-quember 27, 1873

'Dear'ﬂf} Herrmann and geology staff:

Yesterday 2o0bert Macdonald and I had a lengthy discussilon
over the evidence and the results of our studies thusfar. t is
apparent that rather than geology it’'s been a football game in
which no one really knows the goal line. ‘

It is time we worked from the provable known, laid aside
the irrelevant and waited for further answers about the doubtful.
The answers then -become quite apparent and it is time we sought
to evaluate the physical evidence for the apparent answers thus
obtained. . '

Point one: it is wrong %o work from a philosophical hypo-
thesis about creation week and overlook the evidence for the
Flood and of higtory which will not £it it. It is essential
that we work from the evidence which pinpoints the physical
evidence of the Flood. I believe that Cpris Patton, Robert
Macdonald, Joan Hopkinson, you and I can coancuri in this geaneral
matter -- as also possibly others of us. _ -

Point two: the evidence for the Flood gsologically is not
obvious either to uniformitarians, creationists (so-called), or us.
Tt nad o be a Bible revelation in order for us to disceran waere
o look in the Recent. Similarly, we may find the evidence for —
creation week is not what we expect because we have preconceived
notions of what to look for. : '

Point three: the evidence for the week of re-creation caamnot —
be the Upper Pleistocene, for human artifacts and skeletons are
clearly prior. Nor can it be the iliddle Pleistocene, for human
artifacts are clearly prior. The methods of dating by radio-
activity do not need to be considered here now. They are already
subject to review for the period after the Flood. The time
element is already defined in the Scripture. We shall be able
to discern how to evaluate radiocactive dating when we have found
evidence for the Flood and creation week. We shall also be able
to understand the contradictions VBoth in radiocarbon and in Potas-
sium-argon methods, but not until the framework geologically is
estatlished by the Bible. Ty, :

Point four: Human remains are fouand clearly in The Lower
Pleistocene in the form of artifact evidence. They are Found
in the Villafranchian. This means that if the Villafranchian
i3 labeled Pliocene or Pleistocene we must remember that it
is the Villafranchian fauna that is understood. Today it is |
customary to define Villafraancniaa as early Lower Pleistoceae,
not Pliocsne. Man is therefore certainly Pleistocene and Holoceng. .—

o, _
Point five: the Tertiary is in sufficient places stratigrapaic
eacugh that we caa discera where man and beast first appear as
fossils. Mo hunan remains are fouad in Paisocene. Aany mammals
appear after Paleocene deposits are all laid down. It is obvious
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that Paleocene cannot be coastrued as the time of maa. In the
Bocene and Oligocene numan reaains are not fouad aad there are
mammals that exist today that certainly have not made thsi

asrearance in the fossil record. In fact the Miocesae does not

. yet contaln sufficient varieties and genera to fulfill indi-

cations of the world as we :mow it. Note that animals that die

out in each of these periods are irrelevant to the discussion. .
With the Vlilarranchlanﬂae sarated from the Plioceae, that is,  r.ta)
drawing the line for the Pliocenabelow rather thaa above the
Villafranchian, there are still mdmmals that are yet to aypear.

Thus: "No radically anew or different forms of life appeared
in the Pleistocene, but there were notable evolutionary chaanges
involving the creation of new species and even new geners." ?Pagﬁ

. 330 of Esseatials of Earth distory, William E. Stokes, 2nd ed.)

The fact is that continuous modern investigation has brought
man as early as the Villafranchian in the Lower Pleistocene and
it is no¥{ until the Villafranchian or Lower Pleistocene that all
the genera as we know © . - - - them today appear in fossil records.
The conclusion based on coatinuing evidence is that geological
support for creation week must be found in the fllocene—Plelstocene
border. _

T now réfer us to the glant Atlas of Israel (GPolovy III/l),

published in 1970:

After the retreat of the Miocene sea, due to anllft in the
Pontian (some 200 to 300 m), there followed a.new subsidence,
accompanied by the Pliocene ingression.

. Tae Plloﬂene sea in the north again OCCthed the Qishon valley,
The “Emeq Yizre’el and eastern Galllee as far as Tiberian. In the
south it reached Nevatlm, east of Beersheba, and again washed the
foothills bouanding the sent coastal Dlaln. "The character of
the Pliocene (Astian) llttoral sediments is similar to the Miocene
except for the absence of Coral rcef limestone 1ndlcat1ng dis=-
connection from the Red Sea daa Indian Ccean.

Uplift movements at the end of the Pliocene and durlgg the
Pleistocene brougnt the Pliocene littoral beds to thsir present
height of 200 to 300 m and the iliocene %o S50Cm. ..

.+ oAS so-called Sakieh bedsf it consists of several hundred

- mevGers of'olastic clays, silty marls and marly sdnds....

elgseghere to indicate that creation week lies at tae end of the
Pliocene and beginning of Plelstoceae. But it takes the Bible to
define the dep*h of the waters, both here and at the Flood, be- _
cause when waters cover over the land there is no snoreTJne to
tell us. Shorelines pick up the story at Aome time during toe

(;' There is sufflc1ent evidence in Palestine and,if we search,

pProcess.

We must at some time after this investigatioan reburn to the
gquestion of Tertiary man, but for the preseat ~— until field
research is done -- no proof can be used. I thiagk the answer
7ill be taat, if the facts are progerly states in Portugese and
Argentine areas aad at Calgvaras the evideace will prove to be

in tne then not-understood VlTlaPrahcnlaa or zone that now is ﬁ ;
1 ave been called 3lloceaewwwu AT
in the Pleistocene . Lﬁgrller may n abdbb
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