[image: image1.jpg]


[image: image2.jpg]AiGcenos  www.AnswersinGenesis.org





President - Scott Lane  599-7240             Vice President – Walter “Dub” Warren
Secretary – Clarence Johnson     Treasurer – Carl Williams, M.D. 
[P.O. Box 200721, San Antonio, TX 78220-0721]

An independent nondenominational, nonprofit and volunteer, educational and evangelical outreach.

We confess the Bible to be The Word of God, Jesus Christ as The Lord,

                                               and young-earth scientific creationism

I really am gratified that God has seen fit to bless this ministry so. The amount of activities which we are both a part of and now privy to as a vigorous and visible voice for Creation in South Texas is an answer to long sought after prayers by our board and membership. We thank Alpha Omega Institute which we sponsored this past weekend at Trinity Church. We are working to sponsor John Pendleton again for another debate in the fall. We are moving forward with reviewing and editing the power point 8 hour series. And, we have creationists seeking us out for help in gaining exposure in the field as John Paugstat did with his book, and now Mr. Ron Stewart Montgomery has approached us to evaluate some enlargements he has of Mount Ararat site photos.

At our April meeting, we discussed the debate between Dr. James Bowers and John Pendleton. We voted to not only help in organizing and promoting a follow up debate in the fall (possibly the second Thursday in October), but to do so in a substantial way by continuing to fund the CRU (Crusade for Christ) website which was set up for tickets to the last debate. 

One priority for our last meeting was checking on preparations for our sponsoring of the Alpha Omega Institute at Trinity Church on Friday May 5th.  The seminar by the Nuttings went very well with 70 people (a great deal of which were children and youth) in attendance. Dave Nutting, who has degrees in geology and mathematics, opened the evening with a presentation entitled “It’s a War Out There!” In it he detailed his “evolution” from being a college educator and geologist who taught evolution, to one who believes the evidence best supports creation. The first step in that journey was the reading of Dr. Duane Gish’s book “The Fossils Say No!” He went through such topics as the problems with radiometric dating, and how fossils appear fully formed in the fossil record with no transitional forms.  He dissected the horse series; whale evolution, human evolution and the Lucy find. During his presentation he addressed two themes very effectively. First he showed very clearly that the bulk of what is called evidence for evolution is art work. The supposed evidence is so paltry that it takes a huge amount of imagination to fill in the gaps to make the finds look like transitional forms. In reality, the finds shown did not support the art work which was applied to them to make them look like evolutionary support. A strong example of this was drawings of the now known to be non-existent Nebraska man from a single pig’s tooth. He also carried a theme forward from his experience as a college student and evolution teacher. It was that he had looked at everything through “evolutionary glasses.” He only saw evolution because that is all that he had been trained to see. He showed evolutionists as being so religious about their cause that they are blinded to any other interpretation of the evidence and feel perfectly at home inventing evidence where none exists. 
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His “favorite wife”, Mary Jo Nutting, who has degrees in biology and science education, then gave us a presentation titled “So What?” She closely examined the question of why the Creation question is important to our lives, to evangelism and to the life of the church. She revealed how one person who now works for them had been a young Christian, but was turned to atheism by relentless evolutionary dogma. It was only the intervention of Creation research and teaching which freed him from the “evolutionary colored glasses” he was seeing through. She made the point that churches rightly take shots at symptoms of sin such as abortion, premarital sex, drug addiction, etc., but that at the same time the humanists are taking shots at and undermining our Christian base by eroding people’s faith in the bible, Christ and the veracity of the Creation account. If we cannot trust Genesis, what part of the bible can we trust? What else are we to discount, Christ’s miracles? Both Dave and Mary Jo’s presentations were coupled with high quality power point presentations and their speaking styles were highly entertaining and engaging.
After a short break, Dave Nutting resumed with a presentation of “Floods of the West” which details geological evidences all over this continent for a massive global flood. His evidences ranged from the Grand Canyon, to Mount Saint Helens, to ancient Lake Bonneville, the Grand Tetons, polystrate trees, and contiguous water formed strata covering much of the continent. He closed by invited all who wished to, to join them for camps which they offer during the summer around their base of Grand Junction, Colorado. To see what they offer at these camps and what else the Alpha Omega institute offers in Creation education go to www.discoverycreation.org  All of this was followed by a short question and answer session.

Figure 1 polystrate tree
We continued to view, review and critique our proposed power point presentations with a one-hour segment entitled Darwin and Radiometric Dating. This session details Darwin’s life and examines the forces and occurrences in his life which prompted his belief in naturalism and evolution and steered him away from God. 

We then examined the major methods of radiometric dating. Included in this discussion was an examination of radiocarbon dating. It should be remembered that carbon 14 dating can only be used for finds of organic matter (things which used to be alive). It cannot date inorganic rocks. The method uses the fact that living things take in both stable carbon 12 as well as radiocarbon (carbon 14 which is created by ultraviolet bombardment of nitrogen in the upper atmosphere) in the food we eat. It is assumed that a static ratio exists while an organism is alive of carbon 12 to carbon 14, but that when the animal dies the carbon 14 begins to decay with a half-life 0f 5730 years. Thus, we can examine a carcass of a dead animal and see how much carbon 14 is present in its carcass and compare that to how much should have been in it when alive. The difference should give us an idea of how long it has been dead based on carbon 14’s half-life. We saw a 4–minute video clip with Willard Libby describing the method he invented. While this method has admitted limitations (Libby himself admits it is useless beyond 10,000 years, although some scientists today say it can be reliable to 50,000 years) it can be useful in some situations. It does give very inaccurate dates at times due to variability with which different organisms take in and retain carbon 14. The bottom line of the discussion of carbon 14 dating is that it doesn’t matter whether it is reliable or not since it cannot date to the million and billion year spans needed by evolution.

The next segment of the presentation examined the major methods for dating inorganic rocks. These include the Uranium-Lead, Rubidium-Strontium and Potassium-Argon dating methods. We saw several factors which made these methods unreliable and evidences that they gave unreliable dates. The major problems with all of them are their assumptions. Since no one was there when the rocks were laid down, certain things must be assumed to give a date to the rocks. The three assumptions are:

1) No Daughter Elements;
2) A Constant Rate of Decay;
3) A Closed System

No daughter element means that when formed the rock only had the original parent element in it. For example, in the case of Uranium 238 there should only be U238 (the parent element) and no Lead 206 (the daughter element it decays into). Thus, if we later find the uranium in this rock has decayed so that half of it is still uranium, but half is lead, we then assume that the rock is 4.5 billion years old since the half-life(the time it takes half of a sample to decay into its daughter element) of uranium 238 is 4.5 billion years. The problem with this assumption is that this is not what we find in nature. When rocks form out of magma or other means, we almost always find portions of the parent and daughter elements mixed together giving fallacious dates for rocks with known dates. If all the rocks which have known dates are inaccurate via these methods, how can we assume that they are correct for much older rocks and rocks we do not know the dates of by other means? Further, since the assumption of no daughter elements in samples is not what we observe in nature today, how can we assume it was true previously?
There are all sorts of problems with the assumption of a constant rate of decay. First we have only 100 years of data on radioactive decay rates. That is an amazingly small sample to be projecting over 4.6 billion years. Worse yet for evolutionists, we do not always observe constant decay rates in nature. Yes, in the lab many of these elements seem to have constant rates, but in nature depending on heat, cold or other factors their rates may vary. To try and answer this problem required the development of the third assumption of a closed system. That is to say that the sample has been in an environment where its decay rate could not have been effected. However, no such place exists on Earth outside the lab. On the surface sun, heat, cold, water and radiation can all effect decay rates. Underground temperature is still a variable as is water which can leach portions of a rock changing the amount of both parent and daughter elements in the rock.
Thus, by observation in nature, we find all three assumptions on which radiometric dating is based on to be either highly suspect or completely fallacious. How then can we depend on dates which are based upon these assumptions?

The next segment to be previewed this Tuesday night (if time permits) focuses on geology, fossils, genetics and physics. This smorgasbord of topics was put together because they give insights into critical findings in each of these fields which challenge evolution and support creation. For example in geology we will explore how strata can be laid horizontally in a cataclysm. We will see how a fossil is formed and how that fits with creation. An examination of the 1st and 2nd Laws of Thermodynamics will reveal real problems in physics for evolution, but not for creation. We will see support for the biblical notion of “fixed kinds” and the special place the Earth holds in the cosmos. Finally, we will examine evidence which gives credence to the Babel story.
The reason reviewing this segment of our power point presentation is tentative is that we have other agenda items. First we will debrief the AOI presentation, and then we will hear from Mr. Ron Stewart Montgomery who has some fascinating pictures of sites on Mt. Ararat which he has both blown up and enhanced to reveal possible ark evidence. Depending on how much time we spend on Mr. Montgomery’s photos will determine whether or not we see the power point presentation. As always we will meet the second Tuesday of the month, on May the 9th at 7 pm at the Jim’s Restaurant at the corner of San Pedro and Ramsey. You are cordially invited to attend.

