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Abstract

When early non-evolutionary geologists named the
geologic Periods, the ancient earth theory was al-
ready firmly a part of geologic thought. Twentieth
century Flood geology has sought to correct this er-
ror. Nevertheless, the stratigraphic extent of the
Genesis Flood Event (GFE) remains a major enig-
ma and point of controversy among Flood geolo-
gists. A major reason for this enigma is the view of
the current Flood model that pre-Flood geologic ac-

tivity was insignificant. The Creation/Curse/Catas-
trophe model (CCC) of earth history provides an al-
ternative view that eliminates this problem. If the
CCC model of earth history is found to be valid, the
creationist’s view of the causes of the stratigraphic re-
cord is enlarged and areas for additional, meaning-
ful research become greatly enhanced. The result
can only be a better understanding of the earth’s tur-
bulent past.

Background History

The early 1800s had already witnessed the discarding in
geology of the centuries-old belief in a literal, seven-day
Creation Week and a short earth history. Geologists began
the correlation of distant strata through the use of fossils in
the early 1800s and soon established the nomenclature for
the geologic “Periods.” Non-evolutionary geologists who
viewed the earth as very old then devised the geologic time
scale. The stratigraphic record and its fossils were generally
accepted by these early geologists as evidence of Divine
creations spread over immense geologic time (Gillispie,
1951, pp. 98-148).

The Genesis Flood was still expounded in scientific lit-
erature during the early part of the 1800s, and then it too
became passé later in the century. What had been thought
to be possible Flood evidence was later seen to be deposits
from the glacial period. Hutton’s The Theory of the Earth
(1785), Lyell’s Principles of Geology (1830), and Darwin’s
Origin of Species (1859) dramatically changed the way the
world’s scientific establishment, many churches, and edu-
cation institutions viewed the earth’s history. This became
possible because, even previous to the 1800s, fundamental
truths had already been lost.

Earlier Views of the Creation Event

Scripture begins with a basic truth: “In the beginning God
created the heavens and the earth” (Genesis 1:1). God is
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immediately introduced into the creation equation. God is
seen as the Principle Cause. There is yet another equally
important truth. God not only created but He sustains “all
things by His powerful word” (Hebrews 1:3). Unfortu-
nately, the notion of God as Sustainer began to be lost in
the time of Newton (1642-1727):

He [Newton] believed in absolute time and abso-
lute space, which he associated with God. Newton
believed that the age of miracles was over.... Newton
believed that God had withdrawn from the universe
which He created, and that He operated solely
through the laws which He had established at the
time of creation.... Logically it led to deism and
made agnosticism a reasonable approach. (Klotz,
1985, pp. 32-33.)

More and more God became the “God of the gaps.”
God became visible only when science seemed unable to
supply the answers. As science seemed to supply more and
more answers, God faded further and further away. How-
ever, Scripture consistently places what has become
known as “natural law” squarely in the active hands of
God. He is never pictured as distant from His creation, but
rather as the One who began it and still actively sustains it
(Acts 17:24-28).

James Hutton (1726-1797) introduced Newton’s funda-
mental error into the early study of geology. It was not an
out-and-out denial of God, but the exclusion of God from
geologic events. As Gillispie (1951, pp. 48-49) observes:

Certain consequences of Hutton’s views became
immediately apparent. Most obvious was the vastness
of geological time which his theory demanded....
Hutton offered no evidence for a creation, and no de-
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nial of it either; he simply had nothing to say about
it.... And the whole concept hung upon the proposi-
tion that the cumulative effects of minute forces and
infinitesimal changes can produce results equal to
those of any sudden cataclysm and (though this was
never stated) superseding the necessity for any divine
intervention.

Newton had unknowingly set the stage for the much
later works of Hutton, Lyell, Darwin, and others who had
powerful philosophical theories concerning origins and
earth history. Hutton never implicitly excluded God, yet
his disregard for Divine intervention in the earth’s history
has become the hallmark of modern-day geology (Dunbar,
1960, p. 18):

Geology grew up under this [Christian Creation
view] influence and, during its early years supernatu-
ral explanations were invoked for many natural phe-
nomena.... The uprooting of such fantastic beliefs
began with the Scottish geologist, James Hutton,
whose Theory of the Earth, published in 1785, main-
tained that...given sufficient time processes now at
work could account for all the geologic features of
the Globe. This philosophy, which came to be
known as the doctrine of uniformitarianism, demands
an immensity of time.

Let it be understood that creationists do not deny in any
way proper use of one’s God-given senses while research-
ing past geologic events. But on questions of origins, the
framework must be what the Teacher has said on matters
otherwise unattainable or forgotten. The only other option
is a framework based upon human philosophy and that is a
poor substitute for the words from the One who was there.

A Return to Flood Geology

George McCready Price (1870-1963) can be credited
with the renewal of Flood geology. Modern historians
such as Numbers (1992, p. 73) label Price as probably “the
greatest” of the “anti-evolutionists” early this century. Be-
ginning in 1902 with Outlines of Modern Christianity and
Modern Science, an almost catastrophic stream of Flood
geology books/articles emanated from Price. But the real
impact of Flood geology literature did not begin until such
books as The Flood (Rehwinkel, 1951) and The Genesis
Flood (Whitcomb and Morris, 1961) appeared along with
many others who followed in Price’s steps.

Among current young-earth creationists, particularly in
America, variations of Price’s Flood model dominate as ex-
planations of the geologic record. In that model, the vast
majority of fossiliferous strata is believed to have been
formed as a result of the Deluge or its aftermath. In con-
trast, little geologic activity is pictured as occurring be-
tween Adam and the Flood. Furthermore, any pre-Flood

deposits generated are viewed as probably destroyed by the
Flood (Morris, 1994, p. 106; Austin and Wise, 1994, p. 39;
Walker, 1994, p. 584).

Whitcomb and Morris (1961, pp. 239-243) list Scrip-
tural references (Genesis 1:6-8; 2:5-6; 7:11) which to
them imply “that the age between the fall of man and the
resultant Deluge was one of comparative quiescence geo-
logically.” Wise (1992, p. 168), using the same Scriptures,
urges caution, realizing that “to determine what the pre-
Flood climate was truly like, it is necessary to supplement
Scriptural data with physical data.” Creationists must be
certain that both Scriptural understanding and physical
data coincide. Significantly, creationists, using the Flood
model, have been unable to reach consensus regarding the
extent of the Genesis Flood Event (GFE henceforth) in
the stratigraphic record.

The Uncertain Lines

The stratigraphic extent of the GFE has persisted in Flood
geology as a major enigma:

Creationists differ on where the pre-Flood/Flood
and Flood/post-Flood geological boundaries should
be defined.... Although many creationists would
seem to include all Phanerozoic deposits less than
Holocene among Flood deposits, others would tend
to include all the Phanerozoic less the Neogene.
Others would tend to include only the Paleozoic and
Mesozoic, others would include only the Paleozoic
or Lower Paleozoic, while others would remind us
that the boundary may have to be determined differ-
ently in different places. Much research is needed....
(Wise, 1992, p. 170).

Since Wise’s statement in 1992, much more discussion
and research have appeared in creation literature. Never-
theless, a resolution has not been forthcoming. Without
such resolution, the young-earth creationist cannot under-
stand the stratigraphic record in an orderly way.

Another critical aspect of this question is revealed by
Wise during an interview in Bible-Science News (1995, p.
18):

To my knowledge, virtually all creation geologists
accept the entire Cenozoic as post-Flood. The real
debate among us is whether the Mesozoic should
also be seen as post-Flood. The Furopean creation
geologists tend to want to make the Mesozoic post-
Flood, whereas Steve [Austin|, Andrew Snelling, and
[ would put the Mesozoic as Flood.

The CCC model presents evidence showing that it is
totally unrealistic to “accept the entire Cenozoic as post-
Flood.” Not only is it Biblically unrealistic, it is also geo-
logically unrealistic, assuming a young-earth model is
used.
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The stratigraphic record often depicts very limited eco-
logical environments. Fossil plants and animals from radi-
cally diverse environments are rarely found mixed in
random patterns. This factor was often overlooked or re-
jected by early creationists such as George McCready
Price who strongly felt that the geologic record did not
present an orderly pattern (1926, pp. 71-72).

Many creationists today realize the geologic record is
much more orderly than Price ever imagined. Harold W.
Clark, one of Price’s own students, is an early example
(1968, p. 42):

Then, too, I found that there was much more reg-
ularity to the stratified rocks than Price had recog-
nized, and this, too, was developed by explaining this
order and system as due to the burial of the ancient
life zones rather than to a succession of life during
long geological ages.

Clark credited the fossil order to the Flood’s ability to
bury flora and fauna in sequence of the biozones present.
This concept was a great step forward as it acknowledged
the general fossil sequence without giving it an evolution-
ary interpretation.

Nevertheless, well-known creationist geologist Snelling
(1995, p. 162) speaks of:

...the creationist ‘myth’ that the geologic column is
the product of an evolutionary/uniformitarian ‘con-
spiracy” and so essentially doesn’t exist/isn’t real....
However, the physical reality of the strata of the geo-
logic column cannot be ignored, as they do exist.
The early geologists in Europe, for example, were
able to physically trace the stacking of the continu-
ous sequences of strata from country to country, and
then later similar (and often identical) stacking of se-
quences was found on other continents. It is time for
creationists to bury their ‘myth’, face up to the reality
of the geologic record (not the time scale imposed on
it, of course), and tackle the exciting task of building
the Flood model of earth history based on that re-
cord.

Wise echoes these same conclusions about the consis-
tency of the order of fossils in the stratigraphic column:

Some creationists for a long time have been argu-
ing that ‘there ain’t no such thing as the geological
column.” But all the creation geologists I know dis-
agree with that... the creation geologists are pretty
uniform in their belief that the stratigraphic column
is a valid order. But we can’t convince the lay
creationists community of that.... It's an historical
problem. It was George McCready Price’s argument,
and it’s been repeated since then. But if you run up
and down hills, looking at strata and beating on
rocks, you'd be stunned by the consistency of the or-

der (Bible-Science News, 1995, p. 18).

Watts (1984, p. 21) earlier had cautioned about drawing
too much out of the Scriptural account of the Flood and
thereby not allowing for the pre-Flood world as “a possible
era of fossilization to be considered along with the Deluge
year and the post-Flood era.”

CCC Model

The Creation/Curse/Catastrophe (CCC) model advanced
in this paper acknowledges the reality of the order of the
stratigraphic column. Among its postulates:

1. In agreement with the Flood Model: a young earth, a
literal seven-day Creation Week, biozonation as a
characteristic of nearly all newly created life forms, a
world-wide Flood of great geologic importance, and
limited genetic changes within each Genesis “kind.”
In contrast with the Flood Model: considerable pre-
Flood geologic evidence is preserved in the strati-
graphic record.

2. Genesis One and Two reveal life needing time to
“fill” the earth,

3. The “Curse” on the pre-Flood earth was God’s direct
method of dealing with sinful humanity. It was pro-
gressive in intensity and left a fossil record of God’s
acts in history. The lessening of the Curse after the
Flood is promised in the Noahic Covenant and re-
sults in God establishing human governments to ad-
minister civil crime punishments,

4. Geologic “Periods” are, in reality, ecosystems each
having characteristic life forms. All “Periods” (ecosys-
tems) were present to some degree on the earth
immediately after Creation Week. Geologic events
throughout the pre-Flood times locally stratified
changing ecosystems (later interpreted as “Periods”
by early geologists). Man’s life-sustaining ecosystem
(“Cenozoic”) is seen in the CCC Model as starting
geographically very small and expanding during pre-
Flood times allowing the growing human population
to eventually fill the earth. Not all ecosystems (“Pe-
riods”) are seen as surviving until the Flood, and few
except those of the “Cenozoic” appear to be post-
Flood.

5. The “Periods” tend towards a similar worldwide stra-
tigraphic sequence, because each local ecological
succession tends to enlarge its food web, and this
food web enlargement is “evolutionary” in appear-
ance. “Evolutionary” geologic succession is actually
a reflection of this ecological succession through the
course of time since Creation Week (see Table I),

6. Fossil correlation between distant areas was made pos-
sible by the systematic changes of the earth’s past eco-
systems. Burial and fossilization of these ecosystems
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Table I. The geological time scale in relationship to the CCC model.

Eon Eras

Periods

Characteristic ecosystem
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Quaternary
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Neogene

Paleogene

This ecosystem is most characterized by the following types of life: Man,
most mammals, and flowering plants/grasses (angiosperms) in great
profusion. It is the ecosystem wherein humans can thrive and
characterizes what is Biblically called “[Garden of] Eden.” It now
dominates the earth whereas in the early earth it was only one of various
ecosystems. Today, it contains remnants of the earlier ecosystems in
many life-forms termed “living fossils” because in old earth, evolutionary
theories, they have remained the same for long ages. The CCC model
explains their continued existence as survivors from other created
ecosystems which in the early earth covered large areas.
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Cretaceous

Jurassic

Triassic

This ecosystem is best known for the dinosaurs, the marine

reptiles, and the flying reptiles. For most of the time, the dominant plant
life consisted of cycads, conifers, ferns and other coarse herbage

and succulent water vegetation that supplied food for reptiles.

In the Cretaceous strata, there is a noticable change in vegetation
from cycads, conifers, ferns, etc. to angiosperms. The CCC model
interpretes this change of vegetation as an indication the
surrounding “Cenozoic” ecosystem was expanding and beginning to
invade the “Mesozoic” ecosystem. The result was a decline of the
dinosaurs due to limited food supply and changing environmental
conditions caused by geologic events of the pre-Flood Curse.

Except for possible Ark representatives, the reptile pre-Flood world
may have been largely extinquished before the Genesis Flood Event.

O N O 0 — m» =

-

Permian
Pennsylvanian
Mississippian
Devonian
Silurian
Ordovician

Cambrian

The “Paleozoic” ecosystem consists of many “Periods.” Much Paleozoic
strata is marine in origin. A large amount of the sea life characterized
by this ecosystem is now extinct or thought to be extinct. The trilobites
that especially characterize the “Cambrian” comprise one obvious
example. All these life-forms were created during Creation

Week, but some forms dominated the early earth and later died out
or greatly diminished in the ecosystem as the food chain matured.
Biblically,this is the result of life heeding God’s command to “fill

the earth.” In the pre-Flood earth as the various ecosystems changed
due to geologic events, pressure from surrounding ecosystems, and
changes within the Genesis “kinds,” etc., the ecologic successions were
preserved in the geologic record and interpreted as immense time periods
by early geologists using uniformitarian theory.

Precambrian Eon

Life-forms are relatively few and “simple” (algae, fungi, worms, etc.).
Probably represents Creation Week/earliest post-Creation/Curse events.

The CCC model proposes that the various geologic “Periods” are, in reality, different and geographically limited ecosystems with
characteristic forms of life. Ecosystems with these characteristic life-forms were all present at the completion of Creation Week. The
extent of each characteristic ecosystem (“Period”) must be determined by the geologic record. Through time, flora and fauna mi-
grate, expand or diminish, change to new varieties within the restricted “kinds,” and, in general, tend to expand the capacity of each
local food chain. This ecologic succession through time as geologic events preserved them in the time frames of Creation Week, pre-
Flood Curse events, the Flood, and post-Flood happenings were wrongly interpreted by Darwin and others as evidence for the Theory

of Evolution.
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resulted from the intensified Curse during the pre-
Flood earth, the GFE, and post-Flood happenings,

7. The fossil record has many time indicators such as
footprints which can only rarely, at best, be placed
into the GFE itself and most often represent pre-
Flood or post-Flood geologic events,

8. According to the CCC model, three major worldwide
unconformities in the fossil record could be ex-
pected: (a) the end of Creation Week, (b) the end of
the pre-Flood world and the beginning of the GFE,
and (c) the end of the GFE and the beginning of the
post-Flood world. Between the (a) and (b) local un-
conformities may also be found in the abundant, pre-
Flood fossiliferous record,

9. The pre-Flood/GFE or GFE/post-Flood breaks can-
not be expected at the same geologic “Period” world-
wide and must be determined in each area through
rescarch.

Lack of proper understanding of the pre-Flood world is
making location and/or recognition of the GFE within the
stratigraphic record controversial with current Flood mod-
els. The CCC model is presented in hopes of finding a
more accurate interpretation of the geologic record
through incorporating a different Scriptural understand-
ing of the nature of the pre-Flood world.

Quantity and Placement of Life
on Newly Created Earth

By the end of the Sixth Day, God had prepared the earth as
a fit place for life. Klotz (1970, pp. 489-498; 1985, pp.
193-205) has nicely summarized how the solar system, the
earth and its flora and fauna are all arranged in a way to
make the earth extremely suitable for life.

To Adam and Eve God said: “Be fruitful and increase in
number; fill the earth and subdue it” (Genesis 1:28a NIV).
Although He could have, Scripture reveals that God did
not immediately create a world full of people. He reveals
creation of one male directly from the dust of the earth
(Genesis 2:7) and then one female directly from one of
Adam’s ribs (Genesis 2:21-23). Human habitation was
centralized in the beginning and only spread as population
increased and opportunity arose. Geologically, this means
that human presence within the fossil record at any geo-
graphic location should not be expected unless there had
been time and opportunity for human migration and the
ecosystem would be one that could support human life. In
addition, the longer life span for pre-Flood peoples would
tend to delay the appearance of human fossils/artifacts in
the fossil record.

Life forms other than Man were also created in limited
numbers. They also needed time to increase in number

before other areas of the earth felt their presence. Notice
specifically how the creation of sea creatures and birds is
described: “Be fruitful and increase in number and fill the
water in the seas, and let the birds increase on the earth”
(Genesis 1:23 NIV).

God’s blessing on them, later repeated in His directive
to humans, implies these creatures were restricted in num-
ber and location and required time to fill their ecological
niches. In addition, life forms can expand into other areas
only when the ecosystem of the other areas can support
them with proper food and environment. This principle,
incorporating hundreds of years of pre-Flood time and
geologic events and resultant changing ecosystems, is fun-
damental to an understanding of the CCC geologic
model.

While a restricted creation is not specifically men-
tioned in the Scriptures of land animals, we know by obser-
vation today—long after the redistribution of the animals
after the Flood —that few animals actually have universal
distribution. Klotz (1985, p. 135) speaks of six present-day
areas of geographical distribution of plants and animals
and mentions that “except for the earthworm and the ant,
there are no plants or animals which are approximately
universal in their distribution over the globe.” While a few
other examples might be cited, such contemporary obser-
vations indicate biozonation should be a norm since Cre-
ation Week. Biozonation is commonly accepted as part of
the current Flood model (Morris, 1974, p. 117.)

These built-in ranges of habitats result in limited mix-
tures of flora and fauna in each environment or ecological
niche. These restricted habitats play important roles in de-
termining what life forms are available for preservation as
fossils in each area at any given time.

F.den and Its Garden

Scripture provides some details regarding placement of
Adam and Eve on the newly created earth. Genesis 2:8-9a
informs us:

Now the LORD God had planted a garden in the
east, in Eden; and there He put the man He had
formed. And the LORD God made all kinds of trees
grow out of the ground —trees that were pleasing to
the eye and good for food (NIV).

Adam and Eve were placed in a garden with trees that
furnished them food. The trees producing fruit “good for
food” for humans are classified as angiosperms and are the
characteristic flora of “Cenozoic” strata. Also, angiosperms
“supply nearly all the plant food for the mammals that now
dominate all other life upon the earth” (Dunbar, 1960, pp.
333, 336). Here is clear Scriptural evidence that at least
this small portion of the newly created earth was “Ceno-
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zoic” in its ecosystem/environment. This would demand
some “Cenozoic” strata dating from pre-Flood and/or GFE
times.

Where the Garden of Eden was located in reference to
our modern-day political boundaries is unknown and open
for research. The issue of Eden’s extent and location of its
Garden is critical and needs to be thoroughly researched.
Its location provides a guideline of where to expect (or not
expect, as the case may be) to find the earliest human re-
mains in the fossil record. If the Garden had been pre-
served in the early fossil record, the CCC model predicts
that Eden’s location would be found on top of basement
“Precambrian” strata and contain “Cenozoic” life forms,
since clearly Eden is described as having plants and ani-
mals consistent with “Cenozoic” types.

We do not know from Scripture the exact geographic
extent of “Eden,” butthe CCC model assumes this “Ceno-
zoic” (angiosperm/mammal) land ecosystem was origi-
nally quite limited in extent at Adam’s and Eve’s creation.
The geologic record may later prove useful in making this
determination.

Only the area called “Eden” is assumed by the CCC
model as having a “Cenozoic” environment at the end of
Creation Week. And as the characteristic flora and fauna
associated with this ecosystem created for Man expanded
in area, surrounding ecosystems became greatly affected.
For example, as angiosperms invaded the dinosaur ecosys-
tem (“Mesozoic”), great changes occurred, as we shall
later explore.

A basic postulate of the CCC model is that angio-
sperms and mammals (associated with humans from the
ending of Creation Week) became more widely distrib-
uted as time passed in the pre-Flood world and human
population increased and demanded a larger living area.
Biozones expanded or contracted during pre-Flood time
as environments changed due to geologic events, ecosys-
tems matured, or other important factors such as migra-
tion. This point is crucial in evaluating the fossil record.
And now we must examine some Scriptural reasons to ex-
pect fossil evidence from the pre-Flood world.

The “Very Good” Earth Becomes Tainted

Genesis One concludes with the announcement: “God saw
all that He had made [the previous six days], and it was very
good” (v. 31). God was well-pleased with His handiwork,
and rightly so, but something was about to radically change.

Adam and Eve were created in harmony with their
Maker. Furthermore, God saw to it that their every need
was supplied. In spite of this, they yielded to the tempta-
tions and lies of the serpent (Satan). Their sin resulted in
a four-fold, broken relationship:

The result [of sin] was a fall in four different areas.
The relationship between God and man was now
broken.... The relationship between man and his fel-
low man was severed.... The bond between man and
nature also was broken, with the ground producing
thorns and thistles and the animal world no longer
being benevolent (Genesis 3:17, 18). Man also be-
came separated from himself.... (McDowell and
Steward, 1993, p. 69.)

In the CCC model, we are principally interested in the
effects of the Curse on the broken relationship between
humankind and the earth itself and its ecosystems. The
first result of the Curse is found in Genesis 3:17-19:

To Adam He [God] said, “Because you listened to
your wife and ate from the tree about which I com-
manded you, ‘You must not eat of it, cursed is the
ground because of you; through painful toil you will
eatof it all the days of your life. It will produce thorns
and thistles for you...By the sweat of your brow you
will eat your food until you return to the ground,
since from it you were taken; for dust you are and to
dust you will return” (NIV).

Mankind’s certain return to the dust is only one aspect
of sin. One of the major emphasis of the Genesis Curse is
on the ground, the earth itself. Sin breaks mankind’s har-
monious relationship with the earth and its creatures.
Ecology and geology immediately become linked to the
Curse. The pre-Flood world became an unpleasant dwell-
ing place. The Curse made it a very different world from
the “very good” one pronounced earlier at the conclusion

of Creation Week.

The Curse Intensifies

Later, when Cain killed his brother, Scripture reveals that
the effect of the Curse would intensify:

Now you are under a curse and driven from the
ground, which opened its mouth to receive your
brother’s blood from your hand. When you work the
ground, it will no longer yield its crops for you. You
will be a restless wanderer on the earth (Genesis 4-
10-12 NIV).

The Curse intensified: growing crops now became
more difficult. Apparently, after Cain’s sin, wandering and
gathering became the norm for satisfying humankind’s
need for food. Something drastic seems to have happened
to the pre-Flood earth’s ecosystem. Paradise was truly lost.
God spared Cain’s life, but the earth itself provided the
curse by driving Cain from the ground. Even in modern
times, various events such as volcanism can disrupt food
production and produce harsh environments (White and
Humphreys, 1994). The CCC model postulates that the
pre-Flood world was filled with many such disasters.
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Direct Divine Government

Cain grew very anxious thinking that a relative would kill
him in revenge. God’s response to Cain’s concern holds an
important Biblical principle about the pre-Flood world.
When Adam and Eve sinned, God directly intervened and
punished them. Later, when Cain killed Abel, God per-
sonally delivered the penalty. And when Cain worried that
one of his relatives would take matters into his own hands,
God’s response is very revealing: “Not so, if anyone kills
Cain, he will suffer vengeance [from Me] seven times
over” (Genesis 4:15 NIV).

God not only personally meted out the punishment,
but the punishment intensified as sin piled upon sin. And
the punishment was directed at the earth itself. There is no
mention of God using capital punishment prior to the
Flood event. People seemed to automatically understand
that God personally took revenge for sin by increasing the
penalty (the Curse) on the earth. This seems understood
by Lamech, because when he killed a man, he states: “If
Cain is avenged seven times, then Lamech seventy-seven
times” (Genesis 4:24 NIV).

Men prided themselves at fighting God and boasting
about their evil deeds! In this regard, see Eusebius (1923,
pp- 21-23.) In the long time span between creation and
the GFE (at least 1656 years), Scripture tells us: “Now the
earth was corrupt in God’s sight and was full of violence.
God saw how corrupt the earth had become, for all the
people [“flesh”] on earth had corrupted their ways” (Gene-
sis 6:11-12). It was a world of terror, violent people, and vi-
olent ecological disasters from the hand of God, ending in
total human destruction at the GFE except for those in the
Ark. Neither is there mention in the pre-Flood world of hu-
man government inflicting the penalty for civil crimes.
That was yet to be authorized by God.

A Change of Government

As the few survivors from the Ark were about to venture out

into the post-Flood earth, for the first time the Lord insti-

tutes human government for purposes of punishing crime:

And for your lifeblood I [God| will surely demand

an accounting. I will demand an accounting from ev-

ery animal. And from each man, too, I will demand

an accounting for the life of his fellow man. Whoever

sheds the blood of man, by man shall his blood be

shed; for in the image of God has God made man
(Genesis 9:5-6 NIV).

This is the beginning of civil government empowered
by God to keep the peace among peoples. St. Paul says in
Romans 13:1-5:

Everyone must submit himself to the governing
authorities, for there is no authority except that

which God has established [apparently referring
back to Genesis 9:5-6, the beginning of nations]....
For he is God’s servant to do you good. But if you do
wrong, be afraid, for he does not bear the sword for
nothing. He is God’s servant, and agent of wrath to
bring punishment on the wrongdoer (NIV).

While civil governments (city states) may have existed
without God’s sanction prior to the Flood, they are only
mentioned as a God-given, post-Flood development (Gen-
esis 10). Hence, there is a Scriptural reason to suppose that
God’s pre-Flood punishments were much more severe in
their ecological and geological extent than after He insti-
tuted human government in the immediate post-Flood
world to melt out punishments for civil wrongs.

Easing of the Curse

At Noah’s birth, his father, Lamech, foretold the lessening
of this Curse:

Lamech... said, “He [Noah| will comfort us in the
labor and painful toil of our hands caused by the
ground the LORD has cursed” (Genesis 5:28-29
NIV).

Lamech gives us a glimpse of the severity of the Curse
in his day and the prophecy that the Curse would be eased
in Noah’s time. That it was eased is verified in the Noahic
Covenant immediately after the Flood:

Then Noah built an altar to the LORD and...sac-
rificed burnt offerings on it. The LORD ...said in His
heart: ‘Never again will I curse the ground because of
man, even though every inclination of his heart is
evil from childhood. And never again will I destroy
all living creatures, as I have done. As long as the
earth endures, seed time and harvest, cold and heat,
summer and winter, day and night will never cease
(Genesis 8:20-22 NIV).

After the GFE, God lessened the intensity of Curse
upon the ground. In Revelation 22:3 we are told the Curse
will only be totally rescinded at the establishment of the fu-
ture new heavens and new earth. But for now, God has
promised that never again will the total ecosystem of the
earth (even the seasons) be disrupted as they had been.
The diminished Curse today still involves local floods, vol-
canic activity, famines, tornadoes, earthquakes, etc. This
present-day condition strongly implies much more intense
geologic and ecologic activities on the ground-cursed, pre-
Flood world. The present cannot therefore be considered
the key to the past regarding geological rates.

God’s Noahic covenant in Genesis Fight and Nine ap-
plies to all humanity until the end of time. It will only be
revoked in a major way at the very end of time because
“...the earth is defiled by its people [who have]...broken the
everlasting [Noahic] covenant. Therefore a curse con-



Volume 37, June 2000

17

”»

sumes the earth.... 7 (Isaiah 24:5-6, see also especially
verses 1-6, 16-23 NIV). This next universal destruction will
end with universal fire on the Earth (I Peter 3:10-13).
The GFE was the culmination of the intensifying
Curse on the pre-Flood world. The universal Flood be-
came a geologic benchmark in the ancient world. How-
ever, the GFE was not the first catastrophic event recorded
in the fossiliferous record. Evidence for the Flood will vary
locally, according to the CCC model, depending upon the
ecosystem (“Period”) present at each locality at the time of

the GFE.

An Exceptional Time

The implication for the CCC model is clear. It postulates
that the pre-Flood world was a time of exceptional Divine
interventions upon the earth. Even in post-Flood times,
when God takes a strong hand to show His displeasure over
sin, floods, earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, plagues, etc.
are cited in Scripture. The fiery destruction of Sodom and
Gomorrah, the ecological events of the Exodus, the turn-
ing back of the sundial and Joshua’s long day are merely
some examples of recorded post-Flood Divine actions.

It is also critical to notice that when God dealt with an-
cient Israel as a theocracy, He stressed that punishment on
the Covenant people would be given with increasing in-
tensity: “But if you will not listen to me and carry out all
these commands...I will punish you for your sins seven
times over....” (Leviticus 26:14, 18, 21, 24, 28 NIV). The fi-
nal result of this increasing intensity would be a land
wasted “...so that your enemies who live there will be ap-
palled” (Leviticus 26:32 NIV). This increasing degree of
punishment in order to bring them to repentance seems
indicative of how the Lord has acted in history towards sin.
The account of the pre-Flood world is brief in Scripture,
but Divine activity appears to have been even more force-
ful in the pre-Flood world before God sanctioned human
government to act on His behalf in dealing out punish-
ments.

Strata from all geologic “Periods” have evidence of time
indicators such as changing environments/ecosystems,
footprints, nests, in situ growth, rain prints, trace fossils, fos-
sil soils, etc. Young-earth creationists often acknowledge
—in varying degrees—such time indicators in the post-
Flood world. The CCC model allows ample reason to rec-
ognize them in the pre-Flood world as well.

Other Geologic Implications

The question of geologic succession and strata correlation
becomes easier to understand when the CCC model is ap-
plied. Not only is the earth viewed as very biozoned at the

time immediately after Creation, but the intensifying ef-
fects of the Curse over hundred of years of pre-Flood time
provided ample reasons for systematic fossil and strata
development. It is significant that evolutionary geologists
recognize how geologic fossil succession closely resembles
ecologic succession today:

At the present time, plant and animal succession
occurs whenever newly vacated territory becomes
available. Such opportunities arise after forest fires
and the draining of swamps, and following the retreat
of glaciers, and other similar natural events. In the
dim geologic past, however, no outside reservoir of
life existed, and not all the space and energy re-
sources could be utilized immediately because noth-
ing had yet evolved to utilize them. At one time, for
example, the lands were barren of vegetation; many
geologic ages ran their course before plants evolved
that could live on dry land. The gradual and lengthy
process whereby the energy sources of our planet were
utilized successively by plants and animals is called
geological succession. It differs in no fundamental way
from the ecological succession that occurs today when
a new environment appears, except that it requires
much more time (Stokes, 1966, p. 370, emphasis
mine).

The CCC model removes the immense time assump-
tions and views fossil, geologic succession as evidence of
sequential environmental/ecosystem changes since Cre-
ation. Many of these changes seemed to be related to the
cursed, pre-Flood earth. And, contrary to the evolutionary
assumptions, life was readily available to move into adja-
cent disrupted ecosystems. Even in evolutionary thinking,
migration has long been credited for the sudden and enig-
matic fossil appearance of the angiosperms in the “Creta-
ceous” (Stearn et al., 1979, p. 339).

Migration has also long been suggested as an explana-
tion to the sudden appearance of the larger mammals in
the strata directly above the last of the dinosaurs fossils(Le
Conte, 1905, pp. 541-542). Only a few small mammals are
known to have existed in the dinosaur ecosystems (inter-
preted as “Periods” according to ancient earth geology).
But this is exactly what the CCC and other creation mod-
els would expect since the larger mammals and the large
reptiles lived in two distinct ecosystems and were unable to
exist together. After the demise of the dinosaurs in each
area, the existing larger mammals from surrounding “Ce-
nozoic” ecosystems could, and did, safely migrate into the
vacated ecological niche left by the dinosaurs.

Furthermore, it is important to understand that the di-
nosaurs are believed to have existed in limited coastal envi-
ronments/ecosystems around the world:

The duckbills [dinosaurs] appeared in the late
Cretaceous.... In whatever part of the globe they
were, they lived on the coastal plains of one sea or an-
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other. (As did all the dinosaurs.) We don’t know
whether they, or any other dinosaurs, also lived in in-
land areas, because there are no geological forma-
tions that preserve inland habitats from the
dinosaurs’ time (Horner, 1990, p. 72, see also p. 196).

Here is the strongest of indications that the dinosaurs in-
habited only a narrow ecological niche worldwide. And
equally important is the faulty conclusion that “no geologi-
cal formations...preserve inland habitats from the dino-
saurs’ time.” This is made on the basis that geologic
“Periods” are distinct in time. In the CCC model, habitats
other than coastal plain environments would also be form-
ing geologic records simultaneously with the “Mesozoic”
coastal plains. The evolutionist would miss their signifi-
cance. These inland geological formations would be as-
sumed by the evolutionist to be of another time.

The dramatic change to angiosperm vegetation in the
dinosaur environment (from “Triassic and Jurassic” to
“Cretaceous”) may have greatly contributed to the doom
of the famous reptiles while at the same time preparing the
way for the migration of larger mammals (and man) into
those areas. The diet of almost all of the dinosaurs is not
thought to have included angiosperms (Stokes, 1966, p.
263).

The significance of this change in food supply in the
“Cretaceous” becomes more evident when factoring out
immense ages and having ecosystems change in the much
shorter time-span in the turbulent, pre-Flood world. The
CCC model’s interpretation of the fossil record indicates
that many types of dinosaurs may have become extinct
even before the commencement of the GFE due to a
change in the food supply.

Correlation by Fossils

Most areas on the earth have only certain geologic “Pe-
riods” represented. The total geologic record is pieced to-
gether in an evolutionary scheme from around the world
using the known principles of superpositional stratigraphy,
biostratigraphy, and radiometric dates. Years ago, Henbest
(1952, p. 305) summarized the situation:

To reconstruct the history of epochs and periods
requires the assembling of records from every
known province of the world and connecting them
in the proper time sequence. This process not only
calls into play every known device of age determina-
tion and correlation and cross-checks, but involves
the handling of enormous quantities of compli-
cated data whose quality runs the entire gamut of
conjecture, speculation, and well-reasoned induc-
tion.

Traditional Flood geology has tended to reject the idea
of correlation by fossils. Conversely, conventional, evolu-

tionary geology thrives on it. The CCC model proposes
there is a “seed” of truth buried deep within the conven-
tional thinking. But the plant that grows out of it looks nei-
ther like the conventional model nor the traditional Flood
model. The evolutionary-ancient earth theory allows too
much time. The Flood model by placing most of the
fossiliferous strata into the one-year GFE does not allow
enough time.

Evolutionary geologists today acknowledge that more
and more catastrophic happenings have been recorded in
the strata. Nevertheless, their demand of an ancient age for
the earth continues unabated (Ager, 1981; Huggett, 1989;
Donovan, 1989; Berggren and Van Couvering, 1984; Har-
ris, 1990). The conventional solution is to account for
most of geologic time in the “nothingness” of bedding
planes and erosion surfaces. Conversely, the traditional
Flood model has difficulty pinpointing the Flood’s strati-
graphic location. Some of this is due to the recognition
that strata “time indicators” are difficult to fit into a one-
year catastrophic Deluge. Also creationist geologist
Snelling (1995, p. 162) graphically pointed out his belief
that creationists have not adequately explained the reason
for the general, orderly succession of fossils.

Homotaxis and Synchronism

None other than the “bulldog” of Darwin, Thomas Henry
Huxley, an early champion of the theory of Evolution,
raised the fur on every respectable geologist when he ques-
tioned how correlation by fossils was being handled. As re-
lated by Woodford (1963, p. 75):

The presence of successive and dissimilar fossil
faunas in the stratified rocks of northwestern Eu-
rope was demonstrated by William Smith and his
contemporaries as early as 1815. Some forty-five
years later, Darwin convinced the scientific com-
munity that evolution of stratigraphically lower fau-
nas into higher ones is more probable than
alternating creations and extinctions. Soon after the
“Origin of Species” appeared, however, Thomas
Henry Huxley (1862, 1870) challenged the assump-
tions, already well established in his time, that two
widely separated sedimentary rock masses contain-
ing closely similar faunas or floras must have been
deposited at the same time. He asked for a sharp dis-
tinction between homotaxis (identical or similar
succession of faunas or floras) and the kind of corre-
lation that implies synchronism (identical age for
each correlated faunal or floral pair). Huxley (1862,
p. xlvi) asserted that ‘a Devonian fauna and flora in
the British Islands may have been contemporane-
ous with Silurian life in North America, and with a
Carboniferous fauna and flora in Africa.’
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This shocked the evolutionary world coming from the
mouth of Huxley and is still considered the height of geo-
logic heresy over 130 years later. Huxley’s geologic “her-
esy” had hit too close to home. The reader is encouraged to
read what Huxley (1898, pp. 272-304, 340-388) said in ad-
dresses before the august bodies of the Geological Society
(1862) and the Meeting of the British Association for the
Advancement of Science (1870).

This danger of confusing homotaxis and synchronism
(Huxley’s terms) is at the root of the correlation problem.
Creationists need to keep their eyes open to a potential vast
pre-Flood application, as well as post-Flood events. Geo-
logic literature is full of concern regarding the effect of mi-
gration on correlation. True, this concern is often
dismissed by evolutionists because of the old-earth belief.
It is assumed that millions of years are available for flora
and fauna to become widespread within each envisioned
“Period,” thus largely negating migration correlation con-
cerns. Allan, for example, rejected Huxley’s “bomb-shell”
because “...geological chronology [has shown] the rate of
dispersal of marine organisms may safely be ne-
glected...,”(1948, p. 2). Nevertheless, Allan acknowledged
the “fundamental assumption” of “geological contempor-
aneity is the same as chronological synchrony...is current
today, it is still a ‘constant source of gratuitous specula-
tions, and it is still logically unsound” (1948, p. 2). Allan
saw the need for paleoecological studies in geology. Paleo-
ecologic studies have indeed become standard in geologic
research since then.

The traditional Price Flood model overlooks the impor-
tance of paleoecological and geological changes over time
or of migration because of its focus on the one-year De-
luge. The CCC model uses ecological changes and migra-
tion as positive factors in evaluating both pre-Flood and
post-Flood times. It is through such studies that strati-
graphic boundaries for the GFE can eventually be better
determined for each region on the earth.

Microevolutionary changes (those limited changes
which occur within the created Genesis “kinds”) are often
the basis for strata correlation. In the CCC model the geo-
logic activities of particularly the pre-Flood times (and to a
lesser degree, the post-Flood times) allow opportunity for
development of local stratigraphic sequences as “kinds” re-
produce new varieties, die out, migrate, and ecosystems
change. Floras and faunas within their respective ecosys-
tems would be expected to diversify. Later they could mi-
grate to surrounding ecosystems when the food web
expanded and could now support them.

Furthermore, since ecological succession follows
certain set patterns, we would expect worldwide similar
patterns being detected. Ecological succession in each lo-
cality allowed the evolutionist’s rationale for fossil correla-
tion over great distances

Tracks and Nests

Various strata worldwide clearly show evidences of time
passing. For example, it is now known that strata from the
dinosaur ecosystem (“Mesozoic”) are replete with billions
upon billions of dinosaur footprints found in distinct
paleoenvironments, in multiple track layers on top of each
other in many areas of the world (Lockley, 1991, p. 125).
Layers of tracks may extend over thousands of square
miles, yet follow definite paths around paleo-lakes or
epeiric seashore environments (Lockley, 1991, pp. 83—
138). Dinosaur nests are also increasingly found. Inge-
nious explanations not withstanding, a satisfactory answer
has not been found in traditional Price Flood geology on
how such multiple layers of tracks and nests could have
been preserved during the GFE or post-Flood events.
Flood geologists have attempted to place such time indica-
tors in the GFE (at all stages, you name it!) or in the post-
Flood world (CRSQ, 1996, pages 231-239; See also the
special issue of Creation Ex Nihilo Technical Journal, vol-
ume 10 [Part 1], 1996).

The CCC model would place the North American
“Mesozoic” strata with its dinosaur fossils, tracks, nests, etc.
as pre-Flood. It is rightfully noted that a “mighty erosive
event” has left the strata containing the dinosaur nests and
remains as only “erosional remnants” (Oard, 1996, p. 238).
The CCC model would interpret the large, regional ero-
sion as the continental evidence of the GFE. (Deposition
is probably off the continent—see Figure 1 for what large
floods in post-Flood times have done in this regard.) When
dinosaur tracks and nests are seen as preserved from pre-
Flood events, the whole question is more simply under-
stood. The overall nature of the tracks and nests display a
time element fundamentally foreign to the one-year Flood
event. Furthermore, placing vast amounts of strata with di-
nosaur tracks, nests, etc. as post-Flood creates unrealistic
geological implications for a world in which the Curse is
specifically said by the Scriptures as lessened.

The GFE and Stratigraphy

At Adam’s creation we should also expect to find strata pres-
ent that had been formed during Creation Week. It should
never be overlooked that much happened geologically dur-
ing Creation Week before Adam’s creation. Such Creation
Week created strata later provided raw material for geologic
events associated with the Curse on the earth. Although the
Flood violently affected the land, the CCC model predicts
that much pre-Flood strata survived the GFE.

We should expect the GFE to record, as a minimum,
great erosion (and probably often offshore deposition)
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Figure 1. Palouse Falls in Southeastern Washington State is a minute re-
minder of post-Flood “Ice Age” floods that severely eroded out thousands of
square miles of basalt and loess (thought to be wind deposits). It has been esti-
mated that waters “raged 100 feet above land shown here” at Palouse Falls
(Parfit, 1995, p. 58). The waters from Glacial Lake Missoula in western
Montana contained the equivalent of the combined total of present-day Lakes
Erie and Ontario. When the ancient ice dam was breached, the waters poured
in a few days across parts of eastern Washington and down the course of the Co-
lumbia River westward into the Portland Basin “...and boomed out to sea”
(Parfit, 1995, p. 58) leaving some deposits along the way. Although large in
comparison to modern-day floods, the event was small in comparison to the
Genesis Flood and shows we might expect the GFE to leave grand erosional ev-

“Jurassic Bark”) in modern-day Austra-
lia. It appears to have re-established it-
self in a limited way after the Flood.
Much of the world at the time
shortly after man’s creation appears to
have been something other than “Ce-
nozoic” (mammals/ angiosperms)
since large areas of the world have
“Paleozoic” or “Mesozoic” strata di-
rectly on top of basement Precam-
brian. It is hoped that further research
will refine this CCC model and in the
process supply young-earth
creationists with a better interpreta-
tion of the world’s geologic record.
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