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     Many argue that no one can seriously take the days of Genesis 1 as literal 24-hours days because modern science has proven beyond a shadow of a doubt that the earth is billions of years old. And therefore the Bible needs to be interpreted in light of this indisputable supposed fact. However, there is much evidence (evidence that is either ignored or censored by evolutionist, both atheistic and theistic) to indicate that the heavens and the earth are of recent origin, or at the very least evidence that refutes the silly notion that the cosmos is anything near millions or billions of years old.

1. Decay of the earth’s magnetic field

2. Influx of radiocarbon to the earth system

3. Influx of meteoritic dust from space

4. Influx of juvenile water to oceans

5. Growth of oldest living part of biosphere

6. Origin of human civilization

7. Development of total human population

8. Influx of sediment to the ocean via rivers

9. Decay of lines of galaxies

10. Cooling of the earth by heat efflux
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Question? How does an evolutionist determine the age of a fossil? 
Answer Not: Not by Carbon 14 dating! -- Carbon 14 dating can only be used on former living organism (which contain carbon) of 50,000 years or less. It is useless in determining the age of fossils that need to be millions of years old by evolutionary standards.

Answer: By the age of the rock or the strata of the rock in which the fossil is found.

Question? How does an evolutionist determine the age of a rock?
Answer: By the age of the fossil in which the rock is found. 

The fact of evolution is built into their dating system!
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     The cosmos is ancient because it must be ancient, because evolution is fact! Evolution is a fact because the cosmos is ancient. 

     The dating system (Radiocarbon, uranium-lead, potassium-argon, rubidium-strontium) evolutionist use to determine the age of the earth is based on several arbitrary assumptions that must be made before any process will actually yield an apparent age for the earth:

1. The process used must always have operated at the same rate at which it functions today. 

2. The system in which the process operates must always have functioned as a closed system throughout history.

3. The initial condition of the various components of the system, when it first began to function at a constant rate in a closed system, must be known.

4. The system and process must be essentially world wide in scope to give a meaningful age of the earth.

5. It should be a process whose components and rate can be accurately measured, as they exist at present.

     “The assumptions listed above are not easily satisfied. In fact, there is no such thing in the real world as a process whose rate is always constant or a system that is truly closed. Neither is there any way the initial conditions can be determined, since no one but the Creator Himself was present to observe them at the beginning”.

     “We may conclude that the dates obtained by radiometric means are interesting geophysical exercises but prove nothing as far as the age of the earth is concerned… The only way to know when the earth was created is for the Creator to tell us when. He has done this in His Word, very clearly and forcefully, and we are on good grounds when we simply believe what He says”.

(For a more complete scientific discussion of the dating game and evolution vs. creation see the bibliography for books on Creationism).
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Some claim that Creationists are dishonest and unscientific. This could not be any further from the truth. The fact is: Modern science had its origin in the creationist worldview of Biblical Christianity. The great contributors to science -- those who laid the foundation of modern science -- where Bible-believing scientist. They all believed in special creation and the personal omnipotent God of creation and in Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior. And they entertained no thoughts of any conflict between science and the Bible. 

1. Isaac Newton


Dynamics, Calculus

2. John Kepler


Astronomy

3. Robert Boyle


Chemistry

4. Lord Kelvin


Thermodynamics

5. Louis Pasteur


Bacteriology

6. Matthew Maury


Oceanography

7. Michael Faraday


Electromagnetic

8. Clerk Maxwell


Electrodynamics

9. John Ray



Biology

10. Carolus Linnaeus

Taxonomy
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Nature is the 67th Book of the Bible  -- Hugh Ross claims that God’s revelation is likened to a 67th book of the Bible and that one revelation of God’s truth cannot be held inferior or superior to another. Ross elevates certain interpretations of the physical world to the level of Scripture itself. This is called the dual revelation theory. God is the author of two books, the Bible and the book of nature, and the two must necessarily agree.

Response: There is no hint in the book of the Bible (Special Revelation) that nature (General Revelation) should be considered on the same level. God’s existence and some of His attributes can be inferred from nature. No scientific study of creation is needed to learn God’s attributes for they are already obvious to everyone. General revelation is an inferior form of revelation to special revelation for it can only render men “without excuse”, it cannot bring men to salvation. Special revelation is need. General revelation is sufficient only to condemn people, it is not sufficient to save. “…to really know God and to have a true knowledge of history, one must turn to special revelation”.

Young-Earth Creationist Deny General Revelation

Response: Young Earth Creationist have never denied, but have always affirmed that God’s creation reveals certain aspects about God, i.e.: His existence and power. Proof of God’s existence and power are plainly seen, further scientific study only reinforces what has already been made known. Creationist have never said that we can learn nothing from nature, only that nature is limited in what it reveals concerning God’s nature. “It is fallacious for Ross to charge that we believe in ‘single revelation’ theology. There is a huge difference between regarding general revelation as limited and denying it altogether”

Solo Scripture up in the Air
     In order to arrive at day age interpretation Ross would have us set aside a sound method of Biblical interpretation, (that is, the historical, grammatical method of interpretation), and accept the interpretation of the majority of scientists as the “facts” of science or nature, as if truth were decided by majority vote. Ross insists that we use the consensus of the majority of scientist to illuminate the meaning of the Bible. But inconsistently, Ross appeals to the majority rule only in matters of age and the sequence of events, but not to the majority of biologist and chemist with regard to biological and chemical evolution. 

Majority Rule Unequally Applied

[image: image13.wmf]In order to arrive at day-age interpretation of Genesis one, Dr. Ross would have us set aside a sound method of Biblical interpretation, (that is, the historical, grammatical method of interpretation), and “have us accept the interpretation of the majority of scientists as the ‘facts’ of science or nature, as if truth were divided by majority vote”.
 He insists that we use the consensus of the majority of scientist to illuminate the meaning of the Bible. But he uses the rule selectively – He appeals to majority rule only in matters of age and sequence of events (astronomy and geology) but rejects the majority rule in matters of biological or organic evolution and origin-of-life research (chemical evolution).

     The majority of big-bang cosmologists reject the existence of a creator. Does that mean we should too? Despite the enormous evidence of detailed intelligent design the majority of scientists for all practical purposes reject a designer. Does that mean we should too?
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[image: image15.wmf]The Oldest Trick in the Book –- If you cannot defeat a rival with sound argument then one attempts to discredit them publicly by alleging they are unqualified, incompetent, dishonest and ignorant. Old-earth advocates having become frustrated by the persuasive progress of young-earth creation groups make the ridiculous and unfounded charge that not a single Creation scientist are scientists at all. Only scientist who firmly believe in billions of years are considered “Real” scientist. After having this groundless charge soundly refuted, they reluctantly admit some creationists are after all qualified scientist, BUT they only make up only a very tiny fraction of scientists, and therefore should be disregarded.

Response: Even if all of the so called scientist who believes in “Intelligent Design”, including old and young earth believers were combined, it would still only make up only a very tiny fraction of the total number of scientists. The Naturalist defines a scientist, as one who believes exclusively in a natural origin of the universe. Anyone who would publicly admit to believe in a supernatural origin of the universe, i.e.: “Intelligent Design”, according to Naturalists, is not a “Real” scientist. In courtroom testimony a professor of nature science declared “Intelligent Design” a form of Creationism, not based on science”. Who are they to define who is a scientist? Who are they to define what science is?

[image: image16.png]



Is Young-Earth Creationism A Stumbling Block for Evangelism and Apologetics?

Response: “Many in the Intelligent Design movement regard the young earth view as a ‘stumbling block’, in practice both young-earth and old-earth creationists are attacked just as strongly by the materialist establishment”.
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     Hard-core Naturalists (anti-supernaturalist) are so, by faith. No amount of scientific evidence or logic of intelligent design will convert them. Regardless of how much the universe and all living things have the imprint of intelligent design they will insist that natural selection has the power to make it look like it was designed, even though it wasn’t. No matter what fossil they find out of its accepted place in the evolutionary record they can explain how it got there.
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Science Versus the Bible
     Kenneth Nahigian, a member of the humanist-founded-and-operated, (anti-Christian organization) National Center for Science Education critiqued a Ross lecture on progressive creationism cited Ross as saying, “True science must thus conform to true theological findings”
 Ross responded to Nahigian:

[image: image19.wmf]
     ‘Not so, incidentally, I do believe that true theology--and always will--conform to true science’.

Nahigian replied in turn:

     “Ross’s belief that true theology must conform to true science cheers me greatly; somehow I heard it the other way round… Now Ross seems more in league with British evangelicals of the 1830’s who wrote that if “sound science appears to contradict the Bible, we may be sure that it is our interpretation of the Bible that is at fault.”

[image: image20.wmf]
Nature Versus the Bible

     “It sounds very nice to say that God’s revelation in Scripture must agree with His revelation in nature. But this overlooks a key difference between nature and the books of the Bible, that is, what constitutes the data in both domains. Ross and AiG would agree that that propositions contained in the 66 books of the Bible are the facts of special revelation, but what are the facts of nature?

[image: image21.wmf]     Nature is not prepositional revelation, so it is not subject to objective hermeneutical principles. Rather, in the study of nature (that is, science), propositions must be formulated from the observations by interpreting them in a framework or paradigm. This framework depends largely on the axioms, or starting assumptions of the scientist”.
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Are Scientists Unbiased? 

[image: image23.wmf][image: image24.wmf]     It is claimed by some old-earth scientist that they have come to their position with complete objectivity with no preconceived notions. The scientific method that they proclaim to follow religiously is affected neither by personal bias, nor by social and political movements of the day. Meanwhile, they accuse young-earth creation scientist of being either ignorant or dishonest. The following examples will dispel this ridiculous perception.

Hugh Ross Confesses

     Ross admits in his own testimony that before he had ever read the Bible he had already concluded that the big bang was true. Sarfati shows that Ross most definitely did not come to the Bible “fresh”, but as an impressionable lad already persuaded by the “facts” of science like the big-bang.

     “Nearly everyone who read the Genesis account for the first time come away with strong impression that the Bible and “science” have serious disagreements about origins. That is why there is so many different ways in which to harmonization is attempted. But Ross’s testimony makes it very clear that the “fact” of the big-bang influence his hermeneutics”.

Modern Science in a Box 
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     Evelleen Richards, a non-creationist historian of science comments on the dogmatism of the scientific establishment:

“Science is not so much concerned with truth as is with consensus. What counts, as “truth” is what scientist can agree to count as truth at any particular moment in time… [Scientist] are not really receptive or really open minded to any sorts of criticisms or any sorts of claims that actually are attacking some of the established parts of the research (traditional) paradigm – in this case neo-Darwinism – so it is very difficult for people who are pushing claims that contradict that paradigm to get a hearing. They’ll find it hard to [get] research grants; they’ll find it hard to get their research published; they’ll find it very hard.”

[image: image26.wmf][image: image27.wmf] 
(The source for the following story is from a NOVA broadcast on PBS, The Boldest Hoax, Spring of 2005)

     In 1912, supposed bone fragments of an ancient human skull were found in an English field. The Director of the British Natural History Museum, Sir Arthur Smith Woodward, proclaimed to have discovered “Piltdown Man” – the remains of a prehistoric Englishmen, a link between ape and man. Woodward was the most eminent scientist at the British museum, the department head of paleontology and “Piltdown Man” greatest advocate. The find made him world famous.

[image: image28.wmf]     Today, everyone now knows that “Piltdown Man” was a cruel hoax.   Museum officials believe that a rival(s) at the museum planted very authentic looking, but fake bones, in the field for the purpose of embarrassing and discrediting Woodward. However, the plot backfired when not only Woodward but also the entire established scientific community believed the bones were actually authentic. The hoax was not officially uncovered for another 40 years. Most likely candidate are fellow scientist at the museum, Charles Dawson, a known liar and a cheat, or the devious Martin Hinton, a fossil expert, the department head of Zoology, known not to be a straight forward man, a forgery and a bit of a joker.

     The Nova commenter explains why Woodward and nearly everyone in the established scientific community were so willing to believe the hoax:

“It was obvious that “Piltdown Man” was a hoax, but Woodward only saw what he wanted to believe… The desire to find the earliest Englishman had blinded the scientific establishment”

      The perpetrator (Charles Dawson or Martin Hinton) tried everything to wakeup the world to the Piltdown hoax. They went so far as to plant a cricket bat at the location. This even backfired, when Woodward and others ridiculously accepted the bat as an ancient artifact. Even before the planting of the bat, a closer examination of the bone fragments reveals that the bones have been dyed and with a simple magnifying glass one can see that the teeth have been filed to look authentic.

     Giles Oakley, The son of Kenneth Oakley, the man who helped exposed the hoax in 1953, explains how intelligent, well-educated and even well meaning scientist can be so easily fooled:

“Scientists are no different from other human beings. They are not all dispassionate, seekers after truth, in some kind of neutral way, unaffected by the pressures that affect non-scientist, egotism, pride, ambition, rivalry affect even scientific judgment”. 

     Richard Muner, from the American Museum of Natural History explains why the forgery went on undisputed for another 40 years even after the discovery of the cricket bat.

“The forgery lasted for so long because people wanted to believe it. It supported a patriotic worldview and there were no technological test to disprove it” 

     This begs the question of why some many people will so easily ignore the enormous amount of evidence to prove God’s Word as authenticity and reliability, far beyond a reasonable doubt, but on the other hand unquestionably accept the word, even a obvious hoax and a lie, of biased men. It’s a mad world following mad scientists. 



 
     Dr. Hugh Ross makes the claim that the day-age interpretation of Genesis 1 has always been the majority view, while very few ever thought the days were 24 hours long. In reality the opposite is true. “Most believed that the days were 24 hours long, and the minority who dissented believed they were instantaneous, not long. Belief in a “young” earth was unanimous among those who commented”.
 This is further proof that ideas such as the day-age and gap theories arose in the 19th century only to accommodate old-age science.

     In his book (The Genesis Question: p. 66-67), Ross quotes 14 church fathers to prove his point and concluded that:

“the majority favored the “long day”… Not one explicitly endorsed the twenty-four hour interpretation”.

     On the other hand, Sarfati points out that Ross ignores clear statements by the church fathers on the issue. By actually quoting the people in question in their proper context and analyzing what they actually say instead of what people claim they say, a totally opposite conclusion is reached. Sarfati comments on Ross’s careless historical research:

“Ross rarely provides quotations himself, evidently expecting his readers simply to take his word for it. It’s a shame that too many people have accepted Ross’s word for it instead of checking them out. Sadly we really must wonder if Ross has actually read the people he quotes, because the quotes do not support his claims; rather they contradict them”.

     Even the well-known long-ager Davis Young, a hostile witness, contradicts Ross:

     “The virtually unanimous opinion among the early Christians until the time of Augustine was that human history had lasted approximately fifty-five hundred years… It is also generally necessary that the days of creation (Genesis 1) be regarded as ordinary days if one were to hold that the earth was only fifty-five hundred years old. We find absolutely no one arguing that the world is tens of thousands of years old on the grounds that the days are used figuratively for long periods of time… Many of the church fathers plainly regarded the six days as ordinary days”

The Fact Is: the Majority of Those in the Early Church who Commented on the Days of Creation Believed they were Ordinary Days:

   Writer

24 Hours
Figurative
Unclear
Age of the Earth
Philo
X

Josephus
X
5,481

Justin Martyr
X

Tatian
X

Theolphilos

        X

Irenaeus
X
  <6,000

Clement
X
5,592

Tertullian
X

Julius Africanus
X
5,500

Hippolytus
X
5,500

Origin
X
 <10,000

Methodious
X

Lactantius
X
  <6,000

Victorinus
X

Eusebius
X
5,228

Ephrem
X

Epiphanius
X

Basil
X

Gregory of Nyssa
X

Gregory of Nazianzus
X

Cyril
X

Ambrose
X

John Chrysostom
X

Jerome
X

Augustine
X
   <5,600


     It is a logical deduction that all of those who specifically stated they believed the days of creation were 24 hours obviously believed that the earth was no more than 6,000 years old, even though may not have said so. Those who said they thought the days of creation should be interpreted figuratively do not mean they believed the earth was ancient, but to the contrary, they believed it was young. 

     According to Robert Bradshaw, who did the above in-depth study adds:

 “We cannot be sure of the views of most writers for a variety of reasons… My own view based upon the style of exegesis of other passages of Scripture would lead me to think that the vast majority of those listed as having an unclear view would opt for 24 hours had they discussed the subject. The shortage of references does not mean that they thought the issue was unimportant. On the contrary it was clearly a contentious issue in the early church, because the Greeks believed that the world was extremely ancient.”

The Reformers and the Days of Creation

     Ross claims that the Reformers maintained the tolerate attitude of their forefathers toward differing views and interpretation of the creation time scale. (Creation and Time, p. 25)

     The Reformers returned to the plain meaning of many scriptural passages as opposed to allegorization, which plague the church for nearly 1,000 years. When they applied the grammatical-historical method of interpretation to Genesis the days of creation became normal days again.

LUTHER

     “He [Moses] calls “a spade a spade,” i.e. he employs the term ‘day’ and ‘evening’ without Allegory, just as we customarily do… we assert that Moses spoke in the literal sense, not allegorically or figuratively, i.e., that the world, with all its creatures was created within six days, as the words read…”

     “The ‘days’ of creation were ordinary days in length. We must understand that these days were actual days…”

      We know from Moses that the world was not in existence before 6,000 years ago”.

CALVIN

     “…God himself took the space of six days, for the purpose of accommodating his work to the capacity of men”.

     “…little more than five thousand years have passed since the creation of the universe”.

HAAK BIBLE (1637) 
     Reformed theologians in the Netherlands wrote ”The Haak Bible” with commentary. The leading reformed scholars maintained the literal meaning of Genesis 1, that the days were 24 hours. The comments of Genesis 1:5 reads:

     “…The meaning these words is that night and day had made up one natural day together… comprehending twenty four hours”.

THE WESTMINSTER CONFESSION OF FAITH (1646) – Reflected the normal orthodox view of the Reformed faith. Statement 4:1 is unambiguous:

     “It pleased God… to create or make of nothing the world, and all things therein… in the space of six days, and all very good”.

NOTABLE GREAT SCIENTIST

     Johannes Kepler (1571-1630) who formulated the laws of planetary motion and Sir Isaac Newton (1643-1727) widely regarded as the greatest scientist of all time, developed the laws of motion, gravity, and calculus, calculated and vigorously defended the creation dates of about 4,000 B.C. This was very close to James Ussher’s (1581-1556) famous date of creation at October 23, 2004. Ussher was recognized as one of the greatest scholars of his time, an expert on Semitic languages and ancient history.

     A careful, thorough, and reliable survey of historical views on the days of creation see J.P. Lewis, “The Days of Creation: An Historical Survey of Interpretation,” JETS32 (4): 433-455 (December 1989).

     One of the most thorough and extensive analyses of church fathers on Genesis is by Eastern Orthodox scholar Fr. Seraphim Rose, Genesis, Creation and Early Man Platina, CA: St. Hermen of Alaska Brotherhood, 2000).

     One of the supposed major gaffs of church history is the story of Copernicus and Galileo. Humanist sometimes uses their story to illustrate the folly of trusting theologians and the church on scientific matters. The real story is a warning to those in the church that place their trust in natural science. 

     According to John Blanchard, “In the middle ages, the standard textbooks of astronomy were still the ancient work of the second-century Egyptian astronomer and geographer Claudius Ptolemy, whose major thesis was that all the heavenly bodies in the universe revolved around the earth. This view was not seriously challenged until the 17th century, when the Polish astronomer Nicolaus Copernicus, unable to square his own discoveries about the movement of the planets with Ptolemy’s system, rejected it outright and said that the sun, not the earth, was the center of our planetary system. As a result of his revolutionary use of the telescope, Galileo Galilei, a high-profile Italian astronomer and physicist, came to the conclusion that Copernicus was right, and in his Dialogue of the Two Great Systems of the Universe, published in 1616, confirmed that the earth rotates on its own axis and revolves around the sun.

     Galileo’s disagreement was not merely with church but with orthodox 17th century science as a whole. R.C. Sproul points out, ‘It wasn’t merely the bishops who refused to look through his telescope. His fellow scientists were equally reluctant to take a peek’.
 In other words, the whole debate was not between God and Galileo, but between astronomers who supported Ptolemy and those who supported Copernicus. What the 17th century theologians did was give their blessing to a faulty scientific model from ancient Egypt”.

The controversy, according to Dr. Jonathan Sarfati was:

“really a matter of science v. science, not science v. religion… the first to oppose Galileo was the scientific establishment. The prevailing “scientific” wisdom of his day was the Aristotelian/Ptolemaic theory. This was an unwieldy geocentric system, with the earth at the center of the universe and other heavenly bodies in highly complex orbits around the earth. And it had its in a pagan philosophical system. Conversely, the four leading pioneers in geokineticism – Copernicus, Galileo, Kepler and Newton – were all young-earth creationist!”

     The church’s real beef with Galileo was his disobedience to Church authority, rather than theological error:

     “Contrary to legend, Galileo and the Copernican system were well regarded by church officials. Galileo was the victim of his own arrogance, the envy of his colleagues, and the politics of Pope Urban VIII. He was not accused of criticizing the Bible, but disobeying a papal decree”.

The Fact Is: The church never declared that biblical passages implying a revolving sun had to be interpreted in favor of a Ptolemaic universe as an article of faith. 

The Lesson To Be Learned Is: a warning to those in the church who interpret God’s Word in light of ever-changing naturalistic scientific models or theories.

“Ironically, many people castigate young-earth creationist for supposedly making the same mistake as the church in Galileo’s day. Yet the opposite is true – it’s the long age compromisers and theistic evolutionists who are the true heirs of Galileo’s opponents, because both are making the same mistake of using current scientific ideas magisterially over Scripture”.

     God’s Word makes it perfectly clear: God created the heavens and the earth is six days. Therefore, the natural sciences ought to conform to this basic truth, and TRUE science does just that.


ID

Intelligent Design Movement
ID is microwave creationism. ID does not necessarily believe that God is the intelligent designer. Creationism properly understood begins with the Bible and says how I can fit the Bible into the data of science. Intelligent Design does not do that. ID is the study of patterns in nature that are best explained as the result of intelligence. It’s the minimal scientific commitment to the possibility of detecting intelligent causation.

Unknown Author















“Naturalism is Not Based on Intelligence!”








“Hugh Ross complains that creationists are “shifting science” and that “not much real science gets through”. Ironically, Ross’s approach of attempting to marry the Book of Genesis with large parts of the evolutionary-uniformitarian paradigm sifts both science and theology into an incoherent mess, which ends up satisfying neither science nor Scripture” (Sarfati, p.285).
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