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Real scientific truth increases—it doesn’t change.
In January, 1962, I was an 8th grade science 

student, building my own oscilloscope from a 
Heathkit, looking forward to our family summer 
vacation at the Seattle World’s Fair.  The theme of 
the Fair was “Century 21,” and it was all about 
how science would make our world better in the 
21st century.  I couldn’t wait. 

Truth 
In 1962, I knew a lot about physics and the 

laws of motion (especially their practical 
applications at the bowling alley, pool table, and 
ping pong table).  I know a lot more about physics 
now than I did in 8th grade; but everything I knew 
about physics in 8th grade is still true today. 

In 1962, I knew a lot about electricity and 
magnetism—not as much as I know today, but 
enough to build a simple electric motor and a 
crystal radio.  Everything I knew about electronics 
then is still true today. 

By 1962, I had done all the experiments I 
cared to do with the chemistry set I got for 
Christmas several years earlier.  As far as I know, 
all the chemical reactions that happened in 1962 
still happen exactly the same way today. 

I know a lot more math today than I did in 
1962—calculus, in particular.  Calculus depends 
greatly upon a correct understanding of geometry, 
which I probably didn’t learn until my 10th grade 
advanced math class.  The sine of 45 degrees is 
still 0.707, just like it was back then. 

I saw my first computer at the 1962 Seattle 
World’s Fair.  Shortly thereafter, I got a Minivac 
601 computer which had six relays and could be 

programmed to play tic-tac-toe.  I’ve seen, built, 
and programmed a lot of computers since then; 
but I still have that Minivac 601 up in the attic, and 
it still can be programmed to play tic-tac-toe. 

What I loved about science then, and still love 
about science today, is that it is a way to discover 
the truth about the world and how it works.  
Science moves monotonically from ignorance to 
knowledge. 

Opinion 
I never really liked economics, philosophy, or 

politics because they are subjective, variable 
opinions.  You can argue all day about whether or 
not a tax cut will increase revenue.  Even if you 
cut taxes, and it does increase revenue, you can’t 
be sure the increase wasn’t due to some other 
factor than the tax cut.  Whatever the majority 
opinion is about economics, philosophy, or politics 
is today, it might not be the same tomorrow. 

In 1962, I was taught that dinosaurs were cold-
blooded scaly reptiles that went extinct long 
before man appeared on the Earth.  Now, school 
children are being taught that dinosaurs were 
actually warm-blooded feathered birds, some of 
which coexist with man today. 

In 1962, I was taught that Neanderthal man 
evolved into Cro-Magnon man, who evolved into 
modern man.  Neanderthal man went extinct long 
before modern man evolved.  Now, children are 
told that Neanderthal man not only existed at the 
same time as modern man, he also had sexual 
relations (and probably homosexual relations) 
with modern man. 
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In the last 15 years, I’ve written more than 650 
articles about evolution.  I didn’t actually count 
them by hand—I used a computer program that 
did.  So, I don’t know exactly how many of them 
deal with opinions evolutionists used to say were 
true, but now no longer believe.  I just know there 
are a lot of them.  Scientific journals are full of 
articles about fossils that “prove” that something is 
older, or younger, than previously thought. 

The theory of evolution is not scientific.  The 
theory of evolution is speculation about how 
something that didn’t happen must have 
happened.  That’s why the speculation is always 
wrong, and always replaced with different 
speculation.  Unlike physics, chemistry, 
mathematics, and other academic fields that really 
are scientific, the theory of evolution doesn’t 
proceed from ignorance to knowledge—it just 
goes down one blind alley after another, 
desperately searching for something that doesn’t 
exist. 

Undeserved Honor 
The theory of evolution claims the honor and 

respect rightfully due to science by pretending to 
be scientific.  But the theory of evolution is just an 
opinion based on inference, not experimental 
data. 

Experiments about the origin of life simply 
demonstrate why it could not happen by purely 
natural processes guided by chance.  More than 
that, experiments demonstrate why life cannot 
originate by purely natural processes guided by 
chance.  Recent experiments involving artificial 
life (if one can actually call it “life”) simply show 
how complex even the simplest living thing has to 
be. 

Traditional breed experiments have long 
shown that there is a limit to how much variation 
can be achieved through selective pressure.  
Modern genetic engineering experiments show 
how difficult it is to produce novel features in 
existing creatures using techniques that don’t 
exist outside the laboratory.  Things that can’t be 
done intentionally in the laboratory (even on a 
small scale) can’t be assumed to happen 
accidentally outside the laboratory. 

Scientists know more about their fields of study 
today than they did in 1962.  Evolutionists don’t 
know any more than they did 50 years ago.  They 
just are wrong in different ways today than the 
ways they were wrong 50 years ago.  They expect 
us to believe they are right today because they 
claim to be scientists, and hope to misappropriate 
the respect due to real scientists.  Real science is 
against evolution. 

 

 

The Consistency 
Argument 

Email 

Results may be consistent—but that 
doesn’t prove they are right. 

This month we received this email from Rod in 
Canada. 
Subject: The Age of the Moon - SAE Feature 
Article - June 2008 

Do-While; 

Since the full table of moon rock date results 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.org/ages.ht
m reflects only the full list of all date 
results published in Science, 30 January, 
1970, are you interested in updating the table 
with results published elsewhere, such as on  
http://www.gate.net/~rwms/AgeEarth.html[?] 
 
For example, this page has 8 more results for 
sample 10072 that are not on your site's 
table. Apparently it's from a book Dalrymple 
published, Age of the Earth, in 1991. Of 
course the results he put in his book show 
awesome agreement! I find it interesting that 
Dalrymple doesn't include at least one result 
from your table, 

  10072  3.53 ± 0.05  40Ar/39Ar high temp 3  
 
which agrees with the age range he has in his 
table. Of course, the age results are not for 
the supposed age of the moon but of some later 
event such as a meteor impact which reheated 
the rock.  
 
That gate.net page has other results which are 
also not listed, for sample numbers that are 
not on your list so it seems those are 
probably for moon landings subsequent to 1970. 

Rod 

>> Blessed are the censors, for they shall 
inhibit the Earth. <<  
The preceding humor inserted by QuipSig  
http://www.en-consult.ca/quipsig/

(Just an aside—QuipSig is a program that 
inserts random jokes at the end of an email 
message.  Rod might not even be aware that his 
email ended with “Blessed are the censors …”.  
Random processes do occasionally produce 
some enlightening results.  Since evolutionists do 
try to inhibit science by censoring all criticism of 
the theory of evolution from the public schools, the 
ending tag line was insightful.) 

Rod asked if we are interested in updating our 
table.  (Actually it isn’t really our table.  It is our 
compilation of all the tables published in a special 
issue of the journal, Science.)  Despite the facts 
that we are interested in what the AgeEarth page 
says, and are glad to link to it so that you can read 
what it says, we aren’t interested in updating our 
table with data from a questionable source. 

Instead, this month’s newsletter contains an 
article about the latest study of moon rock ages 

http://www.scienceagainstevolution.org/ages.htm
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.org/ages.htm
http://www.gate.net/%7Erwms/AgeEarth.html
http://www.en-consult.ca/quipsig/
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reported in the respected journal, Nature. 

Nevertheless, the AgeEarth page is worth 
discussing on its own.  It is a typical evolutionary 
page which argues that radioactive dating is 
accurate.  What is not so typical is that it honestly 
admits, 

The concerns about these dating methods 
were exactly the same that creationists continue 
to raise - presence of the daughter element at 
the time the rock was formed and possible loss / 
gain of either the parent or daughter element at 
some point in the history of the rock. 1

Actually, those are only the first two of the 
three concerns creationists have about these 
dating methods. 

First, nobody measured the ratio of parent and 
daughter elements at the time the rock was 
formed.  They can only guess what the original 
ratio was using flawed methods.  No matter how 
evolutionists try to wiggle out of it, the initial ratio 
was not measured.  They don’t really know what 
the initial ratio was. 

Second, nobody observed the rock the entire 
time from its formation to the present, so it is 
impossible to tell how much (if any) of the parent 
or daughter element was lost or gained during the 
life of the rock.  Geologists might try to infer loss 
or gain based on weathering, or some other such 
method; but they didn’t actually measure it. 

Geologists might be confident that they can 
correctly estimate the original ratio of elements 
and estimate the possible loss of gain of 
elements, but confidence is no substitute for 
actual measurement. 

The third concern creationists have about the 
radiometric dating process is that it depends 
heavily upon speculation about how and when the 
rock was formed.  That is to say, the estimates 
about how much of each element there was in the 
rock when it solidified depends upon their notion 
of how long it took to solidify, the conditions under 
which it solidified, how long ago it solidified, and 
what happened to it since it solidified.  If any of 
these assumptions are wrong, then the conclusion 
about the age of the rock is wrong. 

The site quotes G. Brent Dalrymple as saying, 

One of the principal tasks of the 
geochronologist is to select the type of the 
material used for a dating analysis. A great deal 
of effort goes into the sample selection, and the 
choices are made before the analysis, not on the 
basis of the results. Mistakes are sometimes 
made but are usually caught by the various 

                                                           
1 http://www.gate.net/~rwms/AgeEarth.html 

checks employed in the well-designed 
experiment. 2

That’s only partly true.  They select the dating 
material and method carefully based on the 
EXPECTED results rather than the actual results.  
They know that certain methods will give results in 
certain age ranges, and select the method that 
will give a “reasonable” result (based on their 
prejudice of what is reasonable).  If the method 
doesn’t give a reasonable result, it is considered 
to be a “mistake” and ignored. 

Numbers Don’t Matter 
We are amazed that the site doesn’t even 

believe its own numbers.  Read, and be amazed, 
too. 

The most compelling argument for an age of 
the earth of 4.5 billion years are [sic] the large 
number of independent tests that have been 
used to confirm this date. These tests have been 
performed on what are thought to be the earth's 
oldest surviving rocks, meteorites, and moon 
rocks. These tests have consistently given the 
same ages for each of these objects. Examples 
include: 

The Earths Oldest Rock's [sic] 

Description Technique Age (in billions of 
years) 

Amitsoq gneisses 
(western Greenland) Rb-Sr isochron 3.70 +- 0.12 

Amitsoq gneisses 
(western Greenland) 

207Pb-206Pb 
isochron 3.80 +- 0.12 

Amitsoq gneisses 
(western Greenland) 

(zircons) 
U-Pb discordia 3.65 +- 0.05 

Amitsoq gneisses 
(western Greenland) 

(zircons) 
Th-Pb discordia 3.65 +- 0.08 

Amitsoq gneisses 
(western Greenland) 

(zircons) 
Lu-Hf isochron 3.55 +- 0.22 

Sand River gneisses 
(South Africa) Rb-Sr isochron 3.79 +- 0.06 

These are the oldest of the rocks dated on 
the earth so far (as of 1997). These are 
metamorphic rocks and thus have had some of 
their "history" lost - metamorphosis fully or 
partially resets the radiometric ages of rocks 
pointing to younger ages than the true age of the 
original rock. Older rocks may have been lost 
due to erosion or have not yet been discovered. 
3

They measured rocks using six different 
methods, all of which date to roughly 3.6 billion 

                                                           
2 ibid. 
3 ibid. 



years (plus or minus a little).  This proves (to 
them) that the Earth is 4.5 billion years old! ☺ 

They believe the Earth is 4.5 billion years old, 
despite the fact that the oldest rocks they can find 
are only 3.6 billion years old.  Their 
measurements are consistent, but disagree with 
their belief by about a billion years (about 20%).  
They claim that the method is accurate, but stick 
with their belief rather than accepting the 
measurements.  It is mind-boggling! 

The web site in question gives other examples 
of various rocks that have been dated consistently 
using various methods.  Of course, one could list 
just as many examples of rocks that have been 
inconsistently dated using various methods; but 
that’s irrelevant. 

Pseudoscience 
If you ask some palm readers and astrologists 

how long you will live (based on your “life line” or 
the astrological sign on the day of your birth), their 
predictions might agree despite the fact that they 
use different methods to compute life expectancy.  
It doesn’t matter.  Their predictions are bogus 
whether they are consistent or not.  Furthermore, 
it doesn’t matter how accurately (and consistently) 
several palm readers measure your life line.  A 
crease in your palm has nothing to do with how 
long you will live, even if it agrees with “what the 
stars say.” 

 4 

Pseudoscience might, in some cases, give 
consistent results.  That doesn’t validate the 
pseudoscience. 

Palm readers and astrologers can tell very 
convincing stories.  They can refer you to clients 
who swear that the predictions are reliable.  But 
astrology and palm reading aren’t really scientific 
because they aren’t based on repeatable, 
falsifiable laboratory experiments. 

Experimental Calibration 
Carbon 14 dating can, and has, been 

experimentally verified by comparing carbon 14 
dates with known historical dates.  Archeologists 
know when particular Egyptian pharaohs lived, so 
they can compare the carbon 14 date of a sample 
taken from a pharaoh’s tomb with the historical 
date of his death.  Consequently, there are 
reliable conversion tables that convert 
radiocarbon years to calendar years by taking into 
account the fluctuation in atmospheric carbon 
dioxide in the past few thousand years. 

It is not possible to verify or calibrate 
radioactive dating of rocks presumed to be 
prehistoric because there is, by definition, no 
history to compare them to.  That is to say, one 
can’t calibrate volcanic ash containing a fossil 

“known” to be 4 million years old because there is 
no way to know if that fossil really is four million 
years old. 

We’ve written about the flaws in radioactive 
dating many times before, so let’s just jump 
straight to the conclusion.  It is true that a 
competent scientist can determine the amounts of 
various elements in a rock sample just as 
accurately as astrologers can compute the 
positions of stars at a particular time; but that 
doesn’t tell you how long it has been since the 
rock formed because the inference of age is 
based on pseudoscience about original 
composition and assumed changes to the sample 
since its formation.  Sometimes various methods 
give the same results—sometimes they don’t. 

Radiometric ages of rocks may agree or 
disagree, but it doesn’t matter because the 
method is as fundamentally bogus as astrology or 
palm reading.  

 

Age Inconsistencies 

Evolution in the News 

New ages for old moon rocks 
Since Rod brought up the topic in this month’s 

email, here’s the abstract from a current article 
about the age of the moon from a respected, 
peer-reviewed scientific journal. 

Chemical evolution of planetary bodies, 
ranging from asteroids to the large rocky 
planets, is thought to begin with differentiation 
through solidification of magma oceans many 
hundreds of kilometres in depth. The Earth’s 
Moon is the archetypical example of this type of 
differentiation. Evidence for a lunar magma 
ocean is derived largely from the widespread 
distribution, compositional and mineralogical 
characteristics, and ancient ages inferred for the 
ferroan anorthosite (FAN) suite of lunar crustal 
rocks. The FANs are considered to be primary 
lunar flotation-cumulate crust that crystallized 
in the latter stages of magma ocean 
solidification. According to this theory, FANs 
represent the oldest lunar crustal rock type. 
Attempts to date this rock suite have yielded 
ambiguous results, however, because individual 
isochron measurements are typically 
incompatible with the geochemical make-up of 
the samples, and have not been confirmed by 
additional isotopic systems. By making 
improvements to the standard isotopic 
techniques, we report here the age of 
crystallization of FAN 60025 using the 207Pb–
206Pb, 147Sm–143Nd and 146Sm–142Nd isotopic 
systems to be 4,360 ± 3 million years. This 
extraordinarily young age requires that either 
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the Moon solidified significantly later than most 
previous estimates or the long-held assumption 
that FANs are flotation cumulates of a 
primordial magma ocean is incorrect. If the 
latter is correct, then much of the lunar crust 
may have been produced by non-magma-ocean 
processes, such as serial magmatism. 4

The body of the article tells how they “made 
improvements” to the technique (i.e. fudged the 
data) and contains these significant sentences: 

A few fractions fall above the isochron as 
well, and are interpreted to have a well known, 
if poorly understood, lunar Pb contaminant. 5

The advantage of this scenario is that it does 
not require dismissing the handful of older ages 
determined on lunar samples and it can 
potentially account for the variable (if 
somewhat suspect) ages and widespread 
distribution of FANs on the lunar surface. The 
disadvantage is that the lunar magma ocean 
theory is strongly founded upon the 
petrological, geochemical and isotopic 
characteristics of FANs such as 60025. 
Therefore, if 60025 is not a product of the 
magma ocean, petrologically similar rocks from 
the FAN suite cannot be used to characterize its 
initial solidification. Furthermore, the potential 
for planetary differentiation by magma ocean 
solidification on all rocky bodies is weakened if 
the very rocks that led to the development of the 
magma ocean theory are themselves not its 
byproduct. 6

In plain English, the magma ocean theory is 
based on moon rocks that might not have come 
from a magma ocean.  Furthermore, the reason 
why some of the data points don’t fall where they 
should on isochron plots is because of “well 
known, if poorly understood” lead contamination 
on the moon, so fudging the data is acceptable. 

 
 
 

No More Donations, Please 
Since we no longer have expenses, we don’t 
need any contributions. 

We aren’t quitting!  We are going to continue to 
publish our “six-page” newsletter every month on-
line.  The only difference is that we are not going 
                                                           
4 Borg, et al., Nature, 1 September 2011, 
“Chronological evidence that the Moon is either young 
or did not have a global magma ocean”, pages 70-72, 
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v477/n7362/full/
nature10328.html 
5 ibid. 
6 ibid. 

to print and mail hard copies of the newsletter.  
Therefore, we no longer need contributions to 
cover the cost of printing and mailing. Since 
printing and mailing are our only expenses, we no 
longer need contributions.  We are refunding pro-
rated contributions to the members who have 
made contributions expecting to receive hard-
copy newsletters.   

Although I have always enjoyed writing the 
newsletter, it has been a real burden printing, 
stapling, punching, and addressing the 
newsletters every month for 15 years.  I have 
continued to mail hard copies because I know 
some of our members really appreciate it.  A 
recent combination of events has compelled us to 
discontinue physically printing the newsletter. 

The main reason for no longer physically 
printing newsletters is that we had a mutually 
beneficial printing arrangement with a private 
school in which we subsidized their printer in 
exchange for color copies at their cost (8 cents 
per page).  Unfortunately, the school can no 
longer afford to maintain that printer.  This forces 
us to stop printing, or find another printer willing to 
match the school’s low rate. 

A secondary reason is that it is a hassle to 
deal with the State of California.  If we don’t 
collect any money, we don’t need to be a non-
profit corporation and file paperwork every year. 

The original reason for incorporating was to 
get a bulk mailing permit.  A few years after we 
incorporated, the post office raised the price of a 
bulk mailing permit so much that the amount 
saved per newsletter didn’t cover the cost of the 
permit.  That’s why we have been mailing the 
newsletters first class for several years. 

We truly have been a non-profit corporation, 
asking for annual contributions that just barely 
cover the cost of printing and mailing the 
newsletters.  We never paid volunteers anything.   
We don’t own any property or equipment.  We 
didn’t use corporate funds to subscribe to 
expensive technical journals (Science, Nature, 
and PNAS) or cheap science tabloids (Discover, 
New Scientist, Science News, Scientific 
American, and National Geographic).   

We are disposing of the small amount of 
money in our bank account by transferring it to a 
similar non-profit corporation, as required by 
California law, closing the bank account, and 
releasing the post office box.  Nothing else has 
changed.  Science is still against evolution. 

 
 You are permitted (even encouraged) 
to copy and distribute this newsletter.  

About Us 
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by Lothar Janetzko 

Web Site of the Month – December 2011 

Creation vs. Evolution 
http://www.fishdontwalk.com/  

Decide for yourself, after hearing both sides. 
This month’s web site review looks at a site that seeks to provide an answer to the question “Which came 

first, the chicken or the egg?”  The web site is organized into two main sections.  The right section provides 
some general information about the author of the site and the left section provides links to the main content 
of the site.  Here you will find links to an IQ Quiz, information about human cells, and a free creation vs. 
evolution comic book.  At the bottom you will find a brief summary of the featured article of the site. 

The featured article has the title “The Chicken or the Egg”.  The summary states “Which came first? Do 
you think it was a chicken? Or do you think it was an egg?  The answer is …… neither!  It was not A chicken 
…. nor was it AN egg …. It was two chickens!” 

The main article provides the details why the web site author believes that two chickens is the answer to 
the question.  He also points out that there are major differences in how evolutionists would answer this 
question and provides a detailed description of these differences.  

The main point the web site author, Bill Morgan, makes is that it is important to ask two questions 
regarding the theory of evolution:  

“Could evolution have happened?” and “Did evolution happen?”  

He believes the first is a science question and the second is a history question.   

At the end of the article he writes, “believe whatever you want to on Creation vs. Evolution, but base your 
belief on observation (Science) not blind faith (time)”. 
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