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i TEXT OF THE ADDRESS DELIVERED BY DR. HERMANN L. HOEH AT

AMBASSADOR COLLEGE, BIG SANDY TEXAS CAMPUS, MAR. 17, 1977

Tvio yeirs 2go this month I n:d the —~rivilc: ¢ of dercssing
the Assembly of the Big Sz2ndy c:mwus of ambzssodor College.  »%
that time I challenged you 1o investigite the isuvues Lhit stood
in the way of a proner systhesis of scicence, history nnd bvibli-

cail studies on the nature and purpose of man. sy the evening
of that day 2 number of your faculty ind students hnd nartici-
paited in 2 serics of discussions with me. 4 brexkthrough was
avvarent. And now, two lears later, I want to summarirze for you
both the ciuses of our paist dilemm2 2nd the simnle solutions.

Our concerns involved the nature and the mening of the geo-
logical record. The validity of archzeologic~l cvidence nnd the
implications of written history. The accuracy of Carbon-14 dating
2nd the biblical time frame. And above all, the search for adam
in earth's history, and the implications for today.

I nresume that vow as collerse faculty wnd students, nd by
vour biblical interests, are concerned with tac ohilosonhical
contradictions with which we have too long lived. Since the Grecat
God is the Creator of the universe and the Author of the revela-
tion we c1ll the Holy Bible, is there any nced for us not to be
able to understand both the record of earth history und of man upon
it and the record of humiun expericnce 2s recorded in the 5ible?
Should not a Christian chemist, for examnle, bc tble to be both
a Christiin and 2 chemist without dnily facing ursctting =nhilosenh-

N ical conbtradictions? Of course! Then why not @ Chrietinn chemist
who studies carbon-14? Or 2 Christian nhysiciet who studies the
broader fields of radiometric dating Did not cne God cre:te
the luws onecrating in nature and *he lrws of the Bitle? Cusht we
not test both —-— and examine them and utilize itnem for our good?

dhy, then, has it scerrd that there nmust be incoluble con-—-

tradictions beitween Bible, science and nistory? It is not probable
thit the difficulties lie in our preconcentions? Our world is full
of preconcentions —- approiches to life we tzke for granted. They
m2y be evolutionary wnreconcentions and they miy wlso be religious
preconcentions. I pronose today thit we ex:imine our »re conccnuloqq
We long ago exaimined the summary azssumptions of evolutionary science,
We must noveximine the assumntions we inhcrited from creationists.

The Church of God, wbich founded Ambassador College, 1is creati
ist in it theology. That is, we have nroved th:t CVO;UthA 1s not
a nroven fact. That it is the religion of secular science. Eut
ot the same time we must recognize that tbe Church of God h:d no
scientific creationism, In the eirly decndes of this ceuturystbe —
argument over creaition and evolution obscurcd the fact that creation—
ism was wholly negative., It was oppesed to evolution. What wais
needed was a posiftive creationism -- a scientific crentionism that
not only demonstrated the fundameniz2l weiknecsses of evolution, but
b also positively exnlained the world we llve in. Creaxtionists haveaa
found little difficulty in explaining the contemnarmiry world., 1t 1s
i the areax of earth bhistory that creationists h:ive stumbled. And
it is becnhuse the world of religion his been unible to sbake off 1%
preconcentions bout ibe Bible record of crertion ~aid bunmin L¢ULorJ.
that we have no solution in the world of Creationists.
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Therc arce 2s many schools of thought amongs crexxionists
2s there are among evolutionists. Through Chancellor Hevbert J.
sirmstrong, the creationist studies of the Church of Goa and of
Ambassador College have recognized as a Bibliczl revelation that
the earth has an exteusive history before the nccount of creaxtion

vweell in Genesis 1. That is, a world existed before .idam. This
vas initially summarized in the Chzancellor's article "Did God
Create a Devil?" More recent articles in The 1lain Truth have ex-

npounded uvpon the RBibliczal imvplications of the world ovelore Adam,

But in saying we found the ©viblic2l evidence for tThait world,
we are not saying the key to the nhysical evidence wzs ecurlly
=4 apmrent., Je must remember that our studies of the vhysical
evidence w4 not derived from any continuous tr:dition in the
£5 . Church of God., Our studies of geology, for example, were bised on
“the books of George lMcCready Price, a Scventh D.y &dvcntist geo-
logist. I had the vrivilege of listening to 2 lecture of Iir,
Trice and of talking to him at lunch. He warned us in his lecturc at #
zlways to maintain two compartments in our minds -- one for theories
~nd the other for established fact. And never to confusc the two.
Trice was an observant geologist, working Hloae in 1 field dominated
by evolutionary thebry. But he saw the physicnl cvidence through 2
preconceived religious conviction that there wis no world before
Adam. He did not understand Genesis 1:2 (and narallel verses). He
assumed the earth was recent, somewhere in the range of six or
seven thousand yvears old. Fe was iforced both to intermret and to
o, describe what he saw in terms of bis preconception which was of
"""""" the nature of a religious conviction. FHe assumed the entire geolog-
ical record must in some way fit the account of the Flood of Noaz
and the immediate post-Flood world. hen we studled Irice's books
we saw the flaws in his interpretztion. e did not see clearly the
flaws in his description of the geological evidence. For years we
took for granted the validity of his geology 2nd unon it zttempted
to build up @ picture of the world prior to .id2m and the world since
am.~e=e of the most prominent cz2tastirophes in the geological
We  record occurrcd at the close of the lesozoic, at the time of the
theyg ereat dying of the dinosaurs (then viewed as revwtiles, cold-vlooded
= e creatures), It was left to me to try to recoucile the remainder
”1?&f of the geologic record with the Eible and hist oTYy.
ha e L . . . ]
0Owuﬁﬁ° I cooper&ted with Mr. Kenneth C. derrqann of the g ologJ denpart—
) men at the Pasaidena camnus of Ambissador Lollege. HNeither of us
{42 were able to produce a model of the gcologicnl record what would
ol accomodate the laws of science, the Biblic:ld nccound ind the apparent
record of history. e h ve workea on the proolem for n ounrter
century, rever desvairing. In the meantime, chortly affer the found-
ing of Ambass2d4or College, Immanuel VelikoveXy proposed & revo-
lutionary model of earth history commencing with the exodus of Isrwl
under lMoses from Bgynt. It greatly relieved the vressure of his tory
which seecmed to compact the whole of geology cince the Ilesoroic in
an uniccountably short time. I drafted volume I of the Comrencdium
on thebasic proposals of Vellkovqky.

e In the mezxntime Dr. illard Libby of the L
orniz at Los Angeles developed the method of
seemed to defend some areis of history is Lr
In other areazs it did not. As with 2ll creaz

ivereity of Culif-
iocarbon dating. It
tionally interpreted.
nists, to my lmow-



ledge, we adopted the assumption thit ridiocnarbon nctlivity in
the pre-Flood world must hive been much dirferent and much less
than the present activity rmte. Ve could anvirently justify
miking a model of the Adamic world that ccould include 21l <the
evidence since the Mesorzoic. But subconsciously 1t dia seem
like stretching the evidence -- or I should s:y comvicting the
evidence. Neither Mr., Xemmeth Herrmann nor I were satisfied
that the evidence and placement of the Tertiury 2nc Plelstocene
had been correctly placed. For a time therc seemed to be no
2lternatives., And, after all, many racdiocarbon dates for the
014 Kingdom of Egypt were apparently too young for historians
(one point in our favor) and (a second point) geologists were
themselves debating a new catastrophic model of n»late techtonics,
which is now dominant in geologic thinking in the Western world.
Then, beginning with the Internationazl Geovohysical Yenr on
July 1, 1957 - December 31, 1958 (when 30,000 scientists from 70
nations coovperited in a2 worldwide program of geophysical research),
a whole series of discoveries commenced. The Leakey family in
Kenya uncovercd in the Lower Pleistocene cvidence of tocls and
the genus homo. The sea floors were cisclosing & ram:rtic
story hitherto unknovm to science. The resulting plcture seemed
to lend support to aspects of our models of earta bistory from a
crertionist point of view. We attempted to exvlaln awiy varve
d2ting as not z2unual. But radiocarbon d:rting in the more recent
periods proved our prowosal untenable., Llgsewhere, otber methods ¢
of radioactive diting were indicating b2t the Tertinry and the
Pleistocene were much older than the time of idam., o Christien
physicist could deny the,facts, without also denying his senses.
Further, our students —-= Robert Ilzcdonald III and Richard Burky —-
had examined Prices' intermretation of the geologiczl evidence
and found him to be in error even in his physical description. of
strata in Colorado, Arizona, Wyoming, and Utah.

We laid aside our models for gecology. ‘e n2d to acknowledge
that the preconceived views of crextionist geologists —-- Trice,
and Whitcomb 2nd Morris (authors of The Geuesis Flood) -- which
we had inflerited from our early studies were tot:lly unfourded.

So it was that in the first two months of 1976 I addressed
a series of letters to those of us studying in the arez of geo-
logy and nrchacology. I proposcd my old view ( with minor ndjust-
ments) that the bistoric evidence and the arch2colezical dis-
coveries pointed clearly to a breal at the close of the Ubzid
cvliure in southern Nesopotamia for the Flood of NNoah. Comparable
evidence could also be marshalled from around the world (not from
the ficld of geology, but archieclogy nnd coil studios)., I nlso =

sugrested thit we ought to look for an grrlier brenl somewhere in
the range of rre-nottery A/B in lalestine nnd commarible arens
worldwide. There was one nrimary difficulty I noted in these
letters. There wis no corresnondence between rndioccarbon dating
and citber the liebrew or the Sentuigint Dible.

I should draw to your attention that by this Time we had al-

ready nronosed tht the term homo snviens sevions ncoeded reconsider
ntion. e once took for granTed the iaer tont anyining labeled
homo must certainly fit in the range of man of the family of idam.

This i1s not true. Homo hnbilis =and homo crecius were not part of
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the Tamily of Adam, as described in the 3ible, Jurther bomo
nexnderthilensis wis not 2 member of the family of icam, Toough
therc were artifacts associated with all these Zorms of nome (the
(ldowin artifacts uncovered by the Leakeys wert.iu to hcmo habilis:
the icheulean to homo ecrectuss the middle nilecolithic to Bomo
neanderthalensis), none of these creatures or hominids give any
evidence of the knowledge and experience of art. nd remember, 2
Cpristinnm phJ51c1qu, utilizing toe liws of riciotctive dectry, 1is

able to determine (within rezxsonable annroximntions) both the gener:l
time these creatures lived and the durition of their culitures. ‘The
time syans range from many hundreds of thousinds of yerrs fo many
tens of thousands of years. The evidence of tte liws of ohysics thus

proves immnossible the identification of the “"ginuts™ or nenh:lim with
bomo neanderthalensis. further, I bave to come to the conclusion
that so-called Cro-lizgnon lan 1s not true main of the family of idam.
His culturc is unner palecolithic, a hunting-grthering culture solely.
Though art avnears, it is defined as "mzgic" in its purnose., KO
agriculture occurred during this entire period of urwards of 20,000
vears during the Pleistocene. This conclusion once ana for all
places the period of the Ice Ages as pre-idamic,

row, then, did these hominids differ from true min of the family
of Adam? The intellect of man is associzted with the sririt in man.
It is the spirit in man, characteristic of the family or idum, that
vas not perviously in any physical creature on earth. ‘iithout the
snirit there existed no nossibility of reiching the »nlanets of our
. solar system in 2 mere 6000 yeazrs., The purnose ior hunting-githering
o hominids should bec seen in a totally new vers»cctive. Lrior o idam,
the world was subject to angels. They were placed on errth us thelr
training ground. ere angels here solely to watch over rocks, and
vegetation and brute animals? Hardly. The rc¢:l develorment of
their skills and chairacter could best be tested by beins able to
work with crecatures only partinlly governed by instinet -- as, for
example, homo h:bilis. OCnce we know the ziblical account und purpose
for angels, 1t is not difficult to underst.nd the sudden avperrance
of varieties of pithecenes nand hominids., It is not = matter of bio~
logical evolution, but of the creition of greater vhysical cunrllenges
for the angelic world. The nnpels were being tected on earth to scce
whether tbey wonld maintiin the nrincinles of the Zovernment of God
in running an cever more complex world. They did not 11 miintain
their loyalty to thnt government. They, it would scem, 2re chirgeavls
for the fact thit the first forms of art ~re nerverted in us:ge,
Uprer parleolithic art is not sensible art; it is muigic, bidden in
caves, with one work of art drawvm over anotner. Their mentallty was
=1l altogether different from humans. ¢,0¢C«qaws of The
Tois st2ze of our study still’'le:t us wiih one fundimental
dilemma. Should =<he QUCCGedlﬂUKHE;OlluPlC nd neolithic cultures 1in
the Tliddle Inast be considered a¢ the closge ¢f the pre-id:amic world
or the eirlicst period of the Adamic world? I firs% wro-osed the
latter ex»lanation in my letters of @ yeir 1go. For I hnad +laced ihe
Flood a2t the close of the Ubaid culture (it is nimed fter the site
of Ubaid where first found in southern Iesovot:mia) A;Ef 1“ SO doingJ
it would bhive been logical to include meqol¢talc and neolit cul- =~
tures in the pre-~ r‘1ood world of .idam fimdily. Cnly cne proolem.
The evidence of roilo metric dating, “irtioni;rty cx‘bow—14, and
varve d:ting could not be rcconciled with the biblic2i eviden ice.of
time, whether you take the Septuagint or the hebrew text.
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Jith this dilemm2: still unrczelved, I atormed my lett
llessrs Herrminn and iatton (of our Beiivior:l stucies dewnz
flow I must exnlain another matter nertiining to vistory before I
cive you the solution. hen I first begin wn in-denth study of bils-
tory, I found it confused by cvolutionairy thinking. wsvery possi-
ble biblicnl paraillel was discounted or treated ws nyth. The theme
secmed to be "history versus the Eible.," it the time it scemed im-
peritive that all bhistory must be wost- ¥lood siuce so much of
geology had to be fitted into our model of the wost-augelic or

the adamic world, .hen I rexd in bcsovnotamizn literiture of the
Flood and the lowering of kingsbhivn from he:ven to men, 1t wa

nrtural to associnte all accounts of the Tlood with that of Nonh,
Purther, the Dible smeaks of the wills of Jericho collansing

before Joshua. These walls, as a result of G:iursting’'s excivitions
in the 1930's, were first assigned to the late Zronre. pBut by . &
the time we studied the subject, !Miss llathlene ilenyon hid wroved
that the walls discussed by Garstins fell nt the close of the Iarlyac

Dronze noe. Conscouently I wis forced to driw the conclusien thrti

the Barly Brouse of Palestine and the parullel culturepf the 01d
Kincdom in Egynt were between the Flood and the Lrodus. TFurtner-
more, 3t that time many radiocarbon drtewfof the (01ld Ilingzdom in
Lgynt were falling in the 24th to the 20th centuries. These dxtes
vere impossibly young for traditional Igyntian bistory. an
article by a graduite of Ambassacdor Collese -- Rounld D. Long —-
ap-eired in the Creation Research Society .uirterly of June 1973
pointing out this wroblem for historinns. It wis also in the
year 1973 .tbat Colin Renfrew of Ingland issued his misseriul work
titled Before Civilization/ The Radiocarbou levolution und ire-
historic Europeé How archaeologicil history his beern pushed bickvarc
in time by the recent drastic revision of radioccarbon dites....

Do reaid the subtitle. It was 2n ev:ilunticn of bristleconc
vine dating on radio carbon dates.y rhereis we ha¢ been wushing
history forward to accomodnte geology into the exmerience of man,
the evidence of God's very own forest in the Jhite mountrins of
Cilifornin was indicating that prior to the time of slexander
the Gre:t the level of ridioactivity bnad becen grerter insterd of
less. Few creitionists hive been willing to face this imvortant
fict of scicnce. We cannot continue rejecting the evidence of
ridionctivity s corr.ected by the bristlccounc —inc curve. Some-
thing was clearly wrong with my understinding of olstory as 1l2id
out in Volume I of the Comvendium of Jorld Pistory. The evidence
of science hnd cleirly iundicitcd thrt marly Broaze wis not nost-
Flo0d in Yalestine 2nd the Hear krnst. In the summer of 1976
an article 2vpeared in the journnl of the Society for Iuterdicci-
~linary Siudies. It was devoted to 2 critinue of the book The
Txodur troblem by Courville, a2 Seveunth Diy .idventist from Loma
Tindn, Cililornin, who took the game view I did -- th:t the Old
Kingdom ~and the lMiddle Kingdom of Egypt were contemnopxry‘and_m,//'d
varillel with the Barly Bronze of Ialestine. A The irticle demonstra-
ted that the walls that fell at the close of the karly Sronze at Jer:
could not have fallen in Josbua's time, becinsc there wis @ mijor
civilization nt Jericho during the succecdiug I'iid¢le Lronze period.si=
Whereas the 3ible had recorded that Jericho would not be rebuilt
until a much later period (see Joshua 6:206 awund 1 ¥inge 16:34). The




suthor is undoubtedly correct. Iy recounstruction viis wrong. Jericho
during the Judges was 2t most 2 military guird stnilon during toe
judges (II Saimuel 10:5). Furthermorc, the Sible rccords thnt Joshuz

ourned Hzzor. 4s I used to tell my students, when the zarly Dbronze
levels of izor Arc uncovered, there will be 2 muacsive sk layer.

They have been uncovered. But Josbuz 11:13, which records the

burning of Hazor, is not fulfilled 2t the end of =z:irly Eronze. Rather,
Fazor wis massively burned a2t the end of I'iddle Eronze, as 2also w2s
Jericho. And the walls of Iiddle Bronze Jericho were the walls of
Joshua's time. The walls of Exrly Brongze Jcricho were the wills

of the litest pre-Flood city. PFurther, we hid concluded that tue
civiligzation of the Canaanites at Ai cersed ot the end of barly

Broneze, beczusc the site then became utterly uninbabitced. And since
Joshus made of ii o hean (Joshua 8) it must hive been <t tne end of
Lrrly Brounze. I was now forced to rereird m rt e in the ./est-
minster Theological Journil (Vol. xxxiii, liov. 1 titled Lociition
of Biklical Betnel and Al Rsconsidered. In my e rtion author
' t
a

Q.

D-vid Livingston bh2s clearly demoustrited ton ite now labeled
L1 is not the truve Ai, whichlies s yet uncxc e tue vacinity.
1 d -- of Jericho,

Hizor und Ai — were in error. fIhe dxting of the histori.ns was, 1in
noint of fuict, reasonible, And beciuse they never thoucht to look
for the evidence of Joshui's conguest 2t the end of lliddle Bronze,

I never focused my attention on that neriod of time. (llost thcolo-
Fians bave comnletely rejecting the time fraime ~nd/or historicity

of Joshua nnd are looking for nossible evidence muca later -- 2t
“he close of Late Bronze).

What we have now been forced to fice is the f2ct that the brozd
outline of history for this period is corrcct for the I'iddle Yast,
excent for the fact that the Pible has been deliberately left out of
the account. The historians have comnletely overlooked the evidence
of population decline between Early Bronze :ind liiddle Zronze. I have
assumed this heretofore was the period of Joshux's consuest. It was
instead the period of the Flood. and the period at thich I »nlaced
the Flood was in fact that of creation week of Genesis 1. 5o we are
now able to conclude that the Mesolithic and Neolithic thnat cxisted
in the IMiddle Zist following the Ubner Paleolithic was 21so nre-
Idaimic. 1t was the time of incipient agriculture nd villages. There
were not true cities at this period not the councent of townsblvs.
(Seaﬁbdul Jalil Jawad's The advent of the Zrn of Townchins in North-
ern liesonotimia.) It is also now cleir thit therc was writing in the
nre-Flood world in Egynt and southbern llesopotamia. And 2t least 2
few lansuages and dizalects from the time God separated the sons of
idam (Deuteronomy 32:8). Genesis 11 should be seen not merely as
2 contrast to the missive number of linguages th:t followed Babel,
but in contrist to the previous world winpeé out by the ilood, in vhich
God sevarated the family of Cain and other brauches, and had given
whatever languages were necessary to keep them apart.

We are now also forced to reject Immanuel Volikovsky's recon-
struction of the Hyksos and Empire periods of zgypt. Lvidence from
the goncilogy of nriests nt Memphis exicts, which now miles it pos=-
sible +to accept the 18th Dynzsty of the Tutiroses s peoinning Tar—

}hllel with Ixocdus 1:8, which is the aoproximite g~te normally assifned
by historiuns. Their primary crror was in let:ving out the bible recc-
ord. So it is now nossible to reconcilc Bible, history and C-14 with
2 toti1lly new view of the kind of vorld angels werc asked to goverm. .

jo
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(The preceeding was the prepared text, the following was the asides)

e, 1. The subject, as I have written it here, deals with the question
A of the reconciliation of various disciplines--in particular:_Biblical
B studies, history, archaeology, and geology. Now in a sense I do not

propose to be an authority in any one of them, though 1 have an on-
going interest in all of them and have taught materials in two par-
ticular areas. On this basis, Lowevever, we ought toc ask ourselves
whether in this century we should be able again to do what was done
before the explosion of science, aznd that is to be able to take a
look at these various dieciplines and to ask ourselves whether or
not there needs to be the kind of conflict that we have wrestled
with and assumed for a long time. So I shall begin now with the
material ¥ have written and leave it to the discretion of those fac-
ulty members who asked me to be here to decide whether any copies
could be made available to some few of you who would have a lasting
interest or concern in the matter.

g5 2. (which we may define as that period of the history of the Church
of God, Seventh Day)
- 1" 3. I will break off for the moment and comment on the fact that

there is a Creationist College and individuals in this field in San
Diego, California. It is very interesting that the bulk of the
efforts have been properly devoted to biology, to some aspects of
astronomy, to the series of attempts that we are familiar with in
Geology. And having attempted to explain the Bible in terms of
traditional creationist geology, they have been unable to prepare
anything that is sound history. I will explain why this problem
exists later.

o-3" 4, It is one thing, in other words, to define what the Bible says.
It is another thing to expound what must have paralleled that world
in terms of material evidence that the Bible does not speaxk about,
but that is left to investigative sciences.

5-21" 5. There was no positive scientific creationism in any of the lit-
erature of the Church of God Seventh Day of the last century and
into this. ©Nor did we derive our premises from any of their liter-
ature. .

gc” 6. I will interject and say at this point, neither Mr. Herrmann nor
I over the years have remained static in our views and we have, of
course, worked with others intermitztently. We have always had that
kind of rapore that we could analyze the weaknesses and the res-
traints of possibilities. I think because of that it is possible
to come to a solution, which in a sense should have ¥vecome more
obvious long ago.

-2 7. So we may say that in the 1950's there was the radiocarbon revo-
lution and the revolution of a whole new view of cause and effect
in geology which opened the way for the possibilities for catas-
trophism and the possibility of assuming that the radio-active rate
must be interpreted on the basis of a model that should conform to
the Bible, which in fadét represented a preconception theologically
as to what we expected. That 1s, we made the assumption at that
time that all artifacts,(f will discuss this later) must represent
the presence of man and since artifacts exist in the geological
sequence long before there is any radio-carbon that can be measured
we had to assume that indeed there was this decline to zero of any
radio-carbon activity or there could be no harmony with the record
of science and the bible.

-
2
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8. Por there was an obvious agreement between radio-carbon dating
and the varves. Varves are those deposits formed in Scandinavia
where the glacier left visible deposits in caly and silt in sumner
from those in winter. And by evaluating the whole area..of Sweden
and Finland, McCready did propose a model going back linking up
with the Pleistocene. Ve necessarily had to come to grips and re-
ject 1t or any model that any creationist had proposed, and we our-
selves concluded that 1t would have been untenable. 3But radio-
carbon, as far as the last 2000 years where we can test the radio-
carbon against the written record of the Roman and the post-Roman
world was in agreement with the annusl presentution of varves on
the basis of artifacts associated with those deposits.

§. I might say I had a chance to talg to Kr. whitcomb and have
heard both him and Morris. I think Dr. Morris is a very responsi-
ble hydrologist who is not a geologist. I think that ¥Mr. Whitcomb
is a theologian who made 2 very grave mistake, for, having once
understood Gen. 1:2, he rejected it on the premise that the great
majority of creationists who would support any adventures in the
field, also reject Gen. 1:2 and its parallel verses.

10. This evidence necessarily, since we are dealing now with cites
in the realm of archaeology, did not come from the field of geology.
Rather, from the area of soil studies and archeeology. Or, what we
may have already come to see as of a year ago and more--and that is
the geological record as it is normally défined in terms of the hard
substance of the sur@ace of the earth, versus the soft surface nor-
mally related to soils that the ...(tape turned over)... If we are
going to look for any evidence of the Flood itself, we must find it
in the area of soil studies and archaeology and not in -the depths
of .geology. And that is why &all creationists up to this point have
never been able to prppose a satisfying model that would even begin
to be recognized in the various disciplines of science.

11. Now before I go further, I would only state that some of you
might have seen, and if not some of you could ask others, the most
remarkable study that was done and presented on television--training
a chimpanzee to work with and respond to the needs of the computer
and the needs of the man worgking....And one discovers the remarkable
thing that a chimpanzee in its nature is very limited in its intel-

lect, but its capacity is faragreater,ibut.still, withrall itsicap-.::

acity to be able to utilize a computer under instruction, it has
no grasp of the meaning of "why?" It only understands what it is
doing and nothing more.

12. At the end of the Ubaid we clearly have a total collapse of
population in the Middle East. #nd there we have the basic record
to work from because that ties in most directly with any written
Biblical account.

13. The terms "Bronze" and "Iron" age were originally derived from
Denmark nearly two hundred years ago. Today we use them, but we
really are referring to:pottery sequences, because pottery or bro-
ken dishes do tend to reflect changes in trends and artistic de-
signs and of thinking more than any other artifact.

14. So at the very time we were proposing to bolster a post-Flood
Barly Bronze culture ending at the conquest of Palestine on the
basis of radio-carbon evidence, Colin Renfrew finalized a most re-
markable presentation, pointing up that radio-carbon dates that for
historians seemed so young, in fact must be pushed back in time on

the basis of the revolutionary effect of Bristlecone Pine tree eval-

uati%n and a number of us, including myself, have had a chance to
visit th€ 1gboratory in Arizona.
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592" 15. which was the only way to reconcile it in our estimation. One,
I assumed, must be lower, the other upper Zgvpt.

-_w" 16, They proposed, and % have to admit we did not face the facts,
DG that after Early Bronze in the immediate succeeding period of liddle
e Bronze, there was a masssive building of Jericho at the enéd of which

another set of walls fell that none of us had ever focused upon.

Now Joshua 6:26 records a curse on any who would rebuild it, which
was fulfilled in I Kings 16:3%4 in the days after Israel and Judah
split apart, when Heil the Bethelite built it and sacrificed two of
his sons. This would clearly indicate the liiddle Bronze Jericho,
which would have falledN between the time of Joshua and the time of
Solomon coulé not be that period, for there could not have been a
building of Jericho at that time. It was to be rebuilt, and anyv-
body who would, would be cursed by sacrificing his sons, and that
was done centuries later. Therefore the conclusion we must come to
is that Early Bronze was pre-Flood, HMiddle Bronze was the post-Flood
culture to the Exodus, and Late Bronze is the culture of the period
of the Judges, and of course its parallels around the world and the
Iron Age is therefore that of the period of the Monarchies of Israel
and Judah.

17. Not that theologians would accept it, becauase they don't accept
Exo. 1:8 in its historical perspective. But if you read it for what
it says and take what the historians lave properly evaluated from
the literature of the Egyptian period of the 18th Dynasty, we would
draw the conclusion that indeed the 18th Dynasty of the Late Bronze
and close of the lMiddle Bronze is the approximate period of the

{ setting of the account of the Exodus. This means that the Pharaoh

aéwho had a daughter who adopted Moses was Amenophis I. Having no son,
he was succeeded by his general Thutmose I, who had a son Thutmose II,

# who is the pharaoh who perished in the flood. 4nd of all the Phar-
aoh's of this time, his is the only tomb incomplete--tlie only coffin
unused--the only mummy never mummified and never found. And he was
succeeded after the Exodus by Qumeen Hatshepsut. w~o it is now possible
to say, with minor adjustments, as all historians and students of
the Bible must do to correct any minor errors--it is possible to say
that indeed the Biblical record has been demonstrated to be in con-
formity with the evidence of history (where historians, however, have
left out those Biblical parallels--but there is nothing contradict-
ory)--and in conformity with carbon 14 dating as evaluated by bris-
tlecone pine.

Lo
-~

*% (NOTE: Dr. Hoeh has since cheangecd his thinking on the Pharoah's of
the Oppression and of the Exodus. See later sermons.)

numbers in margin are page and distance from top of page.
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DR. HOEH SERMON IN APRIL, 1977 (paraphrased znd shortened)

Vr. Armstrong in recent sermons hag commented on that part played in
history by spirits, which historians tazke no note of. The world be-
fore Genesis 1 is pictured in Isa. 14 znd Zzex. 28, and a reference

in Hebrews tells of a world to come that will not be subject to angels
There are a few scattered references in the Lpistles and Revelation
which tell of the Devil's rule. If the angels were put on earth for

a purpose, what was that purpose as reveuled by geology? In what
sense were they expected to administer the government of God? What
coes it mean to be given the earth as an inheritance? llow did they
rule over nature and other angels? There are many points of view and
much confusion in Theology, as well as evolutionary science. Some are
near and some are far from the truth. We should analyze where the
truth is of the world before Adam. Your bacsground may be evolutionar
or it may be religious, or maybe neither. licst people know little
about 1t either way, even though evolution is taught in the schools.
Teachers have been as ineffective in teaching evolution as they used
to be in teaching the Bible. The minds of the intellectual collegiate
teachers are infected with evelutionary thinking, but most students
are simply more interested in making a living. =Zvolutionists have
differing concepts of origins. OSome say God plays no role and never
has. £Come say God has played =2 role in nature but does not now.

Some say God has played a role in the world and still is. They might
be theistic evolutionists. Some view matter as eternal, others not.
There are agnostics, there are atheists. Physical scientists may be
religious or not. Tke world is full of differing ideas. There is

not one basic theory or picture agreed unon by all. If there is one
unifying concept, it might be that somehow evolution plays a role.
Among creatiocnists, there is the Lutheran/Baptist view versus the
Seventh Day Adventist view. There are all types of theistic evo-
lutionists. Some say a2ll the universe and the world was created in
24-hour deys, with the "beginning" of Gen. 1:1 just 6000 years ago.
Others say there was a creation in advance of Creation Week, which
was destroyed. Some say Satan sinned after Adam sinned (those wko
believe in no "pre-creation"). The most vocal of creationists are

not pre-creationists. But many other religious znd scientific-min-~
ded scholars DO believe in a world before Adam. The Jehovah's Wit~
nesses believe it was much shorter than tle billions of years assigned
by natural scientists. But evolutionists heve no agreement among
themselves, just like the creationists. But the Church of God has

had little to offer to settle the guestion either. A month ago I
went to 3Big Sandy and discussed this with our faculty there. e

have always said that the Bible and true science éo not disagree,

but we have heretofore been unable to demonstrate Correctly Just how
they agree. For years, since the mid 60's, I did not allow to bhe pre-
sented in the Plain Truth any more an explanation of geology, or ar-
chaeclogy, in terms of the history of man anc evolution, beccuse there
was no agreement among the science faculty of Ambassador College, nor
among expert laymen in the Church. The Church of God has played no
role in the evolution/creation controversy cduring the lazst century.

It had nothing to say. The time has finally come to exXplain some
things. Heretofore we were unable tc assemble geology, archaeology,
history, biology, the Bible and theclogy. into a coherent and de-
fensible unit. We have never hed men competent in all those aressat
once. There are some competent in some areas and others in others.

vie failed to apply the recent understanding of the "spirit in man'

to our anthropological difficulties. A creature whigh hgs not thkis
spirit is not "man"--this we falled to thinx about. Mr. Armstrong was

1 CM{? WEZ/
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wise not to elaborate on the nuture of the pre-~Adamic world because
ti.e Church heretofore did not have gz united opinion. It was not
vossible for our faculty, our ministers, or our leymen to come up
with the truth before we understood what rezlly constituted "man".
Scientists have found artifacts (products of brain and hand, of de-
sign and not accident, in stcne, or bone or wood or pottery) of two
to three ©nd a half million years c¢ld in Africa--not liesopotamia.
Some even think there are artifacts that may be tens of millions of
years old, in the Tertiary deposits along the coast of California--
long before the Ice Ages. Creationists generally used to automatic-
ally reject the scientist's time measures because they assumed all
artifacts had to be muade by descendants of Adem. God is both the
author of science and the Bible and they do not contradict, yet our
former explanations did cause the Bible to conflict with known science
Qur theology was wrong. Mr. Armstirong learned from recent conspirac-
ies that they do not take place in a day or a week--it takes years

in which you put ideas into the minds of others. You gradually and
slowly convince them--they don't change all at once. One man said

it toork him years to turn his wife's mind around, but now she says
thet if he ever turns back again, she won't. The Devil diédn't orga-
nize the one third of angels overnight. The Bible gives no indication
of how long ago "in the beginning" was, nor is it important. We see
no reason though why it might not be billions ¢f years ago. There is
no scientific or Biblical basis for rejecting the scientifically de-
termined age of the earth. We trust the laws of nature and God to

be in agreement and constant. Just because the world is old does

not mean we have to accept evolution--because they can't explain the
gaps between life forms. They can explain small variations within
life forms, but the unbridgable gaps reguire God's creation. There
is not one missing link--there are thousands of them, and the atheis-
tic evolutionist does not want to face it. ‘Vhen new forms apvear,
there may be no "predecessors" of remotely similar form, tro variat-
ions have occurred since, in the dog family for instance. Though
there are wide divergencies in the appearance of dogs, they are all
dogs. There is a bridgeless gap between them and the cat family.

The age of the earth has never been a problem for the Church. It
need not tzke a "position" on the question. The function of the
Church is theological. The function of the scientist is in the phys-
ical realm. We used to get the two areas a bit confused. The theo-
logian has no right to say how old the world is--he has only to say
that it was prior to creation week. Based on how conspiracies zare
conducted, it was apparently a long time. We should listen to men
who are knowledgable in their field and not to amateurs. The minis-
try should realize it's limitations and so speak ané act accordingly.
If science and the Bible are not mutually contradictory, then they
have the right to exist in their respective fields. This is funda-
mental to our progress in the college and individually spiritually.
This might apply to nutrition and agriculture. I have heard enough
nutritional nonsense from the pulpits of this Church to know that it
is not the function of the ministry to convey this knowledge. They
have often been merely attacks on those who sought to do right, or
on those who did wrong. The function of the ministry is to tell you
it is your responsibility in the spirituel realm to do what the Bible
says, and in the -physical realm to do in accorcance with the knowledge
men can find out. Not much nutritional knowledge is contained in-the
Bible--little more than unclean meats which man could not discover
“or himself. TFhe more information coming out in a field, tre harder
it is to keep up with it. and thre more likely we may think the fielad
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is going wrong. There are just zc —any chenres in theology as in
nutrition--notice recent changes in the Churck. Keep your mind open
in all these, and forget prejudices, and pay attention to advances
in knowledge and understanding. =~ chemist can soon know the results
of his experiments, but a theologian can "get away with" error much
longer. OUnly in the Judgement may one know the full consequences.

It is a lot easier to disprove false ideas in the physical realm

than in the religious. The more coxmplex the physical problem 1is,

the longer the search for the truth. From discussing radiometric
dating with Christian experts, we conclude there is no way to lay
aside this evidence of *the earth's antiquity, and the artifacts of
pre-Adamic hominids. Our o0ld model was wrong--the world of dinosaurs
before Adam with Satan ruling, then the Adamic creation of mammals
and man after his rebellion. This seemed reasonable at the time
before the full impact of radiometric dating proved it all wrong.

In the April "Scientific American" evidence is presented that tkre
dinosaurs were warm blooded, but we formerly wanted to associate

the angels with ccld-blooded creatures, and the world of man with
warm-blooded creatures. Tho rejecting this model opened a Pandora's
Box of problems initially, it was a necessary step to the truth.
Unlike most creationists, we know that the earth became without form
and void tecause of the angel's rebellion, tho the earth was origin-
ally created to be inhabited long before. God sits at the throne and
decides right and wrong, and the rebellious angels wanted to dethrone
God so they would not have to pay the penalty when they did wrong.
The Devil would like to have a world of competition, hate, strife,
etc. without penalties. At creation weex we can be sure we are deal-
ing with the Sabbath, the seventh day of the week, and not any thou-
sand-year period, so cur understanding here remains valid. Also

that it occurred about six thousand years ago is historically demon-
strable. HNow the problem is how to reconcile artifacts before Adam
and the Biblical record. There is =z continuous sequence of archaeo-
logical strata. We took for granted from the theologians that if
there was an artifact, a human being made it. It has taken a few
years to realize there was something wrong with our fundazmental
thinking, even after we rejected the old model. God created a fan-
tastic and intricate variety of life. Some things were just a tem-
porary creation in geologic history. God "experimented" with life,
and with angels to see if they would do his will. He found out that
He could not trust them, which is part of the message of the book of
Job. In six days God has the power to recreate the world as we know
it. But there is no need to assume He disigned it all suddenly. It
was not much different from the immediatly preceeding creation. Per-
haps He just modified the creatures slightly. The major effort of
creation was the planning and design of the whole thing (not the manu
facture), which had been completed earlier than Creation Week. The
Devil had lead us to believe that God was a master magician who said
"poof" and there it all was. That is not the way it happened. In
writing something, the study and plenning takes much more time and
effort than the writing itself, and the printing is the least. It

is the same with God. And our human minds tend to work the same way
made in the image of God, tho more slowly and more lowly. Jesus
learned by the things le suffered, it says in Hebrews. Iir. Armstrong
has always said there are things that God has learned. The reason
Jesus 1s appointed to deal with menkxind is because lle knows what 1t
is to live in the flesh,"tempted in all points like as we are, yet
without sin." He learned what it is like to see the universe from
Minside the egg" instead ' of outside. Man is 2 soul, and is not an
immortal soul. At first we wrongly concluded that there was no spirl
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in man. Then in the early 60's we came 1o see there was a spirit in
man that works with the physical brain. It alcrne makes us different
frem late pre-Adamic hominids. Go¢ sazid "let us make man in our inage
This refers to more than physiczl lcoks. You can't press this point
too far because of the races, and women also. "Image" therelore re-
fers fundamentally to the powers of God's mind--with no uprer limit
to thinging i:u the physical world. (There are things in the spirit
world that are not revealed to usa) You can't "explain" much to an
animal--you can train a few things to them. Cliimpanzees can communi-~
cate thru & computer and sign language, and reason upd to the level cf
about a 3% year old human child, according to en article in "Science"
magazine in lMarch. That is their upper 1limit. ¥e don't understand
the interface between spirit and brein yet. DPerhaps the "soul" of
"body, soul, and spirit" is that interface. But this 1is not in the
area of my thinking for the moment. Paul said animals were brute
beasts, made to be taken and eaten. Now I respect vegetarians,
whether they are in the church or not. Animazls have no realization.
Ve knew what man was, ané that man was created by God, and that he
had no immortal soul but had a spirit, but we could not figure out
WEEN man appeared in the archaeclogical record. Here skeletons can
not tell, even if the sxeletal remains indicate the hominid had a
tongue that could speak--that does not meazn it was a man. Scientists
are bewildered at the varieties of hominids, and have difficulty de-
ciding themselves whether it is "mgn". Ve invented the explanation
that man made the artifacts and lived alongside the unintelligent
"ape-men". We now reslize that the oldest artifacts are two to three
million years old, in Africa. It is scientifically impossible to
reconcile this with the age of mankind from the Bible. Some say that
nature lies, and was created with "apparent age" or an apprarent past,
but I don't think so. They say Adam was created a full-grown adult,
80 -God created rings in the trees in the Garden of Eden, and they
extend their reasoning to all the rest of creation. But the issue of
apparent age is not really a factor because radiometric dating methods
measure the acts AFTER creation (not the acts OF creation), such as
the chrystallization of volcanic rocks and the ingestion of c¢-14 by
living things. Beyond the instincts of grasping and sucking in
human infants, and self-preservation (a natural law), man has no in-
stincts. The first man was told to dress and keep the Garden. He
had the mentality at least of a gerdner. HHis first sons, twins
apparently, were a keeper of sheep and & farmer. This means rudi-
mentary agriculture in the earliest human stage. Adam was not a
hunter-gatherer. Cain built a village, only one generation removed
from Creation, maybe 100 years after Creation. Man is therefore a
communal being. Australopithecines were not. Leakey was right about
Homo Erectus not being a man. The theologians are divided on the
guestion. Leakey said "there is nothing there of psycho-social man".
Man was made for a family, not a troup, tho he lives in villages.
Homo Erectus could walk and make tools, but made no progress for
hundreds of thousands of years. lieanderthal man has been debated
whether he was man. His speaking ability is questioned. He had no
art or agriculture. However much they may look like man, without
the spirit in man they are still brutes like an ape or monkey. IModerr
Man did not appear until agriculture in the "~ HNeolithic- just 6000 years
ago. Upper Paleolithic"Man" (Cro-Magnon) had a larger brain case

and was more robust than modern man. Fhen we thought Iie was man, we
said modern man was a degenerate. He lived for a few tens of thou-
s=nds of years but never developed any agriculture. I'rom skeletal

remains it is very difficult to distinguish him from Modzrn Man.
Under the angels direct supervision, God was creating creatures tnat
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were more and more able to be taught. Chimpanzees can be taught a
simple computer language, yet in the wilds you would not recognize
that kind of capacity. Mankind started out as gardeners and farmers,
but some cultures have lost that knowledge thru cdegeneration. We can
do anything any beast can do, and worse--worse because we khow better,
and they only do it because it is their nature. Upper Paleolithic
hominids did not have races as we know them. He had a2 more robust
structure and even larger brain capsacity, but did not have agricul-
ture, so should not really be called "man". Nodern man is a refined
and reduced Upper Paleolithic hominid. ©So far as we know, we don't
have any fossil hominids alive today--they were all extincted before
the adamic creation. They made no fundamental progress for tens of
thousands of years. They remained hunters and gatherers, like the
animals, tho they made tools forhunting, unlike the animals. God
has created one life form after another without evolution, unless
you want to call the small changes in some varieties "evolution".
ingels governed the weather as well as life. They apparently also
sought tc possess the animals. Remember the demons who entered the
swine in Christ's day, and the angel who spoke to Balaam thru the
donkey. Dr. C.P. Heredith once had to degl with =2 demon-possessed
horse--that had more than "ordinary horse sense". Zlephants gather
their dead into graveyards, and other animals bury their dead, so it
is ro problem to our understanding if pre-Adamic hominids bdburied
their dead. Animals even have an "emotional reaetion" to a death in
the family. Homo Zrectus did not bury their dead. God may have in-
tended that the angels teach the hominids things, as they were gov-
erned less by instinct than their predecessors. God instructed Adam
how to skin an animal to make clocthes, and %o cook it for food. DSome
art appeared in Upper Paleolithic man, but apparently there was no
exchange of information, so they made no progress in ten thousand
vears. Their art was "magic". The only way to explein it is thru
demon possessien. It just does not loox like the art of true man.
Cne on top of another, without perspective, in barely accessible
areas. This was just before the final rebellion. They perverted
creation rather than ruling it according to God's laws, and finally
abandoned it. Long after the Pleistocene does agriculture finally
come along with true man. If we had understood more of the role of
the epirit in man we wouldn't have had such trouble reconciling
science with the Bible. The Bible gives scme information, and
Science gives us some more. Some animals that survived the Pleis-
tocene upheavals died out afterward. We thought it was because of
Noah's flood, whereas in fact it was- the flood of Gen. 1:2. The
real image of God is more in the mind than in the body. An example
of a man acting like a beast is Nebuchadnezzar. I do not know if
this was caused by the removal of the spirit in man. We only began
to understand all this and put it all together in its proper time
setting when God revealed to Mr. Armstrong the truth of the spirit
in man in the 1960's.
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DR. HOZH TAPE OF SERMON GIVEN ON PEXNTECOET, 1977

(For this tape I decided to reduce and modify Dr. Hoeh's wording some-
what, since this is largely a repezt of tepe of 6-25-77. All essen-
tials are reteined.)

The subject for this Pentecost sermon is the world before idam, where
angels were responsible, and how 1t is that God is developing a pat-
tern and a program in which individuals such as you and I are being
celled with many others as the firstfruits of a very large perspective
cr work that is taking God more than 7000 years because there is a
period of time specified in Isaiah 65 following the Millenium. We are
the firstfruits, but it is one thing to talk about the close of the
harvest,or how God began to finish the close , and the final harvestin
It is another thing to take a look at a long perspective and ask "Fow
come we're included". ‘hen did God decide to make the human family?
When do we really pick up the story of the human family? I will pre-
sent a story that may be a little hard to follow because not every-
thing is laid out in the Scriptures. The Church and the Work grew

out of individuals in contact with the Seventh Day Church of God.

That church was orgunized in the United States and grew up in the

time of Charles Darwin--when he wrote his two books. And in this 110
years or so since, it has seen its role in the iiork of God as "Anti-
evolutionary". That 1s, it has had an attack on a false premise, but
has noyt had a true explanation to replace it. They and we examined
the evidence in terms of anti-Derwin and anti-evoclution, rather than
finding a positive explanation. That church and this are Sabbath-
Xeeping creationists, but that does not mean we ceveloped a scientific
creationism--an explanation of creation that caa be examined and dis-
ciplined by the methods of science. Ve have never had an explansztion
of Geology that could stand the tests of science. %This is why for the
past 12 to 15 years we have not published anything on geology--because
everything we gknew fell to the ground. The church for 75 years ncver
ha¢ qualified incdividuals who were trained in both Scripture and
science. In geology, Ambassador College got its former teacl:ing fron
George McCready Price, a fine and responsible Seventh Day Adventist
vhom I met once before he died at the age of 90. He was the lone
geologist at the turn of the century who stood in opposition to evo-
lutionary geology. However, his opposition to evolutionary geology
does not mean he correctly understood creation in geology. Ii.e was
subject to the views of Mrs. Ellen G. White, who did not understand
Gen. 1:1-2 and related verses. They thought the universe was created
ahout 6000 years ago, so they had to explain all geology by the single
catastrophe of the Flood. ke explained the Ice Ages as post-Flood
geology. These were his two fundamental errors. This is where Mr.
Armstrong and Ambassador College came in. We also were anti-evolu-
tionary, but had no positive explanation for geology. We proclaimed
that evolution had no answer for the gaps in 1life forms. Ve saw the
errors of evolution, but ¢id not see all the errors of creationists
who went before us and who attributed geological remains to the Flood.
e did see TWO catastrophes howgver--the Pre-Adamic destruction and
the Noachian Flood. We tried for years to fit geologic evidence into
this conception. This was before we understood the impact of radio-
carbon dating. While lir. Kenneth Herrmann in geology and nmyself in
history and archaeolcgy were puzzling over these things, sclentists
were discovering many ape-like and man-like creztures that they czlled
"homo". ©One of the surprises was creatures with increased brain
capacity after they began to walx upright. The first theory was that
2 larger brain lead to walking upright so he could use his brain. Ve
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von't bother ourselves with this. 7The problem has been to define when
you have found a real human sgeleton. Any coroner could easily deter-

min from skeletal remains whether a murder victim was an ape or a man.
3ut somewhere in between the distinction can become guite clouded.

Ve thought for years that anything cslled "homo" was a nman. We should
have realized that scientists meant "somethiing more like a man thaM a
mongey". They only use "hiono Sapiens'" if there is evidence that the

creature could think like a man. $ince tools are used by man today,
and were also used by Cro-Magnon men of the Upper Paleolithic (the
Pleistocene or Ice Ages), and by Homo Neanderthalensis, and by Home
Erectus, we assumed (as the scientists did 2lso) that man alone is a
tool maxing creazture. We thought anytring that made a tool must be &
son of Adam. e didn't realize that scientists dicdn't classify all
tool-makers as "thinging man". Our thinzkiang was clouded because we
had no Church tradition of scientific creationism, and at the same
time evolution was clouding the thinking of geologists and anthrc-
pologists. ZFhen it was discovered that creatures quite unlike man
can make tools, though simple. Australopithecines, not even classi-
fied as "homo" {Erectus) could make tools. <he evidence proves that
no "modern man" type was contemporary with the Australopithecines

or liomo Erectus ("Java Nan" and "Peking Man" are the older terms).
Therefore we conclude that proof of tool-making ability is not proof
of the presence of Adam or his descendants. Ve have taught that angels
were on earth before Adam, being trained. ‘What was their primary
function? To rule trees and rocks and streams? Vhat were they given
experience IN? More then merely ruling over each other. We should
expand our former concepts and see that they were on earth to govern
in a small way (as an opportunity to learn and to prove they couléd be
trusted) before being sent out further into the universe. Their role
on earth should be seen as equiping or gualifying them to rule in the
universe. This means they were governing nature in great detail. As
God Himself is concerned for even a sparrow that falls, so God is
concerned for the balance of nature. If God knows the hairs of your
head, liis is concerned over the intimate aspects of 1life of every
creature. If He rules thru angels, then they also would be likewise
concerned with the minute aspects of nature. This is what they were
asked to govern--not a barren world, but a world full of life forms
thruout geologic history. The Church has a responsibility to teach
the role of angels in the world before Adam. But the Church is not
necessarily qualified to teach on the nature of that environment,
except as it may be discovered by the sciences of geology, archaeology
and anthropology. The things I am speaking on are not the primary
function of the Church, but I am spezking from ay studies and exper-
ience apart from but supplementary to the areas in which the Church
should speak. Science should be able to discover wheat part of the
world was pre-Adamic. We do not see a world of which we would say
thet God was "experimenting"--that term has overtones that could be
misunderstood. I would prefer the concept that God was"developing"

a creation in which angels were being challenged and tested on how
they would cerry out God's government in guiding that nature, 2ndé in
ruling over ever more complex forms of life. Vhen Australopithecines
avpear in Africa (they have not been discovered elsewhere) "late" in
the history of the world, we have a creature that can make tools,

but not according to a pre-conceived pattern. An outline of devel-
opment follows. PFirst we have a creature who looked somewhat like
apes, whc tended to walk somewhat upright, who made tools, but not
after a pre-conceived pattern--the form of the tool is after the -
natural characteristics of the rock. Then we have a creature who
walked upright called "Homo Erectus". He had the capacity to make a
to0l from a pre-conceived pattern, but did not heve moderm man's
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brain capacity so he was not classified as "homo Saplens” beca
did not think and reason as man reasons. At this lever (of Java llan
2nd Pexing Man) the term "Homo" may be misleading because it 1s not
"man" s 2 son of Adam. +%i would be bhetter to correct this miscon-
ception of modern evolutionary science to conform to the truth of the
world we see. There was no cdevelopmental progrees or advances in
culture of these creatures tho they existed for maybe hundreds of
thousands of years. If you examine geology with radiometric dating
vou will have to conclude that there were steps in creation, with the
presence of new forms of life at esch step wrich continue for a very
long time without variation (evolution). HNow after Iomo Zrectus ve
come to the time of a creature in Burcpe that I will pass over to go
osn to NHeanderthel Kan, where "man'" is ageain a misnomer. Le made
tools, a bed, & shelter--but so can other animeals. He could make
rather involved tools, but had no sense of art. Nan 1s an artistic
cresture, but tnis doesn't mean 21l artistic creatures are men. But
no art is ever associated with liomo Neanderthalensis. And there is
also the question whether he could speak or just make sounds with

his voice. <+hen 3% to 40 thousand years ago angels had the respon-
sibility of governing a world that changed from creatures lead pri-
merily by instinct to creatures less and less so. There is thus the
indication that angels were being trained not just to utilize the
natural world of plants &and animals and to supervise the climate and
all other aspscts of nature, but to train creatures who hac the cap-
acity to begin to fashion somethiing out of the nature in which they
lived, and in more znd more complex form. After Eomo Heanderthalensis
we come to Cro-lMagnon, or Upper Paleolithic "man", who once again
shculd not be called "man'" but it would be better to use a term like
"hominid" for nim. At the close of the Ice Age or Arctic Climate
this creature could make tools and houses and could communicate
better than any former creature. le could draw--perform aesthetic
operations. lie could hunt, fish, and make weapons to find his food.
Upper Paleolithic hominids are therefore unusual in that they have
gone beyond former creatures in many ways such as art and an aesthetic
sense, and in the capacity to communicate ideas. For 20 to 25 thou-
sand years they lived on earth and hunted and fished--but they knew
no agriculture, they domisticated no animals, they neither sowed nor
reaped the fields. while they were here, TrHESE ideas never penetrated
their minds or brains, tho they had the other advancements. In the
Bible, Adem and Lve were put in the Uarden of Eden and told to "dress
and keep it". Adam is therefore of sufficient mentality to be a gar-
dner and able to perceive the fundamentals of agriculture. He could
also reason about such things as eternal 1life and death. Adam's
older son Cain built a town and was an agriculturalist and tilled the
field or used the plow. Adam's second son Abel kept sheep, and there-
fore may have kept other domestic animals--at least he was acvanced
enough of an agriculturalist to tend to domesticate stock. llan has
not been on earth more than 6000 years according to the Bible. IHe
starts out capable of thinzing of eternal matters, as well as the
fundamentals of agriculture and town building. In Isaizh we are
to0ld that certain things were engraved with "the pen of Lnoch" or,
"the stylus of a man". There the implication of the lebrew text is
that Pnoch the son of Seth invented the art of writing, because 1t
was named after him. In Genesis we find "the Boox of the Generatlons
of aAdam", which implies that in the lifetimes of 3eth and Enoch men
hed the capacity not only to write, but to convey, preserve, and
cerpetuate *he written word, not necessarily in scroll or codex form.
Yo should heve realized that liomo Zrectus did not write, paint, or
farm. Lixkewise lomo Neenderthalensis, Upper Peleolithic lominics
(Cro-liagnon) etc. thdo they did peint and cdraw, ¢id not domesticate
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animals, nor sow and reap, nor build cities,. but only preyed on the

environment like othé&r animals. Iodern man is just a refined and
reduced Crc-lMagnon men. I used to say that is an evolutionary ex-
planation for degeneration. ‘Wwe should have put aside our own pre-
conceived notions, and listened to the scientists who said Cro-liagnon
was cruder and less refined than modern man. we conclude that adam

came on the scene later. Angels had been given responsibility to
rule creatures who could clothe themselves with skins to xeep warm in
the cold, but could not think out agriculture. they were being intro-
duced to gradually more and more complex forms of 1life. The Bible
indicates what Adamic man must be like, regardless of scientific
definitions put on fossil men. Science has not been guided by Sabbath
or Bible, but by Derwin who is dead. After Cro-Magnon we come %o
"Mesolithic man". Eere we see evidence of incipient agriculture--
domestication of one or two grains that were sown and gathered. It
sterted out as gathering, then went to sowing. The archaeological
sequence 1is Upper Paleolithic, then kesolithic, then Pre-pottery
Neolithic, then Pottery Neolithic in the Middle East. These were
not terms used when I was going to school because they were not yet
dug up, as primarily by Kathleen Kenyon in Jericho, and Braidwood in
Jarmo in Iran, =nd many other places now. Iiesolithic man is even
more refined that Cro-Magnon. Le used tools different from his pre-
decessors, who used just stone. lle used bone and woodé and jewelry.
He also reaped wild grains, tho he did not sow, and he domesticated
a few animals, but ¢id not yet have pottery. lle did live in groups,
or tribes, or clans--whatever term we might like to apply from our
perspective. Later we have development of the use of clay. <Lhere
was just about 4000 years from the beginning of gathering (like
berries, nuts, and wild grains) to the conclusion of the Pottery
Neolithic period. This was 400C years in which hominids made the
most rudimentary developments, slowly but surely. #ngels were given
charge for the first time over crezstures that could think out new
techniques of domestication, step by step the gradual making of pot-
tery, the invention of a king of village or community--only this in
4000 years from about 8000 to 4000 B.C. do these stages occur. Com-
pare this with the progress from Adam to Herod the Great. Humans in
only 170C years progressed to the point God said "nothing shall be
restrained from man that he has imagined to do". In the last pre-
Adamic phase the hominids lived with little instinct znd ata level
not unlike the most primitive men live today. Apparently they were
not accountable to sin because God did not reveal certain things to
them. Tho they could not be distinguished skeletally from modern
man, they obviously did not have the "spirit in men"whcih gives him
the capability to reach the moon in 6000 years of progress. Something
was yet missing tho they had incipient agriculture and village 1life.
Even 1if the angels had not rebelled, presumably the next step would
have been the impartation of spirit in man--to create out of matter
a form of life which the angels might originally have ruled over.
Mr. Armstrong has said that God must have zlways had in mind the
possibility of an alternative. 1If angels would not do what God
wanted done, then He would create creatures capable of doing it.

And if spirit beings, the angels, would not do it and be obedient,
then Ke would put His Spirit in matter.and test that before it is
made spirit. Some one-third of the angels very early on decided to
'Jo0 their own thing" and rebelled. Two-thirds apparently remained
faithful to God. Following Satan, the disobedient angels gbandoned
this world as their inheritance. WVhile on earth for a very long
period of time, they introduced into nature a world subject to trag-
edies. 3But Romans 8 tells of = time when the sons of God in God's
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government will regulete nature in an entirely different fashion. "The
creature is also to be gdelivered from the bondage of corruption to the
glorious liberty of the children of God. 2he whole creation (not just
man) groens and travails together in pain till now". lir. Armstrong
says this is a reflection of the mind (or brain from another point

of view) of the Devil. \What we are looking for is the "manifestation
of the sons of God." In this we will have a world that doesn't devour
itself. Today there 1is no fish, plant, or bird that is not subject

to the "law" that reflects the mind of the Devil. We live in the

same ¥ind of world as the whole of geoclogic history. as far as our
nowledge goes, the whole of the history of creation revesgled in
geology shows the same suffering that homens 8 speaxs of, which is
unlixe the peaceful World Tomorrow. The laws of reproduction have
been woven together with the laws of food consumption, so that it
reflects the Devil's way of how he thinks nature should be controlled.
dow if this were the way God intended it, then the description of

the Millenium given by Isaiah would be wrong. 3But the evidence of
geology indicates the Devil was already "doing his thing". When he
appeered before God, He didn't listen to him because God said it was
wrong, but God let him go shead. Then the Devil went back and argued
and reasoned with the angels until a third of them agreed with him
that "God doesn't listen". The final act of rebellion was z crisis

in which the Devil znd the angels perceived that the next step God

had in mind was to terminate their experiment--I see no alternative--~
to infervene and create a creature like the hominids but one step
higher, with the capacity to reason lixe the mind of God. Higher
than the cresztures with a "brutish mentality" that is not accountable
for sin, but one that has capacity tc govern himself and decide for
himself apart from any instinct which way he shall go. When the
angels perceived that this was likely the case, they decided to aban-
don this inheritance, to scale the heavens, and dethrone God so they
could set up the universe with a nezture in accordance with their ideas
of competition and strife and keeping in balance by dividing and
conquering and devouring--the "philosophy" of nature today. But they
were cast down, held in restraint. +hen God created Adam, in whom the
"spirit in man" was added. he had the czpacity to reason and build
without limit. ZIvery former maen-like creature had an upper limit
beyond which he could not progress. ©Suddenly a creature was crented
who had no upper limit to his thinking in the netural world, no. limit
to his speculation. We can contemplate eternity and be held account-
able for law and sin. God tested Adam at this point and you know

that our first two parents failed the test in the Uarden of Eden, and
thw world once again passed to the reglm of Satan, and humen civil-
ization instead of being developed under God's law and nature under
God's law--everything passed under a curse. Notice in Gen. 3:14
addressed to the serpent: "Because you have done this you are cursed
above all cattle and above every beast of the field. Upon your belly
you shall go, and you shall eat dust all the days of your l1life."

This can be symbolic, but 1t can also be literal. The implication is
that the curse was not only on the serpent thru whom the Devil spoke,
but also an the cattle--one was cursed "above" the other. %Phe curse
fell on all nature. The crezture that was at one time "more subtil
than any beast of the field (Gen. 3:1)" was reduced to crawling on
the ground. (And there is the symbolism of the Devil himself being
cast to the earth in the past and in the future.) Nature was cursed
with the "philosophy" of the wevil--this 1s the way he wants to run
the world. Yod put man in this world to see what it is like when

run by the Devil's philosophy. 4lso he let a curse fall on man and
woman. +he ground brought forth thorns and thistles, climatic pro-
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blems, toil and swezt. This is the world of the last 6000 years.

Van is now responsible for maxing choices I thzt world. God then
called our a few patriarchs, prophets, apostles sndéd saints who will
be the firstfruits resurrected out of the earth, znd asszigned a res-
ponsibility to restore the government of God on earth, a governnent
which the angels failed to exercise for millions of years. Two-thirds
of the angels have maintained supervision of the uriverse, but the
leading angel rebelled. The government of God has functioned thru
the Patriarchs, prophets, apostles, anéd the church, but the leaders
of this world Lzve been in rebellion. The government ic TERU some on
earth, but doesn't rule OVER the earth thru the rulers (0F the ewurth.
Only some form of radiometric dating is able to determine this vast
time that God's government has not been on earth. We are going to be
given a responsibility that the one-third of the angels failed aft.

We the firstfruits of Pentecost are trained in this world where around
us in society and our natural environment where the Devil's philosophy
has been at work. e have been selected to do what has never been
done before--to reestablish at the highest levels the goverament of
God on this earth, which will bring ebout a new covenant relationship
with Israel and the Gentiles, and even with nature. God is going to
make g covenant with begsts of the field, and the earth itself, which
will pe married as well as Israel. In the illenium we will have the
way that nature should have been operatiing all along. We are living
in a world in which nature has been altered from what God intended it
to be, not merely 6000 years ago, but untolé millions of years ago
where angels were given tests and being trained at all levels of ad-
ministration, not only to govern creztion but to participate in it.
Ir. Armstrong alluded to this some months ago when he sezid that God
would be the original designer znd the angels were like those who
finished (or should have finished) the architecture of the building.
e spoke about the "created objects" because I think he was not pre~
pared to lay "physical 1life". il.e was not ready to put in print what
we must inevitably conclude. I liave not spoken to him about it, but
I am sure he would say "“"created objects" means more than "rocks"--

it includes nature itself, all kinds of levels of life. Ilany of these
were not recreated with Adam, only some were. To our knowledge, "ape-
men" do not now exist on earth. tho there are reports of "big-foot"
and the "abominable snowman". This 2ll necessitates some mzjor
changes in some areas of our understanding of archaeology as well as
geology. I must revise the Compendium in these non-historicel arees,
and also the historical areas of Egypt and Mesopotamia, but I won't
talk gbout that on this occasion. L[he evidence for Creation Week and
the Flood are not to be found in geology, but in archaeclogy and in
"s0il science'"--it is found on the surface of the earth, not in the
structure of the mountains and the ccntinents. ilan and his realm

are not more than 6000 years old. Eis remains are all in the thin
upper surface of the earth. There is very little evidence for tnis
time period. Geologic evidence is much more extensive. One creature
was replacing another as new ideas were being proposed, and as the
Devil turned upside-down God's proposals with his philosophy. Radio-
carbon and radiometric dating are essentially sound and not in con-
flict with the Biblical record. A Christiagn can be thus a student

of physics and not face apparent contradictions between Bible and

Science.
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...the subject. We came to the conclusion that we should be looKing
for the evidence of the Flood and examining the validity of radio-
carbon dating at that time if possible, and that we should limit our-
selves to a period of time that seems to makes sense. We had to draw
the conclusion that without any question we were within the last sev-
eral thousands of years going to discover the evidence of man ané of
the Flood thru history. Ve would have in fact agreement with the
various subject areas. But that I ... a number of letters which were
mailed last year. We went to Southwest Africa and I did not ... the
study after returning from Southwest Africa. Ve did draw the conclu-
sion aa a result of correspondence that there is no wey to lay aside
the evidence of radiocarbon dating---that it is fundamentally sound
whether you examine the nature of the way the trees are cut and assem-
bled...or whether you have a set of logs that have to be matched. The
oldest living tree is probably 4300 years old, and there are others
that overlap for hundreds or even a thousand or two years, and they
go back further than we have been able to say---that indeed the evi-
dence has been built up very carefully. They cover over six thousand
years of elapsed time. And of course we are speaking of radiocarbon
years because in fact radioactivity was higher in the past on the
basis of bristlecone pine trees. Now I don't want to get into the
subject of archaeology, although that I think is going to be critical
to our study. I want to put that away till a little later. VWhat I
want to do is go back to some of the things that Chris Patten and I
were discussing. Ile was in the Jerusalem office for quite a length
of time, and it is Chris Patten's and ...where they connected into
the ...because the Grabbe's daughter worked very closely with the

Pattens in the Pasadena area in Southern California. VWe were dis-
cussing the nature of tools and the nature of the time parameters
that we are dealing with in anthiropology. We used to read such state-

nents as "man was an 01d Stone Age creature of the Lower Faleolithic"”,
or "various forms of hominids that lived for so many hundreds of thou-
sands of years", and then there was the lMiddle Stone Age, or Neander-
thal period, or Mousterian Culture, which was 'as few ten thousands of
years", and then the Upper Paleolithic, the Upper 0ld Stone Age, that
might have been regarded as "ten to twenty thousand years duration",
and then the Middle Stone Age or lMesolithic that might have been re-
garded in the lMiddle East as "four or so thousand years". And we

used to laugh at all this (figuratively speaking) and say "how can
this be, that man is somehow around 6CCO years old and yet this is
supposed to take him back 600,000 years". So we literally discounted
211 this evidence because it did not fit the view of time. Ve were
assuming all along that all creatures in some way either were the
victims of the sons of Adam (let's take Homo Lrectus, or Java Man or
Peking Man--that skeletal type) or the sons of Adam. The problem was
if these were the VICTIMS of the sons of Adan, where were the sons

of Adam during this time. That is, why did they not leave remains.
Also we were confronted clearly with the implication that we were
viewing things artificially without sufficient satisfaction of a sounc
conclusion. We had come to the conclusion that when Mr. Armstrong on
one hand said that God made angels for a very great purpose (which I
will not define here), and that Ee zlso had a backup system in mind,
that He 8id not decide that if He is going to have a backup system,
that e would sudcdenly have started off with Adam. They had no pre-
paration. Ve also came to realize that there was no way to differ-
entiate between the tools of Lower, liddle, and Late Paleolithic.
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There was no way to distinguish. <their tools were all in association.
Thus we came to the conclusion that all Australopithecines were tool-
making creatures altho their culture in the Olduvai Gorge in East Af-
rica that there was no doubt that the Lower Paleolithic culture was
to be associated with Homo Zrectus, that the iddle Paleolitiic we
have always taxen for granted to be associated with leanderthal, znd
we began to realize that the tools were to be associated with the
skeletons always in association with these sites. INow we had stopped
with Neanderthal, but we might have gone back one step further, but
we didn't know what to do with earlier periods--zll this prior to
Neanderthal is unmeasurable, even by radiocarbon. So we had to draw
to conclusion that we needed to go over and loox to see what kind of
a world it was that angels ruled. ©Now, with this in mind, what we digd
was to say to ourselves (we are only talking philosophically here),
Mr. Armstrong has pointed up theat God used angels to complete the cre-
ation--you may remember such a statement as this of more recent date.
Now Kr. Armstrong has been very careful (he tends to be very careful
on how far he commits himself)--he said that the angels were given a
responsibility to complete the creation, and Mr. Armstrong uses the
terms of what angels were completely creating--he called them "cre-
ated objects". Ie did not use the term "life" because he was yet not
prepared to. But I am pursuaded he didn't mean "rocks". The only
thought that we can possibly deduce from lir. Armstrong's stutement
philosophically is that ultimately we are going to have to use the
term "physical life" in place of "created objects". Now let me then
nake a statement here. God is not an experimenter who, after botch-
ing up one experiment tries one after the other failure until he suc-
ceeds. But God, on the other hand, 1s not a master magician who
says "poof" and the whole universe and all life is suddenly here with
out forethought. What we are going to discover is that if the angels
were created spirits with the need of developing character so that
God had not yet finished the creation of angels when He made them,
then that should be noted in Mr. Armstrong's statements. And we rec-
ognize it, because we have said it, that there had to be this period
of testing, and God found that he could not trust some of the angels.
But what were the angels doing?? Were they merely watchking over the
rocks, and the water running in the streams? VWere they watching the
waving branches of the trees...? I mean, was this the carrying out
of the government of God? The government of God is not merely one
angel trying to lord it over the other. Government has a purpose.
That one angel is over the other 1is not because he is merely to RULE
the other, but that he has a greater responsiblity than another angel
might have. But the function of the angels was in fact made clear--
that they would have been responsible for the supervision of the
created universe, and having this responsibility they needed training.
And now to discover this, geology suddenly begins to make sense. We
have in fact over many years come tc accept the idea of the geological
sequence. But I challenge anybody to go to the Grand Canyon and avoid
the impact of such a sequence. And you cannot arrive at any other
conclusion at the second largest "Grand Canyon" in South Africa. Ther
is 2 sequence in geology, and what we discover is that there are "Sim-
ple" 1life forms--"simple" if you want to taxke an artist's view, very
complex if you have to do it yourself maybe. But that is a distinec-
tion. Now whether an evolutionist speaks of "simple 1life" he 1is
taking an artist's view. That is, there are fewer involved charac-
teristics. There are just simple forms with few cells and not many
elaborate, complex reletionships, as in a humen being. But they are
by no means simple if we were forced to have to design and create it.
But the word "simple" is unfortunate because it conveys a wrong ildea,
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tut in defining terms what we are saying here is we are not yet at a
level of complex sculpting, that God indeed starts at the level He
wants to see if a rudimentary or an earlier kind of form doesn't work
toward...but that He alsc had in mind the angelic participation IN
the creation. And in so doing He created varicus life forms over
lengthy periods of time--the lengthy periods are to be measured thru
various forms of radiometric dating (not like radioczrbon which is
only a few ten thousands of years to be measured, but something that
nay be measured in very long-range terms lixe millions of years). Ve
learned in 1974 that it does take some time for some people to poison
other peoples minds. And it takes time, as Mr. Armstrong said, for
the Devil to pursuade angels, who were greater in knowledge by far
than human beings. And the Devil was going back and forth, and he
kept arguing with God over the necessity of the creation being pat-
terned after a different philosophy than God's. DBut God never lis-
tened, and the Devil always came back and told the angels that "God
never listened", Jjust as"Mr.Armstrong never listened"--you've heard
that.Well God never listened to the Devil either. And that is how

we came to realize that scme of the things that have been happening
as of that time indeed have given us an understanding of what mey
have happened before. Now was the world that we uncovered in geology,
the world of God's creation, governed by angels who were carrying out
the government of God? I will answer the question by simply stating
"no". We are told in the book of Romans that the whole creation
groans and travails in pain, waiting for the manifestation of the sons
of God. Ve are told that when the sons of God are manifest, that
certain things are going to be restored. But the world that we see
in the future thru the eyes of the prophet Isaiah--the world in which
a child can play on the hole of a poisonous snake without being pois-
oned because it is no longer poisonous, that the lamb and the leopard
and the bear and the ox and the lion and the little child shkall all
be together--they are not devouring one another. Now you all know
how the Millenium has been pictured--the whole of nature will be sub-
ject to the government of God. HNow this may sound very strange to
our ears until it has taken root. The whole of nature is to be sub-
ject to the government of God, and instead of one creature devouring
another for survival, we are going to have an entirely different sys-
tem of nutrition and & different system of birthing because the two
are interrelated. The world today from nature is not a reflection of
the kind of government God intended to be exercised by the angels
thruout nature. It is in fact a reflection of the Devil's idea of
competition, of devouring, and xXeeping in balance by each thing com-
peting with something else. Now Mr. Armstrong long ago conceived of
the idea of competition as being the lifeblood both of our economy
and business and society and government. FEe said this is, as far as
he is concerned, the fundamental characteristic of the Devil's phil-
osophy, whatever each individuel may have been personally (?). That
the angels may have their problems that way that they have had to
wrestle with and decide whether they were to let vanity take root we'l
never know. But they were not motivated by selfishness such as hu-
man beings are where we are not in control of to start out with but
born without information, born without knowledge, but the angels had
knowledge and could see the picture clearly as far as what they were
going to do and who they were going to listen to. As God started out
HEe said "I want to make sure the creation feflects the spirit of love,
and it's going to be a beautiful world. Wwe are not going to have
competition." Therefore the pattern of nutrition and the pattern of
birth will not need to have competition to keep everything in that
order we see it in. Can you imagine a ‘iorld Tomorrow in which mice
reproduce at the present rate with no cats to catch a mouse? I just
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heve to gquestion. what would hazpen in Afriea if we tcok away com-
pretition and left the birth rate the same? “We see the whole of na-
ture 1s going to change, both in terms of what zn animal eats and in
terms of the reproductive systems, because they are all tied together.
:11 right, whet we are saying then in no uncertain terms is something
I would say doesn't pertzazin to & Church teaching or doctrine tecsause
it lies outsicde the scope of theclogy, outside the scope of the Eible--
that we can't ask our men who are ministers to a2lso be geologicts and
anthropologists and archaeologists and physicists. 3ut in this we are
clearly with =2 Biblical statement: the world that we see around us

I'r. Armstrong has said reflects the Devil's philosophy. It does not
reflect the government of God. It reflects tre Devil's government of
competition and strife and devouring. Yes you can loox at the whole
of geology, and you will not find a single period, geologically speak-
ing, that corresponds to a nature such as will be in the Millenium.

It is ell a nature such as we have it today--creatures were devouring
in the Tertiary, they were devouring in the Cretaceous, they were de-
vouring in the lMesozoic, they were devouring in the Archaeozoic and
the Plaeozoic. And for all we know, in the earliest forms we can
probably assume the same thing. There is this competition because it
goes hand in hand with the statement Jesus made that the Devil was a
murderer from the beginning. That 1s, the spirit of competition such
as we viewed it reflected itself in the spirit cf murder. And Jesus
did not say the Devil was an adulterer from the beginning because that
was not possible~--it came with mankind. l.e said the DEVIL was a MUR-
DERER from the beginning. And indeed murder--the spirit of it--is the
consequence of the philosophy of competition. And he said "I'll worxk
to take the patterns that God has given and instead of exercising
God's government I am going to design it in such a way that nature is
in balance by competition, by devouring, by strife--the way of the
survival of the fittest--the swiftest mouse getting away most of the
time, the slowest cat doesn't survive. 1Uow think when we see that we
have a whole new view. That when we telk about the Devil's government
we can in fact extend the Biblical account and we have looked at na-
ture and we have to conclude that the WIOLE of the geologic history
that we can uncover reflects a world that had gone astray, and there-
fore there was no reason anywhere along the line to view that there
should not have been some catastrophe--local or of wider range--during
this whole period. The Devil may heave gone so far with certin things,
and he may have wanted to change certain things, but then God (also)
may have said "Well look, I want a change. I want certain new life
forms to be produced. I will see what you will do with them." And

so there 1s no reason to discount what you see when you travel down
the walls of the wrand Canyon. One period after another that cannot
be accounted for by anything we know of except major periods of time--
major only as angels can comprehend time... Now presumably not more
than a2 third of the angels followed the Devil. The other two thirds
profited by the experience znd toox no part in the spirit of compe-
tition as developed in the biological world, taxing, if you please,
the patterns that God was setting out saying "this is what I want",
and in completing them in fact turned them around tc reflect the phil-
osophy of the Devil. ©Now when Adem sinned at a much later period in
time, God Said "Well because of this I am going to bring then a curse
on the earth and you are going to see what kind of a world the Devil's
world is that you yourself have opted for". And He said "Cursed is
the serpent ABOVE the rest of the beasts of the field" with the im-
plication immediatly that the rest of nature was cursed. because 1in
the Carden of Zden we don't have this experience. Adam saw all these
a2nimals, and there were no feelings in the Carden of Zden that he
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had to be careful of the lion who was getting hungry at nightfall.
There was no fear that we sense in thst account, and yet it is a
world, a very real world, and in the Vorld Tomorrow, that is going to
be changed. So God allowedfris to be in nature. Fe cursed the earth,
and whether He acted (I presume he would have done so, although He
may well heve allowed the angelic beings who had fallen to bring about
biological change at tiat time) so we have the world that we have been
seeing similar to this because God saw to it that the Igyptians lost
their first born, as it says in the book of Psalms: "He sent an evil
angel". He didn't send a righteous one. Le sent an evil one to do
it. There were plenty of them who would. ©So He sent a few angels,
good or bad. The angels that are bad tend to want to dc these things--
they get glee out of it. ¥Yow what we are saying is that God was tes-
ting them not only in skills as a creator with more and more involved
forms of life, but He was testing at the same time the character of
the angels to see how they would supervise it. 4nd apparently all
this time God allowed the Devil the chance to see whether after he
had examined the nature that he was governing (or abusing--whatever
term you want to use), whether he would change or whether he would
not. And they finally came, as Ilr. Armsirong said, where spirits
apparently do set their character, and you can go only so far in the
realm of spirit until your attitude so poisons you that it can never
be altered. and the angels then finally ascended when they came to

a place in the creation that they sensed that the time had come to
act. Now what I zam supposing at this point is that angels were here
not only governing the world we once thought was only reptilian, but
was also governing a world of mammals, and that God gradually intro-
duced creatures such as the Australopithecines (that is "Australo-"
meaning "southern"--and they could have been in other places in the
world but that is unimportent) who were somewhat ape-like creatures,
in South Africa. But for the first time He introduced a creature on
eartlr that used a tool but could not shape it after a pre-conceived
idea. And while the angels were here lie also introduced Homo Zrectus,
a creature that could make the tool after a pre-conceived idea. That
is, suddenly there was an emphasis on the capacity to generate an
idea in the brain and to execute it. You have to have some kind of

g hand that will enable this to be accomplished. A4And of course we
have every bit of evidence that these creatures also came to be ab-
usive and lived by competition and devouring. The interesting thing
that Mrs. Leakey investigated in the Olduvai Gorge, and found at the
lowest levels stones that could not be stones where they were chipped
in such a way that it always responded according to the character of
the stone--there was no preconceived idea. And then suddenly with the
arrival of Homo Erectus (this is Java Man or Peking Man, whatever he
was called--they were not "man", but that was the term first used in
the United States), but you are dealing there with a situation in
which these creatures had preconceived i1deas and could in fact exe-
cute a change in the shape of tl:e stones so that it no longer res-
ponded according to the nature of the stone but responded to the idea
of the creature's thinking. And the Australopithecines saw and at-
tempted to duplicate it but could not. But suddenly we have clanges
that seem to be attempts to copy by tlie Australopithecines what the
Homo Xrecti were doing because they had no preconceived ideas (7).

But science is finding creatures like this that are more involved in
their complexities than chimpanzees and are far below man. Initially
neture was essentially guided by instinct, but we come then to what
we might call "creatures of the next order" in the Lower Paleolithic,
but higher than Homo Erecti {or Homo Erectuses), and we ccme to Nean-
derthal. And angels are still here governing. But again I would viev
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it from my perspective, that the angels were. given a charge and should
have indeed guided and shown certain things to tkese creatures, and
they indeed may well have. They were not human beings. They viere not
parallel with Adam, yet we are in the time range of say 50, 60, 70
thousand years ago, to maybe 30 to 35 thousand--somewhere in that time
range--and it is that time range that we have creatures--Homo HNeander-
thalensis (the word "lomo" is translated from the Lztin and means "man'
but it doesn't mean a human being as we know man)--this creature had
no art. HNow you know I never noted that before, and only after a long
time did I begin to realize that something was very peculier that
this creature had no art at all, because man is egsentially in all
forms ¢f life an artistic creature. t may be the art in the absurd
or the abstract or the beautiful, but man is essentially an artistic
creature. This creature was not--he had no sense of art. That fact
should tell us something. The creature had a larger brain capacity
but by no means as refined. And we had to conclude that even Upper
Paleolithic creatures, called "Cro-Magnon", were indeed preceeding
Adam--and that was of course the biggest surprise. But there is a
question of the time ranges as well before 6 to 7 thousand years ago.
These creatures were limited to hunting and gathering. <+here was
however the art that we call "magic"--they painted in dark caves, they
painted one picture over another, they painted stuff that could never
be seen in light, they painted stick creztures such as demons some-
times manifest to people. And I would suspect that in fact demons put
in treir brains ideas, and that their so-called "painting" which is
called "magic" is inceed reflections of the minds of rebellious angels
because man does not paint lizxe this. The only creatures that attempt
to produce paintings of this nature like the Australian Aboriginees
receives all his thinking information from spirits, and the spirits
convey to him that the art that they are doing is from the world of
the "dream time"--that is, the world before the Australian's ancestors
were around, which I think fits the story very well, that the angels
in fact put ideas such as this artistically in the brairs ("minds" if
yvou please) even of Cro-Kagnon men (as he was called in Xurope). The
Upper Paleolithic, the lMesolithic creatures--while angels were still
here before Adam--these creatures then must be seen as without the
spirit in man. Creatures governed less and less by instinct, subject
more and more to the purpose and influence of angels who could then
have manifested themselves, showed these creatures what they could
do. In other words, God was creating beings on earth who I shall for
the moment call "pro-hominids". That is, "similar to man". That in-
deed skeletally were similar, but were not as refined as modern man
is refined. That is, modern man 1is Jucst a refined Upper Paleoclithic
hominid. Theat that was something I think we're coming to see much
more clearly in the total revolution of everything that we have
viewed before. HNow by this time that the angels were governing not
only the world of reptiles and the world cf early nammals, but the
world of tool-making creatures, the world of tribal creatures, the
world of creatures in which there can alsc be tools made~--these
cregtures all ante-dated Adam. Now let me state this very clearly.
When Adam was put in the Garden, he was told to dress and keep it.
liis son Abel was a keeper of sheep. His son Cain was a tiller of the
field, or "used the plow" as Josephus said. The first human being was
therefore at least a truckdriver or a gardener of some sort--he had
that capacity immediatly, and his sons were full-blown agriculturalist
Yet the fact remains that hunting and hunting alone was a charac=
teristic of Australopithecines, Homo Erectus, Neanderthal (= man £)
named after the Neander Valley, for "tal" in Germany near Duﬁ§e1dor .
. holly a hunter-gatherer. ihen you nave
and even Cro-liagnon was W J
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incipient agriculture... But the sons of Adam did not appeuar on
earth until the story of full-blown zgriculiure. Aand soon the pres-
ence of writing occurred, because we read of the "book of the gener-
ations of Adam". We read in Isaiahk of "the pen of Enoch", which im-
plies the concept of writing, which goes back practiczlly to the life-
time of Adam, the lifetime of Seth, and probably wes invented by
Seth's own son Xnoch. Now on this basis we have therefore to draw
the conclusion, that when we find incipient agriculture existing from
radiocarbon dating for maybe three to four thousand years in the Mid-
dle East, hunting and gathering existing for maybe twenty thousand
years, hunting with practically no sense of gathering at all for many
thousands of years before that when radiocarbon dating runs out--that
all of this is incompatible with the Biblical account of man. Vhen
we had taken for granted (what you probably all had taken for gran-
ted) that because when scientists used the word "homo" it must be a
son of Adam, when in fact they meant "homo" nothing like the sons of
Adam until they added the word "sapiens". In other words they said
"these are men" and then "these are thinking men". And then they have
a problem because they discovered that "thinking man" was still dif-
ferent from modern man so they defined modern man as a "thinking,
thingking man"-~Homo Sapiens Sapiens. And we were fooled by these
terms. But we failed to realize that their description was sound--
that these creatures didn't look lige man, they didn't live like man,
they didn't act like man. But we thought they must be man because
they were making some kind of primitive tools.And I puzzled for years
how to explain why we should have all of this pre-agricultural se-
guence--without any cuestion a stratigraphic seguence--and still not
come to the levels in which we should see Adam and Eve, and Cain and
Able. And then to discover that there was even writing in the days
S of Adam--the"boox of the generations of Adam" as I pointed out--=z
stylus or "pen" by which you could write on clay (not an ink pen as I
seid although that may have been developed very soon). All this must
g0 back to the pre-Flood world. Now there are many things I could
say but I don't want to take the time now because we have gone nearly
our 25 minutes already for my part. What we have come to conclude
is (and this .is within those of us who are outside the ministry; this
is not a requirement or a traditional teaching of the church; we are
dealing with individuals who study in the areas of anthropology, ar-
chaeology, and geology), what we have come to conclude is that there
came a time when God had already placed on earth creatures that were
significantly governed by less and less instinct and more and more
they had to learn by copying each other or doing what angels would
teach them, or whatever thoughts were put into their minds, or brains.
There was no spirit in man. -+hey were not held accountable for the
judgement or the law. They were creatures that were being trained
at the highest levels thus far. Yhet is, God haé created creatures
that indeed were apgroaching (and I will use that term carefully)--
approaching broadly the characteristics physically of angels and
divinity. And the next step that any anzel could have figured out,
2nd that this could be an alternative route, that 211 God would have
to do was put spirit IN such creatures, and le could make out of
THEM beings that could replace them. And I would suspect that when
we get to the judgement we will discover that the angels rebelledy
when they did, and decided to dethrone God, when they saw that the
. pattern of creastures that God was making on eart (and certainly in
s which the two-thirds of the angels who didn't rebel were participat-
' ing) when the government was still under the Devil with all manner
of competition and hunting and strife. We tried to find this for
years in the violence in the pre~Flcod world. In fact it was the
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violence in the pre-Adzmic world which reflectcd the rule of angels
over this world. But that these creatures were not at such a low
level of ... and potential for happiness but without spirit tikat the
angels could see that the very next step could ve '"competition" of a
nature that tiey were not going to allow. And the intent was to
abandon this earth as a responsibility--they were going to go on and
scale the universe. But above all they wented to topple God from the
Throne so they would never have to have the penalty of the conse-
quences of their spirit and attitude: that tley therefore could de-
termine how the world shculd be governed and the laws that could be
set in motion. They were going to replace love by competition and
strife-~and indeed the spirit of murder--which is the basis of 211
archaeclogical and geological evidence up to this time. ©Now this is

a revelation of no mean proportion in terms of the sciences, but what
it also means is that it 1s possible for the first time to say radio-
metric dating is not incompatible with the Biblical account--that in
fact if we don't use it we are confronted with trying to call creature:
human which in fact are pre-human, and we are defining a world that
doesn't correspond with the Biblical account. Because... (end of tape.

(This tape was incomplete and of poor guality. Some words I could
not make out at all, and some I probably misunderstood. The punc-
tuation is mine, and may not always convey Dr. Hoeh's intent.)



NOTES OF DR. HOEH -SERMON AT FEAST’IN PASADENA, 1977

Bible is in principle the revelation of Essential Knowledge, otherwise
unknown to man. Other aspects of understanding are only mentioned in
passing, are not spoken of directly. Some vague prophecies are like this.
. lany books need an extensive backgroung knowledge for a good understanding,
<" particularly prophetic books like Amos. The Bible is not a nutrition text-
" book, or a world history bcok. Its parallels with history are about as
close as to any other science or art--rather sketchy. Some of our preconc-
eptions need re-evaluation. PFormer conclusions are invalid. Anthropology,
Archaelogy and Geology in particular. The Worldwide Church of God, and
%Phe Radio Church of God received no traditional explanations in these
areas from the Seventh Day Church of God. They early combatted Evolution,
but since they had no schools and not much scholarship, they had no depth
of knowledge to hand down in tradition. There has never been in the Churck
of God a traditional explanation of Geology and Archeaeology because these
are relatively new sciences, only coming along in the last century. The
Bible has been misunderstood by the"world" all along, and so also by the
churches, including the Church of God. The VWorld came up with evidence
which obviously contradicted Scriptural (mis)understandings, so the world
soon rejected the Bible as a source of knowledge. But then, the Bivle
really has no bearing of Archaeology and Geology. ZEarlier in this century
*the Church of God had no school to study the advances in these two sciences
¥r. I'erbert Armstrong found that only Mr. Andrew Dugger in the Church of
God was well-educated. IHost were not at all educated. Mr. Armstrong read
Seventh Day Adventist literature on Creation and material from the British
Israel World Federation to get many of his ideas. Early booksAn Ambassadoz
College were from the Seventh Day Adventists, and dated from before World
ar II. George McReady Price gave us our preconceived ideas about Geology.
N-Mr. Armstrong studied from Bible Dictionaries and Comrmentaries which have
since become very outdated. New information is coming out all the time
and there is no way any man can keep up with it and be an expert in every
field of knowledge. I (H.L.H.) don't do it either. Hence Ambassador
College was limited in available material to use to teach truth. We
didn't have our own body of material to work with. ‘e had no doctrine
~of Creationism of our own--it was all borrowed from others. MNr. Armstrong
only perceived that there had been a world before Adam--he could not de-
fine it any further than that. Mr. Armstrong never put any official
stamp of approval on any Historical or Geological theory of individuals
in the Church, such as Mr. Herrmann or Dr. Hoeh. The Bible is not being
added to today--our ideas have not been inspired.. Government in the
@hurch is necessary until we all come to thke unity of the Faith. Not
severybody has the same depth of kncwledge in all areas. <Some are compex-
ent in different areas. We are all accountable to God for what we know.
o man can go over everything ancd pronounce absslute dogma on truth in
‘everything. The Church has the responsibility to define Biblical and
Non-Biblical areas, and to speak where the Bible speaks, and not to exer-
cise authority where non has been given it, or pronounce Doctrine where
the Bible has not spoken it. Some things in the Bible are rewealed only
in vague principles. Xutrition is a good example. This is a legitimate
area of extra-Biblical study where no doctrines of vitamins or food can
be properly promulgated by the Church. Individuals can pursue in depth
in this field without fear of contradicting Revelation, and it is not
necessarily under the authority of the Church. Archaeology and Geology
also fit in this category--they are beyond the scope of the Ministry.
A year and a half ago in Big Sandy I broached the need to re-evaluate
nrevious conclusions.- The first fundamental error we made may have been
tre assumption we made in History and Archaeology that Genesis 11 gives
the origin of Languages--that there was only one language before that.
ivis is similar to the fundamental error of assumption in the Pegteco§t
chance. ‘e had thought all those 38 years that tr.e translation “from
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was_the best, And tne facts confronting us thendn Archaeology werethetthe
Larly Bronze Age and parallel ages in other parts of .the world show langua
ges and some diale4s. The deduction we madefthen was that Early Bronze must
tierefore be Fost-Flood, and Post-Babel. I won't go into the origin of
these archeological terms, but the 0ld Kingdom of Egypt eguates with the
= Early Bronze age, andthat these were supposedly Post-Flood we derived from
=% Hislop=--"The Two Babylons", in the late 194C's and early 1950's. We look-
ed for the Adamic Break in Geology at the division between Dinosaurs and
Mammals. We received no guidance from Mr. Armstrong on this point. And
besides, geologists themselves have cthanged their tninking since then.
‘e put the Adamic creation at the "Cretacecus " boundary, and squeezed the
entire "Tertiary" age into the Pre-Flood world, but it should 21l have
been Pre-Adamic. We saw only two world-wide destructions--Satan's and
Noah's--mentioned in the Bible, so we tried to explain all geological
evidence by them. Nevertheless, lr. Herrmann and Dr. Hoeh could not come
¥to agreement on the certainty of this understanding. Then Libby's method
of Carbon 14 dating came out. It indicated that C-14 only appeared after
the " Pleistocene" epoch, which we took toc be Noah's flood. Therefore we
assumed that the Pre-Flood world had no C-14, and was not accurate even
in the Post-Flood world. 3But we knew that this really was not a comple-
tly satisfactory explanation. Our faulty pre-conceptions were challenged
severely in the late 1960's with the publication of Bristlecone Pine studi
which began to prove how accurate C~14 was. We could no longer ignore the
evidence. OQur Bible misconceptions and presumptions did not fit. Then
we concluded that most "Geology" must therefore be before Adam--the Flood
left little geological damage. Adam and mankind therfore come 'into only?
the realm of "Archaeology". But Geology did reveal a world of competition
~and strife in its life, Jjust as today. Satan's role in the world was re-
flected by this then as now. He ruled that world too, so his rebellion
was not after the dinosaurs, but before. It seems he may have finished
the pattern of creation that God gave him, only he perverted it. So we
finally have concluded that the Bible has nothing to do with the realm of
Geology, except for Satan's role. The age of Adamic man is within what
the Geologists call the "Recent", and Archaeology, the "study of o0ld arti-
facts" is the branch of science which we can use to improve our understan-
ding of early man. Archaeology can elucidate many places where the Bible
is unclear.?>Immanuel Velikovsky in the early 1950's adcded further to our
"misunderstandings. He came out at a time when most historians outright
were rejecting the Bible. The others were simply ignoring early Bible
history. Velikovsky, on the other hand, was guite a student of the 3ible.
Dr. Hoeh thought his scheme looked good because it moved Egyptian history
down later in time by about 50C years. This gave more room for Post-
Flood history to be fit in, which was needed. Remember we were thinking
back then that there was only one language till after Babel, and that all
of Egyptian history must be after Bahel. Since Velikovsky mogved history
down 500 years, we could equate the age of thne Patriarch's<of - the Bible
with the "0ld Kingdom" of Egypt--Dynasties 1 thru 6. Carbon 14 dating
actually helped in this at the time because it was reading Egyptian his-
tory younger by just about the same amount. But Bristlecone Pine cating
blew all that. We were forced tc put the "0ld Kingdom" before the Flood
of Hoah, which turns out to be the place, in terms of B.C. years, that
historians have put it for the last 75 years. It seems there were several
languages then before the Flood, before 3000 B.C. even. It turns out that
Bristlecone pine proves that there was more C-14 in the alr in those early
‘times than there is now--which is exactly the opposite of what we earlier
thought. This means, for instance, when C-14 testing yields a date of
. 2000 B.C., it was really from about 2350 B.C. according to Bristlecone
“ ° pine Recalibration. After reading "Radiocarbon Calibration and Prehistorj
ir=Paleetime" a year and a half ago, i came to realize that our problems
with correlating history, archeeloogy, and geology were solved. The 6Gom-

pendium construction of history was wrong.
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We had read Genesis 11 with our ZOth century preconceived notions, and not
from the 2300 B.C. perspective. "Now the whole earth was of one language
and one speach..." can be understood as a contrast to the Pre-Flood world,
indicating that there were many languages before the Flocd. We read the
~ wrong meaning into this Scripture Also consider Deut 32:8--"The Most
"o Higk divided to the nations their inheritance, when he separated the sons
= a'of Adam..." We used to think this referred to the separation of races by
language dt the Tower of babel confusion, but now we think it most likely
refers to the Pre-Flood world. Radiocarbon dating now requires we recog-
nize the dispersal of Adam's immediate descendants into racial and languag
groups. God used the same technique of segregation before the Flood as
after. ¥alse religions appeared before the ¥Flood, and before Nimrod. He
only continued the Devil's pre-Flood counterfeit religion. It seems also
that similar languages were given to the same races beforeand after; the
Plood, so that they could settle in the same areas as before. We used
to think that "cave men" hominids were degenerate Adamites, but actually
Adamites are post-hominid. Pre-Adamites hardly differed at =11 physically
from Adamites. They could use symbols, but they did not have writing.
Historians realized long ago, =nd now we recognize, that modern civilized
type man did not appear before about 4000 B.C. The "Chalcolithic" age
ends the Pre-Adamic world. The Ice Ages were afew millenia before Adam.
The 01d Kingdom and Early Dynastic Period was before the Flood. Iiddle
Kingdom and Middle Rronze Age in Palestice were Past-Flood. If you want t
read further on this, try an article in the February 1377 "Bulletin of the
American Schools of Oriental Research" by Calloway and Weinstein, pages
1-16. It proves that Early Bronze cultures in Palestine agree in dating
with the Masoretic Text of Bible Chronology (not with Septuaglnt chronolog
which adds a millenium to the preflood chronology.). So these cultures
appear about 4000 B.C. and die put about 2400 B.C. This is about the same
dates of the Adamic Creation and the Flood in Scripture. This solves our
former problems of Archaeological Ages . Even W.F. Albright, a formost
Palestinian archaeologist, was frustrated in the 1950's because of lack
of correlation between C-14, Eistory, and Archaeoclogy. But now there is
no disagreement in these areas in their broad applications. One God is
the author of Bible and Science. These three can now all elucidate each
other. Velikovsky is wrong, and we can accept the basic historical un-~
derstanding that has been current in the past 75 years. History has pro-
gressively been falling better and better into Bible papallels. Velikovsk
_is still laboring under false notions, trying to defeat C-14 evidence.
“ Dr. Hoeh is still not sure of Nimrod's placement, tho he suspects who he
is in Mesopotamian history--a certain king who is known to have built many
a"ziggurats"--towers. Dr. Hoeh is certain of the placement of Egypt in re-
lation ot the Flood tho. Noah's family apparently married wives who knew
different languages, tho they basically used just one. Most Jews know mor
than one language today. Dr. Hoeh knows several. The Compendium will be
re-evaluated. Iany areas show "remarkable parallels", but were not proven
.facts, and now appear not to be wedl-founded. These parallels now appear
*to be just similarities. Chinese Archaeoclogy is falling into place with °
their excellently preserved and accurate Listory. Dr. Hoeh is now looking
for parallels between History and the Bible that have been overlooked by
other scholars. Along with this, Bible Chronology as formerly understood
has had to be revised--it was never official church doctrine anyway. Some
books and articles are helpful here. In 1969 William Hallo in the Biblice
rchaeologlst Reader had an article on the parallels of Assyria with Israe
A Seventh Day Adventist named Edwin Thiele has written a book called "The
Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings." Howell and Simpson have a book
called "The Ancient Near East". What they all say is that Usshur's patter
of the kxings of Israel and Judah which was accepted for three centuries
was wrong. Forty or forty-one years need to be removed from the B.C. date
"of the death of Solomon. The date that the Church of God has used as the
fall of Jerusalem--585 B.C.--came from the British Israel World rederatior

reie



é/w
The 3ible has no consistent ckronology after Zedekiah and the fall of Judah
From this we can infer that it was intended that we go by historical chrono
logy. Events are dated in the years of Persian kings. But even before
the synchronisms with foreign gings are given, we cannot properly construct
the xings of Israel and Judah without the Lelp of Assyrian chronology, and
a half dozen or so synchronisms with their histories in common. Assyrian
history has been established with certainty ever since Ptolemy's canﬁon
rearly two millenia ago, and ties in directly with BSabylonian chronology.
This has further been supported by the record of an eclipse in Assyria in
June of 763 B.C., which astronomical calculation verifies. Also "limrmu"
years for every year prove trat Assyian history has been accurately pre-
served back to Shalmaneser III, who had two significant synchronisms with
Israelite history in the early days of the divided monarchy. 1his is
how we know that 40 or 41 years should be removed from our former understan
ding of the chronology of the kings of Israel and Judah. Thiele is not

right in all things, but is the closest to tane truth. He overlooked a coup

of things for reasons ungnown to Dr. Hoeh. Dr. Heoh rejected his schemne
until it was apparent that the rest of history also fit the scheme. The
fall of Jerusalem has had to be re-adjusted, :nd the fall of Samaria also.
Thiele assumed the Bible was wrong in a couple of places, but he need not.
Since the date of creation is thus moved down 4C years, this means we are
not at the very end of 600Dyeers of history. This does not mean that Jesus
must wait till the time is up till He returns. These factors are related
but not fixed. The more important factor is the time when men are ready

to anrihilate themselves, and Jesus ¥UST intervene. There is no Biblical
statement that exactly indicates the validity of the 6000 year thkeory of
man's history--it is a Jewish tradition attributed to Elijah, and only
hinted at in the 1000 years equals one day in I Pet. 3:8., If we had thougk
that the end would not come till 2020 during these past two decades, it

iwould have greatly changed the nature of this Work. We have not lost other

Biblical parallels either. The 2520 years of Israel's punishment could
still date from 720 B,C., though the seige of Samaria was a few years
earlier, because apparently there was another uprising after the ceptivity
of Samaria. Sargon, in the second year of his reign (720) mentions that

he put down a revolt in Samaria and tock some Israelites captive. TLikewise

“iin the case of Judah. TFinal revolts may not have been put down till ayear
Xor two after the fall of the city of Jerusalem in 587. So their 2520

years could still have begun in 585. The climax may still come soon. The

- times of the Gentiles, 539 to 1982 may be fulfilled in that Babylon will
*ﬁrise:only after 19282, and not end there, as we formerly thought. A spring

calendar in Judah gives a better answer to the problems.

(NOTE: In his sermon at the Feast as related above, Dr. Hoeh was thinking
of lowering the date of Creation, Flood, Exodus, Temple, and surrounding
events by"about 471 years." Since the Feast he has .now firmly fixed the
drop to 44 years below his former understanding. Therefore, instead of
Creation in 4024 3.C., he now thinks it was in 3980. Instead of the death
of Solomon in 972 B.C., he now thinks it was in 928. All the events in
between are dropped down accordingly, and the Divided Monarchy is squeezed
up, just as scholars have proposed it needed to be.)



MESSAGE OF DR. EOEH AT MINISTERIAL CONFERENCE, JAIUARY 1978

The subject is: the Bible and Archaeology, which I was asked to dis-
cuss. We will necessarily broaden our perspectives because of the
impact of other sciences in terms of how our understanding of arch-
aeology has been over the past years, more specifically in geology.
Participation in archaeology as far as either the College or the
Church began with us' in 196&. Where it would lead and how it would
revplutionize our thinking was at that time undreamed of.d As you all
should know, the Church of God which founded Ambassador College is
Creationist in theology. That is, it recognizes that evolution is
not a proven fact. But at the same time, the Church of God, speaking
of the last two centuries, has had no scientific creationism as a
part of its tradition--that is, no positive explanation for the
facts or data of Geology or, for that matter, of Archaeology, in
Biblical terms. And I may say even that creationist literature un-
related to the Church of Bod--involved with those who observe Sunday
as the Lord's Day--they themselves have no way of handling the facts,
either of history, geology, or epigraphy correctly in a ccherent
fashion. They are usually limited only to an explanation of geo-
logy. The fact that there was, in the Church of God, no positive
scientific creationism, was obscured because of the argument over
Evolution, and the positive recognition of the limits, and the mis-
takes of the theory of evolution (as proposed by various adherents)
did not let the Church of God, over the past two centuries, see the
real meaning. That is, they thought they had an understanding, but
it was only negative. You would not have had a positive understand-
ing of the facts that have been discovered in the world of science.
Creationists have always been able more effectively to explain the
contemporary world. They have not been able effectively to explain
the world that leads up to our present.sd Evolution and history were
concerns of Herbert W. Armstrong in the 1920's, if you will remember
the challenges written in the Autobiography. 3But the Church of God
Seventh Day to which he came offered insufficiency, and in fact

he had to search out many of the possible answers from other sources
altogether. A related institution, Seventh Day Adventists. for
instance, did offer an explanation of geoclogy. Such an explanation
was made available thru Adventist published literature, in his time
and into the 1940's thru the works of George McCready Price, whom I
have had a chance to speak to, and to dine with on an occasion. le
defined geology, and it was the Seventh Day Adventist understanding
of George lcCready Price that became the basis for the geological
instruction of Ambassador College. I would point up clearly that
we must recognize there was no werk of the Church of God Seventh Day-
no work of the Church of God--that was the basis of geology.  And
therefore, there is the need at this time to re-evaluate (there

has been the need and it has been acted upon), to re-evaluate the
whole basis, because 1t was indeed inherited by individuals, or

from individuals, who had no uncderstanding of Genesis 1 verses 1 and
2. And necessarily, their geological conclusions precipitated some
problems that we were unable to resclve over many years.< From the
point of view of history, the Church of God Seventh Day offered no
solid explanation that could in any sense of the word support the
concept of proof. of the Bible. Tiius the date of the fall of Jeru-~
salem in 585 B.C. was derived from the literature of the British -
Israel World Federation, at a time prior to thie publication of the
"Babylonian Chronicles®by Dr. Wiseman of the British liuseum, which
when published, 1aid for ever to rest, if there had been no other
preconceptionsf$the falacy that Jerusalem fell in 5&5 B.C.
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It is an indefensible date, and irrespective of theology, it is inde-
fensible historically. N So we can say that in the Church of God Seventh
Day there was no tradition that really acted as a solid guide whereone
generation after another had disciplined the areas,if you please, of
biology, geology, archaeology, linguistice,repigraphy (which is, in a
sense, the history of written scripts). Thru the Church of God, that
is, the Radio Church of God, we dié learn, in terms of the teaching

in Ambassador College, that there were certain fundamental errors in
the World's philosophy--in terms of history ¢ in terms of the Biblical
experience as recorded. 3But unfortunately, where would we find an
explanation, if that be the basis. And so what happened 1s that we

can say that fundamentally we turned to the peripkeral groups, not

to men who were scholarly in their areas, but to peripheral groups
such as the Seventh Day Adventists, and the British Israel World Fed-
eration, and individual scholars who were often alone, and whose work
has since been called in question, as among Seventh Day Adventist's by
their own instructors today in their institutions. I draw attention
to the fact that Seventh Day Adventists no longer publish works of
George McCready Price. Aleading geologist in thoatchurch, Harold W.
“Clark, summarized only very recently in the'“Creation Kesearch Scciety
Quarterly$ Volume 14 of September of 1977, how he came to learn that
George McCready Price made sufficient mistakes that it is now impos-—
sible to find his works published by Seventh Day Adventist publishing
houses. So we have to recognize.(and I've had a chance to visit with
Harold W. Clark, who lives in California, and to talk some of the
things over)thatitis clear, even to them, there was some fundamental
error that needed correction. Ambassador College at least has ad-
dressed itself to this matter. Therefore many of the preconceptions
that we have had now no longer impinge upcn our pursuit of an under-
standing, let us say, of Bible and archaeology. Because indeed, with
misconceptions of geology published no later than 1964 officially in
the Plain Truth, we ourselves are no longer'boxed inYso to speak, try-
ing to explain the whole of archaeological experience within the lim-
its that geology had imposed on our theological thinking.< Now in a
sense this material that we developed, ¥r. Kenneth Herrmann and I,

was derivative of the material presented in geology by lir. Herbert
¥W. Armstrong to start with, even tho the church bhas in fact no official
deffinition in any case. And I want to at this moment summarize the
point that we in the ministry must recognize the distinction between
what as a whole we are asked to speak about, and the specific areeas

of expertise that any one of you may have knowledge of. For instance,
some of you might be linguistically skilled. Others of you might have
a special knowledge of chemistry and nutrition. Some one might be an
explosives expert. But to ask me to explain in all these areas would
be not only improper, but, in terms of any work in the ministry, im-
possible. It would be inappropriate for that function. So we must
recognize that there may be individuals and they speak at the level

of their expertise. It is time we recognize that indeed there is no
way for the Church leadership to pronounce on all these areas--no cap-
acity or expertise to do so. At most it would be to define what

might be clearly contrary, but it could not define otherwise positive
explanations.fi We inherited in terms of the British Israel World Fed-
eration not merely the date for the fall of Jerusalem, we also inheri-

ﬁ.ted tlie tradition that came down from that organization that Job as-

sisted in the building of the Great Pyramid at Giza  for Khufu. ¥With
this in mind it became obvious, if this (pyramid {time ofibuilding in
the 4th Dynasty is to be associated with Job, that a guick analysis of
Job's family and immediate friends would place the pyramid age (the
4tr Dynasty, or the 014 Kingdom)long after the Flood, and indeed after
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the early Patriarchs. And because of our geological premises,(because
of this premise inherited not from historical research, but from the
British Israel World Federation and studies on the Great Pyramid) we
were confronted with a requirement to construct“history'(as a written
record) only after the Plood. And this required further that our un-
derstanding lead us tc a grasp of the subject that should not only
meet the Biblical account, but meet the historical evidence at the
close of any period of restoration. We placed, (for those of you who
have some knowledge) we placed the"0ld"and the"Middle Kingdom"of Zgypt
as parallel, the"Intermediate"period of the Hyksos as the time of the
Judges,gthe period of the great Bmpire of Egypt paralleling the Kings,
And this required us to place the period of time that we call the“Iron
Age" (normally associated with the kings of Israel and Judah),into the
time of the Persian, Late Persian, Hellenistic, and Xarly Roman. Fur-
thermore we were compelled in our thinking to assume that the evolu-
tionists who used the word "homo"({ meaning "manﬂ%must be referring to
a creature descended from Adam.9 So we accepted certain ideas from
Adventists that were geological, certain historical perspectives from
the British Israel World Federation, and in many areas in fsact, the
evolutionary definition of "homo"--then applied it Biblically to the
Biblical family of Adam. These were all in the beckground of our thin-
king. R} And historically, thru the writer Hislop 1in "The Two Babylons",
we came to enshrine the concept that all languages that have ever exis-
ted or were ever written must have occurred not earlier than the time
of the Tower of Babel--because we read the account from the point of
view of the present into the past, instead of reading it differently--
that is, the immediate world after the Flood 1in contrast to what hagd
been before. e read it as if it were a contrast to our today's ex-
perience. but I will get to that in a moment.9H So having inherited
the idea that all languages differing from Hebrew nmust not preceed
Babel, and since the earliest languages that are translatable and in-
telligible go back to the First Dynasty of Egypt and the earliest
dynasties of Mesopotamia, we were forced to place all of these at a
position following the Flood itself. And there were many other as-
pects, analogous of the idea what a flood deposit should leave, that
have affected our thinking.<fi Over the years, we were indeed unable
to arrive at a satisfying solution that would solve some of the prob-
lems either of our geological or historical Faculty. If you like to
read in the January and February 1964 Plain Truth, I thinkyou will
generally have a view of how we attempted to explain history and
geology in terms of the preconceptions that seemed fundamental to what
the Ghurch was teaching. A solution seemed to have been found, as I
mentioned, in Immanuel Velikovsky, who tended to drop history, begin-
ning with the Exodus, some 500 years, which tended to make room--and of
course we come to the problem of whether at the end of the reconstruc-
tion it was possible to ascemble the material properly.{ As a result
of our participation in archaeologyé-our relationship to some of the
studies that have been going on over a decade, in ten years we have
tried to evaluate all of the fields that are interrelated. That is,
what is the real positive explanation of geology as we find it, and of
archaeology, and how do we understand rediocarbon dating (that is c-14
and other radiometric methods)--and of course the question of astronomy
is not to be lost. We have made a study of stratigraphy and archaeolo-
gy which is very fundamental., {Just to define it. .the implications in
other words of it is that what lies buried under a floor that has
never been penetrated since must have been deposited before the floor
was placed as it now i1$).QAnd as a result of epigraphy, we have had
to re-evaluate also our thinking. ZEpigraphy is the study of texts,
in terms of the style of script used. (Speaking as 2 layman to“lay
epigraphers“here) For instance, Hezekiah's tunnel referred 4o in
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the Bible not only has been c¢iscovered but the inscritions of the day
defining how it was finally achieved has been known of course to the
scholarly world. Unfortunately the style of the script of the period
of time of which we are dealing, the close of the &th century B.C., we
were forced archeeologically to place into the Hellenistic period.
Similarly, the'‘liesha Stele“-the stome of the kxing of Koab--records

his revolt against Israel. That of course brings you into the lifetime
of the immediate descendants of Moab,éhas a particular kind of script
which properly belongs' to that generation. After all, it was written
at that time. But we were forced to place it's parallels in the early
Hellenistic period. And this is because archaeolcgy was forced down,
and geology you know--each one was brought into a position that seemed
to conform to the idea that there were only two destructions that have
ever occurred, merely because only two were recorded before Sodom and
Gomorrah, without any recognition of what kind of a record theremust
have been bothfromCreation to the fipal ascention (referred to in
Isaiah and Ezekiel) of the angels who were in rebellion, was there any
record of the world .= Dbefore the final act, was there any record of
the Adamic world before Noah,before the Flood. All of this was over-
looked because we were only emphasizing the order, and going from the
order of Sodom, Noah, and the pre-Adamic destruction, and the presum-
ption is, and there was a fedrin a certain sense to depart from the
concept that there must only be = specific action at such a time, and
Geology must not refer to any other interim record. ¥ There is no
question also that the impact of varve dating in Scandinavia could
not be overlooked.<WHaving now to re-examine the whole thing, and
recognizing to day. that indeed we have evidence that was not extant
in the 1940's or 1950's (or for that matter the 30's and 20's), Wwe

can have a whole new perception of the field of study that we would
say would complement the Bible, and would offer far more alternatives
than merely one, two, or three cites in the iiddle East, in terms of
proof of the Bible. We were having to, in fact, alter and re-explain
everything in order to make it seem to correspond. We once worked from
premises therefore of the unknown past--geological--because we though
what we had inherited (as a result of studies from the 20's to the 50's)
would be in fact a certain measure of inspirational guidance. The
inability to perceive perhaps a distinction between the recognition of
error and the substitution for itsftruth. (It is one thing to unlearn
error, its another thing to demonstrate that what you are putting in
its place is truth. One must not confuse the two.) We do need to lay
aside these presuppositions, and to have a totally new re-evaluation
of the concept of "homo" or "man" in the light of--not jaw bones and
leg bones, but of--the spirit in man, which I would say is outside of
the realm of the natural sciences, and yet in fact holds the real
answer to enigmas that science has found and that the'historic' surface
of the earth retains. We have participated ¢ read, and our Faculty

in the science in which we are dealing here--anthropology # archae-
ology--without a question would say today that the evidence of the
material culture of Babylon in the days of Nebuchadnezzar end his
dynasty, and the Persian period,t the Hellenistic period in the Middle
East, and the early homan, are in such a stratigraphicel order, lets
say at Samaria and at Shechem and any number of other places, (I aug
with others at 4Ashdod in 1963),1 had to live for years with puzzles
that in fact would be unresolvable until Weyesolved the guestion of
Babel. Because there was nc way to assemble the material and call it
any proof of the Bible, if we were going tc have something that would
be believable. Mr. Lapp, an archaeologlst,(who_has since died, who was
unfortunately not a friend of this work, and tried to.dlscgurgge our
relationship at Jerusalem) has laid out some very solid materizal on

the Persian period which reqguires that the so-called Iron age ror-
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mally attributed to the history of the kings of Israel wund Judah,
which we had tried to place late, in fact belongs where most historians
dc place it, and this would be in confdmity with the knowledge of
epigraphy in the inscriptions that | mentioned. William K. Stiebing
wrote a criticism of Velikovsky's revised chronology,(which could be
in- part equally -attributed to anything [ have written in the two
volumes of the Compendium pertaining to Egypt and iiesopotamig. This
appeared in the Journal "Pensee!| volume 3, number 3, in the fall of
1973, on the subject of "Velikovsky Reconsidered". He made the evidence
clear enough that, when Velikovsky answered the material, there is no
doubt that there was no solid answer. (Israel . Isaacson in Volume 4
umber 4 of "Pensee" tried to apply the revised chronology.) Velikovsky
tried to reply to Stiebing in one of these journals--Volume 4, number 1
(thiese are available in our own library). And in the end none of their
answers explained the account that Stiebing laid out--in terms of stra-
*tigraphy and epigraphy--there was no possible way to reconcile the
‘reconstruction of history as Velikovsky had given it. There was no
reason to collapse the history of the world at this time. And indeed
we must recognize today that this is true. It is not possible to
build a structure as we attempted to. 9 So now we take one guick look
at the work of the Seventh Day Adventist, Donovan Courville, in his
book "The Exodus Problem, and it's Ramifications". I mention his
religious affiliation here because I think these men have been sincere
in their attempt to explain the Bible, rather than®heglect it. (I have
never met the man, though I believe I have spoken to him, and some of
our members have.) He drew similar conclusions to mine and Velikovsky,
although he worked guite independently of anything that I did in the
subject of history. 1Iis work, unfortunately, had the same basic prob-
lems.fhat is, archaeology has an answer that we could not give with
the previous preconceptions. § There came also during this period the
impact of radiocarbon dating. (How the reason I have not dwelt at this
point on c-14 is the fact that there will be members in the Church of
God, as well as in all creationist movements, that without a doubt
will never have physics straight in their minds---not until thke resu-
rrection. There will be no way to ask them to understand the subject
correctly because this is not their field, and I don't propose to make.
an issue or argument over things that people cannot understand. I
would merely state that if that is the problem with which they have to
live, they will have to live with it.) Let me however point up sone
literature. The'Creation Research Society Quarterly) volume 14, S8p-
tember 1977, had an article "The Crisis in Radiocarbon Calibration" by
David J. Tyler. He was from England. And this I feel is one of the
best analyses by a sensible and responsible individual. Andé when you
read. it you have to conclude that he has no way to explain away the
evidence other than that it is the way it is now understood by physi-
cists. That is, the idea that we could explain the whole of radio-
activity by explaining it away, is impossible. Or to put it another
way, it is now possible for a member of the Church of God not only to
be a baker, but also a physicist. All of the laws involved in baking
have always been extant, and the laws of physics do not somehow vanish
when you go into the laboratory and measure radiocactive dating. The
fact remains that the one is as much a valid science as .the other. I
think we have always given a far better and fairer evaluation of the
subject without fully understanding it. But without any doubt, having
visited the laboratory in Arizona, having attended one of the Sym-
posiums of the Royal Societies infngland in Decenber 1969, I visited
the Bristlecone Pine +Forest in tie White lMcuntains in eastern Cali-
fornia, and I have analyzed the impact of history and archaeology in
terms of radiocarbon dating, and I can say today there is no reason




to have a divergency between varve cating, epigraply, stratigraphy,
Bible, or any other related science--no reason to have it. IThe prob-
lems of course that arise are usually of a theological nature that tend
to neglect Biblical material. <\ If you should like to have at least a
table, one of tiie least expensive works, prior tc the dropping of the
dollar, was this one dore by the University of Edinburg:'Radiocarbon
Calibration and Prehistory", a very fine and simple work with tables,
that for the amount of money £ 3, 50s. I think would save one many an
hour if one ever wanted to have evaluation of the effect of Bristle-
cone Pine on Radiocarbon dating, and thefifore on history, archaeology,
and the Bible. The best summary of the material, that gives you the
impact of radiometric dating(which is mostly radiocarbon), may be found
in Colin Renfrew's work "BeforeCivilization". There is a very fine
work in the'Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research)
February 1977, (you will note how many of these things are up to
date--we are dealing with material that is only now becoming clearer,
even in the scientific world) devoted to radiocarbon dating in Pales-
tine during the'Early Bronze Age', - effectively presented in this
article, which I can highly recommend in terms of the integration of
information. i There was an occasion, before I addressed the Big Sandy
campus on tinis subject some little time ago, that I needed also to
evaluate the geneologies of business people--men in the priesthood in
Erypt and Mesopotamia--in terme of whether our previous reconstruction
of history would stand. 1 found that a particular work on the priest-
hood in Memphis (which is in Egypt), was not available on the West
Coast, and I want to expressely thank on this occasion ¥rs. Eleanor
Schauer and Mr. George Meeker, who voth did me the service of going to
the University of Chicago library, and they gave me an evaluation of
Borchart's "Ennenriah"(?) (it is in German), and he made a very fine
study of it right there on the spot on the WATS line, and it clearly
indicates that the history of the dynasties of Egypt from the 11th
Dynasty thru to the period of the kings of Israel and Judah has a
sufficient number of generations of fathers and sons, not only in this
area but in other areas, that we cannot in any sense of the word re-
construct the history of Egypt in any manner other than the fundamental
manner it has normally been presented by the historians of the world.

I think it is very important that we can not only document here but

in other areas geneologies which require the secuence of events as
normally given, are given correctly,and that indeed there is a total
need for re-evaluating the history of lkesopotamia and Egypt (which were
the primary areas in wiich reconstruction occurredl). From archaeology
now we can draw the conclusions of the following nature: that Arch-
bishop Ussher in his work on Bible Chronology hac in fact lengthened
the history of Israel and Judah by 40 years or so, or in comparison to
the reconstruction that I gave in the last revision of the Compendium,
a length was assigned to the contemporary history of Israel and Judah
that would have been 44 years longer than the evidence actually extant.
That is, from the days of Ahab to Eezekiah...(tape turned over)....so
called "Biblical"view. There is no way to get arocund the fact that
thab was still living in the year 853 3.C. or that Joash in the year
in which Adad llirari invaded the western area to the Lebanon paid tri-
bute to the Assyrian king in the year 802, and not at any other year.
That in fact Hezekian's 14th year did correspond to Sennacherib's in-
vasion in 701. That the fall of Judah has to be seen as having occur-
red on a spring-to-spring calendar in 587. <‘hat Thiele, a Seventh Day-
Adventist scholar who did the work "The Mysterious Numbers of the He-
brew Kings" erred only slignhtly, but was very near in his restoration.
He did not have the full evidence, because he had overlooked the re-
lationship of Joash of Israel to the Assyrian king, which is made very
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clear in the work "Archaeoclogie von Altestestament", in German and not
available in any other language. It is tl.e only study that has been
done in German on the subject. In any case, such a restoration is
imperative. And we are not dealirg with critics wio abuse the Bible.
It is possible to take the Bible just as Thiele did, with respect, and
to come up with an explanation that in fact is in complete harmony,
not only with chronologicel statements, but with such peculiar his-
torical statements such as that Uzziah recaptured Elath after the king
was dead (II Kings 14:22). How normally I nave had to read it over
and puzzle why it would say that because we had always assumed that
Uzziah came to the throne after the king was dead anyway. But in fact
he was not. He was a joint ruler and only after his father died did
this event happen. ‘e have to look at these other statements as well.
We are at the place today whexe we need to do a thorough evaluation of
the subject, and I am happy to say that in works that William Dever
has contributed to, and Paul Lapp, deceased, in the "Kear Eastern
Archaeology in the Twentieth Century" ,the one most recently done cal-
led "The lMighty Acts of God" in honor of George Erumnest Wright, that we
have very thorough documentation of the period that is the transition
from the pre-Flood to the post-Flood world. I will be able also to
say that we can highly recommend the"Cambridge Ancient History"in terms
of the third revised edition, where the first two volumes have become
now four fat volumes, at a prohibitive price. We may draw the conclu-
sion today that Thutmose III came to the throne as the Cambridge An-
cient History gives it. Now it is uot of course possible to demon~
strate this to this group, but I am merely saying that I can provide
the documentation so that there is not any question that the Cambridge
Ancient History is correct. Thutmose III came to the throne in 1504.
How in connection with that, the strongest evidence is available, again
only in German,in a two page article '"The Battle of ilegiddo", which
shows that astronomically it is not possible to entertain any other
idea in the realm of the framework of time that orne is limited to.
This is I think clear proof that the Americen scholarly intention of
placing Thutmose IIIin 1490 is now impossible. He did what any sound
scholar ultimately does when he makes a contribution~-- Professor Helk
went back and said that the attempt to amend the text is incorrect--
to read as it was originally given was the way to read it, and that
leads to the only conclusion of 1504. Therefore in connection with
that we have a work that was in honor of John Wilson, in which a Pro=-
fessor Parker interrelated the end of the reign of Thutmose III-and
his son in such a manner that it i1s possible-to date the Exodus as the
very year after which no army expedition was able to hold together

the eastern part-(that is, Falestine, Syria, Lebanon), of the Egyptian

realm which I would date therefore in the tenth year of Amenophis II.

We may also date Hammurabi as the Cambridge Ancient History gives it,
to 1792, not at some lower date of William Foxwell Albright. We may
date therefore Dynasties I thru VI of the 0ld Kingdom of Egypt and the
earliest Pyramid Age (not the only pyramid age, because there were
pyramids build later), but of that period as altogether pre-Flood, as
also all the material from written records of Mesopotamia from the
earliest dynasties thru the dynasty of Akkad with Sargon of Akkad all
being pre-Flood. And tke evidence now being found at Ebla is parallel
to the late generation prior to the Flocd. I know of at this moment
no other way to construct the archaeological, radiocarbon, the strati-
graphic, and epigraphic material. Z%herefore there may be some reason
why where Narim S5in(of the same dynasty as Sargon)said that when Ebla
fell, it was the first time that it fell, not since the Flocd, but
since Creation. A very significant point in time. e confused,in
reading much of the literature, we confused the word "flood" with the
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Flood of Hoah when in fact sometimes references to the flood trat
occurred in literature prior to the days of Noeh's deluge was in fact
a reference to the "Flood of Chaos'" before Adam. And we did not dis-
tinguish. But the reason we could not distinguish is because it was
assumed that every language that existed nmust have occurred not prior
to the Tower of Pabel, when we overlooked Deuteronomy 32:8 which said
that God divided the sons, mot of "ish" (man), but of Adam. And in
dividing the sons of Adam, the only way you could ever keep them divi-
ded is to give them other languages, and when the world was wiped out
by the Plood, and one family was left, we were left with a family that
hed one speech--& very simple deduction, and it does not explain what
the pre-Plood world was like, it explains that in contrast tc a world
in which there was more than one, now the human family had one speech.
They may also have had a knowledge of other languages, but this is
incidental to the story. ®ut we have read it as if everything before
the Flood was equal to the state of affairs of the first generations
immediatly after the Flood. These are pre-suppositions, you see, that
indeed lead to a condition where we could no longer publish anything

in the name of proof of the Bible.<R Now we come then to the guestion,
if the Early Bronze (speaking of Middle Eastern terminology, not meas-
ured on the basis of metals, but of pottery),this is essentially pre-
Flood, and the Flood came somewhere in the earliest phases of Early
Bronge IV--I will not define that further. And Middle Bronze, Late
Bronze, and the Iron Age (as defined by pottery and not metals--these
are (Terms|unfortunaté], but we live with them), are post -Flood, then

we are confronted with the fact that all "geologyr" is pre-Adamic and
that all of the Tertiary is pre-Adamicy that all the Pleistocene is
pre-Adamic; that Homo Brectus is pre-Adamic; that liomo Neanderthalensis
(who knew no art, though he buried his dead), is pre-Adamic, that liomo
Sapiens Cro Magnon,(wnich is my technical deffinition, as distinct from
merely Homo Sapiens Sapiens) is pre-Adamic (even if art was known)s that
Upper Paleolithic hominids were as much a part of their environment

and did not elter it any more than the deer that ate the foliage of the
forest, that the time frame that parallels gll of this--the Keso-
lithic, the Pre-pottery Neolithic, the Pottery Neolithic--represent the
state of the physical environment, They were put here to do more than
observe the Trocks that God made. But were made to be a challenge to
angels to govern a more and more complex world correctly. And at this
point in time we may draw two fundamental conclusions that are impor-
tant: Civilization, good or evil, did not coalesce or crystallize

until the beginning of what we would call the"Proto-Urban"or'Early
Bronze I"in the Widdle East, but suddenly, just like that, individual
traits that heve been found for centuries, or even for a few thousand
years, made no basic impact, here a little and there a little was

added under whatever new creation there was, because we are not told
the nature of the pre-Adamic creation in terms of the physical world--
have to observe that--we only know there were angels, and we know the
angels were here not merely to govern each other. They were here in
governing each other, but also to adninister a physical world and God's
government on it, in preparation for planting the heavens (which they
will no longer do in the manner that they could have). But they were
being tested and trained.q Suddenly there comes a time in history when
everythiing coalesces and crystallizes. It is this point in time, not
many centuries before the beginning of writing, that we ought to place
the presence of'mant-Homo Sapiens Sapiens is the correct deffinition.
Now the way to distinguish is not in any other manner than a recogni-
tionthihthe Spirit in Man, man now knows what he is doing and is held
accounteble in a manner that no other creature governed in part by
either angelic instruction or insticnt was ever held accountable.
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And 1 believe the contribution of Ir. Herbert Armstrong made beginning
in the 1960's in this direction is fundamental to an understanding of
why we have a level of culture, or its lack, extending over a period
of thousands, to tens of thousands, to hundreds of thousands of years,
o during which there were no solid evidences of progress except jumps
as a new creature made its appearance on earth. <+the Spirit in Man I
think is fundamental to our understanding of what the proper explan-
ation of skeletal remains and the cultural remains prior to roughly
4000 B.C. (I am just using a round figure here) actually represent.
That crystallization of civilization did not take place until about
that time--just shortly afterward--and it has lead to the present
crisis in 6000 years, that we now face in the world today, which would
have been impossible by any creature without the Spirit in Man. That
man today is essentially a refined creature, and we may distinguish
of course the fact that whereas creatures who were not accountable to
the law lived essentially in accordance with their abilities, that
when man becomes accountable, he knows no limit, either upward, or
downward. That he can do anything downward that any brute has ever
done and choose to live at thet level if he wants to. But it does not
prove what the actual level of ability of the creature may be who lives
on earth today, which knows no actual upward limit, tho most people
prefer not to look in that direction.

END

Some of the works that Dr. liloeh referred to above are available 4B
for those who may be interested in pursuing this.

v Dr. Hoeh's address at the Big Sandy campus
Donovan Courville's book "The Exodus Problem"
v "Pensee" magazine's series on "Velikovsky Reconsideregd"
“CreationResearch-Soeiedbr—QuarteriyY
"Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental HResearch"
Dr. Hoeh's paper "When Did Nebuchadnezzar Conquer Jerusalen"

Thiele's "Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings"




