WORLD HISTORY %968
Dr, Hoeh &L A

GENESLS AND GEOLOGY

We will go through the first two chapters of Genesis, In the Biblical record here
we have what we mgy demonstrate in other arecas as a revelation of essential knowledge
that skiek man should have by which he should be able to judge the material world around
him,

The sclentific approach, whether it be called the historical method or whether it
be called the scientific method, 1s an approach which concludes that nothing pertaining
to ORIGIN is properly within the scope of science. Though science books mgy discuss the
questions of origin, they do so anly because they are forced to, probably because they
really want to—but when asked for a proof they would immediately say that the question
of origins is not a proper or a possible matter for the scientific method, We should
understand this kind of thinking, undestand why scientists recognize that such a thing as
origins could not, under any circumstance, bewithin their scope becauge it ign't being re-
peated! We should understand that the scientific method is strictly a matter of the kind
of world in which we now live where there is a repetitian of the same things in the scope
of our experience, There can anly be, in other words, speculation am any other area, Yet
most writers intentionally and deliberately, whether it be histarians or scientists who
use this method, discuss the question of origins and lead students to believe that there
is some reasmable basis for their conclusims, :

In the first chapter of Genesis we have certain fundamental informstiam, What igs
given and what is not given is something we should discern. Here is a record of what man
needs to know sbout the start of things so that he will know the directimm in which he is
headed and in which the universe is headed, if you please,

"In the Beginning"

We are told that "In the beginning®——now we'll just analyze a few of these points,
There is no definition of time given here that we cam grasp., There is no intent anywhere
in the Bible to define, in terms of cancepts of time that we are familiar with, the sig-
nificence of thisg phrase, There are two possible reasans: Either we should expect that
"in the beginning" would obviously be available to science and therefore would not need
to be revealed here; or, if it is not readily available to science, the information would
be meaningless anyway,

The question of whether or not it has been made available by science should be your
responsibility to pursue even further than we do in this class, and ask yourselves, What
is it that science accepts? When we are told a date something like four and a third bil-
lion years, or some other figure, for the "big blast™ that sent the universe spinning in-
to orbits, I would merely ask you, "Is this figure the standard represented by all the
"time clocks" which scientists have experimented with, or is it merely the oldest figure
that they have erperimented with?" (A "time clock" is something like radio-activity, tke
amount of salt in the sea—anything that science wants to lay its hands an by which it de-
ternines how long in the past such-and-such an event has taken place before this day based
on the amount of change that is taking place now and the amount of accumlation or loss
in the past,) '

Now if all time clocks have been wound up to the same lewvel, then we could certainly
and logically conclude-——since there is not Biblical revelatiam and since gll time clocks

in the universe point to the same definite time in the past——that we would have the neces-
sary answer, DBut this is not the case at alll
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The Time Clock of Radio-activit:

There are 211 kinds of clocks—all of which read different times! Scientists cho
the oldest because they want to, Astronomers choose the cldest, that's all, They digs-
ziss eny younger anes, It is quite clear that whatever has happened, one could say tret
none of the clocks were set to register in the beginning ANY particular time as far as
we are concerned, as far as any means by which man can measure,

Letts take one basic assurpticn as an example, the assumption that lead, which is
the ultimate result of the decay of uranium, will give us the amount of time that that
uraniun has been decaying—which, presumably, would give us the beginning of the age of
the rock material out of which the earth is made, This assumption is based on the fact
that since lead from uranium is distinct from other kinds of lead that are also available
in nature, the assumption is that that lead which is from uranium could anly--that is,
that lead which we know to be deriveable Iram uranium in any quantity in the universe—
rust have been derived, and nane of it could have been created,

In other words, let's say you have three different forms of lead—x, y and z, We
know, let's say, that y comes from urenium, The question is, if x and z are natural, if
y comes [rom uranium, does all this leed come fram uranium? This is something no scien-
tist can tell becsuse, after all, it is't & question that he can demonstrate, It's a
matter of origins, And if indeed some lead—y—was created along with x and z, and it is
also a result of decay which cannot be answered by any means kncwn to science—in other
words, it can't be demonstrated in any way. I'm not saying that we cam prove it, It
doesn't matter, it's not susceptible to prool because neitber ycu nor I nor the scientist
were there at creation! And the idea that we have to prove some of these things because
they want to beliere something, that doesn't demonstrate it one way or the other, We ne
to know what we can prove, what we cennot prove, and what as far as we are concerned i-
nothing but theory in the first place—~and never can be demonstrated with assurance! .
that's all it is based on—-the ultimate decgy of uranium is based on this concept, that
the lead that cores from it represents lead that wholly must have been the result of radio-
activity,

Now it doesn't matter, therefore, how old the universe is es far as we are concerned
because the age oI that world over which angels ruled is incidertal to anything that we
are concerned with, Time as far as Divinity or amgels are concerned has no bearing an the
present pattern that we are dealing with,

The Errors of Fundamentalist Writers

Now we will not discuss the theological matters—we will not go into the meaning of
Elohim, We're just going to look at certain things we want to know about so that we imow
where we are in the pursuit of truth,

Now, concerning "in the beginning": Fenton will have a footnote that the Hebrew word
for "beginning'is, ir fact, dual; it's not a pure singular form,

There is no indication necessarily that everything that God made in the universe was
all completed at ance., We dm't know any concept of time here, but as an illustratian we
do know this: When Gcd laid the foundations of the earth, it says that the angels shouted
for joy (Job 38:4-7). Now, cbviously, that was only the beginning, We don't know the rest
of the story, How much longer, in any sense of time—are we dealing in minutes, hours,
what1?2? We don't know, But there are clear evidences in the Books of Job and Psalms °
the Creation as such, the "in the beginning,™ is not in itself an instantaneous act tk  gh-
out the universe——just as Creatiom Week was not in a day, but it was in a week, Obviausly,
there ere osrtsin thinge
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there are certain things that mst fit together, Nature demands it, You can't have cer-
tain types of 1life without other supporting types of life separated ome from the other to
any great extent, That an act of Creation is required is obvious, So at least we have
an indication of movement of time even in terms of this,

We should all understand the reaning of the 2nd verse of the Bible which is made
plain in the article, "Did God Create a Devil?" This is the most important one that we
should understand in terms of geolegy; it 1s not properly in the scope of written history,
but it is certainly one of the most important articles in terms of setting a geological
pattern that underlies archaeology,

We should, at this point, corment about some of the books we use in this field, Tor
instance, il we use The Genesisg Flood, if we use any of the works of Adventists or Iuth-
erans or other authars, you will discover that these men vho would be learned in their
field of theology, almost exclusively specialize in the questiom of_éeologr and in nothing
else, That is, they make a study of human skeletons (which is maybe properly an archaeo-
logical matter3—-they' make a study of human remains in terms of evolution and of the earth
as a geological study in terms of Creation Week, and also the Flood, Therefore, nme of
these writers to iy knowledge—not a single one—has haestly faced up to the questian of
Genesis 1, verse 2, They asutomatically assume that the vhole recard that is not due to
some catastrophe by water is creation, and the catastrophe by water is attributed to the
Flood exclusively, None of these men has ever—you can read any work, I don't care what
it is——you can read any book that has ever been published by the Adventists, you cen read
The Genesis Flood, you will not,,,those men have not faced up to it, They have frankly
not been hanest with it,

If they had been honest with the evidence, they would have taken the Bible and ex~
plained it! But the buman being, even though he is not conscious of it, is basically dis-
honest! This is true of the hunman being--we're going to see that when we come to Adam an d
Bve, When God talked to Adam he blamed ive; when God talked to EBve she blamed the Devil;
the Devil had no excuse—(God didn't even question where that came fram! He knew him al-
ready!

These men try to use science and, in fact, have more harm than good in the long run
because anybody whc knows the history of humen beings even half-wgy knows that it is impes-
sible to explain geology as these religion-minded scientists do and attribute that to the
Flood, and then account everything above that to the world this side of the Flood, and stil
accept the Bible! This is why SDA's today have rejected the Biblical record in terms of
when the Flood was and have pushed it way back—because, as they say now, it ian't a ques-
ticn,...We know, as they say, that there are 7000 years—I should say there were to be 6000
vears, and ultimately 7000, so their argument is this: Not that there were 6000 and then
the 1000, tut they're arguing now that when the Bihle indicates the 6000 years, it means
not less than that but not more than 7000, so they went to push the Flood a thousand years
back hoping they cen fit all of men in that, which is impossible anyway, and then put the
Flood back there, That kind of demonstration doesn't work. The Flood was in the 2300's—
they would make it less than the 3300's or something like that, I guess, in arder to have
all of history if possible, and then attribute the Flood to the world before that, How
they're ever going to justify the other several thousand years of human history I dam't
know, If they accept the idea that history is otherwise reconstructed correctly all the
way back to 3000, then they can't possibly believe the Bible,

So these men, in fact, are neither honest with the Bible which they profess or the
Biblical record, We might just as well face upt to it, Not a one of them is willing to
face both the Bible and science, both archasology and geology, They are not!
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We need to realize this because we too often curselves get into this habit, If we
can't put all of this together in principle and make it make sense, then maybe we need
reconsider where we are, in other words, It is not enough to merely questim early hw
remains in terms of evolution as they do, We need to questiom it in terms also of the
over-all Biblical record, Then we need to put together the record of creation as we have
it here in the first chapter of Genesls,

N

4

No Life Withaut Light

So there was an earth whose surface was obliterated—"darkness was upm the face of
the deep" (v. 2), The expression "the deep" refers to the oceans., The implication here
is that there was a complete lack of sumlight.

And now we would briefly raise the question, When there is no sunlight that penetrates
what happens to life on earth? Are certain types of life pogsible when no light penetrates
If these forms of life disappear, then what happens to axygen which these forms of life
produce? If we have no axygem, what happens to the rest of the creatures who might be able
to exist in darkness but need oxygen?

At least we have an indicaticm here of the possibility that something has gone wrang
end should even leave a record ip terms of the sudden decline of 1life,

Now we grant that we cannot read geology exactly as men have written it and try to
£it it into the Biblical recard becsuse, in the first place, there are cancepts which the
geologist works from that distorts his writing, and it would therefore be difficult alwsys
to lmow how to draw the line, But we're going to at least ask ourselves, Have men found
that at certain basic levels, irrespective of the questim of startigraphy and missing
faults or feults that have been pat in, could we just look at the sequence of events &
round the earth and discover that somewhere alang the line there is a sudden logs of r -
gen as represented by a gudden death rate of certain types of axgygem-producing plant 1_.e
and spimal life—basically plant life, in this case? And is sny evidence of thig repre-
sented in the geological recard? This is what we would like to know, And does it indicate
that all forms of 1ife as a whole suddenly declined?

It is possible just fram geology alame that we couldn't know the complete answer be-
camge e would not know whether the 1ife that follows was necessarily crsated or did it
survive? Some things you cean't necessarily tell, If all things could be told, then we
wouldn't have to have a complete revelatian. This is what we must understend, We're glver
the revelation in Genesis One, and verse me, to know that there was indeed a beginning of
a physical crestim,

Now if the earth's surface is pictured as a wreck, shall we sgy—"void," in a sense,
means no life—and derkness, It is possible that, in examining the record, ywu might con-
clude that some few things survived; yet, an the other hand, yomu could say that it looks
like most everything is dead. Now the Biblical record anly tells us here that, for prao-
tical purposes, we cculd write off the question of life, That's what it means here if
there is no light! Where there ig no light there is no life (spiritually or physically!).
That it is remotely possible that scme vegetable 1life could have survived, I would sa&y
that we shouldn't close our minds to those things and draw a cancluaion for which we have
no bagis. We dm't know the kind of heat that might have been involved and whether this
would have killed all the life of seeds, What we are not told we cannot answer, What we
are concerned with is the general picture,

I will read to you late—not today—the important statement by a teacher at UCLA -
which he plainly points out that there is a certain point in the Cretacecus vhere cl¢ ¥
it looks as if something happened. There must have been a decline of whatever it is tnat
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cguses plants to produce oxygen. A total loss of oxygen is indicated, The angwer is al-
ready given right here in the Bible--'darkness was upon the face of the deep,™ Where there
is darkness there is no photosynthesis by plants, and there is no productia by meny types
of plants (in the sea especially) of any form of axygen which would keep other life exis-

ting, We'll come back to this point, Anyway, we are only asking what we might be able to
lmow from the record,

Wag All Land Under Water?

If "the earth was without form, and void; and darlmess was upon the face of the deep"
we might ask ourselves another questim--I have not asked this one before but we will now,
We are told that "darkness was upon the face of the deep"™—that is, depths, oceans. Now
the reason it is important that darlmess was hovering all over the oceans is obvious: If
indeed, ultimately, the source of wxygen comes from the waters, this is God's way of s&y-
ing that life was through for practical purposes,

But doés this necessarily imply—I ask you the question——that gll land or continental
material was itself under water all this time? (We dam?'t know how long it was from the de-
struction to re-creation—we're not told here, There is no way far a scientist to say
either, The question is no longer repeating itself, therefore not subject to scientific
tools.)

It does not say, in Dr, Hoeh!s estimation—fror anything that is given here in the
Bible—necessarily that the land masses were universally all tucked awgy under the water,
I think we rather have assumed that—I know I have, And yet I do know that in reading
geology I am faced with the question quite of ten of whether this really is so; of whether
all life was destroynd and all there is was barren rock, in some cases, or sandy platesus
merely protruding above, We should retain this question in our minds. It only describes
the form of the earth's surface as having no character of anything created—it is, in a
sense, just formless—and it tells us where darkness is, I think we have assumed, there-
fore, that that means that since darkness enveloped the earth that all the earth mist
have been covered with water, But I doubt that this is necessarily the meaning of the
statement in verse 2—that this understanding is absolutely required,

God moved o the waters to bring them off the lend. The only question is, To what
extent might there have been?—I ask the questim. We are told down below that God sepa-
rated the waters above from those below (vv, 6-7), that is clear, One cculd conclude that
at the close of the Cretaceoug as geologists define it, that water universally covered
vast areag—but did it necessarily cover all? That is the question to keep in mind,

Now we are told (v. 9) that "God said, 'Let the waters under the heaven be gathered
together unto ome place, and let the dry land appear.'™ The implication from is, narmally
——as I have always taken it—that there was no ary earth before, But I would now really
wonder whether this is absolutely the case, Afterall, land might gppear, and it might dis-
appear if there is any tidal movement at all, and there certainly would be—you had the

mom, as I presume certainly about this time; and one would expect this kind of influence
—the sun exerts an influence as well,

Again there are just a few little things like this—the question of whether all life
disappeared, whether all land was altogether under water completely; or whether there in-
deed might have been areas otherwise, barren of life where everything had been washed a-
way, that on occasion might have appeared amd disappeared, Certainly I den't get a feel-
ing of something that was wniversally, to any great extent, above water, But in reading
the geological record, and examining what is reported there, I don't perceive that the
other would be an impossibility——or even from the Biblical recard, g

/
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The Atmosphere

God moves, Re acts: There is light, We have the presence of a new week beginning,

And now we are told—we are looking for certain things that would be of camsequence.
There is the formation--no matter what the gasecus envelope might have been around the
earth, it was not the kind of envelope that would produce life as we know it—seo God had
to form the atmosphere, The term "firmament™ here is the wretched Latin word, but we'll
use it anyway—in other words, this really says, "Let there be an atmosphere®™(v, 6) in
which waters float to the top because water vapor is lighter basically than most of the
elements that make up our atmosphere, MAnd in this atmosphere all kinds of life were later

to live,
Land Masses Appesar

Then we have suddenly, in verse 9, the rising of cur land masses, We should now ex~
pect that at a certain, in various places of the earth, there should be a rising of land
nasses eand no langer a conditiam of having the lend rather extensively under water,

Now "God called the dry lemd® (v. 10) that suddenly rises up "Earth"—erets in Heb-
rew (number 776 in Strong's Hebrew dictionary)—"and the gathering together of the waters
He called Seas," So we have more than one, the plural for bodies of water—the land nmass
itself is called earth but the plural is used for the bodies of water, We should expect
at some time, then, to find a geological reccrd in which the present camcept of the struo-
ture of the continents is fixed, after which there is little variatim,

Vegetatia
n this sare Third Day of Creation Week we have the origin of herbs (v. 11).

The remarksble thing in the geological record is the fact thet herbs bearing seeds,
and fruit trees yielding fruit as we characteristically see it, and grass—this kind of
thing mentianed in verse 12-—end the difference between the herb and grass, #nd we should
lnow that human beings can digest herbs but not grass, Not even cows can digest grass.
Now you might wonder about that: It's what's in the stomach of the cow that digests the
rrass; they have to have several stomachs in order to process it, Grass is not something
that humans have the capacity to digest, So God distinguishes lbetween herbs and grass.

Jow in the evoluticnary and geological scheme, you have the remarkable picture that
for all of the eariy world up to the Cretaceous, we find gigantic ferms, gigantic trees,
but there simply are no angiosperms, Angiosperms refers to eny plant which has seeds with.
in itself—"any plant,..having the seeds in a closed ovary" (Webster), This is important
because you will discover that ferns were here, tropical trees—strange kinds of trees—
btut there is not a single record all the way from the Pre-Cambrian to at least into the
Cretaceocus where we have any evidence of herbs or grass,

Now, logically, we would conclude that surely the lowly grass would hardly have been
left till the last sequence in evolutian! In the case of vegetables, ane would rather hawv
cancluded that, somewhere along the line, maybe there were non-angiosperms and anglosperms
and that, instead of having cne evolve wholly before the other, you would have expected
just as you have today, that they both were evolving from the simple to the complex, But
it isn't that way, It's as if there was amother kind of world; and then a new world arise.
in which there is a need for grass and herbs and trees bearing fruit, In other words, ‘e
angels didn't need apples and pears end pinespples and lettuce end tomatoes—there is
evidence of any such thing! This clearly implies that there is a demarcation in the geo-
logical record of a world that was destroyed and amother world that was made for man with

7¢ new end different flara and fauna,
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You suddenly have here an indication, and we should ask ourselves, If this is crested
here, did it exist before? And if not, then do we have a kind of guide between this crea-
tion week and what existed before that was destroyed?

There is nothing that we can say in terms of the geolcgical record for the Fourth Day’
of Creatian Week, verses 14 through 19,

Fish, Fowl and Cattle

Now drop down to verse 20, And here we suddenly discover the presence of fouwl and
creatures in the sea—whales, God created them: (Dr, Hoeh quoted all of verse 21),

Now I've deduced from this, framkly, that if God created great whales "and every liw
creature that moves" I would draw the camclusimm that there wasn't anything that survived
in terms of this kind of living creature from the world before, I don't see how—if ymu
know the nature of water and what that world mist have been like,

If you have a spewing out over the entire Pacific Basin of a vast amount of volecanic
basalt—as the smthors of The Deep and the Past, Ericsam end Wollin said, "We have tc pre-
sume something like & hundred million years for something like this to spread out or else
the whole oceam would have been heated up and all life in it would have been 'a gargantuan
bouillabaisse of boiled fish!'™ Now, indeed, if the catastrophe did come in a hurry, that!
exactly what you had—figh stew and oyster saup! That's why God had to create "every livic
creature that moves,® I think tTl_e_iuqalicatim there is quite clear,

I will merely comment, though it is not expounded clearly here, that if there are
certain types of food for men—and, of course, types which are not—it is interesting that
all the early fish are not true scaled fish, They may have armored plates but they are
not a true scaled fish, That again is interesting in terms of what we find fram the Pre-
Cambrian into the Cretaceous,

Feathered birds suddenly appear in the same wgy, Whales, you see, are looked upmn as
one of the last steps in the development of mammals—because, sccording to the theory, the
creatures came on the land, developed lungs, and then decided to take out for the sea a-
gain and thus developed certain other characteristics so that they can survive there,

Well, I think it is quite clear whem you read this that there are certain things that
are created here, and you want to ask yourself, Did it exist before? And you discover
the remarkable thing that most did not! Cattle and creeping thing all make their gppear-
ance late, A geologist fram Cal, Tech, said, "™Now when you come to this area in the Cre-
taceous, suddenly you are faced with this: Whereas before you might have organized trees
with branches, suddenly, when the geologist looks at it, he sees that everything just
bughes cutl—as he pointed out, and drew it that way on the board, He didn't know how to
explain this phenamenm—it's just as if from nowhere, so to speak, gll the ramificatims
of the mammalign world suddenly appear, or the world of anglosperms, And he used this
expression, "It seems as if everything BUSHES UP so rapidly"—from the evolutionary point
of view that it is very difficult to tell how it was all possible, The answer is, it all
started at cmoe—it was re-created (or, that is, 1ife in these forms were created fcr the
first time),

Mem

Then we have the presence of man, Now if we find man all the way from the Pre-Camb-
rian to the Cretaceous, then I think we should seriocusly ask how we would fit this into
the story. There used to be a few people who presumably thought they were supparting the

2/
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Bible, and you will find some quotations even in The Genesis Flood by Whitcamb and Morr?s
—3it would almost be fooligh if it weren't tragic that apparently intelligent mem are
trying to find footsteps of human beings in Carbmiferous coal (pp. 172-3 of Cenesig
Flood)., They admit that what look like footprints usually are upside down and they're
very, very tiny, I think this preposterous, You should all have read that partim of
the Book in Second Year Bible where they try to explain how far back in the Geoclogical
Record you might find human remains, -

Now I dm't say that every definition scientists put on these remains is carrect, I
think geologists have mistakenly labelled gsome things, For instance, when they say that
Permian material in Brazil shows characteristics of the Ice Age, I seriously questim
whether there was an Ice Age in Brazil; and I would question whether it really is Permian
becguge it basically is rigt on the top, Sametimes the definitions are invalid and
should be questimed,

However, me would draw this conclusion: When you have an entire characteristic of
life around the earth—of plant life, of animal life, of sea life—and find neither grass
nor herbs nor seed-bearing trees nor fish with scales nor fowl nar cattle or humen beings,
then you suddenly discover that indeed, on top, just where it is, without worrying about
whether there is a fault or no fault—in other words, just as you find it in nature it-
self with no indication of reversal of layers—you could ressonably canclude that certain-
1y there was a kind of world that ceased to exist by the time man was placed cn the earth,

Rate of Multiplication of Life

Now we have another questian: Once a1l kinds of 1life like this are multiplied, we
know that it is pessible within months for some types of 1life in the sea to completely
replenish the sea in a matter of manths or, at most, a very few years—because they m-
tiply into the millims! But man's generaticn——even if Adam end Eve should have had
children right away——it might be betweem 25 and 30 years before any others would be born,
and probably a little later, in amother generatian, The chances for human beings to be
mltiplying to any extent—or of certain kinds of animals, if they all started in the
Garden of Eden, to multiply by eny extent—would be quite slim at first,

So it is posasible——we have to bear this in mind—it is possible that life cauld have
teemed in the waters (this is the kind of remainsg that geologists find the most) lmg be-
fore human beings would have multiplied far enaugh to expand to any great extent over the
earth, It is possible that many inland seas could have teemed with life, and by the time
the sin of Cain is mentimed—because, after all, he was old enough (amd also his brother)
for them to get into quite an argument and one wanted to k1l the other; they seem to
have been mature, each cme was taking care of some agricultural respmsibilities in the
family--it is possible that many inland seas could have so teemed with life, Mnd if there
was a change an the earth—because we are told that €Cain was cursed from the earth so that
it no longer would bring forth as it would, Something clearly has happened to effect the
climate——there is something that happened there to effect the climate, there is no doubt,
And such inland seas that might have dried up could have left all kinds of remains befcre
any human beings ever got there,

Variatims could have occurred in which the life of Creation Week, other than some
types of marmals and mean, might have filled the earth and would give the implicatiam of
who knows how long a time in the geological picture, Wemust bear that in mind.

22
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Migration

Then we have other factors, We are told that normally the earliest mammals are
those which seem to live just an the earth and just beneath the earth—-gophers, moles,
that type of creature, And you have the implication of first ome, then another—and
there is clearly, in any locel area, the presence of new kinds of 1life that weren't
there before, To assume, now, that this is strictly a matter of evolutiom——this is the
way the story is presented,

Now the presence of new kinds of life in a given geographic area could have another
explanatim—just a simple cne: Migration! Afterall, if man comes there late, the prob-
ability is that he migrated there too, So there is no reason why migration should not
be the explanation again, We should expect to see the seme thing after the Flood as well.

If all snimals—listen carefully--did go around the earth from the ark after the Flooc

(we haven't gotten tc that part of the story yet), then it is possible that ramy animals
before the Flood were also centered originally in a certain specific area, Since God
brought ther to Adem to name, it is probable that God did not have certain types of ami-
mals scattered everywhere in Creation Week but, again, at least certain types may have
been centered where Adam was—becasuse, afterall, what good is a sheep in Austrelia if
Adam is in Palestine? Obviously some kinds of life that were made specifically for man
could just as well have been where man was, but this doesn't mean that all types of life
had to be,

(ne would conclude, therefore, that there is a strong possibility of migratiam of g_p_-‘
imals to various areas before any human beings arrived there.

If you have a world that suddenly comes up out of the watera that is comparatively
susceptible to erosim, is it possible in other words to have limited forms of life to
start with, and then to discover newer and newer—so-called "newer"—forms of life that
are merely migratory forms long before man gets there? Well, of course it would be,

Tertiary and Quaternary

And this is why we have the whole sequence—I won't say this 1s true in every instance
but, basically, through the Tertiary you have a sequence—through the Tatiary you have a
sequence——of various forms of life gppearing and then, finally, man—Tertiary intc the
Quaternary, Man is not Tertiary by definitiom of geoclogists, Anytime you find remszins
where humen beings are by definition this must be Quaternary because, according to the
evolutionary concept, man did not appear until the Quaternary.

Therefore, by definition, since the strata are labelled by the fossils, and the fos-
sils are organized on the basis of the evolutiomary tree, mamn mist appear late; therefore,
wherever lmuman beings are found, we call it Quaternary; wherever human beings are not
found, we can call it whatever it should be an the basis of the fossils,

I don't think this is wholly wvalid. I think in some cases what would have been callec
"Tertiary" elsewhere really i1s Tertiary, but it is called "Quaternary" becsuse they want
it to be that, Sce, it's all based on the nature of the fossils, And if in same areas—
if in North America you build up a fossil sequence in which men is the last, lang after
the other animals have arrived, and then you go to the Middle East--well, the implication
there is that man is parallel with those animals almost from the beginning in the Biblical
sense, then that whole thing would be labelled late in the Quaternary there whereas else-
where it would be parallel with the Tertiary somewhere else,

<z
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Geology and the Biblical Record

This gives you an idea how you can study geolegy frow Genesis Cne and get a pictu. e
ol questions in your mind before you procede with the subject, That's what the Biblical
record is for—anybody who read that could have asked questims, Mnd then whem he goes
to the geological record, he would have discovered the answers,

The men who did go to the geolcgical record, never looked to the Bible to ses if
there were answers because, in the first place, they had been deluded by the theologianms.
In the second place, they just didn't want to justify the Biblical record after a certain
period of time, I think to start with some did--in the 1700's and the early 1800!'s—but

after that they certainly didn't, It was an innate hostility that led to draw many of
the conclusims they did,



