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I've been asked to speak on the topic, “Science, Both Proven and Unproven, A Christian
Creationist’s Perspective.” And since I'll focus mostly on the scientiged€reation,” not the
science of the Genesis Flood or Dinosaurs, then this talk might be titled, “Goocksare the

Other Kind.” In either case, the title implies conflict, and there ceyt@monflict within

science.

Good sciencattemptsto reach conclusions that are repeatably testable and provable, while the
“Other Kind” isn’t so muclbad science, as it is speculation that can’t be proven, whether it's
atheistic evolutionary science or Biblical Creation science. In both calsatscienceserves up

is often based upon what the scientists are looking for, being unconsciously guitled by t
worldviews. Nevertheless, the evolutionist carswéntifically disprove creation, and the
creationist cannatcientifically disprove evolution.

Now that I've maybe alienated both sides, I'll proceed with an expression hingk tells the
truth about us human¥8ie process our observations through our preconceptions and motives
to arrive at conclusions that agree with our preconceptions and motives.”

While good science seeks to accurately describe and quantify (that is, put nanthess t
behavior of natural phenomerad, science is TOTALLY incompetent to grapple with miracles:
Secular science summarily rules them out; and | don’t think creatiorcediamdles them
correctly. And since Christian Creationism isaddbutmiracles, this science situation has
resulted in massive head-on collisions of worldviews; with science itself beangf the
casualties.

The entanglements and obstacles to good scieglegive to origins are fundamental and
overwhelming. The overall situation in the sciencerdjins is as hopeless as a train wreck that
has already happened. All we can do now is to try to figure out what went wrong arut &dtem
understand why, so that we can make a difference, at what Chuck Colson calls ten“Plat
level.”

So, while I think thegeneralmess in science is hopeless, the situation for us as individodls
But we need to realize that practically speaking, secular science, regatidins, is a highly
prejudiced, socio-economic, activitMpt primarily the quest for truth about origins. And we also
need to understand there are problems regarding origins Witbation Science, too.

| can’t remember the source, but | can give you the gist of a quote fradiagesecular
astronomer who said, “The existence of the Universe, though indistinguishable froacke nmsr
simply one of those things that happens from time to time.”

And they thinkwe’re ignorant because we believe in a transcendent Creator-God who is able to
conform to the first law of science, which i§i0r every effect there must be an adequate
cause.”End of quote.

You don't need to have seen Ben Stein’s excellent mokiigyélled,” in order to realize there’s
a war going on between secular science, and what secular scientists, gudditosm and the
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media regard as religious fanatics bent on setting science back hundreds.ofiy¢iae movie,
Stein doesn’t claim to be a creationist, only somebody asking questions about thiitgaxsi
“Intelligent Design” being responsible for life on earth.

But Stein stirred up a hornet’s nest because by suggedtitgjligent Design,”’he might as well
have shouted, GOD THE CREATOR!" And when we proposezod’, they understand us to
be dumping hell fire and damnation tvem and their entirsecularworld. That's the crux of
the problemnot mere scientific disagreement.

In response to our perceived attack, anglain attack, the secularists’ rallying cry might
paraphrase ChurchiflWe shall fight them on the seas and oceans! We shall fight them on
the beaches! We shall fight them in the streets and schools! We shalar give up! Never!
Never! Never give up!” Thistrenchancyis because they not only take evolution as axiomatic,
but as vital to their worldview. That is, they take evolution as self-evidénit. that if evolution
is not true, then they suspect they’re in trouble!

Even though evolutionists present this solid front to the world, if you look over to the other side
of the battlefield you can see conflict insitieir main tent: They can’'t agree among themselves
on justhow evolution works, let alone where the whole business came from in the first place.

But they“know” that evolutiorhasto work...somehow... because to them special creation is
unthinkable. Both Isaac Asimov and Carl Sagan have said, “Evolution is no longer a theory, but
a proven fact!”

They're sure that ihasto be evolution, in spite of some discomfort with D.M.S. Watson’s

famous 1929 statement in, ‘Nature,” where he wr@tbe theory of evolution is a theory
universallyaccepted not because it can be proved by logically coherent evidence to be true, but
because the only alternative, special creation is clearly incredilidad of quote.

Secular scientists hasten to point out that Watson made his much quoted statéinoeet awe
half-centuryago, and that it isn’t fair for us creationists to keep harping on outdated material.
But, my question to them would be: “What should be changed in Watson’s statement to bring it
up to date?” | might also point out that I'm part of the universe] aloah’'t accept evolution.

And besides that, | would ask: ‘Is special creation actiralppssible..or is it justrepugnan®

And if special creation ipossible then it shouldn’t be characterized as “incredible.”

Nevertheless, when evolutionist leaders come out in public, they smile confidetiiBygpass
out their textbooks and animated DVD’s to high school and college teachers and thaisstude

Well, if their rallying cry is, “We shall fight them on the beaclaesl so forth..” then our
rallying cry might be;Onward Christian Soldiers, marching as to war...” and later it goes
on, “We are not divided, all one body we....”

Oh, butwait! The truth is that we Christian Creationists @eeplydivided on a very important
issue. We're divided over the age of the universe namst especiallpver the age of the earth
relative to the Creation account in Genesis.
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Since we can't all be right, and since no creationist can scientificalWwWERQ axiomatically
state the age of the earth, therefore, the first of my three main objehbis/eséning is to change
the wayyou think about science.

Main Objectives:

1. Change the Way You Think
About Science.

2.
3.

And | don’t mean just the thinking of the person sitting next to you, but | gmarthinking.

The reason | say this is that I've come to realize that most intelligdréducated people have
been brainwashed... strong words, | know... but brainwashed into misunderstanding and
overestimating the power science; especially as it relamsstoology Cosmology is concerned
with the origin, processes and composition of the universe. The misunderstanding sigms par
from the fact that we’re inextricably entangled in the system that weé&king to understand,;

and the overestimation is related to the problem of extrapolation from miracles.

I haveNEVER heard the problem of extrapolating from miracles discussed. We will deal with
that and with a fallacy of ‘Model-building’ relative @reationism as well as dealing with what
| call ‘Paradigm carryover.’

I'll explain as we go along, but first let me bring up a couple of points to setiatie sWe
creationists think evolutionists are guilty of bad science; while evolutsymisto take evolution
as axiomatic, think we creationists are guiltynofscience at all.
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Axioms are taken for granted as obvious though unprovable. And even though axioms are
unprovableaxioms, in turn, are used teroveother propositions. So in some ways science, like
philosophy, is based on some unavoidably unstable foundations, which makes philosophizing
about science very interesting.

As an aside, it seems to me that the rpogiular philosophers throughout history have been
those who offer the most plausible reasons to doubt the existence of God; andsfalgod,
then to doubt his goodness.

I've decided to approach the topic of the conflict within science by asking yoestiaquthat |
don’t really want you to answer out loud, but that I'd like for you to think about. Here’s the
guestion: Do you think that the Wright brothers’ flights at Kitty Hawk on Dec 17, 1903 were a
triumph inscienc® | don't think so, but on the other hand | believe their flights were arguably
the greatest leap technologyin the history of the world.

Since | draw such a distinction between science and technology, and sinceuhtiéngtanding
this distinction is important to understanding the limitations of science retato@smology,
this is a good time for some descriptions, if not definitions:

Distinctions between Science and Technology

>$cience seehs understanding;
Technology attempts to do things.

>$cience deals with theory;
Technology deals with the practical.

>$cience asks why;
Technology wants to hnow ‘how’.

>The ultimate expression of science is words and
symbols on paper that can be used to accurately
predict the behavior of the subject phenomenon
under all input conditions.




So, it doesn’t matter what Isaac Asimov says; it doesn’t matter whatN&aeton says; and it
doesn’t matter what Albert Einstein says; Physiaais are only operative in the phenomena,
not in the equations that attempt to quantify them.

It has been demonstrated in the last hundred years or so that some importdot kexesnple
Newton’s Laws of motion, don’t hold true as objects approach the speed of light. Thehefore, t
caution is that we should only trust science up to the point it carolen

Science gets a lot of credit that really belongs to its associdteptegy. Don’t confuse

science for technology: Just because we've been able to land men on the moon, don’t think that
was all because of science. It's science all right, but it's sciendefgaldy technology, and
vice-versa. Many solutions are not scientific solutions, so much as the resulistepdcut-

and-try of experimental technology. | know because I've spent my life at it.

Why do you suppose there has to be so much testing? Why don’t scientists just sit doiwn at the
computers and design a space vehicle and send the drawings over to the factoul® bheva

lot cheaper that way, wouldn’t it? Well, they can’t because they don’tdnthgrstand the
phenomena involved, and therefore can’t accurately quantify them. So, we rely on teckmology
take up the slack.



That's a googresent-daydefinition, but when Thomas Newcomen invented his steam engine in
the mid 1700’s, there was very little scientific (that is; quantified) undersigqmdithe properties
of steam and of heat energy.

Newcomen wasn't a scientist; but a blacksmith who worked years to make mspstedg work.
The Newcomen Steam Engine, of about 1760, wagranspheriengine that ran pumps to lift
water out of mines in England. It was a steam engine all right, but it operaa¢mhaspheric
pressure, nateampressure. The Newcomen engine indirectly used a particular charactdrist
steam to generate a partial vacuum so atmospheric pressure could do the work.

Newcomen’s engine operated on the same principal that you teachers show Kagir J
science students when you put a little water in the bottom of a gallon stealdchea it until

the water boils. Then.and this is important..you take the can off the heat and screw the lid
on tight before holding the can under cold running water. The can promptly collapsgd. Wh

The steam in the can condensed into liquid water which occupies much less volume than stea
This made the pressure inside the can drop compared to atmospheric pressure. Atmospher
pressure, not steam pressure, collapsed the can.
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What would have happened if you had screwed the lid on tight, but left the can over the Bunsen
burner with liquid water still inside the can?

Steam engines didn’t really start to improve until another class of peopleat@mgeto bridge
the gap between the words of science, and the technology of landing men on the moon.
Engineersstudy science in order to achieve workable solutions.

Science, technology and engineering are all interesting subjects, bath&e to talk about
science. Powerful as science is, science suffers from three crippthidigdas:

Yes, you heard right, and that’'s not a misprint.

The first major limitation on science is that sciencés performedby people; emphasizing the
word ‘performed.’

People, including scientists, engage the world and universe through our five secbeare/hi
very limited as scientific instruments: One problem with our senses isottditions in the
universe far exceed the range and tolerance of our senses.
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When it's twenty degrees below zero outside, we say it's really cold. Whdi@tr'degrees, we
say it's really hot. But temperatures in the universe range from 459.6° belowareenffeit to
millions of degrees hot. Under such conditions, or even if exposed for a length of time to
temperatures just a few degrees away from our body temperature, we die.

In one respect our eyes are good scientific instruments in that they wdarright a millionth

as strong as they can stand. But on the other hand the range of electromadjagto ra

wavelength is far broader than the spectrum we see. We only see light in thengtwvednge

of 400 to 700 nanometers. Seven hundred nanometers is about .000025 inch, that is 25 millionths
of an inch. A typical human hair is roughly .004 of an inch, or 100,000 nanometers in diameter;
while electromagnetic wavelength ranges from possibly the width of theraaj whatever that

means, down to the size of an atomic nucleus, whatever that means. So our range of vision is
extremely narrow, plus our vision doesn’'t measure and quantify light, whateveslight i

Did you know that scientists don’t know what light is? We talk about light waves and
wavelength, but light also behaves like particles. We don’t know what gravitygmetiem are,
either. Wedo know what light, magnetism and gravidO, but we don’t know why. We don’t
even know how Scotch tape works; that is, whether the adhesion is mechanical or maecular
what.

Hearing is fairly good, but like vision, hearing doesn’t measure and quantify sound.

Another problem with people relative to the science of cosmology is that ther@averitnesses
at the creation. In a court of law the best thing an attorney can hope for, uslasoiifession,
is a credible witness.

The second major limitation of science is that Scienag&an only be practiced using existing
technology:

Technology takes up a great deal of the slack left by our five senses, blitohdt dh order to
illustrate this: How many of you have heard of Langley’s Law of Aanadyics? Listen
carefully. Langley’s Law states, relative to a wing, that “As dpeereases, lift increases and
dragdecreases In other words, the faster an airplane goes, the less power it takes.

What do you think of that? Sounds unreasonable, doesn'’t it? So why did people listen to
Langley, anyway? It was because Professor, Doctor, Samuel Pierpgidy bhad a well
deserved sterling reputation as a scientist. He was the Secretary ofithgo8ian Institution for
eighteen years starting in 188His was probably the most prestigious scientific post in the
United States at that time. He had been the Professor of Mathematics & .thiauAl
Academy. He was a friend of Alexander Graham Bell, who contributed fingnicidlangley’s
experiments. Langley was known as a scrupulously honest scientist and egpefuinenter.
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Congress granted Langley $50,000 toward achieving powered flight. Langiggetband built
a large test vehicle with big steam driven propellers.

Langley agreed that his findings were counter-intuitive, yet he had dprabplied the scientific
method by: Asking a question; forming hypotheses; designing and repeatedlytcanduc
experiments. He recorded and analyzed the data, and came to the honest conclusion that a
speed increases, lift increases, but drag decreases.

So then, what was the problem? The problem was that Lantgeisologylimited the speed
of his test vehicle to about 45 mph.

It turns out that abovB0 mph,then as speed increases, lift increases all rightthat drag

increases with theqguareof the speed. In other words let’s say you have your hand sticking out
the window when the car is going 50 mph and the wind force on your hand is four pounds. Then
if you double your speed to 100 mph, the force on your hand is not four pounds doubled to eight
pounds, but four pounds squared to 16 pouhlat’s counter-intuitive to me, but it’s true...up

to a point.

Drag increasing with the square of the speed was considered law until thieevyWhen
diving airplanes approached the speed of sound. It was then discovered that dragsvaitba
thecubeof the speed. That's partly why they call it ttf®otund Barrier’

And today science istill limited by existing technology, so we don’t know what other surprises
are in store in the future.

Now looking at the problem that science is performed bgeople:

| didn’t say this, and | don't like it, but the psalmist, in NIV, Ps 116:11 says“...in my difmay
said, “All men are liars.” Why do people lie, anyway? Mostly we lie to@esome kind of
perceived advantage to ourselves.

Therefore, we need to remember that scienbEO$ the phenomena, but tkeudyof
phenomena; and that much of the time, science, whichasta4ity, is like every other human
activity that is often practiced with self-serving agendas regardless stigntific method,
which is, to repeat:
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But there’s one more step in the real world. What do you suppose that is?
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In the scientific world it's publish or perish! And, like it or not, science does nottepara
tolerant climate. Science is a cultural activity, and if you do not conforhetoultural climate,
then you will be put out into the cold, whether evolutionrstreationist. Ask Ben Stein’s
interviewees.

Or, suppose | were to go to the National Geographic Society, and somehow obtaraa tmnt

do research and write on the origin of man. | do my research, write, and show up with a book
obviously supporting the idea of a Creator God. Will it get published? No. Will bg#? p

Maybe; depends on the lawyers, but you can be sure that the Geographeveiito business

with me again. Not only that, but | won’t be able to write for the Institute fortiGreResearch,
either, becaustheywon't trust me. Youhaveto be politically correct in the eyes of your

publisher. And you have to produce results; never mind what your research discovered or failed
to discover.

You see the dilemma of the scientist? If he’s going to do science and surfieesgctlar
world, OR in the creationist world, then he must satisfy his sources of funding regardless of his
suspicions, findings or convictions. This is the way the secular world is fremzitglievers in
intelligent design, let alone God.
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And, what is a scientist supposed to do about publishing when he doesn’t know what to say after
he has spent a few hundred thousand dollars of grant money and didn’t find answers? Is he
supposed to say, “l don’'t understand what | studied, and | drew a blank?” Some will atimit tha
but since they need work...like the rest of us... some won't.

For example consider what | suspect happened relative to the “Theory dfiBek.” Why do
so many people believe in Dark Matter, anyway? Perhaps it's connected wabtttieaf even
though astronomers can fairly well predict the motion of bodies in the solar sgsteventional
celestial mechanics doesn’'t work relative to the stars. | suspect tleaidimdtsimply saying,
“We don’t know,” they invented Dark Matter and other Universes possibly co-existihghei
one we’'re in to provide theTtans-Universé gravity that causes the mysterious motions of
stars.

You may be thinking, “Well, why not dark matter?” To which | say, “Maybe so,”lrdd are

the same class of scientists that predicted that winds on Neptune should be vergai®ss be
Neptune only receives 1/19@he sunlight as earth to stir Neptune’s atmosphere which should
therefore be nearly stagnant. But Voyager 2, back in 1989 observed winds of 1,500 mile per
hour!

They were not only wrong, but shown to be 180 degrees wrong in their thinking about something
as simple and close at hand as a planet in our local solar system.

On New Year’s Eve, we added one second to the clock because the earth is slowing down? As
understand it we've added 24 seconds since 1972. Do you know that the rate of the slowing of
the earth is so irregular that it cannot be predicted when we will need to add aeotimet. s
Astrophysicists can’t even figure out the behavior of the planet they’re is¢ponj and they

miss virtually all their predictions about what the space probes will discbwen they want us

to believe in Dark Matter, and we’re asked to swallow what they say happened lofli@es

ago.

Scientists don’'t know the extent of the universe. The idea of an infinite universe is mind
boggling, but so is the idea of a finite universe, because what would be outside of that?

On the other end of the spectrum is the atom. Scientists are sharply divided oveictheesbf
the atom. Do atoms have electron clouds, or do electrons have orbits, or is it somezRing els
How do atoms physically interact with other atoms to form molecular compoundse dreeall
verybasic questions thate don’'t have answers for; and yet we smile at the naiveté of the
ancients who thought everything was a combination of earth, air, fire and water.

So, according to me, three of the main problems of the science of origins areice $ie
PERFOMED by people whose physical senses are very limited. 2. Scienoelgde
performed using present technology that is always limited in its atalityeasure and quantify
natural phenomena. And 3. Science is performed by PEOPLE whahendas
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| said that the first of my main objectives this evening is to change thgouahink about
science. Specifically | hope to encourage you to...

| approached my first main objective by asking a question that | didn’t rgally you to answer
out loud. I'm approaching my second main objective by asking a questiordthatiht you to
answer out loud. Here’s the question: “What is the only source of information thaveve ha
from outside the Universe?”

Answer: “The Bible,” of course... That is if, and only if, the Bible is the Wordad,Gas we
believe) and not just the writings of men.

| said there were no witnesses to the creation, but Weesa Witness; a very credible witness.

The Creator Himself was a witness; and not only was He a witness to whieatezlcbut He

confessed to what He did...and had the confession written it down. Then He preserwedavhat
written. In fact God has promised that His Word will abide forever. On the one haBiblthe

is so simple that a child can wade in it, but it also plunges to depths for which no man is

equipped. We need to be very careful not to let ourselves go in over our heads where we become
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like secular philosophers who, while they think they are great intellectsngrélind men in a
dark room searching for a black cat that isn’'t there.

So, my main objectives include:

But, just because God preserved His word doesn’t mean that you, as a Christian, believe
automatically recognize and fully accept the Bible as the truth. Whas saved in my early
thirties, | was an evolutionist, and took for granted that the earth is billionsrsfgldaand that
we got here via evolution. But, it didn’t take me long to discover that a straighttbresaing
of the Genesis One account is in conflict with what | had been taught in school,eatimdine
media and so forth.

Somewhere along the line | became aware of the controversy about the word Thattyom’
can mean a literal twenty-four hour day, or that it can refer to long ages. Theed ket
wherever ‘Yom’ is used with a specific numleithe Bible (except possibly in Genesis 1) that
‘yom’ means literal 24 hour days.

| said okay to this “Yom’ ambiguity...but then considered that in Genesis One ‘yongdsnith
the phrase “evening and morning,” which seems to me to fit with a regulatlytioeir hour day,
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which | believe in. But | have no argument with you if you believe differebdgause it's not
a salvation issue!

| mentioned what | believe is a fallacy of “Model-Building” that is used to supyguchever
creation version one holds to.

Model building is a lot like circumstantial evidence in court: It may be pevajdmit itDOES
NOT PROVE ANYTHING ! Model building is simply interpreting and fitting the data into
your belief. For example, if you're an evolutionist, and you pick up a fossilized bdn@tha
think belonged to a dinosaur, you will apply your instruments and your training (thatiis,
preconceptions) to arrive at the conclusion that the bone must be several milloalgear
Anything about the bone that indicates that it might be much younger is dise geard
attributed to some anomaly or other. If, on the other hand you believe in a young earybuthe
will tend to only consider as valid, evidence that supports a young earth. | knowrnwbkating
about modeling because I've done it myself.

And the “scientists” who studied Piltdown Man diligently engaged in their wishifoking for
over four decadesntil someone finally pointed out file marks on the teeth to makawhef
an apefit the skull of a humanthat revealed that the whole thing was a hoax.
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Model-Building, for the creationigtlative to origins is one stegessvalid than circumstantial
evidence in the courtroom. The reason for this, again, is that the creatiomivasle, and
miracles intervene and completely cancel all known natural laws andesci8nence, even
Creation Science, is incompetent when it comes to miracles. Scientistsendreationists
might object by saying, “I'm a scientist and | believe in miracles.” b ksay, “I do too, but
put equations together to quantify the miracles.” Model- building in support of oeigsily
slips into the mode of wishful thinking based on desired outcomes.

I will say, however, that | think the physical evidence the Young-Earth Credsiosis is
simpler and more straightforward than the tortuous rebuttals of the Old-EaettioBists.

This brings me to what | call “Paradigm Carryover:”

What | had already been taught about origins left me with residual iddasr@tcn my thinking
when | became a Christian in my early thirties. | carried-over my ewolstipreconceptions,
and so became a Christian evolutionist. | found the concept held by Biblicaldierdiat the
earth was only a few thousand years old, to be mildly amusing. Then | stagethdjsb such
people as the Institute for Creation Research. They made very good senggtasmdyl lost my
faith in evolution, but became a young-earth creationist.

Then | established a long term working relationship with a Nuclear Weapod Scetist

whose PhD is in Materials Science and Engineering. He and | are co-isvemtiovo patents.

My son and | have worked with him on various projects for over fifteen years. We know him to
be areal-dealgenius and an excellent, careful, pragmatic and thoughtful scientist and
experimenter. He’s a Christian, and a creationist; buil@earth creationist.

There are many other excellent scientists on the old-earth side ofube Bst there are
excellent scientists who believe in a young-earth. There are exdgilde scholars on the
young earthside of the issue and there are excellent Bible scholars oidtearth side. I'm
convinced that most of these people are influenced, to some degree, by paradiguercar

This brought me to considering old-earth and young-earth advdhataselvesand to consider

their apparent preconceptions and motives. It occurred to mmytEradigm carryover

involved espousing the teachings and beliefs of atheists like Carl SagarAdsaae, Stephen
Hawking and Richard Dawkins; people who habsolutely no choicéut to believe in an old

universe and old earth. Since, in their minds, time is the hero and a main agent of evolution, then
the minute they allow for a young earth, evolution is thrown out one window while an

“Intelligent Designer,”... God slides in another.

While, that was food for thought for me abaititeistscientists, then | asked myself, “How is it
that intelligent, well trained, highly educatexationistscientists who got their advanced
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degrees from the same universities come up with polar - opposite conclusiong themselves
about the age of the earth?” Again, | think much of it is wrapped up in their paradigm
carryover... like it was for me. We find it very difficult to change our minds otedatisues,
don’t we?

Now | come to the problem of extrapolating from miracles.

Suppose you didn’t know who Adam was, but you saw him at Wal-Mart the day after he was
created. He was wearing (not just a fig leaf) but ordinary clothes so you wouldn'hikmow

from...l was going to say “Adam,”... but you wouldn’t know him from any other regulabpers
You take a look at Adam and make an estimate of his age, just like we all dosdyeysu

figured he was twenty five years old. Then let’'s say you saw him about Eatgga Now you're

an excellent estimator of the ages of people, and you say to yourself, he thodéamitich

different, buthowhe must be twenty six years old. Then somebody walks over and shows you a
picture of Adam that was takeygu are told about six months ago. You look at the picture

and say, “hmm, well, then he was about twenty-five and a half when the picture was taken.”

What you have done, is you have reasonattbrpolatedan age estimatiofiom the available
data Interpolation works like in this slide.
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This is the same tree, but shown at different ages. Let’s say we observee theitrwas on the
left about twenty three years ago, and noted its height. We went away for tiwestyéars, but
came back to observe the tree as it appears today on the right. We note how mudiowmas g
the twenty three years since we last saw it. We reasomatpolatethat X-many years ago
(shown in red) the tree must have been X-feet tall.

We're familiar with trees, and we’re also familiar with the way peaplgear at different ages.
Sometimes we get fooled, but usually we can come pretty close. Interpddatypically pretty
accurate.

Now getting back to Adam when you saw him at Wal-Mart the day after he vedsd:reYou

say to yourself, “Since he looks this way today, then | have a pretty good ideatdieMooked
like ten years ago when he was fifteen. And since I'm pretty familthrthe way people age, |
know pretty much what he will look like ten years from now, and twenty years fromamoi

he lives a normal life he’ll probably be dead in seventy years when he would have bieen 95 i
he’d lived. And he’ll certainly be dead in a hundred years becaisadylives 125 years.” In
these cases of your estimating he was 25 the day after he was @apdtguir certainty that

he’ll be dead before he’s 125, were extrapolations.
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Again, extrapolation is to infer, or estimate unknown information by extending or fimgjec

known information,

If we knewNOTHINGabout the way trees grow, we could estimate that if we had observed that
this sycamore tree had grown from about 25 feet tall to about 45 feet tall in a perioceaf23 y
then we might extrapolate to the left, that the 25 foot tree was older thanyitiseatd that in

two hundred years the tree would be well over two hundred feet tall.

BUT...
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we would be wrong because in real life, sycamore trees don’t grow this way evgh thexe
was no miracle involved. Our interpolation of what the sycamore lookeddileeerits height
when we first saw it and the present wouldn’t be far wrong. But sycameesetéike a couple of
years to get established, and then they grow very rapidly for a fea. yEaen their growth in
height tapers-off as they spread and add mass. Kind of like us in middle-age.

But, extrapolation is a poor way to project the growth and age of sycamoredindesf course,
you know that your extrapolation about Adam wlaadwrong because of thairacle of
Adam’s creation, and because people lived much longer in Adams’ day.

Similarly we would be wrong in extrapolating the time of Adams birth as bewgty five years
before we saw him the day after he was created. This is becauiiseke was involved. First

of all Adam wasn’t born; God made him from the dust of the ground, and secondly he was one
day old in spite of what he looked like. We would also be wrong in thinking Adam would be
dead in 100 years, because he lived 960 years.

Extrapolation is tricky, but extrapolation i9VBAIN_tool of evolutionists and old-earth
creationists.
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When miracles are involved, weannotextrapolate accurately because there is only one data
point to start with, and weannottell where the miracle leaves off and nature takes up. | don’t
know of a scientific instrument that can measure a miracle? Attemptguietdifically
extrapolate from a miracle is like attempting to operate a lever witHoldram.

The whole business of creation was one huge load of miracles, and | think we make ®urselve
look foolish trying toscientifically put numbers on the miraculous. Tryingstwipturally

establish the age of the earth is a whole different matter. That’s not fesstut a matter of
interpretationif_in fact the Bible is the Word of God.

Speaking of looking foolish, I'm reminded of | Cor 1:18, “The preaching of the crazshem
that perishfoolishnessbut to us which are saved, it is the power of God.” We already look
foolish to the lost world, so | guess | don’t mind adding the foolishness of beingtafista
and in my case, a Young-Earth Creationist, to their perception of me.

| want to talk more about the problem of extrapolafnegn miracles, but first, what is a
miracle? | think the American Heritage Dictionary gives a pretty gobditien for our
purposes: “A miracle is an event that appears unexplainable by the laws of matge isheld
to be supernatural in origin, or an act of God.”

To us Christian believers, a miracle is a straight-out act of God, but to an, atliistes

CANNOT exist! And, to us Christians, while miracles are clearly acts of God réneicky, as

can be shown by asking some questions: We already talked about Adam, but what abidut Jesus
How old was Jesus the day he was born? In fact Jesus transcends eternitppasight want

to say that Jesus the fleshwas about nine months old when he was born. But was he? What
about the pre-incarnate appearance of the Angel of the Lord in the Old &estahen He ate

with Abraham in Gen 18:8 under the tree?

Then, in the Gospels, after the discipgé didn’t believe the resurrection, Jesus said to them in
Luke 24:39, “Behold my hands and my feet. Handle me and seesportaloes not have flesh
and bones as you see | have.” Since #gtd#lydidn’t believe, Jesus asked in verse 41: “Have you
any food here?” So they gave him a broiled fish and some honeycomb which He ate to prove
that he wasn’t a spirit. It apparently was the Pre-Incarnate @htist flesheating under the

tree in Gen 18:8; and it was Jesus then bothe (different?)flesh at Christmas; and it was
Jesusn the flesheating food in Luke 24, and it was Jesus ascending into heatlemn(raised

from the dead!jleshin the ends of the Gospels. There are all kinds of miracles going on here
that completely mystify science... and cause thoughtiblogiango scratch their heads.

Science cannot extrapolate from an origin of the universe that it can’t exptamfirst place.
It's like trying to write a sonnet using mathematics. Sonnets are diffigran algebra. So, the
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problem of extrapolating from miracles is that ygan’t. Miracles not only abrogate physical
laws, but miracles happen at isolated moments in time, and since you can’t knotuahérae
of a prehistoric miracle, you can’t safely extrapolate to it or through itlsecgu cannot tell
where the miracle leaves off and nature takes up. Extrapolating from aengioasn’t work.
You just think it does because your preconceptions make the answer come out tbe wanty

But, if youdon't believe in miracles, then extrapolation is a valid tool accordiygto
preconceptions and motives.

In our day, scientists use what is known as radiometric dating as an extoaptaatito estimate
the ages of various things. Radiometric dating is based upon the fact that naelielaatients
finally decay into stable elements. There are many factors involved fivettthk results of
radiometric dating, but we’ll look at it simplistically to show how gredily input-assumptions
affect the outcome answers.

But whatdid God do in the miracle of Creation relative to radiometric dating? It takes ad@ut 4.

billion years for half of a mass of Uranium 238 to pass through the fifteers $tagible lead
206.
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When a sample of supposedly parent U238 is found with stable lead (for example inuzmgoni
then the age of the sample is said to be determinable by radiometric ddtiags done by
atheistaand Creationists alike in support of their particular belief about the age oattie df
you're a secularist or an old-earth creationist, then you assume that mdishfaha sample
started out as U238. Then using radiometric dating, you extrapolate the answepshbe
upper track of the slide, and conclude that the sample, and therefore the earth, is bjeamns of
old, just as you expected.

But when the young-earth creationist examines the same sample, he ortstiostahe
assumption that the earth is only a fiswusandyears old, and concludes that the sample was
created with almost all the lead present, as shown in the lower track of the slide.

Both the young-earth and old-earth creationists’ approaches start withpaissis they can’t
prove. Nevertheless, their preconceptions about the sample cause an acaepisdsleodall
out. They can’t both be right, but they might both be wrong.

Another tricky thing about radiometric dating is the fact tretype of radiometric dating is

thought to be quite accurate up to several thousand years. That is carbon-14 dating. Carbon 14 is
being continuously formed by cosmic radiation impacting nitrogen in the upperpdienes

Carbon-14 has a half life of about 5730 years, which means that about half of the carbon-14
formed in the atmosphere today will break down into carbon-12 in about 5,730 years. The rate

of both the formation and the decaying of carbon-14 in the atmospgltameightto be fairly

uniform over time resulting in a fairly constant amount of carbon-14 in the atmosphere over

time. This uniformity is contested by some, however.

Plants retain carbon from carbon dioxide taken up from the air, and animals eahtbe YWaen

a plant or animal dies, it no longer takes in carbon, but whatever carbon-14 thatdy kloked

into the plant or animal, converts into carbon-12 over time. If, say, a freshlyetiageX

amount of carbon-14, and a piece of very old tree trunkalaghe carbon-14 of a freshly cut

tree, then it can be said with some measure of confidence, that the tree lived &r8Gyge

Carbon 14 dating can be directly correlated with growth rings in very old sneds as Bristle

Cone pine that are as old as 4,000 years. Counting the rings and measuring the Carlden 14 in t
various rings, reveals a close correlation in ages.

The problem, though, is that since carbon-14 dating works as well as it does, then ethef typ
radiometric dating are also thought to be vdlithe assumption is made that the sample being
tested was originally all parent-element, that no outside materialdsdasl and that nothing
leached or weathered away, etc.

Dr. Russell Humphreys believes in a young-earth and uses radiometric dagiaglmids the
problem of the vast amount of heat that would have been generated in a short time in his
proposed scenario. He admits that the radioactive heating that would haveaatuashing
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through the half-lives have would vaporized the planet. He doesn’t have an explanatien for t
accelerated half-lives, either. To me, the simple answer is that Goddditeaearth up-and-
running, just like He did with Adam.

Some people think it would have been deceptive of God to make the earth look old, when it
really isn’'t. But who says it looks old? It's interesting how many naturakpses young-earth
creationists cite in their model-building efforts to support a young-earth; ancheadtearth
creationists counter.

However, one piece séasonablemodel-building, to me, not for supporting a young-earth, but
validating theGenesis Floogccount, is the striking similarity between the layering at a mud-
flow after the Mt. St. Helens eruption as compared to the Grand Canyon. Like Carbomd4 dat
which can be cross-checked by counting growth rings in living trees, the compariagersf |
formed in minutes or hours a few days after Mt. St Helens provides good evideacenlar
scenario for the Grand Canyon being formed in hours or days by the breaking downtof a vas
water-logged earthen dam after The Flood, as opposed to being formed over millidiensr bi
of years by the Colorado River.

In this case, Model-building igoodscience in establishing a case for the Genesis flood because
this model-buildingdoesn’t involve a miracleand it concerns something that has been observed
by qualified withesses, documented, and cross-checked at Mt. St. Helens.

Nevertheless, and in spite of model-building, we either have revelation orapecutlative to
the formation of Grand Canyon because we weren’t there, and there is no sgendifi

There iSNO question, however, for a Bible believing Christian, buiebevethe Genesis

account of the flood. The same for the Genesis account of creation. The problem is in
interpretation:which leads toward my third main objective after 1. Changing the way you think
into a more skeptical mode fanythingthat you hear frorgcienceabout the age and origin of

the earth and universe. And 2. The only source of information that we have from outside the
Universe is the Bible, and that all other sources of information are promulgapedle with
agendas.

Scientists are humans with the same weaknesses as all of the rest of usas® goegrned by
their preconceptions and motives just like all the rest of us, and whosoever \&debereby is
not wise, as we are cautioned in Col. 2:8 “Beware lest any man spoil you through philasdphy
vain deceit, after the tradition of men and the rudiments of the world and not aftér’Chris

Now my third main objective is not a question, but a plea! The pleais...
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“Let’s be nice to each other!”

| have heard it said by two different people, about two different young-earth pddpleught
to know better.” And I've heard young earth people say about old-earth people words to the
effect that, “They're falling for the lies of the devil.”

Talk like that is not niceAnd the fact is: Young earth people and old-earth people can’t both be
right. | personally believe in a young earth, but | admit that the earth nogbe young.And
in any event it is not a salvation issue.

| said that | work with a scientist, and that he believes in an old earth whilevdelia young
earth. He doesn’t tell me | ought to know better, and | don’t think he’s in with the Heuvil.
interprets the Bible differently than | do. AigHIS IS NOT A SALVATION ISSUE!

This is partly a matter of showing Christian love to our brothers and sisters &t, ®htiit’s

more than that; it's beingice. There’s a lot of love that isn’t nice. So let’s be nice when we talk
to each other, and when we talkoutone another. The age of the earth is not a salvation issue,
and it'sNOT certain enough (or important enough) in my mind, to make it a doctrinal issue.
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At one time | was very exercised about which day Christ died. | made up chartsl avatdli
studies, and | was ready to argue with you about it. Now | don’t even remember rnugiconc
and anyway | don't care exactly which day he was crucified. It's likes@has. It doesn’t matter
exactly the date Jesus was born, and in my thinking, it doesn’t matter how old lthis.eart

So, | encourage you 1. To adopt a very skeptical attitude toward anything you hesciérooe

about the age of the earth, especially since we cannot extrapolate fractemwithout making
unsupportable assumptions. 2. Remember that it's either revelation from God, Who wag the onl
witness to the creation; or it's speculation from extrapolation by people getidas when it

comes to estimating the age of the earth. And 3. Let’s be nice to each othag|llgsgpeout

issues that, even though they may be important, aren’t salvation issues...And it'shenealto

make them fellowship issues.

Doing science, for the Christian Creationist, should not be according to the cultle, but
governed similarly to what it says in Romans 14:1-4 relative to food: “Receive ons wieak

in the faith, but not to disputes over doubtful things. For one believes he may eat all things, but
he who is weak eats only vegetables. rigthim who eats despise him who does not eat, and let
not him who does not eat judge him who eats; for God has received him. Who are you to judge
another man’s servant? To his own master he stands or falls. Indeed he will be rraut to s

for God is able to make him stand.”

I've always been slightly amused by that passage because everybody thiotketiguy is the
weakerbrother. But that'€ondescensionand that’s not nice, either.

But, speaking of Romans 14, a crucial principal is presented here: Christéars & judge the
beliefs of other Christians with respect to doubtful things by saying, He ought to kttevy’ e
“He’s believing the devil’s lies.”

Anyway, Jesus never brought up the age of the earth, angihbdyknew, He did.If believing
a certain thing about the age of the earth or Universe was very important, thethel®ew
Testament writers would have said something beyond the fact thate . day, is with the Lord
is as a thousand years, and a thousand years is as one day. “ Il Peter 3:8

| don’t think you'll be given a theology test at the Judgment Seat of Christ, and tiiak’
you’ll be given ascienceest. But | do think the Lord will talk to us about the way we treated
our brothers and sisters in Christ.

| continue to be in favor of Scientific Creationism, but | want to stay offlijpeesy slope that
involves trying to make scientific sense of miracles, especially in dzedrorigins.

| said that people have agendas. Well, mine tonight has been to try to get all of us tode nice t
each other.
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