The Genesis Flood by Morris and Whitcomb is one of the most
important books of the past century. Prior to its publication in
1961, evangelicals were for the most part unprepared to answer
evolutionists’ and modern geologists’ claims about the antiquity
of the earth. Many blithely assumed that the days of creation in
Genesis 1 represented long ages; others held to the “gap theory” —
the idea that vast eons elapsed between the initial creation of the
heavens and earth (Genesis 1:1) and the formation of life as we
know it (starting in Genesis 1:2). The Genesis Flood showed why
such theories don’t do justice to the inspiration and authority of
Scripture. The book revived evangelicals’ interest in flood geol-
ogy, demonstrating that most of the geological phenomena usu-
ally cited as “proof” of the earth’s antiquity are better explained
as evidence of a catastrophic universal flood, as described in
Genesis 6-8. In recent years young-earth creationism has come
under heavy attack in evangelical circles again, and The Genesis
Flood is as timely, thought-provoking, and helpful as ever. . . .
A tour de force and a must-read resource for pastors, teachers,
scientists, and anyone who is troubled by the conflict between
the biblical account of creation and the ever-changing claims of
modern evolutionary theory.
—John MacArthur, Grace Community Church,
Sun Valley, California

I have been privileged to have witnessed the rising biblical creation
movement for the past forty years and have seen it used mightily by
God to blossom into a major international force. The movement not
only has shaken the evolutionary, “millions of years” establishment,
but more importantly has equipped the church to share our Christian
faith with renewed boldness. The publishing of The Genesis Flood
fifty years ago is the recognized birthdate of a movement blessed
by God, and this classic work is also now recognized as a monu-
mental milestone in the fight against compromise in the church and



for biblical inerrancy in general during our skeptical modern era.
Finding a copy of The Genesis Flood in an Australian bookstore
and devouring its contents was a key event that led me to join the
modern biblical creation movement in the 1970s. Drs. Whitcomb
and Morris became real “heroes of the faith” for me. I saw them as
giants in Christian apologetics.
—Ken Ham, BSc (Environmental Biology), President,
Answers in Genesis and The Creation Museum

When The Genesis Flood was published it was the combined voice
of two courageous men crying, as it were, in the wilderness. They
dared to take a stand against the pervading compromise on the
issue of creation and the flood by robustly tackling head-on the
uniformitarian geological assumptions that underpin the secular
worldview on origins that had mesmerized so many Christians
into compromising the opening chapters of God’s Word. Single-
handedly these men with this book kindled a fire that today is still
raging. Little did they know the global impact this book would
have. Like so many others I know, I read this book as a young
Christian in my teenage years when I was already a budding
geologist, and it totally resolved my ongoing struggle to reconcile
the geology I was learning in the secular textbooks with the true
account of earth’s history in God’s Word. Not only did this book
convince me that God’s Word provides the only reliable basis for
understanding geology, but it was foundational in igniting my
passion for and calling into full-time creation ministry to uphold
the truth of God’s Word and defend it from compromise, begin-
ning at the very first verse. This book remains a classic work
that is a must-read for those who would be informed and equip
themselves both to stand on the authority of God’s Word in every
area of life and knowledge and to defend their Christian faith.
—Andrew Snelling, BSc (Applied Geology),
PhD (Geochemical Geology)
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Foreword

In Memorium

The fiftieth anniversary of the publication of The Genesis Flood, coau-
thored by Dr. John Whitcomb and our father, Dr. Henry Morris, brings back
poignant memories. A concerted effort went into this extraordinary project,
involving both focused study and diligent prayer. Looking back, it is easy
to see how God blessed that effort and answered those prayers with lasting
fruit. Today nearly every mailbag and every public meeting brings unso-
licited testimonies from individuals who have read the book. Many say the
information within removed roadblocks in their path to salvation or paved
the way to spiritual growth. God used this rather technical book on science
and theology in numerous ways, not just to catalyze the creation movement,
but also to launch a new era of concern for biblical inerrancy and authority.

Christian scholarship had largely retreated from the biblical creation
message during the twentieth century. First came the theological liberals
who adapted the scientific establishment’s capitulation to natural selection
and naturalistic evolution by embracing the idea that God used evolution to
create. Then came various attempts to allegorize the words of Genesis with
“day-age” systems that lumped the stages of evolutionary development into
sequential ages that God (it was assumed) adapted in His written account
to fit the cultural and scientific “ignorance” of Moses’ day.

Darwin was not the first to embrace evolution by any stretch of the
imagination. He was preceded by Jean-Baptiste Lamarck and Charles Lyell and
by the growing popularity of “naturalism” among the social elite of Europe.
Prior to those relatively recent thinkers, there were literally millennia of pan-
theistic and polytheistic philosophers and religionists espousing mythology of
every stripe and description. Atheistic evolution in one form or another has been
recorded in history from ancient Babylonian days. It is nothing new. It merely
became “scientific” during the “enlightenment” of the Industrial Revolution.

XV



XVvi Foreword

Strangely enough, it was the scientists of those days who most vehemently
opposed naturalistic thinking. Johannes Kepler and Francis Bacon in the
1600s and Isaac Newton and Carolus Linnaeus in the 1700s all vigorously
resisted the growing tendency to write God out of the design, order, and
purpose that were evident in creation.

By the time of the Scopes trial in 1925, Christian scholarship had either
embraced some form of theistic or day-age evolution, or had consigned
the ages of evolution to a “gap” between the first two verses of Genesis 1.
Creation was relegated to a “secondary doctrine” —not even included in the
famous “Five Fundamentals of the Faith.” Science had become the purview
of evolutionists, and Christianity essentially retreated from the scientific
arena and capitulated to the intellectual pressure of academic secularism.

There were few creation resources available when our father first began
examining the question of evolution versus the biblical account of origins,
and he purposed in his heart to fill that need. Rightly discerning that the
great Flood of Noah’s day was the cause of the rock and fossil records and
thus the key to refuting evolution, he enrolled in the PhD program at the
University of Minnesota, taking hydraulics, hydrology, and geology. Here
he researched the power of moving water, applying scientific knowledge
to the Flood and understanding how it impacted every area of the globe.

The early books of Henry Morris began chipping away at the strongholds
of evolution with the publication of That You Might Believe in 1946 and
The Bible and Modern Science in 1951, initially raising a storm of nega-
tive reaction from the “intellectuals” in the American Scientific Affiliation
(ASA)—especially after a release of adapted articles in InterVarsity’s His
magazine. Bernard Ramm published his negative critique of recent creation
in his 1954 release A Christian View of Science and Scripture, effectively
winning over “all” scientifically minded evangelicals. Very few technically
educated Christians seemed to be willing to accept the Bible at face value.

Dr. Whitcomb grew up in a military family, trained to follow his forebears
into military leadership. He accepted Christ as his Savior while a student
at Princeton University through the witness of a faithful Christian. Soon it
became clear to him that the creation doctrine of Scripture was incompat-
ible with evolution and great ages, which he had assumed must be true, and
he found solace in the gap theory. Later, at Grace Theological Seminary,
he heard Henry Morris demonstrate that Scripture would not allow such
compromise, and furthermore that science did not require it. At the time,
both were writing on the subject, and soon they agreed to join their efforts.



Foreword XVii

During the decade of the 1950s, Drs. Morris and Whitcomb fine-tuned
their thoughts into what would become the 1961 release of The Genesis
Flood. That book, in the sovereign plan of God, became the catalyst that
opened the gates to the pent-up flood of Christian professionals who, like
God’s loyal “seven thousand” in the days of Elijah (1 Kings 19:18), had not
yet bowed their knee to the Baal of evolutionary compromise. Never before
exposed to the scientific support for Scripture, they readily accepted it when
they saw it. And thus a revival among scientifically-trained Christians began.

No other book had ever presented such a case for biblical accuracy and
authority. These two men had been specially trained for the task. Not only
were they both brilliant, but more humble, serious Christians would be hard to
find, each absolutely committed to the Lord and His Word. They approached
the writing from their different specialties, but jointly from a high view of
Scripture. Whitcomb is an Old Testament theologian, while our father was
a scientist. The writing of such a world-changing book necessitated both.

Neither one’s career was the same once The Genesis Flood came out, for
speaking engagements poured in. Bible colleges and seminaries recognized
its value and employed it as a textbook, and its effects rippled out. Many have
noted that the Christian education movement would never have taken hold
without the book, for now the whole Bible could be believed without apology.
Certainly this is true for the homeschool movement, which flourished with
its underpinnings. The case could also be made that the biblical inerrancy
movement would never have gained traction without it, for until that time few
held to an inerrant Genesis. It is also true that most of the signers of inerrancy
documents did not and still do not hold to a literal and inerrant view of Genesis,
yet rank and file Christians could not support inerrancy until Genesis could be
defended. This undergirding was supplied by The Genesis Flood.

The Creation Research Society (formed in 1963) was established for
Christian professionals, with at least an MS degree in one of the sciences,
who openly espouse a recent creation of all things in six twenty-four-hour
days. This society, which publishes the CRS Quarterly—a technical journal
for peer-reviewed scientific studies in creation science — grew rapidly, and
now has a worldwide membership that includes thousands of professionals.

Christian Heritage College (now San Diego Christian College)
was formed in 1970 around the unifying doctrines of biblical inerrancy
and scientific creationism. Dr. Tim LaHaye served as its first president and
Dr. Henry Morris as its academic vice president. Dr. Morris had agreed to
leave his tenured position as Chairman of the Civil Engineering Department
at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (Virginia Tech, as it
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is now known) to help found this fledging school and give birth to what is
now the Institute for Creation Research (ICR).

ICR’s early years focused mainly on the geologic studies commenced in
The Genesis Flood, but the ministry has since branched out into numerous
areas of the life and physical sciences. Evolutionary thinking has shifted in
response to many creation challenges, such as catastrophism in geology,
gaps in the fossil record, design in living things, and so on. Hundreds of
students, pastors, and Bible teachers trained by ICR have taught creation
in many venues. Today there are many thousands of creation scientists,
hundreds of creation organizations, and millions of creation believers, a
movement all catalyzed by the publication of The Genesis Flood.

It is no stretch to say that over a million people each year read or hear
accurate, scientific, and solidly biblical information about a young earth
and a global flood from the various publications and media ministries of the
many creation organizations birthed by the influence of The Genesis Flood.

Dr. Morris went on to write some sixty books during his thirty-six-
year ministry with ICR, many of which are still in print. Dr. Whitcomb,
from his seminary platform, authored several others. The Genesis Flood
now celebrates its fiftieth year in continuous publication! Hundreds of
Days of Praise devotional articles written by Dr. Morris over the decades
are still being read by nearly 500,000 readers each day.

Those of us who knew and worked with Henry Morris found him to
be a mild and gracious man who was frequently amazed by the influence
of his writings. His heart was bound to the Word of God. His mind was
yielded to God’s truth—wherever it was revealed —and his life continues
to wash over the souls of millions worldwide who have been influenced
by his dedication to the authority and accuracy of the Scriptures.

Things are not yet what they should be, but by God’s grace will never
again be as they were, with evolutionary thinking holding a monopoly on
science, education, and theology. The Genesis Flood—and the lasting influ-
ence of John Whitcomb and Henry Morris—continues to play a seminal
role in a return to biblical truth.

We who have inherited this legacy are driven by the same passions.
May God add His own blessings to the ministry of truth.

Dr. Henry M. Morris 111
Dr. John D. Morris
Dallas, Texas
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Henry Morris and John Whitcomb at Grace Theological Seminary, Winona Lake, Indiana, April 17, 1984.
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Preface to the Fiftieth Anniversary Edition

“But sanctify the Lord God in your hearts, and always be ready to
give a defense to everyone who asks you a reason for the hope that
is in you, with meekness and fear.”

1 Peter 3:15

In the course of some sixty years of ministry, [ have found that God
sometimes brings across our paths remarkable individuals whose witness
impacts us so profoundly that our lives are never the same. Donald Ful-
lerton was one such individual. A 1913 graduate of Princeton University
and a former missionary to India and Afghanistan, Dr. Fullerton established
the Princeton Evangelical Fellowship in 1931 and led this Bible-teaching
ministry on the university campus for fifty years! Soon after I arrived as
a student in the summer of 1942, one of his disciples invited me to attend
his Sunday afternoon class at the student center. I was deeply impressed
with his gracious manner and his mastery of the Bible. Finally, in February
1943, in my dorm room, he led me to personal faith in Christ the Savior
of the world. My life was changed radically and permanently because of
his undying commitment to win others to Christ.

I look back at those years in Princeton and marvel at how God began
to mold and shape me as a new believer in ways that would eventually
prepare me for a lifetime of ministry, much of which would become known
through the publication of this book. Even the hiatus of World War II—and
surviving the Battle of the Bulge in Belgium —convinced me that God had
something special in mind for me, good works that He had prepared from
before the foundation of the world (Eph. 2:10).

XXiil



xxiv  Preface to the Fiftieth Anniversary Edition

One early indication of God’s leading was an event on campus
in May 1947 when the Princeton Evangelical Fellowship sponsored
the film The God of Creation, produced by Moody Bible Institute.
Discussion about science and origins was a great way to introduce
bright young academics-in-the-making to the Creator. One unexpected
guest who slipped into the back of the auditorium that evening was the
elderly professor Albert Einstein, who graciously accepted a gospel
tract from me.

While I could have chosen a career from a number of academic dis-
ciplines, Dr. Fullerton encouraged me to pursue a life of service to the
Savior. This led me to Grace Theological Seminary, first as a student and
then as a professor, where I taught Christian theology and Old Testament
history for nearly forty years. It was at Grace that God introduced me to
the other individual whose life and witness have unquestionably impacted
my ministry to this very day.

THE BEGINNING OF A PARTNERSHIP

In September 1953, two years into my teaching career at the semi-
nary, | attended a presentation by Dr. Henry Morris at the meeting
of the American Scientific Affiliation, held that year on our campus.
Dr. Morris, a professor and an expert in the area of hydraulics, spoke
on “Biblical Evidence for a Recent Creation and Universal Deluge” —
a controversial topic in a day when many Christian professionals in
science had acquiesced to the idea of vast ages of earth history and
the impossibility of a global flood as described in the Genesis record.
Liberal theology, too, was sweeping through denominations, casting
doubt on the inerrancy, accuracy, and authority of the Bible, and opening
the door for Christians to accept popular naturalistic theories of earth
history and mankind’s origins.

At the time, I held to the gap theory as many conservative theologians
did, because it conveniently placed the “accepted” scientific theories of
billions of years of evolutionary and geological development in between
verses 1 and 2 of the first chapter of Genesis. It seemed an acceptable blend
of science and theology. It allowed us to declare that God created plants,
animals, and people in six literal days without our having to deal with the
scientific evidence in much detail. In hindsight, however, the gap theory,
along with other hybrid theories, was still just another compromise that
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denigrated the character of Scripture and thus defamed the character of
the Creator (as described in the last chapter of my book The Early Earth,
BMH Books, 2010).

I'had previously read Dr. Morris’s first book, That You Might Believe,
published in 1946, but still had questions about the integration of science
and the Bible. After his talk in 1953, I was so impacted by his novel
approach to geology and Genesis that I had to write him a letter about
his theories:

I feel that your conclusions are scripturally valid, and therefore must be sus-
tained by a fair examination of geological evidence in time to come. My only regret
is that so few trained Christian men of science are willing to let God’s Word have
the final say on these questions.

Here was a scholar in science who also remained thoroughly committed
to the genuineness and authority of the Word of God. His love for the
Bible and passion for good science motivated me to make a major shift
early in my career. I informed him, “I have adopted your views . .. and am
presenting them to my class as preferable alternatives to the Gap Theory
and the Day-Age Theory.”

God was indeed at work to prepare both of us for a collaboration that
would impact far more people around the world than we would have ever
dared imagine. In his typical humble manner, Dr. Morris wrote back asking
me to pray as he made plans to publish his theories:

I have been trying to write a book of my own for some time, setting forth a
scientific and Scriptural exposition of the geologic data, harmonizing the latter
with the basic facts of a recent, genuine Creation, and universal aqueous cata-
clysm. . .. I would appreciate your prayers about that.

Sensing the Lord’s leading in my own life toward what I felt to be a crucial
issue for the church, I wrote Dr. Morris a few weeks later: “I am planning
to write my doctoral dissertation on the subject of your paper, so would
appreciate any further references you might have on hand.”

That 452-page dissertation, titled “The Genesis Flood: An Investi-
gation of Its Geographical Extent, Geologic Effects, and Chronological
Setting,” became a reality four years later in May 1957. Several months
after that, Dr. Morris and I began collaborating on the book you hold
in your hands today.
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COLLABORATING WITH CONVICTION

For more than three years we pored over the manuscript, exchang-
ing over a hundred letters (long before email was invented), honing our
writing, and verifying facts, references, and conclusions until we were
mutually satisfied that we had set forth the best evidence and the most
reasonable statements of our main premise. In the end, twenty-one sci-
entists, nine theologians, and two grammarians reviewed all or part of
the final manuscript. And this monumental task was undertaken outside
of our fulltime work.

In Dr. Morris’s own words,

Even though we worked on distinctively separate portions of the book —[John
Whitcomb] wrote the first four chapters and two appendices, and [ wrote the intro-
duction and the last three chapters—each of us continually reviewed the other’s
contributions, and each made a number of contributions to each other’s sections
so that the joint authorship format was genuine.

Henry and Louise Morris were raising six children while he continued
teaching hydraulics and engineering, ending up as chairman of the Civil
Engineering Department at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State Uni-
versity in Blacksburg, Virginia.

My wife, Edisene, and I had four children during this time and were
both engaged in teaching and weekend ministry on the road. She taught
part-time at Grace College while I taught full-time at the seminary. I praise
the Lord upon every remembrance of her personal commitment and sac-
rifices to allow me the time to coauthor this book. She hosted the Henry
Morris family and our publisher, Charles Craig, and his young son Bryce
in July 1960. Ten years later she entered the presence of the Lord (due to
a rare liver disease).

Our oldest son, David, born in 1955, still remembers seeing me in the
basement of our home, night after night, surrounded by books and papers
and corresponding with a scientist in Virginia, whom he only met when
the entire Morris family visited us in 1960.

I also pay tribute to Norma, who became the second mother of my
children in 1971. She has provided enormous help in my writings and
ministries for forty years, and has even written a popular creation book
for children, Those Mysterious Dinosaurs—now in eleven languages!
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Two years into our writing project, in 1959, evolutionists from around
the world gathered at the University of Chicago to mark the one-hundredth
anniversary of Darwin’s celebrated book On the Origin of Species. Evolution-
ary biologist Sir Julian Huxley — grandson of “Darwin’s Bulldog” Thomas
Huxley —announced during this auspicious event that creationism was dead.

Little did he know that his premature obituary only strengthened our
resolve to press ahead with the project.

We encountered resistance when we contacted the large Christian
publishing houses. Many did not want to risk publishing something so
profoundly controversial. Up to that time there had not been, in fact, an
in-depth and scholarly treatment of these topics, one that also held to an
uncompromising view of Scripture. However, Mr. Charles Craig, president
of Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing, took on our project and provided
valuable encouragement to us as we prepared the manuscript for publication.

When the book finally hit the printing presses, our sincere prayer
was for God to use this work to restore His people to a full reliance on
the truth of the Genesis record. Only through a proper understanding of
God’s Word can we understand the mysteries of God’s world. That’s why
it was essential for us to declare without reservation that our fundamental
presupposition is that the Bible is true and is our final authority.

EVIDENCE OF GOD’S BLESSING

Responses to The Genesis Flood came from all quarters, both in terms
of literary reviews and in invitations to speak on the topic at churches and
schools. There were many book reviews in major Christian publications
and academic journals, most of them citing the thorough research and
presentation of the evidence. Here are just a few samples of comments
from those who critiqued the publication:

“To my way of thinking, this is the most significant book on science and the
Scripture which has been published by an evangelical in the past twenty-five years.”
—Robert K. DeVries, Dallas Theological Seminary, April 1961

“In my opinion this is a comprehensive, highly significant study, superior to
any previous works in this area. It is certainly worthy of careful consideration by
all Christians, whether scientists, pastors or lay students, who consider the Bible
as the Word of God.”

— William H. Rusch, Sr., Moody Monthly, August 1961
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“This book is indeed significant. . . . I personally feel that evolution is one of
our greatest problems in the twentieth century and I feel that the alleged evidence
for it is so self-contradictory that eventually the theory must be given up or greatly
modified. May this book help in that direction.”

—R. Laird Harris, Covenant College and Seminary, August 1961

In the book 100 Christian Books that Changed the Century (Fleming
Revell, 2000), William J. Petersen and Randy Petersen acknowledged the
long-term impact of the book:

Creation science has been controversial within the evangelical community
as well as in society at large, but there is no doubt of the impact of this book by
Whitcomb and Morris. . . . By the end of the century the book had gone into
its forty-first printing. . . . Creation science became a major force . . . and has a
substantial presence in the fields of science and education, all stemming from the
influential book by Whitcomb and Morris.” (p. 135-36)

Christianity Today magazine listed the book as one of the fifty books
during the previous half century “that have shaped evangelicalism as we
see it today. . . . In 1961, hydraulic engineer Henry M. Morris and bibli-
cal scholar John C. Whitcomb infused young-earth creationism with new
energy. They argued that the biblical deluge could explain fossils and
geological layers” (October, 2006, p. 54).

And we received many more accolades once the book began to spread.
Scientists who loved the Bible began to see a reasonable approach to geol-
ogy and Genesis that didn’t force a compromise with the plain reading of
Scripture.

By November 1961, we were into the second printing of the book.
How thankful we were to God for the overwhelmingly favorable response
from readers. We received numerous letters from pastors, missionaries,
and Christian men of science from all over the world. It was gratifying
to know that the book had met an urgent need in Christian apologetics.
Many expressed agreement that the time had come to challenge the false
presuppositions and implications of organic evolution and geologic uni-
formitarianism. Scripture needed to be front and center on these matters,
and many encouraged our efforts.

By this time we had received some twenty published reviews with only
two expressing disfavor with our book. Neither of these negative reactions
dealt with the evidence for our premise of the universal flood —which was
our primary topic of discussion. The two main objections to our work,
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from these and subsequent negative reviews, involved a misrepresentation
of our own views on uniformity in present processes, which we carefully
distinguished from the flaws inherent in long-age uniformity. The other
criticism concerned our use of quotations from authors who disagreed with
our overall premise, but who nonetheless offered alternative explanations
of data that in fact agreed with portions of our analysis or cast doubts on
other uniformitarian interpretations. It was important for us to show these
remarkable inconsistencies within the uniformitarian and evolutionary
camps.

Three years into publication saw the sixth printing of the book, along
with many more reviews, the majority of them still quite favorable to our
scholarship and our defense of the Bible’s integrity. We began to see a com-
mon thread of evasion by the few who panned our arguments —they often
did not take time to check the references for themselves, and they failed
to deal with the validity of our data and conclusions because of built-in
presuppositions that refused to allow for the historicity of Genesis. And
that type of bias has only increased in the sciences since that time, so that
evidence often takes a backseat to theory.

IMPACT AND INFLUENCE

The Genesis Flood sparked dialogue and debate on the whole matter
of science and the Bible, evolution and creation, Darwin and Jesus —
culminating in what would later be called the birth of the modern creation
science movement. Suddenly Dr. Morris and I were propelled into paths
of ministry that have defined our lives ever since. My writing, speaking,
and teaching increased exponentially, and God has granted me tremendous
opportunities these past fifty years to teach the wonderful truths of the
Bible around the world.

My friend Henry Morris entered the Lord’s presence in 2006 at the age
of eighty-seven. But the legacy he left behind through his many years of
writing and speaking, and through his founding of the Institute for Creation
Research, continues to impact countless men and women who desire to
know more about the wonders of God’s creation.

Just two years after the publication of The Genesis Flood, a group
of ten scientists formed what is now known as the Creation Research
Society, dedicated to exploring scientific evidence from the perspective
of recent creation. With an international membership of nearly 2,000, its
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major publication is the Creation Research Society Quarterly (CRSQ).
The organization remains active and growing to this day.

By 1970, Dr. Morris left his tenured chairmanship at Virginia Tech to
co-found, with Dr. Tim LaHaye, the Christian Heritage College (now San
Diego Christian College), a Christian liberal arts institution that included
the formation of the Institute for Creation Research (ICR). As both the
school and ICR grew, the Institute moved to its own research facilities and
began a graduate science program in 1981. After Dr. Morris’ passing, ICR
relocated its campus and research facilities to Dallas, Texas, where it con-
tinues the vision of its founder through research, education, and publishing.

Over the years, both Dr. Morris and I encountered hundreds of indi-
viduals at our seminars and conferences who testified to the impact of
The Genesis Flood on their lives and in their ministries. After the initial
establishment of ICR by Dr. Morris, other groups began to spring up here
and abroad with the intent to educate and challenge Christians with the
evidence from science and from Genesis. Only eternity will tell just how
God has used our humble efforts to win men and women to the Savior.

For me personally, ministry opportunities abound to this day through
the work of Whitcomb Ministries, which equips readers with the answers
to many questions about the Bible and apologetics through books, sermon
archives, and seminars held throughout the year.

I recall a recent interview where I was asked to describe how my
experiences had influenced me as a leader. The bottom line for me is to
always seek to please Christ and emulate Him. Speak the truth (from His
authoritative Word), but with humility and graciousness. Christ, who is
Creator and Lord, modeled genuine authority wrapped in abundant grace.
That’s how I want to communicate His Word to others. In the end, we are
all to act and work and teach in such a way that others turn their gaze to
Christ and glorify Him.

THE CONCLUSION

Now, fifty years, forty-nine printings, and 300,000 copies after the
initial publication of The Genesis Flood, P&R Publishing has produced a
beautiful fiftieth anniversary edition of this modern classic. Many thanks
to Mr. Bryce Craig for his leadership on this project.

Some will ask why The Genesis Flood remains relevant after fifty
years. In my estimation, the answer lies in the foundation of the book,
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which is the unshakeable Word of God. Careful scholarship was essential,
but not enough. This book had to declare unashamedly that the Bible, from
Genesis to Revelation, is complete and authoritative. Its meaning cannot
be altered by the ever-changing theories of men.

And while it has been gratifying to witness God’s hand of blessing
on our efforts as this book has impacted millions around the world, I am
content knowing that we simply obeyed His will in our desire to honor
our Creator, Savior, and King—the Lord Jesus Christ.

John C. Whitcomb
April 28, 2011
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Introduction

The question of the historicity and the character of the Genesis
Flood is no mere academic issue of interest to a small handful of
scientists and theologians. If a worldwide flood actually destroyed
the entire antediluvian human population, as well as all land animals,
except those preserved in a special Ark constructed by Noah (as a
plain reading of the Biblical record would lead one to believe), then
its historical and scientific implications are tremendous. The great
Deluge and the events associated with it necessarily become profoundly
important to the proper understanding of anthropology, of geology,
and of all other sciences which deal with historical and pre-historical
events and phenomena.

But of even greater importance are the implications of the mighty
Flood of Genesis for Christian theology. For that universal catastrophe
speaks plainly and eloquently concerning the sovereignty of God in
the affairs of men and in the processes of nature. Furthermore, it warns
prophetically of a judgment yet to come, when the sovereign God shall
again intervene in terrestrial events, putting down all human sin and
rebellion and bringing to final fruition His age-long plan of creation
and redemption.

But we have come to a day when the world of science and scholar-
ship no longer regards the witness and warnings of the Flood with
any seriousness. Men instead have adopted a philosophy of uniform-
ity and evolution with which to interpret both cosmic and human
history and with which even to predict and plan the future. Even
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evangelical Christians, though still professing belief in the divine valid-
ity of Scripture, have often capitulated to uniformitarian' scholarship,
denying the universality of the Flood and, with the denial, thereby sac-
rificing its mighty evangelistic witness to a world in rebellion against
its Creator.

Our present study therefore has a twofold purpose. In the first place,
we desire to ascertain exactly what the Scriptures say concerning the Flood
and related topics. We do this from the perspective of full belief in the
complete divine inspiration and perspicuity of Scripture, believing that a
true exegesis thereof yields determinative Truth in all matters with which
it deals.

We accept as basic the doctrine of the verbal inerrancy of Scripture,
to which Benjamin B. Warfield has given admirable expression in the
following words:

The Church has held from the beginning that the Bible is the Word of God in
such a sense that its words, though written by men and bearing indelibly impressed
upon them the marks of their human origin, were written, nevertheless, under
such an influence of the Holy Ghost as to be also the words of God, the adequate
expression of His mind and will. It has always recognized that this conception of
co-authorship implies that the Spirit’s superintendence extends to the choice of the
words by the human authors (verbal inspiration), and preserves its product from
everything inconsistent with a divine authorship . . . thus securing, among other
things, that entire truthfulness which is everywhere presupposed in and asserted
for Scripture by the Biblical writers (inerrancy).?

The second purpose is to examine the anthropological, geological,
hydrological and other scientific implications of the Biblical record of the
Flood, seeking if possible to orient the data of these sciences within this
Biblical framework. If this means substantial modification of the principles
of uniformity and evolution® which currently control the interpretation of
these data, then so be it.

! Uniformitarianism is the belief that existing physical processes, acting essentially
as at present, are sufficient to account for all past changes and for the present state
of the astronomic, geologic and biologic universe. The principle of uniformity in
present processes is both scientific and Scriptural (Gen. 8:22), but comes into conflict
with Biblical revelation when utilized to deny the possibility of past or future miraculous
suspension or alteration of those processes by their Creator.

2 Benjamin B. Warfield, “The Real Problem of Inspiration,” in The Inspiration and
Authority of the Bible, edited by Samuel G. Craig (Philadelphia: The Presbyterian
and Reformed Publishing Co., 1948), p. 173. See also, Edward J. Young, Thy Word is
Truth (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1957).

* We use the term “evolution” in the broadest sense; namely, the theory that all
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We realize, of course, that modern scholarship will be impatient with
such an approach. Our conclusions must unavoidably be colored by our
Biblical presuppositions, and this we plainly acknowledge.

But uniformitarian scholarship is no less bound by its own pre-
suppositions and these are quite as dogmatic as those of our own! The
assumptions of historical continuity and scientific naturalism are no
more susceptible of genuine scientific proof than are Biblical catas-
trophism' and supernaturalism. Furthermore, we believe that certain
of the assumptions implicit in evolutionary theory (e.g., tacit denial of
the two universal laws of thermodynamics)? are much farther removed
from scientific actualities than are our own premises. We believe that
a system founded squarely on full confidence in the Scriptures will
be found ultimately to be much more satisfying than any other, in its
power to correlate scientific data and to resolve problems and appar-
ent conflicts.

We recognize, certainly, that a work of this nature cannot deal
comprehensively with all the problems entailed in the formulation of
a truly Biblical and scientific catastrophism. The scope of these prob-
lems is vast, bearing really upon the whole spectrum of the sciences.
The background and special interests of the authors are, on the one
hand, the fields of Old Testament interpretation and Biblical criticism
and, on the other, the fields of hydraulics, hydrology, and geomor-
phology. It is hoped that this combination will serve as well as any
for a preliminary study® of the Genesis Flood and its implications.

organisms, man included, have been derived by gradual diversification from com-
mon ancestral forms of life, through innate processes of variation and selection, forms
which in turn originally were derived by spontaneous generation from inanimate
matter.

! Biblical catastrophism is the doctrine that, at least on the occasions mentioned
in Scripture, God has directly intervened in the normal physical processes of the
universe, causing significant changes therein for a time. At the same time, such
miraculous intervention acquires significance only against the backdrop of a basic
pattern of uniformity.

2 Evolution, in the broad sense, implies increasing organization and complexity in
the universe and is in effect a doctrine of continuous creation; conversely, the first
law of thermodynamics affirms that creation is no longer normally occurring, and the
second that the original creation is decreasing in organization and complexity. See
pp. 222f.

3 We emphasize, as strongly as possible, that this can only be an exploratory sketch
of avast and complex field of study. It will necessarily be subject to extensive modi-
fication and amplification, but we trust that such difficulties of detail as may occur to
the reader will not deter him from a genuinely candid consideration of the picture as
a whole.
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The advice of many others, specialists in different pertinent disciplines,
has also been very helpful.

Nevertheless, we are realistic concerning the reception this work may
expect, by and large, from evolutionary scientists. We believe that most of
the difficulties associated with the Biblical record of the Flood are basically
religious, rather than scientific. The concept of such a universal judgment
on man’s sin and rebellion, warning as it does of another greater judgment
yet to come, is profoundly offensive to the intellectual and moral pride of
modern man and so he would circumvent it if at all possible.

We hope, however, that those whose confidence, like ours, is centered
in the revelation of God, will be encouraged herein to see that a truly Biblical
approach will eventually correlate all the factual data of science in a much
more harmonious and satisfying way than the uniformitarian assumption
can ever do. Because the Creator is also the true Author of Scripture, we
believe that the more faithfully we believe His Word, the more effectively
shall we be able to advance the frontiers of true knowledge concerning His
Creation, exercising in the process the functions of the image of God in man.



Chapter I

Basic Arguments for a
Universal Flood

In harmony with our conviction that the Bible is the infallible
Word of God, verbally inspired in the original autographs, we begin
our investigation of the geographical extent of the Flood with seven
Biblical arguments in favor of its universality. The first six of these
arguments are briefly stated, but the seventh is more complex and re-
quires a number of supporting arguments. The major objections
to these seven arguments will be considered in Chapter II and
Chapter III.

THE DEPTH OF THE FLOOD

One of the most important Biblical arguments for a universal
Flood is the statement of Genesis 7:19-20:

And the waters prevailed exceedingly upon the earth; and all the high
mountains that were under the whole heaven were covered. Fifteen cubits
upward did the waters prevail; and the mountains were covered.!

One need not be a professional scientist to realize the tremendous
implications of these Biblical statements. If only one (to say nothing,
of all) of the high mountains? had been covered with water, the Flood

1 Unless otherwise noted, all Scripture quotations are taken from the American

Standard Version of 1901.
?The present Mt. Ararat, on or near which the Ark was said to have grounded,

1



2 The Genesis Flood

would have been absolutely universal; for water must seek its own
level—and must do so quickly! Herbert C. Leupold makes the fol-
lowing statement concerning the exegesis and interpretation of this
crucial text of Scripture:

A measure of the waters is now made by comparison with the only avail-
able standard for such waters—the mountains. They are said to have
been “covered.” Not merely a few but “all the high mountains under all
the heavens.” One of these expressions alone would almost necessitate the
impression that the author intends to convey the idea of the absolute uni-
versality of the Flood, e.g., “all the high mountains.” Yet since “all” is
known to be used in a relative sense, the writer removes all possible am-
biguity by adding the phrase “under all the heavens.” A double “all” (kol)
cannot allow for so relative a sense. It almost constitutes a Hebrew superla-
tive. So we believe that the text disposes of the question of the universality
of the Flood.!

The phrase “fifteen cubits upward did the waters prevail” does not
mean that the Flood was only fifteen cubits (22 feet) deep, for the
phrase is qualified by the one which immediately follows: “and
the mountains were covered.” Nor does it necessarily mean that the
mountains were covered to a depth of only fifteen cubits, for this
would require that all antediluvian mountains be exactly the same
altitude.

The true meaning of the phrase is to be found in comparing it with
Genesis 6:15, where we are told that the height of the Ark was thirty
cubits. Nearly all commentators agree that the phrase “fifteen cubits”
in 7:20 must therefore refer to the draught of the Ark. In other words,
the Ark sank into the water to a depth of fifteen cubits (just one-half
of its total height) when fully laden. Such information adds further
support to this particular argument for a universal Flood, because it
tells us that the Flood “prevailed” over the tops of the highest moun-
tains to a depth of at least fifteen cubits. If the Flood had not covered
the mountains by at least such a depth, the Ark could not have floated
over them during the five months in which the waters “prevailed”
upon the earth.

is some 17,000 feet in elevation! Of course, unless uniformitarianism be presupposed,
it is not necessary to assume that antediluvian mountains were this high. See below,
pp. 266-270.

1H. C. Leupold, Exposition of Genesis (Columbus: The Wartburg Press, 1942),
p. 301.
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Fig. 1. THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE FLOOD*

There were forty days during which the rain fell ................. 40
Throughout another 110 days the waters continued to rise, making
150 days in all for their “prevailing” (7:24) .................... 110

The waters occupied 74 days in their “going and decreasing” (AV
margin}. This was from the 17th day of the seventh month to the Ist
day of the tenth month (8:5). There being 30 days to a month, the
figures in days are 13 plus 30 plus 30 plus 1 .................... 74

Forty days elapsed before Noah sent out the raven (8:6-7) ........ 40

Seven days elapsed before Noah sent out the dove for the first time
(8:8). This period is necessary for reaching the total and is given by
implication from the phrase “other seven days” (8:10) ........... 7

Seven days passed before sending out the dove for the second time
(B:10) oo 7

Seven days more passed before the third sending of the dove (8:12) 7

Up to this point 285 days are accounted for, but the next episode is
dated the 1st of the first month in the 601st year. From the date in
7:11 to this point in 8:13 is a period of 314 days; therefore an interval

of 29 dayselapses ......... ... .. i 29

From the removal of the covering of the ark to the very end of the

experience was a further 57 days (8:14) ...................... 57
TOTAL ............ 371

* This table appears in E. F. Kevan’s commentary on Genesis in The New Bible
Commentary, ed. F. Davidson (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1953),
pp. 84-85. As is pointed out in our discussion below (p. 4), the Flood probably
reached its maximum depth after the first forty days, instead of rising throughout the
150 days as Kevan indicates.

THE DURATION OF THE FLOOD

A careful study of the Biblical data reveals the fact that the Flood
lasted for 371 days, or a little over a year (see the accompanying
chronology chart, Fig. 1). That the Flood continued for more than a
year is entirely in keeping with the doctrine of its universality but
cannot properly be reconciled with the local-Flood theory. While
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there may be a difference of opinion among Christian scholars as to
the general depth of the Flood (depending upon the altitude of ante-
diluvian mountains), there can be no question as to its duration.

Twenty-one Weeks of “Prevailing”

Now some commentators have assumed that the waters continued
to rise during the 150 days that the waters “prevailed upon the earth,”
because “the windows of heaven were stopped, and the rain from
heaven was restrained” (8:2) only after the end of the 150-day
period (8:3). This is certainly a possible interpretation of the text,
but it is better to conclude with Leupold® that the Flood attained its
maximum depth after the first forty days and continued to maintain
this level for an additional 110 days before beginning to assuage
(7:24, 8:3). Our basis for assuming this is found in 7:4 and 7:12,
where we read that the rains came “upon the earth forty days and
forty nights”; and 7:17 where we are told that “the flood was forty
days upon the earth.” Most of “the waters which were above the
firmament” (Gen. 1:7) must have fallen through “the windows of
heaven” during the first period of forty days; and although “the win-
dows of heaven” were not stopped for another 110 days (8:2), the
rainfall during this second period may have contributed only to the
maintaining of the Flood at its maximum height.

Thirty-one Weeks of “Assuaging”

One’s imagination is indeed staggered at the thought of a Flood so
gigantic as to overwhelm the high mountains of the earth within a
period of six weeks and then to continue prevailing over those moun-
tains for an additional sixteen weeks, during which time the sole sur-
vivors of the human race drifted upon the face of a shoreless ocean!
But if the Biblical concept of a deluge covering the tops of mountains
for sixteen consecutive weeks is hard to reconcile with the local-Flood
theory, what are we to say of the fact that an additional thirty-one
weeks were required for the waters to subside sufficiently for Noah to
disembark safely in the mountains of Ararat?

1 Leupold, op. cit., pp. 300, 306. Cf. Alexander Heidel, The Gilgamesh Epic and

Old Testament Parallels (2nd Ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1949),
p. 246.
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Arthur C. Custance has recently published a booklet in defense of
the local-Flood theory, in which he attempts to deal with this problem:

There are certain figures indicated in the text which, if we are rightly
interpreting them, provide some rather surprising information about the
rate at which the waters receded. In Gen. 8:4 we are told that the Ark
came to rest, i.e., grounded, on the 17th day of the 7th month . . . The
record states then that the waters receded (Gen. 8:5) until the first day of
the 10th month, at which time apparently it became possible to see dry
land. Before this, the raven released from the Ark had not found any rest-
ing place within easy flying distance so that we must assume that the peak
on which the Ark was actually grounded had not appeared above the water
up to this time. Obviously, if land could be seen, the raven would have
found a place to alight instead of wandering to and fro as depicted in Gen.
8:7. In this interval, therefore, from the 17th day of the 7th month to the
Ist day of the 10th month the water level had fallen perhaps 25 or 30 feet.
It is clear that as soon as the level had fallen by the amount equal to the
draught of the vessel dry land would appear . . . and 25 feet in 74 days
is the equivalent of a drop in level of about 4 inches per day.!

Custance then proceeds to demonstrate that a drop in water level of
only a few inches a day would be more appropriate for a limited flood
than a universal one.

When we turn to the text of Genesis, however, we discover that this
could not have been the case. For 8:4-7 indicates that “the tops of
the mountains” were seen as much as forty days before the raven was
sent forth. Custance assumes that the raven was released forty days
after the Ark was grounded and that the 74-day period described in
8:5 overlapped the 40-day period mentioned in 8:6. But if this were
true, the entire bird episode, including the plucking of the fresh olive
leaf, would have been completed two weeks before the tops of the
mountains were seen!? Noah did nor send forth the raven to determine

1 Arthur C. Custance, The Extent of the Flood: Doorway Papers #41 (Ottawa:
Published by the author, 1958), pp. 8-9. Earlier in the century, George Frederick
Wright wrote in a similar fashion: “The duration of the Deluge, according to Genesis,
affords opportunity for a gradual progress of events which best accords with scien-
tific conceptions of geological movements. If, as the most probable interpretation
would imply, the water began to recede after 150 days from the beginning of the
Flood and fell 15 cubits in 74 days, that would only be 32 inches per day-—a
rate which would be imperceptible to an ordinary observer.” International Standard
Bible Encyclopedia, ed. James Orr (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., re-
print, 1946), 11, 824.

2 Even if one were to adopt E. F. Kevan’s theory that the tops of the mountains

“were not then just beginning to emerge, but had been hidden by the mists which
such a downpour of rain must have created” (The New Bible Commentary, p. 84)
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whether any mountain peaks had emerged as yet, as Custance as-
sumes, but to gain information about the nature of these exposed
areas. Alexander Heidel explains:

Forty days after the tops of the other mountains had become visible,
Noah opened the window of the ark and sent forth a raven (8:5-7). The
wild, omnivorous bird went flying back and forth, sometimes away from
the ark and sometimes back to it again, until the waters had dried off the
earth, but he did not again go into the ark. He presumably found some
carrion meat floating in the water or deposited on the mountaintops, or
some aquatic creatures trapped on the mountain peaks as the water re-
ceded, and this provided sufficient sustenance for the unclean raven with
his carrion-eating propensities. The raven’s failure to return into the ark
does not show that he proved himself useless for the intended purpose and
that the experiment was unsuccessful. To the contrary, it was a good sign;
for it proved that the waters had declined considerably and that even
though the outside world was still very unfriendly or inhospitable, it was no
longer too inhospitable for so sturdy and unfastidious a bird as the raven.!

Furthermore, it can hardly be emphasized too strongly that it was
not merely the top of the high mountain on which the Ark rested that
was seen on the first day of the tenth month. The Scriptures inform us
that on that day “were the fops of the mountains seen.” In other
words, the Flood waters must have subsided hundreds of feet in order
for various mountain peaks of different altitudes to be seen by then.

Nor does the Bible teach that the tops of the mountains were still
submerged on the last day of the ninth month and then suddenly
emerged on the first day of the tenth month. With equal justification,

it would still not be permissible to overlap the 74 days and the 40 days, for this
would call for an interval of 103 days instead of 29 days between 8:12 and 8:13
(see Figure 1). But Kevan’s theory (which is similar to the “phenomenal” theory of
Ramm discussed on pp. 58-59) is contradicted by the fact that the Scriptures do not
speak of mists fading away until the tops of the mountains were seen, but rather of
the waters decreasing continually until the tops of the mountains were seen (8:5 ).
It should be noted that Custance is not appealing to any “mists” to confuse the pic-
ture, as others have done, but is claiming that not even the mountain peak on
which the Ark rested emerged from the waters until the first day of the tenth month.

> Heidel, op. cit., pp. 251-252. Similarly, Robert Jamieson commented that the
raven “went forth going and returning; i.e., roving on the heights that had emerged
from the waters, or perched on the external covering of the ark, so that he was at
no loss for a resting-place, and his voracious appetite would find plenty of carrion
floating on the slimy hillsides on which, after so long an abstinence, he would
greedily prey.” Critical and Experimental Commentary (Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Pub. Co., reprinted, 1948), I, 102. The dove, on the other hand, would
not be satisfied until it found a clean and dry resting-place. For a discussion of the
significance of the olive leaf, see pp. 104-106.
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one might argue that the ground was still soaked on the twenty-sixth
day of the second month because we are/told that the ground was dry
on the twenty-seventh day of the second month. It is obvious that the
Scripures speak of definite stages of drying in verses 11, 13, and 14,
with the implication of a uniform process between the stages. In like
manner, from the day that the Ark grounded on the highest peak in
the mountains of Ararat, more and more of the lower peaks emerged
from the waters as they gradually subsided. Doubtless during much
of the ninth month the tops of various mountains were seen. But it
is also true that on the first day of the tenth month “were the tops of
the mountains seen.” It just so happens that God chose this date,
rather than a slightly earlier one, to mark a stage in the abating of
the waters.

The order of events as set forth in the first part of the eighth chap-
ter of Genesis would seem, then, to be as follows: (1) After the
waters had “prevailed upon the earth” 150 days, the waters began to
assuage. (2) The Ark rested upon the mountains of Ararat the same
day that the waters began to assuage, for the 17th day of the 7th
month was exactly 150 days after the Flood began. (3) The waters
continued to subside, so that by the 1st day of the 10th month (74
days later), the tops of various lower mountains could be seen. This
would suggest a drop of perhaps fifteen or twenty fect a day, at least
during the initial phase of this assuaging period. (4) The Flood level
continued to fall for forty more days, so that Noah, no longer fearing
that the Flood would return, sent forth a raven to investigate the con-
ditions outside the Ark. These events are sketched in Figure 2.

Instead of constituting an objection to the universal Flood concept,
the rate of decline of the water level thus becomes a strong argument
in its favor. For if nothing could be seen but the tops of mountains
after the waters had subsided for 74 days, we are left with no other
alternative than to conclude that the Flood covered the whole earth.
The duration of the Flood in its assuaging, as well as in its prevailing,
compels us to think of it as a global, not merely a local, catastrophe.

THE GEOLOGY OF THE FLOOD

Since so many arguments against the universality of the Flood have
been based upon supposed geological objections, it is very important
to realize that the Scriptures have something to say about the geo-
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logical factor too. In fact, the first recorded event of the Flood is that
“on the same day were all the fountains of the great deep broken up”
(7:11). According to Brown, Driver, and Briggs, the word t*hém
(translated “deep” in this verse) has the primary meanings of (1)
“deep, of subterranean waters,” (2) “sea,” and (3) “primeval ocean,
deep.”* There can be little question, then, that the phrase #*hom
rabbdh (“great deep”) points back to the r°hém of Genesis 1:2 and
refers to the oceanic depths and underground reservoirs of the ante-
diluvian world. Presumably, then, the ocean basins were fractured
and uplifted sufficiently to pour waters over the continents, in con-
junction with those waters which were above the “firmament” (ex-
panse) and which poured down through the “windows of heaven.”

The close connection that exists between Genesis 7:11 and 1:2-10
must be evident to all who have studied the text with care. For ex-
ample, Franz Delitzsch calls our attention to the fact that “it was by a
cooperation of subterranean and celestial forces, which broke through
the restraints placed upon the waters on the second and third days of
creation, that the Deluge was brought to pass.”

But the most significant fact to be observed is that these geological
phenomena were not confined to a single day. In fact, the Scriptures
state that this breaking up of “the fountains of the great deep” con-
tinued for a period of five months; for it was not until after the 150
days had passed that “the fountains of the deep . . . were stopped”
(8:2). Such vast and prolonged geologic upheavals in the oceanic
depths cannot be reconciled with the theory that the Flood was
merely a local inundation in some part of the Near East. Instead, this
Biblical information gives substantial support to the concept of a
geographically universal Deluge.?

1 Francis Brown, S. R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggs, A Hebrew and English
Lexicon of the Old Testament (Boston, New York, and Chicago: Houghton, Mifflin,
& Co., 1906), p. 1062. Ludwig Koehler and Walter Baumgartner, Lexicon in Veteris
Testamenti Libros (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Ferdmans Pub. Co., 1953), II, 1019,
give the first two meanings of #*h6m as (1) the primeval ocean, and (2) the sub-
terranean water,

2 Franz Delitzsch, 4 New Commentary on Genesis, trans. Sophia Taylor (New
York: Scribner & Welford, 1899), p. 267. J. P. Lange was much impressed by the
geological argument: “the flood itself may, perhaps, have been partial, but the earth-
crisis, on which it was conditioned, must have been universal. With the opening of
the fountains of the deep stands the opening of the windows of heaven in polar con-
trast . . . As an earth-crisis, the flood was probably universal.” 4 Commentary on
the Holy Scriptures: Genesis, ed. J. P. Lange (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing

House, n.d.), p. 296.
3 See below, pp. 122, 127, for further discussion of this point.
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THE SIZE OF THE ARK

According to Genesis 6:15, Noah was commanded to make “the
length of the ark three hundred cubits, the breadth of it fifty cubits,
and the height of it thirty cubits.” The first question to be considered,
of course, is the length of the cubit as used in this passage. The Baby-
lonians had a “royal” cubit of about 19.8 inches, the Egyptians had
a longer and a shorter cubit of about 20.65 inches and 17.6 inches
respectively, while the Hebrews apparently had a long cubit of 20.4
inches (Ezek. 40:5) and a common cubit of about 17.5 inches.!

While it is certainly possible that the cubit referred to in Genesis 6
was longer than 17.5 inches, we shall take this shorter cubit as the
basis for our calculations. According to this standard, the Ark was
437.5 feet long, 72.92 feet wide, and 43.75 feet high. Since it had
three decks (Gen. 6:16), it had a total deck area of approximately
95,700 square feet (equivalent to slightly more than the area of
twenty standard college basketball courts), and its total volume was
1,396,000 cubic feet. The gross tonnage® of the Ark (which is a
measurement of cubic space rather than weight, one ton in this case
being equivalent to 100 cubic feet of usable storage space) was about
13,960 tons, which would place it well within the category of large
metal ocean-going vessels today.?

Arthur Custance questions whether the Ark could really have been
this huge and suggests, without evidence, that the cubit of those days
may have been much shorter than eighteen inches. Then he goes on
to say:

I think anyone who tries to visualize the construction of a vessel 450
feet long by four men will realize that the size of the timbers alone for a
“building” 45 feet high (analogous to a four story apartment building)
would seem by their sheer massiveness to be beyond the powers of four

LR. B. Y. Scott, “Weights and Measures of the Bible,” The Biblical Archaeologist,
Vol. XXII, No. 2 (May, 1959), pp. 22-27.

% The displacement tonnage of the Ark (defined as the weight of sea water displaced
by the structure when submerged to its design draught, assumed at #5 cubits), is:

17.5\3
(300)(50) (15) (1—2- (64)

=19,940 tons
2240

*The U.S.S. Mariposa is 14,512 tons, the U.S.S. Constitution is 23,719 tons, and
the U.S.S. United States (the largest American ocean liner) is 53,329 tons. (New
York, 1960 World Almanac, N. Y. World Telegram Co., p. 680). See below, p. 103,
for a discussion of the structure and stability of the Ark.
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men to handle. With all the means later at their disposal, subsequent build-
ers for 4000 years constructed seaworthy vessels that seldom seem to have
exceeded 150 to 200 feet at the most. The Queen Mary has a total length
of 1018 feet which is not very much more than twice the length of the
Ark. It was not until 1884 apparently that a vessel, the Eturia, a Cunard
liner, was built with a length exceeding that of the Ark.?

The Scriptures, however, do not suggest that Noah and his three
sons had to construct the Ark without the help of hired men. Never-
theless, we agree that the sheer massiveness of the Ark staggers the
imagination. In fact, this is the very point of our argument: for Noah
to have built a vessel of such magnitude simply for the purpose of
escaping a local flood is inconceivable. The very size of the Ark
should effectively eliminate the local-Flood view from serious con-
sideration among those who take the Book of Genesis at face value.

THE NEED FOR AN ARK

Not only would an ark of such gigantic proportions have been
unnecessary for a local flood, but there would have been no need
for an ark at all! The whole procedure of constructing such a vessel,
involving over a century of planning and toiling, simply to escape a
local flood, can hardly be described as anything but utterly foolish
and unnecessary. How much more sensible it would have been for
God merely to have warned Noah of the coming destruction, so that
he could move to an area that would not have been affected by the
Flood, even as Lot was taken out of Sodom before the fire fell from
heaven. Not only so, but also the great numbers of animals of all
kinds, and certainly the birds, could easily have moved out also, with-
out having to be stored and tended for a year in the Ark! The entire
story borders on the ridiculous if the Flood was confined to some sec-
tion of the Near East.

The writers have had a difficult time finding local-Flood advocates
that are willing to face the implications of this particular argument.
Arthur Custance, however, has recently suggested that the Ark was
simply an object-lesson to the antediluvians:

It would require real energy and faith to follow Noah’s example and
build other Arks, but it would have required neither of these to pack up a
few things and migrate. There is nothing that Noah could have done to

1 Custance, op. cit., p. 20.
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stop them except by disappearing very secretly. Such a departure could
hardly act as the kind of warning that the deliberate construction of the
Ark could have done. And the inspiration for this undertaking was given to
Noah by leaving him in ignorance of the exact limits of the Flood. He was
assured that all mankind would be destroyed, and probably supposed that
the Flood would therefore be universal. This supposition may have been
quite essentjal for him.!

But how can one read the Flood account of Genesis 6-9 with close
attention and then arrive at the conclusion that the Ark was built
merely to warn the ungodly, and not mainly to save the occupants of
the Ark from death by drowning? And how can we exonerate God
Himself from the charge of deception, if we say that He led Noah to
believe that the Flood would be universal, in order to encourage him
to work on the Ark, when He knew all the time that it would not be
universal?

With respect to the animals in the Ark, Custance takes the view
that they were only domesticated varieties that would prove to be use-
ful to man:

To begin with, there is plenty of evidence to show that the domestication
of animals was first undertaken somewhere in this general area. Assuming
that such species as had been domesticated in the centuries between Adam
and Noah were confined to the areas settled by man and had not spread
beyond this, any Flood which destroyed man would also wipe out these
animals. The process of domestication would then have to be begun all
over again, and probably under far less ideal conditions . . . It is almost
certain that domesticated animals could not have migrated alone . . . For
this reason, if for no other, some animals at least would have to be taken
on board . . . but these were probably of the domesticated varieties.?

But where does the Book of Genesis suggest that Noah was to take
only domesticated animals into the Ark? The purpose of the Flood
was to destroy “both man, and beast, and creeping things, and birds
of the heavens” (6:7), and “to destroy all flesh, wherein is the breath
of life, from under heaven” (6:17, cf. 6:12-13, 19-21, 7:2-4, 8, 14-

1 Custance, op. cit., p. 18. Custance feels that the Ark was not overly large (see
above, p. 10) and that it did not take over a century to build. The 120 years of
Gen. 6:3, in his opinion, refers to man’s future life-span, But where is the evidence
that man’s life span after the Flood was to be 120 years? Many men lived much
longer than this (11:11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25; 25:7; 35:28; 47:9). See Heidel,
op. cit., p. 230, and Leupold, op. cit., pp. 256-257.

2 Custance, op. cit., p. 19. For further discussion on the problem of animals in the
Ark, see below, pp. 63 ff.
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16; 8:1, 17-19; 9:8-17). And this was accomplished when “all flesh
died that moved upon the earth, both birds, and cattle, and beasts,
and every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth, and every
man: all in whose nostrils was the breath of the spirit of life, of all
that was on the dry ground, died. And every living thing was de-
stroyed that was upon the face of the ground, both man, and cattle,
and creeping things, and birds of the heavens; and they were de-
stroyed from the earth” (7:21-23). These are exactly the same terms
used in the first chapter of Genesis to describe the various kinds of
land animals which God created. If only domesticated animals were
to be taken into the Ark, are we to assume that only domesticated
animals were created by God in the first chapter of Genesis? The fact
of the matter is that no clearer terms could have been employed by the
author than those which he did employ to express the idea of the
totality of air-breathing animals in the world. Once this point is con-
ceded, all controversy as to the geographical extent of the Deluge
must end; for no one would care to maintain that all land animals
were confined to the Mesopotamian Valley in the days of Noah!
Joseph P. Free, Professor of Archaeology at Wheaton College, con-
cludes:

The fact that every living creature was to be destroyed would indicate
that the whole earth was subject to the flood (Gen. 7:4). Probably the ani-
mals had scattered over much of the earth; a universal flood would have
been needed to destroy them . . . Certainly all the main groups of animals
were represented on the ark. The variations which we observe today within
the main groups of animals could have developed in the few thousand years
(more or less) since the flood.!

1Joseph P. Free, Archaelogy and Bible History (5th ed. rev.; Wheaton, IlL:
Scripture Press, 1956), p. 42. Some defenders of the local-Flood theory claim to
have found in Genesis 9:10 support for their view that only a few land animals were
affected by the Flood. They claim that a literal reading of this verse calls for two
groups of animals: “from all going out of the ark to every beast of the earth.” It
is highly questionable, however, whether this is the correct translation. Brown,
Driver, and Briggs cite this verse as an example of the special usage of lfkol at the
close of a description or enumeration, and translate it as follows: “all that go out
of the ark as regards (=namely, even) all the beasts of the earth.” 4 Hebrew and
English Lexicon of the Old Testament, p. 514. See also Franz Delitzsch and August
Dillmann in loco. The ASV thus improves over the AV by translating: “of all that
go out of the ark, even every beast of the earth.” Thomas Whitelaw, who believed
that the Flood was local, admitted that this verse is “not necessarily implying . . . ,
though in all probability it was the case, that there were animals which had never
been in the ark; but simply an idiomatic phrase expressive of the totality of the ani-
mal creation (Alford).” The Pulpit Commentary, ed. H. D. M. Spence (Grand
Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., reprinted 1950), p. 143.
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The fact that Noah was commanded to built an ark “to the saving
of his house” (Heb. 11:7) and was commanded to bring in two of
every kind of animal “to keep seed alive upon the face of the earth”
(7:3) proves conclusively that the Flood was universal in scope.

THE TESTIMONY OF THE APOSTLE PETER

One of the most important Biblical passages relating to the magni-
tude of the Deluge is to be found in II Peter 3:3-7:

. . . knowing this first, that in the last days mockers shall come with
mockery, walking after their own lusts, and saying, Where is the promise
of his coming? for, from the day that the fathers fell asleep, all things con-
tinue as they were from the beginning of the creation. For this they willingly
forget, that there were heavens from of old, and an earth compacted out of
the water and amidst water, by the word of God; by which means the
world that then was, being overflowed with water, perished; but the heavens
that mow are, and the earth, by the same word have been stored up for
fire, being reserved against the day of judgment and destruction of ungodly
men.

In this passage of Scripture, Peter speaks of a day, yet future from
his standpoint, when men would no longer think seriously of Christ’s
Second Coming as a cataclysmic, universal intervention by God into
the course of world affairs. And the reason for this skeptical attitude
would be none other than a blind adherence to the doctrine of uni-
formitarianism—a doctrine which maintains that natural laws and
processes have never yet been interrupted (or newer and higher laws
introduced) so as to bring about a total destruction of human civiliza-
tion through the direct intervention of God. And since this has never
been the case in past history, there should be no cause to fear that it
will ever occur in the future!

In answering these skeptics of the end-time, the Apostle Peter
points to two events in the past which cannot be explained on the
basis of uniformitarianism. The first of these events is the creation of
the world: “there were heavens from of old, and an earth . . . by the
word of God”; and the second event is the Flood: “the world [kos-
mos] that then was, being overflowed with water, perished [apoleto].”

But it is the second of these two events, the Flood, which serves
as the basis of Peter’s comparison with the Second Coming and the
final destruction of the world. For even as “the world that then was”
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perished by water, so “the heavens that now are, and the earth,” pro-
tected as they are, by God’s eternal promise, from another aqueous
cataclysm (Gen. 9:11-19), have, nevertheless, “been stored up for
fire, being reserved against the day of judgment and destruction of
ungodly men.”

Let us now consider the implications of this passage with respect
to the geographical extent of the Flood. In speaking of the events of
the second and third days of creation, Peter uses the terms “heavens
from of old, and an earth” in a sense that is obviously universal. By
the same token, no one can deny that Peter also uses the terms “heav-
ens that now are, and the earth” in the strictly universal sense. Other-
wise, Peter would be speaking of the creation and final destruction of
only a part of the earth!

Now the one event which Peter sets forth as having brought about
a transformation, not of the earth only but also of the very heavens, is
the Flood! It was the Flood that constituted the line of demarcation
between “the heavens from of old” and “the heavens that now are”
in the thinking of the Apostle Peter. It was the Flood that utilized the
vast oceans of water out of which and amidst which the ancient earth
was “compacted,” unto the utter destruction of the kosmos “that then
was.”* It was the Flood to which Peter appealed as his final and in-
controvertible answer to those who chose to remain in willful igno-
rance of the fact that God had at one time in the past demonstrated
His holy wrath and omnipotence by subjecting “all things” to an over-
whelming, cosmic catastrophe that was on an absolute par with the
final day of judgment, in which God will yet consume the earth with
fire and will cause the very elements to dissolve with fervent heat
(IT Peter 3:10).

1 Henry Alford’s comments on the use of kosmos in this passage are important:
“ . . kosmos, as an indefinite common term, takes in the ouranoi kai ge [heavens
and earth], which were then instrumental in, and purified by, the destruction, if not
altogether swept away by it.” (The Greek Testament, 5th ed.; London: Longmans,
Green, & Co., 1895, IV, 414).

Of special significance also is this comment by Joseph B. Mayor: “It is evident
from [II Peter 3:7, 10, 12] that the writer looked forward to a fundamental meta-
morphosis of the existing universe through the final conflagration, and this naturally
leads him to take an exaggerated [sic!] view of the deluge, which he regards as a
parallel destruction. Hence the present heavens and earth are distinguished from
the antediluvian in the next verse [v. 71” (The Epistle of St. Jude and the Second
Epistle of St. Peter, London, Macmillan & Co., 1907, p. 153). It would be appro-
priate for a uniformitarian to describe Peter’s reference to the Flood as “exag-
gerated.” True Biblical exegesis simply cannot be harmonized with this philosophy
of earth-history.
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If the Flood was limited to the region of Mesopotamia, it is difficult
to see how Peter’s appeal to the Flood would have any value as a con-
tradiction to the doctrine of uniformitarianism, which assumes that
“all things” have never yet been upset by a universal cataclysm. Nor
is it easy to excuse Peter of gross inaccuracy when he depicts the
Flood in such cosmic terms and in such an absolutely universal con-
text, if the Flood was only a local inundation after all.

Merrill F. Unger, Professor of Old Testament at Dallas Theologi-
cal Seminary, emphasizes the crucial significance of Peter’s statements
in determining the magnitude and effects of the Deluge:

That the antediluvian era, described by Peter as “the world that then
was,” was obviously different climatically and geologically from the “heav-
ens” and “the earth . . . that now are” (II Peter 3:7), is clearly implied in
the Apostle’s stern warning to naturalistic skeptics, who mock at the idea
of Christ’s supernatural Second Advent on the ground that “all things con-
tinue as they were from the beginning of the creation” (II Peter 3:4).
Against the false naturalistic theory of uniformity, the Apostle urges the
truth of supernatural catastrophism as evidenced by the Noahic Flood.!

Thus, the third chapter of Second Peter provides powerful New
Testament support for the geographical universality of the Flood.
Anything less than a catastrophe of such proportions would upset
the entire force of Peter’s argument and would give much encourage-
ment to those whom he so solemnly warned.

THE TOTAL DESTRUCTION OF A WIDELY-
DISTRIBUTED HUMAN RACE

Our seventh and final basic argument for a universal Flood is
founded upon the Biblical testimony of a total destruction of the
human race outside of the Ark. Such an argument, to be conclusive in
demonstrating a geographically universal Flood, must include two
sub-arguments: (1) the Bible teaches that all mankind perished in

1 Merrill ¥. Unger, Archaeology and the Old Testament (3rd. Ed., Grand Rapids:
Zondervan Pnblishing House, 1956), p. 62. There are some writers who have applied
II Peter 3:6 (“the world that then was, being overflowed with water, perished”) to
Genesis 1:2 instead of to Genesis 6-9. See J. Sidlow Baxter, Explore the Book (Lon-
don: Marshall, Morgan, & Scott, Ltd., 1951), I, 42; and Kenneth S. Wuest, In These
Last Days (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1954), p. 67.

But such an application is impossible for three reasons: (1) Genesis 1:2 does not
speak of a world perishing by being overflowed with water, whereas four entire
chapters of Genesis are devoted to a description of the great Noahic Deluge which
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the Flood and (2) the human race had spread far beyond the Near
East, if not around the earth, by the time of the Flood. In the devel-
opment of this argument, we shall set forth four major reasons for
believing that the Bible teaches a total destruction of the race and
two major reasons for believing that the antediluvians had become
widely distributed by the time of the Flood.

The Total Destruction of Humanity

From the very beginning of the Flood controversy, there has been
little question among conservative Christian scholars as to the total
destruction of the human race by the Flood. In the year 1845,
Charles Burton could say, without fear of contradiction:

Among the Christian philosophers who dispute on this arena, there is
a perfect agreement on the most important point, viz., that by the Flood,
the whole population of the world was destroyed. With the Mosaic narra-
tive before them, no other opinion could be entertained.

The same situation prevails today, more than a century later, with
only very rare exceptions.” The reasons for this remarkable unanimity
of opinion among evangelical scholars must now be presented.

The moral purpose of the Flood. The Flood must have destroyed
the entire human race outside of the Ark, because the Scriptures
clearly state that the purpose of the Flood was to wipe out a sinful
and degenerate humanity; and this purpose could not have been
accomplished by destroying only a portion of the race. Turning our
attention now to the most important passages of Scripture that shed
light on this question, we read in the sixth chapter of Genesis:

And Jehovah saw that the wickedness of man was great in the earth, and
that every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was only evil con-

fits Peter’s description perfectly; (2) II Peter 3:5 describes the earth’s condition
during the second and third days of the creation week (Gen. 1:6-10), and the
catastrophe of II Peter 3:6 obviously follows this; (3) Peter has already referred
to the Noahic Deluge twice before (I Pet. 3:20, II Pet. 2:5), and therefore the con-
text would demand that II Peter 3:6 refer to the same Deluge. Neither Baxter nor
Wuest offers proof for his interpretation, and the vast majority of commentators
agree that Peter is referring to the Flood.

* Charles Burton, Lectures on the Deluge and the World After the Flood (London:
Hamilton, Adams, & Co., 1845), p. 21.

2Bernard Ramm (The Christian View of Science and Scripture, Grand Rapids:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1954) is one modern evangelical writer who believes that
only a part of the human race was destroyed by the Flood. Because of the important
implications of this view, we shall devote most of Chapter II to an examination of his
arguments.
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tinually. And it repented Jehovah that he had made man on the earth,
and it grieved him at his heart. And Jehovah said, I will destroy man whom
I have created from the face of the ground; both.man, and beast, and creep-
ing things, and birds of the heavens; for it repenteth me that I have made
them (6:5-7) . . . And the earth was corrupt before God, and the earth
was filled with violence. And God saw the earth, and, behold, it was cor-
rupt; for all flesh had corrupted their way upon the earth. And God said
unto Noah, The end of all flesh is come before me; for the earth is filled
with violence through them; and, behold, I will destroy them with the earth
(6:11-13).

The constant, almost monotonous repetition of phrases depicting
the utter depravity of antediluvian humanity has filled the minds of
believers with a sense of awe and astonishment. Every statement
seems calculated to impress upon its readers the idea of universal sin;
not just the exceptional sins of this group or of that region, nor even
of specific times or occasions, but rather the sin of an entire age and
an entire race that had utterly corrupted its way upon the earth and
was now ripe for the judgment of a holy God. W. Grabam Scroggie
has skillfully and graphically sketched the Biblical picture of ante-
diluvian humanity:

The appalling condition of things is summed up in a few terrible words,
words which bellow and burn: wickedness, evil imagination, corruption,
and violence; and these sins were great, widespread, “in the earth,” con-
tinuous, “only evil continually,” open and daring, “before God,” replete,
“filled,” and universal, “all flesh.”

This is an astounding event! After over 1,600 years of human history the
race was so utterly corrupt morally that it was not fit to live; and of all

mankind only four men and four women were spared, because they did
not go with the great sin drift.!

In the light of these facts, the conclusion seems to be self-evident
that God’s stated purpose of destroying “man whom I have created,”
because of his hopeless depravity and in order to start afresh with
Noah, could not have been accomplished by destroying only a part
of the race and allowing the rest of Adam’s descendants to continue
in their sinful ways.

The exceptional case of Noah. The fact that all mankind, rather

1W. Graham Scroggie, The Unfolding Drama of Redemption (London: Pickering
% Inglis, Ltd., 1953), 1, 74, 77. Italics are his.
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than just a part of the race, was destroyed in the Flood is emphasized
in the Scriptures by repeated statements to the effect that Noah and
his family were the only ones who escaped the judgment waters. The
pertinent passages in Genesis read as follows:

But Noah found favor in the eyes of Jehovah . . . Noak was a righteous
man and perfect in his generations: Noah walked with God (6:8-9) . . .
everything that is in the earth shall die. But I will establish my covenant
with thee; and thou shalt come into the ark, thou, and thy sons, and thy
wife, and thy sons’ wives with thee (6:17-18) ... And Jehovah said unto
Noah, Come thou and all thy house into the ark; for thee have I seen
righteous before me in this generation (7:1) . .. and they were destroyed
from the earth: and Noah only was left, and they that were with him in the

ark. And the waters prevailed upon the earth a hundred and fifty days.
And God remembered Noah . . . (7:23,24; 8:1).

And lest there might remain some lingering doubt in the minds of
Bible students as to whether or not Noah’s family constituted the
sole survivors of the Flood, we have two emphatic statements by the
Apostle Peter on this matter:

. . . the Jongsuffering of God waited in the days of Noah, while the ark

was a preparing, wherein few, that is, eight souls, were saved through water
(I Pet. 3:20).

God spared not the ancient world [kosmos], but preserved Noah with

seven others, a preacher of righteousness, when he brought a flood upon
the world [kosmos] of the ungodly (II Pet. 2:5).

Now it would seem to be perfectly evident from studying these
passages that Noah was spared because of his righteous character.
By the same token, the Flood came to destroy others because they
were unrighteous. Now if it should actually turn out to have been the
case that only a portion of the human race outside of the Ark was
destroyed by the Flood, then we must conclude one of two things:
(1) there were people outside of the Ark who were as righteous as
Noah and thus were permitted by God to escape the Flood waters also;
or (2) baving a righteous character was not the only factor that de-
termined who was to escape the Flood.

As we consider these two alternatives, we must admit that the
first one is quite inconceivable, for the exceptional and unique right-
eousness of Noah is emphasized over and over again throughout the
entire Bible (Gen. 5:29; 6:8,9,18; 7:1; 9:1; Ezek. 14:14,20; Heb.
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11:7 and II Pet. 2:5). Also, the abysmal and universal wickedness
of the antediluvians has been affirmed by an astonishing array of
Scriptural testimony (Gen. 6:1-6, 11-13; Luke 17:26-27; 1 Pet.
3:20; II Pet. 2:5 and Jude 14-15). To deny this is simply to deny
the Word of God.

But the second alternative is equally untenable, for the Scriptures
give no hint anywhere that men were destroyed for any other reason
than for their ungodliness. Now if any ungodly people actually did
escape the Flood, they must have done so by virtue of the fact that
they didn’t happen to live in that particular area where the Flood
came (assuming that the Flood was local); or else they were stronger
or more ingenious than other sinners and thus, in one way or another,
managed to escape the onrushing Flood waters. But if this had been
the case, then those who died in the waters did so only because they
were unfortunate enough to be living in the wrong place or because
they were not sufficiently strong or clever, and not simply because
they were ungodly!

We pause at this point to ask the question: can sane and sensible
hermeneutics tolerate for one moment such an interpretation of the
Biblical doctrine of the Flood? We may disagree on various methods
of interpretation or even on whether the Biblical record is to be ac-
cepted as authentic and trustworthy and credible. But when mature
and trained scholars can examine the Scriptural account of the
Flood, in both Old and New Testaments, and conclude that the Bible
does not really intend to teach that the Flood was sent to destroy all
ungodly men, then Biblical hermeneutics, in our opinion, ceases to
be a scientific and scholarly discipline.

Consequently, both of the above-mentioned alternatives must be
rejected without hesitation. The Scriptures do teach that the Flood
destroyed all mankind outside of the Ark, because none outside of
the Ark were godly and the Flood was sent by God to destroy the
ungodly.!

The testimony of the Lord Jesus Christ. It almost seems that our
Lord made a special point of choosing His illustrations and warnings

1 William Sanford LaSor claims that the Flood was sent as a judgment upon the
godly Sethite line for intermarrying with the ungodly Cainite line. Thus, the Flood
needed to be only as extensive as the Sethite line (“Does the Bible Teach a Uni-
versal Flood?” Eternity, Vol. XI, No. 10 [December, 19601). But how could the Flood
have destroyed the Sethites only, if they were living with Cainites? Even more im-
portant, the Scriptures emphasize everywhere that God brought the Flood not to
destroy sinning saints, but rather to destroy “the world of the ungodly” (Il Pet. 2:5).
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from those portions of the Old Testament that would become objects
of unbelieving scorn and ridicule throughout the coming centuries.
For example, in Matthew 19:4 He referred to the creation of Adam
and Eve in the Garden of Eden; in Luke 17:29 to the destruction of
Sodom by fire and brimstone from heaven; in Luke 17:32 to the
transformation of Lot’s wife into a pillar of salt; in Matthew 12:40 to
the experience of Jonah in the belly of the great fish; in Luke 11:32
to the repentance of the Ninevites at the preaching of Jonah. And in
addition to all of these, our Lord made special reference to Noah and
the Flood in the seventeenth chapter of Luke. For the sake of our
subsequent discussion, ‘we must include part of the context in our
quotation of this passage:

And as it came to pass in the days of Noah, even so shall it be also in
the days of the Son of man. They ate, they drank, they married, they were
given in marriage, until the day that Noah entered into the ark, and the
flood came, and destroyed them all. Likewise even as it came to pass in
the days of Lot; they ate, they drank, they bought, they sold, they planted,
they builded; but in the day that Lot went out from Sodom it rained fire
and brimstone from heaven, and destroyed them all: after the same manner
shall it be in the day that the Son of man is revealed (Luke 17:26-30. Cf.
Matt. 24:39).

Now it is very important that we observe the context into which
our Lord places the Flood-destruction. It is placed alongside the de-
struction of Sodom and the destruction of the ungodly at the time of
Christ’s Second Coming. This fact is of tremendous significance in
helping us to determine the sense in which the word “all” is used in
reference to those who were destroyed by the Flood.

Our argument proceeds in the following manner: the force of
Christ’s warning to the ungodly concerning the doom which awaits
them at the time of His Second Coming, by reminding them of the
destruction of the Sodomites, would be immeasurably weakened if we
knew that some of the Sodomites, after all, had escaped. This would
allow hope for the ungodly that some of them might escape the wrath
of God in that coming day of judgment. But we have, indeed, no
reason for thinking that any Sodomite did escape destruction when
the fire fell from heaven.

In exactly the same manner, Christ’s warning to future generations,
on the basis of what happened to the ungodly in the days of Noah,
would have been pointless if part of the human race had escaped
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the judgment waters. In fact, the only characterization which our
Lord made of those who perished in the Flood was that they ate and
drank and married and were given in marriage. Thus, if it should be
argued that people living in other parts of the world might not have
been as wicked as those who lived in the area that was flooded, it
would be sufficient reply to point out that our Lord’s characterization
did not have to do with degrees of ungodliness, but rather with the
utter absence of that positive godliness which was essential to sal-
vation.

Therefore, we are persuaded that Christ’s use of the word “all” in
Luke 17:27 must be understood in the absolute sense; otherwise the
analogies would collapse and the warnings would lose their force. A
heavy burden of proof rests upon those who would maintain that
only a part of the human race was destroyed in the Flood, in view of
the clear statements of the Lord Jesus Christ.

God's Covenant with Noah After the Flood. One of the most diffi-
cult problems to be faced by those who deny that the Flood was
anthropologically universal is the covenant which God made with
Noah after the Flood had ended. For if the Flood destroyed only a
part of the human race, then those who escaped the Flood waters
were not included in the Covenant of the Rainbow.! Only toward the
descendants of Noah would the birds, beasts, and fishes show fear
and dread (Gen. 9:2); they only would be prohibited from eating
flesh with the blood (9:3-4); and they only would have the authority
to take life (9:5-6).

If God’s covenant with Noah means anything at all, it must be a
covenant with the entire human race. But the Scriptures repeatedly
state that God made this covenant with Noah and his sons (Gen. 9:1-
17). Therefore the whole of humanity has descended from Noah’s
family and the Flood destroyed the entire antediluvian race. Samuel
J. Schultz of Wheaton College has reached a similar conclusion on
this crucial question:

1God’s thrice-repeated promise never to wipe out “everything living” and “all
flesh” again by a Flood (Gen. 8:21; 9:11,15) makes it quite impossible to accept
the view that only a part of the human race was destroyed by the Flood. And if it
be insisted that these terms are to be understood in a limited sense, then we must
say that God has broken His promise repeatedly; for millions have perished in vast
and destructive local floods in many parts of the earth. The same argument is
decisive against the view that the Flood was geographically local though anthro-
pologically universal, for God promised not only to spare the human race (to say
nothing of “every thing living”) from another Flood but also the earth itself (Gen.
8:21; 9:11, Isa. 54:9).
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Had any part of the human race survived the flood outside of Noah and
his family they would not have been included in the covenant God made
here. The implication seems to be that all mankind descended from Noah
so that the covenant with its bow in the cloud as a reminder would be for
all mankjnd.!

The Extensive Distribution of the Antediluvian Race

Those who acknowledge the tremendous weight of Biblical testi-
mony concerning the total destruction of the human race outside of
the Ark, and yet who are still unwilling to admit that the Flood was
geographically universal, usually maintain that the race had not
spread beyond the region of Mesopotamia during the period from
Adam to Noah.? But it is our conviction that such a position cannot
be successfully defended and that for at least two reasons which must
now be considered.

Longevity. In the first place, the vast possibilities for population
growth due to longevity among the antediluvians must be recognized.
Even a rather cursory examination of Genesis 5 brings to light some
rather startling statistics in this respect. In that chapter we read that
Adam lived 930 years, Seth 912, Enosh 905, Kenan 910, Mahalalel
895, Jared 962, Enoch 365 (who did not die, but was translated to
God’s presence without dying), Methuselah 969, Lamech 777, and
Noah 950. The average of these ages, omitting Enoch, is 912.2

William R. Vis has prepared a graph to indicate the contrast be-
tween the ages of patriarchs before and after the Flood (see Fig. 3).
He explains: '

A study of this chart shows in a striking way that something extremely

1 Samuel J. Schultz, “The Unity of the Race: Genesis 1-11,” Journal of the Ameri-
can Scientific Affiliation, VII (September, 1955), p. 52. LaSor (loc. cit.) argues that
the -Flood did not destroy all men outside the Ark because the New Testament con-
sistently traces the human race to Adam rather than to Noah! It hardly seems
necessary to point out, however, that Noah could not have been the federal head of
postdiluvian humanity because neither his wife nor his three daughters-in-law owed
their physical existence to him in the same sense that Eve owed hers to Adam.

2 Another possibility would be that antediluvians in other parts of the earth died
or were driven back into Mesopotamia just in time to drown in a local Flood. See be-
low, pp. 32-33.

3 C. F. Keil says concerning Genesis 5: “Every attack upon the historical character
of its numerical statements has entirely failed, and no tenable argument can be
adduced against their correctness.” Biblical Commentary on the Old Testament,
trans. James Martin (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub, Co., reprinted 1951),
I, 123,
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significant happened to the earth and to man at the time of the flood. It
would seem that whatever this was, it probably removed the dominant
factor for the long life of the patriarchs. The spiritual message of the Bible
is clear: the length of life decreased because of the entrance of sin into the
human family. However, the scientific explanation is not evident. Could
some antediluvian climatic or other condition have been extremely favor-
able for long life in man? Perhaps future scientific research will cast some
light on this.*

That there is nothing inherently impossible about such long ages
is believed by many modern students of the phenomenon of biologic
aging and maturity. One of the researchers on these problems is Dr.
Hans Selye, Director of the Institute of Experimental Surgery at the
University of Montreal. Dr. Selye has recently said:

Medicine has assembled a fund of knowledge that will now serve, I be-
lieve, as a point of departure for studying the causes of old age. If the
causes of aging can be found, there is no good medical reason to believe
that it will not be possible for science to find some practical way of slow-
ing the process down or even bringing it to a standstill.2

Possible physical explanations of antediluvian longevity, and its
decline after the Flood, will be discussed later.> We merely accept the
fact at this point and note the important consequences of this fact
with respect to the world population before the Flood.

The record in Genesis 5 clearly implies that men had large fam-
ilies in those days. Although in most cases only one son is named in
each family (apparently for the purpose of tracing the line of descent
from Adam to Noah), it is also said that each “begat sons and daugh-
ters,” so that each family must have had at least four children, and
probably many more. Furthermore, the age of the fathers at the birth
of each of the named sons ranged from 65 years (in the case of Ma-
halalel and Enoch) to 500 years (in Noah’s case). Consequently the
Bible implies that: (1) men typically lived for hundreds of years, (2)
their procreative powers persisted over hundreds of years also, and
(3) through the combined effects of long lives and large families,
mankind was rapidly “filling the earth” (Gen. 1:28; 6:1,11).

All things considered, it is certainly very conservative to estimate

1 William R. Vis, “Medical Science and the Bible,” Modern Science and Christian
Faith (2d ed.; Wheaton: Van Kampen Press, 1950), p. 242. Italics are ours.

2 Hans Selye: “Is Aging Curable?” Science Digest, Vol. 46, December 1959, p. 1.
3 See pages 399-405.
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that each family had, say, six children, and that each new generation
required ninety years on the average. That is, assume the first family
(Adam and Eve) had six children; the three families that could be
established from these had six children each; and the nine families
resulting from these each had six children, and so on. Actually, each
probably had far more than six children, but this figure will allow for
those who did not marry, who died prematurely, etc. At an average
figure of ninety years per generation, which seems far higher than was
probably actually the case, one can calculate that there were some
eightcen generations in the 1,656 years from Adam to the Flood.

The total number of people in the nth generation can be calculated
on this basis as equal to 2(3)". Thus, at the end of the first genera-
tion (n equals one), the number in the family was 2(3), or 6. At the
end of two generations, it was 2(3)?, or 18. Finally, at the end of 17
generations, the number was 258 million and, at the end of 18 gen-
erations, it was 774 million! If, at this time, only one previous genera-
tion was still living, the total population of the earth would have been
over 1,030 million! And we believe that anyone would agree that
these calculations are extremely conservative, assuming only that the
Biblical statements are true.

Lest anyone regard such rates of population increase as unreason-
able, listen to the following:

During the first half of the nineteenth century, world population reached
1 billion; in 1930 the figure was about 2 billion. In 1957 and 1958 alone,
the earth’s population increased by 90 million, a figure twice the popula-
tion of France, and the world is expected to have 3 billion inhabitants by
1962. The acceleration of population growth in underdeveloped countries
is especially spectacular. Annual increases of 2 percent or more are usual
in most of these countries, and in some there is a growth of 3 percent. . . .2

The present rate of world population increase is thus approxi-
mately 2 per cent per year. But the rate of population growth we
have supposed for the antediluvian period is less than 1.5 per cent
per year!

Of course, the modern population “explosion,” as it is sometimes
called, is not believed to be typical of increase rates during earlier
periods of history. Theorists usually say that earlier population in-

1 “population Growth,” News item in Science, Vol. 129, April 3, 1959, p. 882,

referring to a recent report The Future Growth of World Population, published by
the United Nations’ Bureau of Social Affairs.
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creases were lower due to the effects of war, disease and starvation.
But as Fairfield Osborn points out:

It must be remembered that the numerical loss of human life in the last
two great wars was relatively inconsequential when measured against the
total populations of the countries at war. In fact, the wars of the last cen-
tury have had virtually no influence in restraining population increase in
the countries engaged.

Similarly, there is little real evidence to support the opinion that
either disease or starvation, although they have occasionally taken
great toll of human life, have had any very significant influence in
restraining population increase, on a percentage basis. And especially
is this true with respect to the antediluvian period, when the very
fact that men lived to such great ages would indicate that famine
and disease were not serious problems.

We are confident, therefore, that our estimate of a population of
one billion people on the earth at the time of the Deluge is very con-
servative; it could well have been far more than this. A population
of this order of magnitude would certainly have spread far beyond
the Mesopotamian plains—in fact, for all practical purposes, would
have “filled the earth,” as the Scripture says. In fact, this very figure
is the estimated population of the earth in 1850, the earliest date for
which there is any really accurate estimate of world population, and
the entire earth was certainly “filled” at that time.

In the early days of the controversy over the geographical extent
of the Deluge (1840-1860), the most common arguments for a lim-
ited antediluvian population, as set forth, for example, by John Pye
Smith,* Edward Hitchcock,* and Hugh Miller,® were that the extreme
sinfulness of the race made rapid population growth impossible and
that the patriarchs did not beget children until late in life, with only
a few children being mentioned even then.

1 Fairfield Osborn: “Our Reproductive Potential,” Science, Vol. 125>, March 22,
1957, p. 531.

2 V. E. McKelvey: “Resources, Population Growth, and Level of Living,” Science,
Vol. 129, April 3, 1959, p. 878. See also our discussion on post-diluvian populations,
pages 396-398.

% John Pye Smith, The Relation Between The Holy Scriptures and Some Parts of
Geological Science (5th ed.; London: Henry G. Bohn, 1854), pp. 269-270.

4 Edward Hitchcock, The Religion of Geology and Its Connected Sciences (Boston:
Phillips, Sampson & Co., 1852), p. 132.

5 Hugh Miller, The Testimony of the Rocks (New York: Robert Carter and Broth-
ers, 1875), pp. 316-319.
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With regard to the first of these arguments, it needs only to be
pointed out that while the Scriptures do say that the earth was filled
with “violence” (Gen. 6:11,13), they say, at the same time, that
“the earth” was “filled” with violence!" In other words, the very proof
text which these men put forward in support of the limited-population
view, turns out upon closer examination to be an even more effective
argument for the universal distribution of antediluvian populations.
Furthermore, if analogies with postdiluvian history are at ail valid
in such a study, they certainly prove beyond any question that ex-
treme sinfulness and a tendency to strife and violence in human
society are factors that have favored the scattering, rather than the
centralizing, of populations. The history of Indian tribes in the
Americas and of the Gothic and Germanic tribes in Europe illustrates
this fact clearly. And finally, the nations which boast the highest birth
rates in the world today (India, China, and Russia) are not necessar-
ily the most righteous!

The second objection commonly urged against a large antediluvian
population was that children were not born until the patriarchs were
well advanced in years and that even then few children are named in
the genealogies of Genesis. For example, it was observed that Noah
lived 500 years before he begat any sons, and then only three are
named.

But such an argument is refuted by the following considerations:
(1) Noah must have been the exception to the rule, because in the
case of every other patriarch the phrase “begat sons and daughters”
is used; (2) if Noah did not have any children until he was 500 years
old (which cannot be proved), then he was also exceptional in this
regard; for all the other patriarchs had children when they were less
than 200 years old, and most of them (if we include Adam) when
less than 130 years of age; (3) the fact that Noah was 500 years old
when he begat three sons is important, for it proves that the patriarchs
were capable of begetting children for hundreds of years; (4) it is
possible that the sons who are named in Genesis 5 were not the first-
born sons in each case, because we know that Adam had sons and
daughters (Cain,. Abel, and Cain’s wife, at the very least) long before

1The Hebrew word for “earth” (‘ares) can sometimes be translated “land.” Ex-
cept in rare instances, the context clearly indicates which translation is preferable.
‘ares appears 79 times in the first nine chapters of Genesis, but in only four cases

can it be legitimately translated “land” (Gen. 2:11,12,13; 4:16). For a discussion
of the limited usage of universal terms, see below, pp. 55-62.
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we read the formula of Genesis 5:3, “And Adam lived a hundred
and thirty years, and begat a son in his own likeness, after his image;
and called his name Seth”;! (5) God’s command to Adam and his
descendants was to “be fruitful and multiply, and replenish [fill] the
earth” (1:28), and this command was obeyed: “men began to mul-
tiply on the face of the ground” (6:1).

A well-known German writer of the present day has expressed the
matter as follows:

Already in the time of Cain, apparently in his advanced age, a city could
be built (probably at first simply an established colony), Gen. 4:17. This
is the less astonishing, since the life-energy of the youthful race must at
the beginning have been very powerful. Also, with the long lives of the
parents, the number of children must have been much greater than later
on; and, for the same reason, many generations must have lived alongside
of each other at the same time. With an average of only six children per
family, by the time Cain was only 400 years old he would have had far
more than 100,000 descendants.?

C. F. Keil agreed with Franz Delitzsch that one explanation for the
amazing longevity of these patriarchs was “that the after-effects of the
condition of man in paradise would not be immediately exhausted”;
to which Keil added these words: “This longevity, moreover, neces-
sarily contributed greatly to the increase of the human race.”® A con-
temporary Catholic scholar comes to the following conclusion as to
what the Bible teaches concerning the geographical distribution of
antediluvian humanity:

In view of the insistence shown by the sacred writer on the multiplication
of the race by the repeated declaration that each of the patriarchs begat
“sons and daughters,” and that he allows so much time between Adam and
the flood (MT 1656 years, Samaritan text 1307, LXX 2256), it is hardly
to be assumed that he thought all men could still be living in one region.
In fact, the text indicates to the contrary, for God not only gave the com-
mand to increase and multiply, but also to “fill the earth,” 1:28.*

Robert Jamieson, prominent nineteenth century defender of the
local-Flood theory, must have realized the inherent weakness of Pye

1 For further discussion of this point, see below, pp. 479-480.

2 Erich Sauer, The Dawn of World Redemption, trans. G. H. Lang (Grand Rapids:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., 1952), p. 67.

2 C. F. Keil, op. cit., pp. 123-124,

+Edmund F. Sutcliffe, S.J., “Genesis,” A4 Catholic Commentary on Holy Scrip-
ture (New York; Thomas Nelson & Sons, 1953), p. 190.
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Smith’s arguments for a limited distribution of humanity in the days
of Noah, for he did not use them in his lengthy defense of the local-
Flood theory in the Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown Commentary
(1870). In fact, his only remark on the subject was this: “The human
race as yet occupied a small tract of western Asia, their members
being comparatively few, as is evident from the single fact that the
preaching of Noah was within the hearing of all that generation.”
Since this argument is still being echoed today,” we do well to ex-
amine it more closely.

We must first of all recognize that nowhere in Scripture are we told
that “the preaching of Noah was within the hearing of all that genera-
tion.” Peter says that Noah was “a preacher of righteousness” (II
Peter 2:5), and the author of Hebrews tells us that Noah by faith
“prepared an ark to the saving of his house; through which he con-
demned the world” (Heb. 11:7). But this is not equivalent to saying
that Noah preached directly to all the people of his generation!

While it is true that multitudes of people may have heard Noah’s
impassioned warnings directly, Noah’s condemnation of the world
probably consisted mainly in the very contrast of his godly and be-
lieving life with the lives of all others in his time. To him only God
could say: “Come thou and all thy house into the ark; for thee have
I seen righteous before me in this generation” (Gen. 7:1). The fact
that no other human beings of that time had Noah’s faith and right-
eousness was the condemnation of the world. The kind of faith that
produced obedience (Gen. 6:22), even unto the building of the Ark,
was the only kind of faith that could bring deliverance from judg-
ment. No one else had the kind of faith that produced obedience;
therefore the world was condemned. In like manner, only a relatively
few persons of the world ever saw the Lord Jesus Christ during his
earthly ministry; but it is true, nevertheless, that “the world knew him
not” (John 1:10) and “this is the judgment, that the light is come
into the world, and men loved darkness rather than the light; for
their works were evil” (John 3:19).

But even if the fact that Noah’s ark-building faith “condemned the
world” should mean that everyone in the world heard the warnings of

1 Jamieson, op. cit., p. 99.

2 Custance, op. cit., p. 18: “The very method by which God forewarned men im-
plies a situation in which the population of the world was still fairly well congre-

gated.” Ramm, op. cit.,, p. 239, uses the same argument to prove that the Flood was
anthropologically local, affecting only a small part of the human race!
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Noah, it would by no means follow that the human race had to be
confined to one small region of the earth. During that 120-year period
of grace “when the long-suffering of God waited in the days of Noah,
while the ark was a preparing” (Gen. 6:3, I Pet. 3:20), the news of
Noah’s remarkable activities and alarming warnings could easily have
spread throughout the entire earth.!

To summarize briefly, it is easier to understand how the earth could
have been filled with people by the time of the flood if we realize the
greatness of antediluvian longevity, fecundity, and strife and the
command of God to “fill the earth” (Gen. 1:28). The sinfulness of
the antediluvians and the characteristics of patriarchal family life are
objections that can easily be turned into supporting arguments, and
the fact that Noah was a preacher who condemned the world can
be made to harmonize perfectly with the concept of a widely scat-
tered antediluvian race.?

Paleontology. Our second reason for believing that man had trav-
elled far beyond the confines of the Near East by the time of the
Flood is based upon evidence from paleontology. It is not our pur-
pose here to enter into a discussion of the absolute age of the various
“fossil men.” Nor are we attempting to settle here the difficult ques-
tion of which, if any, of these human remains are antediluvian. Our
purpose in appealing to such evidence in this chapter is simply to
show how devastating to the limited-distribution theory would be the
discovery that even one human fossil from Africa, Europe, Asia, or
America antedated the Flood.

1 Civilization may very well have reached great heights before the Flood, and thus
communication systems may have been efficient. “Vast strides must have been made
in knowledge and civilization in such a lapse of time. Arts and sciences may have
reached a ripeness of which the record, from its scantiness, conveys no adequate
conception. The destruction caused by the Flood must have obliterated a thousand
discoveries, and left men to recover again by slow and patient steps the ground they
had lost” (J. J. Stewart Perowne, “Noah,” Dr. William Smith’s Dictionary of the
Bible, ed., H. B. Hackett and Ezra Abbot. Boston: Houghton, Mifflin, & Co., 1896,
III, p. 2178). See also below pp. 40-41.

If, in addition, we allow for a possible uniformity of language before the Flood,
more than a hundred years during which the report of Noah’s words could have been
spread abroad, and the sensational nature of his ark-building enterprise, we have
more than enough reasons for assuming that everyone in the world had an oppor-

tunity to hear directly or indirectly the warnings of this mighty “preacher of right-
eousness.”

2Many Old Testament scholars believe that the period from Adam to the Flood
lasted much more than 1656 years, because of gaps in the genealogy of Genesis 5. If
this be true, how much more impossible it would be to insist that the human race did
not spread out beyond Mesopotamia by the time of the Flood! See pp. 474-477.
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Now the important fact to be observed with regard to these ancient
fossils is that practically all of them have been found hundreds, and
even thousands, of miles from the Mesopotamian Valley! In view of
this fact, the advocates of the limited-distribution theory are forced to
maintain one of two possible positions: (1) no human fossils that
ever have or ever will be discovered outside of the Mesopotamian
Valley can be considered antediluvian, or (2) if men actually did
migrate to distant regions before the Flood, they must have been
driven back into Mesopotamia by some universally compelling force,
whether natural or supernatural, in order to be drowned in a limited
Flood.

George Frederick Wright, a geologist of two generations ago, see-
ing the futility of defending the first of these two alternatives, wrote
as follows:

An insuperable objection to this theory is that the later discoveries have
brought to light remains of prehistoric man from all over the northern
hemisphere, showing that long before the time of the flood, he had been
widely scattered.

He then proceeded to defend the second alternative, by suggesting
that:

in connection with the enormous physical changes in the earth’s surface
during the closing scenes of the glacial epoch, man had perished from off
the face of the earth except in the valley of the Euphrates, and that the
Noachian Deluge is the final catastrophe in that series of destructive events.?

But this second alternative is also faced with insuperable objec-
tions: (1) if we are to follow the modern scientific theory of Pleisto-
cene ice ages, then we must also follow the scientists when they tell
us that the ice sheets never covered the major part of the earth at any
time;* (2) even if an ice age could have succeeded in confining man-
kind to the Mesopotamian Valley, it would not help the limited-
distribution theory, because the Flood must have come at a later time
when temperatures had risen sufficiently to cause a sudden melting of
the ice sheets (as Wright himself suggests), and (3) the Scriptures

1 George F. Wright, “The Deluge of Noah,” International Standard Bible Encyclo-
pedia, 11, 824. Cf. Ramm, op. cit.,, p. 239.

2 Wright, loc. cit.

8 Richard F. Flint of Yale University claimed that “glaciers have covered nearly

one-third of the land area of the world.” Glacial Geology and the Pleistocene Epoch
(New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1947), p. 10.
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give no hint whatever of any natural or supernatural gathering of
humanity back into Mesopotamia to be drowned by melting ice
sheets!

Wright's hypothesis has received little support in the twentieth
century, and we must concur with Byron C. Nelson’s verdict that “it
was a fruitless effort to combine the theory of the Flood with the
theories of modern geology.”*

In conclusion, it must be admitted that evidence from paleontology
presents some very embarrassing problems for those who believe that
the entire human race was confined to the region of Mesopotamia at
the time of the Flood. If it should ever be proved that any of the
ancient human fossils discovered in Java, China, South Africa, or
Western Europe were antediluvian, then the universality of the Flood
could be proven by paleontology alone.? For it would be quite futile
to defend the theory that a mountain-covering, year-long deluge ex-
tended from Mesopotamia to Western Europe, South Africa, China,
or Java, without at the same time covering the entire earth.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this chapter we have attempted to establish the geographical
universality of the Flood on the basis of seven major Biblical argu-
ments: (1) the Bible says that the waters of the Flood covered the
highest mountains to a depth sufficient for the Ark to float over them;
(2) the Bible also informs us that this sitiation prevailed for a period
of five months and that an additional seven months were required for

! Byron C. Nelson, The Deluge Story in Stone (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing
House, 1931), p. 134. As late as 1950, however, Dr. R. C. Stone defended this
view: “The Biblical account does not preclude mass migration to S. America, Java,
Northern Europe, and the Far Eastern Asia mainland before Noah’s day, providing
such men had become extinct before the Flood or were killed by the flooding of
these areas.” (“Exegesis of the Biblical Account of the Flood,” Unpublished Paper,
Wheaton College, Nov. 11, 1950).

?This argument seriously undermines the popular local-Flood view., Wright's
bizarre theory would not be affected by it, of course; nor would Ramm’s theory of
an anthropologically local Flood. In fact, Ramm uses this same argument to defend
his own view: “Some assert that man never spread beyond the Mesopotamian Valley.
This is impossible to defend in that it is so well proven that men were to be found
outside of the Mesopotamian area long before the Flood.” Op. cit., p. 239. Then, in
a footnote, he adds: “Rehwinkel admits this. Op. cit., pp. 32-40.”

But this is a strange way to express it, since Rehwinkel, a defender of the uni-
versal flood view, cited those numerous instances of human fossils in various parts
of the world for the very reason that they constitute supporting evidence for the
universal Flood view!
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the waters to subside sufficiently for Noah to disembark in the moun-
tains of Ararat; (3) the expression “fountains of the great deep were
broken up” points unmistakably to vast geological disturbances that
are incompatible with the local-Flood concept, especially when these
disturbances are said to have continued for five months; (4) the con-
struction of the Ark with a capacity of at least 1,400,000 cubic feet,
merely for the purpose of carrying eight people and a few animals
through a local inundation is utterly inconceivable; (5) if the Flood
had been limited in extent, there would have been no need for an ark
at all, for there would have been plenty of time for Noah’s family to
escape from the danger-area, to say nothing of the birds and beasts;
(6) Peter’s use of the Flood as a basis for refuting uniformitarian
skeptics in the last days would have been pointless if the Flood had
been merely a local one, especially when we consider the cosmic
setting into which he placed that cataclysm (II Pet. 3:3-7), and (7)
a widely distributed human race could not have been destroyed by a
local Flood.

In support of our seventh argument, we presented four Biblical
reasons for the necessity of a total destruction of humanity in the
days of Noah: (1) since the stated purpose of the Flood was the
punishment of a sinful race, such a purpose could not have been ac-
complished if only a part of humanity had been affected; (2) the
fact that the Flood destroyed the rest of mankind is greatly strength-
ened by repeated statements in Genesis, I Peter, and II Peter, to the
effect that only Noah and his family were spared; (3) the Lord Jesus
Christ clearly stated that all men were destroyed by the Flood (Luke
17:26-30), and (4) the covenant which God made with Noah after
the Flood becomes meaningless if only a part of the human race had
been involved.

In addition to these arguments for a total destruction of the human
race except for Noah’s family, we gave two reasons for believing that
the human race could not have been confined to the Mesopotamian
Valley at the time of the Flood: (1) the longevity and fecundity of
the antediluvians would allow for a very rapid increase in population
even if only 1,656 years elapsed between Adam and the Flood; and
the prevalence of strife and violence would have encouraged wide dis-
tribution rather than confinement to a single locality; (2) evidence of
human fossils in widely-scattered parts of the world makes it very
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difficult to assume that men did not migrate beyond the Near East
before the time of the Flood.

The writers are firmly convinced that these basic arguments, if
carefully weighed by Christian thinkers, would prove to be sufficiently
powerful and compelling to settle once and for all the long-debated
question of the geographical extent of the Flood. This is not to say,
of course, that a universal Flood presents no serious scientific prob-
lems; for the remaining chapters of this volume are devoted largely
to an examination of such problems. But we do believe that no prob-
lem, be it scientific or philosophical, can be of sufficient magnitude
to offset the combined force of these seven Biblical arguments for a
geographically universal Flood in the days of Noah.





