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hood — for those who would fully magnify their
mortal lives. Performance in one estate would vitally
affect the succeeding estate or estates. If a person
kept his first estate, he would be permitted the sec-
ond or the mortal life as a further period of trial and
experience. If he magnified his second estate, his
earth experience, eteral life would await him. To
that end men go through the numerous experiences
-of earth life—to see if they will do all things what-
* soever the Lord their God shall command them.’
(Abraham 3:25.) :
“We mortals who now live upon this earth are in
- our second estate. Our very presence here in mortal
bodies attests the fact that we ‘kept’ our first estate.
“Qur spirit matter was eternal and co-existent with
God, but it was organized into spirit bodies by our
Heavenly Father. Our spirit bodies went through a

- _long period of growth and development and training

" and, having passed the test successfully, were finally
admitted to this earth and to mortality.” (Miracle of
* Forgiveness; pp. 4-5.)

This “long period of growth and development”
must surely have had a great influence on what man
is now. For example, President Brigham Young
pointed out that all men know there is a God even
though some have forgotten that they know. He
said:

I want to tell you, each and every one of you,
that you are well acquainted with God our Heavenly
Father, or the great Elohim. You are all well ac-
quainted with him, for there is not a soul of you but
what has lived in his house and dwelt with him year
after year; and yet you are seeking to become ac-
quainted with him, when the fact is, you have
merely forgotten what you did know.

“There is not a person here to-day but what is a
son or a daughter of that Being.” (Discourses of
Brigham Young, p. 50.)

' (2-3) How Old Is the Earth?

Even when it is realized that chapter 1 of Genesis
does not describe the beginning of all things, or .even
the starting point of mankind, but only the begin-
ning of this earth, it cannot be said definitively when
that beginning was. In other words, the scriptures do
not provide sufficient information to accurately
determine the age of the earth. Generally speaking,
those who accept the scriptural account subscribe to
one of three basic theories about the age of the
world. All three theories depend on how the word
day, as used in the creation account, is interpreted.

The first theory says that the word day is under-
stood as it is used currently and therefore means a
period of 24 hours. According to this theory, the
earth was created in one week, or 168 hours. Thus,
the earth would be approximately six thousand years
old. (Many scholars agree that there were approx-
imately four thousand years from Adam to Christ
and that there have been nearly two thousand years
since Christ was born.) Very few people, either
members of the Church or members of other reli-
gions, hold to this theory, since the evidence for
longer processes involved in the Creation is
substantial.

.

A second theory argues that Abraham was told
through the Urim and Thummim that one revolution
of Kolob, the star nearest to the throne of God, took
one thousand earth years (see Abraham 3:2-4). In
other words, one could say that one day of the
Lord’s time equals one thousand earth years. Other
scriptures support this theory, too (see Psalm 90:4;

2 Peter 3:8; Facsimile No.2 from the book of Abraham,
figures 1, 4). If the word day in Genesis was used in
this sense, then the earth would be approximately
thirteen thousand years old (seven days of a
thousand years each for the Creation plus the nearly
six thousand years since Adam’s fall). Some see Doc-
trine and Covenants 77:12 as additional scriptural
support for this theory.

Creation room in the Los Angeles Temple

Although the majority of geologists, astronomers,
and other scientists believe that even this long period
is not adequate to explain the physical evidence
found in the earth, there are a small number of
reputable scholars who disagree. These claim that the
geologic clocks are misinterpreted and that
tremendous. catastrophes in the earth’s history

_ speeded up the processes that normally may take

thousands of years. They cite evidence supporting
the idea that thirteen thousand years is not an unre-
alistic time period. Immanuel Velikousky, for ex-
ample, wrote three books amassing evidence that
worldwide catastrophic upheavals have occurred in

recent history, and he argued against
uniformitarianism, the idea that the natural processes

‘In evidence now have always prevailed at the same

approximate rate of uniformity. These books are
Worlds in Collision, Ages in Chaos, and Earth in Up-
heaval. Two Latter-day Saint scientists, Melvin A.
Cook and M. Garfield Cook, have also advocated
this theory in their book, Science and Mormonism. A
short summary of the Cooks’ approach can be found
in Paul Cracroft’s article “How Old Is the Earth?”
(Improvement Era, Oct. 1964, pp. 827-30, 852).

A third theory says that the word day refers to a

.period of an undetermined length of time, thus sug-

gesting an era. The word is still used in that sense in
such phrases as “in the day of the dinosaurs.” The
Hebrew word for day used in the creation account
can be translated as ““day”’ in the literal sense, but it
can also be used in the ‘sense of an indeterminate
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agth of time (see Genesis 40:4, where day is trans-
tated as ““a season”’; Judges 11:4, where a form of day
is translated as “in the process of time”’; see also
Holladay, Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testa-
ment, pp. 130-31). Abraham says that the Gods called
the creation periods days (see Abraham 4:5, 8).

If this last meaning was the sense in which Moses
used the word day, then the apparent conflict be-
tween the scriptures and much of the evidence seen
by science as supporting a very old age for the earth
is easily resolved. Each era or day of creation could
have lasted for millions or even hundreds of millions
of our years, and uniformitarianism could be accept-
ed without any problem. (For an excellent discussion
of this approach see Henry Eyring, “The Gospel and
the ‘Age of the Earth,” [Improvement Era, July 1965,
pp. 608-9, 626, 628]. Also, most college textbooks in
the natural sciences discuss the traditional dating of
the earth.)

While it is interesting to note these various theo-
ries, officially the Church has not taken a stand on
the age of the earth. For reasons best known to
himself, the Lord has not yet seen fit to formally
reveal the details of the Creation. Therefore, while
Latter-day Saints are commanded to learn truth from
many different fields of study (see D&C 88:77-79), an
attempt to establish any theory as the official position
of the Church is not justifiable.

(2-4) Genesis 1:1. Who Created the Earth?

While the record indicates that God created the
heavens and the earth, there is additional informa-
tion as to exactly who that was, The Prophet Joseph
said:

I shall comment on the very first Hebrew word in
the Bible; I will make a comment on the very first
sentence of the history of creation in the
Bible — Berosheit. 1 want to analyze the word.

. Baith—in, by, through, and everything else.

Rosh —the head. Sheit — grammatical termination.
When the inspired man wrote it, he did not put the
baith there. An old Jew without any authority added
the word; he thought it too bad to begin to talk
about the head! It read first, ‘The head one of the
Gods brought forth the Gods.’” That is the true
meaning of the words. Baurau signifies to bring forth.
If you do not believe it, you do not believe the
learned man of God. Learned men can teach you no
more than what I have told you. Thus the head God
brought forth the Gods in the grand council.

. The head God called together the Gods and
sat in grand council to bring forth the world. The
grand councilors sat at the head in yonder heavens
and contemplated the creation of the worlds which
were created at the time.” (Teachings, pp. 348-49.)
The Abraham account of the Creation reflects this
idea of the plurality of Gods (see Abraham 4).

Although it was the council of the Gods that
supervised the Creation, numerous scriptures in-
dicate that Jehovah, the premortal Jesus Christ, was
actually given the responsibility for carrying out the
work of the Creation, not for this earth alone but

also for innumerable others. To Moses God explain-
ed: ““And worlds without number have I created; and
I also created them for mine own purpose; and by
the Son I created them, which is mine Only
Begotten” (Moses 1:33; for an extensive list of other
scriptures showing that Jesus is the Creator, see
“Jesus Christ, Creator” in the topical guide).

Jehovah, or Christ, had the assistance of Michael
in creating the earth. Elder Bruce R. McConkie ex-
plained who Michael was:

“Our great prince, Michael, known in mortality as
Adam, stands next to Christ in the eteral plan of
salvation and progression. In pre-existence Michael
was the most intelligent, powerful, and mighty spirit
son of God, who was destined to come to this earth,
excepting only the Firstborn, under whose direction
and pursuant to whose counsel he worked. ‘He is
the father of the human family, and presides over the
spirits of all men.’ (Teachings, p. 157.) The name Mi-
chael apparently, and with propriety, means one
‘who is like God.’

“In the creation of the earth, Michael played a part
second only to that of Christ.” (Mormon Doctrine, 2d
ed., p. 491.)

Abraham records that in the midst of “many of the
noble and great” premortal spirits was one “like unto
God,” who said to them, “We will go down . . . and
we will take of these materials, and we will make an
earth whereon these may dwell” (Abraham 3:22, 24;
emphasis added). This passage suggests that others
besides Adam may have assisted in the Creation.
Elder Joseph Fielding Smith taught:

“It is true that Adam helped to form this earth. He
labored with our Savior Jesus Christ. I have a strong
view or conviction that there were others also who
assisted them. Perhaps Noah and Enoch; and why
not Joseph Smith, and those who were appointed to
be rulers before the earth was formed? [Abraham
3:2-4.1” (Doctrines of Salvation, 1:74-75.)

(2-5) Genesis 1:1. What Does the Word Create '
Mean?

The Hebrew word translated as “created’” means
“shaped, fashioned, created; always divine activity”
(Genesis 1:1, fn. ¢). The Prophet Joseph Smith
explained:

“You ask the learned doctors why they say the
world was made out of nothing: and they will an-
swer, ‘Doesn’t the Bible say He created the world?’
And they infer, from the word create, that it must
have been made out of nothing. Now, the word
create came from the word baurau which does not
mean to create out of nothing; it means to organize;
the same as a man would organize materials and
build a ship. Hence, we infer that God had materials
to organize the world out of chaos —chaotic matter,
which is element, and in which dwells all the glory.
Element had an existence from the time he had. The
pure principles of element are principles which can
never be destroyed; they may be organized and re-
organized, but not destroyed. They had no begin-
ning, and can have no end.” (Teachings, pp. 350-52.)
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M
, 16) Genesis 2:7. Adam Was the “’First Flesb
Jgon the Earth

. Moses 3:7 adds a significant phrase to Genesis 2:7:
f' s« "“And man became a living soul, the first flesh upon

: the earth, the first man also.” President Joseph Field-
ing Smith explained what was meant by the term
flesh.

So, Adam was the first man upon the earth, ac-
cording to the Lord’s statement, and the first flesh
also. That needs a'little explanation.,

“Adam did not come to this earth until it was
prepared for him. The animals were here. Plants
were here. The Lord did not bring him here to a
desolate world, and then bring other creatures. It
was all prepared for him, just according to the order
that is written in our scriptures; and when it was all
ready for Adam he was placed upon the earth.

“Then what is meant by the ‘first flesh’? It is
simple when you understand it. Adam was the first
of all creatures to fall and become flesh, and flesh in
this sense means rhortality, and all through our
scriptures the Lord speaks of this life as flesh, while
we are here in the flesh, so Adam became the first
flesh. There was no other mortal creature before him,
and there was no mortal death until he brought it,
and the scriptures tell you that. It is here written,
and that is the gospel of Jesus Christ.”” (Seek Ye
Earnestly, pp. 280-81.)

God made the animals

‘ ‘ (2-17) Genesis 2:8. Where Was the Garden of Eden?

“In accord with the revelations given to the
Prophet Joseph Smith, we teach that the Garden of
Eden was on the American continent located where
the City Zion, or the New Jerusalem, will be built
[see D&C 116; History of the Church, 3:35-36; Dyer, The
Refiner’s Fire, pp. 17-18]. When Adam and Eve were
driven out of the Garden, they eventually dwelt at a
place called Adam-ondi-Ahman, situated in what is
now Daviess County, Missouri. Three years before
the death of Adam he called the righteous of his
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posterity at this place and blessed them, and it is at
this place where Adam, or Michael, will sit as we
read in the 7th chapter of Daniel. [Daniel 7:9-14, 21-
22, 26-27.1" (Smith, Doctrines of Salvation, 3:74.)

The Flood and subsequent cataclysms drastically
changed the topography and geography of the earth.
The descendants of Noah evidently named some riv-
ers, and perhaps other landmarks, after places they
had kndwn before the Flood. This theory would ex-
plain why rivers in Mesopotamia now bear the
names of rivers originally on the American continent.
It is also possible that some present river systems are
remnants of the antediluvian river systems on the
one great continent that existed then.

POINTS TO PONDER

(2-18) In Genesis and the parallel accounts in Moses
and Abraham is a brief record of the creation of the
earth and of man who would dwell on it. Itis a
simple and straightforward account. Although we are
not told exactly how the Lord brought about the crea-
tive processes, we are taught several essential
concepts:

First, God, the Father of all men, instituted the
creation of this world as a place for men to come to
mortality and progress toward their eternal destiny.

Second, man is the offspring of deity.

Third, the world was not created by chance forces
or random accident.

Fourth, Adam was the first man and the first flesh
on the earth (see Reading 2-16 for a definition of
“first flesh”” [Moses 3:7]).

Fifth, Adam fell from a state of i mnocen,ce and
immortality, and his fall affected all life upon the
earth as well as the earth itself.

Sixth, the atonement of Jesus Christ was planned
before the world was ever created so that men could
come to a fallen earth, overcome death and their
sins, and return to live with God.

In the world another theory of how things began is
popularly held and widely taught. This theory, that
of organic evolution, was generally developed from
the writings of Charles Darwin. It puts forth different
ideas concerning how life began and where man
came from. In relation to this theory, the following
statements should help you understand what the
Church teaches about the Creation and the origin of
man.

“It is held by some that Adam was not the first
man upon this earth, and that the original human
being was a development from lower orders of the
animal creation. These, however, are the theories of
men. The word of the Lord declares that Adam was
‘the first man of all men’ (Moses 1:34), and we are
therefore in duty bound to regard him as the primal
parent of our race. It was shown to the brother of
Jared that all men were created in the beginning after
the image of God; and whether we take this to mean
the spirit or the body, or both, it commits us to the
same conclusion: Man began life as a human being,
in the likeness of our heavenly Father.” (First Presi-
dency {Joseph F. Smith, John R. Winder, Anthon H.
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eontology and Research at the Geoscience Re-
arch Institute, Andrews University in Michigan,
presented one scientist’s view of how life began. The
following excerpts are from a pamphlet on the Crea-
tion written by Dr. Coffin.

“The time has come for a fresh look at the
evidence Charles Darwin used to support his evolu-
tionary theory, along with the great mass of new
scientific information. Those who have the courage
to penetrate through the haze of assumptions which
surrounds the question of the origin of life will dis-
cover that science presents substantial evidence that
creation best explains the origin of life. Four consid-

rations lead to this conclusion.

“1. Life is unique.

“2. Complex animals appeared suddenly

3. Change in the past has been limited.

“4. Change in the present is limited.

“Anyone interested.in truth must seriously consid-
er these points. The challenge they present to the
theory of evolution has led many intelligent and
honest men of science now living to reevaluate their
beliefs about the origin of life.” (Coffin, Creation: The
Evidence from Science, p. [1].)

Life Is Unique
"Scientist Homer Jacobson reports in American Sci-

entist, January, 1955, ‘From the probability stand-
point, the ordering of the present environment into a
single amino acid molecule would be utterly improb-
able in all the time and space available for the origin
of terrestrial life.’

“How much organic soup, the material some point
to as the source of the first spark of life, would be
needed for the chance production of a simple pro-
tein? Jacobson answers this question also: ‘Only the
very simplest of these proteins (salmine) could possi-
bly arise, even if the earth were blanketed with a
thickness of half a mile of amino acids for a billion
years! And by no stretch of the imagination does it
seem as though the present environment could give
even one molecule of amino acid, let alone be able to
order by accident this molecule into a protoplasmic
array of self-reproducing, metabolizing parts fitting
into an organism.’ [Homer Jacobson, “Information,
Reproduction and the Origin of Life,”. American Scien-,
tist, Jan. 1955, p. 125.]

” Another scientist, impressed with the odds
against the chance formation of proteins, has
expressed his opinion as follows: ‘The chance that
these five elements [carbon, hydrogen, nitrogen, oxy-
gen, sulfur] may come together to form the molecule,
the quantity of matter that must be continually
shaken up, and the length of tithe necessary to finish
the task, can all be calculated. A Swiss mathemati-
cian, Charles Eugene Guye, has made the com-
putation and finds that the odds against such an
occurrence are 10160 to 1, or only one chance in 1015%;
that is, 10 multiplied by itself 160 times, a number far
too large to be expressed in words. The amount of -
matter to be shaken together to produce a single
molecule of protein would be millions of times great-
er than that in the whole universe. For it to occur on

the earth alone would require many, almost endless

. billions (10243) of years.’ [Frank Allen, “The Origin of

the World <by Chance or Design?” in John Clover
Monsma, ed., The Evidence of God in an Expanding
Universe, p. 23.1" (Coffin, Creation, pp. [3-4].)

{_ Complex Animals Appeared Suddenly

“In 1910, Charles Walcott, while riding horseback
across the Canadian Rockies, stumbled onto a most
interesting find of sea fossils. This site has provided
the most complete collection of Cambrian fossils
known. Walcott found soft-bodied animals preserved
in the very fine-grained mud. Many different worms,
shrimp, and crablike creatures left impressions in the
now hardened shale. The impressions include even
some of the internal parts such as intestines and
stomachs. The creatures are covered with bristles,
spines, and appendages, including marvelous detail
of the structures so characteristic of worms and
crustaceans.

“By examining the visible hard parts of these
fossils it is possible to learn much about these ani-

' mals. Their eyes and feelers indicate that they had a

good nervous system. Their gills show that they ex-
tracted oxygen from the water. For oxygen to have
moved around their bodies they must have had
blood systems.

“Some of these animals grew by molting, like a
grasshopper. This is a complicated process that biolo-
gists are still trying to understand. They had very *
intricate mouthparts to strain special kinds of foods
out of the water. There was nothing simple or primi-
tive about these creatures. They would compare well
with any modern worms or crabs. Yet they are found
in the oldest rocks that contain any significant number of
fossils. Where are their ancestors? .

“What you have read so far is not new. This prob-
lem has been known at least since the time of
Charles Darwin. If progressive evolution from simple
to complex is correct, the ancestors to these full-
blown living creatures in the Cambrian should be
found; but they have not been found and there is
little prospect of their ever being found.

“On the basis of the facts alone, on the basis of what is
actually found in the earth, the theory of a sudden creative
act in which the major forms of life were established fits
best.” (Coffin, Creation, pp. [5-6].)

(;1: Kinds of Animals Have Not Changed

““Scientists who study fossils have discovered an-
other interesting piece of information. Not only did
complicated animals appear suddenly in the lower
Cambrian rocks, but the basic forms of animals have
not changed much since then. . ... To put it more
plainly, this is the problem of the missing links. It is
not a case of one missing link. It is not even a case of
many missing links. Evolutionists are confronted
with the problem of whole sections of the chain of
life missing. . . .

“G. G. Simpson, quite aware of this problem also,
says, ‘It is a feature of the known fossil record that
most taxa appear abruptly. They are not, as a rule,
led up to by a sequence of almost imperceptible
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changing forerunners such as Darwin believed

149.]

"~ “Thus we see that not only is the sudden appear-

ance of complete and intricate animals a problem for

evolution, but the absence of change from one major
type into another is equally serious. Again we can

‘ say that this is no new problem. Soon after collectors

! started accumulating fossils, it became obvious that

‘fossils belong in the same major categories as do
modern animals and plants. A number of scientists
have commented in recent years about the lack of
change and the absence of connecting links for spe-

‘cific kinds of animals. . . .

“Every high school student has seen pictures, per-

_haps in his own biology textbook, of a scantily clad
and hairy Neanderthal man with low-slung neck,
stooped shoulder, bowed legs, and bestial appear-

ance. Such pictures grew out of the original

description of Neanderthal man given by the

Frenchman Boule in 1911-1913. [Marcellin Boule,

Fossil Men.] The picture has passed unchanged from

. book to. book, year to year, for nearly sixty years. But
Boule based his description originally upon one
skeleton whose bones have recently been shown to be badly
deformed by a severe case of arthritis.

“William Straus and A. J. E. Cave, the two scien-

. tists who discovered this situation, declared, ‘There
is thus no valid reason for the assumption that the
posture of Neanderthal man of the fourth glacial pe-
riod differed significantly from that of present-day
men. . . . Notwithstanding, if he could be
reincarnated and placed in a New York sub-
way — provided that he were bathed, shaved, and
dressed in modern clothing — it is doubtful whether
he would. attract any more attention than some of its
other denizens.’ [William L. Straus, Jr., and A. J. E.
Cave, “Pathology and the Posture of Neanderthal
Man,” Quarterly Review of Biolegy, Dec. 1957, pp. 358-
59.]- That was written some years ago. Neanderthal
man might attract less-attention today if he were not
shaved!” (Coffin, Creation, pp. [6, 10].)

@ange in the Present Is Limiteb

“On a television panel celebrating the centennial of

Charles Darwin’s book Origin of Species, Sir Julian

v Huxley began his comments by saying, ‘The first

- point to make about Darwin’s theory is that it is no

_longer a theory, but a fact. No serious scientist
would deny the fact that evolution has occurred, just
as he would not deny the fact that the earth goes
around the sun.’ [Sol Tax and Charles Callender,
eds., Issues in Evolution, p. 41.] This is a confusing
statement that tells only part of the truth. First, the
word evolution must be defined.

should be usual in evolution.” {The Evolution of Life, p.

“The word itself merely means ‘change,” and on
the basis of this definition, evolution is a fact. How-
ever, most people understand evolution to mean
progressive change in time from simplicity to com-
plexity, from primitive to advanced. This definition of
evolution is not based on fact. The study of inheritance
has revealed principles and facts that can prove evo-
lution —if we understand the word evolution to mean
‘change.’ But the obvious minor changes occurring to
living things today give no basis for concluding that
limitless change has happened in the past. . . .

“Yes, new species of plants and animals are form-
ng today. The almost endless intergradations of ani-
mals and plants in the world, the fantastic
degeneration among parasites, and the adaptations
of offense and defense, lead to the inevitable con-
clusion that change has occurred. However, the
problem of major changes from one fundamental
kind to another is still a most pressing unanswered
question facing the evolutionist. Modern animals and
plaiifs can change, but the amount of change is limit-
ed. The laboratories of science have been unable to
demonstrate change from one major kind to another,
neither has such change happened in the past history of
the earth if we take the fossil record at face value.”
(Coffin, Creation, pp. [13, 15].)

Conclusion

“Constant exposure to one theory of origins, and
only one, has convinced many that no alternative
exists and that evolution must be the full and com-
plete answer. How unfortunate that most of the mil-
lions who pass through the educational process have
little opportunity to weigh the evidences on both
sides! :

“Examinations of the fossils, stony records of the
past, tell us that complicated living things suddenly
(without warning, so to speak) began to exist on the
earth. Furthermore, time has not modified them
enough to change their basic relationships to each
other. Modem living organisms tell us that change is
a feature of life and time, but they also tell us that
there are limits beyond which they do not pass natu-
rally and beyond which man has been unable to
force them. In consideration of past or present living
things, man must never forget that he is dealing with
life, a profoundly unique force which he has not
been able to create and which he is trying
desperately to understand.

“Here are the facts; here are the evidences; here,
then, are the sound reasons for believing life origi-
nated through a creative act. It is time that each
individual has the opportunity to know the facts and
to make an intelligent choice.” (Coffin, Creation, p.

[15].)
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