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Disclaimer: According to Mike Oard, 
creation scientists have not thoroughly ex-
amined the deep-sea sediments used in this 
study (Oard, 2024, personal communica-
tion). The intent is simply to show that the 
secular climate reconstruction, even with 
its circular reasoning and favorable dating 
practices, better fits the Biblical framework.

Post-Flood Paleoclimate:  
Reexamining the Sediment and Ice Core 
Records in Light of the Global Flood

Abstract

The term climate change is widely used but often understates the severity projected 
in secular climate literature. Within mainstream science, climate change frequently 
functions as shorthand for catastrophic climate change, with careful phrasing em-
ployed to minimize questioning of the prevailing consensus. The observational 
record does indicate a clear warming trend since the mid-twentieth century; how-
ever, creationists do not dispute these data. Instead, the point of contention lies in 
the secular interpretation of paleoclimate records, particularly those extending 
far beyond the period of human observation. This paper reexamines Cenozoic 
Era sediment and ice core records, which secular scientists cite as evidence for 
catastrophic climate change. It will be shown that the Biblical record—specifically 
the Global Flood and post-Flood Ice Age—offers a superior explanatory frame-
work for paleoclimate data, challenging the historical basis for climate alarmism.

Simple Summary

This article suggests that understanding Earth’s past climate, called paleoclimatology, is more accurate when viewed through 
the Biblical story of the Global Flood and the Ice Age that followed, instead of the common scientific view. Mainstream sci-
ence assumes Earth is millions of years old and uses information from ancient sediment and ice to warn about “catastrophic 
climate change.” However, this paper argues that these interpretations are mistaken. By taking the same climate data and 
re-dating it to fit a Biblical timeline (for example, placing the Global Flood around 4,375 years ago), the author believes 
that very warm periods in Earth’s past were actually part of the warm global climate during and right after the Flood. 
He explains that the quick cooling seen in the data after the Flood was due to widespread volcanic activity and increased 
evaporation, which then led to a single Ice Age. While secular scientists suggest many different reasons for climate shifts 
over long periods, this study proposes that the Global Flood is the main, powerful event that explains the entire paleocli-
mate record. The author concludes that worries about catastrophic human-caused climate change are based on an incorrect 
understanding of Earth’s climate history, emphasizing God’s promise that such a global catastrophe will not happen again.
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Introduction
Paleoclimatology provides insight into 
Earth’s climate history and is widely 
used by secular scientists to calibrate 
climate models, assess climate sensi-
tivity, and develop analogs for future 
climate states. On the surface, this 
appears neutral, as understanding 

past climates can help predict future 
trends. However, if secular assump-
tions—particularly uniformitarianism 
and its millions-of-years’ timeline—are 
inaccurate, then paleoclimate recon-
structions reflect a fundamentally 
flawed interpretation of the past. This 
study addresses that issue by refram-
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ing Cenozoic paleoclimatology within 
a Biblical framework. The paper begins 
by describing the methodology and 
datasets employed, followed by a sum-
mary of the secular interpretation of 
the paleoclimate record. It concludes 
with a reinterpretation of the record ac-
cording to the Biblical timeline. While 
secular research struggles to converge 
on a consensus regarding the primary 
drivers of past climate changes, the 
Biblical framework provides a coher-
ent explanation, connecting the pa-
leorecord directly to the catastrophic 
Global Flood.

Methodology
The paleoclimate reconstructions in 
this study are derived from stacked 
deep-sea benthic foraminiferal oxygen-
isotope curves (Lisiecki and Raymo, 
2005; Zachos et al., 2008) and high-
resolution deuterium (stable hydrogen 
isotope) profiles from the European 
Project for Ice Coring in Antarctica 
(EPICA) Dome C ice core record (Jou-
zel et al., 2007). The first two curves 
(Lisiecki and Raymo, 2005; Zachos 
et al., 2008), covering 65 Ma to 100 
ka, were translated into temperature 
profiles using the Hansen et al. (2013) 
prescription, which converts deep sea 
oxygen isotope ratios to sea surface 
temperatures. This prescription gen-
erates profiles mirroring figures in 
Hansen et al. (2013) and Haywood et 
al. (2019). For the EPICA Dome C ice 
core record, the temperature profile, 
covering 100 ka to 70 years before 
present, is based on the conversion 
of stable hydrogen isotope measure-
ments. Reported values in Jouzel et 
al. (2007) were divided by a standard 
amplification factor to convert polar 
to global temperatures (Hansen et al., 
2013). 

Original data from Zachos et al. 
(2008), Lisiecki and Raymo (2005), 
and Jouzel et al. (2007) were dated 
using the secular timeline; therefore, 

the paleoclimate reconstructions in 
Figure 1 extend back to ~65 Ma. To 
reframe the temperatures into the 
Biblical framework, primary reference 
horizons (ie.Flood/post-Flood Bound-
ary, Glacial Maximum, Ice Age End) 
in the reconstruction were dated using 
the Masoretic Text (Wright, 2012), as 
well as the timeline for the post-Flood 
Ice Age (Oard, 2019). The data points 
following the Flood/post-Flood Bound-
ary were linearly interpolated between 
reference horizons. From this method-
ology, it is important to mention that 
any climate data before the Flood/post-
Flood Boundary reflects a high level 
of uncertainty because of turbulent 
sedimentation occurring during the 
Flood year. After the Flood/post-Flood 
Boundary though, sedimentation rates 
subside to near-uniformity, which al-
lows for a more accurate conversion 
of oxygen isotope ratios to surface 
temperature. 

The use of linear interpolation 
assumes that sedimentation rates 
reached uniformity immediately fol-
lowing the Flood/post-Flood Bound-
ary. While a simplifying assumption, 
it is sufficient for illustrating post-
Flood temperature trends to first 
approximation. Maximum and mini-
mum temperatures at the post-Flood 
Boundary and Glacial Maximum pro-
vide upper and lower bounds for esti-
mating the overall post-Flood cooling 
rate. Future studies may refine this 
approach by considering non-linear 
sedimentation decay rates following 
the Flood/post-Flood Boundary, po-
tentially applying Vardiman (1996)’s 
exponential model.

Data Availability Statement: Datasets 
for this study were retrieved from the 
website Real Climate, which provides 
data for Zachos et al. (2008), Lisiecki 
and Raymo (2005), and Jouzel et al. 
(2007), as well as other temperature 
reconstructions extending back to 
the hypothetical Cambrian Period 
(Schmidt, 2014).

Oxygen Isotope Ratios
Before discussing secular versus Bibli-
cal interpretations of the paleoclimate 
record, it is important to understand 
isotope ratios and their correlation 
to temperature. Oxygen, for example, 
has three stable isotopes: 16O, 17O, and 
18O. These occur in the atmosphere in 
proportions of approximately 99.757%, 
0.038% and 0.205%, respectively (Ros-
man and Taylor, 1998). Using the glob-
al average proportion of the heavier 
18O isotope to the lighter 16O isotope 
(0.205/99.757), scientists can determine 
oxygen isotope ratio deviations (δ18O) 
for different periods in the record. 
Theoretically, this deviation provides 
information about the environment 
when and where the record formed. 
In uniformitarian thought, the pre-
cipitation rate is proportional to the 
temperature throughout the record; 
therefore, the isotope ratio accurately 
details past precipitation rates and 
temperatures (Oard, 2005).

Issues do preclude a straightfor-
ward conversion of δ18O into tempera-
ture values though. Many variables, 
such as the oxygen isotope ratio of 
evaporating seawater, the distance 
of travel for moisture from its source 
region, and precipitation intensity, 
complicate the use of isotope ratios as 
a temperature proxy, specifically dur-
ing the Pleistocene Ice Age (Vardiman, 
1997; Oard, 2020). Additionally, there 
is debate about whether δ18O values are 
better interpreted as a function of envi-
ronmental temperature or ice sheet ex-
tent (Oard, 1984; Hebert, 2014). Despite 
these factors, this study presumes that 
isotope ratios are an effective proxy for 
relaying relative warming and cooling 
trends in paleoclimates following the 
Flood/post-Flood Boundary. 

A second issue with paleoclimate 
records, specifically those derived 
from sediment and ice cores, is circular 
reasoning in dating reference horizons 
(Hebert, 2014). While concerns are war-
ranted regarding chemical “wiggles” 
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in Cenozoic sediments, as well as 
supposed glacial-interglacial cycles 
of the Pleistocene Ice Age, the relative 
ages of reference horizons provide a 
general idea of when warm and cool 
climates occurred in Earth history. 
Using these relative dates from secu-
lar studies, the paleoclimate record 
can be reinterpreted into a Biblical 
framework. Conceptually, this aligns 
with Vardiman (1996) where the sedi-
ment record following the Cretaceous/
Tertiary Boundary was reinterpreted 
using a young Earth framework, albeit 
Vardiman (1996) used an exponential 
decay rate for sedimentation following 
his Flood/post-Flood Boundary. 

Primary Assumptions: Following the 
Flood/post-Flood Boundary, isotope 
ratios in sediment and ice core records 
provide a reasonably accurate assess-
ment of temperature trends and relative 
dating in paleoclimate reconstructions.

Paleoclimatology–Secular 
Framework
The following section presents the 
secular framework for paleoclimate 

reconstructions. Its purpose is to 
highlight the extensive research con-
ducted on each identified “major 
climate change” while emphasizing 
that, despite the volume of study, there 
remains no consensus regarding the 
primary causal mechanisms driving 
these events.

Eocene Epoch
The Eocene Epoch (approximately 
56–33.9 Ma) was the warmest period in 
the Cenozoic Era (Zachos et al., 2008). 
This was an interval of significant atmo-
spheric CO2 concentration (minimum 
1,125 p.p.m.v., parts per million by 
volume), consisting of warm climato-
logical features, such as the Paleocene-
Eocene Thermal Maximum (PETM), 
the Early Eocene Climatic Optimum 
(EECO), and the Middle Eocene Cli-
matic Optimum (MECO). The Eocene 
Epoch also marked the initial transition 
from greenhouse to icehouse climate, 
otherwise known as the Eocene-Oligo-
cene (E-O) Transition (~33.7 Ma). These 
four features are highlighted in Figure 
1a, a temperature conversion based on 
Zachos et al. (2008). 

Paleocene-Eocene  
Thermal Maximum
The PETM (~56.3 Myr ago), a transient 
hyperthermal (or rapid warming 
event) embedded in the warming 
trend of the Early Eocene, is thought 
to have lasted 200 kyr with a global 
temperature increase of 5–8°C, all of 
which occurred in less than 10,000 
years (Zachos et al., 2008; McInerney 
and Wing, 2011). One study estimated 
the average global mean surface tem-
perature increased to 31.6°C during 
this period (Inglis et al., 2020). 

The PETM coincides with signifi-
cant carbon release, verified by a large 
negative carbon isotopic excursion 
(CIE), as well as dissolution of deep-
ocean carbonates. Secular scientists 
have proposed many carbon sources, 
such as methane hydrates and perma-
frost, to explain the 10,200 petagrams 
(1015) of carbon (PgC) released during 
the PETM; however, many recent 
studies suggest that volcanism better 
explains the increase (Gutjahr et al., 
2018; Tierney et al., 2019; Haynes and 
Honisch, 2020). Gutjahr et al. (2018) 
stated:

Figure 1. Secular paleoclimate reconstruction from the Paleocene to Holocene. Box A displays data from Zachos et al. 
(2008), Box B displays data from Lisiecki and Raymo (2005), and Box C displays data from Jouzel et al. (2007). Each major 
climatic event (labelled in figure) is covered in detail within the paper. The 0°C line on the temperature axis is based on 
the Pre-Industrial Average. 
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“We find strong evidence for a 
much larger (>10,000 PgC) and on 
average isotopically heavier carbon 
source than considered previously. 
This leads us to identify volcanism 
associated with the North Atlantic 
Igneous Province (NAIP), rather 
than carbon from a surficial res-
ervoir, as the main driver of the 
PETM” (Gutjahr et al., 2018). 

Jones et al. (2019) proposed an-
other feature of the NAIP—methane 
produced by sub-horizontal sheets 
of magma—as the most likely source 
for the large mass of carbon released 
during the PETM. In modelling, lateral 
mantle flow rates were 100–200 mm yr-1 
above current flow speeds in the NAIP 
sill province, which allowed for high 
magma production rates and rapid 
release of carbon into the atmosphere 
and shallow oceans (Jones et al., 2019). 

Although the consensus view for 
the cause of warming during the PETM 
is carbon release from volcanism, a 
few studies have offered astronomical 
(or Milankovitch) cycles as another 
potential mechanism for the onset of 
the PETM (Li et al., 2022; Piedrahita 
et al., 2022). This follows from studies 
suggesting that warming preceded the 
release of carbon by several thousand 
years (Slujis et al., 2007; Slujis et al., 
2011). If accurate, these relegate NAIP 
volcanism to a long-term positive feed-
back mechanism during the Eocene 
Epoch rather than a causal mechanism 
(Jones et al., 2019). This does not ne-
gate CO2’s role in warming; however, 
it does highlight an unknown initial 
cause for the PETM. 

Early Eocene Climatic Optimum
Occurring between 53–51 Ma, the 
EECO resides at the primary peak of 
the Late Paleocene to Early Eocene 
warm period. One estimate calculated 
the average global mean surface tem-
perature during the period was 27°C, 
approximately 14°C warmer than 
the pre-industrial average (Inglis et 

al., 2020). Considered a product of 
increased CO2 levels, the EECO’s con-
centration is estimated at 1400ppm, 
although published values range 
anywhere from 500–3000ppm (Anag-
nostou et al., 2016). 

Two primary causes have been 
suggested for EECO warming: tran-
sient hyperthermal events, such as 
the PETM, Eocene Thermal Maximum 
(ETM)-2, and ETM-3, and enormous 
volcanic eruptions, such as those as-
sociated with the Pana Formation in 
Southern Tibet (Lauretano et al., 2015; 
Zhang et al., 2023). Both naturally lead 
to increases in atmospheric CO2 con-
centration, and therefore, can theoreti-
cally explain the long-term warming 
associated with this period. 

Middle Eocene Climatic Optimum
The MECO, which began approxi-
mately 40.6 Ma with peak warming at 
40 Ma, marked a rapid reversal of the 
long-term cooling that began following 
the EECO (Bohaty et al., 2009). The 
MECO was a period of high CO2 con-
centrations (as high as 4000 ppmv) and 
global warming, exhibiting a 4–6°C in-
crease in surface and deep ocean tem-
peratures (Bohaty et al., 2009; Pearson, 
2010). Immediately following the short 
lived MECO, the climate experienced a 
rapid cooling with subsequent return 
to pre-MECO temperatures within 200 
kyr (Bohaty et al., 2009).

The cause of the MECO is still de-
bated. A study by Bohaty and Zachos 
(2003) suggested either metamorphic 
decarbonation in the Himalayan 
orogeny or ridge volcanism associ-
ated with plate reorganization as the 
mechanism for the transient rise in 
CO2 levels. Another study suggested a 
volcanic arc flare-up in the Neotethys 
subduction zone causing massive vol-
canism in Iran and Azerbaijan (van der 
Boon et al., 2021). This follows from 
the dating of Eocene rocks in Iranian 
volcanic provinces around 40 Ma (van 
der Boon et al., 2021). Van der Boon 

et al (2021) also estimated a total CO2 
release between 1052 and 12,565 PgC, 
which is compatible with MECO car-
bon release. Still other studies suggest 
Milankovitch cycles as the cause of 
MECO warming (Westerhold and Rohl, 
2013; Giorgioni et al., 2019). 

Eocene-Oligocene Transition
According to Coxall and Pearson (2007), 
The E-O Transition was a major period 
of climate change at 33.7 Ma that lasted 
approximately 500 kyr. Characterized 
by a +1.5 per mil rise in oxygen isotopic 
values of benthic foraminifera, the E-O 
Transition marked the initial shift from 
greenhouse to icehouse climate (Liu et 
al., 2009; Hren, 2013). It also marked 
the first semi-permanent continental 
scale Antarctic ice sheets (Coxall and 
Pearson, 2007). 

The cause of the E-O Transition is 
widely debated; however, three pos-
sible mechanisms are often invoked: 
declining greenhouse gases, the open-
ing of the Southern Ocean gateway 
allowing Antarctic ice build-up, and 
Milankovitch cycles (Coxall and Pear-
son, 2007; Katz et al., 2008; Hren, 2013). 
Although there seems to be agreement 
that all three played a role in the 
transition, many studies suggest that 
either the CO2 concentrations reached 
levels that ultimately triggered rapid 
ice expansion on Antarctica or that ice 
expansion led to CO2 sequestration 
(Deconto and Pollard, 2003; Pagani et 
al., 2005; Hren et al., 2013). Regardless, 
CO2 concentrations during the Late 
Eocene Epoch, which ranged between 
1000 and 1500 ppmv, rapidly decreased 
to current concentrations during the 
Late Oligocene (Pagani et al., 2005). 

Miocene Epoch
The E-O Transition marked the initial 
shift from greenhouse to icehouse 
climate; however, the Miocene Epoch 
(23–5 Ma) that followed exhibited a 
dynamic climate of early and late gla-
ciation interrupted by a 2 Myr green-
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house interval known as the Miocene 
Climatic Optimum (MCO) (Steinthors-
dottir et al., 2020). The general trend of 
the Miocene (and Pliocene) Period(s) 
though was a gradual cooling culmi-
nating in the Pleistocene Ice Age. Fig-
ure 1b shows the two primary features 
of the Miocene Epoch: the MCO and 
the Middle Miocene Climatic Transi-
tion (MMCT). 

Miocene Climatic Optimum
The MCO, which occurred between 
17–14 Ma, was a period of global warm-
ing ~3–4°C above present temperatures 
(Sosdian et al., 2020). A phase of rela-
tively high CO2 concentration (470–630 
ppm), the MCO is considered a strong 
analog for future climates following 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change (IPCC)’s Representative 
Concentration Pathway (RCP) 4.5 or 
RCP 6.0 scenarios (Sosdian et al., 2020; 
Steinthorsdottir et al., 2020). 

Many studies suggest the MCO 
was caused by enhanced volcanism 
and magmatism associated with the 
Columbia River Basalt Group (CRBG) 
(Mckay et al., 2014; Kasbohm and 
Schoene, 2018; Sosdian et al., 2020). 
Three lines of evidence support this 
theory: first, during this period, a total 
of 4090–5670 PgC was released into 
the atmosphere, which when included 
with cryptic degassing of the large 
igneous province, largely reproduced 
the atmospheric CO2 change observed 
during the MCO (Mckay et al., 2014). 
Second, data showed that 95% of 
the CRBG erupted between 16.7 and 
15.9 Ma, near the peak of the MCO 
(Kasbohm and Schoene, 2018). Finally, 
seafloor magnetic records indicate 
high crustal production rates between 
19 and 14 Ma (Goto et al., 2023). 

Middle Miocene Climatic Transition 
Following the MCO, the MMCT ush-
ered in a sustained icehouse climate 
at approximately 14 Ma (Raitzsch et 
al., 2021). The MMCT was marked by 

the expansion of the East Antarctic Ice 
Sheet, as well as a large positive CIE 
(~1%o) (Raitzsch et al., 2021). 

Despite the well-documented 
isotopic record of the Miocene Epoch, 
the cause of the MMCT is still highly 
debated. Some studies have suggested 
the MMCT followed from the final 
closure of the Tethys Seaway, a prehis-
toric ocean that separated Laurasia and 
Gondwana (Woodruff and Savin, 1989; 
Wright et al., 1992). However, a recent 
study concluded that the closure of the 
Tethys Sea was not the main driver of 
global cooling and Antarctic Ice Sheet 
expansion (Hamon et al., 2013). Instead, 
Hamon et al. (2013) suggest the initia-
tion of the MMCT stemmed from pCO2 
drawdown. 

CO2 decrease during the Miocene 
Epoch corresponds to the Monterey 
CIE. The classic interpretation, known 
as the “Monterey Hypothesis,” pro-
posed that long-term cooling invigo-
rated upwelling leading to increased 
carbon burial rates along the Pacific 
margins (Vincent and Berger, 1985). 
However, a more recent study suggest-
ed the Monterey CIE CO2 drawdown 
arose from increased chemical weath-
ering rates (Raymo, 1994). According to 
Raymo (1994), “The increased supply 
of nutrients stimulated productivity 
in oceanic upwelling zones…leading 
to enhanced burial and preservation 
of organic matter in the Monterey 
Formation and other deposits.” This 
interpretation differs slightly from the 

“Monterey Hypothesis” in that carbon 
burial is driven by nutrient delivery 
to the oceans rather than upwelling 
(Raymo, 1994). 

Pliocene-Pleistocene Epoch
The Pliocene and Pleistocene Epochs, 
referred to as the Plio-Pleistocene, be-
gan approximately 5.3 Ma and lasted 
until 11.7 ka (Jimenez-Moreno et al., 
2019). A period of gradual cooling, 
the Plio-Pleistocene culminated in the 
most recent Ice Age, characterized by 

cyclical glacial–interglacial oscillations. 
Figure 1b, a temperature conversion 
based on Lisiecki and Raymo (2005), 
and Figure 1c, a temperature conver-
sion based on Jouzel et al. (2007), show 
the temperature reconstruction of the 
Plio-Pleistocene, highlighting three 
major events: the Late Pliocene Tran-
sition (LPT), the Middle Pleistocene 
Transition (MPT), and the Pleistocene 
Glacial Retreat (PGR). 

Late Pliocene Transition
The Pliocene Epoch is typically broken 
into two stages: the Zanclean stage 
(5.3–3.6 Ma) and the Piacenzian stage 
(3.6–2.6 Ma) (De Schepper et al., 2014; 
Jimenez-Moreno et al., 2019). The Zan-
clean, or Early Pliocene, encompasses 
the Pliocene Climatic Optimum (PCO), 
a period of global average tempera-
tures approximately 4°C higher than 
today and CO2 concentrations around 
410 ppm (Bartoli et al., 2011). The Pia-
cenzian, or Late Pliocene, contains the 
LPT (Lawrence et al., 2010). During the 
LPT, CO2 concentrations decreased by 
about 100 ppm, which led to significant 
glaciation in both northern and south-
ern hemispheres (Bartoli et al., 2011; De 
Schepper et al., 2014).

Two primary mechanisms have 
been proposed for the LPT: altered 
heat transport from ocean gateway clo-
sures and decreased atmospheric CO2 
(Lawrence et al., 2010). For altered heat 
transport, Lawrence et al. (2010) stated:

“The closure of two low latitude 
ocean gateways, the Panama-
nian Seaway and the Indonesian 
Throughflow, have figured promi-
nently in arguments for altered 
heat transport as the explanation 
for the end of the Early Pliocene 
warm period.” 

Regarding CO2 concentrations, 
modest concentration decreases were 
observed during the LPT; however, 
associated global cooling allowed for 
the appearance of sizable ice sheets 
in the Northern Hemisphere, which 
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intensified the ice-albedo feedback 
mechanism amplifying regional cool-
ing (Lawrence et al., 2010). 

Middle Pleistocene Transition
The MPT, which occurred between 1.25 
and 0.7 Ma, marked the major transi-
tion in glacial-interglacial cycles from 
41-kyr symmetric to 100-kyr asym-
metric periods (Willeit et al., 2019). The 
MPT also brought on “longer, colder, 
and dustier late Pleistocene ice ages 
with larger continental ice sheets and 
lower global sea level” than pre-MPT 
glacial periods (Chalk et al., 2017). Fig-
ures 2a–b show the glacial-interglacial 
cycles pre- and post-MPT.

The MPT occurred without any 
major variations in orbital forcing; 
therefore, the changes to periodic-
ity in glacial-interglacial cycles arose 
from internal responses of the climate 
system rather than external forcings 
(Chalk et al., 2017; Farmer et al., 2019). 
Internal responses typically fall into 
one of two categories: ice sheet dynam-
ics or global energy budget adjust-

ments (Chalk et al., 2017). Regarding 
ice sheet dynamics, a couple of studies 
suggested the removal of regolith as 
the mechanism that led to ice sheet 
growth following the MPT (Clark et al., 
2006; Willeit et al., 2019). Both studies 
(Clark et al., 2006; Willeit et al., 2019) 
suggested that regolith caused by 
extensive weathering over 100 Myrs 
led to more mobile, thinner ice sheets 
susceptible to orbital forcing. Once the 
regolith was removed, higher friction 
induced by Precambrian bedrock led 
to thicker ice sheets, which drove a 
change in orbital forcing response from 
41 kyr to 100 kyr periodicity (Clark et 
al., 2006). Regarding global energy 
budget adjustments, a study by Farmer 
et al. (2019) suggested a tight linkage 
between Atlantic Ocean meridional 
overturning and deep-ocean carbon 
storage. In the study, they found that 
carbon inventory increased by 50 giga-
tons during the MPT, which facilitated 
deep ocean carbon storage, lowering 
CO2 concentrations and enabling the 
observed expansion of continental ice 

sheets following the MPT (Farmer et 
al., 2019). 

Pleistocene Glacial Retreat
Deglaciation following the Last Glacial 
Maximum (LGM) began approximately 
19 ka, culminating in significant de-
creases to large continental ice sheets, 
such as the Laurentide and Cordilleran 
Ice Sheets, as well as a global sea level 
rise of around 120 meters (Shakun and 
Carlson, 2010; Smith et al., 2011). This 
period was highlighted by two primary 
events: the Bølling/Allerød (14.7–12.9 
ka) and the Younger Dryas (12.9–11.7 
ka) (reference Figure 1c). Ultimately, 
the PGR filtered into the current Holo-
cene epoch, which is considered an in-
terglacial within the Quaternary Period. 

Three primary mechanisms are of-
fered to explain observations during 
the PGR: CO2 increase, Boreal sum-
mer insolation increase, and Atlantic 
meridional overturning circulation 
intensification (Shakun and Carlson, 
2010). According to Shakun and Carl-
son (2010):

Figure 2. Change in periodicity following the Middle Pleistocene Transition from 41-kyr to 100-kyr cycles. The 0°C line 
on the temperature axis is based on the Pre-Industrial Average.
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“The similar timing of the LGM and 
[deglaciation] between the North-
ern and Southern Hemispheres 
suggests that the hemispheres were 
synchronized at orbital timescales. 
Atmospheric greenhouse gases are 
the most likely synchronizer given 
their global nature.”

However, they do note that degla-
ciation in most records began before 
CO2 rose, which signifies CO2 is a feed-
back mechanism rather than a cause. 
Therefore, Shakun and Carlson (2010) 
suggest that Boreal summer insolation 
explains the shift toward an inter-
glacial 19–22 ka, while CO2 increase 
reinforces the long-term warming 
pattern. The third mechanism, Atlantic 
meridional overturning circulation in-
tensification, explains the bipolar see-
saw pattern observed in the Northern 
and Southern Hemispheres. According 
to Shakun and Carlson (2010), “The 
Bølling/Allerød and Younger Dryas 
climate oscillations were an expression 
of this bipolar seesaw with the Ant-
arctic Cold Reversal representing the 

opposite sign response of the Southern 
Hemisphere.” 

Paleoclimatology— 
Biblical Framework
The secular perspective of paleocli-
matology, with its presupposition of 
millions of years, treats each sustained 
climate change as a separate global 
event, requiring independent causal 
mechanisms, such as CO₂ fluctuations, 
Milankovitch cycles, or volcanism. 
In contrast, the Biblical framework 
interprets the paleoclimate record as 
reflecting a single, overarching causal 
mechanism: the Global Flood. Figure 
3 illustrates this reinterpretation by 
mapping the data from Figure 1 onto 
a Biblical timeline. The Flood/post-
Flood Boundary is placed at 4,375 
years before present (BP), correspond-
ing to the Masoretic date of the Flood 
(circa 2350 BC; Wright, 2012). The 
Glacial Maximum is positioned at 3,875 
years BP, 500 years after the Flood/
post-Flood Boundary, and the end 

of the Ice Age is set at 3,675 years BP, 
700 years after the Flood/post-Flood 
Boundary (Oard, 2019).

Flood/Post-Flood Boundary
Based on deep-sea benthic foramin-
ifera curves and previous creationist 
research, the Flood/post-Flood Bound-
ary resides near the boundary between 
the Early Cenozoic warm period and 
the colder Plio-Pleistocene. This fol-
lows closely with the Catastrophic 
Plate Tectonics (CPT) model developed 
by Baumgardner (2003), which pro-
poses that the breakup of “the foun-
tains of the great deep” drove rapid 
subduction of oceanic lithosphere 
resulting in a new ocean floor by the 
Flood’s end. Lithosphere production, 
as well as immense volcanism spurred 
by CPT, warmed the world’s oceans 
causing a significant increase in global 
temperature, as reflected at the Flood/
post-Flood Boundary in Figure 3b 
(Oard, 1990; Hebert, 2013). 

Cenozoic oxygen isotope data de-
posited prior to the Flood/post-Flood 

Figure 3. Paleoclimate record compressed into the Biblical timeline from the middle of the flood (~4376 BP) through the 
Holocene Epoch. Major secular climatic events (labelled in figure) are provided to orient the reader to the data. Notice the 
timeline is non-linear, meaning Box A represents the end of the Flood year (~7 months), Box B represents the 700-years 
from the Flood/post-Flood Boundary to the end of the Ice Age, and Box C represents the Holocene Epoch (~3675 years). 
The 0°C line on the temperature axis is based on the Pre-Industrial Average.
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Boundary corresponds to the Flood 
Year (Figure 3a). Climate interpreta-
tions from this interval are unreliable 
because the standard equations used 
to convert oxygen isotope ratios to 
temperature rely on partition func-
tions that assume a relatively constant 
temperature. While this assumption 
becomes reasonable after the Flood—
especially as time progresses beyond 
the Flood/post-Flood Boundary—it is 
implausible during the Flood itself due 
to extreme, rapidly changing condi-
tions. What can be inferred, though, 
is that the global climate was warm 
during and immediately following 
the Flood. 

The actual date (circa 2350 BC) 
for the Flood/post-Flood Boundary 
is based on the Masoretic Text; how-
ever, the placement of the boundary 
in the sediment record is based on 
temperature maxima found in four 
locations: the EECO, MECO, MCO, and 
the Miocene/Pliocene. Because of the 
progressive nature of the Global Flood, 
temperature spikes likely indicate 
catastrophic flood processes; there-
fore, the final “spike” at the Miocene/
Pliocene Boundary indicates a reason-
able location for the Flood/post-Flood 
Boundary (see Figure 3b). This location 
best aligns with previous research 
indicating a later end to the Flood—al-
though Oard (2013) and Clarey (2017)’s 
research favors a slightly later Flood/
post-Flood boundary between the 
Pliocene and Pleistocene.

Although oxygen isotope data sup-
ports the Miocene/Pliocene Boundary 
as the Flood/post-Flood Boundary, its 
exact placement remains the subject of 
debate. Positive feedback mechanisms 
in the climate system—particularly 
within the carbon cycle—could extend 
warming beyond the end of the Flood, 
making a boundary near the EECO 
plausible. However, CPT-induced 
subduction zone volcanism compli-
cates this timing, as volcanic aerosols 
(e.g., SO₂) provide a negative feed-

back on warming. Consequently, the 
observed temperature trend depends 
strongly on climate sensitivity to both 
CO₂ and volcanic aerosols. Further 
research is needed to establish baseline 
sensitivities, which would allow for a 
more precise placement of the Flood/
post-Flood Boundary. Regardless, the 
paleoclimate record consistently sup-
ports a boundary located above the 
Cretaceous Period.

Post-Flood Cooling
Rapid plate subduction associated 
with CPT subsided following the 
Flood; however, vast volcanism contin-
ued as the Earth equilibrated, provid-
ing a mechanism for rapid cooling of 
the Earth’s climate. According to Ab-
bot and Davies (2012), 1.927 volcanic 
events are observed in the Greenland 
Ice Sheet during the Ice Age portion. 
Data indicate that a single volcanic 
eruption can produce regional cool-
ing of approximately 0.5°C to 2.5°C. 
Accordingly, the immense volcanism 
during the ~500 years between the 
Flood and the Ice Age maximum likely 
drove the sustained cooling observed 
in Figure 3b (Oard, 2019). Additionally, 
during this period, warm oceans led 
to increased evaporation and higher 
snowfall rates on cold mid- and high-
latitude land surfaces (Hebert, 2017). 
Ultimately, it was the coupling of 
both subduction zone volcanism and 
increased evaporation that provided 
the ingredients necessary for the Ice 
Age, namely cooler summers and 
increased high latitude precipitation 
(Oard, 2019).

The rapid post-Flood global cooling 
observed in this study is consistent 
with Vardiman (1996), though the 
rate of cooling is higher due to the 
compressed timeline of the post-Flood 
Ice Age. Specifically, the temperature 
decline from the Flood/post-Flood 
Boundary to the Ice Age maximum 
is –0.20°C per decade, approximately 
0.06°C per decade faster than Vard-

iman (1996)’s estimate. By comparison, 
the magnitude of this natural cooling 
(0.20°C per decade) is slightly lower 
than the magnitude of the +0.26°C per 
decade currently attributed to anthro-
pogenic forcing (Forster et al., 2024). 
Figure 4 provides a representative de-
piction of the rapid cooling following 
the Flood/post-Flood Boundary. 

Post-Flood Ice Age
Creationists have conducted consid-
erable research on the post-Flood Ice 
Age (Hebert, 2013; Clarey, 2019; Oard, 
2019; Gollmer, 2023). Although secular 
scientists propose five major ice ages 
in Earth history—Mid Precambrian, 
Late Precambrian, Late Ordovician, 
Late Paleozoic, and Pleistocene—the 
sedimentary data from which they 
infer the first four strongly suggests 
underwater landslides rather than ice 
advances (Oard, 2019). This leaves only 
the Pleistocene Ice Age, an icehouse 
climate that lasted ~585 years, from the 
beginning of the Pleistocene Ice Age 
to the Holocene (reference Figure 3b).

Often referred to as the HEAT 
model, the Biblical framework of the 
Ice Age better explains Pleistocene 
climate (Hebert, 2013). Rather than 
proposing multiple mechanisms, such 
as “tipping points” for the transition 
from greenhouse to icehouse climate 
(i.e., the Eocene/Oligocene Boundary) 
or Milankovitch cycles as the pace-
maker of glacial-interglacial periods, 
the Global Flood provides a power-
ful, singular mechanism to explain 
the whole of the paleoclimate record, 
from observed Eocene through Pleis-
tocene cooling to Glacial Maximum 
and finally to the Ice Age’s conclusion 
(Hebert, 2013; Oard, 2019). 

Secular scientists interpret the 
Pleistocene Ice Age as containing mul-
tiple glacial-interglacial cycles (Figures 
2a–2b), with the current Holocene 
Epoch considered an interglacial em-
bedded within this Ice Age (Berger and 
Loutre, 2002). In contrast, creationists 
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argue that these glacial-interglacial 
cycles are a misinterpretation of ice 
core records, particularly in the lower 
portions where annual layers are not 
preserved (Hebert, 2018). Figure 3b 
shows the period from the Flood/
post-Flood Boundary to the end of the 
Ice Age. While the glacial-interglacial 
cycles remain visible even after time-
line compression, a reinterpretation 
of oxygen isotope ratios would likely 
smooth the curve, as chemical varia-
tions at depth reflect shorter-term 
fluctuations—seasonal or even single-
storm events—rather than decade- or 
century-scale climate changes. Future 
research will focus on reinterpreting 
ice core-derived temperatures within 
the Biblical Ice Age framework.

Ice Age End
According to secular scientists, Earth 
currently resides in the Holocene inter-
glacial period. The Biblical framework, 
on the other hand, suggests this “in-
terglacial” is a recovery of the climate 
system to a post-Flood equilibrium 
state (see Figure 3c). Following the 
cessation of CPT, residual catastroph-

ism from the Flood declined to the 
currently observed rates, the ocean 
thermohaline circulation balanced, and 
volcanic aerosols were removed from 
the stratosphere, all allowing for the 
climate system to reach the equilibrium 
state observed for approximately 3,675 
years (reference Figure 3c). 

Like the rapid cooling trend (ref-
erence “Post-Flood Cooling” section), 
evidence for the strength of natural 
forcing is also observed in rapid warm-
ing from Glacial Maximum to the be-
ginning of the Holocene. During this 
period, the Earth’s climate witnessed 
a +0.27°C per decade increase in tem-
perature. This rate is 0.01°C greater 
than current estimates of anthropo-
genic forcing, which indicates that 
natural forcing is much stronger than 
currently assessed.

Discussion

Earlier Climate Records
This paper focuses on the paleoclimate 
record from the Flood/post-Flood 
Boundary to the end of the Ice Age 

(i.e., Cenozoic Era); however, climate 
reconstructions do exist for the Flood 
Year. One study often referenced in 
paleoclimate records is Royer et al. 
(2004), which provides oxygen isotope 
ratios extending back to the Devonian 
Period. Figure 5 displays the Royer et 
al. (2004) temperature reconstruction 
derived from oxygen isotope ratios, 
which stretches from the Devonian Pe-
riod through the Cretaceous. Although 
a warming trend emerges following 
the Triassic/Jurassic Boundary, infer-
ring climatic trends from sediments 
during the Global Flood is impractical; 
therefore, these datasets were purpose-
fully omitted. 

Volcanism
Secular scientists associate volcanism 
with many global warming periods 
in the paleoclimate record (Gutjahr et 
al., 2018; Kasbohm and Schoene, 2018; 
van der Boon et al., 2021). They claim 
CO2 increases stem from many major 
volcanic eruptions occurring over 
periods of thousands to millions of 
years. Creationists observe the same 
volcanism in the geologic record; how-

Figure 5. Paleoclimate record during the Flood year 
from the Cambrian to the Cretaceous. The 0°C line 
on the temperature axis is based on the Pre-Industrial 
Average.

Figure 4. Temperature reconstruction from the Flood/
post-Flood Boundary to the end of the Pleistocene Ice 
Age. This graphic depicts the rapid -0.20°C per decade 
cooling, as well as the +0.26°C per decade warming fol-
lowing the end of the Global Flood.
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ever, the short Biblical timeline allows 
eruptions during and immediately 
following the Flood to function as a 
cooling mechanism for post-Flood cli-
mates. Secular scientists cannot draw 
these same conclusions because of 
their commitment to millions of years; 
therefore, they struggle to explain the 
origin of the Ice Age. 

Climate Change
Periods such as the EECO are fre-
quently used by secular scientists to 
compare Representative Concentration 
Pathways (RCPs) to past climates. One 
study projected that under RCP 8.5, 

“[future climates would] most closely 
resemble [the] Eocene” by 2150, with 
CO₂ concentrations reaching 1,200–
2,500 ppmv (Burke et al., 2018; Lunt 
et al., 2021). However, the likelihood 
of achieving Eocene-level warming is 
extremely low, as events like the PETM 
and EECO were consequences of a 
unique, never-to-be-repeated Global 
Flood. This is not to imply that climate 
change is fabricated—particularly not 
the IPCC’s moderate RCP scenarios—
but rather to counter claims of cata-
strophic climate change, which God 
has promised will never occur again 
(Genesis 8:22). Less extreme radiative 
forcing pathways, such as RCP2.6, are 
projected to produce climates similar 
to the Pliocene (~5–3 Ma) by the end 
of the century (Steinthorsdottir et al., 
2020).

Secular scientists claim anthropo-
genic forcing is rapidly altering the 
equilibrium state observed throughout 
the Holocene epoch. Alarming claims 
of catastrophic climate change fill me-
dia headlines; however, creationists 
believe these stem from a gross misin-
terpretation of the paleoclimate record. 
Because secular scientists assume CO2 
concentrations drive major climate 
changes, they predict Earth could be 
headed toward unlivable conditions, if 
humans do not curb emissions. Han-
sen et al. (2013) perfectly sum up the 

secular fear of climate change in their 
closing discussion on global habitabil-
ity. According to Hansen et al. (2013): 

“The Earth was 10–12°C warmer 
than today in the Early Eocene and 
at the peak of the PETM. How did 
mammals survive that warmth? 
Some mammals have higher in-
ternal temperatures than humans, 
and there is evidence of evolution 
of surface-area-to-mass ratio to 
aid heat dissipation…However, 
human-made warming will occur 
in a few centuries, as opposed to 
several millennia in the PETM, thus 
providing little opportunity for 
evolutionary dwarfism to allevi-
ate the impacts of global warming. 
[The authors] conclude that the 
large climate change from burning 
all fossil fuels would threaten the 
biological health and survival of 
humanity, making policies that 
rely substantially on adaptation 
inadequate.” 

Biblical creationists do not share 
this same fear because we know the pa-
leoclimate record tells a vastly different 
story. If secular scientists would simply 
start from the actual historical record 
of origins, rather than the theories of 
evolution and uniformitarianism, they 
would see that the paleoclimate record 
points to the catastrophic Global Flood! 

Conclusion
In this study, it was shown that secular 
paleoclimate reconstructions provide 
compelling evidence for the Biblical 
framework. Of course, interpretations 
of deep-sea sediments are subject to 
human error, especially when created 
with uniformitarianism in mind, but 
thankfully, Christians also have the 
infallible Word of God to support 
our interpretation of the paleoclimate 
record. Furthermore, Christians have 
the Word of God to support claims 
against catastrophic climate change. 
After Noah and his family exited the 

Ark and sacrificed offerings on the al-
tar, God promised that he would “not 
again curse the ground…for man’s 
sake” (Genesis 8:21). Furthermore, 
God told Noah that “while the earth 
remains, seedtime and harvest, and 
cold and heat, and summer and win-
ter, and day and night shall not cease” 
(Genesis 8:22). When the paleoclimate 
record is reexamined through the 
lens of Scripture, the Flood and its 
aftermath provide a causally sufficient, 
theologically consistent, and scientifi-
cally coherent explanation of Earth’s 
climate history—one that secular 
models, with their reliance on deep 
time and unstable cycles, fail to achieve.
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