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SABBSA- Believing the Bible from the first verse
This has been another active month for SABBSA. We helped sponsor Dr. Carl Baugh at Castle Hills Baptist. There was a flurry of creation pieces and letters to the editor in the San Antonio Express-News in response to their editorial. We will be presenting the high impact video “Icons of Evolution” at our next meeting. This Communiqué will detail all of these events as well as give you new genetic evidence for the Noachian Flood, and background on the debate over whether Neanderthals were the aged humans of the Old Testament.
Dr. Baugh’s Human and Dinosaur Tracks

On Wednesday, June 11th we had the honor of sponsoring Dr. Carl Baugh here in San Antonio, Thanks to Castle Hills First Baptist Church for hosting the event, and for providing security. Thanks to Dr. Carl Williams for his insightful address and introduction of Dr. Baugh as well as his being a go between with Castle Hills.  Thanks to Cindy Williams, and their genetically drafted daughter who ran the book table. Thanks also to Harry and Christie Jackson, and the Rev. Burton Stokes who acted as contact persons with Dr. Baugh and put him up in San Antonio. I know there are others we should thank and I do so now.

There were more than 150 people in attendance that evening. Dr. Carl Williams opened the evening addressing us on the need for this ministry and how our choices of an evolutionary or creationist worldview have consequences in our lives. He then introduced Dr. Baugh who laid out what creationists and evolutionists believe about archaeology.

Dr. Baugh then cited two quotes from famous evolutionists of our day. He quoted Dr. Richard Dawkins who said that “…if you could find a mammal out of order in the rock strata (like humans with dinosaurs), it would literally destroy evolutionary history!” He also quoted Dr. Stephen Stanley who said, “…any topsy-turvy sequence of fossils would force us to rethink our theory.” These two quotes were the groundwork for his unveiling of two artifacts which were on display outside of the Creation Evidence Museum vault for only the third time. 

Both artifacts showed human footprints embedded with dinosaur prints in the same strata. This is just the sort of evidence these two eminent evolutionists said would utterly refute evolution. The two finds were the Willet track and the Alvis Delk Cretaceous footprints (pictured below). Evolutionists claim they are frauds without even examining them. Dr. Baugh has subjected both of these prints to 800 x-rays (CT scan shown below) and proved that the prints have compaction beneath them in the rock consistent with the walking of a human foot and those of  a dinosaur; such compaction trails would not be evident if these prints had been fraudulently carved out of rock. This visual evidence of God’s creation was stunning and convincing evidence of the Biblical account. [image: image1.jpg]Alvis Delk Print

in the Sir George Series [ p—





 INCLUDEPICTURE "http://75.125.60.6/~creatio1/images/Cretaceous_Footprint_4.jpg" \* MERGEFORMATINET [image: image2.jpg]



Genetic Evidence for the Flood
Scientists studying human genetics say that we almost became extinct in our ancient past (their estimate 70,000 years ago) and that only a bare remnant from Africa survived to carry forward our species. They have discerned this by studying certain bottlenecks in our genome that says we all came from a very small group of ancestors, but in a much more recent past than the theorized one million years man has been on Earth. Evolutionists have devised stories to explain this evidence tying it to severe drought in Africa. 
We know that we can tell another story which fits this genetic data quite well. There was a band of eight humans who were all that survived of man. They survived not a drought, but the biggest of all floods some 4500+ years ago. This story fits the genetic data every bit as well as the drought theory and has stories from more than 200 cultures from around the world which attest to its occurrence.
A parallel theory to this story is the question of where did all the aged humans (900 year olds) and giants of the Bible go to? Was this genetic information in our genome lost in this genetic bottleneck as well? This would seem likely since these occurrences of gigantism and extreme old age do not exist except as anomalies after the flood. Were the extremely old age humans of the Old Testament Neanderthals as some creationists propose?
Evolutionists debate between themselves whether Neanderthals were human or a separate species. Loring Brace, an evolutionary anthropologist at University of Michigan and a proponent of the idea that people descended from Neanderthals argues that features of skulls show a steady progression from Neanderthal to human. Different patterns of movement may have caused mitochondrial DNA to diverge more quickly in the past, he says. "The whole picture is still very spotty," Brace says. 



A reconstructed Neanderthal skeleton, right, and a modern human version of a skeleton, left, are on display at the Museum of Natural History Wednesday, Jan. 8, 2003 in New York. Credit: AP Photo



Were Neanderthals the Ancient Humans of the Bible?
In popular imagination, Neanderthals are often portrayed as prehistoric brutes who became outsmarted by a more advanced species, humans, emerging from Africa. But excavations and anatomical studies have shown Neanderthals used tools, wore jewelry, buried their dead, cared for their sick, and possibly sang or even spoke in much the same way that we do. Even more humbling, perhaps, their brains were slightly larger than ours.
The results from the new studies confirm the Neanderthal's humanity, and show that their genomes and ours are more than 99.5 percent identical, differing by only about 3 million bases. "This is a drop in the bucket if you consider that the human genome is 3 billion bases," said Edward Rubin of the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, who led one of the research teams. For comparison, the genomes of chimpanzees, our closest living relatives, differ from humans by about 30 million to 50 million base pairs. (Nov. 17 issue of the journal Science.)
Neanderthal DNA Soup
(excerpts from Disclosure web-magazine, September 1997)
The recent news reports about the relationship between Neanderthal man and modern man were based on a study by Kings, et. al. that was published in a journal called Cell. They analyzed a Neanderthal sequence of the 378 base pairs of hyper-variable region I of mtDNA, deduced from several short overlapping products of the polymerase chain reaction. 

Since there are about 16,500 base pairs (bp) in human mtDNA, this analysis is based on just 2% of the sequence. They weren't kidding when they said they examined a "short" sample. Furthermore, the region they picked to analyze is "hyper-variable." In other words, it varies a lot in modern humans. But despite this variation, all modern humans are considered to be humans. Small variation in this region does not make one non-human. The sequence tested differed from the human norm in an average of 25.6 positions. Living humans differ in this region in an average of 8 positions, but the maximum difference is 24 positions. But the pattern of mutations in the Neanderthal sequence was different than in modern humans. For comparison, in this region, there are 55 differences between humans and chimpanzees. If they had found differences between Neanderthal DNA and modern DNA in a region where there is no variation in modern human DNA, then their argument would have been much stronger. Their claim that they found a small variation in a tiny fragment of the DNA sequence that is known to vary greatly in modern human beings is less than compelling evidence that Neanderthals were a separate species. 

DNA is a large molecule which naturally tends to disintegrate with time, starting to degrade in just a few hours. It was recently argued that DNA had degraded so much by the time it was discovered on a famous bloody glove that it could not be identified accurately. Imagine how much it would degrade in 30,000 years. If the DNA taken from the Neanderthal bones really was 30,000 years old, shouldn't it have decomposed to the point where it could not be analyzed? How do you know that the DNA was in good enough condition to analyze? The researchers said, "Moreover, an amino acid racemization test showed that the level of hydrolytic decay of macromolecules in the sample used was low enough to be compatible with the survival of short DNA sequences-this is often not the case with ancient bones." This could be evidence of Neanderthals lived quite recently, but it was quickly passed over.
Given the surprising result that the DNA had not deteriorated as much as is usually the case with ancient bones, how can we be sure that the DNA taken from the bone is actually ancient DNA? Could it not have been modern DNA that contaminated the sample? The authors of the study carefully explain that bones were coated with varnish to protect them. Their study included a table that compared the amino acids found inside the Neanderthal bone sample with the amino acids found in the varnish on it. The total amounts and percentages were significantly different. This, they say, proves that they were actually analyzing the components of ancient DNA, not modern DNA that had contaminated the sample. Modern DNA could not have passed through the varnish into the bone without leaving evidence of contamination in the varnish. Remember this. You will be tested on it later. 

The article in Cell describes exactly how they extracted the short segments of DNA from the bone. The fragments they extracted weren't even 378 base pairs long. They found much smaller fragments, which they assembled into strings 378 base pairs long and "amplified" them. They say they used a "very small number of template DNA fragments, which was on the borderline of what can be reliably amplified." They used "primers" to splice together and amplify tiny fragments of DNA to make enough small 378 bp segments to analyze. 

Everybody thinks that you can amplify DNA from insects found in amber. You saw Jurassic Park, didn't you? What you might not know is that, occasionally, a DNA sequence could be amplified from amber, apparently independent of the presence or absence of a fossil insect, but those results were not reproducible and the DNA sequences were unrelated to the insects investigated. It is an important control that should have been carried out long ago by other workers in the field … The inescapable conclusion from the paper by Austin et al. is that the previous reports on recovery of very ancient DNA from insects in amber can be disregarded as experimental artifacts." 
In other words, in control tests, the process sometimes put together fragments of DNA into a sequence that looks like real insect DNA even when there wasn't any insect DNA in the amber to begin with. That really isn't so surprising. Basically their analysis process is like taking letters from a bowl of alphabet soup and forming words with them. Then using these words (which amounted to only 2% of a paragraph), Kings et al. tried to determine if the bowl of soup once contained a particular paragraph. The researchers came to the conclusion that the bowl of Neanderthal alphabet soup originally contained a paragraph that is nearly (but not quite) identical to modern alphabet soup. 

They did the experiment twice, in two different ways. In two out of 30 runs in their first test they found the Neanderthal sequence to be absolutely identical to modern men. In one run they found only one difference. That's why they can say that 3 of the 30 sequences were similar to modern man's. That would be a remarkable success if they were trying to prove that Neanderthal was fully human. 

But they weren't trying to determine if Neanderthal man was human or not. They were trying to prove that Neanderthal was a totally separate species to support the modern evolutionary dogma. So, they tried again. This time "amplifications were performed using primers that are specific for a 104 bp product of the putative ["putative" means "assumed" or "postulated"] Neanderthal sequence that do not amplify contemporary human sequences."  [emphasis supplied] Here they threw objectivity to the wind! They admitted they tried to make it impossible to get any modern DNA at all. Surprisingly, in 4 out of 14 analyses of the second sample, they found sequences identical to modern man's. 

This is not what they wanted to find, so they tried a third time. This time they extracted a sample and analyzed part of it using the first technique, and part of it using the second technique. When they tested the third sample with human primers, they got human DNA 17 out of 17 times. When they tested the third sample with primers for the imaginary Neanderthal sequence, they got the imaginary Neanderthal results 5 out of 5 times. 

At this point they should have used insect DNA primers as a control, to see if they got insect DNA, but they didn't do that. If they had, it might have been too obvious that their results "can be disregarded as experimental artifacts." Instead, they claimed that they accidentally contaminated the sample in the laboratory 17 out of 17 times when they used modern primers, but they didn't contaminate it the 5 times when they used the fictional Neanderthal primers. 

The purpose of the experiment was not to find out if there were any differences between Neanderthal DNA and human DNA. The goal was to find support for the current evolutionary theory that Neanderthal man was a separate species that was not our ancestor. They didn't want to find that the Neanderthal bone had modern human DNA, so every time they found modern DNA, they cried "contamination." Did they find any contamination in the varnish that was on the bone? (We told you we would test you on this). No, they didn't. How could there be contamination inside the bone? 

Early in the Cell article they went to great pains to prove that what they found in the bone was really ancient DNA, not a modern contaminant. Every precaution was taken to avoid contamination in the laboratory, and there was no evidence that any samples were contaminated. 

O.J. Simpson's criminal trial lawyers claimed that the crime scene DNA samples were contaminated. The only evidence they had of contamination was the presence of Simpson's DNA in the sample. Therefore, the sample had to be contaminated. How else could it have gotten there? (Aside, of course, from the obvious possibility that he was the killer.) 

The only evidence of contamination of the Neanderthal samples was the presence of modern DNA in them. Therefore, they had to be contaminated. How else could the modern DNA have gotten in there? (Aside, of course, from the obvious possibility that Neanderthals had modern DNA.) The results of this experiment when divorced from the experimenter’s bias clearly reveal that the sample of mtDNA examined was probably fully human as were Neanderthals, just as creationists theorize!
It seems that there is still room for interpretation concerning the accuracy and validity of this result. Even if the Neanderthal sequence is correct, one needs to consider whether these mutations result from evolution or from some environmental factor. Furthermore, there is still considerable controversy about the existence of the missing links. In addition, "some of the Neanderthals get more severe in their archaic morphology as they approach the end of the Neanderthal sequence, the opposite of evolutionary expectations," according to Dr. Marvin L. Lubenow, creationist author of Bones of Contention. This would seem to indicate that the Neanderthals were degenerating and not evolving to become “more fit.” This could indicate that these mutations were the result of some environmental factor. 

The Express-News and Creationism
On June 18th the San Antonio Express-News published an editorial saying, “As a subject, creationism doesn’t belong in schools.”  The responses from the public were immediate with the paper being bombarded for two days with letters to the editor from people who took real issue with their position. These letters were published on June 20th and I complimented the paper on the 21st for their fair reporting of so many pro-creationist letters when I submitted a rebuttal. It was heartening to see the fruits of ours and the creationist’s movements efforts in these responses. The writers were well informed on creationist thinking and evidence. Such comments as “no transitional forms,” “interpretation of the evidence,” “free inquiry” were mentioned often. Our message is getting out there and is effective. 
However, we still have real obstacles. I was at first excited by the fact that the Express-News emailed me back that they might publish my rebuttal as independent editorial. I waited a week for this to occur. On June 27th the paper published three more articles on creationism, two of which were very critical of creationism and one which was at best neutral. They chose instead of printing my rebuttal in the paper, to bury it on their online “other letters to the editor” link. I do not believe there was a conscious effort to suppress us here. I fully believe their decision to not publish my rebuttal in the paper was due to space considerations since my response was on the order of 400 words. However, I cannot give them credit in the second installment of letters of being “even handed” in their reporting, as the ones printed in fact were quite slanted. For those interested I have reprinted my response below.
Scientific Evidence Does Belong in Schools

   I would like to rebut the editorial on “Creationism doesn’t belong in Schools” (Express-News 6/18/08). I am Scott Lane, President of the SABBSA, the local Creationist group. The fact that 16% of science teachers treat Creationism as science is not surprising to us, since in many cases Creationism better fits the empirical scientific evidence than does Darwinian Evolution.   

   We agree that the public science classroom is not the appropriate place for teachers to espouse purely religious beliefs. However, data which reveals the “strengths and weaknesses” of evolutionary theory as well as alternate theories which are backed by scientific evidence (not just scripture) should always be appropriate for any science classroom. The current Texas state science curriculum recognizes this since it clearly states that the science curriculum should teach both the “strengths and weaknesses” of evolutionary theory. 

   The editorial intimated that we were going to try to infuse Creationism into the public school curricula.  Nothing could be further from the truth. As state board member Kent Mercer assured us in this paper a few months ago, he and other conservative board members have no such agenda. This controversy over ours and the boards intentions is being created by the Texas Freedom Network and others who have the hidden agenda of trying to delete the language “teaching strengths and weaknesses” from the upcoming science curriculum to be adopted next year. Nothing could be more anti-educational and harmful to science teaching than that. We need free inquiry. We need our kids to hear all the evidence for and against scientific theories so that they can make informed judgments in the future.

   The editorial noted the 2006 Dover, PA ruling that outlawed a mere statement saying that evolution has “inexplicable gaps” and that a book presenting an alternate theory was available in the library. Two things should be known about that ruling. First, from the reading of the transcript, it is clear the judge ignored the scientific evidence for Intelligent Design (ID) and arbitrarily ruled that ID was not science, but that evolution which had far less evidence provided for it in court was. Second, this ruling had a very limited scope and applies only in that school district. Even a school district next door to Dover in Pennsylvania is not bound by this arbitrary ruling. 

   We respectfully disagree that belief in intelligent design or creationism (and they are not the same) are not purely faith, but are scientifically backed. We agree that the public school classroom is not the place for religious instruction, but for scientific facts. But, we must not limit those facts to only the evidence which supports evolution and ignore the mountain of evidence which calls it into question. At our July SABBSA meeting we will present a video on this very topic entitled “Icons of Evolution” which examines many of the best supposed proofs for evolution and shows how recent data has either disproved them or shown the logic in their arguments to be faulty. We invite anyone in our community to attend and view the scientific evidence against evolution, and for creation. This discussion should be about science and not religion. Go to www.sabbsa.org for more details.

Scott Lane

President of the San Antonio Bible Based Sciences Association
As mentioned above we will present “Icons of Evolution” this coming Tuesday, July 8th, 2008 at 7pm. As usual, we will meet at the Jim’s Restaurant at the corner of San Pedro and Ramsey. We invite you to come! 
