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Part 2: The scientific data relative to
the Biblical teaching of Genesis 1-11.

Chapter 1: General Theology of Scientific Evidences for the Creator & Bible:
a] “God” hath “left not himself without witness” (Acts 14:15,17).
b] Biblical creation model to be scientifically compared and
contrasted with the Book of Nature.

Chapter 2:“The creation of the world” (Rom. 1:20):
the generally united old earth creationist school.

a]i] Cosmology (The First Cause): “In the beginning God created”
(Gen. 1:1), the universe & how at the time of the Big Bang God
made matter out of nothing at all!

aJii] Cosmology (The First Cause): The “creation” claims of the world’s
largest Infidel religion, Mohammedanism, as found in the Koran;
and also the “creation” claims of the world’s two largest heathen
religions, Buddhism & Hinduism; are not scientific.

b] Teleology (Design):

i] “God created the heaven and the earth” (Gen. 1:1) &
the Anthropic Principle.

ii] “In the beginning God” (Gen. 1:1): The Anthropic Principle
subject to the Theocentric Principle (Isa. 46:9,10).

iii] “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1): Earth’s Solar System.

iv] “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1): Earth-Sun-Moon
system.

v] “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1) — but how “old” is the
“old ... earth” (Ps. 102:25)?

Chapter 3*God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1): uniformitarianismc&tastrophism.
a] From Xenophanes to William Hutton.
b] Adam Sedgwick (old earth creationist) verses Charles Lyell (anti-
supernaturalist uniformitarianism).
c] Thomas Chalmers (old earth creationist) verses Charles Lyell's type
of anti-supernaturalist uniformitarianism.
d] William Whewell (old earth creationist) verses Charles Lyelli{ant
supernaturalist uniformitarianism).
e] George Cuvier et al (old earth creationist): uniformitarianism &
catastrophism in the “worlds” or “ages” (Heb. 1:2; 11:3)
of Gen. 1:1 & 2:4; creation, not macroevolution — mind the gap.
f] The generally united Gap School view: filling in the blanks in
the “worlds” or “ages” of multiple “generations” of
Earth’s history in Gen. 2:4; Heb. 1:2; 11:3, following the
creation of the temporal and spiritual heavens, from the
Pregeological World of c. 4.6 billion B.C. to the start of the
Last Ice Age c. 68,000 B.C.; creation, not macroevolution —
mind the gap.
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Chapter 4: Teleology (Design): “God created” (Gen. 1:1):

Biological life forms: creation, not macroevolution — mind the gap.

a] The Earth is prepared for more complex biological life-forms.

b] Darwin Undone on admission of joint founding father of Darwin-
Wallace Theory of Natural Selection, Alfred Wallace.

c] The generally United Creationist School view on genetics of both old
earth and young earth creationists: scientific laws of
genetics support creation and refute macroevolutionary
theory.

i] The origins of life, and also genetic complexity of even the most
simple cells or life-forms, points to a Creator God.

il Convergence factors point to creation, not macroevolution:
What came first, the chicken or the egg?

iiil The mutation spiral is downwards, not upwards: the issue of
no credible source for the new genetic material of new
creatures from naturalistic processes indicating that
creatures were created by God at the level of genus
or below.

iv] Old Earth Creationist Edward Blyth discovers the law of
natural selection long before Darwin uses and abuses
this law of nature.

v] Subspeciation or Speciation i.e., either Theistic Microevolution
within a genetically rich genus or below created by God
or Natural Selection Microevolution within a genetically
rich genus or below created by God is inside of
Creationism; but speciation with alleged “natural process
new genetic material” macroevolution beyond a genus is
an anti-creation theory of evolution.

vi] Where creationists may differ: Subspeciation & Speciation —
How did varieties within species come about? What about
genetically close brother species such as “horse”

(Ps. 32:9) + “ass” (Gen. 36:24) = hybrid “mule”
(Gen. 36:24; Ps. 32:9) etc.?
vii] Laws of genetics critique Darwinian macroevolutionists.

Chapter 5: The fossil record: creation, not macroevolution — mind the gap.

a] The generally United Creationist School recognizes that the absence
of transitional fossils flaws macroevolutionary theory.

b] The Gap between the first two verses of Genesis & the Fourth Day.

c] A scientific critique of “flood geology”: “What about the Young
Earth ‘Flood Geology’ Theory that originated with George
McCready Price, a cult member of the Seventh-day Adventist
Church, which says the earth is 6,000-10,000 years old as
‘confirmed’ by the visions of their cult prophetess Ellen White?”

d] A scientific critique of the Global Earth Gap School’s global
pre-Adamite flood & following global six day creation.
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i] “What about the view that ‘the global catastrophe’ of Gen. 1:2
was the Last Ice, ending with the Holocene c. 8,000 B.C.?”

ii] “What about godly Global Earth Gap Schoolmen?, And for that
matter, What about godly Young Earth Schoolmen?”

iii] “Landing the Gap School jet plane.”

e] Common design patterns (homology) point to a monotheistic
Creator, not as Darwinists claim to macroevolution: the generally
united creationist school.

f] Darwinian evolutionists stand back to back, walk out 10 paces, & then
turn to shoot each other to pieces - The theory of slow gradual
macroevolution which is ruled out by both the laws of genetics and
the absence of credible transitional fossil records VERSUS the
“jlumping-box theory” of “punctuated equilibrium” which is ruled
out by the laws of genetics: the generally united creationist
school.

Chapter 6: The creation of man: creation, not macroevolution — mind the gap.

a] Human Anatomy: the generally united creationist school.

b] Spotting the wood from the trees -

the similarities of homology in promisians, simians, satyr beasts,

& men; & the generally united creationist school.

c] Soul-talk:

i] Distinguishing man from animals - the soul gives man a god
focus & capacity for religious belief in the supernatural;
and conscience morality seen in a moral code.

ii] A revised taxonomy for primates must replace the
erroneous twofold taxonomy used for primates.

iii] Distinguishing Satyr Beasts & Man, the Apers & Adamites:
A clean cut — like putting a knife through butter.

A] Men have souls, animals do not: the APER
(African Pre-Edenic_Race).

B] An Aper Case Study: Australia.

C] People “going ape” over the Apers.

iv] Where creationists do differ: Subspeciation with respect to
man.

A] Where are the Adamites in the fossil record?
B] Did God create diverse human races?
A short preliminary discussion.

d] The illusive search for Y chromosome Adam (or Noah) &
Mitochondrial Eve: “I know that mgenes have ancestors
back to Adam: whereas paleontologists can only speculate
that fossils they find hadkscendants.”

e] Perforated bones: “Blowing the bone whistle” on “anthropologists”
playing loony tunes on “bone flutes.”

f] Frustrated Darwinian Macroevolutionists use fraudulent “transitional
fossils” against the generally United Creationist School.
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Chapter 7: The soul linked to Teleology, Ontology, Conscience Morality, & Ethnology:
the generally united creationist school.
a] Teleology (Design): Man as Body and Soul

(Gen. 2:7; Matt. 10:28; | Cor. 15:45).
b] Ontology.

c] Conscience Morality.
d] Ethnological universal belief in the supernatural.

I] The argument of Ethnology.

ii] Protestant Missionary work among the Fuegians &
Darwin’s claim the pre-Christianized Fuegians
were atheists.

e] The five arguments from godly reason considered together.

Chapter 8: Christian experience.

Chapter 9: Why the science of astronomy requires thatsix 2zour creation days
of Gen. 1:2b-2:3vere on a local earth not a global earth.
a] The science of astronomy requires a local Edenic
creation in Gen. 1:2b-2:3.
b] Sometime Anglican & sometime Presbyterian Westminster
Divine, John Lightfoot, rejects the Flat Earth Theory.

c] Calculating an upper end size for the local Edenic creation
in Gen. 1:2b-2:3.

Chapter 10: Why the science of linguistics for Days 5 & 6 (Gen. 1:20,21,24,25
& Gen. 6-9,coupled with the size of Noah’s Ark (Gen. 6:15,16),
requires thaiGen. 1:2b-2:3 refers to the creation of a local Edenic World
(Gen. 2:8,11-14).
a] Young Earth Creationist’s theory of “baraminology”
animal “kinds” on Days 5 & 6 ruled out by the
science of linguistics.
b] Old Earth Creationist Hugh Ross’s theory of only
“birds and mammals” on Days 5 & 6 ruled out by
the science of linguistics.
c] The science of linguistics for Days 5 & 6 & Gen. 6-9, coupled
with the size limitations imposed by Noah’s Ark, requires
the Gen. 1:2b-2:3 creation is a local heaven and local
earth in a local world of Eden.

Chapter 11: Paradise Lost: So Where Was Eden & How local is local or how small
is small? The incomplete fossil record.
a] Different models agree: Eden in or near, Mesopotamia.
b] Adam’s dates give geological parameters.
c] The Edenic rivers identify an area now under the Persian Gulf.
d] The size of Noah’s Ark imposes limits on the size of Eden.
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e] What about the “raven” & the “dove” (Gen. 8:7-12)?
fl The incomplete fossil record:

Is there a flood deposit for Noah’s Flood in the Land of Eden?
g] The Greek Septuagint, Eden, & the Promised Land.

Chapter 12: Inside-Outside Distinction: Everything was rosy in the Garden - A thorny

issue, What about death, thorns, & thistles?

a] General.

b] Outside Eden: The King's Royal Parklands Out-of-bounds to man.

c] The creatures inside Eden: What are the “kinds” created on the
3rd, 5th, and 6th days?

d] What got cursed in Gen. 3?

e] Outside EdenGod’s creatures of the King's Royal Parklands.

f] Some Wonders of Creation that defy macroevolution
from the King’s Royal Parklands.

g] A great piece of English literature - Wm Blake’s “The Tyger.”

Chapter 13: The Pre-Adamite Flood and Noachic Flood.
Chapter 14: The Long Life Spans

Chapter 15: Race Creation: Antediluvian racially mixed marriages (Gen. éh&God
imposed solution of linguistic and race based nations (Gen. 9 & 10).

Chapter 16: Some Gap Creationist type Stories & Flood Stories from around the world.
a] Some Gap Creationist type Stories.
b] Some Flood Stories from around the world.

Chapter 17: A Local Earth Gap School view: filling in the blanks in the “worlds” or
“ages” of multiple“generations” of Earth’s history in Gen. 2:4;
Heb. 1:2;11:3, from the start of the Last Ice Age c. 68,000 B.C., and also
Including some passing reference to the Aper satyr beast from c. 200,000-
100,000 B.C. to the Holocene World.
a] A brief overview of Worlds 17-21.
b] The Last Ice Age in Scripture.
c] Isthe Toba Eruption related to Gen. 1:2?
d] General Persian Gulf conditions during Late Pleistocene Il
& earlier Holocene.
e] Man and the Persian Gulf Region during Late Pleistocene I
& earlier Holocene.
f] Recapitulation.
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Chapter 18: Mesopotamia c. 4,150-2,200 BC: Why are ten generations selected
in the Gen. 5 & 11 genealogies?
a] The big picture.
b] The Kish Flood of c. 2,500 B.C. .
c] Did the heathen human sacrifices immediately
precede the Kish Flood of c. 2,500 B.C.?

Chapter 19: Nimrod & The Tower of Babel.
a] Who was Nimrod?
b] Where was the Tower of Babel?
c] The geographical extent and meaning of the Taw&abel.

Chapter 20: Paradise Lost a Local Earth — So Is Paradise Regained a Local Earth
a] The old & new Edenic models.
b] Worlds 22 to 24. Will there be worlds 25 & 26?

Chapter 21: Genesis 8-10 in Expressionistic Art.
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CHAPTER 1

General Theology of Scientific Evidences for the Creator & Bible.

(Chapter 1) General Theology of Scientific Evidences for the Creator & Bible:
a] “God” hath “left not himself without witness” (Acts 14:15,17).

God is both the Creator and sustainer of the universe, and so Nelsaysh
“Thou, even thou, art Lord along; thou hast mhdaven [God the Creator], ... the earth,
and all things that are therein, ... and thou presemhesh all [God the Sustainer] ...”
(Neh. 9:6). The Christian recognizes the Trinitarian meaning phssage such as
Nehemiah 9:6, for “to us there is but one God, the Father, of whonii Hrimgs, and we
in him: and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, angyvien’ (I Cor. 8:6).
And so, for example, we read of the Second Divine Person of theyTamiCreator, “by
him were all things created, that are in heaven, and that aearth, visible and
invisible,” and also as Sustainer, for “by him all things congi8til. 1:16,17). Or we
read of the third Divine Person of the Trinity, the Holy Ghosiceeding from both the
Father (John 14:26) and the Son (John 15:26), as Creator in Ps. 104:24,30, “O Lord,”
“Thou sendest forth thy Spirit,” they are created: and thou renéhetdce of the earth.”
Thus, for example, we also see this Trinitarian presence in iGehegith the words,
“God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness,” whkideen in the
threefold form of an adult “male and female” who are to beitfll and multiply” with
children (Gen. 1:26-28). From e.g., Gen. 1:2 we know one of these three Petisons
is “the Spirit of God;” and from e.g., | Cor. 11:3,7, that another is tBed~ather, and
another God the Son. Hence we find this recognition of a Trimt&r@ator in the
words of theNicene Creed”l believe in one God the Father Almighty, maker of heaven
and earth, and of all things visible and invisible; and in one Lord Jdsist,C.. by
whom all things were made ... . And | believe in the Holy Ghostl.tind and giver of
life ...” (1662 AnglicanBook of Common Praygr

As will now be discussed in this Part 2, entitled, “The scientlfita relative to
the Biblical teaching of Genesis 1-11,” it is clear that theergific data strongly
correlates with, and manifests, the Biblical teaching of Gsnk11. Again and again
we will see how this correlation leads us to recognize Ithidle Bible says it, you can
believe it; it is accurate; it is reliable; it is true!The correlation between science and the
Holy Bible is such a perfect fit, that we cannot doubt that the Bodkatire repeatedly
testifies to us that the God of the Bible is the God of Nature.

In terms of Biblical Apologetics with respect to defending kinead Biblical
claims of Genesis 1:1, | shall employ the five classic argumentsdoalty reason for the
reality of God and creation miracles, and associated accofaitye words of Genesis
1:1, “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.” nmharwith the
Anglican 39 Articles, this will not contain “anything that is qany to God’'s Word”
(Article 20) so that “nothing be .... against God’s Word” (Arti@8). The Anglican
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Protestant view that Scriptural authority means that nothing be dagenst God's
Word,” is different to the Puritan view which in, for example, sbecalled “Regulatory
Principle” of worship forms, looks for a specific Biblical stagshto do something; and
while diversity exists among Puritans on the issue of godlyneas godly natural law,
the methodology | use would not be agreed with by some Puritan derntegtBnts, and
some European Continental derived Reformed Protestants. But adeuelaped at the
relevant sections, | maintain that this type of methodology isdaib} sound (e.g., Job
12:7-9; Ps. 19:1; Rom. 1:19,20). In broad terms, | shall be developing thdabsscc
arguments based in godly reason, firsttpsmologyi.e., God as the First Cause;
secondlyteleologyi.e., recognizing God from design; thirdbntology i.e., amidst some
diversity as to exactly what ontology is, by it | measoul manifested capacity of man to
recognize the idea of an absolutely perfect Being, one of whose Atributgistence,
and thus this points to the fact that such an absolutely perfect Beingxisgsvho is the
Creator of the Cosmodn short, “If ye_believenot, neither will ye at all understarfi$a.
7:9, LXX); fourthly, conscience moralitye., every human being has a conscience and so
every human culture has the idea of right and wrong with the ideaatfshould be, or
ought to be, and in the first place this manifests the factlbaCteator God is a moral
Being who has put a conscience into man who thus always has ahaf idéright” and a
“wrong,” even if he’s perverted what he thinks of as “right” &adong,” and in the
second place, this is manifested in the fact, particularly thouglexobasively evident
when men are in fear, that men instinctively think they should tarra thigher
supernatural entity, which may be reasonably said to be the Craatbrfifthly, the
ethnologically universal belief in the supernatyrafter which | shall make some
reference to the issue dEhristian experience Thus with reference to Biblical
Apologetics, the basic point of commonality in all these fivesstaarguments of godly
reason, and which | maintain inexorably flows from all these lofemrguments, is the
reality of God and creation miracles, and the associated agafréhe words of Genesis
1:1, “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.”

In Part 1 it was observed that Hugh Ross (b. 1945), the foundeeasfons To
Believein California, USA, is “Strong on astro-physics creationisersog, weak on
Hebrew.”  “Strong on anti-macroevolution old earth creationig¢nse, weak on
Theology.” “Strong on the broad-brush creationist sciencerdf’'sageological layers,
patchy on the finer detailed earth science of the Late Pleistaand Holocerig Thus |
thank God for the valuable contribution made by Hugh Ross and his organization in those
areas where he is strong; but distance myself from him i thesas where he is wéak

! Thelate Pleistocenalates fromc. 128,000 B.C. tcc. 8,000 B.C., and as
further explained in Part 2, Chapter 3, sectiorinfra, | distinguish betweerlLate
Pleistocene [c. 128,000 B.C. ta. 68,000 B.C.) andlate Pleistocene I{c. 68,000 B.C.
toc. 8,000 B.C.); and the Holocene dates frmr,000 B.C. to the Second Advent.

2 Part 1, Chapter 7, section ¢, subsection iii, subdivision D, at he&tling
General Consideration of Hugh Ross and the Congregationalist Ssagration &
Baptist Confession;” & Part 1, Chapter 7, section c, subsectionubdigsion E, at
heading “Hugh Ross on devil-possession.”
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And | also say that as at 2014, “I have been familiar withwbek of Ross and his
organization over a period of more than twenty y&aasd “there are ... excellent pieces

of old earth creationist work in the wider writings of Hugh Rd=x 1 refer to in this
work. ... Hugh Ross would surely be the best known old earth creationist of
contemporary timés’ Hence a number of pieces of relevant very good work undertaken
by him and his organization will be considered in this PartHtigh Ross is “Strong on
astro-physics creationist science” and “Strong on anti-macroemolubld earth
creationist sciencedupra and he makes a most valuable contribution to the matters we
shall consider on cosmology and teleology. Hence | say in Volyiart 1, Chapter 7,
section d, when Hugh Ross is good, he can be very good, and too good to &ggorne

his scientific cosmological and teleological arguments.” TWwhen e.g., we consider
Ross’s work in connection with cosmology in Part 2, Chapter 2, sectgubsection i,
infra, or in connection with teleology in Part 2, Chapter 2, section b, subsec#oiis

infra, then we see the scientifically learned Dr. Rasis very finestand it is truly a
pleasure to benefit from his work when he isasdis very best! Indeed, as a scientist,

he is without contemporary peer in the general excellencewhtbh he presents the
cosmological and teleological arguments (I do not say absolutellenxce, for |
particularly make a qualification to his work at the point of the creation afatt#), and

in availing ourselves of his work in these areas we can gareks to both God and Hugh
Ross for his labours. For cosmology and teleology have both beely greathed due

to the contribution of Hugh Ross, whom | consider to be one of the mosttampold
earth creationists of contemporary times.

® Part 1, Chapter 7, section ¢, subsection iii, subdivision D, at he&éling

General Consideration of Hugh Ross and the Congregationalist Ssagration &
Baptist Confession.”

*  Part 1, Chapter 7, section d, “The orthodox may use the writingseof

unorthodox in areas where a heretic is orthodox, if they find somathiwnglue in such
writings.”

> See Part 2, Chapter 2, section b, subsectianfie,



450

Hugh Ross (b. 1945), Founder and President of Old Earth Creationist,
Reasons To Beliey&SA. Left:in c. 1991, as he looked when | first

saw him in the early 1990s at Macquarie University in Sydney, Australia.
Right: in c. 2013, as he looks (at as2014) more than 20 years‘on

Thus e.g., in considering the cosmological and teleological argarsériiugh
Ross,infra, we find that he is rightly uninhibited by the religious testpdsed by the
anti-supernaturalist secularists in secular state collegesersities, and “academic”
journals. E.g., the religious liberal, Alan Richardson, wickeglaks with favour of
what he calls, “Methodical Atheism,” or what might also ladled, Methodological
Atheism He falsely claims, “The progress of modern science whgwed by the
crucial recognition that God must not be used as a term of @tjga in science
Science by its very nature must employ ‘methodical atheisen,’commit itself to the
principle ... ‘as if there were no God.. . It is a confusion ... to imagine that, because
science ... must employ this method, scientists must thereforetheista ..”.”
Richardson’s religiously liberal “Methodical Atheism,” is antipgrnaturalist and so
denies God'’s creation miracles, and is in fatgethodical Folly for “The fool hath said
in his heart, There is no God” (Ps. 14:1; 54:1). *“For the invisibig$hof him from the
creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by tigstthat are made, even
his eternal power and Godhead; so that” religious liberals likkaRison “are without
excuse ... . Professing themselves to be wise, they becans® (Bom. 1:20,22).
Richardson seeks to brings things down to the puerile level a$liomhd ungodly men’s

® Left photo ofc. 1991 from Hugh Ross’8loah and the Ark1991), Video,
Trinity Broadcasting, Reasons To Believe, California, USA; i@hR photo ofc. 2013
from “Who We Are,” Hugh RosdReasons To Beliey€alifornia, USA (as accessed in
August 2013) ttp://www.reasons.org/about/who-we-are/hugh-xos3his second work
is cited in Part 2, Chapter 2, section b, “Teleology (Design),” stibsel, “God created
the heaven and the earth’ (Gen. 1:1) & the Anthropic Principle,” aiviyse Factor 15]
The rate of luminosity increase for stars in general and &ot@nosity in particular,”
infra.

’ Richardson, A. (Editor/ Dictionary of Christian TheologysCM Press, 1969,
London, UK, sixth printing 1979, p. 213 at “Methodical Atheism” (emphasis )nine
Richardson’Dictionary is a mix of orthodoxy and unorthodoxy, and where he is better
than this his work contains some valuable information.
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minds; and his claim that science should proceed on the religiaosigll “principle ...
‘as if there were no God’,” is a circular argument thatsitssthat no matter how strong
the evidence is for the Almighty hand of the Creator God as Easse (cosmology) or
Divine Design (teleology), God’s creatorship must be denied, and tmitiust also be
denied the very first verse of the Divine Revelation which degldheghe beginning,

God created the heaven and the earth” (Gen. 1:1).

By contrast, to his credit, Hugh Ross is prepared to repudiateyfi@sof anti-
supernaturalism from “seculari§tsin his arguments from cosmology (God as First
Cause) and teleology (Divine Design). When e.g., | read thedfyfiéeng Hugh Ross
brings our from NASA’sGalileo Spacecraftwhich was collecting data from Jupiter
between 1995 and 2003 (see “Earth’s Solar System Factor 21,” “Jsigites’ relative to
Earth,” at “God created ...the earth’ {Gen. 1:1}ififra), and compare and contrast it
with the lack of such insight in NASA'’s published findings, | see tmsvanti-God anti-
supernaturalism of the secular state’s religious tests ensgj have in fact greatly
retarded elements of the sciences. The type of finding braughity Hugh Ross on
these matters is in fact the type of finding that NASSWwuldhave brought out, and under
a religiously conservative Protestant Christian state (P$6-12; 72:10; Isa. 49:22,23;
60:3; Matt. 2:1-12), the type of findirtgey wouldproperly have brought out.

Moreover, as discussed in the Preface of this work, while a numiney efews
have changed and matured since | wrote some journal artiahesnlaer of elements in
them also remain the same, and so | also refer to parts of these.

In Volume 1, Part 1, Chapter 8, “The Seventh of Seven Keys to undérgia
Gen. 1-11,” section a, “What is Natural Law? And what is the Boédature?,’supra
| discuss the issue of natural law or reason. Historic divssexist within Protestantism
between those who like myself support the usage of various apologetness for the
existence of God through reference to nature and science, and evitigrtbesabsolute
reliability of the Bible through reference to apologetics prosteh as fulfilled
prophecies; as opposed to those who are opposed to the usage of such evitlbaees.
come across this type of divide at the local church level dsaw@h theological writings.
E.g., before | was Confirmed, | recall how in the 1980 Confirmatiossek we were
presented with some simple natural law arguments for the existence %of God

Or e.g., at the local church level, back in the 1990s, there were & aiflg@#nior
ladies who were over 70 years old (Mavis Brady & Bertha Fsganethom | used to
sometimes drive home from church at St. Philip’s Church Hill, Yorke$tinner city of
Sydney (at the time a Low Church Evangelical Anglican Churchutbed only the 1662
Book of Common Prayewith Lessons read from the Authorized Version). As | only
found out after driving them for some time, one of them, (Berkmeyv my mother since

8 Hugh Ross’s “Concordism Under Firdfew Reasons To BelieWdagazine,

Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 4, No. 3, 2012, p. 9.

° See Dedication, at 2, “St. Basil's Day.”



452

in World War Two they were both in th&omen’s Royal Australian NayWRANS)
together. | remember the other one (Mavis,) saying to me trateshe could not see
why anyone did not believe in God. She said that when she wdslegmother used
to say to her that if anyone doubted the existence of God, alhdteio do was look at a
flower. In theology this is known as the argument from design (teleology).

But also at the local church level back in the 1990s, | realkihg to a Baptist
school teacher | knew who was at a church school in western Sydhkywas very
hostile to the usage of any sort of apologetics materialg., Even though one must
exercise some care and caution with them as they contain smrg both then and now
| think highly of the apologetics type work found in Bernard Rammrstestant
Christian Evidenceq1953) or Josh McDowell’'€€vidence That Demands a Verdict
(1979). But in our discussion, my friend was absolutely hostile to bemause he was
opposed to the usage of any type of apologetic evidences. He Yagng Earth
Creationistwho believed in a 6,000-10,000 year old earth. But when we discussed
Whitcomb & Morris’'sThe Genesis Floodl961) he was exceedingly hostile to this work
also. He described its arguments as being weak and unconvin@ogglasion with
which | heartily agreed. But when | asked him on what bastbdrefore believed in
Young Earth Creationism, he said it was purely on the basis oé&isng of what the
Bible meant. He said he was opposed to the usage of any foevideinces, and
considered the whole thing was determined by the conviction in tievdrés heart and
mind, which he understood to be from God. His view of sciencahaas can only be
used for matters that can be empirically tested in contempbinaes e.g., he was happy
with Newton’s laws of physics, or Einstein’s E = mc2.  Butcbesidered that when
dealing with something like creation, or earth’s geologicabneécthat the matter was
beyond the limits of science, and beyond the capacity of mant tm analyze or work
out. Thus as far as he was concerned, the geological lagezdike a mad woman’s
custardand could not be understood by the mind of man. The thing was unfateomabl
| consider the man was intellectually gifted; but also intality slothful. In theology
this is known as the argument of presuppositionalism, and it is usually cedneith
one type of Reformed Christian; although another type of Reformed &hiisthappy to
use apologetics and evidential arguments.

This divide which can be found at the local church level, is alsosemped at the
academic level in rival theological writings. In terms ational or natural law
arguments for the existence of God, | shall here consider and enderfee classic
arguments based on reason known as: The Cosmological Argumen2,(Bddpter 2,
section a; The Teleological Argument (Part 2, Chapter 2, sdati@Chapter 7, section
a), the Ontological Argument, the Consciemderality Argument, & the Ethnological
universal belief in the supernatural Argument (Part 2, Chaptecfiorse b, ¢, & d). As
one who is of Reformed theology in an Evangelical Anglicadittaa, | find no tension
between the simultaneous usage of this type of natural l[dwDi¥ine revelation. The
classic Anglican position considers the church may so use reesadipg it is “not ...
contrary to God’s Word written” (Article 20, Anglica8D Articleg, “so that nothing be
ordained against God’s Word” (Article 34, Anglic88 Articleg. Thus e.g., | make
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favourable reference to the sometime Anglican Canon of St.sR@lulirch of England
Cathedral in London, Canon Paley (1743-1808}a.

Among Protestant Christians, the Anglican type of methodologyalsasbeen
historically been followed by Lutherans. However, some otheteBiants have in
varying degrees disagreed with this type of methodology. Euwita® Protestants
historically argued for the so called, “Regulatory Principle’wihich they looked for a
specific command in Scripture to do something, whereas Anglaah Lutheran
Protestants have maintained that a practice which the church hasusefotiand good
may be maintained providing it is not contrary to Scripture. Ehg.,Rresbyterian
Westminster Confession 21:1 says, “God ... may not be worshipped ... ahypava
prescribedn the holy Scripture;” although Westminster Confession 1:6 makesaear
gualification to that, saying, “there are some circumstanceseoung the worship of
God, and government of the church, common to human actions and societiesanghich
to be ordered by the light of nature and Christian pruderes®rding to the general rules
of Word, which are always to be observed (I Cor. 11:13; 14:26,40)” (emphasis mine).

Perhaps then it might be said that in termamfmphasisnatural law meaning
godly reason, that is found to be useful and good and not contrary to Wodis has
been historically used far more by Anglicans (by which | mig@nhistoric Reformed
Anglicans of Cranmer’'s 1552 prayer book in its various forms up to 1662 han89t
Articles, as carried on since the 19th century by the Low Churchgeliaal Anglicans
such as myself), than it has by Puritans, although as seere$iyniister Confession 1:6
Puritans have made some lower level usage of it. But it memstbal said that in the
realm of creation, a number of writers in Puritan derived traditiawe been prepared to
use the type of natural law more commonly associated with édargi E.g., the
Presbyterian, Thomas Chalmers (d. 1847), derived from Reformetarf3rso used
natural law or reason for understanding events in earth’s geoltmyeas in the time-gap
between the first two verses of Genesis 1; or the Congredattpfye Smith (d. 1851),
derived from Reformed Puritans, so used natural law or reason gopldhi earth
creationist local earth Gap School model; or the Baptist, Hugh @®04945), derived
from Arminian Puritan®, so uses natural law or reason for old earth creationist matters.

Furthermore, more generally it is clear that the ReforfAemtestant, Thomas
Chalmers, used evidential apologetics as sedménWorks of Thomas Chalmégis830).
E.g., Part 1 of this is entitled, “Evidences of Christianity,” and aiostten chaptets

19 The originating General Baptist Puritans of the 17th centeng Arminian

Proper (as opposed to the originating Particular Baptist Puritansmeteo Reformed),

but following Wesley’s 18th century preaching and semi-Arminieology, the General
Baptists were reconstituted as semi-Arminians in harmorty Wigsley’s teachings, and
Ross is such a Wesleyan-Arminian Baptist. The Wesleyanmans are also found
among the Methodists (who in Australia were one of the three chtvapgthat formed

theUniting Church of Australian 1977).

1 The Works of Thomas Chalme@omplete in One Volume, Minister of the

Tron Church, Glasgow, Scotland, UK, Published by J. Towar & D.M. Hogadp@an
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And in e.qg., chapter 1, he argues that in general, written docuentaken as having
veracity in history, and there has been a systematic haiesh the Biblical documents
which have been more disbelieved than many other historical documieosgs veracity
is more readily accepted. He argues for their veracith@basis that they represent the
testimony of “honest men;” who suffered for “their testimofiy such a degree, as to
constitute a satisfying pledge of their integrity.” Thathe New Testament there is
“more than one messenger,” seen in the plurality of witnesses;thatdthe New
Testament was accompanied with the “mark” of “the power okiwgrmiracles.” New
Testament writers frequently “were the eye and ear-vsggef those facts which
occurred at the commencement of the Christian religion, and upon usictedibility
rests.” E.g., in Luke-Acts, “Luke” “was the companion of” tiapostles. He was an
eye witness to many of the events recorded by him,” i.e., awidyess was there and so
should be deemed as a good and credible witness if he is a man ofyititegWithout
now pursing these matters further, the big point is that lea édrom this is that Thomas
Chalmers is an example of being both Reformed, and also accé#mtingopriety of
using evidential apologetics.

It should also be said that while all Reformed (or Calvini®tyistians look to
Martin Luther (d. 1546as the first man of the Reformation, and John Calvin (d. 1564) as
the second man of the Reformation; only Reformed Anglicans look to EhGmamer
(Marian Martyr, m. 1556) as the third man of the Reformation, and tralgygGalvin in
some areas that other Reformed Protestants would not. Tradiiogitans such as
myself thus also tend to think more highly of Martin Luther thames Reformed, who
tend to see him replaced by Calvin; so that while both AnglicgforBied and Puritan
Reformed consider Luther was the first man of the ReformationCahdn the second
man of the Reformation, the Anglican qualification that Cranmer was tigentiain of the
Reformation means that whereas |, as a traditional Low ChurchgEkeal Anglican
who upholds the 1662 prayer book and 39 Articles, would tend to put more of an
emphasis on Luther and less on Calvin who is more qualified, byastnthe Puritan
Reformed would tend to put more of an emphasis on Calvin as a sarcimekather who
is more qualified, and would not agree with me that Cranmer ishttee man of the
Reformation. Thus to the extent that the usage of Cranmer’s 155% pi@ok through
its various revisions to 1662 has been a defining quality of the tmaalitform of
Anglicanism | support, and its usage is a manifestation of thgdidem principle that
something which has been found to be useful and good and not contrary toN&od’s
may be used, we here see one of the points of internal diversity among the Reformed.

Against this backdrop, while 1 am, like the old earth creationist, Hsom
Chalmers (d. 1847), or the young earth creationist, Louis Berkhof (d. 19B7{estant
Christian of the holy Reformed faith; unlike Chalmers who wrote iRr@sbyterian

& Co., Pittsburg, Philadelphia, USA, 1830; Nabu Reprint [undated, earlyc2hgiry],
“Evidences of Christianity,” pp. 1-65.

12 |bid., Chapter 1, “On the Principles of Historical Evidence, and their

Application to the Question of the Truth of Christianity,” pp. 9-16, at pp. 10,13,14.
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tradition, or Berkhof who wrote in a Dutch Reformed derived traditiowyite in an
Anglican tradition. This becomes relevant in the following sectairthe point of the
usage of reason in the five classic arguments of: cosmology, ogeobntology,
conscience morality, and the universal belief in the supernatuesthwblogy. For while
Berkhof makes reference to these, he is clearly “draggingebtswith them,” does not
properly explain them, and is clearly uncomfortable with much of thefng., he deals
with them in a section of hiSystematic Theologsntitled, “The So-called Proofs for the
Existence of God,” in which the words, “so-called,” bespeak his morergleskepticism
of them and general uncomfortableness with them, even though he sometimgestana
say something positive about elements of tHem

In broad terms | would describe Louis Berkhof as, “generalgngtion theology;
but weak on apologetics theology in general, and weak on scienfied@pologetics in
particular.” With this overview in mind, we should not be surpribatlhe was a young
earth creationist who looked with favour on the scientifically unsumitée Flood
Geology Schoolvork of George McCready Prite E.g., with respect to his treatment of
what he calls, “The So-called Proofs for the Existence of God,the down-side, |
would say that Berkhgbrotests too muchgainst them. For instance, | think his claim
“they do not prove the existence of God beyond the possibility of doulb# tactually
incorrect; and nor am | impressed by his lack of suitablecatitinalysis of Kant (d.
1804) when he says, that, “No one did more to discredit them than Kainte his day
many philosophers and theologians have discarded them as utterly wotthless

Hence in criticizing “the cosmological argument,” i.e., GodhasRirst Cause and
so Creator of the Universe, Berkhof says, “The cosmological angum. runs as
follows: every existing thing in the world must have an adequaitee; and if this is so,
the universe must also have an adequate cause, that is a causes widefinitely great

Hume called the law of causation itself in question, and Kaimted out that, if
everything has an adequate cause, this also applies to God.” HoRexdof seems
happier with the “different construction” by “B.P. Browne,” that€tmaterial universe
appears as an interacting system, and therefore as a unittingnefsseveral parts.
Hence there must be a unitary Agent that mediates thedtteraf the various parts or
is the dynamic ground of their befig  While | would agree with Berkhof that
Browne’s argument is a valid one of design by a Designer;niad@agree with Berkhof
that the argument of causation, i.e., God as First Cause, is ingdlidg Kant's claim
that it would require that God himself was created.

13 Berkhof's Systematic Theologpp. 26-28.

14 \bid., pp. 159,161,164, favourably citing e.g., PricElee Fundamentals of

Geology(1913).
> |bid., pp. 27-28.
5 Ibid., p. 26.



456

Specifically, as Berkhof himself notes, the cosmological argumeatiout “every
existing thing in the world” i.e., this is to do with the temporalrid. It is not an
argument about how e.g., angels came into existence (even thoughbasithef Divine
revelation in the Bible, | do not doubt that they too were create@im G1; cf. Job 38:7;
Ezek. 28:15). Thus Kant actually shows what a buffoon he is to tryapply the
cosmological argument about the temporal realm of the universe $pititaal realm in
general and God in particular.  Yet Berkhof accepts Karésne uncritically even
though Kant fails to properly distinguish between the law of causas applying to the
temporal creation of the universe; and the Creator of that Gneatio is transcendent,
and eternal without beginning or end, for in the words of Ps. 90:2, “Godftasn*“
everlasting to everlasting.”

Like Hugh Ross, | find Kant's arguments against the supernatoiraivolve
circular reasoning in which he simply refused to allow for theesgiural even when it
is the most reasonable and logical explanation; andalikestrich with his head in the
sandhe refused to accept that the God of creation could or would comateimith man
in a Divine revelation as found in the Holy Bible In this sense, Kant reminds me of
another highly unreasonable, and indeed, even worse, God hater of contertip@sry
Richard Dawkins. Indeed, Dawkins is so gross, that even John Polkinghbose
universalism or near universalism leads him to claim that anyohell is not there due
to “an angry God, but because ... the gates of hell are locked amsttid®” appears to
have despaired with Dawkins, saying of him, “Debating with Dasgvk& hopeless,
because ... he doesn’t give you an inch. He just says ‘no’ when yoyesd®.” E.g.,
while Berkhof is right to say that Kant rejected the cosmodgicgument of God as a
First Cause, since Kant claimed that the universe alwaytedéXjsas demonstrated by
Ross’s usage of the cosmological argument through reference teiEs1E = mc?,
science has now shown both a beginning, and the need for a transceedént tGrough

7 Ross, H.The Fingerprint of Goq1989),0p. cit, pp. 31-32. Ross discusses

Kant’s errors throughout chapter 4, pp. 27-38. Though the ostrich doesuadtydaury

its head in the sand as sometimes said in overdevelopment of tqghorethe does have
an action of putting his head down on top of, or near the top of, the sand. it Thus
remains possible to talk aboan ostrich with his head inhe sand to which this
metaphor then attributes certain qualities in its application t© mo& applicable to the
ostrich.

8 polkinghorne, JThe God of Hope & the End of the Wortp. cit, p. 136;
see the discussion of Polkinghorne in Part 1, Chapter 7, section c, Eubsict
subdivision C.

19 Quoted in Matthew Reisz’s “On the side of angel$e Monash University

Magazine(http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.asp?storycode=4054DFeb.
2009; cited in “John Polkinghorne,”  Wikipedia (2012)
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John_Polkinghorne#cite_note-Reisz-7

20 Ross, H.The Fingerprint of Go@1989),0p. cit, p. 35.



457

reference to The Big Bang 14 billion years ago + / - 4 billion years (Part 2, Chapter 2,
section a, subsectioninfra).

Teleology looks athe endpurposes for which things have been designed, and
sees irthe designa grand Designer, namely God. Concerning this, Berkhof ‘SHys
teleological argument ... may be stated” as, “The world everyavtereals intelligence,
order, harmony, and purpose, and thus implies the existence of angemteland
purposeful Being adequate to the production of such a world. Kasims that it does
not prove the existence of God, nor of a Creator, but only of a grelsiteat who
fashioned the world 2%.” In the first place, contrary to Kant, | would say that to prove
“a great architect who fashioned the world” is to necessardyepthe existence of a
Creator God; and | consider Berkhof’s analysis here is faolgnte again accept Kant
so uncritically. The distinction made by Kant between what Berkhof calls “a great
architect” and a “Creator” “God,” is a distinction without merit. The idea of a so
called “great architect” who is not Almighty God is absurd. The tele@bgrgument is
considered in more detail at e.g., Part 2, Chapter 2, section byl#rgabh reference to
the excellent work done by Hugh Ross. Suffice to say, thechvargument of both
Voltaire (d. 1778) and Paley (d. 1805) is in my opinion more than an adegfidtdion
of Kant i.e.,a watch proves the existence of a watch-maker, and so likewise aseniver
proves the existence of a Creator God

Though both Berkhof and myself are religiously conservative Paotest
Christians of the Reformed faith, we cannot agree on the overadl vélthe five classic
arguments from godly reason for the reality of God and creatiacies; and their value
in showing the associated accuracy of the words of Genesis 1the“lmeginning God
created the heaven and the earth.” Put simply, my assessfrtbeir value is much
more positive that is his. Nevertheless, | shall make someicadditreference to
Berkhof’s work in this area when | further discuss some of taeseart 2, Chapter 7,
“The soul linked to Teleology, Ontology, Conscience Morality, &hrielogy: the
generally united creationist schoolnfra.

Berkhof says that “in evaluating these rational argumesstsoiild be pointed out
... that believers do not need them. Their conviction respecting tbierece of God
does not depend on them, but on a believing acceptance of God’s selfisaviaia
Scripturé®” While | would agree with that in broad terms, | also cdesthat Scripture
recognizes that through common grace which is not unto salvationpplepsan discern
that there is a Creator and so e.g., refrain from idolatry. ekample, Psalm 97 says,
“The Lord reigneth; let the earth rejoice; let the multitudehef isles be glad thereof.”
“The heavens declare his righteousness, and all the people sgahis Confounded be
all they that serve graven images, that boast themselves of wdmiship him, all ye
gods” (Ps. 97:1,6,7). Furthermore, we have a Biblically sanctionedpéxarhusing
godly reason to first point people to the God of Creation as aismcto the fuller

2L Berkhof's Systematic Theologp. 26.

2 |bid., pp. 27-28.
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preaching of the Gospel in Acts 14:12,15,17 where “the apostles Baarab&aul” said
to “the people” of “Lystra” involved in the idolatrous deification of m@Acts 14:8),
“Sirs, why do ye these things? We also are men of likeiguas with you, and preach
unto youthat ye should turn from these vanities unto the living God, which mealeen,
and earth, and the sea, and all things that are therein,” “h@defhimself without
witness in that he did good, and gave us rain from heaven, and fruitful seégan otur
hearts with food and gladness.” Hence from my perspectivanag&vangelical
Protestant, | think that these arguments from godly reason cam befe valuable than
Berkhof does, and if so led by the Holy Spirit of God in a given conbexthe authority
of Acts 14:12,15,17, they are important preliminary elements for those“pvhach
(Greek,euangelizy’ the gospel (Acts 14:15) (even though the hostility to the apostles
incited by “certain Jews from Antioch and Iconium” in Acts 14:1%ant that before
they could further preach to these people tney to beat a hasty tactical retrgat

Beyond which, | also consider that they are of value for nurturingditie éf
believer§®. And once again | see a Biblical basis for this in e.g., the psalms believers are
meant to sing or read, such as Psalms 19 & 97. But | also dbegjitso led by the
Holy Spirit of God in a given context, they may not form part ofptediminaries to the
preaching of the gospel, as also seen by the fact that ipréwéous chapter of Acts
13:16-52, the Apostle Paul addressed “men of Israel” in a “synaga@guéntioch”
(Acts 13:14,16), and no such evidential preliminaries from godly reason uged, but
rather certain matters from the Old Testament were usdbeakad in to preaching
Christ. Thus the issue of whether or not such preliminaries famty gnatural reason
are part of what one will “preach” (Acts 14:15), or not part of whdpreached” (Acts
13:38,42), may vary from one context to the next, depending on their metet@ the
people one is addressing. But certainly in our own day and age, seld inroads have
been made in people’s minds by religious skepticism, agnostierism, and anti-
supernaturalist secular ideology that insists that only naturakgses such as those
found in Darwinism can be used to account for the origins of variousespetplants
and animals, and indeed, man himself, | think there are evangaistapologetics
contexts where these types of arguments from godly reasomdahauld be used as a
Biblical apologetics tool; although in saying this | would alsess that when so used
they should be seen as preliminaries in which one hopes to taterhpthe gospel of
Christ to the listeners. But whether in a given situation #neyor are not, contextually
appropriate to use as evangelistic preliminaries, in the finaysisathe Evangelical
Protestant Christian will proclaim the Gospel of God’s gracesanthg faith in the Son

23 An example of this is seen in the following letter seriftigh Ross, in which
a Christian says, “... my brother gave me a cassette tape ... retelling how you came to
faith ... . If I had not heard that testimony (and then read your boaksvafd), | may
have very well walked away from Christianity (or at least sayity) because of the
unbearable (but illusionary) tension between what | knew to be true tt@physical
world and what | knew to be true about God. Thanks be to God for His ymingnd
your staff to help those like me ... ” (Ross, H., “Equipping Messemya Hugh,”Reason
To Believe E[mail]-NewsReasons To Believe, California, USA, 7 May 2013).
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of God who died, and rose again, and through whom we can have the forgivesiass of
and then leave the matter to the convicting power of the Holy GHemt.Christ says, “If
any man will do his will, he shall know of the doctrine, whether ibb&od, or” not
(John 7:17).

Moreover, notwithstanding Berkhof's evident discomfort at what he shiatew
disparagingly calls “The So-called Proofs for the Existenc&ad,” it should also be
noted that on the upside, he is not entirely dismissive of them irh¢héinds some
limited value,albeit, a far more limited than | findn these five classic arguments. Thus
he concedes “the fact that ... so many find in them rathesfaty indications of the
existence of God, would seem to indicate that they are not gntiesfoid of value.
They have some value for believers” as well. And in perhapsbst positive comment
on the five classic arguments from godly reason for the yeafitGod and creation
miracles, Berkhof says, “They are importaas interpretations of God’'s general
revelation and as exhibiting the reasonableness of belief iniaeDBeing Moreover,
they can render some service in meeting the advéfgaryVhile | would consider that
they can render more service in the meeting the adversary tharBddénof, in broad
terms, Berkhof here clearly sees some value in them. Tdleseg comments by
Berkhof in his more generally negative treatment of cosmologgoltay, ontology,
conscience morality, and the Ethnological universal belief in ghpernatural, as
arguments for the existence of God, are significant for plagerghof on this issue. It
means that on the one hand, he is not a strong supporter or greattasidbem. But
on the other hand, nor does he totally reject them as do the preswupyadisis; since he
makes a closing concession of them “exhibiting the reasonablehleskef in” God, and
says, “they can render some service in meeting the adversariis means that on a
gradient between the godly intellectual highs of evidentiakstd,the intellectual lows of
anti-evidentialist presuppositionalists, Berkhof is somewhat inwiatee between
scientific evidentialists and presuppositionalists. He does not ‘ggtever the line”
into presuppositionalism, but he is at the more critical and negaiv®f those who are
still prepared to use evidences in some qualified way.

By contrast, in this divide between presuppositionalists and evidststial
Cornelius van Til (1895-1987) who studied under Louis Berkhof for one yeézalain
Theological Seminaryn Grand Rapids, Michigan, USA, was a presuppositionalist.
Presuppositionalism is a school of thought which has gained support aooegof the
Reformed, as seen by two men who at one time were both Ministéne Orthodox
Presbyterian Churclof the USA, Cornelius van Til whose central tent was that the
Christian must presuppose that the Bible is God’s Divine revelatimhGardon Clark
(1902-1985) who presupposes that Scriptural truth is a self-eviddmwthith is not to
be proven, but which is to be used for pfdof Following a controversy in 1948 between

24 Berkhof's Systematic Theologpp. 27-28 (emphasis mine).

25 “Presuppositional Apologetics,” Wikipedia ~ (2012)

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Presuppositional apologétics
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Gordon Clark and Cornelius van Til (with regard to God’s incomprehiiingi?®, Clark
left their commorOrthodox Presbyterian Churcand thereafter took out membership in
a succession of different Presbyterian Churthes

But a more robust usage of natural law in an evidentialist mansa&te of
Reformed theology is clearly found with the old earth creatipmisbmas Chalmers (d.
1847), the First Moderator of the Presbyteif@ae Church of Scotlan@l843-1847), and
Principal of theFree Church of Scotlan@€ollege which later becanmgew Collegeat
Edinburgh University (1846-1847). For instance, reference is noba@dalmers usage
of such evidential natural law in Part 2, Chapters 3 &ffa®®. In this broad context,
Hugh Ross, who like Thomas Chalmers and myself is clearly annghalilet, makes
some reference to this divide among Christian®imosaurs, Cavemen and the Fossil
Record (1990). He refers to “presuppositionalists” as opposed to “evidetgial
Ross’s solution is to combine both approahesBroadly | would agree with him on
this. However, on the one hand, | know of no Christian evidentialist wihudwe
opposed to including the witness of Christian experience from various Christianthas t
presence of Christ and his Spirit in their lives. But on the dthed, this type of thing
will never satisfy the presuppositionalists. They are redplaigposed to apologetic
evidences, and it is not possible to philosophically or theologicallg what | regard as
their narrow-minded anti-godly intellectualism with the broad-mindeddlyg
intellectualism of the classic Protestant Christian proofgofogetics with its associated
usage of various evidences.

An example of using the two approaches together is found with Bob Jor(ds S
1968), the founder of Bob Jones University, USA. He was an old ee#tioeist who
followed one form of the Gap School. In Mé&rd of Truthaudio-recordings series he
says in one address: “You can know astronomy without knowing God. ‘Theniseave
declare the glory of God: and the firmament sheweth his handywesk’'19:1]. _You
can say ‘... There must have been a great [First] Cause somewheteyou have no

26 “Cornelius van Til,”  Wikipedia (2012)

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cornelius Van Til

2" |n 1948 he joined the United Presbyterian Church; then in 19%7aked a
key role in a merger between this and another Presbyterian Cbuarimtthe Reformed
Presbyterian Church; then in 1984 in opposition to the merger of thishchuittr the
Presbyterian Church in America, he left to join the Covenant ¥as¥gb Church.
“Gordon Clark,”Wikipedia(2012) pttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gordon_Clayk

8 Part 2, Chapter 3, “God created ... the earth’ (Gen. 1:1): unifariamism &
catastrophism:” section c, “Thomas Chalmers (old earth cred)iovesses Charles
Lyell's type of anti-supernaturalist uniformitarianism,” & Chapt7, section c,
“Conscience Morality.”

2% Ross, H.,Dinosaurs, Cavemen and the Fossil Recdtfi90, Reasons to

Believe, Pasadena, California, USA (cassette audio recording).
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special reverence for that [First] Cause. You do not worship Gbtan ‘by wisdom
knew not God’ [I Cor. 1:21]. We come to know God by faith.” He shgswhen he
was a boy, “I'd go around to country churches, and they’'d have whgtctiked,
‘Experience Meetings’and somebody would get up and say, ‘Well | was a drunkard ...,
and was an awful sinner, was mean to my wife. And | blasphdmeathime of God ...,
but one day, | trusted Jesus and he’s fixed me up, and ... he set me ffeeThen Bob
Jones Sr. gives his own personal testimony, “And | turned myselftovéesus Christ
and trusted him as my Saviour. And | know he’s the Son of God. Nobodliyeb8bn

of God could do for me what Jesus Christ has doAad nobody but the Son of God can
do for many thousands of people what I've seen Jesus Christ do fandemomen all
over the world.” “Do you know God? Well, ... I do. | met him whemak a little
boy. He’s been with me through the years. | call him, ‘Mih&g and God’s real to
me. And I've met thousands of people to whom God'’s as real aq {tlfel, or mother,
father, brother, sister, child, friend. He can be real to you.eaplB say, ‘I believe in a
great First Cause.” Well that's alright, he was back theigut ya’ need ... God ...
somebody who'’s near ya’ when the hearse backs up to the.doot’'m asking if you're
ignorant ... about God, and the will of God, and the purpose of God, and the redeeming
grace of God ... . _You can know him. He said, ‘Come unto me all ye’ ‘ends of the
earth,” ‘and be ye saved’ [Matt. 11:28 & Isa. 4592 Why don’t ya' come to him?
Why don't ya’ trust hin?*.”

Or in another address, Bob Jones Sr. once again shows himself to benagias
of this type of interlocking argument inside a Protestant theoldggnvhe says, “When
Jesus came from heaven to earth he was ‘God manifest irete fl Tim. 3:16] ... .
Do you know_there are certain instincts that are universalPhere’s an instinct that
makes a man have a gfgbme elements of: man’s soul giving him a god focus and
capacity for religious belief in the supernatural, conscience litypr& ethnological
universal belief in the supernatural].___You're god is the thing tHast in your life
[some elements of: man’s soul giving him a god focus and capactgligious belief in
the supernatural, & conscience morality]. What is your god? liZaition may change a
man’s idols, but unregenerated people always have an idol. ¥Wwaiii god? But do
you want a God? Well why don't you take Jesus Christ? ... . | kiesus Christ is
God, for nobody but God could do for me what Jesus Christ has [@nestian
experience]. A man who doubts the Deity of Christ, has never been again
[Testimony of Christian experience].” So “what do you need? ... .netstalright, you
wantta’ praydon’t you [man’s soul giving him a god focus and capacity fagioels
belief in the supernatural, & conscience morality] ... . But you waithe hour of
emergencyomes. _Everybodywometime, somehow, somewhere, tries to,gmagall on
some kind of a god [conscience morality with respect to a mastsctive intuitionto

% This Scripture quote is a combination of two verses, Matt. 11:28, éGomo
me, all yethat labour and are heavy laden, and | will give you rest;” &45a22 “Look
unto me and be ye savedll the ends of the earth

31 Bob Jones SrWord of Truth333 (cassette audio recording), Bob Jones

University, Greenville, South Carolina, USA, [undated] (emphasis mine).
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turn to a higher spiritual reality when he is in fear]. Do yanta God? Do you want
somebody to pray to? Jesus Christ opens to the door of praysmyand.. ‘Whatsoever
you’ ‘ask’ ‘in my name,’ that ‘will | do’ [Matt. 21:22; John 14:14] Did you know that

in every language of the world there’s some word for ‘dutyoaght’ or ‘must'? You
can't find a savage tribe but has in its dialect some wordntieains ‘duty’ [conscience
morality] ... . It takes Jesus Christ to satisfy the heawhat do you need? ... Now
some of you ... need forgiveness for sin [Christian experienoéding the adequate
solution to man’s spiritual needs]. In every language and dialect of the world there’s
some word for ‘duty’ or ‘must,” some word for sin,’ in every langeaf the world and
you know you've sinned against Godonscience morality] ‘All have sinned’ [Rom.
3:23] ... . If ya’ need forgiveness for sin, go to Jesus; you dont aegbody else, just
go to Jesus [Protestansslo Christoor Christ alone Acts 4:12; Philp. 3:8,9; | Tim. 2:5]
... . Jesus Christ is all you need; ‘my God shall supplyall yweeds according to’ the
‘riches in glory by Christ Jesus’ [Philp. 4:¥8] On other occasions, Bob Jones Sr. also
used evidential apologetics with respect to the Bible, e.g., Hetthe Jews rejection of
Christ as Messiah in New Testament times, “They’'d overlodkede prophecies like,
‘he was wounded for our transgressions,” and ‘bruised for our iniqujises’53:5]. He
bore ‘our sins in his’ ‘body’ [| Peter 2:2%]”

Thus theevidentialists verses presuppositionalists debateans that some of my
fellow Reformed Protestants would not agree with other Refor@tedtians such as
myself, on the desirability of the evidential apologetics approatich seeks to use
various evidences for the existence of God and reliability of ibé& B.g., scientific
evidences for the existence of God such as cosmology, teleologlogntconscience
morality, and the universal belief in the supernatural of ethnologyhioh | maintain
that e.g., cosmology and teleology are in harmony with suclpt8@s as Ps. 19:1 and
Rom. 1:19,20; or Biblical apologetics which, for instances, looks to prbvofas
prophecy®. E.g., Jesus used this methodology with respect to prophecy whemihe sai
“Now | tell you before it come, that, when it is come to passngg believe that | am
he” (John 13:18), “and now | have told you before it come to pass, that,itMsecome
to pass, ye might believe” (John 14:29). And he also used Christnience (e.g.,

%2 Bob Jones SrWord of Truth101 (cassette audio recording), Bob Jones

University, Greenville, South Carolina, USA, [undated] (emphasis mine).

% Bob Jones SrWord of Truth102 (cassette audio recording), Bob Jones

University, Greenville, South Carolina, USA, [undated] (emphasis mine).

3 see my sermons on “Biblical Apologetics” 1/4 (Thurs. 1 July 2024),

(Thurs. 8 July 2010), 3/4 (Thurs. 15 July 2010) “OT prophecies on citiesatioths,” &
“Biblical Apologetics 4/4” (Thurs. 22 July 2010) “Biblical Archaegig” at Mangrove
Mountain Union Church, NSW, Australia; written form in my Textual Qmntaries
Vol. 3 (Matt. 21-25) (2011; Printed by Parramatta Officeworks idn8y, Australia),
Appendix 8: “A Sermons Bonus;” oral recorded form presently available
(http://www.sermonaudio.com/kingjamesbipl& Sermons 1/4 (Thurs. 29 May 2014) &
2/4 (Thurs. 5 June 2014) in the Appendix of this Volume 1.
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Matt. 16:18). And since we are to “despise not prophesyings” @sTte20); which
since the completed Word of God with the Book of Revelation meansudor
prophesyings in the Bible (Luke 11:49-51; | Cor. 13:8; Eph. 2:20); it falltvat the
words of | Cor. 14:23-25 about “unbelievers” who “come in” to a “chussrtice and
there hear a “prophesy,” and the “one that believeth not” “is convioted,” “and so
falling down on his face he will worship God, and report that God i®inof a truth;”
now applies to such unbelievers hearing prophesies from Scripture, yartdese
evidential apologetics coming to a belief in the true God.

But at the end of the day the debate between evidentialists and
presuppositionalists continues.  Evidentialists and presuppositionaigis/ lo not
agree with each other on the proper inter-relationship between reasbrDivine
revelation. Que sera serg.

% “what will be, will be.” Inside the Latin languages, SparastFrench or
both? From the Latin language of Itali@he sara sara
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“God” hath “left not himself without witness” (Acts 14:15,17). “For the
invisible things of him from the creation of the world are clearly seen,
being understood by the things that are made, even his eternal power
and Godhead ...” (Rom. 1:20).

The Sun & Eartf.
“Almighty God, unto whom all hearts be open, all desires known, and
from whom no secrets are hid: cleanse the thoughts of our hearts by
the inspiration of thy Holy Spirit, that we may perfectly love thee, and
worthily magnify thy holy name, through Christ our Lord. Amen.”
Collect (or Prayer) from the Anglican 168®ok of Common Prayer

(Chapter 1) General Theology of Scientific Evidences for the Creator & Bible:
b] Biblical creation model to be scientifically compared and
contrasted with the Book of Nature.

Old earth creationists, Ross (b. 1945) & Rana (b. 196Beakons To Believa
California, USA, have argued that there is value in putting fatteStable framework”
for a given “creation model” which thus gives it a predictive duat terms of what one
would expect to find in e.g., the fossil record, if the model weaeegal under scientific

% Picture from Rana’s “What Inspires Your Belief in GodPgday’s New

Reason To BelievéReasons To BelievEmail Articles sent frontnrtb@reasons.org
RTB, California, USA), 13 Feb. 2014; with link tdtp://www.reasons.org/articles/what-
inspires-your-belief-in-god
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scrutiny’’.  The value of this type of methodology has been seen historicaily the
catastrophism followed by new creations model of the Protesiietarth creationist and
Frenchman, George Cuvier (1769-1832), has been so used. And while Cuad€ek
broadly underpins the methodological expectations of a succession ofadld e
creationist Gap Schoolmen, of which | am one, there has been semm®nreand
refinement of Cuvier's model, as further discussed in Part 2, Chapter 3, sedatioa. e,

Broadly speaking this creationist model looks to a series @iapaeations by
God, and numerous catastrophes, so that one would expect to find a isacoéss
different “worlds” (Heb. 1:2; 11:3) possibly in a time gap betweeemtGod created
the heaven” and God created “the earth” in Gen. 1:1, and certaialyrre-gap between
Genesis 1:1 and Genesis 1:2. There is then a further catastrappeceAdamite flood
(Gen. 1:2) followed by a creation of six 24 hour days (Gen. 1:2b-2A8)of “These are
the generations of the heavens and of the earth when they were created, in the lday that t
Lord God made the earth and the heavens” (Gen. 2:4). Thus there shoulthdreus
catastrophes over geological time followed by new creationgkidorming discernibly
different geological ages or periods. While Cuvier and sonlere@ap Schoolmen
thought of just an occasional species surviving from one world into the meah
matured reflection and consideration, this was seen to be an owvesstatsince the
destructive revolutions need only have been such as to end one workl Getbcreated
another. Thus e.g., rather than a 100% or near 100% extinctiomp, 8cBaolman such
as myself would now say that tedovician World(505 to 438 million B.C.) ended with
a great catastrophe with the loss of between 50% and 60% ddiradlenand land species;
or theDevonian World408 to 360 million B.C.) ended with the Divine catastrophic loss
of about 70% of species. Hence the percentage of species broaghtav one world
to the next is generally a good deal higher than the “occasipeaies” of some earlier
followers of Cuvier's model by Gap Schoolmen.

%" Ross & Ranalvho Was Adam®dp. cit, e.g., pp. 13-14, & 159.



Gavin in his Sydney front-yard in May 2014 with a Trilobite fofsiin Morocco

in North Africa of theOrdovician World(505 to 438 million B.C.), Late Ordovian
(c. 450 million B.C.) in his right hand or the left side of the photo wieictied
with a great catastrophe; and in his left hand or right sidéh@fphoto, an
Ammonite (Rough Ammonite from Madagascar) in the subclasswhénoidia,

and the wider subclass of Ammonoidia went extinct at the enldeoénd of the
Cretaceous World144 to 66.4 million B.C.) which also ended with a great
catastrophe, additionally wiping out the dinosaurs. Gavin bought these tw
fossils from the Natural History Museum at Oxford Universitijch is built up
around the collection of old earth creationist Gap Schoolman, Wiiaokland

(d. 1856), on his fourth trip to London (Oct. 2005-April 2006) when he visited
Oxford in March 2006.

Thus in connection with these facts, and the matters discussedt ih &fathis
work, the Biblical creation model followed in this work has theofelhg features which
will be considered relative to the scientific data.
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Biblical creation model to be scientifically
compared & contrasted with the Book of Nature.

The Twelve Guidelines
one for each of the Twelve Apostles
(Acts 1:13,26; 2:42; Rev. 21:14)

1] “The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge” (Prov) and “wisdom” (Ps. 111:10).
Though by God’s common grace which is not unto salvation, man magrrlidtat there is a
Creator of the universe (Job 12:7-10; Ps. 19:1; Rom. 1:18-32); a msnhhy God's grace,
humbly put himself under the authority of God’s infallible Word, @y Bible of religiously
conservative Protestant Christianity (Ps. 119:105; Il Tih6)3:if he is to properly understand
creation (and other) issues. Wherefore “scoffers” (IeP8}3), such as they that be far gone in
an antisupernatural secularist paradigm, are to be rejadtedvould have Christian men to be
“salt” which “have lost his savour” (Matt. 5:13), and would ptize all relevant reference to the
Divine revelation of Holy Scripture away from public disceussich as that on creation (and
other matters), and claim that only the natural reason of margeahby the Divine revelation,
should be used in the quest of any science (or knowledge), whetbeiabssience, a political
science, a biological science, or other science. ForlikeidB a God dishonouring “science
falsely so called” (I Tim. 6:21), to be abhorred of all good Christian men.

2] Creatiorex nihiloof the universe (Gen. 1:1).

3] A succession of discernibly different “worlds” to emergeahia scientific record e.g., the
geological layers of the earth (Heb. 1:2; 11:3) as the ‘fg¢ioas of the heavens and of the earth
when they were created, in the day that the Lord God made the earth hepdvbes” (Gen. 2:4).
These unknown numbers of multiple worlds must by definition be ogensiderable period ¢
time, and may be over a vast period of time since they aatect by God “who inhabitet
eternity” (Isa. 57:15) i.e., no time limits.

o0 —h

4] There is a supernatural uniformity in the universe (Gen. B2;104:19; 119:90,91; Jer.
31:35; 33:25). Nature’s general uniformity is thus consistetit eiscernibly supernatural agts
from time to time, which stand out as different to, but not inoomgs with, this general
supernatural uniformity.

5] As seen in the 6 creation days after the time-gap betweenl1Ge & 1:2, all Biblical
examples of parent stocks created are within a 24 hourftamme (Gen. 1:9-31). Thus created
parent stocks should appear suddenly in the geological record.

6] Biblical “kinds” are created in a genetically rich manaethe level of genus, species,|or
subspecies, and so this allows subspeciation or speciation frompswerd stocks, as seen|in
creatures under domestication with Laban’s selective breedaimiques (Gen. 30:25-31:16)
Variety under nature is seen in the recognition of e.g., “tHe bivl” (Lev. 11:17), “the owl”
(Lev. 11:16), “and the great owl” (Lev. 11:17). Therefore, creattinat appear in the fossil
record may show some level of subspeciation or speciation throiggberolution, whether
Theistic microevolution or natural selection microevolution. @ty will discernibly remair]
within the same genus, with no macroevolution to a differentiepeachich is fundamentally
different at a genetic level in a different genus.
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7] The pattern in Gen. 1 & 2 is of God first creating an ecaibgigstem for plant and animgl
life, and then for man. Therefore, when creatures appear ifogbki record, they should he
clearly adapted to their environments, even if through micradeolry subspeciation and
speciation, there is thereafter some adaptation to a changed envitonme

8] The pattern in Gen. 1 & 2 is of a universal creation by God (Gé&h. and then a local
cataclysm (Gen. 1:2) followed by a local creation of an Edemidd in south-west Asia ne
Africa (Gen. 2:8-14). Therefore cataclysms and new spe@atians might be either planetary
wide, or localized to a portion of the globe.

9] Man was created in an area of south-west Asia neaighie & Euphrates Rivers whic
are to the north of Eden (Gen. 2:14), and connecting rivers to thie down to Havilah (Gen.
2:11) on the Arabian Peninsula also known as Arabia in what weaxsalddamite-Semite shared
border-regions western strip along Arabia (Gen. 10:6,7,22,29; 255H8nl 15:7); and also south
down to Ethiopia (Gen. 2:13) which included both the later HamiteitS8eshared weste
border-regions strip along thferabian Peninsulavith Midian (Exod. 2:15,21; Num. 12:1; Hap.
3:7), as well as parts of continental north-east Africa (Aé&r6; Jer. 13:23). Therefore,|a
suitable place should be locatable in south-west Asia near Africa.

10] There are “a thousand generations” from the time of “Abrghtsaac,” and “Jacob,” o
the “everlasting covenant” (Ps. 105:8-10), the “covenant” of “gréGen. 6:8,18; Heb. 11:
13:20), back to Adam with whom Gaditially made this covenant (Gen. 2:17; 3:15,22; 4:
Since Adam and Jacob are separateainctly 1,000 generation$rom Abraham inc. 2,200
B.C. back to Adam 998 generations earlier, on the basis of #saidime when they begot |n
Gen. 5 & 11 this requires an Adamic dateaf05,000 B.C. + /- 53,000 years.

11] The constitutional nature of man as a dichotomy of body andGenl 2:7; | Cor. 15:45
who is “in the image of God” (Gen. 1:27), gives him a capacitysforitual expression (Gen.
4:2,4; 8:20; 12:8; 13:4) even if this is perverted to some foridadditry in violation of the Firs
& Second Commandments (Exod. 20:2-6), including lust idols in violatidgheofirst, Secon
and Tenth Commandments (Exod. 20:2-6,17; Eph. 5:5; Col. 3:5) which walyslbe foun
among Adamites including atheists (Pss. 14:1; 53:1); and “amable soul” Athanasian Cree
& Council of ChalcedonJob 9:14,21; Eccl. 7:25,27,28) manifested in the conscience marality
(Rom. 2:14,15) of a moral code (Rom. 2:22; 7:7; 13:9). Thereforenemwill be discernibl
in the fossil record by such evidence of them having souls. tutesdacking such CLEAR and
OBVIOUS evidence are necessarily NOT human beings.

12] Man was originally given a dominion mandate over the loeatlfe(cf. Gen. 41:56; Matt.
12:42) under the local “heaven” (cf. Deut. 2:25; Col. 1:23) of thenked‘world” (cf. Isa. 23:17
Luke 2:1; Rom. 1:8) (Gen. 1:26-28; 2:8-14). But following Noah’s Floaithvwas therefor
geographically local to the region of Eden and anthropologicallyemsal, man’s dominio
mandate was generously expanded by Almighty God to include the fprioarof-bound
regions of The King's Royal Parklands beyond Eden, thus giving ldomanion mandate over
the global “earth” under the global “heaven” (cf. Pss. 134:3; 146:6)eoplanetary “world” (cf
Ps. 89:11; Mark 16:15) (Gen. 9:1,11-17; 10:1-32). Therefore Adamitesengieén to spread
out as an out-of-Eden group (i.e., the relevant areas of the pashid Flood settlements in the
Persian Gulf are thus designated as Greater Eden,) tosexdmminion over the entire planet
earth.
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CHAPTER 2

“The Creation of the world” (Rom. 1:20):
the generally united old earth creationist school.

(Chapter 2) a]i] Cosmology (The First Cause): “In the beginning God
created” (Gen. 1:1), the universe & how at the time
of the Big Bang God made matter out of nothing at all!

Cosmology is the first of the five classic arguments fromygoethson we shall
consider for the reality of God and creation miracles, andcaged accuracy of the
words of Genesis 1:1, “In the beginning God created the heaven anartiné e With
respect to the usage of godly reason in regard to both elementsnoblagg and
teleology, we are obeying the command of God with respect to withs&ys about the
stars through the Old Testament prophet Isaiah, “To whom then wWikeyeme, or shall
| be equal? saith the Holy One. _Lift up your eyes on high, and belhadcath created
these thingsthat bringeth out their host by number: he calleth them all by iémnéhe
greatness of his might, for that he is strong in power; not olethfa{lsa. 40:25,26; cf.
“he calleth” “the stars” “all by their names” in Ps. 147:4And we are recognizing the
teaching about “God” in Romans 1, “For the invisible things of homfthe creation of
the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things thadaales even his eternal
power and Godhead.” (Rom. 1:19,20).

Amidst some diversity among old earth creationists e.g., thedatffes between
those who in their understanding of Genesis 1 follow some forfthefGap Schoahs
opposed to some form dhe Day-Age Schoobr The Framework Schodihere is still an
overwhelming level of agreement as to the big picture that botliBolo& of Divine
Revelation and the Book Nature requires creation, not macroevolutispeofes. Of
course, at times differences emerge e.g., like myself, aidsarth creationists consider
all human beings come down from Adam and Eve who were createGooy
(monogeny), whereas some old earth creationists like Louis igéks1873) have
argued for a larger group of originating racial parents fan (palygeny), a proposition
no orthodox Protestant Christian could ever accept (e.g., Gen. 3:20; R@n7338; |
Cor. 15:22,45,49; Article 9, Anglican 39 Articles). Hence for these puspose
intersecting agreement, it is sometimes possible to refaigemerally united old earth
creationist schogle.g., with respect to the issues of cosmology and teleology ceterre
in this Part 2, chapter 2.

Our English word, “cosmology,” comes via the Latin wardsmologia from the
Greek wordkosmosmeaning “world;” and “logy” is derived from Greéddgia referring
to a “science” or “study.” Thus “cosmology” referstte study of the worldf the
universe with reference to God as First Cause. E.g., St. Masthgswof “things spake”
by “Jesus” “in parable,” that this was done “that is might bélled which was spoken
by the prophet, saying, | will open my mouth in parable; | wikuthings which have
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been kept secret from the foundation of the w@Bdeek kosmo¥” Or Christ says, “Go
ye into all the_world(Greek,kosmo}, and preach the gospel to every creature” (Mark
16:15).

The date that | am using for The Big Bang in this work 54 billion B.C. +/ - 4
billion years. While some recent scientific research framWilkinson Microwave
Anisotropy Probendicates that the date may be narrowed to 13.75 billion B.C.0+1/1-
billion years i.e.c. 14 billion B.C., until or unless a firm scientific consensus has been
achieved on this issue, | shall generally use error bars ofoplasnus (+ / -) 4 billion
years®. | have formerly discussed the issue of the Deists andt3feia journal article
published inThe American Journal of Jurisprudend#ol. 40 (1995). Though my views
have changed in a number of areas since that time, there hasdmgewuity within
change, and so | here fairly closely reproduce elements viitthw remain in agreement
on both Desists and Thei¥tsand also the Anthropic Principle in Part 2, section b,

% | formerly used a Big Bang date @f15 billion years ago + / - 6 billion years.

But on the data now available to me | have reduced thislté billion years ago + / - 4
billion years. At the lower end of dates for the Big Bang,BEheyclopedia Britannica
considers the “big bang ... occurred at least 10,000,000,000 years ago” (“Bgg Ba
Model”) and sometimes simply uses this figure of 10 billion yagssaying e.g., “in the
big bang theory” “the universe was created” “about 10,000,000,000 years ago”
(“Chemical elements: Origin of the elements: Regions of etgénsynthesis: element
production in the universe as a whole”), i.e.}®1gears agoHncyclopaedia Britannica
CD99 op. cit,). At an upper end of dates for the Big Bandg)inosaurs, Cavemen and
the Fossil Record1990, Reasons to Believe, Pasadena, California, d8gsette audio
recording), Hugh Ross uses a datecofl7 billion years ago +/e. 1.5 billion years,
therefore giving an upper date @f18 or 19 billion years ago. This gives us a spectrum
approximating my usage of 14 billion years ago + / - 4 billion years. In favourcot4
billion years ago, as at 2012 Ross thinks the date of the univerbe canv narrowed to
13.75 billion years + / - 0.11 billion years. This is based\blkinson Microwave
Anisotropy Probemeasurements of radiation left over from the Big Bang in cosmic
microwave background form. But this requires that the universerdetepart more
than 1%-2% from a geometry that is perfectly flat. Sinoekvin 2011 from the Hubble
Space Telescope undertaken by the Supernova Legacy team found thisctoRmess
now concludes that the universe was created “about 13.75 billion yedrseago. 14
billion B.C. (“A Flat Universe After All,"New Reasons To Beliewdagazine, Reasons
To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 4, No. 2, May 2012, p. 7; referrind\strophysical
Journal Supplemerit80 of 2009, pp. 330-376; 192 of 2011, pp. 14,18\ skrophysical
Journal 737 of 2011, p. 102; & 746 of 2012, p. 85). This date of 13.75 billion years + / -
0.11 billion years may prove to be correct; but in view of the variatibase seen given

on the exact date, | shall usel4 billion B.C. + / - 4 billion years, until or unless a firm
scientific consensus has been achieved on this issue.

% From the next paragraph, “The deist believes that God créstachiverse”

etc., to the paragraph starting, “Spinoza recognized that ‘God a..bising’,” fairly
closely reproduces my article Tthe American Journal of Jurisprudendéol. 40 (1995),
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subsections i & ii. The deist believes that God createdriherse and its natural laws,
but thereafter he does not directly intervene in the operations ohiberse. Consistent
with this non-interventionist approach, the Deist says God does najesitga personal

relationship with his human creatures. Thus the deist believbe IGod of Nature who
can be discovered by reason. But he does not believe that Galdragiven any

supernatural or Divinely inspired revelation of himself to mankind.

A number of deists have concluded that nature teaches the existenCeezftor.
For example, Voltaire (1694-1778) declared, “I shall always be coedithat a watch
proves a watch-maker, and that a universe proves a God. | beli®gz#lj not the God
of the mystics and theologians, but the God of nature, the great geanetthe
architect of the universe, the prime mover, unalterable, transcendental, tegiflas

Or empirical scientific observation found that hot and cold bodies wheare w
placed together would eventually reach the same temperature ap&atmg from this
fact, Sir Isaac Newton (1643-1727), who discovered Newton’s laws ofgshysigued
that this would mean that given enough time all objects in the weiweould reach the
same temperature. But since such a uniform state of termeehatsi not been reached,
this means that the universe could not be of an eternal existencathauf it must have
been created in time i.e., there was a First Cause. dNetven used this cosmological
argument for the existence of God whom he said must have created the hiverse

Newton’s cosmological argument was reformulated as a consequénthe
industrial revolution and connected demand for energy, which raised tsigoguaf how
one form of energy might be converted to another. Empirical scemaeed that one
could not convert all the energy of burning coal into mechanical warlkany known
engine. Hence both scientist and engineer came to recognize firadamental issue
was not,How much energyvas contained in a piece of coal? Ibldw much of this
energywas available to be converted into mechanical energy? Theés rgee to the
concept of entropy, which rather than measuring the availabifitgnergy, instead
measures the non-availability of energy. E.g., with regard teamsengine, when
looking at a suitable quantity of water at a uniform cool temperatmtropy is at its
maximum since its non-availability of energy is at its highest in tefmster generating
a steam-engine. By contrast, if this same body of watat boiling point, its entropy
level is at its lowest for the purposes of driving a steagiren It is said that entropy

the section on “(2) Natural Law,” subsection “(a) Does natuedf itsach us anything?,”
“(i) The Deists and Theists,” at pp. 230-232.

0" Quoted in: Chapman, GChristianity On Tria) Lion Publishing London, UK,

1974, reprint: 1977, Vol. 2, p. 23; citing Voltaire, Letter 1741, in BrownP@&ilpsophy
& the Christian Faith IVF, 1969, p. 85; and Voltaire, in Cragg, G.Rhe Church And
The Age of Reason (1648-178BPgnguin, 1960, p. 237.

*L Clark, R.E.D.,Darwin: Before and Afte(1958),0p. cit, p. 146; referring
Newton’s letters to Bentley.
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increases in every physical process, and this is knownThes Second Law of
Thermodynamics As a flow on consequence of this, it is concluded that the entropy of
the universe must also be increasing with time. On this basigoN's basic argument
about hot and cold bodies has been reworked into a cosmological argiatesays
since entropy cannot be infinitely small, and since it cannot havreased infinitely
slowly since its rate of increase will diminish as iessit therefore follows that since the
entropy is still rising the universe could not have existed fr@mgy, and therefore it
must have been created in time. l.e., God as a First Cause is r&quired

Albert Einstein (1879-1955%), was a Deist. On many occasions when examining
the natural laws of science, he would reject a theory sayidgd ‘doesn’t do anything
like thaf*” Einstein said that his “idea of God” was an ‘“illimitatseperior spirit,”
possessing “superior reasoning power” to man, who “reveals Himself*the
incomprehensible univer§e¢ His study of the natural laws of science, led himhe t
conclusion that'God” never “plays dice” with the universe This view of his was
expressed to his friends, Mr. and Mrs. Max Born. In replyriet®th Mr. and Mrs.
Born referred to this. For example, Mrs. Born told Einstein, “l| émo,unable to believe
in a ‘dice-playing’ God.” In a further letter to the Bor&s$nstein again made reference
to “that ... ‘non dice-playing Gotf.”

What is particularly interesting about Einstein’s conclusion thatratural laws
of physics necessitate a Creator God, is the way that hebegrudgingly reached this
conclusion. In 1917 Einstein produced a theory for a “static modéhdonnivers’.”
But in what Einstein later considered the greatest mistaks iiifé¢df, he introduced what
Hugh Ross calls a “fudge fact8tin order to conceal the Creator's hand. Einstein later

2 bid., pp. 147-8.

3 Schilpp, P.A. (Ed.)Albert Einstein: Philosopher-Scientistarper, New York,
USA, 1949,1951,1959, pp. 103,659-660.

“Ibid.; cf. pp. 144-145.

45 Barnett, L.,The Universe and Dr. EinsteiVictor Gollancz, London, UK,

1949, pp. 96-96.

4 Born, | (transl.),The Born-Einstein LetterdMacmillan, London, 1971, pp.

148-149; 151-157; & 199. Einstein to Borns, 7 Sept. 1944, referred to byBbhrsin
her letter to Einstein, 9 Oct. 1944, and by Mr. Born in his letteirtst&n, 10 Oct. 1944,
and referred to again by Einstein in his letter to the Borns, 12 Oct. 1953.

*" Ross, H.The Fingerprint of God1989),0p. cit, pp. 53-59.

8 bid., p. 59; citing: Vilbert, D.A., “Forty Minutes With EinsteinJournal of
the Royal Astronomical Society of Canadal. 50, 1956, p. 100.

9 bid., p. 53.
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“came clean,” and begrudgingly accepted first “the necefsity beginning:” and then
“the presence of a superior reasoning péwer

These were natural corollaries to his equation, E = mc2 (whé&esiergy; m is
the mass at rest; and c is the speed of light at 299,792,458 metrescpad orc.
983,571,0535 feet per second). That is because the ramificationséthiation point
to a creation datd They point to expansion, coupled with deceleration, which in turn
indicates that from a single point, the universe is exploding outwandsough general
relativity equations, this explosion can be traced back to a sioght and time called
“the singularity.” Neither any scientific model nor application of the lawploysics, is
able to describe anything before this point. In short, the univessecreated by an
external power. At the time of the Big Bang, God created the universe, and @del m
matter out of nothing at all i.e., creation ex nihilo!

The ramifications of this are profound. Any philosophical attack on an intelligent
First Cause, is stopped in its tratks This was the day that the world’s best scientists
recognized afresh the Creator's hand through the naturaldéwsiencd”. Einstein
came to this recognition reluctantly.  His begrudging spint clear philosophical
hesitancy to accept a Creator God, helps to explain why he fteer@aopted a
minimalist position by embracing Deism, rather than the more tqmsition of Theism.
His begrudging spirit may also help account for the fact kieatopted for a static
oscillating universe model, even though his equation of E = mc? prddact expanding
universe; and even though Einstein realized that his equations of gesletality
indicated a dynamic rather than a static univ8rseSuch theological factors (Einstein’s
preconceived notions such as his begrudging spirit in coming tormeedtpe need for a

%0 |bid., p. 59; citing: Vilbert, D.A.pp. cit, p. 100.
®1 |bid., p. 59; citing: Barnett, Lop. cit..
*2 lbid., pp. 42-49.

>3 |bid., pp. 49-50.

> For instance, in the eighteenth century Kant alleged thatrifverse had no

beginning in timelpid., pp. 27-37).

> |bid., p. 50; cf., pp. 39-42.
6 Zweerink, J., “Did Einstein believe in an expanding universe,” 83 214,
Reasons To BelieyeCalifornia, USA [ttp://www.reasons.org/articles/did-einstein-
believe-in-an-expanding-univejse Einstein thought gravity would make everything in
the universe rush together, and so to overcome such gravitationas effealting in the
collapse of the universe in his static universe model, he introduced ealled
“cosmological constant.” But as Zweerink notes, “Hubble’s obsenatialsified this
belief, at which point Einstein adopted the oscillating universe molbedt’ ).
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Creator resulted in him taking a minimalist position of Deisthaathan Theism,) and
scientific factors (Einstein’s preconceived notions meaning thadichenot accept the
natural ramifications of his equation E = mc? in terms of anrekpg universe model),
remind us that while Einstein was a great scientific disawvef E = mc?2, who thus
provided us with a new form of the argument for God as First Causesniened a
fallible human being with certain faults, failings, and folly.

The Jewish Rabbi, Herbert Goldstein, was concerned to ascerfansiéin, who
had a Jewish background, was an agnostic or atheist. So he ask&ddyau believe
in God?” Einstein replied in the affirmative, “I believe inGod,” and made it clear that
he was a Deist rather than a Th¥ist Einstein declared, “| believe in ... [the] God [n.b.
singular i.e., monotheism] who reveals Himself [n.b. personal pronoun i.eing]Bn
the orderly harmony of what exists.” Goldstein then commentedf thaistein’s theory
was taken to its logical conclusion, it “would bring to mankind ansifie formula for
monotheisrr’.”

Einstein said, “I believe in Spinoza’'s G6d  Spinoza (1632-1677) was a
philosopher of Jewish Dutch parentage. He was guided by a mediefluehces,
including Cartesian philosopfy  Like Einstein, Spinoza was both of a Jewish
background and also rejected the Jewish religion in favour of allgadl cationalistic
nature religion. The relevant aspect of Spinoza’s philosophy in uadénsg Einstein’s
reference to him, seems to be found in the fact that Spinoza beli®gall,.. is the first
cause of all things, and ... makes himself known through hithself

The fact that Spinoza recognized the cosmological argument thdti$Ghe first
cause,” meant that he acted as a bridge by which Einsteird linise scientific and
philosophical conclusions concerning the need for a First Cause. Sfnusza here
connected Einstein to this classical proof for the existence of@odh has been argued
by the Roman Catholic theologian, Thomas Aquinas (d. 1274), and the twesittiryc
Jewish philosopher, Maimonidés Thus an important proof for God’s existence, was
recognized anew as the conclusion inexorably flowing from Einstesnientifically
advanced theory of relativity.

>" Schilpp, P.A.op. cit, p. 103.
%8 |bid., pp. 659-660; cf., RossEhe Fingerprint of God1989),0p. cit, p. 59.
> Schilpp, P.A.pp. cit, pp. 103,659.

60 Spinoza prepared a “geometrical” version of Descarfgsiciples of

Philosophy with an appendix dfletaphysical Thought4663.

®1  Spinoza, translated by Wolf, AShort Treatise on God, Man, and His Well-

Being Vloten, 1862; Russell & Russell, New York, USA, 1910,1963, p. 20.

%2 Ross'sThe Fingerprint of God1989),0p. cit, pp. 17-18.



475

Spinoza recognized that “God ... is a béffigand ascribed to him certain
“Attributes®®.” But he also regarded “God” and “Nature” as near synonyms.
Accordingly, he sometimes, though not always, used them intercharfeablfFor
Spinoza considered that the Supreme Being of Nature reveals fhittta@ugh
himself® i.e., through his handiwork ofhature Therefore Einstein also adopted this
feature of “Spinoza’s God,” and applied it to his own Deistic understgrabbout the
God of Nature’.

Therefore, to the extent that both Deists and Theists recotp@zereator’'s hand
in a First Cause and the natural laws of physics, Einsteorislusions based on the
natural laws of science which recognize a Creator, are qgidicant. At the time of
the Big Bang, God created the universe, and God made matter out of nothihgeat al
creation ex nihilo!

The Big Bang model has been theologically challenged by e.g.,Glwiktian
Young Earth Creationists, and also heathen Hindus (Part 2, Chapsactihn a,
subsection iijnfra); and its theological implications of creatiex nihilo and hence a
Creator God require a wilful shutting of the eyes by an athéfsinl,” who “hath said in
his heart, There is no God” (Ps. 53:1). However, there has also been latetiobugh
evidence relevant to the Big Baflg E.g., in 2006 some North American astronomers
from both Canada and the USA published their findings for evidendmakground
cosmic radiatiorieft over from the Big Barf. Moreover, evidence that the universe is

%3 SpinozaShort Treatise on God, Man, and His Well-Beiow. cit, p. 21.
% bid., p. 30.

% See e.glpid., p. 157 “Nature or God.”

% Ibid., p. 20.

" See e.g., Schilpp, P.fop. cit, pp. 144-145 re: “the Creator” and “Kant's
remarks that God could have chosen a different law of gravitation.”

®  See e.g., Hugh Ross’s “Fossils of Primordial GalaxiksdSLight on

Creation,” New Reasons To Believilagazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA,
Vol. 4, No. 1, 2012, pp. 9-10; referring to Bovill, M.S. & Ricotti, M, “Whekee the
Fossils of the First Galaxies? [Part] I. ...,” & “Where Atlee Fossils of the First
Galaxies? [Part] Il. ..., Astrophysical Journaf41 (1 Nov. 2011).

% Hugh Ross’s “Most Detailed Map of Cosmic Background Radiatimrfins
Biblical Creation Model,'ConnectionsMagazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA,
Vol. 8, No. 3, 3rd Quarter, 2006, pp. 1-2; referring to Wanjek, C., “Ring3&d to the
Universe’s First Split Second,” Goddard Space Flight CentresRedsase, 16 March,
2006 fqttp://www.nasa.gov/vision/universe/stargalaxies/wmap_pol)hnN. Spergekt
al, “Wilkinson Microwave Anisotrophy Probe (WMAP) Three Year Resulnplication
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expanding out from the Big Bang, rather than rotating around in a rsignfashion, has
also be shown frornosmic radiation In physics, torque refers to the tendency of a force
to rotate a body that it is applied to. Since cosmic backgroultiom has been found

to be slightly hotter when it is on one side of the sky comparedhém it is on the other
sid€®, it follows that it is possible to measure any torque or imgsif the universe is
moving around in a mixmaster fashion rather than expanding out fromighBaBg.

But British and Polish scientific research published in 1985 (Baetoal) found no such
rates exist, and so the universe is not moving around in a mixnestén but rather is
expanding out from the Big Bang. So too, a Chinese scientific studysomc radiation
published in 2009 (Su & Chu), found from satellite measuremeritaakiground cosmic
radiation, that the universe was about 380,000 years old when the background cosmic
radiation which had been detected was omitted, and it could not havedbagmgrin
excess of one 360° (360 degree) turn every 6 billion years. This fggacelow that it
safely acts to disprove any possibility of a universe twistimd tarning in a mixmaster
fashion, and most naturally means the universe is expanding out from the Big. Bang

Furthermore, the Big Bang model firstly predicts that wherutiieerse was less
than 380,000 years old, sound waves oscillating through the hot universea msm
protons, photons, and electrons, would leave a unique signatory imprint on the cosm
microwave’s background radiation temperature map i.e., this would beermaning
visible radiation from the Big Bang. And secondly the Big @damodel predicts that
there would also be a signatory imprint left by the echo of tHg easmic sound waves
on the universe’s galaxy clusters and the distribution of galaxi®ktably then, the
temperature of the cosmic background radiation was mapped out byitkieson
Microwave Anisotropy Probg2009, Komatsuet al), and the distribution of nearby
galaxies was mapped out by tBman Digital Sky Survef2005 Daniel Einsteiet al &
2009 Gaztafagat a). The result was that scientific researchers were tabtdearly

for Cosmology,” Astrophysical Journal Suppleme(®006); Olive. K.A. & Skillman,
E.D., “A Realistic Determination of the Error on the Primordialitin Abundance ...,”
Astrophysical JournalVol. 617 (2004), pp. 29-49.

©In technical terms, this is a dipole structure, which reéuts the fact that

Earth’s galaxy, the Milky Way, is being pulled toward the WGiQluster of galaxies; and
in turn these are being pulled towards a super cluster of galakieh are known as the
Great Attraction, and in turn these are being pulled towardsaamtgigsuper cluster of
galaxies know as the Monster Attractor.

M Hugh Ross’s “Latest Research Beats Out the Mixmadtzdel,” New

Reasons To BelieyéMagazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 1, No. 2,
2010, pp. 3-4; referring to J. D. Barraet al “Universal Rotation: How Large Can It
Be?,” Monthly Notices of the Royal Astronomical Socistyl. 213 (1985), pp. 917-943;
S.-C. Su & M.-C. Chu, “Is the Universe RotatingAstrophysical JournalVol. 703 (20
Sept. 2009), pp. 354-361; & S. Ranal “Bianchi Type-V Cosmological Models With
Perfect Fluid & Heat Flow in Saez-Ballester Theorlgfamana Journal of Physics
Indian Academy of Sciences, Vol. 72 (Feb. 2009), pp. 415-427.
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observe both signatory impriifs The effect of this Big Bang confirmatory research is
thus to show from the Book of Nature, that which we read in the BddRivine
Revelation, namely, that the universe has a beginning and there &elsdrcreatiorex
nihilo. Put simply, “In the beginning God created the heaven” (Gen. 1:1).

Scientists who were Theists include: Copernicus (1473-1543); G4lile®4-
1642); Kepler (1571-1630); Newton (1643-1727); Faraday (1791-1867); Mendel (1822-
1884); and Maxwell (1831-1879).

The theist agrees with the deist that God created the univedsé rmatural laws.
For example, the theist Rene Descartes (d. 1650) recognizetindthematical truths,
which you call ‘eternal,” were established by Gtd But the theist additionally believes
that God thereafter intervened to reveal himself to man, and alsa hzeysonal
relationship with believers. Thus the theist generally belivatissome aspects of the
God of Nature can be discovered by reason. But he additionally IsetleteGod has
given a supernatural or Divinely inspired revelation of himself &mkind. Christians
such as myself, recognize that this revelation is found in the Protestant’8iHia of 39
canonical Old Testament books and 27 canonical New Testament books (e.g., Article 6 of
the Anglican 39 Articles).

Therefore, the work on the origins of the universe by Albertt&imss of clear
significance to both deist and theist alike. The doctrineeaztianex nihilo (Latin, “out
of nothing”), is found in Genesis 1:1, “In the beginning God created the rheadethe
earth,” together with other Old Testament passages (Pss. 33:6,9). 148hen in the
second or first century B.C. it is expressed in the terminologyeattionex nihiloin I
Maccabees 7:28 (Apocrypha), which in the Latin Vulgate (4th / &tiiucies A.D.) is
translated by St. Jerome (d. 420) from the Greek,(6ut) ouk ontan (ouk ‘no’ + ‘of
things which actually exist,” neuter plural genitive participl@nf nominative plural

2 Hugh Ross’s “New Tool Provides a Window to Creatid¥eiv Reasons To

Believe Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 2, No. 4, 2010, pp. 17-18;
referring to Komatsu, E.et al “Five-Year Wilkinson Microwave Anisotropy Probe
(WMAP) Observations: Cosmological Interpretations,Astrophysical Journal
SupplementVol. 180 (Feb. 2009), pp. 330-376; & Einstein, Ded.al, “Detection of the
Baryon Acoustic Peak in the Large-Scale Correlation Function &SDuminous Red
Galaxies,”Astrophysical JournalVol. 633 (10 Nov. 2005), pp. 560-574; & Gaztafaga,
E., et al “Clustering of Luminous Red Galaxies — IV. Baryon Acou$teak in the
Line-of-Sight Direction & a Direct Measurement of H(zMbnthly Notices of the Royal
Astronomical Sociefyvol. 399 (Nov. 2009), pp. 1663-1680.

3 Descartes, RPhilosophical Writings Nelson, Sydney, Australia, 1964; in

Descartes to Mesenne, 15 April, 1630, pp. 259-260, at p. 259. In the theolegiogl r
from the religiously conservative Protestant perspective, Diescheld some heretical
views; and in the scientific realm, his Cartesian ideas ofomatere in time replaced by
Newtonian principles.  But this does not invalidate his recognitian God created
certain scientific laws which by God’s grace man may later disdbveugh reason.
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form onta, of eimi = ‘of no-things’ = ‘of nothing’)epoiesen(he made) ..o (-) Theos
(God),” i.e., “God made ... out of nothing ...;” as Latiex{‘out of,” preposition with an
ablative)nihilo (‘nothing,” neuter singular ablativeoun, fromnihilim) fecit (‘he made’)
Deus(God)” i.e., “God made ... out of nothing ... .” Thus the terminology oinLagx
(out of) nihilo (nothing),” comes to us from the Vulgate’s Apocrypha at 1l Macc. 7:28.

Therefore looking at the “Biblical creation model to be sciertifyccompared &
contrasted with the Book of Nature” found in Part 2, Chapter 1, setisaprg the
evidence of the Big Bang is clearly consistent with what we would ekpeciGuideline
2, “Creationex nihiloof the universe (Gen. 1:1).”

In ancient times, in the first century A.D. we read in a Neagtdment Divine
Commentary on Gen. 1:1 that “the worlds were framed by the word of God, so that things
which are seen were not made of things which do appear” (Heb. 1H&nhce Louis
Berkhof (d. 1957) refers to how “the doctrine of creagamihilo... as aree act of God

. Is found in” the ancient church Greek and Latin writers, “Justintyvigd. c. 165],
Irenaeus [d. 2nd century], Tertullian [d. after 220 A.D.], Clement of Alexandria [d. before
215], Origen [d. 254], and othéf$ Or in historically modern times, the founder of Bob
Jones University, USA, Bob Jones Sr. (d. 1968) said, “God inhabits tgtefisa.
57:15]. There was a time when there wasn't anything. Thase't a flower, there
wasn't a star, there wasn’'t a dew drop, there wasn't a rose,wasn’'t anything, except
God; and he filled ‘eternity’ [Isa. 57:15]. And the God that madatam so wonderful

.. made a universe that's never even been discovered by man;hsttars telescope’s
ever found. How could you understand all about that kind of a &bd?And he also
points men to the Creator who is the lawmaker of scientificnraathematical laws, first
saying, “Jesus Christ was the incarnation of truth when hanathg world ... he never
said, ‘I think,” or ‘This may be so,” but just said, ‘I say unto yo(ttie argument for
verification by the supernatural character of Christianitgsnflef®); and then saying,
“God made the multiplication table, man discovered it.” “He ntadlee 2's 4 [2 x 2 =
4] 3 3's 9 [3 x 3 = 9], God’s the author of the multiplication tablele’s the author of
addition and subtraction, God’s the author of thiat

4 Berkhof's Systematic Theologp. 126. In the case of Origen, this requires

gualification, as he only thougebmethings were created by God. See Volume 2, Part
3, Chapter 6, section e.

> Bob Jones SrWord of Truth347 (cassette audio recording), Bob Jones

University, Greenville, South Carolina, USA.

Ramm, B.L.Protestant Christian EvidenceMoody, Chicago, 1953; reprint

1978, chapter 6, “The Verification of Christianity by the SupernatGtaracter of Its
Founder,” pp. 163-183; McDowell, Evidence That Demands A Verdittere’s Life
Publishers, 1972, Revised Edition 1979, pp. 79-140.

" Bob Jones SrWord of Truth108 (cassette audio recording), Bob Jones
University, Greenville, South Carolina, USA.
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Therefore, this ancient doctrine of creatiex nihilo meaning creation out of
nothing, which underpins the usage of the cosmological argument witte#te for a
First Cause as a proof of God’s existence, has been given aamemtific treatment
through reference to Albert Einstein’'s E = mc2.  This igvaht in pointing to an
expanding universe that can be traced back to a single point andnone as “the
singularity,” and before which were no chemicals, no elements, absolutely nothing.
Thus before the Big Bang about 14 billion years ago + / - 4biifears, nothing existed,
and so this requires an act of creagxmihilowhich points to a transcendent Creator. It
is a gripping scientific proof for cosmology and the theoldditah of creatiorex nihilo
as found in such Biblical passages as Gen. 1:1 and Heb. 11:3. From cgswmlage
thus reminded at the point of the very first verse of the Bittdethe beginning God
created the heaven and the earth,” of the makithe Bible says it, you can believe it;
it's accurate; it's reliable; it's true! ForGod created the universe, and at the time of the
Big Bang God made matter out of nothing af mllshort, E = mc? = creaticex nihilo!

(Chapter 2) a]iil Cosmology (The First Cause): The “creation” claims of the
world’s largest Infidel religion, Mohammedanism, as found in
the Koran; and also the “creation” claims of the world’s two
largest heathen religions, Buddhism & Hinduism; are not
scientific.

On the one hand, infidels correctly recognize that there isGatg but on the
other hand, they incorrectly deny that there are three Persane one Supreme Being,
i.e., they deny the doctrine of the Holy Trinity. The world'gést infidel religion is
Islam or Mohammedanism, e.g., Mohammed says in the Koran’s Sura Zah@9ay
not ‘Three:’ (there is a Trinity) ... God is only one God! Faitbe that he should have
a Son!” Certain “creation” claims of Mohammedanism, as found inKibean, are
clearly unscientific. In the Koran at Sura 21:30, an anged, stiye heavens and the
earth were both a solid massd ... we clave them asundand ... by means of water
we gave life to everythid§” For our immediate purposes, the two significant things to
note about this Koranic Sura are: firstly, the claim that “thevees and the earth were
both a solid mass,” i.e., being joined together; and secondly, the tlatnhese were
then separated “asunder” to form the heaven and earth. Thisrly cle@rary to what
we know from cosmology and the Big Bang. The universe was aof @ceationex
nihilo, all the chemicals and elements were brought into existeane riothing at the
time of the Big Bang. Furthermore, far from “the heavens amedinth” being “a solid
mass” that was then “clave ... asunder,” the heavens were origoedigous and the
universe heaven dates from the time of the Big Bang about 14 bitiars yago + / - 4
billion years old, whereas the earth was not made till much, later dates t@. 4.6
billion years ago. Thus these claims of the Koran are clearly unsoemdifalse.

8 The Koran translated by J.M. Rodwebp. cit, pp. 152-3 - Sura 21:30.
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Given that these “creation” claims of Mohammed in the Koranuamscientific
and false, the Book of Nature points us to the conclusion that Islanfiaise religion.
Yet this same Book of Nature points us to the conclusion that Ginitgtiis the true
religion, and the Christian’s Bible is reliable. And the saype of conclusions also
flow from scientific analysis of the “creation” claims of Buddhism and Hiswui

Looking at the world’s false religions of heathenism, Buddhism anduism are
the two largest heathen religions in the world; and Buddhism spimoff religion
derived from Hinduism, with the veneration of the Buddha and Buddha statg bei
forms of idolatry derived from the idolatrous Indian parent religiomioiduisn?®.  In
this context, one should distinguish between the more subtle form afrme worship
of veneration which is found in Buddhism, in which the Buddha statue is wloditr
venerated as a religious focal point; and the more brazen form afraled worship of
prayer or devotions to an idol which is found in Hinduism. While Buddhistke
offerings at a Buddha statue of e.g., flowers or incense, tlotde andicate religious
veneration for the Buddha statue as the focal point for theiricedigthinking, but
Buddha himself is not consciously regarded by them as a god i.e., urtlkela at a
Hindu statue, the Buddhist at a Buddha statue does not think he isgfferge things to
a god represented by the statue, nor that there is a god behstdttreethat is listening
to, or watching him. Rather, these types of actions are neagmind the Buddhist of
Buddha'’s teachings e.g., the offering of incense reminds the Buddmiral purity, or
the offering of flowers remind the Buddhist of life’'s impermareen Hence Buddhists
say that, “Prostrating before an image of the Buddhexpresses our deep veneratian

As we prostrate before the Buddha images, we recall thetiegiaf ... Buddhaand
develop respect for ... qualities such as ... concentration and wisdom. in%hewpect
to the Buddha and his qualities inspires us to develop these ... qualities otitgelves

Thus Buddhism uses a Buddha statue in the more subtle form of idolatrous
veneration of a religious object used as a focal point for theitugdiattention to remind
them of Buddha'’s teachings; whereas Hinduism uses various Hindesstatthe more
brazen form of idolatrous worship of a religious object that inclyager to, and the
belief that, the statue represents a heathen god. The Buddhists make a lust.i@db)Col
out of the “philosophy” of Buddha (Col. 2:8), and by putting this in plac8ax, make
this a false focus or idol. To the extent that the Buddhaestatis as a focal point for
their religious thinking, it too is a false religious focus amastan idol. The fact that
seeing the Buddha idol is the fundamental cue for them to be ‘qingtrthemselves
“before an image of the Buddha,” which is then accompanied llgyores ceremonies

9 See e.g., Josh McDowell & Don Stewattiandbook of Today’s Religions

Campus Crusade for Christ, USA, 1983, Thomas Nelson Publishers, Ngshvill
Tennessee, USA, Part 3, chapter 1, Hinduism, pp. 283-295; & chapter 3, Buddhism, pp.
304-324, 528.

80 “Buddhist Studies: Festivals & Ceremonies,” “Devotional Pcasti &

Objects,” Buddha Darma Education Association & BuddhaNet, 2008 (empham$
(http://www.buddhanet.net/e-learning/history/observance$.htm
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such as the offering of incense or flowers, means thatdheesof Buddhaoes beyond
being a religious symbdlike a cross on the Chancel Table in a Low Church Evangelical
Anglican Church such as St. Matthew’s Windsor in western Sydnag),jmafact the
Buddha statubecomes a necessary focal point of their religious devotions and thus an
idol.  Though it is a more subtle form of idolatry than the more bramage of
idolatrous images that one finds in Hinduism, nevertheless, thesstdtBeiddha are the
carry over of an idolatrous image into Buddhism from the originatonatrous parent
religion of Hinduism. Thus the statues of both Buddhism and Hinduisidase albeit,
qualitatively different types of idols that facilitate diffatdorms of idolatry. Thus both
Hinduism and its spin-off religion of Buddhism set aside the Fioshi@andment of the
Holy Decalogue, “I am the Lord thy God, Thou shalt have no other gddselme;” and

the Second Commandment of the Holy Decalogue, “Thou shalt not make, bawaow
nor serve, any graven image” (summary forms; fuller forms at Exod. 20:1-6).

The heathen Hindu religion is polytheistic and for religious knogéddoks to a
number of spurious writings, e.g., the Hindeda&’. It teaches that there has been
endlesscycles of creations and destructions of the univérseHinduism claims that at
the start of each universe oscillation, heathen gods create anieerse, in an endless
cycle of universe creations and destructions. While Hindu po$ythes involved at all
points of this universe oscillation cycle, the start of each urevessillation is said to
have a special connection with the heathen Hindu god, Brahma; its ctintinwéh the
heathen Hindu god, Vishnu; and its end with the heathen Hindu god®ShidMence the
heathen Hindunstitutes of Manusay, “There are creations also and destructions of
worlds innumerable; the supremely exalted Being performs alliltliisas much ease as
if in sport, again and again, for the sake of conferring happitiess

The Hindu spin-off religion of Buddhism has two rival myths about thetiorea
of worlds (Abhidharma and Kalachakra). They both have the idea ofiphewvorld
systems” of a very large number, so that any given world is “in a consssabs coming
and passing away.” However, the Tibetan Buddhist's Dalai Lanfe conducts
Kalachakra ceremoni®&, described “the idea that there is a single definiterimémg” as

81 Josh McDowell & Don Stewartldandbook of Today’s Religionsp. cit, pp.
285-287.

82 Ross’sThe Fingerprint of Go@1989),0p. cit, p. 97.

8 “Hindu Cycle of the Universe,” Wikipedia (2012)
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hindu_cycle of the_univexse

8 nstitutes of Hindu LawLondon, 1825, p. 13 (chapter 1, number 80); quoted

in Wiseman, N. (Cardinal)Twelve Lectures on the Connexion Between Scripture &
Revealed Religign5th edition, [Roman] Catholic Bookselling & Publishing Company
and J. Mullany, Dublin, Ireland, UK, 1861, Fifth Lecture, pp. 247-307 and p. 283.

8 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@1999),0p. cit, “Book of the Year (1998):
Religion: Buddhism.”
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“highly problematic” for Buddhist teachifiy That is because Buddhism considers the
creation of these many worlds occurs inside an eternal univéfsethe Buddhist, there
is no specific start or end to the universe, just an eterna oyahultiple worlds being
created and destroyed “every second.” Thus e.g., one Buddhist saithetjimning of
this world and of life is inconceivable since they have neitlegirming nor end. ...
Buddhism never claimed that the world, sun, moon, stars, ... were clbgategdowerful
god or by a Buddha. Buddhists believe that the world was not catedupon a time,
but that the world has been created millions of times every second he.efforts made
by many religions to explain the beginning and the end of the unisezgt-conceived.”
He then quotes from the Buddhist writings of Sri Ramachandrdfjrite is the sky,
infinite is the number of beings; infinite are the worlds in thstwniverse; infinite in
wisdom the Buddha teaches these; infinite are the virtues of him who teach&s'these

| would here note that in ascribing “infinite ... wisdom” to “Buddha,”stlis
ascribing a Divine Attribute to Buddha that rightly belongs onlyGiod, so that in
substance, though not in technical form, Buddha is here deified @d laygBuddhists,
even though the Buddhists would in form deny that they so regard Baddhgod. So
too, in the follow on idea that “infinite are the virtues of him who teaches these” Buddhis
ideas, we see a further deification of man as once again itasaesthough not in form,
the attribution of a Divine Attribute to man exhibits the Devil'd tdmptation, “ye shall
be as gods” (Gen. 3:5). Moreover, while the Buddhist concept of an eternal etiadrs
goes through “infinite ... worlds” that come and go “every second; dgfarent type of
internal universe oscillation to thexternal oscillation concept of the universe itself
coming and going that one finds in Hinduism, nevertheless it shateshe originating
parent religion of Hinduism some form of oscillation concept thateg#ms to have
derived from Hinduism, though Buddhism has also discernibly altered thieating

8  samples, K.R., “Contrasting Buddhist & Christian Cosmologié&iv
Reasons To BelieyéMagazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 3, No. 4,
Nov. 2011, pp. 11-12; referring to Dalai Lamdlse Universe in a Single Atomlorgan
Road Books, New York, USA, 2005, pp. 2-4, 71-93. Though Samples here confuses
Hindu notions of multiple universes with Buddhist notions of one eternal uaivetisin
which there are multiple worlds, so that he wrongly explains Buddmistiple world
systems” (Buddhism) to mean “universes” (Hinduism), his artieleertheless contains
some useful and valuable information in it.

87 “Venerable” K. Sri Dhammanandu Maha Thera’s “What Buddhistie®s”
“Part Six — This world and other worlds,” Chapter 16, “Realms x§tEnce,” section
“The Origin of the World” fittp://www.budsas.org/ebud/whatbudbeliev/297 YatmT his
Buddhist writer tries to deal with the conflict between science and Buddlyismaking a
secularist type distinction between science and religion aglistiactive and unrelated
spheres. But in the first place, this is an artificial philosmgihdlistinction created by
secularist philosophical ideology, that it then artificially imEosg@on the reality of a
God created world. And in the second place, this Buddhist “solutiargtisng but “a
dodge” by which he seeks to avoid dealing with the fundamental facBtiddthist
claims of an eternal universe are in conflict with scientific findingshaf Big Bang.
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Hindu concepf. The heathen Buddhist theory of a never ending universe which has
“neither beginning nor end,” at least in its traditional form, alkares some notable
similarity with elements of Kant's scientific theory of atermal univers®; and like
Kant's scientific theory, this Buddhist notion is clearly shown to félse by the
beginning of the universe with the Big Bang.

The heathen Hindu oscillating theory of the universe has also bewsgtises
conjectured as a scientific thedty On the one hand, the American astronomer, George
Greenstein, recognized the need for a Supreme Being, sayingespict to the evidence
for Design of the universe (see Part 2, Chapter 2, sectiofrd), “As we survey ... the
evidence, the thought insistently arises that some supernatural encAg- must be
involved. s it possible that ... we have ... scientific proof of thistence of a Supreme
Being? Was it God who stepped in and so Providentially craftedagmos for our
benefit?” But on the other hand, Greenstein then goes in the Hindtiatitec But
whether in its heathen Hindu form, or its form as a scientifiorihethe theory of an
oscillating universe must be ruled out in favour of the one universdel as a
consequence of the cosmological argument’s evidence for the Big°Bang

It is thus of note, that on the one hand, we find that the scientifiers® for the
Big Bang, shows the implausibility of the claims of the worlth® largest heathen
religions of Hinduism and Buddhism, whether the eternal universeuddtissm or the

8 paradoxically, this may have been a case of going “lathet future,” with

the Buddhist corruption in fact going back to something closer to wkkabriginating
Hindu idea was before it was corrupted from the idea of multipldde inside of this
universe per Gen. 2:4, to its later Hindu form of an oscillating ureverSf. Sermon 1/4
of 29 May 2014 in this Volume 1's Appendix.

8 See Ross'She Fingerprint of God1989),0p. cit, pp. 33-35.
% Ibid., pp. 11-12,97-101,104-108,128.

%1 Ross'sEvidence of Desig(l990),0p. cit, & The Fingerprint of Goq1989),
op. cit, p. 120; referring to George Greensteifilse Symbiotic Universe: Life and Mind
in the CosmasWilliam Morrow, New York, USA, 1988, pp. 26-27.

%2 Hugh Ross itemizes a number of scientific problems witls¢hentific theory

of those who look to an oscillating universe (e.g., Robert Dicke)lf itljvere so, there
would be an ever-increasing radius of the universe traceable dalc& first cycle, and
no such evidence exists. 2) The observed universe’s density istmmly 40% of what
would be needed in order to force such collapse. 3) The density thgilisd from the

expanding model would not force such a collapse. 4) There is nocphysechanism
that could reasonably reverse such a universe collapse in theflagisnce. 5) Isotropic
compression would be violent and unstable near the end of a univerpseqlase. 6)
The entropy of the universe means that if it did collapse, itdvoat be able to “bounce
back” into another one. Ros§&e Fingerprint of God1989),0p. cit, p. 105.
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oscillating universe of Hinduism; but on the other hand, it simultaneaisiws the
complete accuracy of Christianity’s Biblical teaching imé&ss 1:1 of creatioax nihilo
(Latin, “out of nothing”). For while the Buddhists “set up the wood oir theaven
image” of Buddha who “cannot save” (Isa. 45:20), we religiously coatee Protestant
Christians look to “the Lord that created the heavens; God hirhsglfdrmed the earth;”
whose might means that those who trust in him “shall be saved ihotidewith an
everlasting salvation” (Isa. 45:17,18,20). In the Biblical words oP#adter, “The idols
of the heathen” such as those in Hinduism, “are silver and gold, theofvoren’s hands.
They have mouths, but they speak not: eyes have they, but they stewndtave ears,
but they hear not; neither is there any breath in their mouthsey that make them are
like unto them: so is every one that trusteth in them” (Ps. 135:15-B8}. “in the Lord
put | my trust” (Ps. 11:1); “the Lord ... which made heaven, and earth” (Ps. 146:5,6).

Thus on the one hand, the Book of Nature points us to the conclusion that that
world’s largest infidel religion, Mohammedanism, is a faldgi@n, and the writer of the
Koran, Mohammed, was a false prophet; and likewise the Book of Nadunis us to the
conclusion that the world’s two largest heathen religion, Buddhism amdubli are also
false religions. But on the other hand, the Book of Nature sinmdtesly points us to
the conclusion that the Genesis account of creation in the Prot€$iastian’s Bible is
absolutely reliable and correct. The natural conclusion to dcaw this is that Nature’s
God, the Creator, Divinely revealed himself in the Protestanstidmis Bible, and thus
religiously conservative Protestant Christianity is the trakgion of the Divinely
revealed Creator God.

The founder of Bob Jones University, USA, Bob Jones Sr. (1883-1968) said on
one occasion, that the “most intelligent people I've ever met lanst@ns” because “the
wise man makes preparation for the inevitable.” “Have you maggammtion for the
inevitable? Are you prepared to die?” “l said to a man one time, ‘Do you belieg&sther
a God?’ “Why’ he said, ‘certainly | do ... . Everybody knows therest have been a
God that made this universe, [there] had to be a First CauseatoC ... . ‘Well,’ |
said, ‘won’t you accept Christ?’ ... Jesus Christ told a parable abotdsperous farmer,
that sat down on his porch and told his ‘soul’ to ‘take’ its ‘ease¢ Jesus Christ said
he’s a ‘fool, this night thy soul shall be required of thee’ [Luke 12:18%0]

% Bob Jones SrWord of Truth345 (cassette audio recording), Bob Jones

University, Greenville, South Carolina, USA.
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(Chapter 2) b) Teleology (Design):

i] “God created the heaven and the earth” (Gen. 1:1) &
the Anthropic Principle.

ii] “In the beginning God” (Gen. 1:1): The Anthropic Principle
subject to the Theocentric Principle (Isa. 46:9,10).

iii] “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1): Earth’s Solar System.

iv] “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1): Earth-Sun-Moon
system.

v] “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1) — but how “old” is the
“old ... earth” (Ps. 102:25)?

(Chapter 2) b) Teleology (Design):
i] “God created the heaven and the earth” (Gen. 1:1) &
the Anthropic Principle.

Teleology is the second of the five classic arguments fronygedkson we shall
consider for the reality of God and creation miracles, andcaged accuracy of the
words of Genesis 1:1, “In the beginning God created the heaven andtthé ddearing
in mind the injunction of the Apostle Paul, “Be ye followers of menea® | also am of
Christ” (I Cor. 11:1), with respect to the usage of godly reason for Biblicalogptts in
regard to showing that “In the beginning God created the heaven aedrthé (Gen.
1:1), when looking at relevant elements of teleology we arelgléaltowing in the
footsteps of the holy apostles. That is because as previoustyatd®art 2, Chapter 1,
“General Theology of Scientific Evidences for the Creator i&ld3” section a, “God’
hath ‘left not himself without witness’ (Acts 14:15,173(lprg in Acts 14:8-18, in what
was clearly an evangelistic and Christian apologetics cortexgsponse to idolatrous
claims by pagan Romans, “the apostles Barnabas and Paul” régiies],why do ye
these things? We also are men of like passions with you, anchpreto you that ye
should turn from these vanities unto the living God, which made heaven, rédmdaed
the sea, and all things that are therein,” “he left not himgéhiout witnessin that he did
good, and gave us rain from heaven, and fruitful seasons, filling ous ka#drtfood and
gladness” (Acts 14:15,17, emphasis mine). Here we see thablthapostles St. Paul
and St. Barnabas used godly reasons in pointing to the need for a Gedf@nd used
arguments of teleology requiring that there is a Creatowedisas arguments of God’s
ongoing miraculous acts of doing “good” to people, and the sustaining ofdason by
his common grace which is not unto salvation. Thus they taughbythetage of godly
reason men may see thaeation witnessefo God (Acts 14:17; cf. Rom. 1:20). For
example, through such common grace God “did good” and impressed men’swiiinds
his Divine provision, “filling” their “hearts with food and gladness” (Acts 14:1Hence
in using godly reason or natural lawe are treading where the saints have trod.

Our English word, “teleology,” comes via the Latin wotdleologig from the
Greek wordtelos meaning “an end” that is attained; and “logy” is derived flGmeek
logia referring to a “science” or “study.” Thus “teleologsgfers tothe study of ends
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i.e., design, with reference to God as Creator. E.g., in a diffemntext, the Greek
word telosis found in Jesus’ Olivet Discourse when he says, “and ye stzllofhevars
and rumours of wars: see that ye be not troubled: for all thesgsthiust come to pass,
but the_endGreek,telog is not yet.” “And this gospel of the kingdom shall be preached
in all the world for a witness unto all nations; and then shallnbd€@reek,.telo§ come”
(Matt. 24:6,14).

The teleological argument for the existence of God looks to thay sif final
causes i.e., it considettse endourposes for which things have been designed, and sees in
the designa grand Designer, namely God. It has especially come tssbeiated with
the name of th€hurch of Englanalergyman, William Paley. He was made a Canon of
St. Paul’'s Cathedral in London in 1795, then a subdean of Lincoln Cathedral irahd95;
he died at Lincoln in Lincolnshire, England in 1805. Paley liked to usesdhe
argument of a watch that we have already considered in P@ftahter 2, section a,
subsection i, in connection with Voltaire’s statement, “I shalbgbkwve convinced that a
watch proves a watch-maker, and that a universe proves a Ggudi.e., this is an
argument of design since both a watch and the world point to the existence of a designer.

In this context, the Anthropic Principle is an example of thekefgcal argument
for the existence of God. In analysis of the creation of the ra@\after the time of an
intelligent First Cause e.g., the astronomer Hugh Ross hasghigiadl some intriguing
discoverie®®’. Specifically, the link between the universe and the creati@ncoéature
which is in the image of God, to wit, man, is bridged through wh&h@avn as the
anthropic principl€. That is to say, it is not possible to imagine a universe which
contained life, if any of the fundamental constants of physics,yoofathe fundamental
parameters of the universe are altered in more than a very ahimamner. This gives
rise to theanthropic principleas a teleological argument for the existence of God. This
principle holds that all the features of the universe point towadilitdting a situation
where it becomes possible to sustain life-forms on a planet suble asirth in general,
and in particular, a creature such as man, who is in the infagedy can use intelligent
reason in understanding God and his creation, and has a soul and so can woréhip God

% This work of the Anthropic Principle is an expanded form of Wiate in
my article inThe American Journal of Jurisprudendéol. 40 (1995), the section on “(2)
Natural Law,” subsection “(a) Does nature itself teach ushamy®,” at “(ii) The
Anthropic Principle (Deists and Theists),” at pp. 233-235. E.g., | haeenmade further
reference to both Ross¥he Fingerprint of Godq1989),0p. cit, pp. 119-128, and also
Ross’sEvidence of Desigfl990),op. cit.. | have sometimes supplemented this with
the addition of some general scientific information by way gbfheexplanation for the
reader’s better understanding.

% See e.g., Neidhardt, W.J., “The Anthropic Principle: A ReligiRasponse,”

Journal of the American Scientific Affiliatipwol. 36, No. 4, Dec. 1984p. 210-207.

% See Ross'sThe Fingerprint of God(1989), op. cit, pp. 119-128.  As
discussed in Part 1, the attributes of the soul or spirit anelategeable in the orthodox
definition of man as a dichotomy of body + soul, whereas Ross uses ahodoar
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In defence of this proposition, Hugh Ross refers to some earlik waorthe
anthropic principledone by Carl Sagon and Josef (losef) Shklovsky in their book,
Intelligent Life in the Univers¢1966) which only looked at a small number of broad
general matters with regard to the universe. Building onsBrjthysicist Paul Dirac’s
1937 observations on the baryon count in the universe; in 1961 the Americazisphys
Robert Dickey argued that for the baryon count in the universe tothe aght level for
stars to be able to form that could sustain a life-support planetasuearth, acts to limit
to a later narrower time-period the time life could occur on a planet like thé’ear

From this precedent of using modern scientific data to form eoltajical
argument with thenthropic principle as to some extent earlier done by, for instance,
Paul Dirac (1937), Robert Dickey (1961), and John Wheeler (98)gh Ross (1989
& later) then uses this as his starting point to more comprehgngiexelop the
teleological argument of Divine Design. He thus itemizesumber salient universe
factors likewise using modern scientific data. These univacders include a number
of pertinent natural laws of physics.

Universe Factor 1]: The force of gravity.f this was slightly greater then larger
stars would be formed and they would be at least 1.4 times thageEarth’s sun; and if
this was slightly weaker then stars would be less than 0.8 thma®sass of Earth’s sun.
If due to a slightly greater gravitational force the steese thus larger, they would burn
too quickly and inconsistently for a life-support planet such as thb.Edut if due to a
slightly weaker gravitational force the stars were thus Ilemadhen the heavy elements

trichotomy of body + soul + spirit. But for our immediate purposes the spigtadities
he attributes to the “spirit” as a distinct element of man,wdrat the orthodox would
attribute to the “spirit” / “soul” as a distinct element ofnrmand so Ross’s basic work is
still broadly usable on these matters.

% Baryons are members of hadrons (which further subdivide into two more

classes), being particles built from quarks (a group of subatomicles). They are
heavy subatomic particles made from three quarks. Though not thbasgbns, most
baryons are either protons or neutrons. A proton is a stable sub-giantnite with a
unit-positive charge and mass of 1.6726231 %’1and this is 1836 times the mass of an
electron. A neutron is one of the constituent particles of ani@atwmleus, other than in
the case of hydrogen; it does not have an electric charge \tags isc. 1840 times
greater than an electron. Protons and neutrons constitute over 99.9%maisthef an
atom. Ross says, Dirac observed that the number of baryons umitteese is 1%,
which “is almost equal to the inverse square of the gravitationatasdhsvhich is 18°
“and to the square of the age of the universe.” RdSddence of Desig(l1990),op.
cit., & The Fingerprint of Go@1989),0p. cit, pp. 120-121.

% Ross'sEvidence of Desig(l990),0p. cit, & The Fingerprint of Goq1989),
op. cit, p. 120; referring to Wheeler’'s “Foreword,” in John D. Barrow & Frank J. Tipler's
The Anthropic Cosmological Principl€larendon Press, Oxford, England, UK, 1986.
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necessary for sustaining life would not be producethus the force of gravity is just
right. Thus this points to Divine Design.

At this point | am in broad agreement with Ross, and so | think bedbgeneral
point on the force of gravity is a valuable contribution. However, Ra$sel argues
that if due to a slightly weaker gravitational force thessteere thus smaller, then “there
would be no heavy elements for building ... planets,” and he is plarliz focused on
“rocky” planets such as the eafth But at this point | would put a caveat in Ross'’s
argument. That is because quite apart from the issue of hoetplia general form, is
the issue of how the earth in particular was formed. Ross nefevork since 1994 on
planetary formation beyond earth’s solar system, indicating {slanay form from a gas
cloud combined with a shroud of dust and déBtis But even if this model is correct for
some, or even all planets other than the earth, with e.g., God havingaeasgdelements
for such planets from the stars, the earth was not made byuahynaturalistic process
established under God’s secondary laws of nature. All present listiiw@xplanations
for planetary origins in general are speculative, and any nigticaxplanation for the
earth’s origins in particular are highly speculative, andudhsconjectures referred to by
Ross are by secular scientists with anti-supernaturalisuppesitions. Did God make
the earth in part or in whole from pre-existing matter that ldegaalier made by one or
more processes (cf. Gen. 2:7; 6:7), or was the earth an actatiboex nihlo(cf. Heb.
11:3), or over time was the earth made by some combination therdofdsink the
evidence indicates that God certainly usednepre-existing matter that he had earlier
made in “the generations of the heavens” (Gen. 2:4; cf. Gen. Z)7;a6id certainly the
succession of “worlds” “that” “were framed by the word of Gatfo included some acts
of creationex nihlo(Heb. 11:3), “so that things which are seen were not made of things
which do appear,” e.g., fossil remains show bacteria and blue-gigae in the
Archeozoic World3.96 to 2.5 billion B.C.) front. 3.5 billion B.C. . Importantly, a
naturalistic process for earth’s formation is disallowedh®sywords of Gen. 1:1, which
point to “God” as “maker of heaven and eartAp@stles’ & Nicene Creells | think the
earth’s many life support features, and e.g., its tectonic pkatelsother features point to
Divine Design and thus a Creator. Thus Nature itself teachibatiSIn the beginning,
God created the heaven and the éai@en. 1:1) (See Part 2, Chapter 2, section b,
subsection iv, “God created ... the earth’ (Gen. 1:1): Earth-Sun-Moon systér,}'*

% Ross'sEvidence of Desigr{1990), op. cit, citing John Wheeler; & he

Fingerprint of God(1989),0p. cit, pp. 121-2 (the gravitational coupling constant).

19 Ross, H.The Genesis Question, op. cfip. 24-25.
101 See also this same basic caveat in Part 2, Chapter ®nskecsection i, at
headingsUniverse Factor 7, The expansion rate of the universe; Universe Facidre
mass ... of the universe; Universe Factor 11, The stability of tfas/ date of the proton;
Universe Factor 14, The distance between st@rsection iii at heading€arth’s Solar
System Factor 5The distance of the Sun from the centre of the galasth’s Solar
System Factor 22, The Sun’s carbon count & timing of a supernova explosion;8sEart
Solar System Factor 29, The timing and location of the solar systemegéld to the
amount of aluminum metal isotopes



489

Universe Factor 2]: The weak nuclear coupling constant (weak nucleae)forc
The radioactive disintegration process known as beta decay consisteeefneutrof??
breaking down into a proton, an electf¥hand an antineutrii®®.  Radioactivity is
governed by the weak nuclear force, with the decay of nuckeidtiter nuclé, and
atoms into other atoms; and helium is generated by radioactive decay. Intthevirsl
minutes following the Big Bang, the number of neutrprssent as the universe cools to
temperatures in which nuclear fusion can occur acts to deterh@negntount of helium
that is produced. In the universe, hydrogen is the most common elamegnstitutes
c. 75% of the mass of all matter in the universe; whereasebend most common
element is helium which constitutes23% of the mass of all matter in the universe. |If
the weak nuclear force were altered up or down, life would not tmbbes If changed
in one direction the neutrons would more quickly decay and so be lakbkva The
consequence of this would be that little to no helium would be producedhowsihis
helium the heavy elements produced by nuclear processes irc@tiésnot be made.
But if changed in the other direction most or all of the hydnogeuld be burnt into
helium by the Big Bang, and with almost 100% or 100% hydrogenmtigd result in
too many heavy elements being made by stars, and not enoughdiglenes necessary
for life'®®  Thus this points to Divine Design.

Universe Factor 3]: The strong nuclear coupling constant (strong nucleae)orc
This is what holds together in an atom’s nucleus, the atom’s constitads made up of
particles of protons and neutrons. If this were slightly stmgrigen more frequently the

192 A free neutron is one that is not incorporated in a nucleus (austisl¢he

core of an atom).

193 Electrons ar®ne example of leptons Fermions are sub-atomic particles

which have an odd angular momentum which is half-of-the-whospi(aof %2 or 1%%).
Fermions include particles in a number of sub-classes, one of ahecleptonse.g.,
electrons neutrinos, and photons. Leptons do not participate in strong reactionsybut onl
in weak interactions (as well as electromagnetic and griawvitdtforces). Though they

do not take part in strong nuclear reactions, leptons do take part kninteactions of
which the most common is radioactivity, especially, the radioactive disatigy process
here being considered known as beta decay.

194 An antineutrino is the antimatter counterpart of a neutrino, wiatparticle
that has no charge and little to no mass.

105 “Nuclei (Latin, masculine plural nominative noun, fraracleus,” is the

plural of nucleus. The nucleus is the central part of an atom wbasétuent parts are
protons and neutrons

196 Ross’sEvidence of Desig(i1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of God1989),
op. cit, pp. 122-123.
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nuclear particles would bond with each other, and with all the protons anchmse
bonding together the presence of hydrogen would be rare. Buientorhave life one
requires proteins, and in turn proteins require hydrogen. Moreover, etethahtare
heavier than iron and essential for life would be too low. Butvklte slightly weaker,
then there would not be enough strong nuclear force for the protons anonaeatr
multi-proton nuclei) to hold together, with the result that the ordgneht in the universe
would be hydrogef’. In either instance, it would not be possible for the universe to
sustain lifé%. (See Universe Factor 3] ... & Universe Factor 4] inffa.) Thus this
points to Divine Design.

Universe Factor 4]: The electromagnetic coupling constanthis is what binds
electrons and protons together in an atom. If this were slightinged, one could still
have some atoms, but atoms would not be able to bond together to form e®letifie
requires proteins, and this requires molecules. Looking at an attime, mucleus of the
atom are the protons and neutrons, with the electrons orbiting around liesnud here
is a force of attraction between the electrons and protonsthisiforce were slightly
greater, the atoms would bond so strongly with their electronsthiése electrons would
not be able to be shared with other atoms, i.e., they would not be abdrdms electron
orbit with any other atoms; and therefore the atoms would not beécajam together to
form molecules. However, if this force were slightly weakke electrons would not
stay in their orbits around the atoms, and since there would not bgheeleatrons held
together in their orbits around nuclei, it would once again not be pessbform
moliggles. Thus either way the molecules necessary fowbidd not be able to
exist .

Universe Factor 3]: The strong nuclear coupling constant
(strong nuclear force) &Jniverse Factor
4]: The electromagnetic coupling constant.

In “Fundamental Forces Show Greater Fine-Tuning” (2000), Hugh Rpssted
on an interesting development with respect to Universe Factors 3 & 4. In 19%@iah at
physicist, Victor Stenger, asserted that, “not much fine-tuniradi"atvould be necessary
in order to make long-lived stars, and he regarded Ross’'s Universers—8c& 4
cosmological argument as invalid. Though Stenger thought by éisssétions to undo
Ross’s cosmological argument, as Ross himself quite rightly poougdin the first
place, his cosmological argument “for Divine design neverdesn just one or two
features of the cosmos” anyway. But in the second place, Réisis’'srse Factors 3 & 4
argument was then vindicated from a more diligent source. A tfaBuropean

197 Each hydrogen atom has a nucleus of only one proton.

198 Ross’sEvidence of Desigrf1990), op. cit, citing John Wheeler; &he

Fingerprint of God(1989),0p. cit, p. 122.

199 Ross’sEvidence of Desig(i1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of God1989),
op. cit, p. 123.
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astrophysicists from Germany, Austria, and Hungary, focusedrésgarch on botthe
strong nuclear forcgUniverse Factor 3suprg andelectromagnetic coupling constant
(Universe Factor 3suprg. They constructed mathematical models of some red giant
stars, and they slightly altered the values for both of thesedo They found that even
the smallest alterations in these constants created probl&ush changes would result

in red giant stars which either did not produce enough oxygen or not predoagh
carbon, or did not produce enough of both oxygen and carbon for phytctd be
possible in the universe. They found ttie strong nuclear forc€Universe Factor 3,
suprg could not be altered up or down by 0.5% (Y2 a percent) or more; and the
electromagnetic coupling constaftiniverse Factor 3uprg could not be altered up or
down by 4% (four per cent) or more. This means that Hugh Ross¢sdossnological
argument for Universe Factors 3 & 4 has been confirmed by thes $aientific
research’®. And this points to Divine Design.

What then are we to make of the atheistic claims of Sterggnst Universe
Factors 3 & 4? Simply this, “The fool hath said in his heart,&®eno God” (Ps. 14:1;
53:1). “For the invisible things of him from the creation of the Wanle clearly seen,
being understood by the things that are made, even his eternal pawlw&odhead; so
that they are without excuse ... . Professing themselves tasbethey became fools”
(Rom. 1:20,22).

Universe Factor 5]: The fine structure constantsThere are four fine structure
constants relating to the four fundamental forces: gravityJeiverse Factor 1suprg),
the weak nuclear force (cf. Universe Factors@prg, the strong nuclear force (cf.
Universe Factor 3suprg, and electromagnetism (cf. Universe Factor sdiprg.
Compared to the coupling constargsprag the fine structure constants typically yield
finer design constraints on the universe. E.g., the fine structurgacbn®r
electromagnetism. This affects the degree to which miafesia stars allows radiant
energy to go though it i.e., the extent to which energy in the édringht can pass from
the core of a star to its surfate In the process of star formation, on the one hand, the
force of gravity pulls stellar material together; but on the robi@nd, thermal motions
have a tendency to pull matter apart. Any increase in theeég which material from
stars allows radiant energy to go though it will in turn affeese thermal motions; and
so smaller lumps of stellar material will be able to overctimeeresistance encountered
from the thermal motions. If the fine structure constant fectedmagnetism were

110 Hugh Ross’s “Fundamental Forces Show Greater Fine-Tur@mphections
Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 2, No. 4, 4th QuaAeo, p. 1,
referring to Oberhummer, H., Csét6, A., & Schlatti, H., “StePaoduction Rates of
Carbon and Its Abundance in the Univers8¢ience Vol. 289 (2000), pp. 88-90; &
Stenger, V.J., “The Functional Equivalent of God: Looking at the CosmbsSaeing
God,” Skeptics, no. 3 (1998), p. 91.

111 This is known in technical terms as “the opacity of stetiaterial” i.e., the

guestion of, How opaque would the star’'s atmosphere be compared to riipe ianthe
star’s core?
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slightly less, then all the stars in the universe would be niae 1.8 times the sun’s
mass (i.e., 1.8 or ®hd" solar masses). But if the fine structure constant for
electromagnetism were slightly greater, then all the statee universe would be less
than 0.7 times the sun’s mass (i.e., 0.70F of a solar mass).

As observed at Universe Factor 1, “The force of graveupra if gravity were
slightly greater then larger stars would be formed and they waulat teast 1.4 times
solar masses; whereas if this was slightly weaker ttes stould be less than 0.8 solar
masses. Thus by using this fine structure constant for elegreism, one can
produce a much finer balance with these figures of 1.8 solar mas$€s8 solar masses.
(This same type of refinement is also true for the other fimeestructure constants'§.
Thus this once again points to Divine Design.

Universe Factor 6]: The ratio of electron to proton masghis factor also affects
the orbit of an electron around a nucleus in an atom. A proton hastiy&36more
mass that does an electron. If one first has the right@beagnetic force necessary for
molecules and thus life as discussed at Universe Facsuprg and one were then to
allow the ratio of the proton mass to vary with respect to thetreh mass, then if this
electron to proton mass ratio were altered up or down, this woulddisterorbits of
electrons around the protons. This conclusion results from Newtorssofaphysics as
discovered by Sir Isaac Newton (1643-1727). The salient point fromoN@an laws
for our immediate purposes being that the orbit of one body aroundhimeioaffected
by the mass of one of the bodies relative to the other. And ibrihies of electrons
around the protons are thus altered by a change in the elexposton mass ratio, once
again one would only have atoms and not molecules made from atoms baugitigt,
and so life would not be possibtéd Thus this points to Divine Design.

Universe Factor 7]: The expansion rate of the universia the universe which
since the time of the Big Bang is about 14 billion years old,dbige of expansion rate is
relevant to which type of stars, if any, are formed. If tkgaasion rate was slightly
greater, then the material from the Big Bang would be movingoogtgkly that gravity
would not be able to act to operate to form condensation, and so no galaxidgence
no stars would be condensed from the general expansion of the uniwififgout stars
the earth would not have a sun, and so life could not exist. Bue i€xpansion rate
were slightly lower, then the galaxies would still form, but beeathe universe is not
expanding quickly enough, there would be mutual gravitational attractnomgst the
galaxies which would halt the ongoing expansion of the universe, andcéuse a
collapse of the universe. And if, as would occur, the universe twerollapse in under
about 10 billion years, then life within the universe would not be possiBlech a lower
expansion rate would mean that the entire universe would collapse thefravas time

112 Ross’sEvidence of Desig(i1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of God1989),
op. cit, p. 126.

113 Ross’sEvidence of Desig(i1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of God1989),
op. cit, p. 123.
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for solar-type stars to have reached a stable burning phaseardigcto one calculation
done on this, for the expansion rate to be just right requires thmatsit be fine-tuned to
within an accuracy range of one part irn>10 Thus either way, life would not be possible
if the expansion rate of the universe were chatigedThus this points to Divine Design.

| broadly agree with Ross’s Universe Factor 7, and so | think higl lyeaeral
point on the expansion rate of the universe is a valuable contribution. vEiQWRDSS
further argues that without stars there would then be no planetsoalifé could not
exist i.e., he links a model of planet formation to this sameesof condensation that
produces galaxies and stars. But at this point | would put atdaveass’s argument.
That is because quite apart from the issue of how planetserajdorm, is the issue of
how the earth in particular was formed. Ross refers to wode 1994 on planetary
formation beyond earth’s solar system, indicating planets may foom a gas cloud
combined with a shroud of dust and debris But even if this model is correct for some,
or even all planets other than the earth, with e.g., God having used dlemgnts for
such planets from the stars, the earth was not made by any duchlisiec process
established under God’s secondary laws of nature. All present listiitiexplanations
for planetary origins in general are speculative, and any nigticaxplanation for the
earth’s origins in particular are highly speculative, andudhsconjectures referred to by
Ross are by secular scientists with anti-supernaturalisuppesitions. Did God make
the earth in part or in whole from pre-existing matter that ldedaalier made by one or
more processes (cf. Gen. 2:7; 6:7), or was the earth an actatiboex nihlo(cf. Heb.
11:3), or over time was the earth made by some combination therdofAsink the
evidence indicates that God certainly usednepre-existing matter that he had earlier
made in “the generations of the heavens” (Gen. 2:4; cf. Gen. Z)7;a6id certainly the
succession of “worlds” “that” “were framed by the word of Gatfo included some acts
of creationex nihlo(Heb. 11:3), “so that things which are seen were not made of things
which do appear,” e.g., fossil remains show bacteria and blue-gigeae in the
Archeozoic World3.96 to 2.5 billion B.C.) front. 3.5 billion B.C. . Importantly, a
naturalistic process for earth’s formation is disallowedh®sywords of Gen. 1:1, which
point to “God” as “maker of heaven and eartAp@stles’ & Nicene Creells | think the
earth’s many life support features, and e.g., its tectonic pkatelsother features point to
Divine Design and thus a Creator. Thus Nature itself teachibatiSIn the beginning,
God created the heaven and the éai@en. 1:1) (See Part 2, Chapter 2, section b,
subsection iv, “God created ... the earth’ (Gen. 1:1): Earth-Sun-Moon systéra,}**°

114 Ross’sEvidence of Desig(i1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of God1989),
op. cit, p. 124; citing Guth, A.H., “Inflationary Universe: A Possible Solutionhe t
Horizon & Flatness Problems,” Physics Reviews,[23 (1981), p. 348.

115 Ross, H.The Genesis Question, op. cjip. 24-25.
116 see also this same basic caveat in Part 2, Chapter dnsectection i, at
headingsiUniverse Factor 1, The force of gravityniverse Factor 9, The mass ... of the
universe; Universe Factor 11, The stability of the decay rate optbtn; Universe
Factor 14, The distance between sta%ssection iii at headingsEarth’s Solar System
Factor 5, The distance of the Sun from the centre of the galasth’s Solar System
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Universe Factor 8]: The entropy level of the univers@he concept of entropy
which rather than measuring the availability of energy, atsteneasures the non-
availability of energy, and its application to the universe unidex Second Law of
Thermodynamigshas been discussed with regard to a revised form of Newton's
cosmological argument for God’s existence at Part 2, Chaptectiyrse, i,supra Let
us now consider the entropy level of the universe with respect tdetéelogical
argument for God'’s existence in connection with the Anthropic Principle.

The entropy level of the universe affects the extent to which laege systems
such as stars and galaxies condense. This considers the@xtbith The Second Law
of Thermodynamicss operating in the universe. It looks at how quickly heat will
transfer from hot bodies to cold bodies, and how quickly energy is theipatesd into
forms that are non-available for use. By comparing the ratio optnmions’ to cold
baryons'® one can make a measure of the entropy of the universe.  Thdsratio
approximately 1 billion to 1. l.e., the entropy of the universe ig ligh, so that it is an
efficient radiator and relatively poor engine. If the entropthe universe were slightly
less, then when galactic systems formed they would trap @detid inhibit the process
of fragmentation into stars. Since there would be no starsyditéd not be possible.
But if the entropy of the universe were slightly greater, wuosld increase the tendency
to disorder, i.e., this would increase the levels of energy thaoa@vailable for work in
the universe, and since the universe would fairly quickly fragnmnot large pieces,
galaxies would not be able to form, and so once again since tbate e no stars, and
life would not be possible. Hence for a life supporting universeneerds to get both
stars and galaxies, and this requires a particular entrepyitethe universe, which in
our universe is just right for these proce$Ses Thus this points to Divine Design.

Universe Factor 9]: The mass (or density) of the univer3dis is relevant to the
level of how much nuclear burning occurs as the universe cools downHheheat of
the Big Bangc. 14 billion years ago + / - 4 billion years ago. The maskeotihiverse is
a catalyst, the more mass it has the denser it is, and the more effittisitttytakes place
in the several minutes following the Big Bang. If the nasthe universe were slightly
less, then during the cooling-off period following the Big Bang, there would be no helium

Factor 22, The Sun’s carbon count & timing of a supernova explosion; & Earth’s Solar
System Factor 29, The timing and location of the solar system with ragttrd amount
of aluminum metal isotopes

17" Photons are minute energy packets of electromagneticyeaésg known as
“light quantum,” and they travel at the speed of light.

118 As discussed at Paul Dirasyupra most baryons are either protons or

neutrons.

119 Ross’sEvidence of Desig(i1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of God1989),
op. cit, p. 124.
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generated. The universe would just be hydrogen, and helium iechémdstars to
produce heavy elements that are necessary for life. B ihass of the universe were
slightly greater, then during the cooling-off period following thg Bang, there would
be too much deuterium formed in these first several mirfutesSince deuterium is a
strong catalyst for the subsequent nuclear burning that occuessn istollows that this
greater level of deuterium would result in the deuterium mixiitg the hydrogen and
helium and acting as a catalyst to generate heavy elenatsso when stars finally
form they would burn too quickly to sustain life on any planet. But i&gs they burn
with a stable flame for a few billion years, though as a apra®ce of the extra
deuterium this would not occur if the mass of the universe wetdtlgligreater. Stars
are needed as without an appropriate star, the earth would not have &Hence Ross
says that given that over time there are about 100 billion triltems,sto get one just right
for the earth “shows ... some care and concern” by*&odThus once again, this points
to Divine Design.

In broad terms | find much in Ross’s point here is valuable. hBulso sees a
link to the manufacturing of heavy elements and planet formatrae ie argues that
helium is needed for stars to produce rocky planets (such asrthg ea At this point |
would put a caveat in Ross’s argument. That is because quitefraparthe issue of
how planets in general form, is the issue of how the earth ircylartwas formed. Ross
refers to work since 1994 on planetary formation beyond earth’'ssatem, indicating
planets may form from a gas cloud combined with a shroud of dust and‘ffebrBut
even if this model is correct for some, or even all planets dtlae the earth, with e.g.,
God having used helium to produce heavy elements for such planets fretart)ethe
earth was not made by any such naturalistic process estdblisder God’s secondary
laws of nature. All present naturalistic explanations for péageorigins in general are
speculative, and any naturalistic explanation for the earth’snerig particular are
highly speculative, and all such conjectures referred to by Redsyasecular scientists
with anti-supernaturalist presuppositions. Did God make the eagariror in whole
from pre-existing matter that he had earlier made by omeooe processes (cf. Gen. 2:7;
6:7), or was the earth an act of createanihlo (cf. Heb. 11:3), or over time was the
earth made by some combination thereof? | think the evidence tesliteat God
certainly usedomepre-existing matter that he had earlier made in “the gépnas of the
heavens” (Gen. 2:4; cf. Gen. 2:7; 6:7); and certainly the succedsiorokdds” “that”
“were framed by the word of God” also included some acts otioreax nihlo (Heb.

120 Deuterium (symbol, “D”) also called Heavy Hydrogen (sym#d), consists
of hydrogen atoms with a nucleus that contains one proton and one neutrohas (I
twice the mass of the nucleus as ordinary hydrogen; and is an isdtbgdrogen with
an atomic weight ot. 2.) It was only discovered in 1931 by the American chemist,
Harold Ureyet al

121 Ross’sEvidence of Desig(i1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of God1989),
op. cit, pp. 124-125.

122 Ross, H.The Genesis Question, op. cfip. 24-25.
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11:3), “so that things which are seen were not made of things whicpmkar,” e.g.,
fossil remains show bacteria and blue-green algae irtlgeozoic World3.96 to 2.5
billion B.C.) fromc. 3.5 billion B.C. . Importantly, a naturalistic process fortléar
formation is disallowed by the words of Gen. 1:1, which point tod'Gas “maker of
heaven and earth’Apostles’ & Nicene Creejls | think the earth’s many life support
features, and e.g., its tectonic plates, and other features poiivirie Design and thus a
Creator. Thus Nature itself teaches us that, “In the beginGiod,created the heaven
and the earth(Gen. 1:1). (See Part 2, Chapter 2, section b, subsection iv, “@atkd
... the earth’ (Gen. 1:1): Earth-Sun-Moon systemfta.)'?®

Universe Factor 10]: The uniformity of the universeThis factor refers to how
evenly the matter and energy is distributed throughout the univefrée. uniformity of
the universe determines its stellar components, and the univeegaided as having a
high level of uniformity, which most probably arose from a shoriodeof inflationary
expansion that occurred near the time following the Big Bangon the one hand, the
universe had been more greatly smoothed, then there would not have beecetsary
condensation to form stars, or star clusters, or galaxies, digeeguires a certain
clustering together of lumps of matter. Thus the universe wouldatély not have
been capable of supporting life.  But if on the other hand, this orlgbr another
mechanism) had not so smoothed the universe, and the universe wasoletts s, it
had more clustering together of lumps of matter, then the mattee universe would
form into a large number black holes that would be separated khywebéd virtually be
empty space. Since life cannot exist in or near black holeantherse would therefore
not have been capable of supporting'fite Thus this points to Divine Design.

Universe Factor 11]: The stability of the decay rate of the protd®ecause the
proton decays, the material universe which is present0'° years old (i.e., about
10,000,000,000 or 10 billion years old), will under normal processes finally déun
it is c. 10*years old (i.e., about 100,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000 years).

This factor affects the amount of matter present in the uniarddhe level of
radiation in a range that would affect any forms of higher liProtons and neutrons are
particles which together form the constituent parts of an atdguarks are subatomic
particles thought to be among the fundamental constituents of magterjust like

123 see also this same basic caveat in Part 2, Chapter dnsectection i, at

headingslniverse Factor 1, The force of gravity; Universe Factor 7, The expanate

of the universe; Universe Factor 11, The stability of the decay ohtthe proton;
Universe Factor 14, The distance between st@rsection iii at headings€Earth’s Solar
System Factor 5The distance of the Sun from the centre of the gaBagth’s Solar
System Factor 22, The Sun’s carbon count & timing of a supernova explosion;&sEart
Solar System Factor 29, The timing and location of the solar systemegéhd to the
amount of aluminum metal isotopes

124 Ross’sEvidence of Desig(i1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of God1989),
op. cit, p. 125.
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protons and neutrons make up an atom, quarks are thought to be the mattak#ésatp
these protons and neutrons. Quarks decay (into antiquarks, pions, and positive
electrons); and this process of quark decay happens on averageratetbé once per
proton per 18 years. If this quark decay rate were slightly lessabthe proton were
more stable i.e., less easily formed in the first place anédfier less likely to decay,
then in the first few seconds following the Big Bang lessenatbuld have emerged into
the universe. That is because a small amount of proton decayssagcfor life in the
universe. With proton decay, in the universe’s early history tlvere about ten billion
and one real particles to every 10 billion anti-particles. e T@ billion anti-particles
obliterated the 10 billion particles, and the one remaining parsicteei universe we now
observe. By contrast, without this proton decay, then in the firsséeands following
the Big Bang, we know from particle physics that there would Hmeeen a perfect
balance between matter and anti-matter. The consequence efotlic be that the
matter and anti-matter would combine to produce a blast of enangyhence there
would be no matter formed. And therefore there would thus be insaffimatter to
form e.g., stars, planets, and man, and so the universe would not support life.

At this point | would put a caveat in Ross’s argument. Myregiee here to
Ross’s work on planets with respect to the earth, and also tasriglified by the fact
that | think the evidence indicates that God usenhepre-existing matter that he had
earlier made in “the generations of the heavens” in his creafitime earth (Gen. 1:1;
2:4); and so too he used “the dust of the ground” for man (Gen. 2:7; Bt&yertheless,
both were distinctive creations; and in fairness to Ross, he algesnthis same
gualification as myself with respect to man. (See Part pt€ha, section b, subsection
iv, “God created ... the earth’ (Gen. 1:1): Earth-Sun-Moon systafrd.)**

But if this quark decay rate were slightly greater, therats®ciated proton decay
rate would produce what would be lethal levels of radiation todagienals and man, so
that life would not be possible for such creatures in general, andimparticular.
There is about one proton decay in a human body about every 70 yeatse &outhein
body can just deal with this. But if there was a greateoprdecay than this, then
man’s body would not be able to deal with this and so he would live fouch shorter
period of time. Hence if there are to be life-forms that los for more than just
minutes or months, then there cannot be too quick a proton*é®cayence the stability
of the proton decay rate is just right for life. Thus this points to Divine Design.

125 gee also this same basic caveat in Part 2, Chapter dnskectection i, at

headingslniverse Factor 1, The force of gravity; Universe Factor 7, Unizéractor 9,

The mass ... of the universe; Universe Factor 14, The distance hettaeg & section

iii at headingsEarth’s Solar System Factor $he distance of the Sun from the centre of
the galaxy Earth’'s Solar System Factor 22, The Sun’s carbon count & timing of a
supernova explosion; & Earth’s Solar System Factor 29, The timing and locattbe of
solar system with regard to the amount of aluminum metal isotopes

126 Ross’sEvidence of Desig(i1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of God1989),
op. cit, p. 125.
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Universe Factor 12]: The velocity of light.As at 1983, the speed of light has
been measured to 299,792,458 metres per secord 488,571,053 feet per second).
Any increase or decrease in this velocity of light would im talter the fine structure
constants of physics (see Universe Factauprg; and if these are altered even slightly,
the universe would be unable to sustain life. Hence the spegthtokljust right. Thus
this points to Divine Design.

This factor takes on an added significance when it is remembbegdin
purportedly “critiquing” old earth creationists, certaffioung Earth Schoohdvocates
have sought to bolster their erroneous young earth claims byngligngt the velocity of
light has changed. Hence they first observe that in the ddwesience many physics
guantities are dependant on the velocity of light, and then they #iagte velocity of
light has exponentially decayed from when the universe was festerl, so that the
universe is not, as it appears, 14 billion years old + / - 4 bille@rsy but rather, is 6,000-
10,000 years old. While accurate scientific measurements ofdighonly available
from c. 1900 A.D. onwards; it is clear that this claim is false. atTis because in
astronomy there are spectral lines whose frequency is dependéuet weldcity of light,
in particular, the radio-astronon®i-centremetre linéor about 8/4 inch linewhich is a
spectral line emitted by neutral hydrogen atoms). So Wehaxity of light was altering,
then the21-centremetre linevould move to different frequencies; and so astronomers
could look at different galaxies in the universe, and if the lighhase galaxies traveled
at different speeds from there to Earth, then Zhecentremetre linevould not be 21
centremetres in all instances, rather, it would show drantafis as one observed more
and more distant galaxies. However, when galaxies are obsmrvén a distance df.
14 million light years, the velocity of light is exactly thange as one finds today in
measurements made here on Earth. Therefore one cansestabh these astronomical
measurements that the velocity of light has been constant féaiste 14 million light
years. This thus scientifically rules out the claim¥ ofing Earth Schoaldvocate’”.

Universe Factor 13]: The Beryllium &Re), Carbon 12*C), and Oxygen 16
(*°0) nuclear energy levels. These three nuclear energy level factors affect both the
manufacture, and also the abundance of, elements which are esserifialin the
universe. Atomic nuclei exist is a variety of discrete enéargels, and a transition from
one energy level to another energy level transpires via thesiemisr capture of a
photon which has exactly the energy difference between the two energy levels.

The first of these three nuclear energy level factotisdBeryllium 8 {Be) which
decays in 10 to the minus 15 seconds. Since it is so unstabldjuBe®&lacts to slow
down the fusion process. But if Beryllium 8 were more stable,ttieefusion of heavier
elements would be so rapid that the result would be catastroplfac siglosions which
would in turn prevent the formation of heavy elements which are raggdss life. But

127 Ross’sEvidence of Desig(i1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of God1989),
op. cit, p. 126.
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if the Beryllium 8 were even less stable than it presestlglement production beyond
Beryllium 8 would then not be able to occur. Thus this points to Divine Design.

The second of these three nuclear energy level factors iaghéhéit Carbon 12
(**C) has a nuclear energy level that is only slightly higher tharsum of the energy
levels of Beryllium 8 {Be) and Helium 4“He). If Carbon 12 did not have this exact
nuclear energy level, then there would be insufficient carbon in therseifor it to have
life. Thus this points to Divine Design.

The third of these three nuclear energy level factors idaittethat Oxygen 16
(*°0) has the right level of nuclear energy to facilitate aicefft production level of
Oxygen 16 to sustain life in the universe, and simultaneously hasgtfelevel of
nuclear energy to stop all of the carbon from converting into oxygédwus this points to
Divine Design.

Thus Sir Fred Hoyle found that the Carbon 12 to Oxygen 16 nuclear daeefy
ratio are very close together, and that if this ratio is gbdreven very minimally life is
not possible. Hence if the ratio is made minimally smatlex,universe will have far
less carbon than what it needs to support life (the second nuclear energsuesggl but
if the ratio is made minimally larger, the universe will haeey little oxygen and not be
able to support life (the third nuclear energy legeprg. Sir Fred described this fine
balance of the nuclear energy levels of Carbon 12 to Oxygen 1% iasradible “fix”
since this ratio ensures that the right amount of both carbon and cangéyund in the
universe. And since life requires proteins which are made up lhatim oxygen and
carbon, this Carbon 12 to Oxygen 16 balance is necessary forsaippert universe.
Thus this points to Divine Design.

These three nuclear energy level factors were all discdvbeyethe British
astrophysicist, Sir Fred Hoyle (1915-2001), whose scientific worklved working out
precisely how elements are synthesized inside of stars. Fr&irwas instrumental in
founding, and thereafter served as the Director (1967-1973), ofln$téute of
Theoretical Astronomgat Cambridge University, in the United Kingdom of Great Britai
& Northern Ireland. Sir Fred concluded from his associate#,woat “a superintellect”
had been involved in designing the “physics, as well asfthe] chemistry and
biology'*®”

Universe Factor 14]: The distance between starsThis factor affects the
existence of planets, their orbits, and thus the capacity for at [dade as the Earth to
support life. On average, the stars in Earth’s galaxy of thieyNMilay arec. 30 trillion
miles orc. 48 trillion kilometres apart. In terms of a scale model dddlaistances, this
would be something like two golf balls placed about 4,000 miles or about 6,400
kilometres apart. If this distance was slightly less, thendravitational interaction

128 Ross’sEvidence of Desig(i1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of God1989),
op. cit, pp. 126-127; citing Sir Fred Hoyle’s comments in Hoyle, F., “The Use/ePast
& Present Reflections,” iAnnual Review of Astronomy & Astrophysi28 (1982), p. 16.
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between the stars would destabilize the planetary orbits aroutad, aesulting in the
planets having extreme temperature variations on them. Thhsrevérence to the
application of this to the planet earth, this thus points to Divine Design.

At this point of an application to the planet earth, | concur witkssR But he
additionally argues that if this distance was slightly gredten the heavy element ash
debris jettisoned from supernovae would be much more thinly distributeld, thet
consequence that rocky planets such as the Earth could not be fdrmegut at this
point | would put a caveat in Ross’s argument. That is because quite apart fregu¢he i
of how planets in general form, is the issue of how the earth ticydar was formed.
Ross refers to work since 1994 on planetary formation beyond earthissystam,
indicating planets may form from a gas cloud combined with a shobwtlst and
debrig®®. But even if this model is correct for some, or even all paotter than the
earth, with e.g., God having used heavy elements ash deksgsrjett from supernovae
to form rocky planets from the stars, the earth was not madeypysuch naturalistic
process established under God’'s secondary laws of nature. Aknpreaturalistic
explanations for planetary origins in general are speculative, agdnaturalistic
explanation for the earth’s origins in particular are highly spgiea, and all such
conjectures referred to by Ross are by secular scientigls anti-supernaturalist
presuppositions. Did God make the earth in part or in whole from E&agxmatter
that he had earlier made by one or more processes (cf. Gen.72; @rGvas the earth an
act of creationex nihlo (cf. Heb. 11:3), or over time was the earth made by some
combination thereof? | think the evidence indicates that God cgrteseldsomepre-
existing matter that he had earlier made in “the generatiothe dfeavens” (Gen. 2:4; cf.
Gen. 2:7; 6:7); and certainly the succession of “worlds” “that’rewfeamed by the word
of God” also included some acts of creatennihlo(Heb. 11:3), “so that things which
are seen were not made of things which do appear,” e.g., fossil remainbastievia and
blue-green algae in th&rcheozoic World3.96 to 2.5 billion B.C.) front. 3.5 billion
B.C. . Importantly, a naturalistic process for earth’s foiomats disallowed by the
words of Gen. 1:1, which point to “God” as “maker of heaven and eakihtistles’ &
Nicene Creeds | think the earth’s many life support features, and e.gted®nic
plates, and other features point to Divine Design and thus a Crea@tars Nature itself
teaches us that, “In the beginning, God created the heaven andrtiie(@en. 1:1).
(See Part 2, Chapter 2, section b, subsection iv, “God created ...rthe(€en. 1:1):
Earth-Sun-Moon systemififra.)**!

129 Ross’sEvidence of Desig(i1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of God1989),
op. cit, p. 127.

130 Ross, H.The Genesis Question, op. cfip. 24-25.
131 See also this same basic caveat in Part 2, Chapter ®nskecsection i, at
headingslniverse Factor 1, The force of grayityniverse Factor 7, The expansion rate

of the universe; Universe Factor 9, The mass ... of the universeerde Factor 11, The
stability of the decay rate of the protof;section iii at headingsEarth’s Solar System
Factor 5, The distance of the Sun from the centre of the gaBagth’'s Solar System
Factor 22, The Sun’s carbon count & timing of a supernova explosion; & Earth’s Solar
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Universe Factor 15]: The rate of luminosity increase for starggéneral and
solar luminosity in particular. This factor affects what the temperature is on those
planets in a star’s orbit, and thus temperatures on the Eartlordtstthe sun. Such a
star goes through an unstable burning phase for about a billios, yed then settles
down into a relatively stable burning phase. Thus after the hydrog&on process
ignites inside the star’s core, a small star like the sungbes into such a stable burning
phase aftec. 1 billion years; and then during this stable burning phase over th® ext
10 billion years, a star gradually increases in its luminosityt slwly and gradually
gets brighter and brighter, so that the temperature of a planet ambits then
correspondingly increases bit by bit. This is relevant to déipaaty for the sun to heat
the Earth as a life-support planet. If this rate of luminosityease for a star were
slightly less, the seas of the earth would freeze up and theaottitions would make
long-term life impossible. But if this rate of luminosity iease for a star were slightly
greater, then a green house effect would heat up the earth to a point that would once again
make long-term life impossibf&. Thus this points to Divine Design.

Furthermore, sunspots or starspots on a sun or star, are relatestaits flare
activity and thus its luminosity. They are a whirling masgasf forming a vacuum at its
centre i.e., a vortex of gas, that is associated with stroatjzed magnetic activity; and
the level of this magnetic activity in a particular sunspot arspbt is what determines
the level of energy in, and thus the brightness of, a particular solar flare.

System Factor 29, The timing and location of the solar system with ragttrd amount
of aluminum metal isotopes

132 Ross’sEvidence of Desig(i1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of God1989),
op. cit, pp. 127-128.
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Above NASA phoferom STEREO Above NASA photoSunspots near Solar
Project).A Typical Giant Solar Flare; maximum of Earth’s Sun. Darker spots
in which the Earth and Sun are to near middle of picture are sunspots; &
scalé®® dark upper disc is Venus. Though the

orbit of Venus dims the sun’s luminosity
more than the sunspots, the overall effect
is negligible. On Earth’s sun, over an 11
year cycle, sunspots are either negligible
or non-existent.

But sunspots or starspots are not the only factor affectingra gieinosity.
Astronomers give a star a spectral colour classification depgodi its hydrogen fusion
level which is proportional to its mass. This is a mechanitimhiallows astronomers
to rate the mass of a stit E.g., the lowest mass stars are red, the highest mass stars are
blue, and the Earth’s Sun which is intermediate, is yellow. Oprieehand, 89% of the
stars in our Milky Way Galaxy have a lower mass than Eaflis. These red and
orange lower mass stars exhibit substantially greaterdletreity than does the sun; and
so they would not be able to be the sun of a planet with advancedBiieon the other
hand, stars with a greater mass than Earth’s yellow sun digmtd&ss dramatic, but still
greater, flare activity than does the sun. These green, whitb|uensitars, also burn out
much quicker than the lower mass stars, and their fast burn restiitssn having much
greater average luminosity changes than does Earth’s yellow Blence they too would
not be able to be the sun of a planet with advanced life. But's faaing activity is
related not only to the mass of the star, but also to its age. Thus statseva#ime mass
as the Earth’s sun, but which are younger than Earth’s sun, atgeftéy emit super-
flares. And the luminosity of these younger stars also flletusibstantially from star
to star e.g., by a luminosity difference factor of 100 timesont@st and comparison of
Earth’s sun with other stars in the Milky Way Galaxy has red astronomers to

133 Ross’s “No Bad Flare Days For Sumbday’s New Reason To Believe

(Reasons To Belieemail Articles sent frontinrtb@reasons.ordrTB, California, USA),
6 Feb. 2014; with link tdttp://www.reasons.org/articles/no-bad-flare-days-for-the-sun

134 This is technically known as the colour of the star’s “main sequence.”
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conclude that firstly, Earth’s sun has an unusually low level ofp&insr starspot
activity; and for sustaining advanced life as found in man: secoitdly,at the best
possible mass; and thirdly, it is at the best possible agénce again, all this points
toward Divine Design by an Almighty God. “The Lord reigne#t;the earth rejoice.”
“The heavens declare his righteousness, and all the people see his glory” (Ps>97:1,6)

Since his very valuable cosmological and teleological workhi@ Fingerprint of
God (1989) andEvidence of Desigii1990), seen in the above 15 universe factors (to
which | have also added some of his later work on these firghii/grse factors,) Hugh
Ross has also noted some other relevant universe fittorsTherefore let us now
consider some further universe factors.

135 Hugh Ross’s “Why Our Sun is Spot Ofdday’s New Reason To Believe

(Reasons To Beliedemail Articles sent frontinrtb@reasons.ordrTB, California, USA),

19 Aug. 2013, with above NASA sunspots photo; citing LeDrew, G., “The Seaty
Sky,” Journal of the Royal Astronomical Society of Canadal. 95, 2001, pp. 32-33;
Davenport, J.R.Aet al “Multi-Wavelength Characteristics of Stellar Flares oomt
Mass Stars ...,The Astrophysical JournaVvol. 748, 20 March 2012, p. 58; Hilton, E.J.
et al “The Galactic [Spectral Class] M Dwarf Flare Ratey”Johns-Krull, C.M.et al
(Editors), Proceedings of Cool Stars 16 Workshéstronomical Society of the Pacific,
San Francisco, USA, 2012, p. 197; Tofflemire, Bd¥lal, “The Implications of M Dwarf
Flares ...,”"The Astronomical JournaVol. 143, Jan. 2012, p. 12; Kowalski, A¢t. al,

“M Dwarfs in the Sloan Digital Sky ...,”The Astronomical JournaNol. 138, Aug.
2009, pp. 633-648; Akopian, A.A., “Frequency Distribution of X-Ray Flares &w-L
Mass Young Stellar Objects in the Orion NebulastrophysicsVol. 55, Dec. 2012, pp.
505-514; Schaefer, B.Eet al “Superflares on Ordinary Solar-Type Starghe
Astrophysical JournalVol. 529, 1 Feb. 2000, pp. 1026-1030; Thomas Henning, Kevin
Flaherty,et al “Young Stellar Objects ...,The Astrophysical Journal Supplemeviol.

207, July 2013, p. 5; & Yuta Notset al (a Japanese research group), “Superflares on
Solar-Type Stars Observed with Kepler Il ..The Astrophysical JournaVol. 771, 10
July 2013, p. 127; &Sunspots near Solar maximum?” (picture of sun used aboO&#,
National Aeronautics & Space AdministratiddASA) [undated].

136 | shall make some reference in this and later sectiRedsons To Believe

(RTB) Magazines (usually, though not always, divided into four quarterswpam).
The RTB Magazinef-acts & Faith went through a volume a year from 1987 (Vol. 1) to
1998 (Vol. 12). It was then replaced 6pnnectionswvhich also had a volume a year
from 1999 (Vol. 1) to 2008 (Vol. 10), although during this time some fuittiermation
was sometimes sent out with it on a four page yellow sheeteazmagentitled “Staying
Connected.” Connectionsvas then replaced from 2009 (Vol. 1) witlew Reasons To
Believe and (as at 2014) this last magazine is available, genereoeslyf charge, on an
email list via the RTB website hitp://www.reasons.obg with back-issues at
http://www.reasons.org/nrtb (Although in more recent times it regrettably went through
a new format which is not as generally user friendly to dovehlaa it cannot now be
downloaded and opened by people with older computer programmes.)
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Universe Factor 16]: The Cold Galactic Gas Cloudgarth is in the Milky Way
Galaxy. Certain molecules necessary for the formation of platfiets and life are
produced inside of frigid gas clouds whose deep freeze temperasiiag sninus 263
degrees Centigrade (-263°'&)or minus 441 degrees Fahrenheit (-441° F). But because
such deep freeze temperatures dramatically slow down chemacdions, there needs to
be a very powerful and abundant chemical catalyst to get molgoulesn under these
conditions. Only one catalyst meets these requirements, nadyelsogen Three Plus
(H39)™8 E.g., some b was detected in Earth’s solar system at Jupiter in’$98®But
more importantly, kk has been found in cold galactic gas clouds, and in sufficient
guantities to fuel the chemistry of star formation processéthe process entails the
action of a cosmic ray of just the right intensity, not to weak r@ot too strong, striking
into the deep freeze of the cold galactic gas cltfidsFurthermore, about 99% (99 per
cent) of the universe’s cosmic radiation results from supernova emds The
combination of these factors mean that in order for molecules torbeed that are
necessary for life, and to also form planets, the location, the nuarzkthe timing of
supernova explosions must fall with a limited narrow range. [igsision requirement
points to a Designer who is able to fine-tune the universe, and thbanbeof a mighty
God, and a snapshot of one of the fingerprints of God are once agaideckdn the
Book of Naturé®.

137 The Centigrade Temperature Scale is also known as the CBésiperature
Scale.

138 s+ has three protons orbited by two electrons; and astrochemists fi

isolated this as the necessary candidate in 1961. But it took abougragOtyears to
first measure the # radiation spectrum, which they then used to search for it im-oute
space.

139 Earth based observations have locatedikfra-red emission lines at both

Jupiter’s North and South Poles.

140 gcientific research on howsHs formed is ongoing.  But given the deep

freeze conditions of -263° C or -441° F, it looks like a cosmic nalkesta molecule of
Hydrogen Two (H), and thus ionizes it so as to form a molecular ion, Which then
reacts with another molecule of té form H+and atomic hydrogen, H.

141 About another 1% comes from quasars. Quasars are adjrane cosmic
objects which have both a strong radio emission which is detectahlenatgreat
distances, and also a high luminosity.

142 Hugh Ross’s “Sparks in the Deep Freefagts & Faith Magazine, Reasons
To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 11, No. 1, 1st Quarter, 1997, pp. 5-6;rifeto
Geballe, T.R. & Oka, T., “Detection of3Hin Interstellar Space,Nature Vol. 384
(1996), pp. 334-335.
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Universe Factor 17]: Einstein’s Cosmological Constarit the closing years of
the 20th century,The Supernova Cosmology Proje(¥CP) produced a positive
identification for Einstein’s Cosmological Constant.  This reprssan anti-gravity
factor which predicts that quite independently of any mattemtiagt be associated with
it, space has a stretching property, and that the more it sgetcthehe quicker it will
then continue to stretch out. The SCP researchers focused on 42noépetial types
of supernoval®.  In measuring the universe’s lumpiness they were able to ieatiyir
verify that Einstein’s Cosmological Constant exists. This temnsacts to speed up the
universe’s expansion while simultaneously the universe’s mass stioms the
universe’s expansion due to the effect of gravity. When the unikiatsexpanded out
less and so was smaller because it was younger, matter anthéheffect on it of
gravity, was a dominate factor in the universe’s dynamicat aB the universe expanded
to become bigger, the Cosmological Constant which is an energy,faets come to
supersede the effect of gravity in the universe’s dynami€ee SCP researchers found
that this transition from a gravity dominated decelerating mode tenergy dominated
accelerating mode occurred6 billion B.C. . If there were any fundamental change to
either the breaking effect of gravity due to the universe havidifferent mass density,
or energy’s stretching effect due to the universe having erdift cosmological constant,
then the universe would be so radically different that life would n@ioiseible. For life
to be possible in the universe requires that the universe’s massydee fined tuned to 1
part within 16°% and the cosmological constant must be correspondingly fined tuned to 1
part within 16°. This therefore points to a Creator’s engineering of the uniérse

Universe Factor 18]: The constancy of the scientific laws ofipslya There
are various laws of physics e.flewton’s laws of motionhich are constant inside a
Newtonian inertial fram@®. Newton’s First Law of Motions inertid*. Newton’s

143 A supernova (singular) or supernovas / supernovae (plural), refers to violently
exploding stars whose luminosity after their eruption quickly emes by millions or
millions of times its normal brightness. SCP looked at Type la supernovae.

144 Hugh Ross’s “Einstein Exonerated in Breakthrough Discov€@grinections
Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 1, No. 3, 3rd Quaag9, pp. 2-
3; referring to Perlmutter, Set al, “Measurements of [Omega] and L from 42 High-
Redshift SupernovaeAstrophysical JournalVol. 517 (1999), pp. 565-586; Perlmutter,
S.,et al, “Discovery of a Supernova Explosion at Half the Age of the Use/&Nature
Vol. 391 (1998), pp. 51-54; & Krauss, L.M., “The End of the Age Problem & tlse Ca
for a Cosmological Constant RevisitedStrophysical JournalVol. 501 (1998), p. 461.

145 See some reference to this principle of the constancy otigmitic laws of
physics in Hugh Ross’s “Latest Test of Physical Constarftew Biblical Claim,” New
Reasons To BelieyéMagazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 2, No. 3,
2010, pp. 16-17. But this basic idea is more developed here than it is by Ross.

146 A Newtonian inertial frame is a reference frame (or divate system) that is
attached to the universe’s fixed stars.
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Second Law of Motioquantitatively describes the changes that a force can produce on a
body’s motiort*®.  AndNewton’s Third Law of Motiois that the actions of two bodies
on each other are always equal and directly opposite i.e., eore&tilways equal and
opposition to an actidf>. Or wavelength (the Greek letter lambdar “I") equals the
velocity (or speed) of a wave (v) divided by its frequency @, i =v /f. These and
others scientific laws of physics must be generally constarthéouniverse to be stable
since if e.g., the laws of gravity operating on the Earth keptgohgnthen advanced life
would not be possible. Sometimes these laws also reveal to ethgapfurther about
the Creator. For instance, waves are a common conceptual desiggmmma used by
the Creator in various medium; e.g., the Designer has used theighfovaves, sound
waves, radio waves, radiation waves, seismic waves, electrontagages, and plasma
waves.

But more generally, these scientific laws of physics ptsat to a Creator whose
character is that of lwgiver, for it was the God who first declared e.g., E Z'nwho
later thundered from Mount Sinai the Ten Commandments of Exodus 20:1Hi%s wé
here find a transition into the spiritual and moral realms, sieoause natures itself
teaches us that there is a Creator, it also teaches aqedeah principles such as it would
be wrong to engage in idolatry and worship a creature rathethéh&reator (cf. Rom.
1:19-24). Thus properly understood, cosmology links us ultimately to moral laws. Thus
the old earth creationist, Adam Sedgwick (1785-1873), a Professor obdyeat
Cambridge University (1818-1873), England, UK, said, “There is a moral
metaphysical part of nature as well as a physical. aA mho denies this is deep in the
mire of folly. ‘Tis the crown and glory of organic scienckattit does throughfinal
causes link material to moral; and yetoes notallow us to mingle them in our first
conception of laws, and our classification of such laws, whetherowsider one side of
nature or the oth&t”

These revelations from the Book of Nature provide us with valuaimatsic
data to better understand the issue of the gap in “the generatithes heavens” (Gen.

147 If a body is either at rest or moving in a straight line abnstant speed, it

will either remain at rest or continue to move in a straigte tespectively, unless it is
acted on by a force.

198 The time rate of change of the velocity (or directed Speedacceleration,

symbolized by “” (the Greek letter, alpha or “a@”), is directly proportionalie Force,
“F,” and inversely proportional to the mass, “m,” of a body i.es;, F/ m, or F = m.
Hence the larger the mass, the smaller the acceleration tfiee rate of change of
velocity); and the larger the force, the larger the acceleration.

149 Newton’s Third Law might be a general law rather than aolateslaw, as it
may not hold for electromagnetic forces on bodies that are quite distantlgiteelpar

150 Clark, J.W. & Hughes T.MThe Life and Letters of the Reverend Adam
SedgwickCambridge University, UK, 1890, in two volumes, Vol. 2, p7-9.



507

2:4) that existed between “the heaven” and “the earth” of Gen. 1dk.wihen in Part 1
we considered the three heavens (Il Cor. 12:2,4) of the atmosphere around the earth (Ge
1:8), outer-space (Gen. 1:14,15), and Paradise (Il Cor. 12:4), it becaanehetethere
was a gap between “the heaven” and “the earth” of Gen. 1:1 fohitdehieaven since
among other things, the angels were created here (Job 1:6; 38:7; Génls&. 14:12-
15; Ezek. 28:12-17; Rev. 12:4,9) (See Part 1, Chapter 2, section a). Bastamd such
resolution from Scripture was made with respect to the tintethlrasecond heaven was
made. But such a resolution can now be made on the basis of thecevidem the
Book of Nature. As Berkhof notes in hBystematic Theologyin ancient times
“Augustine [d. 430 A.D.] ... strongly defended the doctrine of creatiwmihilg but
distinguished two moments of creation: the production of matter andssput of
nothing, and the organization of the material univéfs$e And with what is now known
about the Big Bang. 14 billion B.C. + / - 4 billion years, we can now say that “ia th
beginning God created the heaven” tells us of the doctrine ofiareat nihilo as in
broad terms taught by the church father and doctor, St. Augustiner wtitle the
production of matter in the second heaven was a process emanatmthé& Big Bang,
and the creation of angels in the third heaven also clearlyda@dée creation of the
earth (Job 38:4-7), the earth itself was not made till about 9 bitkans later irc. 4.6
billion B.C. . And I think the evidence indicates that God \s®Bdepre-existing matter
that he had earlier made in “the generations of the heavens” Z@ewrf. Gen. 2:7; 6:7)
in his creation of the earth, although | do not thereby mean thaattheveas created by a
naturalistic process, but rather, it was specifically creétedsod (Gen. 1:1), for “I
believe in_Godhe Father Almighty, Maker dfeaven and earth.” (Apostles’ Creell

Universe Factors 2 to Suprg deal with atoms. liEvidence of Desigl1990)
Hugh Ross specifically critiques some of Kant's claims througference to this
teleological work on the atom. Ross refers to “Kant ... [in gffsaying, ‘Give me
enough atoms and enough time, and | can make German philosophers.” Nselvas
discovered in exploring the ... measurements of the universe, is’'shavtithat easy to

get the atoms in the first place ... . Kant assumed that theesho problem with the
universe having atoms. But if ya’ haven't even got the Hasiding blocks for life,

then things look rather dismal ... in terms of natural process exmaiwhy we are
herg>2"

More generally, we see from all of the Universe Factor® 18, (although
universe factor 18 is more largely my own work,) that Ross’s diligeientific work
which draws on some of the earlier work of e.g., Carl Sargon, 3t&ddvsky, and Paul
Dirac, but which also develops and advances this earlier work intttex bad clearer
teleological argument, acts to constitute a powerful rebutt&laot’s or anyone else’s
criticisms of the teleological argument. Through referendbdse 18 universe factors,
the teleological argument for the existence of God which looken& €auses i.e., it
considerghe endourposes for which things have been designed, and stesdesigna

151 Berkhof's Systematic Theologpp. 126-127.

152 Ross'sEvidence of Desig(L990),0p. cit..
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grand Designer, namely God, clearly stands on firm sciemibands. In short, “The
heavens declare the glory of God; and the firmament sheweth his handywork” (Ps. 19:1).

Therefore the combination of the above eighteen universe factogmnicant.
If any of these laws are changed even minimally, the creatibie becomes impossible.
Thus again and again this points to Divine Design. E.g., looking jtisé alectron to
proton ratio (cf. Universe Factors 4 &$pra, unless there are an equivalent number of
protons to electrons to the accuracy of at least 1 M (L@., a “1” followed by 37
zeroes), then the electromagnetic forces of the universe woultbratmate over the
gravitational forces, that it would not have been possible to faams sind galaxié®’
Hence the discoverer of the three nuclear energy levelsiaetde Factor 13supra
astrophysicist, Sir Fred Hoyle (d. 2001), concluded that the carioom gointed to a
Designer.  Sir Fred said, “Would you not say to yourself, ‘Sooperscalculating
intellect must have designed the properties of the carbon atom, othém@ishance of
my finding such an atom through the blind forces of nature would be uttérlyscule.’
Of course you would. ... A common sense interpretation of the facts suggests ... a
superintellect ... [in the] physics, ... chemistry and biology, andttiexe are no blind
forces worth speaking about in naturé>*”

If this is so for just the carbon atom relevant to Universe FA&muprg and if
has been shown this is true for any and every one of these 18 unfaetses
individually; then the combination of all 18 universe factors togetinevides a most
clear, powerful, and compelling teleological argument viaatitaropic principlethat the
universe was designed by a Designer, God, for life in geramdl;in particular, for a
creature like man who is in the image of God, can use geellireason in understanding
God and his creation, and has a soul and so can worship God. | thus thimiththihe
benefit of this type of excellent work on teleology by thecaphysicist, Hugh Ross, in
isolating these 18 universe factors, the teleological argumetitdexistence of God has
been convincingly made out. Through reference to these 18 sciemiferse factors,
teleology has shown that science reads in the Book of Nature tict wa read in the
first verse of the Divine Revelation in Genesis 1:1. Thus freleology we are
reminded of the very first verse of the Bible, “In the beginning Gedted the heaven
and the earth” (Gen. 1:1), and so once again we are in turn renahttedmaxim If the
Bible says it, you can believe it; it's accurate; it's reliable; it's true!

153 Hugh Ross's “A ‘just right' Universe, Facts & Faith The Quarterly

Newsletter of Reasons to Believe, California, USA, Vol. 7, NouMSer 1993, pp. 1-2
atp. 2.

154 Fred Hoyle, “The Universe: Past and Present Reflecti@msgineering and

Science November, 1981, pp.8-12; cited in “Fred HoyleWikipedia (2012)
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fred Hoyle#cite notg-4 These comments were made by
him in the context of the triple-alpha process which generatbsrgaand which requires
the carbon nucleus to have a very specific resonance energy, oghierwils not work.

Cf. Hoyle’s quote in Ross'She Fingerprint of Go@1989),0p. cit, p. 127.
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Moreover, in commenting on Universe Factortl&e mass (or density) of the
universe supra Hugh Ross aptly perceives one of “the invisible things of” “Gtim
the creation of the world” which “are clearly seen, being understood by tiys tiat are
made,” with respect to “his eternal power and Godhead” (Rom. 1:19,206). his
Evidence of Desig(lL990), he poignantly comments on a Divine Attribute of God, in the
form of a Communicable Attribute that is one of God’s Moral Atteisutnamely, the
Goodness of God as seen in the love of'Sod Hugh Ross finds that this is discernable
from his reading of the Book of Nature on this issu¢hef mass of the universe He
says, “Well does God really care for us? Does he reallyds?e The universe contains
about a trillion galaxies, and each galaxy has a hundred bilkos. stThat's a hundred
billion trillion stars. Here’s the Creator wanting to ... produgis planet on which
human life can exist. Now given the way he has set up the umivbes way he’s
structured the laws of physics, in order for us to have a pteloge he needs to construct
a hundred billion trillion stars, not more, not less. That tells me something aboutethe ca
of our Creator. He loved us so much, he didn’t mind building a hundrezhtifillion
stars so we could have a planet on which we could have ... life That shows me
some care and concern on his part.”

Therefore looking at the “Biblical creation model to be sciertifyccompared &
contrasted with the Book of Nature” found in Part 2, Chapter 1, setisaprg the
evidence of teleology and the Anthropic Principle is clearly sterisi with what we
would expect fromGuideline 2 “Creationex nihilo of the universe (Gen. 1:1).” And
Guideline 3 “A succession of discernibly different ‘worlds’ to emergethe scientific
record ... (Heb. 1:2; 11:3) as the ‘generations of the heavens ... wheweheygreated,
in the day that the Lord God made ... the heavens” (Gen. 2:4). These unknoers
of multiple worlds must by definition be over a considerable periath, and may be
over a vast period of time since they are created by God ‘who tettaleiternity’ (Isa.
57:15) i.e., no time limits.” And&uideline 4 “There is a supernatural uniformity in the
universe (Gen. 8:22; Pss. 104:19; 119:90,91; Jer. 31:35; 33:25).  Nature’s general
uniformity is thus consistent with discernibly supernatural aci® time to time, which
stand out as different to, but not incongruous with, this general supernatural uniformity.

(Chapter 2) b) Teleology (Design):
ii] “In the beginning God” (Gen. 1:1): The Anthropic Principle
subject to the Theocentric Principle (Isa. 46:9,10).

The anthropic principle | follow holds that all the features ofuhrerse point
towards facilitating a situation where it becomes possiblagtam life-forms on a planet
such as the earth in general, and a creature such as man wili i rttee image of God,
in particular. But | would not want it to ultimately be mamiced i.e., | subject the

155 See Berkhof'sSystematic Theology. 71, “The Communicable Attributes”

of God, section “C. Moral Attributes,” subsection “1, The Goodness of Godd. The
love of God.”



510

anthropic principle to an over-riding Theocentric Principle. Ireall of creation, God
did whatever was his pleasure, and he did not have to create maruimvarse if he did
not want to; even though as a byproduct of his creation of the universboke to
graciously create man in his image so that we can e.g., katleetic appreciation of the
world and universe in a way that an animal cannot, and unlike aniradlawe souls and
can recognize and worship the Creator. Thus the ultimate frwfighe Anthropic
Principle should be man’s recognition of the Theocentric Principléus the Anthropic
Principle should always be understood in a manner subordinate to the Theocent
Principle, and thus e.g., knowing afore of Adam’s Fall, God mercifpligdestinated us
unto the adoption of children by Jesus Christ to himself, accorditigetgood pleasure
of his will” (Eph. 1:5). Soli Deo Gloria which is, being interpreted from the Latin,
Glory to God alondRom. 4:2,20; 11:36).

Hence one must be careful that the Anthropic Principle is not alanskechisused
so as to glorify man in harmony with the devil's deception, “yel $lembs gods” (Gen.
3:5). Rather, it should be understood to manifest the fact that “@atedrman in his
own image, in the image of God created he him; male and feneged he them” (Gen.
1:27). Thus because man is in “the image of God” or in the Latmgb Dei,” the
Anthropic Principles should lead us to recognize its subordination td@h&ecentric
Principle. “For the invisible things of him from the creatminthe world are clearly
seen, being understood by the things that are made, even his ptevaaland Godhead”
(Rom. 1:20). For “the heavens declare the glory of God; andrthanient sheweth his
handywork” (Ps. 19:1).All Glory to God!

(Chapter 2) b) Teleology (Design):
iii] “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1): Earth’s Solar System.

The universe is a big place. Except for the Magellanic Cloudghware
companions ofhe Milky Way Galaxythe nearest galaxy to us is #viedromeda Galaxy
Earth’s solar system is inside our home galaxyleé Milky Way When we come to the
issue of the design of planet earth pointing to a Designer, #rer@0 Earth’s Solar
System Factors listed by Hugh Ross for the specific design of the ebafhywhich more
closely relate to the immediate sun-earth-moon system of ttie'¥a Ross builds on,
but improves upon, some earlier teleological work on the Earth dnkHdrake, Joseph
Shklovsky and Carl Sagan. Thus the issues we shall consider sethisn are more

156 These are taken from Ros&sidence of Desigif1990), op. cit; & The

Fingerprint of God(1989),0p. cit, pp. 128-131. Earth’s Solar System Factor 4 is found
only in Ross’'sEvidence of Desigr{1990) (cassette 1, side 2). | have sometimes
supplemented this work with the addition of some general scientiiomation by way

of helpful explanation for the reader’s better understanding; and | have also sepelém
Ross’s scientific work on the Mormon’s unscientific “Kolob” claimvith material of the
Mormon Church (also known as The Church of Jesus Christ of Latteradaig,$ with
regard to where this unscientific Mormon belief comes from.
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specially focused on the teleological argument with respetttetd@iblical teaching that
“God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1).

Earth’s Solar System Factor 1]: The number of stars in Earth’'s solatem.
About half the stars in Earth’s galaxy have partner stars,eabethe Earth’ sun is a
bachelor star. If there was less than one star i.e., no sun, themvthéd not be enough
heat and light for life. But if there was more than one istarthe sun, then planetary
orbits would be disrupted by tidal interactions. Hence one sun isgast Thus this
points to Divine Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 2]: The age of the suimhe sun is. 4.6 billion
years old and thus was made at about the same time as tharehrhoon, both of which
are alscc. 4.6 billion years olf”. (The sun is thus about midway through the phase of
stable core hydrogen fusion.) The Earth’ sun is thus middle-adetie dun was a less
recent star, the solar system would not yet contain enough heawgnesefor life. This
point is qualified as | would understand it, in terms of the creatidghe earth (Gen. 1:1)
and man (Gen. 2:7), in that God sometimes used pre-existing materials he madeoby
more processes in “the generations of the heavens” (Gen. 2:4 cf. Geft.72: But if it
was a more recent star, it would still not be in a stable buphiage necessary for life.
Thus this points to Divine Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 3]: The age of the Suhthe sun were younger, its
luminosity would be changing too quickly for life; whereas if itrevelder, its luminosity
would also be changing too quickly for life. Thus this points to Divine Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 4]: The Earth is in a spiral galaxyhere are three
types of galaxies so named due to their shape: ellipticaligajaspiral galaxies, and a
relatively small percentage of irregular galaxies. Abolftdfahe galaxies are elliptical
galaxies, i.e., the stars are broadly in the shape of gsisjliand about half of the
galaxies are spiral galaxies, i.e., the stars are broadheirshape of a spiral. To get
spiral galaxies it is necessary to have ongoing star fmmaso that examination of
elliptical galaxies shows that star formation in them hasnéisdly stopped. Since only
in a spiral galaxy is there ongoing star formation, and siaece seed to be forming more
recently than, for instance, 5 billion years ago or 10 billion yages per Earth’s Solar
System Factors 2 & Jupra it therefore follows that life is only going to potentially
occur in a spiral galaxy. Thus this points to Divine Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 5]: The distance of the Sun from the ceinthe
galaxy. If this were closer, then the stars are too closely crdvwdgether, and the
radiation and stellar density would be too great for life. ThudHréh’s position is just
right. Thus this points to Divine Design.

157 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “The Cosmos: Components of the

Universe: Planetary Systems: The Sun,” gives a date for thefSum.6 x 1§ years;
and “The Earth: Its Properties, Composition, and Structure” givestea fdr both the
Earth and moon df. 4.6 x 10 years.
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At this point | think Ross makes a valuable point. However, he tiditianally
argues that if the Earth were further away from the centtheofjalaxy than what it is,
then there would not be enough ashes from dead stars produced and thus not enough
heavy elements made for a rocky planet such as the Edrghfoomed. But at this point
| would put a caveat in Ross’s argument. That is because gaitefeom the issue of
how planets in general form, is the issue of how the earth ircplartwas formed. Ross
refers to work since 1994 on planetary formation beyond earth’'s s@gem, indicating
planets may form from a gas cloud combined with a shroud of dust and"febrBut
even if this model is correct for some, or even all planets thlae the earth, with e.g.,
God having used heavy element ash debris jettisoned from supernova toodéry
planets from the stars, the earth was not made by any such naturalistespestablished
under God’s secondary laws of nature. All present naturaligtiemations for planetary
origins in general are speculative, and any naturalistic expanfat the earth’s origins
in particular are highly speculative, and all such conjecturesredféo by Ross are by
secular scientists with anti-supernaturalist presuppositionsd Gbd make the earth in
part or in whole from pre-existing matter that he had earliademby one or more
processes (cf. Gen. 2:7; 6:7), or was the earth an act ofocreatnihlo(cf. Heb. 11:3),
or over time was the earth made by some combination therdaff?ink the evidence
indicates that God certainly usedmepre-existing matter that he had earlier made in
“the generations of the heavens” (Gen. 2:4; cf. Gen. 2:7; 6:7); andnberthe
succession of “worlds” “that” “were framed by the word of Gatfo included some acts
of creationex nihlo(Heb. 11:3), “so that things which are seen were not made of things
which do appear,” e.g., fossil remains show bacteria and blue-gigae in the
Archeozoic World3.96 to 2.5 billion B.C.) front. 3.5 billion B.C. . Importantly, a
naturalistic process for earth’s formation is disallowedh®sywords of Gen. 1:1, which
point to “God” as “maker of heaven and eartAp@stles’ & Nicene Creells | think the
earth’s many life support features, and e.g., its tectonic pkatelsother features point to
Divine Design and thus a Creator. Thus Nature itself teachibatiSIn the beginning,
God created the heaven and the éai@en. 1:1). (See Part 2, Chapter 2, section b,
subsection iv, “God created ... the earth’ (Gen. 1:1): Earth-Sun-Moon systém,}**°

By way of contrast and comparison, Ross’s basic point that | agtieen this
earth’s solar system factor 5, is also important for critiqtieg‘scientific” claims of one

158 Ross, H.The Genesis Question, op. cfip. 24-25.
159 See also this same basic caveat in Part 2, Chapter ®nskecsection i, at
headingslniverse Factor 1, The force of grayityniverse Factor 7, The expansion rate

of the universe; Universe Factor 9, The mass ... of the univehseerse Factor 11, The
stability of the decay rate of the proton; Universe Factor 14, The distaetween stars
Earth’'s Solar System Factor 22, The Sun’s carbon count & timing of a supernova
explosion; & Earth’s Solar System Factor 29, The timing and location ciutlae system

with regard to the amount of aluminum metal isotopes.
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of the four major cults, the Mormon Chuté) that “Kolob” is the master planet from
which physical life came, and it exists at the galaxy's reétlt Their claim about
“Kolob” derives from the writings of the Mormon cult’'s founder and “prdagh&oseph
Smith (d. 1844), iDoctrine & CovenantandPearl of Great Prict®>. E.g., inPearl of
Great Price in “The Book of Abraham,” there is a diagram in what are ptepbr
Egyptian hieroglyphs, and an “Explanation” says e.g., “Kolob, sigmafyihe first
creation, nearest to the celestial, or the residence .... . One #ajob is equal to a
thousand years ... of this earth ... .” And Joseph Smith says e.qw"“stars ... and
that one of them was nearest unto the throne of, @od there were many great ones
which were near unto it ... . These are the governing ones, and the name of the great one
is Kolob, because itis near .... God ... . Kolob ... according to its ... rémout.. one
revolution was a day ... being one thousand years ... . And ... the .... plaailob.

is set nigh unto the throne of God, to govern all ... planét§Abraham 3:2-4,9Pearl

of Great Price emphasis mine). Then in Abraham 4, Joseph Smith says “theigads”
this is polytheism, left “Kolob” (Abraham 3:16) and “organized and &xirthe heavens
and the earth.” The account of Abraham 4 & 5 is similar to Gen. 1:1-2:3, excepighat it
polytheistic with reference to what “the gods” did; and sincg #te coming from a pre-
existing universe with “stars” and a “planet” in “Kolob” (Abrah&,9), this corrupted
form of Gen. 1:1-2:3 is understood by Mormons to be a later localamez the galaxy
rather than the universe in Gen. 1:1, and then the creation of a glabafather than a
local earth of Eden in Gen. 1:2-2:3. Doctrine & Covenant$888 Joseph Smith says,
“light proceedeth forth from the presence of God to fill the imntgrdispace ..., even
the power of Godwho sitteth_upon his throne.. who is in the midst of all thin§s
(88:12,13; emphasis mine); and the passage has an anthropocentric fomangrahd
“the light which shineth” on “you” on “the earth” from this “presenoé God”
(88:10,11,12,15); i.e., this is understood by Mormons to be “the midst of all things” in the
earth’s galaxy. Thus Joseph Smith says the “throne” “of Ga&lin‘ithe midst of all
things;” and also says, “the .... planet .... Kolob is set nigh unto the tfoc@ed;” and
Mormons have generally concluded that “Kolob” is at the centre of the galaxy.

160 see Anthony HoekemaEhe Four Major CultsEerdmans, Michigan, USA,
1963.

161 Compare the critique of “scientific” claims connected with Seventh-day
Adventist cult’'s “prophetess,” Ellen White, with respect to “Oriam’Part 1, Chapter 7,
section ¢, subsection iii, subdivision B, at heading “George McCreadg $belief in
new revelations of the Spirit from SDA prophetess Ellen White.”

162 Citations are drawn from the three-in-one combined “Desedtibn of, The
Book of Mormon, The Doctrine & Covenants of the Church of Jesus Chtiattef-day
Saints, The Pearl of Great PricBublished by The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints, Salt Lake City, Utah, USA, 197Moctrine & Covenantd-133 was written by
Joseph Smith, anDoctrine & Covenantd34-136 was written by some later Presidents
of the Mormon Church. The Pearl of Great Pricés a book drawn from the writings of
both the Mormon Church’s founder and “prophet,” Joseph Smith, and also tthe Six
President of the Mormon Church, Joseph F. Smith.
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However, quite apart from the fact that astronomy knows of no suchrdtent
sun” at the centre of the galaxy, let alone a planet cir@dnogind it with a 1,000 year
long day; thisEarth’s Solar System Factor $hows that in scientific terms it would be
impossible for a life-support planet to exist at the centre ofjéifexy. That is because if
the sun were closer to the centre of the galaxy then the wtarsl be too closely
crowded together, and the radiation and stellar density would be @ofgréife. Thus
the Mormon cult’s claims about “Kolob” are not scientifically sirsable. There are
also other scientific problems with the Mormon Church’s theaeti€olob,” namely,
that it is too large, and it is rotating too slowly for a-kigpport planet. (Cf. comments
on Mormon’s “Kolob” at Earth’s Solar System Factor ihfra.)

Earth’s Solar System Factor 6]: The mass of the Sdinere is a corresponding
diminution in the distance from the star in which life can be supportedptamet. If the
sun’s mass were less, in order to put the Earth at about the édunpesf liquid water
which is what is needed to support life, the earth would have to be mtmssd to this
smaller sun. But if that was done the tidal interaction betweesun and Earth would
increasé®®  Therefore the tidal interaction would be so strong that it woula fuake
on the rotational period of the Earth, so that it would slow it dowm fits present 24
hour rotation, to at least rotations measured in weeks, and probabign®taeasured in
months. E.g., in our solar system Venus and Mercury are sligofigrao the Sun than
is the Earth; and as a result of this tidal interaction witlSilne, Venus rotates on its axis
about once every 8 months (in precise terms every 243 days), and Metedieg on its
axis once every 2 months (in precise terms every 59 days).

The effect of the brake on the earth by the tidal interactiagheo§un and moon is
only microseconds per annum, though from this one can calculate thahe\Earth'sc.
4.6 billion year history the planet’s rotation has slowed down fronwahfaurs down to
twenty-four hours. On these projections, if, in theory, one does not idbk &sue of
Divine Intervention, then irc. 40 billion years the earth would be slowed down to 40
days, and on these projectionscir80 billion years the moon will collide with the earth.
However, one must of course subject this to the fact that God witirpewhatever
miracles are necessary to protect the redeemed on the new edothirigl the Second
Advent(see Part 2, Chapter 20, section b). But the rotation period igghstor life
from about 2 billion to about 6 billion years after the Earth wamndari.e., for the Earth
from c. 2.6 billion B.C. toc. 1.4 billion A.D** Thus this points to Divine Design.

However, the smaller a star is the more stable it is whiewrits, and if the sun’s
mass were greater, it would be burning too rapidly and too ealigtifor life, with its

183 This tidal interaction goes up with the inverse 4th power of the separation.

164" Cf. Hugh Ross’s “Earth Design: Earth’s Cycles Favoe l'ilew Reasons To
Believe Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 3, No. 3, 2011, pp. 9-10;
referring to Dave Waltham’s “Testing Anthropic Selection: A Clen@hange Example,”
Astrobiologyl1, (March 2010,) pp. 105-114.
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luminosity would changing too quickly. (This was of one the factassRotes was
brought out by Sagan & Shklovsky in the 19685 Thus this points to Divine Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 7]: The Sun’s colouif it were bluer, then there
would be too little photosynthesis on earth; whereas it if weddar, then there would
also be too little photosynthesis on earth. Thus this points to Divine Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 8]: The Earth’s surface gravityThis isc. 9.8
metres per second or 32 feet per second. If less, then the Earth would lose too much
water; but if stronger, then the Earth’s atmosphere would retaintéo much methane
and ammonia. Thus this points to Divine Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 9]: Distance of Earth from Sufhe Earth i<. 93
million miles orc. 150 million kilometres from the sun. If the sun weré% a million
miles orc. 0.8 million kilometres closer to the Earth, it would be too hot fetable
water cycle, resulting in a runaway greenhouse effect. Howévbe sun were. Y2 a
million miles orc. 0.8 million kilometres further away to the Earth, it would be tod col
for a stable water cycle, and the Earth would be like a freezedeed, this was one of
the factors Ross notes was brought out by Sagan & Shklovsky t4966)hus this
points to Divine Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 10]: Thickness of Earth’s Crusitf this were
thinner, it would magnify the tectonic and volcanic activity which wdbkrefore be too
great for advanced life; whereas if this were thicker, theretiould be too much
oxygen that would go into the crust from the atmosphere. Thupdhiss to Divine
Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 11]: The rotation period of the Eartlithis were
shorter, then the wind velocities in the atmosphere would be too g a 24 hour
time rotation, the Earth occasionally experiences hurrican®g.contrast, in our solar
system the planet Jupiter has a 9 hour time rotation, and on a quieh daypiter, the
wind velocity isc. 1,000 miles orc. 1,600 kilometres per hour. By contrast, if the
rotation period of the Earth were longer, then the temperature didfseduring the
daytime would be too great. Thus this points to Divine Design.

By way of contrast and comparison, this factor is also importamrioguing the
claims of one of the four major cults, to wit, the Mormon cult,rretéto at Earth’s Solar
System Factor Ssupra This cult claims that that their master planet, “Kolob3 la
rotation period of 1,000 years. However, this would be too long, resultintassive

165 sagan & Shklovsky'sntelligent Life in the UniverseHolden-Day, San

Francisco, California, USA, 1966, pp. 343-350; cited in Roskes Fingerprint of God
(1989),0p. cit, p. 128.

186 sagan & Shklovsky (1966)pp. cit, pp. 343-350; cited in RossEhe
Fingerprint of God(1989),0p. cit, p. 128.
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temperature differences between day and night. Thus it is tbleathe Mormon'’s
“Kolob” which derives from the writings of their false prophet, Josgptith, belongs in
the realm of science fiction rather than science fact.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 12]: The tilt of Earth’s axiThe tilt of the Earth’s
axis isc. 23 or 23.5 degrees (23° / 23.5°). If this were less, then the teomeera
differences on the surface of the planet would be too greatpad@rthis were greater,
then once again the temperature differences on the surface ofatiet plould be too
great. Thus this points to Divine Design. (See Earth’'s Solar System FadtdrdlB,

Earth’s Solar System Factor 13]: The Earth’s gravitational interactiath the
Moon & maintenance of the tilt of Earth’s axisin our solar system, Jupiter has at least
16 moons, four of which were discovered in 1610 by Galileo (1564-1%4R)eptune
has 8 known moons; Uranus has 5 major moons, and multiple minor moons; Mars has
moons; Pluto has 1 moon; and some of the larger particles in tiseofii@aturn could be
called “moons.” E.g., the largest moon of Saturn is Titan, and in 2GQ@&me@e probe
supplied by theEuropean Space Agenc¢iSA), the Huygens Probe, landed on Titan.
This space-craft was named after Christian (Christiaan)géhs/ (1629-1695), a Dutch
astronomer who is buried at Great Saint James Church (Dutchg“GirgtJacobskerk™).
Great St. James’ is a Dutch Reformed Church in the Hague whackandmark symbol
of Protestant Christianity in Holland, e.g., this church has beehtadsaptize a number
of members in the House of Orafde Or one of the four moons discovered by Galileo
in 1610 is called, lo. In March 1979, the U¥ational Aeronautics & Space
Administration(NASA) Voyager 1 spacecraft flew past Jupiter's moon knowio,asnd
observed 9 active volcanoes ejecting material several hundred k#smato space
(mainly ionized particles of sodium, sulphur, and oxygen, with some smmalunts of
potassium and hydrogen). Then when in July 1979 the Voyager Zsgfadlew past
lo, one of these volcanoes had stopped erupting, but another new one had started to erupt.

However, in our solar system, the moons of all planets other thah &
relatively small compared to the planet they orbit. By contthst Earth is the only
planet in our solar system to have a single relatively large m®sds satellite, for which
reason astronomers refer to the earth-moon system not as agrldnsdtellite system,
but as “a double planet” system. As a consequence of thisvedlaiarge size of the
Moon in relation to the size of the Earth, there are large fileés operating between
the Earth and Moon; of a much greater magnitude than the tidal fipeesting between
the Earth and the Sun. The effect of these Earth-Moon gravitiatidalaforces, is that
they stabilize the Earth’s orbital angle @f23 or 23.5 degrees (23° / 23.5°) over long

167 See comments on Galileo in Sermon 2/4 of 5 June 2014 in this Valsme

Appendix.

188 E g., the heir apparent to the throne of the Netherlands, WiRiamander

(Willem-Alexander), Prince of Orange (b. 1967).
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periods of timé®.  This measurement is commonly known as the Earth’s axial til
Thus this points to Divine Design. (See Earth’s Solar System Facteud2,)

With respect to both Earth’s Solar System Factors 12 (Earttabtdt) & 13 (the
maintenance of Earth’s axial tilt by the gravitational intBom between the Earth and
the Moon), if this axial tilt is decreased or increased from it present ahgle&3.5°, then
this acts to magnify Earth’s temperature differences. @sent, because of the Earth’s
axial tilt of c. 23.5°, there are seasons bringing about a balance between hottepkend
weather; whereas if there was no axial tilt (i.e., a 0°lanip then there would be no
seasonal temperature changes, and thus it would be always coldnpriéheorthern and
southern regions, and always hot in the tropical and temperate redimwever, the
Earth’s axial tilt ofc. 23.5° makes it possible to have life over large regions of thié.Ear
Thus if the earth’s gravitational interaction with the Moon wess, then Earth’s orbital
angle would vary so much that its climates would be unstable.

However, if Earth’s axial tilt were greater, then only one sifdthe planet would
be always pointing towards the Sun. In our solar system, whiseproblem on the
planet Neptune where the axial tiltds29°. If the Earth had such a greater axial tilt,
then this would make the Earth’s rotational period too severe, and \werel be
extreme tidal effects on the oceans and atmosphere. Thetefdfarth’s axial tilt ot.
23.5°%is justright. Thus this points to Divine Design.

Earth’'s Solar System Factor 14]: Earth’s magnetic fieldThe magnetic field
stops the soft cosmic rays that leave the Sun from gettinggintouthe Earth’s surface.
Without this protection, this soft X-Ray radiation would come through,tlisdin turn
would disturb the complex proteins on earth. Thus if the magndticWiere less there
would be an inadequate protection from the hard radiation coming frorstdre in
general, and the sun in particular. However, if the magnetid Were greater, then
there would be extreme electromagnetic storms. E.g., in ourssagem, we see this
occurring on one of Jupiter's moons, known asslggra An electrical current of about
5 million amps (5 x 1Damperes) flows through the magnetic flux tube that links Jupiter
and its moon, lo. Thus old earth creationist, Hugh Ross, righyty, s&e should be
“grateful ... in expressing appreciation to God for Earth’'s magrfetld ..., where
molten iron glides between the solid core and outer crust” of theh,Ea “Without this
invisible shield™ ..., deadly charged particles streaming toward us from the Sum — at

189 When the plane of the revolutionary orbit of the Earth around the Bdn, a

the plane of the Earth’s rotation, are measured and comparedh#rend a tilt in the
plane of the Earth’s rotation relative to the plane of the revoluyooidnit of the Earth
around the Sun, and this tilt in the Earth’s orbital angle #3.5°. This is technically
known as the Earth’s orbital obliquity.

170" Technically known as the “magnetosphere.”
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million miles per hour — would spell doom for life on Eafffit Thus this points to
Divine Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 15]: The fraction of light that is redldcby the
Earth back into outer-spat®. Looking at the solar system, the Earth is a fairly bright
planet. On the one hand, it is not as bright as Venus, which hds maore light
reflected back into space than does the Earth; but on the other hend,ldt brighter
than the Moon, which has very little light reflected back into smacepared to the
Earth.

If this were less, and the earth reflected away less light, then maaéoadivould
be retained. Thus at first the planet would become a lit binesa this in turn would
generate more water vapour in Earth’s atmosphere, which in turrdwap more
amounts of infra red radiation, which in turn would produce more waf@muvan the
atmosphere, which in turn would trap more infra red radiation etche cdnsequence of
this cyclical effect of more and more heating would be an skeegreen house effect,
which would not be suitable for life.

However, if this fraction of light that is reflected by thertBainto outer-space
were greater and the earth reflected away more light, thisnwould lower the
temperature of the Earth, and there would be more snow and iceuwrn,ltvécause snow
and ice is highly reflective, even more radiation would then bectetl into outer-space,
and so in turn there would be more snow and ice, etc. . The consequénseytlical
effect of more and more cooling would be that an ice age would cporethe planet
Earth, which would not be suitable for life. Thus this points to Divine Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 16]: The oxygen to nitrogen ratio in Earth’s
atmosphere. This ratio affects the degree to which life-functions tpleee i.e., how
much energy is burnt with respect to time. If an advancedolife €.g., a man, were to
expend too much energy too quickly, then his body would not last very loiige
present oxygen-nitrogen ratio in Earth’s atmosphere and on the soffahe Earth,
means that an advanced life form e.g., a man, can be fairly amtiibe planet for
appropriately long periods of time.

If this oxygen-nitrogen ratio were greater, then advanced lifetiumsc would
move forward too quickly and the body of an advanced life form emgara would not
last long enough. However, if this oxygen-nitrogen ratio weig ben advanced life
functions would not move forward quickly enough, and an advanced life formae.g.,
man, would be too sluggish to do enough things. Thus this points to Divine Design.

171 Ross, H., “How will it end?,Reason To Believe E[mail]-NewReasons To

Believe, California, USA, 19 Nov. 2013. Ross’s about “a million mpes hour”
equates about “1.6 million kilometres per hour.”

172" Technically known as the “albedo.”
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Earth’s Solar System Factor 17]: The carbon dioxide & water vapour devel
Earth’s atmosphere. If this were less, then there would be an insufficient greenhouse
effect; whereas if this were greater, the temperatureleordrth’s surface would not be
high enough. Thus this points to Divine Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 18]: The ozone level in Earth’s atmosphéree
ozone layer protects advanced life from harmful ultra violetatamh, and it also affects
Earth’s surface temperature. If the ozone level were less,the ultra violet radiation
levels at the planet’s surface would be too great, and the teomesrat the surface of
the planet would be too high for advanced life such as man; whétbaswere greater,
then the temperatures at the surface of the planet would be tofmriawvanced life.
Thus this points to Divine Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 19]: The Earth’s seismic activifjhere needs to be
the right number of earthquakes. On the one hand, wind and water enoeletsifrtom
the Continents toward the oceans, and if this continues over a long enough period of time
then there are not enough nutrients on the Continents, and so the Continehtsotoul
sustain advanced life-forms such as man. But the nutrientscy@eck back into the
Continents by earthquakes. Hence it the seismic activitg Vess, then due to river
runoff, the nutrients on the ocean floors would not via tectonic uplifebgcled to the
earth’s continents. However, if the seismic activity weeagr, then this would not be
favourable to advanced life such as man, as it would result in thea&st of too many
of earth’s life-forms too often. Thus this points to Divine Design.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 20]: The Earth’s atmospheric electschdirge
rate. Benjamin Franklin (d. 1790) of North America is remembered ferfdnnous
experiment in which he flew a kite in a thunderstorm, which he usedightning rod to
transmit lightning to the ground and thus prove that lightning wasrielgct On the
Earth, lightning storms are desirable as by them nitrogenttiathe atmosphere gets
fixed into the soil. If this were less and there were not enbgigiming storms, then the
soil would not have enough nitrogen fixing. However, if this weratgreand there
were too many lightning storms, then the earth would experience too mualictiestby
forest and grass fires. Thus this points to Divine Design.

Looking beyond our solar system to the entire universe, in overvidvardt’s
Solar System Factors 1-3 & 526 astrophysicist, Dr. Hugh Ross calculates that on the
one hand, there would be less tlzammillionth of a trillionth of one per cent of stans the
universe that could theoretically have a planet around them that swstain life. But
on the other hand, sing¢ke universe only contains about one trillion galaxesdeach

173 Earth’s Solar System Factors 1-20 are taken from RBEs&ience of Design
(1990),0p. cit; & The Fingerprint of Go@1989),0p. cit, pp. 128-131; but Earth’s Solar
System Factor 4 is found only in RosEwvidence of Design1990), and so his
mathematical calculation iRingerprint of God(1989) is based on only 19 factors. But
if this later 20th factor were added in, this would make the probabifiir life by natural
processes even more remote.
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of these only has about 100 billion statfsenby natural processes one would not expect
even one planet to have the necessary life-support conditieiesred to above.
Therefore, it is clear from these twenty Earth’s Solast&y Factors 1-3 & 5-20 that the
planet earth has been designed by a Divine DesignerDrawing on an established
analogy, Ross says it would be like “the possibility of a Bpéia7 aircraft all coming
together as a result of a tornado striking a junk Yard Hence Ross rightly concludes
that “the evidence is” that “God Divinely intervened to crédgelife-support planet”
“here on earth,” and so “the earth is a miracle of God,” becaus@dtural process we
wouldn’t even have one planet earth in the entire uniVérse (See my comments on
this statement by Ross at Part 2, Chapter 2, section b, subseciindraiy,

In short, making use of this scientific data, the teleologitglbment points us
inexorably and unmistakably to one and only one logical conclusion, namebg “G
created the heaven and the earth” (Gen. 1:1). Thus we are onteeagaded of the
maxim, If the Bible says it, you can believe it; it's accurate; it's reliable; itigetr

Moreover, since his excellent cosmological and teleological workThe
Fingerprint of God(1989) andEvidence of Desigii1990), Hugh Ross has also noted
some other relevant matters of interest to Earth’s Solar System.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 21]:  Jupiter’s size relative aotle For instance.
in “Rarity of Jupiter-sized planets confirmed” (1995), Ross seter how the planet
Jupiter is just the right size to benefit the earth. IfateMarger, its gravity would pull
the Earth’s orbit into a zone that would not support advanced lifereal if it were
smaller, it would be an inadequate size to shield the Earth fromrausnasteroid and
comet collisions. Moreover, the size of Jupiter is a rarityabiee the hydrogen gas
necessary to form such a large planet is blown out of a nevasgtgrquickly, in less
than 10 million years’. While as at 1996 astronomers had found nine other bodies
which might be such large planets, eight of these orbit clodestodtars — five of them
more closely than does Mercury in our solar system, and the attheasious distances
out to just beyond where Mars is in our solar system; with the@maining planet at
about the same distance as Jupiter in our solar system, but unliker Jupur solar
system it orbits a pair of star. The eight planets dodheir stars must have drifted

17 Ross’sThe Fingerprint of Go@1989),0p. cit, pp. 131-132.

17> Ross’s “A ‘just right’ Universe,Facts & Faith The Quarterly Newsletter of
Reasons to Believe, California, USA, Vol. 7, No. 2, Summer 1993, pp. 1-2 at p. 2.

176 Ross'sEvidence of Desig(l990),0p. cit..

"7 Hugh Ross’s “Rarity of Jupiter-sized planets confirmdehtts & Faith

Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 9, No. 2, 2nd Quarter, 1.995,
referring to Zuckerman, Bet al, “Inhibition of Giant-Planet Formation by Rapid Gas
Depletion Around Young StarsNature Vol. 373 (1995), pp. 494-496.
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inward thereby destroying any possibility of life on a plamethiat orbital systef®
Thus the planet Jupiter is yet another factor pointing to our sgtams’s Divine Design
for Earth supporting lifg°.

Furthermore, the unmann@&alileo Spacecraftaunched from Earth by NASA in
1989, arrived at Jupiter in December 1995 where it continued to cdéecfor about 8
years till it was deorbited in September 2003. This space pooinel that Jupiter’s
atmosphere contained high levels of the gases: argon, krypton, and®enBut since
heat drives away such gases during planetary formation, it fotlmatslupiter must have
been formed in a region with temperatures lower than minus 243gtelet (-243°
C)'®! or minus 406 degrees Fahrenheit (-406° F), which would therefore pface it
formation in an orbit beyond that of Pluto. Hence Jupiter must havedressdc. 750
million kilometres orc. 465 million miles away from the Sun. Jupiter then migrated
towards the sun till it came to exactly the right placeeims of the distance of its orbit
from the sun, in order to be just right for protecting the Earthhab it can support
advanced life,supra If Jupiter had stayed further out, the Earth would be more
frequently hit by asteroids and comets; whereas if Jupiter hgchted further in, the
Earth’s orbit would have been destabilized by Jupiter's gravityurthErmore, when
large gas planets like Jupiter migrate inwards, they genemallye to less circular orbits
as a consequence of gravitational disturbances with other planets,Jugiter's case, it
retained a nearly circular orbit. If Jupiter had a lessularcorbit, this would create a
sufficient level of disturbance on the Earth to make it unable to supgdeanced life,
suprg but as it is, Jupiter has an almost circular orbit thatlasely aligned with the
diameter of the Sun. Thus this points to Divine Design, sinceghty God’s hand was
evidently present with Jupiter's formation and movement to its presbitt And
therefore thezalileo Spacecraftietected yet more evidence fae fingerprints of God’s
mighty handas in this instance left behind on the planet Jupfter

178 Hugh Ross's “Drifting Giants Highlight Jupiter's UniquengsBacts &

Faith, Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 10, No. 4, 4tht€uar
1996, p. 4; referring to “Life Beyond MarsNature Vol. 382 (1996), p. 577; Hoersten,
P., “Unlikely Planet Found,USA Today24 Oct. 1996, pp. Al & A3; Sawyer, K., “Orbit
Path of New Planet Egg-Shape®g&nver Post24 Oct. 1996, p. 6A; & Burrows, Aet
unum “Astronomical Questions of Origin & SurvivalNature Vol. 378 (1995), p. 333.

179 Ross’s “Rarity of Jupiter-sized planets confirmed” (196p),cit..

180 Argon (chemical element Ar), is an inert gas of Group O (the noble gases) and
is the most terrestrially abundant gas. Krypton (chemicatezie Kr), is a rare gas of
Group 0, about three times heavier than air. Xenon (chemicakmrieXe), is an
extremely rare gas of Group 0, and is more than 4.5 times heavier than air.

181 The Centigrade Temperature Scale is also known as the CEisiyserature
Scale.

182 Hugh Ross’s “Jupiter’s Migration MiracleConnectionsMagazine, Reasons
To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 4, No. 1, 1st Quarter, 2002, pp. 1 & 5; referring to e.g.,
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Earth’s Solar System Factor 22]: The Sun’s carbon count & timing of a
supernova explosion.Elements heavier than hydrogen and helium are necessdhg for
universe to support life. But several generations of large stass first form, burn up
all of their nuclear fuel, and jettison their ashes into space e.g., via acupexplosion.
Only then are there from these ashes, enough of the heavy eléméats the type of
stars needed for a solar system like Earth’s solar system. The longeptg@ss goes on
in a galaxy, such as our galaxy, the greater the amount of hieswgres in that galaxy.
Therefore, astronomers expect to find greater amounts of heawems in, and in the
vicinity of, more recently formed stars. But strange tq sdaen looking at Earth’s sun
which is c. 4.6 billion years old, astronomers have found that the Sun contains, for
instanceg. 60% (sixty per cent) more carbon than other considerably younger stars in our
Milky Way Galaxy But how can this be? The simplest solution is to argue tingt'€a
solar system was formed in close space and close time prpximi supernova
explosion, for which there is some supporting evidence in the solmnsgscarbon
measurement®&’. Thus this strategic positioning of Earth’s solar systexidse space
and time proximity to a supernova explosion, again points to the haadcafeful
Designer who knew exactly what he was doffg

At this point | find Ross’s argument valuable. However, he additioaagjues
that these large stars which must first form and burn up ahef tuclear fuel, and
jettison their ashes into space e.g., via a supernova explosiotsatd @roduce rocky
planets like the Earth. But at this point | would put a caveBbss’s argument. That
is because quite apart from the issue of how planets in gdoeralis the issue of how
the earth in particular was formed. Ross refers to work sl®&d on planetary
formation beyond earth’s solar system, indicating planets may foom a gas cloud
combined with a shroud of dust and deiris But even if this model is correct for some,

Stevenson, D.J., “The Subtle Taste of Jupitdidture Vol. 379 (1996), pp. 495-496;
Kerr, R.A., “Galileo Hits a Strange Spot on Jupit&¢ienceVol. 271 (1996), pp. 593-
594; T. Owenet al “A Low-Temperature Origin for the Planetismals That Fatme
Jupiter,”Nature Vol. 402 (1999), pp. 269-270; Burrows, A. & Lunine, J., “Astronomical
Questions of Origin & Survival,Naturg Vol. 378 (1995), p. 333; & Glanz, J., “Planets
Remind Astronomers of HomeScienceVol. 271 (1996), p. 450.

183 This is seen in thECarbon t?C) to **Carbon 3C) ratio, since a supernovae
produces a much high&C to *C ratio than other stellar furnaces do. In Earth’s solar
system, this?C to *°C ratio is so high that Snow & Witt (see next footnote,) concluded
that all of the solar system’s carbon would have had to come fsupeanova explosion,
and little, if any, from any other source.

184 Hugh Ross's “Our Solar System, The Heavyweight Champigacts &

Faith, Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 10, No. 2, 2ndt&uar
1996, p. 6; referring to Snow, T.P. & Witt, A.N., “The Interstellari@ar Budget & Role
of Carbon Dust and Large Molecule§€ienceVol. 270 (1995), pp. 1455-1460.

185 Ross, H.The Genesis Question, op. cfip. 24-25.
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or even all planets other than the earth, with e.g., God having useyg dlemnent ash
debris jettisoned from supernovae to form rocky planets from the #te earth was not
made by any such naturalistic process established under Godiglaey laws of nature.
All present naturalistic explanations for planetary origins in gdrege speculative, and
any naturalistic explanation for the earth’s origins in pamicare highly speculative,
and all such conjectures referred to by Ross are by secukmtists with anti-
supernaturalist presuppositions. Did God make the earth in partwdrale from pre-
existing matter that he had earlier made by one or moeegses (cf. Gen. 2:7; 6:7), or
was the earth an act of creatiexi nihlo(cf. Heb. 11:3), or over time was the earth made
by some combination thereof? | think the evidence indicates thétcErtainly used
somepre-existing matter that he had earlier made in “the génes of the heavens”
(Gen. 2:4; cf. Gen. 2:7; 6:7); and certainly the succession of “Wottdat” “were
framed by the word of God” also included some acts of creaanhlo(Heb. 11:3), “so
that things which are seen were not made of things which do dppegarfossil remains
show bacteria and blue-green algae in Alneheozoic World3.96 to 2.5 billion B.C.)
from c. 3.5 billion B.C. . Importantly, a naturalistic process for earformation is
disallowed by the words of Gen. 1:1, which point to “God” as “maker o¥dreand
earth” (Apostles’ & Nicene Creells | think the earth’s many life support features, and
e.g., its tectonic plates, and other features point to Divine Desidnthus a Creator.
Thus Nature itself teaches us that, “In the beginning, Godettdhe heaven and the
eartli (Gen. 1:1). (See Part 2, Chapter 2, section b, subsection iv, taded ... the
earth’ (Gen. 1:1): Earth-Sun-Moon systerinfta.)*®

Earth’s Solar System Factor 23]: The sulphur in Earth’s core &niignetic
field. Comparison of our solar system’s planets Mars and Earth has @dodnc
interesting and informative result. A Mars Global Surveynmfl that the magnetic
field of Mars is, at the most, 40,000 times weaker than is Bamntlagnetic field. The
result is that the surface of Mars has almost no protection fhe deadly effects of X-
ray radiation coming from the stfh These findings make best sense on the theory that
Mars’ core contains only a relatively small percentage qffaul If the core of a planet
has a mass of more than 15% sulphur, then it is not possible fod &nselr core to form
in the planet. Rather, the sulphur will expand so quickly that it will engulf and foe¢ze
the liquid layers that are between it and the planet's mamtleust. The circulation of
a magnetic fluid between a planet’s core and mantle is negessdevelop a strong

186 gSee also this same basic caveat in Part 2, Chapter ®nsectection i, at

headingslniverse Factor 1, The force of grayityniverse Factor 7, The expansion rate
of the universe; Universe Factor 9, The mass ... of the universeerde Factor 11, The
stability of the decay rate of the proton; Universe Factor 14, The distaetween stars
& section iii at heading€Earth’s Solar System Factor Bhe distance of the Sun from the
centre of the galaxy; & Earth’s Solar System Factor 29, The timing aoatibn of the
solar system with regard to the amount of aluminum metal isotopes

187 Solar X-rays are radiation at X-ray wavelength. Xaawelengths vary
from c. 0.5 angstrom up to 100s of angstrom (1 angstrom =c&@tremetres).
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magnetic field, and if this magnetic field is absent the pltacks a protective shield

from solar X-ray radiation necessary for a life-support plan€he ramifications of this

are profound. It means that life can only exist on the planet Earth bechaséhe right
amount of sulphur in is core to produce a strong and stable magnédic fidhe
comparison of Earth and Mars thus points us once again to the hand of a Mighty Designer
and Creator of the Eartf.

Earth’s Solar System Factor 24]: Earth’'s Sea-Salt AerosoBea-salt aerosols
are particles uniformly distributed in a finely divided state thhotng air. The results of
a study of sea-salt aerosols above the oceans of Earth’s SoutbmerispHere was
published in 1998. The study focus was on aerosols of intermedief€. sin the first
place, such intermediate size aerosols act as very smatis:saround which first water
drops, then clouds are formed, and finally rain drops form, all of wisigtait of the
Earth’s water cyct€®. Moreover, with respect to the water cycle, as John Miéaal
observed, the Earth’s oceans cover over 70% of the Earth, and the “reseaqer of
liquid water (oceans, lakes, and rivers) plays a criticalirogipporting life. Given the
rarity of even trace amounts lkafuid water in our galaxy, its abundance on Earth reflects
amazing fine-tuning of our planet and solar systém

And in the second place, such intermediate size aerosols are theffrodsnt
size for scattering solar radiation, and hence they help todeatha temperatures on the
Earth’s surface. The Study found that over 90% (90 per cent) @fetiosols found in
the southern oceans that were of this intermediate size wens gfasea-salt. Thus
these sea-salt aerosols are part jokarightbalance that exists between the velocity over
the surface of the southern oceans, and ocean salinity. This thetfw the Earth to
have a water cycle, surface temperature, and climate, rinatparopriate for advanced
life, the following five features ofine tuningare required. 1) The Earth’s rotation rate
which affects the wind velocities must be within an appropriatgesa) Earth’s

188 Hugh Ross's “Earth Design Update: Sulfur [/ Sulphur] in theeC Facts &
Faith, Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 12, No. 2, 2ndt&uar
1998, pp. 4-5; referring to Acuna, M.Ht al, “Magnetic Field & Plasma Observations at
Mars: Initial Results of the Mars Global Surveyor Missio&¢ience Vol. 279 (1998),
pp. 1676-1680.

189 l.e., those of 0.08 to 1.0 micrometres, in which 1 micrometre £ 10

centremetres.

19 Hugh Ross's “Earth Design Update: Sea-Salt Aerosélacts & Faith
Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 12, No. 2, 2nd Qua8es, pp.
5-6; referring to Murphy, D.M., “Influence of Sea-Salt on Aerosatii@tive Properties in
the Southern Ocean Marine Boundary Laysiature Vol. 392 (1998), pp. 62-65.

191 John Millam, Ken Klos, & lain D. Sommerville, “Water: Desidrfer Life,
Part 2 (of 7),"Reason To Believe E[mail]-NewReasons To Believe, California, USA,
16 May 2013.
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continents have to be distributed so as to allow for both strong eedystvinds to blow
over large portions of the planet eipe roaring 40s 3) the salinity of the oceans must
be within an appropriate range; 4) the circulation of the salt fiteenoceans to the
continents and then back to the oceans i.e., the salt cycle, nemateopt an appropriate
rate; & 5) the composition of the atmosphere must be at the tdewet to hold the
aerosols for the right period so that water drops can form around thigme correlation
of these five factors thus points to a Divine Desigtier

Earth’s Solar System Factor 25]: The carbonate-silicate cycléhe relevant
carbonates for this cycle are those chemical compounds derivedcéndran-dioxide.
Silicates are the most important class of minerals, consgtat25% of all minerals, and
c. 40% of the most common minerals. More than 90% of the Eartlssisrmade up of
silicates. The Carbonate-Silicate Cycle compensatesidocdntinual gradual increase
in solar luminosity (see Part 2, Chapter 2, section b, section i, at Universe Facfbine
rate of ... solar luminosity ...,5uprg. As the sun gets brighter and brighter, the gases
which trap heat in the Earth’s atmosphere, namely, carbon dioxideaad wapour, are
transferred via organisms to the Earth’s crust. Thus the iecrestdar luminosity is
counter-balanced by the decrease in the efficiency of hegpitrg in the atmosphere.
This coagency in which two different mechanisms act in reldtipr® ensure that the
temperature on the Earth’s surface remains appropriate &support, also requires
some fine-tuning with respect to plate-tectonic movement, volcartieitgc erosion
rates, and the type of life God has in a given world he has madie @anet at a given
point in time. But recent scientific research has also fobatlthe rate at which the
Earth’s crust plates, most especially the crust plates on #endloors, move beneath
the plates they collide with, is very delicately bala®&d Hydration refers to the
binding of water with something else in a chemical combinationt@adnovement and
collision of the ocean floor plates is governed by the ratéhath various minerals in the
relevant zone of the ocean floor are removing water from tearoby the process of
hydration. Thus there is a fine-tuning of the chemistry of dbksr in these ocean floor
plates with the volume of ocean water. Moreover, dehydratiorsref¢he loss of water
from a body, and scientific research has found that in the downwarshgnosean floor
plates there is a dehydration process operating that producewhab is a common
silicate mineral which may be distinguished from most other migeby its extreme
softness. This soft talc layer acts to both lower and stalitie sliding friction of the
two ocean plates as one slides over the other; and this soft-cusheffengin turn

192 Hugh Ross’s “Earth Design Update: Sea-Salt Aerosofs, tit, 1998, pp. 5-

19 The technical terminology for this is “subduction,” in which suctioa is

referred to as a movement to “subduct,” or a movement thadisosshave “subducted,”
or a movement that is described as “subduction.”
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lowers the earthquake risk to more advanced life on the Earth. imhugdtiple ways,
the amazing carbonate-silicate cycle points to the hand of a Divine Dégfgner

The Earth’s plate tectonics
(Earth Solar System Factor 26).

Earth’'s Solar System Factor 26]: Earth’'s relative mass, surfaaéeny &
tectonic plate activity. Work by Richard O’Connelét unumof Harvard University,
USA, published in 2007, has helped to explain that Earth’s plate tectoriesfected by
the Earth’s large amount of surface water, since without thigdi’'s crust would not
crack and move. Certain crustal minerals are weakened hvyatee e.g., water halves
the resistance to crumbling of olivitié It would be first necessary for the Earth’s mass
to be twice what it presently is for there to be strong péinics on a dry rocky planet.
However, if the Earth were of such a great mass, it would thebensuitable for life
because of atmospherics. The more massive a planet is, then itufognation the

194 Hugh Ross's “Earth’s Carefully Crafted Crus€bnnections Magazine,

Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 2, No. 1, 1st Quarter, 2000, ppekBing
to Kirby, S.H., “Taking the Temperature of SlabNAture Vol. 403 (2000), pp. 31-34.

19 Hugh Ross’s “Did Life Grease the Wheels on Plate Tectghitsday’s New
Reason To BelievéReasons To BelievEmail Articles sent frontnrtb@reasons.org
RTB, California, USA), 2 June 2014; with link tdtp://www.reasons.org/articles/Did-
Life-Grease-the-Wheels-on-Plate-Tectonics

19 This resistance to crumbling is technically known as theldystrength.”

Olivine is any member of a group of common magnesium iron silioaterals. It is
found in many igneous rocks (i.e., glassy or crystalline rocks fbrmeen molten
material from magma inside the earth cools down), and it isv@apyiconstituent of the
Earth’s crust.
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thicker the atmosphere it exponentially develops. E.g., in our sgdéem, the planet
Venus has a mass seven times greater than the planet Marseansd 8so has an
atmosphere that is more than six hundred times thicker than Mimdeed, the planet
Earth as it is would have an atmosphere which would be too thickathbwmeere it not
for the fact that it experienced a low-velocity collisionhwén object about the size of
Mars in its early history, and this collision acted to blow away most of the tisieknBut
simply, a planet must have a mass very close to that of ttie téa it to have plate
tectonic activity appropriate for advanced life; and it must also have somety close
to the amount of water found on the Earth. These requirements thusopbietEarth as
exhibiting the characteristics of Design, wrought by the hand of a Might}’God

Earth’s Solar System Factor 27]: Earth’s relative mass, majoéitdectonic
plate activity, in an aqueduct system that produces an oxygen resenvdie Earth’'s
tectonic plates act as aqueducts which transport material tilertgarth’s mantle which
contains iron oxide i.e., oxygen chemically bound to iron. As thegenie plate
agueducts go deeper into the planet, three significant things occur. , Biestipn oxide
is melted by the mantle material causing the oxygen to becoore reactive; and
secondly, the increased temperatures and pressures act to prodoteetta majorite.
Then thirdly, the oxygen’s increased reactivity results in itmabally combining with
the majorite. The majorite’s capacity to store oxygen increases wighyse as it moves
deeper and deeper into the Earth. Convection refers to the prgcedsch heat is
transferred by the movement of some heated fluid e.g., water oAad as the majorite
storing oxygen goes deeper into the Earth, a point comes when by comy@ocesses
which act to cycle material through the Earth’s interior, thatmajorite is brought back
up near the Earth’s surface at which point its oxygen is releadduis this oxygen is
then available for many chemical reactions essential to sustain lif@ch & substance is
combined with oxygen i.e., oxidation. For instance, with referemeater which every
school boy knows is the chemicak® in this process of oxygen release from the
majorite, the oxygen (O) chemically combines with hydrogen (Hhe proportions of
one oxygen atom to every two Hydrogen atoms to produce waté),(ih an action to
replenish water in the oceans and atmosphere. In order fonthéately designed
agueduct system to work, it is necessary to have a sufficieslt & majorite; and a
planet with the right mass that has the right level of tectolaiie movement to interact
with the majorite  Iron oxide is commonly called, “rust,” andtlsese tectonic plate
agueducts which transport iron oxide might be called, “a rusty otdrays But if so, to
this must be made the qualification that “they have been gaiaggs for c. 4 billion

197 Hugh Ross's “Designed To ShakeéSbnnections Magazine, Reasons To

Believe, California, USA, Vol. 10, No. 2, 2nd Quarter, 2008, pp. 2-3; refetwifcarus,
Vol. 168 (April 204), pp. 433-456 &nnual Review of Astronomy & Astrophysigsl.
42, Annual Reviews, Palo Alto, California, USA, 2004, pp. 441-N&ure Vol. 450
(20 Dec. 2007), pp. 1206-120Barth & Planetary Science Letter¥ol. 262 (30 Oct.
2007), pp. 438-449; Richard O’'Conngt unum “Inevitability of Plate Tectonics on
Super-Earths,’Astrophysical Journal Letterd/ol. 670 (20 Nov. 2007): L45-L48; & T.
Kleine et al, “Dating the Giant Moon-Forming Impact & the End of Earth’s iktion,”
American Geophysical Union Meeti2§05, abstract #P41E-04 (Dec. 2005).
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years, and show every indication of “going strong” well into thartut They might be
“rusty,” but that's how God made them to be, and so they are pénfpiflawlessly in

obeying God’s commands, and thus giving glory to him, as by theark@able actions
they point to a Designer, who knows how to make things that last! Glory be tGod!

Earth’s Solar System Factor 28]: The timing of the solar systdarmation
with regard to uranium, thorium, and Earth’'s tectonic platesAbout two parts per
million of the Earth’s crust is uranium; and about six parts peramitf the Earth’s crust
is thoriunt®® (by way of contrast, about twelve parts per million of the {Eartrust is
lead). Earth’s Solar System was formed during the tinwéghath uranium and thorium
were at the peak of their abundance in the universe. Subsequentlputhe ®r
uranium and thorium which is supernova explosions, has not kept on pahtyheit
radioactive decay, with the consequence that their potential availabilityinodyporated
into newly forming planets has diminished. However, both uranium andirth@re
necessary to drive the plate tectonics of planet Earth whicmegessary for: the
recycling of nutrients onto Continents (Earth’s Solar SystentoFd&k9, suprg, the
carbonate-silicate cycle (Earth’s Solar System Factos@prg, Earth’s relative mass,
surface water, and tectonic plate activity (Earth’s Solate®y Factor 26suprg, and
Earth’s aqueduct system that produces an oxygen reservoir (E2otaisSystem Factor
27,suprd. These factors thus once again act to point to a grand DeSfgneThus
given that God appears to have created the earth over time,thathen a brief moment
of time (at least as we poor, frail, men think of time), heeappto have timed when he
would take the pre-existing matter of uranium and thorium that he dréidremade in
“the generations of the heavens” (Gen. 2:4; cf. Gen. 2:7; 6:7) forlémeet of the earth
which he created i.e., the earth did not form by some naturalisiess, rather, it was
specifically created by God (see Part 2, Chapter 2, section b, subsedtidma)y,

Earth’s Solar System Factor 29]: The timing and location of the sgistem
with regard to the amount of aluminum metal isotop&he Earth’s solar system has an
extremely unusual and very unexpectedly high aluminum-26 to aluminuati@/to the
point that research scientists have said this ratio is “diffto produce in models of star

198 Hugh Ross’'s “Earth’s Deep, Life-Sustaining Oxygen Reservoir,”

Connections Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 10, No. 3, 3rd
Quarter, 2008, p. 5; referring to A. Rohrbaehal, “Metal Saturation in the Upper
Mantle,” Nature Vol. 449 (27 Sept., 2007), pp. 456-458.

19 In technical terms, both uranium (chemical element U) and thorium (chemical
element Th) are radioactive chemical elements in the acteides, found in Group IlIb
in the Periodic Table. Uranium is at atomic number 92, and is @ortamt nuclear fuel;
and thorium is at atomic number 90, and is a useful nuclear-reactor fuel.

200 Hugh Ross'’s “Elemental Evidence of Earth’s Divine Desid{eiv Reasons

To Believe Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 2, No. 2, 2010, pp. 6-8
atpp. 6 &7.
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formation” (Gilmour & Middleton). Hence the just right aluminum-26atuminum-27
ratio once again points to the hand of a mighty Designer God

But at this point | would put a caveat in Ross’s argument. iBhlaécause in
seeking to create a naturalistic model to explain this, Rags that without such an
extraordinarily high aluminum-26 to aluminum-27 ratio there could not baea any
thermal processing of bodies condensing from a gaseous matterlésceoand form
planeté®. Research scientists seeking to determine how these higmiaiom#6 came
about, theorized that an earlier generation of giant stars mustfdraved in sufficient
proximity to the massive molecular cloud from which the solaesyst Sun and planets
later came from, so as to shower it via what is known as thef“Réglet winds,” with a
number of isotopes including aluminium-26. There would then be no heat grelsent
to push off what for advanced life would be the dangerously high lewallafile gases
such as e.g., water, nitrogen oxides, carbon dioxide, or carbon monoxide (akKithewn
also found in the exhaust gases of cars, and used by certaindisowarsons on a
connecting pipe into their car, by which means they wickedly comseifrmurder and so
manifest the fact that they are damned to hell as murderdrs5:&k | John 3:15; Rev.
21:8%). Thus without this heat pulse derivatively connected to theialum26 to
aluminum-27 ratio, there would be both too much carbon in the atmosphetdddyei
breathable, and also too much water on the planet for the seven continents to &¥al with

On the one hand, | certainly concur with Ross that the unexpectedly hig
aluminum-26 to aluminum-27 ratio points to a Divine Designer. Buaviehsome
concerns about the highly speculative model here used for how pieetsought to
form with particular reference to the Earth. Quite apart fitoenissue of how planets in
general form, is the issue of how the earth in particularferased. Ross refers to work
since 1994 on planetary formation beyond earth’s solar system, indigdanets may
form from a gas cloud combined with a shroud of dust and d&brisBut even if this

21 In technical terms “thermal processing of planetesimaBimour &

Middleton). A planetesimal is a theoretical body which ispeculated coalesced to
become a planet after it had first condensed from gaseous matter.

202 \WhereforeThe Order for the Burial of the Dedd the Anglican 166Book
of Common Prayesays, “the Office ensuing is not to be used for any that ... la@&ve
violent hands upon themselves;” since no person who commits suicide is a true Christian.

203 Ross’s “Elemental Evidence of Earth’s Divine Design” (20&p),cit, pp. 6-
8 at pp. 6-7; referring to Gilmour, J.D. & Middleton, C.A., “Anthropic €8éibn of a
Solar System with a HigffAl/?” Al [Aluminum-26 to Aluminum 27] Ratio: Implications
of a Possible Mechanismi¢arus 201 (June 2009), pp. 821-823; & Gaidos,&f al, 2°Al
[Aluminum-26] and the Formation of the Solar System from a Modec@loud
Contaminated by Wolf-Rayet WindsAstrophysical Journab96 (10 May 2009), pp.
1854-1863.

204 Ross, H.The Genesis Question, op. cfip. 24-25.
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model is correct for some, or even all planets other than ttig ®ath e.g., God having
used heavy elements for such planets from the stars, the eartiotwmade by any such
naturalistic process established under God’s secondary laws of .nafllepresent
naturalistic explanations for planetary origins in general gecudative, and any
naturalistic explanation for the earth’s origins in particulertaghly speculative, and all
such conjectures referred to by Ross are by secular s@ewitbt anti-supernaturalist
presuppositions. Did God make the earth in part or in whole from E&rgxmatter
that he had earlier made by one or more processes (cf. Gen.72; @révas the earth an
act of creationex nihlo (cf. Heb. 11:3), or over time was the earth made by some
combination thereof? | think the evidence indicates that God cgrtaseldsomepre-
existing matter that he had earlier made in “the generatiotie dfeavens” (Gen. 2:4; cf.
Gen. 2:7; 6:7); and certainly the succession of “worlds” “that’rawfeamed by the word
of God” also included some acts of creat®anihlo(Heb. 11:3), “so that things which
are seen were not made of things which do appear,” e.g., fossil remainbastievia and
blue-green algae in th&rcheozoic World3.96 to 2.5 billion B.C.) front. 3.5 billion
B.C. . Importantly, a naturalistic process for earth’s folonats disallowed by the
words of Gen. 1:1, which point to “God” as “maker of heaven and eahihistles’ &
Nicene Creeds | think the earth’s many life support features, and e.gtedsnic
plates, and other features point to Divine Design and thus a Cre&tars Nature itself
teaches us that, “In the beginning, God created the heaven and thé@anthl:1) (See
Part 2, Chapter 2, section b, subsection iv, “God created ... the gagh: {:1): Earth-
Sun-Moon systemihfra.)?%°

Earth’s Solar System Factor 30]: The Eccentricity of Earth’®iOAround the
Sun. In the science of astronomy, the shape of a planet’s orbit aeostadl such as the
Earth’s Sun is referred to as the planet’s eccentricity. Thus the dega@ganice from a
circular orbit is given a number between 0 and 1, in which “0” wouldiengor a
perfectly circular orbit and 0.9 would be given for a very stretabpsé®® 1 is given
for a parabol@”’, and a number greater than 1.0 is given for a hypefBolaConsidering

205 gSee also this same basic caveat in Part 2, Chapter dnsectection i, at

headingslniverse Factor 1, The force of gravity; Universe Factor 7, The expanate
of the universe; Universe Factor 9, The mass ... of the universeerde Factor 11, The
stability of the decay rate of the proton; Universe Factor 14, The distaetween stars
& section iii at heading€Earth’s Solar System Factor Bhe distance of the Sun from the
centre of the galaxy& Earth’s Solar System Factor 22, The Sun’s carbon count & timing
of a supernova explosion

208 In technical terms, an ellipse is a closed curve e.g., O orlDis the
intersection of a right circular cone and a plane which is phtalleeither the base, axis,
or an element of the cone.

297 n technical terms, a parabola is an open curve. It is a sention that is
produced by the intersection of a right circular cone and a plankgb#o an element of
the cone.
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this issue, research scientists determined that if a plaotisis highly eccentric, it
would result in freezing conditions on the planet, and also a higherwerposradiation
from the star it was orbiting. This would make it difficult fearm-blooded animals to
survive on such a planet, and greatly reduce the amount of vegetationutthgrow on
it. However, finding any other planets with an Earth-likerlyezircular and stable orbit
has proven elusive, and the implication on the present date is thatrthis Eccentricity
is at best extremely rare, and possibly even unique. Thus thatiate of Earth’s
Orbit Around the Sun once again points to the hand of a Grand DéSigner

Thus looking at Earth’s Solar System Factors 1-30, this sétedéifa means that
the teleological argument clearly and convincingly demonstratearahenly one logical
conclusion, namely, “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1). Hencar@vence again
reminded]f the Bible says it, you can believe it; it's accurate; it's reliable; itiget

%% |n technical terms, a hyperbola is a two-branched open culvis. a conic

section that is produced by the intersection of a circular cona alahe which cuts the
cone’s two nappes.

209 Hugh Ross's “Solar System Design: Pervasive Eccegttiditew Reasons

To Believe Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 3, No. 1, 2011, pp. 13-

14; referring to Kita, R.et al, “Pervasive Orbital Eccentricities Dictate the Habitapilit
of Extrasolar Earths Astrobiology Vol. 10, no. 7, (Sept. 2010,) pp. 733-741.
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This also means that looking for life elsewhere in the univirsabsurd™.
However, inEvidence of Desig(ll990) Hugh Ross makes the qualification that he thinks
life might be found on Mars or other planets in the solar systemsaysdhe is not the
only one who has adopted this theory. But this would not be due to retcnraasons
of macroevolution. Rather, Rossal have a theory that life from Earth may well have
made it to Mars, Venus, and Jupiter by one of two ways. hEikstrtain very hardy
seeds, zygotes, and spores, may have wafted up into the atmospheratesihstre, and
then been taken by the solar wind to another solar system plantid.éght radiation
from the Sun may then have pushed this through the solar system ansts as Mars
and Jupiter, as well as asteroids. On this theory Bioatthink there might be up to
1100 types of such hardy seeds, zygotes, and spores that could be sbbyaswdar
winds to planets of Earth’s solar system. Secondly, an astaraiteteorite collision
with the Earth could throw rocks from the Earth up into outer-space, ardagain,
some of those rocks might make it to other planets in the solar system.

Hence these processes could also take some Earth life-fothesé&oother planets
in the solar system. However, Hugh Ross takes the view tlyasuch life-forms
reaching these planets from Earth would die very quickly e.g., os,Mdrquid drop of
water evaporates in one second, and so life would not be viable for Idtence he
thinks that what may be found on Mars is life from an Earth soumhéeh existed for an
extremely short time after its arrival there from EartRoss thinks that a good test for
those looking for life on Mars that NASA should factor in, would betlieir equipment
to look for DNA signatures. _(@bxyriborucleic Acid is the chemical inside a cell's
nucleus that contains the genetic instructions to make a livingnisgg  If so, if

219 Ross gives some further detail for thisBvidence of Desigf1990), where

he says e.g., spiral galaxy (Earth’s Solar System Factoredns than only one in two
galaxies are possible; or distance of the Sun from the centine galaxy (Earth’s Solar
System Factor 5), and only 2 out of 10 stars in a spiral galakyoe at the correct
distance; therefore on these two factors, 0.5 x 2 x 10 = 1, and sa onlyof 10 stars
would be a life-support candidate for a planet like Earth. It roesh bachelor star
(Earth’s Solar System Factor 1), and only one star in twotisnust be held at the right
angle (Earth’s Solar System Factor 13]) — 2 planets out of 1ihaled by this. The tilt

of the planet must be right (Earth’s Solar System Factor 12) — he conservasinelgtes
this at only 1 planet in 3. Rotation period (Earth’s Solar Systctor 11) — about 1 out
of 10 planets. With these and other estimates, Ross calciiatebdre is less than 1
chance in 1¥ that there would be such a life-support planet. (And writingrbef994

he thought thapossiblyonly this solar system definitely has planets i.e., 11 planets;
although Ross then modified this following work since 1994 on planetanyatmm
beyond earth’s solar system, indicating planets may form fromseclgad combined
with a shroud of dust and debris in RosE'® Genesis Questiafi 2001, op. cit, pp. 24-
25). Alternatively, some would theorize there might be many fgan8ut none expect
them for stars formed early in the history of the universe liptiedl galaxies; and if one
assumedhe other stars each had about 10 planets, there would then be aboulid®0 bil
trillion planets = 16* . But comparing these two estimates?*16 10*' = less than 1
chance in 100 million that one would find even one planet that could support life.
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something found in Mars exhibited the same DNA, RNA, and proteintsteuas life on
Earth, then one could reasonably conclude that this did not evolve by redoral
process on Mars, but rather it came from Earth. However, riipsriant scientific
method for making such a distinction has not been built into the desigdABA’s
experiments on Mars, as they are only looking for the remaipsotéin; and so if they
did find such remains they could well jump to an erroneous conclusimnvasere these
protein remains came frdm.

But Hugh Ross also accepts that at least to date, no evidenbedratound for
the theory that Earth life may have been carried by the solat to8 Mars, since no
evidence for any life has ever been found on Mars. Two robotic explorover craft
were sent to Mars by NASA. The first olMars Exploration Rover AMER-A), was
launched in June 2003, and operated on Mars from January 2004 to March 2010, closing
down in early 2010 after it got stuck in the Matrtian terrain ie 2809. The other Mars
Rover,Mars Exploration Rover BMER-B), launched in July 2003, arrived on the other
side of Mars three weeks after MER-A in January 2004. MERH®) known as
“Opportunity Rover,” continued to operate; and on 19 May 2010 became the longest
probe to operate on Mars. Hence Ross notes in “Mars Rover Firdirgs Real Story”
(2004), that the collection of data by MER-A has simply found thataifer ever had
existed on Mars, such occurrences were at best minor and intetmittSulfuric acts
from the Martian volcanoes would have quickly transformed any watee sulfate salts
found on Mars; and so natural life would have been impossible. Thestdusis on
Mars can block the atmosphere for between 50% to 90% of the timengrsknlight
necessary for life an improbable energy source on Mars. Artifrequent Martian
dust storms with particles varying in size from 0.001 to 3.0 nellers or 1/25,000 to
3/25 inches, the surface of Mars is repeatedly buried in depth®@®dentimetres or 2
to 24 inches, and this deposition is then in turn removed in this cyd®by winds of
480 kilometres or 300 miles per hour. These findings of the MER-Aespeabe
indicate Mars ieven less hospitable for lithan was previously thought to be the case.
Thus the amazing contrast with Earth as a planet designedefdaylithe Creator stands
out even more clearly as a consequence of this scientific research ffMars

21 See Ross's “Mars-Life Speculations Run WilBdcts & Faith Magazine,

Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 10, No. 3, 3rd Quarter, 1996, pp. 10-11.
Ross here wisely critiqued the “wild” “speculations” of “a teafiNASA and Stanford
University ... scientists” who “announced a set of ‘possible evidemresd remains of

life in a meteorite (discovered ... in Antarctica) from Mars'.E.g., “the ‘fossil-like
structures’ found in the meteorite” with the same shape andflzacteria, can also be
explained by “non-organic processes ... in rocks;” “the chemicaledoas ‘organic
molecules’ found in the vicinity ... may not be organic,” and the assatlest given of
“hydrocarbons” is misleading as they “exist in virtually every dasctin our galaxy.”

22 Hugh Ross's “Mars Rover Findings — The Real Sto@gnnections

Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 6, No. 4, 4th Quaaé4, p. 4;
referring toScienceVol. 305 (2004), pp. 770-771; 794-799; 600-806; 807-810; 810-821;
824-826; 829-832; & 837-842
(http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/abstract/305/568%he first page number of
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In July 1969, Apollo 11 was the first manned mission to land on the mdail
Armstrong (1930-2012) of the USA was the first man to walk on the moon, dwih E
“Buzz” Aldrin (b. 1930) of the USA was the second man to walk on the moon. In 1969 |
was 9 years old in Year 4 at Watsonia Heights School in Melbouursgtaha, and | was
part of a school assembly in which a television was turned on smwe all watch a
man named Armstrong, walk upon the mooBut it was an old TV and what we saw
was glugite blurry; although clearer pictures thereafter canoeigh on our family TV at
home~~.

That night | saw clear pictures of the lunar landing on TV, and in tah
newspaper and the television media this remained a big and extdiygor quite some
time. It was one of those rare events that gripped peopletgnateon and interest all
over the world. Indeed, | recall my father saying at theetithat while other
discoveries had been made, such as Captain Cook discovering eastaliaiin 1770,
this was the first time such a major event could be watchgxdyle all over the world.
It seemed that everybody was interested, enthused, and excitgmth tontthe TV and
watch a man named Armstrong, walk upon the moon

Let the reader now consider the barren Lunar and Martian landsoapleese
NASA (National Aeronautics & Space AdministratiohUSA) photos.

each article e.g., the first article mentioned at pp. 770-771 s
http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/abstract/305/568%/700

213 The son of an army officer, | enjoyed a highly mobile liflesattending nine
different primary and secondary (or high) schools before proceddir@ollege for
tertiary studies. | was at Watsonia Heights State SchodWieélbourne, Victoria,
Australia, from 1969-1970, in 1969 being in Mr. Crowley’s Year 4 Clasthéatime my
Father was a Captain at 3 Signals Regiment, South Melbourne). le Wimg at
Watsonia | attended Sunday School &fdirch of England Boys’ Societ¢EBS) at All
Saints’ Greensborough (an Evangelical Anglican Church).
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Neil Armstrong, working on the Lunar Module July 1969.

“Buzz” Aldrin next to Lunar Module’s Strut & Protié

In December 1972 Apollo 17 was the last manned mission to land on the moon.
Harrison Schmitt (b. 1935) of the USA was the Lunar Module Pilate.

» 4 Harrison Schmitt left of Moon boulder Dec. 1872

214 Apollo 11 NASA photos: cropped AS11-40-5885 (Armstrong) & AS11-40-
5902 (Aldrin), in “Apollo 11 Image Gallery”
(http://history.nasa.gov/apllann/kippsphotos/apolloatml

215 Photo of Harrison Schmitt at boulder at Taurus-Littrow, the MoonSAIA

photo AS17-140-21496, in “NSSDC Photo Gallery Moon”
(http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://nssdc.gsfc.nasa.gagémlanetary/m
oon/gal_moon_color.jpg&imgrefurl=http://nssdc.gsfc.nasa.gov/photo_gallery/ptietoga
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The barren landscape of M&l%s

| Lifeless looking Mars.

Having considered these photographs of the Lunar and Martian sumacease
reminded that a comparison between the Earth and the other planetssofas system,
acts to show just how unusual the Earth is as a life-support gapable of sustaining
advanced life such as man. We can compare and contrast Earth mithber other
planets in our solar system on a number of issues. For instandactthieat a planet
with a closer distance to the sun is seen with Venus and Meendythe corresponding
effect of tidal interaction with the Sun giving these two plamatich slower rotations
(Earth’s Solar System Factor §uprg. Or the effect of a planet’s rotation period on
wind velocity as seen by the high winds of Jupiter which rotatesyé hours (Earth’s
Solar System Factor 1suprg. Or the effect of Earth’s gravitational interaction with
the moon which is very large relative to the Earth compared whtgr gianets that have
moons in e.g., Jupiter, Uranus, Mars, and Pluto, so that the higheril&xaaiNeptune
compared with that of the Earth preserves the Earth from e.gepexttmospheric tidal
effects (Earth’s Solar System Factor $8prg. Or the importance of earth’s magnetic
field preventing extreme electromagnetic storms is seetomparison with Jupiter's
moon, lo (Earth’s Solar System Factor $dprg. Or the fraction of light reflected by
the Earth compared to the higher amount reflected by Venus, or dber lamount

y-

moon.html&h=787&w=761&sz=58&tbnid=tJufVCpCUbJRPM:&tbnh=228&tbnw=221
&prev=/search%3Fg%3Dmoon%2Bpictures%26tbm%3Disch%26tb0%3Du&zoom=1&q
=moon+pictures&usg=__ HILphloEZiO14sMrM8eLN_kSkkM=&hl=en&sa=X&ei=0Czu
T4b0GsmfiAfr6sWTDQ&ved=0CBMQ9QEWAY

218 photo in Coffey, J., “Why is Mars Red?Jhiverse Today19 Dec. 2008
(http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://www.universetoday.agmn/
content/uploads/2008/05/mars_panorama.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.universetoday.com
22580/why-is-mars-
red/&usg=__ FVT91Yu2apW9BY8uSWCJznpGjZU=&h=287&wW=770&sz2=63&hl=ené&s
tart=9&zoom=1&tbnid=06dYZ6LFae2p6M:&tbnh=53&tbnw=142&ei=Z2S3uT405D-
fZigf ubyKDQ&prev=/images%3Fq%3Dmars%2Bpicture%26h1%3Den%26sa%3DX%
260bv%3D2%26tbm%3Disch&itbs¥.1
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reflected by the Moon (Earth’s Solar System Factorstiprg. Or the size and orbit of
Jupiter relative to Earth (Earth’s Solar System Factos@{irg.

Or as seen in comparative analysis with Mars, the sulphur iBatik’s core and
associated magnetic field is just right to shield the eadm fharmful solar X-ray
radiation (Earth’s Solar System Factor 288prg. Or with regard to the relationship
between a planet’s mass and atmosphere, and the fact that tthén&athe right mass
and atmosphere, we see how this principle operates in comparatiysiamath Venus
and Mars, since Venus has a mass 7 times that of Mars, atatedratmosphere more
than 600 times thicker than Mars (Earth’s Solar System Faét@uprg. Hence | do
not think it too much to say, that one can hear the voice of Nature’sh&amin saying to
us that even before he created the solar system, he foresamatha&tould one day come
to gaze upon these works of his, and that by comparison of such xtiiese that we
have considered between the Earth and these other planets of ourysiglar, sve are
meant to recognize that the Earth is specially designedlmssener who has made this
planet for life in general, and in particular for man who is in Godage and has a soul.
(And this lesson of Earth being designed for temporal |deld also have been clear to
angels afore man’s creation.) For the voice of nature itssifiés to us of Nature’'s
God, “l am the Lord thy God. Thou shalt have no other gods befor¢bmed. 20:2,3;
see Rom. 1:20; 2:9-16).

Thus having considered the teleological argument from design wittcyar
reference to Hugh Ross’s generally excellent work on astroabmne other scientific
proofs, we are given a fresh insight into some of the layers df depite words of King
David in Ps. 19:1; “The heavens declare the glory of God; and thanfiemt sheweth his
handywork.” With Robinson Gregory in his bodkje Theological Studerit899), at
the section entitled, The argument from designwe are left to conclude, “Design
implies intelligence and intention” as recognized by “Paley:The universe presents
evidence of adaptation and order, such as the relation betweeariyktite eye, and the
regularity and constancy of natural processes,” and “this linkoafght must lead us to
personal intelligence and will — to God ... Heb. 3:4'""  “For every house is builded
by some man; but he that built all things is God” (Heb. 3:4).

Therefore looking at the “Biblical creation model to be sciertifyccompared &
contrasted with the Book of Nature” found in Part 2, Chapter 1, setisaprag the
evidence of teleology is clearly consistent with what we woupeeixfromGuideline 3
“A succession of discernibly different ‘worlds’ to emerge in the scient&dcord ... (Heb.

1:2; 11:3) as the ‘generations of the heavens ... when they weredcrieatiee day that

the Lord God made ... the heavens” (Gen. 2:4). These unknown numbers of multiple
worlds must by definition be over a considerable period of time, aydb® over a vast
period of time since they are created by God ‘who inhabitetimigt’ (Isa. 57:15) i.e., no

time limits.” AndGuideline 4 “There is a supernatural uniformity in the universe (Gen.
8:22; Pss. 104:19; 119:90,91; Jer. 31:35; 33:25). Nature’s general unifasntitysi

217 Gregory, J.RThe Theological Studentharles H. Kelly, London, UK, 1892
& 1899, pp. 14-15.
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consistent with discernibly supernatural acts from time to,timaich stand out as
different to, but not incongruous with, this general supernatural uniformity.”

(Chapter 2) b) Teleology (Design):
iv] “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1): Earth-Sun-Moon
system.

In Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 2, section b, section i, at heatinygerse Factor
1, The force of gravityUniverse Factor 7, The expansion rate of the universe; Universe
Factor 9, The mass ... of the universe; Universe Factor 11, The stalbithe decay rate
of the proton; The expansion rate of the universe; Universe Factor 1l4diStence
between stars& section iii at headingg&arth’s Solar System Factor $he distance of
the Sun from the centre of the galakarth’s Solar System Factor 22, The Sun’s carbon
count & timing of a supernova explosion; & Earth’s Solar System Factor#9timing
and location of the solar system with regard to the amount of aluminum iswtgles
suprg | make the same basic qualification to Ross’s work with résjgeplanetary
formation of the earth. Specifically, that quite apart fromisisee of how planets in
general form, is the issue of how the earth in particularferased. Ross refers to work
since 1994 on planetary formation beyond earth’s solar system, indigdanets may
form from a gas cloud combined with a shroud of dust and d&brisBut even if this
model is correct for some, or even all planets other than ttig ®ath e.g., God having
used heavy elements for such planets from the stars, the eartiotwmade by any such
naturalistic process established under God’s secondary laws o€&.natll present
naturalistic explanations for planetary origins in general grecudative, and any
naturalistic explanation for the earth’s origins in particulertaghly speculative, and all
such conjectures referred to by Ross are by secular s@ewitbt anti-supernaturalist
presuppositions. Did God make the earth in part or in whole from E&rgxmatter
that he had earlier made by one or more processes (cf. Gen.72; @révas the earth an
act of creationex nihlo (cf. Heb. 11:3), or over time was the earth made by some
combination thereof? | think the evidence indicates that God cgrtaseldsomepre-
existing matter that he had earlier made in “the generatiotie dfeavens” (Gen. 2:4; cf.
Gen. 2:7; 6:7); and certainly the succession of “worlds” “that’rawfeamed by the word
of God” also included some acts of creat®anihlo(Heb. 11:3), “so that things which
are seen were not made of things which do appear,” e.g., fossil remainbastievia and
blue-green algae in th&rcheozoic World3.96 to 2.5 billion B.C.) front. 3.5 billion
B.C. . Importantly, a naturalistic process for earth’s folonats disallowed by the
words of Gen. 1:1, which point to “God” as “maker of heaven and eahhistles’ &
Nicene Creeds | think the earth’s many life support features, and e.gtedsnic

218 Ross, H.The Genesis Question, op. cfip. 24-25.
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plates, and other features point to Divine Design and thus a Cre&tars Nature itself
teaches us that, “In the beginning, God created the heaven and th¢@anthl:1).

In his treatment of the Earth-Sun-Moon system, Hugh Ross comes tdosy
position on the earth than he usually does. Although, his model feattiés formation
also clearly intersects with mine at a number of his Eaflular System Factors e.g. at
Part 2, Chapter 2, section b, subsection iii, Earth’s Solar Systetars 20, 23, 24, 26, &
27, suprg where Ross clearly believes in some level of supernaturaltgcind Divine
Design in the formation of the earth.

Hugh Ross looks at “the earth as a fit habitat;” and considersneeder Divine
Design in the Earth-Sun-Moon system. This includes the mati&ting to Earth’s
moon, as here there is also a just right gravitational interabetween the Earth and the
moon, if it were less this would cause climatic instabilitieisereas if it were more, there
would be too severe an effect on ocean tides, the atmosphere, anthtiomal period.
Thus this points to Divine Design. Concerning Earth’s sun: if thvae more than one
star or sun, tidal interaction would then disrupt planetary orbits,eakeyne is needed to
give the heat for life. Thus this points to Divine Design. tiEasun is e.g., the right
age for stable burning; and the right luminosity. It is the niifiance from the Earth,
since if it were closer it would be too warm for a stableewaycle on the Earth, whereas
if it were further out it would be too cold for the Earth’s watgele. Thus this points to
Divine Design.

And so concerning the Earth itself, the Earth’s crust is th tigckness, since if
it was thinner there would be too much tectonic and volcanic actwhigreas if it was
thicker, there would be too much oxygen transferred from the atmogjphtire earth’s
crust. Thus this points to Divine Design. The Earth’s rotatiologbés also just right,
since if it were shorter, then atmospheric winds would reacbciiels that were too
great; and if slower, then the temperature would be too greaigdine daytime. Thus
this points to Divine Design. The earth’s magnetic field is fjight, since if it were
weaker it would give inadequate protection from the hard radiation cftéing; whereas
if it were stronger, there would be too severe electromagretims.  Thus this points to
Divine Design. The Earth’s axial tilt is also just rightice it were less or more, the
surface temperatures differences of the Earth would be tot gréaus this points to
Divine Design.

The ratio of the reflected light relative to the total amoatinig on the Earth is
just right™®, for if it were less, there would be a runaway greenhouse gffedticed;
whereas if it were greater, then an ice age would occur. fAmpoints to Divine
Design. The oxygen to nitrogen ratio in Earth’s atmospheretisigins. If it were less,
then advanced life functions would move too slowly; whereas if it wene, advanced
life functions would move too fast. Thus this points to Divine Desighhe Earth’s
carbon dioxide and levels of atmospheric water vapor are just rigfnthey were less,
there would not be enough greenhouse effect; whereas if theyneeee there would be

219 Technically called, “albedo.”
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a runaway greenhouse effect.  Thus this points to Divine Desighhe Earth’s
atmospheric ozone level is just right. If it were less, tilem Earth’s surface
temperatures would be too great, and there would be too much ultrareitdilgtion on
the Earth’s surface; whereas if it we more, the temperaturdéise Earth’s surface would
be too great. Thus this points to Divine Design. The electsichdrge rate in the
Earth’s atmosphere is just right. If it were less, theoaildv be insufficient nitrogen
fixing in the Earth’s soil; whereas if it were more, too muchtetion by fire on the
earth would occur. Thus this points to Divine Design. And thengeictivity on the
Earth is just right. If it were less, nutrients form rivenoff on the ocean floors would
fail to be recycled onto the continents via tectonic uplift; wreie@& were more, the
destruction of too many life-forms would then result.  Thus this pdmt®ivine
Desigrf®.

Hence commenting on these factors of Divine Design, Hugh Rosaudesdhat
less “than a trillionth of a trillionth of a percent of allrstain the universe “will have a
planet capable of sustaining life.” Given therefore thatuniverse has about a trillion
(1,000 billion) galaxies, each with about 100 billion (or 100 thousand milliang,dRoss
concludes “not even one planet would be expected, by natural processed@possess
the necessary conditions to sustain life” here itemized. “.. elinseabundantly clear that
the earth, too, in addition to the universe, has experienced Divine %é&ign

On the one hand, | thank both God, and man in the person of Hugh Ross, for the
excellent work he has here done in isolating multiple just rigitufes of the Earth that
point to Divine design; and | here breath a sigh of relief tlsisRas finallyrecognized
that, “It seems abundantly clear that the earth, too, in additiohetcuniverse, has
experienced Divine design.” And in fairness to him he also ntagesame basic point
with regard to some of Earth’'s Solar System Factors (aee2P Chapter 2, section b,
subsection iii, e.g., Earth’s Solar System Factors 20, 23, 24, 26, &pfn But on the
other handthis is not enough The words of Genesis 1:1, “In the beginning God created
the heaven and the earth;” and the echoing of these words iRsalm 124:8, “Our help
is in the name of the Lord, who made heaven and earth,” or Psalm IB4e3|.6rd that
made heaven and earth bless thee ...;” require a much greater emphasis ome@tdis c
of the earth, comparable in type to Hugh Ross’s correct empbrasise creation of the
universe at the time of the Big Bang when, “In the beginning Geated the heaven.”
While it is possible to argue for God establishing some néadticaprocesses in the
universe that may produce some planets such as those refebredRtzss which have
been observed since 19%Ypra it is not possible to argue for any such naturalistic
processes when it comes to the earth. The words of Gdngsisquires that “... God
created ... the earth.”

We are reminded of the importance of this Genesis 1:1 teaahitigeicreedal
statements of both th&postles’andNicene Creed$ound in the Anglican 166Book of

220 Ross, H.The Fingerprint of Go¢1989),0p. cit, pp. 128-131.

221 bid., pp. 131-132 (emphasis mine).



541

Common Prayerand further endorsed in Article 8 of the AngliGhArticleswhich says
that they “ought thoroughly to be received and believed: for theytgyoved by most
certain warrants of holy Scripture.” These are known as Cdtholrauniversal) Creeds
because whether or not a person or church specifically uses thdémay iflo not agree
with their doctrine then they are not orthodox. It is surely netdlbat these two
Catholick Creeds of Christian orthodoxy, both stylistically replicate tbkcBl emphasis
which puts in the very first verse of the Bible the words, “Inlibginning God created
the heaven and the earth” (Gen. 1:1). Thus they both state\arthstart of them, “I
believe in” “God,” “maker of heaven and earth.” Hence Alpestles’ Creedsays, “I
believe in_Godthe Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and eartt’ and theNicene
Creedsays, “I believe in one Gaithe Father Almighty, Maker of heaven and eastid

of all things visible and invisible: and in one Lakdsus Christ, the only begotten Son of
God, ... by whom all things were made . And | believe in the Holy Ghost, the Lord
and giver of life who proceedeth from the Father and the Son ... .” We here see how the
teachings of orthodoxy put an emphasis where Genesis 1:1 puts itynaviikl an
emphasis at the very start on the teaching that “... God créwdteaven and the earth”
(Gen. 1:1). This requires that we put an appropriate emphasis on God'’s creation of “the
earth” in about 4.6 billion B.C., and in doing so clearly state that its importaace
comparable in type to the emphasis we put on the creation of “the Heaibre.g., the
universe at the time of the Big Bang in about 14 billion B.C.; for "Ged'maker of
heaven and earth(Apostles’ & Nicene Creeljls

The Earth was not made by a combination of naturalistic procesapied with
some Divine Desigfine-tuning The Earth was specifically created by God over time.
With all due respect to Hugh Ross whose excellent work on cosynatateleology has
greatly enriched these two classic arguments from godly réastime existence of God
and creation miracles; he has nevertheless lost this Bibltahce that “God createlde
heaven_and the eaftliGen. 1:1). On the one hand, Ross makes references to stars
producing heavy elements necessary for “rocky planets” suttteasarth by naturalistic
processes set in place by God ise¢ondary lawsand also makes unqualified references
to planetary formation by naturalistic processes relevant tedhé’s formation set in
place by God i.e.secondary lawssupra But on the other hand, Ross also refers to
Divine Design features evident in Earth’'s Solar System Facsusrg i.e., God’s
primary actions by Divine Desigror the Earth-Sun-Moon system i.&pd’s primary
actions by Divine Desigrand in this context he says that “the evidence is” that “God
Divinely intervened to create” “a life-support planet” “here ortreaand so “the earth is
a miracle of God,” because “by natural process we wouldn’'t baga one planet earth
in the entire univer$é® i.e., God's primary actions by Divine DesignBut when these
two types of statements by Ross are looked at in their gntihety most naturally are
interpreted to mean a Theistic evolutionary modabt (in the sense of biological
macroevolution which Ross rightly rejects,) of the Earth in whibd fine-tuned
naturalistic planetary formation processes.

222 Ross'sEvidence of Desigii1990),op. cit, referred to in Part 2, Chapter 2,

section b, subsection iii, at heading, “Earth’s Solar System Factos@ia
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Given that in the same way that God made man from “the dusiea§round”
(Gen. 2:7) when he “created (Hebréara’)” “man” (Gen. 6:7), Godnight have used
some pre-existing materials when he “created (Helmaa') ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1);
and | consider the evidence from the Book of Nature indicates tithtli@ so usedome
pre-existing matter that he had earlier made in “the generaiotie heavens” (Gen.
2:4; cf. Gen. 2:7; 6:7). Thus itmssiblethat Ross’s argument about the stars producing
heavy elements may hagsemerelevance in analogous terms to God'’s creation of man in
Gen. 2:7, of God first producing what were pre-existing elemants #.6 billion B.C.
for his creation of the earth over time from this point. Butoofrse Biblically it is also
possiblethat God “created (Hebrebara’) ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1) in an act of creation
ex nihlg “so that things which are seen were not made of things which daragbdeb.
11:3). The exegetical difficulty here at Genesis 1:hasdased by the fact that the same
usage of “created (Hebrevara’)” for, “In the beginning God created (Hebr&ara’) the
heaven,” contextually requires creatiex nihlofor “the heaven,” since the depiction of
what happens “in the beginning” is not a picture of God taking somexmsnt matter
and forming it.  Thus “In the beginning God created (Hebbaya') the heaven”
requires creatioex nihla Thus when we then read, “and the earth,” prisna facie
possible to interpret this as meaning that “the earth” tooe&tionex nihloon analogy
with “the heaven;” but it is alsprima facie possible to interpret this as meaning that
because in explanation of this in Gen. 2:4 we read of “the gesresaif the heavens and
of the earth,” that some earth material was made by God préiceding “generations of
the heavens” that he then used for “the earth” (Gen. 2:4), in thewgaynthat he made
man from “the dust of the ground” (Gen. 2:7) when he “created (Mebas’)” “man”
(Gen. 6:7). It is therefore axiomatic that it is also posditde some combination of
these twaqorima faciepossibilities was used. Scripturally, this is an open question.

However,what is not an open questiois the fact thathe Earth was specifically
created by God It was not made by a combination of naturalistic processes coupled
with some Divine Design fine-tuning The Earth is different to every other planet we
know of, in that the Earth is made by God to sustain life. We caasd®oss has done,
look to models for how planetaight be forming somewhere else in the universe for the
purposes of how the earth was formethe Earth is different. The Earth &s far as we
know, a unique creation of God The Earth was specifically created by Gaslrecorded
in Genesis 1:1. Thus in the same way that we defend creatiozatiires by God at the
taxonomical level of genus (or in some classifications wheraugjeis not used the
equivalent of at least one level below family e.g., “subfamity” Hawkes), or below
from macroevolutionary biological theory, so we must defend creatitimeoéarth from
evolutionary planetary theory of planet formation which thopgs$sibly corrector some
planets in the universé under no circumstances correfctr the creation of the Earth.
And nor is any half-way house idea that the Earth was made d¢pymbination of
naturalistic processes coupled with some Divine Design fine-tuningor “... God
created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1).

In Luther’'s Short Catechismthe great Protestant Reformer under whom God
ignited the Reformation in 1517, Martin Luther (1483-1546), recommendsotiether
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with other prayer, “At night, when thou goest to bed, ... say, ‘In the radrtiee Father,
the Son, and the Holy Ghost. Amen.” Then ... repeat the [ApostlesddCard the
Lord’s Prayer ... .” While | do not always do so, | sometime®othis advice and so
recite the Apostles’ Creed “at night,” just before | “go a bed.” Let us thank God for
this statement of Christian orthodoxy, which though by itselhisnaomplete statement
of the Christian faith and Christian orthodoxy, nevertheless saatesnber of important
elements of Christian orthodoxy, and so is wisely selected integ AnglicanShort
Catechism(1662 Book of Common PraykgrLuther’s Short Catechisn{1529); and the
Westminster (Presbyterianphorter Catechism(1648), as a starting point for
understanding the Christian faith as explained to a catechumdse. othier statements of
Protestant Christian orthodoxy, this wonderful statement of orthodopyg lislto “keep
on ‘the strait'n’ narrow” (Matt.7:13,14) in not departing from th&evant teachings of
Scripture that it covers. It reads:

“I believe in_Godhe Father Almighty, maker of heaven and earth
And in Jesus Christ his only Son our Lord,
who was conceived by the Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary,
suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, dead, and buried,
he descended into hell;
the third day he rose again from the dead,
he ascended into heaven,
and sitteth on the right hand of God the Father Almighty;
from thence he shall come to judge the quick and the dead.
| believe in the Holy Ghost;
the holy catholick church;
the communion of saints;
the forgiveness of sins;
the resurrection of the body, and the life everlasting.
Amen.”

(Chapter 2) b) Teleology (Design):
v] “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1) — but how “old” is the
“old ... earth” (Ps. 102:25)?

The Psalmist says of “God,” “of olsast thou laid the foundation of the eadhd
the heavens are the works of thy hands” (Ps. 102:24,25). But how “dltg feld ...
earth” (Ps. 102:25§%°

Thomas Chalmers (1780-1847) was the First Moderator of the R¥gabyiree
Church of Scotland1843-1847) which is a Reformed Church. He was a Professor of

223 gee also Vol. 1, Part 2, Chapter 5, sectionfi@.
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Theology, and Principal of tHéree Church of Scotlan@ollege which later becaniew
Collegeat Edinburgh University (1846-1847). He was an old earth creatiGiosil
Earth Gap Schoolman who considered that most of earth’s geology coplddae in
between the first two verses of Genesis. He first spokaviouf of a time-gap between
the first two verses of Genesis, into which fits most ofrésugeological history, in his
Remarks on Cuvier's Theory of the Eaith1814%* although he then seems to have
become reserved about it by 1830, (possibly being influenced by the nomittaim
comments with regard to an old earth or young earth of Cony8eRiellips in 1822,)
till he again clearly endorsed it in Mi&atural Theologyf 1835. Thus in 1814 Chalmers
spoke of the “unity in the work” on a number of the creation dayd,then said, “This
unity of work would be violated on the first day, of the primarycddatreation [in verse
1] were to form part of it; and the uniformity is better kept ypseparating the primary
act from all the succeeding operations, and making the formation aistbdiaf light
the great and only work of the first #&" He thus clearly endorsed a Gap School
model. But he then seems to have had some doubts about it by 1830, saroesiof
Biblical apologetics, Thomas Chalmers referred in 1830 to Skepticism of” certain
“geologists,” who “give a higher antiquity to the world than ... thél&iis said to.
“Admit this antiquity,” he asked, “and in what possible way doewutch upon the
historical evidence of the New Testament? The credibilith®iGospel miracles stands
upon its own appropriate foundation, the recorded testimony of numerousnessés.”
But this still leads to religiously liberal objections about how in the Gospelst@phsld
the authority of Pentateuch (e.g., “the law” in Matt. 5:17), and Mamathorship (e.g.,
Matt. 8:14; Mark 7:10). Hence Chalmers further says, “in differgays we may
dispose of ... the alleged falsehood of our Saviour’s testimony ..oes Be really assert
what has been called the Mosaical antiquity of the world? thues that he gives his
distinct testimony to the Divine legislation of Moses; but doesdglaser say ..., that
there was not an interval of many adpetween the first act of creation, described in the
first verse of the Book of Genesis, and said to have been pedatiee beginning; and
those more detailed operations, the account of which commencesattmel verse, and
which are described to us as having been performed in so mgsy’daSo that “of
consequence,” has not the Pentateuch “left the antiquity of the globe a freet suB®

Old earth creationist Global Earth Gap Schoolman, William Bucklgl784-
1856), was the Anglican Canon of Christ Church, Dean of Westminster 1845 to

224 Chalmer’s “Remarks on Cuvier's Theory of the Earth,” in “Bsts from a

Review of that theory which was contributedTioe Christian Instructom 1814,” inThe
Works of Thomas Chalmer$850, Published for Thomas Constable by Sutherland &
Knox, Edinburgh, Scotland, UK, 1860, Vol. 12, “Tracts & Essays,” pp. 349-372.
Referred to in CustanceWithout Form and Voi@1970),0p. cit, pp. 26-27, footnote 20.

22> Chalmer's “Remarks on Cuvier's Theory of the Earth, Time Works of
Thomas Chalmerd850, Vol. 12pp. cit, pp. 349-372 at pp. 371-372 (emphasis mine).

226 The Works of Thomas Chalmer830, op. cit, chapter 7, pp. 45-48
(emphasis mine).
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1856, and Reader in Geology and Mineralogy at Oxford University, whergas
appointed Professor of Mineralogy in 1813. In 1820 he concurred with “tihy hig
valuable opinion of Dr. Chalmers” concerning “an interval of many &géseen” the
first two verses of Genesis 1. Then in 1836 he said he consided&drisnand millions
of years may have occupied the indefinite interval” between itee tivo verses of
Genesis, followed by the “evening or commencement of the fingtoflahe Mosaic
narrativé®’.”

The founder of Bob Jones University, USA (whose better days werelB®77j,
Bob Jones Sr. (d. 1968), who was educated in e.g., the Latin tongue, at rSouther
University, Greensboro, Alabama, USA said, “Now you can put all the time you want,
millions of ages, as much as you please, between the first emoldseerse of revelation
and be Scriptural.” And his son and successor as Chancellor cidBels University,
Bob Jones Jr. (d. 1997), who was educated in e.g., the Latin tondgitarkds Military
Schoolin Montgomery, Alabama, USA’, also held to that Gap School posififh And
the Principal of Homerton College in London UK (d. 1851), which now cordiafter
its relocation as Homerton College in Cambridge University, ofth eaeationist Local

227 Buckland, W.Geology and MineralogyAs exhibiting the power, wisdom,

and goodness of God, 1836, fourth edition edited by F.T. Buckland, Bell & Daldy
London, 1869, p. 15; & Buckland, WThe Bridgewater Treatise®©n the power and
wisdom and goodness of God as manifested in the creation. @réagBgology and
Mineralogy considered with reference to Natural Theojomy 2 volumes, William
Pickering, London, 1836, Vol. 1, pp. 20-30.

228 Bob Jones Sr\Word of Truth323 (cassette audio recording), Bob Jones

University, Greenville, South Carolina, USA; & Wright, NFgrtress of Faith Bob Jones
University, 3rd ed, 1984, p. 11.

229 Bob Jones Sr\Word of Truth350 (cassette audio recording), Bob Jones

University, Greenville, South Carolina, USA. Acting President Bwoted College 1934-
1947 (Cleveland, Tennessee), President Bob Jones University 1947-71 (Gee8outh
Carolina), Chancellor BJU 1991-1997.

230 The Young Earth Creationist, Dan Olinger of South Carolina, 584 in a
2006 address, “most of the major Evangelical Colleges” “acceplid earth creation.”
He referred to how “Bob Jones Jr. [1911-1997], the late Chancellort @dbaJones”
University “was an old earth creationist” who believed there \@agap” between the
first two verses of Genesis. He said Bob Jones Jr.’s “reaasrthat ... theScofield
Reference Bibldeld to the Gap” School. He further said “I ... work at Bob Jones”
University; and Bob Jones Jr. “mentioned it on the Chapel platfobah (Olinger’'s
“Problems with Old Earth Creationism,” Sermon, Heritage Bibkurch, Greenville,
South Carolina, USA, Sunday 9 July 2006,
http://www.sermonaudio.com/sermoninfo.asp?SID=82508214571 Bob Jones Jr.’s
father, Bob Jones Sr., also followed tBeofield Bible(e.g., Word of Truthaudio
recordings 222, 248, & 434); so both followed a form of the global earth gap school.
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Earth Gap Schoolman, J. Pye Smith (d. 1851), said the gap betweesstthediverses

of Genesis may represent “an antiquity which millions or bemugand millions of years
might fail to represeft’.” In Volume 1, Part 1, Chapter 2, “The First of Seven Keys to
understanding Gen. 1-11,” section ¢, “Summary of first key,” raferéas made to our
“need toMind the Gap between ‘the heavens’ & ‘the earthGan. 1:1 & between the
first two verses of Genesis. Since God ‘inhabiteth eternity’ (Isa. 57:15), and with him
a day is as a thousand years, (Ps. 90:4; Il Peter 3:8), it fallawshis ‘day’ of Gen. 2:4
which is found both in Gen. 1:1 and between Gen. 1:1 and Gen. 1:2, may be hundreds,
thousands, millions, billions, trillions, quadrillions, or zillions of yelmg. We are
simply not told. This is a matter God leaves man to disctweugh reference to the
Book of Nature (Job 12:7,8; Ps. 19:1-3).”

The issue of “young” and “old” is potentially relativistic. E.m broad terms |
would say that from conception to age 39, a person is, in varyingesedsoung.”
From 40 to 64 years he is “middle-aged;” and from 65 and over heviatyimg degrees,
“old.” Yet as a school teacher, | find there are some teenagerseem to consider
anyone over 30 years of age, including therefore a middle-agedudiaras myself, are
“old.” By contrast, my beloved father (b. 1921) who as at 2014 is a naraggrthinks
of both my elder brother who is his elder son (b. 1957), and myself whie 1@unger
son (b. 1960), as “young.” If a man lived to be a 100, he would be regarded as “old;” but
if he is a saved man, then upon his death when his soul ordgit‘fly away” (Ps.
90:10), being “carried by the angels” (Luke 16:22) to “judgemenéb(I®:27), and then
the rest “in heaven” of “the spirits of just men made perféeteb. 12:23); if he
conversed with a saint who had been in heaven e.g., 500 yearsiddrisant might
conceivably refer to him, or think of him, as “a young man.”

Jewish physicist, Gerald Schroeder of Israelgbl938 in USA, emigrated to
Israel 1971), notes that, “Well into the twentieth century, botlomstners and physicists
believed the age of the Earth to be measured in millions, not bilbbygars;” but then
came better scientific data “indicating an Earth some 4lisrbyears old and a universe
that reaches back 10 to 20 billion yé&t$ Before the development of scientific dating
methods, estimates of the Earth’s age varied. The basicnigonghat rock strata
contain characteristic fossils which means they can be dissimggiifrom other rock
strata in the earth, was a basic principle developed betweenahdd0810 by William
Smith (d. 1839) in England, as well as George Cuvier (d. 1832) and Alexande
Brongniart (d. 1847). It ceased to be possible to allow for the pdgsdiia young
earth byc. 1835, (and indeed one might also reasonably argue for a sligililgr elate
thanc. 1835,) and although some like Conybeare & Phillips (1822) and Chalmerg (1830

231 Bob Jones Sr\Word of Truth407 (cassette audio recording), Bob Jones

University, Greenville, South Carolina, USA, [undated, c. 1961]; Pyeh@nS8tripture
& Geological Sciencep. 502 quoted in Hitchcock, EThe Religion of Geology
Glasgow, Scotland, UK, 1851, p. 53.

232 gchroeder, GGenesis and the Big BanBantom Books, New York, USA,
1990 & 1992, pp. 14 & 22.
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allowed that this was still one possibility, this was with axaereasing difficulty and the
gualification fromc. 1810-1835, that there was evidence consistently coming through
from geology which was indicating an old earth, and that leadintpgets such as
Cuvier (1811 & 1813) and Buckland (1820) considered the data required an ofdearth

Thus they showed that rocks could be dated in a relativistic manner withiera giv
region. But how old is old? One attempt to date the earth was made using accumulation
of salt in the ocean. This led to a speculative calculatiobobg Kelvin (1824-1907),
born in Protestant Belfast in Northern Ireland and after whom #leirkKtemperature
scale is named, that the earth was between 20 and 40 millionglé®fs Another
method used estimates based on sediment thicknesses of egslss déand as at 1893
this yielded varying dates from different estimators inreabetween three million and
six billion year$*>.

But then a number of better techniques for dating the earth weetoped. E.g.,
dendrochronology or dating from tree-rings has proven useful for parpds 12,000
years, for instance, bristlecone pine has been used in theBasatof western USA for
North American dates up @ 6,000 B.C., and a 12,000 year old oak has been used in
chronologies going up to. 7,000 B.C. in the eastern Mediterranean regionca@,000
B.C. in other parts of Europ&.

Carbon 14 dating, or radiocarbon dating has proven useful for dating alyetcts
about 25,000 years of age, and controversial for objects allegedly heRbg#0 and
40,000 years of age (or some say possibly even 50,000 years ago, evarCadaan 14
dating is only meant to be accurate to about 40,000 years ago)oc&adin has a half-
life of 5,370 years, and so Carbon 14 decay rates can with qualifibetioreasured’.
Impurities in samples can result in a range of different date$ in such instances there
is then a potential dispute as to which sample has impurities hiuth wample does
not®®  (E.g., there are associated disputes connected with when the itesladeent

233 See Chapter 5, section d, subsection ii.

234 Young, D.A., “How Old Is It? ... A Review of Dating Methods — Farte
..., Perspectives on Science & Christian Faitfol. 58, No. 4, Dec. 2006, pp. 259-265,
at p. 262.

235 |bid., pp. 260-262; citing Walcott, C.D., “Geologic Time, As Indicated by the
Sedimentary Rocks of North Americaldurnal of GeologyVol. 1 (1893), pp. 639-676.

236 bid., pp. 263-264.

237 Young, D.A., “How Old Is It? ... A Review of Dating Methods — PErtee
..., Perspectives on Science & Christian Faitfol. 59, No. 2, Dec. 2007, pp. 136-142,
at p. 139; “Carbon 14 Dating,” lowa State University, USAttg://www.ndt-
ed.org/EducationResources/HighSchool/Radiography/carbonl4datipg.htm

238 5ee Volume 2, Part 6 on dates for Sodom.
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extincf®) A further issue is the question of a situation where atmdspbarbon
declined, in which instance a younger sample may appear to be ofdtranother issue
arises for dates from about 23,000 B.C. up to the limits of Carbon 14 at 3IB000
That is because calibration curves are calculated for such, @ateé the possible error
bars are frequently either not stated, or understated. The tafhlpeocess reduces the
prima facieCarbon 14 dates for 30,000 years from 8,000 B.C. to 38,000 B.C., down to a
period of 25,000 years. Thus the first question for a date in the @nt0,000 to
40,000 years ago” is, “Has it been calibrated?” since it mightadly be lower that the
date given on calibration tables. Thus e.g., an object saidab38000 B.C., could in
fact be 3,000 or 3,500 years younger than this, i.e., 35,000 B.C., or eseat leg.,
34,500 B.C**.

This is relevant to e.g., the issue of dating the lion-headed figwvitie a
primate’s body from the Swabian Alps of Eurbe It had first been previously Carbon
14 dated to 30,000 years agomr28,000 B.C**>  But about a decade later, a 2013
Carbon 14 based date led to the claim that it is 40,000 years old. This immedisgsly ra
the question, Was the first Carbon 14 date of 30,000 years ago contamanatas the
second Carbon 14 date of 40,000 years ago contaminated? Rather thasirayltines
issue, there has been a tendency to uncritically accept theléee which may or may
not be correct. Furthermore, the second date of 40,000 years agogbukeitimits of
Carbon 14 dating, yet relevant detail is lacking on how this datesasd at, and what
the error bars are. A safer Carbon 14 date would thus ®&500-40,000 years ago.
Another problem is that this “new date” is based not a diracb@ 14 dating of the
lion-headed figurine, but rather on bones found in the same®*$trataut this too can be
hazardous, because it is possible that the lion-headed figurine sanknditvermud over
30,000 or more years; or was deliberately buried about 30,000 years agos@nithén
the earlier date of. 30,000 years ago would be more accurate. While a number of
issues with respect to the lion-headed figurine remain unresolvedheseesees the
danger of uncritically accepting an alleged Carbon 14 date; becatlse first instance,
it clearly disagrees with the earlier Carbon 14 dating by sty@00 years; in the second

239 gee Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 6, section ¢, subsection iv, Heading A, “Where
are the Adamites in the fossil record?, at subheading “A coBtre@mparison of models
case study: The Highly Controversial Neanderthals.”

240 John Hawks “Straightening the Calibration Curve” (Jan. 2010)
(http://johnhawks.net/taxonomy/term}50

241 gee also Part 2, Chapter 6, section ¢, subsectitai,

242 Dalton, R., “Lion man takes pride of place as oldest staNagfire 4 Sept.

2003 pttp://www.nature.com/news/2003/030904/full/news030901-6)html

243 Bailey, M., “Ice Age Lion Man is world’s earliest figtinge sculpture, The

Art Newspaper Jan. 2013 Http://www.theartnewspaper.com/articles/Ice-Age-iLion-
Mani-is-worlds-earliest-figurative-sculpture/28595
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instance, the issue of which sample is contaminated and why idispisrity of 10,000
years has not been properly addressed; in the third instance,athettsl error bars are
lacking; and in the fourth instance, it is based on surrounding bonkatsbrhight have
sunk down, or been buried at a lower level, and this is not taken into account.

But notwithstanding such qualifications which are sometimes sachinta with
Carbon 14 dates (which have much narrower error bars for objects under y€a@€)0)
Carbon 14 is clearly a useful dating techniqureyiding its limits are recognized

There is also e.g., radiometric dating. This works on this bashe decay rate
of the atomic nucleus in multiple atoms. The half-life of ai@aar atom can be
measured i.e., for any given sample of atoms, the time it fa&késof a sample to
disintegrate. Since uranium (symbol U) decays into lead (syRitjobver a long period
of time (uranium 238 has a half-life 0f4.5 billion years; uranium 235 has a half-life of
c. 710 million years; and uranium 234 has a half-lifecoR47,000 years or about a
guarter of a million years), or potassium (symbol K) decays amgon (symbol Ar)
(potassium has a half-life af 12 billion years); or rubidium (symbol RB) into strontium
(symbol Sr) (rubidium has a half-life af 49 billion years), these rates can be used to
date certain rocks. E.g., the Earth has been found to have racigtda. 3.5 million
B.C., and lunar rocks and meteors have been so dated4té million B.C?***. The
uranium 234 to uranium 238 radiometric dating is useful for about 100,000agate
1.2 million years ago, and so helps fill a gap between Carbon 14 dstipg and
potassium-argon dating. The potassium-argon radiometric datnigelea used to date
volcanic rocks as young as 20,000 years and meteors as old as 4.5/bdlisn E.g., it
has been used to date volcanic ash from Bishop Tuff in Califori84,, tb c. 725,000
years ago. And the rubidium-strontium radiometric dating is usefudating very old
rocks. It has proven valuable in dating minerals bearing potassigin as several
varieties of mica which have a large amount of the originating rubidindonly low
amounts of the derivative strontium.

If as claimed by young earth creationists, God made the earth & Q0®D000
years ago, then one would reasonably expect the half-life dates/of these Carbon 14
dating and radiometric dating methods to show that the decay prioadssnly been
going on for 6,000-10,000 years. But this is not the case. Thethgplis sometimes
made by young earth creationists relates to “appearance .6f age example that has
been used with me are the trees of Eden. | remember sonseaggaspeaking to a
young earth creationist in New South Wales, Australia, who was New Zealand. He
said to me that if one were to cut down a tree in Eden just after it had been made, it would
have tree rings in it for some number of years. And thisaltevgas the requisite proof
for the young earth creationist claim of “appearance of agdy response to this claim

244 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9%p. cit,, “Time: Time as systematized:

Radiometric Time;” “Potassium-argon dating;” “Rubidium-Strontium tirgdg”
“Rubidium-Strontium method;” “Uranium-234-uranium-238 dating;” & Young, D.A.,
“How OId Is It? ... A Review of Dating Methods — Part Two ...Bérspectives on
Science & Christian FaithVol. 59, No. 1, March 2007, pp. 28-36, at pp. 28-31.
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is that we do not have material evidence to show what a tree in Eded lokllike if
we were to cut it down. It is a circular argument tiirst presumethat the trees of Eden
did have tree rings. What is wrong with saying that, God mwst ti@@ated wide trunk
trees in Eden as “a one-off’? And if, for example, God madewra@B5 some 6,000-
10,000 years ago, it would be reasonable to expect that its erosiempatbuld not be
also given a form that correlated with “an appearance of agelexated half-life frona.
710 million years. In this context, it should also be remembaegdve are told in Holy
Writ that, “God is not a man, that he should lie” (Num. 23:19). And mhdieis
“impossible for God to lie” (Heb. 6:18) because he is infinitelyfgm. Wherefore,
“God, that cannot lie” (Titus 1:2) thundered from Mount Sinai in the nifitthe Ten
Commandments, “Thou shalt not bear false witness” (Exod. 20:16; Mat8;1Rom.
13:9). Hence the claim that God would give these different rtibksappearance of
age,” not only in terms of their half-life decay rates, but atssimultaneous terms of
their erosion patterns, is not consistent with the character @d"“who says, “l am ...
the truth” (John 1:1; 14:6). For he is a “God, that cannot ligugT1:2), a “God” who
condemns “the Devil” “for” being “a liar” (John 1:1; 8:44), a God wtandemns the
Antichrist for his “deceivableness” (Il Thess. 2:10), and who says“#ia willfully
unrepentant “liars, shall have their part in the lake which blrfieg and brimstone”
(Rev. 20:8; cf. Rev. 21:27; 22:14,15).

Therefore, these and other dating methods for the?&ahtve thus shown that
the “old ... earth” (Ps. 102:25) s 4.6 billion years old. The fact that this is within the
range of estimates used on the basis of sediment thicknessestlo$ layers, which
before these scientific techniqgues became available yielgdpelations between 3
million and 6 billion years (Walcott, 18933upra is also notable as showing thatcat
4.6 billion years they are within a range of dates that can Hecdd from non-
radiometric means.

Thus in consulting The Book of Nature we learn that the earth4s5 billion
years old. E.g., some granites discovered near the Greatl3lkeen Canada have
been found to contain zircons dating to 3.96 billion B.C.; and in 1983 William
Compston’s research team from tAestralian National Universityin the Australian
capital city of Canberra, found that a water-laid layer at Mduatryer in Western
Australia contained zircon grains that could be dated to 4.18 billion &x@ 35 miles or
60 kilometres away they found zircon that could be dated to 4.276 billioA*B.CThis

245 young, D.A., “How Old Is It? ... A Review of Dating Methods — Parto
..., Op. cit, pp. 31-35 (Isochron Methods & Cordia Method); & “How Old Is It? ... A
Review of Dating Methods — Part Three ..op. cit, pp. 136-140 (Thermochronometry,
The U-Th/He Method, Fission-Track Dating, Cosmogenic Isotopegpodtxe-Age
Methods).

246 Zircon is a silicate mineral (ZrSiO-4). Silica® abundant on the Earth,
with c. 25% of all minerals and. 40% of the most common minerals being silicates;
indeed almost all the igneous rocks which constitute more than 9@§é efhrth’s crust
are silicates.
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wasﬁan outstanding discovery since it then constituted the alidéstl material on
Earttf*’.

But once again, the concept of “a young earth” and “an old earth’eaessarily
relativistic to some specified points in time. Thus given @ad “inhabiteth eternity”
(Isa. 57:15), and it would be possible for the earth to be billialigrts, quadrillions, or
zillions of years old, the fact that “it is onlg” 4.6 billion years old means that it could be
conceptualized as “a young earth.” But inside the paramehatsare used in
contemporary creationist discourse, “young earth creationist'srédethose arguing for
“a young earth” of 6,000-10,000 years of age, and “old earth creatioefsts to those
arguing for “an old earth” of millions or billions years of ag&herefore in terms of the
normative usage of these terms in contemporary creationist discagrssEnnot doubt
that The Book of Nature clearly teaches the creation by God of an old earthoviigose
date toc. 4.6 billion B.C. .

These findings for an old earth 4.6 billion years old also correlate with later
datable events. E.g., ice cores extracted from Greenland ahostory for 120,000
years; and three cores extracted from Antarctica dated back3u#D,000 B.C. (Dome
Fuji), c. 420,000 B.C. (Vostok), and 740,000 B.C. (Dome C). These were dated by a
method of triangulation using: volcanic ash layers, such as thatakatta in 1883,
Vesuvius in 79 A.D.; and climactic cycles caused by the tiltha earth’s orbit over
41,000 years, and ellipticity or eccentricity variations in eartitst over a period of
100,000 years; with radiometric dates gained from certain mearahe ice layers to
check that there is a correlation with their annual ice lay8&o too a sedimentary core
drilled off-shore from the South Alps of New Zealand dated thdr'sactust back tc.
3.9 million B.C. . The climatic cycles and other events in thes ¥ealand core over
the last 740,000 years were found to perfectly correlate with thosee ate layers in
Dome C in Antarctica. A number of young earth creationistsaldim the earth is only
6,000-10,000 years old, e.g., Carl Wieland @feation Ministries Internationalin
Queensland, Australia, in the young earth creationist maga@regtion Ex Nihlo
(1997), then attempted to discredit this evidence by referring tob@gsoblems at the
bottoms of tops of such core sample e.g., in two of the three ies rom Greenland,
there was a disturbance caused by ice folding in close pitgxionbedrock in the lower
15,000 ice layers. But as old earth creationist Hugh Ross pointed whiat he called
the “clash between young-earth and old-earth creationists,” @ahydssturbance does not
in fact invalidate the 105,000 layers above, or 123,000 layers of thetnedand so the
broad finding of an old earth which in Greenland goes back in thayeesltoc. 120,000
B.C. is clearly a valid scientific finding. Ross then drawamfrthis the following
observation, “According to Psalm 19:1-4, God speaks not only through the efdids
Bible but also through the record of nature. Since God speaks trutthaasges to
reveal himself, nature’s record and the Bible’s words can be experagree. The ice

247 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD991999), op. cit, “Geochronology: The

Interpretation & Dating of the Geological record: Geologicatbty of the Earth: The
Pregeological Period.”
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and sefdisment cores provide compelling extra-Biblical evidencethleaearth is indeed
H 4 ”
ancient™.

Likewise, young earth creationists who consider the earth is 10,000-6:609 y
old and so dates to 8,000-4,000 B.C., have claimed that the immense gorgeakrtben
Grand Canyon in the State of Arizona, in the United States ofidmevas formed due
to an alleged global flood of Noah 3,000-2,500 B.C. . But there is evidence to date
this North American canyon from formations in a number of caveshén Grand
Canyon’s walls, that were formed as water moved through the groundnhtanthe
cave$®. Hence geologists from New Mexico University in the Stdtélew Mexico,
USA, analyzed samples from these caves at nine differestisi@der to calculate the
speed at which the water table dropped during the formation of the @amygbn.
These relevant formations in the caves were only formed wheeubedf groundwater
coincided with where the cave was, and after this water tkoppbed down there was no
new material that was then added to these cave formations. Intordeace the
movement of a chemical, such asOHwater), scientists can add to it a radioactive
isotopé>®, known as a radioisotope, and then from the radiation emitted by this
radioisotope, it can be tracked by an isotope tracer. By thisandese New Mexico
scientific researchers were able to determine dates fen e water level correlated
with the water level in a given Grand Canyon cave. Two eiffietechniques for dating

248 Hugh Ross's “Deep Core Tests for the Age of the Eaffinections

Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 7, No. 3, 3rd Quafes, pp. 2-
3; referring to K.K. Anderseet al, “High-Resolution Record of Northern Hemisphere
Climate Extending into the Last Interglacial PeriodAture Vol. 431 (2004), pp. 147-
51; Augustin, L.et al, “Eight Glacial Cycles from an Antarctic Ice Cor&yature Vol.
429 (2004), pp. 623-28; McManus, J.F., “A Great Grand-Daddy of Ice Cdvasiite
Vol. 429 (2004), pp. 611-612; Walker, G., “Frozen Timdture Vol. 429 (2004), pp.
596-597; Carter, R.M. & Gammon, P., “New Zealand Maritime Glaciatititennial-
Scale Southern Climate Change Since 3.9 \3ajénceVol. 304 (2004), pp. 1659-1662;
& Young Earth Creationist articledVieland, C., “The Lost SquadronCreation Ex
Nihilo, Vol. 19, no. 3 (1997), pp. 10-14; Vardiman, L., “Rapid Changes in Oxygen
Isotope Content of Ice Cores Caused by Fractionation & Trajebigpersion Near the
Edge of an Ice ShelfCreation Ex Nihilo Technical JournaVol. 11, no. 1 (1997), pp.
52-60; & Oard, M., “Do Greenland Ice Cores Show Over One Hundred Thoussamd Y
of Annual Layers?,Creation Ex Nihilo Technical JournaVol. 15, no. 3 (2001), pp. 39-
42.

249 Technically called, “speleothems.” One of these formattenknically
called a “mammillary,” and which forms just under the groundwatkletlevel, is the
type of formation in a cave that was used in this geological research.

250 An isotope is one of two or more different species of ationas chemical

element, which in the periodic table have the same atomic numbdepasition, and
which exhibit nearly identical chemical behaviour, although they d#terent physical
properties and different atomic masses.
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were used as a double-check on their figures. The results shbatethe Grand
Canyon’s western section was formed more slowly than, and bé&egstern section.
The results also showed that the higher formations in the cavies Girand Canyon are
older, and that it took about 17 million years for the water lavelrop 3,800 feet (just
under % of a mile) or 1,160 metres (just under 1.2 kilometres) fmretent position.
Old earth creationist, Jeff Zweerink of Hugh Ross’s organizaReasons To Believa
California, USA, said that in response to this research, geYiaung Earth Creationists
simply asserted thdlhe radioactive isotope dating method just had to be wrgegthey
failed to produce any cogent scientific rationale for thisntlaind also failed to explain
why the double-check methodology could go wrong not once, but?ftice

Moreover, when the words of Gen. 1:1 are considered, “In the beginning God
created the heaven and the earth,” with the description of evehts timie-gap between
the creation of “the heaven” and then “the earth” in Gen. 1:1, & itinhe-gap between
Gen. 1:1 and Gen. 1:2, “These are the generations of the heavens andasththehen
they were created, in the day that the Lord God made the eartheahdavens;” then it
follows that an old earth should also be understood in the connection of aniv@dse.
In this context, it is to be noted that the evidence for an old univerakso relevant.
E.g., in 2011 scientists on Earth in the Milky Way Galaxy, observeipgrnovae
exploding in the relatively “nearby” Pinwheel Galaxy which aly” 21 million light
years awa¥’> The fact that an explosion which occurred 21 million yearshaggust
become visible to astronomers, is just one of the evidences of an wktsenia fact
harmonizing with an old earth. Thus the scientific evidence points ais earth that is
about 4.6 billion years old in a universe that is about 14 billion yedmgla$ or minus 4
billion years.

251 zweerink, J., “Grand Canyon Formed Over Millions of YeaBghnections
Magazine, Reasons To Believe, California, USA, Vol. 10, No. 4, 4tht@ua008, pp.
2-3; referring to Polyak, Vet al, “Age & Evolution of the Grand Canyon Revealed by
U-Pb [Uranium to Lead] Dating of Water Table-Type Speleothe®senceVol. 319, 7
March 2008, pp. 1377-1380.

252 Jeff Zweerink’s “Calibrating Cosmic Candle®eason To Believe E[mail]-

News Reasons To Believe, California, USA, 15 July 2013; citing PerBiraet al,
“Spectrophotometric Time Series of SN 201 1fe from the Neaupgi®ovae Factory,”
Astronomy & Astrophysi¢c¥/ol. 554 (June 2013), p. A27.
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CHAPTER 3
“God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1): uniformitarianismc&tastrophism.

a] From Xenophanes to William Hutton.
b] Adam Sedgwick (old earth creationist) verses Charles Lyell (anti-
supernaturalist uniformitarianism).
c] Thomas Chalmers (old earth creationist) verses Charles Lyell's type
of anti-supernaturalist uniformitarianism.
d] William Whewell (old earth creationist) verses Charles Lyelli{ant
supernaturalist uniformitarianism).
e] George Cuvier et al (old earth creationist): uniformitarianism &
catastrophism in the “worlds” or “ages” (Heb. 1:2; 11:3)
of Gen. 1:1 & 2:4; creation, not macroevolution — mind the gap.
f] The generally united Gap School view: filling in the blanks in
the “worlds” or “ages” of multiple “generations” of
Earth’s history in Gen. 2:4; Heb. 1:2; 11:3, following the
creation of the temporal and spiritual heavens, from the
Pregeological World of c. 4.6 billion B.C. to the start of the
Last Ice Age c. 68,000 B.C.; creation, not macroevolution
— mind the gap.

(Chapter 3) “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1):
uniformitarianism &catastrophism:
a] From Xenophanes to William Hutton.

In ancient times, the Greek poet and thinker, Xenophanes (6th-5th centuries
B.C.), of Colophon in Ionia, Asia Minor, was said by later writerbave observed that
seashells are found “in the midst of the earth and in mountains.”is Bi@d to have
attributed this to an earlier catastrophe which flooded thé eaitt the sea, thus burying
these fossil remains.  On this basis, Xenophanes is sometihes ttee father of
paleontolog§™®

Other precursor theories are also found in the 18th century debateebe
Neptunists and Plutonists. The Neputunists of Weghal thought the planet earth was
first covered by water, with some sediments then laid with g=aihd crystalline rocks,
followed by an ocean subsidence and stratified rocks laid in sigogesvith “volcanic”
rocks regarded as the youngest. The Plutonists of James ldutdyrconsidered the
earth functioned as a heat machine in which water streamsdweeer the continents
whose material runs into the sea; and in which subterranearhkeatauses expansion
of the earth’s outer surface, thereby lifting up the compactaine deposits so as to

253 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “The Earth Sciences: History of the
Earth Sciences: Antiquity: Geological Sciences: Knowledge afthE History;” &
“Xenophanes.”
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make new continents.  HuttonBheory of the Earth(1788) was attacked by the
Neptunists, and then defended by John Playfair (1748-181%jusirations of the
Huttonian Theory of the Eartfi802f>*

And Playfair's work is important for another reason. Thoughi&llSmith is
fairly called the “father of English geology,” | see the maderigins of geology earlier
than 1799 with William Hutton (1726-1797), who first established a theory of
uniformitarianism and catastrophism with his dissertation to thealR8pciety of
Edinburgh in 1785 and with his published woftkansactionsin 1788. Hutton
recognized by, e.g., reference to Roman roads in Europe built 2,00@kgda&s that the
natural processes of erosion are quite slow and so (even allowisgnier catastrophism
and the element of supernatural changes amidst this genemhmitafianism,) the earth
therefore had to be a lot older than 6,000 years. His worlgivas a wider audience
when summarized and presented by Professor John Playfair (1748-181dinlmdirgh
University, Scotland, imllustrations of the Huttonian Theory of the Ea(t802f°".

(Chapter 3) “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1):
uniformitarianism &catastrophism:
b] Adam Sedgwick (old earth creationist) verses Charles Lyell
(anti-supernaturalist uniformitarianism).

Hutton’s work was later developed in an anti-supernaturalist andficagiy
different way by Charles Lyell (1797-1875), that was rejecteadltyearth creationists
such as e.g., Adam Sedgwick because it taolgeneral rule of natural process
uniformitarianism, misinterpreted it as anti-supernaturalism, thett made of it an
absolute rule of anti-supernaturalist natural processes. Thoudjts Ibgsic model is
much closer to what old earth creationists would accept than wouldg yearth
creationists, the interpretation afgeneralrule of natural process uniformitarianism as
anti-supernaturalism is an invalid starting presupposition (sé&Pahapter 3, section c,
on Thomas Chalmersjnfra), and flowing from this, important differences of
interpretation remain with elements of catastrophism (e.g., raeiposits from
volcanoes) which in the old earth creationist gap school may sorsetthmgh not
always, be interpreted as miraculous acts of God (e.g., theexiasstions at the end of
the Paleozoic Agen c. 245 million B.C., or at the end of the followildesozoic Agén
c. 66.4 million B.C.) i.e., supernatural activity temporarily suspending andatpg
beyond such natural laws with e.g., the very creation of the @aghPart 2, Chapter 2,
section b, subsection iv, “God created ... the earth’ (Gen. 1:1jthfSun-Moon

54 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “The Earth Sciences: History of the
Earth Sciences: Thel6th — 18th centuries: Geological Scienadh: lHistory according
to Werner and James Hutton.”

5% Gribbin, J.Science: A History 1543-20pPenguin Books, London, England,
UK, 2002, pp. 312-5,321.
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system,”suprg, or the creation of a succession of worlds on the earth (s¢e2Pa
Chapter 3, sections e &ififra).

As previously discussed at Part 2, Chapter 2, section a, subsectidine
creation of the world’ (Rom. 1:20): the generally united old earthtiomist school,”
“Cosmology (The First Cause): ‘In the beginning God createdh(GH)), the universe &
how at the time of the Big Bang God made matter out of nothiayj! Atit follows at a
scientific level from Einstein’s equation E = mc2 (Energy sssntimes the speed of light
squared), that there was an act of creatomihilo at the time of the Big Bang about 14
billion B.C. (plus or minus 4 billion years); and this also acts to sBod as grimary
causein nature. It also links secondary laws of nature stemifinomy secondary causes
to this primary cause, that is, to God. Thus as Adam Sedgwiek moaintithesis to the
type of defects found in Lyell's anti-supernaturalist geoldgitelosophy, “man” “can”
only “observe” and “interpret” the relevant “laws” of nature hsea“they are LAWS,
that is have the impress of MIND upon téfri

The young earth creationists Whitcomb and Morris referred nvefatio what
they called “such non-geologists as,” “William Smith,” “Geor@asvier” and old earth
creationist gap school “theologians” such as “Buckland,” “Pye Smith“Sedgwick>".”
In fact, George Cuvier undertook important original work in geologyloreover, the
“theologians” mentioned also had geologist qualifications.  WilllBaockland was
Reader in Geology and Mineralogy at Oxford University, and appoiRtetessor of
Mineralogy there in 1813. Pye Smith became a Fellow of #@dgical Society in
1836. Adam Sedgwick was Professor of Geology at Cambridge Witywvgom 1818 to
1873; and in that capacity wrote in 1872, “In determining a geologicabndature”
“two great principles must never be lost sight of,” “no true nomémaacan be in
conflict with the actual succession of the physical depositdyarettan it contradict the
true succession of organic types. Nature does not contradicwmerworkmanship.
This was the principle on which William Smith, whom we call treghEr of English
Geology, acted; and it was the principle on which Murchisordagteen he made known
his beautiful succession in the upper part of” “his Silurian SySfem

Therefore Whitcomb and Morris’s claim that men like e.g., “@esrCuvier” (d.
1832), William “Buckland” (d. 1856), “Pye Smith” (d. 1851), and Adam “Sedgimvd.
1873) are “non-geologists” is absurd and indefensible.  They clearlyahgdod
overview of relevant geological matters known in their day, whicls wertainly

256 Pye Smith'sScripture & Geological Sciencel852, pp. 382-4; quoting

Sedgwick’s letter to Pye Smith.

257 Numbers'The Creationistsp. 208; quoting Morris, H., & Whitcomb, J.,
“Reply to Reviews,’Journal of the American Scientific Affiliatiph964, pp. 59-61.

%8 galter, J.W.A Catalogue of the Collection of Cambrian and Silurian Fossils
contained in the Geological Museum of the University of Camhriden a Preface by
the Reverend Adam Sedgwick, Cambridge University Press, UK, 1873, p. 13.
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sufficient for them to recognize a succession of geological wartdsan old earth.
Notably, Sedgwick engaged in debate with young earth creationidtssiown day,
comparable in type to Whitcomb and Morris.  For example, he deferadiedhamt
elements of Buckland'8ridgewater Treatiseagainst the young earth creationist Dean
Cockburn who claimed all the geological layers were produced bipeneolcanoes and
Noah’s Flood which had deposited the strata in a few?dfaysOr in Relation between
the Holy Scripture and some parts of Geological Sciefiyee Smith quotes from
Sedgwick’sDiscourse on the Studies of the University of Cambr{d§84) where Adam
Sedgwick argues for an undefined “interval” of time “between its¢ ¢reation of the
earth and that day in which it pleased God to place man upon it.h ifiliéscussing the
so called “Mosaic Geology,’ or ‘Scripture Geology, and otherkgasf cosmology with
kindred titles” by young earth creationists, Sedgwick says “tiaae overlooked the aim
and end of revelation, tortured the Book of Life out of its proper meaaityyantonly
contrived to bring about a collision between natural phenomena aMidite of God.”
“They have committed” “folly” and “sin,” “pretending to teach mawdkion points where
they themselves are uninstructed” (compare King Solomon who sdié, thiought of
foolishness is sin,” Prov. 24:9). Adam Sedgwick found such “mischievougmseis
comparable in type to a vegetarian Brahmin of the heathen Hitigiwme who “crushed
with a stone the microscope that first showed him things living griosm vegetables of
his daily food” rather than accept that he had ever eaten any naiablegereature.
Sedgwick concluded that young earth creationists were a “schdalsef philosophy,”
and that “their position is impregnable while they remain witthie fences of their
ignorancé®.”

The Young Earth Creationist, Terry Mortenson of Ken Hawyosing earth
creationist organizatioAnswers In Genesi¢JK & USA, said in 2007, “Adam Sedgwick
(1785-1873) was Buckland’'s counterpart at Cambridgeeiving the Chair of Geology in
1818. He too was an ordained Anglican clergymadti @onsidered that the “old-earth”
model “did not contradict the Bible, but he never once aitedito show how they could be
harmonized Like Buckland” he ended up “embracing Lyell’'sfonmitarianism Through
the influence of these two clerical / academic ggsts and others (e.g., George
Greenough, Rev. William Conybeare, Roderick Muratvinand Henry De La Beche ...)
old-earth ... geology was widely accepted in the 1820s by most ges|ogisl many
clergy and theologians in Britain and North Ameffta In fact, contrary to
Mortenson’s claims about the “old-earth ... geology” of e.g., “Roderickcdkison”
being like “Sedgwick” and “Buckland” in “embracing Lyell's unifoitarianism;” after

29 Clark & HughesThe Life and Letters of the Reverend Adam Sedguick

cit., Vol. 2, pp. 77-9.

260 3. Pye Smith’SScripture & Geological Sciencél852), pp. 30-1; quoting

Sedgwick’sDiscourse on the Studies of the University of Cambridi§a4, pp. 148-152.

261 Mortenson, T., “The Historical Development oé tBld-Earth Geological Time-
Scale,”Answers In Genesi8 Aug. 2007 ffttps://answersingenesis.org/age-of-the-earth/the-
historical-development-of-the-old-earth-geologitale-scale) (emphasis mine).
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referring to the samBiscourse on the Studies of the University of Cambridgé&dam
Sedgwick as referred to by Pye Smitluprg in 1867 old earth creationist, Roderick
Murchison specifically says, “The” Lyell type “uniformitaniawho would explain every
natural event in the earliest periods by reference to therexsinditions of being, is ...
stopped ...” by the “general principles of destructions and renovatitre”violence of
which ... operations infinitely surpassing any changes of which #iertual era affords
examples” i.e., he adopted the same basic view of a successioolafiga worlds as
the old earth creationists, Cuvier, Sedgwick, and Buckland. Thuseighteyears after
Darwin’s Origin of Specieg1859), this old earth creationist, Sir Roderick Murchison,
also refers to the “proof of a distinct creation” at variousagiohl layers. In support of
which Sir Roderick further refers to “such eminent writersrfumerous evidences of the
grandeur intensity of causation in former epochs” as e.g., “GuvierBuckland,
Conybeare, De la Beche, ... Elie de Beaumont, ... Sedgwicknd. many othef&.”

Without now entering a more fulsome critique of Mortenson’slartivhich is a
mix of accurate and inaccurate statements, Morténsteim that “Sedgwick never once
attempted to show how” an “old earth” model ane"Bible” “could be harmonized,” is not
correct. That is because he was a Global Earth Gap IBamwho as noted above, said in
his 1834Discourse on the Studies of the University of Cambridigat there was an
undefined “interval” of time “between the first creation of tlaetle and that day in which
it pleased God to place man upon it;” and he likewise said in 18KA4,first two verses”
of Genesis, refer to “God the Creator of all material things&fter the first verse there
is a pause of vast unknown length, and here | would place the periods @&otagical
formation$®®”  And so too, Mortenson’s claim that “Sedgwick” ended“embracing
Lyell’s uniformitarianism” is once again highly ioeurate.

In fact, Adam Sedgwick turned his adroit old earth creationistirto the anti-
supernaturalist and naturalistic uniformitarian claims of Lgatl Darwin which, like the
young earth creationist claims, he also described as “follilike Lyell and Darwin,
Sedgwick held that “nature” also exhibits an invisible “morall &metaphysical part” in
addition to the visible “physical” part, and said, “A man who dethésis deep in the
mire of folly” (compare the Apostle Paul who said of such persopmféssing
themselves to be wise, they became fools,” Rom. 1:22). As an mold ceaationist,
Sedgwick certainly accepted that there was a certain untformnature, and that this is
clearly evident in secondary laws or secondary causes of nattine physical world.
But Sedgwick also recognized that while these secondary censstitute God'susual
way of working in nature, there are algomary lawsor primary causesn which God
acts supernaturallyand departs from the established order of nature to produce an
unusualor extraordinaryeffect. All miracles are examples of theseisualeffects, and

262 Murchison, R.ISiluria, John Murray, London, UK, fourth edition, 1867, pp.
477,488-489. See my wider relevant reference to MurchiSihisa (4th edition 1867)
in Part 2, Chapter 5, sectionibfra.

63 Clark, J.W. & Hughes T.MThe Life and Letters of the Reverend Adam
Sedgwickop. cit, Vol. 2, p. 79.
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with respect to science, God as the First Cause is an exafrgplgrimary cause, and his
creation of creatures is another exarfifle By contrast, Lyell, and later Darwin, sought

to develop a form of uniformitarianism that denies the supernatiealeat of the
uniformitarianism that we do have (Ps. 119:90,91; see Part 2, Chasecti®n c, on
Thomas Chalmersnfra), and additionally reduced science to just secondary causes, thus
denying the primary causes of the Creator as e.g., seen ioréhton of various
creatures.

The basic claim of Lyell that one can look at the forces at vioday to
determine the forces at work in geological history fails to geze that we are not
presently in e.g., a period of a Divine catastrophe destroywgrkl, or a following
period of Divine creation of new parent stock creatures in a newdvafter a large
number from a former world have been wiped out. Thus Sedgwickigueriof Lyell's
anti-supernaturalist uniformity with an old earth creationist supamauniformity,
involved the fact that Lyell failed to recognize that in thelggical record there are
some much greater magnitude forces evident in the past, thhirgwie see today. For
the geological record shows the power of God, ltleatan create, and he destfdy

Shortly after Lyell's Principles of Geologywere first published, Sedgwick
rejected Lyell’s naturalistic or anti-supernatural hypothesis uofformitarianism.
Writing in 1831, Sedgwick said, “According to the principles of MrelLythe physical
operations going on, are not only the type, but the measure of infesfsihe physical
powers acting on the earth at all anterior periods: and atlomesee around us is only
the last link in the great chain of phenomena, arising out of unifonsatian, of which
we can trace no beginning, and of which we can see no prospect of an €edtéinly
“we all allow, that the primary laws of nature are immutabtbat all we now see is
subordinate to those immutable laws - and that we can only judgmsetvhich are past
by the effects we behold in progress.” “But to assume thatgbendary combinations
arising out of the primary laws of matters, have been the samieperiods of the earth,
is an unwarrantable hypothesiith noa priori probability.” “If the principles” of Lyell
“I am combating be true, the earth’s surface ought to presemtdefinite succession of

264 Compare Berkhof'Systematic Theologp. 177.

265 Davis A. Young & Ralph Stearlefhe Bible, Rocks and Time: Geological

Evidence for the Age of the Eartmtervarsity Press, Downers Green, lllinois, USA,
USA, 2008, p. 110; citing A Sedgwick, “Vestiges of the Natural HystdrCreation,”
Edinburgh ReviewVol. 82, 1845, pp. 1-85; Rudwickihe Meaning of the Fossils
Michael Ruse,The Darwinian Revolution: Science Red in Tooth & Cl&@hicago
University Press, Chicago, lllinois, USA, 1979; James A. Sedddprian Sensation
Chicago University Press, Chicago, lllinois, USA, 2000
(http://books.google.com.au/books?id=TRKtFWISrRsC&pg=PA110&Ipg=PA110&dq=j
ohn+phillips+1800-
1874+creation+evolution&source=bl&ots=ryMSIF_Nkw&sig=YW_cUZAURf{8alO8rA
gQUSNT_ws&hl=en&sa=X&ei=aVTXUIrRKOfOiAef IHWAQ&ved=0CC8QAWAQ
#v=onepage&q=john%20phillips%201800-1874%20creation%20evolution&f3¥false
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similar phenomena. But as far as | have consulted the Book of Nature, | wouldhevert
negative of this proposition, and affirm, that the earth’s surfaceepte a definite
succession of dissimilar phenomena. If this be true,” “antd bkialso true, that we
know nothing of secondary causes, but by the effects they have pdathecg Lyell's
principles of geology such as “the undeviating uniformity of secondauses,’ the
‘uniform order of physical events,’ ‘the invariable constancy indtter of nature,” and
other phrases of like kind, are to me, as regards the phenomerdagfygevords almost
without meaning. They may serve to enunciate the propositions lofpathesis” put
forward by Lyell, “but they do not describe the true order of nature.”

In response to this, Lyell said, “Sedgwick’s attack is the ssteand | shall put
forth my strength against him in the second voltiftie Then in his second volume of
Principles of Geology(1832), Lyell first criticized “the Huttonian theory” of Wilha
Hutton who first established the theory of uniformitarianism wiith dissertations in
1785 and 1788&upra Lyell said that in his “view” one of Hutton’s “principle defgtt
was “the assumed want of synchronism in the action of the gresgamistic powers, the
introduction, first of periods when continents gradually wasted awdytlan others
when new lands were elevated by violent convulsions.” In this cohiex@so opposed
the view of the earth held by Adam “Sedgwick” “who saw ‘feslerspasmodic energy
during which her very frame is torn asunder ... followed by mighty svalesolating
whole regions of the earth’ and, according to some authors, whole races of orgagsc be
are thus suddenly annihilaféd i.e., the type of creationist view found in an old earth
creationist Gap School model of a succession of worlds in the timbejaveen the first
two verses of Genesis (Gen. 1:1,2; 2:4; Heb. 1:2; 11:3). In short,drgell a contrast
between uniformitarianism (himself) and uniformitarianism spersed by
catastrophism (Hutton & Sedgwick).

Lyell's type of criticism was clearly a general attacktba old earth creationist
model of e.g., Cuvier and Sedgwick. = On the one hand, | would agaéehtkr
creationist models were not perfect, and needed some furthesmefih on them. But
on the other hand, in broad overview they had the correct picture bfsegeblogical
history as showing supernatural catastrophism ending one gebhoitd, followed by
supernatural creationism in the creation of another world, over assicn of geological
worlds, and so Lyell clearly threw the baby out with the bathwai¢h his anti-
supernaturalist uniformitarianism.  On the specific point ralsgd.yell, | note that
though the action of “mighty waves desolating whole regions of dhth’eis rare, it is
not unknown in local context, for example, the flooding of the Persidihré&gion during
the period of about 130,000 to 70,000 years ago which possibly, though not definitely
may constitute the pre-Adamite local flood described in Genesis Mareover, on the
general issue raised by Lyell in his attack on Sedgwick, tbemebe no doubt that the

266 Clark & HughesThe Life and Letters of the Reverend Adam Sedguick

cit., Vol. 1, pp. 368-70; Vol. 2, p. 357 (emphasis mine).

267 L yell, C.,Principles of GeologyJohn Murray, London, UK, Vol. 2, 1832, pp.
196-7; quoting Professor Sedgwick’s Anniversary Address of 1831, p. 5.
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geological record supports the proposition of uniformitarianismrdpégsed by
catastrophism (Hutton and Sedgwick) usually local contexts, although e.g., the
dinosaur extinction at the end of tetaceous Worldn the Mesozoic Agdrom 245
million to 66.4 million B.C. shows a clear example afl@bal catastrophe.

Darwin also later followed Lyell's erroneous uniformitarianigfmich is a mix of
truth and error, since there is a good deal of uniformitarianistineirgeological record,
although contrary to Lyell's claims, this does not indicate antirsapearalism (Ps.
119:90,91; see Part 2, Chapter 3, section ¢, on Thomas Chailmfra3, Thus in order
to explain the “abrupt manner in which whole groups of species suddepéarain
certain formations,” which “has been urged by several palaeorgtdpdor instance,
Agassiz, Pictet, and by none more forcibly that by Professogveki as a fatal
objection to the belief in the transmutation of species,” Darwigued for a
macroevolution of the gapsased on an imperfection in the geological record, a large
planet, and long periods of time. Therefore in his closing chapterigin of Species
(1859) Darwin ruled out “special creations” by “the Creator,” antth wiany possibility
of catastrophism ever destroying life, saying, “As all thied forms of life are the lineal
descendants of those which lived long before the Silurian epoch” (438-4d8hméars
ago), “we may feel certain that the ordinary successiogdneration has never once
been broken, and that no cataclysm has desolated the whole world. wéenaey look
with some confidence to a secure future of equally apprecialgéhlenAnd as natural
selection works solely by and for the good of each being all cotpareh mental
endowments will tend to progress towards perfeétfon

This is a very circular argument since it first presurhas‘tall the living forms of
life are” “lineal descendants” from “long before the Seuriepoch.” By contrast, in
Whewell's 1831 critique of Lyell’s uniformitarianism that undergir@&arwinism,
Whewell noted that the earth’s history shows “the manifestatiorpavfers more
energetic and extensive than those which belong to the common cuesery day
nature,” so one can speak “of a break in the continuity of nature'sitapes, of the
present state of things as permanent and tranquil, the past havingrbgesssive and
violent.” In this context, Whewell made specific referencethe obliteration and
renewal of a whole creation” with geological evidence “fronreation in which scarcely
one species of animal (if one) was identical, with those which n@i1” Unlike the
Lyell-Darwin type of anti-catastrophism, and like the Sedgwick-¥W#iks type of
catastrophism, we now have the clear evidence of the dinosaur iextiattout 64
million B.C. . But in order to maintain the core Lyell-Darwiypbthesis of uniformity,
Darwinian macroevolutionists have made the bizarre claimtitieatvorld of great birds
that came into existence after the dinosaur extinction inditdaéshese and other birds
macroevolved from dinosaurs.

268 Darwin’sOrigin of Specie$1859), see chapter 9, “On the imperfection of the
Geological Record” & chapter 14, “Recapitulation & Conclusion.”

269 Whewell, W., “Lyell - Principles of GeologyBritish Critic, Vol. 17 (1831),
p. 190.
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| think a more candid approach is to say that the dinosaur eatiragistroys the
Lyell-Darwin notion of uniformity which is manifested in theaich “that no cataclysm
has desolated the whole world.”  Moreover, the world of birds follgwlre world of
dinosaurs indicates a cataclysm followed by a radically dissirtype of animals well
outside the genus of any of the dinosaurs (albeit with some plantaiamalsasurviving
from the former worldY®, and so contrary to the Lyell-Darwin theory, this is consistent
with the generality of the creationist models of those like théssSworn American
scientist J. Louis Agassiz (1807-1873) of Harvard University, WheWeltchison, and
Sedgwick, that Darwin attacked @rigin of Specie®sn the basis that Lyell's type of anti-
supernaturalist uniformity could be used to justifynacroevolution of the gapmodel
for “transmutation of species.” Since the Creator clearlgdato make new creatures
with parent stocks at the taxonomical level of genus or speciesilpecies, for
instance, a world of giant birds following the dinosaurs, it is asganable to at least
allow for the possibility that the antecedent catastrophe wasrsipeally rather than
naturally induced. Such a possibility becomes a clear factibahe then looks to the
overview of repeated worlds destroyed and new ones creatgd@s of cataclysms and
new creations, in harmony with the Divine revelation of a successitwoofds” in Gen.
2:4; Heb. 1:2; 11:3. Hence if by arguing this type of uniforraiggll thought he had
“put forth” his “strength” “against” Sedgwick, then | conclude #teength of Lyell’'s
theory to beas weak as waterand so considerably less powerful than the might of
Sedgwick.

Then in 1838 Lyell learnt from thdorfolk Chronicleof a “lecture” by Sedgwick
in which he said, “Various false theories have been adoptedfidgl naturalists,” and
“one of these” “was Lamarck’s theory,” and another, “Mr. Lyeltheory, that the
creation of new species is going on at the present time’hwhas “condemned as rash
and unphilosophical.” Lyell replied by saying “that to assumettiexe have been no
new creations since man appeared is at least as ‘rash and unphdaba@#iito allow
“the possibility of such occurrences,” saying that he did not thirskthigory “capable of
proof’ but thought it to be only a “possibility.” Lyell said he thou§etdgwick must
have been misreported in the statement that “I,” Lyell “had lotsessed with infidels” by
Sedgwick’®. However, on the basis that this is consistent with otheznseatts made
before and after 1838 by Sedgwick about Lyell's anti-supernatatatalistic theory of
uniformity, | think it fair to conclude that Sedgwick’s lecture viragact fairly reported.
Sedgwick here saw the obvious conclusion from Lyell’'s anti-supgaiabaturalistic
theory before Lyell had fully realized it himself, namely,ttiathe geological record

2’ The distinction between the Paleozoic Age (540-245 million B.C $oktc
Age (245-66.4 million B.C.), and Cenozoic Age (66.4 million B.C. to Second Adwent) i
also clearly based on different characteristics of life-formghe geological record; but
many other discontinuities and differences are also evident imahg finer divisions of
these three ages, which thus points to many acts of creation over vast petilmgs of

2’1 Mrs. Lyell (Editor, Charles Lyell's sister-in-lawljfe, Letters and Journals

of Sir Charles LyeJlJohn Murray, London, UK, 1881, Vol. 2, p. 36.
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showsonly naturalistic principles of uniformity as Lyell was claiming, themltows that
species must have arisen and still be arising, on these naiigaiisciples. Hence what
Lyell was saying was only a “possibility,” was, on Lyeltsvn principles, the only
possibility for the origins of species which must be by somesupernatural, that is,
some “infidel” non-creationist means, and must still be occurriithus Sedgwick here
showed greater intellectual qualities than those of Lyell inngettie ramifications of
Lyell's anti-supernaturalist uniformitarianism, long before Lya@nd some 20 years
before the Darwin-Wallace Theory of Natural Selection in 185&es elucidated upon
in Darwin’s Origin of Speciesn 1859. Thus | think Sedgwick fairly concluded that
Lyell's geological principles were, like Lamarck’s theorynaficroevolution, some of the
“false theories” “adopted binfidel naturalists.”

When Darwin wrote Origin of Species it was clear that Lyell's
antisupernaturalism had already led him to seriously entdtaitransmutation theory.
For example, Darwin referred to such “difficulties” as, forrapée, “our not finding in
the successive formations infinitely numerous transitional links betweenatie species
which now exist or have existed” and “the sudden manner in which vgnolgs of
species appear in our European formations;” as “undoubtedly” “difegliltfof the
gravest nature. We see this in the plainest manner by théh&all the most eminent
palaeontologists, namely, Cuvier,” “Agassiz, Barrande,” “&atid all our greatest
geologists, as Lyell, Murchison, Sedgwick, & ¢, have unanimousiyntained the
immutability of species” (as opposed to the non-immutability of speties by some
creationists within genre or species or subspecies depending oorehgonist in
guestion, e.g., creationist Edward Blyth allowed it for genus or bebaw, other
creationists have limited it to lower levels, with e.g., Agaas the most limiting end of
creationists). “But | have reason to believe that” “Lye#ihtertains grave doubts on this

subject’®”

In 1859, Charles Darwin sent copies@figin of Specieso a number of people
for reviews. For example, he sent one to the old earth cresitidohn Herschel (1792-
1871) who was a notable astronomer, and indeed the son of Sir Willissohidewho is
regarded as the Father of Modern Astronomy. Commenting on Héssoigew,
Darwin says in a letter to Lyell of Dec. 1859, “I have heard ... Heischel says my
book ‘is the law of higgledy-piggledy,’ ... this ... is evidently very contemptuo@&’”..

So too, in 1859 Darwin sent a copy of lsigin of Specieto the man he
recognized as one of “our greatest geologists,” Adam SedgwiSledgwick read the
book and said to Darwin in that same year, “I have read your book with paor than
pleasure. Parts of it | admired greatly, parts | laugtigdl my sides were almost sore;

2’2 Darwin’s Origin of Species chapter 9, “On the imperfection of the

Geological Record,” section, “On the sudden appearance of groups ... ."

23 Darwin to Lyell, 10 Dec. 1859, Letter 2757, “Darwin Correspondence

Project” (ttp://www.darwinproject.ac.uk/letter/entry-2575 This is a classic citation by
creationists of Herschel's review.
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other parts | read with absolute sorrow, because | think thenhyutitse and grievously
mischievous. You havdeserted “the true method of induction.” “Many of your
conclusions are based upon assumptions.”  “As to your grand principdural
selection- what is it but a secondary consequence of supposed, or known, piactay
Development is a better word.” Now “you do not deny causation. | call (in ttracbs
causation the will of God; and | can prove that he acts for the gooid ofeatures. He
also acts by laws which we can study and comprehend. Actifeywhpynd under what
is called final cause, comprehends, | think, your whole principle,” thetaation by law
“We all admit development as a fact of history; but how did iteamout?” “There is a
moral or metaphysical part of nature as well as a physicdalman who denies this is
deep in the mire of folly. ‘Tis the crown and glory of orgarcesces that itloes
throughfinal causeslink material to moral; and yeloes notallow us to mingle them in
our first conception of laws, and our classification of such laws,hehete consider one
side of nature or the other. You have ignored this link; and” “you have ylmur best in
one or two pregnant cases to break it. Were it possible (whihk God, it is not) to
break it, humanity, in my mind, would suffer a damage that might llreitih, and sink
the human race into a lower grade of degradation than any inth wHias fallen since
its written records tell us of its history. Take the cadeeefcells. If your development
produced the successive modifications of the bee and its cells}'¢dnaes would stand
good as the directing cause under which the successive genesaatiedsand gradually
improved. Passages in your book, like that,” “and there are otheostahs bad,”
“greatly shocked my moral taste. | think, in speculating onnicgdescent, yowver
state the evidence of geology; and that yoderstate it while you are talking of the
broken links of your natural pedigree.” *“lI humbly accept God’s egia of himself
both in his works and in his word, and do my best to act in conformity it
knowledge which he only can give me, and he only can sustain me in doing.”

Darwin replied in 1859 that while his theory of macroevolution had isdtha
man whom | sincerely honour,” and “I am to have encountered your severe
disapprobation and ridicule,” nevertheless, though “I may have writterotdaently,”
‘I have made already a few converts,” and that he would continuexgound his
macroevolutionary theory of natural selectién

Sedgwick’s recognition that nature includes a metaphysicalnardl element
also led him to attack Locke and Paley. For example, inienitgc Locke, Sedgwick
said, “If the mind be without innate knowledge, it is also to be corexidsithout innate
feelings and capacities - a piece of blank paper, the mese@ascipient of impressions
from without? The whole history of man shows this hypothesis mbmutrage on his
moral nature. Naked he comes from his mother’'s womb; endowed with limbs and senses
indeed, well fitted to the material world, yet powerless frmant of use; and as for
knowledge, his soul is one unvaried black; yet has this blank been aloemied by a

27 Clark & HughesThe Life and Letters of the Reverend Adam Sedgujick

cit.,, Vol. 2, pp. 357-9. See my citation of Sedgwick’s review in, “Irgelit Design
from an Old Earth Creationist PerspectivBegrspectives on Science & Christian Faith
(2006), Vol. 58, pp. 252-253.
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celestial hand, and when plunged in the colours which surround it, & rtaitets tinge
from accident but design, and comes forth covered with a gloriotespat This type of
natural law in Sedgwick’'®iscoursesalso came under attack in the same year of 1859
with the reprinting of Mill's earlier attacks on Sedgwick. af®land Hughes record that
the libertine “John Stuart Mill said all that could be said againstan elaborate article
which he afterwards reprinted in Hgssertations and Discussidii859). (Sedgwick’s
friend, William Whewell, who as President of the Geologicali&gan 1838 described
Sedgwick as a “distinguished ornament” of Cambridge Univeralsg attacked Mill's
“System of Logic,” arguing “that there atevo distinct elements in our knowledge,
experience, without, and the mind, within. Mr. Mill derives all knowledge from
experience alone.” Mill's “experience alone” has some paht®nceptual intersection
with Lyell’s claim that one must find processes in our geologsgleriences today by
which to understand all past geolody)

The attack of John Stuart Mill (d. 1873) upon Adam Sedgwick (d. 1873) i quit
significant. Mill’'s nineteenth century libertine views in favady for example, sex role
perversion (feminism), sexual immorality, and the uninhibited usagéeghl drugs,
were successfully opposed at the time in law and society byextample, Sir James
Fitzjames Stephen’kiberty, Equality, Fraternity The principle of Jeremy Bentham
(1748-1832) argues fahe greatest overall happineas the guiding principle of law, but
in turn this is interpreted quite differently as both FitzjarBésphen (1829-1894) and
Mill were Benthamites but in rival schools. (Contemporary Tgpeecular discourse
only uses Benthamism or utilitarianism in the John Stuart Mill fiberway, and so
always makes it anti-Christian morals.) Fitzjameplsen’s type of utilitarianism was
generally harmonious with Christian morality, whereas Millaswot. Mill's type of
libertine utilitarianism was revived in the 1950s and 1960s to give philasdphi
justification in law and society to, for example, miscegenationjniem, pornography,
sexual promiscuity, and the promotion of illegal drugs. Sadlyptireciple debate
between H.L.A. Hart (supporting Mill) and Lord Patrick Devlin (supipgr Fitzjames
Stephen) was defective in that Devligaforcement of Moralsnade no reference to the
historic natural law thought stream that runs parallel witiDivene law thought stream,
and failed to advance utilitarian arguments in the Fitzjamesh8h type of Benthamite
tradition (two amazing omissions by Devlinl), and so Devlin (d. 1992)vierdently
helped to create the false perception subsequently promoted quiteratelyp by the
libertines that Mill's and Hart's form of libertine utilitanism is the only form of
Benthamism and has no rivals

27> Clark & HughesThe Life and Letters of the Reverend Adam Sedguafick

cit., Vol. 1, pp. 404-5; referring to Mill, J.SDissertations and Discussionsondon,
1859 in 8 volumes, Vol. 1, p. 95. Reverend William Whewell, President Gdbiety,
Address delivered at the Annual Meeting of the Geological Soofetyndon, 16 Feb
1838, p. 25; Whewell'©f Induction With special reference to Mr. J.S. Mill’s “System
of Logic,” p. 79.

2’6 Devlin, P.,The Enforcement of Moragl©xford Univ., 1965; Hart, H.L.A.,
Law, Liberty, and MoralityOxford Univ., 1963. Devlin’'s argument was premised on a
shared cultural commonality historically Protestant Christianvele morals in a
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Gavin (right photo) at University C'ollége, London, UK, August 2001. Bentham
(d. 1832) wanted his body preserved here; but his head rotted (& is now in
storage,) with this head in cabinet made from wax by Jaques Talrich (d. 1855).

Thus Sedgwick’s understanding of natural law was opposed at tlegigabland
scientific level by Lyell and Darwin, and Sedgwick’s recdigmi that the physical world
of nature points to a metaphysical and moral element was opppdddl.b Sedgwick
saw the significance of such relationships about a hundred years before nbelge
community appears to have done so.Thus the corrosive effects of Lyell's anti-
supernaturalist theory of uniformitarianism and Darwin’s mawhgionary theory of
natural selection, first broke the nexus between science and thphystal and moral
elements; and later, after Darwinism and this type of antirsapgalist uniformitarian
thinking was well established in university science facultied schools over about a
hundred years, when the libertine philosophy of Mill was promoted inl®#®s and
1960s law and society of the Western World, the foundations having besyyddsthat
natural law morality which was harmonious with Biblical moralityt which had been
argued in terms on natural law (for example, Blackstone, Burtaarfies Stephen), was
jettisoned.  ButSedgwick’s perceptive mind could see this chain-of-logic result long
before it happenedsaying in 1859 that “Were it possible ... to break it,” which “it is
not,” but “Were it possible ... to break” the nexus of creation tasation” in “the will
of God” in the erroneous thinking of men, then “humanity ... would suffer adarthat
might brutalize it, and sink the human race into a lower grade gradation than any
into which it has fallen since its written records tell us of its history.” sééethis in e.g.,
the abortion slaughter, the promotion of pornography, fornication, sodomymnang
other evils that have occurred under the secular state, as fistbiggeatly in the post-
World War Two era with the Type 2 libertine and “human rights” secularists.

homogenous, or largely homogenous white Caucasian society (althoughtiatethee
was a Theist of Roman Catholic background, and he later madehabé@elaconversion
back to the Church of Rome that he had broken with in his younger days).
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But Sedgwick’s perceptive mind could see this chain-of-logic result about 90 t
100 years before much of this happenedilas, this type of person who can properly
understand chains of logic has been removed from the formal academd since
Sedgwick’s time, most specially, from the biological and gaoldgciences starting in
the nineteenth century, and more generally across faculties poghéVorld War Two
era, with so called “human rights” empowering those of an icteddly inferior and
morally putrid mind to “justify” in their minds the marking down andnowal of their
intellectual superiors and moral betters. Indeed, most of éinerso stupid that they do
not even consciously do this, since they lack the requisite irttedlequalities to
understand, or appreciate, let alone humbly submit themselves to, sach ride
removal from politics and the formal academic world of such persans,tlee removal
via the “human rights” agenda of those who are by nature govearasguite rightly
under the authority of God'’s holy book, the Bible; and the general removal of the genuine
intelligentsia from the formal academic world, is an exangplleow we now find that it
can be said of them, they are them “of whom the world was nahyofHeb. 11:38).
The libertine politicians then add insult to injury as they intgns¥il through bad
legislation e.g., promoting the Darwinian theory as opposed to old e@ationism in
the so called “science” classes of secondary schools, aisti-Hegislation against white
supremacists, anti-sexist legislation against patriarchkétsgesodomite marriage, and so
on, by saying “no-one in the formal academic world disagrees with us.”

But such politicians do not requisitely ask, “I wonder why such per§osts
disappeared’?” Or e.g., Why are there so many dysfunctiomalida? Why is the
divorce rate so high?  Why are there so many single motieersing both social
problems and placing undue economic burdens on social welfare bemwefstsciety?
Why is there no sense of meaningful community in the multi{ranialti-religious,
multi-cultural society of the post World War Two Era? Whg there so many teenage
gangs around? What is the relationship between Big Beat mwdifornication? In
New South Wales, Australia, What is the relationship betweerciatgaemoving the
protections of legal paternalism and tolerating the unbridled kfse.g., fornication in
the private sphere and feminism in the private and public spheressanttty removing
the protections of legal paternalism and tolerating the unbridleddtisesrtain business
men as in the public sphere it sells off government bodies sutie &&w South Wales
Electricity Commission (State government) or Commonwealth Bankdeffal
Government)?  If a government body such as e.g., the Electricitynidsion or
Commonwealth Bank makes a profit of $100 million per annum, how doesntbisna
of money going into government revenues act to benefit a generedyefnterprise
society? If this same amount of profit of $100 million per annum is paid to shanmsholde
given that they will want increased returns for their shaeest surprising that e.g.,
electricity prices will keep rising, with various roll orffects of increased prices
throughout society as these electricity users increasepthess to pay for the increased
price of electricity? If one said to the average persoa,Tofpe 2 secularist academic or
politician, “By allowing fornication in the private sphere, you wilusa many social
problems, and in the public sphere, you will cause unnecessary econobiems with,
for example, run away increases in electricity prices,” sugerson would be likely to
sincerely regard the person making this claim as “an alarmis® bigot.” What does
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this tell us about the type of person in the formal academic veorttin the major
political parties in Western lands? Why is nobody in the p@esitions able to macro-
manage the economy beyond micro-management matters?  Whlyeageso many
millions of abortion murders? Why are there so many illegajsiusers around? Etc. .
Or why is it that “the righteous man perisheth, and no man layeth it to heart? (I9a. 57:

For example, in Leviticus 18 God says he will judge Gentile natiwettsdid not
have any Divine revelation because they were “defiled” beaafusecest, coitus with a
menstruating woman, adultery, human sacrifice to an idol, profanatittimeafiame of
Nature’s God, and sodomy with man and beast. This clearly presuntesquires that
such Gentiles were capable by God’'s common grace, of discehmowgh reference to
nature and godly reason, that, for example, sodomy was immoral €and these laws
of Lev. 18 are universal, and not simply provincial Jewish civil pts3e The common
law historically recognized sodomy (oral or anal) committedhwmnan (either
heterosexually or homosexually), or sodomy committed with beast, (@nal, or
vaginal), asagainst natureand so immoral. This is relevant to Sedgwick’s profound
realization that Lyell-Darwin uniformity produces a warped vi@wature which breaks
the nexus between the spiritual and moral elements of nature.ex&wmiple, more than
twenty years before Darwin'®rigin of Specieg1859), Lyell was prepared to reduce
miracles to nothing more than God’s foreknowledge of events, sbelsaid, “No doubt
some people would not like any reasoning which made miracles ewveailable with
possibilities in the ordinary course of the universe and its law3hey are shocked at
the idea of an eruption of a volcano before foreknown, which was to yi&idom and
GomorraR”’.” It is not hard to see how this type of thinking goes on to deay t
Noachic Flood as a Divine Judgment (Il Peter 3:5,6); and sinceprdgr Lyell's anti-
supernaturalist uniformitarian principles we cannot today see sangiéhg stones, the
resurrection story of Christ in which “the angel” “rolled back #tene” of “the
sepulchre” (Matt. 28:1,2) would also be dismissed as allegedly “unscientificiiesd it
is by various religious liberals. Furthermore, since Christl tise destruction of Sodom
and Gomorrah as a miniature of the Final Judgement (Matt. 10:14,15; 11:26K; L
10:11,12; 17:29,30), it must also result in a denial of the Second Coming (Il Peter 3:7).

By contrast, the great English Common Law jurist, Sir William Blacks{bn23-
1780), in hisCommentaries on the Laws of Englafid65-9), says sodomy is “against
nature,” and that “the express law of God” in Leviticus 20:13,15 (hfam also lie with
mankind, as he lieth with a woman, both of them have committed an abamjrthgy
shall surely be put to death,” and “if a man lie with a beasthh# surely be put to
death: and ye shall slay the beast”), together with “the voigefre and of reason,”
“determine” sodomy “to be” a “capital” crime. “Of which wmave a signal instance,
long before the Jewish Dispensation, by the destruction of tves @iy fire from heaven:
so that this is an universal, not merely a provincial, precept.” t iBheBlackstone
considers that nature manifests both a natural element (governsettydary causes)
and a supernatural element (governed by primary causes), detatse their “sin” of

27T Mrs. Lyell, Life, Letters and Journals of Sir Charles Lyep. cit, Vol. 2, pp.
9-10 (May 1837).
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unnatural acts was “very grievous” (Gen. 18:20), as manifested fadh#éat “the men

of Sodom” wanted to sexually “know” the visitors (Gen. 19:4,5), the démtrnuof
Sodom and Gomorrah in Genesis 19 is God acting as a primary cansggiie i.e., a
miracle, showing that sodomy is wrong. Hence because dwp@rnatural action (or
primary cause) in which “the Lord rained upon Sodom and upon Gomorrah brimstone
and fire” “out of heaven” (Gen. 19:24), the destruction of these dgiéhe voice of
nature” thundering against sodomy, hence Blackstone says one camifidet sodomy

“to be” a “capital” crime from “the voice of nature and of a8 and from “the express

law of God” in “Levit[icus] xx. 13,158®”

On the one hand, | would agree with Blackstone that one can refeddamy as a
“crime against nature,” and that the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah are “thefvoice
nature and of reason” declaring this to be a capital offenBeit on the other hand, |
would qualify this by saying that godly reason requires that wthie sentence of
execution may be carried out immediately in a society likeJévash society of Moses’
day (Lev. 20:13,15,16), or the Christian society of Blackstone’s day, wieengle are
taught that sodomy is “against nature” and “worthy of death” (Ro@6,32); this is not
necessarily so. That such a penalty is not necessarily ayalsquired, is evident in
the fact that homosexuality was practiced in ancient Rome naheé iNew Testament we
read that some who were, for instance, “idolaters,” “effemina@d “abusers of
themselves with mankind,” who were given time and opportunity to repentidrsmb.
Hence we read of these and other itemized sinners, “such wereo$gme but ye are
washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are justified in the nare dford Jesus, and by
the Spirit of our God” (I Cor. 6:9-11). In my opinion this element wipke and
reasonable opportunity to repent was first present in the judgment predoagainst
Gentile nations engaging in such practices in Lev. 18, who were dhemeft destroyed
much earlier.

Thus | agree with Blackstone that sodomy is “against naturé™#ne voice of
nature and reason” condemn sodomy as seen “by the destructioo oftieg by fire
from heaven” (primary causes). And St. Jude also says, “Ev@odmsn and Gomorrha,
and the cities about them in like manner, giving themselves o¥emiocation ..., are set
forth an example suffering the vengeance of eternal fireThe contrast between
Blackstone’s recognition of natural law and nature’s voice witk &cting as @rimary
causein the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah; and Lyell's attempt to eetihac
destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah to natural processedting from secondary laws
of naturesimply foreseen by God; and over time as Darwinian theory lasrigemore
accepted, the loss in large parts of Western society of arhamd repugnance to
sodomy, could not be a starker example of Sedgwick’s basic smitiof Lyell's anti-
supernaturalist type of uniformitarianism breaking the nexus betWml’'s Book of
nature and the supernatural, moral, and spiritual elements of nature.

278 Blackstone, W.Commentaries on the Laws of Englat@65-9 in 4 volumes,
Volume 4 (1769), pp. 215-6.



570

Thus in parallel to the Book of Divine Revelation; we also sedénBook of
Nature that while secondary laws of nature such as Einstdiewton’s, and other
natural laws therefore point to a law-maker and hence a Creatosfein’'s law
additionally goes to prove God as a First Cause and thus a speicifary cause. This
thus demonstrates that even from the Book of Nature, one cannot, likeot y3rwin,
simply reduce the workings of nature to secondary causes fosedondary lawalone
The claims of Lyell's anti-supernaturalist uniformitarianisnijeta may be characterized
as,that which is, is that which was, is that which will bee shown to be false by e.g.,
Nature’'s God as the great First Cause; and Lyell's fundamensahtenpretation of
uniformitarianism as shall now be further discussed through ereferto Thomas
Chalmers.

(Chapter 3) “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1):
uniformitarianism &catastrophism:
c] Thomas Chalmers (old earth creationist) verses Charles Lyell's
type of anti-supernaturalist uniformitarian.

Unlike young earth creationists who attribute most of earthogg to a
catastrophism that is said to have occurred with a global flood df blaz500-3,000
B.C., on an earthc. 6,000-10,000 years old; old earth creationists consider that
uniformitarianism has been the general rule of nature in the ueiseamd earth’s
history, although a lesser level of supernatural catastrophisatsasrecognized as an
exception to this general rule. The old earth creationist, Th@mnakners (1780-1847),
the first Moderator of the Presbyteridiree Church of Scotland1843-1847), and
Principal of theFree Church of Scotlan@€ollege which later becanmdew Collegeat
Edinburgh University (1846-1847), first spoke in favour of a time-gap betieefirst
two verses of Genesis into which fits most of earth’s geaddbdjistory, in hisRemarks
on Cuvier's Theory of the Earth 1814, although while still regarding it as a valid model
he then became reserved about it by 1830, (possibly being influencéuke byon-
committal comments with regard to an old earth or young eartlowylieare & Phillips
in 18229, before once again clearly endorsing it in Kitural Theologyof 1835. He
discussed the issue of uniformitarianism in a creationist madelsermon he preached
when he was the Minister of St. Johhurch of ScotlandGlasgow between 1819 and
1823%°  Though he does not specifically refer to Charles Lyellnayne, whose
Principles of Geologyvas not first published till about 10 years later in 1830, Chalmers
nevertheless deals with the issue of Lyell's type of anti-supernaturalformitarianism.

Thomas Chalmers sermon is entitled, “The Constancy of God iWMdr&s an
Argument for the Faithfulness of God in His Word.” He uses tieBlassage of Ps.

2’® See e.g., Chapter 5, section d, subsection ii.

280 The Works of Thomas Chalmefomplete in One Volume (183@)p. cit,
Sermon [, “The Constancy of God in His Works an Argument for thfaliess of God
in His Word,” Ps. 119:89-91.
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119:89-91, “For ever, O Lord, thy word is settled in heaven. Thy tmiés is unto all
generations: thou hast established the earth, and it abideth. cdiéyue this day
according to thine ordinances: for all are thy servants.” G#ralmakes the point that in
these verses there is a teaching of dual revelation, “an anaédggen the Word of God
and the works of God” with regard to the earth; and the fact tisas#id of both, “They
continue this day according to thine ordinances: for all are ttwases” (Ps. 119:91§
(Cf. Gen. 8:22; Ps. 104:19; Jer. 31:35; 33:25.)

Chalmers recognizes that “in the Book of Nature,” we leaahttie “constancy of
nature is taught by universal experience.” E.g., “the ordehefseasons, or the
mathematical courses of astronomy.” Indeed, the “regularilNaiture” “is” “lodged in
every bosom” of man as there is a “secure and steadfast coefigetiee uniformity of
her processes.” “We recognize it in the mysteries of vagetaor in the water cycle,
in which we see the “beautiful circulation of the element of wate it rolls its way by
many thousand channels to the ocean, and, from the surface” theregfitisuplifted to
the ... atmosphere — and is there dispersed” in rain, hale, sleet, and $Aad all goes
to impress us with the regularity of Natti&"

But Chalmers recognizes that there is a fundamental diffeerehperception in
how such “constancy” or “regularity in Nature” is perceived liy tingodly man and the
godly man. For concerning the ungodly man, the “contemplation” of “th®% at
times served to foster the atheism of philosophers. It has ledtthdeify Nature, and
to make her immutability stand in the place of God. They segmessed with the
imagination, that had the Supreme Cause been a Being who thinks, lanamdlacts as
man does, on the impulse of a felt and a presence motive, there wouoidréethe
appearance of spontaneous activity, and less of mute and unconsciousisne¢hadhe
administrations of the universe. It is the very unchangeablenelistofe and the
steadfastness of those great and mighty processes wherewithingpdower that is
superior to Nature, and is able to shift or to control her, is seenerfere — it is this
which seems to have impressed the notion of some blind and eterhigl tataertain”
“deluded” “men.” *“And, accordingly, in France, where the physsca¢nces have, of
late,” as at about 1820, “been the most cultivated, have there alsohbemgt daring
avowals of atheism. The universe has been affirmed to be atastwgr and
indestructible effeét®” The presence of Lamarckian macroevolutionary theory was
much stronger in France at this time than in the United Kingdo@f course, since
Chalmers preached this sermon in 1820, since the claim of thexsehFatheists around
1820, there has been a recognition that the universe has a beginning with the Big Bang, in
accordance with the teaching of Genesis 1:1, “In the beginning @atkdrthe heaven
...” (see Part 2, Chapter 2, section a, subsectisnprg. But this does not undermine

281 bid., p. 371.

282 \bid., pp. 372,379.

283 |bid., pp. 372-373.
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Chalmers basic point that the “regularity in nature” and “unchetrigaess of Nature”
can underpin the ungodly man’s antisupernaturalism and atheism.

Furthermore, Chalmers says that “this atheistical impyedsiat is derived from
the constancy of Nature, is not peculiar to the disciples of philgsoptNature in fact
is personified into God: and as we look to the performance of a maritih@t thinking
of its makey so the very exactness and certainty, wherewith the maghohareation
performs ..., has thrown a disguise over the agency of the CreatShould God
interpose by miracle, or interfere by some striking and speauiahifestation of
Providence, then man is awakened to the recognition of him. Butdwedmht of the
Being who sits behind these visible elements.” And “we needmtd the schools” of
philosophy which deal in such ungodly formal logic that draws such ife€&* “in the
quest of this infidelity, but may detect it in the bosoms of sinapie unlettered men,
who, unknown to themselves, make a god of Nature, and just because of SNature’
constancy; having no faith in the unseen Spirit who originated all anddgpalbl[Gen.
1:2; Ps. 104:30; Isa. 32:15], and that, because ‘all things continue asdteefrom the
beginning of the creation’ [Il Peter 3:4].” Such has beerpéreerse effect of Nature’s
constancy on the alienated mind of” the ungodly “fiah

But Thomas Chalmers then contrasts this with the godly marceen of the
same laws of nature, saying, “let us now attend to the trugiatation of it.” “God
has, in the first instance, put into our minds a disposition to count amtfegmity of
Nature insomuch that we universally look for a recurrence of the saem@ & the same
circumstances. This is not merely the belief of experidmaethe belief of instinct
“The infant who makes a noise on the table with his hand, for theirfirsf anticipates a
repetition of the noise from a repetition of the stroke, with as rnaofidence as he who
has witnessed, for years” such “invariableness.” “Or, in other words, Godtmggtts
faith into every human creature, and making it a necessary gag wfental constitution,
has taught him at all times to expect the like result inikeecircumstances.” “The man
who leads me to expect that which he fails to accomplish, | walttito be a deceiver.
God has so framed the machinery of my perceptions, ... that | dmrésistibly to
expect, that everywhere events will follow each other in the waiy | have ever been
accustomed to observe th&fr

In commentary on Chalmer’s observations hereould further note that certain
moral principles may be adduced from nature by godly reason, fohwhason the
Apostle Paul says on another matter, “Doth not even nature gsel tyou?” (I Cor.
11:14). This is relevant to Chalmer’s argument of how “the unifgrofinature” when
coupled with man’s “belief of instinct” “anticipates a” scieutifrepetition” of a given
phenomenon, such as “the noise from a repetition of the stroke.” Teatagse the fact

284 Technically called, “ratiocination.”
285 The Works of Thomas Chalméi830),0p. cit, p. 373 (emphasis mine).

288 |bid., p. 373 (emphasis mine).
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that “God” has put “this faith into every human creature” shdvas God is a truthful
Being, and so nature teaches us the ninth commandment of the Halpfee, “Thou
shalt not bear false witness” (Exod. 20:16; Rom. 2:14,15; 13:9).

Chalmers also draws out from this a Divine Attribute of AlmygGod. Thus he
says, “when God so sustains the uniformity of Nature,” “he is nwimfe the
faithfulness of his character.”  “So that, when we behold Nakeeping by its
constancy, we behold the God of Nature keeping” nature “by hisfufliess.” Thus
“the constancy of Nature” “is more especially” “an evidencédisftruth.” “It is of his
‘faithfulness unto all generationgPs. 119:90] that mention is” “made — and for the
growth and the discipline of your piety, we know not a better igeddtabit than that of
recognizing the unchangeable truth of God, throughout your daily and hapdyience
of Nature’s unchangeablené¥s’

And in commentary on Chalmer’s observations heveould further note that this
“constancy” and “uniformity of Nature” over “generations,” shows theiri& Attribute
of God’s faithfulness in that part of the Second Commandment of the D&aalogue
which says of God, “And shewing mercy unto thousands of themabyatnhe, and keep
my commandments” (Exod. 20:6). One may also add to this the fattahae teaches
that there is a Creator as seen from e.g., the cosmologicédlantbgical arguments we
have already considered in Part 2, Chapters 1 €ufra and so one can fairly conclude
that idolatry is correspondingly immoral in harmony with that mdrthe First and
Second Commandments of the Holy Decalogue which say, “I am the Lol shalt
have no other gods before me” (First Commandment, Exod. 20:2,3; commafality
Design points to monotheism, see Part 2, chapter 5, section e); “Thonathmake unto
thee any graven image, or any likeness of any thing thathisaven above, or that is in
the earth beneath, or that is in the water under the earth: talbunghbow down thyself
to them, nor serve them” (Second Commandment, Exod. 20:4,5a; Rom. 1:19-23;
2:14,15). And one may further add to this the fact that whereegesation occurs
across secondary race i.e., between Caucasoids, Negroids, MongoloidaloAlsstand
Capoids; that the half-castes, quarter-castes, and octa-casted theem still show clear
race admixture after three or four generations; so that ndwtere teaches God’s
displeasure at miscegenation, and in such instances this showsra@earha that part of
the Second Commandment of the Holy Decalogue which says of God th®ibrd thy
God am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon tihdrehiunto the third
and fourth generation of them that hate me” (Exod. 20:5b). And so wehéihéllature
itself teaches us the morality of the Second Commandment; khisirprocess, that
element of the Second Commandment which says of God, “And shewing mdrc
thousands of them that love me, and keep my commandments” (Exod. 20:6hemay
derived from the constancy or uniformity of nature as recognigatieblearned Thomas
Chalmers of Scotland, and s$is is one of three integral elements from the Book of
Nature required to understand how nature teaches the Second Commandment

287 \bid., pp. 373-374.



574

And | also observe that the constancy of the laws of nature sthewsuh and
moon are “for signs, and for season, and for days, and years” (Gen. 1N@W it is
clear that the lunar cycle is about 29 days, and so this is alneyate in the moon
created by God. It is also clear that there are four seasons in theoyteat, rsature itself
teaches us that 4 is the natural number of division of a God given asulaalcycle.
When this is cross-applied to the lunar cycle which is correspogdinghded to the
nearest number divisible by this natural division number of a oreaticle of 4, it is 28
+ 4 =7 days. Thus nature itself teaches us that a weellly afyseven days is part of
the God of Nature’s reckoning. Since the sun, moon, and seasons aftthare all
relevant to this calculation, it follows that thisascycle of creationand so we should
properly worship the God of creatiom some special way of public worship every
seventh day as found in the fourth commandment (Gen. 2:1-3; Isa. 66:23). Awrdsvhe
nature itself teaches us that this God of creation should be worshipped and not idols, most
especially every seventh day, it follows that the name of Nat@ed should not be
profaned in any irreverent manner, as also found in the third commandnt®r by
God’s common grace which is not unto salvation, “the Gentiles, which havtheot
law,” may “do by nature the things contained in the law” (Rom. 2:14), as e.tg,d&en
in the Second, Third, and Fourth Commandments of the Holy Decalogue of Exodus 20.

We thus find that there is a contrast between the godly and yngal with
respect to the “constancy” and “uniformity of Nature” over “genenagt” The godly
man perceives that in harmony with the words of Ps. 119:89-91, #hit.oind” “hast
established the earth, and it abideth” “according to” God’s “ordinarae®ne of his
“servants;” in the same way that God’s Divine revelation “iigrever” “settled in
heaven,” and also doth “continue this day according” to God’s “ordinamsesiie of his
“servants.” Hence in this dual revelation of the constancy o¥\tbed and Nature, we
find that “in remembrance of his promises,” “he meets allaniicipations of Nature’s
uniformity with” “a law that is unalterabf” And in commentary on Chalmer’s
observations herel note that this exhibitésod’s character as one that will make a
promise and keep,iind this shows his character in that part of the Fifth Camdmant
of the Holy Decalogue in which God says, “that thy days majobg upon the land
which the Lord thy God giveth thee” (Exod. 20:12), or in the second gofitige Holy
Decalogue (Exod. 32:19), “that thy days may be prolonged, and thayigo well with
thee, in the land which the Lord thy God giveth thee” (Deut. 5:16; Eph. 6:2,3).

And so Chalmers observes that, “by the constancy of Nature, hénmaihted
upon it the lessons of his own constancy.” But then, in a contragsbamghrison of the
ungodly man and godly man, he further observes: “and that very chistactgherewith
some would fortify the ungodliness of their own hearts, is the mygsessive exhibition
which can be given of God, as always faithful, and always thef%’ Thus with
reference to Ps. 119:89-91, in a comparison of natural revelation and Davelation,

288 bid., p. 374.

289 |pid.
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Chalmers recognizes “that the same God who is fixed dsetortlinances of Nature, is
faithful as to the declaration of his WG6rd”

Now, “The fool hath said in his heart, There is no God” (Ps. 14:1)d a&nfor
the foolish claim of those in “atheism,” who “seem impressed thighimagination, that
had the Supreme Cause been a Being who thinks, and wills, and aets deas, on the
impulse of a felt and a presence motive, there would be more tharappe of
spontaneous activity, and less of mute and unconscious mechanism in ihisteations
of the univers€%” Chalmers poignantly asks what would the universe be like if these
silly atheists were correct? To which he astutely espliThe vexatious alternations of
command and of countermand ... which ever and anon break forth, to the totlatawe
of system; the perpetual innovations which none do foresee, and for wihich, n
therefore, can possibly be prepared — these are not more hatassivegsubject, than
they are disparaging to the truth and authority of the superiofNow those very
qualities of which the _uniformitys the test and the characteristic in the government of
any human society, of these also is it the test of Naturdespeaks the wisdom, and the
authority and the truth of him who framed and who administers. hee¢ e a ‘King
eternal, immortal,” and ‘invisible,” and let this universe be his eenpiand in all the
rounds of its complex but unerring mechanism, do | recognize him as ‘the onl@adse
[I Tim. 1:17]. In the constancy of Nature, do | read the constandytruth of that great
master Spirit, who hath imprinted his own character on alllthdét emanated from his
power; and when told that throughout the mighty lapse of centuriesgalbtirse both of
earth and heaven, have been upholden as before, | only recognize thg@gootdien
who is ever the same, and whose ‘faithfulness is unto all gererafPs. 119:90].”
“The present age is only re-echoing the lesson of all past ages — and thatespghteh
has misled those who by ‘wisdom’ know ‘not God’ [I Cor. 1:21], into dredingism, has
enhanced every demonstration both of his veracity and power, to alligent

worshippers ..2%2”

Moreover, Chalmers further says, “Now, it is just because thmessions which
take place in the economy of Nature, are so invariable, thatheelds expect the
successions which take place in the economy of God’s moral govertonieatequally
invariablé®>.” And so we should expect this Moral Law to be a code of moralutbs,
such as is set forth ifthe Ten Commandment8xod. 20:1-17; Rom. 2:14,15; 13:9).
This includes such principles of the Decalogue discernable fraorenas already
itemized, such as, for example, the second commandment, “Thou shalbketunto
thee any graven image, or any likeness of any thing thatheaven above, or that is in
the earth beneath, or that is in the water under the earth: talbunehbow down thyself

29 bid., p. 375.
291 \bid., pp. 372.
292 \bid., pp. 376-377 (emphasis mine).
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to them, nor serve them: for | the Lord thy God am a jealous Gotingigie iniquity of
the fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth generation of tarhate me:
and shewing mercy unto thousands of them that love me, and keep mmandments”
(Exod. 20:4-6; Rom. 1:20-23); or the ninth commandment, “Thou shalt not bear fal
witness” (Exod. 20:16; Rom. 2:14,15; 13:8ypra For “the God of Nature and the God
of the Bible, are one;” and we know that “death cometh upon all mehth&dr'all have
sinned’ [Rom. 3:2%%.” “There is an indissoluble succession here between our sinning
and our dying.” “The sinner who wraps himself in delusive securéapd that, because
‘all things continue as they’ have done [ll Peter 3:4], does ndgctedf this very
characteristic, that it is indeed the most awful proof of Gadisutable counsels, and to
himself the most tremendous presage of all the ruin and wretclsedthesh have been
denounced upon him. The spectacle of uniforrtiigt is before his eyes, only goes to
ascertain that as God hath purposed, so without vacillation or inconstahdye ever
perform. He hath already given a sample, an earnest of thike iawful ravages of
death; and we ask the sinner to behold, in the ever-recurring speftacléunerals, ...
the token of that still deeper perdition which awaits him. Letiatithink that the God
who deals his relentless inflictions here on every son and daughtiee species, will
falter there from the work of vengeance that shall then descenteohetds of the
impenitent. _O, how deceived then are all those ungodly, who hare thalding to
themselves a safety and an exemption on the perpetuity of N&ture!

“But,” “there is another succession announced to us in Scripture, and on the
certainty of which we may place as firm reliance as on any of the odssreeessions of
Nature — even that which obtains between faith and salvation. hdebeglieveth in’
Christ shall ‘not perish, but’ shall ‘have’ ‘life’ ‘everlastinflohn 3:16].” “And thus it is,
that what we read of God’s constancy in the Book of Nature, mdystehgthen our
every assurance in the promises of the Gospel.” “The faitthiistCto which we are
invited upon earth, has its sure result and its landing-place in heaaed just with as
unerring certainty as we behold in the courses of the firmaméhit, e followed up by
a life of virtue, and a death of hope, and a resurrection of joysirend a voice of
welcome at the judgment-seat, and a bright ascent into fieethefeal blessedness, and
an entrance upon glory, and a perpetual occupation in ‘the city @fithg God’ [Heb.
12:22].” *“Look to the promise as equally steadfast, of ‘Lo, Ivéith you always, even
unto the end of the world’ [Matt. 28:20] — and come ... in the like confidefica
fellowship with him, as you would to any of the senses or ordinatioh&tfre, and in
the confidence that there the Lord of Nature will prove himsels#me that he has ever
been. The ‘blood’ that was announced many centuries ago to clessealf sin,’
‘cleanseth’ still [I John 1:7]. The ‘body’ which hath borne inpakt ages the iniquity of
believers, beareth it still [Isa 53:14; 1l Peter 2:24].  Thaithf which appropriates
‘Christ’ and all the benefits of his purchase to the soul, stiflopms the same office
[Philp. 3:9]. And that magnificent economy of Nature which was establishedt aaffids

294 On the universal recognition of the universality of sin to mankifegdres to
in Rom. 3:23, see Part 2, Chapter 7, section c, “Conscience Moradftga.”

2% The Works of Thomas Chalméi830),0p. cit, p. 378 (emphasis mine).



577

so ‘abideth’ [Ps. 119:90], is but a symbol of that higher economy of gmdweh
continueth to ‘this day according to’ all its ‘ordinances’ [Ps. 11§%1]

Hence on the one hand, Chalmers rightly recognizes through refet@ries.
119:89-91, in which “the earth” “abideth” as one of the “ordinances” amdvants” of
the “Lord;” that “it is because Nature is so fixed, that we ejppnd the God of Nature to
be so faithful.” But on the other hand, given this supernaturalistrdiion to such
constancy or uniformity, it is perfectly consistent with thisdoognize that “in a season
of miracle, did the word” of God “take precedency over Nature, et since” such
creation miracles of God, “hath Nature resumed her courses, ao@ iproving by her
steadfastness, the authority of that, which she then proved to bentauthg her
deviations. When the word was first ushered in, Nature gavefavagy period, after
which she moves in her wonted order, till the present systetmrafst shall pass away,
and that faith which is now upholden by Nature’s constancy, shall #egive its
accomplishment at nature’s dissoluGdtf

We thus here see how in the old earth creationist paradigm, the princifileeof
constancy of Nature” or “the uniformity of Nature,” is supernaturglishd so it is
harmonious with, and indeed demonstrates the correctness ognit@natant principle
of creation miracles when we see “the word” of God “take g@tency over Nature.”
Hence e.g., such supernatural uniformity (Ps. 119:90,91) in which God’sfnsnake
rivers by the slow cutting out of rocks by erosion; is consistéthtthe fact that there is
sometimes supernatural catastrophism in which e.g., God “cuttettiverg among the
rocks” by an earthquake, thus quite rapidly splitting open the earthaneaastline or
shoreline to open up a new river (Job. 28¥0)or such supernatural uniformity (Ps.
119:90,91) is consistent with other supernatural acts of God in creatacies. Thus
the uniformity of nature proves for the godly man who is an old earth creationist, the very
opposite of what the ungodly atheistic or Deistic type of model wouldh,cés seen in
the way Lyell's type of anti-supernaturalist uniformity underpins Damamini
macroevolution claims that the general rule of uniformity in nature reguithe
religiously liberal conclusion that there cannot be any creation miracles.

Contrary to this type of recognition as here found in Thomas Chakeemon of
c. 1820, there have been attempts by religious liberals to introduferna of
methodological atheism or methodological Deism into “Christian” agbexato science

29 bid., pp. 378-380.
297 bid., p. 375.

298 “He cutteth outlfiggea’, active perfect, masculine 3rd person singular, piel

verb frombaq'‘),” is an active piel verb. In Hebrew, the prelrb with an activeoice, is
used to express antensiveaction (Pratico & Van Pelt'8asics of Biblical Hebrew
Grammar op. cit, pp. 307-309). And so the picture in Job 28:10 is not one of rivers
being cut by slow erosion, but by God’s smashing or breaking to&st open such as
occurs with an earthquake, in this instance, brought about by direct act of God.
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on the basis of such general constancy or uniformity in naté&renore subtle approach
is to claim that religious conservatives referring to creatmmacles under such
terminology as Chalmers uses when he refers to how “God” magrpimge by miracle,
or interfere by some striking and special manifestation of Proe&®,” or similar
terminology such as “divine intervention,” is somehow a denial of Gaassaming
power of an allegedly non-miracle universe. This is cleasly Yalse since in the first
place it contains an invalid presupposition from religious liberalisamely, that the
universe is a non-miracle universe because of its general copstauniformity; and in
the second place, religious conservatives do not question God’s susizomeg over
creation as taught in such passages as Col. 1:17, or the fact izt treated a universe
which has a general constancy and uniformity as taught in Ps. 119:90,91.

Typical of this type of nonsense are the claims by the oelgdy liberal
Darwinian evolutionist, Walter Hearn (b. 1926), whoBring a Christian in Science
(1997), seeks to promote a Deistic model of creation as found atotteeliberal end of
macroevolutionary theory with his favourable reference to “Howardlighwho seeks
“to champion a ... view of ... a world created by God with the capacido whatever
God wants it to do” i.e., what he means is that there are no esraol the
macroevolutionary proce¥8. Hearn claims “Fighting words cause needless fights. For
example, ‘divine intervention’ is a phrase that engenders conflict. erhaBs some
reconciliation could be achieved by substituting another phrase, suchlivase *
invention’ ..3°%” By contrast, Chalmers’ religiously conservative usage fuérthe
correct understanding of Ps. 119:89-91 routes such methodological Deismisvtiieh
same in its methodological view of science as methodologibalsat, since Chalmers’
recognition of supernaturalist uniformitarianism strikes down ivalid presupposition
of such men who claim that the general constancy or uniformity tmenatts to support
an anti-supernaturalist model of the universe where such supernattsabf Divine
interventionwould be out of place with thBivine inventionof an anti-supernaturalist
universe and anti-supernaturalist laws of nature. Rather, when dupaisg
uniformitarianism is recognized in harmony with Ps. 119:90,91, any symrrsatural
acts ofdivine interventionare simply a different form of the same supernaturalism that
more commonly maintains a supernaturalist uniformitarianishimus uniformitarianism
and acts of Divine Intervention in e.g., creation miracles, are in factwibesides of the
one supernaturalist coin. Hence the holy Apostle St. John refers to Christ as Creator,
saying, “all things were made by him; and without him wasamgtthing made that was
made” (John 1:3); and the holy Apostle St. Paul refers to Chrisustainer of the
cosmos, saying that “by him all things consist” (Col. 1:17). Angtthis is perfectly
consistent with e.g., the miracles of Christ recorded in the fospads (e.g., John 2:1-
11), or his resurrection from the dead on the third day (e.g., John 20 & 21).

299 The Works of Thomas Chalméi830),0p. cit, p. 373.

300 Hearn, W.R.Being a Christian in Sciengep. cit, p. 75.

301 Ibid., pp. 74-75; see my comments on Heafral at Part 1, Chapter 7, section

a, subsection iv, “Consideration of the anti-supernaturalist argumesligibusly liberal
Darwinists.”
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Thus in the correct perception of supernaturalist uniformitarards found in
Holy Scripture at Ps. 119:89-91 and rightly propounded upon by old eartiociga
Thomas Chalmerssupra Chalmers finds it no incongruity to also say, “Should God
interpose by miracle, or interfere by some striking and speauiahifestation of
Providence, then man is awakened to the recognition of him.”ngBs “awakened,”
shall now be further discussed in reference to the critiquing @f'§yanti-supernaturalist
uniformitarianism in connection with the old earth creationist AflliWhewell (Part 2,
Chapter 3, section thfra) and George Cuvier (Part 2, Chapter 3, sectianfi@,).

(Chapter 3) “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1):
uniformitarianism &catastrophism:
d] William Whewell (old earth creationist) verses Charles Lyell
(anti-supernaturalist uniformitarianism).

Gavin next to a bust of William Whewell (or “Bill Hill"); Library,
Trinity College, Cambridge University, UK, Dec. 2003. Old earth
creationists William Whewell and Adam Sedgwick were friends.

In his 1831 critique of Lyell'sPrinciples of Geology(Volume 1) and 1832
critique of Lyell's Principles of GeologyVolume 2), the old earth creationist William
Whewell (“Bill Hill") 3°? (1794-1866) of Trinity College, Cambridge University, UK,
(Professor of Mineralogy, 1828-1832, Professor of Moral Philosophy, 1838-55, Vice
Chancellor, 1842, College Master, 1841-66,) made three basic pointsguicgtLyell’s
type of anti-supernaturalist uniformitarianism. Written in 183&puld not agree with
all the illustrations Whewell used to demonstrate these threespairitis criticism of
Lyell's theory, but in broad terms his three basic points rewelid to this day, and so |
shall add to them my own examples.

302 This Welsh surname is silent on the letter “w” (twice)l dnas the “e”

pronounced like the English “i” (twice), so that it is pronounced, “Hill.”
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Whewell’s first point is that the earth’s history shows “the rfestation of
powers more energetic and extensive than those which belong to the cooursenaf
every day nature,” so one can speak “of a break in the continuity of natopelstions,
of the present state of things as permanent and tranquil, the past having beesgvegre
and violent®®”  That is, while there is a general rule of uniformitydexit in earth’s
history, this is not an absolute rule. 1 think this is cleargngsa the creation of the earth
which also shows God as a primary cause since while this phpeeates subject to
many secondary laws, and has done so for about four and a half bibie) iyes clearly
very different to any other known planet. Contrary to the pringige Lyell’'s
uniformity, any naturalistic explanation for the earth’s origing antellectually
unsustainable. Did God make the earth in part or in whole frerexisting matter that
he had earlier made by one or more processes (cf. Gen. 2:7; 6Ngs the earth an act
of creation ex nihlo (cf. Heb. 11:3), or over time was the earth made by some
combination thereof? | think the evidence indicates that God cgrteseldsomepre-
existing matter that he had earlier made in “the generatiothe dfeavens” (Gen. 2:4; cf.
Gen. 2:7; 6:7); and certainly the succession of “worlds” “that"renfeamed by the word
of God” also included some acts of creatennihlo(Heb. 11:3), “so that things which
are seen were not made of things which do appear,” e.g., fossil remainbastievia and
blue-green algae in th&rcheozoic World3.96 to 2.5 billion B.C.) front. 3.5 billion
B.C. . Importantly, a naturalistic process for earth’s foiomats disallowed by the
words of Gen. 1:1, which point to “God” as “maker of heaven and eakihstles’ &
Nicene Creeds | think the earth’s many life support features, and e.gtedsnic
plates, and other features point to Divine Design and thus a Crea@tars Nature itself
teaches us that, “In the beginning, God created the heaven and thé@anthl:1).

It was of course in development of Lyell's type of views t@aiarles Darwin
claimed a “scientific” basis for his anti-supernaturalist ammifitarian premised
macroevolutionary theory of the origin of species by naturacsefe For example,
Darwin rejected the creationist model which holds “that a newiepstiould suddenly
appear” since if this were so, “it is almost necessary teevmel ... that several
wonderfully changed individuals appeared simultaneously within the siistrict.” Of
course, most old earth creationists would agree with Darwinomesinstances of
microevolution of a genetically rich parent stock at the taxoocalmevel of genus or
species or subspecies, in which natural selection acted on mutatimsvolved either
rearrangement or loss of pre-existing genetic materiBut Darwin sought to develop
this well beyond instances of microevolution within a genus, such asré&dsigth
would potentially agree with. Thus Darwin would not allow e.g., fiar$formations as
prodigious as ... the sudden development of the wings of birds 6f*atsDarwin’s
raison d’étre for this was “our experience.” That is to say, “Accorditg our

303 Whewell, W., “Lyell - Principles of GeologyBritish Critic, Vol. 17 (1831),
pp. 180-206, at p. 190.

304 Darwin’s Origin of Specieq6th ed. 1872 - final ed. 1876/8) chapter 7,
“Miscellaneous Obijections to the Theory of Natural Selection.”
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experience, abrupt and strongly marked variations occur in our doatedtmoductions,
singly and at rather long intervals of tiffie’

But Darwin’s argument based on “our experience” is methodologicakpund
for a number of reasons. In the first place, Darwin’s “expea&was limited in time.
Thus according to his “experience,” “species are produced and @exaézch by slowly
acting and still existing causes, and not [i] by miraculous efctseation and [ii] by
catastrophe®”  For Darwin there could be no “catastrophes” either in the past
future. Why? Because he presumed on the basis of a lifekpdrience,” that global
catastrophes could not happen. Hence Darwin said on the basis Itf tyyed of anti-
supernaturalist geological philosophy, “we may feel certaihttf@ordinary succession
by generation has never once been broken, and that no catastrophe hatedidsel
whole world. Hence we may look with some confidence to a secune fat equally
appreciable lengffi’.” For Darwin, “natural selection” was thus moving the world pn a
endless “progress toward perfecti8ti But this Darwinian “experience” does not fair
well with what is now known about dinosaur extinction66.4 million B.C3%. or the
creation of a succession of worlds on the earth. (See Volynkart 2, Chapter 3,
sections e & finfra.)

Whewell's second pointin his critique of Lyell's anti-supernaturalist
uniformitarianism, is that “the differences of themperatures which seem to have
existed in the former and the present state of the world, ateabie by’ a supernatural
primary caus&®. While not denying that many weather changes mayctefteondary
laws of nature, | think weather changes such as the great iceftesPleistocene seem
best explained by reference to God gwimary caus&™. This fact is also relevant to

305 |pid.

306 Darwin’sOrigin of Specie$1859), chapter “Recapitulation & Conclusion.”

307 Ipid.
308 |phid.

309 See McGrath, G.B. (myselffhe American Journal of Jurisprudendéol.

40 (1995), pp. 229-285 at pp. 260-261, footnote 132.
319 Whewell's “Lyell - Principles of Geology” (18319p. cit, p. 194.

311 Of course, any number of attempted arguments have been put fomlonbut
convincingly show that this is a natural phenomena. E.g., a combirgdti@ctors is
sometimes speculated such as: differing combinations of methdneagbon dioxide in
the atmosphere; changes in orbit around the sun (Milankovitch Qyttesonic plate
activity; variations in solar output; impact of meteors; and volcaniptions (“lce Age,”
Wikipedig May 2013,http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/lce_age#Causes_of _ice hge®But
even if one were to isolate e.g., a major volcanic eruption, such d®laeEruption in
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the linkage of the last ice’s ages start68,000 B.C., and associated drying up of the
Persian Gulf in order either at that time, or sometime thereaftehd@avents of the local
earth creation of Eden to occur as found in Gen. 1:2b-2:25; as fdritieeissed at Part 2,
Chapter 11, “Paradise Lost: So Where Was Eden & How local it dodaow small is
small? The incomplete fossil reconifra.

Finally, Whewell's third pointin his critique of Lyell's anti-supernaturalist
uniformitarianism, is as numerous other creationists have also pouteduch as e.g.,
Sedgwick and Murchison, the creation of biological life points toeatOr. This matter
that shall be further discussed in Part 2, Chaptierfré,.

Therefore while not all the 1831 examples used by William Whewave stood
the test of time, and so | choose to use my own examples; negssthitl seems that
“Bill Hill's” three basic creationist points have stood the testtiofie against Lyell’'s type
of anti-supernaturalism uniformitarianism

(Chapter 3) “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1):
uniformitarianism &catastrophism:
e] George Cuvier et al (old earth creationist): uniformitarianism
& catastrophism in the “worlds” or “ages” (Heb. 1:2;
11:3) of Gen. 1:1 & 2:4; creation, not macroevolution —
mind the gap.

Old earth creationists reject the young earth theory of dah et is only 6,000
to 10,000 years old; and generally accept that science can be wksd tbe geological
layers of the earth and build up a picture of plant and animahlitkfferent strata, but
consider that science goes beyond its limits when it seeks tprttegeology with
macroevolutionary theory.  Foundational anti-macroevolutionist old eaetitianist
scientists include, for example, the French Protestant Christiangé&gGeorges) Cuvier
(1769-1832), who rejected the theory of macroevolution proposed by Lamafd@),
on the basis that creatures were so well coordinated functionallgtaucturally that they
could not survive the degree of change required by macroevolutionary.thedr the
Swiss born American scientist J. Louis Agassiz (1807-1873) of Hhkhaiversity. The
son of a Protestant Minister, Agassiz was not himself a Christian and so did eo¢ loeli
the Biblical account of creation. But he believed in Nature’'s Gead, one of the best
informed biologists and geologists of his day, and he repudiated Dar@igin of
Speciesafter it was published in 1859. While Agassiz accepted that safnthe
ordinary phenomena Darwin listed could bring about extinctions, he sihaalialy
argued that they could not bring about new species. Thus Agassex dlgu creatures
arose due to a series of special creations by God, and sawtemara similarities the

Sumatra, and allow that this was a contributory factor to the last ice agei/ltdses not
show that it, or a number of other relevant factors, were naturally occurring phenomena
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“associations of ideas in the Divine Mind.” Thus he supported themotiaumerous
catastrophes over geological time followed by new creations

Not all old earth creationists follow a form of the Gap Schodl.g., old earth
creationist, Dan Wonderly (d. 2004), refers to the work of “the eattyisan
paleontologist Georges Cuvier (1768-1832) and his colleagues.” Wontenhg ¢chey
“were perplexedy ... a large number of genera and species of fossil fishes, amnmshibia
and reptiles [which] were often found in a given stratum or grouprafastbut in the
stratum or group of stratum next above, most or all of the genera and species found below
were not present. Instead, a new assemblage of genera and spa@efound ... .
Cuvier and his colleagues saw much evidence in the strata that Biblical flood [of
Noah] could not have produced this kind of distribution of fossils andtbket was too
much difference in the maturity and apparent age of the strata for alhottheave been
produced within any short time period such as that of the Biblicaldf These
observations led Cuvier and his colleagues to suppieseGod had allowed a whole
series of natural catastrophes to have occurred, bringing abouktthetien of the
assemblages of vertebrate aninthist” were “living (in that area of Europe [where they
were examining the geological stratum] at least) repeatedlyey assumethat either a
new assemblage of animals became established as a resiugration from other areas,
or from special new creations by God, after each extinction @tturr This is_not a
hypotheses which Weion-gap school old earth creationists “would want to adopt today,
but Cuvier did not have the benefit of modern sedimentological reseakbd and his
colleagues were continuously careful during their studies, not lateithe Genesis
account of creation or to adopt [macro]evolutionary philosophy” (such uahttdoy
Lamarck). *“In Cuvier's time even the science of paleontologl @ceanography were
very poorly developed, so even the determination of whether the sediamehfsssils
had been deposited by fresh water or by salt water was ihf@s&@nd thus e.g., one
might then still argue for a series of global floods). “Tdmsl many other principles of
deposition and lithification have now been so frequently observed otgurnrinatural
freshwater and saltwater environments that sedimentologists havathar full
understanding of these principles. These and other geological dissokave done
much to deliver Christians” of “past” “generations from the ditshcal superstitions
and unreasonable explanations regarding the origin of the eartimisesediy strata and
fossil assemblageshich have been commonly h&td”

312 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, Agassiz (Jean) Louis (Rodolphe);

Ramm, B.,The Christian View of Science and ScripfiPaternoster, London, UK, 1955,
pp. 130-1; NumbersThe Creationistspp. 6-8,82.

33 wonderly, D.E., “Can we easily determine the ‘plain, litemise’ of all

parts of Genesis One?,” May 1990, p. 3 (emphasis mingrdisciplinary Biblical
Research Institut€IBRI), USA (website:http://www.ibri.org/ Wonderly subdirectory,
“Daniel E. Wonderly Memorial Library,” http://www.wonderlylib.ibri.org/ at
http://www.wonderlylib.ibri.org/90-literalsense GREADME.htm).
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| consider that Wonderly here averly critical of Cuviey with the result that he
fails to spot the wood from the trees To some extent this appears to relate to
Wonderly's adoption of a Day-Age School model as opposed to a Gap Scbhdel m
which looks to catastrophes and new creations in a succession ofisi(ieb. 1:2;
11:3) in the “generations of the heavens and of the earth” (Genin2thg time-gap
between the first two verses of Genesis 1. “Cuvier ... anbheagues” “were” not, as
Wonderly claims, “perplexed by’ the “fossil” “stratum” picturand nor could they be
said to just “suppose” and have simply “assumed that either ags@mhblage of animals
became established as a result of migration from other aredspnorspecial new
creations by God, after each extinction occurred.” Rather,dhwesidered that this was
a natural reading of the fossil stratum, and so used it asottde#arth creationist model.
This was quite valid, since it had a predictive quality that omatures in new worlds
would be found following a destruction, or a large destruction, and subsegor&non
more and more geological layers in more and more places ofidhe, ginknown to
Cuvier and his colleagues at that time, have shown a similar picture.

Furthermore, Wonderly considers that from “the benefit of modern
sedimentological research,” he has successfully critiqued Csigeccession of multiple
worlds view that is used in a gap school motelcause the sediments were not laid
down in a succession of major global or local catastrophes such as those ending one
world and starting anothetbut rather, in the ordinary course of uniformitarian principles.
But | consider that this is an inadequate and superficial critbuU@uvier’'s creationist
model by Wonderly. On the one hand, Wonderly is certainly cotoesay that the
depositions do not, at least in general, result from a serieatastrophes such as those
that ended one world and started another; but on the other hand, thegpsiglak of
various local catastropheswhich may or may not have been brought about as
supernatural acts of God; and in some instances, such as the trag®pg at the end
of the Paleozoic Agdc. 540-245 million B.C.) oMMesozoic Agédc. 245 million to 66.4
million B.C.), the fossil record captures a record of the massction event, followed
by the sudden appearance of quite different life forms created by Alntgitty

Furthermore, on the one hand, the depositions between different worlds, (as
opposed to those inside a given world,) generally appear to have ocafteredod had
destroyed, or partly destroyed one world, and created another worlonbie other
hand, in harmony with Cuvier's Gap School view they sé#tify of a succession of
worlds created by God, in which he sometimes brought over some of thereseiiom a
former world, which he put together with new species he had crealdeerefore the
fossil layers do not necessarily date the destruction event, butysighgw the
destruction occurred sometimes between the two geological layerfevémti worlds.
Certainly this is a qualification to, and necessitates aioevi the basic Cuvier derived
model of earth’s geology for anyone who was claiming on the balswér’'s work that
the geological layer®nly recorded major cataclysmic destructions ushering out one
world and ushering in another, or in some other way being a Diviaelgsiin on a given
world. Anyone claiming that this is what formesiery geological layer would not be
correct. Such an old earth creationist claim would Isawveeobvious similarities to the
young earth creationigtlood Geology Schoahodel of Price, Whitcomb, Morrist al,
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although amidst other dissimilarities it would always look to mldtDivine cataclysms

to account forall the geological layers (other than the most recent ones), whibeas
young earth creationist flood geology school model looks to gust such Divine
cataclysm to account fall the geological layers (other than the most recent ones of the
Holocene).

Not only is any claim on a Cuvier derived model of earth’s gpokbhat each
geological layer was brought about by a catastrophe ending ond wamd starting
another incorrect from the fact, not mentioned by Wonderly, that thasebe two or
more layers formed from the same world; but also more gepeiain the broad point
made by Wonderly as to what we now know about how various depositioferrass.

But | endorse a revised old earth creationist Gap School model whicldexthe data
referred to by Wonderly on how depositions are formed, but which siis kedact the
fundamental Gap School idea of the basic Cuvier derived model as developed by
Chalmers, of a succession of worlds being evident in the fossildrecdhis Gap School
model endorsed in this work, also includes in it the idea that one world sagidtimes
be destroyed in “a slow burn” way over time, and another world might be laegely
destroyed on “a fast burn” way such as with the destruction of the dinosaursnaiing

of the Cretaceous Worl@d 44 to 66.4 million B.C.). Thus on the one hand, Wonderly's
critigue of Cuvier makes an important point on how depositions are dorniut on the
other hand, Wonderly’s critique of Cuvier is an over-kill, since hdasning far more
for this enhanced knowledge of depositions than what is warrantedns ¢ércritiquing

the basic Cuvier derived Gap School model of a succession of “woHes (L:2; 11:3)
evident in the geological layers containing “the generations theoéarth” (Gen. 2:4) in
the time-gap between the first two verses of Genesis 1.

Moreover, Wonderly's reference to uniformitarian geological fppies acting “to
deliver Christians” of “past” “generations from the extrdli®ial superstitions and
unreasonable explanations regarding the origin of the earth’s sediment@rastdossil
assemblages which have been commonly held;” embraces a fommi-efipernaturalist
secular uniformitarianism, as opposed to the Biblical form of supealist
uniformitarianism (Ps. 119:91; cf. Gen. 8:22; Ps. 104:19; Jer. 31:35; 33:2%teas |
developed with reference to Cuvier’'s work by the old earth omatiGap Schoolman,
Thomas Chalme?s”. Thus to say that the sediments revealing a succession dbvasrl
broadly considered by Cuvier, did not have their sudden destruction captieednriap
shot” type “photo” in the geological record, withe very catastrophe that destroyed that
world being found in the geological layeaad thus an idea of e.g., “multiple catastrophic
floods,” should not in any way move the true Gap School Christian away from stilfjseei
God’'s hand in the supernaturalist uniformitarianism of sedimentolgofy@ag “a snap
shot” type “photo” in the geological recorsbmetime after this or that catastrophe
destroyed the local or global world being found in the previous geological laygr,

34 See Part 2, Chapter 3: “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1):
uniformitarianism & catastrophism,” section c, “Thomas Chalmas €arth creationist)
verses Charles Lyell's type of anti-supernaturalist uniformitariafiisapra
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God then creating new species, and also generally bringing over species from the
previous world, into the new successive world.  Thus Wonderly’s weita Cuvier is
overly critical of the old earth creation model being used by Cusiece while his
critigue contains some valuable material for the purposes of spdkan Cuvier's model
clearly requires modification in the light of our enhanced understandingliofiesgtation;
one does not, like the non-gap school following Day-Age Schoolman, Wondestytme
“throw the baby out with the bathwater.” That is because, Cevedad general model
of creation i.e., a succession of worlds created by God being evid#ém& fossil record,
still stands up as a valid creationist model used by Gap Schoolmbras myself; as
constituting a reasonable understanding of a what is understood tceber@ed in the
Book of Nature for a succession of “worlds” (Heb. 1:2; 11:3), contaitgegerations ...
of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) in the time-gap between the first two verses of Genesis.

Furthermore, in addition to the fact that not all old earth aeistis follow a form
of the Gap School, the broad Gap School is further divided into multiplecbobis.
For example, | entirely repudiate the later notions of Gap Schootathssuch as e.g.,
Pember or Custance, which seek to link the fall of angels withrtteegap between the
first two verses of Genesis. However, the Gap School teachitigref being multiple
“worlds” or ages (Heb. 1:2; 11:3) found in the geological ages ofdhé & certainly
part of the model argued for in this work. The Gap School’'s linkinthefDivine
Revelation found in Scripture with the geological record found inBibek of Nature,
benefited greatly from the great French Huguenot Protestanitist, George Cuvier.
He was clearly an old earth creationist since he rejectechéiceoevolutionary theory of
Lamarck (1809) and Geoffroy (1825 and 1830), arguing instead that speceso well
coordinated functionally and structurally that they could not survivehnnchange. His
catastrophismnterpreted earth’s geology as a series of cataclysnmugh the scope of
the catastrophism would now be deemed less than on Cuvier's model i.e., a lot @lore loc
catastrophes and non-catastrophic laying down of sediments inrédbal than global
regions, nevertheless, this is still the type of view found in the Gap School.

Thomas Chalmers first spoke in favour of a Gap School model Rdmgarks on
Cuvier's Theory of the Eartim 1814, and while still regarding it as a valid model he then
became reserved about it by 1830, (possibly being influenced bgothreommittal
comments with regard to an old earth or young earth of Cony8eRrellips in 1822,)
till he again clearly endorsed it in hidatural Theologyof 1835. In time, he further
developed the catastrophism model of the Lutheran “Cuvier,” dividing Gé&ninto
multiple “eras of” “history,” and thought “an occasional speciey fmave survived one
or two of these destructive revolutions,” yet “each catastrophe aateihithe great
majority of the existing genera,” and was followed by new meatwith “distinct
origins.” But “in none of the old formations” was “the human skelet marking the
recent origin of our own specfes”

31> Chalmers, T.Natural Theology 1835; in Chalmers’ Works Constable,

Edinburgh, 1853, Vol. 1, pp. 240,245,249-51 (cf. Wylie., JDAsruption Worthies A
Memorial of 1843, Thomas Jack, Edinburgh, 1881, pp. 153-160); Encyclopedia
Americana, Americana Corporation, Connecticut, 1978, Vol. 8, “Cuvier,” p. 360.
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Chalmers basic Gap School development on Cuvier's work, in which the
geological record is understood to picture a series of caphsts destroying one world
and “the great majority of the existing genera,” - oreagsed, at least a very substantial
number of them; followed by a new world, albeit one in which a nunfbereatures — as
revised, parent stocks at the taxonomical level of genus or belowh wahéy then
microevolve within their genus either by natural selection micragool or God guided
Theistic microevolution; and some from the old world “have survived” sdestructive
revolutions;” is the “broad-brush” picture which remains the basidimgaof the
geological record for followers of the Gap School such as myself. @adglidiscussed,
Chalmers basic Cuvier derived model of earth’s geology, is neec and modified by
better scientific knowledge e.g., of sedimentation processpsa Thus though these
and other qualifications and refinemesipra & infra, must now be made to the basic
Cuvier (d. 1832) derived model of earth’s geology; in its broad-brusfsté was still
the basic geological creationist model and argument of old eadkianists such as e.g.,
Buckland (d. 1856), Murchison (d. 1871), and Sedgwick (d. 1873), that Darwin (d. 1882)
was never able to successfully deal with, as he wanderedrguments from geological
silencewhich are contrary to the laws of genetics; and it is still khsic geological
creationist model and argument of old earth creationist Gap Schoolmen such as myself.

And although Darwin overstates the matter, he was closer tmahle when he
said “palaeontologists” such as “Barrande” (d. 1883) and “geologistsh sas
“Murchison,” were examples of old earth creationists who as &B I&aintained
catastrophism in a more modest manner than some earlier crgtat@taistrophists, since
they did not consider that “athe inhabitants of the earth” had “been swept away at
successive periods by catastrophes;” yet even here Darwirtadesrthe matter in saying
the “notion of ... successive periods of catastrophes, is ... generaiy gip'®”
Rather, it would be more correct to say the catastrophism bf@eationists was more
limited in scope that some earlier catastrophists, with rapeeies surviving from one
world to the next. E.g., rather than a 100% or near 100% extinctioap &&hoolman
such as myself would now say that tedovician World (505 to 438 million B.C.)
ended with a great catastrophe with the loss of between 50% and GPtnafrine and
land species; or thBevonian World(408 to 360 million B.C.) ended with the Divine
catastrophic loss of about 70% of species. While in broad terss ttill the old basic
model of catastrophism, it is revised, and Darwin recognizesyies of revision as at
1859 by Barrande and Murchison. And as with the earlier over-statastrophism, the
picture is still one of a new world following by God bringing scereatures across from
the old world to the new world, and also creating some new creasorésat the overall
effect is still to make a new world; although in the revised mageksarlier developed by
e.g., Barrande and Murchison, the percentage of creatures brouglfitooweone world
to the next is generally a good deal higher than the “occdsspeaies” of the earlier
Cuvier derived Chalmers model which “may have survived one or twohede
destructive revolutionsSupra

316 Darwin’s Origin of Species(1859), chapter 10, “On the Geological

Succession of Organic Beings,” section “On Extinction.”
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Thus there is clearly a difference in view of what peraggt# species survive a
catastrophe between some of the older and later old earth cr&atatastrophists.
Another example of this is the fact that an older type cafasst such as d’Orbigny (d.
1857) wrongly “came to the conclusion that between the terminatioheofl értiary
Period and the commencement of the Human or Recent Period [i.egltwehe fronct.
8,000 B.C.], there is a complete break,” and “he asserted thaigheota single species
common to the two periods.” D’Orbigny’s view led the Anglicachteacon John Pratt
(d. 1871) to forsake the Local Earth Gap School he argued for in 1856ef@lobal
earth Gap School in 1859. By contrast, Lyell who was not a catastopti whose
view of the geological record at this point is the same asahéiter catastrophists,
having read what d’Orbigny said, then “re-asserted” that thiswathe case, and that in
fact a number of species survived. Lyell's response led Archddm@tt to say in 1871
that he was now non-committal on whether the correct view opt8oei was the Local
Earth Gap School which harmonized with what Lyell had said, or thbaGEarth Gap
School which harmonized with what d’Orbigny had said. Pratt dientdeafsatisfactory
resolution had been made on this matter several years aftgedth by. 1875'". But
it is now clear that d'Orbigny sometimes overstated thdanetidn rate from a
catastrophe, for instance, lookingLatte Pleistocene Hrom the start of the last Ice Age
c. 68,000 B.C. through to the Holocenie8,000 B.C., while there were catastrophic mass
extinctions from about 50,000 years ago, these were not in the order of a0O%ar
100%, but in North America in the order of about 36% of its larger asjnand in
Europe and Asia in the order of about 72% of its larger anim@lbile these extinctions
were big, they were clearly less than 100%. Thus d’Orbignyewtaapolating too much
for the difference of the Holocene from local Late Pleistod¢eagtinctions he saw in the
fossil record.

This thus means that the destruction event of the pre-Adamite Ffevded to in
Gen. 1:2, when “the earth was without form and void;” followed byntas world of
Gen. 1:2b-2:3 in which life-forms come from the Creator’s hand sugdenthey are
made in periods of less than 24 hours during the six successive 24 haig &dation
days of Genesis 1; and a lesser exterihe destruction of the antediluvian’s “old world”
(Il Peter 3:5,6) with its Sethite and Cainite human races immNdaood (Gen. 6-8),
followed by the new world of post Noachian Flood times with it heman races of
Japhethites, Hamites, and Shemites (Gen. 9:25-27; 10); reveals thetehaf a God
that in the geological record shows a similar wider pattersugtcessive cataclysms
followed by new creations. Thus throughout geological history Godrh#®e words of
Chalmers on his basic model derived from “Cuvier,” had “destructivelugons,” in
which “each catastrophe annihilated the great majority of trstirex genera,’or in the
revised form of this, a large percentage of thamd was followed by new creations with
“distinct origins” such as occurred in Gen. 1:2-2:3; even though on sooasions “an
occasional species may have survived one or two of these destmestolutions,”or in

317 See my comments on Archdeacon John Pratt at Part 2, ChaptefA5, d,

scientific critique of the Global Earth Gap School's global-Adamite flood &
following global six day creationjhfra.
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revision of this,a significantly higher percentage than just “an occasionaliegiec
generally survived, what was still a major catastrophic tisspecies followed by a
number of new creations. Therefore the Biblical picture oé ‘glenerations of the
heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) forming a succession of “w@He" 1:2; 11:3) in

the time gap between the first two verses of Genesis, anththstrophism of the pre-
Adamite Flood in Gen. 1:2a followed by the six day creation of Geth-2:3, is a

picture consistent with the character of the Creator as found in earth’s gablugiory.

This geological and Biblical picture is further consistenhwitGod who has “the
heaven and the earth, which are now, by the same word” of his powerifiksfatre,
reserved unto fire against the day of judgment and perdition of unguelty (Il Peter
3:7). Inthe words of thApostles’ Creednamed after, not written by the Apostles, as it
upholds “the Apostles’ doctrine,” Acts 2:42), “Jesus Christ” “shall €dm judge the
quick and the dead.” Or the words of tieene Creednamed after, and partly written
by, theCouncil of Nicea325), “Jesus Christ” “shall come again with glory to judge both
the quick and the dead: whose kingdom shall have no end.” Or in the wattis of
Athanasian Creednamed after, not written by, St. Athanasius, a defender of Tramta
orthodoxy who died in 373), “Christ” “shall come again to judge the quickladead.
At whose coming all men shall rise again with their bodies: &adl give account for
their own works. And they that have done good shall go into life stiada and they
that have done evil into everlasting fire. This is the CatholathFwhich except a man
believe faithfully, he cannot be saved. Glory be to the Fathetpahe Son: and to the
Holy Ghost; as it was in the beginning, is now, and ever shalvbdd without end.
Amer8”

318 The AnglicarBook of Common Pray€i662), which adds the Gloria Patri to
the end of the Athanasian Creed. “The Three Creeds, Nicene Creed, Athai@rsied,
... and ... Apostles’ Creed, ought thoroughly to be received and believetitefpmay
be proved by most certain warrants of holy Scriptures” (Article 8, Anglican 3€esit
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(Chapter 3) “God created ... the earth” (Gen. 1:1):
uniformitarianism &catastrophism:

f] The generally united Gap School view: filling in the blanks in
the “worlds” or “ages” of multiple “generations” of
Earth’s history in Gen. 2:4; Heb. 1:2; 11:3, following the
creation of the temporal and spiritual heavens, from the
Pregeological World of c. 4.6 billion B.C. to the start of the
Last Ice Age c. 68,000 B.C.; creation, not macroevolution
— mind the gap.



591

The United Gap School.

The Gap School can be found in various forms in ancient times (see Voluamn 2). P
But in its modern form which presents it as a creation model with neiete
certain modern scientific discoveries of geology, it may be reasodatsy from
the time of Thomas Chalmers (d. 1847) of Scotland in a dissertation of 1814.
Since that time, three broad rival forms of the old earth creati@aistSchool have
been developed which may all trace their modern scientific treatheem¢rts back to Thomas
These three schools are sometimesdeabd in this work at points
of intersecting agreement between one or two of them with the Lodhl Gap School as
“The United Gap School.” And where the second and third schools are in gegreszhent,
these are sometimes referred to in this work generically as the {@&atih Gap School,”
although depending on context, “Global Earth Gap School” may also refer to jsstthel

Chalmers’1814 dissertation.

school.

It should also be understood that further diversity exists withiroétwese

three sub-schools of the United Gap School.

The United Gap School:

in its modern forms with some reference to the science of geology.
Thomas Chalmers gives a dissertation in 1814 with reference to “gedlogatters.

Local Earth Gap School

Global Earth Gap School

Global Earth “Lucifer’s
Flood” Gap School.

This School regards Gen. 1
as the universe & globe ¢
then the pre-Adamite flood ¢
Gen. 1:2 as a local flood, ar
Gen. 1:2b-2:3 as the creati
of the local world of Eden i
west Asia (Gen. 2:8,104).
In its modern form with
reference to certain mode
scientific discoveries 0
geology, it was first put fortt
as a creation model h
Congregationalist
J. Pye Smith (d. 1851) ¢
England, UK. Advocates of
in various rival forms include
the Anglican clergyman an
sometime missionary, Hent
Alcock (d. 1915); & John
Sailhamer (b. 1946), of th
Evangelical Free Churgh
USA, a Hebrew scholar.This
is the specific Gap Scho
creation model endorsed

this work, with Eden locate
in an area now under th
waters of the Persian Gulf.

:This School regards Gen. 1
xas the universe & globe
fthen the pre-Adamite flood @
1dsen. 1:2 as a global flood, af
piGen. 1:2b-2:3 as the creati
nof the global world.  In itg
modern form, it was first pu
forth by Thomas Chalmers (
rri847). Advocates of it
fvarious rival forms include
1 William Buckland (d. 1856) o
yOxford University, UK; &

theologianBenjamin Silliman (d.1864

fof Yale University, USA.
tAdvances in geology meant
:ceased to be tenable from
d1875. Its last great advoc3
Ywho could still seriously argu
for it within the known
escientific data of his day
Adam Sedgwick of Cambridg
University, UK died in 1873
pin areas of earth’s geology i
nthe time-gap between Gen. 1
d& Gen. 1:2, this model hd
epoints of intersecting
agreement with the Loca
Earth Gap School modé
endorsed in this work.

:This School regards Gen. 1:1

xas the universe & globe, Gen|

f1:2 as a global flood, and Ge

nd.:2b-2:3 as the creation of th

piglobal world. It regards the
Gen. 1:1 creation as of a

t“perfect” world, e.g., no death);

dfollowed by one or more ruing
5& restorations connected with
- the fall of angels, & Gen. 1:2
[ as “Lucifer's Flood.” It was
popularized after scientific
knowledge made a global
earth gap school untenable
ifrom c. 1875, by George
Pember (d. 1910) from 1876.
tédvocates include: Cyrus
eScofield (d. 1921), Harry
Rimmer (d. 1952), Bob Jonesg
Sr. (d. 1968), & Arthur
eCustance (d. 1985). Though
Local Earth Gap Schoolmen
nregard parts of it as Biblically
:wrong & pseudo-sciencd) its
sbelief of old earth creationism
) & a long time-gap between
11Gen. 1:1 & Gen. 1:2, this
sImodel has points of
intersecting agreement with
the Local Earth Gap School

-

A%

model endorsed in this work.
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CHART SHOWING THE TWO MAIN CREATIONIST GAP SCHOOL
VIEWS OF GEN. 1:1,2a, UP TILL THE START OF THE LAST ICE AGE.

The Gap Schooliew endorsed in this woik followed by the William Buckland
type Global Earth Gap School & Pye Smith type Local Earth &apool: Deathnot
related to sin outside of man’s world; but is related to human mortality (Rom.| b2
15:22), and man was created after start of last Ice Age (diverse views ty exern).

The Beginning (eons ago).

Unknown numbers
of multiple “worlds
framed by the
word of God” (Heb.
11:3) in “the
generations of the
heavens and of th
earth” (Gen. 2:4)
No specific
relationship betwee
earth worlds &
angels’ habitation o
the fall of angels.

5 Unknown numbers

of multiple

worlds on

geologically old

earth created b
e God “who

einhabiteth eternity’
(Isa. 57:15), for hig
good pleasure. Fg
n“none can stay hi
hand, or say unt
rhim, What does
thou?” (Dan. 4:35).

5 The Last Ice Age

yand to following 6

5 Views  on).

sby, or is compatible
bwith, the models o
t those

(the  Wurm) is
related to Gen. 1:
(diverse views on)

day creation of Gen
1:2b-2:3  (diverse
Thig
rview was either helg

itemized in

next column.

 E.g., (though they
do not all refer ta
Pthe Ice Age,
Thomas Chalmer
(d. 1847); William
.Buckland (d. 1856)
» Adam Sedgwick (d
1873); Pye Smith
1(d. 1851); Henry
Alcock (d. 1915); &
[ Gavin McGrath (b
1 1960).

Another Gap School view followed by the Global Earth “Lucifdéfleod” Gap

School: Death always related to sin.

this work other than where it intersects in agreement with the aboveSGamol view
e.g., both views see an indefinite time gap between Gen. 1:1 & 1:2.

The Beginning (eon

S ago).

A

God created :
perfect world” (Bob

Jones Sr.) with n

death in the original This may have gongcreation of Gen| Scofield (d. 1921)
creation. The earthon for millions of| 1:2b-2:3. Thig in the Scofield Study
either was (e.g) ages. Perhapsview was either held Bible (1909); Harry

Curtis Hutson), o

may have been (e.g

Bob Jones Sr.), th
abode of
under Lucifer.

angels

A The fall of angels
brings sin and deat
pinto  the  world.

multiple cataclysms
.{ruinations) &
erestorations (re
,creations).  Lengtt
of time unknown.

The Last Ice Age i

hrelated to Gen. 1:2
and following 6 day

5 by, or is compatible

with, the models o
-those itemized
nnext column.

i

5 E.g., (though they
;do not all refer tg
the Ice Age,) Cyrus

Rimmer (d. 1952)
[ Curtis Hutson (d
11995); Bob Jone
Sr. (d. 1968); & Bob

\

This alternative gaposeiew is not endorsed in

Ul

Jones Jr. (d. 1997).

Thomas Chalmers (d. 1847) was first a Presbyt&Ziamrch of Scotland/inister
and teacher at St. Andrew’s University and Edinburgh Univerbmy; then with the

formation of theFree Church of Scotlanth 1843, he became the First Moderator of the
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PresbyteriarFree Church of Scotlan(ll843-1847), and Principal of th&ee Church of
ScotlandCollege (1846-1847) which later becahew Collegeat Edinburgh University.
In his dissertation, “Natural and Geological Proofs for the Conceraent of our Present
Terrestrial Economy” (1835), he first refers to “the non-eteraftpur present world”
through reference to three different models. Firstigl@al Earth Gap Schoahodel
in which in “the first chapter” “of Genesis,” there “is a @rerimary act of creation, at
how remote a period is uncertain — after which our world may have theetheatre of
many changes and successive economies, the traces or meshosiaich might be
observable to the present day” by “geological” research.i thi3 first view, “the sacred
penman does not fix the antiquity of our globe ..., and enable us to sipemry
geological argument which may be founded on certain charactensthe history of our
globe, that are alike recognized by all systems of geolog$écondly, a young earth
creationist model in which “the Mosaic account” is “held to supkrsall those
speculations of geology which would stretch the antiquity ... of ouhdayond the
period at which man was created.” And “thirdly,” a model in whiaistéad of
Scripture superseding or harmonizing with geology, geology be &®lsuperseding
Scripture, an imagination which of course we disowf®”.

Then of these three possibilities, Chalmers followsGlabal Earth Gap Schopl
saying, “Let us offer then a short exposition of this argumetit Guvier's theory of the
earth ... .” E.g., with respect to the worlds that exist in e lpetween the first two
verses of Genesis, Chalmers quotes “Cuvier” (d. 1832) with regdtiet different strata

..” For example, “Of the remains of sea animals, he sd, thheir species and even
their genera change with the strata; and although the gaeo®s occasionally recurs at
small distances, it is generally the case that the shellseoéncient strata have forms
peculiar to themselves — that they gradually disappear tillaheyot to be seen at all in
the recent strata - still less in the existing sea¥".”.’ Chalmers notes that in the fossil
record, “the species do not run the one into the other.” “Within thigsliof a species
there might be manifold varieties — but these limits can nevdramsgressed to the
formation of another distinct and enduring species in the animal kinddaiven that,
“There is ... no spontaneous generation” of a species; in contrast to the
macroevolutionary theory of Lamarck (1809) and Geoffroy (1825 and 1830)e€The
no transition of the species into each other.” Therefore the gealogcord means “we
can ... demonstrate a beginning for any ... races in the physioldgicglom,” (i.e., “a
race” understood on the later Gap School model endorsed in this work the at
taxonomical level of genera or below,) “we ... obtain” the “view tive¢’ must interpret
the geological data “within the limits of our creation of th &if a God.” This basic
model remains in place, though on the later Gap School model endorsesl wothiit

319 Chalmers, T.Natural Theology 1835; in Chalmers’ Works Constable,

Edinburgh, 1853, Vol. 1, pp. 228-230.
320 bid., p. 233.

%21 \bid., pp. 244-5 (emphasis mine).
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was not “an occasional species” that generally survived butich migher percentage,
though this was still followed by a number of new creatures.

Chalmers also clearly recognizes distinct worlds of the tGrea the geological
record. E.g., he says, “in the older formation no vestiges gfresent genera are to be
found, ... or even in the more recent formation, there are no vestitjes older genera.

A few of the earlier species, it would appear, may have suvivee or two of those
dreadful shocks to which our planet is exposed — but in the whole ..., it seems .... that on
the one hand there has been an entire destruction of the anciees,sped on the other

an entire renovation of species wholly distinct and dissimitan fthe former. The older
chains of succession have been suddenly terminated, as if broken béiratower
extremities. And the more recent chains, instead of being cedthrough the midway
passage of a great geological tempest, ... the recent chainsfteave eatastrophe had
their first and definite origin. Now the question is, Who or wh#tesoriginator? ... At

no juncture, we apprehend, ... is the interposition of Deity more nsanifen at thi&2”
Concerning “the two first verses in the Book of Genesis ... . &atwhe initial act and

the details of Genesis, the world ... might have been the theatrarof revolutions, the
traces of which geology may still investigife’ “We have ... endeavored to show,
how without any invasion ... on the literalities of the Mosaic recdnd, ihdefinite
antiquities of the globenight safely be given ... to naturalists, as an arena ... for.the
gladiatorshig®® i.e., as at 1835, though the age of the earth was vast, its “indefinite
antiquities” had not yet been safely determined.

William Buckland (d. 1856), was an Anglican clergyman and Gheirch of
England Canon of Christ Church at Oxford, Anglican Dean of Westminstérondon
(1845-1856), and Reader in Geology and Mineralogy at Oxford Universitpgiaid,
UK, where he was appointed Professor of Mineralogy in 1813. An aévotahe
Global Earth Gap Schophe first endorsed what he called “the highly valuable opinion
of Dr. Chalmers” concerning “an interval of many ages betwésn’first two verses of
Genesis 1, in 1826°. He considered the “first words of Genesis,” “In the begignin
God created the heaven and the earth™ (Gen. 1:1) “may bg tppealed to by the
geologist, as containing a brief statement of the creatioheofrtaterial elements, at a
time distinctly preceding the operations of the first day,” bexdiss nowhere affirmed
that God created the heaven and the earth ifirgtalay, but in thebeginning” and “this
beginning may have been a epoch at an unmeasured distance, followeddols of
undefined duration, during which all the physical operations discloseddygyewere

322 \|bid., pp. 245-7.

323 |bid., pp. 250-1.

324 |bid., p. 256 (emphasis mine).

32% Buckland, W.,Geology and MineralogyAs exhibiting the power, wisdom,
and goodness of God, 1836, fourth edition edited by F.T. Buckland, Bell & Daldy
London, 1869, p. 15.



595

going on.” He thus thought “millions and millions of years mayehaccupied the
indefinite interval between the first two verses of Genesis, followed by therfing or
commencement of the first day of the Mosaic narrative,” which hersitodel to be six
literal twenty-four hour days, “in which the earth was to beditier the reception of
mankind?®.”

Adam Sedgwick (d. 1873) was an Anglican clergyman and the $3mfeof
Geology at Cambridge University from 1818 till his death in 187318H¥ he stated his
support for a time-gap between the first two verses of Gemgsisvhich fits most of
earth’s geological history. “The first two verses, a@éclaring God the Creator of all
material things; and | believe it means, out of nothing, at a paeodnmeasurably
removed from man as to be utterly out of the reach of his conceptidter the first
verse there is a pause of vast unknown length, and here | wouldhageriods of our
geological formations, not revealed because out of the scope of revel&tion ...

Henry Jones Alcock (1837-1915) graduated from Dublin University irheaut
Ireland in 1864 when it was part of the United Kingdom andcherch of Irelandwas
part of the Establisheddnited Church of England and Ireland An Anglican clergyman
and sometime missionary, he served as the Principal @hhech Missionary Society’s
Fourah Bay Theological Institute in Sierra Leone, west Africad Local Earth Gap
Schoolman, he says, “surely we are justified in holding” to “an ins@énterval between
verses 1 and”20f Genesis 1. The Speaker's Commentaagrees ...: ‘Countless ages
may have elapseoetween what is recorded in ver. 1 and what is stated in ver32”.’

John Sailhamer (b. 1946), of tlvangelical Free ChurchUSA, is a Hebrew
scholar. He has taught both Hebrew and OIld Testament at Sdethe&aptist
Theological Seminary, Wake Forest, North Carolina, USA, and Goldea Battist
Theological Seminary, Brea, California. A Local Earth GapoBbtman, in his book,
Genesis Unboun@1996 & 2011), he considers that the time-gap between the first two
verses of Genesis covers billions of yé&ts

326 Buckland, W.,The Bridgewater Treatise©©On the power and wisdom and

goodness of God as manifested in the creation. Treati&edpgy and Mineralogy
considered with reference to Natural Theology 2 volumes, William Pickering,
London, 1836, Vol. 1, pp. 20-30 (emphasis mine).

%27 Clark, J.W. & Hughes T.MThe Life and Letters of the Reverend Adam
Sedgwickop. cit, Vol. 2, p. 79.

328 Alcock, H.J.,Earth’s Preparation for Man(1897), pp. 16-17 (emphasis
mine).

329 sailhamer'sGenesis Unboundst edition, 1996, p. 42; 2nd edition, 2011, p.
46.
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Or Curtis Hutson (1934-1995), a Baptist Minister, succeeded John(F868-
1980; Founder & Editor 1934-1980) as EditoTbie Sword of the Lor@Associate Editor
1978-1980 under Editor John Rice; Editor 1980-1995), a Baptist Protestant newspaper
based in Tennessee, USA Hutson used th8cofield Study Bibland was an old earth
creationist Scofield Global Earth Gap Schoolman.  Buweord of the Lordis an
independent Baptist newspaper historically connected with opposing aills fof
macroevolution e.g., in 1961 it condemned “theistic [macro]evolution” beinght “at
Wheaton College,” USR™. The work of theSword of the Loravas also more generally
supforted by Curtis Hutson's fellow Scofield Global Earth Gap SchoplBab Jones
Sr3%2 Curtis Hutson e.g., referred to a “high star,” and geéd“third heaven” where
“God is” (Il Cor. 12:2) is “beyond that” (cf. Isa. 14:13). Since hd #as “high star” is
“500 million light years away which means it takes 500 milliomtligears for light to
travel from that star going 186,000 miles per second;” it follthas he thus believed in
an old univers&®  Furthermore, Curtis Hutson said of the first two verses okls,
“There’s a gap” “between those verses,” “nobody knows how many,yéafsould be
billions and billiong**”

Reference was made in Part 1, Chapter 8, section c, “Considevatiaiations
of the 3rd commandment, 9th commandment, and propagation of schismatieshérngs
those who refuse to ‘consider the work of God’ (Eccl. 7:18)pra to the need to “fill in
the blanks” of the “worlds” or “ages” in Heb. 1:2 & 11:3. Witlgaed to these
“generations of the heavens and of the earth when they were creatteel ,day that the
Lord God made the earth and the heavens” (Gen. 2:4) of the “worldsiges™ (Heb.
1:2; 11:3) in the time-gap between Gen. 1.1 and Gen. 1:2, as well ‘agoithd” outside
of Eden in west Asia south of Mesopotamia (Gen. 1:2b-2:3; 2:8-14)enefevas made
to the fact that we are simply given as it were a sefiesnpty boxes. On the one hand
we are told that anything in these empty boxes was “creétedGod” (Gen. 1:1; 2:4),
and thus we can safely reject any rival explanations e.g.,omadution, or the
unBiblical details of numerous heathen creation stories in various pelgions; but on

330 «Curtis Hutson,"Wikipedia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Curtis_Hutsdn&

“The Sword of the Lord”l{ttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The Sword of the Lord

31 NumbersThe Creationistspp. 182 & 397; citing Handford, W., “Evolution
at Wheaton College&sword of the LordVolume 27, 9 June 1961, pp. 1,10-12.

332 Johnson, R.KBuilder of BridgesA biography of Bob Jones, Sr., BJU Press,
Greenville, South Carolina, USA, 1969, 1982, e.g., pp. 276,285-286,293,306-307,310.

333 Curtis Hutson’sDemonology “Demons Are For Real,” audio Computer

Discs (CDs), recorded in 1974, CD 3 in the wider series of Hutsbh’<CDs in
Demonology Sword of the Lord Publishers, Murfreesboro, Tennessee, USA, 1995 &
2006 fttp://www.swordofthelord.coin

334 |bid., “The Study of Satan Part 1,” recorded in 1974, CD (Computer Disc) no.
1 in the wider series of Hutson’s 11 CD<Jamonology
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the other hand, we are simply pointed to this series of empty boxesspiecific number
and told, “The heavens declare the glory of God; and the firmasteweth his
handywork” (Ps. 19:1); “speak to the earth, and it shall teach tleb”12:8). Hence I
concur with the views expressed in the wdRecords of Creatignas quoted by the
creationist writers, Conybeare & Phillips’ @utlines of the Geology of England and
Wales(1822), “Any ... information as to the structure of the Earth ought.ndb be
expected by anyone acquainted with the general character dioec records. There
is nothing in them to gratify the curiosity or repress the researches&fnds.”

For while we are given the detail of creation with regard denks creation in
Gen. 1:2b-2:3; by contrast, with regard to these “empty boxes”herstuccessive
“worlds” or “ages” (Heb. 11:3), which includes both the “worlds” betvéw®e first two
verses of Genesis, and the world outside the boundaries of Eden (G#&4),2:& must
“fill in the blanks” through godly natural law or reason, determirioth the number and
content of such “worlds” or “ages.” In considering the need foragpjate scientific
research on the heavens; and appropriate geological research edrthe one such
example was considered in Part 1 with regard to the geologicdt of old earth
creationist, Sir Roderick Impey Murchison (1792-1871) of the UK, whoodesed and
in 1835 namedrhe Silurian Agewhich dates tac. 438-408 million B.C. . He also
founded a Chair of Geology & Mineralogy at Edinburgh Universitydottand, the land
of his birth; and first established the geological sequence of dhg Baleozoic (540
million to 408 million B.C.). The capital city of Western Austias Perth, which was
named after Perth in Scotland, and the Murchison River of Westerraaistas named
after the Scotsman, Sir Roderick, in 1889

The existence of &nited Gap Schoobn the issue of Gen. 1:1,2, has been
recognized by opponents of the Gap School. This is seen in the wgdkrg earth
creationists, Don Batten, Jonathan Sarfati (pronounced “Sar¥okgh Ham, and Carl

33> Conybeare, W. & Phillips, WQutlines of the Geology of England and

Wales Printed & Published by William Phillips, George Yard, Lombaneg&t London,
UK, 1822, p. Ixi; citingRecords of Creatignvol. 2, p. 356. (New South Wales State
Library copy, Sydney, Australia, Shelf Mark: RB DS554.2/8; Rare Bobki;hell
Library.)

336 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9%p. cit, “Murchison, Sir Roderick
Impey,” “Perth,” & “Murchison River.”
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Wieland®’, in The Updated & Expanded Answers Baok“The 20 most-asked question
about creation, evolution, & the Book of Genesis ...” (1889) In discussing the Gap
School, they say, “A ... modern ‘gap’ theory is found Genesis Unboundby J.
Sailhamer ... 1996. The author fits ... millions of years of geolbgiistory into
Genesis 1:1, and then claims the six days of creation relabe foréomised land! He
states ... on p. 29, ‘If billions of years ... are covered by thgple statement, <In the
beginning God created the heavens and the earth>, then manypobdtbeses described
by modern scientists fall into the period covered by the Hebremv tbheginning>.
Within that <beginning> would fit the countless geological agesages, and the many
global climactic changes of our planet ... . By the time humamgbevere created on
the sixth day of the week, the dinosaurs already could have flourished and b&toote e
— all during the <beginning> recorded in Genesis 1:1.” Many oft\ba their young
earth creationist perspective they consider are “the problerhghvet Global Earth Gap
School they are primarily interested in, with special referetacéhe Global Earth
“Lucifer's Flood” Gap Schodf® they then say, “also apply to this” Local Earth Gap
School model of John Sailham® This young earth creationist view of “problems”

337 Disputation withinAnswers in Genesi6AiG) between Wieland and Ham

which had been brewing for some time, reached a peak in 2005 &t twhécthere was a
division and parting of the ways. Ham who founded AiG in the USAimed control of
AiG in the USA and UK; and Wieland retained control of AiG in Aaigar with some
small affiliate branches in e.g., Canada and New Zealand, whaoh thhen renamed as
Creation Ministries International Batten and Sarfati stayed in Wieland’s camp, making
it a 3:1 split against Ham.

338 Batten, D. (Editor), Sarfati, J., Ham, K. & Wieland, The Updated &
Expanded Answers Bookhe 20 most-asked question about creation, evolution, & the
Book of Genesis Answered!, Answers in Genesis, Acacia Ridgen€laed, Australia,
1999, pp. 45-62 (Gap School), at pp. 61-62.

39 Though reference is made to Thomas Chalmers (who did not support th

“Lucifer’'s Flood” idea), these young earth creationist writems more interested in the
Global Earth “Lucifer's Flood” Gap School views of e.g., GeorgenPer, the Scofield
Study Bible, Dake’s Annotated Reference Bible, and Newberfgr&gce Bible Ipid.,
pp. 46-47).
340 Alleged “problems” that these young earth theorists seerason to both
the Global Earth and Local Earth Gap Schools relate to the folljpwt) They theorize
that the six creation days of Gen. 1:2b-fu8t have tobe a universe wide and global
creation coveringverything and so they deny the Gap School idea of a distinctive prior
creation in Gen. 1:1,2 into which fits most of earth’s geology @n. 2:4; Heb. 1:2;
11:3) (bid., p. 51). 2) They theorize that Scripture canstretchedand expandedat
Romans 5:12, so that instead of referring to sin entering mawnidd” i.e., the human
world of Eden, “so death passed upon all men;” that this could thedyebeastretched
out to include all the “worlds” (Heb. 1:2; 11:3) God created. And tineprize that
Romans 8:22 could likewise lexpandedrom just “the whole creation” of man i.e., both
Jews and Gentles, or “every” human “creature” (Mark 16:15), sto asclude non-
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with theUnited Gap Schoadre by definition different to old earth creationist United Gap
Schoolmen views about tle®lutionsto any such perceivgatoblemsin the United Gap
Schoo] relative to theproblemsposed by the young earth creationist model of Batten,
Sarfati, Ham, and Wieland. But such creationist differencéde,ast is surely
noteworthy that the core area of agreement between those of i&tdba Earth Gap
School model and a Local Earth Gap School model is here recognizgapbgents of
the United Gap Schooh terms of the type of thing covered in this section. Thus one
might refer to dJnited Creationist Schoaliew that there is Blnited Gap Schoabn “the

big picture” of most of the old earth’s geological layers fittingp the time-gap between
Gen. 1:1 and Gen. 1:2.

On the one hand, one can in a generic way referlaited Gap Schoolif by
that, one means old earth creationists who consider that in Gen. reistlaedistinctive
prior creation, followed by a time-gap of vast duration betweenitsietivo verses of
Genesis into which fits most of earth’s geology, followed by theioreat man’s Edenic

human creatures too; even though this would mean that they too arengwtie
redemption of” the “body” (Rom. 8:23), so that the contextual anthropalbfyicus of
Rom. 5 & 8 on man’s fall and redemption is thus lost. Though paradiyxicke some
other commentators who take too superficial a view of Rom. 8:22,23, dineryot
perceive these ramificationtbid., pp. 51-53). 3), 4), & 6) are specific to the Global
Earth “Lucifer's Flood” Gap School view. Specifically, 3)éjhconsider the “Lucifer’s
flood” global deluge scenario is self-defeating for an old eantlwpoint, since this
basically puts them in the same position with respect to thegjealadecord that young
earth creationists have for Noah's Flood i.e., a rapid sedimentatioesprisom a global
flood (Ibid., p. 53); 4) this then makes the young earth creationist view of a global Noah’s
Flood apply to a global “Lucifer's Food'ldid., p. 54); and 6) this means they are not
following the standard uniformitarian geology they claim to(lbé., p. 55). | do not
hold to, nor defend “Lucifer’s flood” views, and nor have a number of Gleagh Gap
Schoolmen such as e.g., Thomas Chalmers, nordrmyvkeocal Earth Gap Schoolmen |
know of. 5) They say all Gap Schoolmen believe in an old earth, andefeasyoung
earth creationist theories about an earth that is 6,000-10,000 yeanbidld. 55);
although it is a circular argument for a young earth creatitmisay this is a “problem”
with an old earth creationist model. 7) They repeat their yhavr2), and further
theorize that the Christian Gospel could be presented in such asstayembrace their
stretchedand expandedtheories of e.g., Romans 5:1®id., pp. 55-56). They then
theorize that the Hebrew of Gen. 1:1,2 could be interpreted in the wauth creationist
way, rather than the old earth creationist Gap School way; andzibhdbgat everyone
should agree with them that no other interpretation is straightfdrarareasonabldlgid.,

pp. 56-62). They lack a spirit of Christian charity (I Cor. 13) awdherly love (I John
3:14), insisting no Christian can legitimately disagree withr ttiiories, as they elevate
matters of secondary importance to the status of primary tanpa; and areot focused
on “Christ,” in whom *“dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodilydl(2:8,9).
They thus cause unnecessary “divisions” “in the church” (I Cor. 11:1Bichware
“heresies” Il Cor. 11:19) from which they need to repent since timYeeresies” are in
deadly sin (Gal. 5:20,21).
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world in the six days of Gen. 1:2b-2:3. But on the other hand, beyonaréaif core
agreement, there is diversity on a number of issues. For instarec&jew within the
parameters oThe Gap Schoolas held by e.g., Adam Sedgwick, who considered that
the six days were symbolic days of a relatively short pexfagkological time connected
with the creation of a global world of man, a proposition he statexdtheory that he
thought should one day be vindicated (although the passage of timefaeisdisproved
this theory); whereas the vast majority@hp Schoolmehave always considered these
to be six 24 hour day¥.

Like other creationist models which have antecedents from hidipricee-
modern times, in pre-modern times no geological treatment wegrated into any Gap
School models. But in th@ap School’shistorically modern forms which seeks to relate
the time-gap between the first two verses of Genesis th'®geology, the three most
major areas of internal diversity within the unity of the ovegap Schoohre: firstly, the
issue of whether the creation of man’'s Edenic world in the sixaa@&n. 1:2b-2:3 was
of a global world, or a local world somewhere in West Asia eaftgris and Euphrates
Rivers (Gen. 2:10-14). Secondly, the issue of whether or not the fall of angetwatel
to the destruction event of Gen. 1:2a. Whitzal Earth Gap Schoahdvocates have
never endorsed the idea that the fall of angels is relatidw fore-Adamite flood of Gen.
1:2 (e.g., Pye Smith & Henry AlcocKy; the Global Earth Gap Schodias historically
divided into those who do not endorse such a view (e.g., Thomas Chalmédm@mWil
Buckland, & Adam Sedgwick), those who do follow such a view (e.g.,gédeember &
Arthur Custance), and those who are uncertain about the matténirdutttis probably,
though not definitely, the case (e.g., Bob Jones Sr.). CertairdyLasal Earth Gap
Schoolmanl do not endorse any such view of the fall of angels being refatéw pre-
Adamite flood of Gen. 1:2. Thog&lobal Earth Gap Scho@dvocates who follow this
erroneous idea may potentially bring some different interpretattboeeme elements of
the geological record found between the first two verses, than wettiek Gap School
advocates who have rightly reject this idea whether they areedblobal Earth Gap
Schod or Local Earth Gap School Thus all advocates dthe Gap SchopilvhetherThe
Global Earth Gap Schoabr The Local Earth Gap Schqotan be grouped together in
terms of their agreement thaostof earth’s geological fits between the first two verses
of Genesis; althougtihe interpretationof what is happening in these geological layers is
very different for those Global Earth and Local Earth Gap Schoolnfende not link
this with the fall of angels, and those Global Earth “Luciféfisod” Gap Schoolman
who do so link this period with the fall of angels.

A third major issue within the confines of this generdllgited Gap School
involves the distinction between those who follow @&p Schooin connection with a
commitment to some form of Scofield Dispensationalism and agedcusage of the

31 As discussed in Volume 2, Part 3, Sedgwick’s type of &amol view was

also followed by e.g., Benjamin Silliman of Yale University, USA.

32 Though it is at least theoretically possible that one or foma earth gap

school advocates also follow the fall of angels view; | know of no such persons.
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Scofield Study Bibl¢1909) of Cyrus Scofield (1843-1921), a sometime Minister of the
First Congregational Churctat Dallas in Texas, USA; and those who follow Gap
Schoolwith no such commitment to Scofield’'s or any one else’s Digtemalism.
While Dispensationalism is not part of the views of e.g., Gap Swcteol Thomas
Chalmers, William Buckland, Adam Sedgwick, Pye Smith, John Prettry Jones
Alcock, or myself, by contrast, th&cofield Study Biblewvas used by e.g., Gap
Schoolmen: Harry Rimmer, Bob Jones Sr., his son, Bob Jori&$ dr.Curtis Hutson
(1934-1995). On a Global Earth Gap School model, Scofield clailms tommentary

on Genesis 1, that Gen. 1:1 “refers to the dateless past, argl sgiope for all the
geological ages ... . Relegate fossils to the primitivetiorgaand no conflict of science
with ... Genesis ... remaifi§.” On one hand, as a Local Earth Gap Schoolman, | would
not accept the entirety of Scofield’s Global Earth Gap Schaohslhere. Clearlyitis a
relatively small overstatement, but still an overstatement, tégtiuhe geological ages”
between Gen. 1:1 and Gen. 1:2, and an overstatement to “relegaté fomsigto this
period. But on the other hand, when this claim appeared iSdbkeld Study Biblen
1909 and 1917, “the geological ages” Scofield refers to were es$tadblin science
broadly as they are in this Volume 1, Part 2, chapter 3, subseciigraf,even though
the later more precise dating techniques were not developed; and | would acaaptthat
of the “fossils” andnostof “geological ages” fit between the first two verses of Genesis.

Indeed, in wider and broader terms, it is largely possible togui¢ éhe multiple
areas of diversity within the modern historical form§bé Gap Schophnd isolate what
shouldbe a core area of general agreement on “the worlds ... frgnéae word of
God” (Heb. 11:3) in “the generations of the heavens and of the d&@#mi. 2:4), from
the time of the Big Bang. 14 billion B.C., through to the creation of the Eartht.6
billion B.C., and thereafter “the generations of ... the earth” (Gen.vihibh geologists
can study in the Book of Naturproviding one limits this to Earth’s geological history
down to, but not including, the time from the start of the Last Ice A§8,@00 B.C. to
the Second Adverand this is what shall be done in this Part 2, Chapter 3, subsection f,
infra. Of course, the interpretation of what is being describedgiven world would
vary between those who like e.g., William Buckland, Adam Secigwor myself
consider that this was simply a succession of worlds cregt&bt, and those following
a Scofield type view which considers that the fossil record shouldtdrpreted in terms
of what they consider was happening in connection with fallen angels.

33 For Bob Jones Sr., Gap School, & Scofield - Bob Jones\®rg of Truth
(cassette audio recordings) 222,248,435 (Scofield), WOT 235,320,407 (Gap School),
Bob Jones University, Greenville, South Carolina, USA, & Johnson, Budlder of
Bridges op. cit, p. 45 (Scofield); & for Bob Jones Jr., Gap School, & Scofield - Dan
Olinger's “Problems with Old Earth Creationism,” Sermon, HggtaBible Church,
Greenville, South Carolina, USA, Sunday 9 July 2@5 cit..

344 scofield, C.,Scofield’s Study Bible1909, Oxford University Press, New
York, USA, 1917 & 1945; cited with biographical detail on Scofield in NuwsibEhe
Creationists pp. 45-46,361.
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Furthermore, there is diversity of views within tkdobal Earth “Lucifer’s
Flood” Gap Schoaql on how different advocates see a “perfect” world of no death being
followed in the geological records by one or more ruins and réstasa Thus there
would be some in this school who would not be united with what | amdesignating
the United Gap School E.g., Allison & Patton seek to use a revisionist young earth
creationist flood geology school model to explain much of the geologtcata, but
whereas the young earth creationists apply it to Noah’s FloodpAl& Patton apply it
to what they call “Lucifer's Flood” i.e., the pre-Adamite flood®én. 1:3*°. Clearly
those like Allison & Patton looking to some millions of years of ndérgevlogical
processes, overlaid by a young earth creatidfisdd Geology Schodlype series of
layers which they identify as the pre-Adamite Flood, overlaidnbgmal geological
processes, would be at variance with the type of views exprasdei isection on the
United Gap School

But it must also be said that others in tGilobal Earth “Lucifer’s Flood” Gap
Schoo] such as Scofieldnfra, join with what is designated in this section asiméied
Gap School Therefore, it should be clearly understood that in this section dsnited
Gap Schoqlthe theological interpretations of the geological data will alwaya hedord
with the first Gap School model of William Buckland, Adam Sedgwatlgl, as opposed
to Cyrus Scofield, Bob Jones Sr. (who used the Scofield Bétle)l Nevertheless,
Scofield refers to “a dateless past;” so that Bob Jones %, “s&s don’t know how old
the earthis ... . We don’t know how many years between the/déirse of Genesis and
the second verse.” “Now ‘God created the heaven and the eaeth’ 1d] ..., and the
earth was, maybe, the habitation of angels.” Then “the next verse in Genaaid the
earth was without from and void,” and it should be literally rendelsstame waste and
desolate.” ... God did not create the earth ‘waste and desolate’ [G2h.... .
Something happened to it; and the Bible intimates it had somethingwaldthe fall of
angels when the Devil was cast out ... . Then in the second veBanesis, God takes
up a chaotic earth and makes it habitable for man. And on thistbattwas cursed
because of something that happened to it, God created man and createdra and put
them in a Garden 2?°” Furthermore, Scofield recognizes distinctive “geological ages,”
in saying that “all the geological ages” are represented irfftssils” which cover a
“dateless past,” so that he considers “no conflict of scientte.wiGenesis ... remains.”
Thus Buckland’s & Sedgwick’s type @lobal Earth Gap Schochand Pye Smith’'s &
Henry Alcock’s type ofLocal Earth Gap Schodhave points of intersecting geological
and theological agreement in areas of earth’s geology betwedirsthwo verses of
Genesis; and in turn these are points of intersecting geol@goa¢ment, but theological

3> E.g., Allison, M. & Patton, D.Another Time Another Place Another Man

Based on the writings of Finis Dake, Dake Publishing, Georgia, USA, 1997, p. 79.

346 Bob Jones SrWord of Truth235 (cassette audio recording), Bob Jones

University, Greenville, South Carolina, USA. On Jones’ general seng@nt of the
Scofield Bible, see e.g., WOT 434, cf. WOT 222. E.g., Jones says onramatiber,
“We're teaching what the great Bible teachers of the wdktdl .l.. Scofield ... believed”
(WOT 248).
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interpretation of what was happening in them disagreement, witle ihothe Global
Earth “Lucifer’'s Flood” Gap Schookuch as e.g., Cyrus Scofield or Curtis Hutson.

Therefore while with regard to the two main Gap School views tbpetstart of
the last ice agesupra | support the view of William Buckland, Adam Sedgwick, Pye
Smithet al, rather than the view of George Pember, Cyrus Scadteid | think one can
still fairly refer to aUnited Gap Schodbr the big picture of the succession of worlds as |
do in this sectioninfra. That is because, inside tBéobal Earth “Lucifer’'s Flood” Gap
Schoo] some (e.g., Scofield), though not all (e.g., Allison & Patton), jath ¥hose in
both the more gener@lobal Earth Gap Schodk.g., Chalmers, Buckland, & Sedgwick),
as well as thd.ocal Earth Gap Schodle.g., Pye Smith, Henry Alcock, & myself), in
accepting the general picture of geology up till the time ofpteeAdamite Flood, even
though they give it a quite different theological interpretationvimch they claim the
presence of invisible devils that do not show up in the fossil recerdetated to the
“ruin” found in the geological layers. While | entirely repudiate this Global Earth
“Lucifer’s Flood” Gap School theological interpretation of geology, such persmes
nevertheless agreed with those of the Buckland & Sedgwick tgialGearth Gap
School and Pye Smith type Local Earth Gap School on the broad geological picture as
built up by geologists in terms of what various “worlds” (Heb. 1:1:2; 11:3) looked like at
the temporal level, up to the start of the last Ice.Agdwus while thidJnited Gap School
does not includall persons in one of its three grand divisions, to wit, not all persons of
the Global Earth “Lucifer's Flood” Gap Schoglit includes some of them, together with
those of the other two divisions of tikdobal Earth Gap SchoakndLocal Earth Gap
School But it is still a generallyunited Gap Schooliew, notwithstanding these
qualifications.

Therefore given that in this work | give special honour to threbd# Earth Gap
Schoolmen in Chalmers, Buckland, and Sedgwick, and their type of moelsleicts at
this point of the time-gap between the first two verses ofeGesrwith Local Earth Gap
Schoolmen specially honoured in this work in Pye Smith, John Pratt, emmy Kicock;
it follows that | would also give the priority to those so followthgs Global Earth Gap
School model up till about 1875 (since it remained within the known gealadgta till
€. 1875,) in terms of th&nited Gap School That is because | consider that at this point
they make a valuable contribution to the Local Earth Gap School rendetsed in this
work, in a way that those of any form of Global Earth Gap Scheei about 1875, for
instance, the Global Earth “Lucifer's Flood” Gap Schoolmen startiogn fPember in
1876, simply do not. Hence in terms of relevant higher values and “what reallysiiatter
the primary level of importance to Gap School unity in this drdeat of the intersecting
agreement with Global Earth Gap Schoolmen in Chalmers (d. 1847), Buc&lalfb6),
and Sedgwick (d. 1873), and Local Earth Gap Schoolmen such as Rie(&m851),
John Pratt (d. 1871), and Henry Alcock (d. 1915). Thus any further oveitlaghe
Global Earth “Lucifer's Flood” Gap School of Scofiadtial is really brought about only
by coincidence, and is correspondingly of a secondary level of importance aadtinte

As will further emerge in this section, our basic knowledge ofgéelogical
worlds is largely the work of old earth creationists, and in ¢tbistext, the names of
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Buckland, Sedgwick, and Murchison are particularly prominent. Ofsepuhere are
others, such as e.g., Barrande and Agassiz. While a point pathe knowledge of
earth’s geology front. 1875 when a Global Earth Gap School model was no longer
sustainable inside the known geological science of the day, both Bddkla1856) and
Sedgwick (d. 1873) come from before this time; and the work they didecera covered
in this section on the generally United Gap School view of eahiktery fromc. 4.6
million B.C. toc. 68,000 B.C., is exactly the same as it would be on a Local Eaph G
School model such as endorsed in this work. Thus to the extent thatmiickid
Sedgwick are two of the six old earth creationist Protestdmistian Gap Schoolman
especially honoured in this work, it might also be remarked tl@am School view of
earth’s geology as a succession of “worlds” (Heb. 1:2; 11:3thefdenerations ... of the
earth” (Gen. 2:4) in the time-gap between the first two vers€epésis 1, for the period
covered in this section down to the Late Pleistocene II foor68,000 B.C., is an
understanding that thus comes to us in a substantial way from tlkeofveome Gap
Schoolmen with the most impeccable geological credentials.  Weushould be
thankful to both God and man for the truly excellent geological work 8greo many
old earth creationists, and in this context, for the period coverdusirséction down to
the Late Pleistocene Il from 68,000 B.C., while we give thanks to God for the work of
all old earth creationists involved in this endeavour, let us espegiake thanks to
Almighty God for the work of three old earth creationists partityllgrominent in this
important endeavour in William Buckland, Adam Sedgwick, and Roderick Murchison.

The Late Pleistocene starting from about 130,000 years ago, is genharnal
internally subdivided into two sub-periods, in the way it is so subdividledis work.
But in this work | refer td_ate Pleistocene &s from the end of the glaciation128,000
B.C. to the start of the last Ice Age68,000 B.C., andlate Pleistocene las from the
start of the last Ice Age. 68,000 B.C. through to the Holocenie8,000 B.C. . My three
primary provable geological reasons for doing this, which | congidemselves would
warrant this distinction without any reference to the other reasdrs are the fact that
there is the marker of an Ice Ageca68,000 B.C.; then following this Ice Age marker in
time, man first appears in the fossil recora.a83,000 B.C.; and then following this Ice
Age marker in time, there were also mass extinctions e.gingtaround 50,000 years
ago, North America lost about 36% of its megafauna, and Europe aadl@sti about
72% of its large animals (megafauna).  Another non-geologigatlyable primary
reason relates to the model of creation used in this work, whichdessishan was made
in Eden inLate Pleistocene Il A further secondary reason for this distinctior_afe
Pleistocene liis that around the start of this period, a lot of Aper satystbagpear to
have died.

Thus in broad-brush terms, for the purposes of considering a gengraigd
Gap Schoolwhich looks to those areas of intersecting agreement betwegeribeality
of many, though not all, advocates of the three rival forms obrigatly modern Gap
Schools, in general Gap Schoolnshouldagree on the depictions built up by geological
research on the “worlds” or “ages” of multiple “generations’Eafth’s history in Gen.
2:4; Heb. 1:2; 11:3, in the detail we have from the Archeozoic Wortd 896 billion
B.C. till the time of the start of the Pleistocene Il Wortdnenencing with the Last Ice
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Age c. 68,000 B.C. (and also including reference to the e&ntegeological Worldof
the earth front. 4.6 billion toc. 3.96 billion B.C.). This means that for the vast amount
of the history of the universe from 14 billion B.C. + / - 4 billion years, and for vast
amount of geological time on earth fran4.6 billion B.C. tillc. 68,000 B.C., advocates
of The Gap Schodadhould be in a general agreement on what the temporal “wartds”
“ages” of Gen. 2:4; Heb. 1:2; 11:3 looked like (although in practice, tiageviews still
exist among some Global Earth “Lucifer Flood” Gap School advot4tegherefore, in
recognition of this general unity thahould exist among better advocates Tdfe Gap
Schoo] i.e., the old earth creationist unity of a generally uni@p Schoolwhich
isolates those areas of intersecting agreement betweztriatiins of historically modern
Gap Schools; in this section we will “fill in the blanks” féforlds 1 to 1&6rom the time
of the Big Bangc. 14 billion B.C., with special reference to earth’s geology from 3.96
billion B.C with the start of thércheozoic Worldf the Archeoterraic Eondown to the
Pleistocene Worlaf Late Pleistocene ¢énding inc. 68,000 B.C. in th&€€enozoic Age
We shall thus leave the relatively short later period of disageat among rival forms of
The Gap Schoolrom the time ofLate Pleistocene Iktarting with the Ice Age im.
68,000 B.C., to later chapters in this work. Thus this chapter wiloddang at the
perspective of this generally united old earth creaticBegd Schoolith regard to the
“worlds” (Heb. 1:2; 11:3) in “the generations ... of the earthiG2:4), in the time-gap
between the first two verses of Genesis up till the stahteof.ast Ice Age. 68,000 B.C.
(also leaving the issue of the Aper frem200,000-100,000 B.C. till later chapt&fs.

37 E.g., as previously noted, Allison, M. & Patton, Bnother Time Another

Place Another Man(1997),op. cit.. This work is based around the writings of the
Pentecostal heretic, Finis Dake (1902-1987). Though Dake was @& gwod and bad;
most importantly, he was given over to the power of devils in coiomegtith the
Montanist heresy. Both Allison & Patton and their associated mentoring Doekake
Annotated Reference Bib{@963) (whose Montanist theology makes it popular among
various Pentecostals and Charismatics,) contains many defettdjlison & Patton are
often, though not always, at the more indefensible and erroneous end @cGaql
views. E.g., Allison & Patton consider the “earth” is “milliopsyrhaps billions of years
old” (p. xi). However, they sometimes bizarrely call upon youmtheaeationist “flood
geology” ideas, but instead of applying them to the Noachian Flood gsuwhg earth
creationists, they instead apply them to the pre-Adamite floodshwthiey erroneously
call “Lucifer's Flood.” This then means that they can redbeedarth’s probable age
down to just “millions of years” (pp. 78-81)Yet simultaneously they inconsistently refer
to how“young earth theory teaches that the earth was created abouty6408ago ... .
Accordingly scientific evidence pointing to an earth billions adrgeold is ... dismissed
as [macro]evolutionist propaganda. ... Many young earth creationik¢vé¢hat God
created the earth with the appearance of age. He placed fiossiie ground and
fashioned geological formations to appear ancient. Obviously, Xplaration carries
with it an unsavoury flavour of deception, as if God were tryindgaol”men ...” (pp. 8

& 10).

38 E.g., Part 2, Chapter 5, d, “A scientific critique of thet@l Earth Gap
School’'s global pre-Adamite flood & following global six day creafi & Chapter 17,
“A Local Earth Gap School view: filling in the blanks in the ‘wiwl or ‘ages’ of
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As further discussed when looking at various geological ages and wofitesin
general these were first discovered and named by old earthoorga Protestant
Christians; although there are some small number of exceptiorgstgeneral rule.
There was a period up to the early nineteenth century wheeesistM possible to allow
for the possibility a young earth on the incomplete knowledge of ggo&dbeit with
ever increasing difficulty and the qualification framl810-1835 that there was evidence
consistently coming through from geology which was indicating areatth, and that
leading geologists such as Cuvier (1811 & 1813) and Buckland (1820) considered t
data required an old earth. But this ceased to be possildelBg5, (and indeed one
might also reasonably argue for a slightly earlier date thd835,) as by this time the
evidence was overwhelmingly strong in favour of an old &4rth But before this time,
for instance, th&ertiary Worldwas named “Tertiary” in 1760 by Arduino (d. 1795) of
Italy who was a young earth creationist.  Or fharboniferous Worldwas first
established in geology in 1822 following its discovery in the UKNilfiam Conybeare
and William Phillips, and while both men were creationists, theyg wen-committal on
the issue of an old earth or a young earth, and allowed for either possibility todu.cor

Another prima facie exception to this general rule is so called “Precambrian”
time, which is a term not much used in this work, since | prétetdermArcheoterraic
(“beginning earth”) for theArcheoterraic Eon(4.6 billion B.C. to 540 million B.C.)
which includes, though is wider than, “Precambrian” time. Thus intbik the name
of Archeoterraicas applied to this era is generally used for an eon that inckldssis
sometimegdescribedas “Precambrian.” William Hay says in his table of dat&864
John William Salter coins the unimaginative term Precambfian Yet this isnot so
much the namef an eon,as a descriptionof “Precambrian” time, whose matching
nomenclature for the time of the Cambrian and thereafter wouldPbst¢ambrian.”
Another problem withthe descriptionof “Precambrian time” is that it is used for the
“interval of geological time from ... the age of the oldest knowrksgcwhich the
Encyclopaedia Britannic1999) tentatively puts at “3.8? billion years ago” since they
could not be certain if older rocks might turn up after they wrot°thi And as

multiple “generations” of Earth’s history in Gen. 2:4; Heb. 1:2; 1fi8n the start of
the Last Ice Age c. 68,000 B.C., and also including reference to thesajyeteast from
c. 200,000-100,000 B.C. to the Holocene Woridfta.

349 gee Chapter 5, section d, subsection ii.
%0 Experimenting on a Small PlaneBpringer-Verlag, Berlin & Heidleberg,
Germany; & Springer London, UK, & New York, USA, 2013, p. 88
(http://books.google.com.au/books?id=teJYIWH9vg4C&pg=PA88&Ipg=PA88&dq=fried
rich+august+von+alberti+cuvier&source=bl&ots=Cu5047vNgL&sig=kQcrmefeexeO
yXxaRHCBucBpk&hl=en&sa=X&ei=-

kvXUZ2 DcWdiAeMx4DIDA&ved=0CCwQ6AEwWAA#v=0nepage&qg=friedrich%20au
gust%20von%20alberti%20cuvier&f=false

%1 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@p. cit, “Precambrian time.”
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discussed at thePregeological World (4.6 billion to 3.96 billion B.C.) of the
Archeoterraic Eoninfra, the work done in Australia on zircon finds in this world date
from 4.276 billion B.C. and 4.18 billion B.C., which is the type of thing gestedook

at even in thisPregeological World Therefore 1 think it is reasonable to include the
Pregeological Worldn a general eon. Therefore the recognition ofAhgheoterraic
Eon (4.6 billion B.C. to 540 million B.C.) has the advantage that it incladegler orbit
that Salter's descriptive designation of “Precambrian” ti®®§q billion B.C. to 540
million B.C.). Hence the period referred to in this work asAtedeoterraic Eorhas not
really been properly named before, even though part of this pevasd given a
descriptive designation by Salter (1820-1869) which has sometimes been us&d for it

The macroevolutionist, Charles Darwin, made reference to somatef's work
which “found pollen within the ovules of the passion-flower and of the’¥oseHe also
says Salter “showed me ... the Spirifers [a group of brachiopodsg¢wdridan, Lower &
Upper Carboniferous formations arranged ... after my diagram in‘Gnigin [of
Species]' ... intercalating the varieties and species accotdiggological agg*” And
Hopwood et al also refer to “William Salter's unprecedented reconstructiorthef
macroevolutionary history of a single group of fossil organisms on sfavchart of
brachiopods at the Museum of Practical Geology in Lofiddn Thus after Darwin’s

%2 | made the decision on coining this name Afcheoterraic Eoh following

prayer and consideration of the matter just before, during, and &fteday 7 July 2013,
being The Sixth Sunday After Trinjtyvhen | attended a Low Church Evangelical
Anglican Service from th&ook of Common Prayer (1663} St. Philip’s Church Hill,
York Street, in the City of Sydney, conducted by Bishop Ray SnhighRector being on
leave).

%3 variation of Plants & Animals Under Domesticatjon868, p. 230

(http://books.google.com.au/books?id=elQYWBI|fJ5AC&pg=PA352&Ipg=PA352&dqg=jo
hn+william+salter+evolution&source=bl&ots=YYyl-
f2y3S&sig=bkDNnk67sW4ym2hMwIwa6ryO-_ 0&hl=en&sa=X&ei=chnaUey|D-
61iQeCiYDwWAw&ved=0CCoQ6AEWAA#V=0nepage&q=john%20william%20salter%20
evolution&f=falsg.

%4 Cited in S. HerbertCharles Darwin, GeologistCornell University, USA.

2005, p. 333
(http://books.google.com.au/books?id=2gF9Mkvaf kC&pg=PA333&Ipg=PA333&dg=jo
hn+william+salter+darwin&source=bl&ots=3n_xaD742z&sig=8TSmhkAjhuzr612h8f0o
c2hVgZU&hl=en&sa=X&ei=IvLXUd|FB8b iAesuoGoAg&ved=0CDUQB6AEwWAg#v=0
nepage&g=john%20william%20salter%20darwin&f=fjlse

%5 “Seriality & Scientific Objects in the Nineteenth Centlirpy Nick

Hopwood, Simon Schaffer and Jim Secord, of Cambridge Universityjistory of
Science Volume 48 (2010), p. 263
(http://www.hps.cam.ac.uk/people/hopwood/seriality)pdf
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Origin of Speciesn 1859, Salter became a Darwinian macroevolutionist. Darved tri
to raisean argument from silencn the geological record, by fantasizing improbable
possibilities thatmight have occurred which curiously left no trace in the geological
record as he side-shuffled away from the fact that, “The abrupt manmnehnich whole
groups of species suddenly appear in certain formations,” as reedgby “for
instance,” the old earth creationists “Agassiz” and “Professdgviiek,” are “a fatal
objection to the belief in the transmutation of species.” For Damas not prepared to
accept the evidence for “special creations” by “the Creator,ivhich “species are
produced and exterminated ... by miraculous acts of creation andasyrophes;” even
though he had the benefit of the evidence of “the sudden manner in windd gvoups

of species appear in ... formations,” and corresponding recognitiohm@irftmutability

of species” (or | would say, depending on what level God made thet [soeks at for
particular creatures, the immutability of creatures insideakenomical levels of genus,
or species, or subspecies,) by such old earth creationists asxdomle, George
“Cuvier” (1769-1832) of Paris who helped established the provincial urtiesrsof
France; Louis “Agassiz” (1807-1873) of Harvard University, USA,choa “Barrande”
(1799-1883), a tutor to the grandson of Charles X, sometime King of Friaonderick
“Murchison” (1792-1871), the geologist who named the Silurian World; and Adam
“Sedgwick” (1785-1873), Professor of Geology at Cambridge UnivétSity

Rather, Darwin stopped up his ears to the voice of nature, and wilfully his
eyes to the testimony of the visible creation which points to “Gaodd “his power”
(Rom. 1:19,20). Thus both Darwin, and his minion Salter, are examplbesaf who
“professing themselves to be wise,” “became fools” (Rom. 1:2Row the spiritually
and morally debilitating “faith killer” effects upon those who make titalfembrace of
Darwinism, are well known to all creationist observeasid Salter was no exception.
After he started to play around with the Darwinian theory, lemtwnad and had
“frequent bouts of insanity’.” He became more and more committed to Darwinism,
and he became more and more insane. As Salter embraced the [dodulitng
Darwinian theory, he became “as nutty as a fruit-cake.” Viilrwinism on the brain,”
he set aside the sixth commandment, “Thou shalt not kill” (Exod. 2G&8)committed
self-murder in 1869, recklessly, irresponsibly, and foolishly, leaping &dmdge to his
certain death, and cruelly leaving behind a dependent wife and seveérerchi The
Bible declares that cowardly self-murderers go to hell;tfog fearful” “and murderers”
“shall have their part in the lake which burneth with fire and bomst (Rev. 21:8); and
since a Christian burial should not be given to such a man whoskdaght was that of
self-murder, “for ye know that no murderer hath eternal Ib&iag in him” (I John

%% Darwin’s Origin of Specieg1859), chapter 9, “On the imperfection of the

Geological Record,” section, “On the sudden appearances of whole grougbedf
Species in the lowest known fossiliferous strata;” & chapter “Récapitulation &
Conclusion.”

357 James A. Secord’s “John W. Salter: The rise and fall oficioNan

palaeontological career,’Archives of Natural History 1985, Vol. 1, pp. 61-75
(http://www.euppublishing.com/doi/abs/10.3366/anh.1985.0077?journalCode=anh
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3:15), the Anglican 166Book of Common Prayesays, “The Order for the Burial of the
Dead” “is not to be used for any that” “have laid violent hands upon themselves.”

The first letter of the Hebrew alphabet is Aleph or A (if umsiderated in

Hebrew this is, ), and the second letter of the Hebrew alphabet is Beth or B (if

untransliterated in Hebrew this is). In the underpinning original Hebrew tongue, the

first word of the Old Testament in Genesis 1:1 is a compound wordthbufirst
component of this compound word is the prepositifn(if untransliterated in Hebrew

this is, ), meaning “In,” in the words,_“Ithe beginning God created the heaven and the
earth.” However, in th&en Commandments Exodus 20, the First Commandment
starts in Exodus 20:2 with the Hebrew letter, Beth or B (if mstieerated in Hebrew this

is, ), with the word,anokiy (if untransliterated in Hebrew this is,  *%, meaning
“l,” in the words of Exodus 20:2,3, ‘dm the Lord thy God ..., Thou shalt have no other
gods before me.” According to one highly fictional Jewish tradifmumd in the
Genesis Rabbaft. 400-600 A.D.), which is not necessarily given credence by amngiv
Jew, or if it is, is possibly understood by a given Jew in a goowhy rather than a
historically literal way, in Genesis 1:1, “The Aleph [or A], beitig first letter of the
Hebrew Alphabet, demurred at her place being usurped by theBettefor B], which is
second to her, at the creation; the history of which commencesheitlatter instead of
with the former. She was, however, quite satisfied when told that in the histavynof g
the Decalogue, she would be placed at the beginning in the Wankiy ...>*°”

With this thought of the Hebrew alphabet in mind, | have decided toegivle of
the worlds itemized in this work a separate letter of the agihabAt the point of the
Divine Inspiration of Holy Scripture (Il Tim. 3:16), the three Bdbli languages are
Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek, but mainly Hebrew and Greek; and gdothe of the
Divine Preservation of Holy Scripture (I Peter 1:25), for theppses of composing the
Old and New Testament Received Texts as found in the KingsJBibke of 1611, the
four Biblical languages are Hebrew, Aramaic, Greek, and Latin,naibly Hebrew,
Greek, and Latin. Now whereas the Hebrew alphabet has 22, lgteetsatin alphabet
23 letters, the Greek alphabet 24 letters, and the English al@@behave hereunder
itemized 24 worlds, possibly, though by no means, followed by two uncevtalds,

%8 Hebrew reads from right to left. The long “0” vowel traeséited b” (the

dot in the middle), would more properly be put on the top left of the qarsvetter Nun

or “N” (), but my computer pallet does not allow me to do this, although tloiese
enough for our immediate purposes.

%9 Genesis Rabbaln Rabbi Samuel RapaportBales & Maxims from the

Midrash, Sometime Jewish Rabbi at Port Elizabeth & Eastern Qisifi€ape Colony
[after 1910 Union of South Africa, called Cape Province or Cape of Gamue H
Province, South Africa], Routledge & Sons, London, UK; & Dutton & Co. NewkY
USA, 1907, p. 57Http://www.sacred-texts.com/jud/tmm/tmm00.~htm
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thus totally 26 worlds. Since Worlds 25 & 26 are presently uasicesince discussion of
them relates to the highly speculative issue of whether or motitinverse will ever come
to an end® | shall use the Greek alphabet for these purposes since2t hietiers; and |
shall then designated the uncertain two worlds at the end, Wordgid Aind Beth from
the Hebrew alphabet.

In the context of the Holy Trinity, all three Divine Persons of Thiaity were
involved in creation (Gen. 1:1). Thus in one context one may, lik&pbstles’ Creed
andNicene Creegdrefer to God the Father as Creator (Mal. 2:10; | Cor. 8:6), ga¥in
believe in God the Father Almighty, maker of heaven and eaftogtles’ Creed And
in another context, as in tiicene Creedone may refer to God the Son as the Creator
(John 1:3). And in another context, one may as irNilsene Creedrefer to God the
Holy Ghost as “the Lord and giver of life;” for we read of how ‘therd” “sendest forth”
his “Spirit,” and “they are created” (Ps. 104:24,30). Or in anotheexfrine may refer
to the plurality of the three Divine Persons in creation (Gen. 1:2,86)ceurs in the
Nicene Creedvhich says, “I believe in one God the Father Almighty, makedreafven
and earth, and of all things visible and invisible: and in one Lord J&sust, the only
begotten Son of God, ... by whom all things were made ... . And | behete Holy
Ghost, the Lord and giver of life, who proceedeth from the Fathethen&on ... .”
Inside of this wider Trinitarian context, my reference to h@wod” the Father “by his
Son” “made the worlds” (Heb. 1:2), is relevant to my usage of tle=lGalphabet in
numbering the worlds. | note that the Old Testament was tradst#o Greek in the
Septuagint Version; and in the New Testament, our Lord and Savisus, Qérist, says
(in a different context), “I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning hedhding” (Rev.
1:8), and so in using these twenty-four letters of the Greek alphaist to thereby also
acknowledge that in a given context, one may say that “God” therFawhdis Son”
“made the worlds” (Heb. 1:2), and will so make the future worl&sr these purposes at
each world, | shall give the name of the Greek letter, then rkéisthe Greek capital
letter and lower case letter, followed by the equivalentiBmdgtter(s). Thus e.g., at the
Temporal Heavenly Worldnfra, the reference to “Alpha (Greek/ = A),” means that
this isWorld Alpha and so is named after the first Greek letter which isaélfdpha,”
in which capital alpha is “A,” and lower case alpha is “

Providing we are under the authority of Scripture, and recognize Gedtéd”
(Gen. 1:1) these “worlds” which “were framed by the word of Godhabthings which
are seen were not made of things which do appear” (Heb. 11:3), Goddtasugly
given us men a largely unfettered discretion to study and build up@pe pictures of
the temporal “generations of the heavens and of the earth when tregneated, in the
day that the Lord God made the earth and the heavens” (Gen. 2:4)tainlgehis
requires some level of revision on the basic model of catastropimdmew creations as
first put forth with a historically modern geological treatméayt the great French
Protestant scientist, George Cuvier (1769-1832); and as first dedalog814 in a gap
school model of Gen. 1:1,2 with reference to Cuvier's earlier worktheyBritish

30 See Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 20, “Paradise Lost a Locdl EaSo Is
Paradise Regained a Local Earth?”
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Protestant theologian, Thomas Chalmers (1780-1847) of Scosapda Therefore
e.g., one would no longer say that each geological layer was brought @paut
catastrophe ending one world and starting another. Rather, onenamugtclude the
data on how depositions are formed; and this revision also includehéidea that one
world might sometimes be destroyed in slower way over time @uvier envisioned,
though another world might be very largely destroyed in a quickerasaseen in the
ending of the Cretaceous World in 66.4 million B.C. . But this typewted model of
Cuvier's and Chalmer’s catastrophism, is still at heart theedaig broad-brush old earth
creationist Gap School idea of a succession of “worlds” (Heb. 1:2; il ‘8nerations
of the heavens and of the earth when they were created” (GBnin2the time-gap
between Genesis 1:1 and Genesis 1:2.

Therefore, putting aside some of the finer divisions in theseardleorlds, we
here find that on the basis of our contemporary scientific knowledgs 28x14), we can
see the following “big picture” of the generallynited Gap School

THE HEAVENLY THE HEAVENLY ARCHEOTERRAIC
EONS EONS EON
World 1) Alpha (Greek /| World 2) Beta (Greek / | World 3) Gamma (Greek
= A). Temporal Heavenly= B). Spiritual Heavenly/ =G). Pregeological
World (from c. 14 billion | World (Job 1:6; 2:1; 38:4-7;World (4.6 billion to 3.96
B.C. +/ - 4 billion years). | Rev. 12:7-9). billion B.C.)
ARCHEOTERRAIC EON ARCHEOTERRAIC EON
World 4) Delta (Greek/ = D). World 5) Epsilon (Greek/ =E).
Archeozoic World Proterozoic World
(3.96 to 2.5 billion B.C.) (2.5 billion to 540 million B.C.)
PALEOZOIC AGE PALEOZOIC AGE PALEOZOIC AGE
World 6) Zeta (Greek / | World 7) Eta (Greek H / | world 8) Theta (Greek or
= Z). Cambrian World =E). Ordovician World / =Th). Silurian World
(540 to 505 million B.C.) (505 to 438 million B.C.) | (438 to 408 million B.C.)

PALEOZOIC AGE PALEOZOIC AGE PALEOZOIC AGE
World 9) lota (Greek/ | World 10) Kappa (Greek | World 11) Lambda (Greek
=1). Devonian World [ = K). Carboniferous or / =1L). Permian

(408 to 360 million B.C.) | World (360 to 286 million world
B.C.) (286 to 245 million B.C.)
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MESOZOIC AGE MESOZOIC AGE MESOZOIC AGE CENOZOIC AGE
World 12) Mu| World 13) Nu | World 14) Xi | World 15)
(Greek /! =M). (Greek' /#=N). | (Greek$ /%= X). | Omicron (Greek& /
Triassic World Jurassic World | Cretaceous World' = O).
(245 to 208 million| (208 to 144 million| (144 to 66.4 million Tertiary World
B.C.) B.C.) B.C.) (66.4 million to 26
million B.C.)

CENOZOIC AGE

Quaternary Worlds: World 16) Pi (Gre€k/ ) = P) theEarly Pleistocene to Late
Pleistocene | Worl@2.6 million B.C. toc. 68,000 B.C.) i.e., the Pleistocene Period from
Early Pleistocene to the end lohte Pleistocene (2.6 million B.C., toc. 68,000 B.C.)
Thus omitting in this Part 2, Chapter 3, section f, the period frortirtteeof Worlds 17,
(Rho, Greek /+=R), 18 (Sigma, Greek Cor/- /. =C or S), & 19 (Tau, Gregk/0
=T) in theLate Pleistocene I(starting from the last Ice Age 68,000 B.C. to end of
Ice Agec. 8,000 B.C.), & also Worlds 20 (Upsilon, Gregk/ 2 = U / Y) and 21 (Phi
Greek3 /4 = Ph) in the Holocene (last 10,000 years frmr8,000 B.C. to the Second
Advent). Certain matters for the periods of Worlds 17, 18, & 19 ihdlte Pleistocene
Il and Worlds 20 & 21 in thélolocene(last 10,000 years), will be considered in later
chapters; as will also the Aper satyr beast originatorgetsime betweer. 200,000 to
100,000 B.C*".  Reference will also be made to the future post Second Advenda//
22 (Chi, Greek$ /5= Ch - as in Christ), 23 (Psi, Greék/ 7 = Ps), & 24 (Omega,
Greek /8 =0). And while it is possible that these will be the lastha relevant
worlds for our purposes, in connection with the unresolved conjecture ahethew or|
nor the universe will one day end, reference will also be madetpdssible speculated

future new universe Worlds Aleph (Hebrew= A) & Beth (Hebrew = B)**2

While detailed discussion of the above succession of worlds is béyerstope
of this work, it should be understood that finer divisions within thesy generally be

%1 E.g., Part 2, Chapter 6, section c, “Soul-talk:” subsection istii@juishing

Satyr Beasts & Man, the Apers & Adamites: A clean cut — pikting a knife through
butter.”

%2 gSee Part 2, Chapter 20, “Paradise Lost a Local Earth — Saréslise

Regained a Local Earth?”

last
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made than those shown ab®e Let us now considénorlds 1 to 16n the generally
United Gap School

In Hebrews 1:1,2 we read that “God” “by his Son” “made the wbr{phkiral).
The Greek word translated “worlds” in the King James Versléil) at Heb. 1:2; 11:3;
is aion ( 8% ). From it, we derive our English word, “Eon” (or “Aeon”), and ityma
also be rendered as “ages.” Thus through reference to thgsei®srwe may also refer
to the two grand divisions of théeavenly Eons- both temporal and spiritual (Gen. 1:1;
2:4), and théArcheoterraicEon

The Temporal Heavenly Worldnd Spiritual Heavenly Worldbf the Heavenly
Eons are the first and second worlds respectively, and since #imwref theSpiritual
Heavenly Worldhey have co-existed simultaneously. Hence the worlds discusge
respect to the eartimfra, are thus not the first of “the worlds ... framed by the word of
God” per se(Heb. 11:3), since there were “worlds” (Heb. 11:3) in “the geimgraif the
heavens” (Gen. 2:4) which preceded the later creation of the ®atth billion B.C. .
However, the temporal and spiritual heavenly worlds have continuedeoritedtcreation
of the earth. In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made tlerlds” (Heb. 1:2), and
for the Son of God who says (in a different context), “I am Alphd @mega, the
beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), these first and second worldgsaiéorld Alpha
(Greek [/ = A)andWorld Beta(Greek / = B) respectively.

This side of our glorification, th&piritual Heavenly Worlgcan only be known
about by us through the Divine revelation found in the Holy Bible. Whbeds of
Genesis 1:1, “In the beginning God created the heaven” or “heavamd,’those of
Genesis 2:4, “These are the generations of the heavens ... when teeyre@ted, in the
day that the Lord God made ... the heavens,” includ&phetual Heavenly World We
know this world existed as the abode of angels with access thrtihvee room of God
from sometime between the Big Baagl4 billion B.C. and the creation of the eacth
4.6 billion B.C. (Job 1:6; 2:1; 38:4-7). But exactly where within thisopeof about 9%
billion years theSpiritual Heavenly Worldvas made is not clear, since EITHER it would
be possible to argue that Gen. 1:1, “In the beginning God createbtethaen” or
“heavens” could mean the spiritual heavenly world of angels westext at the same
time as the temporal heaven with the Big Bang in 14 billion B.®;iOwould be
possible to argue that “the generations of the heavens” in Gerol@dile interpreted to
mean that one of the later “generations of the heaveefgrethe earth was made (Job
38:4-7), the spiritual heavenly world of angels was created i.e., isoenbetween the

33 This chart is largely drawn froBncyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit,

“Geochronology: The Interpretation & Dating of the Geological dRaéic Geologic
History of the Earth: Cenozoic Era: Holocene Epoch,” Table 4.

%4 In both Heb. 1:2 and Heb. 11:3, thisaignas(/ 8#. , accusative plural

masculine noun, froraion/ 8#).
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Big Bang in 14 billion B.C. and the creation of the earth from 4.6 bilBaC. . Since
Scripture will allow either interpretation, and since we are gisén much detail in
Scripture on this matter, | think it is presently an open questido egactly when the
spiritual heavenly world of angels was created inside theftemee of being between the
time of the Big Bang. 14 billion B.C. and the creation of the eactt.6 billion B.C. .
We know that the Devil and his angels have now been “cast out” a¥éhé (Rev. 12:7-
9). Moreover, since man’s fall in Adam (Gen. 2 & 3; Rom. 5:12-14;0t. C
15:22,45,47,49), heaven is also the abode of the faithful departed souts.(B:&8;
Philp. 1:23,24; Heb. 12:23; Rev. 6:9) till the Second Advent; when Christevile with
his angels (Matt. 25:31) and saints (Col. 3:4; | Thess. 3:13), and deemed of
mankind shall thereafter live on the New Earth (Isa. 66:22; Rev. 21:1).

With regard to both the temporal heaven and spiritual heaven, see Vb|irag
1, Chapter 2, “The First of Seven Keys to understanding Gen. 1€ctibrs 1, “Global
or Local ‘heaven and earth’ in Gen. 1:1%8ypra And with regard to th&emporal
Heavenly World see Part 2, Chapter 2, “The creation of the world’ (Rom. 1:20): the
generally united old earth creationist school,” section a, subsegctiGosmology (The
First Cause): ‘In the beginning God created’ (Gen. 1:1), the universe & how anh¢hefti
the Big Bang God made matter out of nothing at all',” section bletilogy (Design):”
subsections i, “God created the heaven and the earth’ (Gen. 1:hpe &Arthropic
Principle,” and iii, “God created ... the earth’ (Gen. 1:1): Earth’s Solar SyStupra

In a Divine Commentary on Genesis 1, we read at Hebrews Thfugh faith
we understand that the worldsere framed by the word of God, so that things which are
seen were not made of things which do appear.” The Greek worthteainsvorlds” in
the Authorized Version (1611) at Heb. 1:2; 11:3aiisn ( 8# *%. From it, we derive
our English word, “Eon” (or “Aeon”), and it may also be renderedages.” Thus
through reference to these Scriptures we may also reféretdrtheoterraic Eon(4.6
billion B.C. to 540 million B.C.) which includes within it three worlds, wat, the
Pregeological World4.6 billion to 3.96 billion B.C.), thé&rcheozoic World3.96 to 2.5
billion B.C.), and theProterozoic World(2.5 billion to 540 million B.C.). At Genesis
1:1 the Greek Septuagint reads, tie beginningarche/ +5 , feminine singular dative
noun, fromarche God made the heaven and earth;” and the Latin Vulgate reads, “In the
beginning God created heaven and edr&hram, feminine singular accusative noun,
from terra).” The term “Archeoterraic’ comes from the Greek waadche (+5 )
meaning “beginning,” in Genesis 1:1 of the Greek Septuagint; andatireword,terra
meaning “earth,” in Genesis 1:1 of the Latin Vulgate; and thuseins, “beginning
earth.” The Greek word “beginningarche/ +5 ) can be used in a relative sense, for
example, the Greek Septuagint reads in Ps. 102:25, “In the begirfamcbas/ +5. ,
plural form of arche/ +5 3% thou, O Lord, didst lay foundation of the earth; and the
heavens are the works of thine hands.” And so too, for example,esjleat to “the

%5 |n both Heb. 1:2 and Heb. 11:3, thisaignas(/ 8#. , accusative plural

masculine noun, froraion/ 8#).

36 Greekarchas/ +5 . , feminine plural accusative noun, frarche/ +5 .
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beginning of the creation” of the wonderful Edenic world of Gen. 2:3b-our Lord

says, “from the beginninarches/ +5 . , fromarche/ +5 3% of the creation” in Gen.
1:2b-2:3 “God made them male and female” (Mark 10:6), so that @ur &nd Saviour,
Jesus Christ, here teaches creation, not macroevolution. Thustlvehecheoterraic
Eonis the beginning of the planet earth as found in the words of Gehésit is used in

a relativistic sense, for there are a succession of “eon&gges,” or “worlds” referred to

in Heb. 1:2; 11:3; with multiple “beginnings” and endings of such eons, ages, and worlds,
in “the generations of the heavens and of the earth when theycweeated, in thetirca

14 billion year old “day that the Lord God made the earth and the heavens” (G&#. 2:4)

The Pregeological World4.6 billion to 3.96 billion B.C.) of the Archeoterraic
Eon is the third of “the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb3)Xin “the
generations of the heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4). IndllgeTHnity, “God” “by
his Son” “made the worlds” (Heb. 1:2), and for the Son of God who (gagsdifferent
context), “I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the ending” (Rev.tiis8}hird
world is hisWorld Gamma(Greek / = G). And it is the first of the “worlds ...
framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3) which deal with “the germrat... of the
earth” (Gen. 2:4). Isotopic dating is based on radioactive decaypérocess in which
at a known and constant rate, one atom or isotope is converted into aatotheor
isotope. On the one hand, based on lead deposits in the Earth, isotomccdatibe
used to create a growth curve to extrapolate a date for tiie &ar. 4.6 billion B.C. .
This date in turn correlates with e.g., isotopic dating of uraniuchdaaples from lunar
rock and soil which also gives a moon dateco#.6 billion B.C.; and these in turn
correlate with isotopic dates of a number of meteors which have tmmarth. But on
the other hand, the oldest known rocks of the earth can by isotopig batidated ta.
3.96 billion B.C. . Making a synthesis of this data, it looks like @r¢he moon, and
entire solar system came into existence around the same tané.@fillion B.C. . This
means that the Earth existed for about 650 million years ét@h® billion B.C. toc. 3.96
billion B.C., during which no geological record was formed in the BooKatfire, for
which reason certain details about Bregeological Worldare the subject of a good deal
of speculation. However, beyond such conjecture, the Book of Naturgistfi us
some hard and fast record from this largely mysterious woHdr instance, in the 1980s
a research group from theustralian National Universityn the capital city of Canberra
in the Australian Capital Territory, undertook research at Mountyiaand its environs
in Western Australia. In 1983 they discovered zircon grains at Mdamyer that dated
to 4.18 billion B.C., and in 1986 they discovered a zircon conglomerate about 60
kilometres or 37 miles from Mount Narryer which dated to 4.276 billigd.Band 16

%7 Greekarches/ +5 . , feminine singular genitive noun, froanche/ +5 .

38 | coined the name\rcheoterraic Eonas a God honouring and Bible

upholding creationist term following prayer and consideration just éefturing, and

after, what in theBook of Common Prayer (1662 Trinity 6 Sunday, 7 July 2013,
supra My usage of both Greek and Latin in a term is not without pestee.g.,

“mosasaurus,” is from the LatiriMlosa for the river Meuse and the Greeksauros

(- 2+'. ) for “lizard” or “reptile. Cf. Tyrannosaurus Refxom Greek and Latinnfra.
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other zircon grain samples were found which had about the sameragesecslightly
younger. These dates compare to the oldest known rocks discovbie ywere at the
Great Slave Lake in north-west Canada, and date to 3.96 billion Bi@€.thas the
commencement of the next wotld

The Archeozoic Worldor Archean World (3.96 to 2.5 billion B.C.) of the
Archeoterraic Eon is the fourth of “the worlds ... framed by the waréod” (Heb.
11:3) in “the generations of the heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2tAd)the Holy
Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worlds” (Heb. 1:2), and for then®f God who
says (in a different context), “I am Alpha and Omega, the begirmmgthe ending”
(Rev. 1:8), this fourth world is hi/orld Delta(Greek / = D). And itis the first of
the “worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3) which geologiats study at a
level of greater detail in the Book of Nature. As further disedsat th ertiary World
(66.4 million B.C. to 2.6 million B.C.) of the Cenozoic Agefra, the concept of there
being a “first” or “beginning” world in the geological layedd the earth, was first
recognized in 1760 by the creationist, Giovanni Arduino (1714-1795) of Italy,ewvhos
work divided earth’s rocks into three broad agesmary, Secondary and Tertiary.
While older rocks in older geological layers have now been found whadager his
“Primary” age, and his threefold division was ultimately found to beirmdequate
explanation of earth’s geology, the salient point remains that theegbot a “first” or
“beginning” world in earth’s geological layers is a creationgegory of thought dating
from the mid 18th century. The word “Primary” comes from thdnl.girimarius
meaning “the first rank;” and this creationist concept of at'fior beginning geological
layer was gradually developed by later geologists, so that gitth Arduino’s concept
that there must be a “first” or “beginning” geological lay@gre than a hundred years
later, the American geologist, James Dana (d. 1895), first useerthéArcheozoic” for
this first geological age in 1872. The term “Archeozoic” comes from the Greek
words, arche (+5 ), meaning “first place” or “a beginning;” arbe (8 ), meaning
“life.” E.g., the Greelarche(+5 *7, is found in the Greek Septuagint at Genesis 1:1
which reads, “In the beginnin@rche/ +5 ) God made the heaven and the earth;” and
the Greekzoe(8 °7¥, is found in the Greek Septuagint at Gen. 1:30, which refers to
animals from the much later Late Pleistocene Il er&68,000-8,000 B.C.) of Eden as

%9 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD990op. cit, “Geochronology: The

Interpretation & Dating of the Geological record: Geologicatbty of the Earth: The
Pregeological Period;” & “Geochronology: The Interpretation & Datihthe Geological
record: Relative & Absolute Dating: Absolute Dating: Principtésisotopic Dating.”
Lead deposits used for dating earth are Lead-206 & Lead-207. Zscarsilicate
mineral, zirconium silicate (ZrSip

370 Dana, J.W.Corals & Coral Islands Dodd & Mead, New York, USA, 1872,
Appendix, p. 373.

371 Given as a root word in its feminine singular nominative noun form.

372 Given as a root word in its feminine singular nominative noun form.
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having “the breath of lifézoe/ 8 3. As discussed at thrcheoterraic Eonsupra
Genesis 1:1 covers the beginnings of multiple worlds (Gen. 2:4; Hell113); and the
Greek word “beginning’drche/ +5 ) can be used in a relative sense (Ps. 102:25, LXX;
Mark 10:6). Thus while thBregeological World4.6 billion to 3.96 billion B.C.) of the
Archeoterraic Eon is the absolute beginning of the planet eaftuag in the words of
Gen. 1:1; nevertheless, in this relativistic sense, from theftone which geologists can
study earth’s history at a level of greater detail, about 690omiyears after its
beginning, one can call this the&cheozoic Worlaf the Archeoterraic Eon.

The Archeozoic Worldis divided into Early, Middle, and Late Periods.
“Archeozoic” means “ancient life,” and this world contains e#olyns of life in bacteria
and blue-green algae from 3.5 billion B.C. . The CreatorArcheozoic Worldvas a
world of dramatic volcanic eruptions. Igneous rocks are glassyyetatline rocks
which are formed from molten earth as they cool and solidify. taierphism occurs
when in conjunction with heat and pressure an igneous rock becomesraanuhic
rock. Metamorphosed igneous rocks from the Archeozoic World are found oh al
Earth’s continent$®. “The glory of the Lord shall endure for ever: the Lord stetlice
in his works. He looketh upon the earth, and it trembleth; he touchetillshend they
smoke” (Ps. 104:31,32).

The Proterozoic World(2.5 billion to 540 million B.C.) of the Archeoterraic Eon
is the fifth of “the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb.3)in “the generations
of the heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) which geologists cay istilkde Book of
Nature. In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worldbieb. 1:2), and for
the Son of God who says (in a different context), “I am Alpha anddanthe beginning
and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this fifth world is Mgorld Epsilon(Greek / =E). The
term “Proterozoic” was first used by American geologist, Sarmoemons (d. 1911) in
1888, and thereafter by American geologist, Charles Van Hise (d. 191892. It
comes from the Greek wordgtoteros()+'0 +'. ), meaning “before” or “former;” and
zoe (8 ), meaning “life;” for this Archeoterraic EonBroterozoic Worldcomes just
“before” or “pre” the Cambrian explosion in the followir@ambrian World  For
example, the Greek Septuagint (LXX) of inter-testamentakdinsontains both the
Apocrypha and the Old Testament. Concerning these “other Books” Aptwypha,
“as Hierome,” that is, the ancient Latin writing church fathed doctor, St. Jerome (d.
420), “saith,” “the Church doth read ...; but yet doth it not apply themtablesh any
doctrine” (Article 6, AnglicarThirty-Nine Article$. We read in the uninspired and non-
canonical Apocrypha in the Book of Sirach (or Ecclesiasticus)isddim hath been
created beforproteros’™) all things” (Sirach 1:4, LXX Apocrypha); and we read in the

373 Greekzoes/ 8. , feminine singular genitive noun, fronoe/ 8

374 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, e.g., “Archean eon;” “lgneous

rock;” “Metamorphism.”

37> Greek,protera (/ )+'0 + , feminine singular nominative adjective, from

proteros-a-on' )+'0 +'. - -'#).
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inspired and canonical Old Testament in the Book of Isaiah, “Remetnddiormer
(proteros’®) things of old: for | am God, and there is none other ..." (Isa. 46:9, LXX).

The Proterozoic Worlds divided into the Early Period (2.5 billion to 1.6 billion
B.C.), Middle Period (1.6 billion B.C. to 900 million B.C.), and Late Pe(&@D million
B.C. to 540 million B.C.). Rocks from thHeroterozoic Worldhave been located on all
of Earth’s continents, and they bear testimony to Almighty Godsaitmon of life as
entombed within them are e.g., fossil remains of bacteria and dee-glgae, forms of
which the Lord appears to have brought over from the previotiseozoic World The
Creator’'sProterozoic Worldrocks are also important sources for such metallic ores as:
gold, copper, iron, nickel, and uranium. “Thus saith the Lord ... . | w# thee the
treasures of darkness, and hidden riches of secret places, that thou mayebakhabvet
Lord, ... am ... God” (Isa. 45:1,3).

Before c. 1835 it was still possible to allow as a possibility on ribemplete
knowledge of geology for a young earth, (albeit with ever increasing dificult
and the qualification from c. 1810-1835 that there was evidence consistently
coming through from geology which was indicating an old earth, and that leading
geologists such as Cuvier in 1811 & 1813 and Buckland in 1820 considered the
data required an old earth). The concept of there being a successiondd or

the earth’s geological layers was first recognized in 1760 by the youny eart
creationist, Giovanni Arduino (d. 1795). Though his work dividing earth’ssrock
into three broad ages of Primary, Secondary, and Tertiary was ultimatékete

as seen in, e.g., the Proterozoic World.

A Rocky Coast in Underwater Vendian Life of the
the Proterozoic World Proterozoic Warl850- 540 million
(2.5 billion to 540 million B.CY’.  B.C. in the Russian Federati6h

37 Greekprotera(/ )+'0 + , neuter plural accusative adjective, frpmoteros-
a-on/)+0+'. - -'#).

377

“Proterozoic Eon
http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://scienceforkids.kidipeddgmotogy/er
as/pictures/rockycoast.jpg&imgrefurl=http://scienceforkids.kidipede/geatogy/eras/pr
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In a Divine Commentary on Genesis 1, we read at Hebrews TTh@&ugh faith
we understand that the worldere framed by the word of God, so that things which are
seen were not made of things which do appear.” The Greek worthteainsvorlds” in
the Authorized Version (1611) at Heb. 1:2; 11:3aien ( 8# *’9. From it, we derive
our English word, “Eon” (or “Aeon”), and it may also be renderedaages$.” Thus
through reference to these Scriptures we may also refer tthitbe grand geological
divisions known as th@aleozoic Agg€540 million to 245 million B.C.)Mesozoic Age
(245 million to 66.4 million B.C.), an€enozoic Agd66.4 million B.C. to the Second
Advent).

The Paleozoic Ag€540 million to 245 million B.C.) contains a succession of six
“worlds” (Heb. 11:3) with theCambrian World Ordovician World Silurian World
Devonian WorldCarboniferous WorldandPermean World It is divided into the Early
Paleozoic (540 million to 408 million B.C.) and Late Paleozic (408 million to 245 million
B.C., and the geological sequence of the Early Paleozoic (540 millidd&amillion
B.C.). The word, “Paleozoic,” comes from the Greek wqudigios() '. ), meaning
“old;” and zoe(8 ), meaning “life.” The Greefgalaios() '. ) is derived fronpalai
0 ). E.g., we read in Hebrews 1:1,2, “Guwdho at sundry times and in diverse
manners spake in time pggalai /) , an adverb) unto the fathers by the prophets,
hath in these last days spoken unto_us by his &bom he hath appointed heir of all
things, by whom also he made the woridsAnd since we are here told of a succession
of “worlds” made by the Son of God, we would do well to contemplatevirds of “the
Lord” (Isa. 48:1) in Isa. 48:5, which as found in the Greek Septuagidt f&nd | told
thee of old(palai /) , an adver® or palaia/) , an adjectiv®’) what should

oterozoic.htm&h=179&w=300&sz=14&tbnid=liNHalxBPwvXAM:&tbnh=61&tbnw=10
3&prev=/search%3Fg%3Dproterozoic%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tb0%3Du&zoo
m=1&qg=proterozoic+timages&usg=__W9Rux5zTNM3CKYdzZxVf2eb0pJ4E=&docid=E
c2NpXbs3dQ2UM&sa=X&ei=c2L.BUc7QJ4agkAXAx4DICA&ved=0CFUQ9QEWDQ&
dur=172

378 A depiction of “Vendian Life”
http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://www.geology.wida/eomepages/g10
0s2/public_html/Geologic _Time/L1 Vendian_Life.jpg&imgrefurl=http://wwwolpsy.
wisc.edu/homepages/g100s2/public_html/history of life.htm&h=360&w=550&s2=172&
tbnid=s9xRJINtHZgNevM:&tbnh=91&tbnw=139&prev=/search%3Fq%3Dproterozdic%
Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&g=proterozoic+images&usg=_ mjNr
wsHbYRBezWp RDJ02rsJQ30=&docid=V57-
VIILX50uGM&sa=X&ei=c2LBUc7QJ4agkAXAx4DICA&ved=0CDIQ9QEwWAg&dur=
4562

379

In both Heb. 1:2 and Heb. 11:3, thisaipnas (/ 8#. , accusative plural
masculine noun, froraion/ 8#).

30 30 found in theCatena (Catena Nicephori, 11th century, a Biblical

Commentary by Nicetas, sometime a Greek Orthodox Deacon gia Hgophia,
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be before it came upon thee; | made it know to thee, lest thou shoségedily idols
have done it for me.” Thialeozoic Ag€540 million to 245 million B.C.) ended with a
cataclysmic mass extinction near the end of Reemean World(286 to 245 million
B.C.); reminding us that only a fool would say, “all things continudneg were from the
beginning of the creation” (Il Peter 3:4), and that the samev@adended thi®aleozoic
Agewith a great cataclysm, will be ending the present age wigleat cataclysm at the
Second Advent on “the day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men” (Il Peter 317). |
the words of theApostles’ Creed*l believe in God the Father Almighty, maker of
heaven and earth; and in Jesus Christ his only Son our Lord, who .h siitéte right
hand of God the Father Almighty; from thence he shall come to jigguick and the
dead. |believe in ... the resurrection of the body, and the life everlasting*%rhen

The Cambrian World(540 to 505 million B.C.) of the Paleozoic Age is the sixth
of “the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3) in “thengrations of the
heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) which geologists can study Botileof Nature.

In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worlds” (Heb2},; and for the Son of
God who says (in a different context), “I am Alpha and Omega, tharagi and the
ending” (Rev. 1:8), this sixth world is hi&orld Zeta(Greek / = Z). The word,
“Cambrian” is derived from the LatirCambrig and is a variation o€ymru which is
Welsh for “Wales.” TheCambrian Worldwas discovered by the work of old earth
creationist Gap Schoolman, Adam Sedgwick (1785-1873), the Professooloigiat
Cambridge University, who named it “Cambrian” in 1835 from thisinLatord for
Wales, with reference to the Cambria region of North Wales.

The Cambrian Worldis divided into the Early Period (540 million to 520
million B.C.), Middle Period (520 million B.C. to 512 million B.C.), and L#&eriod
(512 million B.C. to 505 million B.C.). Rocks from t@ambrian Worldhave entombed
within them the Creator's “Cambrian Explosion” in which he @davaried and
abundant marine life forms. These Cambrian rocks genera#iyn s0 have been
deposited in watery conditions in, or near, shallow water that haeé cmto the land
masses. In thi€ambrian World the largest continent, Gondwana, basically comprised
of what today is a large portion of southern Europe, the Middle East, lAftiaa,
Australia, South America, and Antarctica. Another continent, Laaretiasically
comprised of what today is Greenland and North America; and for, hast all of the
Cambrian World it was at the Equator. A small continent of this world wakidada
which basically comprised of what today is northern Europe and Scaraiaad it was

Constantinople, and later Bishop of Heraclea); and al€odex Sinaiticug4th century,
British Library, London, UK) §eptuagintRahlfs-Hanhart, 2006, Germany).

381

Greek, feminine singular nominative adjective, frpataios-a-on/) ' -
-'#). So found in the Septuagint of the ancient church Greek writeian of Antioch
(d. 312); and also inCodex Vaticanus(4th century, Rome, Vatican City State)

(SeptuagintRahlfs-Hanhart, 2006, Germany).

32 AnglicanBook of Common Prayer (1652
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in the middle to higher latitudes of Earth’s Southern Hemisphditeere were also some
other smaller land masses. T®ambrian Worldsaw some relatively low level volcanic
activity; and a barren lunar-looking dry land upon which the Lord God teated no
plants or animals. The absence of glacial deposits frorCdngbrian Worldindicates
that it was generally hotter than the Earth is now. Mafossils from this world show
no terrestrial or fresh water fauna or flora were createdd, and no vertebrate (or
backbone) animals i.e., invertebrate. But the vibrant sea lifenlatralized shells and
skeletons. During this time, in addition to various algae and &gddrms of life, the
Lord God made such marine creatures as annelids (segmented memines),
brachiopods (or lamp shells, these dwell at the bottom of thBoseaand superficially
look something like bivalve mollusks), chordates (at some point in lifeerycle they
have e.g., a stiff, dorsal supporting rod, a tail, and gill slitshaghores (or comb jellies,
so called because they have vertical foliage combs over thisics)rechinoderms (with
a five part radial symmetry), graptolites (floating marineatures with a finger-nail like
outer covering), molluscs (or mollusks, usually with a calciunbarzate shell), and
sponges (with a porous skeleton of a bony and needlelike structure).

The Creator’'s most abundant creature in @énbrian Worldwas the trilobite,
and hence th€ambrian Worldhas sometimes been called, &g of Trilobite¥®®, The
trilobite had a three-rounded projection and three segmented foenpi(tare below),
and hence “Trilobite” is a compound word of “tri” — from the Lates or tria, or Greek
treis, meaning “three,” and Gredasbos meaning “lobe” i.e., having “three lobes.” The
sudden appearance of such varied and abundant life duringCah#rian World
demonstrates fiat creation of parent stocks at the taxonomiehldegenus or below by
the Lord God of heaven and earth. T@emmbrian Worlds a powerful testimony to the
creation of creatures at the taxonomical level of genus or belewpposed to the
macroevolutionary Darwinian theory, or any other theory. For exanmptais Age of
Trilobites, the trilobites appear in the Book of Nature’'s geological lagbrsiptly and
fully formed as fiat creations from the hand of Almighty God. féher discussed in
Part 2, Chapter 4, section infra, Darwin claimed, “It is scarcely possible to avoid
comparing the eye to a telescope ... . But may not this ... be grasuwms? Have we
any right to assume that the Creator works by intellectual powers likedhosn? ... In
living bodies, variation will cause the slight alterations, gat@n will multiply them
almost infinitely, and natural selection will pick out with unerrirskill each
improvement. Let this process go on for millions on millions ofgjeend during each
year on millions of individuals of many kinds; and may we not belibzag a living
optical instrument might thus be formed as superior to one of gksise avorks of the
Creator are to those of mafi? But for an animal to have any useful eyesight requires a
series of complex components working together, and their irreduciobeplexity
requires creation, not macroevolution. Contrary to the claims okiDartheory of
macroevolution, the fossil record bears record to such creation in the trilobite eye

383 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@p. cit, e.g., “Cambrian Period.”

34 Darwin’s Origin of Specieschapter 6, “Difficulties On Theory,” section

“Organs of extreme perfection and complication.”
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In the above diagram of a trilobite eye from tBambrian World®, the “upper
lens unit” on the “spherical surface” in the top part, coupled wittidhgesian surface”
on the “intralensar” bowl in the top part, bespeaks an even great@tectty of these
parts of the eye; all of which, like the trilobites themselvgmpear abruptly, from
nowhere, in the fossil record. The most natural interpretatiomdadxge of Trilobitesn
the Cambrian World(540 to 505 million B.C.) is thus fiat creation of these creatiyes
Almighty God. However, secularist “scientists” who have agialis belief in
Methodological Atheism or Methodological Deism, as a consequendeiofréligious
belief that either there is no God (Atheism), or if there isdidenot act with creation
miracles in the origin of species (Def¥), refuse to recognize such supernatural activity
due to the bigotry of their religious belief. “Professingnikelves to be wise, they
became fools” (Rom. 1:22). But for those with eyes to see, tlsé fesord evidence
from theCambrian World such as these trilobites, leads us to proclaim with the Psalmist:
“the Lord” “gathereth the waters of the sea together as an hedayeth up the depth in
storehouses. Let all the earth fear the Lord: let alirthabitants of the world stand in
awe of him. For he spake, and it was done; he commanded, and itastq&$. 33:6-
9).

3> perspectives on Science & Christian Faittol. 50, 1998, p. 255

36 some of those following such Methodological Deism, then have a

Dispensationalist type category of thought, in which they say &ed &cted Theistically
with e.g., the Divine revelation of the Bible. Such are the incemgies of men with
one foot in the world, and the other foot in the Christian camp. ¥éitétour Lord and
Saviour, Jesus Christ? “No man can serve two masters” (Matt. 6:24).
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The Cambrian World (540-505 million B.C.) was discovered & named
by old earth creationist Gap Schoolman,
Adam Sedgwick (1785-1873).
It is part of the Early Paleozoic Age (540-408 million B.C.) which was
first established as a geological sequence by the old earth creationist,
Roderick Murchison (1792-1871).

Burgess Shale Scene from Trilobites in the shallow sea

The Cambrian Worl&§’, of The Cambrian Worf8
387 “Cambrian: Melbourne Museum,”

http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqgurl=http://museumvictoria.com.auspiBi@s7/I
mageGallery/1cambrian-pic-
35321.jpg&imgrefurl=http://museumvictoria.com.au/melbournemuseum/discoverycentre
600-million-
years/timeline/cambrian/&h=547&w=600&sz=114&tbnid=XWcwKdNBxL97sM:&tbnh
=97&tbnw=106&prev=/search%3Fg%3Dcambrian%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo
%3Du&zoom=1&qg=cambrian+images&usg=__heXUMpinVdJN3ghhcfpNbwamxKc=&
docid=kgkVIBQIRNn_UcMé&sa=X&ei=PX_ BUapphY20QBfTVgYAO&ved=0CCwQ9QE
WAA&dur=3641

388 “Cambrian Life More,” “History  of Life,”
http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqgurl=http://www.geology.wida/Bomepages/g10
0s2/public_html/Geologic_Time/L3 _Cambrian_Life_More.jpg&imgrefurl=Htmpww.g
eology.wisc.edu/homepages/g100s2/public_html/history of life.htm&h=475&w=350&s
z=80&tbnid=031UdX]|-
s6p9UM:&tbnh=89&tbnw=66&prev=/search%3Fq%3Dcambrian%2Bimages%26tbm%3
Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&g=cambrian+images&usg=__ 19nYVvALd|8zjJZMOpCH4
VN5fN9g=&docid=V57-

VIILX50uGMé&sa=X&ei=PX BUapphY2QBfTVgYAO&ved=0CFYQ9QEwDQ&dur=
8016
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The Ordovician World (505 to 438 million B.C.) of the Paleozoic Age is the
seventh of “the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3) in{dtheerations of
the heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) which geologists can istutlig Book of
Natur€®. In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worldsHéb. 1:2), and
for the Son of God who says (in a different context), “I am Alphd @mega, the
beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this seventh world i8ludd Eta(Greek H/ =
E).

The Ordovician Worldis divided into the Early Period (505 million to 478 million
B.C., subdivided into the Arengian & Tremadocian sub-periods), Middli®dé478
million B.C. to 458 million B.C., subdivided into the Llanuirnian & Llandeilarbs
periods), and Late Period (458 million B.C. to 438 million B.C., subdivided threo
Cardocian & Ashgillian sub-periods). Lapworth’s work in the latd T@ntury on rocks
from theOrdovician Worldhelped to resolve an area of uncertainty between the old earth
creationist, Sir Roderick Murchison, who thought this section’s ®sgdre probably
from the lower Silurian World, and the old earth creationist, Adadg®ick, who
thought this section’s fossils were probably from the Upper CambMarld. Charles
Lapworth (1842-1920) undertook pioneering work in the Southern Uplands of Scotland
when he was a school teacher or schoolmaster for eleven yearsReter's Scottish
Episcopal School at Galashiels in south-east Scotland; and then imd8#irked as an
assistant at Madras College, St. Andrew’s, Scotland, before begdArofessor of
Geology in 1881 at Mason’s College which later became Birmingbaiaersity in
England. Lapworth undertook a much greater detailed study @iréfaeof uncertainty
between th&€ambrian WorldandSilurian World

In doing so, Lapworth greatly benefited from the work of the Fresid earth
creationist, Joachim Barrande (1799-1883), who undertook extensive study on the
Silurian Worldin the Prague Basin of Bohemia in Czech, and in 1851 demonstrated a
distinctive “second” and “third” succession of animal life in what been regarded as
“Silurian®**°”  The geological work of “Barrande” is also cited on sevecabsions by
Darwin in hisOrigin of Specieg1859), and Darwin refers to “palaeontologists” such as
“Barrande,” and “geologists” such as “Murchison,” and “Sedgwiak”examples of old
earth creationists who maintained “the immutability of speci@s” | would say,

depending on what level God made the parent stocks at for particn@atures, the

39 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9%p. cit, e.g., “Ordovician Period:”

“Mass Extinction Summary of first five major extinctions’http://www.global-
mindshift.com/discover/Memebase/MassExtinction.p&f“Earth’s five mass extinction
events” by John Cook (2010 A.D.htfp://www.skepticalscience.com/Earths-five-mass-
extinction-events.htrl

390 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Geochronology: The interpretation
& dating of the geological record: Study of the rock record: Cetigsl of the
Phanerozoic time scale;” & “Geochronology: The interpretationdd&ting of the
geological record: Geological history of the earth: Paleozoic Peringia®i Period.”
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immutability of creatures inside the taxonomical levels of gerars species, or
subspecies,) as seen in their reading of the geological record showing “the sadden m
in which whole groups of species appear in ... formations.” But Daaigo says that
the catastrophism of “Murchison” and “Barrande” is more modest Hoane earlier
creationist catastrophists in that they did not consider thattlellinhabitants of the
earth” had “been swept away at successive periods by ropfass” i.e., the
catastrophism of such creationists was more limited in scope dome earlier
catastrophisf8®. Like Murchison (d. 1871) and Sedgwick (d. 1873), Barrande (d. 1883)
remained an old earth creationist following the annunciation of theviDaWallace
Theory of Natural Selection in 1858, and its elucidation in Darwrigin of Specie#
1859. Barrande remained committed to the basic creationist mod&ivoér i.e., a
succession of new creations following catastrophes, so that iwthéozen years from
1859 till 1883, “in science; he remained a pupil ... of Cuvier till hetlileand, therefore,
a natural opposer of ... the theory of [macro]evolutiah

Thus Lapworth looked at the issues raised in the work of thearsas Murchison
and Sedgwick, and greatly benefited from the work of the crestiBarrande. Then in
1879 he announced that research now indicated one could discern a sepddatthev
Ordovician World which came after th€ambrian Worldthat Sedgwick thought these
fossils probably belonged to, and before Silerian Worldthat Murchison thought these
fossils probably belonged to. Lapworth’s own work of relevance wasaks from the
Arenig Mountains on the border of England and Wales and eastward irBalthdistrict
of North Wales in the United Kingdom. Hence the word, “Ordoviciengerived from
the Latin,Ordovices the name of an ancient Celtic British tribe in North Wales.

The Cambrian Worldor Age of Trilobitesended with the catastrophe of mass
extinction of the trilobites, and even though a relatively smatigpgage of them were
brought over by the Creator into tdovician World their radical reduction acts as a
catastrophic marker ending ti@&ambrian Worldand starting th@rdovician Worldin
circa 505 million B.C. . In addition to new forms of sea-floor lamp shéir
brachiopodssuprg and graptolites (floating marine creatures with a finger-rial duter
covering), the Creator made a number of new marine species imatdswith a number
of other marine creatures with no vertebrate (or backbone) i.e.,abvate¢s. These
included: bryozoans (e.g., usually less than 1 millimetre or 1/25thm @ficin; with an
external skeleton and tentacles), crinoids (usually these haverfmore feathery arms

391 Darwin’s Origin of Specie€1859), chapter 9, “On the imperfection of the

Geological Record,” section, “On the sudden appearances of whole grougbedf

Species ...” (emphasis mine) (Barrande & Murchison, earlierxgciome of Murchison’s
work on “the Silurian system”); chapter 10, on Barrande, see foaniost “On the
Geological Succession of Organic Beings:” introductory secsiection “On Extinction”

section “On the Forms of Life changing almost simultaneoistughout the World,” &
section “On the Affinities of extinct species to each other ... .”

%2 Horny, R. & Turek, V., “Joachim Barrande (1799-1883) — His life, work &
heritage to world paleontologyhttp://www.trilobit.biz/joachim.html
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on a cup-shaped body, tentacles with open grooves, and with sindilkén@rojections
they sweep food from the water into their mouth), tabulate comaal (@ith tabulae i.e.,
interior platforms; & lack of vertical walls; these creasiexisted through to the Jurassic
World), and horncorals (or tetracorals, or rugosa; the individual coudisby the coral
creature were horn-like in shape; and existed through to the Pewodd). The era
also saw bivalve molluscs near shores; nautiloids (elongated efnstined marine
organisms, nautiloid shells can be found in the earlier Late Camiaali, sometimes
known as cephalopods) in shallow sections of the warm seas (piofteig, and jawless
armoured fish (ostracoderms) near the shore of tropical wahsighty God signalled
that thisOrdovician Worldwas coming to a close by a great catastrophe near its end,
when between 50% and 60% of all marine and land species wereyddstmith
abundant biodiversity not returning for about another 25 million yearst inBanother
characteristic of the Creator which is also evident in the usheut of one world, and
ushering in of another world, in a number of instancesQtti®vician Worldwas a case
of this world showing a Creator “which bringeth forth out of hisduea things new and
old” (Matt. 13:52).

The Ordovican World (505-438 million B.C.) is part of the Early Paleozgie A
(540-408 million B.C.) which was first established as a geological segusnc
the old earth creationist, Sir Roderick Murchison (1792-1871).

Greatly benefiting from the work of old earth creationist, Joachim Barrddde
1883), the disagreement between old earth creationists, Roderick Murchison (d.
1871), who thought this section’s fossils were probably from the loweiaSilur
World, and old earth creationist, Adam Sedgwick (d. 1873), who thought this
section’s fossils were probably from the Upper Cambrian World, was yfinall
resolved by schoolmaster, Charles Lapworth (d. 1920). Whilst a school teacher
at St. Peter’s Scottish Episcopal School at Galashiels in south-east S¢dtéand
undertook more detailed research in the Scottish Uplands resulting in the
realization that this was a distinctive world, to wit, the Ordovician World.

Fossil of a Nautiloid from the " The Nautiloids or Cep'h'éilopods
Ordovician Worfd®. of thé@rdovician World®*

393 Nautiloids are also called Lutites. From Middle Ordarnciworld:

specimen about 2.54 centremetres or 1 inch; from Songtao, Guizhou Pr&imca;
http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://www.fossilmall.coBWEOPE Enterpr




627

The Silurian World (438 to 408 million B.C.) of the Paleozoic Age is the eighth
of “the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3) in “tlengrations of the
heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) which geologists can stuy Bobk of Natur&”.

In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worlds” (Heb2). and for the Son of
God who says (in a different context), “I am Alpha and Omega, thariagi and the

ending” (Rev. 1:8), this eighth world is N¥orld Theta(Greek or / =Th).

The Silurian Worldis divided into the Early Period (438 million to 421 million
B.C., subdivided into the Llandoverian & Wenlockian sub-periods), and LatelRé21
million B.C. to 408 million B.C., subdivided into the Ludlovian & Pridolian sub-periods).
Its upper boundary is at Klonk in Czech, and its lower boundary is at ®abbi (near
Moffat) in Scotland’s Southern Uplands. In North America Silur@ks stand exposed
starting in the Appalachian Mountaii$ and going over to the Midwésf and are
especially prominent in the region of the Great Lé%ges Old earth creationist, William
Buckland, suggested to old earth creationist, Roderick Murchison thaght be worth
investigating certain well preserved strata in South Waleg¢ what the Book of Nature
read at that chapter. After responding positively to this suggedte8jlurian World

ises/ammonites/ammo58/AAF381A.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.fossilncalin/EDCOPE
Enterprises/ammonites/ammo58/Ammonites58.htm&h=392&w=600&sz=50&tbnid=vk
0EulZ4L5rCEM:&tbnh=80&tbnw=122&prev=/search%3Fq%3Dnautiloids%2Bordovici
an%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&qg=nautiloids+ordovician+imag
es&usqg=__ 2jdvExfngg96wZI7HMUpOWHwmgg=&docid=eKGgSIKFcykiRM&sa=X&
ei=016yud39LMnwIlAXL IHAAg&ved=0CEIQ9QEwBw&dur=0

394 “The Age of Cephalpods” (nautiloids),
http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqgurl=http://ferrebeekeepes.filordpress.com/201
0/11/ordovician.jpg&imgrefurl=http://ferrebeekeeper.wordpress.com/2010/11/29/the-
age-of-cephalopods/&h=612&w=843&sz=103&tbnid=gDDNAGS-
0gj1BM:&tbnh=89&tbnw=123&prev=/search%3Fg%3Dordovician%2Bimages%26tbm
%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&qg=ordovician+images&usg=__o06cyoulJgnkWLJ-
91ZbhXvIE--M=&docid=vwTYv4-
hXb20pMé&sa=X&ei=loLBUdyLIsbhkgXGylIGwCw&ved=0CDwWQ9QEwWBQ&dur=317
2

9% Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@p. cit, e.g., “Silurian Period.”

39 The Appalachian Mountains stretch from Newfoundland in Canada, through
eastern USA, and south to central Alabama, USA.

397 The Midwest of the USA is: Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, Wisconsimrdsota,
lowa, Missouri, Kansas, Nebraska, South Dakota, & North Dakota.

398 The Great Lakes of North America consist of Lake Supdrike Michigan,
Lake Huron, Lake Erie, and Lake Ontario.
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was then discovered by the work of old earth creationist, RoderickyIjpechison
(1792-1871), who named it “Silurian” in 1835, from the L&fitlures the name of an
ancient British tribe (see Volume 1, Part 1, Chapter 8, “The Sewdnfeven Keys to
understanding Gen. 1-11,” at section c, “Consideration of violations of3tde
commandment, 9th commandment, and propagation of schismatic heresiesglwtbos
refuse to ‘consider the work of God{Eccl. 7:13%uprad. TheSilurian Worldsaw the
Creator creating the first jawed fish, and the first plantshenland. This world also
shows graptolites (floating marine creatures with a fingdriika outer covering); the
monograptids (picturenfra) - a single row branch with an elaborate covering, these went
extinct in the earlypevonian Worldand they can be used to correlate Silurian rocks from
different parts of the world (the most common one is monograptlisg Silurian World
also included: corals, conodonts (a tooth like fossil between 0.2 to fetillis long, or
1/125th & 30/125ths of an inch long), crinoidapra molluscssupra sea-floor lamp
shells (or brachiopodssuprg, and stromatoporoids (corals generally preferring water
less than 30 metres or 16% fathoms deep). “To everything thergesson, and a time
to every purpose under the heaven;” “a time to plant” (Eccl. 3:10w “speak to the
earth, and it shall teach thee: the fishes of the sea shitelento thee. Who knoweth
not in all these that the hand of the Lord hath wrought this?” (Job 12:8,9).
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The Silurian World was discovered & named by old earth creationist,
Sir Roderick Impey Murchison (d. 1871).

Rock formation from E%Silurian World contining numerous
monograptids (each single row branch in this fossil rock is a monograptid)

TheSilurian World®.

TheSilurian World

39 http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Monograptus sp.4 - Silurico.JPG

400 “Silurian Time Period,”

http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://clccharter.orgtolal/Silurian%2520p
reiod/110-68-
Silurian.jpg&imgrefurl=http://clccharter.org/clayton1/Silurian%2520pdésilurianpage.
html&h=450&w=420&sz=50&tbnid=gV6exhTc4nvoPM:&tbnh=96&tbnw=90&prev=/se
arch%3Fq%3Dsilurian%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo0%3Du&zoom=1&qg=silurian
+images&usg=__ 0Gtnijg4i9jJEL18SBmJc_ vVw-
Y=&docid=z76wL4SQGV{jVM&sa=X&ei=4YTBUcThGM3IIAWY_ 4HYBQ&ved=0C
FMQ9QEwDA&dur=1734

401

“Silurian Time Period”
http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://clccharter.orgtolal/Silurian%2520p
reiod/110-29-
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The Devonian World408 to 360 million B.C.pf the Paleozoic Age is the ninth
of “the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3) in “thengrations of the
heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) which geologists can stuy Bobk of Natur&?

In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worlds” (Heb2},; and for the Son of
God who says (in a different context), “I am Alpha and Omega, theragi and the
ending” (Rev. 1:8), this ninth world is hi8orld lota(Greek / =1).

The Devonian Worlds divided into the Early Period (408 million to 387 million
B.C., subdivided into the Lochkovian, Pragian, & Emsian sub-periods), MiddiedPe
(387 million B.C. to 374 million B.C., subdivided into the Eifelian & Giaat sub-
periods), and Late Period (374 million B.C. to 360 million B.C., subdivided theo
Frasnian & Famennian sub-periods). The word, “Devonian,” comes froratire
Devoniafor Devonshire, and Devonian rocks are found in marine deposits in Dexbn, a
in land deposits in the north of Devon, in England, UK. Dlegonian Worldwas first
established in geology in 1839 following its discovery by the oldheamationists,
Roderick Impey Murchison and Adam Sedgwick. A year in Bwvonian World
consisted of about 400 days, with each day being about 21 hours in lemythisahad a
minor effect on tides. In thBevonian Worldthe southern hemisphere contained a
massive continent, and other land masses were located in equadotsabf the globe.
The North American and European Continents collided in the Early Devétedaod
resulting in certain mountain building, resulting in the Caledonian moubédi; and the
Middle Devonian Period saw the Acadian mountain building in the mggalachia of
what is now eastern USA. There was also major tectonic platements in eastern
Australia, East Asia, northern and western North America, antemeSouth America.
Volcanic explosions along the ocean ridge fissures were retatdtle flooding of
continents along their margins, so that by the Late Devonian Peucti more of the
earth’s continental land mass was flooded by sea water timtoday. Théddevonian
World saw a colourfully varied flora and fauna. E.g., at the Creatarsl there was a
diversification of molluscs, bivalve lamp shells (or brachiopedprg, and conodonts (a
tooth like fossil,suprg. Corals were abundant, but the Creator reduced the overall

Silurian.jpg&imgrefurl=http://clccharter.org/clayton1/Silurian%2520pdésilurianpage.
htmIl&h=400&w=584&sz=83&tbnid=kMsQ2CyxEC29]M:&tbnh=92&tbnw=135&prev=
[search%3Fg%3Dsilurian%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo0%3Du&zoom=1&g=siluri
an+images&usqg=__ wCirSI-91jpuBcanEuo-
iifopNc=&docid=z76wL4SQGV{iVM&sa=X&ei=4YTBUcCThGMS3IIAWY 4HYBQ&ve
d=0CDIQ9QEwWAQg&dur=266

402 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, e.g., “Devonian Period;” “Mass
Extinction Summary of first five major extinctions” htfp://www.global-
mindshift.com/discover/Memebase/MassExtinction.p&f“Earth’s five mass extinction
events” by John Cook (2010 A.D .ht{p://www.skepticalscience.com/Earths-five-mass-
extinction-events.htrl
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number of trilobites, catastrophically destroying all of thetoeet for one breed (God
kept the trilobite proetaceans into the Early Carboniferous World).

He who by his “mighty hand and” “outstretched arm” (Deut. 26:8) hauddy
made theCambrian Worldthe Age of Trilobitesnow made th®evonian Worldhe Age
of Fishes The Creator now made Agnatha class jawless fish in heakntpured
varieties; together with lungfish, and shark like fish. N end of theDevonian
World, the Lord created four-footed amphibians who could move between an aaquiatic a
a land life existence. At the Creator’s hand, there wasaatfiversification of vascular
plants i.e., plants with a specialized supporting and water conduistsug.t The first
forests were created from ferns and seed plants, e.g., th@aGiorest in what is now
north-east USA. Possibly, though not definitely, in connection witbegpening of the
shallow shelf seas and an associated destruction of reefs aydatesk fauna, and
possibly, though not definitely, in connection with oxygen deficienditimms after a
major transgression and regression of ocean waters that occutfes @ine; near the
end of the Devonian, he who says, “I form the light, and create darknes&e peace,
and create evil” (Isa. 45:7), unleashed a catastrophic destrugmnlarge numbers of
marine invertebrates which went extinct; and he especially tealg®r destruction
creatures connected to reef environments. Thus at the closs efatd, as many as
about 70% of species were destroyed in a great catastropheis he wrote a closing
chapter in the geological history of tBevonian Worldthat angels knew of at the time,
and that some millions of years later men might learn ofifirfy this marker in the
Book of Nature, and thus know one of God’s “worlds” (Heb. 1:2; 11:3) was ¢ptoia
close, and another about to begin. “The Lord is in his holy temple attaksLthrone is
in heaven” (Ps. 11:4). In his heavenly temple, the angels whosminsancluded in,
though not exhausted by, the words of Genesis 1:1, “In the beginningr€atec the
heaven;” and who had been present when earth was made (Job 38:7h @estence
when the first forests were now created. “The voice of the Lordiscovereth the
forests: and in his temple doth every one speak of his glory. dtieditteth upon the
flood: yea, the Lord sitteth King for ever” (Ps. 29:9,10).
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The Devonian World was first discovered by the old earth creationists,
Roderick Impey Murchison (d. 1871) & Adam Sedgwick (d. 1873).

The Devonian Land Worfd® The Devonian Land Worff

The Devonian Sea WoiA®. The Devonian Sea Woff8.

%03 Image provided for the “Nature Prehistoric Life,” “DevoniaBBC,

http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqgurl=http://ichef.bbci.co.uk/natuaitimages/ic/
credit/640x395/d/de/devonian/devonian_1.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.bbc.co.uk/nature/h
istory of the earth/Devonian&h=395&w=640&sz=67&tbnid=A9G5aqnt1G7GOM:&tb
nh=84&tbnw=136&prev=/search%3Fq%3Ddevonian%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%?26tb
0%3Du&zoom=1&g=devonian+images&usg=__onw4 kz9jTcD6AJUIpg5mVd3EnU=&
docid=sA0gJQ7n4ph3VM&sa=X&ei=8-K4UfGBCMWEIQWY -
oHYDQ&ved=0CDIQ9QEwWAg&dur=156

404 Image  provided for the “The Early Devonian,”

http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://palacos.com/paleassichian/images
[early-
dev.jpg&imgrefurl=http://palacos.com/paleozoic/devonian/earlydev.html&h=38&S&w
7&sz=32&tbnid=zajFswognS2eFM:&tbnh=94&tbnw=136&prev=/search%3Fq%3Ddevo
nian%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&g=devonian+images&usg=___
MsgEOCG|FKIDCx9yajcdtKpe2ZI=&docid=T_zBExV5Eg-
ImMM&sa=X&ei=Mua4UdC208rckAWK IGACA&ved=0CEWQ9QEwWCg&dur=203
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The Carboniferous World 360 to 286 million B.C.) of the Paleozoic Age is the
tenth of “the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3) in ‘eaerations of
the heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) which geologists can istutlig Book of
Naturé®. In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worldsHéb. 1:2), and
for the Son of God who says (in a different context), “I am Alphd @mega, the
beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this tenth world isMsld Kappa(Greek [/ =
K).

The Carboniferous Worlds divided into the Early Period (360 million to 320
million B.C., subdivided into the Tournaisian, Visean, & Serpukhovian sub-peatds;
of which are represented in North America in the MississipReaty Period since these
strata can all be found in Mississippi, USA), and Late Period (3ilon B.C. to 286
million B.C., subdivided into the Bashkirian, Moscovian, & Gzelian Kasiamo\sub-
periods; all of which are represented in North America in the Rbramsan Late Period
since these strata can all be found in Pennsylvania, USA). CaHh®niferous World
was first established in geology in 1822 following its discovery in the Unitegdém of
Great Britain and Ireland (since 1922, the United Kingdom of GrettiBand Northern
Ireland) by creationists William Daniel Conybeare and Whllighillips inOutlines of the
Geology of England and Walg4d822). William Conybeare (1787-1857) was a
creationist®® for example, he described Lamarck’s theory of macroevolution (by

40 Image  provided for the  “Devonian  Period,”

http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqgurl=http://encyclopediaurantianoages/pra248.
jpg&imgrefurl=http://2012birds.wikispaces.com/Devonian%2BPeriod&h=1117&w=144
0&sz=335&tbnid=wihvdE7U_BUenM:&tbnh=102&tbnw=131&prev=/search%3Fq%3D
devonian%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo0%3Du&zoom=1&q=devonian+images&us
g=__HjsOgh48RCE _1J00QWdWnsBnlAl=&docid=YgpLHRMCOPfr4M&sa=X&ei=JeS
4UdgsNYrPIAWUhYH4DQ&ved=0CEIQ9QEwBw&dur=2563

406 The “Devonian Period,” Kentucky Geological Society, USA
http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqgurl=http://www.uky.edu/KGS/fefigilages/devo
sea.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.uky.edu/KGS/fossils/devonian.htm&h=410&w=348&
64&tbnid=tMr75GxJLTsPXM:&tbnh=98&tbnw=76&prev=/search%3Fqg%3Ddevonian%
2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&qg=devonian+images&usg=__ If k7
49gthbc0OJ64Vr4IFMeCKhkk=&docid=0uJxmb_f06rODM&sa=X&ei=Wee4UcSCNorlk
QXh74GADw&ved=0CF8Q9QEWEA&dur=719

407 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, e.g., “Carboniferous Period;” &
“Geochronology, The Interpretation & Dating of the Geologicatdreé: Geological
History of the Earth: Carboniferous Period: Carboniferous LifePadh “Amphibians &
Early Reptiles” and “Fishes.”

%8 See Mortenson, T., “The Historical Development of the Old-Eagthidgical
Time-Scale,” 2007 Hitp://www.answersingenesis.org/articles/aid/v2/nl/old-earth-time
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transmutation) as, “monstrdd$” but at a time before. 1835 when it was still possible
to allow as one possibility on the incomplete knowledge of geologw fyoung earth,
(albeit with ever increasing difficulty and the qualification franil810-1835 that there
was evidence consistently coming through from geology which adisating an old
earth, and that leading geologists such as Cuvier in 1811 & 1813 and Buick[E8i2D
considered the data required an old earth), in 1822 Conybeare was noittabomthe
issue of an old earth or a young earth, and he allowed for eith&@biibsbeing correct.
He was a graduate (1808) of Christ Church College, Oxford Uniyevdiere he studied
with fellow old earth creationist, William Buckland.  WilliamoGybeare was an
Anglican clergyman who was th@hurch of EnglandV/icar of St. Mary’s Axminster in
England (1836-1844), and th&murch of Englandean of Llandaff in Wales from 1845
(during the era of thElnited Church of England and Irelarftbm 1801-1871}°.

“Carboniferous” is a compound word from “carbon” which is derived from the
Latin, carbo meaning “charcoal” or “coal;” and “ferous” from the Lati@r meaning
produce and so th&arboniferous Worldvas so named because it wasoal producing
world with the presence of coal in many of its strata betleerOld Red Sandstone of
its predecessabevonian Worldand the New Red Sandstone of its succeBsomian
World. During theCarboniferous Worldectonic plate movement drew the continents
closer together in the southern part of the Earth toward thenreflthe equator. This
included the super-continent of Gondwana (comprising of Africa, AntarcBiustralia,
India, the Middle East, and South America), and Laurussia (compmsaigly of
Greenland, North America, & Northern Europe) which moved towards Gon&wana
northern boundary in the Earyarboniferous Worldand in a collision of continents, by
the LateCarboniferous Worldnost of Laurussia had collided with Gondwana and fused
together in the Hercynian Belt (Western Europe for 3,000 kilomedrel,860 miles
including Portugal, Ireland, England, France, Spain, Germany, &chQzeand
Appalachians of North Americaupra But China joined with South-East Asia was one
continent, and Siberia another continent, and these two continents wegé mlthudes
of the Northern Hemisphere. On the Gondwana continent, thera weslonged Ice
Age at the south polar centre which was located in what toddne iarea of southern
Africa. This reduced sea levels, although when the ice frarice Age melted away
higher sea levels returned. In both the northern and southern contivezatsvére then
widespread swamps, and on these, vegetation grew [(@arboniferous Worldorests.
The Creator made more complex plants, and had them thrive in a coorplex
assembly of forests. The debris of these lush and widesfoests, and the repetition

scalg (Conybeare old earth); & “Wililam Conybeare,” CreationWiki
(http://creationwiki.org/William_ConybeayéConybeare a creationist).

409 Ibid., citing “William Conybeare”
(http://www.strangescience.net/conybeare)htm

410 lbid. & “Willlam Conybeare (Geologist),” Wikipedia (2013)
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William Conybeaye
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of debris from the death of the forest vegetation followed by neesfa@rowth in these
swamps, was a defining characteristic of @aboniferous Worldand the reason for the
widespread coal formation over the globe that came from this Bra.the Creator then
put a geological marker in time indicating the termination &f @@rboniferous Worldf

360 to 286 million B.C. with the coming of an increasingly dryemate. The Lord
brought over from th®evonian Worlda rich diversity of fish in both salt water and fresh
water environments, although by a catastrophe helping to mark thedagdyof the
Early Carboniferous Worldthe armoured jaw fish known as “arthodires” were marked
out for a catastrophic destruction and went extinct. This wodd abntained
invertebrate (no backbone) crinoidsipra (see Mushroom Crinoid picturgfra). The
Carboniferous Worldalso saw Almighty God creating vertebrate (or backbone) animals
and also amphibians which were both diverse and widespread over theseare of
which were as large as 2 metres or 6 feet. For thetifinst His Divine Majesty, the
Lord Jehovah, King of the Cosmos, created reptiles, and these ramdtyinto the
suitable habitats the Lord had prepared for them. In the Eadlyoniferous World
these were less than 30 centremetres or 1 foot long, and possessi&btane; but in the
Late Carboniferous Worldhere were more diverse and larger varieties introduced by the
Creator; and these have been classified as either “labrinthodostsihamed because of
the hard tissue behind a tooth’s enamel found in these creatureoteddipospondyls”

— small serpent-like or salamander-like forms.

The rich diversity of fish in th€arboniferous Worldtogether with the creation
of reptiles including some small serpent-like forms, came frlioenhiand of a mighty
Trinitarian God: Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. Many hundreds of igarsthe Second
Divine Person in the Godhead, namely, “the Son of God” (John 1:34), “wasfleslle
and dwelt among us” (John 1:14), for “God was manifest in the flestifeirperson of
Jesus Christ (I Tim. 3:16), being fully God and fully man. Awdwho distinguished
between fish and serpent-like reptiles in his creations o€#rboniferous Worldvould
now make a similar distinction when he asked men, “what mdreie of you, whom if
his son ... ask a fish, will ..give him a serpent?” (Matt. 7:9,10). For he who created
different creatures, distinguished between different species, faulght “creation” and
not macroevolution (see Mark 10:6 with respect to “the creation” of).maMoreover,
the Creator'sCarboniferous Worlds an important source for coal, which in time man
would use for “burning coals” (Lev. 16:12; Prov. 26:21), for example, weireddhn
18:18 of how certain persons “had made a fire of coals; for it wlds &nd they warmed
themselves.” “Thus saith the Lord ... . | will give thee tleadures of darkness, and
hidden riches of secret places, that thou mayest know that I, the .Loadn ... God”
(Isa. 45:1,3).
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Before c. 1835 it was still possible to allow for the possibility gbang earth
(albeit with ever increasing difficulty and the qualification from c. 1810-1B3b6

there was evidence consistently coming through from geology which was
indicating an old earth, and that leading geologists such as Cuvier in 1811 &
1813 and Buckland in 1820 considered the data required an old earth). The
Carboniferous World was first discovered by creationists Williaraniél
Conybeare & William Phillips, & documented in “Outlines of the Geolody
England and Wales” (1822). Creationist, Dean William Conybeare, was an
Anglican clergyman who when he wrote in 1822 was non-committal on either a
young earth or old earth.

A Carboniferous World’s A Carboniferotrld’s Mushroom
Swampy Fordst. Crinoid, a North American marine

Invertebrate, 345 million B.Cfm.

41l “Four  Square  Miles of  Carboniferous  Forest,”
http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqgurl=http://www.mnh.si.edu/highlighéfimages/
calhoun.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.mnh.si.edu/highlight/riola/&h=280&w=500&sz=111
&tbnid=QhR236xQum8j9M:&tbnh=68&tbnw=122&prev=/search%3Fq%3Dcarbonifero
us%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&qg=carboniferous+images&usg=

fuJS rNxXLxHxsD5 [BihdGR3al=&docid=rxeNY7DD9g9IGM&sa=X&ei=0OrC7UY
H-CajmiAeXnoCoBQ&ved=0CEwWQ9QEwCg&dur=4407

412 The Mushroom Crinoid, orAgaricocrinus Americanys from the
Mississippian Early Period or the Carboniferous World, found in Indieatucky, and
Tennessee, USA, these date from about 345 million B.C.,
http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=https://upload.wikimedia.orgpeitia/comm
ons/e/e3/Agaricocrinus_americanus_Carboniferous Indiana.jpg&imgrefios://comm
ons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Agaricocrinus_americanus_Carboniferousahadipg&h=1
564&w=15598&sz=2222&tbnid=WHWCnfpWLOYNWM:&tbnh=101&tbnw=101&prev
=/search%3Fg%3Dcarboniferous%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&
g=carboniferous+images&usg=__ b61httWEpU3GJ3rx5m-
02UGofyc=&docid=XrQxkOmFOq0dDM&sa=X&ei=OrC7UYH-
CajmiAeXnoCoBQ&ved=0CFYQ9QEwDQ&dur=1718
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The Permian World (286 to 245 million B.C.) of the Paleozoic Age is the
eleventh of “the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 1in3}he generations
of the heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) which geologists cay istilkde Book of
Naturé®. In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worldsHéb. 1:2), and
for the Son of God who says (in a different context), “I am Alphd @mega, the

beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this eleventh world iSNregdld Lambda(Greek
or [/ =L).

The Permian Worldis divided into the Early Period (286 million to 258 million
B.C., subdivided into the Asselian, Sakmarian, Artinskian, & Kungurian stibesg
and Late Period (258 million B.C. to 245 million B.C., subdivided into the @fimi
Kazanian, & Tartarian sub-periods). TRermian Worldwas discovered by the old earth
creationist, Roderick Impey Murchison (1792-1871) who named it “Permmi841
with reference to the Perm region of the Ural Mountains in Bussice the rocks from
this area contain a very good fossil record of this world. These rocks are now used as t
standard reference points for tRermian Worlg and indeed the very formation of the
Ural Mountains themselves transpired during the course of thid.wadl'he rocks of this
world characteristically have a lot of red land-laid sedimenteem, as well as salts that
are formed in an acid environméfit

In the Permian World by circa 245 million B.C., the continent of Gondwana
(comprising of Africa, Antarctica, Australia, India, and South Acerijoined with the
continent of Laurasia (comprising mainly of Greenland, North America, Europsja,
to form a supercontinent known as Pangaea which stretched north tdreauttole to
pole on the globe inside a thin belt of about 60° longitude. This collisicortinents
further contributed to mountain building episodes in both the Hercynian molreks
of Europe and Asia, as well as the Appalachian Mountain b&locth Americd™. At
the east end of Pangaea, the former continents of Gondwana and Lewarasseparated
by the Tethys Sea; and the rest of the globe was covered dopeaa-ocean called,
Panthalassa. Pangaea went from pole to pole, generally unirgdrthppugh all the
different climate zones of the earth. Mainly in the southeea af what had been
Gondwana, Ice Age conditions largely carried over from the precéciamgoniferous
World; but in most parts of Pangaea it was hot and dry. Hence liyrthef the Late
Permian Worldin a number of tropical and subtropical regions, deserts were widespread.

413 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, e.g., “Permian Period;” “Mass

Extinction Summary of first five major extinctions” htfp://www.global-
mindshift.com/discover/Memebase/MassExtinction.p&f“Earth’s five mass extinction
events” by John Cook (2010 A.D.htfp://www.skepticalscience.com/Earths-five-mass-
extinction-events.htrl

44 Technically called, “evaporites,” these salts are fornme an acidic

environment through a sequence of chemical precipitation.

415> Technically, such mountain building episodes are called, “Orasjeftience
“Orogenic”).
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The rock sequences of this world indicates the earth’s climagni® milder and went
through alternating warmer and cooler periods. Mineral deposite &ermian World
include coal, copper ore, and petroleum. The Creator made moreedigars of a
number of animals found in the precedi@arboniferous World such as the marine
invertebrates (no backbone), ammonoids (certain external straigioiled chambered
shelled creatures), sea-floor lamp shells (or brachiopsdgtg, bryozoans,suprg
bivalve molluscs, and foraminiferans (a certain unicellular orggnis This world also
had thriving sea water and freshwater fish. Among the reptdssthe dimetrodon (see
picture below). The Creator also created more diverse verelack bone) reptiles,
with three distinct groups in cotylosaurs (a small aquaticleepith a slender long jaw
who ate fish), pelycosaurs (with higher nervous system arch thatylasaur, most had
abdominal ribs), and therapsids (back part of the head with double roundedres]
and much enlarged teeth bones). Land plants better adapted to thendrieonditions
were also introduced by the Creator into this world; although in algeic climate of
southern Gondwana the Creator instead introduced the Glossopteris flentitéa
discovery in 1824, regarded as a fern; however, showing what is s@sdhiendifficulty
of interpreting a fossil, certain structures associated wstheaves have now been
thought to be possibly, though not definitely, seed bearing capsules, @daiv
generally regarded as a woody plant that reproduces vid3eed

God declares in the much later Late Pleistocenec.l168,000-8,000 B.C.)
cataclysm of Gen. 1:2 and much later six day creation of Gen. 1:2bR2the can
create and he destroy This same God has shown this characteristic many timee i
geological record with respect to his destruction of one world, eeation of another.
Near the end of theermean Worldve again see this, as many life-forms were destroyed
in a mass extinction; which ended not just Bemean Worldut widerPaleozoic Age
(Cambrian World, Ordovician World, Silurian World, Devonian World, Carbooife
World, & Permean World). In the Southern Hemisphere, the Glossofitea was
annihilated in Gondwana; although in the Northern Hemisphere the Losdrped the
coniferous forests (comprising mainly of cone-bearing and needlecale $eaved
evergreen trees). The blast of the Lord severely reduceduthbers of ammonoids
supraand bryozoansupra and obliterated into extinction the fusulinids (single celled
creatures something like amoebas) and trilolstgga About 75% of vertebrates were
sent to their extinction; and between 80% and 95% of all mafmevAs sent to their
extinction; as the Creator placed a clear and unmistakableéroptas marker at the end
of thePermian World Though angels looked on, Satan would one day rebel agasmst
holy God who can create and who can destsay that it would be said of “Lucifer,”
“thou shalt be brought down to hell, to the side of the pit” (Isa. 14:¥5)d though men
can study the geological record and see the cataclysmituctest of thisPermean
World by the same God who would thereafter make another of his “wditdd. 11:3);
many of them would still fail to heed the lesson of the attar of this mighty Gowvho
can create and who can destrdkinking instead that “all things continue as they were
from the beginning of the creation,” and so they would fail to reeegthat this same
God has “the heaven and the earth, which are now, by the same “‘kepd’in store,

418 Technically called “a gymnosperm.”
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reserved unto fire against the day of judgment and perdition afdiyngnen. But
beloved, be not ignorant of this one thing, that one day is with the Loadtlasusand
years, and a thousand years as one day” (Il Peter 3:4,7); fohiiheand lofty One”
“inhabiteth eternity, whose name is Holy” (Isa. 57:18/hat an awesome God! Glory
be to the Father, and to the Son: and to the Holy Ghost. Amen.

The Permian World was discovered & named by old earth creationist,
Roderick Impey Murchison (d. 1871).

Permian World’sDimotroden Reptil#’.  Permian World’sandPaleozoic Age’s
catastrophic end with a mass extinctién

all Dimetrodon  from the Permian, National Geographic

http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://images.nationalgebgraom/wpf/me

dia-

live/photos/000/009/cache/dimetrodon 921 600x450.jpg&imgrefurl=http://science.natio
nalgeographic.com/science/photos/permian-
period/&h=450&w=600&sz=66&tbnid=9DACgH5U23ISnM:&tbnh=98&tbnw=130&pre
v=/search%3Fq%3Dpermian%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&g=p
ermiant+images&usg=__bG5ih5Qeh3WM9_d4Ego5rK6s2iM=&docid=DSE6MfZFDAXQ
SBM&sa=X&ei=ST68UeqSMgbBiQfD94G4AQ&ved=0CDkQ9QEwWBA&dur=1938

418

Permian Mass Extinction, Christ Butler, BBC,
http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqgurl=http://ichef.bbci.co.uk/natuaitimages/ic/
credit/640x395/p/pe/permian-triassic_extinction_event/permian-
triassic_extinction_event 1.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.bbc.co.uk/nature/etitinceven
ts/Permian%25E2%2580%2593Triassic_extinction_event&h=395&w=640&sz=71&tbni
d=5tS2J6VXRZ2xOM:&tbnh=85&tbnw=138&prev=/search%3Fq%3Dpermian%2Bima
0es%26tbm%3Disch%26tb0%3Du&zoom=1&q=permian+images&usg=__ peRXYxwxB
g0i5BODp00KYbuyrwU=&docid=5kFW-
TBgG70aYM&sa=X&ei=ST68UeqSMgbBiQfD94G4AQ&ved=0CEKQ9QEWCQ&dur=
2063
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In a Divine Commentary on Genesis 1, we read at Hebrews Thfugh faith
we understand that the worldsere framed by the word of God, so that things which are
seen were not made of things which do appear.” The Greek worthteainsvorlds” in
the Authorized Version (1611) at Heb. 1:2; 11:3aiisn ( 8# *'%. From it, we derive
our English word, “Eon” (or “Aeon”), and so it may also be rendereth@gss.” Thus
through reference to these Scriptures we may also refer tthitbe grand geological
divisions known as th@aleozoic Agg540 million to 245 million B.C.)Mesozoic Age
(245 million to 66.4 million B.C.), an€enozoic Ag€66.4 million B.C. to the Second
Advent).

The Mesozoic Ag&245 million to 66.4 million B.C.), contains a succession of
three “worlds” (Heb. 11:3) in th&riassic World Jurassic Worlgd andCretaceous World
The word, Mesozoi¢’ comes from the Greek wordsiesoq! -'. ), meaning “middle;”
and zoe (8 ), meaning “life.” Coming after thaleozoic Agg540 million to 245
million B.C.), and before th€enozoic Ag¢66.4 million B.C. to the Second Advent), it
is the second of three ages, and thus called the “middle” or “mesag®it The Greek
word from which is derived the name of this agesoq! -'. ), is found in the Gospel
of St. Matthew, where our Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ, in a Paefbtring to the
Day of Judgment at his Second Coming says, “And anigid (‘mid’ = Greekmeso™)
there was a cry made, Behold, the bridegroom cometh; go ye ouetdhime” This is a
particularly apt similar usage of Greptesodor “mid” or “middle,” when we remember
that theMesozoic Ag€¢245 million to 66.4 million B.C.) ended with a cataclysmic mass
extinction at the end of th€retaceous World(144 million to 66.4 million B.C.);
reminding us that only a fool would say, “all things continue as thense \from the
beginning of the creation” (Il Peter 3:4). For the same Gld @nded thisviesozoic
Agewith a great cataclysm, will be ending the present age wigfeat cataclysm at the
Second Advent, and he warns men that “the day of the Lord will cemaetfaief in the
night; in the which the heavens shall pass away with a gresd,rand the elements shall
melt with fervent heat, the earth also and the works that arerthghall be burned up.
Seeing then that all these things shall be dissolved, what manpersohs ought ye to
be in all holy conversation and godliness?” (Il Peter 3:10,11). In the wordsNictee
Creed “I believe in one God the Father Almighty, maker of heaven ant,eartand in
one Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of God, ... he ... sitteth eghthleand of
the Father. And he shall come again with glory to judge botlyuiek and the dead:
whose kingdom shall have no end ... . And I look for the resurrectitrealead, and
the life of the world to come. Amé&.”

19 |In both Heb. 1:2 and Heb. 11:3, thisaignas(/ 8#. , accusative plural

masculine noun, froraion/ 8# ).

420
Y

Greek,mess; a feminine singular genitive adjective, fromesos-en /

421 AnglicanBook of Common Prayer (1652
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The Triassic World(245 million to 208 million B.C.) of the Mesozoic Age is the
twelfth of “the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3jtire generations of
the heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) which geologists can istutlig Book of
Naturé?’. In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worldsHéb. 1:2), and
for the Son of God who says (in a different context), “I am Alphd @mega, the
beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this twelfth world isW@Ild Mu (Greek /! =
M).

The Triassic Worldis divided into the Early Period (245 million to 240 million
B.C., or Scythian Period), Middle Period (240 million B.C. to 230 milliorC.B
subdivided into the Anisian & Ladinian sub-periods), and Late Period (286m®B.C.
to 208 million B.C., subdivided into the Carnian & Norian sub-periods). Trizessic
World was discovered and named in 1834 by the German geologist, Friedrich August von
Alberti (1795-1878). The term, “Triassic” comes from the Latias, meaning “three”
or a “triad.” It refers tdhree geological layers comprising of a lower non-marine layer
of red sediment (known as Bunter Sandstone), a middle marine layenestone,
sandstone, and shale (known as Muschelkalk Limestone), and an upper nonlayarine
similar to the lower layer (known as Keuper Marls & Clays).

During the Early Triassic both the Ural Mountains of Russia andpipalachian
mountains of eastern and southern North America went through theirnfioxahtain
building episodes. And during the Middle Triassic, there were alschnsmaller
mountain building episodes in south-west Japan; followed by Late i€riagsintain
building episodes in China. And near the end ofTthassic World the supercontinent
of Pangea which was formed in the precediPgrmian World became subject to
continental rifting along the Tethys Sea - part of the waydet Gondwana and
Laurasia, as well as along a number of the constituent continents of GondwanaheThus t
process was started for this supercontinent “to become unstuckgdatar periods of
the Mesozoic Age (which contained the Triassic World, JurassicdW&rlCretaceous
World). Igneous rocks are glassy or crystalline rocks whrehformed from molten
earth as they cool and solidify; and relatively few of these faund among the
sedimentary rocks of thEriassic Worlde.g., in the western interior of North America the
sedimentary rocks include red beds of sandstone and shale whicttedbedded with
limestone “tongues” produced from water covering the earth inggism. Limestones
from theTriassic Worldare now found as outcrops in the Alps of Europe, Asia Minor,
and Central Asia (the Himalayas & Pakistan); and some deposits of the Late
Triassic show volcanic ash.

The fossil record from th&riassic Worldtells of a mighty Creator who brought
some species over from the preceditegmian World but also created a large number of

422 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, e.g., “Triassic Period;” “Mass

Extinction Summary of first five major extinctions” htfp://www.global-
mindshift.com/discover/Memebase/MassExtinction.p&f“Earth’s five mass extinction
events” by John Cook (2010 A.D.htfp://www.skepticalscience.com/Earths-five-mass-
extinction-events.htrl
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new species in both water and land. For instance, in the seasasamonoids (certain
shelled creatures) and bivalve molluscs were brought over byaditeftom the great
cataclysmic extinction at the end of theermian World and new algae (the
coccolithophores) and corals (the scleractinians) were made fofrtagsic World
From the hand of a mighty Creator came forth new vertebrate (&bdrae) animals.
For instance, in the seas the Lord made large marine reqiitbsas the dolphin shaped
ichthyosaurs (aquatic reptiles with a dorsal fin on a porpikeeébbdy, paddle like limbs,
an often elongated and beak like snout), which were first described ioggdny the
creationist and Anglican clergyman, William Conybeare (d. 188&ipra in his book,
Ichthyosaurug1821). The word, “Ichthyosaurus,” is a compound word from “ichthyo”
meaning “fish,” from the Greek¢chthus(5 2.), for “fish;” and Greeksauros(- 2+'. )
meaning “lizard” or “reptile.” Early Christians used thesffipart of this compound
word, Greek,ichthus(5 2.), so that a fish was used as a symbol of Christianity with
ichthus(5 2.) as an acronym for,ésous( -'2. , ‘Jesus’)Christos($+ -0'. , ‘Christ’)
Theou( "2, ‘of God’ = “God’s’) Yios(Y ". , ‘Son’) Sder (,80 + , Saviour; orsazei/

-8 =save&?.”

Xptotog OO yine
oovg PSS T, ZINp

424

For “Jesus Christ” was “crucified” and “raised from the deddéither is there salvation
in any other: for there is none other name under heaven given an@ngvhereby we
must be saved” (Acts 4:10,12).

423 The ancient tradition referred to by St. Austin Stér (,80 + , Saviour)”
(St. Augustine’City of God 18:23). But as a young man in his 20s, | was taught this as
“saves (Greeksazei ‘he saves’),” although due to prioritizations within my time
constraints, | have not researched this matter any furthed, de.not know if there is a
wider history to this alternative, or if in fact “saves (Gresdzei,” was simply a local
modern adaptation made at a local parish church level inside the Low Church Eahngelic
Anglican Diocese of Sydney.

424 “Ichthus” (ttp://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://philippians-1-

20.us/ichthus.jpg&imgrefurl=http://philippians-1-
20.us/ichthus.htm&h=207&w=537&sz=21&tbnid=CHxVKIbiOeUzUM:&tbnh=46&tbn
w=120&prev=/search%3Fq%3Dichthus%2Bfish%2Bsymbol%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%
3Du&zoom=1&qg=ichthus+fish+symbol&usg=_ZFwiUZG-

NnDCxDLyw pdamGPaS7I=&docid=sdkLW3EAF4 dDM&sa=X&ei=naLTUdenCOOQOoi
AeEsIHIDw&ved=0CD8Q9QEwWAw&dur=18)7
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In addition to thdchthyosaurusor “fish-reptile” of theTriassic World the Lord
also brought forth the long-necked, nothosaurs (aquatic reptilesavidthg and slender
body), and turtle like placodonts (similar to, but more compact body, tbthosaurs).
And on the land of th@riassic World the Lord brought over from theermian World
the amphibian labyrinthodont which varied in size to be as largm aaligator or as
small as a salamander (both labyrinthodontia — with an archbvaete& lepospondyli —
with a husk vertebrae). By the late Triashie,who can create and he who can destroy
removed one group of mammals, the therapssdpra and created a new group of
mammals which were small, shrew like creatures which atefdatits and animals i.e.,
they were omnivores. Throughout the supercontinent of Pangea were diverse \rieties
woody plants which reproduce from s&8dincluding conifer (with seeds and pollen on
separate cone-shaped structures with either papery or hardssples), cycad (palm like
plants), and ginkgo (which have the shape of a pyramid); and “way dowth” in
southern Gondwana, the flora included fern like plants (of the genus, Pteridosperm).

As theTriassic Worldcame to its close around 208 million B.C., the “lofty One
that inhabiteth eternity” (Isa. 57:15), “he that sitteth upon theecof the earth” (Isa.
40:22); he who is majestic in his power both to create and to destayprepared to
release a cataclysm upon the earth to mark of the ending dfihssic World. The
Trinitarian God: Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, who hundreds of millions of Yatr
would warn fallen men, “Be wise now therefore, O ye kings: beucisd, ye judges of
the earth. Serve the Lord with fear, and rejoice with trembliKgss the Son, lest he be
angry, and ye perish from the way, when his wrath is kindled btited (iPs. 2:10-12);
even through he who is “without” “beginning of days,” for he is “Bwn of God” (Heb.
7:3), “by whom” “God” “made the worlds” (Heb. 1:1,2); now releasedugher
cataclysm to mark of the ending of one world, Thmssic World and beginning of the
next, theJurassic World In the seas, with greater ease than that of a man wiping his
right nostril, the Lord destroyed around 50% of all species; and oarnbeWwith greater
ease than that of a man wiping his left nostril, the Lord oblédraround 80% of the
four-legged creatures. “Great” “is” “the Lord,” “and greatb be praised” (Ps. 96:4).
“Blessed be the name of the Lord,” even, “for evermore”! (Ps. 113:2Amen, and
Amen” (Ps. 41:13). “Even so, Amen” (Rev. 1:7).

425 Technically called “a gymnosperm.”
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In the Triassic World the Lord made large marine reptiles such aslahghin
shaped ichthyosaurs which were first described by the creationist &cangl
clergyman, William Conybeare (d. 1857), in his book, Ichthyosaurus (1821).

Triassic Worldsea. The dolphin like Ichthyosaurs Triassic Worldland and
first described by creationist, William Conybe&fe air creature’.

The Jurassic World208 million to 144 million B.C.) of the Mesozoic Age is the
thirteenth of “the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3) e ‘ienerations
of the heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) which geologists cay istilkde Book of
Naturé?. In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worldsHéb. 1:2), and

426 “Ichthyosaurs,” BBC,

http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqgurl=http://ichef.bbci.co.uk/natuaitimages/ic/
credit/640x395/i/ic/ichthyosaur/ichthyosaur 1.jpg&imgrefurl=http:/imtsc.co.uk/natu
re/life/lchthyosaur&h=395&w=640&sz=70&tbnid=6WkVqgzHkzWIBRM:&tbnh=90&:t
nw=146&prev=/search%3Fq%3Dtriassic%2Bichthyosaur%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du
&zoom=1&q=triassic+ichthyosaur&usg=__ 4G8fors-
aKHPQ4bHLmMIiPFIsxKQs=&docid=KvK6UaU16ljcHM&sa=X&ei=InfCUaPI8mCiQe
0O54HYCg&ved=0CEYQ9QEwBA&dur=4000

427

“Triassic Landscape,”
http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqgurl=http://community.imaginefx/émmums/stora
0e/6/339506/Triassic-Artwork-final-low-
res.jpg&imgrefurl=http://community.imaginefx.com/forums/thread/339506.aspR&A=
&w=761&s7=281&tbnid=YV2LzAW2y80l|7M:&tbnh=88&tbnw=80&prev=/search%3F
q%3Dtriassic%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&qg=triassiciesda
usg=__ kZWakhzjkHBxgIWOQMsp8mgjKdc=&docid=gpp9q_YfagZKiM&sa=X&ei=-
3fCUZTYL8-QiQeT44DoBQ&ved=0CFWQ9QEwDw&dur=0

428 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9@p. cit, e.g., “Jurassic Period.”
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for the Son of God who says (in a different context), “I am Alphd @mega, the
beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this thirteenth world idNusld Nu(Greek" /#
=N).

The Jurassic Worldis divided into the Early Period (208 million to 187 million
B.C., subdivided into Hettangian, Sinemurian, Pliensbachian, & Torcian sialolger
Middle Period (187 million B.C. to 163 million B.C., subdivided into AaleniaampBian,
Bathonian, & Callovian sub-periods), and Late Period (163 million B.C. to 14iémmi
B.C., subdivided into the Oxfordian, Kimmeridgian, & Tithonian sub-periods)he
English word, “Jurassic,” come fronddrassiquéin the Latin language of French. The
Jurassic rocks were first identified by the creatidfilsAlexander von Humboldt (1769-
1859) of Germany in 1799 as the “Jura Limestone.” Humboldt wasthefsaan army
officer raised in Reformed Protestant Christianity, his motbeing of a French
Protestant Huguenot line which fled Roman Catholic France follothi@&evocation of
the Edict of Nantesn 1685°°.  After von Humboldt had first identified the “Jura
Limestone;” the Jurassic rocks were then named after thmendwra Limestone that
stands exposed in the “Jura Mountains” of the European Alps betweece Faad
Switzerland by the Frenchman, Alexandre Bronginart (d. 188apra  Then the
“Jurassic System” was so named by the German, Christian lcewepolBuch (d. 1853)
in 1839. All three men are thus relevant to a proper understamditigefnaming of the
Jurassic Worl&®.  Study of theurassic Worldearly interested geologists, e.g., writing
in 1822, the creationist writers, Conybeare & Phillips’ refeDutlines of the Geology of
England and Walgsto “observation on the ... two principle varieties of ... jura
limestone” in “the Alps,” by the creationist, “Professor Bucklanof Oxford
University"*.

Continuing on from the end of the formeérassic World in the EarlyJurassic
World the supercontinent of Pangea was subject to continental rifting tartdds“to
become unstuck.” By the Middléurassic Worldthe North American continent had

429 von Humboldt, A.,Views of Nature, or Contemplations on the Sublime

Phenomena of Creatiori849, Translated by E.C. Otté & Henry Bohn, Published by
Henry G. Bohn, London, UK, 1850. (Copy held in Sydney at University of Neuth
Wales, shelf mark K500 / 47, kept in Stack.)

430 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “Humboldt, Alexander von.”

31 There are some different views as to who the Jurassic shovdgjdreled as

being named by, e.g., one could argue Humboldt's naming of the Juestbine is the
relevant point; but it is possible to argue for Bronginart (S&erassic,” at
http://paleobiology.si.edu/geotime/main/jurassicl.htral von Buch (see “Jurassic,” at
http://www.seorf.ohiou.edu/~tstork/compass.rose/earth.history.05/The%20 4288
riod.htm). | consider all three men are relevant to the story of its naming.

432
cit., p. 168.

Conybeare & PhillipsOutlines of the Geology of England and Walgs.
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started to pull away from Africa and Eurasia, and so the Atl&tean started to open
up. By the Late Jurassic the southern constituent parts of Palsgestarted to break
away to form independent continents as Africa and South America teimt own
separate ways, and the Indian subcontinent became independent fraontinental
union of Antarctica and Australia. Erstwhile, back in North Angemoountain building
episodes started occurring in the western part of that continentadplate tectonic
activity as the North American tectonic plate started todmlith islands off its west
coast. Jurassic continental deposits of e.g., coal, are found in Adarine deposits
from the Jurassic Worldinclude both deep water ocean limestones, as well as shallow
water reefs in North America, east Africa, Europe, and westirdliss and these
limestones vary in grade between sandstones and shales.

Fossils from theJurassic Worldreveal that Ammonites flourished. Ammonites
had an external straight or coiled chambered shell whose multigiebers were joined
by a porous tube, in which the last chamber had either two limespmata horny plate to
protect it; they had a wrinkled partition in the shell, and were canglructures with
external raised markings. The Lord first made Ammonitebte Devonian Worlg and
he retained them for his holy pleasure in tarboniferous World Permian World
Triassic World Jurassic World and Cretaceous World In ancient Roman times, the
Latin writer, Pliny the Elder (23-79 A.D.) in his worMatural History Book 37:40:167,
refers to Ammonite fossils he had come across as Latmmonis Cornui.e., “Horn of
Ammon,” in reference to the pagan Egyptian god, Ammon, who wasathypitepicted
wearing ram horns. Especially at Siwa in the westernridesggon of Egypt, the cult of
Ammon was linked with that of the pagan Roman god, Jupiter, and Soatigs god is
also known as Jupiter-Ammon. When the Apostle Paul preached @oiigs’ he there
encountered a pagan “priest of Jupiter” (Acts 14:11,13); and he predehgodpel at
Ephesus, “saying that they be no gods, which are made with hands” (Acts 19:26), and this
included what “the Ephesians” took to be an “image with fell down fropitex” (Acts
19:35). Such idolatry in connection with Jupiter, or Jupiter-Ammon, or Amman
example of how men “worshipped and served the creature morehth&rdator, who is
blessed for ever. Amen” (Rom. 1:25). For in the first centuspn& World, men who
looked at, for example, fossils of Ammonites, could and should have reedgni the
remains of these extinct creatures, the entombed evidence afhéyireator. Both
then and now, rather than glorying in the creature, they should havedgiarithe
Creator. For not doing so, such men are “without excuse,” becausevigible things
of him from the creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood byrite titnat
are made, even his eternal power and Godhead” (Rom. 1:20). Thustogst with
such idolaters, the old earth creationist Gap Schoolman, Williackl&nd (1784-1856),
was an Anglican Canon at Christ Church Oxford, and a Profes€otfatd University in
England, who recognized the Protestant Christian God of the Bibie &od of creation
who had made the Ammonites and all other creatures. | thank Gaegtel been
privileged to visit the Buckland Collection at Oxford University whforms the core of
the geological collection of th®xford University Museurfalso known as the Oxford
University Natural History Museum), inspecting it in October 2003,ck&006, and
October 2012. Among other things, it includes some Ammonites fnenjurassic
World of 208 million to 144 million B.C. .
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The Jurassic rocks were first identified by the creationistxakider von
Humboldt (1769-1859) of Germany in 1799 as the “Jura Limestone.” The son of
an army officer, Humboldt was raised in Reformed Protestant Christjamis
mother being of a French Protestant Huguenot line which fled Roman Catholic
France following the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes in 1685.

Gavin at the William Buckland Ammonites from therassic Worldn the old earth
geological Collection Showcase, creationist Gap Schoolman & Anglicagycian,
Oxford University Museur@xford, William Buckland’s Collection. A Professor of
England, UK, in October 2003. Oxford (d. 1856), his geological collection forms

the core of theOxford University Museum’s
collection. October, 2003.

The fossils in this chapter of the Book of Nature’s section on [¥gbrof the
“Son” of “God” (Heb. 1:1,2), entitled,The Jurassic World also testifies to a number of
new creatures which came forth from the hand of the mighty Crestoret another of
his “worlds were framed by the word of God, so that things whiehsaen were not
made of things which do appear” (Heb. 11:3). For example, the Lord soate free
floating marine organisms, (the coccolithophores), that would in bienéaken by the
Creator over into his next world, tH@retaceous Worldwhere they would become a
more ecologically significant life-form. Many parts bis world had sponge or coral
reefs, and fish were found in the seas. A number of marine Isabgat also dominated
by reptiles e.g., the Lord made plesiosaurs, and these longilegpies with paddle-
shaped limbs something like modern day turtles or seals, swum nesurtaee of the
water. E.g.,Plesiosaurus(or Plesiosauy plural, Plesiosaur) which he brought over
from the previousTriassic World (245 million to 208 million B.C.), and which he
retained for his pleasure till the end of @@eetaceous World66.4 million B.C.). The
word, “Plesiosaurus,” is Latin, from the GregHesios() -'. ) meaning “near;” and
Greek, sauros (- 2+'. ) meaning “lizard” or “reptile” i.e., a “near lizard.”  The
Plesiosaurusvas named in the creationist tradition by William Conybdar&7-1857),
suprg and Henry de la Beche (1796-1855). Sir Henry Thomas De LaeBeah a
geologist who founded the Geological Survey of Great Britain. owoily his work in
Cornwall and Devon which for the first time described the detaihefJurassic World
(208-144 million B.C.) and Cretaceous World (144-66.4 million B.C.), he orgatheed
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Geological Survey in 183%. The term “near reptile” was meant to indicate that
Plesiosaurusvasnearer to a lizard¢han wadchthyosauruswho had been earlier found

in the same strata of rock, and named by creationist, Williamyliéame, supra
Plesiosauruswvas about 4.5 metres or 15 feet long, with sharp teeth inwts gad an
almost solid palate, its nostrils went back to near its efgehead was on a long flexible
neck, joining to a flat and broad body, with a fairly short tail. aNie end of the
Jurassic World he who had made the plesiosaur, also made the great plesiosadr. A
the Lord also brought over from the previodsiassic World his dolphin like
Ichthyosaurssupra

On earth’s land, the CreatorJairassic World(208 million to 144 million B.C.)
had thriving conifer trees (cone-bearing and needle or scaledeavergreen trees),
cycads (palm like woody plants), ferns, and mosses; and theresoare flowering
plants. And in the open firmament of the heaven, the Lord fhadg reptiles, such as
the Pterosaurs a flying reptile about the size of a sparrow. The word 3tarrs,”
comes from the Greelgteron ()0 +# ), meaning “wing;” and Greelsauros(- 2+'. )
meaning “lizard” or “reptile” i.e., a “winged reptile.” €Hirst fossil of a pterosaur was
found in 1784 by the Italian, Cosimo Collini, who thought it was a seature. But it
was first more correctly recognized to be a flying creatwy old earth creationist and
French Protestant Christian, George Cuvier (d. 1832), who in 1809 coined tke nam
Pterodacty] although this name has since been limited to a subordedsaursfound
in both the LateJurassic Worldand followingCretaceous Worldnfra. ThePterosaurs
were created by His Divine Majesty, the Lord God Almightythe Jurassic World
though Jehovah retained them for his royal pleasure by bringimg tver into his
Cretaceous World144 million to 66.4 million B.C.). The Lord’Bterosaursglided
upon air currents, obeying through instinct the Lord’s commanadsghiigh he generally
regulated the supernatural uniformity of Bigassic World Near the end of thiurassic
World, Almighty God also made a bird known &schaeopteryx Opening the Book of
Nature to the section on tllerassic Worldand theArchaeopteryxoird, we learn that
fossils of this bird from the Solenhofen Limestone Formation in Bay&grmany, show
clear impressions of this creature’s skeleton, togetherfedtiners. Some of them were
as large as a small chicken, though others smaller.

The Lord has sometimes used a common basic pattern for cedaiares, a fact
which is a pointer that should teach men of a monotheistic Crélatargh ungodly and
profane men of the Lamarckian or Darwinian theories of macroewn|utiave abused
this truth to claim “an evolutionary link” between these diverseispeas “professing
themselves to be wise, they became fools” (Rom. 1:22). Thewlwoodalso first made
tiny shrew-like mammals near the end of Trassic World continued to make some
similar creatures in thdurassic World The Creator had made a number of reptiles
afore; but now, in higurassic Worldthe “Lord strong and mighty” (Ps. 24:8), brought
forth the dinosaur. And so it was that on the dry land, the Loegislian dinosaurs
roamed around and dominated many of earth’s land habitats. Goddcrtaatée/ore
theropod dinosaurs on land, which varied in size from the small, chicked s

433 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Beche, Sir Henry Thomas De La.”
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Compsognathysvhich would have weighed about 1 to 2 kilograms or 2 to 4 pounds; up
to the hugeél'yrannosauruswhich would have weighed at least about 6.1 metric tons or 6
tons (British imperial long ton) or 6.2 short tons (USA short ton). ., Bhle
Megalosauruswvith some dagger-like teeth in its lower jaw was a carnivotbesopod
discovered in the early nineteenth century. He was one of thdificevered dinosaurs,
being found by old earth creationist Gap Schoolman, William Bucklandhamndas the
first dinosaur to have a full account written about him when this alss done by
Buckland (d. 1856f% The English word, “dinosaur,” is from the Latiinosaurus
which comes from the Greekleinos( #. ) meaning “terrible;” and Greekauros
(-2+'. ) meaning “lizard” or “reptile.” The word, “Megalosaurus,” camieom the
Greek,megas(! . ) meaning “great;” and Greedauros(- 2+'. ) meaning “lizard” or
“reptile” (see picture at Dinosaur Parikfra). God also made the large four-legged
vegetarian sauropod dinosaurs in both shallow water habitats and on ldnthosg on
land eating vegetation from tall trees, much like the modeyrngdaffe; and while they
varied in size, the biggest of the sauropod dinosaursBreshiosaurus who weighed
about 180 metric tons or 177 long tons (British imperial long ton) or 1&4 wins (USA
short ton), and was about 30 metres or 33 yards in length. “O ltan&s unto the
Lord,” even “to him who alone doeth great wonders” (Ps. 136:1,4).

Gavin in front of a model of a Megalosaurus Dinosaur from the siarsi¢orld

(208 million to 144 million B.C.) inc. 175 million B.C., at Crystal Palace
Dinosaur Park, London, UK, Dec. 2005, the oldest Dinosaur Park in the world
opened in 1854 A.D. . This dinosaur's bones were discovered in 1824 at
Stonesfield, and he was namdégalosaurugGreek, “great lizard”) by old earth
creationist Gap Schoolman, William Buckland (d. 1856) of Oxford University
who wrote the first full account of any dinosaur.

434 Cf. e.g. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “Megalosaur.”
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Thelurassic World’d_andscap&”. Europasauruinosaur of the
Late Jurasste®.

Life in theJurassic World&®”.

435 “Jurassic Period,” BBC,
http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqgurl=http://ichef.bbci.co.uk/natuaitimages/ic/
credit/640x395/j/ju/jurassic/jurassic_1.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.bbc.caakire/histo
ry _of the earth/Jurassic&h=395&w=640&sz=91&tbnid=pnHY3HOZhk2KeM:.&tbnh=7
3&tbnw=119&prev=/search%3Fg%3Djurassic%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3D
u&zoom=1&qg=jurassic+images&usg=__Ahic8Af6_RyywIVX7kZvMD3LZYo=&ddci
=z7t4iS19kuMJIrM&sa=X&ei=1njCUYWIN-
TQIAfZ6YCoAg&ved=0CDWQ9QEwWBQ&dur=1860

436 “Europasaurus,”

http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://upload.wikimedia.orgfvaia/comm
ons/thumb/1/1c/Europasaurus_holgeri_Scene_2.jpg/260px-
Europasaurus_holgeri_Scene_2.jpg&imgrefurl=http://en.wikipedia.org/wikikio&s=
195&w=260&sz=16&tbnid=Y8JfApJkU8D8ZM:&tbnh=96&tbnw=128&prev=/search%
3Fq%3Djurassic%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&g=jurassic+imag
es&usg=__ O2FFi-

GuinNJ2pXx4RYZK 4wQfw=&docid=pCCZWKLgnsUAVM&sa=X&ei=1njCUYWIN
-TQIAfZ6Y CoAg&ved=0CCwQ9IQEWAA&dur=235




651

The Cretaceous World144 million to 66.4 million B.C.) of the Mesozoic Age is
the fourteenth of “the worlds ... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 1i3)}the
generations of the heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) whichggasloan study in the
Book of Naturé®. In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worlds” éH.
1:2), and for the Son of God who says (in a different context), “I ghadand Omega,
the beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this fourteenth world ¥/bitd Xi (Greek$ /
%= X).

The Cretaceous Worlds divided into the Early Period (144 million to 97.5
million B.C., subdivided into the Berriasian, Valanginian, Hauteriviaasré@nian,
Aptian, & Albian sub-periods), and Late Period (97.5 million B.C. to 66.4anilB.C.,
subdivided into Cenomanian, Turonian, Coniancian, Santonian, Campanian, &
Maastrichtian sub-periods). Between 1840 and 1852, it was subdivided diyl #arth
creationist, Alcide d’Orbigney (1802-1857), who from 1853 was the @rstirman of
Paleontology at thuseum of Natural HistorfMuséum d'Histoire Naturel)en Paris,
France. He strongly opposed the macroevolutionary theory of cirerd was firmly
committed to creationism on the broad creation model of the gretsBmt Frenchman
and paleontologist, George Cuvier (d. 1832).

D’Orbigney’s subdivisions of th€retaceous Worldvere based on what he saw
as distinct “stages” marked by the cataclysmic loss of gpe bf animal and its
replacement by new animal creatiils This was part of his wider Cuvier derived

437 “Jurassic,” National Geographic,

http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://images.nationalgebgraom/wpf/me
dia-live/photos/000/010/cache/jurassic-

landscape 1028 600x450.jpg&imgrefurl=http://science.nationalgeographic.com/science
photos/jurassic-
period/&h=450&w=600&sz=81&tbnid=5b8k8Pq4B2I19IM:&tbnh=94&tbnw=125&prev=
[search%3Fq%3Djurassic%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&g=juras
sictimages&usg=__ 74eMRLT9KpaTchwOSwJ6c3QFQp8=&docid=eGHbN48dxb309M
&sa=X&ei=1njCUYWIN-TQIiAfZ6YCoAg&ved=0CC8Q90QEWAQ&dur=817.2

438

Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9%p. cit, e.g., “Cretaceous Period;”
“mosasaur,” “tyrannosaur,” “Mass Extinction Summary of firsefimajor extinctions”
(http://www.global-mindshift.com/discover/Memebase/MassExtinctiol. péif “Earth’s
five mass extinction events” by John Cook (2010 A.D.)
(http://www.skepticalscience.com/Earths-five-mass-extinction-eumnt).

439 Davis A. Young & Ralph Stearlefhe Bible, Rocks and Time: Geological

Evidence for the Age of the Eartimtervarsity Press, Downers Green, lllinois, USA,
USA, 2008, pp. 109-110; referring to d’OrbigneyPaléontologie Francais¢published

in several volumes 1840-1846) a@durs Elémentaire de Paléontologie et de Géologie
Stratigraphiques (3 volumes, Victor Mason, Paris, France, 1849-1852).
(http://books.google.com.au/books?id=TRKtFWISrRsC&pg=PA110&Ipg=PA110&dqg=j
ohn+phillips+1800-
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concept of catastrophisms and new creations in which he made a dj\obiin of six
broad periods (“terrains”), subdivided into 27 “stages,” most of which continue
geological us&®. E.g., of the above subdivisions of tBeetaceous Worldfour of them
are from d’Orbigney’s subdivisions, namely, the Aptian (119-113 million)Br@&amed
after Apt in Vaucluse, south-east France in 1840; the Albian (113-97i6mB.C.),
named after the Aube River in north central France in 1842; the Caram@7.5-91
million B.C.), named from the Latin name for the French city®Mans in north-west
France in 1847; and the Turonian (91-88.5 million B.C.), named after thehFcédg of
Tours in west central France in 1842. The Turonian named after Tours, reminds us of St.
Martin of Tours (d. 478), who in the 1662 Anglican ProtesBouk of Common Prayer
is remembered with black letter days on both 11 Nov. (St. Martin) and 4 July (Tianslat
of St. Martin, 397, from Cande where he died, to Tours in 478); as iBadlus, a
student of Martin of Tours, and his successor as Bishop of Tours (13 N&nd from
the Aptian named after the city of Apt in Vaucluse, we aremded that in 1793 one of
the constituent components of Vaucluse was the Roman Catholic PaigabSComtat
Venaissin, which included Avignon, the home of the Roman Papacy from 1309 to 1377,
and we are thus further reminded of how various editiortogé’s Book of Martyrsell

us of the brave and godly proto-Protestant Waldensians, and brave andPgudbtant
confessors and martyrs who were persecuted for their faith byitsis in France, e.g.,
in the Massacre of St. Bartholomew’s Day at Paris in 1572, deietents following the
Revocation of the Edict of Nantes in 1685

The Cretaceous Worldvas named in 1822nfra, with reference to the Latin
word, cretaceusrom creta, which depending on context may referctay or chalk but
in this context, refers tahalk (calcium carbonaté}® On the one hand, most
Cretaceous Worldrocks are not chalks; but on the other hand, most chalks were

1874+creation+evolution&source=bl&ots=ryMSIF Nkw&sig=YW cUZAURf8alO8rA
qQOUSNT ws&hl=en&sa=X&ei=aVTXUfrRKOfOiAef IHWAQ&ved=0CC8Q6EAWAQ
#v=onepage&a=john%20phillips%201800-1874%20creation%20evolution&f¥false

40 |bid., referring to d’Orbigney’s wider global division iRrodrome de

Paléontologique Stratigraphique Universel(g volumes, Victor Mason, Paris, France,
1849-1852); & “Alcide d'Orbigney (1802-1857)” hitp://www.nhm.ac.uk/research-
curation/research/projects/dorbigny/dOrbhistory.fhtmBut he sometimes overstated the
percentage of species killed in one world, and understated the numbédnthreeigfrom
one world to the next (see my comments on Archdeacon John PGitapter 5, d, “A
scientific critique of the Global Earth Gap School's global-Adamite flood &
following global six day creationjhfra).

441 E.g., Foxe'sBook of Martyrs 1563, Revised Folio Ed., 1684; Third Ed. by
Bramley-Moore, W., Cassell, Patter, and Galpin, London, 1867, pp. 56-83, 126-134,
601-666; Foxe'sBook of Martyrs as edited by William Forbush in 1926, abridged
edition of 2004, Hendrickson, Massachusetts, USA, pp. 57-76.

442 | atin, cretaceusis a masculine singular nominative adjective frneta
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deposited during th€retaceous Worldand hence the propriety of this name. Early
work on the Chalk formation was undertaken by the creationist wriasybeare &
Phillips’ in Outlines of the Geology of England and Waie822, who e.g., refer to how
“Professor Buckland saw at Sir Joseph Banks’s an amulet, found am®rrgins of
Babylon, evidently cut from a chalk fItif” This work was published in the same year
of 1822 that the&Cretaceous Worladvas namednfra, and so in it, Conybeare & Phillips’
simply refer to theCretaceousas “The Chalk Formation,” or “The Chalk,” sometimes
subdivided into “Upper Chalk” and “Lower Chalk,” or “Chalk with Flintgi “Chalk
Marle.” As documented by Conybeare & Phillips’, such chalk dépase e.g., found
on the white cliffs of Dovein England, as their early geological work included a chapter
on the “Cliffs East and West of Dover.” They say, “A natwattion of the chalk is
presented by the Cliffs extending from Dover about eight nideshirteen kilometres]
eastward towards Deal, and five miles [or eight kilomet@shtds Folkstone;” and they
make reference to chalk deposits in an area that includestbaygliff at Dover Castle,”
“Shakespeare’s Cliff,” and “St. Margaret’'s Bay.”

Thusthe white cliffs of Doverfound e.g., on the sea-side at what Conybeare &
Phillips’ call, “The hill on which Dover Castle stands,” have edrgen studied by
geologists as a site of importance in understandin@tbgaceous World Andthe white
cliffs of Doverare also a site of importance to the 1660 Restoration. The 1662amngli
Book of Common Prayewvhich is a fruit of the 1660 Restoration, is basically Cranmer’s
1552 Protestant prayer book, restored as a symbol of ProtestanfiS®ifollowing the
bad and sad days of the Roman Catholic Queen, Bloody Mary; whoseupersef
Cranmer and other Protestants is recorded both in the first patnagfréhe 1559 Act of
Primo Elizabethadraditionally printed in the front of the 1662 prayer book; and @so
more detail inFoxe’s Book of Martyrs Thus in good Protestant forithe Prefacef the
1662 prayer book first cheerfully refers to “several Princes efdgld memory since the
Reformation.” But it then turns sadly to what it calls the “ynyaconfusions” of the
Interregnum’s republican Puritan revolutionary years in the Briskes of the 1640s and
1650s; and then returns to a cheerful Anglican note in saying thatftilewed under
King Charles II, “His Majesty’s happy Restoration” in 1660. Tlous26 May 1660,
King Charles Il landed at the chalk-walledhite cliffs of Doverand three days later on
his birthday of 29 May, he entered London in great triumph. Therd¢hiteevent was
remembered on 29 May, or in more recent centuries in an atitertradition found at
the Royal Chelsean London, UK, on the first or second Thursday in June. It is
remembered under various names, sudR@sl Oak Dayr Oak Apple Dayin order to
remember God’s miraculous protection of Charles Il when he hichimak tree at
Boscobel in England, as Puritan revolutionary Roundhead soldiers ran aszuoklirsg
for him, in order that they might do to him that which had been dortestdather,
Charles I, whom they martyred in 1649. Thhe white cliffs of Dovewhose chalk
comes from theCretaceous Worldare indissolubly tied up with the Restoration of the
monarchy in 1660. From 1662 to 1859, Bwok of Common Prayer (166@icluded in
it three annual Offices since removed, one of which celebR¢g@l Oak Day This

443

cit., p. 67.

Conybeare & PhillipsOutlines of the Geology of England and Walgs.
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Anglican Office or Service, recognized the supernatural axgulous providence of God
in the Restoration and thus one prayer included the words, “O Almigbdy ... who ...
by thy miraculous providence didst deliver us by restoring ... Kihgriés the Second,
... we ... give thee thanks ... through Jesus Christ our only Saviour an@érReddo
whom, with thee, O Father, and the Holy Ghost, be all glory il€thech throughout all
ages, world without end. Am&A”

Therefore Anglican Protestant Christianity has traditionalgognized the
“miraculous providence” of “Almighty God” in “restoring” “King Chias the Second,”
who in 1660 landed at the chalk-walledthite cliffs of Dover Yet the world from which
most chalks deposits come from, such asathige cliffs of Dovernamely theCretaceous
World, and which existed long afore this world as one of the Lord’sltisd(Heb. 1:2;
11:3) which he “that inhabiteth eternity” (Isa. 57:15) made from 144iomillo 66.4
million B.C., acts to far more generally point us to the “miraasl providence” of
“Almighty God” in various creation miracles.

Thus the Lord’s characteristic practice of bringing over somenbull, life-
forms from one world to the next; and his characteristic usagbotif selective
catastrophism and new creations, are once again evident @réieceous World For
example, in the sea of th€retaceous World there was the Lord’s retention of
ammonitessuprg bivalve molluskssuprg belemnites (nautiloids / cephalopodspra
with a large internal shell, first created in t@arboniferous Worldabout 345 million
B.C.); and sea-floor lamp shells (or brachiopaglgrag. In the Cretaceous seas, the
Lord’s characteristic usage wériation upon a common design themas also seen with
various bony fish he made near the end of this world.

The Creator also thinned out the number of his Ichthyosaurs, possibly by
introducing competition for sea food through the creation of his new ty@eutic
lizard, the mosasaurus (or mosasaur). The word, “mosasaurusyhishie LatinMosa
meaning the riveMeusein north-west Europe near which it was first found; and Greek,
sauros(- 2+'. ) meaning “lizard” or “reptile.” At a time before the badd sad rise of
macroevolutionary theories such as those of, for instance, Lame86®)( Geoffroy
(1825 & 1830), or Darwin & Wallace (1858), in which all men were casits, in 1764
on the Meuse River at Maastricht in Holland, Dutch quarrymen disedvigre first
Mosasaurus The mosasaurs fed upon ammonites, cuttlefish, and fish in the Late
Cretaceous Worldand with large skulls and long snouts, the Lord used a similar skul
design on them as what he would later use on the modern monitors. jalWsdone had
many cone-shaped and slightly backward curving teeth, withteatt design placed in
individual sockets. It is notable that their jawbones were joinégal their point of mid-
length, and connected in front just by ligaments, as one alsdlee€seator using this
same jointed design feature in advanced monitors. It meanhéatdsasaur could not
only open his mouth by lowering his lower jaw, but he could also extenidwer jaws
sideways when he was feeding on larger prey. With a backborariogtover 100

444 Office for the Restoration of the Royal Family (29 MayhghcanBook of
Common Prayer (1662, revised Office of 1664-1859).
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vertebrae, the mosasaur had a serpent like body, with front and backspaddiée had
a long, slightly down curved tail. Though most mosasaurs werévedyasmall being
under 2 metres or 7 feet long, some of God’s mosasaurs were “mamstasaurs”
exceeding 9 metres or 30 feet in length.

In the air, the Lord’$terosaurs a flying reptile about the size of a sparrow, first
created in thelurassic Worldsuprg dominated the air as they continued to fly high in
the sky. On land, under the Creator’s hand, flowering plants in conmewath various
insects and bees made by God became widespread in theCteteceous World
Animal life was reptilian.  Among dinosaurs, the Lord’s chamastic practice of
bringing over some, but not all, life-forms from one world to the neas seen in both
the four-legged vegetarian sauropod dinosaurs and the carnivore theropoaumdinos
which were brought over from thdirassic Worldsupra And the Lord’s characteristic
usage ofvariation upon a common design themeas also seen in a variety of new
dinosaurs he created for his pleasure. As a creationist nmagkefesting the reality of
monotheism via common design pattern, Almighty God made some nesvdiypieird-
hipped” dinosauf$® so named because when designing these vegetarian creatures, the
Creator used the same basic hip-bone arrangement he used fosditkdat like birds,
some species of these dinosaurs could walk on two legs. This gr6biodetipped”
dinosaurs included e.g., ankylosaurs, which were heavily armouretippsds, which
had horns; and duck-billed dinosaurs (the hadrosaurs & iguanodons).

Under the Providence of God, tleetaceous Worladvas “a moving world” with
respect to its continental formations. In the Edtiyetaceous Worldthe African
continent was joined with the South American continent; and the Aict&wantinent and
Australian Continent were joined together, although the Indian sub-contiaériroken
away from these two continents and was slowly drifting northward caollision course
with the Asian continent. So too, the North American continent hddbraway from
the African continent, although North America still remained h#ddo western Europe.
From Spain in western Europe, the deep blue Tethys Sea extended in an diasttdn
all the way across to southern Asia on the Asian continent. eHewen though the
global climate of theCretaceous Worldvas warmer around the Equator than it is in
today’'s world, the northern landmasses were “on the move” away tine warmth of
Equatorial regions. And with continents “on the move,” in the midaCemus period,
the South American Continent split from Africa in a westwareédlion; and the North
American continent did likewise as it started to detach itsmifi western Europe and go
west. This “go west” movement meant that by the time ofdl@wving Tertiary World
the Atlantic Ocean was stretched open all the way up to the Arctic O¢gam the time
of the LateCretaceous Worldthe North American continent saw the formation of Rocky
Mountains, in the Laramide mountain building episodes; and similatirexeipisodes of
mountain building occurred in the Pacific Ocean belt.  First, Nealahd became
independent from the union of the Australian and Antarctic continents; rerd t
Australia also moved to become independent from Antarctica. TheaAfcontinent
pushed north against the European continent, squeezing closed the Tethymd®be

4> Technically called, “ornithischian dinosaurs.”
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starting the crushing process of mountain building episodes that weeidually give
rise to the high rise of the Alpine Mountains in the followiregtiary World

As the Lord tended to his creation, both sustaining supernaturalistraiyfdry
his miraculous power (Ps. 119:90,91), and also consistent with this supdistatura
uniformity, sometimes performing non-uniformity miracles in Gretaceous Worldthe
sea started to roll over the continents from the time of the Eaeitaceous World Thus
were laid down in the both the deep blue seas as well as tleisthaters of northern
Europe, the Mediterranean, and parts of the Pacific Ocean, bothoireemhd marine
clay. More commonly that in the precedihgrassic Worldin Africa, Australia, Central
Asia, Europe, and South America, various non-marine deposits were laid edgwn
clastic deposits (such as clay, mud, and sand), sandstones, and dbatesy the Late
Cretaceous, the seas rolled out their billowing waves to theémmax extent of ocean
expansion; and thus marine deposits covered a far larger part batih€retaceous
World than they did at any other time in the grbasozoic Agg€245 million to 66.4
million B.C.). The LateCretaceous Worldsaw the extensive chalk deposits in the
earth’s deep water, that would in time give rise to this geabgworld’s name as the
Cretaceous World For instance, very large chalk deposits were laid down in paster
Russia, Europe, the Gulf Coast of North America, and Westesstralia.  And
simultaneously with this great cha(katin, cretaceusfrom creta) laying event; there
was probably an atmospheric decrease in carbon dioxide, and if seyoihlid have
lowered temperatures all over the planet earth.

The largest carnivorous dinosaur of tbeetaceous Worlavas thelTyrannosaurus
Rex The Scriptures teach that “beasts” “praise the name dfaitt® (Ps. 148:10,13),
through obedience to God’s laws by simply following their instinct§he name of
Tyrannosaurus Rexomes from the Greekyrannos (02+ ##'.) meaning “tyrant” or
“master” or “monarch” (cftyrannosin Prov. 8:16, Greek Septuagint / LXX, for Hebrew
nadiyb = “nobles” in AV); the Greelsauros(- 2+'. ) meaning “lizard” or “reptile” (cf.
Greeksaurain Lev. 11:30, LXX*® for Hebrewchameth= “snail” in AV, but can mean
some kind of “lizard” or “reptile”); and Latinex meaning “king” (cf. Latinrex in Prov.
8:15, Latin Vulgate, for Hebrewnelek= “kings” in AV). Tyrannosaurus Reis also
known in an abbreviation of his name as simply, “T-Rex.” He is foanthe fossil
recorded in the Lat€retaceous Worléh North America and East Asia from 97.5 million
B.C. to 66.4 million B.C. .  Frequently he is found with geological deped#s
containing a giant horned dinosaur (cetatopsian), and so he most prabeablthlke giant
horned dinosaur as his prey. The Lord made him with a skull which was large in relation
to his body; and gave him serrated edged teeth which were rfioneffor cutting and
slicing; with his large, sharp teeth being up to 15 centremetrésinches long. These
were matched by strong muscles used for biting or chewingokihg at his body, he
had two forelimbs which he could have used as hooks to grip his stigiggéy; and he
had a long tail to counterbalance his posture. The Lord crdategadawerful killer

4% The masculine noun forrsauros= the feminine noun fornsaura (Liddell

and Scott'sA Greek-English Lexicomop. cit, p. 1586).
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creature to walk on two legs, with powerful hind limbs, so thatTirannosaurus Rex
stood upright on his hind legs he was about 6.5 metres or 21 feet\iighing in at
about 8.1 metric tons or 8 tons (British imperial long ton) or 8.3 sbost (USA short

ton); his skull was more than 1.3 metres or 4 feet long; and overaladienore than 14
metres or 47 feet long.

Gavin in front of the ferocious looking skeleton of thgannosaurus Rex
dinosaur, abbreviated as “T-Rex.” This was the largest caousatinosaur of
the Cretaceous World144 million to 66.4 million B.C.), and his skeleton is
found in both North America and East Asia (97.5 million to 66.4 million.B.C
Photo at Oxford University MuseumOxford, England, UK, in a collection
developed around the core geological collection of old earth creatiGais

Schoolman & Anglican clergyman, William Buckland (d. 1856) of @df
University, March 2006.

The end of the Lord’€retaceous Worldh 66.4 million B.C. contains a powerful
warning message. Paradoxically, knowledge of this messagéoat on some of those
who early studied th€retaceous World For example, a Belgian geologist who imbibed
of the errors of macroevolutionary theory via the influence af €amarck (1809), to
wit, Jean d’Omalius d’Halloy (1783-1875), who first used the termet&teous” for this
erain 1822. At the time, this deluded macroevolutionist geologist was cle&ubnicéd
by the macroevolutionists Lamarck (d. 1829) and Geoffroy Saintreliled. 1844).
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Darwin refers favourably to him in the “Historical Sketch” of kiird edition ofOrigin

of Specie1859 & 1861), saying, “In 1846 ... M. J. d’Omalius d’Halloy published in ...
[a] short paper ... his opinions that ... new species have been producectcbgtdeish
modification,” rather “than that they have been separately credite author first
promulgated this opinion in 1831.”  Although d’Omalius d’Halloy later ateje
Darwinian macroevolution in favour of a “vital” force theisti@anoevolutiofi*’; and so
he was some kind of Lamarckian revisionist theistic macroewoist; and he was also
something like the later Henry Bergson (d. 1941) who argued fohesstit

macroevolutionary “vital impul$é®”

Labouring under the influence of macroevolutionary thought, in his closing
chapter ofOrigin of Species(1859), Darwin ruled out “special creations” by “the
Creator,” and with it any possibility of catastrophism ever dgstg life. He claimed as
his anti-old earth creationist knock down argument the itbed, “species are produced
and exterminated by slowly acting and still existing cawmas,not by miraculous acts of
creation and by catastroplies Thus Darwin denied the old earth creationist model of
“the immutability of species” (or | would say, depending on whegll€&sod made the
parent stocks at for particular creatures, the immutabilitycrgfatures inside the
taxonomical levels of genus, or species, or subspecies,) whichliee says is used by
old earth creationists who see this creationist pattern instldelen manner in which
whole groups of species appear in ... formations,” e.g., the “palaeastefotfCuvier”

(d. 1832), “Agassiz” (d. 1873), and “Barrande” (d. 1883), or the *“geokjgist
“Murchison” (d. 1871) and “Sedgwick” (d. 1873} “As all the living forms of life are

the lineal descendants of those which lived long before the Silepach” (438-408
million years ago), “we may feel certain that the ordinsugcession by generation has
never once been brokeand that no cataclysm has desolated the whole wokgknce

we may look with some confidence to a secure future of equally appreleiagte And

as natural selectioworks solely by and for the good of each being all corporeal and
mental endowments will tend to progress towards perféctivn

Darwin’s basic view is one form of the type of thing the hpostle, St. Peter,
warns about in Il Peter 3:3,4, “there shall come in the last sienffers, walking after
their own lusts, and saying, Where is the promise of his coming?'Ghrist's Second

47 Tobey, R.C., “Omalius, d’Halloy, Jean Baptist Julien, D,” in “®xtete
Dictionary of Scientific Biography” (2008) h{tp://www.encyclopedia.com/doc/1G2-
2830903227.htnyl

448 Bergson, H.Creative Evolution 1911, translated by A. Mitchell; Reprint:

Greenwood Press, Connecticut, 1975, e.g., pp. 109-117;273-274.

49 Darwin’s Origin of Species(1859), chapter 14, “Recapitulation &
Conclusion;” & chapter 9, “On the imperfection of the GeologicaldR&¢ section, “On
the sudden appearances of whole groups of Allied Species ... .”

450 |bid., chapter 14, “Recapitulation & Conclusion” (emphasis mine).
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Coming, “for since the fathers” of man “fell asleep” i.e., frdma time that the first men
lived and died, “all things continue as they were from the beginnirigeo€treation” of
man. While in theCretaceous Worlave are considering an era long before the creation
of man, the basic concern of Il Peter 3:3,4 is neverthelessyclgadent in Darwin’s
claims of Lyell's type of anti-supernaturalist uniformitawigm, which regards
supernatural miracles as being outside of this anti-supernatunalistmitarianism and
therefore never occurring; as opposed to old earth creationist supalisttur
uniformitarianism which regards supernatural miracles as benmside of this
supernaturalist uniformitarianism and on the evidence of the dealdgyers clearly
sometimes occurring. Thus the basic argument of these “sfoftderred to by the
holy Apostle, St. Peter (Il Peter 3:3), is that there has near & major cataclysm from
God terminating life in the past; and so there will never bejarmsataclysm from God
terminating life in the future, such as would occur with theoBécComing when in the
words of theNicene Creegthe “Lord Jesus Christ, ... who ... sitteth on the right hand of
the Father ... shall come again with glory to judge both the quicklenddad: whose
kingdom shall have no efi}’ (e.g., Matt. 25:31-46; 26:64; Acts 10:42; 17:31).

Yet when we consider the end of tBeetaceous Worldwe see how wrong was
Darwin with his so called “transmutation of species” th&ryand associated claims of
macroevolution as an unbroken line of improvement via natural selectiarh wwill
“tend to progress” various “species” ever going up and onward “towsedsctiorf>>”
For the Creator whose “invisible things ... from the creation of the world andycéesn,
being understood by the things that are made, even his eternal pawiv&odhead; so
that they are without excuse” who deny his Creatorship and, fomagstanake an
idolatrous “image” (Rom. 1:20,23); even “the Lord,” who “maketh all the stafdhe
altar as chalkstones that are beaten in sunder,” so “the” roladatgroves and images
shall not stand up” (Isa. 27:3,9); even he who “In that day ... shalttséagragon that is
in the sea” (Isa. 27:1; cf. Rev. 12:9); once again demonstratedeaend of the
Cretaceous Worldind start of the followingertiary World thathe can create, and he
destroy For we once again find that the Book of Nature was in broatsterad aright
with the creationist model of creationism and catastrophism bgaotth creationists such
as, for example, the French Protestant geologist, George Cuvis3@), or the English
Protestant geologists, William Buckland (d. 1856) and Adam Sedgwick (d. 1873).

For at the end ofretaceous Worldn circa 66.4 million B.C., the Lord showed
thathe can destrogs he destroyed about 50% of all species, including all dinosaurs, such
as Tyrannosaurus Rexwhose skeleton alone is enough to still excite dramatic
imaginations in human beings who behold it about 66.4 million years dditehese were

451 AnglicanBook of Common Prayer (1652

%52 Darwin’s Origin of Specieg1859), chapter 9, “On the imperfection of the

Geological Record,” section, “On the sudden appearances of whole grougbedf
Species ... "

453 |bid., chapter 14, “Recapitulation & Conclusion” (emphasis mine).
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destroyed in a great catastrophe. Virtually all of theelalgnd animals were wiped out;
marine life was decimated; plant life was hard hit; and gltdmaperatures were about 6°
to 14° Celsius, or 11° to 25° Fahrenheit higher. Sea levels rose ta3@8Bauietres or
about 1,000 feet higher than they are currently, and the mighty oceapsis to flood
about 40% of the earth’s continents in a great deluge. Butatfiedid not simply show
thathe can destrogp world, lest any should foolishly conclude that so great a catastrophic
destruction were some “natural” event, such as a comet or dstetiing the earth by
freak accident; although, it remains possible that His Divingesfig the Lord Jehovah,
hurled by his mighty hand such a comet or asteroid at the eatfthanvassociated cloud
of dust enveloping the earth. Rather, the Lord also showebdtan createfor in the
next world of theTertiary World that he thereafter made, entirely new and different
species were created by him, such as mamnmdfa, Now what atheistic “fool” (Ps.
14:1) could fail to see in the mammals of Tertiary Worldthe creation of an entirely
new creature in a different taxonomical genus? Surely only ainthose who
“professing themselves to be wise, ... became fools” (Rom. 1:22).

The lesson from the cataclysmic destruction of @retaceous Worldand
associated end of thlesozoic Ages: crash, bang, vacancy, all went up in smoke
Wow! What a God! And while in characteristic form, the Lord brought some of the
creatures over from the old world; the lesson from the oreati new life forms clearly
unrelated to those from the dltetaceous Worlaf theMesozoic Agewhich he created
in the newTertiary Worldof theCenozoic Agsuch as mammals, which appear suddenly
and well formed in the fossil record of this new world, is: &@dlhe “eternal power” of
“the Creator,” for “the invisible things of him from the creatiof the world are clearly
seen” (Rom. 1:20,25)Wow! What a God!

And the lesson from this for the future, is that despite the slaifr'scoffers,
walking after their own lusts, and saying, Where is the promisesodfoming? For ...
all things continue as they were from the beginning of thetiore” that in fact, “the
heavens and the earth, which are now in existence, by the” “word &f“@adkept in
store, reserved unto fire against the day of judgment and perditiorgotily men.” For
“the day of the Lord will come as a thief in the night; in theoklthe heavens shall pass
away with a great noise, and the elements shall melt wilerfeheat, the earth also and
the works that are therein shall be burned up. Seeing then thizessl things shall be
dissolved, what manner of persons ought ye to be in all holy coneerseid godliness.
Looking for and earnestly desiring the coming of the day of God,eihéne heavens
being on fire shall be dissolved, and the elements shall melt witrerft heat?
Nevertheless we, according to his promise, look for new heavens arav earth,
wherein dwelleth righteousness” (Il Peter 3:3-5,7,11-13, changint Peter 3:12 the
AV’s “hasting [unto]” to the contextually more accurate, “eatiyedesiring,” Greek,
speudd™.

4% Greek, speudontas “hasting” / “hastening,” or “earnestly desiring,”

masculine plural accusative, active present participle, fjoeaudo
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For the Lord characteristically brings over some species fa old world he
destroys into a new world that he makes, and he says he wij ovier into his new
world of the “new heavens and a new earth” (Il Peter 3:13), those wWihsaving faith,
accept “through faith,” the “grace” of God whereby men are ‘@airethe “redemption
through” the “blood” of Christ for “the forgiveness of sins” (Eph. 1:B)2who died and
was “raised” from the dead” by “God” “the Father,” who “bé&nh at his own right hand
in the heavenly places” (Eph. 1:17,20). “Anddiall come again with glory to judge
both the quick and the dead: whose kingdom shall have no Nit#he Creejf>”.

This saving faith is the true meaning of the words of Alpestles’ Creed*|
believein God the Father Almighty, maker of heaven and earth:_and in Oésiss$ his
only Son our Lord .;” and the words of th&licene Creed“l believein one God the
Father Almighty, maker of heaven and earth, and of all thingsleviand invisible: and
in one Lord Jesus Chrjsthe only begotten Son of God ... .” Thus we find that in
Article 8 of the AnglicanThirty-Nine Articles that these two creeds, together with the
Athanasian Creedare rightly upheld. But at the time of the Reformation it was
recognized that the message of fostles’ & Nicene Creedsl believe ... in Jesus
Christ,” had been religiously perverted by the Roman Catholic Ghiared some other
apostate Churches e.g., the Eastern Orthodox, with their phirsaga at “Jerusalem,
Alexandria, and Antioch,” which like “the Church of Rome” also “dytéArticle 19, 39
Articles). Thus whereas the “I believe ... in Jesus Chostthe Apostles’ & Nicene
Creedsrightly looks to the Gospel of saving faith with justification fajth (John 3:16;
9:35-38; 121:27; 20:31; Rom. 1:16,17; Eph. 2:1-9), and this had been religiously
perverted; it was for this reason that at the time of the Reftion these sam€hirty-
Nine Articlesthen continued to more accurately expound such matters in e.g.e#wrticl
10-14. For the same God who characteristically brings over sogatures from one
world to the next, will bring over from this present world to thetearld of the new
heavens and new earth (Isa. 66:22; Rev. 21:1), only those who are “redebyidtie
“blood” of the “Lamb” who was “slain” (Rev. 5:8,9), who have saving ffai{Rev.
14:12) in Christ through the message of “the everlasting gospel” (Rev. 14:6).

455 AnglicanBook of Common Prayer (1652
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Four of the Cretaceous World’s subdivisions were named by the old earth creationist,
Alcide d’Orbigney (d. 1857), the: Aptian, Albian, Cenomanian, & Turonian.

Pteranadon bird in the Lateretaceous World97.5-66.4 million B.C.), flying in
the open firmament of heaven in North Americ&8-84 million B.C*®.

Pterodactyl bird of theCretaceous
World flying in the open firmament of heaven120 million B.C®". The first fossil of a
pterosaur was found in 1784 and thought to be a sea creature; butitstveecbgnized
to be a flying creature by old earth creationist, George C\diet832), who in 1809
coined the name?terodacty] although this name has since been limited to a suborder of
Pterosaurdound in both the Latdurassic Worldand followingCretaceous World

456 “Pterodactyl Pictures,”

(http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://0.tgn.com/d/dinosaid/&/ C/-/-
[pteranodonSD.jpg&imgrefurl=http://dinosaurs.about.com/od/dinosaurpsiyifeterodactyl-
Pictures/Pteranodon.-
2Fn.htm&h=360&w=5408&sz=39&tbnid=yINnLnLvibxV_M:&tbnh=88&tbnw=132&prev=/searc
h%3Fg%3Dpterodactyl%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&g=pterodactyl
ages&usg=__ InuMWXnUcZ3SiKoo0gMxIlISawr4=&docid=IbGbKPIgFelcUM&sa=X&e5T
CUYfrPLGWIiQfQkoGQDA&ved=0CDwWQ9QEwWBQ&dur=641

a7 Pterodactyl bird from China

(http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://www.dailygalaxy.qamitos/uncategorized/2
008/02/12/pterodactyl 2.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.dailygalaxy.camg/ weblog/2008/02/minia
ture-
flyin.html&h=450&w=600&sz=46&tbnid=n4mdJGM9agq0KPM:&tbnh=100&tbnw=133&prev=/
search%3Fq%3Dpterodactyl%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&oaatey
[+images&usg=__fwzmYd20tOkWOsnXnWBYy-o0lISN9E=&docid=iINToMwO-U-
UxvM&sa=X&ei=D5TCUYfrPLGWiQfQkoGQDA&ved=0CCwQ9QEWAA&dur=5328
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The Cenozoic AgéGreek, “recent life”) (66.4 million B.C. to the Second Advent)
is one of three grand divisions in the geological layers of thi,aafra, and it starts
with the Tertiary World TheTertiary World (66.4 million to 2.6 million B.C.) of the
Cenozoic Age is the fifteenth of “the worlds ... framed by tloedof God” (Heb. 11:3)
in “the generations of the heavens and of the earth” (Gen. 2:4) which geptmgisitudy
in the Book of Natur€®. In the Holy Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worlds”
(Heb. 1:2), and for the Son of God who says (in a different contexayin“Alpha and
Omega, the beginning and the ending” (Rev. 1:8), this fifteenth worldsisVorld
Omicron(Greek& /' = 0).

There was a period into the early nineteenth century wherasitstill possible to
allow for the possibility of a young earth on the incomplete knowledge of geoldiygit(
with ever increasing difficulty and the qualification froom1810-1835 that there was
evidence consistently coming through from geology which was indicatingld earth,
and that leading geologists such as Cuvier in 1811 & 1813 and Buckland in 1820
considered the data required an old earth), but this ceasegosdible byc. 1835, (and
indeed one might also reasonably argue for a slightly earlietltate. 1835,) as by this
time the evidence was overwhelmingly strong in favour of areatth. But before this
time, the concept of there being a “first” or “beginning” warldhe geological layers of
the earth, was first recognized by creationists in the igtee=nth century, following the
work of the young earth creationist, Giovanni Arduino (1714-1795) of Itaip, w 1760
divided earth’s rocks into three broad agesmary, SecondaryandTertiary. In his
threefold division of earth’s rocks, the first were tReamary or Primitive: basalts,
granites, and schists, found in the core of Europe’s high mountairSetoadargroup
of fossils were mainly limestones and shales, found in northern kaky then the
remaining youngest rocks were thertiary. This threefold division was misinterpreted
by a number of Arduino’s young earth creationist contemporaries whohhthag the
earth was less than 10,000 years old, and that it had been foomeghged by the waters
of a global flood in Noah's time. These young earth creatiomstsigly equated
Arduino’s Primary rocks with a pre-Noachian global flood era; 8econdaryocks with
a Noachian global flood era; and thertiary rocks with a post Noachian global flood
era. Then as knowledge of Earth’s geology grew, in 1810, the FrancAtexander
(Alexandre) Brongniart (1770-1847) additionally added the sedimentary tkefmsnd
in the Paris Basin to th@ertiary period. In his study of the Paris Basin, Brongniart
worked with old earth creationist, George Cuvier, who indsisay on the Theory of the
Earth (1813) proposed that new species were created by God after peatastrophes
(which he thought were floods). And in 1829 this threefold division wpareled by
Jules Desnoyers to a fourfold division with Qaaternaryperiod,infra.

458 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9%p. cit, e.g., “Tertiary Period,”

“Cenozoic Era,” “Diatryma,” “Birds: Major Bird Orders: Groifms ..."” (includes
Gastornithidae bird); & “Paraphysornis,” Wikipedia
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Paraphysoriis
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While subsequent geological work has greatly enhanced our pictweartbis
geological layers since Arduino’s early work in 1760, geology hiaslwretained his
nomenclature of “Tertiary” for the Cenozoic Ag&srtiary World(66.4 million B.C. to
2.6 million B.C**% and Desnoyer's connected “Quaternary” for Geaternary Worlds
(2.6 million B.C. to the Second Advent); although it has now revised aridupain
Arduino’s early work, and replacdus Primary and Secondarywith Paleozoic(Greek,
“old life”) and Mesozoic(Greek, “middle life”) respectively, as well as discovering
worlds anterior to th®aleozoic Age The creationist Arduino’s term, “Tertiary,” comes
from the Latintertiarius, for something containing three (Lattertius) parts. In honour
of this creationist whose pacesetting work resulted in the naofititge Earth’sTertiary
geological layer, a ridge on the moon was named after Arduino in 1976.

The Dorsum Arduinois a wrinkle-ridge on the moon named in 1976 after
Giovanni Arduino, the creationist who named Treetiary layerin 1760,

For most of the history of th€ertiary World (66.4 million to 2.6 million B.C.,
subdivides into the Paleocene, Eocene, Oligocene, Miocene, and Pliogbhe s
periodsf®’, the earth’s continents roughly approximated those of contemponaes.ti

49 On my usage of 2.6 million B.C., rather than as some, 1.6 milliGn, Bor

the ending of the Tertiary and start of the Pleistocene, see the Pleistocddaniva.

%0 | ocated at 24°54'N 35°48'W 24.9°N 35.8°W in the border region of Oceanus
Procellarum and Mare Imbrium, it is 107 kilometres or 67 mileg.ldWikipedig
“Dorsum Arduino,” http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dorsum_Arduino citing
http://tools.wmflabs.org/geohack/geohack.php?pagename=Dorsum_Arduino&padams
.9 N 35.8 W_globe:Mogn

%1 |t is sometimes divided by European geologists into afieegreriod

approximating the Paleocene, Eocene, Oligocene sub-periods (66.4 milli@B.%
million B.C.) called the “Paleogene (Greek, ‘ancient born’)idegt on the basis of the
similarity of European marine fossils; and into a later per&&d7( million to 2.6 million
B.C.) called the “Neogene (Greek, ‘new born’) Period,” approximgatihe Miocene, and
Pliocene sub-periods, once again on the basis of the similarity ojp&m marine
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But “he” who “causeth his wind to blow, and the waters flow,” evdre “tord” (Ps.
147:12,18) “which made heaven, and earth, the sea, and all that thek&ig.i$46:6); at
times made land arise and waters subside, so that various lands lsagetimes came
into existence betwixt the continents, in order that the Lord neighitrol the movement
of certain marine animals and plants. “Blessed be the name of the Lord” (Ps. 113:2).

And most of the contemporary major mountain belts and ranges wened
during theTertiary World either partly or entirely, by mountain building episodes, such
as the lofty Alps of Europénfra, the Andes and Rocky Mountains of North America, the
Atlas Mountains of North Africa from which we get our word,ldat” infra, and the
Himalayas of Central Asia with the world’s highest peak of Mdawerest presently
rising to 29,028 feet or 8,848 metres high. The processes usée hyrd in these
mountain building episodes were slow and gradual, connected with tegkat@@ctivity
involving the collision of continental plafés The creationist, Alexander von
Humboldt (d. 1859), noted that “in Africa ... the only spot covered with perpstwal
is the western portion of Mount Atf&s”

fossils. But this terminology is not generally used by e.g.,iNamerican geologists;
and nor do | support this alternative to the usage of Arduino’s “Tertiary” for thisdWor

462 see “Orogeny,Wikipedia(2013) fttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Orogeny

463 von Humboldt, A.,Views of Nature, or Contemplations on the Sublime

Phenomena of Creatigop. cit, p. 9.
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Snow capped Atlas Mtns in background Gavin at Ourika with Atlas Mountains from
visible from the Atlas Mtns, near Ourika,  Tertiary World behind him, near Mesa

Morocco, North Africa, Dec. 2012. Morocco, North Africa, Dec. 2012.

Gavin with back-pack at Innsbruck in Innsbruck in Austria on the mouth of the Sill
western Austria, with the snow capped River in the Eastern Alps of Europe formed
Alps behind him, March / April 2002. in the Tertiary World. March / April 2002.

Hindsight is a wonderful thing, and with the benefit of hindsight we koaw
from further scientific research that it was an incorrecbrtph@f mountain building that
was theorized by the old earth creationist and French geololstjeEBeaumont (1798-
1874), who in 1829 and 1852 put forth a theory about contemporary mountain ranges
originating by slow cooling and shrinking of the earth resulting @&adysmic
upheaval®’. However, “Let us not throw the baby out with the bathwatenthé first

464 «Jean-Baptist Eli de BeaumontVikipedia citing Beaumont's paper to the

Academy of Sciences (1829) Kotice sur le systeme des montag(8solumes, 1852)
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jean-Baptiste _%C3%89lie_de Beaumor@chmidt, O.,
The doctrine of descent and Darwinishondon: Henry S. King & Co. 2nd edition, p.

130 in “Darwin Online” fittp://darwin-
online.org.uk/content/frameset?itemID=F1916&viewtype=text&pageseq=1 &

Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99op. cit, “Beaumont, (Jean-Baptist-Armand-Louis-
Leonce) Elie de.”
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place, a balanced view of this old earth creationist must remoghat his work in
producing a great geological map of France was a valuable coiunilbatthe science of
geology. And so not without justification, a 10,200 foot or 3,109 high meitatain
was named in his honour as tkeunt Elie de Beaumor Westland National Park, on
the west coast of New Zealand’s south island.

And in the second place, it is clear from both the Divine reveldGam. 1:1), as
seen, e.g., in the creation of the Edenic World’s fish and birds inap less than 24
hours (Gen. 1:20-23), or the creation of man in a period of less than 24(Geursl:24-
31), that God creates creatures rapidly. And this same lesatsoisvident from the
Book of Nature as seen in the sudden appearance of genetichllgatent stocks of
animals in the fossil record of different worlds, created atakenomical level of genus
or below, with a capacity to microevolve within their genushat lower taxonomical
levels of species and subspecies. However, there is nothing Wdhe of God to
suggest that the formation of mountains is done by the Lord atwhes df speed.
Indeed, it is notable that in Psalm 90 in the context of the “Lbading “brought forth”
“the mountains” and “formed the earth and the world” that we arend=d that “God” is
“from everlasting to everlasting,” and for him “a thousand yeaes™as yesterday” or as
“a watch in the night” (Ps. 90:1,2,4). Hence the implication is @@ may have
“formed” “the mountains,” “the earth,” and “the world” as we now htham, over what
for man would seem a vast period of time, but which for God who “inltalsternity”
(Is. 57:15) would be just like what for a man would be a 24 hour day, or less.

Therefore, in harmony with the old earth creationist overview oé He
Beaumont, albeit on a different creationist model than the creatideiBeaumont, we
can recognize both a primary cause of the Creator in the endscaluSmountains”
“brought forth” by the “Lord” (Ps. 90:1,2), and secondary causesisnusage of
processes connected with plate tectonics, to see in the steesgrof mountain building
episodes a supernaturally guided and produced catastrophe, produced by téneofnas
the slow burn.” God’s character in this respect can alsoéeisghe way he can run
hell as “the master of the slow burn” (Luke 16:23-25); to which musinbde the
gualification, that at other times, he is also “the master ofasteburn” (Gen. 18 & 19),
and so he can also run hell on “the high burn” (Luke 12:47,48); just likbet mines he
creates things more quickly than he did these slowly produced mountakw, O
“Lord,” “before the mountains were brought forth,” “from everliagtto everlasting, thou
art God.” “For a thousand years in thy sight are but as gestevhen it is past, and as a
watch in the night” (Ps. 90:1,2,4). And thus when we behold “the ancigmtens”
(Deut. 33:15) or the “old ... earth” (Ps. 102:25), we are right to seerirexample, the
“mountains,” the “fulfilling” of “his word” (Ps. 148:8,9). “For he spakend it was
done; he commanded, and it stood fast” (Ps. 33:9); “O ye righteousj$¢Rree Lord”
(Ps. 33:1,2).
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Mt. Elie de Beaumont in New Zealand, was named after old earth creationist,
Elie de Beaumont of France (1798-18%2)

He who can create and he who can destroy, clearly marked olertieey World
(66.4 million to 2.6 million B.C.) as a new and distinctive world. Gage &ere the
dinosaurs, and giant reptiles of the sea, such as the ichthyosalitsgaammonites were
also removed from this new world. But as seen in the geolagicatd as recognized
from the time of Cuvier on, albeit with some revision as to theepéage extent of
extinctions at the end of a given world; and as recognized by soloamthe generally
United Gap Schoolin his characteristic way of cataclysms and new creasmrmaling
one of his succession of new “worlds” (Heb. 1:2; 11:3), the Lord alsdedrezew

485 picture 1: “Mt. Elie De Beaumont ,”.
(http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://www.trentw.net/idba/General-
Photography/i-
PZ8V932/0/L/Mt%2520Elie%2520De%2520Beaumont%2520Trent_a7897p0a-
L.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.trentw.net/Portfolio/General-

Photography/5980356 9nnspc/373377443 PZ8V932&h=532&w=800&sz=148&tbnid=
VXwWWXCec hWbgM:&tbnh=88&tbnw=132&prev=/search%3Fg%3Delie%2Bde%2Bb
eaumont%2Bmountain%2Bnew%2Bzealand%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo0%3Du
&zoom=1&q=elie+de+beaumont+mountain+new+zealand+images&usg=__mQZ-
kfEZa7038Xtio7ar3QKu4K8=&docid=6w|RIE|Y 3d-
uLM&itg=1&sa=X&ei=u8DIUauolinmiAefviIGgDg&ved=0CCwQ9IQEWAA&dur=63

& Picture 2: “New Zealand Climbing - Guided Ascents, Popular Peaks,”
(http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://www.alpinerecoratiom/images/cli
mb/ascents_elie.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.alpinerecreation.comfpieks.html&h=24
5&w=326&s7=24&tbnid=QqgLB5bGpNh6sM:&tbnh=91&tbnw=121&prev=/search%3F
g%3Delie%2Bde%2Bbeaumont%2Bmountain%2Bnew%2Bzealand%2Bimages%26tbm
%3Disch%26tb0%3Du&zoom=1&q=elie+de+beaumont+mountain+new+zealand+image
s&usqg=__ 690z14Msrfb3ANOUHO3PVUA3SQ1g=&docid=qd1X9A10ZUgXFM&sa=X&ei
=u8DIUauollnmiAefviIGgDg&ved=0CDIQ9QEwWAg&dur=47
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creatures at the taxonomical level of genus or below i diBary World including far
more bird species than he had in the previous worlds of earth.

Thus the Lord who made a rich array of birds in Thestiary World and this
included some giant flightless birds. In terms of size, he hdd buch as galliforms of
the Eocene which could be big or small. They were chicken-likis I that they had
short, strong feet designed for scratching, and feathers on roundgsd, \these birds
could be quite small at about 13 centremetre® doot long or quite big at about 2
metres or 6% feet long. And later in tAertiary World the Lord created the
Paraphysornis bird, which around 23 million B.C. was one of the so ¢tdledr birds”
that roamed the area of modern day Brazil in South America, Pamdphysornis
Brasiliensishad a skull of 60 centremetres or 2 foot, and was about 2 meités feet
long (see picturanfra). And also in South America in the Miocene (23.7 million to 5.3
million B.C.), the Lord made a group of large headed big birds d®hloeorhacosgenus,
which were about 1.5 metres or 5 feet tall, with strong legs, gmivarful beak. Or at
the start of th&@ertiary Worldin the Paleocene (66.4 million to 57.8 million B.C.), about
60 million B.C., the Lord made the Gastornithidae bird which varied ighh&etween
about 1.75 and 2 meters or 5% to 6% feet. After the remains of suast@r@hidae
bird calledGastorniswere discovered in 1855 near Paris in France, this sensational find
caused understandably great excitement. And in the Eocene (57.8-3i616 BC.) the
Lord made the Diatryma bird, which is found in the geological lagktise early Eocene
in both Europe and North America. The Diatryma bird could.t#25 metres or Y
feet tall, once again with strong large legs that appear ® made it a fast runner, and a
large strong beak, this meant it was a powerful predator that Iikelst fed on small
mammals. Thus this earlier part of fhertiary Worldcontained some giant birds (see
picture,infra). “Great is our Lord, and of great power” (Ps. 147:5). “Geette Lord,
and” he is “greatly to be praised” (Ps. 48:1).

During the midTertiary World the Lord created not only many mammal species,
he also planted a number of new grasses. This thus facilitatecotogical system of
various grazing mammals to live and thrive. The Lord also simoitesshemade various
matching flowering planf&® and insects, such as: beeffésants, bees, and waéffsand
butterflies and mot&® although in harmony with his known patterns of creation, he
sometimes makes a genetically rich parent stock of a partigalaus, species, or
subspecies e.g., butterflies, and then allows their adaptationar@enwolution to various
environments either through the process of natural selection watntien or God
guided Theistic microevolution. Of course, recognitiotheflaw of natural selectioim
such instances of microevolution within a genus resulting in subspecat speciation

466 Technically known as “angiosperms.”
67 Technically known as “coleoptera.”
%8 Technically known as “hymenoptera.”

469 Technically known as “lepidoptera.”
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acts insidethe laws of geneticsand so should not be confused with the preposterous
abuse of microevolution examples in the claims of the absurd Darwihieory of
macroevolution which wrongly extrapolates from such microevolution wahgienus a
capacity for animals macroevolve beyond their genus, which would rebeidtlition

of new genetic material and new genetic information, for whicletisemo known natural
process, and no documented case. (See Part 2, Chapter 4, section diosulase
“Where creationists may differ: Subspeciation & Speciation infra.)

In the latter part of th@ertiary World the Lord created bipedal monkey or ape
creatures.  There waSahelanthropus tcheadendis. 7 to 6 million B.C., Central
Africa), whose discovery in 2002 has thrown Darwinian evolutionistscomsternation,
because its facial anatomy is more similarStatyrus Bestiarius HabiligHandy Satyr
Beast,c. 2.33-1.4 million B.C., found in Africa) (see tHearly Pleistocene to Late
Pleistocene | Worldinfra), that is AustralopithecugSouthern Monkey / Apes. 4-5
million - c. 1.6 million B.C., found in Africa). This makes their long vauntedrclaf
macroevolution fromAustralopithecugo Satyrus Bestiarius Habilibok even more silly
than it otherwise would (and it looks exceedingly silly even withbetaddition of this
matter). But “there are none so blind as those who will ngt aed so a number of
these Darwinian macroevolutionists are now claimingSainelanthropus tcheadensie
status they formerly claimed fdustralopithecusand he has also been absurdly called
“Toumai Man,” whereas he might be better called, “Toumai Monk&ydymai” means
“hope of life” in the local tongue). Likewise, bipedal monkeys or de® been found
with Orrorin Tugenensigc. 7 to 6 million B.C., Central Africa) discovered in 2002; and
Ardipithecus Ramidu.8 to 5.2 million B.C., Ethiopia, Africa) discovered in 2601

These discoveries complement the longer known bipedal monkey or ape know

asAustralopithecugSouthern Monkey / Ape;. 4-5 million -c. 1.6 million B.C., found

in Africa), first discovered in South Africa by Raymond Dart in 19#hough in 1995
there was the discovery of what is now the earliest found bipedafafamsthecine in
Australopithecus Anamengs. 4.2-3.9 million B.C., Kenya, Africd}>. More generally,

the best known example @&ustralopithecuss the one that has been called, “Lucy.”
Macroevolutionists such as Donald Johanson (b. 1943) dhstieute of Human Origins

in Berkeley, California, USA, who was one of the co-discoverers otyl” claim this
skeleton “comes closer to representing ... the missing link thgrother fossil we had
ever found in Africa.”  While creationists are agreed thasdheiere animals, a

470 Ross & RanaWho Was Adamdp. cit, pp. 32,38-39,56,148,149,151,160.
Sahelanthropus tcheadenss referred to by Ross & Rana as “hominidbid., pp.
32,148), as is als@rrorin Tugenensiglbid., p. 166); andSatyrus Bestiarius Habilis
(Handy Satyr Beast. 2.33-1.4 million B.C., found in Africa) is referred to addmo
habilis’ (Ibid., p. 149). This is the result of non-thought through terminology bg Ros
Rana, neither of whom actually regard these creatures as “humans” (loati,

*l Ross & Ranalwho Was Adam®dp. cit, pp. 159-160.
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difference of perception exists between those who see theomaslksnd of satyr beast
(under various names) and those who do not.

Thus creationist writer John Morris (b. 1946) of timstitute for Creation
Researchhas said, “Lucy was very chimpanzee like. She stood 3 foohésrjor 107
centremetres] tall, had a chimp size brain and chimp teeth.w&ha chimp. The only
features that even hint towards human” type characterisivese” her hips and knee
joints and these give a hint toward erect posture. But evese thee very
controversial’2” By contrast, creationist writers Ross (b. 1945) & Rana (b. 1¢68)
to “apelike Australopithecines” but reject the view of those whosegard”
“Australopithecines” “to be apes;” instead distinguishing themBf@edal apes, distinct
from chimpanzees,” and thus some form of satyr beast (althougMdikés, they do not
use the terminology of a “satyr beast”). They refer to trgel brain size of
Australopithecug380-450 cubic centremetres) which is slightly larger than apdmaee
brain (300-400 cubic centremetres), and consider both the skull and pelwe]l as its
lower limbs all indicate that it could walk eréét  However, | consider that its
designation ofAustralopithecusmeaning “Southern Monkey” or “Southern Ape” is
reflective of its overall characteristics, and on the presewtylable data | would favour
the view thatAustralopithecuss best conceptualized simply as a bi-pedal monkey or ape,
and NOT as a satyr beast since it lacks sufficient marchiaeacteristics due to the fact
that its bipedalism can be related to tree climbing, as Ww&hnodern orangutan which
has a less poignant form of such bipedalism in the from @frianassistedipedalism,
infra. But either way, the perceptions of both of these type ofianests clearly sees
Australopithecusas an animal. Therefore what certain macroevolutionists a
fantasizing to be a “missing link,” is simply an animal prien#tat may have walked
upright in some contexts. Thuéastralopithecugor Australopithecines) was simply a
primate animal, and not a macroevolutionary “missing link” from apesionkeys to
man.

With respect to all these bipedal monkeys or apes, narSallgelanthropus
tcheadensigc. 7 to 6 million B.C., Central Africa)Qrrorin Tugenensigc. 7 to 6 million

472 «Ancient Man: What Do We Know About Our AncieAihcestors?,’Ancient
Secrets of the Bibl®VD (Digital Video Disc), A Grizzly Adams Production, USA, 2009
(http://www.grizzlyadams.cojn Thelnstitute for Creation Researds a young earth
creationist organization that John Morris took over the presidendsowf his father,
Henry Morris (1918-2006), coauthor of Whitcomb & Morrigse Genesis Flood961).
But this DVD also includes favourable quotation of old earth creati@@p Schoolman,
Arthur Custance (1910-1985), and so is to some extent looking to a wedgionist
support base among both old and young earth creationists. And cetleirdyare
important points of intersecting agreement between both old and yothg esationists
which should not be forgotten amidst their diversity.

473 Ross & Rana (old earth creationisi&ho Was Adamdp. cit, pp. 25, 28, 33
(the terminology they here use is not that of a “satyr bdagta “hominid,” which they
understand to be “animals” that “have features that resemble hurtisds,pp. 29,83).
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B.C., Central Africa)Ardipithecus Ramidu¢5.8 to 5.2 million B.C., Ethiopia, Africa),
andAustralopithecugc. 4-5 million - c. 1.6 million B.C., found in Africa); or any other
similar type bipedal monkeys or apes that may or may not be fouhd fature, | think
macroevolutionists are reading far too much into the fact that they were bifoeadabny
animals are bipedal e.g., ostriches, emus, and some extinct dinosalinsis being
bipedal is certainly not a unique characteristic of man. Indeed it is ndtabke study in
2007 of orangutan apes in Sumatra, Indonesia, found that this apewskeg$ when he

is walking on larger more stable branches, and when he comes hdysigaller
branches he swings under theami he is bipedal and walks on two legs with a straight
posture when standing on multiple flexible branches which are under about 4
centremetres or 1% inches in diametar which instances he uses his arms for both
balancing and additional support. This allows an orangutan ape ¢tgetup to a tree
canopy’s edge so that he can then either cross over to anateesrtaccess frdft'
Certainly thisarm assistedvipedalism is not as poignant a form of bipedalism as the
independent of arm assistanbgedalism ofAustralopithecus et albut it may simply
mean thatSahelanthropus tcheadensisustralopithecuset al were more poignantly
adapted for this same type of tree climbing bipedalism whiicwed them to climb
better on smaller branches. Thus far from being some kind o$ifrgiink” to man as
claimed in the fantasies of macroevolutionary theory, the evidenteates that these
creatures were simply a monkey or ape, with some similardiiembing traits to the
modern orangutan ape.

Hence in the following photographs taken by my brother, Peter McGhbath (
1957) of New South Wales, Australia, when he was on a trip to nasthBorneo,
Malaysia, in January 2011; we see how the orangutan also someiihibis a form of
bipedalism with the assistance of his arms.

“"™ Thorpe, S.K., Holder, R.L., & Crompton, R. KgienceVol. 316 (5829), pp.
1238-1331; referred to in “Australopithecus,”  Wikipedia
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Australopithecjus
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Like e.g.,Australopithecusthe Sumatran Orangutan is sometimes bifj&tal

The Tertiary Worldmay be divided into five sub-periods, the Paleocene, Eocene,
Oligocene, Miocene, and Pliocene. E.g., the Eocene, Miocen®Jiandne sub-periods
were determined on the basis of the overall percentage of sgecied in each sub-
period which may still be found in the oceans and seas of contemporary times.

Or let us consider in greater detail e.g., the Oligocene whishnamed by the
old earth creationist, Heinrich Ernst von Beyrich (1815-1896). Wrdingut 10 years
after the death of Heinrich von Beyrich, Ernst Haeckel, a Prfedslena University in
Germany, says in 1905, that in rejection of “the theory of [maeotjéon” of species as
opposed to “creation” of species, he found that “almost all the tsXgdarscience “at
Berlin” in Germany, including e.g., “the famous microscopist,” Glans “Ehrenberg”
(1795-1876); “the zoologist,” William “Peters” (1815-1883); and “the gesto@eyrich
were unanimous in their condemnation of Daffii The creationist, William Peters
was Curator of theBerlin Zoological Museumand he procured an enormous and
comprehensive collection of animal and plant specimens which he theribeld$t
The creationist, Christian Ehrenberg, undertook research under asooipe in his

475 “peter McGrath’s Gallery,” “Malaysia / Borneo 2011,” PicasaB\lbums

(https://picasaweb.gooqgle.com/108201449908051617870/MalaysiaBorneo2011#5824288
313343236610

478 Haekel, E.Last Word on Evolutign1905, translated from the second edition
by Joseph McCabe, Published by Peter Eckler, New York, USA, p. 50
(https://archive.org/stream/lastwordsonevoluOOhaecrich/lastwordsonevolufithagjv
u.txt).

At “Wilhelm Peters,” Wikipedia (2013)
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wilhelm Peters
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travels to such places as e.g., the Mediterranean Sea, the Nile River, and 8eaRas a
consequence of which he identified and classified a number of plaimtglsnand tiny
micro-organism¥®.  The creationist, Heinrich von Beyrich, coined the term “Obget

in 1854. It comes from the Greek wodligios (' '. ), meaning “few,” e.g., we read
in the Gospel of Christ’s multiplication miracle starting wighfew (oligios) little fishes”
(Matt. 15:34); and the Greek workkinos( #'. ), meaning “new,” e.g., we read in the
Gospel of how Christ refers to “an householder, which bringeth forth ous dfdasure
things new(kainog and old” (Matt. 13:52). Thus “Oligocene” means “few new”
creatures were created by God in this sub-period of ¢ngary Worldfrom 36.6 million
B.C. to 23.7 million B.C. .

4’8 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “Ehrenberg, Christian Gottfried”.
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479 480

Four scenes from the Oligocene sub-period ofTiiary World(66.4 million to
2.6 million B.C.). The Oligocene (36.6 million to 23.7 million B.C.) wased
by old earth creationist, Heinrich von Beyrich (d. 1896) of Germany, in 1854.

481 482

479 «paleos Cenozoic: Oligocene: The Oligocene Epoch,”

(http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqgurl=http://palaecos.com/cenozgméeine/image
s/mesohippus.jpg&imgrefurl=http://palaeos.com/cenozoic/oligocene/oligdtprdh=3
028&w=474&sz=24&tbnid=WOKXTbDE-
dUHtM:&tbnh=91&tbnw=143&prev=/search%3Fg%3Doligocene%2Bimages%26tbm%
3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&q=oligocene+images&usg=__ g-
CslYKd1DUhUWvVZD aGSF04SFg=&docid=ImpxuUXNu6SsuM&sa=X&ei=ISvnUef |
4HZige5y4DAAQ&ved=0CDkQ9QEwWBA&dur=2203

480 «Oligocene — Perissodactyl,”

(http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqurl=http://research.amnh.oegppadlogy/periss
odactyl/f/Oligocene_2.jpg&imgrefurl=http://research.amnh.org/paleontfpeggsodact
yl/concepts/deep-
time/oligocene&h=255&w=609&sz=148&tbnid=1fHbkbsx1tpiiM:&tbnh=53&tbnw=127
&prev=/search%3Fq%3Doligocene%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1
&q=oligocene+images&usg=__QFIRbOrGTk31cRWm4NXdFUAUvOM=&docid=ctdo
UFnNJOHMSNMé&sa=X&ei=ISvnUef 14HZige5y4DAAQ&ved=0CDIQ9QEwWAg&d=

22).

481 «BBC Nature — Oligocene ... news and facts,”
(http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://ichef.bbci.co.uk/natwmaiy/images/i
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In the Tertiary World (66.4 million to 2.6 million B.C.), from the time of the
earlierTertiary Worldin the Paleocene (66.4 million to 57.8 million B.C.), the earth was
generally a fair bit warmer than what it now is; but andeem deep sea cores taken
from earth’s geological layers, “the Lord” brought about a shagling of the planet at
the end of the Eocene (57.8 million to 36.6 million B.C.), with “hail; sreovd vapours;
stormy wind fulfilling his word” (Ps. 148:7,8). For during the Oligocene (36.6 milbon t
23.7 million B.C.), as intensified during the Miocene (23.7 million to 5/aniB.C.),
there was a build up of glacial ice in Antarctica which becam@assive ice sheet, and
this then impacted on both the oceans’ and atmosphere’s circulatiempattDuring the
Miocene (23.7 million to 5.3 million B.C.) and Pliocene (5.3 million to 2iion B.C.)
there were some relatively mild global weather oscillatioetsveen a hotter and cooler
climate, but these weather oscillations gradually intensifigll thie planet cooling down
from about 2.6 million B.C., until this reached a crescendo with the patting a
geological marker at the end of HAisrtiary Worldand the start of his Quaternary Worlds
with the Pleistocene World, as he sent a big chill around the plaitiethail; snow, and
vapours; stormy wind fulfilling his word” (Ps. 148:8), and great glaitie age cycles
began. The Lord'®ig Chill thus acted to mark the ending of one world, and start of
another. “Blessed be the name of the Lord™ (Ps. 113:2).

c/credit/640x395/o/ol/oligocene/oligocene 1.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.bbc.co.tk/na
e/history of the earth/Oligocene&h=395&w=640&sz=82&tbnid=sH4yFIzZglL 13%&M
bnh=89&tbnw=144&prev=/search%3Fq%3Doligocene%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26
tbo%3Du&zoom=1&q0=oligocene+images&usg=__3A0eueAMbYY_0J Tpm2dIMQ6rw
E=&docid=3zQTcmluF0i4IM&sa=X&ei=ISvnUef [4HZige5y4DAAQ&vedCEKQ9Q
EwCQ&dur=578.

482 “History of the Earth — Oligocene Epoch — (Cenozoic Era),”

(http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://www.corzakintevactiom/earth-life-
history/assets/scenes/433a_oligocene.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.caoteaictive.com/e
arth-life-
history/433_oligocene.htm&h=268&w=320&sz=35&tbnid=Yccw2tkhvKA1nM:&tbnh=
95&tbnw=113&prev=/search%3Fq%3Doligocene%2Bimages%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%
3Du&zoom=1&q=oligocene+images&usqg=__2Z TUJyYJOFd4Z-LODJY_ aRh-
UM=&docid=AKUsHuVghdpNCM&sa=X&ei=ISvnUef [4HZige5y4DAAQ&ved=0CF
KQ9QEwDQg&dur=922.
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Before c. 1835 it was still possible to allow for the possjbdit a young earth (albeit with ever
increasing difficulty and the qualification from c. 1810-1835 thateheas evidence consistently
coming through from geology which was indicating an old earth, and that leading geologists suc
as Cuvier and Buckland considered the data required an old earth). coftoept of there being

a succession of worlds in the earth’s geological layers was riisognized in 1760 by young
earth creationist, Arduino (d. 1795). Though his work dividing éarbcks into three broad
ages of Primary, Secondary, and Tertiary has since been revised, hisalatune of “Tertiary”

has been retained for the Cenozoic Age’s Tertiary World (66.4-2.6 million B.C.).

Above:“Terror bird” of theTertiary Worldin South America, Paraphysornis, 23 million
B.C., had a skull of 60 centremetres or 2 foot, andanv@snetres or 6Y: feet lofiy.

Above: The Tertiary World’sgiant Diatryma bird of Europe and North America in the
Eocene (57.8-36.6 million B.C.) could be 2.25 metresdofegt talf®

483 “Paraphysornis,”

http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imqgurl=http://upload.wikimedia.orgfvelia/comm
ons/3/33/Paraphysornis_ BW-
2r.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.mahjoob.com/en/forums/showthread.php?p%3D5089087
&h=600&wW=800&sz=103&tbnid=nIJxMVakLgAz4zM:&tbnh=120&tbnw=160&prev=/s
earch%3Fq%3Dtertiary%2Bbirds%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&q=tertiary+
birds&usg=__gqVeSFvroOVu3IsP-VgPpVIGPHc8=&docid=5-kFQf1U-
iPk3M&sa=X&ei=Y23XUajTGqSwiAeAnoGQAQ&ved=0CEUQ9QEwWBA&dur=5312
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There are multiple Quaternary Worlds of the Cenozoic Age. {Elnen
“Quaternary” comes from the Latiguaternarius for something containintpur (Latin,
guattuop parts, since it comes after the Tertiary (Latiartiarius, for something
containing three, Latirtertius parts),supra The Quaternary’'s Pleistocene World from
the Early Pleistocene to the endlafte Pleistocene i.e., theEarly Pleistocene to Late
Pleistocene | World2.6 million B.C., toc. 68,000 B.C.), is the sixteenth of “the worlds
... framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3) in “the generations of thedres and of the
earth” (Gen. 2:4) which geologists can study in the Book of N&fure In the Holy
Trinity, “God” “by his Son” “made the worlds” (Heb. 1:2), and for then®f God who
says (in a different context), “I am Alpha and Omega, the begirmmbthe ending”
(Rev. 1:8), this sixteenth world is higorld Pi(Greek( /) =P).

“Pleistocene” is a compound word. It comes from the Greek vpbeistos
() .0. ), meaning “most,” e.g., we read in the holy Gospel of how Chresgén ... to
upbraid the cities wherein magieistos-eon*®® of his mighty works were done, because
they repented not” (Matt. 11:20); and the Greek wkeihos( #'. ), meaning “new,”
e.g., we read in the holy Gospel of how Christ says of the symbadalfsthe red
Communion wine used at the Lord’s Supper or Holy Communion, “this is aod bf
the new(kaino9 testament, which is shed for many for the remission of gisit.
26:28). Thus “Pleistocene” means “most new” i.e., “most receM{ére that the end of
the matter, all would be well. However, there are complexities with thesetdogy.

Why is it so called, “Most Recent” (Pleistocene)? The #dnly confusing
answer is that thQuaternary WorldsPleistocene (2.6 million B.C. to 8,000 B.C.) comes
after theTertiary World’ssubperiod known as the “Pliocene” (5.3 million to 2.6 million
B.C.) from Greelpleion () 8# ) meaning “more” an&ainos( #'. ), meaning “new,”
i.e., “more new” = “newer;” and before tiq@uaternary WorldsHolocene (8,000 B.C. to
Second Advent), from Greeholos (:'. ) meaning “wholly” or “entirely” andkainos
( #. ), meaning “new,” i.e., “wholly new” or “entirely new” (agdt proposed in 1885
by the International Geological Congress, although “Recent” osttfacial” were used
by a number till around the late 1960s with e.g., the USA’s Gealb&urvey not

484 “Diatryma2,” M. Peterson, 6 Dec. 2012,
http://www.google.com.au/imgres?imgurl=http://marlinpeterson.com/wp-
content/uploads/diatryma2.jpg&imgrefurl=http://marlinpeterson.com/1449/diatr
3/&h=780&wW=960&s2=927&tbnid=klqvglislliU1M:&tbnh=100&tbnw=123&prev=/sear
ch%3Fg%3DDiatryma%2Bimage%26tbm%3Disch%26tbo%3Du&zoom=1&qg=Diatrym
at+image&usg=_16s507P5YIF1hTOSmgJaENr-
s4M=&docid=PEbTsepfiQiNoM&sa=X&ei=fnPXUZr1De6higeSKkYDgCg&ved=0CFg
9QEwDg&dur=1312

485

Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9%p. cit, e.g., “Quaternary Period” &
“Pleistocene Epoch.”

86 A Greek adjective that comes in masculine, feminine, and plural forms.
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formally adopting “Holocene” till 1967).  Certainly these terocwmuld have been
constructed with greater clarity than what they were; but sinmewhat confusing
contextual order is “Newer” (Pliocene, 5.3 million to 2.6 million B,Gollowed by
“Most Recent” (Pleistocene, 2.6 million B.C. to 8,000 B.C.); followedHntirely New”
(Holocene, 8,000 B.C. to Second Advent). The admittedly confusing way fNewe
(Pliocene, named by Lyell in 1833) is followed by “Most RecenkBiffocene, named by
Lyell in 1839) results from the fact that these designationg \irest made by Charles
Lyell, a man whose geological work is of a most uneven standard, and winrse
general clarity of thought sometimes left a good deal to beedesi In 1833 he
confusingly subdivided Pliocene meaning “Newer,” into “Newer Plioceme&aning
“Newer Newer” and “Older Pliocene” meaning “Older Newer.” Then in 1839, taridy
overcome the obscurity he had created, he limited “Pliocene” tb hduaformerly been
the “Older Pliocene” meaning “Older Newer;” but he then cceétether obscurity by
renaming his former “Newer Pliocene” as “Pleistocene” mmep“Most Recent.” Thus
came about these confusing Lyell created terms of Pliocene mgedewer,” followed
by “Pleistocene” meaning “Most Recé&Ht” And to all of Lyell's confusing
terminology, is then added the confusion that Lyell's “Pleistocerteth means “Most
Recent,” comes in time before the Postglacial period followirg@y000 B.C., which was
then named in 1885 as the “Holocene” meaning “wholly new” or “entirely newpia

The ending of th&@ertiary Worldwas marked by cooling temperatures from about
2.6 million B.C., with the Lord’8ig Chill which thus acted to mark the ending of one
world, and start of another with tligrly Pleistocene to Late Pleistocene | Wdrloim c.
2.6 million B.C.. Since the date of2.6 million B.C. takes into account both the entire
period of The Big Chilland the ice ages, | think this is a big clear marker of_tire
creating a new type of world. The base of the Pleistoceme defined by the
International Union of Geological Sciences2009 as 2.588 million B.C., with the base
of the Gelasian (2.588-1.806 million B.C., named after Gela in*#9lyeing its starting
point in Mount Saint NicholagMonte San Nicolanear Gela in the south of Italy, south
of Sicily in Caltanissetta Provin®. And a secondary factor which has been used to

“8"  The Geological Time Classification of the United States Geologicakgurv
p. 50
(http://books.google.com.au/books?id=my7x_PBkpm4C&pg=PA50&Ipg=PA50&dqg=lye
[I+named+Pliocene&source=bl&ots=BFgL4ICwrE&sig=c_LCaBI7dMyeP9Y80JOn
nFjQ&hl=en&sa=X&ei=A6EKUs7INeWYiAfw|YGICw&ved=0CEQQ6AEWB@&v=0ne
page&qg=lyell%20named%?20Plioceneé&f=false

88 Followed in the Pleistocene on this type of reckoning by tiab@ian (1.806
million B.C — 781,000 B.C.), lonian (781,000-126,000 B.C.), and Tarantian (126,000-
11,700 B.C.); and then the Holocene (11,700 B.C. to Second Advent). “Gelasian”
Wikipedia(English language Versiontfp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gelasian

89 Thelnternational Union of Geological Sciencesanged their start date from
1.806 milion to 2588 million vyears ago (“Pleistocene, Wikipedia,
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pleistocehpe By contrast, 1.6 million B.C. is used in e.g.,
Encyclopaedia Britannica CD9®p. cit, “Pleistocene Epoch.”
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give a precise start date for the Pleistocene, is the Hattabove this point of 2.588
million B.C., there are notable extinctions of the calcareous nanriefgasiimportant
group of microfossils),Discoaster pentaradiatusand Discoaster surculus  The
Discoasteris one of about 100 subspecies or varieties of an extinct magae &hich
was star-shaped; and so their extinction is now used to defineffitial start of the
Pleistocene.

TheDiscoaster surculusrhose extinction now marks the start
of the Pleistocene at 2.588 million B*%.

Therefore | think the date of 2.6 million B.C. is to be preferred to the dates used
by some for the start of the Pleistocene at 1.6 million or 1.8omiB.C***. Moreover,
the fact that the Pleistocene base has been defined since 266%asé of the Gelasian
(2.588-1.806 million B.C.,) which starts Btount Saint NicholagMonte San Nicola
near Gela is also of interest for another reasbtount Saint Nicholass c. 10 kilometres
or 6 miles north to north-west of Gela, in the Caltanissetaifte of Sicily®2. This
mountain is named after St. Nicholas, who in the Anglican Bagk of Common Prayer
has a black letter day on 6 December. St. Nicholas (died mickdtury A.D.,) was the
Bishop of Myra in Lycia in Asia Minor. Putting aside variougidical elements added
later, for our immediate purposes, the relevant historical stbriishop Nicholas
basically states that he found three children suffering fromrthgrenia in the cold snow
and ice, and in Christian charity (I Cor. 13:1) brought them backstoopis Court where
they were warmed by a fireside, thus saving their lives. élbadecame known as “the
friend of children,” and in a later tradition, Christmas celebnat focusing on 25

490 «piscoaster,'Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Discoaster

491 E.g., Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99%p. cit, “Tertiary Period” &

“Pleistocene Epoch” uses 1.6 million B.C. for the ending of theargrand start of the
Pleistocene.

492 “Gelasian,"Wikipedia(ltalian Version, available with an English translation)
(http://translate.google.com.au/translate?hl=en&sl=it&u=http:ikipedia.org/wiki/Gela
siano&prev=/search%3Fg%3Dmonte%2Bsan%2Bnicola%2Bcaltanjssatitag Google
Maps coordinates of 37.1468888889° [degrees] North & 14.2035 ° East.
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December were started from St. Nicholas Day on 6 Decemt&anta” means “saint” in
Latin (an adjective fromsanctu}, and also in some Latin languaf€sand so when
“Santa” is coupled with the German form of Nicholas’s nameadt€l (pronounced so as
to rhyme with “house” i.e., “Clouse”), this gave rise to the modatiofial children’s
version name of “Santa Claus” (pronounced “Claws”). But the reaN&holas’s
association with the snow, ice, and cold coming from the story favisig of the lives
of the three children suffering from hyperthermia, also resulthis association with
snow and ice in the modern fictional children’s version of “SantaiCla It is thus
surely appropriate that a mountain named after himl@snt Saint Nicholasis used to
start this period of Ice Ages which characterize so much of the Pleistocene

The Pleistocene dates from 2.6 million B.C. toc. 8,000 B.C., and is more
generally punctuated by ice ages or various glacial stagdése Early Pleistocenalates
from c. 2.6 million B.C. (correlating with around the start of the Ndktherican Pre-
lllinoian Stage K Glacial Stagejfra) to c. 850,000 B.C. (correlating with around the end
of the North American Pre-lllincian Stage F Glacial Staged start of the North
American Pre-lllinoian Stage E Glacial Stagdra). TheMiddle Pleistocendrom c.
850,000 B.C. ta. 128,000 B.C. (correlating with around the end of the North American
Pre-lllinoian Stage A Glacial Stage, or end of the European AR Glacial Stage,
infra). Thelate Pleistocene dates fronc. 128,000 B.C. ta. 68,000 B.C. (correlating
with around the start of North American Sagamonian InterglaceSnfra; & start of
the European Alps’ Riss-Wurm Interglacial Stamra). And thelLate Pleistocene Il
dates front. 68,000 B.C. ta. 8,000 B.C. (correlating with around the around end of the
last Ice Age, and start of the Holocene); although the @ietils ofLate Pleistocene II
are not covered in this section.

Thus a defining feature of the Pleistocene down to the Holaneme3.000 B.C.,
is the fact that it is more generally punctuated by ice agglacial stages. Recognition
of the Ice Ages first came from the work of the old eartlataaist, Louis Agassiz (d.
1873) of Harvard University, Massachusetts, USA. Some huge bouldgiande were
known to rest upon the limestone of the Jura Mountains as describedubgu®& in
1779, and they had been interpreted by some as the work of a flood. n B&87,
Agassiz proposed that a glacial ice age had spread ice sheets from thEdedown to
both Europe and Asia, as far as the shores of the Mediterraneam@&&zaspian Sea.
He saw these granites as evidence of this ice age. His moeived some initial
skepticism from his fellow French Huguenot derived, and fellowtiomgiat, Alexander
von Humboldt (d. 1859); but undaunted, Agassiz continued his work and published his
Studies of Glacier§French Etudes sur les glaciersn 1840, in which he showed that the
glaciers of Europe’s Alps had been far more extensive in the p&bhat year, he also
visited fellow creationist, William Buckland of Oxford Universitgnd Agassiz and

493 E.g., the SpanisiSanta Barbara= Saint Barbara, in southwestern California,
USA, and was so named by the Spanish; or the Portugjhasde Santa Maria= Saint
Mary’'s Island in the Azores Archipelago of the North Atlantee@n, and is a territorial
holding of Portugal.
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Buckland examined various parts of the British Isles, concludingitedte Age was not
only correct, but that Ice Age glaciers had extended to northerdariehdscotland, and
Ireland. Then in 1846, Agassiz also undertook work on Ice Ageagtans in North
Americd®  The work of these two old earth creationists, Louis AgassiANiHigm

Buckland, especially the former, is thus the foundational work orPteistocene Ice

Ages, and further work on the ice age glaciations has since been griza¢igl.re

Hence this is seen in the below chart showing HEiee Ice Agesof the
Pleistocene, as found in mainly the northern hemisphere, although sonmersout
hemisphere glaciation also occurred in e.g., South America. Thbadfirst Ice Age
was local to North America, the remaining four ice ages on cthet are, with
gualification, “common” in that they share at least some levalveflap in time. It
should also be understood that some of the details in the below shaneamatter of
academic dispute. E.g., dates, especially of the eadéerages, are disputed, for
instance, the Mindel Glacial Stage is dated by some. &0,000 to 675,000 B.C.,
whereas others would put the Gunz Glacial Stage around this timehardindel
Glacial Stage at a later tine 455,000 to somewhere between 380,000-300,000 B.C.,
and the Anglian of the British Isles @t450,000 B.C'®®>.  Furthermore, a number of the
correlations between the five geographical areas shown aezdeeg by different
researches as “approximate” correlations with areas ofdiwedap, but not necessarily
or always starting or ending at exactly the same time. h&natomplicating factor is
that different names for different eras are used by diffggenple. E.g., reference is
made in the following Chart to the North American Pre-lllinoiaag8t which subdivides
into a further eleven stages (A-K), starting with the oldestiNarherican Pre-lllinoian
Stage K at. 2.5 million B.C., then the Pre-lllinoian Stage Xat.9 million B.C. (about
the time of the Baventian in the British Isles), Pre-lllinoiaags | atc. 1.8 million B.C.
(about the time of the Pastonian going to the Beestonian in thehBstes), Pre-lllinoian
Stage H at. 1.7 million B.C. (starting in the earlier part of the Beestomiatte British
Isles), Pre-lllinoian Stage G at 1.2 million B.C. (about the middle of the Beestonian in

494 Encyclopaedia Britannica CD99p. cit, “The Earth Sciences: History of the
Earth Sciences: The 19th Century: Geological Sciences: Louis Agasdizeaice Age.”

499 See e.g., lbid, “Timeline of Glaciation,” Wikipedia

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Timeline_of glaciatignEncyclopaedia Britannica CD99
op. cit, “Gunz Glacial Stage,” “Gunz-Mindel Interglacial Stage,” “btelin Interglacial
Stage,” “Kansan Glacial Stage,” “Laurentide Ice Sheet,intM| Glacial Stage,” “Riss
Glacial Stage,” “Riss-Wurm Interglacial Stage,” “Sa&#éacial Sage,” “Stratigraphy,”
“Wurm Glacial Stage;” & Walker, M.Quaternary Dating Methodslohn Wiley, New
York, USA, 2005, p. 11
(http://books.google.com.au/books?id=QOCD251|COkC&pg=PA11&Ipg=PAl1&dqg=pre

illinoian+11+stages&source=bl&ots=V5SOIliINmp&sig=Bd5VOBpnv5 Kd7p25w73CX
AiY-Y&hl=en&sa=X&ei=NrsJUt-bEYi-
kQOXDvYDADw&ved=0CEWQ6AEwBg#v=onepage&q=pre-
illinoian%2011%20stages&f=falye
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the British Isles & around the Menapian of northern Europe), IRtethn Stage F at.
900,000 B.C. (correlating with the latter part of the BeestoniaherBtitish Isles), Pre-
lllinoian Stage E at. 750,000 B.C. (around the earlier part of the Cromerian in the
British Isles), Pre-lllinoian Stage D at 650,000 B.C. (around the middle part of the
Cromerian in the British Isles), Pre-lllinoian Stage €.&50,000 B.C. (around the end
part of the Cromerian in the British Isles), Pre-lllinoian $t&y atc. 450,000 B.C.
(starting about 25,000 years after the Anglian in the Britisis)lséad Pre-lllinoian Stage
A atc. 250,000 B.C.. However, the older designations for North American éseaag:
the Nebraskan Glacial Stage, Aftonian Interglacial Stage, da®@acial Stage, and
Yarmouth Interglacial Stage; but more recent studies indicage tiider designations are
inadequate and misleading designations. And thus, for instance, “ThrAGdacial
Stage” in the British Isles is correlated on this nomenclauitie “the Pre-lllinoian B
Glacial Stage” of North America, rather than “The Kansanci@lsStage.” Thus the
following Chart merely gives a “big picture” and “rough idearfiidst some disputed
finer details.

Therefore the following chart is given subject to the qualifon that it has its
limitations and is only a “big rough picture,” designed to show #reerpl overview of
Pleistocene Ice Ages, some of whose finer details are maitengoing disagreement
and debate. Some dates are given in each of the four “comogoAfes 2 to be., with
at leastsomeperiods of overlap, but it must be stressed that thesemmedise and
correlations with “commonice Ages 2-5n the other boxes are not precise equivalents,
though generally there is considered to be overlap and henceabs#r &nd qualified
designation as “common.” E.g., this is seen inTha&d Ice Agewhich in the British
Isles was theAnglian Glacial Stageof c. 476,000 to 422,000 B.C., as compared and
contrasted with the North Americare-lllinoian Glacial Stages B & Af c. 450,000-
250,000 B.C.; so that there was a period of overlap in the Britishalsteslorth America
from c. 450,000-422,000 B.C., but beyond that, quite different time durations. It should
also be understood more generally that this section on the old esatioistUnited
Gap Schools not concerned with the period of thdth Ice Age(the Wurmet al) and
onwards. That is because from the time of the last Ice Agéhere ceases to be a
united Gap School view on Scripture and science. (See Part@e€Cbasection d, “A
scientific critique of the Global Earth Gap School's global-Adamite flood &
following global six day creation,” subsection iii, “Landing thepGachool jet plane,”
infra).
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Europe’s Alps. | Second Ice Age| Third Ice Age.| Fourth Ice Age | Fifth Ice Age.
The Gunz| The Mindel| The Riss Glacial The Wurm
Glacial Stage Glacial Stageg Stage €. | Glacial Stage d.
(dates disputed) (dates disputed| 178,000-128,000 68,000 B.C. toc.
(After the| It is followed by| B.C.). It is| 8,000 B.C).
Donau-Gunz the Gunz-| followed by thel See Part 2
Interglacial). It is| Mindel-Riss Riss-Wurm Chapter 5,
followed by the| Interglacial Interglacial Stage section d,
Gunz-Mindel Stage. seen in  the subsection iii,
Interglacial Moosburg infra.

Stage. Gravels.

Europe’s North. | Menapian Elsterian Glacial The Saalg The  Weichse
Glacial Stage. It Stage. It i Glacial  Stage| Glacial Stage.
is followed by| followed by the| Probably 3
the  Cromerian Holstein substages:

Interglacial Interglacial Drente (glacial

Stage. Stage. advance), Treeng
(glacial retreat)
& Warthe
(glacial
advance). It is
followed by the
Eemian
Interglacial
Stage.

British Isles About time of| The Anglian| The Gipping| The Devensiar
Baventian Stage Glacial Stage d. | Glacial Stage. It Glacial Stage.
marine deposits 476,000 to| is followed by
It is followed by| 422 000 B.Q. | the Ipswich
the  Pastonian, j; js followed by| Interglacial
Beestonian & the Hoxne| Stage.

Cromerian Interglacial
Interglacial Stage.
Stages.

North America | The Pre-| The Pre-| The lllinoian| The  Wisconsin

First Ice Age.A | lllinoian Glacial | lllinoian Glacial | Glacial Stage Glacial Stage.

local Ice Age of| Stages Stages B & A €. | approximates

North America is

JILHGFED &

450,000-250,000

above. It is

found in the Pret C (c. 1.9 million | B.C.). (Fossils| followed by the
lllincian Glacial | B.C. to c.|include the| Sangamon
Stage K (starts. | 550,000 B.C. extinct giant| Interglacial
2.5 million beaver, Stage.
B.C). mammoth, musk
0x, and moose.)
South America | The Caraco| The Rio Llico| The Santa Maria The Llanquihue
Glacial Stage. | Glacial Stage. | Glacial Stage. It G|acial Stage.
is followed by
the Valdivia
Interglacial

Stage.
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The Ice Ages of the Quaternary Worlds were first recognized throughottkeof
old earth creationist, Louis Agassiz (d. 1873) of Harvard University,, &5he
was assisted in his ice ages work in the United Kingdom by old eaghoerist,
William Buckland (d. 1856) of Oxford University, UK.

St. Andrew’sChurch of EnglandHornchurch in East
London, marks the general area of the most southern reach ofedstpdene Ice Sheet
in the British Isles. The Ice Sheet lay here duringAhglian Glacial Stageof the
British Islesc. 476,000 to 422,000 B.E?°,

About 70,000 years after the startLafte Pleistocene lin c. 68,000 B.C., on the
contemporary earth (as at 2014) about 10% of the planet is coverest yhereas at the
height of the Pleistocene ice ages or glacial stagesdr@® million B.C. up to the end
of Late Pleistocene in c. 68,000 B.C., more than 30% or about one-third of the globe
was covered by ice age glacial ice. The Ice Age glaombf the northern hemisphere
included e.g., almost half of Europe. For instance, the Scandinaei&gheet covered
with ice an area from the North Cape of Norway’s north coast, s@as#iward to Kiev in
the Ukraine down to the Dnieper River of Kiev in Europe. And theriees Mountains
of south-western Europe and the Alpine Mountains or Alps of Europe, both hadsva
size glaciers. Moreover, the Caucasus Mountains divide Asketiosouth and south-
east from Europe to their north, with Europe then extending in the natthcatin-east to
the Ural Mountains, whose eastern slopes form the boundary between Eutiopavest
and Asia to the east; and these Caucasus Mountains also hasmisglacAnd Siberia
which extends from the east side of the Urals in westerni&jlesst over to the Pacific
Ocean and south to north-central Kazakstan (Kazakhstan) and the bor@éisafand
Mongolia; had the Siberian Ice Sheet which covered a large portibefia in northern
Asia, including mountain glaciers on Siberia’s north-westerns plaifhere was also
valley glaciers in the highest mountains of Japan in the Far Ed. Arctic ice that one
may see there in contemporary times is a little indicator of what ibnees like.

496 «Anglian (stage), Wikipedia(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anglian_Staye
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Photo taken by Gavin on plane trip home to Sydney from first tiyonolon, UK
(April 2001-April 2002), flying over some ice in the Arctic Circle of north Asia in
the Russian Federation. This April 2002 Holocene photo gives us a little inkling
of what theEarly Pleistocene to Late Pleistocene | Wade ages were like.

The Ice Age glaciations of the northern hemisphere duringanly Pleistocene
to Late Pleistocene | Worl@. 2.6 million B.C. toc. 68,000 B.C.) also included e.g.,
Greenland and Iceland which were almost completely ice-covetadNorth America,
ice age glaciations also included the mountainous regions on therrwpsate of the
continent, so that an almost continuous ice covering forming a massivplex of
glaciers ran throughout most of the Canadian sector. And thenitialerdce Sheet
started in Canada, it is thought probably starting on the Labtidgava Plateau in
Canada’s Arctic Islands and centering over the Hudson Bay, then ruhreogh a huge
area taking in the Atlantic Ocean to the Rocky Mountains, then mgnthirough the
northern parts of the United States of America reaching asof#th as Pierre in South
Dakota, eastwards to Kansas City and St. Louis in Missouri, aastwa Cincinnati in
Ohio, and eastwards across to New York City on the north-eastafahst USA. This
massive Laurentide Ice Sheet at times reached a thickness of 8,000-10,00Q #e&b Gr
kilometres, and at its maximum stretch, covered an area obawdlion square miles or
13 million square kilometres. Also in the northern hemisphere, there valley
glaciers in the highest mountains of Hawaii in the central Pacific Ocean.

And while the ice ages glaciations were largely in northeriromsgof the globe,
plants and animals from the fossil record indicate that the cotit@rern climate moved
south many degrees of latitude to various more generally cooley plathe planet.
Moreover, the ice ages’ glaciations that were mainly inagemegions of the northern
hemisphere above the equator, were to a much lesser extent sesretumd in parts of
the southern hemisphere below the equator. Thus there were glategrs in the
highest mountains of New Guinea in Papua New Guinea in the soutffaest Ocean.
In South America there were ice age glaciers on the soutaies which extended
westward to the coast of Chile, and eastward to the Pampas oftidAegerhich extends
from the foothills of the Andes Mountains eastward to the AtlantiasCas far north as
Gran Chaco in Central South America, and then south into Patagd®aain America.
And ice ages’ glaciations meant that the southern continent of Aotaveas even more
comprehensively covered in ice than it now is. Thus whylelegreeshe Lord’sBig
Chill affected the northern hemisphere more than the southern hemisphkya|ytalso
impacted on far fewer selected parts of the southern hemisphere.
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The ice ages’ glaciations sometimes warped the earth’s dugsto the great
weight of the ice sheets coming and going. There was thus “andupown spring”
type effect as the substratum below a great ice sheet wasdodswn, and rock material
was squeezed away resulting in basin-like subsidence; but then, tihane sheet
melted and so the downward pressure of the ice sheet was removedsthis seen to
have “sprung back.” In such conditions, the initial “spring backjuge rapid, but it
then continues at a slower pace. An example of such upliftrth’e geology resulting
from this process is found in North America in the Hudson Bay inlaadieast central
Canada. Here one finds that there has been more than 300 ofe@@S feet of
geological uplift in the eastern area of the Hudson Bay.

The Lord created flora and fauna during Hely Pleistocene to Late Pleistocene
| World (c. 2.6 million B.C. toc. 68,000 B.C.) which resembles the type of thing we are
more accustomed to see in today’'s world. God made various fl@velants which
thrived in the cooler conditions, as well as e.g., some mamm&tsme creatures more
particularly adapted t@he Big Chillwere also made by the Lord in, or closer to, the
Arctic, for instance, among the mammals, lemming rodents, moos&-ares, deer,
woolly mammoths and woolly rhinoceros. One such now extinct deelk awas the
Megaloceros. Its name comes from the Greek root wagas(! . ) for “greaf®’”
e.g., Christ refers to “seed” that when “sown” grew to haveatgreega$®® branches”
(Mark 4:32); and the Greek wolderas( +. ) meaning a “horn” e.g., we read in the
Septuagint that Abraham found “a ram caught by his hf@s$®) in a plant” (Gen.
22:13, LXX), which was provided by God as a substitute both typing Ghaittthement
(John 1:29; Heb. 11:17) and also using Isaac as a type of Chrstiseetion (Heb.
11:19). Thus “Megaloceros” refers to a large horned creatutee lafgest one was the
Irish Elk which had a body about the size of a moose, and athigrsvere about 4
metres or 13 feet across.

497 Greekmegala(/ ! , neuter plural nominative adjective, fromegas-

megalemega/! . -! -l ) + Greekkerata(/ +0 , neuter plural nominative
noun, fromkeras/ +. ) =*“big horns” or “great horns.”

498 Greekmegalous(/ ! '2. , masculine plural accusative adjective, from
megas-megalenega/! . - Sy

499 Greekkeratan (/ + 08# , neuter plural genitive noun, frokeras/ +. ).
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The Ice Ages of the Quaternary Worlds were first recognized throughottkeof
old earth creationist, Louis Agassiz (d. 1873) of Harvard University,, &5he
was assisted in this work in the United Kingdom by old earth creati®Mibigam
Buckland (d. 1856) of Oxford University, UK.

Above: Model of a Megaloceros or Deer, at the Crystal Palace BumoBark
(which also has models of a number of non-dinosaur creatures on digplags
this one), London, UK, Dec. 2005. These now extinct giant deer (elkpi@sa
were created by Godl 400,000 B.C., and are thought by some to have died. out
10,000 B.C., whereas others think they may have survived longer than this.

The Bible refers to “satyrs” (Hebrewdiyr, Isa. 13:21; 34:14) which are “devils”
(Hebrew,sdiyr, Lev. 17:7; Il Chron. 11:15). The idea of a satyr is a part-mdrpart-
animal looking creature, whether satyr devils of the Bible arghipasreek religion
which while not really being animalappearedas part-man and part-goat creatures, or
other part-man and part-animal creatures; or the non-devil bapstswhich were
animals that we find in the fossil record. (See Part 2, €h&ptsection ¢ “Soul-talk,”
subsection ii, “A revised taxonomy for primates must replace treneous twofold
taxonomy used for primategyifra.) These satyr beasts (LatBatyrus bestiariysof the
fossil record, (misclassified by secular anthropologists as iffidei or “man” or
“humans,”) had some animal and some human characteristics, andetleupast-ape or
part-monkey and part-man creatures. But they clearly lacked andlso were beasts.
For Scripture teaches that we may distinguish man fromadginecause man who is made
in the image of God (Gen. 1:26,27) has a “soul’nG&7; | Cor. 15:45) as manifested in
spiritual expression (Gen. 8:20; 12:8; 13:4; Exod. 20:2-6)usiridols (Exod. 20:1,17;
Matt. 6:24; Eph. 5:5; Col. 3:5), or “a reasonable soAkth&nasian Creed & Council of
Chalcedon Job 9:14,21; Eccl. 7:25,27,28) manifested in the conscience morality (Rom.
2:14,15) of a moral code (Rom. 2:22; 7:7; 13:9). (See Part 2, Chapmect&n c,
subsections i & iii,infra.) Therefore these satyr beasts were bipedal, eredirsta
relatively large-brained with rounded skulls, relatively smaibthed (including
unspecialized canines), tool usiagimals
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In theEarly Pleistocene to Late Pleistocene | Wdtié Lord created a number of
such satyr beast primates. Putting aside for the purposesso¥Vdhime 1, Part 2,
Chapter 3, section f, and so deferring to a later section theasshe Aper satyr beasts
(c. 200,000-100,000 B.C. to. 11,000-8,000 B.C.) (see Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 6,
section c, subsection iiinfra); the satyr beasts created in tharly Pleistocene to Late
Pleistocene | Worldihcluded e.g.Satyrus Bestiarius HabilifHandy Satyr Beast, 2.33-
1.4 million B.C., found in Africa)Satyrus Bestiarius ErgastéWWorker Satyr Beast.
1.9-1.4 million B.C., found in eastern & southern Africa with a more istiphted usage
of stone tools thaBatyrus Bestiarius Habiljsvith the first bifacial axes, often regarded
as an African variety oBatyrus Bestiarius ErectysSatyrus Bestiarius Erecty®pright
Satyr Beastc. 1.8 million -c. 140,000B.C., found in Europe, Asia, and Africé§atyrus
Bestiarius AntecessqPredecessor Satyr Beast,1.2 million — 800,000 B.C., found in
Spain),Satyrus Bestiarius Heidelbergengleidelberg Satyr Beast, 600,000-350,000
B.C., found in Europe, East Asia, & Africa), alaityrus Bestiarius Neanderthalensis
(Neanderthal Satyr Beast, 250,000 B.C.? oc. 200,000 B.C.? oc. 100,000 B.C.? oc.
90,000 B.C.? ta. 38,000 B.C.? oc. 34,000 B.C.? oc. 26,000 B.C.?, found in Europe
and Western Asia).

The fantasies of macroevolutionists have claimed that these Ise#gts are
animal creatures “evolving into men,” but this simply refleat:iarrow-minded and
bigoted mind set which fails to recognize that sometimes we=athave attributes of
more than one other species e.g., the axolotl of Mexico is ani@gamander, and is
colloquially known as “the Mexican walking fish.” But reallyist not a fish, but an
amphibian. Thus they are a distinct species, and not e.g., “ddishas evolved legs,
which is a missing link between fish and reptiles.” Thusis iGod’s good pleasure to
create an aquatic salamander, or satyr beast primate, onenmiighttry and “squeeze
them into a preconceived mould” of being something they are not, orhigalsist on
some alleged “macroevolutionary link” between them contrary to the eviti€nce

During the Pleistocene ice ages, the sea levels of theockapped in glacial
stages as water was turned into the ice of glaciers; ands#deerevels rose again in
interglacial stages as the ice in glaciers melted baokwater. These fluctuations were
in the order of more than 100 metres or 110 yards. E.g.., one such drepl@veds
came at the end tHearly Pleistocene to Late Pleistocene | Waidd2.6 million B.C. to
€. 68,000 B.C.), and is a marker in time endingHEaely Pleistocene to Late Pleistocene
| World and starting théate Pleistocene Il Worldsom c. 68,000 B.C. . In th&arly
Pleistocene to Late Pleistocene | Worklen in areas of the planet not affected by ice
age glaciers directly, the lack of liquid water caused byiitgoee produced aridity, and
in turn this led to a number of forests dying out and being replagedry grasslands
since these do not require as much water in order to thrive. tithvermuch of the

°0  See Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 5, “The fossil record: creation, no

macroevolution — mind the gap,” section a, “The generally united iGnestt School
recognizes that the absence of transitional fossils flaws macroevotyttbeary.”
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grasslands retreated and deserts or semi-deserts aroseiripldice, as earth-wide
planetary conditions reached a cold and dry point in the Lower Pleiaiglae Age
startingc. 68,000 B.C. . Under the Lord’s mighty hand, Eerly Pleistocene to Late
Pleistocene | Worldvas ending, and the Lord was about to bring into existence some
new worlds on his living planet.

In this Volume 1, Part 2, Chapter 3, section f, we have now consideragtts
of Scripture, “God created the heaven and the earth” (Gen. 1:1) irotitext of the
generallyUnited Gap Schooplas we have looked at the Book of Nature in the period
following the creation of the temporal and spiritual heavens, fioenRregeological
World of c. 4.6 billion B.C. to the start of the Last Ice Agé8,000 B.C. .

Therefore looking at the “Biblical creation model to be sciertifyccompared &
contrasted with the Book of Nature” found in Part 2, Chapter 1, setisaprg the
evidence of the United Gap School data for this period which filleenbtanks in the
“worlds” or “ages” of multiple “generations” of Earth’s histony Gen. 2:4; Heb. 1:2;
11:3, is clearly consistent with what we would expect f@uideline 3 “A succession of
discernibly different ‘worlds’ to emerge in the scientific reterg., the geological layers
of the earth (Heb. 1:2; 11:3) as the ‘generations of the heavens dredaz{rth when they
were created, in the day that the Lord God made the earth andathenge(Gen. 2:4).
These unknown numbers of multiple worlds must by definition be over adeoaisle
period of time, and may be over a vast period of time since theyeated by God ‘who
inhabiteth eternity’ (Isa. 57:15) i.e.,, no time limits.” Guideline 4 “There is a
supernatural uniformity in the universe (Gen. 8:22; Pss. 104:19; 119:90,9B1R5;
33:25). Nature’s general uniformity is thus consistent with didalgrsupernatural acts
from time to time, which stand out as different to, but not incongruatins this general
supernatural uniformity.” Guideline 5 “As seen in the 6 creation days after the time-gap
between Gen. 1:1 & 1:2, all Biblical examples of parent stockatemteare within a 24
hour time frame (Gen. 1:9-31). Thus created parent stocks should appear suddenly in the
geological record.”

Guideline 6 “Biblical ‘kinds’ are created in a genetically rich manaéthe level
of genus, species, or subspecies, and so this allows subspeciation or specratsnnfe
parent stocks, as seen in creatures under domestication with'd_abkattive breeding
techniques (Gen. 30:25-31:16). Variety under nature is seen in thaitecogf e.g.,
‘the little owl’ (Lev. 11:17), ‘the owl’ (Lev. 11:16), ‘and the great owlev. 11:17).
Therefore, creatures that appear in the fossil record may sloome devel of
subspeciation or speciation through microevolution, whether Theistic midotien or
natural selection microevolution.  But they will discernibly remwiithin the same
genus, with no macroevolution to a different species which is fundahliyedifferent at a
genetic level in a different genus.'Guideline 7 “The pattern in Gen. 1 & 2 is of God
first creating an ecological system for plant and aninif@, land then for man.
Therefore, when creatures appear in the fossil record, they shewarly adapted to
their environments, even if through microevolutionary subspeciation and specihére
is thereafter some adaptation to a changed environmé&itleline 8 “The pattern in
Gen. 1 & 2 is of a universal creation by God (Gen. 1:1), and thenlachiealysm (Gen.
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1:2) followed by a local creation of an Edenic world in south-westa Anear
Mesopotamia and Africa (Gen. 2:8-14). Therefore cataclysms andpemies creations
might be either planetary wide, or localized to a portion ofglbee.” AndGuideline

11, “The constitutional nature of man as a dichotomy of body and soul (Genl.Qor.

15:45) who is ‘in the image of God’' (Gen. 1:27), gives him a capacitysportual
expression (Gen. 4:2,4; 8:20; 12:8; 13:4) even if this is perverted to some form of idolatry
in violation of the First & Second Commandments (Exod. 20:2-6), includstgdols in
violation of the First, Second, and Tenth Commandments (Exod. 20:2-6,17; Eph. 5:5;
Col. 3:5) which will always be found among Adamites including iategPss. 14:1;
53:1), or “a reasonable soulAthanasian Creed & Council of Chalcedaiob 9:14,21;

Eccl. 7:25,27,28) manifested in the conscience morality (Rom. 2:14,15) ofah code
(Rom. 2:22; 7:7; 13:9). Therefore Adamites will be discernible infdksil record by

such evidence of them having souls. Creatures lacking such Rlza8 OBVIOUS
evidence are necessarily NOT human beings.”

Some further spiritual matters relevant to this Part 2, Chapter 3, section f.

With respect to the “worlds” of Heb. 1:2; 11:3, and knowing these things
correctly from the Book of Nature subject to Scripture, we musénaber to balance out
the Scriptures which say on the one hand, “Knowledge puffeth up” (I Cor.®&rtlay
on the other hand, “Wise men lay up knowledge” (Prov. 10:14), and “the prudent are
crowned with knowledge” (Prov. 14:18). That is because wisdom must aweder
knowledge, and “The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge: but desjsise
wisdom and instruction” (Prov. 1:7). That is why e.g., Darwinianroeolutionists
can have knowledge about e.g., much of earth’s geological histbigh as we have
seen is largely a picture whose broad basic structures wereijpuglt the discoveries of
God honouring old earth creationists. But the Darwinists lackisgom, then abused
and misused this knowledge, as “professing themselves to be wisdyetteaye fools”
(Rom. 1:22). By contrast, let us humbly give thanks to God for his vebrk®ation, as
found in the Book of Nature in which he has preserved unto us some kigewdé the
“worlds” which he “framed by the word of God” (Heb. 11:3). In thedgorecorded for
us by the Old Testament prophet, Holy Jeremiah, “Thus saith titg Let not the wise
man glory in wisdom, ...: but let him that glorieth glory in thist th understandeth and
knoweth me ... " (Jer. 9:23,24). For only when we have the true “wisdosh’'comes
“of God” (Jas. 1:5), can we have the wisdom that moderates knowledag we use it
properly and piously, rather than improperly and impiously.

We are taught in the Word of God that “spiritual things” “aprisally
discerned” (I Cor. 2:13,14). E.g., the godly man looks at nature’sajemaéformity and
wisely sees in it the supernatural action of God (Ps. 119:89-91; @@), tupholding”
the universe “by the word of his power” (Heb. 1:3). And since hefiier perceives,
“Thus saith the Lord, ... | have ... appointed the ordinances of heaven dnd(@ar.
33:25), he sees as consistent with this supernatural uniformity, any other supéatcs
of God outside of this uniformity e.g., in creation miracleer{Gl:1). By contrast, the
ungodly man foolishly sees in nature’s general uniformity aoreésr him to play the
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“fool,” and say “in his heart, There is no God” (Ps. 53:1). So toenvadme looks at the
irreligiosity and ungodliness of “scoffers” who so misuse naturgifformity, the
ungodly man may foolishly take delight that so many agree with his folighnsays, “all
things continue as they were from the beginning of the creatiorPetiér 3:3,4). By
contrast, the godly man wisely sees this as a fulfillmentiloiidal prophecy, “that there
shall come in the last days scoffers, walking after tbein lusts, and saying, Where is
the promise of his coming? For since the fathers felepskl things continues as they
were from the beginning of the creation” of man (Il Peter 3:3,4).

In a Divine Commentary on Genesis 1, we read at Hebrews TTh@&ugh faith
we understand that the worldere framed by the word of God, so that things which are
seen were not made of things which do appear.” The Greek worthteainsvorlds” in
the Authorized Version (1611) at Heb. 1:2; 11:3aien ( 8# °%). From it, we derive
our English word, “Eon” (or “Aeon”), and it may also be renderedaages$.” Thus
through reference to these Scriptures we may also refer tthitbe grand geological
divisions known as th@aleozoic Agg€540 million to 245 million B.C.)Mesozoic Age
(245 million to 66.4 million B.C.), an€enozoic Agd66.4 million B.C. to the Second
Advent).

After the Anglican Protestant geologist and old earth creatioAdam Sedgwick (1785-
1873), coined the term, “Paleozic (Greek, ‘old life’)” for tRaleozoic Agen 1835,
another Anglican Protestant geologist and old earth creationist, Bloifiips (1800-
1874), coined the term, “Mesozoic (Greek, ‘middle life’)” for lesozoic Agen 1840,
and then “Kainozoic (Greek, ‘new life’)” which later became if@aoic” or “Cenozoic”
for the Cenozoic Agen 18442  John Phillips upheld creationism in opposition to
macroevolutionary theory. Thus after the Darwin-Wallace ThebiNatural Selection
was first put forth in 1858, and after elucidation on this in Dasw@rigin of Species
was first published in 1859; in 1860, Phillips gave creationist lectargSambridge
University which were then published in his bodkfe on Earth: Its Origin and
Succession(1860F%.  Thus John Phillips upheld a creation model of catastrophes

1 |n both Heb. 1:2 and Heb. 11:3, thisaignas(/ 8#. , accusative plural

masculine noun, froraion/ 8# ).

*92  william W. Hay, Experimenting on a Small Plan&pringer-Verlag, Berlin

& Heidelberg, Germany; & Springer London, UK, & New York, USA, 2013
(http://books.google.com.au/books?id=teJYIWH9vg4C&pg=PA88&Ipg=PA88&dqg=fried
rich+august+von+alberti+cuvier&source=bl&ots=Cu5047vNgL&sig=kQcrmefeekeO
yXxaRHCBucBpk&hl=en&sa=X&ei=-

kvXUZ2 DcWdiAeMx4DIDA&ved=0CCwQ6AEwWAA#v=0nepage&q=friedrich%20au
gust%20von%20alberti%20cuvier&f=false

%3 Phillips, J.Life on Earth: Its Origin and SuccessioBambridge University

Press, UK, 1860.
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followed by new creation$’. Therefore the naming of these three great ages by the old
earth creationists, Adam Sedgwick and John Phillips, both of whom Mretestant
Christians who recognized the hand of God in the geological recoede he would
destroy one world or age, and create another; recognizes a npastant truth about
Almighty God, to wit,he can create, and he destroy Indeed, this was part of the
critiqguing of Lyell's anti-supernaturalist uniformity by Sedgwiwith his supernaturalist
uniformity, namely, that Lyell, failed to recognize that in thelggical record there are
some much greater magnitude forces evident that anything wiodamg and so one
cannot simply look at what is going on today. For the geologemird shows the
power of God, thahe can create, and he destroy'Have ye not known? Have ye not
heard? Hath it not been told you from the beginning? Have ye nastowtefrom the
foundations of the earth? It is he that sitteth upon the circlheofearth, and the
inhabitants thereof are as grasshoppers; that stretcheth outatlens@s a curtain, and
spreadeth them out as a tent to dwell in ... . To whom then will ye liken me, or shall | be
equal? saith the Holy One” (Isa. 40:21,22,25).

The Cenozoic Age(66.4 million B.C. to the Second Advent), contains six
“worlds” (Heb. 11:3) down to the present time afore Christ’'s Secondmdakhough in
this chapter 3, section f, which is considering areas of agreemneitte succession of
worlds in a generally united old earth creatiorégtp Schooloverview, we shall now
only be considering the first two of these six worlds, namelyT#rgary Worldand the
Pleistocene Worldrom the Early Pleistocene down to the end.afe Pleistocene (c.
68,000 B.C.). Th€enozoic Agés characterized by God’s creation of mammals, and in
a world not dealt with in this Part 2, Chapter 3, section f, ultimat&od created man”
(Gen. 1:27). The word,Cenozoi¢’ comes from the Greek wordgainos( #'. ),
meaning “new;” andzoe (8 ), meaning “life.” The Greek word from which this
Cenozoic Agas derived, to witkainos( #. ), is found in the Holy Gospel of St.
Matthew, where our Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ, at the institutitve sa.crament of
The Lord’s Supper or Holy Communion, says of the symbol of the breale;Bat; this
is my body;” and of the symbol of the red wine, “Drink ye all of it; for this iskiopd of
the new(kainos®) testament, which is shed for many for the remission sins. | Syt
unto you, | will not drink henceforth of this fruit of the vine, until thday when | drink it
new with you in my Father’s kingdom” (Matt. 26:26-29). It is hesathe Christian
Greek Scriptures contain the record of this new testamentatkeyenerically known as,
“The New Testament,” in contrast to “The Old Testament” Hebfand Aramaic)
Scriptures which contain the old testament (Il Cor. 3:14; Heb. 9:1-22).

04 Davis A. Young & Ralph Stearlefhe Bible, Rocks and Time: Geological

Evidence for the Age of the Ear2008,0p. cit, pp. 110-111.

505
#. - #).

Greek,kaines, a feminine singular genitive adjective, frakainos-eon /



694

The words of our Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ, at the institution dfallye
sacrament of Communion, refer not only to “the new testament,” batthe day of
judgment following the Second Advent, for he refers to “that” future telaen | drink it
new with you in my Father's kingdom” (Matt. 26:28,29). We would thus éd w
remember, that th€enozoic Agg66.4 million B.C. to the Second Advent) is one of
three great geological ages: firstly, thaleozoic Ag€540 million to 245 million B.C.),
with its succession of six worldsyhich the Lord ended with a cataclysmic mass
extinction near the end of its last warkkcondly, thélesozoic Ag€245 million to 66.4
million B.C.), with its succession of three worldahich the Lord ended with a
cataclysmic mass extinction near the end of its last warid thirdly, theCenozoic Age
which contains six worlds, andghich the Lord will also end with a cataclysmic mass
extinction and creation of a new wonhdth “a new heaven and a new earth” (Rev. 21:1).
Thus only a fool would say, “all things continue as they were ffwambeginning of the
creation” (Il Peter 3:4). For “the heavens and the earth, veremow, by,” “the word
of God,” “are kept in store, reserved unto fire against the daydgfment and perdition
of ungodly men ... wherein the heavens being on fire shall be dissolved, and teetelem
shall melt with fervent heat.” For “we ... look for new heavens and a new earth, nvherei
dwelleth righteousness” (Il Peter 3:5,7,12,13). In the words oAthanasian Creed
with regard to “the catholick” or universal faith, “the catholicith is this: That we
worship one God in Trinity, and Trinity in unity; neither confounding thesées: nor
dividing the Substance. For there is one Person of the Father, aoiotherSon: and
another of the Holy Ghost.” “Furthermore,” “our Lord Jesus Chtsiffered for our
salvation,” “rose again ... from the dead,” “ascended into heaven,” whersitteth on
the right hand of the Father, God Almighty: from whence he sloalie to judge the
quick and the dead. At whose coming all men shall rise again lath bodies: and
shall give account of their own works. And they that have done goddgshialo life
everlasting: and they that have done evil into everlasting fifleis is the catholick faith:
which except a man believe faithfully, he cannot be saved. Glory be to the Father, and t
the Son: and to the Holy Ghost; as it was in the beginning, is aagvever shall be:
world without end. Amet?®”

*%% - AnglicanBook of Common Prayer (1662
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The Ice Ages of the Quaternary Worlds were first recognized throughottkeof
old earth creationist, Louis Agassiz (d. 1873) of Harvard University,, &5he
was assisted in this work in the United Kingdom by old earth creati®Mibigam
Buckland (d. 1856) of Oxford University, UK.

An imaginary section of the Earth’#ultiple Worlds in ViewlIn the background, the

crust designed to explain how to skeleton oftgennosaurus Redinosaur of
understand geological layers. Along theetaceous Worl@144 to 66.4 million B.C.), in

the top are plants & animals from  the foreground, a mammalian leopard. Leopards
different periods, & it ends with the appear to have been created bynGoel Pliocene
relatively recent extinction of the (5.3 to 2.6 million B.C.) & continue into the

Dodo bird (see next photo) which  Quaternary (2.6 million B.C. to 2nd Advent). Also

had gone extinct by 1681 A.D. . in Museum, living Adamites from present world.
Chart taken from old earth Photo @kford University MuseuyrEngland, UK,
creationist, William Buckland’s in a collection developed around the core geallog

Geology & Mineralogy consideredcollection of old earth creationist Gap Schoolman &
with reference to Natural TheologyAnglican clergyman, William Buckland (d. 1856) of
1836. On atemporary display Oxford University whose display case is the middle
wall at theBritish Library, London, case, to the right of the red coloured “Oxford Dodo”
United Kingdom, March 2009. bird display case, October, 2012.



