




















Adam at such a position in time that the pre-Adamic
forms must be at least accounted for because of Adam's
relation to all mankind in the Fall. Clark does this by
assuming their humanity by an exegetical and theological
device; Wright demotes them from humanity by dis-
counting their religious capacity, Murk by discounting
their linguistic capacity, and Mitchell and Archer by
simply being forced to assign them & non-human status
by reason of their assumed pre-Adamic existence, Here,
too, we could insert the extreme position of Robert
Brow, author of an article in CHRISTIANITY TODAY en-
titled “The Late-Date Genesis Man,” who holds that
Adam’s creation was about “3900 B.c." and who de-
motes all previous beings to animal status (Sept. 15,
1972, issue).

Now those in category 1b, who do not accept the
geological antiquity of earth or mankind, also hold
firmly to the orthodox position that Adam was the first
man. However, in assigning not only Adam but all of
Creation otherwise a very recent date, they must treat
the fossil remains of ancient man either (a) as non-
human animals, (b) as largely fraudulent or fictitious, or
(c) as appearing morphologically very very modern and
entirely within the scope of the present human races.

Perhaps the best-known representatives of this posi-
tion are Arthur Custance, a Canadian who is the author
of the series called “The Doorway Papers™; members of
the British Evolution Protest Movement; and members
of the American-based Bible-Science Association, Crea-.
tion Research Socicty, and Institute for Creation Re-
secarch. Jobhn C. Whitcomb and Henry Morris have stated
the position most plainly:

We say, on the basis of overwhelming Biblical evi-
dence, that every fossil man that has ever been dis-
covered, or ever will be discovered, is a descendant
of the supernaturally created Adam and Eve. This
is absolutely essential to the entire edifice of Christian
theology, and there can simply be no truc Christianity
without it [The Genesis Flood: The Biblical Record
and Its Scientific Implications, Presbyterian and Re-
formed, 1961, p. 457).

But Morris insists that “the Biblical record indicates
creation to have taken place only a few thousand years
ago.” He admits a “possible range of uncertainty" of
“about 15,000 years ago,” but considers “a more likely
limit to be “not more than 10,000 years ago.” In fact,
he concludes, “there is nothing really impossible or
unrcasonable about the traditional date of 4004 B.C.”
(Evolution and the Modern Christian).

Tuming now to position two, the acceptance of a
geologically ancient creation of man, we may first point
out, as William Kornfield did in his CHRISTIANITY TODAY
article “The Early-Date Genesis Man" (June 8, 1973),
that those who are familiar with the abundant data, both
anatomical and cultural, strenuously resist the idea of
assigning these types to a pre-Adamic position, They
object to this on the grounds of the very evident human-
ity of these remains, as inferred by modern primitive
parallels. Kornfield says, “The concept of a pre-Adamic
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creature looking like man but not being man appears
to be a way of avoiding the implications of all the fossil
and cultural evidence for the existence of man carly in
time,"

Those who hold this position—and I am among them
—therefore insist that Adam must have been created
before the earliest of those forms that, by both anatomi-
cal and cultural evidence, may be interpreted unequivo-
cally as human and as geologically ancient, according to
the findings of human paleontology. With very few ex-
ceptions, anthropologists who are creationists hold this
position. And although the American Scientific Affiliation
does not have an official position on human antiquity,
nor can it be said that there is a consensus on the mat-
ter among its members, it appears that a great many of
them are in substantial agreement with this position.

There are many cultural and anatomical remains that
are both clearly ancient and clearly human, with contin-
uous-occupation sites well back beyond ten thousand
years in both hemispheres. The question may be asked,
why are these remains objected to? Why do those of the
late-date Adam position feel it is necessary (0 compress
them, debunk them, or omit them from the ranks of
progeny? So many of the doctrinal fundamentals of the
Christian faith are held in common by those of both these
creationist positions that many find it perplexing that the
issue of the antiquity of the creation of mankind should
so divide the testimony before the Christian and scientific
worlds,

Let us briefly review the beliefs we hold in common,

Eigst, parties on both sides of this great debate believe

that God created the first man as an individual human
being by supernatural means, The historicity of an indi-
vidual Adam is a fundamental doctrine of cach position.
This, in turn, is directly tied to the second fundamental
belief held in common, that man was created as a crea-
ture unique from all other creatures not only in his
discontinuity from them genetically but also in his
distinction from them spiritually and culturally after the
image of God. Paul A, Zimmerman in his chapter in
the Baker Symposium on Creation and John C. Whit-
comb in his book The Early Earth describe most effec-
tively and fully the arguments for the distinctiveness and
historicity of Adam, with excellent presentations of the
biblical data that undermine the position of theistic
evolution. And R. J. Rushdoony in The Mythology of
Science points out correctly that “when the historicity
of the first Adam is undercut, then the historicity of
Christ—and the validity of all history—is also de-

These three authors hold the position of a recent or
late-date Adam. The essential nature of the historicity
of Adam is also subscribed to wholcheartedly by those
of us whose interpretations of Scripture allow for a
much earlier date for Adam's creation. Among these
arc Cora Reno, S. Maxwell Coder, George F. Howe,
Donald England, and Francis Schaeffer.

These doctrinal base lines are tied also to the third
doctrine held in common, the dociring of the Fall, and
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