Evolucionistická datovací zvěrstva
Z různých pramenů vybral a přeložil 10. 1. 2014 Pavel Kábrt 

1. KNM-ER 1470
Comparing Creation and Evolution/Datovací hra, napsal Kevin Anderson, Ph.D., přeloženo z:

http://www.creationresearch.org/search_results.htm?cx=006813686768505676827%3A-k8tcfu-g0g&cof=FORID%3A10&ie=UTF-8&q=dating+game+knm&sa=Search
V roce 1972 objevil Richard Leakey /nálezcem byl Bernard Ngeneo z týmu Richarda Leakyho – pozn. př./ hominidní fosilii v lokalitě severní Keni. Toto místo bylo označeno jako KBS Tuf /tufy jsou horniny, které vznikly zpevněním sopečného popelu – pozn. př./. Nalezená zkamenělina se stala později známou podle jejího katalogového čísla v muzeu jako KNM-ER 1470, tedy lebka 1470. Leaky jí přiřadil stáří 2,9 miliónů let. Jenže anatomické rysy této lebky byly příliš moderní pro obecně přijímaný evolucionistický časový rámec lidské evoluce. A tak toto datum, 2,9 miliónu let, bylo okamžitě napadnuto. Není bez zajímavosti, že věk, který Leaky určil této zkamenělině, byl založen na datu 2,6 miliónu let, který byl původně přisouzen KBS Tufu. Tvrdilo se, že tento věk byl odvozen z několika datovacích metod, z nichž jednou byla metoda draslíko-argonová (K-Ar).
Nicméně při studiu skutečného postupu k dosažení datace tohoto tufu se začalo ukazovat, jaké mnohé předpoklady a domněnky se používají při geologickém datování – žádné ony objektivní, analytické procesy, spojené s dosažením oněch geologických věků, jak se nám snaží namluvit, abychom tomu věřili. Na samém počátku, pomocí měření K-Ar ,bylo dosaženým výsledkem stáří lokality KBS přes 200 miliónů let. Protože se tu však našly fosilie různých savců, včetně Australopitéků a jiných hominidů, bylo dohodnuto, že 200 miliónů let nemůže být správné datum (Nature. 1970. 226:226 – všimněte si v tomto článku, že to byly zkameněliny, které byly použity k rozhodnutí, zda radiometrické metody poskytly přijatelné datum). Poté, co bylo použito několik různých datovacích metod, kdy zkameněliny sloužily jako vodítko, bylo přijato datum 2,6 miliónu let pro tuf (Nature. 1970. 226:226; 1972. 239:379; 1974. 247:344).

Ale opět: mnozí evolucionisté tlačili, že takovéhle stáří je pro lebku 1470 nepřijatelné a zpochybňovali přesnost dat přisouzených KBS Tufu. Co tedy bylo už jednou považováno za dobře zavedená data, bylo následně odhozeno s tím, že je to mylné a dosažené na základě nesprávných předpokladů. Ono to bylo ve skutečnosti tak, že pomocí K-Ar datování KBS Tufu byla získána ohromná hromada výsledků, z nichž byly vyřazeny jako kontaminované ty, které dávaly buď mladší nebo starší data vůči těm posléze publikovaných (ačkoli nebyly nabídnuty žádné prostředky, jak rozhodnout kontaminaci) (viz Coppens et al. 1976. Earliest Man and the Environments in the Lake Rudolf Basin). Datovací štěpné dráhy zirkonu vzorků tohoto tufu neustále dávaly vyšší datum než 2,6 miliónu let (Nature. 1976. 263:738). Celý spor trval několik let, až konečně Leakey vyhlásil domluvu na datu 1,9 miliónu pro tuf a 2 milióny let pro lebku 1470. (Leakey. 1984. One Life). 
Takže data, která byla původně vyhlášena jako zcela bezpečná a dobře doložená, byla pak odmítnuta na základě toho, že vzorky byly kontaminovány, nesprávně posbírány atd. Pravdou je, že odpor vůči datu 2,6 miliónu let měl ten důvod, že pro lebku 1470 bylo toto datum konfliktní vůči pohledu většiny evolucionistů na lidskou evoluci, a ne kvůli nějakým chybám v metodě nebo náhlému ukončení sběru vzorků. Datování lebky 1470 vynáší na světlo velké pochybnosti o správnosti a důvěryhodnosti geologických a paleontologických datovacích metod.
Poznámka: Úplně dole jako 10. položku najdete kopii článku v angličtině o KNM-ER 1470. Zkopíroval jsem to ze svého disku pro zájemce o podrobné informace o této lebce, protože webový odkaz na tento článek už nefunguje. V tomto článku je celá historie nálezu pečlivě rozebrána.
2. AUSTRALOPITHECUS RAMIDUS
Další datovací evolucionistické zvěrstvo můžeme vidět při datování fosilií Australopithecus ramidus (G. WoldeGabriel et al., ‘Ecological and Temporal Placement of Early Pliocene Hominids at Aramis, Ethiopia’, Nature, 371:330-333, 1994.). Většina vzorků čediče nejblíže vrstvám nesoucím fosilie dala data asi 23 miliónů let metodou argon – argon. Autoři se rozhodli, že to je „příliš staré“ podle jejich představ o umístění fosilií v evolučním rodokmenu. Takže se podívali po nějakém čediči vzdálenějším od fosilií a vybrali 17 z 26 vzorků, aby dostali přijatelné  maximální stáří 4,4 mil. let. Dalších devět vzorků dávalo opět mnohem starší data, ale autoři se rozhodli, že musí být kontaminovány a zavrhli je. Takto tedy funguje „exaktní“ radiometrické datování. (AiG: What about carbon dating - http://kreacionismus.cz/memento/dssps1.htm)
3. MĚKKÝŠ STARÝ 2300 LET

Občas nám radiokarbonová datování dávají fantastická čísla. Ve vědeckém časopise Science (sv. 141, 18. 8. 1963, str. 634-637) bylo zdokumentováno, jak bylo radiokarbonovou metodou určeno stáří jednoho měkkýše na 2300 let. Určení mělo jen jednu malou chybu na kráse: zvíře ještě žilo! V jiném případě určila metoda stáří 27000 let. Také v tomto případě šlo o dosud žijící exemplář (Science, sv. 224, 6. 4. 1984, s. 58-61 - Z knihy Hanse-Joachima Zillmera Evoluce – podvod století, str. 32.)
4. GRAND CANYON

Stáří Grand Canyonu je odhadováno na 65 milionů let, což je doba, kdy se zdvihla Kaibabská plošina, nověji však někteří geologové určují jeho stáří na sotva 6 milionů let. Ale jde spíše o velmi mladou rokli, vyplavenou obrovským množstvím vody. Tuto představu potvrdila roku 2002 americká Geolgická služba ve spolupráci s geology z univerzity v Utahu. Příslušnou zprávu vydal United Press International 20. července 2002, 4. října 2002 ji převzala agentura VdI Nachrichten pod titulkem „Prastará rokle? Kdepak! Robert H. Webb (U. S. Geological Survey v Tusconu, Arizona) píše, že spodní třetina Grand Canyonu, Inner George, je pravděpodobně jen 770 000 let stará: „Propast vyhloubila série krátkých, ale prudkých událostí.“ (Zillmer v Evoluce – podvod století, str. 38)
5. COPAK EVOLUCIONISTÉ POTŘEBUJÍ RADIOMETRICKÁ DATA? VŽDYŤ ONI STÁŘÍ ZNAJÍ UŽ DÁVNO PŘEDTÍM!
 „V roce 1896 objevil M. H. Becquerel radioaktivní rozpad a v roce 1905 Ernest Rutherford přišel s návrhem, aby byl tento rozpad použit ke geologickému datování. Jenže skutečně použitelná efektivní měření, např. poměrů izotopů olova, byla možná teprve po zkonstruování přesných hmotových spektrografů A. O. Nierem po roce 1937.“ Avšak kupodivu „otec geologické časové stupnice“ Arthur Holmes už čtvrt století předtím, než mohly být uplatněny izotopové metody (roku 1913), stanovil „absolutní časovou stupnici" geologické historie Země. Pro svoje odhady se snažil získat přívržence lákavými sliby: „Ještě je zpráva hubená, ale přece plná příslibů." (Stáří Země) Holmesem stanovená spodní hranice kambria zůstala dodnes: 600 milionů let. Svoje evoluční nazírání světa, které ovlivnilo jeho víru v geologické věky Země, vyjadřuje slovy: „Je jedním z triumfů geologie, že prokázala mimo veškerou pochybnost, že byl k dispozici dostatečný čas na všechny ty pomalé proměny života a scény, o nichž svědčí Země." Tento bludný kruh je jedním z mnoha Holmesových přiznání k evolučnímu učení: „Pouhých dvacet miliónů let /které byly pro stáří země určeny předtím/ bylo sotva použitelnější než těch pár tisíc let arcibiskupa Usshera."
Na poslední Holmesem sestavené časové stupnici z roku 1960 nacházíme opět 370 milionů let pro střední devon a 600 milionů let pro spodní hranici kambria (prvohory), a jako předtím se k interpolaci přibírají maximální síly sedimentu. Podle předpovědi H. Faula je nepravděpodobné, že se tato stupnice v budoucnosti podstatně změní. Faul k tomu poznamenává: „Je to zábavné zjištění, že Holmesovy staré odhady, jež spočívaly na datech, jež dnes vůbec jako taková neuznáváme, se lišily od dnes akceptovaných hodnot zřídka o víc než o 20 %." (Dějiny geologického času)

Kdybychom se vzdali interpolace pomocí maximálních tlouštěk sedimentu, nastal by chaos. Nebylo by pak už jisté, že např. karbon je mladší než devon či silur. Pořádek může být zachován jen tak, že stratigrafii (pořadí vrstev) přiznáme absolutní prioritu před radiometrií.

Robert Gentry studoval radiační dvůrky v různých druzích uhlí z devonu a jury (prvohory, druhohory). Z charakteru dvůrků polonia Gentry usoudil, že uran a jeho dceřiné produkty (210Pb, 210Po) pronikly do dřeva jen jednou, a sice před zuhelnatěním, a že k zuhelnatění došlo během krátké doby (méně než 50 let). Gentry uvádí horní mez pro stáří U-Pb (uran-olovo) 280 000 let, jurské uhlí (druhohory) by pak bylo 270krát mladší, než udává geologická časová stupnice. Devonské uhlí (prvohory) shledává nejméně 1 000krát mladší, než by mělo být podle geologické stupnice. V některých fosiliích a ložiscích uhlí, rašeliny, ropy a zemního plynu, kde se stáří uvádí 100 000 až mnoho milionů let, byl prokázán uhlík 14C, a to by zredukovalo jejich stáří pod 50 000 let.

U zuhelnatělé větve, jež byla uložena vodorovně ve vápenci křídové formace (druhohory, USA), považované za 100 milionů let starou, bylo stanoveno stáří pomocí 14C na 12 800 let (Měřeno dr. Reisnerem Bergem - Nový druh důkazů z Paluxy). Uhlí by nemělo obsahovat - dle evolučního datování - žádný radioaktivní 14C. Každé uhlí jej však obsahuje, což vypovídá o jeho nízkém stáří (tisíce let) - pokud se ovšem neuchýlíme k nějakému jinému vysvětlení, aby evoluční „počty" byly zachovány. (Hermann Scheider: Velký třesk a absolutní datování, http://kreacionismus.cz/content/hermann-schneider-velky-tresk-absolutni-datovani)
6. STÁŘÍ ZEMĚ
V současné době se věří, že Země je stará asi 4,5 miliardy let. Vychází to z prací Pattersona, Tiltona a Ingrama z r. 1955. K datování byly použity izotopové poměry olova v pozemské hornině a meteoritech. Autoři vycházejí z více než 60 (!) předpokladů, jež musejí být splněny, má-li být výsledek správný. Oni sami varují, že na výsledek „bychom se měli dívat se značnou dávkou skepse, dokud neověříme základní domněnky obsažené v metodě výpočtů". To však nevadilo tomu, aby byl výsledek nadšeně přijímán a rozšiřován. (Hermann Schneider: Velký třesk a absolutní datování, str. 41)

Roku 1972 publikovali Gale, Arden a Hutchinson Pb-Pb (olovo-olovo) izochronu meteoritů, kterou získali s podstatně zlepšenými měřícími metodami. Izochrona však vykazovala negativní směrnici. Konstatují: „Z toho plyne, že veškerá klasická interpretace dat izotopů olova (z meteoritů) je zpochybněna, a že radiometrické odhady zemského stáří jsou v nebezpečí." Bezstarostná víra v 4,5 miliard let starou Zemi se tím ale nezměnila. Také Melvin Cook poukazoval stále znovu na to, že v litosféře a atmosféře lze prokázat jen jednu stotisícinu radiogenního helia Země, jež bychom očekávali za 4,5 miliard let. 

7. NĚKTERÁ ABSURDNÍ STÁŘÍ
Měsíční hornina z Apolla 16 vykázala o 85 % více olova než jiné srovnatelné horniny, což vedlo ke stanovení stáří (Pb-Pb) na 7 až 18 miliard let. R. K. Mark a ostatní naměřili u třetihorního bazaltu (čedič, vyvřelá hornina) izochronní stáří (rubidium-stroncium grafy) 10 miliard let. Prekambrický diabas Pharump (předprvohorní) z Kalifornie dal izochronní stáří Rb-Sr 34 miliard (!) let. To je víc než sedminásobek běžného stáří Země a dokonce více než dvojnásobek standardního stáří vesmíru. U stáří, jež „se nehodí", se většinou vůbec nehovoří o stářích. Mluví se jen o izotopových anomáliích (odchylkách). Existuje prakticky nevyčerpatelný arzenál argumentů, jež mohou vysvětlit (a tak smést se stolu) každé nežádoucí stáří. Jen málo vědců si uvědomuje, že tytéž argumenty, jež mají anulovat nežádoucí stáří, mohou být v zásadě použity i k popření stáří žádoucích. 

Datování hornin známého stáří

U několika mladých (nedávných) vulkanických hornin bylo v USA a Rusku naměřeno stáří (U-Th-Pb) 100 milionů let a 8 milionů let. Různé vzorky lávové horniny z Havaje, jejichž vznik v letech 1800 a 1801 je zdokumentován, poskytly stáří K-Ar mezi 160 miliony a 2,96 miliardami let! Skutečné stáří bylo 166-167 let (!) Metodou K-Ar byla láva stará 50 let na Novém Zélandě (hora Ngauruhoe) datována na 0,2 až 3,5 miliónů let. „Nespolehlivost datovacích radioaktivních metod je dobře ilustrována skutečností, že vzorky 22 vulkanických skal z rozličných částí světa, o kterých se ví, že byly vytvořeny během minulých 200 let, dávají stáří v rozmezí 100 miliónů až 10 miliard let běžnými radioaktivními metodami." (Hermann Scheider: Velký třesk a absolutní datování)
8. ARIZONSKÝ METEORITICKÝ KRÁTER
Jeden z nejstudovanějších kráterů na světě (nazývaný Barringerův kráter) leží na jihu USA, v Arizoně. Je široký 1 200 m a hluboký 175 m (pískovec, vápenec). Původ kráteru je zcela nejasný, stáří také. Je odhadováno v rozmezí 800 až 200 000 let! 
1. Dendrochronologické odhady (pomocí počtu letokruhů cedrů rostoucích na úbočí kráteru) ukazují na 800 let. 
2. Stáří odhadované pomocí měření eroze bylo stanoveno na 22 500 let. 
3. Z hlediska geologických rozborů vychází stáří tohoto kráteru na 200 000 let. 
4. Pomocí radioaktivního datování (C14 - ulity plžů) vychází věk na 16 000 až 26 000 let.

5. Měřením drobných meteoritů vychází stáří na 2 700 let. 
6. Metodou termoluminiscence (změny v krystalech vlivem tepla) by stáří vycházelo na 49 900 let s možnou odchylkou 2 900 let. 
7. Indiánský kmen Hopi, který žije nedaleko, tvrdí, že kráter vznikl za velkého rachotu před 10 000 lety. 

Tento příklad je jen malým dokladem, jak obtížné je stanovit stáří nějakého objektu z minulosti. Velmi mnoho lidí datovací metody přeceňuje a slepě jim důvěřuje. Slepě důvěřují tomu konečnému datu, které je vybráno a publikováno z těch mnoha ostatních!
9. EVOLUCIONISTÉ STÁLE „ZPŘESŇUJÍ“ RŮZNÁ „EXAKTNĚ STANOVENÁ STÁŘÍ“, PROTOŽE TO VYŽADUJE JEJICH IDEOLOGICKÁ DĚJEPRAVA
Před dvěma a půl roky se na Oslu psalo o záhadných stopách v Mexiku z doby před 1,3 milionem let. Nyní bylo datování nálezu „upřesněno“. V roce 2003 narazili britští vědci vedení Silvií Gonzalezovou z John Moores University v Liverpoolu v opuštěném mexickém lomu poblíž sopky Cerro Toluquilla na otisky, které byly zkamenělé v dávném sopečném popelu. Průzkum otisků skončil závěrem, že tudy prošli lovci přes čerstvý sopečný popel napadaný na břehu jezera. Později překryla stopy další vrstvička popela a nakonec je zalila voda. Popel se změnil na tvrdou horninu a uchoval otisky až do dneška. Jedná se o 325 stop a jejich stáří mělo být 1,3 milióny lety. K tomuto závěru došli v Geochronologickém centru v Berkeley, na základě měření izotopů argonu a pomocí paleomagnetického datování (Publikováno v Nature v roce 2005).

V článku se píše: Výsledek to je naprosto šílený. Jediným rozumným vysvětlením se zdála být chyba v měření. Stopy a jejich sopečný podklad byl podroben dalším výzkumům. Problémy s datováním prý souvisí s tím, že sopečná erupce proběhla pod vodou. A tak proběhlo opakované měření stáří vrstev pod vrstvou se stopami podle opticky stimulované termoluminiscence (ta poměrně věrohodně odpoví na otázku, jak je to dlouho od doby, kdy byl materiál naposledy vystaven slunci nebo sopečnému žáru). Výsledek je už o něco přijatelnější: geologická vrstva pod stopami je 70-100 tisíc let stará. /To by byl pěkný pořádek, aby se realita nepodrobila diktátu evoluční hypotézy! – pozn. PK/ Sedimenty nad stopami jsou staré 9-40 tisíc let. Dále bylo provedeno srovnání vrstev nad a pod stopami na základě měření radioaktivního uhlíku C14 v organických zbytcích. Výsledek je podobný tomu, jež stanovil stáří stop. Je to přibližně 40 tisíc let. 

Pokud jste nabyli dojmu, že záhadný pračlověk v Americe byl smeten se stolu, není tomu tak. Záhada přetrvává. Před 40 tisíci lety v Americe totiž žádní lidé být neměli, alespoň podle současně přijatých vědeckých poznatků. ..../Chtělo by to ještě nějaké další „evolučně-vědecké“ úpravy – PK/ (http://www.osel.cz/index.php?clanek=3693 - Age of the Xalnene Ash, Central Mexico and Archeological Implications, zkráceno a zpracováno podle článku Václava Hrdonky z 18. 6. 2008 – výběr a zvýraznění Pavel Kábrt)
10. PRO ZÁJEMCE NÁSLEDUJE PODROBNÝ ČLÁNEK V ANGLIČTINĚ O KNM-ER 1470
The Dating Game

Marvin Lubenow

Appendix to Marvin Lubenow, Bones of Contention (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1992, 1st ed.), pp. 247–266*
(Pozor: Neplést Bones of Contention Marvina Lubenowa s knihou Sylvie Bakerové Bone of contention)

Web Editor's note: This article appeared as an appendix in the first edition of Dr. Lubenow's book, Bones of Contention. Because this appendix was not included in the revised second edition of the book, we wanted to make this revealing research available here.

	


A very popular myth is that the radioactive dating methods are an independent confirmation of the geologic time scale and the concept of human evolution. This myth includes the idea that the various dating methods are independent of one another and hence act as controls. The methods appear so impressive that many creationists have accepted them as evidence that the earth is very old. Perhaps the best way to expose this myth for what it is—science fiction—is to present a case study of the dating of the East African KBS Tuff strata and the famous fossil KNM-ER 1470, as recorded in the scientific journals, especially the British journal Nature.

Richard Leakey, son of famed paleoanthropologists Louis and Mary Leakey, was just twenty-three when he borrowed a helicopter and first visited the rich fossil deposits east of Lake Rudolf (now Lake Turkana) in northern Kenya. The year was 1967. He was so stunned by what he saw that he immediately organized an expedition to that area to search for hominid fossils. The result is the permanent base known as Koobi Fora, which has produced some of the most striking hominid fossil discoveries in the entire history of paleontology.

The most important fossil discovered there is one that for all its fame has never been given a respectable name. It is KNM-ER 1470 (Kenya National Museum—where it is housed; East Rudolf—where it was found; and 1470—the museum acquisition number). Skull 1470 is very modern in appearance but was originally believed to be about 2.9 million years old. This conflict between its modern appearance and its ancient age presented a serious challenge to all currently held theories of human evolution. It precipitated a conflict over the dating of the fossil which lasted ten years.

One of the early geologists to work with Richard Leakey at East Rudolf was a young woman from Yale University, Kay Behrensmeyer. In seeking to unravel the geology of the area, she discovered a layer of volcanic ash or tuff that turned out to be crucial in the dating of the fossils and the artifacts found in association with it. The spot where she first located this tuff became known as the Kay Behrensmeyer Site. This volcanic tuff has become known ever since as the KBS Tuff. Richard Leakey, in a Denver lecture, laughingly remarked that Kay Behrensmeyer is the only woman in the world who has had a volcanic ash named after her.

If the KBS Tuff were located anywhere else, no one would give it a second thought. However, at East Rudolf it is of utmost importance. First, although human fossils and artifacts cannot be directly dated radiometrically, the KBS Tuff can be. It contains radioactive potassium 40, which decays to argon 40. Second, artifacts (tools) have been found in close association with the KBS Tuff. The assumption is that the date of the tuff gives an estimate of the age of the stone tools. Third, hundreds of Homo and australopithecine fossils have been found either above or below the KBS Tuff. The date of the KBS Tuff thus becomes a maximum age for fossils found above it and a minimum age for fossils found below it. Of all the fossils found in association with the KBS Tuff, skull 1470 is the most important.

The KBS Tuff is part of the Koobi Fora Formation, a sequence of sediments about three hundred feet thick that crop out on the eastern shore of Lake Rudolf. These sediments cover an area about fifty miles north and south along the shore and extend about twenty miles east of the lake. The KBS Tuff itself is only about three feet thick. Two other thin layers of volcanic tuff lie above the KBS (the Karari and the Okote Tuff) and another lies below it (the Tulu Bor Tuff). The bulk of the sediments in which the fossils are found are not volcanic tuffs. The four tuffs are like the floors of a four-story building, with the fossil-bearing sediments lying between them where the rooms of the building would be.

Although the KBS Tuff is volcanic in origin, it is not a primary air-fall tuff. That is, it was not deposited directly on the land when it was ejected from the volcano. Lake Rudolf was much larger at that time. Some ash fell into the lake and then made its way to the lake bottom. Some was carried by rivers into the lake. Thus, the KBS Tuff has been transported by and deposited from water. For this reason it has a great deal of foreign material in it, making it very difficult to get pure samples for dating.

The first attempt to date the volcanic rock layer known as the KBS Tuff was a feasibility study done in 1969, well before the discovery of skull 1470. Richard Leakey supplied rock samples to F. J. Fitch (Birkbeck College, University of London) and J. A. Miller (Cambridge University) who were recognized authorities in potassium-argon (K-Ar) dating. Many species of mammals had been found below the KBS Tuff, as well as australopithecine fossils and human artifacts. It was imperative that these discoveries be placed in their proper chronological setting.

In their report in Nature,1 Fitch and Miller first commented on the many possible sources of error in dating. “One of the most intractable of these,” they said, “is the possible presence of extraneous argon derived from inclusions of pre-existing rocks.”2 To check for this extraneous argon, they first dated the raw rocks as they were originally submitted by Leakey. Their analysis gave dates from 212 to 230 million years of age. “From these results it was clear that an extraneous argon age discrepancy was present … .”3
The first question an outside observer would ask is, How did they know? The answer is that the associated fossils told them so. In spite of our being assured that the dating methods constitute an independent confirmation of evolution, the associated fossils had already determined the outside limits for dates that would be “acceptable.” Based on their alleged evolution, the australopithecine and other mammalian fossils found beneath the KBS Tuff had determined that the rocks should be somewhere between two and five million years old. Anything beyond that was obviously the result of extraneous argon.

Dates of 212 to 230 m.y.a. were notoriously far off. These dates would place the KBS Tuff in the Triassic period of the Mesozoic era, which is early dinosaur times. Hence it was obvious that these dates were wrong. Without the associated fossils, however, there would be no way for a geologist to know if these were “good” dates or “bad” dates. Under other circumstances and without the fossils to guide them, geologists could well have accepted these dates as “good” dates. When fitting rock layers into their proper sequences over large geographic areas, it is evolution and the fossils that guide the geologists.

To compensate for this obvious error in dating the KBS Tuff, Fitch and Miller stated: “… it would only be possible to date this tuff by careful extraction of undoubtedly juvenile components for analysis.”4 In other words, Fitch and Miller then proceeded to remove from the whole-rock samples those components of the rock which they believed were “undoubtedly” juvenile or young, that showed no sign of weathering or alteration. The observer can be forgiven if he asks another question, How do they know for sure which components of the rock are undoubtedly young?

Thus began the long process, based upon evolutionary and other philosophical assumptions, by which the geochronologist manipulates or “massages” the data to guarantee that he gets a “good” date. I want to stress that the geochronologist does this in absolute sincerity. He is so committed to evolution and its attendant age demands that he believes implicitly that he removes error from his data to arrive at truth. The obvious subjectivity in it escapes him. It is a perfect illustration of circular reasoning in an experimental frame of reference. The experimenter manipulates the data to guarantee that he gets the result that is “needed.” In computer language, it’s “garbage in, garbage out.”

Fitch and Miller requested new samples from Leakey containing “fresher” pumice lumps and feldspar crystals. Experiments were conducted on the pumice and the feldspar crystals separately, using three different processes: K-Ar age determination, 40Ar-39Ar total degassing, and 40Ar-39Ar age spectrum. Fitch and Miller concluded that the KBS Tuff was “very close to 2.6 m.y. (2.61 ± less than .26 m.y.).”5 This figure of 2.61 m.y.a. was widely published in both the scientific and popular press. Richard Leakey stated that 1470 was found below rock that was “accurately dated”6 and “securely dated”7 at 2.6 m.y.a.

In 1972, before skull 1470 was discovered (or at least before it was announced), Vincent Maglio (Princeton University) published in Nature8 a chronology of the hominid-bearing sediments east of Lake Rudolf which included the KBS Tuff. His work was based upon the vertebrate faunas. Several animal species seemed to show a significant degree of change through the stratigraphic sequence. This was interpreted as a rapid rate of evolution. Obviously, rapidly changing lineages make for more precise correlations than those that change slowly or not at all. The lineages were of two species of pig (suid) and one species of elephant. Although there were some problems, Maglio’s dates for the sediments were somewhat compatible with the radiometric date arrived at by Fitch and Miller, and were considered at the time to confirm their date.

In 1974, a third chronology of the area was published in Nature9 by Brock (University of Nairobi, Kenya) and Isaac (University of California, Berkeley). The study was based on the paleomagnetism of the deposits below the KBS Tuff utilizing 247 samples. They stated their conclusions for the group of fossils including skull 1470 as follows: “An age of 2.7 to 3.0 Myr for this group is strongly indicated.”10 Since this date referred to the sediments that skull 1470 was actually found in, and the KBS Tuff dated at 2.61 Myr lies above the fossil, it seemed to represent a “bulls-eye” for the correlation of the various dating methods. The heading of the article stated that their measurements “provide a valuable check on other dating methods.”11 Later they said that because the isotopic and paleomagnetic ages were consistent, “… this independent evidence greatly strengthens our proposed chronology.”12
However, Brock and Isaac also made the following comment:

The correlations shown in Figure 4 are not fully independent, and rely partly upon K.Ar and faunal evidence as well as upon the basic polarity data. 

The starting point for the correlation is the age of 2.61 ± 0.26 Myr obtained by Fitch and Miller from selected sanidine crystals from pumice specimens from the KBS Tuff.13
This comment indicates that the correlation by Brock and Isaac was not as independent of the other dating methods as they claimed it to be.

Also in 1974, Anthony Hurford (Birkbeck College, University of London) attempted to date the East Rudolf sediments using still another method: fission-track dating involving uranium. His purpose was to check out an unpublished study by Fitch and Miller that suggested that vast portions of the East Rudolf sediments had been changed or altered by volcanic heat or hot ground water around 1.75 m.y.a., causing partial or complete overprinting of the apparent ages obtained from them. Overprinting erases or obscures previous events.

Hurford’s conclusion regarding his fission track specimen:

The specimen has either suffered no thermal annealing or that it has been totally anealed at 1.8 Myr. 

As this tuff is within the Kubi Algi Formation and is stratigraphically below the 2.6 Myr KBS Tuff, the second alternative is accepted as the correct interpretation.14
He agreed with Fitch and Miller that the sediments had been altered at about 1.75 to 1.8 m.y.a. One could be excused for asking why the annealing of the lower sediments at 1.8 m.y.a. did not call into question the KBS Tuff date of 2.6 m.y.a.

A study of Hurford’s methodology illustrates how dogma finds its way into science. He started by referring to the date of the KBS Tuff as a “firm date.” Apparently the date became firm because he felt that it was supported by the fossil and paleomagnetic evidence. He did not mention that the fossil correlation was only of the most general sort and that the paleomagnetic date was based on the radiometric date. In spite of an obvious need for caution, Hurford’s acceptance of the KBS Tuff date became the benchmark on which he based his fission-track conclusions.

It seems, however, that Hurford set up a strange scenario. In the absence of clear physical evidence to the contrary, the Kubi Algi Formation, which is below the KBS Tuff, would be older than the KBS Tuff, because it was laid down first. It is hard to understand how the Kubi Algi Formation could have experienced an overprinting at 1.8 m.y.a., and then later on have the KBS Tuff laid down on top of it with a date of 2.61 m.y.a. If, however, they were laid down in their present sequence and then some sort of thermal event overprinted the Kubi Algi at 1.8 m.y.a., how do we know that the KBS Tuff wasn’t affected as well? It would certainly seem to compromise the “firm date” of the KBS Tuff. At any rate, it is clear that the various dating methods are related, and the dates obtained are not independent of one another.

Late in 1974, Fitch, Miller, and associates published the results of their revised study confirming their original dating of the KBS Tuff at 2.61 ± .26 m.y.a. They also reported a broad scatter of apparent ages from ten different samplings ranging from 0.52 to 2.64 m.y.a. Referring to the other studies, they stated: “The compatibility of independent evidence is a very strong argument for accepting the chronology now proposed for East Rudolf.”15 However, we have seen from the other studies that they are not independent but were linked to the original radiometric date by Fitch and Miller.

By late 1974, two years after skull 1470 had been presented to the world, the KBS Tuff had been dated five different times by four different dating methods. The alleged compatibility of the four different methods would seem to make all of this a geologist’s dream. What better proof could one want for the reliability of the various dating methods to furnish independent confirmation of the dates for the fossil material? Because 1470 was found below rock dated at 2.61 m.y.a. and above rock dated at 3.18 m.y.a., skull 1470 was estimated to be an incredible 2.9 million years old. Richard Leakey had found the world’s oldest fossil belonging to the genus Homo. On the surface all seemed serene.

However, under the surface paleoanthropology was seething in ferment. Skull 1470 with its estimated date of 2.9 m.y.a. presented the evolutionary world with an intolerable situation. Richard Leakey did not exaggerate when he declared: “Either we toss out this skull or we toss out our theories of early man.”16 The problem was quite simple. The theory of human evolution did not allow for a skull so modern in morphology to be that old. It was absolutely predictable to those of us who watched these matters unfold that something would have to give. Only three things could happen to relieve the stress that the theory of human evolution was experiencing: (1) the date for 1470 could be revised; (2) 1470 could be assigned to the most distant and primitive form of Homo; or (3) 1470 could be reevaluated and designated an australopithecine. Actually, all three of these solutions happened in one way or another. The date was eventually revised, the fossil was assigned to the category Homo habilis, and some—including one of Richard Leakey’s close associates, Alan Walker—said that 1470 was actually an australopithecine. As these revisions took place, paleoanthropologists heaved almost audible sighs of relief.

Richard Leakey, however, continued to fight for the original date. Although he was committed to evolution and was aware of the problem the date for skull 1470 presented for evolution, his situation was somewhat different. He was considered the discoverer of skull 1470. (Actually, it was discovered by Bernard Ngeneo, a member of his team.) No one will care if you discover the oldest fossil broccoli, but if you are fortunate enough to discover the oldest fossil human, the world will beat a path to your door. The acclaim and prestige such a person receives is beyond belief. Human fossils work a very special kind of magic. Richard Leakey needed this magic. He was only twenty-eight when skull 1470 was discovered, and he had had no formal college training. He learned paleoanthropology at the feet of his parents, Louis and Mary Leakey. Some paleoanthropologists have never forgiven him for entering the field by a different door. If skull 1470 was 2.9 million years old, he had discovered the oldest member of the genus Homo. If 1470 was not that old, he would lose that distinction. The problems that 1470’s age would pose for evolution were not as vital to him as the status 1470 would give him in establishing him in the field of paleoanthropology. Hence, he resisted any lowering of the date for 1470.

While Fitch and Miller were busy confirming their original results, still another study was already under way by G. H. Curtis and his associates (University of California, Berkeley). They used conventional K-Ar dates on pumice from three separate areas of the KBS Tuff. They claimed to distinguish two tuff units. One from areas 10 and 105 gave an age of 1.6 m.y.a. and the other from area 131, where skull 1470 was found, gave an age of 1.82 m.y.a. These dates were considerably younger than the dates the five previous studies had reported.

Commenting on the broad scatter of results Fitch and Miller had obtained earlier, they gave this explanation:

Contamination by ancient bed rock material during the reworking of the tuffs was suggested to account for the anomalously old dates, whereas subsequent alteration, ‘overprinting,’ of the pumice fragments used for dating, by alkaline-rich and possibly heated ground water may explain the anomalously young dates by partial loss of radiogenic argon.17
Since the whole point of their exercise was to establish the age of the KBS Tuff, the question again must be asked, How did they know that the older dates or the younger dates were anomalous? Anomalous with reference to what? It was obvious that it had already been determined what the “proper” age should be. How was this determined? By the concept of evolution. The age of the KBS Tuff and of skull 1470 must be lowered.

The Curtis article challenged the validity of the 40Ar-39Ar technique for this particular dating situation and criticized the methodology of Fitch and Miller. It further stated that “… older pumices may also be present in the KBS Tuff horizon which could account for the 2.61 Myr date reported by Fitch and Miller.”18 Criticizing the samples used by Fitch and Miller, the dating method employed by Fitch and Miller, and the laboratory technique of Fitch and Miller left little more to be said.

All of the above-cited articles spoke of the great difficulty in getting rock or crystal samples that were not altered, weathered, or derived from older rock. Curtis et al. explained at length their efforts to extract from the whole-rock samples the portions that were suitable for dating. However, Fitch and Miller also went to great lengths to extract suitable samples. The question arises, How does one know when one has good samples for dating? The only answer to that question is that “good” samples give dates that are in accord with evolutionary presuppositions. “Bad” samples are the ones that give dates not in conformity with evolution—a classic illustration of circular reasoning.

Curtis et al. also mentioned the factor that would ultimately determine the date of skull 1470: the evolution of the pigs.

[When some palaeontologists compared fauna associated with] the KBS Tuff in East Rudolf with those of other, supposedly well calibrated localities, the reliability of the date of 2.61 Myr for the KBS was questioned. Although Maglio found that the morphology of elephant fossils fit with a 2.5 Myr date, Cooke and Maglio, in 1972, pointed out that fossil pigs from below the KBS Tuff horizon at East Rudolf seemed to correlate best with those from beds dating close to 2 Myr in the Omo River area to the north in Ethiopia.19
Notice that elephant evolution fit the older date, but pig evolution fit the younger date. The pigs would ultimately win. This does not support the idea of concordant results that evolutionists talk about. Perhaps that was why Maglio left geology to study medicine.

It is fascinating to see that Curtis et al. claimed authority for their dating results because of the high degree of correlation within their study. But that same claim was made for the older date. Also, five different dating projects involving four different dating techniques all supposedly agreed on the older date within reasonable margins of error. The 28 October 1976 issue of Nature contained not one but two dating projects for the KBS Tuff by two different methods. These two methods seemed to agree on an older date for the tuff and hence for skull 1470.

The first of these studies was by Fitch, Miller, and P. J. Hooker (Cambridge University). They first recalculated the results of their 1969 work and told why:

Developments in the analytical techniques of 40Ar-39Ar dating since then enable recomputation of the results obtained, using, in addition, a more accurate value for the constant of proportionality (J) used in the 1969 experiments.20
Recalculating with 1969 rock samples and utilizing both the K-Ar and the 40Ar-39Ar methods gave them a revised estimate for the age of the KBS Tuff of 2.42 m.y.a. Calculating with rock samples obtained in 1971–73 and using only the 40Ar-39Ar technique gave a minimum age for the KBS Tuff of 2.4 m.y.a. The close correlation of these two dating efforts by different radiometric techniques gave them confidence in the accuracy of their results. Because of the inherent difficulties of obtaining proper samples for dating, they also looked to other methods for support. This support came in an accompanying article in the same issue of Nature involving fission-track dating of zircon crystals. We will consider that article later.

Fitch, Miller, and Hooker acknowledged the controversy that was raging around the dating of the KBS Tuff. That controversy was largely because of stone tools found in it and one very human-looking fossil found below it.

Over the past five years, opposition to the acceptance of a 2.5-Myr age for the KBS Tuff has come from three sources: first, archaeologists and palaeoanthropologists disturbed by the consequent antiquity of hominid fossils and stone tools found close to or associated with the KBS Tuff; second, palaeontologists reporting apparent misfits between the faunal sequences at East Rudolf and elsewhere; and third, from a small programme of conventional total fusion K-Ar age determinations on East Rudolf pumice samples undertaken at Berkeley.21
I will deal with these matters in reverse order. The “small programme” at Berkeley is a reference to the work of Curtis et al. who dated the KBS Tuff at 1.6 and 1.82 Myr. The flaw in that date is quite obvious to Fitch, Hooker, and Miller:

... K-Ar apparent ages in the range 1.6–1.8 Myr obtained from the KBS Tuff by other workers are regarded as discrepant, and may have been obtained from samples affected by argon loss.22
This exercise can appropriately be named the dating game. Since yours is obviously the correct date, those who arrive at a younger date had samples that obviously had experienced argon loss. A date older than yours can be explained if you declare that those samples had obviously inherited excess argon from older rock. How does one refute that kind of logic?

The second problem, “apparent misfits between the faunal sequences,” will eventually be settled rather arbitrarily by a victory of the pigs over the elephants. Where else but in the world of science fiction could such a confrontation of pigs and elephants have such unlikely results?

It is the third problem that is most revealing. It involves archeologists who are “disturbed by the consequent antiquity of hominid fossils and stone tools found close to or associated with the KBS Tuff.” “Disturbed” seems a strange word to describe scientists who are supposed to let the facts speak for themselves. I would think that words like interested, amazed, or intrigued would be far more appropriate. Disturbed sounds like they felt threatened. They were. The whole concept of human evolution was on the line. This was the real issue behind a controversy that raged for ten years over some ash out of a volcano in East Africa.

One more item needs to be mentioned. Fitch et al. commented that the Berkeley group reported “scatter” in their dates ranging from 1.5 Myr and 6.9 Myr. Fitch et al. reported their own scatter in apparent ages ranging from .5 Myr to 2.4 Myr. In some cases the scatter was interpreted as overprinting events. In other cases, “naughty” crystals were removed to give results more appropriate to the overriding principle behind it all—human evolution.

The other article in that 28 October 1976 issue of Nature was written by Hurford, Gleadow (University of Melbourne, Australia), and Naeser (U. S. Geological Survey, Denver). It was about fission-track dating of zircon crystals found in the KBS Tuff. They began with a rather remarkable statement regarding the K-Ar and 40Ar-39Ar dating methods:

K-Ar and 40Ar-39Ar dating techniques have been applied to >100 rock and mineral samples from East Rudolf, but interpretation of the dates determined by these methods has not been straightforward. Geological and analytical factors have been postulated to explain the scatter of K-Ar and 40Ar-39Ar apparent ages obtained from volcanic sanidine-anorthoclase crystals separated from pumice cobbles in the tuffs.23
The authors did not imply that the radiometric dating workers were being dishonest. They did say that the interpretation of the dates involves hypothetical and philosophical assumptions that have a bearing on the results. (This, by the way, is exactly what creationists have been saying about all radiometric dating methods.) They also stated that their study was conducted because of the apparent conflict between the K-Ar and 40Ar-39Ar dating methods—something that was played down in previous studies.

Their conclusion was that the KBS Tuff has a date of 2.44 Myr. This was very close to the estimate of Fitch et al. published in the same issue of Nature. After describing their methodology they said:

Using these techniques and a value for the 238U spontaneous fission decay constant, λ of 6.85x10-17 yr-1 we have obtained ages on standard zircons which agree very closely with their independently known ages.24
This remarkable correlation of dates involving two independent dating techniques seemed to confirm all that the general public has been led to believe—that the dating methods can be trusted because independent methods give the same results.

However, in the 16 June 1977 issue of Nature appeared a letter from G. A. Wagner of the Max Planck Institute in West Germany. Wagner maintained that there is uncertainty as to the spontaneous fission constant of uranium 238, and that Hurford et al. should have used a different constant:

… many fission-track specialists no longer use the 6.85x10-17 yr-1 value, but now use as the decay constant 8.46x10-17 yr-1; there are good reasons for this preference. If this higher value for the decay constant is used, the fission-track age of the pumice in the KBS tuff recalculates to 1.98 Myr, which would lend support to the K-Ar age measured by Curtis et al.25
Hurford et al. defended their use of the uranium 238 constant by saying:

When it is used in conjunction with the fission track glass standards of the U.S. National Bureau of Standards, we get the best agreement with the K-Ar ages of co-existing minerals and we use it for this reason.26
In other words, the true value of the spontaneous fission constant of uranium 238 is unknown. At least two values are currently in use. In matters of fission-track dating, one is thus free to use the value that gives him the answer he is looking for. One can make the age of the KBS Tuff agree with either Fitch or with Curtis, whatever one’s pleasure might be. The difference in the two dates is almost half a million years in dealing with a date of only about two to two-and-a-half million. That hardly seems like precision dating.

Because they tended to confirm the older date for skull 1470, these two studies dating the KBS Tuff at 2.4 Myr obviously put more strain on the evolutionary establishment. Hurford et al. wrote: “Curtis has described the original 2.61 ± 0.26 Myr date for the KBS Tuff as being much questioned in private anthropological and paleontological circles.”27 Since anthropologists and paleontologists do not normally have technical expertise in the radiometric dating methods, they were not challenging the methodology or the assumptions of the dating methods. They were rejecting the older date solely because of its philosophical implications. The problem was the modern morphology of KNM-ER 1470 versus the demands of evolutionary theory.

A new study on the paleomagnetism of the Koobi Fora Formation was published in early 1977. It acknowledged that the previous paleomagnetic study had used “… the previously published age of 2.6 ± 0.26 Myr for the KBS Tuff as a fixed point … .”28 The study cited additional paleomagnetic results as warranting a reevaluation of the magnetic stratigraphy.

The study gave two different interpretations of the data based upon the two different suggested ages of the KBS Tuff. It clearly revealed that dates arrived at by paleomagnetism are not independent confirmations of other dating results but are closely tied to the radiometric results they use as a starting point. Since the KBS Tuff is the top unit of the lower member of the Koobi Fora Formation, the following quotation reveals how different the results can be when different starting points are used in this dating game:

In both interpretations the age of the upper member, which lies above the KBS Tuff, is between 1.2 and 1.8 Myr; however, the age of the top boundary of the lower members differs by 1 Myr.29
Around 1976, the name of the large lake on which Richard Leakey has his base of operations was changed by the Kenyan government from Lake Rudolf to Lake Turkana. This change has been a fruitful source of confusion, since fossils recovered east of the lake continue to carry the designation East Rudolf, whereas fossils recovered from west of the lake, representing more recent work, carry the designation West Turkana. Up to now we have consistently used the name Lake Rudolf. From now on, we will use the newer name Lake Turkana.

On 20 March 1980, two more dating studies on the KBS Tuff appeared in the pages of Nature. Remember that two earlier studies—one on fission-track dating of zircons and one on 40Ar-39Ar dating of orthoclase crystals—agreed closely that the age of the KBS Tuff was 2.4 Myr. They cited the close correlation of two independent dating methods as validating their accuracy. Now, two studies—one on fission-track dating of zircons and one on K-Ar dating of orthoclase crystals—agreed closely that the age of the KBS Tuff is 1.87 or 1.89 Myrs. They also cited the close correlation of two independent dating methods as validating their accuracy for the revised date. The new fission-track study was by A. J. W. Gleadow. The K-Ar study was by Ian McDougall, Robyn Maier, and P. Sutherland-Hawkes (all of the Australian National University, Canberra) and A. J. W. Gleadow. Then in late 1981, Ian McDougall published in Nature his 40Ar-39Ar study of the KBS Tuff, giving a date of 1.88 Myr. At that point, the ten-year controversy over the date of the KBS Tuff came to a close. Concordance on the more recent date had been achieved.

At first glance, it would seem to be a tremendous victory for evolution and the uniformitarian dating methods. We know that science often proceeds by trial and error and by controversy. The fact that an amazing correlation between the pig evidence and three different dating methods—fission track dating, K-Ar, and 40Ar-39Ar—had been achieved should be something to celebrate. The dating of the KBS Tuff was now a nonissue. Yet, there were factors that demand a closer look at the situation.

The Power of the Pigs

The dating of the KBS Tuff was not settled in 1980 and 1981 by the conformity of three different dating methods. The controversy was actually settled in 1975 by the pigs. Donald Johanson tells of attending the Bishop Conference on anthropology and geology in London. The dating of the KBS Tuff and its implications were major topics of conversation. Glynn Isaac, who accepted the older date, arrived with a “pig-proof helmet” to protect him against the pig men.

A major paper was presented by Basil Cooke (Dalhousie University, Halifax), who had studied the pig sequences at Omo (a fossil area in Southern Ethiopia on the Omo River, which flows into Lake Turkana from the north), at Hadar (the Ethiopian site where Johanson had worked), and at Olduvai Gorge (where Louis and Mary Leakey worked for many years). According to Cooke, the dating at Lake Turkana, based on the dating methods, was off by about 800,000 years. The pigs at Turkana told him so. He even wore a tie with the letters MCP woven into it. They stood for “male chauvinist pig,” but Cooke claimed that they really stood for “Mesochoerus correlates properly.” Mesochoerus was the species of fossil pig that was central to his argument. Johanson wrote of the 1975 conference: “Nearly everyone but the Lake Turkana team [Richard Leakey and his associates] went away convinced that the KBS tuff and the skull 1470 dates would have to be corrected.”30
Astounding about the whole affair was that the anthropologists were rejecting the same objective, scientific data that they universally appeal to. At that time the radiometric evidence for the older date was very strong. There was internal consistency within the studies, and a high degree of conformity by five different dating techniques. The main thing the dates did not conform to was the concept of the evolution of pigs and of humans.

The evolution of the pigs is said to be the clear-cut answer to the dating problems at Koobi Fora as well as elsewhere in East Africa, but the evidence is less than impressive. In his phylogeny of the pigs (bushpig, forest hog, warthog, etc.) Basil Cooke presented family trees for three taxonomic groups.31 Two of the groups have at their bases the phrase hypothetical Sus-like ancestor. The twenty species that make up these three groups are all shown in parallel lines connected only by dotted lines, indicating that there is no known relationship between any of the species. The parallel-line chart could just as well have been drawn by a creationist.

Most of the fossil-pig evidence consists of teeth. Several species are based on the skimpiest of evidence (“imperfectly known,” “rare,” “scarce”) and the various relationships are largely judgment calls. Terms such as these appear:

is probably ancestral
seems to represent
suggest that … evolved independently
must at this stage also be giving rise to
probably ancestral to
suggests a derivation from
may have branched off
almost certainly branched off from
demand descent from a common ancestor

Cooke’s article was written in response to one by White and Harris.32 Cooke had three taxonomic groups while White and Harris had four. There are differences in the two taxonomies, but Cooke maintained that they were of no great moment. He then went on to explain why species that White and Harris had grouped together should be separate, and vice versa. This creation and annihilation of species by the whim of the taxonomist “due to our having different basic philosophies on the nature of species in paleontology”33 reveals how plastic and subjective this science is. I am not minimizing the difficulty of the species concept in paleontology, nor am I debasing the attempt to sort things out. I am merely stating that the authority with which paleontologists make dogmatic statements about the evolution of the pigs is not warranted by the facts. As in every other area of paleontology, a great deal more humility would be appropriate.

The 1980 and 1981 studies on the date of the KBS Tuff contained so many criticisms of all of the earlier studies that they called into question the objectivity and validity of the dating methods themselves. Gleadow began the process:

K-Ar evidence of Curtis et al. suggesting that tuffs mapped as the KBS in Areas 105 and 131 were of slightly different age, has now been eliminated with the discovery of a systematic error in the lower (1.6 Myr) ages.34
After demonstrating the presence of contamination in all of his own samples, and the extreme difficulties in dating zircons in the 1–3 Myr time span, he continued:

It therefore seems highly likely that feldspars separated for K-Ar dating could also contain traces of much older basement feldspar. This supports the contention that older K-Ar and 40Ar-39Ar ages are the result of contamination. As discussed above, the fission track ages of Hurford et al. are thought to be too old for purely analytical reasons, in particular the mis-identification of a finite number of acicular inclusions or dislocations as tracks and possibly a biased choice of grains for counting.35
In the same issue of Nature was the report of a study by Ian McDougall et al. on the K-Ar dating of the KBS Tuff. They began by confessing that “Conventional K-Ar, 40Ar/39Ar and fission track dating of pumice clasts within this tuff have yielded a distressingly large range of ages.”36
After explaining that Fitch and Miller actually reported results ranging from 0.52 to 2.64 Myr in one set of concentrates and ages from 8.43 to 17.5 Myr on another clast before settling on a 2.61 Myr date which they later revised to 2.42 Myr, they also explained how Curtis et al. arrived at their “concordant” ages:

Disregarding four conventional K-Ar ages on feldspar from pumice clasts in the KBS Tuff in the range 2.01–6.9 Myr, thought to be caused by detrital contamination, Curtis et al. obtained concordant K-Ar ages on feldspar and glass from pumice clasts found in this horizon with mean value of 1.82 ± 0.04 Myr and 1.60 ± 0.05 Myr in two different areas, respectively. Subsequently, Drake et al. reported an error in potassium determinations on the samples previously dated by them that yielded the 1.6 Myr ages.37
McDougall et al. then stated how “remarkably concordant” their own dates were at 1.9 Myr after removing from consideration samples that gave ages of 4.11 and 7.46 Myr. They explained these anomalous ages as follows:

We attribute these poorly reproducible ages to the presence of variable but small amounts of old detrital K-feldspar in the aliquants used in the argon extractions. Careful petrographic examination of the mineral concentrate, however, did not lead to positive identification of detrital K-feldspar. Nevertheless, there is no doubt that old detrital material was being brought into the East Turkana Basin during deposition of the sediments.38
With this clear victory of philosophy over observation, they then used the concordance of their results and agreement with the results of the study by Gleadow to give validity to their date for the KBS Tuff.

Since the fission-track dates and the K-Ar dates of the KBS Tuff had now been reconciled with the date demanded by the evolution of the pigs, the only remaining problem was the high 40Ar-39Ar dates that Fitch et al. had reported. McDougall solved this problem in 1981. He reported that in some of his work there was a greater scatter of data points than could be explained by experimental error, and that in the step-heating experiment it was necessary to exclude some data.

Plateau and regression ages are derived using all data from each step heating experiment, as well as by excluding results from steps that give discordant ages. The criterion for exclusion of a datum was that the calculated age differed by more than twice its error (2s) from that of the plateau.39
However, he maintained that the differences these matters made were small, and he expressed complete satisfaction in his date of 1.88 Myr for the KBS Tuff. He did not neglect to mention that this date was in excellent accord with the other recent dating studies of the KBS Tuff.

McDougall then issued one of the most stinging rebukes of a fellow scientist that I can remember seeing in the scientific literature. He referred to Fitch et al. and their older date for the KBS Tuff when he said:

On the basis of the large scatter in the ages and the small proportion of 40Ar* in the gas extracted from the anorthoclase concentrates, I suggest that the results are analytically less precise than given by these authors.

I suggest that unrecognized analytical difficulties and larger than quoted errors must be invoked to explain these earlier 40Ar/39Ar results.40
McDougall was accusing Fitch et al. of invoking what is affectionately known in scientific circles as “the fudge factor” (deliberate falsification of data to achieve a desired result).

The study of the ten-year controversy in the dating of the KBS Tuff is tremendously revealing. Whereas the public is led to believe that these dating methods are highly objective and accurate, the scientific literature itself reveals that they are highly subjective. There is no question that rock samples are often manipulated to give the desired results. There is also no question that this manipulation is done in the utmost sincerity and with the noblest motives. But it is manipulation nonetheless. The “bad” material must be removed to allow the “good” material to be dated. But there is no way of knowing for sure which material is “good” and which is “bad.”

The history of the dating of the KBS Tuff reveals that no matter how careful a scientist is in selecting his rock samples and in performing his laboratory work, if he gets the wrong date for his rocks he is open to the charge of using contaminated material and a defective methodology. The charges need not be proved. The fact that he got the wrong date is proof enough. The literature suggests that even if radiometric dating were valid in concept (which it is not), the practical matter of selecting rock samples that can be proven pure and uncontaminated requires an omniscience that is beyond the ability of mortal humans. The radioactive dating methods are a classic example of self-deception and circular reasoning. It is another of the myths of human evolution. Naeser et al. have said it well:

The accuracy of any age can only be guessed at, in that we do not know the true age of any geologic sample. We can only strive for the best agreement with K-Ar and the other dating methods.41
I have no doubt that my evolutionist friends will protest that I have not been fair. “East Turkana,” they will say, “is a most unique situation. It just isn’t ‘cricket’ to take a unique situation with its many problems and imply that it is the norm.” In this response, my friends are both right and wrong. There is no question that the geology of the Koobi Fora Formation, with the KBS Tuff, is exceedingly complex. However, Koobi Fora is far from the only fossil site that has a very complex geology. What is unique about Koobi Fora is something that so far has not been mentioned by anyone.

The radiometric date of 2.61 m.y.a. for the KBS Tuff was established before skull 1470 was discovered. It was supported by faunal correlation, paleomagnetism, and fission-track dating. Up until that time, the fossils and the artifacts that had been found in association with the KBS Tuff were more or less compatible with that older date. It is entirely possible that if skull 1470 had never been found, the KBS Tuff would still be dated at 2.61 m.y.a. We would continue to be told that it was a “secure date” based on the precision of radiometric dating and the “independent” confirmation of other dating techniques that acted as controls. It was the shocking discovery of the morphologically modern skull 1470, located well below the KBS Tuff, that precipitated the ten-year controversy.

What normally happens in a fossil discovery is that the fossils are discovered first. Then attempts are made to date the rock strata in which they are found. Under these conditions, a paleoanthropologist has a degree of control over the results. He is free to reject dates that do not fit the evolution scenario of the fossils. He is not even required to publish those “obviously anomalous” dates. The result is a very sanguine and misleading picture of the conformity of the human fossil record with the concept of human evolution. If, in many of these fossil sites the dates had been determined before the fossils had been discovered, evolutionists could not guarantee that the turbulent history of the dating of the KBS Tuff would not have been repeated many times.

The pigs won. In the ten-year controversy over the dating of one of the most important human fossils ever discovered, the pigs won. The pigs won over the elephants. The pigs won over K-Ar dating. The pigs won over 40Ar-39Ar dating. The pigs won over fission-track dating. They won over paleomagnetism. The pigs took it all. But in reality, it wasn’t the pigs that won. It was evolution that won. In the dating game, evolution always wins.42
Notes

1. F. J. Fitch and J. A. Miller, “Radioisotopic Age Determinations of Lake Rudolf Artifact Site,” Nature 226 (18 April 1970): 226–28. 

2. Fitch and Miller, 226. 

3. Fitch and Miller, 226. 

4. Fitch and Miller, 226. 

5. Fitch and Miller, 228. 

6. Detroit Free Press, November 10, 1972. 

7. R. E. F. Leakey, “Evidence for an Advanced Plio-Pleistocene Hominid from East Rudolf, Kenya,” Nature 242 (13 April 1973): 447. 

8. Vincent J. Maglio, “Vertebrate Faunas and Chronology of Hominid-bearing Sediments East of Lake Rudolf, Kenya,” Nature 239 (13 October 1972): 379–85. 

9. A. Brock and G. Ll. Isaac, “Paleomagnetic stratigraphy and chronology of hominid-bearing sediments east of Lake Rudolf, Kenya,” Nature 247 (8 February 1974): 344–48. 

10. Brock and Isaac, 347. 

11. Brock and Isaac, 344. 

12. Brock and Isaac, 347–48. 

13. Brock and Isaac, 346. 

14. Anthony J. Hurford, “Fission track dating of a vitric tuff from East Rudolf, North Kenya,” Nature 249 (17 May 1974): 236. 
15. Frank J. Fitch, Ian C. Findlater, Ronald T. Watkins, and J. A. Miller, “Dating of a rock succession containing fossil hominids at East Rudolf, Kenya,” Nature 251 (20 September 1974): 214. 

16. Richard E. Leakey, “Skull 1470,” National Geographic, June 1973: 819. 

17. G. H. Curtis, Drake, T. Cerling and Hampel, “Age of KBS Tuff in Koobi Fora Formation, East Rudolf, Kenya,” Nature 258 (4 December 1975): 395. 

18. Curtis et al., 398. 

19. Curtis et al., 396. 

20. F. J. Fitch, P. J. Hooker, and J. A. Miller, “40Ar/39Ar dating of the KBS Tuff in Koobi Fora Formation, East Rudolf, Kenya,” Nature 263 (28 October 1976): 741. 

21. Fitch, Hooker, and Miller, 742. 

22. Fitch, Hooker, and Miller, 740. 

23. Anthony J. Hurford, A. J. W. Gleadow, and C. W. Naeser, “Fission-track dating of pumice from the KBS Tuff, East Rudolf, Kenya,” Nature 263 (28 October 1976): 738–39. 

24. Hurford, Gleadow, and Naeser, 739. 

25. G. A. Wagner, letter, Nature 267 (16 June 1977): 649. 

26. Naeser, Hurford, and Gleadow, letter, Nature 267 (16 June 1977): 649. 

27. Hurford, Gleadow, and Naeser, 739. 

28. J. W. Hillhouse, J. W. M. Ndombi, A. Cox, and A. Brock, “Additional results on palaeomagnetic stratigraphy of the Koobi Fora Formation, east of Lake Turkana (Lake Rudolf), Kenya,” Nature 265 (3 February 1977): 411. 

29. Hillhouse et al., 414. 

30. Donald C. Johanson and Maitland A. Edey, Lucy: The Beginnings of Humankind (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1981), 240. Bracketed material added for clarity. 

31. H. B. S. Cooke, “Suid Evolution and Correlation of African Hominid Localities: An Alternative Taxonomy,” Science 201 (4 August 1978): 460–63. 

32. T. D. White and J. M. Harris, “Suid Evolution and Correlation of African Hominid Localities,” Science 198 (7 October 1977): 13–21. 

33. Cooke, 460. 

34. A. J. W. Gleadow, “Fission track age of the KBS Tuff and associated hominid remains in northern Kenya,” Nature 284 (20 March 1980): 229. 

35. Gleadow, 230. 

36. Ian McDougall, Robyn Maier, P. Sutherland-Hawkes, and A. J. W. Gleadow, “K-Ar age estimate for the KBS Tuff, East Turkana, Kenya,” Nature 284 (20 March 1980): 230–31. 

37. McDougall et al., 231. 

38. McDougall et al., 232. Emphasis added. 

39. Ian McDougall, “40Ar/39Ar age spectra from the KBS Tuff, Koobi Fora Formation,” Nature 294 (12 November 1981): 123.

40. McDougall, 124. 

41. Naeser, Hurford, and Gleadow, letter, Nature 267 (16 June 1977): 649. 

42. Chapters 9 and 10 of Roger Lewin’s Bones of Contention contain his account of the ten-year history of dating the KBS Tuff. Since my account was written independently of his, it would be an enlightening experience to read his account also. By omitting many of the details that I have included, he is able to make the affair a graphic victory for the dating methods. Accounts like his explain why many people continue to put almost unlimited faith in the dating.

