
‭Author’s Note‬

‭When I first began questioning the timeline I had always accepted about Earth’s history, it wasn’t‬
‭radiocarbon that persuaded me. Other lines of scientific evidence played a key role in my initial‬
‭conversion and helped me see the world through a new lens. Later, as I studied more deeply, I‬
‭encountered the surprising radiocarbon findings you’ll read about in this article. Far from being‬
‭the foundation of my change in perspective, they served instead to strengthen and confirm it.‬
‭My goal here isn’t to overwhelm you with technical jargon but to share why these discoveries‬
‭matter and why they challenge the standard story we’ve all been told. Whether you approach‬
‭this from a position of faith, science, or simple curiosity, I invite you to look at the evidence with‬
‭an open mind.‬

‭Radiocarbon Revelations: Why Earth's Timeline Might Be‬
‭Far Shorter Than You Think‬
‭By Donny Budinsky‬

‭What if the story we’ve been told about Earth’s age is missing a crucial chapter? For‬

‭decades, science has confidently dated our planet and its fossils as billions of years old.‬

‭But new evidence from an unlikely source—radiocarbon, a fleeting isotope of‬

‭carbon—raises profound questions that could rewrite the history of our world. From‬

‭diamonds formed under extreme pressure to fossils buried deep in rock layers,‬

‭measurable radiocarbon has been detected where none should exist.‬

‭If these results hold true, they challenge the conventional wisdom of “deep time” and‬

‭instead point toward a dramatically younger Earth.‬

‭The Science Behind Radiocarbon Decay: Why Carbon-14‬
‭Matters‬
‭Radiocarbon dating works by measuring the decay of carbon-14 (C-14), a radioactive‬

‭isotope created when cosmic rays strike nitrogen in the atmosphere. Living things‬

‭absorb C-14 throughout their lifetimes, but when they die, the intake stops and the C-14‬

‭already inside begins breaking down into nitrogen-14.‬

‭This decay happens at a predictable pace: every 5,730 years, half of the C-14 in a‬

‭sample disappears. After about 60,000 years, the “clock” runs out—any remaining C-14‬



‭is too tiny to detect. That’s why radiocarbon dating is only supposed to work on‬

‭relatively recent remains.‬

‭But here’s the puzzle: if Earth’s rocks and fossils are truly millions or billions of years‬

‭old, no measurable C-14 should remain. And yet, scientists keep finding it.‬

‭Top left: C-14 formation from cosmic rays. Top right: Decay curve showing predictable half-life‬
‭(5,730 yrs). Bottom left: Detectability window up to ~60,000 yrs. Bottom right: Puzzle —‬
‭measurable C-14 in old fossils when none should remain. Bottom ribbon: 0 yrs → 5,730 yrs →‬
‭60,000 yrs → Puzzle: Still detectable.‬

‭Diamonds That Defy Deep Time‬
‭Diamonds are thought to have formed more than a billion years ago, deep in the Earth’s‬

‭mantle under extreme heat and pressure. Because they form far from the atmosphere‬

‭and are nearly impossible to contaminate, they should contain no measurable C-14.‬

‭And yet, multiple independent studies have reported consistent levels of radiocarbon‬

‭inside diamonds. If contamination were the cause, the results should vary wildly from‬

‭sample to sample. Instead, they show a uniform pattern—suggesting the C-14 is‬

‭intrinsic to the diamonds themselves (Sarfati, 2006).‬

‭So if diamonds are really ancient, why do they still carry a radiocarbon “signature”?‬



‭Why Contamination Can’t Explain It‬

‭The mainstream explanation is simple: contamination. Scientists argue that modern‬

‭carbon sneaks into samples during handling, cleaning, or testing.‬

‭But laboratories use rigorous methods—acid washes, repeated purification steps, and‬

‭sealed equipment—specifically to remove outside carbon. And still, the results persist.‬

‭Even more telling, samples from different locations and depths show nearly identical‬

‭radiocarbon levels. If contamination were the culprit, we’d expect messy, inconsistent‬

‭results—not clean, reproducible ones.‬

‭Why “Nuclear Recharging” Falls Flat‬
‭Another proposed explanation is that nuclear reactions inside the Earth might generate‬

‭new C-14, “recharging” diamonds and making them look younger. But this idea doesn’t‬

‭withstand scrutiny—both conceptually and quantitatively.‬

‭Think of radiocarbon decay like a gallon of milk with a gaping hole: the milk gushes out‬

‭rapidly—just like C-14 decays. Now imagine trying to refill that carton using another with‬

‭only a tiny pinhole; it’s dripping—like the much slower decay of uranium or thorium. No‬

‭matter how many slowly leaking cartons you gather, you can’t keep up with a gusher.‬

‭The same principle applies: slow radioactive processes simply can’t replace the quickly‬

‭disappearing C-14.‬

‭On top of that, while C-14‬‭can‬‭form when uranium decay‬‭bombards nitrogen in buried‬

‭fossils, actual calculations show this process produces nowhere near the levels of‬

‭radiocarbon found in fossils, coal, and diamonds (Snelling, 2012).‬

‭The RATE (Radioisotopes and the Age of the Earth) research team also crunched the‬

‭numbers. To account for the measured radiocarbon levels in diamonds, the Earth’s‬

‭mantle would need about 13,000 times more radioactive material than actually exists. In‬

‭other words, the “recharging” hypothesis doesn’t just leak—it collapses completely.‬



‭Top left: Analogy — C-14 decay is a gusher, U/Th decay is a drip. Top right: Production from‬
‭U/Th decay vs observed levels (orders of magnitude too low). Bottom left: RATE team finding —‬
‭would need 13,000× more radioactive material than exists. Bottom right: Conclusion — recharge‬
‭hypothesis collapses. Bottom ribbon: Flow of evaluation from “Fast C-14 Decay → Tiny U/Th‬
‭Production → RATE: Needs 13,000× More → Hypothesis Collapses.”‬

‭The Fossil Record’s Radiocarbon Surprise‬
‭This puzzle isn’t limited to gemstones. Radiocarbon has also been found in coal,‬

‭fossilized wood, bones, and shells buried in rock layers traditionally dated to hundreds‬

‭of millions of years old.‬

‭If C-14 really disappears after about 100,000‬

‭years, how can it show up in fossils that are‬

‭supposed to be hundreds of millions of years old?‬

‭Either the radiocarbon “clock” doesn’t work the‬

‭way we think, or the fossils themselves are far‬

‭younger than claimed (Snelling, 2012).‬



‭The Bigger Picture‬
‭The implications go beyond a few diamonds or fossils. If measurable C-14 is found‬

‭where none should exist, then the entire dating system used to assign vast ages to‬

‭Earth’s rocks may need rethinking.‬

‭Most scientists interpret this evidence within the framework of an ancient Earth and look‬

‭for natural explanations. But a different perspective—the Young Earth Creation‬

‭model—takes the results at face value. It suggests Earth’s history may span thousands,‬

‭not billions, of years.‬

‭Why Radiocarbon Dates Often Look Older Than 6,000‬
‭Years‬
‭Radiocarbon dating assumes the ratio of C-14 to C-12 in Earth’s atmosphere has‬

‭always been constant. But there are strong reasons—both theoretical and‬

‭observational—to believe that hasn’t been the case.‬

‭C-14 is produced when cosmic rays strike nitrogen atoms high in the atmosphere. Over‬

‭time, this production process builds up C-14 levels. If Earth began with little or no C-14‬

‭at creation, the ratio would have been far lower in the past than it is today. That means‬

‭organic remains from the early world would naturally appear much older than they really‬

‭are, simply because they started with less C-14 to begin with.‬

‭In fact, studies suggest that before the Flood year, atmospheric C-14 may have been‬

‭only 2–5% of today’s level. This explains why radiocarbon dating often yields inflated‬



‭ages in the tens of thousands of years rather than aligning precisely with a 6,000-year‬

‭timeline. The method is measuring a moving target, not a fixed constant.‬

‭Top left: C-14 production from cosmic rays striking nitrogen. Top right: Atmospheric levels —‬
‭Pre-Flood only ~2–5% vs. modern 100%. Bottom left: Apparent vs. true ages — inflated‬
‭radiocarbon ages if initial C-14 was lower. Bottom right: Radiocarbon dating assumption —‬
‭constant ratio fails, moving target explains discrepancy. Bottom ribbon: 0 yrs → Pre-Flood‬
‭~2–5% → Inflated Ages → Explains Discrepancy.‬

‭Conclusion: A Call to Curiosity‬
‭The presence of radiocarbon in supposedly ancient samples challenges us to take a‬

‭fresh look at Earth’s story. Are these results just anomalies—or are they clues to a‬

‭timeline far shorter than we’ve imagined?‬

‭Whatever side one takes, the evidence compels us to ask bold questions and follow the‬

‭data wherever it leads—even if it means rethinking long-held assumptions.‬
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‭Join the Conversation‬

‭What do you think about the evidence for radiocarbon in diamonds and fossils? Does it‬
‭challenge the way you’ve always viewed Earth’s history, or raise new questions you’d like to‬
‭explore? I’d love to hear your thoughts in the comments below.‬

‭If you found this article helpful or thought-provoking, please consider sharing it with others who‬
‭are interested in science, faith, and the big questions of our origins. And if you’d like to read‬
‭more articles like this, make sure to subscribe so you won’t miss future posts.‬
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