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SABBSA- Believing the Bible from the first verse
This month’s Communiqué starts a new continuing feature in the Communiqué called “Conversations with an Evolutionist.” This column will hopefully give us all new insights into the minds of our opposition. We will also have a focus on the discrepancies in creation and conservative religious coverage by newspapers across the state. You may not be pleased to find out that our home paper rates as the most liberal and hostile to creation in the state. 

 Conversations with an Evolutionist
I was first introduced to the evolutionist (who will remain nameless) by email in response to an email I had sent to State Board of Education members encouraging them to support the “Strengths and Weaknesses” language in the state science curriculum.  He emailed a very lengthy list of “evolutionary proofs,” along with a bevy of articles and links to support his contention. I must admit that this gentleman is the best informed evolutionist I have ever conversed with. Most have good evidence they believe supports evolution from their field, but cannot go outside of their field due to the myopia of their specialization in their field. This gentleman has graduate level knowledge in several fields of science and a job which makes him privy to cutting edge research all the time. I admit I often had to educate myself after each response he would give me to catch up on what he was proposing or what I did not know in a certain field.

One of the first things he shared with me was the “reptilian stem in the human brain.” This was  evidence I was fascinated by since I had never encountered it before. His contention was a logical one. If we have an interior stem to the brain which is wholly reptilian in design and origin, and two subsequent layers around it which are found in mammals, then this is an evidence of evolutionary development since we are to have evolved long ago from reptiles. 

I countered with the thought that while this looked like excellent evidence of common ancestry, it also could just as easily be a testament to homologous design by the Creator. Why would the Creator in his wisdom and efficiency recreate a completely different brain stem just for us, if the already designed stem he had used on a lower form would work quite nicely with modifications and additions of additional layers for the increased brain function? From his point of view this is excellent evidence of evolution and common ancestry. From my examination of the evidence and from my creation world view it looks like excellent evidence of creation by the same hand of God who created everything else in nature. Such has been the nature of our conversations for a few months as both of us sees the exact opposite in the same evidence based on the filter of our alternate world views.

 Printed below is the same article he sent me along with the links he was so gracious to include. 
The Reptile within us all
The evidence of science says that fish evolved into amphibians, then reptiles, then mammals including primates and humans.  If evolution is correct then it would be expected that structures of lower animals such as reptiles could be found in mammals.  This would be a big confirmation of evolution if reptilian structures were found in humans and other animals and if they were so important that they were required for us to live.

It turns out that there is a very important structure we cannot live without just like that.  In the center of every brain of every mammal including humans is a fully formed, fully functional brain of a reptile.  It is our reptilian brain (sometimes called the R-complex) and it is performing the same functions in man and mammals that it performs in reptiles: fight or flight, love, hate, aggression, respiration, digestion, heart rate, balance and coordination. The reptilian brain consists of the

·         cerebellum, 

·         medulla, 

·         midbrain,

·         pons,

·         brainstem 

 

--- all of which sits atop the spinal column like a knob in the middle of our heads. The overriding characteristics of R-complex behaviors are that they are automatic, have a ritualistic quality, and are highly resistant to change.

 

The human brain is actually three brains in one. Each of the layers or "brains" were established successively in response to evolutionary need. The three layers are the 

1.     reptilian system, or R-complex, 

2.     the limbic system, 

3.     and the neocortex. 

 

Each layer is geared toward separate functions of the brain, but all three layers interact substantially.                                                                                                                     

  
The red area above is the Reptilian Brain

Before anyone dismisses evolution they need to ask themselves, if life does not evolve, why did God put a lizard brain in the middle of your head doing exactly the same thing it does in a lizard.  If life does not evolve, why did God make it look so much like it does?

Google “Reptile Brain” or “Reptilian Complex” or “R-Complex”  or “Triune Brain” and you can read a wealth of information about it.  

 References:

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Triune_brain
http://www.buffalostate.edu/orgs/bcp/brainbasics/triune.html 

http://www.crystalinks.com/reptilianbrain.html
I have learned much from this interaction. Neither of us has budged from our initial positions. He acknowledged after a couple weeks of exchanges that both of our interpretations of the first two chapters of the Bible are both possibly valid interpretations. He proposed that the first and second chapters told different accounts which conflicted and were indicative of their being written 1000 years apart. I countered that these two chapters could be read as a chronological account in Genesis 1:1 -2:3 followed by a commentary on the previous account in the remainder of chapter 2. Later, I had to give in to him that data I had on the probability of getting a polypeptide by chance was incorrectly associated with the probability of getting a self replicating protein. His arguments also made me re-evaluate and refine my working definition of what the word species or kind can be rigidly defined as. In fact, these exchanges have helped me because they have challenged and stretched me by a person closely in touch with cutting edge science and deeply devoted to evolution. Nothing can make us sharper than when we are challenged and have to examine ourselves and our evidence closely.

New Science Fiction with Peking Man
A story out of Washington shows just how far evolutionists will create new revelations out of little or no evidence and extrapolate their tale spinning to ridiculous degrees and call it science. It was reported that a new dating technique has placed the Peking Man finds at 680,000 to 780,000 years old (200,000 years older than they thought). 
Darryl Granger, the Purdue professor of earth and atmospheric sciences who developed the dating method, co-led the study with Guanjun Shen of China's Nanjing Normal University. They analyzed four stone tools and six sediment samples from the site (notice that no Peking Man fossils were examined). Granger used aluminum-26 and beryllium-10 radioisotopic dating, which is based on radioactive decay in the mineral quartz. As cosmic rays penetrate into rocks at the Earth's surface, chemical reactions produce these isotopes of aluminum and beryllium. If the rocks are then buried, the isotopes are no longer produced and those existing begin to decay. The rate of decay can tell researchers when the rocks were deposited in a site, he said."This was the first dating of this kind to be used in an early hominid site in China," 
 Since this would place the finds at the time of a dated ice age, they surmised Peking Man may have invented fire, wore fur or having fur on his body or were otherwise evolved to handle the cold. The amount of supposition and outright fabrication in this story is mindboggling. 
The first thing to remember is that all of the Peking skulls and teeth were lost during the Japanese occupation of China during World War II, so there are no artifacts to date except the two human teeth which remain and which were supposedly found in the cave with the Peking finds. Thus they dated tools from the cave since excavated and hope that they are the same age (a huge and perilous assumption). They used a radiometric dating technique which not only has all the pitfalls of uranium dating, but does so with such minute amounts of radioactive material making the precision with which they are dating these finds to be highly suspicious.
Then to top off this science fiction fest, they pair their findings with other debatable findings of an ice age during this time frame and make wild and unscientific extrapolations about how Peking Man may have evolved to handle the cold without a single bone from Peking Man; and without a single fragment of evolutionary evidence of how he changed over time. All they had was absolute faith in the religion of evolution, and the chutzpah to call their imaginations science! This now shows how far evolutionary science has devolved. We can now do research on nonexistent finds, make up whatever conclusions we wish which jive with evolutionary dogma and call it science.

Differences in Texas Newspaper Reporting
I suggest you read the two articles printed in two other major Texas newspapers this month before reading what was printed in the San Antonio paper on this same issue. The contrast is very revealing and shows you how the facts are being colored and kept from this community.

Here are two important editorials in two important papers last month in Texas.

Dallas Morning News: 
Jarstfer and Coghlan: Don’t censor questions of evolution
04:35 PM CDT on Tuesday, March 24, 2009
The State Board of Education is about to vote on standards that will govern science teaching in Texas for the next 10 years. The required standard for decades has been to teach both “strengths and weaknesses” of all scientific hypotheses and theories. Evolution is not, and has never been, singled out. Students are required under the existing standards to learn Darwinian theory, and we support this requirement. 

Also Online 

Daniel Foster: Bible teaches not to mix faith with science 
What's The Big Story? Find out at dallasnews.com/opinion 

Blog: Opinion 

The issue confronting the board is whether textbooks and teachers will continue to be required to inform students of scientific evidence that conflicts with scientific theories and hypotheses. 

In January, the evolution lobby convinced a slim majority of the board to tentatively remove the required teaching of “weaknesses” from the standard. Now the same activists are demanding that the board cut the words “analyze and evaluate” from the high school biology standards dealing directly with evolution. It is the Darwinian activists who are picking the fight. 

These proposals represent an extreme attempt to censor the science curriculum and will harm the interests of both students and science. We must not permit scientific data to be concealed to serve a political agenda. 

Evolution activists have raised a string of phony issues. They claim that board members are trying to insert creationism and a “young earth” into the science standards. Completely false. Remember, it is the Darwinian extremists who are attempting to change the existing science directives. Under the existing standards there has not been a single reported case of a teacher using the standard as a pretext to teach religion, creationism, or anything other than science. 

The phoniest issue of all is the assertion that evolution has no scientific weaknesses, which is a claim few scientists would make among themselves. In January, the board was presented with more than 100 articles from mainstream scientific publications documenting unresolved problems in contemporary evolutionary theory. These problems include the inexplicable origin of information contained in DNA molecules, irreducibly complex biological features, geologically abrupt appearances of new life forms in the Cambrian Explosion, fossil record gaps and intractable origin of life chemistry. 

To take just one example: random mutations are supposed to be the engine of innovation in contemporary Darwinian theory, but as National Academy of Sciences biologist Dr. Lynn Margulis — herself an evolutionist — has pointed out: “new mutations don’t create new species; they create offspring that are impaired.” One of the authors of this column is a signatory — along with more than 700 other Ph.D. scientists — of a statement expressing scientific skepticism of the claim that random mutations and natural selection can account for the complexity of life. 

A recent national Zogby poll shows that 80 percent of the public agree with teaching both the “strengths and weaknesses” of evolution. 

Darwin himself devoted three chapters in the Origin of Species to discussing weaknesses in his own theory and conceded that, “A fair result can be obtained only by fully stating and balancing the facts and arguments on both sides.” 

Science college readiness demands that students be critical thinkers. Critical analysis demands an examination of strengths and weaknesses. Science has flourished in Texas with the current standards. If Texas is to continue to be competitive in the global market, we cannot allow our schools to produce graduates who value dogma over analysis. 

Scientific understanding is always tentative, ready to follow new observational evidence wherever it leads. Our state’s science standards should continue to reflect that truth as they have for decades. 

Amiel Jarstfer, with a Ph.D. in Plant Pathology from the University of Florida, is a professor of biology, Biology Department chairman, and Dean of the School of Arts and Sciences, LeTourneau University, Longview. His e-mail address is AmielJarstfer@letu.edu. SMU School of Law graduate Kelly Coghlan practices constitutional, educational and legislative law in Houston. His e-mail address is KellyCoghlan@netzero.net. 

Austin American Statesman:
McLeroy: Enlisting in the culture war

Don McLeroy, SPECIAL CONTRIBUTOR

Wednesday, March 25, 2009 

What is the greatest challenge facing science education in Texas? The answer is simple: to make sure an excellent teacher is in every classroom. What's the greatest challenge in writing the state science standards? It is identifying appropriate content that builds from grade to grade and leaves our high school graduates college and work force ready. However, the greatest difficulty in writing these standards is the culture war over evolution. 

The controversy exists because evolutionists, led by academia's far-left, along with the secular elite opinion-makers, have decreed that questioning of evolution is not allowed, that it is only an attempt to inject religion or creationism into the classroom. Even Texas' 20-year-old requirement to teach the scientific strengths and weaknesses of hypotheses and theories has come under attack. Words that were uncontroversial and perfectly acceptable for nearly two decades are now considered "code words" for intelligent design and are deemed unscientific. The elite fear that "unscientific" weaknesses of evolution will be inserted into the textbooks, leaving students without a good science education and unprepared for the future, compelling businesses to shun "illiterate" Texas. 

The editorial writers incessantly argue that evolution skeptics are motivated by religion, that they are anti-science and fundamentally dishonest. In contrast, evolutionists are portrayed as sincere defenders of the truth, completely honest and free of any ideological bias. But who is rejecting the empirical demonstration of science, that is, the directly observable and verifiable, for ideological purposes? Let us find out as we take a close-up look at a two-step solution to the controversy. 

The first step is to define science in a way that is satisfactory to both sides. Using new wording from the National Academy of Sciences, Texas' standards define science as "the use of evidence to construct testable explanations and predictions of natural phenomenon as well as the knowledge generated through this process." 

This definition replaces the academy's 1999 language that was very controversial; it stated that science was "to provide plausible natural explanations for natural phenomena." The change from "natural explanations" to "testable explanations" is very significant. The old definition was inferior in that it undermined both the philosophy of the naturalist and the supernaturalist. By circular reasoning, the naturalist was prevented from using science to prove that "nature is all there is," and the supernaturalist was prevented from offering supernatural hypotheses. With the new definition, both the naturalist and the supernaturalist are free to make "testable" explanations. The debate can now shift from "Is it science?" to "Is it testable?" 

The next step in resolving this controversy is simply to use the scientific method to weigh in on the issue of evolution. Consider the fossil record. What do we actually observe? What are the data? 

Stephen Jay Gould stated: "The great majority of species do not show any appreciable evolutionary change at all. [This is called 'stasis.'] These species appear ... without obvious ancestors in the underlying beds, are stable once established and disappear higher up without leaving any descendants." 

"...but stasis is data..." 

Once we have our observations, we can make a hypothesis. The controversial evolution hypothesis is that all life is descended from a common ancestor by unguided natural processes. How well does this hypothesis explain the data? A new curriculum standard asks Texas students to look into this question. It states: "The student is expected to analyze and evaluate the sufficiency or insufficiency of common ancestry to explain the sudden appearance, stasis, and sequential nature of groups in the fossil record." It should not raise any objections from those who say evolution has no weaknesses; they claim it is unquestionably true. 

And the standard is not religious but does raise a problem for the evolution hypothesis in that stasis is the opposite of evolution, and "stasis is data." 

If we are to train our students, engage their minds and, frankly, be honest with them, why oppose these standards? If the standards do not promote religion and they are not unscientific and they deal directly with the data, then possibly these standards are being opposed for ideological reasons. This supports the argument that this culture war exists, not because of the religious faith of creationists, but because of the rejection of the empirical demonstration of science by academia's far-left and the secular elite opinion makers. 
In contrast, I find it hard to believe all the inaccuracies in reporting by the San Antonio Express-News on the State Board of Education’s vote on the state science curriculum this week.  Early in the week of March 24th was a story reporting that Republicans had sent a statement and petition in support of the new science Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) without the “strengths and weaknesses” language. The truth is that a large group of republicans and democrats signed a petition to the board submitted more than a month ago endorsing the “strengths and weaknesses” language. The petition came with a memo stating that this endorsement had been written into the Republican’s state platform statement.

On Wednesday of that week the paper erroneously reported that the bulk of the testimony received by the board and those in attendance at their January meeting were overwhelmingly in support of the new language doing away with “strengths and weaknesses.” That is an outright falsehood. There were far more conservatives in attendance that day supporting the “strengths and weaknesses”  language than those opposed and of the 30+ speakers allowed to speak that day, the conservatives for strengths and weaknesses outnumbered those against almost 2 to 1. Those speakers for the “strengths and weaknesses” language included educators, scientists and engineers (several with a PhD). I was there and was one of those who submitted testimony.

The Express-News’ reporting of the board ‘s receiving thousands of signatures in a petition by scientists in favor of doing away with the language glaringly omitted the thousands of signatures in a petition from those who wish to retain the language (including scientists and educators). It glaringly omitted Texas Education Agency’s admittance of the overwhelming number of emails and communications to board members in favor of keeping the language in (which far outnumbered those against), and the paper completely ignored studies submitted by these “keep the language” forces which showed that the general public by a wide margin favors keeping the “strengths and weaknesses” approach. 

Now, I understand the papers right to editorialize and forward their opinion. But, outright distorting the facts should not be a part of the editorializing. Many attempts by myself and other members to publish articles like the ones cited from the Dallas Morning News and Austin American Statesmen have been arbitrarily censored by the Express –News, furthering their liberal, anti-creation agenda.
The Verdict is in for Next Decades Science Education in Texas

On  March 25th  - 27th, the State Board of Education in Austin took final votes on the shape of the state’s public school science curriculum for the next decade. The new standards which had been debated for months, and watched closely by groups on both sides, resulted in the doing away of the “strengths and weaknesses” language. By a 7 to 7 vote the board failed to restore the “strengths and weaknesses” language. They subsequently voted down (by an 8 to 7 vote) the amendments to have students consider insufficiencies of evidence of common ancestry and those dealing with “arguments for and against universal common descent in the fossil evidence.” But, they kept and endorsed other amendments requiring students to examine the insufficiencies of evidence in other data.
The San Antonio Express-News reported that the evolutionists ultimately won the day and our kids lost. There are still numerous places in the curriculum where teachers are directed to have kids analyze and evaluate the fossil record and the complexity of the cell. However, in light of this vote it will be the rare exception of the teacher or district which goes in that direction.

Dr. Eugenie Scott from the Oakland based National Center for Science Education was again there for the proceedings testifying to the weight the evolutionists placed on this vote in Texas. The ultraliberal Texas Freedom Network also put on an all out blitz of media propaganda and calls and emails to swing board members to show their fear of this issue.
No better source for what really happened in Austin can be the very candid summary by Dr. Eugenie Scott’s group, the National Center for Science Education. You can view their entire article at http://ncseweb.org/news/2009/04/setback-science-education-texas-004710. A summarization and some quotes of their findings are printed below.
“At its March 25-27, 2009, meeting, the Texas state board of education voted to adopt a flawed set of state science standards, which will dictate what is taught … for the next decade. Although creationists on the board were unsuccessful in inserting the controversial "strengths and weaknesses" language from the old set of standards, they proposed a flurry of synonyms — such as "sufficiency or insufficiency" and "supportive and not supportive" — and eventually prevailed with a requirement that students examine "all sides of scientific evidence." Additionally, the board voted to add or amend various standards in a way that encourages the presentation of creationist claims about the complexity of the cell, the completeness of the fossil record, and the age of the universe.

The proceedings were confusing and contentious, and it is understandable that journalists differed in their initial assessments of the significance of the vote: for example, the Dallas Morning News (March 28, 2009) headlined its article as "Conservatives lose another battle over evolution," while the Wall Street Journal (March 27, 2009) headlined its article as "Texas Opens Classroom Door for Evolution Doubts," and the Austin-American-Statesman (March 28, 2009) played it safe with "State education board approves science standards." As the dust settled, though, NCSE's executive director Eugenie C. Scott — who was invited to testify before the board at its meeting — commented, in a March 30, 2009, press release, "The final vote was a triumph of ideology and politics over science." This evaluation by the evolutionists is exactly the opposite of what was reported by our San Antonio Express-News above, revealing a considerable liberal bias.
"The board majority chose to satisfy creationist constituents and ignore the expertise of highly qualified Texas scientists and scientists across the country," Scott added. 

Dr. Scott accuses us of first losing the battle on strengths only to have “… a fallback position, which was to continue amending the standards to achieve through the back door what they couldn't achieve upfront." 

Rachel Courtland, a blogger for New Scientist (March 31, 2009), examined a case in point: the deletion of a reference in the standards to the age of the universe ("about 14 billion years ago"). As revised, the standards require students to learn "current theories of the evolution of the universe including estimates for the age of the universe," with the actual age absent. "Is the new standard an invitation for young-Earth proponents to teach students that the Earth and the universe beyond it is just a few thousand years old?" asked Courtland, adding, "Some teachers could conceivably see it as an opening. According to a 2008 study ["Evolution and Creationism in America's Classrooms: A National Portrait" from PLoS Biology 2008; 6 (5)], 16% of US science teachers believe humans were created by God in the last 10,000 years."

Texas groups defending the integrity of science education were dismayed at the result. Kathy Miller, the president of the Texas Freedom Network,  said in a March 27, 2009, statement, "The word 'weaknesses' no longer appears in the science standards. But the document still has plenty of potential footholds for creationist attacks on evolution to make their way into Texas classrooms. Through a series of contradictory and convoluted amendments, the board crafted a road map that creationists will use to pressure publishers into putting phony arguments attacking established science into textbooks." 

The Austin American-Statesman (April 1, 2009) editorially complained, "Chairman Don McLeroy, Dunbar and others have turned the education board into a national joke. But when it comes to teaching Texas children, what they have done is not funny. Last week's discussion about shaping the teaching of science to allow doubts about evolution was surreal. Biology texts now must include 'all sides' of scientific theories ... The underlying point is that a board majority wants creationism to be part of the scientific discussion. And they got enough of a foot in the door with their language about teaching 'all sides' of scientific theories that publishers will have to include criticism of evolution if they want to sell science textbooks to Texas schools." Now, what in the world can be so bad in teaching all sides of an issue??? 
Tuesday, April 28, 2009, 7 pm 

Evolution and Intelligent Design Debate.  A Skeptics forum and Scientific Scholar Panel debate. University of Texas at Austin, Gregory Gymnasium. Featuring Dr. Fazale Rana, Dr. Hugh Ross, Dr. Michael Shermer, Dr. Sahotra Sarkad, and Dr. Steven Weinberg. Moderator: Dr. Juan Sanchez Presented by Reasons to Believe - Austin. For further information, go to www.WasDarwinWrong.eventbrite.com 
Friday and Saturday, May 15 and 16, 2009 

Creationist Dr. Jobe Martin (the man who wrote and produced the "Animals that Defy Evolution" video series) will be hosted by FEAST at 25 Burwood in San Antonio, TX. Friday, May 15th and Saturday, May 16th, 2009. (Fri. 9 am - 6 pm & Sat. 9 am - 5 pm) It’s all part of their home school book fair. A registration fee is required. A huge variety of books and curriculum sellers will be available both days, including materials from the Alpha Omega Institute. His topics over that weekend will include: Worldview 101 in a Nutshell: Proverbs 23:7; Avoiding DECEPTION in a Post-Modern World: Proverbs 14:12, Proverbs 27:6; " "Some Call It Science": The Religion of Evolution: Book critique: Colossians 2:6-8; I Timothy 6:20,21; and "The Creation/Evolution Issue: Does It Matter?" Hosea 4:6 

April, May and June, 2009 

A complete Creation Series for Youth will be presented on Wednesday evenings in April, May and June of this year, by Scott Lane, President of SABBSA at Live Oak First Baptist Church, 11560 Toepperwein Road, Live Oak TX, 78233 Phone (210) 656-8200  Go to our website calendar page for complete details on topics and dates.
Coming this to FEAST at 7 pm each 4th Monday of the month. 

Mon. April 27, 2009 - Dinosaurs, Dragons and Men - Solving the Great Dinosaur Mystery, The Amazing Human Body - Astounding Evidence of a Loving Creator (both from the Discover Creation Series)
Coming to our May 12th Meeting 
SABBSA will be proud to present Alpha Omega Institute founder Dave Nutting at our May meeting. Dave's topic that evening will be "Did Darwin Get It Wrong?" His power point presentation will show what Darwin knew; what he did not know; and what we have learned since his time. Please join us in May for this very special evening. 
From Our March Meeting

Our March meeting saw Astronomer Dr. Daniel Harris give us a power point presentation titled "Some Doctrines of Devils Dethroned." He delved into the topic of rebuilding the walls between those who teach creation and those who teach compromise. One of the evidences he showed us was that the spiral arms of galaxies like ours are rotating at different speeds along the length of the arms and would be deformed if they were the old age theorized by evolutionists.
Next Meeting: Tuesday, April 14, 2009, at 7 pm 

Our April meeting will have a choice of programs given to the audience that evening. We will choose from viewing one of a range of videos including the ICR children's video Creation or Evolution, What's the Difference? and "Rocks of Ages or Rock of Creation" with Dr. Larry Vardiman of ICR. We will also have a choice of having a round table discussion of current creation issues and /or a question and discussion session on your most puzzling question in the controversy. We will also have a report from Dr. Harris on the March meeting of the State Board of Education. As always, we will meet at the Jim’s Restaurant at the corner of San Pedro and Ramsey. Please join us in April.  
