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The fundanmental question asked by many is how old is the
earth and how do we know. This question is generally answered
in two separate ways. The first, and presently the nost common,
is that the earth is about 4.5 billion years ol d. This is what
is taught in elenentary schools and shown by geol ogists. The
second answer is based on the Bible and faith, the earth is
about 6,000 to 10,000 years old. This comes from strict
interpretation of Genesis and was once the only answer and has
been going through a revival in the past 20 years.

Wthin this question are questions about the geologic
colum and if it is a realistic view of the earth’s history.
Did The G eat Flood of Noah occur and create many of the grand
formations on earth, e.g. the Gand Canyon, the Rockie
Mount ai ns? Is radionetric dating accurate in dating the
beginning of the formation of the earth? Different dating
met hods: accunulation of netals in the oceans, decay of the
earth’s magnetic field.

The critics, defined as the creationist, do attenpt to
answer all these questions. The age of the earth is answered by
both sides, yet the hardest part to sort through is how we know
t hese things. Each side seens to try to answer the questions
and often point out why the other side is wong. It is as if
there is constant bickering and fighting between the two.

The creationists spend nuch tinme refuting the nethods that



are wused by evolutionary scientists. They find ways that
radionetric dating is wong and how inaccurate the nethods are
and find the inconsistencies used. The creationists have found
their own ways to date the earth, including using the anount of
mnerals in ocean and claim to date the earth by the decay of
its magnetic field. Creationist authors pronote that the fossi
record was produced by a global flood (Eglin 15).

Radi onetric dating is the main nmethod scientists use to
date rocks. There are several of these nmethods and all use
pretty nuch the sane basic ideas, but use different isotopes.
For exanpl e, potassium40 decays to argon-40; uranium 238 decays
to lead-206 via other elenents |ike radium wuranium 235 decays
to |ead-207; rubidium87 decays to strontium87; and so on
(Batten). These techniques are used find isotope concentrations
which can be neasured very accurately. An anount of each
el enent is measured and using different equations and the half-
life of each, one can estinmate the m nimum age of the given rock
(Brush p. 43).

These nethods depend on the follow ng assunptions found in
Batten's article.

1. The starting conditions are known (for exanple, that there
was no daughter isotope present at the start, or that we know
how much was there).

2. Decay rates have al ways been constant.



3. Systens were closed or isolated so that no parent or daughter
i sotopes were | ost or added.
These are also confirnmed by Brush in his work (Brush p.43).

In research in 1830, using helium and conparing it to the
amount of wuranium and thorium in rocks, at |east one rock -
“Stillwater Norite” from Montana — was found to have the age of
nore than 1.8 billion years old. This is consider to be the
lower Iimt for the age of the earth (Brush p.43). Thi s net hod

of using heliumis not considered the best nmethod. The nethods

involving the wuse of lead are considered to be nore
satisfactory. Huran Monazite gave a rock an age of 2.57
billion years (Brush p,44). In 1946, Arthur Holnmes and F. G

Houtermans figured the earth to be 2.9 +/- 0.3 billion years
old (Brush p.45). However in Septenber 1953, Cair Patterson
and F. Hout ermans announced that the age of the earth is 4.5 +/-
0.3 billion years(Brush p. 46).

The question has been raised of whether or not the earth
can be dated from the decay of its magnetic field. G Br ent
Dal rynple wote about this in an article in 1983. He wote this
to counter Thomas G Barnes’ conclusion about the age of the
earth based on the decay of the magnetic field. Bar nes
believed, “That the decrease in the dipole nmonent . . . is due
to freely decaying currents in the fluid iron-nickel core of the

earth.” (Dalrynple p.124) He calculated the half-life for the



presunmed decay of the field to be 1400 years. Wth these
calculations, it appears that the origin of the earth is nuch
| ess than 20,000 years ago. More specifically, he clained, the
earth nust be less than 10,000 years old (Dalrynple p.125).

Dal rynpl e explains the scientific understandi ng of what the

magnetic field really is. He wote, “The earth’s magnetic
field, however, is not a perfect dipole; it is irregular in
shape and constantly changing. ... It is inportant to understand
that the dipole field is not a real field at all. Rather it is

an idealized mathematical nodel that best fits the real field.”
(p. 125, 126) Scientist have observed over years that the field
IS noving. Most inportantly, they have discovered that the
earth’s magnetic field reverses polarity. Through neasurenents
of lava and other rocks, scientist can neasure magnhetism with
| aboratory instrunments and can determ ne characteristics of the
magnetic field (p. 127). Polarity transitions can take about
1000 years, but the strength may be reduced for as much as
20,000 years until the new polarity state becones established.
This is what Barnes tal ks of. Dal rynpl e does not di sagree that
the di pole has recently decreased, but he does wite that Barnes
overlooks all the facts and that his hypothesis is incorrect.
Dal rynple’s |ast sentence answers the main question, “There are
no properties of the magnetic field that, by thenselves, can be

used either to date the earth or to place any limts on the



earth’s age.” (p. 132)

A common creationist’s argunment is that the great Noah's
flood created the geologic tine colum and because it was the
flood and not tine, the earth cannot be 4.5 billion years old.
Leonard Soroka and Charles Nelson took on this argunent. They
suggested three possible nodels of how the earth could have been
fl ooded: rainfall nodel, hydrothermal springs nodel, and conet
i npact nodel . Wth each nodel they showed why each one could

not possibly work. A few points fromeach will be discussed.

The Rainfall Mdel: (Soroka p.135)

The anmount of water needed to cover the earth is 4.4 billion
cubic kilonmeters nore water than already exists. The
at nospheric pressure would have to be 840 tinmes higher than it
IS Nnow. The atnosphere would have to have 99.9 percent water
vapor, which would nmake it inpossible for a human to survive.

Hydr ot hermal Springs Moddel: (Soroka p.135-6)
This assunes the water cane from within the earth’s surface.
Problens include, that the water would nost likely be the sane

tenperature as the rocks near it, creating water at tenperatures

of about 1600 degrees. As water would get to the surface, it
woul d superheat the atnosphere, killing any passengers on the
“ark”.

Comet | npact Model : (Soroka p.136-7)
Either a frozen conet could have brought the needed water, but

that would nmake it 2100 km wi de and the inpact would cause the



rel ease of energy equivalent to 12 trillion nmegatons of TNT. W
woul d know if this happened because it would have left behind
obvi ous evi dence. The second way would be that small conets
could hit the oceans causing waves to cover the land and
nmount ai ns constant|y. This, however, would require 150 conets

creating tenperatures on earth of about 2000 degrees.

These nodels show that by natural means, the flood
mentioned in the Bible would be inpossible. They did wite in
their abstract, “Since mracles cannot be predicted and are not
susceptible to any sort of check or proof, they have no place in
the science curriculum” (Soroka p.135) To ne, these scientists
believe in God, but wanted to show that the flood, as spoken of
in the Bible, should not be taken literally and not taught in
schools as a part of the formation of the earth.

The critics of an old-earth, the young earth creationists,
try hard to conbat science and its findings. Ray Bohlin in “The
Grand Canyon and the Age of the Earth” tries to focus on | acking
|ayers of the geologic colum or radionetric dating. Hi s
argunments do not seem direct and clear. | think | was nore
confused after reading his paper than sure of what he wote
Oten, the witers wll “forget” to nention printed reports on
research that proves their ideas wong. One exanple of this is
that Brush nentioned that no one has exanm ned the precision of

radionetric dating as critically as Donald MiIntyre and that the



creationi st do not site his work(Brush p.48).

Wen | read Gsh's work, “The Challenge of the Fossi
Record”, I alnost believed him when he wote, “ Recent
publ i cations have exposed weaknesses and fallacies in
radi onetric dating nethods.” (G sh p.51). Wen | | ooked at the
references that he wote of | changed ny m nd. He wote of
Wi tconb, Morris, Cook, and Slusher to only nanme a few — all

known anti-evol utionist/creationist.

Oten, in the science papers | read (Dalrynple and Brush),
the authors nentioned things being omtted in later works by
creationi st authors. Brush nmentions this about a book witten
by Sl usher (Brush p.49). | was entertained that the scientist
could easily show what the creationists “forgot” to nention or
tw st ed. | think that many of the creationists will wite
papers knowi ng that the majority of people do not care enough to
check references and research the topics well.

| believe that current scientific data show that the earth
is about 4.5 billion years old. The radionetric dating, if
correct shows the age of the earth. Dal rynple easily showed

that the magnetic field could not be used to date the earth.

At tinmes, | thought the creationists had good argunents,
but when | really thought about it, the science outweighs the
creationi st argunents. I would like to know nore about

radionetric dating and find out if it is true that nmany readi ngs



are thrown out before an *“acceptable” one is found (G sh). In
the Grand Canyon, supposedly the Cardenas basalt |ayer was aged
at 1 billion years while the lava flow on top of the canyon was
dated to 1.3 billion years old (Bohlin). | would like this
guestion answer ed.

The scientist pretty much believe that there is not nuch
nore to find. They may find better and nore precise ways to use
radionetric dating by elimnating error. Creationist hope to
find sonething that wll disprove the fossil record or prove
that the Flood occurred. Beyond this, | think that the question
has pretty nuch been answered.

| personally am not sure about this topic. | understand
the scientist’s views and what has been shown, but | also know
that to God, nothing is inpossible. | look forward wth
anticipation to the day that the Lord wll sit down and explain
all things unto us. My study of science and evol ution has not
changed ny faith or made it waver. It only creates an appetite

to learn nore and study nore.
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