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Ghapter 6 ———

INACCURATE
DATING VIETHODS

Why the non-historical
dating techniques are not reliable

This chapter is based on pp. 183-221 of Origin of the Universe
(Volume One of our three-volume Evolution Disproved Series). Not
included in this chapter are at least 62 statements by scientists.
You will find them, plus much more, on our website: evolution-
facts.org.

Several methodsfor dating ancient materials have been devel -
oped. Thisisan important topic; for evolutionistswant the history
of earth to span long ages, inthe hopethat thiswill maketheorigin
and evolution of lifemorelikely.

Thereforeweshall devotean entirechapter toadiscussion
of every significant method, used by scientists today, to date
ancient substances.

1 - RADIODATING

MAJOR DATING METHODS—Sever al typesof dating meth-
ods are used today. Chief among them are:

(1) Uranium-thorium-lead dating, based on the disintegra-
tion of uranium and thorium into radium, helium, etc., and finally
into lead.

(2) Rubidium-strontium dating, based on the decay of ru-
bidium into strontium.

(3) Potassium-argon dating, based on the disintegration of
potassium into argon and calcium.

In this chapter, we shall discuss the strengths and weaknesses
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of each of these dating methods.

Thereisabasic pattern that occursin the decay of radioactive
substances. In each of these disintegration systems, the parent or
original radioactive substance gradually decaysinto daughter sub-
stances. This may involve long decay chains, with each daughter
product decaying into other daughter substances, until finally only
aninert element remainsthat has no radioactivity. In someinstances,
the parent substance may decay directly into the end product. Some-
times, the radioactive chain may begin with an element partway
down the decay chain.

A somewhat different type of radioactive dating methodiscalled
carbon 14-dating or radiocar bon dating. It is based on the for-
mation of radioactive elementsof carbon in the atmosphere, by cos-
mic radiation, and their subsequent decay to the stable carbon iso-
tope. Wewill aso discuss radiocarbon dating in this chapter.

SEVEN INITIAL ASSUMPTIONS—AL thevery beginning of this
analysis, we need to clearly understand abasic fact: Each of these
special dating methods can only have accuracy IF (if!) certain
assumptionsALWAY S (always!) apply to EACH specimen that
istested.

Here are seven of these fragile assumptions:

(1) Each system hasto be a closed system; that is, nothing
can contaminate any of the parents or the daughter products
whilethey aregoing through their decay process—or thedating
will bethrown off. Ideally, in order to do this, each specimen tested
needs to have been sealed in ajar with thick lead walls for all its
previous existence, supposedly millions of years!

But in actual field conditions, thereisno such thing asaclosed
system. One piece of rock cannot for millions of yearsbe sealed off
from other rocks, as well as from water, chemicals, and changing
radiationsfrom outer space.

(2) Each system must initially have contained none of its
daughter products. A piece of uranium 238 must originally have
had no lead or other daughter productsinit. If it did, this would
giveafasedatereading.
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But this assumption can in no way be confirmed. It isimpos-
sibleto know what wasinitialy in agiven piece of radioactivemin-
eral. Wasit al of this particular radioactive substance or were some
other indeterminate or final daughter products mixed in? We do not
know; we cannot know. Men can guess; they can apply their as-
sumptions, come up with some dates, announce the consi stent ones,
and hidetherest, whichisexactly what evol utionary scientists do!

(3) Theprocessrate must always have been the same. The
decay rate must never have changed.

Yet we have no way of going back into past agesand ascertain-
ing whether that assumption is correct.

Every processin nature operates at arate that is determined by
anumber of factors. Thesefactorscan changeor vary with achange
in certain conditions. Ratesarereally statistical averages, not deter-
ministic constants.

The most fundamental of theinitial assumptionsisthat all ra-
dioactive clocks, including carbon 14, have always had a constant
decay ratethat isunaffected by external influences—now and for-
ever in the past. But it is a known fact among scientists that
such changesin decay ratescan and do occur. L abor atory test-
ing hasestablished that such resetting of specimen clocksdoes
happen. Field evidencereveal sthat decay rates haveindeed varied
inthe past.

The decay rate of any radioactive mineral can be altered
[1] if the mineral isbombarded by high energy particlesfrom
space (such as neutrinos, cosmic rays, etc.); [2] if thereis, for a
time, a nearby radioactive mineral emitting radiation; [3] if
physical pressureisbrought to bear upon theradioactive min-
eral; or [4] if certain chemicalsare brought in contact with it.

(4) Oneresearcher, * John Joly of Trinity College, Dublin, spent
years studying pleochroic hal osemitted by radioactive substances.
In hisresearch he found evidence that the long half-life miner-
alshavevaried in their decay ratein the past!

“His[Joly’s] suggestion of varying rate of disintegration of ura-
nium at various geological periods would, if correct, set aside all
possibilities of age calculation by radioactive methods.”—*A.F.
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Kovarik, “Calculating the Age of Minerals from Radioactivity Data
and Principles,” in Bulletin 80 of the National Research Council,
June 1931, p. 107.

(5) If any change occurred in past agesin the blanket of
atmospher e surrounding our planet, thiswould greatly affect
the clocksin radioactive minerals.

Cosmic rays, high-energy mesons, neutrons, electrons, pro-
tons, and photons enter our atmosphere continualy. Theseareatomic
particlestraveling at speeds closeto that of the speed of light. Some
of theseraysgo several hundred feet underground and 1400 meters
[1530 yards] into the ocean depths. The blanket of air covering our
world isequivalent to 34 feet [104 dm] of water, or 1 meter [1.093
yd] thickness of lead. If at some earlier timethisblanket of air
was mor e heavily water-saturated, it would produce a major
change—from the present rate,—in the atomic clocks within
radioactive minerals. Prior to the time of the Flood, there was a
much greater amount of water intheair.

(6) TheVanAllenradiation belt encirclestheglobe. It isabout
450 miles[724 km] above usand isintensely radioactive. Accord-
ing to *Van Allen, high-altitude tests revealed that it emits 3000-
4000 times as much radiation as the cosmic rays that continually
bombard the earth.

Any changein the Van Allen belt would power fully affect
thetransfor mation time of radioactive minerals. But we know
next to nothing about thisbelt—what itis, why it isthere, or whether
it has changed in the past. In fact, the belt was only discovered in
1959. Even small amounts of variation or changein the VanAllen
belt would significantly affect radioactive substances.

(7) A basicassumption of all radioactive dating methodsis
that the clock had to start at the beginning; that is, no daugh-
ter productswer epresent, only thoseelementsat thetop of the
radioactive chain were in existence. For example, all the ura-
nium 238 intheworld originally had nolead 206 init, and no lead
206 existed anywhereelse. But if either Creation—or amajor world-
wide catastrophe (such as the Flood) occurred, everything would
begin thereafter with, what scientistscall, an ““appearance of age.”
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By thiswe mean “ appearance of maturity.” Theworld would
be seen asmaturethemoment after Creation. Spread before us
would be a scene of fully grown plants and flowers. Most trees
would have their full height. We would not, instead, see a barren
landscape of seeds littering the ground. We would see full-grown
chickens, not unhatched eggs. Radioactive minerals would be
partially through their cycle of half-liveson thevery first day.
Thisfactor of initial apparent age would strongly affect our present
reading of the radioactive clocksin uranium, thorium, etc.

Evolutionary theoriststell usthat originally therewasonly ura-
nium, and al of itsdaughter products (radioactiveisotopesfarther
down its decay chain) developed later. But “ appearance of matu-
rity” at the Creation would mean that, much of the elements, now
classified by evolutionists as “daughter products,” were actually
original—not daughter—products and were already in the ground
along with uranium instead of being produced by it. We already
know, from Robert Gentry’sstudies, that original (primordial)
polonium 218 was in the granite when that granite initially
cameinto existence suddenly and in solid for m; yet poloniumis
thought by evolutioniststo only occur asan eventual daughter prod-
uct of uranium disintegration.

TWENTY DATING METHODS—We have looked at the basic
assumptions relied on by the radiodating experts; now let us ex-

amine the primary dating methods.
Here are the first twenty of them:

(1) Uranium-lead dating

(2) Thorium-lead dating

(3) Lead 210 dating

(4) Helium dating

(5) Rubidium-strontium dating

(6) Potassium-argon dating

(7) Potassium-calcium dating

(8) Srata and fossil dating, asit relates to radiodating, will
be briefly considered; although wewill discussrock stratadating in
much more detail in chapters 12 and 14 (Fossils and Strata and
Effects of the Flood).



Inaccurate Dating Methods 171

In addition, there are three dating methods used to date ancient
plant and animal remains:

(9) Radiocarbon (carbon 14) dating
(10) Amino acid decomposition dating
(11) Racemization dating

Lastly, wewill briefly overview several other supposed “ dating
methods’ which, although not expected to provide much accuracy
in dating, are still used in an attempt to postulate long ages for
earth’shistory:

(12) Astronomical dating

(13) Paleomagnetic dating has gained prominencein the past
few decades. Because this present chapter isalready quitelong, we
planned to fully deal with paleomagnetic dating in chapter 20 of
thisbook; but, for lack of space, the greater portion of that material
will befound in chapter 26 on our website.

(14) Varvedating

(15) Treering dating

(16) Buried forest strata dating

(17) Peat dating

(18) Reef dating

(19) Thermoluminescence dating

(20) Stalactite dating

In the remainder of this chapter, we will consider each of
these 20 dating methods:

1—URANIUM-LEAD DATING—Because of similarities in
method and problems with uranium and thorium dating, we will
frequently refer to both under the category of uranium dating.

Three main types of uranium/thorium dating are included
here:

(1) Uranium 238 decaysto lead 206, with a half-life of 4.5
billionyears.

(2) Uranium 235 decaysto lead 207, with a half-life of 0.7
billionyears.

(3) Thorium 232 decaysto lead 208, with ahalf-life of 14.1
billionyears.
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Thesethree are generally found together in mixtures, and each
one decaysinto several daughter products (such asradium) before
becoming lead.

FIVE URANIUM/THORIUM DATING INACCURACIES—Here

are some of the reasons why we cannot rely on radioactive dat-
ing of uranium and thorium:

(1) Lead could originally have been mixed in with theura-
nium or thorium. Thisisvery possible, and even likely. Itisonly
an assumption that integral or adjacent lead could only be an end
product.

In addition, common lead (lead 204), which hasno radioac-
tive parent, could easily be mixed into the sample and would
serioudly affect thedating of that sample. * Adol ph Knopf referred
to thisimportant problem (* Scientific Monthly, November 1957).
*Faul, aleading authority in the field, recognized it also (*Henry
Faul, Nuclear Geology, 1954, p. 297).

When auranium sample istested for dating purposes, it isas-
sumed that the entire quantity of lead in it is “daughter-product
lead” (that is, the end-product of the decayed uranium). The speci-
menisnot carefully and thoroughly checked for possible common
lead content, becauseit issuch atime-consuming task. Yet itisthat
very uranium-lead ratio which isused to date the sample! The same
problem appliesto thorium samples.

(2) Leaching isanother problem. Part of theuranium and its
daughter products could previously have leached out. This
would drastically affect the dating of the sample. Lead, in partic-
ular, can beleached out by weak acid solutions.

(3) Therecan beinaccuratelead ratio comparisons, dueto
different types of lead within the sample. Correlations of vari-
ous kinds of lead (lead 206, 207, etc.) in the specimen is done to
improve dating accuracy. But errors can and do occur here also.

Thus, we have here astounding evidence of the marvelous
unreliability of radiodating techniques. Rock known to belessthan
300 years old isvariously dated between 50 million and 14.5
billion years of age! That isa 14-billion year error in dating!
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Yet such radiodating techniques continue to be used in order to
prove long ages of earth’s existence. A chimpanzee typing num-
bers at random could do as well.

Sample datings from asingle uranium deposit in the Col orado
Caribou Mineyielded an error spread of 700 million years.

(4) Yet afourth problem concernsthat of neutron capture.
*Melvin Cooke suggeststhat ther adiogeniclead isotope 207 (nor-
mally thought to have been formed only by the decay of uranium
235) could actually have been formed from lead 206, simply
by having captured free neutrons from neighboring rock. In
the same manner, lead 208 (normally theorized asformed only by
thorium 232 decay) could have been formed by the capture of free
neutronsfrom lead 207. Cooke checked out this possibility by ex-
tensive investigation and came up with asizeable quantity of data
indicating that practically all radiogeniclead in theearth’scrust
could have been produced in thisway instead of by uranium
or_thorium decay! This point alone totally invalidates uranium
and thorium dating methods!

(5) A fifth problem dealswith the origin of the rocks con-
taining these radioactive minerals. According to evolutionary
theory, the earth was originally molten. But, if true, molten rocks
would produce awild variation in clock settingsin radioactive
materials.

“Why do the radioactive ages of lava beds, laid down within a
few weeks of each other, differ by millions of years?”—*Glen R.
Morton, Electromagnetics and the Appearance of Age.

It is a well-known fact, by nuclear researchers, that intense
heat damages radiodating clock settings; yet the public is sol-
emnly presented with dates of rocks indicating long ages of time
when, infact, the evolutionary theory of the origin of rockswould
render those datestotally useless.

2—THORIUM-LEAD DATING—A majority of the flaws dis-

cussed under uranium-lead dating, above, apply equally to tho-

rium-lead dating.
The half-lives of uranium 238, 235, and thorium 232 are sup-

posedly known, having been theorized. But whenever dates are
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computed using thorium.—they always widely disagree with
uranium dates! Noonecan point toasinglereason for this. We
probably have here a cluster of several major contamination
factors; and all of these contamination factorsarebeyond our
ability to identify, much less calculate. To make matters worse,
contaminating factors common to both may cause different reac-
tions in the thorium than in the uranium! (*Henry Faul, Nuclear
Geology, p. 295).

“The two uranium-lead ages often differ from each other mark-
edly, and the thorium-lead age on the same mineral is amost a-
ways drastically lower than either of the others.”—*L.T. Aldrich,
“Measurement of Radioactive Ages of Rocks,” in Science, May
18, 1956, p. 872.

3-4—LEAD 210 AND HELIUM DATING—Two other methods
of dating uranium and thorium specimens should be mentioned.

First, thereisuranium-lead 210 dating. Lead 210isfrequently
used to date uranium.

Second isthe uranium-helium method. Helium produced by
uranium decay is also used for the same dating purpose.

But the lead 210 method is subject to the very same entry
or_leaching problems mentioned earlier. Helium leakage is so
notoriousasto render it unfit for dating purposes.

Uranium and thorium are only rarely found in fossil-bearing
rocks; so recent attention has been given to rubidium dating
and two types of potassium dating, all of which are radioac-
tiveisotopes of alkali metalsand arefound in fossil rocks. Let
us now consider both of these:

5—RUBIDIUM-STRONTIUM DATING—Rubidium 87 gradu-
ally decaysinto strontium 87.

Rubidium: All aside from leaching and other contamination,
the expertshave so far been unableto agree on thelength of a
rubidium half-life. Thisrendersit uselessfor dating pur poses.
Thisis because the samples vary so widely. * Abrams compiled a
list of rubidium half-lives suggested by various research special-
ists. Estimates, by the experts, of the half-life of rubidium var-
ied between 48 and 120 billion year sl That isavariation spread
of 72 billion years: anumber soinconceivably largeastoren-
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der Rb-Sr dating worthless.

Strontium: In addition, only avery small amount of strontium
results from the decay; and much of the strontium may be non-
radiogenic, that is, not caused by the decay process. Thisis
due to the fact that strontium 87 is easily leached from one
miner al to another, thus producing highly contaminated dat-
ing test results.

Granitefromthe Black Hillsgave strontium/rubidium and vari-
ouslead system datesvarying from 1.16 to 2.55 billion years.

6—POTASSIUM-ARGON DATING—Radioactive potassium
decaysinto calcium and argon gas. Great hopeswereinitialy pinned
onthis, for potassium occurs widely in fossil-bearing strata! But
they were greatly disappointed to discover: (1) Because of such
widedating variations, they could not agreeon potassium half-
life. (2) The rare gas, argon, quickly left the mineral and es-
caped into other rocks and into the atmosphere (*G.W. Wetherill,
“Radioactivity of Potassium and Geologic Time,” Science, Sep-
tember 20, 1957, p. 545).

Sinceitisagas, argon 40 can easily migrate in and out of po-
tassium rocks (*J.F. Evernden, et al., ““K/A Dates and the Ceno-
zoic Mammalian Chronology of North America,”” American Jour-
nal of Science, February 1964, p. 154).

Not only isargon an unstable gas, but potassium itself can eas-
ily beleached out of therock. * Rancitelli and * Fisher explain that
60 percent of the potassium can beleached out of aniron meteorite
by distilled water in 4.5 hours (*Planetary Science Abstracts, 48th
Annual Meeting of the American Geophysical Union, 1967, p. 167).

Rainwater is distilled water. In heavy downpours, fairly pure
rainwater can occas onally trickledown into deeper rock areas. When
it does, rainwater transfer spotassium from onelocation to an-
other.

Another problem is that potassium-argon dating must be
calculated by uranium-lead dating methods! Thisgreatly adds
to the problem, for we have alr eady seen that uranium dating
is itself extremely unreliable! This is something like the blind
leading the blind.
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Inview of suchinformation, it isa seemingly unbelievable—
but true—fact that K/A (potassum-argon) dating is, at the
present time, a key dating method used in developing and
verifying advanced evolutionary theories. (See Paleomagnetism,
briefly discussed in Chapter 20.) The long ages applied to the
major new theory of “seafloor spreading” isbased entirely on
potassium-argon dates in basalts (lava) taken from the ocean
bottom. You will frequently read articles about potassium-argon
dating projects.

Submerged vol canic rocks, produced by lavaflows off the coast
of Hawaii near Hualalai, in the years 1800-1801, were dated using
potassium-argon. Thelavaforming thoserocksisclearly known
to be less than 200 year s old; yet the potassium-ar gon dating
of therocksyielded great ages, ranging from 1.60 million to
2.96 billion years! (See *Science, October 11, 1968; *Journal of
Geophysical Research, July 15, 1968).

Potassium isfound in most igneous (lava), and some sedi-
mentary (fossil-bearing), rocks. In spite of its notorious inaccu-
racy, to this day potassium-argon dating continues to be the most
common method of radioactive dating of fossil-bearing rock strata.

Only thoseradioactivedatesareretained, which agreewith
the 19th-century geologic column dating theories. Research
workers are told just that! (*L.R. Stieff, *T.W. Stern and *R.N.
Eichler, “Evaluating Discordant Lead-Isotope Ages,” U.S. Geo-
logical Survey Professional Papers, 1963, No. 414-E).

7—POTASSIUM-CALCIUM DATING—If possible, the situa-
tion iseven wor sefor dating with thismethod. Radi oactive potas-
sium decaysto both argon and calcium (calcium 40). But the prob-
lem hereisthat researchers cannot distinguish between cal-
cium 40 and other calciums because thetwo are so commonly
and thoroughly intermixed. Theargon isof little help, sinceit
so rapidly leaches out.

PROBLEMS WITH ALL RADIODATING METHODS —The
rocks brought back from the moon provided an outstanding test for
thevariousdating methods—because all those techniqueswereused
on them. The results were a disaster.
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The age spread of certain moon rocks varied from 2 mil-
lion to 28 billion years! Now scientists are arguing over the
results. Some say themoonis2 million yearsold while others say
itis28 hillion yearsold. We have here aweighty scientific problem,
and aheadachefor evolutionists. (For moreonthis, see *Proceed-
ings of the Second, Third and Fourth Lunar Conferences; Earth
and Planetary Science Letters, Volumes 14 and 17.)

Yet thereis clear-cut non-radiogenic evidence that themoonis
less than 10,000 years old. (See chapter 4, Age of the Earth). In
contrast with these inaccurate dating methods, scientific facts, such
astheamost total lack of moon dust, lunar soil mixing, presence of
short half-life U-236 and Th-230 in moon rocks, low level of inert
gases, and lunar recessi on,—provide strong evidencethat the moon
islessthan 10,000 years old. (See chapter 4, Age of the Earth.)

EMERY’'SRESEARCH—In order for aradioactive clock to
beusable, it hastorun without variation. But*G.T. Emery has
done careful research on radiohalos (pleochroic halos) and
found that they do not show constant decay rates. When the
long half-life radiohal os (made by uranium, thorium, etc.) are ex-
amined, the time spans involved show inaccuracies in the decay
rates.

JUST ONE CATASTROPHE—AS* Jeaneman explains so well,
just one major_catastrophe—such as a worldwide Flood—
would haveruined the usefulnessof all our radiodating clocks.

Why would asingleworldwide catastrophe reset all the atomic
clocks?First, therewould be massive contamination problems,
as fluids, chemicals, and radioactive substances flowed or were
carried from one place to another. Second, there would be major
radioactive rate-changing activities (atmospheric, radioative,
and magnetic changes) which would tend to reset the clocks di-
rectly. Third, amajor shifting and redistribution of rock pres-
sure occurring above radiogenic rocks would reset their clocks.
Fourth, therewould berever sals of earth’smagnetic cor e, which
was caused by the shock-wave vibrations through that fluid core
from what was happening closer to the surface, including volca-
noes, earthquakes, gigantic geysers, seafloor sinking, and massive




178 Science vs. Evolution

mountai n building—see chapter 14 (Effects of the Flood) and chapter
20 (Tectonics and Paleomagetism).
Now read this:

FIVE WAYS TO CHANGE THE RATES—Careful laboratory
testsby *H.C. Dudley revealed that external influences can very
definitely affect decay rates. He CHANGED (!) thedecay rates of
14 different radioisotopes by meansof pressure, temperature,
electric and magnetic fields, stress in monomolecular layers,
etc. Theimplicationsof thisare momentous, even astounding! (See
*H.C. Dudley, “Radioactivity Re-Examined,”” Chemical and En-
gineering News, April 7, 1975, p. 2.) The sedimentary rock strata
werelaid down under massive pressure. Thisinvolved great stress.
(Seechapter 12, Fossils and Strata, for more on both points.) Dra-
matic temperature changes occurred shortly after the strata were
laid down; and Earth’siron core was disturbed to such an extent,
that magnetic reversals occurred at the poles (see Paleomagnetism,
on our website). Yet * Dudley showed that each of these forces
would have dramatically affected the clocks within radioac-
tiverocks.

Immense forceswere at work, during and just after the Flood,
that could and did affect the constancy of radioactive half-lives—
which, inturn, arethe only basisfor radiodating methods!

Theconsequenceisinaccuratedating resultswhich arenot
reliableand which cannot bereset—sincetheir earlier settings
arenot now known.

*Time magazine (June 19, 1964) reported an intriguing item
which was overlooked by much of the scientific community. Al-
though scientists generally consider that no known force can
change the rate of atomic disintegration of radioactive ele-
ments,—r esear cher s at Westinghouse labor atories have actu-
ally doneit. How did they doit? Simply by placinginactive“ dead”
iron next to radioactiveiron. Theresult wasthat the disintegration
rate was altered!

Radioactiveironwill give off particlesfor atimeand then lapse
into aninactive state. When the researchers placed radioactiveiron
next to inactive iron, theinactive iron gradually became active. In
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“I'm working on what | call a
‘space-time-theory continuum.’
The idea is to come up with a theory
which will make TIME itself able to
invent new life forms! This will prove
Charlie’s theory!”

“How do we date rocks? It’s easy.
First, we assign various assumptions
to each dating method to bring them
into alignment with strata dating. Then
we examine each individual rock, and
apply or leave out a variety of special
assumptions to it. The research con-
clusions really look good in print.”

“You're worried about how to
make the specimen datings fit? Noth-
ing to be concerned about. It's all
been worked out in advance. Simply
look in the textbooks and find what
the date should be, and then select
fromm among the listed assumptions
those that will bring the date of that
particular rock or fossil into line.”

“By using dozens of assump-
tions, we’re able to to assign bil-
lions of years to rocks. We do this
to prove that life forms gradually
evolved from nothing.”

“What do we do about possible
past contamination that could easily
produce great errors in rock speci-
men dating?” “Oh, we don’t worry
about that. We must assume that
contamination did not happen.”

“Anomalies, you ask; what do we

do with anomalies? Those are the
rock and fossil samples which we
can’t jam into line with the dating
theory. Well, they require a special
technique: Stick them into a back
drawer and forget them.”

179
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this way, the apparent age of the radioactive iron was changed by
about 3 percent whilethe clock of the previously inactiveiron was
returned to its original radioactive mass. Its clock was set back to
zero!

If so much variation can be accomplished in small lab samples,
think what has been taking place out in the field. All that, in this
case, would be required would be for radioactive lead solutionsto
flow by and coat inactivelead.

2 - ROCK STRATA DATING

8—STRATAAND FOSSIL DATING—Intwo later chapters (Fos-
sils and Strata and Effects of the Flood), we will discussthe strata
dating method in detail. We will herediscussonly itsrelationship to
radioactive dating methods—and learn that there are no rela-
tionships!

There are only three primary methods of long-ages dat-
ing: (1) fossil-bearing rock strata, (2) radioactive dating, and (3)
carbon-14 dating.

In the chapter on Fossils, we will discover that dating rocks
by their fossilsisbased on circular reasoning: (1) Each strata
isa certain age because of certain key fossilsin it; (2) the fos-
siisin thestrata area certain age because evolutionary theory
saysthey should bethat certain age, and also becausethey arein
rock strata said to be that age. Thus, fossil/strata-dating methods
are hopelessly foundered.

Yet fossil/stratadatingiscrucial totheevolutionary theory!
Without it, thewholething collapses! (1) None of the other dat-
ing methods (the twelve methods discussed in this present chapter)
are reliable either, but instead are in continual conflict with one
another and with fossil/stratadating conclusions. (2) The 19th-cen-
tury dating theory was applied to the fossils and strata; and
evolutionistsin later decadesarerequired to bring their dates
into alignment with those datestheorized over a century ago!
Yet it cannot be done. Thisisamost serious problem.

In chapter 12 (Fossils and Strata), we shall discussin detail the
problems associated with fossil and strata dating. But let usright
now put torest afrequently stated misconception: that radio-
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dating methods have successfully dated and positively estab-
lished asreliablethedating system conjecturesin the so-called
“geologic column” of rock strata. That is not true!

ONLY THREE USEABLE TEST RESULTS—Inredlity, itisim-
possibleto date sedimentary rock strataand thefossilswithin it by
radioactive mineral dating. In fact, radiodating is so conflicting in
its results, that, out of hundreds of thousands of tests,—ONLY
THREE test results have agreed sufficiently with evolutionary
theory to be used as“norms.” Each of these, of course, could
only apply to asingle stratum.

Out of tens of thousands of tests only three radioactive
samples have been found to be near enough to rock strata age
theories to be useable—and two of them are just interpolated
guesses based on “ strata thickness.” Evolutionists use but three
undiscar ded radiodatingsto vindicatetheredliability of thehun-
dred-year-old strata and fossil dating theory!

INTERLOCKING IMAGININGS—A brief historical review will
help explain the situation:

(1) Early inthe 19th century, evolutionists decided that fossils
in certain rock strata should be such-and-such an age.

(2) Sothey gavethe stratacontaining thosefossils dateswhich
would match their fossil agetheories.

(3) Then they announced that they had thought up the dates by
peering at so-called “index fossils.”

(4) They declared that they could now prove the ages of the
fossils in the rocks—by the rock strata they were in. Thus, they
started out by dating the strata by imagined datesfor fossils;
and they ended up dating the fossils by applying those imag-
ined datesto the strata!

Thiscircular reasoning pattern has continued on down to
the present day in regard to the dating of fossils and strata.

But then, asthe 20th century began, radioactive mineral dating
began to be discovered. Repeatedly, scientistshavetried to cor-
relateradioactive dating with the datesthey applied to fossils
and strata a century beforeradiodating was known. But they
have not been ableto do so. Out of literally thousands of tests,
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they have been ableto correlate only three of them: the Colo-
rado, Bohemian, and Swedish dates given in the * Knopf quotation
[alengthy statement we did not have room to includein thisbook].
Theevolutionistsdecided that three successesout of hundreds
of thousands of test failureswere enough to maketheir fossil/
stratatheory “ scientific,” by matchingradiodating. Itisonthis
basisthat evolutionary scientistsnow grandly proclaim that thefos-
sliferous strata have been dated by radioactive mineralsl See chap-
ter 12, Fossils and Strata, for much, much more on this.

SOME DATING SAMPLES—To conclude this section on
radiodating problems, here are a few dating samples. Many, many,
many more could have been cited!

“Sunset Crater, an Arizona Volcano, is known from tree-ring
dating to be about 1000 years old. But potassium-argon put it at
over 200,000 years [*G.B. Dalrymple, ‘40 Ar/36 Ar Analyses of
Historical Lava Flows,” Earth and Planetary Science Letters 6,
1969, pp. 47-55].

“For the volcanic island of Rangitoto in New Zealand, potas-
sium-argon dated the lava flows as 145,000 to 465,000 years old,
but thejournal of the Geochemical Society noted that ‘ the radiocar-
bon, geological and botanical evidence unequivocally showsthat it
was active and was probably built during the last 1000 years.” In
fact, wood buried underneath itslava has been carbon-dated asless
than 350 yearsold [*lan McDougall, *H.A. Polach, and *J.J. Stipp,
‘Excess Radiogenic Argon in Young Subaerial Basalts from
Auckland Volcanic Field, New Zealand,” Geochimica et
Cosmochimica Acta, December 1969, pp. 1485, 1499].

“Even the lava dome of Mount St. Helens [produced in 1980]
has been radiometrically dated at 2.8 million years [H.M. Morris,
‘Radiometric Dating,” Back to Genesis, 1997].”—James Perloff,
Tornado in a Junkyard (1999), p. 146.

3 - RADIOCARBON DATING

9—THE CARBON-14 CYCLE—*Willard F. Libby (1908-1980),
working at the University of Chicago, discovered the carbon-14
dating method in 1946. This was considered to be a great break-
through in the dating of remains of plants and animals of earlier
times. It is the special method used, by scientists, to date or-
ganic materialsfrom earlier timesin history.

Cosmic raysthat enter our atmosphere from outer space strike
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the earth and transform regular nitrogen (nitrogen 14) to radioac-
tive carbon (carbon 14). Carbon 14 has a haf-life of about 5730
years. This method of dating is called carbon-14 dating, C-14
dating, or radiocarbon dating. Within about 12 minutes after be-
ing struck by cosmic raysin the upper atmosphere, the carbon 14
combines with oxygen, to become carbon dioxide that has carbon
14init. It then diffusesthroughout the atmosphere and is absorbed
by vegetation. (Plants need carbon dioxidein order to make sugar
by photosynthesis.) Every living thing has carbon init. Whileitis
alive, each plant or animal takes in carbon dioxide from the air.
Animalsa so feed on the vegetation and absorb carbon dioxidefrom
it. Thereissome carbon 14 in all of that carbon dioxide. At death,
the carbon 14 continueson with itsradioactive decay. Theoretically,
analysis of this carbon 14 can tell the date when the object once
lived, by the percent of carbon-14 atomsstill remaininginit.

*Libby’s method involves counting the Geiger counter clicks
per minute per gram of adead material in order to figure out when
that plant or animal died.

It sounds simple and effective, but in practice it does not turn
out that way.

MOST TEST RESULTSARE TOSSED OUT—Before we begin
our study of radiocarbon dating, hereisaquotation to think about:

“It may come as a shock to some, but fewer than 50 percent of
the radiocarbon dates from geol ogical and archaeological samples
in northeastern North America have been adopted as ‘ acceptable
by investigators.”—*J. Ogden Il1, ““The Use and Abuse of Radio-
carbon,” in Annals of the New York Academy of Science, Vol. 288,
1977, pp. 167-173.

*Flint and * Rubin declare that radiocarbon dating is consi stent
withinitself. What they do not mentionisthat the published C-14
dates are only “ consistent” because the very large number of
radiocar bon dateswhich are not consistent are discarded!

Two researchers from the University of Uppsala, Sweden, in
their report to the Twelfth Nobel Symposium, said this:

“C-14 dating was being discussed at asymposium on the prehis-
tory of the Nile Valley. A famous American colleague, Professor

Brew, briefly summarized acommon attitude among archaeol ogists
toward it, asfollows: ‘ If a C-14 date supports our theories, we put
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itinthemaintext. If it doesnot entirely contradict them, weputitin
afootnote. And if it iscompletely ‘ out-of-date,’ wejust dropit.”—
*T. Save-Soderbergh and *Ingrid U. Olsson, “C-14 Dating and
Egyptian Chronology,” Radiocarbon Variations and Absolute
Chronology, ed. *Ingrid U. Olsson (1970), p. 35 [also in *Pensee,
3(1): 44].

THIRTEEN ASSUMPTIONS—AS mentioned above, radiocar-
bon dating wasinvented by *Willard Libby. From the beginning—
and consistently thereafter—he and hisassociates proceeded on
theassumption that (1) theway everythingisnow, soit always
has been, and (2) no contaminating factor has previoudly dis-
turbed any obj ect tested with radiodating techniques.

Theresultisanice, tidy littletheory that isapplied to samples,
without regard for the immense uncertainties of how the past may
have affected them individually and collectively. Itisfor thisreason
that *Libby was ableto ignore all of asample’s past.

Now let us consider the underlying assumptions about ra-
diocarbon dating that are made in order to make it a workable
method, even though not a reliable one.

(1) Atmospheric carbon: For the past several million years,
the air around us had the same amount of atmospheric carbon that
it now has.

(2) Oceanic carbon: During that time, the very large amount
of oceanic carbon hasnot changedin size.

(3) Cosmicrays. Cosmic raysfrom outer space have reached
the earth in the same amountsin the past as now.

(4) Balance of rates. Both the rate of formation and rate of
decay of carbon 14 have alwaysin the past remained in balance.

(5) Decay rates. The decay rate of carbon 14 has never
changed.

(6) No contamination: Nothing has ever contaminated any
specimen containing carbon 14.

(7) No seepage: No seepage of water or other factor has brought
additional carbon 14 to the sampl e since death occurred.

(8) Amount of carbon 14 at death: The fraction of carbon
14, which theliving thing possessed at death, isknown today.

(9) Carbon 14 half-life: The half-life of carbon 14 has been
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accurately determined.

(10) Atmosphericnitrogen: Nitrogen isthe precursor to Car-
bon 14, so the amount of nitrogen in the atmosphere must have
always been constant.

(11) Instrumentation and analysis: The instrumentation is
precise, working properly, and analytic methods are always care-
fully done.

(12) Uniform results: The technique always yields the same
results on the same sample or related samples that are obviously
part of the same larger sample.

(13) Earth’s magnetic field: Earth’'s magnetic field was the
samein the past asit istoday.

We have some big “ifs” in the above 13 assumptions! In
reality, thereisnot oneinstancein which we can point toa C-
14 sample and declare with certainty that EVEN ONE of those
assumptions appliesto it.

LIBBY’SOTHER DISCOVERY—*Willard Libby’straining was
in science, not history; so he and his co-workerswere initially
startled tolearn that recorded history (actual historical events)
only goes back to about 3000 B.C. They had been taught in
school that it extended back 20,000 year s!

(Wewill learn in the chapter on Ancient Man, that the earliest
datesof Egypt are based on the uncertain and incomplete king-lists
of Manetho. The earliest Egyptian dates should probably be low-
ered to 2200 B.C.)

Like many other bright hopesthat men had at last found away
to datethings prior to 4300 years ago, radiocarbon dating hasturned
out to be just another headache to conscientious scientists.

They work with a method that does not give accuratere-
sults. But they keep working, collecting data, and hoping for
better dating methods at some futuretime.

“Well-authenticated dates are known only back as far as about
1600 B.C. in Egyptian history, according to John G. Read [J.G.
Read, Journal of Near Eastern Studies, Vol. 29, No. 1, 1970]. Thus,
the meaning of datesby Carbon 14 prior to 1600 B.C. is still asyet
controversial.”—H.M. Morris, W.W. Boardman, and R.F. Koontz,
Science and Creation (1971), p. 85.
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Aside from the few that can be checked by historical records,
thereisno way to verify the accuracy of C-14 dates.

SIXTEEN RADIODATING PROBLEMS—Here is a brief dis-
cussion of some of the serious hurdles to accuracy in C-14 (ra-
diocarbon) dating:

(1) TYPE OF CARBON—Uncertaintiesregar ding thetype of
carbon that may bein agiven samplecausessignificant errors
in dating. Asmentioned earlier, every living thingisfull of carbon
compounds, and includes some carbon 14. But, after death, addi-
tional radioactive carbon may have drifted into the sample. Few
researchers take the exhaustive time needed to try and figure out
which carboniswhich. Frankly, in most instances, it would beim-
possibleto be certain how much of thissecondary or intrusive car-
bon had entered the sample from el sewhere.

(2) VARIATIONSWITHIN SAMPLES—Thenthereisthe prob-
lem of variations within each of the samples. Part of the sample
testsoneway and part testsanother way. So many factors affect
thisthat the expertsarefinding it seemingly impossibleto arrive at
accurate dates.

(3) LOSSOF Carbon 14—Rainfall, lakes, oceans, and below-
ground moisturewill causealossof Carbon 14, and thusruinits
radiation clock.

(4 CHANGESIN ATMOSPHERIC CARBON—In addition, it is
not known what carbonic and atmospheric conditions were
likein ancient times. We know it was different, but do not know to
what degree. Evidenceissurfacing that changes have occurred which
would invalidate ancient dates determined by carbon-14 analysis.

(5) SUNSPOT EFFECT ON C-14 PRODUCTION—Sunspot pro-
duction radically affectsradiocarbon production in the atmo-
sphere.

Important discoveries have been made recently in regard to
sunspots. Mgjor variationsin sunspot production have occurredin
the past, some of which we know of. These have resulted in de-
cided changes in radiocarbon production. (1) From A.D. 1420 to
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1530 and from 1639 to 1720 there were few sunspots; during those
yearsnot asingle aurorawas reported anywhere around the globe.
Northern Europe became something of an icebox; and therewasan
increasein solar wind, with consequent higher C-14 productionin
the atmosphere at that time. (2) In the 12th and early 13th centu-
ries, therewas unusually high sunspot activity for anumber of years.
At that time, there was less C-14 production, warmer climate, in-
creased glacial melt, and unusually brilliant displays of the aurora
borealis. Thus, we seethat the past is not the same asthe present in
regard to radiocarbon production; yet “uniformity”—"the past is
likethe present”—isabasic premisein all carbon-14 dating. When
radiocarbon production in the atmosphere is so drastically
changed, dating results, based on carbon 14 in creatureswho
lived at that time, are seriously affected.

A number of additional sunspot changesin the centuriesbefore
then have been discovered. Each mgjor change hasgenerally lasted
from 50 to several hundred years.

(6) RADIOCARBON DATE SURVEY—A major survey of
15,000 dates obtained by carbon 14 dating reveal ed that, in spite of
itserrors, radiocar bon dating continually yieldsdatesthat are
millionsand even billionsof year syounger than those obtained
by other radiodating techniques (uranium, thorium, potassum,
etc.).

(7) CHANGE IN NEUTRINO RADIATION—A changein neu-
trinoradiation into our atmospherein earlier timeswould also
affect radiocar bon levels. But we have no way of measuring past
neutrino radiation levels.

(8) COSMIC RAYS—Theamount of cosmic radiation enter-
ing our atmospher e and reaching the earth would a so be cru-
cia.

A partia changein cosmic radiation amountswould also greatly
affect C-14 dating. But a change in cosmic radiation from outer
spacewould not be necessary, only achangein the amount of water
or warmth—or both—in our atmosphere.

(9) MAGNETIC FIELD—Scientists now know that there has
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been afairly rapid weakening of earth’s magnetic field. (This
was discussed in chapter 4, Age of the Earth.) It iscosmic radia-
tion entering our atmosphere that changes Carbon 12 into
Carbon 14. Thethreegotogether: earth’smagnetic field, cos-
mic rays, and Carbon 14. Thus the strength of earth’s magnetic
field hasamajor effect on the amount of carbon 14 that is made.

(10) MOISTURE CONDITIONS—Atmaospheric changes in
moistur e content in the past would also significantly affect C-
14 amounts. Changes in ground moisture, even temporary ones,
would have an even greater impact. How much moisture cameinto
contact with a given sample at various times in past ages? Could
water havetrickled alongside or through the sample at someearlier
time? What about storage problemsin more recent times or after
the sample was collected? Prior to testing, was the sample placed
in alocation more damp than whereit wasfound? —Al| thesefac-
tors can decidedly affect the internal clockwork of radiocarbon
samples.

(11) IF WARMER AND MORE WATER VAPOR—If the earth
waseither warmer at an earlier timeor had morewater in the
atmospher e (both of which we believe happened before and dur-
ing the Flood), then the C-14 clocks would register long ages of
time prior to about 2000 B.C.

(12) DRAMATIC CHANGESAFTER FLOOD—For some time
after the Flood there were changes in the atmosphere (a loss of
water from the vapor canopy), changes in climate (due to world-
wide warmth changing to cooler conditions), and changes due to
volcanism and glaciation.

Because of these dramatic worldwide alterations, plants,
animals, and peoplelivingin theearly centuriesafter the Flood

would have received much less carbon 14 than they would re-
ceivetoday. Thiswould makethoseearlier lifeformsand civi-

lizations appear to be much more ancient by radiocar bon dat-
ing methodsthan they actually were.

With the passing of the centuries, the carbon-14 radiation lev-
elswould have gradually increased until, by about 1000 B.C., they
would have been closeto early nineteenth-century levels.
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Thisiswhy radiocarbon dates for the past 2600 years (going
back to c. 600 B.C.) generally show abetter correlation with histori-
cally verified chronologies. But even in dates from 2600 B.C. on
down to the present there are discrepanciesin carbon-14 dates.

(13) RECENT DATES ARE MOST ACCURATE—It is rather

well-known that carbon-14 dates. going back about 2600 years,
tend to be the most accurate. But, prior to about 600 B.C., the
dates given by radiocarbon analysis begin lengthening out ex-
cessively.

(14) EVEN MODERN SPECIMENSARE INACCURATE—It is
a surprising fact that even specimens from recent centuries
show serious problems. Consider a few examples. They reveal
that radiocarbon dating cannot berelied on asaccurate evidencefor
anything:

Mortar from Oxford Castle in England was dated by radiocar-
bon as 7370 yearsold, yet the castleitself wasonly built 785 years
ago (E.A. von Fange, “Time Upside Down,* quoted in Creation
Research Society Quarterly, November 1974, p. 18).

Freshly killed sealshave been dated at 1300 years. Thismeans
they are supposed to have died over amillennium ago. Other seals
which have been dead no longer than 30 years were dated at 4600
years (*W. Dort, “Mummified Seals of Southern Victoria Land,”
in Antarctic Journal of the U.S., June 1971, p. 210).

Wood was cut out of living, growing trees. Although only a
few days dead, it was dated as having existed 10,000 years ago
(*B. Huber, ““Recording Gaseous Exchange Under Field Condi-
tions,” in Physiology of Forest Trees, ed. by *K.V. Thimann, 1958).

Various living mollusks (such as snails) had their shells dated,
and were found to have “died” as much as 2300 years ago (*M.
Keith and *G. Anderson, ““Radiocarbon Dating: Fictitious Results
with Mollusk Shells,” in Science, 141, 1963, p. 634).

(15) CARBON INVENTORY—Dueto drastic changes at thetime
of that immense catastrophe, the Flood, there is reason to believe
that dramatic changeswere occurring at that timein the carbon-14
content of the atmosphere. In addition, massive amounts of carbon
were buried then. Immense worldwide forests became fossils or
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coal, and millions of animals becamefossils or petroleum.

A world carbon inventory by *W.A. Reiners reveals that
the total amount of carbon in the world today is lessthan 1/
500th of thetotal amount that islocked into fossil plants and
animals within sedimentary rock strata! (See *W.A. Reiners,
Carbon and the Biosphere, p. 369). An enor mousamount of car-
bon was buried at the time of the catastrophe of the Flood. | f
the sameworld inventory of carbon 14—asnow exists—were
distributed in that pre-Flood biosphere as living plants and
animals, thelevel of C-14 activity back then would have been
500 times as much as the amount existing now.

This alone would account for nine C-14 half-lives, or 51,000
yearsof theradiocarbon timescale. Thisfactor alonetotally destroys
the usefulness of radiocarbon dating.

(16) THROWING OFF THE CLOCK—In his book, Evolution
or Degeneration (1972, pp. 80-81), H.R. Siegler mentions that
*Willard F. Libby, the developer of radiodating, found a seri-
ous discrepancy at a certain point in past history that indi-
cated his assumed buildup of terrestrial radiocarbon wasin-
accur ate. But, since hewas convinced that the earth was millions
of yearsold, hewent ahead with hisdate assumptions. Siegler sug-
geststhat arelatively recent Creation (plus, we might add, the cata-
strophic effects of the Flood) would account for the discrep-
ancy. Keep in mind that, beforethe Flood, a vast vapor canopy
was in our atmosphere, which would tend to shield the earth
from radiocarbon buildup.

Thisisthe problem: Prior to about 1600 B.C., radiodating
tends to go wild. Something happened back then that threw the
clock off. Creation scientists recognize that the problem was the
Genesis Flood and the abnormal conditions that existed for cen-
turies after it ended.

C-14 DATA POINTS TO THE FLOOD—AN immense number
of plantsand animals died at the time of the Flood, asrecorded in
Genesis6-9. Onewould expect that radiocar bon dating should
produce a large number of specimens that died at about the
same time. Due to errors in dating, we would not expect those




Inaccurate Dating Methods 193

RADIOCARBON DEATH DATES—The graph below por-
trays Whitelaw’s 25,000 corrected carbon-14 datings. The
graph peaks in section B, when the huge destruction oc-
curred at the time of the Flood. Section C would repre-
sent the gradual increase in dateable remains as life
slowly multiplied again after the Flood.

Whitelaw arrived at a 7000-year B.P. (before present)
Creation date by comparing radiocarbon production and
disintegration, which is based on the assumption that
there was no change in the vapor canopy or amount of
available carbon prior to the Flood. Adjusting for changes
in those two factors could easily bring the date of Cre-
ation down to c. 6000 years B.P.

KADIOCARBON AGE IN YEARS
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carbon-14 dates to correspond with the time of the Flood, but we
should expect them to nonethel ess point to atimewhen therewasa
dramatic increasein the number of deaths.

In 1970, R. Whitelaw, of Virginia Polytechnic Institute, went
through the research literature on radiocarbon dating and carefully
compiled 25,000 C-14 dates up to that year. The specimens were
of people, animals, and vegetation obtained from above and below
sea level. Whitelaw then applied certain principles to help avoid
disparity problems between radiocarbon production and disintegra-
tion. He then put the results of hisresearch into asingle graph.

The chart (shown on a nearby page) showsagradual increase
in deaths from about 5000 B.C. onward. The deaths peaked at
about 4000 year s ago (2000 B.C.). Errorsin radiocarbon dating
would be responsible for the 2000-year spread in the largest num-
ber of deaths—although the Flood took place in a much smaller
period of time. (Biblical chronology indicatesthat the Genesis Flood
occurred c. 2348 B.C.) But the basic facts are there:

A gigantic loss of life occurred at about that time. Robert
Whitelaw found that 15,000 C-14 dates placed it about 2500 B.C.
(See R. Whitelaw, “Time, Life and History in the Light of 15,000
Radiocarbon Dates,”” in Creation Research Society Quarterly, 7
(1970):56.)

MASS SPECTROMETER—Hereisatechniquethat you are not
likely to hear much about. The problem for evolutionistsisthat
it consistently yields dates that are too low. Yet if its conclu-
sionswereaccepted, ALL fossils, ALL coal, ALL petroleum, and
ALL hominid (ancient man) bones would be dated less than
5000 yearsin the past!

The mass spectrometer techniqueisfairly new, and the equip-
ment isquite expensive. Unfortunately, when working with radio-
carbon, theresultswill still be skewed (dates will appear to betoo
ancient) because the atmosphere in ancient times had a different
amount of carbon 14 than it now has. (The mass spectrometer is
discussed again in chapter 13, Ancient Man.)

LESSON FROM JARMO—Jarmo was an ancient village that
wasinhabited for not over 500 years. It was discovered in northeast
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Irag. Eleven different C-14 tests were made there, and dates
with a 6000-year spread weretallied up! A fundamental scien-
tific principle is that a correct method will give the same result
when repeated; if it cannot do this, it isnot scientific.

CONCL USION—As with the other methods of non-historical
dating, we find that radiocarbon dating isalso highly inaccurate.

“Thetroubles of the radiocarbon dating method are undeniably
deep and serious. . It should be no surprise, then, that fully half of
thedatesarerejected. Thewonder is, surely, that the remaining half
cometo beaccepted.”—*R.E. Lee, “Radiocarbon, Ages in Error,”
in Anthropological Journal of Canada, March 3, 1981, p. 9.

4 - AVIINO ACID DATING

10—AMINO ACID DECOMPOSITION—In 1955, *Philip
Abelson reported on anew dating method, and immediately anum-
ber of researchers began exploring its possibilities.

Amino acidsarethebuilding blocks of proteins. At the death of
the creature that they were in, amino acids begin decomposing at
varying rates.

A major difficulty in applying thisdating method isthat, of the
twenty amino acids, some decompose much morerapidly than oth-
ers. Scientistscan only try to estimate the agewhen an animal died
by the amount of decomposition it has experienced since death.
Gradually more stable compounds remain while others decompose
invarying ways.

Accompanying thisisthe problem that various organismshave
different ratios of amino acids. Each type of plant and animal hasits
own special amino acid ratios. Because of this, trying to analyze
their later decomposition to establish the dates when they died is
risky business. Becausethereisawidevariation in decomposi-
tion timeamong different plant and animal species, researchers
who have worked with this dating method have written sev-
eral reportsstating that amino acid dating, on thebasis of com-
par ative decomposition, can only yield broad ranges of fossil
age. In other words, it isnot a useful dating method.

NO ANCIENT FOSSIL S—One worthwhile discovery that sci-
entists made when they applied amino acid dating methods (both
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amino acid decomposition and amino acid racemization) out in
the field—was that traces of amino acid still exist all through
the fossil strata! This means that none of the fossils are an-
cient!

Although we cannot accurately date with amino acid methods,
yet we can know that, when amino acids still exist in the field,—
they are not very old! We will discussthismorein alater chapter
(Fossils and Strata).

11—RACEMIC DATING—This is a different dating method
based on amino acid remains from once-living creatures. It isalso
called racemization. A leader in research in both amino acid dating
methods has been the Carnegie I nstitute of Washington, D.C.

Of thetwenty amino acids, all but one (glycine) can beformed
inone of two patterns: the L (left-handed) and the D (right-handed).
The chemical structure of theL and D areidentical to one another.
Thedifferenceliesonly in their shape. Imaginetwo gloves: aleft-
handed glove and aright-handed one. Both are made of the same
materials, but they are mirror opposites. The L and D amino acids
are both identical in every way; except, in the L form, some mol-
ecules stick out on theleft side and, on the D form, some protrude
ontheright side. (Intwo later chapters, Primitive Environment and
DNA, wewill discussL and D amino acids again.)

ONLY L—Only the L (left-handed) amino acids ever occur
inanimal tissue. TheD (right-handed) onesarenever found in
the protein of animalsthat arealive.

When man makes amino acids in alaboratory, he will always
get an equal number of both L and D. Only very complicated meth-
ods are ableto separate them, so the experimenter can end up with
only L amino acids. Thereisno way to synthetically make only
L amino acids. This is a marvelous proof that living things
could not form by chance. More on thisin chapter 8, DNA and
Protein.

SEEKING A RACEMIC MIXTURE—This brings us back to
racemization asadating method: At death, the L amino acidsbegin
converting to the D type. The changeover inanimal remainsiscom-
pletely random, with Lschanging into Ds, and Ds changing back to
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Ls. Gradually, over a period of time, a “racemic mixture” is the
result. The amino acids become“racemic”’ when they contain equal
amounts of both L and D types.

Scientists much prefer racemic dating to amino acid de-
composition dating. Analyzing for a racemic mixture can be
done more quickly and with less expensive equipment than
the amino acid decomposition method. In addition, the starting
point will, with the exception of glycine (the simplest amino acid,
which is neither L nor D), always be 100 percent L amino acid
content.

But there are serious problems in trying to use racemic activ-
ity to date ancient materials:

TEN RACEMIC PROBLEMS—Many different factors can af-
fect the accuracy of racemic dating methods; and, aswith problems
accompanying radioactive and radiocarbon dating analysis, for any
given specimen no one can know which factorsare involved or to
what degree. Why? Because the person would have to be there
studying the specimen sinceits clock first started thousands of years
ago, at itsdeath, and itsL amino acids began their journey toward
racemization.

The rate at which racemization occurs is dependent on at
least ten different factors:

(1) What have been thesurrounding water concentr ations?
(2) What amount of acidity and/or alkalinity hasbeen nearby
at different times? (3) What hasbeen thevarying temperature
of the specimen sincedeath? (4) Towhat degreehastherebeen
contact with clay surfaces in the past? (Clay is highly absor-
bent.) (5) Could aldehydes—especially when associated with
metal ions—have contacted the sample at some past time? (6)
What buffer compounds have contacted it? What were their
concentrations? (7) To what degree in the past hasthe amino
acid specimen been “bound” (isolated from surrounding con-
tamination)? (8) If bound, what wasthe |ocation of the tested
specificamino acid, in relation to the outer membraneor shell
of the specimen? (9) How large was the specimen it was in?
Have changesin size occurred in the past? (10) Were bacteria
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present at some earlier time? Because bacteria can produce one
of the amino acids (D-alanine), test results can be thrown off by
thisonefactor.

CONTAMINATION FACTOR—Soft materials are the most
easily contaminated. Using thismethod, amino acidsin very hard
materials, such as bone, tend to produce dates up to 20,000 years.
But amino acidsin more easily contaminated materials, such as sea-
shell meat, will runto long ages of time, peaking out about 150,000
years.

TEMPERATURE CHANGE—Just a one degree increase in
temperatureat 23° C. [73.4° F.]—just one degree—will produce
a nearly 16 percent increase in the rate at which racemization
occurs. So any temper atur e changewill significantly affect the
racemic clock within the amino acid mixture.

Interestingly enough, the only time when racemic dating
agreeswith the theorized long-ages dating of radioactive ma-
terialsiswhen the racemization has been donein the labor a-
tory with very high temperatures! Thus, as would be expected,
samplesfrom outinthefield reveal agesthat arefar lessthan those
acceptableto evolutionary conjectures.

THE COLD STORAGE PROBL EM—Another problem lieswith
the fact that “ cold storage” slows down racemization and give
an appear ance of alonger age span sincedeath. After the Flood,
intense volcanic activity spewed so much dust into the air that the
earth cooled and glaciers spread from the poles southward for quite
sometime. Sincethen, the climate has gradually been warming up.
Thus, if an animal died in A.D. 500, and if it was free from
various contamination factors, it might yield a date of 1,500
years. But an animal dyingin 2200 B.C., shortly after theFlood,
might yield an age of 150,000 years.

The Racemic researchersthemsel ves admit that their dates can
only be tentative at best. The fact is (as they know all too well),
thereisno characteristic racemization ratethat isreliably constant.

MOISTURE: A DOUBLE PROBLEM—*Wehmiller and *Hare
have suggested that racemization can only occur during the hy-
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drolysisof the protein. In other words, moisturehasto be present
all during the time that the amino acids are racemizing. But
that moisture, coming from outsideand flowingin and through
the specimen, will bringwith it contamination of variouskinds.
In contrast, amino acid samples from extinct dinosaurs, from the
LaBreatar pitsin southern California, indicate that they died only
yesterday! Thisisbecausetar sealed water away from the samples.
Yet scientists can have no way of knowing the temperature and
other factors of the water and air that earlier contacted any given
sample.

pH FACTOR—If the water moistening the amino acidshad
ahigher pH (if it wasmorealkaline), then racemization would
occur in only a fraction of its normal time, giving the impres-
sion of great age to the sample. But who can know the pH of the
contaminating water at varioustimesin the past?

A SAMPLE TEST—One example of racemic dating problems
isthe dating of asingle L ate Pleistocene Mercenaria shell, which,
when severa testswererun onit, produced avariety of datesrang-
ing from 30,000 to 2 million yearsfor itsvariousamino acids! Other
examplescould becited (seethe radiodating section on our website).

ANOTHER RADIODATING PROBLEM—Efforts have been
made to confirm racemization dating by radiocarbon dating, but
thishasfailed a so.

Because of the very low datesit produces, racemic dating has
cast yet another shadow over the integrity of the high-age dates
produced by the various radioactive dating methods.

5 -0THER DATING VIETHODS

12—ASTRONOMICAL DATING—The speed of light is also
used as a ““dating method.”” The time required for light to travel to
us from distant stars and galaxies is generally given in the mil-
lions of light-years. If such time spans are correct, then onewould
expect thoselight sources (the starsthe light came from) to be mil-
lionsof yearsold.

But to agreat degree, theselong ages of timefor dating star-
light are based on the redshift theory and on the Einsteinian
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theory of the nature of space, both of which have been seri-
ously questioned.

(1) Redshift Theory. Several of the very seriousweaknesses of
the redshift theory, which requires speeding stars, immense dis-
tances, and an expanding universe, were discussed in chapter 2,
Big Bang and Stellar Evolution.

More reasonabl e explanations of the spectral redshift, whichfit
astronomical facts better, would eliminate the expanding universe
theory and bring the stars much closer to us.

(2) Einstein’s Theory. Albert Einstein theorized that the
speed of light isthe only constant (186,000 miles[299,274 km]
per second) and that everything else is relative to it. Theoretical
effects of that theory arelittle short of astounding (people that be-
comeamostinfiniteinlengthif they travel too fast, timethat stops,
etc.).

But there areanumber of scientistswho do not believe Einstein
was correct. They believe in a Euclidean universe which has nor-
mal time, energy, and matter in it. The velocity of light would not
then be aconstant.

One important implication of the Euclidean viewpoint
would bethat thetimerequired for light to travel from a star
totheearth would begreatly reduced. Thisishighly significant.

13—PALEOMAGNETIC DATING—Because paleomagnetic
dating issuch anew field, and isso intricately associated with sea-
floor spreading and plate tectonics, which hastaken the geological
world by storm since the 1960s, it deserves special discussion and
far too much spacefor this present chapter. Within the past 25 years,
pal eomagnetic dating has become asignificant method of trying to
prove long ages for earth’s history. There are serious flaws in
paleomagnetic dating, one of which is that K/A (potassium-
argon) dating is heavily relied on. (Due to alack of space, the
datain chapter 20, Paleomagnetism, has been almost entirely re-
moved from this book; go to our website).

14—VARVE DATING—There are sedimentary clays that are
known asvarved deposits. These clays are banded sediments, with
each band generally quite thin. The color of each band will vary
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fromlight to dark. Evolutionistsarbitrarily inter pret each varve
asbeing exactly—no more and no less—equal to oneyear! On
thisbasis, they count the “varves’ and attempt to work out “varve
chronologies.”

Inreality, any brief flooding dischar geinto alakewill cause
avarve, which isa settling out of finer particles. * Thornbury, a
major geology writer, discussed the problemsin that theory (*W.D.
Thornbury, Principles of Geomorphology, p. 404).

Pebbles, plants, insects, and dead animals have been found
embedded in varves. How could adead fish rest on the bottom of
a lake for two hundred years without rotting while slowly ac-
cumulating sedimentsgradually covered and fossilized it? Thisdoes
not occur in modern lakes, and it would not have happened an-
ciently.

15—TREE RING DATING—The giant sequoias (Sequoia
gigantea) of the SierraNevadaMountainsof California, along with
the bristlecone pinesof Arizonaand California, aretheoldest living
thingson earth.

Nothing can kill amature sequoia, with the exception of man
and his saws. Yet no sequoias are older than 4000 year s of age.
They date back to the time of the Flood, and no further.

The bristlecone pines of the White Mountainsin Californiaand
nearby Arizona are said to be somewhat older. But research by
Walter Lammerts, aplant scientist, has disclosed that the bristle-
cone pineroutinely stops growth during the dry summer and
when both spring and fall arerainy, which iscommon; it pro-

ducestwo ringsayear. Thus, the giant redwoods (Sequoia gi-
gantea) arewith certainty theoldest living thing, not thebristle-

conepine.
For more information on this, see chapter 4, Age of the Earth.

16—BURIED FOREST STRATA DATING—Buried trees are to
be found in the sedimentary deposits. Some are horizontal, others
diagonal, and many are vertical. Thistopic will be discussed in more
detail intwo later chapters (Fossils and Strata and Effects of the Flood).
Because these vertical trees are at times found above and below one an-
other, evolutionists assume that here is another way to prove long ages.
Outstanding examples are to be found in Amethyst Mountain and Speci-
men Ridge in the northwestern part of Yellowstone National Park. Fif-
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teen to eighteen successive levels of buried trees are to be found
there. Thiscould be the result of local floods occurring over aperiod of
many centuries (although such floods never today wash over these moun-
tains). The Genesis Flood—aworldwideinundation that covered ev-
erything would more easily explain these tree levels. As it rose, it
successively laid down trees, plants, and animal s, covered them over with
sediment, and then repeated the operation again and again. A dead tree
would rot; it would not remain vertical while long ages of strata

gradually covered it!

17—PEAT DATING—Peat moss is any of a group of pale-green
mosses, genus Sphagnum. They grow in swamps and are the major source
of peat. Peat ismade up of deposits of thisdecomposed plant matter found
inwhat were once swamps. It isfound inbogsand similar poorly drained
areas. The residue of these mosses is sold as mulch under the names of
“peat moss” or “ sphagnum moss.” Peat isnot only used asaplant cover-
ing (mulch), but isalso burned as afuel.

Scientists have worked out the theory that peat forms at the
rate of about one-fifth inch per century, or one foot in 6000 years.
Thus, evolutionists use peat bogs to help support the theory that
long ages were required to form peat bogs. But_research evidence
contradictsthetheorized uniform rate of peat mossformation. Here
are several examples:

“More than a century ago . . peat farmers said that the rate [of
peat formation] was about 2%2 inches [6.35 cm] per year. A large
number of embarrassing finds soon supported the experience of the
peat farmers:

“Elephant bones found under a few inches or feet of peat in
America are still dated in terms of many thousands of years. In
some placesin Scotland old Roman roads were covered with peat
to adepth of eight feet [24.38 dm], but one could hardly argue for
an age of 48,000 yearsfor such work by human beings.

“Other findsincluded datable metal objectsfound at great depths
inpeat. In Abbeville, France, aboat loaded with Roman brickswas
foundinthelowest tier of peat. Inthe Somme Valley, beech stumps
up to four feet in height were found covered by peat beforethey had
decayed.”—Erich A. von Fange, “Time Upside Down,” in Cre-
ation Research Society Quarterly, June 1974, p. 17.

18—REEF DATING—During his five-year voyage on the Beagle
(1831-1836), *Charles Darwin first learned about cora reefs. Sailors
and explorers were well-acquainted with them, but no one knew how
they got there. * Darwin developed atheory that coral reefsgradually
grew higher asthe oceans filled over millions of years; and later, in
1842, he wrote a book about it.

Coral, which makesthereefs, only liveswithin a couplehundred
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feet of sea level; yet remains of coral are to be found deep in the
ocean. Therefore, at some past time the oceans rose. According to
* Darwin’suniformitarian theory, oceans haverisen at aslow, steady rate
for millions of years.

What actually happened was a filling of the oceans during the
Flood, astherainsfell, and shortly afterward asmountain building
took place. The up-raised continents flooded the ocean basins with
yet morewater. (See chapter 14, Effects of the Flood for more on this.)

19—THERMOLUMINESCENCE DATING—A little-known
method of dating isthermoluminescencedating, but itisonethat hasalso
failed to meet expectations. Speaking of Ban Chiang pottery dating from

southeastern Asia, we are told:

“The Ban Chiang painted pottery, thought on the basis of ther-
moluminescence datesto be more than 6000 yearsold, isnow found
by radiocarbon dating to be no older than the first millennium
B.C.”—Quoted in News Notes, Creation Research Society Quar-
terly, June 1977, p. 70.

20—STALACTITE FORMATION—In amost every country there
arelimestone caverns. Water running through limestone dissolves some
of the mineral. Asit preparesto drip from cracksin the ceiling, some of
the water evaporates and leaves a mineral deposit. The result is drip-
stone. Asit growslonger, it becomesstalactites. Dripping onto theground,
more formations are built up, called stalagmites. (Memory device: ““c”
comes before*g,” and stalactites come before and result in stalagmites,
therefore stalactites are on top, stalagmites are on the floor.)

Salactitesarethelong conical formationsthat hang down from
the ceiling of caves. They are often cited as a proof of the earth’s
great age. But that isnot correct. Thereis evidence that stalactites
can form fairly rapidly. Dr. Ken Ham tells of a cave in Queensland,
Austraiathat, becauseit isacomparatively dry cavewithlittle moisture,
ought to have an especially slow stalactite growth. Itisknown that, inthe
1890s as ameans of recreation, men destroyed the stal actites within that
cave with shotgun blasts. By the 1980s, the stal actites had already made
six inches[15.24 cm] of new growth.

A London subway tunnel that has not been used since 1945, when it
was an air-raid shelter, was opened again 33 years later in 1978. In his
book, In the Minds of Men (p. 336), lan Taylor shows apicture of the 24-
inch [61 cm] stalactites that had developed in that brief space of time.

Over a dozen other examples of lengthy stalactites that developed
within a matter of a decade or less could have been described. But the
aboveillustrations should suffice. Neither stal actites nor stalagmitesare
evidencethat the earth ismillions of years old, and the standard scien-
tificmeasurement applied tothem (oneinch [2.54 cm] equalsathou-
sand years) istotally inaccur ate.

SUM M ARY —Inthischapter, we havelearned that the various meth-
ods used to date materials, supposedly older than afew thousand years,
arenotoriously unreliable. Thisfact should be kept in mind.
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CHAPTER 6 - STUDY AND REVIEW QUESTIONS
INACCURATE DATING VIETHODS
GRADES 5 TO 12 ON A GRADUATED SCALE

1 - What isthe oldest species of treein the world?

2-Why areevolutionists so afraid to tell the public that their
theories and dating technigques do not agree with scientific facts?

3- Therearefivefactorsthat render inaccurate the results of
uranium or thorium dating. List three of them.

4 - List threeof thefour reasonswhy aworldwide Flood would
have ruined the clocksin radiodating results.

5 - Why are evolutionists so concerned to try to make radio-
dating conclusions agree with the 19th-century theoretical dates
applied to sedimentary strata?

6 - List five of the thirteen radiocarbon assumptions which
you consider to be the most flawed and most likely to produce
inaccurate carbon-14 test results.

7 - How can we know that a dating technique is accurate if
thereisno way to verify aparticular date?

8 - Why should anyone think that a radiodating method has
any possibleaccuracy, when al itsdatesarewildly different from
one another, and with every other dating technique—even on the
same tested substance?

9- Isascientific method “ scientific” which cannot be verified
by other dataor duplicated by alternate tests?

10 - Summarizefive of the most significant of the sixteen ma-
jor problemsin radiocarbon dating.

11 - Twenty methodsfor figuring out the date of ancient mate-
rials are listed near the beginning of this chapter. Write a brief
report on one of them, and why it does not accurately date.

12- List three of thereasonswhy racemic amino acid dating is
So inaccurate.

13- Why isthe evolutionary varvetheory not true?

14 - In view of the facts given in this chapter, which of the
twenty dating methods discussed in this chapter can be reliably
used?

15-Why isit that ancient records of total solar eclipsesarethe
most accurate way of dating ancient events?





