TECHNICAL  PREAMBLE
EXISTENCE OF HUMANITY LIMITED TO HISTORICAL RECORDS
          In constructing a legally sustainable chronology of modern mankind, a point of commencement must rest on the best evidence available and be understood consistent with the rules of legal evidence and argument.  The adoption of this legal position therefore renders it not subject to the less strict rules adhered to by scholars or to the “scientific method” of evaluating matters, despite much of the evidence having been discovered and published by scholars and scientists.

          That is, for a chronology to be admitted as true in a legal arena, the same can only be based on evidence consistent with one of the two tiers of evidential proof, that is, where a matter is proven true either “beyond reasonable doubt” or “on the balance of probabilities” (such tier being in harmony with the recently developed probability laws of modern science).  

          The abundance of available evidence relevant to the world's ancient artifacts and written histories will naturally provide numerous instances where common ground exists between a legal assessment of the evidence/argument on a matter, and one of either an evolutionary or a creationary scholar's assessment.  However, no formal challenge to any scholar's understanding of the world's ancient artifacts and written histories may succeed if even partly dependent on theoretical science.  Since theory based assessments must always carry less legal merit than authoritatively constructed historical records, the latter is naturally designated as being the “best evidence”, the other being not second best, but struck out.

          Evolutionary datings of mankind's origin ultimately rest on a theoretical timescale, with the datings of genetic science substantiated only by calculations based on presumed multiple million year ages of fossils and theoretically based radioactive isotope decay rates (one theory dependent on other theories).  Such evolutionary datings have been widely accepted because little or none of the available contradictory genetic and other evidence has been embraced as material by Western educational authorities (as would be essential under common law process).

          Correspondingly, the evolutionary 'map' of early human migration (reckoned as starting out from Africa), which parallels the Biblical account of mankind's dispersal from Mesopotamia, is firstly based on evolutionary theory and only secondarily on the genetic demographic evidence. 

         However, from recent and unexpected results of other genetic research, it may now be determined that despite the universally prevalent belief that the origin and first migrations of humans occurred before the era when written records began, this same belief is nevertheless strictly a theory in the plain and ordinary meaning of the word since such archaic beginnings are 1) unsupported by the relevant empirical facts and 2) contradicted by sustainable legal evidence and argument on the subject, there still having been no experimental confirmation or direct implication of an archaic evolutionary age for mankind, albeit such having long been taught as fundamental scientific truth.

          In recent years the generally taught genetic dating along evolutionary lines has been revealed as wrong by the discoveries of a) a high rate of certain genetic mutations in human females and b) none 
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in the corresponding relevant area in human males, both being very different from the predictions of evolutionary theory.  One consequence of the discovery concerning females is an immediate mathematical reduction of the previous origin estimates down closer to the present age.  These now confirmed results determine that modern mankind has not descended from a succession of semi-human archaic ancestors but from an origin within relatively recent times in evolutionary reckoning, that is, less than 200,000 years ago (previously reckoned as hundreds of millions).  Such discoveries also determine that all the world's people living in present times have descended from only one male and one female human ancestor, regardless of these two individuals being initially calculated as living many thousands of years apart.

          That is, despite theoretical science's man and woman having lived at different times, and tens of thousands of years earlier than the Biblical Adam and Eve, these same two are nevertheless consistent with the Biblical narrative that “Adam called his wife's name Eve; because she was (to be) the mother of all living” (Genesis 3:20).

          Although the results of the two discoveries were alienated by scholars from the Biblical account, they soon after mockingly named such “Y-chromosome Adam” and “Mitochondrial Eve”, these same terms still being used by genetic theorists and scientific publications despite dismissing the obvious similarity to the Biblical narrative of mankind's beginnings.

          That is, while many scholars have accepted the substantial dating change variously imposed by such discoveries, most scholars have not, dismissing any connection of the “Y-chromosome Adam” and “Mitochondrial Eve” discoveries with the era of the Biblical record.  Consequently, such scholars are forced to further theorise that each of the genetic 'original' individuals must have descended from earlier human populations.  However regardless of scientific choice, these two genetic discoveries still demand that in the first instance, every man alive today has descended from one man only (whether or not humans already existed), and in the second, every man and woman alive today has descended from one woman only, females being distinguished as having a particular mitochondrial DNA profile or 'matrilinear surname' which is passed on to offspring only by them (paternal mitochondrial DNA being almost always excluded in the fertilisation process).  That is, with negligible exceptions, and similar to most animal species, mitochondrial DNA is not passed on to offspring by males.

          Genetic dating of the origin of men and women is based on the assumption of an unchanging 'decay' rate, that is, on a presumed rate at which mutations (or genetic 'copying mistakes') accumulate in parts of the human cell over time when calculated in terms of ranging through an evolutionary timespan.  On this presumed mutation accumulation rate, a molecular or genetic 'clock' has been calibrated and relied on for dating in that period.

          From the rate of accumulation of certain mutations in both human and ape mitochondria, together with a reliance on disputed assessments of radiometric fossil datings, a multi million year old age has been accepted as being that when apes supposedly began to turn human, or when humans supposedly “branched off” from apes. (However such theory is faced with contradictory genetic evidence: In a study comparing select DNA sequences of humans with the same sequences found in gorillas, chimpanzees and monkeys, for example, such 'primate' animals' DNA were found to more closely match each other than the corresponding DNA in humans.  Consequently such findings contradict the assumed 'branching off' of humans from 'primates' as do other published findings of major genetic distinctions between humans and 'primates'.)

          In the male population of humanity, the rate at which DNA mutations accumulate in the relevant or so-named 'control' area of the Y-chromosome cannot be calculated since no mutations 
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whatever have been found (unlike with the Y-chromosome of 'primate' animals).  Thus the 'genetic clock' concept cannot be applied to males, where even presuming such clock to be viable, the same has not yet 'ticked', and so cannot be used to estimate an origin.  Such total absence of relevant mutations was wholly unexpected by those who hold that modern mankind once had an archaic evolutionary origin.  (Although various growths known as “markers” are generally found at fixed locations on this part of the Y-chromosome, these are not identified with accumulated DNA mutations but with particular genes and biological traits and thus are irrelevant to devising a genetic 'clock rate' for male DNA decay.)

          Notwithstanding the incapability of forming any 'genetic clock' for the male Y-chromosome, one has nonetheless been calibrated at 0.135% decay per million years, that is, from scholars' adoption of a theorised time period and a supposed existence of earlier mutations.  From such, the origin of modern males was considered to be no more than some 800,000 years ago.

          To provide a more compatible fit of the recent genetic findings concerning man's origin within the evolutionist framework, estimates were made of theoretical ranges within such 800,000 year period.  The first origin estimate was between 27,000 and 270,000 years ago and then more recently, further estimates narrowed the range down to between 37,000 and 114,000 years ago.  Subsequently, the original male of all modern humans was 'averaged' by scholars as having lived some 60 - 70,000 years ago.

          Out of a number of estimations advanced by scholars, no range or 'average' can claim to be probable since each range is a presumed short period within the larger presumed 800,000 years ago limit.  That is, with all estimates being based on a theoretical 'genetic clock', all calculated ranges or 'averages' of origins must be arbitrary, even those which extend to coincide with the present historical era.  Therefore scientists' rejecting Y-chromosome Adam's origin as coinciding with the Biblical era is ultimately dependent on theory.  In resting on theory, and regardless of the amount of scholarship invested, such contrary arguments possess little or no legal merit.

          In relation to the female population of humanity, the “Mitochondrial Eve” discovery is distinct from that of “Y-chromosome Adam”, with a number of sub-cell Mitochondrial DNA mutations being in this case detected.  Since in this Mitochondrial case, the accumulation rate of mutations is observable, a female 'genetic clock' had been calculated which is not solely dependent on theory (such rate having been estimated at 2 - 4 per cent decay per million years or one mutation every 300 to 600 generations, or in generation terms when a generation is averaged at 20 years, one mutation every 6,000 to 12,000 years).

          That is, on the evolutionary presumption of a multi million year ago divergence of humans from 'primate' animals (such as gorillas and chimpanzees), and an estimated 'clock rate' of mitochondrial mutations having been calculated, the origin of “Mitochondrial Eve” was determined as being within certain time ranges.
          From the number of such mutations counted, Mitochondrial Eve was first calculated as having originated between some 80,000 and 230,000 years ago, and later between 150,000 and 200,000 years ago with a yet later 'averaged out' estimated date of some 140,000 years ago.  Thus this latter 'genetic clock' reading of Mitochondrial Eve's origin calculates as being some 70,000 years before the final 
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figure given for Y-chromosome Adam.  (A capable cause of the dating difference is found in the worldwide legendary ancient global catastrophe reports still existent, such variously compelling the survival of the male line of only one family (unlike that of the female survivors).  Regardless of its extraordinary nature, the various independent records of human history necessitate that a 'bottleneck' in the early male population occurred, this being reflected in the supposed 70,000 year later appearance of the genetic Adam.)
          However, yet more recent discoveries have revealed that all female mitochondria in present day populations are incurring mutations at a substantially faster rate than that previously theorised.  In 1998 a review of such recent discoveries was published in the international weekly journal Science (279(5347): 28–29).  It was noted that 'using the new clock (with its rate being unconnectable to the predictions of evolutionary theory), Mitochondrial Eve would be a mere 6000 years old', with the researcher later adding “but no-one thinks that's the case”, and elsewhere being opinionised as “clearly incompatible with the known (theoretical) age of modern humans”.

          Although the previous clock rate predicted 'about one mutation in 600 generations...they (the genetic researchers) were “stunned” to find (the new clock)...gave them a rate of one every 40 generations', that is, 15 times faster than the earlier theorised  'clock' calibration.  (Confronting the results of such research, genetic theorists have attempted to discredit the same by relying on a recently updated assumption of a 15 per cent longer evolutionary age as if such could invalidate the new 'genetic clock' rate, and also by presenting exceptional genetic instances as if such were in normal chromosomal proportions.)

          Two further studies of present day female populations found actual mutation accumulation rates to be more than 20 times faster than that formerly believed, such rate producing an age of origin of over 20 times closer to modern times than previously considered.  That is, the 'genetic clock' relied on for estimating the range of years within which Mitochondrial Eve supposedly originated moves at a far faster rate (averaged as 18.5 times faster) than that calibrated on theory.  Hence the time of the estimated origin of 'Eve' is immediately shortened to near one twentieth of the time of the former theoretical model.

          Of the attempts to dispute the contrary findings, none have found flaws with the calculations or lessened the practical significance of the newly discovered 'clock rate'.  Yet the theoretical model of archaic origins continues to be maintained with rigour.

          Nevertheless, irrespective of such apparent deceptions as  1) the recently proposed 15  per cent increase in evolutionary time, and  2) rare exceptions to chromosomal patterns, it now stands that opposite to commonly believed theories on mankind's origin, the range within which Mitochondrial Eve originated has now been irreversibly dislocated from the theoretical hundreds of thousands of years ago epoch and coupled to a tangible time within the most recent epoch, or in real genetic terms, only several thousand years ago, in correspondence with the recent discoveries, with such facts substantially overriding most current scholars' convictions.  Accordingly, on a judicial examination of the evidence and argument available, a proper court of law would be entitled to dismiss unsustainable claims that on a scientific reconsideration of the evidence such discoveries should be disregarded.

          Since such faster 'genetic clock' decay rates as observed in present day populations are many times faster than previously theorised, there is practical ground to accept the most recent estimate of origin for Mitochondrial Eve as being the more accurate, that is, being in the area of the estimated lower limit of '6000 years' ago, rather than that of the previously estimated 140,000 years ago by the earlier presumed 'clock rate'.
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          Thus the most recent time Mitochondrial Eve may have originated has been necessarily revised down to the estimated limit of 6000 years ago or 4,000 B.C., and as such, overlaps the beginning of the Biblical history.

          With the most recent times of origin for both Y-chromosome Adam and Mitochondrial Eve overlapping the early Biblical era, obvious common ground exists between the Biblical account of modern mankind's origin, and the recent findings of practical genetic science.

          Common ground also exists between the Biblically based historical and the theoretically based scientific scenarios of mankind's origin.  First, each scenario is compelled to embrace that each of their Adams and Eves had their ultimate origin in the material which makes up the universe.  Second, both theoretical and historical scenarios hold this same universe had arisen when “nothing” had existed.  Third, and regardless of being fully contrary to the interests of most modern scientists and their followers (but not to those of the law), each scenario must definitively hold that a state of 'nothingness' is impossible because there could never have been a time when there was absolutely nothing, otherwise there would be absolutely nothing now.  And fourth, each scenario is thereby compelled to embrace that the cosmos not only had a beginning, but that at the exact time of that beginning, something tangible already existed (that is, either as the forerunner of a “Quantum fluctuation” or similar excursion, or as some kind of empowered intelligent entity).

           Thus with the chronological data of early Biblical history being coincident with the reduced dating range of Mitochondrial Eve (and also with the static dating range for Y-chromosome Adam), it is seen that common ground exists not only between the immediate Biblical history and strictest theoretical science scenarios, but between that same history and the strict findings of cosmic origins (with their complexity and magnitude).
          The teaching that current humanity diverged from animal 'primates' some 2 - 5 million years ago has now been shown to have no legally sustainable or empirical support.  In particular, the results of Y-chromosome research determine that any such age of modern man is impossible.  Yet most genetic researchers continue to dismiss the ramifications of the results, and consequently theorise that Y-chromosome Adam and Mitochondrial Eve were not the only humans of their times, but must have been descendants of human populations before them.

          The portrayal of mankind's supposed archaic ancestry by a variety of fossilised part-skeletons and graphic 'trees of descent' for example, is intended to satisfy questions on the origin of life.  However, despite the voluminous evidence uncovered, no material corroboration whatever exists for such.  In a strict legal consideration, all the common interpretations of fossil and accompanying radiometric dating which are presumed to indicate evolutionary ages still stand as uncorroborated theory.  It is only under the rules of the modern “scientific method” of assessment that any presumed corroboration of evolutionary ages may be tendered.  That is, nothing evident in any of the numerous fossilised skulls and bones often pictured establishes beyond reasonable doubt that humans either lived, migrated, or could have lived or migrated millions of years before the appearance of the genetic Y-chromosome Adam and Mitochondrial Eve (Neanderthals and other 'hominims' being variants of modern human stock). 

Accordingly, with the unexpected findings of evolutionarily driven genetic science  overlapping humanity's earliest written history, and academic dismissals of such findings being supported only by theory, then again on a judicial examination of the evidence and argument 
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available, a proper court of law would be entitled 1) to dismiss as unsustainable claims that a fuller reconsideration of the evidence would cause the  new discoveries to be seen as irrelevant, and 2) to admit that with the Biblical narrative of mankind's history being held at law as the most cogent and credible rendering of the world's ancient historical writings in existence, the Biblical account well enough describes the origin of mankind, and that consequently it is reasonable to hold that the specific 'Y-chromosome Adam' and 'Mitochondrial Eve' identities  conformably equate with being practical scientific expressions of the Biblical Adam and Eve.

          Hence with there being no legally sustainable evidence for humanity having existed before Biblical times, only from that era may the commencement year of a legal or common law based chronology of humanity be fixed.

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

          Concerning the credibility of senior genetic and fossil science researchers in the matter of human origins, although such are generally accepted as guileless “expert witnesses” in their field and as being capable of responsibly interpreting discoveries, in their decipherment of the evidence of human origins however, such expertise is demonstrably flawed.

          That is, concerning the two academic ideals of modern science, cogent philosophy and empirical integrity, such are found to be not consistently adhered to:

          Firstly, in an example of denying cogent philosophy, most theoretical scientists consider their scholarship of sufficient weight to employ contempt as a means to have the Biblical record reassessed as providing only a negligible value to humanity, openly publicising such as having no more practical merit than 'an ancient Middle Eastern document of doubtful origin and integrity'.

          However a long established core constitutional practice in common law countries is the utilising of the Bible in courts (etc.) as a reverenced legal object employed to secure truthful testimony and evidence.  Additionally, such makes the taking of oaths (or affirmations which carry the same penalty) to be not a religious but a civil ceremony, the Bible thus possessing a legal interpretation of itself materially separated from religion (the primary English version being coupled to the constitutional and wholly civil Royal Prerogative).  Thus such scholars' contempt of the Biblical record identifies a basis of ill-will intendedly directed against not just the assorted religions which attach themselves to it but also the unexcelled level of legal and social principles it conveys.

          Consequently, such express contempt acts to injure the welfare of those civilised nations whose constitutional law is founded on the tried and respected Biblical principles and judgments, that is, from which arise their rule of law and concept of justice (while on the other hand, the rule of law in states not so founded but governed only under the rule of civil or politically elected power, has less constitutional strength of authority).

          Secondly, in an example concerning scholars' empirical integrity, senior genetic researchers are similarly found to consider their expertise to be of sufficient authority to physically alter and/or omit the reading of results contrary to their private interests.

          In the determination of human origins from the recent genetic discoveries, it is empirically found that the same scientifically calculated origin of modern males as occurring some hundreds of thousands of years ago can just as equally be scientifically calculated to be tens of thousands or even
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only thousands of years ago, such lower results being concealed by scholastic omission and diminution of selected data.
          These two examples, that is, one being an albeit theoretical yet ill-willed statement intended to dismiss from the established culture its Biblical foundation, and the other, being material alterations and falsifications of the evidence to conceal genetic dating facts, indicate that a substantial lack of integrity exists within man's modern sphere of learning in both the theoretical and practical branches of science, at least in matters concerning human origins.

          Considering further the credibility of genetic and fossil science researchers in both empirical and theoretical areas, senior researchers have been not only exposed for fossil deception involving criminal fraud, but in research publications, such have been often found to have employed grammatical devices and personal derision so to diminish the value of evidence contrary to their personal and/or 'peer group' interests.  Although only minor damage to scientific credibility is caused by such practices, and a substantial amount of bona fide scholarship has been invested in the subject, it may still be declared that firstly, no human population can be shown by either theoretical or practical science to have existed earlier than the Biblical Adam and Eve and secondly, the belief that all life ultimately arose from nothing cannot be sustained without a tenacious religious conviction to support it.

