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Attack G.2: "This hasn't been peer-reviewed!" 

Criticism: "If even published in journals, this is not validated science." 

 REBUTTAL: 

"Peer review is valuable but not infallible: 

1. Many paradigm shifts were initially rejected by peer review 

(continental drift, heliocentrism) 

2. Peer review is gate-kept by those invested in current paradigms 

3. We've sought review from independent analytical systems (AI) - all 

confirmed mathematical validity 

We welcome peer review and have published openly (Zenodo [1]) inviting 

verification.  If our mathematics are wrong, show us where. If our data are 

invalid, specify which.  If our logic is flawed, identify the error. 

We provide all equations, data, and methodology for independent 

replication. That IS the scientific method - testability, not gate-keeping." 

Attack G.3: "Extraordinary claims require extraordinary evidence!" 

Criticism: "You're overturning 120 years of science - you need 

overwhelming proof." 

 REBUTTAL: 

"We HAVE extraordinary evidence: 

1. 15 independent systems. 

2. All converge to same timescale (P < 10⁻
8
 for random convergence) 

3. 100% accuracy achieved (conventional methods achieve <1% at 

deep time) 

4. Falsification of alternative (r₀ < 0 at billions of years - impossible) 

5. Prediction confirmed (convergence to Genesis 1 chronology) 

What more evidence is needed? We have mathematical proof 

(convergence), empirical validation (100% accuracy), falsification of 

alternative (negative r₀), and predictive power (matches Scripture). 
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The question is not whether we have extraordinary evidence - we do. The 

question is whether paradigm gate-keepers will honestly examine it." 

This is not gaps reasoning; it's inference to best explanation. The data fit 

designed creation better than gradualistic evolution." 

3. Addressing Isochron Dating Methodology 
 

Critical Acknowledgment: Modern geochronology does not universally 

assume r₀ = 0. Isochron methods were specifically developed to avoid this 

assumption. 

 

Why This Matters for Our Framework 

 

The existence of isochron methods appears to invalidate our central 

criticism of the r₀ = 0 assumption. However, some important 

considerations remain : 

 

Isochron Methods Still Embed Deep-Time Assumptions 

 

While isochrons don't assume r₀ = 0, they DO assume: 

 Closed system behavior for millions/billions of years (no gain/loss of 

parent or daughter isotopes except by decay) 

 Initial homogeneity (all samples started with same r₀ at time zero) 

 

Our critical question: Are these assumptions still valid? 

 

Creational Code interpretation: All systems contain non-zero r₀ established 

at creation, not decay products from deep time. 

 

Integration with Creational Code Framework 

 

Despite the challenge posed by isochrons, the Creational Code framework 

still explains: 

 

✓ Why simple r₀ = 0 models fail (producing negative initial conditions)  

✓ Why recent volcanic rocks contain "excess argon" (inherited r₀)  

✓ Why soft tissue persists in fossils (young burial age)  

✓ Why multiple systems converge to short timescales (true elapsed time) 
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The isochron challenge does not invalidate these observations. It requires 

developing more sophisticated understanding of how primordial isotopic 

ratios relate to age determination. 

"Response to Expected Criticisms - Final Word" 

"This chapter has systematically addressed the strongest objections likely to 

be raised against the Creational Code System. We have shown that: 

1. Each criticism either misunderstands our methodology, relies on 

circular reasoning within the conventional paradigm, or invokes ad 

hoc mechanisms to save deep time 

2. Our framework consistently provides simpler, more elegant 

explanations that achieve higher accuracy (99.9-100%) without 

requiring adjustable parameters or special pleading 

3. The convergence of 15 independent systems to Genesis chronology 

is statistically overwhelming - far exceeding the evidentiary standard 

applied to conventional geochronology 

We do not claim to have answered every possible question. Science 

advances through hypothesis testing, and we invite rigorous examination of 

our work. However, the burden of proof has shifted: Conventional 

geochronology must now explain why: 

 r₀ = 0 produces mathematically impossible results (negative initial 

conditions) 

 r₀ ≠ 0 achieves 100% accuracy across multiple independent systems 

 All corrected systems converge to the same sub-week timeframe 

matching Genesis 

Until these questions are answered, the Creational Code System stands as 

the superior framework - mathematically rigorous, empirically validated, 

and logically consistent with both physical data and revealed truth. We 

have done our part in presenting the evidence. Now we await honest 

engagement with the mathematics, not dismissal based on paradigm 

preference." 
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Chart 8 : Showing the Philosophy for Scientific Criticism 
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Chapter 8:  Author's Final Words 

The Thesis of Literal Chronology and Universal Synchronization 

If we assume, in reality, that the  : 

True Age of the Earth = Age of Man on Earth + Actual Creation Time 

And if we also assume that the Actual Creation Time is 6 literal days, and 

not 6 geological ages, then this implies the following: 

 

The first day of Creation was completed in just one day for the entire non-

living universe (excluding living beings like fish, birds, animals, and man). 

This was followed by 5 more literal days for the creation of the remaining 

living beings, resulting in a Total Creation Time of 6 literal days. 

The Core Equation and Conclusion: 

True Age of the Earth =  

Age of Man on Earth + Actual Creation Time (6 Literal Days) 

Given that we have already succeeded in validating the Universal Code 

Equation (r0), demonstrating that creation occurred in the first day, it is not 

impossible that the rest of the creation time equals 1 + 5 = 6 literal days. 

Therefore, if we have successfully shown that through the Animal Code 

was created literally on the Sixth Day, then the equation must be 

applicable—such that the r0 value is 100% at Day 6 for this creation. 

In this scenario, our common knowledge/ancient civilizations on earth that 

the generally accepted Age of Man on Earth is approximately 

6,000−7,000 years : 

True Age of the Earth ≈ (6,000  - 7,000 years)+ 6 literal days 

This places the True Age of the Earth at approximate figure. 

N.B. It's worth-mentioning to inform the reader/researcher/scientist, that 

the r0 equation used in this book for the concept of complete 

synchronization using "creational code system", can be applied also to other 

several systems (not mentioned in this book), such as : Carbonates , 

Silicates , Solar system, Aqueous system , Lunar system, ... etc 



Manuscript Book: Dr Salib Gad, Creational Code system & Complete Synchronization 

G1.01, November 2025, version 01 

 

 

 
Page 58 of 72 

 

Message to the Scientific Community:  

 

"In the Event of Rejection - What Scientific Integrity Requires" 

 

To our colleagues in the global scientific community : 

 

This research has presented mathematical evidence across15 independent 

physical systems that challenges conventional geochronological 

assumptions maintained for 120 years.  

 

We understand that paradigm shifts provoke resistance - this is natural and 

healthy in science. However, if you choose to reject the Creational Code 

System, scientific integrity demands more than philosophical dismissal or 

appeal to consensus. It requires rigorous mathematical rebuttal. 

 

This message outlines the specific scientific obligations that rejection 

entails. We issue these not as ultimatums but as invitations to honest 

engagement with the mathematics. Science advances through rigorous 

testing of competing hypotheses, not through gatekeeping based on 

paradigm preference. 

 

1. The Mathematical Impossibility you must resolve: 

 

The Core Problem: Negative Initial Conditions 

 

Our analysis demonstrates that conventional chronology (assuming r₀ = 0 

or r₀ ≈ 0) produces mathematically impossible results when tested across 

multiple systems (Chapter 2 – 5). 

 

The Mathematical Challenge: 

A negative initial value (r₀ < 0) is physically meaningless: 

 Cannot have negative isotopic ratios in minerals 

 

Your Scientific Obligation: 

 

If you reject our r₀ ≠ 0 framework, you must mathematically explain how 

these systems could start with negative quantities and accumulate to current 

positive values. This is not philosophical debate - it is mathematical 

contradiction that demands resolution. 

 

Three Options: 
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1. Accept that r₀ < 0 falsifies conventional chronology  

2. Demonstrate mathematical Equation errors in our calculations  

3. Provide alternative explanation for negative initial conditions  

 

2. The Synchronization Anomaly you must address 

 

The Convergence Problem: 

 

Our analysis reveals that 15 independent systems - spanning nuclear 

physics, and paleontology - all achieve maximum accuracy (99.9-100%) at 

timeframes between 1 day and 6 days. 

 

The Statistical Challenge: 

The probability "P" of 15 systems with fundamentally different physics 

randomly converging to the same sub-week timeframe is: 

P < 10⁻
8
 (statistically impossible) 

 

Your Scientific Obligation: 

If you reject this convergence as evidence for synchronized creation, you 

must provide one of the following : 

 

Option A: Explain the Convergence 

 

Demonstrate mathematically why 15 systems with different: 

 Physical mechanisms (decay vs. accumulation vs. loss) 

 Time constants (10⁻¹² to 10⁻⁴ yr⁻¹) 
 Chemical/physical contexts (crystalline, biological) 

... would ALL independently point to the same narrow temporal window 

by pure coincidence. 

Calculate the probability and show your work. 

 

Option B: Refute Each System Individually 

 

Provide 15 separate, robust explanations for why each system fails at 

conventional timescales: 

1. Why do 12 isotopic systems require r₀ values representing 99.9% of 

measured ratios? 

2. Why does dinosaur fossil collagen/protein dating achieve 100% 

accuracy at 0.01643 day? 

 

Each explanation must be: 
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 Mathematically rigorous (quantitative, not qualitative) 

 Physically plausible (no violation of conservation laws) 

 Independently testable (falsifiable predictions) 

 Free from circular reasoning (cannot assume deep time to prove 

deep time) 

 

Ad hoc mechanisms ("excess argon," "steady-state equilibrium," "iron cross-

linking,"… etc.) invoked separately for each anomaly constitute special 

pleading, not scientific explanation. 

 

Option C: Demonstrate Non-Synchronization 

 

Prove mathematically that the apparent convergence is artifact or error: 

 Show calculation errors in our convergence analysis 

 Demonstrate that systems actually converge to different timescales 

 Explain why our statistical analysis is flawed 

Show your work with explicit calculations. 

 

3. The Assumption you must defend or abandon 

 

The r₀ = 0 Assumption : 

For 120 years, geochronology has assumed initial daughter isotope 

concentration equals zero (or negligibly small).  This assumption has never 

been independently validated. It is mathematical convenience, not 

empirical fact. 

 

Your Scientific Obligation: 

If you maintain r₀ ≈ 0 is valid, you must provide one of the following: 

 

Option A: Empirical Validation 

 

Demonstrate through independent observation (not circular reasoning 

from radiometric ages) that : 

 Rocks crystallize with zero daughter isotopes 

Question: How do you measure initial conditions of systems formed 

billions of years ago without assuming the age you're trying to prove? 

 

Option B: Theoretical Justification 

 

Provide physical mechanism requiring r₀ = 0: 

 Why must daughter isotopes be absent at crystallization? 

 What law of physics mandates zero initial concentration? 
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 Why is r₀ ≠ 0 physically impossible? 

 

We are unaware of any such law.  If one exists, specify it. 

 

Option C: Acknowledge r₀ ≠ 0 

 

Accept that initial conditions were non-zero and incorporate r₀ into 

conventional equations as we have done. Then test which timescale 

achieves optimal accuracy. 

 

Our prediction: You will discover the same convergence we did. 

 

4. Three proposed pathways to resolution 

 

If you reject our framework, scientific integrity requires choosing one of 

these paths: 

 

SOLUTION 1: Demonstrate Variable Rates 

 

The Claim: Decay constants, accumulation rates, or loss rates were 

different in the past. 

 

Your Obligation: 

 Provide physical mechanism for rate change 

 Show empirical evidence (not theoretical speculation) 

 Explain why rates changed simultaneously across all 15 systems to 

produce apparent synchronization 

 Specify when rates changed and by what factor 

 Demonstrate this resolves r₀ < 0 problem without introducing new 

contradictions 

Show your calculations. 

 

SOLUTION 2: Propose Modified Physics 

 

The Claim: Conservation laws or physical constants were different in early 

Earth history. 

 

Your Obligation: 

 Specify which laws were violated and when 

 Provide mechanism for transition to current physics 
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 Explain why this doesn't disrupt all of geology, cosmology, and 

physics 

 Address why this isn't ad hoc (invoked solely to save deep time) 

 

SOLUTION 3: Accept Non-Zero Initial Conditions 

 

The Acknowledgment: Initial conditions (r₀) were non-zero by necessity 

(chemical stability, physical equilibrium). 

 

Your Path: 

 Incorporate r₀ ≠ 0 into conventional equations (as we have done) 

 Test which timescale achieves maximum accuracy 

 Follow the mathematics wherever it leads 

 Accept results even if they challenge existing paradigms 

 

This is the path of scientific integrity. 

5. Two areas remain incompletely addressed in this work:  

(1) Detailed quantitative engagement with meteorite isochron &  

(2) Bayesian model comparison with justified likelihood ratios.  

We intentionally leave these two categories to the broader scientific 

community.  The foundation is established.  

If this framework fails, demonstrate mathematically where and why 

 If meteorite isochrons falsify the hypothesis, show quantitatively how 

r₀ ≠ 0 cannot explain concordant extraterrestrial ages 

 If the statistical analysis is flawed, specify the error and provide 

corrected calculations 

We seek truth, not vindication. If this framework is correct, collaborative 

refinement will strengthen it.  If it is flawed, rigorous critique will expose 

the errors. 

The central question remains:  Do non-zero initial conditions (r₀ ≠ 0), 

when properly incorporated into geochronological calculations, favor 

timescales of thousands rather than billions of years? 
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The r₀ equation speaks mathematically. The 15-system convergence 

speaks statistically. The validation on known-age samples speaks 

empirically. 

Now we await the scientific community's response: honest engagement with 

the mathematics, not dismissal based on paradigm preference. 

Whether this work represents paradigm-shifting insight or ..…. only 

transparent scientific discourse can determine. We have presented the 

hypothesis. Let the Science speaks. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Our Sincere Request: 

 

We seek truth through rigorous analysis. We will gratefully acknowledge 

corrections. 

 

Thomas K. demonstrated that paradigm shifts face enormous resistance 

not because evidence is lacking but because paradigms are defended 

culturally, professionally, and philosophically.  

 

We understand this resistance. We experienced it in presenting this work. 

But science, at its best, follows evidence over comfort.  

Mathematics does not care about careers, consensus, or cultural 

preferences.  It reveals truth impartially. 

 

We have presented the mathematics.  15 independent systems point to the 

same conclusion through quantitative analysis. You may dislike the 

conclusion.  You may find it theologically uncomfortable or professionally 

inconvenient. But discomfort is not refutation. 

 

The question before you is simple: 

 

Will you engage the mathematics honestly, or will you dismiss it 

philosophically? 

 

Will you provide quantitative rebuttal, or qualitative rejection? 

 

Will you follow evidence wherever it leads, or protect paradigms regardless 

of contradictions? 
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The choice is yours. Science is watching.  

 

We will publish all rebuttals received and our replies, ensuring transparent 

scientific feedback. 

 

 
 
"What's impossible 
 for humans is not 

 impossible for God, 
 who has the unlimited 
 power to do anything.   
 
HE is the one who 
created all things with 
His WORD of power, 
for HE is the only 
Creator, blessed be His NAME forever, Amen". 
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