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process is already in progress.’ The coupling between 
the computer modeling and the physical modeling 
should increase the likelihood of arriving at a plausible 
physical explanation of geological features in accord 
with Scriptural accounts of the Genesis Flood. 
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An analysis of the assumptions which must be made when ancient climate is inferred from the fossil record reveals 
that one must accept the Principle of Uniformitarianism and quite possibly the Theory of Evolution in order to deter- 
mine the climate. Under the assumption that the earth has undergone a worldwide flood of a year’s duration, it is im- 
possible to determine what the pre-flood climate was like. The implications of this are that all current flood models 
which attempt to satisfy the warm earth criteria may be satisfying a situation which never existed. 

For over fifty years one of the most firmly accepted 
creationist doctrines has been that the earth before the 
flood had a uniformly mild climate. Whitcomb and 
Morris have no less than eight quotations from three 
authorities attesting to the universal warmness of 
various ancient geologic periods.’ Smith presents 
evidence in-favor of the warm earth theory.’ Rehwinkle3 
as well as Whitcomb and Morris cites coal as evidence 
of the warmness of the prediluvial world. In fact Whit- 
comb and Morris state that, 

“A universal warm, moist climate alone explains 
the evidence.“4 

Dillow cites limestone deposits in the higher latitudes, 
palm trees in Alaska, crocodiles in New Jersey, and 
frozen ripe fruit found in the New Siberian Islands as 
evidence of this mild climate. In fact he makes a tem- 
perature estimate of the pre-flood world based upon the 
fossils found at various latitudes.5 

Other examples are easily brought to mind. Fossil 
tropical breadfruit found, along with magnolias, 
laurels, ferns, and sequoias, 300 miles north of the Arc- 
tic Circlees The Byrd expedition discovered fossil ferns 
at latitude 87 O S.’ Obviously, such facts strongly com- 
pel a researcher to accept the idea that the polar regions 
were considerably warmer in the past than they are 
presently. There just seems to be no way any such 
animals and plants could have lived in these regions 
under present climatic regimes. 

However, an analysis of the assumptions which one 
must make to determine the pre-flood climate shows 
that they are totally incompatible with the assumption 
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of a worldwide flood. The reason for this is that in order 
to infer climate from the fossil record one must implicit- 
ly accept the Principle of Uniformitarianism. 

Two assumptions must be made before climatic infor- 
mation can be deduced. First, it must be assumed that 
the habitats of the fossil species being studied are of the 
same kind as can be observed to be inhabited by the liv- 
ing representatives today. In other words, the habitat 
has not changed. This is the first form of this assump- 
tion. When the case occurs that there are no living rep- 
resentatives in a fossil assemblage, it must be assumed 
that the habitat is similar to that of the nearest living 
“relatives”. This is the second form of the first assump- 
tion. Few creationists would have problems accepting it 
in its first form; but they should feel uncomfortable 
with its second form. In accepting it in its second form 
as stated, one is implicitly accepting evolution; because 
only in the theory of evolution are there any relatives! 
One could escape this by assuming that God created 
similar forms to occupy similar environments, but he 
must be careful in making this assumption. With the 
wide climatic tolerances observed within various 
genera, this assumption is shaky at best. 

It is only by using this second form that any climatic 
inferences can be made, e.g. from dinosaurs. There are 
no living representatives; but the reptiles, being struc- 
turally similar to these ancient creatures (although this 
has been questioned) are used as the models. Thus it is 
concluded that the dinosaurs must have been cold- 
blooded and lived in more temperate climes. By this 
reasoning, then, the dinosaur footprints on Svalbard 
means that the area was once warm.* Accepting this 
conclusion is uncomfortably close to accepting evolu- 
tion also. 
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The second assumption which must be made before it 
is possible for climate to be deduced is that a species 
lived in close proximity to the place where it is buried. 
That this assumption is necessary is obvious; but in 
making it one automatically excludes the possibility 
that a worldwide flood mixed up the plants and animals 
before their burial. This second assumption is actually a 
corollary of the Principle of Uniformitarianism. Thus 
the creationist who accepts the climatic conclusions of 
uniformitarianists is implicitly accepting uniformity 
and in danger of unwittingly accepting evolution-the 
two ideas most contradictory to everything creationists 
believe. 

It is quite possible, moreover, that in accepting the 
idea of a warm pre-flood climate, we are throwing 
away some very good evidence for the flood itself. First, 
it is obvious that these plants and animals could not 
possibly have lived under Arctic conditions; and so they 
need explaining. The flood is a perfect explanation for 
these fossils; because during a worldwide flood the 
plant material, especially since it can float, could have 
been widely dispersed over the entire world. Just how 
far this dispersal could have been is seen when it is 
realized that a floating island of vegetation, given open 
sea-room, could completely circumnavigate the present 
earth in a year with a velocity of only three miles per 
hour. 

The fact that vegetation was carried during the flood 
in precisely this manner is implied very strongly in 
Genesis 8: 11. The bird brought back a freshly picked 
leaf which quite obviously had not been carried on the 
ark. Is it possible that the reason that the flora 
assemblages for many of the geologic ages are so uni- 
form from pole to pole is due to this type of dispersal?‘*” 
Any animals which obtained temporary safety upon 
any of the many floating islands of vegetation which 
had enough strength to support them would also be sub- 
ject to this widespread dispersal. 

Thus, by rejecting the idea that the world before the 
flood must have been universally warm, we gain a 
greater evidence in favor of the deluge. 

This inconsistency in creationist thought appears 
quite often whenever coal deposits are discussed. Gen- 
erally coal is considered evidence of a uniformly warm 
climate because of its wide latitudinal occurrence and 
the supposed tropical conditions for its formation. How- 
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ever, if coal is to be used as a climatic “thermometer” 
the plants would have to have grown near where the 
deposit is located. After coal is used to prove the warm- 
ness of the climate, author after author will then argue 
that the material which formed the coal was washed in- 
to its present location. These two arguments concerning 
coal are based upon mutually exclusive ideas of coal 
formation. 

Implications and Conclusions 
The first implication of this analysis is that creationist 

thought may have been sidetracked for over fifty years 
attempting to form flood models which satisfy a warm 
pre-diluvial climate when no such satisfaction was nec- 
essary. It was largely due to the warm earth fallacy that 
the Tilted Earth Azis and Vapor Canopy models were 
advanced. The second implication of the analysis is that 
if we need not satisfy the warm earth conditions other 
flood models can be investigated with the hope that one 
will be found which will answer more of our questions 
about the flood. 

These results obviously do not prove that the earth 
was not universally warm. It may or may not have 
been, What they do show is that under the assumption 
of a worldwide flood we will never be able to determine 
the pre-flood climate with any certainty. 
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Belief-and More 
(Continued from page 56) 
think that we do understand. But works of God which 
are not to be seen now, for instance creation of a new 
type of animal, become focal points of doubt. For a wise 
person, knowledge of the world imparts appreciation of 
the One who made the world. 
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QUOTABLE QUOTE 
“There is one point connected with Mr. Darwin’s ex- 

planation of the bright colours of flowers which I have 
never seen referred to. The assumed attractiveness of 
bright colours to insects would appear to involve the 
supposition that the colour-vision of insects is approx- 
imately the same as our own. Surely this is a good deal 
to take for granted, when it is known that even among 
ourselves colour-vision varies greatly, and that no in- 
considerable number of persons exist to whom, for ex- 
ample, the red of the scarlet geranium is no bright col- 
our at all, but almost a match with the leaves.” 

Lord Rayleigh, in a letter in 
Nature, 1874 




