third Day God commanded the waters that were below the firmament to be gathered together in one place, and the dry land to appear. And when the covering of water had been rolled up from the face of the earth, the earth showed itself to be in an unsettled and unstable state, that is to say, it was of a damp or moist and yielding nature. And the waters were gathered together into seas that were under the earth and within it, and upon it. And God made the earth from below, corridors and shafts, and channels for the passage of the waters; ... Now, as for the earth, the lower part of it is like unto a thick sponge, for it resteth on the waters.8  [my emphasis] 

The Bible often speaks of “the foundation(s) of the earth.” On Day 3, the earth’s crust was literally established, or set (using pillars), on its foundation. Had this not happened, the crust would have continually tottered (or undulated, like the surface of an earth-size waterbed). Perhaps this is why the psalmist wrote, “He established the earth upon its foundations, so that it will not totter forever and ever.” (Psalm 104:5) Only by understanding some basic physics and the role of subterranean water, will these matters—and the global flood—be clear. 

Tidal Pumping. Each tidal cycle in the subterranean chamber (driven by the Sun’s and Moon’s gravity) stretched and compressed the pillars.9 This cyclic compression—tidal pumping—twice a day for about 2,000 years, constantly heated the pillars and subterranean water. The pressure increased in the chamber—but not to the “breaking point” as we will see in Genesis 2:6, and if we take seriously Genesis 1:31: “And God saw all that He had made, and behold it was very good.” A ticking time bomb under everyone’s feet would not have been good, let alone “very good.” 

As temperatures rose throughout the chamber before the flood, the water became supercritical, so it dissolved certain minerals within the granite ceiling and floor, such as quartz. [See pages 121–123 and pages 553–554.] Heat continually generated in the subterranean chamber by tidal pumping raised the crust’s temperature, but only so much. Eventually, heat escaping into the atmosphere (and ultimately into space) equaled the heat generated in the chamber, so there were no further temperature increases—a situation called “steady state.” That state was reached without pressures or temperatures that would cause the crust to fail. Therefore, it was either man’s sinful actions (or inactions) or a direct act by God that later caused the crust or pillars to fail.10 Yes, these are only possibilities, but they bring us to the same starting point as the strictly scientific hydroplate theory. Regardless of how one reaches that point, everything that follows is within the scientific realm. 

Page 553 contains an estimate of the heat generation rate in the subterranean chamber. Its water would have become supercritical in about 90 years. How was all that steadily produced heat transferred through the 10-mile-thick overlying crust, into the atmosphere, and ultimately into outer space without raising temperatures to an uncomfortable level? 

Heat was easily transferred by water convection up through the spongelike region of the lower crust (as opposed to conduction through a solid rock crust). While the hot water was sealed by and under the upper crust, the heat was not. It would have heated the base of the hydrosphere, the zone containing liquid water on or below the solid earth’s surface. Steam produced by that heating would have exited into the atmosphere at millions of locations throughout the earth, primarily through the elevated, thinner, and less dense continents.11 [See Figure 221 on page 449.] That steam is described in Genesis 2:6: “But a mist used to rise from the earth and water the whole surface of the ground.” Once in the humid atmosphere, the warm water vapor would easily radiate its heat into outer space and condense as heavy dew each night on vegetation and the ground. Therefore, the earth’s surface was watered abundantly. That condensed water then recharged the hydrosphere. This cycle was ongoing, driven by heat produced by tidal pumping in the subterranean chamber.12
Something to Think About: “Fire in Waters” 

So much heat was generated within the pillars that they would have glowed, as incandescent filaments in lamps do today. Even some burning may have occurred in the subterranean water. [See “Energy in the Subterranean Water” on page 555, especially Figure 242.] With hot, glowing pillars (part of the raqia), the sight within the otherwise pitch-black subterranean chamber would have been eerie. An apt description of this might be “fire in waters.” 

One of the most famous and revered Hebrew scholars of all time, Rabbi Solomon Yitzchaki (A.D. 1040–1105) of France, proposed that the correct translation for Genesis 1:8a is “And God called the expanse fire in waters,” instead of the normal “And God called the expanse heaven.” The reason may surprise you. 

Before A.D. 700, written Hebrew contained only consonants. Vowel points were then inserted to standardize pronunciations. For example, the meaning of 

       n th bgnng Gd crtd th hvns nd th rth 

may be clear, but the phrase is difficult to pronounce (and, therefore, to remember). If other vowels had been inserted in “hvns,” the word would have a different meaning today. Rabbi Yitzchaki, in his eleventh century Rashi Commentary, pointed out that with different vowel points the original Hebrew word we now think of as meaning “heaven” in Genesis 1:8a would mean “fire in waters.” 

While in Jerusalem on 28 June 1990, I met for two hours with Michael Klein, Dean of Hebrew Union College. My question was, “What did raqia (expanse) and shamayim (heaven) mean in Genesis 1:8a when Moses wrote Genesis?” To my surprise, he suggested Rabbi Yitzchaki’s translation, which I had previously studied. Shamayim is a compound of the words fire (esh) and liquid water (mayim). After I briefly outlined the hydroplate theory, Dean Kline said that raqia (as opposed to “raqia of the heavens”) might well have been the earth’s crust—appropriately called “fire in waters.” You decide. 

The Rupture. On one day, the crust ruptured and the flood began. 

On the same day all the fountains of the great deep burst open. (Genesis 7:11) 

Some water from the jetting fountains fell as rain. Subterranean water flowed with unimaginable force horizontally through the subterranean chambers and up through the globe-encircling rupture. As subterranean water was escaping upward, the pillars had to support more of the crust’s weight, because the subterranean water supported less. Each pillar’s collapse increased the load on the remaining pillars, so more pillars collapsed, much like a falling house of cards. Each collapse produced huge waves in the surface water and pressure pulses in the subterranean water. Rock fragments from the crushed pillars were swept up by the escaping waters and accelerated into space by astounding energy sources in the fountains of the great deep. Those rocks became meteoroids; some later contributed to the building of comets and asteroids.13 Thus, the pillars, or foundations of the world, collapsed. This may be what Psalm 18:15 refers to when it says, “Then the channels of water appeared, and the foundations of the world were laid bare.” 

How hot might the high-pressure water have become? Question 5 on page 328 explains why some meteorites reached temperatures of at least 1,300°F. Some minerals in other meteorites were even hotter,14 a fact that perplexes meteorite experts, because meteorites came from supercold outer space, where temperatures are almost absolute zero (-460°F). This heating was not due to impacts or falling through earth’s atmosphere, because the heating occurred not just on meteorite surfaces, but throughout meteorites. Meteorites came from pillars, as explained on pages 325–353, so pillars and the subterranean water exceeded 1,300°F. 

Sinking Continents. Since lighter (and higher) portions of the crust were supported entirely by subterranean water, primarily the continents and preflood mountains sank as the water escaped during the flood phase. Therefore, the flooded earth resulted as much from sinking continents as from rising water. 

Genesis 7:20 says that the flood waters covered all preflood mountains by 15 cubits (about 22 1/2 feet). Today, mountain heights vary by thousands of feet, so why did many, if not all, preflood mountains have similar elevations? (Some commentators say that “at least” 15 cubits of water were above all the earth’s mountains. Others say that the text means the Ark, whose height was 30 cubits, must have been only half submerged and did not run into mountain peaks.) The explanation becomes clear if we recognize that: (a) today’s mountains were formed by completely different mechanisms than those on the preflood earth, and (b) the earth was founded on and spread out above liquid water (Psalms 24:2, 104:3, and 136:6). Here’s why the flood waters covered the preflood mountains by 15 cubits: 

On Day 3 of the creation week, the higher a continent rose out of the surface water, the more pressure it exerted on the subterranean water directly below. To demonstrate this buoyancy effect, support a large rock under water with one hand. Notice how the pressure on your hand increases as you slowly lift the rock out of the water. Therefore, as the land rose higher, it would have risen more slowly, giving preflood mountains similar heights. 

About 2,000 years later, as the flood waters rose and continents sank, this same buoyancy effect caused preflood mountains not yet covered by water to exert greater pressure on the water still under the crust. This reduced their height and lifted lower mountains, nearly equalizing mountain heights above the rising water—just as Genesis 7:20 states. 

As the flood progressed, pillars were increasingly crushed, so more and more of the crust rested on the subterranean chamber floor, slowing the water’s escape. The vertical walls on each side of the rupture were almost 10 miles high. Because the rock’s pressure in the bottom half of each wall exceeded its crushing strength, the unsupported, unconfined walls continually crumbled—for 150 days (Genesis 7:24). During that time, the high-velocity fountains of the great deep removed that rubble, widening the rupture hundreds of miles. 

Mass deep in the mantle shifted slowly toward these relatively unloaded portions of the chamber floor. Suddenly, the chamber floor buckled upward beneath the widened rupture, first forming the Mid-Atlantic portion of the Mid-Oceanic Ridge. The crust slid downhill on lubricating water, away from the rising Mid-Atlantic Ridge. Sliding continental plates—hydroplates—eventually crashed and compressed in the “compression event.” 

Weaker portions of the hydroplates crushed, thickened, and buckled. In doing so, the new, postflood continents rose out of the flood waters, allowing water to drain into newly opened—and temporarily very deep—ocean basins. Buckled mountains also formed, as shown in Figure 49 on page 115. For each cubic mile of land that rose out of the flood waters, one cubic mile of flood water could drain. (Note: Today, the volume of all land above sea level is only one-tenth of the volume of all water on earth.) Other dramatic consequences in the Pacific, including formation of huge ocean trenches, are discussed on pages 151–185. 

Sliding rock-on-rock contacts quickly became molten rock-water mixtures. This is why magma contains a surprising amount of dissolved water. Some of the subterranean chamber’s water appears to remain: a thin saltwater layer under portions of all continents at the depth predicted by the hydroplate theory,15 and a thick, water-laden layer under the Tibetan Plateau.16 

Conclusions.  The creation was “very good.” Sometime after the Fall but before the flood, a chain of physical events began that produced a global flood. The earth then was filled with violence (Genesis 6:11), so humans may have been directly responsible, although we cannot be sure exactly how it began. Nevertheless, that cataclysm had many consequences: layered fossils; coal, oil, and methane deposits; major mountain ranges; the Ice Age; and dozens of other global features. Our challenge is to explain their details in the simplest, most internally consistent way that adheres to the laws of physics. (If that explanation happens to conform to the biblical account, that is no reason to reject it.) Recognizing that a large volume of water was trapped under earth’s nearly unstable crust and understanding the second creation day clarify the flood considerably and explain many major issues that befuddle evolutionists. 

For centuries, hundreds of sincere questions about the flood have been asked; they deserve thoughtful, accurate answers. Without clear explanations, a “vacuum” has existed into which evolutionists have placed faulty theories. If we simply tell others (especially nonbelievers) to believe the Bible, we create unnecessary resentment because the questions remain, faulty explanations continue to be universally taught, and we may appear self-righteous. 

Day 2—a key to explaining the flood—has been poorly understood. As Peter wrote, people would not understand that earth’s crust was formed out of water and by water that later flooded the earth. This proposed interpretation of Day 2 helps us appreciate the presence of so much subterranean water, the power of “the fountains of the great deep,” why they all erupted so quickly (on one day), and where the flood waters came from and where they went. Had the flood been better understood before Charles Darwin popularized evolution, many more people would have recognized that evolutionary explanations are ridiculous. Evolution would not have flourished. Our task, then, is to explain to others what we now know about the flood. 
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“Nevertheless, the simplest explanation of increased conductivity in the deep crust is the presence of a continuous, lithostatically pressured, water-rich fluid.” Bruce W. D. Yardley and John W. Valley, “How Wet Is the Earth’s Crust?” Nature, Vol. 371, 15 September 1994, p. 206.
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Did It Rain before the Flood? 

Genesis 2:5–6 suggests that it did not rain before the flood: 

Now no shrub of the field was yet in the earth, and no plant of the field had yet sprouted, for the Lord God had not sent rain upon the earth; and there was no man to cultivate the ground. But a mist used to rise from the earth and water the whole surface of the ground.1 

Notice, these verses only say that after creation, it had not rained. How long did this condition last?  Some believe that this mist began the evaporation-rain cycle.  If so, the period of no rain was brief, and there was rain before the flood, but if the “no-rain condition” ended sometime before the flood, would not that fact have been mentioned? Let’s look for other clues. 

Rainbows.  God promised never again to flood the entire earth (Genesis 9:12–17), a promise marked by a “bow in the cloud”—a rainbow. Rainbows form when raindrops refract sunlight. This suggests that rainbows began after the flood, which would mean there was no preflood rain. 

Others disagree, saying rainbows may have been visible before the flood, but afterward God simply associated His promise with rainbows. This would be similar to the symbolism of a wedding ring. Rings existed before a wedding, but afterward the ring recalls a solemn vow. However, if rainbows suddenly began right after the flood, the rainbow’s symbolic effect would have been more unforgettable and reassuring to the frightened flood survivors. 

Some argue that rainbows would have formed before the flood every time water splashed and droplets refracted sunlight. This argument overlooks that God’s promise concerned rainbows “in the cloud,” not a relatively few drops of water several feet above the ground for a few seconds. 

A Terrarium.  The Hebrew word translated “mist,” in Genesis 2:6 is used in only one other place in the Bible—Job 36:27.  There, it clearly means water vapor. So, did the preflood earth act as a humid terrarium in which water vapor evaporated, condensed as dew without rainfall, and watered the earth?  Could an earth-size terrarium produce enough water to supply major rivers, such as described in Genesis 2:10–14? (Two preflood rivers, the Tigris and Euphrates, were evidently the basis for naming the mighty postflood rivers that today bear the same names.  See Endnote 5 on page 498.) 

Differences between the Preflood and Postflood Earth. The preflood earth was quite different from today’s earth. If the hydroplate theory is reasonably correct, at least half the earth’s water was under the crust, so earth’s surface had less water than today. There were large seas, but no oceans the size of the Atlantic or Pacific. Also, tidal pumping was continuously producing a vast amount of heat in the subterranean water chamber, about 10-miles below earth’s surface. [See "Tidal Pumping: Two Types" on pages 553–554.] 

Following creation, temperatures in the subterranean chamber and throughout the lower crust quickly rose and reached a “steady state” condition; that is, heat losses miles above the chamber balanced heat production in the chamber. Therefore, no further temperature (or pressure) increases occurred in the chamber or crust. 

The earth today has a hydrosphere, containing earth’s liquid water on land and in the upper few miles of earth’s crust. The preflood earth also had a hydrosphere, but it was miles above the subterranean water chamber. No water entered the hydrosphere from the subterranean chamber miles below—only heat. Steady heating at the base of the hydrosphere, a few miles below the earth’s surface, evaporated some of the hydrosphere’s water as steam (or vapor). That vapor, traveling along millions of porous paths up through the soil and into the earth’s atmosphere, was the mist of Genesis 2:6 that rose “from the earth and watered the whole surface of the ground.” In doing so, prodigious amounts of heat were ultimately radiated into outer space, primarily at night. 

If enough heat enters a drop of liquid water, the water becomes steam (water vapor). If that heat is removed from water vapor, liquid water returns (condenses) as rain or dew. The heavy dew that settled and watered the preflood earth, returned liquid water to the hydrosphere, completing the water cycle. Today, water evaporation is driven almost entirely by heat from above the hydrosphere—heat from the Sun. Before the flood, water evaporation was also driven by heat from below the hydrosphere—heat produced by tidal pumping in the subterranean water chamber. The more heat leaving the chamber, the more water vapor produced. [See “What Triggered the Flood” on pages 449–455.] 

A subtle message in Genesis 2:5–6 is that the watering of the earth by a mist was a steady, daily, routine occurrence. The heating that produced that mist and the ultimate source of that heat also had to be steady. Again, a steady state had been reached. Therefore, heat and pressure were not building up indefinitely in the subterranean chamber. Had steady state never been reached, the chamber, which was established at the creation, would have been a ticking time bomb. On the contrary, everything that God created was “very good” (Genesis 1:31). Creation did not include a ticking time bomb, nor any comets or asteroids aimed at the earth. 

Other important differences, already explained by the hydroplate theory, were earth’s preflood topography. [See pages 111–146.] It was smoother, so rivers flowed more slowly and required less water condensation to keep them filled. Preflood mountains existed, but no major mountains such as the Rockies, Andes, or Himalayas. With 360-day years, days were slightly longer. There were no volcanoes, glaciers, or polar ice caps before the flood. [See Endnote 38 on page 179.] The preflood earth had greater land area, because the flood produced today’s ocean basins, and earth’s radius was slightly larger.2 With so much water condensation, preflood forests were abundant and lush, enough to form today’s vast coal, oil, and methane deposits. This left little room for deserts. As you will see, these preflood conditions prevented rain, but abundantly watered a thirsty earth. 

Wind. Most wind is produced by atmospheric temperature differences; wind then mixes air that has different temperatures and moisture contents. The various “mixtures” give us weather: rain, snow, hail, hurricanes, tornadoes, droughts, fair weather, etc. Without today’s vast oceans,3 volcanoes, major mountains, and ice sheets, the preflood earth had more uniform temperatures. Also, the abundant preflood vegetation moderated temperatures by evaporative cooling during the day and condensation (which always releases heat) at night. More uniform temperatures meant less wind4 and fewer weather extremes. 

Condensation Nuclei. Water droplets almost always begin with water vapor condensing on a solid surface. A common example is early-morning dew that collects on grass. Raindrops, snowflakes, and fog particles begin growing on airborne microscopic particles (even bacteria5). These particles, called condensation nuclei, are typically 0.001–0.0001 millimeters in diameter—less than one hundredth the diameter of a human hair. Each cubic inch of air we breathe contains at least 1,000 such particles. Molecules of water vapor rarely collide and stick together; instead, a water droplet forms when trillions of water molecules collect on one of these microscopic particles. 

If all sizes were scaled up, so a water molecule was the size of a ping-pong ball, a condensation nucleus would be a house-size “rock” and a raindrop would be 100 miles in diameter. When a gaseous water molecule strikes that “rock,” much of the molecule’s energy is transferred to the “rock” as heat. Because the humidity was high with all the mist rising each day from the earth’s surface, the molecules would stick when the temperatures dropped to the “dew point” at night; condensation would begin. The “rock,” slightly warmer because of the added energy from colliding water molecules, warmed the surrounding air, causing slight updrafts. Moist breezes plus updrafts brought enough moisture to “the rock” for it to grow quickly into a water droplet. 

That “rock” and its growing water volume could not “float” in calm air for long, just as a grain of sand cannot float in still water. However, flowing water and air can suspend both.  With more uniform temperatures globally and less preflood wind, condensation nuclei received less lift and stayed closer to the ground. High clouds may not have existed. 

A microscopic droplet growing in the air has a tiny volume, but a relatively large cross-sectional area. Therefore, rising, moist air carried the tiny droplet upward and added liquid water to it. As it grew, its weight increased faster than its cross-sectional area, so it quickly settled to the earth, collecting other droplets in its path. We could describe this as mist rising from the earth and then settling back to water the ground. (Sounds like Genesis 2:6, doesn’t it?) 

It would be similar to morning fog rising on a still lake, but with several differences. First, before the flood, with no polar ice and no snow-capped mountains, less solar radiation was reflected back into space, so more of the Sun’s rays heated earth during the day. With more forests, few (if any) clouds, and slightly longer days, the sun evaporated more water than today—and the mist rising from the preflood earth kept relative humidity high. At night, with fewer clouds and longer nights, more heat escaped into space, so more water condensed. (Today, clouds reflect back into space 20–25% of earth’s incoming radiation and hold in much of the outgoing radiation.) Therefore, the preflood earth was watered much more abundantly and uniformly by daily condensation than by rainfall today. Unlike today, there were no long dry or wet spells, droughts, or local floods. 

Heavy condensation before each sunrise kept moisture closer to the ground, further restricting high cloud formation. Today, morning fog evaporates soon after sunrise, before the moisture can settle to the ground. With fewer, if any, high clouds before the flood, temperatures dropped more rapidly at night. This, coupled with more moisture in the daytime air, allowed water droplets to grow larger, settle to the ground faster, soak into the soil before morning evaporation could begin, and water plants abundantly. 

Preflood fog droplets also grew faster and larger than today. Without today’s main sources of condensation nuclei (volcanic debris, sulfur compounds from volcanoes, man-made pollutants, lightning-produced fires, sea salt from ocean spray, or dust and bacteria kicked up by high winds) there were fewer condensation nuclei. Condensing more moisture on fewer nuclei meant fog droplets grew larger and settled faster. 

We can only marvel at the simplicity and efficiency of the preflood system for distributing water, a precious resource, throughout the earth. Today, we have droughts and local floods. Equally marvelous was the automatic preflood system for keeping time (a 360-day year and probably a 30-day lunar month, described on pages 151–185 and 551), visible to everyone on the possibly cloudless earth. Each marvel gives new meaning to the words, “And God saw all that He had made, and behold, it was very good.” (Genesis 1:31) We feeble engineers must exclaim to the Master Engineer, “Brilliant!” 

First Rain.  If it did not rain before the flood, how did the first rain form at the very beginning of the flood? As explained on pages 111–146, the drops of water falling at the beginning of the flood were not formed by condensing water. Instead, they formed by the upward-jetting spray from the fountains of the great deep. 

Any credible flood explanation should explain why rain did not fall before the flood, how the fertile earth was watered, what supplied the rivers, how violent rain6 fell so rapidly at the beginning of the flood, and why the rain ended after 40 days, even though the flood waters rose until the 150th day when all preflood mountains were covered. Also, if the flood’s 40 days of rain formed by condensation, that rain should have stopped after a few days, because falling rain would have removed the condensation nuclei.  The hydroplate theory answers all these questions.

Preflood Rivers 

The preceding description of preflood meteorology helps us understand what would otherwise be the four strangest rivers the earth ever had. Genesis 2:10–14 states: 

Now a river flowed out of Eden to water the garden; and from there it divided and became four rivers. The name of the first is Pishon; it flows around the whole land of Havilah ... And the name of the second river is Gihon; it flows around the whole land of Cush. And the name of the third river is Tigris; it flows east of Assyria. And the fourth river is the Euphrates. 

From our postflood perspective, rivers seldom divide into two downstream rivers, let alone four, and certainly rivers do not flow completely around a land—at least today. How can this be explained? [Note: The Hebrew word for “around” (sabab) means “encircled,” “circumference,” or “completely around.”] 

Rain, as we know it, began after the flood. Some rain soaks into the ground, but most7 becomes runoff which always drains downhill. Even rain that eventually soaks into the ground is downhill runoff for some distance. It is this downhill flow that produces the branching, tributary patterns that characterize today’s rivers. 

We must also remember that the flood deposited sediments that average, at least on the continents, slightly more than a mile in depth. As explained in the liquefaction chapter [pages 189–201], most of those sediments were stratified into layers that are now parallel to the slope of the land. Therefore, even today’s subsurface water tends to flow in the direction of surface runoff when seeping downward from a permeable layer to a less permeable layer. Also, vast amounts of dissolved cementing agents, such as limestone and silica, were released from the subterranean chambers during the flood, so most of today’s sedimentary layers are cemented rock, much less permeable than preflood soils. 

However, preflood precipitation was a very heavy dew, “a mist that rose up from the earth and watered the whole surface of the ground.” The total precipitation volume per year, as (as explained in bold on page 456) was much greater than today’s rainfall, and the preflood, heavy dew was distributed much more slowly, uniformly, and regularly over the land (actually, daily, during the cool of each night). Therefore, preflood condensation had a much greater tendency to soak into the soil than rain, and preflood groundwater would not have encountered layered strata or relatively impermeable sedimentary rock. In what direction would all that ground water flow? Always in the direction of decreasing pressure—not necessarily in the downhill direction as in today’s surface runoff. That means that preflood subsurface flow would eventually emerge as springs in low-elevation valleys—valleys that would have been preflood river beds. 

How does this explain the strange preflood rivers? Valleys frequently intersect other valleys, and hills are often surrounded by valleys. Therefore, preflood valleys would sometimes carry rivers that branched into other rivers, and a moatlike river might encircle a preflood hill. The high ground encircled by the “moat” could have been even continental in size. (Every continent today is surrounded by a topographic low.) 

The flow of these preflood, moatlike rivers would have been slow and downhill. If there were no surface outlet, the width and depth of the moat would increase, so more evaporation would occur. Also, more of the river’s water would soak into the river bed and emerge as springs in preflood seas, the lowest regions on the preflood earth. Eventually, the moat would lose about as much water from evaporation and seepage as it gained from ground water draining into the moat. Rivers not constrained to enclosed valleys flowed into large seas. Today’s Tigris and Euphrates were probably named because they reminded the flood survivors of the preflood Tigris and Euphrates. 

References and Notes 

1. Translations of these verses raise frequent questions. Some believe that Genesis 2:5–6 contradicts Genesis 1. They dismiss Genesis as inaccurate or conclude that there are two creation accounts, Genesis 1 and Genesis 2. Item 3 on page 502 refutes those opinions.

Other objections include the following: The creation of vegetation was described in Genesis 1:11–12, but later, Genesis 2:5 says there was no vegetation. Man was created in Genesis 1:27, yet Genesis 2:5 says there was “no man.” These objectors also claim that Genesis 2:5–6 says “‘there was no man to cultivate the ground,’ but man must be present before plants could grow, and in Genesis 1, plants came before man.” 

These misunderstandings disappear when one realizes that “vegetation” in Genesis 1:11–12 is the Hebrew word deshe, meaning the plant kingdom. In Genesis 2:5, “shrub” (siach) and “plant” (eseb) are special kinds of cultivated plants. Following the latter two words with “of the field” implies cultivation or farming of specific plants—not vegetation in general. Likewise, “beasts of the field” (Genesis 2:19–20, II Samuel 21:10, Psalm 8:7) are domestic animals, while “beasts of the earth” (Genesis 1:24–25) are wild animals. “Plants of the field” (cultivated plants) were probably not eaten until after the fall (Genesis 3:18). My understanding of Genesis 2:5–6, although not a translation, is:

Crops were not yet growing on the newly created earth. The Lord God had not sent rain, and man did not yet toil for food. [Hard labor came after the fall.] Heavy fog watered the earth.
2. Earth’s preflood radius was about 180 miles larger than today, giving the earth’s surface about 18 million additional square miles. [See “Shrinking Earth” on page 159.]

3. Oceans and other large bodies of water change temperature more slowly than land. Today, large temperature contrasts between the two generate strong wind systems. With less surface water before the flood, these temperature contrasts, and the wind they generated, would have been weaker.

4. Forests retard winds much more than deserts. Before the flood, lush forests were extensive, so there were few, if any, deserts. Today, strong winds over such deserts as the Sahara lift dust (and bacteria) high into the stratosphere where they can drift for thousands of miles and, as nucleation sites, initiate rain.

5. Douglas Fox, “The Clouds are Alive,” Discover, April 2012, pp. 38–44.

6. See Endnote 3 on page 468.

7. Just how much rain becomes runoff, depends on soil and ground cover characteristics, the slope of the land and rate of rainfall, and how dry or wet the soil is beforehand.

When Was the Flood? 

Two independent methods—one scientific and the other biblical—will be used to calculate the date the flood began. Over the last 2,000 years, dozens of conflicting views on biblical chronology have developed. Even today, Bible scholars and archaeologists debate within their respective camps those different positions. Although all biblical chronologies are reasonably close to the scientific conclusion, which will now be explained, only five biblical approaches lie within the statistical range of the scientifically derived date. 

A Scientific Answer: 

"The Origin of Comets" on pages 289–322 explains why rocks and water launched by the fountains of the great deep soon merged in space to form comets. Consider what we could learn if each comet’s fairly constant—almost clocklike—orbital period around the Sun never changed. We could project each comet back beyond its earliest recorded sighting and find the date when all comets passed simultaneously near the Earth. That would provide an astronomical fix for the date of the flood. 

However, planets gravitationally perturb comets,1 changing their periods, usually slightly, although large perturbations can happen when a comet passes very near a planet. For example, forty-five consecutive orbits of comet Halley, go back to 15 October 1403 B.C., when its period was 69.86 years. The change in period, from one orbit to the next, was usually less than 1.5 years, and no change was greater than 2.8 years. Can we accurately estimate past positions of some clocklike comets? 

Computer Simulations: A Technique That Will Not Work. Computer simulations can accurately project a comet’s position only about 3,000 years back in time. Secular history for several postflood cultures is well established for the last 4,000 years, so the flood was farther in the past. 

Many computer programs have been developed to calculate past (or future) comet positions; the more sophisticated techniques give greater accuracy but require much greater computer capabilities. All programs work essentially the same way. From a comet’s known position at a given time, all gravitational forces acting on it are calculated, especially those of the Sun and planets. The computer then calculates from where the net effect of all those forces moved the comet during the preceding time period, such as one day. Next, the net gravitational force acting on each planet is calculated and they are moved back by one day. This “marching” process, one step at a time, is repeated for as long as one attempts to project the comet’s position back in time—or into the future. (Similar procedures are used to find past and future positions of asteroids and spacecraft.) 

As you might imagine, hundreds of computer multiplications are required for each step in time. Every number stored in a computer is limited to a fixed number of digits. Let’s call that number x. Because the product of two numbers with x significant digits is a number with 2x digits, the x least significant digits must be discarded when the computer stores that product. Those lost numbers become an error. Also, the slightest error in a comet’s (or planet’s) starting position affects the next computed position. These errors grow exponentially as the marching solution advances. Therefore, this technique cannot determine if comets came from near Earth more than 4,000 years ago. 

A Statistical Solution: A Technique That Does Work. The oldest recorded observation of Halley’s comet was made by Chinese astronomers in 239 B.C. It passed perihelion (the point on its orbit closest to the Sun) at 2:49 A.M. on 25 May 239 B.C., based on Greenwich Mean Time and the Julian calendar.2 However, its orbit has been numerically integrated (marched back in very short time increments) to 1403.80 B.C., when its period was 69.86 years.3 

What was its previous period? The best guess would be 69.86 years, although it could be slightly more or less. The changes in the lengths of consecutive orbital periods vary with a standard deviation, . A small  indicates a narrow range of variations; a large  indicates a wide range of possibilities. Based on all known periods of Halley’s comet, = 1.56 years. That is, there is almost a 2 out of 3 chance the previous period was within 1 of 69.86—between 68.30 and 71.42 years. There is a 95% chance the previous period was within 2 of 69.86—that is, between 66.74 and 72.98 years. 

When was its perihelion passage 2 periods (N=2) earlier? That best guess would be 139.72 (2 × 69.86) years earlier. However, with each backward step, the total error will grow, but fortunately at a decreasing rate, because one period’s error might cancel an error of another period. So as we look back N periods, or 69.86 × N years, the total error grows more and more slowly as N increases. 

Selecting the Most Clocklike Comets. If the most clocklike comets all passed close enough to Earth in a particular year, we could be confident that was not a statistical fluke. An ideal clocklike comet would have: 

a. long orbital periods and high angles of inclination, so the comet spends almost all its time far from the planets, minimizing their gravitational perturbations, 

b. at least 2,000 years of ancient observations, so fewer orbits are needed to project it back to reasonable dates for the flood (4,000–6,000 years ago), and 

c. hundreds of recorded observations that have been smoothly integrated into one marching solution. 

The most authoritative source of information for all known comets is the Catalogue of Cometary Orbits 2008 (17th Edition).4 It lists on page 157 two comets that easily surpass all other comets in meeting this criteria: comet Halley and comet Swift-Tuttle. They are unique in having extremely long periods, high angles of inclination, and hundreds of recorded, eye-witness observations going back to 239 B.C. and 68 B.C., respectively. Furthermore, powerful computer simulations, which took into account the perturbations of all planets, large moons, and large asteroids have accurately projected these comets farther back to 1403.80 B.C. and 702.30 B.C., respectively.5 If any comets are sufficiently clocklike, it will be these two. If, as we project them back, we find a time when they should have passed perihelion almost simultaneously, our confidence increases that they did, in fact, come at the same time from near that point in space. Because Earth also occupies that region, the case is made. Bingo! 

Comets Halley and Swift-Tuttle were projected back to a time 4,000–6,000 years ago—the window of time that includes dozens of proposed, biblically-based dates for the flood. The tightest clustering occurred in the year 3290 B.C,6 after exactly 27.000 orbits for comet Halley and exactly 20.000 orbits for comet Swift-Tuttle. 

But is that tentative date significant? In other words, what if we repeated the above procedure that arrived at the year 3290 B.C., but began each comet’s backward projection at a random point on its orbit instead of at perihelion? What percent of those random trials would cluster both comets—and earth—at least as tightly as was achieved with the true, oldest known perihelion? The answer turns out to be less than 1.0%. Therefore, we can be more than 99% confident that we have an astronomical fix for the flood around 3290 B.C. and that massive amounts of rocks and water (ice) launched into space by the hypersonic fountains of the great deep later merged by known forces to become comets. 

Table 24 gives each comet’s expected 1error in arriving at 3290 B.C. Assuming the 99% confidence level is high enough to conclude that both comets originated near Earth at about the same time, that single time distribution has a 1 error of ± 100 years—smaller than each comet individually.6 

	Table 24. Most Clocklike Comets 

	Comet 
	Earliest   Known 
	N 
	1   Error6  in Predicting 

	
	Perihelion 
	Period 
	
	Successive Periods 
	Flood Date 

	Halley 
	1403.80 B.C. 
	69.86 years 
	27 
	1.56 years 
	130 years 

	Swift-Tuttle 
	702.30 B.C. 
	 129.33 years 
	20 
	2.98 years 
	159 years 


Notice that 3290 B.C. is the most likely year of tightest clustering of only their perihelions. These comets would have been nearest Earth’s orbit a few months before or after those perihelion passes—as they approached perihelion or after they left perihelion. Those errors amount to only a few months—an insignificant error in comparison with the ± 100 year uncertainty. Therefore, the most clocklike comets were clustered near Earth in 3290 ± 100 B.C. 

A Biblical Answer: 

For almost 2,000 years, hundreds of Bible scholars have tried to date the beginning of the flood. Bishop Ussher (1581–1656) proposed the most well-known date: 2348 B.C. It and Ussher’s date for the creation (4004 B.C.), were printed in the margins of many Bibles, beginning in 1611 with the King James Bible. However, there are many proposed biblical dates for the flood,7 so some confusion has resulted and the issue has been unresolved. Why do the dates differ? 

A typical, but not necessarily correct, biblical calculation for the year the flood began is shown in Table 25. If all its entries were correct, then summing the years would give 2519 B.C. as the date of the flood. Unfortunately, several entries (rows) contain major uncertainties: 

	Table 25. Possible Date for the Flood Based on the Bible 

	  
	Event 
	Years 
	References 

	1 
	Abraham (Abram) was born 352 years after the flood began. 
	352 
	Gen 11:10–12:4, Acts 7:4 

	2 
	Jacob entered Egypt 290 years after Abraham was born. 
	290 
	Gen 21:5, 5:26, 47:9 

	3 
	Jacob’s descendants were in Egypt for 430 years. 
	430 
	Gen 15:13, Ex 12:40, Acts 7:6, Gal 3:17 

	4 
	The Exodus from Egypt occurred 480 years before the fourth year of Solomon’s reign. 
	480 
	I Ki 6:1 

	5 
	In 967 B.C., during his fourth year as king, Solomon began to build the Temple in Jerusalem. 
	967 B.C. 
	historical records; I Ki 6:1 

	  
	                       Total: 
	2519 B.C. 
	  


Row 1: The ages given in Gen 11:10–12:4 are based on the Masoretic (or Hebrew) text. Other major Bible manuscripts give totals that differ from the Masoretic’s 352 years. For example, the Septuagint (Alexandrinus) manuscript gives 1072 years; the Septuagint (Vaticanus) manuscript gives 1172 years; the Samaritan Pentateuch gives 942 years. 

Controversy surrounds Terah’s age when his son Abraham was born. While some say it was 70 years, my possibly incorrect reasons for using 130 years are given in Endnote 1 on page 478. 

Row 3: The Masoretic manuscript says, in Ex 12:40, that Jacob’s descendants were in Egypt for 430 years, but Septuagint and Samaritan manuscripts say that Israel’s time in Egypt “and in the land of Canaan” was 430 years. Those who hold to the Septuagint or Samaritan usually assume that 215 years were spent in Canaan and 215 years were spent in Egypt. Josephus (37–100 A.D.), the Jewish-Roman historian, also took that position. 

Row 4: Gerald E. Aardsma has claimed that I Ki 6:1 should have given the time period as 1480 years, instead of 480 years. [See Radiocarbon and the Genesis Flood (El Cajon, California: Institute for Creation Research, 1991), pp. 82.] 

Row 5: Some authorities give slightly different dates for the fourth year of Solomon’s reign. 

Since the two most clocklike comets were clustered near the Earth in 3290 ± 100 B.C., enough time has transpired for the oldest living tree (now 5,062 years old) to take root and grow. Almost all other biblically based dates for the flood do not allow enough time. [See Endnote 7 on page 474.] 

The time period 3290 ± 100 B.C. encompasses only five of the dozens of proposed biblical dates for the flood.7 Those five dates all place Jacob’s descendants in Egypt for 430 years (not 215 years).8 Most of those dates also favor using the patriarch’s ages given in the Septuagint,9 Abraham’s birth when his father (Terah) was 130 years old, and Usher’s chronology for the Hebrew kings. If those assumptions supported by this comet study are correct, the flood in 3290 ± 100 B.C. places the creation about 7,545 years ago in 5532 ± 100 B.C.6 
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8. Had Jacob and the approximately 70 members of his family, their households, and their descendants been in Egypt only 215 years, it is highly unlikely that their numbers could have grown in 215 years to become the 600,000 men of military age—and a few million other men, women, and children—that participated in the exodus. [See Exodus 12:37.] Acts 7:6 also contradicts the 215 year interpretation.

9. Most Bibles have an Old Testament based on the Masoretic text, so an unexpected surprise from this comet study is that the patriarchal ages in the Septuagint are probably more accurate than those in the Masoretic text. However, as explained on page 478, relatively minor round-off errors are undoubtedly imbedded in the ages of the patriarchs, because too many of their ages end in 0 or 5. The Septuagint is the oldest known translation we have today of the Old Testament; it is also the official text in the Greek Church.

“New Testament authors [and even Jesus] show a clear preference for the Septuagint over Masoretic readings.”      R. Grant Jones, “Notes on the Septuagint,” p. 11 at: 
     http://www.sheekh-3arb.org/islam/books/septu.pdf.

“Jesus himself follows the traditional Septuagint wording in condemning the Pharisees’ traditions (Matthew 15:8-9).” Ibid.

Did the Flood Last 40 Days and 40 Nights? 

No. This is a common misunderstanding. Violent geshem1 rain lasted for 40 days and 40 nights, but the flood waters continued to rise and eventually covered all preflood mountains 150 days after the flood began. People and animals were in the Ark for more than a year—7 months after the Ark landed, because conditions outside the Ark were hostile. [To see why, read "Why Did the Flood Water Drain So Slowly?" on page 476.] 

This is the most precisely recorded year in the Bible. Here are some flood-year events. (“D-day” marks the start of the flood. D-7 represents one week before the flood began.) 

	Table 26. Log of the Flood Year2 

	Day 
(Duration) 
	Reference
in Genesis 
	Event 
	Comments 

	D - 7 
	7:1, 4, 10 
	Loading the Ark begins. Noah, his wife, their three sons, their sons’ wives, and representatives of all air-breathing land animals enter the Ark. 
	  

	D 
	7:11, 13 
	Humans enter the Ark for the last time. Then, on this single day, all the fountains of the great deep burst open3 and rain1 begins. [See Figures 41, 56, and 57.] 
	This occurred on the 17th day of the 2nd month. Noah was 600 years old. 

	(40 days) 
	7:12, 17 
	Rain1 falls upon the earth. The Ark is lifted above the earth. The waters increase greatly4 upon the earth. 
	Evidently, the Ark was loaded on dry land. 

	(150 days) 
	7:19, 24 
	Waters prevail [rise with mighty power] upon the earth. They eventually cover all the earth’s preflood mountains. 
	Notice that the waters rose for 110 days after 40 days of “geshem” rain. 

	D + 150 days 
	8:1–4 
	A wind passes over the earth. The waters begin to subside; the fountains of the deep and the floodgates of the sky close, and the rain is restrained. The Ark rests upon the mountains of Ararat, and the water steadily recedes. 
	Months were probably 30 days long. Compare 8:3 and 8:4, and note that 8:4 begins with “And.” After the flood, rapid rising of mountains and thickening of the crust displaced air and probably caused the wind.5 

	D + 224 days 
	8:5 
	The tops of the mountains become visible. 
	Noah saw at least two peaks. 

	D + 264 days 
	8:7 
	Noah sends out a raven. It does not return. 
	The birds were released at seven-day intervals. (Study Genesis 8:10.) This hints at a seven-day week and a Sabbath—a commemoration of the creation week. [See Genesis 7:4.] 

	D + 271 days 
	8:8–9 
	Noah sends out a dove. It returns to Noah. 
	

	D + 278 days 
	8:10–11 
	Again, Noah releases a dove. It returns with an olive leaf. 
	

	D + 285 days 
	8:12 
	Noah releases a dove for the third time. It does not return. 
	

	D + 314 days 
	8:13–14 
	Noah removes the covering of the Ark and sees the dry ground. 
	Noah stayed in Ark 57 more days. Conditions outside were unsafe. [See page 476.] 

	D + 371 days 
	8:15–19 
	God tells Noah to off-load the Ark. 
	  


References and Notes 

1. M#e$g@E transliterates as geshem. It is the most violent rain. In Ezekiel 13:11–13, geshem rain destroyed mortared walls.

2. Durations are based on the Masoretic text. The Septuagint text has Noah in the Ark exactly one year. Other manuscripts of Genesis give slightly different times.

3. “Burst open” is a loose translation of (qab@f, which means a violent cleavage. Isaiah 34:15 and 59:5 uses it to describe the hatching or breaking forth from inside an egg; i.e., the breaking of a thin shell or crust. Numbers 16:31 uses it to describe the splitting open of the earth. [See also Psalm 78:15.]

4. “Greatly” is an understatement. “Greatly, greatly” would be a more accurate translation, because Hebrew uses the double superlative construction. This construction is used in only one other place in the Old Testament—in Genesis 17:2 where God makes a covenant with Abraham.

5. Noah and the Ark certainly experienced high winds during the preceding five months. So, the wind that began on the 150th day must have been unusual and extreme.

Noah released a raven from the Ark 114 days after the wind began, presumably to learn how far the waters had receded. Noah would not have done this if the extreme wind were still blowing, because the raven would have had difficulty returning to the Ark. Therefore, the wind probably lasted less than 114 days.

Is the Hydroplate Theory Consistent with the Bible? 

Without hearing from eyewitnesses, police can usually reconstruct the general outlines of an automobile accident by carefully studying the evidence, such as skid marks and wreckage. So also, some details of the flood can be pieced together just by studying its wreckage. Part II of this book is such a study. However, witnesses provide details consistent with the physical evidence as well as information we might never learn elsewhere. Here, you will see that the hydroplate theory is also consistent with the Bible, which records eyewitness accounts of the flood. Table 27 shows the close correspondence between the biblical descriptions of the flood and the hydroplate theory.

	Table 27. Comparison of Biblical Chronology with Major Events of the Hydroplate Theory 

	Biblical Chronology 

(Eyewitness Accounts) 
	Hydroplate Theory 

(Scientific Evidence) 

	Day 2 of Creation Week: Water covered the earth. (Gen 1:2) Then “a raqia” separated liquid water above from liquid water below. (Gen 1:6–7) 
	During Creation Week: A layer of water was below earth’s crust (a raqia, or pressed-out solid). [See “What Does ‘Raqia’ Mean?” on page 487 for further details.] Earth’s surface waters were above the crust. Because the crust was initially so flat, those surface waters covered the entire earth. 

	Day 3 of Creation Week: The waters below the heavens were gathered into one place, and dry land appeared. (Gen 1:9) 
	The raqia—earth’s 200,000,000-square-mile rock crust—rested on a layer of trapped subterranean water. Denser, thicker portions of the crust rapidly sank into the subterranean water, forming depressions at earth’s surface. Simultaneously, the displaced subterranean water lifted less dense, thinner portions of the crust out of the surface water. As water above the crust drained into the depressions, forming seas, land appeared. [See "What Triggered the Flood?" on pages 449–455.] 

	The early earth did not experience rain.  Instead, “a mist used to rise from the earth and water the whole surface of the ground.” (Gen 2:5–6) 
	Before the Flood: The subterranean water, heated by tidal pumping, became supercritical.1 Certain minerals in the granite crust, such as quartz, readily dissolved in the supercritical water, making the lower crust porous. That allowed heat from tidal pumping to circulate up by convection each day into the crust and evaporate ground water (not connected to the subterranean water) near the earth’s surface. With such a humid atmosphere, heavy dew settled to the ground each night as temperatures fell below the dew point, providing a marvelous system for daily distributing pure water for all life—not too much and not too little. This also cleaned the atmosphere, and produced cooling during the day and heating during the night. 

	At the end of the creation week, “God saw that all He had made was very good.” (Gen 1:31) Because earth’s radioactivity is harmful to life, radioactivity must not have been on the early earth. 
	Radioactivity did not exist on earth prior to the flood. The flood produced earth’s radioactivity. [See "The Origin of Earth’s Radioactivity" on pages 357–405.] 

	Human violence and great sin had spread throughout the earth. (Gen 6:5–12) 

  

About 2,000 years after creation, all the fountains of the great deep2 burst open on one day and the flood began with “geshem3 rain”—as if “flood gates” in the sky had opened up. (Gen 7:11) 
	Rupture Phase: Because the lower crust was porous, it was weaker than solid granite. The elevated pressure in the subterranean chamber (from tidal pumping) and in the water filling the voids in the lower crust stretched the crust, much like a stretched rubber band. Some event, perhaps resulting from human violence, added additional stress to the crust, pushing it to its failure point. A tension crack then propagated around the earth in about 2 hours, releasing subterranean water. Fountains of muddy water and rocks jetted high above the earth and became extremely cold in seconds—almost absolute zero (-460°F).4 Muddy hail falling from the supercold fountains buried and froze mammoths.  Comets, asteroids, and meteoroids formed from some of the high velocity water and rocks that escaped earth. [See pages 255–353.] 

	The 40 days and 40 nights of “geshem rain” ended. (Gen 7:4,12) 
	Flood Phase: The fountains of the great deep were suppressed. [See "The Water Prevailed" on page 467.] Sediments from the muddy water buried (and eventually fossilized) plants and animals. 

	Flood waters rose until the 150th day, when they covered all preflood mountains. (Gen 7:19–24) 
	High-pressure water continued to gush up into the flood waters. Liquefaction sorted sediments and dead plants and animals.  Salt domes, coal, oil, and methane began forming. 

	  

  

  

150th Day: A wind passed over the earth. Waters slowly began to subside.5 The Ark landed on the mountains of Ararat. (Gen 8:1–4) 
	Continental-Drift Phase: The Mid-Atlantic Ridge buckled up, and the Atlantic floor rose. The Pacific plate subsided, so the hydroplates accelerated downhill, sliding on a layer of lubricating water. 

	
	Hours later, the massive hydroplates decelerated and crashed; they were crushed, thickened, buckled, and heated in a powerful compression event.6 Overthrusting occurred in some places. Continents took on their present shapes. As mountains buckled upward, air was displaced, causing a great wind. The earth began a slow 34°–57° roll, so the poles shifted. [See pages 126–129.] 

	150th – 371st Day: Passengers stayed on Ark. 
	Recovery Phase: Hostile environment began: earthquakes, melting in the inner earth, Ice Age, continental shifting, and Ring of Fire (flood basalts and volcanoes); ocean trenches and methane hydrates formed; water drained; vegetation reestablished. Lower sea level facilitated land migration and formed tablemounts and submarine canyons.  Plateaus were lifted hydraulically. Breaching of natural dams carved large continental canyons, such as the Grand Canyon. 

	371st Day: Ark was off-loaded. (Gen 8:15–19) 
	

	371st Day to the present. Earth divided in Peleg’s day. [See page 469 and Endnote 9 on page 441.] 
	


The flood was initiated by God because of man’s sin. We may never know the precise event that God used (or allowed) to physically trigger the flood.7 However, once it started, other events must have occurred whose consequences, or “wreckage,” we can still see. Examples include the jigsaw fit of the continents; rapid burial and preservation of trillions upon trillions of fossils in layered rocks; marine fossils on every major mountain range; crumpled mountains; coal, oil, and methane deposits; frozen mammoths; strange features on the ocean floor; earthquakes and volcanic eruptions; the Ring of Fire and earth’s core; gouged out canyons; chondrules, comets, asteroids, and meteorites; earth’s radioactivity; and hundreds of other consequences. One can place these events in a cause-and-effect sequence that (1) conforms to scientific laws, (2) explains details of these observations, and (3) provides a greater understanding of this global cataclysm. That is the purpose of the hydroplate theory. 

The following verses speak of events similar to those described in the hydroplate theory. Taken collectively, they provide support for the statements above them in bold. Some passages may be metaphors referring to ancient demonstrations of God’s power. 

1. Large quantities of subterranean water existed in the ancient past. 

· Psalm 24:2.    ... He has founded it [the earth] upon the seas ...

· Psalm 33:7.    ... He gathers the waters of the sea together as a heap; He lays up the deeps in storehouses ... (A storehouse is a closed container that preserves something you may use later. God used that water when it was brought forth as a flood. Many storehouses, or interconnected chambers, held the subterranean water.)

· Psalm 104:3.    He lays the beams of His upper chambers in the waters ...8 [Pillars were formed.7]

· Psalm 136:6.    ... [He] spread out the earth above the waters ...
· II Peter 3:5.    ... the earth was formed out of water and by water ...7 

2. These subterranean waters, under extreme pressure, burst forth, bringing on the flood.9 

· Genesis 7:11–12.    ... the fountains of the great deep burst open,10 and the floodgates3 of the sky were opened.  And rain fell ...11
· Job 38:8–11.    ... who enclosed the sea with doors, when bursting forth, it went out from the womb; when I made a cloud its garment ...
· Psalm 18:15.    ... the channels of water appeared, and the foundations of the world were laid bare ...
· Proverbs 3:20.    ... the deeps were broken up and the skies dripped dew ...
3. Some supercritical subterranean water is still jetting up from beneath the ocean floor. [See Figure 55 on page 124.][See page 121.] 

· Job 38:16a.    Have you entered into the springs of the sea? 
4. The deepest recesses on the ocean floor are trenches. [See Figure 80 on page 150.][See page 121.] 

· Job 38:16b.    Or have you walked in the recesses of the deep?
5. A massive hailstorm occurred. 

· Exodus 9:18, 24.    ... I will send a very heavy hail, such as has not been seen in Egypt from the day it was founded until now. ... So there was hail, and fire flashing continually in the midst of the hail, very severe, such as had not been in all the land of Egypt since it became a nation. [This could mean that an even larger hail and lightning storm than the one God inflicted on Pharaoh occurred before Egypt became a nation. If so, that more powerful hail and lightning storm was presumably during the flood.]12
6. After 40 days and 40 nights, the avalanche of rain (geshem3 rain) stopped, because the layer of water rising on the earth reached a tipping point and suddenly poured into and suppressed the high jetting of the fountains of the great deep. [See "The Water Prevailed" on page 467.] However, high-pressure, subterranean waters continued to gush out and add to the rising flood water. On the 150th day, flood waters covered all preflood mountains. Then, the floodgates were closed by the hydroplates slowly settling onto the chamber floor, pinching shut the outward flowing water. 

· Genesis 7:12.    And the [geshem3] rain fell upon the earth for forty days and forty nights.
· Genesis 7:18–19, 24.    ... the water prevailed and increased greatly ... so all the high mountains everywhere under the heavens were covered. ... and the waters prevailed for one hundred and fifty days.
· Genesis 8:2.    Also, the fountains of the deep and the floodgates of the sky were closed, and the rain from the sky was restrained.
7. During the compression event, the continents crushed, buckled, and thickened and mountains dramatically rose—all in hours.6 Then the flood waters receded. 

· Psalm 104:6b–9.    ... the waters were standing above the mountains. At Thy rebuke they fled; at the sound of Thy thunder they hurried away. The mountains rose; the valleys sank down to the place which Thou didst establish for them. Thou didst set a boundary that they [the waters] may not pass over; that they may not return to cover the earth.13
· Proverbs 8:22–29 contains a possible description of some very early events in earth’s history.

8. Before the flood, the Earth probably had a 360-day year and a 30-day lunar month. As Genesis 1:14–16a states, the Sun and Moon were created as “very good” time keepers. The 150th day of the flood was exactly 5 months after the fountains of the great deep broke loose. [See Genesis 7:11, 7:24, and 8:4.] Five 30-day months would be 150 days; twelve 30-day months would be 360 days. The flood may have altered a 30-day lunar orbit. [See Endnote 38 on page 179, Figure 160 on page 291, and "Did the Preflood Earth Have a 30-Day Lunar Month?" on page 551.] 

9. The flood was a catastrophic event that involved far more than falling rain. The earth shook violently and was accompanied by continuous thunder; the erupting fountains of the great deep darkened the sky; some launched rocks fell back to earth as glowing hailstones; powerful electrical activity (generated by the fluttering crust and the piezoelectric effect) was unleashed, and torrents of water emerged from below. 

· Psalm 18:7–15.    Then the earth shook and quaked; and the foundations of the mountains were trembling and were shaken, ... He made darkness His hiding place, His canopy around Him, darkness of waters, thick clouds of the skies ... The Lord also thundered in the heavens, and the Most High uttered His voice, hailstones and coals of fire ... lightening flashes in abundance ... . Then the channels of water appeared, and the foundations of the world were laid bare ... 

10. The Book of Jasher.14 Although not inspired scripture, The Book of Jasher (which means “The Book of the Upright”) is mentioned in Joshua 10:13 and II Samuel 1:18. Jasher 6:11 vividly describes the beginning of the flood. 

And on that day, the Lord caused the whole earth to shake, and the sun darkened, and the foundations of the world raged, and the whole earth was moved violently, and the lightning flashed, and the thunder roared, and all the fountains in the earth were broken up, such as was not known to the inhabitants before; and God did this mighty act, in order to terrify the sons of men that, there might be no more evil upon earth. 

No original manuscript of The Book of Jasher has been located. At least three different books claim to be The Book of Jasher. All but one can be dismissed as bogus, based on linguistic and other problems. However, details in The Book of Jasher, which contains 91 chapters and was translated from Hebrew in 1625, show that Jasher is probably a copy of the book mentioned in Joshua and II Samuel.15 

Jasher conforms historically to the Bible at many points, provides interesting details, and was obviously well known when Joshua and Samuel were written. One also sees a fascinating flow of over 3,000 years of Hebrew and Egyptian history—from creation to the Israelites entry into the Promised Land. Some parts are exaggerations that may have been inserted since the original Jasher was written. Wayne Simpson,14 who provides an extensive analysis of the book, believes it is a detailed record of Abraham’s family compiled by his descendants over many generations, with large sections contributed by Joseph when he was Vizier of Egypt—second only to Pharaoh. Certainly, Jasher is very ancient, at least 2,300 years old. 

If you have read “The Origin of Earth’s Radioactivity” on pages 357–405, “the lightning flashed” in Jasher 6:11, Exodus 9:24, and Psalm 18:14 will carry special meaning, as will the fluttering crust and pounding pillars with the words “caused the whole earth to shake,” and “the foundations of the world raged.” 

11. Isaiah (Is 24:18–20) uses terminology that likens a future global catastrophe to the destructiveness of the flood. 

For the windows above are opened, and the foundations of the earth shake. The earth is broken asunder, The earth is split through, The earth is shaken violently. The earth reels to and fro like a drunkard ... 

We know there will not be another global flood (Genesis 9:11), so Isaiah is not saying the future destruction will be by flood waters. But there are other similarities, which numerous commentators have described as an echo of the flood. Keil and Delitzsch, in their highly respected Bible commentary, attribute the flood terminology to Isaiah’s purpose in describing this judgment as a direct act of God that totally destroys the earth. They also point out that the “foundations of the earth” are “the internal supports upon which the visible crust of the earth rests.”16 The hydroplate theory calls those supports pillars—the thousands of points where the crust, because of its varying density and thickness, sagged to the floor of the subterranean water chamber. Notice the similarity of Is 24:18–20 with Jasher 6:11 above. 

12. The Bible has two well-known predictions that the hydroplate theory helps explain. 

Before the flood, water was heating up immediately below the crust. This resulted in a global catastrophe that was predicted in Genesis 6:13 and 6:17. Since the flood, liquid rock (magma) has been heating up immediately below the mantle. This will result in a global catastrophe that is remarkably consistent with the predictions in Mt 24:7, Mk 13:8, Lk 21:11, and II Peter 3:7. [See pages 174 and 175.] 

Final Thoughts. If we accept the Bible’s eyewitness accounts of the flood, we should also answer some questions the biblical account raises: Where did enough water come from to cover all the mountains on earth? Where did all that water go afterwards? After the flood, how could animals cross oceans and migrate to every continent on earth? How could such violent rain fall so rapidly at the beginning of the flood but end after 40 days, even though the flood waters rose and covered all the mountains on the 150th day of the flood? If the flood’s 40 days of rain formed by condensation, that rain should have stopped after a few days, because rain would have removed the condensation nuclei, necessary to form today’s rain. The hydroplate theory answers these questions and others. 

Today, some do not believe there was a catastrophic, global flood. They think it was a relatively mild, local event, or avoid discussing it because they believe too many unanswerable questions would be raised that might subject them to ridicule. The problem for most of us is grasping the flood’s almost unimaginable magnitude and power, which is difficult without a close study of the biblical texts and the scientific evidence from many disciplines. 

The Water Prevailed 
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Figure 222: The Tipping Point. (A similar figure and related information are on pages 546–547.) Shown, but not to scale, is a cross section of the earth’s crust and the jetting supercritical water (SCW) hours to weeks after the rupture. The left and right dashed lines are the vertical center lines of a hydroplate and the rupture, respectively. A mirror image of this figure (not shown) would lie to the left and right of each center line. Because of this symmetry, the dashed lines can be thought of as barriers beyond which matter will not flow. 

The two red arrows represent opposing forces. The left red arrow represents the force of the flood waters that tended to pour into the 10-mile-deep chasm and quench (shut off) the fountains. The right arrow represents the high pressure, expanding fountains that pushed the flood water to the left. Which force prevailed over the other? For about the first 40 days of the flood, the expanding fountains prevailed. Then, gravity and the downward fluttering overcame the weakening fountains. As the flood waters filled the chasm, the fountains were quickly shut off. 

Genesis 7:18–20 and 7:24 state: 

And the water prevailed and increased greatly upon the earth; and the ark floated on the surface of the water. And the water prevailed more and more upon the earth, so that all the high mountains everywhere under the heavens were covered. The water prevailed fifteen cubits higher, and the mountains were covered. ... And the water prevailed upon the earth one hundred and fifty days. [my emphasis] 

English translations of the flood account in Genesis 6-9 have lost some powerful, insightful meanings of a few key Hebrew words. Standard Hebrew-English dictionaries have also “missed the boat.” The failure lies primarily in using English words that describe our common experiences, but the flood was the most uncommon event since the creation. This also has contributed to the centuries of confusion and doubt concerning the flood. I am indebted to G. Russell Akridge for explaining this in his 1981 article “The Hebrew Flood Even More Devastating than the English Translation Depicts.”17 Akridge gained his insights into meanings of the ancient Hebrew from the Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon (HCL) by Wihelm Gesenius.18 

One of these Hebrew words, gabar, is translated “prevailed” in most English translations of the above verses. According to HCL, gabar carries the idea of one powerful force overcoming another powerful force. Therefore, we must ask what powerful forces opposed each other as the flood waters rose to cover all preflood mountains. 

Figure 222 shows that the rising flood waters would have immediately drained into the 10-mile-deep chasm formed by the widening rupture had it not been for the dynamic pressure of the fountains themselves. 

At the base of the fountains, the static pressure of the supercritical water (SCW) was a gigantic 62,000 psi. (A large, but unknown, amount of addition pressure was provided by the nuclear effects explained in "Vast Energy Generated / Vast Energy Removed" on page 373.) As each bundle of SCW rose in the fountain, two effects tended to decrease each bundle’s pressure: (1) increasing elevation and (2) increasing velocity. However, for every incremental drop in pressure, two other effects would have instantly restored the pressure: (1) evaporation from the hot, microscopic droplets within the SCW, and (2) the release of electrical energy.19 High pressures would have existed until only electrically-neutral superheated steam remained far above earth’s surface. [To understand SCW water, see "Three Common Questions" on pages 121–123.] 

The crust fluttered in the early weeks of the flood at a frequency of about one cycle every 10 minutes. [See pages 191 and 564.] A downward flutter at the sagging20 edge of the rupture tended to send the flood waters into the 10-mile-deep chasm, weakening the fountains even more. For about the first 40 days of the flood, these powerful inertial and gravitational forces were overcome by the more powerful “prevailing” force of the expanding fountains. 

Once the rupture had widened enough and the height of the subterranean chamber had decreased enough, the fountains weakened sufficiently to reach a tipping point. Then, flood waters on the earth’s surface poured into the chasm, weakening the fountains even more. This sudden collapse produced the tallest (10-miles-high), widest (46,000-miles-wide) waterfalls in earth’s history—one on each side of the rupture. The inpouring would have occurred as the edge of the fluttering plate was in the downward quarter of its 10-minute cycle. Therefore, at each point along the 46,000-mile-long rupture, the fountains were turned off within minutes—although not simultaneously—all on about the 40th day of the flood. Even after the fountains were shut off, vast amounts of water still under the crust continued to escape from the chambers, so the flood waters steadily rose until the continental-drift phase began on the about the 150th day of the flood. 

References and Notes 

1. See “Three Common Questions” on pages 121–123.]

2. This Hebrew word for “deep” is tehom, which according to the 1973 Strong’s Concordance, means “a surging mass of water, especially from the main sea or the subterranean water supply.” [See Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible (New York: Abingdon Press, 1973), Hebrew Word 8415.]

3. The “floodgate terminology” shows that water fell in a violent and concentrated manner. Imagine the overwhelming force you would feel if you stood under floodgates that suddenly opened—floodgates with 40 days’ worth of water behind them! The word for violent rain, M#g@E (transliterated geshem), was used instead of the word for normal rain. Geshem rain is sometimes accompanied by high winds and huge hailstones that can destroy mortared walls (Ezekiel 13:11–13).  Normal rain (matar rain) is formed by condensation, a relatively slow process, because heat must be transferred away from condensing droplets.  Rain that formed by condensation would not release the sudden, dramatic power suggested by the “floodgate terminology.”

The Hebrew word for “floodgates” is arubbah (hb@fru)j).  In Isaiah 24:18, the arubbah’s opening was associated with the shaking of the foundations of the earth (as the hydroplate theory describes). In Malachi 3:10, II Kings 7:2, and 7:19, arubbah is an almost miraculous opening of the sky. In Hosea 13:3, it means “chimney” and describes smoke pouring from a chimney, much like muddy water jetted into the sky in the hydroplate theory.

4. See "Rocket Science" on page 546.

5. See "Why Did the Flood Water Drain So Slowly?" on page 476.

6. See Figure 49 on page 115.

7. See "What Triggered the Flood?" on pages 449–455.

8. Psalm 104:1–4 is a celebration of the first and second creation days. [See C. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Commentary on the Old Testament in Ten Volumes, Vol. 5 (reprint, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1980), p. 128.]

9. Henry Morris, a prolific author and insightful student of the Bible, wrote:

The Bible specifically attributes the Flood to the bursting of the fountains of the great deep and the pouring down of torrential rains from heaven. These two phenomena are sufficient in themselves (in light of related Biblical information, as discussed above) to explain the Flood and all its effects without the necessity of resorting either to supernatural creative miracles or to providentially ordered extraterrestrial interferences of speculative nature.
The breaking up (literally ‘cleaving open’) of the fountains of the great deep is mentioned first and so evidently was the initial action which triggered the rest. These conduits somehow all developed uncontrollable fractures on the same day. For such a remarkable worldwide phenomenon, there must have been a worldwide cause. The most likely cause would seem to have been a rapid buildup and surge of intense pressure throughout the underground system, and this in turn would presumably require a rapid rise in temperature throughout the system. Henry M. Morris, The Genesis Record (San Diego, California: Creation-Life Publishers, 1976), p. 196.

10. The same Hebrew word, baqa ((qab@f), is used for “burst open” and “broken up” in Genesis 7:11 and Proverbs 3:20, respectively. Baqa describes a violent and complete splitting, sometimes of the earth’s crust (Numbers 16:31, Micah 1:4, Zechariah 14:4). Isaiah 34:15 and 59:5 use baqa to describe the breaking of an egg shell by internal pressure as a baby bird exits. This aptly describes events of the hydroplate theory—the globe encircling rupture (or splitting) of earth’s crust by internal pressure.  [See Figures 41 and 57 on pages 108 and 125.]

11. These events—the bursting open of the fountains of the great deep, opening of the floodgates of the sky, and falling rain—are in the cause-and-effect order of the hydroplate theory.  This is also the order in Genesis 8:2 and Proverbs 3:20.

12. This insight was brought to my attention by Don J. McIlrath on 23 January 2002.

13. God promised to never send another global flood (Genesis 9:15). Psalm 104:6b–9 tells why water would “not return to cover the earth.” The mountains rose, and the valleys sank down, so a boundary was set for the waters. 

The hydroplate theory provides further understanding. During the compression event, continents were crushed and thickened; mountains buckled up much higher than preflood mountains. Water drained into the low spots as the land rose out of the water. Imagine the violent sounds—“the sound of Thy thunder”—during the compression event. After the hydroplates settled onto the floor of the subterranean chamber, water could no longer be forced up onto the continents. Earth’s surface water ended up in basins—“a boundary that they may not pass over; that they may not return to cover the earth.” It is now clear why there will never be another global flood.

After the flood, some water remained (1) between the irregularities in the chamber floor and the settling hydroplates, and (2) in cracks in the crushed hydroplates. This trapped water helps explain saltwater under the Tibetan Plateau (explained in Endnote 15 on page 454), and why deep drilling has intersected “hot flowing water” that is too deep to have seeped down from the earth’s surface. [See pages 115 and 129.] Exodus 20:4 may refer to this water.

14. The Book of Jasher, translated from Hebrew by Mordechai Noah in 1840 (Salt Lake City: J. H. Parry & Company, 1887).

Wayne Simpson, The Authentic Annals of the Early Hebrews (Kearney, Nebraska: Lightcatcher Books, 2003).

Simpson’s book contains The Book of Jasher plus informative analyses of its accuracies and inaccuracies. 

15. For details, see “The Clear Truth about The Book of Jasher at www.lulu.com/items/volume_67/8173000/8173208/1/print/jasher.pdf .

16. C. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Commentary on the Old Testament in Ten Volumes, Vol. 7 (reprint, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1981), p. 432. 

17. G. Russell Akridge, “The Hebrew Flood Even More Devastating than the English Translation Depicts.” Creation Research Society Quarterly, Vol. 17, March 1981, pp. 209–213.

18. Wihelm Gesenius, translation by Samuel Tregelles, Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1967).

19. In the centuries before the flood, tidal pumping steadily increased temperatures in the subterranean chamber, so water molecules became increasingly ionized. More and more water molecules separated into H+ and OH- ions—electrical charges that later recombined (slammed together) in the cooling fountains and released heat that, in turn, increased pressure. [See Endnote 48 on page 140.]

20. Since the pressure of the flow under each hydroplate drops in the downstream direction, the edges of the hydroplates must sag (concave downward), as shown in Figure 222.

How Was the Earth Divided in Peleg’s Day? 

Genesis 10:25 states, and I Chronicles 1:19 repeats, “And two sons were born to Eber; the name of the one was Peleg, for in his days the earth was divided.” Peleg lived a few centuries after the flood.  Little else is known about him. 

In what way was the earth divided? Here are three possibilities. Bible commentators mention only the first two. 

a. Languages suddenly multiplied at Babel and produced divisions among the people of the world. [See Genesis 11:1–9.] 

b. The continents were divided by continental drift, which began in Peleg’s day. 

c. As explained by the hydroplate theory, all continents were connected soon after the flood because of greatly lowered sea levels.1 Rising sea levels in Peleg’s day, divided the earth by water. 

Languages Divided in Peleg’s  Day? Scripture says, “the earth was divided.” The Hebrew word for earth, erets, can also be translated as “countries,” “land,” or “ground,” so the land was divided, not people or languages. Besides, Peleg probably lived two generations after languages were multiplied at Babel.2 

Continents Broke and Began Drifting in Peleg’s  Day?  If this happened, what broke them apart, and what moved them? It takes earth-shaking forces to break and move continents. Those who accept the plate tectonic theory believe that continents have broken frequently—geologically speaking. To stretch a thick slab of rock to the point where it finally breaks, requires, among other things,3 sliding one end of the block horizontally on its foundation against enormous frictional force. [See the Technical Note on page 552.] Simultaneously, an additional force must stretch the slab, like a rubber band, until it breaks. Plate tectonics can’t provide either gigantic force. Therefore, you can safely offer to move a continent (provide one force) if someone will break a continent (provide both forces). 

Those who claim that continents broke and moved have not fully considered the forces and energy required. To open up the entire Atlantic in a few thousand years by rock-on-rock sliding would produce indescribable global violence and volcanic activity that left no geological or historical record. Among almost all cultures, ancient and modern, the only global catastrophe with a clear historical record is the flood. 

If the continents broke apart, they should fit together better than they do. (Figures 50–52 on pages 117–118, show this.) The public has been misled for decades into believing that the continents fit against each other. Actually, four great map distortions were deliberately made, as Figure 50 explains. Continents bordering the Atlantic fit much better next to the base of the Mid-Atlantic Ridge.  The hydroplate theory explains why. 

Rising  Water  Divided  Continents  in  Peleg’s  Day? The Bible uses the Hebrew word peleg as a verb three times. Two usages, mentioned above, are translated simply as divided (Genesis 10:25 and I Chronicles 1:19). The third use is a division by water (Job 38:25). In the ten instances where peleg is a common noun, it always involves water. The New American Standard Bible translates it eight times as “streams,” once as “stream,” and once as “channels.” Therefore, peleg probably implies a division by water. 

In English, we have the words archipelago (a sea having, or dividing, many islands) and pelagic (relating to or living in the sea). Pelagic sediments or deposits are sediments on the ocean floor. Pelagic frequently refers to life forms found in the sea. Bathypelagic means relating to or living in the deep sea.  Also, the prefix pelag means sea. 

Dr. Bernard Northrup, a Hebrew professor, has shown that peleg originally meant division by water.4 That meaning is embedded in all three language families of Noah’s offspring, so its meaning probably preceded the multiplication of languages at Babel.  Northrup states: 

[Peleg, palag, or PLG] often contains within it a reference to water. It is used to refer to a stream of water in Hebrew, Coptic, Ethiopic and in Greek. The root is used to refer to irrigation canals which carried the water throughout the farming land of Mesopotamia. However, an examination of the Greek usage (of the family of Japeth [one of Noah’s three sons]) of the root letters PL and PLG clearly shows that in the majority of the instances this root was used of the ocean. ... It is used to mean: “to form a sea or lake,” “of places that are flooded and under water,” “of crossing the sea,” of “the broad sea” itself, of “being out at sea,” “on the open sea.” It is used of seamen and ships. The noun with the result suffix is used of “an inundation.” I continue: it is used of “a being at sea,” of “a creature of or on the sea,” of “one who walks on the sea,” of “running or sailing on the open sea,” of “a harbor that is formed in the open sea by means of sandbags,” and in many ways of “the open sea itself,” of “going to, into or toward the sea,” of “roving through the sea,” of “being sea-nourished,” of “turning something into the sea,” or “of flooding.” It is quite apparent that every Greek usage here involves the sea in some way. 

Therefore, the earth was probably divided by water in Peleg’s day. The hydroplate theory explains how and why. 

Although it is difficult for many of us to see how waters that covered all earth’s preflood mountains could drain below today’s sea level, three lines of evidence show that sea level was once almost three miles lower: submarine canyons, tablemounts, and coral formations almost one mile below Eniwetok Atoll. A key point to remember is that most of today’s ocean floors (excluding the sediments and flood basalts that were deposited on them after the flood) were the preflood floors of the 10-mile-deep subterranean chamber. (Pages 111–185 provide more details.) Then, in the centuries after the flood, the crushed, thickened, buckled, and sediment-laden continents sank into the mantle and the earth regained a more spherical shape; sea level had to rise in compensation. Eventually, sea level approached today’s level. 

With sea level much lower for a few centuries after the flood, imagine how many migration paths existed for animals and man to populate today’s continents and islands.5 God’s commands (Genesis 9:1, 11:4–9) for humans and animals to populate the “whole earth” after the flood must have been doable. If, after the flood, sea level was where it is today, repopulating the “whole earth” would have been difficult, if not impossible, for those first receiving God’s command. The wisdom and urgency of God’s command are apparent when we realize that sea level was steadily rising. The “window of opportunity” for global migration was disappearing in Peleg’s day. 

From the genealogies listed on page 478, we see that Peleg lived five generations after Noah. Therefore, Peleg, or those who named him, may have been world travelers or explorers who discovered that the earth was being divided by rising water. Certainly, Noah’s early descendants knew how to construct ships, because Noah and his three sons built the Ark. They would have had an explorer’s curiosity when they realized how drastically the flood had changed the earth. Their long life spans allowed them to pursue that curiosity and accumulate knowledge. This helps explain a remarkably accurate, authentic, and ancient map that shows islands now covered with water and the outlines of Antarctica—as it would look with no ice. [See Figure 219 on page 440.] 

The Ice Age would have lowered sea level about 400 feet—almost enough to join all continents. But at the height of the Ice Age, Antarctica and all its coastlines would have been covered with ice. Therefore, the Ice Age cannot explain both the visible coastlines shown on the ancient map and interconnected continents. The flood accounts for both. (The hydroplate theory also shows how the flood produced the Ice Age.) 

Conclusion.  Strong linguistic and scientific arguments oppose the two interpretations of Genesis 10:25 commonly taught: (1) a division of people by multiplication of languages, and (2) the beginning of continental drift. Instead, these studies point to an earth being divided by rising water in the days of Peleg and suggest that our ancestors knew, a few centuries after the flood, of rising sea levels that would separate, or had separated, continents. 

References and Notes 

1. North America would join Asia at the Bering Strait. Except for very narrow bodies of water, Australia would connect to Asia along a 1,000-mile-wide land bridge, Europe would join North America via Greenland, and Antarctica would touch South America.

2. Nimrod, who ruled at Babel, lived three generations after Noah (Genesis 10:8–10), while Peleg lived five generations after Noah.

3. The slab must first separate from its foundation before sliding and stretching can begin. At the extreme pressures pressing a continent onto its foundation, “fusing” would occur. Atoms on one side of the slab-foundation interface would bond with atoms on the other side in a crystalline, minimum-energy structure. Breaking that bond by some shearing action along a nearly horizontal plane would require precise, herculean forces. Plate tectonics does not address the three S’s: separation, sliding, and stretching.

Some speculate that large asteroid impacts or volcanic eruptions broke the continents. If such global disasters occurred, consider the vast collateral damage. Had today’s fragile life forms been anywhere on earth during such a catastrophe, they would not be here today. Also, deep rock is under extreme compression, which prevents spreading or breaking.  These proposals have many other problems.

4. Bernard Northrup, “Continental Drift and the Fossil Record,” Repossess the Land (Minneapolis: Bible Science Association, 1979), pp. 165–166.

5. Legends of the Hopi Indians tell how their ancestors came to the Americas. After a gigantic flood, their ancestors used many family-size rafts made from hollow reeds [bamboo] and “island hopped” for many years north and east to the Americas. The steep coastline (today’s continental slope, which the lower sea levels would have exposed) on the western coast of the Americas forced them northward until they could land. Rising water later drowned the chain of islands along their path. [See Frank Waters, Book of the Hopi (New York: Penguin Books, 1963), pp. ix–27.] 

This seems to describe the Mid-Oceanic Ridge in the Pacific as a major corridor to the northeast. It would explain many things, including why the earliest known settlers in the Western Hemisphere lived in Central and South America and came from southern Asia. [See Tom D. Dillehay, “Tracking the First Americans,” Nature, Vol. 425, 4 September 2003, pp. 23–24.] Today, bamboo, sometimes 12 inches in diameter, grows abundantly in southeast Asia and is used in building large, seagoing rafts. [See Bruce Bower, “Erectus Ahoy: Prehistoric Seafaring Floats into View,” Science News, Vol. 164, 18 October 2003, pp. 248–250.]

Lowered sea levels in the centuries after the flood also contributed to rapid migration in other parts of the world. The Austronesian family of languages includes those spoken by the peoples of Taiwan, Indonesia, Madagascar, New Zealand, Easter Island, the Philippines, Hawaii, and other Polynesian Islands—1,200 languages in all. Linguists, tracing the “ancestry” of each language, can see that the mother tongues originated in Taiwan and then radiated southwest, south, and east to the lands mentioned above—a span of 16,000 miles. [See R. D. Gray et al., “Language Phylogenies Reveal Expansion Pulses and Pauses in Pacific Settlement,” Science, Vol. 323, 23 January 2009, pp. 479–483.] 

Improved means of travel—from rafts to canoes to outriggers—accompanied these outward migrations. Consequently, the vocabulary describing these innovations expanded with this radiation from Taiwan. [For linguistic details, see Jared M. Diamond, “Taiwan’s Gift to the World,” Nature, Vol. 403, 17 February 2000, pp. 709–710.] 

Migrations are also traced by studies that identified mutations in a common bacterium in human intestines. [See Yoshan Moodley et al., “The Peopling of the Pacific from a Bacterial Perspective,” Science, Vol. 323, 23 January 2009, pp. 527–530.] Also, pots, tools, bones, and farming methods show that the outward expansion happened in several surges only a few thousand years ago. 

Lowered sea levels after the flood reduced the distances vessels had to travel, because most of these lands, which are today islands, would have been connected or nearly connected. As sea levels rose and lands shrank to become islands, the waterways separating the islands expanded. Commerce and travel would have continued between many of these formerly connected lands. Without this understanding, we might think that ancient peoples survived long, dangerous voyages and just happened to land on distant islands.

How Accurate Is Radiocarbon Dating? 
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Figure 223: Increasing Amounts of Carbon-14. If one thought that the C-14/C-12 ratio had always been what it is today, one would incorrectly conclude that small amounts of carbon-14 in fossils meant that much time had passed.  Instead, those organisms had less carbon-14 when they died. 
Radiocarbon dating requires knowing the ratio of carbon-14 to carbon-12 in the atmosphere when the organic matter being dated was part of a living organism. The assumption (shown in red), which few realize is being made, is that this ratio has always been what it was before the Industrial Revolution—about one carbon-14 atom for every trillion carbon-12 atoms. Willard Libby, who received a Nobel Prize for developing this technique, conducted tests in 1950 that showed more carbon-14 forming than decaying. Therefore, the amount of carbon-14 and the ratio must be increasing. He ignored his test results, because he believed that the earth must be more than 20,000–30,000 years old, in which case the amount of carbon-14 must have had time to reach equilibrium and be constant.4 In 1977, Melvin Cook did similar, but more precise, tests which showed that the ratio was definitely increasing, even faster than Libby’s test indicated. 

Before the flood, about half the water on the earth today was under the earth’s crust, so the preflood earth had less sea area and more land and forest area. The small amount of carbon-14 that cosmic radiation produces in the upper atmosphere (about 21 pounds per year) was, therefore, diluted before the flood by the vast amounts of carbon-12 in the lush vegetation growing on the earth. That vegetation, buried during the flood, became our coal, oil, and methane deposits. The blue curve [line A] gradually rose from zero, because at the creation, cosmic radiation begin producing carbon-14. During the flood [line B], some carbon-14 entered the atmosphere as radioactive decay products. (That is still is happening.1,2) Therefore, the ratio of carbon-14 to carbon-12 has steadily increased [line C] since the flood—but at a decreasing rate, because the more carbon-14 is in the atmosphere, more carbon-14 decays occur. 

Radiocarbon ages less than 3,500 years old are probably accurate. However, before accepting any radiocarbon date, one should know how the technique works, its limitations, and its assumptions. One limitation is that the radiocarbon technique dates only material that was once part of an animal or plant, such as bones, flesh, or wood. It cannot date rocks directly. To understand the other capabilities and limitations of radiocarbon dating, we must understand how it works and consider the flood. 

Most carbon atoms weigh 12 atomic mass units. However, roughly one in a trillion carbon atoms weighs 14 atomic mass units. This carbon is called carbon-14—or radiocarbon, because it is radioactive. Half will decay in about 5,730 years to form nitrogen-14. Half of the remaining half will decay in another 5,730 years, and so on. 

Two Sources. Carbon-14 comes from two sources: (1) the upper atmosphere where cosmic rays convert nitrogen-14 to about 21 pounds of carbon-14 per year, and (2) the earth’s crust where some neutron-heavy radioisotopes decay by emitting small amounts of carbon-14 nuclei.1 The first source is widely known; few are aware of the second, which was discovered in 1984. 

As explained in "The Origin of Earth’s Radioactivity" on pages 357–405, neutron-heavy and superheavy radio isotopes were produced in abundance during the flood, so when those isotopes escaped into the atmosphere and decayed, some unknown but significant quantity of carbon-14 was released. Smaller, but also unknown, amounts of carbon-14 are still escaping from the crust.2 

Most carbon-14 in the atmosphere quickly combines with oxygen to form radioactive carbon dioxide. Plants can then take in carbon dioxide, incorporating in their tissues both carbon-14 (radioactive) and normal carbon-12 (non-radioactive) in the same proportion as was in the atmosphere at that time. Therefore, carbon-14 moves up the various food chains to enter animal tissue—again, in about the same ratio as carbon-14 had with carbon-12 in the atmosphere. 

When a living thing dies, its radiocarbon loss (decay) is no longer replenished by intake, so its radiocarbon steadily decreases with a half-life of 5,730 years.  If we knew the ratio of carbon-12 to carbon-14 in an organism when it died, we could date its death. The assumption usually made is that the atmospheric ratio of carbon-14 to carbon-12 has always been about what it is today—about one in a trillion—so every living thing died with that ratio of carbon-14 to carbon-12 in its tissues.3 However, that assumption will be shown (in a few pages) to be terribly wrong for organic material living before or soon after the flood. 

In a second way, the worldwide flood invalidated this standard assumption by uprooting and burying preflood forests. Less carbon was then in the biosphere to dilute the carbon-14 continually entering the atmosphere from both sources, so the ratio of carbon-14 to carbon-12 in the atmosphere sharply increased during the flood, as shown by line B in Figure 223. If that ratio has doubled since the flood and we did not know it, radiocarbon ages of things that lived soon after the flood would appear to be one half-life (or 5,730 years) older than their true ages. If that ratio quadrupled, organic remains would appear 11,460 (2 × 5,730) years older, etc. Therefore, a “radiocarbon year” would not correspond to an actual year. 

As explained in Figure 223, recent measurements show that the ratio of carbon-14 to carbon-12 has been building up in the atmosphere.4 However, for the last 3,500 years, the increase in the ratio has been slight but measurable. 

Radiocarbon dating of vertical sequences of organic-rich layers at 714 locations worldwide has consistently shown a surprising result.5 Radiocarbon ages that are a few thousand years old do not increase steadily with depth, as one might expect. Instead, they increase at an accelerating rate. In other words, the concentration of carbon-14 is unexpectedly low in the lower organic layers and becomes more so the deeper the layer. 

Tree-ring dating provides some information on past concentrations of carbon-14 in the atmosphere. Some types of trees growing at high elevations with a steady supply of moisture will reliably add only one ring each year. In other environments, multiple rings can be added in a year.6 A tree ring’s thickness depends on the tree’s growing conditions, which vary from year to year. Some rings may show frost or fire damage. By comparing sequences of ring thicknesses and ring damage in two different trees, a correspondence can sometimes be shown. Trees of the same species that simultaneously grew within a few hundred miles of each other may have similar patterns. Trees of different species or trees growing in different environments have less-similar patterns. 

Claims are frequently made that these tree-ring thickness patterns of wood growing today can be matched up with those of some scattered pieces of dead wood, so that tree-ring counts can be extended back more than 8,600 years. This is incorrect. These claimed “long chronologies” begin with either living trees or dead wood that can be accurately dated by historical methods.7 This carries the chronology back perhaps 3,500 years. Then, the more questionable links are made based on the judgment of a tree-ring specialist. Sometimes “missing” rings are added.8 Each tree ring’s width varies greatly around the tree’s circumference. Standard statistical techniques could show how well the dozen supposedly overlapping tree-ring thickness patterns fit. However, in at least two instances tree-ring specialists have refused to subject their judgments to these statistical tests and would not release their data, so others could do these statistical tests.9 
Several laboratories in the world are now equipped to perform a much improved radiocarbon dating procedure. Using atomic accelerators, a specimen’s carbon-14 atoms can now actually be counted, giving a more precise radiocarbon date with even smaller samples. The standard, but less accurate, radiocarbon dating technique counts only the rare disintegrations of carbon-14 atoms, which are sometimes confused with other types of disintegrations. 

This new atomic accelerator technique has consistently detected carbon-14 in every organic specimen—even materials that evolutionists claim are millions of years old, such as coal and dinosaur bones.10 Small amounts are found so often among various specimens that contamination can probably be ruled out. Ancient human skeletons, when dated by this new “accelerator mass spectrometer” technique, give surprisingly recent dates. In one study of eleven sets of ancient human bones, all were dated at about 5,000 radiocarbon years or less!11 

Radiocarbon dating of supposedly very ancient bones should provide valuable information. Why are such tests rarely performed? Researchers naturally do not waste money on a technique that destroys their specimen and provides no specific age. In an organic specimen thought to be older than 100,000 radiocarbon years, all carbon-14 would have decayed, so an age could not be determined. Therefore, researchers will not radiocarbon date specimens they think are older than 100,000 years. Conversely, if carbon-14 is in any specimen, it must be less than 100,000 years old, even if the researcher believes the specimen is millions of years old. 
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PREDICTION 48:   Bones or other organic remains that contain enough carbon and are believed to be older than 100,000 years will be shown to be relatively young in blind radiocarbon tests. Blind tests are explained on page 97. (This prediction, first published in the 6th edition (1995), p. 157, has now been confirmed.12) 

Very precise measurements now show that most fossils—regardless of presumed “geologic age”—have roughly the same ratio of carbon-14 to carbon-12. (This includes fossil fuels: coal, oil, and methane.) Therefore, those organisms must have been living about the same time—and less than 100,000 years ago. Because almost all fossils are preserved in water deposited sediments, all this former life was probably buried in a recent, global flood.13 

Radiocarbon dating is becoming increasingly important in interpreting the past. However, one must understand how it works and especially how the flood affected radiocarbon dating. Radiocarbon ages less than 3,500 years are probably accurate. Ages around 40,000 radiocarbon years, which are typical of coal, have much younger true dates—near the time of the flood, roughly 5,000 years ago. [See "When Was the Flood?" on pages 459–461.] 
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Why Did the Flood Water Drain So Slowly? 

After the Ark landed on the mountains of Ararat, 74 days passed before the tops of surrounding mountains were visible (Genesis 8:3–5). Shouldn’t most of the flood water have quickly drained off the high, thickened continents and into the new, deep ocean basins? And why did all passengers (except a few birds) stay on the Ark for 222 days after the Ark landed? Surely, the eight humans wanted to leave that noisy, smelly boat, breathe fresh air, stretch, stand on solid ground, cease caring for the animals, and explore the new earth. 

First of all, the earth was still a hostile place. Secondly, powerful forces, slowly unleashed near the center of the earth, were producing elevation changes at the earth’s surface. Let’s briefly review pages 111–185. 

Review. During the flood phase, the escaping subterranean water widened the rupture, so the chamber floor directly below steadily bulged upward—similar to that shown in Figures 63 and 65 on pages 127 and 129. This upward arching increased stresses and melting below that bulging floor. Deep fractures resulted in slippage, friction, instantaneous melting (lubrication) along vertical faults, and even greater slippage. This, in turn, triggered deeper stresses, deformations, melting, and uplift of the new Atlantic floor. 

With this steady uplift, the hydroplates eventually began sliding downhill, away from the rising Mid-Atlantic Ridge. This removal of weight provided orders of magnitude more lift and slippage—and, near the center of the earth, melting. Within hours, the entire Atlantic floor was rapidly rising; that, in turn, pulled down the Pacific plate and shifted surface water toward the Pacific side of the earth. The subsiding Pacific plate and the rising Atlantic floor steepened the slopes on which the hydroplates slid away from the Mid-Atlantic Ridge. 

Gravitational settling of dense magma deep in the earth released more heat than did frictional sliding along faults. [See Endnote 31 on page 178, and "Melting the Inner Earth" on pages 561–564.] The more the melting, the greater the heat released by gravitational settling, so even more melting occurred. This runaway melting eventually formed the liquid outer core. [See Figure 95 on page 180.] 

Drainage. For years after the flood, the melting in the core made the earth’s terrain increasingly irregular, allowing more and more flood waters to drain. First, when rock below the crossover depth melts, its volume decreases. [See “Magma Production and Movement” on page 155.] Therefore, as the inner-earth shrank, the solid mantle and crust were slowly compressed, deformed, and fractured. As a result, elevations at the earth’s surface became increasingly varied in the years after the flood—much like the wrinkling skin of a shrinking, drying apple. 

Second, imagine a unique waterbed. Rather than its water being a liquid, it is a uniform layer of ice. Resting on the bed are two types of blocks: wood (representing continents) and bricks (representing the denser magma from the upper mantle that had spilled onto the new Pacific Basin in the months and years after the flood). As the ice (representing the deep inner earth) melts, the bricks slowly sink into the liquid, and the wood rises. Similarly, the denser ocean basins (density ~3.0 gm/cm3) and the mantle below them sank into this growing liquid foundation—the outer core. As they did, the lighter crust (density ~2.7 gm/cm3) and the mantle below the crust rose in compensation. This also allowed the flood waters to drain into the new, deepening ocean basins. So it took a few months before the tops of mountains surrounding the Ark could be seen—just as Genesis 8:3–5 states. 

Summary and Perspective. On the 150th day of the flood, the accelerating hydroplates, sliding away from the rising Mid-Atlantic Ridge on a layer of water, crashed, crushed, and buckled. Seashells were then on every major mountain range on earth. [See “Seashells on Mountaintops” on page 50.] Within hours, the Ark landed on the thickened crust. [See page 463.] For a few years, internal melting enlarged earth’s liquid outer core, so elevations on earth became more irregular: denser ocean basins slowly sank, lifting the lighter continents, so most of the flood waters drained into those new ocean basins. As ocean basins sank below today’s levels, submarine canyons were carved, and tablemounts formed. [See “The Origin of Tablemounts” on page 165.] 

Also, immediately after the flood, the new continents were not at their equilibrium levels relative to the mantle. During the compression event, the hydroplates had been crushed, buckled, and thickened, so each hydroplate’s mass was concentrated on a smaller base. [See Figure 49 on page 115.] Therefore, continents settled very slowly into the solid, but deformable, mantle. In compensation, the ocean basins gradually rose to almost today’s levels. Also, magma spilling up onto the Pacific floor raised sea level about 4,500 feet. Pages 469–471 explain why all but the last several hundred feet of the rise took a few centuries. While sea levels were lower, animals and humans could migrate between the temporarily connected continents. 

Years were required to approach equilibrium levels in the newly formed liquid outer core, but centuries-to-millennia were needed for the continents to sink into the solid mantle. Earthquakes, tsunamis, volcanic eruptions, and very slow shifts of blocks of crust toward the Pacific still occur [Figure 90 on page 168], demonstrating that perfect equilibrium has not been reached. Consequences of the flood, at times catastrophic, are still with us. 

According to the Bible, When Was Adam Created? 
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Figure 224: Genealogy Chart .  This chart is based on the ages of the patriarchs as given in the Masoretic (Hebrew) text.  Based on the Septuagint (Greek) text, the flood was 2242 years after the creation. [See "When Was the Flood?" on pages 459–461.] 

The ages and relationships of the patriarchs, given in Genesis and shown Figure 224, allow one to estimate the time of Adam’s creation at slightly more than 6,000 years ago.  What uncertainties are involved? 

a. These ages are based on the Hebrew (Masoretic) text, used in almost all English translations. The corresponding numbers in the Samaritan and Greek (Septuagint) texts place Adam’s creation about 6,200 and 7,300 years ago, respectively. Which text is closest to the original is uncertain. If one uses the Septuagint, then Methuselah died 14 years after the flood—a logical impossibility, since he was not on the Ark. (Some sources say that the name Methuselah means, “When he is dead, it shall be sent.” According to the numbers in Figure 224 (the Masoretic text), the flood began in the year Methuselah died.) 

b. Fractions of a year should be added or subtracted, because each patriarch was probably not born on his father’s birthday. Also “became the father of” or “begot” may have referred to the time of conception, not the time of birth. 

c. Some ages in all three texts have evidently been rounded, because too many numbers end in zero or five. Rounding 15 or so ages in Genesis probably would not inject more than 20 years of total error. This rounding might have been intended to absorb the fractions of the year mentioned in b above. 

d. Disagreements exist concerning Terah’s age when Abraham was born. Some argue that Terah was 70 years, not the favored 130 years shown in this chart.1 

e. Luke 3:36 lists Cainan as the son of Arpachshad and the father of Shelah. In Genesis, Cainan’s name occurs only in recent copies of the Septuagint—not the oldest. Nor is Cainan in the oldest known copy of Luke. Therefore, a copyist probably added Cainan’s name inadvertently, perhaps taking it from Luke 3:37. 

f. Most students of the subject place the death of Joseph (Jacob’s son) between 1606 B.C. and 1690 B.C. An error in this date will add a corresponding error to the year of Adam’s creation. 

Theistic evolutionists often raise two objections to the chronological information in Genesis. 

a. Some say, pointing to Cainan, that the genealogies contain gaps. However, the possibility of gaps is irrelevant to the year of Adam’s creation. Even if many generations existed between two consecutive patriarchs on this chart, the time between their births is fixed by Genesis, no matter how many generations might be missing. (For example, Enosh was born 105 years after Seth’s birth.) The writer or compiler of this information had a careful, systematic, and mathematical way of linking the chronology into one continuous family record—in contrast to other genealogies in the Bible. 

b. Others have said that the long ages of the preflood patriarchs resulted from lunar months being incorrectly counted as years. If so, Mahalaleel and Enoch were 5 years old when they had children. 

This chart contains other interesting details. 

a. Noah’s son Shem, born before the flood, nearly outlived Abraham. Surprisingly, many people think of Noah and Shem as relatively ancient (or imaginary) but accept Abraham as historically recent. Noah died only two years before Abraham was born. 

b. Notice the continuous chain of overlapping life spans of Adam, Methuselah, Shem, and Abraham or Isaac. 

c. Enoch’s time on earth was cut short, but not by death. [See Hebrews 11:5.] 

d. Notice the systematic change in life spans after the flood, as explained in "Why Did People Live for about 900 Years before the Flood?" on pages 480–481. 

Genesis 5 says that each of the first 9 patriarchs had “other sons and daughters” besides the son in the patriarchal line. In other words, each family had at least 5 children: 3 sons and 2 daughters. Statistically, all 9 families would probably have at least 3 sons and 2 daughters if each family had 10 or more children. (Conversely, all 9 families would probably not have had 3 sons and 2 daughters if each family had 9 children or less.) If 10 or more children per family were typical before the flood, and plagues, famines, and wars were no more common than in the last several thousand years, then the world’s population at the time of the flood would have exceeded today’s population of 7 billion people. 

References and Notes 

1. Genesis 11:26 says that “Terah lived 70 years, and became the father of Abram [Abraham], Nahor and Haran.” This does not mean that Terah was 70 years old when Abram was born. Children are not always listed in birth order. Noah’s three sons were not. [See Genesis 5:32, 9:24, and 10:21.] The son mentioned first may simply be the most prominent, as was Abraham.  So, we must look deeper.

Genesis 11:32, Genesis 12:4, and Acts 7:4 tell us that Terah lived 205 years, and when Abram was 75 years old, Terah died.  So, Terah was 130 years old when Abram was born.

Why Did People Live for about 900 Years before the Flood? 

Life spans suddenly began decreasing after the flood, at least for the patriarchs whose ages are listed in the Bible. [See Figures 224 and 225.] This “ski slope” type of decline (called an exponential decay) is one that engineers and scientists see frequently. It occurs when a system, in equilibrium (balanced), moves toward a new, suddenly produced, lower equilibrium state. 
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Figure 225: Declining Postflood Longevity. Notice the sudden downward trend in postflood life spans after of the flood. This type of downward declining curve (an exponential decay) strongly suggests that man’s environment underwent a drastic change which reduced human life spans. 

Many people have speculated on the cause of this decrease, but few proposals fit all the following facts. The decline: 

· began at the flood 

· fits an exponential decay1 

· affected Shem, who carried preflood genetics

· affected the entire postflood population, regardless of latitude, elevation,2 diet, nationality, or customs 

Unfortunately, proposals that fit these facts cannot be tested experimentally, including what I will propose. However, the flood events I have already described fit all these facts and would have greatly reduced longevity. 

Some say life spans declined because the flood produced a “genetic bottleneck” (a population shrinkage). However, Shem avoided that bottleneck, because his genetics were fixed, a century earlier—at his conception. Yet his drop in longevity was the greatest of all the patriarchs listed in Figure 225. Genetic bottlenecks also occur (a) in pioneering families or other small groups isolated for generations, and (b) in hundreds of breeding experiments with different animals. But to my knowledge, no one has observed an exponential decay in those life spans. 

While genetics certainly play a role, it is not as large as some may imagine. Identical human twins who die of natural causes typically die more than 10 years apart. “Two studies of human twins attribute most (>65%) of the variance to non-shared environmental factors.”3 Genetically identical laboratory animals give similar surprising results. 

As explained in “The Origin of Earth’s Radioactivity” (pages 357–405), during the flood, powerful electrical (piezoelectric) currents inside the fluttering crust released a gigantic flux of neutrons within the crust. Those neutrons then produced a few thousand new isotopes—chemical elements that were unusually light (or heavy), because they had fewer (or more) neutrons than normal. 

Carbon-14. One new isotope was carbon-14. To illustrate how it contributed to decreased life spans after the flood, consider a person weighing 160 pounds (72,575 grams). About 18% of his body (by mass) is carbon.  Every 12 grams of carbon contains 6.022 × 1023 carbon atoms.  One carbon atom out of a trillion (1012) is carbon-14 which has a half-life of 5,730 years. When carbon-14 decays, it becomes nitrogen-14. Therefore, a 160-pound human experiences 2,500 carbon-14 disintegrations every second! 

Note: There are 31,556,736 seconds in a year, and the number 0.693 (the natural logarithm of 2) converts half-lives to rates of decay. 

What happens when a carbon-14 atom in your body suddenly decays and becomes nitrogen? It’s not good. That nitrogen bonds differently with other tissues, producing distortion (wrinkling/aging) at the atomic level! Also, if any carbon-14 in your DNA or RNA decays, the affected gene will probably not work. These effects age you very slightly every second. Which organs finally break down or become diseased will depend partially on the genetics you inherited. (The decay of potassium-40 in our bodies has similar consequences.4) 

A previous frequently-asked question (pages 472–475) concerns radiocarbon dating and the rapid buildup of carbon-14 in the atmosphere beginning at the flood. The negative exponential curve in Figure 225 is a mirror image of the positive exponential curve (line C) in Figure 223 on page 472. Did that increase in postflood carbon-14 decrease longevity? Perhaps. 

Misfolded Proteins. Another aging mechanism involves all of the thousands of new isotopes produced during the flood—not necessarily radioactive isotopes. Over the centuries, those isotopes worked their way out of the crust and into the biosphere, where they slowly degrade (or age) each of your trillions of cells by misfolding proteins. Here’s why. 

Most cells in your body contain tens of thousands of ribosomes—absolutely amazing and complex manufacturing plants that produce your body’s proteins. The new isotopes you eat, drink, and inhale are sometimes incorporated into amino acids that are brought into your ribosomes and hooked together (according to the instructions in your DNA) into long chains. When a chain exits a ribosome, the electrical charges on the chain and other complex effects fold it in multiple ways simultaneously. That tight, very specific, three-dimensional shape determines what the protein will do in your body. If the protein misfolds—due to light (or heavy) isotopes that either speed up (or slow down) a particular fold—the protein may be defective and an organ in your body might suffer. (Indeed, some diseases are now known to result from misfolded proteins.) A fascinating animation of this complex folding process in a bacterium can be seen at: 

     www.mrc-lmb.cam.ac.uk/ribo/homepage/movies/translation_bacterial.mov 

In effect, those new (heavier or lighter than normal) isotopes were mild poisons. They diffused and migrated out of the crust at a rate proportional to their concentration in the crust. Therefore, they began entering the biosphere rapidly right after the flood, but leveled off centuries later. In other words, cells (and life spans) were degraded in an exponential decay pattern, beginning at the flood. 

Every second, isotopes produced during the flood are slowly aging us at the atomic level, so our organs deteriorate. Which of the thousands of new isotopes are most damaging and what repair mechanisms play a role are open questions. 

Scientists are starting to recognize some of this.  For example, Dr. Thomas Kirkwood, Director of Aging and Health at Newcastle University in England, writes: 

Many scientists believe that the aging process is caused by the gradual buildup of a huge number of individually tiny faults—some damage to a DNA strand here, a deranged protein molecule there, and so on. This degenerative buildup means that the length of our lives is regulated by the balance between how fast new damage strikes our cells and how effectively this damage is corrected. The body’s mechanisms to maintain and repair our cells are wonderfully effective—which is why we live as long as we do—but these mechanisms are not perfect. Some of the damage passes unrepaired and accumulates as the days, months and years pass by. We age because our bodies keep making mistakes. 

We might well ask why our bodies do not repair themselves better. Actually we probably could fix damage better than we do already. In theory at least, we might even do it well enough to live forever.5 

Besides asking “why our bodies do not repair themselves better,” we should ask why our cellular machinery started malfunctioning—and when. 

· The new isotopes (heavy or light) produced during the flood are mixed with all that we eat, drink, and breathe. On rare occasions, these “strange isotopes” interfere with our very complex genetics and cellular machinery. (Such disruptions during the first few generations after the flood may also have produced different characteristics in the various created kinds—microevolution.)

· At the atomic level, this damage occurs in a somewhat random manner, even among identical twins, because the “strange isotopes” that we take into our bodies become “bullets” in tiny but rapid versions of “Russian roulette.” The potential damage during each roulette game is extremely small; however, we each play thousands of games a second. We, and all living things, are slowly aging.6 But aging is qualitatively different from radiation damage which produces deformities and lack of fitness. 

References and Notes 

1. If the life spans of the postflood patriarchs (recorded in the Bible) had been mistranslated, randomly selected, or made up by someone with no knowledge of higher mathematics, a linear fit would be much more likely than an exponential decay.

Why was Noah’s life span apparently unaffected by the postflood environment? Many years were required for significant quantities of the harmful isotopes produced in the fluttering crust to work their way into the biosphere and the food, water, and air we take into our bodies. Then, more years were required for sufficient damage to build up in Noah’s already mature organs.

2. Some say that a canopy, which shielded the earth from deadly radiation, collapsed during the flood, so lifespans decreased. If that were true, people living today at lower elevations and higher latitudes would be shielded by more atmosphere and should live longer. That is not the case. [See “Drop in Longevity” on page 482.]

3. Caleb E. Finch and Rudolph E. Tanzi, “Genetics of Aging,” Science, Vol. 278, 17 October 1997, pp. 407–411.

4. “The rates of disintegration of potassium-40 and carbon-14 in the normal adult body are comparable (a few thousand disintegrated nuclei per second).” http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Carbon-14.

5. Thomas Kirkwood, “Why Women Live Longer,” Scientific American, Vol. 303, November 2010, p. 35.

6. Aging is not the same as our 20 years or so of development from conception to maturity, so the time required to become a mature adult has probably not changed too much. Therefore, people living before the flood spent a much greater percentage of their lives as productive, mature adults than we who live after the flood. Indeed, Noah had children after he was 500 years old. [See Genesis 5:32.]

Did a Water Canopy Surround the Earth and Contribute to the Flood? 

Isaac Vail (1840–1912) first proposed the canopy theory in 18741 He believed that a canopy formed millions of years ago as the earth evolved from a molten state. Vail supported his case primarily by ancient mythology. In his opinion, this included Genesis 1:6–8a, which states: 

Then God said, “Let there be an expanse in the midst of the waters, and let it separate waters from waters.” And God made the expanse, and separated the waters which were below the expanse from the waters which were above the expanse; and it was so. And God called the expanse heaven. 

Notice that these verses do not explicitly say that a canopy surrounded the earth. 

Vail’s canopy was a vapor cylinder surrounding the earth but open at the poles. Since then, many people have recognized problems with Vail’s canopy and proposed variations. These usually involved a thin, spherical shell of water—as either a liquid, gas (a vapor), or solid (ice particles or an ice shell). As we will see, each variation has serious biblical and scientific problems. In fact, canopy theories “do not hold water.” Consequently, canopy theories have delayed our understanding of Genesis 1:6–8a, the structure of the preflood earth, the flood, and earth’s geological features. But first, what are the standard arguments for a canopy? 

Arguments for a Canopy—and Brief Responses 

The Source of the Flood Water. “If all the water in the earth’s atmosphere were to condense, only an average of one inch of rain would fall. Therefore, the Genesis flood raises two common questions: Where did so much flood water come from, and where did it all go?  A canopy partially answers the first question.” 

Response: No canopy theory claims to provide all the water for a global flood. Nor does any canopy theory explain where the water went after the flood. Somehow transporting this water back into outer space or suddenly forming deep ocean basins after the flood is hard to imagine or explain. However, the phrase “the fountains of the great deep” (Genesis 7:11) implies that the flood water came from subterranean sources. To learn where the water went after the flood, see pages 111–146. 

Many have rejected the Genesis flood account because they could not imagine where the flood water, which covered all preflood mountains, went. Canopy theories have contributed to this rejection of the flood account. 

Drop in Longevity. “Radiation from outer space may cause people to age. If so, a preflood canopy might have shielded people from this aging process. Perhaps that is why life spans before the flood were about 900 years.” 

Response: If radiation from space reduced life spans, we would expect an immediate drop in longevities after the flood. Life spans did drop, but for 12 generations after the flood, human longevity remained much higher than today. [See Figure 225 on page 480.] Even Noah lived 349 years after the flood. Some argue that perhaps radiation damage accumulated genetically over many generations. Few, if any, canopy proponents have proposed specifically what type of harmful radiation it was, how it reduced longevity so much without causing massive deformities and genetic diseases, why longevity leveled off at about 70 years instead of continuing to deteriorate, or how to test the proposed mechanism. 

Most proposals for this drop in longevity are testable, but seldom tested. One test, which might have shown that cosmic or solar radiation reduces longevity, failed. Mice were raised in deep caves, shielded from both types of radiation. Neither those mice nor their offspring lived longer than other mice.2 Also, if radiation from outer space accelerated aging, then living at a lower elevation, where one is protected by a thicker blanket of atmosphere, should increase longevity. No such effect is known.3 (At sea level, our atmosphere has the same shielding effect as 3 feet of lead.) 

Joseph Dillow’s book, The Waters Above, is probably the most complete, accurate, and up-to-date defense of any canopy theory. After explaining other problems with the “longevity claim,” Dillow concludes, “So it appears that canopy theorists have been in error when they appealed to the shielding effect of the canopy as a direct explanation for antediluvian longevity.”4 Dillow also states, “We readily admit that Genesis does not teach the existence of a pre-Flood vapor canopy.”5 [emphasis in original] 

My attempt to explain why people lived to be about 900 years old before the flood is given on pages 480–481. 

A Uniformly Warm Climate. “A canopy may have given the earth a uniformly warm climate. This might explain why fossils of temperate animals and plants (such as dinosaurs and large trees) are found in Antarctica and on islands inside the Arctic Circle.” 

Response: After the flood, mountains were suddenly pushed up. This shifted the poles and brought temperate regions to today’s polar regions. [For details see page 130 and Endnote 76 on page 143.] Also, during the global flood, some plants and animals may have floated to today’s polar latitudes where they were later fossilized. 

Even if a canopy produced a warm polar climate, it would not satisfy another requirement for lush vegetation— sunlight in the winter. Polar nights are six months long, and when the Sun does shine, it is always low in the sky. How could large trees and dinosaurs (requiring long food chains) survive, let alone thrive, during the long polar night? 

Despite much speculation, no one knows what temperatures would exist under a canopy. Today, even experts disagree on the extent to which carbon dioxide warms the earth. Think how much more difficult it is to determine the warming, thousands of years ago, under a canopy of unknown thickness, reflectivity, content, and height above the earth. 

Venus. “We see canopies on other planets, such as Venus.” 

Response: Some planets have atmospheres, but none have a canopy. An atmosphere has contact with its planet, but a canopy is a distinct shell above the planet’s atmosphere. Venus is shrouded by a thick, opaque atmosphere, consisting primarily of carbon dioxide (96.5%), nitrogen (3.4%), and traces of other gases. Venus does not have a layer of water, or any other relatively heavy substance, above its atmosphere. 

Genesis 7:11–12.  A lot of rain fell from somewhere. Genesis 7:11–12 states that “the floodgates of the sky were opened. And the rain fell ...” Doesn’t this imply a canopy? 

Response: If it did, similar canopy interpretations should predate Vail’s in 1874. Where are they? Quite often it is hard to see alternatives once we have learned “the accepted explanation.” 

Actually, Genesis 7:11–12 says that “all the fountains of the great deep burst open, and the floodgates of the sky were opened. And the rain fell ...” Later, Genesis 8:2 states “the fountains of the deep and the floodgates of the sky were closed, and the rain from the sky was restrained.” These events were probably in cause-and-effect order. That is, the fountains of the great deep caused extreme, torrential rain. Once the fountains stopped, this violent rain ended. Then milder, more normal, rain fell. In other words, “the rain from the sky was restrained.” 

A cause and effect sequence is also given in Proverbs 3:19–20: “The Lord by wisdom founded the earth; by understanding He established the heavens. By His knowledge the deeps were broken up, and the skies dripped with dew.” The same Hebrew word, baqa ((qab@f), is used for “broken up” and “burst open” in Proverbs 3:20 and Genesis 7:11. Baqa describes a violent and complete splitting, sometimes of the earth’s crust (Numbers 16:31, Micah 1:4, Zechariah 14:4). Isaiah 34:15 and 59:5 use baqa to describe the breaking of an egg shell by internal pressure as a baby bird exits. This aptly describes events of the hydroplate theory—the globe encircling rupture splitting the earth’s crust by internal pressure and releasing fountains of water. 

The Hebrew word, matar, means normal rain. Violent rain is geshem (used in Genesis 7:11 and 8:2). It is sometimes accompanied by high winds and huge hailstones that can destroy mortared walls (Ezekiel 13:11–13). The hydroplate theory (pages 111–146) explains this sequence in more detailed, physical terms. We have failed to appreciate the explosiveness, magnitude, and power of “the fountains of the great deep.” [See "The Origin of Earth’s Radioactivity" on pages 357–405.] 

Scientific Arguments Opposing a Canopy 

The Pressure Problem.  A canopy holding only 40 feet of liquid water, or its equivalent weight of vapor (steam) or ice, would double the earth’s atmospheric pressure—making oxygen and nitrogen toxic to many animals, including humans.6 This is why most vapor canopy theories limit the thickness of water in their canopy to less than 40 feet. 

For a vapor canopy holding this amount of water, the high pressure at the canopy’s base would require that the temperature at the base exceed a scorching 220°F. Otherwise, the vapor would condense into a liquid. A vapor canopy whose base had that temperature would radiate large amounts of heat to the earth’s solid surface. People, plants, and animals would absorb so much heat from all directions above that life might not survive.7 Those who believe that a vapor canopy would produce a globally mild climate have overlooked this detail. 

Maintaining a canopy’s 220°F temperature at night, or worse yet, at the poles during the coolest season, adds a further difficulty.  Yes, there were seasons before the flood. [See Genesis 1:14.]8 

The Heat Problem.  All canopy theories9 have another major heat problem. The larger the canopy, the greater the heat problem. 

A Vapor Canopy.  Each gram of water vapor (steam) that condenses to a liquid releases about 539 calories of heat. If 6.22  × 1021 grams of water fell from a vapor canopy (enough to form a layer of water only 40 feet thick around the world), the temperature of the water and atmosphere would, as a first approximation, rise 810°F  (or 450°C).[image: image28.jpg]5304 620x10" gm
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where 5.1 × 1021 grams is the mass of the atmosphere, and 0.242 and 1.0 are the calories needed to raise one gram of air and one gram of liquid water (respectively) 1°C. Unbearable temperatures remain even after we expand this analysis to include every scientifically conceivable way to remove this heat.10 Also, 40 feet of rain would not produce a global flood. 

A Liquid or Ice Canopy.  For liquid or ice particles to remain in space above the earth’s atmosphere, they must orbit the earth. Anything in a near-earth orbit must travel about 17,000 miles per hour (760,000 cm/sec). (As stated earlier, a layer of water only 40 feet thick contains 6.22 × 1021 grams of water.) Just as a spacecraft generates great heat as it reenters the atmosphere, orbiting liquid or ice particles would release all their kinetic energy as heat as they reenter the atmosphere. That amount of heat is  [image: image29.jpg]%x 6.22x10” (760,000)° x 2.39x10™* = 4.20x10* cal



 

where 2.39 × 10-8 converts the units to calories. This heat would raise the atmosphere’s temperature[image: image30.jpg]4.29x10” cal
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Even if a canopy began with the coldest ice possible (absolute zero) or if some heat were transferred elsewhere, insufferable heat would remain.11 

A similar problem exists if this ice were part of a spinning shell surrounding the earth. A rapidly-spinning shell, providing enough centrifugal force to balance the gravitational force as much as possible, would still have too much kinetic energy. Once the shell collapsed, that energy would become scalding heat, enough to “roast” all life on earth. 

The Light Problem.  A canopy having only 40 feet of water—in any form—would reflect, refract, absorb, or scatter most light trying to pass through it. 

Starlight.  People living under a 40-foot-thick canopy could see stars only if they were directly overhead, so their light had the shortest path through a canopy. Before the flood, people presumably could see stars, because stars were created for a purpose: “for signs, and for seasons, for days and years ” (Genesis 1:14). Stars would achieve their purpose only if enough stars could be seen to identify seasonal variations. Therefore, one needs to see large star patterns, such as constellations—not just a few stars directly overhead. By looking through a “keyhole” into the night sky, it is questionable whether one could have seen, recalled, and distinguished seasonally shifting star patterns through the filter of a 40-foot-thick canopy, even on a moonless night. 

Sunlight.  A canopy would also reflect and absorb considerable sunlight. How then could many tropical plants that require much sunlight today, have survived for centuries under a preflood canopy? 

The Nucleation Problem.  To form raindrops, microscopic particles, called condensation nuclei, must be present to initiate condensation. However, falling rain sweeps away these nuclei and cleans the atmosphere. This reduces further condensation. Rain from a vapor canopy would actually “choke off” further rain production. 

Some claim that during the flood, volcanic eruptions ejected condensation nuclei into the upper atmosphere. Never explained is why volcanic eruptions suddenly began globally, then distributed nuclei throughout the atmosphere for about 40 days. Volcanic eruptions, instead of contributing to the flood, require special conditions that seem to be a consequence of the flood.  [For an explanation, see pages 115 and 129.] 

The nucleation and heat problems greatly limit the rate and amount of rain that can form by condensation. It seems more likely that “geshem rain” and a global flood was produced by the powerful jetting of the “fountains of the great deep,” which caused torrential rain for “40 days and 40 nights.”12 

The Greenhouse Problem.  While sunlight can pass through glass into a greenhouse, heat in a greenhouse has more difficulty radiating back out through the glass. This greenhouse effect traps heat inside the greenhouse, raising its temperature. All canopy theories have a huge greenhouse problem. 

Also, as temperatures under a canopy rose, more water would evaporate from the earth’s surface, especially its oceans. More water vapor in the air means a greater greenhouse effect, a warmer atmosphere, and even more evaporation. This cycle would feed on itself, producing “a runaway greenhouse effect.” For example, Venus’ atmosphere has experienced a runaway greenhouse effect. Venus is about 700°F hotter than one would expect based on its distance from the Sun. The greenhouse effect increases earth’s temperature by about 60°F. 

For 36 years, the Institute for Creation Research (ICR) was the strongest advocate of a vapor canopy.  But in 1998, ICR wrote that a strong greenhouse effect would exist under a vapor canopy, raising “surface temperatures as high as 400°F.” However, if many variables were chosen in the most favorable way for a vapor canopy, “the water content of a canopy could be as much as [no more than] three feet of liquid water without the surface temperature reaching temperatures which would destroy life on the earth.”13 Actually, their study shows that surface temperatures would be unbearable if a canopy were only 4 inches thick. 

The Support Problem.  What supported the canopy? 

A Vapor or Liquid Canopy.  A vapor canopy would rapidly mix with the atmosphere, just as steam above a kitchen stove quickly mixes with air. Once the water vapor contacted the earth’s surface, it would condense. A liquid canopy would quickly evaporate and then diffuse through the atmosphere. Neither type of canopy could have survived for the many centuries before the flood. 

An Ice Canopy.  A pure ice canopy would vaporize into the vacuum of space, just as dry ice vaporizes at atmospheric temperature and pressure. Furthermore, ice is structurally weak. An ice shell could not withstand tidal stresses or meteoritic, cometary, or asteroidal impacts. A spinning ice shell could not withstand the powerful centrifugal forces at its equator and the crushing gravitational forces along its spin axis. 

The Ultraviolet Problem.  Ozone in the earth’s upper atmosphere blocks the Sun’s destructive ultraviolet light, but a canopy surrounding the atmosphere would be exposed to ultraviolet light. Therefore, water in a canopy would dissociate into hydrogen and oxygen, effectively destroying the canopy. 

Final Thoughts.  Could there have been a canopy? Perhaps, in one of two ways. First, one could minimize most of these scientific problems by assuming the canopy was thin, maybe inches thick. The thinner the canopy, the less severe most problems become. (Notice, the support and ultraviolet problems remain.) But what function would the canopy perform, and what hard, scientific evidence—not speculation—is there for claiming that a thin canopy could perform that function? Certainly, a thin canopy would not contribute to a global flood—the reason most people accepted the canopy in the first place. 

Second, one could also dismiss each of these scientific problems by saying that God performed a miracle. That may be true. Certainly, He can; He has; and He sometimes does. However, miracles should not be proposed to “prop up” a scientific theory. (Some evolutionists mistakenly believe that this is how creation science works.) As one sees more and more “miracles” required by canopy theories, their plausibility decreases, and the need for an alternate explanation increases. 

An Alternate Interpretation 

The author of Genesis, in describing the flood, probably expected readers to know the source of the flood waters, because they had been explained earlier—in Genesis 1. There, God describes “the liquid water (mayim) below and above the expanse.” The flood waters were from the “great deep” (Genesis 7:11). Were those “deep” waters from above or below the expanse? Let’s consider some key words. 

The word expanse (raqia) is used nine times in Genesis 1. The first four uses (Genesis 1:6–7) are distinguished from the last four (Genesis 1:14–20), which repeatedly add the phrase “of the heavens.” Clearly, from the context, “expanse of the heavens” means sky, atmosphere, outer space, or heaven. However, “expanse”—without the phrase “of the heavens”—means the earth’s crust. 

Above the crust were surface waters (seas, lakes, and rivers); below the crust were the subterranean waters. When the flood began, the subterranean waters burst forth, producing the “fountains of the great deep.” The middle, or fifth, usage of the word “expanse” (Genesis 1:8a) will be discussed on page 486. 

Pages 463–468 and 449–455 contain other support for this interpretation of raqia. Psalm 136:5–9, a song of thanks to God, deserves comment as well. It describes three sequential events: (1) the heavens are made, (2) the earth is spread out above the waters, and (3) the Sun, Moon, and stars were made. This sequence is similar to the creation events of Day 1, Day 2, and Day 4.  If the proposed interpretation is correct, then Psalm 136:5–9 precisely parallels the creation events of Days 1, 2, and 4. 

Several ancient extrabiblical writings also state that the earth’s crust, when first created, divided liquid waters above from liquid waters below.14 

If this picture of the newly created earth is correct, then it seems worthy of inclusion in the brief creation chapter of Genesis 1. However, if “the waters above” refers to a canopy containing less than one-half of 1% of the earth’s water, then why would one creation day and almost 10% of the creation chapter be devoted to it? 

Key Hebrew Words 

To understand Genesis 1:6–8a better, we will study the key words in bold below. 

Waters (mayim).  This word means a liquid water, not a vapor or solid.15 Had the water in Genesis 1:6-8 been a vapor, cloud, mist, or ice, other Hebrew words would have been more appropriate. For example, ancient Hebrew had six words for “cloud.” 

II Peter 3:5–6 also implies that this is liquid water. Peter used the same Greek word (u#dwr) to describe both the liquid water that flooded the earth and the water out of which the earth formed, an obvious reference to Genesis 1:6-7. Liquid water was both above and below the expanse, which contradicts the vapor or ice canopy ideas but is consistent with the “expanse = crust” interpretation. 

Separate (badal).  This word implies a sharp division. Furthermore, the generally untranslated preposition “ben,” associated with “badal,” means “between.” It suggests an ordering (water, expanse, water) with no overlapping or gaps. Interfaces are also implied on each side of the expanse.16 These meanings oppose a vapor, liquid, or ice particle canopy lying above the atmosphere, because atmospheric gases would mix with the canopy. 

In the Midst of (tavek). This word means between, within, among, inside, etc. Sometimes it means “to bisect” or “in the center of.” The respected Jewish scholar, Cassuto, in commenting on Genesis 1:6–7, stated, “It is true that in the Pentateuch, too, reference is made to the division of the primeval world-ocean into two halves, situated one above the other, ...”17 [See also Genesis 15:10.] Rabbi Solomon Yitzchaki, in his famous eleventh century Rashi Commentary, stated that the expanse was “in the exact center of the waters.”18 As we have seen, canopy theories place less than one-half of 1% of the earth’s water above the expanse and the rest below. (This is necessary to reduce the problems associated with heat, light, and pressure mentioned earlier.) Would it not seem strange to say that your scalp is “in the midst of” your body? According to the hydroplate theory, the crust of the preflood earth approximately bisects the earth’s liquid waters. 

Heaven (shamayim).  “Heaven” had a variety of meanings in ancient Hebrew, as it does in modern languages.  Moses used shamayim to describe outer space (Genesis 26:4), the atmosphere (Genesis 27:28), where God dwells (Deuteronomy 26:15), where angels dwell (Genesis 28:12), and the source of blessings (Genesis 49:25). The context in which shamayim is used is important to understanding its specific meaning. 

Expanse or Firmament (raqia).  The key Hebrew word in Genesis 1:6–8a is raqia ((ayqirf).  It is translated “firmament” in the King James Version and “expanse” in most Hebrew dictionaries and modern translations. While its original meaning is uncertain, its root, raqa ((qarf), means to spread out, beat out, or hammer as one would a malleable metal. It can also mean “plate.” This may explain why the Greek Septuagint translated raqia 16 out of 17 times with the Greek word stereoma (stere&wma), which means “a firm or solid structure.” The Latin Vulgate (A.D. 382) used the Latin term “firmamentum,” which also denotes solidness and firmness. So, the King James translators in A.D. 1611 coined the word “firmament.” Today, “firmament” is usually used poetically to mean sky, atmosphere, or heavens. In modern Hebrew, raqia means sky or heavens. However, originally it probably meant something solid or firm that was spread out. Indeed, Isaiah 42:5 says the earth was “spread out.” 

Finally, if raqia were related to a canopy, it seems strange that other Hebrew words, often translated as “canopy,” were not used in Genesis: sukkah (Psalms 18:11 and II Samuel 22:12), chuppah (Isaiah 4:5), and shaphrur (Jeremiah 43:10). 

Genesis 1: 8a — Two Interpretations 

Why then, does Genesis 1:8a state, “And God called the expanse heaven”? Here are two interpretations: 

a. “The expanse” meant the atmosphere or outer space. 

b. “The expanse” meant “heaven”—where God dwelt—the original paradise. Recall that God “walked” and “talked” with Adam (Genesis 3:8–9), so heaven was originally on the earth—or the earth’s crust. 

If “heaven” meant atmosphere or outer space, then the Septuagint and Vulgate translators incorrectly associated solidness with it. Notice also that the similarities of raqia ((ayqirf) with baqia ((ayqib@f) and raqa ((qarf) support the second interpretation. [See page 487.] If raqia (expanse or firmament) always means atmosphere or outer space, five questions, or apparent textual contradictions, arise. 

Question 1: Why was the word raqia followed by the phrase “of the heavens” in Genesis 1:14, 15, 17, and 20?  That would be redundant. 

Question 2:  If raqia implies a canopy, why wasn’t one of the three Hebrew words that clearly means “canopy” used? 

Question 3:  Genesis 1:1 says that the heavens were created on the first day.19 However, if raqia always means “heaven” (atmosphere or outer space), then Genesis 1:8a says heaven was created on the second day. Also, Genesis 1:8a defines heaven after the word “heavens” was first used in Genesis 1:1. Normally, a word’s meaning is understood from the context of its first usage. 

Question 4:  Genesis 1:9 states, “Let the waters below the heavens be gathered into one place, and let the dry land appear.” Obviously, these are earth’s surface waters. If “heaven” meant atmosphere or outer space and if “expanse” meant a canopy surrounding the earth, why would Genesis 1:9 not read, “Let the waters below be gathered into one place”? That would have been sufficient, clear, and consistent with the phrasing of Genesis 1:7, which relates the water’s two locations to the expanse. It would also make clear that the expanse (raqia) is above—not below—the surface waters. Instead, the text reads, “Let the waters below the heavens be gathered into one place.” The words “the heavens” apparently were added to make clear that surface waters were gathered into one place. 

Question 5: Genesis 1:14 says the Sun, Moon, and stars (which fill the universe) were placed in the raqia of the heavens, and Genesis 1:7 says liquid water was placed above the raqia (as opposed to the raqia of the heavens). Does this mean that the raqia is the universe, and liquid water surrounded the universe?21   

After struggling to understand Genesis 1:8a for 30 years, I described several possible interpretations of Genesis 1:8a in the 7th edition (2001) of this book. In 2005, I received independent letters from two pastors proposing an explanation.22 Before Adam’s fall, the earth was a paradise; in a sense, it was “heaven on earth.” Therefore, God called the firmament (earth’s crust) heaven. (Notice: God did not call heaven “the firmament.”) Each pastor provided different biblical reasons for his view, but both maintained that our difficulty in understanding Genesis 1:8a results largely from our inability to imagine the original paradise. If man had not fallen, no one would have difficulty with the fact that God called the earth “heaven.” 

What Does “Raqia”  Mean? 

The Hebrew word raqia is usually translated “expanse” or “firmament.” When it is directly followed by “of the heavens” it means atmosphere, sky, outer space, or heaven. However, what does raqia standing alone mean? The Hebrew words most similar to raqia ((ayqirf) are raqa ((qarf) its root, baqia ((ayqib@f), and baqa ((qab@f). Each describes a deformed solid. 

In 1890, James Strong published a catalogue of all meanings of every word in the Bible. He counted the frequency of each Hebrew and Greek word’s specific English translation. For example, the Hebrew word raqa, the 7554th word in Strong’s Hebrew dictionary, is translated in the New American Standard Bible as “hammered out” twice, “spread out” three times, etc. A difficult-to-translate word can be better understood by studying all its usages and contexts and all similar words. 

The King James translators translated raqia as firmament, because they thought that it involved something firm. However, its specific meaning when Genesis was written is unknown. Raqia is obviously important, because the second creation day centered around it, just as the third day dealt with plants, and the fourth day with heavenly bodies. What was the raqia? Certainly, raqia is one of the most mysterious words in the Bible. 

By studying English meanings of raqa, baqa, and baqia in Table 28, one can see that atmosphere, sky, outer space, and heaven do not relate to what we might guess raqia means. Instead, we get a picture of a breakable, hammered out, or pressed-out solid. How can a solid be breakable but malleable? Answer: extreme compression. 

Few realize that all rock 5 miles or more below the earth’s surface is “pressed out.”20 Imagine a perfectly vertical column of a typical rock 5 miles high. If the rock were “somewhat confined,” as explained in the next paragraph, the pressure at the column’s base would be so great that it would slowly flow—like tar. Stacking more rock on top would cause even more flow at the bottom. If the column were 10 miles high, all the rock in the bottom half would try to flow. The rock at the bottom—especially the pillars—would be squeezed like a tall stick of butter trying to support a 10-ton truck. [To understand why, how, and when pillars formed, see pages 449–455.] 

If our column were pressed in from all sides by similar columns, the flow in the central column could go nowhere. The central column would have lateral support. Furthermore, if all columns were given lateral support by other columns, we would have the situation that actually exists in the top 10 miles of the earth’s crust. At depths of 5 miles or greater, the rock wants to flow but can’t, because the forces on all particles are balanced in all directions. So, below 5 miles, the rock is sealed like highly compressed putty. Cracks could not normally open directly above the subterranean water chamber, which I estimate was almost 10 miles below the earth’s surface. 

This 10-mile-thick crust above the subterranean chamber, and especially the pillars in the subterranean water, were a hammered-out, stamped-out, pressed-out solid—a raqia. [For important details, see Figure 241 on page 553.] How could the crust break? A crack could not begin in the sealed, extremely compressed lower half. However, if a vertical crack formed at the earth’s surface, steadily increasing pressure in the subterranean water would cause the crack to grow downward. Once the crack penetrated halfway down, it would then become unstable and, in a few seconds, rip catastrophically to the bottom of the crust. What would follow is the subject of Part II of this book, pages 109–353. 

	Table 28. All Biblical Meanings of Words Related to Raqia 

	  
	  
	PREFIX 

	  
	  
	baq 
	raq 

	SUFFIX 
	a 
	baqa (Strong's #1234): 

breached (3), break forth (1), break into (1),
break open (1), break out (3), break through (1),
breaks forth (1), broke through (2), broken into (2),
breaks open (1), broken up (1), burst (2),
burst open (1), cleave (1), dashed to pieces (1),
divide (2), divided (3), hatch (2), hews (1),
invaded (1), make a breach (1), rip up (1),
ripped open (2), ripped up (1), shook (1), split (7),
split open (1), splits (1), tear (1), tore (2), torn (2) 
	raqa (Strong's #7554): 

beaten (1), hammered out (2), plates (1),
spread out (3), spreading out (1), stamp (1),
stamped (2) 

  

For usage and context see Ex 39:3; Num 16:39; II Sam 22:43; Job 37:18; Ps 136:6; Is 40:19, 42:5, 44:24; Jer 10:9; and Ezek 6:11, 25:6. 

	
	ia 
	baqia (Strong's #1233): 

breaches (1), fragments (1) 

  

For usage and context see Is 22:9 and Amos 6:11. 
	raqia (when not followed by “of the heavens”): 

Traditional Interpretation: atmosphere, outer space, sky, heaven 

Proposed Interpretation: a hammered-out solid, such pillars 


Confirmation of this is in Randy Alcorn’s outstanding book, Heaven (2004).23 His case is so detailed, voluminous, and strong that any attempt to summarize it here would not do justice to his work. As Alcorn points out, nonbiblical stereotypes of heaven have crept into our Christian culture. I believe this accounts for much of our confusion over Genesis 1:8a. (Every Christian should study what the Bible actually says.) The earth was created with the intention that it would be heaven. The fall temporarily delayed that plan, and the earth was cursed. Alcorn also discusses the future “new earth.” 

Those who reject this proposed understanding of expanse and Genesis 1:8a should carefully weigh the two choices shown in Table 29. 

	Table 29. Two Interpretations 

	Interpre-tation 
	Translation 
	Problems 

	Traditional 
	expanse = atmosphere, outer space, heavens 
	Questions 1–5 

Seven Scientific Issues 

Key Hebrew Words 

	Proposed 
	expanse of the heavens = space, etc. 

expanse [only] = earth’s crust 
	Visualizing earth before the fall 


Mythology and Canopies 

Vail’s case for a canopy rested largely on the mythology of the Greeks, Romans, Egyptians, and other ancient cultures. He argued that a real canopy, millions of years ago, produced these myths. Vail wrote, 

I have been told again and again that the canopy idea is weak because it is founded on mythology. I can only protest that it is not founded on mythology. On the contrary mythology is largely founded on the canopy, fossilized in human thot [thought]. The canopy as a watery heaven close to the earth existed for untold millions of years before a myth ever germinated.24 

We can all agree with Vail that ancient mythology and today’s canopy theories are linked. But which came first: myth or canopy? If the best canopy theory cannot overcome the scientific problems mentioned earlier, then a canopy did not produce or precede the ancient myths. Myths probably produced canopy theories. 

Conclusion 

Arguments for canopy theories do not stand up when examined closely, as almost all creation researchers I know now acknowledge. These theories also contain biblical and scientific problems, such as those associated with heat, pressure, sunlight, support, condensation nuclei, ultraviolet light, and the greenhouse effect. Also, canopy theories do not even begin to explain the flood’s global destruction and geological activity.  [Page 111 lists 25 examples.] 

Canopy theories have misled many, delaying understanding of the flood, geology, and, therefore, earth’s true age. The flood water came from below, not above.  Failure to understand this has caused many to doubt the historical accuracy of the flood account, and, therefore, the Bible itself. Without the flood to explain the fossils buried in the earth’s sedimentary layers, the theory of organic evolution fills the vacuum—an explanation that also removes or minimizes need for the Creator. 
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Why Don’t Creationists Publish in Leading Science Journals? 

Scientists should want their conclusions critiqued, or refereed, by their peers (peer review). Researchers who believe their work is important should try to publish that work. However, leading science journals will not accept papers published elsewhere. (That stipulation alone eliminates any portion of this book from consideration.) Seldom would a science journal publish a paper more than 6 pages in length. (That also prevents the hydroplate theory, pages 109–405, from being published in a journal.) 

I certainly want my ideas tested and have frequently initiated and appreciated cordial, factual exchanges with scientists who are not creationists. But in a journal, who does the evaluation, and is there an unbiased process in which a writer who advances creation or the flood can challenge an evolutionist reviewer’s disagreement? Leading science journals have a solid history of hostility toward creationists, so evolutionists are both judge and jury. Who would want to make his case in a court run by an opponent? Why would that opponent publish your case? 

To level the playing field, I have had on the table, since 1980, a written-debate offer for any qualified evolutionist or team of evolutionists who disagree with what I have written. A neutral editor, acting as judge, would ensure the debate rules were followed; the jury would be all readers. Both sides would have the right to publish the complete debate if a large publisher chose not to. 

Evolutionists have known of this offer for many years. It was published in the anticreation journal, Creation/Evolution , in 1990. The offer was even placed on the worldwide web in 1995. So far, no evolutionist has accepted. A few initially agreed but soon dropped out, because they were unwilling to limit the exchange to science; they wanted to include (and probably ridicule) religious views. Another debate offer that, if accepted, could be heard (or read from a transcript) by the public over the Internet; it is explained on page 537. Can you find a taker for either debate? Until someone accepts the written debate and as long as my good health continues, both offers will remain. 

How Did Human “Races” Develop? 
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Figure 226: Faces. A few members of the human race from the following places: top row, left to right: Japan, Tibet, Borneo, Holland; second row: Ireland, China, Rwanda, Korea; third row: New Zealand, Bali, Okinawa, Israel; fourth row: United States of America, Australia, India, Egypt; bottom row: Molucca Islands, Canada, Greece, Guatemala. Visualize all without variations in dress, hair style, age, and skin color. How different are we? People continents apart laugh alike and cry alike. Yes, our personalities, experiences, and talents are individually unique, but our physical differences are small; our similarities are great. 

In this context, there is only one race, the human race. Today, the word “race” has come to mean a group of people with distinguishing physical characteristics, such as skin color, shape of eyes, and type of hair. This new meaning arose with the growing acceptance of evolutionism in the late 1800s. The word “race,” when referring to physical characteristics, hardly ever occurs in the Bible.1 Instead, the word “nation” is used more than 200 times. 

The term “race” may be used to describe ethnic groups, but is not a scientific concept. Genetic and molecular variations among the so-called “races” are trivial, although a few traits may vary widely. Human variations are minor when compared with those in most other forms of life. For example, consider the many traits in the dog family. [See Figure 3 on page 6.] Most varieties of domestic dogs have been produced during the past 300 years. Dogs may be white, black, red, yellow, spotted, tiny, huge, hairy, almost hairless, cute, or not-so-cute. Temperaments and abilities also vary widely. Because domestic dogs can interbreed with the wolf, coyote, dingo, and jackal, all are part of the dog kind. The vast number of genes in every kind of life permits these variations, allowing successive generations to adjust to environmental changes. Without this design feature, extinctions would be much more common. Besides, wouldn’t life be much less interesting without variations within each kind? 

The following three mechanisms2 probably account for most “racial” characteristics, all of which developed since the flood, approximately 5,000 years ago.  

 1. Natural Selection.  [To understand this often misunderstood mechanism, see “Natural Selection” on page 8.] This well-established phenomenon does not produce macroevolution, as a century of experimentation has shown; instead, it produces some microevolution. Natural selection filters out certain parental genes in successive generations, producing offspring with slightly different characteristics but less genetic variability. For example, fair-skinned people living near the equator are more susceptible to several health risks, such as skin cancer. Consequently, they have slightly less chance of living to reproductive age and passing on genes for light skin color to their children. Likewise, darker-skinned people absorb less sunlight, depriving them of vitamin D3, which forms in skin exposed to sunlight. In polar latitudes, this could cause rickets. Therefore, over many generations, dark-skinned people tend to live near the equator and light-skinned people tend to live at higher latitudes. 

There are exceptions. Eskimos (Inuits) have dark skin, yet live in Arctic latitudes. However, their traditional diet, which includes fish-liver oils containing large amounts of vitamin D3, prevents rickets. 

2. Cultural Preference.  This takes the form of likes (as in mate selection) or dislikes (as in prejudices). 

Likes.  The saying, “beauty is in the eye of the beholder,” illustrates how a person’s culture may influence mate selection along “racial” lines. This has been demonstrated in geese. Blue snow geese live in one region of the Arctic, and white snow geese live in another. In an experiment, eggs from each colony were hatched in an incubator. The goslings were then raised by “foster parents” of the opposite color. The young geese later showed a mating preference for geese having the color of their foster parents. In another experiment, the foster parents were painted pink. Again, there was a mating preference for the color the young geese saw as they were growing up, even though that color was artificial. The old song “I Want a Girl Just Like the Girl That Married Dear Old Dad” makes the point. 

Dislikes. Humans also have prejudices—some people more than others. Prejudices based on physical appearances have caused wars, genocide, forced segregation, and voluntary isolation. Adolf Hitler had a fanatical hostility toward Jews and others and a strong preference for the supposedly Aryan characteristics of tall, blond, blue-eyed people. 

This led to Hitler’s brutal steps to exterminate the former and increase the latter. An example of voluntary isolation occurs in Africa. Pygmies, typically 41/2 feet tall, live separately from the Watusi, who are sometimes 7 feet tall. Yet, both may live within several hundred miles of each other. These and hundreds of other prejudicial actions, operating over several thousand years, segregated many people based on physical appearances. 

3. Small, Isolated Populations.  A population of people, or any other form of life, has many genetic characteristics. If a few members of a population move to an isolated region, such as an island, the new group will have a different and smaller set of genetic characteristics (or a smaller range of genetic potential) than the entire population. As a result, later generations on that island will have traits that differ from the original population. 

Imagine a barrel filled with marbles—half-white and half-black. Let’s say that each marble represents a person, and the marble’s color represents a gene for that person’s skin color. If pairs of marbles, representing a husband and wife, are drawn at random and placed on separate islands, about half the islands will have marbles of just one color—white or black. This would be similar to the dispersion and isolation of peoples after the flood and after Babel. If a husband and wife had the same genes for skin color (dark or light), then their descendants would tend to have the same skin color. The color of the marbles could just as well represent other genetic characteristics. 

Actually, the genetics of this process are more complicated than this simple illustration. For example, at least three genes determine skin color, not one. Also, there are thousands of traits, each of which might cluster in an isolated geographic region if small groups broke off from the larger population. So, specific characteristics can easily arise, as they did when the eight survivors of the flood and their descendants eventually obeyed God’s command to spread out and repopulate the earth. From the listing of Noah’s descendants given in Genesis 10–11, we can see how early migration patterns began. Shem’s immediate descendants stayed generally near Ararat (what is now eastern Turkey) or migrated eastward. Ham’s descendants migrated southward, while Japheth’s descendants migrated northward. Undoubtedly, many other small groups colonized isolated regions, allowing their unique genetic characteristics to be expressed in later generations. 

Understanding these three mechanisms—natural selection, cultural preferences, and isolated populations—we can now ask some interesting questions. What did Adam and Eve look like? Obviously, their genes, modified by degenerative mutations, carried all traits humans have today—and probably other traits that have since disappeared. Many of their genes were not visible (or expressed) because other genes dominated. We usually imagine Adam and Eve as looking like ourselves. However, for genetic reasons, Adam and Eve were not “white” or “black” but something in between. The Hebrew word for Adam suggests redness, because an almost identical Hebrew word means “red” or “to show blood.” Adam’s skin coloring may have been similar to that of Native Americans. 

For the past 150 years, evolutionists have painted a very different picture. Man supposedly ascended from some apelike ancestor. According to the theory, because some early humans branched off sooner than others, they had different physical, mental, and behavioral characteristics. This is racism, a highly prejudicial school of thought that dehumanizes fellow human beings. One cannot say that evolutionists today are racists, although Charles Darwin and many of his followers were. Racism is unpopular today, at least openly, so public acknowledgment of it is rare. However, the theory of evolution provides a rationale to justify racism.3 

Genesis provides quite a different historical perspective. We are all descended from Adam and Eve and from Noah and his wife. Consequently, we are all cousins. Think what the world would be like if everyone realized that and acted accordingly! 
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Is There a Large Gap of Time between Genesis 1:1 and 1:2? 

The idea that a vast period of time elapsed between the first two verses of Genesis is known as the gap theory. Most variations of this theory interpret Genesis 1:1 as the first creation, which included the creation of the heavens, the earth, plants and animals, and even a race of humans preceding Adam! Perhaps billions of years then elapsed, during which time Satan and his angels fell and corrupted earth’s inhabitants. God then judged and destroyed the earth and all its inhabitants. Thus, the earth became “formless and void” (Genesis 1:2) and remained that way for eons. Genesis 1:3, according to the gap theory, describes the beginning of the second creation with the first day of the (re)creation week—the familiar six-day creation. This series of events is also called the “ruin-reconstruction theory,” “the pre-Adamic cataclysm theory,” or the “restitution interpretation.” 

The modern gap theory was proposed in 1814 by Thomas Chalmers, a leading Scottish theologian. Some geologists of his day argued that the earth was much older than Genesis implied. Chalmers, therefore, proposed the gap theory to harmonize Genesis with those demands. No clear record shows anyone before 1814 interpreting Genesis 1:1–2 in this way.1 This is especially significant, because Hebrew scholars 2,000 years ago certainly understood Hebrew writing better than we do today. The gap theory simply accommodated the growing demand for long periods of time.2 Unfortunately, the adherents to the theory are usually unaware of all the scientific evidence supporting a young earth. 

What are the problems with the gap theory? Gap theorists generally believe that the fossil record was formed, not in a global flood, but when God destroyed the earth in “the gap” between Genesis 1:1 and 1:2. Gappists have not understood how the flood rapidly formed fossils and deposited sedimentary layers with a total average thickness of one mile. For that reason, they believe that Noah’s flood was less destructive than the judgment they claim preceded the creation week. No clear biblical passage supports the worldwide destruction they imagine, and they do not appreciate Noah’s flood, despite references to it by many biblical writers and Christ Himself (Matthew 24:37–39, Luke 17:26–27). The gap theory resulted primarily from a failure to comprehend the flood. [See pages 111–146.] 

Gap theorists also ignore this clear biblical statement that no great time gap preceded the completed creation: 

For in six days the Lord made the heavens and the earth, the sea and all that is in them ... (Exodus 20:11) 

The gap theory states that the heavens were created long before the six creation days—perhaps billions of years earlier. Exodus 20:11 says the heavens (and everything else) were made in six days. If the gap theory is correct, the Sun must have shone on earth to support the life that existed before the “gap.” But Genesis 1:14–18 says the Sun was made on the fourth day of the creation week. 

Gap theorists miss the importance of Christ’s words in Mark 10:6, “But from the beginning of creation, God made them [Adam and Eve] male and female.” Christ knew that Adam and Eve were created at the beginning, not after a vast gap of time. 

According to most versions of the gap theory, the death and destruction shown by the fossil record, including the death of supposedly pre-Adamic man, preceded Adam’s creation. But the Bible clearly states that death came because of Adam’s sin (therefore, after Adam’s creation). 

If Satan fell before the creation week, as most gap theorists maintain, it is strange that at the end of the creation week, God pronounced that all He had made was “very good” (Genesis 1:31). Also, the fossil record gives evidence of death and violent burial on a global scale. How could such destruction be described as “very good” if it preceded God’s pronouncement? 

Why then do some believe in the gap theory? As mentioned earlier, they have accepted, perhaps unknowingly, claims that the earth is billions of years old. Therefore, they try to find where a vast period of time might fit into the Bible. They know that long periods of time cannot be inserted after Adam’s creation because the various genealogies are tightly linked.3 Consequently, the only place billions of years can be inserted is before Adam. Because time flowed smoothly and continually during the creation week, a week that for various reasons is composed of normal 24-hour days, the time gap must be inserted before the first creation day. Rather than start the creation week at Genesis 1:1 as most Bible scholars do, gappists start that week at Genesis 1:3. Therefore, they believe that before Genesis 1:3, a vast length of time existed—as they state, “whatever geologists demand.” 

To justify this, they propose nontraditional translations of several verses. They believe that Genesis 1:2a should be translated “the earth became formless and void,” instead of the more widely accepted translation “the earth was formless and void.” I know of no record, before 1800, of anyone advocating such a translation. While the Hebrew word “hayah” can be translated “became,” it is usually translated “was.” In the 4,900 times “hayah” occurs in the Old Testament, almost 98% are translated as “was.” Hebrew grammarians and linguists have almost uniformly rejected the translation “became” or “had become.” 

Gap theorists rely heavily on Isaiah 45:18, which states: 

For thus says the Lord, who created the heavens (He is the God who formed the earth and made it, He established it and did not create it a waste place, but formed it to be inhabited), 

They correctly say that God did not create the earth a waste place. Genesis 1:2, using the same Hebrew word as in Isaiah 45:18 for “waste place,” describes the earth as “formless and void.” Gap theorists unfortunately conclude that after the earth’s first creation, it must have become a waste place that was “formless and void.” A more straightforward and internally consistent interpretation is that the earth was temporarily “formless and void” during the first day of its creation. At the end of the sixth creation day, the earth was completed, inhabited, and “very good” (Genesis 1:31)—not “formless and void.” In other words, God “did not create it [to be] a waste place, but formed it to be inhabited.” 

Another verse used to support the gap theory is Genesis 1:28, which in the King James Version states “... Be fruitful and multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdue it ...” Today, the meaning of the English word “replenish” has shifted away from its early meaning, which was “fill.” (“Replenish” came from the French word “remplir,” which means “to fill”; it does not mean “to refill” or “to fill again.”) Almost all modern translations translate this word “fill.” 

Most people who accept the gap theory have great confidence in the Bible and oppose evolution. However, they accept many evolutionary interpretations of such things as dinosaurs, ice ages, and coal-producing peat bogs. They avoid controversy by placing dinosaurs, ice ages, and coal formation in the “gap,” and thus fail to see their connection with the flood. So, gappists generally take a position of noninvolvement in the origins issue other than saying that they accept creation and oppose evolution. This attitude helped the evolutionary viewpoint go largely unopposed in our schools and media for decades. 

The gap theory has declined in popularity in recent years.4 It was one of many attempts to reinterpret Scripture to conform to a belief that was becoming popular among some scientists in the 1800s—a belief in an old earth. Unfortunately, the gap theory is inconsistent with the Bible in many ways. 
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Is There Life in Outer Space? 

Those who believe that life exists on distant planets usually base their belief on the following reasoning: 

Life evolved on Earth. Because the universe is so immense and contains so many heavenly bodies, life independently evolved on other planets as well. 

This flawed reasoning assumes that life evolved on Earth. Overwhelming evidence shows that life is so complex it could not have evolved—anywhere! [See pages 7–24.] Over the last 150 years, our culture has been so saturated with evolution that some uncritically believe it, so they conclude that life must also have evolved on at least a few of the multitude of extraterrestrial bodies. 

Yes, there are many stars, and a small fraction have planets. [See “Have Planets Been Discovered Outside the Solar System” on page 443.] However, the probability of just one living cell forming by natural processes is so infinitesimal, even considering the vast number of stars, that the likelihood of life spontaneously occurring anywhere in the universe is virtually zero! 

Despite popular and influential science fiction books and films, such as Star Wars, E.T., Star Trek, 2001: A Space Odyssey, and Close Encounters of the Third Kind, there really is no scientific evidence for intelligent extraterrestrial life. Hundreds of millions of tax dollars have been spent trying to find life in outer space. Conditions outside Earth are more destructive than almost anyone suspected before space exploration began: deadly radiation, poisonous gases, extreme gravitational forces, gigantic explosions, and the absence of the proper atmospheres and chemical elements. Just the temperature extremes in outer space would make almost any form of life either so hot it would vaporize or so cold it would be completely rigid, brittle, and dead. Unfortunately, these physical realities do not excite public imagination as much as science fiction and evolutionary stories. 

A few people are searching for signals from outer space that would imply an intelligent source. Radio telescopes, linked with computers, simultaneously search millions of radio frequencies for a nonrandom, nonnatural, extraterrestrial signal—any short sequence of information. Yet, the long sequence of information in the DNA of every living thing on Earth is a signal from an intelligence—a vast intelligence—a Creator. Almost all those searching for extraterrestrial life believe it evolved naturally in outer space. If they ever accepted the DNA evidence for a Creator, the evolutionary basis for their search would disappear. [See “Codes, Programs, and Information” on page 11.] 

If life evolved in outer space as easily as some people believe, many extraterrestrial “civilizations” should exist, especially on planets around stars that evolutionists claim are older than our Sun. Some civilizations should even be technologically superior to ours, would have recognized that earth has abundant life, and would have tried to reach us. Any superior civilization within our galaxy would probably have already explored our solar system, at least with robots. Because we have no verifiable evidence of any of this, intelligent extraterrestrial life probably does not exist, certainly within our Milky Way Galaxy. 

Almost all stories of unidentified flying objects (UFOs) have since been traced to natural or manmade causes. Even if technically advanced flying objects exist, they may have a terrestrial, not extraterrestrial, origin. The United States, for example, developed and flew the superfast SR-71 aircraft and its prototype several years before most senior military officers in the United States knew such technology was possible. Evidence that UFOs are from extraterrestrial civilizations, although not disproved, has not been verified and usually relies on the truthfulness, rationality, and accuracy of a few alleged witnesses. 

Could God have created life elsewhere? Certainly, but the Bible is largely silent on this subject. However, the Bible does say, “For in six days the Lord made the heavens and the earth, the sea, and all that is in them.” (Exodus 20:11a). So, if life were created in outer space, it would have happened during the six creation days. 

Three other Bible verses suggest that conscious, rational life is unique to Earth. 

1. Romans 8:22 states, “the whole creation groans and suffers” because of Adam’s sin. This would be a strange statement if humanlike beings existed in outer space, because it would mean that although not descended from Adam, they suffer because of his sin. 

2. Romans 5:12 tells us, “through one man [Adam] sin entered the world.” The Greek word we translate as “world” is kosmos, which generally means the entire universe. Again, if intelligent beings exist beyond Earth, they would be suffering for Adam’s sin. 

3. Genesis 1:14 states that the heavenly bodies were made “for signs, and for seasons, and for days and years.” It does not say that they were created as habitats for other creatures. 

Is there life in outer space? Except as noted on page 337and below, probably not. Many people enjoy speculating on this subject, and some want to believe that life is in outer space, usually life that is superior to ours. While they may be right, little rational basis exists for this belief—either scientific or biblical.

Is There Life on Mars? 

Probably. Mars’ soil at certain locations is emitting methane (CH4), which is most likely produced by living bacteria. If so, they were probably launched from Earth by the fountains of the great deep and delivered to Mars by comets and asteroids. 

Three independent groups of scientists have discovered methane (CH4) in Mars’ atmosphere. The quantities are small but significant, averaging about 10 parts per billion by volume. Sunlight slowly destroys methane, so something, somewhere, must be replenishing that methane. Also, methane in Mars’ atmosphere should mix uniformly in only a few months, but methane’s concentration varies around the planet and appears to be concentrated where water once flowed.1 Volcanoes on Mars are dormant, and today comets and asteroids rarely hit Mars, so today they are probably not the source of this methane. By elimination, this leaves isolated locations in Mars’ soil as the likely source for Mars’ methane. 

How is methane produced? On Earth, it almost always comes from anaerobic bacteria (bacteria that do not require oxygen).2 For example, bacteria in the digestive tracks of ruminant animals (such as cattle, buffalo, sheep, goats, and camels) produce at least 20% of the methane in Earth’s atmosphere. (Bacteria in other animals and humans produce much less methane.)3 

Most methane on Earth is trapped in molecule-size, crystalline cages formed by frozen water called hydrates. Each cage holds at least one methane molecule. These methane hydrates, first discovered in 1970, lie on the cold ocean floor right off the coasts of all continents. [See page 114 and the picture of “flaming ice.”] Methane hydrates contain more fossil fuel than is in all Earth’s coal and oil deposits combined. Why is so much methane there? 

As the hydroplates suddenly crushed and thickened at the end of the flood, draining flood waters swept vegetation off the edge of continents. Each leaf fragment, blade of grass, and giant log was loaded, as they are today, with bacteria. If food is present, some bacteria can survive and multiply exponentially in the cold, wet sediments on the ocean floors. Preflood vegetation deposited around all continents was that food, so its carbon became the main part of methane, a by-product of decay. At the temperatures and pressures on the ocean floor, most methane becomes methane hydrates. 

The fountains of the great deep also launched vegetation fragments containing bacteria, so bacteria and their food were in comets, asteroids, and meteorites. Living, but dormant, bacteria have been discovered in meteorites, and it has long been known that comets contain methane. [See page 294.] Therefore, besides providing water that flowed on Mars, comet and asteroid impacts also delivered “methane-producing machines” and their food.4 

    

PREDICTION 49:   Bacteria will be found on Mars. Their DNA will be similar to Earth’s bacteria. Furthermore, isotopes of the carbon in Mars’ methane will show the carbon’s biological origin.
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About 45% of organic matter and 75% of methane is carbon by weight. Anaerobic bacteria convert about 76% of the available carbon to methane. Assume that eleven comets (or asteroids) weighing 1016 grams each struck Mars and only one hundred thousandth of each impactor consisted of organic matter. That would allow 100 metric tons of methane to slowly escape into Mars’ atmosphere for each of 5,000 years. (1 metric ton = 106 grams.)
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Other reasonable combinations of numbers produce similar results, so more carbon should still be trapped in Mars’ soil.

Have Scientific Tools Detected Adam and Eve within Us? 

Cells of every living thing (plants, animals, and humans) contain tiny strands of coded information called DNA.1 DNA directs the cell, telling it what to produce and when. Therefore, much of your appearance and personality is determined by the DNA you inherited from your parents. 

In human cells, the nucleus contains 99.5% of the DNA. Half of it came from the individual’s mother and half from the father. Because both halves are shuffled together, it is difficult to identify which parent contributed any tiny segment, so half of this DNA changes with each generation. However, outside the nucleus of each cell are thousands of little energy-producing components called mitochondria, each containing a circular strand of DNA. Mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA) comes only from the mother. Where did she get hers? From her mother—and so on. Unless there is a rare mutation, mtDNA does not change from generation to generation. 

DNA is written with an alphabet of four letters: A, G, T, and C. One copy of a person’s mtDNA is 16,559 letters long. Sometimes a mutation changes one of the mtDNA letters that a mother passes on to her child. These rare and somewhat random changes allow geneticists to identify families. For example, if your grandmother experienced an early mutation in her mtDNA, her children and any daughters’ children would carry the same changed mtDNA. It would differ, in general, from that in the rest of the world’s population.2 

In 1987, a team at the University of California at Berkeley published a ground-breaking study comparing the mtDNA of 147 people from five of the world’s geographic locations.3 The study concluded that all 147 had the same female ancestor. She is now called “mitochondrial Eve.” 

Where did mitochondrial Eve live? Initial research concluded she probably lived in Africa. Later, after much debate, researchers realized that Asia and Europe were also possible origins for mitochondrial Eve.4 

From a biblical perspective, do we know where Eve lived? Because the flood was so destructive, no one knows where the Garden of Eden was.5 However, Noah’s three daughters-in-law, who lived only a dozen or so generations after Eve, probably began raising their families near Mount Ararat in eastern Turkey—very near the common boundary of Asia, Africa, and Europe. (Each of us can claim one of Noah’s daughters-in-law as our ever-so-great grandmother.) So, it is not surprising that Asia, Africa, and Europe are candidate homes for mitochondrial Eve. 
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Figure 227: Language Divergence. Languages are related, as are genes. One of thousands of examples is the word for “from, of.” It exists in French (de), Italian (di), Spanish (de), Portuguese (de), and Romanian (de). So, these languages, now spoken generally in southwestern Europe, are twigs on a tree branch called the Romance languages.(Romance refers to Rome.) This branch joins a larger branch that includes all languages derived primarily from Latin. They merge with other large branches (such as the Germanic branch that includes English) into a family called the Indo-European languages. When these and other languages are traced back in time, they appear to converge near Mount Ararat, a likely landing site of Noah’s Ark. [See pages 47–48.] Linguists admit that they do not understand the origin of languages, only how languages spread.7 

Also, when similar words, sounds, and grammar of the world’s most widely spoken languages are traced back in time, they also seem to originate near Ararat.6 Another convergence near eastern Turkey is found when one traces agriculture back in time.8 

When did mitochondrial Eve live? To answer this, one must know how frequently mutations occur in mtDNA. Initial estimates were based on the following faulty reasoning: “Humans diverged from chimpanzees about 6 million years ago. Because the mtDNA in humans and chimpanzees differ in 1,000 places, one mutation occurs about every 12,000 years.” Another incorrect approach began by assuming Australia was first populated 40,000 years ago. The average number of mitochondrial mutations among Australian aborigines divided by 40,000 years gave another extremely slow mutation rate for mtDNA. These estimated rates, based on evolution, led to the mistaken belief that mitochondrial Eve lived 100,000–200,000 years ago.9 This surprised evolutionists who believe that the first human female lived 6 million years ago. 

A greater surprise, even disbelief, occurred in 1997, when it was announced that mutations in mtDNA occur 20 times faster than had been estimated. Without assuming humans and chimpanzees had a common ancestor 6 million years ago or that Australia was populated 40,000 years ago, mutation rates can now be determined directly by comparing the mtDNA of many mother-child pairs. Using the new, more accurate rate, mitochondrial Eve lived only about 6,500 years ago.10 

Is there a “genetic Adam”? At conception, each man received from his father a segment of DNA which lies on the Y chromosome; this makes him a male. Where did your father receive his segment? From his father. If we all descended from one man, all males should have the same Y chromosome segment—except for rare mutations. 

A 1995 study of a worldwide sample of 38 men showed no changes in this segment of the Y chromosome that is always inherited from fathers. Had humans evolved and all men descended from one male who lived 500,000 years ago, each should carry about 19 mutations. Had he lived 150,000 years ago, 5.5 mutations would be expected.11 Because no changes were found, our common father probably lived only thousands of years ago. While Adam was father of all, our most recent common male ancestor was Noah. 

In 2010, a comprehensive comparison was made between the DNA on the male Y chromosome of humans and chimpanzees. The differences were more than 30 percent! 12 

For completeness, we must consider another possibility. Even if we all descended from the same female, other women may have been living at the same time. Their chains of continuous female descendants may have ended; their mtDNA died out. This happens with family names. If Mary and John XYZ have no sons, their unusual last name dies out. Also, many other men may have lived at the same time as our “genetic Adam,” but had no continuous chain of male descendants down to today. How likely is it that other men lived a few thousand years ago but left no continuous male descendants, and other women lived 6,000 years ago but left no continuous female descendants, and we end up today with a world population of 7 billion people?  Extremely remote!13 

Yes, new discoveries show that we carry traces of Adam and Eve in our cells. Furthermore, our common “parents” are probably removed from us by only 200–300 generations. All humans have a common and recent bond—a family bond.  We are all cousins. 
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13. Today, the world’s population is 7 billion people. Even if many women lived 6,000 years ago, on average, each female must have had many children. Whenever the average number of children per female exceeds two, the chance of only one of these many females having continuous female descendants today becomes highly improbable. A similar unlikely event must also happen for males. Having both improbable events happen concurrently is ridiculously improbable.

How Could Saltwater and Freshwater Fish Survive the Flood? 

Related Questions: Why didn’t the hot, salty, subterranean water kill all freshwater fish during the flood? How did saltwater fish survive before the flood? Were preflood fish adapted to saltwater or fresh water? 

Chemistry of Body Fluids in Fish.  Blood and other body fluids of almost all fish, freshwater and saltwater, have surprisingly similar chemistry. Their blood’s salinity, for example, is between that of fresh water and saltwater.1 For reasons that will soon be apparent, a typical preflood sea probably had a small salt content, as if you mixed two parts of fresh water with one part of seawater. However, just as oceans and seas today have variations in salt content, variations probably existed in and among preflood seas—perhaps large variations. 

Living things have many marvelous, semipermeable membranes that allow some liquids or gases to pass through, but not others. For example, capillary walls are semipermeable membranes. Oxygen in our lungs can pass through capillary walls and mix with our blood, but blood does not normally pass through those walls. Substances that can pass through the membrane (such as oxygen) will, on balance, go from the higher concentration (in the lungs) to the lower concentration (in the blood). This is called osmosis. 

Fish have a water problem. Freshwater fish have greater salinity in their blood (less concentration of water) than is in the water they swim in, so water seeps into their blood by osmosis. To correct this problem, freshwater fish seldom drink, and their kidneys secrete a watery urine. Conversely, saltwater fish have less salinity in their blood than is in their saline environment, so osmosis forces water from their bodies. Their kidneys pump out so little water that saltwater fish seldom urinate. 

Mixing.  During the flood, fish would have tried to stay in the most comfortable regions of the volume of water that was their preflood habitat.  Salty, subterranean water, erupting onto the earth’s surface, would not have rapidly mixed with the less-salty preflood seas. In fact, the larger a preflood sea, the slower it mixed and diffused, and the better it insulated its fish from muddy, hot, salty currents during the flood.2 Besides, preflood seas would have tended to “float” on the denser, muddier, saltier water. 

In one 55-gallon experiment, a layer of freshwater floated on a typical layer of seawater. Several freshwater fish, salt-water fish, and other organisms placed in the tank lived in their respective environments for 30 days. The fish even made brief excursions into the more hostile environment.3 If the experiment were scaled up to the size of a global flood, mixing would occur at increasingly slower rates per unit volume. 

Natural Selection.  After 150 days (according to Genesis 8:3), flood waters began to drain into newly formed ocean basins. Fish trapped in continental basins were the potential ancestors of our freshwater fish. Rainfall over the next several decades diluted the salt concentration in most postflood lakes.4 Natural selection eliminated fish in each generation that could not tolerate the declining salinity. Those that could, had less competition for resources and could reproduce their tolerance for lower salinities. Because fish reproduce frequently and profusely, limited variations in each generation allowed rapid adaptation in their ability to control the water in their bodies. This is microevolution, not macroevolution.  No new organs were needed. 

Meanwhile, fish that ended up in the new oceans either had to tolerate slowly increasing salinity or face extinction. Survivors became saltwater fish. Those unable to adapt are now extinct. (This largely explains why marine animals have experienced the most extinctions.) Some fish, the best-known being salmon, are adapted to both fresh water and saltwater. Wider salinity tolerances, such as those of salmon, may have existed before the flood. 

Design.  The ability over many generations to adapt to changing environments is a wonderful feature designed into all life. Without this capability, extinctions would be more common, and life would eventually cease—beginning, perhaps, near the bottom of the food chain. But adaptation has never produced macroevolution. 
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Is Evolution Compatible with the Bible? 

Many people, although they may not know the term, are theistic evolutionists; that is, they believe God used evolution to create the universe and everything in it. For some, this is an acceptable compromise—belief in at least some aspects of evolution and belief in God. The first provides scientific respectability, while the second satisfies an inward conviction that there must be a Creator. For these people, evolution is compatible with the Bible. 

But is it? Since Darwin’s time (mid-late 1800s), many who knew what the Bible says have tried to reinterpret Scripture to make it compatible with the theory of evolution. The fact that there are about twenty theistic evolution theories indicates the general dissatisfaction with each. It also suggests that reconciling evolution with the Bible is not as easy as some claim.  You will soon see why. 

Better-known efforts to reinterpret the early chapters of Genesis include the day-age theory,1 the gap theory (pages 493–494), the framework theory,2 the revelation theory,3 and progressive creation.4 Each theory uncritically accepts some aspects of evolution and then reinterprets Genesis to force it to accommodate those aspects. These reinterpretations contradict obvious meanings in Scripture, interpretations of the text made by ancient and modern Hebrew scholars, clear statements of many Old Testament writers, all New Testament writers, and Jesus Christ Himself. 

Hebrew Professor James Barr at the University of Oxford wrote: 

... probably, so far as I know, there is no professor of Hebrew or Old Testament at any world-class university who does not believe that the writer(s) of Gen. 1–11 intended to convey to their readers the ideas that (a) creation took place in a series of six days which were the same as the days of 24 hours we now experience (b) the figures contained in the Genesis genealogies provided by simple addition a chronology from the beginning of the world up to later stages in the biblical story (c) Noah’s flood was understood to be world-wide and extinguished all human and animal life except for those in the ark. Or, to put it negatively, the apologetic arguments which suppose the “days” of creation to be long eras of time, the figures of years not to be chronological, and the flood to be a merely local Mesopotamian flood, are not taken seriously by any such professors, as far as I know. The only thing I would say to qualify this is that most such professors may avoid much involvement in that sort of argument and so may not say much explicitly about it one way or the other.5 

Some theistic evolutionists sincerely reject certain tenants of evolution, but may not realize that they have accepted key evolutionary assumptions on which these theories are based. Those assumptions may appear “scientific,” unless the evidence is closely examined. The most common of these assumptions is that Noah’s flood was only local and the earth is billions of years old. The two beliefs are related, because not comprehending the flood, explained on pages 109–405, usually leads to a belief in a 4.5 billion-year-old earth. Understanding the flood will reveal a young earth and the origin of earth’s radioactivity. [See pages 357–405.] 

No single theistic evolution theory incorporates all 73 beliefs listed below.6 However, each perspective is compatible with one or more of the primary theistic evolution theories. Almost no compelling scientific evidence supports any of these evolutionary positions, and much evidence refutes them. [See “The Scientific Case for Creation,” pages 7–107.] 

Notice how many ideas in the left-hand column below are uncritically accepted by mainstream society—even many theologians. Notice also how these ideas have subtly alienated many from the Bible—which both contradicts theistic evolution and lays the foundation for some of our most basic beliefs and institutions. Undermining this foundation has obviously contributed to many societal problems. [See “What Are the Social Consequences of Belief in Evolution?” on page 517.] 

Table 30. Theistic Evolution vs. The Biblical Account

	Theistic Evolution 
	The Biblical Account 

	1. Creation required few, if any, miracles. Science can now explain how everything evolved. 
	Creation was a miracle. Evolution, if true, would require many miracles. [See pages 7–107.] A miracle is a departure from physical laws. 

	2. Genesis 1–11 is either allegory, poetry, or myth. It is not literally true. 
	Genesis 1–11 is accurate history involving real people and major events. Jesus Christ and every New Testament writer cited these foundational events that shaped human culture. [See the 68 references beginning on page 519.] 

	3. Genesis contains two conflicting creation accounts, Genesis 1:1–2:3 and Genesis 2:4–2:25. Obviously, both cannot be correct—or taken literally. 
	Genesis contains two descriptions of creation. The first is chronological, while the second is from man’s perspective. A close study of the Hebrew words shows no conflict. Christ, who in a single sentence mentioned both descriptions, knew they referred to the same creation event. (Mt 19:4–5) [Endnote 1 on page 457 contains additional information.] 

	4. Natural processes (or “Mother Nature”) can explain the formation of the heavenly bodies, earth, and life. Matter preceded mind. 
	The Creator, with purpose and supernatural power, brought forth the heavenly bodies, earth, and life.  Mind preceded matter. (Gen 1–2, Ps 19:1, Ps 33:6) 

	5. Space, time, and matter are eternal. Time existed before things were created. 
	God who is eternal, created space, time, and matter. The creation came out of nothing. There was a beginning.7  Time began at the creation. (Gen 1:1, Mt 24:21, Mk 13:19, Jn 1:1, Col 1:16, Heb 11:3) 

	6. The universe began as a burst of light with the big bang. Ten billion years later, the earth slowly formed in the presence of sunlight. 
	On Day 1, the earth was formed in darkness. (Gen 1:2) Soon afterward, but before the Sun and stars were made, light was created.  (Gen 1:3) [See "If the Sun and Stars Were Made on Day 4, What Was the Light of Day 1?" on pages 426–428.] 

	7. The big bang was the basic creation event. It occurred during a fraction of a second. 
	A series of creative acts occurred during the creation week. (Gen 1) 

	8. Hydrogen, helium, and some lithium formed millions of years before all the other 100+ chemical elements. 
	Almost all chemical elements came into existence during the creation week. (Gen 2:2, Ex 20:11) 

	9. Since the big bang, the average temperature of the universe has continually decreased. Eventually, the Sun will exhaust its fuel and the earth will lose its heat and freeze solid. 
	The earth began in a relatively cool state (see #12 below). Eventually, intense heat will destroy the heavens and the earth. (II Peter 3:7,10,12) 

	10. The Sun and most stars formed billions of years before earth.  Stars are still forming. 
	Earth was created three days before the Sun and stars. Today, stars are dying, not being created.  (Gen 1:2, 1:16; Ex 20:11) [See page 37.] 

	11. During the fourth creation period (not the fourth day), the Sun, Moon, and stars were “made to appear”8 on a previously cloud-covered earth. 
	On the fourth creation day, the Sun, Moon, and stars were made. (Gen 1:14–19) If the word “day” in Genesis 1:14 means a long period, what do the words “year” or “night” mean in those verses? 

	12. The earth initially had a hot, molten surface. Millions of years later, water—chemically locked in the earth’s interior—oozed out. 
	On the first day, the earth had a liquid water surface.9 Therefore, the earth was relatively cool at the beginning. (Gen 1:2) 

	13. The earth slowly coalesced from meteoritic impacts that melted the earth’s surface and vaporized all surface water. 
	The earth formed quickly. After the second day, its surface was spread out above the liquid subterranean waters. (Ps 24:2, 104:3, 136:6) 

	14. Land formed before oceans. 
	A global ocean existed before the surface waters were gathered into one place and dry land first appeared. (Gen 1:2, 1:9) 

	15. Evolution occurred over billions of years, not in six literal days. The word “day” in the Bible can, in rare cases, mean an indefinite period of time. The six creation “days” may have been six ages, so each creation age had millions of evenings and mornings. Another possibility is that God created in six literal days, but each day was separated by millions of years. 
	Creation occurred in six literal, consecutive days. (Gen 1, Ex 20:11)  The Hebrew word for day, yom, always means literal, consecutive days when modified by a plural number. Yom was defined as a literal day when it was first used. (Gen 1:4,5)  Each creation day had only one “evening and morning.” 


To survive, plants need the Sun and animals—especially insects. All were created within three literal days of each other. (Gen 1:11–23) Had it taken much longer, plants could not have survived.10 (Gen 1:5, 8, 13, 19, 23, 31) 

	16. In the Bible, a day can be a long time. For example, Psalm 90:4 and II Peter 3:8 say that “a day is like a thousand years.” 
	Those verses do not refer specifically to the six creation days. Instead, they say that God is outside of time; He sees the intimate details and the big picture. Besides, no evolutionist believes creation took 6,000 years. 

	17. Since the earth began, natural disasters have occurred: earthquakes, floods, hurricanes, tornadoes, lightning strikes, volcanic eruptions, tsunamis, droughts, blizzards, and impacts by meteorites, asteroids, and comets. 
	These calamities were not part of God’s “very good” creation. Later, man’s sin destroyed that tranquility. Man’s wickedness became so bad that God chose to destroy almost all men and air breathing land animals in a global flood. (Gen 1:31, 6:5–7)  Part II of this book explains why most natural disasters, including radiation damage, are a consequence of the global flood. [See pages 109–405.] 

	18. The present is the key to the past; that is, presently observable natural processes explain all past events. (This principle, called uniformitarianism, underlies much of geology.) 
	The present is not always the key to the past. God sometimes works suddenly, as He did during the creation, the fall, and the flood. (Gen 1–3, 6–8)  No natural process on earth approaches the flood in its power, destructiveness, or extent. (II Peter 3:3–6) [See pages 109–405.] 

	19. There have been no worldwide floods—only brief, local floods. “Noah’s flood,” if it happened, was only a local, or regional, flood. God’s promise, in Genesis 9:11, not to again flood the earth cannot be taken literally. 
	A catastrophic, worldwide flood covered all11 the earth’s preflood mountains after 150 days. (Gen 7:19–20, 7:24; Ps 104:6–9) This year-long flood (Gen 7:11, 8:14) destroyed almost all humans and air-breathing land animals. (Gen 6:13, 6:17, 7:4, 7:21–23, 8:21, 9:11; Lk 17:27; I Pet 3:20; II Pet 2:5, 3:6) 

	20. The first sea life was a small blob of complex chemicals. It took a billion years for other sea life to form. 
	On the fifth day, sea life was created, and the waters swarmed with all the various kinds of sea creatures. (Gen 1:20 – 22) 

	21. The original atmosphere consisted of methane, ammonia, and other poisonous gases. Over billions of years, the atmosphere evolved into what it is today. 
	The atmosphere was created quickly and has since supported all living things. (Gen 1:6–8) 

	22. Rain began as the earth’s atmosphere evolved. 
	Rain did not occur before the flood. [See pages 455–458.] 

	23. Plant life helped our atmosphere evolve. 
	The atmosphere was created before plant life. (Gen 1:6–12) 

	24. Plants evolved over a long period of time. Flowering plants evolved 220 million years after all other plants. 
	All major categories of plants, including their seeds and fruit, were created on the third day. (Gen 1:11–12) 

	25. The Sun evolved several billion years before plant life. 
	The Sun was made one day after plant life. (Gen 1:12–16) 

	26. Various forms of plant and animal life evolved during each of four sequential, geological eras: Precambrian, Paleozoic, Mesozoic, and Cenozoic. These eras were of unequal length. 
	Life was created during only three of the six creation days—3rd day: plant life, 5th day: sea life and birds, and the 6th day: other land animals and man. (Gen 1) 

	27. Since the earth began, new forms of life have continued to evolve within each of the major categories: plants, sea creatures, birds, and land animals. 
	All plants were created first, then all sea creatures and birds, then all land animals. Finally, man was created—Adam first, then Eve. (Gen 1, 2:21–22) 

	28. There is continuity among all forms of life. All organisms have a common ancestor. Therefore, there were continuous transitions among all plants and among all animals. The millions of species are not fixed and not distinct. 
	There are permanent discontinuities between the many different “kinds” of life. In fact, the Bible states 10 times that each “kind” will reproduce after itself. (Gen 1) The kinds are fixed and distinct. (I Cor 15:39) 

	29. Sea life preceded land life by hundreds of millions of years. 
	Sea life was created two days after the first land life. (Gen 1:11–13, 1:20 – 23) 

	30. Adam could not have named all the animals in one day, because there were too many. Besides, most animals and plants became extinct before man evolved. 
	The Bible does not say that Adam named all the animals. On Day 6, he named “all the cattle,” “the birds of the sky,” and “every beast of the field” (domesticated animals). Adam did not name, for example, sea creatures, creeping things (insects), and the beasts of the earth (wild animals). (Gen 2:20)  All animal kinds have lived contemporaneously with man. (Gen 1:20 – 30) 

	31. Insects evolved millions of years before birds and flowering plants. 
	All birds and plants were created before “creeping things.”(Gen 1:20 – 24) 

	32. Either reptiles or dinosaurs evolved into birds. More than 100 million years later, 60 million years after the dinosaurs became extinct, man evolved. 
	Birds were created before dinosaurs, reptiles, and other beasts of the earth. (Gen 1:20 – 25)  Man saw and wrote about dinosaurs and giant marine reptiles. (Job 40:15–41:34) 

	33. Fish evolved hundreds of millions of years before birds and fruit trees.  The first fish and birds came from eggs. 
	Fruit trees were created before fish. Fish and birds were created on the same day. Fish were created swimming, and birds were created flying. (Gen 1:11, 21–22) 

	34. It is uncertain which came first, the chicken or the egg. 
	Eggs were within the first chickens, so both came together. All animals were created fully formed and functional.12 

	35. The first animals were microscopic sea creatures. Much later, fish evolved, then amphibians, and finally mammals. The last mammals to evolve included whales. 
	The first animals created included highly developed mammals, such as the great whales. The next day, many other creatures, including so-called “lower forms” were created. (Gen 1:20 – 21, 1:24) 

	36. For hundreds of millions of years before man evolved, many animals were carnivores (meat eaters). 
	Early animals were herbivores (plant eaters). After either the fall or the flood, some became carnivores. (Gen 1:30) 

	37. Macroevolution continues today, so creation is a long process. 
	Creation was a distinct event. (Ps 148:5) God finished “all His work” in six days. (Gen 2:1–3; Ex 20:11, 31:17; Heb 4:1–11) 

	38. Everything in nature, from protons to people, evolved by slow, continuous processes. 
	Everything in nature was created in discrete steps. (Ps 33:6–9) Five times Genesis states that “God said ... and it was so.” (Gen 1:6–7, 1:9, 1:11, 1:14–15, 1:24) All the Bible’s miracles occurred quickly, including the biggest and first miracle—creation. 

	39. Evolution works, in part, through a process called “survival of the fittest.” Violence, pain, and death were necessary for animals to become more complex. Suffering, cruelty, and death are natural results of the evolutionary process. In this sense, death produced man. 
	God is all-powerful and does not need to use violence, pain, or death to create. God did not author evil, suffering, disease, or calamity. Several attributes of our Creator are love, peace, and joy. Right after the creation, everything was “very good.” (Gen 1:31) Suffering and cruelty entered the world when Adam sinned. (Gen 3)In this sense, man produced death.  (Gen 2:17, Rom 5:12, I Cor 15:21) 

	40. Females evolved before males. 
	Males and females within a “kind” were created on the same day. (Gen 1:20 – 25) The first human male came before the first human female. (Gen 2:22) 

	41. Man evolved from a lower animal. 
	Adam was formed from the dust. (Gen 2:7) 

	42. Man is a product of nature. Man is controlled and shaped by his environment. In fact, the environment largely determined how man evolved. 
	God told man to control his environment—to care for the earth and have dominion over every living thing that moves on the earth. (Gen 1:26, 1:28–30) 

	43. Man is an animal that has evolved a little higher than the apes. 
	Man, who was given dominion over all animals, was created in the image of God. (Gen 1:26–27, 1:30, 5:1)  Man was made “a little lower than God.” (Ps 8:5) 

	44. Man has existed during only the past 1,000th of the earth’s history—13,000,000,000 years after the universe began and 4,500,000,000 years after the earth evolved. 
	Man has existed since the creation week. (Mt 19:4; Mk 10:6, 13:19; Lk 11:50–51a; Jn 8:44; Rom 1:20) 

	45. There really was no one individual we can call “Adam”; the term refers to “mankind” or a race of primitive men. Adam and Eve may be mythical characters in a saga explaining how evil originated—or characters in a timeless myth representing the sinful choices we all make. 
	Inspired writers of both Testaments spoke of Adam as an individual, not as a race of people. (Gen 5:3; I Chron 1:1; Lk 3:38; Acts 17:26; Rom 5:12; I Cor 15:21–22, 15:45–47) Eve was also a unique person. (I Cor 11:8–9, I Tim 2:13–14) Regardless of skin color or where we live on this planet, we are all descended from Adam and Eve. (Gen 3:20) 

	46. Almost all fossils formed before man appeared on earth. 
	Man was created before any fossils formed. 

	47. Man’s genealogy includes many apelike animals. It spans more than a hundred thousand generations. Adam had millions of years’ worth of ancestors. 
	Man’s genealogy begins with Adam and Eve and involves only a few hundred generations. The Bible gives the line of descent from Adam to Noah and even up to historical times.  (Gen 5, I Chron 1, Lk 3:23–38)  Christ never mentioned any ancestors of Adam; Adam had none. (Mt 19:4) 

	48. Although apes, man’s closest relatives, have no difficulty or pain in giving birth, human childbirth is painful and can be dangerous for mother and child. Natural selection should have eliminated women with narrow birth canals.13 
	Humans are a special creation; they did not descend from apes or any ancestor of apes. Pain in human birth greatly increased as a result of the fall. (Gen 3:16) 

	49. God breathed a spirit into an apelike creature. It became man. 
	God breathed the breath of life into a lifeless human body. He became man. (Gen 2:7) 

	50. The earliest people were meat eaters. The first animals that could be considered human were hunters. Hundreds of thousands of years later, man began farming. 
	The earliest people were vegetarians. (Gen 1:29) The first man, Adam, was a gardener. (Gen 2:15) Later, Adam became a farmer; his son, Abel, was a herdsman. (Gen 4:2) Less than 10 generations later, man began hunting. (Gen 9:3) 

	51. Because man evolved from the animals, there is very little difference in the psychological makeup and behavior of animals and man. 
	Man was created distinct from the animals and in the image of God. (Gen 1:26–27, 5:1) Adam did not find any animal that was physically and emotionally compatible with him. Only another human, Eve, was a satisfactory counterpart. (Gen 2:20) 

	52. The first man came from a woman. Woman, like man, evolved from animals.The story of Eve being formed by “divine surgery” from Adam’s side is nonsense. Eve had a mother. 
	The first woman came from a man. (Acts 17:26, I Cor 11:8) Eve was specially created—taken from the side of Adam.  (Gen 2:21–23) Eve had no mother. 

	53. Marriage, a cultural convention, evolved from human experience. Marriage therefore changes as culture evolves. 
	Marriage is a permanent bond instituted by God. (Gen 2:24) 

	54. Man slowly developed our basic units of time: a day, a week, a month, and a year. 
	Genesis 1, not man, is the origin of our basic units of time. 

	55. No one established the seven-day week. It was culturally derived. Surprisingly, almost all known cultures throughout history have had a seven-day week. 
	God established the seven-day week for man’s benefit. (Mk 2:27) It reminds us of His activity and rest during the creation week.  (Gen 1, Ex 20:8–11) 

	56. The Garden of Eden is a myth. 
	Eden was a literal place. (Is 51:3; Ezek 28:13, 36:35; Joel 2:3) 

	57. People have rarely lived beyond 100 years, especially in the primitive past. 
	Before the flood, conditions were such that at least the people listed in chapter 5 of Genesis lived to be about 900 years old. [See pages 480–481.] 

	58. Lunar months may have been mistakenly called “years” by the early Hebrews. Thus, the patriarchal ages (typically 900 “years”) in Genesis 5 could be much younger in true years. 
	Two patriarchs were 65 years old when their sons were born. (Gen 5:15, 5:21) If those “years” were lunar months, then they had children when they were 5 years old! 

	59. Language evolved slowly; it began with grunts and signs of emotion. (Most linguists admit they do not know how languages multiplied. Today, languages are rapidly becoming extinct.) 
	Adam, who was created with a large vocabulary, conducted intelligent conversations from the beginning. He named many, but not all, land animals on the day he was created. (Gen 2:18–24)  Languages multiplied suddenly at Babel. (Gen 11:1–9) [See “Language” and “Speech” beginning on page 10.] 

	60. Early man was quite primitive and technologically immature. 
	Within only a few hundred years after the creation, man built musical instruments and refined alloys. (Gen 4:21–22)  Early man also had the technology to build Noah’s Ark (Gen 6:14–16) and the Tower of Babel. (Gen 11:3–6) 

	61. The genealogies listed from Adam to Joseph contain many gaps.  Each gap may span centuries. The first humans evolved from some apelike animal about 6,000,000 years ago. 
	The genealogies from Adam to Joseph are tightly linked, because each patriarch’s age is given when the next named patriarch was born. [See page 478.] Therefore, more time cannot be inserted between patriarchs. Besides, placing several centuries between each patriarch would push back Adam’s creation less than 100,000 years. 

	62. Cain, Adam and Eve’s first son, was banished to a distant land and would not have had a wife, unless he married a subhuman primate or another evolved human. 
	Adam and Eve had many sons and daughters. (Gen 5:4) Cain probably married a sister or a niece.14 

	63. For a billion years, millions of species have slowly improved and become more complex. This is still happening.  New forms of life are always evolving. 
	God did not need a billion years or a bloody, cruel, inefficient process like evolution (consisting primarily of mistakes) to create. Right after the creation, God saw all that He had made, and it was “very good.” (Gen 1:31)  After the fall, things deteriorated (Gen 3:16–19, Rom 8:18–22) and diversified.  We have never seen a new kind of life evolve. (Ex 20:11) 

	64. Death entered the world just after the simplest form of life evolved—a billion years before man evolved. 
	Death entered the world after Adam was created and sinned.  (Rom 5:12) 

	65. Death preceded the activities that some people call sin.15 
	Sin preceded death.  (Gen 2:17, 3:1–24; Rom 5:12, 6:23, I Cor 15:21) 

	66. Adam’s fall had only spiritual consequences. 
	Adam’s fall had both spiritual and physical consequences. (Gen 2:17, 3:14–24; Rom 8:18–22; I Cor 15:21–22) 

	67. Ever since plants evolved, some have been poisonous. This enhanced their survivability. 
	Before the fall, every green plant was edible. (Gen 1:29–30) 

	68. Thorns and thistles evolved along with plants. 
	Adam’s sin caused thorns and thistles. (Gen 3:17–18) 

	69. Man’s wickedness is a result of his animal nature. 
	Since the fall, man’s wickedness is a result of his fallen nature. 

	70. God gave Adam a spirit, so Adam was the first primate who could be called human. He died physically as did his primate ancestors, but not as a penalty for disobedience. Adam’s penalty for disobedience was only spiritual death—separation from God. 
	The first Adam brought physical and spiritual death into the world for humans. The last Adam (Jesus Christ) brings spiritual life and physical resurrection from the dead.  If Adam’s body evolved from an animal, this profound theological correspondence is broken, along with the “plan of redemption.”16 Both “Adams” had miraculously created bodies, but both could die as a penalty for human disobedience. (Rom 5:14–15, I Cor 15:45) 

	71. Struggle and death preceded man’s arrival on earth. This struggle has continued ever since. 
	The completed creation, which included man, was “very good.” (Gen 1:31) There was no struggle and death. Later, man (by his willful disobedience) fell from this universal paradise, causing struggle and death to enter the world. Someday, this paradise will be restored as a “new heaven and a new earth.” (Is 11:6–9, Rev 22:2–3) 

	72. Man is continually improving—physically, mentally, socially, morally, and spiritually. 
	Since early times, man has advanced technologically. (Gen 4:21–22) This was largely inevitable. (Gen 11:6) However, man has regressed physically and spiritually.  (Gen 3, 5, 11) 

	73. Because man culminates billions of years of upward progress, his well-being and continued improvement must be our greatest concern.17 
	Because God created man (and everything else), God should be our greatest concern. Man, who was made in the image of God, was given dominion over all other creatures. (Gen 1:26)  Man must exercise great care and concern for the creation, especially for his fellow man. However, humans are special creatures who have sinned and, therefore, need a Savior.  (Jn 3:16) 

	74. People living in biblical times did not have the scientific knowledge to understand how the universe, earth, and all life evolved. Therefore, Jesus did not try to clarify the allegorical statements and misleading history presented in the scriptures (especially Genesis 1–11). 

All New Testament and many Old Testament writers were equally misinformed. From our scientific vantage point today, we must seek the real intent behind Christ’s words and not take the Bible literally. 
	Jesus always spoke the truth; in fact, He said He was the truth (Jn 14:6), and scripture is the truth (Jn 17:17). Certainly, Jesus knew the truth, because He was there in the beginning, and all things came into being through Him. (Jn 1:3) To say that Jesus knew the Bible contained false history, but didn’t want to tell people the truth, belies who Jesus was. He didn’t hide false ideas; He exposed them. He called the Old Testament writers, including Moses, who compiled Genesis 1–11, prophets. (Jn 5:46–47) By definition, prophets, when speaking God’s message, always spoke the truth. False prophets were stoned to death.

Jesus was not constrained by culture, tradition, or concern of misunderstandings (Mt 5:1–12, Jn 6:53). Nor did He avoid subjects that were hard for listeners to understand, such as: end-times (Mt 24), the new birth (Jn 3:1–12), His crucifixion (Mt 12:40, Mk 8:31), or what follows death (Mt: 25:32–46, Jn 14:2). As explained in Table 32 on page 519, Jesus specifically referred to accounts in each of the first seven chapters of Genesis, something He would not have done if He knew they were not historical events. If we replace Jesus’ words with our ideas and claim they were “His real intent,” we can seemingly justify almost anything. 


Sin and Death 

Christians have different understandings of what kind of death began after Adam sinned, because different verses taken in isolation can support different conclusions. Also, imagining conditions before the Fall is difficult. Perhaps that is why so many allegorize the story to some extent. However, doing so risks losing important meaning. Here, we will systemically examine the main Bible verses that provide clues. These verses are in the left-hand column of Table 31. 

Contrast each interpretation (columns A-D) with the passage in each row. Add additional columns or Bible verses that you feel pertain, then decide what type of death you think began at the Fall. My subjective judgments, coded in green, yellow, and red circles (reminiscent of a traffic light’s go, caution, and stop) can provide a starting point for your evaluation. Numbers in some cells correspond to endnotes that begin on page 509.

	Table 31.  What Kind of Death Began When Adam Sinned? 

	Scripture 

References 
	A 

Sin brought only spiritual death to man (separation of man from God). Physical death was built into the creation before the fall. 
	B 

Sin brought spiritual and physical death to only humans. 
	C 

Sin brought physical death to animals and physical and spiritual death to mankind. 
	D 

Sin brought physical death to animal and plant life and spiritual and physical death to humans. 

	Genesis 1:30. And to every beast of the earth and to every bird of the sky and to everything that moves on the earth which has life, I have given every green plant for food; 
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	Genesis 1:31a. And God saw all that He had made, and behold, it was very good. 
	[image: image36.jpg]



	21 
	[image: image37.jpg]



	21 
	[image: image38.jpg]



	21 
	  
	  

	Genesis 2:17. But from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat, for in that day ... you shall surely die. 
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	Genesis 3:4. And the serpent said to the woman, “You surely shall not die.” 
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	Genesis 3:16–19. [You will now have many physical problems] till you return to the ground [as dust]. 
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	Genesis 3:22. Then the Lord God said, “Behold, the man has become like one of Us, knowing good and evil; and now, lest he stretch out his hand, and also take from the tree of life, and eat, and live forever.” 
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	Romans 5:12. Therefore, just as through one man sin entered into the world, and death through sin, and so death spread to all men, because all sinned. 
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	Romans 8:10. ... the body is dead because of sin, yet the spirit is alive because of righteousness. 
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	Romans 8:20–22. ... For the creation was subjected to futility ... the whole creation groans and suffers ... 
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	I Corinthians 15:21–22. For since by man came death, by a man also came the resurrection of the dead. For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ all shall be made alive. 
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	I Corinthians 15:45. [Christ was the second Adam.] 
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	Revelation 21:1–4. {There will be a new heaven and a new earth. Things will be restored to the conditions before th e Fall.]... there shall no longer be any death; there shall no longer be any mourning, or crying, or pain; 
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It is difficult to imagine a time when animals did not die, that an elephant would never have accidently stepped on and killed an ant, or that microscopic organisms weren’t accidently ingested by larger animals. Accidental death may have been different from the inevitable death of a slowly malfunctioning body. 

We all wonder whether the fangs of a lion either did not exist prior to the Fall or, if they did, were not used to tear flesh. However, Genesis 1:30 states that all animals could eat plant food after the creation. While that may seem strange, during World War II, when meat was scarce, the London zoo fed its lions vegetation and they did just fine. Having examined the many contradictions between theistic evolution and the biblical view of life and history, one should consider the following question: 

If God is not limited in power and could have created the world, if He has given man a record of what He did, and if the scientific evidence does not contradict it, then what prevents you from believing that it actually happened?18        

	If evolution happened, then death was widespread before man evolved. But if death preceded man and was not a result of Adam’s sin, then sin is not the cause of death—so we do not need a Savior. 


References and Notes 

1. The day-age theory claims that each of the six creation days was a long age.
2. The framework theory claims that the six creation days are a literary device—a framework in which similar creation events happened over long ages. Supposedly, the creation days are not chronological, and the parallel nature of some events of Days 1 and 4, Days 2 and 5, and Days 3 and 6 show that Genesis 1 is not literal history.

3. The revelation theory maintains that in six days, God revealed to Adam what He created over vast ages. For details, see P. J. Wiseman, Creation Revealed in Six Days (London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott, Ltd., 1948).

4. Progressive creation maintains that God created, but He did so over billions of years, in many short, miraculous, progressive steps.

5. Barr’s letter, sent to David C. C. Watson, was dated 23 April 1984.

6. This format and some of the ideas were suggested by Richard Niessen’s article “Several Significant Discrepancies between Theistic Evolution and the Biblical Account,” in The Creation Research Society Quarterly, Vol. 16, March 1980, pp. 220–221.

7. If each effect had a cause that also had a cause, an infinite chain of events would stretch back in time—with no beginning. Philosophically, one must accept either (a) this infinite regression or (b) an infinite God. Scientifically, one can conclude that there was a beginning; that is, no infinite regression. [See "A Beginning" on page 33 and “Second Law of Thermodynamics” on page 33.] Biblically, one needs to read and believe only the first three words of the Bible (the title of this book)—a far simpler task.

8. Those holding this widespread belief never explain to whom the Sun appeared. Humans, according to these theistic evolutionists, arrived several billion years later. 

Claiming that the word “made” (Hebrew: asah) in Genesis 1:16 really means “made to appear” is a deceptive play on words and is not supported by the Hebrew. Every major Bible translation says the Sun, Moon, and stars were made on Day 4. Had “made to appear” been intended, as when “God said, ... let the dry land appear” (Gen 1:9), the Hebrew raah would presumably have been used.

9. The Hebrew word for “waters” (mayim) in Genesis 1:2 is used 574 times in the Bible. It always means liquid water, not ice, steam, or a cloud.

10. Some advocates of the day-age theory say that the light of Genesis 1:3 sustained plants until the Sun appeared an age later. While sunlight produces photosynthesis, light, in general, does not. For example, light from an ordinary light bulb will not grow plants shielded from all sunlight. Special light bulbs, designed to grow plants, must closely match the Sun’s spectrum across all colors and into the infrared and ultraviolet wavelengths. Some plants, such as tomatoes and strawberries, even have difficulty growing under such bulbs. For most plants, the light must have a day-night cycle. Some plants also need light with seasonal cycles to produce changes from one stage of growth, such as budding to blooming, to another stage. (This means the earth’s axis must be appropriately tilted relative to earth’s orbital plane.) If the distance between the plant and light source varies too much, the changing light intensity will harm the plant. The most obvious way for a light source to satisfy all these requirements is for it to correspond to the Sun’s location, brightness, and spectrum—in other words, for the light to come from the Sun. [See Young Hun Song et al., “FKF1 Conveys Timing Information for CONSTANS Stabilization in Photoperiodic Flowering,” Science, Vol. 336, 25 May 2012, pp. 1045–1049.]

To understand better the light of Genesis 1:3, see “If the Sun and Stars Were Made on Day 4, What Was the Light of Day 1?” on pages 426–428. Theistic evolutionists do not say what the light of Genesis 1:3 was, what its characteristics were, or where it originated. Therefore, they do not know if it could have sustained all plant life and kept the earth at just the right daily and seasonal temperatures for “three ages” (hundreds of millions of years) until the Sun “took over.” Did the light of Genesis 1:3 just “switch off” when the Sun was made during “the fourth age”? Remember, to most theistic evolutionists the “six ages” lasted 4,500,000,000 years.

Even if the absence of sunlight for “an age” were not a problem for the day-age theory, the absence of animals for two “ages” is a fatal problem. Animals produce the carbon dioxide plants require, and insects are important for fertilizing flowering plants. Insects, other animals, and the Sun must have existed within days or weeks of the first plants. 

11. The literal Hebrew actually says that “all the high mountains under all the heavens” were covered with water. This double use of “all” (Hebrew: kaal), while redundant in our language, emphasized the universality of the flood in Hebrew.

12. “Genesis 1 repeats 10 times the phrase “[they will reproduce] after their kind.” Common sense also affirms it. Obviously, only chickens come out of chicken eggs, and only chickens lay chicken eggs. This raises the classic paradox: Which came first, the chicken or the egg? The answer may surprise you. 

Most of us know that baby girls are born with hundreds of eggs. (Recent research shows that mammal ovaries regulate the production of even more precursor egg cells in the mammals’ bone marrow.) So, female vertebrates—animals with backbones, such as birds, mammals, fish, reptiles, and amphibians—are born with many potential eggs. (Some fish may be exceptions. Researchers are working to clarify this.) Therefore, with the first chicken came the first eggs. Neither came first; both arrived together.  Paradox solved.

Only evolutionists face this paradox. It disappears when one understands life’s amazing complexity that only an infinitely powerful and intelligent Creator could produce.

13. Joshua Fischman, “Putting a New Spin on the Birth of Human Birth,” Science, Vol. 264, 20 May 1994, pp. 1082–1083.

14. Was it improper for brothers and sisters to marry? In many countries today, close intermarriages are discouraged or prohibited by law, because they often produce genetic defects in children. For example, children have a 4.4% greater chance of dying before age ten if their parents are first cousins. This includes late miscarriages, six months or more after conception. [See Kevin Davies, “Cost of Consanguinity,” Nature, Vol. 371, 13 October 1994, p. 630.]

Damaged genes, which are usually caused by radiation and other adverse environmental factors, have steadily accumulated in humans since the time of Adam and Eve. Most defective genes are not immediately harmful, because each person usually has a good corresponding gene from the other parent. However, closely related parents have a much greater chance of having inherited the same damaged gene from their common ancestor. If their child then receives this defective gene from both parents, abnormalities usually result.

Because damaged genes accumulate with time, Adam and Eve’s children and grandchildren probably had few genetic defects. (Genesis 1:31) Therefore, close intermarriages would not have had today’s medical consequences. The biblical prohibition forbidding incest was introduced when Moses was inspired to write Leviticus 18:6–18.

15. Some atheists understand this better than most theists. G. Richard Bozarth, writing in The American Atheist, stated:

Christianity has fought, still fights, and will fight science to the desperate end over evolution, because evolution destroys utterly and finally the very reason Jesus’ earthly life was supposedly made necessary. Destroy Adam and Eve and the original sin, and in the rubble you will find the sorry remains of the son of god [sic]. Take away the meaning of his death. If Jesus was not the redeemer who died for our sins, and this is what evolution means, then Christianity is nothing! G. Richard Bozarth, “The Meaning of Evolution,” The American Atheist, Vol. 20, February 1978, p. 30.

16. For a fuller discussion of this profound subject, see Arthur C. Custance, Two Men Called Adam (Brockville, Ontario: Doorway Publications, 1983). At one point (p. 250), Custance summarized the issue as follows:

The bond between ... [Adam and Christ] is entirely predicated on a miraculous origin in both cases: the creation of the first man Adam, which was clearly a supernatural event; and the virgin conception of the Last Adam, which was also clearly a supernatural event.
     A body of animal origin acquired by evolutionary processes is an entirely different thing from a body of divine origin acquired by direct creation. As to the former, it is clear that such a body must by nature be subject to death, the ancestral line being through some primate channel where death is natural. As to the latter, such a body becomes subject to death not by nature but only as a penalty.
     The whole Plan of Redemption hinges upon this difference because the Last Adam cannot by nature be subject to death and still make a truly vicarious sacrifice of Himself. He would merely be paying a debt to nature before the expected time.
17. This is the basic tenet of secular humanism—a belief system that generally dominates our media and tax-supported schools. Most subscribers to this atheistic philosophy are unaware of its evolutionary roots, its definition, or its implications. The U.S. Supreme Court declared that secular humanism is a religion. (Tercaso v. Watkins, 367 U.S. 488, 1961, note 11.)

18. Malcolm Bowden, The Rise of the Evolution Fraud (San Diego: Creation-Life Publishers, 1982), p. 167.

19. Conditions were quite different before the Fall. Animals ate plant life and did not need to prey upon each other. After the Fall, animals became food.

20. “Plants cannot literally die in the biblical sense of the word, because they are not literally alive in the biblical sense. The Bible uses the phrase ‘nephesh chayah’ to refer to living creatures. The term is applied to humans (Genesis 2:7), and animals (Genesis 1:21, 24) but never to plants. Biologists today use a somewhat different definition of life than the Bible does. But biblically, plants are not truly alive and hence they do not literally die. Plants are self-replicating food that God made for the living creatures (Genesis 1:29–30).” Jason Lisle, “Answering Dr. Norm Geisler’s Comments on Genesis,” http://www.youroriginsmatter.com.

21. The creation (all that God made) was not just “good,” it was “very good.” It is hard to reconcile this statement with the ruthless killing we observe today by carnivores. The only explanation seems to be that animals began killing and eating other animals at the Fall.

22. Before the Fall, God warned Adam that if in the future he ate from one tree (a physical act) he would surely die. Therefore, death (for humans, in this verse) was not present at that time.

23. The serpent tried to convince Eve that humans would not die. Apparently, Eve had no first-hand reason to believe that humans would die—or she did not know or believe God’s warning to Adam.

24. Adam’s sin obviously had physical consequences for humans. Thorns grew for the first time; pain in childbirth began. Eating plants (the only source of food for man and animals at that time) would now require strenuous physical labor. Eventually, Adam’s body would return to dust.

25. “Live forever” implies something that is physical, not just spiritual. Presumably, only man could have eaten from the tree of life and have lived forever. This may not have applied to animals, since there is no mention that animals were removed from the Garden of Eden. Certainly sea creatures and plants could not have eaten from the tree of life. 

26. Obviously, plants were not able to eat of the tree of life. Therefore, plants were unable to live forever before the Fall.

27. Death resulted from the action of a man after the creation. It was not imposed upon the creation prior to Adam’s sin.

28. “... death spread to all men ...” A possible implication is that death was confined to humans and did not include animals and plants.

29. Sin produced something more than just spiritual death. The original Greek text clearly states what is meant by “body” and “dead.” The word for “body” is used for Christ’s dead body (Luke 23:55); the word for “dead” is used for Christ’s dead body (Romans 8:11). It it is also clear that Christ’s resurrected body was of “flesh and bones” (Luke 24:39).

30. Speaks of physical (as opposed to spiritual) sufferings.

31. The Fall affected the whole creation, not just humans, not just living organisms, and not just the earth.

32. The type of death Adam produced is directly parallel to the death of Christ on the cross—physical and spiritual. Death did not precede Adam’s creation. The parallel is also between Adam’s sin which brought physical death and Christ’s atonement which permits a physical resurrection.

33. See Endnote 16 on page 509.

34. Christ revealed through John that there will be a new heaven and a new earth—a time when there will be no pain, crying, or death (presumably for humans and animals)—a restoration of conditions that existed before the Fall.

35. Plants do not morn, cry, or feel pain.

What Questions Could I Ask Evolutionists? 

Here are categories of questions that you could ask. The page numbers below will show why evolutionists avoid these questions. If you find evolutionists who feel they or others can answer them, then ask one more question: “Why won’t evolutionists enter a strictly scientific debate on the creation-evolution issue?” For details on two debate offers, see pages 534-537. 

1. Where has macroevolution ever been observed? [See page 7.] What is the mechanism for getting new complexity, such as new vital organs? [See pages 7–9.] If any of the thousands of vital organs evolved, how could the organism have lived before getting the vital organ? (Without a vital organ, the organism is dead—by definition.) If a reptile’s leg evolved into a bird’s wing, as evolutionists claim, wouldn’t the leg become a bad leg long before it became a good wing? How could metamorphosis evolve? [See page 20.] 

2. Living things are incredibly complex, so how could chance or natural processes produce organs as complex as the eye, ear, or brain of even a tiny bird? [See "Complex Molecules and Organs" on page 9. Also see pages 15–24.] 

3. Motors do not work until each radically different component is completely developed, in its precise place, and a compatible energy source is available. So how could a bacterial motor evolve? [See page 22.] 

4. If macroevolution happened, where are the billions of transitional fossils that should be there? Billions! Not a handful of questionable transitions. Why don’t we see a smooth continuum among all living creatures, or in the fossil record, or both? [See page 12.] 

5. Textbooks show an evolutionary tree, but where is its trunk and where are its branches? For example, what are the evolutionary ancestors of the insects? [See page 13.] 

6. If it takes intelligence to make an arrowhead, why doesn’t it take vastly more intelligence to create a human? Do you really believe that hydrogen will turn into people if you wait long enough? 
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Figure 228: Unbelievable. This quotation by the late cosmologist Edward Robert Harrison sums up the belief of most evolutionists. They think that a big bang, 13.8 billion years ago, brought the universe into existence and initially produced hydrogen, the simplest chemical element; hydrogen then evolved into other chemical elements—and eventually people. 

7. How could the first living cell begin? That is a greater miracle than for bacteria to evolve into man. How could that first cell reproduce? [See page 15.] Speaking of reproduction, how could sexual reproduction evolve? [See page 20.] Just before life appeared, did the atmosphere have oxygen or did it not have oxygen? Whichever choice you make creates a terrible problem for evolution. Both must come into existence at about the same time—in other words, by creation. [See page 15.] 

8. Can you describe one natural process that creates information? What evidence is there that information, such as that in DNA, could ever assemble itself? What about the 4,000 books’ worth of coded information that are in a tiny part of each of your 100 trillion cells? If astronomers received an intelligent signal from some distant galaxy, most people would conclude that it came from an intelligent source. Why then doesn’t the vast information sequence in the DNA molecule of just a bacterium also imply an intelligent source? [See pages 11 and 16.] 

9. Which came first, DNA or the proteins needed by DNA, which can only be produced by DNA? [See page 17.] 

10. How could immune systems evolve? [See page 21.] 

11. If the solar system evolved, why do three planets spin backwards? Why do at least 30 moons revolve backwards? [See page 29.] 

12. Can you name one reasonable hypothesis for the Moon’s origin—any hypothesis that is consistent with all the data? Why isn’t the public told the scientific reasons for rejecting all the evolutionary theories for the Moon’s origin? What about the almost 200 other moons in the solar system? [See page 31.] 

13. Why is Saturn’s cold moon, Enceladus, still ejecting hot water into space if it is millions of years old? [See page 334.] 

14. Where did matter, space, time, energy, or even the laws of physics come from? [See page 33.] What about water? [See page 30.] 

15. The gravity of a black hole is so strong that nothing, not even light, can escape it. How then did all matter in the universe escape the singularity of the big bang—an infinitesimal point? [See pages 410–420.] 

16. How were the heavy elements from iron to uranium made? Physicists recognize that fusion in stars—even exploding stars—cannot produce these heavy elements. [See Endnote 30 on page 138.] How could stars evolve? [See pages 33–36.] 

17. What are dark matter and dark energy? [See page 34.] 

18. Why are dormant, but living, bacteria found inside rocks that you say are hundreds of millions of years old and in meteorites that you say are billions of years old? Clean-room techniques and great care were used to rule out contamination. [See page 38.] The DNA in those bacteria also rules out contamination. [See Endnote 93 on page 350.] 

19. Do you know that most scientific dating techniques support a young earth, solar system, and universe? [See pages 37–43.] Are you aware of all the assumptions and contradictory evidence used by those who say the earth is billions of years old? [See pages 39–43, 421–425, and 357–405.] 

20. Why do so many ancient cultures have flood legends? [See page 50.] How do you explain the seashells found atop every major mountain range on earth? [See page 50.] 

21. Have you heard about the mitochondrial Eve and the genetic Adam? Scientists know that mitochondrial Eve was the common female ancestor of every living person, and she appears to have lived only about 6,000–7,000 years ago. [See pages 497–499.] 

22. Careful researchers have found the following inside meteorites: living bacteria, salt crystals, limestone, water, sugars, terrestrial-like brines, and earthlike isotopic patterns. Doesn’t this suggest that earth was their source? [See page 337.] 

23. What successful predictions have been made by the theory of evolution? [See “predictions of evolution” in the index. Haven’t they all failed?] Are you aware of the successful predictions made by the hydroplate theory? [See the 51 “predictions of the hydroplate theory” on page 434 and in the index.] The bolded entries have been recently confirmed. Pages 295 and 305 explain the predicted discoveries made by the Deep Impact and Stardust space missions to comets in 2005.] 

24. Why are more than 400 large lakes in Antarctica not completely frozen? (One lake, Lake Vostok, is the sixth largest lake in the world and has the volume of Lake Michigan.) How could a lake even begin in Antarctica? Why would it stay unfrozen for so long? [See “Antarctic Lakes” on page 439.] 

25. Can you explain the origin of the following 25 features of the earth and solar system? (Page numbers below refer to entire chapters devoted to that subject. Use the index of this book to locate other pages.) 

· The Grand Canyon (pages 205–238)

· Mid-Oceanic Ridge

· Earth’s Major Components

· Ocean Trenches, Earthquakes, and the Ring of Fire (pages 151–185)

· Magnetic Variations on the Ocean Floor

· Submarine Canyons

· Coal and Oil

· Methane Hydrates

· Ice Age

· Frozen Mammoths (pages 255–285)

· Major Mountain Ranges

· Overthrusts

· Volcanoes and Lava

· Geothermal Heat

· Strata and Layered Fossils (pages 189–201)

· Limestone (pages 247–252)

· Metamorphic Rock

· Plateaus

· The Moho and Black Smokers

· Salt Domes

· Jigsaw Fit of the Continents

· Changing Axis Tilt

· Comets (pages 289–322)

· Asteroids and Meteoroids (pages 325–353)

· Earth’s Radioactivity (pages 357–405)

26. Tablemounts are flat-topped volcanic cones that lie 3,000–6,000 feet below sea level. How were their tops planed off? If sea level was lower by that amount, where did the water go? If the seafloor was higher by that amount, where did the rock below the floor go so the floor could subside? [See page 165.] 

27. What produced the Ring of Fire around the Pacific, and why is that ocean so large? [See page 155.] 

28. How can a continental size, crustal plate that is 30–60 miles thick dive into the mantle? What would initiate the dive? Why doesn’t friction or the blunt end of the plate prevent subduction? [See page 171.] 

29. To form the Grand Canyon required the removal of almost 3,000 cubic miles of dirt. Where did all that dirt go? If the Colorado River carved the Grand Canyon as almost every book on the subject claims, the largest river delta in the world should be where the Colorado River enters the Gulf of California. Why is the actual delta so tiny? [See pages 205–238.] 

30. Textbooks often show the Americas as having a jigsaw fit with Europe and Africa. Is this true, or have artists drastically altered the continents’ size, shape, and orientation to make the fit look good? If these continents were once joined as one continent, what broke them apart, and how did they move to their present locations? [See pages 111–146.] 

31. Where is earth’s radioactivity? What produces the parentless polonium halos? How can chondrules be explained? [See pages 357–405.] 

32. Explain the forces, energy, and mechanism that moves tectonic plates? Why do they generally move toward the western Pacific? Why do these plates sometimes move backward? Why do some earthquakes occur internal to tectonic plates? What produced most of the faults within the earth? How did the earth develop its inner and outer core? [See pages 561–564.] Why is earth’s magnetic field so large—2,000 times larger than the combine magnetic fields of planets Mercury, Venus, and Mars? Why do seismic waves pass through the inner core much faster when traveling parallel to the axis of the magnetic poles? How could earth’s magnetic field reverse? What causes geomagnetic jerks (GMJs)? Why does the earth rotate faster—or slower—with each GMJ? Why do GMJs occur about every 6 years? What produces the magma seen in volcanoes and flood basalts? [For the answers to all these questions, see pages 174 and 175.] 

If God Made Everything, Who Made God? 

We live in, among other things, a time dimension where one event follows another. Time passes. Everything ages. Throughout our lives, we learn that effects always have causes. We would be confused if they didn’t. Therefore, it is hard to imagine the first cause, and even harder to imagine what, if anything, preceded “The First Cause.” 

Just as God created the universe and everything in it, God also created time. There was a beginning of everything, including space and time. Consequently, God is outside of space and time as well as in them. God is unchanging (I Sam 15:29, Mal 3:6, Heb 6:17, James 1:17). He had no beginning and has no ending; He sees the beginning and the end (Rev 1:8, 21:6, 22:13). 

Asking who made God before time began reflects a lack of understanding—though most of us at one time have pondered the question. No one made God; He is infinite and outside of time, and He existed before time began. 

Many years ago, one of my children asked me this question as I tucked him into bed. While I can’t remember my answer, I am sure it was inadequate. Having years to think about his question has helped me reconcile the logic of the preceding two paragraphs with what is hard to imagine. 

Seeing things from God’s infinite perspective is probably as difficult for us as it is for a dog or cat to understand what is on this printed page. If God is infinite and we are His finite creations, our limited understanding and perspective should not surprise us. 

How else do we know that time began? The Bible is the most widely read book of all time. Within it, the most read page is probably the first page of Genesis. The first three words on that page 

In the beginning ... 

are probably the best-known group of three words of all time—the single, most widely proclaimed idea. By reading the fourth word—God—one sees that He was there at the beginning. 

Another key insight comes from John 1:1. 

In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. 

Again, there was a beginning; we are also told Who was there when time began. Verses 1:2, 3, and 14 clarify these profound events even more. 

For scientifically compelling reasons, there was a beginning.  [See Items 53 and 55 on page 33.] Alternatively, you can save time and effort by reading again the first four words of the Bible—and believing them. 

In the beginning, God ...
How Can Origins Be Taught in High School or College? 

Teaching scientific evidence for creation has always been legal in public schools.1 Yet, many teachers wonder how to do this. Schools should be places of inquiry, where students are taught to analyze all sides of an issue. Few academic subjects have greater inherent interest for high school or college students than the origins question. The fact that it is controversial is, therefore, not a liability but an asset.2 The origins question, then, is an ideal vehicle for developing analytical skills.3 An excellent way to develop these skills is “The Origins Research Project.” 

The Origins Research Project 

Introduction. The Origins Research Project may be one of the most interesting and exciting projects students ever experience. It will demonstrate how scientific inquiry works while building upon one of the most basic and natural questions a person ever asks: “How did everything begin?” Each student is (1) to decide which theory of origins best fits the scientific evidence, and (2) to write a paper explaining why. Religious beliefs, while possibly important to the student’s overall conclusion, are not to be a part of this paper. There are no right or wrong answers. Instead, the student’s work should be evaluated on its breadth of research, critical thinking, sound logic, and detailed comparisons of the data with the various theories. 

The following description of the Origins Research Project is written in a generalized form, so it can be used at the high school or college level in either secular or religious schools. Teachers can tailor this project to the time available, the students’ needs, and the teacher’s objectives. 

Purpose. This project will (1) help each student develop analytical skills in science, (2) integrate many seemingly diverse topics and fields of science into a meaningful, maturing, and exciting investigation, and (3) allow academic study in an important area of science without infringing on diverse religious views that are the prerogative of the individual and the home. Because strongly held views will be presented on both sides of this question of origins, the student will develop, probably for the first time, strong, reasoned, and confident disagreement with some scientific authorities and textbook authors. This experience, which even most scientists and engineers do not have until they are well into their first major research effort, is one of the most maturing that an education can provide. Unfortunately, the typical classroom experience, especially in the sciences, involves learning or absorbing information, not evaluating evidence and deciding which of several scientific explanations is most plausible. 

The Project. Each student will write a paper stating which theory of origins he or she thinks is best supported by the scientific evidence and why. The first sentence of the paper will be, “I believe that the scientific evidence best supports ______________________.” The blank space, for example, might contain one of the following: 

· the theory of evolution

· the theory of creation

· a modified theory of evolution

· a modified theory of creation

(Possible definitions of “evolution” and “creation” are on page 515. Any student who feels the evidence supports a theory other than evolution or creation should define that theory.) Students should understand that their conclusions, based upon an examination of only some scientific evidence, may differ from their religious views (theism, atheism, or their many variants). 

The scope of this project is not to resolve such differences but to learn to examine scientific evidence. Limitations and uncertainties in science, especially when dealing with ancient, unrepeatable events having no observers, will become apparent before the project is completed. 

The Role of the Teacher. The teacher’s role is (1) to help develop students’ analytical skills in science, (2) to prevent religious aspects from entering classroom discussions, (3) to prevent censorship of any scientific evidence, (4) to facilitate discussion, and (5) to challenge and stimulate students’ thinking. Teachers should frequently ask thought-provoking questions such as: 

· What assumptions are being made?

· Can those assumptions be tested?

· Why do other scientists disagree?

· What are other explanations?

· What evidence is there for other conclusions?

The teacher’s role is not to compel belief in any theory of origins; nor is it to teach the material. The subject matter is so broad that it would be unreasonable to expect teachers to master it quickly enough to teach it. Furthermore, most teachers probably have presuppositions that could easily bias a student’s decision-making process. Students will frequently ask, sometimes subtly, what the teacher believes.  A suggested response is: 

Don’t be concerned with what I believe. What matters in this class is how thoroughly you examine the scientific evidence on both sides of this issue. I am not interested in your specific conclusion; I am interested only in the thoroughness and logic you use to reach your conclusion. You are on your own. 

Teacher Options. 

1. Decide the length of the written paper. This decision should be based upon the student’s academic level, the scientific fields the student should explore, and the teacher’s objectives. For a high school physics, biology, or general science course, 1,000 words might be a minimum. For a college student majoring in science education or geology, 40 typewritten pages might not be sufficient. 

2. Determine the beginning and ending dates for the Origins Research Project. The project should be long enough to allow the student to reflect on the subject, to do the depth of reading and library research the teacher desires, and to write the paper. It is suggested that the Origins Research Project span 1–4 months and be finished in time to allow one week for grading. This project can be completed using a minimum of three classroom periods. 

3. Specify the writing and grading standards. The required quality of the written paper and its adherence to the school’s style manual should be established. Schools that have a well-integrated curriculum may want English teachers to grade the papers from a writing standpoint and science teachers to grade the papers from a scientific standpoint. If, among the teachers available for grading, at least one is an evolutionist and one is a creationist, students could have their papers graded by a teacher who holds their basic view of origins (creation or evolution or both). 

4. Establish the weight that will be assigned to this graded project. It should be commensurate with the research effort the teacher desires and the student motivation that will be needed, possibly one-third to one-sixth of the course grade. Some students have been allowed to complete the Origins Research Project instead of taking the final exam. 

Resource Materials 

Teachers should make available books, videos, and DVDs that will balance the broad range of perspectives concerning origins. If outside speakers are brought into the classroom, students who favor evolution should question the creationist speakers, and students who favor creation should question evolutionist speakers. Short student debates create great interest. 

Questions and Answers 

Q1: Can creation be dealt with scientifically? [See also "How Can the Study of Creation Be Scientific?" on page 410.] 

A1:  Scientists employ a common but special type of reasoning when they try to explain past, unrepeatable events that had no observers. They first develop a model—or what scientists call a “working hypothesis.” This simply describes what they think happened. Alternate explanations must also be defined. Then, evidence is shown that will raise or lower the plausibility of the various possible explanations. There are many possible models of origins. However, the two basic models, creation and evolution, can be defined as follows: 

The Creation Model of Origins: 

· Everything in the universe, including the stars, the solar system, the earth, life, and man, came into existence suddenly and recently, with essentially the complexity we see today.

· Genetic variations are limited.

· The earth has experienced a worldwide flood.

The Evolution Model of Origins: 

· Over billions of years, the universe, the solar system, the earth, and finally life developed from disordered matter through natural processes.

· Random mutations and natural selection produced all life from single-celled life.

· All life has a common ancestor.

Neither creation nor evolution can explain scientifically what happened at the ultimate beginning (represented by the region in red in Figure 229). The evolution model is completely silent about the origin of matter, space, energy, time, and the laws of chemistry and physics. The farthest back in time most evolutionists claim to go is to a hypothetical “big bang.” They admit that they have no scientific understanding of what preceded such an event. Creationists likewise have no scientific understanding of what happened during the creation event. Nevertheless, to the right of the red region, both models can be tested against the evidence. For any assumed starting condition, scientists frequently ask if the laws of physics and chemistry would produce what we see today. These are certainly scientific questions that give us insight into our beginnings. 
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Figure 229: Two Models. Comparison of Creation and Evolution on the Complexity Scale. 

Q2:  How can those high school students who are underachievers or poorly motivated carry out this project? 

A2:  Teachers who see students having difficulty may choose to limit them to a narrower topic, such as the fossil record. Students could be asked such questions as: 

· How do evolutionists and creationists explain the fossil record?

· How are fossils formed?

· Where are fossils formed today?

· What details are found in the fossil record?

· Which explanation best fits these observations?

Answers to these questions could form an outline for a student’s paper. If the student requires more guidance, references and page numbers could be included with each question. 

Students are often surprised that their conclusions differ from those of some scientists—either creationists or evolutionists. The confidence these students have that their answers are more credible than those of certain scientists will produce self-confidence and an increased interest in science. Students frequently want to explore other aspects of the origins controversy on their own. Generating this sense of excitement and discovery should be an objective of every science curriculum. 

Q3:  What would the minimum project involve at the high school level? 

A3:  The following would require only three class periods; they should be spread out over at least three weeks. 

Day 1: 

· Pass out the assignment sheets that (1) state the length, format, grading criteria, and due dates for the outline and final 1,000-word paper; (2) define “creation” and “evolution”; and (3) list the resources available in the school library.

· Describe selected resources.

· Explain science methodology when dealing with past events that were not observed and cannot be repeated.  [See Figure 229.]

Day 2: 

· Students conduct one or two debates.

· Lead an informal discussion of the issue. Emphasize the importance in science of basing conclusions on evidence.

· Remind the students when their outlines are due.

Day 3: 

· Comment on the quality of students’ outlines.

· Discuss articles posted on the bulletin board.

· Remind students when their final papers are due.
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No teacher should be dismayed at efforts to present creation as an alternative to evolution in biology courses; indeed, at this moment creation is the only alternative to evolution. Not only is this worth mentioning, but a comparison of the two alternatives can be an excellent exercise in logic and reason. Our primary goal as educators should be to teach students to think and such a comparison, particularly because it concerns an issue in which many have special interests or are even emotionally involved, may accomplish that purpose better than most others. Richard D. Alexander, “Evolution, Creation, and Biology Teaching,” American Biology Teacher, Vol. 40, February 1978, p. 92.
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What Are the Social Consequences of Belief in Evolution? 

Opinions about origins have profound social consequences and even affect the way we think. Consider the following italicized perspectives and some responses. Notice that all these perspectives presume evolution occurred, despite the scientific evidence. Yes, some people believe that God used evolution to create and that evolution is compatible with the Bible; however, a careful reading shows, in dozens of ways, that it is not. [See "Is Evolution Compatible with the Bible?" on pages 502–509.] 

1. Animal-like Behavior.  If humans descended from animals, why shouldn’t humans behave like animals? 

2. Meaninglessness.  If evolution happened, why believe that life has any purpose other than to reproduce and pass on your genes? 1 

Response: Evolution did not happen. Your life has purpose and hope. God does not make mistakes. You are not an accident. 

3. Good vs. Evil. If nature is all there is, why believe there is good and evil? 2 

Response: Distinguishing good and evil requires broad, even absolute, standards—and Someone competent to set those standards. Humans instinctively know there is good and evil, right and wrong. Someone implanted that understanding in us; the laws of physics can’t. 

4. Survival of the Fittest.  If we evolved by “survival of the fittest,” then getting rid of the unfit is desirable. To conquer and exploit weaker people, businesses, or countries is just the law of the jungle from which we evolved. Mercy killings, forced sterilization, and selective breeding of humans, while unpopular with some, would be beneficial, in the long run, and very logical—if we evolved. 

5. Communism.  Friederich Engels, one of the founders of communism, wrote Karl Marx, another founder, and strongly recommended Charles Darwin’s book, The Origin of Species.  In response, Marx wrote Engels that Darwin’s book “contains the basis in natural history for our view [communism].”3 Marx offered to dedicate his book, Das Capital, to Darwin, but Darwin declined. 

Joseph Stalin, ruthless dictator of the Soviet Union from 1929 to 1953, killed millions of his people. Stalin read Darwin’s book as a student at a church-based school and urged others to read it.  During that time, he became an atheist. 

6. Personal Responsibility.  If everything came into existence by chance and natural processes, then we have no responsibility to some supernatural being. Religions would be a crutch for the weak-minded and superstitious. Churches would be monuments to human ignorance. 

Furthermore, if evolution happened, then we and our actions are consequences of billions of years’ worth of natural events—over which we had no control. Our responsibility for our situation is relatively small. If bad things happen to us, we are primarily victims. 
Response: We were created for a purpose, so we have great responsibility, and our Creator will hold us accountable. More will be expected from those who have been given more. 

7. Relativism.  There are no absolutes, moral or otherwise (except the fact that there are absolutely no absolutes). Your belief is just as good as mine; your truth is just as good as my truth. 
Response: Obviously, the One who created the universe, life, and humans has the authority and ability to establish timeless moral absolutes—and He has. 

8. Social Darwinism.  If life evolved, then the human mind evolved. So did products of the human mind and all social institutions: law, government, science, education, religion, language, economics, industry—civilization itself. 

Response: Technology progresses, information accumulates, and civilization often improves, but humans remain humans—with all our frailties and shortcomings.  

9. Secular Humanism. If the “molecules-to-monkeys-to-man” idea is correct, then man is the highest form of being. Man should be the object of greatest concern, not some fictitious Creator that man actually created. 

Response: That philosophy is called secular humanism (a humane, intellectual-sounding term) that claims God is irrelevant and the Bible is fiction. Secular humanism will decline as people increasingly learn the scientific flaws of evolution. 

10. New Age Movement.  If people slowly evolved up from bacteria, then aren’t we evolving toward God? Aren’t we evolving a new consciousness? Aren’t we evolving into a glorious New Age? 
Response: These beliefs, built on evolution, continue to spread like a cancer, even in many churches in the world. New age beliefs also will decline as the scientific errors of evolution become known. 

11. Marriage.  If marriage is a cultural development, begun by ignorant tribes thousands of years ago, then why not change that custom, as we do other out-of-date customs? Animals don’t marry; why should people? After all, we’re just animals. If people are a product of natural processes, then why not do what comes naturally? What’s wrong with sexual activity outside marriage as long as no one is hurt? 

Response: God instituted marriage when He created a man and a woman (Adam and Eve) and said they should become one. 

12. Racism.  If humans evolved up from some apelike creature, then some people must have advanced higher on the evolutionary ladder than others. Some classes of people should be inherently superior to others. 

Response: But that’s racism. That’s the twisted logic Hitler used to try to establish his Aryan master race and to justify killing six million Jews in the Holocaust. This does not mean that evolutionists are racists (although Charles Darwin and many of his followers of a century ago were extreme racists). However, evolution has provided the main rationale for racism. Stephen Jay Gould wrote that “Biological arguments for racism ... increased by orders of magnitude following the acceptance of evolutionary theory.” [See Endnote 3 on page 492.] People with darker skin have suffered greatly from evolutionary racism. Belief in evolution has also caused others to suffer. They are victims of a holocaust going on all around us—abortion. 

13. Abortion.  We dispose of unwanted animals, such as cats and dogs. If humans are evolved animals, why not terminate an unwanted pregnancy? Isn’t it the mother’s right?  Shouldn’t she have a “choice” in such a personal matter? After all, a fetus has no name or personality. During its first three months, it’s just a tiny glob of tissue—no more important than a little pig or rabbit. Why shouldn’t a fetus, having less value than an adult, be “terminated” if adults or society would benefit? This will help solve our population problem.  We must guide our destiny. 

Response: Abortion is the premeditated killing of an innocent, defenseless, developing (but completely human) baby. Calling an unborn child merely a “fetus” is dehumanizing. Nor should we speak of “terminating a pregnancy.” That is simply a euphemism for killing a very young human. 

Nine years after Darwin published his theory of evolution, Professor Ernst Haeckel announced that animal embryos, including unborn humans, pass through stages that mimic their evolutionary ancestors. Human embryos begin as microscopic spheres, because, Haeckel said, humans evolved from bacteria, which are sometimes microscopic spheres. Later, unborn babies look like fish, because humans evolved from fish. Still later, human embryos look like chimpanzees, because humans evolved from some apelike ancestor. So, human embryos are not yet human. Can you see the errors in this logic? Similarity does not imply a genetic relationship. 

Haeckel faked his drawings to fit his theory. In the following 140 years, hundreds of textbook writers copied these drawings, popularizing the theory.  Haeckel’s theory has since been taught as fact worldwide, even in medical schools. Today, although the theory is completely discredited, it is still taught.  [See "Embryology" on page 12 and page 64.] 

Unborn children are human. When you were just one cell inside your mother, all the marvelous, complex information that physically defines you and every organ in your body was there. Although you were tiny and immature, you were completely human when you were one cell. While you were in your mother’s womb, she was your support system, just as medical support systems are needed by some sick or elderly people. Needing a support system does not remove a person from the human race or justify killing that person. 

Although these matters have nothing to do with whether evolution is true or false, they have much to do with the importance of the issue and the adverse consequences of teaching that evolution is a fact. These social problems did not originate with evolution, but they follow logically from evolution. No doubt, most evolutionists are as opposed as creationists to many of these social problems, but from an evolutionist perspective these behaviors are easily justified, rationalized, or tolerated. Evolution, while not the cause, can usually defend or justify even immoral behavior—with seeming scientific credibility.4 

Obviously, the creator of a complex machine can best provide its operating instructions. Likewise, only our Creator has the wisdom and authority to establish timeless moral absolutes. By what logic could anyone oppose these thirteen italicized viewpoints if there were no moral absolutes? Without moral absolutes, “right” and “wrong” will be decided by whoever is in control, and that will change from time to time. A false understanding of origins has subtle and far-reaching consequences. 
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Does the New Testament Support Genesis 1–11? 

Over the past century, claims that evolution is a scientific fact have become more entrenched in our schools. As a result, the first eleven chapters of Genesis have slowly become an embarrassment within many Christian churches and seminaries. Few people in these churches and seminaries have stopped to consider just how foundational these chapters are to the New Testament. The early chapters of Genesis were frequently referred to by every New Testament writer and Jesus Christ Himself. What happens to their credibility if these early chapters are incorrect? Listed below are 68 direct references in the New Testament that refer back to these foundational chapters of Genesis. [Based in part on Dr. Henry M. Morris’ book, The Remarkable Birth of Planet Earth (San Diego: Institute for Creation Research, 1972), pp. 101–103.]  There are many more indirect references. 

All New Testament writers believed that Genesis 1–11 was historically accurate.  Note: 

a. Every New Testament writer refers to the early chapters of Genesis (Genesis 1–11). 

b. Jesus Christ referred to each of the first seven chapters of Genesis. 

c. All New Testament books except Galatians, Philippians, I and II Thessalonians, II Timothy, Titus, Philemon, and II and III John refer to Genesis 1–11. 

d. Each of the first eleven chapters of Genesis is directly referred to somewhere in the New Testament. 

Table 32. New Testament References to Genesis 1–11  (*The words of Jesus Christ during His earthly ministry.)   

	Reference 
	Topic 
	Genesis Reference 

	*1. Matthew 19:4 
	Created male and female 
	1:27, 5:2 

	*2. Matthew 19:5–6 
	Cleave to his wife; become one flesh 
	2:24 

	*3. Matthew 23:35 
	Righteous Abel 
	4:4 

	*4. Matthew 24:37–39 
	Noah and the Flood 
	6:1–22, 7:1–24, 8:1–22 

	*5. Mark 10:6 
	Created male and female 
	1:27, 5:2 

	*6. Mark 10:7–9 
	Cleave to his wife, become one flesh 
	2:24 

	*7. Mark 13:19 
	Since the beginning of the creation which God created 
	1:1, 2:4 

	8. Luke 3:34–36 
	Genealogies: Abraham to Shem 
	10:22–25, 11:10–26 

	9. Luke 3:36–38 
	Genealogies: Noah to Adam to God 
	5:3–29 

	*10. Luke 11:51 
	Blood of Abel 
	4:8–11 

	*11. Luke 17:27 
	The flood came and destroyed them all 
	7:10–23 

	12. John 1:1–3 
	In the beginning God 
	1:1 

	*13. John 8:44 
	Father of lies 
	3:4–5 

	14. Acts 14:15 
	Who made the heaven and the earth 
	2:1 

	15. Acts 17:24 
	God made all things 
	1:1–31 

	16. Romans 1:20 
	The creation of the world 
	1:1–31, 2:4 

	17. Romans 4:17 
	God can create out of nothing 
	1:1–31 

	18. Romans 5:12 
	Death entered the world by sin 
	2:16–17, 3:19 

	19. Romans 5:14–19 
	Death reigned from Adam 
	2:17 

	20. Romans 8:20–22 
	Creation corrupted 
	3:17–18 

	21. I Corinthians 6:16 
	Two will become one flesh 
	2:24 

	22. I Corinthians 11:3 
	Head of the woman 
	3:16 

	23. I Corinthians 11:7 
	In the image of God 
	1:27, 5:1 

	24. I Corinthians 11:8 
	Woman from man 
	2:22–23 

	25. I Corinthians 11:9 
	Woman for the man 
	2:18 

	26. I Corinthians 15:21–22 
	By a man came death 
	2:16–17, 3:19 

	27. I Corinthians 15:38–39 
	To each ... seeds of its own (kind) 
	1:11, 1:21, 1:24 

	28. I Corinthians 15:45 
	Adam became a living being 
	2:7 

	29. I Corinthians 15:47 
	Man from the earth 
	3:23 

	30. II Corinthians 4:6 
	Light out of darkness 
	1:3–5 

	31. II Corinthians 11:3 
	Serpent deceived Eve 
	3:1–6, 3:13 

	32. Ephesians 3:9 
	Created all things 
	1:1–31, 2:1–3 

	33. Ephesians 5:30–31 
	Cleave to his wife, become one flesh 
	2:24 

	34. Colossians 1:16 
	All things created by Him 
	1:1–31, 2:1–3 

	35. Colossians 3:10 
	Created in His image 
	1:27 

	36. I Timothy 2:13–14 
	Adam created first 
	2:18–23 

	37. I Timothy 2:14 
	Woman deceived 
	3:1–6, 3:13 

	38. I Timothy 4:4 
	Everything created by God is good 
	1:10–31 

	39. Hebrews 1:10 
	In the beginning God made heavens and earth 
	1:1 

	40. Hebrews 2:7–8 
	All things in subjection under man 
	1:26–30, 9:2–3 

	41. Hebrews 4:3 
	Works were finished 
	2:1 

	42. Hebrews 4:4 
	Rest on the seventh day 
	2:2–3 

	43. Hebrews 4:10 
	Rest from His works 
	2:2–3 

	44. Hebrews 11:3 
	Creation of the universe 
	1:1 

	45. Hebrews 11:4 
	Abel offered a better sacrifice 
	4:3–5 

	46. Hebrews 11:5 
	Enoch taken up 
	5:21–24 

	47. Hebrews 11:7 
	Noah’s household saved 
	7:1 

	48. Hebrews 12:24 
	Blood of Abel 
	4:10 

	49. James 3:9 
	Men in the likeness of God 
	1:27, 5:1 

	50. I Peter 3:20 
	Construction of the Ark, eight saved 
	6:14–16, 7:13–24, 8:1–19 

	51. II Peter 2:5 
	A flood upon the ungodly, eight saved 
	6:8–12, 7:1–24 

	52. II Peter 3:4–5 
	Earth formed out of water and by water 
	1:6–7 

	53. II Peter 3:6 
	The world destroyed by water 
	7:17–24 

	54. I John 3:8 
	Devil sinned from the beginning 
	3:14 

	55. I John 3:12 
	Cain slew his brother 
	4:8, 4:25 

	56. Jude 11 
	The way of Cain 
	4:8, 4:16, 4:25 

	57. Jude 14 
	Enoch, the seventh generation from Adam 
	5:3–24 

	58. Revelation 2:7 
	Tree of life 
	2:9 

	59. Revelation 3:14 
	Beginning of the creation of God 
	1:1–31, 2:1–4 

	60. Revelation 4:11 
	Created all things 
	1:1–31, 2:1–3 

	61. Revelation 10:6 
	Who created heaven ... and the earth 
	1:1, 2:1 

	62. Revelation 14:7 
	Who made the heaven and the earth 
	1:1, 2:1, 2:4 

	63. Revelation 20:2 
	The serpent of old, who is the devil 
	3:1, 3:14 

	64. Revelation 21:1 
	First heaven and first earth 
	2:1 

	65. Revelation 21:4 
	No more death, sorrow, crying or pain 
	3:17–19 

	66. Revelation 22:2 
	Fruit of the tree of life 
	3:22 

	67. Revelation 22:3 
	No more curse 
	3:14–19     

	68. Revelation 22:14 
	The tree of life 
	2:9 


An interesting parallel between Genesis and the New Testament involves the flood and water baptism. What was the original significance of water baptism? Of course, John baptized as a symbol of repentance for the forgiveness of sins, but where did he get the idea? The practice was a very ancient Jewish ritual called mikveh. As you look at the following table, consider whether water baptism, in addition to its Christian meaning and Christ’s command to baptize (Matthew 28:19–20), should also remind us of the flood.  I Peter 3:20–21 also makes the connection. 

	Table 33. Comparison of the Flood with Water Baptism 

	The Flood 
	Water Baptism 

	The flood waters came from under the earth’s crust. 
	Water for Jewish baptism (mikveh) had to be from an underground spring, in a container built into the ground, or in a building attached to the ground.1 

	A sin-corrupted world was covered with water. 
	A sinful person who has trusted Christ for salvation is covered by water. 

	The Ark lifted the followers of God out of the water. 
	The believer rises out of the water. 

	After the flood began, it rained 40 days and 40 nights. 
	After Jesus was baptized, he fasted 40 days and 40 nights. 

	The earth experienced a “new birth” as the flood waters retreated.2 
	By accepting Christ, a person is born again. Christ tells His followers to baptize, although baptism does not produce salvation. 

	After the flood, a dove returned to Noah indicating that it was safe to go out into the world that had been destroyed. 
	After John baptized Jesus Christ, the spirit of God descended to Christ as a dove.  Then Christ went into the wilderness. 


Another remarkable parallel exists between the Ark and Jesus Christ. Both provided the only refuge from a horrible judgment. Both were perfect provisions, designed by God and freely available to sinful people. Conventional “wisdom” has doubted, even mocked, the sufficiency of each. To save others, both took a unique and terrible beating. People scoffed at the thought of water falling from the sky and needing to be saved; today, many scoff at the cross and the need to be saved. The Ark had many rooms; Christ has prepared a place with many rooms (John 14:2–3). The Ark had one door, which God closed; Christ said, “I am the door” (John 10:9); one day, God will close it as well. Genesis 8:4 says the Ark landed on the 17th day of the 7th month (in the ancient Hebrew calendar)—today’s 17th day of Nisan. Christ rose from the dead on the 17th day of Nisan—3 days after the Passover, which begins on the 14th day of Nisan. The Ark was made leak-proof by pitch (Hebrew: kopher); Christ’s blood is a “watertight” ransom (Hebrew: kopher) that perfectly shields us. (Kopher is closely related to the Hebrew word, kaphar, which means “to atone” or “to cover.”) 

The name “Jesus” provides another parallel to the Ark. “And she will bear a Son; and you will call His name Jesus, for it is He who will save His people from their sins” (Mt 1:21) Clearly, the name Jesus means salvation and eternal safety. As with the Ark, “Outside of Jesus there is no safety, but inside Jesus there is no fear.”3 

References and Notes 

1. In rabbinic literature, baptismal water (mikveh) was called “the womb of the world.”

2. The concept of water immersion in rabbinic literature is called “a new birth.”

3. Rabbi Jonathan Cahn, Keynote Address, Presidential Inaugural Prayer Breakfast, Washington, D.C., 21 January 2013.

How Can I Become Involved in This Issue? 

People who learn about the case for creation and the adverse and far-reaching consequences of evolution frequently ask, “What can I do?” Others incorrectly feel that this is merely a scientific issue that must be left to scientists. Actually, each of you, with your unique circumstances, interests, and abilities, can help expose these evolutionary myths.  Here are eight possibilities. 

1. Understand the Problem. Evolutionary theories and interpretations are usually taught as facts. Teachers, textbooks, and the media frequently convey the attitude that evolution is the only scientific and intellectually respectable view of origins. Students are implicitly presented with a choice, a false dichotomy: “Are you going to hold a narrow-minded religious belief, or are you going to accept a scientific explanation?” Evolution is thus protected from competent criticism, and students are kept ignorant of its many shortcomings. Scientific data are ignored (see pages 7–107), while the accuracy and authority of the Bible are undermined. Students who were taught this way are now teachers, professors, publishers, and textbook writers. The creation movement threatens their positions, prestige, and income, so they tend to ignore the scientific evidence opposing evolution and supporting creation. 

2. Words to Avoid. 
· Creationism.  Popular and frequent use of the word “creationism,” even by creationists, is unfortunate; the preferred term is “creation.”  Why?  Words have power. To most people, “isms” are usually bad. For example: terrorism, communism, racism, sexism, socialism, antisemitism, humanism, scientism, etc. The term “creationism,” therefore, is prejudicial. Furthermore, “isms” are belief systems or ideologies. Although creation has important belief aspects, creation is not just a belief, as evolutionists maintain, but is supported by much scientific evidence. The term “creationism” de-emphasizes this scientific evidence and carries the negative connotation of most “isms.”

· Prove.  Science doesn’t prove anything. Proofs occur only in mathematics. Furthermore, mathematical proofs are not absolutely true, since one begins with assumptions called axioms and postulates. If they change, your “proofs” change. In science, nothing is ever absolute, and not all the evidence and possible explanations have been considered. Those who use the word “prove” in a scientific context usually are overstating something. Hardly ever will you hear an experienced scientist say that something in science has been proved. Better terms include indicates, suggests, and supports. In science, explanations (hypotheses and theories) are made increasingly plausible or implausible by evidence.

3. Learn More and Teach Others. Tell your friends what you have learned. Encourage them to learn more about the creation-evolution issue. Excellent books and periodicals are available—some at your local libraries and bookstores. Learn more yourself, and explain it to others in formal and informal settings. Conduct tours to nearby museums, and identify the errors in their displays. You will be surprised at how excited and grateful people become after learning this information. A growing number of people work full time giving presentations on creation. If you are an effective speaker, you may wish to consider such work. Demand for speakers greatly exceeds the supply. 

Those interested in forming a group to study this book may request the Study Guide as a free email attachment (PDF) by writing feedback@creationscience.com. 

4. Talk to Educators. Write or talk to teachers, school officials, and school-board members in your community. Ask them such questions as the following: Are you aware of the many fallacies concerning the theory of evolution that we have all been taught? Are you teaching all the scientific evidence? Are you aware that the great majority of the American public wants both evolution and creation taught? Are you aware that more than 85% of the public do not want only evolution taught?1 Our message to educators should be: 

· Teach the scientific evidence for and against evolution. [See pages 534–531 for responses to standard objections to doing this.]

· Teach students to think critically: to examine evidence, to test alternative hypotheses, to question, to identify hidden assumptions, to think accurately, and to reach their own conclusions.

· Teachers should become technically up-to-date and learn the evidence concerning origins.

· Teachers have a responsibility for the accuracy of what they say in their classrooms.

Many educators mistakenly believe that most scientific creationists want to legislate their views into the classroom. Assure teachers and professors that few, if any, scientists who are creationists advocate legislation that would force certain views to be taught. Even if every legislature required teachers to present both creation and evolution, unproductive hostility and ridicule would result. The scientific evidence for creation is so strong that education and persuasion are much more effective and lasting. 

However, at least ten states in the United States have passed laws explicitly allowing teachers to objectively present additional scientific evidence, analysis, and critiques regarding topics already in the approved curriculum. No lawsuits have resulted. Explain to friends and educators that most creationists advocate the following: 

· No religious doctrines or writings should be  taught—or ridiculed—in science classes in public schools.
· All the major scientific evidence dealing with origins should be taught at the appropriate grade levels.
· When a theory of origins is presented, any reasonable opposing evidence should also be presented.
5. Propose the Origins Research Project. Encourage science teachers and professors, as well as members of boards of education, to add an Origins Research Project to their curriculum. [See "The Origins Research Project" on pages 514–517.] Such a project, in which each student decides which theory of origins the scientific evidence best supports, could be one of the most interesting and maturing, projects the students ever experience. This high school or college-level project, can be tailored to fit many school or classroom situations, requires no special teacher training, favors no theory of origins, is not restricted to just two models (creation and evolution), focuses on only scientific evidence, removes any concern about bringing religion into public schools, and involves only a moderate amount of classroom time and expense. 

6. Challenge Evolutionists. Encourage knowledgeable evolutionists to enter either the simple oral/phone debate or the written debate. [See pages 534–537.] If they decline, make a point of asking, “Why won’t evolutionists debate the scientific evidence?” Do not argue with such evolutionists until you are familiar with the evidence. If you are not, refer these evolutionists to those who are. 

7. Expose Theistic Evolution. Speak with pastors, priests, ministers, or rabbis. Show them that the scientific evidence is consistent with the biblical account of creation and the worldwide flood of Noah’s day. If they are not already aware of it, explain that evolutionists are reluctant to debate this issue on a scientific basis. Then, point out the many problems with theistic evolution and the subtle means by which the Bible has been falsely discredited because of evolution. [See “Is Evolution Compatible with the Bible?” on pages 502–509.] Encourage church leaders to add creation books and audiovisual materials to your church library and invite speakers to address this subject.  Consider speaking on the subject yourself. 

8. Inform the Media. Write letters to television stations and newspaper and magazine editors. Compliment them whenever they give accurate and balanced coverage of the creation-evolution issue. Provide polite and reasoned criticisms when they assume that evolution is a fact or when they avoid the scientific evidence. Inform the advertisers and media officials of the public’s positions on the issue of origins.1 

References and Notes 

1. Many organizations have surveyed public attitudes on the teaching of origins. Results are remarkably consistent, regardless of whether creationist, evolutionist, or another organization conducted the survey. Typically, responses are as follows:

       5%  I would like only evolution taught.

     15%  I would like only creation taught.

     70%  I would like both creation and evolution taught.

     10%  No opinion, or teach neither.

Some incorrectly claim that almost all scientists believe in evolution. The only survey of scientists of which I am aware involved chemists. Fewer than half (48.3%) said that “it was possible that humans evolved in a continuous chain of development from simple elements in a primordial soup.” A slight majority (51.7%) said that “supernatural intervention played a role.” [Murray Saffran, “Why Scientists Shouldn’t Cast Stones,” The Scientist, 5 September 1988, p. 11.]
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Figure 230: Gallup Polls. Eleven Gallup polls have surveyed beliefs in the United States concerning origins.  People were given four choices: 

(1) Creation: God created man in his present form at one time within the last 10,000 years. 

(2) Theistic Evolution: Man has developed over millions of years from less-advanced forms of life, but God guided this process, including man’s creation. 

(3) Atheistic Evolution: Man has developed over millions of years from less-advanced forms of life. No God participated in this process. 

(4) No Opinion 

Notice how few people are atheistic evolutionists, yet this position dominates the media and most schools. Surprisingly, despite a century of monopolistic and required teaching of evolution, so many are creationists. Both common sense and scientific evidence reject evolution. 

Sampling errors: ±3 %.  Data taken from George Gallup Jr., The Gallup Poll (Wilmington, Delaware: Scholarly Resources Inc.). 

Why Do Creation Organizations Have Differences? 

Differences within the creation science community are no more surprising than those between denominations or churches. Differences have been present ever since the church began. Even Peter, Paul, and James had differences. While disagreeing on some issues, they respected and appreciated each other’s work. That is generally true for creation science organizations. The Center for Scientific Creation (CSC) is grateful for the many creation science ministries and speakers. Although each is quite distinct, each fills an important niche. This battle for minds is huge. All who help are needed and appreciated, although we may use different approaches. 

Creation science organizations vary in size, finances, activities, style, views of Scripture (including which translation is best), target audiences, and methods for acquiring scientific information. Large organizations have wide forums and many opportunities to present their perspectives, but also must maintain larger staffs and facilities, so meeting payrolls is a major consideration. CSC is small, so its activities are limited, but it has the flexibility that comes with being small and independent. (CSC’s Board of Directors oversees its activities.) 

If fund raising is essential for an organization’s survival, major resources are usually devoted to developing and maintaining a donor base, mailings, and financial appeals. If donors become the primary audience, organizations may end up “preaching to the choir,” and newsletters may emphasize why their organization is deserving.  As a not-for-profit organization, CSC is grateful for donations, although we never solicit them. Instead, our focus is on research, writing, and helping those teaching the subject.  Book sales support most of CSC’s work. 

Creation science groups also have different target audiences. Most creation groups primarily address church audiences and emphasize biblical aspects of origins. Some groups focus on specific denominations or local regions. CSC’s target audience includes Christians and non-Christians, scientists and laymen, and evolutionists and creationists. 

Creation organizations acquire scientific information in various ways, but almost all rely on people they trust or something they have read. However, I believe primary sources of information must always be sought, directly examined, and tested. Frequently, I conduct my own experiments, computer simulations, and calculations. My reading load is large and includes the most authoritative science journals and books, often resulting in communication with authors of relevant papers. When our mutual interest is a scientific matter, I am not concerned with an author’s philosophical positions—and rarely does it arise in our cordial discussions or correspondence. Some creationists feel differently and prefer not to interact with an evolutionist, atheist, someone with a different doctrinal position, or fellow creationists who are independent. 

Most creationists focus on one or a few scientific disciplines, such as the life sciences. However, people’s questions have no academic boundaries, and multiple disciplines often bear on an issue, so I try to study in depth all scientific disciplines relating to origins. I have always had to work in multiple scientific disciplines: in diverse engineering situations at MIT, as a professor preparing thousands of students for practically all technical fields, and as the director of a large research and development laboratory. One of the most frequent and longest standing criticisms of me by the Institute for Creation Research (ICR) and Answers in Genesis (AiG) is that I am not a “degreed” geologist. That is true, although I have studied much geology and worked with great geologists. Had I been only a geologist, I probably would have uncritically accepted some evolutionary assumptions, so Part II of this book, which examines the flood, would not exist. 

A newer movement, Intelligent Design (ID), vigorously and effectively defends the scientific evidence supporting the creation of life. The ID movement restricts its scientific case to the life sciences, using almost identical evidence and arguments long used by creationists. (See categories of evidence 1–42 on pages 7–24.) That body of evidence is the easiest to understand for laymen and those who are already creationists. However, because the ID movement scrupulously avoids dealing with the age of the earth, geology, physics, the flood,1 and major topics in astronomy, ID uses only a portion of our available tools. (Understanding the global flood is critical in dismantling evolution. Conversely, those not understanding the flood, as explained in Part II of this book, will probably believe in evolution or a multibillion-year-old earth—or both.) Even outside the classroom, most ID leaders avoid publicly discussing the Bible or identifying the “intelligent designer” as the Creator,2 but when seeking funds, they court the Christian community.3 By avoiding the more complex, controversial, and to some, embarrassing matters mentioned above, the leaders of ID believe they will make inroads into the academic community—their target audience. While I agree that biblical matters should not be brought into public schools, science courses should not ignore relevant scientific evidence. 

Questions frequently arise about Dr. Hugh Ross and his organization, Reasons to Believe.  CSC disagrees with many of Ross’ scientific and biblical positions, especially his claims that the big bang (a flawed theory4) was the creation event, Noah’s flood was not global but only a local flood, and hominids existed 2–4 million years before Adam. Others have tried to arrange for written or oral debates between Dr. Ross and myself.  I accepted; he declined.5 

Two of the largest creation organizations are ICR and AiG. ICR’s approach is more academic; AiG’s is generally directed to Christian lay people. Both organizations hold the Bible in the highest regard, see creation as a foundational issue, and defend a global flood and a young earth and universe. CSC agrees and is grateful for ICR’s and AiG’s strong positions in these areas. However, there have been differences between ICR/AiG and CSC.6 

Misleading Statements 

For many years, AiG and a few at ICR have made frequent and inaccurate comments concerning CSC’s book, In the Beginning: Compelling Evidence for Creation and the Flood.  Our differences appear to be: 

· What flood explanation best corresponds to science and the Bible?

· How much dust and regolith should be on a 4,600,000,000-year-old moon?7
· Is Archaeopteryx a bird or a fraud? 

· What froze the mammoths?8
For many years, AiG and ICR distributed standardized letters containing incorrect information about CSC’s book. Informal misinformation continues, as do repercussions from their past statements.9 While I welcome criticisms of my research, I do object to uninformed, false statements.10 Those who interact with these objectors soon learn that they have not read what they criticize.11 I have offered to debate all these issues in writing in any fair and open forum. AiG has formally declined, saying that they are not scientifically qualified. A few at ICR have also sent letters declining. 

AiG, as a counter to this offer, invited me to submit an article to their Technical Journal (TJ) which they proudly describe as a peer-reviewed journal.  That simply means that AiG’s associates (so-called peers) pass judgment on what is submitted and make recommendations to AiG’s editor. Although AiG’s history of false comments would make anyone in my position cautious of their offer, other factors make it even less desirable.12 

a. Concerning the flood, I would need to summarize 360 pages of evidence and explanations in a relatively short article, leaving much out and causing readers to have many honest questions. This effort would produce an incomplete paper in contrast to the full explanation, which reaches far more people, is already in my book, and can be read at no cost at www.creationscience.com. (In fact, at this time, googling on {creation evolution flood} consistently ranks our website as the most popular out of more than 9,000,000 web pages containing those words.) 

b. The other scientific differences “bulleted” above, while smaller in scope, also relate to the flood in various ways. To address those topics requires first establishing the flood events. 

c. Written efforts by others in favor of the hydroplate theory have been rejected by TJ. 

d. Because of personal inclination and to conserve time, I never press my views on others (including other creation groups) or initiate such contacts. I simply make my case available, continue my research, try to improve this book’s accuracy and clarity, respond to questions or criticisms from those who have read what I have written, and gladly enter, as time permits, wide forums where ideas can be directly contrasted. (My staff consists of a part-time secretary.) I try to explain to those interested—whether they agree or disagree—not persuade those who are not interested or will not read. 

For the past 28 years, some at AiG, ICR, and a few people close to those organizations have criticized the hydroplate theory by saying that it has not been “peer reviewed.” Actually, I would like it to be peer reviewed, provided: 

a. The reviewers claim to be neutral, are named, and have read the latest version of the hydroplate theory. 

b. I am allowed equal space to respond. 

c. Our opposing comments are published together for all to see. 

A similar offer is on page 537. So far, no one has accepted. 

As for peer review, a quick glance at the endnotes in this book will show that my work draws from about a thousand peer-reviewed papers in the most scholarly scientific journals. Those papers usually document anomalies that scientists are unable to fit into evolutionary scenarios—but that are explained by the hydroplate theory and the flood. 

What these critics probably mean is that they want the 360-page hydroplate theory reduced to a 3–6 page article that they might publish. However, the hydroplate theory can’t be easily condensed. It involves many disciplines and deals with such diverse topics as the origin of the Grand Canyon, the ice age, earthquakes, ocean basins, the inner and outer cores of earth, frozen mammoths, comets, asteroids, and earth’s radioactivity, to name a few. Most of the twenty-five major topics provide evidence for the other topics, so an incomplete explanation would leave out much supporting evidence and raise hundreds of questions. Besides, true peer-review journals do not accept previously published material, which eliminates almost all of what I would submit. (In September 2003, the Creation Research Society Quarterly, a peer-review journal, did publish my previously unpublished article, “What Triggered the Flood?” See pages 449–455.) 

Nevertheless, AiG/ICR and I are probably best able to critique each other’s views of the flood, so why don’t we begin? The principle is simple: If one advocates a position before an audience, he should be willing to defend it before that audience. Such an exchange—cordial and complete—would benefit all, especially creationists. 

However, I have sadly come to feel that ICR and AiG do not want their ideas concerning the flood tested by a thorough public contrast with the hydroplate theory. Both groups depend on donations and may be trying to maintain, among donors and followers, an image of scientific accuracy and leadership. For example, for several decades both organizations were the leading advocates of the canopy theory, a flood theory they have recently, but quietly, abandoned. Now, virtually every creation researcher recognizes that the canopy theory is untenable. (Pages 482–490 explain why.) Beginning in 1980, my pointing out biblical and scientific problems with the canopy theory may have created tension. 

ICR and AiG now advocate another flawed flood theory, catastrophic plate tectonics. It is contrary to both the Bible and science, is rooted in evolutionary thinking, and, as its author openly acknowledges, requires numerous miracles that have no biblical support. Miracles not mentioned in the Bible should not be claimed by an individual to solve his scientific problems. That practice by some creationists in past centuries resulted in much of the scientific world’s hostility toward creationists. The media and many evolutionists still believe that is how creationists do science. 
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Figure 231: Convenient Miracles. Although the Bible speaks of specific miracles, that does not give us license to invoke other miracles to solve our scientific problems. Evolutionists love to accuse creationists of doing science that way, but fortunately only a few creationists do.13 Almost any model or explanation for the flood (or anything else) could be patched together if its author, when confronted with a scientific problem, could simply claim that a miracle must have occurred. Of course, if invoking self-serving miracles not mentioned in the Bible were accepted, science would be in shambles. Evolution requires many miracles. [See pages 7–107.] 

Teaching indefensible theories—including the canopy theory—have mislead many. Decades of harm, unrepaired by ICR and AiG, have been done. They taught the canopy theory to millions, who, in turn, have advocated it to tens of millions. It is now rooted in many churches worldwide. Who should clean up that misinformation, now that almost all researchers know it is wrong? 

Frequently, people write, call, and email, seeking my reaction to criticisms from these two organizations, but I don’t have time to respond to each individual. If I tried, I would become a full-time “firefighter,” never able to complete scientific studies and other projects. However, my offer to debate all scientific disagreements with AiG or ICR stands. If enough pages were allocated and a neutral editor selected, the full exchange could be published in an independent journal, perhaps the Creation Research Society Quarterly, or even in technical journals published by AiG or Creation Ministries International (CMI). (CMI in Australia was once part of AiG, but in 2006 a hostile split occurred.) Others will need to encourage AiG and ICR to participate. 

How to Become More Unified 

If these problems were “swept under the rug,” hopes for solving them would diminish. (The Bible sets an example by not hiding the mistakes of such figures as Abraham, Jacob, David, Solomon, Peter, and many Hebrew kings.) 

Two issues contribute to these differences among creationists. First, no unbiased, open forum exists in which inevitable differences (large and small, scientific and nonscientific) can be thoroughly, systematically, and fairly contrasted and made public. The second problem, which we all must guard against, can be described in many ways: organizational pride, empire building, belief that one’s organization best speaks for the creation community, deserves donations, or should be the clearing house for creation information. Solving the first problem (establishing an independent forum) could minimize the second. 

Hopefully, others will address these matters. I suspect the internet will play a big role. Although we can always expect some differences, greater harmony and cooperation are needed—and possible. While our scientific abilities, sizes, styles, finances, activities, and target audiences differ, our target—evolution—does not. 

References and Notes 

1. Phillip E. Johnson, the main architect of the intelligent design (ID) movement, calls this “the wedge strategy.” [See his excellent book, The Wedge of Truth: Splitting the Foundations of Naturalism (Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 2000).] In 2001, Phillip Johnson made clear to me in a cordial, private conversation that he felt the flood should not be discussed; it was too complicated. I disagreed.

2. “Stick with the most important thing—the mechanism and the building up of information [in living things]. Get the Bible and the Book of Genesis out of the debate, because you do not want to raise the so-called Bible-science dichotomy.” Phillip E. Johnson, as quoted in “Berkeley’s Radical,” The Wayback Machine, 4 June 2002, p. 5.

3. “We also seek to build up a popular base of [financial] support among our natural constituency, namely, Christians.” Phillip E. Johnson et al., “The Wedge,” July/August 1999 at: www.antievolution.org/features/wedge.pdf

4. See "Big Bang?" on page 33 and "Why Is the Universe Expanding?" on page 410.

5. Ross once admitted to me that he knew he had some biblical problems.

6. Another issue is plagiarism. For one example, see Endnote 40 beginning on page 232. Those who read that endnote and request all the backup correspondence will see other examples. ICR’s leaders were given the opportunity to point out (and have removed) any errors in Endnote 40 before it was published. None were given.

Some plagiarized material is featured in AiG’s museum and in their DVD, Flood Geology. Others have notified AiG’s leaders of the problems, but are simply told to see AiG’s lawyers.

Why is this a problem? Those who want to know more need to be able to find the primary source to learn how solutions were reached, their limitations, alternate solutions, and who to contact if further research is planned. A lesser concern is that individuals who first read unreferenced material and later read the same material from its true originator, may think the originator plagiarized.

Indeed, the canopy theory is another example of using others’ material without giving the source. Evolutionist Isaac N. Vail published that theory between 1874 and 1902 in dozens of papers and a book. Later, in 1961, The Genesis Flood, by John C. Whitcomb, Jr. and Henry M. Morris, popularized the canopy theory. The authors made a few changes to Vail’s canopy theory and put a biblical interpretation on it, but Vail’s name and initial contribution were never acknowledged in any way.

Despite Henry Morris’ advocacy of the canopy theory until his death in 2006 and his opposition for most of his life to the idea that the continents moved, he had a remarkable understanding of the Bible and it’s description of the flood. [See Endnote 9 on page 468.]

7. In 1993, AiG and ICR announced, much to the delight of evolutionists, that the thickness of the “moon dust” was consistent with the evolutionist age for the moon—4,500,000,000 years.

Calculations show that the amount of meteoritic dust in the surface dust layer [of the moon], and that which trace element analyses have shown to be in the regolith, is consistent with the current meteoritic dust influx rate operating over the evolutionists’ time scale.  Andrew A. Snelling (AiG) and David E. Rush (ICR), “Moon Dust and the Age of the Solar System,” Technical Journal, Vol. 7, Part 1, September–November 1993, p. 39.

Of course, AiG and ICR do not believe the moon is 4.5 billion years old, but since 1993 they have forcefully told creationists not to use the “moon-dust argument,” because measurements support the evolutionists’ position. I am convinced that a correct analysis shows that the moon is young. ICR and AiG made four major mistakes in their unnecessarily lengthy paper about moon-dust. They are listed on page 549. The data ICR and AiG used and the calculations they made were correct but incomplete.

One reason AiG and ICR told creationists not to use the “moon-dust argument” was because they believed it was based on erroneous experimental techniques of Hans Pettersson. Pettersson’s results, which I have always known were faulty and I have never used, was popularized among creationists by ICR. [See Henry M. Morris, Scientific Creationism, General Edition (San Diego, California: Creation-Life Publishers, 1974), pp. 151–152.]

On their own initiative, many people have told AiG (and ICR) of their likely errors concerning “moon-dust” and encouraged them to read the brief, but complete, explanation on pages 548–550. AiG’s response is that I must submit an article to their magazine’s editor. Having an honest technical disagreement is one thing; adamantly ignoring the evidence and calculations while telling hundreds of thousands what they should do and believe is quite another.

8. Michael Oard, a frequent writer for ICR and AiG, provides ICR’s and AiG’s position on the frozen mammoths. Oard’s views are analyzed and contrasted with the hydroplate theory on pages 255–285. After sending my critique to Oard in 2006, I offered to respond in writing to any comments or disagreements he would send me, but none were sent.

Michael Oard also has proposed an explanation for the Grand Canyon. On 1 February 2006, he wrote and asked me to show him the evidence that supports my explanation for the Grand Canyon (since published on pages 205–238). I was confident that he would not be able to go to the remote locations to see the evidence for himself. Nor would I be present to answer the inevitable objections Oard would raise and had been raising in his presentations.

Therefore, I offered to take him to the actual locations if a mutual friend of ours (a senior geologist) would organize a group of at least seven geologists to accompany us. For background, each geologist had to read beforehand the hydroplate theory and Oard’s theory. On the field trip, Oard and I would each take three days to show the group our evidence. 

Both Oard and our friend agreed, and the group of seven geologist was formed. We met at the Grand Canyon on 17 July 2006. For the first three days, I took the group to many of the formations shown on pages 205–238. The next day, when it was Oard’s turn to show us the three-days of evidence he promised, he announced that he had no evidence to show us. Our group then adjourned three days early.

Instead of evidence, what Oard has published many times is a story, but nothing that can be physically examined, tested, and compared with alternate explanations. That is not science.

9. For many details by an organization independent of CSC, see http://www.calvarypo.org/HANDS/flood1.pdf  .

10. Lengthy, private correspondence, asking for this to stop has been unsuccessful. This has hurt the creation-science movement much more than it has damaged CSC.

11. The writer of ICR’s latest standardized letter criticizing the hydroplate theory later admitted that he had not read the theory. Requests for the calculations, which he claimed falsified the hydroplate theory, have been ignored. My corresponding calculations support the theory.

A pastor, seeing AiG’s hostility toward CSC, flew to talk with AiG’s leader, Ken Ham, directly.  The pastor wrote the following:

I wanted to appeal to Ken to at least read Walt’s book. I gave him a copy of “In the Beginning.” In our meeting, Ken was hostile and arrogant toward Walt personally and toward the hydroplate theory. Ken didn’t provide any technical arguments and admitted that he had never read Walt’s theory. I left the material with Ken and encouraged him to read it with an open mind.
The following May (2000), Ken was a guest speaker at our pastors’ conference. Following his presentation, I asked him if he had read the materials I gave him the previous September. He said he had not. What was shocking to me was he still refused to read Walt’s book, even though the hydroplate theory is the only flood theory which explains many aspects of the flood and answers the questions of where the water came from and where it went.
I contacted other prominent AiG and ICR detractors of Walt’s theory trying to learn their technical reasons for disagreement. Not one responded with any kind of technical argument, written or oral. What continued to shock me, was that none had read the book. One detractor, Russ Humphreys of ICR, agreed to make a technical response if I would send him a free copy of the book. I sent the book. Six weeks later, he told me that he still had not read the book, did not intend to, and would not make any kind of technical response, since he knew the catastrophic plate tectonic theory was correct and therefore the hydroplate theory had to be wrong.
... The Biblically and scientifically sound hydroplate theory could be a “silver bullet” in the wicked heart of the evolution lie. 
A faithful financial supporter of AiG, sent a detailed letter to AiG pointing out errors in a recent series of letters they published (Technical Journal, Vol. 16, No. 3, 2002, pp. 69–73).  He wrote:

I believe each man is entitled to disagree with Brown’s model. However, written misrepresentation of that model is another issue altogether. ... I suggest that someone at TJ [The Technical Journal] read and study Brown’s work before allowing this blatant misrepresentation to happen again. Shame on the editors for letting this type of poor work get out. ... You folks are making it mighty difficult for [my wife and me] to come up with reasons to support poorly written work. I suggest you get some of these things ironed out soon. As for Michael Oard and John Baumgardner, I suggest they read/reread Brown’s latest edition or better yet, give him a call.
For years, others have sent similar, unsolicited reports. 

12. From its website, AiG has said in blunt terms that I should submit an article and “play by the rules”—meaning “their rules.”

13. ICR and AiG sometimes invoke miracles to solve their scientific problems. For example, their explanation for the flood is catastrophic plate tectonics (CPT), developed by John R. Baumgardner with help from coauthors Steve A. Austin, D. Russell Humphreys, Andrew Snelling, Kurt Wise and Larry Vardiman. Baumgardner acknowledges his miracles:

Finally, it seem (sic) evident that the Flood catastrophe cannot be understood or modeled in terms of time-invariant laws of nature. Intervention by God in the natural order during and after the catastrophe appears to be a logical necessity. Manifestations of the intervention appear to include an enhanced rate of nuclear decay during the event and a loss of thermal energy afterward. John R. Baumgardner, “Numerical Simulation of the Large-Scale Tectonic Changes Accompanying the Flood,” Proceedings of the First International Conference on Creationism, Vol. 2 (Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania: Creation Science Fellowship, Inc., 1996), p. 24.

...the physical laws were somehow altered by God to cause the [flood] catastrophe to unfold within the time frame of the Biblical record. John R. Baumgardner, “The Imperative of Non-Stationary Natural Law in Relation to Noah’s Flood,” Creation Research Society Quarterly, Vol. 27, December 1990, p. 98.

One of Baumgardner’s specific difficulties is explaining why his crustal plates suddenly dove into the mantle as the flood began. He explains:

An initial temperature perturbation is required to initiate motions within the spherical shell domain that represents the earth’s mantle. For this, a temperature perturbation of -400 K to a depth of a few hundred kilometers is introduced around most of the perimeter of the supercontinent. John R. Baumgardner, “A Constructive Quest for Truth,” Technical Journal, Vol. 16, No. 1, 2002, p. 80.

Why does Baumgardner “introduce” a sudden temperature drop in the top “few hundred kilometers” of the earth, along what are now 15,000 miles of unconnected ocean trenches? If so much rock (10-million cubic miles) suddenly became 720°F (400 K) colder, the rock’s density would increase, so much it might fracture the earth’s crust globally, forming plates (Invoked Miracle #1). Then, the edges of some plates might be so dense they sink into the mantle (Invoked Miracle #2) just as a rock sinks into water. If so, subduction would begin. But just to be sure, Baumgardner assumes the mantle is much less viscous than today (Invoked Miracle #3).

It is proposed that the mantle’s viscosity at [the time of the flood] was lower than at present to permit rapid sinking of the lithosphere into the mantle ... John R. Baumgardner, “3-D Finite Element Simulation of the Global Tectonic Changes Accompanying Noah’s Flood,” Proceedings of the Second International Conference on Creationism (Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania: Creation Science Fellowship, Inc., 1990), p. 35.

He then claims this is how the global flood began, but that is incorrect. The Bible says the flood began on the “day all the fountains of the great deep burst open” (Genesis 7:11). Catastrophic Plate Tectonics would not produce “fountains of the great deep” any more than a very large and hot volcanic eruption on the ocean floor would produce a jet of water shooting up from the ocean’s surface. [See the statement by Henry M. Morris in Endnote 9 on page 468.]

Invoked Miracle #4: Temperatures cannot drop below absolute zero (-460°F), so it is impossible  for anything colder than a blazing hot 260°F to drop 720°F! (460 + 260 = 720) This is not, as the title of Baumgardner’s paper ironically claims, “a constructive quest for truth.”

Baumgardner admits that miraculously freezing and sinking so much rock creates another problem. As cold rock sinks, hot rock deep in the earth must simultaneously circulate up to the earth’s surface. The heat is so great that it would take millions of years for just half of that heat to radiate from the earth. Therefore, he requires Invoked Miracle #5: God must have removed that heat. Why? Because the global flood happened, and the earth’s surface today is not extremely hot.

Once the flood begins, Baumgardner must invoke Miracle #6 to produce the blanket of sediments that is spread over the continents to an average depth of 2,000 meters (1.2 miles). Those sediments must be deposited rapidly during the flood to trap and bury the plants and animals we see in the fossil record. How does he explain that? He hypothesizes that there was a moon-size body in an orbit that passed so close to earth’s surface that tides 2,500 meters (1.6 miles) high were produced in a few days. Those tides eroded the needed sediments. This dramatic miracle is repeated six times.

Baumgardner’s “supertides” lasted 150 days. Turbulent, cavitating, high-velocity water averaged 45 miles per hour! Why weren’t all plants, animals, and the Ark pulverized? Where is that moon-size body today? No answers were given. (Miracles 7 and 8 might be needed to answer those questions.) [See John R. Baumgardner, “Explaining the Continental Fossil-Bearing Sediment Record in Terms of the Genesis Flood,” Proceedings of the Seventh International Conference on Creationism (Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania: Creation Science Fellowship, Inc., 2013).]

With just a little thought, it should be clear that earth’s vast volume of sediments had to be eroded by subsurface erosion, not merely surface erosion. [See item 11 on page 195.]

Catastrophic plate tectonics requires other miracles. The hydroplate theory requires no convenient miracles (miracles designed to solve a scientific problem, but not mentioned in the Bible). The flood and its many consequences follow from the laws of physics and three starting assumptions, for which there is clear biblical support. [See page 120.]

Another example of invoking a miracle to solve a scientific problem occurred in ICR’s RATE Project (Radioisotopes and the Age of The Earth). After spending 1.5 million donated dollars over 8 years, the long-awaited RATE study claimed that God must have removed an unbelievable amount of heat; otherwise, all oceans would have evaporated. [See “Understanding Accelerated Decay” on page 558, and Larry Vardiman et al., Radioisotopes and the Age of the Earth, (El Cajon, California: Institute for Creation Research, 2005), pp. 761–763.] "The Origin of Earth’s Radioactivity" on pages 356–405 answers these questions without claiming self-serving miracles.

How Do You Respond to Common Claims of Evolutionists? 

1. “I disagree with your work, Dr. Brown.” 

Response: My response to criticisms from evolutionists (and a few creationists) is consistent and straight forward. I am happy to address any disagreement, provided the critic (a) has read what I have written that relates to the criticism, (b) will engage in a direct, respectful, and balanced exchange, and (c) will allow it to be made public—both written and oral components. Usually the critic objects to all three criteria. Three formats for our exchange, which should cover most situations, are listed on pages 537, 534–536, and 525. 

It is likely that a critic you might hear has already declined such an offer from me; if not, you may make that offer in my name. Furthermore, if you ever hear someone say that he has tried to engage me on the points of his disagreement, ask to see our correspondence, especially his response to (a)–(c) above. You will probably receive nothing, but if you do, please contact me. The goal is to have a direct exchange between the critic and me. 

Also, if you hear any first- or second-hand criticism, simply ask “Have you read what Brown has written?” The answer will probably be “No.” If the response is “Yes,” then please call our office (602-955-7663) with that person also on the line, ask to speak with me, and mention this request. Alternatively, invite the critic (or those who repeat their claims) to accept any of the three formats referenced above. 

When mistakes are made, criticism is helpful; it allows me to correct what I have written. In each of my twenty debates before live audiences since 1981, I sent my published case to the opponent a month beforehand, so he or she would be better able to find any weak points. I also wanted them to know my position, not what they thought it was based on what others said. Be cautious of arguments from those who only wish to state their disagreement at a time and in a forum in which I cannot respond. 

2. “The evidence against evolution is bad science.” 

Response: Have you studied the evidence? [See Parts I and II of this book.] Both sides of this issue tend to think the other is defending “bad science,” but “good” evidence may exist on both sides. Why not teach all the major scientific evidence? Evolutionists avoid a thorough, publishable, head-to-head comparison of the evidence for and against evolution. [See pages 534–536.] In fact, evolutionist leaders advise others never to participate in even an oral scientific debate on the evidence for and against evolution. In what other major science controversy has one side refused to allow all the evidence on the table? 

3. “If you are going to teach an alternate view to evolution, why not teach chemistry AND alchemy, heliocentrism AND geocentrism, gynecology AND the stork ‘theory,’ or astronomy AND astrology?” 

Response: If anyone has scientific evidence for these fringe beliefs, I would be happy to lay out the counterevidence. (Remember, evidence must be observable and verifiable.) Millions of people know evidence that opposes evolution. Even polls conducted by evolutionist organizations have shown that about 80% of the American public want such evidence taught in their tax-supported schools. 

4. “National science standards call for the exclusive teaching of evolution.” 

Response: There are no “national science standards.” Three private, nongovernmental, national organizations (The National Science Teachers Association, The American Association for the Advancement of Science, and The National Research Council) have a long record of promoting evolution. Each has proposed a different science curriculum, all with a common theme—evolution. 

Some may think the National Research Council is part of the federal government. No. The National Research Council is a private organization set up to advise elements of the federal government when invited on matters of science and technology. None of these self-appointed groups has any charter for establishing national standards in any academic discipline.  There are no “national science standards.” 

5. “Almost all scientists accept evolution.” 

Response: No, they don’t. The only study that I am aware of that addressed this question was a survey of chemists. A slight majority rejected evolution. [See the last paragraph of Endnote 1 on page 523.] Most professors in the basic sciences favor evolution, primarily because that is what they were taught and those who openly reject evolution are fired or not hired. 

In the applied sciences (engineering, computer science, medicine, etc.) and among scientists in industry, those accepting and rejecting evolution may be nearly balanced. This mix of views comes from two opposing forces: the dominance of evolution in everyone’s schooling, and the independence and practical thinking of most in the applied sciences. Consequently, in the applied sciences, evolution is not universally accepted. Engineers, for example, learn to design things and appreciate complexity when they see it. They know that matter and energy, left to themselves, do not produce complexity; in general, the more time that passes, the more things degrade. 

Gallup polls have shown that more Americans are creationists (46%) than theistic evolutionists (32%) or atheistic evolutionists (15%). [See page 523.] Of course, scientific conclusions should be based on evidence, not a vote. The founders of modern science (Kepler, Bacon, Pascal, Boyle, Galileo, Hooke, and Newton—who, by the way, were creationists and opposed the evolutionary views of their day) based decisions on evidence. In contrast, the science of even earlier ages was based on philosophical deductions or authoritative opinions. Trying to establish scientific truth by “counting noses” regresses into dark-age thinking. By that criterion, you would believe in a flat earth, because at one time most scientists believed in a flat earth. 

6. “People who oppose evolution do so for religious reasons.” 

Response: In some cases. In other cases, some people who want to suppress the evidence against evolution do so for their religious reasons. Let’s just agree to stick to the scientific evidence on both sides of the origins issue. 

In the first half of my life, I was an evolutionist. My basic Christian beliefs have not changed, but after learning some convincing evidence, I had to reject evolution. Yes, the origins issue has religious implications for everyone—even those who claim to hold no religious views. But the issue can be addressed from a purely scientific standpoint, as they are in Parts I and II of this book.  I have always advocated excluding religious matters from our public-school science classes. However, all the science should be taught. Censoring the evidence opposing evolution should not be tolerated. 

7. “Speaking of a creator or a global flood is religious, because those ideas are drawn directly from the Bible.” 

Response: Speaking of Noah’s flood would be religious, but explaining geological features caused by a global flood would not be. [See pages 109–405.] Speaking of Adam or Eve would be religious, but describing the evidence related to the “mitochondrial Eve” or the “genetic Adam,” from whom all humans recently descended, is not. [See pages 497–499.] Referring to the God of the Bible or the Allah of the Qur’an as the Creator would be religious, but speaking of a creator is not. As Supreme Court Justice Scalia wrote: “to posit a past creator is not to posit the eternal and personal God who is the object of religious veneration.” Scalia also wrote, “We will not presume that a law’s purpose is to advance religion merely because it happens to coincide or harmonize with the tenets of some or all religions.” 1 

For example, scientists (and some evolutionists) who understand the amazing complexity inside a living cell know it could never have evolved; it had to be created. [See on "The Elephant in the Living Room" on page 18.] But science cannot say who the creator was. It might have been several creators or even “little green men” from Mars. But when one understands the evidence, it is clear that this amazing complexity could not have evolved. It is hard to imagine an unbiased person who understands the evidence reaching any other conclusion. Unfortunately, few educators and scientists have heard this evidence. (Unintended ignorance is excusable. Unwillingness to learn is not. Preventing students from learning is reprehensible.) 

Because much scientific evidence is being censored from our schools, a small but growing number of individuals, such as myself, are explaining this evidence to others. People, including scientists, are excited about what they are learning. Demand for speakers and information exceeds what we can give. If the schools did their job, this rapidly-growing endeavor would shrink. But today, parental dissatisfaction with public schools in general, and science education in particular, has never been higher—in large part because of the one-sided way origins has been taught. 

8. “The courts have stated that teaching evidence for creation would violate the separation of church and state.” 

Response: Wrong. The U.S. Supreme Court said just the opposite. A few evolutionist organizations, the ACLU, and many media outlets have propagated that myth. The Supreme Court actually said that the scientific evidence for any theory of origins, including creation, has always been legal in the classroom. 

Moreover, requiring the teaching of creation science with evolution does not give schoolteachers a flexibility that they did not already possess to supplant the present science curriculum with the presentation of theories, besides evolution, about the origin of life.2 

The issue is whether the evidence against evolution will be taught along with that for evolution. Besides, the U.S. Constitution only states that “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.” Our founding fathers, who acknowledged the Creator in many places, including the Declaration of Independence, did not want a national religion, such as the Church of England. (The phrase “separation of church and state” is not in the Constitution. Nor is the word “separation” or the word “church.”) 

9. “Evolution may have some problems, but they will be solved as science advances.” 

Response: Maybe. However, the opposite has been increasingly true for many decades. That is, as more has been learned, evolution appears even weaker. It is a theory in crisis, a theory without a mechanism. Let’s not withhold information. Suppressing evidence is not the way to advance science. Let’s just teach the scientific evidence that is known and undisputed. Insisting that only evolution be taught amounts to indoctrination—telling students what to think instead of teaching them how to think. That deprives them of the opportunity to evaluate and think critically. 
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How Do Evolutionists Respond to What You Say? 

They generally ignore it. A few will criticize the evidence in forums where I cannot respond. When I was traveling and speaking over a 20-year period (1980-1999), every host knew that I would stay an extra day if they wanted to set up a debate with an evolutionist or team of evolutionists, one of whom held a doctorate in either the applied or basic sciences. The hosts had to locate the evolutionist(s) and a neutral community leader who would act as the debate moderator. About once a year a qualified evolutionist would agree to an oral, strictly scientific debate. These debates were always lively, but cordial and professionally conducted. Unfortunately, little can be covered in a 2 1/2-hour debate, and the substance of the debate cannot be widely distributed and studied as it could if it were in writing. 

The best way, I believe, to clarify the creation-evolution controversy is to have a thorough, written, publishable, strictly scientific debate. Both sides would lay out their case, much as I have in The Scientific Case for Creation on pages 7–107. Then, each side would respond, point-by-point, to the case for the other side. Both sides would have the right to publish the finished exchange. Surprisingly, this has never been done even though the topic is so controversial. It is especially surprising in a discipline—science—that prides itself on openness and a free exchange of ideas. 

I have sought such an exchange since 1980, but have not had a serious, qualified taker. Many leading evolutionists know of the offer. When I spoke at universities and colleges, I always offered students a $200 finder’s fee if they could find an evolutionist professor who would complete such a debate. I am repeating that offer here to the first student who can find such a science professor. 

Several excuses are given by evolutionists. 

1. “I don’t have time.” 

Response: Many do not have time, and of course, they need not participate. However, others have the time to write books attacking and misrepresenting creationist positions. Many are teaching what I feel are outdated evolutionary ideas and refuse to place themselves in a forum where they must defend what they are teaching.  If you are going to teach something, you should be willing to defend it, especially if taxpayers are paying your salary. 

2. “Creation is a religious idea.  It is not science.” 

Response: Creation certainly has religious implications, but much scientific evidence bears on the subject. Only the scientific aspects would be permitted in this written debate. An editor would remove any religious, or antireligious, comments from the exchange. If my comments were only religious, the editor would strike them from the debate. I would have nothing left to present, so the evolutionist would win by default. (Incidentally, evolution also has religious implications.) 

3. “I don’t want to give creationists a forum.” 

Response: Of the thousands of scientific controversies, the creation-evolution controversy may be the one in which scientists most often refuse to exchange and discuss the evidence. That is an unscientific, closed-minded position. 

4. “I don’t know enough about evolution” [Carl Sagan’s answer], or “I am qualified in only one aspect of evolution.” 

Response: A team of evolutionists could participate in the debate. 

5. “Any debate should be in refereed science journals.” 

Response: No journal would allocate the number of pages needed for such a debate. Besides, those journals are controlled by evolutionists, so why would they provide a platform to have their beliefs criticized? Nor do they publish any research questioning evolution and supporting creation. Publishers of these journals would be severely criticized by their subscribers and advertisers if they did. (The few evolutionists who participate in oral debates often admit how much they are criticized by other evolutionists for participating in a debate.) In a well-publicized case, one journal, Scientific American, withdrew a contract to hire a highly qualified assistant editor when the journal’s executives learned he was a creationist. 

If anyone wishes to explore the written-debate idea further, see pages 534–536. But if you ask a qualified evolutionist to participate, watch for excuses. 

How do evolutionists respond to the scientific case for creation? Most try to ignore it. As you can see from the above excuses, even qualified evolutionists usually avoid a direct exchange dealing with the scientific evidence. 

Is Providing False Scientific Information Ever Harmful? 

Surprisingly, in a recent case the court said it was not only harmful, but a crime.
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Figure 232: Obama and World Leaders at the Crime Scene, L’Aquila, Italy.3 

At 3:32 A.M. on 6 April 2009, a magnitude 6.3 earthquake struck the town of L’Aquila, Italy, killing 309 people, injuring at least 1500, temporarily displacing 65,000 people, and destroying 20,000 buildings. Days before, experts on Italy’s Major Risk Commission had reassured the town’s citizens that the past 4 months of frightening earth tremors indicated that stresses beneath the town were being harmlessly released—“a good thing,” they said. The experts also claimed that future tremors would be no stronger than those already felt. The four scientists, two engineers, and one governmental official who provided the superficial analysis and false reassurances of the seismic risk were each put on trial, convicted of manslaughter, fined 1.5 million dollars (1.1 million Euros), and sentenced to 6 years in prison.1 

As you might expect, most scientists following this case were outraged that these Italian scientists were punished for simply giving advice. An editorial in Nature stated, “The verdict is perverse and the sentence is ludicrous.”2 Five-thousand scientists from dozens of countries signed an open letter to the President of Italy, calling the allegations “unfounded,” because earthquakes cannot be reliably predicted, and scientists will be less likely to give policy makers technical advice if punishment could result. Does this verdict set a dangerous precedence? Is science on trial? 

We all make mistakes, but when those holding positions of trust make mistakes, misinform, are not scientifically up-to-date, or don’t acknowledge their uncertainties, appropriate penalties may follow. The principle is simple: With authority comes responsibility. Officials should be as concerned about doing their jobs correctly as about expecting respect from others. This applies to political leaders, military leaders, and teachers—including those teaching false information on the creation-evolution issue. 

Providing false or superficial information on the creation-evolution issue does not suddenly kill people, but if you read "What Are the Social Consequences of Belief in Evolution?" on pages 517–519, you will see that millions of lives have been lost as a result of evolution and many more have been adversely affected. No law exists against providing such misinformation, but that does not make misinformation and negligence acceptable. In fact, most people would agree that providing misinformation, especially to young minds, is deplorable—even if it is only due to a sloppy examination of the evidence or “following the party line.” But most people providing this misinformation truly believe it, so isn’t ignorance of the facts an excuse? Not if the misinformer uses his or her scientific status as a reason for others to believe the misinformation. So the issue becomes, “Who is propagating bad science, and what can be done about it?” 

A common military tactic is “search and destroy.” Infantry troops are used to search for and locate the opposition. Then, appropriate weapons, such as gunships, artillery, or bombers are called in to destroy the opposition’s ability to harm. A variation of this tactic, but one not involving bloodshed, can be used to combat false ideas about evolution. If you know an outspoken evolutionist who uses his or her position to convince others that (1) evolution is correct, and (2) creation and the global flood never happened, you can perform the “search” function.  Others will do the rest.  Here’s how it will work. 

If you carefully study the scientific case for creation and the flood, as explained in this book, and present some of this case to the evolutionist, you can call our office at 602-955-7663. We will mail you at no cost the latest draft of the next edition of this book (in a PDF format on a CD-Rom). You may duplicate it as often as you like for friends and the evolutionist. Urge the evolutionist to participate in one of the two debate offers described on pages 528–530. The first offer (a written debate) deals with creation, and the second (an oral debate) deals with the flood. Notice, religion is not allowed in either debate—only science. We will inform you of all communications we have with the evolutionist. 

Media outlets (television, radio, print) that present evolution (or any of its many tenants) as a fact, based on some authority, should urge their “expert” to participate in either debate. Most media outlets strive to avoid misinformation, so they may start to question the competence of their “experts,” especially those who decline a strictly scientific debate. 

Scientific incompetence, whether by an Italian risk commission or by teachers and professors—even if unintentional—can have serious consequences. Ignoring the incompetence only perpetuates it.  Will you take action? 
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What Is the Written Debate Offer? 

The following offer is for a written, scientific debate on the creation-evolution issue. It addresses a longstanding desire by the public for a comprehensive and understandable comparison of the two main explanations for how everything began—a heated issue in which little constructive dialogue has occurred. Scientific disagreements can and should be discussed without acrimony. 

Notice several things about this sincere and fair offer on pages 535–536. Evolutionists who disagree with these proposed debate procedures but wish to participate can propose their own suggestions for a written, strictly scientific debate. They must sign a statement, as I will, that they will abide by the editor’s decisions resolving disagreements about procedures. 

However, the debate must be restricted to science and avoid religion, a broader, more complex, and less-structured subject. (Because I am not a theologian, I will not debate those topics. My focus is on the scientific evidence relating to origins.) Scientific methodology is also better understood by more people. Indeed, methods for reaching religious conclusions are diverse, subjective, and cultural. Religious disagreements have been with us for thousands of years.  A purely scientific debate will be broad enough. 

Many can participate on the evolutionist side. Only the lead evolutionist must hold a doctorate in either applied or basic sciences. Anyone who wishes to participate may recruit a lead evolutionist with a doctorate and offer to assist the evolutionist team. (A lack of recognized qualifications does not mean that a person has nothing to contribute. However, without them, many readers might dismiss that side’s case or blame a poor performance, not on a weak case, but on a lack of scientific qualifications.) 

Once a lead evolutionist agrees to participate, we will search for and select an editor associated with a large, neutral publisher. I am confident many publishers will be interested. Those invited may conclude that one or both sides have not demonstrated the ability to produce a credible, unemotional, and thorough case, understandable to most readers. If so, sales of the final, book-length debate would suffer. Sales, after all, are a publisher’s main concern. Editors and publishers may also conclude that one side is unprepared to address all relevant disciplines in the creation-evolution issue: life sciences, astronomical sciences, earth sciences, physical sciences, and their many subdisciplines. If so, the editor and publisher might ask one side to add qualified people to its side or withdraw. 

The editor/publisher may require both sides of the debate to sign a contract to complete the manuscript as described in this offer. Because the publisher has “first right of refusal” and makes no commitment to publish the completed debate, the publisher has much to gain with little risk. 

Written Debate Offer 

The purpose of this debate is: 

a. To provide a vehicle for a dispassionate and comprehensive exchange of scientific data on both sides of a heated issue in which little constructive dialogue has occurred for the past 150 years. 

b. To make available to interested readers a clear explanation (in English) of the major scientific evidence on both sides of the creation-evolution issue. Alternate interpretations and counterevidence will be contrasted. The disciplines will include the life sciences, astronomical sciences, earth sciences, and physical sciences (physics and chemistry). 

The debate question is: Does the scientific evidence favor creation or evolution? Each side will present the evidence it feels supports its view of origins and refutes the opposing explanation. Each side will summarize its position in 100 words or less and submit it with this signed paper.  (Possible examples are given below.) 

a. The Creation Position: 

· Everything in the universe, including the stars, the solar system, the earth, life, and man, came into existence suddenly and recently, in essentially the complexity we see today.

· Genetic variations are limited.

· The earth has experienced a worldwide flood.

b. The Evolution Position: 

· Over billions of years, the universe, the solar system, the earth, and finally life developed from disordered matter through natural processes.

· All life has a common, single-celled ancestor.

· Random mutations and natural selection produced today’s many forms of life.

The debate will consist only of scientific evidence and the logical inferences from that evidence. Religious ideas and beliefs, while possibly correct, will not be allowed. The editor will strike such ideas from the record. The “no religion” rule would be violated by 

a. referring to religious writings, such as the Bible or the Qur’an, 

b. ridiculing a deity or religious belief, or 

c. using a religious writing to support a scientific claim. However, using scientific evidence to reach a conclusion that happens to correspond to a religious writing would not be a violation. 

The credibility of creation and the flood, as a scientific matter, should rise or fall based on evidence, not the religious beliefs of either side of this debate. If the debaters scrupulously avoid religion, the debate’s content can be used in the public schools. Each side will define its terms, organize its evidence, and submit its arguments in whatever way will add clarity to its case. 

Proposed Debate Procedures 

1. One side, selected at random, will begin by nominating a willing editor who is associated with a large publisher. (A large publisher is defined as one with annual sales of more than 10 million U.S. dollars.) The other side can either accept that nomination or propose a different editor-publisher combination. This nomination process will continue until a side has received three nominations. Then, it must accept one, including the royalties and other contractual details offered by the publisher. (Royalties will be divided equally between the two sides.) The editor must have no strong opinions on the creation/evolution issue. 

2. Companies specializing in book design will be asked to bid on all computer aspects of assembling an indexed, full-color book. The editor and each side of the debate will vote to select the book’s designer. Before the book is published, the publisher will pay the editor and the book’s designer. If the book is never published, neither the editor nor book’s designer will be paid. 

3. Each side of the debate will make four submissions averaging no more than 100,000 words each. Submissions may include additional evidence and arguments, rebuttals, and corrections. Each picture, figure, graph, or sequence of equations will be considered the equivalent of 200 words. Submissions, in a computer-readable form, will be sent to the editor by email at four-month intervals. The first submission will be due four months after the editor is selected. The editor will delete from all submissions any religious ideas, unprofessional remarks, or comments that do not contribute to the debate’s intent. Within one month of receiving both submissions, the editor will simultaneously transmit both edited submissions to each side. 

4. The editor will: 

a. Make whatever rulings will help accomplish the debate’s purpose. 

b. Resolve all procedural disagreements. 

c. After consulting with each side, select the style manual to be followed and provide formatting and layout guidance to the book designer. 

d. Collect a color photograph of each participant and a biographical sketch of 100–200 words. 

e. Direct each side, if needed, to address the more important unanswered points made by the other side, to include new issues raised during the last submission. 

f. Terminate the debate if, in his or her opinion, one side is not participating adequately. 

g. Organize and edit the final written product. 

h. Write the book’s preface, including a description of these agreements and whether both sides followed them. 

i. List for the publisher all the book’s intended artwork, along with costs and copyright owners. The authors, operating within a budget established by the editor, are responsible for obtaining this information. The eventual publisher will purchase all artwork that is used, design the cover, and obtain an ISBN number and a Library of Congress number. 

5. Outside parties who contribute significant ideas, data, or logic to the written product must be cited. Those who contribute substantially to the debate may become joint participants. However, the lead debater for each side, whose signature appears below, is responsible for integrating all viewpoints for his or her side into one coherent case. 

6. One side may feel that the other has not adequately documented a claim. If, after consulting with each side, the editor agrees, either the documentation must be provided or the claim withdrawn. 

7. One side may feel that the other has quoted an authority out of context. If the editor concurs and the quotation is not qualified or removed, the editor may add a comment. 

8. If both sides have difficulty finding certain references cited by the other side, the editor will direct that each side provide specific documents to the other. The editor, after considering the number and costs involved, will balance the burden placed on each side. 

9. Each side will be allowed four extensions of one month each. The side requesting the extension must notify the editor and the other side as soon as possible but at least seven days before the submission is due. 

10. If one side withdraws from the debate, as confirmed and explained in writing by the editor, the other side will have exclusive rights to publish any or all of the partially completed debate. The remaining side can include in the final published document the submission it was working on at the time of the withdrawal. 

11. Within one month after receiving the fourth submission, each side can notify the editor if it feels new issues were raised in that submission. If the editor agrees, he or she may permit responses to those new issues. 

12. Each side is encouraged to correct errors in its case. Corrections or deletions of previous arguments are allowed if they do not exceed that submission’s word limit. If, however, a correction is suggested by an opponent’s rebuttal, that error can be changed only as described in paragraph 13 below. 

13. One month after the fourth submission has been made and all new issues have been answered, each side can propose that certain of its arguments be deleted or modified. This “bartering process” between debaters is intended to aid the reader by eliminating, in balanced fashion, earlier statements that are superfluous or inaccurate, or have been effectively rebutted. The editor will try to facilitate the bartering process. 

14. The final form of the written debate should be as clear and readable as possible, so that readers can easily study and contrast opposing arguments. Therefore, after the fourth submission, the editor will direct each side to gather into one coherent argument any scattered arguments dealing with a narrow topic. No new ideas can be added in this revision. The completed written debate will be in the format directed by the editor and will include, as far as possible, the evidence and arguments placed side by side and point by point. It will consist of two main parts: (a) the evolution case with the creation rebuttals placed directly below each argument, and (b) the creation case with the evolution rebuttals placed directly below each argument. The book will begin with the shorter of the two cases. 

15. One month after revisions are submitted, the editor will send a complete manuscript to each side along with a reasonable deadline for submitting final comments. After the editor finalizes the book, the publisher associated with the editor will have the “first right of refusal” to publish the written debate. If the publisher declines, each side may publish the debate or sell the publishing rights. Printed copies of the debate must contain the entire debate in final form, including the editor’s preface. 

16. The two debaters, by mutual consent, can modify this agreement. 

[INITIAL IF APPROPRIATE] I wish to propose a change to the above procedures (1-16). However, I am willing to have the editor decide the matter after my opponent and I have presented our positions. I will abide by this ruling and participate in the written debate.  My proposals are attached. 

[Signed and dated by the principal debater for each side. List name, address, phone and FAX numbers, and email address.] 

What Is the Direct (Oral and Written) Refereed Exchange? 

The hydroplate theory, explained in this book, shows how a catastrophic, global flood rapidly produced 25 otherwise mysterious features of the earth and solar system. The theory also explains where all the flood water came from and where it went. Failure to understand the flood led to the mistaken belief that evolution happened over billions of years. 

If you know any credible individuals who disagree with the hydroplate theory, but will not enter a written, publishable debate as explained on pages 534–536, here is their opportunity to show before a potentially large audience, that they have a scientific case. This is also your opportunity to see if their criticisms have merit. Critics—with your urging, if necessary—should send an email to 

     exchange@creationscience.com 

(1) requesting a recorded telephone exchange with Dr. Walt Brown, followed with written exchanges as necessary, and (2) stating that they have read the hydroplate theory (Part II of In the Beginning and pertinent technical notes and cross references). Please include full name, address, phone and FAX numbers, present job, academic background, and date of birth. No particular academic credentials are required. 

Walt Brown can participate in a 60-minute conference-call exchange once a month. This will be recorded by goconferencecall.com and will be available to anyone immediately afterward. The recording (in MP3 and WAV formats) and its transcription can be distributed, broadcast, or posted at any website by anyone if done in its entirety. Participants may also record the call. 

If more than one person wishes to engage Dr. Brown in a given month, the one with the strongest scientific credentials will be selected. Participants will be notified at least one month before each conference call, and a mutually agreeable time for the call will be arranged. CSC will post a transcript and an audio version of each month’s oral/phone exchange at 

     www.creationscience.com/podcasts/csc_exchange_podcasts.rss 

A neutral moderator, jointly selected by both participants, will be a debate instructor/coach from a randomly selected university or college in the United States. The conference call will begin with the moderator introducing both participants to the listening audience and summarizing the rules—namely, that all the hydroplate theory has been read, and that no religion (only science) will be discussed. The “no religion” rule would be violated in this dialogue by: 

· referring to religious writings, such as the Bible, 

· ridiculing a deity or religious belief, or

· using a religious writing to support a scientific claim. 

However, using scientific evidence to reach a conclusion that happens to correspond to a religious writing would not be a violation. 

After introducing both participants, the moderator will ask the hydroplate critic two questions: 

· Is it correct that you have read the hydroplate theory?

· What is your first criticism of the theory? 

Then, Dr. Brown will respond and the discussion will focus on the critic’s topics and related issues. The moderator’s role is not to interview participants, but to enforce the rules and ensure that both sides have about the same speaking time and questioning opportunities. If necessary, the moderator will intervene or edit out statements about religion or unprofessional comments (repeated interruptions, insults, shouting, etc.). 

If the moderator concludes that the hydroplate critic did not carefully read the theory, as previously claimed, the moderator will end or delete the exchange. Obviously, a critic’s credibility falls apart if it becomes clear that he has not read (or does not understand) what he is criticizing. Dr. Brown will not be expected to take his limited speaking time to explain relevant portions that the opponent has not read. However, Brown can raise issues and question the critic on portions of the theory related to a criticism. 

Also, the breadth of the hydroplate theory—purportedly explaining the origin of mountains, volcanoes, coal, oil, the Grand Canyon, earthquakes, ocean basins, the ice age, the Ring of Fire, frozen mammoths, fossil sorting, layered strata, rapid continental drift, earth’s inner and outer core, magnetic field, meteorites, asteroids, earth’s radioactivity, comets, and dozens of other unexplained features—makes a thorough reading even more imperative. The events that formed each feature often relate to and support those that formed other features—and a global flood. Dr. Brown will be happy to read before the exchange the critic’s written objections to the hydroplate theory. If complex issues are raised, the exchange could be continued a following month with calculations and writings exchanged during the interim. 

Part II of this book, pages 109–405 and associated cross references (including technical notes), explain the hydroplate theory. A 170-word summary of the theory is on page 50, and a one-chapter summary begins on page 111. 

You may hear of an alleged flaw in the hydroplate theory. Be advised that almost all critics have not read the theory, choose to be anonymous, will not put their science to the test before Dr. Brown (as he will before them), or are scientifically uninformed. This may explain why no one, as of this writing, has accepted this balanced offer. If you press the critic to bring the alleged problem directly to Walt Brown and before a neutral moderator and a large listening audience, you will help prevent the spreading of misinformation, see the critic’s true confidence, and help us all get much closer to the truth. 

