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“I can't give you proof for creation. What I can give is an interpretation of evidence that strongly suggests that God 
was creator." 
 In a recent Australian publication, Telling Lies for God, Dr Ian Plimer (professor of geology at Melbourne University) 
attacks various creationist groups. He claims they use poor scientific methods and accuses them of lying in an effort to prove their 
point. Creationist Dr Clyde Webster, senior research scientist at the Geoscience Research Institute, Loma Linda University, 
agrees. "I find that Ian Plimer's arguments are well-founded," he says. "However, he is over-reacting. Dr Plimer's addressing 
good issues, issues that are unfortunately true-for the most part. 
 "Plimer is upset because these people use a smoke and mirrors type of approach with the scientifically uneducated. It's 
difficult enough for the schooled to deal in uncertainties. And when it comes to our spiritual faith, we want absolute certainties." 
He gives a warning, based on experience: "There are those who come in and misrepresent, misconstrue and, in some cases-I don't 
know how else to put it than to say it-give bald-faced lies to support the position they feel that creation- believing Christians want. 
 "I get upset with it too. Plimer is a little bit more vocal and is coming at it from a different angle than I would. The 
methodology he is addressing is used by those with an evangelical type of extreme fundamentalist approach to creation." Dr 
Webster also agrees with Dr Plimer in that the term "creation science" is an oxymoron. He argues that you can have science 
applied to creation, and look for support for the premises of creation from science. "But to say there is a creation science like 
there is a science of chemistry or a science of physics or mathematics - I don't think it is possible," he says. "The issues I address 
involve science as it applies to creation." 
 He claims that both creationists and evolutionists base their belief outside of science. How can you test either of them? 
He argues. The premises for both are non testable, non repeatable- experimentally-and neither concept can be proved or 
disproved. That puts both outside the realm of science and into the realm of faith. 
 "Regardless of where individuals come from [philosophically], they have to make some choice regarding their world 
view," he adds. "That faith choice may be a denial of God or a denial of anything that can't be explained and 
experimented. Even so, you come to the point of blind faith- accepting the premises of evolution from chaos to order by a natural 
direction. The Christian comes from chaos to order through God." 
 
Beware of Absolute Proofs 

Dr Webster warns that we should be careful of any group claiming irrefutable proof for creation: "Proof is a word 
that is almost nonexistent in the scientist's vocabulary, because tomorrow it could be turned over," he says. "I can't give you 
proof for creation. What I can give is an interpretation of evidence that strongly suggests that God was creator. I can give you 
information that strongly suggests a worldwide flood. But that same data can be interpreted by other individuals to support 
evolution over long periods of time. 'If I or anybody else could prove creation, then God would be a capricious God having 
removed the power of choice from us." 
 
Scripture, Science and Society 

Dr Webster draws three linking circles (see diagram) to explain where, for him, the Bible fits with science. "A lot 
of issues in science are totally unrelated," he explains, "or have no bearing whatsoever with Scripture or society. It's the same for 
Scripture and society. There are some areas where science and society overlap, excluding Scripture; and so on. But where 
science and Scripture overlap, we must make a choice. "Personally, when I find a conflict, I set Scripture superior," he says. 
"However, at that point I then go back and begin a two-fold process: One, re-examining the science information and 
interpretation. Then two, re-examining the Scripture and my information and understanding of Scripture. Maybe it's the science 
that's OK and my understanding of Scripture that isn't. 

"In Scripture I have three anchor points." he declares. "God is creator of everything, organic, inorganic, animate, 
inanimate-regardless of time; God created life on this earth in six literal 24hour days and then added a seventh day; sometime 
after creation, God destroyed the world with a flood. "Those three are my anchor points and they are non-negotiable. Everything 
else is open for investigation and study." 
 
4500 Million Years? 

He uses this methodology, and feels comfortable talking about an earth that is 4.5 billion years old. He explains it 
this way: "I look at the science in what I call multiple isotope concordancy-that is, agreement from a number of sources. As far 
as our solar system is concerned they strongly suggest that something significant happened about four-and-a-half billion 
years ago. "To have all of these chronometers-all these isotope clocks-giving an almost identical time is significant. In a 
recent issue of Geochemica et Cosmochemica Acta, the geochemical society's journal, an article listed 11 isotope concordancies.  
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That's 11 clocks setting the same time. "There's a significant setting of the clocks in our solar system, for we get the 

same clock data from studying the sun and meteorites, as well as the earth-although the age of the oldest rocks on the earth, 
as our crust is being recycled, is only about 3.9 billion years old, instead of the 4.5 billion years old." But does this 
amount of time fly in the face of the Genesis account of creation? He explains how he worked through the process and is able to 
keep Scripture as superior. "Science says that there is a significant setting there. I next go back to Scripture and ask, 'Is there 
room in Scripture, is there some place that will allow this time for an old solar system?' "Genesis 1:1 starts with a broad brush 
stroke: 'In the beginning God created. . . .' There's nothing specific there at all. The specific time frame doesn't begin until 
verse three with the beginning of the creation week. 
 "In verse two the earth is described as being 'without form and void,' in other words, without organization and 
population. It's totally chaotic. Is it possible that the beginning for the consolidation of our solar system within the universe could 
have been four-and-a half billion years ago? Does that impact on Scripture? If I understand Scripture properly, I have to come 
back and say, 'No.’ 
 "In fact, there's no reference during creation week to the creation of water, or minerals and soil that then becomes the 
land separated from the water on the third day. It seems possible that the elementary inorganic material isn't bound by a limited 
age, as is living matter. “By reinterpreting just a little I haven't destroyed God-creator, I haven't destroyed the seven-day creation 
package, and I haven't even touched the flood. Thus it seems reasonable, with everything I know, that the beginning of our world 
could have been four-and-a-half billion years ago. 
 "This now gives me a tool to look at the ages of the rocks and say, 'OK, no problem.' Now I have to look at what goes 
on in the generation of these rocks and so on. Once I have a basis to work with, I'm not starting off in total conflict. That makes 
a lot of difference." Naturally, as a scientist, he has studied the writings of Ellen White and notes that she gives no definite age 
for the earth. In fact, he points out that in the July 3, 1860, issue of the Review and Herald an article appeared claiming the 
existence of created matter before the creation of life. She made no effort to correct this statement. "Granted this is not the most 
solid argument," he concedes, "but because she didn't attempt to correct these statements one would tend to suggest that she saw 
no problem." 
 
When Was Creation Week? 

Dr Webster talks in thousands of years and emphasizes that by saying, "That's thousands, not 100s of thousands, not 
millions and not billions!" He notes some of the difficulties using the biblical genealogies to find the time since creation. 
Should we follow the Samaritan, the Septuagint or the Masoretic text of the Bible (from which can be calculated different 
times, ranging from 6000 to 7500 years)? he asks. There's also internal biblical evidence that the genealogies have been adjusted. 
 "The Bible forthrightly pictures creation occurring a relatively short time ago, and the creation week as six literal 24-hour 
days," he emphasizes. He recognizes that Ellen White mentions short times as well, although she is not firm on a precise time. 
She sometimes uses "nearly 6000 years"; "6000 years"; and in a couple of cases, "more than 6000 years" or "over 6000 years." 
(For the latter, see Signs of the Times, September 29, 1887, and Christian Temperance and Bible Hygiene, page 154). 
 "Another issue we confront is that of the species and the diversity of species. Here again, the Scripture is forthright. It 
says that God spoke and it was so, the waters were full of fish, the air was full of birds and the land was covered with mammals. 
"And what of the supremacy of humans? Did we originate from the lower primates? The Bible again, in explicit terms says, 
'God created man in his own image . . .' (Genesis 1:27). Humans were given intellect and the ability to reason, these are 
characteristics of God. They're not available to the primates." 
 
Science and Faith 
"I think that a healthy Christian approach to science and faith is to first establish one's faith position through Scripture," says Dr 
Webster, "then realize that nature is a handiwork, or outcome of an expression of God. Therefore, by studying the natural 
world, we should be able to gain insight into the nature and character of God, and into His power, His direction and His 
orderliness." 
 From this base, he believes that Christian scientists can look at science as honestly as possible to discover evidence 
to support their position, and to realize if the evidence is leading them away from their tenets of faith. "It's a matter of choice at 
that time," he says. "I either choose not to accept the material at that time, saying, 'I don't understand,' or I look for a new set 
of questions to give me some other answers. One has to be honest in handling the evidence." He agrees that a scientific 
mind would continue to probe and ask questions in analyzing data. More often it isn't the data, but the interpretation of the data 
that is important. A scientist may not be getting the right answers because the wrong questions are being asked. 
 "The beauty of science is that we look for consistencies," he says. "If we find an inconsistency, we tend to home in on it. 
We can then become narrower and narrower until we're totally consumed by that inconsistency, but we have to step back and look 
at the broad picture. "When I step back and look at the overall broad picture, I find that creation, salvation, a holistic view 
of humankind-of having a creator-God is more consistent than not having God in the picture." Geology academics, he says, agree 
with him in the information he has. The disagreement comes in the interpretation of the information. That's because he chooses to 
interpret the evidence in terms of a Scriptural understanding.  
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"If I manipulate, change or alter in any way the Genesis creation package," he says, "then I'm altering everything from 

Genesis to Revelation. There's a consistency to the seven-day creation week. Because I put Scripture superior, I will admit I am 
in conflict with the evidences of time for life on this earth. But I choose to retain the seven-day creation package." 

He concedes that this may not sound scientific, but maintains that the process of evaluation is scientific. He says, 
"There ultimately comes a point when I say, 'I still refuse to accept the straight on application of science.' That's no longer 
science, that's faith." At the same time, he maintains that evolutionists also reach a point where they have to accept an 
irrational position to explain the origins of the earth and the origin of biological life from simple chemicals, for instance. "The 
ultimate irrational step by a creationist is 'God created,"' he explains. 
 

Sharing the Creation Story 
Dr Webster suggests there are two areas a non scientist can talk confidently about regarding evidences for creation. "The 
strongest evidence we or any Christian denomination has is the fact of the orderliness and the complexity of life," he says. "Even 
if we want to go down to the blue-green algae sitting on the top of the pre-Cambrian, that blue green algae is still extremely 
complex. Design points to a Designer. "As well as that, information theory says that you can't get any more information out of a 
system than has been put into it. Information theory says, there must be an entity putting that information in-an intelligence 
behind it." 
 In looking at the three circles, Scripture, science and society-Dr Webster emphasizes that we need to be open, and to 
apply I Thessalonians 5:19-21: "Quench not the Spirit. Despise not prophesyings. Prove all things; hold fast to that which is 
good." He concedes that while the text was originally given from a spiritual point of view, he applies it to life and to science. "We 
try to be open with our interpretation of science and Scripture," he adds. "That's our aim at the Geoscience Institute, to be fair 
with our understanding of science and Scripture, and to assist individuals to understand that there is enough evidence to accept our 
tenets of faith without being totally ridiculous." Bruce Manners is the editor of the Record. www.record.net.au 
 
 
 
 

The Oklo Phenomena 
http://www.grisda.org/origins/17086.htm 

“Operating under the same assumption that the decay constants for Uranium have remained constant over geological 
time, the Uranium 235 concentration would be approximately 3% about 1450 million years ago. In other words, if the 
present laws and constants of nature had extended throughout the past, the Oklo Uranium deposit could have become critical 
about 1.45 billion years ago. Concordance was found for all techniques and all materials at 1740 million years ago. However, 
for ore zones outside the natural reactor sites the majority of analyses by these same techniques resulted in ages between 
1750 and 1800 million years ago. [Page 87] 
 “Initial  modelling  suggests  that  the  Oklo  reactor  went  critical,  during  the  Pre-Cambrian, approximately 1700 to 
1900 million years ago, and that the period of duration was at least 200,000 years. A question that now arises in the face of 
these strong data supporting long ages for the existence of abiotic matter is, “can these data be accepted within the scriptural 
framework of a literal seven day creation as described in Genesis?” I personally believe the answer is YES! One of the immediate 
consequences for accepting these long ages for the abiotic material of the Earth is the assumption that this matter existed on 
planet Earth before the creation of life. This assumption is supported by interpreting Genesis 1:1-2 as identifying God as the 
creator of the ‘foundations’ of the earth, regardless of when that creation process took place. The creation of life and living 
processes, as we know them, begins with verse 3 of Genesis 1. It seems possible then that the elementary abiotic matter is 
not bound by the limited age associated with living matter. [Page 91], Origins, “Implications of The Oklo Phenomenon”, 1990, 
Dr. Clyde Webster, Volume 17. 
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Our Solar System 
http://www.grisda.org/georpts/2108.htm 

Thus, this process brings us to the interesting conclusion that the radiometric age of the planets, moons, and meteorites of our 
Solar System may range between 1 to 5 billion years. 
 Observing the limitations mentioned in the article, Radioisotope Age: Part II, which does not permit age calculations 
beyond 7-10 half-lives, we may conclude that the presence of Uranium-238 in the Solar System implies a maximum age of about 
4.5 billion years for its postulated consolidation. This figure is further refined by analyzing the Uranium-235: Uranium-238 ratio, 
which implies a maximum age of about 5 billion years. 
 What are the implications of such an ancient Solar System? How does this impact our view of the Creator? First, it is 
clear from Scripture that God is Creator of all things and, since He is God, i.e., eternal, the timing for the creation of matter 
does not really affect our understanding of His nature. It does have an impact on our understanding of the first two verses of 
Genesis which state: 
 In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth. Now the earth was formless and empty, darkness was over the 
surface of the deep, and the Spirit of God was hovering over the waters (NIV). 
 Some people believe that “In the beginning” refers to the first day of creation week and they conclude that the 
entire universe was created very recently. Others believe that the first day of creation week is not actually referred to until 
Genesis 1, verses 3-5: And God said, “Let there be light,” and there was light. God saw that the light was good, and he 
separated the light from the darkness. God called the light “day,” and the darkness he called “night.” And there was evening and 
there was morning — the first day (NIV). 
 Some people believe that “In the beginning” refers to the first day of the creation week and they conclude that the 
creation was only recently. Others believe that the first day of creation week is not actually referred to until Genesis 1:3-5. Either 
position can be supported from scripture. What we know and understand about isotopes in our Solar System suggest that the 
inorganic material is old. An awareness of the options helps Christians working in the sciences to develop concepts and 
models about our origins. [Dr. Clyde Webster, Geo-Science Reports, 1996, page 8.] 
 
 

“The validity of old dates for rocks can be explained if one accepts the possibility of two different creations. The 
first stage of the creation of this world could have taken place at some time in the past, together with the creation of the stars 
and our Solar System. The Moon, planets, meteorites and Earth minerals could then be billions of years old. For a long 
time period after this, the Earth would presumably have been in a condition similar to that of our neighbouring planets today. 
Continuing this speculative scenario, some few thousands of years ago God established life on this planet, together with 
conditions suitable for the maintenance of life. During the flood, fossils that were young were covered by rock building 
materials that were old, wrongly giving the appearance that the fossils are older than the rocks. An analogy could be made to a 
graveyard, where the soil above the graves is actually older than the bones buried beneath the soil.” 
 “The best model of which I am aware to reconcile radiometric dating and the Biblical time scale is the two stage creation 
hypothesis described by Dr. Brown (1986). The underlying concept of the two-stage creation hypothesis is that God created the 
universe, including our Solar System, long ago, but created Earth’s atmosphere, dry land, oceans and life only a few thousand 
years ago.” 
 
Radiometric Dating And The Age of The Earth, L. J. Gibson, Geoscience Institute, Page 4, 5. 
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